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ABSTRACT

Very few youth commence their miscreant behavior at an early
age and continue into adult crime. Two—thirds of the males in
three Racine birth cohorts desisted after their £ifth contact and
an ever greater proportion ceased to have felony-level police
contacts at that time.

Al though numerous studies hawe shown that gsanctions, as
adrwinistered, have been ineffective in deterring youth and adults
from further delinquency and crime, there are people who contena
that more se&ere sanctions for a greater proportion of the
offender population would increase the effectiveness of the
Jjustice systea.

Hultiple regression and other analytic stirategies are
utilized to determine speciiic deterrent effects of nusmber of
judicial interventions and severity of sanctions (present aund
cumulative) with controls for sex, race, age at police contact,
neighborhood of residence, and offense seriousness (present and
cunulative) .

Neither severity of sancticens wor number of judicial
interventions had consistent or noped-for eifects on future
offense seriousness or tne decision to desist frow future
offenses. The younger the cohort member at any given police
contact level, the less likely their contact would be the last.
0f even more coicern is the finding that the earlier and the more
severely felony—ievel offenses are sanctioned, the more likely
are these cohort mewmpbers to have felony-level police ¢ontacts in

the nekt two years.




Chapter 1. Review of the Racine Studies

INTRODUCTION

The nffectiveness of Intervention and Court Sanctions

The effectiveness of intervention and court sanctions (as
applied historically and at present) has been guestioned in a
lengthy literature that has almost invariably culminated in the
conclusion that nothing works for juveniles or adults if a
decline in delinquent and criminal behavior by a specific target
population is the criterion.? Furthermore, it is difficult, it
pot impossible, to attribute declines in delinquency or crime
rates to programs with ameliorative goals when associated
demographic and economic variables may have equally relevant

explanatory importance.

x For an excellent introduction to the problem of the juvenile
court see Task Porce on Delinguency and Youth Criwme of the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, Jduvenile Delinguency and Youth Crime (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printiny CGffice, 1967), pp. 2-9. Anmong the
numerous publications which have been highly critical of the
operation of the court are the following: Patrick T. Maxphy, Our
Kindiy Parent...The Stater XThe Juvenile Justice System and How
It ¥Yorks (Few York: Viking Press, 1974); Anthony Flatt, The
Child Savers {(Chacago: The Upiversity of Chicago Press, 1983).
FYor a very recent critical text see: Barry Krisberyg and James
Austin, Tnhe Children of Ishmael: Critical Perspectives on
Juvenile Justice ({Palo Alto, California: HayTfield, 1978j. Llallax
T. Empey has also summed it up quite well in “Juvenile Court: 1
|
|
\

The Tarnished Superparent," Chapter 16, American Delinguency:
Its Meaning and Construction (Homewcod, Illinocis: The Dorsey
Press, 1978), pp. 440-483. It may well pe, as suggested by
Martinson after consideration of over 200 studies, that rothing
works. See Robert Hartanson'®s “What Works? *The Martinson
Report*™ from "What Works? Questions and Answers apout Prison
Reform,® The Fublic Interest 35 (1974), pp. 22-55, reprinted in
Norman Johnson and Leconard b. Savitz {eds.), Justice ana
Corrections (New York: John ¥Wiley & Sons, 197%d), pp. 788-3810.
Lest the reader conclude that nothing has been learned, Palmer's
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While some studies of post-release juveniles and adults have
concluded that recidivism runs as high as 80%, there have been
few efforts to compare the behavior of those who have had the
hypothesized benefits of intervention with the behavior of those
who have also had contacits with the justice system for the same
behavior but for whom intervention by the police was followed by
no further action.

Only in recent years have the resources been available to
conduct large scale, long term experimental studies or lengthy
longitudinal cohort research projects designed to determine the
effectiveness ot intervention (and varying degrees of severity otf
sanctiéns) by comparing persons who have and have not experienced
it at the juvenile or adult level in the justice systex.Z The
crucial guestion in both research approaches is whether those who

are ignored are more or less likely to cease their delinguent and

reply should be noted: Ted ralmer, “HMartiason Revisgited,"
Journal of Research in Crime and Delincuency 12 (1975), pp-
133-152, also reprinted, op. ¢cit., pp. §11-627. ~#hether
juveniles who have committed noncriminal acts should be dealt
with by a correctional system has become an issue in more recent
years as well stated py William H. Sneridan, ®“Juveniles Who
Comnit Non~Criminal Acts: Why Treat in a Correctional System?®
Federal Probation 31 (1976), pp- Z6-30.

2 A review of the even more recent literature on corrections
in the United States to 1975 has been conducted by David F.
Greenberg. Studies are cited in which random assignment to
experimental and control groups were made butl the results were no
more heartening in terms oi evidence of correctional progran
effectiveness than from previous surveys. In concluding a
chapter, "The Correctional Effects of Corrections,® he refers
again to the Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks survey by sayiny that,
“The blanket assertion that *nothing works® is an exaggeration,
but not by very muchi."™ David F. Greenberg (ed.), Corrections and
Punishment ({(Beverly Hilis: Sage, 1978), Chapter 5, p. T4l.
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criminal activities than are those who receive the attention of
the judicial system and are sanctioned with varying degrees ot
severity.3d

We have already shown that being referred to Juvenile County
Probation (juvenile court intake), the District Attorney,
Juvenile Traffic Court, or some other agency vs. being released
or counselled and released is not only one further step in the
process of becoming known to persons in the Jjustice systew but is
a forerunner of police contacts for increasingly serious
reasons.* Fortunately, as we see it, considering the evidence,
about two—thirds of the malest and 0% of the females® contacts
in the 11942 and 1949 Cohorts vesulted in counselling and release
by the police. Unfortumately, the proportion of the juvenile

contacts referred to the County Probation Department has

ot o e

3 Although the data are available for our project in a
community of 100,000, this research wouid pe difficult, if not
impossible, to carry out in most metropolitan areas where such
extensive longitudinal records are not as readily available.

Some of the problems for a megalopolis such as Los Angeles are
presented in Peter ¥. Greenwood, Joan Petersilia, and Franxlin E.
Zimring, Age, Crime, and Sanctions: The Transition from Juvenile
to Adult Court, Nkational Institute of Justice (H—L6U2-N1d} ({Santa
Monica: Rand), 1480.

Racine is, in many respects, an ideal laboratory in which to
study how social processes operate in an urpan setting. £n 1930
almost 20% of the population consisted of foreign-born Whites,
while less than 1% was klack (Negro). By 1940 the population of
foreign—-born Whites dropped to 16.5%, by 1950 to 12%, by 196U to
8%, and by 1970 to 6%. At the same time, the Black population
increased from 1% in 1940 to 2% by 1950, to 5.3% by 1960, and to
10.5% by 1970.

4 Chapter 10, "Differentials in the Referral of Police
Contacts and Their Use in ¥redicting Continuity," Assessing the
Relationship of Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile Careers, U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinyuency
Prevention (Natiomai Cririnal Justice Reference Service RNCJIT7744,
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increased from cohort to cohort so that between tie 1942 and 1955
Cohorts the proportion with this referral increased from %.2% to
22.4% for males and from 5.5% to 20.2% for females. While our
analyses have indicated that referral is also the first step
toward continuity in careers, further analysis of the official
reports and self-report data with more stringent controls was
deemed necessary in order to determine the extent to which
intervention of various types and severity may be an effective
deterrent action for persons who are alleged to have engaged in a
specific behavior (juveniles) or to have committed a specific
offense (adults), at a spscific age, with a specified prior
offense record, prior record of sanctions, sex, race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, and socialization in a milieu that may be
characterized as one in which delinquency is a way of life.

Some Apalytic Considerations

Although we have conducted nuserous analyses oi the Kacine
cohort data over a period of 10 years, most of these analyses
have peen based on the age-pby-age data sets, data sets in which
cohort mempers' cgifenses have been agyregated for the juvenile,
intermediate, or aduli periods, or ecological data sets. Very
little has been done with what we call the contact-by-contact

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

—— -

963 pages, 1982) . Also see: Lyle W. Shannon, "A Longitudinal
Study of Delingquency and Crime,® Chapter 7 in Charles Welfora
(ed.) , Quantitative Studies in Criminology, (Beverly Hills:

Sage, 1978), pp. 121-146 and "Assessing the Relationship of Adult
Criminal Careers 0o Juvenile Careers,®™ in Ciark C. Abt (ed.),
Proplems in American Social Policy Research (Cambridge: Aot
Books, 1980), pp. 232-24b6.




aggregated segments of careers of people, what bas happened to
people within spatial units, or what has happened within spatial
units rather than with what has happened as a result of contacts,
contact by contact.

rt the same time, in every analysis that ve mave conducted,
we have been concerned about cohort differences, age differences,
and time period differences. The following two diagrams focus
attention on the complexity of this type of analysis. As Diagram
1 shows, each of the three cohorts has its juveniles at the age
in which police contacts are most frequent during a different
decade or time periocd. Cohort by cohort police contact rates
have become higher, decade by decade they have become higher and,
as the diagram reveals, police contact rates increase to a peak
at around 17 and then decline. At the same time that the size of
the juvenile population has increased with general population
increase it has also increased disproportionately to the general
population. This increase in the volume of delinguency tends to
focus public wttention on the problem of youth and may tous
result in not only close scrutiny of them, more careful
accounting or reporiing of their behavior, and more formal
attention in the form of referrals. Diagram 2 shows the ages
included for each cohort during the period for which data were
collected.

When the three cohorts are combined 51.1% of the police
contacts came befcre the age of 18 and 48.9% after that age,

25.5% between the ages of 18 and 21 and 23.4% after the age of




DIAGRAM 1. TYPES OF OFFENSE RATE VARTATION ~ THEIR EFFECTS ON VOLUME OF DELINQUENCY & CRIME
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DIAGRAM 2. AGGREGATION OF THE AGE-BY-AGE DATA SET FOR AGE PERIOD AND COHORT
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21. The relatively greater impact of the 1955 Cohort may be seen
in two ways, first of all in its size. The 633 persons in the
1542 Cohort with continuous Racine residence produced 17.7% of
the police contacts, the 1297 persons in the 1949 Cohort produced
36 .0% of the contacts, and the 218Y persons in the 1955 Cohort
produced #6.3% of the contacts. Secondly, the 1955 Cohort made a
disproportional contribution to the total number of contacts at
the juvenile level (57.0%) and at the young adult level of 16-20
(51.6%} « By contrast, the 1942 Cohort contributed 38.4% of the
contacts by cohort members at ages 21 and older. Put
differently, 62.9% of the 1955 Cohorts contacts came before age
18 while 5Y%. 1% of the 1982 Cohort'®s contacts came after age 18.

Those who have been involved in se~ondary analyses of our
data have addressed themselves to similar cohort, age, and time
period issues. Perhaps the most definitive secondary analyses of
our data in terms of our current problews have been those
conducted py Steven P. Lab and colleagues who have co-authored
articles with him. In this case it is appropriate to refer to
his article, "Cohort Analysis and Changing Offense Rates: in
Search of the Lost Hethod.® He has found, using the age-by-age
data sets, age and cohort but predominant period effects on
changing offense rates, especiailly for females. We have, of
course, found similar effects in our earlier analyses of the age
period data sets. At this point, however, we are examrining
specific contacts as well as careers. The complexity and
interrelationship of these effects on individual contacts is made

clear in the computer-generated diagrams in Appendix A.
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It should be noted that we coansider sex and racesethnicity
as statuses providing different kinds of experiences in a given
society or subscciety and not as basic explanatory variables.
Much research has been clouded by failing to indicate that these
are ascribed statuses that increase or decrease the risk of
exposure and differential treatment.S While there is little doubt
that race/ethnicity and sex combined with neighborhood of
residence are often determinants of the variety of delinguent and
criminal activities that one will have from early to later lite,
it is the experience of contact with the police and counselling
and release vs. the impact of referral to as agency which has the
potential for sanctioning {(and determining the severity of
sanctions administered) that must be examined more extensively

than has been done to date.

8 Evaluation of the existing literature may lead to the
conclusion that police, probation officers, and judges do not
discriminate against juveniles or adults on a basis of
race/ethnicity or socioceconomic status when controls forx
seriousness of offenses, previous record, etc., have been
introduced: HKNathan Goldman, %The Differential Selection of
Juvenile Offenders for Court Appearance,™ National Council on
Crime and Delinguency (1963); Alexander W. McEachern and Riva
Bauzer, "Factors Related to Disposition in Juvenile Police
Contacts,"™ in M.W. Klein (ed.}, Juvenile Gangs in Context
(Englewcod Cliffs, N.Jd.: Prentice—Hall, Inc., 1907): pp.
48~160; William F. Hohenstein, "Factors Influencing the Police
Disposition of Juvenile Offenders,®™ in T. Sellin and HM.E.
wolfgang ({eds.), Delinguency: Selected Studies (New York: John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1969): pp. 138-149; Domald J. Black,
wproduction of Crime Rates,"™ BAmerican Sociological Review 35
(1970): pp. 733-748; Donald J. Black and Albert J. Reiss, Jdr.,
"police Control of Juveniles,"™ American Sociological Review 35
(1970): pp. 63-77; Theodore G. Chiricos and Gordon P. Waldo,
“Socioeconomic Status and Criminal Sentencing: An Empirtical
Assessment of a Conflict Proposition,® American Sociological
Review 40 (1972): pp. 753-77Z2; Norman L. Weiner aund Charles V.
Willie, "Decigions by Juvenile Offenders, ¥ American Journal of
Sociology 77 (1971 : pp. 199-210.




The issue of self-labelling vs. official labelling is a
related topic whether we are dealing with seli-report or cfficial
data on delinquent and criminal behavior. Although the findings
in this research have cousistently supported labelling theory,
increasingly serious misbehavior wmay be the product of a
developing career, self-labélling or official labelling, the
learning experience of institutionalization, or combination of
these variables. Whichever it may be, those who have a record of
continuing and more serious police contacts are not benefitting
from intervention in the manner anticipated by society.®

A series of guestions in the interview schedule enables us
to examine the effects of different types of police behaviorn,
referral experiences, and peer vs. parental reaction on

respondent®s attitude and response at the time of and after

——— s s oty o oot

There are other studies which suggest that the opposite is
the case: Irving Piliavin and Scott Briar, "Police Encounters
with Juveniles," BEmerican Journal of Sociology 70 (1964): ppe.
2062143 Theodore A. Ferdinand and BElmer C. Luciterhand, “*Inner-
city Youths, the Police, the Juvenile Court, and Justice," Social
Problems 17 (1970): pp. 510-527; Theodore G. Chiricos, Phillip
D. Jackson and Gordon P. Waldo, YIneguality in the Imposition of
a Criminal Label," Social PBroblems 1Y (197Z)y: pp. 553-574;
Terence P. Thornberry, ®“Race, Soacioceconecmic Status, and
Sentencing in the Juvenile Justice Systenm,® Journal of Criminal
Law and Criminology 64 (1873): pp. 90-88; William K. Arncld,
®Race and Ethnicity Relative to Other Factors in Juvenile Court
Dispositions,™ American Journal of Sociolegy 77 (19571 : pp.
211-227; Charles #W. Thomas and Robin J. Cage, "The Effect of
Social Characteristics on Juvenile Court Dispositions,® The
Socioclogical Quarterly 18 (1977): pp. 237-252; Alan J. Lizotte,
"Extra~iegal Pactors in Chicagot*s Criminal Courts: Testing the
Conflict Model of Criminal Justice,®™ Social Problems 25 (1478):
pp~. 564-580; Rllen E. Liska and Mark Tausig, "“Theoretical
interpretations of Social Class and Racial Differentials in Legal
Decision~Making for Juveniles,"¥ The Socioloyical Quarterly 10
{1974y : pp. 197-207; James D. Unnever, Charles E. Frazier, and
John C. Henretta, ¥Race Differences in Criminal Sentencing," The
Sociological Quarterly z1 (19&0): pp. 197-205.
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contact (holding reason for contact, age at contact, and a host
of other relevant variables constant).

In summary, we have proposed to examine the effects of
raferral, dispositions, and sanctions on future behavior with
controls for individual and group characteristics. The data
which we have collected permit determination of the differential
effects of referral and severity of sanctions ifor specitic
of fenses as they relate to categories of pecople in a demographic,
locational, and sociceconomic status context, in terms of prior
delinquent and criminal experience and sanctions and with
consideration of their behavioral and attitudinal responses as
well. #We are also able to determine when and where sanctions of
differing degrees oif severity have been effective, if at all.

This may be an improvement over the position that referral and

—

While these are onliy selected studies of discrimination at
various levels in the Jjustice system, they are illustrative of
the conflicting findings that have been reported and indicate the
basis on which it has been concluded that evidence of direct
discrimination by the police or courts has been considered sparse
or the conclusion that discrimination is present in some places
at some times put not in other places. The problems of
discrimination and sentencing disparity have been precisely
formulated and the extensive literature most recently reviewed by
Alfred Blumstein, Jacqueiine Cohen, Susan E. ¥artin, and HMichuel
H. Tonry (eds.), Research in Sentencing: =The Search for Reform,
(Washington, D.C.: MNatiocnal Academy Press, 1983).

Joan Petersilia has summarized her findings in Racial
Disparities in the Criminal Justice Sysiem, prepared for the
National Institute of Corrections, U¥.S. Department of Justice,
The Rand Corporation Publication Series, R-2947, NIC, Jume 1983,
P- 1x, "*Controlliing for the other major factors that might
influence sentencing and time served, we found that minorities
receive harsher sentences and serve longer in prison-—-other
things being equal.® 1In the pages which follow she goes on to
state that although the system may not be discriminating in using
recidivism indicators in sentencing, this reflects the racial
problems of the larger society. As the system relies more

!
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sanctions are generally not effective in specific deterrence or
rehabilitation.?

PROCEDURES FOLLOWED IN THE EARLIER RESEARCH AND SOME EXAMPLES OF
PERIOD-AGGREGATED FINDINGS

The Racine cohort data on sanctions have been subjected to
consideraple analysis. Heal guestions have been raised about the
wisdom of increasing the severity of sanctions for either
juveniles or adults as a solution to the problems of delinguency
and crime. Although we are now substituting individual level
event analyses for the eariier period-aggregated findings in
previous reports and papers and described on the following pages,
we believe that it is important to present a bprief review of

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

heavily on recidivism indicators which are not racially neutral,
the problem is inteansified.

Harjorie S. Zatz, "Race, BEthnicity, and Determinate
Sentencing,™ Criminolouyy 22 (198d): pp. T47-171, has reviewed
the research on Chicanc sentencing and also used data on
California sentencing in 1978 to show that factors related to
length of sentence, taking into consideration type of offense,
differ for Wwhites, Blacks, and Chicanos. Some of the disparities
in reported research results may be accounted for by lunmping
Chicanos with Whites or Blacks, as has so frequently been done in
research ipvolving limited numbers of Chicanos.

For an understanding of how vomen come to engage in
different patterns of delinquency and crime and sex-related
societal responses see: Darrell J. Steffensmeier, "Organization
Properties and Sex Segregation in the Underworla: Building a
Socioloygical Theory of Sex Differences in Crime," Social Forces
61 (1983): pp. TWI0-1032 and Darrell J. Steffensmeier,
"Assessing the Impact of the Women's Novement on Sex-Based
Differences in the dandling of Adult Criminal Defendants,®™ Crinme
and Delinqguency (July 1980): pp. 344-357.

6 Some indacation ol the negative effects of processing,
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A complete description of the adjudication process including
alternatives at each step in handling juveniles who have been
referred to the court in Wisconsin takes 14 pages of schematic
diagrams. Obviously, it was not Ieasible to examine the process
in its complexity to determine the consequences of each
alternative step of each category of juveniles referred to the
court. We, therefore, encapsulated their experiences to
facilitate anaiysis.

Persons whose record of police contacts indicated a reterwal
for further action became those whose records were checked for
formal juvenile or adult dispositions. Initial coding included
all possible categories (sentence suspended, comnuted, etc., 20
categories of fines, 11 categories for time in institutions,
etc.) which were then coaspbined within each type of catedgory on a
basis of degrees of penalties imposed. This collapsing process

resulted in 21 code categories with variation in severity of

particularly for White males, has been found by Suzanne 5. Ageton
and Delbert S. £lizott, "The Effects of Legal Processing on
Delinquent Orientations,™ Social Problems 22 (1%74) : pp. 87-100.

z Although our own thrust has been toward investigation oif the
failure of the system to deter specific people from concinued
misbehavior or to rehapilitate those who are dealt with in one
manner or another, including probation and institutionalization,
others have been concerned with general deterrence. The
difficulty of disentangling the effects oi arrests on crime and
crime on arrests in order to assess the deterrence effect has
long been considered a thorny problem. Greenberg, et al.,
contend that studies of crime rates which have appeared over the
last decade and which have peen interpreted as supportive oif the
sanctions deterrence position are really not. See David F.
Greenberg, Ronald €. Kessler, and Charles B. Logan, "A Panel
Klodel of Crime Rates and Arrest Rates,¥ jpmerican Sociocloyical
Review 44 (197Y): pp. 843-850.
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sanctiong within major categories.

With the data collapsed and the penalty groups rank ordered,
the data were converted to a Severity of Dispositions Type
Geometric Score (a procedure making use of both error and non-
error types obtaired in Guttman scales and recommended to us by
Louis Guttman for an earlier project) by assigning a code of 1 to
a single dismissal, 2 to 2-3 dismissals, 4 to 4-5 diswmissals,
through 1,088,576 for © or more years of instituticonalization.
The lowest Geometric score involving a sentence of time was
131,072 but if the score was 1,048,576 or more, that person had
been incarcerated for & minimum of one year. While Geometric
scores may be utilized in generatiny tables for analysis by
nominal scatistical techniques, they should not be used in
correlational analyses without the employment of sonme
transformational technique.

Inasmuch as we wished to determine the relaticnship of level
of sanctions at or through any given age to later reasouns for
police contacis, referrals, and sanctions, dismissals were
eliminated in an additive scale which we have called the Severity
of Sanctions scale. Each score on this scale received a rank
order based on the level of severity which is represented, with
similar levels combined so that the scores range from 0 to 60.
Thus, severity of sanctions during any age period could be
correlated with the number and seriousness of offenses during any
age period. For example, through age 18, past and present

severity of sanctions ftor the 1842 Cohort had a Pearsonian
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correlation of .323 with number of police contacts in the future
and a Somerst D of .6UZ. Por the 1949 Cohort the corresponding

‘
correlations were .385 and .600 and for the 1955 Cohort they were
412 and .400. Althougyh the argement may be made that this is }
not a true metric and should be considered a rank order scale, it
was decided that there would be relatively little difference in
the results from those obteined it a rank order statistic was
used .

Data on the relationship of sanctions to future behavior of
males are presented on a simple percentage basis in Tabie 1.
While not definitive, the results indicated that we were on the
track of something very important. They were startling in the
extent to which they suggested that sanctions (as applied) may be
counter—productive.

in order to contrel for the number and seriousness of
juvenile police contacts and the sanctions meted out to them by
the courts, everyone in each cohort was placed in one of seven
combinaticons of contacts and sanctions shown on the lelt of each
segment of Tahle 1. The rows start with persons who have had no
police contacts (and thus no sanctions) through age 18 and
descend to the bottom row of persons who have had 5 or more
contacts and § Seriousness score of 6 or more and higher
sanctions, i.e., a score oi 7 or more on the severity of
sanctions scale. Whether the data are arranged by numbper and
severity of contacts through age 18 or by severity of sanctions,

it is clear that poth have consistent effects on the proportion
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TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 18 AND POLICE CONTACTS AT AND AFTER AGE 19
FOR MALES IN ALL COHORTS

Through Age 18 Contacts at and After 19 Through Age 18 Seriousness at and After 19
[ 1 | ! ' 1
Number of - Severity ! Seriousness Severity !
Contacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5or + N Score of Sanctions  None 1-5 6 or + ' N

1942 Cohort

None None 41.0 48.5 10.4 134 None None 41.8 41.0 17.1 134
1-4 None 15.6 6l1.5 22.9 122 1-5 None 16.8 46.9 33.3 81
1-4 Low 13.0 30.4 56.5 23 1-5 Low - 33.3 —— 66.6 6
1-4 High —_—— 25.0 75.0 4 1-5 High ———— —_—— ———— 0
5 or + None 5.9 32.3 - 61.8 34 6 or + None 6.7 29.3 64.0 75
5 or + Low 8.0 24.0 68.0 25 6 or + Low 7.1 9.5 83.3 42
5 or + High R 21.4 78.6 14 6 or + High — 16.6 83.3 18

Number: 81 168 107 356 Number: 82 122 152 © 256

1949 Cohort

None None 57.4 40.0 2.5 235 None None 57.5 34.9 7.7 235
1-4 None 36.8 50.7 12.6 302 1-5 Hone - 42.5 38.2 19.3 212
1-4 Low 5.9 67.6 26.5 34 1-5 Low ——— ----100.0 5
1-4 High ——— 60.0 40.0 5 1-5 High ———— _——— ——— 0
5 or + None 3.7 45.7 50.6 81 6 or + None 14.0 34.5 51.5 171
5 or + Low 6.1 53.1 40.8 49 6 or + Low 6.4 30.8 62.8 78
5 or + High 2.9 32.3 64.7 34 6 or + High 2.6 15.4 82.0 39

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

1955 Cohort

None None 75.0 24.5 .5 420 None None 75.0 18.3 6.7 420
1-4 None 56.3 39.3 4.3 300 1-5 None 59.9 30.0 1G.1 227
1-4 Low 33.6 57.6 8.0 137 1-5 Low 36.7 30.6 32.7 49
1-4 High 47 .4 42.1 10.5 19 1-5 High 100.0 -——— ———= 2
5 or + None 38.2 35.3 26.5 34 6 or + None 43.0 24 .3 32.7 107
5 or + Low 17.1 51.4 31.4 70 6 or + Low 26.0 29.7 44.3 159
S or + High 25.4 32.1 42.5 134 6 or + High 27.2 14.6 58.3 150

Number: 599 399 116 1114 Number: 599 255 260 1114
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of persons with additional and seriocus contacts after the age of
19. If the reader looks at the boxed-in set of percentages tor
the 1949 Cohort, the relationship between number of countacts
before age 18 and severity of sanctions and number of contacts
after age 18 may be readily seen. But more than that, if the top
four rows are considered alone, i.e., those who had no police
contacts or only 1-4 contacts, the relationship between severity
of sanctions and number of contacts after age 18 is apparent.
Hore or less the same finding is obtained by observation of other
segments of the table.

Similar tables were created for other ages (13 through 30
for the 1442 Cohort, for example) but the data fLor through 18 and
at and after age 19 are presented as illustrative of the severity
of the problem which faces people opn the firing line. Althourh
seriousness ol sanctions has been presented in collapsed form,
the basic relationship existed when the entire range of sanctions
scores was correlated with freguency and seriousness ol contacts.

What we see is a larger number of futwre additional police
contacts and more serious reasons for contacts as severity of
juvenile sanctions increases, with considerable regularity for
males in all cohorts (there is less regularity for females). Few
females received sanctions in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts put there
were sufficient who did in the 1955 Cohort to discern that
neither sanctions nor their severity has deterred them frou

continued police contacts.




- 18-

Among those from the 1942 Cohoxrt who had 1-4 contacts
through age 18, the percent with 5 or more contacts later
increases from 22.9% for those with no sanctions to 75.0% for
those with high severity ot sanctions. The increase is not as
marked among those with 5 or more contacts through 18, but it is
there. Note that among those with 5 or more contacts or
seriousness scores ¢f & or more and high sanctions ﬁhrough age 18
there are either none or very few with no contacts after that
period in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts.

Tables have also heen constructed in which categories of
persons are viewed in terms of the number and seriousness ol
contacts and the severity of sanctions accorded them after 19
for example, within the nuaper and seriocuspess of contacts and
sanctions categories through 18. What we found suggests that
sanctions have not been evenly applied over the years, or, for
that matter, may not have been evenly applied during a given
period of time. For example, only 2.4% of the 19844 Cohort maies
and 4.3% of the 194Y% Cohort males had 1-§ contacts after reaching
19 had peen severely sanctioned after reaching 19 while 18.5% oi
the 1855 Cohort with 1-4 contuacts had already been severely
sanctioned after that age. Similarly, in terus oi the trend
toward higher sanctious, only 34.64 of the 1942 Cohort males,

46 .4% of the 1949 Cohort, but 81.0% of the 1955 Cohort with 5 or
more contacts after 19 had peen severely sanctioned since then.
Progression from cobort tu cohort in level of severity was also

present for males with seriousness scores after thne aye of 18.
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The pattern of progression was similar for females, particularly
in the increasing proportion severely Sanétioned among persons
with high seriocusness scores after the age of 19.

Although there is evidence of a heightened relationsnip
between previous record and sanctions through age 18 from cohort
to cohort, police contact records at that age and severity of
sanctions administered after that age, severity of sanctions
within each category of contacts or seriousness scores afterward
are not consistent with the number of contacts or seriocusness
scores and sanctions meted out through 18. While an aduit
justice model does not call for a one—to—oune relationship between
juvenile misbehavior, juvenile sanctions, and adult wisbehavior
and adult sanctions, the fact remains that neither juvenile
misbehavior and juvenile sanctions nor adult misbehavior and
adult sanctions are highly correlated. May not this type of
relationship or lack of relatiosship be viewed by some as
evidence of the capriciousness of the sanctioning process?®
Unfortunately, the extent to which factors other than present
offense and prior record influence sentencing has been the
subject of considerable research bot with confliceing findings

because of problems with research designs.®

8 Thornberry has vtilized the Philadelphia data, controlling
for seriousness of offense and recidivism, o demonstrate that
more severe sentences are meted ouk to Blacks and low 3EE members
of the cohort. See Terence £. Thocnberry, "Race, Socioeconomic
Status and Sentencing in the Juvenile Jdustice System,"™ Journal of
Crimipnal Law apd Crimipoloqgy 64 (1973): pp. %0-98.

@ In addition to previcusly cited studies one of the most
recent efforts to examine the effects of extra-legal factors in
determining the length of prison sentences has indicated the
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When the numper of contacts and seriousness scores through
the ages 15, 17, and 20 were controlled and measures of
association calculated between severity of sanctions through and
nunber of contacts and seriousness scores after these ages for 45
different groups with and without sex controls, there was not a
single correlation that would indicate that those who received
more severe ganctions throuyh a given age had fewer police
contacts or lower seriousness scores than was the case for
persons who received less severe sanctions through that age.
Every correlation was positive, indicating that severity of
sanctions was related to more contacts or more sSerious reasons

for contacts in subsequent years.

complex nature of the problem with the conclusion that research
strategy should recognize the existence of justice subcultures
which may have the effect of reducing the obviousness of judicial
discrimination. while the research by Charles E. Frazier and E.
Wilbur Bock, ®Effects of Court Officials on Sentence Severity,%
Crimipology 20 (1982) : pp. 257-272, failed to find the usual
type of discrimination in a rather limited setting, it does make
it clear that attention to situational factors may produce
evidence ol sex and race discrimination that would otherwise not
appear. The role of accumulated disadvantage has been shown by:
Ilene Nagel Bernstein, William R. Kelley, and Patricia A. Doyle
in “Societal Reaction to Deviants: The Case of Criminal
Defendants," American Socioclogical Review 42 (1977 : pp.
743-755. .

The problewm has been further exacerbated by by problem of
measuring the impact of inappropriate variables, a solution to
which has been offered by BRiden R. Vining, “beveloping Aggregate
Heasures of Disparity,® Criminology 21 (1983): pp. 233-252. The
effects of less discretion are, as one might expect, noi evenly
found in a nationwide sample, as shown by Stuart Nagel and Hobert
Geraci, "“Bfiects of Reducing Judicial Sentencing Discretion,¥
Criminology 21 (T483): pp. 309-331.
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Although we have briefly described the effects of sanctions
during the juvenile period on the seriousness of police contact
records after the juvenile period, we have not described each
cohort in terms of differences during the juvenile period or
juvenile and young aduit periocds based on no sanctions, sanctions
less sericus than institutionalization, and sanctions of
institutionalization.?9¢ Let us in this respect brietly rvefer to
the 1949 Cohort whose members had sufficient time after either
age 18 or 21 to have gotten into difficulty, if that was their
bent. After-age seriocusness scores were lower tor those who had
not been sanctioned and highest for those who had been
institutionalized. With controls for seriousness of prior
career, those who had been institutionalized had markedly higher
after-age seriousness scores than those who had been sanctioned
but not institutionalized, males and females combined, males
alone, and each race/ethnic group alone. 1n other words, the
institutionalization of juveniles or young adults failed to deter
then from continuing to accumulate fairly high seriousness scores

as adults.

10 Very few studies have been designed in such a fashion to
give a definitive answer to the question of what the consequences
of incarceration are, although those that have attempted to
introduce appropriate controls conclude that incarceration does
not work. For one of the more defipitive studies see Andrew
Hopkins, “Imprisonment and Kecidivism: A Quasi-Experimental
Study," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinguency i3 (1976) :
pPp. 13—32. Hopkins concludes that incarceration may actually be
worse than noninstitutional treatment.




While we have not meant to imply that sanctions in
themselves generate continuity in careers from delinquency to
adult crime, the analyses do indicate that severity of sanctions,
all other things roughly equal, is not followed by a decline in
the accumulation of police contacts and seriousness scores. To
the extent that some decline has been found following the
application of sanctions it canpnot be said that the decline is
not part of the gemeral attrition in contacts also found amonyg
persons who have not been sanctioned.

We have also found that, step by step, the process of
continuation worked to place a disproportional number of inner
city Blacks in institutions before the age of 18 and to continue
to place them in institutions after that age. As thevdata
indicate, this is a function of tne interaction of place of
socialization, racesetnnicity, response to intervention, and,
even more specifically, to severity of sanctions including
institutionalization.t?t

It is apparent that the process of attrition for some and

continuation for others works differently for persons with

different stactuses. Being socialized and probably continuing to

1% As Edward Green, %“Race, Social Status and Criminal Arrest,9
American Sociological Review 35 (1970}: pp. 476~490, concludes,
“_ ..the high official rate of crime for Negroes compared with
whites results predominantly from the wider distribution among
Negroes of lower class characterisiics associated with crime.t
To the extent that place of residence (inner city and |
interstitial areas) is an indicator of sccial class, it is |
apparent that racesethnicity and social class combine to produce

a referral rate for Blacks that is higher than that which they

would obtain from place of residence ulone.
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reside in the inner city and/or being a minority group member are
obviously statuses which have important effects on the process by
which some proceed through the juvenile and adult justice systems
to institutions disproportionately more than do those not of
these statuses.
PUTTING THE RESEARCH IN PERSPECYIVE

In several previous research reports we have included what
might be considered a disclaimer or warning in the executive
sumpmary or in the concluding chapter of the report. %This
regsearch was conducted in Racine, #isconsin. While Racine has a

crime rate similar to that of major cities in the United States

for any of our research projects. No segment of its economy was
controlled by organized crime and racketeering. Druy use was on
the upswing but drugs were not supplied by an underworld linked
to the international narcotics trade which we now read apout and
view on the evening news or see portrayed in some of our most
popular television prograums. Nor was Racinetl's upper clasg a
miniature of the upper classes of megalopolises. People in
Racine earned a living by metal fabrication and they spent their
modest incomes {even the wealthy are staid in Racine) on
commonplace material goods advertised on TV, in the press, ana in
outdoor sporting and recreational magazines.

Wnile it is true theat Racine has its share of violent
homicides, some as an outgyrowth of armed robbery, some generated

in tavern interaction, and some stemming f£rom unrequited love or




...2[_;_.

domestié disputes, Racine is not Crimeville, USA. It is not one
of those small towns which, by its dissimilarity to ordinary
copmunities, is a breeding ground for crise and vice. Its
politicians are not grafters, its police are not burglars, and
its labor leaders are not racketeers. But delinquency and
ordinary crime are perceived by its good citizens as proplemns.

e, in attempting to¢ account for the delinquent and criminal
behavior of those who engage in these behaviors, do not pardon
it, justify it, condone it. Our concern is for how this type of
behavior aevelops, is continued by some juveniles and adults, and
how efforts to deal with delinguency and crime seem to be s0
ineffective.
THE NEED FOR SCILERTIFPIC INTERVENTLION

In order to effectively intervene, persons on the ifiring
line would like more specific information as early as possible
about who is most likely to continue their behavior in such a
fashion as to ultimately be incarcerated in an adult institution.
4 considerable segment of the public shares this goal, 1.e., they
see intervention as a step which wmay decrease the probability of
ultimate incarceration. There is, of course, another segment of
the public for whoum intervention means removal of the juvenile
from the community and commitment to an institution as a meauns
for immediately reducing the amount of delinguency (crinme) .
Whichever goal is to be implemented by intervention, one nust
first know more about the systematic linkages from neighborhood

to institution in order to determine if intervention and




sanctions, including institutionalization, are juStifle& on
either a socially or economically cost-effective basis.i2

1t is perhaps more appropriate than ever that we re-examnine
the Racine data from the standpoint oi the effectiveness ok
intervention. Althcuyh we and others have dealt at length with
the problem of mandatory sentencingi?® and selective
incapacitation, the research presented in veports and
professional literature reveals that the "debate" will
continue, 14

We must now turn to a hard look at the data, and the
questions raised by compining cohorts for analysis, before

reporting the findings.

1z Lest the reader bpe concerned that we have been rather narrovw
in the type of literature to which reference has been made, it
should be noted that we have read and are aware of the broader,
perhaps more theoretical, contributions as well as those more
oriented toward effects oif sanctions and differentials in the
administration of =manctions, e.g., Jack P. Gibbs, "Social Class,
Deterrence, and Perspectives on Sccial Order,®™ Social Forces 56
(1977y: pp. 40B-432; Harold 6. Grasmick and George J. Bryjak,
"The DPeterrent &ffect of Perceived Severity of Punishment,"®
Social Forces 59 (1980): pp. 472-4%1; Robert Nash Parker and H.
Dvayne Smith, "“Deterrence, Poverty, and Type of Homicide,®
American Jourmal of Sociology 85 (1979): pp. 614-624; Charles R.
Tittle, "Sanction Pear and the Hailntenance of Scciel Order,®
Social Forces 55 (1977): pp. 479-496, and Charles R. Tittle and
Charles H. Logan, "Sanctions and Deviance: Evidence and
Remaining Questions,® Law and Scociety Review (1973): pp.
371-392; Gary P. Jensen and Maynard L. Erickson, “The Social
teaning of Sanctions,® in KMarvin D. Krohn and Ronald L. Rkers
(eds.), Crime, Law, and Sanctions (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1978);
Henry N. Pontell, "ieterrence: Theory vs. Practice,® Criminoloyy
16 (1978) : pp. 3-22.

13 Lyle ¥. Shannon, "“The Prediction Problem as it Applies to
Delinquency and Crime Control," presented to the First Kational
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Symposium on Crime Control, National Criwinal Justice
Association, Philadelphia, 1983. This paper dealt with the
failure of the Racine 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 provideda.

ia See Arnold Barnett and Anthony J. Lcefaso, “Selective
Incapacitation and the Philadelphia Cohort Data,® Journal of
guantitative Criminclogy 1T (1Y85): pp. 3-36, as an example ot
perceptive evaluation of the literature and an excellent piece of
research based on the 1%¥45 Philadelphia cohort.




Chapter 2. A Preliminary Look at 15,245 Police Contacts

CONSIDERATION OF OFFENSE SERICUSNESS, THE DECESION H0 REFER, AKD
SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS

gffenze Seriousness

Since we are concerned with the problea of sericus offenders
more than with delinquency and crime in general, cohort, time
period, and age effects on offense seriousness were examined
TABLE 2. COHORYT, TiME PERIOD {Decade), AGE, AND PRIOR CUONTACY

CORRELATIONS AND BIFFECTS ON OFPENSE SHERIOUSHESS POR
15,245 POLLICE CONTACES

— — o iy . o - -

std. Est. Std. Est. Pearson Corr.
Cohort < T4 T - 133% - 12 0%
Decade - 017 -3 22 06 G
Age 029 SO0 ~ U3 g%
Priors LJ66% R WA
hdj. R2 ~01h% -0 18%

* Significant at .001 level or ¢greater

(Table 2), with numper of prior offenses also inserted in order
to give a better picture ol basic efifects on oifense seriousness.
Very little of the variance (less than 2%) in olfense seriouspess
is accounted for and conort effects remain greater than do numper
of prior police contacts. Even when police contacts for traific
offenses were eliminated the accounted-for variance increased to
only 2%.

Decision to Refexr

In Table 3, which is a companion to Table 2, we immedlately
see that oifense sericusness has the highest first-order

correlation with the decision to refer or not refer at time of
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TABLE 3. COHORT, TIME PERYIOD (Decade), AGE, SERIOUSNESS, AND PRIOR
CONTACTS COREELATIONS AND EFFECTS ON POLICKE DECLSLOR WO
COUNSBL AND RELEASE OR REFER AT TINE OF 15,245 CONTACTS

—— - ;.

i s,

Std. Est. 5td. Est. 5td. Bst. Pearson Corr.
Cohort -017 ~ b8k ~D8Gx 59 5%
Decade L080% ~O8e% L0TB* L03
Age -.165 ~ . 17T5% - 206% ~ T2 5%
Serious +366% «360% 370 x
Priors - 101% L B5*
Adj- Rz mO ’tg* 0151* 0160*

—

* Significant at 001 level or greater.

police contact and that it has higher standard estimates than do
‘the other independent variables; However, only 16% of the
variance was accounted for by cohort, time period, age, oiffense
seriousness, and nuxber of prior contacts. Eliminating traffic
offenses increased the explained variance by only 2%. Although
multicollinearity in reierral rates was not a problem, it should
be noted that decade and cohort were correlated .526, age and
cohort were correlated ~.4.27, and decade and age were correlated
~410.

Although we have regressed numerous other variables on the
decision to refer or not, serlousness of offense was always most
important even when sex, race, place of residence, etc., were
included. In each case the variaples are regressed on the
decision to tefer or not relfer, with Traffic contacts included
and excluded. Appendix B is a Code Book for variables which have
either peen selected from the larger Code Book for the kacine

studies of delinquency and crime or have been generated to




characterize the antecedent pehavior and experiences of the
person who had the contact or the future behavior of that person.

Table 4 includes any referral whether it be to juvenile
court intake {county probation) or the district attorney for
adult contacts, or to some other agency for either juveniles or
adults, while Table 5 includes only those referrals to juvenile
court intake or the district attorney. The data are coded so
that high offense seriousness or sanctions, residence outside the
inner city, older age, more persons involved, beiny Non-dhite,
and being male produces a positive first-order correlation
relationship with referrais. HNote that in Tables 4 and S most of
the first-order correlations are positive and statistically
significant. We would have expected inner city residence to bhe
associated with referrals and they were, as indicated by the
negative sign, but the correlations were low.

The ecology of delinquency and crime in Racine has been
descrined in more detail in publications and reports on earlier
analyses. Although juvenile residence in the inner city nas
little effect on the decision to refer or on the severity of
sanctions in this type of static analysis, it does not belie the
cumulative effect on careers of inner city residence shown by
Tables 5-10 in Appendiz C.

Although being male was associated with referrals in Tables
4 and 5, these correlsations were low. While older age as a
juvenile had positive correjations with referral, all werxe

negative for adults, thus older juveniles and younger adults were
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TABLE 4. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON DECISION T0O REFER Td
COURT OR OTHER AGENCIES: COMBINED COHORYS, JUVENILE

AND ADULT CONTACTES

Traific
Uifenses
Included (7043)

Std.Est. Pears.Corr.t

Juvenile
Juv.Neigh. ~ 015 - 043
Prior Off.Ser. -053 « 250%
Prior Snc.Sev. 014 w223%
¥ Prior Off. ~.058 «238%
# Prior Snc. - 169%* .265%
Ser.Pres.oif. - JU0* «351%
Sex -.019 LU
White/Non-Kh. - 004 058 %
Age « 207 « 257 %
Persons Inv. —~{ib E* -.058%
Adj. R=2 C220%
Traffic
Gifenses
Included (6413)
5td.Est. Pears.Corrc.

adult
Juv.Neigh. -. 026 —~a Q074 %
Prior Off.Ser. — 228 « 142
Prior Snc.Sev. L00 <136 %
# Prior Off. 129 . 126%
# Prior Snc. ~195% - 163%
Ser.Pres.Gff. «376% .388%
Sex 10U < T30 %
White/Non-%h. 001 ~073%
Age ~057# - 07 1%
Persons Inv. ~a. 026 018
Adj. R2 - 18 1%

3 Pirst-order correlations.
¥ Significant at .01 level or greater.

oy —— —

Tratffic
Cffenses
Excluded (6084)

5td LBt . Pears.tatr.

- U113 ~ . §55%
=090 .28 T
022 o 245 %

- 064 2B B*
« 160% « 293 %
L3T1® ~ 388

- OLF - 007

-.003 TG F
«183% w24 b

- O58% - 038%
e 2 9%

Traffic
Offenses

Excluced {(3925)

Std.Est. Pears.Corr.

—-. 02y - . U9 3%

- 142 N DR
025 I57*
010 . T20%
- 187 * - Tiy*
LA87* <514
. 10 T* <127 %
003 e

~.UBb% —.t36%
008 ~070%
2GS 3%




TABLE 5. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON DECISION TO REFER 10
COURTs COMBINED COHORTS, JUVENILE AND ADULT POLICE
CORNTACHS
Traffic Tratffic
Offenses Orfenses
Included (7043) Excluded (6084)
Std.Est. Pears.Corr.lt S5td.kEgt. Pears.Corr.
Juvenile
Juv.Neigh. - (18 —053% -.018 - . 3hY*
Prior Off.Ser. 064 24 3% - 107 « XT3
Prior Snc.Sev. - 004 «200% 013 23h=
# Prior Off. -3 1 «233% ~-.076 260
# Prior Snc. .M Tx «250% - 153% L283%
Ser.Pres.off. 346 «359% «373% «380%
Sex - 023 018 -~ U43%* — o Uirlh
White/Non-ih. - 00 1 LO67# ~ 004 075 %
kge .163% w2P1® YN w2377 %
Persons 1nv. -4 7% -~ Q34 ~ABE*® ~J037*
Adj. R2 20 4 L 283%
Traftic Traffic
Oiienses Oxfenses
Inciuded (6413) Excluded (3925)
S5td .BEst. Pears.Corr. Std.Est. Pears.lorr.
Adult
Juv.Nelgh. —.036% —-.(88#* - o QU7 % - UTG%
Prior Off.Ser. —o 3 TH%E ~125% ~.306% ~088%
Prior Snc.Sev. LU37 < 115% U217 088 #
# Prior Otf. e 323%¥ «T19% w2 3% YA LS
# Prior Snc. 031 ~128% 060 100
Ser.Pres.off. LTk 423 LU80% ~A76%
Sex O76% L0 1% . 106% - E13%
White/Non-ki. il 079%x -.0z8 ~056%
ige -.25 - 045% -.003 - O48*
Persons 1nv. 04 5% SO0 007 058%
Adj. R? . E L240%

i Pirst-order correlatioans.
* Significant at .01 ievel or greater.
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referred. The larger the number of persons invelved in a
contact, the less likely a cohort member was to be referred as a
juvenile. 1In the case of adults, the more who were involved, the
greater the likelihood of referrali.

Be all that as it may, when the standard estimates are
exanined we find that few variables have a significant effect on
the decision to refer. Of these, seriocusness of present offense
is the most important and consistent. But in no case i1s more
than 30% of the variance accounted for. Since there was a
possibilaty of multicollinearity between prior offense
seriousness and prior number of contacts, all sequents of Yables
4 and 5 were rerun with numper of prior offenses and prior
severity of sanctions eliminated. The only change in the tables
sufficient to mention was a consistent reduction in the
standardized estimpates for total prior ofifense seriouspess, all
now pecoming very small. This is rather curious because total
prior offense seriousness had a positive correlation with the
decision to refer in every segment of Tables 4 ana 5. Un the
other hand, number of prior sanctions continued to have a
significant positive impact on the decision to reter in Yapvle 4
and in the juvenile segments of Table 5.

Severaty of Sanctions

He next wurned to some basic effects on severity of
sanctions (Tables 6 and 6A), and found that, although conort and
time period had relatively little eifect on severity of

sanctions, offense seriousness and number of prior contacts had




AND PRIOR CONTACT EFFECTS ON SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS

——— et

——

Contacts

. Contacts ‘ Contacts
Referred? Referred2 Reterreds3
(1417 {2,607 5,533)
Standardized Estimates
Cohort U2 - 004 - 109%
Decaae 0612 ) "‘.003 m037
adj. R2 o GOB3% « U5l LFT*E
Cohort — P63 : - (36 <064
Decade 054 - (GE3 . 055
Serious . log* - 219% «183%
idj. R2 L88* , <OG8* - 04 G%
Cohort - 110 ~O48% LOu5
Decade 056 « 006 047
Age -a 3G 1% - 2FbH% ~ (44
- Serious «163% - 200% - 173%
Priors L o 206K 131%
Adj. RZ .138% . 136% SOBL%
Pearson Correlations
Cohort - 184% . 125% Y
Decade - 002 ~.029 «T0RX
Serious «175% . 252% . 197%
Priors ' « T4 5% - HER* . Thg*®
3 Includes only those contacts referred to County Probation

{juvenile court intake) or bistrict Attormey with formal

disposition.

z Includes contacts which were referred to other agencies as

well as court intake with formal disposition.

3 Includes contacts referred but unknown ceurt dispositions

coded to the lowest-level sanction, dismissal.

* Significant at .001 level or greater.

~TABLE 6. COHORT, TINE PERIOD (becade} , AGE, OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS,

—




TABLE 6A. COHORT, TIME PERIOD ({Decade), ABE, OFFENSE SERIOCUSNESS,
' AND PRIOCR CONTACT EFFECIS ON SEVERITY OF SANCITONS
DURING THE JUVENILE AND ADULT PERICDS

o s

Contacts Referred? Contacts Referred?2
Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult
(781) (630) (468) {1,639)

Standardized Estimates

——— ———

Cohort -2 10 % - 183® - 263% 131
Decade . 159 018 «173% ~U05
Age —o311% - 027 ~a390% <012
Adj. R2 056 % 038 =105 ~015%
Cohort - o236 064 -~ 273% L0956
Decade AT E 027 . 188% - 003
Age - 305% - 053 ~e353% 018
Serious L1083 % - 182% s 1G92% 20 3%
Bdj. R2 L7 % -05Y% «139% L0504
Cohort —~  ZBHR 022 —o280% U091
Decade - 155 018 - 162% - 013
Age P VAR -. 106 —-.357% )
Serious . 320% . 185% - 160* T8 Ux
Priors - 30 P « 185% - 2THHx - 175%
Adij. RZ2 « 16 1% 083k <211k OgL*

— - - — —

Pearson Correlations

g e A s, A e - A, i, s i 013

‘Cohort -.013 - 205% -.073 . 128%

e . — —

Decade -.073 «110% ~152% - 0Y2%
Age — 2T —. 108* — 294 % -.U56
Priors «280% . 184% «2To%* <181
1 Includes only those contacts referred to County Probation

{(juvenile court intake or district attorney) with formal
disposition.

2 Includes contacts which were reierred to other agencies as
well as court intake with formal disposition.

* Significant at 001 level or greater.
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consistently positive effects on severity of sanctions.® Very
little difference in eifects or accounted for variance was found
when contacts for traffic offenses were eliminated from the
analyses. Several other analyses were conducted with offenses
controlled for type of contact, robbery, burglary, theft, auto
theft, etc. {23 difsterent contact types). Controls for race were
inserted as well but tnere was no consistent pattern of increase
or decrease in severity of sanctions with these controls with one
exception. 1In the case of armed robbery, the proportion who were
institutionalized, whether White or non-White, had declined from
cohort to cochort, with the proportion of non—-®Khites who had been
institutionalized always remaining higher than that for ﬁhités.
Some of the complexities and what might appear to be
inconsistencies in effects are related to the fact that mean age
declines with cohort but increases with decade at the first-order
level; each cohort was followed for fewer years but was largyer

than the previous cohort.

i3 Aithough we have shown how measurement level influences
career types in Appendix C, special attention should be paid to
this point in reference to the analyses described in Chapters 3
and 4 of this report. Findings vary, sometimes considerably on a
basis of measures of prior record. This problem has nost
recently been dealt with in the literature by Susan Welch, John
Gruhl, and Cassie Spohn, “Sentencing: The Influence of
Alternative Measures of Frior Record," Criminclogy 22 (1984):
PP 215-227. The authors not only found that measures of prior
record influence explanations of severity of sentence imposed,
but that the relationship petween wmeasures of severity may vary
for Black and White detendants. Their review oi the lengthy
literature, to some of which we have referred, suggests that
contrary findings may, in some cases, be accounted for Ly these
differences in measures.
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What all of this made clear is that if we are to evaluate
the effectiveness of sanctions we must not oniy do an overall
analysis but must examine effects during the juvenile period and
the adult period separately as well as combined. Furtheraore, we
must, as suggested before, not overlook differences related to
cohorts, time period, and age.

it should also be noted that comparison of severity ot
sanctions for Racine with severity of sanctions for major urban
areas such as Philadelphia and such criminogenic areas as
California, Michigan, and Texas {as shown by Petersiliats
research) reveals that offenders are dealt with more lightly in
Racine than in other areas. For example, 10.6% of the %980
California adult felony arrestees were released by the police
while 23.4% of the Racine combined cohortts recorded contacts as
adults were released. While 7.8% of the California felons who
were referred to court were convicted and sentenced to state
institutions (prison), only 3.7% of the Racine referrals were
sent to prison. If the criterion is changed to jail or prison
the percentage for California increases tec 14.5% and for kacine
to 10.6%. Although the Racine data cover the period from 1960 to
1976 and are not strictly comparable, it is reasonable to presume
that Racine's judges have been less severe than California's
Jjudges.

Regional differences in sentencing disparities have also
been dealt with most recently in Peter W. Greenwood, Allan

Abrahamse, and Franklin Zimring, Factors Affecting Sentence




Severity for ¥Young Adult Offenders (Santa Honica: fand, 1984)
and in a Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report, Felony

Sentencing in 18 Local Jurisdictions, May, 1985. What is

surprising is that even the more Yenlightened® sanctions
administered by Racine judges are as ineffective as those
administered in areas relatively untouched by (or unable to
respond to current knowledge) research that has indicated the
ineffectiveness of sanctions designed to "break™ the offender.
Our statistics, as do others, no matter how they are evaluated,
show that Whites (Anglos) do better when they appear before the
judge than do minority groups. There are, of course, soume
complexities on this issue because discrimination differs f£rom
offense to offense, even though the results may not be readily
assigned to racism in itself, as Petersilia has pointed out in

Racial Pisparities in the Criminal Justice Sysiem. The precise

comparison of studies is, of course, difficult because most
researchers are really cuite indepemndent cusses who define thelir
variables without reference to other studies, thus not producing
comp Letely comparable results. We have mentioned this from time
to time put repetition does not seem without value.
CONTINUATION OF BASIC ISSUES

Table 7 is presented as an example of the over 8U airferent
multiple regression analyses that we have conducted with wiih
selected variables regressed on severity of juvenile or adult
sanctions. Seriousness of present offense had significant

effects on severity of sanctions in both of the juveniie ana




TABLE 7. EFFECIS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON SANCTIONS; COMB1NED
COHORTS, JUVENILES AND ADULTS

Juvenile (744) Aduit (1245)

Std.kst. Pears.Corr.t Std.Bst. Pears.Corr.

Juv.N¥Neigh. .000 —e QG 065 - 087
Av.Prior Off.Ser. -080 « 26 1% - 008 w4 bk
Av.Prior Snc.3ev. - 16 8% «290% LOF9* . 190%*
# Prior Off. -. 076 - 28 1% -.021 «265%
# Prior Snc. «322% ~A35% «234% «30 3%
Ser.Pres.off. - 2H5% 2T5% « 350% ~HQ T
Sex - 076 046 . 025 L0069
White/Non-ih « -.050 .073 - GG «2 T
Adj. R2 210 L 235%
Juvenile (744) Adult (114b}

Std.Bst. Pears.Corr. S3td.Est. Pears.Corr.

Juv.Neigh. -. 017 - 040 052 ~047
Tot.Prior Off.Ser. «303= ~318% ~485% w3 izx
Tot.Prior Snc.Sev. <264k o 37 % 18 1* w34 T
# Prior OfFf. — . 218 L2B* ~ 37 1% b h%
# Prior Suc. L0065 « 335% -. 028 «303%
Ser.Pres.0ff. AN B S TR* «329% NNV
Sex -~ 067 <086 025 069
White/Non-kh. - (58 073 056 I Ve
Adj. R2 ~Z03% AL S

¥ First-order correlations.
* Significant at .01 level or greater; all Rs signaficant
at 001 level.
adult analyses while number and severity of prior sanctions had

significant but less consistent effects.

Still, it is apparent that whether the court disposition

involves a Jjuvenile or an adult, prior misbehavior (serious

and/or freguent) and prior sanctiong (severe and/or freguent)

have more impact on severity of sanctions than do demographic and

social variabies.
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Although we have indicated that only 25% of the variance in
severity of sanctions could be accounted for by prior oifense
seriousness, prior severity of sanctions, number of prior
offenses, numper of prior sanctions, etc., this analysis was
without controls for whether it was a first, second, thimd, etc.,
offense. Table 74 does this but with even less of the wvariance
in severity oi sanctions accounted for by the basic demograpnic
and career variables. Seriousness of present offense and
severity of prior sanctions are the only variables with
consistent eiffects during the juvenile period.}® Seriousness of
present offense has consistent effects during the adult period.
Whon the juvenile and adult pericds are combined, seriousness of
present offense and severity of prior sanctions have consistent
effects.

To this point we have only explored the impact of the
independent variables listed in Diagram 3 ({except interview data)
on police dispositions and sapctions as we indicated would be
done in the first stages of the analysis. We next turn to the

——— -—

16 This finding is consistent with Terence P. Thornberry and
R.L. Christiansonts, "Juvenile Justice Decision-Making as a
Longitudinal Process,®™ Social Forces 63 (19Y84): pp. 433-444,
where they concluded that prior disposition is exceeded in
importance only by the seriousness of current offense. &s tiey
state, and as we have attempted to emphasize again and again,
"Phese results point to the need for treating dispositional
outcomes as part of a more general, longitudinal process
unfolding across an individual®s criminal career.®

The data presented in Table 74 are also consistent with
2llan Horowitz and dichael #Hasserman, "Some Misleading
Conceptions in Sentencing Research,® Criminology 18 (1980): pp.
411-424, in that the extra-legal factors still have a negligible
influence on severity of dispositions at the juvenile level and
that relatavely little of the variance is accounted for.




TABLE TA. EFPECTS (STANDANDIZED ESTIMATES) OF SELECYTED VARIABLES ON SEVERITY OF SANCITXUNS roUl PLEST wu Lhnidl
OFFENSES COMBANED COHORTS, JUVERILES, ADULTS, AND CONBIRED PERIODS

vt e ot o e in i i i i A i it e i et e ke —— —_——

Juvenile Peried

; 1 2 3 4 '5 6 7 8 Y 10
Type Seriousness, Present Offeanse -4y * 24 0% -268% - 181%* -285% <323 250 % 311 2B T*
Juvenile HNeighbornood -.U51% 066 - 04 035 -.013 L0714 079 ~092 ~.03Y9
Sex -.042 -Ub7 .028 -.076 -.078 .055 000 -.032 .09l
White/Non-White . -.061 013 044 -124 031 076 - 004 -.158 —-.054
Age at Contact - 122% 074 -123% U041 2077 .037 ~. 042 -2 <153
Severity of Prior Sanctions 096% - 1267 270% «231% 061 -237% 3b8% 097 .173
Total Prior Seriousness -012 -.045 -.067 - 033 .034 004 051 048 LUb1

N 1016 697 507 409 330 283 242 210 189
Adj. R2 L0ug* 077% -132» -095% J087% L1777 % «197= L095% L122%
Adult Period -
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10
Type Seriousness, Present Of fense .198=* «170% ~280% 174 % - 189% 2200% «299% «323% .70 «33IL¥
Juvenile Xelghborhood 005 013 --U07 -.030 ~.024 -.058 ' -.109 .123 - 104 -.081
Sex L093% 060 037 U2 058 079 .012 .053 LY -.005
white/Non—-White U843 048 0140 023 -.040 007 ~-.046 .097 072 065
Age at Contact =053 -.058 -.036 -.071 -.094 -.031 -.018 -.097 —-.135 -.073
; Severity of Prior Sanctions 015 -.105 089 .003 - 0u4h 081 -218 «273% -—.U30 .236
{ Total Prior Seriousness -098* .182% 071 «225% 105 .043 .018 -.113 - 137 -.232
N 1740 1026 677 506 383 294 248 204 175 150
Adj. R® 071% L062% -091* -120%* 047 D77 % -176% «179% .ub8*® a327%
Combined Periods
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

_ Type Seriousness, Present Offense - 185% <213% «267% ~204% «239% w274 % -281% .218% ~245%

; Juvenile Neighborhood -.055 037 ~.038 038 0U6 ~.016 059 -.040 ~-. 01706

: Sex 004 -.001 022 -.019 ~.000 055 -.000  .03% 060

; White/Non-Hhite -.066 D47 =040 050 057 020 U026 ~.071 —.0bY

! kge at Contact -035 027 -.001 -.057 L004 -.091 -.019 -.042 -.017 R

i Severity of Prior Sanctions 074 ~119% L219% - 160% 073 -163% «265% 067 .18Y% '

: Total Praor Seriocusness -027 -.038 -a043 -.043 018 051 040 =094 -0bY

% N 1608 31191 950 767 642 ~ 556 486 430 386

z Adj. R2 .030%* -056% - 119% L067* ~0b61¥ 2131%* . 155% 062% . 106%

— — ——

* Significant at .01 level or greater.




DIAGRAM 3, ANALYTIC SCHEME FOR OFFTICIAL RECORDS AND RESIDENTIAL DATA

1.

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

When and where contact took place:

bate of Contact

Place of Contact
Block .
Neighborhood

Characteristics of Alleged Offender:

Cohort: 1942, 1949, 1955

Sex

Race/Ethnicity

Age at Time of Contact

Neighborhood of Residence at Time of Contact

Reason for Contact:

26 Categories of Offenses; may be dichotomized:

a) Traffic vs. Non-Traffic
b) Part 1 vs. Part II
c} Felony vs. Non-Felony

Interview Data for 889 Persons

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

Transition Measures

tHome Conditions

Employment

Education

World View

Associations

Curtent Status

| Computer-Ready bData on

Police Disposition

Released

Referred

Computer-Ready Future
Contact Record

Number of Contacts
Seriousness of Contacts
4

Computer-Ready Court Dispositions Data

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

Time lag between contacts
and sanctions

Prior number of contacts

Seriousness of past contacts
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mofe difficult problem of determining what follows when cohort
members have been sanctioned or not sanctioned or sanctioned with
varying degrees of severity, taxing into consideration some of
their demographic and social characteristics. Diagram 4 is
presented in order that the next stage of the analysis be 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 lievel or
at the multivariate level. Since this is only for the first and

DIAGRAM 4. HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIP BETHEEN FIRST AND SECOND-
CONTACTS AS ADULTS, ALL PRIOR CONTACTS, AND SANCTION
FOR FIRST CONTACT AS ADULT

! SERIOUSNESS | » | SEVERITY OF}
|FIRST CONTACT] | SANCTIOR |

| NUMBER PRIOR | SERIOUSNESS {

! CONTACTS | | SECOND CONTACT |

Seri. of 1st Contact vs. Sev. OfF Sanction= -215%
Number of Prior Contacts vs. Sev. of Sanction= - 000*
Number of Prior Contacts vs. Seri. of 2nd Contact= 10 1*
Seri. of 1st Contact vs. Seri. of 2nd Contact= - 114%

Sevr. of Sanction 1st Contact vs. Sev. of 2nd Contact= .000

Dependent Variable: Seriousness of 2nd Police Contact

Std. Est.
Seriousness: 1st Contact «112%
Sev. of Sanction: 1st Contact -.038
Number of Prior Contacts ~095%
R2 . 020

second contacts, we would be premature in saying that prior
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record and justice system experience has little effect on
seriousness ot the next offense. It is for this reason that the
analysis (with other independent variables incluced) wilil be
continued through at least the tentn police contact.

Furthermore, the fact that correlations are amovdest poses a
problem in causal explanation and in prediction. The shape of
the distriputions and the complex interrelationships of variables
within Tables 8-11 make it clear why the variocus coefficients of
correlation and other wmeasures of relationship are not high.

Table & shows that no matter how serious the £irst police

contact or what happened as a consequence, the next contact was

most likely to be a minor misdemeanor. Although felonies against

property produced more severe sanctions than did the other Iirst
offenses, severity of sanctions at first contact had little
effect on seriocusness of the next cifense.

Table 9 reveals that the pattern for adult contacts was
similar to that for Jjuvenile contacts but property felonies were
dealt with by more severe sanctions. HNonetheless, perusal of
neither table suggests that severe sanctions produces any less

serious next offense. These tabples do little more than produce

speculation that severity ot sanctions produces little reduciion

in the seriousness of deiinquent or criminal behavior, a point

that we have made on previcus occasicns. And at the juvenile
“Level, in particular, they reveal, as stated beiore, that

sanpctions do not have much relationship to next offense

SerliousSness.
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TABLE

151

SCO0 SCO1 SCO02 SCO03 SC06 SC12 SC15 SC18 SC26 SC29 SC33|scCus
1 - 0 65
1 - 1 47 1
1 - 2 38 2
1 - 3 103 3
1 - 4 2
1 - 5 32 1
1 -6 1
2 - 0 8z 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 = 0 123 41 18 10 2 1 1
3 - 1 81 21 1 3 1
3 - 2 48 5 ,
3 - 3 269 91 117 4 2 3
3 - 5 55 8 4
3 - 6 9 3 2 1
5 - 1 1
4 - 3 3 1
5 - 0 16 17 1 1
5 - 1 17 1 1 3 1
5 - 2 319 2 1
5 - 3 63 36 5 1 2 3
5 -~ 4 1
5 - 5 28 15 2
5 — 6 6 2
6 - 0 6 4
6 - 1 2 3
6 - 2 1 1
6 - 3 12 4 1 1
6 - 5 4 1
6 - 6 1
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TabLlk 9.
TS1 152

SERIOUSILESS oF rIuST ANL SECUND CONLTACLS AS ALULT LY SEVEKLTY OF THE SANCTION YOk THE F1rST

CONLACYT

5C00 scul

SCU3 SCUL SLUY SC12 5C23 5C25 SCLb6 SC33 5Cao 5Cay

Severity of Sanctions

5Cho sCU4B sc49

5C58 »Cb1 SCob sCT2

1 - 0 125 8

1 - 1 54 1

1 - 2 133

1 - 3 ]

1 - 5 13

1 - 6 11 1

2 - 1 3 .
2 -3 1 Z . N
3 - 0 484 b3 24 LTY] 11 15 Z 1 3 ,

3 - 1 81 17 17 7 2 1 2 1 i

3 - 3 415 63 4z 24 12 Y 2 z 1 1

3 - 4 2

3 - 5 25 3 3 3 1 1
3 - b 14 7 1 2 1

4 - 0 1

4 - 1 1

y - 3 CE 1

5 - 0 15 10 2 1

5 — 1 6 3 ) 1 1

5 -~ 2 1

5 - 3 12 15 1 u 1 1 2

5 -~ 4 1 3 )

5 -5 5 6 2 1 1 1

5 ~- o 3 3 2

o - 0 7 12 1 P

6 - 1 2 6 1 1 2

o - 3 15 11 3 1 3 1

6 - 5 Z i |

b - b 4 4 2
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Table 10 indicates that pumber of prior -juvenile contacts

alone has little influence on severity of sanctions for first

adult contact. aAlthough prior contacts may have an impact on

severity of sanction when all other variables are held constant,
they do not have the alleged impact that some would say that they
have, that is, those persons who contend that onets juvenile
record follows one into adult court.

To make sure that the reader is aware of the danger of
oversimplification of relationsnips or the too hasty conclusion
that littie or no relationship exists between several variables,
Table 11, a table based on 1,975 adult (age 18 or older) iirst
éontacts, is presented. “he complexity of this table is so yreat
that one cannot see how number of prior contacts has any
relationship to seriousness of first adult contact, severity of
sanctions for first aduit contact, and seriousness of second
adult contact. A& better understanding of what is golny on is
obtained by examining segments of the table which are considered
crucial to some subpstantive issue or segments in which a large
proportion of the contacts are found.

There were more first contacts at the finor misdemeanor
level (about 71%) than any other and most of these (agalin about

71%) resulted in no formal sanction. About hali of the adult

contacts were not only first adult contacts but first contacts as

well. One must remember that a smaller proportion of the females
than males had juvenile contacts, thereiore, of the total a

sizeable proportion would have their first contacts as adulits.
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TABLE 10. HUHBER OF PR1OR OFFENSES BY *SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS
Prioxs Severity of Sanctions
: ’ . SCO0 SCOT SC03 $CUb SCOY SCT2 $C23 $C25 SC26 5C33 SC36 5C39[sCU6 SCH8 SCUY SC58 5C6 1 SC68 5C72
’ 0 599 96 19 28 13 9 : ) "3 1 1 1 3
1 U262 - 44 10 5 5 2 1
2 154 30 13 20 2 3 1 1
3 - © 108 18 11 b 5 1 1 1
4 49 13 9 7. 1 2 1
‘5 46 15 4 6 K} 2 1
: 6 36 4 2 5 1
: 7 23 4 2z 1 1 1
! 8 18 8 2 1 2
5 9 12 2 3 2
; i0 3 2 1 1 1 1 1
11 - 10 2 2
12 11 7 k] 1 1
13 6 1 1 1
h 6 3
15 6 1
%, 5
17 4 1 1 2 1
18 3 1 1 1
19 2 2 b ]
20 5 2 1 1
21 3 3
22 4
24 § 1
24 1 3
25 1 1
26 - 1
27 1 1
28 2 3
. 29 1
- 30 1
31 3 1
s 4 32 1
23 1 3
34 1
* 35 1 1
36 1
37 1 1
38 1 2 1
39 . i
40 ' 1 1
41 : 1 i
L¥i 1
4 4
45 1
46 1
61 1

e e it e~
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TABLE 3.

SERIOUSHRSS OF PIRSY ADULT CONYICT. SAIC!IOI FOR PiRST ADULY COBTACY, 24D SERIVUSIRSS OF SICOMA ADULE COMTECT, AND SREIOUSEESS OF SECOID IDDL‘! L CORTACT (FVERTICAL SCALR)

Y #URABER 0! PRION CUHTACES AT AMX| AGE (HORIZ0M¥TAL SCALR ;
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Comparatively few contacts were preceded by 5 or more contacts
(15%) .

Beyond that vast majority of the aminor misdemeanors in which
sanctions were not given, there were also some which received a
wide ranye of severity of sanctions even though they were
preceded by no prior or very few prior police contacts. ®hile
there were reiatively tew police contacts for major misdemeanors
or felonies, proportionately wmore of thewm had been preceded by
numerous prior contacts and relatively more severe sanctions.

when those with felony—level property contacts were
considered, if the severity of sanction was low, there was a
direct relationship between number of prior contacts and
seriousness of second offense. If the severity of sanction uas
high, number of prior contacts was inversely related to
sériousness ot second offense. In other words, high severity of
sanctions for felony-level property dffenses prodaced &« smore
serious next-referred offense for those with fewer prior offenses
but lower severity of sanctions for first offense of this type
produced more serious next vffenses for those with more prior
offenses. For those whose first offense was a felony against a
person, number of prior contacts was positively reiated to
ocffense seriocusness for next oiffense.

Overall, as we have previously shown by muitivariate
analysis, there is a positive relationship between the number of
prior police contacts and itne severity of sanctions for any given

contact. This relationcship is almost non-existent at the least
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serious offense levels (1-3) but is guite apparent at the mnone
serious offense levels (U-6).

The definition of severity of sanctions has peen dealt with
operationally in Appendix B but in the event that the reader has
forgotten it should be noted that dismissal is included as a
sanction because it does involve the trauma of a court
appearance. Thus, it might be that instead of number of
sanctions it would be just as accurate, if not moreso, to say
number of court interventions.

One final comment should pe made about the complexity ot the
data in terms of lag between police contact and court
dispositions. %he difficulty here is also compounded by the fact
that other events take place between the initial contact and
court disposition so that it as difficult to deteramine whether an
ultimate disposition by the judge is based on the seriousness of
the initial contact and ail other variaples relevant at the time
or those and variables which the judge now considers to be
relevant. In the case of Fart I offenses and most other
offenses, the longer the lag between contact and disposition, the
less severe the sanction put overall the relationship was not

sufiicient to consider this an important variable.




Chapter 3. Attempting to Account for Seriousness of Present
Gffense

THE OPERATIONS IRVOLVED 1IN THE ANALYSIS

We have recoded court dispositions and severity of sanctions
and entered the data as part of each police contact recoxd. This
permits a contact-by-contact apaiysis of dispositions and
sanctions rather than the year-by-year or age period by age
periocd statistics which were utilized in earlier apmalyses.

Police contacts may be analyzed: 1) according to type (26
categories from murder to non-moving vehicle); 2} according to
felony, misdemeanor, ana status offenses; and 3) by Part I
Offenses (Index) vs. Part I1 Offenses. How these diifer oy
continuity or career types based on police cohtacts during the
juvenile, intermediate, and adult periods and level of
seriousness is descriped in sppendix C. Our emphasis will ve on
the differential effects of sanctions with controls for
seriousness level based on & scale which gives different weights
to each of the 26 categeries of reasons for poiice contact
depending on whether they xall in the most serious or least
serious of broad categories ranging from felonies against the
person (it a Jjuvenile, behaviors that would be considered
felonies if engaged in by a&n adult) to those which are of a wainor
pature and generally result in no action other than a record ok
contact by the police.

The coding schemes for severity of dispositions and
sanctions are essentially the same as those which were previously

utilized {see Code Book, Appendix B). The variables to be




uvtilized in the analyses (although not complete) were presented
in schematic form in Bbiagram 3. Note that one set of analyses
will be based on demographic, ecological, and career data alone
and that a second set of analyses includes interview data. The
latter analysis may be conducted on only those who were
interviewed from the 194% and 1%49 Cohorts but it is possible to
incilude a wider variety of explanatory variables, such as
demeanor and attitude of respondents as they recail them.

Multiple regression analysis are used to determine the
effects of various factors on the police referral decision, court
dispositions and severity of sanctions, and future contact
records. At each stage of the analysis we assess the effects of
demographbic, ecological, and career characteristics of the
alleged offender vs. contact characteristics {(including
seriousness of reason for contact) on the seriousness of contacts
following the court disposition. This approach allows us to
determine the relative importance of extra-legal factors {€.¢.,
characteristics of the allegyed offender, his/her place of
socialization and residence, and prior record vs. those
pertaining to the nature of the contact itself. Although there
are some problems with multicollineariiy, we shall see that
exclusion oif some variables has resulted in very littie
difference in outcome.

From the start we were concerned about a cohort memberts
time at risk (residence in the coummunity) between the age of 6

and the end of the period for which each cohort had been followed
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and, as a conse<uence, have conducted our analyses which involved
continuity on only those cohort members who were defined as
continuous residents. Although the effect of time of
incarceration or institutionalization must be given some
attention, time im an institution is generally a plus as far as
total career is concerned even if it may reduce the number of
of fenses committed in the community during the period of
institutionalization. Since we arxe now concerned about a more
precise assessment of the effects of sanctions, we shall be
concerned about the period in wnich number and severity of
sanctions are most effective.

In this stage of whe analysis we will also include the
alleged offenderst® prior contact and court dispositions record in
order to assess its additional effects on the disposition and
severity oif sanctions of each present court appearance as well as
future delinguent or criminal behavior. The analyses actually
become a cumulative type of endeavor, contact by contact,
throughout the cohort mempert®s career.

This multi-stage procedure perrits a nore precise assessment
of the effects of sanctions than did previous analyses wpich aid
not statistically control for background and experiential
variables simultaneously. When the interview data are included,
only those variables which could have effects on contacts and
dispositions at that age are included. For example, attitude
toward the police at high scheool age or during adulthood cannot

be included when atteapting to account for early behaviox by
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juveniles or persons in the justice system. While this may seen
to be a quite complex analysis, it is necessary to avoid the
charge of spurious relationships pased on the exclusion of
crucial variables or the inclusion of non-antecedent variables or
variables of instant relevance.

If it is found, as our eariier agyregated analyses
suggested, that sanctions are generally ineffective as applied,
this research may still suggest that there are specitftied
procedures and applications that produce specific deterrence.
Although we and others have shown that sanctions do not seem to
have general deterrent effects, certain types and levels ot
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 fine-tuned procedures for dealing with
juvenile and adult offenders. In other words, which kinds of
people are most effectively sanctioned in what manner?

Accounting zor Seriousness of First to Nth Contactis

We now turn to a series of regression analyses on the
seriousnpess of first cfiense (pased on demographic and social
variables) and second, third, fourth, through tenth offenses,
each with eight independent variables regressed on them, each
variable (aside from demographic and social variables} a
representation of the seriousness of prior career and severity of
justice system reaction to it. This has been done for the
juvenile period, for the adult period with juvenile and adult
records as priors, and for the combined juvenile and aduli

periods.
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In Table 12 we may see the first-order Pearsonian
coefficients oﬁ correlation for eight variables and seriousness
of police contacts 1-10 (alleged offenses) as well as the
standardized estimates for each of them. Anyone who has
conducted research on delinquency and crime knows that the
correlation between antecedent variables and any single offense
will not be very high. What we are wonderinyg, of course, is if
there is a specific point, i.e., following a certain nuomber of
offenses, at which the relationship of past variables to
seriousness of current offense is not only statistically
significant but large enough to account for a considerable
proportion of the variance. HNore specifically, we are concerned
about how mucn of the variance is accounted for in a multiple
regression analysis, and wihether any notable changes occur after
a given number of police contacts. =

For the juveniles in Taple 12 the only clearly siynificant
zero—order relationship is found between race and type
seriousness of contact. These correlations are, however, low and
disappear in the multiple regression apalysis. There is no
evidence that the independent variables have a more significant
impact on seriousness oi present otfense after any given number
of police contacts. It should be noted, however, that total
prior offense seriousness and severity of prior sanctions have
their greatest relative impacts on present offense seriousness at
the sixth contact, the more serious prior ocffenses and the uore

severe prior sanctions, the more serious the sixth offense.




TABLE 12.
JUYENILILES

Juveiille Reighborhood

Sex

White/Non-White

Age at Contact

Number of Prior Sanctions
Severity, Host Recest Sanction
Total Prior Serrousness
Severity Prior Sanctions

Juvenile Neiyhborhood

Sex

Rhite/Non-White

Age at Contact

Number of Prior Sanctions
Severity, nost Recent Sanction
Total PriorL Seriousness
Severity Prior Sanctions

N

Adj. R2

LU37%

X o ® ® ® o
i
EFFECTS OF SELECTEDR VARIABLES OR SERIOUSRESS OF F1IRSYT TU TENPH UFFENSES; CUMBINED CUHURTS,
Pearson Correlation for Contact Rumber

1 2 3 4 5 7] 7 Y ] T
-.012 -.U53 -.065 —.U73 -.161% U066 -.053 -. 145 ~.0u3 088
U60 031 U887 -119% .U58 L34 Y] .113 LU83 -.U18
041 U061 L96% 127> L171% —~,002 . 149 .255%* -133 Lulu3
031 ~-.005 -.U81 -.023 -.018 LLUB -,U2Y -.u83 -.110 -. 117
———— 010 -.015 007 U074 .023 008 -.012 -.u03 LUG6
——— ~.032 -.017 - U073 - —.uU5 071 U661 007 oy . 109
— 075 .033 ~lo2¥ .123 Ldugx .103% U927 . 106 171
—_— -.034 LUt -.0132 27 141 099 LU53 LUUS U235

Stasndardized Estimale

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y 10
008 -.034 -.013 -.0uY ~-.121 049 LUH6 - 005 ~u98 . 164
L73% ~033 L0848 - 125% 45 —-.U 16 111 0bY w57 -1
057 044 082 -115 - 109 -.U075 . 155 2237%* . 151 .L6G
055 U119 ~.055 .023 22 .10 Luu a5 3 - Ul —. 106
—— U059 U001 015 97 - QY6 -.U36 003 U311 041
—_—— —.448 -.082 -.U23 —-.091 ~-.U33 U021 Lus 033 . 110
——e 079 U103 137 % 063 .155 .113 .U2Y RiT.¥i L 172
—— 369 U496 -.0u7 045 .14 .u85 U35 —-.U5%b —.093
1657 1016 697 507 409 330 283 242 2190 18y
VUG * 006 U112 VN L 128 L0337 049 U5 LU32

% Signifacant at .01 level.

oy
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For the adults in Table 13 a much greater relationship
between offense seriousnpess and the independent variables is
apparent, although not &ll of the variables have a signiiicant
relationship with offense seriousness or present any pattern that
is discernible as the progression through the tenth contact
OCCUTLS.

For the adults, race, age, number of prior sanctions, total
prior offense sericusness, and total prior severity of sanctions
have significant first-order correlations with offense
seriousuess. Adult neighborhood and offense seriocusness have a
direct relationship which is significant for the third, fouxrth,

sixth, and seventh contacts. The relationship between race and

offense seriousness {(Non—Whites had more serious present

offenses) increases from the f£irst through the sixth contact

whenever there is significance. A similar finding was made for

the second Philadelphia cohort.

The importance of age increases with contact number, the
younger the adult at contact, the more serious the coffense. The
relationship between number of prior sanctions and offense
seriocusness is direct and significant but there is oniy a siight
overall increase gs the analysis moves frow the second through
the tenth contact. Between severity of prior sanctions and
offense seriousness the relationship is positive and significant
at the third, fourthk, seventh, and eighth contacts.

The standard estimates indicate that, aside from number of
prior contacts and total prior seriousness, the independent

variables have little impact on oifense seriousness.




TABLE 13.
ALULTS

Adult Neignboirnood

Sex

Hhite/Non-hhite

Agye at Contact

Kumpber of Praior Sanctions
Number o1i Prior wontaces
Severity, Kost Recent Sanction
Total Prior Seriovusness
Severity Prior Sancriuns

Adult Neiyhborhood

: Sex )

: Rhite/Non-White

Age at Contact

Number of {riur sanctions
Number of krior Contacis
Severity, Host Kecent Sanction
Tlotal Prior seriousness
Severity Prior Sancrions

N

He

IYER

* Siyniticant at .Ul Loves.

i
3
;
j
i

2 3
-.070 -.117*
-.033 -.U32

.100= -315%
-.058 —137%

.119» .107#
U89 % .078
000 044
125 -105%
132+ ~104x

2 3
-.021 -.066
-.051 ~-.048

04y <024
-.036 -.116*
-.024 .076
~.497% ~_5503%
-.027 012
.58y x> -544
.053 ~.021
W 669
.028% 036~

LFFeECLS OF SnLbECTeD VARLALLLS ON SLRIOUSHLSS UF SECUND 10

TERTH OFEENSLS; COMBLNED CUORTS,

Contact Number

.220¢

7

~.172
-105
-034
-.097
-118
-470
-0
~.535
- 133

240

Pearson Correlation for
4 5 6
—.167* —_080 ~.198%
~.052 -. 042 -0l
- 199x% 065 -2066*

-~ 150%  —.062 -.134
L146* -073 -156%
.128+# 059 - 306
-080 -074 023
.159% .063 -153=%
-154% .036 - 106

Standardized Estimate
4 5 [}

-.078 -.047 —~.062

—.060 -. 048 -.039
095 022 . 163

-.101 -.03y ~.084

~-.084 -149 .202

—.411 -.0%7 -.615
030 -063 009
526 -.029 602
Uy ~.087 e L1
506 383 297
064 —-_005 O

LO74%

b

- 127

—.019
2116

~-196*
- 199=*
-132
-341+%
-183»
~21u%

b

~-062
--014
—-.015
2137
055
~.051
-309+#
-681
-.060

202

-133»

9

--173
-123
-198*

--148
.234%
- 190 %
-371
2260%
-299%

9

~-111
=136
-03Yy
-.048
—.268
—-.58¢0
-051
-826
-227

172

<117

i

~. 055
-.003
-.004
~.231%
~143
-137
066
<146
.188

1w

~.091
—.000
-.185
-.T60
—~.430
~.7495
-092
1.173*
-131

149

071
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The question of multicollinearity in the independent
variables accounts for the fact that number of prior coniacts had
a negative sign while total prior seriousness had a positive sign
at most contact levels. Actually, total prior seriousness,
number of prior contacts, total prior severity of sanctions, and
number of prior sanctions were highly intercorrelated, ranging
from .77 to .47. When number of prior contacts and sanctions
were removed and the multiple regression rerun, the accounted—for
variance was aboul the same, significant but in npo case smore than
12%. Interpreting the standardized estinates is simpler,
however, since higher standardized estimates of opposite signs
for number of contacts and total seriousness dare eliminated.

Tables 12 and 13 were also rerun for contact four utilizing
the Lisrel technigque. 0Ofifense seriousness, present sanction
severity, ana total of prior sanctions were combined to deal with
multicollinearity. Although this variable was signifaicant for
adults and race now became significant for both juveniles and
adults, the results were essentially +the same as before.

Accounting ior Seriousness of First to Binth Contacts
with Contrel for Continuation vs. Discontipuation at Contact

The next step was to run the sawe variables with the cohorts
divided into those with no future contacts and those with future
contacts during the juvenile period. Wkile we are concerned
about what generates increasing ve. decreasing offense
seriousness, particulariy the role of sanctions, continuation vs.
discontinuation is a simple dichotomous approach to the basic

problem. Earlier research in Philadelphia and Racine has shown
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that discontinuation (desistance) takes place very rapidly at
first but that it tapers off after the first few contacts, moreso
for females than males. This is illustrated in Table 14 where
the decrease from contact to contact in those who will continue
is very large in sheer numbers at the first few contacts. The
question here is whether those who desist differ have a
relationship between their offenses and sanctions, past and
present, that could be translated into a prescription for amore
effective sanctioning. l1dentification of the subygroup which
desists by race, sex, neighborhood, and other characteristics
would also contribute to the value of the findings.

Contact by contact, there is little that can be said about

the experiences or characteristics of people who desist that will

account for the oifense seriousness of their last contact. No

more can be said about the seriousness of that same number or ith
contact for those who continue, contact by contact. In otner
words, Table 14 dgoes not tell us much about eifects on tae
seriousness of any given offense (which is the last otffense for
those juveniles who desist) vs. that ofifense for those who
continue. Unfortunately, there was no significant pattern of
differences in the relationships of the independent variables to
offense seriousness, i.e., no pattern that would assist us in
determining whlch variables are related to present offense
seriousness in such a way as to differentiate between those who

desist and those who continue at any given contact.
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TABLE 14. ' EFFECTS 0f SELECTED VARIABLES OB SERIVOUSNESS OF FIHST Tu NLINTH UFFENSES BY PUTUKE COHTACYT,
JUVENILES :
Standardized Estimates; Mo Fuilre Contacts

L] 2 3 4 S é 7 8 9
Juvenile ﬁelgnnurnood =052 -057 <053 -069 «101 ~.122 —.3US -2496 . 189
Sex : - U50 « 122 ~U43 -193 -138 —.U36 <101 V21 -U36
Hhite/Hon-Rhite 081 -.009 034 «202 .29 =. 120 013 504 <3117
Age at Contact -137+ -,008 -.208% -~,043 020 =051 <096 -.242  -.023
Number of Prior Sanctions ———— ——— -037 075 .089 048 032 ~.334 -.015
Severity, Host Beceant Sanction —— -.028 -.098 -010 - V40 -. 160 .u20 -.312 051
Total Prior Seriousness — -— -010 -132 <104 222 101 . 115 —. 387
Severity Prior Sanctiofs - — -019 -. 039 ~007 —-.216 - 117 -004 —-.168
N 641 3192 190 98 79 47 473 32 21
- Adj. R% ~019* L0004 -019 ~00u U6 QU0 <000 <065 PRIV

Standardizeg Estimates; Kuture Cbntacts )

] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Juvenile Heignborhood ~.016  ~.072 —.040 -.021 —.156 .065 2100 —.009 .u8s
Sex .079 -.403 - 123 -USy +U09 « 122 . 102 ~077
Hhite/Hon-white 033 062 049 - 106 .092 —.U62 .178 . 250% .133
Age at Contact 023 7+ 020 - 044 042 ~Uu47 - Uu7 —-.027 —--013 ~12%
Rumber of pPrior Sanctions —— ———= 010 ~.028 -UY6 —-.093 -.013 .073 ~.uu9
Severity, Most Receat Sanction ——— ~-.041 026 -.008 ~.043 LU67 «071% L0113 022
Total Prior Seraovusness ————— —— 008 . 120 ~U13 .093 -u78 -USE -121
Severity Prior Sanctioans —— — U063 004 033 . 160 057 U020 =~ 044
B 1015 697 507 409 330 283 242 210 189
Adj. R= -003 -0u7 .U19 0206 023 032 -U53 023

* Significant at .07 level.
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This table (Table 14) was alsc constructed with offense
seriousness for last prior contact included. At the sixth
contact, .023 percent of the variance in oifense seriousness was
accounted for by the independent variables for those who had no
future contacts. In this case, seriousness of the previous
contact had the largest impact, followed by total prior
seriousness of offenses. For those who continued to have
contacts after the sixth contact, only 2 percent of the variance
in seriousness of present offense was accounted for. Only total
prior sanctions had a significant impact on present offense, the
more severely they had been sanctioned in the past, the aore
serious their current offense. Beyond this, the resulte were
similar to those in Taole 14 with little of the variance
accounted for.

Table 15 presents the same data for the adult period with
juvenile/adult records included except for the first adult
contact. Although mignificant amounts of the variance in present
offense seriousness are accounted for among those who continue to
have future contacts, this represents only a small proportion of
the variance.i? Here, again, one must really say that there is
not much information of use to persons on the firing Iine.

When the period oi police contact was not controlled for
those with future contacts, the results vere quite similar to
those for the juvenile and adult periods with relatively littie

of the variance in offense seriousnegs accounted for. However,

r7 Whenever reference is made to significance we mean
statistically significant at the .01 level or greater.
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TABLE 15. EFFECYS OF SELECLTED VAR1ABLES

ADULYLS

ON SERIOUSNESS OF FLHST 0 NidtH OFFENSES BY FUTURE CORTACY,

Adult Neighbornood

Sex

White/Non—-¥hite

Aye at Contact

Humber of Praor Sanctions
Hamber of Priour Contacts
severity, Host Hecent bSanction
Total Prior Seriousuness
Severity Prior Sanctions

Adj. Rz

Adult Heighporhuoa

Sex

White/Non-white

hge at Contact

Humoexr of Prior Samctions
Huaber ot y¢raoxr Contacts
Severity, Most Recent Sanpction
fotal Prior Seriovusness
Severity Pkrior Sanctions

(]

Adj. B2

1161

~022%

Standardized Estimates; No kuture

No Contacts
2 3 4 5 6 7 8
- 094 ~.117 ~. 134 -.072 -. 124 —-. 186 —-.041
-~ 006 -« 104 —~.051 -.055 -.008 -.048 - lo4
-.068 -. 102 087 . 156 . 125 -.071 =319
010 ~.212 -a 129 - 116 -.112 VT ~e 196
- 347 - 107 -. 168 .830% 001 U077 - 168
~. 198 ~.023 ~.757 2274 L0600 —e221 <916
U023 U758 U0 .3159 .258 <410 -254
-0 1 - 143 882 -.871 - 134 -358  -1.119
- 124 -. 040 -132 ~-. 1729 -.033 -. 114 .310
399 145 133 301 57 55 33
.016 +U55 ~0u3 L0716 L0077 034 ~U24
Standardized Bstimates; Future Contacts
2 3 4 5 6 7 b
~.018  —.067 —.099 —.057 -.U59 —.198 —.U6U
-.070 -.024 -.033 .Uu5 ~.043 .13y —-. 042
050 017 059 -.013 - 130 - U170 ~-.018
-.097 - 070 - 304 —aU81 —-.uUs3 —. 099 -. 105
-.032 057 -o 125 ~U8Y - 274 . 160 - 131
~.581% —~.057%  —_.332 -U25 -.157% .325 - 578
-a032 U037 - U004 0534 ~-.U34 U011 «303
«TU2% -bbh6%* - 478 -.036 .728 —-.382 <546
~024 ~-030 .6y —. U8 U =190 LU91 —s 125
762 5017 4§34 333 276 221 180
.040% L022% ~Uush* LU0u LS TS -11y»

+278
-.028
-331
-« 114
- 452
~£.U457
-.118
1.763
-.U66

26

.1713

E]

~-.352
-0y8
-.uug
—.1u1
—.243
-.691
<121
T.00*
-377

b2

123

* Significant at .vul level.
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for those with no future coﬁtacts when period of police contact
was not codtroliled the amount of variance in offense seriousness
accounted for was markedly higher at the fourth through tenth
contact than it was when the relationship was looked at by either
the juvenile or aduilt period. At this time there is no point in
describing the results in detaill because other analyses provide
us with more rewarding and potentially useful data.

It must also be remenbered that 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 in
our earlier position that the seriousness of the next offense
cannot really be predicted or accounted for. In other words, as
we have indicated in previocus reporis and again in this report,
it is best not to say what a cohort member will do next, at least
with any attempt at specificity.

Accounting for Continuation ¥s. Discontinuation at Contact

Inasmuch as it is relatively easy to analyze the data in a
variety of ways, we mext ran the same kind of multiple reyression
analysis with the dependent variable being contipuity ve.
discontinuity (desistance) from first through ninth contacts
{these tables are not inciuded separately in the report but the
standardized estimates are included in a suamary table in Chapter

7y . Lge at contact was the only variable that was statistically

significant from the f£irst through the ninth contact for the

juvenile and adult periods or without controls for period; the

lower the age at any contact the greater the probability of




continuity beyond that contact. Age had its greatest sffect at

the third juvenile contact, at which point 22.2% of the variance
in juvenile continuity was accounted for. In the adult case age
had its greatest impact at the £ifth contact and at this point
the amount of variance (14.9%) accounted for was also at its
highest point. Without controls for period, the £ifth contact

was the point at which the most continuity (22.8%) was accounted

for. In essence, continuity vs. desistance was better accounted

for than offense seriousness at any given contact. It should be

noted, however, that neither number nor severity of prior
sanctions or severity of most recent sanction had a significant
effect on the decision to countinue or desist for Jjuveniles,
adults,; or total careers.

One must remember that discontimuity vs. continuity differ
from total future offense seriousness as dependent variables.
When considering desistance vs. continuity, even after the first
contact more males will have a second contact than will not. The
continuation rate is higher for males than femrales in the early
stages of careers but they become more similar after the tenth
contact because there are a small proportion of females who are
even more repetitious of their behavior than the males. This is
not true at the felony level, however, where the desistance rate
of females has been high in every cchort. It is very apparent
that those males who do continue have more serious future careers
than do females who £ail to desist. The findings from any

comparative table will vary depending on the level of offenses
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inclu&e& and whether the juvenile, adult, or combined periods are
considered.

Accounting for Seriocusness of Contacts by Rge at Contact

In Tablie 16, rather than attempt to account for cifense
seriousness from first to Nth contact {(we had used 10 as the Nth
because the number of contacts beyond this were markedly
reduced) , the most serious contact at age was substituted for
contact order. Although most of the first-order correlations
were significant at the age of 13 and older, the multivariate
analysis again failed to account for aore than 8% of the variance
at any age. Furthermore, although the signs of the first-order
correlations were guite consistent, there was considerable
variation from age to age in the signs of the standardi zed
estimates. However, the standardized estimates indicate that
total prior seriousness and numper of prior contacts (contact
sequence number) were consistently important in accounting for
the offense seriousness at the age of 11 and older, although
neither was statistically significant until the age of 14. The
negative sign for number oi prior contacts is a function of the
increase and decline in offense seriousness with age and number
of police contacts.

Once again there is the question of multiceollinearity in
variables such as number of prior sanctions, severity of prior
sanctions, and total prior seriousness. When the multiple
regressions were rerun without number of prior sanctions or

without total prior seriousness, there was little difference in
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TABLE 16. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VAR1IABLES ON SEBIUUSHESS OF OFFPERSES AGES 8 TBROUGHAZ'I; COBBINED COMORTS
" Pearson Correlation for Ages
8 9 10 11 12 13 (1] 15 16 7 18 19 20 213
Juvenile Beighborhood -.076 -.186% -.153 028 =038 ~.14%% -,040 ~.050 -.007 -.009 -.078% —.085% —, 087 —,051
Sex -085 -360 -.032 098 - 112 -060 -115%  .139% .097% 037 025 007 052 017
Hhite/Hon-Hhite 210 .109 - 184% 051 . 102 <198%  127% L 129%  J077% 051} «832% .153% 152+ .108%
Contact Seyuence Humber « 200 -.197% _051% «222¢ 034 +1%0%  _167% .132% 046 L083% 1342 _3135% L 12%1% L097%
Hurmber of PBrior Sanctions -.061 «222% 104 -188% 033 -169* _190% .081 -063 081%  JI57%+ . JI4x 0 161k o 132%
Total Prior Seriousness - 382 .228% .065 -238% .050 «153% 211 .151% .068¢ .091% .159% B54%° 155% ,122»
Severity Praor Saactioas -.061 -222% 104 .135 027 -380%  _166% 062 -058 .085%¢ i+ 127%  .187%  122¢
Standardized Bstimate
] S 10 11 12 13 ia 15 k13 L) 18 19 20 21

Juvenile Heighborhood 05 -.1713 -.u58 064 -031 —-.048 -021% 026 - 054 -0320 -.029 <=.005 -.049 -027
Sex Vol .138 ~.013 -068, «113 -031% .048 .085% _G87% 014 -,007 o444 012 ~.021%
Bhite/Hon-¥hite -3 ~-.035 329 -082 -322 - 308 ~057 083 .085% 037 <066 099 046 057
Contact Segqguence Ruaber 450 -.318 «0957 -613 —o29%F o432 -—.724% ~.187 —.860% —_.232 ~.603% —.217 -—.669% —.662%
Humber of Prior Sanctions -.196 045 078 ~_031 -~.13121 <003 =-.u58 ~.159 ~007 -—.084 .008 -.072 -.007 - 105
Total Prior Seriousness -.221 ~476 —.087 -84l - 374 -4 54 «349% L Bodx ,505% .365 .705% 3848 <687%  720%
Severity Praior Sanctioas -021 ~U41 2087 —-.00%7 -.027 -.032 .036 -018 014 -923 -.054

] 86 206 205 225 411 066 w2 1256 1571 1544 1279 13723 1051 979
Adj. B2 029 LU79% L0148 049+ .04 .055% 074% .046% .022% _.008* .0Q40% .034® ,053% .028%

* Saignaficant at .03 level.
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the amount of variance accounted for. Since total prior
seriousness had positive effects cancelled out by sizeable
negative effects of contact sequence number, the end result was a
reduction in the effect of sequence number and the R2s were only
slightly lower. Eliminating number of prior sanctions left total
prior offense seriousness and contact sequence number with
effects ot opposite signs and almost identical amounts of the

variance accounted for.




Chapter 4. Accounting for Future Offense Seriousness
THE JUVENILE PERIOD

The reader may be dismayed by now that the findings have
been more negative than positive because there has been little
accounting for offense seriousness at any given contact number or

age at contact. What must not be forgotten is that we have again

demonstrated that it is difficult to account for what a person

will do next aliter the most recent police contact, or after all

prior contacts, or at the next age. This is why police,

probation, court workers, -juddyes, parole boards, etc., have so

much difficulty. The public expects more frow them than they
should. The relationships which they use as a basis for either
formal or informal prediction are simply not strong enough, oI,
if strong, are not based on sufficiently large samples to be
statistically significant. On the other hand, even though the
seriousness of next offense is not predictable, that there will
be another offense is more predictable, i.e., even though most
desist early in their careers after a certain point in career
development more will commit another offense in the future than

will desist. The assumption that how persons on the firing line

deal with miscreants epables them or others to predict what the

miscreant will do next is probably the most fallible, for, as we

have said, the tables which we have presented show little

relationship between number of judicial interventions or severity

of prior sanctions and sericusness oif next offense.
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Ye conmence to hit pay dirt, however, when the model is
changed so that anm attempt is made to account for total future
offense seriousness at the first through tenth juvenile police
contact« Let us examine Table 17 which uses juvenile career data
to account for juvenile and adult future seriousness. When the
first-order correlation coefficients are considered, there is

clearly a significant relationship between total future offense

seriousness and the following independent variables: Jjuvenile

neighborhood, race, age, number of prior sanctions, and, fo some

extent, total prior seriousness, and sex.

The effect of where a person is socializea, inner city or
other neighborhood, tends to increase as a person’s career
progresses; i.e., inner city residence and more serious future
offenses are directly related to each other, somewhatl more
following the fifth contact. As expected, the younger the age at
each specific contact number the greater the probability oi hagh

total future offense seriousness. Race is significantly

correlated with future total offense seriousness with little

increase in the correlation coefficienis as numper of contacts

increases, as was also found for the second Philadelphia cohort.

Although sex (being male leads to a higher total future
seriousness) is significantly correlated at the first six
contacts, after the sixzth contact the correlations are no longer
significant and there is a decrease in magnitude.

Next, we come to the relationship between the cumulative

career variables, total prior seriousness and number of prior




TABLE 17. EPFPECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON PUTURE OPFENSE SERTOUSNESS AT

COHORTS, JUVENILES

PIRST TO TEKTH OFPENSES; COMEINLD

Type Seriousness, Present Offense

Juvenile Neixghborhood

Sex

Rhite/Non-White

Age at Contact

Severaty of Prior Sanctions
Total Prior Seriousness
Numper of. Prior Sanctioans
Severaity, Present Sanction

Type Seriousness, Present Offense

Juvenile Neighborhood

Sex

White/Non—-Hhite

. Age at Contact

Severity of Prior Sanctions
Total Prior Seriousness
Humber of Prior Sanctions
Severity, Present Sanction

N

Adj. RZ

1

060
—.194%

~221%

~241*
—.372%

=046

1

.053
~.072%

+158%

-158*
~.303%

2

-036
—.192%
- 179%

-230%

—. 486
—-.026
.068

-.101%

—-.022

2

.009
-.068
- 117
- 120%
—=438*
014
.046
-.026
-049

1016

«273%

Pearson Correlation for

3

~111*
—. 198*
- 150*
.228%
—-.560%*
~.012
~-.079
~. 155%
--007

3

<037
~.059
-077
- 108%*
~a513%
.063
=037
—.060
04U

697

~3U42%

4

~073
—.209%
-150%
24 4%
~o 5694
~.018
-136%
—.154%*
-~.035

5

-138%
~.217%
. 160*
-237%
-.591=
-.052
- 140%*
-.173%
~.036

Contact Numper

e
7

—-.032 ~090
—e230% —.260%
-4 3% <121
-267% - 270%
—.589% <.556%
—-.U48 - 107
~196% - 166*
- 170% —.186%*
- 104 -039

Standardized Estinmate

4

-025
-.071
-090
-.108
—.517%
-.058
-059
-.044
-.009

507

-353»

5

=102
-.050
U662
-105
- 540
-023
045
-.041
-.033

409

-375%

6 7
-.018 -018 -
—050 —-066

<044 .010

-141% - 127
—.522% —.489*
011 - 0u8

-121 ~133 -

-.059 - ~.072
-.049 -047

330 283

-385% -347*

8

-139
—.233%
- 46
~237*
—~.56U*
-.u86
«166%*
- 178*
-003

8

-045
- 049
017
- 130
—505%
- U003
-332
~.U90
—.013

242

<34 g*

Y

- 150
—a224%
. 135
-286%
—.538%
—.094
—a 1B 4%
~.162
—-.060

9

-046
-.074
-010
-130
= 465%

-34.1*

e

-065
~.232%

-129

-311=
~.514%

- == 126

- 18U
~« 3348

T ~-.030

10
—-u16
- 074

-U18

181
~— g3
—.uUB7

- 124
—.U55

~048

189

«312*

* Significant at .07 level.
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sanctions. Total prior seriocusness is significantly correlated
with future total offense seriousness for the fourth through the
ninth contacts but the pattern of change is not significant.
Number of prior sanctions is negatively correlated (relatively
weak} with future offense seriousness, significant for the second
through the eighth contacts, the magnitude of the coefficients

generally increasing across contact levels. ZThis inverse

relationship (although weak) mighit be comstrued as offerang some

support for the effectiveness of routine intervention

(monitoring) to reduce future offense gseriousness. Conspicuously

absent are significanit relationships between the most immediate
measures of antecedent criminal career (sanction just received
and type seriocusness of present contact) and total prior
sanctions. This absence is probably a further demonstration of
the earlier conclusion that 1t is difficult to predict what a
person will do next after most recent policesjudicial
involvement.

In the multiple regression anpalysis only age had much impact

on future offense seriousness. The younger one is at the time of

any given contact level, the greater the probability of future
contacts. At each contact level the absolute value of the
standardized estimate for age at contact is much larger than for
any other variable. The sign of the parameter is negative at all
contact levels. As for parameter reliability, the values are
significant at each of tne 10 contact levels. Race has the

second largest standardized estimate at each contact level and is
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significant at the first, second, third, and sixth contacts.
None of the career variables contributes significantly to the
model in explaining the variation in future total offense
seriousness.

The overall fit of the regression model was modest and the
amount of variance accounted for by the independent variables was
weak to moderate and increased from 20% at the first contact to
about 35% at the upper contact levels. Multicollinearity was not
a problem during the juvenile pericd, the highest
intercorrelation of independent variables being between number of
prior sanctions and severity of prior sanctions and only .576 at
the highest. When the multiple regression was conductea with
severity of prior sanctions eliminated the adjusted R%s were the
same as before and the standardized estimates for number of prior
sanctions {court interventions) remained the same through two
decimals;: in other words, there was no difference. In sum, these
analyses provide little or no evidence of how juveniles may be
dealt with more effectively.

THE ADULT FERICD

Table 18 relates to only adult career and contains the
first-order Pearsonian coefficients of correlation for the nine
independent variables with future oifense seriousness as well as
the resultis of the multiple regression analysis for the combined
cohorts.

In general, the coetficients of correlation are weak to

moderate in strength but not significant after the eighth




TABLE 18. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFERSES; COMBINED
COHORTS, ADOUOLTS

Pearson Correlation for Contact Humber

_ 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10
Type Seriousness, Present Offense .096% -129x 037 - 113 .013 -.057 -.018 055 -.033 .0u48 :
Adult Neignborhood —.223% =.232% -~ 2719% -_198* -~_183% -.137 -.159 -.163 -.151 - 174
Sex .184* «135% -131* . 104 -.089 059 .037 009 ~-.002 ~.025
White/Non-#hite ~280% 239% ~214% «201% «175% -156% L 173% .138 <119 - 141
Age at Contact —.239% -.314% ~—_.357*% ~.373% -—-.390% -.395% -—_395¥% —_359% -.321% ~_,321%
Severity of Prior Sanctions .289% £272% «267* .251% 226* - 196% ~174% -116 047 .016
Total Prior Seriousness 62% ~419% .386%* -356% .332% +.286%* «254* +203* 42 . 116
. Bumber ot Prior Sanctions ~399% <365* +336%* -310%* 274% w227% <207* - 146 -079 .048
Severity, Present Sanction ~146* « 196 - T110* 092 -120 - 134 -028 .018 <014 . 104

Standardized Estimate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

: Type Seriousness, Present Offense 017 052 -.051 020 -.031 ~«172%  -.126 -.008 -.111 -.056
: Adult Heignborhood - - 118 —-.120% ~_130* -=.115 -.097 -.079 -.101 -.125 ~.142 -. 147

. Sex .079% -059 074 079 056 065 .092 -.058 073 041
‘ White/Non-W¥hite 079% .076 -067 067 043 086 072 -028 .026 .022
: Age at Contact ~129%  ~.186% —.281% =.278% - _298% —.348*% -~.367*%* -~ 349% -~ _354% -~ 352%
i Severity of Prior Sanctioas -.108% -.105 - 062 -.030 -.042 -.041 -.035 -.031 -.033 ~.081

; Total Prior Seriousness S579* -463* -428* -372* .379% -334 .279 =311 .375 «352
: Number of Prior Sanctions -.128 -.084 —.124 ~.119 -.178 -.203 ~+169 —.264 —.394 ~-.403
: -Severaty, Present Sanction 046 -092% 035 -.064 +037 -080 -.014 -.056 -.030 064
’ N 1681 1011 669 506 383 297 248 202 172 149
% Adj. R2 .280% -265% .238% .219% «199% -204% -180% «131%* -115% -111*

* Significant at .01 level.
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contact, except for age which is significant at all 10 contacis.
There are clearly'an&‘cansisﬁenﬁly {at nearly every contact)
significant relatlionships between future offense seriousness and
the independent variables race, age, total prior sanctions, total
prior seriousness, number of prior sanctions (court
interventions), and adult neighborhood. Sex, type seriocusness of
present contact, and current sanction are also significant at
some contact levels.

Age is increasingly negatively correlated with total future
offense seriousness, peaking around the seventh contact, after
which there is a slight decline in value. This relatiounship,
aside from the fact that crime-prone young adults may get into
troulsle earlier, is also due to the fact that a younger age at a
given contact npumber permits more time for future criwminal
activity. Reaching a certain contact number at a younger age
also implies something about the nature of a personts activity,
his/her visibility to the police, and their recognition or
labelling of the person as a lawbreaker. Race is correlated at
all contact levels, significant at the f£irst through seventh, and
decreases in strength as contact level increases. In gther

#ords, once the higher contact levels have peen reached it seems

io matter less whether & person is ¥White or Non-White in terms of

total future seriocusness, as was also the case for the second

Phila&elphia cohort.

FYor the adult period three of the five career variables

(total prior offense seriousness, total prior severity of

Y . N Q0 - 2 et e i s s
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sanctions, and number of prior sanctions) are positively and
Significanily correlated with future offense sericusness at most !
contact levels. The correlation coefficients indicate moderately

strong relationships but the strength of the relationship tends

to decline as the number of contacts increases, Por the adult

career alone, then, prior cumulative delinquent apd criminal

activity and cumulative official response seem to be directly

Peasth4y

related to future cunuvlative criminal activity.

Although inner city residence increases the probability of
future offense seriousness, the correlations are significant only
for the first through £ifth contacts. Thus it seems that as a
persont*s adult c¢riminal career reaches a certain point, the
effect of inner city residence diminishes in importance.

The relationship of sex to future offense sericusness is

significant only ai the first three contacts; after a criwipal

career is pretty well established, total future offense

seriousness and being mpale have little relationship. There are,

of course, very few females with lengthy continuities in
delinguency and crime.

4s was true for the juveniles, the strength and direction of
the relationships between the dependent variable and the most
immediate indicators of criminal activity, type seriousness oi
present contesct and most recent sanction, were neither large nor
consistent.

Contact by contact, then, the correlations indicate that

Cemographin characteristics, cumilative measures of prior
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criminal behavior, and cumulative measures of ainteraction with
ﬁhe justice systen are related to future offense sericusness but
the more immediate and time-—specific measures of criminal
behavior and sanctioning are not.

When total future offense gericusness is regressed on the

independent variables for each contact level, omnly adge at contact

and kotal prior offense seriousness emerge as having significant

impact. Age has more of ap impact at the sixtih through tenth

S s iwe  emimtmecmmtin  Wiwedy e

gontacts, while total prior offense sericusness has more impact

than any other variable at the first through £ifth contacts. For

all the other variables the stan&af&izeﬁ estimates are small.

The standardized estimates‘are always negative for age
{(significant at all contact levels) and always positive for total
prior sefieusness {significant at the first through fifih
contdcts),

The awount of variation in total future seriocusness
explained by the iﬁ@gpendent variables in the regression eguation
ranges from 28% at the first contact to 11% at the tenth contact,
a rather modest overall f£it for the model. When severity of
priox sgncﬁions was eliminated from the multiple regression
analysis (leaving number of pricr sénations or court
interventions) the results, in terms of accounted-for variance,
just as in the juvenile case, were essentially the same as with
it included. However, the standardized estimates for nuuber of
prior sanctions more than deoubled in several of the earlier

contact levels, was statistically significant through the third
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adult contact, and remained higher than previously through the
tenth contact. Otherwise, however, none of the findings assist
use in the formulation of a more effective sanctioning policy.

So far, then, we see that more of the wvariation in future

total offense seriousness is explained for ithe juveniles than for

the adults at each contact (except the first contact) and the

apount of variation acccounted for increases for the Jjuveniles and

decreases for the adults as the number of contacis increases.

JUVENILE AND ADULT BPERIGDS COMBINED

For the total caresr, juvenile and adult combined (Table
19}, the Pearsonian correlation ccefficients indicate the
presence of a significant relationship between future offense
seriousness and the following independent variables at most
contact levels: age, race, total prior seriousness, nuisber of
prior sanctions, sex, and Jjuvenile neighborhood. The other
independent variables, with the exceptions of severity of prior
and present sanctiouns, which are never significant, are
significantly correiated only at some contact levels.

Age at contact is, as always, significantly and increasingly
correlated with future offense seriocusness across contact levels.

The values indicate moderate to strong association. It should be

noted fhat when the regression analysis is conducted without age

at time of contact as ap independent variable, the proportion of

——

the variapce accounted for is reduced about F5%. Erior

sericusness and associations become more impoxrtant. Race, too,

is significantly correlated with future cffense seriousness at
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TABLE 19. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON PUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFPENSES; COMBIXED CUHOBTS;
JUVENILES AND ADULTS

Pearson Correlation for Contact Number

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

- Type Seriousness of Contact -054% -037 - 124% <070 ~342% -_030 ~081 - 12 3% -068 ~UG3
: Juvenile Neighborhood -« 183% —_189% ~,185% —_.181% —_180% =_177% —.182% —,203% -—-.1971x ~.194%

sex -231% . 185% ~158%* T4y -133% - 111 - 207 -099 -113 -123

#hite/Non—-Rhite 20 2% «235% =22 4% 213% ~208% - L2Tuy¥ «205% -195% -17y* - 185%

Age at Contact - 409% —_495% ~—.539% -—_554% ~_563% ~—.575% ~_5H0% -—.600% —.560% @ =.547*
P Severity of Prior Sanctions ——= =.028 017 =010 —.031 .005 - 089 -006 —-U1b —a029
; : Total Prior Seriousness —— ~.058 -073 - 124% -127* - 18 1* 5 1* «171%® - 17 4% - lbyr¥
] . Nuaber of Prior Sanctions — =10 = TETE =L 121% 0 =l 135% L1484 — JTTR  —oTb8% . 175% -, 153%
; Severity, Present Sanction --048 ~-0317 . ~004 -.010 031 -~ 349 - 103 U138 ~-.018 «024

; S Standardized Estimate

1 2 3 mn 5 6 7 8 9 10
é Type Seriousness of Contact -053% -010 -051 -016 -085% —_045 -U29 042 040 ~039
; ) Juvepile HNeighborhood -.064*% =—_064* ~,047  -.048 —052 —.045 - %0 —aUbY - o} - U070
: ) Sex - W7 - 105% 08 1% 08 ¥ -088% ~088% 065 -082 -090 =094
é White/Hon-White - 159% -136% «131® «123% «310% ~136% - 328% 114 S X P I P2 IR
4 Age gt Contact —.337% = 438% —_ 483 —~_.509% ~_517% —.533% ~_538% ~.562% —.H70% ~.561%
Severity of Prior Sanctions —— =005 -028 020 ~-.012 L0033  —-.029 006 =033 -.uBu
; Total Prior Seriousness — =045 -039 -061 049 -112% 084 083 081 <082
E Nuaber cf Prior Sanctions ————— - 048 -.068 - —-.047 -051 —--064 -.079 ~078 --U71 ~. Uh4
: Severity, Present Sanctiou -.022 -007 --003 —.U45 -<020 - 049 <023 ~.01Y ~.082 ~-Ullb
: N : 2291 1608 1191 950 767 642 556 486 430 386
adi. R? ~220% -284% =325% ~337% .353% -379%* .379% L SB0uE | _HO3%  _3ybh*

* Significant at .01 level.
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all contact levels but declines in strength with number of
contacts. There is a weak positive relationship between total
prior offense seriousness and total future offense seriousness;
the relationship tends to increase in strength, contact-by-
contact. PThe correlation coefficients are significant at the
fourth through tenth contacts. The number of prior sanctions is
negatively correlated with future offense seriousness, increasing
slightly as contacts increase, significant at the second through
tenth contacts. Being male is directly related to higher future
total offense seriousness at all contacts, significant at the
first six contact levels, but decreases somewhat from’contact to
contact. Juvenile neighborhood, i.e., inner city residence, is
related to higher Ffuture offense seriousness, with significant
but not very strong correlations found at all contact levels.

The relationship between offepse seriousness of present
contact and total future oifense seriousness is significant at
the first, third, f£fifth, and eighth contacts but, in general, the
values are weak.

Perhaps the most important f£inding is the lack of a

significant relationsnip between the severity of prior sanctions

and total futare offense seriocusness. The relationship between

total future offense seriousness and severity of sanction just
received is also weak and inconsistent in direction.

The independent variables with weak first-order correlation
coefficients have little impact in the regression model. Contact

by contact, the standardized estimates for age and race dominate
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all other variables; youthfulness at time of contact and being
Non—-White are related to fuﬁnre offense seriousness. For age the
values are significant at the .01 level or better for every
police contact, first through tenth, while for race the values
are significant for the first tharough seventh contacts,
indicating a high degree of reliability for the paraneters.

Although the overall fit of the regression model is good at
all 10 contact levels, steadily increasing amocunts of variation
being accounted for by the independent variables in the
regression model from contact to contact, 22% of the variation in
future offense seriousness at the first contact and 38% to 40% at
contacts levels 8, 9, 10, we cannot make the kinds of positive
recomnendations that would enhance the wffectiveness of
sanctions. The system is not effective. Eliminating total prior
severity of sanctions in the multiple regression analysis
resulted in practically no change in the adjusted R2s or the
standardized estimates for the independent variables. It has
alsoc been sugyested that the relationship of severity of
sanctions to offense seriousness may be more explanatory of
future offense seriousness than are eilther of the other
variables. Although a variaple was computed that dealt with the
relationship of severity of present sanction to seriousness of
present offense and a similar variable cumulating prior severiiy
of sanction and prior offense sericusness, neither changed the
amount of future offense seriousness accounted for when placed in
the equation as additional variables were inserted in place of

the sanctions variabie with which they were highly correlated.
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To some persons the multiple regression analyses that we

have conducted do not really answer the guestions posed as neatly

as would a path analysis approach. Such an analysis, but with
similarly liittie explanatory completeness, may be found in
Appendix D.

The pattern of contact to contact and juvenile/adult
differences described in this chapter received limited
confirmation from the Lisrel analyses presented in Appendix E.
Although the impact of sowme variables (age, sex, and race)
included in Tables 17 and 18 varies significantly from the
juvenile to the adult period and there are differences in the
effects of specific variables, there is relatively little
difference in the amount of variance accounted for.

The results of the regression analysis suggest that in
general the effects of the independent variaples on future total
offense sericusness were different for the juvenile and adulit
career periods. It was decided to use Lisrel analysis {a
statistical and programming technigue) to test this conclusion
more precisely and verify statistically whether or not
conclusions reached fror the regression analysis would stand up
under more careful scrutiny. Rather than relying on perceivea
similarity or dissimilarity of effects of the unstandardized
coefficients of the multiple regression analysis, Lisrel permits
formal assumptions that constrain the eifects to be the same or
frees the effects to differ. These assumptions are modelied,

results are generated, and the results compared to sample
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results. The best model yields the best £it to the actual sample
data «

The Lisrel analysis reveals that at some contact levels the
effects are the same for the two periods. The effect of
neighborhood is the same at the f£ifth and sixth contact levels
for both pericds. Although the effect of the punish variable (a
theoretical construct pbased on the three observable cumulative
career variables) is the same at the fourth, f£ifth, and sixth
contact levels, it is significant only at the f£ifth contact
level. The eifects of race and sex are the sawe at the seventh
contact level but are never significant.

VARIATION IK FUTURE OFFHENSE SERIOGSNESS BY COHORT

Previocusly the analysis of total future offense seriousness
was done with no controls foxr cohort. Here we are looking at the
same independent variables, now analyzing the eifects separately
for each of the three cohorts to see if controlling for cohort
increases the "explanatory" power of the independent variables
within the regression model. Some differences are expected but
not enough to change our position that analyses of the compined
cohorts were sufficient.

The amount of variation in future gffense seriousness
accounted for by the regression model does not change drastically
in the analysis when tne cohort comparison is done ior two oi the
three cohorts (1942 and 1949) or as coampared to the uncontrolied
results. For the 1455 cohort, however, there is a slightly

larger amount of wvariation in future ofiense seriousness
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accounted for by the model than when there is no control for
cohort, ranging from 24% to 58% at the ninth contact. For the
combined cohorts the amount of variation ranges from 22% to 40%
at the ninih contact.

18942 Cohort

The first-order coefficients of correlation and the results
of the multiple regression analysis for the 1942 Cohort are
presented in Table 20. First, considering only first-order
correlation coefficients, we see age at contact significant and
negative at all contacts, race significant (Non-Whites had higher
future offense seriousness) at the f£irst six contacts, and the
rest of the variables, where there ig significance, signiticant
at only two or three contact levels. Where there is significance
the values tend to be weak to moderate in strength but even for
age, which has values that are moderate to strong, there is
little evidence of progressive increases in strength with contact

number. In sum, at the first-order level demographic variables

take precedence over the career variables in the strength oi

their association with total future offengse zeriousness.

Age and race dominate the regression model (age does so at
nine of the 10 contacts), particularly at the first four in which
they are the only variables with significant impact. Aiter the
fourth contact, age and race still dominate but the interaction
of other variables assumes some importance. By the fifth
contact, severity of present sanction along with race has an

impact on the determination of future offense seriousness. At




TABLE 20. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES CN FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT
JUVYENILES AND ADULTS

FIRST TO TENTH OFFENSES;

1942 COHORT,

Type Seriousness of Contact
Juvenile Neighborhood

Sex

White/Non-White

Age at Contact

Severity of Prior Sanctioans
Total Prior Seriousness
Number of Prior Sanctions
Severity, Present Sanction

Type Seriousness of Contact
Juvenile KNeighborihood

Sex

White/Non—-Fhite

Age at Contact

Severity of Prior Sanctions
Total Prior Seriousness
Nusber of Praor Sanctions
Severity, Present Sanction

N

adj. Rz

1

067
~.152%

.298%*

244%
~.436%*

Pearson Correlation for Contact Rumber

2 3 4 5 6 7
£128 .215% -.017  .301% 077 .156
-.150% -.147  -.152  -.133 ~.121 -.102
.218%  .157  .158 121 .106 .072

«230% «234%* -253%* -275% -248% .212
=U481%  ~.479% —.501*% =.470% -—.4u* -—_403%

-018 «117 - 135 -.096 «261% .155
058 137 «279% -159 271% .255%
.018 011 063 ~-.028 -.026 -~.019
-145 -087 -062 .243% -~_.025 414

Stapdardized Estimate

2 3 4 5 6 7

-049 .163% -.032 <177 -.068 —-. 746
-.012 -.001 -.001 010 .025 .024

-090 .059 -013 .083 136 <114

«225%* «250% «247% «214% .228% -199
—.4U2% ~ . 439¥% —-,477¢ -—,.363*% ~_387% —,329%

~.018 094 062 120 .259% .113
016 041 - 154 -136 «231% -256%*

-.001 -.026 024 -.115 -.119 -.130
.116 022 .016 «251% -.048 «373%
294 221 185 149 125 105

.288* »303% .310% -363* .328% -340%*

8

.001
-. 125
»071
.178
—.408%*
+325%*
266
054
-039

—.045
.045
-.08Y
-225

—~a401*
«279%
-169

-.U82
.073

92

-2606%

9

~.007
—.085

- <089

~.153
-.467*
.367%
.267
072
-. 160

098
.080
.116
209
- 452%
«301%*
- 104
~-.017
-.095

84

«325%

10

.056
~.037
072
. 161
-.515=
.356%
- 237
.051
~425%

10

-.026
<115
.031
- 195
—5U3%
. 167
052
-.088
245

76

.399%

* Significant at .01 level.
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the sixth contact, four of the independent variables play a
definite role in estimating the dependent variable. Age
(significant and negative) dominates, followed by severity of
prior sanctions (significant and positive), prior offense
seriocusness (also significant and positive), and race
(significant, with Non—-Whites having higher future offense
seriousness) . At the seventh contact severity of present
sanction (significant and positive} has the most impact, followed
by age and total prior offense seriousness (positive and
significant). The model for the eighth and ninth contact levels
is dominated by age, severity of prior sanctions, and race, in
that order. At the tenth contact only age and severity oi
present sanction have much importance in the regression model.
#hen total severity oi prior sanctions was eliminated the
variance accounted for was slightly reduced and the standardized
estimates for number of prior sanctions considerably reduced, the
sign for total severity ol prior sanctions having been the
opposite of that for number of prior sanctions.

One might summarize the results of the contact-by—contact

analyses for the 1942 Cohort by pointing out that there is a

pattern of demographic variable dominance at the lower contact

levels with little or no participation by the career variables in

the determination of future offense seriousness until ai least

-

the £ifth contact. So, early in a career a person‘'s

characteristics such as age and race are better predictors ot

future crimipal behavior but &S the career progresses prior
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criminal behavior and the responses to it take on more
importance. Unfortunately, society responses only exacexrpate the
problem.

1849 Cohort

The results of the analysis for the 1949 Cohort are
presented in Table 21. At the first-order level age is
significant and negative at all contacts and ranges in absolute
value (indicating moderate to strong association) from .421 to
601, fluctrating somewhat in strength as contac¢t pumber
increases. Juvenile neighborhood (those socialized in the inner
city have higher future offense seriousness) is significant at
nine of the contact levels and steadily increases in strength.
Number of prior sanctions is significant and negative at eight of
the contact levels, with steadily increasing strength of
association. Total prior offense seriousness (significant and
positive) also increases in strengih to contact six, after which
it declines slightly to the tenth contact.

Being Non-White is sagniticant at only the first four
contacts, where it is associated with higher total future oiffense
seriousness. The other variables are either significant at only
a few contact levels or are never significant.

Considering the strength and number of signiﬁiéant first-
order relationships found, one might expect that there would be
numerous effects on total future offense seriousness within the
regression model. Actually, this turns out not to be the case.

At every contact level age dominates witn relatively large anu




TABLE 21. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON PUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFENKSES; 1949 COHORT,
JUVENILES AND ADULTS

Pearson Correlation for Contact Number

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 W

§ Type Seriousness of Contact 048 -087 -128% -139% «205% .028 .020 -066 119 =036
; Juvenile Heighborhood —.208* -.214% -,233% -_241 =.259% —,238% -_,238% —,261% -.260% —.319%
: Sex ' 221% -165% <G 1% - 127 <126 094 .089 .033 042 073
. White/Non~White «203% . 1B4* «176% -158% .139 .132 -.115 » 125 095 .0Y5
§ Age at Contact —U421% —-.510% —.538% = 571% -,591*% —,603% ~_,616% =_628% ~,613% ~,601¥
; Severity of Prior Sanctioms _— -.076 ~.033 -.032 002 -.004 -.049 -.055 -.100 . ~-.095
Total Prior Seriousness ———— 065 -105 «151% L 187%* «256% .253% -247% «237% .232%
Number of Prior Sanctions —— -.120*% —-.148% ~-,139% -_.135 —-.193% —.257% —.270% —=.313% ~—~.281%
Severity, Present Sanction -.080 ~-.014 -.012 .033 -.024 -.032 -.032 ~.086 031 -.016

: : ' Standardized Estimate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
; Type Seriousness of Contact 033 -032 052 .026 S .128% 012 L0u7 .056 -118 ~-.170
: Juvenile Helghborhood —.132% <~ 41> —.132% —-.149% ~,129 -.112 -.108 ~.121 —. 145 —. 145
] Sex -123#* 061 025 .022 024 010 -.010 .011 -s001 025
: Rhite/Non-Rhite -103% .084 054 018 012 022 -016 006 -.022 -.006
: Age at Contact : —a358% —468% ~—490% —-.529% —_.538% -_537% =—-.549% —-,557% —_523% @ ~_522%
: Severity of Prior Sanctioms —— -.030 042 004 ‘«060 046 072 .078 .054 -.014
i Total Prior Seriousness ——— 022 040 .059 .058 .112 .110 .084 .126 2161
: Kumber of Prior Sanctions —— -.029 -.071 ~.019 -.048 -.121 —. 142 -.111 -.134 - 126
g Severity, Present Sanction -.040 017 -.027 .016 -.094 .009 002 -.041 —~e 102 -.007
? ] . ) 730 579 444 360 279 239 203 175 148 131
; Adj. R2 o225% 2293% «3Tuyx «343% 3b2%* .382% »399% ~405% «397% «386%

* Significant at .01 level.
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significant standardized estimates (—.358 to —.557), siganificant
at the .01 level or better. For the other independent variables

the standardized estimates are weak to nearly non-existent. Hith

one exception, type seriocusness of contact (contact 5}, none of

the standardized estimates for the career variables is

significant. Juvenile neighborhood has a significant impact but

only at the first four contacts where the values are ratner weak
(inner city residence was airectly associated with high future

offense seriousness). Host of the variance accounted for may be

attributed tc¢ youthfulpness at time of police contact. As in the

case of the 1942 Cobort, eliminating sevexrity of prior sanctions
did not change the amount of variance accounted for but did
slightly reduce the standardized estimates for total priox
severity of sanctions.

1955 Cohort

The resuits of the analysis for the 1955 Cohort are
presented in Table 2. For the first-order correlations the
results can pe quickly summarized since the independent variables
tend to be either significant at all or nearly all contact levels

or never significant. 4Age is negative and significant at all

contact levels, steadily ipcreasing from —.435 to —~.733 at the

—

ninth contact. Non-Whites, as in ail prior cases, had nigheyr
future offense seriousness, the significant correlations
following a pattern of decline, with some fluctuation. Beiny
male has a significant impact on iuture offense seriocusness at

nine of the 10 contact levels, decreasing from the first contact




TABLE 22. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AT FIRST TO TENTH OFFPENSES; 1955 COHORT,
JUVENILES AND ADULTS

Pearson Correlation for Contact Number

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y 10
Type Seriousness of Contact 055 -.015 092 016 056 -.103 065 < 17 014 .025
Juvenile Neighborhood ~-176% —.184% —-_158% —_135% -~_133 -~ 740 -.162 ~.183*% ~_178 ~170%
Sex ‘ «225% «204x* -191% .178%* -166%* .158* -157 . 1871 . 194 = 197 %
Rhite/Non-White «263% .256% 223u% «212% w2 10% .236% .232% «212% .203% 21y %
Age at Contact —e435%  ~.558% —.636* —.656* =—.673% —,6B85% —.6Y2% ~_723% ~a733% -.719%
Severity of Prior Sanctioans —— -.037 -.056 -.055 - 107 -.087 -.131 ~.078 -. 102 ~-.121
Total Prior Seriousness —— 051 036 -076 .063 093 049 .086 .092 .083
Number of Prior Sanctions — —e125%  ~_196% ~_ 166% ~_.180% =.170% ~,194*% —_.1971% ~.190% -_177
Severity, Present Sanction -.060 -.060 ~.016 -.084 ~a028 -.087 -053 006 -.058 -.U97

Standardized Estimate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Type Seriounsress of Contact 080 -,002 034 .066 061 —-.020 -101 0471 040 070
Juvenile Neighborhood —-.024 ~.015 010 ~.008 -.004 002 -.003 013 014 U0
Sex - 126% -086% 035 .053 053 056 .033 .036 024 LUU2
White/Hon~#hite «179% «137% -148% - Thy* +156% . 185% - 169%* «165% +177% . 175
Age at Contact —o370%  -.506% ~,595k —_£28% ~,650% —_661% ~.687% —,708% ~_724% —-_704%
Severity of Prior Sanctions —— 047 -058 .169 -.001 -.001 -.060 ~-.064 -.075 ~.090
Total Prior Seriousness ——— 075 044 046 073 -118 .045 . 127 - 119 <103
Eumber of Prior Sanctions —— ~.062 ~.092 -.090 -.063 =040 -.012 -.034 -.028 -.018
Severity, Present Sanction 003 .009 025 —-.050 -.004 -.051 -.033 026 =069 .-,070
: R 1117 735 526 405 339 278 248 219 198 179
i 2dj. R2 241% -339% L427% NITNES Hdb* «S514x%x .522% .562% S577* .561%

i * sSignificant at .01 level.
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to the sixth contact and then increasing from the eighth through

the tenth contact. Number of prior sanctions {as contrasted to

severity of prior sanctions) is significantly related to future

offense seriousness (the more fregquently sanctioned, the lower

future offense seriousness), ithe relatively low coefficients

fluctuating so there is neo definite trend. Juvenile neighborhood

(inner city produces higher offense seriousness) is sometimnes
(six of 10 contact leveis) significantly correlated with future
offense sericuSneESS.

Most of the signifiicant relationships occur between a
variable that defines a person's characteristics, such as age or
race, rather than a4 career variable. It is important to note,

however, that these correlations tend to be weak.

g

Again, age dominates the reqgressior model while all tau

other variables have coeificients that are weak, so weak, in

fact, that the variables all put drop out of the regression

eguation as far as their impact on the estimation of future

——

cffense seriocusness. The standardized estimates for age are

negative, statistically significant and range in absolute value
from -.370 to —.724 at the ninth contact. Resoval ol severity of
prior sanctions from the analysis did not c¢hange the results.

Summary Opservations on the
Pearsonian Correlation Coefficients

At the first-order level (Pearsonian correlation
coefficients) cohort by cohort where there is signiiicance at a
majority of contact leveis for a variabie, the direction (+ or -}

of the association tends to be consistent frowm contact to
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contact. Also, where there is significance, as contacts increase
the coefficients either tend to increase, decrease, or stay about
the same. That is, the coefficients do not increase markedly
from one contact to the next and then decrease froas that contact
to the next, and sc on.

Without regard to¢ significance, all of the variables except
total prior severity of sanctions, number of prior sanctions, and
severity of sapction just received are correlated with total
future offense sericusness in the same direction for each cohort.
Total prior severity of sanctions are positively correlated with
future total offense seriousness for the 1942 Cohort but
negatively correlated ifor the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. Nuasber of
prior sanctions and future offense sericusness follow the samc
pattern. Since the exceptions to consistency involve severity of
sanctions received, prior or present, and we f£ind that the
direction of the relationship differs for the 1944 Cohort
compared tg the 194Y% and 1955 Cohorts, the guestion arises as to
whether this represents some sort of period effect that is
captured by the ctohort analysis. For any particular variaple for
which there are some signiticant correlations the associations
are consistent in direction where there is significance and tihe
direction of the relationship is also the same for all three
cohorts.

Prom the 1942 CLohort to the 1955 Cohort there ig a change in
the concentration of siynificant relationships by numbel oOf

variables {(contaci—-by-contact) for which tnere is signiticant
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association. For the 1942 Cohort all of the variables except
number of prior sanctions are significant at some level but only
two variables, race and age, are significant at a majorivy of the
contact levels. For the 1949 Cobort all of the variables except
severity of prior sanctions and severity of present sanction are
significant at some level and four of the nine variables,
juvenile neignborhood, age, total prior offense seriousness, and
number of prior sanctions, are significant at a majority of the
contact levels. For tue 1955 Cohort four of the variaples,
seriousness of present contact, total prior severity of
sanctions, total prior offense sericusness, and severity of
present sanction, are never significant. PFive of the variables,
juvenile neighborhood, sex, race, age, and numkber of prior
sanctions, are, however, significant at a majority oif the contact
levels.

Future total oifense seriocusness is significantly related to
more variables for the 1%42 Conort than for the 1949 Cohort and
future offense sericusness is significantly related to more
variables for the 1949 Cohort than it is for the 1855 Cohiort.
There are several ways that this may be interpreted. It may well
be that the impact of these variaples becomes more and more

apparent with time; the additional years of exposure for the 1942

Cohort has enabled more cohort mesbers to reach their tenth
police contact. This type of effect is liwited, however,
because, cohort-by-cohort, seriocus careers have developed

sowmewhat =ore rapidly. Our earlier anaiyses have also shown that




predicting vehavior for the intermediate period from the juvenile
period is easier than predicting into the later adult period from
the juvenile period. On the other hand, perbaps prediction has
become simpler f£rom cohort to cohort, i.e., effective prediction
of future offense seriousness encompassed more factors for the
1942 Cohort than for the 194% Cohort, and mwore for the 13549
Cohort than for the 1455 Cchort. There is a sort oi focusing ol
dependence or effect as a function of the development ot a large
Non—-white inner city which has become "hardened™ over the years.
This is exempiifieu by the very factrors which were most
significant for the 1955 Cohort.

Purthermore, if we consider the independent variaples as
comprising two groups (6roup 1 = characteristics of persons and
Group 2 = career types) and then consider the concentration of
significant relationships by stage of career (say contacts 1i-5
vs. contacts &~10) and variaple group we see the significant
relationships for Group 1 either at all stages of careers or at
the early stage and the significant relationships for Group 4 at
all stages of careers or at the later stage. For the 1455 Cohort
i1t is hard to get a feel for this because the variables are
significantly related at all or nearly all contacis. This is
true to a lesser degree for the 1949 Conort but it is still
possible to see the pattern. This pattern is most obvious in the
1942 Cohort. What all oi this suggests is that a personts
official delinguent or criminal career has to be pretty well

established pefore career experience begins to be related to
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future career or alternatively, that characteristics such as
juvenile neighborhood, race, sex, etc., become less important to
future pehavior as career becomes more defined ({(by contact level

reached) . What we are sayving here, of course, is that a well-

developed juvenile career, as measured by official contact and

labels, seems ito perpetuate further freguent or serigcus police

contacts. A set oi "disadvantage criteria® may account initially
for the development of a criminal career but then lose Lheir
explanatory potency t¢ experience variables.

It should also be noted that the more discrete measures of
criminal career, type seriousness of present oltense and severity
of present sanction, are very rarely significantly related to
future offense seriousmess (never for the 1955 Cohort and at only
a few contact levels for the TY42 and 1949 Cobhorts) .

%ot only are the direction and significance of a
relationship important, strengti or weakness as indicated by the
absolute value or magnitude oi the correlation coeificient smust
also be considered. When considering the strength of the
correlation ceeificients they may be grouped sy values as veak
(iess than .200), moderate (.2U0U to .500), or strong (more than
-.500) in association. ©Only those relationships which are
significant at a4 xajority of contact levels will be considered.

For the 1942 Cohort the two main variables are race and age,
race moderately assoclated wita future oiffense seriousness and
age moderately or strongly associated. For the 1949 Conort

juvenile neighporhcood, age, total prior offense seriousness, and
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number of prior sauctions are the variables with the most
significance. Age is strongly associated with fucure offense
seriousness at all but the first contact level, wniie juvenile
neighborhood and future oiffense seriousness have a relationship
that is moderate in strength. The two career variables are
either weakly or moderately correlated witn future offense
seriousness. Ffor the 1955 Cohort sex, race, age, and number of
prior sanctions are sigpificant. Sex is usually weakly
correlated, race is always moderately associated, number oi prior
sanctions is always weakly correlated, and age is always strongly
associated (the correiation ceoefficient has values greater than
. 700 at vontacts &, 9, and 110).

summary Observations on Standardized Estimates

The first-order correlation coeffiicients may suggest which
factors (indepenaent variables) will play a part in improvinyg the
prediction oi iuture criminal behavior based on past behavior and
personal characteristics, but, due to the tendency of tne
independent variables to interact with each other and weakly
correlated relationships to ¢grow weaker or even disappear, this
phase of the analysis in which the standardized estimates oi the
parameters are considered 1is most important and most conclusive.
Table 23 has been generated from the duta in Tables 20, £1, and
22 in order to assist the reader in following the discussion of
the most important tindings of our current analyses.

In terus of the relative size of tlhe standardized estinates

for the 1942 Cohort (Table 20}, age abt contact has the most




TABLL 23.  SUMHAKY UF gFPECTPS UF SELECTED VARLIABLES AT FAnST TO TENTH OFFENSES ON FUTUKE UPFEHSE
SEHIOUSNESS, 1942, 1949, 1455, AND COHBINED COHURTS
Ast Contact 2nd Contact drd contact 4th tentact ath Contact
42 ut 55 T 42 49 55 T 42 49 55 T 42 44 oH T 42 449 5> r
Type Seriousness of Contdct + + +a +a + + - +* 4 4 + + - + + + + 4a + o
Juvenile Neighborhooa - -4 - -a - -a - —a - -a + - - -4 - - + - - -
Sex +a +a +a +a % 43 +qa +a ] +a + +a + + + +3 + + + +a
Hhite/Non-Hhite +@ *ta +a 44 0+ ta  *a ta + +a ta 9 + 4+a ta +a ¢ +a #a
Age at Contact -@ -0 -d - - @ o @ -3 & - -d -3 -a -da -a - o e -0
Severity ot Prior Sanctions - - + + + + + + + + + + + % - -
Total Prior Seriousness + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
Number of Prior Sanctions - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - -
Severity, Present Sanction - - + - 4 + % + + - + - + + - - +y - - -
Adj. K2 26 23 24 22 29 29 34 28 30 31 us 33 31 34 4b 34 36 38 49 35
oth Contact Ith Contac gth Contact Yta Contact 10th contect
42 49 55 T 42 49 55 T 42 49 5 T 42 49 55 T 42 4Y 55 %
Type Seriousness of Contact - + - - - + + + - + + + + + + + + - + -
Juvenile Neighborhood + -8+ - + -5 - - + -a ¢ - + -a + - + —a  + -
Sex + + -+ +4 + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + -
White/Non-White LY I ta +a + + +a #a +0 ¢+ va o+ -0 - +a + + - + +
Aye at Contact -0 @ -0 -a -3 -a -4 -d -3 -3 -8 -0 -8 o -4 -—d -8 @ -e —d
Severity of Prioxr Sanctions to ¢ - + + * - - +d + -+ g ¢ - - + - - -
Total Prior Seriousness +a ¢ + ta +3 4 + + + + 4 +. + + + + + + + +
Humber of Prior Sanctions - - - - - - - - - bl - - - - - - + - - -
Severity, Present Sanction - + - - 0 ¥ - + + - + - - - - - to - - -
% Adj. R< 33 34 53 38 34 40 52 38 27 41 56 40 33 40 58 40 40 39 Ho 34
? Key: + or - = S514n ol standardized estimate
; .4 = Standardized estisate significant at .01 level or ¢greater
‘ @ = Standardized estimate significant at .01 level or greater and .200 or ygyreater
0o = Standardized estiwmate .200 or greater ‘but not siynificant
Note: Deciwdal point hasS been omitted for the Adjusted 82 figures.
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impact on the regression aodel (except at the seventh contact),
being significant and negative at all contact levels and ranging
in value from -.373 to -.503. & further look at the standardized
estimates reveals an interesting pattern. A4t the lower contact
levels, the early stage of career, significant impact is confined
to age and race, both characteristic variaples. The other
variables (no values greater than .200)y have standardized
estimates that are very small. At the later stages of a career
other variavles, again including race, begin to have an impact on
determining an estimate oi Xuture vifense seriousness. Asony
these are some oi the career variables, notably thsze having to
do with the sanctioning aspects of prior criminal career. ot the
variables that we derine as having impact by virtue of theirxr
being significant and having standardized estimates greater than
-200, all are increasing in absolute =mize. The reader must
always keep in wmind that contact—to-contact comparisons ot
standardized estimates are not exact because of deviation in the
means of variaples irow contact level to contact level. wWe are
referring only to¢ general trends in the impact of these variables
from contact to contact.

Again, for the 1949 Cohort (Table 21), age at contact
dominates and is significant at all contact levels. The values
range from —.358 to a peak or -.557 (contact H). Age is the only
variable which has standardized estimates greater in wmaynitude
than .200. None of the career variables is siynificant and in

the instances (contact levels) where characteristic variasles are
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significant the values (except for age, of course} are relatively
weak. If we forget about considering any absolute magnitude such
as greater than .200 and rank the standardized estimates largest
to smallest, juvenile neighborhood or nmumber of prior sanctions i
turn out to be second to age in impact at nine of the 106G
contacts. For the 194% Cohort it is not really possible to see
any defined pattern based on characteristic vs. career variables
and stage of criminal career.

Por the 1955 Cohort, also, age has the most impact on tne
model. The standardized esitimates are significant and range in
value from —-.37¢ to —.7Z4 (ninth comtact) . As was true for the
1849 Cohort, none of the other variables ever has standardized
estimates greater than .2Z00 and even where there is significance
the values are pretity weax. If the coefficients are ranked by
size, race follows age in amount of impact on the model. Race is
significant at every contact level. Unlike the standardized
estimates for aye, there is no strong pattern of increase or

decrease as contacts increase. So, age at contact emerges

2
o
=
@

Joondiorl

most important variable in the reqression model regardless

=

which cobort is under consideration, with coefficients that tend

to increase in value from the 1942 Cohort to the 1949 Cobori io

the 1855 Cohort. Overall, the other variables that have impact

are race and juvenile neighuLoxhood. Rememper, however, that race
is not an explanatory variabie unless we consider it to be a
proxy for disadvantage or difficulty in becoming integrated into ‘

the larger society. Inner city socialization is explanatery in |
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the sense that it stands for lack of opportunity and difficulity
in pecoming integrated into the larger society. To the extent
that Non-Whites are residents of the inner city they have the
characteristics of the disadvantaged of our society on twe
scores, not withstanding the changes that have taken place since
Wi IT. The severity of prior sanctions and present sanction are
important for the 1942 Cohort.

The pattern emerginy from the 19842 Cohort suygests that
stage of career is important for the number and type of variables
actually involved (to the extent that they have impact on the
estimation of future offense seriocusness). Nlore variables,
career as well as characteristic, do have impact on future
offense seriousness for the 1942 than for the 1949 and 1955
Cohorts. Considering the results of the 1949 and 1955
regressions gives the impression of a concentration of impact on
variables associated with the demography of the city and the
experiences of inner city youth.

Lhe Cohorts Combined

For the combined conorts age of contact (with values ranging
from -.337 to -.567) is the variable with the most impact on
total future seriocusness and this was still found to be the case
when cohort was controlled for in the analysis. dhen the
significance and size of the standardized estimates were
considered, the results for the 194Y% and 1955 Cohorts were very
similar to that found in tne combined cohort analysis. That is,

race always followed age in having the most impact. The combined
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cohort results differed from those found for the 1942 Cohort. In
general the values of the standardized estimates for all
variables except age were lower in the combined cohort analysis
than when cohort was controlled. Contact by contact, age had
more impact on the model when the uncontrolled analysis was done
than when cohort was controlled.

More of the variation in future total offense seriousness is
accountea for by independent variables utilized in the regression
model for the 1955 Cohort than for the 1942 or 1949 Cohorts. The
amount of variation accounted for ranges from Z24% to 5&% for the
1855 Cohort, from 23% to 41% Ffor the 1949 Cohort, and from «6% to
40% for the 1442 Cohort. Controlling for cohort reduces the
amouht of variation accounted for in the 1942 Cohort relative to
the combined cohort but increases the amount of variation
accounted for in the 1TY%49 anda 1955 Conorts relative to the amount
explained when cohort was not controlled.

In general, more ot the variation in future offense
seriousness is accounted for as contact level increases whether
or not the analysis is done for combined cochorts or cohort-by-
cohort. (#hile overall the values increase, for the 1942 Cohort
there is a peak at the firth contact, a decrease at the sixth
contact, and then a steady increase through the tenth contact.)
For the combined cohorts, the 14955 Coimort and 1949 Cchort the
largest amount of variation accounted for is at the eighth or

ninth contact.
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PURTHER CONSIDERATION OF ANALYTIC STRATEGY

Eliminating Variabples to Sipplify the Analysis

The importance of analytic strategy should not be
overlooked. The reader will recall that age of contact and race
had consistently high standardized estimates in Table 19, so high
in comparison with the other variables that it was clear that
they accounted for most of the variation in future oifemnse
seriousness. But only one of these variables is what could be
called a manipulable variable. Police policy could reduce thae
numper of juveniles whose early alleged misbehavior (much of
which consists of status offenses alone) results in the
acquisition of a police record. Sex differences are manipulable
only to the extent that police policy differentiates by sex in
the application or intervention. None of this is new, howevel.

1f these variables are removed, what do we £ind? Table 19
was, therefore, rerun with age and sex omitted (not included in
report) . Number of prior sanctions (Jjudicial interventions)
became the most important variable, iacreasing with police
contacts, and the negative sign indicated that the greater the
number of prior sanctions, the less serious the future career.
The importance of this variable was closely followed by
sericusness of past offenses and then by inner city resigence as
a juvenile. All were significant at the .01 level or greater but
no more than 9% or 10% of the variance wasg accounted for. In

other words, the variabies in which we are most interested,

severity ot present sanction, number of prior sanctions, and
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severity of prior sanctions, accounted for only a small

proportion of ihe differences in total future offense

seriousness, i.e., the seriousness of future delincuent and

criminal careers.

Separate tables by race and age period were alsc constructed
for each cohort but are not included in the report. There are
some cohort differences, however, which should be mentioned.

When race and age were removea from the regression analysis for
the 1942 Cobort, severity of prior sanctions, severity of present
sanction, number of prior sanctions, and total prior coffense
seriousness had tne largest and most frequently significant
standardized estimates, although none was significant at each
contact level. While severity of prior sanctions and severity of
present sanction had a positive impact on future ocffense
seriousness (what we have rather consistently found and the
opposite of the intended effects of sanctions), as did total
prior offense seriousness, numper of prior sanctions nad the
opposite effect. The greater the number of prior sanctions, the
less serious the future cumvlative offenses. In this case, the
percent oi the variance accounted for ranged from 6% to 2Z3.5%,
the latter at the seventh contact where severity of preSent
sanction had 1its greatest positive effect on future seriousness,
foliowed by total prior seriousness. What we have, in essence,
is the impact of an accumulated cifense seriousmness plus severe
sanctions for a repeat oifender culminating in high future

offense seriousiess.
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The 1949 Cohort presented a somewhat ditferent set of
findings, not unexpected considering the development of a more
sharply defined inner city. Prior offense seriousness and number
of prior sanctions had the same effects as previously but
residing in the inner city as a juvenile now had a sighificant
effect on iuture offense seriocusness.

‘The percent of the wvariance accounted for increased from
approximately Y% for the first through the fourth contact to 13%
or 14% and then 15% before reaching 19.3% at the ninth contact.

In the case of the 1955 Cohort, little of the variance in
future offense seriousness was accounted for, no more than Y% at
any point. Number of prior sanctions had the negative impact on
future offense sericusness mentioned for other cohonts, while
inner city residence increased future offense seriousness. But,
again, it is & case of relatively little explained variance when
race and age at contact were removed from the regression
equation.

Continuity vs. Desistance Accounted for by
Multiple Discriminant Function

If the strategy is further simplified so that we are
concerned about factors which identify those who will centinue
vs. those who will desist at any contact level, the multiple
discriminant function is a useful technique. We have shown in
Appendix ¥, however, that even though maximumr discriminatory
ability is reached py the fourth or fifth contact and that what

we have termed career variaples became significant by the £iith
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police contact, only 2Z24% of the desistance at that point is
accounted for. Although severe prior sanctions increases the
probability of continvation at some points and numerous Sjudicial
interventions all other things held egual) decreases the
probapility of continuation at sowe points, the resulits are not
consistent with the other analyses that we have conducted, sone
for continuvation vs. discontinuvation and others for future
offense seriocusness. 1In fact, differences in findings based on
the analytic approach selected here have turned out to be one of
the obstacles to the development of a more effective program for
delinquency containgent.

Bgain, it is important to remind the reader that even though
statements may pe made about what a certain percent of a group
will do ain tne future, i.e., statements about the aggregare, a
vary large proportion of the variance must be accounted for
before it is possible to predict the future behavior of
individuals with sufficient accuracy to guide the decision—-naking

process.

Aoty ——— bt S—— di i

One extremely simple variable not included in the analyses
described in this chapter should be given brief mention, i.e.,
the chronological length of delinquent and criminal careers.
Length of career has a relatively high correlation withk total
numper of oftfenses (.574) and with total offense seriousness
(«545) « 1lts correlation with number of court dispositions is

only slightly lower (.472). Of course, coffense seriousuness,
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number of court dispositions, and total severity of sanctions are
correlated from .804 to .9Y85. When juvenile neighborhood, race,
total number of police contacts, offense sericusness, number ol
court dispositions, and total severity of sanctions were |
regressed on length of career only .367 percent of the variance
was accounted for. Number of contacts had the greatest eifect,
folloved by number of courit dispositions and total severity of
sanctions, the latter two having a negative relationship. When
number of contacts was eliminated total oifense seriousness
became the best item in the model, follovwed by number of court
dispositions, which had a negative relationship.

In other words, length ot career in time is increased by
number and seriousness of offenses but reducea by number and
severity of sanctions. In fact, perusal of the resulits of oux
numerous multiple regressions suggests that seriocusness of career
and length of career in time, although correlatea .574, are
accounted for somewhatr differently. Sanctions are wore etfective
in shortening a career in time than in reducing its total

SeriousSness.




Chapter 5. Integrating Interview Data Into the Analysis
IRTERVIEW RESPONSES AND SELF-REPORTED DELIRQUENCY

The process of selecting appropriate interview variables
commenced with a thorough reconsideration and evaluation of the
variables. BEach of the variables selected should fit into one ot
the seven categories of independent variables shown in Diagram 3
(Transition measures, Home conditions, Employment, Raucation,
World view, Associations, and Adult status) or pe a selt report
measure to be used as a dependent variable. Those variables
which woula not allow discrimination because the distribution of
responses was highly skewed werce eliminated as, of course, were
those which did not £it into the seven categories. This produced
34 independent ané 18 dependent variables {see Appendix G,
Interview Variables Code Book).

The intercorrelations of the independent variables {siyg. at
the .01 level) are shown in Table 24, as are their correlations
with selected dependent self report measures. intercorralations
of the independent variables dare in almost all cases lower than
<500; there is no problem of multiccellinearity here. On the
other hand, there was & high degree of multicoilinearity awrong
the dependent self report measures so that a total measure was
much the same as a measure for either the juvenile or adult
period or a measure for major misdemeanor was about the same as a
measure of all selil reported cffenses.

On the positive side, it may be noted that such variaples as

attitude toward the police and self concept as a delinquent have
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modest correlations with self report measures of delinguency.
There is hardly 4 case where the independent interview variauvles
characterizing cohort mempers, either by attitudes, oehavior,
associations, or demographic characteristics, are correlated with
the dependent self report measures in a direction that is
different from that predicted by sociological theories of the
causes or aihtecedents of delinguency and crime. These
correlations, however, are very modest, seldon exceeding .400.

In the research proposal we indicated that interview data
would be wtilized in attempiting to account for variation in self-
reports oif delinguent and criminal behavior as well as official
records of delinquent and criminal behavior. we, therefore, ran
through a lengthy exXercise in an effort to see if the interview
variables enabled us to account for much of the seli-report
variance for either the juvenile or the adult period.

Delinguency self concept, ages 6—17, attitude toward the police,
perception oi police patrolling the neighborhood as juvenile,
attitude toward school, auto use while in high scnool, desire to
have been a different type of person as a juvenile, having
Jjuvenile friends in trouble with the police, and residence in the
inner city vs. otner neighporhoods accounted for 43.7% of ihe
variance in self-report delinquency rates. These same juvenile
variables accounted for 33.3% of the variance in self-report
rates after reaching age 18. Adding official records of juvenile
offense seriousness and number of juvenile sanctions to the
regression failed to increase the amount of self-report adult

offense seriousness accounted for.
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Disconcertang ﬂhoughkit may be, the number of sanctions
imposed as a juvenile had a significant positive impact on adult
self-report seriousness, the opposite of that which would have
been found if sanctions were effective. In cases where the
interview variables had 1little effect on adult selfi-report
of fense seriousness the official juvenile offense seriousness and
number of juvenile sanctions, when added to the regression
analysis, marxedly affected the preoportion of adult self-report
offense seriousness accounted for. OQther groups of variables
accounted #£or less of the juvenile amifor adult self-report
variance. Not surprising is the fact that self concept as a
delinguent and having friends in trouble with the police nad the
greatest impact on juvenile self-report rates. Baving juvenile
friends in trouble with the police continued its effect into the
adult period and had a ygreater impact taan did any other
variable.

Among those strictly adult variables which had an eftect on
adult seli-report rates, adult friends in trouble with the police
had by far the greatest impact. Consistent with earlier research
in which youtikful employment was associated with higher officiel
delinquency was the fact that age at first job (this ranged Lrom
12 to 35 so that use of the variable is appropriate) hkad the
greatest impact on delinguency self-report rates; the earlier
that first job commenced, the higher the rates. Early age of
driver license and leaving home at an early age were other

transitional variaples whichk, along with later age at marriage
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and inner city residence, accounted for 18.1% of the self-report
variance in delinquency rates and 15.5% of the adult variance.

Although only 20% of the variance was accounted for by a
combination of school variables and neighborhood, failure to
graduate from high school, as in countless other analyses, had
the greatest impact on self-reported d=lincquency for either the
juvenile or adult periocd. #e do not imply that failure to
graduate is in itself the cause of delinguency, merely that it is
associated with delinquency to a significant extent. iInvolvement
in delinguency while working may be the factor that contributes
to drop out just as working may be such a detractor from school
that drop cut follows. The point is that the relationstips which
appear must be considered with caution.

This discussion has taken us a distance from the topic of
our major research concern, i.e., how smuch impact do sanctions
have on continuity and seriousness of delinquent and criminal
careers compared to other variaples which must be =amal taneously
considered and how and when may sanctions be effectively
administered?

INTERVIEW DATA ARD OFFICIAL DELINQUENCY

¥hen the independent interview variables were placed in a
multiple regression analysis to determine the extent to which
they might account for oifense seriousness of the xirst W
official juveniie contacts, contact by contact, there was little
or no improvement over that obtained with the basic varianles

utilized in Table TZ. 1in fact, the only statistically
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significant eifects came from variables which could be cousidered
as proxy for SES, such as head of household employed, head of
household's sex, and mother worked. Furthermore, these becane
significant at only the ninth contact.

The next analysis attempting to account for future oiffense
seriousness among juveniles (comparable to Table 17) includea a
variety of interview variaples, attitudinal as well as
behavioral, in adaition to the career variables, such as severity
of prior sanctions, number of prior sanctions, and total priorn
offense seriousness, all, oif course, for the Juvenilie period.

The Adjusted R2s ranged from almost zero to 691, depending on
which combination of basic variables, including age at contact,
were included in the analysis.

The important point, however, is that at the juvenile tevel

the interview variables added little to the variance accounted

for beyond that which was obtained with the pasic data

{(characteristics of offender and career data from Table 17)
except for data which were derived from reaction to contact with
the police. The latter, however, is a circular type of variable.
If respondent stated that the contact had a deterrent effect, it
appeared to have one. If the respondent stated that he/she had a
rebellious reaction, continuiyy in delinuquent behavior seemed to
be the case. This variable was significant for the first tnree
contacts even when included with 17 other variables and waS only

exceeded by age at contact and race. Ipnese findings suyggest, it

would seem, that the police ofificer and others in the justice
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‘system have an opportunity ko turn -juveniles around early in

their careers. What must they do to succeed?

We next turn to a wide range of attempts to account fox
future aduit seriousness utilizing the basic career data, the
demographic data, and various interview variables. The resulis
of these efforts are shown in Table 25 in some detail because so
much attention has been placed on the problem of young adult
offenders.

One notes that no more than 35% of the variance for the
combined 1942 and 1949 cohortskat any contact level is accounted
for by the pasic variables. The reader may determine who is
included and which variables are included in the results reported
in each followiﬁg segument of the table py reference to the
detailed footnotes. In the next segment, for example, only those
interviewad £rom the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts are included. HNote
that éomewhat more of the variance of the interviewed cohort
members is accounted for by the same variables as was accounted
for in all three cohorts.

Only worid view interview variables are included in the
segment which follows. They account for 35% of future offense
seriousness by the tenth contact, very little until the elghth
contact. Attitude toward school was the most important.

When these variables were cosmbined with the career
variables, up to 45% of the variance was accounted for by the
fourth contact, and after the third or fourth contact

considerably more of the variance than was accounted for oy the
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PABLE 25. EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIABLES ON PUTURE OFPENSE SERIOUSHESS OF PIBST TO TENTH OFFENSES; ADULTS
Standardized Estimate
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Selected from lable 181
Type Seriousness, Present Offense .028 ~074 007 =029 - U%6 —-a072%  ~-.039 -028 - 007 -.U53
Adult WNeighborhood - 133% =134 -~ W3x —_ 132+ - - M0* -.113  —-.110 - 118 —-094¢ ~= 100
ARge at Contact - 5%~ 21T1%  —.200% ~_270%, —.3U* —_375%¢ -, 407%¢ -.400% -—_.388%. ~.380¥
Sevegity of Prior Sanctions —.101% s 14.9* «20:5% 24 2% <2 R % e 2U9* + 2b6* -251 «220 - 115
Total Prior Seriousness L406* «307%* «297% «226% 211 370 <2 -182 . 223 208
Number of Prior Sanctions —-.075 —077 ~.090 - 018 —-.102 —~ 1 ~. 116 ~ 173 ~-s225 ~« 131
Adj. RZ2 «333% «354% -346% . 352% ~3Y4la " L 327% - 34 4% - 289% 202% o2 5%*
Mean Future Offense Seriousnes 9.57 12.00 .59 16.67 19.172 22.1%9 23.65 26 .30 28,04 28299
Interviewed? | |
Adult Neighborhood —-.129% ~,181% —.193%  -—-.27%4x —.223 —. 250 —-:265 -.274 - 183 - T4
Age at Coaptact ~.108*% ~.218% -, 2U06%* -—_204* - 242#% - 293% - 37T -—_345% —_.199 =. 144
Total Prior Seriousness <570* -540% ~524* 294 ~Ujux .387 - 375 «342 3606 s82b
Adj. R2 LU22% U3 4% HY Y LA88% - U54* LU33% - 453 -360%* «Jo d* «333
Mean Future Offense Seriousness 9.08 12.32 14.70 16.92 19.15 22.69 25.05 29,09 30.60 3111
Horld Yiew Variables3
Adj. RZ -0cy* 034 011 —-.006 -.01%6 -014 i (] -231% =211 -3l4b
Horld VYiew and Table i8 Variables# 3
Adj. B2 » 354 % -366% -384* Bl 3% L428% L417* ~423% -410% ~H405* =355 %
Associational VvariablesS )
Adj. R2 067 -092 045 026 -.21%0 ~080 —-.055 - 074 ~e21Y =154
Home Conditiouse ‘
Adj. R? 0T79%* -107* -126% P I B -095 -198% -211% «U56% - _392% « 388 %
Head of House Reg. Employed —.154*%  ~=.231% -.307% -.338% -,312 —=396%  — U468% = T12¥  ~.934%x -~ Jub%
Transitional Variables?
Adj. RZ .055% ~048 -036 028 +028 .028 «020 005 172 «234
Self Concept?® ,
adj. R2 .118%* - 128% - 155% . 166%* «221% - 19u* - 260% ~200 - L1142 -T21
Bffect of Being Caught —~e23Y* —.229% —,368% —_U12% - 483% =_473% —.570% —,.485% —_475% =392
Education and Milieuy Variables? ' . v
Adj. RZ -159%* - 16 9% -177* «179% -139% -107 .151 -U85 «122. 104
BEducation and Hilieu Variables and T18 VYariables
Adj. R2 - 36Y% - 372% -37b%* H3u* -3306% ~380% ~UTo#* <267 «203 - 219
Combination of Juvenile and Adult Interview and 218 Variablesi?
Adj. R2 - 400% - 40 3% B TU* LU80¥ LU57* 494 - 43 p* < Uit BF e D29* ~HYS*
Proxy SES and High School Graduation and T18 Variablesi? ,
~448* oUT7Y%* « 50 3% «517% + 00 0¥ LI2¥ I57% ~157* +183%




Table 25 Centinued

Standardized bstl ate

1 2 3 g 5 6 7 8 9 10
Attitude, Home Copditiops, School, and I18 Variables??2
Adj. RZ LHUup* =54 3* suz* 604 -616% -639% -I47* - 734% «7Hbx L 720%
Head of Household's Occupatiop (Craftsmen and Above/Others) and Selected 118 ¥Yariables, All Cohorts Combiney’ds
Adj. R2 .218% «256%* «239% -228% = .230% «20 4% - 196% + 150 «-12b* « 30 1%

Head of Household's QOccupation (Craftsmen and Aboyve vs. Others) and Selected 118 Variables, Interviewed Uuly}s
Adj. R2 =380* «396% .408% N ~UHUo* 479 oS - 455% .48 1% -3ug*

Head of Household Heqularly Bmpoloyed and Selected Tt18 Variables, Interviewed Unlyis . :
ARdj. R2 «3ug* ~U430%* LU5u* ~478%* 494 =557+ - 658% -bJb* 6113 .olb*

* sSignificant at .01 level.

L The hasic independent variables in Table 18 were those shown here as well as sex, race, ard severity
of present sanction, none of which produced sizeable ettects. These figures are based on the zoabined 1942 and
1949 Cohorts. .

2 Effects of variables included in Table %8 on persons interviewed from 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. Those

who were interviewed had essentially the same future careers at every contact point as those who were 1n the

1942 and 1949 Cohorts. Une must remember that the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts nad more years at risk tnan did the 1955
Cohort, thus these two combined cohorts would be inclined to have higher mean future seriousness scores than the
larger combined group of all three cohorts which was dominated by the 1955 Cohort in fTable 18. 0On the otuer nand,
severity of offenses was increasing somewhat so that years at risk would be soaewhat offset.

3 Attitude toward the police, perception of heavy police patrolling in neighborhood, attitude towurd schwol,
auto use as a Jjuvenile, and desire to have been a different type of person as a juvenile. OUf these, only attitude
toward school had a significant impact at more than one contact level.

4 By the 4th contact, attitude toward the police becomes siygnificant and continues to be signiticant: in tact,

by the Bth contact it has a greater effect on future seriovusness than do any other variables. Fuirthermore, by the 4th

contact, attitude toward police has essentially the same effect as does ayge and total prior seriousness.

5 Juvenile friends in trouble with the police, adult friends in trouble with the police, aud number ot
persons involved in the offense. Hone of these varjables had significant effects on future offense serivusness.

L4 #ead of household reyularly employed, head of household's sex, mother empluyed, number ot siblings, anu
occupational level of head of household. Regular employment by the head of tne housebold had an important etfect
at every contact level. Occupational level of the head of the housdhold was next in importance, although usualdiy
sianificant at only the .05 level. '

7 Age driver license, age moved avay from home, marital status, age «t marriage, aye at tirst job, presently
employed, and present income. None had cunsistent etfects con tuture olfense sexlougness. .
e Effoct of eyperience of bheing caught by policn, delinyuent self concvpt b=~17, selt repoct scure 6—17, und

sunmary of positive influences. Effect of experience was increasainyly deterrent froum cuntact to contact.

hd Jdnbs Auring high school, education, draduation, and juvenile neighbortood. High school yraduation and




juvenile neighborhood had significant effects through the 4th contact. None were signifticant when combined with
basic variables included in Table 18.

10 Presently employed, income, marital status, age driver license, age moved away from home, age parried, and
age at first job. Although a considerable amount of the variance is accounted for at each contact, age at contact anda
prior total offense seriousness (T18 variables} still have the greatest etfects on futuare seriousness.

LR Head of household regularly employed, head of household®s sex, and high schovul graduation. “hese, with.
T18 variables, accounted for more of the variance than did any other combination of variables thus tar. Hegutar
employment of the head of the household contributed wmore than did any other variable affter the Hth contact lLevel.

12 Regular employment of head of household, head of household®s sex, effect of beinyg caught, summer employment
during high school, high school gyraduation, and T178 variables. 1In this cosbination increasingly laxrge percentayges ol
the variance were accounted for by regularity of employment of the head of the household, a proxy variabie for S5kbd.
Perhaps even more interesting is the decline in impact of being apprehended after the 5th contact.

13 Head of household®s occupation, juvenile neighborhood, age at contact, total prior severity of sanctions,
numsber of prior sanctions, and total prior offense seriousness. Occupational level had no significant effects.

34 These variables are identical to those included for all cohorts above but are only for persons interviewed

from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. Although the accounted-for variance increased, it is attributed to greater eftects foL
total prior offense seriousness, age of contact, and occupational level of the head of the household amung thiose who
Wwere interviewed in comparison to the total number of persons who were included 1in all cohorts.

15 Reqular employment of head of household, age at contact, ana total prior offense seriousness at contact dccount
for most of the variance with the SES proxy, regular employment by head of household becoaing of increasiny importance
along with age at contact.
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career variables alone. Attitude toward the police had the
greatest effect by the eighth police contact but the problem, as
we have noted before, is that career experiences may be the
determinant of attitude toward the police.

The associational variables alone had relatively little
effect on future offense seriousness, although they had been
consistently correlated at the zero level with every measure of
official careers and every self report measure. By contrast,
home conditions alone accounted for significant variation in
future offense seriousness, increasing to .456 by the eighth

contact. The consistent effects of reqular empioyment by the

head of the household and other proxy variables for SES only

served to reinforce the findings of all prior analyses, a finding

which, in one way or apother, focused attepntion on low SES as an

——

important factor in accounting for delinguency and crime and

their continuity. HNone of the transitional variables had

consistent effects on future offense seriousness,

Moving on to the self concept variables, we find only modest
effects on future offense seriousness but respondents
consistently reported that the effect of beiny caught was a
deterrent. This result must be considered as only very
suggestive because the effect of being caught is based on the
first contact about which respondent chose to speak. This
presents something of a problew in interpretation because the
effect of being caught the first time mentioned was correlated

only .154 with the effect of being caught the second time
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mentioned; the effect of being caught the second time mentioned
wvas correlated only .273 with the effect of being caught the
third time mentioned, and the third and fourth effects only
correlated 477.

The education and milieu variables had few siynificant
effects alone but in combination with the career variables
accounted for more of the variance at most contact levels than
did the career variables alone.

Combining selected juvenile and adult data indicating age of
transitional events and current status obtained in the interviews
with the career data increased the accounted-for variance to
around 50%.

Going a step further, combining the household condition data
that were proxy variables for SES, high school graduwation, and
the career variables resulted in an equation that accounted,
contact by contact, for an increasing amount of the variance in
future offense sericusness from 42% at the first contact to 78%
at the tenth contact. What we are finding is, of course, nothing

new and/or startling. Lower SES, non~-high school graduates with

early, lengthy, and serious offense records who have been

frequently and severely sanctioned have higher future oifense

seriousness than ao other persons who were interviewed from the
1942 and 1949 Cohorts. |

Even more of the variance in future cifense seriousness was
accounted for from the first to the f£ifth contact by adding other

attitudinal and employsent variables. However, as shown in the
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last three segments of the table, use of head of household's
occupation or employment regularity and the career variables
failed to account for as much of the variance as did the wider
selection of interview and career variables.
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF COHORT DIFFERENCES

More often than not we have combined cohoris in this report,
havin§ decided that although there are cohort differences with
offense seriousness, disposition formality, and severity of
sanctions, these differences were not sufficient to necessitate
three sets of analyses with tne official data and two sets with
the self report and interview data.

It would be remiss not to add a table which does show how
cohort differences do exist and how some simple relationships do
vary from cochort to cohort. In Table 26 ong sees that mean
juvenile offense seriousness varies by cohort and by contact
number put that a clear pattern of irends and differences does
not exist contact py contact. The same may be said for severity
of sanctions. While the relationship of offense seriousness to
geverity of sanctions is generally positive only for the 13955
Cohort, it is statistically significant at every contact. In a
sense, this table tells us ihat our efforts to account for
offense seriocusness and severity of sanctions, contact by contact
or from any given point to the future, will be difficult because
the variables fluctuate and even the most basic variaples nave

inconsistent relationships with each other.




TABLE 206.

HEAR OFPERSE SERIOUSNESS, Hn
FIRST THROUGH TENTB CORTACIS, BY COHURTS, FOR JUVEEXLE AHD ADULT PERIODS

HEAR SBVBRTT! OF SAKCTIONS, AND RELATIOHWSHIP OF SBRIOUSHBSS RED SARCTIONS,

d942 Cohort

Seriousenss
Sanctions

1949 Cohort

Seriousness
Sanctions

"Cohort
Seriousness
Sanctions

842 Cohort

1942 and 1949 Cohorts Combined

Seriovusness
Sanctions

Cohort
Seriousness
Sanctions

Cohort
Seriousness
Sanctions

Seriocuspess
Sanctions

2.87
-#5
~2T7%

2.74
22
L 12%

2.82
.63
o 20®

2.85
40
-23%

2.72
223
.G

2.84
-85
L 20%

2.71%
<73
-132

2.97
.92
.13

2.85
-54
41

2.83
94
- 16%

2.89
65
212

2.75
.51
- 12%

2.89
1.06
- 17%

2.72
=94
. 18%

2.85
.38
- 17

2.80
+.19%

3.03
i.28
.Zug

2.74
72

2.72
.67
«23%

2.99
1.35

-22%

2.68
1.03
«23%

Juvenile Periog
4 5
2.52 2.95
.91 $.82
27 -2
2.94 2.95
.91 1.44
-9 - 18
3.04 2.96
2.5  2.27
-35% 22%

Adult Period

2.63
.82
.17

2.76
-15
A1

3.%4
2,10
-.35%

2.68
1.13
.13

2.82
.35
+19

2,77
293
-17%

3.01%
2.34
«23%

2.75
1.51
+25%

6

3.00
2.57
-.55%

2.66
1.08
21

2‘85
.87
«23%

2.83
1.70
.37%

2.71%
1.32
o 22%

" 3.00

2.01
o 21%

2.7
1.91
.27‘

7
2.97

3.54
oSl %

2.67

a2

«13

3.4
3.82
.37%

2.78
1.67
2%

2.73
- 17

3.22
3.09
« 3%

2.82
1.53
«39%

8

2.62
15
-19

2.79
+53
- <07

3.19
2.78
-32%

2.71
92
23

2.72
«82
15

3.16
2.73
«33%

2.70
1.33
«29%

2.45
«23
.31

2.82
1.70
«32%

3.1%19
3.02
~28%

2.74
1.0%
«20

2.93
.34
«27%

3.30
2.84
- 19%

2.79
.83
«20

10

2.56
2.61
.44

3.53
1.71
23

3.18
.88
«29%

2.43
1.07
+31%

3.11
i.18
22

3.3%
1.86
«20%

2.74
2.56
41

3

= Significant at .01 level or greater.
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Turning to the adult period, we £ind essentially the sanme
problem, although in this case we find that sanctions for adults
in the 1955 Cohort are definitely greater on the average than for
the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. Again, it is only for the 14955 Cohort
that the relationship between offense seriousness and severity of
sanctions is significant at every contact level.

In the last section of Table 26 the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts
are combined. This will be useful for comparison with the means
for adults who were interviewed in Table 27. Here we f£ind
juvenile vs. adult differences in the variables and in the
relationship of offense seriousness and severity of sanctions to
each other within each period as in Table 26. With these pasic
data in mind it is not surprising that the multiple regression
analyses have failed to produce consistent patterns of
relationships between independent and dependent variables,
contact by contact. This, of course, is the underlying reason
that a model based on one cohort may not adequately explain or

predict the behavior of a following cobort.




TABLB 27. HEAN OFFENSE SERIOUSMESS, KEAN SBVYERITY OF SANCT10MS, AND RELATIORSHIP OF SERIOUSHESS AED SARCTIONS,
FINST THROUGH TENTH CONTACTS, BY COMBINED COHORTS, FOR JUVENILE; ADULT, AED CO4YBIKED PERIODS FUOR PERSOHS

IKRTERYLEWED
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
: Juvenile Perjod . v
L Heah Seriousenss 2.90 2.98 2.75 2,88 2.92 2.8% 2.68 2.57 2.94 2.92.
i Bean Sanctions .42 .83 .77 t.49 $.u8 .11 .59 .62 .81 1.65
f R -18% .0 .18 +13 .26 hi% $13% - .15 .09 .33
b kL
[ Adult Peraod
| Hean Seriousness 2.70 2.72 2.58 2,74 2.59 2.89 2.80 2.53 2.88 2.93
: Hean Sanctions -64 .87 1. 16 .86°° .09 3.15 2.29 2.95 .1t 2.83
R . 15% s 19%. o24% » 4 -28 «39% BO% «52% 27 .38
Combined Periods . ,
Hean Seriousness 2.88 2.81, 2.65 2.70 2.77 2.76 2.71 2.52 2.83 2.64
Hean Saanctions .36 +36 .68 .87 -93 1.82 +86 -99 .25 1.15
R 17 .41 - 16 .11 w22% «25% 22u4% .16 + 0% «31¥

* = significant at .01 level or greater.




Chapter 6. Simplifying the Hesearch Strategy

CONCENTRATING ON COHORY MEMBERS WITH NON-TRAFFPIC CONTACTS,
AGES 13-22

At the very beginning of this report we stated our concern
with the strategy of age period analyses of the data, juvenile
vs. adult, or juvenile, young awult, adult, etc. Although the
analyses that we had conducted enabled us to conclude that severe
sanctions had little or no effect on the reduction of
continuities in delinquency or continuity into young adult or
adult crime, a more precise look at the effectiveness of
sanctions was required.

For over W0 pages oi text, tables, and appendices uwe have
dealt with the prouvlenrn of the effectiveness of dispositions and
sanctions on a contact-hy-contact or age—by-—age basis without
producing substantial evidence of the effectiveness of sanctions
at any point in delinguent or criminal careers. Nor have we been
able to make definitive statements about the kinds of pecple who
are most Iikely to benefit from less severe vs. mOre severe
sanctions. On the other hand, it appears that demographic and
offender characteristics better account for outcowmes. This does
not imply that the explanation for continuity in careers vs.
discontinuity lies within the person, his/her psyche or immutable
bioclogical make—up. It is the demographic characteristics of
people wathin an on—going social milieu plus the nature of
interaction between the alleged offender and representatives of
the justice system, that are most helpful in understanding how

some continue to misbehave while others desist. Unfortunately,
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W& are unable to take different kinds of institutional
experiences into consideration in these analyses but we fnow that
not everyone has the same experience in even the same prografi.

Quite aside from the criticism that may be lodged against
earlier findings which were pased on age period aggregated data
or those which may be made when attempting to deal with
relationships which vary from contact to contact, not alwvays
producing a clear trend, there is the possibility that analytic
techniques utilized may not have generated f£indings of the type
which are really wmeaningiul to persons who are involved in day-
to—-day decision—-making. Although it is true that career beconmes
important in accounting for continuity and future offense
seriousness by the fifth or sixth police contact, and that severe
sanctions are not deterrent, we have not produced simple taples
with specific information about the consequences of dealing with
more serious oifenses or offenders in one way rather than another
at various ages. This problem is now to be addressed.

Without digressing touvo far, it should be remembered that one
advantage of cohort studies is that they enable us to see the
problems of delinguency ana crime in perspective. Although there
are 4,07Y% persons with continuous resildence in the combaned
cohorts, only 4,601 of these persons, sales and females, ever had
a police contuct. While these persons had a total of 15,245
police contacts, only &.3% of the 1942 Cohort, 10.3% of the 1949
Cohort, and 14.5% of the 1955 Cohort had a police contact for an

allegediy felony-lievel offense. Do not make the mistake of
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thinking that all felons are serious or dangerous offenders. It
is very easy for even a child to engage in behavior that would,
if he/she was an adult, be considered a felony-level offense.
Since we wish to concentrate on how to deal more effectively with
mnore serious offenders we must, with some reservations, use
felony as an operational definition of seriouspess.

Let us now turn to those persons from the combined cohoxts
who had nen—traffic police contacts during the ages 13 tarough
22. Rather than examine their records on a yearly basis we have
aggregated them into two-year perioﬁs, as shown in Table 28.

Bach of the 1,798 persons who had one of the 31 types of careers
is arrayed £rom those 153 who had at least one non—traf fic
contact during the ages 13—14 down to those 107 who had at least
one such contact during the agyes 21-22. There were 201 persons
who had no non—traific police contacts during the ages 13 through
22 who had one or more at an earlier or later age. There were
602 who had only traffic contacts at any age period and 1,478 who
never had a police contact.

It should be noted thal there were 13 cohort members who
were institutionalized for offenses for a sufficiently long
period of time (detention or juvenile institutionalization is
usually tor a short period of time) that the institutionalization
in itself could have prevented them from having police contacts
during the next two-year period, thus placing them in a less
continuous type. Fror example, the institutionalization of tive

cohort members might well have prevented them from being Type 5
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TABLE 28. CONTIRUITY TIYPES OF DELLNQUERT AND YOUNG ADULT CAREERS
BASED ON RON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS, BY TWO-YEAR PFERIODS,
FOR COMBINED COHORTS®
Age Age Age Age Age
Types 13—14 15-16 17-18 19-20 21-22 NUMBER
1 X 153
2 X X 75
3 X X X g3
g X X X X 57
5 X i X X X 85
b X X X X 36
7 X X X X 20
8 X X X 13
g )8 X X 24
10 X X X X 7
11 X X X 15
12 X X X a8
13 X X 38
14 Az X j.d 15
15 X X 24
16 X X 11
17 X 234
18 X X 93
19 X b4 X 4o
20 X X X X 51
21 X £ X 28
22 X X X 11
23 X X 41
25 X b4 z8
25 X 201
26 X X 50
27 X X X 22
28 X X 3z
29 X 51
30 X X 45
31 X 67
32 No Hon—%raific Contacts 13-22 201
33 Traffic Contacts only During Career 602
34 No Contacts at Any Time 78
TOLAL 664 414 846 658 519 4079
r Caohort member had at least one non—~traffic contact during the

two~year period.

instead of Type 4, as they were in Table 28. This would still

have produced very little change in the table. Although we have

stated that careers tend to peak in terms of actual number of
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police contacts at the ages of 16 and 17, the fact that the

larger 1955 Cohort had ace 16 as its peak year resulted in the
age'pericd 15~16 becoming that with the largest number of non-
traffic contacts.
PATTERRS OF WMISPBEHAVIOR AND OFPICIEL RESPORSES

| Table 28 dramatizes how varied are careers for even such a
short span of time. The complexity of the experience patterns
that we have attempted to encapsulate by coding to categories and
by controiling through statistical manipulation of variables is
further demonstrated by Diagram 5. Although it is carried
through only four of the five age periods because each of the
groups at ages 19-20 could split into those with contacts and
those without contacts in ages 21-22, thus producing too complex
a diagram, this diagram makes it even clearar that cohort members
drifting in and out of delinguency and crime make the analysis of
effects on continuity guite difficult. In fact,it is this
dynamic aspect of delinquency that makes the problem so complex,
so difficult, and so challenging--if not so disconcerting to
persons on the f£iring line. 1In the last stage we would have
included 107 persons who had not previously (since age 12} had a
non~traffic contact and would have lost 352 persons who had
contacts at the ages of 19-20 but did not have a contact during

the ages 21—-2z.318




DIAGRAY 5.

CONTINUITY AND DISCONTINUGITY FOR PERSONS WITH
NOH-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACES, AGES 13-29, FOR

COMBINED COHORTS
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Coupled with the foregoing is the fact that during each age
period a person may have more than one police contact with more
than one level of seriowsness and that, if they have been
referred, there is more than one level of severity of sanction.
To deal with this we have resorted to a collapsing scheme that
produces 13 categories of combinations of offense seriousness and
severity of sanctions for the mest sericus and/or most severely
sanctioned offense during that two—-year age period.

The first category consists of persons who had police
contacts which were of such a nsture that they were not referred
by the police. The second category consists of minor
misdemeanors that were referred but dismissed, the third category
were fined, the fourth category were given probation, and the
fifth were institutionalized. The next set of four categories
consists of persons with major misdemeanors according to the
category of sanctioning that they received, while the last set
consists of felonies according to severity of sanction.

Contacts for minor misdemeanors and major misdemeanors were
coliapsed for most of the analyses. This reduced the categories
to a point that one could detect trends and relationships from

tables with relatively little difficulty.

18 The complexity of the problem and its impact on research
findings has recently been detailed by Harjorie 5. Zatz and John
Hagan, "Crime, Time, and Punishment: An Explanation of Selection
Bias in Sentencing Research," Journal of Quapntitative Criminclogy
1 (1985): pp. 103-126.
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RESPONSES 70 POLICE DISPOSITIONS AND COURT SAKCTIONS

Commencing at Ages 13-14

Table 29 enables us to retain the age perspective but focus
our attention even more carefully on serious offenders {the most
serious and/or sanctioned offense by each offender during each
two—year pericd) . Note that with the exeeption of one two-year
period, ages 17-18, over half of the police contacts for non-
traffic offenses were not referred. The percent of all non-—
traffic police contacts consisting of referred felony-level
offenses reached its peak at ages 15 through 18 but these people,
264 ages 15-16 and then 230 at ages 17-18, comprised 28.7% and
27.2% of those with non-traffic contacts but only B,S%kand H.0%
of the compined cohorts, i.e., 6.5% of the combined cohorts had
referred felony-level police contacts at ages 15 or 16 and 5.6%
at ages 17 or 18. Put even more simply, about 3% of the cohort
had a referred felony-level contact e¢ach year at ages 15 through
18. This is a very small proportion of the youth of those ages.
An even smaller proportion had a referred contact of a less
serious nature as their nmost serious justice experience.

From the perspective of one who looks at cohorts, most youth

are pretty well behaved as far as their relationship with the
police is concerned. Prom the perspective of those who have
overcrowded Jjuvenile bureaus, detention centers fiiled with
~unruly young people, ifrenzied juvenile court intake offices, and
crowded court schedules, it is sowething else. The perspective
of the victim of a shattered auto, vandalized school, or emptied

home, differs in another way-.




TABLE 29. DISPOSITION OF THEYR MOST SERIOUS HOH-TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR COMBIHED CUHO&T‘HKHBERS,
AGES 13 THROUGH 22, BY TWO YEAR PERIODSH

Age 13—-H Age 15-16 Age 17-18 Age 19-20 Age 21-.22
N % N % N % N % M %
Contact not referred 422  63.5 480 52.2 4311  48.6 369  56.1 339 65.3

Misdemeanor or Other Referral of Less Than a Felony Offense

Dismissed 87  13.1 137 4.9 Wy 17.0 58 8.8 40 7.7
Fined | 1 -2 11 1.2 43 5.1 51 7.8 51 9.8
Probation 4 .6 20 2.2 10 1.2 -
Institutionalized 7 .8 8 - T 2.1 6 1.2
Subtotal 92  13.9 175 19.1 205 2.2 123 18.7 87  18.7

Felony Referred

Dismissed - 82 12.3 138 15.0 126 14.9 84 12.8 51 9.8
Fined 6 .9 17 1.8 38 4.5 35 5.3 W 2.7
Probation 49 Tl 77 8.4 842 5.0 23 3.5 6 1.2
Tnstitutionalized 13 2.0 32 3.5 24 2.8 24 3.6 12 2.3
Subtotal 150  22.6 264 28.7 230 27.2 166 25.2 83  16.0
TOTAL 664 100.0 519  100.0 846 100.0 658 100.0 519  100.0
;— If a cbhort member had more than one.police contact during any tuo—year'period the most

serious was selected, and if there were two of equal serlonsness, the one receiving the post severe
disposition was selected.
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That most of the referred felony-level offenses result in
aismissal and relatively few result in institutionalization is a
concern for those who believe that we are too easy on youth.19
These figures do not show, of course, that even a smaller percent
of the felony-level offenders are placed in what might be termed
a medium security-level institution and that a very, very small
percent are incarcerated in maximum security institutions. For
this we are fortunate, not just the offenders. The desistance
rate is high for most offenders who are not sanctioned. Some
selectivity is inveolved in the decision to severely sanction but
even then‘desistance is not increased after imprisonment.

Society has always thought that some penitence must come froum
incarceration but it appears that we produce even harder men {and
perthaps women), as we shall see.

Now let us go a step further and examine the status of
offenders at one two—year age period and at each following two—
year age pericd, as shown in Table 30. Note that the Ns at the
bottom of each column correspond to the ¥s for ages 13-14 in

Pable 29, with the exception of the categories omitted hecause

——

19 For a variety of reasons, including the small Ns involved
and the ages of most offenders, some of the tables which follow
must be considered more suggestive than definitive. Racine's
felony probationers did better than those sentenced to probation
in Los Angeles and Alameda Counties, not surprising of course. &
more definitive answer to the question, for example, of the
effectiveness of probation ves. institutionalization will be
forthcoming from Petersilia, et al. See: Joan Petersilia, Susan
Turner, James Kahan, and Joyce Peterson, Granting Feloas
Probation: Public Risks and Alternatives. Prepared for the
National Institute of Justice, ¥.S. Department of Justice (Santa
Monica: Rand, 1485)}. The ineffectiveness of probation is
exceeded only by the ineffectiveness of iunstitutionalization. If
neither is well-conducted, what other results could be expected?




TABLE 30. STATUS OF COMBLIRED COHORT

NHON-TRAFFIC OFFENSE AT THE AGE OF 13-14 ARD TWC-YEAR KGE PERIODS FOLLOWING!

MEMBERS ACCORDING TO DISPOSITION (F THEIR HOST SER1OUS

Status, Ages 13-14 X 15-16 Status, Ages 13—14 X 17-18
Misd. Aisd.
Cont. QOther Ref. Rei . Ref. Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Ref.
Hot Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel. Not Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel.
Ref. Dis. Dis.  Prob. Inst. Reft . Dis. bis. Prob. - Inst.
Statuses, Later Age Periocds
No Contact : 49.8 33.3 29.3 10.2 ———— 55.9 43.7 41.5 40.8 7.7
Contact Not Referred 24.9 248.1 15.9 0.2 7.7 20.9 23 .0 18.3 8.2 15.4
Hisdemeanor or Other Referral of Less than a Felony 0Offense
Dismissed 6.9 20.7 6.1 12.2 23.1 7.6 13.8 7.3 8.2 7.7
FPined .9 —_—— - 2.4 2.3 4.9 4.1 ————
Probation 1.4 2.3 2.4 - B.2 ———— -5 —_—— —
Institutionalized 2 1.1 ——— 2.0 ——— .Y 1.1 ———
Subtotal 9.4 24.1 8.5 22 .4 Z23.1 11. 4 17.2 12.2 12.3 7.7
Felony Reterred STATUS! AGES I3 -14 STATUS: AGES 13-14
Dismissed 7.6 8.0 14.5 22.4 30.8 5.0 8.0 7.3 163 38.5
Fined 1.9 2.3 2.4 2.0 — 2.6 2.3 4.9 4.1 ey
AGES 15-16 I7-18
Probation 4.5 5.7 18.3 22.4 —— 2.8 4.6 7.3 10.2 7.7
Institutionalized 1.9 2.3 6.1 10.2 38.5 1.4 1.1 8.5 8.2 15.4
Subtotal ' 15.9 [18.8 46.3 57.0  69.3] (11.8  16.0 28.0 38.8 69.3}

N 422 87 82 49 13 B22 87 82 49 13
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TABLE 30, Continued
N Statu;:_ﬁge; 13—;4 E-;Q—ZO B ;tatus, Rges 13—;;~g 21—25— i
Misd. Hisd.
Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Ref. Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Bef.
Not kef. Fel. Fel. Fel. Not Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel.
Ref. Dis. Dis. Prob. Inst. Ref . Dis. pis. Prob. Inst.
Statuses, lLater Agye Periods
No Contact 69.4 59.8 56.1 38.8 23.1 73.9 73 .6 63.4 57.1 53;8
Contact Not Referred 18.0 11.5 14.6 .3 15.4 16.1 12.6 15.9 16.3 23.1
Misdemeanor or Gther Referral Less Than Felony
Dismissed 2.1 8.0 4.9 4.1 7.7 1.8 2.3 2.4 4.1 7.7
Fined 1.4 4.6 3.6 8.2 —— 2.6 5.7 3.7 10.2 ———
Probation ——— 5.7 ———= —_—— —— ———— ——— ———=
Institutionalized .5 ———= 3.7 2.0 -— .7 1.1 —— - ——
Subtotal 4.0 18.3 12.2 4.3 7.7 5.2 9.1 6.1 4.3 7.7
Felony Referred STATUS: AGES 13-14 STATUS! AGES I13-14
Dismissed 4.3 6.9 3.7 0.2 30.8 (3.3 1.1 8.5 6.1 15.4
Pined AGES (9 -20 2.1 3.4 k.9 8.2 -—-2——l_22— .2 1.1 3.7 6.1 ———=
Probation -9 2.3 2.4 8.2 —— -2 1.1 1.2 ——— ————
Institutionalized 1.2 2.3 6.1 a1 %3.1 -9 1.1 1.2 -
Subtotal 8.5  14.95  17.1 32.7 53.9] [u.6 4.4 4.6 12.2  15.4 |
N 422 87 82 HQ 13 422 87 B2 49 13
1 Categories of di;;JSLtions other than dismissal arejel;mindted for misdemeanor—ot lesser )

offenses and trines for ifelony-level offtenses for the age 13-14 category because there were fewer than

10 persons in eache.
ju oft
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there were too few persons. By reading down each column one may
observe how the persons in each of the five categories across the
top of the table at ages 13-14 were distributed at ages 15-16,
17-18, 19-20, and 21-22. For exanmple, of those 422 who had
unreferred non-traffic contacts at the ages of 13-14, 49.8% had
no non-tra#fic police contacts at ages 15-16 but this had
increased to 73.9% by the ages of 21-22. Similarly, if one
examines each of the other categories for ages 13-14 one will
find an increase in the percent with no contact from age to age.
Even those who were in the category of having been
institutionalized for a referred felony had more and more oi
their numbers without a nop-traffic contact year by year. Of
course, the increase in percent who discontinued or desisted for
this group was slow compared to other ¢groups. 1t should be noted
that for those felonies which were sanctioned in the combined
cohorts, B.5% had a lag time of cone year beyond date oi offense
and 6.9% had more than a yeat beycnd date of offense and
conviction. Thus, in a few cases, the actual imposition of a
sanction would be in a different two-year period so that
desistance based on the positive effects of incarceration, if
they existed, would be found in the second or later following
period. The findings sugygest, as we shall see, that lag has
little effect on outcomes.

¥xamining the top row oi figures reveals that within eachk
two—year age group there was a decline in the percent who had no

contact in the following age period from those 422 who had
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referred non—-traffic contacts to those 13 who had referred

felonies resulting in institutionalization. Note that the

effects of early institutionalization were slow to wear off

compared to probation or dismissal. The first row of this table

quickly confirms in a simple way what we had as our earliest
concern about the unplanned consequences of severe sanctioning.
Of course, we have not controlled for type of felony or prioxn
record, etc., but this is not an encouraging finding for persons
enamoured with institutionalization as an effective way of
changing behavior. Although 28.9% of these 422 had an unrefercved
non—tratffic contact at the ages of 15-16, this had declined to
16.1% by ages 21-42. Those who had been institutionalized for a
felony had an increase in their percent with an unreferred
contact from age period to age period. What happened to each
group at age 13—-14 in terms of their future proporition with
nisdemeanors is not as easy to describe. 0Only one thing may be
said for sure and that is that the 87 persons who, at the ages of
13-14, had misdemeanor or lesser cfifenses dismissed were most
similar by the age period 21-22 to persons who had unreferred
contacts at the ages of 13-14. Would these cohort members have
been even more like those who had unreferred contacts ii they,
too, had not been referred?

Host important, however, 1s a careful examipation ol the
three groups of persons with referred felonies. To make it
simple, note that of those with referred felonies during the ages

13-14, the percent who, in the next age period, had referred
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felonies, increased depending upon whether the referred felony
had been dismissed, hau been dealt with by probation, or had been
dealt with by institutionalization. This was evident at the
following age periods of 15-16, 17-18, and 19-20. It should also
be noted that as one proceeds from having a non-referred contact
to a felony contact culminating in institutionalization the
percent of those who have had at least one felony referral
increases at any yiven following ages: 15-16, 17-18, or 19-2u.
In other’wor&s, institutionalization for a felony has as its
consequence ancother felony rather than desistance. As high as
70% behave in the next two age periods in such a fashion as to
have at least one other itelony referral on their records. This
does not imndicate that institutionalization for felony—level
pelice contacts has the anticipated effect of deterrence; it
indicates the exact opposite instead. Rather than having
produced evidence of which kinds of people are most effectively
sanctioned in what manner, we have produced additional evidence
of the ineffectiveness oi sanctions at an early age.

Copmencing at Ages 15-16

Since the age 13-14 might be argued as an early age for the
first two years of such an analysis, we next turn to Table 31.
The trends found here are similar to those found in Table 3U but
differ in several respects. Those who have had non—-traific
police contacts at the age ot 15-16, whether they be first or
whatever police contacts have a more rapid shiit to no contact

status than did those who had earlier appearances. Some of these
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TABLE 31. S3TATUS OF COMEINED COHORY MEMBERS ACCORDIEG TO DISEOSITION OF THEIR MOST SERIOQUS
NGN~TRAFFIC OFFENSEL AT THE AGE OF 15~16 AND TWO~YEAR AGE PERIODS FOLLOWING?
Status, Aues 15-16 X 17-18 Status, Ages 15-16 X 19-2C Status, Ages 15=16 X 21-22
Misd. Misd. Misa.
Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Ref. Cont. Other Ref. Ref. Ref. Cont. Other Ref. Ref . def.
Hot Ref. Fel. Pel. Fel. ¥ot Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel. Not Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel.
Ref. Dis. Dis. Prop. Inst, Ref . Dis. Dis. Prop. Inst. Ref. Dis. Dis. $prob. Inst.
Statuses, Later Ade Pexriods :
Ko Contact 48.9  43.5 20.5  18.8 68.5 59.4  44.2  31.3 72.3  64.5 57.1  53.1
Contact Not Referred 21.7 9.7 20.3 20.8 6.3 14.8 17.5 15.9 13.0 15.6 15.2 17.5 -20.3 16.9 12.5
disdesneenor or Otner Beferral Less Than Felony
Dismissed 7.1 15.3 S.4 6.5 9.4 2.3 5.8 4.3 ZaB 9.3 1.7 2.9 3.6 2.6 9.4
FPined 1.5 3.6 1.4 0.4 6.3 2.1 5.8 3.5 6.5 —— 1.7 5.1 2.2 0.4 9.4
Propation b .7 .7 1.3 —
Institutienalized .6 7 -7 —_—— 3.1 -4 —_—— 1.4 2.6 3.1 <4 —_— —— z.5 ——
Suptoral 19.3 20.3 12.2 18.2 18.8 4.8 11.6 9.3 11.7 12.8 3.8 3.0 5.8 15.5 18.8
Felony Reterred AGES 15-16 AGES 15-16 AGES (5-16
Dismissed 6.5 5.1 15.9 13.3 15.6 4.2 3.6 8.0 10.4 12.5 2.7 ——— 6.5 5.2 g.4
Finea 2.9 1.3 2.9 6.5 6.3 1.5 1.5 1.4 11.7 —— 1.0 ——— .7 2.6 3.1
AGES (748 19-20 |
Probation 1.7 2.9 4.3 5.6 3.1 1.7 1.5 T.4 1.3 6.3 .6 -7 .7 1.3 ———
Institutionalized .2 1.5 .7 5.2 31.3 .4 .7 4.3 7.8 21.9 .6 1.5 1.4 1.3 3.1
Subtotal [11.3 1.0 23.8  40.3  56.3| [7.8 7.3 5.1 31.2  40.7] fs.9 2.2 9.3 0.4 15.6]
N 480 137 138 77 32 480 137 138 77 3« 48¢ 137 138 77 32

b3

10 persons ih each.

Categorie§ of dispositions other than dismissal are eliminated for misdemeanor or lesser
offenses and iines tor felony-level oiffenses for the age 15-16 category because there were fewer than

b
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had earlier appearances and some did not (526 cchort members were
added who had not had a non—traffic contact at ages 13~14) but in
the main the group shifted to contact statuses in roughly the
same pattern as did the earlier group (i13-14) by ages 17-18.
Hoving over and down to those with referred felonies during the
age periods 15-16 and then 17-18, 1%-20, and 21-22, we note that
declines in the percent with referred felonies are sonmewhat
greater immediately after the initial period but to essentially
the same extent by the age period 21-22 as for those who had
started earlier. The most important point is that persons with
referred felonies resulting in institutionalization were more
likely to have referred felonies in the following period than
were those cohort members whose referred felonies had resulted in
less severe sanctions.

Commencing at Agqes 17-18 and 19-:0

Moving on to Table 32, the data are presented with more
categories (7) in the #first two—year age periocd for ages 17-18
and 19-20 and, of course, fewer following age periods. Gver 300
cohort members are added but 649 desist for at least two years.
The rise in percent of those with no non—trafific contacts in the
age groups 19-20 and 21-22 is apparent, as is the relatively
lower percent of those with further referred feionies amuvng those
from each group with earlier referred felonies (17-18). Although
each of the preceding tables has shown a tendency for earliexn
institutionalization to produce comparatively hign felony rates

at the next period, the proportion with felony reiferrals is lover



TABLE 32.

> . . S St i S

STATUS OF COMBINLD COHORT HMEMBERS ACCORDING TO DISPUOSITION UF
THEIR MOST SERIOUS NON-TKAFFIC OFFENSE AT TH4E AGE OF 17-18
AND 19-20 AND TWO-YEAR AGE PERIGDS FOLLOKINal

e g

Status, Ages 17-18 £ 19-40
Misd.
Cont.  Other Misd. Ret. nef. Ref . Rert.
Not Ref. Other Fel. Fel. Fel . Fel.
Hef Dis. - Fine Dis. Ffipe Frob. Inst.
Statuses, Later Ade Periovds
No Contact 71.0- 59.0 55.8 54.0 47.4 35.7 33.3
Contact 8ot Referred 14 .8 19 .4 4.0 15.1 2141 16 .7 6.3
Kisdemeanor or Uther Referral Less Than Felony
Dismissed 3.9 7.0 4.7 4.0 — e 7.1 8.3
Probation - ————— - o e -8 o e —— ————
Institutionalized 1.2 2.1 2.3 -8 Zab —— ——
Subtotal 7.8 14.0 14.0 1.9 2.6 S .5 20.8
Felony Referred STATUS AGES 1718
Dismissed 3.7 4.2 4.7 0.3 15.8 7.1 16.7
Pined 1.4 2.1 11.6 2.4 2t 11.9 ————
Probation " o7 -7 —————— 5.6 5.3 2.4 ———
AGE S \5-20
Institutionalaized — -7 ——— 4.8 5.3 16 .7 20.8
Subtotal 6.3 7.3 16.3 19.1  23.0  38.1  37.5]|
N 411 144 43 126 38 42 X
48,6% 17.0/4 5.%

(49% 45% 5oA 28%




TABLE 32, Continued

Status, Ages 17-18 I 21-22

‘Hisd. |
Cont. Other Hisd. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
dot Ref. Other Fel. PFel. Fel.  Fel,
) ~ ‘ Refa Dis. Pine Dis. Pine Prob. Insta
Statuses, Later Aqe_Periods )
No Contact 75.2 70.1  62.8  58.7 57.9 50.0 62.5
Contact Not Referred 15.0 17. 4 i1B.56 22.2  .21.1 19.0 12.5
Misdeﬁeano: or Other Referral less Than Felony o
Dismissed 1.9 2.8 4.8 2.2 2.6 3.4 ——
Fined 3.2 5.6 4.8 2.4 5.3 9.5 8.3
Probation -
Institutionalized 2 ed 2.3 — 2.6
Subtotal 5.3 9.1 11.9 .6 10.5 12.9 8.3
Felony Refefred STATUS AGES 17-18
Dismissed 2.7 2.3 —— 8.7 2.6 9.5 12.5
Fined -2 7 2.3 1.6 2.6 4.8 —_—
* Probation AGES 21-22 ) .5 .8 — 4.8 ——
Institutionalized -5 — 4.8 2.4 5.3 —— 4.2
Subtotal 3.9 3.5 ‘ 7.1 13.5 10.5  19.1  16.7
oy 411 144 43 126 38 42 24
| 48.6% 17.0% S1% 149% 45% SOA 28X



- TABLE 32, Continued

Status, Ages 19-20 X 21-22

Misd. » :
Cont. Other HNisd. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Kot Ref. Other Pel. Fel.d Pele. Fel.

, : Ref. Dis. Pine Dis. Fine Prob. Inst.
Statuses, later Age Periods ’
N¥o Contact 65.9  62.1 60.8 53.6 88.6 52.2 54.2
Contact Bot Referred - 24.1 20.7 15.7 17.9 .3 21.7 12.5
Misdemeanor or Other Referral Less Than Felony

Dismissed 2.1 1.7 2.0 Tal 11.4
Fined 3.5 5.2 13.7 4.8 5.7 —— 8.3
Probation — -
Institutionalized o7 —— 2.0 1.2
Subtotal | 6.6 6.9 17.7 12.6 17.1 ~——— 8.3
Félony Referrea STATUS AGES 12-20
Dismissed -9 8.6 3.9 8.3 5.7 13.0 8.3
Fined : .5 1.7 2.0 2.4 5.7 8.7 ———
Probation AGES 21-22) 3 1.2 2.9 —— 4.2
Institutionalized .5 3.6 5.7 4.3 12.5
Subtotal 3.2 10.3 5.9 15.3 2.0 26.0 25.0
N 369 58 51 84 35 23 24
3 Categories of dispositions other than dismissal are eliminated for

nisdeneanor or lesser offenses and fines for felony-level offenses for the
17-18 and 19-20 age categories because there were fewer than 70 persons in

eache.
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in the next period for those with contacts at ages 17-18 or
19-20, a group, some of whom had contacts at earlier periods but
many of whom are having their first or second non—-traffic
contacts. This table also indicates that institutionalization of
persons with felony contacts at later ages does not seenm to
produce proportionately as many perscns with felony contacts at
next later ages as it does for persons institutionalized at
earlier ages. There is, of course, the element of change in
strength of reaction with age, put certainly this is not a new
idea because purn-—out has peen discussed as it relates to many
other types oif traumatic careers. The type of
institutionalilization offered, experiences in the institution, and
perceptions of inmates may differ with age. Although there is
alsoc no control for Llength of institutionalizétion at earlier vs.
later ages, we believe that the difference in response between
those who have been institutionalized vs. those whose cases were
dismissed is sufficiently large that it will remain with these
controls inserted. Again, there is no evidence that early
institutionalization, l1.e., severe sanctioning at an early age,
is an eifective deterrent to future serious offenses. We shall
examine this matter even more thoroughly in the next section.

An Even More Precise View of the Dynamics
of “Delinquent Behavior and Official Response

Now let us turn to furither discussion of these same tables,
returning to Table 30. Here we can see why so much attention has
been focused on the serious offender. Institutionalization of

those with felony—-level offenses at an early age produces few
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with no immediate contacts bux about 70% have another referred
ﬁelony within the next two years and the next two years after
that. This gives rise to the idea of continuity and, beyond
that, some people interpret this as the failure of institutions
to reform while others seize upon the idea that release w®as too
guick. Whichever, the high proportion of those who return to
felony-level contacts that are serious enough to be referwed only
shortly after early institutionalization (mipping them in the
bud)y highlights the problem.

But why is it that the no further contact percent is so much
higher and remains highex year by year, whatever the age at which
a group is selected for following, particularly for persons with
referred felony-level contacts whose cases are dismissed? And
why is the opposite found so consistently, i.e., the highest
proportion with future referred felonies are those whose referred
felonies were dealt with by institutionalization?

Any number of tables may be constructed py rearranging the
data so that the no contact in folloving years lines are
presented together or the felony referred lines are presented
together and in each case the high percent of no future contacts
is related to police contacts not being referred and the high
percent oi future referred felonies is associated with prior
referred felonies.

inother seemingly simple but complex table (Table 33) must
now be presented. In this table we commence with the first

career or experience type shown in Table 28 and show its




TABLE 33, DISTR1IBUTION OF \.ONTACT SKXRIOUSHESS -AND .::ZV.E‘.KIT! oFr SANCTIOh TYPE BY AGE PEKIODS k’I'DllN FOL1CE
L CONTACT EXPERIENCE T!P}.S FOE CONMBINED COBRORTS
TYPEYRS . SAKCTION TYPE ‘ PEECYLNT
‘ 1 2/6 3/1. 48, 5. 10 11 12 13 Total 1 P W-13
b 1-131 122 TR ; ' 14 2 1 153 79.7 9.2 - 110
2-1314 4713 1 . 8 6 75 62.7 1847 15.7
1516 40 12 1 2 1 11 2 4 2 75 53.3 21.3 25.3
3-13 M 47 13 13 9 1 83 56.6 5.7 27.7
1516 40 g 2 5 11 4 1 2 83 48.2 1.1 33.7
1718 37 15 2 1 1 8 3 3 83 44 .6 21.7 33.7
® 4-13 14 25 9 1 10 6 6 57 43.9 17.5 38.6
1516 % 0 1 10 12 10 57 24 .6 4.3 55.1
1718 21 10 3 8 1 5 9 57 36.8 2.8 uoL g
. 1920 19 7 7 2 5 6 2 9 57 33.3 2d.1 35.0
5-1314 37 13 1 15 3 12 4 85 43.5 6.5 - U0.u
1516 1 1 4 1 20 5 17 8 85 18.8 2.3 56,6
; 1718 17 13 8 1 .3 18 6 14 5 85 20.0 29 .4 50.6
® 1520 22 8 7 3 21 7 8 9 85 25.8 21.1 52.9
: 2122 35 6 - 3. 1w 5 3 5 85 41.1 27.1 31.8
6-1314 21 6 “ 7 1 1 36 58.3 1.7 5.0
1516 13 11 5 1 4 2 36 ©36.1 .6 33,3
1718 13 8 1 2 3 3 4 2 36 36.1 3U.6 . 33.3
2122 25 3 3 4 1 36 69.4 .7 120
7-13% W 1 2 3 20 70.0 5.0 25.0
® 1516 4 2 3 1 3 2 4 - 3 20 20.0 30.0 50.0
, 1920 11 1 ] 4 3 20 55.0 1.0 35.0
2122 " 2 3 2 1 1 20 55.0 %5 .0 Zu.U
8~1314 7 , 2 1 2 1 13 53.8 —_— Bo.2
1516 8 1 3 1 13 61.5 7.7 3uU.b
2122 w0 1 1 1 13 76.5 1B 7.7
9-13174 13 3 1 2 5 2% 54.2 .7 29.2
: 1516, 10 4 1 8 1 24 41.7 20.8 37.5
® 1920. 14 2 1 2 3 2 24  58.3 12.5 29.2°
{ : .
1 7 85.7- - 5.3
2 2 7 52.9 28.6 Zb.b
‘ 1 1 Z 7 42.9 . 8.3 4.9
1 1 1 3 7 14.3. 82.5 - Bz.9. ..
2 2 : .15 73.3 13.3 13.3
. 1 1 1 1 2 15 60.0 1.3 26.7
9 3 1 1 1 15 60.0 2.7 13.3
2 ) , 8 75.0 2.0 —e——=
2 1 B 62.5 25.0 12.5
3 1 , 8 50.0 37.5 12.5
13-13 14 32 y z 38 84.2 1.5 5.3
1718 25 5 3 1 1 2 1 38 65.8 21.1 15.2
@ W-1374 9 1 3 2 15 60.0 6.7 33.3
1920 13 .2 15 B6.7 13.3 —
: 2122 1 3 1 1 1 15 73.3 13.3 13.3
15-1314 1% 6 1 2 1 24 56.3 29.2 12.5
1920 19 1 1 2 1 24 79.2 8.3 1z.5
16-1314 10 1 1 90.9 — Y. 1
, 2122 9 1 1 : 11 81.8 9.1 9.1
® 17-1516 154 40 1 2 29 2 6 23k 65.8 1.4 158
18-1516 56 1 2 2 14 7 1 93 60.2 5.1 23.7
1718 50 13 7 1 1 1 4 2 1 93 53.8 25.7 Zieb
19-1516 23 5 2 7 1 y 3 1 40 57.5 22.5 2040
1718 1 13 1 1 5 3 3 ) 35.0 37.5 27.5
1920 21 5 6 1 5 1 1 40 52.5 30.0 17.5
‘. 20-1516 27 7 1 1 8 6 1 51 52.9 17.6 2u.n
1718 18 7 3 2 13 6 1 1 51 35.3 23.5 41.1
1920 21 6 a 4 2 z 2 1 51 41.1 5.3 43,5
2122 28 5 8 1 Y 1 2 51 54.9 27.5 17.6




TABLE 33. ' Continued

TYPEYRS
= “2/6
21-1516 % -3
1718 18 4
2122 21 2
22-1516 9.
19200 8 1
2122 6 1
23-1516 28 8
: 1920 27 1
24-1516 . 22
2122 1
26=~1718 ) 1
1929 28
7-1718 11
1920 12
2122 15
z8-1718 17 4
2122 23 2
29-19 20 106 10
30-19.20 36 3
2122 34 5
31-2122 89 6
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distribution accordiag to the 13 contact seriocusness aund severity

of sanction types on which Tables 30 through 32 were based. In

order to sinplify the table we have collapsed types 2 and 6, 3
and 7, etc., and then collapsed all 13 types into 1, 2-9, and
10~13 for percentaging. It is possible to see, for example, how
the cohort members in a career experience Type 3 change their
contact seriousness and severity of sanction type from ages 13-4
to ages 15-16 to ages 17-18. This could not be done in Taples 30
through 32 because those in each age period were all cohort
members of that age with contacts and not just those who had a
unique experience type such as contacts during the first three
age periods.

Phe computer runs which produced this table also enaple us
to examine each experience type in order to determine if, age
period by age period, the number of persons in the most serious
offense and sanctions categories has increased. We have dealt
with this in Tables 30-32 but each table includes a different
number of persons for progression from age period to age period.
Here we have controlled tor experience type so that as we move
from one age to another we are dealing with the same people. Let
us look at the table’carefully to see what it tells us that might

be useful to people in the justice system.

Our attention should first be focused on Types T and Z.
Note that without exception during each two-year aye period more
than 50% oif the cohort members in these types had non—referred

contacts. Only 3 out of 17 in Type 1 with reierrsd felonies
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received any kind of sanction but none continued to have contacts
after the age of i4. Obviously, desistance is the pattern no
matter what happens. Only two of the at least 19 persons with
referred felonies in Type 2 were institutionalized but none
continued to hehave in such a way as to have a referred police
contact after the age of 16.

Types 3, 4%, and 5 have sizeable proportions of persons with
referred felonies. Those in Type 3 desisted after 18, wiaile
those in Types 4 and 5 continued longer. What happened to them,
case by case, that might account for their continuity and
discontinuity? What happened to the cohort members in each of
the other types that resulted in discontinuity or complete
desistance?

Let us now consider the cohort members who were included in
Tables 28 through 33 in susmary fashion, taking into
consideration the possibility that institutionalization for any
offense way have played a part in the career pattern of cohort
members. There were, as we previously indicated, 1,798 persons
who had a police contact during at least one of the two-year
periods between the ages of 18 and 22 for other than traiiic
offenses. Among these were 119 who were institutionalized as
juveniles or young adulis for one or more of these offenses. In
addition, there were 13 wno were institutionalized for only
traffic offenses {(and 7 who received sentences of time in

institutions for both traffic and non—~traffic offenses) .
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A check of the record of each of the 132 persons (all
cohorts cowmbined} who had been institutionalized revealed that
there were only 13 who had been removed from the community long
enough to have been unable to have contacts during the next two-
year period(s). In one case local authorities were notified
that, as an inmate, the cohort mewmber had been wmaking knives in
the prison shop. Two oi the 13 persons' records were unclear as
to the length of sentence. One could have had contacts in each
of the three succeeding two-year periods, depending on length of
time served. It is improbable that the other was
institutionalized beyond the age of 20 {(a year or less) , which
would not have precluded contacts in the next period.

If the other 119 had no contact it could have been because
institutionalization was effective. ‘Thus, failure to have
additional contacts because they had been removed from the
community would account for only a small proportion of the even
short—~time discontinuers.

Amnong those who ever received a sanction for a non-—traific
offense were 85 who were in career continuity Type 5 (see Table
28) . These persons had contacts in each of the five two-year
periods. Thirty-seven of these Type 5 people received sentences
of institutionalization (five of them also received time for
traftic offenses). In addition, three received time in
institutions for +iraffic offenses only. WNone of these persons
was removed from the community lony enougn to preciude the

possibility of contacts in the next age period and
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institutionalization appeared to have little deterrent efdect on
themn .

0f the total of 40 Type 5 persons institutionalized, six
received their only institutionalization(s) at ages 21 and/or 22.
Whether or not they were deterred in the following age period is
not apparent frowm this analysis. The remaining 34 were
apparently undeterred since they had police contacts at every age
period.

There are 15 of the career continuity types which contain
persons who had contacts in one or more two—year periods and then
no contacts in the remaining period (s). Those who discontinued
their delinguent and criminal behavior during periads of
institutionalization or following institutionalization were only
a small percent oi these 1,279 persocons who desisted after age 14,
6, 18, or 20, i.e., sometime during ages 13 through 22. These
types comprise 1,279 (71.1%) of the 1,798 persons with non—
traffic contacts. Only 57 of these 1,479 persons in what iight
be categorized as “terminal career™ categories had been
institutionalized, which is only 4.0% of those whose careers
ceased before age 21. Even if it could be assumed that
institutional programs should receive the credit for desistance,
this would only be a small percent of the total number who
desisted for whatever reason.

In the group of persons whose institutionalization might
have precludea future contacts are three persons who, if they had

been in the comwmunity, could have had contacts during the two-




-151—
year period of their sentence but who did not have contacts in
any succeeding period(s). There were four persons who, if they
had been at liberty, could have moved into category 5, contacts
in each two-year period. Of the 132 persons who were
institutionalized at least once between the ages of 13 through
22, there were few whose discontinuity during a two-year period
could be accounted for by incarceration for a period of a year or
more, i.e., they vere out of the community. There were also 519
persons whose careers extended to (or began at) the 21-22 period,
81 of whom were institutionalized (15.64%) .

Although we have examined cohort members, case by case, to
see what happened, particuiarly to determine if there was a link
between discontinuity or complete desistance and
anstitutionalization, in most cases where desistance could have
followed, it did not. The reason or reésons behind cessation oi
contact—generating behavior would seem to arise fron sémething
other than time spent in an institution.

One must conclude that neither Tables 2Y through 32 nor the
analysis of Table 33 provides any more evidence of the
effectiveness of severe sanctions than did the aultiple
regression analyses presented in Chapters 3 and 4.

Although it might well have been introduced earlier in the
discussion, note should aiso be made of the perhaps surprising
relationship of severity of sanctions to changing intervals
between police contacts. When persons who had three or fewer

police contacts were removed from the analysis and the trend
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based only on thosge who bhad sufficient contacts for a trend,
there vas a definite decline in interval between offenses from
the first through the 13th offense. Thereafter, the pattern,
although one of general decline, was more erratic.

If these cohort members were dgivided into three groups,
those not sanctioned or given a court disposition, those given a
court disposition, and those who were institutionalized for any
length of time, the picture vwas more cowplex. For example, the
interval between contacts was greater for those without sanctions
or c¢ourt dispositions than for those who had a court disposition
with only one exception up to the 10th contact. The mean
interval between the first and second contact was 885 days.
Between the second and third contact the interval was 607 days,
declining to 160 Gays by the 11th contact.

Why the interval between contacts was comparatively short in
some cases for those wno had been sanctioned might be attributed
to the frequent miscreant behavior of the individuals and the
effects of institutionalization or some compination thereof. %the
fact that intervals between offenses were shorter for persons
socialized in the inner city than for those who were socilalized
elsewhere (f£ifth interval 300 days for inner city vs. 5495 for
other) suggests that circumstances may have an influence on
contact intervals as well as the behavior of cohort members. On
the other side, the greatest and most consistent differences in
intervals were found between those who had felony contacts in

their records vs. those who were limited to non-felony contacts.
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Here it was clear that more serious offenders had shorter
intervals betveen police contacts, this prevailing even with the
more severe sanctions including institutionalization meted out to
felony offenders in comparison with non—-felony offenders.

From the 10th contact on the interval between contacis was,
with one exception, greatest for those who had been sanctioned,
particularly from the 15th offense on, for those who had been
institutionalized. B8ut, in some cases, contact levels 12, 13,
M, 17, and 24, tane shortest interval between contacts was for
those who had been institutionalized. Institutionalization had
sometimes been delayed so that we cannot say that it prevented
any imwmediate recurrence of misbehavior. Other times
institutionalization was for a short period of time so that it
was possible to be in difficulty again quite soon. Since these
numbers are small we shall not emphasize this finding but herein
lies the reason for saying that the resulis are surprising. One
would expect those who had peen institutionalized to have the
longest intervals between contacts, as they did at most higher
contact levels. A1l in all, the inverval data produced no
consistent evidence for or against the effects of court

dispositions or institutionalization.




Chapter 7. Summary and Conclusions
SUHMHARY

The first gquestion that we must ask ourselves, having
completed a multitude of new and different types of analyses, is
whether we have pushed the findings beyond what we knew about the
effectiveness of intervention and sanctions from earlierxr
analyses. The second gquestion that we must ask is whether these
findings could be useful to persons on the firing line. The
answer to both is a resounding %“yes."

Close scrutiny of the data permits us to say with far more
certainty than before taat increasing the severity of sanctions
is not a seolution to the preblesx of delinquency and orime. It
will do those who are most concerned about the problem of
delinguency and crime no yood to expend their enercyy calling for
bigger and better institutions unless they know how to make them
more effective. Second, and this suggestion is currently being
paralleled by other researchers, more intensive nonitoring aumd
more freguent intervention may be more effective than

administering severe sanctions.z0

— - -

20 Although findings from the Bacine and Philadelphia cohorts
have been compared, most notably by Joan Petersilia, "Criminal
Career Research: A4 Review of Recent Evidence," in Crime and
Justice: Aan Annual Review of Research, Norval Morris and Hichael
Tonry (eds.), {Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1980):
pp 321-374, and tound comparable in many respects and the
differences explicable by demographic and/or definitiomal
variables, there are differences which will continue to appear
because Wolfgang described developing careers in delinqguency
while the Racine data, covering a longer span of years, focused
on continuities in delinguency and crime.
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The Failure of Sanctions as Administered

Before going further, however, let us briefly summarize the

' reséarch, chapter by chapter. 1In the first chapter it was

pointéd out that previous published work by scciologists and
others ﬂith similar research interests had failed to find
evidence that sanctions, ags administered, have been effective in
the United States.

Assessing the Problem of Cohort Variation

Having noted that cohort, period, and age effects wore
present in the data it was incumbent upon us to examine these
effects on offense seriousness, the decision to refer, and the
severity of sanctions meted out by the courts, as we did in
Chapter 2. Although variation related to cohert, period
(decade) , and age was present, the amdunt was insutficient to
account for more than 2% of the variance in offense seriousness
or the decision to refer. No more than 6% of the variation in
severity of sanctions could be accounted for by cohort, decade,
and age. We concluded that most of the analyses could be based
on the combined cohorts, althouyh some would be conducted by
cohort in order to determime which differences did exist on this
basis.

Horeover, the decision to refer to court or to other
agencies could not be accounted for (oniy from 18% to 3U%)} by
demographic, ecological, social, or prior delinquent and/or
criminal or court experience variables. Even with controls for

the juvenile wvs. the adult period, the demographic and other
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variables produced only Z0% to 25% accounted-for variance in the
decision to refer either juveniles or adults to court or other
agencies. The addition of offense seriousness and number of
prior offenses allowed us to account for no more than 16% of the
variance in severity of sanctions. Attempting to account for the
severity of sanction for specified offenses, first through tenth,
brought us to 20% for tne eighth juvenile contact and 18% for the
eighth adult contact.

The Stochastic Nature of Offenges and Sanctions

Part of the problem in predicting frowm any present event to
a future event stemmed from the irregularity of offense
seriousness from police contact to police contact. No matter how
seriocus the first police contact, the nezt was most likely to be
a minor misdemeanor. Severity of sanction at the first contact
likewise had little effect on the seriousness of the second
contact.

The main thrust of this chapter was to confirm our earlier
contention that decisions to refer and/or decisions to sanction,
although bearing some relationship to the alleged delingquent®s or
criminal®s malfeasance had limited relationship to offense
seriousness. While this might seem reason for despair, it only
challenges the curiosity of those who believe that easily—-found
answers are oxiten inadeguate.

Failure to Account for Single Events

In the third chapter we went down a road which we surmised

would be the wrong one put did so because police officers,
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juvenile hureaﬁ personnel, juvenile court intake officers, and
judges must make decisions about single events; presumably they
have some understanding of how events come about and what should
be done. It was impossible to acccunt for the seriousness of
present offense (police contact) with demographic, ecological, or
prior offense or court records. This was true for the juveniles,
adults, and when juvenile and adult recornds were combined. We
also failed to account for variance in seriousness of police
contacts from year to year of age for the combined cohorts. It
was equally impossible to account for the seriousness of last
police contact for those who had discontinued having contacts vs.
those who were continuing to have contacts.

iccounting for Future Offense Seriocusness

In Chapter 4 we described various attempts to account for
total future offense seriousness, contact by contact. We were
attempting to determine if there was an optimum point at which it
could be said that all prior offenses and experiences with the
court, if added to demographic, ecological, and social variables,
would tell us something about the likeiihood of high Fuiure
offense seriousness. Here, again, we found that it is really
difficult to fault police for their judgments, fault others in
the justice system for their judgments, when the most carefully
selected data do not allow us to account for or anticipate future
delinquent and/or criminal pehavior.

Throughout this chapter the variable which had the most

consistent impact on future offense seriousness was age at
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present offense; the younger one was at the time of any given
contact level, the greater the probability of future and moxe
serious police contacts. This finding applied to both the
juvenile and adult pericds. During the adult period, age at
contact had more impact at the sixth through tenth contacts and
total prior coffense seriousness had more impact than any other
variable at the first through £ifth contacts. Althcugh the nine
variables utilized in the multiple regression analyses throughout
Chapter 4 produced relatively few statistically significant
standardized estimates (significant effects}, it must be
rerempbered that six of the variables had fairly consistent
correlations with total future ocffense seriousness during the
juvenile periocd and that ail nine of the variables were
significant during the first two adult contacts. These analyses
are summarized in Table 34, age period by age period and variable
by variable, one approach dealing with future offense seriousness
and two others with continuation/discontinuation. The Lisrel
analysis descfibe& in Appendix E is not included in Table 34.

The independent demoyraphic, ecological, and career
variables are, however, intercorrelated in such a way that only
age at contact and total prior seriousness survive in & multiple
regression analysis waich examines the impact of each variable,
all others held constant. Although the equation accounted for as
much as 38% of the variance in future offense sericusness fox
juveniles at the sixth contact, it accounted for only from 28% to

114 of the variance for adults. This tells us why an individual




TABLE 34. COMPARISON OP RESULTS WITH DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO DETERMINING CONTRIBUTION OF DLEMOGRAPHIC, ECOLOGICAL,
OFFENSE, AND CAREER VARIABLES TC FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS AND COHTINUATION VS. DISCONTLNUATION

Juvepile Adult k . Coabined

Contact Number Contact Number Contact Rumberxr

q -5 6 7 8 iy 5 6 7 8 4 5 6 7 8

SEX
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.)
Multiple Regression, T17 Text : ’
-090 062 044 .010 017 079 -056 -065 « 092 =059 -081% -088% ~-088% Ub65% 082
Continuation/Discontinuation : )
Multiple Hegression, Not ip Text
-.004 -.057 «063 -.%39 -.004 -.093 =108 -081 =111 0484 055 ~104 % 061 - - -.U71 030
. Multiple Discriminart Function, T1, Appendix F —=.130% —.245% —.T49% —_.1492 -.029

RACE ;
Puture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.)
Multiple Regression, T17 Text ) .
- 108 -105 «T143% =127 -130 .067 -0U3 -086 -072 .028 -123* -110% ~136% 328 14
Continuation/Discontinuation ) : ‘
Multiple Reyression, Not in Text

-.011 -.029 -.058 057 =.193% 074 -.141 -.014 ~123 013 032 - 005 -095 =122 Ty
Hultiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix F --075 .011 —.232% —-.3.8 - 175
- NEIGHBORHOOD '

Puture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.)

Multiple Regression, Ti7 Text . .
-=.071 ~-.050 -<050 —~.066 —~-049 -+115 -.097 '~ -.079 -« 101 - 125 -.048 —a052 —.045 —.056 -4059
Continuation/Discontinuation

Multiple Regression, Not in Text
: -.025 -.001 063  —.040 -.150 -059 -.138 -.041 « 040 ~-.0481 =007 -.053 027 -093 -.025
§ Multiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix P ‘ —016 2120% —.067 -.250 .072

PRESENT OFFENSE SERIQUSHNESS
Puture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.}
Multiple Regression, T17 Text :
: . .025 -.102 -.018 -018 045 -.020 -.031 -.172% —.126 -.008 016 .085% —=_045 029 042
! : Continuation/Discontinuation
; Hultiple Regression, Not in Text
.024 071 021 -.014 -112 ~.0842 ~040 .021 -.035 -.008 .000 -.038 -033 ~-.007 ~028
Multiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix F «001 089 —-.080 -018 —-.J68

PRESENT SANCTION SEVERITI
Future Offense Seriousness. {Std. Est.)
Multiple Regression, T17 Text ) : )
-.008 -.033 =.049 -047 -.013 -.064 -037 -080 - 014 -.056 ~-045 —.020 -.0us -023 —.013
Continuation/Discontinuation .
Multiple Regression, Not in Text ‘ . i
000 —-.039 ~.029 ~-.011 -.023 -.008 =043 -003 <066 -.041 .018 006 =023 - 065 L0522
sultiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix P ~.082  -.015 . -.058 176 —.1u48




Table 34, continued

AGE AT POLICE CONTACT
Puture Offense Seriousness (S5td. Est.}
Multiple Regression, T17 Text

—«517% —.540% -—.522%  -.489% -_505% ~.278% ~,298% ~_348% —_.367% ~-.349% -.509% -.517% ~_.533% -~ _538%  -—.562%
Continuation/Discontinuation . ) :
g Multiple Regression, Not in Text

i - 402% <~.352% ~_375% -_292% -_327=* -.301 -—-.327% -.337% -.336% -.326% —U476% = 471% -~ 44p* — . 403% -~_.361%
' Multiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix F . 1.113%¢ 1.107* 1.093%  1.087%¢ 1.0zu=»

TOTAL PRIOR SERIOUSNESS
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.j}
Multiple Regression, T17 Text
-059 .045 - 1271 -133 -132 -372* «379% -334 .279 .311 061 -049 «112% 084 - 083
Copntinuation/Discontinuation
Multiple Regression, Not in Text »
-019 -.057 -.050 -096° 04u -.059 050 =* -149 =039 .028 -001 -.066 -.093 - 042 -.013
Multiple Discriminant Punction, T1, Appendix F -<003. -156 -227% -318 -037

RUMBER PRIOR SANRCTIORS
FPuture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.)
Multiple Regression, T17 Text
-0 ~.081 -.059 -.072 —~.090 ~.119 -.178 —-.203 - 169 —-=261 -.047 -.051 -.0064 - .079 ~-Q74
Continuation/Discontinuation :
tultiple Regression, Not in Text
| -.008 -.022  ~.005 -.193% -.011 . 171 -005 -201 - 064 - 040 .013 ~115% .080 ~106 .135
i Multiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix F ~031 ~e271% —_1Y6% - _286 ~a383%

; SEVERITY PEIOR SANCTIONS
i Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.)
: o nmultiple Regression, T17 Text
.058 -.023 011 —-.048 -.003 -.030 - 42 —« 041 -.035 --031 -020 -.012 003 —.029 «UUb
Continuation/Discontinuation .
Hultiple BRegression, Hot in Text
008 042 . 103 =110 097 .055 --014 040 . 006 .067 -033 -.088 -058 -U36 -.022
Multiple Discriminant Function, T1, Appendix F -.077% «207% . W42% -081 -064

HULTIPLE REGRESSION (Future Offense Seriousness) RZ )
{ +353% ~379* -385=% 347% ~348% -219s - 119% «204% - 180% «131% .337% -353% <379% «379% U400 *

% MOUOLTIPLE REGRESSIOR (Continue/Discontinue) R2
; -146%* ~-120% - 130% -126% «124% . 123* - T49% .096% - 108* -081% w234% L228% _200% = _157% « 125 %

HULTIPLE DISCRININANT FUNCTION CANONICAL CORRELATION SQUARED

=240 =237 ~211 165 -145

i ———

* Significant at .01 levwel.
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who may appear to be the kind of person who will have a seriocus
future career on a basis of sowe of hissher dharacteristicg does
not always do so. BAnd, of course, it tells us why a person on
the firing line may make a judgment based on a person's
characteristics and past record, but find that this judgment was
far from correct.

These analyses are presented differently in ®able 34 than in
Table 35. 1in Table 34 one may move across the row and observe if
the relative effect (significant) of any variable on future
offense seriousness changes from contact to contact for the
juvenile, adult, or cosbined periods (keeping in aind that the
means and standard deviations of variables change from contact to
contact. One may also look down to determine the related effect
of each variable at a given contact level but this involves
skipping rows from technique to technique. To facilitate
comparison of the various analytic approaches, we have incliuded
Table'ES for the combined age periods. In this table one may
readily look across each row to deterwine the relative impact of
each variable at that contact level on future offense seriousness
as well as its relative impact on continuation/discontinuation.
One may also look down the columns to see that age at contact had
the greatest impact on future offense sericusness at every
contact level regardless of the statistic uwtilized.

When the juvenile and adult periods were combined the
results were, as would be expected, more similar to those for the

juvenile period than the adult period. However, more of the




~162—

TABLE 35. RELATLIVE EFFECTS OF VARIABLES ON FUTUGRE OFFENSE
SERIOUSNESS OR CONTINUITY/DISCONTINUITY, COMBINED AGE
PERICDS, FOURTH THROUGH EBISHTHR CONTACTS
Pres Pres Total i . Sev
ANG OEf Sne Prior Prior Pricrc
Sex Race JNG Ser Ser Age Seri Sunc Snc
4y Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.), Multiple Regression
L081%  L123% —~ 048 016 ~-.085 -~.509% L06% -~-.047 020
Continuation/Discontinuation
Multiple Regression
055 032 ~.007 L0060 L0018 = 470% .00t 010 033

3)

6)

1)

8)

Multiple Uiscriminant Function

- 130% -.075 -.016 L0011 -.042  1.113% -.003
Puture Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.), Muitiple
L088% J110* -.052 L085% =020 -.517%« 049

Continuation/Discontinuation
Multiple Regression
. 104x -, 005 ~.053 -.038 -.006
Hultiple Discriminant Function

—-.245% 011 «128% 089 —~.015 1.107%  .156
Future OFffense Sericugness (Std. Est.) , Multiple
L088% . 136% —~.045 —.045 ~—~.049 -~.533% ,112%
Continuation/Discontinuation
Muitiple Regression
061 - 095 027 033 023 - 446% —-.093
Multiple Discriminant Function
- Yk -, 232% - 367 ~-.080 -.058 1.093% 227%

Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.), Multiple

L065% 128+ ~.05¢0 029 023 =-.538% .084
Continuation/biscontinuation
Multiple Regression

Muitiple Discriminant Function

-« 192 —=.328 —.250 -01Y 176 1,087 118
Future Offense Seriousness (Std. Est.), Multiple

-.082 <114 —.059 L0482 —-.019 -—.562% .083

Continuation/Discontinuation
Multiple Regression
010 062 —.025 028 052
Multiple Dascriminant Function
- 175 072 -.068 —.H48

~361% —-.013

-.029 1.024% 037

-.031T ~.077%

Regression
~051T =-.012
- 1T15% —.088
271 J207%
Regression
080 058

. 196% - T42%

Regression
-.079 -.029

« 1086 -.036
—‘GZSQ -081

Hegression

136 -.022

-, 383% .0ob4
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variance in total future offense seriousness was accounted for,
reaching 38% to 40% at the higher contact levels 8, 9, and 10U.
This, of course, refers to the point at which future seriousness
is best accounted for, not to the point at which intervention may
seemn most propitious, which is much earlier. Again, it woul&
seem that the most important finding was the lack of a
significant relationship between the severity of prior sanctions
and total future offense sericusness.

Although there were cohort differences in the amount of
variance in future offense seriocusness accounted for and, that
accounteda for reached 58% by the ninth contact for the 1955
Cohort, this was consistent with our position that the near
future (although not the next event) can be predicted more
accurately than the far future.

Ascribed vs. Achieved Characteristics

Another way 1o summarize the resulis of the multiple
regression analyses in Chapter 4 is to think ot the independent
variables as those which represent the characteristics of persons
(demographic and ecoloygical) and those which represent their
behavior amnd society*s response, that is, career types. The
characteristics of persons were important at all stages of
careers but moreso at the time of contacts 1-5, while career iype
variables were more important at contacts 6-10, although in soue
analyses at all stages. We also concluded that the results of
the separate cohort analyses gives the impression of a changing

importance of the variables* influences on future seriousness oi
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careers. The demography of the city and the experiences of inner
city youth are more critical during the youth and young adulthood
of the 1949 and 1955 Cobhorts. How the justice system worked did
little to reduce the seriousness of future careers.

Adding the Interview and Self Report Data

In the fifth chapter the interview data were added. This
increased the complexity of the analysis in some respects. The
point was to determine if the interview variables would assist us
in understanding when and under what circumstances sanctions are
effective. At the juvenile level the interview data added little
to the variance in present or future offense seriousness
accounted for in Chapters 3 and 4. However, we did note that the
respondents' descriptions of how they reacted to the police (in
spite of the circular nature of the variable) did suggest that
the police and others in the justice system have an opportunity
to influence juveniles in the direction oif non-delinguent
behavior. W#e have suggested in previous reports that enhancing
police training in human behavior problems might be more
appropriate for most officers than additional training in the use
of forceful methods of control.

In the adult case, certain categories of variables did
enable us to account for future offense seriousness beyond what
was accounted for by the basic wvariables utilized in Chapter 4.
Most notable were the consistent eifects of regular employment by
the head of the household and other proxy SES variables.

Combining the basic demographic, ecoloeogical, and official career
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data with those interview variables which appeared to be most
closely related to future offense sericusness enabled us to
account for 42% of the variance in total future offense
seriousness at the first contact to 78% at the tenth contact.
This really added little new information to eariier findings
because we had long ago round that lower SES, non-high school
graduates with early, lengthy, and serious offense records who
had been freguently and severely sanctioned had higher future
offense seriousness. The difference is that the data were not
manipulated in such a precise fashion, ag we have now done.

The Failure of Severe Sanctions

Chapter 6 is one that was not planned put ii facilitates
focusing our attention on the types ol careers that have
continuity or in which the justice system may have played a part
in the development of continuous careers. It is, in some
respects, the most important chapter of all because it
facilitates the communication of earlier findings through less
complex tables. Here we found that most cohort members who had
non—-referred police contacts soon had no future contacts. Those
who had referred contacts liless serious than a ftelony dropped out
of delinguency at a higys rate. Those with referred felonies who
were not institutionalized were less likely to have another
referred felﬁny in the next two year period than were those who
had been institutionalized at an early period in their lives.
Table by table, the data in Chapter 7 verified ocur earlier

findings that sanctions as administered do noi deter oftenders
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from further delingquency or crime.2® These tables were more
specific in that they clearly showed that, with controls for
offense seriousness, less severe sanctioning or no sanctions
produced a lower percent oi continuers.

Bven when cohort members were examined case by case for the
years when police contact rates were the highest there were few
cases where discontinuity for a period of years or desistance
following institutionalization could have been a consequence of
either incarceration (removal from the community) or the impact
of the institutional program.

CONCLUSIUNS

Institutionalization and Continuity

The most disconcerting finding for those who believe that an
early response to delinguency is more effective than one delayed
to later years was the fact that early institutionalization was
followed by greater continuity in serious misbehavior than was
later institutionalization. Also, these unwanted eiffects were

slow to wear off.

21 We must again make it clear that we do not believe that
this research leads to support for the idea of selective
incapacitation. We reject this idea on a basis of our own priocr
research, Lyle W. Shannon, ®“Risk Assessment vs. Real Prediction:
The Prediction Problem and PFublic Trust,® Journal of Quantitative
Criminology 1 (1985): pp. 159-189, ana such excellent

contributions as Andrew von Hirsch, “The Bthics of Selective
Incapacitation: Observations on the Contemporary Debate,® Crime
and Delinguency 30 (1984): pp. 175-194.
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Intervention and Continuity

On the positive side, the high rate of discontinuity for
even serious offenders ior whom intervention has meant some
attention or supervision, suggests that expressed concern may be
more effective than the punishing experience of incarceration, no
matter how well-intended is the latter.22 There is no suggestion
here, of course, that incarceration may not sometimes be
necessary for the safety of society or the miscreant.

Hore specifically (if the event is serious enocugh to raise
the question of formal intervention), for those who are chavged
with the task of intervention, frequency of intervention rather
than severity of sanctions seems to have had the aost desirable
etfect. 1in other words, frequent referrals or court appearances
rather than severe court sentences seemed to have the most
deterrent effect on future misbehavior. Since success in
intervention involves intervention at the appropriate stage in
careers, it is apparent that young persons with early serious
offenses should be dealt with before the time that they have

estaplished serious delinguent or criminal careers.

22 Oour own conclusions have, of course, been preceded by other
similar conclusions drawn from differentc kinds of data.
Petersilia has also concluded that alternatives to probation and
institutionalization, intensive surveillance coupled with
community service and restitution, for example, may be
sufficiently restrictive to ensure public safety and meet the
public notion of justice. But, as Timothy J. Carter, “Juvenile
Court Dispositions,"™ Criminology 17 (197Y): pp. 341-35Y4,
suggests, diversion programs, while a step in the right
direction, are not enough.
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This turns the gquestion to one of what can be done to
intervene in such a way as to not define a young person as a
career offender before he/she is a career offender. How can it
be carried out through an identification process that has few
negative or positive errors? Some negative and positive errors
may be tolerated it the program is aimed at the general youtb
population that includes the much smaller target population but
is not so expensive as to be prohibitive for adwinistration to
the larger yroup. In other words, a delinquency prevention
program should be defined as a youth program providing
opportunities for upward mobility, social satisfaction, peer
group and adult recognition, socialization into the adult worlid,
etc.

If the program is defined as one aimed awv only potentially
career offenders and requires some identification as a judicial
or quasi-judicial target, then infringement upon civil liberties
may be only a step away from those infringewents which
characterize selective incapacitation.

In other words, predicting the future serious offender is a
difficult task and as these predictive devices now work, sizeable
negative and positive errors are made. Ii the best predictors
are demographic, ecological, sociceconomic, and are based on
prior delinquent or criminal behavior, and these together are
still not very accurate, then programs must indeed be broad
rather than implicative, i.e., defined as not designed for the

career offender. If the evidence indicates that existing




-169-
appreaches are iﬁeffective, then a¢curate identification of the
£argét population is still of no avail.

We must conclude by saying that this research suggests the
need for broader and more creative approaches of one type but
ééncehﬁratimn on a very selected few cohort members for programs
that do no more than remove juveniles and a&ﬁlﬁs from the
community if public safety is paramount. This alwmost suggests
thét the justice system, it it is to be effective, must develop a
wider perspective than one geared to apprehending and convicting

criminals and facilitating the application of just deserts.
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APPENDIX & A
TRENDS IN SEVERITY OF DXSPOSiTIONS AND SANCTIONS

These computer—generated diagrams show sore trends in
severity of dispositions and sanctions. Coasideration of them
vhetted our interest in sanctioning variability more than has
anything else except the analyses which showed that relatively
severe sanctions were not only unrelated to better future
behavior, but secemed to change it only for the worse,
particularly among males. The original of this report has the
diagrams 1in four colors. Trend lines and curves are in black on
copies but are labeled as necessary for comprehension by the
reader.

Diagram 1 shows that dispositional severity was increasing
over the years for juvenile misdemeanors more than for other
groups of offenses. These tread lines are the product of age,
cohort, and time period effects. Diagrams 14, 1B, and 1C reveal
that there are pronounced cohort differences in dispositional
severity. The 1942 Cohort®s juvenile dispositions end in 1960
and that their adult dispositions commence in 1961. Overprinting
at the lower end of the scale makes it difficult to see why a
particular trend line may be what it is, the 1942 Cohortt®s adult
felonies, for example. The juvenile trend lines could have ended
at 1960 and the adult trend lines ih at 196%. These diagraus
give us an idea of diftferences in cochort trends. fThese cohort
trends are also related to time period (decade) differences aund

the changing age of cohort members.




DIAGRAM 1

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
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DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE

mrroDoOw @QZ—ZaAa-——0OZZ2:U =DM

DIAGRAM 1A

1942 COHORT ONLY

80—~ /
] ‘/'
-1 /
-y } I/
] /,/"
: ) o} * .
70+ ya
E o Ov n] ‘//D 0
: H e
B o /
50 ’,/ o
] A a) u! o) *
o "/.
] /
X /
50-: e E
]
E :'NAV. F’E»L' //
40—_ \ '/ *
] /
: o s g/ * :
30{ ////
] © O ;/ (] 0 o
. J o] o n oo
20_" // (] [m] 0
1 / Tav, miso,
] / ~
N / A a
// . A E oooan B Boo y .
104 A a o B = oo
4, / rn o oo o B oooao
] ) o
03 B B
50

YERR OF CONTRCT

+—— BDULT FELNY
+—e—¢ JUVENILE FELNY

LEGEND: TYPE g-g-8 ADULT MISD

#—a—& JUVENILE MISD




DIAGRAM 1B

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
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DIAGRAM 1C

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
1855 COHORT ONLY '
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Diagram 2 reveals that Part I offenses have been disposed of
more severely over the years. Cohort and the age composition of
each cohort alsoc have had effects on these trend lines.

Diagram 3 shows that Part I offenses by juveniles have been
dealt with increasingly more severely than have others, in part a
consequence of increasiny concern about serious juvenile
offenders. This is, of course, also a part of generally
increasing concern over the increase in Part I offenses in the
community, especially if committed by juveniles. Diagram 4 Eits
two curves, as does Diagram 5, to the sawme data shown in Diagranm
3.

In Dragram 6 we turm to court sanctions rather than
dispositions, the latter of which may or may not have included
court sanctions. 1in this case, we Ffind a downward trend for
severity oif sanctions for felonies, the opposite of the
disposition trend shown in piagram 2. Police may refer persons
for felony contacts but the courts may not be as severe in
response to each case. There are, of course, age, cohort, and
time period effects on this trend line. What we have here is a
line indicating that all factors together have produced a decline
in the severity of sanctions for persons who have peen referred.
Part of this may also be accounted for by the Fact that the
referral rate for youny oiffenders has increased but that cases
have been referred which were not sufficiently serious to merit
sancgions, or that a busy court is an easy court for the

of fender.
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L LAGRAM 2
DISPOSITIONS SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE OF OFFENSE
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DIAGRAM 4

DISPOSITION SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE
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DIAGRAM 5

S DISPOSITfON SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE
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DIAGRAM 6

'SANCTIONING SEVERIT‘Y BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS
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The same data are fitted with curves in Diagrams 7 and 8.
Diagram Y is identical to Liagram 6 but indicates confidence
limits.

Diagram 10 shows a downward trend for juvenile sanctions
whether the contacts were at the misdemeanor or felony level but
an upward trend for adulits, that is, cohort members age 18 and
older. Althougfs Tables 104, 10B, and 10C enabple one to see how
cohort trends markedly diffexr, the most important thing to note
is the wide range in severity of sanctions with many misdemeanors
sanctioned as severely as felonieg. It must also be remempered
that at this point a variable has not bpeen included for number of
prior sanctions.

Piagram 11 indicates that there has been an overall decline
in the severity of sanctions for pPart I offenses which parallels
that for felonies. Diagram 12 shows that severity of sanctions
has declined ior juveniles but increased for adults whether it be
Part I or other cifenses. Diagrams 13 and 14 apply conrpouanda
curves to the data so that it is possible to see that the more
recent trend for both juvenile and adult Part 1 offenses depends
on the approach which 1is used in curve—-fitting.

While this exercise may be confusing, the final diagraw
(Diagram 15) puts it all in place. Here we control for
seriousness and age while examining the relatronship of severity
of sanctions to total prior sanctions. How it becomes clear that
whether juvenile or adult, felony or misdemeanor, prior sanctions

have strong effects on thne severity oi current sanctions. This
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 SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS
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DIAGRAM 8

SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS
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SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
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SEVERITY OF SANCTICNING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
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SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS AND AGE
‘ 1855 COHORT ONLY
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SANCTIONING SEVERITY BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE OF OFFENSE

-
804
- *
- . 0
- B B o D B B o o E B &
70— : ]
- O o 0D 8 D 8 B B B B N @ : B B 0O O
- *>
- ]
- o
- * =
- * * * A k&
60—~ : &
- * - A B O+ & R g 8 D H B B %
M - *
- %
E - o
T - o *
R N *
I 50— " PO R *
c - - " - B ok
- * h
v - " *
S - Bk 0 O 8 % g B %+ H * P B
A - # B O O
N - 0 o * O
C - * s
T 40— 0 o
I - sk s . (u]
* O B kO
ag - *
N - O & & O * o
I had D
- * O O B *
N - 0D OO B & B OB 2% B E B % N B B
G - k o] O
A - o o o 0 " B % m & A—s_3 =
- e k&
£ - * & ko ok g k ok kKT hk__ N OB %
- 4- ok Rk T
20— o
- 4 * R
- e
- *
- *
- * " N * M & * Mk * &
- . k ok ok sk k& B ok Bk ok ‘
10— ke
T * B O =® g *
- ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk ok *
- k ok P X *« B B mM 8 A B A B B B B
- 8 0O * H©
- * * ok R & 4 @& D 4-
- X B & Ak k ok M Kk B ok k B B B ok k & ok &
-{ £ =] ?@ & 0 B ] % [m} b B . | s L
0_-1 * * ® % B % B % ® B B B B A B R B ® &
]"'l!”ll'lltllllllIlll!!!|lll‘llll'l"lllllill'illllllll"l!l!lli'l'i]lil!l!l'lll”!lll!llll!ll'!l'lll‘!?“l“r“l‘r‘r‘

55 57 59 61 63 65 67 69 71 73 75 77
YERR OF CONTACT ‘
LEGEND: PARTI 4 + NO a—o-8 YES




MrDOW QZ—ZQ«—402ZDY QDM

DIAGRAM 12

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE
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DIAGRAM 13

SEVERITY OF SANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGE
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SEVERITY OF S‘ANCTIONING BY YEAR CONTROLLING FOR TYPE AND AGtE
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diagram tells us why the results are different when aye-by-age
data are analyzed (the events and counsequences of a year are
totalled) or when years are aggregated into age periods. Still,
ne matter which strategy is used, we do not know how wmuch the
policeman, court worker, or judge knows about the past and, it
known, how much effect the past has on the decision-making
process. What has happened in the court must, however, have
considerable impact.

A11 of this indicates that when we examine the effects oi
sanctions on future behavior if we are to be precise we must be
aware of cohort, age, and period effects as well as the other
variables that enable us to better understand why sanctions nave
guite diverse effects on the future behavior of diverse types of

persons.




APPENDIX B

CCLE BOOK FOR POLICE CONTACT DATA SET

There are 15,285 police contacts in this data set. Some of
the variables refer to the characteristics of the person who had
the contact, such as ADULT (number of police contacts that this
person had at ages 21 and older), while the other variables, such
as AGL, are specific to that particular contact. Explication oi
various items may be requested from the lowa Urban Community
Research Center.

ADULT Humber of police contacts for ages
21 and older.

ADULT 18 Rumber of police contacts for ages
18 through 20.

AGE Actual age of cohort member when
contact occurrede.

AGECAT Ages at time of contact grouped into
b categories (6-Y%, 10-13, 14-17, 18-21,
22—-25, and over 25).

ANGHBD ldentification number of neighbornood in
which cohort memper lived after age 18.

AVGBRSNC Average severity of the sanctions occurring
in cohort membert*s record prior to
each contact.

AVPRSER Average seriousness of contacts occurring
in cohort member's record pricer to each
cantact.

BIRTH Cohort mewbert's birth date. Coded as

actual date, e.g., May 5th, 1955 = 050555.

BLDUH Cohort member's race/ethnicity coded
as a dummy variable, Black vs. Non-Black,
1=Black, O=Hon—-Black.

BLOCKC 1970 census tract and block numper for
address at which contact occurred
(99999=not ascertained) .

BLOCKHd 1970 census tract and block number for home
address of cohort umember at time of
contact (Y9898=not ascertained) .

BLOCKP 1970 census tract and biock number for
cohort aemberts 1976 address if known.
Not codeda for 1955 Cohort. 999989=




CASWGT

CDATE

CHCDUHM

CHT

CHTDUOM2
CHTDUHS
CHTDUNY

CONTN

COoES

CPLAIN

CTYPE

DECADE

~20 1~
not ascertained.
Reight of SPSS case.

Date contact occurnred. Coded with special
date code for which code book is available.
Example attached. |

Cohort member's racefethnicity coded
as a dummy variable, Chicano vs. Non—Chicano,
1=Chicano, O=Non~Chicano.

Birth cohort identification (2-4%, Y9=4Y, and
5=55) .

1842 Cohort dummy variable (1=42, (=49, 55).
1955 Cohort dummy variable {(1=55, (=42, 49).
1449 Cohort dummy variable (1=49, O=U4Z2, 53).

Three-column code for the age period and
seguence number of the contact within the
age perrod. The first column is coded:
0=no contact, T=juvenile contacts (ages

& through 17}, Z=young adult contact (ages
18 tnrough 20), and 3=adult contact {ages
21 and older). PFor example, the first
juvenile contact is ceded 101.

bDummy variable. 1=Police as complainant,
O=someone else was complainant.

Complainant in each contact:

t=Family or relative

2=pAgency

3=Private citizen or business

4=Racine police or other law enforcement
agency

5=Self

6=0ther

7=Hospital

8=School

Y=No ascertained

0=Not applicable.

Type of contact, e.g., disorderly conduct,
thett, etc. Code Book is available.

Bas been replaced by RCYTYPE. Sample page
is attached.

Decade in which contact occurrea (1950,
1960, 1970) .




DISORD

EIGHTEEN

FELDUOM
FOTOCONT
FUTURSER

In

INTERV
INVOLYV
JNGHBD
JNGHDUH

Juvis
JUVENTILE

KIDSINV
LAGDATE
MISDUH
MULTDISP
NGHBDC
NGHBDH
NPRSANC

NUMSANC

~202~

Contact was a disorderly conduct. Dummy
variable, l=yes, O=no.

Number of police contacts, ages 18 through 20.

Contact was a felony. Dummy variable,
1=yes, O=no.

Kumper of contacts in record afier cohort
member's present contacte.

Total seriousness of contacts in record
atter cohort member®s present contact.

Cohort sembert's identification number.

Has cohort member interviewed? Dumnmny
variable, 1i=yes, 0O=no.

Actual number oi persons involved in
contact. YY=not ascertained.

Identitication number of neignborhood in
which cchort member lived as a juvenile.

Dummy variable for juvenile neighborhood,
1=fnner City, 2=not Inner city, 9=Missing.

Numpber of police contacts, ages 6 through 20.
Fumper of police contacts, ages b through T17.

Number of juveniles (6-~17) involved 1t contact
was a group oifense.

Number of days petween date of police contact
and police disposition of that contact.

Contact was at misdemeanor level. Dunny
variable, i=yes, O=no.

Bultiple offenses which received a single
sanction as the result of one court action.

Identification number of neighborhood in
which contact occurred.

ldentaixication number of neighborhood in
whicn cohort member lived at time of contact.

Numper ot sanctions in record prior to each
contact.

Bumber of contacts receiving a sanction,




NUMSEQ

PARTIDUH

PDATE

PDISP

PRIOCES

RACE

RCDATE

RCHT

RCTYPE

RDATE

RECSNC

-203-
including present contact.

Numerical seguence of contact, regardless
of age.

Contact was a Part 1 offense. Dummy
variable, 1=yes, O=no.

Date of police disposition of contact. Coded
according to special date coding scheme for
which code book is available.

Disposition of contact by police:

1=Releasged, counseled and released, etc.

2=Referred to county probation department

3=Referred to county welfare agency

4=Referred to State Department of Public
Weltare

5=Referred to Juvenile Traffic Court

6=0ther

7=Referred to Disirict Attorney (Adult)

8=0ther adult referral

S=Not ascertained

0=Not applicable.

Note: Codes 2 and 7 represent reiferrals for

possible further prosecution of juvenile or

adult contacts, respectively.

Number of contacts in record beiore but not
including present contact.

Racefethnicity of cohort member: O0=Chicano,
1=Black, Z=White.

Special recode used to then create RDATE.

Recode of cohort identification (1=1942,1949 and
2=1955) .

Contact type recoded to include multiple
offenses at one contact, which were then
recoded to the most serious of the incidents.
Replaces CIYPE.

Recode of CDATE. T1=Non-Summer {or scheool year),
Z2=Sumner.

SHCSCALE collapsed to eliminate single-contact
categories involving more than one sanction per
contact. Replaces SNCSCALE. To translate the
rank score one looks at the codes following

the "——-% and then looks at the scores preceding
them to %ind each of the scores. TFor example,
the rank of 57 contains scores 01, 07, 11, and




15.

-204~

A score of 01 before the dashes is the code

for dismissal, 07 is the code for a fine of

$81 to $100, a score of 11 is the code for a
driver license revocation or suspension, and a
score of 15 is the code for institutionalization
of 1 to 29 days.

Rank

L O WPN S

30

34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Ooriginal code~——Code definition

00-—No¢ contacts or no sanction
0f--—-Dismissal

02--—Supervisiocn

05———Fine $1 to $30

69~---02 05

06-——Fine $31 to $60
10—-——Suspended sentence

07-—~Fine %61 to $100

11-——Driver licence suspension or

revocation
56—-——05 11
T——=G6 11
33——=-07 11
08——~Fine of $101 or more
2108 11

13-—Propbation less than one year
62~——05 13
79~---08 13
il———Probation of a year or uore
5---05 14

55--=06 14
G4--—-07 14
29-—-08 14
87-——01 06 14
71—11 14

T2---05 10 14

6o—-05 11 14

65-——08 10 11 14
15~~—institutionalization of 1 to 29

days
45—-—05 15
32—=06 15
39-—07 15
88-—08 15
53~~=14 15
16~~~Institutionalization of 30 to 89

days
68 45 16
26—-=06 16
4i—-——4G7 16
36~--08 16
51-—14 16

24———G1 07 16
17-——Institutionalization ot 90 days
to 1 year




ne

RJINGHBD

RSERI

SANCDATE

SANCTION

SEQNUH

SERL

SEX

SEXCOH

SKRCSCALE
SUBFILE
SUMSER

TDUM5S0
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41 57—=——14 17
4z 93--~08 14 17
43 18———Institutionalization of a year
or more
1 9ff=~~07 18

Used to compute JINGHDUN.

Recode of SERI.
T=Juvenile Status
2=Nisdencanor
3=Felony

9=Not ascertained
0=Nc applicable.

bate sanction was imposed, coded dccording
to gspecial scheme. Code pook is available.

Uncollapsed, rank sanction codes.
(See RECSNC.)

Sequence number Of SPSS case.

Type and seriousness of contact:
T=duvenile Non-adult
2=Juvenile Misdemeanor
3=Juvenile Felony

4=padult Hisdemeanor
S5=Adulit Felony
6=Non—adult, ages 18-20
7=Misdemeancr, ages 18-20
8=Felony, ages 18=20
g=Not ascertained

0=Not applicable.

Sex dummy variable, 1=male, U=female.

Sex composition of contacts involving more
than one offender:

1=Males only

2=Females only

. 3=Mixed sex

9=Not ascertained

0=Not applicable (nc contact or only one
person involved.

Rank Sanctioning Scale. (See RECSNC.)

Name of 5PSS subfile for case.

Potal offense seriousness sScore.

Recoded date of contact, 1=1450.




TDUMG60
TDUH 70

TIKE

TIBEPER

TOTAL

TOTPRSER

TOTSANC
TOTLSER

TPRSANC

TRAFCON

TYPESER

—20 6~
Recoded date of contact, i=1960.
Recoded date of contact, 1=1970.

Cohort member's residence status. Codes 1,
2, 3, 4, 12, 13, and 14 represent “"continuous
residence® in Racine; that is, the cohort
neiber was living continuously in Racine with
place of residence not known for more than
three years.

Date of contact recoded into decades:
1=1950s

2=1960s

3=1970s

O0=No contact.

Number of police conitacts, all ages.

Total of all seriousness prior to
present contact.

Total of all SNCSCALE scores.
Total TYPESER of all contactse.

Total of all SNCSCALE scores prior to
present contact.

bummy variable for traffic contacts,
f=yes, O=non-traffic.

grdinal ranking of six major categories

of offense seriousness:

6=Felony against Persons; includes
robbery, assault, sex offenses,
narcotics/drugs, homicide, escapee,
and suicide.

5=Felony against Properiy; includes
burglary, theft, auto theft, fraud,
forgery, and violent property
destruction.

b=Major Misdemeanor; includes escapee,
theft, narcotics/drugs, weapons, fraud,
assault, violent property destruction,
burglary, and forgery.

3=Minor Misdemeanor; includes obscene
behavior, discrderly conduct, vagrancy,
liquoxr violations, =mex offenses, moving
traffic violations, other tratiic offenses,
gambling, and family problems.

Z=Juvenile Status (persons under 18);
includes vagrancy, disorderly conduct,
incorrigible/runaway, and truancy.
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1=Contact for Suspicion, Investigaticn,
Information.
0=No contact.

Uniqu@ Identification Number {Cohort,

ID) .

Cohort member®s races/ethnicity coded
as a dummy variable, White vs. Non-White,
1=f#hite, G=Ron-%hite.

X coordinate for location where contact
occurred; used for mapping.

Dummy variable fdr cobort, 1=1%55,
0=1942 and 1949.

¥ coordinate for cohort memberts residence
at time of contact; used for mapping.

Y coordinate for location where contact
occurred; used for mapping.

Recode of date of contact to year of
contact.

¥ coordinate for cohort member*s residence
at time of contact; used for mapping.




Month, Day, Year = Day #

Sample Code Sheet. See CDATE, RCDATE, SANCDATE, PDATE

1
1

2

10
10
11
11
12

12

1

31

1

28

1

31

1

30

1

31

1
30
1
31
1
31
1
30
1
31
1
30

1

31

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

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 Day #
1 1 55 2558
1 31 2588
2 1 55 2589
2 28 2616
3 1 55 2617
3 31 2647
4 1 55 2648
4 30 2677
5 1 55 2678
5 31 2708
6 1 55 2709
6 30 12738
7 1 55 2739
7 31 2769
8 1 55 . 2770
8 31 2800
9 1 55 2801
9 30 2830

10 1 55 2831
10 .31 2861
11 1 55 2862
11 30 2891
12 1 55 2892
12 31 2922

A-11

Month, Day, Year = Day #
1 1 56 2923
1 31 12953
2 1 56 2954
2 29 2982
3 1 56 2983
3 31 3013
4 1 56 3014
4 30 3043
5 1 56 3044
5 31 3074
6 1 56 3075
6 30 3104
7. 1 56 3105
7 31 3135
8 1 56 I.3136
8 31 3166

9 1 56 . 3167
9 30 3196

10 1 56 3197
10 31 3227
11 1 56 3228
11 30 3257
12 1 56 3258
12 31 3288




Sample Code Sheet. See CTYPE, RCTYPE

Detailed Codes for Type of Contact (CTYPE)

01 - ROBBERY (Fel)
02 - BURGLARY (Fel)
(IuiSCl)

e o T 48— o - - " - D -

03 - THEFT (£XCEPT AUTO)

(Code according to
value:

over $10U - Fey;
Under $100 - Misd)

—— i - - - T e S Sas et ey Sy 0 M e MR P T A T W . Y A 2 ) P T A T S T R . W S e A — - — - -

04 - AUTO THEFT (Fel)
05 - DISORDERLY (Misd)
CONDUCT

Armed robbery
Robbery and assault
Other robbery

e -t _. . o > D 0 T g G e S - S

Burglary
Breaking and entering or B 4 E

Entering a locked vehicle

1 - —— - o 8 o, o ot N e o o — o

Larceny and theft (except auto)
Tampering: bike, auto, machines
Larceny of money by use of slugs
Larceny from cars or trucks

* Purse snatching

Petty 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



RPPENDIX C

DIFFERENCES IN CAREEBR TYPES BASED ON OFFENSE LEVEL,
COHORT, AND JUSTICE S5YSTEM INVOLVENERY

Differences in the Distribution of Career Types Based on
Offense Level and Cohort

Differences in findings within cohorts based on differences
in offense seriousness levels and whether conirols for sex have
been made are illustrated by data presented in Table 1.

The first column for each cohurt shows the distribution of
cohort members according to whether or not they had police
contacts for any reason during both the juvenile and adult
periods, ounly during the juvenile period, only during the adult
period, or during neither. FEach succeeding column for each
cohort involves a more sermouskoffanse level.

These within-cohort fipndings may pe descrived as follows:
1« The percent of each cohort with police contacts as poth

juveniles and adults declines from the least serious offense
level to the most serious offense level, i.e., from contacts
for any reason to felony-lievel contacts.

2. At the two most serious offense levels a larger percentage of
each cohort has juvenile police contacts put no adult police
contacts than has contacts as both juveniles and adults.
This is the cuase for males alone and for females at not only
the two most sericus offense levels but at the felony or
misdemeancr levels as well.

3. At the tvwo most seriocus offense levels a larger percentage ot
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TABLE 1. POLICE CONTACT TYPES BASED ON OFFICIAL RECORDS FOR AGES 6-17 VS. AGES 18 AKRD OLDER, BY PERCENT

1942 Cohort 1949 Cohort 1955 Cohort
F F F
E E B
L L L
4 0 F 0 F o’
P E R p E R P E R
C L M C L M C L ]
0 0 A F 0 B¢ A ¥ 4] 0 ‘R F
N R J E B R J E N R J E
T .| B L T M .} L T M n L
A I I 0 B I X 0 A I I 0
C s S N C S 5 R C [ 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 20.7 5.8 1.9 25.4 15.9 6.4 3.5
Yes—No 7.7 9.6 7.6 3.8 12.8 15.0 10.6 4.5 18.7 15.2  11.9 6.3
No~Yes 28.4 7.7 5.7 3.3 21.0 W2 5.0 3.8 14.9 12.7 4.8 4.7
No~-Ho 31.4 52.4 83.6 91.7 30.8 50.1 79.6 89.7 5i.¢ 56.3 76.9 85.5
MALES
Yes-Yes 49.7 33.4 5.6 2.2  50.5 34.6 8.0 3.8 - 36.3 23.9 10.7 6.3
Yes-No 6.7 12.6 12.8 6.5 12.6 19.7 14.5 6.9 19.7 18.0 14.8 8.8
No—Yes 28.1 20,2 7.9 5.5 18.6 %.9 5.9 4.9 15.7 15.2 6.8 6.6
No—-No 15.4 33.7 74.2 B86.8 18.2 30.8 71.6 84.9 28.3 42.9 67.7 78.3
FEMALES .
Yes-Yes 10.1 3.2 ——— ——— 15.1 7.2 -5 —— 13.6 7.2 1.7 .6
Yes-No 9.0 5.8 1.4 U 13.1 8.8 5.4 1.4 17.6 12.1 8.8 3.7
No-Yes 28.9 .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 95.7 97.8 47.6 70.7 90.3 96.2 54.7 70.7 B86.8 53.2

Yes~Yes = Police contacts at stated offense level 6~17 and 18 and older.
Yes—-No = Police contacts at stated offense jevel 6-17.

No-Yes = Police  contacts at stated offense level 18 and older.

Ro-No = No police contacts at that offense level.

PCONTACT = Recorded police contacts at any level of seriousness.

FELORMISD = Recorded police contacts at felony or misdemeanor level.
FELORMAJMISD = Recorded police contacts at felony or major misdemeanor level.
FELONY = Recorded police contacs at felony level. ‘




‘the cohort has no Jjuvenile police contacts but has adult

contacts than has contacts as both juveniles and adults.
This is the case for males at only the most serious level but
fér femmales at all offense levels.

Points 2 and 3, taken together, reveal that a relatively
small proportion of even the male cohort members has police
contacts for misdemeanors or moere serious offenses during
both the juvenile and adult periods dompared to the
proportion who have contacts for misdemeanors during the
juvenile or adult periocds. For the fenmales, the proportion
who have juvenile/adult contipuity is very small comparea to
those who have police contacts at any level of seriousness
during either period. MNost females have no police contacts
either period at any level of seriousness.

it is, therefore, guite clear that differences in offense

seriousness levels have significant influences on findings.

Differences in £indings from cohort to cohort are also

important. These findings follow:

1.

The percent with police contacts as both juveniles and adults
increases from cohort to cohort if based on the major
misdemeanor or feiony level or the felony level alone,
whether total cohort or males or females.

The percent who had contacts during the juvenile period
increases from cohort to cohort for the two most serious
offense levels for males and females combined, increases at
all levels tor females, and moreso for females than males at

the most serious offense levels.
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3. The percent who had contacts during only the ju&eﬂlle period
increases from cohort to cohort ﬁor'all seriousness levels,
moreso for females than males.

4, The percent who had contacts during the adult period
increases from cohort to cohort for the two most serious
offense levels.

5. The percent who had contacts during only the adult period
increases from cohort to cohort for only the most serious
offense level.

It should also be noted that the proportion of each cohort
that had continuity (Yes-Yes) is always considerably smaller than
the proportion who desisted (Yes—No) between the juvenile and
adult periods at the two most serious offense levels and that
desistance is proportionately greater for females than for zmales.
This, of course, produces higher coefficients of correlation
between -Tjuvenile contacts and aduit contacts for males than for
females, whatever the level of offense seriousness. Even for the
nales, however, the correlations between measures for the
juvenile and adult periods ranged between .285 and .376, scarcely
a relationship which should lead researchers to begin to talk
about predicting adult criminal records frowm juvenile records.

Career Type Continuity Differenceg Based on Offense Level and
Justice System Involvement

Be all of that as it may, we now¥ turn to Tables 2 through 10
in which all cohorts have been combined as a basis for describing
continuity not by cohort but by offense type or seriousness and

level of interventicn with controls for sex and place of
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TABLE 2. CAKEER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR COMBINED COHORT HEMBERS ACROSS

JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, ASD 21 AND OLDER AGE PERIOGDS

Contacts vs. No Contacts

CORTACES NON-IRAFFIC PART I FELONY

N % N % N % ) ]
Y-Y¥-Y 524 12.8 307 7.5 28 .7 Zz -5
Y-Y-N 445 0.9 327 8.0 a8 2.4 b6 1.6
¥-N-Y 234 5.9 164 4.0 28 -7 18 -4
Y-N-N 616 1541 716 17.6 436 6.7 21 H.1
N-Y-¥ UL 3.6 81 2.0 12 «3 11 -3
N-¥-N 349 8.6 214 5.2 73 1.6 102 2.5
N-N—-¥ 482 6.9 189 4.6 31 .8 4 Tel
N—-N-N 1478 36.2 2081 51.0 3373 82.7 3606 8.4
Totals 4079 100.0 4079 99.9 4075  100.1 4079 99,49

Referred vs. Not Referred
Y~-Y-Y 111 2.7 7 1.9 15 oA 13 -3
Y-¥Y-N 189 4.e 136 3.3 61 1.5 46 1.1
Y-N-Y 43 2.0 46 T 8 el kR «3
Y-N-N 570 14.0 426 10 .4 280 6.9 180 hott
N-¥-Y 37 <9 27 7 b o1 9 -2
N~Y-N 1596 4.6 1348 3.3 65 1.6 83 2.0
N-N-Y 98 2.4 73 1.8 26 -6 32 -8
N-N—-N 2795 68.5 3100 TT.5 3618 88.7 3705 Gl.8
Totals 4079 895.9 BO79 100.0 Bo79 100.0 1079 $9.9
Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioned

I-Y¥-¥ 52 1.3 27 -7 1 .0 1 .0
I-Y-N 95 2.3 63 1.5 3z -8 24 «6
I-N-¥ 34 -8 15 - 4 .1 3 -1
Y-N—N 221 5.4 162 4.0 140 3.4 106 Z.6
Nl-Y—Y 76 1 QB 25 w6 LL ™ 1 i—@ - 1
N-Y-N 218 5.3 120 2.9 ug 1.2 #7 1.2
N-N-Y 117 Z.9 60 1.5 14 .3 1% «3
N-N-K 3266 80.1 3607 B8 .4 3836 94.0 3883 5.2
Totals 4079 100.0 4079 6.0 4079 99.9 079  100.1
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21
64
16
173
al
33
1815

2210

13
45
10
153
70
25
1887

2210

24
95
g
2031

2210

FELORY
%

1.0
2.9
.7
7.8
U
3.6
1.5
82.1

1600

"TABLE 3. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR HALE COHORT MEMBERS ACROSS
JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE PEBIODS
Contacts vs. No Contacts
CONTACES NON~TRAFFIC PART I
N % N % N %
Y-y-¥ 449 20.3 257 11.6 27 1.2
Y-Y-N 331 15.0 258 1.7 87 3.9
Y-N-Y 175 7.9 125 5.7 27 1.2
Y-N~-N 339 15.3 Lg5 20.1 332 15.0
N-¥-Y 100 4.5 60 2.7 10 .5
N-Y—-N 163 7.4 135 6.1 63 2.9
N-N-Y e 6.7 126 5.7 23 1.0
N—-N-H 505 £2.9 BOU 36 .4 i6u1 74.3
Totals 2210 1060.0 2210 100 .0 2290  100.0
Reterred vs. HNot Referred
¥-¥-Y 103 4.7 70 3.2 1 .6
Y-y-N 162 7.3 117 5.3 5% 2.6
¥-N-Y 74 3.3 43 1.9 & o4
Y-N-¥ 397 18.0 288 13.0 219 9.9
N-Y-Y 34 1.5 24 1.1 5 2
N-¥-N e 6.6 106 4.8 56 2.5
N~-N-Y 68 3.1 59 2.7 21 1.0
N-—N-N 1226 55.5 1503 68.0 1830 B2.38
Totals 2210 100.0 2210 100.0 2210 100.0
Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioned
¥-1-Y 44 2.2 27 1.2 1 -k
Y-Y-N 86 3.9 59 2.7 31 1.4
Y-N—Y 31 1.4 13 -6 4 -Z
¥-N-N 163 7.4 145 5.7 128 5.8
N-Y-Y 72 3.3 21 1.0 3 o1
N—-Y-N 172 7.8 100 E.5 43 1.9
N-N-Y 94 4.3 55 2.5 11 .5
N-N-N 1543 69.8 1810 81.9 1989 90 .0
Totals 2210 100.1 2210 100 .1 2210 100.0
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TABLE 4. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR PEMALE COHORT MEMBERS ACROSS
JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE PERIGDS
Contacts vs. No Contacts
CONTACYS NON—TRAFFIC PART I PELONY
N % N % - % 1§ 4
Y-Y-Y 75 4.0 50 2.7 1 -1 1 -1
Y-Y-N 114 6.1 69 3.7 11 .6 2 «1
Y_N-Y 6“‘ 3;’"‘ 39 2a ‘l 1 - 1 2 @ 1
Y-N-N 277 14.8 271 4.5 104 5.6 37 2.0
N-Y-¥ 4o 2.5 21 1.1 2 o1 3 .2
N-Y-N 186 10.0 79 k.2 10 «5 22 1.2
N-N-Y 134 7.2 63 3.4 8 o4 il -G
N-R-N 973  52.1 1277 68.3 1732 92.7 1791 95.¢
Totals 1868 100.1 1869 100.0 1869 100.1 1869 100.1
Referred vs. Rot Referred
Y-Y-Y 8 <4 7 -4 1 .1 —— ———
Y-Y-N 27 1.4 19 1.0 4 .2 1 -1
Y-N-¥ 9 <5 3 o2 ——r —— 1 -1
¥-N-N 173 3.3 138 7.4 61 3.3 27 1.4
N-Y-Y 3 2 3 wd 1 .l 2 -1
N~Y-N 50 2.7 28 1.5 9 .5 13 o7
N~N-Y 30 1.0 14 7 5 «3 7 oy
N-N-N 1569 83.9 1657 88 .7 1788 95.7 1818 47.3
Totals 1869 10.U 1869 0.1 1869 100.2 1869 1W00.1
Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioned
Y-Y-Y 3 o2 ——— —— —— — - ——
Y-Y--N 9 <5 4 o2 1 -1 e ———
Y-N-Y 3 .2 A -1 e —e— —— ——
Y-N-N 58 3.1 37 2.0 12 -6 11 .6
N-Y—-Y 4 .2 b 2 1 o1 — ——
N~Y-N 46 P 20 1.1 5 -3 3 .2
N-N-Y 23 1.2 5 .3 3 o2 3 .d
N—N-N 1723 92.2 1797 96 .1 1847 98.48 18524 99.1
Totals 1869 100.1 1869 100 .0 1869 100.1 1869 100.1
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residence. With the cohorts combined we are able to present
eight contact patterns and these for all contacts, non—traffic
contacts, Part I (Index Offenses), and FPelony-level offenses, as
well as the pattern for referrals and sanctions. The percentages
in this table enable us to see in a different way than do those
in Table 1 how not only offense type or seriousness eifect but
patterns show the extent to which cohort members have been
involved in the Fjustice system influences the conclusions which
may be made about continuaity betwesn age periods and the
prevalence of career offenders.

These eight types may also be consolidated into the lour
types shown in Table 1 by adding the percentages for the first
three types and considering them as YY¥, considering the fouxrth
type as YN, considering types 5 through 7 as NY, apd considering
the last type to be NN. The following basic iindings may be
derived from Table Z:

1. The proportion of each of these continuity types declines as
one moves from police contacts to any scort of felony-level

contacts.

N
¢

The proportion of each of these continuity types declines as

one moves from contacts to sanctions.

3. The proportion of the combined continuity types declines as
one moves from contacts to felony-level offenses.
4. The proportion of the compined continuity types declines as

|
one moves from contacts to sanctions. ‘
5. ©The proportion of those who desist atter the juvenile period
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TABLE 5. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY POR INHNER CITY COHORY

ACROSS JUVERILE, 18 TO 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE PERIODS

Contacts vs. No Contacts

CONTACTS NGN-TRAFFIC PAEY I

N % N b N %
¥Y-Y-Y 191 22.8 132 15.8 20 2.4
Y-¥-N 118 th.1 106 12.6 49 5.8
¥-N-Y 55 6.0 39 4.7 Tu 1.7
Y-R—-N 137 16.3 175 20.9 147 17.5
N-¥-N 57 6.8 87 5.6 22 4.6
N-R-Y 55 6.6 39 4.7 10 1.2
N-~-N-N 191 22.8 230 33.4 569 67.9
Totals 838 100.1 838 100.1 838 99 .Y

Referred vs. Not RBeferred
Y-¥-¥ 53 6.3 46 5.5 12 14
Y~-Y-N T4 8.8 60 7.2 33 3.9
Y-N-Y 31 3.7 17 2.0 5 -b
Y-N-K 140 16.7 126 15.0 105 12.5
N—-Y-¥ 7 .8 6 -7 3 -4
N-Y-N b7 5.6 38 4.5 26 3.1
N-N-Y 34 4.1 24 2.9 13 1.6
N~N-N 452 53.9 521 62.2 681 76.5
Totals 838 99.9 838 100.0 838 100.0
Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioned

Y-x-Y 31 3.7 16 1.9 1 .1
¥-¥Y-N 36 4.3 35 4.2 18 2.1
Y-N-Y¥ 1z 1.4 6 -7 3 -4
Y—-N-N 68 8.1 61 7.3 65 7.8
N-Y-Y 32 3.8 12 1.4 3 -4
N~Y-N 54 6.4 37 4.4 17 2.0
N-N-Y 38 4.5 24 2.9 7 .8
N~N-N 567 67.7 687 Tl .2 724 66 .4
Totals 838 99.9 838 100 .0 838 100.0
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TABLE 6. CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY PFOR NON-INNER CITY COHORT MEMBERS

ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 0 20, AND 21 AND OLDER AGE BPERIODS

Contacts vs. No Contacts

CONTACTS ROE-TRAFFIC PART I PELONY

N % I 5 N % N %
Y-Y-Y 300 11.5 159 6.1 7 .3 7 .3
Y-Y-N 281 10.8 194 7.5 1943 1.7 25 1.0
¥Y-N~-¥ 161 6.2 1ig 4.5 13 5 5 .2
¥~N-N b4 15.9 487 18 .7 253 g.7 129 5,0
N-Y-Y 78 3.0 4% t.b i} .2 b e 2
N-Y~N 233 8.9 132 5.1 34 1.3 50 1.9
N-N-Y 177 6.8 113 B3 16 .6 26 1.0
N—-N~N 860 36.9 1360 52.2 2233 85.8 2358 50.5
Totals 2604 100.0 2604 100 .0 2604 100.1 2608 100.1

Y-Y-¥
Y-Y-8
Y-N-Y
Y-N-N
N-Y-Y
N-Y-N
N~N-¥
N-N-N

Totals

Y-Y-¥Y
¥-Y-N
Y-R-Y
Y-N-N
N-¥-Y
N-Y~N
N-N-Y
N~N—N

Totals

Reiferred vs. Not Referred

47 1.8 46 1.0 z <1 3 «1
100 3.8 o4 2.5 25 1.0 1 «5
{4 1.7 28 Ta1 Z o1 5 o2
360 13.8 261 10 .0 147 5.6 100 3.8
24 .9 15 .6 3 .1 3 -2
116 .5 73 Z2.8 28 1.1 41 1.6
7 1.8 36 T4 10 -4 17 o7
1866 71.7 2101 80 .7 2387 91.7 2420 92.9

2604 100.0 2604 100.1 2604 700.1 2604 100.0

Sanctioned vs. Bot Sasctioned

20 -8 10 -4 — —— T -
4y 1.9 23 Y 12 5 Y -3
17 7 9 -3 1 U 1 - U
132 5.1 91 3.5 6o 2.5 49 1.9
35 1.3 10 U 1 0 3 1
132 5.1 63 2.4 2l -9 23 .9
63 Z.4 28 1.1 6 .2 5 .2
2156 GZ2.8 2370 91.0 2494 y5.d 2514 6.5
2604 100.1 2604 100 .0 2604 99.9 2604 59.9
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TABLE 7. CAREER TYPE CONTAINUITY FOR INNER CITY MALE COHORT HEMBERS

ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 T¢ 20, AND 21 AND OLUER AGE PERIODS

Contackts vs. Ho Contacts

CONTACTS NON-TRAFFIC PART I

N ! N % N %
¥-y-Y 158 33.3 104 21.9 19 4.0
Y-Y-N 82 17.3 80 6.8 45 4.5
Y-N-Y 41 8.6 29 6.1 i3 2.7
Y~-N-—N 70 4.7 101 21.3 101 21.3
N-Y-—-Y 21 4.4 15 3.2 5 1.1
N-Y-N <0 h.z 24 5.1 17 3.6
N-N-Y 31 6.5 25 5.3 5 1.1
N-N—N 52 10.9 97 20.4 270 56.48
Totals 475 Y9.4 475 100.1 475 100.1

Reterred vs. Not Referred
¥Y-Y-¥ 4g 10.1 b 8.8 11 2.3
Y-Y-N 62 13.1 50 10.5 3z 6.7
Y-N~Y 27 5.7 16 3.4 5 1.1
Y-N~N 95 20.0 3 17.5 77 16.4
N-Y-I 5 1 - ‘t 1" L] 8 2 - lg’
N~Y—N 35 7.4 29 6.l 20 4.2
N-N-Y 19 4.0 17 3.6 g 1.8
N-N-N 184 8.7 234 49 .3 318 67.2
Totals 475 100.1 475 100.0 475 100.0
Sanctioned ¥s. Hot Sanctioned

Y-¥-Y 29 bal 16 3.4 1 A
Y-K-Y 14 Za5 5 T1 3 -6
Y-N-N Lo .7 47 9.9 58 12.2
N~-Y~Y 28 5.9 8 1.7 . -4
N-¥~N 4u B.l4 29 6.1 16 3.4
N~-N-Y¥ 26 5.5 20 4.2 4 -8
N-N-N 671 54.9 318 66 .9 374 78.7
Totals 415 89.9 475 100 .0 475 99 .y

FELORNY

5 %
B 2.7
3w 7.z
11 2.3
57 12.0
2 i
2 5.5
323 8.0
475 100.0
9 1.9
29 6.1
b 1.3
56 11. 8
1 .z
93 b4
9 1.9
32 72.0
475 100.0
W 2.9
2 4
47 9.9
15 3.z
2 - q
395  83.2
575 100.0
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declines at eve:y level of involvement (with one exception}

from contacts for any reason to felony~level contacts.

The properticon of those who desist or are not referred ox
sanctioned after the juvenilekpericd decreases at every level
of offense seriousness from contact to felonies. 1In other
words, 4desistance, non-referral or non-sanction, is the
pattern rather than continuity. This is an artifact of the
tapble, nowever, because the declining proportion with serious
contacts results in a declining proportion of persous
sanctioned for that level of seriousness.

The greater the involvement with the justice system the less
the decline in rate of desistance from contact to felony-
level offenses.

The more serious the offense level the less the decline in
rate of desistance from contact to referral to sanctions.
Desistance after the juvenile period is increasingly less for
persons with more justice system involvement from contacts
alone to felony-level contacts. In other words, increasing
involvement with the justice system brings about less
desistance the more serious the offense level.

Let us now turn to siwilar tables with controls for sex,

place of residence as inner city vs. other, and so cn. The main

thrust of this appendix is to show how findings differ based on

not only measurement levels but how relations vary with

ecological and demographic controls.
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TABLE 8. CARKEER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR INNER CITY FEMALE COHORY

HEMBERS ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 T0 20, AND 21 AND OLDER BRGR

PERIODS

Contacts vs. No Contacts

CONTACTS NON-TRAFFIC PART I FELONY

N % N Y 1] % N %
¥-v-Y 33 Y.1 28 7.7 1 -3 —— —
Y-¥Y-N 36 9.9 26 7.2 i 1.1 1 -3
Y-N-Y 14 3.9 10 2.8 1 -3 1 -3
¥~-N-N 67 18.5 T4 20 .4 Lo 12.7 10 2.8
N~¥~-Y 13 2.6 5 1.4 A b 1 3
N-Y-N 37 10.2 23 6.3 5 1.4 10 2.8
N-N-Y 24 6t 1 3.9 5 1.4 4 1.1
N~-N-N 139 3.3 183 50.4 299 B82.4 336 92.6
Totals 363 100.1 363 1001 363 100.2 363 100.2

Referred vs. Not Referred
Y-Y-¥ 5 1.4 4 1.1 1 .3 ——— Sanaes
Y-N-Y 4 1.1 1 «3 e - —— e e
- Y-N-N 45 12.4 43 11.8 28 7.7 9 2.5
N-Y-H 12 3.3 8 2.5 & 1.7 5 1.4
N~-N-Y 15 .1 7 1.9 4 1.1 3 - &
N-N~-N 268 73.8 287 79.1 32z 8&.7 345 95.0
Totals 363 100.0 363 100.1 363 100.1 363 100.0
Sanctioned ¥s. kot Sanctioned

¥-¥—-Y Z & —— —— ——— o ——— —
Y"'Y’“N 3 - 8 3 - 3 1 - 3 ——— -
¥-N-Y —— ——— i -3 —— ——— —— ——
Y-H-§ 22 6.1 14 3.9 7 1.9 3 -8
N-Y-Y i Te1 g 1.1 1 -3 —— —
N-Y-N 14 3.9 8 2.2 1 «3 s ———
N-H~¥ 12 3.3 i T 3 8 3 « 8
N~N~N 306 84.3 328 50 .06 350 S6.4 357 98.3
Totals 363 100.1 363 100 0 363 100.0 363 99.9
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TABLE S. CAREER TYPE CONTLINUITY FOR NOW-INNER CITY MALE COHORT
HEMBERS ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, AND 271 AND OLDER AGE

PERIODS
Coptacts vs. No Contacts

CONTACES NON-TEAFFIC PART I FELONY

N % I % N % N %
¥-Y-¥ <60 18.6 137 9.8 7 5 6 -4
Y-¥—N 209 5.0 153 11.0 37 2.7 24 1.7
¥-N~Y 113 8.1 89 6.4 13 Y i -3
¥-N-H 237 170 310 22.2 201 .4 105 7.5
N-¥Y-Y 54 3.9 30 2.2 b4 3 5 - b
N-Y-N 107 (i 85 6.1 30 2.2 40 249
N-N-Y 85 6.1 73 5.2 13 .9 19 1.4
N~N-N 330 23.7 518 37.% 1090 78.1 1182 &5. 4
Totals 1395 100.1 1395 100 .0 1395 100.0 1395 100.0

Referred vs. Bot Referred

¥-¥-Y L 3.2 23 T.6 2 o1 3 .
I-¥-N &85 6.1 55 3.9 22 1.6 i3 9
Y-N-Y 39 2.8 26 1.9 2 .1 4 «3
Y-N-N 253 18.1 177 12.7 1186 H.5 By 6.0
N-¥-¥ 24 1.7 15 1.1 3 <2 4 -3
N-Y~N 84 6.0 59 b.z 26 1.9 35 2.5
K-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 88.8
Totals 1395 100.0 1395 99 .9 1395  100.0 1395 99.6

Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioped

Y~-¥-¥ 19 T.4 10 -7 - —— 1 1
Y-¥-N 43 3.1 22 1.6 12 9 g -6
Y—-§-Y 14 Ry 8 -6 1 -1 ; 1 -1
Y-N~H 100G 7.2 68 4.9 61 4.4 41 2.9
N~-Y-¥ 35 2.5 10 -7 1 «1 3 -2
H-Y-N 104 7.5 54 3.9 21 1.5 21 1.5
N~N-Y 54 3.9 27 1.8 6 4 5 ol
N-N-N 1026 73.5 1196 85.7 1283 S2.7 1315 94.3

Totals 1395 10G6G.1 1395 100.0 1395 1006.1 395 100.1




CAREER TYPE CONTINUITY FOR NON-INNER CITY FEMALE COHORT

TABLZE 10.
' HENBERS ACROSS JUVENILE, 18 TO 20, ARD 21 AND OLDER AGE
PERIODS :
Contacts vs. No Coatacts

CONTACTS RON~TRAFFIC PART X PELONY

N % N b5 N % H %
Y-Y.‘Y QG 3 .3 22 1 - 8 —— s 1 - 1
¥Y-Y-N 72 6.0 41 3.4 7 -6 1 1
Y-N-X 48 4.0 29 2.4 —e— e 1 -1
Y-N-N 1¥7 4.6 177 4.6 52 4.3 24 2.0
N-¥Y-Y 24 2.0 11 9 —— e 1 -1
N—-N—-¥ g2 7.6 4.g 3.3 3 -2 7 -6
N—-N-N 630 52.1 84z 69 .6 1143 gu.5 1164 6.3
Totals 1209 100.0 1209 99 .9 1209 99.9 1248 100 .1

Referred vs. Noi Referred
Y-¥~¥ 3 «Z 3 -2 - —— ——— -
Y-y—N 15 1.2 9 7 3 "l 1 -1
Y-~N-Y 5 -4 2 wd ——— ——— 1 -1
Y-N-N 1067 8.9 84 6.9 29 2.4 16 1.3
N-Y—-Y —— — o ——— —— ——
N-Y-N 32 2.6 14 1.2 2 o2 & «5
H-N-Y 11 «9 5 -4 1 .1 4 .3
N—-N—-N 1036 85.7 1092 90.3 1174 a7.1 1181 87.7
Totals 1209 B9.9 1209 99 .4 1209 100.0 1209 100 .0
Sanctioned vs. Not Sanctioned

¥-Y-¥Y 1 -1 —— —— ——— e — ——
Y-Y-N 6 <5 1 -1 ——— —— —— ———
Y-N-Y 3 -2 1 .1 - ——
Y-N-N 32 2.6 23 1.4 5 -4 8 -7
N-X—¥ S e ——— —— ——— —— e ——
N-Y-N 28 2.3 9 -7 3 .2 2 -2
N-N-Y 9 -7 1 -1 - ——— e ——
N-N-N 1130 93.5 1174 97.1 1201 99.3 1199 99.2
Totals 1209 29.9 1209 100.0 1209 95.9 1209 100 .1
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We commence by comparing a few percentages from Table 7,
Inner City Males, with a few percentages from Other Hales from
Table 9. Hote that 21.9% of the Inner City males (socialized in
the Inner City neighborhoods) but only 9.8% of the Other males
(socialized outside the Inper City) had at least one Non-Traffic
police contact during each of the three age periods. Comparison
of the percentages who were referred during each age period
reveals that 8.8% of the Inper City males but only 1.6% of the
Other males were referred.

0f course, there is the matter of offense seriousness:
comparisons based on consideration of only Part I offenses
provide further evidence that what happens in tne Inner City
differs from what happens in Other neighborhoods. Note that 4.0%
of those socialized in the Inner City had Part I centacts during
each age pericd but only .5% of those from Other neighborhoods
did so. Although 2.3% of the Inner City group had been referred
during each age period, only .1% of those from Other
neighborhoods had peen veferred in that pattern. This suggests
that Inner City males not only behave ditferently, i.e., engage
in more serious delinguency and crime, but are dealt with
differently from Others. Similar findings are made if only
felony—-level oifenses are considered.

This is only one of many ways in winich the Y¥¥, etc., career
types may be used to compare the bepavior and/or experiences of
male and female, Inner City and Other neighborhood cohort

memnbers. Appendix € 1s presented so that others may suggest




-227~
analytic approaches that we have overloocked as our own work
develops.

One disclaimer must be added. We do not see this approach
as in any way related to the attempts that have been made to
profile delinguents or criminals. We are concerned about how
behavior generates official responses which culminate in a YYY or
some similar type of career. Or, what kinds of persons dealt
with in such and such a fashion end up with this or that type of
career? In this research we may well find that a
demographic/spatial group with ¥YYY sanctions differs from another
group without ¥YY sanctions, although both demographic/spatial
groups had YYY contacts, mainly because one group had YYY
referrals to & greater extent than the other.

The difference may not be that drawatic but attaching to
everyone their career type for different levels facilitates thais

kind of analysis.




APPENDIX D

A PATH ANALYSIS APPROACH TO EXPLAINING
FUTORE OFFENSE SERIQUSNESS® ‘

The analysis just completed provides insight into the |
variables or {actors that affect future total offense
seriousness. We found that the variable with the most impact was
age at contact. Although race, sex, number of prior sanctions
{an inverse relationship}, total prior offense seriousness, and
juvenile neighborhood had some impact, they are not consistently
significant in accounting for future offense seriousness. As was
noted, the variables which may be of most interest to those in
the position of policy making and enforcement, type seriouSness
of present contact, severity of sanction just received, and total
severity of prior sanctions, do not appear to have much impact on
future offense sericusness when the data are analyzed contact by
contact with sno controls for cohort.

The next step is the development of a causal model that will
help account for (explain) the relationships found in the
extensive regression analyses that we have just described. 0L
course, to do this we must make assumptions and this requires
movement from the perspective that we have followed to the more
theoretical and less observaple realm of causality. 1In

particular, this aliows us to elaborate on whether or not a

relationship that exists between future total offense seriousness

and the variables that measure cumulative criminal career is

—— — -~

x This analysis was conducted and written by Kathleen
Anderson.
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spurious or whether there are confounding or intervening effects
produced by the characteristic variables or the discrete measures
of criminal involvement.

First, we will look at some of the potential causal
relationships implied by previous research results, bearing in
mind that we are assuwming causality in a weak sense and using the
technigue of path analysis. HNodels developed will be simple and
limited to three or four variables.

Path analysis should enable us to see if there are
intervening variables that affect the relationship between the
cunulative measures of prior criminal career and future offense
seriousness. As mentioned previously, age at police contact had
the greatest impact on future offense seriousness, contact by
contact. On the other hand, type seriousness ol present contact
and sanction just received seem to have virtually no effect. We
would expect, then, that 1f the relationship between a prior
cumulative measure and future offense seriousness was controlled
for by one of the three characteristic variables {age at contact,
race, or juvenile neighborhood), the relationship might change in
strength. For example, numper of prior sanctions has a
significant negative correlation with future offense seriousness.
When the test factor, age at contact, ig introduced the
relationship is no longer significant. The intrusion of age nas
a suppressing effect on the relationship. Another way of looking
at this is to consider the indirect effects of nuwber of prior

sanctions through age on future offense seriousness.
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Two cumulative career variables, number of prio: sanctions
and total prior seriousness, were chosen as independent variabpies
and two nmodels were developed based on the relationship of each
to total future offense seriousness (referred to in the models as
Total Oifense Seriousness). Since there are changes in the
strength and significance of various relationships as contact
level changes, we chose to examine the models at an early career
stage represented by the second contact level and at a more

developed staygye in careers represented by the sixth contact

level.
MODEL 1
ol
| Number of | ) _ffotal Offense]
}Prior Sanctionsi | Seriousness |
|Test Factor‘/
Uz

TEST FACTOR: AGE WITH NO CONTROLS

Second Contact. In this model the omnly significant

relationship is between age at contact and future oifense
seriousness. Number of prior sanctions is not siynificantly
related to either age or future ofiense seriousness. With no
controls for age at contact, number of prior sanctions is

significantly correlated (only at the .05 level) with future
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offense seriousness. Conirolling for age makes the relationship
weaker and non-significant. There are some indirect causal
effects but the results are not conclusive enough to say that age'

at contact is an intervening variable.

U1 = .897
| Nutiber of | fTotal Offensej
|Prior Sanctionsij ) =082 ™1 Seriousness |

- 084 - 428 ®¥k
~]. . Age, ]
U2 = .4996

**x Significant at .001 ievel or greater.

Sixth Contact lLevel. Number of prior sanctions has a

significant positive correlation with age and age has a
significant negative correlation with future oifense seriousness.
The direct effects of number of prior sanctions on future otffense
seriousness are very small and not significant. This leads to
the expectation that the original correlation between number of
prior’sanctions and future offense seriousness (whichkwas neither
very strong nor significant) is probably largely dPe to the
intervening variable, age. In fact, it turns out that most of
the relationsaip is due to the indirect causal effects of number

of prior sanctions through age on future offense seriousness.




Ul = .BY3
} KNumber of { ~ [Total Offensel
| Prior Sanctions| 023 —>1 Seriousness |
L215% ' - UBT ek
i Age R
gz = .977

¥ Signiricant at .05 level but less than .07 level.
*¥% significant at .001 level or greater.

At the second contact level the relationship between number
of prior sanctions and future oifense seriousness is enhanced
(somewhat) by the effect of age as an intervening variable. At
the higher contact leveli age accounts for most of Qhe
relationship between the two. What we are seeing as a
relationship between numper of prior sanctions and iuture offense
seriousness is largely'due to‘age (pumber of prior sanctions has
very little causal effect).

PEST FACTOR: AGE WITH CQNTEROLS FOR COHORT

Controlling for cohort produced slightly different results
from those of the uncontrolled model. Overall, hodever, the sanme
conclusions can pe reacned. The only really significant
relationship found was between age and future oifense
‘seriousness. Numper of pPrior sanctions was not significantly
related to eitner age or future oifense seriousness. Indirect

causal effects are present to a degree that suggests again that
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age may act as an intervening variable. Controiling for cohort
did not have much of an impact on reducing the unexplained
vgriance and the residual value, U1, remained at much the sanme
level.
TEST PACTCR: AGE WITH CONITROLS FOR RACE

Controlling for race produced essentially the same results

as found in the uncontrolled model put provided a more definitive

basis EFor the conclusions. ‘Phere is evidence of an intervening

variable being present if, when the test factor is controlled,

" the original relationship disappears {or comes very close to it).

When the model with age as the test factor is analyzed with
no additional conirols for race, the original relationship is
diminished. When the same wodel is analyzed separately for non-
whites and whites, the original relationship (between number of
prior sanctions and future total offense seriocusness) decreases
to almost zero.

Second Contact Level. The relationship between numbexr of

prior sanctions and future offense seriousness is not very

strong, either with or without controls for age, but with control

for age it diminishes further in strength. Looking at the
relationship by race enhances this effect and makes evident some
non—-white/white differences. The relationship between number of
prior sanctions and future otfense seriousness 1is positive for
the non-white group and negative Lor the white group but not
significant in either case. 7The only significant relationship

found is again between age at contact and future oifense
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seriousuess. This relationship is stronger for whites than non-

whites but the indirect etfects of number of prior sanctions

through age on future oifense seriousness are smaller for the

whites than the non—-whites. The unexplained variance is smalier

for whites than non-whites and less than was found for this model

with no controls for ruce.

NON~HHIAES:

Ul = 906
| Number ok i | Total Offense|
{Prior Sanctionsf{ =075 >1 Seriousness |

. 084 —~ BT ek
| Age P
02 = .996
*¥x¥ Significant at 001 level or greater.
¥HITES:

Ul = .833
| Number of i |Total OLfense|
|Prior Sanctionsj] -.063 >} Seriousness |

.Gi1 ~ o SUT %W
{ Age
- —_—
gZ2 = .9%9

**¥% Significant at 001 level or greater.
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. Sixth Contact Level. Age accounts for nearly all of the

causal effects of numbeir of prior sanctions on future oifense
seriousness for both non-whites and whites. The introduction of
age into the model eliminates almost completely the original
relationships when race is controiled. For both the non-whites
and whites number of prior sanctions has a significant positive
relationship tc age and age has a signiricant negative
relationship to tuture cffense seriousness. The residuals in

both cases remwain about the same as for the models without
control for race.

NON-RHITES:

Ut = .871
i Number of { libtal Offense|
| Prior Sanctions] 003 7" Seriousness |

- ety o

e 214 ¥

gz = .97

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level.
*¥*k¥ Significant at 001 level or greater.
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RHITES:
: 01T = 881
i Number of } ‘ ‘ ‘ gTétal off ense|

, 7
- 297 ' I ///////:iu74*

////

| Prior Sanctions| » 002 > Seriousness |

] f Age I

U2 = .955

* Sighificant at .05 leveli put less than .01 level.

The relationship that appears to exist between nusiber of
prior sanctions and future offense seriousness is spurious, a
function of age at contact and race. What 1is not accounted for
by age is accounted for by race along with age. 4t this point it
still appears to be that a cunslative criminal career variable,
in this case number of prior sanctiocns, does not provide drvezy
powerful exéianatory basis for fﬁtnre offense seriousness. 4
TEST FACTOR: TYPE SERIOQUSNESS WITH NO CONTROLS

Second Contact Level. In this variation of the model the

oniy signiticant relationship (only at the .05 level) is inverse
and found between number of prior sanctions and future offense
seriousness. As 1indicated py the residual values, the model is
very low in explanatory power. Controlling for the test factor,
in this case type seriousness of present contact, does not
significantly alter the original relationship. The. effect of

number of prior sanctions through type seriousness of present
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contact on future oiffense seriousness is very small {~.005).

‘Nothing albout the model indicates that type seriousness of

present contact acts as an intervening variable. : |

} Number of ]

—

i Iype i
y | Seriousnessi
| Present |
{ Contact |

Lot

U2 = .899

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level.

Sixth Contact Level. At the sixth contact level the
original relationship is not significant and controlling for type

seriousness does not alter this. The expectation is that the

only way type seriousness might influence
it turned out that not controlling for it
eifect on the relationship between number
future offense sericusness. S5ince in the
considered earlier type seriousness never
effect, this is not very likely to happen

confirm this.

|Prior Sanctionsy , =L 114 ——>| Seriousness |

U1l = .988

{Total Offense(|

- 098

the model would be if
had a suppressing

of prior sanctions and

regression models
appeared to have amuch

and the results tend to
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gt = .996
| Number of [ , jTotal Offense|
| Prior Sanctionsj -.088 —— > Seriocusness |
- ' ‘ 7
-, 039

| Type ]

| Seriousness|

| Present |

| Contact |

An analysis of the model considered separately tor each
cohort did not significantly alter tuhe results. This is
consistent with what was found when the same variation was
employeda in the case in which the test factor was age.
Consideration of tne acdel separately Jor non-whites and whites
also made no differences in the conclusions reached. %Yhere were |
not the same dramatic effects found as when the test facfor was
age.

TEST FACTOR: SANCIION JUST RECHIVED WITH NQO CONTRQOLS

Second Contact Level. Number of prior sanctions has a

significant negative correlation with tuture offense seriousness
and a significant positive correlation with sanction just
received. There is, however, practically no relationship vetween
sanction just received and future offense seriouspness (consistent
with everything else). Controlling for sanction just received

resulted in a slighuly stromnger relationship between the original




‘factor, the origimal relationship is .slightly suppressed. The
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two variables considered. So, without the control for the test

differences are very small, however; overall the conclusion 1is
that the relationship between number of prior sanctions and
future total offense seriousness exists and is not influenced by

the sanction just received.

0y = .992
I Number of { |Total Offense]
IPrior Sanctionsj =.123%% —>] Seriousness |
- -5 -
<124 | 082
~
| Sanction (///’//
| Just i
| Received |
02 = .942

* Significant at .05 level put less than .01 level.
** Significant at .01 level but less than .001 level.

Sixth Contact Level. At this contact level there were no

significant relationships between any given pair of the three:
variables. There was a weak non-significant relationship petween
nurber of prior sanctions and future offense seriousness put it

does not appear to be affected in any way by sanction just

Teceived.
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) G1 = 996
| Number of I [Total Offense|
|Prior Sanctions{ -.081 71 Seriousness |

.027 T -.024
| Sanction }
N Just [
| Received |

U2 = .999

Again, adding controls tor cohort or race did not result in

any real changes from what was found in the analysis of the wmodel

without controls.

Before moving to a coasideration of the second general
model, ip which total prior seriousness is the independent
variable, the first model is expanded to include both age and
type seriousness of present contact as test factors.

4ODEL 1A

This model is an expansion oi Hodel 1 which includes type
seriousness of present contact.

Second Contact Level. At this level the largest indirect

effect i1s found by following a path from number of prior
sanctions through age to future oifense seriousness. §o matter
how the model is considered, age always emerges as the most

important determinant of future oifense seriousness.
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Ul = 8%
» Y
i Kumber of [ : | Total oOffense
|Prior Sanctions{——— =-.080 ~*——~—~j;j Seriousness |
—-—— ’ . - -
084 042
— 2w
4 [ iype |
] Age o = 133% M| Seriousness|
Iy - | Present |
‘ } Dfifense |

# Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level.
**¥% Significant at .0U1 level or greater.

Sixth Contact Level. At this level the largest indirect

effect is found by following a path from nuamaber of prior
sanctions through age at contact to total offense seriousness.
inclusion of tne test ractors diminishes the strength ot thé
original relationship found between number of prior sanctions and
total offense seriousness. The indirect causal effects are
greater than the direct causal effects, implying the presence of

intervening effects through the variable age at contact.
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Ul = .873
. Y
[ Naexber of | }Total Offense|
| Prior Sanctionsi— 01§ ————>"} Seriousness |
T \3
.215% -.062
- o 4G Q%kxK - 144
Y | Type !
} Age s = Q7 ————>-| Seriousness]
~ K i Present |
| Uftense |
U3 = 477 o %
U2 = .987

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level.
**%% Sjgnificant at .001 level or greater.

MODEL 2
U1
[ Total Prior | . [Future Offensel
}] Seriousness | “{ Seriousness |

P s e o s, e oo @ . - -

| Test Factorl

T T

Uz

TEST FACTOR: AGE WITH NO CONTROLS

Second Contact Level. In this case the original

relationship petween the independent and dependent variables is
very weak. When age is controlled a significant relationship is

found between age and future offense seriousness. Although the
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relationship between total prior seriousness and ifuture oifense

® seriousness is diminished, it does not disappear.

Ut = .84Y9
® { Total Prior | .051 __JFuture Of fensef
‘ | Seriousness | | Seriocusness |
| ,

’9 -.089 - | Age 3 ~ 430k
U2 = .996
. *=x% Significant at 001 level or ¢greater.

Sixth Contact Level. There is a significant positive

relationship between total prior seriousness and iuture offense

hd seriousness at this contact level and a signifiicant negative
relationship between age and future offense seriousness. The
relationship between total prior seriouspess and age is mnot

.. significant. When age is controlled, the direct relationship

! between total prior seriousness and future oifense seriousness is
diminished but not by much. Apparentiy tuhe relationship petween

s total prior sericusness and future otfense seriousness is not
“"caused" by or a function of age. Instead, the explanation of
future offense seriousness is a function of both variables but

o not through their relationship to each other.

9
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U1 = .853
. Total Prior | « 20 QX _|Puture Offense]
| Seriousness | “1 Seriousness |
Age } ~ ol Ok
U2 = 994

**% Significant at 001 level or greater.

At both the second and sixth contact levels, however, the
amount of unexplained variation is still high.
TEST FACTOK: TYPE SERIOUSNESS WITH NO CUNTROLS

Second Contact Level. There is only one significant

relationship, that fouud between total prior seriousness and type
seriousness of present contact. Since there is not wmwuch
relationship between total prior seriousness and future offense
seriousness to begin with (perhaps due to tae faci that there is
only one prior contact) and there is only a slight amount oif
indirect causal effect, type seriousness of present contact does
not seem to be an intervening variable at the second contact

level.
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U1, = «991
i Total Prior -| 78 . - |Puture Offeuse|
| Seriousness | “} Seriousness |

.118% b Type I 094
| Seriousness| :
| Present |
| Contact |

|

U2 = .993

Sixth Contact lLevel. The sixth contact results change

gréatly from those of the second contact. Total prior offense
seriousness has a positive significant relationship to iuture
offense seriousness. There are no other sigynificant effects.

The effect of total prior seriousness tarough type seriousness on
future offense seriousness is very small. Type seriouéness is
not an intervening variable and it appears that the relationship
which appears between total prior seriousness and future otffense

seriousness is not spurious.




01 = .966
{ Totali Prior | o 26 0k % | Future Offensel
I} Seriousness | '} Seriousness |
. 111 [ iype | ~.055%

N | Seriousness|

| Present }

} Contact |

g2 = .994

*¥% S5jgniticant at 001 level or greater.

TEST FACTOR: SANCTION JUST RECEIVED WITH NO CUNTROL

Second Contact Level. Tais model is similar in tne

relationships found to the model in which the test factor was
type seriousness. At the second contact level ncne of the
variables are significantly related to each other. There are
practically no indirect eftects of total prior seriousness
through sanction just received on future offense seriousness.

Sanction just received is not an intervening variable.
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U1 = .996
[ Total Prior | jTotal Offensel
| Seriousness | 090 T Seriousness |
-.029 029
| Sanctiocn |
I Just 1
| Received |
U2 = .999

Sixth Contact Level. Total prior seriousness has a significant

positive relationship to future otfense seriousness. Tnere are
no other significant relationships. Sanction jusc received does
not have an effect on the relationship of total prior seriousness
to future offense seriousness.

As was expected, the iamediate measures of criminal behavior
do not play a part in the relationship berween total priorc

seriousness and future oifense seriousuness.

01 = .867
| Total Prior jee— J256%%% . [Future Offense]
| Seriousness | | Seriousness |

—_ - —
-. 159 ! Sanction | - 018
| Just |
| Received |
Uz = .987

*%¥ Significant at .001 level or yreater.

-
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Summary of Hodels 1 and 2

As was expected, the relationship betweer numwber of prior’
sanctions and future offense seriousness and the relationship
between total prior seriousness and future offense seriousness is
affected ny age at police contact (a characteristic variaple) but

not by type seriousness of present contact or py sanction just

received.
EODEL 3
U1
| Total Prior | ’ . IFuture Offense|
| Seriousness | ' “| Seriousness |
}
|
i
|
A j
1 Type | | Sanction |
| Seriousness | =1 Just l
{ Present } } Received |
! Offense | —— - -
R S
U3
u2

In the third model type seriousuness of present contact and
sanction just received are introduced simultaneously to see 1if
there is a relationship between them and if the effect on future
offense seriousness of total prior offense seriousness with of
these two variables indicates the presence of any intervening

effects.
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Second Contact Level. Total prior seriousness has a

significant positive (only at the .05 level) correlation with
type seriousness of present contact and type seriousness of
present contact has a significant positive correlation with
sanction just received. None of the other relationships are
significant, including the one between total prior seriousness
and future offense seriousness. The largest indirect effects ure
found when only the test factor, type seriousness, is introduced.
Type seriousness and sanction just received are not significantly
related to future offense seriousness but the magnitude oi the
relationship is greater between type seriousness and future
offense seriocusness than between sanction jast received and
future offense seriousness. 1t would appear from this model that
the immediate measures of criminal career do not act as
intervening variables. Total prior seriousness does not act
through type seriousness of present contaquand/cs sanc tion Jjust

received to affect future offense sericusness.
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g1 = .991
| - Total Prior | ~074 . |Future Offense|
}. Seriousness | ~ 't Seriousness - |
-118% ™~

. Rt “ D

I Type I |  Sanction |

} Serlousnessi > | Just I

] Present | “{ Received |

| offense | .
U3 = .993 Uz = .99z

* Significant at .05 level but less than .01 level.

Sixth Contact Level. Total prior cffense sericusness has a

significant positive correlation with tuture offense seriousness
and a significant negative correlation with sanction just
received. There is, however, essentially no relationship between

sanction just received and future offense seriousness. Type

seriousness and sanction just received have a significant

positive correlation with each other. Introducing both test
factors, type seriousness of present contact and sanction just
received does seem to augment the direct relationship between
future offense seriousness and total prior seriousness but the
total cadusal effects are greater than the original correlation by
only .012. Part of this difference appears to be the result of
the indirect negative effects and part appears to pbe non-causal

Or sSpurious.
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Ul = .965
| Total Prior | L 266x%x |Future Offensel
| Seriousness | _ ~ | Sericusness |

L1721 ' - .032 ‘
| Type Sanction |
| Seriousness o 276%%% Just }
| Present | '}  Receaved |
] Uffense | ; - g *5
_— T g
U3 = .994 | U2 = .949

*F Significant‘at .01 level but less than 00T level.
*¥%¥ Significant at .001 level or yreater.

Conclusion

Although this model leaves unexplained a large amount of the
variance as evidenced by the large residual values U1 = .965, 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 ractor, type seriousness of present contact
is not significantly related to future offense seriousness. When
only sanction just received is included as a test factor, it is
not significantiy related to either total prior oifense
seriousness or future offense seriousness. However, when both
type seriousness of present contact and sanction just received
are included as test factors at the second contact level, there
is a significant relationship between total prior seriousness and
type seriousness of present contact and between type seriousness

of present contact and sanction just received.




At the sixth contact level when type seriocusness alone is
included as a test factor there was only one significant
relationship between total prior seriousness and future total
offense seriousness. This was also the case when only sanction
just received was introduced as a test factor. When both type
seriousness of present contact and sanction just received are
included in the model there is a significant positive
relationship between total prior seriousness and future offense
seriousness and between type seriocusness of present contact and
sanction just received. There is a negative significant
relationship between total prior seriousness and sanction just

received.




APPENDIX E

A COMPARISON QOF DEMOGRAPHIC AND CAREER EFFECTS
IR THE JUVENRILE AND ADULT®T PERICDS?

INTRODUCYTION

The question we are addressing in this appendix is whether
or not the effects of the demographic and career variables on
future total offense seriocusness differ for the juvenile and
adult career periods, contact level by contact level. Lisrel
provides one analytic approach to this guestion.

lisrel analysis involves simultaneously estimating
covariance structure models for each period, juvenile and adult,
and then comparing the estimated variance-—covariance structures
that resvlt with the sample covariance structure in corder to
assess the goodness of f£it of the estimated model for each
period. The estimated covariance structure model is derived
using maximum likelihood estimates (MLE) in & way that minimizes
the value of the "titting function® and therefore provides the
best possible tit given a particular set cof hypotheses about the
causal parameters, measurement errors, and the variances-
covariances among the observed variables. Once the estimated
covariance structure is derived, goodness of fit indicators can
be computed and then the analysis can proceed by modifying the
original set of assumptions. One of the greatest strengths oi

the Lisrel technigue is that it allows simultaneous consideration

i

3 The analysis described in this appendix was written by
Kathleen Anderson and was conducted by hexr and ®. Edgar Hurph
with the assistance of Frofessor EKobert Nash Parker.
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of a measurement model and a structural {(causal) model. The
measuresent model relates observable exogenous or enddgenoﬁs
variables to unobservable exogenous or endogenous variables. The
structural wodel relates the exogenous to the endogenous
variables and allous for an assessament of the assumed causal
effects and the hypotheses concerning the variance-covariance of
the errors in the dependent variables and the variance—covariance
of the true independent variables.

COHMPARISON OF CONTACTS 3 THROUGH 8 FOK THE JUVENILE
AND ADULT PERIOLS

Procedure

Returning to the original guestion, previous analysis seess
to indicate that there are differences between the juvenile and
the adult pericd in the effects of the independent variables,
representing demographic and career characteristics, on the
dependent variable, future total offense seriousness. This can
be seen by comparing the unstandardized parameter estimates
obtained from the multiple regression analysis for each of the

two periods. Our analysis of the guestion will proceed in this

~way: we have seven exogenous variables, six of them directly

observable (type seriousness of present contact, neighborhood,
sex, race, age at contact, and sanction just received) and one
variable, punish, a theoretical construct with three indicators
{(total severity of prior sanctions, total prior seriousness, and
nunber of prior sanctions). Two models were constructed. The

first model linked each of the seven “true%" independent variables




~255-
to the dependent variable, future total offense seriocusness, and

defined a relationship between the observable independent

‘variables (total prior sanctions, total prior offense

seriousness, and number of prior sanctions) and %he underlying
construct “punish® for the juvenile period. The second model
does the same thing for the adult period.

Assumptions are made which constrain all the coefficients
linking the indepen&ent variahles to the dependent variable and
the indicators to the factor, punish, to be the same for both
periods. The variance-covariance of the independent variables,
and the variance of the errors in the equations are also
constrained to be the same for both periods. Lisrel estiumates
are computed for each of the two periods under this set of
assumptions. The goodness of £it of the model is then tested by
comparing the Lisrel estimates for each of the two periods to the
sample values. Using the results of this set of assumptions as
baseline values, the assumptions can then be relaxed so that some
of the parameters are not forced to be equal across pericds. 1If
the model is improved compared to the baseline model as the
constraints are relaxed and if the best f£it is achieved when ail
the parameters are freed, then we can say that the effects do in
fact differ from the juvenile to the adult period. If the best
fit is achieved with some of the parameters constrained to be the
same, then this indicates that the effects of those particular
variables on future total offense seriousness are the same for

the two periods.
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The procedure described above vas followed contact level by
contact level beginning with the third contact level and
progressing through the eighth. The standardized coefficients of
the independent variables from the best fitting model are
presented in the tables. The results suggest that the efiects of
the immediate measures of criminal career and all the demographic
variables, except residence, are different for the two periods
while the effects of the cumulative career variables {measured by
the construct, punish} are the same in the middle stage of career
for the Jjuvenile and adult periods. Punish can be constrained at
the fourth, f£ifth, and sixth contact levels. The effect of
punish is significant only at the fourth contact level.

Residence can be constrained at the fiftth and sixth contact-
levels. The effect of residence is never significant. At
contact level seven, an anomaly, the effects of sex and race are
the same for the two periods; neither effect is significant.

The effects of the independent ﬁariables on future total
offense seriousness as indicated by the outcomes of the analysis
can be interpreted in this way: a positive coefficient for sex
implies that being male is associated with higher future offense
seriousness. A positive coefficient for race implies that being
Non—White is asscciated with higher future offense seriousness.

4 positive coefficient for neighborhood implies that inner ciity
residence is associated with higher future offense seriousness.
The other independent variables of the regression analysis (total

prior seriousness, total prior sanctions, and number of prior




sanctions) are directly related to the future sericusness ii the
sign of the coefficient is positive. For example, a positive
coefficient for total prior seriousness implies that & high value
for this variable is associated with a high valve for total
future offense seriousness. 1in the Lisrel analysis these three
variables are not directly linked to the dependent variable,
future total offense seriocusness. Instead, we have one latent
variable, punish, which has as its measurable indicators the
three cumulative career variables. The three individual
variables are each a funcition of the underlying construct,
punish. That is, the observed vairiances and covariances of the
three individual variables are assumed to be determined by the
underlying factor, punishk, which represents the cumulative career
status of the person. The cumulative career variables and the
model itself defines the factor, pumnish. (ILf the £it of the
model is good, then the validity of a definition is reliable.)
The variances/covariances of the three indicators that result
from the model can then be used in a regression procedure to
arrive at the effects of punish on future total offense
seriocusness. A negative coefficient implies that a high value
for punish is linked to a low future total offense seriousness
while a positive coefficient implies that high values on punish
are asscciated with high future total offense seriousness. It
cannot be inferred from this that any one variable or all the
variables necessarily have high values since their relationshiyp
to punish is in turn defined by the factor loadings that are a

function of the assumptions of the best model.
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Third Contact Level

In the first model presented (Table 1) all of the parameters

TABLE 1. LISREL ANALYSIS OFF EFPFECIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND CAREER
VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOQUSNESS AT THIRD
JUVENILE ¥S. THIRD ADULT POLICE CORTACT

—

Juvenile Adult

Variables Juvenile? Adult® Lisrel Lisrel
Type Seriousness ~03%7 -.051 045 - 030
Neighborhood - 059 -, B30% - 222 - 017
Sex ~077 07 .10 1% - (54
Race ~108% 064 - 135% « 161
ige —~e513% V. £ - 687%* —~o I61%
Prior S$nc. Sev.d «063 -~ 062 ~ 450 . 103
Prior Contact Ser. <037 ~H28%
Number Prior Snc. - 06U - 28
Snc. at Contact <080 ~035 .64 « 022
Rz w32 «238% ~ 346 217
Chi Square = 122.%

DR = 28

P = 0.0
Goodness of Fit Index 988 Y18

BASELINE
Chi Square = 6682.9

DF = 69
Goodness of Fit Index 456 . 796
L) Standardized estimates from Table 17.
2 Standardized estimates from Table 18.
¥ For Lisrel analyses, prior sanction severity,

prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combined to create the independent variable, punish.

* Significant at .01 level.

were constrained to be the same. Under this assumption Chi
Sguare was b66YZ2.9, with 69 deyrees of freedom (baseline Chi
Square} . The goodness of fit index was .456 for the juvenile

period and .796 for the adult period. The second modeling
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attempt freed all of Phi, the matrix of the variances-covariances
of the independent variables. The fit was improved and Chi
Square dropped from 6629.4% to 2771.7, with 81 degrees of freedom.
The goodness o fit index improved for both the juvenile and
adult periods (from .456 to .793 for the juvenile period and from
796 to .804 for the adult period). The third model freed Psi,
the variance of the error terms of the equations. Again there
was improvement in the fit of the model for both the juvenile and
adult pemio&s, Tne process of looseninyg constraints continued
until finally all the parameters were freed except the ofi-
diagonal Theta Delitas. With all the parameters freed except off-
diagonal Theta Delta the goodness of fit index was .988 for the
juvenile period and .978 for the adult period. Chl Square was
122.2 with 28 degrees oi freedom {a respectable Chi Square to
degrees oi freedom ratio). Freeing the off-diagonal Theta Delita
resulted in a worse fitting model. It appeared that the best
possible model was that in which all parameters were freed except
off diagonal Theta Delta.

To make sure this was the pest possible model, the
parameters of Gamma, which were most similar between the two
periods, were constrained to be the same. Once all the elements
of Gamma were constrained to be the same, then the process was
reversed and the parameters that differed the most f£rom the
juvenile to the adult period were freed beginning with aye, then
neighborhood, race, punish, type seriousness, sex, and ilinally

severity of most recent sanction. This confirmed that the best
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model was that in which éll the elements of Gamma were Zreed.
Gamma is the matrix of the coefficients relating the independent
variables to future total offense seriousness. The fact that all
the elements of Gamma must be freed to achieve the best £it
implies that the effects of all the independent variables are
different for the juvenile and adult periods. For the third
contact level it appears then that the effects of the independent
variables on the dependent vgtiable, future toial cffense
seriousness, are diiferent for the juvenile and adult career
periods.

The standardized Lisrel coefficients that link the
independent variables to future total offense seriousness (based
on the best modelling attempt) are presented in Table 1 ailong
with the standardized estimates ot the multiple regression
analysis for the juvenile and adult periods, the coefficients of
determination, the yoodness of fit imdicators, and Chi Square
values.

Lisrel allows a formalized itest of whether the effects are
the same or different for the juvenile and adult periods. To
determine whether the effects are different between groups using
multiple regression analysis the unstandardized coefficients are
compared and if they are about the same the effects are assumed
to be the same. At contact level three of the multiple
regression it appears that the effects of neighborhood of
residence might be the same. As seen from the Lisrel analysis

this is not the case. All the effects are different for the two
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periods (the best £it of the model occurs when all the elements
of Gamma, the matrix of coefficients linking independent
variables to the dependent variable, are free to differ).
Constraining nmeighborhood effects to be the same for the two
periods resulted in a worse fit for the model.

In aultiple regression analysis the assumption is made that
variables are measured without errorn. Lisrel takes correlated
error specifically into account. The estimates of the efiects
are affected by assumptions about errors and thus the
standardized estimates of the nmultiple regression analysis might
be biased and different from those based on Lisrel. At contact
level three for the juvenile period there appears to be little
change in the standardized estimates except for neighborhood of
residence, which changes in magnitude. For the adult period,
too, the effect of neighporhood is different. Comparison is nade
more difficult given that three of the independent variables used
in multiple regression are, for the Lisrel analysis, used as the
indicators ot a single independent wvariable, punish. Thus we
cannot directly compare the Lisrel results to multiple regression
results for the three cumulative career variables.

The standardized estimates measure the relative impact of
the independent variables on the dependent variable. %he
relative importance of the effects changes for the juvenile and
the adult periods when Lisrel is used. W®ith the multiple
regression analysis age dominates the eifects of the other

variables and is followed (not very closely) by race and sex.
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The effects of the variables\measuring criminal career
involvement have relatively little impact. With Lisrel age
dominates the effects put is followed closely by punish, the
rneasure of cumulative career. For the adult period total prior
offense seriocusness is the dominant efifect followed by age. with
Lisrel age dominates the effects but is followed closely by
punish and race. Based on the multiple regression analysis it
appears that the eftects of the cumualative career variables were
not that important. There was no consistency in the direction of
the impact for the juvenile period. High toital prior sanctions
was associated with high future offense seriousness, high total
prior seriousness was associated with high future offense
seriousness, and high numrber of prior sanctions was associated
with "low" future offense seriousness. For the adult period the
relationship between each of the career variables and future
total offense seriousness was inverse; high values for each of
the variables was associated with low total future offense
seriousness. However, when the interactive effects of the three
cumulative career measures were controlled for by the creation of
a theoretical construcit, punish, career emerges as an important
effect at the third contact level. For the juvenile period
punish and the dependent variable, total future offense
seriocusness, are inversely related. High value for punish
implies low value for future offense seriocusness. For the adult
period punish and future total offense seriousness are directly
related. A high value for punish implies high value for total

future offense seriousnessS.
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Fourth Contact Level

A sigilar strategy was adopted for contact lavel four (Table

TABLE 2. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECIS OF DENOGRAPHIC AND CAREER
VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERICUSNESS AT FOURTH
JUVLNILE vS. FOURTH ADULT POLICE CONTACT

L - -

Juvenile Inv. Adult

Yariables Javeniler Adult?® Lisrel Lisrel Lisrel
Type Seriousness 025 020 035 - 020
Neighborhood -.071 - 115 —-.270 010
Sex U0 -079 ~1210% .058
Race . 1006 Lo67 - T4 5% 092
Age - 517 —2T8% - T58% ~ . 170 %*
Prior Snc. sSev.3d .58 -0 30 LU 4%
Prier Contact Ser. =-.05% G W DR
Number Prior 5nc. - 044 -. 119
Snc. at Contact -, 009 - 064 - 003 - 031
RZ « 353% w2 189% -358 -~ 209

Chi Square = 136.6

DF = Y
P = 0.0
Guodness of Fit Index <972 -~ 978
BASELINE
Chi Square = 4397.7
DF = 69

Goodness of Fit Index 509 - 805
X Standaréized estimates from Table 17.
2 Standardized estimates from Table 18.
3 For lisrel analyses, prior sanction severitiy,

prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combined to create the independent variable, punish.

# significant at .01 level.

2) . First, all the parameters were constrained to be eyusl.
This resulted in a Chi Square of 4397.7, with 69 degrees of

freedom, and & goodness of fit index of .50Y% Lor the juvenile

period and .805 for the adult period. Usiny these figures as the
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basis fbt comparison, the various parameters of the model were
freed, stép4b3~step,'in much the same way as fbi contact three.

In the second model the variances and covariances of the
independent #ari&bles contained in the matrix were allowed to
differ for the juvenile and adult periods. There was a
substantial improvement in Chi Square (from 4397.7 to 1674.7) and
a large improvement in the goodness of f£it index, especially for
the juvenile period. Next, the variances of the error terms of
the eguations (the variance in the errors of the dependent
variables) were allowed to be different. This also led to an
improvement ias Chi Square (from 1674.7 to 1516.7) and an
improvement in the goodness of £it index for both the juvenile
and the adult periods. Further improvement in the model was
achieved when the errors in the measurement of the indicators of
the underlying construct, punish, were allowed 10 be different
for the two periods. Chi Sguare dropped from 157T6.1 to 349.4 and
the goodness of fit indicators iamproved for both periocds. When

the coefficients relating total prior sanctions, total prior

sericusness, and number of prior sanctions to punish were freed,
there was improvement in Chi Square and in the goodness of £it

indicators. Chi Sgyuare dropped from 349.4 to 251.8. At this

point all the elements of tihe measurement model were freed and

the parameters of the causal model (the variance of the errors in

the dependent variables and the variance—covariance of the ‘

independent variasles) which were most likely to be different \
|
\

from the -juvenile to tne adult period were also freed.
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Since our main interest is in determining whether the
effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable
are different, we next focused our attention on Gamma, the matrix
of coefficients relating the independent variables to the
dependent variable. When all the effects were allowed to differ
there was an improvement in Chi Square (from 251.8 to 136.6) and
improvement in the goodness of fit indicators for both the
Juvenile and adult periocds (especially for the juvenile period) .

To make sure this was the best possible f£it and that, in
fact, the effects of the independent variables were different for
the two periods, individual elements of Gamms vere constrained to
be the same.’ The f£it was improved when the effects of punish
were assumed to be the same in both periods.

The results of the multiple regression analysis suggest that
the effects of the vumulative career variables on future total
of fense seriousness are differént for the two career periods.
With the Lisrel analysis in which it is assumed that the three
measures are a function of punish, the effect of cumulative
career on futwvre career is the same for the two periods. Tae
standardized Lisrel estimates for this model are presahted in
Table 2 alony with the standardized~astimates of the multiple
regression analysis.

At the fourth contact level only the effect of neighborhood

of residence on future total offense seriousness appeared to be
the same (looking at unstandardized coefficients in the multiple

rzugression analysis). The Lisrel analysis shows tnat the effect
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of residence iskggg the same for the juverile and adult periocds
but the effects of punishk are the same. Although compared to the
other coetfficients for the juvenile period the effect of punish
is not wery strong, it is significant. The relative order of
impact of the inaependent variables on future total offense
seriousness based oa the magnitude of the Lisrel estimateé is
only sliightly different from ﬁhe maltiple regression anailysis.
Por the adult period total prior contact seriocusness and age are
the dominant effects using multiple regressionr, while age
followed by punish dominate the function using Lisrel resulits.

Fifth Contact Level

Here, again, the same procedure was followed (Table 3}. A4
baseline wmodel was constructed in which all the effects were
assumed to be the same. Under this assumption there was a Cha
Square of 3236.2 with 69 degrees of freedom. The goodness of fit
indicators were .529 and .798, respectively. 111 the parameters
were freed and then the various elements of Gamma were
individually constrained. The model with the best f£it wes
achieved with everything freed except residence and punish.

Under this set of assumptions Chi Square was 11i.6 witn 30
deqrees ol freedom. The measures of goodness of f£it were
relatively high, .969 for the juveniles and .979% for the adults.
Thus, it appears that the effects of these two variables,
residence and punish, on future total offense seriousness are the

same for the two periovds.
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% Significant at .01 level.
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TABLE 3. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF DEHOGRAPHIC AND CAREER
VARIABLBES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOQUSNESS AT FIFTH ‘
JUVEKNILE V5. FIFTH ADULT POLICE CONTACT |

Juvenile Inv. Edult

Type Seriousness - 102 -.031 - 129% -.025
Neighborhood - 050 - 097 002
Sex ' 062 056 .88 LO40
Race - 105 043 L177% -069
Age - 54 0% ~e288% —~_B16% _ - 1T8%
Prior Snc. &Hev.® ~023 - <042 L0867
Prior Contact Ser. ~O4 5 .379% ’
Number Prior 5Snce. -041 -. 178
$nc. at Contact -.0323 037 ~.038 ~08 4
R2 <39 « 198 % ~387 . 195

Chi Square = 112.6

DR = 30
P = 0.0
Goodness of it Index -969 -~ 979
BASELINE
Chi Square = 34236.2
OF = 69

Goodness of Fit Index 5249 « 798
S Standardized estimates from Table 17.
& Standardized estimates from Table 18.
3 For Lisrel analyses, prior sanction severity,

prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combined to create the independent variable, punish.

The Lisrel estimates (the standardized coefficient values
for the Gamma matrix) of the best model are presented in Table 3
along with the multiple regression results. Based on the
unstandardized coefficients of multiple regression it appeared
that the effects of neighpborhood were the same for the two

periods but that all the other effects were different. While the
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effects of neighborhood of residence are the same for the
Juvenile and adult pexriods, they are practically nil (. 002). The
effect of punish on future total offense seriousness is also the
same for the two periods (not a very strong effect in eithexn
period) . Kelying on multiple regression the effects of the
career variables appeared to be different in both magnitude and
direction. The Lisrel results demonstrate the fallahiiity of
this conclusion.

Sixth Contact Level

A baseline model was constructed with the usual set of
assumptions, yielding a Chi Square value of 2816.0 with 69
degrees of freedom (Table 4). BAll of the parameters were Ireed
and then the individual elements of Gamma were constrained. The
best fit was found when it was assumed that the effects of
residence and punish wvere the same for the two periods. The
addition of these two constraints to the model resulted xn a Chi
Sguare of Y%6.5 with 30 degrees of freedom. The goodness of fit
indicators were .%1 for the juveniles and .981 for the adults,
suggesting that at this contact level as well the effects of
residence and the cumulative career measures are the same for the
two periods.

The standardaized estimates of the “pest® model are presented
in Table 4. *Phe effect of neighborhood, although the saze for
both pericds, is very small on future total offense seriousness
for either the juvenile or adult career. The effect of punish on

future total ovffense seriousness (the same for the juvenile and
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TABLE 4. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF DEMOG&AEHK& AND CAREER
VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERICUSNESS AT SIXTH
JUVENILE ¥5. SIXTH ADULT POLICE CONTACT

— s, - v

Juvenile Inv. Edult

Variables Juventle®* Aduli? Lisrel Lisrel Lisrel
Type Seriousness -.018 -« 172% 001 -« 113
Neighborhood -. 050 ~.078 008
Sex 044 065 J85 .038
Race « T P {86 <236% 097
hge ~ba2*® ~358%  —-.813% — o 206%
Prior S8nc. Sev.d L1t -4t .036
Prior Contact Ser. « 121 334
Namber Prior SncC. - 5% -203
Snc. at Contact - 04 G 080 - U075 - U540
R -385% «204% 386 210

Chi 3quare = 96.5

DF = 30
Goodness of Pit Index L4961 . 981
BASELIRE
Chi Square = 2416.0
DF = 69

Goodness of Fit Index «510 « 799
1 Standardized estimates from Table 17.
2 Standardized estimates from Table 18.
3 For Lisrel analyses, prior sanction severity,

prior cecntact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combined to create the independent variable, punish.
* Significant at .01 level.
adult pericds) is also weak compayed to the effects of the other
independent variables.

The amount of variance in future total offense seriocusness
explained by the efiects of the independent variables is nearly
the same for the Lisrel analysis and the multiple regression

analysis, the order of impact of the independent variables is
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slightly differepnt. For the juvenile peziod the Lisrel results
show more concentration of effects in the two variables, age and
race, with very little impact by the other variables. For the
adults age again is dowminant but while the multiple regression
indicates that the effects of cumulative career variables are
important the Lisrel ccoefficients suggest that they are not.

Seventh Contact Level

it contact level seven, as before, the inpitial set of
assumptions constraining all the effects to be the same was used
and resulted in a baseline Chi Sgu&re’ot 6821.4 with 69 degrees
of freedom (Table 5). The goodness of fit inéicétors Were
relatively low, 431 for tae juveniles and .730 for the adults.
Successive freeing of parameters resulted in an improvement in
the fit of the model. In the best model all the effects were
freed except age and sex. So; at contact seven we find that the
effects of sex and race are the sawme for the juvenile and adult
periods. This is in stertling contrast to the findings at the
fourth, f£ifth, and sixth contact levels. Although the effects of
sex and race are the same for both periods, neither effect is
significant. The absolute magnitudes and the signs of the two
variables do not change drastically when Lisrel is used for
either the juvenile or the adult period.

The Lisrel estimates of the best model are presented in
Table 5. Based on the unstandardized coefficients of tae
nultiple regression, only the effect of neighborhood on future

total offense seriouspess appears to be the same. The Lisrel
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TABLE 5. LISEEL ANALYSIS OF EFPECYS OF DENOGRAPHIC AND CAREER
VARIAGLES UN FUPUGRE OFFENSE SERIGUSNESS AT SEVERTH
JUVERTLE ¥S5. SEVENTH ADULT POLICE CONTACT

———— s s —

Juvenile Inv. Adult

Variables Juvenile! Adult? Lisrel Lisrel Lisrel
Type Seriousness 018 -.126 oLy -. 08¢
Neighborhood - 0866 ~.101 .361 ~011
5ex 010 082 52
Race - 127 LT2 - 107
kge —~H489% - 307%F = 760% ~ e 215%
Prior Snc. Sev.® -G48 -.035 —22% 031
Prior Contact Ser. - 133 2759
Number Prior Snc. - 072 -~. 169
Snc. at Contact » U7 -. 014 L0862 - Ut
R2 ~347* .i80% ~J48 - 16

Chi Square = 7%.0

DE = 30
P o= 0.0
Goodness of Fit Iadex + 862 . 984
BASELIRE
Chi Square = 68421.4
DF = 69

Goo@ness of PFit Index =431 « 730
X Standardized estimates fromn Table 17.
2 Standardized estimates from Table 18.
3 For Lisrel anaiyses, prior sanction severity,

prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combineﬂ to create the independent variable, punish.
* Significant at .01 level. '
results indicate that the effect of neighborhood is pot the same
but the efiects of race and sex are.

Differences in the maynitude, direction, and relative impact
of the individual effects on future total offense sericusness are
apparent when the standardized regression coeificients and the

standardized Lisrtel estimates are compared for the Jjuvenile
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period and thé‘a&ult period. For the juvenile period {multiple
regression) age dominates the function and is followed not very
closely by total prior seriousness and race. With Lisrel age is
the dominant effect followed by neighborhood and punish. The
effect of neighborhood was negative and relatively weak using
multiple regression. With the statistically more refined Lisrel
the effect of neighborhood is greater in absolute magnitiude, has
relatively more impact, and is positive. When the adult period
is considered (wultiple regression results) age dominates all
other effects and is followed in impact by total prior
seriousness. With Lisrel, too, age dominates but is followed in
relative impact by race. As an example of the disparity in the
results of the multiple regression and Lisrel analyses we can
again turn to the neighborhood effect. With multiple regression
(adult period) the effect is negative and has a relatively
moderate impact on future total offense seriousness. #ith Lisrel
the neighborhood effect is positive and has virtually no impact
on future total offense seriousness.

kiaghth Contact Level

The same procedure followed at the eighth contact level
yielded results that tend to support the hypothesis that the
effects of the demographic and career wvariables on future tetal
offense seriousness are different for the two periods (Tavie 6) .
Witk everything constrained to pe the same, bpaseline Chi Square
is 1627.9 with 69 degrees of ireedowm. The model was improved

with each successive relaxation of the constraints until the best
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TABLE 6. LISREL ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND CAREER
VARIABLES ON FUTURE OFFENSE SERIOCUSHNESS AT BIGHTH
JUVENILE VS. BLGHTH ALULT POLICE CONTACT

. n—ay m— -

Juvenile Inv. adalt

Variables Juvenile® Adult? Lisrel Lisrel Lisrel
Type Seriocusness 045 ~.008 057 001
Neighborhood —-. 049 -.125 -. 188 O
Sex 017 -054 074 035
Race - 130 028 - 175 LO74
Age -« 50 5% ~«3UGKx -, TGk - o 20T
Prior 3nc. Sev.® - 03 —.031 - (26 011
Prior Contact Ser. - 132 <311
Number Prior Snc. - 090 - 26U
Snc. at Contact - 013 «~ 056 - 016 - . {34
Rz ~348% ~13i% <357 - 146

Chi Square = 87.3

DF = 28
Goodness of Fit Index <454 « 980
BASELINE
Chi Square = 1627.9
DF = 69

Goodness of Fit Index 513 - 788
3 Standardized estimates from PTable 17.
2 Standardized estimates from Table 118.
3 Por Lisrel analyses, prior sanction severity,

prior contact severity, and number of prior sanctions are
combined to create the independent variable, punish.

* Significant at .01 level.

fit was achieved with everything freed. With everything freed

Chi Square declined to 87.3 with 28 degrees of freedom. The

goodness of fit indicators were .%54 for the juveniles and .980

for the adults. These results along with the standardized

estimates of the best fit model are presented in Table 6.




=274~

When Lisrel is useed a more refined and explicit modelling
of the data is possible. Perhaps for this reason when the
multiple regression and Lisrel results are comnpared we find that
none of the variance in future total offense seriousness appears
to be explained by the iinear function of independent variables
for both the juvenile and adult periods. The order of the
effects changes very little, except for the elffect of the
cunulative career measures {adult period). The results of the
multiple regression analysis suggest that total prior seriousness
and number of prior sanctions are important effects. When these
tvo variables are combined along with total sanction severity to
form punish (Lisrel) it then appears that cumulative career has
practically no eiffect on future total offense seriousness.

CONCLUS LON

The results of the muitiple regression analysis suggested
that the effects of the demographic and career variables on
fature total offense seriousness are in general different for the
juvenile and adult carxeer periods. “he fact that aspects of the
criminal juétice system are clearly and directly associated with
child status vs. adult status ismplies that there exists at least
a measure of consensus that the efiect of criminal career
{seriousness and sanctiobing) past and present have aif ferent
effects on future criminal career, depending on the period of
criminal activity. This alone justities a further consideration
of the conclusions suggested by the multiple regression analysis.

The Lisrel analysis was conducted for this purpose. The results
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of the Lisrel analysis did not completely support the hypothesis
that the etfects of the independent variables on future offense
seriousness are different for the two periods.

The effects of the characteristic variables, those least
susceptible to external manipulation {age, sex, and race}, are
different for future total offense seriousness of juvenile and
adult careers except at the seventh contact level. At the
seventh contact level the elbfects of sex and race on future total
offense seriousness are the same for the two periods. The etfect
of the cumulative career variable, punish, which is a composite
of the cohort members?® criminal behavior and official reactions
to it, is the same for the two periods at the fourth, tifth, and
sixth contact levels. The effect of place of residence on future
total oifense seriousness 1is also the same for the juvenile and
adult careers at the f£iith and sixth contact levels.

To test for the equality of effects between periods using
multiple regression, the unstandardized coefficients, juvenile
and adult, are compared contact level by contact level. None ot
the unstandardized coeificients were ezacily the same for thne two
groups, contact by contact, for any of the variables. however,
the unstandardized coefficients were close to being the same for
neighpborhood of residence {(contact levels 3 through 7} and sex
(contact level &). Nothing in the results of the multiple
regression analysis suygested that the effects of cumulative

career or race were the same at any contact level.
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S50, with the multiple regression analysis some effects

by Lisrel analysis. Some effects which appear to be different
are the same according to the Lisrel reSults.

There appeérs to be somewhat of a pattern in the similarity
of effects using the Lisrel analysis. Except for the somewhat
anomalous contact 7 which showed the effects of sex and race to
be the same for the two periods, the efifects of age, sex, race,
and the immediate measures of criminal career are never the sane.
However, after career, either juvenile or adult, has progressed
through the initial stages (contacts 1 through 3), the eifects of
neighporbood and the measure of cumulative career are the sane
for the two pericods and then as career advances they again are
different. This raises the question of why these effects would
be similar at this particuiar stage of career. One possibility
is that the effects of this stage of juvenile career are the
same, not just at this same stage of adult career put at perhaps
all stages of adult career. Comparinyg the twe career periods,
neither of which is static or unidimensional, reguired
controlling for changes over time and activity within periods.
Stage ol career, as represented by contact level, encompassed
both time and activity asgpects of career period and seemed a
Jogical choice for a control that would enapble comparison. This
simplification, however, may have caused a loss of substantive
insight that is potentially available through the use of tae

Lisrel technigue. Knowing whether or not tne etfects of the




independent variabiesk(at least some of them) are the same across
the juvenile period or across the adult period might allow
further conclusions about the similarity of effects. It might,
for example, he found that the effects of a more advanced stage
of juvenile careér are the same £for both the early stage of adult
career and the more advanced stage of adult career. This
question, along with other concerns, will be addressed in later

analysis.




APPERDIX F

A BULTYIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS
OF CORTINUAYTION V5. DISCONTINUATIONE

Multipie discriminant analysis provides a method for
deriving a linear combination of variables that is the most
useful for discriminating between individuals with future police
contacts and those with no future police contacts. This analysis
is conducted on & contact level py contact level pasis tor the
first nine contacts oi the total career {juvenile and adult
combined) and with cohoris compined. The nine variables inciuded
in the discriminant analiysis are seriousness of present contact,
juvenile neighborhood, sex, race, age at contact, total prior
severity of sanctions, total prior seriousness, number oi pPrior
sanctions, and sanction just received.

For each contact level the linear combination of the
variables just listed is derived ({the discriminant function) that
has the highest possible amultiple correlation wita the groups at
each contact level. From this function a discriminant score can
be computed for eacn observation. Because we are concerned with
discriminating between two groups, only one discriminant function
is possible at each contact level.

INTERPRETING ‘ThE STANDARDIZED CANOWLCAL COEFFICIENLS

The values ol the standardized canonical coeifficients (Table

1) represent the relative contribution of the associated variable

to the function and thus the reiative importance of each varianle

1 This analysis was conducted and is described in tnhis
appendix by Kathleen Anderson.




TABLE 1. STARDARLIZED CANOMICAL COEFFICLERTS AT FLIRST 70 NAINTH OFFLNSES, COMBINED CCGHORYS, JUVEKILES AND ADULIS

Contact Levels

1 z 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y
Type Seriovuspess, Piesent Oifense -.032 -028 ¢ 2068 .001 -089 -.080 .09 -.068 .115
Juvenile Neighborhood 038 -063 .038 ~.016 - 128 -.067 -.250 072 .006
Sex ~--521 —.287 -.191 -- 130 -a245 - 149 -.192 -.029 .035
White/Non-khite - 149 - 106 -.116 -.075 U1l —-e232 ~.328 - 175 -.013
Age at (ontact .822 1.028 1.028 1. 113 1. 107 1.093 1,087 1.024 -929
Severity oi Prior Sanctions =000 =035 .013 -« 077 =207 ~a 142 .081 -064 .002
Total Prior Seriousness MY .U48 -.033 -.003 . 156 w227 . 112 037 -.258
Ruaber vt Frior Sanctions =000 -.096 -010 - 031 -.271 -. 196 -.286 -.383 . 200
Severity, Present Sanction 058 -=022 ~-187 - 042 -.015 -=058 - 176 - 148 -.063

. e e ph s —— W -— -— — e e e -— i —

TABLE 2. HWILK®S LAMBDA, CANONICAL COBRELATION COEFFICIENTS, AND CANONICAL CORRELATION COEFFICLENTS SQUARED

Contact Leveds

1 2 3 8 5 6 7 8 9
Hilk®s Lambda =801 »17% -817 =160 - 763 -789 -835 =855 -922
Canonical Correlation ~$U46 379 =428 -390 486 -260 06 «381 «279

Canonical Correlation Squared - 199 ~230 -183 =240 <237 «21% -165 - 185 -078
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compared to the other variables. They also provide the
coefficients for the linear combination of variables used in the
computation of a discriminunt score for each observation.

The sign (+ or -} associated with each coefficient indicates
whether the impact of a particular variable on the discriminant
score is positive or pegative. Age is definitely the most
important variablie included in the discriminant anmalysis. 1t
dominates the function at every contact level and is positive in
its impact on the discriminant score. None of tne otherx
variables ever approaches age in relative impact. Age is
followed by sex in relative contribution to the discriminant
score and has a neygyative coeificient. The variable sex is coded
as a dummy variable with male=1 and female=0. So in the case
vhere the person is a female the impact on the discriminant score
is positive while if the person is male the impact ol the
discriminant function s negative and decreases the total
discriminant score. 4t the higuer contact levels (5-3) numkber ot
pricr sanctions or race is ranked after age on the pasis ol its
contribution to the discriminant function. bBoth of taese
variables have negative coefficients. & high number of prior
sanctions has a negative iapact on tae discrixinant score. hace
is coded as Non-khite=1 and White=(. Therefore, beiny Non-—White
tends to have a negative impact on the discriminant score while
being White tends to have a positive impact. At contact level Y
total prior seriousness folliows age in relative impact. At
higher levels oi total prior seriocusness the impact on the

discriminant function is negative.
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Once a discriminant score for each observation has been
computed the mean discriminant score for the future contacts and
no Future contacts group can then be computed for each contact
level. Across all nine contact levels the group centroid (the
mean discriminant score) is always positive for the no future
contacts group and negative Lor the group with future contacts.

0f immediate concern is how well the discriminent functions
derived diiferentiate between members oi the no future contact
group and the future contact greoup. If there is good
differentiation, then thne discriminant scores for members of each
group will be clustered arcund the appropriate group centroid
with littie overlap or merging of the scores for the two groups.
To assess this aspect of the discriminant analysis we can iLook at
Wilk's lambda, the canomical correlation, and the canonical
correlation squared. The high velues found for Wilk's laubda
indicate that when using this set of variables there is not a
very high degree of separation possiblile. 'this is Lurther
supported by the low values found for the canonical correlation,

which indicate that the correlation of tne discrisznant function

with the groups is not very strong. The low vaiues for the
canonical correiation scuared also indicate that not much of the
variance in the discriminant function is explained by group
membership (Table &) . |
is mentioned, the nighn valuves for wWilk'*s lamovda and the jow
values for the canonicar correlations squared indicate (Taple 2)

that there is not much discriminating power present in the
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discriminant function at each ot the nine contact ievels when all
nine independent variables are included. The most discriminatory
pover is found at the lower and middle contact levels,
particularly at the second, fourth, fifth, ana sixth countact
levels. At the fourth contact lewvel 24.0% of the variance in the
discriminant f£function is explained by the groups. At the £ifth
contact level 2Z3.7% of tne variance is explained. &t the upper
contact levelis the proportion of variance exzplained is very lowu,
ranging from 16.5% down to 7.8% at the ninth contact level.
REDUCING THE RUMBEE OF VARIBRBLES

At this point the discriminant function derived is based on
the incliusion of all nine of the variables originally selected
for the analysis. Using the stepwise discriminant procedure it
is possinple to narrow down and focus on a subset of these nine
variables chosen on the basis of whether or not they each neet
certain specific statistical requirements for inclusion.

Using the stepwise procedure (Table 3) yields these resulis:

at the lower contact levels (1-3) only demoygraphic variables are
included as good discriminators (age, sex, and race, in that
order). At the middle contact levels the set of variables

included is greatly expanded to include not only demographic

with the legal system. At the higher contact levels the number
of variables incluGed as good discriminators falls off sharply.
Only age is inciuded as a good discriminator at the seventh and

variables but also the measures of cumulative career involveasent
ninth contact levels and only age, ruace, and number of prior ‘
|
|
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TABLE 3. STEPWISE ENTRY OF VARIABLES AND WILK®S LAMBDA FOR BEST DISCRIMINATORS OF FIKST PO NINTH OFFENSES, COHDLNED

COHORTS, JUOVENILES AND ADULTS

——— ——.

First Entry
Second Entry
Third Entry
Pourth Entry
Fifth Entry
Sixth Entry

Pirst Entry
Second Entry
Third Entry
Fourth Entry
Fifth Entry
Saixth Entry

- —

Stepwise Discriminant Procedure py Order of Entry of Yariaples

Contact Levels

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
A A A A R A ik A A
S S S s - S S5 RS
R B R SS NS B R
SS TS
TS RS
JH S 1
Value of Hilk®s Lambda as Best Discriminator !
Yariables are JXnciuded
Contact leyvels
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
-845 -788 -827 - 766 -788 -812 =859 -881 «928
-806 176 «822 «263 780 -806 -865
-801 «1373 .81y - 761 <777 -802 =859

«711 - 799
«167 - 795
- 765 -7%1 '

REY: A
R

JB

RS

Ts5

s

SS

L | T

Age at Contact
#hite/Non-Hhite

Juvenile Reignborhood
pumper of Prior Saenctions
Total Prior Seriouasness

Sex

Severity of Prior Sanctions

% Significant at .01 level.
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sanctions are included asbgood disceriminators at the eighth
contact level.
A VORE ARBITRARY APPROACH

If we again consider the results of the discriminant
procedure in which all nine variables are included in the
analysis and use the rule that only those variables which have a
standardized canonical coefficient with a value greater than .1
are useful for discriminating between the two groups, then we see
approximately the same pattern of variable involvement as was
found using the stepwise discrisminant procedure put with sone
specific differences in the inclusion of certain variabliles. At
the lower contact levels the demographic variables are still
found to be the best discriminators while at the wmiddle and uppel
contact levels demographic varisbles are included along with both
cumulative and i1mmediate neasures of crimipal careers.

The two methods oi selection are based on dififerent
criteriu. The stepwise procedure includes or excludes variables
on the basis of whether or not speciiic significance criteria are
met and includes or excludes the variables in a way that
maximizes the chanye in Wilk's lambda at each step. On the other
hand, the cutoif method is based on an arbitrary cut-ofi
criterion and the results may be less defensible statistically.
CHARACTERISTIC VALRIABLES BY GROUPS

Given that it is not possible to discriminate very
effectively on the basis of variables chosen for the ahalysis and

discriminant functions cverives, 1t is still possiple to yaln
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insight into what variables are characteristic of group
membership at the various contact levels. There are several ways
to approach this.
USING THE CUTOFF PROCEDURLE

First, it is possible to designate which variables are
characteristic of each group by using the cutoff procedure and
the rule that of these variables that meet the .1 cutoti value
criterion, those with a negative standardized canonical
correlation coefficient are characteristic of the future contacts
group and those variaples with a positive standardized
coefficient are characteristic of tihe no future contacts group
(Pable 4y .

At the first through fourth contacts a merber of the no
futere contacts ¢group can be characterized as having a high age
at police contact. At contact level 5, in the ¥middle® career
stage, a member of the no future contacts group hud a hign age at
police contact, resided as a juvenile in a non-inner city
neighborhood, and had a high total prior seriousness and high
severity ox prior sanctions. At contact level sixk the no future
contacts ¢group member had a high agye at police contact coupled
with a high total prior seriousness of police contact. At the
seventh contact level the no future contacts group mewber is
characterized by high aje at contact, high total prior
seriousness, and high severity of sanction just received. &t the
eighth contact level having a high age at contact is the dominant

characteristic of a person most likely to ve a member of the
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TABLE 8. DISCRIMINART ARALYSIS RESULIS
Contact Levels
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y
- Group 1: No Future Contacts
Centroid 765 -922 -939 1. 150 1.260 1.3%14 1.168 1. 140 -858
Characteristic Values A A a A A A A A &
JN TS TS ¥S
: SS BS SR
" P
§ Standardized Coefficient «822 1.028 1.028 1.113 1.107 1.093 1.087 1.024 . 929
! - 124 227 - 112 - 200
! =207 -176 - 115
f - 156
% Group 2: Future Contacis
g Centroid -.325 -=323 -.238 —-.274 —-2U5 -.203 -. 168 —. 149 ~. 098
% Characteristic Values ) S S S S S S R 75
R R R RS R R HS '
PSS 5S Jy 25
NS NS
~--149 - 106 -=116 -.271 -.232 - 328 ~. 383
_0111 —.142 —.250 e 1‘&8
- 196 —-286
Canonical Correlation Squared* -199 230 - 83 - 240 237 211 - 165 . 145 -078
. % With all variables included.
( KEY: A = Age at Contact
: R = White/Hon—White
i JN = Juvenile Neighbothood
| NS = Number of Prior Sanctions
§ TS = Total Prior Seriousness
¢ S5 = Sex
; S5 = Severity of Prior Sanctions
f PS = Present sanction

SR

Seriousness of Present Offense




-287-
group of discontinuers. At the ninth contact level having high
age at police contact and high seriousness of present oifense
along with a large number of prior sanctions is chnaracteristic of
wembers ot the no future contacts group.

For the future contacts group being male and Non—Hkite are
characteristic of those cohort members in an early stage of
career developrent. At tae fourth contact level being nale is
characteristic of the #future contacts group. At the f£ifth
contact level being male and hbaving & ilarye number of prior
sanctions is characteristic. At the sixth contact level a mewsber
of the future contacts gyoup can be characterized as pale, Kon—
White, and having both a large number and a high total severity
of prior sanctions. At contact level seven the future contacts
group member is characterized as beinygy male and Noun-Whitie,
residing as a juvenile in a non~ipner city neighborhood, and
having had a large number of prior sanctions.

0f the group of cohort memvers who reach the eighth contact
level being Non—White, having a large number of prior sanctions,
and naving just received a sanction with a high level of severity
are characteristic of those with future contacts. Finally, at
the ninth contact level persons witn future contacts tend to have
a high total seriousness for their prior police contacts.

It is interesting to note that for some ol the variables a
high value is characteristic of the no tuture contacts group at
one contact level but characteristic of the future contact group

at another contdct level. For exasmple, at contact level Live a

B it i bt b Sarieeen e arir B e G
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high total severity of sanction is characteristic of the no
future contact group, while at contact level six a high value for
total severity of sanctions is characteristic of the future
contacts group. This points out the necessity of thinking of the
characteristic variables all together, not singly. That is, one
of the conditions is not sufficient; they must all be present
together to maximize the iikelihood of correctly assigning a
person to membership in omre group or the other. The same
variable may be characteristic of both groups in cosmon with
other characteristics that are not.

To summarize very briefly, in the early career stage
{contacts 1—-3) as well as tne fourth contact level it is
primarily demographic variaples that help differentiate between
the future and no iuture contacts groups. In the middle and
later stages of career both demographic and career variaples are
helpful in differentiating between memwbers of the future contacts
group and the no future contacts group.

THE RESULYS UTILIZING OFLY VARIABLES SELECTED BY THE STEPWNISE
PROCEDURE

There are some diiferences between the variables selected as
best discriminators py the cutoff critericon and those selected by
the stepwise discriminant procedure. We might, therefore, expect
to £ind some differences in what variables are considered to be
characteristic of the no future contacts group and future
contacts group membership. Again, using the rule that those
variables with a negative standardized coefficient are

characteristic of the group having future contacts and those
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variables with positive standardized coefficients are
characteristic of the group having no futture contacts and
considering only those variables selected by the stepwise
discriminant procedure yields the following vesults (Table 5).

In the early stage of career the no future contacts group is
characterized by high age at police contact. By the middle stage
of career ({contact levels #ive and six) not only the demographic
but also some of tne career variables become important as
discriminating chkaracteristics of the no future contacts group.
Specifically, at coutact level fiwe high age at contact, non-
inner city residence, high total prior seriousness, and high
total severity of sanciion are characteristic. At the sixth
contact lewel high age at contact and high total prior
seriousness are characteristic of the no future contacts group.
In the later stage of career again only high age at police
contact is characteristic of the no future contacts group.

For the future contacts group being male and Non—-White are
characteristic of the early stagye of career (contacts 1-3). 1In
the middle stage of career (4-6) nigh values for the sanctioning
variables also becoste important as characteristics of the future
contacts group. A&t the fourth contact level being male and
having a high value for severity of sanction is characteristic.
At the f£ifth contact level being wale and having a high number of
prior sanctiong is characteristic. At the sixth contact level
being male, Non-Hhite, and having both high total severity and a

large number of prior sanctions are characteristic of the future




TABLE 5. DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS INCLUDING ONLY THOSE VARIABLES SELECTED BY THE STEPWISE CRITER.LON

-

L

Group 1: No Future Contacis

Centroid

Characteristic Values

Standardized Couvefficient

Group 2: Future Contacts

Centroid

Characteristic Values

Standardized Coefficient

Canonical Correlation Squared

763

A

-831%

~2324

-0520
-. 167

=199

A

1.023

-

‘-0321'

-.284
"“-131

227

-932

A

« 975

o 236

mWn

~=294
~.216

Contact lLevels

4

d.146

A

1.120

-=273

SS

~.1284
-.098

=239

5

1.255

JdN
55
TS

1.103
- 110
206
- 163

—-a248

«235

1.304

TS

1.094
215

".202

S
4
SS
KRS

-. 149
-.199
-»153
-.197

«209

—

1.068

¥:S

1.078

(I1“1

1.121%

A

1.046

-.223
-.368

<141

-824

1.037

-.094

.072

KEY: A = Age at Contact
{ R = White/Non—-White
; JN = Juvenile Neighborhood
: NS = Number of Prior Sanctions
i TS = Total Prior Seriocusuness
§ $ = Sex
SS = Severity of Prior Sanctions
PS = Present sanction
SR = Seriousness of Present 0Offense
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contacts group. In the later stage of career being Non-Rhite and
having a large number of prior sanctions are characteristic of
the future contacts ¢group. It is interesting to note that at the
middle contact levels more variables, including the career
variables, contripute to the usefulness of the discriminant
function and it is at these levels that the most discriminating
power is present in the function. However, since so little ozx
the variation is explained at any stage of a careexr, it may be
assumed that other variables not included in the analysis account
in large part for group membership.
SUKMARY

Based on the results of the aultiple discriminant analysis
and using variables selected by the stepwise criterion, the aue
at poiice contact of the offender is clearly the best
discriminating factor of all the variables included for
determining at each of the nine contact levels those cohort

nembers who will continue to have future police contacts and

those who will have no future contacts. Coasideration ol the
cohort swember's behavior and the resultant response of the legal
system does not help discriminate between those who will or will
not continue in ihe early stage of their careers. However, of

the group including those cohort memberg who reach a more {
advanced stage of career (fourthn, f£ifth, or sixth poliice }
contact) , total prior seriousness of police contacts and number
and severity cf prior sanctions do pecome important as

discriminators petween those who will or will not continue.
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Total prior seriocusness of police contacts has a positive
standardized canonical correlation coefficient at both the £ifth
and sixth contact levels and is therefore considered to be
characteristic of the no ifuvture contacts group. & high severity
of sancticns is characteristic of the future contacts group at
the fourth and sixth contact levels but characteristic of the no
future contact group at the £ifth contact level. A large nusber
of prior sanctions is characteristic of the future contacts group
at the fifth and sixth contact levels. 5o, even though these
three career variables act as indicators of group membership,
there is not an over-riuing consistency that allows a solid
judgment on the basis of their values of what group membership
will be for a cohort member.

Ag we lock at an even further progression in criminal career
{seventh, eighth, and ninti contacts), the behavior of +the cohort
members reaching this stage and oificial reaction to the
behavior, once again, is not very helpful in discriminating
petween those with future police contacts and those with no

future police contacts.




AFRDSCAL

ADADTOSC

ADJFRYTR

AGEDLR
LGEFJOB
AGEMARRY
AGEMOVED

ANEGO 17

APOSO 17

ATTROLR

ATTSCHR

BES1DUN

DIFFJR

EDUC

EFF1pU0M

EVALG6 17

BPPENDIY G
CoDE BOOK POR INTERVIEW VARYABILES

additive scale measuring adult friends' trouble
with law. Ranges from O=no friends in trouble
to B=reported Iriends in trouble all the tinme.

Additive scale measuring auto use by respondent
and friends. 0(=low use to 3=high use.

Additive scale measuring degree of respondent's
juvenile frraends® trouble with the law. Ranges from
O=no friends in trouble to 5=respondent reported
friends in trouble all the tinme.

Age regpondent obtained driver license.
Age when respondent obtained fiirst job.
hge when fespondent got warried.

Age when respondent moved away from home.

Adaitive version of GNEGO17. See KP0OS017.
Range, (0-5.

Additive version of GPOSO017, which is a geometric
scale pased on responses about who influenced
respondent and how. Ranye, 0-5.

aAttitude oi respondent and closest friends toward
the police during -junior high and high school.
i=pegative, Z=indifferent, 3I=positive.

Dummy variable created to measure attitudes toward
school during nign school. 1=positive, (O=negative.

Self report of non-system reactions to oifense.
O=something, T=nothing.

Respondent®s desire to be different kind of person
during school years. T=yes, (=no.

Actual number of years of schooling attained by
respondent. Computed to provide interval-level
measure of ecaucation.

Self report of eifect of experience on respondent'®s
behavior. ‘i=rebpellion toward authority, 2z=none or
little, 3=deterrent effect.

Additive sunmsary index of self, parents*, teacherst,
and friends delinguent evaluation, ages 6-17.




EVAL18P

FAMDUM

FLPRG 17

FLPR 18P
FLPRTOTL

FLPYO 17

FLPY 18P
FLPYTOTL

FTHT1DUH

HHER P

HHJOB

HESEX

INCOME

JOBHSDUN

JOBROW

MARIO 1T

MAMI 18P
MABRITOEL

MARITDUM

MIMIG 17

BIMI 18P
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Additive summary index of self, parentst®, and
friends® criminal evaluation after the age of 17.

Type of family struciture in which respondent grew
UPe i

Weighted sum of self report felonies against |
persens, for ages 6—17. Welght=b

Same as PFLPR617 bhut appiies to age 16 and older.
Same as PFL¥E6 17 put applies to all ages.

Weigbted sum of seli report rfelopies against
property, ages 6-17. Weight=5.

Same as FLPY617 put applies to age 18 and older.
Sase as FLEY6T7 but applies to all ages.

Self report of friends* responses to benavior.
T=anti, 2=indifferent, 3=supportive.

Dumsy variable for regularity of head of
nousehold*s employment during Jjuvenile period.
T=regulardy employed, O=not regularly employed.
Head of household¥s job level.

Dunmy variable for sex of head of housechold.
1=male, U=female.

Recorded dollar value of respondentts annual incone.

kespondentts erployment history during hiyh school.
U=di1d not work, 1=worked.

Did respondent or respondentt®s husband have
a job at time of interview? 1=yes, 2=no.

deighted sum of self report major misdemeanors,
ages 6-17. Weight=4.

Same as HAML6 17 but applies to age 18 and older.
Same as MAKi1617 but appliies to all ayges.
Respondent®s current marital status.

{=never, 1=at least once.

ages 6—-17. HWeight=3.

|
Weignted sum of self repori minor misdemeanors, i
Same as MIMIGT? but applies to age 18 and older. ]
|
\




MIMITOTL

MWORK

NOCAUGHT

NODIPLMER

PATROLK

POLCONT

PTH1DUH

RDATE

REACT 1

SIBSE

SRN617

SRN18P

SRNTG6 17

SRNTOTLL

VICDUH

—-29 5—
Same as MIMI617 but applies to all agyes.

Hothert's employment history, juvenile period.
Created to take into account all information

available regardless of whether she was head

of household or not.

t=never employed, Z=intermittently employed,

3=employed all the time.

Self report of undaetected juvenilie law violations.
1=yes, 4=N0.

Respondent ®s high school graduation status.
U=graduated, 1l=dropped out.

Perceived police patrol in respondent'®s nergaborhood
auring junior high and high school.
1=none, 2=light, 3=moderate, H4=heavy.

Kusber of police contacts respondent reported
having pefore reachiny aye 18.

Self report of parents® reactions to behaviorn.
1=disapproved, <=indifferent, 3=child not at fault.

Contact date coded as 1=non-sumneyr, Z=sunmel .

Self report reaction to police and what they did.
T=positive, Z=indifferent, 3I=negative.

Numper of respondent's siblings.

Sumpary type seriousness index for all selt report
offenses, ages 6-17.

Summary type seriousness index for all self report
offenses, age 18 and older.

Summary type seriocusness index for all self report
non—traffic oifenses, ages o—17.

Summary type seriousness index for all self report
oifenses, all ages.

Was respondent ever a victim? O=no, I=syes.






