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SHO~T EXECUTIVE REPO~T 

INTRDQUCTIQ(>J 

Wh~n the sam~ ~iscrAant youth appear In court again and 

aq~in, when the samB younq ~dults are arrested and referr~d to 

the courts tim~ 3fter time, when the Judq@ is confronted with 

adults whose l~ngthY records of felonIous b~havior indic~te that 

prior efforts to punish andlor resocialize them havQ oeen 

fruitless. the ~ttentlon of persons in the ju~tlce syst~m has 

invarl~hly turned to the Droblpw of continuity in d~11nquency and 

delinquency and crime In institutions has always shown thdt a 

larg~ aroportion of the community of orisoners has had l~nqthY 

official and, If not official, Ipngthy self rpport careers~ 

In th~ othMr h~nd, our research In Racine, Wisconsin 

reveale1 thRt mnst juvenil~s (4 out of 5) who h~d non-tr3ffic 

police cont~cts ~~for€ th0 ~qe of l~ ceased to commit th?se or 

simil~r kinds of acts which hrou1ht them into contact wIth the 

police ~pfor~ ~h?y bAc~me a1ult5~1 If they harl police cont3cts as 

1 This rese~rch is a continuation of our longitudinal study of 
threa ~Irth cohorts, 1942, 194;, and 19~~ (6,127 persons of whom 
4,079 h~i continuous r@sid~nc8 In Q3cine, ~isconsin)o The dat~ 
cover a SDan of ~lmost 30 years. 

T~a first 3taq2 of this res~arch not only d~monstr~t~1 that 
the link ~etween 1uvpnile ielinquency and adult crime W~5 Dr~s~nt 
for only som~ mor~ s3rious juvenile offenders. t~at ~ost 
delinquAnts dId not continue into ~1ult crl~e, but al~o that n3ny 
~ho h~d not b~en in trouhl~ with the police or had not engag~d In 
serious misbeh~vior is juveniles commltt~d serious aff?n3QS as 
~dult5~ !alia~~lna !h~ R~12tiQn~blQ Qf A~Mlt kLimin21 G~£~~La in 
JYYftDll~ ta£aftr~, u~s- Dep~rtment of Justic~, Office of Juvenile 
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adults they wer~ for differ~nt reasons than as juveniles~ more 

• likely auto-related. Only one out of 10 who had non-traffic 

policq contacts before the age of 18 In the cohorts born in 1942 

~~d 1940 had a felony-level contact aft~r the ag~ of la, although 

• tois had increased to loB out of 10 in the 1955 Cohorto 

Very few youth commRnc~d their depr~datlon~ at an early a~e 

and continued beyon~ their late teens into lives of serious young 

• adult or ~dult crime. 0esistanc~ (1iscontinulty rather than 

continuity) t't/ac; the rule ... Eiqhty percent of the maV:5 in th:> 

1942 Co~ort, 73% in the lq49 Cohort, an~ 65% in thp 1955 Cohort 

ce~s~i to h3V~ f~lony-l~vel cont~ctG aft~r their secon1 felony-

level polic~ cont~ct. 

~WOh3Si5 on continuity comns from th! fact th3t, while t~e 

• total who discontinued incr~as~1 from co~t3Ct to contact, th0 

• DY Molf13~q anrt ~is Rssoci~tAS l~ th~ir ?hllad@lphi3 birth cohort 

oe percaiv@d quit~ darkly if nnn is on tho fir!n] Iln~ {1 

~Dout tn~ ~~ner~l ;ucc~ss of thp process of soci~liz1tion--v~ry 

ie 

I 
crimin~~.t.; .. 

I 
Jl!3t:ic~ :~nd D,:~li!1'lU~nCy Pr"'v7.'ntiotl (f~'ition.;ll Cri'1I1n'?l1 JusticC' 
i,pff:'lrpncp S'?rvic." 'KJ777 /t4'1 9'J:~ l)'h}::!s)" liP;>" {A 16~'P~i"~ 5Ul'jiF'iry 

iJy th~' :;luthor i ''; ~ l';o'1v''li l~tll;~ trom I';CJH$ ... } 

I. 
I..l ___ .--.---. ______________ '"--~'"'_=_'_'_'_o ~ ,"., '>,,'. ''-' ••• -;' .' ,~~, ·:..-..:.;;;:.::;::.~-:.~::;t~:::'_:::::.~:..J..'f~, .::::..,~ ,:2!...-~...:::. .. ",:;.,~"-,'._..t_.: .:-, .. ,~,,,,,,,~,.,, c_\~'''''_'J''''.~ .• ,.~,.,><'> ,·nw":.~~"""~"""",.,,,o:,, .. ..+h,·.~>T.", "n;!~''''V,;"'.d,.;c::;:;,t.'''-1;::,.'.",,~;)',~"t,,,t~.;;I~'1t:.;.-,.'':,,'<.~.'\'''"..:u..'L.z;.i._'s;:.~:::t .... ,~:\.';Q' .-c::.flI~"""'~J_·,: ht\'" ...... ~"W!-e;:-f".,::.' 
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How do ~e explain desist~nce If early desistance rath~r than 

• continuity is th~ ?attern? The answer varies d~Dendin~ upon a 

person's position in society and his/her p~rception of thp role 

tnat h~/she playsu For example, the polIce officer profgrs to 

• think that effective patrollinq and/or counselling at the street 

l~vel detArs youth from continuity and we have foun1 th~t m~ny 

youth do citp their contacts with the nolic@ ~s reason~ for 

• desisting from furth~r delinquent bQhavior, D~rh~Ds becau5~ the 

contact was a tr~um~tic exp~rience or Derhaos b?cause th~ offic~r 

counselled the juvBnlla in such a ~3~ner to effect ~ chang? In 

• self concept .. 

Sinc~ our res~arch in R~cine has inrllcated that oygr half of 

the 1~4? ~nd lq4~ Cohorts stopp~d their misbehavior because of 

• 
behavior, whil~ 1~5S than lO~ mantioned the fear of opinJ C3uDht, 

• society in, qr!1uBlly though it 9av bp, socializing th~ Jr~~t 

bulk of l~s youth~ 1o~h@re h3ve we found ~vijencp th~+ 

sanctions, 3S ~dmini~t~re1? ~r~ consistently eff~ctiv0 in ~lth2r 

• 
works, nut thln~ ho~ ~isa~Dolnti~g it will later bH IF ~~ do not 

• w~rn th~t mor@ DI1110n5 for rafnrm~torie5 ~nd pris0~s is not the 

• 

• 



• 

I. 

• 

• 

" 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-4-

The most disconcerting finding in the first sta~e of thIs 

re;e3rch was th~t the more spverely juvenil~s were slnctioned, 

th~ worse their misbehavior in thp following period9 2 Only 

shortly b~fore our report aPDsared, Philip J~ Cook's lenqthy 

article and bibliography on criminal deterrence was pu~lished, 

forpt~llinq so~e of th~ outcomes of research on detqrrence during 

we have donet that soclety 1 s best efforts m~y, at great financIll 

and other costs, t~ke only a sm~ll bIte out of crime. 

The second staq~ of t~~ Racine research, which followed the 

ecoloqical tradition of A~ericgn sociolo1Y, provid~d aV9n mora 

Drovocative findinqs6 This rADort concluded that, as th~ justice 

systom op~rat~5t it returns the worst off?nrl~rs to the 

neiahDor~ODds fr0ffi which they c~m~ with little lik~lihood of 

lnteqr~tlQn into th~ 13rq~r 50cl~tv, thRt iS t Involv~m~nt in 

school or the world of work ~t a Ipv~l which would m~ke law 

~Didi~" b~hav'or ? m~~nlnqful ontiono It w~s also eviient th3t 

th~ cnurts had not s~~t 3 mossary? throuqh those who had ~een 

s3nction~d that ~ou11 hav~ qen~rdl deterrent eff~cts o~ oth~r 

~ uAss~5s1ng th~ ~elationship of Adult Criminal C~r8?rS to 
Juvpnll~ Car€,prs,'* in f.l:Qhl~ill5 in Aill~r:i&an SQ&l.al EQll~Y 
Re~~a~£bo Clark Co Abt (~do)v A~t ~ooks: C?mbrldS3. 1~00, 
op .. 23?-~46 .. 

3 Philio JD Cook, uk~s~arch In Crimin~l D~t~rrqncp: l~yin0 t~e 
~rounriwork for the S?cond Dqc~dAg» In C£lma and Ju~il&a, Volo 2, 
>~orv211 <orris dnt1 ',1ichael roory ·r',?~S"'f Chic'lqo: Th2 IJniver<;ity 
of Chic~go Press. 1030, PPo 211-2S~o 
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persons In thes@ n@ighborhoods. 4 

The third pha5~ of our re5~arch dealt with the development 

of serious criminal careers and the delinqu~nt neighborhood, 

providing addltion~l evidenc~ of the failure of the justice 

5yst~m to produce either soecific or general deterrencp 3nd the 

role that it plays in the nh~rd~ninq of the inner cltyo~ Th@ 

process of becoming delinquent aMd st3ying delinquent differ~d 

deoenJing on whether one had been socialized in the inner city or 

in oth?r neiahhorhoo~sc5 Perhaps the most surprising finding w~s 

that th~ rlecrease i~ l~niency for s~rious offenders was most 

evident in the inner city, the opposite of OQPu13c i~Dr~sslonsQ6 

411 of these ¥indings were intriGuinG to th~ quizzical Dr 

questioning p@rson, famlli~r to those who have bean on the firing 

line long ~nouqn to b~ jaded or cynical, and disturbln~ to thD5~ 

WhD ~r€ sure that wlel1in1 ~ heavy stick works bettar th~n no 

4 ~n~ lug H.~lgtiQn:5.biQ 2f J!JYs;nl1~ Q.!iilingJl£m.~Y 3.n:i t,j'ul.t k!:1m2 
iQ .t.:J.&:: c'u.e.DSJing E~.Ql!:tgl5;.i!l St.r:.!J.5;..tlJr:.,g nt ib.ia .ki.t.y.'1 41'7 p p .. , 19 Fa 41 

Final ~~nort to tha N!tional Institute of Justica, D@p~rtment of 
JU5tic~t Gr~nt ~umber 79NI-AX-OOSl, av~llable from NCJRS. The 
m~jor finrlinqs ~re summarized in "FcoloJical Eviienco of the 
rl~rdeninl of th~ Inner City?" ~~i!:Q2Qlllan &~im§ eal.t.8£Dat Ro~ert 
Hb Fi01io, Simon Hdkl~, and Georqe Fo Rpng~rt, (~ds.), ~Illow 
Tr~e Pr p 3s, 19d~, DO. 21-53~ 

5 Thnrnb~rry has utiliz~~ the Philadelphia data, controllin~ 
tor 5~riou5ness of offensp and recidlvis~, to ~emonstr~te that 
mor2 sevpre sentBnces are m~t~d out to ~lAcks ~n~ low 3~S m~8bDrs 
of Un cohort:·c Se':' T:Hence P., Thornberry" u!t"!c~<JI Soc i oeconomlc 
St~tus and Spnt~ncinq In the Juvenilg Justice System,n JQll~nal Qf 
kx:.imiu1l1 ld~ .anj ~r.i::JlnQ1Q!l~ 64 (1973): OPe 90-~:1 .. 

.:; S e? IhR L!!'!.Y.el2.!:Lll.2Ut 2£ S2!:iQY:?' (r:iminal (a.r:.i!gJ::2 .2Dj tJ.1~ 
Q~lin~li2nt Yg12hQQr:bQQrl, 344 DP~' lq14~ Fin31 R?port to th? 
~~tiDnGl Institut~ of Juv~nile Justic~ !nct D91in~uency 
Prev0ntion9 ~eo~rtm0nt of Justic~ Gr~nt ~umh~r S2-J·4-A~-a004$ 
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stick at all and is certainly bett@r thaq ~ carrot on a stick. 

• The results of our earlier research were so provoc~tlve that 

we belipved that an ~ntire project should be concentrate~ on an 

dn~lysls of the effectiveness of sanctlonso If, for eXdmple, 

• intervention in itself is ~ffpctive, particularly if frequent, 

all other thinqs b~lng equal, we should find number of prior 

interventions or modest sanctions a deterrent to futur~ offensR 

• ser i ousn(~ss .. iV contrast, if becoming tougher is the dnSWer to 

1elinqu~ncy and cri~e, then severity of prior sanctions, ~verdJe 

severity of Drior sanctions, and/or other indicators or ~easurAS 

• of seV2r~ sanctions should bp followed by gre~ter desist3nce than 

th~t ~hich tdkes place early in the care~rs of 5i~llarly 

misbG~avlnq pprsons tn pac~ cohort who hav@ not been s~v?raly 

• s~nctioned~ ~h3t works may not be quite that cl~ar9 how~vAr, 

beCdUS~ th~re are many complex combinations of off~ns~ fr~quency 

~nd sQriousnqss ~nd many comhinstions of interv~"tion fr~quencv 

• 3nd sev~rity of s3nctiQns~ 

• 
ref~rred +0 the cour~ In Wisconsin takes 14 paqe; of sch~matic 

• 
altern9tlve step of 23Ch c~tGg~rv of juv~niles ref~rr~j to th~ 

facilitatp analysis. 

• 
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~ecords of o~rson5 whose police contacts indicated a 

referral for furth~r action wer~ check~d for formal juvenile or 

adult dispositions. Initial coding Included all possible 

cateqOriBs {sRntpncp susp~n~ed, commut~d, etc., 20 cat3qories of 

fines, 11 categorips for time in institutions, etctil which were 

then comDined within e~ch type of category on 3 basis of riegrees 

of penalti~s imposed. This collaDsinq orocess resulted in 21 

code categories ~ith v~ri~tion In severity of sanctions within 

major cateaories~ 

Ahile not ~ll justic~ model~ call for a on~-to-Dne 

relationship b~tw~en plther seriousness of juvpnlle mls~Ah3vlor 

and severity of juv~nile sanctions or seriousnesi of adult 

misb?havlor and s8v~rity of adult s~nctlons, the fact re~ain5 

th3t netthAr juvenile misb9havlor end juvenile sanctions nor 

adult ~ishehavior and 3dult s~nctions were highly corrpl~ted In 

the ~acin~ dlt~Q Until rpcently the extent to which f~ctors 

otner th~n Drps~nt nffAn5~ ~nd orinr recor~ Influ~ncp s~ntpncing 

has ~~~n the subj!ct of c0nsiderdblp rpsearch but with 

confllcttn~ fin~ing~ because of problems with r~se~rch ~2s1]n. 

the effects of extra-leqal f~ctors or, ~s som~ t~rm it, tha 

c~Drici0usn~ss of thA sanctioning proc~ss mDr~ c~rt~ino7 

7 Jo~n Pet~rsili~ h~s ~ummariz~d her findinqs in Ba~lal 
Qllin3£1!1~~ in the ~clillinal ~ysil£~ ~~sl~m, pr~Plrej for the 
~atinnal Institute of Corroctions, U~So Dep~rtmpnt of Justlc0, 
Th~ ~~nd Corporation PUDlication S~riest P-2947, ~IC, Jun~ 1~J3, 
DQ ix, nControlli~q for th~ oth~r major f~ctors th~t mi1ht 
influencA sent~ncin ~nd tirn~ serve~, we found th3t minoritlds 
receiv~ h1rsher sentences ~nd s~rV8 lonq@r in Dri50n--at~er 
thlnqs b~tng equdl~n In ~he P9q~S which follow Sh9 go~s on to 
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Sainq beyond the brlef reference that we have illade about the 

effects of sanctions during the juv~nile period, lfter ~qe if or 

21 seriousness scores were lower for those 1949 Cohort m~mbers 

who had not bpen sanctioned and higher for those who h~d b~en 

institutionalizf"·1 .. 'Hth controls for seriousness of print" 

carper, those ~hD h3d ~een institutionalized had markarlly higher 

after-aq. seriousness scor~s th~n those who had be~n sanctioned 

but not instItutionalized, males and females combined, males 

alone, ~nd each race/ethnic graua 31one~ In other words f th~ 

instituti~naliz~tion of juveniles or young a~ults fai10d to det~r 

them from cDntinuin~ to accumul~t~ f~irly ~igh seriousness scores 

stdte t~~t althouqh th8 system ~~y not be dlscrtmln2tin1 In usinq 
recidivism indic~tors in 5ent~ncinq, this reflects th~ r4cial 
DrDblp~s of the lar~0r sociptv. AS the systAm relips mnr? 
h~avilv on r?cidivis~ indic~tors which are not racially n~utr~l, 
th4 problam is intDnsifi~d. Also 5~R Marjorie S. latz, "Race, 
Ethn i c i +: y, 3nd nr,:tr.~pr! i nate S ~ntenc i nq" U ;;'.t.i9i!lQ.IQll~ ,;>2 ( 19i14) : 
ppe 147-1719 h3S r2vlewe~ thR rpse~rch on Chicano sentA~cinq ~nd 
also used d~ta on C~llfor"ia spnt~ncina in 1918 to show that 
factors related to l~nqth of sentence, taking into consia~ration 
tYD~ of off~nse. differ for ~hites9 Alacks, and Chicanoi. Some 
of the di~Dariti0s in r?ported r~search r~sults may he ~ccDunt~d 
for hy lumo in!X C:hicFH10S ~Ji th !rJhi ti"'S or ;:Hacks., af; has so 
fr~qupntly b~en dnne In r~5earch involvlnq limited numbpls of 
Chicanos .. 

d lj •• ry fel.;f srudi"'", IVlVr~ o""l:;>n d":'sir;lned in such d f"'lshion to 
qlvq 3 j~finitiv~ answ~r to th~ quastion of what the consequpnces 
of incqrc~ration are, ~lthoUQh ~hos~ th~t h~ve att~mpt~1 to 
introduce ~0proDri~to controls conclude that incdrcerati,n dn~s 
not worko For on~ of th~ morA ~eflnitive studIes §@G Anjr~w 
HDPkl~~, Dl~~rison"p~t ~n~ Q~cidivism: ~ QU~5i-~xplri~~ntal 
S tur!V., 'IQ J!2iJ.t.I.l.al 2t 3.aE.idr.£u in !:r.lmg ilurt ll!!li:Q:H!~l1£.Y. 11( 1 '-no) .: 
PD~ 13-3l.. Hopkins conclu1ps th~t incarceration may hA wors~ 
th~n naninstltutignal tre~tn~ntQ 

I • 

..... I-'--____ ~~""_=_, .,. '" ". ·~·-~::...:::.:.~: .. '.:_:':_".-::.<.'1::.::....:."":.·.:::::f'.:"':.~.c'_'_ .. ·.:,.~".<'.,f' "n".'I'·-J'~'~': ..... ',.::-.'.".·,':;.,''''>1-.~.~~ .... ll'·,:''' ~'.·,v',,,~:~~r~}~;,..d,'~_.'."-U::,.<...,·.'~'~""~';'··".'h':~ .. <;-'(;:,(:O;->,~·.~,.!~tN' .• ~'!'''''''.",!"l:/::'_jC,';\'~!' ...... ~?fic~·.o:..'.I';'M'·.z'1>,t':,/.;'"';:'~,~<I'~,.\~,_ .. , ...... '.o.lO;.U:U_~,~~.",,~"l·,.y~'U<.~tl.~".!'~;m':!~"'.~J',"""',' •• '.~~,,-,'I".'l-''' • .n 
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Although w~ h~ve not meant to imply that sanctions In 

thAmselves generate continuity in careers from d~linquency to 

adult crime, th~ analyses do indicate th~t severe sanctions, all 

other thinqs rouqhly equBl, are not followed by declines in the 

accumUlation of ?olice contacts Rod higher seriousness scoreso 

We h~v~ also found thqt, st~p by step, the process 0f 

continuation worke1 to plac~ a disproportional numb~r of inn~r 

city Il3cks in institutions befor~ the aqe of 18 and to continue 

to pl~ce them in institutions. This is a function of the 

int~ractiQn of ol~c0 of 50ciallz~tion, race/AthnicitY1 r~sponse 

to interventlon~ qndl 3v~n more sP~ciflc311Yl to sev~rlty of 

sanctions inclu~inq instttutlonaliz~tion~9 

m~jor cities in th~ Unit~d st~test it did not have street gangs 

wn~n th~ det~ werp coll~ctRd for dny of our research proj9cts~ 

~o seQm~nt of its ~cQnomv W!S controlled by oraaniz~d crlm~ ~nd 

rack~t~~rlngc ~ruq us~ was on thp uDswinq but drugs w~r~ not 

supplL~:l hy ;;In underworld linkpo to thp. intr.~rnationE!l n?'rcotics 

tride whIch we now rpad ~bout 9nd view on the ev~ninry ne~s Dr see 

9 ls Edw~rd Gr~pn, "Raca, Social St3tU5 and Criml~al ~rrestt" 
Am.ar:l&.an SQ~lQl.Q.11£.al g~~l.el!l 35 (lgrOl: pp.o 476- /t90., conclud?s9 
"e~.the hiqh official ratp of crl~e for Negroes crymoar21 with 
whites rp5ults pre10mlnantly from the wi1er distribution amryn0 
~eqrO~5 of lower class charact~ri~tics associ~ted with crim~.u 
To the ~xtent th3t Dlac@ of rpsi1~nce (inner city and 
interstitial arq~s) is an InJic~tor of soci~l cl~ss, it is 
~pp~r~nt that rac~/ethnlcitv and social class combin~ to nrD1uc~ 
~ ref~rr~l rite for 31acks that is hlqher than that which th0Y 
would obt~ln from pl~ce of r~si~~nce alonew 

I ~ '~~ ~ ~ __ ' '_' _~ ~'_' '_' . c: :..::...:......:.::..:..:....:t:..:::....::.....:....~..:...:::.....:~~-::~, "-"""'2'~~'-"'-'~' -,.",.,-"~''<'"'~-'<''-;-'''''--''l'>''''''''~-o~l-''l~''~''''"~<'o,!',',,,,".c:.:"'~"?1~1:""""-,,.'1"I.,,,'·,~~,,.!'.'.+-I~~'"iN~~'""~'\~~(w.'.r."';"''''~''''.'':<''/1H'''".::'\J'!''~~~lCU...'.\f':<\~~::.~~~,l\if,,,: ... >I.·tWt~";l',,,~,~lo.~~ .. "~:':'n"1l~1':>'Tn~l;(l~'i'~·''':'J.~l-!&h:\i-J:~'.!.,''',,,<:,!:, 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
I 
I I. 
I 

• 

-10-

portray~d In some of our most popular television programs~ 

~acinels UDDer class was not 3 miniature of the upper classes of 

megalQDoliseSe People In Racin~ earned a living by metal 

faDricatlon and spent their modest incomes an commonplac~ 

material goodsq 

Althouqh ~acine h~s l~s share of violent hOillicides, some as 

an cutnrowth of drmpd robbery v some generated in tav~rn 

interaction, a"~ som~ stpmming from unrequited love or do~estlc 

disputes, ~acin@ is not Crlmeville, USA~ It is not onp of those 

5m3ll towns which, by its ~issimilarlty to ordinary conlmuniti~sf 

is a br~edinq qrounJ for crime and vlceo Its politIcians ar@ not 

grlft~rs, its polic? are not burqlars, and its l~bor l~~ders 9r~ 

not r3ckAte~rs. O~lin~uency and crime are perceived by its 100d 

In ~ttemptinq to ~ccount for th~ delinquent 3na criminal 

behavior of thos@ who engaq@ In thes2 behaviors, we do not p~rdon 

it, justify it, con1on~ It. Our conc@rn Is for how thi~ typ~ of 

Dehavior develops, how it Is contlnuAd by same juv?nllas and 

Jdults, ~nd how efForts to deal with d@linquency and cri~e s~em 

to hp so ineff~ctiv~G 

It is More apDropriat~ to r~-examlne ths effectivan~ss of 

intervention and sanctions~ Although w@ and oth3rs have rie~lt 

elsew~ere at lenqth with the Droble~ of m~ndatory 5gntpnci~~IO 

10 lyl~ W9 Sh~nnan, "The Prediction Problem 33 it Applies to 
Delinquency an1 Crime Contro19" pres~nt~d to the First ~13tion~1 
Symposium on Crime Control, ~atlonal Criminal Justice 
Association, Phil~d!lphia, 19F3. This p3D Pr dealt witn tne 
fa'lur~ of the ~acin~ data to permit accurate predictions of 
future criminal carears AS w~ll as tne failure (unr~colniz~d) of 
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and s~lective incdDdcitatlon9 the research presented in reports 

and professional lit~ratur~ rev~als that the "debate" will 

continu~.,1l. 

CO~SI~fqATION DF OFFENSE SERIOU~NSSSg THE DFCISI0~ TO RiPER, A~J 
SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 

AlthOUGh cohort, tima p~riod, And aqe ~ffects on offense 

seriousness were examined, with number of prior offenses dB a 

control, very little of the vari3nce (less than ~~) in offense 

seriousness was accountpd forn Only 20% of the variance in the 

decision to ref~r was accounted for by cohort. time p~riod, age, 

of tens! sariousnass, and numoer of Drior contacts. Althounh 3S 

much ~s 32% of toe varianc g w~s accounted for ~hen numerous other 

vdrl~Dlps wer~ r~qr~sse~ ryn the decision to refer or noty 

serlQu5n~ss of off~ns~ was most important ~ven with S2X, race, 

Co~ort and timp period had r~latlvely little effect an 

sev~rltv of sanctions but offense seriousness ~nd number of Qrior 

contacts had conqist~ntly Dositiv? eff~cts on severity of 

sdncti~ns~ Althouoh the precise comparison of studies Is alw3Ys 

ot~er hi1hly v~lu~1 qtudies. A lengthy biblioqraphy on C3re~r 
criminals, Drediction, and thp problems of mandatory s~ntAncin1 
is provided. 

11 S~~ Arnold 4arnett and Anthony J. Lofaso, »S~lective 
Incao.:Icitatlon and the P~111::delDhia Cohort Data"t. Jilllr.n.al Qf 
~Y3Dil!3tl~& '~lilllnQ1Q~Y 1(19d5): DDo 3-36, as an example of 
perceptive ~valuatlon of the lit~ratur~ and ~n excellent niece of 
research baserl on th~ 1945 Philadelphl~ cohorto 
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difficult beCAuse ~ost researchers define thAir variab18~ without 

much ret?rence to other studies, thus not Droducinq cOMPletely 

comparaol@ results, our stati~tics, as do others, show that 

~hites (Anqlos) farR bett~r whBn th9Y ~ppear bafore th@ judg~ 

than 10 minority qroupso12 

rhcr~ ~re 4,J74 oersons wIth contInuous r~sidenc@ in thp 

~v~r n~J ~ Dolic~ c0nt~c~. Yhil~ these 2,601 Q@rsons hi1 cl total 

the 1~4~ Cohort, ~nj 1405% of th~ 1?55 Cohort ha1 ] ~Dlice 

cont~c~ for an ~ll~J~dly f~lonY-l~vel offense. Since not all 

falons ~r~ sArioU6 Dr danoerous off~nd~rs, we sh311, with som~ 

s~ri~usn~ss in our simolified an~lysl5 of wh~t h~ppens to oersons 

w~o !r~ r~f~rre~ to juvenile 3n1/or adult authorities 35 d 

cQns~~U~ncA of th0ir police contactss 

GQD&~ntI2tlQn nD kQUQ£t dgmhgI~ ~ith 
jQn=I~~ffi£ kQnt~&t§t Ang~ l}=ll 

let us turn to those oarsons from the combined cO~0rts who 

had non-traffic police contacts during the ages 13 throulh 22, 

aqnraq~t~rl into two-year neriods, as shown in Table 1. Each of 

12 R~~lonal differe~ces in sen.pncinq dis~aritl~s h~v~ ~lso 
be~n 1~alt with most recently in Peter W. Grpenwood, All~n 
A bra h 1 inS'~ , and f r "i n k 1 in Z i mr 1 n q 'i f~'1~lQl:~ Aff~iin.il S,gni2.D.G.a 
SaY~Ii1Y f2I 12UUa A~lllt Dff~n~frr~ (Santa ~onica: Ran17 19B4) 
and In ~ ~ureau n F Justicp Statistics Special Report, f~lQnY 
s~ut£.n~ina 10 12 LQ.~3.1 J!.!r:iE1i.i&.t15W.~' May, 198"~ 



• 

• I 

'. 
I • 
I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-13-

the 1.198 nersons who had one of the 31 types of care.rs is 

arrayed from those 153 who had ~t least one non-traffic cont9ct 

durin~ th~ ages 1~-14 to those 101 who had at la~st one such 

cont~c+ dUring the a~es 21-22. There were 201 persons w~o had no 

non-traffic polic~ contacts dUrinq thp ag~s 13 through 22 who had 

one or ~or@ at 3" earlier or lat~r aqp. Th2re were 60~ who had 

only trAffIc cont~cts at ~ny aq9 period and 1,478 who never had a 

police cDntact. T~~lD 1 dr~mdtlzes how varied ar~ car~~rs for 

ev~n such ~ short span of time. 

Th~ complexity of the experlenc~ patterns th~t we h~ve 

control11n~ throu~h s~~tistical mRnl,ulatlon of v~rlaDl~5 is 

further 1~monstr~tei by Uiaqram 10 Here it is gven clearer th~t 

the ~n~lvsis of etf~cts on continuity quit? difficult# In the 

last s~~q~ we WQulu have includp1 107 persons who h~d no~ 

prAvi0usly (si~ce 392 12) had 2 nno-traffic contact dnJ woul~ 

have lo~t 3~2 D~rson5 who ~ad cont~cts at the ~gps of l~-?O but 

p~riod a person m~y h~ve mor@ th~n one ealice cont~ct ~i+h morg 

r~ferred. ther~ I~ ~ore than on p level of 5~verity of s~nctlDn~ 

13 The cO~Dl~xity of the Droblem ~nd its impact on r0S~3rch 
findin~s has rqcently heen detailed by Marjari. S. l~tz ~nd John 
Haqan, uCrime, Time, and Punishment: An Explanation of S~l~ction 
;;\ i '1$ i n $~n t,~ nc i fH'f c) '2'5 e arch, ~1 JiH!!:!lill Qf fi.!.U.U.t.lt£!:tlY2 G.!:iminQluily. 
1{19ri~): pp~ l03-12~. 
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TAAL~ l~ CO~TI~UITY TYPES OF D~LINQUENT ANry YOUNG ADULT CAREF~S 
fASEU ON ~ON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS, ~Y T~O-Y~A~ PERIODS, 
fOR Cu iI1:HNFJ CGHOR TS1 

---------------------------------------------------------------------
Age Afl~ .8.!1.;l A!lfl AflE 

Ty 0»':; 13-14 15-16 17-1~ 1 '9- 20 21-22 NlYH~ER 
1 x 1.2:1 
2 x X 75 
:1 x X X 83 
4 X X X X 57 
5 X X X X X 05 
I') X X X X 36 
7 X ;( X ;( 20 
;:'t 

'. , X X X 1.3 
9 X X X 24 

L) X X X X 7 
11 " X X 15 'I 

l~ if. X '( f.;J 

13 X X )i] 

14 X X X 15 
Pi X X 24 
16 X X 11 
1 f x ll!t 
1 J X x 93 
1'1 X X X 40 
20 X X X X lH 
?t x ,( X 2:3 
"' -; x " X 11 0: .• i\ 

23 X i{ 41 
24- X X ., .~ 

_ .. J 

~-' , X lQl 
20 H '< 50 i\, 

2.7 X X X 22 
?~~ X X 32 
;;; x ~il 
jn x X 4'5 
"'1 X 121 
1~~ flO Qan-Tr3ffic Cont;~cts 13-22 201 
3j Tr'!ffic COl1tacts only Our ing Career 602 
3t~ i'~O C,:mtacts at Any Time lIt 1 fi 

TOTAL 664 ~H9 8411 6511 519 4;)79 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
l Cohort mpm~er had at least one non-traffic contact juring the 
two-ve~r oeriod .. 

'.'-"-" '-.-.".--,~~------- --- ----- -- - - - - ---- - - - --
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U.LAG1\h.J.'i ,. CUl-iT 111 U.ITY AftJ) D ISCUNT.IS!J1 T:t FOR P .EHSOtiS wITH 
~u~-~~AFF~C POLlCE CUNXAC!$, AG~S 13-2U, FUH 
CuM-Bl.N.I!:D COHORT:::> 

------------------------------------------------------------------
AyeS 1~-14 Ages 1!::1-16 

!2 
Uftenaers 

526 

~ 
Off~~ 

664 393 

Ages 17-1d Ages 19-20 

~ 
Offenders 

305 196 

Lffende~ Qtfenders 

~72 
91 

22 

52 

261 

46 

88 

2034-------------~164 
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To d~al with this we have collAPsed the data to 13 cate~ories of 

combin~tions of offpnse seriousness ~nd severity of sanctions~ 

Th~ first category consists of persons who had police 

contact~ which w~re of such a nature that they w~re not referred 

DY th~ police. Th~ second category consists of minor 

misde@8anors th~t wpre r~ferr~d ~ut dismlss~d, the third c~tegory 

w~re tln~d, the fourth cataAory were qiven probation, ~nd the 

fIfth were institutiDn~lizedD The next set of four catelories 

cQnsi~ts of parsons with ~~j0r misd~m~~nors accordin~ to the 

c3teqarv of sanctionln~ th3t th@y rpc~ivej, whl1~ the l~st set 

consi~t~ of fplonies accorJin~ to s9v~rity of sanction. 

C9n~~cts for ~inor misd~me~nors ~nd ~ajor mi~~~me~nQrs were 

collap~~1 for ~ost of the ~n31ysesc This reduced th2 cateaori~s 

~o a un'nt that on~ could detect tr~nds ~nd relationships from 

tables ~ith little difficulty. 

~~S2QnliR~ 12 EQll&~ Ql~QQ~ltlQU~ ann kQYL1 S2n~!lQ2a 

CQ~a~u£lng ~1 !~~~ ll=l~~ T~ble 2 germits r~tentiQn of the 

19d p~rsD~ctiv~ but focus~s our attention eVen m~r~ c3r~fully on 

spriou5 offen~~r~ (+he most s~riQus offense by ~!ch off~nder 

durin~ ~ach ~wo-ve~r period). Not@ that wIthout ~xceptiDn, over 

half of the police contacts for non-trAffic offenses WAr~ not 

referred. The p~rcDnt of ~ll non-traffic Dolice cont~cts 

consistinq of r~f~rr~d felony-lpvel offAn~es rpache~ its p~ak at 

~Qe~ 15 through 20, 14S at ~qes 15-16, 13R ~t .gQS 17-13, clnd 

then 101 at aQes 19-20. They com~rispd 1S.81, 1603~, ~nd 16~3~ 

of tnose with non-traffic contacts but only 3.6~, 3*4~. and 2~6~ 
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TAgLE Z. DISPOSITION OF THfIR MOST SERIOUS NON-TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOK COM~INEO COHDRT MfM'ltR5, 
AGES 13 TH~OUGH 22, BY T~O YEAR PERIOOSI 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Age 13-14 Age 15-16 Age 17-18 

N ~ N % N % 

Contdct not referred 4'> 1 67.9 515 56.0 439 51~q 

Misdemeanor or Uther Referral of Less Than a Felony Offense 

Dismissed 117 17.6 202 30.0 189 23.3 

Fined 10 1.1 51 6.0 

Prohation 16 2.4 40 4 .. l t 18 2.1 

Institutionalized 7 .8 11 1 .. 3 

Subtotal 133 20.0 259 20.2 269 31.8 

Felony Referred 

Oi SllJ i 5$ ed 38 5 .. 7 70 7.6 B8 9.5 

Fined 5 .1) 9 1.1 

Probation 32 4.8 44 4.8 30 3.5 

rn5titutionalize~ 10 1.5 26 2.r. l'1 2 ') ,,'-

Suhtotal 80 12.0 145 1?8 13d 16.3 

fOTAl 664 99.9 919 lO()oO ,ilt6 100 .. 0 

Age 19-20 
N ~ 

382 58.1 

87 13.2 

65 9.9 

3 .5 

14 2.l 

169 25.7 

')s 8.j 

13 2.0 

21 1.2 

l5 2"003 

107 16.J 

6'>8 100.0 

Ag~ 21-2~~ 

N :-
'I> 

1'55 

5lt 

5~ 

1 

'J 

lIb 

34 

"t 

5 

£' 
I 

41\ 

rj 1 ) 

(, d. It 

10 .. 1+ 

If).O 

.2 

1.7 

'2 l~" 4 

t. " q.:::J 

• 7 

1.11 

1 .. n 

9.2. 

l)O.G 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
t If a cOhort nl~mber had more than one police contact during any trio-year period, the mo~t 
serious was selected, and if there were two of equal seriousness, the one receiviny th~ HIOSt spv~r2 
disposition WdS s~lected. 

• 
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of the combined cohorts9 i.eo~ 3.6% of the combined coh~rts had 

referr~d felony-level police contacts at aq~s 15 or 16, 3~4~ at 

17 or lA, ~nd 206~ at ages 19 or 20. Put even more simDly, ahout 

3~ of the cohort had a referred f~lony-level contact each year at 

aqes 15 throuah 20. This is a vary small proportion of the youth 

of thos~ ~qPSR An pven smaller nroportion had a r8ferr~d contact 

of a Ip~5 serious n~ture as their most serious justice 

~ro~ the p~rspective of anA who looks at cohort~, ~ost youth 

nolic~ is conc~rnp1D From th@ persDPctlve of those who have 

overcro~dpd juve"il~ bureaus, d~tention c~nt@rs flll~d with 

unruly younQ p~oDle, frenzi~d juvenile court int~ke offlc~s, and 

crowded court sc~~dulps, it is something else. The ?ers?ectlve 

of th~ victim of ~ shatter~Q auto, v~ndallzad school, or ~mptl~d 

hom@, differs in another way~ 

Th~t about h~lf of the referr~d felony-lpvel offens~s r~sult 

in di;missal and r@l~tively few rasult in instltutlDnaliz~tion is 

14 fnr 3 varl~ty of rea~ons, including the small ~s involved 
3nd t~~ ~qes of most offenders, so.~ of th~ tabl~s whlc~ follo~ 
must 00 cnn5idered mor~ SU"1es~lve ~han definitive. R~cine's 
felony ryroDationers old b@tt!r than thos~ sQntenc2d to Drob~tion 
in Lns Anqeles ~n1 Alameda Counties, not surprising of course. A 
mor(~ '-1'2fini tl ve -)n'::il-jAr to the qu~stion, for ex~unple, of the 
pffectiv~n~ss of probation vs. Institutionalization will be 
forthcn~in1 from P~t~r~11ia, ~! ~l~ SRe: Joan Petersilla, Susan 
TlJrn(~r, Ji'Hl1eS jC~h-.m'9 "lnd JoycP Pett:>rson'f fir:.2.D1i!lil EglQ!l~ 
fr:Qhiitls.u}! E.lJ.hl1£ 3.1.§K& ~n!i !11.fr:!Hl.ily:g,ii", Prepr:trerl for th,~ 
Natinn31 Institute of Justic~, Uo$. O~partment of Justice (S~nta 
llonlc:l: Rand, 19iFi};o Th~ il1effectiveness of orotHl.tion 15 
exc~dd~~ only by th~ ineff~ctiveness of institu~ionalization. If 
n9ith~r is well-conducted, what Jther results could bp 8xpactad? 
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The~e fi~ures do not show, of course, that even ~ smaller percent 

of th~ felony-l~vel offenders are placed in what might be termed 

a mqdiu~ 5ecurlty-l~vel institution and that a very, v~ry small 

percent are incarcerated In maximum security institutions. for 

this we are fortun3te, not just the offenders. The desistance 

r~te i~ high for most offenders who ar9 not s~nctianeclo Some 

~~lpctiv'ty 15 Involved in the decision to severely sanction but 

eVdn t~~n deslstanc? is not increased after imprisonm~nt4 

SociAty has ~1~~v5 thought th~t 50m~ penitence must com~ from 

incarc~r~tiQn but it ~ppears th~t incarcpration produc0s ~v~n 

harder ~en {ani oerhaDS women)o Until it C3n be ~~own that 

institutiQnaliz~tion is eff~ctiva in chanqing miscre3nts it is 

difficult to s@@ how judges m~y be f~ulte~ if thgy fail to 

Instltution~liZF off~nder5 oth?r than those Who ar3 considQTed 

jang~rous to SO~i3ty~ 

ofr~nrt0rs at on@ two-Y?3r ~qe period and at ~3ch follnwln~ two­

ye~r ~1~ oerioi, 35 shown In T~ble ~~ ~ote th3t t~@ ~3 dt the 

botto~ of ~~ch column corraspond to th~ ~s for aq~s 13-14 in this 

ta~l~, ~ith the exc~Dtlon of th0 cat~Aori~s omittHd because th~re 

w~rp too fQW personso ~V readinq down e~ch colu~n one m~y 

()!)S'2rv~ ho~v thJ,:l p,'lrsnn5 in e:~ch of the- five cnte<lori.;?s :'lerose<; the 

top of th~ t~nle at ~qes 13-14 werA distribut~d at ~~0S 15-16, 

17-t~. 19-20. and 21-22. For exg~ol~, of those 4~1 ~h0 h3d 

unr~f~rreJ non-tr~ffic cont~cts ~t the a~es of 13-14, 4705~ had 

no non-traffic oolicp cont~cts at ~ges lS-1h hut this had 

increqsed to 7~o~~ hy the !q?S of 21-~2. Similarly, if one 
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TABLE 3. STATUS OF LOltBIN~O COhORT ~E~LE~~ ACCU~J[~~ r~ U[SPUSITIG~ Of IhtI~ hCST ~~kILU~ 
htJN-TRA~I:I( UfFENSE AT THL A~E O~ 13-1~ AhD r~O-YcAk ALL Pi~10U5 fCLlC~IN~l 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------_._--------
~1~1~~. ~~~~ lJ=l~ ~ j~=lt 

Misd. 
Cont. Utner 

Not ~ef. 

Ref. DIS. 
~l~i~~g~, L~l~r ~~~ E~LIQ~~ 

No Contdct I !ti~}l 36.B 

Contact ~ot R~f~rrad 27.5 2.7.4 

R~ f. '(c f .. Nt~ f. 
Fel. r~l. f-:!l. 
Dis. Pruu. ins"t. 

21.1 1".6 

1 :t 0) ..,.L Z5.C 20.0 

Misdem~dnor or LJthel- Referrdl of Less than d Felony Offense 

Oismiss~J 10.':1 12.8 21.1 Ll.Y bJ.O 

fined .'1 .9 

Probation 3 .. 1 4.3 5 .. 3 3 .. 1 

InbtiLutlondliLed .. 4 1.7 

$Uototd.l 15.3 19.7 26 .. 4 2':> .. U 20.0 

Felony Kl!ferreJ 
STATUS: A6~S (3-1+ 

OisllliS5t~d 4.4 b.a 23.7 It! .dJ cO .. O 

Firic·(f .. 4 .. 9 
Po.. (:, E..S l 5 - \ 6 

ProD..Jtiun 2.1 7.7 5.3 .:J.j 

Insti tlltiondliz<o'J 2 .. 2 .9 1(; ... 5 9.4 -tl .. u 

SUbtotal [~~7 Ib.2 39.j j~.5 60.01 

~ 451 117 jd 32 lLl 

~1~1~~, ~~~~ 12=1~ ~ 11=lu 

f.~ i S j. 

Lunt. tJth2r f,~lf .. Ref. "O;:! r. 
l\ot t~ e f.. fel- f €! 1. f- <:: 1. 
Re f. o is. Dis. PrOl). ~ n::, t .. 

[54.1 , 50 .. it j 1.6 'iC.'! lu .. U 

22.13 LO.:.i 2bo3 1~.::i 3\J .. 1J 

10.2 10.J lO.? 15.b lU .. tJ 

2 .. 9 J .. 't c..6 lU.0 

.6 .i.) 2.6 

1 • .3 ~.6 

1:".0 14.5 15.6 LL.o 2.u.0 

STATUS~ AbE. S 13 -14-
J .. :I 6.0 lS .. 8 12.') '!C.lJ 

ll-\8 . 
.. c; 

C,·z b .. ti C.J It.:cv 

1.6 1 .. 7 I • '1 t. .. J 1 u.!) 

I~~o 14.~ ~3.1 l5.1 40.0 I 
'Ii 1 111 :ld .j~ 10 

• 



• • • • • • • • '. • 

TAUlf 3, Continued 
-----------------------------------------~--------------------------------------------------------

~1S!U~1 h~~~ lj=l~ A 13=2~ 

!'>lisa. 
Cont. Other Ref. I{'.! f • tief. 

,Jot Kef .. Fel. l-'el. f~l. 

Kef. Dis. Dis. Probe Inst. 
~!~i~~~~t l~l£L ~~~ ~~£lu~~ 

1\10 Contact [07.91 61.5 47.4 ;jO.O 20.0 

Contact ~ot keferred ld.4 14.5 7.'; 21 .. 9 .:30.0 

Misdem.:!·dnor or Gtht!r Kef~rral Less Than Felony 

o i 5 III iss e a 

fined 

Prohation 

Institutionalized 

::)Ubtotdl 

felony,{,=fl'.!rred 

OiSlliiss~d 

F 1 n,~ J 

AGES 19-20 
PrO!>d ti on 

lnsti[uti0nJlil~J 

3 .. 5 

2.7 

.2 

..4 

6.8 

, ') ....... 
.. 7 

.. oJ 

1.1 

7.7 2..b 9.4 10.Ll 

5.1 1.9 6.3 

.9 

1.7 7.9 

1:3.it 11.1.4 1::>.7 10 .. Q 

STA-TU5: A&E.S 13-1+ 

3.4 10.5 3.1 20.0 

2..6 c.6 3.1 

.:; ":\ 
~" J 

3 .. 1 

2.6 7.'7 3 .. 1 20.0 

21-22-

SulJtotdl 1 0 • 9 cl.5 ic.3 ll.~ 40.01 

f'~ it- ~>l 111 .3 ,J 3~ 10 

~.t.21U..5. cl~~~ lJ=l~ ~ 21=~~ 

t-d 511. 

Cant. Clhcc Kef. Ht:t. Kl: r .. 
Not !--: t! f • f~l. F E!l. f·.:::l .. 
,{e f. lJis. Dis. PrObe I,) st. 

172 .. 5 1 74.4 51) .. u ':59.4 ') tJ .. u 

17.3 1L.0 2<.1.0 25.0 .::u.u 

3.1 (:..0 5.3 3.1 

3.3 0.0 ~.3 3.1 

.9 

.. 9 2.0 

7.3 9.~ 13.2 o.L 

STA-TUS: A6 E. S 13 -1+ 

(~~ 
2.D 5 .. 3 ':;'.4 .iU.i! 

1.1 

t .4 

.7 Z.6 

(2.S 4.~ 7.9 S.4 ~0.J 

,~:) 1 117 Ju ~L iU 
--------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------
1 edt ..: ~ 0 r i e '5 0 f J i s p 0 5 i t ion sot her t tl a n ,j i Sill iss d 1 d [~ e 1 lw i n d t t.; J l' 0 r ,I, i ::. d l.! II f: 3 nor 0 r 1 t 5"; .,; l 

• 

offenS2S cWO fine.; for felony-l~vel ofFenses for th.~ :i'.-: l~-lif C:::ilt.:!1ory lh!C..lUSt' thi.:rr.= ... ere L'wer ttl.!11 
10 persons in each. 
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examInes each of the other c3teqori~s for ages 13-14 one will 

find an increase In the percent with no contact from aq@ to age. 

~lthough more Bnd mor~ of those whQ had been 

institutionalizad for a referred felony W9r~ without ~ non­

tr~ffic contact year by ye~r, the increase In percent Who 

discontinupd or d9sisted for this group Was 5~ill low comparAd to 

other groupso It should b~ ootad that of those felonies 

sanctioned In the combined cohorts, 8~5% had a laJ tim~ of on~ 

year oeyond date of offense and 6a9X had mor~ than ~ yaar beyond 

date of offense qnd eonviction. Thus, in 3 few cases, thp actual 

im~')osition of -3 s'::loction vJOuld ~!') In a diff':?rent bJo-y~~ar p,,=rlod 

so that d~slst~nc~ based on the nositive effects of 

lncarc~r3tion, If th~y exist?d, would b~ found in the second 0r 

later followinq D0rio~. T~~ fin~ln1s indicate that l~q has 

littla effQct on outcomes~ 

~x3mlntna the top row ~f fiqures rpveals that within e3c~ 

tvJO-y"ar3Q<,? ~lroup th~re '.'13'5./, decline in tIle p~rcen't '1Jho h.'!ld no 

contacts in th~ followinq aq~ 9~rlod from those 451 who had no 

referrad non-tr~ffic cont~cts to thosp 10 ~ho had raf~rrej 

f>?lorli:::>s r~5ultin'J in instItu+ionalization .. .clQ,t5! .ttii.t 111ft 

~tfB~ts Qf ~~~l~ ID~11ty.tiQn311~~11Qn ~~te ~lQ~ i~ ~~3L .!lIf 

£QillQllr:~1 12. .tbe :;!ff.1~.t.s. Qf Q.r:Q~t.l.Q.n !U': :C ,i!iilliliS.al" r h ~ fir s t r o~" 

of this t.~blp. quid"ly confirm.:; in a simp',!,:, Hay ttlhat l:H~ h<'ld3S our 

~arli~st concer~ ~hout the unplanned consequences of s~v~r~ 

sanctioning~ ~f course, W~ havp not controlled for ty~e of 

felony or prior r~cDrd, e~c~, but this is not an encDur~~lnq 
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finding for persons enamoured with institutionalization as ~n 

effective way of changing behavior for the better. Althougb 

21b5~ of these 451 had an unref9rred non-traff1c contact at tha 

ages of 15-16, this had declined to 1733% by ages 21-22. Those 

who had been institutionalized for a felony did not h~ve a 

decreas~ in their percent with an unreferred contact from age 

period to age perio1n 

Most important, however, Is the fact that of those with 

referrEd feloni~s during thp ag~s 13-14, the percent Wh09 In the 

next ~g~ P9ciodt had referred felonies. increased depending upon 

whether the refRrred felonY had been dealt witn ~s a dismissal, 

DY prob~tion, or by institutionalization. This Was ~vident at 

the following age periods of 15-16, 17-13, and 19-20. It should 

also oe noted that as one proceeds from having a non-rAferred 

cont3ct to a felDny contact culminatlnq in institutSonallzatlon 

the o@rcent of those who have had at 1~a5t one f~lony referral 

increises at any giv8n followinQ two-y~ar period. Mnrp ~eople go 

on to h~V8 contacts that are referred ~nd the contacts are more 

concentrated at th~ felony level whan A felony at ages 13-14 is 

dealt with by Institutionaliz~tion. In othRr words, 

institutionallzRtion for a f.!ony h~s as Its consequence another 

felony rather than desistance. As high as 60~ behavp In th~ next 

two l~~ geriods in such B fashion as to have at least one other 

felony rAferr~l on their recor~so This mS3ns th~t 

institutionaliz~tion For felDny-l~v~l police contacts h3S little 

dp.terrent effect. 
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argued as younq for the first two years of such an analysis, we 

next turn~d to thDS~ who had had non-traffic police contacts at 

th e aqf?5 of 15-16", klhether they were fir st or whatever pol i eEl 

contacts, they hQd a more rapl~ shift to no contact st~tus than 

did thDS~ who had @~rller lppearanc~ss Some of these h~d earlier 

appearances and some did not (52S cohort memhers wer a ~d~ed who 

had not had a non-traffic contact at ages 13-14) b~t In the main 

the 9rOUQ shifted to contact statuses in rouqhly th~ sa~e oattern 

as dlrl the earlier ~roup (13-14) by ages 17-18. Those with 

referred fAlonies durinq the aqe pariods 1~-16 and than 17-13, 

19-20, and 21-2~ h3d declines in the percent with referred 

felonies somewhat more immediatply after the initial periD~ out 

to ess~n~ially the sam~ ext~nt by the a9~ Deriod 21-22 as for 

those who had started earlier. The most important point 15 that 

persons with rpf~rr~d felonies resulting in institutionalizatIon 

were mDr~ likely to hav~ roferr~d felonies in the followinry 

period th~n warn those cohort m~wbers whose ref~rred f~lonles h~d 

result~d in les5 severe sanctions. 

are addqd for 1Q85 17-18 but 64~ desisted for at 1~a5t two years. 

Th~re was a risa in D~rcAnt of those with no non-traffic contacts 

of thos~ with fur~~~r rpferr~d fploni@s fro~ e~ch qrou~ with 

earliar r@f~rre~ f~1~nle5 (17-1~'. The DrODortion with felony 

referrals w~s lower in the npxt DPriod for those ~lth contacts at 
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ages 17-18 or 19-20, a group, some of whom had contacts at 

earlier neriods but many of whom had their first or second non-

traffic contacts~ 

Institution~lization of persons with felony contacts at 

later ~g~s dD~S not s~em to prQduc~ proportlonat@ly as ~any 

persons with fplony contacts at followinq ages ss it does for 

persons institutionalized ~t earli~r ages. Of cours~, the type 

of Institutionalization offered, experiences in the institution, 

and p~rceptions of inmates may differ with age. Althouqh there 

is also no control for lenqth of institutionalization at earlier 

vso l~tDr ages, we bellRv~ that the difference in response 

between those who have b@9n instItutionalized VSo those Wh05~ 

cas~s were dismissed is suffici8ntly larae that it will r~maln 

with these controls in~erted. Aqain, there Is no evldenca th~t 

~arly institutlon311z~tlon9 loBo, s~v~r0 sanctioning at an early 

age, i~ ~n ~ffectiv0 deterrent to future sarlous off~ns!sQ 

An ~Y~n ~Q~~ £r~£l~g YIE~ g£ ~g n~nailll~s 
Qf 2~11ngY~nl 3~h~YiQL 2ng Qffl~lal B~~£Qn~~ 

T~hl~ 3 hRID~d us sp@ why so much attention has be~n focused 

on tn~ serious offenj~ro Institutionalization of thos~ with 

felony-l~vel offenses at an ~~rly aqe produces few with no 

immediate contacts hut about 60~ with ~nothAr referrei felony 

within the next two y~ars ~nrl about 40~ thp next two years after 

t hat ~ T his ,Ji v ~~ 5 r i s ~ t f) the i (j €'I d {) f c r.m t. 1 n u i t y .. i 1 S' Y 0 rl1 t h '1 t , 

som~ peoole intArpret this ~s the failure of institutions to 

refor. while others s~lze upon the Ide~ that relens@ WdS too 

quicko ~hlchAver, the hiqh proportion of those who return to 
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felony-level cont~cts that are serious enough to be referrRd only 

shortly after early instltutionaliz~tton {nipping them in the 

bud) hiqhliqhts the problem. 

'~ut why is it that the un. fyr:ib.gr: ~Qn.tB'&'.t. IL~I:.£im.t 12 fiQ mY~h 

w·hy i.:; the opposite found so cot)sistently, i .. e"l1 :tb2: niJ1.n.:!s'i 

Althouqh W~ examined cohort members, case by caS~9 

particul~rly to d~termine if thpre was a link between 

discon~inuity or cO~Dlete desistance and institutionalization, in 

most c~ses where d~sistanc~ could have followedt it did not.. The 

re~son or reasons behin~ cessation of cont3ct-generating behRvior 

would seam to ~risp from somathinq other th~n ti~e spent In an 

institutionAL'S 

15 T~ere were, as we pr~viously indicated. 1,11S p~r50ns W~D 
had ~ police cont3ct dUring at least one of the two-ye~r periods 
betwe~n the aqes of 13 and 22 for other th!n traffic offenses. 
Among th~su were ll~ who were institutiQnaliz~d as juveniles or 
younq adults for one or more of these offenspso In addition, 
th~r~ w~re 13 who w~r~ institutionalized for only tr~ffic 
off~n5es land 7 ~ho receiv~d sentenc~s of time in institutions 
for both traffic ~nd non-traffic offenses). 

A check of th~ record of AACh of the 132 persons tall 
cohorts combinerl) who had been institutionalized reva~led that 
then:; i'Jere only L? 'Aho hi3d b~'?n removed from the commun lty ltHHJ 
2nou~h to have be~n unabl@ to h~ve contacts during the npxt two­
y~ar nc>r i ad ( s). 

It the other 119 h",d no contact it &ru!l.d hav'.? tv·!;'!'n beC3t.i5P 

institutionalization was eff9ctiv~R Thus, failure tD have 
additional cont~ct~ b~cause they had been remove1 from the 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

-27-

INTR00UCTION TO THE ~ULTIVARrATE ANALYSFS 

In our full final report to thp National Institute of 

over lDO pAges of t~xt, tables, ~nd appendices dealt with the 

probl~m of the ~ffectiveneS5 of dispositions and sanctions on a 

contact-by-contact or age-by-age basis without produclnq 

SUbstantial avidpnc~ of the pffectlveness of sanctIons at ~ny 

point in ~elinquent or criminal careerss On the other hand, It 

appeard~ that demoqraphic and offender chRracteristics b~tter 

accDunted for outco~es. This do~s not imply that the Qx~l~nation 

for continuity in c~re~rs VSe disc0ntinulty li~s within thp 

person~ his/her osyche or immutabl~ biological make-up. The 

demo~raphic characteristics of people within an on-goln~ social 

milieu plus th? natur~ of interaction between th3 alleged 

offen1er and rApr~spntativ~s of the justice system are most 

co~munlty would !ccount for only a sm~ll 9rODortion of the evan 
short-~ime discontinuers. 

4mon1 those Wh0 Rver rec~lved a s~nction for a non-traffic 
offpnsA wpre 85 who were 1n carper continuity Tyoe ~ (se~ Tabl? 
1)* Df the total of 40 Type ~ p~rson5 institution~lizedt six 
receivpd their only lnstitution31iz3tlonls) at ages 21 and/or 22. 
~h.thAr or not they were detDrred in the following 3qe period is 
not aDD~r9nt fro~ this analysiso The remalnlnq 34 w~re 
apparently und~t~rr~d9 since they had polic8 cont3cts at every 
ag~ oeriod .. 

There were 1,279 persons in th~ 15 career tYP~5 (Table 1) 
who desisted aft~r 3QS 14, Ih, lA, or 20, foe., sometime during 
ages 13 throu~h 228 They comprised 7101% of the 1,79a p~rsons 
wIth non-traffic cont3cts. Unly 51 of thpsp 1~279 o~r50ns in 
whAt mioht be ch;~ri'1cb:riz€'d ;as Ut""rmin'31 career tl catl?gori€'s had 
b-en institutionaliz~d, which is only 4*0% of those whose car~grs 
ceased b@forp age 21. Even if it could h~ assum~d that 
institutional Drnqr~ms should rpceive the credit for dpslstance 
this ~Duld only bp ~ small perc~nt of th~ total number who 
desisted for whatDver reason~ 
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helpful In understanding how some continue to mlsb@have ~hilA 

others desist. Unfortunately, we were unahle to take different 

kInds of InstItutional eXDPrlAnces into consideration In thes~ 

analyses but we know that not everyone has the same exp~rience In 

even the sa~e DrQ~r~m. 

0n~ set of an~lyses of court dispositions and sev~rlty of 

sanctions w~s D~S~j on demographic, ecological, 3nd carper data 

~lon~ ~nd a second set of an~lys3~ included interview dat~ for 

those who were interviewed from the 1942 and 1949 Cohortso The 

interview data provi~ed a ~ide variety of explandtory v3riableSJ 

such as demeanor an·1 attitud~ of respon~~nts ~t the tlm~ of and 

following polic~ cDnt~cts ~s they recalled them_ 

Tha qllAq~d offanrtArs~ nrior contact and court dispositions 

rpcords Aer@ also included in ard~r to aSR~SS th@ir 3dditional 

~ffect3 on the disposition and spverfty of sanctions 3t each 

presant cDurt apQe~rAnCe ~s w~ll as futur@ 1elin~uent or criminal 

b@havloru Th~ analvsBs ~ctu~llY bec~me ~ cumulative tYD~ of 

endeBvor ~s it proc~?1ed contact hy cont~ct, throughout the 

cohort ruember's cqr~er. 

This procedur~ D~rmltted a more precise ass~ssment of th~ 

effpcts ~f sanctions than dl1 prpvious analysas ~hich did not 

statistically control for num~rous hackqround and experi~ntl31 

vari~hl~s si~ult~nAously. jh~n th~ Intervi~w ~~t~ w~re included, 

only tho5~ vari~bl@s which c~uld h~v~ Aff~cts on cont~cts ind 

dispo5itlons at that 91e w~r~ lnclud~d~ 
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FUTURE l}fFENSE SE~IOUSNESS AND TH~ ROLE OF INTERVENTIOM/SANCTID~S 

Ihe ~uEl ~iffi~~li n~£lE1QD 

~y~ fra£ll~L 4n~lY~~~ a~ ~~ll ~§ ib~E2 ~~n4y~t~Q ~~ Q3r1 Qf 

tbl~ m:f!Jg£i h:u!.fr QftIDQU:a.:tL2tgii t~£ii It 12 !11ffi£1l1t i.2 l1~£iH.ln.t 

fQI: Moat d n~£~Qn ~ll gQ-~xt afl~ lh~ IDQEl L~&~nl QQli~g 

£.Qn.t.s~1'l Qr:. aft.§£ £111 RI:l.Q.!:. ~nnt~~l:ii~ !lI: 21 1h~ nfflxi ii~" This 

is why Dollce. probation, ~ourt work~rs, jUdq~S9 parole ~oards, 

etc., h~ve so much dlfftcul~j~ The punlic ~xpects mora from them 

than they should~ rhe~~eiationships used ~s a b~sis for ~ither 

formal or informal oredictlon ~re simply not strong enouqh~ or~ 

if stronq, are not b~s~d on sufficiently l~rge samplgs to be 

statistically siuniflcant. On the other handy ~ven thou0h the 

serlou5ness of ~ext offense is not preriictablav that th@re will 

be anDt~er offens~ is ~Qre predict3ble, i.eot even thouqh most 

desist e~rly in thair careers, aft~r a certain point in career 

devplopment mQr~ will commit anoth~r offense in the future than 

will d,2)sist .. 

Ih~ 3§~YIDatiQn thai hQ~ ll~I:~QnE QD tha fi~lDg 11~ d~~l ~l.th 

ml~&£~aDl~ sn~Q~~ ~b~m Q~ Qiba~~ 1Q n£~di&t bQ~ ~Q2n Q£ ~h3t t~ 

mlE~£~an~ ~ill n~xi ~Q l~ ault& f£lllhlg~ 

Ih~ ~!ll~Qnll.'Z £.!u:1QQ 

~h~n tha model 3ttempted to account for tot~l future Dff~nsq 

s~riQusnpss at the first throuqh tenth juvenIle police contactsi 

the first-order correl~tion coefficients produced ~l~nlfl~Anl 

Lal~tiQn~hin2 h~1~ft~n iQLal £Uill&B Qff~~~ sg~lQu2n~~~ ~nn 109 

fQ IlQ~ln!1 InQtiJl.@n.12.nt Yt!r:l.ahl~liJ: jyygnll:1 .DJ~l;abhQr:.hQ.Qrl " 1:3.&2 v 

I 
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futY£e ~Qnta~ts. At each contact Ipyel the absolute v~lue of thR 

stand~rdized estimate for age at contact was much lar0~r than for 

any othpr varl~ble~ R~ce had th~ s~cond largest stan1ardlze~ 

estlmat~ at each contact l~vel and w~s significant 3t th~ first, 

second, third, dnd sixth contactso None of th~ c~reer VAriables, 

inclu1inQ intervention and sanctlon~, contrlbut~d si"nlflcantly 

to th~ ~odel in ~xDIGinlnq the variation in futur a totll off~ns? 

Th? ~mount of v3riance accounted for hv the Ind8D?nd~nt 

Y3rlaDl~s was w~a~ to mod~rat8 and increased frD~ 20~ 3t the 

first contact lnv~l to about at the uoper contact l~v~ls. 

~hen +h~ ~ultiDl~ rp0resslon was conducted with sev~rity of Drior 

sanctions elimin~tpd the ~~just~d p2 S wer9 th~ samq as pr9viously 

~nd the standar~iza~ e5timat~s for number of prior sanctions 

(court intArventians) remained esspntially the same. 

In q~npral, th~ first-order coefficients of correlation for 

thp ~dult perio~ wpr~ weaK to ma1erate in str~ngth but not 

aianlficant after the eiahth contact, except for aqe which was 

siqniflcant at ~ll 10 contacts# There wpre clparly anj 

consistently (~t nlRrly ~v~ry contact) significant r)l~tiDnship$ 
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betw~pn futur~ offen~p seriousness and the indRpendent variables 

race, aq~, total prior sanctions, total prior seriousn~ss, number 

of prior sanctions {court lnt~rventionsJt and adult nelghborhood~ 

Sex, type seriousness of pres~nt contact, and court sanction wera 

also significant a+ some contact levels~ 

Aqa was incrPJsinqly negatively correlated with total future 

offensp seriousness, peaking around the sev~nth contact~ This 

relationship, aside from th~ fact that crim~-prona young adults 

may Q~t into trOUble earll~r, is also due to the fdct that a 

vounn~r age 3t ~ qiv~n contact numbpr permits more tlm~ for 

futur~ criminal ~ctivity~ Re3chln~ a certain contdct numb~r at a 

younqer 3q~ also implies ~om~thinQ ahout the nature of a person's 

~ctivity. his/h~r visihility to the polic~, and thp!r recognition 

or l~h~llin~ of the oerson as a lawbrpaker. Rac~ was correlated 

with futurp off AnSA serlousn~ss at all cnntact levels, 

siQnific~nt at the first throuqh seventh,~nd decreased in 

Thre~ of the five a1ult career variabl~s {total prior 

offens~ seriousness, tot!1 prior sevprity of sanctions, and 

nu~ber of prior sanctions} were positiv~ly and siqnificantly 

correlAted with future offense seriousness at most contact 
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gglinnUgnt ftng ~£imlnal ~£ii~ltv BUrl £YIDY12ilyg Qfii£lal £~~~QnSg 

~ggm 1.2 ha rlirs~il~ £gl~lg~ tQ fllillLg ~llillYls1i~~ ~LlmlnEl 

11£1i~lt!:l .. 

Althouah inn~r city residenc a increases the probability of 

future offense seriousne5s~ the correlations were siqnlficant 

only for the first through fifth contacts. Thus it ~epms that as 

a person~s adult criminal career rPBchAs a certain point, the 

effect of inner c!tv r~sldence diminishes In tmPDrtancPa 

Ihe ~~ls11Qn5hiQ Qf ~~x 1Q fU1Y£~ Qffgn~g ~~£lQY~n~g~ ~a~ 

~ignifi£ftnt Quly at ih~ fl~~t lhL~~ £Qnt~~t~; sf1gr a £riIDln~l 

£i!r:ggr I§. Q.rgiiY J!{.all B~i.:l.hli1ih.a.d9 t.Q:bftl fU.tULt'!. Qff2n~.e. 

~gLl.Qll1in.2.s.s. an!!. hSl1ng ID.s.lg hn~g 111t1:: L~l.atiQn~biIl. PH~re are, 

of course, very f~w females with lAn1thy continuities in recorded 

d~lin~u~ncy and crim~G 

As w~s tru~ for the ~uvenilAs, the strength and direction of 

the relationships h~tween the d@p~ndent variable and thg most 

imme~i~t~ inrlicator5 of crimi"!l activity, tVD~ 5~riousness of 

Dr~sent cont~ct ind most r~cent sanction, w~re n~ither larqe nor 

consist?n+-" 

Contact by cont~ct9 then, the correlations indicat!d that 

de 'IlO\]T ~wh 1 c char de tA r i s tics, '!;'!!ill!Jlilii~g Hl(? ~'5un~s 0 f pr i or 

cr il11i nal h~ havi or? and £!!nHl12ii)l~ measures of i nt:3r de t i on wi til 

the justice sY5t~m arp relat~~ to future off~nse seriousness hut 

thE' mor~ il!1m~di~t'? 3nd time-specific :nea'5ures of criminll 

behavior ~nd sanctloninq were not • 
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ti1?,1!!:=~Q.;C 'I' ~h.en tn..t.i!l. fu.tyr..!l Q.ffg,!l~!Z ,;ifrI:1QY:infr.ti,S, !:l.a~ r.!:::g.t:.~j5,&i.!H1 

Q,D lb.~ in.aaQand.an.:t. }l.ar:.iEhle~ fQ;C ;2iH~h £QD.t~£.t l.a~el', .QDl.!! ll!t.§t 31 

~Qn1~&! ~nd iQ.tsl rrr:.1QL:. Qff~nlia 5ar:.l.Qy.s.n~sE ~illaLQ~~ as h2ulng 

.s.iguifl£an± imna£io A~g had illQrg Qf an lill2.2£± ~.t tOg ~l~lh 

ihL.QIElh .t£uth £.!2ntil£~5' ~bil~ lQigl !!!:i!2£ Qff..an.sg 5!H:IIJ.Y:aD&.tSi§. O.2§ 

illQr:.e iilln2~t ~han an~ Qih~r:. uar:.i~hl~ 2t 1hg fiLEt ihr:.Qynb fifth 

.£n.llt3&!~ .. The st,~n(hrdiv~d estimates WE'r8 31ways neq&tlve f':lr 

a1~ (sianlficant ~t ill contact levels) ~nd always pnsitive for 

total Drior s~riousngss (sianificant at the first throu~h fifth 

con t ac '\: s ) .. 

Thq ~mount 0f v~riation in tot~l future serlousn~ss 

accountarl for by th~ ind~o~ndent variables in the regression 

equation r~nq9i from 2q~ ~t the first contact to ll~ ~t th~ tenth 

contact, ~ cBther mo~egt overall fit for tha model~ When 

severity of prior s~nctions was ~liminated from the multiple 

reqr0ssion ~nalysis {l~avinq num~~r of prior sanctions or court 

interv1?ntions} tip results, in tprms of accQuntei-for v~rianc'9, 

just as in th@ juvRnile case? wnr~ essenti~llY the sarn~ as with 

It includ@d. How0v~r, the standardized estimate~ for numbpr of 

prior s~nction5 mor~ than rloubled ~t sever~l of the earli~r 

contact levels, w~s st~tistically siqnific~nt through the third 

adult contact, ~nd r~m~in~rl higher than previously throu1h th~ 

tenth contact .. 

in. far. v 1:0..20., tie 1ifr2 thai lllQ!:.s Qf .t.hg ygr.i§,tlQn in. iut!.u:£: 

iQ.t.~l &ff~D~~ ~~r.1Qysn~~~ ~2S ~xnlaln~rl fQ£ thg jM~ftnil~~ ~h~n 

t2£ Ih~ ~rlillt~ 21 ~2£n £QUld£1 {~~£EQt lb~ flL~t £nDL2£t) ~nll ih~ 

~-~ - ---- - ~- -~~--~-~--~-------.---------' 
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aillQllnl Qf ~Erlal1QD a~~Qlln1~~ fQ~ In~~~~~gg £QL tb~ jyu2nil~~ dud 

Qa£~~~~grl fQL tb~ ~Qllll~ ~~ ins nYillQ~£ Qf ~Qni~~i~ In~L~2~en4 

Th~ data w~re also submitted to a lisrel analysis that 

emphasized diff~r8ncas in the impact of variables during the 

juvenile and adult periods, to some extent differences that 

vart~d from th8 multiple regression analyses, although the end 

Dr0duct was essentially the same amount of the v3rianc~ accounted 

for w~ic~~vpr t?chnique had baen employed. 

Jll~2nl12 ann Aduli £gLIQQ~ kQmnln~rl 

For the totdl c~reer, jyvenile and adult combinad, the 

first-or1Ac correl3tlon coefficients indicated thp pr~s~~ce of a 

siqnlflc~nt cplatinnshiD betwQsn future offense seciousn~5s 3nd 

the followinq indeD~ndent variablps at most contact l~vpls: age, 

rHce, tot~l nrior seriousness, type seriousness of pre~Ant 

contact, numb~r of Drior sanctions, SAX, ~nd juvenile 

n~iq~bnrhood~ S~v~rity of presAnt s~nction is significantly 

corr~l~t~d only ~t some contRct l~velsf while s~veritv of prior 

sanctions is n~v~r signlflc3ntlv corr~latAd with futur! offense 

seri ousn,aS5 .. 

Aqe at cont~ct w~s, .~ always, sl1nificantlY and 

incr~qsin11y corr01~t~d with future o~fense 5~riousn2sS 1cross 

contAct levels~ !~~c~ was slQniflc~ntly corr~lat~d ~lth future 

seriousn~ss ~t ~ll contact Ip.vels but declined in stren~th with 

number of cont~ctso 

Th~rG was ~ W~~~ Dositiv~ relationshin betw~~n totdl prior 

Dffens~ ~~rlousnDss 3nd t0t31 futur? offqns~ s~riDusnes~; th~ 
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relationship tended to increase in strength, contact-by-contact~ 

The correlation co~fflclents were significant at th~ second 

tnrouqh tenth contacts. The number of prior sanctions was 

neqatlvely correlat~d with future affensa seriousness. increasinq 

slightly as contacts increased. significant at th~ second through 

tenth contact so 

S@lng m31e wn~ directly related to higher future total 

offens~ s~riousnes5 at all contacts, siqniflcant at the first six 

cont~ct levels, but decr.3sed somewh~t from contact to contact. 

Inner city resi~ence was relat~d to higher futura offens~ 

seriouqn~ss, with siqnificant but not very strong correlations 

found ~t all cont3ct level~o 

e.gr:b.:!!~Z! 1hz ll]Q.a! ImQQ.t..tll!l.t fln!!lua I::HUi lh~ la£;k Qf 51 

~i~nlfl£~n~ r:~l~LiQDsblQ 2~1~g~n Lb~ S~~rlLY Qf Qr.1QI 5~n£11Qnja 

gun lQ1~1 fMillr:~ Qffgn~~ ~~clQY~n~~~. The r~lation~hip between 

tot!1 future off~ns~ s~riousn@ss 'nd s~verity of sanction just 

r~celvAd w~s w~a~ ~nj inconsistpnt in direction. 

CDnt~ct by contact, the st~nd~rdized e~tlmates for ags and 

race ~~rp gr~at0r than thos~ for ather vari~bles4 Youthfulness 

at tim~ of cont~ct and being Nan-White w~re related to future 

offpnse seriousness. For aqe the v~lues were siqnifican~ at the 

.01 IDv~l Dr ba~t~r9 first throuqh t~nth contacts. rihll~ for race 

at thq v~lue$ ware slgnific3nt first through seventh contacts. 

In sum, 22g of tne v~riation in future offense 5@riousnsss 

was ~ccountpd for at the first contact, 3A% to 40~ ~t cont~cts 

levels P, 9~ 10. Gliminatinq tot~l ?riar s.verity of s~ncti0ns 
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in thE' multiple reqression analysis resuli:ed in oractIc;311y no 

chana~ in the Adjusterl RZs or the standarGiz@d estlmat~s ~or the 

independent variahles. w~ have also found that neither ~ ratio 

dealinq with instant offense seriousness and severity of 

sanctions or ~ si~ilar variable cumulating the ratio of prior 

severity of sanctions and prior offens~ seriousness is useful In 

accQuntinq for futur@ offens? seriousness. 

rh~ same analysis with age and race omitted resulted in 

total orior seriousness and numbar of prior sanctions b~comlng 

th@ m0st imoortant v3riabl~s, incr@qsln~ from Dolice contact to 

contact~ The hig~~r the total prior seriousness, tha ffiDr~ 

serious th~ futur~ careero The higher the number of prior 

s3nctlons tn~ less s~rious th~ future career# T~e importance of 

thes~ v~riables was closelY followed by innsc city r~sid~nceD 

All w~r~ sianificdnt but no more than 13% of th~ varidnc~ was 

ace 0 u n t ~ ,~ for.. In Q.t.h~!: ~Qt...dli 11 1b!: .:lill:i:3hlgtii in !clol£.h !!3 1!J.:f! 

mQ~.t. ill1gLa5t~Q~ ~=~~~lt¥ Qf QL~~~nt 2uD£!iQUf nYmQ~ Qf 2tlQt 

s.am~:tl.Q.D.s \I .lu4 ~=~!!.r.ll~ Qf Rr.1Q£ ~£ul£:tiQns, .a£~Qun.t!'tU fSH: Qnl~ il 

~m~11 2r.nllQ£tiQ~ Qf ihg nlff~r.~n£~§ in 1Qlal futll£~ Qff~ns.~ 

1a~r.iQti.5.nt!5.f:.' l",:"!", 9 :t.h!l s.e.r.i!uJ.:z:.n.g,,§:E ilf f1!.:t~1!::.:! d5tllnsYt2n1 and 

&r.lmln.e.l ~.a.r:s:.eI:5 .. 

A n~~h ~nalysls w~s conducted to see if fur~her in~i0ht into 

the relationships bptween the cumu13tlvp career measur~s dnd 

futurp offpnse 5~rlnusnBss c~ul~ b~ achieved. C3U581 models were 

devplop~~ to analvz~ ~os5ibl~ m~diatinq ~ff0ctS of the vdri~blas 

~qe of contact snd r~ce on the relationships between the car~er 
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variables and future total offense seriousness. The results of 

the path analysis sugqsst that the effects of the career 

vari~bles are med13tad by th~ variable 898 of contact so that age 

of contact does, in fact, have a direct causal effect on future 

total offense seriousness. 

In esspnce, th~ YDunq~r a person at the tlm~ of th~ir sixth 

contact (chosen because it is the time at which a person has been 

thoroughly involved in the process of becoming delInquent and 

thoroughly involved in the justice syst~m as well), the "ore 

probabl~ that! 51rious care~r in delinquency will continue to 

evolve .. 

The amount of vari~tion In future offens~ seriousn~ss 

accounted far by the regr~sslon model did not change drastically 

in the ~n~lysis when the cohort comp~rlson was done for two of 

the thre~ cohorts {1742 and 1949} or a~ compared to thQ 

uncontrolled resultso For thp 1955 cohortv however, t~ere w~s a 

slightly larqer qmount of variation In futUre offense spriousnes5 

account@d for by th~ model than when there w~s no control for 

cohort, ranginQ from 23% to 57~ st the ninth contact. ~or the 

comhin@d cohorts the amount of variation ranged from 23~ to 39~ 

race .nd juvenile n~ighborhood~ 
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ACCOU~TING FOR CONTI~UITY VS. DISCONTINUITY 

Ih~ i:1ultlQ.le. B£l.!ll:1'!:li:liiQU Elnflln51li 

With the deDend~nt variable being continuity vs. 

discontinuity (desist'lnce) from first through ninth contacts, llSl. 

at &QDt2~1 ~a§ ib~ Quly Y~ri2hlg that ~2E ~12ii§ti£~11~ 

~12nlfi~ent fr:QID tbg fir:~i ±h~~u~b ih~ ninth ~Qn~~£1~ tar: ihg 

jy.~£!nil~ auf!. iui!.!l.t. !Eu:iQrl~ Q£ ldl.thQ.Yi ~Qnl.rQl§ iQI: Q!Zl:inQ; ib!Z 

lQ~gI tbe d~~ ~i any £QniE£i ih~ gr:~i~L lh~ QLQh~hl1liy Qf 

£Qniinuit2 h~YQn4 that £Qnia£i. Age had Its greatest effect ~t 

the third juveni19 contact, at whIch point 22.6% of the variance 

in juv~nile continuity was accounted for. Aqa had its 9reatest 

3dult impact at the seventh contact, the amount of varianc~ 

dccountp~ for Rround 11'~ 4ithout controls for ngriod, the 

fo~rth contact was the point at which the most continuity (23~4%J 

vias accounted foro In ~s.~f.n£.2j &n.niiD.!J.ilu y.~<) Q~~lJi±3.D&ii !clz.;i 

h.e1ilr: .3&&Q.untgj fnr: 1bi!!.l Qff!!DS.,g s.:arlQYs.u.£5.5. at :aDU fily,all 

&Qn1il.&',t-o 

One mu~t rem~~ber that discontinuity and continuity differ 

from total future offense seriousness ~s dependent v~riables~ 

Ev~n ~fter the first contact more males will hav@ a second 

contact than will noto The continuation rate Is higher for males 

than femRles in th~ Rarlv stRges of careers but they become more 

similar after th~ tenth contact because of a small proDortion of 

the fgmales who are even more reo3tltiou5 in their behavior t~an 

the mal!so Thi~ is not tru~ at the felony Ipvel, how3v~r, where 

the Apsistance rata of fem~l?s h~s been hiqh In every conDrt~ It 
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is very ~pparent that those males who do continue have more 

serious future c~re~r5 than do females who fail to de5ist~ 

Ib~ ~lllt.i21g Qi5££imiD!UlZ E!Jll~1i12n AQ:2r.Qi!~b 

The multinle discriminant function was utilized to d~termlne 

which factors distinguish those who will continue from those who 

will 1Asist at any contact level~ However, even though maximum 

discriminatory ability was reached by the fourth or fifth contact 

and what we have t~rmpd c~repr variables b~came signific?nt by 

the fif~h police cont~ctf only l4~ of the desistance ~t that 

point ddS ~ccounted for with ag~ at contact the most imoortant 

varl~~l~ in eith~r continuity or ~~5istance~ 

I~TEG{ATIN; INT~KVI~~ DATA INTO THE ANALYSIS 

~nt~~~ie~ 3a~QQn~~li ~nQ S~li=E~Q~Lt£Q ~~liDnUgn~Y 

each of thA lnt~rvi@w variables selected fitted into 0n~ of 

seven cat~gorles of independent variables {Tr~nsition mS1sures, 

Homo conditIons, imDloYill@nt, Education, World Vi2W, Associ3tions, 

and A~ult st~tust or was ~ 5~lf report ~@Rsure to be usPJ as a 

d@pen1ent v~ri~blAo lntarcorrplations of the independent 

vari~bl@s were in al~ost all cases lower than .500; thpr~ was no 

probl~m of multlcollin~aritYG 1n th~ o.her h~nd, therQ ~~s d 

hiqh de~r~e of ~ulticollinearity ~mona the deoendpnt splf report 

medsures so th3t 3 tryt~l m~3sure was mucn th~ same ~s a ~pAsure 

for eithgr the juvanile or adult Deriod or a measure for major 

misdRm~~nor was ~hout th~ same as a m~~sure of all 9~lf r~p?rted 

offf'OSf!So 
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Such variables as attitude toward the Dolic~ and splf 

• concept ~s a delinquent had modest correlations with s~lf report 

measures of delinqu~ncy. There was hardly ~ case where the 

indep~nd@nt int~rvi@w variabl~5 char~ct@rizinq cohort M0mbers, 

either by 3ttltudes, b9h3v!or, ~ssociatlons1 or 1emographlc 

characteristics, were corr@lAted with the dependent self r~port 

measures in a dIrection that was diffprent from that pr~dlcted by 

• SOCiDiojica] theori~s af the causes of delinquency and crime3 At 

the samp time? thgs~ correlations wers very modest, seljoru 

exceeding ... 400 .. 

J~llnqu~ncy s~lf concppt ~t ~gps 6-17, attitude toward the 

Dolic~, ~Qrc~ption of polic~ D~trollinq th~ juvenile 

nei~hhorhood, attitude tow~rd school, auto use while in high 

• school, d~sir~ to h~ve been ~ diff~rent tyoe of ~erson a; a 

juv~nll~~ havin1 juvenile friends in trouble wit~ the police, and 

re~idanCA In the innqr city vs. other neighborhoods accounted for 

• 43~7~ of the varia~c~ in s~lf reoort d~linquQncy rates (offense 

frequancy and seriousness)o Thpse juvenl18 v~ri3blas ~ccounted 

for 3303~ of th9 v~rlance in s~lf r~port rat~s after re3china a~~ 

• 
0i5conc~rtinQ thnugh ,t m~y bB to thos~ who beli~v8 th!t 

sanctions ~re ?ffec~lvi in on~ way or 3nother, the numbar of 

• s~nctions impospd on luvenlies ~~d a si1nific3nt positiv~ impact 

on th~ir ~dult s~lf report seriousn~ssQ ~ot surprisin1 Is the 

fact thst s~lf concept as ~ delinquent and having frienjs tn 

• trOUble with thq police ha~ the hi~hest correlations with 

• 
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juvenile self r~Dort rates. Having juvenile fri~nds in trouble 

with th@ police continued its effpct into the adult oerlod and 

had a ~re~ter imp~ct than any other variable. Interpreting these 

relationships is ~nother ID3ttBr. 

Among those strictly adult variables which had an effect on 

adult s~lf report r~teSt ~dult friends in trouble with the police 

ha1 bY far the qreatest imDBcto Consistent with earliar resaarch 

in which youthful emDloyment was associat~d with higher official 

delinlu."ncy was the f'3ct that age at first full time job (this 

rdnqA~ from 12 to 15 so that us~ af the variable is 3PproDriate) 

ha~ t~e qreatest Inpact on delinquancy self report rRt~s, the 

earliqr th~t first full tim~ job commenceri, the hl~h~r the ratesa 

Early 1q~ of rlriver license and leaving home at an early age were 

other transition~l variables which, along with later ag~ at 

marri'Q~ and inner city r~~l~ence? accounted for 1801~ of the 

self rRport varianc~ in dellnqu~ncy rate~ and lS.5~ of the adult 

Althouah f~ilur~ to Qra1uate from high school had tne 

~r~~t~st impact on 5~lf r~Dort~d delinquency, we do not imuly 

th~t failure to ~r~~u~te is In Itself the c~us~ of dclln~uDncy; 

ln~olv@Ment in d@linqu?ncy whll~ working m3Y be the fActor that 

contributes to drop out just as wDrking may be such a detr~ctDr 

from schaol that jroD out follows~ The point is that th? 

relatlDn~hips utllizlnq int~rvi~w d3ta must he consi~ered with 

caution whether th~v involve the interrelation of ind~pend~nt 

varianles or the relationship of indep~ndent variahles to 

measures of delinqu~ncy anrl crim~. 
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lnta~~i~~ Dftta ~n4 Qffl~ial Q~lin~ll~n~~ 

11th intervlpw data ~dded to the career vari~bles, thBre was 

littl~ consistent ImDrove~ent in accounting for future offense 

seriousness beyond t~at previously obt~ined~ except for the 

contribution of a variable describing reaction to contact with 

the Dollce. ThA 14tt~r, however9 is a circular variable~ If 

re~pondent 5t~t~j th3t th~ contact had a deterrent effect, it 

~P pAar ed to hav.;; onp.. If th ~ rp spondsn t stated th21 t hl;!/ she had ,';\ 

rebellious reactIon, continuity in delinquent behavior seemed to 

b0 th~ C3S~G This vari~ble was siqnificant for the first three 

cont~cts Aven when Included with 17 other variables ani was only 

e )( c If' eo ·'1 e d by a. q p i1 teo n t act 3 n d rae e .. Ih~~ll fln.rlin!1.s. 1!!J.:lg~~± till:!:!:. 

tJ.l~ QQll£!l nffi£f:r: 3IlQ Qi.b~.t.2. in Ih~ iYs.ti&.g §~s.igm h.:aY.~ .:aD 

QQQQLtYuli~ tQ i.urn ~Qma jyYBnl1~~ a.t~YDrl ~2tl~ in lh~i.t £s.tgg.t5~ 

rlhat ~ust they do tD succeed? 

Jhpn world view interview variabl~s N~re combinid with the 

care9r v~rl~blps, un to 46% of thq variance was account~d for by 

th~ ninth contact, and after th~ third or fourth contact 

considara~lv morq of the variance than was accounted far bV the 

car~~r variables 110ne. Attitud~ toward the police h~d the 

greatest ~ffect hy the fifth police cont~ct but the prOblem, 3S 

we h~ve noted h2fore, is that carper experi~nce~ may be the 

d~tFr~in~nt of attitud~ toward the police. It is difficult to 

ascertain the t~rnporal relatlon~hip betw~en attitude dev~lopment 

and misbehavior In i~tBrviews so lonq r~rnov~~ from rlelinquent 

behavior ... 

- .- ... -- - - - - ~ ~ ~.- ~ -- -~ - .. -~~ --~--.------' 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

---------.~----------------------------------.-------------

-43-

Th~ associational v~riablPs alone had relatively little 

effect on future offens~ s~riousn~ss, althou~h they had been 

consisteDtly correl~ted at the zero-order level with every 

me~sur@ of ryfficial careers and every self report mea5ur3~ ~y 

contrast, ho~e conditions ~lone accounted for siqnificant 

variation in future offense 5priousness, increasing to .456 by 

the eiqhth contacto lug £QnEigt~nl ~ff£4is Q! ~~gylu£ £illQ12~ill~nt 

Q~ 102 b~2d Qf ih~ bQU~~hQ1Q ~nQ Qth~£ Q£Q~¥ ~~Ll~hl~~ fQ£ S~S 

Qnl~ ~~LY34 iQ r~infQ~£& th~ flnQln2~ Qf 211 ~~lQ~ gnaly~g~, ~ 

fin~ln~ ~hl£b, in Qn~ ~a¥ Qr ~nQth~~f fQkUE~Q ait~nliQn nil lQ~ 

~fS s~ ~u imQQrian± fs~tQL in ~~£Qllutln~ f~£ rlallnQll~n~Y 2D~ 

££iID~ ~n4 tUfrir £Qntiiluli~§ 

Thq education and neiqhborhood milieu variables had fQW 

significant ~ffActs alonR but in combination wIth the career 

variablQs ?ccounted for more of the variance at most contact 

levels th~n did th~ c~reer variablps alone~ Combining splacted 

juvenile ~nrl adult intervi~w rlata indicatinG aqe of tr4nsltional 

events and current ~tatus with thp car~pr data Incre~sld the 

accountpd-for v~rl~nce to ?rouni ~0Zo 

;oi nq M st,;:;!) f'urtner, combi n i nq the hcuspho Id COfFli t i on da ta 

that w~r~ proxy vari3bles for S~$, hiqh school qraduation, and 

the c~r~?r varilDles resulted in an equation that accounted, 

contact hy contactg for an incre~sinq amount of the vari~nce in 

futur2 offense s~riousn~ss from 41% at th~ first contact to 16~ 

at the t~nth cnnt~ct. What we found is y of course, nothing new 

and/or startlino.. l.Qb!:ar. S1::S, n.Q.Il=h12h ~£bQQl. f1r:~:rlY3.:tflS tlltb 
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c ,~ven 

more of the vari~nce in future offense seriousness W3S accounted 

for from the first to the fifth contacts by addin1 other 

attItudinal and ~mployment varlabl~se 

The first question that we must ask oursqlves is whether W~ 

have push@d th~ finrlings beyond what we knew about the 

effectlv~n~5s of int~rvention an~ sanctions from earl1pr 

analyses~ Thp second question that we must ask is wheth~r thAS~ 

findinqs could be useful to p~rsons on the firing ling~ Th~ 

anSWQr to both Is a resounding Dyes." 

Close scrutiny of the data permits us to say with far more 

cert~inty than D~fore that incre~slng the seVerity of sanctions 

15 not ~ solution to the problem of d~linqu~ncY and crim@. It 

will 10 those who are most concerned about the problem of 

d@linquency and crime no good to ~xDend their en?rgy calling for 

bigaer ~nd bett~r institutions unless th@y know how to make them 

more effective. S~cDnd, and this suggestion Is curr~ntly b2inq 

Daral1~1~d by o~her re5earch~rs, ~ore intenslv9 monitoring and 

mDre frequent minimal int~rv~ntion may be more effective than 

16 Although findings from the Racin~ and Philadelphia cohorts 
have been comp~r~d, most notably hy Joan Petersilia, uCrimin41 
Career Resaarch: A Raview of Recent Evidence,· in t~lm~ aDd 
J.ll11.il£Ja~ An AnnllEl E~Y:iglcl .Q.f li.e§g.aI:,&h'l' Narval i'iorr is ;:;,nd i4ichael 
Tonry feds$)' (Chic~10: The UniversIty of ChicB2D Pr~5s, 1960): 
op 321-379, and found comQarabla In many re~Dects and tho 
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Part of the nroblem in predictinq from any present ~vent to 

a future pvent stemmed from the irreQularity of offense 

seriousness from police contact to oolice contact. ~o matter how 

serious the first police cont~ct~ the next was most ll~~ly to ~e 

3 ~Inor mlsdem~anDr~ Severity of s~nction ~t the first contact 

likewisp had little effect on the s~riousness of the 5@cond 

contact .. 

Police offlc~rs, juvenil. bureau personnel, juvQnile court 

inta~e officers, and judqas must make decisions about slnryl@ 

events; Dresuffi3bly tnAy hav~ some understanding of how events 

cD~e about ~nd what shoulri b~ done. It w~s impossihl~ to lccount 

for th~ ~qriousn~ss of pr@sent offense {police contact} ~ith 

demoqr~phic, ecologic~l, or Drior offense or court recorjs. Thi5 

was true for th~ ,uv?nlles, ~dults, and when juvenll~ dn~ adult 

recorrls vJ~rf:' cOHlDined" i,.J~ also failed to account for vari~nce in 

seriousness of pnl'c~ cont~cts from year to ypaT of ~g~ for the 

comblnpd co~orts. It was ~qu~lly imposslble to accoun~ for the 

serioU5n~ss of last police c~nt~ct for thos~ who harl discontinued 

havln1 contacts V5~ those who were continuing to h~v~ contacts~ 

differences explfC3ble by dpmographlc an~/or definJtiDn~l 
vari~~les, th~r~ ~rp differ-ancps which will continup to appear 
because Wolfgang described d~velo~lnq careers in delinquency 
while the Racine data, covering a longer sp~n of ye~rs, focused 
on continuities in delinquency and crlmA. 
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• Various attemots were made to account for total future 

offpnse s~riousnpss, contact by contact~ It is re~lly difficult 

to fault vollce or others in the justice system for their 

• jurlgments, when the most carefully selected data do not allow us 

to account for or anticipate future delinquent and/or criminal 

bahavior for any sizeahle oroDortlon of the cohorts. 

• The vari~ble which hAd the most consistent impact on future 

offensp seriousnass was aqe at present offen~A; the YDung~r one 

was at the time of any qiv~n contact, the gre~ter thD probability 

• of future ~nrl more serious police cDnt~cts whether It b~ the 

juvenile or adult D~riod. Durinq the adult period, total prior 

offense sorlousn~ss ha1 ~ore impact than any other variable at 

• the first through fifth cont~cts and aqe at contact had more 

impact ~t th~ ~ixth throunh tenth contacts. Although the nin~ 

varlahl?s utilized In the multiple regression analyses Droduced 

• rel~tively faw st~tistic~lly significant standardized ~stimates 

(siqnificant eff~cts), it must be r~memb~re1 that six of the 

variaol~s had fairly consistRnt correl~tions with total future 

• offen~e sRrlousness during the juvpnile veriod and that all nine 

Df thB variables w~re significant durIng the first two adult 

contacts .. 

• ThA in~eD~nd!nt demoqrsphic, ecological, ao·j care~r 

vari3hl~s out nni severity of sanctions havR signiflcan+ first-

order correlations; they ar~ Int~rr~lated in such a way +hat only 

• aqe at contact and total prior spriousness surviv~d in a multiple 

• 
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reqression analysis which examined the impact of each variable, 

all oth~rs held constant. Sizeable first-order corrAlations, 

some ~f which wer~ neq3tiv~ and som~ positiv~, l~d to dn equation 

which ~ccount~d for lS muc~ a~ 3~~ of the v~riance in future 

• offen~A s~riousness for juveniles at the fifth and sixth cont3cts 

but ~eclln~d frD~ ~B~ to ll~ of the variance for ~dultso This 

t~lls U~ why an individual who may appear to be the Kind of 

• person who will hav8 a serious future c~rper on a basis of some 

of his/her characteristics does not alw3Ys do SO~ And, of 

course, it tells us ~hy a p~rSDn on the firing line may make 3 

• ju1qm~nt Dased on 1 p~rson's ch~racteristlcs and past rpcord, but 

find th~t this judqffi~nt was f~r from correct. 

~'ih~n the juv,:nilo anrj adult p~riods w~re cO!lbin~d the 

• results were, as would be ~xoected, ~Dre similar to those for the 

juv~nile p0riod than the qdult pariod# Now~ver, more of tho 

variA~C~ in tot~l future offpnsp seriousn~ss was ~ccountad for, 

• r~aching 31~ to 40t at the hlqh~r contact levels 3, Q, ana 10. 

This, of CDursp, rpfpr~ to the point at which future 5~riousnpss 

is bqst accnuntpd for, not to the point at which interv~ntlDn may 

• seem most propitious, which is much earli8r4 Aq3in, i. would 

seem th~t the most l~port~nt finrlln1 W35 the lack of ~ 

significant relationship b9tw~~n th~ 5ev~rity of prior s~nctlon5 

• and to~~l futur~ offens~ seriousness. 

Although tharA w~re cohort diffAr~nces in the amount of 

variance in future offense spriousness accountpd for, lnj that 

• account8d for r?ach~d 57% by thR ninth contact for thp 1955 

• 
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Cohort, thl~ was consistent with our position thit the near 

futur~ (~lthou~n not the next event) can be pr~dict.d more 

~ccurately than the far future. 

As.£r:lh!ui .'l!5" 8.£hlgJ!g,!j hh3.,(:ad!f!.r.l~.ti!;5_ 

Another w~y to summarize the results of the multiple 

reqressian analys~s is to think of the independent vAri3~les as 

those which reDres~nt the characteri~tics of persons (demographic 

an~ ecological) ~nd those which represent their behavior and 

society ' s response~ th3t is, career types. The charact~ristics 

of pRrson~ were important at all staqes of careers but moreso at 

the time of contacts 1-5, while c~reer type v~ri9bles ~ere more 

imDortant at cont~cts 6-10, althouqh in 50m~ analyses 3t all 

st9qes. We also concluded that the results of the separ~te 

cohort analysps gave the impres~ion of a changing importance of 

th~ v~riahlesi Influ~nces on futur0 seriousness of c~r~ers. The 

demoGraphy of the city and the exppriences of inner city y0uth 

3re morq critical durinq the youth ~nd youn~ adulthood of the 

1949 and 1955 Cohortso How the justice syst~m worke1 did little 

to reduc~ th~ seriousn~5s of futur a careers. 

!niing lb~ In!zL~l~~ and Sal! £~2Q~t Qdia 

At th~ juvpnile level the interview data added little to the 

variance in Dresent or future offense seriousness accounted for. 

However, W~ did nota that th0 respondents' dpscrlptions of how 

th~y reacted to th~ ~olic~ tin soit! of the circular natura of 

the v3ri~hle) 5u~g~sted th~t the police and others in thq justice 

system have an opportunity to influence juvenIles in tha 
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direction of non-1elinquent behavior. We have stat~d in pr~vious 

reports that enhancing pollc~ training in human be~avlor problems 

miqht he more ~pDroprlate for most officers than additional 

training in th~ use of forc~ful ill0thods of control. 

In the adult case, most notable in accountIng for futur~ 

offensp seriousness heyond what was accounted for by th~ basic 

v~ri~bl~s werp the consistpnt effects of re~ular emploympnt by 

the ha~d nf the household and other proxy ~fS varianles. 

Co~bininq th~ bASic demoqraphJc, ecoloqical, and official career 

dat3 with thosp Interview variables which appe~red to ~e most 

closely rel~tpj to future Dffen~~ seriousness enable~ U~ to 

~ccount for 42~ of the varl~ncp in totRI futur! offens~ 

seriousnAs5 at th~ first cont~ct to 78% at the tenth contact~ 

This r~Rlly add~~ little n~w information to earlier finrlings 

becau5~ we nad 10n1 ago found that lower S~S, non-high school 

yraduatps with ~drlYf len~thy, Rn~ serious offpnse racords who 

hdd b~~n frequ~ntly and severely sanctionpd h3d higher total 

flttun~ offensE' sp'( i ousnl::ss. 

Ih~ f~11Y~~ Qf S~e~a ~2n£tiQnli 

~ost cohort mombers who had non-referr~d DDlic~ contacts 

soon had no futur a contacts. Those who had referred cont~cts 

less serious than a felony dro~npd out of delinquency at ~ high 

ratpo ThoSA with rnferred felonia5 who were not 

institutionalized wer2 less likqly to h~va ~nother r~ferred 

felony in the next two-v~ar period than wer~ those w~o.had h~en 

in~ti~ution~lized it an early period in their IlvRs~ The data 
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verifl~i Aarller findings that sanctions as adruinlst~red do not 

det~r off~nders from further delinquency or crlm2~17 

Even when cohort members were pxamined case by case for the 

years wh3n police cont3ct rates were the hiQhest there were few 

cases where discontinuity for a p~rlod of years or desistince 

followinq institutionalization could have been a consequence of 

eith~r incarceration (removal from the community) or the impact 

of th~ instltution31 proqram. 

Thn most disconcertinq findIng for those who believe th~t ~n 

2arly re3Ponse to delinquency Is more effectIve than on~ delayed 

to latBr yp~rs w~s the fact that ~arly institutionalization was 

follo~ed by nreAtpr continuity in ~~rlDus mi~b~havior than was 

later instltutton~lization. Also 9 these unwanted ~ffects were 

slow to w~~r offc Th~ fact that ~ small percentag~ (lpss than 

15~) of tnose whg were referrpd for a felony-level offen~e were 

institutionalized in any two-year period is probably quite 

fortun~te rather than a matter that should be of concern. It is 

obviDUS that tn~ call for more sever~ 5anctiDnin~ of juvaniles 

has bee~ a case of misDlaced concern by those who are unfamIliar 

with 111 aspects of the avallah19 d~ta. 

17 ~e must a~aln mak~ it clear that we do not believe that 
this r~~~~rch le~1s to sUDDort for thq idea of selectlvR 
incapacitation. Wp r?ject this idea on the basis of our own 
Drior research. Lv12 WD Shannon, "RIsk Assessment vs. ~eal 
?rediction: The Prediction Prohl~m 1nd Public Tnlst,tl .J.QY.I:ngl.Q.f 
U!.!.i!n.t.l.t3il~~ r;.r.lIDlnQ.l.Qg~ 1·(l 985 ) : p p." 1 ? 9-189, ,'30 d sue h 
excellent contributions as Andrew von Hirsch, "The ~thlcs of 
S~lective rncapacit~tion! ~bservations on the Contemporlry 
DebatAf~ &~lm~ ~nd 2~liDgll~n~£ 30(1984: pD. 175-194~ 
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nn the PQsitive side, the high rate of discontinuity for 

even s!rious offendars for whom intervention has meant some 

attention or sup~rv15iont suggests that expressed concern may be 

more effective th3n the punishinq ~xperl~nce of incarcerltion, no 

ffiatt~r ~ow wel1-1nt~nded Is the latter. 18 There is no sU0gestion 

har@? of course. that incarceration may not sometimes b? 

necessarY for the safety of society or the mIscreant. 

Mora specific311y, for those who are charged with the 

decision to intervene, frequpncy of intervention (if the event is 

serious ~nough to raise the qu~stton of intervention) r~ther than 

severity of sanctions seems to have had the most desir1ble 

effecto In other words, frequent referrals or court appaarances 

rather than sever~ slntences s~~med to have the most detprrent 

effect nn future mlsbehavior~ Sinc@ success in intervention 

involves intervention at the appropriate stage in careers, it is 

apDarent th~t our concern should best be directed at young 

persons with e~rly s~rious offenses before they have est~blishod 

ev~n mDr~ serious delinqup~t or criminal careers. 

16 Jur Odn conclusions hav~y of course, b~en preceuei hy other 
similar conclusion~ drawn from different kinds of data. 
Peterslli~ h~s also concluded that .lternativ@s to probation and 
instltutlonaliz3tion, int~nsive surveIllance coupled with 
co~munity service ~nri r~st'tution, for ~xample, may be 
sufficiently restrictive to ensure Dublle s~fety and m~~t th~ 
public ~otion of justicee but, ~s Timothy J. Carter" "Juvenile 
Court OiSDositions," t£imiDAlggy 17(1979l: up. 341-35;, 
sU1gest~, diversion programs, whilp a step in th9 right 
dIrection, are not ~nouqh* 
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This brings us to the question of how to intervenq in such a 

way as to not a~fin0 A y~unq person as ~ career offend0r before 

he/she is a careAr offpnd~r. How can it be carri~d out thrDu~h 

an identification DrQC~SS that has few negative or positive 

?rrors? Som~ positlv. errors m~y be tolerated if a pro~r~m aimed 

at the ~ener3l youth population that includes the much qmaller 

target population is neither prohibitively expensiv@ nor h~rmful 

to 13rq~r youthful DopulatiDnso In other wordsl a d01inquancy 

pr~vention proqram should b~ defined as a youth PrOqram providing 

opDortunitles for upward mo~ility, social satisfaction, peer 

group and adult r~co0nition9 soci31ization into the ~dult world, 

etc .. 

If the proqr?ffl is defined ~s one aimed 3t only pot~ntial 

carper offenders and requires some identification of th~~ as 

judicial or qu~~i-judicidi targets, then infring@men t upon civil 

Ilb?rtiqs may ~p only ~ step away from those infrlngem~nts which 

charact~rize selective inc3P3cit~tlon. 

Pr~dicting th~ future serious offender is a 1ifficult task 

and as those prerlictlv~ d@vic~s now work, slzc~ble neg~tiv~ and 

positive ~rrryr~ ~re ~ade. If th@ b~st predictors are 

d@ffio0raDhic? ecological, 30cioaconomicI ~nd ar~ based on prior 

delInqu~nt or criminal hehavior, anrl these toqether are still not 

very accurate, th~n Drogr3~s must indeed be broaJ r~th~r than 

lmDllcative9 I~PA' not designed for the C3r~~r Qff~nd~r~ If thn 

evidenc~ indicatps that existing ~ppro~ches are ineffective. than 

accur.te identification of the t~r0et pDPul~tion is still of no 

a.v'~il ... 
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w~ illust conclude by 5~ying ~gain th~t this research suggests 

the neqd for: 1) broader and more creative aDproaches to 

delinqu~ncy and crim9 prevention and 2) concentr,tlon an 

selected, 3ccur~telv identified juveniles and adults for pro~r~m5 

that do no more than remove thpm from the community when public 

safety is p~ra~ount. This sugqests that the justice system, if 

it is to b@ effecttv3, must develop a broader per~~ectlve than 

on~ q~ar~d to anprehendlng and convJctinq criminals and 

factlit3ttnQ the apDlication of just deserts. 




