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Abstract

lf the juvenile officer turns to social science for guidence

on the'handling of juveniles, the officer is faced with a

contradiction. Deterrence theory implies that a strong response

on the part of thebofficer Will reduce the probability of future
delinquent behavior. Yet Labeling theory 1mp11es that a strong
response will increase the probability of future dellnquency
Influenced byilabeling theory, current police practice often
attempts to minimize the p0551b1e stigmitizing effect of custody.

Recently some researchers have speculated that th1s concern may

result in an erosion of the juvenile's perception of the

seriousness of "his misbehavior.

A review of the research on the deterrent and the labeling
effects of juvenile-police encounters reveals that there is
little empirical basis for evaluating how much ofweither effect
takes place and under what conditions. The review does reveal
two major limitations of the prior research. Itkhas failed to
adequately %onsider thevpsychological proceSsesfthat underly the
deterrence and labeling phenomena, and it has failed to control
for varlables that could mask deterrence and labeling effects.
Future research must comblne a much more sophlstlcated
theoretical framework and maintain much tighter controls of
system and individual difference variables.
of a correct understanding of deterrenceoand labeling,effects of

juvenile police work,kthere is a great need for néw and better

research.

“ Given  the importance

.~ experience the youth hasaw1th the juvenile justice system. In

The Implications of Deterrence and Labeling for

Police/Juvenile Encounters

Introduction

The two major theories that address the impact that the
juvenile justice system can have on juveniles who have entered it
lead to conclusions that are disturbingly contradictory. The
first,vdeterrence theory,'roughly stated, declares that the
effectiveness of a juvenile justice intervention increases with
the strength oc seriousness of the responses to the juvenile.

- The second, labellng theory, roughly stated, declares that as the wr ‘
~ strength or ser10u5ness of the system s response to the juvenile
increases there is a decrease in effectiveness. The juvenile et
justice system and soc1a1 SC1entists who study it are posed a
difficult problem by this contradiction. Because of the presumed
- importance of juvenile justice systems’actions in the lives of = ’ | é
the individual juveniles contacted and for the general WBlfare of u »
.chiety, abcorrect.choice between the two theOrieskor a proper
‘reconciliation as a guide for police-court action seems vitally
important. | |
’Despite the apparent briefness of the police-juvenile |
interaction (in some'cases a matter of a few minutes) there are a -
number of‘redsons why arriving at an’understanding"of how
deterrence, labeling and other processes may operate in the
pollce encounter 1s cr1t1ca11y important. For the majorityﬁof“

f1rst time offenders, pollce encounters comprise the total
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’ addition, it is during these first encounters with the police

that, Juvenlles may be most impressionable. Finally, given the

-nature of juvenile law, there is at lezast the potential, if not

the actuality, of a great deal of discretion on the part of the
police. The police, then, have a significant opportunity through
the choice of theig action to maximize their impact on the
youth's future behavior.

The purpose of this paper is to review, in turn, the two
theoretical perspectives of deterrence and 1abe1ing as well as
the empirical literature pertinent to either with respect towthe
police handling of juveniles. On the bases of the reVien, the .
early interactions of police with juveniles will be analyzed to

See in what ways police effectiveness can be increased and how

P

_these suggestions might be tested.

DETERRENCE
Definitiéns

Two exhaustive discussions of the concept of deterrence

(Zimring, and Hawkins, 1973; Gibbs, 1975) have recogniZed*that the

term de%errence has been employeo in a variety'of”ways and that
the diversity of uses has led to confusion. Therefore an attempt
will be made to neke‘explicit the sense~of”deterrence employed »
throughout thisupaper,uDeterrence concerns the inpect of the
threat of negative consequences of actions on the‘likelihOOd that
a personwwill perform the action:kMore particularly,tit concerns
threats by the 1egai system on behavidr that is considered
criminal. 4Referring to terms employed by Zimring and

Hawkins(1973), deterrence can be defined more precisely as the -

gl
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PAGE 3
inhibition of criminal behavior (threatened behavior) by a
certain group (audience) in order to avoid certain direct

consequences (threatened consequences) threatened by the legal

system (threatening agency). The inhibition occurs because an

individual fears and wishes to avoid the threatened consequences.
From this definition, it can be seen that deterrence and
punishment are related concepts. The term punishment is defined
as the infliction of an aversive stimulus by an agent on a person
following certain behaviors in order to a)suppress or
b)recompense the target behaviors. Deterrence, then, is one type
of an effective threat of punishment. It is a’type in that it
refers only‘t8 the effects on delinquent or criminal behavior of
the threats and it focuses on the sorts of punishment nsed by the
legal syStem. It must be an effective use of punishment because
the term deterrence refers to an inhibition in behavior whereas
punishment need only be an event experlenced as aversive and as a
consequence of behavior ,it does not necessarily inhibit
behav1or. Finally, in order for the threat of punishment to be .
recognized, a threatened person must havehexperiencejwith direct
or vicarious~punishment m
‘Deterrence in the general sense dlscussed above has been
contrasted in the literature with spec1f1c or special deterrence.

spef

K1f1c deterrence refers to a)the impact of legal sanctiofs

administered to an individual following crlmlnal behavior on that

fndivigualts fqture’criminal behavior and b) the corresfonding

“impact of threats of ‘punishment directed at a partlcu]ar

i

individual. - The flrst type of speC1f1c deterrence occurs when a
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legal punishment successfully reduces the disposition to commit a

cggminal offense in the person punished and the second occurs
when'a threatened legal punishﬁent reduces the disposition to “
commit a criminal offense in the person-threatened. Zimring and
Hawkins have questioned the usefulness of the distinction. "But
insofar as this process works by making or attempting to make,
indiviéuals more sensitive to future threats because of present

punishment, it is really not so much speciai or individualﬂ

“deterrence as it is a special effort to make individuals more

sensitive to general deterrence'(p.73). While they are :)
essentially correct in their relating of the concepts of special
and general deterrence, they underestimate the usefulness of
having a term referring to the subset of deterrence phenomena
that pertain to what the police and courts can do with individual
offenders or potential offenders to increase the effect of
society's threats on futUrevcontemplated criminai'behavior.

These are the very issues<that areimost relevant to the“concerns‘
of this’paper, how the actions of police toward specific |
juveniles influence those juvenilies' dispositions toward future

delinquent behavior. The review will consequently emphesize the

literature on specific or special deterrence.

The  definitional approach taken in this paper underlines the

psychological component inherent in the conceptualization of

deterrence. The occurrence of deterrence implies that two
psychglogical processes have taken place within the individuals
deterred First of all, in order for deterrence to ‘occur, any

objective threats by the 1ega1 system must be percelved by the
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individual to be deterred£\ Q‘ﬁéé’ond a cho1ce of an alternatives
to cr1m1nal behaV1or must be . { \he result of the perceived threat
But th;sﬁls not a sufficient characterlzatlon of the choice. The

~ person's choice in behavior must be an attempt to avoid the

future aversive consequences. Deterrence is essentially deflned
by the motive or* reason that a person has for his behav1or With

respect to police and JuvenlleSp an officer's encountérwith a

juvenile delinquent will have a deterrent (specific) effect if

subsequent, to the enceunter a)the juvenile delinquent has’a

.

changed perceptlon of the severity, celerity or certalnty of the

J
aversive consequences for de11nquent behav1or and is

)
”b)consequently less llkely to comml* derlnqu ent acts because the

|

youth has a greater incentive to.avoid- tye negatlve consequences

/
Dltferences in definitions of deterrencé

N
As indicated in a statement by Erickseh,Gibbs and

Jensen(1977); there is agreement\among the current definitions of

2

s deterrence that perceptions are %mportant On the other hand,

eifferences in deterrence definitions are often determined by
what motives for refraining from criminal beh;vior qualify as
deterrence. For example, Zimring and Hawkins include as
deterrence ‘cases in “which punishment informs a person what is
111ega1 and allows h1m to correct his behav1or out of a

pre- ex1st1ng motlve to be a law abiding citizen. Althouéh the

perception Qf“whlqh behaviors will be punished is important, the

motive for action is not that of fear or avoidance, and thus

"would not qualify as an instance of deterrence as defined in this

paper. A.contraSting case. is presented by Gith' definition of

=
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- deterrence. Gibbs considers behavior that has the motive to

‘ 0 .
avoid what he terms extralegal aversive consequences (social
condemnation for example) to be unrelated to deterrence. The
approach taken in this paper recognizes, that there are a variety

of aversive consequences and that individuals are differentially

" sensitive to different types, but a motive to avoid any aversive

1egéi or extralegal consequences would qualify as an examble of
deferrence. |

Each de%initionalvapproach might find a particular discussion
in which it is most useful. It seems, however, for the purposes
of research that seeks to understand when and how deterrence
occurs, it is advisable to sélect a definition which most likely
encompases a family of phenomena that reflect highly similar
underlying processes, rather than a family of phenomena that are
grouped on the bases of some other shared characteristics such as
social end$ that are served. In arriving at the definition of
deterrence used in this paper, this has been attempted. All
instances of deterrence here defined share the'two step
psychological processes of perception and of choice, «and the

@

motive to avoid future aversive consequences.

* The police encounter

The first step toward understanding the possible dgterrent
impact oﬁwtﬁe poliée-juveni}e encounter is a‘genefal déscriptiqh%s
of what occurs in such an encounter that cqyld influence the
youth'é ﬁerception of the aversive conse&uénCes o{hhis delinquent
actions. What comes to:mind immediétely‘is the sangtioning role

of the police. Contact with a policeman when a“youth is

P
)

Pt AR
-

anticipated or, while greater than anticipated, still less than

PAGE 7

suspected of doiﬁg wrong can itself be an aversive experience.
Arrest, being taken away from a place you know to a strange
place, the attendant disorieﬁtation, detainment” and loss of
freedom, criticism, imminent threat of future loss of freedom,
possible fines,“incarceration and a record--some or all of these

will likely be experienced By the yoﬁth as punishment.

Concurrent with these are the extralegal consequences that may o

arise in home, school or work. What in fact the youth
experiences as aversive will depend on the interests in his life

that he believes are put in jeopardy b& the police encounter.

‘There will bbviouslykbe a great amount of individual differences

in how punishfng the same treatment by the police would be

egé}rienced By different fouths. )
/ In order for deterrence to occur it is not sufficient nor B

necessary that the youth expefienée punishment. It is not

sufficient, because the juvenile must in addition learn from the

punishment experience that future punishment will be more severe,

more certain g& quicker than he had previously anticipated.

According to a rational choice model, a person performs a

behavior when the anticipated reward outweighs the anticipated

costs. The person can be detérred from future similar beﬁavior,'

if he comes to learn that the actual costs are greater than had

been anticipated and greater than the anticipated benefit. If ~

punishment teaches either that costs are in fact less than

anticipated rewards, the person will see that it still is in his

interest to perform the punished act. Insufficient puﬁishment o Lo

o
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. PAGE 8
‘will not deter unwanted behavior. When less than anticipated by
the person punished, it can result iﬁ an increased tendency to
perform the unwanted behavior. Actual punishment is not
necessary, because the police may effectively communicate a
threat that future conseqﬁenceS'will be much more severe than
what the youth has anticipated without actually punishing theij
youth. |
For deterrence, what is ultimately importaﬁt is not what the
}‘ Again

individual differences between the youths play an important’role

youth experiences but what he believes about the future.

in determining what is learned. The difference from the -
anticipated punishment in part determines whether what is
ekperienced or learned about the future leads to a petceptien of
greater severity, certainty or celerity. It is possible for two
~ youths' to experience the same punishﬁent and yet have one's
‘tendency to commit delinquent acts iﬁcrease, because the received
punishment was less than anticipated, and the second's decrease
because the punishment was greater. Also, for deterrence to occur
the changed perception of punishment must be great enough to
outweigh“motivation to cohmit an act. If the youth's motive ié
great enough even an appreCLable change in percelved threat W111
not 1nh1b1t the youth. Both d1fferences in the youth's
ant1c1pat10ns of punlshment and in motlvatlons for dellnquency

determine the net deterrent impact of a police encounter

The second step toward understandlng the deterrent impact of

the police is to consider non-deterrent effects ‘the police @1ght )

have on juteniles. While the sanctioning functions of the police

€y
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PAGE 9
are the most dramatic, there are two other functions that can |
likely afféce future defEnquent behavior. Police have both
edueative andzreinforcing functions. In their conversations with
the youths, police can inform them about opportunities for 7
rewarding activities that are inconsistent with criminal
behavior, help youths\}eassess downward the’#alue of delinquent
behavior, reassess upward the value of‘incompatible
non-delinquent behavior and interests, they can act as role
mddels, and they can provide social approval for constructive

dimensions to the youths' lives.

There is an add1t10na1 complication to understanding

deterrence in police Juvenlle encounters. Punishment can have ’

<§§>
non-deterrent effects on the juvenile. Gibbs (1975) details nine

effects of punishment that he distinguishes from deterrence but
that can also produce a reduction in delinquent behavior. ‘The’
two which are most relevant to oufsanalysis are Reformation and

Norm Validation. Gibbs distinguishes reformation from deterrence

on the basis of motivation. "In the case of reformation, an

individual refrains from criminal acts after punishment but not
because: of the fear ofysuffering punishment again, whereas the
fear of suffering punishment agein‘is the central consideration
in specific deterrence"(p.72). The act”of punishment stimulates
the offender to reevaluate his values and he arrives at a
devaluation of his delinquent tendencies. Gibbs:descfibes ” ;s

normative validation as follows. "Individuals refrain from

illegal acts not because they fear punishment but because they

a

evaluate the acts negatively, and legal punishments maintain or

-~
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intensify those negative evaluations. Stated another way,

individuals have internalized the norm. . that the 1 v expresses,
)
and legal punishments contribute to that\1nterna1rzat;en'(p.80).
[ : . .

Punishment reinforces one's belief% that what one is doing or -
_ : ; ]

From thls overview of the police- Juvenlle encounter, there
are three ways in which the police can work toward a reduction of

delinquent behavior. The first 1s\ﬁhrough the deterrent effects

of punishment the second is through the non-deterrent effects of

punlshment and the third is through the educative and’
re1nforc1ng functlons of the pollce offlcer The distinctions
between these 1nf1uences on Juvenlles are absolute only on the

conceptual 1eve1 They are, however, important to bear in mind

when con51der1£2§}he Juyenlle -police 1nteract1on and in asse551ng
the research evidence on ditérrence. Taking intor con51derat1on
the’counter-productive’influences posited by 1abe1ing:theory to
// \y
within the police juvenile 1nteract10n,ﬁyngu1ded by
understanding, may produce far from an opt1ma1 balance or the
coactive processes. There exists the possibillty that 1nstances
of p011ce practices mlght cancel out the effective 1mpact they
are haying. rd\evaluatlng the research on deterrence, they must
be considered as rival alternative hypotheses for findings that
_purport to show a deterrence effect or explanations fdgyfindings

that fail to demonstrate a deterrent effect.

Empirical 11terature CL s

Major reviews of deterrence (Zimring and Hawkins, 1975

X
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Gibbs, 1975; and Tittle, 1981) have clearly descrlbed the
difficulties in doing’ deterrence research in general and the lack
of conclusive empirical findings. When one focuses on the state
of research in deterrent effects of police enconnters on
juveniles, the conclusions are not more optimistic. Perhaps due
to the limited range in the type of sanctions actually employed
or manipulated by‘the‘police to the faflure of researchers to
consider properly differences in the juveniles, and to the

fa11ure to control for the overrldlng effect of confoundlng

. factors, the review of the research does not reveal ev1dence for

a dramatlc deterrence effect. On the contrary, one wonders if

deterrence 1s taklng place at all. .Yet there are lessons tohbe
1earned from reviewing the existing 11terature especially as
gu1des for future research.

Erlckson ~Gibbs and Jensen(1977) outline three approaches to
doing research on deterrence. The f1rst is the examination of .
the relatlon between propertles of punishment and crime rates

among Jurlsdlctlons. The research questlon is, do Jurlsdlctlons

that punlsh a certaln offense more severely have lower rates of
comm1551on for that offense7 The second approach considers only
a 51ng1e Jurlsdlctlon. It examines the relatlonshlp between ,
punlshment propertles and offense rates for d1fferent types of

crlmes Within a Jurlsdlctlon, does more severe punlshment for

koffenses correspond to the lower crime rates? And third, there

is an examlnatlon of the relatlon between percelved propertles of
«punlshment and frequency of crrmlnal acts among 1nd1v1duals.' Do

people who see punlshment by the pollce ‘and courts as more severe

(9]
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 commit fewer offenses?

_PAGE 12
. . i v 2od .
or certain, commit fewer criminal offenses? In addition to the

types of research listed by Erickson et al., research exists that
examines the recidivism and attitudes of juveniles who had

received different degrees of treatment for relatively the same

offenses. Do juveniles who are treated more severely subsequently

The fact that rarely if ever is deterrence research conducted
as a true experiment (random assignment) poses-difficulties in
making inferences about causal relations. -When studies also'
approach deterrence in terms of aggregate data, as is the case

with the first two types of studies, rather than data more

. closely tied to individuals, obstacles to valid inferences are

even greater. To begin to draw inferences about deterrence from

such’highly aggregated data requires reliable estimates of true
crime rate and potential crime. But highly reliable measures are
not available. Even with reliable measures,'there could easily

be alternative explanations for the finding that higher ‘crime
rates are associated with less. severe punishment. Tittle (1981)
has argued that "...most research has analyzed off1c1al |
statlst1cs for entire p011t1ca1 units, but ecolog1ca1 data can
never prov1de information about general deterrence, if deterrence
is taken to mean 1nd1v1dual suppression of criminal 1mpulses to '
avoid negative consequences. There is simply no way of 1nferr1ng;
from ecologlcal data whether individuals within pol1t1cal unlts E ao

&»

actuallylpercelve the sanction possibilities and act

- accordingly.. "(p 383).- The last two types of studies prov1de a )

stricter test of deterrence. Findings cons1stent with the

J
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deterrénce hypothesis rule out more plaus1b1e rival hypotheses
Consequently, only the last two types of studies will be
reviewed; stud1es that evaluate the impact of police encounters
on juveniles and studies that examine the relationship between
,perceived risk and the probability of dellnquent behav1or.

The effects of police encounters

‘The first category of deterrence studies to be examined will
be those that evaluated the differential impact of punlshments on
1nd1v1duals.“ Before d1scuss1ng the specific studies assessing .
the lmpact of police encounters, it will be helpful to discuss

the general research strategy. The general form consists of

‘ contrastlng groups, one of which experiences a police encounter

intended to have a deterrent effect and a second that does not.
All things being equal, the test of the deterrent egfect is the
relative recidivism of the police deterred group c:\"om;r—lrfe;dﬁ;ftok{"c;he“*‘"’/)> .
non-deterred group.”The deterred group should have‘a lower
recidivism rate. The degreebof the relative advantage is a

measure of the strength of the deterrent effect of the police

encounter. Unfortunately, the céteris paribus clause

1ncorporates a number of assumpt1ons that are often not

reasonable and wh1ch jeopardize the reasonableness of the

‘assessment of the deterrent effect whatever its outcome. Unless”

groups' are equ1va1ent prlor to the: treatment groups contact with

police, differences 1n behav1or after treatment could be 51mp1y a

: contlnuatlon of preex1st1ng d1fferences.

If we assume that a study has internal va11d1ty, there are

( /

st1ll 11m1tat10ns on the 1nferences that can be.drawn. If a
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particular study fails to demonstrate a deterrence effect for |
police intervention, the failure applies only a) to the specific
type of police encounter found in the;study and b) to the
specific type of juveniles processed. It is conceivable that
different ways of handling by the!police or the identical
treatment of different types of juveniles would produce deterfent
effects. One can not draw conclusions about police effectiveness
with ybuths in general on the basis of the failure of a single

program. Different strategies may prove more effective and

. different youths may prove more deterrable.

Even if a study validly demonstrates decreased recidivism for
more severe’treatménts or punishments, one mu;t consider the
possibility that the difference reflects the non;deterrence
effects of punishment or the non-deterrence effects of the othe;
pofice functioné of education and reinforcement. For exaﬁple,n
severe punishment jmay provide a greater motivation fof the |
delinquent to coqf}der his situation.’ This reflection could
préduce a downwaféJevaluation of the desirability of the iliegal

gain or an upward evaluation of norm compliance. Either of these

reevaluations would decrease the disposition towards delinquency,

‘but neither would he instances of deterrence. °There is no way to

- sort out how the punishment effect was mediated (that there was

in fact deterrence)unless there were controls or measures that

would permit ‘differential identification of the mediating
process. | |

In summary, an ideal investigative program on deterrence

o}

would a)randomly assign;juveniles'towgroups,‘b)systematically A

o : i B
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var; the types of police treatments and juveniles treated and c)
employ reliable measures or controls to test for the operation of
different mediating processes. Such an ideal set of studies has
yet to be done. éhortiof the ideal, there are a number of
studies worthy of review.

Rose and ﬁamilgon (1970) compared the impact on first-time
offenders of being cautioned with the impact of being cautioned
and subsequently sdpervised. They randomly assigned offenders to
6ne of the treatments and_;ompafed recidivism rates over a 24

month period. Recidivism was measured by the number of

- convictions for offenses. Comparisons were made in several ways

in order to compensate for the fact that those juveniles
supervised were in effect given a 6 month treatment versus the

short term treatment of simple caution. The comparisons

~indicated that those juveniles supervised showed no lower

reéidivism than youths simply cautioned.

Rose and Hamilton pointed out that the specificity of the
program limited generélizability”and they cautioneg‘against
concluding that supervision itsélf does not heip the youth beyond
simple cautioning. They noted thét there are possible Eenefits

to gupervision that would not be ﬁicked up by the recidivism

- measure. They also detailedkéarngLIy the characteristics of the

youths in the program. The major limitations of the study are

that 1)there were no comparisons with a no-police-involvement

condition so we can not assess the impact of some police

encounter versus none; and 2) there are no measures of the

processes of the encounter that would allow a more detailed
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assessment of the police-juvenile interaction,

Meade (1973) took a random sample of 500 cases from 8467
juvenile court records. Unlike the Rose and Hamilton study there

was no random assignment to treatment, but like that study, he
concentrated on first-time offenders. Unfortunately, offense ﬁas
defined "...in ferms of behavior so définéd by the state juvenile
code and resulting in én official petition before the county

juvenile court." Because of the large number of first-offenders

who are apprehended but are not processed to the‘point of a court

» petition, Meade's sample does not repfesent adequately the pool

[}

of all first-time offenders. In addition, offense in the

recidivism measure was counted in the same way. Since many

offenses never lead to petitions, his measure of recidivism is-

distorted by system factors. The sample was dichotomized into

cases where a formal hearing took place and cases where ''less

formal remedial action took place'(p.479). The findingé‘run u

- counter to a deterrent effect. Persons who received a formal

hearing were more recidivistic. Because there was no random
assignment and because the impact of other processes was not
assessed, the ‘signficance of the different recidivism rates is
ambiguous. Meade himself recognized this in offering one
possible explanation for the difference. "It is just as likely

0

that court personnel, on'the bases of professional experience and

‘more subjective criteria, were selecting the more chronic

a3

" offenders for exposure to a formal hearing, and that the total

recidivism rate (37 per éent)would’be even higher without such

intérvention'"(p.484).

o
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Farrington and Bennett (1981) attempted to compare the

~ effects of poiice cautioning and court appearénces on juvenile
 recidivism. The authors recognized that their data would not

~.allow them fo infer why any observed differences might have

occurred. For example, they would be unable to differentiate
between. individual detefrence, stigmati;ation or pre-existing
individual differences. 705 of the youths were cautioned and Z02
were given one of a”range,of more severe dispositi;ns. Although
follow-up periods ranged from 22 months to 33 months, there was
no indication that the researchers had controlled for differences
in the time periods‘in their analyses. Rearrest was greater for
youths who had a court appearance then for those simply M
cautioned. This effect was independent of sex, age, race,
classes, area and offense seriousness.. In a smaller sample of 47
cases the home visit report was studied. With attitude toward
offense controlled, cautioning did not have a lower recidivism
rate. This finding suggests that juveniles with better attitudes
have less of a chance of recidivating and that the. lower
recidivism among juven%les who were cautioned was due to the fact

W ©

that a greater percenfage of cautidnédnyouths had better

attitudes. . ‘ . !
Joan McCord (1981) reported on a follow-up of first time

offenders who were either processed in some way short of

" incarceration by the criminal justice system (fines or court

s 3 . .
hearings) or were released without official processing. A

" non-random study that attempted to control for correlited

v’variables, McCord found that more severe treatment (official
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processing) resulted in lower recidivism. Theseostatistically
significant, but not large, differences provide the clearest
support in the literature for a deterrent effect. ® It is
impossible, however, to sort out what aepects of the official
treatment may have been effective.

Gold(1970)reported on a small sample of ZO‘matched pairs of
delinquents. The\sample was taken from a cohort of youths who
lived in a Michigan city. One member in each pair had been
apprehended. The apprehensions resulted in a range of
dispositione HlS descrlptlon of the two groups is somewhat
incomplete "All of the 40 youngsters ... had committed at least
four offenses in the three years prior to being 1nterV1ewed and
20 of them had been caught by the police for at 1east one R
offense. Matched with each of these 20 was a youngster of the
same sex and age who had committed an undetetted offense atoabout
the sdme time, and who had commltted the same number of offenses
priorto that time"(pp. 106-107). He found that in eleven pairs ¢
tne apprehended youngeters comnitted more offenses, in five pairs-
an equal number for each group, and in fours pairsuthe
unapprehended committed more. U51ng the same analytlc approach
‘on 35 matched pairs from a national sample of 847(1969), he found |
roughly similar results in twenty‘palrs the apprehended
commi tted ‘more, in five pairs an equal ngnber and in ten pairs,
the apprehended comnitted a fewer number. Gold's conclusion that’
apprehension results in greater recidivism is based on two major
assumptions. The first assumption is that apprehension is

strictly a random process and that it is not affected by offense

o
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committed. This seems unlikely. The second assumption is that
the matched group hae in fact controlled all relevant third
variables. This‘assumption is almost assuredly false. The
author's contlusion is very tenuous. Even if apprehension did
cause the differences, it is still unclear what aspect of the
process produced the result;. |

Thornberry(1971) reported on-the proportion of juveniles in a
birth cohort of 9,601 males who were arrested again after having
been arrested and given one of four possible dispositions. 6515
were handied by the police only,l,SSS were dismissed by an intake
norker or judge without probation, 1,094 were fined or put on

probation and 654 were institutionalized. He found that for

whites, higher SES, and those with a less serious offense that

_the more severe the disposition, the higher the proportion of

juveniles who recidivated. This pattern held up through the
first four offenses. This pattern was hot true, however, for
those who received the most severe disposition, the
1nst1tut1onalized. "The most severe disposition is not followed
by the greatest amount of recidivisn"(p.QQ). This tendency was

not true for blacks,lower SES and those with a more serious

offense. The flndlngs clearly show that there is no overall

deterrence effect. Th1s is not to say, however, that deterrence
does not occur, but that the net effect of the factore
influencing recidivism overwhelms whatever deterrence impact may
exist. |

The fact that the pattern occurs only for whites, upper SES

and less serious'offenders suggests that in these cases the

2
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juvenile justice system is able to assign the more severe

~ disposition to the more severe offenders. This difference in

system response could be a reflection of an inability of the

system to read relevant differences in blacks, lower class and

more serious offenders. It seems more 1ike1y,howeyer, that there

is less variance along relevant variables in the range relevant
to recidivism. To put it simply, on average the black, -lower
class and more serious offender pools present more hard cere
delinquency. With”regar& to studying deterrence effects, it
strongly suggests that we can not assume that dispositiene are

randomly assigned and ,in fact, that we should assume that the

more severe dispositions-are given to delinquents more likely to

rec1d1vate

Krause (1978) compares the effect of remand with custody
(detention) with remand at home (release to home) on 90 male °
first offenders. He argues“that the youths were effectively
randomly eesigned, but one can easily douet the validity of this
contention. While the study focus on specific deterrence and

first time offenders, it unfortunately (for our purposes)

 examines the impact of a court disposition and is not readily

generallzable to police handling. It found that w1th a 24 month
follow-up, those remanded to home (less severe treatment) were
less recidivistic:

Overall the studies reviewed tell us very little about
deterrence effects. The heterogeneity of treatmentueonditions

combined in a number of the.studies confound the effects of

apprehen51on, custody, pet1t10ns fines, detention and even

4
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‘institutionalization. Juveniles are rarely if ever randomly
assiéned to their dispositions.-It is an important question
whether or?not it can be assumed that only random factors
determine which yeuths are arrested. But one conelusion seems
reasonable. Deterrence effects, if they exist, are not so
powerful to overide factors that work contrary to them. In
particular, one factor that seems.likely is that as the system
worka now, the juveniles most llkely to rec1d1vate are given the
harsher treatment. This fact alone would make it difficult to
demonstrate a deterrence effect. Therevis:an important corollary
to this conclusion. The interactions observed between treatment
and\subjeet characteristics suggests that there are individual

differences relevant to deterrence and that a more systematic

understanding and recognition of these difference in disposition

choice might improve deterrence effects.
" There are four deterrence studies that in different ways are,
perhaps, relevant to the issue of police deterrence‘
effectiveness. Klemke(1978) compared the questionnaire. responses
of Juvenlle shoplifters who had been caught by parents or store
personnel with those who had not been caught. The response came
from an anonymous survey of high school students. Shoplifting
rate was compared over the last nine montheﬂ Those apprehended by . | .
parents had a higher rate than those mot apprehended. The | ;
comparison group is simply described as a "matched sample" It is
not clear from the article how they were matched. The relatlon

between apprehen51on by store personnel and rec1d1v1sm was not

statistically significant, but in the same direction. The
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- paper on traffic safety produced less recidivism than fines,

analysis is so sketchily presented, it is difficult to evaluate
the significante of the findings. It is highly unlikely that

apprehension was simply a random occurrence, so there iﬁ an
unmeasured bias operating. There was no control for poésible age
differences in the comparison groups. The study is interesting in
that it illustrates an interpretive problem in deterrence
research. Increased recidivism for those apprehgnded by parents

could be consistent with deterrence theory, if actual parental

response‘was less harsh than had been anticipated.

In a study of juvenile traffic violations, Mecham(1968)
managed to aséign youths randomly to different conditions. The
conditions are court dispositions, but since there was random
éssignment and dispositions were short of incarceration, it is

worth considering. Mecham found that having the youths write a

classes or even restraint from d;iving. The study éemonstrates a
measurablé‘deterrent effecp‘fbr the type Sf behavior studied. In
part the clarity of findings may have been due to the random
assignment and the use of first-time offenders.

. Wattenberg and Bufe (1963) examined howgé?yenile officers who
apparently are succéssful in keeping youths from récidivating
differ from officer; who are less successful; Based on a review
of the files of police contacts with boys ten toyseventeen years
of age, in the period between 1952 and 1959, it was possible“to
categorize them as repeat offenders (up to the age of 17). The
authors staté "These data enabled us to determine for each

officer the proportion of the bgys for whom he was the first{

’ Youth Bure

au contact became repeaters on the one hand or remained

1 officers who had thirty or more recorded contacts. The data

,% g " the deterring officer. "In.ﬁis dealings with juveniles he is

i “ calm, mﬁﬁTy;Jéirm, and patient. Hbg%alks well to them, wording

- non-repeaters on the other"(p.472). The authors compafed

revealed a range of percentages from 28 to 78 non-repeaters-for , ib/

?%.g the different officers. Although the(éﬁiﬁbxs attempted to
. | Ny
:{

demonstrate statistically that differencez were not due to

v chance, it is noi/glear that different success rates reflect. _
b g /
iry ’

;g . differences in th% officers' treatment of juvéniles.
, 7 <

The youths
! may not have been randomly assigned to officers. Nevertheless,

on the basis of thqif”étudy, they formed a composite picture of

.

L

his remarks to their level. He keéﬁé his prgmises tobfoung
§; . people and exerts 'salesmanship“ in support of a law abiding

course of aftion.... competence in speaking and writing were

i

highly important. So was willihgnessfto work hard with parents. e

¥ ‘As to disposition, the key attribute was a tendency to judge

cases on their merits as contrasted.with a policy or either
quickly filing charges with the juvenile cour’br being reluctat

4 ey
to do so"(p.473). ; ‘ N\ &%

Muf%ay (1980) reported a éfudy on the effect of supervision, -
~ ‘ : ‘ ” ly
probation, a correctional program and incarceration on subsequent
pr

’delinquency. He contrasted these dispositions to arrest with no

further action. The study has no non-arrest controls so it is

itself, but it is possible to ‘compare the effect of arrest with

e E
more severe dispositions. Moreover, the general plan of the A
o S,

iy

impossible to.make any inferences about the effect of- arrest ‘ i
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analysis and some of its tlndings are pertinent to the purposes

of this review. His sample consisted in 1457 males who were born

in 1960 in Chicago who-had been arrested at least once. Only 309

of the arrested youths reached court. Of those, 60 were not put

~ under any restrictlons 176 were put on superv1son, 104 on

probation and 45 youths were placed in correctional programs. 6;

of the 309 received more than one sanction from the courts. The
of

prfmary dependent variable was time to next arrest, after
2 1 A As Tt

sanctioning.

Murray points out immediately that if one examines the data

in the same way as is done in most studies, the same general

fin/ ngs are obtained. The more severe the disposition, the

il

sooner the youth is rearrested. He points out, however, that
other factors work to mask a potential suppression of
delinquency. First of all, age at offense is positively
correﬂated with-severity of disposition given for the offense. |
In add1t1on dellnquonts tend to rec1d1vate more qu1ck1y as they
approach seventeen. In other words more severe sanctions are
given to youths who are more likely to rec1d1vate qulckly A
similar set of relatlonships ex1st among number of prior
offenses, disposition severlty and recidivism. Murray further
‘contends that judges assign more severe diSpositions to‘youths
who ure worse offenders and who are more likely to recidivate (a
point raised earliervin;this review) These three factors will
mask any suppre551on effect produced by off1c1a1 sanctions Yet

few studies.control for,age\and number of priors and there are no

measures that can be used to control completelnyOr.the'factors~
‘ ‘ N ) s :

/
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‘arrest alone.

=

upon which the judge makes his decision.
Aware of these eon§ounding factors, Murray undertook a series

of regression analyes, controlling for age number of priors,

sanctlons and age interactions with sanctions. He recognlzes the

methodolog1cal problems that 11m1t the conclusions than can.be

reached from data of this type. He argues, however, that

' employing a sophlstlcated ana1y51s, it is reasonable to conclude

from the data that more severe disp051t10ns increase the ‘time to
next offense. Further, "failure to take the delinquent back to
court after rearrest and delay in reaching disposition of pending
petitions are followed by faster rearrest." o o

The findings shed little light on the deterrence effects of
If anything, they suggest that simple arrest is

not very effective. But the study clearly demonstrates the need

- for various control varlables in police studies and the care

needed in asse551ng the impact of the pollce encounter.

In general the study has many strong p01nts and is worthy of

close attentlon Desplte the cautions in 1nterpretat10n

‘ dlscussed by the author there are two additiénal ‘points that

in the dependent measure.

need to be made: exp11c1t s F1rst of a11 supervision and

probat1on are taken as instantaneous sanctlons while time until

next arrest is measured from when the sentence is pronounced. In

‘ other words, the time on supervision and probatlon are 1ncluded

A.more conservative conclu51on is that

superv151on and probatlon 1nh1b1t dellnquency wh11e they are’ in.

i
effect, not ‘that they have an impact after they are terminated.

Secondly, MUrray does a h1erarch1ca1 regre531on ana1y51s in which

S s i
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he places age and arrest in the‘analyeis before sanction type.
With age andipriors controlled, the sanction variables
contributed a'statistieally signifigant but smaller portion in
the R squared. He then discusses the effect of sanctiens in
terms of time in months basedkon the beta weights of the
regression analysis. But the beta weights in a regression
analysis are not partial regression weighte, that is they do not
estimate” the effect of sanctions with age and priors completely
controiled.TyThus the figures discussed by Murray tend give an
inflated picture of the impact of the dispositions.

Perceived risk

The second approach to the study of deterrence is the
examination of the relation of percelved risk of arrest and the

probablllty of an offense being committed. ' This approach more

ﬁdirectly addresses the psychological mechanism of'deterrence. As

discuseed‘abové, regardless of what form of treatment effectively

changes perceived risk, the deterrence theory requires that”

»perceived risk affects the probability ofncommitting the offense.ﬁ

To be more spe&ific, the theory of deterrence asserts for a

specific act, gne factor (other factors may and'undoubtedly do

exist) which can either mask, attenuate or amplify the apparent
relatiOn between perceived risk and probability of offense.

There are two considerations to keep in mind when evaluating
the studies in’this,section of the paper. The first is that the
relation between perceived risk and offense probability is likely

torbe curvilinear rather than linear. When the probability of

&

arrest is very low, increases in the probability of arrest will
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have little effect on the probability of commlttlng an offense.

At some p01nt in the range of arrest probab111t1es the perceived

risk would be sufficiently great to affect behavior and in .this

part of the full range of arrest probabilties, increases in

percelved rlsk would dramatlcally affect behavior. The -

‘ probablllty of committing an offense will drop qu1ck1y until it

is so low that again 1ncreases in perceived risk will have 11tt1e
affect on offense behavior. In effect, there is a deterrence’

threshold for perceived risk which must be paesed in-order to

~ have a deterrent effect. Further, individuals will surely differ

=

with respect to the point in the range of perceived risks at
which the threshold occurs. It is quite likely that this
threshold is higher on the scale of perceived risks for hard core
delinquents than for non-delinquents or marginally delinquent
youths. In that case, findingfthat“a greup has both a higher
average perceived risk and a higher rate of offense does mnot
necessarily mean that deterrence does not.work. While on the

surface the {inding would seem to disconfirm deterrence theory,

- when one considers the individual differences in deterrence

”threshold,”it is clear that such group differences are

ambiguously‘related to deterrence theorfi Deterrence theory
requires only that greater perceived risk results in lower
offense probab111t1es on the individual level. Thus, when
examining the differences between groups in the testlng of a
deterrence hypothesis, it is 1mportant to recall that deterrence
is fundamentally an 1nd1V1dual process.

o

. The second issue is the reliability and validity of measures
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of perceived risk. For the sake of research ease it is hoped
that there is strong relation between what is said in response to
questions and the effective beliefs. But this ig an Empirical
question. It is unfortunately Iikély that request for geﬁeral
beliefs about risk will be less valid than‘queétions ébou€
specific situations, and it is this:more“generalﬂsort of question
that is most useful for research on deterrence. Even if it is
possible for a youth to give a meaningful response; he may not be
motivated to do so. Consequently, failure to obain a relation
between perceived risk and offense pfbbability may be the fgult

of the measures and not of -the theory.

Review of the major studies <0

In 1967 Claster reported on the differences in risk
perception between deIﬁnquents”and»ﬁoh—delinquents. He teéted
three hypotheses: 1)that delinquents pefcéive the police as less
effective at afriving at arrest and éonviétions for offenses than
do non-delinquents, 2) delinquents see themselves as more likely
to viola%e the law in hypothetical sitﬁations 3)delinquents see
their chahtes for apprehension as less likely for these.
hypothetical offenses. He coﬁpared the two groups on a series of
questibnnaire items. Delinquents were not significantly :

different from non-delinquents in their perception of the

likelihood of arrest for the six types of crimes presented.

There were differences between thé”two(groups”in the responses to

three hypothetical situations (murder for anger,burglary based on
financiai necessity, vehicular manslaughter) with respdhse

options' from Udefin&tely could" to "definitely could not". .-
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- and marijuana use and about their personal history of this

.
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Delinquents scored more towards the "probably could" end of the

be arrested for one of the three offenses.
There are several limitations that affect the interpretation'
of the findings. FirSt, the groups were poorly matched, thus one

could wonder if the differences reflect differences other than

.delinquency. Second, the author wishes to infer that the §ta1e

assessed the perceived likelihood tth delinquerits might do each
of the three offenses. But the question was phrased could you
and not ggylligglz is it that you would do something. It is not
clear what these items afé measuring. Finally, thé'study in fact
givés no evidence concerning the relationship between the
obtained group differenées in beliefs and actual behavior. One

conclusion that needs to be drawn is that questionnaire items -

should either have strong facé validity or else reasons should be

. given for apparent discrepancies.

Teevan(1976)reportéd on a questionnaire given to 191
introductory sociology studenté, ‘He asked about their perception

of the Severity and the certainty of punishment for shoplifting

behavior. He found that acro§s>persons higﬁer perceived

certainty was associated, statistically siggificantly but to a

‘small degree, ‘with less frequent repeated”use of marijuana. This

., “was not true for shoplifting. There was no statistically

<

 significapt relation between perceived severity and offense

“history. If one 1ooks only at those gith higher assessed

certainty, “there is a‘tendency for perceived severityito”bg

<

scale. In addition, delinquents saw themselves as less likely to
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negatively related‘to‘offense history.- It was found, however,

* that having friends punished for an offense and self-reported

delinquency are positively related. fﬂe sample may not have
included much delinquency. ‘There was a restricted range of
certainty estimates reported and it was likely true of severity
estimates also. With restricted ranges, correlations are
lessened. It is 1nterest1ng to note that having a friend
punished still demonstrates a relation. Thisnsuggests that éither
social history has a stronger relation with offense history- than
does perceived risk, or that it is easier to get valid and
reliable measures for social history. Finally, it should be noted
that the correlations were between past behaviors and current
perceptions. The Significance of the temporal gap is unclear,
but it may have served to reduce the correlations.

Waldo and Chiricos (1970) found marijuana users tended to
haye lower estimates of likelihood of arrest than non users when
estimating risk for persons?in general and for themselves. ‘Tnose
who had a history of at least one petty theft tended to estimate
likelihood lower for themselves than those who had no history.
But the pattern was not repeate@ with estimates for persons in
general. As with Teeuan, personal knowledge qf individuals who
hdad committed the offense was positively correlated with offense
history. The authors compared estimates of 11ke11hood of arrest
for a person like the respondent versus for people in general and
found that the respondent- 51m11ar estlmates were related to

offense history. In addition, they explored the issues of the

el

significance of general type of offense mala prohibita and mala .
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inhse, and attempted to examine the influence of severity
independent of certainty.
. ) - - X /7
The findings are ambiguous because of the nature of the
sample and the skewed distributions of several of the variables.
For instance,-in the sixth table showing the relation between

admitted marijuana use and perceived likelihood of arrest for

marijuana possession, 83 per cent of the sample believed that

marijuana use would be unlikely to lead to arrest. Only three of |

the students who reported any use of marijuana stated a 50-50

chance and none stated likely. Of the relatively few persons who

estimated the chance of arrest as other than unlikely, almost
all had never used marijuana, Wnile it is possible that those
who never use it were kept from using it because of the perceived
certainty, it is more likely that most of those who never used
marijuana did so because of a life style incompatible with its
use and were so far removed from it that”their view of perceived
risk was quite unrealistic. In other words the relationship
observed between perceived certainty and marijuana use that
appears to support deterrence theory (weakly) may have nothing to
do with deterrence, but rather_reflects knowledge differences
between those who are initiated and tnose who are not. Again the
relation between past offense and personal knowledge of offenders
was significant. There remaine the problem of understanding the
relation between current bellefs and past behav1ors.
Sllberman(1976)conducted a questionnare study on college

students - Perhaps the most interesting aspect of his study was

“his analysis and his discussion of it. He took two analytic

o
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~ approaches. He divided youths into groups on the bases of their investigation. The one exception to this pattern is the use of
delinquency and compared them on different characteristics, He hard drugs. It may be that measureé of perceived risk are on

also compared offenses selected to represent a range of average valid (if biased) measures of objective risk, but ‘that

severities with respect to the average ratings given them by the the individual differences do not provide valid measures of

youths. When examining correlations over persons, he found a objective risk
fairly strong correlation (-.53) between condemmation (it is | Again there are limitations to this study. The sample is of

always wrong to do) and delinquent behaV1or (reported hlstory of - college students who are not highly deviant. Most of the

nine offenses), and a smaller but statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant reported offenses involved premarital sex, marijuana use, and

relations between peer involvement (positive) and perceived | @ y ? B drunk and disorderly behav1or Using both analytic approaches,
certainty of punishment (negative) with delinquent behavior. His k% ) there is a negative relatlon between perceived certalnty of risk
analysis across offenses revealed a different pattern. There was t ;é ) - and offense history. The study finds that social condemnatlon

a very high correlation between perceived likelihood of arrest b - has a consistently stronger relation with offense histery,

and condemnation (.91), between condemnation and per cent raising the question how this variable may be involved in any
committing offense (-.90) and the likelihood of arrest and ;g B relation between perceived risk and behavior. Once again, peer
percent comnitting offense (-.82). ; ~ ‘ :3 involvement in delinquent behavior has a stronger .relation with

The difference between the correlatlons between perceived behavior than perceived risk on the individual level, but not

likelihood of arrest and social condemnation as a function of the When offenses are compared.

form of analysis is difficult to understand. It may be that o L Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen (1977) have presented data on a
there is a relation between the two, but that the relation is ) ﬁ | o ‘<§ . sample of high school students. Qﬁestions,asked about fifteen
such that individual differences in one or both measures are : offenses were; (a) the individual's history in committing the
effectively error and thus uncorrelated. An examination of the offense, (b) the number of cases out of one hundred that end up

nine offenses that Silberman studied reveals that the less severe | in arrest, (c) the number of cases out of of one hundred that end

offenses (marijuana use, premarital sex,‘drinking under the age) up at a reformatory, and (d) the rated seriousness of an offense.

'are, in fact, relatively_difficult to detect because %hey are The corfelations across' offenses were high (as in Silberman's -

done in private and usually have no obvious effect. Whereas the study). The relation between perceived certainty and severity is

 more serious offenses (murder, petty theft, vandalism) are done ” above .90 and the correlatlons between frequency of the behavior,

with an effect that would likely be observed and lead to an perceived severity and seriousness averaged .65. _ The -authors
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were struck by the high collinearity between perceived severity

and seriousness. There are several questions that the methods of
the studf raise. Wbat is the significance of the ratio measure
of seriousness employed? Estimates of the number of cases out of
one -hundred are absolute, but the seriousness measure required
students to assign a seriousness number value that reflects how
more or less serious than petty theft is the offense to be
evaluated. So the measure to some eitent does not capture how
wrong a youth belieyes offending to be in general. Rather it is
a measure of spread of evaluations around thé seriousness of‘
petty theft.

j Although Erickson et al. briefly discussed the psychometric
uncertainties of these types‘of questions, it most be emphaslzed
that there is little evidence about the reliability and validity
or meaning of the responses to questions such as those employed
in perceived risk studies. The responses may reflect
differential compliance with the demands of the assessment
situation. Some students may have very little motivation to treat
the questionnaire seriously. The reported beliefs of those who
try to respond honestly may have little to do w1th the
psychological dispositions that constitute the phenomenon of
perceived risk. There is little research on the relation of
stated beliefs about:tisk to delinquent behavior beyond examining
first order correlations. And there is little research
connecting statements about perceived risk and other measures of
‘moral beliefs, actions and development

In a second report, Er1ckson, Stafford and Galliher (1980) on
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a similar sample reported the average perceived seriousness of
different groups of youth for different offenses discussed in the
previous study. In general they.found that youths that had
conmitted the offense, especially if they had been processed by
the juvenile justice system, gave lower seriousness scores to the
different offenses. The findings are striking and the authors
presented a strong afgument that experience withﬂthe criminal
justice system leads to what they call a normative erosion; that
is, the juveniles come to see the Crimlnal act as less wrong;
They imply that increased delinquent behavior follows normative
erosion. Again questions can be asked about the psychological

significance of the responses. It is conceivable that the more

: delinquent youngsters wish to claim that serious offenses are not

S0 serious in order to- appedr tough or ma1nta1n a consistency
between their behavior and the1r stated beliefs. It may not

reflect their basic moral evaluations. If the mean differences in

perceived sériousness do reflect their respect evaluations of the

offenses, the differences may not be great enough to affect
behavior. There is also the p0551b111ty that persons brought

further into the system are disposed to evaluate crimes as less

‘serious. This interpretation, of course, app11es only to those

Juven11es who have been referred to court.

" The research on the relationship between perceivéd risk and
and delinquent behavior has”consistently demonstrated a ‘negative
correlat1on between current assessments of rlsk and past
behav1ors.¢ In general researchers have taken th1s con51stent

finding to be confirmation of the hypothes1s that level of
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perceived risk determines delinquent behavior. This argument is

A

based on two questionable assumptions. It aeeumes that a negative
correlation between perceived risk and behavior across groups or
offenses provides substantial evidence for the deterrence
hypothesis. But as indicated above, with a more complex view of
the nature of deterrence on the level of the individual offender,
either a positive or negative correlation oould be obtained in
group data when in fact deterrence”operates on the individual
level. On the other hand, a negative relationship can be
obeerved (as it has often been in the literature) and deterrence
' might not operate. More delinquent youths may have more accurate
estimates and consequently lower estimates of perceived risk
because experience as delinquents has made them more knowledéable
(Parker and Grasmick, 1979). Unless we have a greater |
understanding of why the correlations obtain, demonstrating even
a strong relationship between perceived risk and behavior does
not provide strong conflrmatlon of the deterrence hypothesis and
tells us nothing about what effect increases in perceived risk
have on behavior. It has also been assumed that questionnaire
re;ponses are a valid measure of the cognitive processe that
underly the perception of risk. But if the process is out of

awareness and not ratlonally controlled as is often the case in

fear responses, a person ‘may hot be able to report valldly the
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statements of the theory tend to reach a high level of
I «

abstraction. Moreover, it has been argued that labeling theory

", is so imprecise in its formulation (a mix of definitional and

5

: substantive claims) ‘that it should be more properly called a

sensitizing paradigm or coofeption&(Gibbs, 1966j. Consequently,
the following description of the theory will be quite éeneral.
It states that deviant behavior can be better understood as the
result of a social p{ocess in Wthh a person is identified bylv
society's representatives as ‘a deviant. Thereupon the person "
adopts a view of the self as a deviant and commences a ‘deviant
career. An impoftant aspect of the theory is the assertion that
be}ng deviant goes beyond doing deviant acts. There are
behav1ors and attitudes that are essentially unrelated to the

deviant acts which the person takes on because they are part of

the deviant role that soc1ety has created and that he has

G?“adopted. The theory claims that although behavior that v1olates

social norms can occur for a number of reasons, it is the
labeling by society's represeﬂtatives that triggers the change in
self-image and causes the person to enter the role of the |
deviant,

There is an important dlstlnctlon between the labellng act by

society's representatlves and the labellng process which includes

the changes that occur within the ﬁetson and within the system,

T S e s e

sense or perception of fear that 1nf1uences his behavior. as well as the mechanisms by which they occur. The “process is to

S

LABELING THEORY " some degree an interaction between the deviant and society. The

A

The second theoretical perspective is labeling theory. Since

person is not“completely‘powerless and‘passive in thezlabelihg~

-this perspective applies to any type of deviant behavior, general process. Labeling theory acknowledges that there is at least the

N

i




N ‘5’%

2N

\/{/7 » ' W ‘
) PAGE 38
“potential of a ne;otiatibn between,the deviant and society when
official labeling:is initiated. A person could resist, block or
undo the labeling activities of society The labelingcposition
claims that a process such as the one outlined occurs 1n most
forms of deviant behav1or For examples mental illness, sexual
deviance, heresy and, of particular interest to this paper,
juvenile delinquency would be explained in the same general way.
In contrast@to deterrence theory which requires

PRt

distinguishing among clearly different positions andﬂselecting

‘famohg them for research purposes, for the most part the labeling

perspect1ve offers a var}ety of overlapping suggestions about

)
what éorts of issues are relevant. These in turn must be applied
to each type of deV1ance in an exploratory manner. The issues

1nclude the types of behaviors that tend to be labeled; the

uk,,u,ilety of careers that soc1ety has created; differences in the

:‘,ﬁ g
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characterlstlcs of potentlal deviants that influence their

: chances of being labeled; differences in the characteristics of

persons that influence their susceptibility to the 1abe11ng act'

L

the strath1§§ available to combat labelin 3 the,different
labeling acts and their differential power. i
There is a difference among labeling theorists with respect
to the emphasis given to the two}spheres in which the laheling
process takes place: the individual and the social"system.‘éome”
labeling theorists;focus‘on the changes in self-definition that
occur upoﬁ?being labeled. For the purposes of the‘paper,kthese
+will be termed the self-definitional labeling theorists. The

maintainance of deviant behav1or is seen primarily as a result “of
: = W S
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the identification with the deviant role; Society may do little
.to force the person into that role subsequent to the labeling
act. The behavior is maintained by the "deviant's" conviction
(reinforced by the media and observationl in the reality of the
deviant type. | “ ”

A second group of theorists focuses on changes in the
system's behavior toward the individual once it has labeled the
individualr These will be termed - system labeling theorists. 1In
this case the maintainance or ampliflcatlon of the deV1ant role
‘is a function of increased observation of the deviant and
differential treatment. of the deviant that forces him to adopt
the deviant career (for example restricting job opportumities).
Although self-perception may change, it is considered neither so

pervasive nor important in understanding the deviantubehavior;

The police encounter

As indicated,at'the beginning‘of the review, what is most
striking with respeCt to the juvenile justice system is that
labeling theory predicts that police encounte;§~With juveniles,
especially those encounters which resulted in firm treatment of
the youth, increase deviant behavior. This iS'obviously the -
opp051te prediction of deterrence theory Both au 1ncrease and
decrease cannot occur at the same time although both deterrence
and 1abe11ng processes may occur 51mu1taneously or under
different tircumstances. Given the unde51rable effect predicted

it would be 1mportant to understand under what condltlons and in

~what way labeling occurs in the police juvenile 1nteract10n

Applying 1abe11ng‘theory to police 1nteractions is not a

S
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straightforward task. Research is as much a process of discovery
as of %esting theoretically deduced hypotheses. There is a
particular problem in the case of juvenile delinqueﬁcy. Labeling
thebry is often discussed in black and”white terms. It presents
deviance as if it were a dramatic and rapid shift into a
distinctive role. Either the person's self-image changes
radically or the persdn'éxperiences radically diffe;ent treatment
by society. A clear case would be a person who has a severe
mental breakdown. He may quickly accept the self-definition of a
meﬁtal patient and be placed in & mental hospital. In the case
of juvenile delinquency, seldom is it ever so clear cut. Changes,
if they occur, are a matter of degrees. Most juveniles who are

arrested never become hard core delinquents, although it is

> possible that they see themselves as a little more delinquent

after arrest. Those who do become highly delinquent usually
change over a long period of time. If labeling occurs, in fact
what will happen in most cases is that a juvenile will come to

see himself somewhat more delinquent and certain agents of “ ¢

.society will begin to treat the youth somewhat differently.

Effects will notwbe as large as the théory seems tovimply.,
It would be helpful to sketch how labeling might occur -in a

police encounter. To begin with, society through the various

‘media has created a distinct if imprecise image of what it is to

be a delinquent. There are several components of the police
encounter that could serve as official recogn{tion that would
prompt to youth to identify with this delinquent image. The fact

pf the arrest itself might serve as this recognition. Or a

14
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declaration by an officer that he sees the youth as a delinquent

may function as the labeling act. It is important, however, to
note that officers often explicitly attempt to declare the
opposite by either distinguishing the youth from his act "You are

not the sort of person who does,." -- or indicates the youth has

the option to avoid becomiﬁé a delinquent -- "If you continue as
you are you will..." Indepgndentéégl;ny declaratioﬁ, the
punishment aspects of the éfrestv(uncértainty, fearswgf
détention, actual detentisn,etc) could serve as the official
reéognition. While iabeling theorists have liséed punishment as
a form of recognition that can trigger the labeling |
process(Schur, 1971}; there is the problem of determining which
if any aspécts of the encounter are punishments.. OQur current
research indicgteé that‘police do not agree that anything short
of petition to court with detention comprises punisggent. While
the: juveniles méy find the arrest upsetting, they themselves may
not see it asjén act of punishment. Although lgbeling theory
sugggsts.thagLsome part of the police encounter may initiate the
labeling prq&ess, the theor; does not provide a clear guide to

which part it may be.

It is consistent with lébeling theory that recognition of

| thi youth as a delinquent by parents, school, friends and

Significant others could contribute to’ the labeling effect. _This
additional effect would perhaps be strongest if it occurs in

conjunction with an arrest, but it may also function prior to any

arrest if the deviant act is discovered by a significant other. ]

The labeling process might commence with the commission of the

B

A A s 0 e

B



design progressively strongérqtests of labeling theory. One can
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act priof to any diScove:y.t'It‘séems liﬁely that most delinquent
acts are committed with some conflicted feelings of guilt. The
youth will at least recognize in almost éll instances that what
he has done ‘would be seen as delinquent. In these twp cases, the
youth could ;ct as his own representativé of society and label
himself. Labeling tﬁeory,ihowever, tells us very little about
when these ;dditionél'tyﬁes of 1abeliﬂg»might‘bccur and what form
they must take.

Once the youth has been identified, police may observe him’
more closely, check on him and consider him when investigatiqps

are started. Parents 'as well as other sigﬁificant'persons may -

beginjto treat the youth differently. Consistent with the system

labeling perspective, these new behaviors toward-the youth could
cause the youth to act more delinquently or to have his behavior
reported more regularly. The possibility of system labeling
effectgbthat lead to an ampiification of”réported delinquency
sﬁggests that not all increases in officially reported juvenile
&elinquency are necessarily a sign that there i; a rise in
delinquency. Increases in delinquent behavior presents a problem
to law enforcement and c;lls for a change in procedures.
Apparent increases in delinquency which are due solely to strict
and reliable observation of selected juveniles may actually
indicate an improvement in policé work.

Research issues

As‘is the case with research on deterrence theory, one can

o

simply examine if police.processing is related to increased

3]
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delinquency. A poéitive correlation between the amount of
., processing and delinquency is consistent with either version of
labeling theory, yet it is also consistent with other
éxplanations. There are other processes that can lead to
~ increases in recidivism. Experiéncesvwith the police system may
teach the yQuth that being arrested is-not so bad, reducing the
~ perceived fisk; an effect consistent with deterrence theory. The
encounter may generate anger or febelliousness that leads to
additional delinquent'responses. It may create anxiety and
| ~yconfusioh that makes the offender témporarily more susceptiblé to
. delinquent pressure. A stronger test requires additional
measures of police behévior and self-definition.
When testing a self-definitional explanation of delinquency

increases, it must be kept in mind that labeling theory claims

not only that self-definitional chénges occur because of official

//recognition but that the youth comes to adopt a new definition in.

g/ a certain way. The persuasive power of the police, family and

“society in generaiﬁmust convince the youth that he or she is in
fact a certain kind of perSon defined by society to be a

delinquent and because of this conviction he comes to act

accordingtto\thé‘role as he Understands it. The }abeling effect
has not occurred if a youth on the bases of his expériegce with
police is provideq with information on the basis of whiéh{pe
decides that it is in his Best intefést to become}a delinquent.
Changes in seLf—definitibn‘are not to occur because of apparent

reinforcing pfbperties~of the role but because of the apparent

validity of his newly addbted identity and the necessity that*

th
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flows from the mere fact he is that sort of person.
As in the case of deterrence theory, when the psychoiogital
foundetion of the theory is made élearer, the essential core of

the theory is revealed to be the meaning the person's behavior

has for that person. The person acts with respect to a complex of’

~conditions for a certain reason. Because of this psychological

dimension to the theory, a strong test of labeling theory will
require a sophisticate&’set of studies that probe the motives

underlying behavior.

‘Emplrlcal studies

The research on labeling and the pollce ‘handling of Juvenlles‘

takes the form of assessing the impact of processing on

{recidiVism, self-eoncept or both. Along with the issues on the

i

interpretation of labeling research mentioned above, the,general
caveats about the absence of randomization discussed with the
deterrence studies applies. Without randomization, differences
observed after treatment may simply reflect differences, in
juveniles"thet already existed.. As in the case of the research
onkdeterrence,\the research on the labeling effect onljuveniles
of police contact has not produced)a study that has matched the
1deal

Several studies have examlned the impact of p011ce encounters

on attitudes towards self and towards others.' Foster, Dinitz and

Reckless (1973)interviewed youths in their homes approximately
two weeks after an encounter with the police. All juveniles'had

commltted an act that would be a crlme 1f an adult had commltted

it. 115 were\seen by the courts and 80 by the police. The youths ‘

&

&
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issues he pointed out that much of the prior research, based on
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reported that they saw no significant impact from the experience
on their interpersonal relationShips with friends and families.
Slightly more than half of the youths believed that the arrest
would affect how polioe acted towards them in the future and
slightly less than half believed that it mlght endanger
employment chances The study raises the question of what
information is releyant to test;ng a hypothesis of labeling.
Although the authors discuss the 1abelingkhypothesis, in fact the

questions seem more relevant to testing deterrence theory. For

the most part;'they are examining the effect of arrest on

. perceived cost. There is also the methodological problem ‘that

the youths were interviewed in the presence of their parents.
Their presence might well change the nature of the jnveniles'
resnonses. There is the limitation that the study does not -
attempt to relete'the assessed attitudes,toward the arrest with
later behavior. ”

Jensen(1972) eonducted a major study of the relationship

between attitudes and past infractions. In his review of the

other theories about the relationship between attitude and
behavior such as contalnment theory, focused on whether
delinquents had good self concepts or bad ones. He both
questlons the bases on which researchers categorlzed responses’as
good or bad and the relationship self-esteem has ‘to delinquent

[}

self-perceptions. It is concelvable that youths who .consider

themselves to be de11nquents have a p051t1ve sense of self-worth

In his study, Jensen obtained measures on self-esteem,

i R A AT s e

M TR



PAGE 46 PAGE 47

~official delinquent evaluations, student's own delinquency willingness to assist others in future delinquent behavior,

evaluations, and self-reported delinquency. He found that commitment to future delinquent behavior and attitudes toward the

self-reported delinquency and delinquency self-evaluations are police. There were mean differences in all the variables between

more strongly correlated with official delinquency for whites the two groups in the expected direction (e.g. those with

than for blacks. The same pattern was observed in the official contact had higher scores:on delinquent identification).
correlations of self-reported delinqhency or. self-reported police He examined partial correlations in several variable combinations

contacts w1th delinquency self-evaluations. Jensen also found and found, consistent with previous research, that

that data suggested a negative but very weak relatlonshlp between self-satisfaction was unrelated to the other variables in the

a delinquent self-evaluation and self-esteem. For lower class set. Delinquent identification was related to socioeconomic

blacks, there seems to be no relation at all. Jensen discussed status and delinquent behavior.

the variation in correlation patterns in these findings. He Commitment to future delinquency was ‘conceptually the closest

raised the question whether blacks' real self-evaluations are in _measure to future behavior and, if one is willing to assume that

fact independent of authorlty figures and the dominant normatlve (it is in fasE%ﬁmpirical}y related, then the impact of police
system with which they may not 1dent1fy, or if there is some sort intervention on the possibility of future delinquent behavior
of denial or self- deceptlon. His dicussion indicates clearly could be tested. The severity of the last disposition received
. that we have insufficient.knowledge of the social psychology of was not related to future commitment,but time eince hast contact
the questionnairetsituation to evaluate the validity of the | was positively related. There is thus a suggestion 6& a
questionnaire resﬁenses for the purposes of research on 1eheling- “deterrence effect. The severity of the diSposition did have a
and deterrence theo;X, We are, simply put, unsure of the meaning significant relation with attitude toward police. Hepburn's

of the responses. overall analysis was not guided by explicit structural hypotheses

Hepburn (1977) examined the intercorrelations among attitude and he offered explanations in an ad hoc fashion. The multiple

by
and past behavior variables for two groups of approximately. 75 measures in his data make clear the problem of 1nterpret1ng the

youths who had some contact with police and 75 who had none. He meaning of assessment items. As one looks at the relationships

obtained measures of official frequency and severlty ‘of among the different varlables one becomes more unsure of what is

delinquency, self-reported measures of delinquency, socioeconomic be1ng measured and WhY they are related

b5} o 3

status, self-satisfaction, delinquent identification , In a relatively complex reana1y51s of Elliott and Voss's

willingness to engage in delinquent behavior with others, o cohort data (1974), Ageton (1974) examined the relationship
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between legal processing and a measure of delinquent orientation.
The author assumed that the measure of delinquent orientation
(D0) based on the California Psychological Inventory
Socialization Scale would measure the changes in self-definition
that labeling theory snggests police contact would cause. The
main comparison was between’youths who had no formal or informal
contact with police and those that did. Since the fouths were
not randomly assigned to condltlons pre-existing differences on
the DO scale were used as a control variable. Measures of
delinquent orientation were taken once a.year from the ninth to
the twelvth grades. All yonths had no official contacts at the
time of the fi;st measure. Depending on when they had their first

contact, one or more change scores would be available for

- analysis.

“According to the author's analysis, legal processing was
positively associated with changes in delinquent orientation.
The effect, however, decreased with time. Future multiﬁle
offenders had greater changes after the first encounter. with
police. This suggests that there are pre-existing differences
between future multiple offenders and one -time-only offenders.

Perhaps the most interesting finding is that variables

P
J\ 4

“independent of legal processing were related to delinquent
orientation. If in fact the changes in DO are a measure of a
1abe11ng effect the data 1nd1cate changes are much more strongly
related to the number of delinquent acts commltted during the
change perlod and to peer associations. While thls makes

intuitive sense, it argues for a more complex plcture of how
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labeling occurs. The youth's relation to school and home also
appear to be important variables. The strengths of the study
demonstrate the necessity of using theoretically relevant control

variables in order to understand the processes that{underlie the

changes in orientation. The major limitation is the lack of

randomfzation. Without it, it is impossible to determine what
selection factor may have caused group differences. One wonders
whether it is reasonable to assume that arrest itself is a random’

process or if differences between youths and their behavior

affect the probability of arrest. If we assume that the changes

in delinquent orientation are partially a function of“processing,
the small magnitude of the changes and the fact that they
decrease over time may be inconsistent with 1abe1fng theory. Some
other explanation may prove more adequate.

Farrington (1977) reported on a longitudinal study in which
youths were interviewed at fourteen, sixteen‘and eighteen.
Forty-five had convictions at 14 and an additional 53 were found
guilty between fourteen and eighteen. ~ Although not a pslice

study, it is of interest because the richness of the data might

sugges% 1mportant variables for future research. Convicted

‘youths reported more offenses at eighteen suggestlng that "publlc

1abe11ng" leads to dev1ancy amplification. Comparing youths who
were arrested and found gullty at eighteen for the first-time
W1th youths never arrested with respect to their self-reported
delinquency at fourteen revealed that the arrested youths were
more delinquent than the non-arrested at fourteen. "This h

indicates that selection for public labeling was not random, and
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that youths who committed found guilty in court"(p. lls). In
order to control for these differences, a matched comparison was
established based on delinquency at fourteen. The differences
between convicted and non-convicted youtﬁe still obtained. The
authors proceeded to match on all available variables that were
related to delinquency, and the differences still reach
statistical significance. As with all matched subject studies
the question remains open whether or not the crltical variables
have been controlled. In particular, are there qualitative .
differences in offenses not captured by frequency measures or
broad offense categorizations that may affect the probability of

arrest?

The data suggest that differences in self-reported

-delinquency may express the fact that conviction amplifies the

tendency toward delinquency. The amplificatiion of deviance was
not as strong for one-time-only offenders who barely failed to
produce a statisically significant difference. This suggests
that there are individual differences in the snsceptibility to
any labeling effect. Examining the data for twelve yonths
convicted for traffic offenses and ninevyouths cautioned but not
processed revealed no indication of a labeling effect.’ There is
some indication that based on a comparison of the same‘
quest10nna1re ‘administered at fourteen and sixteen, that the
differences may at least in part be due to released inhiBitlons
of self-reporting behavior. There is also evidence that

conviction is related to poorer attitide toward the police.

Lincoln,‘Kle@n,“Teilmann and Labin(1981) reported on the
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recidivism‘of three hundred add six youths who were processed in
one of four ways by the juvenile justice system. Apnroximately
of equal sizes, one group was,simply'released,‘tﬂe second
referred to connseling, the third referred with payment for the
counseling and the last group was sent to court. What is
especially noteworthy about this study was that the researchers
arrahged‘to have random assignment of juveniles to conditions.

In order to accomplisﬂ this, the youth offenses could not be very
serious. Most instant offenses were burglary, petty theft,
marijuana use and someBrunaways. They are comparable, however,to
the majority of juveniles handled by the police. Unfortunately

randomization was not perfect. In addition, there was R

significant attr1t1on in. the self-report interviews conducted

~ after treatment. Whlle/statlst1cal rontrols were employed to

compensate for measurable differences between the groups (pr1or

record) one can not simply assume that the controls reinstated

randomization. : : p

Generally, it was found that type of disposition was related

to rearrest rate. The greater the official’ proce351ng, the

. greater the rearrést rate. The authors argue that there was also

evidence Jthat disposition affected self-reported delfnquency

Pl

One, however, has to be very cautious in this 1nference Only
one of the conparlsons was statistically 51gn1f1cant and that was
1n the third wave of 1nterv1ews in Wthh only 74 subJects
remained’ out of the orlglnal 306. ‘“There.was of course no

/
evidence of decreased self-reported delinquency as' deterrenceé/
J

theory would predlct The ev1dence from the stndy is fd111;; Q\
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Clear tht organizational factors seems to lead to the increase in

arrest, supporting a system labeling theory. In some way, youths

became”more identifiable and more readily processsed after the

A

initial processing.
The research on labeling theory has not directly addressed

the issues of self-definition and systém’labeling process. There

is evidence.that youthslghg behaved more delinquently see !
Ay ‘ e s

themselves as more délinquent, but the causal implications of the

self-iﬂeéeahave not been explored. Ageton's work (1974) presents
i

Y}

the strongest evidence that the police encounter itself results

in changes in self-definition, but the impact was small and short
lived. Lincoln et al. (1980) present evidence that strongly
suggests that system labeling occurs, but we have no eﬁidence on
how it might occur. :
CONCLUSION

There are two emplrlcal questions that Eeed to be answered“ln
establishing support for e1ther deterrence or 1abe11ng theory
with regard to the police handling of juveniles. The first is
what is the effect of the arrest on recidivism? The second is,
for .what Teasons were the effects found? It has been pointed out
several times “in thlS review that nelther the labeling nor the
deterrence hypothe51s invariably predlcts a certain impact on
future behavior from arrest. It is as important to discover why
youths respond as”they do‘askit is to assess the recidivism.

Unfortunately, there has been very little research on the reasons

[oo]

~for cbserved patterns of rec1d1v1sm. As a result, there is no

/
strong ev1dence for the va11d1ty of e1ther theory. as they apply
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'to police-juvenile encounters.

If one addpesses the more modest inquiry about the impact of
arrest on recidivism, the data tell more, although they are still
far from providing a clear answer. On the basis of the reséérch,
we are, however, able to draw some conclusions that Bring us

Closer to finding an answer to the question. The first conclusion

is that: there are several factors operating which could mask any °

suppression of delinquent behavior. Age and number of prior
‘offenses are positively correlated with severity of disposition,
but they are also positively correlated with recidivism. To a
degree unaccounted for by age and priors, more severe
dispositions are given to the youths who are more likely to
recidivate. It appears, also, thet 70uths who have a higher
recidivism potential are more likely to be arrested.
Cdnsequently, comparisons between juveniles who havevreceived

different levels of treatment by}the juvenile justice system are

biased against whatever suppression effects exist,

The second conclusion is that there are 1nd1v1dua1
differences between juveniles that are related to reC1d1v1sm and
they exist prlor to any interaction with police. These
differences may require different responses on the part of police

in order to max1m1ze police effectlveness. The third conclusion

is that police may actively but unknow1ng1y work to minimize the
suppress1ve effect of arrest in an attempt to-avoid labellng

3

effects, Further, fa111ng to follow arrest with 51gn1f1cant

court action may undermine- ex1st1ng arrest effectiveness. The

last conclusion is that current suppression effects are not great
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enough to overcome the factors that work to mask them. In
general, it is ﬁainfully clear that simple research strategies
such as comparing recidivism rates for groups of delinquehts who
have received different dispositions tell usdvéry little about
what is happening in the police-juvenile encoumter. |

These conclusions are important because they suggést the
direction for future research. It obviously needs to become more
sophisticated in both the methods employved and the theory that
guides it. On the basis of the review, the following “
recommendations are made. Data must be collected on individuals
rather than on the aggregate\lei;l. Whenever possible, youths
should be randomly assigned to grouﬁs. Designs should
incorporéte both control groups and statistical controls on
relevant variables. Variables should be selected that pertain to
the decisions madé'by members of the juvenile justice system, to

theories about the etiology of delinquency and to the

. hypothesized processes of deterrence and 1abeling.‘ To maximize

the sensitivity and relevance (both practical and theoretical) of
studies, first-time offenders should form a focal point of the
research. A longitudinal design should be employed. It could
contain temporally appropri?te measures that would allow stronger
causal inferences. Finally, research should be based‘on a
systematic descriptive study of police-juvenile interacfions that
delineates the Chgnnels of influence available to the police and

‘catalogues the information about juveniles available to guide the

choice of the best way to handle a particular case.

i}

The amount of work proposed is formidable. But the potential
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pay-off would be great. InMurray's (1980) study of delinquency

in Chicago it was found that the mean\number of arrests was 3.4
and many youths were seen several times by the police be%ore they
ever reached"the courfs. If tﬁis great amount of time and
resources invested in juveniles could be made more préductive, it
could save a much greater investment at a higher level of
pfocessing. But until the necessary research is completed, we

can say very little about the effectiveness of arrest, or how it

might be improved.
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