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im.possible to have research continuity and. di:f:ficul t~ to 

systemati.cally seek the exten.sive an.d continuous outside funding 

that was necessary for dat.a coll.ection, coding, ruanagellient, and 

storage required for longitudinal resea.rch, part.icularly t.IJ.'Ii:! 

longitud~nal nirth cohort stud.les which we have been conducting 

during the last decade or so an\1. which. cover a Cia·ta spa.n o£ more; 

than 35 years. 

This hrings us to mention the specl..fic foundations a.nd 

agencies which have provided hundreds of tllousallds of dollars at 

support. since t.he beginning of the longi:t.udinal bir:t~h cohort 

stud.ies, on which this report ~s one in a lony series.. Alt.h.ough 

our first funds Cdille :from. tile .i!'leischlll.an J!'ounaat.ion of. Reno, 

Ne'\Tada, strong support and frequent support since 1974 has come 

from the Ndtiond,l InstJ.tute of Juvenile Justice and Deli.nquency· 

Prevention.. In 197~ we received. ou.r first gran·t. tram the 

National Institute of Justice and ha.ve re.ceived other grants, 

including our current g.r.a.nt lro~n NIJ. .It is to these agencies 

which understand the i.mport.ance of continuity th.a-t we must gi.ve 

grea t credit, along wi til the Universi.ty of ~owa. .It is not 

really possible to men·tion all of -the people trom cidmin.istrd.tors 

to supporting o1:£ice staff Ciho halTe been helpful, but let it be 

noted that our: relati.onship has neen extrem·;::ly close with litany 

};l.aople in washington.. We wish that dll of the research dlreC'turs 

and monitors would havE:. been able to visit the .lOYla Urba.n 

community Research Center. 
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Cont.inuing support from NIJ and NIJJDP reveal tha·t they have 
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approach to research on delinquency and crime.. While we cannot 
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Congress and also realize the res'\:,rictions placed. upon t.hem ny 

limited appropria.tions, lie see the continuity in current. funding 

of similar basic resed.reh projects as d rea1.izdtion thd t d. 

concerted lUove toward understa.nding the nature ana causes of 

delinquency a.nd cr~me ~n modern urban society is iliipeI:d'live to 

planning programs for their control.. £'or this we appla ud those 

who are respons1hle. 

As far a.s acknowledgfiEmts in respect -to the curren t project. 
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played a, crucJ.al role :tIl the entire ended. vor during t.he past i~w 

years or more, Judith 1.. flcKilIl (Sen.ior Social Science itesedI.:ch 

Assistant) I' W. Edgar f'lu:cph (l1rograrumer A,nalyst), Lawrence Hdffner 

(Programmer Analys,t, now Director 01 Academic ComputJ.ng Services 

at Harper College), and Kathleen R.. Anderson (Graduate Reseal.I:ch 

Assistant).. Professor Robert Nash. Parker (Department oi 

Sociology, Un:i.veli:si.ty of .Iowa) I served as statistical dnd 

comput~r consulta.nt, tvhile Professor:' Marvin E: .. HolIg-ang 

(Director, Center for !:It udJ.es in Criminology and CriIlt.l.nal La. w I' 

University of Pennsylvania.) and Dean Terence P .. TllOrnberry (Ded.I!, 

School of Criminal Justi.c~, Stdte University .of: New YorK at 

Alnany) vlere consult.ing crioin.o.logl..sts.. None, of coars e, are 

respc''llsible for a.ny of the unique or: conf:ounding inte:cp1.0td.tions 

thdt the author has made of the data __ 
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ABS'l'RAC'.r 

Yery few' youth comlltence tlH~ir miscreant bah,aitier at an early 

age and cont,inne into ?/dult crimt~.. Two-t.hirds of the lli.dles in 

three Racine birth cohorts desisted a.f-ter thai.r fifth contact and 

an ever gr'ea-ter proportion ceased to have felony-lev'el pol.ice 

contacts at tha't;. time. 

Alt.hough numerous studies have shown that sanctions, as 

adluinistered,. have been ineffectiv'e i.n deterring youth dnd i:ldults 

from f.urtller delinquency and crime,. there are people WllO contena 

that more severe sanctions for a greater proportion of tile 

orfender popUlation would incre·ase the e:tfectivt:mess of the 

justice systeiQ .. 

Multiple regression and other analytic s'tra.tegies are 

utilized to determine spec.l.l.ic aete:rre:nt ef£ects 01. nU,Ill.ber of 

judicial interv'entions and severity of sanctions (present a,ud 

cumuldti ve) with controls for sex ~ .t:ace, ag'e at police cont..dct., 

neighborhood of residence, and offense seJ:iouslless (present and 

cumulative) .. 

Ne~ther severity of sdnctions Hor numner of judicial 

interventions had consistent or noped-i.or effects on fu tu.r:e 

offense sE)riousness or tne decision to desist from. fu'tu re 

offenseb. The younger the cohort member at any g~ven polJ..ce 

contact level, the less likely the].r cont.d,ct 'Would be the last .. 

Of eV'en Illore CO;].CB:tIJ is 'the finding th.a.t ,th~ t:arlier dud the morc 

severely felony-le~n::!l offenses Clre sanctioned, th~a more l .. Lkely' 

are these cohort liie.'l.lbers to have felony-leveJ. police con td.cts l.Il 

the next two years • 
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Chapter 1.. Review of the Racine studies 

INTRODlJ CTION 

!h~ Bff.ectiveness of Interv'ent~on and Court .§,anctions 

Th e eff ecti veness of in terv'ention an d court sa ncti ons (as 

applied historically a.nd at present) has been questioned in a 

lengthy litera.ture -thd.t has almost inv'ariahly cu.lminated. in th.e 

conclusion t.hat nothing works for ju veniles or a.dults if a 

decline in delinquent and crim.inal behavior by a specific target 

population is the cri terioIl .. l Furthermore, it is difficult., i.f 

not impossible, to attrl.IJute declines in delinquency o·r cr~file 

rates to programs wi:th amelioI:at.i 11'19 goals when associated 

demographic and economic ili:u~ia:bles ma.y have equally relevant 

explanatory importance. 

1 F'or an excelhmt .int.roduction t.o the problem of the juvenile 
court see Task Fo:r:'ce 1.)11 D~~linguency and Youth C:r:ime of the 
President ts Commissi.on on. LaW' Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice,. illenil§. Del.!:nguenc;y anct YO)ltll q::i1U~ (Washington,. D .. Co>: 
U .. s .. Government Printiny Office, 1961), pp. 2-9. Am.ong the 
numerous publications wh.ich have been high.ly criti.cal ot the 
opera tion of th.e cotlrt ar~ the following: Pat.ricl{ 'l' .. M ur:phy I .QJ!f: 
Kind.ly fggn,:!; ..... 'l'he .§"t.at~:. The Juvenile J'ustice System and Holt 
It. Work,e (New York: Viking l'ress, 1974); Anth.ony Platt,. Thg 
Child §.s:y~ (Chi.cago: line ani v'ersi ty of Chicago Press, 191:U) .. 
. for a very recent cr:it.l.cal text see: Barry Krisberg and James 
Austin,. 'l'hg Chil~ Qf ~ael: Critica.b g£!,rspect.i~ Q!l 
9'p.venge ili:!.stif;§ (Palo Al-to, California: f1ay:tield., 1978).. LaNar 
T .. Empey has also summed it up quite well in "Juveni.le Court:: 
The Tarnished Superparen tin Chapter 16, ~llierican Dell.nq~cy: 
It§. ~fli.lli1 and Construction (Homewood, Illinois: 'the Dorsey 
Press/'1~7ij) I pp .. 440-483 .. It may well .t)(~1' as suggested by 
Martinson a.it€:r consideration of over 200 studies" -that n.othing 
works.. See Hobert l~artl.nson·s ftWhat tiorks? 'The r!!artinson 
Rf.}nort'lf from UWhat Works? QUest.ions and. Answers anout £Tison 
Reform,n The I:ublic Int.erest 35 (1974·}, pp .. 22.-55, reprinted in 
Norman John.son and Leonard D .. savi t,l. (eds.), JJl.sti£.§. an £.. 
Corrections (New York: John ~liley <;;. Sons, 197tl) I pp. 788-810. 
Lest the reader conclude that nothing has been learned, Palme:r1s 
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While SOlfle studies of post-release juveniles and. adults ll,ave 

concluded t.hat recidi ,rism runs <loS high as 80%, there ha. ve been 

few efforts to compare the behavior of those who have had. the 

hypothesized benefits ot iu-tervention with the beha.vior of t,hose 

who have also had. conl:.acts wi,th the ju.S"lice system for the same 

behavior but tor whom intervention by the !:,olice was followed. by 

no further action .. 

Only in r:ecent years have the resources been av'ailable to 

conduct largB scale, l.ong -t.erm experimental stu_dies or lengthy 

longi tudinal COllort research projects designed -to determine the 

effecti ven.ess ot interv'entioIl (and -v'arying degrees of severity of 

sanctions) by Y01llpa.ring person.s who ha.ve and have not experienced, 

i,t at the juvenile or adult level in the just.ice system. 2 'I'he 

cruc'ial guesti.on in both research approaches is wne-ther those who 

are ignored are more or less likely- to cease their: delinquent and 

reply' should be noted: Ted J::'almer., "Martinson Revi.s~ted,n 
JO!!'£l}al of Reslt!!rch !.g Crime i!!l9... Delinguency: 12 (197~) r pp. 
133-152, also r:eprin-teu, .QE. .. cii"" PP. &1l-b27 .. 'vlhether 
juveniles WhO have comIlli tted noncr.iminal acts should be dealt 
with by a corr .. ectional system has .become an issue in more rec(.;ut 
years as well stated by William H. Sneridan, llJuvenile::; Who 
Commit Non-Crimi.nal Acts:: Why Treat i.n a Correctional system'?tI 
~deral Probata-o!!: 31 (1976), pp. 26-:;$0. 

2 A review o± the even more recent literat.ure on correcti.ons 
in the United states to 1975 has been conduc-t.ed by Dav~id F .. 
Greenberg·. Studies are cited in which random assignmen t to 
experimental d,nd control groups were made .but.. the results were no 
illore heartening in ter'lilS 01: evidence 01. correctional program 
effectiveness than £rom previou~ surveys. In concluding a 
chapter, "The Correctional Effects of Corrections, n he .refers 
again to the Lipton, Mart~l1son, and ldlks survey D1' say ing that, 
liThe blanket assertion th.a t 'nothin 9 works I is a.n exa,gg t':r.a tion, 
'but not by' very mUCh. Ii DdVl.d F _ Greenberg (ed.) I C:o~ cti.o.!!§. .2:!1ci 
Punis1!m.§.!!i (Beverly HilJ.s: Sage,. 1978), Chap'ter: 5, p.,. 141 .. 
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criminal activities than a.re thos€: who receive the atten·tion of 

the judicial system and are sanctioned td th viirying deg I:ees ot 

severity .. 3 

We have already sh.own t.h.a.t being referred t.o JU'venile county 

Probation (juvenile court :i.ntake), the District Attorney, 

Juvenile Traffic Court, or some other agency V·s .. bei.ng released 

or counselled and released is not only one further step in the 

process of becoming known to persons in th& jus-Lice sys-teJi, but is 

a forerunner of: police contacts for increasingly serious 

reasons .. 4 .Fortunately, as we see it, considering the ev idence,. 

abou-c t:.wo-t:hirds of the m-iles I and bO% of the females I contacts 

in the '1942 and 1949 COhorts resu.lted in counselling an d relea,~e 

by the police. Unfort.unately # the proportion of the ju venile 

contacts I.eferred to the County Proba'tion Departmen.t: has 

3' Al thoug h. the data a:re a.vailable for our project in d. 

community of 100, uoo, this research. woul.d .oe di:(f~cult, if not. 
impossible, to carry out 111 most. metropoli t.,cln aredS w'here such. 
extensi ve. longitudinal records are not as readily d. vail Q,ble. 
Some of the pI.oblems for: a megalopol.is such as Los Angeles a.r:e 
presented in Peter W. Greenwood, Joan Petersilia, and l:"rauklin E.. 
Zimring, Age I cr~~, .sud. Sdngtion,2: The !~;i:t;i9!! frol!l. JUYiillil§. 
to Aduli 9ourt, "Ndtional Institute of Justice (N-Lo42-N IJ) (Sant:a 
Monica: Rand), 1980. 

Racine is, in many respects, an ideal laboratory in which. to 
study how social processes operate in an urDall set-ting.. in 1930 
a.lmost 20% of the population consisted of foreign-born Whit&s,. 
while less than -1% was Black (Negro).. By 1940 the population of 
foreign-born Whites dropped to 16.5%, by lYSO to 12%, by -IY6v to 
8%, and by 1970 to 6%. At t.he same tim.e, the Black popula,tion 
increased from 1% in 1940 to ~%. by 1950, to .5.3:~ by 1960,. and to 
10.5% by 1970. 

It Chapter 10, "Differeu·tials in the Referral of l"olice 
Contacts and Their Use in Pr:edict:i.ng Continu~ty,.11 !~sing -tile 
Relationship of Adult Cr:imina . .:t. Careers to ~nile Care~, U .5. 
Depart,me-nt of Justice, Office ox Juv'enile Justice and Delin~Ut,;ncy 
Prevention (Na.tional Criminal Justice Reference service NCJ77744, 
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increased from, cohort to cohort so ·t,hat between the 1942 aIlCt 1955 

Cohorts the proportion with this referral incr.eased from 9.2% to 

22.4% for males and from 5 .. 5% to 20 ... 2% for feuial,es.. While our 

analyses hav'e indicated that referral is also the firs·t step 

toward continuity in ca.reers, further analysis of the offi.ci.al 

reports and self-report data with more stringent controls was 

deemed necessary in order to determin,e the extent to wh ich 

intervention of v'ario'Us types and severity may be an at. fecti ve 

deterrent action for persons who are alleged to have engaged in a 

specific hehav'ior (juv't>f1.iles) or to ha.ve comm.itted a specific 

offense (adults), at a sp"lcific age, with a spp,.:~ifiea. pI:'J.or 

offense record, prior: rE.:cord of sanctions, sex, r<tce/ethnicitYr 

socioeconomic status, and socializa.tion in d. milieu tho. t m.ay .tie 

charact;,erized dS one in Which delinquency is a way of l.~fe .. 

~ Analytic Considerations 

Al though we have conductE::!d nUlnerous analyses 01: -the Racine 

cohort a.ata over a period. of 10 yea:cs, most of: these dlldlysetJ. 

have Deen based on. the o.ge-by-age data sets, data sets in whi.ch 

cohort members' olhmses have been ag'g:cegdt.ed Lor the juvenile,. 

intermediate, or adul L periods, or ecologi.cal data sets.. Very 

little h.as been done with what we call the contact-by-contact 

data sets. In other words,. we have been concerned with the 

963 pages, 19bZ). Also see: 1yle i~ .. Shannon, "A Lonyi tud~nal 
study of Delinquency a.nd Crime, U Chayter 7 in Charlesil altora 
(ed.) r Qllantitative stud.ies y! Criminology, (Beverly Hills: 
Sage, 1978), pp. 121-146 and IlAssessing the Rela.tior.lship of Adult 
Crimi.ndl Careers to Juveul.le CaI:eers,'f in Llcu:k C .. Abt (ed.), 
Problems in a~ican ~Q£bal Policy Research (Cdmbridge: Ant 
Books, 19BO), pp. :l32-246 • 
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a,ggregated segments of careers of: people, 1'i'hat h,as ha.ppened to 

people wi.thin spatial units, or what has happened witJdn spatial 

units ra.ther than with \'l'hat has happened a.s a result of cou·t.a.cts, 

conta.ct by contact .. 

A,t the same time, in eV'ery analY'sis that we have conducted, 

we have been concerned about cohort differences, age differences, 

and time period differences... The following two diagrams focus 

attention on the complexity o:t this type of analysis.. As Diagram 

1 shows, each of: the three cohorts has its juveniles at the age 

in .hich police contacts are most frequent during a dif.ferent 

decade or t,ime period.. Cohort by collort police contact rates 

have become higher, decade by decade they have become higher: and, 

as the diagram. reveals, police contact rates increase t.o a peak 

at around 17 and then decline... At the same tim.e that th.e SlZ0 of 

the juvenile population has iucreased with. general population 

increase it has also increased disproportionately t.o th e general 

popUlation... This increase in the voluIIle of delinquency tends t.O 

focus public u.ttention. on the problem of youth a.nd m.ay tn.us 

resul t in not only' close scrutiny of thelll II more car.eful 

accounting or reporu.ng of their. behav'ior,. dnd more formal 

attention in the .form of re.ferrals. Diagram 2 shows the ag as 

included for each cohort during the period for which data were 

collected. '" 

\~hell the three cohorts are conl,binec1 51 .. "% of the poliCt 

contacts came before the age of 1& and 48.9% a.fter that. age,. 

25.5% between the a.ges of 18 and 21 and 23 .. 4% after the ag'e of 
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DIAGRAM 1. TYPES OF OFFENSE RATE VARIATION - THEIR EFFECTS ON VOLUME OF DELINQUENCY & CRIME 

1950 

High 

COHORT TREND 

~ 

Rate 

Lo\'i 

1942 Cohort 1949 Cohort 

INCREASES IN THE PROPORTION OF 
POPULATION AGE 15-17, 

INCREASES RATE & VOLUME 

THIS WAS A DIFFICULT PERIOD 
IT HAD EFFECTS ON RATE 

AND VOLUME 

Time Periods l 
1950-1959 1960-1969 1970 + 

1960 1970 

1955 Cohort 

15 17 

Age Periods 

--J>-----
POPULATION INCREASE 

1955 Cohort 1974 1976 
Cut-off Dates 

NOTE: COHORTS BECOHING I,ARGER INCREASES VOLUME (POPULATION INCREASE) 
COHORT DIFFERENCES IN CRIME PRONENESS INCREASE RATE & VOLUME 

• 
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DIAGRAM 2. AGGREGATION OF THE AGE-BY-AGE DATA SET FOR AGE PERIOD AND COHORT 
DIFFERENCE ANALYSIS 

1950-1959 1960-1969 1970 + 

1942 
Cohort 121 - 27 1 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 
~ 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

16-10 I 111-141 115-171 118- 20] 

.-
Cohort Age Range 1950-59 Age Range 1960-69 Age Range 1970+ 

1942 6-17 18-27 28-34 
1949 6-10 11-20 21-27 
1955 6-14 15-22 
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21.. Th.e relatively great.er. impact. of the 1955 Cohort m a1 De seen 

in two ways, first of all in i.ts .size. The 633 persons in the 

1942 Cohort wi.t.h conti.nuous Racine. residence produced. 17.710 of 

the police contacts,. the 129~1 persons in the '1949 Cohort produced 

36.0% of the contacts, and the 2149 persons in the 1955 Coho:r:t 

produced. 46.3% of the contacts.. Secondly, the 1955 Cohort maue a 

disproportional contribution to -the total number of con tacts at 

the juveni.le level (51 .. 0%) ana at the young adult level of 18-20 

(51 .. 6%).. By contrast,. the 1942 Cohort contributed 38.4 % of th.a 

contacts by cohort members at ages 21 and older. Put 

dif:Eeren tl}", 62.9% of. the 1955 Cohorts contacts callie before age 

18 w"hile !)9 .. 11; of the 1942 Cohort's contacts came after age 18. 

Those Who have been lnvolved in se~ondary analyses ot our 

data have addressed themselves to sim.ilar cohort, age, and time 

period issues.. Perhaps the most definitive secondary all.alyses of 

our data in terms 0.1 our current problems have been those 

conducted by Steven P. 1.ab and. colleagues vho llave co-a utllor:ed 

articles with him.. In this case it is appropriate to refer to 

his article, nCohort Analysis dnd Chang-lng Offense Rates: .in 

Search of the Los.t rlet.l:lOd." He has found, using the age-by-age 

data sets, age and cohort bu."t.. pI:'edo.minan.t period e.ffects on 

changing offense rate£, especially for fema.les. we have, of 

course, found siDlilar effects ill our earlier analyses of. the age 

period data sets. h:t this point, h.owever IT we are exami ning 

specific contacts as: well a,s careers. The complexity aud 

interrelationsh.ip of these effects on indi.vid,ual contacts is made 

clear in the computer-generated diagra,ms in Appendix A .. 

~~ .,.~.--~ .. ,." 
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It sh.ould be noted tha.t we consider sex and ractl/ethnicity 

as statuses prov i.ding different kind.s of ex.perlences in a. 9'i ven 

society or subsociety and not as .basic explanatorY' variables .. 

Much research ha.s been clouded by .failing to indica.te that ·these 

are ascrined. statuses th.at increase or decrease the risk of 

exposure and d.ifferential treatrn.ent. 5 While there is little doubt 

that race/ethnici ty and sex: combined with neighborh.ood of 

residence are oLten (leterminants of the variet.y of d.elinguent and 

criminal a.ctivities that one will ho.ve from ea.rly to la ter lite, 

it is the experience of contact with the poll.ee and counselling 

and release vs. the impact of: referral -to an agency which ha.s the 

potential for sanctioning (d,nd deter.mining the severity of 

sanctions a.drrtinistered) th.at must be eX<.tlnined more extensively 

than has been done to date. 

5 Evaluation of the eXisting li.tera.ture ma..Y' lea.d. to the 
conclusion t.hat police, probation officers, and judges do not 
discriminate against juveniles or adults on a basis of 
race/ethnicity or socioeconomic status when controls for 
seriousness of o:ffenses, prev.l..ous record, etc., have been 
introduced: Nathan Gold.m.an, uThe D~fferential Selection of 
Juvenile Offenders for Court Appearance,iI National Council on 
Crime a.na Delinquency (1963); A.lexander W .. t'lcEachern and Riva 
Bauzer, "Factors Related to Disposition in Juvenile Police 
Contacts, It in M. Vi. Klein. ted.}, Juvgnile !i~5I§. in £ml!:.§J&i 
(Englewooel Cliffs, N.J .. : Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19b7): pp .. 
148-160; William F. Hohenstein, U:F'actors Influencing t.he Police 
Disposition of Juvenile O:f.fenders .. u in 1'. Sellin and N ... h ... 
Wolfgang (eds .. ), Delinquency: selected Studie§ (New York.: John 
Wiley and Sons, IIlC .. , 1969):: pp .. 138-149; Donald ..1'" Bla.ck, 
"Production of Crime Rates," .!.!!lli.£ic£ill. Sociolog'ical Revim!. 35 
(1970): pp .. 733-748; Dona.ld J .. Black and Albert S .. Reiss,. Jr., 
"Police Control of Juveniles,." America.n SociolQ9.,ical. Review 35 
(1970):: pp .. 63-77; 1:heodore G. Chiricos and Gordon P ... Waldo, 
"Socioeconomic $tatus and Criminal Sen.tencing: An Erupi rical 
Assessmen.t of: a Conflict Proposition.,11 American ,§QQioloSI!£s:J:. 
Review Li·O (1972): pp .. 753-172; Norman L. Weiner a.nd Charles V. 
Willie, uDecision.s by Juven.ile Offenders, If Americap ilim£nal of 
Sociology 77 (l~ril):: pp .. 199-210 .. 
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The issue of self-labelling vs .. official. labelling is a. 

related topi.c whether we are dealing with self-report or official 

data on delinquent a.nd crim.inal behavior. Althoug·.b. th.e findings 

in this research have consistently supported labelli.ng theory, 

increasingly serious misbehavior lliay be the product of a 

developing career /I sel:t-la.belling or official. labelling, the 

learning experience or lnstitutionalization, or combination of 

these variables. Whichever it i.llay be, those who have a recor:d or 

continuing and more seri.ous police contacts are uot benefitting 

from intervention i.n the llianner anti.cipated by society .. to 

A. series of questions in the interview schedule enables u.s 

to examine the effects of different types of police beha1nm:, 

referral experiences, and peer vs. paren.tal reaction on 

respondent.'s attitude and response at the t.i.me of d.nd after 

There are other studies which su.ggest that the opposi-te is 
the Cdse: Irvi.ng Piliavin dnd Scott Bri.ar, nPolice Bncoun.ters 
with Juveniles," ~i££!:n. Journa.l of SociQI.Qgy 70 (1964): pp .. 
206-214;, Theodore A • .F'er.:dinand. and Elmer c. Luch terhand, Ulnner­
city Youths, the Police, the J·u.venile Court, and Justice,n Social 
Prob.J-.ems 17 (1910): pp. 510-527; Theodore G. Chiricos, Phillip 
D. Ja.ckson and Gordon P. Waldo, ItInequa.lity in the IJnposition of 
a Cri.minal Label, U 2Q£i.a.l Problems lY (1912): pp. 553-572; 
'l'erence P. Thornberry If uRace, Socioeconomic S·l:.atus, and 
Sentencing in the Juvenile J'ustice system, It Journal ot frim.ina.l 
Law' and Criminol.Qgy 64 (1973): pp. 90-98; vlilliant R. Arnold, 
URace and Ethnicity Relative to Other J!'ilctors in Juvenile Court 
Dispositions,tt America.n Journa.l Q,£ SociolQ.,gy 77 (1911): pp. 
211-227; Charles W .. Thomas and Robin J. Cage, "The Effect of 
Social Characteristics on Juvenile Court Dispositions,U 'l'he 
Sociological Quarterly 18 (1971): pp. 231-252; Alan J'., Lizotte, 
nExtra-legal Factor.s in Chicago is Criminal Court.s: 'I'est.ing the 
Conflict M.odel of: cr.im.inal Justice, IV Social groblem§'. 25 (1Y181: 
pp .. 564-580; A.llen E~ Liska and 11ark. Taus.ig, ItTheoretical 
l:nterpretations of Social Class and Racial Differentials in Legal 
Decision-11aking for Juv€:niles, U The Sociol.Q.9.ical Qu.arterly 10 
(1974): pp. 1~7-207; James D .. Unnever, Charles E .. Frazier, and. 
John C .. Henretta, Ullace Differences in Crinlinal sente.ncing, n The 
Sociolog;lca1. Quar.terly 21 (1!:1LlO): pp. 197-205 .. 
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contact (holding reason .for contact, age a.t contact, and a host 

of other relevant variables constan.t) • 

In summary, we have proposed to examine the effects of 

ro£erral, disposi.tions,. and. san.ctions on lut:u.:ce behavior wit:.h 

controls for i.ndividual and group characteristics. The dat.a 

which we have collected permi·t determination of the aiffer1antia.l 

effects of referral and severity o.t sanctions :for specific 

offenses as they reIdt.e to categories of people in a dem.ographic, 

locational, and socioeconomic status context, in terms of p:r:ior.: 

delinquent and criminal experience aIld sanctions d,nd wi t.h 

consideration of t..h€:ir behav'ioral and attitUdinal responses as 

well.. We are also able to d.etermine when and. \oJ11ere san.ctions of 

differing degrees ot. severity have been effect.iv€:,. i.f a.t all. 

This may be an improvement over th.e position that referral and 

While these are onl.y select.ad stUdies of discriminatJ .. on at 
various levels i.n the justice system, they are illustrative of 
th.e conflicting findings tha.t have been reported a.nd indicate the 
basis on which it ha.s been con.clud.ed that evid.ence of direct. 
discrimination by the police or courts has been considered sparse 
or the conclu.sion that discrim.ination. is present in som.e places 
at some times but not J..Il other places. The prOblems of 
discrimina·tion and sentencing disparity have been pr.ecisely 
formulated and the extensive l.itera.ture most recently reviewed by 
Alfred Elumstein, Jacqueli.ne Cohen, Susan E .. l1artin, an d 1!lichael 
If .. Tonry (eds •. ), Research in Sen·tfill,£!nq: :;ghe l~gQh fo£, ggfoI:'!!!, 
(Washington, D .. C.: National Academy PI:ess, 19B3) .. 

J'oan Peters ilia has summarized her findings in Ra,£idl 
Disp;arities in j:he CrilUj"nal Just.i£§, Syst~., pr€~pared for the 
National Institute of Correcti.ons, U .5 .. Depdrtrlaent of Justice, 
The Rand Corporation Pu.blication Series, R-2947, NIC, June 1983, 
p ... ix, nControll~ng for the other major factors that might 
influence sentencing a.nd time sarv'ed, we found that mino:ci ties 
receive harsher sentences and serve longer in prison--other 
things being equal. it In. the pages which follollr she gee s on t.O 
state that althougll the system lllay not be discrimin,ating in using 
recidivism indicators in sentencing, this reflE~cts the nicial. 
problems of the larger society. As the systei&l. relies more: 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-12-

sanctions are generally not (~ffecti. ve in specific deterrence or 

reha bili ta ti on. 7' 

PROC:r~DURES f'OLLOWED IN Tl::D~ EARLIER IU':SEA,RCH AND SOME EX AMPLBS 01" 
PERIOD-AGGHEGll.TED FINDINGS 

'1'he Racine coh.or·t data on sanc·tions have been subje<...ted to 

consi.derable analysis.. Heal questions hav'e been raised about the 

wisdom of increasing the severity of sanct.i.ons tor eith at: 

juveniles or adults as a solution t.o the problems of d.elinguE:'D.cy 

and crime.. Al though we are now substitutl.llg· ind.ividual lev'al 

event: ana.lyses for the earlier period-aggr'egated findinys in 

previous reports and paper:::> and described on t.he tollow iug pages ,. 

we believe that it is important. to present a .orieL re.view of 

these earlier findings from the age-by-age data. 

heavily on recidivism indicators which 0.1:& not racially neutra.l, 
the problem is intensified" 

l:1arjorie S. Zatz, "Race, Ethnicity', and Determinate 
Sentencing,·' Cri.!!!i.no~Qgy 22 (l~&4·): pp .. 147-171, h.as r eviewE:!u 
the research on Chi.cano sent.enc~ng and also used data on 
California sentencing in lY78 to show that factors rela tea. to 
length of sentence, taking into consideration type of offense, 
differ for W'hites, Bla.cks, and Chica.nos. Some of the disparil:.ies 
in reported research .'Cesul ts IIlay be accounted for by lumpiny 
Chicanos with Whites or Blacks, as has so frequently been done in 
research involving limited numbers of Chicanos. 

l"or an understandi.ng of how women come to engage in 
different pa.tterns of delinguency and crime a.nd sex-reI ated 
societal responses see: Darrell oJ. Steffensmeier, nOrganizat,ion 
Properties and Sex Segregation in the Underworld: Building a 
SOCiological Th.eory of Sex Differences in Crime," Social FO££§2 
61 (1983): pp ... lUl0-1032 and Darrell J. Steffensmeier, 
"Assessing the I mpact of the lvonlen l s M.oveIllent on Sex-Ba.sed 
Differences in the ilandling of Adult Criminal Defendant.s,.u Crime 
and Delinguency (July 1Si80): pp. 344-351. 

6 SOl11e ind~cation ot the nega.ti.ve effec'ts of processing,. 
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A. complete d{::lscr:i,ption of th.e adjudication p:t'ocess includ.ing 

alter:na ti ves a.t each step in handling juveniles who have been 

refer:r:ea. to the court in iasconsin takes 14 pages of' schematic 

diagr:ams. Obviously, i.t was fl.ot i:easible t.o examine the process 

in its complexity -to de-termine the consequences of each 

alternative step of each. category of juveniles referred, to the 

court. We, therefore, encapsulated their experiences to 

facilitate analysis .. 

Per:sons whose r:ecorCt. of police contacts ind.ica ted a. :t·eterJ.:'dl 

:for further action became those whose r:ecords w'ere checked. t.or 

formal juvenile or adult dispositions. I.nitial coding included 

all possi.ble categories (sE:lntence suspended, com.muted., etc., ~O 

categories of fines, -11 categories for time in ~nstitut.ioIlS,. 

etc .. ) which were th.en combined wi.t.hin each type of category on a 

basis of degr:ees of penalt.ies imposed. 'fhi.s collapsing process 

resulted in 21 code categories with variation in. severity of 

particularly for White males, has been found hy Suzanne 5 .. AgetoD. 
and Delbert s. Elliott, uThe Effects of Legal Processin g: on 
Delinquent Or~entations, n sos;ial PrQbl~ 22 {1~74}: pp .. 87-100 .. 

7 Al though our: own thrust has been towa.rd inv€Jstiga't.ion of the 
failure of the system to deter specific people .from. con c.inued 
misbehavior or to rehabilitate those who axe dealt with in one 
manner or another,. including probation and, institlitiona,lizat~on,. 
others have been con.cerned with general deterrence. 1'lle 
difficulty ot disentangling the e1:fects of arrests on crime ana 
crime on arrests :in oraer to assess the deterrence effect has 
long been considered. a thorny problem.. Greenberg,.!it!: .5!1., 
contend that stua.ies of cr~IIie rd't.es Which have appeared over t.h.e 
last decade and which have heen interpreted as supporti v'e ox the 
sanctions deterrence position d.re really not. See David Po. 
Greenber:g, Ronald C. Kessler, and Charles 11. Logan, "A Panel 
Model of crime ltates and. Arrest Ra.tes,1U Americ.Elli 2.9S;ioloqicdl 
Reviel{ 44 (1979): pp. &43-850 .. 
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sanctions with.in major categor.ies .. 

with the d.a·ta collapsed and. th.e pf:.:nalty groups rank. o:rdeI:'E:u, 

the data were converted to a S8.veri ty of Dispositions Type 

Geometric Scor:e (a, procedure IIIaking use of both. error and non­

error tY'pes obtai.n.ed in Guttman scales a,nd recommended to us by 

Louis Guttman for an earl ler: project) Dy assign.ing a co de of 1 to 

a single dism.issal, L: to 2-3 d.ismissals,. 4 to 4-5 d.islili sSdls f 

th.rou.gh 1,04&,576 for 1 or I1wre years of institutionalIzatIon .. 

The- lowest Geometric score involving a sentence of time Wt~S 

'131,072 but i.t the score was 1,.04B,576 or more, that person had 

been inca.rcerateo. for ii ndnimunr of on.e year.. vlhile Geometri.c 

scores may be utilized in gener:a·tiny tables for. analys~s by 

nominal s-catistical t~clmiguest they should not be used. in 

correlational analyses withou·t the employment of some 

trd.nsformdtional technique. 

Inasmu.ch as we lil..shed to detenaine the relationship of level 

of sanctions at or through any given age to later r~a.sons for 

police contacts,. referrals, and sanctions, d.ismissals were 

eliminat.ea. in an additive scale which we have called the Severity 

of Sanctions hcale.. Each score on tilis scale rece~ ved a rank 

order based on the level of. severi.ty which is rep.C'esenteo_1 ld.th 

similar levels combined so -that the scores range from 0 to 60 .. 

Thus, severity- ot sanctions a.uri.ng any a.ge period could be 

correlated with the number and seriousness of offenses during any 

age period.. :e'or example, through age 18, past and present 

sever.ity of sanctions tor the 1942 Cohort had a PeaI:'sonian. 
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correlation of .. 323 with. nu.mher of police contact.s in the futur.e 

and a Somers k D of: .. 602. Fer the 1949 Cohort the corresponding 

correlations were .385 and .. 6()O and for the 1955 Cohort they were 

.. 412 and .. 400. Although tllt~ ar.gument may .oe made that this is 

not a true metri.c and should bD considered a rank order scale, it 

w'as d scided that t.llere would be rela ti v'ely lit.tle difference in 

the results from those obt.ained i.t a rank order statis·tic was 

use.d. 

Da t,a. on the rela t.ionship of sanctions to fu.ture behavior of 

males are presen ted on a si.mple percentd,ge basis in Table 'I. 

While not de.fini'live,. th.e results in.dicated that we were on tlle 

track of something ver..y ilnportant _ They were startling in the 

extent to which. they suggested tha.t sanctions (a.s applied) nidY be 

counter-productive. 

IIi order t.o control for tne number and seriou.sness ot 

juvenile police contacts a.nd the sanctions me'ted out to them by 

the courts, ev'eryone in each cohort NdS pla.ced i.n one of seven 

combinations of conta.cts and sanc'cions shown on the let't of each 

segment of Tahle 1.. '.rne rolli's st.art with persons who .ba va had no 

police contacts (and thus no sanc·tions) th.roug'h age 18 and 

descend to the bottom row of persons \1ho have had 5 or more 

contacts and d. seriOUsness score 01.. 6 or lllore and hig'her 

sanct.ions, i..e., d. score of: 7 or more on the sever:ity of 

sanctions scale. \~he'tller the data are arranged by numher and 

severity of contacts t.hrough d.ge 1u or by sever.i.ty of sanctions, 

it is clear that .ooth have consistent effects on tn,e proportion 
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TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS ~L'lIROUGH AGE 18 AND POLICE CONTACTS AT AND AFTER AGE 19 

FOR t>IALES IN ALL COllORTS 

Through Age 18 Contacts at and After 19 
I 
Number of . Severity 
Con tacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + N 

1942 Cohort 
I 

None 
1-4 
1-4 
1-4 
5 or + 
5 or + 
5 or + 

1949 Cohort 

None 
1-4 
1-4 
1-4 
5 or + 
5 or + 
5 or + 

1955 Cohort 
I 

None 
1-4 
1-4 
1-4 
5 or + 
5 or + 

5 or + 

None 
None 
Low 
High 
None 
Low 
High 

Number: 

None 
None 
Low 
High 
None 
Low 
High 

41.0 
15.6 
13.0 

5.9 
8.0 

81 

57.4 
36.8 
5.9 

3.7 
6.1 
2.9 

Number: 255 

None 75.0 
None 56.3 
Low 33.6 
High 47.4 
None 38.2 
Lm'1 17.1 
High 25.4 

Number: 599 

48.5 10.4 134 
61.5 22.9 122 
30.4 56.5 23 
25.0 75.0 4 
32.3 61.8 34 
24.0 68.0 25 
21.4 78.6 14 

168 107 356 

40.0 2.5 235 
50.7 12.6 302 
67.6 26.5 34 
60.0 40.0 5 
45.7 50.6 81 
53.1 40.8 49 
32.3 64.7 34 

347 138 740 

24.5 .5 420 
39.3 4.3 300 
57.6 8.0 137 
42.1 10.5 19 
35.3 26.5 34 
51.4 31.4 70 
32.1 42.5 134 

399 116 1114 

Through 
r 
Seriousness 

Score 

None 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
6 or + 
6 or + 
6 or + 

None 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
6 or + 
6 or + 

6 or + 

None 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
6 or + 
6 or + 
6 or + 

Age 18 

Severity 
of Sanctions 

None 
None 
Low 
High 
None 
Lm'1 
High 

Number: 

None 
None 
Low 
High 
None 
Low 
High 

Number: 

None 
None 
Low 
High 
None 
Low 
High 

Number: 

SeriousnesSGt Dnd After 19 
I I 

None 1-5 6 or + N 

41.8 41.0 17.1 134 
19.8 46.9 33.3 81 
33.3 66.6 6 

0 
6.7 29.3 64.0 75 
7.1 9.5 83.3 42 

16.6 83.3 18 
82 122 152 ~56 

57.5 34.9 7.7 235 
42.5 38.2 19.3 212 

100.0 5 
0 

14.0 34.5 51.5 171 
6.4 30.8 62.8 78 
2.6 15.4 82.0 39 
255 252 233 740 

75.0 18.3 6.7 420 
59.9 30.0 10.1 227 
36.7 30.6 32.7 49 

100.0 2 
43.0 24.3 32.7 107 
26.0 29.7 44.3 159 
27 .2 14.6 58.3 150 

599 255 260 1114 

• 
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of persons with addi.tion.dl and serious contacts after the d,ge of 

• 19., If the reader 100k.5 a.t. the boxed-in set of perceIltdges tor 

the 1949 Cohort, th.e relationship between number of coublCt.S 

before age 1H and severi.tY' ot saucti.oIls an.d number of contacts 

• after age 18 may be rea,eLily seen. But lIlore than that, if the top 

four rows are considered alone, i .. e", I' those who had n.o police 

contacts or only -'-4 contdcts, the rela:t:ionship between severity 

• of sanctions and number of contacts after age 18 is apparent. .. 

More or lE.'5S the same fin.ding is Obtained by observdtion of other 

segm ent:::; of the ta.ble. 

• Similar tables were creaLed for other ages (13 tlu:ough 30 

for the 1942 Cohort, for example) but the data for througll ib and 

at and after age 19 are presented as illustrative of th 8 severi·t.y 

of the pronlem Wllicll faces people on the firing llne.. Althou.~h 

seriousness 01 sanct.iolls has been presented in collapsed form, 

the basic relationShip existed when the entire rang'e of sdnctions 

• scores l.,as correlated with frequency and seriousness ot contacts. 

What we see is a larger nUlllner of future additiona.l police 

contacts and. mor.e serious reasons for contacts as severlty of 

• juvenile sanctions increases, wi·t.h. considerdble regularity- for 

males in all coh orts (there is Ie S5 regularity for females). Fe. w 

females received sanctions in the 1942 and 19L~9 Cohorts J..mt there 

• were sufficient who did in the 1955 Cohort to discern -that 

neither sanctions nor 'Lheir severity has deterred theill from 

continued pollce contacts. 

• 

• 
-'" -" -' "~:-,-,:,::,: ..... -'",:"",'~ '-'----.>~--.:::. 
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Among those from the 19l~2 Cohort who had 1-4 con:ta cts 

• through age 18, -the percent. with 5 or more contac-ts later 

increases fron{ 22 .. 9% for those wi tl1. no saIlc'cions t.O 7S.0% :tor 

those w i-1: . .I1 high se-veri ty o.:t sanctions.. The increase is not a.s 

• marked amonq those wi.t.h 5 or more conta.cts through 18, but it is 

there.. Note that d.m.ong those with 5 or 1Il0re contacts or: 

seriousness scores of () or m.ore and high sanct.ions through a.ge 18 

• there are either nOlle or very few with no contact.::> a.t-tel: that 

period in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts ... 

Tables ha.ve also been constructed in which cat.E.:gori.es ot 

• persons are viewed in terms of the number and se.riou~:_mess 01 

contacts and the sev'erity of sanctions accorded them aft.e.L' 19, 

for exanrple,. ltith:l.n the nUUl.oer. and seri.ousn.ess of contacts anti 

sanctions ca.tegories through lb.. What we Iouna su.ggests that 

sanctions h.ave no·t been evenly applied. oV'er the yea.rsil" or, fOl:' 

that matter, may not have been evenly applied during a ,:p.ven 

• period of time.. E'or example, only 2 .. f~% of tlle 1942 Coh ort Indies 

anel 4 ... 3% of the 1!::149 Cohort males had. 1-4 contacts aftel: .I:ea.ching 

19 ha.d .been seve:cely sa.nctioned after red.ching 19 while 18 .. 5% 01; 

• the 1955 Cohort with 1-4 contacts had already been severely 

sanctioned aiter t.hat age. Similarly, in t.erms of the trend 

toward higher saIH .. 'tions, only 34 .. 6)i; of -the 1942 Cohort males, 

• 46 .. 4% of the 1949 Cohort, .bu·t 81 .. 0% of the 19S5 Coh.ort wi1..1 5 or 

more contac..ts after 19 had Deen severely sanctioned sin ce then .. 

.Progression i:rOlll cOb.ort to cohort in level of severity lias also 

present for males vi.th ser.l.ousness scores after the age of 18. 

• 
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The pattern of progression was similar :tor females, part.icularly 

in the increasing proport.ion severely sa.ncti.oneCi. among persons 

with high seriousness scores after the age of: 19 .. 

Although there is evidence of a hei.ghtened relationshi.p 

between previous record and sancti.ons through age 18 frofli cohort 

to cohort, police contact records a.t t.ha.t age and severity of 

sanctions administered after that age,. sev'erity of sanctions 

vi thin each category of. contacts or seriousness scores af.terward 

are flot consistent with t.he nu.m.ber of cOI1t~acts or seriousness 

scores and sanctions llie:ted out. t;hrough 18.. While an ad ult 

justice moael does not call for a one-to-one rela.tionshi.p be'tween 

juvenile misbehavior, ju.venile sane'cions, and. adult Ilfishehdv':ior 

and anu.It sanct.ions, the fact remains that:. nei.th.er juvenile 

misbehavior a.nd ju.venile sanctions n.or adult misbehav.1.or dna 

ad1l1·t sanction.s a.re highly correlated.. May not this type 01: 

relationship or lack. of relationship be viewed. by some as 

evidenct: of the ca.priciousness of the sanctiolling pro::::;ess?S 

Unfortunately, the extent to whi.ch factors other than pr:'esent 

offense and prior record influence sentencing has been the 

subject of consid.era.ble research bu.t with conflicti.ng findings 

because of problems with research designs. 9 

8 Thornberry has utillzed the P.h.iladelphi.a data.,. controlling 
for seriousness of offense and recidi'.ri.sm,. 1'.;.0 delttonstra te that 
more severe sentences are meted out to Blacks and low SRS memDe]:;s 
of the cohort. See Terence P... Thcrnberry ~ URace,. socio economic 
Status and Sen't:encing :in the Juvenile .Justice 5ystelll,tc Journal Q1 
.criminal J&!. a,nd Criminology 64 (1973): pp •. 90-98 .. 

I) In addition to previously ci t.ed stu.dies one of the most 
recent efforts to exam.ine the effect.s of extra'-legal :td.ctors :in 
determ.ining the length of prison sentences has indicated the 
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When the nUluner of con.tacts and, seriousness scores til,rough 

the ages 15, 17, and. 20 were controlled and measures of 

associa tion calculated between severity of sanctions tll roug'h and 

number of contacts and seriousness scores after th.ese ages for 45 

different groups with and without sex controls, there Iilas not a 

single correlation that would indicate that those who receiv'ea 

more severe sanctions through a given ag's had fewer police 

contacts or 10veT seriousn.ess scores than was the case f.or 

persons who received less severe sanctions through that a.ge_ 

Every correlation was positive, indicating tha.t severity of 

sanctions was related to more contacts or illore serious reasons 

for contacts in subsequent years. 

complex nature of th.e problem with the conclusion that research 
strategy should recognize the ex~istence of justice subcultures 
which may have the effect of reducing the obviousness of judicial 
discrimillation.. wh:l.1e the research by Charles E. Frazi er and E .. 
Wilbur Bock, UEffects of Court Officials on Sentence Severity,n 
Crimino!Q.gy 20 (1982): pp .. 257-272, failed to finCt the usual 
type of discrimina.tion in a rather 1im,it-ed setting, it does ID.ake 
it clear that attention to situational fd. ctors may prod nee 
evidence of sex and race discriminat:i.on that would otherwise not 
appear.. The role of accumulated disadvantage has been shown by: 
Ilene Nagel Bernstein, Wi.lliam Row< Kelley, and Patricia A. Doyle 
in IlSocietal Reaction to Deviants: The Case of Criminal 
Defendants," American Sociolog~9!!1 !!.~view- 42 (1977): ppa 
743-755 .. 

The problem has been lurther exacerbated by by probleiR ot 
measuring the impact of inappropriate va,riables, a solo. 'tioD. to 
which has been offered. by Aiden R .. Vining, uDevelopiny Aggregate 
11easures of Disparity, It Criminology 21 (1983): pp. 233 -252.. '1'he 
effects of less discretion dre, as one might expect, no t evenl.y 
found in a nationwide sample, as shown by Stuart Nagel and Robert 
Geraci, nEffects of Reducin.g Judicial Sentencing Discrel.ion,u 
CrimillQlog~ 21 (l~aJ): pp. 309-331 • 
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Although we have briefly describe.d. the e£fects of sanctions 

during· the juvenile period on the seriousness of police con tact 

records after the juven~le period /I we have not described each 

cohort in term.s of di£ferences during the juvenile period or 

juvenile and young ddult. periods ba.sed on no sanctions, sanctlons 

less serious than ins'titutionalization, and sd..D.ctions of 

insti tutionaliza tion .. 10 Let us in this respect brie.tly refer to 

the 1949 Coh.ort 'Whose members had sufficient tim.e af-ter eitller 

age 18 or 21 to have go'tten into difficulty I if that was their 

bent.. Atter-age seriousness scores were lower tor those who had 

not been sanctioned and hig·hest for: those who had been 

institutionalized ... With controls for se:riousness of prior 

career, those who had Deen inst,itut.ionalized had markedly higher 

after-age seriousn.ess scores than those who had been sanctioned 

but not institutiona.lized t males and f.emales combined, males 

alone, and each race/ethnic group alone.. In other: Ilords, the 

institu"tiollal.:Lzation of juven:iles or young adults tailed to deter 

them from continu.ing to accumulate fairly high. seriousnes;.;. scores 

as ad.ul ts .. 

10 Very few studies have been designed in such a fash ion to 
give a definitive answer to the question of what the consequences 
of incarceration are, although those t.hat have attemp·tecl to 
introduce a.ppropri.ate controls conclude that :incarceration does 
not work. E'or one of the lllore definit.ive studies see Andrew 
Hopkins, tlIlIlprisonment and Recio:iv'ism ~ A. Quasi-ExperiIli.ental 
study,n Journal of: Research in Crime and Qglinguency 13 (1976): 
pp .. 13-32.. Hopkins concludes that incarceration lllay actu.ally be 
worse than noninstitutional treatment. 
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While we have not meant to imply th,a.t sa.nct.ions in 

themselves generate continuity in careers :trom delinguenc.Y' to 

adult crime, the analY'ses do indicate that severity of sanctions, 

all other things roughly equal, is not :[ollo\~ed by a decline in 

the acculllulation of poll.ce contacts and seriousness scores., ~'o 

the extent that some d.ecline has been found following the 

applicat.ion of sancti.ons it cannot ..be said th.at the decline is 

not part of the general attrition in contacts dlso foun d. among 

persons who have not been sanctioned .. 

We ha.ve also found. that, step by step, the process of 

continuation work.ed to place a disproportional number of inner 

city Blacks in institutions before the age of 18 a.nd to con"tinue 

to place th.em in institutions a.fter th.at age. As the d a·ta 

indicate, this is a. funct.ion of the interaction of place of 

socialization, ra.ce/etnnicity, response to intervention, and, 

even more specifically-, to severity- of sanctions including 

insti tutionalizati.on .. 1.1 

It is apparent that. the process- of. a.tt:ri-tion .for some a.na 

continuation for others works differently for person.s wi.th 

different statuses.. Being socialized and probably continuing to 

11 As Ectward Green, nRace, Social status and CriIlI.inal l~r:cest,n 
American Sociological Review 35 (1970): pp .. 476-490, c onelu.des, 
It ...... the high offici.al rdte of crime for Negroes com.parea. with 
whites results predomi.na.n t1y from the wider distribution among 
Negroes of lower class ch.aracteristics d.ssociated with crime,," 
To the extent that place ot residence (inner city and 
inters·ti tial a.reas) is an indicator of social class, it is 
apparent that race/e-t.hnici-ty and social class comb.ineco produce 
a referral ra-te tor Blacks that. is higher than tha't whiCh they 
would obta.in from place o.t residence a.lone .. 
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reside in the inner city and/or being a minority group mem.ber are 

obviously statuses whicn. have important effects 011 the process by 

which som.e proceed throu9h the juvenile and adult justic(J.) systems 

to insti tuti.ons disproport:iollately more than do those not of 

these statuses .. 

PUTTING THE RES.f!ARCH IN I::'EUSPEC'rIVR 

In several previous research. reports we have included what 

might be considered a discld.imer or warning in -the ex.ecutive 

summary or in the concluding chapter of the report.. This 

research was conducted in Racine, lili.sconsin.. Wh.ile Racine has a 

crime rate si.m.ilar to tllat of m.ajor cities in the United states 

it did not have street ga.11gs d.t the time the data were collected 

for any of our research projects... No segmen·t. of its e.conomy was 

controlled by organized crime and racketeering". Drug use was on 

the upswing but drugs were not supplied by an underworl d. linked. 

to the international narcotics trade wh.l.ch we now read a.oout and 

view on the evening nelis or see portrayed in sonte of our !.\lost 

popula:c television programs. Nor was Racine's upper cl a.ss a 

m.iniature of the, uppe:r:' classes of megalopolises.. People in 

Racine earned a living by meta,l fabrication and th.ey spent the.l.r 

modest incomes (even th.e wealthy are. staid. in Racine) on 

commonplace material goods ad.vertised on TV, in 'the press, a.ll<l in 

outdoor sporting and recrea.tional magazines .. 

vHli.le it is true th.a,'t Racine has its sha.re of V20lent 

homicides, SOItle as an outgrowth of armed. robbery, some generated 

in tavern interaction, and some stemming frolll unrequited 101ft: o:c 



• 
d.omestic disput.es,. Racine is not Crimev'ille, USA. l:t is no'c one 

• of those sma.II towns which, by its dissimilarit:.y ·to ordinary 

cOlllllunities, is a breeding ground :for crime and vice. Its 

politici.ans are not grafters, its police are not bu.rglars, and 

• its labor leaders are not rack.eteers.. But delinguenC1J and 

ordinary crime: are perceived by its good citizens as pronlems .. 

We, ill attemp'ting t.o account for tile delinquent and cri.mi.nal 

• behavior of those wh.o engage in th.ese behaviors, do noi;~ pa.rd.on 

it, justify it, condone it" Our concern is f.or h.ow this ·type of: 

behavlor aevelops, is continued by some ju.veniles and adults,. and 

• how efforts to deal wit.h delinquency and crime seem t:o be so 

ineffecti va ... 

THE NE~D FOR SCIENTIFIC INT~RVENTION 

I. 
I 

In order to effect.i vely inteL'Yene,. persons on the ~iring 

I line would lik.e more speci.fic information as early d.S possible 

about who is most likely tCl continue their be.·ha.vi.or in sucll a 

• fashion as to ultimately be inca.rcerated in. an adult. institution. 

A consideranle segment of the public shares this goa.l,. J.. .. e", they 

see intervent:i.on as a step which may decrease the proba hili ty of 

• ul timate incarceration. There is, .of course, another segment of 

the public Ior lIT hom in·terventi.on mea.ns removal of the j livenJ..!.e 

from the community and cOIJlmitment to an instituti.on as a meallS 

• for imm edl.a tely red.ucing the a.mou.nt of delin qu.en cy (cri Ine) ., 

Whichever goal is to be implemented by interventi.on, one m.ust 

first know more abou.t Ule systemat.ic linkag'es from neig hborhood 

• to institution in order to determine if interventl.on an d 

• 
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sanctions, including institutionalization, are justif~ed on 

either a socially or economica.lly cost-effective basis.,12 

l:t is perhaps lflOre appropriate than ever that we re-exami,nf) 

the Racine d.ata from the standpoint of the eff,ect.1.veness of 

intervention. A.ltllough we and others have dea.lt at len.gth vi.th 

the problem of mandatory sente.ncing 13: and selelctive 

incapaci tation, the research presented ill repo:r:t.s and 

professional literature reveals thatt.he Ildebat,e lf will 

continue, 14 

We mU.st now t.urn to a hard look at the da lta, and the 

9.uestions raised by combining cohorts for anal][sis, before 

reporting the findings. 

12 Les·t the rea,aer be concerned that \\le lia ve been rather narroW' 
in tone type 01 literature to whi.ch :reference has been made,. it 
should be noted that we have read and are aware of the brodCl.er, 
perhaps more theoretical, contributions as well as thos e m.ore 
oriented. toward effects o:t sanction.s and differentials in t.ne 
administration of sanctions, e,,9· ... , Jack P .. Gibbs, "Social Class, 
Deterrence,. and ilerspectives on Social Order, n social f~§. S6 
(1977): pp .. 408-432; Harold G .. Grasmick a,nd Geor.g·e J .. Br.yjak,. 
liThe Deterrent .clffect of Perceived SI:Hl'erity of Punishment,ft 
,§ocial Forces 59 (1980): pp. 472-491; Robert Nash Parker and 1'1 .. 
Dwayne Smith, 'RUeterrence, Pov"er't;y, and Type 01: Homicide.," 
Am~i~ll Journdl of So£iology 85 (1~1~): pp. 614-624; Charles R. 
Tittle, uSanc"t.ion Fear and the r'laintenance of Social Order, It 
Social Forces 55 (1971) ~ pp .. 479-496, and Charles R. Tittle and 
Charles H. .. Logan, "Sanctions and Deviance: Evidence and 
Re.maining Questions, II 1.i!!i and Socie1Y Review (191.3)! pp. 
311-392; Gary F. J'ensen and Maynard L. Erickson, v'The soci.al 
M.eaning of Sanctions, It in 11arvin Ii .. Kr:"ohn and. Ronald L. AKers 
(a.ds .. ) r Cr:ime, baw, !!l!f1. Sanctions (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1978); 
Henry N .. Pontell., Ulleterrence: Theory vs. Practice,n Criminology 
16 (1918): pp .. 3-22. 

13 Lyle vJ .. Shannon, Il~he Predi.ction Erohlem as it Applies to 
Delinquency and Crime Cont.rol, n presented to 'the Fir~t l~ationa.l 
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SymposiuBl on cri.me Control, Na-tiona1. Criminal Justice 
Association, Phi.ladelphia, 1~83. This paper d.ealt with the 
failure of the Ra.cine data to permit accurate predictions of 
future criminal careers as well as the failure (unrecognized) of 
other highly valued studies.. A lengthy bibliography on. career 
criminals, prediction,. and the problems of mandatory sentencing 
is provided ... 

1... See Arnold Barnett and Anthony J'", 1.ei-aso,. "Selective 
Incapacitation and the Philadelphia. Cohort Data," .!l.ill!£!la.l of 
Qy.SJtlitative cr:im:inQ1QQY 1 (1~85): pp_ 3-36, as an example ot 
perceptive evaluation of the literatu.re and a.n excellent piece of 
research based on the 1~45 Philadelphia. cohorte 
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Chapter 2. A Preliminary Look at 15,24S Police contacts 

CONSIDERATION 01" OFFENSE' SiiR.IUUSNESS, THE D.EC.lSION TO REFER, AND 
SEVERITY OF SA.NCTIONS 

Offense Seriousness 

Since we are concerned with the problem of s~riou.s offenders 

more than W'i th delinquency a.nd crim.€! in general, coho:ct, time 

period, and age effects on offense se:ciousness were eXiiIllinea. 

TABLE 2.. COHORT, TIttlE Pf.:R~OD (UeCd<l.e), AGE, AND .PUIOR C:ONTAC'!' 
CORRELA.l'IONS AND EFFBCTS ON Oi"'FEN'SE SERI.OUSNESS iOR 
15,245 POLICE CONTACTS 

std .. Est. Pearson Carr" 

Cohort .141* .133* .120* 
Decade. -.017 -.022 .069* 
Age .. 029 .. 009 - .. 03 ti* 
Priors .. 066* .. Ob7* 

Adj. HZ .. 014* .018* 

* Significant at .u01 l.evel or greater 

(Table 2), with numiler of prior of.fenses also inserted l.n order 

to qive a better picture 01 basic effects on offense ser:·iousuess .. 

Very little of. the varia.nce {less than 2%} in o1.fense seriousnes::o 

is accounted. for and CO.i1ort eff~cts remain greater th.d.n do num.oer 

of' prior police contac·ts. Even when police contacts for tratfi.c 

offenses were eliminatt:d. the a.ccounted-for variance incr:ed'sed.to 

only 2% .. 

In Table 3# Which is d com.panion to Table 2, we immedia.tely 

see that oifense seriousness has the highest first-order:: 

correIa tion with the decis~on to :caf.er or not r:efer at time of 
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TABLE 3.. COHORT', '1'1M£ PERIOD (Deca.de), AGE,. SERIOUSNESS, AND PElOn 
CONTACTS CORRELATIONS AND EFFECTS ON POLICE DECl.SION TO 
COUNSEL A.ND HELEASE OR REFER AT TIl'1E OF' 15,245 CONTA.CTS 

Cohort 
Decade 
Age 
Serious 
Priors 

Adj •. RZ 

std .. Est. 

-.017 
.080* 

- .. 155 

.,019* 

Std. Est. 

- .. 06&* 
.086* 

-.175* 
.366* 

.. 151* 

Std .. Est .. 

-.080* 
.. 078* 

- .. 206* 
.. 360.* 
.101* 

* Signif~can.t at .00 'I level or grea.ter. 

Pea rson Corr. 

.095* 

.. 003 
- .. 125* 

.. 31U* 

.. 085* 

police conta.ct and that i.t has higher sta.ndard. estima·i:.es than do 

the other i.ndependent v·ariables.. However, only 16% of the 

varia.nce wa.s account:eti tor: by cohort, time per~od, age, offense 

seriousness, and. number of prior contacts.. Eliminating traffic 

offenses lncreased. t,ne explained vari.ance by only 2%.. Although 

multicollineari.ty in. referral. rates was not a problem, it should 

be noted. that decaae and cohort were correlated .526,. age and 

cohort were correl.ated -. 4 .. l7, a.nd decad.e and age 'Were correlated 

.. 410. 

Al i:hough we h.ave regressed n Uillerous other varia,bIe S all the 

d,ecision to reter or not,. seriousness of offense was always most 

important even w'llen sex, race,. place of resid.ence, et.c.,- were 

includeda In each case the va.rianles are regressed on t.he 

d,ecision to :cefer or not reIer, with 1'raffic contacts in.clud.ed 

and excluded. Appendix B is a Code Book for: variables 'Which hd,ve 

either been selected from the larger Code Book for the hdCine 

stUdies of delinquency d.nd, crUle or have been generated to 
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characterize the antecedent:. nehavi.oI: a.nd experiences of the 

person who had the contact or the :future behavior of that person. 

Table 4 in.cludes any referral. whether it be to juvenile 

court intake (county probation) or: t.he district a.ttorne y for 

adult contacts, or to some other agency for eith.er juveniles or 

adults, while Tabl.e 5 inclu.des onlY' those referrals to juv·enile 

court intake or ·the district a.ttorney.. The data dre coded so 

that high offense seriousness or sanctions, resi.dence outside the 

inner city, older age, more persons involved, being Non-white, 

and being male produces a positive firs·t-order correlation 

relationship with referrals. Note that in 'fables 4 and 5 EWSi: of 

the first-order correlations are posi.tive and statistic dlly 

Significant. He -would ha.ve expected inner cil:.y residence to be 

associa ted. wi tit referr:d.ls dnd. they were, as indicated by ·the 

negative sign, but the correla·l:.ions were low .. 

The ecology of dell.nquency and crime in Ra.cine has been 

described in more detdil ~n publicat.l..OllS and reports on earlier 

analyses. Although juvenile residence :in the innt::!:r ci·ty nd.S 

Ii ttle effect. on t.he decision to refer or on the severity oi. 

sanctions in this type of sta.tic an~lysis, it does not belie the 

cumUlative ef.fect on careers of inner city residence Shown ny 

Tables 5-10 in Appendix c. 

Al though be.l..ng male was associa.ted W~ th referrals in Ta . .bles 

4 and 5, th.ese correldtions "W'ere low:.. Hhile older a.g~ as a 

juv'enile had. positive corcelations with referral, all were 

negative for adult.s, -thus older juveniles and younger ddults were 
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TABLE. ij.. EFl!'ECTS OF SELEC~'ED VARIABLES ON DECISION TO REl!ER TO 
COUll'l' OR OTHi:R ii:GBNCIBS: COMBINBD COflOR'.l: S, .J UVENILh 
AN D AD ULT CO NT A.CTS 

Juvenil~ 
Juv .. Neigh .. 
Prior off.ser. 
Prior Sue.Sev. 
j: Pr.ior Of ,f. 
# Prior Snc .. 
Ser .. Pr.e s .. Off ~ 
Sex 
white/Non-Who. 
Age 
Persons Inv .. 

Adj .. RZ 

JidUl,i 
J·uv .. Neigh .. 
Prior Off .Ser .. 
Prior Sne.Sev .. 
41, Prior. off. 
4f. Prior Sne. 
Ser. .. Pres .. Off * 
Sex 
White/Non-vlh .. 
Age 
persons InIT. 

Adj .. R2: 

Trai.fic 
o I.:ti:e,nses 

Incl uded (7043) 

std.Est.. Pears .. Corr .. l. 

- .. 015 
.. 053 
.019 

- .. 058 
.169* 
.. 340* 

-.fJ19 
- .. 004· 

.. .:l0 1* 
-.068* 

.224* 

-.043* 
.250* 
.. 223* 
.238* 
..2&5* 
.. 351* 
.. 011 
.. 058* 
.. 257* 

- .. 058* 

Traffic 
Offenses 

Included (6413) 

~td.Est. Pears.Corr .. 

-.026 
- .. 228* 

"uoo 
",'[2:9 
.. 1~5* 
.. 376* 
.109* 
.. 001 

-.051* 
- .. 026 

.. 181'~ 

-.074* 
.142* 
.. 136* 
.129* 
.163* 
.388* 
.134* 
.073* 

-.071* 
.018 

1. Pirst-or.der correlations ... 
*' Significant a.t .01 It'v'el or gr€:uter •. 

Traffic 
OfJtense:s 

E: xcI ud eo ( 6 OS q. ) 

Std.hst. Pears.Corr. 

- .. U 13 
•. 090 
.. 022 

--.064 
.. 160* 
.371* 

- .. 047* 
-.003 

.183* 
-.o:'H* 

-.055* 
.2$1 * 
.. 245* 
.. -':68* 
.. ~93* 
.. 384* 

- .Ou7 
.. tJ14* 
.. 246* 

- .. 03Cl* 

Tra.ffic 
O.tfenses 

Ex-cluaed. (3925) 

Std.Est... Pedrb.Corr. 

-.028 
-.14:t 

.025 

.. 010 

..187* 

.487* 

.. 101* 

.G03 
- .. 086* 

.OOB 

..293* 

-.093* 
... 14"* 
.. 1:'7* 
.. 120* 
.1'14* 
.. 514"~ 
.127* 
.. 1(}7* 

- .136* 
.070*' 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-31-

TA.BLE 5.. EFFEC'1:S OF' SELECTBD VARIABLES ON' DECIS:LON TO lmFBR i'O 
counT: COHBl.NED COHORTS, JUVENl.LE AND AIHILT POl.ICE 
CONTAC'TS 

Juvenilg 
Juv.Neigh .. 
Prior off .. Ser .. 
Prior Snc .Sev ... 
11- Prior Off. 
# Pri.or Snco. 
Ser.Pres .. Otf. 
Sex: 
WhitejNon-Vih .. 
Age 
Persons lnv .. 

Adj. HZ 

Adult. 
Jllv· .. Neigh. 
PI'ior Of:f .Ser. 
Prior Snc.Sev. 
# Prior Oit. 
#- Pri.or Snc. 
Ser .. Pres .. Ofi. 
Sex 
White/Non-Who. 
Age 
Persons lnv .. 

Adj.. HZ 

Tra.ffic 
Offenses 

Incl.uded (7043) 

Std .Est.. Pea.rs .. Corr.1 

- .. ena 
.064 

-.004 
-.CJ31 

.147* 

.346* 
- .. CJ23 
- .. 001 

.. 163* 
- .. 047* 

-.053* 
.243* 
.. 200* 
.233* 
.. 250* 
.3!lY* 
.014· 
.067* 
• .2'11* 

-.034* 

Traffic 
Oi:i.enses 

lllcl.Uo.ea (6413) 

S"td .. Est... Pears .. Corr ... 

-.036* 
-'.31f.1.* 

..037 

.32.3* 

.. 031 

.4·14* 

.076* 

.. ).107 
-.025 

.045* 

-.088* 
.. '125 *' 
.. 115* 
.119* 
.128* 
.. 423* 
.09"1* 
.. 079* 

- .. 045* 
.091* 

1 First-order correlations. 
* S~gn if ~cant at .. 0 1 level or gr.acl. ter. 

Traffic 
O:tfenses 

Excluded (6084) 

Std .1::st. PeCt:Ls .. ,Corr. 

-.018 
.107 
.013 

- .. 076 
.153* 
",373* 

-.043* 
- .. 004 

.177* 
-.U58* 

.. 243* 

- .. 059:;< 
.1.73* 
.234* 
.. 26u* 
.2cl3* 
.. 38b* 

-.01.14 
.. 075* 
.. 23'7 * 

- .037* 

Traffic 
O:tfenses 

Ex.cluded. (392~) 

Std.Est. Pedrs.Gorr. 

- ... 041* 
-.306* 

.. 021 

.. 234* 

.060 

.480* 

.. 106* 
- .. 02ti 
-.U03 

.007 

.. 240* 

- .0713* 
.. 068* 
.. 088* 
.019* 
.100* 
..476* 
.113* 
.056* 

- .. u48:1< 
.O!:>t3* 
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referred. The 1 a r9'erthe number of; persons involved in a 

cont.act, the less likely d cohort Ill.entber was to be referrea as a 

juvenile.. In the case of adult.s, -the more who were involved., the 

greater the likelihood of referral. 

Be all that. as i·t may,. when the standard estim.d.tes are 

examined we fJ.nd that few v'ariables have a. significa.nt effect on 

the decision to reier.. Of these!\' sel:'iousness of presen t often.se 

is the m.ost iiaportant and consistent. But in no case l.S more 

than 30% of the variance dccounted :tor. Since there was a 

possibilJ.ty of multicollineari.ty between prior: offense 

seriousness and prior nUllifier of contacts, all se9T~IEmts of '.rablE::!s 

4 and 5 were rerun wit.h numner of prior offenses d.na prior 

severity of sanctions eliminated.. The only change in th.e tctbles 

sufficient to m.ention l'iu.s a consis-t.ent reducti.on in the 

standardized estimates for total prior offense sE;riousne~, a.II 

now Decomi.ng very smd.ll.. ThH, is rather:' curious because tot.d.l 

prior offense seriousness hd.d a posi ti ve correldtion wi tIl the 

decision to refer in. every segment of 'lta~ble.s 4 ana 5.. un the 

other hand,. number. of prior: sanctions cont.inued to have d 

significant positive inpact on the decision to reJter in. Td..ole 4-

and in the juvenile segments of Table 5 .. 

Sever1tr of Sanctioll2 

I'le next turn.ed to some basic effects 011 severity 0 t 

sanctions (Tables 0 dnd cA), amI .t.:ound that, although conort. and 

time periOd had relatively little Edfect on sever:i.ty of 

sanctions, offense serl.ousness and number of prior contacts had 
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TABLE 6.. CO HOR',r , T1J1E PERIOD (Decade}, A,GB, OFFEN'SE SERl.OnSNESS F 

AND PRIOR CONTACT EFFECTS ON SEVERI~Y of SA.NCTIONS 

Cohort 
Decade. 
Ag-e 
Adj. :ft2. 

Cohort 
Decade 
A.ge 
Serious 
Adj .. RZ 

Cohort 
Decade 
Age 
Serious 
Priors 
Adj .. HZ 

Cohort 
Decade 
Age 
Serious 
Priors 

Contacts 
Re:ferred1 

(1,411) 

.042 

.012 
-.228* 

.063* 

-.060 
... 054 

-.286* 
.169* 
.08'8 * 

- .. '110 
.056 

- .. 391* 
... 163* 
.. 24-i* 
.. 138* 

.. 184* 
-.002 
-.251* 

.. 175* 

.. 145* 

Contacts 
Refe:c:ced 2 

(2,,607) 

St.andardized Estimates 

.. 004· 
- .. 003 
- .. 220* 

.. 05LI-* 

- .. 036 
.013 

- .. 211* 
.. 2-'9* 
..098* 

- .. 048* 
.006 

-.276* 
.. 200* 
.206* 
.. 136* 

Pearson Correlations 

.. '125* 
- .. 029 
- .. 231* 

.. 252* 

.. 145* 

Con.tact:s 
ltefer:ced 3 

{5, 533) 

.. 109* 

.. 037 

.. 008 

.. 017* 

~O64 

.055 
- .. 000 

.. 183* 

.. 049* 

.045 

.047 
- .. 04U 

.173* 

... 131* 

..064* 

.. -'21* 

... 104"'<: 
- •. 031 

.. 1lJ7* 

.148* 

Includes only those contacts referred. to County J?ro.bd.tion 
(j.uvenile court intake) or Di.strict At.torney with formal 
disposition. 

Incl udes contacts which were re:ferred t.o ot.h.er age ncies as 
well as cou.rt in-t.aKe with formal disposition .. 

;; Includes contacts referred but unknown court disposi.tions 
coded to the lowest-level sanction, dismissal. 

* Signiticant at .001 lev-el or greater '" 
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l~Il.BLE 6A.. COHORT, TIIH~ PERI.OD (Decade),. AGE, OFFENSE S:BRIuUSNESS, 
AND PRI.OR CONTACT EFFECTS ON SEVERITY Oli' SAN C'li<J:ONS 
DURING THE J'UVENILE AND ADULT PERIODS 

Contacts Refer-red 1 Cont.acts R.eferred 2 

Juv'enile Adul t Ju.v'enile Ad u.lt 
(7al) (630) (~6H) (1, (39) 

Stand.ard.ized Estimates 
------------------------.-----------------------

Cohort -.210* .. 183* - .. 263* .. 131 
Decade .. 159 .. 018 .. 113* .. 005 
Age -.3'11* -.021 -",390* .0 '1~ 
Adj .. R~ .. 056* .. 038* .105 .. 015* 

Cohort -.2.36* .064 -.273* .. 096 
Decade .177* .. 027 .. '188* -.003 
Age - .. 305* - .. 053 - .. 353* ,,018 
Serious .143* .. 182* ... 192* .203* 
Adj .. R2 .074* .059* .. 139* .. 054* 

Cohort -.266* .O:G2 - .. 230* .O~11 

Decade .. 1.55 .. 019 .. 162* -.013 
Age - .. 327* -.106 - .. 357* -.021 
Serious .120* .195* .160* ."189* 
Priors .. 3u1* .. 195* .274* .175* 
A.dj .. HZ .161* .. 093* .. 211* .. 0112* 

Pears()U Correlations 

Cohort -.013 .205* -.013 .1215* 
Decade -.073 .l10* .. 152* .OY2* 
Age - .21'1* - ... 108* - .. 294* - .. 056 
Serious .. 156* .. 236*= .246* .221* 
Priors .. 280* .184* .276* .18#4* 

Includes only those contac·ts referred t.o county Probat~on 
(juvenile cou.rt :x.ntake or district a.ttorney) 'with forru·al 
disposi tion .. 

* 

Includes contacts which were re.!i.erred to oth.er agencies as 
well as court intake ilith. formal ciisposi.tion .. 

significdnt at .. 001 level or greater .. 
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consistent;ly posi,tive effects on severity of sanctions. 1.5 Very 

little dif.ference in ei.:tects or accounted for variance was tound 

when contacts for tra.ffic offenses w'e:ce eliminated from the 

analyses.. Several. other arialyses were conducted wit.h o,tfeIl.ses 

controlled for type of contact, robbery, burglary, -theft, auto 

theft., etc.. (23 difierent contact types).. Controls for race were 

inserted as well but tnere was 11.0 consisten·t pattern of increase 

or decrease in severity oi sanctions wit.h these controls 11l'i.th one 

exception.. In the case of arm.ed. robber:y, the proportion who were 

insti tutionalized, whether 'Ii/hi te or:' non-Whit.e, had. d.ecli.ned from 

COhort to cohort, with th.e proportion of non-Whites who had been 

insti tutionalized ahlays remaining higher t.llan that for whites. 

Some of th.e com.plexities and wha.t lldght appear to be 

inconsistencies in e:ffectsare related to the fact that mean age 

declines WJ..th cohort but J..ncrea,ses with decade a.t th.e fir.st-order 

level.; each cohort was followed for fewer years but was larger 

than the previous cohort. 

15 Al.though we have shown how measureJll.eni~ level intI uences 
career types in Appendix C, special atten tion should be paid to 
this point .in. reference to the analyses described i.n Ch.apters 3: 
and 4 of this report. .F~ndings vary, sometimes considerably on a 
basis of. measures o:f prior record. This prohlem has most, 
recently been d.ealt wJ..th. l.n the literature by' Susan ~iel.ch, John. 
Gruhl, and Cassie Spohn, nSent.encing: The Inf'luence of 
Al terna ti va 1"leasur:es of l?rior Record, n Crimi!lQ.!9gy 22 (1984): 
pp .. 215-227. The auth.ors not 0111y fonnd that measures of prior 
record influence explana.tions of severity of sentence imposed, 
but that the relationship netveen measur.es of sev'erity may vary 
for Black and White detendants.. Their. review of: the len.gthy 
literatu.re, to some of which we have referred,. su.ggests that 
contrary fin.dings m.ay,· in .some cases, be accounted £01: ny' t.he~e 
differences in measures .. 
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What all of this made clear is that if we are to evcUua.te 

the effectiveness of: sancti.ons we must not only do an. 0 verall 

analysis bu·c mus'!:. examine effects d ur.ing -the juvenile period and 

the adult period separately as well as com.bined... Furth erUlore, tve 

must, as suggested before, not overlook differences related to 

cohorts, time peri.od, and age '"' 

It shOUld also be noted that comparison of seV'eL'1..ty 01: 

sanctions ::'tor Racine with severity of sanctions for maJ or urban 

areas such as Phila.delphia and such criminog'enic areas dS 

California, M.ichigan, and Texas (as shm-m by !:'etersilia IS 

research) reveals that offenders are dealt with. more lightly' in 

Racine than in other areas.. For example, 10 .. 6% of the 1980 

California adult :felony arrestees wer.e released by the police 

while 23.4% of the Racine combined cohoJ;'i:;.·s recorded contActs as 

ad.ults w'ere released... While 1 .. 8% of the Calilor:nia felons who 

were re::f:erred to court were COIl victed and sentellcea. to sta.te 

insti tutions (prison), only 3.7% of the Racine referraLs ,tere 

sent t.o prison.. If the criterion i.s changed to jailor pr.l.SOIl 

the percentage .for California increases to 14 .. 5% d.lld for Racine 

to 10.6% .. Although the Racine data. cover the period from 1960 to 

1976 and a.:r:e. not strictly comparable, it is reasonable to presume 

that Rac1..ne l s judges have been. less severe than Cali:ror:ni(l's 

judges .. 

Regional differences i.n sentenc.illg disparities have also 

been dealt with most recently in Peter W. Greenwood, Allan 

Abrahamse, and ,r'ranklin Zimring,. Fa£tors !ffecting: ~§.!.!Q.g 
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and in a. Bureau of Justice statistics Special Report, Eelony 

Sentencing in 18 ~! Jurisd!,cti:,ons, May, 1985. What is 

surprising is that even the more liell.lightenedU sanctions 

administered by Racine judges are as ineffecti.ve as those 

administered in area.s relatively untouch.ed by (or unabl e to 

respond to current knowledge) research that has ind.icated the 

ine£fectiveness of sanctions designed to ubreak fl the offender .. 

Our statistics, as do others, no ma'tter how they dre evaluated, 

show that Whites (An.glos) do netter when they a.ppea.r hefore the 

judge than do minori·ty groups. Ther'e a.Le, of course, some 

complexities on -this issue beed.use discrl.IDl.nation. differs from 

offense to offense, even t:.hough the results may not be I:'ead~ly 

assigned. to racism in itself, as 1!etersilia has point.en out in 

gcial Dispariti.§§. in thg CrililbJ.ll!l Justice system.. 'l'he preC.l.se 

comparison of studi.es is, of course, difficult because most 

researchers are r.eally ~ul.te independent cusses who define thel.r 

variables without refel~ence to other st.udies, thus not p:coduciug 

COlll:- tetely compara.ble results.. We have mentioned this from time 

to time hut repeti.tion does not seem wJ.thout value .. 

CON'TINUAT.lON 0]' BASIC ISSUES 

Table 7 is ~resented as an example of the over 8U aiXferent 

multiple regression analyses that we have conducted 1l1'i·th wi-i:.h 

selected variables regressed on severity of juvenile or a.d.ult 

sanctions. seriousness of present offense h.ad. significant 

effects on severity of sanctions in both of the juvenile dna 
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TABLE 7.. EFFECTS 01" SELECTED V·A.RIABLES ON ~ANCTI0.NS; COMB1.lit~ll 

COHORTS, JUV'Ern:LBS AND ADULTS 

Juvenile (744) Adult (1.24S) 

st:.d .. hst .. ite.ars .. Corr .. 1 Std .• Est. Pears .Corr .. 

Juv .. Neigh .. ..000 - .. 040 .. Ob5 - .. 047 
AV .. Prior Off .. Ser .. .080 .261* - .. 008 .. 14·6* 
Av .. Prior Sne.Sev. • "168* .,290* .. 079* .190* 
if: Prior Off. -.07b ..281* - .. 021 .. 265* 
# Prior Sne .. .322*- • .335* .. 234* .. 303* 
Ser .. Pres. Off .. .255* ..275* .. 350* .. 407* 
Sex -.076 .046 .025 ",O6~ 

White/Non-Wh .. - ... 050 .073 .094* .. 21.{}* 

Adj" R2. ... 210* .. 235>''': 

Juven.i.le (744) AduLt ( "l14b} 

Std .. :J!:s-t ... Pears .. Corr .. Stli. .. Es-t. fie drs .. Corr .. 

Juv.Neigh .. -.017 -.040 .052 - .. U47 
Tot .. PrioI· Off"Ser. .. 303* .318* .4·9S* .312* 
Tot. Prior Snc.Sev .. •. 264* • :371 * .181* ... 341* 
# Prior Off. - .. 248 .281* -.371* .:';:65* 
#- Prior Sue. .065 .335* - .. 028 .30.3* 
Ser ... Pres .. Off. ..261* .. 275* .. 329* .. 4·0~/* 
Sex. -a067 ",046 .025 .. 069 
White/Non-Wh. - .. U5ij .013 .. 056 .. 210* 

Adj .. R2 .203* .249* 

1 First-order cOl:rela:Lion.s. 
* Significant elt .01 level or great.er; all Rs sign.iticdllt 

d.t .,001 level .. 

adult analyses while number and severity of prior sanctions h.a.d 

significant but less consistent effects. 

involv~s f!. juvenile Q£ .£ill.. ad ul·t. , .E,£ior m.isbeha vior (~i.ous 

EUl£!LQ£ frequent) ~ prior sanction.§. {severe a.nd/or freguenj:,> 
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Al.though we have indicated t.ha·t. only 25% of the variance ill 

severi·ty o.t sdnctions could be accounted for bj prior offen.se 

seriousness,. prior severity of sanctions, number of prior 

offenses, number of prior sanctions, etc.,. ·t.his analysi.s WdS 

without controls for whether it was a first, second, thiDi, etc.,. 

o:ffense. Tahle 711 does this but wi tIl even less of the vdria.nce 

in severity of sanctions accounted £'or by the ba.sic demograp.tllc 

and. career variables. Seriousness of present o.ffense and 

severity of: prior. sanctions are the only variables wi:eh 

consistent ~±:£ects during t.he juvenile period. 16 Seriousness of 

present offense ha.s cOllsistent effects d.uring the adult peri.od. 

I>1h0Il the juvenile and. ad.ult periods are combined, s.eriousness of 

present otfense and severity of: prior sanctions ha.ve consistent 

effects .. 

To this point. we hav'e only explored the impact of the 

indepena.ent variables list.ed in Diagrd.Ill 3 (except interview ddta) 

on police dispositions and sanctions as we indicated liould be 

done in the first stages of the analysis.. \~e next turn to the 

16 This findi.ng is consistent with Terence P. Thornberry <l,na 
R.L. Christianson "S6 "JuvenJ.J ... e Justice Decision-Making as a 
Longitudinal Process, It social Forgg,g 63 (1~84): pp. 433-!f44, 
Wllere they concl.uded t.hat prior di.sposition is exceeded in 
importance only by the seriousness of current offense.. As they 
state, anct as we have at.telllpt.ed to emphasize again and again, 
uThese results point to the need for trea.ting di.spositiollal 
outcomes as part of a more general/? longitudinal process 
unfolding across an indi v·iduaills criminal career. U 

The data presented. 1n Table 7A a.I:'e also cons~stent 'iili"t.h 
Allan Horowitz and l1ic.llael Wasserman, "Some Misleading 
conceptions in Sentencing Research,1I CI::bm.inolQgy 18 (1960): pp. 
411-424, in that the extra-legal f.actor.s still have a n€'gl.~gihle 
influence on severity of di.sposit.ions a"t the juvenile level and 
that relativ'ely little of the va.rJ..ance is account.ed for. 
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'HBLf; 7 A. £}'PECl'S (STAU!JAltDIZED J::ST.lMAT£S) OF SELl::C1:1W VARIABLES ON SJ:;VElsIT~ ur' ::iANC~l.lJN.::i tlJii i'lhS:.i: :ru 'l:t.tdU 

OJ:'J!'ENSl::S C0I1111N ED COHOHTS, JU VEtlILES, ADULTS. AN 0 cmmnllm PEnIODS 

'l'ype Seriolli:i ness, Presen t Of fense 
Juvenile Ne1gnbornood 
Sex 
White/Non-Whi te 
Age at Contact 
severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Ser10usness 

N 

Adj. HZ 

Type Seriousness, l:'resellt Uffense 
Juvenile Neighbornood 
Sex 
white/Non-White 
Age a t Contact 
Severity of Pr10r Sanctions 
TotaL Prior Seriousn~ss 

N 

Ad j. RZ 

Type Seriousness, Present uffense 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
Wnite/N on -White 
Age a t Contact 
Severity of 1:'rior Sanct10ns 
Total Pr10r Ser10usness 

N 

Adj. HZ 

1 

1 

.198'" 

.005 

.0Y,j* 

.04.:i 
-.053 

.0 1~ 
_098* 

1740 

.071* 

1 

* Significant at .Ol·level or greater. 

2 

s 144* 
-.051 
-.042 
-.061 

.122* 

.090* 

.012 

1016 

.048* 

2 

.170* 

.. OB 

.060 
0048 

-.058 
-.10~ 

.182* 

1026 

.. 062* 

2 

.145* 
-.05~ 

.004 
-.066 
_03~ 

.074 

.027 

1606 

.030* 

3 

.240* 

.060 
-.007 

.013 

.07 tl 

.126'-
-.0113 

6'J7 

.077* 

.3 

.:l40* 
-.007 
.orl 
.010 

-.036 
.089 
.071 

677 

.091* 

3 

.213* 

.031 
-.001 

.041 

.027 

.119* 
-.030 

1191 

.056* 

4 

.268* 
-.104 

.028 

.044-

.123* 

.21o*-
-.u67 

507 

.132* 

4 

.114* 
-.030 

.Ool 

.023 
-.011 

.003 

.225* 

506 

.120* 

4 

.261* 
- .. 038 

.022 

.040 
-.UOl 

.219* 
-.OLU 

950 

.119* 

JU,Y.gnile Peri.£!! 
: 5 6 

.. ltll· 

.03!> 
-.016 

.. 124.1 

.041 

.231* 
-.033 

409 

.. 095* 

.285* 
-.013 
-.018 

.031 

.011 

.Obl 

.03tt 

330 

.081* 

!Qttl1. P~riod . 
S 6 

.1B~* 
- .. 024 
.O~8 

-.040 
-.094 
-.04!.) 

.105 

383 

.041* 

.2uO* 
- .. 0~8 

.. 079 

.007 
-.031 

.OBl 

.OU3 

29tl 

.011* 

7 

.3~3* 

.014 

.055 

.016 

.031 

.237* 

.004 

283 

.117* 

7 

.299* 
I -.109 

.012 
-.0116 
-.018 

.218 

.018 

248 

.116* 

Combined Periods 
5 6 J 

.20Ll* 

.038 
-.019 

.. O~O 
-.057 

.160* 
-.043 

767 

.067* 

.239* 

.006 
-.000 
.0~7 
.004 
.073 
.. Oltl 

642 

.Obl* 

.274* 
-.016 

.055 

.020 
-.091 

.163* 

.O~l 

55b 

.131* 

8 

.. 2!>0* 

.079 

.000 
- .. 004 
-.042 

.. 308* 

.O~l 

242 

.197* 

8 

• .323* 
.123 
.. OS3 
.097 

-'.u97 
.. 27.3* 

-.113 

204 

.. 179* 

8 

.281* 

.059 
-.000 

.02b 
-.019 

.265* 

.040 

Lu3b 

.155* 

9 

.311* 
-.092 
-.032 
-.l!>tl 
-.on 
.o~n 

.Oe8 

210 

.095* 

9 

.17u 

.104 

.UY4 

.072 
-.13~ 

- .. U.:io 
.137 

175 

.Ub8* 

9 

.218* 
-.040 

.031 
-.071 
-.042 

.Ob7 

.094 

430 

.062* 

10 

.Ltll* 
-.Oj9 

.. O~Hi 
- .. O~q 

.. 1~3 

.173 

.lJbl 

lu9 

.1L2* 

10 

.332* 
-.Util 
-.G05 

.UbS 
-.013 

.23b 
-.232 

150 

.. 127* 

10 

.2q,~* 

-.Olb 
.. 000 

- .. Ob4 
-.011 

.189* 

.Ob/j 

38b 

.10b* 
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DIAGRAN 3. ANALYTIC SCHEME FOR OFFICIAL RECORDS AND RESIDENTIAL DATA 
=~--'-~.,~~==== 

Computer-Ready Datll on Pollce Contacts for 4079 
Persons with Continuous Residence: 

1. I~hen (lnd where contact took place: 

Date of Contact 
Place of Contact 

Block 
Neighborhood 

2. Characteristics of I\lleged Offender: 

Cohort: 1942, 1949, 1955 
Sex 
Race/Ethnicity 
I\ge at Tillie of Contact 
Neighborhood of Residence at Tillie of Contact 

3. Reason for Contact: 

26 Categories of Offenses; llIay be dichotomized: 

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

4. Interview Data for 889 Persons 

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

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

~----'-.~'-" ----_ .. _-_ .. ------' 

Computer-Ready Data on 
Police Disposition 

Released 

Referred 

• • • 

r Computer-Ready Future 
Contact Record 

Number of Contacts 
Seriousness of Contacts 

'---

Computer-Ready Court Dispositions Data 

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

Time lag betlieen contacts 
and sanctions 

Prior number of contacts 
Seriousness 0 f past contacts 

• • 
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more difficult problem of det~rmining what. follows when cohort 

members have been sanctioned or not sdnctioned or sanctioned with 

varying degrees of severity, taking into consideration some o£ 

their demographic and social characteristics. Diagram 4 is 

presented in order that the next stage o£ the analysis De better 

understood. 

It is apparent that seriousness of first contact has a 

significant impact on seriousness of second contact but that 

severity of sanction does not, either at the first-order level or 

at the multivariate level. Since this is only tor the first and 

DIAGRAM 4.. HYPO THESI ZED RELATION SHIP BETWEEN PIRST AND SECOND· 
CONTACTS AS ADULTS, ALL PRIOR CONTACTS, AND SANCTION 
POR FIRST CONXACT AS ADULT 

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

r SERIOUSNESS ~ ________ ~ISEVERITY OP. 
(FIRST CONTACT I I SANCTION I 

-------
NUMBER PRIOR 

CONTAC'l'S 
I SERIOUSNESS 

y--------~~ j SECOND CONTACT 

Seri. of 1st Contact vs. S~v. of Sanction= 
Number of Prior Contacts vs. Seve of Sanction= 
Number of Prior Contacts vs.- Seri. of 2nd Contact= 
Seri. of 1st Contact vs. Seri. of 2nd Contact= 
Sevr. of Sanction 1st Contact vs. Seve of 2nd Contact= 

Dependent Variable: Seriousness of 2nd Police Contact 

Seriousness: 1st Contact 
Sev. of Sanction: 1st Contact 
Number of Prior Contacts 
RZ 

Std. Est • 
.112* 

-.038 
.095* 
.020 

.215* 

.160* 

.101* 

.114* 

.000 

second contacts, we would be premature in saying' that prior 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-43-

r.ecord and. justice ::':;yst.€:llI experienc.e has lit.tle e£lect on 

seriousness ot t.he next o.ff.ense... It is for th.is reason that the 

analysis (with. other in.dependent V'ariaDles inclua~d) l:'lil.l be: 

continued through. at lElast the tentn pol.ice contact .. 

Furt:.hermore, the fac't. that c(>I:relations are mod.est poses a 

problem in causal explandtion and in predic·tion.. 'I'he shd,pe of 

the d.istriDutions and the complex inter.reld.t,ionships of v·ar.iables 

within Tables 8-11 make it clear why the various coefficients of 

correIa tion and other fileasures of r:elationship are not tagh .. 

Table 8 shows that llQ matter ho~ ~ious the £:1rst pol~~ 

contact Q£ what hg.~!!ed §!§ 2: £Q!!;§g,,Sluence,. the ~ fQ!!.~ }!~2 

most lik.ely to b,g .9; !!!..!.llQ£ misdemean0,F_ A.lthough feloni.es against 

property produced more severe sa.ncti.ons tha.n did. the other i:J.rst 

offenses , severity of sa.nctions a.t first contact hdd Ii ttle 

effect:. on seriousn.ess ot the next otiense .. 

Table 9 r~vea.1.s tha.t the f,)att',l:l!rn tor a.d.ult. contacts was 

similar to that for juvenJ.l.\:! contctcts but prope:Lty felonies were 

d.eal t w'ith by lII.ore severe sanction.s.. Nonetheless,. perusdl of 

neither table suggests thb.lC. severe sanctions produces d.UY l~ss 

serious next offense.. Th(:!se tabl£§: do littlg .illQ~ than prog,,!!£§' 

§.E.~uld...tion that sev'eri.ty ot ~t:i.Qn2 £,£oduces li·t!:le :coouction 

in the seriousness of deLinquent m;;;. criminal beh.avior, a point 

that we have made on pI.'E:vious occasions.. And d.t ~the ju venile 

l,avel, in particula.r, they reveal, as stated bei..ore, that 

§!.!!nctions do not have l!illch relatiQ.!!§hip to !l£..!.i off~ 

!?eri2:!!2!!.§§.2-
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'fABLE 8. SERIOUSNI;i;5~ Of .PI');~~':j"j";JtND SECOND CONTACTS AS J'OVENlLE BX 
SEVERITY !,i;;iI ··THE~·J?,,;·t<:,rION FOR THE FIRST CONTACT 

• -----------------~';.. .. "1 ___ .. ~\,>f. ~,..;.lr,~~i~----------------------~-------~ 

SCOO SCQ1 SCOl SC03 SCOb SC12 SC1S SC18 SC26 se29 SC33 SC46 
1 - 0 65 
1 - 1 47 1 
1 - 2 38 2 • 
1 - 3 103 3 
1 - 4 2 
1 - 5 32 1 
1 - 6 14 
2 - 0 4~ 12 1 
2 - 1 52 4 • 
2 - 2 59 9 1 1 
2 - 3 116 15 
2 - 5 24 5 
2 - 6 11 1 1 

• 3 - 0 12.3 £11 10 10 2 1 1 
3 - 1 811 21 1 3 1 
3 - 2 48 5 
3 ,- 3 269 91 1 17 4 2 3 
3 - 5 53 8 4 
3 6 9 3 2 1 

• Ii - 1 1 
4 - 3 3 1 
5 - 0 118 17 1 1 
5 - 1 "n 11 1 3 1 
5 - 2 31 9 2 1 
5 - 3 63 36 S 1 2 3 

• 5 - 4 1 
5 - 5 28 15 2 
S b t! 2 
6 - 0 6 4 
0 - 1 2 3 
6 - 2 1 1 

• 6 - 3 12 4 1 1 
6 - 5 4 1 
6 - b 1 

• 

• 

• 
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l'AhLl:. ':J _ Sl:.ld.OU~!a;ss U}-, 1"lHS1' ANlJ Sl:.CUN1J COl'J:J.AC'lS AS iil.JUL'£ 1:.Y ~LVJ:;ld'l:Y UY THE SANCTION j:'Uf( 'j:l1l!; :r1,,$1 
CUlJ'lAC~ 

121 1~.? sGy~!~1Y 21 ~~n£t!Qll~ 

~coo SCUl ::.Cu.:s SCUb S~Oy scn sC23 SC2~ sC.tb SC33 sC.jO sC.j~ I SC40 SClltl SCIlY SCSI.:! !:>Cbl SCoti sc7i: 
1 0 1L~ tl 
1 1 ~ti 1 
1 - 2 l;jj 

1 .j b 
1 ~ n 
1 6 11 1 
2 "I .:1 
L 3 1 ~ 

3 0 qfjll 03 21l lJ0 11 1~ L 1 1 
j 1 81 17 17 7 1 L 1 2 1 
j .3 IIl~ 03 1I2 :£4 :L 12 /j 2 2 1 1 
;j 4 2 
.3 - S 25 3 ;j ;j 1 1 
') b l.j 7 1 2 1 -' 

4 0 1 
Il 1 1 
II j ,j 1 J 
!:> 0 ··15----10- " ---- l 1 
5 1 6 J II 1 1 
5 2 1 
5 j 1:l 15 1 t:l 1 1 2 1 
5 1+ 1 1 
5 5 5 b 2 1 1 1 
5 0 ::I 3 2. 
0 0 7 12 1 2 
b 1 2 b 1 1 2 
0 .:1 15 11 3 1 3 1 1 
b ~ i. 1 
b b 4 " 2 

____ -~#"~'., .... .::." -J' ___ "-~ 

• 

I 
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Table 10 indicates that ill:ll!lQ§£ of; m;iRI:' ju.Y'~ £sm!:acts 

alon e has li!-lli i.nfl~g!l£g. Q!l 2£.Y.~itt of 2Sl!ctiQ!!.§ for firs!: 

adill contact.. Although prior contacts may have a.n i.mpa.ct. on 

severity of sanction when all other v'ariables are held consta.n·t, 

they do not have the aile.gad impa.ct tna:.t:. some would. say t.nat they 

have, that i.s, t.hose persons who contend. that one's ju.venile 

record tollows one into a.dult court .. 

To laaka sur:e that the read(·;'rr: is awar.e of the. danger of 

oversim.plification of relationsn.ips or th.e too hasty con.clu::iion 

that. Ii ttle or no relationship exis.ts be·tween sev~:c·et.l varianles, 

Table 11, a table based on 1,.975 adul·t (age lS or older) iirst 

contacts, is pres~llted. '1'he complexity of thi.s table. is so great. 

th.at one cannot see ~ow number of pri.or contacts has any 

relationshi.p to seriousness of f.irst adul·t contact,. severi t.y of 

sanctions f.or first ad.ult contact, and. seriousness of second 

adul t contact... A better: und.erstanding of what is goin~ on is 

obtained by' examining Beglnents of the. tdble which. (l.re consia.ered 

crucial to some substantive. issue or segments in whicn a large 

proportio:ll of t.he contacts are .found .. 

Th ere were more fj rs·t contact!::i at the lllinor IlLisdemeallor 

lev'el (abou.t 71%) than any other dnd JiJlosL of these (again about 

71%) resulted in no formal sanction.. AbOU.t hali of the aJ.ult 

contacts were not only first adult contdcts b\lt first contacts a.s 

well.. One must relllember thd,t d. smaller proportion of t.he :temd1.es 

than males had juveni.:l..l'::! conta.cts, ·therel.ore, of the tot-d.l d 

sizeable proportion would hd.ve tfleir fi.rst contacts as atlul.ts. 
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TABLE 10. NUMBER OF FIUON OFFENSES BY SEVERITY Of' SAIIC.TIONS 
---------.--------------------------------------------------------------------------
prl££§ ~rity of ~i!!!Z.!2!ll! 

SCOO SCOl SC03 SCUb se09 sell 5C23 SC25 se2b seJJ se3b 51.:39 ~e46 sell8 sell9 se58 se6-1 SCb8 sc7~ 
0 599 96 tl:t .2H 13 9 1 3 1 1 1 l 
1 2b.l 44 10 5 5 2 1 
2 1511 30 13 20 .2 3 1 
j 10H 18 11 b 5 1 1 1 
4 49 13 9 7- 1 2 1 
5 lib 15 II 6 1 2 1 
6 36 lj Z 5 1 
7 23 II :2 1 1 
8 1H S 2 1 2 

'I 9 II .2 3 Z 1 
10 13 2 1 1 1 1 
11 10 2 2 1 
12 11 7 1 1 1 
13 6 1 1 1 
111 b 3 i 
15 b -J 

1 16 5 
17 lj 1 1 Z 1 
18 3 1 1 1 

i 19 .2 .2 :'1 
20 !> .2 1 11 ·1 21 3 1 . ~ 
....... " 4 L," 
2::1 II 1 
Zil 1 3 
25 1 1 "i 
2b 1 
27 1 1 
2!J 2 3 
29 1 
30 1 
31 1 1 
32 1 
:U 1 1 
34 1 
35 1 
36 
37 1 1 
38 .2 

~. 39 1 
40 1 
41 1 • 42 1 
Ijl!, 4 
45 1 
46 
b1 1 

1· 
-----....-.- - _ .. _-.. - .. -.,,_._----_ ........ ------. "---. --........ -~.~"' 
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TaBLa 11. SltllOUSUSS or rasr ADULr COUlcr. sucnOM roa riaST UDI:l! conACT. UD SlilUUSIIltSS UI Sxo"" &lInL,. COHTACT. UD SIt!lIousnss or SI!COaO &OO1.T _ COAUcr (YUnCAL SCJ.LJII 
,11 IUIIllIti or ealOa CUHrl£TS AT AlI~ _ilK tHOnZO_TAL SCllS , • 
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comparatively Lew contacts were preceded .by· 5 ox: !!lore con"tacts 

• (15%) • 

Beyond. that va.st majority of the l.ll.inor misdemeanors in which 

sanctions were not given .. there were also some which. received a 

• wide range of sever~ty of sanctions even thou.g"h they w'ere 

preceded by 110 pri.or or very few prior pol.ice contacts. ifhi.le 

there were relatively :tew police contacts for m.a.jor mis d.emeanors 

• or felonies, proportiollately more o.t them. had. been pre.ceded .by 

numerous prior contacts and relatively more severe sanctions .. 

vihen those with felony-lev·e.l property contacts were 

• ·considered, if the severity of sa.nct~on. was low ,there WdS a 

direct relationship between numher ot prior contacts an d 

seriousness of second offense. If the severity of sanction wdS 

• high, num.ber of prior contacts Vias inversely rela.ted to 

seriousness o:t. second offense. In other word.s, high sev'erity of: 

sanctions Lor felony-level property offen.ses produced d more 

serious next-referred offen::;;e for th.ose 'With ie\ler prior offenses 

but lower saveri ty of sanctions for first offense of thJ..~ type 

produced more serious next of£enses tor those vi.th .more prior: 

• offenses. For those whose £i.r:st o:ffense 'th'lS a :telony against a 

person, number of prior contacts was positively related to 

offense seriousness for n.ext ol:fense .. 

• Ov·erali., as we have previously shown by multiv3.r:iate 

analysiS, there is a positi.ve relationShip .oetween th~ number of 

prior police can tac·ts and. -Lile severity of sanctions for any given 

• contact.. Th.is relationship is a111lost non -existent a"I:. the least 

• 
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serious offense levels (1-3) but is quite apparent at t.lle. 111Or:e 

serious of£ens€: l~vels (4-6} ... 

The defini-I:ion of severity o:Jt sanctions has been dealt with 

operationally in. Appelldix B but in. "the event that the reader: has 

forgotten it should be noted that dismissal is included a,s a 

sanction because it does involve the trauma of a, court 

appearance.. Thus, it mi.ght be tha.t instead of llumber of 

sanctions it would be just. dS accurate,. if not moraso, to say 

number of court interv·entions .. 

One final comment should be made abou-t the complexit.y ot the 

data in terms of lag between police con.tact dnd court 

disposi-tions. ~he di£ficult.y here is also com.pounded ny thE: fact 

that other events take pldce between the initial cont.act and 

court disposition so that. it .l.S di.ffi.cult to detertaine whether an 

ultimate d.isposition bY' the judge is ba,sed on the seriousneslS of: 

the initial contact and all other vdriclJJles x:elevant at the time 

or those and varid.bles lihich -the Judge now considers to be 

relevant. I.n the case of. J:'art I off enses and m.ost. other 

offenses, the longer the lag between contact a_nd disposi-tiou, the 

less severe -the sanction llut overall the rela.tionship \II" as not.. 

sufficient to consider this don important variable. 



• 
Chapter 3. Attempti.ng- to Account i.or Seriousness ot Present. 

Offense 

• THE OPERA1'l.Ol\lS l.NVOLV·HD IN THE ANALYSIS 

rle have recoded court dispositions and severity of sallct.ion s 

and entered the data as part of each police contact. recoEd.. This 

• permi ts a contact-by-contact an.al.ysis o.f dispositions and 

sanctions rather than the year-by-year or age period by age 

period st.atist.ics which were utilized i.n earlier au.alyses& 

• Police contacts may ile analyzed: 1) according to type (26 

categories tram murder to non-iftolling v'ehicle); 2} according to 

felony, misdemeanor, dIlU status offenses; anCt 3) by Part I 

• Offenses (Index) VB .. Part II. Offenses.. liow' these d~ .. r.:fe1.' D1 

continuity or career t.y-pes based on police contacts during t.he 

juvenile, intermediate, and a.dult periods and level of 

• seriousness is described in Appendix C. Our' eIJlphasis will ..be 011 

the differential effects oi: sanet ions with controls for 

seriousness level based. on d. sCdle ~hich gives differen t weights 

• to each of the 26 categories of reasons fol:' police con·ta.ct 

depending on whether they :tall in the m.ost serious or least 

serious of broad categOl:~es ranging from felonies again st the 

• person (if a juvenile, heha;viors that would be consi<iere·d 

felonies if engaged in ny an adult) to those which a.re of a minor: 

nature anct generally result in no action other than a record 0:.( 

• contact by the police. 

'rh e coding schemes for severity of di.sposi t:LOns dn a 

sanctions are essential.ly· the Sd,lli0 a s those Which. uere p:r:ev:Lously 

• utilized {see Code Book, Appendix B)... The variables to be 

• 
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utilized. in tht! analyses (although not complete) were presented. 

in schem.atic form ~n Diagram 3. Not.e that one set of andlyses 

will be based on demographic, eeolog'ical, and ca,reer data, a.lone 

and that a second set of analyses in.cludes interview data. 'l'ne 

latter analysis may be conducted on only those who were 

inteJ::viewed from the "l942 d,nd 1949 Cohorts but it is poss:Lhle t,o 

inc1.ude a wider variety of explanat:.or:y variables, such a.s 

demeanor. and d,ttitud.e ot respond.ents as they recall them. 

Multiple regression analysis are used to det~rmine the 

effects of various factors on the police referral dec~sioll, court 

disposi-tions and severity of sanctions, dnd future contact 

records.. At each stage of: the analysis we a,ssess the effects of 

demographic, ecologi.cal, and career characteristics of "the 

alleged off:ender VSe contact chara.cteristics (including 

seriousness o:t reason for contact) on th~ seriousness of: contacts 

following the court di.sposi.tion.. This approach alloW's us to 

determine the rela.tive importance of extra-legal factors {B. g., 

characteristics of the al.l.eged. offender, his/her pla.ce of 

sociali za tion and residence, and prior record VB .. those 

pertaining to the natur.e of the contact itsel±. Although there 

are some problems w.l..th ro.ulticollineari t.y, we shall see that 

exclusion ai, sOIlle varia.bIes has resulted in very little 

diff erence in ou t.eome .. 

r'rom the start. we 't.!'ere concerned about. a cohort member·s 

tim.e at, risk (residence in the community) between 'th.e d9'e of. 6 

and the end of the period for which eii,eh cohort had been followed 
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and,. as a conse'~Iuence, lla.ve condu.cted our analyses lIIhich involved. 

• continuity on only those cohort meItlberS who were defined as 

continuous residents. Al though the e:!tfect 01: time of. 

incarce:cation or iustitutionalizatio1l. must be gi v'en som e 

• attention, time in an institution is generally a. plus a .. s far:: dS 

total career is con.cerned even if it may reduce the num.ber of 

offenses committed in the comlliunit~y dUring the period of 

• instituti.oualizat~on.. Since we ar.e now concer:ned a.bout a more 

precise asse:ssment of the effects oit sanctions, we shall be 

concerned about the per.iod in Which number dnd sev€:r:-ity of 

• sanctions are most effective. 

In this stage oflLl1e analysis tile will also inclUd.e the 

alleged offenders Ie prior contact a.nd court dispositions record J..n 

• order to assess its additional effects 011 ·the disposition and 

severity 01: sanctions of each present court appeard.llCe as well as 

future d.elinguent or criminal behavior.. The analyses actually 

become a cumulatJ..v'e tYl?e of: andea vor, contact by conta.ct,. 

throughout the cOllort m~JJ1Der's career .. 

This multi -stage procedure permits a more precise assessment 

• of the effects of sanc·tJ..OllS t.h.an die! prev'ious analyses Which aid 

not sta 'list.ica,IIi' control for background and experientia,l 

variables simultaneously.. When th.e interv·iew data are included., 

• only those vd.I:'iable.s whiCh could have effects on cOl1tacts dlHt 

dispos:itions at that age are included.. For example, attitud.e 

toward the police at high school age or during ddulthood canno·t 

• be included when attelapting to accou.nt 1':or early .behaV'i.or .by 

• 
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juveniles or persons in the jU.stice system. While this may seem 

to be a quite complex analysis, it is necessary to avoid t.he 

charge of spurious relationships Ddsed on the exclusion of 

crucial variables or the inclusJ..on of non-antecedent variables or 

variables of i.nstant relevance .. 

If it is found, as our earlier aggregated ana.lyse.s 

sugg'ested, that sanctions ('J.1:e generally ineffective as appli.ed, 

this research may still suggest that the.re are specified 

procedures and. applications that p;r'oduce specif:ic deterrence-. 

Al thou.gh we and o'thers b.a va ShOWIl t.hat sanctions do not seem to 

have general deterrent effects, ce:ctain types and level S o:t 

sanctions may work for certain types of persons. ThUS, we may 

turn. from the position of being pro-sanctions or anti-sanctions 

to the development of more :tine-t uned proced.ure.s for de aling \·dth 

juvenile and a.du.lt offenders. I.n other words, which kinas of 

people are most eff.ect.ively sanctioned in what luanner.'? 

l1Q£Q.!!nting ~.Q£ grio\l,.l?D.g§2 of; First !:Q Nth s;!Qntd£!:§. 

We now' turn 'to a ser~es of regression analyses on ·the 

seriousness of: f:.irst oI.1.ense (Dased on demographi.c and socia.l 

Variables) and second, th~rd, fourth, through tenth offenses, 

each with eight ind.epen.d.ent va.riables regressed on them. , each 

variable (asi.Cie froiU d~m.ographic and social variables) d. 

representation of tn.e seriousness of. prior ca.reer and severity of 

justice system reaction to it. This has been done f'or the 

juvenile perl-od, for the adult period with juveni.le and adult 

records as prl.ors, a.nd for the combinea juven.l.le and dd. ult 

periods. 
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In Table "12 we nI.ay see the first-order Pearson ian 

coefficients of correlation for eigh.t variables and. seriousness 

of police contacts 1-10 (alleged of:fenses) as well a.s the 

standard.ized estimates for each of tllem:. Anyone who has 

conducted resed,rcA on deling.uency and. crim.e knows ·ch.at the 

correlation between antecedent variables and dny single offense 

will not be very' high. What we are nonaering, of course, is if 

there is a. specific point, i.e., {alloli/ing d. certain n.umber of 

offenses, at lillich the r.e,lat.ionship of past v'ariables to 

seriousness of. current offense 1.8 not only statistically­

significant but large enough to account for a consi.d.erable 

proportion of thE:~ varl_ance. More specifica.lly, we are con.cerned 

about how mUCll of the variance is accounted for ill a multiple 

regression. analysis, and wheth.er a.ny notable Changes occur after 

a given num.ber of police contacts.. ..' 

For the juveniles i.n ~'able '12 the only clearly siy nlii.cant 

zero-order rela.tionship is tound between race and type 

seriousness of contact. These correla.tions are,· however, low dnd 

disappear in the Inu.ltipl.e regression analysis. There is no 

evidence that the independent variables have a 1b:ore signilican.t 

impact on ser.l.ousness at present offense after dny given number 

of police contacts. It should be noted,. however, that total 

prior offense seriousness a.nd severity of prior sdnctions ha.ve 

their greatest relative impacts on present offense seri ousness d t 

the six-th contact, the more serious prior offenses and. the morE;: 

severe pri.or sane-tion.s, the more ser.l.OUS the sixth offense", 
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TABL~ 12.. J::l"fJ::Cl'S ot· SEl.EC'fEV VAlUABLES ON SERl.OU~NESS UF f'lEST TU TEN'.tH U.f'.ft;NSB~; CUMUINtU CUIlUH·t~, 
JU V£.NILJ::S 

Pearson £~.!at1un ior ContiJ.c!:. NuwiH:r 

1 L 3 4 ~ !J 1 tI ~ 

Juvenile He1yhborhood -.u 12 -.U33 -.065 -.U73 -.161* .066 -.053 -.14~ -.uu3 
Sex .060 .031 .U1:I7 .119 '" .058 .03'. • 1110 .113 .U1l3 
II hi te/Noll-WIll. te .041 .061 .U96* .127* .1'11* -.v02 .llj9 .255* .133 
Age a t COil t<lCt .031 -.OU5 -.081 -.U23 -.018 .uua -.U29 -.UtI.:I -.110 
Number ot Prl.or Sallctl.ons .010 -.U 15 .007 .0/4 .023 .U08 -.012 -.U03 
Severity, Most Recent. Sanction --.u.:l.1. -.017 -.013 -.lIOS .u71 .U61 .vto7 .ULJ2 
Total Pr10r Serl.ousness .075 .033 .102* .123 • 'lq4* .163'" .091 .106 
Sa ver i ty Pr10L Sanctions -.034 .011 -.U12 .027 .1 q 1 .099 .05.:1 .uu5 

Slandard1zetl Est.!!!!dLg 

1 L .:I 4 ~ 6 7 I:J 9 

Juvenile N~iyhborhood .008 -.U3'1 -.U13 -.OUq -.121 .U49 .u1l6 -.u05 .u-;o 
Sex .073* .O,B .08 11 .125* .li 95 -.V 16 .111 .0!J9 .• u51 
IIhite/Noll-:Wb l..te .037 .044 .082 .115 .109 -.075 .155 • .1..:17* .15/ 
Age at Contact. .055 .019 -.055 .023 .022 .1I 10 .OUO ·-.O~3 -.vOIl 
Number of Pr~or S~nct1ons .U59 .UU 1 .015 .091 -.0% -.U36 .U03 .U 31 
Sev-erity, nost Hecent ~aDction -.448 -.082 -.023 -.091 -.lIJJ .U21 .(jU~ • U 3.3 
TOtdl Pr10L S~r1ousneHs .079 .013 .137* .06J .155 .113 .u2Y .IJ 6'/ 
~everity Pr.i.or Sanctions .369 .096 -.OU7 .Olj3 • 'I'/~ .u05 .u.:j~ -.U:'IJ 

N 1657 1016 691 507 q{J9 330 28J 2ljZ 21u 

Adj. HZ .006* .U06 .012 .u37* .VLJ 1 '" .1128 .037 .Ulj9 .\)u.') 

• 

lU 

.UOo 
-.u19 

.u43 
-. In 

.IJ66 

• 109 
• i7 J 
.UZ9 

10 

.16'1 
-.0/:' 

.vu6 
-.106 

.u41 

.110 

.172 
-.09.:1 

139 

.UJ2 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

* SiYD1t1cdDt dt .U1 l~vel. 

~ .' •. 

• 
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For the adults in Table 13 a mu.ch greater relationship 

between offense seriousness and the independ.ent vdria.bl as is 

apparen·t, altnough not all of the variables have d. signiticdllt 

relationship with o±fense seriousness or presen.t <l.ny pattern thdt 

is discernible as the pro9'ression through the tent.h con tact 

occurs .. 

F;or the aaul t.s, race, ag·e,. 11 umber of prior sanc·tio ns, tot.al 

prior offense seriousness, and totdl pr.ior seveI'i·ty of sanet.ions 

have significant first-ord.er correlati.ons with offense 

seriousness.. Adult neighDorilood and offense seriousness flave d. 

direct. relationshi.p which is signi.ficant for the third.,. :fourth,. 

sixth, and seventh. contacts.. lli rel.a.tionshi,e .Q.§tlJH~m1 ~ a:nq. 

offense seriousness (Non-Whites h.aa B!.Q£§. serious ££~t 

ot:feT!ses) .!1!~~ !!;Q!!! the £i£§.!: th,!;ough the sixth. £Qll.!S.£!:. 

.iihene~£ th.e.£g i.e. signi.ficance. A siluilar finding was made for 

the second Philadelphia cohort. 

The import.ance of age i.ncreases w'ith cont.a.ct number, 't.1e 

younger the adult at contact, the ill.Ore serious the offense. ~:he 

relati.onship between number of prio£' sancti.ons and offense 

sel':iousness is direct and significa.nt ..out there is only a slight 

mrerall increase as th.e analysis moves frolll the second through 

the tenth cont.act.. Be't.ween severi.ty of prior Sdllc.tions and 

offense seri.ousness the relat~onship is positive and siynifJ.cant 

at the third, fourth, seventh, and. eighth cont.acts. 

Th e s"c.andard estJ.ma tes indicate tha't,. aside froIlt n umber of 

pri.or contacts and tota.l prior seriousness,. th.e indepen dent 

variables have lit.tie impact on "of.fense serJ.ousness. 



• • • ~';_ r • .. • • • • • • 

'l'ADLJ:: 13. J:.H'J:.C'l!> Uf !.r.Ll:L'l.t.U YAh..Lld,l.l.!> uN !il.JUOU!>I~L!>!:i Uf S!::CUNl} 'tU 'fk:NTH vr"t t.IlSf,S; Cutlllltl1:.lJ CU1WRT5. 
A LoULTS " 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
f~~!!d:HH! fQITg±~1M!!!. for Cont~£~ !!!!~ 

:2 3 4 !> 0 -, tJ 9 1u 
Auult Ne~<}lIlJol.noou -.070 -.117* -.167* -.080 -.19U* -.178* -.127 -.17:3 -.0 !i!5 Sex -.033 -.v32 -.052 -.042 -.01111 .089 -.019 .123 -.003 White/tlon-ht.~ t.e .1UO* .115* .199* .065 .266* .125 .116 " • 1913 * -.OUIJ A<je at COIlt.act. -.u50 -.137* "-.150* -.062 -.1311 -.176* -.196* -.lqo -.231· UuwOer 01 Pr~or !.allCt.10IlS .119* .107* .1116* .073 .156* .229* .199* • .23U* .1q) ~uwber 01 ~r10r L0ntaclS .099* .078 .128* .059 .lU6 .221* .132 • 1911* .137 Sever1ty, Most. Recent. .sanct.10n .000 .04q .000 .01" .023 .U99 .3111* .171 .U86 1:otal Prior S~r1ou~nes::; .ll5* .105* .159* .063 .1!J3* .216* .183* .260* .106 Sdver~ty Pr10r .sanct.1uns .132* .1011* .154* .036 .106 .220* .21"* .299* .188 

~~£!ll~ !;stimatg 

2 .:I q !> b 7 U 9 10 
AU ul t Ne~':I hJ)orhood -.021 -.066 -.070 -.UQ7 -.062 -.172 -.062 -.111 -.091 !>ex -.051 -.0110 -.060 -.0"8 -.039 .105 -.U 111 .136 -.UOb IIhit<!/Non-Wbite .04U .U2'1 .095 .022 .163 .U34 -.015 .0.39 -.105 Age at Contact.. -.036 -.116* -.101 -.03q -.0 IN -.097 -.137 -.UqO -.lbU Num1J{'!r ot i'l~1UX: !>1Jnct10IlS -.U21t .07b -.064 .1119 .:l02 .118 .U55 -.26U -.q3U Numner of Y£10r Cont.dcLs -."97* -.!>SO* -.q 11 -.017 -.015 .1170 -.IlSl -.500 -.795 Severity, Host \(tocet.t. :';iJJlCt.J.Oh -.U27 .012 .030 .063 .009 .01U .JOg* .051 .092 'lotdl Prior :ie1:10USIIeS5 .58" * • gil !! .~26 -.029 .602 -.S35 .601 .U26 1.173* SeVer iLl Pr101. !>anCt1ohS .u53 -.0.21 .UQO -.087 -.146 .133 -.Otlo .227 .131 

tl 1011 669 506 3il3 297 .240 .202 172 1"9 
P.d j. llol .020* .036'" .06"· -.UuS .OUII. .0-'11 * .133· .117* .071 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
* S1yn111cunl at .u1 ..Ll.~ Vt:: j • 
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'I'he question of multicollineari.ty in the independen-t 

variables accounts for the fact that uUIn.ber 01: prior con'tacts had 

a negative sign while total prior seriousness had a positive si.gn 

a t lIt ost contact leveloS« Ji.ctually" tota.l prior seriousn ess ~ 

number of prior contacts, tota.l prior sever~ty of sanctions, aud 

number of prior sanctions were highly i.u.tercorrelated, ranging 

fr01l1 .. 77 to .97. When number o.f pri.or contac·ts and san ctions 

were removed and the multiple regression rerull, the accouIlt.ed-tor 

variance was about. the salll.e, significant but in no case ~ore than 

12%. Int.erpl:'e·ting the standardized estima.tes i.s simpler, 

however I sino€:; hiyher standaraized estima·t:.es of opposi·te signs 

for number of contacts and total seriousness dre elimin ated ... 

Tables 12 and 13 were also reI: un for conta..ct four ut.ilizing 

the Lisrel t.echn~que. Offense seriouslless~ present san ction 

severitY', ana total. of prior sanctions were combilled to daa.1 with 

m.ulticollineari.ty_ Although this variable was signif~cant for 

adults and race now became significant for both ju.veniles and. 

adults, the results were essentially -dIe same as before. 

A££ounting bQ£ Seriousness of Firs~ tQ liin.th Cont~cts 
wit.!! Control 1.2f. COll·tinud:tion .Y§.. Discontinuation ~ Conl:~ 

1~he next step was ·to run the same variables with ·the cohorts 

divided into thobe with n.o future contacts d.nd those wi tn future 

contacts dur iug the juvli:JD.ile period. ltluile we are concerneo. 

about what gellerat~s increasing VS~ decreasing offense 

seriousness, particularly th.e role of sanctJ.ons,. con.tin uat.10il1 vs. 

discontin ua:l:ion is a .8'imple dicnoto[1ouS a.pproach to the bas~c:: 

problem. Ed.rl~er. :r:esearch i.n Phila.delphid. and Racine haS: show.n 
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that discon·t.inuation (desistance) takes place very raflid1y a.t 

first but that. it tapers off after the first few contacts, m.OI:'eso 

for females than males. This is illustrated i.n. Table 14 where 

tne decrease from conta,ct t.o contact in those who 'Will cont~I!ue 

is very large in sheer numbers at the first few contacts.. The 

question here i.s w.hether those wlH') desist differ have a 

relationship between their offenses and sa.nctions, past dnd 

present, thd.t coul.a be translated into a prescription for m.ore 

effecti ve sanctioning.. Identification of th.e subgroup which 

desists by race, sex, neighborhood, and other characte:C'istics 

would also con.tribute t;() the value of the lindings. 

contact Q.Y contac·t:., there is ;t.;i ttle thd! £!!E h~l' fu!:iu. ~bout 

the eXQerienges Q£ chg,fl!.f:teristic§, of Eeopl.e who deeist thai ldll 

account for !:lH~ oi.fens,g seriousness of -their las:!;:. QQnta.£!:_ No 

more can be said about th.e seriousness of that same number or ith 

con't.act for thOSE:, who continue, contact by contact... In other 

words, Table 14 <1oes not tell us ml.'Ich. about ef.fects on tne 

seriousness of any gi van offense (w hic:h l..S ·the las·t off ense for 

those juveniles who desist) vs .. tha·t o~fense £Ol: th.ose who 

continue. Unfortunately, there was no significant pattern of 

differences in. the rel.at.l..onsllips of the independent variabl~~s 1.0 

offense seriousness, i.e., no pattern t.hat would assist us in 

d.etermining whIch vdrl..a.bles dre related. to present offense 

seriousness in. SUCh a way d.S to different:1.a.te between those who 

desist dlld. those who continue at any giv·en contact. 
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TABLE lq. J:Lfn;CTS O¥ SJ:;LEl.::rED VARIABLES Od SlmJ.UUSNES5 OF PJ.iISi' 'ru Nlle:!'H U.l'tEN5,E!, BY fUl'Ukf. CUIl:!'AC'J:, 
.JUVEIIILtS 

Juven~le He~gbDorbood 
Sex 
ilh~t.e/Nou-ilhit~ 
Ag eat Con ta.Cl: 
Number ot Prior Sanct~ous 
severity, BOst. Hecent Sanct.ion 
Total Prior Ser~ousness 
Sever~ty Pr~or Sancu.ons 

!Ii 

Adj. R2 

Ju vell~le N~l..gllborhood 
:iex 
IHdte/Non-Nh~t.e 
Age at Contact. 
Huaoer of Prior Sdllctions 
Sever~tYr Kost. Recent 5anct~on 
Total Prior Serl..uusness 
Severitl Prl..or Sanctl..ons 

N 

Adj. HZ 

* S1..911ifichnt at .01 ievel. 

1 

.052 
aU50 
.081 
• t37* 

641 

.019* 

1 

-.016 
.079 
.033 
.023 ~ 

l(J1~ 

.003 

2 

.051 

.122 
-.009 
-.008 

-.028 

319 

.O!.lq 

2 

-.012 
-.003 

.062 

.020 

-.041 

691 

.007 

staLdard~zed E~t~mates; No [y~£g Cuntdcts 

3 

.053 

.0/B 

.034 
-.20a· 

.031 
-.098 

1010 
.019 

190 

.019 

4 

.069 

.193 

.202 
-.0"3 

.015 

.010 

.132 
-.03!1 

96 

.000 

5 

.101 

.138 

.299 

.020 

.089 
-.040 

• lOll 
.U01 

19 

.00b 

6 

-.122 
-.u36 
-.120 

.051 

.o'la 
-.160 

.222 
-.216 

<17 

.uoo 

1 

-.3US 
.101 
.U13 
.095 
.032 
.u20 
.101 
.111 

<11 

.UOU 

St.andard~zed t:st~lIIate::;; r&!!..f.~ Cuntdcts 

3 

-.OllU 
.109 
.099 

-.Oll'" 
.010 
.02b 
.ooa 
.ob3 

501 

.019 

II 

-.021 
.123 
.106 
.0<12 

-.028 
-.008 

.120 

.U04 

.. 09 

.026 

!> 

-.156 
.09<1 
.092 
.Oq 1 
.u96 

-.U43 
.U13 
.033 

330 

.U31 

b 

.065 

.009 
-.\..162 
-.U01 
-.u93 

.u61 

.U93 

.160 

283 

.023 

1 

.1UO 

.122 

.118 
-.027 
-.U13 

.011 

.u78 

.051 

2142 

.u32 

8 

.296 

.U21 

.SO<l 
-.2<12 
-e33'! 
-.312 

.115 

.00<1 

32 

.U65 

ti 

-.UU9 
.102 
.250· 

-.u13 
.073 
.013 
.056 
.OU2 

210 

.U53 

9 

.189 

.0)6 

.3B 
-.023 
-.015 

.051 
-~~381 
-.168 

21 

.ouu 

!:I 

.uss 

.017 

.133 
-.12 ~ 

.UQ9 

.u22 

.121 
-.0414 

169 

.023 

'. • 
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This table (1'a,ble 14) was also constI.:'ucted wit,h offense 

seriousness for last. prior contact i.nclu.a.~d., At th.e si xth 

contact, .023 percent of the variance in offense seriousness was 

accounted for by the i.nd.ependent variables for those who ha,d no 

future contacts_ In this case, seriousness of the previ.ous 

contact had the largest iinpac.'t, followed by total prior 

seriousness of offenses.. For those who continued to ha v'a 

• cont.acts after the sixth contact, only 2 percen.t of the variance 

in seriousness of present offense was accounted for. Only total 

prior sanctions h.ad a s~gnificant i.mpact on present offense, the 

• aore severely they had .been sanctioned in the past, the lItore 

serious their current offense.. Beyond this, the result s were 

similar to those jn Tanle 14 with little of the variance 

• accounted :r.or .. 

Table 15 presents the same da'ta i.or the adult. penod w~th 

juvenile/adult records included. except for the first adult 

contact... lUthough significant amounts of the varianCE! in present 

offense seriousness a.re a.ccounted for among those~ho continue to 

have future contacts, this represents only a s~all proportion of 

• the vari.ance,,1.7· Here, a,gain, one mu.st really say t.hat there i.s 

not m uch information of use to persons on the firin 9 Ii ne .. 

When the period of police contact was not controlled for 

• those with :future contacts, th.e results were guite similaI: to 

those for: the juvelli.le and adult periods with relat~vely li-tt::te 

o£ the variance in offense seriousness accounted for.. However:, 

17 Whenev~r reference is made to signi.iicance we mean. 
statistica.lly sig'nificant at the .01 level or groat:.er& 

• 
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TA.BLE 15. E1't'~CTS Or St:LLC~ED VARiABLES UN SERIOUSNESS OP Fl.l(!)',r :l'U NJ..II1'11 Ot'J:'J::1I5£;~ BX f'Ul'UlU. COli'rAC'!:, 
ADULTS -

StallQan1ized 1llill!!!.l!te2; !!Q l"u tUli £2.!lll£!:'2 

Adult Ne~ghbo£nood 
Sex 
\oIhite/Noll-llh1t~ 
Aye at. Cont<lct 
HUMber ot Pr10r SaDct~ons 
Nu~ber of Prior Contacts 
~everitl. ftost H~cent ~dnction 
Total Prior Ser~ousuess 
Severity Prior ~aDct~ous 

AI 

Adj. RZ 

Adult Ne1ghuorhoOd 
Sex 
White/Non -Whi te 
Age at Contact 
Nu.nec of ~rior Sanct10uS 
NU.Oee 01 ~r10r Contacts 
sev~ritl. Most ~~c~nt S«nct~on 
fo tal 1'e ~or Sel: ~ou sness 
Sever1ty 1'£10r ~anct~ons 

N 

Adj. HZ 

• Significant at .ul level. 

1 

.00lf 
-~Olf8 

-.053 
-.025 

82'1 

.000 

1 

-.020 
.02'1 
.13,.* 

-.0"6 

1161 

.022* 

2 

-.091J 
-.uU6 
-.068 

.010 

.1111 
-.l!HJ 

.U23 

.061 

.121i 

399 

.016 

:.l 

-.Olq 
-.070 

.050 
-.0!11 
-.032 
-.!)S1* 
-.032 

.702* 

.O:.lq 

7b2 

• 0qO* 

3 

-.117 
-.101i 
-.102 
-.212 

.101 
-.023 

.u15 

.1113 
-.O!IO 

195 

.055 

q 

-.134 
-.U!>l 

.OlJ7 
-.1:l9 
-.lbU 
-.751 

.0bO 

.8u:,: 

.132 

133 

.Oq) 

5 

-.012 
-.U55 

.156 

.116 

.tBO· 

.27IJ 

.159 
-.871 
-.179 

101 

.0"16 

6 

-.121l 
-.oua 

.125 
-.112 

.001 

.u60 

.258 
-.1311 
-.033 

51 

.007 

7 

-.1t16 
-.038 
-.071 
-.Oj6 

.u07 
-.lll 

.1l1U 

.3~lJ 

-.lH 

!>s 

.03" 

StaJldard~zed ~st1I11ates; futue~ Contacts 

3 

-.Oll7 
-.O:.lq 

.017 
-.070 

.051 
-.Il!>7· 

.037 

.b!l6* 
-.03U 

51>1 

.022· 

q 

-.U!;!9 
-.033 
.0~9 

-.lUII 
-.125 
- •. Hl 
-.UUIl 

• Inti 
.Ob!;! 

11311 

.U.,!)· 

!> 

-.057 
.Ou5 

-.U13 
-.Ub 1 

.Oti!;! 

.025 

.05.:1 
-.036 
-.QUO 

333 

.UUU 

b 

-.u59 
-.Oq3 

.130 
-.Uti3 

• :.t:J q 
-. '/5'1 
-.03Q 

.728 
-.19U 

276 

.uus • 

7 

-.19H 
.13!J 

-.1J11J 
-.U9~ 

.1bU 

.3l!> 

.011 
-.3ijl 

.UY1 

221 

.UIW· 

8 

-.Oq 1 
.1oq 
• .j 19 

-.1:>6 
.16b 
.916 
.25q 

-1.119 
.310 

33 

.U2,. 

I:l 

-.U6U 
-.UII2 
-.OlH 
-.105 

.131 
-.57H 

.3U3 

.~96 

-.125 

11:l0 

.11U* 

9 

.278 
-.u28 

.331 
-.111& 

.q62 
-L.LlS7 

-.1'18 
1.163 
-.U66 

26 

.1'13 

, 
-.152 

.098 
-.uu8 
-.lU1 
-.3'!3 
-.691 

.111 1 
1.0U!J* 

.177 

Ib2 

.121* 

• • 
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for those with no :future contacts when period of police con tact 

w'as n,ot co.atrol1.ed the amount of; varian.ce in offense se riousness 

accou.nted for was markedly higher at the fourth throu.gh ten·t.h 

contact than it was when th.e re1.ati.onship was look,ed at by either '~ 

the juvenile or adult period.. At this t,im.e there is no point in 

describin.g the results in detai,l because other analyses provide 

us wit:h Inore rewarding and potentially useful data. 

It must also be remember.ed tha.t much of what we are 

discussing at this point is of' a preliminary nature~ but is still 

essential because we must be sure that we have been correct ill 

our earlier position that the seriousness of the next offense 

cannot rea1.ly be predicted or accounted for.. In o·theI: waDis, as 

We ha'ire indi.caten in preV::LOUS reports and again in this report, 

it is best not t.o say what a cohort member will do next, at least 

wi th any attempt a.t specificity. 

Accounting fof, Continuation .:!2 .. Dl.scontinuation at Conta.ct .. 

Inasmuch as it, is relatively easy to analyze the data, in a 

variety of ways" we next ran the same k.ind of multiple regression 

analYSis with the dependent variable being con't:i.nuity v s. 

discontinuit.y (desistance) front first th,rou.gh ninth con tacts 

(these tables are not includ.ed separately in the report but the 

standard.ized estimates a.re included ill a summary ·ta.ble in Ch.apter 

7).. l!a~ at £,Qntac:!; ~ th~ only variable that !@§. statistically 

significant :from the fi;£§t through the ninth contact fOl:' tug 
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90ntilmity beYQ!Hl :th.e::!:. £ontact. Age had its g-reatest effect at 

the third ju.venile contac·t,., at:. which point. 22 .. 2~,{; of the variance 

in juvenile continuity was accou.nted. :for .. , In ·the adult case a,g'a 

had its greatest im.pact at the fit:th contact and at thi.s point, 

the' amount of vari.ance (14.9%) accounted for was also a tits 

highest point.. Wi.thout controls :[OJ: period, the fi.fth contact 

was the point at. which ,the most conti.nu:ity (22 .. 8%) was Q,ccounted 

for... In ~~, £Q!!:t;.~.n.uity .!2" des!stance .!1!:§. better accounted 

for th.an off~ seriousness at any given conta.ct.. It should be 

noted,. however, that ned.theI: number nor. severity of prior 

sanctions or severity of most recent, sanction had a significa.nt 

effect on the decision to continue or desist .for JUVeniles, 

adults, or total careers .. 

One must rementber that discontin.uity vs •. continuity differ 

from total future offense seriou.sness as dependent. varia.bles .. 

When consider~llg desistance vso. contin.uity, even. aft.er the first 

contact more males will have a second contact than will not. The 

continuation. rate is hi.gher £OI: maleS than females in the early 

stages of caree:r:'s bu.t they .becom.e m.ore s~lD,ilar after the tenth 

contact because th.ere a.re a sm.all proportion of females wh.o are 

even more repeti tious of ,their bella vior ·than the males _ Th~s is 

not true at the felony level,. however, where the desistance rate 

of females has been high in every cohort.. ~t is 'very a.pparent 

that those males who do continue ha.ve m.ore serious futU.Le careers 

than do fema,les who fail to desist.. The findings .frollt any 

comparative td.,ble ,fill vary depending on the lev'el of offenses 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

-66-

included and whether the juvenile, adult, or combined periods are 

considered ... 

Account-iM fm;: Seri.gusness of Con·tacts .!u AGe CI.t Contact 

In Table 16,. rather tha.n attempt to account for offense 

seriousness from f:irst to Nth contact (we had used 10 as the Nth 

because the flUlD.ber of contacts beyond this were markedly 

reduced),. the IlIost serious contact at age was substi.tuted .tor 

contact order.. Al.though most of the first-order correl ations 

were significant at. the age of -.3 and older, the mul.tivariate 

analysis again :failed to account for ill.ore than 8% of the varia.nce 

at any ag·e-.. !'urthermore, a.lthough the signs of the first-order 

correIa tions were 9'.ui te consistent,. there was considerable 

variation from age to age in ·the signs of the stand.ardi zed 

estimates.. However,. the standardized estilllat.es indicat e that 

total prior seriousn.ess and number of prior' contacts (contact 

seg.uence number) were consisten'tly impor·tant in accounting for 

the offense sariousne.ss at the a.ge of 11 and older, al·though 

neither 1m3 sta'tistically significant until the age of 14.. The 

negative sign for number of; prior contacts is a function of th.e 

increase and decline i.n offense seriousness with age and number 

of police con.tacts. 

Once ag'ain there is the question of multicollinear i ty in. 

variahles such as number of prior sa.nctions, severity of prior: 

sanctions .. and total prior seriousness. When the multipl,e 

regressions were rerun without number of prior sanctions or 

without total prior seriousness, there was little difference in 
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TABLE lb. £EEBCTS OE SBLECTRD VAR1AULBS ON SEBIUUSHESS OF OFFENSES 16&5 8 THROUGH 21. C08BINED COHURTS 
------------------------------- ------------------------------------.,.--------

Pear$QQ Co~celatioD ~ 1ges 

6 9 10 11 12 13 111 15 16 11 18 19 20 21 

Juveni1e Reighoorhood -.076 -.186* -.153 .026 -.U18 -.1141* -.UIIO - .. 050 -.001 -.009 -.078* -.085* -.oa1* -.051 
Sex .U85 .160 -.032 .098 .112 .060 .. 115· .139* .091* .031 .025 .Ob1 .052 .. 011 
White/Non-Whit.e .210 .109 .1811* .051 .102 .19"· .121. ..121* .011* .051 .132* .153* .152* .108* 
Contact Seyuence HUBner .200 .191· .051 .222* .034 .116* .161* .132* .0116 .Oal* .134* .135>:< .121* ;.091* 
NUBber ot erior sanctions -.061 .2.22* .104 .198* .0.13 .lb9* .190* .081 .063 • OB1* .151 •. .141* .161* .132* 
Tota~ Prior Seriousness .182 .228· .065 .. 238* .050 .153* .21'· .151· .068* .091* .159* .154*' .155* .1:l2* 
Severity Pr10r sanctions -.061 .222· .104 .135 .02'1 .180· •. 1660 .062 .058 .085* .1111· .1:l71C< .187* .122* 

Standardizi4 ~st!!9te 

d 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 11 1a 19 20 21 

Juveni1e Sei9bbo~hood .105 -.113 -.usa .064 .011 -.Oq8 .021 .026 .05/4 .032· -.029 -.005 -.O!!9 .027 
Sex .Ob!! .138 -.013 .068. .113 .031 .olla .085* .OU1· .014 -.007 

.0 "" 
.012 -.021 

iihite/Hon-IIlll1te .183 -.035 .1:1:9 .002 .122 .10B .051 .083 .085* .031 .Ob6 .099 .OQ6 .051 
Contact se~uence MURber _~SO -.318 .051 -.613 -.291 -.Il.JZ -.72"* -.181 -.460* -.232 -.603* -.211 -.669* -.b62* 
~u.ber ot Prior Sanctions -.196 .01l5 .014 -.031 -.121 .003 -.U58 -.159 .001 -.084 .OOB -.012 -.001 .105 
Tota~ Prior Seriousness -.221 .,,16 -.081 .8Ql .31Q .11511 .gq9* .'ib1* .505* .365 .705* .381l .681* .120* 
Severity Pr10£ sanctions .021 .01l1 .OU1 -.001 -.021 -.032 .036 .018 .014 .123 -.0511 

H 86 206 205 215 1111 bo6 10:l9 12~b 1571 15411 1219 1113 1051 979 

Adj. liZ • 029 .079 • .014 .OQ9* .0111 .055* .0111* .OQ6* .022* .OOS* .040* .03Q* .053* .028* ---------,-------------------------------------------------------------------------

.. sLgnli1cant at .01 level • 
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the amount of variance accounted for. Since tota.l prior 

seriousness had positive effects cancelled out by sJ..zea.lJle 

negative effects of contact sequence number, the end resul.t wa.sa 

reduction in the ef£ect of sequence number an.d the R2 s were only 

slightly lower. Eliminatin.g number of prior sanctions left ·total 

prior offense seriousness and contact sequence D.ulIlher with 

effects or opposite signs and dlmost identical a.mounts of the 

variance accounted :tor. 
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Chapter 4. Accoun.ting for Future Offen.se Seriousness 

THE JUVENILE PERIOD 

Th e reader may be dismayed. by now that the find.ing s have 

been more negative than. positive because theI:e has been little 

accounting for offense seriousness a.t any given contact num.ber or 

age at contact.. \~hat ~ n21 be forgotten. i.§. that ~ !@y.§. St9ain. 

demonstrated tha~ it is difficult to accou~ ~Q£ what ~ per§Qg 

!!ill do nex.t. a:tt§; th.§. most ~mll. Eolicg £Q!l.E!£1:, Q.£ $.~ all 

prior contacts, ru;: at th§. ~xt ~,g. Thi@. is why P.Qlice, 

probatiQl!., court workers, jud.ges, .EJ!role boa.rds" etc .. ,. have 2Q 

much di:tficu)..ty-. The public expects l1tOrefroliii the!ll than they 

should. T.he relationships which ·they use as a basis for. ei tIler 

forlllal or informal predicti.on are Simply not str.oI)9 enough, or, 

if st.rong, are not based. on sufficiently la.rge samples to be 

statistically significant.. On the other hand, even thoU.gh the 

seriousness of next o£fense is not predictable, that ther.e will 

be another offense is more predictable,. i.e .. , even -though most 

desist ea.rly in their careers after a certain point in career 

development. more will commit another ofliense in the future than 

will desist.. Th~ ~umptiQnthat ho,!!. persQ!l2 2!! th~ firing lin.e 

deal with mi.2££§ants ena.ble~ them or oth.ers to Rredict ~ the 

misc~!!!: will gQ ~ is probably the !!!2.2!: fagillg, £Q£, !!§ ~ 

~ gid, -t:l!-g tables which. ~ have pr.esented show little 

Felationship bet:w~ number .Q!. .i!!d.igial. j...nterventions Q.£. .s6V€:I:i"t.y 

of ~ior ~ctio!12 !:,ind §~.!!2n.g22 ,Qt ~1 Qt.t~ .. 
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lie commence to hit pay d.irt" however, when the model is 

ch.anged so that an attempt is made t.o account for total :tuture 

offense seri.ousness at the first th.rough tenth juvenile police 

contact.. Let us examine Ta.ble 17 which uses juvenile career: data 

to accou.nt for: juvenile and adult future ser:iousness. When the 

£irst-order correlation coefficients are considered, th~ is 

clearly £ significant relationshi,E b,etweell total fu~ offense 

se~'i.ous~ and the following' ina. epena.ent yariables: .i}['![g!!.11e 

p.~iqhbor.hood, £d.£.g, .9:!1g, !!y'!!!'ber of Qrior sanctions, and I -1:.0 ~ 

exten'!:::, totl!b m.;:ior. ,2,grious.ness, illlQ. ~ .. 

The effect 01. where a person is socialized, inner city or 

other neig'hborhood, tends to increase as a person IS career 

progresses; i .. e .. , inner ci'ty residence and more serious fU.tllI.'e 

offenses are d.irectly related to each. other,. somewhat. more 

following the fitth contact.. As expected, the younger the age at 

each specific contact number t.b.e greater the probability of: lagh 

total future offense seriousn.ess... ~ 1.2. significant1:.x 

£QE,gI£:1ted wi·th futu.re ~l offense ~er.iousness wit.h. littl~ 

increase in the correlation coefficient~ ~ numbg£ ot £ontacts 

incre~§.2, !!2 .RS!§. al.sQ found for th§ second Philaaelphis. cohort ... 

Al.though sex. (being male leads toa higher total future 

seriousness} i.s significantly correlated at the first six 

contacts, d.fb~r th.e six.th contact the correlat.ions are no longer 

significant and there is. a decrease in magn.itude. 

Nex.t, we COllie to the relationship between ·the cUlnulati'V'e 

career variables, total pr10r seriousness and number of pr~or 



• • • • • • • • • • • 

TABLE 17. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE 0FFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT PIRS~ TO TEnTH OPPENSES. COMEIHLD 
COHORTS, JUVENILES 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Pedrson ~lati.Q1! for ,i;21111£!; l!,!!!!Qg£ 

1 2 3 14 5 6 7 Ii 9 10 

Type Seriousness, Present Offense .060 .036 .111* .U73 .138* -.U32 .090 .139 .150 .U65 
Juvenile Ne1ghborhood -.194* -.192* -.198* -.209* -.217* -.23U* -.260'" -.233* -.22IJ* -.232'" 
Sex .221* .179* .150* .150* .100* .1143* .121 .1140 .135 • '129 
1/ hi te/Non -\I hi te .241* .230* .228* .2144* .237* .267* .270* .237* .21l6*- .311· 
Age at Contact -.372* -. IJij 6* -.560* -.509* -.591~ -.StJ~* -.556* -.56U* -.538* -.514* 
Sever1ty ot Prior Sanctions -.026 -.Oll -.018 -.052 -.Uqa -.107 -.086 -.094 -.126 
Total Prior Seriousness .068 -.079 .135* .140* .196* .166* .16b* -.184* .180 
Numoer of. Prior sanctions -.101* -.155* -.15Jl* -.173* -.170* -.186* -.17B* -.162 -.Bu 
Sever:1ty, Present Sanction -.046 -.022 -.007 -.035 -.036 -.104 .039 .003 -.060 -.03u 

Standardized Est1.ate 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ii 9 1U 
, 

Type Seriousness, Present Offense .053 .009 .037 .025 .102 -.018 .018 .045 .0% -.U16 
Juvenile Neighborhood -.072* -.066 -.059 -.071 -.050 -.050 -.066 -.Ull 9 -.074 -.074 
Sex .1513* .117* .OTI .090 .U62 .044 .010 ~U17 .01U .U18 
Ii h:t. te/Non -Ii hi 1:.e .15d* .120* .108* .108 .105 .141* .127 .130 .130 .1tll 
Age at Contact -.303* -.1l3B* -.513* -.517* -.SIlO* -.522* -.Ll89* -.505* -.465* -. LlLI 9* 
Severity of Pr10r Sanctions .014 .063 .058 .023 .011 -.048 -.003 -.U43 -.U87 
Total Prior Seriousness .01l6 .037 .U59 .04S .121 .133 .• 132 .147 .124 
Number of Pr10r Sanct10ns -.026 -.ObO -.OIJq. -.OLl1 -.059 -.072 -.U90 -.u72 -.1.155 
Sever:ity, Present Sanct10n .000 .049 .UqU -.009 -.033 -.0'19 .0147 -.013 -.104 , .. 048 

N 1657 1016 697 507 409 330 283 242 21U 189 

Adj. RZ .200*- .273* .342* .353* .379* .385* .31J7* .34 B* .311 1* .312* 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
* Signif1cant at .01 J.evel. 
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sanc·tions. j,'otal prior seriousness is signifi.cantly correlated 

with future total offense serio u.s ness for the fourth t.1lrough the 

ninth contacts but the pat·tern of chan.ge is not signi£i.cant .. 

Number of prior sanct~ons is ne.gativelJ correlated (relatively 

ioreak) with :future offense seriousness, significant for the second 

through the eighth contacts, the mag·nitude of the coefi icients 

g'enerally increasing across con'tact levels.. Thisinversg 

rela tionsh..ip Cal thou.gh ,!ea.k) .!J!ight be construed. §.§ offer~ng ~ 

21!.EE.Q.rt for the ef:fecti veness of fQ.gtine intervention 

(moni torill.9:) !o reduc§: !.!!!:~ off~ seri.ous!!~.. Con spicuousl y 

absent are significant relationships between t:he most i Ilimediate 

mea~mres of alltecedent criildnal ca.reer (sanction just received 

and type seriousness of present contact) and total prior 

sanctions. ~.'his absence is probably a further ctenlons'tration of 

the earlier conclusion that ~t is difficu.l t ·to predict 'trhat a. 

person will do next a.f:ter IIIost recent police/judicial 

involvement. 

In the multiple reqressi.on analysis only age h.ad !1!.y'ch im.p£!:£i 

Q.!!:. futu~ of~~!!2§: ~iousness. The younger Q1H~. is !!i .th.e t.ime Q.f 

~ny: gi.v.!iill £Q.ntact level., the greats£: t.he probability of fut.!:!B1 

conta£i2. At each contact level the absolute value of the 

standardized estimate for age at contact is mU.ch. larger than for 

any other v·ariable.. The sign of the parameter is negative at all. 

contact levels.. As for parameter reliability, the values are 

signifi.cant at each of tile 10 cont.act leveols.. Race has the 

second largest standardized. estimate at each contact level ana is 
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significant at the first,. second, th.ird, and si:x.th contacts. 

None of the career variables contributes s~gni.ficantly to ·the 

model in explaining the variation in future total o.ffense 

seriousness .. 

The overall fit of the regression model was modest and tlle 

amount of v'ariance accounted for r)"l' the ind.epend.ent. var~ables was 

weak to moderate and increased. :from 20% at the first conta.ct to 

about 35% at the u.pper contact lev'els.. l1ul.ticollineari ty was not 

a problem during the juvenile period, the highest 

intercorrelation of independent variables being between number of 

prior sanctions and severity- of pr:ior sanctions and only .576 at 

the highest. When th e multiple regression w'as cond ncte a. r.ri th 

severity of prior sanctions eliminated the adjusted R2 s were the 

same as be.ior:'e a.nd t.he standardized estimates for number oi prior 

sanctions (court intervention~~) remained the same through two 

decimals; in o·t.her words, there was no difference.. In sum, these 

analyses provide little or: no evidence of how juveniles may be 

deal t with mor:<e effect i vely .. 

THE ADULT 1:'ERIOD 

Table 18 relates to only adult career and. conta.ins the 

first-order Pear.soni.an coefficients of cor.relation for the ni.ne 

independent variables with future o:tfense seri.ousnld:ss as well as 

the results of the lllul tiple regression anal.ysis for the combined 

cohorts .. 

In general, the coefficients ot correlation are weak to 

moderate in strength but not significant after the eighth 
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TABLE 18. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFENSES; COMBINED 
COHORTS, ADULTS 

--------.--:-------------------------------------------------------------------

Type Seriousness, Present Offense 
Adu1t Neignborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age at Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Ser~ousness 
Number o~ Prior Sanct~ons 
sevprity, Present Sanct~on 

Type Seriousness, Present Offense 
Adult Neigllborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age a t Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number of Prior Sanct~ons 
.Sever~ty, Present Sanct~on 

N 

Adj. RZ 

* Significant at .01 level. 

1 

.096* 
-.223* 

.184* 

.2ltO* 
-.239* 

.289* 

.462* 
.399* 
.146* 

1 

.017 
-.118* 

.079'" 

.079* 
-.129* 
-.108* 

.579* 
-.128 

.046 

1681 

.280* 

2 

.129· 
-.232* 

.135* 

.239* 
-.311t* 

.272* 

.419* 

.365* 

.196* 

2 

.052 
-.120* 

.059 

.076 
-.186* 
-.105 

.lt63* 
-.084 

.092* 

1011 

.265* 

Pearson Correlation for QQQ1~ Humber 

3 

.037 
-.219* 

.131* 

.211t* 
-.357* 

.267* 

.386* 

.336* 

.110* 

3 

-.051 
:....130* 

.071t 

.067 
-.241* 
-.Ob2 

.428* 
-.124 

.035 

669 

.238* 

4 

.113 
-.198* 

.104 

.201* 
-.373* 

.251* 

.356* 

.310* 

.092 

5 

.013 
-.183* 

.089 

.175* 
-.390* 

.226* 

.332* 

.274* 

.120 

6 

-.057 
-.137 

.059 

.156* 
-.395* 

.196* 

.286* 

.227* 

.131t 

Standardized Estimate 

4 

.020 
-.115 

.079 

.067 
-.278* 
-.030 

.372* 
-.119 
-.064 

506 

.219* 

5 

-.031 
-.097 

.056 

.043 
-.298* 
-.042 

.379* 
-.178 

.037 

383 

.199* 

6 

-.172* 
-.079 

.065 

.086 
-.348* 
-.041 

.334 
-.203 

.080 

297 

.204* 

7 

-.018 
-.159 

.037 

.173* 
-.395* 

.174* 

.254* 

.201* 

.028 

7 

-.126 
-.101 

.092 

.072 
-.367* 
-.035 

.279 
-.169 
-.014 

248 

.180* 

8 

.055 
-.163 

.009 

.138 
-.359* 

.116 

.203* 

.146 

.018 

8 

-.008 
-.125 

.059 

.028 
-.349* 
-.031 

.311 
-.264 
-.056 

202 

.131* 

9 

-.033 
-.151 
-.002 

.119 
-.321* 

.047 

.1ltZ 

.079 

.014 

9 

-.111 
-.142 

.073 

.026 
-.35~* 
-.033 

.375 
-.39q 
-.030 

172 

.115* 

10 

.01l8 
-.174 
-.025 

.141 
-.321* 

.016 

.116 

.01lU 

.104 

10 

-.056 
-.147 

.041 

.022 
-.3!>2* 
-.081 

.352 
-.403 

.Oblt 

149 

.111* 

• 
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contact I except for age which is signifi.cant at all 10 con tacts .. 

The:r:e are clea.rl.y an.d consistently (at nearly every- non t.act) 

significant relat.i.onships between :futu_re offense ser.iousness d.nd. 

the independent vaIiahles race, ag'e r total prior sanet.i.ons, total 

p:c-ior sariouslless, number of prio.r sanctions (court 

int.erventions),. and adult neighborhood. Sex, type seriousness of 

present contact, and current sanction are also s:ignificant i.1.t 

some contact levels. 

Ag-e is incr-easin 91y negatively correlated with total future 

offense seriousness, peaking around the seventh con'tact, after 

which there is a slight d,ecline in value. This relationship, 

aside from the fact that crime-prone young adu.lts ~ay get into 

trouble earlier, 1.S also d.ue to th_El fact that a younger age at a 

given contact number permits more 'time for fu.ture crinri.nal 

activity.. Reaching a certain contact. number at a younger a.g.e 

also im.plies something about the nature of a person's activity, 

his/her visibil.ity to the poli.ce,. and their recognition or 

labelling of the person as a lawbreaker.. Race is correlated at 

all contact lev·els,. signifi.cant at. the first throu.gh sevt:mth, and 

decreases in strength. as contact level inc,reases. In Qther 

,!.ord.s, ~ the hi.gher 9'.olltact level.s have ~!!. £§:!!chea it seems 

12 ,matter Ie§.§. w'hethe£ .a person ;!..§ :w.hit~ Qf. ~on-whit~ !.n. terms Q.f 

!:gtal ;future seriousnessI' as !@§. al§...Q. the ~ for the 2~!!!! 

gpilCtde1phia cohort .. 

1;"or the adu.lt. period tiu:'ee of the fl.ve career varia.bles 

(total prior offense ser.iousness, total prior severity of 



• 

• 

• 
I 
lie 

• 

• 

.. 

'. 
• 

-76-

sanction.s" a.nd. number of prior sancti.ons) are positively and 

significant.ly correlated with future orfense seriousness at most 

contact levels.. The correlation coefficients indicate mod~r:a:tely 

strong relationships hut t.he strength of the relationship tends 

to decline as the number of contacts increases. Por the adult 

Al though inner city residence increases the probabil:i .. t.y o£ 

futUre o±fense seriousness, the correlations are significant only 

for th.e first through :firth contacts.. Thus it seems that. as a. 

person Ii S adult criminal career reaches a cer.t.ain point~. t.he 

effect of: jnner city r.esidence dillJ..inishes in importance .. 

careg£ is pretty W'ell ~§tabl~, j;.otal tpt.ure offense 

of course, very few females with 1.engthy continu.ities ill. 

delin.quency and. crim.e .. 

As was true for the juveniles//, the strengt.h and direci:i.on of 

the relation.ships between the dependent variable <mil the most 

ilRmediatf:) in<iicators of crim.inal ac,tivity I' type seriousness of: 

present contoct and most recent sanction,. were neitber large nor 

consistent .. 

Contact by contac"t:., then, the correlations indicate that 

Cemog'raph.:i.f"! char.acter:Lstics~ cumula:tive measures of prior 
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crim.inal behavior, and cUllmlative measur.es of ~nteracti.on wi.th 

the just.ice system are related to :future offense seriousness but 

the more i.mmediat.e and time-specific mea.sures of cr:iminal 

beha vior and s.anctioning are not ... 

i·han @y. othg£ variaQle at th£ 1i1;,&:1:' throug~ fifth contacts.. For 

aI.l the other var:i.a.bles the standilrdizet.t est .. iiliatE:';:; are small. 

The sta ndardized estimates are al"~ays Ilega.tive :for age 

(significant at all contact levels) and. always posi.tive for total 

prior seriousness (significant at the first t.h.rough filth 

contacts) .. 

The alliou11t ot: variation in total future seriousness 

explai.ned by the independent variables in the regression eguation 

ranges from 28% at. the first contact to 11% a·t the ten'th contact, 

a rather modest overall. .fit. for the model.. When severity o.f 
.. 

prior sane'lions was elimj.nat.ed :from. the multiple regr.::;ssion 

analysis (leaving num.heI: of pri.or sanctions or court 

interventions) the results, in terms of accounted-.for \f ariance,. 

just as :in the j Ulrenile ca.se, were essentially the same as wi.th 

i.t included. However I' 't.h.e sta.ndardized. estimates for n. tdlilie.r. of 

prior sanctions m"')re than dou.bled in se.'\l'era.l of t.hE' ear li.er 

contact levels, was st.ati.stically si.gnifi.cant through th€' 'third 
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adul t contact, and remained higher than previously thro ugh the 

tenth. con-tact.. Otherwise, however, none of the finding s assist 

Use in t.he formulation of a more effect.ive sanctioning policy __ 

2Q i2!2, .t1!~!!.v .KSl §g~ thf!£ !!tQ.~ of thg yariatioll- in- fut~ 

totaJ- ,ofi~ serious~ is eX:2ldined for :the juvenileg -th.an fo£ 

:t.,he aauJ-t~ at each contact. (exce,Et 1he first contac:tJ 2,.nd !:he 

alilount of y!!riatioll, 2&.£Q!!nted for ;1!!£I:'eases fo:£. ~ j'yv~enil~ ~fi 

d.ecreas~ !Q£. th~ ad,ults E!:.2 the gumhg 2t contacte, incr~2-. 

JUVENILE AND ADULT PERIODS COMBINED 

For the total career, juvenile and ad. ul t combined ('l'able 

19), the Pearson ian correlation coefficients indicate t.he 

presence of a significant rela.tionsh.ip between future offense 

seriousness and the following independent variables at most 

contact levels: age, r.ace, total prior seri,ousness,. DUlliber of 

prior sanctions, sex, a.nd juveni.le neighborJ:lOod. '1'he other 

independent varianles, l<fith. the exceptions of severity of prio:c 

and present sanctions" which are never signifi.cant, are 

significantilY correlated only at some cont,act levelso 

Age at cont.act is, as alimys, significantly and in.creas~ugly 

correlated with future offense se:ciousness across con'ta.ct levels. 

The values i.ndicate Il'toderate to strong association.. It sh<;>.J!M bl6 

noted tha t ~hen the ~SI.tessioIl analysis is conduct~d wi thouiage 

~ ti~ Q.~ contac·t g,2 S!1l iE,dependent variable, the ~or:tiQlt ot 

tt!&. ,Yigia~ ~ounted for is :c~d~d ~i TS%. Prior 

seriousness and Cl,ssociations ~me !!!.QBa impo:ctant" Race, too, 

is sign.ificantly correla·ted wi.th ,t:uture offense 3eri.olllsness at 
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TABLE 19_ EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT PIRST TO TEHTH OFFENSES; COaB1HED CUHO~TS. 
JUVENILES AND ADULTS 

-------------------------------- ... _---------
~~~ Correlation t££ Contact ~be£ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Type Seriousness of Contact .054* .037 .124* .070 .142* -.030 .081 .12,j* .Obl:l .06.:1 
JuveniLe Neighborhood -.183* -.189* -.185* -.181* -.11:10* -.177" -~lUl* -.203* -.191* -.1~(j* 

scx .231* .185* .1St!* • 14LH' .133* .111* .107 .099 .11.:1 .12.:1 
lihi.te/Non-llh~te .242* .235* .221l* .213* .20U* .21Y* .205* .195* .17ti* .lli!)* 
Age at Contact -.409* -.1l95* -.539* -.554-' -.563* -.575* -.:>80* -.bOO* -.500* -.5/;$1* 
severity of Prior sanctions -.028 -.011 -.OlU -.031 .005 -.0119 .000 -.Ulb -.029 
Total Pr~or Seriousness -.058 .073 .124* .127* .181* .151* .171* .17Il* .10~"" 
NUliber of Prior sanctions -.101* -.147* -.121* -.135* -.144* -.177* -.lbli* -.17:'* -.l!>.o1* 
Severity, Present Sanction -.048 -.011 _ .004 -.OlU .031 -.049 .103 .018 -.OlU 0024 

Standardized Estimate 

1 2 3 " 5 6 1 1:1 9 10 

Type Seriousness of Contact .053* .010 .051 .016 .085* -.045 .U29 .042 .0"0 •• 039 
.Juvenile llf'ighborhood -.064* -.064* -.OiH -.048 -.052 -.04!> -.'J5b -.U~9 -.Uo" -.U70 
Selt' .147* .105* .081* ~OB 1*' .OB8* .088* .U05 .082 .090 .U91l 
111lite/Non-llhite .159* .136* .131* .123* .110* ~ 130*' .128* .114 .11L .l.u 
Age ;tt contact -.337* -.438* -.483* -.!lOY*- -.517* -.533* -.538* -.502* -.~7Q* -.!l61* 
severity of Prior Sanctions .005 .028 .020 -.012 .003 -.02Y .UU6 -.033 -.u80 
Total Prior Se~iousness .01l5 .039 .0&1 .049 .112* .084 .083 .081 .082 
Nu~ber of Prior Sanctions -.048 -.068 -.047 -.051 -.064 -.079 -.074 -.U71 ~.0~4 

Severity, Present Sanct10ll -.022 _007 -.003 -.U45 -.020 -.049 .023 -.019 -.062 -.!.IOb 

If 2291 1608 1191 950 167 642 536 48b LBO .:180 

Adj. R~ .224* .284* .325* .337* .353* .37Y* .379* .400* .40.:1* .3t6* 
-----

*' Significant at .01 level. 
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all contact levels bu·t declines in. strength wit;h number of 

contacts.. There is a w'eak posi.ti.ve relati.onship between t.otal 

prior offense seriousn.ess and total :future o·ffense seriousness; 

the relat:.ionship tends to increase in strength, contact-by-

contact.. The correIa tion coe:fficients a.re si.gnificant a.t the 

fourth through tenth contacts.. The number of prior.' san c'l::ions is 

negatively correlated with future offense seri.ousness, ~ncreasing 

slightly as contacts increase, signi.fican.t at the second through. 

tenth contacts. Being ma.le is directly related to h.igher future 

total of:fense seriousness dt all contacts, significant at the 

:first six conta.ct levels, but decreases soruew'hat from contact t.o 

contact... Jl.l.venil.e neighborhood, i ... e., .inner ci'ty residence, is 

rela-ted ·to higher f·l.ture offense seriousness, w.l.th sign iiicant 

but not very strong correla.tions found a.t all conta.ct levels. 

Th.e relationship between offense seriousness of pr asent 

contact and total fu·t.ure oifense seriousness .is signi.fica.n.t at 

the- first, third, fifth, and eighth con'tacts but, in general, the 

values are weak .. 

significant relation~ip between the severity of E£!Q£ sanctions 

gnd J:otal fu~ offense seriousness. The relationship between 

total future o±fense seriou.sness and severi·ty of sanction just. 

recei ved is also weak ana. inconsistent in a.irection. 

The independent variables with weak first-order correlauon 

coefficients have little im.pact in the regression. model.. Contact 

by contact, the standardized estimates for age a.nd race domin&te 
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all other variables; youthfulness at time of contact and bei.ng 

Non-White are related to future offense seri.ousness. For age the 

values are significant at the .tl1 level or better for every' 

police contact, first through tenth .. while :for race th.e val nes 

are signifi.cant for the first through seve.nth contacts, 

indicating a high degree of reliability- for the para.meters .. 

Although the overall fit of t.he regression model is gOOd. at 

all 10 contact levels, steadily increasing a.mounts of variation 

being accounted for by the independent variables in the 

regression model fx:om contac·t to contact, 2.2% of the variation. in. 

future offense seriousness at t.lle :first con.tact and 38% to 40% at 

contacts levels 8, 9, 10, we cannot. make the kinds of positive 

recommendations that would enhance the e£fectiveness of 

sanctions. The system is not e£fc-:ctive", Eliminating tota.l prior 

severity of sanctions in th.e ltiultiple reg-ression analysis 

resulted in practically no change i.n the adjusted R2 s or the 

standardized estimat.es for the independent variables.. I:t has 

also been suggested that the relat.ionsh.ip of severity of 

sanctions t.o offense seriousness may be more explanatory of 

future offense seriousness than are either of th.e oth.er 

variabJ.es" Although a varianle was COh1puted ·that dealt with the 

relationship of severit.y· of presen.t sCl.n.ction to seriousness of 

present off:ense and a simila.r variable cumulating prior selJ'ex:~t.y 

of sanction and prior offense seriousness, neither Changed the 

amount of :future offense ser~ousness accounted for when placed in 

th.e equation as additional variables were inserted in p lace of 

the sanctions variable wi.th vhich they were hig'hly- correlateo .• 
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To som.e persons the m.ultiple re.gressioll ana.lyses that we 

have conducted do not. really answer the questions posed as ll~d.Uy 

as woul,d a perth analysis approach. Such an analysis, but wi. tIl 

similarly little explanatory completeness,. may be found in 

Appendix D. 

The pattern of contact t.o contact and juvenile/adult 

differences described ~,n this chapter received limi.ted 

confirmation frOilt the Lisrel analyses presented in A.ppendix E .. 

lUthough t.h.e impact of: some variables (a,ge, sex, and race) 

included in TClbles 17 and 18 varies Significantly fr.'om the 

juvenile to the adult period, and there a,re di:tferences in the 

effects of specific vari.ables/! there is r~ldtively little 

difference in the amount oL Vdr:l.anCe accounted, for. 

j,'he result,s of the r.egression analysis suggest that in 

general the effects of the independent variables on fut ure t.ot(;il 

offense seriou.sness were different Ior the juvenile and a.dult 

career periods. It va.s decided to use Lisrel ana.lysis (d. 

stat.istical and programm.ing technique) to test this COn.clll~ion 

m.ore precisely a,nd verify statistically whether or not: 

conclusions reached from th.e regression analysis would stand up 

under IO.ore careLul scrutiny. Rathel: than relying on perceivea 

sim.ilar~tJ or dissimilarity of effects of the unstandardized 

coefficients of the mult,iple regression analysis, Lisrel permits 

formal assumptions that constrain the e:t:fects to be the same or 

frees the effects to differ. These assumptions are modelled, 

resu~ts are generated, and the results compared to sample 
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results. 1'he best model yields the best fit to the actual sample 

data .. 

'1'lle Lisrel analysis reveals t.hat at. some contact. levels the 

effects are the saThe for. t.Ile two periods.. Th.e effect of 

neighborhood is the same at the fifth and sixth contact levels 

for both periods.. Al though the ef::fect of ·the pun~sh. ira. riable (a 

theoretical construct base.d on t.he t.hree obsel:va.ble CUIII ula:ti ve 

career variables) is the sam.e at. -th.e fourth, fifth, and sixth 

contact levels, it is significant. onI.y a.t the fifth contact 

level. The effects of race and sex are the same at the seventh 

contact level but are never significant. 

VARIATION IN f'UTURE OFJ."ifN S~ SERIO aSNESS BY COHORT 

prev'iously the a.nalysis of total future oxfense ser:iousness 

was done with no controls fo:c cohort. Her:e we are looking a.t t.he 

same independent v'ariables, now a.ndlyzing th.e effects separately 

for each of: th.e three coh.orts to see if controlling for cohort 

increases the uexplana.tory-If power of the independent varl.ables 

wi thin the regression modeL. Some differences are expecteu but 

not enough to chang'e our position that analyses of the comnined 

cohorts were sufficient. 

The amount oi vari.ation in future o:tfense seriousne.;s 

accounted for by the r:egression model. does not change d:r:ast;Lca.lly 

in the analys.is when tne COflOrt comparison is done Lor two of the 

three cohorts (1942 and 1949) or as com.pared to the uncontrolled 

resul·!:s. For the 1~S5 cohort, howev'er, there is a slightly 

larger: amount of variation in future of.i:ense seriousness. 
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accounted Lor by the model ·than wh.en t.here is no contra 1 .:tor 

cohort, ranging from 24% to 58% d t the ninth contact. Fur: the 

combined cohorts -the a~ount of va.ri.ation ranges trom 22% t.o 40% 

at the ninth contact. 

The first-order coefficients of correla.tion and th e results 

of the !l.ultiple regression dndlysis for the 1942 Cohort are 

presentl?'d in Table 20. First,. considering only first-ortier 

correlation coeffici.ents, we see age at contact significant and. 

negative at all contacts, race significant (Non--Whites had hiyher 

future offense seriousness) at the :first six: con·tacts, and th.B 

rest of the va.riables, where there is significance, signi.tica.nt 

at only two or three conta.ct levels. Where there is significan.ce 

the val nes tend to be weak to madera t.e ill strength. but even for 

age, which has values that are moderate to strong, there is 

little eV'idence of progX:'essive incredses in strength. wi th contact 

their associatiop. with .:£gtal tuture offens,e §.grious~ • 

. Age and race dominate the regression nlOdel (age does so at 

nine of the 10 COlltacts), particularly dt the fi.rst. four in wh~ch 

th.ey are the only variables with sign.ifican.'t impac·t.. jitter the 

fourth contact,.. age ana. race still Ci.oluinat.e but the interaction 

of other v'ariables assumes some importance. By the fifth 

contact, severi·ty of. present sancti·on a.long with race h as an 

impact on the determinati.on of future offense seri.ousness... At 
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TABLE 20. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TEUTH OFFENSES; 1942 COHORT, 
JUVENILES AND ADULTS ---------------------------------------------------------------------

Pearson Correlation for Contact Number 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Type Seriousness of Contact .067 .128 .215* -.017 .3Ul* .017 .156 .001 -.007 .056 
Juvenile Neighborhood -.152* -.150. -.147 -.152 -.133 -.121 -.102 -.125 -.OH~ -.0.:!7 
Sex .298· .218* .157 .158 .121 .106 .072 .071 .• 089 .072 
White/Non-White • 244* .230 • .234* .253* .275· .248* .212 .178 -.1:'>3 .161 
Age at Contact -.436* -.481* -.ij79* -.501* -.470* -.441* -.403* -.408* -.lIb7· -.515* 
Severity of PrIor Sanctions .018 .117 .135 .096 .261* .155 .325* .367* .356* 
Total Prior Seriousness .059 .137 .219* .159 .271* .255* .266 .267 .237 
Number of prior Sanctions .018 .011 .063 -.021:1 -.026 -.019 .054 .U72 .051 
Severity, Present SanctIon .023 .145 .087 .062 .293'" -.025 .LJ 14* .039 -.160 .425* 

Standardized Estimate 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Type Seriousness of Contact .017 .049 .163* -.032 .177 -.068 -.146 -.OLJ!> .098 .026 
Juvenile Neighborhood -.031 -.012 -.001 -.001 .010 .025 .02LJ .045 .080 .115 
Se)'i .163* .090 .059 .013 .083 .136 .114 .089 .116 .031 
White/Non-lihite .219* .225* .250* • .241* .214* .228* .199 .225 .209 .195 
Age at Contact -.373* -.442* -.439* -.471* -.363* -.397* -.329* -.401* -.452* -.5U3* 
Severity of Prior Sanctions -.018 .094 .062 .12U .259* .113 .279* .301· .167 
Total Prior Seriousness .016 .041 .154 .136 .231* .256* .169 .104 .052 
Nu~ber of Pr~or Sanctions -.001 -.026 .024 -.115 -.119 -.130 -.082 -.017 .088 
Severity, Present Sanction -.008 .116 .022 .016 .251* -.048 .373* .073 -.095 .245 

Ii 384 294 221 185 149 125 105 92 84 76 

Adj. RZ .259* .288* .303* .310* .3b3* .328* .340* .26b* .325* .399" ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
* Significant at .01 level. 
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the sixth contact, four of tIle independent. v'ariabl.es play d 

definite role in es"timating the depend.ent variable.. Ag'e 

(signifi.cant and n.egati.ve) domina:tes, followed by severity of 

prior sanctions (significan.t and positive), prior offen se 

seriousness (also significa.nt and. positive), and race 

(significant, with NOl1-Wh~te.s having' h~gher future offense 

seriousness).. At the seventh contact severit.y of present 

sanction (significant and. positive} has the most impact" :followed. 

by age an.d, total prior offense seriousness (pos~ti.ve and 

significant).. The mod.el for the eigh'th and ni.nth contact levels 

is dominated by age, sev·erJ..ty of prJ..or sanc·tions, and race,. in 

that order. At the tenth contact onlY' age and sev€!1":i:t.y of 

presen.t sanction have much importance in the regression mod~1.. 

}lhen total s€:verity ot pr.ior sancti.ons was elim.inatea the 

variance account ed. for WdS slightly reduced and the s'tand.ardized. 

estim.ates for number ot prior sanctions considerably reduced., the 

sign for total severity 01:. prior sa.nctions having been. th.e 

opposite of that for number o.f prior sancti.ons. 

Qn.§. might s.!!~lmari.ze the results of the cOIltact-bX=£Q!1.~ 

iillalyse~ for the 1942 Cohort Ju: Qointirur. out thai there is ~ 

Eattern of demOqFapllic varJ..d.nle dOllli.,!lance at .:hhe Io!!..§£. QQnt2:£!: 

lev'els with Ii·t.tle Q;£ 1lQ. participati.QJl Qy the career El:'iabl.es i!!. 

the de.terminat:iop. of. f:\?-ture offense §eri.oY.§!lg2§. Yll1:.il at. le§...st 

the fif1!!.£Q!'!..E!£"c .. So, ed.rly in a career a person's 

characteristics such as age and race are better prBdictors of 

future cr~Iilind.l behd..vJ..or but as the career progresses p r~or 
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criminal behavior and t .. he responses to it t.ake on more 

impo:c'tance. Untortuna'cely, society responses only exacernate the 

problem. 

The results of the analysis for the 1949 Cohort are 

presented in ~"able 21.. At the first-order level age is 

signi£icant and negati V'e d.t al,l con t:acts and ranges lil absolute 

value (indica.t~ing moderate to strong associati.on) :trom .421 to 

.601,. fluctr. ating somewha·t in strengtll as contact number 

increases.. Juvenile neigh.borhood (those socialized in the inner 

ci ty ha v'e higher future offense seri.ousness) i.s si«:}niti cdnt at 

nine of the contact levels a.nd stead~ly increases in streng·tn. .. 

Num.iJer . of prior sanctions is significdn't and negative a t eight of 

• the contact levels, with steadily increa,sing strength of 

associa tion. 'l'otal prior offense seriousness (significan't and 

posi-tive) a.lso increases l.Il strength ·to contact six:, after which. 

• it. declines slightly to the tenth contact. 

Being N on-White is s~gnificd.nt a't only the first four 

contacts,. where it is associa.ted with. higher -total future o1iense 

• seriousness. The other Vcl.r'iables are either sign~ficdrl t at only 

a few contact levels or are never significant. 

Consi.dering the strength a.nd number ot significant first-

• order relationships found, one might expect that there would be 

numerous effects on total future o.tfense seriousness wi thin tb.E:ii 

regression model. Actually, this turns out not to be the case .. 

• At every contd.ct level age dominates witn relatively large ana 

• 
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TABLE 21. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFENSES; 19~9 COHORT, 
JUVENILES AND ADULTS 

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age at Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Nu.ber of Prior Sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex: 
White/Non-White 
Age a t Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number of Prior sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

Ii 

Adj. RZ 

* Significant at .01 level. 

1 

.048 
-.208* 

.221* 

.203* 
-.421* 

-.080 

1 

.033 
-.132* 

.123* 
D 103* 

-.358* 

-.040 

790 

.225* 

2 

.087 
-.214* 

.165* 

.184* 
-.510* 
-.076 

.065 
-.120* 
-.014 

2 

.032 
-.141* 

.061 

.084 
-.468* 
-.030 

.022 
-.029 

.017 

579 

.293* 

~~ Correlat~on for Contact Number 

3 

.128* 
-.233* 

.141* 

.176* 
-.538* 
-.033 

.105 
-.148* 
-.012 

3 

.052 
-.132* 

.025 

.05q. 
-.490* 

.042 

.040 
-.071 
-.027 

444 

.314* 

4 

.139* 
-.241 

.127 

.158* 
-.571* 
-.032 

.151* 
-.139* 

.033 

5 

.205* 
-.259* 

.126 

.139 
-.591* 

.002 

.187* 
-.135 
-.024 

6 

.028 
-.238* 

.094 

.132 
-.6 OJ * 
-.004 

.256* 
-.193* 
-.032 

Standardized Estimate 

4 

.026 
:-.149* 

.022 

.019 
-.529* 

.004 

.059 
-.019 

.016 

360 

.343* 

5 

~ 128* 
-.129 

.024 

.012 
-.531:!* 
'.060 
.058 

-.041:! 
-.094 

279 

.3bl* 

~ 

6 

.012 
-.112 

.010 

.022 
-.537* 

.0116 

.112 
-.121 

.009 

239 

.382* 

7 

.020 
-.238* 

.0!!9 
-.115 
-.616* 
-.049 

.253* 
-.251* 
-.032 

7 

.047 
-.10!! 
-.010 

.016 
-.549* 

.072 

.110 
-.142 

.002 

203 

.399* 

8 

.066 
-.261* 

.033 

.125 
-.628* 
-.055 

.247* 
-.270* 
-.08b 

8 

.056 
-.121 

.011 

.006 
-.557* 

.078 

.084 
-.111 
-.041 

175 

.405* 

9 

.119 
-.260* 

.042 

.095 
-.b 13* 
-.100 

.237* 
-.313* 

.031 

9 

.118 
-.145 
-.001 
-.022 
-.523* 

.054 

.126 
-.134 
-.10:': 

14t! 

.397* 

lu 

.036 
-.319* 

.073 

.095 
-.601* 
-.095 

.232* 
-.2111* 
-.016 

10 

-.170 
-.145 

.025 
-.OOb 
-.522* 
-.014 

.161 
-.126 
-.007 

131 

.386'" 

• 
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significant standardized estimat.es (- .. 358 to -.551) ¥ significant 

at the .0"1 lev'al or better.. For the other ind.ependent vdJ:iables 

the standardized estim.ates are weak to nearly non-existe:nt. With, 

.Q!lg exceptipn, nEg ,§efiousness ot. contaf?t (contac"t .2) tr noQ.§ Q:f 

th~ standardized ~Ulates for thg career: variable? is 

significant.. J'u venile neighborhood has a significcillt impact but 

only at the fir:st four contacts where the values are rather weak 

(inner city residence lIa.S airectly a,ssociated liith high f.uture 

offense seriousness).., ~ of the variance accounted f2£ may be 

attributed if!. Y,Quth.:tulness at time of poli.ce cgntact", As in -the 

case of the 1!J42 Cohort, eliminating severity of. prior sanct~ons 

did not ch.ange the amount of. variance accounted for but did 

sligh.tly reduce the stand.d.rd~zed, est:Lmates for total pl:'~Oi,' 

severity of sanctions~. 

1955 Cohort 

The re:su.1, ts of the and.lysis for the 1955 Cohort dl:' B 

presented in 1'ahle ~2.. E'or the first-order correlations the 

resul ts can ne gu~ck.ly summdr~zed since tile indepe.ndellt va.riables 

tend to be eit.h.er si.gnif.icant at all or nearly all con·tact levels 

or never significant.. Mg is ne9,a,ti~ dnd ellnificant at sill 

fonta£!: levels, stea.d,iII increasing !£Q.!!'!. = .. .135 12. =. 733 dt. -the 

ninth £Q~i" Non-Wh~tes, a,s in all prior cases, haa lli.gher 

future offense seriousness,. the significant correla'tions 

following a pdttern of decl~ne, with. SOIlte fluct.uation.. B.e~ng 

male has a. significant impact on future offense seri.ou.sness at 

nine of the 10 contact lev€:'ls,. decreasing from the first contact 
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TABLE 22. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS 'AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFENSES; 1955 COHORT, 
JUVENILES AND ADULTS 

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

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age a t Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Ser~ousness 
NUMber of Prior Sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age at Conl:act 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Humber of Prior Sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

N 

Adj. RZ 

1 

.055 
-.176* 

.225* 

.263* 
-.435* 

-.060 

1 

.080* 
-.024 

.126* 

.179* 
-.370* 

.003 

1117 

.241* 

2 

-.015 
-.184* 

.204* 

.256* 
-.558* 
-.031 

.051 
-.125* 
-.060 

2 

-.002 
-.015 

.086* 

.131* 
-.506* 

.047 

.075 
-.062 

.009 

735 

.339* 

Pearson Correlation for ~act Numoer 

3 

.092 
-.158* 

.191* 

.234* 
-.636* 
-.056 

.036 
-.196* 
-.016 

3 

.034 

.010 

.035 

.148* 
-.59!>* 

.058 

.044 
-.092 

.025 

526 

.427* 

4 

.016 
-.135* 

.178* 

.212* 
-0656* 
-.055 

.076 
-.166* 
-.084 

5 

.056 
-.133 

.166* 

.210* 
-.673* 

.lU7 

.063 
-.18U* 
-.028 

6 

-.103 
-.14U 

.158* 

.236* 
-.685* 
-.087 

.093 
-.17U* 
-.087 

Standardized Estimate 

4 

.066 
-.008 

.053 

.144* 
-.628* 

.Q69 

.046 
-.090 
-.050 

405 

.461* 

5 

.061 
-.O(}4 

.U53 

.'156* 
-.650* 
-.001 

.073 
-.063 
-.004 

339 

.486* 

6 

-.020 
.OU2 
.056 
.185* 

-.661* 
-.OUl 

.118 
-.040 
-.051 

278 

.514* 

7 

.065 
-.162 

.157 

.232* 
-.692* 
-.131 

.049 
-.198* 

.053 

7 

.101 
-.003 

.033 

.169* 
-.687* 
-.ObO 

.095 
-.012 
-.033 

248 

.522* 

8 

.147 
-.183* 

.181* 

.212* 
-.723* 
-.078 

.086 
-.191* 

.006 

8 

.041 

.013 

.036 

.165* 
-.708* 
-.064 

.127 
-.034 

.026 

219 

':I 

.014 
-.178 

.194* 

.203* 
-.733* 
-.102 

.092 
-.190* 
-.0!>8 

9 

.04U 

.014 

.024 

.171* 
-.724* 
-.075 

.119 
-.028 
-.069 

198 

lU 

.025 
-.110* 

.197* 

.214* 
-.719* 
-.121 

.083 
-.177 
-.U97 

10 

.070 

.UUO 

.U42 

.175 
-.704* 
-.09U 

.103 
-.018 

,-.070 

119 

.562* .577* ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.561* 

* Significant at .01 level. 

~ 
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to the sixth contact an.d then increasing .from. the eigllth through 

the tenth contact... Numb~ of ,Eriar sanctions (as contrf.step to 

severi.ty of. pr;i.o£ sanctions) is significantly rela.tg!! to future 

flu,cj;,lli!;j:ing .2.Q :!;.here is !!Q definite t.rend.. J'uvenile ne.ighborhood 

(inner city prod,uces hi.ghar: offense seri.ousness) is sometl.IIl.eS 

(six of 10 contact levels) signi£icant.ly correlated wit h. future 

offense seriousness .. 

Most of t.he si.gni1ican't relationshj.ps occur between a 

v'ariable that (lef~.nes d person IS characteristics, such a,s age or 

race, rather than d career v'ariable.. It is important to note, 

however,. t,ha.t th ese correldtions tend. to be weak. 

negative,. sta·tistically significant an.d range in absolute value 

from. -.370 to - .. 724 at the ninth contact.. He.l.itoval 01. severity of 

prior sanct~ons from the analysis did not change t.h.e re sul ts. 

Summ££y oDservations Qli the 
~€i~nia!~ Correlation Coe:tfi.cients 

At the fir:st-ord 8r: lev~l (Pearsoniau correlati.on 

coeffic~ents) cohort DjJ cohort where there lS significance at d. 

majority of contact lewels for ~ varlable, the dir~ction (+ or: -) 

of the association tends to b~ conslstent troll} contact to 
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contact & Also, where tb.ere is sigIli.ficancel' as contacts incredse 

the coefficients either tend to increase, decrease .. or: stay allou t 

the same. That is,. the coefficien.ts a.o not ~nc:r:ea.se IIlarkedly 

from one contact to the next and th.en decrease frc.¥ll that contdct 

to the next, and so on. 

Without regard to significa.nciC;'l, all of the variables except 

total prior severity o.f sanctions, number of prior sanctions, anct 

severity of sanction Just received a.ra correlated. with totdl 

future offense seriousness in t: . .he same di.rection . .for each cohort .. 

Total prior severity of sa.nctions are positively correla.tea with 

future total offense ser~ousness tor the 1942 Cohort bu t 

negatively cor.r.elated Lor the 1Y49 and 19:)5 Coh.orts _ N Uillber of 

prior sanctions and future oifenst:: seriousness f:ollow the sam\\:. 

pattern.. S.i.nce the exceptions to consistency involve severity of 

sanctions rect:';ived" prior or present., and we find that the 

direction of the relationShip differs for tile 1942 Cohort 

compared to the 194~ ana 19S5 Cohorts, the qu.estion arises a.s to 

whether this represen.ts some sort 01': period. effect t.hat is 

captured. by the cohort analysis.. .r'or any part.ieuld.r var:iaole for 

which there are some signiti.cant, correlati.ons tIle <i.ssoc ~atioIl.s 

are consi.stent in a.irectioll where there is Significance and the 

direction of the relationship is also the Seirne for a.II three 

cohorts .. 

Prom t.he 194:2. LOhort to the 19S!) Cohor·t there is d chdDg'e in 

th.e concen.trat.ion of slynificdl1t. rela'uonships by numbe:t ot 

variables (contact-by-contact) for wh.ich -tllere .l..S signi.ll.cd.nt 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

-93-

associa.tion.. For: the '194·;2 Cohort all of th.e variables e.x:cept 

number of prior sancti.ons ar:e significant a.t some level but only 

two variables, race and age, are significant at a majo:cil:.Y of the 

contact levels. l~or the 1949 Cohort. all of the variabl as ex.cept. 

severity of prior sa.ncti,ons and severity of present san etion are 

significant at some level and. four of th.e nine variables, 

juvenile neighborhood eo age, total pri.or offense seriousness I d.nd 

number of prior Si.:tnctiollS, a.re significant at a. majority 01 the 

conta,ct levels. 1-'or tue 1YS5 Cohort four of the vd.l:ldbles, 

seriousness of present cont.d.ct, total prior sev-eri:t.y of 

sanctionsI' t.otal prior offense ser:·iousn.ess, and st:!V'erity of 

present sanctlon, are never: significant... Five of the variables, 

juvenil(;-; neighborhood. r sex, race,. age, and. num.ber of prior 

sanctions, are, how'ever, signl..fi.ca,nt at a majority of -the. cont.act 

lev-elsa 

:euture tota 1 offense seriousness is signii:i.can tly r.ela ted. to 

more variallle5 for the 1~42 COhort t.hcm for th.e -1949 Cohort and 

future offense seriousness is signif.icantly related ,to more 

va,riables .for: the 194~ Cohort than it is Lor the 1955 cohort. 

There are several Wa.yS that this lTlet}" be interpreted.. It may well. 

be that the lJapact of th.ese variables hecomes ll-I.ore and. lIt,ore 

apparent wi.th time; the additional years ot exposure for the 194~ 

Cohort has end.,bled more cohort Iil.eE<.lJers to reach tileir tenth 

police contact. Th1s type of effect is limited, however, 

because, cono:ct-by-cohort, serlOU5 careers have a.~veloped 

somet'lnat. !IOre r:api.dly... OUl:. earlier dnalyses have also shown that 
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predicting ueh.avior for:: the intermedia.te period. from the juvenile 

period is easier th.an predic·t.ing into the later adu.lt period from 

the juvenile period.. On th.e other: hand, perhaps prectict~on has 

become simpler from cohort. to coh.ort, i .. e. , effective p 1:ooiction 

of future offense seriousness encom.passed more .factor::s for the 

1942 Cohort than for t.he 1949 Cohort, and more f or the 1949 

Cohort than for the 1Y55 Cohort. There is a sort 01: iocusiIlg of. 

dependence or effect a.s< a function of the development ot d large 

Non-white inner citl which has becom.e "hardened-- over the years. 

This is exempl.ifieCl by the very factors which were most 

Significant for the 1955 Cohort .. 

Furthermore, if we consider the independent varid.Dles a.s 

comprising two groups (Group 1 ::::. c.u.a..ra.cteristics ot persons and 

Group 2 = career types) and then consider the COllc~ntra tion of 

Significant relat1onship5 by stage of career (say contacts 1-5 

v·s .. contacts 6-10) and. varianle group we see t.he significant 

relationships for Group 1 either at all stages of career's or at. 

·the early stage and th.e signii.icant l::elationships for Group L. at 

all sta.ges of careers or at th.e lat.er stage. For ·the 19:'5 Cohort 

it is liard to get a feel for this because the variables ar~ 

significantly reld.ted at all or nearl~r all contact.s. :1' h.l.S is 

true to d lesser degree for the 1949 Coilort hut it is still 

possible to ~ee the pattern. This pat·tern is mosi. obvJ:..ous in the 

1942 Cohort. Wha.t: all 01 this suggests is that a person lS 

official delingut>llt or criminal Cd.reer has to be: pretty well 

established Detore career experience begins ·to be related to 
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future career .Q!: a.lt.erna ti vely r t..ha t ch.aract.eristics su ch as 

• juvenile neighborhood,. race,. sex,. etc .. ,. become less imp octant to 

futUre nehavior as Cd..reer becomes more defined (by can tact level 

• 
contacts. A set oi lIdi.sadvantage criteria n may account initially 

• for the developm~nt oi~ a criminal career but then lose 'Lh~ir 

explana t.ory pot.ency to ex.perience variables .. 

. It should also be noted that the more discrete mea sures of 

.. cr'iminal career,. type seriousn.ess of presen.t. o:t.:ten.se an d seve:t.1.ty 

of present sa.nction,. arE:.: very rarely signi:t:iccmtly rela.t0d t.o 

future offense seriousness (never for the ~'9'5:' Cohort. a.nd at onl.y 

• a few conta.ct le.vels for the 1-:;42 dlHi lY4~ Cohorts) • 

Not only are the d.i.rection u.nd Sigllif1.cance ot a 

rela tionsh.l.p .:.unportant,. strength or weakness as indicd.t ed ny t.he 

absol ute va.l ue or magnitude 01: th.e correLation coei.fi.ci.en.t HI ust 

also be considered... When considering the strength of the 

correlation coeffi.cients they may be· groupf!d. ny va.lues a.s vleaK 

• (less th.an .~OO), m.oderate (.;,WU to .SOU), or s-trong (more ·than 

.500) in association.. Only th.ose rela·tionships vlhich. are 

significant at d ilIa.jority of contact levels will be con~id8r:ed. 

.. For the 1942 Cohort the two ma.in va.ri.ables are rd.ce d.ud d.ge, 

race mod.era.tely associ.ated Wi·til future otfense ser.iousnes,ti; (UtCl 

age moderately or strongly dssociated. For til.€' lY4Y Con.ort 

• juvenile neighborhood, a.ge,. tota.l prio~ offense seriousness, a.nd 

• 
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number of pri.or sauctions (J,re the variables with the most 

• significance.. Age is strong'ly associated wi.th fU't.ure offense 

seriousn~ss at all. btlt the first contact level, While j uveni.le 

neighborhood and future offense serio'l.lsn.ess 110. va a :cela tiOlllShip 

• tha.t is moaerate ~n strength. The two career varia.oles ar.e 

either weakly or moderd.t~ly correldted witn. futu.re offense 

seriousness.. For the 19!>S Cohort sex., race,. age, and 11 umher of. 

• prior sanctions are si.gni.ficant.. Sex is usually weakly 

correlated, race is always moderately a.Ssociat.ed,. Il umber or. prior:: 

sanctions is always weaKly correla.ted,. and age is a,l\va}"s st,rongly 

• associa ted. (tlle correlat.ion coefficient has values grud ter them, 

.700 at contacts 8, 9, and 10). 

~~mm~£y Observations 2ll Standaraized ESL,i~§ 

The first-order correlation. coefficients may sugyest Which 

factors (indep~na.ent vd.r~ables) will playa Pd:tt. in ~mpI.'ovu19 the 

prediction of i.uture criminal .oehavior bd.sed on past. .oellav~or and. 

• pe:r:sonal cnardcterist.ics, but, due to the tendency of the 

independent v'ariahl£s to inteI.act with each other dnd weakly 

correlated. relationships to grow.' weaker or even disappear, this 

• phase of the analysis in which the standardized estimd.i:.es oi the 

parameters are considered ~s most ilU'.portant. and most conclusive. 

Table 23 has been generated tromt.he du:t.a in 1'ables 20,. :i.1,. and. 

• 22 in o:cd.er to d.SS~st th.e I,'eader ~n. following the discussion of 

the most important :tindinys ot OUl:' current analyses. 

In terms of the relative s~ze of the standa,rdizea. esiamates 

• :for the 1942 Cohort (Ta.blE;. LO), age at contact has the most 

• 
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'rAUL!.! 23. SU!1t1AI<1 UP Ll-'Yt;L'fS uf 51::1..l::C1'I::U VllldAULJ:;.!) A r i"lhS'r 'l'U 'rt:WfU Ui"f'C:NSES Ull Flll'UUt: UJ.'l"t;ll!>J:; 
SblilOllSIH:SS, 1911L, 1:J4~, 1955, Aim COtllHNEU LOllultTS 

Type Se~iuusness of Contdct 
Juvellllu Neighuo~hOO(l 
SI:<Jt 
White/Non-White 
Aye at Contdct 
severity ut Prior S"nctiuns 
Tutal Prior Seriousn~ss 
Numunr of Prior Sanctions 
St!VI:<L' ily, l'resent Sdnction 

Adj. liZ 

Type Seriousness of Contdct 
Juvenile Nelyhbornood 
S~X 

White/Non-W hite 
Aye at Contact. 
Severity of Prior Sdnctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number uf Prior S"nctions 
Severity, Preseht Sanetl0n 

Adj. U.! 

19 D.!!!1~£1 
4L ,,9 ~5 '1' 

.. -t- -t-a .. a 

-C1 -a 
+d -t-d +a +" 

"III "0 -t-a +" 
-III -Ill -01 -(I) 

+ 

Lb 23 14 2~ 

bll! Contdct 
112--"9~S-- 'f 

+ 
-t- -Ii -t-

+ + .+ -t-d 

+01" ~.. -t-a 
-0) -Ill -iii -(j 

-t- Ul + -t-
-t-oil + .. +a 

f 

jj .:HI Sl 311 

Kt:!y: ~ oc SLyn ot stdnddrdi~od est.i~ate 

21111 Con ta,;t 
112-119--~S- '1' 

... + + 
-a -d 

.. +a +<1 +il 

""" fa"''' 
-III -iJI -Ill -.i 

+ + 
.. -t- -t- ... 

.. + ~ .. 

29 29 34 :L1i 

1 th fQ!!ll£1 
42 49 S~ 'r 

+ .. ... 
.. -a 
.. -t- -t- -t-
.. -t- .. a ... a 

-Ii -III -d -It 
+ + 
+Ii .. -t- -t-

-tal .. + 

34 110 52 jtJ 

3I'd Cunlact 
112 -49--;S-- T 

-t-d + -t- -t-

-a -t-

.-t- -t-a .. -t-a 

"" -t- "iI -t-d 
-iD -a) -(j -0) 

+ -t- ... -t-
-t- .. .. -t-

.. .. 

30 31 1J.j 33 

lith Contact 
112"-49-!>5 - T 

.. + + 
... -d .. 

+ .. ... .. 
+0 + ~a + 
-(i -dl -.. -t§ 

"If -t- ... .. .. .. ... 
+ .. 
27 II 1 5b 40 

Slanddrdl.ze<1 estilllClte significan t dt .01 l.evel 0,[ great'.eJ: 

II th Call tact 
112-"9-~ 'f 

-t- .. + 
-a 

+ + -t- .. a 

"III ... +a +d 

-al -w -" -Ii 
-t- + -t- + 
.. ~ .. ... .. .. .. 
,H .14 4b jll 

9 t.ll COli t.act. 
ij2-'19-55- 'l 

.. .. .. +. 
+ -a + 
.. -t- -t- .. 

-0 .. a-t-

-01 "-Ill -III -~ 

*111 .. 
.. .. -t- + 

33 ''0 !>tl 110 

<1 

Ii 
o 

Stdndar<1ized estimate significant at .01 level or greater dud .200 or greater 
Stdlldardized estl.ruata .200 or greater 'but not significant 

Note: Ueclmdl pOl.nt h<lS Deen omitted for the Adjust.ed u2 f1gures. 

• .~ 

3th COIlt.~!: 
'Ii ,,~ 5:, l' 

.. +0 ... • ... 

... 

.. .. -t- -t-d 

+ea + .. is "" 
-Ill -~ -Of -~ 

+ .. 
-t- .. -t- -t-

.... 
3b jij ,,~ .3!> 

'10th ~ont.aC1. 
q2q~;-:r 

... + 

.. -<1" 
.. + .. .. 
+ -t- .. 

-dil +a1 -. -.; .. 
.. + ... .. 
-t-

"0 

'1O 39 !>b ,j~ 

• 
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impact on. the regr:'ession lllodel (excep't at the sev'ent,h contact), 

being significant and negative at all contact levels an d ranging 

in value from -.373 to -.503.. A further look at the standdrdized 

estimates reveals an interestin.g p.a.ttern. At th.e lower contact 

levels, 'the early stage. of career, significaut impact is conf:i.n.eu 

to age dnd race, both characteristic variables& The other 

variables (no valu.es greater than •. 200) have s"t:anda:r:diz ed 

estimates that a.re very SI11&ll. At the la,ter stages of a career 

other varianle.s, again ~ncluding race, beg'in t.o hdv'e an impact on 

determining an estifi.l.ate ox 1: uture offense ser~ousn~ss. Amollg 

these are some 01. ·tIle careeF.:' v'ariables, notably those h.aviny to. 

do with the Sdnctioniug aspects of prior crim~ndl career.. \J:t the 

variables that lie detine dshaving impact by virtue of t.heir 

being significant and hdvin.g standa.r<iized estl.lRat~s great.er thi-m 

... 200, all are increasing in absol u:le size. The reader lUus't 

always k.eep in minet that conta.ct--to-contact comparison.s of 

stdndard~zed estimates are not exact because of deviation III the 

means ot vd.ridDles from. con'tact levello contact level.. we are 

referring onl}! to gen~ral trends in the im.pact. of these vari.ables 

from contact to contd.ct .. 

Again, for the 1949 COhort (Table 21), age at cOlltac.t 

dominates and is signif~cd.nt at all cont.act levels. 'i'he V'dlues 

range from -.3Sd to d. peaK 01 -.557 (contact b).. Age is the only 

va.riable which .has sta.ndard.l.zed es·Lirud.t.es gred ter in. lila Sf nit .. uue 

than .. 200.. None of the career varid.ole.!::> is siyn1..ficant c.lld ill 

the instances (cont.d.ct levels) where characteristic variaD.ies are 
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significant the values (except .for ag'e r of course) are relcl.tively 

weak. If we forget ahout considering any absolute magnitude such 

as greater tha.n .. 200 and rank the standardized estimates la.rgest 

to smallest.,. juvenile neighborhood or number of prior sanet.:ions 

turn out to be second. to age in impact at nine of the 10 

contacts. Por the 1949 Cohort it is n.ot rea.lI] possinl E, to see 

any defined pa.ttern based on characteristic vs .. career 'gariables 

and stage of cri.minal career. 

Por the 1955 Cohort I also, a ge has the most im.pact on tIl.e 

model.. The st.and.ardized estimd..tes are si.gniticant and. range in 

value from - .370 to -.724 (ninth contact). As was true £or the 

1949 Cohort, none of the other varia.bles ever has standardized 

estimates greater than Co 200 and even where there is sig ni£icance 

the val ues a.re pretty weaK... If the coe.t£icients are ranked by 

size, race follows age in a.mount of impact on the model... Rdce is 

significant at eV'BI:'y contact level.. Unl.ike the standa.rdized 

estimates fOL age, there is no strong pattern of increa se or 

decrease as contacts increase. So, aqe at £ontac·t .§..!!.@.£9'..§§. 9& th~ 

J!!.Q.§i im-porta!!.1 variable !ll the. ~su;:.ezsion !!!Qdel f'~9.ardl.~ OI 

which £Qhort is under consi.dera·tion, with coefficients that 1elld 

to incr~ in. v·a.lue fro~ the 194,;?, Cohort to the 1249 Cohor:t -Lo 

the 1955 £&kort.. overall, th.e other varia.hles that hav e impac~t 

are race and juvenile neighborh.ood.. Remelllher, hOIi€lv'er" that race 

is not an expla.natory va.riable unless we consider it to be d, 

proxy for disadvantag e or difficulty' in becoming integ:r:: ated into 

the larger society. Inner city socia.l:ization is eXpldll a tory ill 
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the sense that it stands for lack of. opportu.ni.ty and difficulty' 

in becoming integrated into the larger society. To the extent. 

that Non-Whites are residents of the inner city theY' lIa va the 

characteristics of. the disadv'antaged of: our society on two 

scores, not withst.andi.ng the changes that have taken place since 

WW II.. The sev'erity 01: pri.or sanctions and present san ction. dre 

important for the 1942 Cohorta 

'rha pattern emerging front the 1942 Cohort:. suggests that 

stage of career is important for the number and type of: variables 

actually involved (to the extent t.hat they hav'e impact on the 

estimation of future offense seriousness). More variaDles, 

career as well as charac"teristic, do have impact on fut ure 

offense seriousness for the 1942 than for tile 1949 and 'lYS5 

Cohorts.. Consid.ering the results of th.e 194:J and 1955 

regressions gives the impression of. a concentra.tion of: impact on 

varia.bles assoc~ated with the demography of tne city :;tnn the 

experiences of inner c~ty yout.h .. 

1'h.Q. Cohorts COllibined 

For -the combi.ned cohOl::ts age of contact (w.l.th values ranginy 

from - .. 337 to -.5&7) is t.Ile va.riable \lith the most im.pact on 

total future seriousness and. thi.s wa.s still found t.O be the case 

when cohort was controlled for in the analysis.. when the 

sig'nificance and size of the sta.Ilaardized estimates were 

considerea" the results for the 1949 and 1.955 Cohorts wel:'e very 

similar to that :found in tue combined cohor·t analysis.. That is, 

race alwa.ys followed:. age in ha.ving the most illlpact. The combined 
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cohort results differed from. those found tor the 1942 Cohort. I:n 

general the values of the standa.rdized E'>5timates for all 

variables except age l{ere lower in -the combin.ed coh o:r:t analysis 

'than when cohort was controlled.. contact by contact, age had 

more impact on th.emodel when th.e uncontrolled d.na.lysis \ias done 

than when cohort was controlled .. 

More of the varia.t~on in future total offense sari ousness i.s 

accou.nted for by i.ndependent va.ria.bles ut.ilized in the regression 

model for the 1955 Cohort than for the 1942 or 19'/.$.9 Cohort.s.. The 

amount of variati.on accounted for ranges f:rom 24% to 5&% for the 

1955 Cohort, from 23% to 41% for the 1,949 Cohort, and. f ront ~6% to 

40% for the 1~42 Cohort.. Controll~ng for cohort reduces the 

a.lnoun-t of vari.ation accounted for in the 1Y42 Cobort relati VB to 

the combined collort but increases the dlllount of variation 

accounted for in t.he 1~49 and. 1955 Conarts rela.tlv<::! to the c.tlliount 

explained when cohort was not controlled. .. 

I.n g-eneral, more ot the varidtion i.n tu-ture otfens~ 

seriousness is accoun.t.ed for dS con-tact level increases Whether: 

or not the analysis is done for combined cohorts or cohort-hy-­

cobort. (While overall the values i.ncrease, for the 1942 CohDrt 

there is a ped.k at the fJ...t-th contact, a decrease at the sixth. 

contdct, and then a steady increase through th.e tenth contact .. ) 

For the combinacr cohort.s, the 1~55 COhort and 194·9 Cohort the 

largest amount of va:ciation a.ccounted :1:or is at the eig h:tll or 

ninth contact .. 
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FURTHER CONSID:l51iATION OF ANALY'fl,C STRATEGY 

Elimina tin!! Var;ial.)les :t.Q Si!!lplify the Analysis 

Th e importance of a.nalytic sua tegy should not be 

ov'erlooked.. The r.eader will. recall that age. of contact and. race 

had consistentlY' high standar:dizea estima tes in Table 19, so hig h 

in comparison with the other varid.b1.es that it was clear that 

they' accounted. for most of the var.ia.tion in tU'cure offense 

seriousness. But only one of t.hese varid.bh:~s is what could be 

called a manipulable variable. Police policy could red nce the 

numner of juveniles whose early all.eged misbehavior (much ot 

which consists of status oi:fenses alone) l:'esults in the 

a.cguisitioll ot it police record. Sex dilferences dre .JiLanipuld.ble 

only to t.lle extent. that police poli.cy differentiat.8s by sex in 

the application 01: ~ntervelltion. None of this i.s n.ew, howeve1: .. 

If th.ese vaI:iables are remo'ved, Whd.t do we find? 1'able "19 

was, therefore, rerun with age and sex omit-ted (not. i.ncluaed in 

report). Number of prior sa.nction.s (juilicial interventi.ons) 

became the m.ost important variabl€.;, i1lcr:easing with police 

contac·ts, cwo. tho negative sign inaicdted that. th.e greater the 

number of prior sanctions, the less serious the future Cdreti'I:' .. 

The impor:t.ance of t.his vaI.iable was closely followed by 

seriousness of past offenses and then by inner city residence as 

a juvenile.. All were signiticant at, the .. 01 level or Yl:eater bU'(: 

no more than. 9% or 10% of the variance was accounted for.. In. 

othe;£ '!.Q;£d.S, the varj.ables g whiCh .!!§. Y.§. most interested, 

severity ot present sanction, number ot prior sanctions, and 
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§g~ity of ,Erio,£ .2&ill.gg21l2, ~£!l:t~~ for only £!: §mall 

EroEortion of thg differences in to!:al tat,are offense 

seriousness, i.g .. , ,th~ ser:iousness Qf fu,t:!!~ delinq~ and 

crim~nal ~~. 

Separa'te tables bY' race and age period were also COIlS'truct.ed 

£or each coh.ort but are not included in the report. There a.re 

some cohort differences, however, which should be menti oned .. 

When race and age were. removea. from. the regressioll analys~s .tor 

the 1942 Cohort,. severity of prior sanctions, severity of present, 

sanction,. number ot prior sancti.ons, and total prior offense 

seriousness had the la.rgest and most frequently Significant 

standardized estimates, althouyh none was significant d teach 

contact level. While severity of prl.or sallc,tlons and sever.l.ty of 

present sanct.ion hd.d a posi:t.ive i~pact 011 future of.tense 

seriousness (t'lhat we hfl.va ra.ther consistently found and the 

opposite of the intenc.led effec'ts of sanctions), as did total 

prior offense seriousness, nu.rnoer of prior sanctions had the 

opposite effect.. The great.er the number ot prior sanctions, the 

less serious th.e future cumulative offenses. III ·t.his case, the 

percent. of. the varia.nce a.ccounted for ra.nged from 6% to 23 .57u, 

the latter a.t the seventh contact where sever~ty of present 

sanction had its greatest positi.ve effect on future sel:~ousness, 

followed by total prior seri.ousness.. l'if.h.at we have, in essence,. 

is the impact of a.n accumulated of.fense seriousness plus severe 

sanctions for a repeat Offender culminating in high future 

offense seriousness. 
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The 1949 Cohort p.l~esented a solltewhat di±£erent set of 

£indings, not unexpected considering the development of a more 

sharply defined inner ci t.y.. Prior offense seri.ousn.ess and number 

of prior sanctiolls had the same eff.ects as prev'iously but 

residing in the inner city as a juvt:.~nile now had a sign.ificant 

effect on iuture offense seriousness. 

The percent of. the variaIlce accounted for increased :trom 

a.pproxima.tely ~% for ·the first through the fourth contact ·to 13% 

or 14% and then 15% be.tore reaching 19.3% at the ninth contact .. 

In the case of the 1955 Cohort., little of the va.riance in 

future offense ser'iouslless was accounted for, no more tl:ian Y% at 

any point.. Number of Er.ior sanctions h.ad the negative i~i;ipaC't. on 

future offense ser~ousness mentioned for ot.her cohorts, vh~le 

inner city residence increased fu.ture o£fense seriousness.. But.,. 

again, it. is d case ot relatively Ii t·tle explained varia.nee when 

race and age at contact were removed :from. the regression 

equation. 

Contin.ul.ty !.§. .. Desis·tance Accountea. .tor Qy 
Mult~E1& Discriminant FUnc·tio~---

If the strategy is further simpli.fied so tha-I:; we are 

concerned about :factors Which identify those WhO will continue 

vs .. those who will. desist at any contdct level, the ID.ul tipl.e 

discriminant f.unction is a usefu.l techni.gue. We have shown ill 

Appendix F, however', that even though maximUlR discri.minatory 

ability is reached Dy the fourth or fifth contact and th.at wha·t 

we have termed career varianles became significi:tnt by the fifth 
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police cont:.act." only :l4% ot the desistance at that. poin t is 

accounted for... Although severe pr.ior sa.nctions increase:s the 

probability of continuation at some points and numerous judicial 

interv"c-nti.ons all other t.hings held egual} decreases th e 

probanility of continuation at some poin.ts,. the results are not 

consistent 'W'it.h the other analyses that \'1'e have conducted, some 

for continuation vs .. discontinuati.on and oth.ers for future 

offense ser~OUSIless. In fact, differen.ces in findings based. on 

the analytic dpproach selected here ha.ve turned out to be one of 

the obstacles to the dellelopmen-t of a more effective progra.lll for 

delinquency containment. 

Again, it is im.portant to remind. the reader tha.t even -though. 

statements lnay be made about what a certa.in percent of a group 

will do 1n the future,. i.e., std:tements about the aggrega:t.e, a. 

vary large proport.ion of ·the variance IIlUSt be accounted {or: 

before i.t. is possible to predict th e future beha vior of 

indivlduals with sufficieIl.t accuracy to guide the deciSion-making 

process. 

Length of Ccl~ as @ l.nd.ependent. Varia.ble 

One extremely simple variable not included in th.e a.nallses 

described. in this chapter should be giv'en brief men.ti.on, J..e., 

the chronological length of: delinquent and criminal careers. 

Length of career has a relat,ively hig'h correlation with total 

numJ.)er of offenses ( .. 574) and with total. offense seriousness 

(.545).. 1.1::5 correlation with number of court d.ispositions is 

only slight.ly lower ( .. 472.).. Of course, offen.se seriousness, 
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number of court disl'osi. tions, and tota.l severity of san ctions are 

correla"t:ed from ... 804· to • 985. i~hen juvenil.e neighborhood, ra.ce l · 

tota.l number of police con·tacts, oifense seriousness, n. umber of 

court dispositions, ana. total severity' of sanctions were 

regressed Oll length of. career onlJ ... 367 percent of the v,1ria.nc~ 

w'as accou.nted. £or.. Number of contacts had the gred:test effect, 

:followed by number of court <1.ispositions and tot.al severity 01 

sanctions, the latter two hav:ing a. negativ'e reld.tionship. Wnen 

number of contacts was eliminated total oitense seriousness 

became the best item in the model, follmred by number ot court 

disposit:ions, whi.ch ha.r1 a negative relationshi.p. 

In other words, length 01 career in time is iucrea sed hy 

number and seriousness of offenses bu:t reducea. by number J.nct 

severity of: sanction.s.. In fact, perusal of the results of. our 

numerous mUltiple regressions sogges-ts that seriousneSs of Cd.:C'eer 

and length of career i.n t~me,. although cor:celatea .574,. ace 

accounted lor somewhat di.tferently _ Sanctions are ;~\Ore etf~cti.ve 

in shorten.ing' a career in time than in reducing its tot al 

seriousness .. 
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Chapter 5.. l.nteg-r"'dting· Int.erview Data l:nto the Ana1.ysis 

IN:I.'ER'VIEW RESPONSES A.ND SELF-REPORTED DELl.NQUENCY 

'1'he pr:'ocess of select.ing appropria.te interview va.r: iables 

commenced. witb a thorough reconsideration. and evaluation of. the 

v·ariables. Each of the v'ariables select.ed. should fit into one ot 

the seven categories of independent va.riables shown in Diayrafu 3 

(Transi tion measures, 11om.1i! conditions,. Employment, Eaucatiol1, 

World view, A.ssociations, and Adult. status) or De cl. selt report. 

measure to be used as a dependent variable. ~i:hose variables 

which w'ould no-:: allow d.i.scrim~nation because the d.istrihu:t~on of. 

responses was highly skewed \4er~ eliminated as, of cou.rse, were 

those which did not fit. .into ·th.e seven. categories. This prod.ucact 

34 independen~ an6 18 dependent va~iables (see Appendix G, 

Interview Variables Code Book.) .. 

The :llltercorrela·tiolls of -the independent vdriables (sig· .. ,:it 

the .01 level) are ShOWll in Ta.ble :tIl-,. as are the~r corr elations 

wi-tb selected depi:mdent self repo:r;·t measures.. l.ntercor rela tions 

of the independ.ent varia.bles dre in almost all cases lowert.han 

.500; there is no problem ot: multicollinearity here. On the 

other hand,. there was d high degree of multicoll~nearity among 

the dependent self report measures so thd.t a total lnedSUl:e was. 

much the same as a measure for either the juvenile or d.dult 

period or a measure f or major mi.sdemeanor was a.bout th.e sallle d$ a 

measure oi all self reported offenses. 

On til.e posi t.ive side, it. may be flot.ed that. such vd.ri,u)les clB 

attitude toward the pol.ice and self concept as a. delinquent ha.ve 
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TABLE 24. CORRELATIONS OF INDEPENDENT (ATTITUDINAL, SOCIAL, AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS) AND 
DEPENDENT (SELF-REPORT DELINQUENCY AND CRIME) VARIABLES: .FROM 1976 INTERVIEWS 

• A • r r J • • d » • ~ It ~ Ii A A A b ~ ~ h L l. r 0 A A 1 0 " l' P P .. A It • Ii I!; ~ M l' T T ~ r V V ~ P l' r ~ b J II H 8 C It ;. 0 r • ~ V J U J G e n • I! 0 to .. S r • 4 .. 1 u u II H H 0 ~ ~ ~ • 1 lo l. II h T 1 Ii b .. or r B r 0 Ii S P S 1 }; 1 1. L " T '< ) " II /I C S U T T or U l' H C 1 • :i " C b L to 0 & It J , 0 u " C 0 It 0 D 1 It II " It " J S " D ~ " 0 u G L u " U C I T It lJ .. U S r L 0 £ 1 1 L H 0 U U 1 U U T or It II " S • 0 0 J U or II • 1. H ~ T D A It U a b c B k b " 1 7 H H D C " 1 l' n L L II l' a 1 E ft L • L or II H or 1 S L • II II It ADAUl'OSC 
ADJJ'fi'Ek .28 
AG£ltLB -.2' 
1 Gt:PJ OB -.1$ -.15 
luf!UhB! 
;'GE"OV~U -.12 •• 8 
UEGD J1 
!poson 
ATTPOLR -.17 .13 
lTTSCHB -.12 -.1. .11 
8LS100ft 
Ellue -.15 
EYF loon .17 
EYAL611 .21 .28 -.16 -.15 -.30 -.21 
EYAL1~P .1J .11 -.12 -.2b -. H ... 
rAftDU~ .2. .1:> 
l"LP&TOl"L -.10 .20 .uu 
PL~lNTL .26 .3~ .10 .15 .18 -.16 .2" .13 .2& fTH10U8 -.27 -.19 .15 .17 -.ll -.19 filiEnp -.1. -.33 
lillJOB -.13 
HUSz::l -.%1 .12 -.6a .48 IHCO"! -.16 -.20 .13 
JOBI/SUUII .10 .12 -.19 -.Z1 -.12 JOBIIUW .12 .ll -.12 -.30 !SlrllTOTL .2B .42 .12 -.15 .16 -.39 -.19 .39 .26 .qq •• 6 -.26 IIAHITDUn -.71 -.J6 

.32 -.16 81~lorC/:rL .02 .32 -.26 -.21 • 12 -.27 -.1 • .:11 .30 .15 .30 -.32 .5ij NOC1UG!I'l' -.29 -.21 .15 -.1' .1. .U -.2% -.15 -.12 .2U -.25 -.38 HODIPLKR .29 .1$ -.21 .13 -.15 -.2l -.18 -.19 -.13 .23 .1~ .12 .13 .21> -.17 .12 .3U .16 l'ATWOLR .21 
PULeO"r .10 .25 -.21 .lS .11 .33 -.23 .27 .2. .19 prlllHK 1 .31 -.17 -.16 
ReACTl .2" .19 -.12 -.11 .17 .21 .1l -.69 • .1.. .27 -.19 .2. S185 .H -.16 -.16 -.12 .13 .1l StHToTL .39 .q. -.11 -.19 .1. -.1$ .17 -.39 -.22 •• 5 .J2 .q 1 .55 -.32 .92 .7a :....33 .30 .13 .oJ" -.lH • .1.7 'leVU!! .12 .12 .13 .. " .~6 -.12 .1~ .H .2U HGH008 
B1.0Ud .19 -.2. -.1!> .26 -. u .20 - .. ~b - .. 17 .. :to .1!> .31 -.1. ---.JffGHUI1 

-.20 .3~ -.19 --
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modest correlations wi. th self repor-t measures of d.eling uencY'. 

There is hardly a. case where the independent intervi.ew variables 

characterizi.ng cohort memners, either by a·tti tudes, neh avio!:' ,. 

associations,. or del11ograptu,c chdra.cteristics, are correld:ted "lith 

the dependant. self report m.easures in a dir~c·tion t;.hat i.s 

different frO]}l til.at predic·ted by sociologi.cal theories of 't.he. 

cause.s or d.nt.eced.ents of. delinquency and cr:·ime. ~hese 

correlations, however, are very modest, seldoId exceeding .400. 

In the research proposal we indicated that interview data 

w'ould be u.tilized in attemptin.g· to account for varia.tion i..n self­

reports 01: delingu,ent and criminal .oeh.lv·ior as well dS official 

records of delinquent and criminal behavior.. we, th€lreiorel' ran 

through a lengthy exerCi..se ill an effort to see if th.e interv~ew 

variables enabled us to d.ccount for m.ucll of the se~f-report 

variance for either tIle juvenile. or the adult period. 

Deling.nency self concept, ages b-11, attitu.de toWi:U"d. th e pol~ce, 

perception. ot police pa.trolling the Ileighborh.ood d.S a juvenile,. 

attitu.de toward school, a.uto use while in high sCllool, aesire to 

have been a dif.ferent type of person as a juvenile, having 

juvenile friend.s iT! trou...ole -.lith the police,. and. residence in the 

inner city vs .. other nei.ghnorh.oods accou.nted for 43.7% of t.he 

variance in self-repor"t <1elinquencJ rd"tes. T.bese same juvenile 

varianles accounted for 33.3% of the v'dria.nee in self-report 

rates after r\:)aching age -18. Adding official records of juvenil.e 

offense seriousnesD and num.ber of juv'enile sanctions to the 

regressi..on fai.led to increase the amount ot. self-report a.dnl t 

offense serJ..ousness accounted for ... 
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Disconcerti.ng though it may be 6 the number of sanctions 

imposed as a juvenile had a significant positi.v·e impac·t on. adult 

self-report seriousness, the opposi t:e of that which would ha VB 

been found if sa.nctions were effective. ~n Cdses where the 

interv'iew variahles had li-ttleeffect on adult sell-report 

offense seri.ousness th.e of±i.cial. juvenile offense serio usness dnd. 

number of juvenile sanct.:ions, when added to the regression 

analysis, marxedly affected. the proportion of adult self-report 

offense ser~ousness accounted for. other groups of va.rid.bles 

accounted tor less of the Juvenile and/or a.dult sel.f:-reyort 

v·ariance.. Not surpri,sang is the i:act. that self concel?t dS a. 

delinquent an.d having i:.I:iends in trouble with the police na.C1 the 

greatest impact on juvenile self-report rd.·tes... Having juv'enile: 

friends i.n trOUble wi th tjH~ poli.ce continued its effec't into ·the 

adul t period and had. a grecl:ter impact t.lan. did any other:' 

variable. 

Among those str~ctJ_y adult va.ri.a.bies iithich had an effect on 

adult self-report rates, adult irj.end.s in tl::-ouble with the police 

had hy' far the greatest impact. Consis.tent with earlier res0a.rch 

in which y'outllful employment was associated with h.igher offic~al 

delinquency was the fac·t t:.uat. age at first job (this ranged from 

12 ·to 35 so that use of the variahle is appropriate) llad the 

greatest impact on del~nquency self-report rate's; the earlier 

that first job commenced, the higher the :rates. Early dge of. 

driver license dnd. ledv~ng home at an ed.rly ag's were ot.her 

transitional v'arianles whici'l, along wit.h later age at marri.age 
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and inner city res~dence, accounted for 18 .. 1% of the self-report 

variance in delinquency rates and 't5.5% of the adult:. \7'ariance .. 

Although. only 20% of the vdriallce was accoun-ted for by 0. 

combination of. sChool variabl.es and neighborhood, failuI.:t::'! to 

gradua,te from h.igh school, as in countless ot.her anal],ses,. had 

the grea test ~mp act on self-reported d~~liIl9.Uency for ei t,her 1:.b.a 

juvenile or adult period. we do not: illlpljl' thd.t failure to 

graduate is ill itself the cause of: deliny·uency,. merel.:Y' that it is 

associd.ted with delugu€ncy to a signif~cant extent.. Involv'8111,en t 

in delinquency wh.ile working may be the factor t.ha"t. COll tl."i..outes 

to drop out just as working may be .such a detr.a.ctor from school 

that drop out follows.. 'rhe point is thd-t the relations hips 'b'hich. 

appear must be considered w1th caution. 

Th1S discussion has taken us a d1st.ance from -the topiC of 

our major research concern, i.e .. ,. hoW' much impact do sanctions 

have on con't:.inui ty and seriousness of deLinquent. and cr iminal 

careers compared to o-theI:' V'i:t.r1ahles which must be s~lTml taneously 

considered and how and wh.en may sanction.s be ei'fecti.vely 

administered. ? 

INTERVIEw DATA AND OFFICIAL DELlN~UENCY 

When the independent interview va.ria.bles were placed in a. 

multiple I:egression analysis to determine the extent. to which 

they might account for offense seriousness of the .i1I:st 10 

official juvenil.e cont.acts, contact by contact" there was little. 

or no improvement over that obtained with the basic var .i.aDles 

u.tilized in Table 12.. l.n tact, the only statistically 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-112-

sig-nificant effects calUe y:rom va.ria.bles which could be COILsidered 

as proxy for S£S,. such as head of household employed, head of 

householufs sex, and mother worked~ Furthermore, these became 

significant. at only the n.inth con·ta.ct;. 

'l~he next ana.lysis attempting to account for: future o.tfense 

seriousness among juveIl~les (coJII.pa.rable to 'rdble 11) in cladea a 

variety of inter.view varia . .oles, attitudinal as well as 

behavioral, ill ad.u.ition to the career variables, such d.S severity 

of prior sa.nctions, n UfdllE!'r of prior sd.nctions,. and total prlor: 

offense seriousness, a.ll, oX: course, for the juvenil.e period. 

The Adjusted R2 s ran.ged from almost. zero ·to .. 691, depending on 

which comb.l.nation or. basic vi:.triables, including age at contact, 

were includea in the andlysis. 

the interview' vari.ables added little to the variance accoun·ted -- - -..- ----- - -- ------
fo£ &eyona 1hat w/hicll ID!2 QQ!:ai~§. !Lith th~ pasie ftata 

(characteristics ot offender dnd Cd.reel: da td. from 1'a.ole 17) 

except 1.or data. whi.ch were derived from reaction to con td.ct wi.th 

the police. The latter,. however,. is a circular type of variable" 

If respond(;:Jnt stated tlld.t the contact had a deterrent effect, it 

appeared to have one. If the respondent stated that he/She ha.d. a. 

rebellious reaction, con.tinui.l:.y in delil'.l.guent behavior seemea. to 

be the case. This variable was significant for the fir5t tnr.ee 

contacts even when included with 17 other variables and \<IiI.S only 

exceeded hy age at contact and. :rdce.. 1'nesg findinqs .2.!!gge~t, it 

woul~ s€:2, thll the l?oliCEt otf.i.cer and Q.:!;her~ in tIle 1 usti~ 
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system haY.§:; @ o pportup,.i t·I t.O tur!!. j~lreniles Sll:Qund. ill!£h i!!. 

!lli.£ caFee:cp:~ What lllust they do to succeed? 

we. next turn to a wide. ra.n.ge of attempts to accoun t for 

future adult seriousness utilizing the basic career data." "the 

demographic data" and v"arJ.ous interV'iew variahles.. l'be results 

of these efforts are shown i.n Table 25 in SOllte detail because so 

much attention has been placed on "the prohl.em ot. young adult 

offenders .. 

One notes that no more. th.an 35% oJ: the vd,riance for the 

combined 1942 and 1949 cohorts at allY contact level is accounted 

for by the .oasic variables.. 'l:h.e reader may determi.ne who is 

included and which variables are included in the results reported 

in each follmiing segment. of the 'cable oy reference to the 

detailed footnotes... In the next segment,. for example,. only those 

interviewed fr.om the 194:G and 1949 Cohorts are included .. Note 

that sOIllewha.t more of the variance of the interviewed coho:c't 

members is accounted. Lor by the same va:r:iables as was accounted 

for in all three cohort;s. 

only world view intervie\il v'aria.hles are. included .iIi 'the 

segment ;.thich £ollows.. They account :for 35% of futu.re offense 

seriousness hy the tenth contact., v'ery little until the eighth 

contact.. Attitude toward school was the illost important" 

When these variables were cOJilbinedwi·th the ca.reer 

variables, up to 45% of the variance was accounted for by the 

fourth contact,. and after th.e third. or fourth contact 

consi.derably more of the variance than was accounted lor: :Dy 'the 
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TABLE 25. EFPBCTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON PUTURE OFFENSE SEH10USNESS OF FIRST TO T~NTH UFFENSES; ADULTS 

Selected from Table 18 1 

Type-seriousness;-Present Offense 
Adult Neighborhood 
Age at Contact 
Sev~zitl of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number of Prior Sanctions 
Adj. HZ 
Mean Future Offense Seriousnes 

Interviewed Z 

Adult~eighborhood 
Age at Contact 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Adj. HZ 
Mean Puture Offense Seriousness 

World View Variables 3 
Adj:-RZ- ----

World View and Table 18 Variables. 
Adj:-[{-Z- - --.- ------

Associational Variables 5 

Adj:-il-z---
Home ConditioRsb 
Adj: RZ ---
Head of House Reg. Employed 

Transitional Variables 7 
Adj. az----- -------

1 

.028 
-.133* 
-.1Ll5* 
-.101* 

.406* 
-.075 

.333* 
9.57 

-.129* 
-.108* 

.570* 

.422* 
9.08 

.064* 

n354* 

.067 

.07!}* 
-.154* 

.055* 

2 

.074 
-.134* 
-.211* 

.14Y* 

.301* 
-.017 

.354* 
12.00 

-.181* 
-.218* 

.SIlO* 

.q34* 
12 • .:12 

.03" 

~366* 

.092 

.107* 
-.231* 

.OtHi 

3 

_007 
-.143* 
-.240* 

.205* 
,,297* 

-.090 
.346* 

14.59 

-.193* 
-_24b* 

.524* 

.444* 
14.70 

.011 

.381* 

.045 

.12b* 
-~301* 

.03b 

stand ar~ Esti.!D~!£ 

4 5 b 

.029 -.01b -.012* 
-.132* . -.140* -.113 
-_270*. -.314* -.315* 

.242* .244* .249* 

.226* ,.211 .170 
-.018 -.102 -.141 

.352* .344*' .3.27* 
16.b1 19.12 22.19 

-.214* 
-.204* 

.294 

.4813* 
1b.92 

-.006 

.443* 

.026 

.141* 
-.33!!* 

.028 

-.22:3 
-.2112* 

.411,\* 

.454* 
19.15 

-.Olb 

.428:4: 

-.210 

.095 
-.312 

.028 

-.2~4 

-.293* 
.381 
.4311* 

2;;!~69 

.01~ 

.ti17* 

-.040 

•. 198* 
-.3!}b* 

.028 

7 

-.039 
-.110 
-.407* 

.2b6* 

.lti2 
-.116 

.3413* 
23.b5 

-0.20:; 
-.371* 

.315 . 

.tiS)* 
25.05 

.1U4 

.1123* 

-.055 

.211* 
-.468* 

.020 

8 

.028 
-.118 
-.IWO* 

.251 

.182 
-.173 

.289* 
2b.Jo 

-.214 
- • .:Ill5* 

.342 

.3bO* 
29.09 

.231* 

.1.1 q* 

-.074 

.1I5b* 
-.711-* 

.005 

9 

-.UU1 
-.09_i 
- • .:188* 

.UO 

.223 
-.225 

.242* 
.!a.olJ 

-.183 
-.199 

.3bb 

.3b3* 
30.bO 

.Lll 

.IJO~* 

-.21U 

• .:IY2* 
-.731.1* 

.172 

2elf fQncept 8 

Adj. RZ .118* .121:1* .155* .166* .221* .190* .260"- .200 .• 142 
Effect of Being Caught -.23Y* -.22~* -.368* -.ti12* -.483* -."73* -.510* -.1J85* -.q1~* 

Education and Milieu Variables 9 
Adj:-iiz-- --- ---- ------ .159* .169* .117* .179* .139* .107 .151 .08~ .1lL 

£l!!y~gon snd !1i1i5tY !!!riab!g§ l\m! 11!:! YsKiable§ 
Adj. HZ .3b~* .372* •. 37b* .14311* .38b* .3ub* .41b* .2b7 .1b3 

£Q]!!bin!!ti2.!! of Juyenibg l!nd !duU !!lt5tEyi~.!i l!nd X18 !5ll:ial!le§~ 
Adj. HZ .1.100* .403* .IJ14* .lJdO* .457* .49.1* .49b* .1J4 e* .529* 

g~Q~ ~~~ l!nd High SchQ.Q! QLl!QYl!tiQ!l l!!lg 1~ Va~!g~!gs1! 
Adj. RZ • nb*' .1111 13* .1.179* .50.:1* .511* .bOO* .721* .157* .757* 

• 

10 

-.U53 
~.100 

-.38U* 
.115 
.109 

-.Btl 
.2IJ!>* 

La.99 

-.11$4 

-.lIt" 
.1I2b 
.3.B 

31.11 

• .:I"b 

• .:I5!>* 

-. 1!J 9 

.3Ut!* 
-."145* 

.2.:18 

.121 

.39L 

.blJ 

.21Y 

.IJY!>* 

.-1 Ii.:l * 

• 
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Table 15 Continued 

~.!;alldi!.!:dig!! Es ti!l@.!;g 

1 2 3 4 5 b 7 I:! y 1U 
lL!:!it.\lgg. !!Qmg ~QnditiQI!.§., ghoQ!. !i!!:!!!Qle§.!~ 
Adj. HZ 

lillf! 11!! 
.':>IJb* 

(f1;:g ft§.!!!g!! 
.2113* 

.54j* .542* .b04* .616* .039* .741* .7311* .7~b* .72U* 
llg!!g QL l1ousehold~ lli<£Y£lUiol! 
Adj. HZ 

gill! l!.QQ!.gLQ t h ru;;~H 
• 25b* .239* 

and Selected T18 Varidbles, All Cohorts Comb~ue~13 
:L28.--:Z30.--.20IJ.--:19b.- :15~ : 12b.--:lU1 • 

llg!!g 021 Household~ oC£Y£lUiQll (fgft§!!!!ll!. god !!QQ,lg .!§. Q!bers) !!nd ~elgcteg Xl!! Variable§. !lltgI:Vi!lli~ Qll.l1.!~ 
Adj. HZ .3130* .396* .1I01:!* .444* .440* .479* .514* .IJ55* .IJ81* .JUI:!* 

!!g~g o2f !!.Q.!!.sehold !!.!Ulyl!!!:ll 1!.!!E.Q!.Q.Yed gng ~.!g£.!;gg 1.!;Jjl Vall1!!?!g§, In.!;gnie,!!gg Ol!.!.l~ 
Adj. HZ .3913* .430* .454* .478* .494* .551* .6513* .b3b* .611* .010* 

* significant at .01 level. 

The basic illtlependent variables in Table 18 were those shown here as lIell as sex, race, arid severity 
of present sanctiun, none of which l'L"CJduced sizeab.le etfects. These figurl:!s arl:! based on tJle '.::oabined 1942 aul! 
19119 Cohorts. 

2 Effects of variables inclUded in Tab.le 113 011 peL"sons interviewed froll 1942 aud 1949 Cohorts. Those 
who were interviewed had essentially the same future careers at every contact puint as thosl:! who lIerE! l.lJ t.lle 
19112 and 19q9 Cohorts. One must remernbe-r tha t the 1942 a rill 1949 Coho.cts nad more years at rislt tuau did the 19~~ 
Cohort, thus these two combined .cohorts would be inclined to have higher mean future seriousness ::;cores thdn t.he 
laryer combined group of all th ree cohorts which was dominated by the 1955 Cohort in Table 18. On tJle other nand, 
severity of offenses was increasing somewhat so that years at risk would be sonewhat offset. 

3 Attitude toward the police, perception of heavy police patrolliny in neighborhood, attl.tude t.OWilrU school, 
auto use as a juvenile, and desire to have been a different type of person as a juveniLe. Of thes~, onll a~tl.tude 
toward school had a significant impact at more than one contact level. 

" By the 4th contact, attitUde tOllard the police becomes significant and continues to be signl.ticant; 1.11 .tact, 
by the 8th contact it has a greater effect on future seriousness than do anI other variables. FULthermore, by t.lle IJth 
contact. attitUde toward police has essentially the sallie effect as does aye and total prior serl.ousness. 

5 Juvenile [eiends in trouble with the police, adult .friends in trouble lIith the police, aud numner ot 
persons involved in the off('nse. None of these variab.les had Significant effl:!cts on future offense seriousness. 

r; lIead of hous('holil reyularly ('!Oployed, h.!ad of housphold's sex, mother emp.luyed, number 01 silJ~l.nys. anu 
occupational level of head of household. Hegular employment oy the heaU of tile housebold hdd ao iWpoLtant ~lf~ct. 
at every contact level. Occupationiil. level of the head of the housdho.ld was next in important."e. a.lt.hough u:5Ud.lly 
sinnificant at only the .US lAvel. 

7 Aq~ dr-iVPt" )i('"OIlS~, <HJP mov.'d a1ol"'Y frolll hOIl1(>, rn.lritoll st.ltus, age dt mrlrri.lge, aye at. l:ilst jou, Pll:!S'<'lItly 
Plftploy;'d, and presE-lIt. incomf'. None IId,1 consistent etft:!cts on iuture offense seriousness. 

e t:ffpct (If pXl,"ripllcP of hpinq c,lllqht by p011c.·, r1elin'1lJellt self COrlCl'pt b-17, selt l't.!!Jor:t. SCllre 0-17, WHI 
!'=11(!lllliley or I'Qsitive irlflu(,lIces. t:ff'~l;t of E'xperh:l1ce Wus incr~ds.lJlgly ul:!terrent IJ:uw contact to cO/ltact. 

.. ,lnho::: durin!) hiqh schopl, education, yrailuation, dnd juvenile nei'1hoorh.oo1i. Hi9h school ,:!raduatl.on dud 

• 



• 

I-

• • • ,. • • • • 

juvenile neighborhood had signifi.cant effects through the 4th contact. None were significant wtlell coml,Uned W.Lt.h 

basic variables included in Table lU. 

JO Presently employed, income, marital status, age driver license, age moved away from home, age marr~ed, and 

• 

age at first job. Although a considerable amoun t of the variance is accoun ted for at. each contact, age at mntact ana 
prior total offense seriousness (T1B variables) still have the greatest effects on future ser~ousness. 

11 Head of household regularly employed, head of household's sex, and high school graduation. '.these, w~th 
T10 variables. accounted for more of the varIance than did any other cOlJlbination of variables thUS tar. lieguial. 
employment of the head of the household contributed more than did any other variable a£lter the !lth cont.dct level. 

J2 Regular employment of head of housenold. head of household"s sex, effect o[ being caught. SUlUmer emjJl0.Yment 
during high school, high school graduation, and 'f18 variables. III this combination increas~ngly .1.al:ge peccentayes 01 
the variance were accounted for by ~egularity of employment of the head of the household, a proxy variabie for 5Gb. 
Perhaps even more interesting is the decline in impact. of being apprellended after the 5th contact. 

13 Head of household's occupation, juvenile neighborhood, age at contact, total prior sever~ty of sanct~ons, 
number of prior sanctions, and total prior offense seriousness. occupational level had no signif~cant eftects. 

J4 These variables are identical to those included for all cohorts above out are only for persons interviewed 
from the 1942 and 19q9 Cohorts. Although the accounted-ior vacidnce increased, it is attributeU to greater eftects tOI. 

total prior offense seriousness, age of contact, and occupational level of the head of the household amung ~'ose WhO 
were interviewed in comparison to the total number of persons who were included ~n dll cohorts. 

15 Regular employment of head of household, age at contact, ana total prior oLfense seriousness at contact dCCOUIlt. 
for most of the variance with the SES proxy, regular employment by head of household becoming of increaSing importdllce 
along with age at contact. 

• 
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career v'ari.ables alone. Attitude toward the police had the 

• grea test effect by the eighth police contact but th.e problem, as 

we lla ve noted. before,. is that career experiences may lle tile 

determ.inant of. attitude tow-d,rd the police. 

• The associa,tional variables alone had relatively- little 

effect on future offense seriousness r althoug'h they had been 

consistently' correlated. at the zero level with. every lllea.b'1lre of 

• official careers and every self report measure.. By con t:rast, 

home conditions alone accounted for significant var.iClt.ion in 

future offense seriousness, increasing to .456 by the eight.h. 

• contact. Thg consist~f:lli!.. e:ffects of regular eInplo~m.§.!!! !!y !:he 

Which, i.n 2..!}& wflY .Q£ another, focused. at.tention Q.!l low SES £!§. ~ 

their ~ontinuity.. None ot: th.e transi.tional variables had 

• consistent effects on f.uture offense seriousness '" 

Moving on to the self concept. variables, we find. only modest 

effects on future offense seriousness bu.t respond.ents 

consistently reported that the effect of being cau.gh.t was d. 

d.e·terrent.. ~l.'his result must ne considered as only very 

su.ggestive because the effect of being caught is based on the 

• first contact about which respondent chose to speak. This 

presents some-t.hing of a problem in interpretation because the 

effect of being caught the .first time mentioned wa.s correlated 

• only .154 with the effect of neing caught 'the second time 

• 
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mention ed; the effect: of being ca ug h-t the second tim e m ent.Loned 

was correlated only .273 with the ef:fect of being caugh t the 

third t:ime laen.tion.ed, and th.e third a.nd. fourth effects only 

correlated .. 477 .. 

The education and milieu variables had few sign.ificant 

effects alone but iIl combinati.on. w.:i .. th the career variables 

accounted for more of th.e va.riance at Blost contac1:. levels than 

did the career variables alone .. 

Combining selected juvenile and. adult data inaicatiny age of 

transitional events and current status obtained in the inte:r:,riews 

with the career data. increased. the accounted-f.or va.riance to 

around 50%. 

Going a step further, combinj.ng the household condition data 

that vlere proxJ v'ar:iables for SES, high school grad uati on, and 

the career variables resul.ted in an equation -tha.t accounted, 

contact by contac"t.,. for an i.ncreasing amount ox the v·ariance. 111 

future offense seriousness from 4;;'% at the first contact t,o 7U% 

at the tenth contact.. t.vhat we are finding is, of course, nothing 

new and/or startling", Lower SES, !l2.!!..:'high .2£ho01 S{£adu,!!,te§. ld-th 

early, lengthY, and §griQY§ pfferrse ~ec9rds who hav~ bega 

fr~.!!~tly ~nd. severelY sanctioned J!.~ hiqher tutu~ o:tfen§£ 

seri.QY.2~ than ao other persons who were interviewed. from the 

~1942 and 1949 Cohorts. 

Even more of the variance in future offense seriousness was 

accounted :Cor from the first. to I:. he fifth conT.act by dd.d1ng oth.er 

attitudinal and eIlI.ployment variables.. However, as shown in the 
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last three segmen.ts of the table" use of head of h.ous~h.old 's 

occupation or emploYllient regularity and the ca.reer v·ari.ables 

failed to account for as much of the variance as did the vl'ider 

selection of int.ervj.ew a.no. career variables .. 

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF COHORT DIFF~RENCES 

More often than not we have combined cohorts in thi.s report, 

having decided that although t.11ere ar.e cohort tl.if£erences with 

offense seriousness, disposi tion formality, a.nd senrerit.y of 

sanctions, these differenc(,;)s were not sufficient to necessitate 

three sets of ana.lyses wj.th the offi.cial data and two sets llith 

the self report a.nd. interview data. 

It 'fQuld he remiss not. to a.dd a table which. d.oes s how how 

cohort dif:ferences do e:!d.st and hm!" some simple relationships do 

vary from cohort to cohort. In Table 26 one sees th.a·t mean 

juvenile offense. seriousness va.ries by cohort and by contact 

number Dut that a clea:c pattern of t:r:ends a.nd differences does 

not exist contact by contact. The s.ame Illd.Y be said for severity· 

of san.ctions.. While the relationship 01:. offense £~eriouSlless to 

severity of sa,nctions is generally positive only for the 1955 

Cohort, it is statistically significant at every contac-t. In. a 

sense ,. this tabl.e tells us -that our efforts to account for 

offense seriousness and severi'cy ox sancti.ons, contact Dy cont.act 

or from any given point to the future, wil.l be diff icul t because 

the variables flUctUate and eveIl the most bd.sic vdrianles nave 

inconsistent relationships with eacn other. 
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TABLE 2b. MBAN OFPENSE SERIOUSNESS, KEAN SEVERITI OF SANCTIONS, AND BELATIONSHIP OF SERIOUSfiBSS iBD SiNCTIONS, 
FIRST THROUGH TENTH CONTACrS, BY COHORTS, POB JUYBRILE AND iDULT PERIODS 

--...,.----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

.12.!!1 Cohort 
tiean Seri.ousenss 
1'1ean sanctions 
R 

19"9 Cohort 
Hean Seriousness 
Mean Sanctions 
R 

1955'£Ql!ol.t 
nean Seriousness 
nean Sanctions 
R 

19112 Cohort Mean Sel'iousness 
l'2ean Sanctions 
R 

.12~ COhort 
Mean Seriousness 
lIeao Sanct~ons 
R 

~ £Qhort 
Hean Seriousness 
Hean Sanctions 
n 

ll~ ill ill2 Cohorts COlllbined 

1 

2.87 
.q5 
.27. 

2..14 
.22 
.12* 

2.82 
.b3 
.21$ 

2.tJ~ 
.QU 
.l3" 

2.72 
.23 
.lq· 

2.1:1" 
.85 
.2U* 

2 

2.97 
.92 
.13 

2.85 
.Slt 
.11 

2.B3 
.914 
.16* 

2.89 
.65 
.12 

2.75 
.51 
.12· 

2.89 
1.U6 

.11* 

3 

2.85 
.38 
.17 

2.80 
.11 
.19$ 

3.03 
1.28 

.24.e. 

2.74 
.72 
.09 

2 .. 72 
.61 
.. 23* 

2.99 
1.35 
.22* 

JUYenilg, Period 

Ii 

2.53 
.91 
.21 

2.911 
.91 
.09 

3.014 
2.05 

.35* 

5 

2.95 
1.B2 
.12 

2.95 
1. If If 
.1B 

2.96 
2.27 

.22* 

Aduit Period 

2.63 
.82 
.11 

2.16 
.15 
.11 

3.14 
2.10 

.35* 

2.B2 
1.35 

.019 

2.71 
.. 93 
.17· 

3.01 
2.34 
.23* 

6 

3.00 
2.57 

.55* 

2.66 
1.0Q 
.21 

2.B5 
1.B7 

.23* 

2.83 
1.10 

.31* 

2 .. 71 
1.32 
.22· 

3.00 
2.01 
.21. 

1 

2.91 
3.54 

.54* 

2.61 
.. 112 
.13 

3.111 
3.82 

.31* 

2 .. 18 
1.61 

.. 42* 

2.13 
.. 97 
.11 

3.22 
3.09 

..31· 

B 

2.62 
.15 
.19 

2.19 
.53 

- .01 

3.19 
2.78 

.32* 

2.71 
.92 
.23 

2.12 
.82 
.15 

3.16 
2.13 

.33$ 

9 

2.45 
.23 
.,H 

2.82 
1.70 
.32* 

3.19 
3.02 

.26* 

2.14 
1.01 
.20 

2.93 
1.31f 
.27* 

3.30 
2.SQ 

.19$ 

10 

2.56 
2.b1 

.41f 

3.53 
1.71 
.23 

3.18 
1.88 

.29* 

2.43 
1.U7 

.31* 

3.11 
1.ll;! 

.22 

3.31 
1.86 

.2b* 

Hean Ser~ousDess 2.71 2.12 2.6H 2.68 2.15 2.11 2.B2 2.70 2.79 2.71f 
Hean Sanctions .73 .94 1.03 1.13 1.51 1.91 1.53 1.33 .83 2.56 
R .13. .18. .23. .13 .25* .27* .39. .29$ .20 .lfl* 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
• = Significant at ~Ol ~eveL or greater. 
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Turning to the adult period., we .tind essentially the sam.e 

problem, alth.ough in this case w'e find t.h.at sanctions :for adults 

in the 1955 Cohort are defi.nitely greater on the average "tha.D. f.or 

the 1942 and 1949 Cohor·e.s. Again, i.t is only for the 1955 Cohort. 

t.hat the relationship between o:f:fense seriousn.ess and severity of 

sanctions is signif~cant. at every contact level. 

In the ldst section 0:(( Table 26 the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts 

are com.bined.. 'rhis will he useful for compar~son with the means 

for adults who were interviewed. in Table 27., ilere w-e t ind 

juvenile vs .. adult di£ferences in the variabl.es and in the 

relationship of offense seriousness and severity of sanctions to 

each oth.er with1.n each. period as i.n Ta.hle 26. With these bCl..sic 

data in mind it is not surprising that th.e llIultiple regression 

analyses have fa.iled to produ.ce consistent patterns of 

rela.tionships bet\Ueen independent and dependent variabl€ls, 

contact by con.ta.ct~ This, of course, is th.e underlying :r:eason 

that a model ba.sed on one cohort may not adegu.ately explain or 

predict the behavi.or. of a .following cohort. 
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'!ABLE 27. HEAN OP.FENSE SERIOUSNESS, HEA!! SBVERITX OF SANC'.HOIIS, AND RELATIONSHIP OF SERIOOSNESS AID SUCtIONS, 
FIRST THROUGH TENTH CONTACTS, HI COl'lBINED COHORTS; FOR JUVENILE; ADULT, Aim Cll'!BIHED PEIUODS. EOB PERSONS 
IUTERlflEWED 

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

1 2 3 II 5 6 1 8 9 10 
Ju venlli ~i.2.!! 

2.68 Mean Serl0usenss 2.90 2.98 2.15 2688 2.92 2.81 2.57 2.911 2.92· 
Mean Sanctions .4l .83 .11 1.49 1.48 1.11 .59 .62 .81 1.65 
R .10* .10 .111 .13 .26 .41* ~13* - .15 .09 .33 

Adult Perlod 
l1ean Serl.ousness 2.10 2.72 2.58 2.14 2.59 2.69 2.80 2.53 2.88 2.93 
Hean Sanctions .611 .81 1.16 .. 86· .. 1.09 3.15 2.29 2.95 .94 2.83 
R .1S· .. 19*. .2"· .111 .28 .39* .qll* .52* .21 .38 

COllbi.ru!~ Ji'eriods 
l'lean Seriousness 2.88 2.81. 2.65 2.70 2.11 2.16 2.71 2.52 2.83 2.b4 
Mean Sanctions .3& .36 .68 .81 .93 1.82 .86 .99 1.25 1.15 
B .11- .11 .16 .11 .22'" .25* .24* .16 .10'" .31~ 

• = Significant at .01 leve1 or greater. 
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Chapter 6.. Simplifying the Research strategy' 

CONCENTRA,TING ON COHOR1' MEMBEgg WITH NON-TRA.l?'PIC CONTACTS, 
AGES 13-42 

At the very beginning' of this report w'e stated our concern 

with the strategy of age pe!:'iod ana.~yses of the data, juv'enile 

vs. adu.lt, or Juv'eni,le,. young' auult, aClul't, etc. Although the 

analyses that we hCl,d conducted enabled us to conclude that severe 

sanctions had little or no effect on the reduction. of 

continuities .in (lelinquencY' or con'tinuity into young ad ult or 

adult crime, a more precise lOok, a:t the effeC'tiV'en~ss of 

sanctions 'Was required. .. 

For over 100 pdgBS of text, tables, a.nd append,iees we have 

dealt with the proDlem, of the effectiveness of dl.sposit~ons and 

sanet,ions OIl a contact-by-contdct or age-by-age basis w'ithout 

producing substantial evidence of the effectiveness of sdllctious 

at anY' point in a,elinguent or criminal careers.. Nor hav'e 'tle neen 

able to make defin,iti va statenrents a.bout t.he kinds of people who 

are most l~kely to benefi.t from less severe vs. more sev'ere 

sanctions.. On the otheL' hand, i·t appears th.at. demographic ana 

offender characterl.stics bet.ter account for outcomes. This. does 

not Lmply that the explanation for continuity in careers v's. 

discontinuity lies within the person, his/her psyche or immutable 

biological make-up.. It is the demographic chardcteris,ti.cs of 

people w~thin an on-going social milieu plus the nature of 

interaction betveen the a1.leged of1:ender and representa.t.ives of 

the justice system., that dre most helpful in understan.dillg how 

some continue to f.lisbehavE) while ot.hers desist.. Unfortundtely, 
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we are una.ble to t,a.k.e <ii.fferent k.in ds of. institutional 

experiences in.to considerat.ion in these analyses but we know ·tha t 

not everyone has the Sdme experience in even the sam.e progra.m .. 

Quite aside from the criticism that ma.y be lodg'ed agaills't 

earlier findings whiCh were nased on age per1.od aggreg'd, ted da:ta 

or those which iltay be made when attempting to deal with 

relationships which vary from cont.act.to contact, not always 

producing a clear trend# there is the possibility tha.t analytic 

techniques utilized. may not have generated. findings of ·the -type 

w'hich are really meaningful to persons who are involved in aay­

to-day decision-making.. A.lthough it is true that career becomes 

important in accounting for continuity and. future offen se 

seriousness by the fifth or Six:til police contact,. and that sellere 

sanctions are not deterrent.,. we have not produced simple t.aoies 

with speci.fic information about: the consequences of. dealin.g with 

more serious offenses or offenders in one way rather than anothe:J:' 

at various ages. This problem is now to .be addressed. 

W.ithout d.igress~ng too far,. it sh.ould be remembered tha·t one 

adva~.ltage of coh.ort studies is that they enable us to see the 

problems ot delinquency ana. crilne in perspective. Alth ough there. 

are 4,019 persons with continuous resia.e.nce in. the combl.ned 

cohorts, only ~, 601 of these persons, st.lles and f'emales, ever hdd 

a police contact. liIhl.le these persons had. a 'total of 15,.24S 

police contacts, only 8.3% ot th.e 1942 Cohort,. 10 .. 3% ot the '1949 

Cohort, and 14.5% of the 19S5 Cohort had a police con'tact for an 

allegedly felony-level offense.. Do not make the mistd.k e of 
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thinking that all felons are serious or d.a.ngerous offen. ders.. l·t 

is vex.-y easy for eVen a child ·to engage in behavior that would, 

if he/she was an adult, be considered a fel.ony-lev·el. offense. 

Since we wish to concentrate on hmf to deal more effectively \'lith 

more serious offenders we must, w:i:th some reservations,. use 
\ 

1:elony as an operO';tional d.efini tion of seriousness. 

Let us nuw -turn t.o ·those persons f~rollt the combined cohorts 

who had non-traf:fic poli.ce contacts during· the ages 13 tilrough 

22.. Rather than examine their records on d yearly basis we hav'e 

aggregated them into two-year periods, as shown in Table 28 .. 

Each of the 1,. 798 persons who had one of the 31 types of careers 

is arrayed from those 153 w-ho had a.t least one llon-t.raffic 

contact during the ages 13-14 down to those 107 who had at least 

one such contact du:C'ing the ag'es 21-22. TllE:~re were 201 per.sons 

who had no non-traJt£ic police contacts during the ages 13 th.rough 

22 who had one or mor~ at an earlier or later age. Ther:e \H~re 

602 vtho haa only tI:af.f..l.c contacts Cit any' a.ge period and 1" 4 78 who 

never ha.d a poliCE:! cont.act. 

It shoulu be noted tha·L there were 13 cohort members who 

were institut.l.ona.lized tor offenses for a sufficiently long 

period of tim.€. (detention or juvenile institutionalization is 

usually for a short period of time) tha.t the institutionalization 

in itself could have prevented tllem from having police conta.cts 

during the next two-yea.r period, thus placing t,h,em ill a less 

continuous type.. E'or example, the insti.tutionaliziition ot :tive 

cohort members migh-t -well have prevented 'them fr01,]. bein 9 Type 5 
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TA.BLE 28.. CONTINU'Il'Y' 1:YPES OF DELI.NQUENT AND YOUNG A.DULT CAREERS 
BA.SED ON NON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS, BY TVlO-YEAR PERIODS, 
FOR COMBINED COHORTS1 

Types 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1.0 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

TOTAL 

Age 
13-14 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x: 
X 
X 
l 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

}ige 
15-16 

x. 
X 
X 
}l 

X 
X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X­
X 

:it 
X 
X 
X 

x. 
X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 

ll§. 
19-20 

x: 
X 

x 

x 
X 
X 

x 
X 

X 
X 

x 
X 

x 
X 

x 
X 

Age 
21-22 

x 
X 
X 
:x. 

x. 

x 

x 
X 
.x. 

x 

x 
X 

x 
X 

No Non-Tra£fic Contacts 13-22 
Traffic Conta.cts only During Ca.reex: 
No Conta.cts at Any Time 

664 846 &58 

NUMBBlt 
153 
15 

83 
57 
85 
36 
~O 
13 
24 

7 
15 

8 
38 
15 
24 
11 

234 
93 
40 
51 
28 
11 
41 
28 

201 
50 
22 
J.i! 

151 
45 

107 
201. 
602 

-H'7~ 

4079 

1 Cohort member had at least one non-traffic conta.ct during the 
two-yedr period", 

instead of Type 4, as -they were in Table 28.. This woul d sti.ll 

have produced. very little change in. the table.. Although we haV',13 

stated th.at career5 tend to peak in terms of actual n.umber of 
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police contacts at the ages of 16 and 11, the fact that the 

larger 1955 Cohort h.ad a~~e 16 as i.ts peak year resulted in the 

age period 15-16 becoming that with the largest number of; non­

traffic contacts. 

PAT'.l'ERNS OF MISBEHAV'IOR AND OFFICllH. RESPOli!SES 

Table 28 dramatizes how- varied are careers for even such a. 

short span of. time .. , The complexity of the experience p at'terns 

that we ha.ve attempted to encapsulate by coding to categories and 

by controlling through statis'tical manipulation of variables is 

further demonstrated by Diagraln 5. Although i.t is carr.l.ed 

through only :four of th.e .five age periods because ea,ch of the 

groups at ag'es 19-20 could split into those wit.h contacts and 

those without contacts in ages 21-22 i thus producing t('}o complex 

a diagram., this d.iagram. makes it even clearer: that, cohort members 

drifting in and out of delj_nguency and. cri.me make the analysis of 

effects on continuity 9:o.ite difficult.. In :fact,i,t is th.is 

dynamic aspect of delinquency that makes the problem so complex, 

so difficult., and so chall.enging--if not so di.sconcerting to 

persons on the firi.ug line. In the last stage 'W'e"lfould lla,ve 

included 107 per sons w'ho had not previously (since a.ge 12) ha.a. a 

non-traffic contact arLd w'ould have lost 352 persons who had 

contacts at. the ages of 19-20 but did not have a contact dur~ng 

the ages 21-22 .. 18 
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DIAGRAM 5. CONTINUITY A~D DISCONTINUITY FOR PERSONS WITH 
tW.N-TRAFP ~C POLICE COJ,lTAC'rS, AGES 13-20 • .FOR 
COI1B.lNED COHORTS 

------------------------------------------------
Ages 13-14 Ages 15-16 

New 
Offenaer§. 

526 

Ages 11-18 

!{g]! 
Offend~ 

305 

664r---------~>~393 ~~r---r_--~ 261. 

Ages 19-20 

~ 
Offenders 

196 

Qffel1d~ 

72 

~1 

22 

52 

4q 

39 

46 

88 

203 4------~··164 
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Coupled. with the foregoing is the fact that d.uring· each age 

period a person may have more than one police contact w i'th more 

thaIl one level of seri.m~sness and t.hCl:t, if the~1' have hel2ill 

referred., there is more than on.e level of severity of sanction .. 

To deal with this we have resorted to a collapsing scheme tha.t 

produces 13 categories of combinations of offense seriousness and 

severity of sanctions for the most serious and/or ~ost sever'ely 

sanctioned offense dur.in.g' tha.-t. tw()-y'ea.r age period", 

The tirst category consists of persons who had police 

contacts which vere of su.ch a nature that they vere not referred 

by 'che police. The second category consist.s of minor 

misdemeanors that were referred .but dismissed, the thi.cd category 

w'ere fined, the fourth ca'tegory were given probation, and tn.e 

fifth were institutionalized.. The next set of four. categori.es 

consists of: persons wi.th. lliajor misdemeanors according' to the 

category- of sanctioning thd,t they received, whi.le the last set 

consists of felonies according to severity- of sa.nct.ion", 

Contacts for minor misdemeanors ana major misd.emeanors were 

collapsed for most of the analyses.. 'I'his reduced the cat.e:gories 

to a point that on.e could d.etect. trends and relationshi.ps frolll. 

tables with relatively little difficult:y .. 

18 The complexity 0.1 the problem. and its impact on research. 
findings has recently been detailed. by I!Iarjorie S. Zatz and John 
Hagan, "Crime, Time, and Punishment: An Explan.ation of Sel.ection 
Bias in Sentencing Research,u i!ru!fl1a.1 of Quantitative Criminology' 
1 (198S): pp. 103-126 .. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-130-

RESPONSES TO POLICE DI.SPOSITI.ONS AND COUR1~ SANCTIONS 

ComlJl~nci!l9. at Age§. 13-14 

Table 29 en abIes us to retain th.e age perspective nut focus 

our attention even more carefully on serious offen.d.ers (the Illost 

seri.ous and/or sanctioned offense by each offender during each 

two-year peri.od).. Note that wit.h the exception of one two-year: 

period., ages '17-18, over halt of the police contacts :Ear non­

traffic offenses w'are not referred... Th.e perCell.t of all non­

traffic police con.tac'cs consis'ting of referred. rel.ony-level 

offenses reached. i.ts peak dt. d,ges -15 t.hrou.gh 18 but these people, 

264 ages 15-16 and. then 230 at ages 17-18,. cO!ii1pri.sed. 28.7% and 

27 .. 2.% of. those with non-trd,£fic contac"ts but only' 6 .. 5% and. ~.Ulb 

of the comnined. cohorts, i.e ... , 6 .. 5% of the comb~ned. cohorts had 

referred ±elony-.level police contacts at ages 1.5 or 16 and 5.6;{ 

at ages 17 or 18.. Put evr=n more simply,. about 3% o.f the cohort 

had. a referred. felolly-lev'el contact each. year at ages 1 ~ th.rough 

18 & This.is a very small }!roportion of the youth of th.ose a.ges. 

An even smaller proportion had. a referred. contact of a less 

serious nature as their most serious justice experience. 

From t.he perspective of one who looks at cohorts, most youth 

are pretty w'ell beh.aved as far as their relat.ionsnip W~ th the 

police is concerned. From "the perspect:ive of those who have 

o,\l'ercro\4'ded juvenile bureaus, deten t:ion cente.rs filled 'With. 

unruly young people, fr:'enzied juv'enile court intake offices,. and 

crmfded court schedules, it is sOllf.ethil1g else. The per spective 

of the victint of a shattered auto, vandalized sChool, or empti.ed 

home, differs ~n another way .. 
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TABLE 29. DISPOSITIOli OP THEIR 110S'.t SBRIOUS NO U-TRAFFIC OPE'BHS£S FOR. COHBIHED COHOllT H~fi£RS, 
AGES 13 THROUGH 22, BY TWO YEAR PBkIODS~ 

Age 13-14 Age 15-16 Age 17-18 
N ~ N :l. N ~ 

Con tact not referred tl22 63 .. 5 480 52 .. 2 14-11 48.0 I 
Misdemeanor or Other Referral 0·£ Less Than a Felony Offense 

Dismissed 87 13.1 

FJ..ned 1 .2 

Probation 4 .6 

Institutionalized 

subtotal 92 13.9 

PelonyReferred 

Dismissed· 82 12.3 

.Fined 6 .9 

Probation 49 7.4 

Insti tut ionalized 13 2.0 

subtotal 150 22 .. 0 

TOTAL 664 100 .. 0 

131 

11 

20 

7 

115 

138 

17 

17 

32 

14.9 

1.2 

2.2 

.. 8 

19 .. 1 

15.0 

1.8 

8.4 

3.5 

144 11.0 

43 5.1 

10 1.2 

8 ' .. 9 

205 24.2 

126 14 .. 9 

38 4.5 

'12 5 .. 0 

24 2 .. 8 

I 264 28.7 230 21-:2] 
919 100.0 646 100.0 

Age 19-20 
N % 

369 56.1 

58 

51 

14 

123 

84 

35 

23 

24 

166 

8 .. 8 

7.8 

2.1 

18 .. 1 

12.8 

5.3 

3.5 

3.6 

25.2 

658 100.0 
---------------------------------------- . ----

Age 21-L2 
N % 

339 65 .. 3 

40 1.7 

5.1 9.8 

6 1.2 

97 18.7 

51 9.8 

14 2.7 

6 1.2 

12 2.3 

83 10.0 

519 100 .. 0 

1 If a cohort member had ~ore than one police contact during any two-year period, the most 

• 

serious was selected, and if there were two of equal seriousness, the one receiving tbe most severe 
d1Sposition was selected. 
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That. most of the referred f.elony-level offenses result ~ll 

dismissal a.lld relativ'ely fe'w' result in institutionalization is a, 

concern for those WhO believe that we are too easy on youth.1. 9 

These. figures do not show, ox course, tlla't even a small er percent, 

of the :felony-lev'e.l or.fellc1ers are pl.a.ced in \ihat might j)e termed, 

a medium security-level institution and that a very, very small 

percent are incarcerat.ed in maxi.m.U1il security instit.utions.. .Por 

this we are fortunate, no't just the offenders. The desistance 

ra te is high for most offen.ders tlTho a.re not sanctioned. Some 

selectivity is involved in "the decision to severely sanction but 

even then d.e,sistance is not. increased after imprisonmell t .. 

Society ha,s always thought that some penitence must COllle trom 

incarceration but. it appears that we produce. even harder men (a.nd 

pe.rhaps women), as we sha,ll see. 

Nou let us go a step furth.er and examine tbe status of: 

offenders at one two-year age period and at each :following two­

year age period, as shown in Table 30.. Note that the N s a.t the 

bottom of each column correspond to the Ns for ages 'l3-14 in 

Table 29, with the except~on of the ca.tegori.es omitted because 

19 For: a v'ariety of reasons, including the small Us :i.nv·ol"il'ed 
and the ages of most offenders, soute of the tables which tallow 
must be considered. more suggestive than definitiv'e. Racine's 
fe.,lony probationers did better than those sentenced to probat.ion 
in Los Angeles anct Alameda Counties, not surprising of course.. A 
more defini,tive answer to the guesti.on" for example" of the 
effecti veness of: probation VB .. institutionalization will be 
forthcom,ing from Peter'silia" et ~1.. See: J'oan Petersilia, Susa.n 
Turner, James Kahan, and Joyce peterson,. Granti.!l9: felo{l§ 
Probation: Public Hi2ks and AlteD'll!:ti~.. Prepared for: the 
National Institute of Justice, U .. S. Department of Just~ce {Santa 
Monica: Rand, lY85}., The ineffectiveness of probation is 
exceeded only by the .ineffectiveness of institutionalizati.on. If. 
neither is well-conducted, what other results COUld. be expected? 
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TABLE 30. STATU S OF COMBINED COHORT MEf1BEHS ACCORDING TO DISPOSITION OP TII.IUR 1'1051' SEHlOUS 
NON-TliAE'PIC OFFENSE AT THE AGE OF 13-14 AND TWO-YEAH AGE PERIODS FOLLOIHNGI 

Statu§, Ages 13-l!!. K 15-1Q. 

Cant. 
not 
Ref. 

i1isd. 
other 
Ret. 
Dis. 

Ref. Rei. 1(e£. 
F~l. Fel. x'el. 
Dis. Probe lust. 

Statuses, La.ter Age ~~Eiods 

No Contact 149.dl 33.3 29.3 10.2 

Contact Not Re£erred 24.9 24.1 15.9 10.2 7.7 

Misdemeanor or other Referral of Less than a Felony nffense 

Dismissed b~Y LO.7 6.1 12.2 23.1 

Fined .9 

Probation 1.4 2.3 2.4 8.2 

Institutionalized .2 1.1 2 .. 0 

Subtotal 9.4 24.1 8.5 22.4 23.1 

Felony Referred STATUS~ A&f.S 13-14-

Dismissed 7.6 8.0 lY.5 22.4 30.8 

Fined 
A6E.S 15-16 

1.9 

Probation 4.5 

2.3 

5.1 

2.4 

18.3 

2.0 

22.4 
17-IB 

Insti t uti onalized 1.9 2.3 6.1 10.2 38.5 

subtotal 15.9 118.8 uu-46.3-- 57.0 b9.3 J 

N 422 87 82 49 13 

~tatu.~, Ages 13-1!! ! 17=1.§. 

I1isd. 
Cant. Other 

Not Ref. 
Ref. Dis. 

I55:9J 43.7 

20.9 23.0 

7.6 13 .. 8 

2.4 2.3 

.5 

.9 1.1 

11.4 17.2 

Hef. 
Fel. 
Dis. 

41.5 

18.3 

7.3 

4.9 

12.2 

RE:!f. Rtf. 
E'el. £'el. 

Probe Inst. 

40.8 7.7 

8.2 15.4 

8.2 7.7 

4.1 

12.3 7.7 

STA-rUS: AuES 13 -14-

8.0 7.3 16.3 38.5 

2.3 4.9 4.1 7.7 

4.6 7.3 10&2 7.7 

1.1 8.5 8.2 15.4 

/11:8-16:0 28.0 38.8 69.3 J 

422 87 82 49 13 

• 
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1'ABLE 30, Continued 

Sta:!:.!!2, Ages 13-14 K. 19-2Q. 

Misd. 
Cont. O,ther Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Not Ref. Fel. Fel. l'~el. 

Ref_ Dis. Dis. Probe Inst. 
Statuses, Later: Age Periods 

1~0 Contact 169 • 4 1 59.8 56.1 38.8 23Dl 

Contact Not H(2ierred 18.0 11.5 14.6 14.3 15.4 

Misdemeanor or Other Referral Less Than Felony 

Dismissed 

Fined 

Probation 

Institutional~zed 

Subtotal 

Felony Referred 

Dismissed 

Fined 
A6£.S 19 -20 

Probation 

l.nsti tutionalized 

Subtotal 

N 

2.1 

1.4 

.5 

111.0 

4.3 

2.1 

.9 

1.2 

8.0 4.9 

4.6 3.6 

5.7 

3.7 

18.3 12.2 

4.1 

8.2 

2.0 

14.3 

7.7 

7.7 

STATUS: AGE.S 13-14-
6.9 3.7 10.2 30.8 

3 .. 4 4.9 B .. 2 
21-2.2.. 

2 .. 3 2.4 8.2 

2.3 6.1 6.1 23.1 

H.5 14.~ 17.1 32.7 53.9 
I ----. - ----.-'--~- __ n ___ , 

422 87 82 49 13 

• • • 

Status, Ages 13-14 ! 21-22 

I1isd. 
Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Ref. 
Not Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel. 
Ref. Dis. Dis. Probe Inst. 

173 • 9 1 73.6 63.4 57.1 53.8 

16 .. 1 12.6 15.9 16.3 23.1 

1.9 2.3 2.4 4.1 7.7 

2.6 5 .. 7 3.7 10.2 

.7 1.1 

5.2 9.1 6.1 14.3 7.7 

STATUS ~ AGES 13 - 1+ 

(3.3 

~ 
.2 

.2 

.9 

1.1 

1 .. 1 

1.1 

1.1 

8.5 6.1 15.4 

3.7 6 .. 1 

1.2 

1.2 

[4-:-6-- 4 .. 4 --14.6 12 .. 215:4] 

422 87 82 49 13 

1 Categories of dispos~tions other than dismissal. are ,elilfiind. ted for misdemeanor or lesser: 
offenses and tines for ielony-level offenses for: the age 13-14 categ'ory becduse there were fewer than 
10 persons in each. 
ju off 

• 
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there were too few per.sons. by reading' down each column one Utc:'l.y 

observe how the persons ill each of. the five categories across the 

top of the table at ages 13-·14 were distributed at ages 15-'(6, 

17-18, 19-20 I and 21-22. For example, of those 422 who bdd 

unreferred non-traf.fic contacts at the ages of 13-14, 49 .. 8% had 

no non-traffic police contacts a,t ages 15-16 but this had 

increased. to 73 .. 9% by t.he ages of 21-22. Similarly, if one 

examines each of the o·ther categories f.or ag'es 13-14· one will 

find an increase in the pe:r:cent. with no contact from age to a.ge .. 

E'len those Who were in the categor.y of having been 

institutionalized for a referred ielonY' had more and more o~ 

their numbers without a non-·traffic cont,act year by yea.r. ot 

course, thE! increase in percent who discontinued or desisted .. tor 

this group W'a.s slow compared to other groups.. 1 t should be' noted 

that fo:r: those feloni~:::; Which were sanctioned in the co ni.mned 

coh.orts ~ 8 .. 5% had a lag time of one year beyond da'ce of offense 

and 6 .. 9% had more than a year beyond date ot offense an d 

convicti.on. ThUS, ~n a few cases, the dctual i.mposition of a 

sanction would be in Ii diff8ren·t. two-year period so that 

desistance based on. the positi.ve effects of. incarceration.,. if 

they existed, would be foun.d in the second or later following 

period.. The findings suggest, as we shall. see, tha·t la.g has 

little effect on outcomes. 

Examining the top roW' of figures reveals that;. witltin each 

t'iw-year. age group there was a decline in the percent who had no 

contact in th.e fol.lowing age period from those 422 who ha.d 
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referred non-t,raffic contact.s 'co those 13 who had referred 

felonies resulting in institution. al iza.'tion • Note 1;ha:t the 

effe£ll of early ~itl!~alizat:i2!!. ~ sID,!! .t2 ~ off 

compare£!, to I:?ro,Qation Qf. di~missal.. The first rmi of this table 

quickly confirms in a simple way whdt we: had as ou.r ear: liest 

concern ahout the unplann.ed consequences of severe sanctioning .. 

Of course, w'e have not controlled tor type of felony or prior 

record, etc ... , hut. this is not an encourag'ing finding tor: person.s 

enam.oured with institutionalization as an effective way of 

changing behavior... Alt.hough 24.9% of these 422 held an uID:'e:terred 

non-traffic conta.ct at the ages of. -,,5-16, th.is ha.d.declined to 

16 .. UG by ag'es 2'1-22.. Those who ha,d been inst:l.tutionali zed f:or a 

felony had dIl increase in their percent 'l-Ji til an unreferrt:!d. 

contact from ag'e period to age period. What happen.ed to each 

g'I:OUp at age 13-14 in terms of their future proport~on "'i:th 

lllisdeIftean.ors is n.ot as easy to descr~.be. Only one thin.g illay' b~ 

said for sure and. that. is tha.t the 87 persons who" at t.h.e ages of 

13-14, ha.a misdemeanor OI;' lesser offenses dismissed were most 

similar by the age period 21-22 to persons who had unreferred 

cont.acts a.t th.e ages or 13-14. Would these cohort menH>e:cs have 

heen even more like those who had unreferred contacts if. they, 

too, had not been referred? 

Most important, hOb'evetr, 1S a ca.reful examination of the 

thr.ee groups of: persons with referred felonies. To make it 

simple, note t.uat of. those with referred felonies durin.g th0 ages 

13-14, the percent. WhO, in the next age period, had ref erred 
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felonies, increased depending upon whether the referred felony 

had been dismissed, han been dealt ifith bY' probation, or had been 

dealt with by instit.utiona.lization.. This was evid.ent. a.t t.h~ 

following age periods of 15-16, 11-18, and 19-20. It shoul.d. d.lso 

be noted tha.t a.s one proceeds from having a. non-referred contact 

to a felony contact culmina.ting in i.n.sti tutionalization the 

percent of those who have had at least one felony referral 

increases at any 9'iven following a.ges: 15-16,. 17-HJ, or 19-20. 

In other words,. institutionalization for a felony has a.s its 

consequence another fel.ony ra.th.er "th.an d.esistallce.. As high a.s 

70% behave in the next two dge periods in such a l:ashion as to 

have at least. one other :.telony referral on. their:' records. 1'his 

does not indica.te that ins·titutiona]_ization for felony-level 

police contacts ha.s the an.ticipated effec"t of det.errence; it. 

indicates ·the ex act oppOSite instead. Rather than having 

produced evidence of which. kinds of people d.re m.os·c effectively 

sa.nctioned. in what manner:" w'e have pr:·od.uced additlonal eviden.ce 

of the inetfecti veness 01. sanction.s at an early age .• 

Comm~Ilci:r."g, at .Ages 15-16 

Since the age "3-'(4 might be argued as a.n early age to:C' the 

first two years of such an analysis, we next turn to Tanle 31. 

The trends found here are similar to -those found in Table 30 but 

differ in several respects. Th.ose who l1ave had non-traffic 

po1.ice contacts at the age ot: 15-16" ll"hether they be first or 

what·ever police contac·ts have a mor:e rapid shift to no con·tact 

stat.us than did those who had earlieI.' appearances.. Some of th.(!;se 
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TABLE 31. S'IATUS OJ: COHBIJjED COHOR'.r MEMBERS ACCORDl.NG TO DISPOSITION OF THEIR ffOST SERIOUS 
IIGN-TRaFFIC OFFENS1 b..'I' T:I£ AGE OF 15-16 AND TWO-YEAR AGE PERIODS FOLLOWINGl 

• • • • 

Status, Aue~ .1.2.=li X 17-1& Status, Ages 15-16 .! 19-20 status, Acres ~ X 21-26. 

Cont. 
Not 
Ref. 

l1~sd. 
Other 
Ref. 
Dis. 

statuses, Later ~ Periods 

No Contact: 

Contdct Not Referred 

157.31 48.9 

21.7 19.7 

Re.f. 
Pel. 
Dis. 

43.5 

20.3 

~isdemednor or otner Heferral Less Than Fe~ony 

Dismisl;;ed 7.1 

Fined 1.5 

ProDation .6 

Instituti0Dalized .6 

SUbtotal 19.3 

15.3 

3.6 

.7 

.7 

20.3 

9.4 

1.4 

.7 

.7 

12.2 

lle£. Hef. 
Fel. Fel. 

Protl. Inst, 

20.B ld.8 

20.8 6.3 

6.5 9.4 

10.4 6.3 

1.3 

3.1 

18.2 18.8 

Hisd. 
(;ont. Other 
Not Ref. 
Ref. Dis. 

172.71 68.5 

14.8 17.5 

2.3 5.8 

2.1 5.B 

.4 

4.8 11.6 

Hef. 
Fel. 
Dis. 

59.4 

15.9 

4.3 

3.5 

1.4 

9.3 

Ref. Rt::f. 
Fel.. Fel. 

PrOD. .mst. 

44.2 31.3 

13.0 15.6 

2.6 9.3 

6.5 

2.6 3.1 

11.7 12.,4 

Felony ile:tf:rred AGtE.S 15-16 AGLS \5-16 

DisiIliSSf:J 

Pineo. 
AC:r £ S 17-\8 

ProoC1t~on. 

Institutionalized f 
6.5 

~.9 

1.7 

.2 

5.1 

1.5 

2.9 

1.5 

15.9 13.3 

2.9 6.5 

4.3 15.6 

.7 5.2 

15.6 [4.2 
ti.3 1.5 

1~-20 
3.1 1.7 

31.3 .4 

3.6 

1.5 

1.5 

.7 

8.0 10.1t 

1.4 11.7 

1.4 1.3 

4.3 7.8 

12.5 

21· 
6.3 

21.9 

Subtotal [11.3 11.0 L3:8-~-40.:356-.31 IT. 8 -~7--:3--15-:1~31. 2 40:7] 

N 480 137 138 77 32 480 137 138 77 3;': 

Cont. 
Not 
Ref. 

iiisa. 
Other 
Ref. 
Dis. 

Ref. 
Fel. 
Dis. 

m::;]] 72.3 a4.5 

15.2 17.520.3 

1.7 2.9 .3.6 

1.7 5.1 2.2 

.4 

3.8 8.0 5.8 

Ref. 
Fel. 

1>rob. 

57.1 

16.9 

2.6 

10.4. 

2..5 

15.5 

AGES (5-16 
2.7 6.5 5.2 

1.0 .7 2.6 

.6 .7 .7 1.3 

.6 1.5 1.4 1.3 

48U 137 133 77 

Hef. 
Fel. 

lnst. 

53.1 

12.5 

9.4 

9.4 

18.8 

9.4 

3.1 

3.1 

32 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------,---------------------------
1 Cdtegori~s of dispositions other ~\an dismissal are eliminated for misdemeanor or lesser 
offenses and tines ior felony-level o££enses for the age 15-16 category because there were fewer than 
10 persons in eaCh. 
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had earlieI appearances and some d.id not (526 cohort memhers ftere 

• added who had not had a non-t.raffic contact at ages 13-14) but in. 

the main the group shifted to contact statuses in roughl.y the 

same pattern. as did the earli.er group (l3-14) by ages 17-Hi .. 

. ~loving oV'er and down to those w.ith referred felonies d.uring the 

a.ge periods. 15-16 and then 11-13,. 19-20, and 21-22, we note ·tha.t 

declines in the percent with referred :felonies are some what 

• greater iIUl'fIedi.ately after the initial period but '1;0 essentially 

the same extent by the age period 21-22 as for those \~h 0 had 

started earlier.. The mos'l; important point. is that. persons ... lith 

• referreo felonies rasul ting in insti tut.ionalization Will: e more 

like.ly to have reterred felonies .in the following period than 

were those cobort memhers whose referred. felonies had resulted in 

• less severe sanctions. 

Commep.cing at Ages '17-18 and 19-:.£0 

Moving on t.o Table 32, the data are presented with more 

• categories (7) in the first t.'W'o-year a.ge period for ages 17-18 

and 19-20 and, of course, fewer foll.owing age per~oQs. Over 300 

cohort m.embers are ad.ded hUt. 649 d.esist £or at least tiiO years .. 

The rise in percent of th.ose w~th no non-traffic contacts in the 

age groups 19-20 and. 21-22 is apparent, as is the relatively 

lower percent of those with further referred te1.o11ies alllong th.ose 

• from each group with earli.er referred felonies (17-18).. AlthOU.gh 

each of the preceding tables has shown a tendency 1:or earlier: 

institutionalizat~on t.O produce compara.tively high .telony rates 

at the next pe:L~od# the proportion with felony referral.s is lower 

• 



• 
TABLE 32. STATUS OF COMBINhD COHORT ~EMBERS ACCOllDING TO vlSevSlT10N OF 

TH.r;.lii MOST SBliI.OUS NON'-TRA./.!'PIC OFFENSE A'~ 'ruE AGE OP 17-18 
• AND 19-2(} AND TwO-YEAR AGh PERIODS FOLLO\i,IN~ 1 

. ' 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Cont.. 

Statuses, ~~ Aqe Periods 

Not 
fief .. 

Misd .. 
Other MisLi. 

Ref.. other 
Dis. ,'Jo'ine 

No Contact 71 .. 0' 59.0 55.8 

Contact Not Referreu 14.8 1~.4 14.0 

Misdemeanor or uther Referral Less Than Felony 

Dismissed 

.Fined 

Probation 

Institu~onalized 

Subtotal 

x'elony Referred 

Dism~ssed 

Fined 

Prooa tion 
Au E. S l<?-20 

Institutional ~zed 

Subtotal 

N 

3.9 

2.7 

1.2 

7.8 

3.7 

1.~ 

Ib.3 
411 
4S,S% 

7.0 4 .. 7 

4.Y 7 .. 0 

2.1 2.3 

14.0 14.0 

STATUS 
4 .. 2 

2 .. 1 

.7 

.7 

7.3 

144 
17.0% 

4.7 

11.6 

16.3 

43 
5.1 Yo 

Ref .. 
Fel. 
Dis. 

!:>4.0 

15 .. 1 

4.0 

6.3 

.H 

.8 

11.9 

6.3 

~.4 

5.b 

4.H 

19.1 

12& 
14-,9 Yo 

lief .. 
i' ala 
F~ne 

21 .. 1 

2.0 

2 .. 6 

15.& 

2.0 

~.3 

5 .. 3 

29.0 

Ret .. 
Pel. 

Prob .. 

35 .. 7 

16 .. 7 

7 .. 1 

2.4 

9.5 

11.Y 

.G.4 

1b .. 7 

38.1 

Ber.: 
Pel • 

lnst. 

33.3 

8.3 

8.3 

12.5 

lb.7 

2U.ti 

'37.5] 
;c.4 

2.8.7. 
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TABLE 32 t Continued 
-------- -~- ------- ------

Statos, ~ 17-18 ! 21-22 

• Bisd .. 
Cant .. Ot!l.er !lisd. Ref. Ret: .. Bef .. Bef. 

Hot Ref. Other Fel. Fe.l. Pel .. Fel. 
Bef. Dis. .Fine Dis. Fine Prob .. Inst .. 

sta tuse.§, b!!k£ Age P.:riods 
~.i 

No Contact 75 .. 2 70.1 &2.8 58.7 57.9 50 .. 0 62.5 

Contact Not Referred l~ .. b 17.4 18.6 22.2 ,21.1 19.0 12.5 

Misdemeanor or Other Referral Less Than Felony • Dismissed 1 .. 9 2.8 4 .. 8 2 ... 2 2.6 J.q 

F~ned 3.2 5.6 4 .• 8 2.4 5 ... 3 9.5 8.3 

Probation • Institutionalized .. 2 .. 7 2 ... 3 2 .. 6 

Subtota.l 5.3 9 .. 1 11 .. 9 4.6 10.5 12.9 8.3 

• Pelony Referred 5747U$ A&E..S 17-19 

Dismissed 2 .. 3 8.7 2.6 9.5 12.5 

Fined .. 2 .7 2.3 1 .. 6 2.6 4.8 

• ~ Probation .. 5 .8 4.8 

Institutionalized .5 4 .. 8 2 .. 11 5.3 4.2 

Subtotal 3 .. 5 7 .. 1 1~.5 10.5 19.1 ·16.71 

• N 411 144 43 126 38 42 2Lt 

48.(0% 17.0 "10 'S.l '/0 \4.9% 4.5Y., S.O'Y. 2.SY. 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 32, Continued 
------~--------------------

Cont. 

a~, ~ 19-20 ! ll-22 

liisd. 
Other !!isd. Ref. 

Fel. 
Ref. 
Fel. Hot 

Ref. 
~.lY.~, b~ter !Sl~ Per~ 

Ref. Other 
Dis. .Fine 

Ref. aef. 
Fel. Pel. 
Dis. Fine Prob. Inst. 

No Contact bS.9 62.1 60.8 53.6 ~8.6 52.2 54 .2 

Contact Not Referred 24.1 20.1 15.7 17.9 14.3 21.1 12.5 

Misdemeanor or Other Referra~ Less Than Felony 

Di.smissed 2.4 1 .. 1 2.0 7.1 

Fined 3.5 5.2 13.7 4.8 5.7 8.3 

Probation. 

Institutionalized .7 2 .. 0 1.2 

Subtota~ 6.6 6 .. 9 17.7 12.6 17.1 8.3 

Felony Referreo. STATUS AGE.S 19-10 

Dismissed 8 .. 6 3 .. 9 8.3 5",1 13.0 8.3 

Fined 1 .. 7 2 .. 0 5.7 8.7 

'Probation AG-ES 1 .. 2 2.9 4.2 

Inst~tutionalized 3 .. 6 5.7 4.3 12.5 

Subtotal 10 .. 3 5.9 15.3 20.0 26.0 25.0 

N 369 58 51 35 23 24 

------------------------------------------------ -------
1 Categol:'ies of dispositi.ons other than disIllissalare eliminated for:-
misde~eanoI:' or lesser offenses and fines for felony-level offenses for the 
17-1d and 19--20 age categor~es because there were fewer than 10 persons in 
each. 
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in the next per.iod for those tilth contacts at ages 17-18 or 

19-20, a group" som.e of whom had. contacts at earJ.ier periods but 

many of whom are hav'ing thei.r first or second non-traffic 

contacts. This table also ind.icates that institutionalization of 

persons with felony cont.acts a.t later ages does not seem to 

produce proportionately as many persons with felon},' con tacts at 

next later ages as it does 1:or persons institutionalized at 

earlier age::.>.. 1:here is, of: course" the element of change. in 

strength of reaction with age, Dut certa.inly this is not d, nel.! 

idea because Durn-out has been discussed as it relates to illd..ny· 

other types of ·traumat.ic careers. '1'he type o:t 

institutionalization offered, experiences in the ins-titution., and. 

perceptions of inma.tes may diifer with age. AI·t.hough t.llere is 

also no cont.r.ol for length of inst.ttu-tionaliz.ition at earlier vs. 

later ages, we helieve that the di.tference in response between 

those who ha.ve heen institutionalized vs .. those whose cases were 

dismissed i.s suffi.ciently large that it will remain w.l.th these 

controls ins erte C1 • Again,. there is no evidence that ear:ly 

inst.i.tut.iona.lization., i.e", severe sanct.ioning a.t an early age, 

is an effectiv'e deterrent t.o future sari.ous o.ffenses.. We shall 

examine this matter even lIlore thoroughly in the next section. .. 

An ~ f!~ Precise View of :the Dynamics 
of Delillguent Behavio;!: and Official Response 

NOli let us turn to further discussion of these same tables, 

returning t.o 'fable 30.. Here we can see why so mUCh attention has 

been focused. on the serious offender., Ins ti.tlltiona l.l.za tion of 

those with f.elony-Ievel offenses at a.n early age produces f~w 
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with no irnmediat,e contacts hu.t about 70% have another referred 

felony within the next two years and the next. two years after 

that.. This giv'es rise to the idea of continuity and,. beyona 

that,. s01ll.e people interpret this as the failure of institutiollS 

to reform while o"thers se~ze upon t.he idea that release was too 

quick. Whichever,. the h.igh proportion of those who ret urn to 

felony-level contac·ts t,hat d.re serious enough to be refer:n:ed only 

shortly diter early instituti.onalization (nipping them .in the 

bud} high.lights the problem", 

Bu f:. why is it tha.t. the no fu.rther contact percent is so much 

hi.g11er and remains higher year 1.)1 ::lear, whatever the ag e at Which 

a group is selected for following,. particulcu:ly for per SOilS with 

referred felony-level contacts whose cases are dismissed? And, 

why is the opposi.te found so consist.ently, ~.e .. , the highest 

proportion with future referred felonies are those 'llrhose referred 

felonies were dealt wi.t.h by institutionali.zation? 

Any number of tables may be constructed. ny rea.rranging the 

data so that. the no contac·t in following years lines are 

presented t.oget.her or t.ile f.elony referred lines are presented 

toge·theI:' and in each case th.e high percent of' no future cont.acts 

is related to police contacts not being referred and the high 

percent oi future refer.red felonies is associa.ted. with prior 

referred felonies. 

Another seemingly sim.ple Dut complex table (Table 33) must .. 

now be presented.. In this table we commence with the fil."St. 

career Q£ experience i.YE§:. shown in Table 28 and show its 
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'.l'ABll: 33. DISTRl.BDTIOIl OF CONTACT Si::RIODSHESS AND SEVERITr OE SANCTION TYPE BY AGE PEldODS 1I.1'IJll.N :rOLIeE 
CONTACT hXPl::Rl.ENCi:; TYPJ:.S }o'OIi COtl3IN1::JJ COHORTS 

----------------------------------------------------------------- .... _--------
TYPE.Y RS 

1-131'1 

2-1314 
1516 

3-13111 
1516 
1718 

'1-13111 
1516 
1718 
1920 

5-131'1 
1516 
1718 
1920 
2122 

6-131'1 
1516 
1718 
2122 

1-1314 
1516 
1920 
2122 

8-1314 
1516 
2122 

9-1314 
1516 : 
1920., 

122 

41 
40 

41 
40 
37 

25 
111 
21 
19 

31 
1b 
17 
22 
35 

21 
13 
13 
25 

14 
4 

11 
11 

7 
8 

10 

13 
10 
14 

10-13 14: :: 6 
171a' 3 
1920""'" 3 
2122' ,,' 1 

" ... _ .... ;; ... 5 

11-13·;I(~t. 11 
1718\' 9 
1920 'J;' 9 

12-13111 
1718 
2122 

13-1314 
1718 

14-1314 
1920 
2122 

15-13111 
1920 

16-1314 
2122 

17-1516 

18-1516 
1718 

19-1516 
1718 
1no 

20-1516 
1718 
1no 
2122 

6 
5 
4 

32 
25 

9 
13 
11 

14 
19 

10 
9 

154 

56 
50 

~3 
111 
21 

27 
18 
21 
28 

14 

13 
12 

13 
9 

15 

9 
10 
10 
1 

13 
14 
13 

I:S 
6 

6 
11 

8 
3 

1 
2 
1 
2 

1 

3 
4 
2 

2 

1 

2 
1 
3 

2 
2 

q 
5 

1 

6 
1 

qO 

'1 
13 

5 
13 
5 

7 
7 
6 
5 

1 
1 

.2 
2 

1 
3 
1 

8 
1 

14 

1 
3 

1 
3 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

3 

3 

1 

1 

2 
7 

2 
1 
6 

1 
3 
a 
8 

II 
1 

1 

1 
II 
1 

3 

1 

1 
1 

2 

2 
1 

1 
1 

.2 

SA,N C'l'ION TYPE 

1 

2 

1 
3 
3 
3 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

4 
1 

10 

14 

6 
11 

13 
11 
111 

10 
10 

8 
5 

15 
20 
18 
<'1 
111 

7 
5 
3 
4 

2 
3 
4 
.2 

2 
3 
1 

2 
8 
2 

2 
1 
3 

2 
1 
1 

.2 
1 

3 

1 

.2 

.2 

1 
1 

29 

14 
14 

4 
5 
5 

8 
13 

7 
6 

11 

2 

2 

4 
8 

1 
6 

3 
5 
6 
7 
5 

1 
3 
1 

.2 
3 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

2 

3 
1 

6 
.2 
1 

12 

6 
4 

9 
11 

3 

6 
12 
5 
2 

12 
11 
14 

6 
3 

1 
4 
'I 

3 
4 

2 

5 

3 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

6 

7 
.2 

3 
3 

6 
1 
.2 

13 

2 

1 
2 
3 

6 
10 

9 
9 

4 
8 
5 
9 
5 

1 
2 
2 

t 

1 

1 
1 

1 
2 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
2 

~l'otal 

153 

75 
75 

83 
83 
83 

57 
57 
57 
57 

85 
85 
85 
85 
85 

36 
36 
36 
36 

20 
20 
20 
20 

13 
13 
13 

24 
24 
24 

1 
7 
7 
7. 

15 
15 
15 

8 
8 
8 

38 
38 

15 
15 
15 

24 
24 

11 
11 

234 

93 
93 

40 
40 
40 

51 
51 
51 
51 

19.1 

62.7 
53.3 

56.6 
48.2 
44.6 

43.9 
24.6 
36.8 
33.3 

43.5 
18.6 
20.0 
25 .. 9 
41.1 

58.3 
36.1 
36.1 
69.4 

70.0 
20.0 
55.0 
55.0 

53.8 
61.5 
16.9 

54.2 
41.1 
58.3 

85.1· 
42.9 
42.9 
14.3 

73.3 
60.0 
60.0 

15.0 
6L.S 
50.0 

84.2 
65.8 

60.0 
86.7 
73.3 

58.3 
79.2 

90.9 
81.8 

65.8 

60.2 
53.8 

57.5 
35.0 
52.5 

52.9 
35.3 
q 1.1 
54.9 

9.2 

lti .7 
21.3 

15.7 
10.1 
21.7 

17 .5 
19.3 
Z;.8 
:td .1 

16.5 
U.3 
29.4 
:':1.1 
~7 .1 

16.7 
3v .6 
~u .6 
11;. .7 

5.0 
30.0 
10.0 
;0.0 

7.7 
1~.4 

1&.7 
2".8 
12.5 

28.6 
111.3 
112.!i 

13.3 
1.:>.3 
a..1 

25.0 
25.0 
37.5 

10.5 
21.1 

6.1 
13.3 
13 .3 

29.2 
8.3 

9.1 

1&.'1 

16.1 
Z::. .1 

U.S 
37 .5 
3(J .0 

17 .6 
2::1.5 
-'IS .3 
27.5 

lU-1.3 

11. 1 

10.7 
~!J.3 

27.1 
33.7 
3J.7 

38.6 
!>b.l 
4ll.4 
30.D 

40.u 
!>6.b 
!>(J.b 
5:!.9 
31.1> 

~~.O 
3~.3 

33.3 
1:::.!l 

2:'.0 
50.0 
~!J.u 
:::u.U 

40.2 
3u.b 
7.7 

29.2 
37.:' 
2~.2 

111.3 
2b.b 
4:::.9 
11:':.9 

13.3 
~f..7 
13.3 

12.5 
1..:.!> 

:'.3 
13.2 

33.3 

13.3 

1:".5 
1.<..5 

9.1 
9.1 

E.8 

23.7 
;:'_.0' 

20.0 
:':7.5 
17 .5 

~~.II 
41.1 
23.5 
17. b 



.. 

I·" I· 

'. 
I 

• 

• 
I 

Ie 

• 

• 
I 

• 

•• 

-. 

. ' ~-, 
,,;: . 

TABLE 33. Continued 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPEYRS SAliCT1.01i TYPE PERCENT 

1 <:/6 3/1 4/8 5/9 10 11 12 13 Total 1 ;'-9 10-13 ; 
21-1516 11> 3 1 6 1 28 57.1 14.3 26.6 

1718 18 4 1 4 1 28 64.3 17.9 17.~ 
2122 21 2 2 1 2 28 75.0 14 .3 1v.7 

22-1516 9 1 1 11 61.8 9.1 9.1 
1920 b 1 1 1 11 72.7 9 .. 1 1ti.2 
2122 6 1 1 1 1 11 54.5 9.1 30.4 

23-1516 28 8 1 2 1 1 41 68.3 22.0 9.8 
1920 27 1 4 7 2 41 65.9 12.2 22.0 

24-1516 22 1 3 1 1 26 78.6 3.b 17.9 
2122 16 3 1 5 1 26 64.3 14 .3 21.4 

" ... 20-1718 ::6 10 3 1 6 2 2 50 52.0 28.0 20.0 
1920 ,,8 6 4 6 5 1 50 56.0 20.0 ·~.,24_0 

:7-1718 11 3' 1 5 1 1 22 50.0 16.2 31. a 
1920 12 3 :2 2 1 1 1 22 54.5 22.7 22.7 
21.!2 1:' 1 3 1 1 1 22 68.2 18.2 13.6 

:0:8-1718 17 4 3 1 6 1 32 53.1 25.0 21.9 2122 23 :2 1 14' 1 1 32 71.9 9.4 18.8 

29-19",0 106 10 8 2 17 3 14 1 151 70.2 13 .2 16.6 

30-1920 36 3 1 3 2 45 80.0 8.9 11.1 
2122 34 5 14 1 1 45 75.b 20.0 4.14 

31-2122 89 6 6 1 5 107 83.2 12.1 4.7 
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distribut.ion accordjag to the 13 £Q!!,tact .§.g£iousness aud sev'eri:!:.I 

of 2-.an£tion type§. ()n ~ hich. ',rabIes 30 throu.gh 32 were based. In 

order to simplify the t.able we have collapsed types 2 and 6, 3 

and 7, etc .. , and then collapsed all 13 types into 1, 2-~, a.n.d 

10-13 for percent,aging. It is possible to see, for example" ho~: 

the cohort members in a career e.xperience Type 3 change their 

contact seriousness and severity of: sanct.ion 'type .from ages 13-14 

to ages 15-16 to ages 17-'18. This could not. be done in T'aDles 30 

through 32 because those in each ag'e period were ell1 cohort 

melfi.bers of that. age with contd.cts and not just t.hose 10(ho had a 

unique experience type such as contacts during tile first three 

age periods .. 

The computer runs which. prod need this table also enable us 

to examine each experience type ill order to aeterIlline if" dge 

period by age perioa., the number of' persons in the ill.ost seriolls 

offense and sanctions ca-tegor:ies has increased.. We hav'e dea.lt 

with this in i'ables 30-3:.2 but each. table inclu.des a different 

number of persons for progression :tram age period to agb period •. 

liere vie have controlled tor experience type so t.hat as hle mov's 

from one age to another we are dealing with the same people. Let 

us look at the tahle carefully to see what it tells us that might 

be useful to people in the justice system. 

Our attention should . .tirst be focused on TY'pes 1 and. ~ .. 

Not.e that without exception during each tW'o-year age period more 

than 50% ot the cohort members ~n these types had non-referred 

contacts.. Only 3 out of. 17 in :i:ype 1 with referred felonies 
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recei ved any kind of' sanction but none continued to have contacts 

after the age of 14. Obviously, desistance is the pattern no 

matter what happens. only two of th.e at least 19 persons with 

referred Ielonies in Type 2 were insti.tutionalized but none 

continued to behave in such a. way as to have a. referred police 

contact after the age of 16. 

Types 3, 4, and 5 have sizeable proportions o.f persons with 

referred felonies.. Those in 'rype 3 d.esisted after 18, while 

those in Types 4 and 5 continu.ed longer.. ~(hat happened ·to them,. 

case by ca.se, that might account for their continuity and 

discontinuity? Wha.t happen.ed to the cohort m~Iilbers in each of 

the other types that, resulte<i in iliscon:tinuity or complete 

desistance~{ 

Let us now consider the cohort Ill.embers who Pler.e i.n eluded in 

Tables 28 -through 33 in summary fashion, taking into 

consideration the possi.bility ·that insti.tutionali.za.tion for an.y 

offense m.ay h.ave played. a part in the career pattern of coh.ort 

members. There were, as we previously indicated, 1,798 persons 

who had a police contact duri.ng at least one of the tW'o-y-ear 

periods between the ages o± '18 and 22 for other them tratt.ic 

offenses. Among these were 119 who ~ere institu,tiona.li.zed as 

juveniles or young adults for one or lliore of these offenses", In 

addition, there were 13 W'flO were lllstit,utionalizeti. for only 

traffic offenses (and 7 who recei ved sentences of -t.ime in 

insti tu tions fOI: both traffic and non-traffic offenses) • 
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A check of the record of each of th.e 132 person.s (all 

cohorts combined) WilO had been institutionalized reveale,d that 

there were only' 13 who had been removed from the com.muni:ty long 

enoug'h to have been unable to have contacts during the next two­

year period (s).. In one case local authorities were notilied 

that If as an inmate, the cohort mem.ber had been making kn.ives in 

the prison shop.. Two of. -( .. he l3 persons' re:co:x:ds were unclear as 

to the length of sentence. On.e could have had contacts in. eo.eh 

of the three succeeding two-year periods" depen.ding on leug't.h of 

time served.. 1"1:. is inlprobable t:ha:t the o'ther was 

institutiona.l.ized beyond the age of 20 (a Y'ear or: less) f' which 

would not have pr:ecluded. contacts in the next period. 

If the other 119 had. no contact it QQ,Yld ha v'e been because 

institutionalization wa.s effective. Thus, failure to have 

additional contacts becau.se theY' had been removed from the 

communi ty would account. for only a small proportion of the even 

short-t.ime discontinuers .. 

Am.ong those who ever received a sanction 1'::or a non -tra.tiic 

offense were 85 \fho wer.e in career continuity' Type 5 (s ee Table 

28) .. These persons had contacts in each. of the five ·two-year 

periods. Thirty-seven of these Type 5 people recei.ved sentences 

of institu.tionalization (five of: them also recei.ved time for 

traffic oti:enses).. In addition, three received time ill 

institut.ions for traffic offenses only. None of: these persons 

was removed from the commUIlity long enougn to preclude the 

possibility of cont.act~ in the next age period and 
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insti tutionaliza tion appea:ced to ha,ve little deterrent e:fi'ect on 

them. 

Of the total of. 40 Type 5 persons institutiona.lized, six 

received their only institutionalizat.ion (s) at ages: 21 and/or: ~2. 

Whether or not they were de-terred in the follolf'ing age per-iad is 

not apparent tronl this analysi.s.. 1'he relllaining 34 uere 

apparently undeterred since they b.a.a police contacts at every dge 

period .. 

There are 15 of the career cou,tinuitI types which contain 

persons who hdd contacts l.U one or more two--year period s and -then 

no contacts in the remaining period (s). Those who discontinue& 

their delinquent and. criminal behav'ior during periods of 

insti tut~onalizat.ion or follo)ling i.nstitutionali.zation were only­

a small percent 01 these 1,.279 persons who desis-ted. after age -14, 

16, 18, or 20, i.e.,. sometime during ages 13 through 22. Th.ese 

types comprise l,l.19 (71 .. 1%) of the 1,.198 persons with non­

traffic contacts .. Only 51 of these 1,279 persons in what might 

be categorized as Itterm.inal Cdreer" categories had been 

insti tutiona.lize<i, Which is only 4.0% of those -whose Cdreers 

ceased hefore ag-a 21. Ev'en if i-t could be assum.ed that 

institutional programs should. receive the cred,it for ctesl.stancs, 

this would. only be a small percent of the total number ~lho 

desisted t.or whatever reason., 

In the group of [Jersons whose institutionalization .!.!light 

have precludea. i:u.ture con-t-acts are three persons who,. if they ha.d 

been in th.e community, COUld hdve ha.d contacts a.uring -che two-
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year period of -their sentence but who did not ha.ve contacts ~n 

any succeeding period (5). There were four persons who, if ·they· 

had been at liberty, could ha.ve llloved into category 51' contacts 

in each tl<l'O-year: period.. Of t.he 132 persons "Tho \4'ere 

institutionalized at, least once between the ag'es of 13 throug'h. 

22, there were few whose discontinuity during a -two-year: period 

could be accounted for by incarcera.tion for a peri.od of: a year or 

more,. i .. e., they were out of: t.h.e community. There vere also 519 

persons whose ca.'reers exb:mded. to (or: beg'an a't) the 21- 22 period I' 

81 of whom were instituti.onalized (1~.6%). 

AI. though we have exalli.ined cohort members,. case by case I' to 

see What, happened, particularly to determine ~f there W'dS a link. 

between discontinuity or comple-ce desi.s-tance and 

~nstitut~ionaliza.ti.on, ~n. most cases where desistance could have 

followed, it did not. ~.he reason or reasons behind. cessation 01 

cont.act-genera.ting behav'ior would seem to a.rise from. somethi.n.g 

othle-r than time spent in an insti tution .. 

One must conclude that neither Tables 29 th,rough 32 nor the 

analysis of Table 33 provid.es any more evidence of the 

effecti veness of severe sanctions than did the ll1ul,tiple 

regression analyses presented in Chapters 3 and 4. 

Although it might well have been introduced ea.rlier in the 

di.scussion, note should also be made of. the perhaps surprising 

relationship of severity of. sanctions to Changing intervals 

between police contacts. When persons liho ha.d three or fewer 

police contacts were removed from the analysis dnd tIle trend 
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based only on those who hdd sufficient contact.s for a trend., 

there was: a defini.te decline in interval between offenses from 

the first throug:h the 13th offense. Thereaft~r, the patt.ern, 

although one of general decline, was more erratic .. 

If these cohort members were divid.ed int.o three gr.oups,. 

those no·t sanctioned or given a court disposition, those giv'en a. 

court disposition, and those who wer.e institutionalized for any 

length of ·time, t.he picture was more complex.. F'or exam.ple, the 

inter.val between contacts was grea:ter for those without sanction s 

or. c,:ourt dispositions than for those who had d court disposition 

wi·th only one exception up to the 10th contact.. fl:he mea.n 

interv'al between til.e first and second contact was ass days. 

Between the second dnct third contact the inteL'val \!ras b 07 days, 

declining t.o 160 (Jays by the 11th. contact .. 

Why the ~ntervdl between contacts was comparatively short in 

some cases for those Imo had been sanctioned 111ight be attributed 

to the frequent miscreant. behav'ior ()f the individuals and th.e 

effects of institutionalization or some cOIllbination thereof.. :the 

fact that intervals between offenses were shorter tor persons 

sociali zed in the inner cit.y than for those who were socialized 

elsewhere {fifth l.n'i::erval 300 da.ys for i.nner city vs", 5 ~5 for 

other} sugg'est,s that. circumstances may have an influence on 

contact intervals as well a.s the lJeh.avior of cohort members.. On 

the other side, the greatest and most consistent diiferences in 

intervals were found between those who had felony contacts in 

their records vs .. those WllO were limited to non-felony contac·t.s. 
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Here it w-a,s clear that more seriou.s offenders had. shorter 

interva.ls between police con-tacts, this prev'ailing eV'en wi.th the 

more severe sanctions including institu,tionalization meted out to 

felony offenders in c01n.parison with non-fel.ony offender s. 

From the 10th con·tact on the interval bet,\,leen contacts was,. 

with one exception,. greatest for those who had been sanctioned.,. 

particularly front the 15th offense on,. for those who uaa been 

institu·tionalized. But, in some cases,. contact levels 12, 13, 

14,. 17, and 24, tn,e shortest interval bet.ween. contacts was for 

those who had been institutionalized. Institu.tiona,liza tion h.ad 

sometim es been delayed so -Lita t we ca.rmot say tha.·t it pr even ted 

any immediate r€~curI:ence of misbehav·ior. Other times 

institutionaliza'tion \faS tor a short period o.t ti'il<le so that it 

was possible to be in d.ifficulty again quite soon. since ·these 

numbers are small we sitall not eliphasize this f:'.Lnding but herein 

lies the reason for saying t.ha.t the results are surprising a One 

would expect those Who had Deen :i.nstitutional~zed to have the 

longest in.terva.ls between contacts, as they' did at Ii.tost higher 

contact levels.. All in all, the. interval data produced no 

consistent evidence for or against the effects of court 

dispositions or institut:i.onalization. 
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Chapter 7~ Summary and Conclusions 

SUMMARY 

The first question that we must ask ou.rsalv·es, having 

completed a Illultitude of new and different types of: ana.l.yses, is 

whether we hav'e pushed the findings beyond what we k.new about. -the 

effectiveness of int;.e.rvention and sanctions from. earli.er 

analyses:. '.rhe second question that we lIlust ask is wh.ether: th.ese 

findings. could be useful to persons on the firing line... The 

answer to both is a resounding "yes. n 

Close scrutiny of. the data. permi.ts us to say wi tIl far more 

certainty than before t.l.la.t increasin.g th.e seve:r:·~ty o:t sa.nctions 

is not a solu·tion to the prob16~ of delinquency and. t~ri.me. 1.t 

will do th.ose wh.o are most concerued about the problem of. 

delinguency and crime ItO good to expend their energy' calling for 

bigger and better i.nsti tuti.ons unless they know how to mdke them 

more effective. secona, and. this suggesti.oll is currently being 

paralleled by other research.€:rs, ilJ.ore iotensiv'e nlOui tor illg cunl 

more frequent intervention may be more effective than 

admi.nistering severe sanction.s .. 20 

20 Although. findJ...n9"S from. the Racine and :£!hiladelphia coh.orts 
ha ve been cOlIl.pa:.:-ed, most notably bY' Joan PetersJ...lia I nC:r:iminal 
Career Research.: A Review of Recent Evidence, I~ in Crime and. 
Just.ice:: An Ann. ual Review of rcesearch, Norval Mo:r:ris and Michael 
Tonry (ads:) ,~hicago:-Theunivers~ty of Chicago Press, 1980}: 
pp 321-37~, and Iound compa.ra.ble in many respects ilnd T.lle 
differences explicable by demographic and/or definition al 
variables,. there are differences which will continue to appear 
because Wolfgang describeil J.evelop~ng careers in. deli.ng uency 
while the lia.cine data, cov'ering a longer: span of tears, tocused. 
on continu~ties ill delin.y.u.ency and crime .. 
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The Fai.lure Q! ~slH:::tj.Ql!~ S:2 Jidiltin.istered 

Before g'oing further, however" let us brietly SUIrtlll. adze the 

research, chapter: by chapter. In the first chapter it was 

pointed out that previous publ.ished 1110rk by sociologists and 

others with similar research interests had failed to find 

evidence that sanctions, as administered,. ha.1Te been eff ecti v'e in 

the United States. 

Assessing t.h,g Erobl~!,l! of Cohort V'aria t.io!! 

Ha ving not.sd tIl.at cohort,. period,. emil age ef.fects W(1lre 

present in the data it. lias incum.oent upon us to examine these 

effects on of.fense seriou.sness, the decision to re£er,. and -the 

severity of: sanctions meted out by -the courts, as we did in 

Chapter 2.. Although variation :r.elated to cohort,. period 

(decade),. and age lidS present, the a .. mount 'I4'aS insl1.tficient to 

account for more than :.c% of the variance in offense seriousness 

or the decision to refer. No more tIlan 6% of the varia.ti.on in 

severity' of sanctions could be account.ed i.or by cohort, decade, 

and age. We concluded t,hat most of the analyses cou.ld be ba.sed 

on the combi.ned coll_orts,. although some would be conducted. by 

cohort in order to determin.e wid.ell differences did ens t on this 

basis. 

Moreover, the decision to re:fe.r '1.:.0 cou:ct or to other 

agenci.es c.ould not be accounted :for (only from 18% to 30%) by 

demographic, ecological, social, or prior delinguent a.nd/or 

cri.minal or court expe:r:ienc~ variables. BV'en with controls for 

t.he juvenile 1rs .. the adult period, trIa demographic and other 
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variab~es produced only 20% to 25% acconnted-f'or vu.riance in ·the 

decision to refer either juvenile.s or adni ts to court or oth.6!r 

agencies. The adaition of offense seri.ousness and number of: 

prior offenses all.owed us to account for no more t.han 16% of. the 

variance in severity o.t sancti.ons _ A·ttempting to accou.n.t .for the 

severity of: sanction :for specified. offense.s,. first through tenth, 

brought us to 20% for tile eighth juvenile contact a.nd 18% for the 

eigh.th adult contact", 

The .§j:£chas"tis. Nature of Q'ffenses and sanciign,§. 

Part of the problem in predicting from any present event to 

a future event stemmed from th.e irregularity of offense 

seriousness from po~ice COIl'tact -e.o police contact.. No matter how 

serious the first police contact, the next was most ~i.ICely to .be 

a minor misdemeanor.. Severity of sanction at the first contact 

likewise had little effect on the ser.iousness of th.e second 

contact. 

The ma.in thru.s"c of th.is chapt.er. rms to confirm our ea.rlier 

contention that decisions to refel: and/or decisions to sa.ne-tion, 

although beari.ng some rela.tionship to the a11egeQ. delinquent's or 

criminal's malf.easance had limited. relationship to off~nse 

ser:-Iousness.. Whi.le this might seem rea.son for despair, it only 

challenges the curiosity of those who beli.eve that easily-found 

answers are o:iten inad.equa.te .. 

~ilure to Account for Sing~e Events 

In the third chapter we went down a. road wh.ich we surmised 

would be the wrong one .out did so because police officers, 
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juvenile bureau. personnel, juvenile court, intake of:ficer'S, and 

judges must make d.ecisions about single avents; presumably t.he:y 

have seme understa.nd.ing· .of h.ow events come about and what should 

be dene. It was impossible to a.ccount for the seriousness of 

present of:fense (police conta.ct) with. d.ellwgraphic, ecological,. or 

prior offense or court records.. Th.is wa.s true for the juveniles, 

adults, and when juvenile and. adult records tiere comhined. We 

also failed. to account for variance in seriousness of police 

contacts from year to year of age for the combined coho rts • 1:t. 

was equally impossible to a.ccount for the seri.ousness of last 

police contact f:or those who h.ad discontinued having conta.cts vs. 

those who w'ere continu.J.ng to ha.v'e contacts. 

Ac£ountina ror ID.!t.u~ Of~~ SeriQY.§.!!.g§.2 

In Chapter q. we descri.bed various attempts to account fox: 

·total future offense seriou.sness, cout~lct by contact. We w'er~ 

attempting to determin.e if there 'ias an optimum poi.nt at which it 

could be said that all prior offenses and experiences w'ith the 

court,. if ad.deet to demographiC, ecological, and social varia.hles,. 

would tell us something a.bout t.he likelihood of high iu'lure 

offense seriou.sness. Here,. again, vte round that it is really 

difficult to fault police for their judgments, :tault others in 

the justice system for their judgme.nts u when the most carefully 

selected da.ta do not allow us to account for or anticipa.te. tuture 

delinquent and/or criminal. behavior. 

Throughout th.is chapter the va.riable which had the mos't 

consistent impact on future offense seri.ousness wa.s age at 
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present offense; the Y'ounget: one was <l.t the tiIlle of any given 

contact level, the greater t.he probability of future and mOI:e 

serious police contacts. 'I'his findi.ng applied to both the 

juvenile and adult periods. During the adult period I' age at 

contact had more impact at the sixth through tenth contacts and 

total prior offense seri.ousness had more impact than any other 

variable at the first through fifth cont.acts .. , Although the nine 

variables utilized in the multiple regressi.on analyses througllOU t 

Chapter 4 produced. relatively few' statistically signi£ican.t 

standa:c-dizect estimates (si.gn.ificant effects), it must be 

remembered that six of the variables had. fairly consist en'!:: 

correlations with total. fueture offense seri.ousness during the 

juvenile period a.nd thdt a.LI nine of the variables were 

significant during the first two adult contacts.. These a.nalyses 

are summarized in Table 34, age period by age peri.od an d variabl e 

by variable, one approach dealing with future offen.se seriousness 

and t,w others w'ith continu.ation/(liscontinua·tion.. The Lisral 

analysis described in Appendix E is not: included in ~l.'able 34 ~ 

The independent demograph.ic, ecological, and career 

variables are, how-ever., intercor:c-elatec1 in such. a way that only 

age at contact and tota.l prior seriousness surviv'e in a mult.iple 

regression analys.is Vi 11i.c1. ex.aluines th.e impa.ct of each v'ariable, 

all others held constant.. Although the eguati.on accoun ted for as 

much as 38% of the variance ill. tut-ure offense seriousness fox.: 

juveniles at the sixth contact, it accounted Lor only from 28% to 

11% of the variance for adultsa '.Phis tells us why an indiviciual 
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TABLE 34. COMPARISON OY RESULTS WITH DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO DETER~INlhG CONTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC, ECOLOG1C~, 
OFFENSE, AND CAREER YARIABLES TO FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AND CONTINUATION VS. UISCONTiHUATION 

4 

SEX 

Juvenile 
Contact NUliber 

5 6 7 8 

Future Offense Seriousness (std. Est.) 
Multiple Regression, T17 Text 

.090 .062 .044 .010 .017 
Continuation/Discontinuation 

~ultiple Regression, Not i~ Text 
-.004 -.057 .063 -.139 -.004 

~ultiple Discriminant Function, Tl, 

RACE 
Puture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

~ultiple Regression, T17 Text 
.108 .105 .141* .127 .130 

continuation/Discontinuation 
Multiple Regression, Not in Text 

-.011 -.029 .058 .0571 -.193* 
~ultiple Discrillinant Function, Tl. 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
Fu:ture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

Multiple Regression. Ti7 Text 
-.071 -.050 -.050 -.066 -.049 
Continuation/Discontinuation 

Multiple Regression. Not in Text 
.025 -.001 .063 -.040 -.150 

Multiple Discriminant Function, Tl. 

PRESENT OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est., 

~ultiple Regression, T17 Text 

Adult 
Contact NUlllber 

4 5 6 

.079 .056 

.093 e 108 
Appendix F 

.Ob7 .043 

.074 -.141 
Appendix F 

-.115 -.097 

.059 -.138 
Appendix F 

.065 

.081 

.086 

-.014 

-.079 

-.041 

7 

.092 

.111 

.072 

.123 

-.10.1 

.040. 

.0.25 .102 -.018 .018 .045 -.020 -.031 -.172* -.126 
Con tiD uation/DiscontiDuation 

Multiple Regression, Not in Text 
.024 .071 .021 -.014 .112 -.042 .040 

~ultiple Discrininant Function, Tl, Appendix F 

PRESENT SANCTION SEVERITI 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

Multiple Regression, T17 Text 
-.009 -.033 -.049 .047 -.013 -.064 .037 
Continuation/Discontinuation 

Multiple Regression, Not in Text 
.000-.039 -.02~ -.011 -.023 -.008 .043 

~ultiple Discri~inant Function, Tl, Appendix F 

.021 -.035 

.080 -.014 

.003 .066 

8 

.059 

.044 

.028 

.013 

-.125 

-.041 

-.008 

-.008 

-.056 

-.041 

4 

.081* 

.0.55 
-.130* 

.123* 

.032 
-.075 

-.048 

-.007 
-.016 

.0 16 

.000 

.001 

-.045 

.018 
-.042 

Co iibliled 
Con tact; U uliIJJe r 

5 b 7 

.088* 

.104* 
-.245* 

.110* 

-.005 
.011 

-.0.32 

-.053 
.12q* 

.088* 

.061 
-.lq9* 

.136* 

.095 
-.232* 

-.0.45 

.021 
-.Ob7 

.085* -.045 

-.038 .0.33 
.Oil9 -.060. 

-.020 

.006 
-.OlS 

-.049 

.0:G3 
-.\)S8 

.Ub5* 

.U71 
-.192 

.128* 

.1:.2 
- .3:L8 

-.056 

.0.93 
-.250 

.0.29 

-.00.7 
.019 

.023 

-.Ob5 
.176 

8 

.oS:l 

.010 
-.0.29 

.114 

.0&2 
-.175 

-.059 

-.025 
.on 

.042 

.0.24 
-.Ubci 

-.0.19 

.05~ 
-.148 

• 
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Table 34, continued 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
AGE AT POLICE CONTACT 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

Multiple Regression, T17 Text 
-.517* -.540* -.522* -.489* -.505* -.278* -.298* -.348* -.361* -.31&9* -.509* -.517* -.533* -.538* -.S6L* 
Continuation/Discontinuation 

~ultiple Regression, Not in Text 
-.1&02* -.352* -.375* -.292* -.327* - •. 301* -.321* -.337* -.336* -.326* -.476* -.lt71* -.446* -.4ll3* -.361* 

Multiple Discriminant Function, Tl, Appendix F 1.113* 1.107* 1.093* 1.01i1* 1.024* 

TOTAL PRIOR SERIOUSNESS 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

Multiple Regression, T17 Text 
.059 .045 .121 .133 .132 .372* .319* .334 .279 .311 .061 .049 .112* .084 .083 

Continuation/Discontinuation 
Multiple Regression, Not in Text 

.019 -.057 -.050 .096 .044 -.059 050 * .149 .039 .028 .001 -.066 -.093 -.042 -.013 
Multiple Discriminant Function, Tl, Appendix F -.003. .156 .227* .118 .037 

NUMBER PRIOR SANCTIONS 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

~ultiple Regression. T17 Text 
-.044 -.041 -.059 -.072 -.090 -.119 -.178 -.203 -.169 -.264 -.047 -.051 -.064 -.079 -.074 
Continuation/Discontinuation 

Multiple Regression, Not in Text 
-.008 -.022 -.005 - .193* -.011 .171 .005 -.201 -.064 -.040 .013 .115* .0&0 .106 .135 

Multiple Discriminant Fnnction, Tt, Appendix F -.031 -.271* -.19&* -..286 -.383* 

SEVERITY PRIOR SANCTIONS 
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.) 

~ultiple Regression, Tt7 Text 
.058 .023 .011 -.048 -.003 -.030 -.OQ2 -.Ott 1 -.035 -.031 .020 -.u12 .003 -.029 .ou6 

Continuation/Discontinuation 
Multiple Regression, Not in Text 

.004 .Olt2 .103 .110 .097 .055 -.014 .040 .006 .067 .033 -.088 .058 .u36 -.022 
Multiple Discriminant Function, Tl. Appendix F -.077* .207* -.142* .081 .064 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION (Future Offense Seriousness) RZ 
.353* .37~* .385* .347* .348* .219* .119* .204* .180* .131* .337* .353* .379* _37~* .400* 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION (Continue/Discontinue) RZ 
.146* .120* .130* .126* .124* .123* .149* .096* .108* .081* .234* .22S* .200* .1!>1* .129* 

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION CANOHICAL CORRELATION SQUARED 
.240 .237 .211 .165 .14-5 

----------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------
>I< Significant at .01 leTel. 
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who may appear to be th.e kind of; person who will have a, serious 

• future career on. a basi.s of some of his/her characteristics does 

not always do so.. And,. of course, it tl21lls us w'hy a person on 

the firin.g line lllay maJr.e a judgment based on a person IS 

• characteristics and past record, but fiud that th.is judgm.ent wa.s 

far from correct. 

These. analyses are presented differently in ~eable 34 than in. 

• Table 35.. 1.n Table 34 one IIlay move acr.oss the row and observ-e if 

the relative effect (Significant) of any variable on fu ture 

offense ser'iousness changes from con tact to contact for the 

• juvenile, adult, or combined periods ('keep.ing in Jiijind that the 

means and standard deviations of variables change from contact to 

contact. One may also look dmm to determine the related effect 

of each variahle at a given contac-t lav-el but t.his involves 

skipping- rows from. technique ·to techni.que. To f.acilit.a, te 

comparison. of the v'arious analytic approaches, we hav'e l..ncluded. 

Table 35 for the combined age periods. In this table one may 

readily look. a.cross each row to det.ermine the relative impact of 

each variable at that contact level on. future offense seri.ousness 

• as well as its relative impact. on continua.tion/discontinuation. 

One may also look down the colUmns to see that age at cont.act had 

the greatest impact on future offense seri.ousness at every 

• contact level regardless of th.e statistic u·tilized.. 

When the juvenile and adu.lt periods {V'ere combined the 

results were,. as would be expected., more similar to those for th.e 

• juvenile pl2)riod than the adult peri.od. However:, more of the 

• 
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T!BLE 35. RELATIVE EFFECTS OF VAlUABLES ON FU'.NJlBE OFFENSE 
SERIOUSNESS all CON1'IN'UITY./DISCONT INUITY, COM BINED l!.GE 
PERIODS, FotfRTH THROUGH EIGHTH CONTACTS 

----------------' ------------------------------------,-----

Sex Race 
ANG 
JNG 

Pres 
Off 
Ser: 

Pres 
Suc 
Sel: 

Tota.l '# 
Prior Prior 

Age Seri. Sue 

Sev 
Prior 
Sne 

4) FU'cure Offense Seriousness (stu .. Est .. ), r1ultiple Regression 
.,081* .123* -,,048 .. 016 - .. OCI5 -.509* .061 - .. 04·1 .020 

Co ntin uation/Discon tin ua ti,on 
Multiple Regression 

.. 055 .032 -.007 .. 000 .018 -.410* .001 .01D .033 
Hul tiple Discr,iruilla.nt Punction 

- .. 130* - .. 075 -.016 .001 -.042 1.113* - .. 003 - .. 031· -.017* 

5} Future Offense Seriousness (std .. Es·t .. ), M.ultiple Reg'ression 
.088* .110* -.052 .085* -.020 -.517* .049 -.051 -.012 

Conti.nu.ation/Discontinuation 
Multiple Regression 

.104* -.005 -.053 -.038 .006 -.411* -.066 .115* -.088 
11ultiple Discriminant Function 

-.245* .011 .12q* .089 -.015 1.107* .156 -.211. .207* 

6} Future Offen~e serJ.ousness (st.d. Est .. ) , Mul.tiple Reg ressi.on 
.088* .136* -.045 -.045 -.049 -.533* .112* -.Ob4 .003 

Cantin uation/Discontin uation 
Multiple Regression 

.061 .095 .021 .033 .023 -.446* -.093 
Function 

.080 .058 
Multiple Discrim.inallt 

-.14~* -.232* -.061 -.oao -.058 1.093* .227* -.196* -.142* 

7} Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.), Multiple Regression 
.. 0&5* .128* - .. 056 .029 ... 023 -.538* .. 084 -.079 -.029 

Continuation/Di.scontinuation 
Multiple Regression 

.. 011 .122 .. 093 .. 007 - .. ·065 -.403* - .. 042 .. l06 
M.ultiple Discriminant Function 

-.192 -.318 -.250 $019 .176 1.087* .11S -.~68 

.036 

.081 

8) Future Offense Seriousness (Std .. Est.) , Multiple Reg ression 
.082 .114 -.059 .042 -.019 -.562* .083 -.074 .006 

Cantin ua·cion/Di.scon tin uation 
Multiple Regression 

.. 010 .. 062 - .. 025 .024 .052 -.361* - .. 013 .136- -.022 
r1ultiple D~scriminant Fun.ction 

-.029 -.175 .. 072 -.068 -.lq8 1.024* .037 -,383* .06Q 
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variance in total future offense seriousness was a.ccoun ted i:or, 

• reaching 38% to 40% at the higher contact levels S,. 9, an.fi to • 

This,. of course, refers to ·the point. at which fut.ure seriousn.ess 

is best accounted for, not to the point at w'hich intervention illay 

seem most propitious, which is muchearlie,r.. Again, it woul.d. 

seem that the mos·t impor .. tant finding was the lack ()f a 

significant relationship between the sev·eri-I:.y of prior sdnct.ions 

• and total fut.ure ()ffense seriousness. 

Al t.hough there w'ere cohort differences in the amount o:t 

variance in future offense se:l:'iousness accounted for and, that 

• accounted. for reached 58% by the Din-th contact :tor the 1955 

Cohort,. this was consistent with our posi tioD that the near 

futUre (althou.gh no·1:. the next event) can be predicted more 

I :. accurately -than the far future .. 

Another way to summar~z;e the results of the mul tip le 

• regression analyses in Ch.apter 4 is to thi.n1c ot the independent 

varia.bles as those which represent t.he cha.ra.cteristics o:t persons 

(demographic a.l1d~ ecolog~ca,l) and those which represent their 

• hehavior and society's response,. tIl at ~Str career types. The 

chara.cteristics of persons iiere important at all stages of 

careers but moreso at the time of contacts -i-5, while career t.ype 

• variables were more important at contacts 6-10, although. ~n some 

analyses at all stages. l'l'e al.so concluded that the results of 

the separate cohoI:'t andlyses giv'es the impression ot a changing 

• importance of the variables· influences on future seriousness o± 

• 
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careers.. 'rhe demograph.y of the city a.nd the experi.ences of inner 

city youth are Illore critica,l during th,e yout.h and young adulthood 

of the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. How the justice system worked did 

little to reduce the seriousness of future ca.reers. 

Adgin.g thg Intervi§li ~~ ~ EeEort ~-ta 

In the fifth chapter the interview' data w'ere added.. This 

increased -the complexity of. th.e analysis in. some respects.. The 

point was to determine i:f the il1tervie~i' variables lr¥ould, dSsist us 

in under:standing when and under what circumstances sanctions are 

effecti vee At the juv'enile level the interview data added little 

to the variance in pr~sent or ,future of:fense seriousness 

accounted f:or in Chapters 3 and 4.. However, we did no-te t.ha t the 

respondents" descriptions of how they reacted. to the police (in 

spite of the circula,r nature of the variable) did suggeBt that 

the police and others in the justice system have an 0PP ort.unity 

to inf'luence juveniles ill the direction of non-delinquent 

behavior. We have sugges'ted ~n pr.evious reports that enhanciu9' 

police trai.ning in human behavior pr.oblems might be more 

appropria,te for most officers than addi.tional trainin.g' in th~ use 

of forceful. methods of cOlltrol. 

In the adult Cd~e, certain. categories of variables did 

enable us to a.ccount fOL i:uture of.tense seriousness beyond wha:t 

was accounted. for by -the basic variables utilized ln ell apter 4. 

Most notable were the consistent effects oE regular emp lOYlIlent by 

the head of the househ.old and other proxy SES variables. 

Combining the ba.sic de)iiographic, ecological, and officidl career 
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data with tllose interview irariableswhich appeared to be most 

closely related to ±uture offense seriousness enabled us ·to 

accou.nt for 42% of the v'ariance in to'tal fut.ure offense 

seriousne.ss at the fi:t'st contact to 78% at the tent.h contact .. 

This really added littl.e new informa,tion to ea.rlier findings 

beca.use we had long ago tou.nd that lower SES, non-high school 

graduates with early, lengthy, and serious offense records liho 

had been f.requently and. severely sanc'lioned had. hi.gher fut.ure 

offense seriousness.. The difference is tllat the dat.a were n.ot 

manipulated in sucll a preci.se :fashion, as we have now done. 

Th.e !!lil.ll£.g of. 2.~,g£g Sanctiq!l§. 

Chapter 6 is one 'that was no·t planned nut it. f;acilitat~s 

£ocusing our attention on the types of. careers thai!: have 

continuity or in which. th.e Justice system may have played a part 

in the development of continuous ca.reers. It is, in some 

respects, the most important chapter of all because it 

facilitates the communication of ea.rlier findings through. less 

complex tables. Here we found that most cOh.ort members who had 

non-referred police contacts soon had no future con:t..acts" T.llose 

who had reterred. conta.cts less se.rious thiin a felony dropped out 

of delinquency at a h.iga rate. Those with referred fel.ollies who 

were not institutionalized w'ere less likely to have another 

referred felony in the next two year:' period than were ·thos~ who 

had been institutional::i..zed at an. early period i.n their liv'es. 

Table by table, the data in Chapter 7 verified our earlier 

findings that sanct:ions as administered do not.. deter of:t:ende.:.rs 
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from furth.er delinquency or crime .. 2 i These tables Ii' ere more 

specific in that they' clearly' show'ed that., with controls .for 

offense seriousness, less sev'ere sanctioning or no sanctiolls 

prod need. a lower percent oj: continuers. 

Even when. cohort members were exa,lllined case by' case for th.e 

years w'hen police contact rates were the highest there were tew 

cases where discontin.uity for a peri.od of. years or desista.nce 

following institut.ionalizat.ion could have been a consequence of 

either incarcerati.on (removal f.rom. the cODlIuuni.ty) or th.e impact 

of the institutional program .. 

CONCLUSI,ONS 

Institut-1onalization Ell£!. ~ntinu.l.ty 

The TIlOSt disconcerting finding for those \vho bel.l.eve that an 

early response to delinguency is more effective than 01l(;:! delayed 

to later years was the fact that early in5ti tutionaliza tio]1 wa.s 

followed by greater continuity' in se.rious misbehav.ior than wa.s 

later i.nstitut.ionali.za.tion., Also, these ulll'Tanted e±fects were 

slow to wear off .. 

21 We must again make it.. clear that we do not .. llelieve that 
this research leads to support for the idea of selective 
incapaci tatioll.. We re ject this idea on a ba.sl..s of our own prior 
research, Lyle W. Shannoli, ttRisk AssesslR.ent vs. Real Prediction: 
The Prediction Problem a.nd Public :i~rust, n ~nal of Q:!!antita-t.iV'e 
Crimino12.ll 1 (1985): pp .. 159-189, ana such excellent 
contributions as Andrew v'on Hirsch, liThe Ethics of Selective 
Incapacita't .. ion: Observations Oli the contem.porary Debate," Cri.llIe 
aud ~glinquellcy 30 (19tl4): pp. 175-1~4., 
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Intervention. and ContinuiiY 

On th.e positive si.de, the high rate of discont.inui ty ior 

even serious offenders J.:or whom. intervention has mea.nt som.e 

attention or supervl.sioIi, suggests that ex.pressed concern ma.y be 

more effecti ve thau the punishing experience of incarcera.tlon.1' U 0 

m.atter how w·ell. -i.llt\~nded is th.e latter .. 22 There is no s u.ggestion 

here, of course, th.at incarcera.tion m.ay not sometaes be 

necessary for th e sat ety of society or th e III is crean t ... 

More specifically (if the eV'en t is serious enough to raise 

the question of formal i.ntervention), tor those who a.re chal."ged 

with the task of intervention,. frequency of intervention ra.ther 

than 5everi·ty of: sanctiolls seem.s to have had the Jilost d eSl.rable 

effect.. 1.n other words, fre.quent re.ferrals or court appearances 

rather than sever~ court sentences seemed to have the most 

deterrent. e.ffect on future misnehav·ior. Since success in 

intervention J...nvolves intervention at the appropria.te st,age in 

careers,. it is d.pparent thdt young' persons with early serious 

offenses sh.ould be de.a.l t. with beior:e the time tha.t they ha.ve 

established S(::1:'iOU5 dEdinguent or cl:iDll.nal careers .. 

22 Our own concluslons have, of course, been preceded. by other 
similar concl.usions drawn trOllt different kinds of da.ta .. 
Petersilia has also concluded that alt.f!rnatives to probation and 
insti tu tiollalJ...za 'lion, intensi va surv·eJ-l.lance coupled. Wl th 
community servicb' and res·ti·tution,. .for example, may be 
sufficientl.y restrictive to ensure public safety and meet th.e 
pUbl.ic notion of Justice. But, as Timoi:hy J. Carter, II Juvenile 
Court Dispositi.ons," Crim:inolQgy 17 (197Y): pp. 341-3!>~, 
suggests, diversion progrd.ms, wllile a st:ep in the right 
direction I are not enough. .. 
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This turn.s the guestioll to one of what can be: done to 

intervene in such a wa!l as to not define a. you.ng person as a 

career offenaer before he/she is a. career offender.. Ho w can it 

be carried out through an id,entiiication process that has £e,w 

negative or positive errors? Some lleg'ative and. positive errors 

llIay be tolerated. if t,h.e program is a.i.Dled. at th,e general. you,tb 

population that inclu.des the much smaller target popu \a tioD but 

is not so expensive as to be prOhibitive tor administration -to 

the larger group.. In other words, a delinquency preven t.ion 

progTam should. be defined as a you.th progra.m providing 

opportunities for:. upward mobility, social satisfact:ion, peer 

group and a.d ul t recogni-tion, socialization iuto -the adult wOl.:ld, 

etc. 

If the program is det~ned as one aimed, at:. only l?oten.t~ally 

ca.reer offenders and requires some ic1entif:ication <is a Judicial 

or quasi-judicial target, t.hen infringement upon civil liberties 

may be onlY' a step a.way from those infringemen.ts WhiCh 

characterize selective incapacit.ation. 

In ot.her words, predictJ..ng the future serious offender is a 

difficult task and as these predictive devices now work, sizeable 

negative and positive errors are made. If the best predictors 

are demograp.!ll.c, ecologica.l, socioecon.omic, an.d are based on 

prior delinquent or cri.llunal behavior, and these togeth eI:' ar~ 

still not v'ery accurate, then programs must indeea. be J)I;Oad. 

:cather than ilIlplicu·ti ve, i..e., defined as not designed for: the 

career offender. If -th.e evidence indicates that existing 
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approacbes are ineffectiv'e,. then accurate iden.tification of the 

targ'et population is sti.ll of: no a.vail .. 

We m.us-l: conclude by saying tha.t this research sugg ests the 

lleed for broader and more creative appl.~oa.ches of one type but 

concentration on a v'ery selected fe1<¥ cohort. Ill.embers for programs 

that do no more -than remove juveniles and adults from the 

communi-ty if public sa:fe!ty is para.BlOunt.. This almost sug:gests 

that th e jus tice system I' it it is -to be effective, In list develop a 

wider perspect.ive than one geared to apprehen(ling' ane'/. convicting 

criminals and facilitating ·the application of just deserts .. 
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APPENDIX A 

'l'RENDS IN SEVERITY OF DISPOSITIONS A.Nl1 SANCTIONS 

Th.ese computer-generated diagra,ms show some trends in 

severity of dispositions and sancti.ons... Considera:l:ion of them 

whetted our interest in sanctioning variability more than has 

anything else except the analyses w'hich showed that relatively 

severe sanc'l:.ions were not only unrelated to better fut.ure 

behavior, but seemed to chang'e it on.ly for the worse, 

particularly among males.. Th.e original of this report has the 

diagrams in fouI." col.ors.. Trend lines and curves are in black on 

copies but are labeled as necessary for comp:r:ehension by -the 

reader .. 

Diagram 1 shows that d.1.sposi tional severity was increasJ..ng 

over the years £or juvenile misdemeanors IlI.ore th.an .for other 

groups of of.fenses.. These trend lines are the product of age r 

cohort, and time periou effects.. Diagrams 1A, lE,. and. 1c reveal 

that there are pronounced cohort differences in disposi t..ional. 

severity. The 1942 Cohort IS juvenile dispositions ena. i.n 1960 

and that their adult d.ispositioIlS COlll.menCe in 1961. OVE':I:printing 

at the lower end. of the scale makes it difficult to see why a 

particular trend l.:ine llIay be what it is, the 1942 Cohortts aO.ul.-t 

felonies, for ex,a.mple.. Th.e ju.venile trend lines could have ended 

at 1960 and the a.dult trend lines in at 19{)1. These diagrarus 

give us an idea of. differences in cohort trends.. These cohort. 

trends are also related to time period (de.cade) differences and 

the changing age of cohort members. 
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DIAGRAM 1 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM lA 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM, lB 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM Ie 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROllING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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Diagram. 2 reveals that Part I offenses hav'e been disposed of 

more sev'erely ov'er the years. Cohort and the ag'G composition of 

each cohor:t also have had effects on these trend lines .. 

Diagra.m 3 shows that Part I offenses by juveniles h.ave bee.n 

deal t with increasingly more sevei:ely than hav'e others, in part a 

consequence of increasing concern about serious juvenile 

offenders.. This~, of course, also a part of geller'all.y 

increasing concern over the increase in Par't:. I offenses in the 

communi ty, especially if cOlUmitted hy juveniles. Diagram 4 fits 

two curves" as d.oes Diagram ~, to the same data.. shown in Diagram 

3 .. 

In Di.ag'ram b we turn to court. sanctions rather than 

dispositions, the latter of which Diay or may not have includeil 

court sanctions. l.n ,t.his case, we find a downward trend for 

severity ot sanctions for: felonJ..es" the opposi.te of the 

disposi ti.on trend shown in lliagralll 2.. f10lice may refer per.sons 

for felony contacts but the courts may not be as severe in 

response to each Co,S€!.. There are, of course, age, cohort, ana 

time period ef.fects on this tren.d line.. What we hav-e here is a 

line indicating th.a.t all factors together have produced. d. decl.ine 

in the sev'erity of sanctions for persons wh.o have Deen referred. 

Part of this may also be accoun.ted for by the f:a.ct that tJle 

referral rate for young offenders has increased bu't that cases 

have been referred. whien werE;: not suffici.ent.ly serious to merit 

sanctions, or that a. bUSy court isa,n €las}" court for th e • 
offender. 
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DISPOSITIONS SEVERITY BY )~AR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE OF OFFENSE 
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DIAGRAM 3 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM 4 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM 5 

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE 
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The same datd. l:1:.re fit.ted wi.th curv'es in Diagrams 7 and 8 .. 

• Diagram Y is i'dentical to Diagram 6 but indica.tes confiden.ce 

limits ... 

Diagram 10 sh.ows a downward trend for juvenile sanctions 

whether the contacts were at th.ernisdeEean.or or felony level but 

an upward trend for adults, that is, cohort mem.bers age ~m and 

old.er.. Although. Tables 10A, 10B, and lOC ena.ole one to see hoW' 

• cohort trends markedlY' a.lffer, the most import.ant thing -to note 

is the wide ran.ge in. severity ot sd..nctions with many nli.sdemea.nors 

sanctioned as severely as .felonies. It lUust al,so be remem..Dered 

• that at this point a l1d.riable has not been illcJ.uded for number: 01 

I 
prior sanctions", 

I Diagram 11 indicates that th.ere has been an overall decli.ne: 

• in the severity oi sanctions for Part I offenses wIn.ell pa.r:d.llels 

that for felonies.. Diagram 12 shows tha.t severity of sanctions 

has declined lor juvenil.es but i.ncreaseci. for adults whether it be 

• Part I or other o:tfe.nses. Diagrams 13 and 14 apply COin pouna 

curves to the da.ta s·o that it is possible to see that the more 

recent trend for: both juvenile ana adult Part 1. of£ense s depend.s 

on the approach lvh:tch :ts used in curve-fJ.. tting. 

tihile th.is exerci.se may be confusing 8 the tinal diagrdlll 

(Diagram 15) puts it a.ll in place.. Here we control for 

seriousness and age while examining the relatlonship of sev~r:ity 

of sanctions to total prior sanctions. llfow it becomes clear ·that 

whether juvenile or adul t, f:elony or misdemeanor, prior sanction s 

have strong e.tfects on the severity ot current sanctionk>. Tlas 

• 
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SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS 
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DIAGRAM 9 

SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS 
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DIAGRAM 10 

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONlliG BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM IDA 

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAM lOB 

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
1949 COHORT ONLY 
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DIAGRAM lOC 

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 
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DIAGRAJ'.1 11 

SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE OF OFFENSE 
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DIAGRAM 12 

. . . 
SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE 
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SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE • 
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SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLUNG FOR TYPE AND AGE 
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diagram tells us why the results are differ'ant wh&n age-by-age 

data are an.alyzed (the events and consequences of d. year are 

totall.ea.) or when. years are aggregated in·to age periods. Still, 

no matter which strategy is used, we do not know how mu.ch. the 

policeman, court worker., or judge knows a.bout the past and, it 

known, how much effect the past has on the dec.iKlon-makiILg 

process.. l~hat ha.s happened in the court must, however, have 

considerable intpac·t .. 

All of this indicates that when. we exam.ine tile eff ects of 

sanctions on f:uture behavior if we are to be precise we must be 

aware of cohor:t, age, and period e±fects as well as the other 

variables that enable us to better un.de~rs·tand why sanct. ions 1idve 

quite diverse effects on thefu·ture behavior of diverse types of 

persons. 
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APPENDIX, B 

CODE ~ FOR. POLICR CONTACX DAT! SET 

There are 15,245 police contacts in this data se-t:. Some of 
the variables refer to the chaX,'lcteristics of the person who had 
the contact,. such as ADUL1' (nUmber of police contacts that. -this 
person had at ages 21 and olcIer), while the other varia,bles,. such 
as AGE,. are specific to that particular contact. Explication of: 
various items may be requeste(i from the. l.owa Orban COllIn unity· 
Research Center. 

ADU1.T 

ADULT18 

AGE 

AGECAT 

AN'GHED 

AV'GPRSNC 

AVPRSBR 

BIRTH 

BLDUtl 

BLOCKC 

BLOCKli 

BLOCKP 

Number ot police contacts for ages 
21 and older. 

Number ef poli.ce contacts tor ages 
'18 through 20 .. 

Actual age of cehort member when 
contact occurred. .. 

A.ges at time of centact grouped into. 
6 categor~es (6-9, 10-13, 14-17, 18-21, 
22-25, and over ~5) • 

ldentification number of. neighborhood in 
·w.nich cohort member l,i ved after age 1 8. 

Avera.ge severity of the sanctions occ uLTing 
in cohor·t member's record prior to 
eaCh contact. 

Average seri.ousness of. centacts occurl:iny 
in, cohort member" s record prior to. ea ch 
contact .. 

Cohert r.ne~berls birth date. Coded as 
actual date, e .. g .. ,. May- 5th, 1955 =: U50~55 .. 

Cohort member1s rdce/ethr.l.icity coded. 
as a dummy variable, Black vs .. Non-Black, 
l=Black r O=-Non-Black .. 

1~70 census tract and block numner fer 
address at which contact occurred 
(99999=not ascertained). 

1970 census tract and block number fer hOlite 

auo.ress ot cohort meL'tber at time of 
contact (99999=not ascertained) .. 

1970 census tract dod block number for 
cohort member's 1916 address if knewn .. 
Not coded for '1955 Cohort.. 99999= 



• 

CASWGT 

CDATE 

• CHCDUM 

cwr 

• CHTDUM.2 

CHTDUl15 

CH'ffJUi19 

• CONTN 

• 
COPS 

• CPLAIN' 
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• 
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• DECADE 

• 
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not ascer:'tained. 

Reight of SPSS case. 

Date contact occu.r:red. Coded with. sp ecial 
date code for which code hook is avai lable .. 
Example attached. 

Cohort meillber:'s race/ethni.c5..ty coded 
as a dummy variable, Chicano vs. Non-Chicano, 
l=Ch~cano, O=Non-Chican.o. 

Birth cohort i.den.tification (2-42, 9=4~, and 
5=5S) "' 

1942 Coh.ort dummy variable (1=42, O=t!9, 55). 

1955 Cohort d.ummy variable (1=55, 0=4 2, 4~) .. 

1949 cohort dummy varia.ble (1=49, 0=42,. 55} '" 

Three-column code for the age period a.nd 
sequence number of: the contact within the 
ag'e per~od. The fiI'st column is coded: 
O=no contact, 1=juvenile contacts (ages 
6 through 17), 2=young auul't contact (agcs 
18 tJu'oug'h 20), dnd 3=adult contact fag'es 
2.1 and older).. l<7or example, the first 
juvenile contact is coded 101. 

Dum my variable. 1 =Police as COlllP la~n dnt , 
O=sO{iteone else was complainant. 

Complaina.nt in each contact: 
l=Family or. relative 
2=Ag-ency 
3=Private citizen or business 
4=R acine police or other law enforcem ent 

agency 
5=Self 
6:.0th.er 
7=I:lospital 
8=SChool 
9=No ascerta~ned 
O=Not applicable .. 

1'ype of contact,. e.g .. ,. disorderly con duct, 
theft, etc.. Code Book is avai.ld.ble .. 
aas been replaced by ReTYPE. Sample pag-e 
is at.tached. 

Deca.de Ul Which cont.act occurreu (1950, 
1960,. 1970). 
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• In 

INTER.V 
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JNGHBD 

J'NGHDUi1 
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• MISDUM 
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Contact w·a.s a disorderl.y conduct.. Dummy 
varia.hIe ¥ l=yes I O=no. 

Number of police cont.acts,. ages 18 through 20. 

Contact was a felony.. Dummy variable, 
l=yes" O=no .. 

Numner of contacts ill record after cohort 
member's present contact. 

Tot.al seriousness of con-tacts in r.eco r<1 
after cohort lIlember lS present. con tact. 

Cohort mara.ber. 's identification number. 

Was cohort member interviewed? Dummy 
"Irariable, l=yes, O=uo .. 

Act ual nmanar o.t persoIls invol vad in 
contdct. 99=not ascertained ... 

Ident.itJ..:ca..tion number of neig.tJ.borhood in 
which cohort member: l.iv·ed as a juvenile. 

Dummy variable f:or juvenile neighborhood,. 
1=Inner City I 2=not Inner city, 9=M:issing. 

NUDtner 01 police conta.cts, ag'es 0 through 20 .. 

Humner of police conta.ct.s, ages 6 through 17 .. 

Number of: ju.veniles (6-17) involved if. contact;. 
wa.s it group oi:fense. 

Number o.t da.ys between date o:f police contact 
and pol.ice disposi tioll of that con tact. 

Contact was at misdem.eanor level.. Dummy 
variable, l=yes, O=no. 

aul tiple offenses which rece-iv'ed a single 
sanction as the result of one court action. 

Ia.entif.ication nu.mber of nei.gh.borhood :ill 
Which contact occurred. 

l.dellt~,l;ication number 01 neighborhood in 
whiCh cohort member lived at time of contact .. 

NumDer of sa.nctions in. record prior to each 
contact .. 

Number of conta(..'ts receiving a sanet.ion,. 
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in.cluding present contact .. 

NUln erical seg:uence o£ con·tact,. regard less 
of age" 

Con-tact was a. Part I offense. Dummy­
v'ariable, 1=yes, O=no. 

Date o:t police dispositi.on of con tact.. Coded 
according to special date coding scheme for 
which code book is available. 

Disposition of contact by police: 
1=Released, counseled and released, etc. 
2=Heferred. t.O county proba.tion department 
3=Referred to county wel.tare agency 
4=Referred to state Department. of :Public 

w'eltare 
5=Ref:erred to J'uvenile Traffic Court. 
6=Other 
7=Referred to District Att.orney (Ad.ul t) 
8=Other ao.ult referral 
9=N o·t ascertain ed 
O=Not applicable. 
Note: CoCles 2 and 7 represent referrals for 
possible fu.rther prosecu.tion of juv'enile or 
adult contacts c respectively. 

Number 01: contacts in record betore but not 
~ncl. udiIlg present con ta.ct .. 

Race/ethnici.ty of cohort member: O=Chicano, 
l=Black, 2=White", 

Special recode used to then create RDA!m_ 

Recode of cohort ~(lentification (1=19 42, 194Y and 
L;=1 ~55) .. 

conta.ct type recoded to include multiple 
offenses at one contact., which. were then 
recoded t.o the most serious 01: the in ciu.en:ts. 
Replaces CTY'PE;. 

Hecode of CDATE.. 1=Non-Summ.er (or school. year) I 

2=Sum.lller .. 

SNCSCALE collapsed to eliminate single-contact 
categories involving more than one sanct~on per: 
contact. Replaces SNCSCALE. To -translate the 
rank score one looks a.t the codes rollowing 
the tl ___ tI and then looks at the scores preceding 
them to 1.ind each of t.he scores. For exa.ruple, 
the rank of 57 contains scores 0"1, 07 r 1", and 
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15.. A score of 01 before th.e dashes is the code 
for dismissal, 07 is the code for a fine of 
$61 to $100, a score o:f'll is the code for a 
driver license revocation or suspension,. and a 
score of 15 is the code for institutionaliz.ation 
of 1 to 2~ days. 

o 
1 
.2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
:l3 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
:t::9 
30 
31 
32 
33 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

OO--NO contacts or no sanction 
O'i---Disll1issa.l 
02---Supervision 
05---Fine $1 to $30 
69---02 05 
06----Fine $31 to $60 
10---Suspellded sentence 
07---Fine $61 to $100 
11---Dri vel:' licence suspens~on or. 

re v·oca.tion 
56---05 11 
74---06 11 
33---07 11 
08---Fine of $101 or:' Illore 
21---0& 11 
13--Proha ti.on less th.an on e year 
62---05 13 
79---08 "&3 
·14---Proba·tion of. a year or more 
58---05 14 
55---06 14 
iJ.:l---07 14 
29---08 14 
87---01 06 14 
71--11 14 
72---05 10 14 
66---05 11 14 
65---08 10 11 14 
lS---1.nstitutionaliz.ation of 1 to 29 

days 
45--05 1.5 
32--06 15 
39--07 15 
88---08 15 
53---14 15 
16---Institutiona.lization of. 30 to 89 

days 
68-05 16 
26---06 16-
41---07 16 
36---08 16 
51---14 16 
24---01 07 16 
1.7---Institutimlaliza.tion of 9(1 days 

to 1 year 
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51---14 17 
93---08 14 17 
18--llistituti,onalization of a year 

or more 
94·---01 18 

Used to compute JNGBDUH. 

Recode of SERI. 
l=J'uveuile status 
2=Misdemeanor 
3=Felony 
9=Not ascertained 
O=No applicable. 

Date sancti.on was imposeeL, coded d.ccording 
to special sch.eme.. Code Dook is available .. 

Uncollapsed, ra.nk. sanction codes .. 
(see RBCSNC .. ) 

Sequence number of: SPSS case .. 

Type a.nd seriousness of contact: 
1=:Juvenile Non-adul-t 
2=Juvenile ~isdemeanor 
3=Juvenile }i'elony 
It=Ad ul t Misdemeanor 
5==.Adult Felony 
6:=Non-adult~ ages 18-20 
7=Mi.sdemednor, age,s 11:J-20 
8=FelonJ, ages -18=-20 
Y=Not ascertained 
O=Not applicable. 

Sex dummy variable# 1=male, O=female. 

Sex composition of contacts involving more 
than one offende:I:': 
l=l:1a.les only 
2=Females only 
3:::M.~xed. sex. 
9=Not ascertained 
O=Not applicable (no contact or only one 

person involved. 

Rank Sanctioning Sea.le. (See RBCSNC .. ) 

Name of SPSS subfile for case. 

Total ottense seriou.sness scor.e .. 

Recoded. date of contact, 1=lY50 .. 
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Recod.ed date of contact, '6="1960 .. 

Recoded date of con-tact, 1<=1970 .. 

Cohort member's residence stat.us. Codes 1, 
2, 3, 4, 12, '13, and 14 represent "continuous 
residence" j.n Racine; ·tha:i: is", tb,e cohort 
Inember was living continuously in Rac:ine with 
place 0:1: residence not known .tor more thd.Ii 
three years. 

Date of con·tact r.ecoded into decades: 
1=19505 
2=19605 
3=19705 
O=No contact .. 

Number of police cont.act.s, d.ll ages .. 

'rotal 01:: all seriousness prior 'co 
present. contact .. 

~lo·t.al of all SN'CSCllLE scores .. 

Total. TYl'ESER ot all contacts. 

':r'otal of. all SNCSCALE scores prior to 
present contact .. 

Dummy variable for traffic contacts, 
1=y'es, O=non-tra.ffic .. 

Ordina.l :r:'anking of six m.ajor categories 
of ot1:en.se seriousness,: 
6::::Pelony- against persous; includes 

rODbery, assault, Salt offenses, 
narcotics/drugs, homicide,. escapee, 
and suicide .. 

5:::::;l'elony again.st Propert..::n includes 
burglary, theft, auto theft, :traud, 
forgery, and violent property 
destruct~on • 

4=Major l'1i.sdem.ean.or; inclu,des escapee,. 
theft, narcotics/drug:s, weapons, fra.ud, 
assault, violent prop(~rty destruction, 
burglary, and forgery., 

3=Minor Misdemeanor; includes obscene 
behavior,. disorderly conduct., vagrancy,. 
liquor violations, sex offenses, nwvillg 
traffic violations, other trat~ic offenses, 
gambl~ng, and family problems .. 

2=Juveni1.e Status (persons uuder 18); 
incl udes vagrancy, disorderly coneiu ct,. 
incorrigible/runaway, and 'truancy. 
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1=Con tact for Suspicion, Investigation, 
Information. 

O=N 0 contact .. 

Unique X(lentification Number: (Cohort, 
TD) '"' 

cohort memberls race/ethnicit,y coded 
as a dummy variable" White vs. N'on-ffhite, 
1=white, O=Non-Whi t.e. 

X coordinate :for loca.tion where cOllta. ct 
occurred; used for mapping. 

Dummy variable for cohort, 1:::1955, 
0=1942 and 1949 ... 

x coordinate for cohort m.emberis residence 
a.t time of. contact; used for :m.apping .. 

Y coordinate for location where conta.ct 
occurred; used tOl: mapping. 

Recode of: da.te of contact to year of: 
con·tact", 

Y coordina.te for cohort member's residence 
at time of contact; used for mapping .. 
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Sample Code Sheet. See CDATE, RCDATE, SANCDATE, PDATE 

Month, Day, Year 

1 

1 

2 

1 

31 

1 

2 28 

3 1 

3 31 

4 1 

4 30 

5 1 

5 31 

6 1 

6 30 

7 1 

7 31 

8 1 

8 31 

9 1 

9 30 

10 1 

10 31 

11 ! 1 

11 ... 30 

12 1 

12 31 

54 

54 

54 

54 

54 

54 

54 

S4 

54 

54 

,54 

54 

= Day # 

2193 

2223 

2224' 

2251 

2252 

2282 

2283 

2312 

2313 

2343 

2344 

2373 

2374 

2404 

2405 

2435 

2436 

2465 

2466 

2496 

2497 

2526 

2527 

2557 

Month, Day, Year 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

1 

31 

1 

28 

1 

3 31 

4 '1 

4 30 

5 1 

5 31 

6 1 

6 30 

7 1 

7 .31 

8 1 

8 31 

9 1 

9 30 

10 1 

10 ,31 

11 . 1 

11 30 

12 1 

12 31 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

55 

5S 

iSS 

55 

= Day # 

2558 

2588 

2589 

2616 

2617 

2647 

2648 

'2677 

2678 

2708 

2709 

. 2738 

2739 

2769 

2770 

2800 

2801 

2830 

2831 

2861 

2862 

2891 

2892 

2922 

t.1onth, Day, Year = Day # 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

1 

31 

1 

29 

1 

3 31 

4 1 

4 30 

5 1 

5 31 

6 1 

6 30 

7. 1 

7 31 

8 1 

8 31 

9 1 

9 30 

10 1 

10 31 

11 1 

11 30 

12 1 

12 31 

56 

56 

56 

2923 

2953 

2954 

2982 

2983 

3013 

56 3014 

3043 

56 3044 

3074 

56 3075 

3104 

56 .3105 

3135 

56 :.: 3136 

3166 

56 3167 

3196 

56 3197 

3227 

,56 . ,3228 

3257 

56 3258 

3288 
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A-I 
Sample Code Sheet. See GTYPE, RCTYPE 

Detailed Codes for Type of Contact (CTYPE) 

01 - ROBBERY (Fel) 

02 - BURGLARY (Fel) 

(HisOj 

O~ - THEFT (bXCEPT AUTO) 

(Code according to 
value: 
Over $lOU - Fe!; 
Under $100 - Misd) 

04 - AUTO THEFT 

05 - DISORDERLY 
CONDUCT 

(Fel) 

(Misd) 

Armed robbery 
Robbery and assault 
Other robbery 

Burglary 
Breaking and entering or B & E 

Entering a locked vehicle 

Larceny and theft (except auto) 
Tampering: bike, auto, machines 
Larceny of money by use of slugs 
Larceny from cars or trucks 
Purse snatching 
Pet.ty theft 
Bake larceny 
Stolen property: receiving, selling, buying, 

possession 
Shoplifting 
Tampering with U.S. mail; theft of mail 
Looting; take junk 
Attempted theft 

Auto theft 
Joyride 
OMVWOC (car, plane, motorcycle, tractor, 

boat) 
Accomplice to such an act 

Disorderly conduct 
Fighting 
"Bullying" younger children 
Throwing objects (stones, snowballs, 

tomatoes, etc.) 
Obscene language or phone calls; profanity 
Annoy animals 
Urinating on sidewalk 
Shooting darts in theater 
Expectorating on people in theater 
Disturbing the peace 
Disturbance; juvenile disturbance; kids 

disturb; disturb at construction 
Neighbor trouble 
Juvenile complaint (playing in street or on 

property) 
False fire alarm 
Resisting. interfering with an officer 
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A.PPENDl.:X C 

DIFFERENCES IN CAlrBER TYP.ES BASED ON OFFENSE LEVEL, 
COHORT, A.ND JUSTICE SYSTEM INVOLVEM.BNT 

Differen.ces in ill.§. Distribution Q£ ~~ ~& y~ea Q!l 
Mfeu§.it Level ~d Coh~rt 

Differences in findings lil'ithi.n. cohorts ba.sed on differences 

in offense seriousness levels and whether controls t·or sex have 

been made are illustrated by data presented in Table 1. 

The first column for each cohort shows the distribution of 

cohort membeJ:'s according to whether or not they had police 

contacts for any reason during both the juvenile and ad u.lt 

periods, ouly during Lila ju.venile period, only during the adult 

period., or {l.uring nei-ther. Each succeeding column for each 

cohort involves a more ser~ous offense level. 

11hese within-cohort findings may be descrined as follo\'ls: 

1 .. The percent of each. cohort with police contacts as noth 

juveniles and adults declines from the least serious offense 

level to the most serious o±fense level, i.e., from contacts 

.for any reason to felony-l.evel contacts. 

2 .. A t -the two most serious o£fense levels a larger per cen ta,ge 0 f 

each cohort has juvenile police contacts but no adult police 

contacts than has contacts as both juveniles and ad. ults .. 

This is the ca.se for males alone and. for females at not only 

the two most serious offense levels bu.t at the felony or 

misaenteanor 18vels as well .. 

3.. 11 t the t.WO most seJ:'ious offense levels a larger per cen tage of 
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TABLE 1. POLICE CONTACT TYPES BASED ON OFFICIAL RECORDS FOR AGES 6-17 VS. AGES 18 AND OLDER, BY PERCENT 
----------------------------------------------------------~----------------

1942 Cohort 1949 £Qhort 1955 Cohort 

F F F 
E E E 
L L L 

F 0 F 0 F 0 
P E R P E R P E R 
C L Ii C L Ii C L !'l 
0 0 A F 0 ·0 A F 0 0 A r 
N R J E N R J E N R J E 
T K B L T Ii 8 L T !'l !'l L 
A I I 0 A I I 0 A I I '0 
C S S N C S S N C S S N 
T D D Y T D D Y T D D Y 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------' --
ALL 

Yes-Yes 32.4 20.2 3.2 1.3 35.3 20 .. 1 4 .. 8 1.9 25 .. 4 15.9 6.4 3.5 
Yes-No 7 .. 1 9.6 1.6 3.8 12.8 15.0 10.6 4.5 18.7 15&2 11.9 6.3 
No-Yes 28 .. 4 17.7 5.7 3.3 21.0 14.2 5 .. 0 3.8 14 .. 9 12.7 4.8 4 .. 7 
No-No 31.4 52.4 83.6 91 .. 7 30.8 SO .. 1 19.6 89.7 41 .. C 56.3 76.9 85.5 

HALES 
Yes-Yes 49.7 33 .. 4 5.6 2.2 50.5 34 .. 6 8.0 3.4 36.3 23.9 10 .. 7 6.3 
Yes-No 6.7 12.6 12.4 6.5 12.6 19 .. 1 14.5 6.9 19.1 18.0 14 .. 8 8.8 
No-Yes 28.1 20 .. 2 7 .. 9 4.5 18.6 14.9 5.9 4.9 15.1 15.2 6.8 6.6 
No-No 15.4 33.7 74.2 86.8 18.2 30.8 11.6 84.9 28 .. 3 42.9 67.7 70.3 

FEMALES 
Yes-Yes 10.1 3 .. 2 15.1 7.2 .5 13.6 1.2 1.7 .6 
Yes-No 9.0 5.8 1.4 .4 13.1 8.8 5.4 1.4 11.6 12.1 8.8 3.7 
No-Yes 28.9 14.4 2.9 1.8 24.2 13.3 3 .. 8 2 .. 3 14.1 10.0 2.7 2.5 
No-No 52.8 76 .. 5 95.1 97 .. 8 47.6 10.7 90.3 96.2 54.7 70.1 86.8 93 .. 2 

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

Yes-Yes = Police contacts at stated offense level 6-11 and 18 and older. 
Yes-No = Police contacts at stated offense level 6-11. 
No-Yes = Police· contacts at stated offense level 18 and Older. 
No-No = No police contacts at that offense level. 

PCONTACT = Recorded police contacts at any level of seriousness. 
FELORMISD = Recorded police contacts at felony or misdeaeanor level. 
FELORHAJMISD = Recorded police cont.acts at felony or aajor misdemeanor level. 
FELONY = Recorded pqlice contacs at felony level. 

• 
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the cohort has no juvenile police con tacts bu·t has adul t 

contacts than has contacts as both juv'eniles dnd adults. 

This is the case f.or males at only the most ser'ioo.s level but 

for fema.les at all offense levels .. 

4.. Points 2 and 3, taken toge·l:.her, reveal that a relatively 

small proportion 0:1:: even, the male cohort lnem.bers ha.s police 

contact.s for misdemeanors or Iliore serious offenses dur:ing 

both the juvenile and adul.t periods cOIllpa.red to the 

proportion -wh.o have cont.acts for misdemeanors durin g the 

juvenile or ad.ult J:leriods. Eor the females, the proportion 

who h.ave juvenile/attul t continuity is v'ery sma.ll comparea to 

those wh.o have police contacts at any lev'al of seriou5ness 

during either pel:iod.. Most females have no police conta.cts 

either period at any level of seriousness .. 

It is, therefore, Sluite clear tha'\: differen.ces in offense 

seriousness levels ha"ITe significant in:f1.uences on f.indin9s. 

Differences in fi.nding::;. from cohort to cohort Cl,re also 

important. Th.ese findlngs follow: 

1. The percent with police contacts as both juveniles and. adults 

Ii. increases from cohort to cohort it based on the majoI;' 

• 

• 

• 

misdemeanor or felony level or the; felony level alone, 

whether total cohort or males or: .females. 

2.. i'he percent who had contacts during the juvenile period. 

increases .:trom cohort ·to COhort fOl: the two most serious 

offense levels tor males and .females combined,. i.ncr ease,s at 

all levels tor females,. and moreso for tem.ales than males at 

the most serious o:ffense levels. 
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3 .. The percent who had contacts ij,uri.ng only the ju'\ren~le period 

increases :from cohort to cohort for all seriousness lev'els, 

moreso for females tha.n males .. 

4 .. The percent who had contacts dur.ing the ad.ult period 

increases from cohort to coh.ort for the tyro most serious 

offense levels .. 

5. The percen.t who had contacts during only the aa.uIt period 

increases from cohort t.o cohort for only t,he lilost serious 

offense lev·el. 

It sh.ould aI,so be noted. that the proportion of eac h cohort. 

that had conti.nuity (Yes-Yes) is always consid.erably smaller than 

·t.he proport~on who desisted (Yes-No) between the juv'eni Ie and 

a.dult periods at ·f-:.lle two most serious offense levels and tha.t 

desistance is proportiona'tely g'reater for females than for In ales • 

This, of course, produces higher coefficie·nts of correlati.on. 

between juv'enile contacts and aduJ.t contacts for males than for 

females, whatever the level of' offense seriousness.. .Bv(·m for the 

males, howev'er, the correlations between m.easur.es for the 

juveni.le and adult periods ranged between a285 and .37'0 t scarcely 

a relationship which. should lea.d researchers to begin to talk 

about predicting adult criminal records from Juveni.le records. 

g~Feer ~ f2.!l!:inui.ty Differences ~ased on Offense L~vel i!1ld 
JustiQ£ Syst~ Involyement 

Be allot that as it may, we n.ow turn to Tables 2 through 10 

in wh.ich all cohorts have been combined as a basi:::: for describing 

continuity not by cohort but by offense type or seri.ousness and 

level of interventi.on 'kIi th con troIs for sex and place 0 t 
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'rABLE 2.. CAlcEER TYPE CONTINO'ITY FOR COMBINED COHORT HEllBERS ACROSS 
JUVENILEI' 18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE PERIuDS 

---------------.--------------------.-----------------------

y-y'-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N'-N-N 

CON'l'ACTS 
N % 

524 
445 
23:.. 
616 
146 
34Y 
282 

1478 

12.8 
10 .. 9 

S .. Y 
15.1 

3.6 
8 .. 6 
6 .. 9 

36 .. 2 

Totals 4079 100.0 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

111 
189 

83 
570 

37 
196 

98 
2795 

Totals 4079 

"I-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
I-N'-I 
Y-N-N 
N:-Y-Y 
~l-Y-N 

N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

Totals 

5~ 

95 
34 

~21 
76 

218 
'i 11 

3266 

4079 

2 .. 7 
4.6 
2 .. 0 

14.0 
.9 

4.ti 
2 .. 4 

68.5 

99.9 

1.3 
2.3 

.8 
5 .. 4 
" .. ~ 
5.3 
:.!.9 

80 .. 1 

~wo .. o 

NON-TRAFFIC 
N % 

301 
327 
16li, 
716 

81 
214 
189 

208'1 

4079 

77 
136 

46 
426 

27 
134 

73 
3160 

4079 

27 
63 
1!> 

162 
25 

120 
60 

3607 

4079 

7.5 
8 .. 0 
4 .. 0 

"41 .,6 
2.0 
5 .. 2 
4.6 

51 .. 0 

99.9 

1 .. 9 
3 .. 3 
1.1 

10.Lt· 
.. 7 

3.3 
1.8 

77.~ 

100.0 

.7 
1.5 

.4 
4.0 

.6 
2.,9 
1.5 

88",4 

100 .. 0 

PART. r 
N % 

28 
98 
28 

436 
12 
73 
31 

3313 

.7 
2 .. 4 

.7 
10.7 

.3 
1.6 

.8 
82.7 

4079 100.1 

15 
61 

8 
280 

6 
65 
26 

3618 

.4 
1 .. ~ 

6 .. 9 
.1 

1.6 
.. 6 

88 •. 7 

4079 100.0 

1 
32 

4 
140 

4 
48 
14 

3836 

4019 

.0 

.8 

.1 
3.4-

.. 1 
1 .. 2 
.3 

94.0 

99.9 

l"hLONY 
l~ % 

22 
&& 
18 

210 
11 

102 
44 

360b 

4·079 

B 
46 
11 

laO 
9 

83 
32 

370~ 

4019 

'i 
24 

3 
106 

4 
47 
11 

38&3 

4079 

.. S 
1 .. 6 

.. 4 
S.1 

.. 3 
2 .. 5 
1 .. l 

88.4 

99",Y 

.3 
1 .. 1 

4.4 
.. 2 

2.0 
.8 

9U .. 8 

~9,,9 

.0 

.. 6 

.. 1 
2.6 
.1 

1 • .2 
.. 3 

Y5 .. 2 

100 .. 1 
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TABLE 3.. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY l<'OR .~lALE COHORT t1EMBERS ACROSS 
JlJYBNILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE PERIODS 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-lil-N 

C Ol~ Tll C'l'S 
N % 

449 2003 
33" 15.0 
11S 7 ~9 
339 15.3 
100 4 .. 5 
163 7.4 
148 6 .. 7 
505 .l2.9 

Totals 2210 100.0 

y'-y-y 
Y-Y~N 

-Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N":'Y'-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

'W3 
162 
74 

397 
34-

146 
68 

1226 

4.7 
7.3 
3.3 

18.0 
1 .. 5 
6 .. 6 
3 .. 1 

55.5 

Totals 2210 100.0 

N'ON-~'RAl"FIC 

N % 

257 
258 
-f25 
445 

60 
135 
126 
804 

2::l10 

70 
117 

43 
~88 

24 
106 

59 
1503 

2210 

11.6 
11 .. 7 
5.7 

20 .. 1 
2*7 
6 .. 1 
S.7 

36.4 

100.0 

3.2 
5.3 
1.9 

13.0 
1 .. 1 
4.8 
2.7 

68 .. 0 

100.0 

PAR~' I 
N % 

27 
87 
27 

332 
10 
63 
23 

1641 

1.2 
3.9 
1.2 

15.0 
.5 

2.9 
<1.0 

14.3 

2210 100.0 

14 
57 

& 
219 

5 
::'6 
21 

1830 

.6 
2 .. 6 

.4 
9.9 

.2 
2.5 
1.0 

82.d 

2210 100.0 

Sallctioneq J1.:§. Not Sanctioned 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

~l'otals 

49 
86 
31 

163 
72 

172 
94 

1543 

221Q 

2 .. 2 
3.9 
1 .. ~ 
7.4 
3 .. 3 
7.8 
4 .. 3 

69.8 

100 .. 1 

21 
59 
13 

125 
21 

100 
!lS 

1810 

2210 

1.2 
2.7 

.. 6 
5 .. 7 
1.0 
4.5 
2.5 

81.9 

100.1 

1 
31 

4 
128 

3 
43 
'.1 

1989 

2210 

.1 
1.4 
.2 

s.a 
.1 

1.9 
.5 

90.U 

100.0 

]'ELONY 
l~ % 

21 
64 
16 

17J 
8 

80 
33 

18 '(5 

1.0 
2 .. 9 
.7 

7.B 
.,4 

3.b 
1 .. 5 

82. -I 

2210 100 .. (J 

13 
4!> 
'10 

153 
7 

70 
25 

18S7 

.6 
2.0 

.. 5 
6 .. 9 

.. 3 
3 .. 2 
1.1 

85 .. 4 

22.10 100 .. 0 

1 
LlJ. 

3 
95 

4 
4Ll 

8 
2u31 

2210 

.1 
1.1 

.. 1 
4.3 
.2 

.4 
31 .. 9 

100 .. 1 
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TABl.E 4.. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR FEMALE COHORT I1EHBER!:) ACROSS 
JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 .n,ND OLDBR AGE PERI.ODS 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

COla'ACTS 
N % 

75 4.0 
114 6.1 
64 3 .. L~ 

271 14 •. 8 
46 2.:' 

186 10.0 
134 7 .. 2 
973 52.1 

Totals 1869 100 .. 1 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N'-y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N~y'-N 

N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

8 
27 

9 
173 

3 
50 
30 

15&9 

.4 
1.4 

L5 
9.3 

.2 
2.7 
l.b 

83.9 

Totals 1869 100.0 

Cont~~ Y2. NQ ~ontacts 

N 0 t~ -TRAFF I.e 
N % 

SO 
69 
39 

271 
21 
19 
63 

1277 

1869 

7 
19 

3 
138 

3 
28 
14 

1651 

1869 

2 .. 7 
3 .. 7 
2.1 

14 .. 5 
1 .. 1 
4.2 
3 .. 4 

68 .. 3 

100.0 

.4 
1.0 

.. 2 
7 .. 4 

.2 
1.5 

.. 1 
S8 .. 7 

100.1 

PAnT I 
N' % 

1 
11 

1 
104 

2 
10 

8 
1132 

.. 1 

.6 

.1 
5 .. 6 

.1 

.. 5 

.4 
92.7 

1869 "100.1 

1 
4 

61 
1 
9 
5 

1788 

.1 

.2 

3.3 

.. "' .5 

.. 3 
95 .. 1 

1869 100.2 

Sancti~~. Not Sanctioned 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

Totals 

.3 
9 
3 

58 
4 

46 
23 

1723 

1869 

.2 
• .5 
.2 

3 .. 1 
.2 

2 . ..5 
1 __ 2 

92 .. 2 

100.1 

4 
2 

37 
4 

20 
5 

1791 

186~ 

.2 

.1 
2.0 

.2 
1", 1 

.3 
96 •. 1 

100.0 

1 

12 
1 
5 
3 

1847 

-'869 

.1 

.6 

.1 

.. 3 

.2 
98.d 

100.1 

E'E;LONY 
N ~~ 

1 
2 
2 

37 
3 

22 
11 

"1191 

.. 1 

.. 1 

.. 1 
2.0 
.2 

1 .. 2 
,,0 

95 ... 8 

1869 100.1 

1 
1 

27 
2 

13 
7 

1818 

'" 1 
.,1 

1.4 
.. 1 
.. 7 
.4 

Y7.3 

1869 100.1 

11 

3 
3 

"1852 

1869 

.,6 

.2 

.. :t 
99 .. 1 

100 .. 1 
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residence. With the cohorts combined we are able to present 

eight contact patterns and, these for all contacts, I1Ol1-traffic 

contacts, Part r (Index Offenses}, and Felony-level offenses, as 

well as the pattern for referrals and sanctions.. The percentages 

in this table enable us to see in a dit±erell·t waY' t,han do those 

in Table 1 hot'l not only ofiens·e tJpe or seriousness effect but 

patterns show the extent to which cohort members have been 

involved in the justice system influences the conclusions which 

may be made about continu~ty betwe«;~Il age periods an.a the 

prev'alellce of career offenders .. 

These eight types may also 1.)e consolidated ~nto the i:our. 

types show'n in 'fable 1 by a,dding the percentages £OI: th.e first 

three types and considering them as Y'1, considering' the fourth 

type as YN, considering types 5 through 7 as NY, and considering 

the last type to be NN. The followin.g basic .findings may be 

derived from Table Z: 

1. The proportion of each of these contillui ty types declin~s dS 

one moves from police contacts to a.ny SOI:t of felony-level 

conta.cts. 

2. The proportion of each of these continuity types declineS as 

one moves from contacts to sanctions .. 

3. The proporti.on of the comnined continuity t.ypes declin~s as 

aIle moves froID. conta.cts to felony-level offens~s. 

4 .. The proportion of the cOillDined continuity types declines as 

one moves from contacts to sanctions .. 

5 .. The proportion of those who desist ai'ter t.he juvenile period 
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TABLE 5.. CAREER TYPE CONTINUrry FOR l.NNEB. CITY COaORT I1mlBERS 
ACROSS JUVENILE, '18 TO 20, AIm 21 AND OLDER AGE HERlOD!) 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y'-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-'J: 
N-N-N 

Totals 

y-y-y 
Y-Y-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N' 
N-Y'-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N'-N-N 

Tota.ls 

Y-"1-Y 
Y'-Y·"N 
~{-N'-Y 

Y-N-N 
!,II-y-y 
N-Y-N 
N-N'-Y 
N-N-N 

Totals 

CONTACTS 
N % 

191 
118 
55 

137 
34, 
57 
55 

191 

22.8 
'14,.1 

6 .. 6 
16 .. 3 
4.1 
6 .. 8 
6.,t). 

22.8 

838 100.1 

53 
74 
31 

14,0 
7 

47 
34 

452 

838 

31 
36 
1~ 
68 
32 
54 
38 

567 

838 

6 .. 3 
8.8 
3.7 

16.7 
.. 8 

5.6 
4 .. 1 

53 .. 9 

99 •. 9 

3.7 
4 .. 3 
1 .• 4 
8.1 
3.8 
6.4-
4 .. 5 

67 .. 1 

99.9 

NON-TRAPFLC 
N % 

13L 
106 
3~ 

175 
20 
47 
39 

280 

838 

46 
50 
17 

126 
6 

3& 
24 

!'>l1 

838 

16 
3S 

6 
61 
12 
31 
24 

64-7 

838 

1S .. 8 
12.6 

4 .. 7 
:,W.,9 

2 .. 4 
5 .. 6 
4.7 

33 .. 4 

100 .. 1 

5 .. !> 
7 .. 2 
2.0 

'15.0 
.7 

4.!'> 
2 .. 9 

62.2 

100.0 

1.9 
4 .. 2 

.7 
7.3 
1.4 
4.Ii, 
2 .. 9 

77.2 

100 ",0 

PA,Rl' I 
N % 

20 
49 
14 

147 
7 

22 
10 

509 

838 

12. 
33 

5 
105 

3 
:l6 
13 

641 

2.4 
5.8 
1.7 

17.5 
.li 

2 .. 6 
1.2 

67 .. 9 

99.9 

'1 .. 4 
3 .. 9 

.b 
12 .. 5 

.4 
3.1-
1.6 

7&.5 

838 100.0 

1 .. 1 
18 2 .. 1 

3 .4 
65 7.ti. 

3' .4 
17 2.0 

7 .8 
124 H6~4 

838 100$0 

.FELONY 
N ~ 

13 
35 
12 
67 

3 
36 
13 

659 

1 .. 6 
4.2 
1.4 
l1.0 

.. 4 
4 .. 3 
1.6 

78.6 

838 100 .. 1 

9 
29 

b 
65 

:2 
28 
12 

687 

1.., 1 
3.,5 
.7 

7 .. 8 
.2 

3 .. 3 
1.4 

ti2.0 

838 100.0 

14 1 .. 7 
2 .. 2 

50 6.0 

15 1 .. 8 
5 .. ,6 

752 89.7 

838 100. \) 
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TABLE 6.. CAREF.:ll TYPE CON'l'lNOITl FOR NON-INNER CITY COHORT }UsfmERS 
ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 A.l~D OLDER. A GE PERIOD S 

Y-Y'-Y 
y-Y.-N 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-'N-Y 
N-N-N 

CONTACTS 
N % 

300 
281 
161 
414 
18 

233 
177 
960 

11.5 
10 .. 8 
6.2 

15.9 
3 .. 0 
8 •. ~ 
6.8 

36.9 

Totals 2604 100.0 

l"-y-y 
Y-Y-N' 
Y-N-Y 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N-N-Y 
N-N-N 

en 
100 

44 
360 

24 
116 
47 

1866 

1 .. & 
3.8 
1. ~l 

1.3.8 
.9 

4.5 
1 .. 15 

71.7 

Totals 2604 100.0 

y-y-y 
Y-Y.-N 
Y-N'-y' 
Y-N-N 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 
N--N-Y 
N-N-N 

Totals 

20 
4Y 
17 

132 
35 

132 
63 

2156 

2604 

.8 
1.9 

.. 7 
5.1 
1.3 
5 .. 1 
2.4 

&2 •. 8 

100 .. 1 

NON-TRAFFIC 
N ~~ 

159 
19Q. 
118 
437 

41 
132 
'113 

1360 

2604 

26 
64 
28 

261 
15 
73 
36 

2101 

2604 

10 
23 

9 
91 
10 
63 
28 

2370 

~604 

6 .. 1 
7.5 
4.5 

18.7 
.~ .. b 
5.1 
4.3 

52 .. 2 

100.0 

1 .. 0 
2 .. 5 
'1.1 

10 •. 0 
.. 6 

2.8 
1 .. 4 

80 .. 7 

100.1 

.. 4 

.. 9 

.3 
3.5 

.l+ 
2.4 
'1.1 

91.0 

lUO .. 0 

PART t 
N % 

7 
44 
13 

253 
4 

34 
"16 

2233 

.3 
1.7 

.. 5 
9.7 

.. 2. 
1 .. 3 

.. 6 
85 .. 8 

2604 100 .. 1 

2 
25 

2 
147 

3 
28 
10 

2387 

.. 1 
1.0 
.1 

5.6 
.. 1 

'I. 1 
.4 

91.7 

2:604 100 .. 1 

12 
1 

bb 
1 

24 
b 

2494 

2604 

.. 5 

.. U 
2 .. 5 

.0 

.9 

.2 
Y5 .. ~ 

99.9 

FELONY 
N % 

7 
25 
5 

129 
b 

50 
26 

235b 

.3 
1 .. 0 

5 .. 0 
.2 

1 .. 9 
1.0 

90.5 

2 bOlt 100 .. 1 

J 
1Ll 

5 
100 

4 
41 
17 

24,20 

.1 

.. 5 

.2 
3 .. 8 

1. b 
.7 

92.9 

2604 100 .. 0 

1 
CJ 
1 

49 
3 

23 
5 

2514 

.0 

.. 3 
,,0 

1 .. 9 
.. 1 
.9 
.. 2 

96.5 

99.9 
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TA.BLE 7. CAREER TYPE CON1~l.NUITY FOR INlifEU CITY MALE CO HOHT fl£t1B BRS 
ACROSS J"crVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 ANli OL1J~R AGE PERIODS 

---.--------------------------------------------.---~----• 
f.Q!llls:ts .Y2.. no Contacts 

CONTACTS NON-TRAFFIC PAHT I .!"HLONY 
N % 1'1 % N % ill % 

• y-y-y lS8 33.3 104 21. .. 9 19 q·"O 13 2.7 
Y-Y-N 82 17 .. 3 80 16.8 45 9 .. 5 3l~ 7.2 
Y-N-Y 41 8.6 29 6.1 13 2.7 11 2 .. 3 
Y-N-N 70 14.7 101 2-1 .. 3 101 21 .. 3 57 12.U 
N'-Y-Y 21 4 .. 4 15 3 .. 2 5 1 .. 1 ~ .4 

• N-Y-N ~o 4.2 24· 5 .. 1 '17 3.6 26 5 .. 5 
N-N-Y 31 6 .. 5 25 5 .. 3 5 1.1 9 1.9 
N-N-N 52 10 .. 9 97 20.4 210 56 .. 8 323 &8.0 

Tota.ls 475 Y9 .. 9 475 100.1 475 100."1 q·75 100,.0 

• R~rred .Y.§ .. 1fQ.i Referred 

l'-y-y 48 10 .. 1 42 8 ... 3 11 2.3 9 1 ... 9 
Y-Y-N 62 13 ... 1 50 10.5 32 6.7 29' 6 .. 1 
Y-N-Y 27 5 .. 7 16 3 .. 4 5 1 .. 1 b 1.3 
Y-N-N 95 20 .. 0 83 11.5 71 16 .. 2 56 11 .. & 
N-Y-Y Co' 1 .. 1 4· .. 8 2 .. Lt- 1 .2 • :> 
N-Y-N 35 7.4 ~9 6 .. 1 20 4.2 23 4 .. b 
N-N-Y 1~ 4 .. 0 17 3.6 9 1.9 9 1.,9 
N-N-N 184 38.7 234 Q,9.3 319 67 .. 2 34:l 72 .. 0 

Totals 475 ~WO.l 475 100.0 475 100.0 475 100 .. 0 

!. Sa.ngigneJ J!.§. .. l~ot Sanct.ion~!.d 

y-y-y 29 b .. l 16 3 .. 4 1 .. 2 
Y-Y-N 33 6 .. 9 32 6 .. 1 17 3",6 14 L.9 
Y-N-Y lL ~ .. 5 5 1.1 3 .6 2- .4-

• Y-N-N 4t1 9 .• 7 47 9.9 58 12.2 l.n 9 .. 9 
N-Y-Y 28 5 .. 9 8 1 .. 7 2 .,4 
N-Y-N 40 8.4 29 6 .. 1 16 3 ... l~ 1~' 3 .. 4 
N-N-Y 26 5.5 20 4 .. 2 4 .8 L. .. 4· 
N-l'i-N ~61 54.9 318 66 .. ~ 374 18 ... 7 395 83 .. 2 

• Totals 475 99.9 475 100.0 475 99.9 475 1UO .. O 

•• 

• 
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declines Cl,t every lev'el o:f inval vement (with one except;ion) 

• from contacts(tor any reason to felony-lev'el contacts .. 

6.. The proportion. of those who desist or are not referred or: 

sanctioned aft.er the juvenile period decreases at every level 

• of offense seriousness from coutac'l: to felonies.. In other 

w or ds, desis'tance, non -referral or non -sanction, is the 

pat.tern rather than cont.illuity.. This is an artifact of th.e 

• tanle, however,. because: the declining proportion wi th seriou.s 

contacts results in a declining proportion of persons 

sanctioned. for that level of seriou.sness. 

• 7. The greater the involvement with. the justice system. the less 

the decline in rate of: cresist.ance :i:rolli contact to felony-

level offenses .. 

• 8.. The more serious the offense level. the less the decline in 

rate ot desistance from. contact to referral to sanctions .. 

9,., Desistance after the juvenil.e period is increasingly less for 

persons with more justice system. invo~vement from. contacts 

alone to felony-level contacts. In o"'Lher words,. i.ncreasing 

invoLv'ement wi:t.h the justice sys·tem brings about less 

• desistance the more seriou.s the offense level.. 

Let us now' turn to siIfular tables with. controls for sex, 

place of residence as inner city ·ltS.. o·tner, and so on.. T11e m.ain 

• thrust of. this appendix i.s -to sh.ow hoW' findings di.ffer based. on 

not only measurement ,levels but how rela.tions vary' with 

ecological and demographic controls. 

' . 
• 
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'l'ABLE 8. CAREER. TYPE CONTINUITY FOR INNE]l CITY FEMALE COHORT 
f1,EMBERS ACROSS JUVENILE, '18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AG.ti 

• PERIODS 
---'--------------------_._----_._----------,-,---------.-------

font£l.cts )!2~ li2. Conta£!:§. 

CONTACTS NON-TR1U'FIC PART I F~LONY 

• N' % N % N. % N % 

y-y-y 33 Y.1 23 7 .. 7 1 .... . ..:) 
Y-Y-N 36 959 26 7 .. 2 4, ~i. 1 1 .3 
Y-N-Y III 3.9 10 2.8 1 .. 3 1 .3 
Y-'N-N 67 18 .. 5 14 20 . .}~ 46 12.7 10 2 .. 8 

• N-Y-Y 13 3,,6 5 1 .. 4 2 .. 6 1 ",3 
N-Y-N 37 10 .. 2 23 6 .. 3 5 1.4 10 2.8 
N-N-Y 24 6 .. 6 14 3 .. 9 5 1.4 4 1 .. 1 
N-N.-N 139 38.3 'r83 50.4 299 82.4 336 92 .. 6 

Totals 363 100.1 363 100 .. 1 363 100.2 363 100 .. 2 

• Refe:rred vs. Not Referred 

y-y-y 5 1.4 4 1.1 1 .3 
Y-Y-N 12 3 .. 3 10 2.6 1 .3 
Y-N-Y 4 1.1 1 .. 3 

• Y-N-N 45 '12.4 43 '.1.8 2& 1.7 9 2.5 
N-Y-Y 2 .. 6 2 .. 6 1 .3 1 3 e· 

li-Y-U 12 3.3 9 2 .. 5 6 1 .. 7 1-
j 1.4 

N-N-Y 15 4.1 1 1 .. 9 4 1 .. 1 3 .. 8 
N-N-N 268 73 .. 6 287 7Y.1 322 &3 .. 7 345 95 .. 0 

• Totals 363 100.0 363 100.1 363 100 .1 363 100 ... 0 

~ctioned Y§.- lvot ~tioned 

y-y-y 2 .. 6 
Y-Y-N 3 .. 8 3 .8 1 .. 3 

• Y-N-Y 1 .3 
Y-N-N 22 6.1 14 3 .. 9 7 1.9 3 .. 8 
N-Y-Y 4 1.1 4 1.1. 1 .3 
N-Y-N 14, 3_~ 6 2 .. 2 1 .3 
~r-N-Y 12 3.3 4 1 .. 1 3 .13 3 .8 
N-N-N 306 84 .. 3 329 90 .. 6 350 96.4 357 98 .. 3 

• Totals 363 100.1 363 100.0 363 lOG .. O .363 99.9 

• 

• 
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TA.BLE 9. eA,REER TYPE CONTl.NUITY FOR. NON-IHNEn CITY l1ALE COHORT 
I1EI1BERS ACROSS J·UVENILE ,. 18 TO 20,. AND 21 AND OLDER AGE .. PER10DS 

-------------------------------~----------------.------.------

£Q:gtacts Y.2.. No fgntacts 

CONTACTS l~ ON -1'RAPf Ie PART I FELON')': 

• II ~b N % N ~ N % 

y'-y-y :;'60 18 .. & 137 9.8 7 '"'!:> 6 .4 
Y-Y-N 209 15.0 153 11.0 31 2.7 24 1 .. 7 
Y-N-Y 11.3 8.1 89 6.4 13 .Y 4 .3 
Y-N-N 23'1 17.,0 3'10 22 .. 2 201 14.4 105 7 t:. .:J 

• N-Y-Y 54 3 .. 9 30 2.2 4 .. 3 5 .. 4 
N-Y-N 107 7.1 85 6.1 30 2.2 40 2 .. 9 
N-N-Y 85 6.1 13 5 .. 2 13 .9 19 1.4· 
N-N-N 330 23 .. 7 518 37.1 1090 78.1 11~2 b5 .. 4 

Totals 1395 100.1 1395 100 .0 1395 100 .. 0 '1395 100 .. 0 

• Re.f.e£~ Y,2 .. Not Heterred 

y-y-y If.4 3 .. 2 23 1 .. 6 2. .1 3 .. 2 
Y-Y-N 85 6.1 55 3 .. 9 22 1.6 13 .. 9 
Y-N-Y 39 2.8 :tEi 1.9 '2 .1 4 .. 3 

• Y-N·-N 253 18 ... 't 117 12.7 118 & .. 5 84. 6 .. 0 
N-Y-Y 24 1~7 15 1 .. 1 3 .. 2 4 .3 
N-Y-N &4 6.0 59 4.2 26 ~i. 9 35 2.5 
N-N-Y 36 2\~6 31 2.2 9 .b 13 .. 9 
N-N-N' 830 59 .. 5 1009 72 .. 3 1213 87 .. 0 1239 {j8.8 

• Totals 1395 100 .. 0 '1395 99.9 1395 100.0 1395 99.9 

~Qti.oned y§ .. Not Sanctioned. 

y-y-y 19 1.4 10 .. 7 1 .1 
Y-Y-N 43 3.,1 22 1.6 12 .. ~ 8 .6 

• Y-N-Y 14 '1.0 8 .6- 1 .1 'I .. 1 
Y-N-N 100 7.2 6B 4.9 61 4.4 4·1 2 .. 9 
N-Y-Y 35 2 .. 5 10 .7 1 .1 3 .. 2 
N-Y-N 104 7 .. 5 5l./· 3.9 21 1 .. 5 21 1.5 
N-N-Y 54 3 .. 9 27 1 .. 9 6 .i4- 5 .. 4 
N-N-N 1026 73 .. 5 1196 85.7 1293 92 .. 7 '1315 94~3 

• Totals 1395 100.1 1395 lOU.U '1395 100.1 1395 100.1 

• 

• 
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TABLlt 10. CAREER TYPE CONTINUI'l'Y' FOR NON-INNER CITY FE~l.ALE COHORT 
ME91BERS ACROSS J'UVENILE, 18 TO 20, Al~D 21 AND OLDER AGE 

• PElUODS 
-----------------------.----------------------------.-

contacts ].',2 .. no CO~ltacts 

COl~T!\CTS It ON -TRA F.F IC PART I FELONY 

• N % N % N % N % 

y-y-y 40 3.3 22 1.8 1 .. 1 
Y-Y-N 72 6.0 41 3 .. 4 7 .6 1 .. 1 
Y-N-Y 48 4.U 29 2 .. 4 1 .. 1 
Y-N-N 117 14 .. 6 177 14.6 52 4 .. 3 24 2 .. 0 

• N-Y-Y 24 2 .. 0 11 .9 1 .. 1 
N-Y-N 126 10 .. 4 47 3.9 4 .3 10 .. 8 
N-N-Y 92 7.6 40 3.3 3 .,2 1 .. 6 
N-N-N 630 52.1 842 69 .. 6 1143 94 .. 5 1164 9& .. 3 

Totals 1209 100.0 1209 99.9 1209 99.9 1209 100.1 

• Referred .!2 ... MQ:£ Referred 

y-y-y 3 
, 

3 .. 2 .. L. 

Y-Y-N 15 1.2 9 .1 3 .. 2 1 .. 1 
Y-N-Y 5 ",4 2. .2 1 .1 

• Y-H-N 107 8 .. ,9 84 6 ... 9 29 2.4 16 1",3 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 32 2,.6 14 1.2 2. .2 6 .. 5 
N-N-Y 11 .. 9 5 .4 1 .1 4 .3 
N-N-N 1036 S:> .. 7 1092 90 .. 3 1,174 97.1 1181 97 .. 1 

• Totals 1209 99 .. ~ 1209 99a~ 1209 100.0 1209 100 .0 

Sa!!.ctioned !go. Not Sanctio!!§.d 

y-y-y 1 .. 1 
Y-Y-N 6 .5 1 .. 1 

• Y-N-Y 3 .2 1 .1 
Y-N-N 32 2 .. 6 23 1_~ 5 .4 B .. 7 
N-Y-Y 
N-Y-N 28. 2.3 9 .. 7 3 .2 2 .2 
N-N-Y 9 .1 1 .. 1 
N-N-N 1130 93 .. 5 1174 97.1 '1201 99 .. 3 1199 99.2 

• Totals 1209 99 .. 9 1.2;09 100.0 1209 99 .. 9 1209 100.1 

• 

• 
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We commence by compaI..'ing a few petcentages from Tahle 7, 

Inner City Males, with a fevl percentages from Other .1I1ales fl:"om 

Tab~e 9. Note tha:t 21 .. 9% of th.e Inner City illd.les (socialized in 

the Inner city neighboI:hoods) bu.t only 9·.8% of the other males 

(socialized outside the Inner City) h.ad a.t least one Non-'l:raffic 

police contact. during each of: the three age periods.. COhlparison 

of the percentages who were referred. durin.g· each a.ge period 

reveals that 8.8% of t.b.e Inner City m.ales but only 1.Mh of the 

Other males were referred. 

Of cou:cse, there is -the matter of offense seriousn ess: 

comparisons based on consideration of only Part 1 o.tfen.,ses 

provide further e1.d.dence ·thd.t wha t happens in tJle Inner Ci-ty 

dif.fers from whfJ.t happens in other neigh.borhoods. Note that 4.0% 

of those socialized in the Inner City had Part I contacts during 

each a.ge period but only .5% of those :trom Other neighbor:h.oods 

did so.. A,lthoug'h 2 .. 3'0 of the Inner City group had Deen referred 

during each age period. 6 only .. 1% of those £rom other 

neig'hborhoods had Deen referred in that pattern" This sugyests 

that. Inner Ci'cy males not only ..behave uiffe:r:en·tly I i .8.,. engage 

in more serious delinquency' and c:cime, but are dealt wi. th 

differently from oth.ers. Similar findings are made if onI-y 

felony-level o.ti:enses dre considered .. 

This is only one of many ways in. Which the Y!£f, etc"'r career 

types may be used to compare the heh.avior and/or eXper.l.BnCeS of 

male and ieatale, Inner CitY' and Ot.her neighborhood cohort 

members. Append.l.x C is presented so that others may su ggest. 
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analytic approaches that \~e have overlooked as our oun wo:ck 

• develops. 

One disclaimer must be added.. We do not see -this approach 

as in any way related to the attempts that h.av'e been made to 

• profile delinquents or cri.minals.. We are concerned about how 

behavior generates official responses which culmina.te in a "fYY or 

some similar type of: career. Or, w'hat kinds of persons dealt 

• wi th in such a,nd such a. fashion end up 1l1i-th this or tha -t type of 

career? In this research we may tiell find that a 

demographic/spat.ial group with YYY sane-lions di:tfers from another 

• group without YY 1:: sanctions, although both delllograph.ic/spatia,l 

groups had YIY contacts, mainly because one 9'I:OUP had 'fYY 

re::ferrals to a greater extent than -the other .. 

• The difference lllay not be tha.t dram.atic but attaching to 

everyone. their career type for different levels tacilitat:es this 

kind of analysis. .. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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APPENDIX D 

A PATH ANALYSIS APPROACH TO EXPLAUIING 
FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS. 

The analysis just completed prov·id.es insigh.t i.nto the 

variables or factors that a.ffect future total offense 

seriousness. \\!e found that the variable with the most ~mpu.ct , ... as 

age at cont.act.. Although race, sex, num.ber of. prior sanct.ions 

(an inverse relat.ionshi.p},. total pri.or o£fense seriousness, and 

juvenile neighJ.)orhood h.ad some impact,. ·they a.re not con sistently 

signi£icant in a.ccQunting lor futu.re o.ffense seriousness. As iias 

noted,. the variabl.es which may be of Il"iost interest to those in 

the position of policy making and enforcement, type seri.ousness 

of present contact, severity of sanctioll just recei.ved.,. and total 

severity of prior sanctions, do not a.ppear: to have much impact on 

future offense seriousness wilen th.e (lata are a.nalyzed contact by 

contact vdth no controls i:or cohort .. 

The next step is the development of a causal mOdel tll.dt will 

help accoun't for (expla.:iu) the rela.tionships found in the 

extensive regression analyses that we hav'e just described. Of. 

course, to do this we must make d,ssumptions and this reqUires 

movement from the perspective tha.t we have followed to the m.ore 

theoretical and less observ·u . .ole rea.lm of causall. ty.. In 

particular, this allows us to elaborate on wheth.er or not a 

rela.tionship that exists be'tween future total offense seriousness 

and the variables tha-\: measure cumulative crimina.l career is 

1 This analysis was conducted and wr:it'\:en by Kathleen 
Anderson. 
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spurious or whether 'there are confounding or intervening effects 

prod uced by the characteristic v'ariables or the discret e measures 

of criminal inv'olvement .. 

First, we w'ill look at. some of the potential causal 

relationships implied by pre'lTious research results, bearing in 

mind that we are assul!l.ing causality in a weak sense and using the 

technique of path anal.ysis.. 110dels developed will be s~mple and 

limi ted to thr€!e or fOUI' variables. 

Path analY'sis should ena,bIe us to see if then~ are 

intervening variables that affect 'Lhe rela'tionship between 'tb.e 

cumulative IlleaSu.:res of: prio": crintinal career and. futur:'e offense 

seriousness.. As mentioned previou.sly, d.ge at police conta.ct had 

the greatest impact on futUre offense serioosD,ess, contact by 

contact.. On the other it.ana, type seriousness 01 present contact 

and sanction just received. seem to have td.rtua,Ily no ef fect.. 11e 

would expect I then, that ].1 th.e rela ti.onship between a prior 

cumulative Illeasure and. future offense seriousness was controlled 

for by one of the three characteristic variables (age at contact, 

race, or juvenile neighborhood), tJ:te relationship lllight ch.d.nge i.n 

strength. For ex.ample, nUIilher of: prior sanctions has a. 

significant negati va correla,tion with future offense seriousness. 

When the -tes't factor, age at contact, is introduced the 

relationship is no longer significant.. The intru.sion of age has 

a suppressing effect on the relationship.. Another way of looking 

at this is to consider the indirect effec-ts of number of prior 

sancti.ons through age. on future oi,fense seriousness .. 
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Two cumulative career varia.bIes, number of prior sanctions 

and tota.l prior seriousness, were Chosen as in.dependent var.i.a.oles 

and two models were developed based on the relationship of each 

to total future offense seriousness (referred to in the models as 

Total Offens~ Ser.1.ousne.ss). Since there aI:'e changes in the 

strength and siglli:ficance of various relationships as contact 

level changes, we chose to exam.ine the models at.. an early career 

stag'e represented by the second contact level dnd at a more 

developed staye in careers represeu ted by the sixth can tact 

level .. 

£10DEL 1 

---------------- ~----I Num.ber of I ITotal Offense I 
IPrior sanctions ,---------------l)'-I Seriousness I 

ITest Factorl~ 
U2 

TEST FACTOR: AGE 'riIl'a NO CONTROLS 

Second ,contact.. In this model the only significant 

relationship is between a.ge at contact and £uture oifen.se 

seriousness. Number of prior sanctions is not significantly 

rela ted to either age or future of:i:ense seriousness. ii i th no 

controls for age at cont~ct, number ox prior sanctions is 

significantly correld. ted (only a.t t.he .. 05 lev'el) iii th future 
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offense seriousness. cont.rolling for dge makes the reI ationship 

weaker dnd' non-significant. 'I'here are some inJ~:cect ca usal 

e:ffects but t.he results d.re not conclusive enough to saY' that age 

at contact ~s an .:&.nte:cvening variable. 

U1 = .B~7 

I Number of I 
I Prior Sanctionsl----'----,· .0t32 

__ l 
I To t.d.l Off. ense J 

----..::.'>-[..... Serio usn ess I 

.. 084 -.428*** 

. l i\ge. ------r-----
U2 = .996 

*** Significant at .001 ~evel or greater. 

Sixth ~ontact Level. Number of pr~or sanctions has a 

significant positive correlation wi. th age and age has a 

significant negative correlation with :future o£.fense seriousness .. 

The direct effects of number of prior sanctions on .future o±:fense 

seriousness are very small and not significant. This leads to 

the expectation that the original correlation between n umber of 

prior sanctions and future offense seriousness {which was neither 

very strong nor significant} is probably largely due to the 

in.tervening variable, age.. In fact, it turns ou.t that most of 

the relationShip is due to the indirect causal effects of number 

of prior sd.nctions thr:ough ag·e on future offense seriousness. 
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.. 8M3 

I llumber of l 
,Prior .5a nctions 1------ .023 

I Total Or£ ense I 
------~>~, Seriousness I 

-.4B7 *** 
Age 

-----1----
0'2 = .977 

* Signi~icant at .05 level but less thdn .01 level. 
*** signifi.cant at .00 1 le,vel or grea.ter. 

At the second contact level the relationShip between number 

of prior sanctions and future offense seriousness is en hanced 

(som ew.b.a t) by the effect of age as a.n intervening variable.. At 

the higher contact level.. age accounts for most of tthe 

relationship bet~een the two. What we are seeing as a 

relationsnip between numner of prior ~anctions and tuture offense 

seriousness is largely due to age (Dumber of prior sanctions hds 

very little causal effect) .. 

TEST FACTOR: AG£ WITH CQNTROLS POR COHOliT 

Controlling for cohort produced slightly different results 

from those of the uncontrolled moael.. Overall, ho~ever, the same 

conclusions can be reaChed. The only really significant 

relationship found was Detweeu age and future o£fense 

seriousness. Numoer of prior sanctions was not significantly 

r.elated to eit:ller ag-e or future oifense seriousness. Indirect 

causal effects are pre::>ent to a degree thil t sug'g"ests ag ain that 
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age may act as an intervening variable. Controlling for cohort. 

did not have Ilmch of a,n impact on reducing the unexpld.i.ned 

variance and theresid ual valu.e, U1, rel!lained at much the same 

level .. 

TEST Fl\CTOR: AG-l~ \ViTti COliTIW1S POR RACE 

controlling' for race prod.uced essenti.ally the same results 

as found in the ullcontrolled model Qut prov'ided a more def:initive 

hasis Ear the con.clusions. There j~s eV'idence of dll intc:t::.V0ning 

variable bein.g present if, when tl.:i.e test factor i.s controlled,. 

the original relationship disapp(~ars (or comes v'er:y close to it) • 

When the model with age as the test factor is analyzed with. 

no additional con·trols for ra.ce, the original relationship is 

diminished... When the same ·Oloa.el is a.na,lyzed separately for non-

whites and whites, the original relationship (between n.umber: of 

prior sanctions and future total offense serious.ness) d acreases 

to allltost z.ero • 

.§.g£Q.!!Q. .£Qn.j:~ 1:&..!§1.. The relationship between num.ber of 

prior: sanctions and future offense seriousness is not ver.y 

strong, either; with or wi,thout controls for a.ge, hut with control 

for age it diminishes further in strength. Looking a.t the 

relationshi.p by race enhances this effect and makes evident, SOine 

non-white/\yhite differences. The relationship between number of 

prior sanctions dUCt futu.re offense seriousness is positive for. 

the non-,qhite group and negative .ior t.he white group nu.t not 

significan.t in ei t.her case. l'he only significant relationship 

tound is again .between ag'e' at contact and .future offense 
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serio USIJ.(:!SS. This reId tionsh{p i~ stronger for \·Jla tes than non-

whites bu t· the indirect e:tfE::cts of n umber of prior sanctions 

thr:ough age on future offense ser:iousness ar.e smClller for the 

whites than the non-whites. The Ullex pldi.ned vaI'~ance is sIllaller 

for whites than non-whites and less than was found for: this model 

with no controls for race. 

ITl = .. 906 

1 
I Number: of I 
I Prior Sanctions ,-------.075 

I Total 01.:-£ ense l 
----.....:::>""'.1 Ser:i onsa ess I 

-.410 *** 
Age I" 

----1-----
112 = .9~6 

*** Significant at .UO 1 level or grea't.er. 

WHITES: 
Ul = .833 

t Number or I 
I Prior Sdnctions ,------ -.063 

~~-I'lotal O£1;.ense I 
-----.::;:,.""', Ser~ousness I 

I Age 

----f----
1J2 = .999 

*** Significant at .. ,001 level or: greater .. 
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sixth Can tact Level. Age accounts for nearly all of the 

cdusal e:f£ects of nambel. of prior sanctions on future offense 

seriousness for both non-whites and whites. The introduction of 

aye into the lllodel el.~ruiJlates almost completely tile original 

relationships when race is con~ro~led. For both the non-whites 

and whites number of prior sanctions has Q significant positive 

re.la tionship to ag'e an.d age has a signiLicdn t negative 

relationship to tuture offense seriousness. The residuals in 

both cases relllain a.oou't t:.he same d.S for the models witnout 

co~trol tor races 

Ul =. .871 

~~-I Number oJ: I I Total Off ense , 
I Prior Sa,nctions'-, ------.003 ----.-.:>-~I seriousness f 

-.492***' 

Age I' ---. ---r----
I 

UZ = .977 

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level. 
*** Significant at .OUi level or greater. 
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f Number of 1 
IPrior SanctionsJ------ .. 002 

_"'--_ 01 = .as 1 

1 Total Off ense I 
-----:,. .... , Seriousness I 

-----~:~ 
~ -, --'--Ag-e-· -

-----~-----

. ~.474* 
t// 

----l---~-

U2 = .955 

* Significant at 805 level Dut less than .01 level. 

The relationship that appears to exist between number of 

prior sanctions and 'future offense seriousness is spurious, a 

function of age at contact and race. What is not accounted for 

by age is accounted for by race along with age. At this pOint it 

still appears to be that a cumulative criminal career variable, 

in this case number of prior sanctions, does not pr.ovide a very' 

powerful. explana tory basis :for future offense seriousne SSe 

TEST FACTOR: TYPE SER.IOUSNESS WITH NO CONTROLS 

Second Contact J..evel. III this varia ti.on 01: the moaeI. the 

only signiricant relationship (only at the .05 level) is inverse 

and found between number 01: prior sanctions and future of£ense 

seriousness. As ~ndicateu ny the resioual values, the model is 

very low in explanatory poltler.. Con.trolling for the test factor, 

in this case type seriousness of present contact, does not 

significantly alter the original relationship. The. effect of 

• . number of pri.or sanction.s through 'type seriousness of presen't. 

• 
I, 
I, 
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cont.act on future offense seriousness is very smdll {--.OOS) 

-Nothing- about the model ina.icat~s that. type seriousness of 

present contact acts as an intervening variable. 

I Number of I 
IPrior Sanctionst 

-.048 

= .988 

I Total Of-f ense f 
--------.114# ---->:;.., Seriousness 1 

------,-I Type I 
I Seriousness , 
I Present I 
I contact I ------r----

U2 = .999 

------;'j-----

.. 098 

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level. 

Siill Contact ~el.. At the sixth contac·t lev'el th.e 

original relaLionship is not significanL and controlling Ior type 

seriousness does not alter this. The expectation is ~hdt the 

only way type ser:iousness might in£luence the model wouid be if 

it turned out that not controll~ng for it had a suppressing 

effect on the relationship between number of prior sanct.ions and 

fut.ure offense seriousness. Since in the regression models 

considered earlier type seriOUsness never appeared to have much 

e£fect,this l..S not very liJc.ely to happen and the results tend to 

con£irm this .. 
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U1 == .996 

_J_ 
I Num~er of ( I Total Off anse 1 

----~>1O_I1 Seriousness I IPrior San.ctionslt----- -.088 

---=~~ . 
'" '-I---T-'y-p-e-----r 

~Iseriousnessl 
I Present I 
I Contact I '------1-----

U2 == .988 

-,--y-----
/ 

- .. 039 

An analysis ot the model considered separately tor each 

cohort did not significantly alter tile results. 'lhJ..s is 

consistent with what vas found when the same variation was 

employed in the case lon WhiCh the test factor was age .. 

Consider.ation of tile model separately' 1:or non-whites dnd iihi.tes 

also made no differences in the conc~usions reached. ~here were_ 

not the same dramatic efft:c·ts found as when the test factor was 

age. 

TEST FACTOR: SANCTION JUST RECHlVED WITH NO CONTrlOLS 

Second f2!!!:~ Level. Number of pI'ior sanctions h as a 

significant negative corI'elation with fut.ure offense ser:l.ousness 

and d. significant positive correlation with sdnction just 

recei ved. There is, however, practically no relationShip netwee n 

sanction just recel.ved and future offense seriousness (consistent 

wi th everything else). Controlling for sanct.ion just received 

resulted in a slight:.l.y stronger relationship netween the original 

If 
)J 
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two variables cons~liered.. So. without the con.trol for the test 

factor, the original relatiollsh.i.p is.sli.ghtly suppressed. The 

differences are very sm.all,. llO\IIeVer; overall, thE: conclusion is 

that the r€lationsh~p netween number of prior sanctions and 

future ,total ot.fense seriousness exists and is not intI uenced by 

the sanction just received, .. 

f Number ot I 
I Prior sanct~onsrl------=-.123** 

ITotalOffensef 
----~>~I Seriousness I 

".,..."4 
/-

.042 

I Sanction -f~ 
I Just [' 
f R'eceived I ----1----

U2 = .992 

* Significant at .OS level but less than .01 level. 
** Significant at .01 l~vel but less than .001 level. 

Si~ contact Level. At this contact level there were no 

significant rela tionships between any given pair of the three 

variables. There was a weak non-signi±icant relationship lJetween 

number of prior sanctions and future of'fense seriousness but it 

does not appe~r to De affected in any way by sanction just 

received. 
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U1 =' .. 996 

-,---NUmber" of I 
IPrior Sanctionsl----------- .081 

~J_ 
I Total Off ense I 

-----~?~l Seriousn ess r 

.027 

I Sanction f 
I J'ust f 
I Received r 

-----i-----
02 =- .999 

-.024 

Again, adding control.s tor cohort or race did not result in 

any real changes from .ha 1: was found in the analysis of tlle JIlodel 

without controls. 

Beiore moving' to a. consideration of. the second gen eral 

model, in which totdl prior seriousness is the independ ent 

variable, the first. model is expanded to include both age and 

type seriousness 0'£ present contact. as test fa.ctor:s .. 

l'10DEL II 

This model is an expansion o£ I10del 1 which incl-ud es type 

s~riousness of present contdct. 

Second contact bgvel. At this lev'e1 the lar.gest indirect 

effect ~s found. by following a path from number of prior 

sanctions throug'h age to future offense seriousness. No matter 

how th.e model is consiaered, age al..-ays emerges as the most 

important determinant of ~uture oXfense seriousness. 



• 

• 

Ie 

• 

• 
I: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,. 

I Number o± [ 
IPrior sanctionsl~---------

Ag-e 

--1-------------
1J3 = .996 

-241-

IT1 = .89b 

1 
I Total Of£ ense , 

-.080 -----.:;.>-il Seriousn ess I ,,7 ________ _ 

-.133* ___ ~ 

... 0142 

---.---Type 1 
Seri 0 usn ess f 

Presen t I 
Offense • -------1--

U2 = .990 

* Significant a~ .05 l~vel nut less than .01 level. 
*** Significant at .OU1 level or greater. 

~~xth Contact Level. At this level the largest indirect 

effect is found by fol.lowing a path from number of prior 

sanctions throug'b. age i:i t contact to total offense seriousness. 

I.nclusion of the test factors dillinisnes the strength of the 

original relationship found betid'een num.Der of prior sanctions and 

totd.l offense seriousness. The indin~ct causal effec'ts are 

greater than the direct causal effects, implying the presence of 

intervening effects through the variable age at con tact. 
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Ul = .873 

l Number of---r 
---,,----..,.-.L 

I Prior Sallctionsr------ .014 
1'Ilotal O:ff ense I 

--------~~~I Seriousness I 

U3 = .977 

- .. 0 47 ------,J»-

Type 
Seriousness I 

Presen t I 
I Of:tenst:'l I 
--------X-

lJ2 = .987 

* Significdnt at .05 level but less than .01 level. 
*** Significant at .001 lev·el or greater. 

MODEL l 
0-1 

-~-Total Prio.r 
Seriousn€:'ss 

________________________ ~.?lFuture Offenset 
7' I Seriousness I 

ITest Factorl 

TEST FACTOR: AGE WITH NO CONTROLS 

Second Cont~ L~vel. In this case. the original 

rela tionship oetween the independent and dependent v·ari ables is 

very weak.. when age is control1.ed d sig·nificant relationship is 

found between age and future offense seriousness. Although the 
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relationship between total prior seriousness and fu.ture offense 

serio usness is diminished. it does not disappear. 

Ul = .8Y9 

-~-Total Prior 1----­
Seriousness l 

.051 _____ -=:=> .... IPuture Offensef 
I Seriousness I 
-----r-----

-.089 Age ,- -.430*** ----r---
U2 = .996 

*** Signif~cant at .. 001 levl:l or greater. 

~~xth Contaft Lev,?J.. There is a signif~cant positive 

relationship betwe~I1 tOLal prior s~riousness andt.uture offense 

seriousness at. this contact level and a significant: negdti ve 

rela tionship bet ween Glge and future off:ense seriousness. 'l'he 

relationship between total prior seriousness and, age is not 

significant. When age is controlled, the direct relationship 

between total prior seriousness dud future otfense seriousness is 

diminished but not oy much. Apparently the relationship between 

total pri.or seriousness and ±u.ture off\:;:nse seriousness is not 

"caused. II by or a .function at: age. Instead, the explanation of 

futt:!.~e offense seriousness is a function of both varidbles but 

not through their relationship to each other. 
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U1 = .853 

-~,- --r Total Pr:io r I .204*** I Futul:'e Of fense, J 
I Ser.l.ousness l!-: ---------------:~ Seriousness I 

-.109 Age I -.460*** 

-----1----
U2 = .994 

*** significant at 8001 level or greater. 

At Loth the second and sixth contact leve-1s,.however, the 

aruount of unexplained variation is still high. 

'l'ES',r FACTOR: TYPE SEltIOUSN.ESS WITH NO COL'iT}WLS 

Second f.Qn.!act Level.. l'here is only one significant 

relationship, that .found between total prior seriousness and type 

seriousness of present con·tact.. S1.nce there is not much. 

relationship bet-~eeD. tot:al prior seriousness and future offense 

seriousness to begin with (perhaps due to tne fact: tha.t there is 

only one prior contact) and there i5 only a Slight r':Uiiount oi 

indirect causal effect,. type seriousness of present con tact does 

not seem to be an inteI:vening variable at the second contact 

level. 
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tJl. :: .. ~91 

___ l~ 
.U78 IFuture Offense I 

,----------------~7-~ . 

--~----l ~I.'ype I 
(Seriousnessl 
I Present I 
I Contact I 

---1-----
U2 = .. 993 

I Ser~ousn eSb; l 

.094 

sixth Contact .!&.,yel. 'fhe sixth contact results change 

greatly from thos~ of the second contact. Total prior offense 

seriousness has d positive significant relationship to future 

off,ense seriousness. There are no other si':;inifican t effects. 

The effect of total prior seriousn~ss through type seriousness on 

future offense seriou~ness is very small. Type seriousness i,5 

not an intervening variable d.nd it appears thdt the relationship 

which appears between total prior seriousness and future, o£fense 

serio Ilsness is not spurious. 
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U 1 = .966 

_1 __ , 
Y--;rotal Pr.·ior 
f Seriousness 

_______ - 2_' _6_0_*_*_* ____ >--:;;;-, Future Of fense l 
tSeriousn ess I 

------~---

.111 ~ " '1:ype I 
~tSeriousnessl 

l Present I 
, Contact I -----t----

02 = .. 994 

*** Significant dt .U01 level or greater. 

-.055 

TEs'r FACTOR: SANCTION JUST HECEIV};D WITH NO CONTROL 

Second Contact Level. 'l'.uis model is similar in tllE~ 

relationships found to the model in which the test factor was 

type seriousn~ss. At the second contact level none of the 

variables are Significantly related to each other. There are 

practically no indirect ei±ects of total prior seriousness 

through sanct~on just received on future offense seriouBness • 

.::ianction just received is not an in tervt~ning variable. 
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U1 ::. .996 

-~---I '1'otal Off ense I Total Prior 
Seriousness ----- .o~u -----i)o)-.t Seriousness I 

-.029 

I Sanction 
J Just 
I Receivea -----1-----

U2 ::. .. 999 

.02~ 

six·th £on tact 1&vel. Total pI:'ior seriou~ness ha s a sig·ni..Eicant, 

posi tiV'e relat.ionship to future offense seriousness _ Tnere are 

no other significant I:'elationships.. Sancti.on jus&: I:'eceived aoes 

not have an effect on the relat~onship of total pI:'ior seI:'iousness 

to future offen.se seriousness. 

As ilas eX'pectl:d, the immedia.te measu.ces of crimina 1 b.:havior 

do not play a part in the relationship De~ween total prior 

seriousness and f u.ture off.anse serlousness. 

ill = .967 

t 
Total Prior 
Seriousness 

.256*** ______ ?)~IFuture OEfensel 
I Seriousn ess I 

-.159 Sanction 
Just 

Received -------r-----
IJ~ = ,~987 

*** Significant at .001 level or greater. 

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

.014 
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as was expected" the relationship betw'eel1 number ot prior 

SdDctions and future offense serl.ousness and "th.e relationshl.p 

between total prior seriousness and future offense seriousness is 

affected 1.Jy age at pol.ice contact (C/, chdra.cteri::;tic va.riaole) but 

not by type serl.ousness of present contact or ny sanctl.on JUSt 

received. 

IT1 

~.__ __J __ 
'rotal. Prior I . f FutUre Of fense I 

Seriousness 1---------------::>>-, Seriousness ! 
------ --._-----.... 

Type 
Seriousne~s 

Present 
Offense 

--------1-------
I , 
i 
I 

j 
... 

Sanction 
Just 

.Received 

U2 

In the third model type seriousness of present contact and 

sanction just received are introduced simultaneously to see if 

there is a rela.tionship between them and if the etfect on future 

offense seriousness 01. totdl prior offense seriousness w·i·th of 

these two varia.bles indicates the presence of any intervening 

effects. 
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~cond f:on·t~ ~evel. Total prior seriousness has a. 

significant positive (only at the .. OS level) correlation with 

type seriousness of present contact and type seriousness of 

present con.tact h.as a significant positi.ve cOl:·reld.t~on wi.t.h 

sanction just received. None of the oth.er relat.ionships-are 

siy'niticant, including' the one betueen total prior seriousness 

and futu.re o£fense seriousness.. ~~he largest. indir'ect effects a.re 

found when only the test iactor, type seriousness, is int.I:oduced. 

Type seriousness and. sanction just recei v'ed are no·t significant,ly 

rela ted. -to future offense seriousness but the !!lE!.9.!!itudg ot t.he 

reId. tionship is greater between type seriousness and fu ture 

otfense seriousness than l)e:tween sanction just r:ece.i ved and 

future offense seriousness. It would appear from this model tha.·t 

the immedia.te measures of crim.inal career do not act as 

intervening va.riables. To·tal prior seriousne:::.s does not act ... 

through type seriousness of present contact a.nd/ot:' sa.ne tion jU5't 

recei ved to affect futur:e offense seriousness .. 
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Ul = .991 

~_L_ 
I Future Offense I 

-------------....;)~f Seriousn.ess I 
.079 

Sanction I 
seriousnesst .11d* 

~------------------------------~ 
Just I 

Present I Received I 
Offense J 

------r---- -·-------r 
U3 = .993 U~ = .992 

* Significant at .OS level but less than .01 level. 

S.i!.th Conta£.i Level.. I'otal prior offense se:r:"iousness has a 

significant posi tive correla.tion with t:uture offense seriousness 

and a sign~ficant negative corr.elation with sanction just 

received. There is, however, essentially ~o relationship between 

sallction just received. and futur.e ofrellose ser~ousness. '.I:ype 

seriousness and sanction just received have d significant 

positive correlation with edcn other. Int:.I:"oducing both test 

factors, type seriousness of present contact and sanction just 

received does seem to augment the direct relationship be"tween 

future offense seI:~ousness and. total pr.i.or seriousness but the 

total causal effect.s are greater "tha.n the original correlation by 

only .. 012.. Part of this di.fference appears to be the result of 

the indirect negativ~ ~ffecL.s ana part appears to be no n-ca usal 

or spurious • 
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Total Prior .266*** 
Seriousness 

---~~~~ ~ -. 190** 

--<--......... --Type I 
seriousness 

Present I 
Offense I -----T---

U3 = .. 994 

.276*** 

U1 = ,.965 

> IFutu~e Offenset 
I SeJ:l..q,usn es...c:; I 
---,~-- ----

.. 032 

T-sanctionl 
i Just t 
I R~el..ved I 
--------""~ 

I 
U2 =. .949 

** Significant at .01 level but less than .001 level. 
*** Signirl..cant at .00t levBl or greater .. 

Conclusio!!, 

Althoug'h this model leaves unexplain.ed a ldrge amount of the 

variance as evidenced by th.e large residual values U 1 = .~65, 02 

=. .. 949, and u3 =. .994, the results are interesting for several 

reasons. At the second contact level. when only type seriousness 

is included as a test ..toctor, type seriousness of prl:sent contact 

is not significantly related ~o future offense seriousness. When 

only sanction just rl:cei.ved is included as a test factor, i·t is 

not: significantly related to either total prior offense 

seriousness or future offense serJ..ousness.. However, wh 1:11 both 

type seriousness of present contact and sdnction just received 

are included as test f...:t.ctors at the second contact level, there 

is a. significant r:rala1:ions.b.ip between total pri.or seriousness and 

type seriousness of present contact and between type seriousness 

of present contact ana sanction just received. 
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At the sixth contact level when type seriousness alone is 

included as a test. factor ·th.ere ~las only one sig'nifican t: 

relationship hetween total prior seriousness and future total 

offense seriousness. This lias also the case when only sanction 

just recei.ved was introduced as a test factor. fihen both type 

seriousness of present contact and. sanction just received a.re 

included in th.e model th.ere is a signi£icant posit.ive 

;celationshi.p between t.otal prior seriousness and future offense 

seriousness and between type seriou.sness of present can tact and 

sanction ju.st received.. There is a negative significan t 

relationship betweliiill. total prior seriousness and sanction just 

received. 
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APPENDIX E 

A COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND CAREER EFFECTS 
Il:J THE JUVENILE AN D ADULT PERIODSl 

INTRODUC 1~ION 

Th e question \ie a,re addressin.g in this appendix is whether 

or not the effects of the demographic and career variab les on 

future total offense seriousness differ for the juV'enile and 

ad ul t career periods" contact layel by contact leV'eJ.. Lisrel 

provides one analytic approach ,to this question .. 

Lisrel an.alysis iuYolv'es si,multaneollsly estimating 

covariance structu:ce models for each period, juvenile and adult., 

and. then com.paring th.e estima't:.ed variance-covariance structures 

that result with t.he sa,ruple covariance structure :in order to 

assess the goodness of fi.t of the estima.ted model for each 

period. The estimated covariance structure model is derived 

using maximum likelihood estimates (MLE) in a way that minimizes 

the value of the Uti tting function" and ther.efor'e proYi des the 

best possible tit given a particular set of:, hypotheses abou.t the 

causal parameters,. m.easu,rement errors, and the 11'ari.ances-

covariances among the observed v'ariables. Once the est:i.ma-l:.ed 

cov'ariance s'tructure is deriYed., goodness of fit indica tors can 

be computed and then the analysis can proceed by modifyi.ng the 

original set of: assumptions.. One of th.e 9Teatest stren gt.hs oi 

the Lisrel technique is that it allows simultaneous considera'tion 

1 The analysis described i.n t.his appendix: was written by 
Kath.leen A.nderson and was conducted by- her and 'il. Edgar l1urph 
with t.he assistance of Professor Robert Nash Parker .. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I. 
I 

! 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-254-

of a measurement. model and a struct.ural (causal) model. The 

measurement model relates observable exogenous or endogenous 

va.riables to ullobserva.bl.e exogenou.s or endogenous v·ariah1.es.. The 

structural model. relates the exogenous t.o the endogenous 

variables and allows for an asseSSJuent of the assumed causal 

effects a.nd the hypotheses concerning the variance-cQva riance of 

the errors in the dependent. variables and the v·a.ria.Ilce-cov·ariance 

of the true independent. variables. 

COMPARISON OF CONTAc'rs 3 THROUGH a F011 THE JUVE1~ILE 
A.ND ADULT l 1RRIODS 

Procedure 

neturning to the origina.l question I prev'ious an aly sis seems 

to indicate th.at there a.ra di:f:ferences between the juvenile and 

th.e adult period in the effects of the independent variables, 

representing demogra.phic and career characteristics,. on t..b.e 

a.ependent variable, future total offense seriousness.. This can 

be seen by comparing the unstandardized parame't.er estima-t.es 

obtained from th.e multiple regression analysis .for each of the 

two periods.. Our anal.ysis of the question will proceed. in thi.s 

way: we have seven exogenous va.riables, si.x of them direc"tl.y 

observable (ty'pe seri.ousness of present contact, neighborhood, 

sex, race, age at contact, and sanction just received) and one 

variable,. punish, a theoretical construct with three indicators 

(total severi.ty of' prior sanctions,. total pri.or se:ciousness, and 

number of prior sanctions). l'wo models were constructed.. The 

first model linlced each of the seven Ittrue lt ind'2!pendellt variables 
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to the dependent variable, future tota,l offense seriousness" and 

defined a relationship between the observable independent 

variables (total prior sanctions" total pr:'i.or offen.se 

seriousness, and number of prior sanctions) and ttj.e und erlying 

construct iipunish It for the juv'enile period... The second model 

does the same thi.ng' :for the ad,ult peri.od .. 

Assumptions are made which constrain all the coefficients 

linking th.e independent vaI:iables to the dependent variable and 

the indica,tors to the factor, punish, to be the sallie for hoth 

periods.. The variance-covariance of the independent variables, 

and the variance of the errors in t.he equations are also 

constrained to he the same for both periods. Lisrel est:Jl!ates 

are computed :for each of the two periods under this set of 

assumptions.. The goodness of fit o'f the model is then tested by 

comparing the Lisre1 estimates for each of the two periods to the 

sample values... Using t.he resu1.ts of this set of assumptions a.s 

basel.ine values, the assu.mptions can then be relaxed so th.at som.e 

of the parameters are not forced to be equal across per ~ods.. It 

the model is improved compared -to the baseline model as the 

constraints are relaxed and i.f the best. fit is aChieved when all 

the parameters are .freed, then 'lie can say 'that t.he effects do in 

fact differ from the ju.venile to -the adult period.. I£ the best 

fit is achieved with some of the pa.rameters constra.ined to be -the 

same, then this indi.cates that the effects of those particular 

"Il'ariables on future total offense seriousness are the same XOI:' 

the two periods. 
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The- procedure descri.bed above was followed contact level by 

contact level begi.nning wi.th the third contact lev'e.l and 

progressing through. the eighthk The standardized coef:E i,cien.ts at: 

the independent variables from the best fitting model. are 

presented in the tables.. The resul·ts sugg'est. that the effects of 

the immediate measures of criminal career and al.l the demographic 

variables, except resi.d,ellee,. are d.ifferent for the two per~ods 

while the effects of the cU!!Iulative career variables (measured by 

the construct, punish) are t.he Bailie in the middle stage of career 

for the jmre:nile and auul t periods.. Punish can be cons trained. at 

the fourth, fifth, and sixt.h contact levels.. The e:tfect of 

pu.nish is significant only at the fourth contact level~ 

R.esidence call be constrained at the fifth a.nd sixth con ta.ct· 

levels.. The effect of residence is never significant. At 

contact level seven, an anomaly, the effects o:f se~i.: and race a.re 

the same for the bm periods; neither effect is S~9!Iliticant .. 

The effects of the indeperHlent variables on future tota.l 

offense seriousness as indicated by the outcollles of the ana.lysis 

can be interpreted in this way: a positiv'e coe.fficien·t for: sex 

im.plies that being male is associated with .tli.gher future offense 

seriousness. A pos~tive coefficient for race im.pli.es that being 

Non-White is aSSOCiated wi.th higher f.uture offense seriousness .. 

A positi.ve coefficient for neighborhood implies that inner cit..! 

residence is associated with. h~gher futUre offense seriousness:. 

The other independent variahles oE ·the regression andly'sis (total 

prior seriousness, total prior sanctions, and nn.lIlber: of prior: 
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sanctions} are directly related to the f:uture seriousness if. the 

sign of the coeff:i.cien.t is posit.ive.. For exa.mple,. a. positive 

coefficient for total priol: seriousness implies that a hi.gil valu.e 

for this variable is associa·ted with a high value :for total 

future offense seriousness. l.n the Lisre1 analysis these three 

variables are not directly- linked to th.e d.ependent variable, 

future total offense seriousness.. Instead, we have one laten.t 

vari.able, punish, which has as its mea.surable indicd:tors the 

three cu.mulative career variables.. Th.e three individua.l 

variables are each a f.u.nCl:;.lon of the underlying const.ruct,. 

punish. That is, t.he observed. vaLiances and covariances of t~he 

three indi vidua.l variables are dssu.med to be determined by -c.h.e 

underlying fa.ctor,. punish .. which represents the cuntUlative career 

status of. th.e person. The cumula ti ve car eer variables and the 

m.odel i tsel!: defines th.~ fact.or, punish .. (I.f the fit. of the 

model is good, then the validity of a definition is r.eliable.) 

1~he varia.nces/covariances of the three indicators that result 

from the model can then be. used in a regression procedure to 

arrive at the effe.c·ts o:t punish on fut.ure total o:t£ense 

seriousness.. l\. neg'ative coefficient implies; tha.t a hig]} val.ue 

for punish. is linked to a I.ow future total offense seriousness, 

while a positive coe£ficient implies that high values on pun.ish 

are associated with. high :future total offense seriousne.ss. It 

cannot be inferred from this that anyone va.riable or all the 

variables necessarily hav'e high. values since th.eir rela.tionship 

to punish is in. turn def.~Iled by the factor loadings tha t. are a 

function ox the assumptions of: the best model .. 
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!.hi:cd ~ontac:t LeveJ-

In the first model. prl2!sented (~'abl.e 1) all of the parameters 

TABLE 1. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF DEI10GRAF1:IIC AND CltREEH 
V'll.RIABLES ON FUTURE OFFEN'SE SERlOUSNESS A,T THIRD 
JOVENl.LE V·S. THIRD ADULT POLICE CONTAC1' 

JuvEmile 1 

Type Seriousness 
Neighborhood 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
Prior Snc .. Sev.3 
Prior Contact Sere 
Number Prior Sne. 
Snc.. at Contact 

R2 

Goodness ox Fit lndex 

Goodness of: F'i..t Index 

.. 037 
- .. O~9 

.. 077 

.. 108* 
-.513* 

",063 
.. 031 

- .. 060 
.040 

.342* 

-",051 
- .. 130* 

.. 074 

.064 
- .. 241* 
- .. 062 
- .. 428* 
-.124 

.. 035 

.. 238* 

Juvenile 
Lis~el 

.045 
-.222 

.. 101* 

.135* 
-.687* 
-",450 

.064 

.. 346 

Adul-t 
tisrel. 

-.03U 
.. 011 
.. OS4 
.. 101 

-.161* 
.103 

" 022 

.. 217 

Chi Square = 122.2 
1)]" = 28 

P = 0.0 

.988 .. 978 

BASBLINE 
Chi Square = 6692 .. 9 

DF = bY 

.456 " 796 

1 Standa,rd~zed estim.ates from T"able '17 .. 
2 Standardized estimates from Table 18. 
3 :e'or Lisrel analyses, prio:c sa.ncti.on severity, 
prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are 
combined to cL'eate the independent va.riable, punish .. 
* Significant at .01 level. 

were constrained to be -the same. Under thi.s a,ssump t ion, Chi 

Square was 6692. .. 9, with 69 degrees of freedom (baseline Chi 

Sg.uare).. The g'ooctness of flt indeX' was .456 ±or the ju.venile 

period and a 79b £or thE: adult period. The second modeling 
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attenrpt freed all. of Phi, the matrix of the variances-c ova:r::i.ances 

of the independent. variables. The £it was improved a.nd Chi 

Square droppeu from 6629.~ to 2771.7, with 41 degrees of freedoln. 

The goodness ot. tit index improved for both the Juvenile and 

adult periods (from .. 456 to .793 "for the ju.v·enile period and from 

.. 796 to .. 804 for the adult period).. ~~he third model £r eed. Psi,. 

the variance of the error terms of the::: equations. Again there 

was improvement ill ·the fit of tIle model for bot.h the ju venile and. 

adult. pe:ti.od.s. Tile process ot loosening constraints continu.ed 

u.ntil fi.nal.l}' all the parameters were t:reed except ·the ofj[-

diagonal Theta Deltas. tifi.th. a.11 the parame·ters freed except off­

diagonal Theta. Delta the goodness of fit index was .. 988 for the 

juvenile peri.od and. .. 9'18 for- the ad. ul t period. Chi. Sgu are \'las 

122 .. 2 with. 28 degrees of: freedom (a respectable Chi Square to 

degrees of freedom ra tio).. l"reeing the off-diagona 1 Th eta Delta 

resulted in a worse fitting model.. It appeared tha-'(.. thE::! best 

possible modE:l was tha.t in which &.11 paraiueters were freed except 

off dia.gonal 'fheta Delta .. 

To ma.ke sure this was the best possihle model, the 

parameter:s of Gamma, Which. were. most similar between the tl'l0 

periods, were cOIlstrained. to be the sallie. Once aJ..l. the elements 

of Gamma. 'Were constrained to be the sal!~e, then the process JidS 

:r'eversed and the parameters that differed the Iltos·t .from th.e 

juvenile to the adult period were treed beginning with age, then 

neighborhood, race, punish, type seriousness, sex, and iinally 

severity of most recent sanction.. l'hi5 confirmed that the best 
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model was that in which all t,he elements of Ga mma were freed. 

GaIllma is the matrix of the coeffiments relating the independen·t 

variables to ±uture to·tal o.ffense seriousness.. The fact that all 

the elements of Gamma m.ust be freed to achieve 'the best fit, 

implies that the effects of all the independent variables a.re 

different for the juvenile ana. adult periods.. For the third 

contac·t l(~vel it appears then that the effects of the independent 

val."i.ables on the dependent variable I future total offense 

seriousness, are dlif erent for t.he juvenile and adni t c ar.eer 

periods. 

The si'::a.nd.ardized Lisrel coefficients that link th.e 

independent variables to futur.e 'total offense S01::iol1sness (based 

on the .best, modelling attem.p-t.) a.re presen·t.ed i.n ':Pable l along 

with the si:a.ndardized estimates 01' the multiple regressi.on 

analysis f.or the juvenile a.nd adult. periods, the coefficients of 

determination, the yood.ness of ii t i.:ndicators,. and Chi Square 

values. 

Lisrel allows a forma.lized t.est of whether the eff·ects are 

the same or dii:ferent for the juvenile and adult periods.. To 

determine whether the etf8cts are different between groups using 

multiple regression anulysis the un.standardized coeffic~ent.5 are 

cOIll.pared and i1 t.h.ey are about ·the sam.e th.e effec'ts are assumed 

to be the same. At contact level th.ree of: the multiple 

regressi.on it appears that the effects of nei.ghDorhood of 

residence might be the Sarile., As seen from the Lisrel analysis 

this is not the Case... All the effects are different for the two 
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periods (th.e best fi.t of the model occurs llhen all the elem.ents 

of Gamma, the llla,trix of coefficients linking indepeuden t 

variables to t:he dependen-t variable, are free to differ) • 

Constraining- neighborhood effects to be the saine for the, two 

periods resulted in a worse fi.t for th.e model. 

In ;!1.ultiple regression analysis -the assumption is made tha't 

variables 21,re measured without error. 1isre1 t.akes correla.ted 

error specilJ..cally into account.. The estimates of the e.LLects 

are affected .by assumptions about errors a,no. thus the 

standard.ized estinlates of the roul tiple regression Q,naly sis might 

be bi.ased gj!Q. different from those based on Lisrel. At con'tact 

level three for the juV'enile period there appears to be little 

change in t.he standardized estimates except for neighbol:hood of 

residence, whi.ch ch.a,ng'es in magnitude. For the adult period., 

too, the effect of n.eighborh.ood is different.. Comparison. is n~ade 

more difficul,t giv'en that thn!:e Ol: the j_ndependent variables usee! 

in multiple regression are, for th.e Lisrel analysis, used. as the 

indicators at a Single :ind.ependent va.riable, punish. Thus we 

cannot directly compare the Lisrel results to multiple regression 

results for the three cumula-tlve Cd,reer: variables. 

The standardized estifi1ates measure the relativ'e impac-t. 0:( 

the independent varia,bIes on the dependent variable.. The 

relative ~ruportance of the effects changes for the juvenile an.d 

the ao.ul·t periods when Lisrel is used.. Wit.h the multiple 

regression analysis age dominati~s the effects of the other 

va.riables and is f.ollowed (not very closely) by race and sex. 
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The effect.s of: the varia.bles measuring criminal career: 

involvement h.ave relatively little impa.ct.. with. Lisrel ag'e 

dominates the effects .!Jut is followed closely by punish, the 

measure of cUI!luld:tive Cdreer. I!·or th.e adult pen:iod tot.al prior 

offense seriousness is -r.he dominant e:tfect follow'ad by age.. kith 

LiSl:'el age aomillates the effects but is followed closel,y by 

punish ana race. Based 011 the :i!lult.iple regression analysis it 

appears thdt the effect.s of the cu.mulati ve career v'ariabl~s were 

no"t that impor:b:l.nt. There w·a.s no consistency in the direction of 

the impact f.or t.he juv'enile p(;-:riod.. High tot.al prior sanctions 

was assoc~a.ted with hi.gb. future off~nse seriousness, hi.ghtotal 

prior ser.iousness was assQcid:ted wi'th high futu.re offen se 

seriousness, and hi.gh number of priol: sanct.ions was associ.a.ted 

with ulow u future offeuse seriousness.. Por. the adult period the 

rela'tionship bet ween each of i:h& career variables and fu.'ture 

total offense seriousness was inverse; high values for each ot 

the variables was associa.t .. ed with low total future offen.se 

seriousness.. flowe-vel::, when the interactive effec-ts of the three 

cumulative ca.reer mea.sures 'i,rere controlled for bylhe creation of 

a theoreticdl construct, punish, career emerges as a,n illlportant 

effect at thE) third. contact level... For the juvenile pEH'iod 

punish a,nd the dependent Variable, total future offense 

seriousness,. are inversely related.. High value for punish 

implies low value for ..tutu.re offense seriou.snesB. POI' the a,uuIt 

peri.od punish and future total offense, seriousness are air'ectly 

related. A high value tor punish implies high value 101: total 

future offen.se seriousness. 
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Fou.rth ~~ct ±&.Yi21 

A. silLila.r strategy was adopted. for contact level f.our Crable 

TABLE 2.. L~SREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS O~> DBMOGRAPHIC A.ND CARl5ER 
VAIU.ABLES ON .r~UTUijB OFft"'ENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FOURTH 
JUV:LN'ILN VB .. r"OiJH.:J:B ADUi,T POLICE CONTlI.t:T 

Type Seriousness 
Neighborhood 
sex 
Race 
Age 
Prior Snc .. Sev.3 
Prior contact Ser .. 
Number Prior Sne. 
Snc.. at Contact 

.. o::::s 
- .. 071 

.u90 

.. lOb 
-.517* 

.058 
- .. 059 
- .. 044 
- .. OOSI 

.353* 

Goodness of Fit Index 

Goodness of Fit Index 

.. 020 
-.115 

.. 079 

.. On7 
- .. 218* 
- ... 030 

.. 3T2* 
- .. 119 
- .. 064 

... 219* 

Juvenile 
Lis£,sl 

.03!:> 
- .. 270 

.124* 

.145* 
- .. 758* 

-.003 

.358 

1.11V.. A dul t 
Li§£gl Lisrel 

.O~4* 

.. 02:0 

.010 

.058 

.. 09";';' 
- .. '170* 

- .. 03'. 

.. 209 

Chi Square =: 13{) .. b 
DF =: L:~ 

p - 0 .. 0 

.. 972 4978 

BASELINE 
Chi Square =: 43~7.1 

DE' =: 6g 

.509 

1 standarcdzed 9f::>t.imates from Ta.ble 17. 
2 Standard.l.Zed eSl.ima tes from Ta.ble 18 .. 
:3 For Lis:cel ana.lyses, prior sanction severit..y, 
prior contact sev'erity, and num.ner of prior sa.Ilctions are 
combined to create the ~ndepemient. variable, puni.sh. 
* siynilicant at .. 01 level. .. 

2). First, all the pa.ra.me-ters were constrained. to be e <:IUdl .. 

This resulted ~n a Chi Squcu::e of Q·397. 7, with 69 degrees of 

freedom, and a goodnBss 01. t:i.t index of .50~ .lor the ju.venil.e 

period and .805 for the a.dult period.. using these figures as the 
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basis for comparison,. the various parameters of. the mod.el were 

• freed" step-by-step,. in much the same way as for contact three .. 

In the second m.odel the· variances and covariances of; 't.he 

independent va.riahles contained in the matrix were a,llowed to 

• differ for the juvenile and adult peri.ods.. There \1ras a 

SUbstantial impro'll'ement in Chi Square (frollt 4397.1 to 1674 .. 7) and 

a large i.mprovement in the goodness oX: £i t index, especially £or 

I- the juvenile period... Next, the variances of 'lhe error terms of 

th.e equations (the lrariance in the errors of the dependent 

variabl es) were a.llowed to be differ'ant.. ~:hi.s a.lso led to an 

• improvem.ent in Chi Square (from 1674 .. 7 to 15"16 .. 1) and. an 

improll'ement if.!. the goodness of £i t index for hoth, the j uveni.le 

and the adult pari.ods... .F,'urther ~mprovem.ent in the mode 1 l'las 

• achiev$d when the errors in the measurement of the indicators of 

the underlying const.ruct, punish, were allowed t.o be different. 

for th.e two periods", Chi Square d.ropped frOJll "1516.1 -e,o 349 .. 4, and 

• the good.ness of fit ind.ica.tors im.proved for both l:J6rioo s.. When 

the coefficients relating t.otal prior sanctions, total pr.ior 

seriousness, and number of prior sanctions to punish were freed, 

• there wa,s improv'ement in Chi Square and in the goodness of: :Eit 

i.ndicator.s. Chi Square dropped from 349 .. 4 t,o 251 .. 8.. At this 

point all the ele.\lI.ents of: 't1J.e measurement model were freed a,nd, 

• the parameter:s of the cauoal model (the variance of the errors in 

the aependent vaL'iables and the variance-covariance of the 

independent variables) Which. were lllost likely to he ditf:e:rent 

• f:r:om the juv'enile t.o tILe adult period were also freed .. 
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Since our main int.erest is in deter.mining whether the 

• effects of the independent variables on the depelldent variable 

are different, we next focused our attention on Ga:iIlma,. the matrix. 

of coe:fficients rela.ting ·the independent variables to the 

• dependent variable.. when al.l the effects were allm1!ed to differ 

there w'a.s an impr.ovement in Chi Square (:from 25.1 .. 8 to 136 ... &) a.nd 

improvement in th.e goodness of fitindica'cors f:OI: both the 

juvenile and a.dult periods (especi.ally for the ju.venile per:i.od). 

To make sure this \ilas the best possible .fit ano. th.at, in 

fact I the effects of the illdependen t. variables were dit fereLt .for 

the two per.iods; indivi.dual elements of GaIDlIla Yere cons-trained. to 

be the sa.me. The fit was improv'ed when the effects of plmish 

were assumed to he the sam.e in ..both periods .. 

• 'rile resuH:s of the multiple regression analysis suggest. tha.t 

·the effects of tllel.:mmuJ.ative career:' va.riables on future total 

offeuse seriousness a.re d.ifferent for the two career periods. 

• with tl:e Lisrel analysis in whi.ch it. is assumed that th.e three 

measures are a function of punish, the effect of cumulative 

career on futu.re ca.reeI:· i.s the sallle tor the blO periods.. Tne 

• standardi.zed Lisral est.imates for this model are present.eel in 

Table 2 along with the standardized estimates of: the multiple 

regression analysis .. 

At the fourth con tact level only' the effect of neighborhood 

of residence on fu'ture total ofIense seriousness appe.ared to be 

the same (lOOKing at ullstal1dardized coefficients 3.11 the mu.lt:t.ple 

r::.gression n.nalysis). The Lisrel analysis shows that the effect 

,. 
~0,!,,,,,:,:~,,,,~,~w,,,,,,.,,,".,<,,n">"~""'~>"1i'1;v,',,.,.<. -"€. ~ .. ~~::; ~",,,,,,~,,-,,,,,,,,,,,,", .... _ ...... ,,,,..,.,,, ........ ! ..... "ti_, ,·"' •• ,,_,.: •• """' .... 0.'\:,."'-', ~." ,,-·\-,t't",._.·~t •. o ","",-" ___ ~,,j< .. ~ ... ,..,. .. ,,, "'_v""'·~""" __ ~"" 0- , __ .,. .. ~._ , .... '''_~"', ,, __ ,v,- .. ~ ....... ~~ "'''''''_-''J_ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-266-

of. residence is not t.he SaJIl€l for the juvenile and adult periods 

but the effects of punish. ar.e the same. A.lthough com.pared to the 

other coefficients :for. the juvenile per.iod the effect of punish 

is not very strong, i·t is significant.. 1,lhe relative oraer ot 

impact of the independent variables on future total off ense 

seriousn.ess based Oll. th.e magni.tude of the Lisrel estima·tes is 

only slightly Cl..l.f±erent:. from th~ ntulti.ple regression anal.ysis. 

For the adult period total prior can tact seriousness an d age ar.e 

the dominant effects using multiple regression, while age 

followed by punish domi.nate the functi.on using Lisrel r €lsul ts .. 

firth £gnt£!..£:t Level 

He:::::e, again, the same procedure was followed (Table 3).. A 

baseline model was constructed :in which all the effects il1'ere 

assum.ed to be 'C.he same.. Under this assumption there w'as a Ch:L 

Sgua.re of 3236.2 with 69 degrees of freedom.. The goodness of fit 

indicators were .529 and ... 798 t· respectively-.. All the p ardllH::!:ter:s 

were freed and ·thenthE: v;lrious elements of Gamma were 

indi vio uall.y constrain.ed", :r~he Jllodel with the best fit was 

achieved with everythi.ng freed except residence and punish. .. 

Under this set of assumpti.ons Ch.i Square wa.s 11:2 .. 6 witk 30 

degrees ot freedom.. The measures of goodness of fit were 

relative.ly hig'h." .. 969 for the juveniles and .979 fo:t:' th.e attu,Its. 

Thus, it appears that the effects of these two YariabIes,. 

residence and punish, on futUre total offense seriousness are the 

same for the t.'iiO pe:r:'ioas .. 
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TABLE 3.. LISREL ANALYSIS OF El!'FECTS OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND CAHESl< 
VARIABLES ON FUTURE 01"'E"RNSE SERIOOSNESS A'r FIFTH. 
JUV.EIULEllS.. FIFTH. ADULT POLICE CONTACT 

Tl"pe Ser.iousness 
Neighborhood 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
Prior Sne.. Sev' .. ~ 
Prior Contact Ser. 
Number Prior Snc~ 
Sne., at Con'tact 

.. 102 
- .. 050 

.062 

.. 105 
-",540* 

.023 

.. 045 
- .. 041 
- .. 033 

... 319* 

Goodness of l"it Index. 

Goodness of Fit Index 

Juvenile 
Adu:t.!:2: ~is£el 

Inv. 
Lisrgl 

Adult 
Lisrel 

-.031 
- .. 097 

.056 
•. 0/H 

- .. 298* 
- .. 042 

..379* 
- .. 178 

.. 037 

.199* 

0129* 

.. 088 

.. 177* 
- .. 816* 

-.038 

.387 

.002 

.. 067 

-.025 

.040 

.069 
- .. lnf* 

",044 

.195 

Chi Square::; 112 .. b 
DF = 30 

P :;:;:. 0 .. 0 

.969 .979 

BASELINE 
chi Square = 3236ft2 

DF == 69 

.529 .. 798 

1 Sta.ndard.ized estimates from Ta.ble 11. 
~ Standardi.zed. estimates from l'dble 18. 
3 For l.ist"121 anillyses, prior sanction sev'erity £ 

prior contact sever:-1.ty, and number of prior sanctions are 
combined to create the indepen.dent variable,. punish .. 
* Signiiican"t at .. 01 level. 

The Lisrel estimates (the standal:dized coefficient values 

fOlr the Galftma IlIa'trix) of the best model are presented in Table 3 

along- with the m.ultiple reg:cession results. Based on the 

unstandardized: coefficients of m.ul,tiple regression it a.ppeared. 

that the eff(~cts of ne1.gh.horhood were th.e same for the two 

periods hut that all ·the other effects \fere different. While the 
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effects ot ne.ighhorhood of. residence are the same for' the 

Juv'enile a.nd adult periods, they are practically nil (~002).. Th e 

effect of punish on futu.re tot.al offense seriousness is also the 

same for the two periods (no"t: a very strong effect in ei.ther. 

period). Relying on multiple regression the effects of. the 

career variables appeared to be different in Doth magni tude and 

direction. The Lisrel resu.lts o.eImonstra-c .. e the .falJ.ability of 

this conclusion .. 

A baseline model wa.s constructed with the usual set oi 

assumptions,. yieldin.g a Chi Square value of 2416.0 with 69 

degrees of .freedom. Crable 4}.. All of the par<Hite"t.ers 1i~re .freed 

and then the lndi vidual elements of Gamma were constrained... The 

best fit was found when it was assumed that the effects of 

residence and. punish were the same for the two periods. The 

addition of these two constraints to t.he model result~d l.n a Chi 

Square of 96 .. 5 wi·th 30 degrees of .freedom. The goodness ot fit 

:indicators were .,901 f.or the juv'eniles and .. 981 for the adults, 

suggesting that at this contact level dS well the effects of 

residence and the cumulative career measures are tIle sante for the 

t.wo periods .. 

The standard~zea estima.tes of the U.oestU luodel an-: presented 

in Table if. The effect of: neighborhOOd, although the Bailie tor. 

both periods, i.s very small on iU-lure total offense ser io"Usness 

for either the juvenile or adult career.. The effect of punish on 

fu.ture total of tense seriou.sness (th.e sa.Dle for the juVenile and 
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TABLE 4.. LISREL ANA.!. YSIS O:r' EFPECXS OF DElVlOGR1U?H1.C AND CAREER 
VARIABLES ON FU'.rUIH~ OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS Al' 51 ITH 
JUVEN.rLE VS .. SIXTH ADULT POLICE CONTACT 

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

Xype Seriousness 
Neighborhood 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
Prior Sne .. Sev .. 3 

Prior Contact Ser~ 
Number Prior Sne. 
Snc. at Contact 

-.OlB 
-",050 

.. 044 

.. 141* 
- .. 522* 

.. 011 

.. 121 
- .. 059 
- .. 049 

.. 385* 

Goodness o::t Pit l:nd(~<,,{ 

Goodness of E'.it l.ndex 

J'uvenile 
Adu1.t2 17.srel 

Inv.. Adult 
Lisre! L isre1. 

- .. 172* 
-",079 

.. 065 

.086 
- .. 348* 
-.04'1 

.334 
-.203 

.080 

",204* 

.. 001 

.085 
.. 236* 

- .. 813* 

-.075 

.. 336 

.008 

.036 

-.H3 

.038 

.. 091 
- .. 206* 

.054 

.210 

Ch~ Square = 96.5 
DF = 30 

p - 0.0 

.961 .9al 

BASELINE 
Chi Square == 2W16.0 

Dr' := 69 

.510 .. 799 

1. Standardized. estimates from Table 17 .. 
2 Sta.ndardizeu estimates £r:OJIi Ta ble 18 .. 
:3 For Lisrel analyses, prior sanc·tion sev'eri ty I' 
prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are 
combined to create the independent variable, punish ... 
* Significant at .01 level. 

adult periods) is also weak cOlIlpal:ed to the effects o£ the other 

independent variables. 

The amoun't of 'lfari.ance ill future total offense seI:.'iousness 

e.xplained hy' the ef£ects of the ind.epend.ent varianles is nearly 

the same for the Lisrel analysis and the multiple regression 

analysis, the order:: of i.mpact of the independent va.riables is 
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slightly differen.t,.. POI:' t.he juvenil,e period the Lisre1 results 

show' more concentration of effects in the two varj_ables, age and 

ra,ce l' w'ith very lit;tle impact by the other variables. For the 

adults ag'e again. is dominant .out wilile the lllUltipl.e regression 

indicates that the effects of cumula,tive career variables a,!:'e 

important Hle Lisrel coefficients suggest that ·th.ey' are not. 

At contact level seven, as before v the initial set of 

assumptions constraini.ng all the effects to be the same was used 

and resulted :in a baseline Chi Sgua.re of: b821 .. L~ with 69 degrees 

of freedom (Table 5)... The goodness of fit indicators VI ere 

relatively low, .lj,31 lor the Juveniles and .. 130 for the adults. 

Successi ve freeing of paralneters resulted in an improvement ill: 

the fi-c. 01: t.he model.. 1n ·the best tn,odel all the effects were 

freed except age and sex.. So" at contact seven we find that,the 

effects of sex and race are the same for the juvenile and. d.d.ult 

periods. This is in startling contrast to the Lindings at the 

fourth" fifth, and sixth contact levels_ AI.though, the effects of 

sex and race are the same for both periods, neither effe(.,'t 1.15 

significant.. The absolute magnitud.es and. t.he slgns of the two 

variables do not change drasti.cd:lly when Lisrel is used tor 

either the juvenile or the adult period", 

The Lisrel estimates ot thli::t best model a,re prese.nted. in 

'fable S.. Based on the unstandardized coefficients of the 

nlultiple regression" only th~ e,tfect of neighborhood on future 

total ofi:ense seriousness appears to be tho same.. 'L'he Lisrel 
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TABLE S. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFEC'fS OF DEMOGRA,P.HIC AND O\REEP.. 
VARIABLES ON }'UTO'RE OFFENSE SERIOnSNESS A'l' SEVENTH 
J'OVENILE VS. SEV]!:1l'1.'U ADULT POLICE CONTACT 

Type Serlousness· 
Neighborhood. 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
Prior Snc. Sev. 3 

Prior Co.l1-tact Sex:~ 
Number Prior Snc. 
Snc.. at contact 

.. OH! 
- .. 066 

.010 

.. 127 
-.489* 
-.04& 

.133 
-·.072 

.. Ol,n 

.. 347* 

Goodness of Fit Index 

Goodness of Fit, Index 

Adult2 

- .. 126 
- .. "101 

.. 092 

.. 072 
- .. 367* 
-.035 

.. 279 
- .. 169 
-.014 

.180* 

Juvenile lnv' .. AClult 
Lisrel ltj..srel bi§£ftl 

.044 -.080 

..361 .011 
",052 
.. 107 

- .. 760* - .. 21.5* 
-.221- .. (}31 

.. 062 -.014 

.. 348 .. 196 

Chi Square - 79.0 
D}' ::; 30 

P =::. 0,",0 

.962 ~984 

BASELI,NE 
Chi Square -= 682:1 aLI· 

DF ::; 69 

.. 431 .. 730 

1 Standardized estimates from i'able 17. 
2. Standardi.zed esti.ma.tes frout l'able 18 .. 
3 For Lisrel a.nalyses, prior sa;nction severity, 
priOl: contact severity, a,lld number of prior sanctions are 
combined to create the l..ndepend,ent variable, punish .. 
* Significant at .01 level. 

results indica.te that the e.ff:ect of neighborhood is l!.Qi the same 

but the ef~ects o£ race and sex are. 

Differences in the magnitude, direction, and relative impact 

of the individual effects on future total offense seriousness are 

apparent when the standard,ized regression coefficients and the 

stan dardized Lis:r:el estimates are compared for t.lle juvenile 



• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-272.-

period a.nd. ·I:..lle adult: period... For the juven.ile period (multiple 

regression) age dom.inates the Iunction and is followed not V f:Xr. y' 

closely by to·tal prior. seriousn.ess and race. With Lisral age is 

th.e domi.nant effect followed by neighbo:C'hood and punish.. The 

effect of neighborhood was negative and reI a tivel.y w·eak. using 

m.uIt.iple regressi.on.. with ·the statistically' .more refined 1.isra1 

the effect of neighbor.hood is g:t:'eater in absolute mag'ni tud.e, has 

rela.tively more impa.c-c., and is positi'lre.. When t.he adul t peI.~iod 

is considered (multiple regression results) age dOL'l.inates all 

other effects and. is followed in i.mpa.ct by total prior 

seriousness.. with Lisrel,. too, age domind.tes but is followe.d in 

relative imFact hy race. As an example of the d.isparity- in the 

results of the fiu.l tipl€! regression and Lisrel analyses we call 

again tu.rn to the n.eighborhood effect.. Wi·th .llmlt:iple regression 

(adult period) the effect is negative and has a rela.tively 

moderate im.pact on f.uture total o.ffense seriousness. W~th Li.srel 

the neighborhood e££ect is pos.iti VB. and has virtu(t,lly no impa.ct 

on future total offense seriousness~ 

The sa.me procedure fOllowed at. the eighth contact level. 

yielded results that t.end to SUPP()l:t t.he hypothesis t.hat the 

effects of the ctenlographic and. career variables on xU'cure total 

offense seriou.sness are different tor th.e two periods ('I'aule 6) "' 

'YJith every tIling constrained to De the saute,. baseline Chi Square 

is 1627.9 iiI'ith 69 degrees of: freedom .. The model lias improved 

with each success~ve relaxation of the constraints un·til the best 
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TABLE 6. LI.SBEL ANALYS1.S OF EFFECTS OF DEl10GRAPHIC .A.ND CAREER 
VA.RI.ABLBS ON PUTU1H! OFFm~SE SEIlIOUSNE5S A l' EI GETH 
JUVENILE VS. EIGHi'H A1HlL1' POLICE CONTA.CT 

Type Seriousness 
Neig·hborhood 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
l?l'ior Snc .. Sev .. ''!'' 
Prior contact Ser .. 
Number Prior Sne. 
Snc. at Contact 

.. 045 
-.049 

.017 

.130 
- .. 505* 
-.003 

.132 
- .. 090 
- .. 013 

.. 348* 

Goodness of F.it IJ1de-x. 

Goodness of F'i t Ind.ex 

Adu.l't2 

- .. 008 
-" 125 

.. 05Y 

.028 
-.3lj.9* 
- .. 031 

..311 
- .. 264 
- .. 056 

.. 131* 

Juven.ile .Inv· .. Adult 
Lisrel Liggl b.isr§d 

,,057 .001 
-.188 " 011 

.. O7~ .035 

.115 .. 074 
-.789* - .201~:C 

- .. 026 .011 

-.016 -.O3~ 

.351 .. 146 

Chi Square::: 87.3 
UF := 28 

l? ::: OaO 

BASELINE 
Chi SquClre =: 1627., 9 

DP ::: 69 

.. 788 

1 Standa:r:di.zed. estimates from Table 17 .. 
2 S·tandardized estimates from 'l:a.hle 18 ... 
3 For Lisrel analyses, prior san.ction severity.-
prior contact seveI.-ity I and nUlll..ber. of prior sa.nct:i.ons a.re­
combined to create the independent variable, punish. 
* Significant at .. 01 level .. 

fi twas a.chiev'ea with everything' treed. Wi.th every thin 9 freed 

Chi Square declin~d ·to 8,7 .. 3 with 28 degrees of freedom. Th.e 

goodness 01. fi.t indicators were .. ~5Ll for the juveniles ana .. 980 

for the ad.ults. These results along with the standardized 

estimates of the best f~ t model are presented in Table 60-
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Wh en. Lisrel is useed a more, refined and e.xplici. t HI odelling' 

of the data is possi.bl.e. perhaps for this reason when the 

multiple regression ana. Lisre1 results are cOlllpaI:'ed we find, tha·t 

none of the vdriali.Ce in future tota.l offense seriousness dppears 

to be explained by the linear :function of. indep&ndent variables 

for both the juv'enile and. adu.lt periods. The order 01 the 

effects changes very little, except for the ef.fect of the 

cumulative career measur'es {adult period}.. The K'estl.lts of the 

multiple regression analysis suggest that total prior seriousness 

and n umber of pr i.or sanctions are illtportan 1:. ef.fects. W hen these 

t'W'o var lable s ar e com bineQ, d long wi th total sanction se veri ty to 

form punish (Lisrel) it then appears that cumulati.ve career has 

practically no etf.ect on future tot.a.l offense seriousD.2ss. 

CONCLUSION 

Th e r8sults of the multiple regression analysis sugg'ested. 

that the effects ot ·the aemo9raph~c and career variables on 

future total of:tense seri.ousness are in g'eneral di.J:ferent for the 

juvenile and a.dult career periods. 1'11e fact tha.t aspects of the 

criminal justice system are clearlY' and directl.y associated wi·th 

chilo status VS •. adult status implies ·t.hat there E::xi,sts d:t. least 

a measur:e of consensus that the e.t£.ect of criminal career 

(seriousness and sanctioning) past and present !l.a,va tif ferent 

effects on future criminal career, depending on. the period of 

criminal a.ctivity.. This alone )usti1:ies a. further consideratl..ol1, 

of the conclusions suggested by the multiple regression analysis. 

The Lisral analysis wa~ conducted for this purposde The I:'.asults 
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of the Lisrel analysis ciid not, completely support the hypothesis 

that the etfects of t.he indep~ndellt variahles on tu·ture offense 

seriousness are dif:ferellt :for the two per.iods .. 

'rhe effec·ts of t.h.e chdracterist~c variables, those least 

suscept.ible to externa.l lIlanipula.tion (age, sex, and rac e), a.re 

different for futur.e total offense seriousness of juvenile and 

adult careers except at the seventh contact level. At the 

seven th contact level 'the etfects of: sex. and race on fu. ture total 

offense se.r~OUSlless are the sam. a for the t'Wo periods. The ef£ect 

of the cumUlative career v'ariable, punish, which is a composite 

of. the cohort. members f criminal behavior a.nd off.icial reac't:l.QUS 

to it, is the same for the two periods at the fourth, fift.h,. and 

sixth contact levels.. The ef.fect of place of residence on future 

total oLiense ser:iousness is also the sa.me for the juvenile a.nd 

adult careers at the tifth and sixth contact levels. 

To test .for the equality of effects between periods usi.ng 

multiple regression, t.ne ullst.andard,ized, coefficients, ju vellJ..le 

and adult, dre compared. contact level by contact level.. None of 

the unstanctaraized coeif~c.ients were ex.dctly th e sa.me for tn.e tw 0 

groups, contact by contact,. for any of the variables. however:, 

the unstandardized. coefficients were close to being the saille Lor: 

neighborhood. of resldence (contact levels 3 through 7) and s~x 

(c·ontact le11e1 6).. Nothing in the results ot the mult~ple 

regression analysis suggbsted t,hat the effects of cumula.tive 

career or: l:ace were the same at any contact level. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-276-

So, with the multiple x'egression analysis some effects 

appear t.o be th.e sallie wnenthey are in fact shown to be different. 

by Lisrel analysis. Some effects w'hich. a,ppear to be different 

are the same according to the Lisrel results. 

There app~a.rs to be somewhat 0:( a pattern in the silJular:'ity 

of effects using the Lisre1 analysis. Ex.cept for the somewhat 

anomalous contact 7 wh~ch showed the efi:ects of sex and. race to 

be the sa.me for the two periods, the ef':iects or age, sex, race, 

and the ill!i.!1edi.ate measures of crim.l.nal car.eer are never the same .. 

However I atti:':1: career, eitha:r: juvenile or adult, ilas pr.ogressed 

through 'lb.e initial s cages (cont.acts 1 through 3), the e:li.:f.ectb of 

n.eigh.nor:h.ood and. the lIleC1.sure of cumulative car'eer a.re the san.€! 

for the two peri.ods and then a,s career advdnces they again are 

different. This raises the question of. why these ef.fects would 

be Sillll.lar at tn.is particular stag'B of career.. One possibility 

is that the etfec·ts of ,this stage of juvenile career: are the 

same, not just. d. t this same stage of adul1.. career .out a t perhaps 

all stages of adult career. (;ompa,ring the two career periods, 

neither of which is static or unidimensional, reguired 

controlling for chang as over time and dctiv';Lty \o1i-thl..n p eriol1s. 

stage 01 career', d.S represented by contact l.eveI, encompassed 

hath t.ime ana activi·ty dspec·ts of career period a,nd sea met! d. 

logical choice for a control that woula enaD1.e comparison. '1·h.l..S 

simplification, however, iliay have caused a loss 01. subst(mt.1,Ve 

l..nsight that is potentially available 'th.rough the use of til.(;;; 

Lisrel techn.~gue.. Knowing wllether or not tne effects of the 
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independent varia.bles (at least some of them) are the same across 

the juvenile period or across th.e adult period might allow 

further conclusions about the similarity of effects. 1. t might,. 

for exam.ple, be found th.at t.Ile effec·t.s of a more advanced stage 

of juvenile career are the same for Doth the early stag e of adult 

career and the more advanced stage of adult career. This 

question, along w:ith other concerns, will be addressed :in Id.t~r 

analysis. 
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APPENDIX F 

A MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
OJ!' CONTINUATION VS .. DISCONTINUA:1~IOlP 

MultipJe discriminant analysis provides a method £or 

deriving a. line,ar combination of variables that is the most 

useful for d.iscrl.Iilinating between indi.vid.uals wi tll future police 

contacts and those with no fut.ure police contacts.. 'l'b.is analysis 

is conducted on a contact level Dy contact level .oasis tor the 

£i:r:st nine con-tacts 01. the total career (juvenile and adult 

combined) a.nd Wl.th cohorts cOlll.nined. The nine variables included 

in the discr:uuinant analysis are seriousness of present contact" 

juvenile nel.ghborhood,. sex, race,. a.ge at conta,ct, total prior 

severity of sanctl.ons, total. prior seriousness, number 01 prior 

sanctions, and sanction jus·t received .. 

For e'acfl cont.act level the liubar combination of the 

va,r'iaDles just listed is deri.ved (the d:1.scr~m.ina.nt func"tioD) tha t 

b.a.s the highest. possible lltultl..ple correlation wi til the gL-oUps at 

ea.ch. cont.act. level", l"rom th:1.S funet.ion a discriIi!.ina.nt~ score can 

be computed f()r~ ea.en. observation.. Because we aLe concerned vath 

discriminating be'tween two groups, only one djscriruiuall't f.unctl.OU 

i.s possible at each contact level. 

INTERPRE'fING 'j~hE 5'rl\.NDA1:WIZ£D CANONiCAL COBFF1CIE.I1J.£S 

The values 0:,1. the standardized canonical coef.ficients ('I'ahle 

1) represent the :celd ti:ve cont.ribu.t.ton of the associate u v3.I'iable 

to the function and thu.s ·the re.l.ative im.po:ctance of each varia.ole 

1. This anal.ysis vas concLUcte<l d.nd is descrl..hed .tn tn l..S 

appendix by Kdthleen i.md.e:cson .. 
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TABLE 1. STAtWAHUIZFU CANotd.CAL COl.::PFICIENT5 AT FIRS'l' 1'0 lUNTll O.F.f£NSI:;S. CUtlBINRlJ COllOlfl'S, JUVENILES ANb 1\-DU1.1:5 

Cuutal:t l..~vels 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 H ~ 

Type Seriousness, l!le~;e.IJ.t 01.fense -.032 .02a ' .068 .001 .. 089 - .. 000 .019 - .. 068 .115 
~uYenile he~gbborhood .. 038 .063 .038 -.016 .124 -.067 -.250 .072 .006 
S~X -.521 -.287 -.191 -.130 -.245 -.149 - .. 192 - .. 029 .035 
White/Non-White -.149 -.106 -.116 -.015 .. 011 -.232 -.328 -.175 -.013 
Age c.lt Contact .822 1.028 1 .. 028 1 .. 113 1.107 1.093 1 .. 087 1.024 .929 
Severity 01 Prior ~ancLious .000 .035 .. 013 - .. 077 .. 207 - .. 142 .. 081 .064 .002 
Total prior SeJ:iousness .. OUO .. 048 - .. 033 -.003 .156 .22.7 .112 .037 - .. 256 
Number ot IorioI:' SdDct.ions .0Uo -.096 .010 -.031 -.271 -.196 -.286 -.383 .200 
Severity, Present Sanction .. 053 -.022 -.Hl -.042 - .. 015 - .. U58 .176 - .. 148 - .. 063 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TABLE 2 .. WILK-S LAMBDAw CANONICAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS, AND CANONICAL CORRELAT10M COEPFICIENTS SQUAHED 

Contact !&vels 

1 2 3 4 !) 6 1 8 !:I 

iilk's Lal!bda .. 801 .. 111 .. 817 ... 160 .163 .189 .835 .855 .922 
Canonical Correlation ."~6 .419 .A28 ."90 .486 .4bO .. 406 .381 .219 
Canonical Correlation Squared .. 199 .. 23U .. 183 .240 .. 231 .. 211 .165 .. 1,.5 .. 078 ---------------------------------.... ----------------------------------------------1------,-----
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compared to the other variables., TheY' also prml'ia.e the 

coefficien.ts for the linear comhind,tion of variables used in -t.he 

computation of d. discriminant score for each observation .. 

The sign (+ or -) associated with. each coefficient indicates 

whether the impact of a particular ·,-taria.ble on the d.iscriminan't 

score is positive or negative.. Age is definitely the most 

important variable included in ·the discrlncinallt. dnalysis:. .It 

dominates: the function at ev'erl' contact level and is positi v'a .in 

its impact on the d~scrimi.nant score. None of tIle other 

v'ariables ever approaches age in relati,ve impact. Age is 

followed by sex in rela.tl.ve contribution to the d1.seriminant 

score and has d negative coe,U:i.c:u::nt. 'l'he vdriable sex 15 coded 

a.s a. dummy vd.ria.lJle with rua.le=1 and female=O. So in tn e case 

where th.e person 1.S a temale tne i.mpac:t. on -t.he di.scr.illlinan't. score 

is posi ti ve while if 'lile pl:!'TSOn is male the i;l#pa.ct ot the:! 

discriminant function loS negati.ve C:iIlCI decreases tllfi total. 

discriminant score... Jlt the h1.g.uer contact lev'els (5-d) number at 

prior Banet.ions or race is ranked after a.ye OIl the .basis 01. its 

contribution t.o the discriminant function. .Both ot tu.ese 

variables have negative coeff1.cients. a high number. of prior. 

sanc·tions has a negatl. ve l..ilIpact on the discri1<4ina.nt seo rea hace 

is codeo. as Non-vJh.ite=1 a.nd. white=0 & 'llherefore, beiny Ihm-White 

tends to have a negativ8 l.IftPclct on the discL'l.nd.nant seo re wlule 

being White tends i.e have a positive impact:.. At contact. level ~ 

total prior ser.iou.sness follows age 1.n relati"l1E:: i::upact.. At. 

nig'h.er levelS oi totd.l. prior seriousness the impact. on tile 

discriminant f.unction is negat.ive .. 
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Once a discriminant score for each. observation has be~n. 

computed the m.ean d.i.scriminant.. seor.-e for: the future contacts and 

no future contacts group Cdn then be computed fO'r each contact 

1evel.. Across all nine contact levels the group centroid (the 

Dlean discriminant score) ~s always positive for the no future 

contacts group and. nega.tive for tile group with future contacts ... 

Of ~nlJ.I.ediate concern ~s how \tell the discrimJ..nant. functions 

derived di:1:f€.:rentiate between member.'s oi the no future contd.ct 

group and the future contact group. If there is good 

differentJ..atJ..Oll, then the discriminant scores for member.s of eacll 

group will. be clu&'tered around the appr.'opriatE:c:. group centroi.d 

with little overlap o.r merging of the sco:ces for the (::110 gro.ups. 

To assess this aspect ot the d.Lsc:cim.inant analysis we can look at 

Will<: ':5 1.aJIlbd.a, 'I::.he canonical correlation, and the cd.nonicd.l 

correlat~()n sguareci. 'l11e high vd.lues found. for Wil.k is laill.bcta 

indicate t.hat when usi.ng t:his set o.f vari.ables there is not a 

very .high dt~gree of se1iaration possible.. 'l"his is turthe.r: 

supported. by the low vtuues found for the cdnonical correld tion, 

Which indicate that the cor:reld.tion of. ·the d.i:scrim~nant fu.nctl.on 

wi tIl th e groups is not very stron 9 • 'l~he 1m-I va.l.ues for the 

canonical correlation squared also ill.lhcdte that not llmch of the 

variance in the discri.;nnant iunction is explained by gI:OUP 

membership ('1'aLle .t;) .. 

As mentioned, the tagh values for t<1ilk IS lcl.mllUa all d. the low 

values tor t.he can.onicdi. correlations sgua:r:ed indicate (TaDi€' 2) 

that there is not much aiscrililinating power present in the 
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discriminant function at each 01 the nine conta.ct levels w'hen a.II 

nine independent variables are included.. The most disc:r:-iminatory 

power i.s found at the lower an.d mi.ddle contact levels" 

particul.arly a.t th.e second, fourth, fifth,. ana. sixth. contact 

levels.. At the fourth contact level 24· .. 0% of the varianc~ in the 

discriminant functi.on is expldined by the gTOUpS.. At the fi.ith 

contact level 23 .. 7% of tn.e variance is explained.. At the upper 

contact levels the propor·tioll of variance explained. is very low,. 

ranging from 16 .. 5~h down to 7 .. ti';h at the ninth contd.ct level .. 

REDUCING THE NUf:1BEH OF' VAItl.lH:JLES 

li.t this point; the discriminant. tunc·tion aeri,red is based on 

the inclusion of all nine of the variables ori.ginclll}1 selected. 

for the ana.lysis. USiIl.g 'the stepwise disc:('imin~n.t procedure i.t 

is possinle to narrow down dnd focus on a subset ()f the sa nine 

variables Chosen on the basis of whether 01: not. they ed ell mee·t 

certain speci.t~c stat.istical requirements .tor inclusion .. 

Using the stepwise procedure ('1:able 3) yield~ these results: 

at the lower contact ll:::'vels (1-3) only demograph.ic varidnles are 

included as good. diser~lllinators (a.ge, sex, and race, in that. 

order) • At. th.e miJ.dle contact leVels the set of variable$ 

included is greatly expanded. to includ.e not only d.emO~rI:dphic 

variables but also the lIl€;asures of cumulative career' involvem.ent 

with the legal system... At the higher contact levels the numbe.r 

of v'ariables incluG.ed. tiS good discrimind.tor:s .taIls off sharply .. 

Only ag e is incl. uded a::. a. good discrimina. 'lor at the sev Enth and 

ninth ,,;ontact levels d.nd only age" J:'ace, and n umber of pnor 
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TABLE 3. ST.r:P1HSE ElITRI OF VARIABLES AUD WILK·S LAMBDA POR BEST DISCRIMINATORS OF FIltS1' TO lUN~H O¥P£N!>i!>. COt1.tU.tlEO 

COHORTS, JOVEN~LES AND ADULTS 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- .---------------- . I 

~~is~ Discrimindnt Procedure QL 9rd~r of ~£y of Yar~aDles 

Contact Levels 

1 2 3 Ii 5 & 7 8 9 

First Entry A A A A A A A A A 
Second Entry 5 S S 5 S 53 .tiS 
Third Entry B B R S5 .tiS R R 
Fourth Entry 5S 1'5 
Fit tb Entry T5 55 
Sixth Entry olH 5 

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

First Entry 
Second Entry 
Third Entry 
Fourt.h Entry 
Fifth Entry 
5:utth Entry 

1 

.. 8Q5 

.806 

.601 

2 

.786 

.. 71& 

.173 

Value 2! ~ilkDs Lambda ~ ~ Qi2~indtor 
iariables ~ InC.lud~g 

Contact Leyels 

3 4 5 6 1 8 9 

.827 .766 .18a .612 .859 .881 .928 

.622 .163 .180 .806 .665 

.819 .. 7bl .177 .802 .859 
.111 .. 799 
.767 .795 
.765 .191 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----
KEY: A = Age at Contact 

B = White/Non-Wbite 
IN = Juvenile Heignborhood 
NS = HUBner of Prior 5doctions 
TS = Total Prior seriousness 

S = Sex 
SS = Severity of Prior Sanctions 

• Significant at .01 leyel. 
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sanction.s are included as good discriminat.ors at -the eighth 

contact level. 

A. MOHR ARBI~'RARY APPROACH 

If we. it,gaill consider t.he results of the liiscrilllilld nt. 

procedur.e in wl:d.ch all nine varia DIes a.re incluued. in the 

analysis and use 'the rule t,ha:t only those variables lo1hicb. have a 

standardiz.ed canonical coefficient with a value greater than .. 1 

are useful for discriminating between the two groups, then we see 

approximately the Sdme pattern of variable inlTolv'Glllent as was 

found using th.e stepwise discriminant procedure nut wi.th some 

specific Cl.ifferences in the inclusion ot certain variables.. At 

the 10\4 er contact levels the d~m09Ta.phic variables are still 

:found to be tlle bE;:st. discriminato17S while at the middle and, upper; 

contact levels Q.emographic variables are incluaed along with both 

cumUlative and immed.iate medSllrE:!S of crilninal. c:alCeers .. 

The two Jiet.hods. 01. selection are based on diLferen. t 

criteria.. The stepwise proce<1ure inclu.d~s or excludes variables 

on the bal:>is of wnether or not speci:tic signi.f;icance criteria aI'€.' 

met aud incluaes or eX'clud.es the "Variables in a way that 

llidximizes the chany!;;' J..n kilK'S lanibda a't each step. On the other 

hand., the cutoff method is based on an arbitrary cut-off 

cri.terion and the results may be less defensible statistically. 

CRARACTEJ:UST1.C V 1.Rl.ABL1sS BY G}{OUPS 

Given that it is not possible to di.sc~im:inate ver.y 

effecti "ely on the basis ot variaDles chosen tor the an alysis and 

discriminan.t functions uer~\l'e(!., ~ t is still possil)le to gain 
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insight into Whd.t variables are c.h.aracteristic of qroup 

Flembership at the various contact. levels. There are sev~ral ways 

to approach this& 

USING If HE CUTOF'!c' l:'ROCHDORE 

First, it is possi.ble to designate \~hich variables dre 

characteristic of ea,cb. grQup by using- tile cuto:tf proced ur:e .lnd 

the rule that. of these va,.r:J.ables that JIleet the .. 1 cutotf; value 

criterion r those luth. a neg'ative standardized can.onical 

correIa tion coef'fici.ent ar.e characLeristic of the future contacts 

group and those variaules w·.it1.l u positive standard.i.zed. 

coefficient are characteristic of ble no :tut.u!:'€! contacts group 

(Table 4) • 

itt the il..rst througu. fourth contacts a member. of the no 

future contacts group can be c.lla,racterized as having' a ni.gb age 

at police COI.!,ta.ct.. At conta.ct level 5, in the tamiddlen career: 

stager a member of ·the no fu'ture contacts group had a h~g'n age il.t 

police contact .. , resided. a.s a Juvenile in a non-inner city 

neighborhood /I dnd ha.d a high total prior seriousness and h~gh 

severity 0:£ prior:' sancti.ons. At conta.ct. level six the no futur.e 

contacts grou1J member had a lligh a9 e at police contact:. coupleu 

with a high totdl prior seriou.sness of police contd.ct,. At t.h.c 

seventh contact leve.i the no future contacts group- mHlli.uer is 

characterized by high d;je at. cont-deL, h~gh total prior 

seriousness, and high seve:r.ity of sancti.on just received. At. the 

eighth contact level. having a. high age a.t cont.act is th e ciolhinant 

characteris,ti.c of a. person most liKely to De d me:t.ber 0 f th,e 
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TABLE 4. DISCRI~INANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

contact Le~ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ~ 

!iroup 1: MQ Future Contacts 

Centroid .. 765 .922 .. 939 1.150 1.260 1.314 1.168 1.140 .658 

Characteristic Values A A A A A A A A A 
IN TS TS l,{S 
55 1'S SR 
TS 

standardized Coefficient .B22 1.028 1.028 1.113 1.107 1 .. 093 1.087 1.024 .929 
.. 124 .. 227 .. 1"12 .200 
.207 .116 .. 115 
.156 

Group ~: lutu~ Contacts 

Centroid - .. 325 -.323 -.238 - .. 274 -.245 -.203 -.168 -.149 - .. 098 

Characteristic Values 5 S 5 5 S 5 S H TS 
R R R U5 R R NS 

PS S5 IN PS 
NS NS 

Standardized Coefficient -.521 -.287 -.191 - .. 130 - .. 245 -.lLJ9 -.192 -.175 -.256 
- .. 149 -.106 -.116 -.271 -.232 -.328 -.383 

-.111 -.142 -.250 -.148 
- .. 196 - ... .286 

Canonical Correlation Squared* .. 199 .230 .183 • .240 .237 .211 .165 .145 .078 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------'-------
* With all variabl~s included. 

KRY: A = Age at Contact 
R = wh1te/Non-White 

IN = Juvenil~ Neighborhood 
NS = Numher of Prior sanctions 
TS = Total Prior Seriousness 

5 = Sex 
5S = Severity of P~ior Sanctions 
PS = Present sanction 
SR = Seriousness of Present Offense 
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group of d~scon.tinuer:s. At the ninth contact level hdvinsr hig'h 

• age at police contact and high ser:iousness of present offense 

along with a la,I:g6 number of t>riOl: sanctions is Cl1aract eristic of 

memhers ot the uo future contacts gToUp. 

• ]'or the future contacts group being Iltale and Non-W kite are 

characteristic of those cohort. members .in an ed,rly stag e of 

career development. At tn.e fourth contdct level being m.ale i.s 

• characteristic of the :future contacts group,. At the fifth 

contact level being mdle and having a large number of pI:'ior: 

sanctions is chdra.cter~st~c. At. the sixth contdct lE;vel a m€~ber 

• of the future contacts gl;'OUp Cdn be charact.eri?ed as llld,ler NOll-

White I and having botll a laryt: nUilu:'H.l'I: and. a high total severl..ty 

of prior sanctions. A't contact level seven the io.ture cont.d,cts 

group Ill. ember J..S char act.er.l.zea dS being male and. NOll-Whi. t..e,. 

residing as a juvenile. in a non-inner city nel.,ghborhood, dnd 

having had d. laI'ge nu.mber of prior sanctions" 

• Of the group of cohort mem.oers w'ho reach the eighth contact 

level being Non-Whi:t.e,. navl..ng a large number of prior sanc-t..1.ons,. 

and naving just recciveu a sanction with a high level of severity 

• are cha:cacter.l.5tic of tilose ruth. future contacts. I<'inally" at 

the ninth contact level persons VI it.n. future contacts tend to hdve 

a high total s.er:~ousness for thel..l: pri.or police cont.act &. 

• It is inter:0sting to note that. fa!:' some 01. tilC:! variabl-es d 

high. value is character:ist.l.c of the no tutur:e contacts group at 

one contact level but c1taracteristic of th,e future conta<..'t group 

• at another contdct lev'el. .fOl: ~xdlllple, dt cont.:k.ct, level l:i.vt: a 

• 
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high total severity of sanction is chd.racteris-r:ic of the no 

future contact group,. while at contac·t level six a high value f:oI: 

total severity of sanctions is characteristic of th.e fu ture 

contacts group. This points out the necessity o.f ·thinking of the 

characteristic variables all. t.ogether, not. sing1Ya That is, one 

of the conditions is not sufficient; they must all he present 

together to maxi.mize tile likelihood. of. correctly o.5s1.gn ing a 

person to membership ~n one group or the other.. The so. me 

variable may be chdracterist.ic of both groups in com.mon iii tb. 

other chara.cteristics that d.re not .. 

To sUIDID.arize very bri.efly, in the, early career stage 

(contacts 1-3) as well as ·the fourth contact level it is 

primarily demographic variables t.hat. help d.ifferent1at.e between. 

the future a.nd no ;tuture l~ontacts groups.. In 'I:::he middle and 

later stages of carE!er both. demographic and career variables are 

helpful J..n d.itferentL~.t.1.ng between mem.bers of the future contact.s 

grou.p and the no future contacts group .. 

THE: RESULTS UTIL1.jU.NG ONLY VARli'sBLhS SELECTED BY THE STEPWI5£ 
PROCEDURE 

There are some di.fferences between the variables selected as 

best discriminators by the cutoff criterion and those ,gelect,ed DY 

th.e ste.pwise d.iscriminant procedure" We migh·t,. ther.e.fore, expect 

to find some d.ifferences in What va.riables are considered to be 

characteristic of the no future contacts 9Toui;l and future 

conta.cts group memnership. Again, using the rule that. those 

variables with a nega·tive s·tandardized coefficient are 

characteristic of the group having future con'ti'tcts and those 
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variables with. positive standardized coefficients are 

characteristic of the. group having no f,uture contacts and. 

considering only those variables selected by the stepwise 

discrimi.nant procedure yields the following results (Tatile 5). 

In the early stage of career tIle no future contacts group is 

characterized by' high age at police contact.. By the middle s'tage 

of career (con"ta.ct levels 1:ive alld si.x) not only the d.emographic 

but also some of the career varia.oles becom.e i.mportant a.s 

discri.mi.nating cLaracteristics 0:': the no iu"ture conta.ct" s group .. 

Specifically,- at COl.!.tact level five high age d.t contact, non-' 

inner city resi.uence, hi.yn tota.l prior seriousness, a.nd hi.gh 

total severity o.f. sd,nct.ion are chara.cteristic.. At the si;{th 

contact l~vel hi.gh age at contact and. high total prior 

seriousness are characterist.ic of the no future contacts g'l.':'oup .. 

In the later stage of career again only high age at police 

contact is characteristlc of the no future cont.act.;;; group .. 

For the :tuture cOlltac-ts group being male and Non-W hit.e are 

ch~racteris·tj .. c of the ea.rly staye of career (conta.cts 1-3).. In 

th.e middle stage of career (4-6) lli.g·h values for t.he sanctioning 

variables also become important as characteristics of the i:utu.r:·e 

contacts g-roup.. A.t the fourth <,";ontact level being male and 

having a high value for severity of sanction is characteristi.c .. 

At the fifth con tact lEfvel being mal.e and having a high number ot 

prior sanctions is cha racteristic. At the sixth contact level 

being male, Non-White, and having both hig'h total severity and. a 

large number of prior sanctions are chara.cteristic of -t . .h.e future 



• • • • • • • • • • • 
TABLE 5. DISCRIIUNANT AflALYSIS RESULTS INCLUDING ONLl THOSE vARIABLES SELECTED BY 'THE STEPWISE CRITERJ...ON 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------

1 2 3 

Group 1: No F'utY.£g Contac'!:s 

centroid .. 763. .. 916 .932 

Characteristic Val ues A A A 

Standardized Coefficient .. 831 1.023 .975 

GroUl! ~: F'u~ Contacts 

Centroid - .. 32I.J -.321' - .. 236 

Characteristic Values S S S 
R R R 

Stanuardized Coefficient - .. 520 -.284 - .. 294 
-.161 -.131 -.216 

Canonical. Correlation Squared .,199 .227 .. 181 

Contact Levels 

4 

,1 .. 146 

A 

1 .. 120 

- .. 273 

S 
SS 

-.12'1 
-.098 

.. 239 

5 

1.255 

A 
IN 
SS 
TS 

1.103 
.110 
.206 
.163 

- .. 244 

S 
NS 

-.248 
-.268 

.235 

6 

1.304 

A. 
TS 

1.09I.J 
.215 

-.202 

S 
R 

SS 
NS 

-.149 
-.199 
-.153 
-.191 

.209 

1 3 ~ 

1 .. 068 1.121 .824 

A A A. 

1.078 1.046 1.0'37 

-.154 -.146 -.094 

R 
NS 

-.223 
- .. 368 

.. 141 .141 .012 
--------,-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

KEY: A = Age a t Contact 
R == White/Non-White 

IN = Juvenile Neighborhood 
115 = Number of Prior Sanctions 
T5 = Total Prior Seriousness 

5 = Sex. 
S5 == Severity ot Prior Sanctions 
P5 = Present sa nction 
SR == Seriousness of Present Offense 
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contacts group. In the la.ter stag'e of career being Non -llhite and 

• havi.ng a large nUlIlber of prior sanc·tions are cha.racteristic of 

the future contacts group_ It is .interesting to note ·th.at at the 

middle contact. levels m.ore variables,. including the car eer 

• variables, contribute to the u.sefulness of the discrimi.ndnt 

f:unction and .it. is at t.hese levels that the most (Uscri Iitind ting 

power is present in the function. l1ouever, since so Ii ttle of 

• the variation is expla.inad. at any stage of a cdreer, it may be 

I 
I 

assuiIled that other varl..a.bles no·t inclua.ed in t.he a.nalysis dCCOUUt 

I 
in large part for group membersllip. 

I '. SUr11iARY 

Based on the results 01. the llml tiple d.iscr~minant ana.lys:ts 

and using' variables selected by the stepwise criterion, the age 

• at police contact of the Offender is clearly the best 

discriminating factor of all the variables included for 

determining d.t eaCh of the nine COIl. tact level.s those co hart 

• members who will continue ·to have future police contacts anti 

those who will. have no iti:ture contacts. C;onsiderd.tion of. the 

cohort member",s hehcl.v~.or and the resultant response of the legal 

• system does not hel.p discriminate netween those who will. or iii.ll 

not cont:irlue in 'LlIe early stage of their ca.reers.. However" 01; 

the grou:p incluaing t.hose cohort lllembers who reach a more 

• advanced stag-a of career {fourth, fift.:.h, or sixth police 

contact.}, t.otal. prior: seriousness of police contacts a.n d number 

and severity cf pr.ior sanctions do become important as 

• discriminatoJ:'S netween. those who will or will n.ot conti DUe.. 

• 



• 

• 

• 
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• 
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Total prior si:f.riousness of pol.ice contacts has a pos.1.ti ve 

si:.andardized canoni.cal correlation coefficient a.t both th.e fiith 

ana. sixth contact levels and is therefore conslderea. to .be 

characteristic of the no future contacts group. A high severity 

of sanctions is charac·t.eristic of the future contacts group a.t 

the fourth and si.xth conta.ct levels but characteristic of the no 

future contact group at the fif-tIl cont.act lev·el... A large num.l:Jer 

of prior sanctions is cha.rctcteristic of the future contacts group 

at the fifth and sJ..xth con"Lact levels... so,. even though thebe 

three career Variables act as J..lldicators of: g·rou.p m.embership,. 

there is not an over-riuing consistency that. allows a Solid 

ju.dgment on. the basi.s of their vdlu.es of what group memhersfup 

will be f.or d cohort mem.ber. 

As we look at a.n even further progressi.on in criminal ca.reer: 

(se.venth, ei.ghth, and nin"th contacts), the behavior of t.he couo:r::·t 

ill.embers reaching ·this st.age ana. official reaction to th e 

behavior, once aga.in, is not very helpful in discrimina tiny 

between those wi til future police cont.acts and. those with no 

future police con-tacts. 
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AFRDSCAL 

ADAUTO;5C 

ADJ'FRTB. 

AGEDLH 

AGEFJOB 

A.GEMARRY: 

AGEf10V-ED 

ANEGO 17 

APOS017 

A',rTPOLR 

A~~1.'SCHR 

BES1DUi1. 

DIIi'PJR 

EDUC 

BFF1DUM. 

EVALbl7 

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

APPENDIX G 

COD1~ BOOK FOR INTBRV1:.Bii V'lHHA131,ES 

Add~tive scale measurJ..ng aciul t friends 1/ trouble 
with law.. Ranges from O=no :t:r:iends in trouble 
to 5=reported friends in trouble all the -n.me. 

Additive scale measur~ny a.liLO use hy respond.ent 
and. .friends. O=low use to 3=high use. 

Additi ve sca.le measuring degree of respondent's 
j uv'erllle i'r.1.ends & trouble w.ith the law... Ranges from 
O=no :friends in trouble to 5=respondent repor."te·d. 
fri.ends ~n trouble all. the time. 

Age respondent obtained driver l~cense. 

Age when. respondent obtaineu iirst job .. 

Age when respondent got illa.rried .. 

ll.gewhen r<:o:spol1dent moved away from. home .. 

Adultive version o~ SNEG017. See APOS017. 
Range, 0-5 .. 

l\.dCii ti v'e VeL'Slon at.. G'POS017, which. is a geoln.etric 
scale based on :cesponseb a.bout who influenced 
respondent and how.. Ra.nge, 0-5 .. 

Attit.ude oi respona.ent and closest irien ds toward 
the police a.uring junior hig11 and high school. 
l=n.egative, 2=i.ncLifferent,. 3=positive .. 

Dummy' varl.able created to measure dttitudes toW'ard 
school during 11igh sch.ool. 1=positi va F O=negativ'e. 

Sel± report of non-system reactl0ns to offense. 
O=sOlf.lething, l=nothing .. 

ReslJOndent Ils desire to be differellt kind of person 
dur.in.g school years. l=yes, O=no. 

Actua~l number of years of schooling a.ttainecl by 
respondent. computed to provide interval-leVeL 
measure of eciucation __ 

Self report of etiect of. experience on respondent's 
behavior:. ·'=rebellion to\<Jard a u·thori ty, :l.=none or 
little, .3=deterrent effect .. 

Additive sUl11lUari ina.ex o.f. seliJ' parent.s', teachers" t 
ana fr~e:n.ds delillguen t evalua.t.ion, a.ges 6-1'7. 



EVAL18P 

• FAMDUM. 

FLPR617 

• FLPR lSP 

FLPRTOTL 

FLPY617 

• 
FLPY.18P 

FLPYTOTL 

FTH1DUl'l 

HUEap 

• HHJOB 

HHSEX 

• INCOME 

JOBHSDUM 

JOBNOlv 

• 
.t1AtlI617 

HAMI18P 

• MU1ITOTL 

MARITDUi1 

• MIt1I617 

ann 18P 

• 

--- - - -------------------------
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Additi v'e summary index. of self, parents' I' and 
fri.ends I criminal eV'al.llation af.ter the a. ge of: 17 .. 

Type of family structur:'e in which. respon dent gre\o1 
up .. 

VIe~ghted. SUR, of self report felonies against 
persons,. £<.\1::' a.ges 6-17.. W'eight=b 

Same as FLPR617 but applies to age 1& and older. 

Same as FLl'1i617 uU t applies to dll ages ... 

HeighteJ sum 01: self: report .relonies against 
proper~YI ages 6-17. ~eight=5. 

Same dS FLPY617 but applies to age 18 and olU~r. 

5. dlli.e as PLPY6 -17 bu 1:. applies to all ages & 

Self. report of: friends I re.sponses to benavior. 
1:::,u.nti, 2=indifferent, 3=supportive5 

DUIItlny variable for regll.la.rity of head of 
household·s employment d.uring juveni.le pe:ci.od Co 

l=regularly employed, O=not regularly employed. 

Head of household.' s job level. 

Dummy variable for sex of hea.d of household .. 
l=male, U=fernale .. 

.Recorded 1I.011.ar value of responden't's annual income. 

I{espond.ent·s employm.ent history during h i.gh school .. 
O=d~d not work, -l=worked. 

Did respondent or respondent ':s husband 11 dYe 

a job d t time of in·tervievt? 1=yes, 2=no. 

Weighted sum of self report major lIu.sdemeanors, 
ages 6-17. vieigh.t=4 .. 

Same as Hal'11617 but applies to d.ge '18 and olde1:. 

Same as 1'11<1.1.617 but applies to all ages. 

Respondent's current marita.l status. 
O=never, l=at least once. 

'weighted sum of self report min.or m~saemed.n.or5g 
ages 6-17. weight::) .. 

Same as 1111'11617 but applies to ag'e 18 an d older.. 



MlrlITOTL 

• MWORK 

• NOCAUGHT 

l'IODIPLMR 

• PATROLI< 

POLCONT 

• 
PTH1DUM 

RDATE 

• RBACT1 

SIBS 

'. SRN617 

SRN18P 

• SRN!'617 

SRNTOTAL 

• VICDUM 

• 

Same as MI.MI617 but applies to all ages .. 

Nother's employment; history, juvenil.e period. 
Crea·ted to -t.ake into account all inform.a tion 
available regardless 01: w·hether she was head 
of household or Dot. 
1 =never employed I 2=int.ermi ttently emplo yed., 
3=employed all the tiille. 

Self report of unaetected juvenile law viola'tions .. 
1 =1"e5, ~=no .. 

Respondent II's high school graduation sta:tus. 
O=gradudted, l=dropped out. 

l:>ercei vall. police patr:ol ill re.sponden t rs lle:Lgnborhood 
During junior high and high school. 
l=none" L:=li.ght, 3:::mod.erate" 4=heavy" 

.N Uill.Der of; police con tac·ts respon(hmt rep orted 
having netore reaching age 18. 

Self report of parents' rea.ctions to behavior .. 
1=-d.isapproved, 2=inciif:ferent, 3=chil.d not. at taul t .. 

Contact date coded as 1=non-summQ,·:;::·(!" 2=summer .. 

Self report reaction to police and ~hat they aid. 
1=-posi tave" 2==indif:ferent, 3=l1ega.tive. 

Number ot respondent's siblin.gs. 

Su.mmar}," type serJ.ousness index for a,ll self Leport 
otfense~, ages 6-17. 

Summary type seriousness index for all sell report 
offenses" dge 18 and older. 

Summary type seriousness index for a.l.l self rE;port. 
llon-trdi.iic offenses, ages t)-17. 

$u.lllmary type seriousness index for a.ll self report 
offenses, all ages. 

WaS responuent ever d victilll.? ()=-no" 1=·ye5 .. 




