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ABSTRACT
This study, a test of the specific deterrence in
the area of juvenile delinquency, has three basic concerns.
The first of these is to obtain perceptual measures of the
primary components of the doctrine.

Individuals interpret

reality, and it is this perception or interpretation of
reality, rather than reality itself, that influences
behavior.

Second, the concern is to consider the pleasure

aspect of delinquent involvement.

Prior research has con-

centrated on punishment, virtually overlooking

p1easur~.

And thirdly, the concern is to view specific deterrence in
terms of its implicit temporal ordering, that perceptions
be measured prior to the advent of subsequent delinquency.
Specifically this study investigated recidivism of
juvenile male first time

burg~ary

offenders.

The data was

drawn from police reports, probation officer's impressions
and interviews with 127 boys who met the criteria of this
study.
The specific patterns found are both cpnsistent and
inconsistent with the deterrence doctrine.

Consistent with

the doctrine, pleasure is directly related to recidivism.
The fact that pleasure is also one of the best predictors
ix
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of recidivism suggests that its omission from most prior
research may certainly have diminished the potential predictive power of the doctrine in those studies.

Consis-

tent with both the doctrine and prior research, certainty
of apprehension (logarithm) is a primary deterrent to
recidivism.

The findings regarding the severity of

punishment, on the other hand, are not so straightforward.
Admittedly, the recidivists did not experience what they
perceived as severe punishment.

The court's response

appeared to be irrelevant, and the response viewed as one
of the most severe (grounding) by the recidivists was infrequently applied to them.
Consistent with the doctrine, severity of apprehension (punishment) was inversely related to recidivism.
However, the effect of punishment appears to be an indirect one through the condemnation of the act.

This

suggests that fear of punishment may not be the "deterring force"; rather, certain and severe sanctions may act
to educate the one-time offender, specifying what is
accepted as moral behavior.

Obviously, further research

is needed to uncover the interrelated effects of certainty
of apprehension, moral condemnation and
ment.

sever~ty

of punish-

CHAPTER ONE
THE DETERRENCE DOCTRINE AND
RELATED RESEARCH
The notion of deterrence (that the threat of
punishment reduces crime) is so much a part of JudeoChristian tradition that is pervades common parlance and
rests like a cornerstone in many of our child rearing and
human nature philosophies.

The finding that punishment

acts to extinguish the punished behavior borders on being
a tautology.

In some ways, it is amazing that deterrence

is still considered a question.

Yet within the scientific

community there is much dissension regarding the
validity of the "deterrence doctrine".

While social

scientists in the 1950's investigated and dismissed the
worth of deterrence, a recent resurgence of interest has
brought into question these earlier findings.

This preser-

verance of deterrence may well be attributable to its
extensive potential for practical application.

While

philosophers cite deterrence as the justification for
punishment, legislators enact and amend rules of punishment and judges impose and suspend punishment all in an
attempt to reduce crime (clearly evidence of "belief" in
I
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the truth of deterrence).

The practical application of the

deterrence doctrine, varying punishments to reduce crimes,
has a definite monetary payoff as both crimes and punishments
have associated costs.
The deterrence doctrine is not a theory per see

It

lacks, among other things, specification and evidence.
Simplified it states 'chat the more severe and the more
certain punishment is, the lower the crime rate.

Discussions

of this doctrine have been primarily rhetorical in nature.
Most of the research in this area has dealt with objective
measures of ,punishment and the incidences of crime (e.g.,
Uniform Crime Rate).

Some recent work has contended that

the doctrine is psychological in nature.

Research following

this contention has dealt with subjective measures (i.e.,
perceptions of the certainty and the severity of punishment) •
Virtually no research has sought to relate temporally
p~rception

of rewards and punishments with subsequent illegal

activity.

It is my contention that the proper focus of

considerations of the deterrence doctrine is on perceptions,
and it is the intention of this study, a test of specific
deterrence, to relate perceptions of individuals to their
own subsequent illegal activities.
Deterrence Defined
Definitions of deterrence are numerous and vary
from very simplistic statements to very complex formulae.
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Most definitions (e.g. Beccaria 1819, Bentham 1843, Kenny
1929, Andenaes 1952, Ball 1955, Wilkins:1969, van der Haag
1969, Bedau 1970, Zimring 1971 and Gibbs 1975) include
considerations involving the fear or threat of punishments
which results in crimes not being committed because of the
perceived risk of that punishment.

In other words,

deterrence is generally held to be " • • • the omission or
curtailment of criminal activity by an individual in whole
or in part because the individual perceives the omission or
curtailment as reducing the risk that someone will be
punished as a response to the activity"

(Gibbs 1975:39).

The perceptions of punishment, according to the
definition of deterrence, ·serve to restrain or prevent
certain activities.

Gibbs (1975) correctly states that the

act of omitting activities is not observable and thus
deterrence per se is unfalsifiable.

However this observa-

tion does not diminish the value of the deterrence doctrine.
The existence of deterrence, or a deterring force, is an
assumption of the deterrence doctrine and its definition,
like all other definitions, is a tautology.

Its value lies

in its ability to generate accurate predictions based upon
those assumptions.

For example, the deterrence doctrine

allows us to derive a testable hypothesis through the
following syllogism:

4
1.

The more certain and/or the more severe
an in.dividual perceives a punishment for a
particular crime, the more that individual
is deterred from committing that crime.

2.

The more an individual is deterred from
committing a particular crime, the less
likely is the individual to commit that
crime.

3.

Therefore, the more certain and/or the more
severe an individual perceives a punishment
for a particular crime, the less likely is
the individual to commit that crime.

Deterrence itself is unobservable and thus can only be
inferred.

Hypotheses derived from the deterrence doctrine

contain terms which can be ope'rationalized and are thus
testable.

Their value lies in their ability to predict

and hopefully explain the relationships between punishments
and crime.
General versus Specific Deterrence
While not the only subcategorizations of deterrence,
the distinction between general and specific deterrence is
the most common and the most relevant to this study.

Few

studies have made a distinction between general and specific deterrence and thereby produce serious interpretability

5

problems.

General deterrence is the threat of punishment

curtailing or preventing crime.

It is nonoffenders

remaining nonoffenders because some offenders are punished.
Specific deterrence deals with the recidival patterns among
offenders.

It is the experience of a punishment for a
,

crime curtailing or preventing future violations.

This

study will be concerned with specific deterrence - the
frequency of recidivism among punished offenders.
Deterrence and the Classic Theorists
The concept of deterrence predated Sociology evolving
wi th the e'arly Social Contract Theorists.

Beccaria, in-

fluenced by the French Encyclopedists, is recognized as
the classic originator of the deterrence doctrine.

He pro-

posed the concept of deterrence in his attempt to rationalize and alleviate the severity of some of the punishments
for criminal acts of his time.

Ironically, subsequent

writers used much of his philosophy to petition for more
severe punishments.

In the mid-1900's Beccaria, who deemed

the death penalty as neither legitimate nor necessary (1819),
was often quoted by those supporting and ridiculed by those
opposed to the death penalty.

Beccaria envisioned the

intent of punishment not to torment nor to undo a crime
already committed, but rather (1) to prevent the criminal
from doing further injury to society and (2) to prevent

6

others from committing criminal offenses.

He argued that

punishments accomplish this by being swift, severe and
inevitable.
Bentham, an eighteenth century Utilitarian, also
saw the need for punishment as a deterrent to crime and,
like Beccaria, perceived punishment itself. as evil.

Punish-

ment, in his. view, was justified only to the extent needed
to outweigh. th e advantages of crime.
Beccaria and Bentham were both social reformers who
sought to rationalize the criminal justice system and thereby
reduce the severity and arbitrariousness of punishments.
Some twentieth century c'ritics have simplified the deter..:..
rence doctrine to the statement that "the more severe the
punishment, the less likely crime".

This is an abridged

summary of the doctrine which ignores the warnings of its
originators, that if the severity of punishments for different crimes are equal, the likelihood of the more
severe crimes are equal, the likelihood of the more severe
crimes could be increased.

Bentham cited the example of

equal punishment for theft and murder, contending that
such a situation would motivate thieves to murder as the
murder would make the crime easier and the chance of being
identified, less.

Beccaria was concerned with the effects

of overly severe punishments.

He suggested that judges and

witnesses might alter their decisions or testimony because
of the nature of the punishment to be applied.
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The orignial intent of the doctrine was to reduce the
severity of punishments to the minimal level

n~cessary

to

offset the rewards and to reflect the differential severity
of the crime.

However the doctrine has been opposed on

grounds varying from the position that (1) it is a tautology
and, therefore, useless (Bedau 1970) to (2) it is 'inhuman',
if not immoral, in that it might propose such things as
flogging for traffic tickets or resurrecting drawing and
quartering (Armstrong 1969).
Deterrence Doctrine within
Other Theoretical Perspectives
Th~

deterrence doctrine has not been completely

embraced by any major sociological theoretical perspective.
Its closest association is with the psychological framework
of operant conditioning, and by extension, exchange theory.
Criminal behavior is viewed as operant behavior - being
maintained by the changes that it produces in the environment (Jeffery 1965).

Criminal acts are positively rein-

forced and they will continue until sufficient negative
reinforcement (i.e., punishment) is applied.

Yet, this

very framework partially rejects deterrence.

The effec-

tiveness of all negative reinforcers is questioned, as are
the abilities of official sanctions to act as reinforcers.
While criminological frameworks would seem to be
ideal home for the deterrence doctrine, it has yet to be
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fully accepted.

Sutherland and Cressey's suggested process

of learning delinquency through differential association,
the process of learning attitudes favorable to criminal
activity, seems especially relevant to the deterrence
doctrine.

Could we not define those same attitudes as per-

ceptions of certainty (the probability of being apprehended),
and severity (the extent of punishment anticipated)?

This

suggestion has been rejected by both Sutherland and Cressey
(1966).

Their rejections not withstanding, the fear of

punishment and the perceived certainty of punishment could
be learned, relearned, or even redefined as a result of
differential association, associating with those who had
been punished or those who had committed illegal acts and
had not been punished-.
Sykes and Matza (1957) and Ma"t.za (1964) also come
close to considerations of deterrence in what they term
the "process of neutralization", but they fail to consider
the possibly integral part played by the police and courts.
It is plausible that the police by not detecting, and the
courts by not punishing reaffirm (i.e., support and reward
in an operant conditioning way) illegal activities.
To develop this point further, if a juvenile perceives the illegal act he has committed as serious, expecting severe punishment as a consequence of violation,
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and if that juvenile's experienced punishment is less
severe than (s)he expected, perhaps the juvenile reassesses his/her perceptions about the seriousness of the
offense.

This is the normative erosion hypothesis (see

Erickson et ale 1980) which follows from the Durkheimian
position (1933), that the function of punishment is to
reaffirm norms.

Violations of norms that society deems

serious require severe punishment.

The imposition of

severe punishment validates the norm.
by appropriate sanctions may erode.
indicate less serious norms.

Norms not validated
Lessor punishments

Therefore a punished juvenile

reassesses his/her perceptions about the seriousness of
the offense based on the severity of the punishment received.

And to the extend that moral condemnation of the

act inhibits the commission of the act, a reduction in the
perceived seriousness of an act may result in an increase
in the likelihood of that act being committed (see
Erickson et ale 1977 and Jensen et ale 1978).
Deterrence, while not embraced by these perspectives,
is not in conflict with them.

Yet, it is with an allegedly

competing perspective, that of labeling, that the deterrence
doctrine is accepted - albeit accepted as the antithesis.
Thornberry (1971) contends, but his data fail to support his
contention, that the more severe the punishment, the more
likely future

~elinquency.

This is the labeling perspective.
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This perspective de-emphasizes the etiology of deviance and
emphasizes the notion of "secondary dEwiance".

It contends

that the act of negative sanctioning "labels" the individual and thereby increases (1) the likelihood that the
individual himself as well as others will perceive him as
deviant and, consequently, (2) the likelihood of future
deviant activity.
The labeling perspective places emphasis on the
responses to deviance.
deterrence.

This is not inconsistent with

Responses to deviance are a vital concern for

the deterrence doctrine as well.

The question, however,

for deterrence is whether the responses are perceived as
punishing or rewarding.

tVhat the courts may presume to be

punishing may indeed be rewarding for some offenders.

For

example, gang members in South 'Phoenix reportedly tatoo
their hands with teardrops indicating the amount of "hard
time" done, which they then display proudly as a badge of
courage and accomplishment.

The punishment of imprisonment

or detainment is redefined as a test of endurance whereby
status within the gang can be enhanced.

Indeed, the per-

ceptual nature of punishment cannot be overstated.' What
is defined as punishing by one individual may be defined
by another as rewarding.

The supporting evidence for·the

labeling perspective may well be examples of the divergence
between presumptive and perceptual aspects of punishments.

11
Deterrence Meets Empiricism
The deterrence doctrine received much of its support
and opposition prior to the 1950's by way of case studies.
Studies conducted to test the doctrine were frequently
limited in scope and were plagued with methodological
problems (for a detailed discussion see Zimring and Hawkins
1973).

Since the fifties, research has been primarily con-

cerned with the death penalty.

This interest was then

generalized to studies of crime rates and imprisonment.

In

both of these types of studies the severity of punishment
is presumed.

No effort was made to determine how' severely

punishing sanctions were perceived by potential violators.
Death Penalty Studies
Studies of the

deterren~

effect of the

deat~

penalty

usually compared states having the legal possibility of
execution with those that did not.

They presumed that

capital punishment is the most severe punishment.

Schuessler

(1952:54) contends that since" • . • people fear death more
than anything else, the death penalty is the most effective
deterrent".

Studies comparing the homicide rates in states

having abolished the death penalty found no significant
differences (Sellin 1959 and 1967 and Bailey 1974).

It

should be noted that the legal possibility of the death
penalty does not necessarily mean that individuals were
executed.

In fact the number of people executed over the
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years has declined, from 190 in 1938, 56 in 1960, to the
recent moratorium (see LEAA 1977).

Other researchers

investigated crime rates right before and right after an
execution and found no differences (Savitz 1958 and Graves
1967).

The issue of whether deterrence "worked" became a

political issue as social activists pushed for the abolition
of the death penalty and coincidently for the downfall of
the deterrence doctrine.

Bell's (1955) contention that

capital punishment was an effective deterrent for those
executed, underscores the fact that these studies failed to
distinguish between general and specific deterrence.
~ritics

Some

suggested that homicides did not provide an adequate

test of deterrence since most homicides are the result of
impulsive and not cd.lculated behavior as there might be with
an "instrumental" crime such as burglary (Geerken and Gove
1977).
Little criticism of these studies was based on their
assumption that the death penalty is a more severe punishment
than life imprisonment, or that the manner of execution may
affect the perception of severity.

The researchers dealt

with objective measures, presuming their own severity
ranking applied even in light of the fact that some convicted
individuals faced with life imprisonment have actually requested the death penalty (recent examples include Gary
Gilmore in utah and Robert Victors in Arizona).
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Perhaps the major criticism of these studies is
that they departed significantly from the classical statement of the deterrence doctrine.

Becc~ria

(1918:50; italics

added) insisted that the " • • • death penalty cannot be
useful, because of the example of barbarity it gives".
Besides the basic question of the severity being perceptual,
Beccaria suggested that severity of punishments is less
deterring than certainty of punishment, and that an increase
in severity could easily reduce the certainty of punishment.
Research affirmed Beccaria's speculation, finding that in
capital cases the witnesses are reluctant to testify, juries
reluctant to condemn, and the State, less likely to execute
(for a detailed discussion, see Kerr 1978).
Ecological Studies
Gibbs (1968) improved on previous ecological death
penalty studies by analyzing homicide rates in various
states in terms of both severity and certainty of punishment.

Again the measures were presumptive, severity being

the number of months served in prison; and certainty, the
number of admissions to prison per the number of homicides
reported.

Gibbs found support for the deterrence doctrine

in that both certainty and severity were negatively related
to homicide rates.

Gray and Martin (1969) reanalyzed Gibb's

data finding support for the doctrine, and Tittle (1969) used
a similar approach measuring certainty and severity of the
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seven index crimes.

He found that a high probability of

imprisonment is associated with lower crime rates.

While

Chiricos and Waldo (1970) raised some methodological issues,
later research tended to confirm the doctrine especially
with regard to the importance of certainty as a deterring
consideration (Logan 1971 and 1972, Bailey et al 1974,
Tittle and Rowe 1974, Antunes and Hunt 1973 and Teevan 1976).
While the preponderance of studies tend to be supportive, 'the
findings are not conclusive.
Criticisms of the ecological studies have often cited
the inaccuracies of police and prisoner statistics.

Bailey

and Smith (1974) noted that by calculating certainty as the
number of admissions to prison for an offense per the number
of reports of that offense, values greater than one were
recorded.

Again focusing on the measurements, another critic

noted that these studies redefine the risk of punishment
(certainty) to be the risk of imprisonment, a definite
departure from the original doctrine (Andenaes 1975).

This

departure underscores two major problems for this type of
research - interpretations and perceptions.
With regard to interpretations, criticisms of these
studies have dealt with their failure to distinguish between
general and specific deterrence, most notably the failure to
consider the effects of incapacitation.

The economists

rapidly entered the deterrence controversy, mathematically
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. isolating the effects of incapacitation and still finding
support for deterrence (Korbin et al. 1972, Ehrlich 1972
and 1973 and Blumstein et al. 1978).

Other interpretabi-

lity problems were not as easily ameliorated.

Walker

(l~7l)

noted that as sanctions for prostitution increased, apprehension decreased.

In this instance, analysis based on

official statistics would support deterrence, as the
sanctions increased the crime rate decreased.

Yet this

could not be interpreted to mean that' the increase in
sanctions caused the decrease in the crime rate.
Among other confounding situations.is the current one
in Arizona.

An increase in the imprisonment rate has over-

crowded the prisons.

As a result of the overcrowding judges

are less likely to impose prison sentences.
is increasing.

The crime rate

The risk of imprisonment has decreased (for

a detailed discussion of the casualty issue see Andenaes
1975) .
Improving interpretability are those studies which
took advantage of changes in laws (i.e., natural experiments)
and measured the corresponding changes in the incidence of
the offense.

Most of these studies found at least temporary

support for deterrence (Chambliss ,1966 and Andenaes 1975).
Related to the question of interpretability is the
issue of perceptions.

Does the potential offender perceive

the risk of imprisonment and the severity of imprisonment
to be of the same magnitude as that measured?

These studies
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have made that assumption - an assumption which is subject
to question.
Specific Deterrence Research
Studies of specific deterrence, the recidival patterns
of offenders once punished, are facilitated by the facts
that (1) the target population has been identified and (2)
such studies are encouraged, if not required, by the politi- .
cal environment of the criminal justice system.

Most of

these studiGS are discouraging (Weeks 1958, Benson 1959,
Morris and Zimring 1969, Bailey 1966 and Levin 1972).

They

tend to show that offenders recidivate regardless of the
treatment applied or in some cases, tended to recidivate
more, the more severe the treatment (see Zimring 1971 and
Martinson 1974).

These findings provided support for the

labeling perspective, which contends that not only punishment but also apprehension itself encourages rather than
deters future deviance (Gold and Williams 1969, Lemert
1951, Schur 1971, Becker 1963 and Schwartz and Skolnick
1962).
Some studies, however, did demonstrate that punishment
reduces crime (for a review see Gendreau and Ross 1979).
While the studies are hampered by methodological issues,
these data indicate that the key to success appears to be
matching the type of punishment to the type of offender.
While professional thieves perceived imprisonment as an
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occupational hazard and were not deterred by it, amateurs
could be deterred (Lemert 1953 and Cameron 1966).

Prison

deprives individuals relative to their life position outside
of prison (Wilkins 1969).

Businessmen, according to Clinard

(1952)" fear imprisonment, the least likely white collar
puhishment; and accept fines, the most likely punishment,
as a business expense.

On the other hand, chronic drunks

are more deterred by fines than prison sentences (Lova1d
and Stub 1968).

Therefore without considerations of the

subjective punitiveness of sanctions, findings of no significant differences between types of sanctions are highly
questionable.
Specific deterrence is a common topic in the area of
applied criminal justice research.

~-1ost

of these s"t.udies,

however, attempt to determine whether or to what extent a
new program or treatment modality "is effective in reducing
recidivism.

The deterrence doctrine is frequently known to

justify, if not direct, the design and the implementation
of correctional programs.

Yet, in general, research projects

undertaken to evaluate these same programs are not guided
by either the assumptions of the program or the doctrine.
Such studies tend to avoid the issue of perceptions of
punishments and tend either to be conderned with the success
rate of only one treatment type or fail to account for the
selection effect.

In addition they may deny "punishment"
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as a variable and argue that the program is "treating kids",
without specifying what "treatment" means.
While most of these studies appear to be drained by
methodological faults" they are overflowin.g with data as a
result of continuing access to the sUbjects.

More theore-

tically based research, usually ebbing from academia, suffers
from problems of another type, making direct reference to
the deterrence doctrine but suffering from pragmatics - a
limited access to subjects which tends to produce synchronic
methodologies.
Studies of Perceptions
Early studies of perceptions dealt with the accuracy
of public knowledge about the laws and accompanying legal
sanctions (California Assembly.Committee 1968 and Zimring
and Hawkins 1973).

In sum these studies tend to show that

the general public's perceptions are considerably different
from the object realities of the law.

Based on these

findings it was concluded that if the public has no knowledge
(or incorrect knowledge) of the laws, laws could have no
deterrent effect.

In other words, if the public is unaware

of changes in the laws or the prescribed sanctions, the
crime rate would not be affected by these changes (Ball 1955,
Wilkins 1962, Hawkins 1969 and Zimring and Hawkins 1973).
Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) became interested in
perceived seriousness of various offenses and thus began a
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trend of studies.

Some recent researchers, noting that

deterrence is a psychological doctrine, have built on
offense seriousness, adding perceptual measures of the
risk of apprehension and the severity of punishment and
have focused on specific deterrence (Rettig 1964, Claster
1967, Willcock and Stokes 1968, Jensen 1969, Waldo and
Chiricos 1972, Teevan 1976, Erickson et ale 1977 and Erickson
and Gibbs 1979).

Most research in this area supports the

deterrence doctrine in that a direct relationship between
the perceived certainty or severity of punishment and deviant
activity has been found (for negative findings see Gold 1970
and Bailey and Lott 1976).

A few studies have included addi-

tional considerations such as moral condemnation, number of
delinquent friends and mo,tivation.

These additional factors

do appear to be important considerations (Erickson et ale
1977, Jensen et ale 1978 and Grasmick and Green 1980).
While the psychological literature in decision making
is filled with considerations of anticipated rewards as predictive of subsequent behavior, very few studies of deterrence have included considerations of the pleasure component
of the deterrence doctrine.

When it has been included,

variously termed utility, differential reinforcement or
motivation; it has been found to be the best predictor of
illegal activities (Tittle 1977, Carroll 1978, Akers et a1.
1979, Grasmick and Green 1980 and Scott and Grasmick 1981).
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It would appear that subsequent research in the area of
deterrence would do well to consider perceived pleasure as
well as the perceived certainty and severity of punishment.
These studies which relate sUbjective perceptions to
incidences of crime, tend to be of one or two major types:
(1) comparing perceptions between populations which

va~y

according to official designation as criminal and/or delinquent and noncriminal and/or delinquent, and (2) relating
perceptions of individuals with their own official records,
self-reports or future projections of crime or delinquency.
Both tactics tend to be sychronic, tend not to
survey perceptions and then observe subsequent activity, and
consequently encounter problems of temporal ordering (see
Greenberg 1981 and Grasmick 1981).
Concerns of Current Research
The intent of

t~is

study is to provide an empirical

test of specific deterrence.

It has three basic concerns.

The first is to obtain perceptual measures of the primary
components of the deterrence doctrine.

As noted previously,

the doctrine is essentially psychological and, therefore,
any test should utilize psychological (i.e., perceptual)
measures.

Second, the concern is to consider the pleasure

component of criminal involvement.

Prior reseal:ch has

virtually overlooked pleasure, concentrating instead on the
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various aspects of punishment.
consider pleasure found
of deviant activity.

~t

The few studies that did

to be among the best predictors

And third, deterrence should be

assessed in terms of it implicit temporal ordering, i.e.,
perceptions should be measured prior to the emission of
any subsequent criminal activity.

CHAPTER TWO
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
This research is an attempt to provide an empirical
test of the deterrence doctrine in the area of "specific
deterrence".

Much of the specific deterrence research to

date, either applied or theoretical, has failed to directly
" address the issues which are integral to the doctrine and
its assumptions.

This chapter analyzes the doctrine and its

assumptions, defines the parameters for an appropriate test
of the doctrine, and derives from that analysis major
hypotheses for this study.
The Assumptions of
the Deterrence Doctrine
Deterrence assumes (1) that individuals are rational
beings,

(2) that individuals seek to increase pleasure and

decrease pain, and (3) that individuals are free to choose
amongst alternative courses of action.

For punishment to

deter, potential offenders must have a belief or judgement
of the punishment's severity, a perception about the
likelihood of being punished, as well as a perception of the
anticipated rewards of the contemplated crime.

Individuals

then choose among possible courses of action based on these
22
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preceptions.

Obviously deterrence deals with the perceptions

of individuals, and it follows that studies of deterrence
should also be concerned with perceptual measures of the
doctrine's components.

To ferret out the essential compo-

nents and related parameters or concerns which are both
explicitly and implicitly integral to the doctrine, it is
helpful to discuss each of the assumptions in detail.
Assumption One:

Individual are Rational.

This first

assumption serves to describe the populations and the situations for which the doctrine applies.

It states that for

deterrence to be operative, individuals must be rational
both in a general and a specific sense.

Individuals sus-

ceptible to deterrence must be aware of their own actions
and be aware of society's evaluations of their actions.
Rational both in a general clinical and societal sense.
They must know the difference between right and wrong.

They

cannot be mentally incompetent nor can they be socially
incompetent - unaware that certain behavior is defined as
illegal.

In the specific sense of rationality, individuals

susceptible to deterrence must be aware of their own actions
at the time they are committing or contemplating committing
the offense.
Specific rationality may be more correctly viewed
from the vantage point of the act than of the individual.
Certain activities are reflexive and are not rational acts.
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Certain other activities are preceded by a very limited
extent of thought and are notoriously considered to be
irrational (e.g., murder either in the height of passion or
as an act of self defense).

Such ~ctivities ought to lie

outside the parameters of the deterrence doctrine.

Instru-

mental (or economic) crimes, on the other hand, are well
within the area of concern.

In sum, the first assumption

implies that a fair test of the deterrence doctrine would
be concerned with individuals who are rational (mentally
competent, not impeded by mental retardation, and not
foreign to the rules of society), and who have committed or
are contemplating instrumental not expressive crimes.
Assumption Two:
and Decrease Pain.

Individuals Seek to Increase Pleasure

This assumption, focusing on the issues

of concern for a test of the deterrence doctrine has been
termed the "calculus of human behavior".

It states that

the probability of a particular person exhibiting a specific
behavior is dependent upon some function of the extent of
pleasure and the extent of pain anticipated from that
activity.

This assumption is common among doctrines other

than deterrence such as the psychological doctrines of
classical conditioning and behaviorism, and those of the
sociological exchange theorists.
Social scientists investigating deterrence have
taken the original formula:
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(f-1)Probabi1ity of Crime=f (P1easure)+f (Pain)
and initially viewed the probability of crime as a function
of the severity of punishment.
(f-2)Proba.:bi.1ity of Crime=f(Severity of Punishment)
Later theorists noted the importance of certainty and added
this concept

t~

pain.

(f-3)Probabi1ity of Crime=f(Probabi1ity of
Punishment)

(Severity of Punishment)

The obvious difference between the original formula (f-1)
and those usually employed to test the deterrence doctrine
(f-2 and f-3) is the omission of any consideration of the
pleasure term.

Punishment, both in terms of its probability

and its severity, are considerations of pain, not pleasure.
Pleasure is a variable which does not readily lend itself to
measurement, especially on a macro level.

And most of the

research has been done on the macro level considering the
effects of presumptive pain.

These researchers could have

added considerations of the effects of presumptive pleasure
(i.e., with regard to thefts, the dollar amount stolen).

It

might even be contended that by controlling for the type of
offense, pleasure was controlled.

This contention assumes

that all individuals received or anticipated receiving the
same levels of pleasure.

In either case (assuming equal

pleasure or controlling for the dollar value stolen) one
would still encounter the errors of presumptive measures.
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As discussed on the first chapter, pleasure and pain are
perceptual issues.

The use of presumptive measures, in

lieu of perceptual, provides results which are tentative at
best.
It is apparent that the second assumption of the
deterrence doctrine dictates that a proper test be concerned
with the perceptual issues of both pain and pleasure.
Implicit in this dictate is a time order consideration:
namely that criminal activity depends and must follow
perceptions in time.

This does not negate the possibility

(even the likely occurrance) of feedback.
assumed that

percep~ions

Rather, it is

are derived from past activities

and serve to influence future activities.

In a time order

sense, anticipation leads to an activity which is designed
to maximize pleasure and minimiz~ pain.
(f-4)Anticipated pleasure l + Anticipated
pain l > ActivitYl
Once the activity has occurred, the results are experienced
and evaluated.
Experienced Pleasure l +
Experienced Pain
l
New anticipations are generated depending at least in part
(f-5)ActivitYl>

on the previous experiences.
(f-6)Anticipated Pleasure l + Experienced
Pleasure l > Anticipated Pleasure
2
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(f-7)Anticipated Pain

l

+ Experienced pain l

>

Anticipated Pain

2
Continuation of the activity in question is then dependent
on the evaluation of the new anticipations.
(f-8)Anticipated Pleasure

2

+ Anticipated

Pain 2 > Acti vi ty 2
It is obvious that to predict the probability of the first
activity the concern should be with the anticipated pleasures
and pains of that activity (formula f-4) and not of those
generated after the commission of the act (formula i-8),
i.e., perceptions must be surveyed prior to the exhibition
of the activity with cu.rrent perceptions, a procedure some
question when current perceptions are inferred to be the
motivational or predictive factors of past activity.

The

time order concern of the second assumption is indeed of
great import.
Assumption Three:

Individuals are Free to Choose

Amongst Alternative Courses of Action.

The ,last assumption

of the deterrence doctrine, like the first, serves to
describe the population to which the doctrine applies.
Individuals are not susceptible to deterrence if they are
not free to choose between criminal and noncriminal activity.
In the most general sense, the proper subjects of the
deterrence doctrine must be free, not incapacitated.
Individuals who are

imprisone~,

confined, exiled or physically
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incapacitated are not at liberty to make a choice of criminal
activity and then act in accordance with that choice.
The issue of individuals choosing criminal activity
presupposes that the individual contemplates criminal activity and thereby poses an interesting question:

Are indi-

viduals who never consider a criminal act, who comply with
all laws as a matter of habit, subject to deterrence?

It

would seem that deterrence is more likely to be operative
when the law abiding habits are formed, than after the
behavior becomes habitual (Andenaes.1952).

This question is

a concern for the study of general deterrence.
The current study is concerned with specific deterrence for which the analogous question exists.

Are indi-

viduals who never consider refraining from a criminal act,
never consider acts of compliance, subject to deterrence?
The question may address itself to the habitual criminal.
It is probably fair to say that habitual criminals are not
of the polar type the question implies, that they may consider from time to time acts of compliance.

But it is

frequently contended that deterrence is most likely to have
the greatest impact before an individual develops criminal
habits or becomes a career criminal (Tittle and Logan 1973).
And a test of deterrence minimizes the confounding results
of prior applications (or nonapplications) of punishment the
earlier the criminal is in his/her career.

Research on the
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development of criminal careers has consistently emphasized
the critical years of juvenile delinquency (Boland 1980
and Wolfgang et ale 1972).

It would then seem desirable

to take as subjects of a test of specific deterrence nonincapacitated first time offending juvenile delinquents.
The Tenets of the Deterrence Doctrine
The doctrine states that punishment deters crime to
the extent that it outweighs the rewards gained from the
crime.

Punishment counteracts rewards or anticipated

rewards by being perceived as certain and severe.

Rewards

and punishments are perceptual issues, and based on the
deterrence doctrine these perceptions are weighed prior to
the act.

The doctrine itself reflects its assumptions for-

mulating a model wherein an 'individual has certain perceptions as to the relative gains and losses to be derived
from an activity, makes a choice based on those perceptions
in an effort to maximize gains, and then acts in accordance
with that choice.

The doctrine does not limit what can be

perceived as a reward.

Economic gain, peer group status and

even excitement might well qualify as perceived rewards for
a particular criminal activity.

The doctrine deals with

punishment as those activities of agents of society which
are initiated in response to a criminal act.

Punishment is

not limited to considerations of execution and imprisonment.
It ranges a gamut which includes such issues as fines,
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restrictions, labeling and ostracism.

Apprehension itself

may well be perceived as a punishment (Teevan 1976 -and
Tittle and Rowe 1974).
Again the issue is perceptions!

What the courts

consider as punishment may not be perceived as punishing by
all individuals.

Confinement in jail may be merely incon-

venient, the shame of being confined in a stigmatized area
may be that which is perceived as punishing (Kuhlorn 1975
and Willcock and Stokes 1968).
a proper empirical test of the
be concerned with perceptions,

It therefore follows that
det~rrence

doctrine must (1)

(2) consider the perceptual

evaluations of both rewards and punishments, and (3) survey
those perceptions prior to the observation of behavior.
Considerations of Current Research
It is the objective of the current research to provide
a proper empirical test of deterrence in the light of the
tenets and assumptions of the doctrine.

The strategy is to

examine the relationship between the perceived pain and
pleasure and subsequent illegal activities among juveniles.
The topic is specific deterrence and the concern is the
recidival patterns of juveniles once punished for a delinquent act.

These juveniles must be mentally

and not incapacitated.

comp~tent

The delinquent act for which the

juvenile was punished would best be an economic one and the
survey of perceptions must predate the observation of
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recidivism.

Based on the findings of previous research, the

concept of pain must consider the aspects of both certainty
and severity.

Based on the assumptions of the doctrine,

pleasure must also be a consideration.
Hypothese's of Current Research
Given that the deterrence doctrine contends that
individuals are rational beings, that individuals seek to
increase pleasure and decrease pain, and that individuals
are free to choose amongst alternative courses of action;
and given that simplified the deterrence doctrine states
that the more certain and the more severe an individual
perceives a punishment for a particular crime, the more
that individual is deterred from committing that crime and
thus the less likely will that. individual commit any crime.
This hypothesis is very particularistic in nature.
It speaks of a reaction to one particular act affecting the
probability of that act reoccurring, i.e., that the effects
of punishment are specific.
Yet the deterrence effect of punishment may be more
generalized, that increased punishment and lessened rewards
(in terms of their perceptual qualities) reduce the likelihood of a range of behavior.

Some social scientists have

indeed concluded the effects of punishment are generalized
(Andenaes 1952), that punishment for violating a particular
law increases the respect for the law itself (or its power
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to punish) and thereby reduces the likelihood of any subsequent law violation.

There are other possible alternative

explanations for this generalizing effect.

One possibility

notes that human behavior is not emitted in the same units
as the law defines or labels as legal or illegal.

If it

were, a great deal of court room discussion would cease.
The discrepancy between behavioral acts and legal labels
may be the result of incompatible definitional boundaries,
incompleted acts, and the social behavior involved in the
labeling of the acts as criminal.

Consequently, the

deterring effects of punishment may generalize because ·(1)
the individual may perceive different complexes of behaviors
as the ones being punished, (2) police may use their discretion when labeling different complexes of behavior as a particular crime (Piliavin and Briar 1964), and (3) the punishment may be focused on only a portion of the complex of
behaviors emitted or contemplated (e.g., an individual
arrested in the attempt to burglarize may be charged only
with a trespass because his/her criminal activity had progressed only that far, a legal case could be substantiated
only for that portion of the act, etc.).
Based on the premise that the deterring effect is
both specific and general, and that the more severe and
certain a juvenile perceives the punishment relative to the
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rewards obtianed, the less likely is that juvenile to commit
that crime or any crime, the following major hypotheses of
this study can be derived:
Hypothesis I:

The more severe a juvenile
perceives the punishment received
for a particular economic crime,
the less likely is that juvenile
to commit any crime.

Hypothesis II:

The more certain a juvenile perceives
the punishment for a particular
crime, the less likely is that
juvenile to commit any crime.

Hypothesis III:

The more rewarding a juvenile perceives an economic c+ime, the more
likely that juvenile is to commit
any crime.

CHAPTER THREE
THE RESEARCH SETTING
The purpose of the current study is to evaluate the
likelihood of a juvenile recidivating based on that
juvenile's perceptions of (1) severity of p'unishment,
(2) certainty of apprehension and (3) pleasurableness of
committing the offense.

This study is' limited to studying

first time offending juveniles charged with burglary (an
instrumental crime).

The data will include (1) a content

analysis of the police report of the alleged offense,

(2)

a questionnaire obtaining the probation officer's impressions
of the juvenile, (3) an interviewWhicl1 focuses on the
juvenile's perceptions of relevant variables, and (4) after
a specified time period, the juvenile's referral records
will be examined to measure recidivism, if any.
is a test of specific deterrence.

Thi~ study

It will add to the

current literature because it is concerned with perceptions
and deals directly with the pleasure of crime and the time
order of the variables.
The data utilized in this study are part of a
larger study aimed at evaluating a new policy which was
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conducted by the research staff of the Maricopa County
Juvenile Court Center.
The' Court Center
The Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center, the setting
for the current research, is a branch of the Arizona State
Superior Court having original and exclusive jurisdiction
over all persons in Maricopa County under the age of
eighteen.

Maricopa County, the largest county in ,the State

of Arizona, covers approximately 9,266 square miles
encompassing both rural and urban areas with a total
juvenile population estimated at 428,475.

Juveniles in the

county become known to the court through petitions alleging
delinquency, incorrigibility, dependency, adoptions,
severances and traffic violations.
The Court Center, staffed by 348 paid employees and
having an operating budget of 10.3 million dollars, is by
statute the administrative responsibility of the Presiding
Juvenile Court Judge.

The Presiding Judge sets policy for

the Court Center and Director of Court Services administers
the Center which is divided into the following five
divisions:
1)

Detention Services Division - The Detention
Division is responsible for the detention
facility which provides for the temporary
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confinement of juveniles who are the subject
of a delinquency or incorrigibility petition
and whose confinement is required to assure
the safety of the community or the child.
According to the Arizona State Supreme Court
(1977), a child's detention is required when
there are reasonable grounds to believe:
(1) that

other~ise

the child will not be

present at any hearing;

(2) that the child is

likely to commit an offense injurious to
himself or others; (3) that he must be held for
another jurisdiction; or (4) that the interests
of the child or the public require custodial
protection.
2)

Intake Services Division - The Intake Division
accepts and reviews all referrals for delinquent
and incorrigible acts.

The Intake Division

assesses the nature of the alleged offense as
well as any problematic situations and
determines, within the limits set by the
county attorney, whether the child will be
diverted from or directed to court for determination of guilt and ordering of appropriate
intervention.

Intervention services available

at the In'take level are voluntary.
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3)

Field Probation Services Division - The Field
Division is responsible for social evaluations
and recommendations to the Court for the
development and implementation of a treatment
plan for children adjudicated delinquent or
incorrigible as well as the supervision of
delinquent and incorrigible children while
they are on probation.

4)

Resources Services Division - The Resources
Division is responsible for a variety of
services which facilitate the work of the
probation officers such as psychological
evaluation services, personnel, finance and
word processing.

In,addition, this division

is responsible for adoption matters which
include severance and pre-adoption investigations.
5)

Research and Planning Services Division - This
division, while providing support services to
the Court (e.g., Court Calendaring, baliffing,
etc.), is primarily responsible for the provision
of information for decision-making.

The

Division developed and maintains an automated
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data system which provides immediate feedback
of data at all management levels.

The research

unit utilizes this database for the purposes of
evaluating and recommending programs and
policies.
Of the Court Center staff, 167 are probation officers
who deal primarily with delinquency and incorrigibility
matters of children between the ages of eight and seventeen
inclusively.

The Court Center received about 18,000

delinquency and incorrigible referrals per year (approxi mately 82 referrals per 1,000 children aged 8 through 17).
These referrals are based on approximately 13,000 different
children (1.47 referrals per child referred; 56 referrals
per 1,000 children).

The

actua~

number of referrals as

well as the referral rate has been relatively constant for
the last five years (see Table 3.1).
Children accused of a delinquent or an incorrigible
act may be referred to the court.

Most referrals are

"paper referrals", that is the police departments or other
referring agencies deliver to the court a complaint form.
i

The Court Center then locates the child and deals with
the complaint.
Other referrals are initiated when police request
that the Juvenile Court detain a child.

Staff of the
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Table 3.1.

Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center Referrals
Received and Children Referred by Calendar
Year 1975-1979.

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

Referrals Received

19,677

18,325

19,429

18,653

18,342

Children Referred

13,759

12,818

13,190

12,830

12,813

Children Referred
per Thousand
(8 - l7)

60

55

56

56

56

Juvenile Court (Intake Screeners) review the child's
delinquent history and the charges currently alleged, and
make the decision whether or not the child will be detained.
In either case the Intake Screener attempts to locate the
child's parents for an initial interview termed a cite-in.
Most referrals (77.2%) are paper referrals.

Paper

referrals, the subject of the current research, also result
in a cite-in interview, the parents and the child being
notified to appear by an Intake officer.

The cite-in is

usually scheduled from four to six weeks after the Court
Center has received the referral (during the four to six
week time period a deputy county at-torney reviews the
complaint form ascertaining whether or not there is enough
evidence to prosecute).

The Intake officer usually decides,

in accordance with court policy, whether or not the case
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should be prosecuted at the time of the cite-in interview,
based on his/her impression of the child and family, the
seriousness of the charge, and the county attorney's
assessment of the evidence.

About sixty percent of

~he

cases do not result in prosecution (Galliher et ale 1980).
These cases are adjusted either because the Intake Officer
feels that further intervention would be unnecessary or
that the county attorney feels that the legal case would
be dismissed in court.

The cite-in interview is the least

amount of intervension by the Court for virtually all
referrals received and it is the most frequent end to the
intervention.
Prosecution is linked to previous record.

Except

for the most serious of charges, a juvenile's first
referral as well as his/her second is usually adjusted.
It is with the third referral that the probability of
prosecution increases (Brown 1978).

The referrals not

adjusted result in a petition being filed by the county
attorney.

The child and his/her parents must then appear

at an Advisory hearing at which time the charges alleged
in the petition are explained, the child is advised of
his/her rights and the child's plea is taken (unless the
county attorney has requested a transfer hearing).

About

fifty percent of all children admit to the charges at this
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point.

Children who do not admit attend, with their parents

and legal counsel, an Adjudication hearing at which time
the county attorney must prove the charges alleged.

If

the charges are not proven to the satisfaction of the
juvenile court judge, the petition is dismissed.

Children

who are adjudicated at an Adjudication hearing and those
who admitted at an Advisory hearing are assigned to a Field
Probation officer who supervises the child until disposition
is made.

The most common disposition is probation under

the care, custody and supervision of the parents.

Other

dispositions include probation outside the home, commitment
to the State Department of Corrections, the closing of the
case and terminating a1,1 further court intervension, the
assessment of fines, and the ordering of restitution.
Burglary File 1'4 Policy
A combination of research findings that court
intervension is effective early in a delinquent's career
(McCarthy 1977 and Burgess and Halfpenny 1977) and
community prpssure for less lenient courts (Behavior
Research Center 1979) resulted in the Burglary File 14
Policy.

The Court Center, in concert with the County

Attorney's office, agreed to file a petition on every
prosecutable referral for burglary.
would no longer be adjusted.

Burglary referrals
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The new policy was limited to burglaries because
resources were not available to handle the additional
workload that would eventuate if petitions were filed on
all felonies.

The particular offense of burglary was

specified because it was considered a major problem by the
community, it constituted a noticeable proportion of all
referrals received by the court (12.2%, second only to
shoplifting at 18.4%), and children accused of burglary
were viewed as high risk as they were overrepresented among
children recidivating, being remanded to adult court and
being committed to the State Depertment of Corrections.
The filing policy was also limited to those aged
fourteen years or more for several reasons.

First, few

children under the age of fourteen are referred for "burglary (children thirteen years and under account for 22.5
percent of all burglary referrals received in 1979).
Second, it was not felt that the community viewed a child
under the age of fourteen as a threat, and thirdly the
treatment alternatives available to the Court Center for
use with children under the age of fourteen are limited.
The policy was implemented on October 1, 1979, and
continues to this date.

From the very conception of the

new policy, it was understood that the Division of
Research and Planning would be responsible for the
evaluation.

To facilitate such an evaluation, the
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Director of Court Services allowed the research staff to
randomly exclude referrals from mandatory filing.

This

provided a control group whose referrals would be adjusted
while all other prosecutable referrals would result in a
petition being filed.

The current study is based on the

first set of data collected as a part of that evaluation.
Burglary Referrals
The Burglary File 14 Policy was not a result of a
"burglary crime wave".

The number of burglary referrals

received by the Court Center has remained constant for the
pas't two years, decreasing slightly over the past five
years (see Table 3.2).

Children referred for burglary

during the last five calendar years have been primarily
male and Anglo.

In terms of age, the frequency of burglary

referrals appears to peak at ages fifteen and sixteen
decreasing at age seventeen.

Prior to the implementation

of the new policy, less than half of the burglary referrals
resulted in a petition being filed.

Yet burglary referrals

were amongst the most likely referrals to be taken to
court.

Table 3.3 compares burglary referrals with all

other referrals received by the Court Center in 1979.
While there appears to be no ethnic difference between
children referred for burglary and those referred for
other offenses, burglary appears to be male dominated and

Table 3.2.

Characteristics of Burglary Referrals:
1975-1979.

Total Referrals
Received

Five Year Comparisons

1975

1976

2917(100%)

2562(100%)

2380(100%)

2231(100%)

2231 (100%)

2724(93.4%)
193( 6.6%)

2421(94.5%)
141( 5.5%)

2239(94.1%)
141(5.9%)

2093(93.8%)
138( 6.2%)

2089(93.6%)
142( 6.4%)

1824(63.7%)
654 (22.5%)
340 (11. 7%)
61( 2.1%)
8 -

1646(64.4%)
590(23.1%)
277(10.8%)
35 ( 1.4%)
14

1525(64.2%)
538(22.6%)
262 (11.0%)
51( 2.1%)
4

1450(65.1%)
491(22.0%)
227(10.2%)
58( 2.6%)
5

1452(65.2%)
489(22.0%)
290( 9.4%)
75( 3.4%)
6

18( 0.6%)
34 ( 1.2%)
65 ( 2.2%)
107( 3.7%)
215( 7.4%)
282( 9.8%)
442(15.3%)
548 (18.9%)
640(22.1%)
541(18.7%)
25

23 ( 0.9%)
23( 0.9%)
53( 2.1%)
81( 3.2%)
130( 5.1%)
281(11.1%)
368(14.5%)
513(20.2%)
570(22.5%)
492(19.4%)
28 •••

17( 0.7%)
23 ( 1.0%)
36 ( 1.5%)
69 ( 2.9%)
141( 5.9%)
254(10.7%)
423(17.8%)
477(20.1%)
532(22.4%)
398(16.8%)
10

10( 0.4%)
27 ( 1.2%)
47 ( 2.1%)
70 ( 3.1%)
127( 5.7%)
220( 9.9%)
409 (18.4%)
460(20.7%)
441(19.8%)
414(18.6%)

15( 0.7%)
19( 0.9%)
58( 2.6%)
54( 2.4%)
123( 5.5%)
233(10.4%)
372(16.7%)
465(20.9%)
449(20.1%)
442(19.8%)
1

1977

1978

1979

Sex

Male
Female
Etlmicity
Anglo
Uexican/Amer.
Black
Alter/Indian
(Missing)

:.

.

...

...

...

...

Age
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
(Missing)

...

...

6

...

...

01:>01:>-

Table 3.2, Continued.
1975
Previous Referrals
None
853(29.2%)
1
478(16.4%)
2
335 (11.5%)
3 or rrore
1251(42.9%)

1976

1977

1978

770(30.1%)
443(17.3%)
291(11.4%)
1058(41.3%)

683(28.7%)
440(18.5%)
277 (11.6%)
980(41.2%)

713(32.0%)
390(17.5%)
266 (11.9%)
862(38.6%)

1457(56.9%)
1105(43.1%)

1317(55.3%)
1063(44.7%)

1191(54.1%)*
1010(45.9%)*

1979

764(34.2%)
415(18.6%)
255(11.4%)
797(35.7%)

Petition Filed
No

Yes

1641(56.3%)
1276(43.7%)

963(58.7%)*
678 (41. 3%) *

*The calculation of the proportion of· petitions filed excludes cases
still pending as of January 15, 1980. Thirty (30) of the 1978
referrals were still pending and 590 ·of the 1979 referrals. Most of
these referrals will probably result in petition being filed.

~
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Table 3.3.

Characteristics of 1979 Referra1s* by Type of Most Severe Offense.

Burglary

Violent
Felonies

Other
Felonies

Misdemeanors

Status

Total Referrals
Received

2231(100%)

780(100%)

3222(100%)

8407(100%)

3287 (100%)-

Sex
Male
Female

2089(93.6%)
142 ( 6.4%)

716(91.8%)
64( 8.2%)

2075(64.4%)
1147(35.6%)

6197(73.7%)
2210(26.3%)

2318 (70.5%)
969(29.5%)

Ethnicity
Anglo
Mexican/Amer
Black
Amer/lndian
(f.1issing)

1452(65.2%)
489(22.0%)
209( 9.4%)
75( 3.4%)
6

321(41.2%)
280(35.9%)
147(18.9%)
31( 4~0%)
1

2303(71.7%)
567(17.7%)
241( 7.5%)
100( 3.1%)
11

5419(64.7%)
1911(22.8%)
763( 9.1%)
281( 3.4%)
33

2337(72.0%)
684(21.1%)
113( 3.5%)
110( 3.4%)
43

15 ( .7%)
19( .9%)
58( 2.6%)
54( 2.4%)
123( 5.5%)
233(10.4%)
372(16.7%)
465(20.9%)
449(20.1%)
442(19.8%)
1

1 ( .1%)
1( .1%)
6 ( .8%)
14( 1.8%)
26( 3.3%)
57( 7.3%)
93(11.9%)
140(18.0%)
205(26.3%)
236(30.3%)
1

1{
-)
4 ( .1%)
14 ( .4%)
24( .8%)
91( 2.9%)
199( 6.2%)
439(13.8%)
639(20.1%)

37 ( .4%)
89( 1.1%)
144( 1.7%)
285( 3~4%)
514( 6.1%)
920(11.0%)
1380(16.4%)
1464(17.4%)
1807 (21. 5%)
1752(20.9%)
15

4 ( .1%)
13 ( .4%)
15( .5%)
22 ( .7%)
92( 2.8%)
282( 8.6%)
486(14.8%)
695(21.2%)
878(26.8%)
795(24.2%)
5

Age
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
(1-1issing)

898(28~2%)

877(27.5%)
36

...

.. .

...

w:::.
0\

Table 3.3, continued.

Violent
Felonies

Burglary

Previous Referrals
None
1
2
3 or more

764(34.2%)
415(18.6%)
255(11.4%)
797(35.7%)

Petition Fi1ed**
No
Yes

963(58.7%)
678(41.3%)

I

Other
Felonies

!-1isdemeanors

Status

240(30.8%)
163(20.9%)
87(11.2%)
290(37.2%)

1014(31.5%)
553(17.2%)
344(10.7%)
1311(40.7%)

4655(55.4%)
1396(16.6%)
704( 8.4%)
1652(19.6%)

1544(47.0%)
595(18.1%)
346(10.5%)
802(24.4%)

265(42.4%)
348(57.6%)

2006(76.4%)
619(23.6%)

6504(89.5%)
766(10.5%)

2695(90.0%)
301(10.0%)

*Does not include administrative referrals such as.warrants, courtesy hold, etc.
**The calculation of the proportion of petitions filed excludes cases still
pending as of January 15, 1980.
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an offense usually committed by children with previous
official records.
Viewing the Court Center's filing activity as
indicative of its collective evaluation of the seriousness
of burglary, it appears that burglary is perceived as a
serious offense.

Indeed only the

~io1ent

offenses (felonies

against persons, e.g., homicide, kidnap, rape, armed
robbery and aggravated assault, which in total account
for less than four percent of the referrals received) are
more likely than burglary to result in a petition being
filed.
The careers of burglary offenders is the concern of
this study, and to ascertain a general expectation for such
·a career, the records of children no longer in the juvenile
court system were examined.

The records of males born in

1959, 1960 and 1961 whose first offense was a burglary and
who commited that offense after their fourteenth birthday
were studied.

Approximately 500 males per cohort fit

these criteria.
recidivated.

Overall fifty-seven percent of the boys

Half of' those who recidivated did so in the

first six months after the referral.

The recidiva1 patterns

are surprisingly similar throughout all age categories
(see Table 3.4).

Table 3.4.

Age
(in years)

Recidivism of First Time Male Burglary Offenders by Age and Time
at Risk (1959, 1960 and 1961 Cohorts) •

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Recidivating

3

1

2

0

5

2

0

1

55

96

0

61
66

114
III

Time at Risk (in quarters)
1

2

14.00-14.24

14

7

6

3

5

3

.2

1

14.25-14.49

23

6

4

2

3

2

3

2

2

14.50-14.74

18

9

.9
3

3

7

6

3

7

1

14.75-14.99
TOTAL 14 yrs

18

4

5

3

5

8

1

2

73

9
31

2

15

17

17

15

12

16.9

7.2

5.1

3.5

3.9

3.9

3.5

3

Adjusted %

0

1

2

2

1

3

0

2

3
3

2

0

1

8

4

7

7

10

4

2.8

1.9

0.9

1.6

1.6

2.3

1.2

5

3

3
2

0

0

2
2

2

5

5
1

0

24

11

3

4

3
9

7
7

5

6
8

15.50-15.74

19
17

5

3

1

3

2

2

15.75-15.99

17

7

4

4

2

5

0

0

0

TOTAL 15 yrs

77

30

21

18

19

14

9

7

6

5

5

19.8

7.7

5.4

4.6

4.9

3.6

2.3

1.8

1.6

1.6

2.5

15.00-15.24
15.25-15.49

Adjusted %

0

0

TOTAL

61

111

1

243

432

1.0

57.3
68
55

106

49

103

95

39

84

211

388

55.8

~

\0

Table 3.4, Continued.
Time at Risk (in guarters)

Age
(in years)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

R-:ci- TOTAL
dl.vating

16.00-16.24

20

9

8

7

4

2

3

16.25-16.49

26

13

5

3

1

1

0

16.50-16.74

13

8

1

2

2

1

16.75-16.99

13

8

5

1

1

28

96.

TOTAL 16 yrs

72

38

19

13

8

4

3

2

159

410

Adjusted %

17.6

9.3

4.6

3.2

2.0

1.3

1.3

1.6

40.9

17.00-17.24

22

4

8

1

17.25-17.49

15

2

17.50-17.74

11

4

17.75-17.99

8

1

55

122

49

102

27

90

35

8~

18

51

15

69

8

66
275

57

10

9

1

76

Adjusted %

20.4

4.8

6.4

1.1

32.7

TOTAL 14-17
YEARS
Adjusted %

278
18.5

109

71
5.2

47

TOTAL 17 yrs

44

35

7.6
3.6 3.6 3.1
Accumulating % 18.5 26.1 31.3 34.9 38.5 41.6

21

27
2.6

2.2

44~2

46~4

14
1.7

9
1.2

12

7

10

4

1.9

1.3

2.3

1.2

0

1

689

1.0

57.0

1505

48.1 49.3 51.2 52.5 54.8 56.0 56.0 56.0

U1

o
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The offenses for which the males recidivated are
presented in Table 3.5.

It is evident that boys charged

with burglary are likely to be accused again of theft
related offenses.

Of the 689 boys who recidivated, one-

half (50.l%) recidivated with an allegation which involved
a theft, i.e., burglary, grand theft auto and shoplifting.
Based then on an examination of the three cohorts,
we would expect that approximately twenty-six percent of
the boys will recidivate within six months, and half of the
boys who do recidivate will recidivate on a theft related
charge.
Sample Selection
The sample for the current research consists of all
juveniles meeting the following, criteria:
1.

Males.

Burglary is primarily a male offense

(93.6% of all juveniles charged with burglary
are male) •
2.

First Time Offenders.

The sample was limited

to those males who had never previously been
referred to a juvenile court center to eliminate
the problem of confounding effects of prior
official sanctions.
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Table 3.5.

Most Severe Recidivating Offenses of First
Time Burglary Offending Males (1959, 1960
and 1961 Cohorts.

Offense

Number

Percent

205

29.8%

*Larceny

64

9.3%

*Marijuana

62

9.0%

*Shoplifting

42

6.1%

*Curfew

40

5.8%

*Grand Theft Auto

34

4.9%

*Assault

33

4.8%

*Liquor

32

4.6%

* Runaway

29

4.2%

*Disturbing the Peace

25

3.6%

*Incorrigibility

15

2.2%

* Robbery

14

2.0%

*Trespass

14

2.0%

*Vandalism (including malicious
mischief)

11

1. 6%

Obstruct Police

9

1.3%

Traffic Violations

8

1.2%

Weapons Offenses

8

1.2%,

Obstruct Judicial

7

1.0%

Narcotics

5

.7%

*Burglary (including
stolen property)
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Table 3.5, Continued.
Number

Percent

Sex Offenses

4

.6%

False Report

4

.6%

Sexual Assault

3

.4%

Arson

3

.4%

Administrative (warrants)

3

.4%

Traffic Warrant

3

.4%

Manslaughter

2

.3%

Driving While Intoxicated

2

.3%

Forgery

2

.3%

Fraud

2

.3%

Extortion

1

.1%

Prostitution

1

.1%

Hit and Run

1

.1%

Conservation

1

.1%

TOTAL

689

100.0%

Offense

*Offenses included in the interview schedule.

54

3.

Minimum Age of Fourteen Years.

The Court

Center's policy eliminated·the.consideration
of children under the age of fourteen from the
overall study.

Restricting the sample to

fourteen years and older would include sixtyeight percent of all first time burglary
referrals.
Court Center

It should also be noted that the
trea~ed

children under the age

of fourteen differently.

The probability of

going to court is much higher after the child
reaches the age of fourteen.

This is possibly

the result of probation officers

vie~ing

most

burglaries committed by children under the age
of fourteen ·as characteristically different
from those of older burglars (i.e., deminimus
violations such as shoplifters who admitted
intent or children collecting pop bottles
without permission).
4.

Maximum Age Seventeen Years Six Months.

The

juvenile court's jurisdiction terminates with
the child's eighteenth birthday.

Setting the

maximum age at seventeen years six months allows
six months of juvenile jurisdiction to investigate juvenile recidivism.
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5.

Not incapacitated.

Since the concern is with

recidival patterns, incapacitated children are
not considered because they are not at risk.
Therefore, boys who are detained or institutionalized are excluded from this study.
6.

Paper Referral.

Children who are subject of a

detainment request but not

deta~ned

are held

prior to their release (usually not during
regular working hours).

Since the research

staff was small, twenty-four hour coverage was
not possible.

So boys who were subjects of

detainment requests were also excluded from
the study (it should be noted that less than
10% of first time burglars are subject of a
detainment request, including both detained
and released).
7.

Burglary as the Most Serious Charge.

Burglary

is viewed as an offense most appropriate for
a test of the deterrence doctrine (Antunes and
Hunt 1973 and Andeneas 1975).

Juvenile

burglary referrals received do, at times,
include allegations of other offenses.

In

most cases these additional charges are considered less severe (severity of offense is
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defined by the filing activity of the Court
Center; see McCarthy and Halfpenny 1977) and
relate to the activities involved in the
burglary,

e.g.~

stolen property.

theft, trespass, possession of
Charges considered more

severe than burglary are limited to violent
felonious offenses - homicide, kidnap, sexual
assua1t, aggravated assault, etc.

If a referral

alleging burglary included one or more of
these violent charges, the referral was excluded
from the sample.
8. Since the Institution of the Burglary File 14
Policy.

The current research is a portion of a

much larger study undertaken to evaluate the new
policy.

The data collection was initiated after

the implementation of that policy.

The current

study includes that data collected from intervie't'~s

conducted between December 1, 1979 and

July 31, 1980.
The sample was selected as the referrals were
received.

Referrals received during anyone day are

entered into the database and then held for auditing prior
to distribution, which is made the next morning.

Referrals

being held for audit were sorted daily by a member of the
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research staff according to the sample criteria described
above.

Each referral that met the sample criteria was

logged and marked as part of the study.

The police reports

which must accompany the referral were read at this time
and information was coded therefrom.

All referrals were

then recombined to continue the routine processing.

The

sample selection procedure did not delay that normal
processing (the referrals selected for the control group
did not follow normal processing) •
After being entered into the database, referrals
are routed to an assignment clerk who assigns them to an
Intake Probation officer.

The clerk separates the felonies

from the misdemeanors and routes the felonies to the county
attorney's office while the misdemeanors proceed directly
to the assigned probation officer.

The felony referrals,

which include the burglary referrals of this study, are
reviewed by a deputy county attorney who "grades" the
referral according to his/her decision (A) to file a
petition,

(B) to allow the probation officer' to decide

whether a petition be filed or not,

(C) not to file a

petition because the evidence available is legally
insufficient to support the allegations, or (D) not to
file a petition in juvenile court, rather to wait until
the child becomes eighteen and to file in adult court
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(a practice usually limited to referrals based on children
who are within three months of their eighteenth birthday).
The graded referral is then returned to the
assigned probation officer who schedules a cite-in interview sending a letter to the child and his/her parents.
Referrals marked as part of the study

~

clerical staff typing the cite-in letters.

noted by the
They would

then make an extra copy of that letter to inform the
research staff of the appointment time and date.

The

clerical staff also staple questionnaires to the marked
referral.

The questionnaire serves as a vehicle to gather

information from the probation officer about the child
after the cite-in.
Post Cite-In Interview
Children in the sample were interviewed after the
cite-in interview to assess their perceptions.

It was

decided to measure perceptions at this time for several
reasons.

First, the cite-in interview is the minimal

punishment received by all children in the sample.
Intervention by the court normally terminates with the
cite-in if the referral is to be adjusted.

Second,

measuring perceptions after disposition for the child
whose referral was not adjusted would add four to six
months to the time period in court processing.

More than
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half of all burglars who are to recidivate, will recidivate
during this time period.

Third, interviewing t.he child

before the cite-in was problematical for two reasons:
(I) we were interested in their evaluation of the punishment received not just the punishment anticipated, and
(2) boys interviewed prior to ci t.a-in in the pretest were
overly concerned with "keeping the story straight", and
did not seem to comprehend that our interview had no effect
on their case.
The Intake Probation officers were asked to bring the
boy and his family to the Court Center's library after the
cite-in.

One of the research staff then explained the study

by stating (I) that (s)he was a researcher, not a probation
officer,

(2) that the research staff was evaluating the

Intake process (i.e., what they had just been through) and
wanted their opinions, and (3) that their participation
was voluntary, confidential and in no way affected any
matter before the court.

If both the parent{s) and the

child agreed to the interview, they were interviewed
separately and separate consent forms were obtained.
Since the family had just left a somewhat
threatening situation, it was felt that the information
collected in the research interview might be biased, i.e.,
the child or his parent{s) might be trying to impress the
research staff either with the child's conformity, in
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hopes that the Court Center would be lenient, or with the
child's toughness, either to increase the research staff's
sympathy or to enhance the child's self image.

To reduce

this bias, the research staff explained the study in the
more neutral setting of the library.
The staff underscored that they did not care why
the family was at the Court Center, they just wanted to know
how the family felt about the way they were treated.

After

the family agreed to participate in the study, the interview
as well as interview consent form itself was designed to be
minimally threatening.
into two parts.

The interview agreement was divided

One part consisted of the normal consent

form while the other part was designed

CO

assure the

respondent that information shared during the
no effect upon any matter before the court.
signed the latter portion of

the~greementand

inte~view

had

The interviewer
gave it to

the respondent who was then asked to sign the consent portion
indicating that (s)he understood.

The initial questions in

the interview were also designed to reduce the threat level,
in that they were concerned with client satisfaction issues,
e.g., what did you like most, like least, like to see
changed, etc.
The questions comprising the interview schedule were
devised by the research staff and reviewed by other members
of the Court Center staff.

The questions were pretested
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on high school students and on first time offending as well
as recidivating boys.

The resultant interview schedule (see

Appendix A) was designed to 'reduce threat in the interview
setting and to obtain reliable estimates of the child's
perceptions of the pleasurableness of committing the offense,
the severity of the punishment received and the certainty
of apprehension.
Certainty of Apprehension
Noting that previous studies have found some evidence
for "magical immunity", i.e., have found different likelihoods between asking what is the probability of someone else
being apprehended versus your being apprehended (Claster
1967), apprehension in this study is asked with regard to
"someone like you".

The original form of this question

addressed the child's perception of his own probability of
being apprehended.

A number of pretest respondents insisted

that their probability of being apprehended for a particular
-offense was zero.

They contended that they would never

commit such an offense and would then never be apprehended.
They refuesed to even consider the possibility of what would
happen if they did.

Asking them to speculate met with so

much resistance that the question was altered to "someone
like you".

The final version was also endorsed by the

reviewing staff who felt that the final phrasing was much
less threatening.
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Certainty of apprehension is offense specific.

Each

child was asked his perception of the certainty of someone
like him being arrested for burglary and thirteen other
offenses.

These additional offenses were selected to

include those offenses for which the child is most likely
to recidivate.

Table 3.5 presents the recidivating offenses

for boys originally referred for burglary (Cohorts 1959,
1960 and 1961).

The starred offenses are those offenses

selected for the interview schedule and account for 89.9%
of all recidivism offenses.
The responses obtained are perceptions of the
probabilities of being arrested, or the proportion of
teenagers who are arrested having committed the offense.
The responses vary between zero and one.
Severity of' Punishment
Perceptions of the severity of punishment received
were obtained by asking the respondents to assign a number
in accordance with how much they disliked the punishment.
After much pretesting the scale was limited to values
between zero and one hundred, where zero means that the
child did not dislike the reaction, he may have even enjoyed
it, and one hundred means the worst possible punishment the
child can imagine.

Early drafts of this question were

maginitude estimations with no upper limit and no standard.
The reviewers doubted that any child would give a value

63

greater than one hundred, and in the pretest very few did.
It is conceivable that a child's view of the magnitude of
a number is much larger than that of an adult, and consequently a child would provide smaller numbers (see Erickson
and Gibbs 1977).

Analogously, children with lessor

mathematical skills and training may provide lower numbers.
To the extent that lessor mathematical skills are related
to lessor success in school, the reviewers contended that
the skills themselves would be indicative of recidivism,
i.e., children who are less successful in school are more
likely to recidivate and children who are less successful
in school are also more likely to give smaller numbers.

One

hundred was viewed as the largest nQmber with which most
children were familiar (e.g., most children interpreted
one hundred as 100% or, in this case, total dislike).
Pretesting in detention among males with lengthy official
court records demonstrated that one hundred was an
acceptable upper limit (when no upper limit was given,
responses in the pretest never exceeded 100).
The final version of the scale does not include a
standard.

The use of a standard in pretesting had the

effect of standardizing the scale, providing data about
the relative differences in perceived severity of various
punishments for one person or group of persons.

The
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hypotheses of this study require a measure of the differences
in perceived severity among various individuals. The respondents were asked, to rate the punishment according to how
much they disliked it in comparison with the worst possible
punishment they could imagine.
What constitutes punishment was another consideration.
Some theorists (Schwartz and Skolnick 1962, Tit,t1e and Rowe
1974 and Teevan 1976) contend that the unpleasantness of
being apprehended is the most important aspect of punishment, and accordingly perceptions of the unpleasantness of
arrest are investigated.

The court response, the cite-in

interview, was measured as well as the parental response.
Both the court and the parental responses are measured in
terms of anticipated and experienced severity.

Evaluations

of experienced punishments were determined by asking the
child how much he disliked everything that happened.
Evaluations of anticipated punishment were determined by
asking how much he would have disliked what he thought
his parent(s) and the Court Center would do.
In addition evaluations of the severity of other
possible responses were obtained.

These included how much

the boy would dislike (1) detainment, (2) lecturing,
(3) apologizing, (4) grounding, (5) fining,
a court hearing,

(6) attending

(7) being on probation, and (8) being

suspended from school.
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'Plea'surablenes's' of Crime
Pleasure derived from committing the offense was
measured by asking the child to rate how much fun or
excitement he experienced on a scale from one to ten
(e.g., where ten is the most fun or excitement imaginable).
This question was viewed as the most threatening of all
questions in the interview schedule.

The question met with

some resistance from the reviewing staff since implicit in
the child's response to this question is an admission of
guilt.

The interviewers approached this question very

carefully.

The scale of one to ten was utilized because

the interviewers had the least problem obtaining responses
with it.

Perhaps reducing the upper limit of the scale from

one hundred to ten reduced the importance of the question
in the respondent's mind, the interviewer's mind or both.
It should also be noted that responses on the zero to one
hundred scale in pretesting tended to cluster in multiples
of ten.

Reducing those scales to ten as well may have

eliminated very little variation.
Pleasure was also measured in terms of both experience and anticipation.

Experienced pleasure was measured

by asking the child how much fun or excitement he had when
committing the offense.

Anticipated pleasure was deter-

mined by asking how much fun or excitement he would have
had, if he were never arrested.
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Recidi vi'sm
Studies concerned with recidivism, or crime rates in
general, are faced with the problem of selecting between
self-reported and official data.
perfect.

Neither choice is

Self-reported data are subject to question in

that the very act of responding is a social act.

Some

children may simply refuse to ,respond to self-report
questionnaires.

In fact, Hirschi's study (1969) shows

that children with police records are less likely to respond
than children without police records.

Even if the child

responds his/her response may be inaccurate.

Children may

not recall all delinquent acts, may not understand what
behaviors constitute a delinquent act and/or may intentionally fabricate or forget past delinquent acts (see
Reiss 1975).

Self-report data are usually viewed as

overestimates of delinquency.

Gold (1966) noted that between

twenty and fifty percent of the offenses reported as committed by children were actually behaviors that would not
be considered chargeable.
Official statistics, on the other hand, are usually
viewed as underestimates of the crime rate (see Erickson
1969).

The use of official data as a measure of crime

rates would be acceptable to the extent that the underestimate is not grossly biased.

Empey et ale (197l) noted
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that official delinquents were by their onw self-reports the
most delinquent.
While most researchers agree that there is a correlation between self-reports and official data, there are
a number of researchers who contend that the relationship
is affected by social class, i.e., that the legal processing
is biased against the lower socio-economic classes and,
therefore, so are the official data.

Braithwaite (1981),

on the other hand, contends that there is a social class
bias in the response to self-report questionnaires.

Tittle

et a1. (1978) reviewed the relationship between social class
and criminality, and attributed it to a discrepancy between
self-report and official data.

Hinde1ang et a1. (1979)

contended that this discrepancy is "illusionary".

Cor-

recting for methodological problems in the collection of
self-reported data, and reviewing the findings of victimization studies, they contended that self-reported data
could be used as a viable measure of delinquency.
In a practical vein, obtaining self-report data
was deemed inappropriate for the research staff who are
at the same time both agents of the court bounded by the
laws and procedures disallowing privileged communication,
and social scientists bounded by an ethical code of nondisclosure.

To avoid any conflict and any

obje~tions

from

defense counsel, an administrative decision was made not to
collect

se1f~report

data, to rely on official data.
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Viewing recidivism in terms of official data is not
straightforward.

There are numerous distinct and separate

measures of recidivism based on official data (e.g.,
revocations, arrests,

convictions~

incarcerations, etc.).

Recidivism for the purposes of this study relates to subsequent referrals to the Court Center.

This view is

essentially that of arrests, not adjudications.

While it

is possible that some children are subjec"t.s of false arrests
thereby inflating the measure, the use of adjudications as
a measure of recidivism would act to severely underestimate
that recidivism.

As discussed previously, few children have

an adjudication hearing, the Court Center has a tendency to
divert children from the court process.
Recidivism will be studied for a period of six months
following the cite-in interview.

Analysis of the data from

prior years has shown that fifty-seven percent of all first
time male burglars who would have met the criteria of this
study did recidivate during the time they were at risk as
a juvenile.

Recidivism appears very quickly with approxi-

mately fifty

percen~

of all boys who will ever recidivate

as a juvenile, recidivating in the first six months after
receipt of the burglary referral.

Within the second six

months less than nine percent recidivate, i.e., in one year
34.9% of all boys recidivate, as compared to 26.1% in six
months.

Therefore the current study will follow the boys
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for their highest risk period, the first six months after
court intervention.
Whether or not the boy recidivates is one measure and
the number of times he recidivates is another.
for which the boy recidivates is also a concern.

The offense
These

measures were obtained from the official records of
Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center seven months after
the interview.

CHAPTER FOUR
THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Between December 1, 1979, and August 31, 1980, one
hundred fifty boys who met the criteria of this study
attended a cite-in at the Court Center.

One hundred

twenty-seven (84.7%) of these boys were interviewed by
the research staff.

Of the twenty-three boys not inter-

viewed, the assigned probation officer either did not
understand the mechanics of the study or rescheduled the
interview (i.e., transferred the case at the last moment
to another officer because of illness or delays in court,
family requesting a more convenient time, etc.).

Only

one boy's family refused the. interview (see Table 4.1).
The remaining eight boys (34.8%) were not interviewed
because of scheduling conflicts of the research staff.
The official records of all hundred fifty boys
were followed for six months after the interview to
determine whether or not the boys recidi va"ted.

It should

be noted that recidivism is defined, for the purposes of
this study, as a subsequent referral withi.n a six month
period after the interview.

While some children may be
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Table 4.1.

Reasons for Noninterview.

Other*

Prosecutable

Total

Not Brought to
Interview

5

(71.4%)

9

(56.3%)

14

(60.9%)

Interviewers not
Available

1

(14.3%)

7

(43.8%)

8

(34.8%)

Refused Interview

1

(14.3%)

0

1

(4.3%)

7

(100%)

TOTAL

16

(100%)

23

(100%)

*Other includes thirteen nonprosecutab1e burglary
complaints and three control complaints that were not
graded either prosecutable or nonprosecutab1e.
falsely accused, the child's official record is most
probably an underestimate Of the actual number of subsequent delinquent or incorrigible acts.

This underestimate

may be intensified by the six month time period.

For

example, a child may have committed the act within the time
period of the study, but the arrest itself may have been
delayed because of an extended police investigation.
The records were reviewed seven months after the
interview, and a child was counted as recidivating if the
date of the alleged offense of the subsequent referral fell
within the six month time period.

It should also be noted

that an official record reflects the behavior of the police
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as well as the child.

A police officer may observe the act,

but not make a referral to the juvenile court for numerous
reasons.

In spite of these potential sources or error, we

used the records because they were the only data available
to us.

As discussed previously, the assumption of this

study, supported by

pas~

research (Hinde1ang et a1. 1981),

is that the more a child violates the law, the more likely
that child is to be referred to the juvenile court.

By

using the official records, then, we would expect that any
relationships found would be an underestimate.
Recidivism
Six months after the scheduled time of the interview, 26.0% of the total sample had recidivated (see Table
4.2).

This figure is consistent with that of the 1959,

1960 and 1961 cohorts which, after six months, showed
26.1% of the first time burglary offenders recidivating.
As with the earlier cohorts, the boys in the study
who recidivated were most likely to be charged with another
theft, usually a burglary.

Over half (56.4%) of all those

recidivating were charged with a theft offense - 41.0% with
burglary, 7.7% with grand theft auto, 5.1% with shoplifting
and 2.6% with larceny (see Table 4.2).
There are two noticeable differences among recidivism offenses between the boys of this study and the

Table 4.2.

Recidivating Offenses.
Current Study

Offense

Total
Sample
a

Interviewed
Total
Interviewed Prosecutable
c
b

Total
1959-1961
Cohorts
d

16

41.0%

14

37.8%

7

28.0%

204

29.8%

Larceny

1

2.6%

1

2.7%

1

4.0%

64

9.3%

Marijuana

0

62

9.0%

Shoplifting

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

2

8.0%

42

6.-1%

Curfew

5

12.8%

5

13.5%

3

12.0%

40

5.8%

Grand Theft Auto

3

7.7%

3

8.1%

3

12.0%

34

4.9%

Assault

1

2.6%

1

2.7%

0

33

4.8%

Liquor

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

2

8.0%

32

4.6%

Runaway

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

2

8.0%

29

4.2%

Disturbing Peace

1

2.6%

1

2.7%

0

25

3.6%

Incorrigible

0

0

0

15

2.2%

Robbery

0

0

0

14

2.0%

Trespass

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

2

8.0%

14

2.0%

Vandalism

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

1

4.0%

11

1.6%

Other

2

5.1%

2

5.4%

2

8.0%
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10.0%

39

100%

37

100%

25

100%

689

100%

Burglary

TOTAL
Proportion
Recidivating

0

26.0%

0

29.1%

37.9%

26.1%

-....J
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earlier cohorts (Table 4.2, columns a and d).

First, there

were no marijuana referrals in the current sample.

Former-

ly, marijuana accounted for nine percent of the recidivism
offenses.

Among all referrals received by the Maricopa

County Juvenile Court Center, drug referrals, including
marijuana, have diminished significantly over the past six
years.

In 1975, the court received 1701 drug related

referrals (8.7% of all referrals), while in 1980 that number
dropped to 989 (5.4%).

Marijuana referrals dropped from

1473 (7.5%) in 1975 to 817 (4.5%) in 1980.

Whether this

overall reduction is the result of diminished usage of
drugs, or diminished apprehension cannot be determined here.
What is clear is that the boys of this study were not
referred for marijuana offenses.

The proportion of boys

referred did not diminish, however.

While fewer were

referred for drugs than expected (based on the 1959, 1960
and 1961 cohorts), the total proportion referred was consistent with that expected (26.0% of the current sample
recidivated, whi"le 26.1% were expected to recidivate,
based on the cohorts previously investigated).

In the

current sample, there has been a slight shift in the type
of recidivism charge, not in the proportion recidivating.
The second noticeable difference in type of recidivism offense is that proportionately more boys of the
current sample were referred for curfew than the prior
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cohorts.

Curfew constituted 5.8% of the recidivism offenses

among the prior cohorts and 12.8% with the current sample.
It may well be that behaviors of the boys have not changed;
rather, the police, knowing that prosecution of a marijuana
charge is unlikely, are more likely to allege curfew - a
charge requiring only verification of the time and location
of arrest, not justification for search and "laboratory
verification of the substance in possession.

Or, on the

other hand, when the boys of today "hang out" at night, they
are less likely to be involved in drugs (please note that
the proportion of liquor violations did not change).
The boys of this sample, then, recidivated much as
the boys of prior cohorts.
is,

The next question of interest

"What characteristics distinguish those boys who

recidivated from those who did not?".
Interview Bias
Given the caveats of using official records, a number
of differences between recidivating and nonrecidivating boys
were found.

The most troublesome was that the interviewed

portion of the sample had a higher recidivism rate than the
noninterviewed portion.

Thirty-six (28.4%) of the inter-

viewed recidivated, while only two (8.7%) of the noninterviewed boys recidivated.

Contemplating that the

interview itself may have promoted recidivism, we
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investigated the characteristics of both the interviewed and
the noninterviewed.

Boys who were not interviewed appeared

to be a lower risk group (see Table 4.3).

Ninety-five

percent (95.7%) of the noninterviewed were attending school,
while only 78.4%· of the interviewed were attending

(P~.05).

More of the noninterviewed were employed (P<.05) and
cooperated with the arresting

offi~er

(P<.OOl).

with these

significant differences, the question of concern became,
"What had biased our interview procedures?".
The most conunon reason a child was not interviewed
was that the probation officer did not bring the family to
the research unit for the interview.

In some instances, the

case had been reassigned at the last moment, but the most
frequent source of confusion was whether the child met the
criteria of the study.

The study criteria designated those

first timers charged with burglary by the police.

By the

time the probation officer saw the child and the complaint,
the county attorney had reviewed the case and, in some
instances, indicated that the case was not prosecutable
as a burglary.

Some probation officers assumed that, if

the county attorney had redefined the act as other than a
burglary, the child was no longer part of the sample.
A similar bias was present among the research staff,
who, when faced with several interviews at the same time,

Table 4.3

Background and Case Characteristics of Recidivists and Nonrecidivists.
Interviewed

Total
Sample
N=150
a
Background Characteristics
Minority
28.0
Attending School
78.4
25.0
Employed
Age in Months
188.1
45.9
Intact Families
Socio-Economic
52.0
Status
Nonworking Mothers
42.0
Case Characteristics
Hour of Burglary
13.9
283.2
Dollar Value Stolen
Dollar Value Recovered
191. 7
Dollar Value Gained
63.6
Number of Accomplices
2.0

Not
Interviewed
N=23
b

Total
Interviewed
N=127
c

Not
Recidivating
N=90
d

Recidivating
N=37
e

34.8
95.7 a
39.la
187.7
45.5

26.8
75.2 a
22.4 a
188.2
46.0

24.4
79.8 b
20.2
187.8
48.9

32.4
63.9 b
27.8
189.5
38.9

52.9
40.0

51.9
42.3"

53.3
44.8

Not
Prosecutable
N=36*
f

Prosecutable
Total
Not
Prosec- Recidiv- Recidivutable ating
ating
N=66
N=4l
N=25
g
i
h

36.7
81.2
20.8
188.5
45.6

27.4
75.0
30.6
187.2
45.8

24.5
83.7
30.6
187.8
44.9

48.4
36.1

53.9
46.7

50.9
38.0

52.3
38.3

48.3
37.5

33.3
56.5b
30.4
185.9
47.8

15.6
263.3

13.6
286.8

14.8 b
238.3 b

10.9 b
406.5 b

14.6
247.3

13.1
343.3

14.1
289.9

11.0a
450.1

204.2
28.4
2.0

189.4
69.9
2.1

160.5
53.2
2.0

262.5
111.0
2.1

176.2
41.6
2.6 a

244.6
72.7
1.8a

213.5
52.1
1. Sa

308.0
114.0
2.4 a

-....J
-....J

Table 4.3, Continued.
Interviewed
Prosecutable
Total
Sample
N=l50
a

Not
Interviewed
N=23
b

Total
Interviewed
N=127
c

Not
Recidivating
N=90
d

Reddivating
N=37
e

Not
Prosecutable
N=36*
f

Total
Prosecutable
N=66
g

Not
Recidivating
N=41
h

Recidivating
N=25
i

48.0 b

49.0

45.8

74.0

71.4

79.2

Case Characteristics, Cont'd
Residence Burglarized

39.3

34.8

40.2

38.9

43.2

24.5

Burglary Successful

b

75.3

73.9

75.6

74.4

78.4

77 .6

Level of Planning

3.5

3.5

3.6

3.6

3.5

2.9

Entry Premediated

34.0

34.8

33.9

32.2

37.8

32.6

41.1

c

4.0 c

4.0

3.9

38.8

45.8

Sold Stolen Goods

14.8

23.5

13.3

15.8

6.9

18.0

16.7

20.0

10.0

Caught in Act

38.3

34.8

38.9

38.9

38.9

38.8

37.5

38.8

34.8

Cooperative w/Police

83.2

65.2 c

86.5 c

91.l

79.2

82.2

87.8

70.8

83.3

91.7

93.8

87.5

50.6

58.2

a
a

75.0

Admitted Participation 89.9

81.8

91.3

94.4

Days Burglary to
Cite-in

61.7

65.6

61.0

61.5

59.9

Prosecutable as
Burglary

59.8

35.0c

64.7 c

58.3b

80.0

83.8

a
a

70.4

a

53.l

a

b

*Excludes the twenty-five controls that were not graded either prosecutable or non-prosecutable.
a P <0.05
b F

~0.01

c P <0.001

-.J

co
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cancelled interviews with children whose cases were not
considered prosecutable as a burglary.
Of the interviewed cases, 67.4% were considered by
the county attorney to be burglaries, while only 35'.0% of
those not interviewed were considered burglaries (P<.OOl).
Obviously, the bias in our interview procedures was in
favor of interviewing prosecutable burglaries.
Prosecutable Burglaries
By court policy, a case was determined nonprosecutable
as a burglary for one of two reasons:

(1) the county

attorney did not believe there was sufficient evidence to
link the child with any crime, or (2) in the county
attorney's evaluation, the evidence would support a lesser
charge than burglary.
consideration.

Both of these instances demand some

It may be that deterrence is not completely

applicable in either case.
In the first case, the child may be innocent of.the
charges.

Specific deterrence research is mute with regard

to the efficacy of punishing the innocent, although it
might be consistent with general deterrence.

In the

second case, the police may have exaggerated the circumstances to allege a burglary.

Again, deterrence may be

less applicable in such instances.
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Burglary is defined by Arizona Revised Statutes to
be entering or remaining unlawfully in a residential or
non-residential structure or yard with the intent to
commit any theft or any felony therein.

To enter or remain

unlawfully is defined as " • • • an act of a person who
enters or remains on premises when such person's intent
for so entering or remaining is not licensed, authorized,
or otherwise privileged {ARS 13-1501)".

The person's in-

tent upon entering becomes the critical issue.

For example,

what would normally be termed a shoplifting could be
defined as a burglary if the child admits to the intent to
shoplift before or upon entering the store.
A content analysis of the county attorney'sevaluations of all the burglary complaints revealed that intent
was not sufficient for a burglary case.

The analysis

showed two common factors for cases deemed prosecutable as
a burglary.

The first of these factors was supporting

evidence of the child's participation in the act.

Such

evidence included witnesses who correctly identified the
child, physical evidence of the child's presence at the
scene (i.e., fingerprints), and/or a corroborated admission.

The second factor involved the type of entry into

the structure or yard.
burglaries, entry

w~s

Of those deemed prosecutable as
forced or through an obstruction.
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Cases where the child removed empty soda bottles from the
front of an open carport were termed theft, not burglary.
But cases where the child pryed open a window or scaled a
chain-link fence topped with barbed wire were termed burglaries.
Viewing the differences in background and case
characteristics netted similar results.

Table 4.3, columns

f and g, presents mean differences between prosecutable
and nonprosecutable cases.

While there are no significant

differences among the background characteristics of the
boys involved, there were significant differences in some
of the characteristics of the cases, the most significant
of which is the probation officer's impression of the level
of planning the burglary

requir~d.

Cases termed prose-

cutable had a higher level of planning, 4.0, while nonprosecutable cases averaged 2.9

(P~.OOl).

Proportionately

more of the prosecutable cases involved burglaries of
private residences (48.0% versus 24.5%; P<.Ol), involved
fewer accomplices (1.8 versus 2.6;

P~.05),

and the cases

themselves, on the average, were fresher, i.e., the court's
response time was less (53.1 days since the burglary,
versus 70.4 days;

P~.05).

There is also a difference in

recidivism which reflects the recidivism difference found
between

the interviewed and noninterviewed samples.
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Almost a third (32.9%) of the boys with prosecutable cases
recidivated, while only 14.3% of the nonprosecutable cases
recidivated

(P~.Ol).

Since the county attorney's evaluation of what
constituted a burglary tended to make the group more
homogenous and tended to deal with acts involving a higher
degree of contemplation and, ,therefore, behavior probably
more subject to a deterrent effect, most of the subsequent
analyses include consideration of whether or not the act was
deemed prosecutable as a burglary.
Background Characteristics and Recidivism
Background characteristics measured in this study
were ethnicity, school status, employment status, age,
living arrangement and both father's and mother's occupation.

In the first section of Table 4.3, the figures

displayed represent the proportion of minority boys, the
proportion of boys attending school at the time of the
cite-in, the proportion of boys employed, the boys' average
age in months, the proportion of boys with intact families
(living with both natural parents), the father's occupational socio-economic score (U. S. Census 1977), and the
proportion having mothers who did not work outside the
home.
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Of those boys interviewed, the only significant difference among those background characteristics measured
between those boys who recidivated and those who did not
was school attendance (see Table 4.3, columns d and e).
Almost eighty percent (79.8%) of the nonrecidivating boys
I

were attending school at the time of the interview, while
only 63.9% of the recidivists were attending

(P~.Ol).

Other differences, while not significant, were consistent
with the literature.

A greater proportion of the recidi-

vists were minorities, from broken homes, and, on the
average, had lower socio-economic status.

The recidivists

were also more likely to be employed (possibly because of
their lesser propensity to attend school) and have mothers
who are employed outside the home.
With the prosecutable burglaries, the differences
between recidivists and nonrecidivists are very similar
(see Table 4.3, columns h and i).
likely to attend school

(P~.Ol).

Recidivists were less
Nonsignificant dif-

ferences included proportionately more minorities and lower
socio-economic status among the recidivists.

Unlike the

total interviewed sample, the prosecutable burglaries did
not show that recidivists were more likely to come from
broken homes or homes with housewife mothers.
were negligible on these two characteristics.

Differences
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Viewing recidivism in terms of the number of subsequent referrals, Table 4.4 presents the correlation·coefficients for the background characteristics.

A correlation

coefficient, for the purposes of this study, was deemed of
interest if it indicated four percent or more explained
variation (r

~.20)

•

Given that criteria, the only back-

ground characteristic with predictive power is school status
(r

= -.230

for total interviewed and -.296 for the prose-

cutable burglaries).
Intercorrelations among the background characteristics showed no surprises.

Socio-economic status is lower

among the minority group members (r

=

-.455).

For this

sample intact families appear to be more common among
families of higher socio-economic status, and employement
is more common among older boys and boys who are not
attending school.

Whether or not the mother works is

virtually unrelated by the criteria of this study to any
other characteristic, especially in the total interviewed
sample.

Socio-economic status and nonworking mothers are

related only among the prosecutable burglaries (r

=

.205).

Recidivism, defined either dichotomously or in terms
of the number of subsequent referrals, does not appear to
be affected by social class, broken homes or minority
membership.

Whether or not the boy attended school is the

only background characteristic demonstrating predictive
power.

Table 4.4.

Background Characteristics:

A.

Minority
Number of Subsequent
Referrals
Minority
Attending School
Employed
Age
Lives with. Both
Parents
SES

0.123

Attending
School

Predicting Recidivism and Intercorre1ations.

Total Interviewed

Employed

Age

Lives with
Both
Parents

SES

Non
Working
Mothers

-0.230

0.095

0.136

-0.060

-0 •.100

-0.067

-0.169

-0.043

-0.101

-0.081

-0.455

-0.142

-0.262

-0.118

0.029

0.138

0.019

-0.263

-0.132

0.038

0.086

0.138

0.180

0.013

0.283

0.054
0.101

co
U1

Table 4.4, Continued.

B.

Minority
Nunber of Subsequent
Referrals
Minority
Attending School
Employed
Age
Intact Family
SES

0.133

Prosecutable

Attending
School

Employed

Age

Lives with
Both
Parents

SES

Non
Working
Mothers

~0.296

0.146

0.151

0.063

-0.010

-0.074

-0.137

-0.108

0.028

0.006

-0.474

0.037

-0.309

-0.190

-0.111

0.076

-0.076

-0.328

-0.014

0.074

-0.050

0.163

0.096

0.193

0.296

0.156
0.205

co
(j)
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Characteristics of Burglary Cases
Characteristics of the burglary cases were obtained
from content analyses of the police department's reports,
the probation officers' responses to the questionnaires
and determinations of the county attorney's grade (see
Tables 4.3 and 4.5).

The characteristics measured from

the police reports include:

(1) the hour the burglary

took place (military time),

(2) the dollar value of all

goods stolen, (3) the dollar value of all goods recovered,
(4) the dollar gain (difference in dollars between that
stolen and that recovered),

(5) the number of accomplices,

(6) whether or not the place burglarized was a private
residence,

(7) whether the burglary was successful, (8)

entry was premeditated, (9) the stolen goods were sold,
(10) the boy was caught in the act and (11) whether the
arresting officer believed the boy was cooperating with
the police.
Case characteristics obtained from the probation
officer after the cite-in interview included whether the
boy admitted participation in the burglary and, if so,
the level of planning the probation officer perceived from
the boy's story.

Whether the case is prosecutable as a

burglary was determined from the grade assigned by the
County Attorney.

The response time was calculated from

the date of the burglary to the date of the cite-in.

Table 4.5.

Case Characteristics:
A.

Predicting Recidivism and

Intercorrelat~ons.

'lUI'AL-~'JED

Hour
Dollar Dollar
NuIroer ResiBurglary Level Prerredi- Stolen caught
of
Value Value Dollar 1\ccc:rn- dential SUccess- of
ated
ltans
in CooperBurg1ary_St:c>len Recover Gain Elices_~l.aIy_~!,~ans Eni:J:y_ Sold
Act
ative Mmit

Response

Titre

Nt.nnber of

Subsequent
Referrals
Hour of
Burglary
Dollar Value
Stolen
Dollar Value
Recover
Dollar Gain

-0.227

0.271 0.189

0.196 -0.008 0.101

-0.019

0.015 0.060

-0.126

-0.372 -0.345 -0.039 -0.054 -0.008

-0.126

-0.040 -0.036

0.039

0.417

0.453

0.202 0.229

0.245 -0.376 0.067

0.184 0.389
0.289 0.098

0.354
0.247

0.088 0.208
0.244 0.019

0.141 -0.309 0.001 0.146 0.305
0.220 -0.172 0.121 -0.003 0.263

-0.164

-0.041

0.888

0.268 0.339
-0.204

0.002 -0.185 -0.136 -0.068
0.006

0.178 -0.138 0.089
0.131 0.390

NuIroer of
Ac~lices

Residential
Burglary
Burglary
SUccessful
Level of
Plans

0.191

-0.020

0.314

0.473 -0.246 C.118 -0.096

0.537

0.224 -0.009

-0.049 -0.214

0.089

0.021 -0.044

0.001 0.058

0.134 -0.414

0.106

0.019 0.163

0.031

0.064 0.087

0.110

0.260 -0.045

0.088 -0.196

0.039 -0.074

Prerrediated
Entry

• stolen ltens
Sold
<aught in 1\ct
Cooperative

1\Crnit

-0.221 0.042
-0.119

0.157

0.008 0.475
0.134 -0.215
0.124 0.134
0.083

OJ
OJ

i'
I

Table 4.5, Continued.
B. PIDSEnJI'ABLE
Dollar Dollar
Nunber Resi-· BurglaJ:y level Premedi- Stolen Caught
of
Value Value Dollar Accan- dential Success- of
ated
Items
in CooperBurglaJ:y~tolen Reoover Gain plices BurglaJ:y
ful
Plans Entry
Sold
Act
ative lIdmit
Hour

Nunber of
Subsequent
Referrals
Hour of
Burgla1:y

Dollar Value
Stolen

-0.207

0.260

0.234

-0.372 -0.345
0.888

0.085

0.117

0.055

-0.045

-0.005

0.144

-0.039 -0.054 -0.008

-0.126

-0.040

-0.330

-0.131 0.011 -0.310 -0.169
0.053

0.070 0.140
0.008

Response
Time

0.091

0.057

0.167

0.268

0.339

0.417

0.453

0.202

0.187

-0.081 -0.364

0.088

0.138

-0.204

0.184
0.289

0.389
0.098

0.354
0.247

0.089
0~244

0.147
0.038

-0.170 -0.311 -0.076 0.J.59
0.185 -0.128 0.156 .-0.148

-0.093
0.482

-0.164

-0.041

-0.020

0.090

0.191

0.224

0.067

-0.068 -0.170 0.056

-0.079

0.012

0.065 -0.074

0.144 -0.393 0.069

0.036

0.208

0.207

Dollar Value
Recover

f:>l1ar Gain
Nurrber of
1\cccnplices

Residential
Burgla1:y
Burglcu:y
Successful
level of
Plans

0.006

0.156 -0.248

0.043 -0.211

0.231

0.047

0.123

0.187

0.178

-0.205 -0.217

0.061

0.037

-0.094

Premediated
Entry

Stolen Items
Sold
Caught in Act
OJoperative
1ldmit

-0.170 -0.021 -0.194
0.129
-0.141 0.026 -0.119
0.124
0.184
-0.058

,
co

\0
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Table 4.6.

Number and percent Recidivating by Hour of
Burglary (Totals in Parentheses).

Hour

Prosecutable

Interviewed

Midnight to 12:59 am

2

50.0%

4)

1

50.0%

1:00 to 1:59 am

5

62.5%

8)

2

50.0%

(

4)

2:00 to 2:59 am
3:00 to 3:59 am

4

80.0%

5)

4

100%

(

4)

1

50.0%

2)

1

100%

4:00 to 4:59 am

1

100%

1)

0

5:00 to 5:59 am

1

50.0%

2)

1

6:00 to 6:59 am

0

0)

0

0)

7:00 to 7:59 am
8:00 to 8:59 am

0

0)

0

0)

0

0)

0

0)

9:00 to 9:59 am

0

0)

0

0)

10:00 to 10:59 am

1

12.5%

8)

1

20.0%

5)

11:00 to 11:59 am

3

42.9%

7)

2

50.0%

4)

Noon to 12:59 am

6

31.6%

( 19)

5

35.7%

14)

1:00 to 1:59 pm

0

(

0)

0

2:00 to 2:59 pm

0

(

0)

0

0)

3:00 to 3:59 pm
4:00 to 4:59 pm
5:00 to 5:59 pm

0
1

0)

0

0)

50.0%

1

100%

1)

1

50.0%

2)
2)

1

100%

1)

6:00 to 6:59 pm

0

5)

0

7:00 to 7:59 pm

2

33.3%

6)

2

66.7%

3)

8:00 to 8:59 pm

3

42.9%

7)

1

33.3%

3)

9:00 to 9:59 pm

1

5.3%

19)

1

14.3-%

7)

10:00 to 10:59 pm

5

45.5%

11)

2

66.7%

3)

11:00 to 11:59 pm

0

4)

0

(127)

25

TOTAL

37

29.1%

2)

1)
0)

100%

1)

(

0)

2)

3)
37.9%

66)
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Case characteristics showing significant differences
between recidivists and nonrecidivists within the total
interviewed sample included whether the case was deemed
prosecutable as a burglary (see Table 4.3, columns d and
c).

Eighty percent of the recidivists' cases were deemed

prosecutable, while only 58.3% of the nonrecidivists were
so deemed

The dollar value of the goods stolen

(P~.Ol).

also appears to be a distinguishing characteristic.

On the

average, recidivists stole $406.50, while nonrecidivists
$238.30

(P~.Ol).

Recidivists on the average tended to

commit the burglary earlier in the day (10.9 hours versus
14.8 hours,

P~.Ol).

The average hour of the burglary is

somewhat misleading as to the actual time of day the burglaries were committed.

The times of the day at highest

risk were between 10:00 a.m. and noon and 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m.

Recidivists' activity also peaking at these

hours showed an additional peak in the early morning
hours - midnight to 3:00 a.m. (see Table 4.6).
Recidivists were also less likely to admit participation in a burglary to the probation officer and less
likely to cooperate with the arresting police officer
(P~.05).

Among the prosecutable burglaries (see Table 4.3,
columns h and i), only two case characteristics distinguished the recidivists from the nonrecidivists.
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Like the total interviewed, recidivists, on the average,
committed the burglary earlier in the day

(P~.05).

Reci-

divists also averaged more accomplices than the nonrecidivists (2.4 versus 1.5;

P~.

05).

This finding is consistent

with the view of career delinquency as a group phenomena.
In terms of the number of subsequent referrals (see
Table 4.5), the number of accomplice"s was not predictive
(r= -0.008)".

However, the number of accomplices is related

to the dollar value of the goods stolen (r = 0.339), which
itself is the best predictor of recidivism (r= 0.271)
Burglary in a group does appear to be rewarding.
Among all burglaries, the more accomplices a boy had, the
greater the dollar value of the goods stolen, the less likely
the group was to be caught in the act, the less likely the
boy would be to admit and longer the court response time.
Among prosecutable burglaries, the more accomplices,
the greater the dollar value stolen (r = 0.339), the greater
the likelihood that the stolen items would be sold
(r = 0.473), the less likely the group would be caught in
the act (r = -0.246), the more likely entry was premeditated
(r = 0.314) and the longer the court response time
(r

=

0.537).
Burglary in a group, then, tends not to be a group

of boys spontaneously seizing upon an opportunity to steal
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and then running the risk of immediate apprehension and
sanctioning.

Within this sample of apprehended burglars,

group activity appears to involve more planning and is more
rewarding.

Perhaps the reason that a group burglary

involves more valuable goods is that the dollar value per
individual must offset the risk of sanctioning.
The hour of the burglary was also predictive of
re·::.i.divism - the earlier in the day the burglary took place,
the more subsequent referrals (r

= -0.277

total, -0.207

prosecutable), which is also correlated with the other
predictor, the dollar value stolen (r

=

-0.372).

Among the prosecutable burglaries, there are two
other predictive case characteristics - dollar value
recovered and cooperation with arresting officer.

The

predictive power of the dollar value recovered is trivial
because it is dependent on the dollar value stolen
(r

=

0.888).

Cooperation, on the other hand, is fairly

independent of the other case characteristics and among the
prosecutable burglaries is the best predictor (r

=

-0.310),

indicating that the least cooperative are the most likely
to have subsequent referrals.

Several interpretations of

this relationship appear to be possible.
First the issue could be with the arresting officer.
The boy's unco-operativeness may define him as a "troublemaker" for the officer, who in turn would be more likely
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to subsequently arrest the boy.

Piliavan and Briar (1964)

found that the lack of co-operativeness is one of the
factors that might assure an arrest in a questionable
situation.

This explanation assumes that the violation or

supporting evidence is relatively minor and that the arrest
is, at least in part, attributable to the boy's attitude.
It follows, then, that the boy's recidivism may be in response to what the boy perceives as an unnecessary arrest.
While the data indicate that lack of co-operation is
not related to minor or nonprosecutable cases, the issue of
the boy's perceptions suggests another explanation.
Perhaps the boy's lack of co-operativeness is a reflection
of a discrepancy between the boy's perception of the
seriousness of the offense and that of the police.

The

boy perceives the police behavior as unwarranted and unjust
(after all, in the boy's view, everyone does it, he just
had the misforture of getting caught).

The boy then tends

to be rebellious and does not display any signs of remorse.
The boy's recidivism then could be the result of his continued lower levels of perceived seriousness of the offense.
Needless to say, the resolution of this question is beyond
the scope of this study.
The dollar value stolen, within the total interviewed sample, is the best predictive characteristic and
is related beyond the .20 criteria level to all other case
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characteristics except cooperativeness and willingness to
admit.

The predictiveness of the dollar value stolen lends

support to the deterrence doctrine, since it can be viewed
as a presumptive measure of the reward component of the
deterrence formula.

As a presumptive, rather than a per-

ceptual, measure, it assumed that all burglars equally
value each dollar and that all stolen goods are valued by
the burglars in terms of dollars.

.

Even given the inherent

problems of this presumptive measure, it does predict recidivism, indicating that a perceptual measure of the value
of the goods stolen may well be one of a number of explanatory variables in the evolution of group delinquency.
It appears that group delinquency is rewarding and those
who are the most rewarded are the most likely to recidivate.
Perceptions of Rewards
Perceptions of rewards were measured in terms of
the boys' estimations of the amount of pleasure or excitement experienced and anticipated.

Consistent with the

deterrence doctrine, the recidivists, on the average,
anticipated

(P~.OOI)

and experienced

(P~.05)

more fun or

excitement than the nonrecidivists (see Table 4.7a).

And

consistent with the few studies considering various aspects
of rewards, excitement is the best predictor of recidivation, explaining between six and sixteen percent of the
variation (see Table 4.7a).

Table 4.7.

Average Perceptual Scores:

Recidivists and Nonrecidivists.

Interviewed
Non
recidivists
A.

Total

Non
recid- Recidivists . ivists

Total

REWARDS
Experienced Pleasure
Anticipated Pleasure
Presumptive Measures
Stolen

B.

Recidivists

.Prosecutable

3.21
5.00
238.28

a
c
a

3.93
6.72
406.50

a
c
a

3.43

3.00

5.53

4.20

286.77

276.53

65.75

73.62

42.42

51.62

a
c
a

3.70
6.60
450.09

a
c
a

3.28
5.18
340.17

PUNISHMENT
Experienced Parental

67.94

Experienced Court

42.41

a

60.29
42.43

a

a

76.96

a

48.97
a

71.19
50.63

a

Anticipated Parental

69.40

64.56

68.04

75.60

Anticipated Court

69.13

66.32

68.34

70.12

68.91

69.68

Arrest

76.34

70.43

74.65

79.38

68.61

75.44

Peer Awareness

56.26

55.71

56.11

59.12

48.26

55.16

64.13

71.41

\0
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Table 4.7, Continued.
. Prosecutable

Interviewed
Non
recidivists
C.

Recidivists

Total

Non
recid- Recid. ivi·sts . ivists

Total

POSSIBLE RESPONSES
Overall
Detainment

63.46
85.53

*Lecture

56.38

Apology

49.60

*Grounding

64.66

*Fine

68.67

Court Hearing
Probation
School Suspension

61.72
a

60.14
44.43
b

54.02

78.14

b

72.29

82.82 b
69.93

77.86

a

b

72.71
58.29
45.14

b
b

62.96

62.52

59.60

61.46

83.33

85.75

81.96

84.36

57.46

51.12

55.65

52.78

48.12

50.50

68.52

58.25

69.70

64.12

79.92

83.12

66.59

69.72

51.48

55.88

42.61
b

80.22

47.62
b

69.78
b

73.12

66.19
b

61.52
a

40.43

66.27
79.52
66.73

a

50.24

\0
-...J

Table 4.7, Continued.

Interviewed
Non
recid- Recidivists ivists Total
D.

Prosecutable
Non
recid- Recidivists ivis.ts Total

CERTAINTY
Overall

46.16

Burglary

59.64

b

b

44.27

45.45

40.13

43.62

53.38

57.93

57.26

58.73

57.76 *

40.73

40.91

40.78

39.48

40.91

39.97

Curfew

26.10 b

14.94 b

23.04

26.07 b

15.09 b

22.30

Shoplifting

50.89

49.30

52.95

43.91

49.84

Marijuana

45.09
b
39.13 ·27.21 b

35.86

35.28

26.41

32.23

Trespassing

41.21

37.09

40.08

42.71

42.95

42.80*

Liquor

39.72 b

26.18 b

36.01

33.76

25.27

30.84

Armed Robbery

65.82

61.35

64.60

66.26

67.23

66.59*

Aggravated Assault

49.42

46.73

48.24

38.18

44.78

Incorrigibility

36.92 a

26.32 a

34.02

39.74

30.09

38.08

Vandalism

42.24 a

32.97

a

39.70

38.45

29.41

35.34

Runaway

51.22

48.32

50.43

54.21

50.45

52.92

Grand Theft Auto

63.60

63.91

63.68*

63.98

63.32

63.75

Disturbing the Peace

39.58

32.35

37.60

37.90

29.86

35.14

. *Larceny

a

39.26

39.62

a

I.D
00

Table 4.7, Continued.
Interviewed
Non
recidivists
E.

CONDEMNATION
Overall Seriousness
Burglary
Larceny
Curfew
Shoplifting
Marijuana
Trespassing
Liquor
Armed Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Incorrigibility
Vandalism
Runaway
Grand Theft Auto
Distu~bing the Peace

b
b
85.91
a
61.72

66.96

Recidivists
b
b
77.57
a
54.71

59.91

30.13

23.43

a
70.85
b
58.93

a
64.54
b
46.71

Pros"ecutable"
Total

Non
recid- Recidivists " ivists

Total"

59.78

a
a
81.88
a
60.98

a
69.13 a
a
49.13

28.27

31.95

69.10

69.78 a

25.65
58. 69 a.

"65.92

58.69

47.61

54.77

a
63.38

a
49.26

58.38

50.93

37.65

46.23

77.31

a
90.60
a
77.98
a
65.71
78.9S a

a
80.74
a
65.17
a
50.87
65.43 a

65.00
83.60

66.17

55.44

62.37
77.37
56.78
29.72

57.60

55.80

55.54
57.10 "

52.33

44.17

50.06

b
92.94
a
79.51
b
67.38
a
79.19

b
85.91
a
71.97
b
51c43
a
72.43

54.69

54.37

54.60

51.67

49.26

50.82

86.41

83.00

85.46

87.09

77.61

83.74

59.87

52.74

57.89

56.76

49.83

54.31

90.99
77.41
62.95

87.11
73.45
60.46
74.17

\D
\D

Table 4.7, Continued.
" Prosecutable" "

Interviewed
Non
recid- Recidivists " ivist"s " Total
F.

CELERITY
Presumptive Measure
Response time in
days

61.28

60.39

61.03

Non
recidivists"

47.93 a

Recidi vists " Tot"al

58.17 a

51.65

a p <0.05
bp<O.Ol
cp<O.OOl

f--J

o
o

101

The presumptive measure of rewards, dollar value
stolen, is virtually unrelated to excitement (see Table
4.5), suggesting that rewards have at least two aspects that of the excitement of committing the act and that of the
use or pleasure derived from the stolen objects.

Given the

inherent problems with presumptive measures, subsequent
research would do well to seek perceptual measures of both
aspects of rewards.
Perceptions of Punishment
The boys interviewed estimated how punishing they
perceived the anticipated court and parental responses,
and the experienced responses of arrest, peers learning
about arrest, parental response and the court response.
According to the deterrence doctrine, nonrecidivists should
find the responses more punishing than recidivists.
The data support deterrence.

With every type of

response, the nonrecidivists, on the average, expressed
higher levels of perceived severity (see Table 4.7b).

While

only parental response showed significant differences
(P~.05),

experienced parental response in the total sample

and anticipated parental response with prosecutable
burglaries, all other differences were in the hypothesized
direction.

102
Consistent with Tittle and Rowe's (1974) contention
that the arrest itself may be the critical punishment
response, arrest showed the highest average punishment score
and was the best response predictor of the number of subsequent referrals (-0.192 total and -0.252 prosecutable,
see Table 4.8b).

No response reached the

level for the total

sample~

hypothesized direction.

0~20

criteria

however, all signs were in the

Within the prosecutable sample,

all signs were in the hypothesized direction, and both
arrest and anticipated parental response exceeded the predictive criteria level.
Court response, the most easily manipulated response,
has virtually no predictive power.

On the average, the

court's response was not viewed as particularly punishing
either.

It has the lowest average punishment score of the

responses studied.

This finding questions the efficacy of

controlling delinquency through court responses.

Perhaps

the more efficient method would be for the court to direct
its sanctions towards the parents and not the juvenile.
It would appear that for the juvenile, the parental response
is more salient than the court's.

On the other hand, the

court's response to a first timer has been somewhat curtailed.

There are a number of possible responses that were

not used with the boys of this study.

Table 4.8.

Correlation Coefficients.

Predicting Number of Subsequent Referrals.

Inter- Proseviewed ·cutable

InterProseviewed· . ·cutable

A. REWARDS
Experienced Pleasure

0.246

0.400

Anticipated Pleasure

0.310

0.370

0.271

0.260

Gain

0.196

0.085

Experienced Parental

-0.087

-0.064

Experienced Court

-0.044

-0.027

Anticipated Parental

-0.103

-0.208

Anticipated Court

-0.091

-0.054

Arrest

-0.192

-0.252

Peer Awareness

-0.025

-0.179

Detainment

-0.273

-0.232

Lecture

0.062

0.082

Apology

-0.040

-0.041

Grounding

0.148

0.261

0.074

0.142

Court Hearing

-0.095

0.012

-0.119

-0.005

School Suspension

-0.154

-0.182

Overall

-0.302

-0.418

Burglary

-0.175

-0.189

Presumptive measure
Stolen
B. PUNISHMENT

C. POSSIBLE RESPONSES

Fine
Probation
D. CERTAINTY

LOG OF CERTAINTY

Overall

-0.153

-0.187

Burglary

-0.062

·0.001

Larceny

-0.038

-0.055

Larceny

-0.102

-0.209

Curfew

-0.180

-0.199

Curfew

-0.152

-0.205

Shoplifting

-0.095

-0.189

Shoplifting

-0.226

-0.339

I-'
0
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Table 4.8, Continued.
. Inter' , , viewed

Intervie\'led

Prosecutab1e

Marijuana

-0.156

-0.097

Marijuana

-0.156

Prosecutab1e
-0.153

Trespassing

-0.098

-0.100

Trespassing

-0.235

-0.327

Liquor

-0.151

-0.133

Liquor

-0.200

-0.225

Armed Robbery

-0.046

-0.046

Armed Robbery

-0.200

-0.248

Aggravated Assault

-0.135

-0.153

Aggravated Assault

-0.183

-0.233

Incorrigibility

-0.119

-0.167

Incorrigibility

-0.176

-0.262

Vandalism

-0.118

-0.154

Vandalism

-0.221

-0.407

Runaway

-0.066

-0.118

Runaway

-0.276

-0.427

Grand Theft Auto

-O.OlB

-0.068

Grand Theft'Auto

-0.223

-0.397

Disturbing the Peace

-0.164

-0.207

Disturbing the Peace

-0.268

-0.347

Overall Seriousness

-0.168

-0.203

Burglary

-0.251

-0.336

Larceny

-0.131

-0.230

Curfew

-0.070

-0.039

Shoplifting

-0.038

-0.098

Marijuana

-0.116

-0.152

Trespassing

-0.052

-0.240

Liquor

-0.105

-0.175

Armed Robbery

-0.289

-0.366

Aggravated Assault

-0.192

-0.298

Incorrigibility

-0.293

-0.294

Vandalism

-0.177

-0.294

Runaway

-0.077

-0.102

Grand Theft Auto'

-0.094

-0.231

Disturbing the Peace

-0.154

-0.200

E. CONDEI-1NATION

I-'
0
oj:::.

Table 4.8, continued.

F.

Interviewed

Prosecutab1e

-0.068

0.091

Interviewed

Prosecutable

CELERITY
Presumptive Measures
Response Time in
Days

I-'

o

U1
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Perceptions of possible responses were also explored
in this study.

The boys estimated how punishing they per-

ceived being grounded, fined, sent to a formal court
hearing, being placed on probation, being suspended from
school, being detained, being lectured and being forced to
apologize to the victim (see Tables 4.7c and 4.8c).

While

these findings are somewhat tainted by the fact that some
boys did experience being lectured and grounded, they are
suggestive of possible effective alternatives.

In viewing

the tables, it should be noted that no boy was detained
nor had yet been fined, sent to a court hearing or placed
on probation.

Only one boy (a nonrecidivist) had apologized

to the victim.
Detainment was, on the average, viewed as the most
punishing, the nonrecidivists perceiving it as more
punishing that the recidivists

(P~.05

in total sample).

Attending a formal court hearing followed detainment as the
next punishing response, and again the nonrecidivists
perceived it on the average as more punishing than the
recidivists

(P~.Ol

in both groupings).

Three responses were viewed by the recidivists as
more punishing.
grounded.

They are being lectured, fined and

Being grounded showed significant differences

between the recidivists and nonrecidivists

(P~.Ol),

sug-

gesting that recidivists may be more attached to Friday
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night peer activity and, following the deterrence doctrine,
might be more deterrable if the parental or court response
included grounding.
Since recidivists viewed grounding as more severe,
the question of whether or not they were more likely to be
grounded arose.

Table 4.9 presents the actual parental

punishments experienced.

It is interesting to note that

proportionately more recidivists experienced no parental
punishment (40.5% vs. 18.9%; P>.05).

As expected, pro-

portionately more of the nonrecidivists were grounded
than were the recidivists (63.3% vs. 43.2%; ·P<.05).

The

severity of being grounded was viewed by the recidivists
as virtually equivalent, on the average, with the severity
of being detained (see Table 4.7e).

Yet they were less

likely to experience this response, or any response.
Probation showed significant differences (P<.Ol) in
the total sample again, with the nonrecidivists viewing it
as more punishing.

In the prosecutable sample, the nonre-

cidivists perceived school suspension as more punishing
(P>.OOl), but this may be a result of the fact that fewer
of the recidivists were attending school (see Table 4.3).
In terms of predictive ability, detainment was the
only response to exceed the criteria level among prosecutable as well as all burglaries.

Being grounded is the

best predictor among prosecutable burglaries.

It should
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Table 4.9.

Parental Responses Experienced-Nonrecidivists
and Recidivists.
Nonrecidivists

Recidivists

Total

Grounded and
Lectured

57 (63.3%)a

16 (43.2%)a

73 (57.5%)

Lectured

16 (17.8%)

6 (16.2%)

22 (17.3%)

Nothing

17 (18.9%)a

15 (40.5%)a

32 (25.2%)

90 (100%)

37 (100%)

TOTAL

127 (100%)

aDifferences in proportions; P~.05.

be noted that the signs of the correlations are reversed
with these two responses.

The more punishing detainment

is perceived, the fewer subsequent referrals; and the more
punishing grounding is perceived, the more subsequent
referrals.
In sum, the three best response predictors of
recidivism are (1) the dislike of being or anticipating
being grounded,

(2) the dislike of having been arrested,

and (3) the dislike of the possibility of being detained.
The dislike of the parental response was predictive only
among prosecutable burglaries.

The court responses,

both experienced and anticipated, are neither predictive,
nor did they distinguish between recidivists and nonrecidivists.

109
Perceptions of certainty
Perception of certainty consisted of the respondent's
estimate of the likelihood of being arrested for various
offenses.

Following the deterrence doctrine, we would

expect that recidivists would perceive the likelihood of
being arrested as much less than would nonrecidivists.
Table 4.7d presents the average certainty for recidivists
and nonrecidivists.

Overall certainty shows higher cer-

tainty levels for nonrecidivists than recidivists.
difference is significant

(P~.Ol)

This

in the total sample only.

Viewing the specific acts, six of the 14 act-specific certainties are significantly different in the the total sample
(P~.05
P~.Ol

for aggravated assault, incorrigibility and vandalism;
for curfew, marijuana and drinking alcohol), while

only one showed significant differences in the prosecutable
group (P<.Ol for curfew) •
In some cases, the differences were negligible and
at times in the opposite direction from that predicted.
Differences in certainty averages for petty theft and grand
theft auto in the total sample are in the direction opposite to that predicted, but the differences are negligible.

The same is true for petty theft, trespassing,

robbery with weapon, and burglary.

This finding is quite

disappointing given other research demonstrating the
importance of certainty.
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Using certainty to predict the number of subsequent referrals was also disappointing (see Table 4.8d).
While all coefficients showed signs in the hypothesized
~irection,

only one out of the thirty coefficients attained

a value exceeding the criteria level (i.e., in the
prosecutable group, the correlation coefficient of the
perceived certainty of being arrested for disturbing the
peace with the number of subsequent referrrals equals -0.207).
Prior research has suggested that certainty is not
linearly related to deviance.

Rather, when certainty is

perceived to fall below a certain level, it has no noticeable effect on behavior.

Other researchers have improved

the predictive ability of certainty by using the logarithm
of certainty.

This technique of scale transformation vastly

improved the predictive power of certainty in this study
(see Table 4.8c).
Viewing the log of certainty, all signs of the
coefficients were in the hypothesized direction, and twenty
of the thirty coefficients exceeded the criteria level.
log or overall certainty can explain 9.2% (r

=

-0.302) of

the variation in the recidivism in the total sample and
17.5% (r

=

-0.418) in the prosecutable group.

However,

the correlation with the certainty for burglary did not
exceed the criteria level.

The
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Consistent with the deterrence doctrine, certainty
is predictive of recidivism.

Consistent with previous

research, the log of certainty is the best predictor of
redicivism.
perceptions of Seriousness
Moral condemnation of the delinquent act, the
educative or moralizing function of punishment, was measured
by asking each boy to estimate how serious is the commission
of each of the selected acts by a teenage boy like themselves.

According to the normative validation

pe~spective,

we would expect that the nonrecidivists would perceive
violations as more serious than recidivists, i.e., that
moral condemnation of an act reduces the likelihood of
committing the act.
Viewing the average seriousness scores of recidivists
and nonrecidivists, we find that in every case the differences are in the hypothesized direction (see Table 4.7e).
Of the thirty differences displayed in Table 4.7, eighteen
are significantly different.
Using perceived seriousness to predict the number
of subsequent referrals (see Table 4.8e) gives correlation
coefficients all with a negative sign (the hypothesized
direction).

Overall seriousness, as well as the serious-

ness of burglary, robbery with a weapon and incorrigibility,
exceeded the criteria level in both groupings.

In addition,

•
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the prosecutable group shows predictiveness of seriousness
above the criteria level for petty theft, trespass, assault,
vandalism and grand theft auto.

The perceived seriousness

of burglary has a better predictive value than overall
seriousness, explaining between six and eleven percent of
the variation in the number of subsequent referrals
(r = -0.336 prosecutable), although robbery in the prosecutable group and incorrigibility in the total sample had
slightly higher correlations.
The issue of moral condemnation appears to be an issue
for the prediction of recidivism.

It does not, however,

have an effect independent from the components of the
deterrerlce doctrine.

Of all the doctrine's components con-

sidered, perceived overall certianty is the most highly correlated with perceived seriousness (r

=

.476 total; r

=

.516

prosecutable), suggesting some connection between seriousness and certainty in the boy's mind - either that, if an
offense is serious, one will be arrested, or if the police
take the time to arrest and victims to report a crime, the
offense must be serious.

Unlike certainty, seriousness

appears to be linearly related to recidivation.

Scale

transformations did not increase its predictive value.
Moral condemnation of an act is predictive of
recidivation.

The remaining question is whether or to what

extent moral condemnation is the result of punishment or
synonomous with perceived certainty of apprehension.
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The Deterrence Model
Consistent with the deterrence doctrine, this study
has found that recidivism is correlated with the perceptual
measures of the three primary components of the doctrine certainty of apprehension (log of overall certainty),
Reverity of punishment (arrest) and pleasure derived from
the act.

Post punishment condemnation of the act is also

predictive and is added to this discussion.
Contrary to the doctrine, this study did not show
celerity of response as predictive of recidivation.

The

perceptual measure of swiftness showed no variation and was
dropped from the study.

The actual time from arrest to

court response was not predictive.

But since this study

has shown that arrest, not court response, is the salient
punishment, perhaps swiftness of arrest is the issue.

No

perceptual measure of this time period was obtained.

The

dichotomous measure of whether or not the child was caught
in the act was correlated with recidivism even to a lesser
extent than the court's response time.
Swiftness is a frequently cited component of the
deterrence doctrine and, while not found to be predictive
in this study, its presumptive measure will be included in
this discussion of the deterrence model to provide a sense
of completeness.
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The findings of this study also indicated another
component of pleasure, besides excitement or fun - the value
of the goods stolen is predictive.

This variable will also

be included in this discussion.
Table 4.10 presents the intercorrelations of the
"complete deterrence model".

In the total sample, the

presumptive measure of the value of stolen goods is correlated with the presumptive measure of the court's response
time (r

=

0.390).

In the prosecutable group, the value of

stolen goods is inversely related to the log of the certainty
of apprehension, a perceptual measure (r

= -0.312).

Moral

condemnation of burglary in the total sample is highly
correlated with two of the three primary deterrence components, severity of punishment and certainty of apprehension
(r = 0.236 and 0.299, respectively).

In the prosecutable

group, condemnation is related to all three primary components - pleasure, severity and certainty (r

= -0.251,

0.369,

and 0.408, respectively).
To ferret out the independent effects of each component, partial correlations were calculated.

Table 4.11

presents the coefficients of the relationship between
each component and recidivism.

Column a presents the zero

order coefficients, while columns b, c, d, f, hand i
present the first order partial coefficients.

Column e

presents the second order partials for each of the three
primary components of the deterrence doctrine.

Column g
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Table 4.10.

Deterrence Model Intercorrelations.

Pleasure Punish- Ccndem- Reward Celerity
naticn
rrent
A.

Interviewed
Certainty
Pleasure
Punishment
Condemnation
Reward

B.

-0.159

0.137
-0.171

0.299
-0.120
0.236

-0.124
0.104
-0.073
-0.044

0.136
0.110
0.057
0.062
0.390

-0.201

0.372
-0.349

0.408
-0.251
0.369

-0.312
0.002
-0.105
0.045

0.127
0.080
0.090
0.101
0.138

Prosecutable
Certainty
Pleasure
Punishment
Condemnation
Reward

presents third order partials, adding the last perceptual
measure, moral condemnation.

Column j presents the fifth

order partials, adding the two presumptive measures of
value stolen and response time.
The perceptual measures of certainty, pleasure and
condemnation maintain their predictive importance when
controlling for the effects of the other variables either
independently or in concert.

Punishment, the least power-

ful predictor of the perceptual measures, loses its

Table 4.11.

Predicting Recidivations:

o Order
a

A.

The Deterrence Model
1 Order
2 prder 1 Order 3 Order
Total Condemn Total Reward Swift
h
i
f
e
9

5 Order
Total

1 Order
Certain Please
b
c

Pun~sh

-0.328

-0.329

-0.303

-0.283

-0.239

-0.361

-0.357

-0.222

0.269

0.235

0.290

0.236

0.296

0.323

0.251

-0.187

-0.208

-0.139

-0.277

-0.282

-0.130

-0.211

-0.335

-0.340

-0.205

0.282

0.246

d

j

INTERVIEWED
Perceptual
Certainty

-0.302
0.310

0.265

Punishment

-0.192

-0.239

-0.242

Condemnation

-0.251

-0.252

-0.325

-0.281

0.271

0.212

0.195

0.202

0.204

-0.039

-0.050

-0.130

-0.069

-0.078

Pleasure

-,

Presumptive
Rewal:ld
Swiftness

R=0.476
2
R =0.227

NOTE:

-0.204
R=0.506
2
R =0.256

-0.185
R=0.556
2
R =0.309

Correlations are of the number of subsequent referrals and the row variable
(column a). Columns b, c, d, f, h andi present the correlation coefficient
controlling for the column variable, while columns e, g, and j present the
correlation controlling for all preceeding column variables.

I-'
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Table 4.11, Continued.
o Order
a
B.

1 Order
Certal.n Please
b
c

Punl.sh
d

2 Order 1 Order 3 Order
1 Order
Total Condemn Total Reward SWl.ft
e
g
h
i
f

5 Order
Total

-0.468

-0.442

-0.408

-0.444

-0.381

-0.511

-0.538

-0.383

0.332

0.276

0.354

0.270

0.407

0.403

0.283

-0.066

-0.168

0.047

-0.331

-0.354

0.049

-0.279

-0.452

-0.448

-0.306

0.144

0.079

j

PROSECUTABLE
Perceptual
Certainty
Pleasure

-0.418
0.400

0.312

Punishment

-0.252

-0.141

-0.248

Condemnation

-0.336

-0.327

-0.397

-0.335

Reward

0.260

0.074

0.169

0.127

0.194

Swiftness

0.095

0.165

0.086

0.127

0.125

Presumptive

R=0.594
2
R =0.352

NOTE:

0.060
R=0.629
2
R =0.396

0.116
R=0.653
2
R =0.426

Correlations are of the number of subsequent referrals and the row variable
(column a). Columns b, c, d, f, hand i present the correlation coefficient
controlling for the column variable, while columns e, g, and j present the
correlation controlling for all preceeding column variables.
I-'
I-'
-...J
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predictive power, especially in the prosecutable group,
when controlling fer the other perceptual meClsu:r.es.
Summary
Using all six measures of the deterr.ence model, 30%
of the variation in recidivation can be explained in the
total sample and 42.6% in the prosecutable group.

Given the

use of an official measure of the dependent variable and the
limited time to calculate recidivism, we expected that
relationships found would be deflated.
The explanatory ability of the deterrence model,
especially in the prosecutable group, is notworthy.

The

findings of this study provide tentative support for the
deterrence doctrine.

As with a number of pervious studies,

certainty has been found to be an important predictor, more
so than severity of punishment.

Consistent with the very

few studies measuring pleasure or rewards obtained from
committing an offense, perceived pleasure is also an important predictor.
Interpretations about the effects of punishment are
unclear.

Admittedly, the recidivists did not experience

what they perceived as severe punishment.

The court's

response appeared to be irrelevant, and the response viewed
as one of the most severe (grounding) by the recidivists was
infrequently applied to them.

Punishment does appear to

have an effect on recidivism.

Since the predictiveness of
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severity of punishment is reduced by partialling the effects
of certainty and condemnation, punishment appears to have
an indirect effect on recidivism.
Subsequent deterrence research would be well advised
to investigate the nature of punishment's indirect effects be they fear, education, or some combination thereof.
Whether the boys refrained from subsequent violations because
of fear of the severity of punishment or not would best be
determined from a study involving random assignments of
salient punishments and the perceptual evaluations of those
punishments.

Whether or not the boys refrained from sub-

sequent violations because of the moralizing effect of both
the severity and certainty of punishment can not be determined without measuring perceptions before and after
punishment.
This study, lending tentative support for the deterrence doctrine, has shown the predictive importance of
certainty, pleasure and condemnation and has suggested
that punishment has an indirect effect on recidivism.

Fear

of punishment may not be the "deterring force"; rather,
certain and severe sanctions may act to educate the onetime offender, specifying what is accepted as moral behavior.
Obviously, further research is needed to uncover the complex
and

i~terrelated

effects of certainty of apprehension, moral

condemnation and severity of punishment.

CHAPTER FIVE
SU~mRY

AND CONCLUSIONS

At the onset of this study, a test of the deterrence
doctrine, there were three basic conerns.

The first of

these was to obtain perceptual measures of the primary
components of the doctrine.

Individuals interpret reality,

and it is this perception or interpretation of reality,
rather than reality itself, that influences behavior.
Second, the concern was to consider the pleasure aspect of
delinquent involvement.

Prior research has concentrated on

punishment, virtually overlooking pleasure as a component
of the classical position.

And· thirdly, the concern was to

view specific deterrence in terms of its implicit temporal
ordering, that perceptions be measured prior to the advent
of subsequent delinquency.

These concerns have been

fruitful.
utilizing perceptual measures of the doctrine's .components netted a model with predictive power in excess of
that deemed acceptable for this study and certainly far in
excess of that found in previous studies of recidivation
in the same research setting (Burgess and Halfpenny 1977
and 1979, Halfpenny 1980).
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The specific patterns found in this study are both
consistent and inconsistent with the deterrence doctrine.
Consistent with the doctrine, pleasure is directly related
to recidivation.

The fact that pleasure is also one of the

best predictors of recidivation suggests that its omission
from most prior research may certainly have diminished the
potential predictive power of the doctrine in those studies.
Consistent with both the doctrine and prior research, cer- .
tainty of apprehension (logarithm) is a primary deterrent to
recidivation.

The findings regarding the severity of

punishment, on the other hand, are not so straightforward.
Consistent with the doctrine, severity of punishment was
inversely related to recidivation.

However, punishment's

effect appears to be an indirect one through the perceived
seriousness of the act (condemnation).

This suggests that

juveniles do not refrain from subsequent delinquency out of
fear of punishment.

Rather, the severity of punishment

received may serve to alter their perceived seriousness
of the act.

They then refrain from subsequent delinquency

because of their view of its wrongness, not the fear of
punishment.

The value of punishment lies not in its ability

to generate fear, but in its ability to reaffirm values.
Indeed, those types of punishments that are effective in
instilling fear may not necessarily be the same as those
which are most effective in reaffirming values.
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Policy Implications
The findings of this study are based on a relatively
small number of boys accused of burglary.

This sample is by

far no means representative of all delinquents, and generalizing from this sample is risky at best.
found must be considered tentative.

The relationships

The independent varia-

bles were not manipulated, and therefore, spuriousness
cannot be ruled out.
suggestive for policy.

Nevertheless, the findings are very
Given all these caveats, any

policies implemented on the basis of these findings should
be implemented as an experiment and include an ongoing
evaluation procedure.
Of the two best predictors of recidivism, pleasure
and certainty, this author envisions the manipulation of
only one - certainty.

This study dealt only with those boys

who had been apprehended, arrested, and referred for prosecution.

This study provides no information on the relative

effectiveness of apprehension without formal processing.
However given the preponderance of research data underscoring the importance of certainty, it follows that
policies which increase the perceptual certainty of apprehension would be effective.

Note that desirable policies

are those that increase the perceived certainty, not
necessarily the actual certainty of arrest.

Visible

police surveillance may well serve to increase both
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perceived and objective levels of certainty.

Publicity

Qf apprehension probably effects only perceptions.
effect may be adverse.

That

If a juvenile perceives that his/her

peers commit a large number of delinquent acts and the number
of publicized arrests are relatively few in number to the
commissions, the perception of certainty may diminish.

How

perceptions of certainty vary is beyond the wildest stretch
of the findings· of this study.

Suffice it to say that

policies implemented to increase perceptual certainty have a
potential for impact and should be carefully monitored to
assure that perceptions are being altered in the desired
direction.
Official punishment is the most easily manipulated
predictor of recidivism.

The violators have been identified

and the courts have the ability to order a variety of responses.

Given that this study found severity of punishment

to be negatively correlated with recidivism suggests that
the courts might be effective in reducing subsequent delinquency.

The discouraging point, however, is that this

study indicates that the court's response is not perceived
as a very severe punishment.

It is true that the initial

court response in this study is close to minimal.
possible responses were deemed as more severe.

Other

The curious

finding that perceived severity varied between recidivists
and nonrecidivists suggests alternate responses.

From
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the doctrine, nonrecidivists were expected to perceive
punishments as more severe than recidivists.

Nonrecidi-

vists did perceive all experienced and most possible
responses as more severe.
The three notable exceptions to this are parental
lectures, fines, and groundings (groundings being significantly different).

Recidivists on the average perceived

these responses as more punitive than nonrecidivists.
Groundings and detention are both forms of confinement.
But dentention followed the predicted pattern.
did not.

Grounding

While it is true that more of the nonrecidivists

experienced grounding and this experience may have reduced
the perceived severity, another interpretation may well be
that grounding is an effective deterrent (or more effective
in validating norms).
detainment.

It may even be more effective than

In a previous section, detainment as a source

of peer group status was discussed.

It may well be that

grounding does not confer this type of status to the juvenile.
It may be more public and probably not very adventurous.
Grounding may also be invoked by parents with more
control and better survelllence over their children.

Indeed

the dislike of grounding by the recidivists may be a dislike
of that perceived control.

On the other hand, the nonreci-

divists who are more likely to experience grounding may
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dislike it less because it has been experienced because it
has been experienced.

That is to',say that familiar responses

may be more tolerable.

Nevertheless, this finding does

suggest that the further investigation of the effectiveness
of grounding may be fruitful.
Grounding has previously been solely in the realm of
parental responses •. A frequent lament of probation officers
is that some parents either do not respond to their child's
delinquency or that when they do, the response is merely a
threat and not enforced.

Recent work on alternatives to

incarceration has rediscovered the concept of "home
detention",

0:1:'

court enforced grounding.

While much of the

renewed interest in grounding is the result of budgetary
considerations, it does appear plausible that grounding for
the nondangerous offender may be more effective than
detention.

It is certainly worth further consideration

and testing.
Another interpretation of the data is that the salient
factor is the parental response itself and not the official
response.

If this is indeed the case, then court sanctions

directed at the parents such as fining might be more
effective.

By sanctioning the parents, the court may be

enlisting their aid in controlling the actions of their
children.

The Juvenile Court in Arizona does not currently

have the statutatory authority to sanction parents (and
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probably will not obtain that authority without the instit1Jtion of emancipation procedures).

Justice of the Peace

Courts in Maricopa County have fined parents for the misbehaviors of their children.

No systematic research has

investigated this practice.
The lack of saliency of the court response may be
a factor of timing, as well as the particular response
employed.

The court response time was not perceived as

swift by any means.

Since arrest was the most predictive

measure of response severity, the court might consider
expansion of "body referrals".

Currently, the most common

practice is for the police, after arresting the child, to
return the child to the custody of the parents and to inform
the court of the alleged violation by mail.

Instead, the

.

.

initial court intervention, cite-in, could occur immediately
following the arrest.

The police could bring the child and

the parents to the cite-in either at a court facility or at
the police station (probation officers could be officed at
police stations).
a summons.

Noncooperative parents could be faced with

This would decrease the time until the court's

initial response and may well increase both the parental
response and the child's perception of sererity and thereby
increase the moral condemnation of the act.
A consistent problem with any policy change is the
fact that such changes can and frequently do have
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unexpected and sometimes undesirable consequences.

This

underscores the importance of undertaking any change on
an experimental basis under constant evaluative research
monitoring.

Research findings only suggest potentially

fruitful policies.

It is the function of evaluation re-

search to assess the impact of such policies once implemented.
Research Imrlications
The data of this study are only a portion of that
collected by a larger overall research project.

This study

does suggest some areas of inquiry for that project.

First,

the time period used to measure recidivism should be expanded.

This study employs official records as measures

of recidivism.

The criminal justice system operates slowly,

and law enforcement officers may spend considerable time
investigating prior to making an arrest.
delays the creation of an official record.

This obviously
The rather

restrictive six month time frame utilized in this study may
have artificially reduced the reported level of recidivism.
Therefore, subsequent analysis should view recidivism over
an extended time period.
Second, this study excluded considerations of
parental perceptions of certainty and seriousness.
moral condemnation appears to be a deterring factor,

Since
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investigating the level of the parent's condemnation and the
discrepancy, if any, with that of the child's may prove
profitable.

Official responses may serve to reaffirm the

parent's, as well as the child's, values, and parental condemnation may help to sustain a child's conforming behavior
possibly by increas;ng the 1ike1ih.ood of parental punishment which is

perceived~in

general as more severe than

official sanctions.
Third, subsequent analysis of the overall proejct
would do well to view the changes in perceptions over time.
Does the lengthy legal process alter perceptions of certainty, severity, and seriousness?

Do impositions of

various sanctions differentially affect perceptions.
And lastly, the overall project included random
assignment of court response.
analysis.

Needless to say, this demands

Hopefully, such analysis will be able to address

the relative effectiveness of court diversion versus court
intervention.
This study also suggests areas of inquiry for subsequent research.

Subsequent studies of deterrence would

be well advised to use perceptual measures and to include
among those measures considerations of both pleasure/profit
and condemnation.

It would be desirable to measure percep-

tions over time - prior to the commission of any delinquent
act, prior to apprehension, prior to sanctioning, etc.
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An ideal situation for such a study would include both

official and self-repoFt mreasures of delinquency in conjunction with random assignment of official sanctions.
Given this powerful data base, one could address such perplexing issues as the relative effectiveness of punishing
versus diverting, the relative impact of various sanctions,
and in essence, the potential for official curtailment of
delinquency.

APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
JUVENILE VERSION
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COURT STRATEGY STUDY
INTERVIEW AGREEMENT
I do hereby promise that all information shared with
me during the forthcoming interview will be kept strictly
confidential.

I shall not reveal anyone individual's

response or lack of response to any question.

I agree

to combine all the responses from all the people interviewed and report the total answers in such a way that
a response from any particular person cannot be identified.

Signed ____________________________________
~

Division of Research and Planning

Date

I understand that my agreeing to participate in this
study will in no way affect any matter before the court.
understand that my participation is completely voluntary
and I may choose to answer or not to answer any question
at any time.

In addition I understand that my answers

will be confidential.

Signed
Date

I
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1.

What (if anything) did you like about your visit at
the Court Center .today?

2.

What (if anything) didn't you like about your visit at
the Court Center today?

3.

Are you corning back to the Court Center for an advisory
hearing? If yes: Did the PO tell you why?
a)

Did the PO tell you about your legal rights?

b)

Did the PO tell you about Juvenile records?

,
4.

What did you think was going to happen today?

5.

What do you think should have happened?

6.

How did ·the police treat you when you were arrested?
Do you have any likes or dislikes about what happened?

a)

Were you handcuffed?

b)

Were you locked up?
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7.

Think about what you were doing Right before you were
arrested (or whatever you were doing that lead to your
arrest). Was it fun/exciting? On an excitement scale
from 1 to 10 where 10 is the most exciting thing that
has ever happened to you, how exciting or how much fun
was it?

8.

What if the police had not arrested you, how exciting
or how much fun would it have been?

RESPONSE EVALUATION
The list below presents some of the things that have
happened to teenagers who were accused of illegal activities.
We would like to get your ideas concerning how much you
would dislike these things happening to you. We are not
asking whether these things have happened to you. We only
want you to tell us what you think about each of these things.
Under each item below, a line has been drawn which
goes from 0 to 100. Zero means that you either like the
item or have no feeling about it. One-hundred (100) means
that the item is one of the most dislikeable things you can
imagine. Please make a che~k,mark along the line to show
how much you dislike an item. You may also write a precise
number on the line if you wish to indicate how much you
dislike a particular item. Keep in mind that you may
check or write any number between 0 and 100 to indicate
how much you dislike an item. Thank you.
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l.

Being arrested by a police officer
0

2.

".

.

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Spending one \"leekend in juvenile detention hall
0

3.

10

10

20

30

.

40

50

.

60

70

80

90

100

90

100

Being lectured by your parents for an hour

.,

0
4.

60

70

80

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

.

Having to go before a judge in a court hearing
0

9.

50

Having to pay a fine of $50.00
0

8.

40

Not being allowed to go out on a Friday night
0

7.

30

Having your best friend find out you were arrested
0

6.

20

Telling someone whose property you stole you are sorry
0

5.

10

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

80

90

100

Being placed on probation for one year
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70
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10.

Being suspended from school for one week
.~

o

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

RESPONSE EVALUATION CONTINUED
Now think of those things that actually happened to you
and rate them on a scale from 0 to 100 according to how
much you dislike them.
11.

Everything your parents did and/or said when they
heard you were arrested.
0

12.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Everything that happened today at the Court Center
0

10

.

20

30

.

40

50

60

70

80

90

.

100

Now remember your thoughts after you were arrested and found
out you had to come to the Court Center. Please rate those
things you thought were going to happen according to how
much you would have disliked them. Use any number between
zero and 100.
13.

Everything you thought your parents were going to do
to you

o
14.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Everything you thought was going to happen at the
Court Center

o

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
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CERTAINTY OF LEGAL REACTION
Instructions Only
We would like to get your ideas concerning how likely
it would be for someone like you (e.g., same age, year in
school) to be arrested if involved in certain activities.
Keep in mind that we are n'ot asking whether you have ever
committed or been arrestea-ior such activities. Nor are
we asking whether you might commit such activities in the
future. That is not our concern. We only want you to give
your best guesses of how likely it would be for someone
like you to be arrested if involved in the following
activities.
Suppose that a teenager was involved in each of the
following activities 100 times. How many times do you
think he/she would be arrested? You may use any numbers
between zero and 100 to represent your best guess of
those chances. To illustrate, if you believe that a
teenager is arrested every time he/she commits a particular activity, then you should assign that activity the
value of 100 (i.e., 100 times out of 100 times). If
you believe that a teenager is arrested every ten times
out 100 times he/she commits a particular activity, then
you should assign that activity. the value of 10. Thus,
the greater the chances of a teenager being arrested for
a particular activity, the higher the number you should
assign to that activity.
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CERTAINTY OF LEGAL REACTION
Description of

Activit~

CONT'D.
Best Guess of Being Arrested

.

1) Stealing something-worth
less than $100 • • • • •

times out of 100 times

2) Being on a public street or
public place after the legal
curfew time
• • • •

times out of 100 times

3) Taking something from a store
or business on purpose without
paying for it
• • •

times out of 100 times

..

times out of 100 times

5) Entering or remaining on
private property without
owner's permission • • •

times out of 100 times

6) Drinking beer, wine, or
liquor when under legal age

times out of 100 times

7) Taking money or something
by forcing or threatening
someone with a gun, knife,
or other weapon • • • •

times out of 100 times

8) Beating up or physically
hurting someone on purpose

times out of 100 times

9} Disobeying or defying one's
parents • • • . • • • •

times out of 100 times

4) Using marijuana

10) Breaking into or entering
a place to do something
illegal • • . • . • • •

times out of 100 times

11) Purposely causing damage
to someone's property (e.g.,
breaking windows, spray
painting)
•••••..

times out of 100 times

12) Running away from horne .

times out of 100 times
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CERTAINTY OF LEGAL REACTION - CONT'D.
Description of Activity

Best Guess of Being Arrested

13) Taking someone's car,
truck, or Van without
permission • • • • •

times out of 100 times

14) Purposely disturbing the
peace or quiet of a
neighborhood, family,
or person • • • • • • •

times out of 100 times

l3Q

EVALUATIONS OF ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES
Instructions Only
We would like to get your ideas concerning how serious
you feel certain activities are when committed b* teenagers.
Keep in mind that we are not asking whether you ave ever
committed such activities-.--Nor are we asking whether you
-might commit such activities in the future. That is not
our concern. We only want you to give your best estimates
of how serious the following activities are to you.
Under. each activity below, a line has been drawn which
goes from a to 100. Zero (0) means that you think a particular activity is not serious at all when committed by
teenagers. One hundred (100) means that an activity is
one of the most serious you can imagine. Please make a
check mark along the line to show how serious you believe
each activity is. You may also write a precise number on
the line if you wish to indicate how serious an activity is.
Keep in mind that you may check or write any number between
100 to indicate how seriolls you believe each activity is.
Thank you.
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1.

Stealing something worth less than $100

o
2.

60

70

80.

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

100

90

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Drinking beer, wine, or liquor when under legal age

o
7.

50

Entering or remaining on private property without
owner's permission

o
6.

40

Using marijuana

o
5.

30

Taking something from a store or business on purpose
without paying for it

o
4.

20

Being on a public street or public place after the
legal curfew time

o
3.

10

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Taking money or something by forcing or threatening
someone with a gun, knife, or other weapon

o

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
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8.

Beating up or physically hurting someone on purpose
0

9.

60

70

.

80

90

100

·

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100'

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

·

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Taking someone's car, truck, or Van without permission
0

14.

50

Running away from home
0

13.

40

Purposely causing damage to someone's property (e.g.,
breaking windows, spray painting
0

12.

30

Breaking into or entering a place to do something
illegal
0

11.

20

Disobeying or defying one's parents
0

10.

·

10

10

20

30

.

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Purposely disturbing the peace or quiet of a neighborhood, family, .or person
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
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Thank you for taking the time to participate in this
study. Without your help and that of others like you,
we would be unable to evaluate the services of the Court
Center. Your comments have been very helpful.
This study will continue throughout the year. If by
chance we should contact you again, please tell us that
you have been interviewed before. We will still be
interested in your opinions and do hope that you would
agree, at that time, to participate in the study again.
Thank you.
Interviewer
Date
Completion Time
Respondent's Relationship
to teen

-------v
-0

-------u
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