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EARLY IDENTIFICATION AND CLASSIFICATION
OF JUVENILE DELINQUENTS

" THURSDAY, OCTOBER 22, 1981

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
5110, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Arlen Specter (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Specter.

Also present: Bruce A. Cohen, chief counsel; Jane Clarenbach,
chief clerk; and William W. Treanor, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ARLEN SPECTER, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE

Senator SpeCTER. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. We will
proceed at this stage with the hearing.

These hearings have been convened by the Juvenile Justice Sub-
committee of the Committee on the Judiciary on the subject of
early identification and classification of juvenile delinquents. These
hearings are an effort to determine the critical point in the crime
cycle of the juvenile offender, with a view to fashioning programs
to remove the juvenile from that crime cycle.

There is an evolving pattern which I personally have observed
and has been noted by many others where the juvenile is a truant
at the age of 8 or 9, a vandal at 10 or 11, and guilty of minor petty
larceny at 12 or 13, burglary of a vacant building at 13 or 14,
perhaps, and robbery at 15 and robbery-murder at 17. The question
is whether we can identify in this crime cycle the critical spot
where we might direct some greater attention, such as family
counseling or perhaps psychological or psychiatric care or a variety
of potential corrective actions which might take the juvenile out of
the crime cycle.

The resulting benefits are obvious, saving the life of a young
person, having him become a productive human being, reducing
the tremendous incidence of juvenile crime, and minimizing juve-
niles graduating to adult offenders and becoming career criminals.

I think that this is a very high priority. It is a big, tough
problem, but one that is certainly worthy of our attention and
certainly worthy of the national resources if soine answer or par-
tial answer can be found to the very high incidence of juvenile
crime.
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We will proceed at this time to hear Dr. John Monahan, profes-
sor of law, psychology, and legal medicine, from the University of
Virginia Law School.

Thank you very much, Dr. Monahan. The committee practice is
to ask that opening statements be limited to 5 minutes, leaving the
maximum amount of time for questioning.

I think it is appropriate to say at the outset that scheduling is
always difficult. These hearings, as most of you know, were set up
substantially in advance and yesterday the Appropriations Com-
mittee scheduled meetings, proceeding in another room in this
building on a priority, rush basis because the continuing resolution
will expire November 20. We must consider the President’s propos-
al to reduce expenditure further. Very intensive discussions and
negotiations involving the Senate, House, and the executive branch
are ongoing. It is likely it will be necessary for me to interrupt
these hearings to go downstairs and vote. I will come back as
promptly as I can and we shall proceed to conclude these hearings
as expeditiously as possible this morning.

I do think it is necessary to tell you of those commitments I will
have as a member of the Appropriations Committee. It is also
necessary to save some of the funding for the juvenile justice
programs.

Thank you for coming, Dr. Monahan. We are pleased to have you
here and will be glad to hear your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JOHN MONAHAN, PH. D,, PROFESSOR OF LAW,
PSYCHOLOGY AND LEGAL MEDICINE, UNIVERSITY OF VIR-
GINIA SCHOOL OF LAW

Mr. MoNnAHAN. Thank you, Senator.

William James, the great American philosopher and psychologist
of the 19th century, once said that we shouldn’t hope to write
biographies in advance. A good many psychologists and sociologists
in this century, however, have attempted to do just that, to forecast
or predict what the final biography of a child will look like when it
is written.

Of all the things social scientists have sought to anticipate, crimi-
nal behavior or delinquency has ranked high on the list, perhaps
second only to the prediction of academic achievement as a re-
search priority.

The question whether adult criminal behavior can be predicted
when an individual is still a child is interesting in its own right,
but its appeal becomes almost irresistable in the context of public
policy. It seems like only a small step from the prediction of crime
to the prevention of crime.

If we could correctly predict who among a group of juveniles on a
street corner will one day be an inhabitant of our prisons and jails,
if we could predict which juvenile first offenders will stop at one
bite of the apple and which will go on to consume the whole thing,
then we could correct criminal tendencies before they manifest
themselves in overt behavior or, failing that, at least we would
know who we have to watch out for and whom we most need
protection from.

I would like to do three things briefly this morning, Senator. The
first is to introduce one or two basic concepts of how one goes
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about predicting criminally delinquent behavior. The second is to
very briefly and selectively review some of the major research
studies in the prediction of delinquent behavior and comment on
some of the central policy issues I see in the area.

Perhaps the most important concept in predicting criminal or
delinquent behavior has to do with the outcomes of any kind of
prediction. In this case, one is trying to predict something dichoto-
mous: either an individual will or will not become a criminal.
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The chart I have prepared displays the four outcomes that can
occur in the prediction of criminal behavior. What you are trying
to do is predict from things known about the individual as a child,
whether or not the individual will or will not become a criminal as
an adult. Is the prediction right or wrong? Will, in fact, the individ-
ual be a criminal or not.

When you predict an individual will become delinquent and you
find out later that indeed the individual is criminal delinquent,
that’s called a true positive—the upper left-hand corner on the
chart—you make a positive prediction which turns out to be cor-
rect or true. When one predicts that an individual will not become
a criminal and find out indeed he is not this is a true negative.
These are the two things people making predictions of criminal
behavior try to do.

There are two mistakes also. The upper right-hand corner, you
can predict an individual child will be criminal or violent when he
or she grows up, then find out that the child is not criminal or
violent. That kind of mistake is called a false positive. You make a
Folsitive prediction of criminality which turns out to be incorrect or

alse.

The second kind of error, the bottom left, is called a false nega-
tive. You say this child will not become criminal or delinquent but
in fact he or she will.

Those are the two kinds of mistakes—the two things people
predicting criminal behavior wish to avoid. I think it’s important to
note the two kinds of mistakes have different costs associated with
them. The cost of the false positive, predicting someone wiil be
delinquent, is often that juvenile is put in a delinquency prevention
program. For example, the individual is institutionalized when in
fact there was no social need for that. The individual won’t be
violent anyway.

The cost of a false negative is predicting that an individual won’t
become criminal and therefore not intervening in his life and the
individual then goes out and commits more violent crime.

Those are the four possible outcomes of prediction and the kinds
of costs associated with each mistake.

The second concept related to this has to do with decision rules.
Any time you assess the likelihood an individual child will become
crimingl, all a social scientist can do is give the individual a
probability score—to say he has a 5-percent chance, a 10-percent
chance, or a 90-percent chance.

The question then becomes what point is sufficient to justify
intervention to prevent the delinquency. Do we intervene in all
children with a 25-percent chance of becoming criminal, for exam-
ple, or must the predictive probability be two-thirds before we
intervene? That decision rule, intervene only when above 50-50, for
example, or above 256-75, is called the decision rule and that deci-
sion rule will determine the kinds of mistakes that are made in
prediction.

If you set the decision rule very low so that you will intervene to
prevent delinquency any time an individual has a 1-percent chance
of becoming delinquent you will get a large portion of the people
who will become delinquent. But the cost of that is you will have
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ous number of false positives also. To set your criterion
?glw?;gflnéet who you want but you get a lot of other people as well.

On the other hand, if you set the decision rule very high, if yo%
say we will only intervene when an individual has a QO-perc‘eI_l
chance of becoming delinquent, you VYIH make fewer mlstakesbm
the sense of false positives, but you will also miss a great number
of people who in fact become delinquent and who you would have
i otten. o .
11k§(§1 fgsh?xlﬁagrtant to know what the outcome of predictive deci-
sions are and the social policy choice. At what point should preven-
tive interventions take place? It seems to me it is probably the
major and most vexing policy question in this area, because if you
intervene too soon you will have a large number of false positives.
If you intervene too late you will have a large number of false

S. '
ne’%‘igvlgnds of trade-offs which havq to be made, I think, are very
difficult ones. I will just mention briefly some of the key research
studies, because the othexr'l presenters this morning will describe in

etail their own studies, .
mc’ﬁ?eie was one extensive review a few years ago of 1,509 studies
in the literature looking at violent behavior as adults, asking what
factors in the childhoods of these individuals would have allowed
them to predict who would have become violent. '

The author’s report of the four early warning signs of adglt
violence were fighting, temper tantrums, sqhool. problems, and in-
ability to get alonghwith t(ﬂ;hexés. ltSo a child, in other words, is
i ther or mother to the adult. o
1n<(i)e§éi g? the most famous studies of childhood predictions of later
delinquency was the study by Sheldon and E.leanor.Glueck o’f, Har-
vard Law School, called “Unravelling Juvenile Delinquency,” pub-
lished in the 1950’s. They claim three factors—supervision by the
mother, discipline by the mother, and cohesiveness of the family—
were predictive of later clliime itn ad%lescent boys. That research has

very methodologically criticized.
bel?/?ore iecently, regearcgers in upstate New Yoyk follqwed 400
males and females from the time they were 8 until the time they
were 18. They wanted to see whlagt, at age 8, predicted those people
vho would be aggressive at age 19. .
W}%?(\)szatu}:hey cggcluded Wasglargely the same as virtually every
other study in this area. That is, the best predictor of future
aggression and violence is past aggression apd violence. That was
true, irrespective of IQ, social class, or anything else.

They did find some other factors predictive of violence. For ex-
ample, the preference on the part of boys for watching violent
television programs was statistically significant. Boys who in the

ird grade—— .
thi‘?engtor SpeECTER. What is the factual basis for that?

Mr. MoNnAHAN. What they found was boys in the th,1’rd grad‘g who
preferred television programs such as “Gunsmoke” and ‘“Have
Gun, Will Travel,” were rated by their peers 10 years later as three
times more aggressive than boys who in the third grade P’referred
“Ozzie and Harriet,” “I Love Lucy,” and “Lawrence Welk.” [Laugh-

ter.]
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Senator Sprcrer. How does that really translate, though, into a
likelihood of being engaged in violent crime?

Mr. MonanAN. I think the flaw with that research is that it’s not
clear from that study why any normal 8-year-old boy would prefer
“Lawrence Welk” to “Have Gun, Will Travel” in the first place.

Senator SPECTER. That’s the other side of the coin. But simply to
say that the individual is going to be aggressive—he may be a good
candidate for the U.S. Senate.

Mr. MenNAHAN. They were looking more at social aggressiveness,
like hitting other children, not aggressiveness in terms of getting
things accomplished—more antisocial aggression rather than busi-
ness or political aggression.

Joan McCord at Drexel University in Philadelphia published a
30-year followup of over 200 boys between 1939 and 1945, a major
delinquency prevention study. She managed to find almost all of
these people who were still alive 30 years later. She found that 36
percent of later violent crime among this group could have been
predicted by knowing childhood factors. Putting together what was
known about those people in 1939 you could predict 36 percent of
the later violence.

Boys who lacked supervision, whose mothers lacked self-confi-
dence and who had been exposed to parental conflict and aggres-
sion were the ones most likely to be arrested for violent crime
within the next 80 years.

Probably the most influential research in the last decade is
research you are probably familiar with, the research done by Prof.
Marvin Wolfgang and his colleagues at the University of Pennsyl-
vania—the Philadelphia cohort study—following a group of about
10,000 boys born in Philadelphia in 1945, following them through-
out their lives to see what predicted whether or not the people in
fact were engaged in violent crime, any kind of crime.

Wolfgang found that 85 percent of all boys in Philadelphia born
in 1945 had at least one nontrivial contact with the police by the
time they were 18. The factors of race and socioeconomic status
gler?i reported by Wolfgang to be the boys most strongly affecting

e data.

Twenty-nine percent of the whites, 50 percent of the nonwhites,
26 percent of the higher socioeconomic status, and 45 percent of the
lower economic status boys had at least one of these contacts.

Wolfgang defined chronic offenders as those who committed five
or more violations. Six percent of the total sample were chronic
offenders by that definition and that 6 percent committed more
than half of the total amount of crime. So there was a relatively
small group of people committing most of the crime by that cohort.

There are many other studies predictive of criminal behavior
which I won’t describe. Some of them will be presented by the
witnesses who follow me.

What I would like to do now is to summarize what I see as the
conclusions that can be drawn from these studies. I will emphasize

the factors I mentioned. I do not stiggest them for actual use in
social policy, prediction of criminal behavior. Morally it seems to
me you can’t use some factors to predict criminally behavior, such
as race, regardless of whether or not you think they predict crimi-
nality or the extent to which they predict criminality.
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What I would like to do is separate scientific issues—what can be
used in anticipating future crime—from moral issues, what should
be used in terms of prevention programs?

It seems to me that from a variety of studies a reasonable conclu-

sion is that there are three clusters of things that relate to future
violent behavior.

o
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The first cluster might be called parent factors, having to do
with an individual’s parents.

I think from the research four factors seem to come through in
several studies. The first is if the parents themselves are criminal
they are more likely to have children who become criminal.
Second, lack of parental supervision has come through in terms of
predicting future criminal behavior. Third, conflict and disharmo-
ny between the parents and, fourth, the parents’ use of harsh
physical techniques for child rearing seems to be conducive to later
criminality.

The second cluster has to do with the child, and these factors are
mostly demographic. Gender, every study ever done in terms of
violent crimes, for example, has found males to be more prone to
be violent than females by a ratio of about 9 to 1. A good number
of studies have found, as I mentioned in discussing the Wolfgang
study, have found race to discriminate between those who will and
will not later be arrested for a crime.

I think the most distressing aspect of the Wolfgang study in
Philadelphia was the extent to which race affected the data. I
think the possibility that any delinquency prevention program will
have a racially disparate impact on the population presents the
most profound moral and legal questions in this area.

1Q is a factor. Numerous studies have found it to be related to
criminal behavior and aggressive or impulsive temperament. The
more daring and impulsive the individual the more likely to be
criminal.

And, finally, the age at onset of delinquency. The younger the
individual is when he or she first comes in contact with the law the
more likely they are to go on to crime.

And the final cluster might be called school factors. Here, the
more interpersonal difficulties the child has at school, the more
academic difficulties the child has at school the more likely he or
she will be to commit a violent crime.

If you put all these things together in terms of this analysis, the
question is how accurate can you be, taking all of this into account,
in terms of predicting later criminal behavior? I think it's very
difficult to say. I think from the study that David Farrington will
describe, which in my opinion was surely one of the best of the
prediction studies, you might conclude it is possible, at best, to
identify a high risk group of juveniles, of whom about 50 percent
will later go on to commit criminal behavior.

Fifty percent true positives and 50 percent false positive—that’s
the best anyone has been able to find.

Senator SpecTER. Dr. Monahan, on the factors which you have
identified—the difficulties at home, the characteristics of the
mother, the watching of certain TV shows—those certainly have an
obvious statistical base for predicting future acts of violence, but
wouldn’t crimes themselves have an even more significant basis for
the prediction of future acts of violence?

If you had a juvenile who has engaged in burglary of a vacant
house or petty larceny, contrasted with one who does not, there
would certainly be a higher likelihood, would there not be, of that
individual turning to armed robbery at a later stage?
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Mr. MonauAN. Clearly. From the Woifgang study, the probabil-
ity of a fifth arrest, given you had been arrested four times al-
ready, was 80 percent. The probability of the 11th arrest, given you
had been arrested 10 times, is 90 percent.

Senator SpeCTER. I am familiar with Dr. Wolfgang’s study. He
testified at an earlier hearing and the essential point of his testi-
mony was there are a tremendous number of juveniles who have
an initial contact. That drops off significantly for a second contact,
and that drops off significantly to a third contact.

But once the juvenile has had three contact with the law then
there is a higher likelihood of that pattern being repeated. That
brings me to the next question. While the factors that you have
described are interesting and doubtless useful for a great many
purposes, are they really significantly helpful in having us narrow
the field for the juveniles to which we are going to devote crime
prevention resources?

When we look at the tremendous number of juveniles who are
candidates, any juvenile is a candidate to become a career criminal.
Anyone is at the start. We just don’t know and we have very
limited resources. So we are going to have to decide, if we move
ahead with such a program, which of the juveniles and at what
stage can we use our limited resources.

So my question is: Is it realistic to go beyond three contacts with
the law to look at the kinds of factors that you have described? Do
we not get into such a massive population if we look at the people
who have had disruptive home lives or parents using force in
discipline or watching Gunsmoke, that it tells us'so much as to tell
us nothing?

Mr. MoNAHAN. Yes. If you went below four criminal offensives.

Senator Specrer. Then it’s your conclusion that you ought to
start on the paring process with those who have had four criminal
offenses? ,

Mr. MoNaHAN. No. It would be my conclusion that the number
of prior offensives the individual has had would be the best predic-
tor of criminal behavior.

Senator SpecTer. All right. If he’s had 15, then we know we've
got a problem. If he’s had four, is that the proper place? Where do
you draw the line? Where do you start to apply the limited commu-
nity resources to try to turn these juveniles around?

Mr. MonNaHAN. I think Professor Wolfgang’s conclusion of four is
not, it seems to me, an unreasonable one.

Senator SPECTER. Is it a reasonable one?

Mr. MoNAHAN. Those are questions of public policy rather than
social science in terms of where on the predictive scale you want to
intervene. '

Senator SpecTER. Well, you have a pretty good idea. You have a
better idea than I do about what the studies show. That is why you
are there and I am here. What is your judgment? We have got to
move ahead.

Mr. MoNABHAN. It’s my judgment that if any intervention is to
take place based on the factors——

Senator SpECTER. It really isn’t why you’re over there and I am
over here, but why you are over there. [Laughter.]



12

Mr. MoNaHAN. If any intervention is to take place along the
lines of early delinquency prevention, which is often taken in this
field to mean preventing delinquency before individuals have com-
mitted any criminal act——

Senator SPECTER. Is that realistic? That would be ideal, but do we
have a ghost of a chance of doing that?

Mr. MoNAHAN. It certainly is not realistic in my opinion if the
intervention is to be involuntary in nature. :

Based upon the research I have gone over and thinking of the
costs and benefits of intervention, voluntary intervention—the pro-
vision of some kind of social service, for example, providing chil-
dren who are having difficulty with the school factors with the
opportunities to work on those things in a voluntary way—it seems
to me may have a preventive impact.

Senator SpecTER. So in terms of voluntary intervention we
should go to the earliest stage.

The issue is, At what point do we intervene on a nonvoluntary
basis?

Mr. MoNAHAN. Oh, nonvoluntary intervention in terms of pre-
dicting delinquency? I personally think we should wait until the
individual goes into the system a good way.

Senator Seecter. How far?

Mr. MoNAHAN. In terms of my own nonscientific social policy
position on the area?

Senator SPECTER. Give me the best Jjudgment you can.

Mr. MoNAHAN. The point I am trying to make is there are
scientific judgments and moral and policy judgments, and I think
it’s important to separate them.

Senator SpecTER. If you want to give me two judgments, give me
two judgments. I'm trying to get a conclusion. We have five more
witnesses to hear and debate on the appropriations bills is begin-
ning.

Mr. MoNAHAN. My social policy decision would be the same as
Dr. Wolfgang’s. We should wait until the individual has had four
contacts with the criminal justice system.

Senator SpecTEr. Four contacts. All right, you've got somebody
with four contacts. That’s a starting point.

What, given an ideal system, do you do with the juvenile? What
are the remedies?

Mr. MoNaHAN. For a juvenile with——

Senator SpecTER. Four contacts. We have legislation. The legisla-
tion provides, in the first paragraph, that once there are four
contacts with the criminal justice system that juvenile will be
subjected or benefitted from or made a party to certain remedies,

Now we are at paragraph 2. The remedies are (a)——

Mr. MoNAHAN. The 20th Century Task Force on Sentencing in
the juvenile justice system came out with recommendations for
more determinate sentencing for juveniles, just as there is move-
ment for more determinate sentencing for adults.

Senator SpECTER. We don’t have to start with sentencing, do we?
Is sentencing the only alternative?

Mr. MoNAHAN. Or some kind of adjudicatory procedure. Are you
thinking of——
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Senator SPECTER. There's an adjudicator
. . ! Y procedure. One alter-
natlvg would be gounsehpg with their parents. That’s somethi(rallér
Ysee f(lillld in the Philadelphia juvenile court system. We found that
Ano'ther alternative is psychological counselin iatri
: 8, psychiatric coun-
seling. What are the range of alt ti i
oaetiat g érnatives we can go with short of
Mr. MoNAHAN. If what you are looking i
' g for is research support
ﬁ(gi u;ﬁ:hed clgunsehng t};lrogrilms that have been demonstrateIZIp to
€ delinquency, then it seems t t i
b o Selinc s ‘to me they are going to be very
The research on rehabilitation in terms of usin i
Tk g family counsel-
ing, "for example, has been more d 1
one Trype Ak epressing than a lot of people
Senator SpECTER, They haven’t been succes
Mr. MoNAHAN. That’s correct.
1%Ienalt\;/})r SPECTER. What has been successful?
. VIONAHAN. In terms of prevention of future cri i
of'demonstr@ted results, I think the people who will s onk aftorms
mlghﬁ talk in terms of their own particular studies
the hterat.ure there has yet to be an interventi
strated. criminal tendencies that h i
crease in later violent crime.

Senator SPECTER. You are sayin i

. g we do not know anvyth ?
Mr. MoNAHAN. That’s what I am saying, yes, sir. yiing
Senator SPECTER. All right.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Monahan follows:]

sful, you are saying?

88-489 O—~B2——2 |

ok,
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN MONAHAN, PH., D.

William James once observed that we cannot hope
to write biographies in advance. While it is surely
true that we cannot £ill in all the details, there
seems to be an abiding belief, William James to the
contrary, that we can at least outline the general )
plot of people's lives before the stories unfold
of their own accord. Indeed, many believe that
the first few chapters of a pe:son's life~-infancy
and childhood--incubate the themes that will be
played out, for better of worse, in all the rest.
Almost every modern psychological theory, from the
superego deficiencies of the psychoanalysts to the
modeling theory of the behaviorists, would support
this belief.

Far from being the occult crystal-ball activity
it sometimes is made to appear, prediction is part of
life. The human race would not have survived as
long as it has were our ancestors not adept at
predicting in some rough and intuitive way what
nature had in store for themn, such'as lions may
bite and falling rocks crush, so it. is best to
avoid both whenever possible. The prediction of
thé movement of the stars and the rising of the tides
were among the first scientific puzzles to preoccupy
humankind. On a more contemporary level, much of
our own lives is spent predicting how others will
respond to us, and we to them, as lover, friend, or’

colleague. The prediction of harm is likewise per-
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vasive: We drive through green lights only because
we predict that cross-traffic will stop on the red.
The kind of prediction we are concerned with
here is of delinquent or criminal behavior. I
will first consider some issues in how one goes
about predicting behavior, then selectively review
the research on childhood predictors of delinguent
or criminal behavior, with particualr emphasis on
violent forms of delinguency or crime, and finally
address what I see as some central policy issues

in the area.

I. Core Concepts in Prediction

(1) Predictor and Criterion Variables

The process of Predicting any kind of behavior

requires that a person be assessed at two points in

time. At Time One, he or she is Placed into .certain
categories that are believed, for whatever reason,
to relate to the behavior one is interested in pre-
dicting. If one is'interested in predicting how
well apersonwill do in college, the categories
might be "grades in high school," "letters from
teachers" (rated in some way such as "very good,"
"good," and "poor"), and "gquality of the essay
written for the application" (perhaps scored on a

1l to 10 scale). These are all predictor variables,

categories consisting of different levels that are

presumed to be relevant to what is being predicted.
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For delingquent or criminal behavior, the predictor
variables might include "frequency of past aggression,"
"broken home," or "parent's drug abuse."

At some specified time in the future, Time Two,
one performs another assessment of the person to
ascertain whether he or she has or has not done what
was predicted. This entails assessing the person

on one or more criterion variables. For predicting

"success" in college, the criterion variables might

be "college grades, " or “"classrank," or "whether or

or not the person got a job in the field he or she
wanfed" (scored simply as "yes" or "no"). For
criminal or delinguent behavior, the criterion
variables may include "self-report," "arrest" or
"conviction" for crime, or involuntary commitment

as "dangerous to others." They could aiso include
professional or peer ratings of "aggressive behavior"
or scores on psychological tests of aggression.

(2) Outcome of Positive and Negative Predictions

There are four statistical outcomes that can
occur whenone is faced with making a prediction of
any kind of future behavior. Table 1 displays these

outcomes. .0One can either predict that the behavior,

in this case, crime or delinquency, will occur

("Yes") or that it will not occur ("No").

At the end of some specified time period, one
observes whether the predicted behavior actually

has occurred ("Yes") or has not occurred ("No") .
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Tabie 1—Four possible outcomes of predictive decisions

Predicted bshavior Actual behavior
Yes No,
Yeos true false
positive positive
No faise true
ragative ) negative

If one predicts that crime will occur and later
finds that, indeed, it has occurred, the prediction

is called a True Positive. One has made a positive

prediction, and it turned out to be correct or true.
Likewise, if one predicts that crime will not occur

and it in fact does not, the prediction is called

a True Negative, since one has made a negative pre-
diction of crime and it turned out to be true. These,
of course, are the two outcomes one wishes to maximize
in making predictions.

There are also two kinds of mistakes that can be
made. If one predicts that crime or delinqguency will
occur and it does not, the outcome is called a False
Positive. One made a positive prediction, and it
turned out to be incorrect or false. In practice,
this kind of mistake may mean that a child has
unnecessarily been put in a pProgram to prevent an
act of crime that would not have occurred in any
event. If one predicts that crime will not occur
and it does occur, the outcome is called a False
Negative. In practice, this kind of mistake often

means that someone who is not put in a preventive
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program, or who is released from the program,
commits an act of crime or delinguency in the
community. These two outcomes, obviously, are
what predictors of crime try to minimize.

(2) Decision-rules

Decision rules are "guidelines for the handling
of uncertainty" (american Psychiatric Association
1974, p. 26). They involve choosing a "cutting
score" on some predictive scale, above which one
predicts for the purpose of intervention that an
event "will" happen. A cutting score is simply a
particular point on some objective or subjective
scale. When one sets a thermostat to 68°, for
example, one is establishing a "cutting score" for
the operation of a heating unit. When the temper-~
ature goes belbw 68°, the heat comes on, and when
it goes above 68°, the heat goes off. 1In the
treatment of cancer, as another example, one might
decide that if tests show that a patient has a 20
percent chance of having cancer, it is best to
operate. The decision rule or cutting score would

then be a 20 percent pProbability. More than that
yYou operate; less than that you don't. The "beyond

a reasonable doubt" standard of proof in the criminal
law is a cutting score for the degree of certainty

a juror must have in order to vote for conviction.
Conviction is to occur only if doubt is nonexistent
or "unreasonable" In civil law, on the other hand,

the juror generally need only decide which of two

.
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parties to a suit has the "preponderance of the

evidence" on his or her side. Reasonable doubts can

still remain. Clearly, the cutting score can be set

anywhere and can vary with the purpose and consequence
of the prediction.

Where the cutting score is set will determine
the ratio of true to false positives. If the
cutting score is set very low (e.g., "more crime-
potential than the average child"), there will be
many true positives, but many false positives also.
If it is set very high (e.g., 90 bercent likely),

there will be fewer false positives, but fewer true

positives as well.

It should be noted that the cutting score also

determines the ratio of true positives and true

negatives predicted and, therefore, the absolute
number of successful predictions. If the decision
rule is such that the cutting score is set very
high, one will correctly identify most of the
children who will not be criminal, but at the
eéxpense of missing many of those who will be.
Likewise, if the cutting score is low, one will
correctly identify most of the children who will
be criminal, but at the cost of misidentifying many
who would be safe.

These, then, are some of the core concepts
in prediction that should be kep in mind when

evaluating the prediction research presented below.

Ry
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II. Illustrative Research on Childhood Predictors
of Adult Violence

One survey (Justice, Justice, and Kraft 1974)
reviewed 1,500 references to violence crime in
psychiatric literature, interviewed over 750
profeséionals who dealt with violent persons, and
retrospectively analyzed over 1,000 clinical cases
to ascertain the most cited childhood predictors of
adult violence. The authors reported that the four
"early warning signs" were fighting) temper
tantrums, school problems, and an.inability
to get along with others. The ¢child, in other
words, is indeed father or mother to the adult.

Based on discussions with large groups of
psychiatrists and psychologists, Goldstein (1974)

concluded that the "agreed upon" predictors of adult

‘violent 'erime were "a childhood history of maternal

deprivation, poor father identification, or both;
noctural enuresis; possibly fire setting; violence
toward animals; and brutilization by one or both
parents" (p. 27). Diamond (1974) comments that the
conclusion of the clinicians cited by Goldstein
represents the sum total of our present "scientific"
knowledge concerning predictive factors of murderous
violence.

Yet I have repeatedly found some, and sometime

all of these predictive factors in individuals

who have never committed even the slightest

harm act, let alone assault or murder. And
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I have examined offenders who have committed
the extraordinarily brutal acts of great
violence and lethality who POssessed none of
these factors. (Diamond 1974, p. 444.)

One of the most famous studies of the childhood

correlates of later criminal behavior is

Unraveling
Juvenile Delinguency, pPublished by Glueck and Glueck

in 1950. The Glucks claimed that three factors -

Supervision by the mother, discipline by the mother,

and cohesiveness of the family - were Predictive of

later crime in young adolescent boys. This research

is among the most methodologically criticized in all

of criminology, and there appears to be a consensus

that the practiecal utility of the Glueck factors in
predicting criminality is marginal at best.
Lefkowitz, Eron, Walder, and Huesman (1977)

Published the results of a longitudinal study entitled

Growing Up To Be Violent. This research followed a

sample of over 400 males and females in Columbia

County, New York, from ages 8 to 19. They used peer

ratings, parent ratings, self-report, and a pPersonality

test to measure "aggressive behavior, " Lefkowitz and

his coworkers found that "aggression at age 8 is the

best predictor we have of aggression at age 19,

irrespective of IQ, social class, or parents'

aggressiveness" (p, 192). several other variables,

among them the father's upward social mobility, low

identification of the child with his/her pParents,

and a preference on the part of boys for watching

s ise
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violent television programs, were statistically
significant predictors of aggression at age 19.

Boys who, in the third grade, preferred television
programs such as "Gunsmoke" or "Have Gun, Will
Travel” were rated by their peers 10 years later as
three times as aggressive as boys who, in the third
grade, preferred "Ozzie and Harriet," "I Love Lucy,"
or "Lawrence Welk." What is not clear from the study
is why an 8-year-old boy would prefer "Lawrence Welk"
to "Have Gun, Will Travel" inthe first place.

McCord (1979) has reported on a 30-year followup
of 201 boys who participated in the Cambridge-
Someryille Youth Project between 1939 and 1945.

She found that 36 percent of the incidence of later
violent criminality could be accounted for by child-
hood predictive factors. "The boys who lacked super-

vision, whose mothers lacked self-confidence, who had

been exposed to parental conflict and to aggression
were subsequently more convicted for personal crimes"
(McCord 1979).

In what has become ﬁhe most influential crimi-
nological research of the past decade (Geis and Meier
1978) , Wolfgang, et al. (1972) obtained information
on all boys born in Philadelphia in 1945 who lived
there at least between their 10th and 18th birthdays.
Of the 9,945 boys studieé, 3,475, or 35 percent, had
at least one recorded contact with the police by age
18. Wolfgang et al. found that the variables of race

and socioeconomic status (SES) were most strongly

v
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associated with reported delinquency: 29 percent of

the whites, but 50 percent of the nonwhites, and 26 of

percent the higher SES, but 45 bercent of the lower
SES boys had an offense record.

"Chronic" offenders were defined as those who

committed five or more violations. Six hundred and

twenty-seven boys - 6 bercent of the sample and 18

percent of the total number of offenders - were
responsible for over one-half of al: offenses
committed,

Chronic offenders in the cohort had a greater number
of residential moves, lowef‘Ib scores,ba greater
percentage classified as retarded, and fewer grades
completed than did either the nonchronic or the one-
time offenders, even when race and SES were hgld
constant (p. 248).

Wolfgang (1977) has updated his research to
include data on the subjects up to age 30. Only
5 percent of the subjects had an arrést record only
as an adult (i.e., after age 18 but not before) .
While most juvenile offenders (61 percent) avoid
arrest upon reaching adulthood, the chances of being
an adult offender are almost four times greater if
one had a juvenile record than if one did not. While
6 percent of the sample were "chronic" offenders by
age 18, 15 percent were chronic by age 30. The
pProbability of future arrest varied directly with the
pProbability of past arrest: The probability of a

fifth arrest (for any crime) given four "priors" was
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.80; the probability of an eleventh arrest given ten
previous arrests was .90. The probability of a fifth
serious (wr "index") offense with four prior arrests
was .36; the probability of an eleventh serious offense

given ten previous arrests was .42.

One of the best known and surely one of the
most sophisticated longitudinal studies of the
development of delinquency and crime is the
Cambridge Study of Farrington and West (1980).

The researchers studied 411 males contacted in

1961 and 1962 when they were 8 and 9. It was
"overwhelmingly a traditional British white working
class sample" (p. 137). The boys were given tests

in school at ages 8, 10 and 14, and were interviewed
at ages 16, 18 and 21. Their parents were interviewed
at home at regular intervals, and their teachers also
completed questionnaires. Records of criminal and
delinguent behavior were obtained from the Criminal
Record Office in London.

About one-fifth (20.4%) of the boys were con-
vited of some delinguency offense between their 10th
and 17th birthdays. The results of the predictive
analyses are very complex, but can be summarized
fairly straightforwardly: only two behavioral
measures and five background measures were indepen-
dently predictivz of delinquency. The delinguents

were more likely than the non-delinguents to have

been rated "troublesome" and "daring" during primary

school. They also tende@ to come from poorer families,

-
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from larger~sized families; to have parents who were
themselves criminal, to have parents who used harsh
methods of child rearing, and. to have low IQ. The
more harsg‘the child rearing, the more violent the
delinquency. Aggression at age 8 was strongly related
to aggression at age 18.

When these background factors were retrospectively
combined to see the extent to which they would have
predicted future delinguency, a "vulnerable group"
was identified, of whom about 50 percent became
delinquent. This was only slightly better than making
predictions on the grounds of teacher ratings of
"troublesomeness" alone. While the seeds of
delinguency can often be noticed in school, the
school experience itself did not appear to have any
positive or negative effect on later delinquency.
Contact with the juvenile justice system, however,

did seem to have an effect: self-reported delinquency
significantly increased after conviction for delinguency.

Farrington et al§-71975) tried to answer the
question why criminal fathers tend to have criminal
sons. They found no evidence that criminal fathers
encouraged their sons to commit crime. The major
difference between convicted fathers and unconvicted
ones was that the convicted fathers excercised poorer
supervision over their sons.

Felthaus (1980) reported a retrospective inter-

view study of 149 people admitted to a military

P—
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psychiatric unit. Some subjects had a history of

serious assaultive behavior and others did not. They

were interviewed about various aspects of their child-

hood, to see which factors differentiated the two N
groups. The Aggressive Psychiatric Sample, compared
with the Nonaggressive Sample, were significantly more
likely to report having a variety of fights and violent
outbursts, being suspended and truant from school,
having frequent heédaches and temper tantrums, setting
uncontrolled fires, being cruel to animals, and
enuresis beyond nine years of age. These latter

three factors form the "triad" ofen referred to in

the literature. As well, the Aggressive Psychiatric

Sample was more likely to have alcoholic father, to
have received corporal punishment by both the mother
and the father, and in particular to have recieved
blows to the head by both parents, often resulting

in a loss of consciousness. Felthaus (1980, p. 107-
108) notes that these items "should not be considered
as éathognomonic correlates of aggression. One would
expect, however, that a combination of several of
these symptoms in a child indicates a burgeoning
difficulty in controlling aggressive impulses which

could worsen in his adolescent and adult years."

Summarz )

It is, of course, difficult to summarize the
conclusions of so many studies on such diverse
populations. I would say, however, that the various

predictive factors fall'into three clusters.
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Custer A: Parent Factors: Four factors

relating to a child's parents seem to come through

in several studies as relating to the childs later

criminal or delinquent behavior: (1) the parents

themselves being criminal; (2) lack of parental

Bupervision of the child; (3) conflict and disharmony

betwen the parents; and (4) parents use of harsh and

Physical techniques of child réaring.

Cluster B: Child Factors: Five factors relating

to the child him or herself Seem to emerge from

several of the studies: (1) gender (males much more

likely to become criminal than females); (2) race (blacks

much more likely to become criminal than whites) ;

(3) IQ (the lower the measured IQ, the more likely

later criminality); (4) an aggressive or impulsive

temperament (the more aggressive,impulsive, or "daring"
the child, the more likely the later criminality); and
(5) age at onset of delinquency (the younger the

child is when he or she begins to exhibit delinquent

behavior, the more likely that behavior is to continue

throughout life).

Cluster C: School Pactors:

Both the more (1) interper~
sonal difficulties and the more (2) academic difficulties the

child has at school, the more likely he or she will

later commit a crime.

To be sure, individual studies did report other

factors to anticipate criminal behavior, but these
7

it seems to me, are the most persistent childhood

correlates of adult criminal Behavior.
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How accurate, in terms of true and false positives,
are these factors in predicting later crime and
delingquency? Most studies don't report their data
in this form, since they are really reports of "post-
dictions" rather than predictions. They assessed
children, then waited to see who later became
criminal, and finally went back to see which of the
childhood factors "would have" been useful as predic-
tors. Farrington's (1979) Cambridge study, surely
one of the best of the prediction studies, indicates
that it would have been possible, at best, to identify
a "high risk group" of children of whom approximately
half would have been true positives and half false
positive predictions of later crime. Two things
need to be emphasized here: these are predictions
of crime in general, and not of violent crime (predic-
tions of violent crime would be much less accurate),
and they are predictions among randomly chosen groups
of children, not among children with extensive his-
tories of involvement with the law (predictions of
crime-~of future arrest--among children with extensive

criminal histories would be much more accurate).

III. Some Implications for Early Intervention Programs

Does the existing research provide sufficient
information on the childhood predictors of adult crime
to justify preemptive interventions? My answer would
be in two parts: (1) the question is one of public
policy--of weighing benéfits and costs--rather than

one of science; and' (2) from my own public policy
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perspective, the answer is: it depends on what early
intervention programs one is talking about.

When a mental health professional or a sociologist
or anyone else predicts that a child, unless he or
she receives some form of intervention. "will" become
a delinquent, he or she is really making three
separable assertions (Monahan and Wexler 1978)

(a) The child has certain characteristics

(b) These characteristics are associated with a
certain probability of the child's becoming criminal;
and

(¢) This probability is sufficiently high to
justify preventive intervention. In other words,
the decision-rule should be such that intervention
occurs.

The first two of these assertions are
scientific ones, whose truth or falsity can be
established through research. It is possible to
prove that a child does or does not have the
characteristics claimed, and one can present
data on their association with later crime.

The third assertion is of a different sort.

It is not capable of scientific proof. It is a
social policy statement that must be arrived at
through the political process. This entails a weigh-
ing of the "costs" of the intervention to the "false
positives"-~the children who are erroneously pre-
dicted to‘peed_it—as well as the potential benefits

of the intervéention to the "true positives."

88-489  O--82—-3
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What are the "costs " of early intervention
programs? The two most frequently given ones are
"labeling effects," the effects on the child's
self~concept of being directly or indirectly "labeled"
as a "pre-delinquent," and the "widening of the net"
of social control (Klein, 1979), allowing government
broader authority to intervene in the lives of people
(children, in this case) who have not been convicted
of crime.

How "real" are these costs? That is, how likely
are prevention programs to have harmful labeling
effects, and to expand governmental power in insidious
ways? Here, unfortunately there are not clear
answers. Indead, the existence and severity of
labeling effects and net-widening are possibly'the
two most controversial issues in delingquency preven-
tion today (Gove, 1980; Klein, 1979; Scull, 1979).

What are the "benefits" of delinguency preven-
tion programs? Here, too, research offers little
assistance. A large number of studies have found
.no differences between children exposed to preven-
tion programs and those not exposed in terms of the
redﬁction of future crime. .(Berleman, Seaberg &
Steinbrun, 1972; see, in general, White, Sechrest &
Redner, in press). Yet there are some bright
spots on the horizon (e.g., Rappaport, 1977) .

So we are faced with these three facts:

(1) At best only half the children we identify
as in need of early intefvention programs are actually

in such need.
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(2) The negative effects of the intervention
programs are unknown.

(3) The positive effects of intervention pro-
grams are also unknown, but in the past have tended
to be minimal.

I do not think this means that we should throw
up our hands and do nothing. There may be programs
that could be devised that would not hurt the false
positives and would help the true positives. The
iesson to be derived from the research on delingquency
prediction and delinquency prevention is not one of

despair. But it is surely one of caution.

Senator SpPECTER. Panel 2—Dr. Patterson, Dr. Farrington, Ms.
Hamperian. Dr. Monahan was only speaking for himself when he
said we do not know anything. Now for the panel.

All right. I have word from the Appropriations Committee that
they are taking up the energy and water bill, which I must go to,
}t)_ut before moving there I know Dr. Farrington has limitations on
ime.

Let me start off by thanking all of you for coming. I would like
to begin with the point of departure from Dr. Monahan to come
right down to the central issue, and let’s start with you, Dr. Far-
rington.

First of all, would you agree, disagree, or have an alternative
viewpoint regarding when we ought to bring whatever resources
we have to bear on the juvenile? Would you agree to the fourth
offense, the fourth significant contact with the law?

STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID FARRINGTON, CAMBRIDGE UNIVER-
SITY INSTITUTE OF CRIMINOLOGY, FELLOW AT THE NATION-
AL .INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Mr. FARrRINGTON. I think the payoff would be greater if you
attempted to have prevention programs rather than treatment pro-
grams, but if you are talking specifically about programs to treat
existing offenders, then I think third, fourth, fifth, sixth—you
could justify all of them in terms of a very high probability of
future offending. '

Senator SpecTER. When you talk about prevention you would like
Eﬁ stlart?to work with the juvenile before he has three contacts with

e law?

Mr. FARrRINGTON. When I was talking of prevention I was really
thinking in terms of the first few years of a person’s life. I think
once people get to be 15 or more and have three or more contacts

e el
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with the law, all of our experience suggests that it is extremely
difficult to change them.

Senator SpecTErR. What is the last point where we have a
chance—12, 9, 5?

Mr. FarRrINGTON. It's difficult to give an answer to that one, but
I think the earlier the better from the point of view of having an
impact on them.

Senator Seecter. All right. You say beyond 15 it's too late. The
difficulty we have is dealing with the limited number of resources
to bring any significant preventive features to bear. Is there still
time if we bring these resources to bear at the age of 12, in your
opinion?

Mr. FARRINGTON. It's very difficult to answer that one. All I am
saying is the older a person gets the harder it is to change them.
This is assuming that you are interested in changing people rather
than pure incapacitation, you know, keeping them out of the way.

Senator SPECTER. Let’s start from the ideal side of it. At what
point would you start on the prevention approach?

Mr. FarriNgToN. I think it would be worth trying some kind of
prevention efforts in the first few years of a person’s life. At birth
you can predict, to some extent, who will become a delinquent from
the fact that they have parents who are convicted, for example.
You can predict with better than chance accuracy.

4 Senator SPECTER. Take the ideal system. At birth what would you

o?

Mr. FarriNGgTON. Well, you could do a number of things. Given
that we know that delinquents tend to come from families with
multiple adversities, what you could try to do is ameliorate some of
those adversities in the first few years of a person’s life. You could
perhaps give economic help to the parents.

You could also, I think, try to train the parents in desirable
methods of childrearing, given that all of our knowledge would
suggest that the delinquents tend to come from parents with cer-
tain kinds of cold, harsh, erratic childrearing methods.

Senator Specter. Dr. Farrington, is that realistic to do, given the
number of parents in that category and the difficulties of educating
them and getting their cooperation, finding educators to do that?

Mr. FARRINGTON. In regard to parent training, I'm not sure,
really. I think that it would be difficult to get their cooperation.

I think a more hopeful approach would be the one I was going to
go on and mention, which would be to provide day-care facilities
for the children. This would give them a more desirable environ-
ment than the one they are being brought up in, hopefully a more
intellectually stimulating environment and one in which the

parent substitutes would be providing the loving approach and the
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consistent supervision, et cetera, which they are not gettin

Senator Specrer. How many children would we be dealing with
if w‘? want to change their early environment with day-care cen-
ters!

Mr. FarriNgToN. Well, you would want to deal with the children
who are in the families at the bottom of the pile. You want to deal
with the families with multiple adversities because that is where,
disproportionately, criminals and delinquents come from.

33

Senator SPECTER. But :
there, are you not? you are talking about tremendous numbers

Mr. FARRINGTON. Yes.

Senator SpeEcTER. What is the realit, i i
. . y of funding that kind of a
program? Maybe that is a bett i
tbxiv%'ouFto Maybe etter question for me to answer than
r. FARRINGTON. Any such program clearly should be pr
eceded
by research. What I am really suggesting is a research pgoject io
see if this would have any effect. I don’t think you should embark
upon spending millions and millions of dollars on massive social
programs without preceding them by research.
]S3ut It th1é1k in terms——
enator SPECTER. What would your estimate be as to the ti
onemat o the time to
[L%Il% }?t:r juch a research program? I have only a 6-year term?
r. FARRINGTON. Obviously, in an ideal world whi
3 ICh,
;igigigrge%v 13;.01;1 askedldmle to assume, it would have to be a rezséa};gﬁ
ich would have to
efféact m thse ch, woul go on for 10 years to detect any
enator SPECTER. Let’s conclud i i
| oenator SPROTER ude today that we will consider that,
gh' IZARRINGTON. All right.
. :;’1‘? or SpecTER. What can we do based upon what we know
Mr. FARRINGTON. In terms of changi i
. _ ging people, I think b
ggg;usvg};?fn ;:: knovivshf;oday 1}t31’s very difficult to do very rﬁgﬁ
everything we i ’
Veéy tse almost y g ave tried doesn’t seem to have been
enator SPECTER. Suppose we deal with a 9-year
for | - -0ld wh
}:“hree significant contacts with the law, so WZ have narx?o»}xlrztsi l%lalg
1e1c‘}. ‘}VVhat vs,'oqld your estimate be as to, No. 1, identifying some-
gnet. ouldn’t it be fair to say if a 9-year-old has had three con-
tac EAWEth. thel law that that person is a high likelihood candidate
wﬁmc;‘mmg a career criminal?
crimxi.nalz.sﬁzRINGTON. It depends upon what you mean by a “career
Senator SpecTeR. I define a career criminal as someone who

engages in a pattern of robberi .
course of his lirf)e. robberies and burglaries throughout the

gf[er. FtARRSINGTON. '}R;lell, they wouldn’t——
nator SpECTER. That is the group I would seek to deal with. M
gwn lsefzse of the crime problem in this country is that robbery. ang
u?_g ary are the two most serious offenses. Rape is an enormously
iex 1qu§d offense, arson is an enormously serious offense, so are
oimcl e_sCi drug sales, and kidnaping, but those involve very differ-
}eln 90_12131 erations, rape having a lot of psychiatric overtones and
; :rrxﬁllgrl girlc):ilrlllagt :ommmted 70b percent of the time in friendly or
nces, arson bein i
dr}Il‘% y clreatnstanc g a different breed of cat, and
e core of the street crime in this country involv i
re es robb
3nd burglaries apd there are career criminals v}:rho have cgmm?iftl:csi
ozens of robberies and burglaries and the highest priority item, in
my judgment, is to start with those career criminals. ’
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What I am seeking to do in these hearings is to identify at the
earliest stage possible, consistent with an allocation of modest re-
sources, who is most likely to move into the career-criminal catego-
ry. So I move along in the interest of time, and ask you the
question as to the 9-year-old with three contacts with the law. Is it
too late to do much with that individual?

Mr. FARRINGTON. I suppose the answer should be no in terms of
my gut reaction, but in terms of what has been tried so far, we
haven’t been very successful.

Senator SpeEcTER. Well, from what has been tried so far, what
would the best approach be, realizing there are no absolutes. Postu-
late a 9-year-old coming from the bad circumstances which have
been described by Dr. Monahan and assume an ideal situation
where you have any resources that you want to bring to bear on
this 9-year-old. What would you do with the child?

Mr. FaArrINGTON. I think what I would advocate would be trying
to change the pattern of family interactions and the family circum-
stances of that child. I would not advocate sending the child at that
age to an institution. I think that should be the last possible resort
and I think the most hopeful approach would be to go to the
families.

You see, what you would be likely to find in that case would be
that the parents would be dealing with the child in a very erratic
and unusual way and it should be possible to go into that family
and to try to encourage the parents to change their patterns of
interactions with the child in a more desirable way.

Senator SpLcTER. How would you do that—family counseling?

Mr. FARRINGTON. Well, yes, I suppose so.

Senator SpECTER. What else?

Mr. FARRINGTON. In some way you have to encourage the par-
ents to participate because in all of these examples the parents
who most need this treatment are the most resistant to it, general-
ly.
Senator SpECTER. What inducements would you suggest?

One we used in Philadelphia was to condition probation or re-
lease from custody on the family unit coming in several evenings a
week and sitting down and talking with psychological counselors.

Is that useful?

Mr. FARRINGTON. I don’t know that talking would be very effec-
tive. I think it would have to be a more active participation in the
family, more active modeling so that the parents could be taught in
a more active way. I think just talking might not be very effective,
at least on the basis of previous research.

But if you could get a counselor to go in with the family and live
with them or be with them a while, that might be more effective.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Farrington follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF Davip P, FARRINGTON

(Institute of Criminology, Cambridge University;
currently Visiting Fellow, National Institute of Justice)

The Cambridge Study in Dellngquent Development

I would like to discuss the extent to which delinquency
can be predicted by referring to a survey on which I have

worked for a number of years, the Cambridge Study in Delinquent

Development. The present paper is as non-~technical as possible.

The detailed, technical results of the survey can be found in
3 books and about 50 articles which have been published.

The main aim of this survey was to investigate the pre-
cursors and correlates of delinguency among English males,
The survey began in 1961, when most of the boys were aged
8, and continued until 1980, when every one of them was aged
at least 25. It was directed throughout by Professor Donald
West, now Director of the Cambridge University Institute
of Criminology, and during the major period of analysis
and reporting I was equally resbonsible with him for the con-
duct of the research. I am still working on data collected
in this survey during my Visiting Fellowship at the National
Institute of Justice, and some of the results quoted have
been obtained very recently and may yet be modified or
expanded upon.

The 411 males in the sﬁudy were first contacted in 1961-
62 when they were aggd 8-9. At that time, they were all
living inAa working class area of London, England. The vast
majority of the sample was chosen by taking all the boys
aged 8-9 who were on the registers of six state primary
schools which were within a one-mile radius of a research
office which had been established. In addition, 12 boys

were included from-a local scﬁool for the educationally
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subnormal, in an attempt to make the sample more representa-
tive of the population of boys living in the area. The
intention was to include about 400 boys in the study. The
sample size, while limited by staffing and budgetary con-
siderations, was intended to be large enough to permit
statlstical comparisons between convicted and unconvicted
youths, yet small enough to permit individual interviews

and detailed case studies.

The boys were almost all white in appearance. Only 12,
most of whom had at least one parent of West Indian origin,
were black. More than 90 percent were being brought up
by parents who had themselves been reared in the United
Kingdom or the Irish Republic. On the basis of their fathers'
occupations, about 94 percent could be described as working
class, in comparison with the national figure of 78 percent
at that time. Therefore, this was overwhelmingly an urban,

white, working class sample of traditional British origin,

Sources of Data

The boys were tested in their schools when they were
aged about 8, 10, and 14, and they were interviewed in the
research office at about 16 and 18. 1In addition, subsamples
were interviewed at ages 21 and 24, Up to and including

age 21, it was always possible to trace and interview a
high proportion of the sample, At age 18, 10 years after

the study had begun, 95 percent of the original 411 boys
were interviewed. Of the 22 youths missing at this age,
only one had died, only o¢ne could not be traced, 6 were
abroad, 10 refused to be interviewed, and in the other 4
cases the parent refused on behalf of the youth. '

| At age 21, the aim was to interview only the convicted
delinquents and a similarly sized randomly chosensample of

non-delinquents, rather than all the youths. More than
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90 percent of the target group of 241 were interviewed.

At age 24, the aim was to interview four subgroups of youths:

continuing delinquents, "reformed" delinquents, a group
from seriously deprived backgrounds, and a random sample

of unconvicted youths. Only about 75 percent of the target
sample of 113 were interviewed, primarily because so many of
these youths had left home and were difficult to trace at
this age.

In addition to the interviews and tests with the boys,
interviews with their parents were carried out by female
social workers who visited their homes. These took place
about once a year from when the boy was aged 8 until
when he was about 14-15 and in hisilast year of compulsory
schooling. The primary informant was the mother, although
the father was also seen in the majority of cases. The boys!
teachers also filled in questionnaires about their behavior
in school, when the boys were aged about 8, 10, 12, and 14.

It was also possible to make repeated searches in the
central Criminal Record Office in London to try to locate
findings of guilt sustained by the boys, by their parents,
by thelr brothers and sisters, and (in recent years) by
their wives. These searches continued until March 1980,
when the youngest boy was aged 25 years 6 months. The
criminal records of the boys are believed to be complete
from the tenth birthday (the minimum age of criminal
responsibility in England and Wales) to the twenty-fifth
birthday. In addition to the official records, admissions
of delinquent acts which had not necessarily led to con-

victions were obtained from the youths at ages 14, 16, 18,
21, and 24,

Conviction C(Careers

Almost exactly one-third of the boys (136) were found




guilty in court for a criminal offense (defined here as an
offense routinely recorded in the Criminal Record Office)
committed between their tenth and twen ty-rifth birthdays.
The majority of these offenses were thefts, burglaries or
unauthorized takings of motor vehicles, and most were com-
mitted with one or two other persons, usually boys of
similar age. Perhaps the most serious criminal was the
youth who carried out two robberies using guns, stealing
more than $65,000. He was given 5 1/2 years imprisonment
for one, consecutive to g previous sentence of 21 months
imprisonment for burgling a farmhouse, and 7 years con-
current for the other. All three offenses were committed
when he was aged 24. yis first conviction was at age 15,
also for robbery, for which he received a discharge.

Table 1
Ages at which Offenses were Committed which Led to Convictions

Age Number of First  Number of Different  Number of

Convictions Boys Convicted Convictions
10 6 6 7
11 6 8. 10
12 8 12 14
13 15 2l 27
14 19 34 Ly
15 17 33 . 43
16 13 32 ur
17 19 by 63
18 8 41 50
19 8 38 L7
20 9 29 41
21 2 18 20
22 2 ol 33
23 2 11 11
24 2 13 _18
Total 136 b5
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Table 1 shows the number of first convictions, the

number of different boys convicted, and the humber of con-

victions at each age. It can be seen that the number of

youths first convicted declined dramaticall
“twenty-first birthday,

y after the

The period from the tenth to the
twenty-rifrth birthday Spans four legal cate
and Wales;:

gories in England
children (tenth to Just before fourteenth

birthday), young persons (fourteenth to
teenth birthday),

Just before seven-
young adults (seventeenth to Just before

twenty-first birthday) and adults (twenty-first birthday

onwards). Children and young persons together are Juveniles.

It can be seen that 35 boys were first convicted as ¢hildren,
49 ag young persons (making 84 altogether as Juveniles),

b as young adults, and only 8 as adults,

victed (47) and for the number of convictions (63) was 17.
By age 24, these flgures had fallen to only about a quarter
of their peak values (13 toys convicted, 18 ¢

The peak periog of convictions for

onvictions),

this sample was from
14 to 20, with at least 40 convictions (10 per 100 boys)
at each age.

The likelihood of a convicted pPerson being convicted

again tended to increase with hiz number of convictions.

While 33 sercent of the sample were convicted, G2 percent
of those with one conviction were convicted again. For

those with 2-5 convictions, 70~75 percent were convicted

2gain, and for those with 6-10 convictions 78-92 percent
Were convicted again. For éxample, of 12 boys who received
10 convictions, 11 (92 percent) went on to receive an
eleventh conviction. The numbers were too small to continue

with this analysis after this point.

A small number of boys were responsible for a large

The 23 boys with 6 op more convictions
number of convictionsx?5.6 percent of the sample) sccounted

e



40

for 230 of the 475 convictions (48.l4 percent) - an average
of 10 each. The same phenomenon had been seen in an earller
analysis in which the boys' convictions had been added to
those of their fathers, ﬁothers, brothers and sisters. A
minority of 18 families (4.6.percent) accounted for 581
of the total number of convictions (47.7 percent).

There was a close relationship between Juveﬁile (age 10-16) !
and adult 3%324) convietions., For the purposes of this
analysis, the 5 boys who were known to have died up to age
25 (all convicted, incidentally), and the 11 who had emigrated,
were eliminated. Over three-quarters of those with L4 or more
juvenile convictions also had 4 or more adult convictions
(10 out of 13, or 77 percent). This was true of only 2
percent of those with no juvenile convictions (7 out cf 317),
14 percent of those with one juvenile conviction (6 out of
hlt), and é9 percent of those with 2-3 juvenile convictions
(6 out of 21). The average number of adult convictions
. increased from those with no juvenile convictions (0.29)
to 1 juvenile conviction (1.45) to 2-3 Juvenile convictlons
(2.76) and to 4 or more Juvenile convictions (average 4.85
adult convictions ). While the analyses have not yet been

completed, it seems likely that the number of juvenile
convictions will prove to be the best predictor of the

number of adult convictions.

Predicting Juvenile Delinquency

As many factors as possible were measured before the boys
were 10 and could be found guillty in court. These could be
genuinely predictive of juvenile convictions, unblased by v
the knowledge of who became delinquent. As already men-’
tioned, about 20 percent of the boys (84) became convicted
juvenile delinquents, and they differed significantly from

the unconvicted majority on‘manylof the factors measured
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before age 10. The best single predictor of Jjuvenile
delinquency was troublesome behavior in the primary school,
as rated by teachers and peers. On this and other factors,
the boys were divided into approximate quarters, as far as
possible.

Oof the 92 boys rated most troublesome, 44.6 percent were
convicted as juveniles, in comparison with only 3.5 pércent
of the 143 least troublesome boys. Turning the percentages
round, 48.8 percent of the juvenile delinquents had been
rated in the most troublesome group in their primary
schools. The fact that troublesomeness was the best predictor
of delinquency is not really surprising, in view of the
continuity of behavior. The boys who were violating the
rules of the primary school at age 8-10 tended to go on
violating rules outside school between ages 10 and 16.

Of course, the amount of error in this prediction should not

be forgotten. A little less than half of the troublesome
boys became juvenile delinquents, and a little less than

half of the Jjuvenile delinquents had been rated troublesome.
Five other factors which were not measures of bad be-
havior were important predictors of juvenile convictions.
The delinquents tended to come from poorer families, larger
sized families, those with convicted parents, those
suffering poor parental behavior (that is, cruel, passive or
neglecting attitudes, erratic or harsh discipline, and
parental disharmony), and tended to have low IQs. Once
again, the accuracy of each prediction was not impressive,
although all the relationships were statistically highly
slgnificant. For example, one third of the 93 boys from
the poorest families became delinquents, in comparison with
one sixth of the remainder. In other words, although the

poorest boys were proportionally twice as likely to te con-
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victed as the remainder, two thirds of the poorest beoys
were not convicted as juveniles.

It might be thought that the accuracy of delinquency
prediction could be improved by combining the above five
factors. This would be a retrospective exercise done with
the benefit of hindsight, and therefore it would tend to
overcestimate the true degree of predictability. The exercise
was done very simply, by identifying the 63 boys with at
least three of the five background adversities. Almost
exactly half of these (31) became juvenile delinquents,
which was little improvement on troublesomeness alcne.

Furthermore, a combination of troublesomeness and the five
background factors also was no better as a predictor than

troublesomeness alone.

The use of more sophisticated methods of selecting and
combining predictor variables also indicated that the limit
of predictability with these data was reached in identifying
a vulnerable group of whom hals hwecame delinquents, in turn
containing half of the delinquents. This limit probably
reflects the importance of later factors in causing
delinquency, the extent to which findings of gullt in court
depend on essentially random or unpredictable factors, and
the impossibility of accurately measuring the predictive
factors.

Many other factors measured before age 10 predicted
juvenile convictions to a statistically significant degree.

The delinquents tended to come from families living in poor

houses with neglected interiors, supported by social agencies, -
physically neglecting their children, and uncooperati#e

towards the rescarch. They tended té come from those born

illegitimate, and from thpée who had experienced broken

homes or separatiohs‘from their parents for reasons other than

e
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death or hospitalization. They tended to be drawn from those
whose parents were uninterested in education, who were lax

in enforcing rules or under-vigilant, or who tended to endorse
authoritarian child-rearing attitudes on questionnaires.

Their mothers tended to be nervous and in poor physical
health, while their fathers tended to have erratic job

histories. Some of the negative results were also of interest.

For example, the juvenile delinquents did not tend to have
working mothers.,

The above predictive factors were less important than the
five background factors which I mentioned first of all.
For example, the boys who hgé been separated from their parents
tended also to be those who had convicted parents. Separations
did not predict juvenile delinquency over and above convicted
parents, whereas convicted parents did predict juvenile
delinquency independently of separations. These results.
suggested that separations appeared to predict juvenile
delinguency primarily because this factor was assoclated

with the more important rfactor of convicted parents.

"Self-Renorted" Juvenile Delinaquents

All the preceding results apply to the officialliy con-
vieted juvenile delinquents., Self-report and viectim surveys
indicate that the official records are very much the tip of
the iceberg of offending. As an alternative measure of
juvenile delinquency, the boys were given a self-reported
delinquency questionnaire at ages 14 and 16. In this, they
were asked to say whether they had committed each of 38
delinquent or fringe-delinquent acts. As a measure of self-
reported juvenile delinquency, each boy was scored according
to the total number of different acts he admitted at either
or voth ages. The validity ol thosge geores yas conlirmed by
the fact that they significantly pregicted future convictions

among wnconvicted boys.
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For ease of comparison with the 84 official juvenile
delinguents, the 80 boys with the highest self-report scores,
all of whom admitted at least 21 acts, were grouped together

and called the self-reported Juvenile delinquents. The over-
lap between the two categories was very marked, amounting

to abeut 50 percent (41 boys). This suggests that, to a large
extent, the boys who sustained findings of guilt as juveniles
tended to be those who committed the most offenses. While

the official records may be a poor measure of the overall
incidence of offending, they do seem to be useful in separating
out the more and less frequent (and serious) offenders.

No doubt at least partly because of the overlap between
the two groups, the factors which predicted official juvenile
delinquency tended also to predict self-reported juvenile
delinquency. The self-reported delinquents tended to be
rated troublesome in their primary schools, tended to come
from poor, large-sized families, suffered poor parental be-
havior, had convicted parents, and had low IQs. All these
factors were especially common among the group of boys who
were both official and self-reported delinquents, For
example, 61 percent of this group had convicted parents,
in comparison with 30 percent of those who were official but
not self-reported delinguents, 26 percent of those who were
self-reported but not offical delinquents, and 20 percent of

the majority who were neither.

Criminal Behavior by Young Adults

The majority of boys, 51 out of 95, who were convicted as
young adults (between their seventeenth and twenty-first

birthdays) had previously buen convicted as juveniles. There-
fore, it was no surprise to find that troublesomeness and

the five background factors significantly predicted young

adult convictions. However, when it came to predicting those
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convicted for the first time as young adults, low IQ and

boor parental child-rearing behavior at age 8-10 were no

longer predictive, Later measures of low IQ, at age 14, ang

of some of +the elements of poor parental behav
parental disharmony), did predict these "lgte

The other measures at age 8-10 (troublesomene
income,

ior (notabiy,

S8, low family
large family size, and conviected barents) predicted

first convictions as young adults, although those first can-~

victed as young adults generally came from less adverse

backgrounds than the juvenile delinquents. For example,

45 percent of convictedq Juveniles had a convicted parent

by age 10, but only 36 percent of those first convin
young adults.,

ted asg

On the basis of the interviews at age 18-19, it Seemed

that criminal behavior was only one element

of a socially
deviant life style,

In comparison with the remainder, the

young adult delinquents tended to be heavy drinkers, heavy

Smokers, and heavy gamblers. They were more likely to have

been found guilty of minor motoring offenses, to have driven

after drinking at least 5 pints orf beer, and to have taken

brohibiteqd drugs such as cannabis or LSD. They were more

likely to have hag frequent sexual intercourse, especially

with a variety of different glrls,

and to spend time hanging
about on the streets,

The young adult delinquents changed

Jobs more frequently, and tended to hold relatively well

Paid but low status jobs, They were also more likely to

be involved in group violence and vandalism, and o agree with

questionnaire,

A measure of self-reported delinquency at age 18-19
was obtained by asking the youths how often they had
committed each of Seven specified criminal activities in

88-489 O—B2——y

e

-comers to crime."
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the previous three years, namely damaging property, taking
and driving away motor vehicles, receilving stolen property,
burglary, shoplifting, stealing from slot machines, and
stealing from parked cars. As before, about half of those
who were the most delinquent according to their own admissinns
were convicted, and the self-reperted delinquents shared many

of the features of the official delinquents.

Predicting Criminal Violence

The prevalence of convictions for violence in this
sample was, of course, much less than the prevalence of
convictions in general. For example, up to age 21, only
6.6 percent had been convicted for violence, out of the
total of over 30 percent convicted of criminal offenses.

The criteria for inclusion in the officially violent group
were strict. A youth was only included if he was convicted

of an offense that must have involved violence against

another person (such as causing actual bodily harm), or if

a police report stated that he had used, or threatened to use,
physical violence against another person during the commission
of an offense, Robberies that involved mere jostling or
snatching were not counted, and neither was possessing an
offensive weapon without actually using it or threatening

to do so.

Because of the small number of people involved, it is
obviously harder to predict convictions for criminal violence
than convictions in general. Nevertheless, convictions
for criminal violence could be predicted to a statistically
significant degree by teachers'! ratings of aggressive be-
havior in class at age 8-10. Of the quarter of the sample
who were the most aggressive, 14 percent became violent

delinquents, in comparison with 4.5 percent of the remaining

.

three-quarters. This prediction had a very high false positive
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rate of 86 percent. However, turning the percentages round,
nearly half of the violent delinquents (48 percent) had teen
rated aeggressive as children, in comparison with only about
one fifth (21 percent) of those who did not become v:olent
delinquents.

It might be argued that what should be predicted is not
convictions for violence but violent behavior, and that the
behavior is more common than the convictions. Self-reports
of violent behavior were obtained in the present research
by inquiring about involvement in fights, starting fights,
carrying weapons, and using weapons in fights. The teachers!
ratings of aggressive behavior at 8-10 slgnificantly predicted
self-reports of violence at 16-18, with 40 percent of the most
aggressive quarter at 8-10 being in the most violent quarter
at 16-18. The false positive rate is lower in this kind of
conparison.

Other factors also predicted criminal violence, At age
8-10, the violent delinquents tended to have parents who were
cold, harsh, disharmonious, convicted, and poor supervisors.
They also tended to have low IQs and to be rated daring by

parents and classmates. Each of these factors predicted
criminal violense independently of each other factor. Harsh
parental attitude and discipline was the best predictor of
convictions for violence, being an even better predictor than
teachers' ratings of aggressive behavior in school. The same

factors predicted youths who were high on self-reported
violence at age 16-18.

Predicting the End of Delinquency Careers

While in the earlier part of this research the emphasis
was on predicting the onset of delinquency careers, the em-

phasis in later years has been on predicting their end.
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Most of these analyses have been based on comparisons between
"temporary recidivists" (those with at least 2 convictions up
to the nineteenth birthday and no more in the next 5 years)
and "persisting recidivists" (those with at least 2 convictions
up to the nineteenth birthday and at least one more in the
ne:xt 5 years). The temporary recidivists were less deviant
than the persisting recidivists when interviewed at ages 21
and 24. For example, the temporary recidivists were less
likely to be unemployed, to be heavy drinkers, to be living
with a woman but not married to her, to be living in poor
housing conditions, and (in the previous two years) to have

convictions for motoring offenses, to have taken prohibited
drugs, and to have been involved in fights.

As might have been expected, the recidivists who per-
Sisted in their delinquéncy careers tended to have more
prior convictions than those who ceased. More then half of
the persisting recidivists (54 percent) had four or more con-
victions up to the nineteenth birthday, in comparison with
only 19 percent of the temporary recidivists. This was another
example of the prediction of future conviction record from
past conviction record. However, over and above the nwiber
of previous convictions, the persisting recidivists were more
likely to come from large, low income families and to have a
convicted parent at age 10. These early factors of poverty,
family size, and parental convictions predicted not only
the onset of delinquency but also its ending.

Another predictor of the persistence of delinquency,
which was as effective as the number of previous convictions,
was the measure of "antisociality" or deviant life swyle at
age 18-19. This wasznombination of factours such as sexual

promiscuity, driving after drinking, heavy smoking, heavy
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gambling, drug use, anti-establishment attitudes, aggressive

behavior, and an unstable Jjob record.

Conclusions of the Research

The Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development shows how
a constellation of adverse family background factors

(including poverty, large families, parental disharmony, and

Ineffective child rearing methods), among which parental

criminality is likely to be one element, leads to a con-
stellation of socially deviant features in late adolescence

and early adulthood (including drinking, gambling, drug use,

reckless driving, sexual promiscuity, and aggression), among
which criminal offending is again likely to be one element.
It seems likely that the convicted youths in our sample will
tend to recreate for their own children the same undesirable
family environments, thus perpetuating from one generation to
the next a range of social problems of which delinguency is
only one element.

Does this English research have any relevance for the
United States? I would submit that it does. Tn studying
the development of delinguency, the United States has three
outstandingly brilliant researchers who have greatly advanced
our knowledge - Joan McCord (of Drexel University, Philadelphia),
Lee Robins (of Washington University, St. Louis), and

Marvin Wolfgang (of the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia),
I think that anyone who compares their results with our
English conclusions must be struck by the ‘many similarities.
For example, Marvin Wolfgang has reported that 6 percent
of his boys were responsible for 52 percent of all the
arrests, and that the probability of one arrest following
another increased steeply, from 35 percent for a first arrest
to between 70 and 80 percent for arrests following the third.

Lee Robins has shown how delinquency is one element of a larger
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syndrome of "antisocial personality" which begins in childhood
and continues into adulthood. As children, her antisocial
group tended to steal, truant and run away from home, and to
be aggressive, enuretic, disciplinary problems in school,
pathological liars, and so on. As adults, they tended to be
arrested, divorced, placed in mental hospitals, alcoholics,
sexually promiscuous, vagrants, bad debtors, poor workers, and
S0 on. Joan McCord has shown how parents with cruel, passive
or neglectinzattitudes, or erratic or lax discipline, tend to

have delinquent children.

Implications for‘Delinquency Prevention

Our research shows that, at least to a statistically
significant extent, convictions and delinquent behavior can
be predicted. What can be done to prevent them? Any attempt
to prevent delinquency should be based on a theory about why
people commit delinquent acts. Many factors have been proposed
as causes of delinquency, including heredity, early environ-
ment and upbringing, personality, socio~economic and demographic
status, current living circumstances, perceptual and ..otiva-
tional processes of the person, and the temptations of the
immediate situation. One of the best available theories of
delinguency at the present time is that put forward by Travis

Hirschi (of the Universit;r of Arizona, Tucson), and I am happy

‘to report that most of our results are in '‘conformity with it,

Our research places most emphasis on €arly environment and
upbringing. The educationally retarded children from large,
poor, criminal families are especially at risk of committing
criminal and delinquent acts. Even at the cost of taking a
little away from the more fortunate members of the society,
scarce welfare resources should pe concentrated on this hizh

risk group. 1In uy oninfon, the carlier the intervention the
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better. Current attempts to prevent and treat delinquency
occur much too late in an individual's life. If delinquency
is part of a larger Syndrome beginning in childhood and con-
tinuing into adulthood, interventions in the first few years
of life are most likely to be successful. Even before the
children are born, we can identify people with a high risk of
having delinquent children, such as men with convictions,
especially if they get married to women with conviections.
What 1s needed is special help and support for these people
and their children in their first few years of life.

What options are there for the criminal justice syétem?
There are many aims of sentencing, including individual and
general deterrence, rehabilitation, incapacitation, preventing
unofficial retaliation, retribution, denunciation, and
reparation. Our research has some implications for deterrence
and incapacitation.

General deterrence is based on the theory that crimes are
committed rationally, with individuals welghing the likely
costs against the likely gains. Our research indicated that
there is some truth in this theory, at least for the majority
of offenses. When we asked our youths why they committed
offenses, the most common category of reasons given
(60 percent) were rational ones. By and large, it seemed
that the youths stole and burgled purposefully, for the material
gains involved. The next most common category (20 percent)
were motives of excitement or enjoyment. Offenses of
damaging property and taking motor vehicles were particularly
likely to be done for enjoyment, whereas rational motives

predominated in all other cases. To the extent that crimes

are commltted rationally, it should be possible to deter
beople from committing them by increasing the probability of

apprehension and/or the severity of penalties.
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We also tried to investigate the individual deterrent
effect of convictions on the subsequent delinquent behavior
of the convicted people. This analysis was limited to first
convictions. If a first conviction has an individual deterrent
effect (or a reformative effect for that matter), then it
might be éxpected that a youth's delinquent behavior would
decrease after he was convicted. On the other hand, it is ¢
possible that first convictions might have undesirable
(stigmatizihg and contaminating) effects which propelled
youths into more delinguent behavior than before. As
measures of delinquent behavior, we used our selr-reported
delinquency scores at ages 14 and 18. We found that the
53 youths first found guilty in court between 14 and 18 had
significantly increased delingquency by the later age, in
comparison with unconvicted youths matched at 4. All
the evidence suggested that first convictions were followed
by a worsening of delinquent behavior.

We then investigated whether first convictions between
18 and 21 had the same effect, and found that they had.
In this case, we also studied the efrfect of the different
disposals given in court. Most first convictions were followed
by a discharge or a fine. We found that those who were dis-
charged had significantly increased delinquency, whereas those
who were fined did not. This result is based on small numbers,
If it is taken seriously, it 1s difficult to reconcile with
an explanation of increased delinquency based on stigmatiza- ¢
tion or labelling, since a discharge should have the least
stigmatizing effect of any disposal., It seems more plausible
-to suggest that court appearances followed by discharges
led to a decrease in deterrence. In other words, those who
went to court and had nothing happen to them may have

become less afraid of a court appearance than they were
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before, and therefore more likely to commit delinquent acts.
Court appearances followed by discharges may be worse than
no court appearance at all.

The final analysis which I will mention here attempted
to investigate the value of incapacitation as a penal policy.
During thé interviews at age 18-19, the youths were asked
how many of certain specified kinds of crimes they had
comnitted in the previous 3 years (as described earlier).

The 389 boys interviewed reported a total of 342 burglaries.
During this 3 year period, 28 of the boys ( 7.2 percent) had
been convicted of a total of 35 offenses of burglary, indicating
that the probability of a burglary leading to a conviction

was about 10 percent. These 28 convicted boys reported com-

mitting 136 burglaries, or about 40 percent of the total admitted.

They also reported 223 acts of damaging property (36 percent
of the total admitted), 200 of stealing from meters, tele-
phone booths, etc (36 percent), 111 of stealing from vehicles
(24 percent), 88 of taking and driving away vehicles

(21 percent), and 194 of shoplifting (16 percent).

What if there had been a mandatory sentence of 3 years
incarceration for every convicted burglar aged 15 1/2 - 18 1/2°?

Without going into all the assumptions and complications
(which do not really affect the argument), it is not un-
reasonable to suppose that this policy might have led to a
40 percent reduction in the total number of burglaries, and
to substantial reductions in other categories of crime,
Superficially, such a sentencing policy might seem
attractive. However, it involves such an enormous increase
in institutionalization that it is quite impractical. Of the
28 youths convicted of burglary, only 7 actually were glven
institutional sentences for it. Of the remainder, 9 received

probation, 6 received a fine, and 6 were given a discharge.
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Of the 7 institutionalized youths, L were sent to a detention
center, which would have involved 2 months incarceration
each. The other 3 (two going to borstal and one to
training school) probably were each incarcerated for aboutb
9 months. The total incarceration actually experienced
by these 28 burglars, then, would have been about 35 moenths.
To incarcerate all 28 for 3 years each would mean increasing
the incarceration rate by a factor approaching 30.

Let us be a little more realistic and investigate what
would be the effect of doubling the incarceration rate for
burglary (the number of boy-years served) from 3 to 6.

Each boy convicted of burglary reported committing an average
of about 1.6 burglaries per year. Doubling the incarceration
rate for burglary might therefore have prevented 5 of the

total number of 342 burglaries reported - about 1 1/2 per-
cent. To my mind, the benefits of incapacitation for

burglary are not worth the costs, and I think a similar
conclusion would follow for most crimes.
To conclude, I think our best hope of reducing

delinquency is to intervene early in the lives of high

risk groups.

Senator SpecTER. My chief counsel, Bruce Cohen, tells me that is
the thrust of your work, Dr. Patterson.

Mr. PaTTERSON. [Nods affirmatively.]

Senator SPECTER. Is that the chief thrust of your work?

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes.

Senator SpecTER. Would you care to supplement at this point?

Mr. PATTERSON. I have a hunch that what I thought I was going
to talk about I am not, so I'll just follow your questions.

Senator Specter. I will give you an opportunity later to talk
about ‘whatever you chose to talk about. I am operating under a
constricted schedule. Specifically, my problem at this moment is
that as of 10:30 the energy and water bill is up, which will last for
ha}f an hoyr and I have to propose an amendment on the Appala-
chian Regional Commission and Three Mile Island in order to
discharge my duties to my State and I have got Dr. Patterson, who
has ctlo go soon, and I am trying to get to the core of what is on my
mind.

You will. forgive me if I put it first. I will later come to what is
on your mind, what you prepared to say, but if you could pick up

@
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on the thread at this point, dealing hypothetically with this 9-year-
old who has had three contacts with the law, we are talking about
some interaction with the family. What would your best judgment
be as to what can be done?
Mr. ParTERSON. If I could have a 20-second lead-in, please.
Senator SPECTER. Sure.

STATEMENT OF GERALD R. PATTERSON, RESEARCH SCIENTIST,
OREGON SOCIAL LEARNING CENTER, EUGENE, OREG.

Mr. PATTERSON. For the past 15 years we have studied and
treated 200 families of antisocial children and then 200 normal
families more recently. And for each family we have about 10,000
pieces of information, including observations in the home of what
these people do.

In our experience in working with these cases—and I would
address the question you directed to me as to where we would
start—the last 2 years of our efforts to treat chronic delinquents by
training the parents to manage their own families has been a
statistical success, but, practically speaking, that is not the way to
go.
By the time you have an adolescent chronic offender, he costs too
much to even treat on a community basis with the very best
technology we could bring to bear on these questions. But our
earlier experience would suggest that we should go back to earlier.
In fact, I think you can go back before the age of 9.

Now this takes one additional idea, and that is that before a
child becomes a police offender there is a history of activity that
we can call “protodelinquent,” if you like, where the 6-, 7-, 8-, and
9-year-olds are doing things that are sort of practicing to be official
delinquents.

Then the question is can you find some way of measuring this
protodelinquent buildup that will lead to the first offense, the
second, third, and fourth offense. And some of our work would
suggest that indeed that is possible and the kind of things that we
are doing is sampling across agents in the community so that you
get reports not just from the moms and dads but the mother,
father, teacher, peers, and observers in the home and all kind of
community agent resources that you have to give an overlapping
view of how that child is coming in this protodelinquent buildup.

Now let me give you one fact and then I will stop to see if this is
where you want to go.

We treated 50 protodelinquent incompetent thieves who were 8
years of age.

Senator SPeCTER. Did you say thieves?

Mr. PartersoN. Thieves. These are young children who got
caught at least twice a month, according to somebody’s informa-
tion. We trained their parents on managing their own child and
then followed them up to see what happened.

Well, for 6 months the stealing stopped and then we withdraw
completely and these families were on their own in the community.
By the time they were 14 the family—the parents, who pulled out
all the controls again and allowed the child to continue moving
from protodelinquent to delinquent to chronic, 57 percent of those
children are now chronic.

s swel
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Remember, we saw them at age 8, when they were just practic-
ing. By the time they are 14, 57 percent were chronic offenders.
Now that suggests there is a continuity very early on that leads to
the kinds of things we are interested in.

It’s another question as to whether you can build in a prevention
treatment that will catch this protopattern and break it up.

As I just acknowledged, what we did had a short-term effect. It
was very significant clinically and statistically, but it’s not good
enough.

Senator SpECcTER. What did you do that was so effective?

Mr. PATTERSON. Two things. One is, these people do not like to
talk to psychologists. They are not interested in tracking and moni-
toring and punishing their children. We pay them a salary. It's the
American way.

If they did exactly what we told them to do in being a good
parent, they got $10 a week, and if they screwed up they lost
money. So the salary got them to control the child so the stealing
and the other antisocial behaviors dropped. But then we pulled the
salary out and the parenting behavior stopped.

Senator SPECTER. What did the parent do to achieve the result?

Mr. PATTERSON. We came across four variables in our clinical
work with these 200 families that fit very well with the research
done by Farrington all the way back to the Gluecks.

Our names for these variables are slightly different. No. 1 is to
teach these parents to try to monitor their kids—where are they
when they don’t come home from school, who are they with, what
are they doing, when are they coming back? No. 1.

Senator SPECcTER. And you judge their lack of success if the
children got back into the stealing?

Mr. PaTTERSON. That’s right, and the amount of monitoring, we
call this variable, relates very highly to the amount of stealing you
are getting out in the community. And, again, we are using over-
lapping reports from different community agents to define what we
mean by monitoring—it’s not just the mother’s report from our
interview—just as we use overlapping to define what we mean by
stealing.

Senator SpecTER. What are some of the indicia?

Mr. PATTERSON. I'm sorry?

Senator SPECTER. What are some of the indicators of monitoring?

Mr. PaTTeERSON. Do you have house rules as to when he is sup-
posed to come in off the street and then to ask the mother and
father and child about the same rules. To the extent they agree
then we have a monitoring score.

Senator SPECTER. Are there any monitors outside the family unit
themselves?

Mr. PATTERSON. No. We have one more measure that is interest-
ing. We call the child and the mother or father each day and ask
the monitoring questions. In the last 24 hours how much street
time did they know where you were, who you were with, and then
ask the parents the same thing.

The discrepancy is a part of the monitoring.

Senator SPECTER. Before they can get together to unify the ap-
proach?

Mr. PaTTERSON. That’s right.

o
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Mr. PATTERSON. Well, there is a decade and a half of work within
the paradigm called socia] learning theory where people have tried
to train the parents of young, antisocial children—this is before the

age of 14, but these are the kids who are practicing—and to collect
careful data to determine the impact of traini
their own children.

And I would say that the preliminary results on the studies are
very promising, although some of them are still coming out in the
literature. I am Just speaking now of the state of the art.

Senator SpECTER. When do you anticipate that study will be
concluded?

Mr. PATTERSON. If the research goes on, I think in 5 or 10 years
we should be able to make » definitive statement about how many
families of young, antisocial children can be helped, at what cost in
terms of professional time, and what the followup data look like.

Senator SpecTER. What do we know now?

Mr. PATTERSON. In the hands of skilled practitioners—and thege
are not traditional social workers; they are trained in these new
family management skills and they are skilled therapists—two
components given that. These groups have been able to work with
about, successfully, three out of four families and for the families
of young, assaultive, aggressive children the long-term followup
data are extremely good.

For the families of young thieves, the immediate effect is very
good and the long-term outcome is in question, as I mentioned in
my opening comment.

Senator SPECTER. Are we really looking to the assaultive behav-

ior as opposed to the young thieves if we are directing our atten-
tion to robbery and burglary, crimes of violence?
Mr. PATTERSON. No, sir.

Senator SPECTER. The thieves may graduate into those who are
guilty of fraud or embezzlement or larceny which, while important,
is not quite as important as robbery and burglary.

r. PATTERSON. We think—I am going to shift no
about treatment, but in our rece
now-—excuse me.

There are four things that are disrupted in these families, ac-
cording to the literature and our own clinical experience. I men-
tioned monitoring, punishment, support of prosocial skills and
problem-solving skills among family members. And what we have
found is there is one pattern of disruption that goes over here to
thieving and vandalism and lying and truancy. There is another
part of this pattern that goes over here to physical aggression. The
statistical relationship is very good for each one of these tracks.
The idea is that theiving—I mean, this young, practicing thief and
the young, practicing fighter, when he is an adolescent he is very
likely to be your delinquent and, as an intuitive hunch, I think
maybe the chronic delinquent. So we are saying that young thiefs

corzﬂalate with later delinquents and young fighters are also related
to this.

w from talking
nt varied analyses of, let’s see

confronting someone and taking from

their person by violence
something of value, which is different fro

m a burglar who goes into
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a house hoping to avoid detection. He comes more into the tradi-
tional definition of a thief, I suppose, than someone who is assaul-
tive, who confronts a victim. '

Mr. PATTERSON. I don’t think I could answer that question from
my own work, but I think Dr. Farrington’s work is more relevant
to that question. We just haven't gone that far. Is that correct?

Senator SpecTER. Before turning back to Dr. Farrington, we did
not quite come to grips with the efficient point of identifying the
juveniles with whom we are concerned. .

Mr. ParTeRsoN. Yes. If I could just speak very quickly to that,
even if you have better ways of measuring what is going on in
families than we have traditionally had and use some sort of
compositing or converging set of measures that I haven’t really
talked about but I am advocating, you still have the problem of
trying to predict a low-base rate event, as Dr. Monahan was saying.

Senator SPECTER. A low-base rate event?

Mr. PATTERSON. I'm sorry—something that doesn’t happen very

often. If only one child in five is delinquent, your best bet is to say
nobody is delinquent and we can’t go that way. .

And if only 1 child in 16 is chronic, then your problerp is even
worse. So, given that the state-of-the-art in social science is as it is,
how are you ever going to predict who is truly at risk and set up a
prevention program? You need a new idea. .

So, the second and last idea that I was going to present in my
well-organized remarks here was an idea that has been present in
mathematics and statistics for several decades but not used by
people like ourselves. _

it’s very simple. It's called multistage assessment. You take the
very nice criterion measures used by Dr. Fgrrmgton and others,
say teachers’ ratings of troublesomeness on fourth-grade kids, and
then predict who is going to be a delinquent when they are 16 and
17, which is what they did, of course, and they found a nice
relationship. )

Now, the problem is that 54 percent of the kids that the :ceachers
said are at risk don’t turn out to be at risk, so we can’t really
use——

Senator SPECTER. What percent? .

Mr. PaTtERSON. Fifty-four percent. That was my calculation of
hig——

Mr. FARrRINGTON. [Nods affirmatively.] _

Mr. PaTTERSON. The teacher identifies kids at risk——

Senator SpeCTER. We have been granted a reprieve from the
Appropriations Committee for a few minutes.

Mr. PATTERSON. Oh, I can slow down.

Senator SpecTeER. No, no. You misunderstood me. I have been
granted a reprieve. [Laughter.] ‘ . .

Mr. PATTERSON. So, if we are interested in prevention with young
kids, then half of the kids we want to work with will turn out not
to be delinquent when they grow up. So, that is not efficient.

Senator Specter. Well, what do you think about that? If ycu are
dealing with 50-50, are we ever going to get any better in predic-
tion than that? .

Mr. PartErsoN. I think so, if you let me add this one more
component.
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Senator SpecTER. Go ahead.

Mr. PaArTersoN. The possibility suggested by the statistical
models is you use a cheap assessment device like teachers, ratings
to screen out a group of kids who are at risk. Then, to take that
group and use a more expensive assessment device to boil it down
and to remove some of the errors, some of the normal kids that
shouldn’t be in there.

In a series of analyses we have done called multiple gating we
have tried out this model, just predicting concurrently who is delin-
quent. We haven’t tried the long-term longitudinal test that needs
to be done, but we got the false positive error or we reduced this
problem down from 70 percent in our sample to 36 percent.

Senator SpecTER. What are you shooting for? Fifty-fifty is not
good enough. If you get to 70-30?

Mr. PATTERSON. Do you mean just at an intuitive level?

Senator SpecTER. Yes.

Mr. PATTERSON. If I were a clinician trying to do prevention work
I would like to be assured that two out of the three kids I am
working with would really end up being delinquent.

Senator SPECTER. Sixty-seven to thirty-three, roughly?

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes; that would be nice.

Senator SpecTEr. What is the danger to the one you are wrong
about?? What cost do we incur by treating three and being wrong as
to one?

Mr. PATTERSON. It depends, I suppose, on how you go about this.
If you can enlist these families of 8-, 9-, and 10-year-old children in
this hypothetical prevention program, which we have not talked
about and I am not sure exists yet, without attaching any pejora-
tive label to their participation, then I’'m not sure you’ve done
them a great harm.

I think it could be done without injuring people. I must say I
have not thought through carefully what that would be. It seems
like 5 or 10 years from now, in my own psychological time, so I am
perhaps not a good person to talk to about that.

Senator SPECTER. Is there any fairly short-term study that could
yield answers to the kinds of questions we are exploring here
today, which might be funded with money available to the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention?

On that subject you may know we face a very uncertain present
and a more uncertain future. The funding was $100 million last
year. President Carter’s budget projected it to $135 million. Presi-
dent Reagan’s budget zeroed it out. After a long battle we have had
it retained at $70 million.

The Justice Department came back to the Appropriations Sub-
committee with a request for $50 million to cut it $20 million.
When they are looking for further funds to cut there are recurring
suggestions of eliminating it totally.

It would certainly be useful to me as chairman of the subcommit-
tee which has the jurisdiction to retain the funding over the pro-
gram to be able to point to tangible promising studies. When you
talk in 10-year terms, the reality is that no one will listen in the
Senate, which must be concerned with today’s budget. That is an
overstatement, but it is harder to persuade on that basis. If some-
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thing could be, if these funds could be directed to coming up with
answers to these kinds of problems, they are of immediate concern.

Mr. PATTERSON. Well, standing on the other side of the fence I
find these to be unusual times for a different reason. For one of the
few times in social science we have a consensus on variables that
relate to antisocial children and it seems to me possible to use this
consensus, maybe generate o consortium of people like the English
people, Farrington and West and Wadsworth and Rudder and
people on this continent who are doing equally high-caliber work,
to take the best ideas and the best instruments that we have and
mount a set of short-term longitudinal studies that will test out our
best ways of measuring these ideas.

Senator SPECTER. And what is short term?

Mr. ParTERSON. From my perspective, 4 or 5 years.

Senator SpecTER. What is shorter term and then what is shortest
term? [Laughter.]

If we really come up with a program today, we really want to
start doing something, and recognizing that these are very judg-
mental—you used the word “intuitive,” that perhaps is the best
word. We've got to act on it today. If we had to act on it today
where would we go?

Mr. PaTTERSON. I wouldn't believe anything that was done unless
it had a short-term longitudinal design, frankly. I think we’ve gone
as far as we can with the old way and the way in which you asked
me the question forces me to go the old way and I just don’t think
it’s efficient. I really don’t.

Senator SPECTER. You think you could do a short-term study in 5
years?

Mr. PaTtERSON. Dr. Farrington says yes. [Laughter.]

We have a consensus. [Laughter.]

I think 5 years is possible and it should be done in two locations
so you would be sure this time of what you get, not just one but
two. And if they worked, then you would be in a position to start
field testing different prevention designs to see if you can help
these people.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Patterson follows:]
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The Prediction of Delinquency

David P, Farrington
(Institute of Criminology, Cambridge University;
currently Visiting Fellow, National Institute of Justice)

The Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development

I would like to discuss the extent to which delinquency
can be predicted by referring to a survey on which I have
worked for a number of years, the Cambridge Study in Delinquent
Development., The present paper is as non-~technical as possible.
The detailed, technical resulis of the survey can be found in
3 books and about 50 articles which have been published.

The main aim of this survey was to investigate the pre-
cursors and correlates of delinquency among English males.
The survey began in 1961, when most .of the boys were aged
8, and continued until 1980, when every one of them was aged
at least 25, It was directed throughout by Professor Donald
West, now Director of the Cambridge University Institute
of Criminology, and during the major period of analysis
and reporting I was equally responsible with him for the con-
duct of the research. I am still working on data collected
in this survey during my Visiting Fellowship at the National
Institute of Justice, and some of the results quofed have
been obtained very recently and may yet be modified or
expanded upon.

The 411 males in the study were first contacted in 1961~
62 when they were aged 8-9. At that time, they were all
living in a working class area of London, England. The vast

majority of the sample was chosen by taking all the boys
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aged 8-9 who were on the reglsters of six state primary
schools which were within a one-mile radius of a research
office which had been established. Tn addition, 12 boys
were included from a local school for the educationally
subnormal, in an attempt to make the sample more representa-
tive of the population of boys living in the area. The
intention was to include about 400 boys in the study. The
sample size, while limited by staffing and budgetary con-
siderations, was intended to be large enough to permit
statistical comparisons between convicted and unconvicted
youths, yet small enough to permit individual interviews
and detalled case studies.

The boys were almost all white in appearance. Only 12,
most of whom had at least one parent of West Indian origin,
were black. More than 90 percent were being brought up
by parents who had themselves been reared in the United
Kingdom or the Irish Republic. On the basis of their fathers'
occupations, about 94 percent could be described as working
class, in comparison with the national figure of 78 percent
at that time. Therefore, this was overwhelmingly an urban,

white, working class sample of traditional British origin,

Sources of Data

The boys were tested in their schools when they were
aged about 8, 10, and 14, and they were interviewed in the
research office at about 16 and 18. In addition, subsamples
were interviewed at ages 21 and 2k. Up to and including

age 21, it was always possible to trace and interview a

)
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high proportion of the sample. At age 18, 10 years after
the study had begun, 95 percent of the original U411 boys
were Interviewed. Of the 22 youths missing at this age,
only one had dled, only one could not be traced, 6 were
abroad, 10 refused to be interviewed, and in the other 4
cases the parent refused on behalf of the youth.

At age 21, the aim was to interview only the convicted
delinguents and a similarly sized randomly chosensample of
non-delinquents, rather than all the youths. More than
90 percent of the target group of 2lil were interviewed.

At age 24, the aim was to interview four subgroups of youths:
continuing delinquents, "reformed" delinquents, a group
from seriously deprived backgrounds, and a random sample

of unconvicted youths. Only about 75 percent of the target

sample of 113 were interviewed, primarily because so many of

these youths had left home and were difficult to trace at
this age.

In addition to the interviews and tests with the boys,
interviews with their parents were carried out by female
Social workers who visited their homes. These took Place
about once a year from when the boy was aged 8 until
when he was about 14-15 and in his last year of conmpulsory
schooling. The primary informant was the mother, although
the father was also seen in the majority of cases. The boys!?
teachers also filled in questionnaires about their behavior
in school, when the boys were aged about 8, 10, 12, and 14.

It was also possible to make repeated searches in the

central Criminal Record Offlce in Iondon to try to locate

e e
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A i Table 1
Ages at which Offenses were Committed which Ied %o Convictions
findings of guilt sustained by the boys, by their parents, ; Age Nuggﬁr-°§iFir8t Number of Different Number of
by theilr brothers and sisters, and (in recent years) by N 10 v;c ons Boys Cozricted Convictions
their wives. These searches continued until March 1980, . 1 6 8 7
when the youngest boy was aged 25 years 6 months. The .V 10 8 12\ 10
criminal records of the boys are.believed to be complete 4
from the tenth birthday (the minimum age of criminal ’ ij i: :: 27
responsibllity in England and Wales) to the twenty-fifth b
birthday. In addition to the official records, admissions a o 33 43
of delinquent acts which had not necessarily led to con- 16 3 32 b7
victions were obtained from the youths at ages lh, 16, 18, tr 9 4 63
21, and 2b. 10 ° H 50
19 8 38 L7

Conviction Careers 20 9 29 4

Almost exactly one-third of the boys (136) were found =X 2 18 20
gulilty in court for a criminal offense (defined here as an 22 2 2l 33
offense routinely recorded in the Criminal Record Office) 23 2 11 11
committed between their tenth and twen ty-fifth birthdays. ; | 24 2 13 18
The majority of these offenses were thefts, burglaries or | j Total 136 ;;;~

|

unauthorized takings of motor vehlcles, and most were com-

mitted with one or two other persons, usually boys of 5%

similar age. Perhaps the most serious criminal was the 5 . ]
youth who carried out two rob@érieq_using guns, stealing %& g%
more than $65,000. He was giﬁﬁn 5 ;/2 years imprisonment 5 1?

for one, consecutive to a previous sentence of 21 months !

imprisonment for burgling s fmrmhaﬁée, and 7 years con-

. .';:;"9 ?:;1:-’ B
Prg

current for the other. All ﬁhree?offenses were committed
when he was aged 24. His first conviction was at age 15,

also for robbery, for which he received a discharge.




68

Table 1 shows the number of first convictions, the
number of different boys convicted, and the number of con-
victions at each age. It can be seen that the number of
youths first convicted declined dramatically after the
twenty-first birthday. The period from the tenth to the
twenty-fifth birthday spans four legal categories in England
and Wales: children (tenth to just before fourteenth
birthday), young persons (fourteenth to just before seven-
teenth birthday), young adults (seventeenth to just before
twenty-first birthday) and adults (twenty-first birthday
onwards). Children and young persons together are juveniles.
Tt can be seen that 35 boys were first convicted as children,
49 as young persons (making 84 altogether as Juveniles),

4l as young adults, and only 8 as adults.

The peak age for the number of different youths con-
victed (47) and for the number of convictions (63) was 17.
By age 24, these figures had fallen to only about a quarter
of thelr peak values (13 boys convicted, 18 convictions).
The beak reriod of convictions for this sample was from
14 to 20, with at least 40 convictions (10 per 100 boys)
at each age. »

The;likelihodh‘of a convicted person being convicted
again ténded to increase with his number of convictions.
While 33 percent of the sample were convicted, 62 percent

of those with one conviction were convicted again. For

. those with 2-5 convietions, 70-75 percent were convicted

again, and for those with 6-10 conviétions‘78—92 percent

were convicted again. TFor example, of 12 boys who received
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10 convictions, 11 (92 percent)

went on to receive an

eleventh conviction. The numbers were too small to continue

with this analysis after thisg point.

A spall number of boys were responsible for a large

The 23 boys with 6 or more c
number of convictionsx«5.6 percent of the sample) gﬁgiﬁﬁ%ZES

for 230 of the 475 convictions (48.4 percent)

- an average
of 10 each,

The same phenomenon had been seen in an earlier

analysis in which the boys! convictions had been added to

those of their fathers, mothers, brothers and sisters. A

minority of 18 families (4.6 percent) accounted for 581,
of the total number of convictions (47.7 percent),
The
re w:gea close relationship between juvenile (age 10-16)
and adult f17-24) convictions,

analysis,

For the purposes of this
the 5 boys who were known to have died up to age
25 (ali convicted,.incidentélly),

and the 11 who had emigrated,
vwere eliminated,

Over three-quarters of those with 4 or more
Juvenile convictions also had 4 or more adqult convictions

(10 out of 13, or 77 percent),
bercent of tho

This was true of only 2
S€ with no juvenile convictions (7 out or 317),
14 percent of those with one juvenile conviction (6 out of

44), and 29 percent of those with 2-3 Jjuvenile convictions

(6 out or 2l). The average number of adult convictions

increased from those with no Juvenile convictions (0.29)

to 1 jJuvenile conviction (1.45) to 2-3 Juvenile convictions

(2.76) and to 4 or more Juvenile convictions (average 4 .85
adult convictions ). While the analyses have not yet been
completed, 1t seems likely that the number of juvenile

e med
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convictions will prove to be the best predictor of the

number of adult convictions.

Predieting Juvenile Delinquency

As many factors as possible were measured before the boys
were 10 and could be found guilty in court. These could be
genuinely predictive of Juvenile convictions, unbiased by
the knowledge of who became delinquent. As already men-
tioned, about 20 percent of the boys (84) became convicted
Juvenile delinquents, and they differed slgnificantly from
the unconvicted majority on many of the factors measured
before age 10. The best single predictor of Juvenile
delinquency was troublesome behavior in thé primary school,
as rated by teachers and peers. On this and other factors,
the boys were divided into approximate quarters, as far as
possible.

Of the 92 boys rated most troublesome, 44 .6 percent were
convicted as juveniles, in comparison with only 3.5 percent
of the 143 least troublesome boys. Turning the percentages
round, 45.8 percent of the juvenile delinquents had been
rated in the most troublesome group in thelr primary
schools. The fact that troublesomeness was the best predictor
of delinquency is not really surprising, in view of the
continuity of behavior. The boys who were violating the
rules of the primary school at age 8-10 tended to g0 on
violating rules outside school between ages 10 and 16.

Of course, the amount of error in this predlction should not

be forgotten. A little less than half of the troublesome
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boys became juvenile delinquents, and a little less than
half of the juvenile delinquents had been rated troublesome,

Flve other factors which were not measures of bad be-
havior were important predictors of juvenile convictions,
The delinquents tended to come from poorer families, larger
sized families, those with convicted parents, those
suffering poor parental behavior (that is, cruel, passive or
neglecting attitudes, erratic or harsh discipline, and
parental Gisharmony), and tended to have low IQs. Once
again, the accuracy of each prediction was not impressive,
although all the relationships were statistically highly
significant. For example, one third of the 93 boys from
the poorest families became delinquents, in comparison with
one gixth of the remainder.. In other words, although the
poorest boys were proportionally twice as llkely to be con-
vieted as the remainder, two thirds of the poorest boys
were not convicted as juveniles.

It might be thought that the accuracy of delinquency
prediction could be improved by combining the above five
factors. This would be4a retrospective exercise done with
the benefit of hindsight, and $herefore it would tend to
overestimate the true degree of predictability. The exercise
was done very simply, by identifying the 63 boys with at
least three of the rive background advefsities. Almost
exactly half of these (31) became juvenile delinquents,
which was little improvement on troublesomeness alone.

Twrthermore, a combination of troublesomeness and the five
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background factors also was no better as a predictor than
troublesomeness alone.

The use of more sophisticated methods of selecting and
combining predictor variables also indicated that the limit
of predictability with these data was reached in identifying
a vulnerable group of whom half became delinquents, in turn
containing half of the delinquents. This limit probably
reflects the importance of later factors in causing
delinquency, the extent to which findings of guilt in court
depend on essentially random or unpredictable factors, and
the impossibility of accurately measuring the predictive
factors.

Many other factors measured before age 10 predicted
juvenile convictlons to a statistically significant degree.
The delinquents tended to come from families living in poor
houses with neglected interiors, supported by social agencies,
physically neglecting their children, and uncooperative
towards the research. They tended to come from those boirn
illegitimate, and from those who had experienced broken
homes or separations ‘from their parents for reasons other than
death or hospitalization. They tended to be drawn from those
whose parents were uninterested in education, who were lax
in enforcing rules or under-vigilant, or who tended to endorse
authoritarian child-rearing attitudes on gquestionnaires,
Their mothers tended to be nervous and in poor physical
health, while their fathers tended to have erratic job

histories. Some of the negative results were also of interest.
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For example, the juvenile delinquents did not tend to have

working mothers.

The above predictive factors were less important than the
five background factors which I mentioned first of all,
For example, the boys who had been separated from theilr parents
tended also to be those who had convicted parents. Separations
did not predict juvenile delinquency over and above convicted
parents, whereas convicted parents did predict juvenile
delinquency independently of separations. These results
suggested “that separations appeared to predict juvenile
delinguency primarily because this factor was associated

with the more impertant factor of convicted parents.

'Self-Reported" Juvenile Delinquents

All the preceding results apply to the ofrficially con-
victed juvenile delinquents. Self-report and victim surveys
indicate that the official records are very much the tip of
the iceberg of offending. As an allternative measure of
Juvenile delinquency, the boys were given a self-reported
delinquency questionnaire at ages 14 and 16. In this, they
were asked to say whether they had committed each of 38
delinquent or fringe-~delinquent ac%s. As a measure of self-
reported juvenile delinquency, each boy was scored according
to the total number of different acts he admitted at either
or both ages. The validity of these scores was confirmed by
the fact that they significantly predicted future convictions
among unconvicted boys.

For ease of comparison with the 84 official juvenile
delinquents, the 80 boys with the highest self-report scores,
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all of whom admitted at least 21 acts, were grouped together
and called the self-reported Juvenile delinquents. The over-
lap between the two categories was very maerked, amounting

to about 50 percent (41 boys). This suggests that, to a large
extent, the boys who sustained findings of guilt as juveniles
tended to be those who committed the most offenses, While

the official records may be a poor measure of the overall
incidence of offending, they do seem to be useful in separating
out the more and less frequent (and serious) offenders.

No doubt at least partly because of the overlap between
the two groups, the factors which predicted official juvenile
delinquency tended also to predict self-reported juvenile
delinquency. The self-reported delinquents tended o be
rated troublesome in their primary schools, tended to come
from poor, large-sized families, suffered poor parental be-
havior, had convicted parents, and had low IQs. All these
factors were especially common among the group of boys who
were both official and self-reported delinquents. For
example, 61 percent of this group had convicted parents,
in comparison with 30 percent of those who were official bub
not self-reported delinquents, 26 percent of those who were
self-reported but not offical delinquents, and 20 percent of

the majority who were neither.

Criminal Behavior by Young Adults

The majority of boys, 51 out of 95, who were.convicted as
young adults (between their seventeenth and twenty-first
birthdays) had previously been convicted as Juveniles. There-

5
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fore, 1t was no surprise to find that troublesomeness and

the five background factors significantly predicted young
adult convictions. However, when it came to predicting those
convicted for the first time as young adults, low IQ and
poor parental child-rearing behavior at age 8-10 were no
longer predictive. TLater measures of low IQ, at age 14, and
of some of the elements of poor parental behavior (notably,
parental disharmony), did predict these "late-comers %o crime."
The other measures at age 8-10 (troublesomeness, low family
income, large family size, and convicted parents) predicted
first convictions as young adults, although those first can-
victed as young adults generally came from less adverse
backgrounds than the Juvenile delinquents. For example,

45 percent of convicted Juveniles had a convicted parent

by age 10, but only 36 percent of those first convicted as
young adults.

On the basis of the interviews at age 18-19, it seemed
that criminal behavior was only one element of a socially
deviant life style. In comparison with the remainder, the
young adult delinquents tended o be heavy drinkers, heavy
smokers, and heavy gamblers. They were more likely to have
been found guilty of minor motoring offenses, to have driven
after drinking at least 5 pints of beer, and to have taken
prohibited drugs such as cannabis or LSD. They were more
likely to have had frequent sexual intercourse, especially
with a variety of different glirls, and to spend time hanging
about on the streets. The young adult delinquents changed
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Jobs more frequently, and tended to hold relatively well
paid but low status jobs. They were also more likely to
be involved in group violence and vandalism, and to agree with
aggressive and anti-establishment attitude statements in a
questionnaire,

A measure of self-reported delinquency at age 18-19
was obtained by asking the youths how often they had
committed each of seven specified criminal activities in
the previous three years, namely damaging property, taking
and driving away motor vehicles, receiving stolen propexrty,
burglary, shoplifting, stealing from slot machines, and
stealing from parked cars. As before, about half of those
who were the most delinquent according to their own admissions
were convicted, and the self-reported delinquents shared many

of the features of the official delinquents.

Predicting Criminal Violence

The prevalence of convictions for vioclence in this
sample was, of course, much less than the prevalence of
convictions in genersl. For example, up to age 21, only
6.6 percent had been convicted for violence, out of the
total of over 30 percent convicted of criminal offenses.

The criteria for inclusion in the officially violent gronup
were gtrict. A youth was only included if he was convicted
of an offense that must have involved vioclence against

another person (such as causing actual bodily harm), or if

a police report stated that he had used, or threatened to use,
physical violence against another person during the commission

of an offense. Robberies that involved mere Jostling or

7

Nevertheless, convictions
Tor eriminal violence could be bredicted to g statistically

significant degree by teachers! ratings orf aggressive be-

havior in elass at age 8-10. or the quarter of the sample

who were the mos%k aggressive, 14 percent became violent

delinquents, in comparison with 4.5 percent of the

remaining
three-quarters,

rate of 86 percent. However, turning the bercentages round,

hearly half of the violent delinquents (48 percent) had been

rated aggressive ag children, in comparison with only about

one fifth (21 percent) of those who did not become violent
delinquents.

It might be argued that what should be predicted is not

convictions for violence but violent behavior, and that the

behavior is more common than the convictions., Self-reports

of violent behavior were obtained in the bresent research
by inquiring about involvement in fights, starting fights,
carrying weapons, and using weapons in fights.

ratings of aggressive behavior at 8

The teachers!

-10 significantly Predicteqd
self-reports of violence at 16—18, with 4o percent of the most
aggressive quarter at 8

at 16-18. The

~10 being in the most violent quarter

false positive rate is lower in this kind or
comparison.

88-489 0—82——gp

This prediction had & very high false positive
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Other factors also predicted criminal violence, At age
8-10, the violent delinquents tended to have parents who were
cold, harsh, disharmonious, convicted, and poor supervisors.
They also tended to have low IQs and to be rated daring by
parents and classmates. Each of these factors predicted
criminal violence independently of each other factor. Harsh
parental attitude and discipline was the best predictor of
convictions ior violence, being an even better predictor tuan
teachers! ratings of aggressive behavior in school. The same
factors prédicted youths who were high on self-reported

violence at age 16-18,

Predicting the End of Delinquency Careers

While in the earlier part of this research the emphasis
was on predicting the onset of delinquency careers, the em-
phasis in later years has been on predicting their end.

Most of these analyses have been based on comparisons between
"temporary recidivists" (those with at least 2 convictions up
to the nineteenth birthday and no more in the next 5 years)
and "persisting recidivists" (those with at least 2 convictions
up to ‘the nineteenth birthday and at least one‘more in the
next 5§ years)., The temporary recidivists were less deviant
than the persisting reciq;yists when interviewed at ages 21
and 24, Twor example, the temporary recidivists were less
likely to be unemployed, to be heavy drinkers, to be living
with a woman but not married to her, to be living in poor
housing conditions, and (in the previous two years) to have

convictions for motoring offenses, to have taken prohibited
drugs, and to have been involved in fights.
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As might have been expected, the recidivists who per-

si i
sted in their delinquency careers tended to have more

prior convictions than those who ceased. More than half of

th :
€ persisting recidivists (54 percent) had four or more con

victions up to the nineteenth birthday, in comparison with

only 19 percent of the temporary recldivists.

€xample of +the brediction of future convictlion record from

a
rast convietion record. However, over and above the number

the persisting recidivists were more
likely to come from large,

of previous convictions,

low income families and to have a

c
onvicted parent at age 10. These early factors of poverty
3

family size, and parental convictiong predicted not only

the onset of delinquency but also its ending
Another predictor of the persistence of delinquency
g 3

was the 1 " i
measure of antisociality" or deviant life style at

a
age 18-19. This wag commbination of factors such as sexual

Promiscuity, driving after drinking,
gambling,

heavy smoking, heavy
drug use, anti-establishment attitudes,

aggressive
behavior, and an unstable job record.

Conclusions of the Research

The Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development shows how

& constellation of adverse family background factors

(including poverty, large families, parental disharmony
L]

and
ineffective chilg rearing methods),

among which parental
criminality is likely to be one element, leads to g con-

stellation of .soclally deviant features in late adolescence

This was another

o e
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and early adulthood (including drinking, gambling, drug use,
reckless driving, sexual promiscuity, and aggression), among
which criminal offending is again likely to be one element.
It seems likely that the convicted youths in our sample will
tend to recreate for their own children the same undesirable
family environments, thus perpetuating from one generation to
the next a range of social problems of which delinquency is
only one element.

Does this English research have any relevance for the
United States? I would submit that it does. In studying
the development of delinquency, the United States has three
oubtstandingly brilliant researchers who have greatly advanced
our knowledge ~ Joan McCord (of Drexel University, Philadelphia),
Lee Robins (of Washington University, St. Louis), and
Marvin Wolfgang (of the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia).
I think that anyone who compares their results with our
English conclusions must be struck by the ‘many similarities.

For example, Marvin Wolfgang has reported that 6 percent
of his boys were responsible for 52 percent of all the
arrests, and that the probability of one arrest following
another increased steeply, from 35 percent for a first arrest f
to between 70 and 80 percent for arrests following the third.
Lee Robins has shown how delinquency is one element of a larger
syndrome of "antisocial personality" which begins in childhood
and continues into adulthood. As children, her antisocisal
group tended to steal, truant and run away from home, and to “

be aggressive, enuretic, disciplinary problems in school,

— el
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better. Current attempts to prevent and treat delinquency
occur much too late in an individual's life. If delinquency
is part of a larger syndrome beginning in childhood and con-
tinuing into adulthood, interventions in the first few years
of life are most likely to be successful. Even before the
children are born, we can identify people with a high risk of
having delinquent children, such as men with convictions,
especially if they get married to women with convictions.
What is needed is special help and support for these people
and their children in their first few years of life.

What options are there for the criminal Justice sygtem?
There are many aims of sentencing, including individual and
general deterrence, rehabilitation, incapacitation, preventing
unofficial retaliation, retribution, denunciation, and
reparation. Our research has some implications for deterrence
and incapacitation.

General deterrence is based on the theory that crimes are
committed rationally, with individugls welghing the likely
costs against the likely gains. Our research indicated that
there is some truth in this theory, at least for the majority
of offerises. When we asked our youths why they committed
offenses, fhe most common category of reasons given
(60 percent) were rational ones. By and large, it seemed
that the youths stole and burgled purposefully, for the material
gains involved. The next most common category (20 percent)
were motives of excitement or enjoyment. Offenses of
damaging property and taking motor vehicles were particularly

likely to be done for enjoyment, whereas rational motives
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If it is taeken seriously, it is difficult to reconcile with
én explanation of increased delinquency based on stigmatiza-
tion or labelling, since a discharge should have the least
stigmatizing effect of any disposal. It seems more plausible
to suggest that court appearances followed by discharges
led to a decrease in deterrence. In other words, those who
went to court and had nothing happen to them may have
become less afraid of a court appearance than they were
before, and therefore more likely to commit delinquent acts.
Court appearances followed by discharges may be worse than
no court appearance at all.

The final analysis which I will mention here attempted
o investigate the value of incapacitation as a penal policy.
During the interviews at age 18-19, the youths were asked
how many of certain speclfied kinds of crimes they had
committed in the previous 3 years (as described eariier).
The 389 boys interviewed reported a total of 342 purglaries.
During this 3 year perilod, 28 of the boys ( T.2 percent) had
been convicted of a total of 35 offenses of burglary, indicating
that the probability of a burglary leading to a conviction

was about 10 percent. These o8 convicted boys reported com~

mitting 136 burglaries, or about 4o percent of the total admitted.

They also reported 223 acts of damaging property (36 percent
of the total admitted), 200 of stealing from neters, tele-
phone booths, etc (36 percent), 111 of stealing from vehicles
(24 percent), 88 of taking and driving away vehicles

(21 percent), and 194 ef shoplifting (16 percent).

What if there had been a mandatory sentence of 3 years
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pathological liars, and so on. As adulbs, they tended to be
'arrested, divorced, placed in mental hospitals, alcoholics,
sexually promiscuous, vagrants, bad debtors, poor workers, and
so on. Joan McCord has shown how parents with cruel, passive
or neglectingattitudes, or erratic or lax discipline, tend to

have delinquent children.’

Implications for Delinquency Prevention

Our research shows that, at least to a statistically
significant extent, convietions and delinquent behavior can
be predicted. What can be done to prevent them? Any attempt
to prevent delinquency should be based on a theory about why
people commit delinquent acts. Many factors have been proposed
as causes of delinquency, including heredity, early environ-
ment and upbringing, personality, socilo-economic and demographic
status, current living circumstances, perceptual and motiva-
tional processes of the person, and the temptations of the
immediate situation. One of the best available theories of
delinquency at the present time is that put forward by Travis
Hirschi (of the University of Arizona, Tucson), and I am happy
to report that most of our results are in ‘conformity with it,

Our research places most emphasis on e€arly environment and
upbringing. The educationally retarded children from large,
poor, criminal families are especially at risk of committing
criminal and delinquent acts. Even at the cost of taking a
little away from the more fortunate members of the society,
scarce welfare resources should be concentrated on this high

risk group. In my opinion, the earlier the intervention the
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predominated in all other cases. To the extent that crimes
are committed rationally, it should be possible to deter
people from committing them by increasing the probability of
apprehension and/or the severity of penalties.

We also tried to investigate the individual deterrent
effect of convictions on the subsequent delinquent behavior
of the convicted people. This analysis was limited to first
convictions. If a first conviction has an individual deterrent
effect (or a reformative effect for that matter), then it
might be éxpected that a youth's delinquent behavior would
decrease after he was convicted. On the other hand, it is
possible that first convictions might have undesirable
(stigmatizing and contaminating) effects which propelled
youths into more delinquent behavior than before. As
measures of delinquent behavior, we used our self-reported
delinquency scores ab ages 14 and 18. We found that the
53 youths first found guilty in court between 14 and 18 had
significantly increased delinquency by the later age, in
comparison with unconvicted youths matched at 14. All
the evidence suggested that first convictions were followed
by a worsening of delinquent behavior.

We then investigated whether first convictions between
18 and 21 had the same effect, and found that they had.
In thils case, we also studied the effect of the different
disposals given in court. Most first convictions were followed
by a discharge or a fine., We found that those who were dis- _
charged had significantly increased delinquency, whereas those

who were fined did not. This result is based on small numbers.
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incarceration for every convicted burglar aged 15 1/2 - 18 1/27

Without going into all the assumptions angd complications
(which do not really affect the argument), it is not un-
Teasonable to suppose that thig policy might have led to a
40 percent reduction in the total number of burglaries, and
to substantial reductions in other categories of crime,
Superficially, such a sentencing policy might seem
attractive. However, it involves such an enormous increase
in institutionalization that it is quite impractical, Of the
28 youths convicted of burglary, onLy 7 actually were given

Institutional sentences for i, of the remainder, 9 received

probation, 6 received a fine, and 6 were given a discharge,
Of the 7 institutionalized youths, 4 were sent to a detention
center, which would have involved 2 months incarceration
each. The other 3 (two going to borstal sind one to a
training school) probably were each incarcerated for about
9 months. The total incarceration actually experienced
by these 28 burglars, then, would have been about 35 months.
To incarcerate all 28 for 3 years each would mean increasing
the incarceration rate by a factor approaching 30,

Let us be a little more realistic and investigate what
would be the effect of doubling the incarceration rate for
burglary (the number of boy-~years served) from 3 to 6.

Each boy convicted of burglary reported committing an average

of about 1.6 burglaries per year. Doubling the incarceration

rate for burglary might therefore have prevented 5 of the
total number of 342 burglaries reported - about 1 1/2 per-
cent. To my mind, the benefits of incapacitation for

burglary are not worth the costs, and I think a similar

conclusion would Follow. for most crimes.

To conclude, I think our best hope of reducing

delinquency is to intervene early in the lives of high
risk groups.

EX Ry

e
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i incipal
Senator SpecTER. Ms. Donna Hamparian, you are the principa
inv:sl,}cigator of youth and adult court study, fellow in social policy,
Academy for Contemporary Problemls(, 1ntColumbus, Ohio. We have
t given you an opportunity to speak yet. ' _
noLeg’cl’s stayrt with g question from your range_of experience, if you
have an estimate as to what would be the minimal range of time
that we need for a study to come to conclusions on these questions.

INVESTIGA-
STATEMENT OF DONNA HAMPARIAN, PRINCIPAL
TOR, YOUTH IN ADULT COURT STUDY, FELLOW IN SOCIAL
POLICY, ACADEMY FOR CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS, CO-

LUMBUS, OHIO

Ms. HamparIAN. I would like to make a few statements about
some of the things that have been said previously.
Senator SpECTER. Fair enough.

PATTERNS OF VIOLENT JUVENILE OFFENSES

. HamMPARIAN. From the research that has been done on delin-
qulc\e/ilstsf{gn kids who have actually been arrested and are in the
system, regardless of what kinds of offenses they are there for,
there is evidence—very, very strong evidence—that delinquents are
generalists. Maybe they will become specialists as adults, but as
juvenile delinquents they may commit a robbery one day and bur-
glary the next day and an assault the next day. . "

It is very difficult to talk elthgr in terms of juvenile robbers,
burglars, muggers, or any other kinds of special categories of juve-
nile delinquents, because they cover the whole gamut. -

In addition to that, there has also been a lot of ev1§1encg in the
last few years to indicate that juven1}es tend to commit dehnquexX
acts in groups and many of those delinquent acts are unplanned. s
group will be walking down the street and one of the juveniles wi
say, let’s rip that purse off and all of the kids will be arrested for

ipping that purse off.
mi\l?(l)gvgthat )Ir)outh may never have been in trquble before and may
never be in trouble again and was not the instigator in the involve-
RN S But was a participant
PECTER. But wa . .
l%/?;.lagfiMPARIAN. But was a participant, and I'm not saying he
was blameless. I am saying it is of a different nature than when an
adult who tends to commit crime:ha_tlonle works out a nice, neat
then proceeds to carry out his plan. . .
pl%rtleﬁlr;i)s thepolder teenagers tend to be more like the adults 1ln
some instances, at least your chronic offenders, but generally
speaking, juveniles cover the whole gamut of vmla‘clonsl )

In addition to that, there is also evidence to suggest that there is
no escalation of juvenile offenses. A juvenile delinquent does nog
get arrested the first time for shoplifting or a status offense an
the second time for a burglary and the third time for robbery and
the fourth time for an armed robbery and the fifth time for
murder. There is just not that kind of neat package, at least when
we are talking about juveniles who huve committed at least one
violent offense in their juvenile delinquent careers.
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Senator Specter. How do they start, from the experience you
have seen?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. In order for the Juveniles to qualify for our
coport study, they had to have been arrested at least once for a
personal offense in their juvenile careers. We then included all the
arrests for each juvenile before and after the violent offenses.

Senator SpecTER. Personal?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Yes. We defined violent more broadly than the
Office of Juvenile Justice is defining it. We included ail assaults,
not just aggravated assaults.
1Su'-n}?.ator SPECTER. A personal offense would be a robbery, a bur-
glary?

Ms. HamPARIAN. Robbery, not burglary, murder, rape, sodomy,
assault. I think I've covered them all.

We found that a juvenile was as likely to commit a personal
offense—if he had at least three arrests in his history—in the first
third of his career as he was in the second third of his career as he
was in the third third, and there wasn't any higher probability
that he would commit it at the end of his Juvenile years as opposed
to the beginning of it.

Senator SpecTER. It would be unlikely there would be a murder
committed at age 11?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. But when we are talking personal offenses we
are talking robbery and assault, in addition to murders and rapes.

Senator Specrer. But you would not likely have an armed rob-
bery at 11 or 12 either?

Ms. HaMPARIAN. No, but you have a lot of robberies.

Senator SPECTER. Purse-snatching?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Yes, the very aggravated offenses—the armed
offenses-—tend to be the work of older children, but they are very
rare within a community.

Senator SeecTErR. What kind of robberies have you seen for
young juveniles, 12-year-olds, besides purse-snatching?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Strong-armed robberies with schoolmates.

Senator SPECTER. At that age?

Ms. HaMpARIAN. Yes.

Senator SpecTer. With schoolmates?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Yes. A great many juvenile offenses are com-
mitted against peers. Peers are the most likely victims of juvenile
offenders. So strong-armed robbery is a very frequent type of of-
fense within violent offenses because there aren’t a lot of kids who
are committing violent or personal offenses.

Another point, less than 2 percent of the age-eligible kids were

ever arrested for a personal offense during their juvenile years,
between 6 and 18 years of age.

Senator SpecTER. Less than 2 percent?

Ms. HaMPARIAN. Yes, so it's a very small number.

Senator SpecTER. Dr. Wolfgang’s statistics, I think, would dis-
agree with that.

Ms. HamparIAN. His are higher because he was using delin-
quents. We were using assaultive offenses as a qualifier. If a kid
didn’t commit a personal offense he didn’t quality for our cohort,
but Dr. Wolfgang’s study included any juvenile who was arrested
for, I think, police contact as opposed to arrest for any offense.
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So, in a sense, ours was more limiting than his definition.
Seng;or‘ SpeCTER. But most police offenses include some sort of
ltive conduct, do they not? L

asslﬁg IEI‘:&MPARIAN. No. Among juvenile arrests—and this isn’t from
the study, this is from other information—juveniles who are arrest-
ed nationally or in almost any State, the percentage of .V1ole.nt
offenses—and that doesn’t include assault and battery; it just in-
cludes robbery, murder, rape, and aggravaged assault—represents
between 4 and 5 percent of juveniles arrested. )

Senator SpecTER. Well, what are they arrested for that you have
seen—possession of drugs? .

Ms. II)‘IAMPARIAN. I think probably the most common is larcgny,
theft. Shoplifting is a very frequent juvenile offense. Car theft is a
frequent juvenile offense. Alcohol charges, drug charges, other
public ordinances—vandalism, malicious mischief—that type of of-
fense represents a little better than 60 percent of all of the arrests
of juveniles. What are called post 2 offenses, as opposegl to 'mdex
crimes, represent over 60 percent of the arrests of juveniles in the
country. . '

So Vghen we are talking about serious property offenses, includ-
ing burglary, larceny, theft, or auto theft, or the violent offenses,
we are talking about a fairly selective group of juvenile offenders.

PREVENTION AND EARLY INTERVENTION

Senator SpecTeER. Ms. Hamparian, how would you direct your

attention to deal with the potential career criminals? Where would
tart and how? _

yOII\I/IS. aHAMPARIAN. I think I would use two different approaches.

One would be a structural approach and the other would be an

individual approach or, perhaps, it could be interpreted even struc-

ally. .
tu'li‘he};e is reason to believe that children who are being abused as
very young children are more likely to be violent as adults, and I
think that we probably need to pay more attention to abusive
homes—physically abusive families—whether it is done in the
name of punishment for misbehavior or whether it is done in the

e of anger. .
na\I?IVIe need gto make that home safe for the child, and if we cannot
make the home safe for the child we must remove the child from
the home, because there is evidence to suggest—and this is in its
infancy—that there is permanent damage done to the child.

Senator SPECTER. At what age would you do that? .

Ms. HampARIAN. We are talking about prevention programs
which begin at, perhaps, 1 month. I don’t know.

Senator SPECTER. At 1 month? . _ '

Ms. HaMPARIAN. At 1 month you are dealing with the family, not
the child, so that the child is not abused. '

Senator SPECTER. And at the age of 1 month you might remove
the child? ’ ,

Ms. HamparIAN. You might have to. I don’t know. I'm not a
social worker. There are certain indications as you work with a
family until you——

Sen};tor SP}I;CTER. But you might start that early?
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Ms. HampariaNn. I think you have to start that early in address-
ing the issue of child abuse.

Senator SPECTER. And where do you place the children?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Well, there was a little book written a few
years ago by Goldstein, Freud, and Solnik ! who suggest that for
children who have to be removed from the home very early where
it is absolutely necessary for the protection of the child you have to
make them available for adoption or permanent damage may be
done.

Again, I am not a social worker and I am not a psychologist.

Senator SpecTER. That would be a tough legal problem.

Ms. HAMPARIAN. A very tough problem.

Ser:lator SPECTER. To compel parents to take away parental
custody.

Ms. HAMPARIAN. That'’s right. All 'm suggesting is that the area
needs to be looked at much more closely.

A psychologist up in Connecticut was doing some work. A gentle-
man by the name of Welsh was doing some work on abused adoles-
cents and working with the family unit to try to prevent or try to
reteach the child not to act in a violent way as an adaptive tech-
nique because this is what he had been seeing all of his life. But
that is not my field, so I will leave it to the gentlemen who know
more about that than I do.

There is another area of prevention programs that are, again, in
their infancy and according to some preliminary studies have some
reason to be hopeful, and that is indigenous community programs.

Senator SpecTER. What?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Indigenous community programs—programs
being operated by indigenous community groups to use positive
training instead of negative training, for example, to use the old-
fashioned settlement houses as community centers for positive ac-
tivities, to involve the whole family in positive community activi-
ties.

Some of the early work indicates there is some hope in doing
that kind of thing in the very high crime areas. All of the data
shows that delinquency is more prevalent in poor neighborhoods,
particulary serious delinquency.

Senator Specter. How would that be orchestrated, planned, or
carried out?

Ms. HamparIAN. It would have to be done through an organized
community group that had the support of the residents within that
community.

Senator SpecTER. What do you think the likelihood of an upsur-
gence in voluntarism is in this country today in light of the Presi-
dent’s call for voluntary assistance—psychiatrists donating time,
psychologists donating time, lawyers donating time, community
activities of the kind you suggest?

Ms. Hamparian. If you are talking about community groups
from the community themselves, in the next few years, if the
programs that are proposed or the cuts in programs that are pro-
posed go through, people are going to be scrambling to eat and they

! “Beyond the Best Interests of the Child,” Free Press paperback, McMillan publishing, ¢ 1973.
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will not have the time or the energy to give voluntarily to pro-
grams to help people within the community.

Senator SPECTER. So we have to keep the programs up so we do
not need to rely solely on volunteers.

Ms. HAMPARIAN. There are volunteers who can be used effective-
ly, but I am not sure your indigenous community groups are the
type of programs that could be exclusively run by volunteers.

Senator SPECTER. Do you think the lawyers and psychiatrists will
be scrambling for things to eat?

Ms. HampariAN. No, I don’t think so, but I think there will be
some people who have always given time to volunteer programs
and they will continue to give time, but they won’t be able to give
the commitment either in time or effort required to deal with the
multiproblem families within multiproblem communities.

And that I feel very strongly about from being involved in some
of these communities and from seeing the strains under good condi-
tions that exist on some of these families when there is an alcohol-
ic mother and an absentee father and psychological problems and
learning problems and everything else. They need professional help
to deal with those.

Senator SpectER. We have proceeded for about an hour now and
we have another panel of two witnesses and I think I will probably
have to go to the Appropriations Committee soon.

Let me ask, in conclusion, if there is anything special that each
of you would like to add in an appropriately brief period.

PREDICTION OF VIOLENT JUVENILE CRIME

Ms. HampariaN. I would like to show you these two charts. It is
retrospective, but it gives some idea on probability, if you like, and
again this is from our first cohort.
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To restate the cohort included only Juveniles who had been ar-
rested at least once for a violent offense. We have 811 juveniles
within the 1956-58 birth cohort. And at the top of this chart, on
the black line, at one offense there were 811 who had committed
one offense or had been arrested for one offense.

By the time of the second arrest there were 572, which is almost
a 30-percent drop. By the time of three arrests the cohort had
dropped to 441. A 54-percent decrease.

By the time of the ninth arrest there were 102 youths remaining
out of our original 811. And all the way along, at a steady rate,
with the probability between 65 and 80 percent of continuing on to
the next arrest, between any two arrests in the sequence.

So from the first arrest to the second there was a 70-percent
probability that those juveniles would be arrested again, a 30-
percent fallout from the first to the second arrest.

Senator SpecTER. We see your figures and we can calculate the
percentages. At what point would you think it most efficient to
intercede?

Ms. HampraRriaN. That is the other point I want to make.

Senator SPECTER. Are we on to chart 27

(]
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Ms. HAMPARIAN. Yes. That just shows you probabilities from any
arrest to the next, but they are always in that range of 65 to 80
percent probability of continuing on to the next arrest.

Senator SpecTER. So the conclusion is that you cannot tell?

Ms. HamparIaN. No. The conclusion is you can’t tell which of the
100 percent will go on, but there's a strong likelihood that a signifi-
cant percentage of them will continue on.

Senator SpECTER. But if we have to draw a line and go after
people at one point or another, which arrest would you choose?

Ms. HampARIAN., I think that is too simplistic. I think you need a
relationship between the severity of the offense and the number of
previous arrests and that there should be some rational sentencing
structure—and I am not talking about incarceration, I am talking
about a full range of sentencing options, so that a juvenile who, at
his first arrest, committed robbery and was slapped on the hand
and nothing happened to him and he thought this is the way the
system will deal with me——

Senator SpecTER. Where would you define it, after the third
arrest?

Ms. Hamparian. I would define it after the first arrest, if the
first arrest came within a certain range of seriousness, that he
should receive a punishment, if you like—restitution, community
service.

Senator SpecTER. And what is the degree of seriousness you
would define?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. I think I would include a personal offense or,
perhaps, burglary of an occupied dwelling. I'm not suggesting send-
ing him to a training school, but something needs to happen so
that he understands that what he did——

Senator SPECTER. So you would define the juvenile we devote our
resources to change as a personal offense or a burglary of an
occupied dwelling?

Ms. HamparIAN. No. If we are talking about punative treatment,
then I think the evidence would indicate by the time the juvenile
reached his fourth or fifth arrest that he had to be treated more
intensively.

Senator SpecTER. Fourth or fifth arrest?

Ms. HAMPARIAN. Yes, and I think that is in line with what most
of the evidence would suggest, but I don’t think that by suggesting
that I am saying that nothing should happen when he is adjudicat-
ed a delinquent for a first offense, if it is a serious offense.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hamparian follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF DoNNA HAMPAR 1AN

John Monahan, aftar an extensive review of the studies on prediction,

concludes that:

Despite itg ineffectiveness, it is highly unlikely that
prediction will cease to Play a major role in juvenile
Justice. One cannot attempt to rehabilitate Jjuvenile

offenders without first predicting which of them ig in
need of rehabilitation,l

One stops attemtping o rehabilitate juvenile offenders primarily on the

basis of a prediction that a risk of violence has decreased. Despite the fact

that the technology of prediction is in its infaney and the false, positive
problem is a serious ethical issue, there are important reasons for not’ abandon-

ing treatment with regard to juveniles committing violent offenses,

Paul Strasbugg, in The Vieient Delinquents, sums it up as follows:

Release to the community with no treat
invite further violence and certain]
public opinion. Simply locking viol
prison . , . contradicts what we kno
effects of that approach.?

ment or control may
¥y invite a backlash of
ent delinquents in

W about the destructive

The Dangerous Offender Project at the Academy for Contemporary Problems
in 1976, recognizing the need for information on Juveniles committing violent
offenses, undertoock g study to answer two basic questions:

(1) What are the social and criminal characteristics of
Juverdiles arrested for violent crime?

(2) What relationship do these characteristics bear to
identifiable violent career patterns?

Our study was directed to an understanding of the problem in the interests

of achieving an effective and coherent policy. Within the boundaries of such a

1
J. Monahan, “The Prediction of Violent Behavior in
ings of a National Symposium on The Ser

2

Juveniles," in Proceed-
lous Juvenile Of fender, Minneapolis, 1977.

P. A. Strasburg, Violent Délinquents. New York:

Monarch, 1978.



96

pollicy, the effort to modify the behavior of the individual youth must continue.
As Sellin and Wolfgang have insisted in recent years, delinquency varies enor-
mously as to seriou;ness, and these measurements must be made before any
measurement of the dependent variables of success or failure can possibly have
any meaning.

This testimony will include, therefore, a brief discussion of the methodo-
logy, pertinent findings and conclusions of the cohort study of juveniles
arrested for violent offenses, using excerpts from The Violent Few to provide
data to address the issue of prediction of violent juvenile behavior.3

Our study concerned each and eiéfy juvenile in Columbus, Ohioc, born in the
years 1956 to 1960 who was arrested at least once for the commission of a
violent offense up to age 18.4 These five birth years yielded 1,138 youth who
had been arrested for at least one personal offense. We collected the entire
arrest histories of these cases--crime, victim, prosecution, dispositionm,
sentence, release and recidivism. In addition, we knew the sex, race, socio-
economlc status, family composition and other recorded information.

We were particularly concerned with the patterns of the juvenile career.
By charting and relating age of onset, number, position, spacing and nature
of delinquent eVents, it was possible to plot the differing forms of career
development of juveniles arrested for violent offenses.

Following are the principal findings of the study.

Demographic Findings

A total of 1,138 youth born in 1956-60 were arrested for a violent offdnse

or offenses in Columbus, Ohio before 1 January 1976, Of this total. 811 were

. 5 Hamparian D. Schuster. R  DJinitz, S. Conrad. J. ~The Violegt Few
ilasschusatts, Lexineton Books, 1973.

4Violent offense was defined broadly to include: murder, negligent homi-
cide, rape and sodomy assaults, robbery and molesting.
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born during the calendar years 1956 through 1958.

(This group was designated
as Subset 1.) The remainder,

327 youth, were born in 1959 apg 1960. (This

roup w.
group was designated ag Subset 2,) 1In 1970? this group ranged in age from ten

in this age group.

n Yy i t ib the nt9 S e cens t t
The cohott was uneve 1 d Str uted over cou . om us racts

contained m
any more cohort members than others; some contained none at all

The basi )
sic determinant of geographical distribution was socio-economic statu

e

Those censug tracts in which median income wag less than 80

Male.s Outnumbered females by almost Six to Qne; 84-3 pPercent were boyS'
¥

15.7 percent were girls,

Count
Oty population. In the 1970 census, 12.5 percent of the total population
and 15, |
4 percent of the 10-14 age-range was black. But the cohort was 54.8
pPercent black. .
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A considerable number of youth (12.2 percent) had siblings who were also

part of this study, despite the relatively brief span of years included in the

cohort.

The Chronic Offender

If there were a subséantiai—number ;f §outh who repetitively committed
violent acts, their delinquencies did not come to the attention of the police.
Over four-fifths (83.5 percent) were arrested only once on a charge of violence.
Only 3.8 percent were arrested on such charges on three or more occasions.

These repetitively violent young people accounted for 10.4 percent of the vio=-
lenh arrests. We had no way of knowing how far this finding could be generalized
to othér cities. Twenty-two youth were arrested for two or more aggravated

offenses in which physical harm was threatened or inflicted.

Using the definition supplied by Wolfgang and his associates, we found that

about a third of our cohort qualified as chronic offenders by committing five

Or more offenses. Chronic offenders were predominantly male, by a ratio of more

than eleven to one. Only 13 percent of the’ girls became chronic offenders,

while 34 percent of the boys qualified. As to race, the division was fairly

even: of the blacks in the cohort, 30,2 percent were chronic offenders, as

compared with 31.9 percent of the whites,

.

They came mostly from the lower levels of socio-~economic status. Less

than ten percent came from families living in higher income census tracts. It

should be added that thelr geographical location did not assure that their
families enjoyed incomes equal to the average for their neighbors.

As we expected, our chronic offenders represented a much larger fraction

of the cohort than was the case with the delinquent third of the Philadelphia

&
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birth cohort. Inspection of their records showed that their delinquencies

were not uniformly serious. 0f the 353 members of this class, 101 committed

nothing more grievous than a simple assault. The entire cohort was responsible

for 397 aggravated offenses, of which 146 (36.8 Percent) were committed by

121 chronic offenders. Or, stated another way, ten percent of the cohort (121

chronic offenders) were responsible for over one-third of the most serious

violent offenses. Adding all other violent offenses, exXcept assault and molest-

ing to the picture, we had a total of 894 index crimes against the person for

the whole cohort, of which the chronic offenders committed 401 (44.8 percent).

Not every chronic offender, even in this cohort of violent offenders, was a

serious threat to the community, but this end of the cohort was responsible for

far more than its share of the most serious delinquency.

More than seven percent of the cohort had achieved chronice status by the

age of 14. These 81 Youth constituted anp obvious burden of grave juvenile mal-

adjustment, but their subsequent careers, as far as we could trace them, did

not seem to have been disproportionately destructive. They went on to commit

9.3 percent of the aggravated offenses against the person. Their éarly start

on delinquent careers did not threaten the community as much as it must have

damaged themselves. Very few of this group had clearly terminated their de-

linquent careers before the age of 18. In one way or another, in prisons or

jails or as welfare dependents, they and their like were all toa probably

permanent public charges,

The Linear Progress From Bad to Worse

The support for this notion ywas at best equivocal.

If such a progression
could be found,

it held true for an unpredictable minority of cases. 1In fact,

5 35 s a
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29.5 percent of our cohort were arrested only once, while another 16.2 percent
Qere arrested twice. No progress here; these careers came to an abrupt end,
indicating only that a bad beginning'may augur nothing at all. Where progress
could be traced, there was a tendency for violence to appear during the first
third of a delinquent career; this was true in 42 percent of those careers that
went farther than a second arrest.

Some of our subjects started early and continued their violent careers n
throughout their minority. Considering violent repeaters only, of those who
committed a second violent offense, over 40 percent of their offenses were at
the same level of seriousness as the first offemse, while 25 percent were‘less
serious, and 31 pffcent more serious. There were too few‘who went on to third
and fourth offenses to 1ustify a generalization. Rules for prediction were not
made of such stuff as this. For some youth, an early arrest may have set in
motion a long succession of increasingly serious delinquencies, but these careers
were an exception. So far as we could tell from our data, their Jismal trajec-
tory into the status of permanent clients of the police must have been largely
attributable to bad luck. In addition, juvenile offenders were not specialists
but drifted from one kind of offense to another, making all toa possible the
choice of a more serious crime when once the career was in progress and an
opportunity presented itself.

Having ;aid this much in favor of purposeful activity in behalf of the
early delinquent, we must turn to an old wives' tale which our data exploded.
The notion dies hard that curfew violators, truants, and runaways--that rebel-
lious element of the juvenile population usually referred to as "status

offenders'--are headed down a slope toward confirmed criminality. There was

virtually no support for this myth in our data. Of our entire cohort, no more

g e
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nhan ten percent (about 120 individuals) began their careers with a status

offen;e. That is a modest share, Probably no more than the number of juveniles

in the
general population who at one time or another were "guilty" of a status

offense. It ig certainly an insignificant portion of the total number of

status offenders processed by the juvenile court during the years in question.

There were 599 "unruly"

cases heard in the juvenile court in 1974 alone. Over

their entire careers, our cohort members were unable to muster more than 120
b

a rate of about ten per year. Whatever is in store for the status offender,

violent delinquency is one of the less important prospects,

A few of our cohort comnitted offenses of the utmost gravity. One of them

Repeated violent offenses were exceptionalj we have already noted that only 22

individuals in the entire cohort (1956-58) committed two OTr more aggravated

offenses,

Patterns of Violence

i
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|
was serving a life sentence at the time The Violent Few was written (1978) !
|
|

Violence was only part of the problem presented to society by members of

our cohort. The entire roster of 1,138 youth committed a total of 4,499 offenses
H

of which 1,504 (33.3 percent) contained elements of violence. Subset 1 con-
’

sisting of 811 youth, committed 3,373 offenses, of which 1,091 (32.3 percent)

were violent. These figures were so closely comparable that we felt secure in

rest hi

estricting this phase of our analysis to Subset 1, thereby focusing on completed

careers, In a related decision, we excluded the category "other violence."
’

whi
ch consisted principally of cases of resisting arrest, carrving a concealed

weapon, and manacing,

There were 106 of these "other violent" offenses; our

)
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analysis was limited to 985 violent incidents.
l 0f these 985 arrests for violence, 270 (27.4 percent) were for major

crimes against the person. The distribution of these offenses was:

Qffense Number Percent )
Murder/manslaughter 15 5.6

Rape and sexual imposition ' 61‘ 22.6°

Armed robbery 34 12.6 o
Aggravated robbery 72 26.7

Aggravated Assault _88 . 32.6

Totals ' e 270 i 100.1

We referred to these offenses as "serious violent offenses" to distinguish them

from the rest, which consisted mostly of acts which neither inflicted nor

threatened significant physical harm. Serious violent offenses were committed

by 218 youth (26.9 éercent of the subset), of which 203 were boys and 15 girls.
The 218 youth arrested for serious violence were distributed in three

groups., There were 218 who committed only one such offense, 22 who committed

two aggravated violent offenses, and three who ccmaitted three or more violent

offenses.

Assault was the most common offense, accounting for 376, or 11.1 percent
of all arrests. In addition, there were 88 aggravated assaults, for 2.6 percent
of the arrests. Simple assaults made up 38.2 percent of all arrests for
violence; aggravated assaults were 8.9 percent of the total.

These offenders were not specialists. Second arrests for violence were
seldom for the same offense as the first. Even assault, by far the most common
offense, was repeated in only 26.4 percent of the second arrests, and unarmed

robbery was repeated in 31.0 percent of the second arrests.
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There was no distinguishable pattern of progression for the subset,

About one~third of the second violent offenders were arrested for more serious

offenses on the second occasion, but a quarter were arrested for less serious

offenses,
Although their numbers were small, the violent girls were significantly

different from the opposite sex. The overwhelming majority (73.3 percent) of

the 135 girls in the subset were arrested for assault and battery, as compared

with not quite a third (32.6 percent) of the boys.

Youth arrested for homicide and armed robbery started theilr careers at a

later age, on the average, (15.3 years old) than youth whose violent offenses

fell into other categories.

Court Dispositions

We found that the use of a supressor variable indicates that individual
case characteristics were more Influential in determining disposition than

were any of the readily quantifiable demographic or criminal history variables.

This finding led to two significant inferences. First, the usual data of the

arrest history, the easily reckoned items of race, age, sex, school achieve-

ment and socioeconomic status, were of no predictive use, except in the

gravest cases in which disposition was so certain that no prediction would

have made a difference. In thinking about this pessimistic conclusion, we had

to keep in mind that our predictions were by hindsight and could not have been as

Successful if made by foresighe. They were still far from sufficient for making

decisions about the future of children in court. We were not so sanguine as

to suppose that with amplified data of our own selection the aceuracy of our

predictions would improve to such an extent that they could guide a judge to

better decisions.




104

Clinical predictions depending on personal characteristics have never
proved to be reliable clues to the future, and our findings supported this
skeptical proposition. Apparently, the combination of the standard face-sheet
data and general impressions did increase the amount of variance which we could
account for, but hardly more than an even money wager. So, we concluded that
if there is no way of accounting for about 50 percent of the variaance, we must
assume that the fate of an individual must depend on elements beyond the fore-
caster's estimate. If the prediction of judicial disposition is beyond the
capability of a statistical device, the prediction of case outcome must be at
least as uncertain, if not more 50. The juvenile ju§tice system centers on a
predictive process by which judges make estimates of a youthful delinquent's
future. Our research was only one of many studies which led to the same con-
clusion: the power to predict is too weak to be a basis for decision-making.

The response of the Jjuvenile justice system must be based on entirely different

criteria.

L )

Implications for Prediction

There is little in the data to suggest that the ability to predict indi~

vidual violent behavior is just over the horizon. Most juveniles arrested for

violent offenses desist after one ar two arrests. Most juveniles arrested for

violent offenses are generalists and commit many more public order and property
offenses than they do violent offenses; juveniles arrested for violent offenses

do not start with minor offenses and with each arrest increase the severity of

the offense, 1In fact, juveniles in the cohort were as likely to have been

arrested for a personal offense in the first third of the juvenile career as

the second third or the last third.

10
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Recognizing that the individual's behavior cannot be effectively predicted

with present technology, it is vital that the system of consequences should be

predictaﬁle and that it should never be predictably unresponsive. When a youth

commits an offense and finds that nothing adverse happens to him, he has no

reason to desist from the commission of another. When his offense comes to

the attention of the authorities and still nothing happens, he recelves the

message that society is indifferent to him and his behavior. He may do as he

pleases and nothing will happen. The indulgent dismissal, the mere warning of

some vaguely serious future eventuality if he comes into court again, or the

nominal placement op probation, are the worst possible consequences. Nothing

to worry about there, 'he will reason; he will probably have heard from others

like him that he can take his chances, but those chances are slim that they will

lead to unpleasant consequences. The possibility that incarceration may be

down the road may be regarded as the luck of the draw. TIf it happens, many

such boys will think of the experience as a confirmation of manhood, not as an

occasion for reform.

A judge is limited in his range of choices. A youth can be packed off to

8 state training school for a few months, but any conscientious decisionmaker

will be squeamish about commitment to such a facility except as a last resort,

A court will gamble, too. It will seenm better to turn the young offender loose

again, in the knowledge that the odds are against him, than to send him to an

institution where the damage may be irremedfable. Our data uncovered numerous

cases in which a boy was placed on probation for what seemed a major offense,

only to be hauled off to custody for an offense of much less apparent signifi-

cance. The court's patience was exhausted, the last chance had been fruitlessly

given, the end of the road had been reached, and the commitment to the Ohio

11
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Youth Commission had to be ordered if the couvrt was to retain its credibility,
An earlier intervention, preferably calling for realistic consequences admin-

istered in the community, would have better served the boy and the authority of

the court.

Predictable Consequences

o

Discretion is the indispensable ingredient in)}he administration of
justice. If it is removed from one decision point, it will be transferred to
another. It is not possible to achieve justice without taking note of the
individual circumstances of the offender. Convenience requires that classes
of offenses be aggregated under a few headings; the law is ill-adapted to fine
distinctions. It is the task of the court to search out the distinctions that
make a difference and to allow for them in the disposition of cases. Every
offense differs in the motivation of the offender, the nature of his participe »
tion, the harm done, and many other factors. Discretion is obviously necessary
to allow for these relatively objective discriminations. A code of penalties
which did not allow for mitigating and aggravating circumstances would be intol-
erably oppressive, and ways would be found to circumvent it.

But discretion should not be used to provide latitude for the court to
act on its prediction of the youth's future behavior. Where this is done,
and the practice is nearly universal, the system becomes unpredictable and
idosyneratic. Even the youngest offenders become sensitive to the attitudes
and typical decisions of judges. What they know is that the system is unpre-
dictable, and our data show that they are right. The administration of justice

invites the juvenile offender to play a game with it and with his fate.

12

107

Neither our study nor any other investigation has given any ground for
supposing that any conceivable system of justice can build in the capability

of predicting the future of any juvenile offender. If such predictions were

within judicial competence, discretion to act on them would be a necessity.
But where predictions are impossible, the dttempt to make them becomes a

corrupting enterprise. Public confidence in the integrity of the system is

impaired to no good end. It becomes impossible for the offender to predict the

system's response to him and His offense,

The human condition is a chancy state in which detailed regularities are

not to be found. The prediction of anyone's future behavior is a calculation

of the odds, not the charting of a process. There is every reason to believe

that this will always be the case. The odds may be heavily in favor or heavily

against the commission of a serious delinquent act, but a system that plays

games will be the target of games. "The Lord God does not play dice," Einstein

said, with reference to the quantum theory, Neither should s judge.

But if individual conduct is unpredictable, a system can be made as pre-

dictable as it needs to be. It can assure that the consequences of anti-social

behavior demonstrate to the offender and to all who know about him that certain

kinds of behavior are nor to be done. Until such a system is achieved, juvenile

delinquency is an exciting but unpleasant game played for unacceptably high

stakes.

13
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ADDENDUM

We have passed the time when juveniles who commit serious

crimes could automatically count on being processed through

juvenile court. That is not a happy circumstance to con- .
template, and it automatically validates human failure .

somwhere down the line. But treating vicious, juvenile crim-

inals as criminals first and kids secondarily is a public

policy which makes sober common sense. (Lincoln Journal)

This statement reflects the policy being considered in many statehouses
in the United States. What has brought us to this policy position? Between
1960 and 1975, arrests for violent juvenile crime increased over three hundred
percent. Granted, at the same time total’arrests of persons over 18 years of
age for violent crimes began to increase slightly faster by 1972 and that the
percentage of violent crimes attributable to persons under 17 years of age has
not significantly Increased or decreased since 1970. Nevertheless, the percep-
ticn of the public reflected through the news media is that juveni.es must be
controlled and the most effective way of controlling juvenile erime is to
treat them as adult criminals. The assumption is made that if juveniles are
tried in adult courts, they will be punished through longer periods of restraint.

In the interest of assisting policymakers in their consideration of legis-
lation and of trying to address some of the assumptions, such as longer incapac-
itation, the Academy for Contemporary Problems, in 1979, began a three-pronged
study of youth tried in adult courts. First, we conducted a census in every
county in the United States on the frequency of referral of persons under 18

years of age in the year 1978. 1In a sample of counties, data om age, sex,

1

Lincoln Journal, Lincoln, Nebraska, editorial, December 7, 1979, reprinted
with permission of the Lincoln Journal.
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race, offense, disposition and sentences were also collected. Legal research

on age of jurisdiction, waiver, excluded offenses and concurrent jurisdiction,

plus a review of the case law applying to theze provisions, was also under-

taken.

Second, we went into ten states and conducted personal interviews with

court personnel, corrections officials, legislators, advocates and media repre-

sentatives to ascertain the effects of trying youth in adult courts ou the
criminal and juvenile justice system, the offender and public safety.2 And,

third, we enlisted ten outside experts to write articles on the issue of trying

youth as adult:s.3

What follows is a summation of the findings of the national censuslof

youth referred to adult courts for trial in 1978.

There were four basic mechanisms for referring youth to adult courts in
1978.

. [

First, and most common, was the judicial waiver. Al]l states, except

Arkansas, Nebraska, Vermont and New York, had such a procedure by which the
court decided on a discretionary basis whether the juvenile was amenable to

treatment as a juvenile and/or whether public safety required trial as an adult.4

Secoud, the legislature, by excluding certain categories of offenses from

initial juvenile court jurisdiction, éutomatically referred juveniles arrested

for those offenses to criminal court. In 1978, 32 jurisdictions had statutory

2Youth in Adult Courts: Between Two Worlds (Hamparian, et al.) will pre-

sent the results of the study. It will be published late in 1981 or early in
1982 by the Government Printing Office.

3 .
Hall, Hamparian, Pettibone, White, Co~editors, Major Issues in Juvenile

ana Readings in Public Policy.
Contemporary Problems, 1981. B2 icy. Academy for

4
Vermont added a judicial waiver in 1981.
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provisions excluding certain specified offenses from juvenile court jurisdic~
tion. Of these, 20 excluded only minor offenses such as traffic, boating,
watercraft, and fish and game violations. In 1978, 11 jurisdictions excluded
serlous offenses, primarily capital offenses and other armed offenses.5 The
most talked-about excluded offenses provision was the New York Juvenile Offender
Act of 1978 which initially excluded most armed offenses for which 14- and 15-
year-olds were arrested and alleged murder by l3-year-olds. The New York Act,
as with most of the statutes excluding serious felomies, permitted the prose-
cutor or criminal court to refer back to juvenile court.

Third, statutes providing }or the exercise of some type of concurrent
jurisdiction by juvenile and adult courts were included within the l;gal‘codes
of 15 jurisdictions. In eight states, the concurrent provisions concerned
only traffic, watercraft or fish and game violations, Three of the remaining
seven states (Arkansas, Nebraska and Wyoming) provided for the exercise of con-
current jurisdiction over all offenses, felonies and misdemeanors. at specified
ages. (Only in Wyoming did the provision cover any age for any offense.) 1In
the other four states (Georgia, Colorado, Florida and the District of Columbia),
concurrent jurisdiction existed over a limited number of offenses at specified
ages.6

The fourth provision affected a large number of persons (16~ and 17-year-
olds) each year. 1In 1978, over a quarter of a million Juveniles wefe arrested,
detained, tried and sentenced as adults because the minimum age of criminal

codrt jurisdiction was six or seven in 12 states. Four states--Vermont, New

sOklahoma added an excluded offense provision in 1978,
6
Georgia ~ any age, capital offense; Colorado - 14 years of age and major

felony; the District of Columbia - 16 years of age and older, major felony; and
Florida ~ 16 years of age and older, repeat felony offenders.
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?ork, Connecticut and North Carolina~-ended juvenile jurisdiction when a juve-
nile reached his 16th birthday. Eight states included all 17-year-olds within
the adult criminal justice sygtem.7 Except in Vermont, where the criminal
court cogld refer a 16~ or 17-year-old back to juvenile court, these young
people had lost the "privilege" of being handled as juveniles for any offense.
Although the data are still being analyzed, we can suggest a few of the
findings from the study as follows:
e Males represented between 84 and 95 percent of the referrals
to adult court, A higher proportion of females wefe referred
te adult court in the states with a lower age of jurisdiction
than Ehr9ugh Judiecial waiver, excluded offenses or concurrent
Jurdisiisrion,.
® Personal offenses (crimes against the person) represented a
small percentage of the offenses resulting in referral, about
ten percent in the 16~ and 17-year-old states and about 30
percent through concurrent Jurisdiction and judicial waiver
states. Public order offenses accounted for over 17 perceht
of the judicial waivers and over 35 percent of the 16~ and 17-
year-old adults. (This pattern was different for excluded
offenses. Most of éhe juveniles initially excluded from
Juvenile court Jjurisdiction for serious offenses were charged
with personal offenses.)
o Property offenses resulted in the most refarrals-~44 percent
in judicial waiver and concurrent jurisdiction and 28 percent
of the 16~ and 17-year-old adults.
—

Georgia, Illinois Louisiana, M
CaroLine rEL %exas. , na, Massachusettgs, Michigan, Missouri, South

17
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e Sume states judicially waived a large percentage of public
order cases; e.g., Oregon and some states such as Ohio almost
never waived such offenses. (Of course, statute language
restricted who could be referred.)
¢ In those states with a high frequency of public order waivers,
a high proportion of sentences of fines were imposad.
e The older juveniles-~l7-year-olds--represented the majority
of those judicially waived, but about nine percent of those
judicially waived were 15 years of age Or younger or were
referred under the prosecutof;é discretion.
e Almost all youth judicially waived were convicted in adult
court (91 percent).
e Youth convicted in adult court after judicial waiver were
more likely to receive probation and/or a fine (54 perceut)
than a sentence of jail or juvenile or adult corrections
(44 percent). There was significant variation in this pat-
tern between states.
e The sentence length for some juveniles judicially waived
was very long. Fourteen percent received maximum sentences
over ten years; two percent received life.
What céuld have happened to the youth who were incarcerated?
According to personal interviews conducted with all 52 adult and/or juve=
nile corrections departments, juveniles tried in adult court and given an
incarcerative sentence could only be placed in adult corrections facilities

in most states and in juvenile facilities in a few states until reaching

"eriminal majority" in those states. Generzlly, youth could then be transferred

18
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. td adult facilities to serve out their terms. In certain states this must

have been stated in the original court sentence. In about 10 states a youth
tried in adult court could be placed in either a juvenile or adult facility.
Special permission was sometimes required. Back we come to our 16 and 17
year-old adults in the 12 states with under-18 age of juvenile coutt juris-
diction. If incarcerated, they would be placed in adult facilities. Many
states had passed youthful offender provisions that provided special pro-
grams and/or shorter sentences for the young adult. Nevertheless it was

an adult facility with rehabilitation or services as a secondary consider-
ation.

Most legislatures had considered new approaches to the "serious juvenile
crime problem." Many more pieces of legislation had been introduced than
had been passed. For example, Wisconsin had been considering a dozen
separate pieces of legislation dealing with these problematic youth. .

The most interesting trend in the last five to ten years was a decrease
in the number of states with an age of initial juvenile court jurisdiction
below the age of 18. 8ix states had increased the age of jurisdiction to
18 and Vermont had been considering such an increase.

At the same time, the juvenile court discretion was being restricted
with the addition of factors to be considefed in judicial waiver, written
reasons required, and age and offense categories specified in the code.

Additional changes were as follows:

o The role of the prosecutor had been increased in judicial

waiver provisions and in juvenile court generally.

© The burden of proof had shifted in several states for

serious crimes, from the state having to prove nonamena-

bility to the offender having to prove amenability.

areessond
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o Some states had added mandatory hearing provisions for juve-

niles charged with serious crimes with a serious juvenile

history.

e Minor misdemeanors, such as traffic, boating, fish and game
violations, were increasingly being excluded from juvenile
court jurisdictionm.

e There was increased questioning of the need for a separate
juvenile court system with the removal of status and minor
offenses from one end and the removal of serious offenses

from the other end of the continuum.

But perhaps the most important change was the stated goal in most of the

recent legislation that a juvenile could be waived if he was not amenable to

treatment as a juvenile or that the public safety would not be served by re-

taining jurisdiction."

Senator SpecTER. Dr. Farrington, do you have anything you
would like to add? _

Mr. FARRINGTON. I think the only thing I woulq like to say, from
what I was prepared to say, is that delinquency is not an isolated
phenomenon. It’s usually part of a much wider syndrome which
typically begins in childhood and continues into adolescence and
into early adulthood. You get a pattern of multiple adversities in
the children and their families. _

When they grow up, you have a pattern of different aspects of
deviant behavior, of which property offending, a typical crime, is
only one element. Because of the continuity between childhood,
adolescence, and adulthood you can predict to some extent,

The other thing I would like to say is, just to make it clear that
everything I have been saying is my own personal view, and al-
though I am a visiting fellow at the National Institute of Justice,
anything I say should not be taken as necessarily reflecting the
view of anyone else at the National Institute of Justice.

Senator SpECTER. It should not be held for or against thgam?

Mr. FARrINGTON. It should be taken as my own personal view.

Senator SpECTER. It should not be held against them? [Laughter.]

Dr. Patterson? . _

Mr. ParTERSON. Well, I would just like to comment briefly on
the—— .

Senator SPECTER. Dr. Farrington, before you leave I would like to
thank you for being here. We are fortunate to have you here in
your capacity as a fellow at the National Institute of Justice here
with the Department of Justice. . _ . L

We know of your excellent work with Cambridge University's
Institute of Criminology and we are very grateful to you for coming
across town. We are glad we did not have to impose upon you to
come across the ocean, but we will be in touch with you further
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and as we terminate this panel I would like to also thank Dr.
Patterson, who has come all the way from Eugene, Oreg., where he
is a research scientist with the Oregon Social Learning Center, and
Ms. Hamparian who has come from Columbus, Ohio. Perhaps we
can impose upon some more of your time this afternoon and in the
future to explore with Bruce Cohen, the chief of my staff, and
others some of these issues further.

It is always difficult, and I knew you have been interviewed
extensively, to really focus on what it is that the subcommittee has
in mind, but we would be very grateful if you can shed any further
light on the essential questions which have been raised today, and
that is, with as much as we know now, how do we deal with
juveniles in identifying potentiality for career criminals and what
we then do.

As a subordinate question—and I want Mr. Cohen to hear this,
although he is monitoring the Appropriations Committee—studies
might be fashioned with some of the money currently available
which could shed further light on this subject.

So thank you very much, Dr. Farrington.

Mr. FARRINGTON. I am honored to have been here.

Senator SpEcTER. Thank you.

Concluding statement, Dr. Patterson?

Mr. ParrErsoN. I would just like to comment briefly on the
consensus I was alluding to some moments ago. The fact that
investigators are agreeing on variables, concepts and measures I
think is encouraging.

There is a momentum to the study of antisocial children and
their families that has been building now for a decade. It is contrib-
uted to by at least five or six groups in this country and several
groups in Europe. I think it would be a shame if that momentum
were lost, so I am, of course, urging consideration for funding of
high quality research in this area, subjected to peer review.

I think that is also extremely important.

Senator SPECTER. Well, we are very appreciative of the efforts of
the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion at OJJDP, as well as the National Institute of Mental Health’s
Center for Crime and Delinquency, both of which have pioneered
and financed these important studies. There is quite a lot going on
in the appropriations process and the funding process, and I believe
that it is possible, through enough effort and enough demonstra-
tion of practical utility, to save some of these programs. These cuts
are not etched in granite. They can be preserved if sufficiently
persuasive arguments are advanced for their retention, and I have
been and will continue to work to do that. And I have a lot of
colleagues who share those sentiments.

, So thank you very much. I very much appreciate your being
ere.

I would like to call now Dr. Stanton Samenow, clinical psycholo-
gist, member of President Reagan’s Law Enforcement Task Force,
and Mr. Archibald Murray, attorney in chief and executive director
of the Legal Aid Society of New York. And Dr. Monahan, Mr.
Cohen suggests you might sit in on this panel, too.

Dr. Samenow, welcome to the panel and we would be pleased to
hear your statement and, to the extent you can focus in on the
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issues we have directed our attention to, I would personally be
appreciative.

STATEMENT OF DR. STANTON SAMENOW, CLINICAL PSYCHOL-
OGIST, MEMBER, PRESIDENT REAGAN’S LAW ENFORCEMENT
TASK FORCE

Mr. SaAMENow. I will scrap my opening statement and respond
specifically to what has been going on in this room this morning.

Senator, you want something that is ‘“persuasive and tangible.”
Those were your words. You want to do something now and act
today, and T am in sympathy with that. I don’t agree with Dr.
Monahan that we don’t know anything, but we do not know much
when it comes to prevention. If you are talking about early inter-
vention with people who are known offenders, that is another
matter.

I was a part of a 17-year study. I was a part of it for 8% years,
probably the longest-term study done in this continent, in which
we spent up to 8,000 hours with adult criminal offenders. I won’t
go through that story. That would keep us here on into the night.
But we certainly did find in that study that there are consistent
patterns of thought and action in the people that we dealt with,
regardless of their background.!

By the way, the people we dealt with were one-man walking
crime waves. They were career criminals. These are people who, I
don’t care how you define it—the numbers of crimes, the serious-
ness of crimes, the diversity of crimes and the earliness with which
they began—they did in fact make a career of it.

But we had to piece together some things retrospectively, so we
don’t really know how it all began. I am not in agreement at all
with those who say that to prevent delinquency we should take
money and try to improve social circumstances and launch into
social programs. That was .the thrust of the efforts in the 1960’s
and 1970’s which yielded few results.

Delinquents come from all walks of life—from broken homes and
intact homes. We dealt with people who came from a wide variety
of backgrounds. What emerged is there are a series of patterns of
thought and action which, in our group, emerged as early, in some
cases, as the preschool years.

I was quoted in the Los Angeles Times as saying I could take a 5-
year-old and predict whether he would become a career criminal. I
cannot. We are not there in our knowledge.

You talked about or you alluded to something in Philadelphia in
which—as I understand it—as part of a probation program it was
mandated that juveniles and their families sit down with counsel-
ors. That is where we are, I think, on early intervention.

But it is a shocking situation in this country, and I have spoken
in some 37 States, as to what actually passes for probation and
counseling. Probation in its present form is often a farce. It is a
sham and what has gone on is that the kinds of interventions that
could be made in the community, at least with some of these kids,

*These findings are presented in two volumes: Yochelson, Samuel and Stanton E. Samenow.
‘“The Criminal Personality: A Profile for Change.” N.Y.. Jason Aronson, 1976. Yochelson,
Samuel arig'zStanton E. Samenow. “The Criminal Personality: The Change Process.” N.Y.: Jason
Aronson, T
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are not being made. What is probation? You see a probation officer
for 20 minutes or one-half hour every 3 weeks. The push is more
toward paperwork than people.

I would recornmend, if you want to talk about early intervention,
that the kind of things you referred to in Philadelphia, that that
kind of effort be beefed up, that probation have some meaning.

Senator SPECTER. What should it consist of, Dr. Samenow?

Mr. SameNow. I think what it should consist of is this: One,
probation officers shouid be more than monitors and paper push-
ers. I think traditionally the role of the probation officer, as it was
lc;m;ceivedtl.ong ago,l wIas notto?lﬁto mokx)litor, which was necessary,

ut also to counsel. I'm not talking about turni i
shfinks—-(l}od unsel. t g rning them all into

am talking about having them have the time and opportunit
to sit down and talk with a youngster frequently ané) pWith hi}s,
family frequently. I am talking about a youngster who has been
arrested for a felony. As it is now, he comes into the court and
regards probation as a joke. The lore about probation floats around,
and the kids have a laugh. They get off free as far as they're
concerned.

There’s a suburban county here in Arlington, Va., that is trying
to make a stab at really having the probation officers do this. They
try to see the kids as often as possible. In some cases they mandate
counseling even outside the court if the court can’t provide it.

I do agree with whoever said it—Dr. Patterson—that for the
chronic antisocial adolescent it is too late. I am asked to counsel
kids sent to me by the court and I am known for dealing with
tough cases, so I get these chronic cases. It is like catching a tidal
wave with a bucket to try to counsel someone once a week at that
poIlng;hl_n lt{;heir llilves.

Ink we have to move back in time. It was interesting vou
chose the 9-year-old. I don’t know if you had a reason for i%, }k,)ut
certainly by age 9, around the fourth grade, there is a developmen-
tal leve_l, there is a conceptual level where I think some of this
counseling can be done.

Senator SpEcTER. What age would you pick, Doctor?

Mr. SameNnow. I would say 8 or 9.

Senat.or SpecTER. How successful are you in catching the tidal
wave with a bucket, by the way?

Mr. SAMENOW. Not.\{ery. I tell you in all candor I probably do
more to help the families and parents and teachers cope with the
situation.

Senator SpeECTER. What do you need for a tidal wave? What's the
minimum with which you can catch the tidal wave?

Mr. SameNow. I think I need two things and unfortunately they
are in short supply in this day and time. It's time, more intensity—
of course, that’s more money—and it also means a more consistent
hand of the court.

In other words, when I see a kid, if the legal leverage from the
court is minimal or a joke, I am not going to accomplish much with
this teenager. Now I’m not working with 8- and 9-year-olds. Unfor-
tunately, I don’t usually get to see them. I think that is where the

work should be done and I do think what Dr. Patterson was talking
about has some merit. .
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He said this: He said there are things that these kids do that all
kids do but these kids do it with higher intensity. In other words,
OK, there’s larceny in every soul or, as President Carter said in
that infamous Playboy interview, lust in every heart. Every kid
who steals a candy bar doesn’t become a career criminal. Conse-
quently, I can’t talk about the 5-year-old or the 4-year-old.

But there is a world view that emerges—the kind of kid who
views the world as a chessboard in which property and people are
to be moved about at whim and will, the kind of kid who fails to
develop a conscience, the kind of kid who seeks power and control
for its own sake, and I could go on and list a lot of other things in a
500-page book I have coauthored. I will spare you that.

But there is a world view. I think that teachers——

Senator SPECTER. You may spare me, but you will not spare Mr.
Cohen. [Laughter.]

Mr. SameNow. That’s all right. I would be glad to talk with him.
I agree with Dr. Patterson. The teachers, the families, the commu-
nity know many of these kids. He talked about referral by commu-
nity agencies, not necessarily after arrest.

His implication is that you can intervene in the lives of some of
these kids without stigmatizing them. Now I have confused two
things here and I had better separate them.

One is the kid who already has been arrested, and I will go back
to what you talked about that they are doing in Philadelphia. That
type of effort must continue. The kid who has been arrested, the
probation officer having the chance to be a counselor as well as a
monitor.

Now I have just shifted into something else. I am saying there
are kids who are stealing, lying, fighting, who have this world
view. Others know it. Others see it. We don’t want to tag them as
little criminals, but what we do want to do is to try to refer them
somewhere.

You ask me where. Well, probably the kind of clinics that Dr.
Patterson—I don’t know his work, but probably the kind of thing
he has been doing.

Senator SpEcTER. What do you think the prognosis is for getting
a wave of voluntarism, as the President has urged, from psychia-
trists, lawyers, psychologists and community groups?

Mr. SaMENOW. Oh, we are pretty selfish. I don’t know. I'd like to
say to you yes, I think there’s a good prospect of it. I think there is
some. I'm not terribly optimistic about that. I would hope there
would be some.

But let me say this. You know, you keep hearing about communi-
ty corrections and the desire to divert kids from the juvenile justice
system, and there are people working in community health clinics.
There are probation officers. There are people around.

OK, you can always say we need more of them, but the kind of
thing Patterson was talking about, the screening, assuming you
can get cooperation, well, if you can’t you may have to wait until
after the first arrest.

Now this business about the fifth arrest, the fourth arrest, the
third arrest, my view is if a youngster has committed a single
felony that’s serious. Often the first arrest is the tip of a massive
iceberg of other crimes for which he has not been caught.
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Senator SPECTER. Where would you intervene?
Mr. S.AMENOW. A.t.the first felony—right there. As I said, i
can enlist the families earlier and through teacher identii"'i

and so forth, at least to have someone take a look at these kids, if

possible, even before the first felony.
Senator SpecTER. Dr. Samenow, I am relu

bpt I am afraid if we don’t turn to Mr. Mu
time.

Vell};lrrfagamENow. May I make one more quick comment? It will be

Senator SpECTER. Surely.

Mr. SAMENOW. The history of correcti
mented fads. That’s not my statement.
minister and former commissioner of co
that.

Senator SPEcTER. 150 years of what?

Mr. SAMENOW. Undocumented fads. It’

ons is 150 years of undocu-
George Beto, a Lutheran
rrections in Texas, made

our adults—these patterns of thought a i
at}call y 111(111ders1,{tand more about their emergence.
would ask you and the committee to consider somethi
small-—not a lot of money—a small, long-t — cars, 15
years. I will conclude. ' oneTierm study—5 years, 10
Serator Specter. I would be interested in your specific sugges-

tions and I wil .
Spacsfian will ask Mr. Cohen to follow up with you on your

Mr. SAMENOW. All right.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Samenow follows:]

ctant to interrupt you,
rray we will run out of
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With Dr. samuel Yochelson, now deceased, I studieqd in detail the
patterns of thought and action %ﬂ%%AgﬁaFEgterize ériminél behavior,
Our study was based at Saint Elizabeths Hospital in Washington, D.C,
We siudied offenders fron a variety of backgrounds. but all were
heavily involved in crime from ap early age. OQur findings are'
Teported in the three volumes, The Crimingl Personalitx. We

developed a "habilitatinn" (not re~-habilitatinn) pProgram in which

citizens,

After our work was on "60 Minuteg" in 1977, 1 was beseiged

criminals in our study. In other words, could something be done

that would be Preventive, rather than society's Suspaining untold

Unfortunately. as George 3eto, both a Lutheran minister

and former director of Jorrections in Texas, stated: “The history

~We became convinced that criminals are not 8imply products
of their environments, They were not shut out of the mainstrean,

Rather.they rejected theip Parents, teachers, and the world of
responsible People long bhefore being rejected. These People
were victimizers, not victims, Criminals have a certain view
of themselves and view of the world., We developed a detailed
Profile of how criminals think. Their behavior ig a Product of

that thinking, Perhaps we all have larceny in oup soul and

121

share some of the characteristics that criminals evidence, but
the person who lies as a way of life, who bursues power and
control for its own sake, regards the world as his own Personal
chess board, and has almost no concept of injury to hthers --
that individual ends up with a different view of the world and
requires different measures to deal with hip than are now being
used,

I believe that with further study over time, it will be
Possible to identify the early thinking and action patterns
in children that will result in criminal behavior. (In fact,
I have moved back in time in my current work and am now

seeing teenagers and c¢hildren in a clinical setting who are

already offenders.) The early identification can be done without

labelling and thereby stigmitizing children. Just as we try to
identify learning disabilities and other problems when children
are young, so a similar attempt should be (and must be) made in
the area of crime. As more information is gleaned in this area,
it should be possible +to develop intervention strategies and
also to determine when the best intervention is no intervention
at all (i.e., some kids do bass thrlugh brief stages of mild
delinquent behavior),

Our 17 year study at Saint Eliéabeths showed that criminals
do think differently and that these differences (from their
responsible peers) showed up early, #

Efforts in thig area will require not another shotgun
approach and throwing money at g Problem in large amounts, but
rather meiiculous planning in a long-term effort to come to
grips with a pressing social problem. Such a project does
not require vast amounts of money ~- only a staff of committed
beople and freedom from arbitrary political Pressures and
deadlines. Can society afford not to engage in such an
effort?

—_—
*The findings of the Yochelson~Samenow study are contained in:

The Criminal Yersonality: A Profile for Change, NY: Jason Aronson, 1976,

The Criminal fersonality: The Change frocess, NY: Jason Aronson, 1977,

B AT

The Criminal Personality: The Drug User, in press,

e .
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Senator SpeEcTER. Mr. Murray, welcome. Thank you for being so
patient. We are very pleased to have you here and look forward to

hearing from you.

STATEMENT OF ARCHIBALD MURRAY, ATTORNEY IN CHIEF
AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, LEGAL AID SOCIETY, NEW
YORK, N.Y.

Mr. MurrAy. I am perhaps the only person here not a social
scientist. I hope you will forgive me for taking a different approach
to the entire subject matter. I will also try to be brief.

I find, amazingly, that people are willing to rely on predictors
which are not working. It seems to me that we are far too quick to
identify youngsters as being susceptible of becoming adult crimi-
nals and satisfied with a system of prediction that is no better than
50-50. That, it seems to me, is totally incompatible with a system
of government based upon ordered liberty.

I am concerned about the liberty interest of that individual into ~
whose life we are about to intrude. It is not as if all of the
intrusions that we have been talking about today are going to be
benign. In fact, I think many of the witnesses have indicated that
they are not really clear about what the impact of the intrusion
will be.

If we were to shift from social science, still using the treatment
model, and move over to the physical sciences, I don’t think anyone
would be satisfied with a drug being put on the market which was
no more reliable and valid than the prescriptions that we are
offering here in the social science context.

It seems to me that beyond the lack of certainty in the predic-
tions that we are offering there is also the problem that the pro-
grams and the techniques being offered do suggest serious potential
for exacerbating some of the divisions that exist within our soci-
ety—both racial and economic.

Some of the witnesses have indicated that part of the predictors
that they use are traceable back to race and socioeconomic circum-
stance and gender. I would suspect that by those standards I should
have been labeled a criminal a long time ago.

It seems to me we are entering rather dangerous territory. I am
urging that we do so with great caution. I would suggest to you
that the so-called services that are being offered are, by no means,
validated cures, and until we know more about their likelihood of
success, we ought to be far more cautious in putting them forward
as prescriptions.

Senator Specter. What do you suggest? What should we do?

Mr. MURrAY. At a minimum, if you are going to offer services, I
suggest we limit ourselves to dealing with young people who have
been adjudicated. We are talking about trying to identify kids in
the community who, as far as I can tell from the testimony, have
not been convicted of anything.

Senator SpecTER. That has been some of the testimony, but we
probably cannot deal with all of those who have been adjudicated
delinquents.

Mr. MurrAaY. Then, select some of them who have been.

Senator SpECTER. How many times adjudicated? Although adjudi-
cations of delinquency do not say with particularity for what, we
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can look behind the reco j i i
mrﬁce  detorma e rd or the juvenile court judge can and
you are adjudicating for alcoholism i
bring to bear oo oun we would not necessarily
W(ﬁld e move%ese limited resources we have, but at what point
r. Murray. If one is going to limit on i
Ing eself to d i
zvoal::%gige?elerh‘?v _lg}?v?hbeen ?ldjudlcated, I would supposeeirléggwmiig
: 1 ose whos i
59:1[‘1‘311? ﬁlreat il communit; behavior seems to pose the most
Ink you would be looking at kids who h judi
delinaions . Who have been adjudicated
Coln 1(1lce. s, but only with those acts of delinquency that involve
Senator SPECTER. And how man i
Mr. Murray. Perhaps a couple. Y such acts of delinquency?
%na}:&r SPECTER. And at what age?
r. MURRAY. At any point in the s ild i
: : point ir ystem when th
pagsmgt thrSough the juvenile justice process after adjudiczf;ic?rkl1 fid is
rotarnt s 4o Tt e 15 o et 80 o pin f o
! ‘ 00 late! Do we have to start ?
Mr. MURRAY. I should underscore I am not a social :gieiiigtoﬁ’g
noéegootd atspredlctln_;%r those kinds of things. .
nator SPECTER. You are attorney in chief d i i
tor of the L ] : and executive direc-
yoll\lqhave? egal Aid Soc1e‘ty of New York. How many lawyers do
r. MURRAY. There are about 600 ]a i
Senator SPECTER. How m ch fonns hoviing there. i
cril\rlilin%} justice justios ayets 1;11? experience have you had in the
v.r. MURRAY. I have been a lawyer for about 21
of Slf; 1ifntsobe":‘;en involved in the criminal justice proceszealrs and most
r Sp ials ¢
o ECTER. Then we accept your credentials and repeat the
Mr. Murray. I would su i
. . ggest a couple of things. One i
labeling not only damages the person’s image ofghimsneelf lilfgl Ell;f

WiIltl',’ n(:;fi‘1 b(ta able to catch a taxi.
8 that simple and I suggest to you that bef i
' ore
fiome area such as this and run the risk of doi;g Zi Iélx(l)gfml(l)lscs)
amage to people we ought to proceed with greater cautjon.

Senator SpEcTER, :
from their parents? You are opposed to taking I-month-olds away

Mr. MurraAy. I don’t su
Mr. M . ggest that, unless, perhaps, of
1s In grave danger of loss of life. Clearly th%t’ miéﬁ%rgf?f"ef‘hae

Senator SPECTER. What would th : ; .

' e legal impediments be? I
pose the fact could be - S be? 1 sup-
Pretty tough thing (e ;gvere enough to do that, but that would be a

r. MURRAY. It would be very tou
. \ gh. I would su
have to have a life-threatening situation. It certaigf); sc%gfdu lxzugg
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on the basis of someone deciding that parent A would be better
than parent B.

Senator SPECTER. It is an interesting thought. I have never seen
that done, Have you?

Mr. Murray. Removal of a child at 1 month?

Senator SpecTER. Removal of a child. I have never seen it done at
any age on the ground that the home is so potentially dangerous to
the child.

Mr. Murray. We had one that almost happened, and the child
did die.

Senator SeecTeR. If there is a case of child beating, the remedy is
to arrest the child beaters and to prosecute and convict.

Mr. MURRAY. And that leads you to having to do something with
the child.

Senator SpecTER. I have seen a lot of those cases in Philadelphia.
We prosecuted those in great numbers, but I never saw the corol-
lary. I recall the prosecution of both the father and the mother, but
I do not recollect what happened to the youngster.

The sentencing in those cases, as is the sentencing in almost any
kind of case, is so insufficient.

Mr. MurrAy. Our system in New York is slightly different. We
deal with cases of child abuse and neglect in the family court and
our juvenile rights division the head of which is here with me,
becomes the law guardian, responsible for representing the inter-
ests of the child. Where the circumstances are severe enough the
child may well have to be removed from the home.

Ms. Gittis, the head of the juvenile rights division, is here.

Senator SpeECTER. But you have not seen such a case?

Mr. Murray. Not at age 1 month.

Senator SpeECcTER. At what age?

Mr. MUrrAY. Baby Lenore was how old?

Ms. Girris. She was under 2, as I recall, but they have been
removed at the age of 1 month when there is a severe danger in
the house.

Senator SpecTER. You have seen such a case, Ms. Gittis?

Ms. GirTis. Oh, yes, for a number of years.

Senator SpECTER. There has been another interruption, Mr.
Murray. A vote has been signaled. I must leave here in about
minutes to vote. It is one of the fascinating things about this job.
You have to be in so many places at once and it really is interest-
ing.

Mr. Murray. Thank you. I would suggest that before we move
into these areas we recognize one other shortcoming in the entire
process.

It is that the literature I have been able to examine so far
suggests that statistical predictions are far more reliable than the
clinical predictions and while I think statistical predictions are all
right for determining what my insurance rate should be, it is not a
satisfactory basis for acting on the liberty of an individual.

It's all right for making predictions abhout groups, but when
we're talking about liberty we are not talking about groups, we are
talking specific individuals.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Murray follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ARCHIBALD R. MURRAY
I am Archibald R. Murray. I am the Executive Di-

rector and Attorney-in-Chief of The Legal Aid Society in
New York City. The Legal Aid Society is a private non-
profit agency which for 105 years has been providing le-
gal representation to the poor of the City of New York.
With a full-time legal staff in excess of 600 and a case-
load in excess of 225,000 annually, the Society is the
largest and oldest provider of legal assistance to the in-
digent in this nation. Under agreements with city, state
and federal authorities the Society serves as defender in
the state and federal court systems at both trial and ap-
pellate levels and as law guardian for juveniles in de-
linquency, status offense and child protective proceedings.
Through its Civil and Volunteer Divisions the Society also
provides civil legal assistance to poor New Yorkers. It
is from this perspective that I come to speak before you
today. ‘

Well ahead of Gault, New York began to accord recog-
nition to the fundamental rights of children. Approximate-
ly twenty years ago, after the publication of a seminal
study undertaken by Charles Schinitsky, who subsecquently
became the head of the Society's Juvenile Rights Division,
the courts in New York were restructured and jurisdiction
over children, whether‘charged with delinquent acts or be-

lieved to be in need of protective services, was lodged in

the Family Court of the State of New York. At the same
time, the legislature, recognizing the need for advocates
to appear on behalf of these children, made provision for
the appointment of law guardians and The Legal Aid Society
established its Juvenile Rights Division., Since then the

Juvenile Rights Division has been in the vanguard of the

BR-{BY  Qm RO m )
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development of the due process and other rights of children.
The Society has also made innovative and imaginative use of
social workers, educational consultants and members of other
ancillary disciplines in serving the needs of its young
clients.

I am grateful to Senator Specter and the Senate Judi-
ciary Sub-committee on Juvenile Justice for the opportunity
to share my views on the most important subject of preven-
tive intervention and its place in the juvenile justice
system. I urge the Sub-committee to be extremely skeptical
of the many proposals, now very much in vogue, to use an

inexact and unreliable methodology to make predictions of

future conduct and then to make decisions about a youngster's

life based upon those predictions particularly where the de-
cisions result in intrusive governmental action and limita-
tions on a youngster's liberty. Liberty is fundamental to
our society and to our system of government. Liberty may
be defined as the right to be left alone, to be free from

coercive government intervention, absent a judicial determi-

nation made under defined legal standards and upon proper

proof being offered that conduct has occurred which warrants

government intervention. (1)

The government in its role as parens patriae has an

obligation to this nation's children. That obligation re-
quires that affirmative.steps.be taken to aid the youth of
this country in achieving their full potential by making
educational and other opportunities and services available
to all. The state's legitimate and proper interest in the
welfare of its children must not and cannot be viewed as
providing a rationale for circumscribing the liberty of
youngsters by compelling them to undergo prescribed treat-

ment, to partake of prescribed services or to be subject
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to restrictive placements. The liberty rights of children
are no less vital than those of adults.(2)

I want to make one more general observation before
turning to my specific comments regarding the invidiousness
of utilizing prediction methodology, whether clinically
or statistically derived, as a basis for curtailing liberty.
Like most citizens of this country I am alarmed and dis-
turbed by the impact of crime on our society and the dread-
ful toll it exacts in so many communities. That toll falls
most heavily on poor and minority communities whose members
are the most frequent victims of criminal activity.(s)

There should be many urgent priorities in this country's

crime fighting agenda. Some of these priorities should be di-

rected to specific aspects of the criminal justice and
juvenile justice systems including the development of

meaningful non-incarcerative sentencing or dispositional

alternatives with adequate levels cf supportive services,

the overhaul of inadequate and overcrowded correctional

and detention systems and efforts to enhance the quality

and training of those who function within all aspects of
those systems. Priority attention must also be directed to
basic societal needs--to improving educational, vocational

and employment opportunities for all Americans whatever their
generation, to ensuring that there is decent, affordable hous-
ing in livable communities for all our citizens whatever their
socioeconomic level, and to making it poésible for all segments
of our society to have adequate health care and other'es-
sential services necessary for a decent quality of 1life.

I respectfully suggest that intrusive and restrictive in-
tervention in the lives of juveniles based upon grossly

inaccurate predictive capabilities should not be amongst

these priorities.
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The '"'Science' of Prediction

Both the courts(4) and the clinical studies(s) have
recognized that the ability to predict the future behavior
of a given individual is not only far from certain, it is
not far removed from the laws of chance. While it may
not be inappropriate for individuals to make choices and
determinations as to their private courses of conduct on
this basis, it is highly inappropriate for government
to use such an unreliable methodology as a basis for de-
privation of liberty whether through some form of coercive
intervention or outright curtailment of liberty.

As Professor Monahan has previously written:

ability to predict which juveniles
52?1 engagg in violent crime, either as
adolescents or as adults is very poor.
The conclusion of Wenk and his colleagues
that "there has been no successful attempt
to identify, within...offender groups, ﬁ
subclass whose members have a greater than
even chance of engaging in an assaultive
act" is as true for juveniles as it is for
adults. It holds regardless of how well
trained the person making the prediction is--
or how well programmed the cqmpgtgr——an@
how much information on the individual is
provided. More money or more resources will
not help. Our crystal balls are simply very
murky, an% ?o one knows how they can be
polished. 6

All of the studies of merit recognize that predictions
of dangerousness, however defined, necessarily entail a
high rate of false positives,(7)
(N)either psychiatrists nor anyone
else have reliably demonstrated an
ability to predict future violence...
neither has any special psychiatric (8)
expertise in this area been established.
Extended in-depth longitudinal studies have produced
false positives which occur in sixty-five percent of the
cases. (9) Even where variables were controlled and indicators

utilized to identify population segments that were three times

more likely than other groups to commit future violent acts,
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the unreliability of the prediction of the likelihood of
future criminality remains extraordinarily highclo) and
predictions of dangerousness are even more faulty.(ll)

The conclusion to emerge most strikingly
from these studies is the great degree
to which violence is over predicted.

Of those predicted to be dangerous,
between 54 and 94% are false positives--
people who will not in part be found

to have comritted a dangerous act.
Violence...is vastly over predicted,
whether simple behavior indicators or
sophisticated multivariate analyses

are employed, and whether psychological
tests or thorough ps%%%iatric examina-

tions are performed.
While the utilization of statistical data (as opposed
to clinically derived data) may reduce false positives to a
degree, the likelihood of false positives remains unaccept-

ably high. Moreover, behavior which is not likely to occur

with frequency is impossible to predict without a high rate

of false positives. Predicting the likelihood of violence with

respect to pre-delinquents raises the likelihood of even high-
er false positives.cls) Indeed, the base rate for criminal
conduct of juveniles who have never committed a crime is vir-
tually undeterminable. Thus, the probability of being wrong
when predicting criminal behavior is enormous.

It should also be noted that contrary to what Professor
Monahan seems to imply '"there are simply no reliable indica-
tors of which persons are likely to commit a dangerous act
within a specified period of time. " (14) Monahan's suggestion
appears to be that emergency short term intervention may be
viewed less seriously.(15) TIf this view was based on a
validated assertion that predictions about acts that may
occur in the near term are likely to produce fewer false
positives, it would have some merit. However, the studies
do not support such an assertion. Rather, they indicate

that as time increases, so does the likelihood that a pre-
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diction of dangerous behavior will be somewhat more accurate. (16)
It is apparent that, as with the mental health field,

there is a tendency in juvenile justice to over-predict the
occurence of future criminal behavior(17) and a concommitant
tendency to over-intervene. Given the lack of a reliable
prediction methodology, the effects even of non-coercive
intervention on those youngsters included within a target
population must be examined critically. Social science pro-
fessionals, psychologists, educators and legal scholars
have all been highly critical of labeling and classifi-
cation. (18)  gych practices are frequently viewed as self
fulfilling and may often be inherently discriminatory.(lg)
Certainly proposals which would target intervention toward
actuarily derived groups of youngsters would appear to
segregate youngsters along racial and class lines. (20)

No matter what conceptual framework

is employed, classifying a person

is an arbitrary process. Much contro-

versy exists over the usefulness as

well as the ethics of the classifi-

cation. It has been pointed out that

overt or covert ethnocentrism may

have a potentially destructive effect

on the lives of those who are classi-
fied...(21) S

Where the approach propcsed would involve coercive
intervention in the lives of those labeled pre-delinquent,
sound policy as well as the liberty interests of the
youngsters dictate that such proposals be rejected.

It is easy to salute liberty in the abstract. It may
often be difficult to remember that it is not merely an
abstract principle but a right of all citizens, including
our children. Only insofar as we reject proposals that
would undercut that right can we hope to remain a free and
democratic society governed by the rule of law. In this

time of great passion about crime we must be extremely
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careful, for our own safety's sake, not to let our zeal to

fight crime lead us to destroy our liberties.
On behalf of The Legal Aid Society of New York City,
I want to thank you for the opportunity to express our con-

cerns and reservations about preventive intervention.
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Senator SprcTer., W
. Well, T am ¢ i
Senate floor they are going rtl:J 3’1;5

before the N >
adjourn, vote, so it is going to be

Let me thank
you all ver h £ \
gotten . Yy much for coming. I thij
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interested in your conti Ly, Very important subject and I woulg be
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[Wherey ery much, and the hearing is adjourned.
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pon, at 12 o’clock p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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QUENTIN N, Jr, STAFF

September 28, 1981 *

Mr. Charles A. Lauer
Acting Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention
U.S. Department of Justice }
Washington, D.C. 20531 -

Dear Mr. Lauer:

The Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice of the Senate Committee on -
the Judiciary will be holding a hearing on Thursday, October 22, 1981
to consider early diagnosis and classification of persons most likely
to become violent criminal offenders. The Subcommittee is most inter-
ested in learning about the accuracy and utility of various efforts
to predict serious and violent crime by juveniles and adults.

It would be appreciated if you would furnish, by October 7, the
views of the Qffice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and
the National Institute of Juvenile Justice on this topic for the written
record. The Subcommittee wishes to know what role the National Institute
of Juvenile Justice has played in supporting research and demonstrations
in this area. In particulax, the Subcommittee wants to know what has
been accomplished by the National Institute of Juvenile Justice in pre-
dicting individual violent behavior. In addition, the Subcommittee is
interested in your future plans regarding this type of research and in
learning what can reasonably be expected to be accomplished if federal
support for this type of research is continued at approximately the
current level and what could reasonably be expected if the Federal
Government were to decline support for this type of research in the
future.

Thank yau for your attention to this matter.

incerely,

a T

rlen Jpecter

AS/jec
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. . Tl ecific projects re
I. What role has the Mational Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention € specitic projects re

lated to the above three areas are described below together with
played in supporting research and demonstrations in this area (diagnosis and classification

germane to the subject areas. Discussion of

i ; ] ult ediction studies | i i jon.
of persons likely 10 become violent offenders, and prediction of serious and violent crimes the results of prediction studies is contained in our response to the second question

by juveniles and adults)?

MNational Assessment of Case Disposition and Classification.

|
{
|
{ briet summaries of their results particularly
f
|
i
I
|
!
[

Section 243(1) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as

In 1978, NIJUDP sponsored o nationwide assessment of case disposition and classification
arnended, authorizes INIJJOP to "concuct, encourage, and coordinate research and . I in the juvenile justice system.  Conducted by the NIJJOP's National Juvenile Justice
evaluation into any aspect of juvenile délinquency...”". Section 243(2) authorizes NIJJDP System Assessment Center, this study consisted of two parts:

1) a comprehensive search
to "encourage the development of demonstration projects in new, innovative techniques

of the literature which summarized prior research on the case decision-making process,
and methods to prevent and treat juvenile delinquency.”" Section 244(2) authorizes NIJJOP

and 2) a juvenile justice system-wide Case Decision Survey made in seven jurisdictions to
to "develop, conduct, and provide for seminars, werkshops, and training programs in the

help determine how juveniles are classified, and to identify some of the possible
g
latest proven effective techniques and methods of preventing and treating juvenile !

controlling factors that could affect the disposition choice in processing juvenile cases.
delinquency for law enforcement officers, juvenile judges, and other court personnel,

probation officers, correctional personnel, and other Federal, State, and local government

Significant findings from this research (of interest here) follow.
personnel who are engaged in work relating to juvenile delinquency...",

v Officials in every juvenile justice system component have broad discretionary authority in
Section 247(a) requires INIJUOP to assist the National Advisory Committee in the ; deciding what label s assigned to juvenile cases and what processing dispositions will be
development of standards for the administration of juvenile justice.

:1 followed in handling juvenile referrals. Adequate guidance in the form of written local
I
i

policy guidelines was not generally found to be available to officials at almost any level of

Since its establishment in 1975, the NIJJOP has supported o rather broad and

the system when considering classification and disposition decisions.hat policy does exist

comprehensive program of research focused on serious and violent youth crime. Much of does not appear to significantly influence the decisions officials make.

this work has addressed the diagnosis, classification, and prediction issues. The bulk of

the work in these specific areas has primarily consisted of basie research, assessments of The marked absence of written policies coupled with other research findings increase the
st QIRAs NAS i 1y GO39 $ b 5

. likelihood that inconsistent lubeli joe

the state-of-the-art, of new State legislation, and program cevelopment, In addition, t ling doe

s occur in the juvenile justice system. The
extensive work has been accomplished on data base development at local, State, and regularity with which it occurs and subseque

nt impact on juveniles is, however, unknown.
national levels; and development of standards for the administration of juvenile justice,

many of which are directly rclevant to these areas of interest. At every level of the juvenile justice system, "accepted" or informal agency practices and

o customs appear to be significani determinants in labeling and disposition decisions. Little
Finatly, o significan) amount of Iraining has been provided 1o juvenile justice practitioners research has been directed, however, at determining what specific policies or practices
(especially judges and other court-related personnel) around diagnostic and classification

e !

exist in agencies or how they may impact case processing decisions.
. N . . . [
procedures and criteria as opplied to juvenile offenders,

Prosecutors are receiving an increasing amount of discretionary authority and the

et e e
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decisions they make significantly affect the way the system handles juveniles. Many
jurisdictions have given prosecutors ultimate responsibility for deciding if and when a
juveniie will be processed through juvenile court., Written policy, kowever, is virtually
nonexistent. Few studies have examined the problems that oceur at this critical point in

the system.

Virtually no studies have examined the staffing patterns, workload, informal agency
practices, and decision criteria used by prosecutors. This assessment disclosed that the
least experienced usually perform these functions and that the personnel are constantly
rotated. District attorneys also do not make available the same level of resources to
juvenile court staff, especially with respect to case investigation services, that are vsually

made available to other agency functions.

At the court level, the assessment found that very little research has been cone towards

examining the effect local judicial practices, policies, or orientation has on case

processing decisions. The research that hos been done is inconclusive in its findings about

the role these factors have in pracessing juveniles through the system.

The referral incident is the single most important faetor officials stress when choosing a

classification and disposition of a juvenile case at any level of the system.

In effect, at every level of the system, there was a definite relationship between how

serious an official perceived the offense and the classification decision that resulted.

At any point in the juvenile justice system enormous amounts of information are collected
about the referral incident, the juvenile, and his family background and socio-economic
characteristics, Overall, officials appear to consider only about half of the information

that is generally available before making g classificaiion and dispssition decision.

Across the system it was found that information about the a) juvenile's statement, b) prior

police contacts, and ¢) juvenile's attitude and demeanor are used more extensively by

officials when choosing a clessification und case disposition than any other information

available,

=y
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Virtually no research has studied the adequacy of evidence in a case. Cne study did
indicate that, even with adequate evidence, police may not process the case through
juvenile court. The Case Decision Survey did indicate that prosecutors do give serious

consideration to the quality of the evidence when deciding whether to file a court

petition.

The literature review did not identify any research that conclusively indicated how often
and under what circumstances reclassification of juvenile cases occured. However, the

survey revealed that little reclassification occurs at any level of the system,

In addition to these general findings, the assessment also identified a number of areas in
the juvenile justice system which would benefit from training, program development, and
research. Many of these have been incorporated into OJIDP activities and plans, to which

some reference shall be made shortly herein.

Data Base Development and Analysis.

NIJIDP has made a contribution to data base development and analysis pertinent to the
violent offender research area--at National, State, and local levels. Four projects are

especially relevant. Brief descriptions of these follow.

Since 1975, NIJIDP has provided support to the National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges for the National Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporting System (NUJJRS)--
formerly called the juvenile court reporting system. In existence since the 1930's, the
system has recently been improved and expanded. It now provides reliable nationwide
data on juvenile justice system handling of juveniles resulting in, for example, trend data
regarding classification and dispesitions. Special analyses of handiing of all offenders, and

such particular categories as violent offenders, are now possible--at National, State, and

local levels,

NIJIDP has also sponsored development of a local automated juvenile court information
system: Juvenile Information System Records Analysis (JISRA), in conjunction with the
National Council of Juveniie and Family Court Judges. This system provides complete

information on court processing of juveniles for both management and research purposes.

3
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Such information is helpful in diagnostic, classification, and predictive decision-making.

JISRA has been installed in Rhode Island (statewide) and has been transferred to other

jurisdictions, including the District of Columbia Superior Court.

NIJIDP has sponsored special analyses of the National Victimization Survey dat. in the

juvenile area. Offenses perpetrated by juveniles covered in the survey are primarily

violent (rape, robbery, assault) and also include personal larceny. Issues addressed include

changes in the rate of victimization by juveniles in the nature and seriousness of crimes by

juvenile offenders and in offender characteristics. Results from this work help refine the

factors and circumstances predictive of violence and ultimately will help inform

classification decision-making.

The last of these four data-base development projects is the National Survey of Seli-

Reported Delinquency and Drug Use. Involving repeated surveys of a national probability

sample of juveniles, results from this study provide benefits similar to those of the

national victimization work. Both of these projects, as well as the NUIJJIRS system, make

an important contribution to national trend monitoring and prediction in the violence area.

Replication of the Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study.

Whereas the original study involved

an examination of delinquency among 10,000 boys born in 1945, the replication study

population includes approximately 30, 000 girls and boys born in 1958 who attended school

in Philadelphia between the ages of 10 and 17. The study is designed to investigate such

areas as overall cohort delinquency rates, demographic and school correlates of

delinquency, first and subsequent offense probabilities, patterns of delinquent careers, the

effects of various sanctions on the probabilities of subsequent offenses, and advantageous

intervention points. The results of the replication study will also be compared to the

original birth cohort study to examine changes in delinquent patterns over time.

Reassessing the Relationship of Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile Careers. The second

major study of delinquency careers sponsored by NIJIDP consists of research on three
birth cohorts (1 %2, 1949 and 1955) of 4,079 boys and girls who had continuous residence in

Racine, Wisconsin. The study was designed to provide information on the relationship of

2
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juvenile delinquent careers to adult criminal careers; to determine which of various

alternative decisions by the justice System or the juveniles have helped to continue or

discontinue delinquency careers; and to suggest at what time in juvenile careers

intervention can be most effective.

High Risk Early School Behavior Predictive of Later Delinguency.

This project consists of
a longitudinal study of a random sample of 66! children who entered kindergarten in

Philadelphia in 1968, conducted by Dr. George Spivack, Hahneman Medical College. The

major purpose of the study is to identify early behavioral problems that' indicate that a

child is especially high risk for subsequent socially troublesome behavior in the general

school environment, in the classroom, and in the community. Information is being

developed on patterns of behavior, school achievement, and school responses, which are

predictive of academic failure, emotional disturbance and delinquency through grade

twelve,

Problems of Secure Care.

NIJIDP supports a research project in Massachusetts conducted

by Harvard Law School's Center for Criminal Justice pertaining to secure care of juvenile
offenders. The research examines both the determinants and effects of correctional

-

i

reform and is attempting to define the essential features of an effective secyre ca

program in a largely community-based correctional System. Preliminary results follow.

In terms of diagnostic and classification lieeds, the research supports the use of offense
background, an important criterion for classification/disposition decisions in some cases.

It suggests that it js preferable to base such decisions not solely or primarily on the

offense background, but rather on actual staff knowledge regarding what it takes to
control particular youths.

management as the vehicle for the review of diagnostic and Program placement decisions

and for caseload Supervision and control.

In terms of diagnostic and classification needs,

the research Supports the use of offense
background,

88-489 0—82——19
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It suggests that it is preferable to base such decisions not solely or primarily on the

offense background, but rather on actual staff knowledge regarding what it takes to

control particular youths. The research also suggests the use of continuous case

management as the vehicle for the review of diagnostic and program placement decisions

and for caseload supervision and control.

A Comprehensive Study of the Effectiveness of Correctional Programs for Serious and

Non-Serious Juvenile Offenders. Directed by Professor Jackson Toby, Rutgers College,
this project consists of a longitudinal study of nearly all juveniles who entered the New
Jersey State Correctional System between October, 1977 and July, ! 978. It was designed
to assess the effects of mixing dangerous and less serious offendets in a variety of
correctional programs, and an examination of the conditions under which incarceration of

violent offenders leads to increasingly violent post-institutional behavior. Preliminary

results follow.

Offenders incarcerated in units containing a high proportion of previously incarcerated

Youngsters are more likely to be arrested for a violent crime within six months of release
from the institution than offenders incarcerated in units with a low proportion of

previously incarcerated youngsters.

Offenders incarcerated in units with a high proportion of violent youngsters are no more

likely to be arrested for a violent crime within six months of release than offenders

incarcerated with a low proportion of violent youngsters.

Offenders incarcerated in correctional units with a high level of participation in

community activities (e.g., work, church attendance, movies, recreation) are less likely

than offenders incarcerated in units with a low level of participation in community

activities to be arrested for violent crimes with in six months of release.

Offender Careers and Restraint: Probabilities and Policy Implications. In 1976, NIJJDP

funded follow-up research to the original Philadelphia birth cohort study. This project

~ consisted of a study of a sample of the earlier research group about 15 years later.

L)

143

Specifically, the major objectives of the project were 1) to examine the relationship

between juvenile and adult criminal careers, 2) to determine the amount and types of

offenses attributable to chronic offenders, and 3) to assess the crime reduction effect of

restraint by incarceration. The study is based ona 10 percent sample (975) of the original

cohort of 10,000 malss from the earlier study. Data on demographic characteristics,

official and self-reported offense histories, dispositions, and sanctions through age 30

were analyzed.

Assessment of the Implementation and Impact of Juvenile Law Reform

in_Washington

State. The Institute of Policy Analysis was awarded a grant to study the implementation

and impact of Washington State's new juvenile justice legislation (House Bill 371, as

amended). These legislative provisions reflect the most dramatic and broad-sweeping

legislative changes in the administration of juvenile justice in the country. The

assessment, which is equally comprehensive, directed by Dr. Anne L. Schneider,

addresses the following major objectives of the new law: formalizing the system of

juvenile justice and ensuring due process for offenders; diverting less serious offenders;

establishing uniform sentences for juvenile offenders; removing status offenders from the

jurisdiction of the juvenile court, and establishing an alternative service delivery system

for non-offenders. Preliminary results follow.

One of the most significant provisions related to the classification, diagnosis and

treatment of serious, violent juvenile crime is the development of presumptive sentencing

standards.  The standards are designed to insure that sentence (dispositions) are

proportional to the seriousness of the juvenile's instant offense and past delinquent

history, and determinate in nature.

sentencing standards was to promote fairness and equity in application of sanctions for

criminal behavior of juveniles, and to make juveniles accountable for their criminat

offenses rather than to serve as a mechanism of predicting future criminal behavior.

One of the major unintended consequences of the legislation, reported by juvenile justice

o e
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system prosecutors, was the increased use of plea bargaining in processing of juvenile

cases. As expected, when discretion is significantly Curtailed, the standards were most

frequently criticized for their rigidity, and complexity as well as leniency with regard to

repeat or chronic offenders. However, the survey indicated that while "manifest

injustice" (a provision which allows judges to sentence outside the standard range) was

infrequently invoked, it usually resulted in an increase in the severity of the sanction

imposed, often resulting in the commitment of "uncommittable" youth,

While this effort does not have direct implications for the prediction of future violent

criminal behavior, it promises to provide valuable information on a well-conceived and

balanced approach towards dealing appropriately with the chronic, serious and violent

offender, as well as the less serious offender through the adoption of sentencing

guidelines.

Training.Over the last several years the National Council of Juver.mile and Family Court

Judges has conducted a broad range of training courses for judges, key court-related

personnel, court administrators, probation officers and others. Of the 3,025 individuals
trained, over 2,000 have attended courses which have had specific diagnosis and
Classification components. These components have been based on "state-of-the-art"

information derived from NIJIDP, NIJ and NIMH research, Some specific areas covered

in addition to the serious and violent delinquent, have been mental retardation, children

with special problems, drug abuse, alcohol abuse, treatment in training schoolis,

commitment and release decision-making, the impact of nutrition on behavior and

dysfunctioning families.

Of particular importance is the textbook developed by NCJIFC3J entitled "Dispositional

Alternatives in Juvenile Justice: A Goal Approach! This textbook provides a

classification system with recommended dispositions.

Three major sets of comprehensive standards for the administration of juvenile

justice have been developed by nationally prominent organizations and profegsional groups

over the last decade. All have recommended specific decision-making criterja relating to

145

intake, detention, waiver, and dispositional decisions which take into account the

seriousness of the offense, the juvenile's role in that offense, and the juvenile's prior
record.

Consistently, all of the standards Broups recommend the adoption, implementation, and

monitoring of written policies within each juvenile justice agency which structure the

discretion of decision-makers in Processing juvenile cases,

With the exception of standards which allow preventive detention, basically all other

recommended responses Particularly to serious and violent offenses, are in response to

Past behavior rather than predictive of future behavior.

Application of standards
governing the court!

$ jurisdiction over delinquency and non-criminal misbehavior and the

programs and treatment.

Without clearly written policies and guidelines designed to achieve these objectives,
decisions will continue to be made that neither protect the public from violent juvenile

crime nor protect the juvenile from inconsistent handling in the juvenile justice system or

the indiscriminate transfer to the adult system,

charged with serious/violent crime are attached.

NAC Standard 3.116, "Transfer to Another Court--

Delinquency (attached) describes the

conditions, procedures and criteria that should be followed in

waiving a juvenile to
criminal court. It takes into account the age of the juvenile, the nature of the alleged
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offense, the juvenile's delinquent history and the inefficacy of each of the dispositions
available to the juvenile/family court. Diagnosis of a juvenile's amenability to treatment

is one factor to be considered in making the waiver decision..

Standards regarding the use of secure detenticn are intended to limit the use of detention
to the most serious and violent juveniles. Sin’_ﬁlarly, the standards recommend that
dispositions resulting in secure confinement provide for classification of offenders based
on the seriousness of the juvenile's offense, in determining the appropriate sanction.
Subsequent to placement in a correctional facility, diagnostic testing is required for the
development and implementation of an individual program plan to meet the needs of the

juvenile while in confinement.

2. What has been accomplished by the Mational Institute for Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention in predicting individual violent behavior?

As a first step toward developing a better understanding of the serious and violent juvenile
crime problem, OJJDP sponsored a National symposium on the subject in 1977. Prediction
of serious and violent juvenile crime was one of the major issues of discussion. Lr., John
Monahan was asked to prepare an analysis of the state-of-the-art of predicting individual
future violence, e concluded that although the best predictor of future violence by
juveniles seems to be their past behavior, our ability to predict which juveniles will engage
in violent crime, either us adolescents or adults, is still very poor. However, we have

begun to identify characteristics which influence the probability that a juvenile will

commit a violent act.

Also reported to the symposium was one of the key studies which has identified some of
the characteristics predictive of violence. This was an NIJJDP-sponsored follow-up study
of a 10 percent random sample of the original 1945 Philadelphia birth cohort, by Dr,
Marvin Wolfgang. He reported that the probability that an offender will recidivate after
c'ommitﬁng a fourth or fifth offense is very high (about .80). His results also suggested

that oge, sex, race and socio-economic status affect the ‘probobility of a juvenile

indicated that for the sample who had no police contacts p

or more contacts after 18, while 659
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Finally, in another of the symposium papers, Dr.

the duration and intensity of careers in viole

nt crime among different types of offenders,
Following the 1977 Symposium,

improving our ability to predict serious and violent delinquency.

the replication of the 1945 Birth Cohort study in Philadelphia by Cr. Marvin Wolfgang

Prediction of violence is past violence, For males the probability of committing at legst

one more violent offense after five offenses is slightly greater than §

5 percent, Females
also showed « high probability of a fourth or fifth offense, T hus, while past behavior may

the study Suggests that using this factor al
rates of false predictions, Also,

be the best predictor, one would result in high
in hig

the preliminary findings suggest that the probability that
a juvenile will commit q violent offense also differs by race and sex. The probability for q
non-white male is three times higher than the chances for a white male

The probabilities
for females are lower but maintain the same racial differences

« A series of prediction analyses

rior to age 18, only 5% had five

» of those who had five or more contacts before age

Franklin Zimring identified several of the

and

NIJJIDP initiated several studies designed to contribute to

The first of these was
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information alone does not improve our predictive efficiency significantly. The result

would be both teo many false positive and false negative predictions.

The third major study (ongoing) in this area broadened NIJIDP's approach to the area of
prediction. Dr. George Spivack is attempting to identify early non-delinquent behavior
patterns and societal responses which are predictive of later high risk of involvement in
delinquency. The preliminary results indicate that there is a high risk behavior pattern for
later police contacts which can be identified as early as kindergarten. The pattern
involves psychological characteristics of the child interacting with the stress of initial
school attendance, and subsequent specific types of responses by school officials. The
value of this approach to prediction lies in the potential to develop preventive
interventions which address these early behavioral signs of high risk for {ater involvement

in delinquency.

A next step in NIJIDP's approach to the area of prediction was to commissiqn, in 1981, an
update of the state-of-the-art of prediction to serve as a basis for designing new research.
Dr. Joseph Weiss and John Sederstrom assessed the most recent findings related to

prediction of serious juvenile crime.

The assessment revealed that developments in the area of prediction based on the
presence of known or presumed causes of delinquency are still insufficient to add
significantly to the efficiency of predicting future behavior from past behavior. This is
due, in part, to inadequate indentification and measurement of the causes or predictors of
delinquency. However, studies have continued to show that prediction based on past
behavior results in a 50% to 75% rate of false positive predictions. Thus, the result of
decisions based on such information is likely to be considerable public expense for
unnecessary interventions, as well as substantial costs to the recipient of the intervention.
Dr. Weiss concludes that more rigorous research is needed to establish the causes of

delinquency and thus, improve our ability to predict delinquent behavior of all types.

Vi
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3. What future plans has the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention made regarding this type of research?

NIJIDP plans to continue and expand its program of research on serious and violent

juvenile crime during Fiscal Year 1982. The areas tentatively identified include research

on 1) the chronic offender, 2) juvenile and criminal justice system responses to the chronic

or violent offender, 3) programs designed to ensure swift and certain prosecution and

punishment of these offenders, and 4) improvement of violence prediction capabilities.

New research is planned in these areas in addition to continuation of some current efforts.
Anticipated continuation activities in the above four areas are likely to include replication
of the landmark Philadelphia birth cohert study being conducted by Professor Wolfgang

and his colleagues at the University of Pennsylvania; follow-up research to Professor

Shannon's Wisconsin study of the relationship of adult criminal careers 1o juvenile criminal

careers; the Violent Offender Research and Development Program; the chronic aspect of

gang and law-violating group behavior; and, the Massachusetts study of secure-care of
serious and violent offenders by Professor Lloyd Ohlin and Dr. Alden Miller at Harvard
University.

Each of the studies makes a direct contribution to new knowledge in one or more of the

three areas of concern here.

We also anticipate continued activity in data base development and analyses.

efforts might

These
include updated analyses of the National Victimization Survey data;

continuation of the National Survey of Self-Reported Delinquency; the National Uniform

Juvenile Justice Reporting System; and, local data base development.

As noted earlier, these efforts make. direct contributions to predictions of serious and

violent crimes both at the individual and aggregrate levels,
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Several new research efforts are under consideration which might include an additional
cohort/offender career study; more in~depth research on the causes of chronic

involverment in serious and violent juvenile crime, and the transition from juvenile to adult

criminality; a research and development project on gange violence; q comparative

dispositions study; research on the effects of legal, organizational, and philosephical

factors on processing decisions and outcome; and g prospective violence prediction study.

Again, each of these studies would make q direct contribution to new knowledge in one or

more of the diagnostic, classification, and prediction areas,

4, What can reasonably be expected to be accomplished if federal support for this type

of research is continued at approximately the current level and what could reasonab|

y be
expected if the Federal Government were to decline support for

the future?

this type of research in

Most, but not all, of the efforts described will continue at reduced level

are available. With no funds, these efforts would end. It should be noted that the

Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime, Final Report, August 17, 1981, stated

that adequate resources should be available for the research, development, demonstration,

t evaluation of methods to prevent and red
disseminuting the

and independen uce serious crime; for

se findings to federal, state, and local justice agencies; and for

implemenﬁng these programs of proven effectiveness at the state and local level,
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STATEMENT OF SALEEM A. SHAH, Ph.D., CENTER FOR STUDIES OF
CRIME AND DELINQUENCY, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HEALTH

I am honored to have this opportunity to respond to the request of the
Subcommittee for a written statement of views with respect to the accuracy and
utility of efforts to predict serious and violent crime by juveniles and adults.
In addition, I was asksd to provide information on the role which the NIMH Center
for Studies of Crime and Delinquency has played in supporting research in this
area and on the types of research that might be supported in future.

The Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency is the focal point in the
Natjonal Institute of Mental Health for research on antisocial behavior, individual
violent behavior, and related Taw and mental health interactions. The objectives
of the Center's program are to support research and training endeavors that can
improve the ability to understand, cope with, treat, and prevent problems of mental

health fnvolved in the above behaviors. The scope of the Center's program encompasses

biological, behavioral, psychosocial, and e}npirical legal studies,
A major activity of the Center since 1ts inception in 1968 has been the support

of research on individual violent behavior. Studies of this type have been of con-

sistently high program priority because of the frequency with which problems of

mental health tend to be involved. For example, over the past 12 years the Center

has sponsored research which has explored: (1) the putative role of the 47,Xyy
chromosome abnormality in the genesis of individual violent behavior; (2) the epi-
sodic dyscontrol syndrome and individual violent behavior; (3) studies of childhood
aggression; (4) ways to reducé violent interactions between police officers and
citizens -- e.q., in police responses to family crises and quarrels; (5) the fre
quency, nature, and mental health consequences of violence within the Tamily;

(6) adequacy of hospital and ather health agency responses to physical and mental

health needs of battered women and assault victims; (7) the dangerousness of
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mentally 111 persons discharged from public mental hospitals as compared to that of
released prisoners and the general populations; and (8) effects of homicides on
the mental health of surviving next of kin.

Another feature of the Center's program has been the development of a monograph
series for the purpose of insuring that important research findings on mental health
aspects of antisocial and violent behavior are made readily available to policymakers,
program administrators, and professionals in the areas of concern and to the general
public. Some recent and forthcoming titles in the series reflect the scope of the

Center effort: Criminal Commitments and Dangerous Mental Patients (1977), Police,

Prisons, and the Problem of Violence (1977), Dangerous Behavior: A Problem in Law

and Mental Health (1979), Clinical Prediction of Violent Behavior {1981), Clinical

Treatment and Management of the Violent Person (forthcoming), and The Adult Mentally

Disordered Offender and the Criminal Justice System (in preparation).

As indicated by one of the afigrementioned monograph titles, the Center has
given particular attention to issues related to the prediction of violent behaviors.
Several research projects have been supported in this area and more have been planned,
In addition, I have personally had a longstanding interest in the topic of violent

and dangerous behaviors and have written on several aspects of this topic (Shah, 1977
1978a, 1978b, 1981).

Some Conceptual Issues. Concerns about the alleged or possible dangerousness of
an individu$1 are raised at several stages in the criminal justice and mental health
systems -- e.g., involuntary commitment of the mentally 11, adjudication and commit-
ment of I sexual psychopaths, corifinement and release of
persons acquitted by reason of insanity, and of course, at numerous points in the
criminal process (Shah, 1981),

A major consideration in efforts to predict behavior (be it violent or some

other form) pertains to the manner in which behavior is viewed and conceptualized.

Behavior

prosocia
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-=~ whether defined as violent, dangerous, antisocial, friendly, ar

1 -~ is often viewed as stemming largely if not entirely from within the

person and as being a fairly stable and consistent characteristic of the person

(i.e., as a personality trait).

In contrast, a situation-focused view of behavior

places much emphasis on external stimuli and variables in the physical and social

environment as the basic determinants of the person's hehavior.

Tatter approach, however, is that it tends to ignor

A weakness of the

e, or at least underemphasize,

person-related consistencies in behavior.

Much theoretical and empirical work has been done in recent years with respect

to an jinteractional conceptualization of behavior.

importanc

of their physical and social environments as well with s
situations,

This approach emphasizes the

e of understanding the ways in which persons interact with variaus aspects

pecific interpersonal »
The view is that behavior almost always involves

between individuals and various situatio o

Magnusson

During the past two decades,
followers in the field of personality and social psychology.
attempts to apply this model to the undérstanding

behavior was that of Grant and Toch (Toch, 1969) in a study funded by NIMH.
study involved 128

officers, prison inmates,

encounters,
and victims

unfolded.

ns they encounter, Or, as EndIeEVand
(1976) have noted: T T ’ ) . T

Not only 1s the individual's behavior influenc
features of the situations he or she encounters, but the person
also selects the situations in which he or she performs, and

subsequently affects the character of these situations (p. 958).

ed by significant

the interactionist perspective has gained many

One of the more notabie
and prediction of individual violent
This

men {police officers, men who had assaulted police
and parolees) who had shown patterns of repeated violent

Attention was focused on the chain of interactions between aggressors

and on sequential developments in encounters as the violence

The study of the violence-prane men showed that some individuals have

a continuous interaction
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rather persistent interpersoral orientations and styles which enable them to per-
ceive, construct, and respond ta a varietylof interpersonal situations in a manner
that produces high probabilities of violent interactions. These individuals respond
aggressively to certain interpersonal cues or stimuli which arouse no such response
from other individuals. In a very real sense, therefore, such “violence-prone"
individuals manage to create their own situations with/gihggg¥e2¥ternal cues or
provocation.

On the other hand, as Grant and Toch were to show in a later study also funded
by NIMH (Toch, Grant, and Galvin, 1975), violence-prone men can be incorporated into
problem-solving groups in which they succeed in helping both themselves and others
to alter interpersonal styles in ways that can help to reduce the Tikelihood of
violent interactions.

The foregoing discussion thus points up the way in which the implicit or explicit
conceptualizations of behavior (including violent behavior) are 1ikely to affect
the manner in which tasks of assessment, prediction, and the treatment and handling
of violent behavior are approached. Traditional practice tends to focus attention
primarily on the individual's personality and behavioral traits, especially aspects
of past behavior. Relatively 1ittle attention is given to particular setting and
situational factors, and on patterns of interpersonal interactions which may dif-
ferentially affect the 11kelihoo& of certain behaviors of concern. The more recent
scientific literature, however, stresses the need for greater attention to particular
setting and situational conditions which have in the past and are 1ikely in the
future to elicit, provoke, and maintain violent and criminal behavior. The same
literature also points up the importance of attention to supportive, stressful, and
other relevant factors that affect a person's adjustment apd functioning in the
community. Studies have shown, for example, that accurate predictions of post-

hospital adjustment of mental patients in the community have hinged on knowledge of
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the environmeqts in which ex-patients will be Tiving, the availability of jobs

family and related supported systems -- prather than on any measured characteristic

of the ex-patient's personality or his in-hospital behavior (Fairweather, 1967;
] 3

Fairweather et al., 1974),

Some issues Pertaining to Predictions of Dangerousness.

The term dangerousness,

as used here, refers to g propensity, i.e., an increased probability as compared

to others, to engage in dangerous behavior. Dangerous behaviors refer to acts

that are characterized by the application or overt threat of force and are Tikely

to result in injury to othgr persons., Thus, as used here, dangerous behaviors are

considered to be Synonymous with violent behaviors.

An indivi . . .
individual's dangerousness s considered at several decision points in

the criminal justice and mental health systems. Indeed, with respect to the mental

health system, there has been a remarkable increase in past few years in the number

of jurisdictions that have begun to use the criterion of dangerousness (and/or the

closely related notion of "Tikelihood of serious harm"} for purposes of involuntary

commitment and release of the ment i i i
e ally i11. A survey of civil commitment statutes

published seven years ago/Harvard Law Réview (Note,

laws were explicitly phrased in terms of

while ten Taws used the criterion of "likelihood of serious harm." A survey com-

pleted in September 1977 (Schwitzgebel, 1978) found that fully 20 state commitment

statut i
es had incorporated the "dangerousness" criterion, either alone or in con=-

Junction wit i
h ather criteria, and that the phrase “likelihood of serious harm" was

being used in 28 statutes,

Bearing in mind that the term dangerousness s defined here as referring to

a propensity (i.e., an increased probability as compared to others) to engage in

dangerous or violent behavior, an important conclusion may be drawn with respect

to efforts at prediction of dangerousness. The words emphasized above indicate

1974} indicated that'only fdur<s£étes

"
dangerousness" as a commitment criterion,
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that what is to be predicted is the probahility that certain persons will engage in
violent behaviors. Such predictions cannot be made in dichotomous (dangerous/not q
dangerous) fashion; rather they can only be stated in terms of anticipated
ilities.

prObazllzn the admittedly somewhat vague nature of the term "dangerousness," it has
often been suggested that what should be predicted is the specific dangerous be-
havior and not some mere propensity for such behaviors. Such a view is common and
understandable. However, there is much evidence that for a variety of reasons,
and especially when dealing with behaviors that have very low frequency of occurrence
{i.e., Tow base rates), mental health professionals and others display poor pre-
dictive accuracy and tend markedly to overpredict dangerousness. This has been shown
in a landmark NIMH study and in other studies as well (Steadman and Cocozza, 1974;
Cocozza and Steadman, 1974, 1976; Monahan, 1975).

As indicated above, dichotomous predictions for behaviors which typically have
a low base rate pose a number of problems. Such ‘ predictions do not
reflect the considerable range of variability and probability that are actua11y'
involved. Moreover, such predictions cannot readily take into account the crucially
important situational factors commonly involved in determining whether or not a
criminal or violent act will actually occur, A variety of factors, such as those
pertaining to setting, availability of weapons, targets of opportunity, and inter-
personal stimuli, will typically be involved.

Predictions should thus refer to the probability that certain individuals with
particular characteristics {as reflected mainly in past behavioral patterns), and
functioning in particular social settings, may engage in certain types of behaviors
(e.g., serious criminal acts) over a given period of time such as 12.or 24 montﬁs. E
Given the many problems associated with the clinical predictions typically provided f
to courts and other related agencies (Monahan, 1978b; Shah, 1978a,b; Steadman and |
Cocozza, 1978b) and in order thét the probabilities may be determined reliably ¢
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and precisely, I beljeve that greater reliance should be placed on the use of

actuarial and statistical approaches in predicting dangerousness. The use of such

statistical approaches {e.g., base expectancy tables and other related devices)

combined with more systematically derived and perjodically tested clinical indicators,

would help to reduce the problems inharent in relying on the va

gue clinical Judgments,
hunches,

and intuitions of mental health professionals and other decision-makers.

Can Dangerousness Really Be Predicted? Given the considerable literature that has

developed on the topic, many persons may well be inclined to respond to the above

question with a flat No! There seems to be a common wisdom abroad that dangerous-

ness simply cannot be predicted with any acceptable degree of accuracy, and several

empirical studies can be cited in support of such a view (e.g., Wenk et al

.y 19723
Steadman and Cocozza

» 1974, 1978b; Cocozza and Steadman, 1976).
It should be noted, however, that the question posed in the heading of this

section is couched in very general and indeed global fashion. No mention is made

of particular groups or subgroups for whom future dangerousness is to be predicted,

nor is there any indication of the prediction methods to be used (clinical or

actuarial), or of the level of accuracy desired or expected for purposes of particular

decisions. Suppose, for example, the question had been: Can generosity be pre-

dicted? Can friendliness be predicted? Can trustworthiness be predicted? oOr,

to turn the issue around completely: Can public safety be predicted?

Tihe point is simply that very general questions of this kind cannot be answered

satisfactorily by a flat yes or no. To say that it is very difficult to achieve

high levels of accuracy in predicting violent behaviors which have very low base

rates is not the same as asserting that the task is simply impossibie.

As Menahan
(1978a) recently noted, "

-+-a careful reading of the prediction research to date
does not support the unqualified conclusion that the accurate prediction of violence

is impossible under all circumstﬁnces or that psychiatrists, psychologists, and

88-489 O0—82——11
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others will invariably overpredict its occurrence by several orders of magnitude"
(p. 198),

Events that have Tow base rates are indeed very difficult to predict with
high Tevels of accuracy. Moreover, even the accuracy that is achieved comes at
the cost of high rates of "false positives," that is, persons who are predicted
to be dangerous but who will not actually display such behavior. The relevant

Titerature on this point goes back more than 25 years,

It must be noted, however, that for most purposes of the mental health and
criminal justice systems, the level of reliability and acéuracy that is needed in
predictions of dangerousness is not absolute. The levels of predictive accuracy
required will vary with the nature and importance of the decisions to be made.
Likewise, the specific decision situatiorgwill invelive differing sets of competing
objectives and trade-offs; thus, differing rates of “error" will be acceptable
as Tong as certain other objectives can be met. For example, different rates of

"false positive" arrors maj' be accepted depending on whether we are dealing with

discretionary release decisions (e.g., probation or parole) for a convicted offender

with several previous convictions for crimes of violence,with protecting the
president from certain would-be assassins, or with a probation-versus-incarceration
sentencing decision involving a check passer. In short, the fundamental public-
policy decisfon will not hinge simply or only on the empirical or technical state
of the predictive information. The basic issue 1s the degree of reliability and
accuracy that should be expected before a variety of important legal, social, and

public-policy decisions can properly be made.

Predictions Involving Recidivistic Offenders. In situations related to events with

very low base rates (e.g., frequency of occurrence) there are typically rather

e e AR A i e i et S et
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high rates of "false positive" errors. But when dealing with a group that has much

higher base rates for dangerous behaviors (e.g., offenders with several arrests

and convictions for serious misdemeanors and felonies), the predictive task is

relatively easier. Nevertheless, since one is still predicting "dangerousness" (i.e.,

the probability of engaging in further serious and violent crimes), higher levels
of accuracy, but not absolute accuracy, will be obtained. Much recent research
evidence points to certain groups of delinquents and criminals who have high rates
of committing serious and violent offenses.

Wolfgang et al. (1972), for example, in a NIMH birth cohort study involving
almost 10,000 bays born in Philadelphia, found that about cnhe~third (3475) of the
beys had had at least one officially recorded police contact; but almost half of
these youngsters showed no further police contacts. A very small proportion of the
total cohort (6 percent), however, and a small proportion of those whe had a single
police contact (18 percent), had been charged with five or more offenses. This
group of 627 chronic offenders accounted for fully 71 percent of all the homicides

committed by the cohort, 77 percent of the rapes, 70 percent of the robberies, and
69 percent of the aggravated assaults.

In a further study which has received support from both NIMH and the Department

of Justice, Wolfgang and associates have followed a 10-percent random sample of the
original cohort since 1968, Official and self-reported offenses through age 26,
and arrests and dispositions to age 30, have been analyzed (Wolfgang, 1977).

The followup shows that while 18 percent of all the offenders in the cohort were

chronic offenders {with five or more crimes) by age 18, by age 30 fully 31.4 percent
were chronic offenders. Using the birth cohort data up to age 30, Wolfgang found that,
after the fourth offense, the probability that the offender will recidivate was about

0.80, and the likelihood that the next offense would be an index crime averaged

0.426 (ranging from 0.300 to 0.722).

.
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Similarly, a study in New York City (Shinnar and Shinnar, 1975) found that
while only two percent of all persons arrested had been previously arrested for
homicide, 40 percent of all those arrested for homicide had previous arrests for a
violent crime and 30.5 percent for felonious assaults.

The Rand Corporation has conducted a series of studies of career criminals.

One of these (Petersilia et al., 1977; Petersilia, 1978) involved 49 felons in a
medium-security prison who had at least one conviction of armed robbery, and who
had served at Teast one previous prison term. In contrast to research that uses
official police statistics or relies on victimization surveys, the data in this
study were derived from detailed personal interviews with the felons and from checks
of official criminal justice records. Obviously, given the selected nature of this
sample, no broad generalizations can be made, but some interesting and potentially
useful information was obtained by these investigators.

The 49 offenders reported a total of 10,500 crimes, or an average of 214 per
offender. In a criminal career averaging about 20 years {with about half the time
spent in prison), each offender committed an average of about 20 major felonies per
year (about 4 violent and 16 property crimes). When the self-reported crimes were
compared with the official data, only 12 percent of the reported crimes were found to
have resulted in a recorded arrest, (These and similar findings have abvious implica-
tions with respect to relying only on officially recorded arrests, let alone criminal
convictions, for accurate estimations of the nature and extent of an individual's
actual criminal behavior.)

Petersilia (1978) reports that criminal careers typically had begun as early
as age 14, had tended to peak in the early twenties, and then begun to decline around
and after age 30. For instance, in the age group of 14 to 21 years, the offense
rates averaged between 20 to 40 crimes per year; for those 22 to 25 years old, the

rate was about 12 crimes per year; and by the time the offenders were 26 to 30 years

old, the number of offenses had dropped to 7 per year.

.
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In addition, two broad categories of offenders emerged from this study sample:

the intensives, who saw themselves as criminals and went about their crimes in a
rather purposeful manner, and the intermittents, who were Jess likely to see

themselves as criminals and whose crimes were Tess frequently but more recklessly

committed. The intensives tended to commit several crimes a month but were arrested

for only about 5 percent of their crimes. In contrast, even though the intermittents

had generally lower rates of crimes, they were much more likely to be arrested
(Petersilia et al., 1977).

As interesting and informative as these findings are with respect to career

offenders and their patterns of offens1ve behavior, there are 11m1tations to

wider genera]izat1on of the rindings in view of the small size and selected na

ture
of the sample. Similar findings, however, have been obtained by the Institute

for Law and Social Research (INSLAW) in Washington, D.C., based on information from

PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System) Research Project. PROMIS (1977a, b)

analyzed data pertaining to all arrests for nonfederal crimes in the District of

Columbia between January 1, 1971 and August 31, 1975. Information was available

on 72,610 arrests which fnvolved 45,575 defendants; the data file provided information

about the frequency with which individuals were rearrested, reprosecuted, and re-

convicted during the 56-month period of the study.

This major study found that persons who were repeatedly arrested, prosecuted,

and convicted accounted for a disproportionately large share of street crime. For

example, persons who had been arrested four or more times in the 56-month period

represented only 7 percent of the arrestees but they accounted for fully 24 percent

of all arrests. Thus, the extensiveness of the criminal history (regardless of whether

it _is expressed in terms of arrests, prosecutions, or convictions) seems to be

good predictor of future criminality. in essence, the PROMIS project found that if

a defendant had 5 or more arrests before the current arrest, the probability of

5 gt e
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subsequent arrest approached certainty. It was aldo found that a significant per-
centage of these repeat offenders switched Setwee felonies and misdemeanors:
today's petty larceny defendant may have been involved in a past robbery and might
possibly be involved in a future aggravated assault or even a homicide, Similarly,
30 percent of defendants who had been ‘arrested at Teast twice during ﬁhé 56~ o
month period accounted for the majority of arrests (felonies and serious misdemeanors)
during this period. With respect to crimes of violence, it was found that 18 percent
of the persons arrested for crimes of violence accounted for 35 percent of the
arrests. Moreover, fully 26 percent of all felony cases--31 peﬁcent of robbery
cases and 28 percent of the rurder cases--involved defendants who had been arrested
while on conditional release (pretrial release or probation or parole).

The above findings concerning persons with long and well-established patterns of
serious {including violent) criminal behavior indicate that the predictive task
would certainly be easier when dealing with groups consisting of individuals with
fairly high frequencies of serious crime. However, although waiting until the be-
havioral pattern seems well-established will tend to increase predictive accuracy,
the usefulness of the predictions may well be greater if made earlier in the criminal
career, Also, it must be cautioned that although retrospective analysis readily

reveals the small group of offenders who account for disproportionately high rates

of crime, the predictive task very early in the criminal career remains quite difficult.

Further, very few offenders "specialize" in crimes of violence; rather, offenders
tend to be invelved in both violent and property offenses.

In essence, then, the issue of predicting violent behavior raises rather vexing
dilemmas with respect to the level of predictive technology, various legal and
Constitutional considerations, as well as broad public policy determinations. And,
while the degree of predictive accuracy remains one important consideration, it
certainly is not--nor should it be--determinative for the ultimate decisions %hat

require balancing of several societal values and objectives.
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Some Relevant NIMH-Supported Research. The following are some examples of recent

and current studies supported by the NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency
and bearing on issues of prediction.

Steadman and associates (Steadman et al., 1978 a, b) have undertaken research
that provides a much-needed clarification and explication of the basic policy-
relevant questions pertaining to the dangerousness of mental patients. These
investigators compared, in a New York Jurisdiction, the arrest rates of released
mental patients and the general population with similar rates for released criminal
offenders. Two samples were used, patients released (during a 12-month period) in
1968, and another sample released in 1975. Summarized briefly, Steadman et al.

(1978a) found that patients with arrest records before their hospitalization

atcounted. . for the subsequently higher arrest rates for the released mental patients.

Hospitalized mental patients without previous arrest records had later arrest rates
generally lower than those of the general population., What seems to account for the
higher arrest rates of mental patients (as compared with the general population)
in more recent years (namely, the 1975 sample), is the fact that there were more
persons in state mental hospitals who had previous arrest records.

More importantly, when comparisons were made between patients released from
state mental hospitals and offenders released from penal institutions in the same
jurisdiction and during the same period of time, it was glaringly evident that the ex-

prisoners had subsequent arrest rates three to six times higher than those of the

patients. And, with respect to violent crimes the arrest rates (per 1000) for the
1968 sample for the general population, the ex-patients, and the ex-prisoners were
2.2, 2.05, and 22.63, respectively. Similarly, the arrest rates for violent crimes
for the 1975 group, and in the same sequence, were 3.62, 12,35, and 87.50, respec-
tively (Steadman et al., 1978b).

These findings support what is well-known to criminologists. For both the

1968 and the 1975 groups, those persons (mental patients and offenders) who had
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one arrest before their confinement were rearrested substantially more often than
the general population, and those with multiple prior arrests had exceedingly high
rates for arrests following their releasa. The ex-offenders had rearrest rates for

violent crimes that were six to ten times higher than those of the mental patients,

Of course, given variations in civil commitment laws, related policies, and
practices, as well as variatfons in the demographic characteristics of particular
regions and the range of facilities and options for "Tess restrictive alternatives"
for the care and treatment of the seriously mentally 111, one would expect to find
some differences were the above study to be replicated in several other jurisdictions.
However, it would not be surprising to find that persons with several arrests and
convictions (viz., incarcerated offenders) will tend to have higher rates for sub-
sequent re-arrests.

Another NIMH funded project followed the delinquent and criminal careers of
all males who in 1964 were high schoel sophomores in a non-metropalitan Pacific
Northwest county. The following arrest probabilities were derived from this sample
(N=309) through age 29:

# About 21 percent of nonmetropolitan boys were arrested on a charge
of delinquency prior to reaching age 18;

a ] Tinquency

About 50 percent of nonmetropolitan boys arrested on a de

’ charge wege arrested again on an adult criminal charge prior to
reaching age 29;

linquency
bout 22 percent of nonmetropolitan males never arrested on a de
* gh:rge wege arrested on an adult criminal charge between the ages of

18 and 29,

Final results of this study (Project RO} 14806, "Maturational Reform and Rural
Delinquency," Kenneth R. Polk, Ph.D.) are now being written up for publication and
will provide a valuable counterpart to the earlier cited longitudinal study by

Wolfgang and associates (Wolfgang, 1977) which generated similar arrest probabilities

for urkan males,
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A different investigator in the Pacific Northwest s

_currently assessing the feasibility and likely pay-off of a new longitudinal

study aimed at developing efficient and cost-effective methods for early prediction
of subsequent delinquency. At present, the level of predictive accuracy in this

area is typically below 50 percent, with the result that current programs aimed at

:\;1
early treatment of delinquency are involving many children who do not need such

treatment. .. If the level of predictive accuracy can

be sufficjent1y improved, prevention programs will be in a better position to

‘achieve greater
efficiency in delivery of services and possibly in outcome effectiveness as
well. (Project RO1 MH 32857,

cost-

"Multivariate Prediction/Understanding of Delinquency,®
Gerald R. Patterson, Ph.p. and Rolf Loeber, Ph.D.)

Another current study, which has been conducted in collaboration With the Natioral

e and Delinquency Prevention
tudinal panel design with a natjonal probability sample
aged 11 to 17 1n 1976,

Institute of Juvenile Justic s involves a multicohort Tongi-

of 1,725 male and female subjects
The primary focus of the study to date has Been on the

epidemiology of delinquent behavior in the American youth population.
accumulate, the project wit,

As further data
test a new integrated theory of delinquency and generate
new predictive statements with respect to extent and serfousness of delinquency and

early adult criminality in the entire sample and 1in subsamples. The findings thus

far indicate that while about 85 percent of the sample youth had some involvement in
delinquency over a three-year period, only about 5 percent committed serious crimes.

No evidence was found for a general race differential in the incidence or prevalence

of delinquency, although Anglos had generally higher rates for theft offenses,

public
disorder offenses, and drug use,

while Blacks had higher rates for felony assault and

robbery offenses. At a global level, delinquent behavior was found disproportionate1y'
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among Tower/working class, male, urban/suburban youth between the ages of 15 and
17. (ROV MH 27552, "The Dynamics of Delinquent Behavior - A National Survey,"
Delbert S. Elliott, Ph.D.)

Future Plans. The understanding and prediction of behavior is of fundamental impor-
tance n efforts to address a variety of mental health, criminal justice, and related
societal concerns. Given the complexities involved, the research endeavors in such
areas need to be sustained over a long period of time to build upon previous and
existing studies, and thus to move in an incremental fashion to improve fundamental
understanding of the ways in which such knowledge can be refined and applied to various
social needs. Thus, the program priorities of the NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and

Delinquency have remained somewhat stable over time, although adjustments and refine-

ments are made in response to Congressional directives, Departmental and Agency priorities,

as well as developments in the substantive areas of scientific concern,

The Center plans to continue its efforts to better understand §io]ent behaviors,
to improve our ability to predict suck behaviors more reliably and accurately, and
also to develop more effective means for the handling and treatment of such behaviors.
Clearly, violent behavior is not of concern only to the criminal justice system. For
example, problems pertaining to aggressive and antisocial behaviors account for a
largeproportion of children brought by parents to mental health centers, child
guidance clinics, and related treatment facilities. And, if such patterns of childhsod
behaviors can more effectively be treated (in Targe measure by impraving "parenting
skills"), Tater and more serious problems in the home, community, in schools, as well
as later serious delinquent and criminal behavior may be prevented.

Another area in which further research is needed would involve replication of the

earlier cited study by Steadman et al. which compared the actual dangerousness of
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persons released from mental institutions and of persons released from penal insti-
tutions in the same Jurisdiction. Additional studies of this type are needed to
inform public policies, programs, and practices pertaining to the commitment, treat-
ment, and release of the mentally 111. As indicated earlier, despite the lack of
systematic supportive evidence, mentally 111 persons who have not yet engaged in any
actual violent behavior (but may only have threatened toc do so) can much more readily
be subjected to preventive confinement than persons with long and even glaring records
of serious and violent crimes,

As the foregoing discussion has also suggested, much more needs to be understood
about specific features of social settings that elicit or provoke violent behaviors
by certain persons. Such research could add significantly to our understanding of
interpersonal violence and our ability to predict it, Through such improved knowledge,
better decisions could be made as to whether a particular offender or mentally i1l
person requires institutionalization in order to protect the community or can be
left in the community provided he or she can be closely supervised, accepts certain
treatment, or agrees to avoid the social settings that have been the occasion for
violent interactions. And, to the extent that effective treatment can eliminate
certain types of violent behaviors in some individuals (e.g., as a possible outcome
of treatment research currently being supported on sexual offenses such as pedophilia
and rape), the subsequent criminal recidivism can be reduced.

Finally, while it has been observed that the notion of preyention is "breath-
takingly plausible," effective implementation of this idea in the field of violent
behavior can be very difficult. In general, two essential elements of technology
are needed. First, the ability to predict the Tikelihood that the behaviors of concern
will occur. Second, effective means of intervening to change or avert the predicted
behaviors. Unless or until such technologies are avai]FbIe, prevention programs may
not be very effective no matter what their scale or expense. Continuing research on

prediction and treatment of violent behavior is clearly needed if we are to have any
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