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ABSTRACT

By

Sean Patrick Varano

The control of juvenile delinquency emerged as an important social concern
around the late nineteenth century, and since then, substantial levels of time and money
have been expended in an attempt to “fix” delinquency by turning wayward youth into
law abiding members of society. Social development theory is put forth as the most
appropriate theoretical framework for both understanding the causes of delinquent
behavior and for conceptualizing how best to structure intervention efforts for youthful
offenders. This research compares the effectiveness of community-based intervention
strategies in reducing delinquency compared to traditional probation for adjudicated
youthful offenders.

The focus of this research was to determine not only if certain types of
intervention models are more effective in reducing delinquency, but also to explain why
some treatment programs are more effective. More specifically, it is argued reductions in
recidivism will be contingent on the extent of initial risk for delinquency (e.g., at court
adjudication), the extent of risk reduction attributable to treatment efforts, and the amount
and type of services received while in treatment. “Delinquency” was operationalized
both as “official recidivism” (any new court referral 18 months after adjudication) and
self-reported delinquency (measured 18 months after adjudication).

Findings were contingent on which dependent variable was used. In terms of

official recidivism, findings generally failed to support the arguments that risk, change in



risk, or level of treatment services received matter in reducing delinquency. The
directions of the relationships suggest the opposite is the case. When controlling for
these three core set of variables, little matters in terms of reducing involvement in
officially recorded crime expect for treatment modality. Specifically, those exposed to
the community-based treatment were most likely to recidivate. Initial risk, especially
negative school behavior, was predictive of later levels of self-reported delinquency.
There was additional evidence that reductions in risk over the study period, especially for
drug use, were related to significant reductions in self-reported delinquency. Treatment
modality (community-based or non-secure residential placement) had no effect on levels
of self-reported delinquency. Finally, there was evidence that treatment services actually
increased instead of reducing official delinquency. Implications for social development

theory and policy are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

It is widely agreed that juvenile delinquency has increased considerably in the
United States, most notably since the 1960s. This conclusion is evidenced from dramatic
increases in juvenile arrests for serious and violent crime since the early twentieth
century (Cook & Laub, 1998) and from more recent problems associated with the rash of
school shootings and other incidences of school-related violence (Kaufman et al., 2000).
Problems associated with juvenile delinquency have commanded extraordinary levels of
public attention, criminal justice resources, and theoretical inquiry for at least the past
one hundred years. From the advent of the “Progressive Reformers” of the early
twentieth century to the present vast efforts have been harnessed to devise effective
measures to ameliorate the conditions that produce delinquency.

The recognition of delinquency as an important social priority has co-occurred
with movements to “fix” the problem by transforming delinquents into healthy, law-
abiding members of society. A variety of different treatment approaches have been
implemented that have vacillated between micro-level approaches focusing on
individual-level defects, such as mental illness, to macro-level strategies that have
attempted large scale social change (Davidson, Redner, Amdur, & Mitchell, 1990).
Delinquency treatment strategies in the United States during the past 100 years are
directly related to the prevailing knowledge of the causes of delinquency. The
understanding that individuals are malleable and subject to change combined with
scientific evidence on the causes and correlates of delinquency have influenced local,

state, and national juvenile delinquency policy initiatives that were intended to curb



delinquency by treating the root causes of the behavior. The prevailing notions of
causality have varied over time resulting in various and changing types of interventions.

The purpose of this research is to analyze the effectiveness of a contemporary
treatment approach in the juvenile justice system that has been identified as a promising
approach to intervening in delinquent behavior, the community-based day treatment
model. In doing so, several arguments are made. First, since public policy is most often
a reactionary response to apparent crises, the argument is made that much of what has
historically driven “innovation” in the juvenile justice system is the idea that juvenile
delinquency is at unprecedented levels. It is also the case that responses to delinquency
at a given point in time are driven by contemporary understandings of human behavior.
The movement to “treat” juveniles is reasonable only after children are understood to be
malleable and subject to change, a notion that has not always existed. Finally, this
section details the intimate relationship between the evolution of treatment modalities and
cumulative scientific evidence as to the causes and correlates of delinquent activity.

The analysis in the present study do not focus on the etiology of delinquent
behavior but instead on strategies for intervening in delinquent behavior once it has
reached a level sufficiently serious to warrant official intervention by the juvenile justice
system. However, in order to structure appropriate intervention strategies that recognize
the type of intervention services that are most likely to produce the intended outcomes, it
is necessary to identify an appropriate conceptual models that recognize the origins and
complexity of delinquent behavior. Intervention strategies would only be expected to be
effective if programming is directed at the etiology of the problem behavior. This study

proposes that the causes of delinquency are best conceptualized by interactional theories



such as social development theory, a theoretical framework that integrates individual,
social, and ecological causes. Although some have concluded that treatment has limited
efficacy (Lipton, Martinson, & Wilks, 1975) and that most criminal offenders are
generally beyond rehabilitation (Bennett, Dilulio, & Walters, 1996), there is a growing
body of evidence pinpointing effective intervention strategies. Research suggests
appropriate intervention strategies must be developmentally specific (Loeber, 1996),
directed toward a limited population, involve sufficient intensity (Lipsey & Wilson,
1998), and conceptualize the underlying causes of delinquency behavior (Catalano &
Hawkins, 1996; Lipsey & Wilson, 1998; Loeber, 1990, 1996; Thorberry, 1997b).

The current study will analyze the direct and indirect relationships between the
“quantity”” of program treatment, delinquency risk factors the treatment programs are
intended to affect, and outcome measures such as self-reported and official delinquency.
In addition, the current study extends previous research by questioning the extent to
which comprehensive and intensive community-based intervention programs actually
provide “intensive” efforts. The current research is important because the design and
implementation features of programs are related to their efficacy (Lipsey & Wilson,
1998). Further examination of these issues may help to clarify the contradictory findings
in the literature on the effectiveness of intervention programs. This study will further the
discussion about effectiveness of interventions by disentangling the extent to which
program outcomes are related to issues with program design and implementation.
Although there is growing evidence surrounding the risk factors associated with
delinquency, there is a need for research regarding effective intervention strategies that

can affect these factors. Disentangling characteristics of treatment programs that may be



related to outcomes has the potential for creating a better understanding of program
performance and has implications for the design of more effective interventions.
Crises and Innovation in the Juvenile Justice System

Bernard (1992: 4) argued the juvenile justice system operates in cycles driven by
three coexisting perceptions: “that juvenile crime is at an exceptionally high level, that
present juvenile justice policies make the problem worse, and that changing those
policies will reduce juvenile crime.” The perception that juvenile delinquency is at
dangerously high levels functions historically as a crisis prompting change or innovation
in the system and moves the “response” pendulum between one of two extremes: harsh
punishments or no response at all. Although harsh punishments make intuitive sense
from the perspective of punishing undesirable behavior, reasons for a lack of response are
less apparent. The option to do nothing is a result of the lack of effective and reasonable
responses, especially for minor offenders.! In between these two extremes is the option
of providing treatment, an option considered more lenient than that of harsh punishment.

Delinquency as a Social Problem

The social problem of delinquency is a phenomenon that can be traced to the early
nineteenth century. Prior to that period, the control of children was generally considered
a duty of individual families and not a societal responsibility (Bernard, 1992; Mennel,
1973). The movement of delinquency into the arena of public policy can be traced to the
breakdown of traditional control mechanisms but also to important changes in economic
relationships that occurred during the late nineteenth century. The explosion of the

industrial revolution resulted in dramatic changes to the face of urban centers as large

! Offenders that do not require incarceration are particularly difficult if “lenient treatments” (e.g.,
rehabilitative treatments) are not available because policymakers often believe harsh punishments will
make minor offenders worse by exposing them to criminogenic influences (e.g., prison) (Bernard, 1992).

4



numbers of impoverished immigrants and people previously employed in the agricultural
sector migrated to large cities (Krisberg, 1978). The absolute number of highly
impoverished city dwellers increased as many found it difficult to find quality
employment. The new urban population found it increasingly more difficult to control
their children because many were now subject to negative influences from which they
were once shielded. Visible signs of juvenile delinquency such as roaming streets,
stealing, public fighting, and general disorderliness grew as traditional social control
mechanisms provided by strong family units and steady employment dissolved (Thrasher,
1936) .

Juvenile delinquency quickly developed into a crisis as local charities and city
governments were presented with increased numbers of delinquent and at-risk youth.
Official statistics indicated a distinct change in the nature of juvenile arrests starting
around 1950 (Jensen, 1992: 10-11).? Prior to 1950, the arrest rates for individuals below
18 rested somewhere near 200 per 100,000. However, exponential increases in the
juvenile arrest rate are evident starting around the mid-to-late 1950s. Although this
sudden in crease in juvenile arrests was at least partially an artifact of changes in data
collection, it provided the “proof” for many to conclude juvenile crime was increasing at

an unprecedented rate. The FBI, for example, disregarded its own warning and later

2 1t was difficult to assess the exact extent of delinquency at either the local or national level prior to the
1950s because there was little data collected. The development of national data collection procedures such
as the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) Uniform Crime Report (UCR) served as a major
advancement in measuring trends in delinquency. Data collection procedures during the early years of the
UCR program were not standardized, a problem that makes comparison of juvenile arrest rates prior to
1950 difficult. Prior to the early 1950s, juvenile arrest statistics were obtained from fingerprint records, the
only records that showed the age of a person arrested. Since it was common practice for many jurisdictions
to not fingerprint arrested juveniles, these early data are argued to be inadequate (Glueck, 1959: 8). The
FBI recognized this problem and initiated a remedy in 1952 to collect the basic demographics of every
person arrested in the United States. The potential impact of the change in data collection procedures was
so dramatic the FBI warned against the comparison of pre and post 1952 trends (Federal Bureau of
Investigations, 1954: 111).



interpreted this increase as an apparent juvenile crime wave (Federal Bureau of
Investigations, 1961: 1).

Taken as a whole, the information detailed above indicates there have been
changes in juvenile delinquency over the past 100 years that are reflected partly
explained by the breakdown of traditional social control mechanisms but also partly
explained by changes in data collection procedures. Although there has been a decrease
in juvenile arrests for violent crime since 1994, the general perception is that even today
juvenile crime rates remain high. At nearly every point in time over the past 100 years,
there has been a perception that juvenile crime is on the increase and that the current
generation of youth is somehow much more violent than in the past. It is this perception
that drives policy in the juvenile justice system (Bernard, 1992).

Bernard (1992) argued innovation in the juvenile justice system is induced by the
perception of public officials that juvenile crime is at an unacceptably high level and that
a new strategy is needed for correcting the behavior. Innovation, however, must exist
within the prevailing ideology of what is an “acceptable” likely alternative to be
explored. Similar to Thomas Kuhn’s (1970) argument about incremental advancements
in scientific thought, “normal” innovation in criminal justice policy is highly contingent
on two important considerations: the strategies currently being used and popular
conceptualization of the underlying causes of the behavior. These two factors direct
responses to the delinquency problem along the continuum from very punitive to very

lenient.



Early Responses to Delinquency

The notion of implementing strategies to “fix”’ delinquent behavior developed into
meaningful options only after children were conceptualized as a legal class
developmentally distinct from adults and malleable (Aries, 1962). The House of Refuge
and Child Savers movements were two early initiatives organized by religious reformers
faced with growing levels of delinquency during the nineteenth century. Early reformers
were members of the privileged class that became involved in delinquency work out of a
sense of charity.3

The House of Refuge (1825-1860) was one of the first major movements to direct
resources to delinquent and wayward youth (Krisberg, 1978). The movement was started
by a group of wealthy Christian philanthropists who viewed themselves as “God’s elect”
and responsible for providing moral leadership. The philanthropists attributed
delinquency to inadequate family lives and the pervasiveness of social vices, and thought
reformation could be achieved through the development of regimented work schedules
and daily routines in institutional settings. These types of institutional reformatories
stressing moral righteousness and a strong work ethic were considered favorable for
children to adult jails or workhouses because housing children with adult offenders was
believed to increase exposure to delinquent lifestyles. Moreover, creating youth-specific
institutions was also believed to decrease the likelihood that judges would acquit young
offenders to avoid sending them to adult jails (Mennel, 1973).

Similar to the House of Refugee movement, the Child Savers movement (1850-

1890) identified growing levels of juvenile delinquency as a major social problem. There

3 Although most accounts describe the motives of early reformers as “doing Gods work,” those critical of
the movements suggest their motivations were based more in a desire to maintain existing social relation
and to quell rising dissention among the urban poor (Platt, 1991).
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was, however, a fundamental difference in their approach in that these reformers
identified urban poverty as one of the primary factors underlying delinquency.
Reformers in this movement were more optimistic about the possibilities of reforming
delinquent youth and believed firmly that institutionalization was not effective
reformation. Instead they believed the family environment was intuitively better to
institutional care and devised methods to either strengthen the families of delinquents or
to align wayward youth with families through a process of “placing out.” The idea of
placing out children was based on the notion of the ideal American family and served as a
way of connecting children in need with what were thought to be “good” families. The
strategy was very similar to the traditional practice in agricultural communities of
“binding out” delinquent children to other families so that they could learn a trade
(Bernard, 1992).

There were several important implications to the House of Refuge and Child
Saving movements. First, both groups clearly articulated the notion that children should
be treated differently than adults. For the House of Refuge movement this entailed
housing them in separate institutions, but the shift marked an important point of
departure. Second, the movements also stand as important transition points in
understanding the “causes” of delinquency. For the first time, delinquency was
beginning to be understood as related to prevailing economic and social conditions. In
addition, the Child Savers movement was particularly important because it was reform
ideas from this period that were responsible for the development of the first juvenile court

system in Chicago, Illinois in 1899.



Delinquency Prevention/Intervention and Scientific Inquiry

Attention to juvenile delinquency as a separate form of deviance resulted from
both a conceptualization of “childhood” as a developmental phase distinct from
adulthood and by a growth in the prevalence of delinquents and other wayward youth in
urban centers. Additionally, principles of scientific inquiry began to be applied to the
study of criminal behavior that included both implicit and explicit treatment implications.
Cesare Lombroso’s book The Criminal Man (1876) used the scientific method to study
the physical attributes of institutionalized criminal offenders concluded that criminals are
biological throwbacks that are less highly evolved.* Although methodologically crude,
the technique added a welcomed sense of formality to the question of delinquency. The
use of the scientific method eventually gave way to applying many different paradigms of
thought to the study of delinquency including Freud’s psychoanalysis (Vold, Bernard, &
Snipes, 1998).

William Healy’s The individual delinquent: A textbook of diagnosis and
prognosis for all concerned in understanding offenders (1915) moved scientific inquiry
to the forefront of delinquency research and offered social, medical, and psychological
viewpoints on the causes of delinquency. The institutionalization of science in early
treatment models provided an analytical framework and added legitimacy for a group of
“experts” and “professionals” to devise future courses of action. Healy was influential in
the early development of the juvenile court and its related treatment model. Influenced
heavily by Freud’s advances in psychology, Healy believed the key to delinquency lay

deep in the personalities of offenders. Although he and his colleagues were not able to

* The implication of such an argument is that criminals are inherently different and more dangerous than
law-abiding citizens. As such, a reasonable “solution” would be to ensure they would not be able to
commit additional crimes by incarcerating them for long periods of time.

9



isolate a limited set of causes for delinquency, they concluded that delinquency was a
result of mental dissatisfactions, adolescent mental instabilities and impulsions, and
mental peculiarities (Healy, 1915: 34). Healy did, however, also realize that delinquency
was a product of unjust social and economic relationships.

After his work in Chicago, Healy moved to Boston and became an important
figure in the spread of child treatment centers throughout the United States. Krisberg and
Austin (1978) describe Healy as a “proselytizer” for the institutionalization of over 230
child guidance clinics by 1931. The child guidance clinics have been described as a
“branch of mental hygiene” (Glueck & Glueck, 1934: 34) and were concerned with
childhood personality and conduct disorders. The clinics recognized the complex
interaction of children with their environments and wanted to help needy children gain a
“workable orientation” to their world. The child guidance clinics collected a wide range
of social and psychological information on children referred to clinics and their families.

Clifford Shaw, a sociologist at the University of Chicago, extended the inquiry
into the causes of delinquency by identifying the environmental factors associated with
crime. Influenced by the work of Robert Park, Shaw and his colleague Henry McKay
applied the concept of contextual influences to delinquency. They questioned “why...
relatively large numbers of boys from the inner urban areas appear in court with...
striking regularity” (Shaw & McKay, 1969: 140). The work of Shaw and McKay was
unique in that it abandoned the grand macro level analyses initiated by Emile Durkheim
in favor of research that focused on the effects of smaller geographical areas such as
neighborhoods. More importantly, their research shifted the focus from the individual to

contextual influences.
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Shaw and McKay hypothesized that the invasion of businesses and immigrants
resulted in disorganized communities that lack effective social control mechanisms.
Social control mechanisms are important features of communities because they intervene
in the transmission of delinquency through cultural norms. Social disorganization theory
posits that areas characterized by economic deprivation experience higher rates of
population turnover (movement in and out of an area) and population heterogeneity, two
features that reduce the formulation of social control (Bursik Jr., 1988). These findings
led Shaw and McKay to conclude “the basic solution of [juvenile delinquency] and other
problems of urban life lies in a program of the physical rehabilitation of slum areas and
the development of community organization” (Shaw & McKay, 1942: xi). During the
early 1930’s, Shaw instituted the Chicago Area Project (CAP), a program that intended to
create long-term change in the life course of juveniles by ameliorating contextual
symptoms. Based on their understanding of the primary causes of delinquent behavior,
the authors to suggest the form and function of intervention efforts should be directed
toward community level attributes.

Shaw perceived community organization and mobilization as a promising strategy
to increase levels of formal and informal social control. Program staff developed social
programs that mobilized local neighborhoods, provided participants the authority to be
active decision-makers, and decentralized program management responsibilities to local
community members. Chicago’s CAP was based on the assumptions that individuals are
involved in a web of regular relationships, individuals will only participate in programs if
they have a meaningful role, and that there are people in most communities that have the

capacity to organize and run programs if given adequate training (Krisberg, 1978).
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Within the first few years, twelve independent and self-governing community committees
were developed with seed money from grants.

CAP projects ranged from improvements to schools and sanitation to traffic
patterns, resources directed to levels of law enforcement, and community recreational
renewal projects (Schlossman & Sedlak, 1983). There were also projects intended to
work directly with delinquent youth including “visitation programs for incarcerated
children, with delinquent gangs, and volunteer assistance in parole and probation”
(Krisberg, 1978: 33). The concept of “detached workers,” agency workers that were
removed from their offices and assigned to local communities to work directly with gang
members, was also initiated under the CAP program (Howell, 1998). Woodson (1981)
argued the residual effects of CAP programs were largely responsible for large decreases
in gang deaths between 1973 and 1976. Ultimately, CAP was a major initiative that was
one the first to move away from institutional treatment approaches and psychological
explanations for delinquent behavior.

During the 1960s, scientific theories continued to influence policy developments
in the juvenile justice system. Cloward and Ohlin’s (1960) strain theory, for example,
had a tremendous affect on President Kennedy’s Commission on Juvenile Delinquency
and Youth Crime and President Johnson’s “War on Poverty.” Strain is particularly likely
to exist in high poverty areas. Individuals living in high poverty areas experience a
greater disparity between socially defined goals of success (e.g., wealth and status) along
with few legitimate opportunities to achieve socially defined goals of success. Strain was
hypothesized to be positively related to the development of delinquent behavior.

Individuals experiencing strain do not lack the motivation to conform their behavior but
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instead “the desire to meet social expectations itself becomes the source of delinquent
behavior” (Cloward & Ohlin, 1960: 44).

Strain theory had a profound impact on public policy. The War on Poverty, for
example, was a large-scale program that developed federal antipoverty measures such as
compensatory job training/schooling and income redistribution policies. The purpose of
the War on Poverty was to give the disadvantaged the income and skills they needed to
function in the free market. Mobilization for Youth was one such effort directed
primarily at minority youth in Manhattan’s lower east side. This program was a
comprehensive effort that provided resources in the areas of educational assistance, job-
training, subsidized work, and vocational-guidance programs for unemployed or out-of-
school youth (Jensen, 1992).

The Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Acts (1961, 1968) and other
related initiatives® were devised to increase the legitimate opportunities for youth to
succeed in conventional society. They were particularly important because they were the
first major pieces of federal legislation aimed at controlling and preventing delinquency
and were part of larger initiatives that provided services to youth and families such as
Head Start. Federal attention continued to be given to juvenile justice issues, and in 1968
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was enacted with responsibilities for
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. In addition to these pieces of
legislation, additional measures were enacted that gave the federal government
increasingly more involvement in funding efforts directed at curbing juvenile

delinquency.

% Similar programs were implemented by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act (1964), and Manpower Development and Training Act (1962).
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The labeling theory perspective is another important framework that affected
public policy around the same period. Advocates of the labeling theory posit delinquents
are essentially no different from nondelinquents and that process of applying the
- delinquent label marginalizes certain individuals from non-labeled youth. Marginalized
youth subsequently associate with delinquent youth, thereby increasingly their own
involvement in delinquency (Eddy & Gribskov, 1998; Liska, 1987). Strain and labeling
theories were popular with both politicians and researchers during the 1960s and 1970s.
Those advocating the strain perspective argued increasing opportunities for youth would
reduce the likelihood of delinquency. From a labeling perspective, the affects of the
“delinquent label” would be mitigated by decriminalizing status offenses and by reducing
the frequency and extent to which juveniles were incarcerated.

The federal government has been increasingly involved in the prevention and
control of juvenile delinquency for some period of time. Although early interventions
tended to be initiated and funded by social reformers, by the 1960s the federal
government evolved into the primary power broker directing research and treatment
agendas. The federal government’s power to direct research and treatment agendas
comes from the infusion of large amounts of research dollars. In 1974, for example,
federal appropriations for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention were
$75 million, a figure that was to increase to $125 million in 1975 and $150 million in
1976 (Olson-Raymer, 1984: 37). Much of the funding was disseminated as grants for
research and treatment initiatives. In general, juvenile justice policy has remained in
concert with popular theories of delinquency. However, the federal government’s

involvement in delinquency prevention was a piecemeal approach to legislation and
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lacked clarity about big picture objectives, goals, and responsibilities of the various
agencies. Olson-Raymer (1984: 33) concluded:

“such policies were built upon traditional fragmented philosophical and
methodological foundations — little agreement about children and youth’s
needs; no clear differentiations between delinquent, neglected, abuse, or
exploited youth; and no consensual body of professional knowledge
pointing to delinquent causation factors or efficient treatment methods.”
One of the most significant advancements in the treatment of juvenile

delinquency during the early to mid-1900s was the impact of research on the
understanding of the causes of delinquency. The direction of prevention and
intervention efforts was tightly connected to prevailing ideology around the
causes of delinquency. Ultimately, there was an important shift from prevention
efforts that focused on the individual offender during the early 1900s to holistic
strategies that sought to prevent delinquency by creating opportunity.

Yet increases in federal funding for research and advances in
criminological theory did not “solve” the problem of crime. Instead, the United
States experienced one of the largest increases in crime rates during the 1960s and
1970s. Macro efforts failed to create the desired effects of reducing delinquency
and the “cycle” of juvenile justice policy (Bernard, 1992) refocused attention to
the traits of individual offenders. This shift was influenced by the
groundbreaking work by Marvin Wolfgang and his colleagues who suggested that
important characteristics such as age of delinquency onset and extent of

specialization demarcate criminal offenders. More importantly the authors’

finding that crime is disproportionately concentrated among a small population of
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offenders created a fervor around the notion of identifying serious and violent
offenders early in the their careers by the 1980s.

Birth Cohort Studies: Characteristics of Criminal Careers

Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin’s (1972) Delinquency in a Birth Cohort is an
important contribution to delinquency research because it details the
developmental patterns of delinquent careers. In many ways an extension of the
work of Eleanor and Sheldon Glueck, Delinquency in a Birth Cohort detailed
delinquent careers of a cohort of all males born in the City of Philadelphia in 1945
and traced their official contacts with police during their juvenile court age from 7
to 18. The cohort study indicated juvenile offenders could be differentiated based
on the onset of delinquency and the extent of persistence or desistence from
delinquent activity.

Of the nearly 3,500 juveniles born in 1945 with records of official police
contacts, 46 percent were one-time offenders while the remainder had at least one
additional recorded contact after their initial contact. Recidivists could be
differentiated from nondelinquents and one-time delinquents based on the extent
of their transience between various homes and schools, IQ, and socioeconomic
status. Lower socioeconomic status boys, for example, were much more likely to
be delinquents, recidivists, and chronic offenders than those from higher socio-
economic statuses.

Wolfgang et al.’s (1972) data also revealed important findings regarding
the age of delinquency onset. For example, the mean age of delinquency onset

was 14.4 years (Wolfgang et al., 1972: 130-135) and has been consistently
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confirmed by other research (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Steffensmeier, Allan,
Harer, & Streifel, 1989). Age of onset is an important characteristic to consider
because individuals that begin their delinquent careers before age 13 will commit
more offenses through age 17 than those that began later even when controlling
for time at risk (Benda & Toombs, 2002). Wolfgang et al.’s data indicated age at
first contact was positively associated with proportion of offenses classified as
index or serious crimes (murder, rape, robbery, burglary, motor vehicle theft, and
arson) (142). Moreover, the probability of desisting from crime decreased
substantially after each police contact. For example, although slightly less than
half of the delinquents desisted from delinquency after the first arrest, only 35
percent desisted after the second arrest and 25 percent after the fifth arrest
(Wolfgang et al., 1972: 163). Thus, the probability of desistance decreases with
each subsequent arrest.

There are several implications to the findings of Wolfgang and his
colleagues. First, a small proportion of all offenders (6 percent) are responsible
for a large percentage (52 percent) of all crime committed by individuals in the
birth cohort.® Second, not all juvenile offenders are the same with regard to the
probability that they will recidivate. The data indicate, for example, that a large
percentage (54 percent) of first time juvenile offenders are likely to desist from
future offending with little to no direct intervention by the juvenile justice system.

Also implicit in these findings is that there is a potential to offset substantial

¢ A different way to assess the prevalence of these chronic offenders is to determine what percentage they
represent not of the entire birth cohort in general, but the birth cohort that experienced at least one arrest.

In this case, the data indicate 18 percent of all individuals arrested are considered to be chronic offenders

(Blumstein, Farrington, & Moitra, 1985).
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levels of crime in the future if intervention efforts addressed the needs of high-
risk offenders early in their offending careers. Clearly, then, juvenile delinquents
are not a uniform population of offenders that demonstrate constant likelihood of
recidivism. Instead, there are discernible differences between offenders that are
manifest in the prevalence of offending, age of onset, duration of criminal career,
escalation and de-escalation of behavior, and desistance from criminal behavior.
Other cohort studies have demonstrated there is regularity to offending
patterns. Criminal career research in Philadelphia, London, Marion County,
Oregon, and Racine, Wisconsin reveal similar findings. Namely, a high level of
involvement in official delinquency that ranges from 25 percent of the birth
cohort in Philadelphia to 70 percent in Racine, a rapidly increasing probability of
reoffending through the first few arrests, stability in recidivism rates through
approximately the sixth arrest, and increasingly high and stable recidivism rates
for subsequent involvement (Blumstein et al., 1985).” Although there is
disagreement as to the extent of regularity in criminal careers (see Blumstein,
Cohen, & Farrington, 1988a, 1988b; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1986) the findings
can be interpreted as providing useful ways of classifying offenders based on
characteristics of their offending patterns. Early cohort studies, however, were
lacking in their ability to explain why the apparent difference between subgroup
of delinquents existed. For example, the research failed to address why some
juveniles are more likely to partake in delinquency earlier than others. Moreover,

the research failed to answer why age of onset should substantively matter in the

” Blumstein, Farrington, and Moitra (1985) noted substantial variation in many of these attributes between
sites yet interpreted the findings as being consistent with findings from the Philadelphia Cohort Study.
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trajectories of criminal careers. Detailing the etiology of delinquency, especially
the developmental sequencing of serious and chronic offending, has the ability to
serve as the next step to intervening in the transition from nondelinquents to
delinquents, occasional delinquent to persister, and more importantly, how
desisters are differentiated from persisters.

Summary

The juvenile justice system has undergone continual change throughout
much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries caused primarily by perceived
increases in delinquency. The perception that a “crisis of delinquency” exists,
however real or imaginary, has served as one of the main factors driving
innovation. In the face of crises, bureaucracies are driven to institute responses
that give the appearance that the necessary steps are being taken to increase order
and reduce problem behavior (Habermas, 1988).

“Progressive” reformers of the early 1900s were one of the first reform
movements to devise systematic responses to delinquency (Platt, 1977). Although
early efforts identified institutional reformatories as the most effective mechanism
for “correcting” wayward and delinquent youth, prevention and intervention
efforts were soon moved beyond institutions to community settings. Responses to
delinquency are not historical accidents, but were and continue to be intimately
connected to the prevailing ideology about the causes of delinquent behavior.

The scientific understanding of the causes and correlates of delinquency
have had a tremendous impact on prevention and intervention efforts. In the early

1900s, Dr. William Healy identified the primary causes of delinquency as mental
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defects. Prevention efforts were then geared toward correcting this behavior
through intensive counseling and often, the removal of children from their
families. Later, research by Shaw and McKay identified ecological correlates of
delinquent behavior, findings that directed prevention efforts toward community-
level changes that gave funding to local organizations to create recreational and
economic opportunities.

During the past several decades, major research efforts have been initiated
aimed at detailing a picture of the causes of delinquent behavior. Research
initiatives operate in certain paradigms that are generally accepted as presenting
the most accurate representation of the relationships of interest during a particular
time period. In the 1930s and 1940s, the prevailing theory argued delinquency is
a product of ecological factors that increase exposure to criminogenic influences.
According to the Chicago School, delinquency has its roots in detachment from
conventional groups caused by residential and employment segregation caused by
the “natural” ecology of urban areas. At risk populations in urban areas become
increasingly concentrated in locations that are characterized by physical decay
and criminogenic influences and limited their exposure and attachment to groups
with normative value systems thereby increasing delinquency (Shaw & McKay,
1931, 1942). As would be expected, conceptual and empirical models posited
causal relationships between features of urban ecology such as patterns in
migration, land use, urban decay, and delinquency rates.

Until the 1960s criminological inquiry concentrated primarily on the

relationships between micro influences and delinquency. The work of Merton,
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and later Cloward and Ohlin, expanded the discussion on the relationships
between macro influences and delinquency by suggesting from unequal access to
the means to achieve socially defined success. In this case, individuals experience
“strain” between socially acceptable means of achieving wealth and success and
instead resort to anti-social methods such as delinquency. Based on this notion,
researchers concentrated analytic methods on the conceptual relationships
between socioeconomic characteristics, the extent of blocked opportunities, and
involvement in crime.

The above are two examples of the relationships between prevailing
paradigms and how they influence the direction of delinquency research.
Throughout much of the twentieth century the paradigms compelling research
have fluctuated between individual, social, and ecological explanations. Implicit
to most of the above theories is also a set of interventions that should diminish the
impact of risk factors if the theoretical framework is sound. For example,
policymakers implemented several national policy initiatves such as Head Start
and other efforts during the 1960s and 1970s that were aimed at increasing access
to legitimate opportunities, policies that were based on Cloward and Ohlin’s
version of strain theory.

While successful in advancing theoretical relationships among elements of
the causes of delinquency, these conceptual frameworks have been overly
restrictive in their ability to make the necessary connections between the
theoretical frameworks. Social development theory has been proposed as a

theoretical framework for integrating many of the existing theories into a unified
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theory of delinquency. Thornberry and others propose that social development
theory holds the potential for explaining the complex interactions of individuals
and their environments in the production of delinquency. More importantly, the
theory has the potential for conceptualizing the relationships between these
factors and developmental maturation. Social development theory also has the
potential for suggesting appropriate intervention strategies, especially for more
serious juvenile offenders. If delinquency truly is a byproduct of individual,
social, and ecological forces, intervention strategies must recognize these risk
factors in treatment models.

Developmental theory holds a tremendous promise for integrating multiple
risk factors into models that present a comprehensive assessment of
characteristics of delinquency. Interactional theories such as social
developmental theory have influenced but have also been influenced by “birth
cohort” research and “pathways to delinquency” models. The combination of all
of these initiatves were instrumental in the implementation of the U.S.
Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(OJJDP) “Comprehensive Strategies” (Howell, 1995).

22



CHAPTER 2

RISK FACTORS FOR DELINQUENCY AND DEVELOPMENTAL
CRIMINOLOGY

The juvenile justice system has been faced with an unprecedented increase in the
number of delinquents adjudicated for serious and violent crimes (Snyder & Sickmund,
1999) and a subsequent need to develop and implement effective intervention programs
for these offenders. Since juvenile offenders have a right to rehabilitation (Rotman,
1986) effective intervention should be recognized as a crucial part of the dispositions and
sanctions applied by the juvenile justice system. The first step in structuring an effective
program for juvenile offenders is to identify the existence and interactions of the causes
of delinquency.

This section will identify the risk factors traditionally associated with
delinquency. It will focus on individual, social, and ecological influences that
differentiate delinquents from nondelinquents, and also delineate characteristics of
delinquent careers. I will make the argument that although delinquency explanations
under traditional theoretical frameworks of strain theory, social control theory,
differential association theory, and learning theory have been supported by empirical
evidence, they have been overly restrictive in limiting models to a narrow set of causal
variables. Integrative theories such as developmental and interactional models present a
more representative picture of the onset, trajectory, persistence, and diversification of
criminal careers. A better understanding of the dynamic characteristics of delinquency
provides a framework for structuring effective interventions to offset continued

delinquency.
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Risk Factors For Delinquency

Cumulative evidence from the past several decades of delinquency research have
clearly documented five categories of causes and correlates of delinquency: (1) individual
risk factors such as demographics, attitudes, self-esteem, and substance abuse; (2) family
influences such as family history of substance abuse and criminality; (3) school
influences such as school bonding and low academic achievement; (4) peer influences
such as involvement in delinquency, experimentation with illegal substances, and
attitudes toward delinquency; and (5) neighborhood influences such as crime rates, low
neighborhood attachment and levels of disorganization (Wilson & Howell, 1995). The
concept of readily identifiable predictors of delinquency lends itself to the design of

intervention efforts directed at particular target populations.

Individual Risk Factors

During the past 100 years researchers have identified precursors of delinquent
behavior. Primary among these “risk factors” has are individual level traits such as age,
gender, and ethnicity. In addition, individual risk factors important to the production of
delinquency include self-esteem, alcohol and drug abuse, and attitudes toward
delinquency. While neither sufficient nor necessary correlates of delinquency, research
continues to demonstrate their importance in the prediction of characteristics of

delinquency careers.

Age
Age is one of the most important predictors of onset and levels of involvement in
delinquency. Age-specific arrest rates increase steadily from early adolescence (10-13)

through the early to late teens. This pattern remains relatively high as individuals mature
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to their mid-twenties and then decreases at a similarly dramatic rate (Farrington, 198S;
Greenberg, 1985; Shavit & Rattner, 1988). The trend is not only apparent for males but
also remains reasonably consistent for female offenders. This *“law of nature” (Goring,
1913) is largely invariant across communities, cultures and historical time periods
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).

There are several age-related features of adolescence that increase the likelihood
of involvement in delinquency. Since the family serves as the most important socializing
agent during early childhood (pre-adolescence), children spend most of their time with
their parents and similar caregivers during this period who are responsible for
childrearing. Parents and other caregivers are vital in establishing core value systems,
attitudes, ambition, and structuring behavior of children (Furstenberg Jr. et al., 1999).

Parental influences during early childhood have been linked to important aspects
of childhood development such as self-control, a factor argued to be largely responsible
for variations in delinquent behavior (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). “In order to teach
the child self-control, someone must (1) monitor the child’s behavior; (2) recognize
deviant behavior when it occurs, and (3) punish such behavior” (Gottfredson & Hirschi,
1990: 97). In this situation, children are generally exposed to a set of attitudes and
behaviors that are, under ideal settings, consistent with mainstream pro-social values.
Families are the central socializing agent to children during much of adolescence and
during these early years children are more likely to model their attitudes and behaviors
(Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles, Elder Jr., & Sameroff, 1999). In the case of healthy family
environments, young children would be expected to model pro-social behavior that is

consistent with parental examples.
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Children begin to spend more time with their peers and less time with their
parents as they make the transition to adolescence. It is during this transition that they
are generally given freedom to spend more time out of the watchful eyes of their parents
or guardians. Their free time is spent with peers and socializing in peer networks and
they are more likely to look to these groups (as opposed to parents/families) for important
cues of behaviors and attitudes to model (Elliott & Menard, 1996). For the “normal”
child, the influence of peers and negative peer networks is also age-specific and gradually
begins to diminish as children mature through the teenage years and into early adulthood.
Peer networks eventually lose importance in favor of other stage salient issues such as
employment, intimate relationships, and children thereby decreasing their involvement in
delinquency (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).

There are several useful theoretical frameworks for conceptualizing the
relationship between age, peer networks, and delinquency. Social control theory and
social learning theories are two common frameworks for understanding the age-
delinquency relationship. From the perspective of social control theory (Hirschi, 1969),
delinquency is likely to increase for juveniles with poorly developed attachments to
traditional control mechanisms such as parents and other family members. For young
juveniles, control is primarily exercised through interactions with parents and family
members. Children internalize parental value systems that serve as a foundation for
judgments of the acceptability of future behavior. Young children with strong pro-social
attachments to their parents are less likely to get into situations in which delinquency is

possible because they spend most of their free time in their presence, but also because of
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value systems instilled in children through regular interactions with parents and other
caregivers.

During the maturation process, juveniles tend to stray away from the strict control
of their parents. The extent of their movement beyond acceptable behavioral limits is
influenced both by features of local environments and the extent to which attachment to
parents is maintained, but for some delinquency gains a favorable status. Temporally,
involvement in delinquency precedes extensive association with delinquent peer
networks (Elliott & Menard, 1996; Thomberry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farmmworth, & Jang,
1994). Delinquents seek to establish such networks as a movement to surround
themselves with individuals with similar value systems. As juveniles with weak family
attachments or delinquent internalized value systems begin to experiment with
delinquency they increase their association with peers who share similar delinquent
values.

In contrast, social learning theories such as differential association assume
delinquency is learned through interactions with other delinquents. Association with
delinquent peers is proposed to precede delinquency. Involvement in delinquency
increases through a “learning process” where individuals learn the techniques of
delinquency as well as the cognitive justifications that diminish the moral culpability for
participating in such activities. Increased contact with peers with attitudes favorable to
delinquency but who are also involved in delinquency accelerates the learning process.
Juveniles are expected to continue their involvement in delinquency as they maintain
contact with other delinquents. Though not exhaustive explanations, control and

differential association theories are useful for understanding the age-delinquency
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relationship. Issues of temporal ordering aside, there are important transitions that occur
between early childhood, adolescence, early adulthood, and adulthood that alter the
nature of social interactions. Transitions between various stages of life change the nature
of family dynamics, peer relationships, employment, and intimate relationships. It is
these features that are important mediators in the production of delinquency (Gottfredson

& Hirschi, 1990).

Gender

Gender is also one of the strongest predictors of delinquency in criminological
research. Males are more likely to demonstrate an earlier age of onset of delinquency
(Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Wolfgang et al., 1972), involvement in serious and violent
offending (Huizinga & Jakob-Chien, 1998; Loeber, Farrington, & Washbush, 1998), and
persistent offending (Blumstein et al., 1985; Wolfgang, Thomberry, & Figlio, 1987). In
self-reported surveys, Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1981: 140) reported that males were
responsible for 3.6 times more thefts ($50 or more) and assaults than females, 3.4 times
more auto thefts, and almost 3 times more robberies. In a sample of adolescents from the
National Youth Survey, Mears, Ploeger, and Warr (1998) reported males to be
significantly more likely to participate in minor delinquency such as cheating on tests and
stealing items under $5 to serious delinquency such as burglary and theft over $50. In
addition, males were significantly more likely to report drunkenness and alcohol and
marijuana use.

The relationship between gender and delinquency is traditionally explained by
differences in opportunities to commit crime. Opportunity theorists do not attempt to

explain the motivation for crime because they assume there will always be people
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motivated to commit crime. Instead it is suggested that it is more important to explain
the situations and circumstances in which motivated offenders find suitable victims
(McCarthy & Hagan, 2001; Vold et al., 1998). Situational theories such as opportunity
theory propose delinquency is a function of the co-occurrence of a motivated offender, a
potential victim (including vulnerable property), and a suitable location for the event
(Birkbeck & LaFree, 1993). For a crime to occur, these three things must co-occur in the
same time and space.

One of the traditional explanations for the disparities in the male/female rates of
involvement in delinquency is that females simply have fewer opportunities to commit
crime because they are under the watchful eyes of capable guardians (Felson &
Gottfredson, 1984). Assuming most people to be likely motivated offenders, females are
differentiated from males primarily in levels of supervision. This assumption serves as
the basis for the argument that women would develop offending patterns consistent to
men as they entered the work force in greater number (Nettler, 1984), a reality which has
yet to be realized. There is evidence, however, to support the argument that juvenile
males are given more freedom by their parents. Data from the National Youth Survey
indicate males spend more of their free time with peers during weekday afternoons and
weekday evenings than females (Mears et al., 1998).

McCarthy and Hagan (2001) argued the study of “criminogenic situations” has
been unjustly disregarded during recent years in favor of developmental perspectives.
The “General Theory of Crime” discredits “opportunity” as the discriminating difference
between male and female offending patterns and instead suggests that girls have more

self-control restraining them from crime than boys because parents are more stringent in
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their recognition and punishment of early non-conforming behavior (Gottfredson and
Hirschi, 1990). Males are also socialized to be more aggressive than females and tend to
respond to stressful situations with externalized behavior (aggression) whereas females
respond with internalized behavior (depression) (Leadbeater, Blatt, & Quinlan, 1995). It
is more likely that there is an interaction between gender and childrearing practices.
Although males are exposed to delinquent peers (e.g., differential association theory) at a
rate greater than females, females report less delinquency than males when exposed to
similar levels of delinquent friends (Mears et al., 1998). This suggests while “the number
of delinquent peers an adolescent has is the strongest known predictor of delinquent
behavior,” Mears et al. (1998) speculate “the moral judgments of females are apparently

sufficient to reduce and even eliminate the impact of delinquent peers.”

Race/Ethnicity

At nearly every aspect of the criminal justice system, minority youth and adults
are over-represented among criminal offenders. The black-to-white ratio for officially
recorded delinquency show that minority youth are arrested at a ratio nearly 2 times more
than those of non-minority youth (Wolfgang et al., 1972), have almost twice as many
police contacts (Hirschi, 1969), are 3-6 times more likely to have an arrest record, and
experience a homicide commission rate over 10 times that of non-minorities (Cook &
Laub, 1998). Moreover, African American and Latino youth are also more likely to
experience risk factors associated with delinquency including school dropout (National
Research Council, 2001), a factor positively associated with later delinquency (Thomas

& Bishop, 1984).

30



Racial differences in offending patterns have been primarily explained with a
subcultural perspective. The subculture of violence thesis suggests the deprivation of
African Americans leads to the development of value systems that condones the use of
violence. Criminality is not a rational response to “need” but a manifestation of the
internalization of delinquent norms. For example, Anderson’s (1999) qualitative analysis
of urban “ghetto” life in Philadelphia depicts a community so devastated and plagued by
poverty that street values such as “respect” and “manhood” circumvent many mainstream
values. Cohen (1955) argued that in the face of continued exposure to delinquent norms,
values, and behaviors, people become desensitized to the negative consequences of
delinquent behavior. Comments detailed from an interview reported by Thrasher (1936:
28) offer an interesting account of this mentality:

“We did all kinds of dirty tricks for fun. We’d see a sign, ‘Please keep the

streets clean,’ but we’d tear it down and say, ‘We don’t fee like keeping it

clean.” That would make us laugh and feel good, to have so many jokes”.

There is also evidence that not all ethnic groups respond the same when faced
with similar stressors. In a test of the applicability of traditional strain theory to Latinos,
African Americans, and Whites, McCluskey (2002) reported an important interaction
between socio-economic status and ethnicity in the production of delinquent behavior.
Regardless of race/ethnicity, individuals who are economically disadvantaged (receiving
public aid) experience blocked opportunity and strain similarly. However, for those not
receiving public aid, both Latinos and African Americans reported higher levels of strain
than their White counterparts. One of McCluskey’s (2002) most important findings is
that Latino males are less likely than African Americans and Whites to respond to strain

with delinquency, a relationship hypothesized to be mediated by extensive family
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networks and tighter family structures that help Latino youth deal more positively with

economic disadvantage.

Attitudes Toward Delinquency

Some researchers have suggested participation in delinquency is contingent on
attitudes favorable toward delinquency. In his extensive analysis of drug dealing in New
York “barrios,” Bourgois (1995) provided extensive evidence of a subculture of drug
dealing and violence where criminal activity was accepted as a norm of everyday life. In
one account, Bourgois (1995) articulates his inability to reconcile the almost blasé
attitudes of individuals he befriended during his research as they recounted the story of a
gang rape they participated in with a sense of glee. Similarly, Elijah Anderson (1999)
explains how attitudes favorable toward delinquency have been internalized in some
urban communities to the point where the search for “respect” encourages the use of
violence. Anderson (1999: 91-92) explains:

“For many young men, the operating assumption is that a man, especially

a ‘real’ man, knows what other men know — the code of the street. And if

one is not a real man, one is diminished as a person. Moreover, the code is

seen as possessing a certain justice, since everyone supposedly has the

opportunity to learn it, and thus can be held responsible for being familiar

with it. If a victim of a mugging, for example, does not know the code

and thus responds ‘wrong,’ the perpetrator may feel justified in killing him

and may not experience or show remorse. He may think, ‘Too bad, but

it’s his fault. He should have known better.””

Elliot (1994) reported a positive relationship between deviant attitudes at age 11-
17 and self-reported violence during adolescence and adulthood. In a sample of 732
males and females, violent attitudes at age 14 was a significant predictor of self-reported

violence at age 18 (Maguin et al., 1995). Using a slightly different measure such as

“hostility to police” at age 14-16, Farrington (1989) found a significant positive
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relationship with self-reported violence at age 16-18. In this case, individuals hostile to
police early in life were 2.5 times more likely to self-report violence later.

There are reasons to believe attitudes toward delinquency may have both direct
and indirect effects on delinquency. Through the conceptual framework of differential
association theory, delinquent peer networks serve as one of the primary influences on
delinquency. Delinquent peer networks would precede delinquent behavior and increase
delinquency through an environment of learning where the “tricks of the trade” are taught
through interaction with individuals with more expertise and skill. However, differential
association theory also hypothesizes delinquent peer networks affect delinquency through
the reinforcement of delinquent values and beliefs. Delinquents not only learn the trade
of delinquency, but also internalize peers’ delinquent value systems (Sutherland &
Cressey, 1978). The causal relationship between attitudes and delinquency remains
unclear. It is possible that delinquents express attitudes favorable to delinquency as a
neutralization technique that enables them to engage in behavior they believe is wrong in

most situations (Costello, 2000; Sykes & Matza, 1957).

Self-Esteem

Self-esteem is a complex concept that includes multiple aspects of personal
perception including self-acceptance, self-respect, and feelings of self-worth. It is
comprised of four aspects including reflected appraisals, social comparison, self-
attribution, and psychological centrality, and is an important concept in personal
development because it indicates how individuals navigate their external world.
Reflected approaches are those implied by Cooley’s (1912) “looking glass self.” From

this perspective, peoples’ self image is based heavily on what others think of them,
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especially those that play an important role in our lives. Social comparisons imply
people develop their self-identify by drawing comparisons between themselves and
others. That is, they judge their relative strengths, weakness, and relative “worth” by
comparing themselves to others. Self-attribution suggests individuals judge themselves
independent of others by observing and evaluating their own behavior.

In most cases, self-esteem is expected to have a simple direct negative effect on
delinquency (Kaplan & Damphousse, 1997). Others suggest more complex relationships
where self-esteem and delinquency interact or where delinquent peers mediates the
relationship between self-esteem and delinquency (Jang, 1998). At the point of initial
delinquency, a negative relationship would be expected where low self-esteem leads to
increased levels of delinquency. However, involvement in delinquency is then expected
to increase the level of self-esteem and reinforce the value of delinquent behavior. This
feedback loop subsequently increases the likelihood of additional deviant behavior (Jang,
1998). Empirical findings about the relationship between self-esteem and delinquency
remain unclear. While Ellickson and McGuigan (2000) reported a statistically significant
relationship between low self-esteem at the 7™ grade and both relational and predatory
violence at age 18, Jang and Thornberry (1998) found little support for relationships
between low-self esteem and delinquent associations or delinquent behavior.

Self-esteem is not a unidimensional construct but can be differentiated based on a
sense of global versus specific self-esteem (Rosenberg, Schooler, & Schoenbach, 1989),
and part of the reason self-esteem has failed as a consistent predictor of delinquent peers

or delinquent behavior is due to poor theoretical and methodological specifications of the
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construct. Global self-esteem is more relevant to psychological well-being while specific

self-esteem is a better predictor of behavior (e.g., delinquency and school performance).

Alcohol and Drug Abuse

Delinquency and the use of both drugs and alcohol are some of the most persistent
problems facing many societies today. Like much that has already been discussed, it is
difficult to determine the exact causal relationships between substance abuse and
delinquency. One of the first challenging aspects in the relationship is that in many cases
the two concepts are highly correlated because they are often used as measures of one
another. The confounding issue in the debate is alcohol and drug abuse can be conceived
of as examples of delinquency and not necessarily distinct concepts. If considered
conceptually distinct, there is a general consensus that delinquency causes substance
abuse and not vice versa (Brooks, Cohen, Whiteman, & Gordon, 1992; Huizinga, Loeber,
& Thomberry, 1994).® More specifically, early childhood antisocial behavior is a strong
predictor of adolescent substance abuse. While delinquency often precedes substance
abuse, delinquency is neither a necessary nor sufficient predictor of problem substance
abuse.

Dembo and colleagues (1987) reported 33 percent of juveniles entering a
detention facility in Florida tested positive for the use of a single drug with marijuana (26
percent) the most common. Moreover, 6 percent tested positive for the use of two drugs
with the combination of marijuana/hashish the most common (3.5 percent). Interviews
with a sample of 125 inner-city males aged 16-25 identified drug and alcohol use as the

most common type of social/recreational activity for young males (Fagan & Wilkinson,

8 See also Stice, Myers, and Brown (1998).
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1998). Lipsey and Derzon’s (1998) meta-analysis of predictors of violent and serious
delinquency showed consistently strong relationships between early substance use and
delinquency. Additional research also demonstrates that juveniles who experiment with
illegal substances between ages 6-11 are over 8 times more likely to be characterized as
serious or violent delinquents by age 15-25. The significance of substance use as a
predictor of involvement in delinquency is so substantial, Lipsey and Derzon (1998)

reported it second only to influences of early criminality and gender.

Social Risk Factors

Risk factors for delinquency are not limited to individual characteristics such as
age, gender, and race but also include influences outside the direct control of individuals
themselves. Delinquency research has identified several features of social settings that
affect the onset and trajectory of delinquency: peer groups, school settings, family

environments, and stressful life events.

Peer Influences

Delinquency is predominantly a group phenomenon® (Zimring, 1981, 1998)
among both boys and girls (Erickson & Jensen, 1977). In a sense, the term “gang”
symbolizes the group dynamic of youth crime and the extent to which peer networks
influence delinquency. Classic works on youth gangs have clearly documented the
connections between peer networks and participation in gang activity (Spergel, 1964;

Spergel & Curry, 1990; Sullivan, 1989; Thrasher, 1936). The group dynamic is,

® Elliot and Menard (1996: 31) suggest this argument is overstated. The group dynamics of delinquency
also vary by age, race, and gender (Reiss, 1986).
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however, stronger for certain crimes such as alcohol use and vandalism and less so for
other crimes such as theft and shoplifting (Erickson & Jensen, 1977).

As indicated earlier, males are involved in more delinquency than females.
Although suggested this may be partly explained by increased opportunities for
adolescent boys caused by greater freedom, it may also be because males are more likely
than females to have delinquent peers. In an analysis of data from Wave III of the
National Youth Survey'?, males reported significantly larger percentages of friends
involved in serious property crime (18.5 percent reported having friends involved in
burglary compared to 7.3 percent for females), violence (54.5 percent of males reported
friends involved in assaults compared to 32 percent for females), and the sale of hard
drugs (12.2 percent compared to 8.6 percent for females). Males were also slightly more
likely to report friends that use alcohol (males 77.7 percent; females 72.7 percent) yet
both reported statistically similar percentages of friends that use marijuana (males 58.5
percent; females 54.7 percent, n.s.) (Mears et al., 1998: 258). Maguin, Hawkins,
Catalano, Hill, Abbot, and Herrenkol (1995) reported that individuals with negative peer
associations at ages 14 and 16 are significantly more likely to self-report violence at age
18.

Peer networks can be differentiated into five distinct groups (Elliott & Menard,
1996). Saints are individuals that report having at least two friends but none involved in
delinquency. Those in the prosocial group report very low exposure to delinquency.
Respondents in mixed groups report exposure to delinquency where several friends are
involved in more than one type of delinquency. Individuals in the delinquent peer group

report extensive exposure to delinquency. In this case, most friends were involved in

1 Collected in 1978, N=1,626.
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more than one type of delinquency. In contrast to the above classifications, isolates
report low levels of exposure to delinquency via peers, yet this is often a function of
minimal ties to peers.

As also discussed in the section on age-related factors that influence delinquency,
the temporal relationship between delinquency and exposure to delinquent peers is
unclear. Elliott and Menard (1996) tested the relative efficacy of both control and
learning theories in explaining the relationship between delinquency and peer networks.
They specifically tested the merits of both control and learning theories to determine if
delinquency precedes exposure to delinquent peers (control theory) or if exposure to
delinquent peers precedes onset of delinquency (social learning theory). Their analysis
provides initial evidence for social learning theory as the authors generally conclude
exposure to delinquent peers precedes involvement in delinquency for both younger and
older offenders. Among individuals involved in index offending (burglary, theft of over
$50, motor vehicle theft, strong-arm robbery, sexual assault, aggravated assault, and gang
fighting), 91 percent of individuals between 11-17 reported exposure to delinquent peers
before involvement in delinquency (Elliott & Menard, 1996: 41). Only 2 percent of
respondents reported delinquency prior to exposure to delinquent peers. This relationship
remains true, albeit to a lesser extent, for individuals reporting involvement in minor
nondrug offending and general offending. For those reporting involvement in minor
nondrug offending (excludes index offenses but includes status offenses such as runaway
and sexual intercourse, larceny less than $50, receiving stolen goods, prostitution, selling
marijuana or hard drugs, simple assault, joyriding, and disorderly conduct), 52 percent

reported exposure prior to delinquency and 17 percent delinquency before exposure. This
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was nearly identical for individuals reporting involvement in general offending (minor

delinquency plus index offending plus marijuana and hard drug use).

School Influences

Schools have been linked to delinquency through several different features of
personal achievement including academic failure (Denno, 1990; Farrington, 1989;
Maguin et al., 1995), low school bonding (Gottfredson, 2001; Maguin et al., 1995), and
truancy/school dropout (Farrington, 1989; Thomberry, Moore, & Christenson, 1991).
Both males and females with poor academic achievement at ages 7 and 13-14 were
experienced more arrests for violent crime between ages 10-17 (Denno, 1990). Males
that experienced academic failure at age 11 also reported significantly more self-reported
violence at ages 16-18 and age 32 (Farrington, 1989).

Students with low levels of school bonding are report involvement in more
violence later on in life; nonetheless the affects of school bonding appear to be more
important at different ages (Ellickson & McGuigan, 2000). Students experiencing early
(grade 7) problems with school bonding, something evidenced by poor grades and
transitions between schools, report significantly more involvement in violent crime at age
18. Students with poor grades at the 7™ grade reported 32 percent more relational
violence and 49 percent more predatory violence at age 18 (Ibid). Although low school
bonding is an important predictor of self-reported violence at age 18, the strength of
association is strongest for students age compared to age 10 and 16 (Maguin et al., 1995).
Thus, school bonding appears to be particularly important during certain developmental
phases of adolescence. Research indicates males with truancy records between ages 12-

14 were over twice as likely to self-report violence between ages 16-18 and at age 32 and
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almost 4 times more likely to have a conviction for a violent crime between ages 10-32.
Similarly, males that drop out of school before age 15 were 3.5 times more likely to self-
report violence between 16-18 (Farrington, 1989).

Labeling and strain theories are the two explanations for how school factors
influence delinquency. The relationship between school failure and delinquency was first
identified by Tannenbaum (1938) in his classical delinquency research. The early stages
of delinquency are related to how parents, teachers, and other adult authorities react to
children who for some good reason do not like school (Tannenbaum, 1938). The child
that does not like school generally do not do well, then are further punished by continued
forced attendance. Those that continue to function poorly are then caught in a cycle
where the their continued lack of success discourages them from attending school, a
dynamic that increases their involvement in truancy (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).
During the early 1900s, mandatory education was implemented as one of the many
initiatives proposed by early delinquency reformers based on the “progressive” argument
that all children, not just wealthy aristocratic youth, were entitled to education (Platt,
1977).

Not all children experience equal levels of success in the school environment. For
a variety of reasons some children simply do not like school and do not “succeed” as
measured by traditional evaluation criteria (e.g., good grades). School processes such as
the creation of academic tracks and continual evaluation procedures can actually function
to accentuate differences in the academic abilities of students (Kelly, 1982). Built into
such a system is the notion that some students will do well and other students will fail, in

a sense “creating failure” and perpetuating the poor academic attainment and sense of
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failure among the most at risk students. Children “labeled” as failures operate in a way
that reinforces the negative label already applied by important authority figures. The
inescapable and central conclusion to labeling theory is:

“The attribution of stigmatizing labels, particularly when that attribution

process involves formal agents of social control, initiates a social process

that results in altered self-conceptions, a reduction in the availability of
conventional opportunities, a restructuring of interpersonal relationships,
and an elevated likelihood of involvement in the real or imagined conduct

which stimulated initial intervention efforts” (Thomas & Bishop, 1984:

1226).

Cohen (1955) proposed strain theory as a explanation for the relationship
between school-related achievement/bonding and delinquency. Cohen argued the
perpetuation of the class system associated with the industrial revolution created
distinct problems for the lower class. The class system in the United States
presents a situation where the relative competency of individuals is not compared
against an objective standard of “good/bad” but instead middle-class, values and
qualities that represent a tempered version of the Protestant work ethic. Success
in conventional social institutions such as schools is contingent on middle-class
values such as “ambition, individual responsibility, self-denial, rationality, delay
of gratification, industry, manners, control of aggression, wholesome recreation,
and respect for property” (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990: 161), values proposed to
be in short supply among the lower class. Strain is experienced when youth are
presented with a situation of considerable disjuncture between definitions of
success (e.g., good grades and good behavior) and available means (e.g.,

appropriate middle-class values). In the face of a disjuncture, criminal acts are

committed as a means of attaining “status’ goals.
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Family Influences

The Child-Saving Movement identified the family environment as the primary
breeding ground for delinquent activity and relegated most delinquents to
institutionalized settings to separate them from delinquent influences. Exposure to
criminal influences is an important predictor of delinquency. Children that live in
households with who have histories of criminality, for example, experience 2 to 3 times
more delinquency than those with noncriminal parents (Glueck & Glueck, 1950), and
fathers’ criminality significantly increases violence by age 18-23 (Baker & Mednick,
1984). Farrington (1989) similarly found male children whose parents experience an
arrest before age 10 are more than twice as likely to self-report violence between ages 16-
18 and 3 times as likely to have an arrest for a violent crime before age 32.

More recently, Rowe and Farrington (1997) used both path analysis and
regression techniques to test the relationships between family criminality (convictions)
and child criminality (convictions). Testing the extent to which aspects of family
environment (family size, parental supervision, and parental childrearing style) mediated
the hypothesized direct positive relationship, the results supported the conclusion that
parental criminality has a direct and positive effect on child criminality even when
controlling for dynamics of the family environment. The findings also suggest
“transmission” lines may be gender specific whereby the fathers’ criminality is a better
predictor of the criminality of male children and mothers’ for female children.

In addition to parental criminality, family management style is also an important
predictor of delinquency (Farrington, 1989; Wells & Rankin, 1988). Children that

experience poor childrearing practices at age 8 (males) are more than twice as likely to
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report violent crime victimizations at age 32 (Farrington, 1989). Moreover, children
growing up in a household with high levels of parental strictness and parental
punitiveness are significantly more likely to participate in violence throughout
adolescence (Wells & Rankin, 1988). Data from the Chicago Youth Development Study
suggests early family neglect is correlated with later covert (e.g., property crime) and
overt (e.g., aggression and violent crime) delinquent behavior, and early family conflict
consistently demonstrates a positive correlation with authority conflict (authority
avoidance) and both covert and overt delinquency (Gorman-Smith, Tolan, Loeber, &
Henry, 1998).

In their analysis of dynamics of urban families from several areas of Philadelphia,
Furstenberg et al. (1999) attribute much of the relative success of youth to characteristics
of the family management style. Although the authors argue families exist in a larger
community context that have different degrees of adult control, cohesiveness, opportunity
structures, dangers, and internal networks, aspects of the family history, family culture,
and family organization have direct and substantial impacts on the long term success of
children. Family processes such as positive family climate, discipline effectiveness, and
support for autonomy were significantly associated with academic competence,
psychological adjustment, self-competence, and negatively associated with problem
behavior. Similar relationships were evidenced for family management strategies
including institutional connections and social networks.

While Furstenberg et al. (1999) argued the effectiveness of family processes were
mediated by community characteristics that limit institutional connections, other family

processes such as support for autonomy and consistent, clear, and fair discipline remained
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important regardless of resource issues. Substantial levels of within community variation
indicate families or individuals were not necessarily much better off in communities
characterized by greater social cohesion or better institutional resources, but instead there
is a strong connection between family management practices and community resources
(Chase-Lansdale, Gordon, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1997; Furstenberg Jr. et al., 1999;
Furstenberg Jr. & Hughes, 1997; Halpem-Felsher et al., 1997). Acknowledging the
complexity of the problem, Furstenberg et al. (1999: 214) concluded: “To be sure, the
family is a powerful and essential influence in setting children on a successful course, but
parenting practices are only part of the ingredients that provide successful development in

early adolescence.”

Stressful Life Events

Recent emphasis of criminological research has identified the impact of life
transitions and turning points in the life course on delinquency. Life transitions such as
marriage may result in desistance from crime (Farrington, 1995) where other features
such as chronic unemployment increase involvement in delinquent behavior (Crutchfield
& Pitchford, 1997, Farrington, 1995). Developmental criminology presupposes that
stressful events in the lives’ of children increase involvement in delinquency (Elliot,
Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). Elliot (1994) found no association between stress in the
home during childhood (e.g., serious illness, unemployment, divorce or separation, or
serious accident during the past year) and self-reported violence during adolescence and
adulthood.

The impact of stressful life events is related to the cumulative number of stressful

life events during a certain time period. In a more comprehensive study, Hoffman and



Cerbone (1999) found a statistically significant relationship between stressful life events
(similar to those just mentioned) and delinquency in a nonrandom sample of 651
adolescents age 11-14. After controlling for the effects of age-related influences,
stressful life events remain associated with significant increases in delinquent behavior.
Furthermore, stressful life events are not mediated by demographic characteristics such as
gender or socio-economic status. Contrary to the hypotheses of the researchers, the
relationship between stressful life events and delinquency was also not mediated by other
personality characteristics such as self-esteem. The relationship is particularly strong
among individuals reporting higher cumulative levels of events (Hoffman & Cerbone,
1999).

The theoretical relationships between stressful life events and delinquency relate
to Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory. Adolescence is a time when young people
expand their social worlds, experience more occurrence of poor treatment by others, and
are generally faced with stressful situations. They also experience increased
responsibility over their own worlds at home and school present. These new experiences
are often more challenging in both reality and in perception because juveniles have not
yet developed effective strategies for handling these situations. “Due to developing
cognitive capacities, adolescents’ perceptions of their social world are often self-directed
and introspective. Stresses and strains tend to be magnified by adolescent eyes”
(Hoffman & Cerbone, 1999: 345). In the face of real and magnified challenges faced by
adolescents, they lack the capacity to deal with adversity and the ability to effectively
handle difficult situations (Agnew, 1992). Thus, juveniles who experience multiple

stressful life events are expected to respond with delinquency.
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Ecological Risk Factors

Shaw and McKay (1942; 1969) propelled the study of the structures of urban
communities into the forefront of criminological research during the 1940s. The study of
delinquency and urban structure was based on several observations, namely that “among
areas in the city there are wide differences in the rates of truants, of delinquents, and of
adult criminals, as well as in disease and mortality rates and other indexes of well-being”
(Shaw & McKay, 1969: 17). The social disorganization perspective supports the
argument that these urban characteristics are not random, but are directly related to
employment, housing, and immigration patterns. More specifically, Shaw and McKay
(1942; 1969) argue the structure and social organization of communities are adversely
affected by structural factors such as poverty, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential
mobility.

Social disorganization theory does not imply direct relationships between macro-
level influences such as mobility and ethnic heterogeneity and rates of delinquency but
instead hypothesize indirect relationships (Bursik Jr., 1988; Cattarello, 2000; Sampson &
Groves, 1989; Veysey & Messner, 1999; Welsh, Greene, & Jenkins, 1999; Welsh,
Stokes, & Greene, 2000). Residential mobility, ethnic heterogeneity, and poverty make it
difficult to establish quality social institutions (Kornhauser, 1978) such as schools (Welsh
et al., 2000), but they also reduce the development of informal social control structures
such as watchful neighbors (see discussion of role of “old heads” in urban communities
by Anderson, 1999; Berry & Kasarda, 1977; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Veysey &
Messner, 1999). Some features of communities increase levels of unsupervised youth in

communities and reduce levels of participation in neighborhood groups, and these
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features of communities ultimately increase levels of personal violence victimization
(Sampson & Groves, 1989). Levels of community poverty and community stability, for
example, are among the strongest predictors of both community crime and also school
violence in situations where schools were previously considered unstable (Welsh et al.,
2000).

Social disorganization has implications not only to macro-level characteristics of
communities but also to the study of variation in the behavior of individuals. For
example, nonchronic and chronic violent juvenile offenders from the Rochester Youth
Development Study were significantly more likely to come from neighborhoods with
high crime rates (Thomberry, Huizinga, & Loeber, 1995). Cross-national research has
also found youth that live in poverty experience significantly more court referrals and
significantly more self-reported delinquency. Economic hardships (low socio-economic
status, low family income, family on welfare, or poor housing) between ages 8-10
increase delinquency later in life, and youth living in bad neighborhoods are reported to
experience twice as many court referrals and twice as many delinquent episodes than
their counterparts living in better communities (Farrington, 1998). Gottfredson, McNeil
and Gottfredson (1991) reported community disorganization increased self-reported
interpersonal aggression in a sample of urban school students, a relationship that is even
stronger for females.

Defining community disorganization based on respondents’ perceptions of crime
levels, drug selling, presence of gangs, and poor housing, Maguin et al. (1995) indicate
youth living in disorganized communities between ages 14-16 report a greater variety of

criminal acts at age 18. Similarly, youth report increased levels of delinquency if they
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live in neighborhoods with high availability of drugs, high exposure to delinquency
(Maguin et al., 1995), and higher levels of adults involved in crime (Maguin et al., 1995;
Thomnberry et al., 1995). Thus, it is generally expected that ecological factors such as
poverty, family instability, and residential mobility increase the prevalence of
delinquency, chronic delinquency, and serious violent delinquency.

Research during the past century has identified a comprehensive set of
characteristics that are positively associated with features of delinquent careers that relate
to individual, social, and ecological risk factors. Attention to different subsets of these
features has vacillated depending on the dominant paradigm accepted during a particular
timeframe. For example, research primarily focused on ecological influences on crime
during the 1940s as Shaw and McKay’s research dominated criminological thought.
Similarly, theoretical and empirical work shifted to aspects of strain theory during parts
of the 1960s and 1970s as academics and policymakers were influenced with the
argument that aspects of unequal socio-economic relationships and commensurate
opportunities increased criminal propensity (see Cloward & Ohlin, 1960). In many cases
researchers operating within certain theoretical paradigms have attempted to discredit the
efficacy of one school of thought in favor of their own, an attempt to establish the relative
merits of one over the others. Theories such as the developmental perspective have
integrated several different paradigms of thought into unified dynamic models that are
advanced models that represent a better picture of the onset and trajectories of delinquent

careers.
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The Developmental Perspective

Human development has commanded the attention of scholars and philosophers
for centuries and is concerned with the readily identifiable stages in growth that move
individuals through the life cycle from birth to death (Strom, Bernard, & Strom, 1987).
Several methodological techniques have been utilized to study human develop including
biographical studies'', questionnaire studies, cross-sectional studies, longitudinal
investigations, experimental methods, and clinical studies. The study of human
development has waned between constitutional explanations that attribute developmental
characteristics to basic differences between individuals (e.g., heredity), behavioral
conditioning and social interactions (e.g., social learning theory). Behavioral
conditioning explanations propose behavior is coded through processes of responses to
stimulus that reward or punishment certain behavior. Developmental criminology
integrates many of these frameworks into unified conceptual models that elucidate the
interplay between individual constitution, social, and environmental influences in the
sequencing of “normal” versus “abnormal” developmental patterns.

Developmental criminology captures the interaction between delinquency risk
factors and normal developmental sequencing. Childhood is a time of unprecedented
physical, cognitive, psychological, and social development. Each age-related stage in
childhood is important to the development of a healthy and “normal” child, that is, a child
that is likely to be a well-functioning member of society. Developmental perspectives

identify stage-specific developmental sequencing, age-appropriate behavior, how

' Pestalozzi (1746-1827) initiated the process of writing detailed biographies of children as a way of
adequately describing problem behavior. This method was not without problems, most pronounced of
which was the ability of the author to maintain objectivity when describing behavior of interest (Strom et
al,, 1987).

49



developmental deficiencies or advances affect later development, and how the
interactions of multiple “risk” or “protective” factors at different stages influence current
or future behavior. Among the many normative events'? that are experienced, several can
be distinguished in terms of their significance including marriage, parenthood, and
employment. “Each of these events brings a change in the role status that alters the
general patterns and character of a person’s social relationships, creates a distinctive set
of role expectations, and requires persons to undergo experiences of role socialization”
(Adams, 1997: 328). Behavior can only be defined as “abnormal” when compared to a
standard of normative or normal behavior. The categorization of behavior as normal or
abnormal is not only contingent on the behavior itself, but on a characterization of
particular behavior as age or stage appropriate.

“For example, no one can say whether it is abnormal for a child to cry

when asked to separate from parents unless they know where the

separation is taking place and, more importantly, the child’s age. Most

three-year olds are expected to show some signs of discomfort on being

separated from their parents in a clinic waiting room. A thirteen-year-old

girl, however, would not normally cry and hang on to her parents in these

circumstances” (Yule, 1981: 6).

There are “stage-salient” issues at multiple developmental points in early
childhood that are, from the point of view of normal development, important
developmental milestones. As stage-salient issues emerge, they are construed to be
continually important throughout the life course because they remain critical to the
child’s continual adaptation.

“As new [developmental] tasks emerge, old issues may decrease in

relative salience [yet they remain important]. Consequently, each issue

represents a life-span developmental task that requires ongoing
coordination and integration in the individual’s adaptation to the

12 The terms “normal” and normative events are used synonymously in this case.
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environment and to the stage-salient developmental issue of the period”
(Cicchetti, Toth, & Bush, 1988: 8).

Development Theory and Criminology

Human development theory posits that the life span is characterized by behavioral
regularities that can be predicated with some level of certainty. Increased understanding
of regularities of human developmental has lent itself to the application of developmental
theories to the study of crime and delinquency. More specifically, to the growing body of
research that has clarified the relationships between developmental patterns and the
onset'’, trajectory, and persistence of deviant behavior. Developmental theories have the
capacity for conceptualizing changing patterns of criminality associated with age and
how changes in personality, peer relations, family interactions, and life circumstances
correspond to changes in criminality (Adams, 1997). Several consistent observations in
criminological research clarify the inherent associations between developmental theories
and delinquency:

° “Criminal behavior is relatively uncommon during childhood, even though many
youngsters exhibit precursor behaviors during this developmental stage (see

Keenan, Shaw, Delliquadri, Giovannelli, & Walsh, 1998).

. The onset of actual delinquent and criminal behavior increases rapidly during late
childhood and early adolescence, roughly from the ages of ten through fourteen.

13 Onset or age of onset refers to the age at which a child is first recorded as participating in delinquent
activities and has consistently been identified as an important characteristic of delinquency (Adams, 1997;
Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, & Visher, 1986; Blumstein et al., 1985; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Farrington,
198S; Farrington & Tarling, 1985; Glueck & Guleck, 1930, 1970; Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Loeber &
Snyder, 1990; Piquero, Paternoster, Mazerolle, Brame, & Dean, 1999). In some cases it refers to the first
official contact with the police (see Wolfgang et al., 1972) and in other instances it refers to first occurrence
of self-reported delinquency (see Elliot, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989). Researchers have questioned the
value of concepts such as age of onset and temporal ordering of behaviors (see Blumstein et al., 1986) but
research has generally found substantial support (Elliot et al., 1989; Elliott, 1994; Elliott & Menard, 1996;
Greenberg, 1985; Grobsmith, 1989; Mazerolle, Brame, Paternoster, Piquero, & Dean, 2000; Nagin &
Farrington, 1992; Piquero et al., 1999; Sampson & Laub, 1997; Thomberry, 1997a).
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. The prevalence of criminal involvement reaches a peak during middle to late
adolescence, at about ages sixteen and seventeen.

. Following the peak, there is a rapid decline in offending, with criminal behavior
tapering off by the early twenties for most offenders” (Thomberry, 1997a: 1).

Developmental theories have several advantages over traditional etiological
theories of crime. First, they have the potential for offering better descriptions about how
developmental risk factors interact with characteristics of delinquent careers such as age
of onset, length of criminal careers, extent of specialization in certain types of crimes,
and desistence from delinquent or criminal behavior. Another important advantage of
developmental theories is that they have the potential for creating typologies of offenders
by disaggregating “pathways to delinquency” (Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1996). For
example, there may be substantive reasons to believe juveniles that initiate drug use at
age 7 are qualitatively different from those that initiate at ages 12 or 17.

Most serious delinquents demonstrate early risk factors but not all individuals
with early risk factors become delinquents (Farrington, 1985, 1992; Huizinga & Jakob-
Chien, 1998; Huizinga, Loeber, Thornberry, & Cothern, 2000; Loeber & Stouthamer-
Loeber, 1996). This being the case, it is meaningful to understand the combination of
risk factors that result in future criminality, and conversely, how risk and protective
factors interact to effectively shield at-risk individuals from delinquency (Le Blanc &
Loeber, 1998). Finally, developmental perspectives offer the advantage of explaining
how developmental changes during the life course explain changing patterns of
delinquent behavior (Thornberry, 1997a). The developmental approach differs from the
others because the focus on is on within individual variation compared to research that

focuses on changes between individuals.
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Developmental Pathways

The study of “pathways to delinquency” has made a major impact on the field of
criminology and serves as a prime example of the application of developmental theory to
the study of delinquency. Delinquency often follows predictable patterns that involve
characteristics of age of onset, involvement with specific types of delinquent behavior,
and a sequencing of behavior from minor to more serious forms of delinquency (Loeber
et al., 1993). Developmental pathways are typologies of delinquency “careers” that are
useful for understanding the progression from early noncriminal delinquent behavior to
more serious forms of criminal behavior. Dynamic classification schemes that use a mix
of post problem behaviors rather than a single act provide greater opportunity to
understand developmental factors and predict future behavior (Loeber, 1996).

Loeber et al. (1993) proposes that delinquency follows one of three
developmental pathways: (1) the overt pathway; (2) the covert pathway; and (3) the
authority conflict pathway. The overt pathway is represented by an escalation from
minor aggression such as bullying and behavior intended to annoy others, to more serious
delinquency such as physical fighting. A certain subset of individuals will progress from
physical fighting into more serious forms of overt delinquency such as violence. In
contrast to the overt pathway where individuals tend to be involved in delinquency to a
great extent, individuals in the covert pathway escalate from minor covert behavior such
as shoplifting and frequent lying to more serious property crime like vandalism, arson,
and destruction of property. For delinquents that “mature” into the next stage of the
pathway, serious covert behavior generally centers on more harmful property crime such

as burglary, serious theft, and fraud. Finally, children involved in the authority conflict
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pathway initiate delinquency earlier than the other two and escalate from stubborn
behavior that is manifest before age 12. Stubborn behavior leads to defiance and
disobedience and to a more serious involvement in status offenses such as truancy,
running away from home, and curfew violations. Adolescents in the authority conflict
pathway strongly reject the role of parents and other authority figures in controlling their
behavior. Some adolescents that initiated delinquency in the authority conflict pathway
either stayed in this pathway or made the transition into either the overt or covert
pathways.

Delinquents follow predictable transitions from minor to serious forms of
delinquency as they mature through the adolescent years. With each progressive step
toward more serious crime, the number of individuals participating in such acts gets
smaller. Loeber et al. (1993) reported strong integrity to developmental pathways. The
majority of delinquents maintain “specialization” in one of the three developmental
pathways, although a sizable proportion of can be classified as fitting into more than one
delinquent path. Moreover, youth in the overt and covert pathways experience
significantly more delinquency than those in the authority conflict path.

For the developmental perspective to be empirically valid, we would expect
offenders that recidivate to primarily concentrate their delinquent activities in certain
types of behaviors and, for those that consistently recidivate, escalate offending in a
reasonably predictable manner. Wolfgang et al. (1972) provide initial support for this
conclusion. Analysis of transitional probabilities indicated juvenile recidivists were most
likely to commit a delinquent act similar to the current delinquent act. For example, the

probability that juveniles arrested for the first time and for a nonindex offense would
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recidivate with another nonindex offense was .33. The next closest probability was for
.04 for an injury offense'* (Wolfgang et al., 1972: 176). Similar probabilities were
experienced across types of delinquency such as injury, theft, damage, and a combination
of offenses but also as offenders continued to recidivate through the eighth offense. The
probability of desistance also decreases substantially with each subsequent rearrest
(Loeber, 1988; Wolfgang et al., 1972). Thus, Wolfgang’s research provides baseline
evidence for the developmental perspective.

There is also a close relationship between substance abuse and delinquency where
the early use of illegal substances predicts future delinquency. Among juveniles who
self-report both delinquency and substance use, involvement in delinquency usually
precedes substance abuse (Elliot & Huizinga, 1984). The developmental sequencing of
substance use starts with the use of beer or wine and escalates to cigarettes or hard liquor,
marijuana, and then other illicit drugs (Kandall, 1982). Similarly, the developmental
sequencing of disruptive child behavior begins with stubborn behavior followed by
covert delinquency (e.g., lying and shoplifting), defiant behavior (e.g., doing things own
way or refusing to do things requested), aggressive behavior (e.g., annoying others or
bullying), property damage, moderate delinquency (e.g., joyriding, pickpocketing,
stealing from car, and illegal use of checks or credit cards), serious delinquency (e.g.,
stealing a car, selling drugs, and breaking and entering), authority avoidance (e.g., staying
out late, truant, and running away), fighting, and violence (Loeber et al., 1993). When

both behaviors co-occur, involvement in minor forms of delinquency usually precedes

' The probability of desisting after the first offense was .51.
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substance abuse. The basic premise, then, is that concurrent behavior is predictive of

future behavior. '

Age of Onset

Age of onset is one of the most important characteristics of developmental
criminology. Wolfgang et al. (1972) reported several general findings about the
relationship between age of onset and delinquency. Using police reports (official
records) as measures of delinquency, the authors reported that individuals who began
their delinquency at age 13 committed more offenses from onset years through age 17
than did others. The data also reveal that individuals with first arrests at an older age
present more of a danger to the community. Taking into account seriousness of the
offense, the weighted offender rate increases steadily from age 7 (313.52) until age 16
(7,453) where it begins to decline by age 17 (6,151) (Wolfgang et al., 1972: Table 8.3).

Using data from 1963, 1964, and 1965 birth cohorts, Elliot, Huizinga, and Menard
(1989) reported nearly all of delinquency, including school suspension, was initiated
before age 17. Among the various indicators of delinquency, the largest percentage of
initiation past age 17 was for multi-drug use (11 percent). Age of onset is not only
related to the prevalence of delinquent behavior, but also connected to the types of
problematic behavior in which individuals are involved. Stubbom behavior, for example,
has an earlier onset than more serious behavior such as defiance and authority avoidance

(Loeber et al., 1993: 116). The age of onset for minor delinquency, alcohol and cigarette

' Developmental continuity in delinquent behavior should not be wholly unexpected based on research by
developmental psychologists. There is, for example, evidence of continuity in problem behaviors for
young children. Difficult temperament at 12 months is predictive of difficult temperament at 18 months,
non-compliant behavior at 24 months, and clinically diagnosed internalizing behavior at 36 months.
Similarly, noncompliant behavior at 24 months is predictive of clinically diagnosed internalizing and
externalizing behavior at 36 months (Keenan et al., 1998).
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use, and moderate and serious delinquency is between ages nine and fifteen while the age
of onset for marijuana use and hard drugs is usually between ages thirteen and eighteen
(Loeber, Van Kammen, Stouthamer-Loeber, & Farrington, 1996). Maxwell and Maxwell
(2000: 795-796) reported the mean age of onset into prostitution among females to be in
the early 20’s, similar to onset into drug sales (age=22) and first use of crack cocaine
(age=20-25). In general, the delinquency age-curve is evident for aggressive behavior,
fighting, and other forms of violence (Loeber & Hay, 1997).

It is possible to predict the average age of onset for particular forms of
delinquency. For property offenses, less serious property offense such as theft at home
has the lowest average age of onset (x =10.1, s.d. = .14) followed by shoplifting
(x =10.7, s.d. = 1.40), cheating/theft of school property (x = 11.1, s.d. = 1.07), theft from
peers (X = 11.4, s.d. = 11.4), theft by trespass (x = 11.7, s.d. = .69), and vehicle
theft/break and enter (x = 12.7, s.d. =.63) (Loeber, 1988: 79). There are basic
differences between individuals that get involved in delinquency earlier rather than later.
Early starters are likely to experience additional risk factors such as problematic
parenting (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992; Lipsey & Derzon, 1998; Loeber, 1990;
Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Simons, Wu, Conger, & Lorenz, 1994). Simons, Wu, Cogner,
and Lorenz (1994) reported poor parenting predicted development of antisocial behavior
such as oppositional/defiant disorder, a relationship that does not exist for late starters.
For late starters, poor parenting was positively associated with deviant peers. In this
case, the presence of oppositional/defiant disorder had no significant effect on the

development of delinquent peers or in the involvement in delinquent behavior.
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Juveniles who initiate offending early in life are at risk for developing into life-
persistent offenders and being more diversified in the types of delinquency they are
involved. In comparison, adolescent-limited offenders initiate delinquency later and
remain more specialized in offending patterns (Moffitt, 1994). Juvenile offenders who
eventually develop into serious and chronic offenders begin their criminal careers
between ages 12-20, and more than half will initiate violence between ages 14 and 17.
The highest rate of onset is found for African Americans at age 5 and at age 16 for
Whites (Elliott, 1994). Violent delinquents generally initiate delinquency much earlier
than serious nonviolent and nonserious nonviolent delinquents, and serious nonviolent
delinquents also initiate their careers significantly earlier than nonserious nonviolent
delinquents (Tolan & Gorman-Smith, 1998). Controlling for other important predictors
of future criminality such as IQ, parental criminality and behavior, risk-taking, and
parental divorce, the authors found age of onset a significant and substantial predictor of
future convictions. Nagin and Farrington (1992: 513-514) reported the probability of
conviction at ts as .036 for individuals with no convictions prior to age 18, .227 for
individuals with first conviction at age 16, and .318 for individuals with first conviction

at age 10.

Integrative Theory: Interactional Theory and Similar Models

Thomberry proposed interactional theory, an extension of developmental theory,
as a way of providing more dynamic explanations for delinquent behavior (Thornberry,
1987). Interactional theory is similar to other developmental theories in that it

presupposes there are important temporal and causal sequences among the predictors of
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delinquency described above that traditional theory has not effectively conceptualized.
Interactional theory is more dynamic in two important ways:

“(1) It explicitly recognizes the importance of developmental change in

accounting for delinquency, and (2) it views human behavior, including

delinquent behavior, as a result of interactive and reciprocal causal

influences that develop over time” (Thornberry, 1996: 199).

As a “complete theory of delinquency” (Thornberry, 1987, 1996), interactional theory is
better able to explain why some individuals initiate delinquent conduct while others do
not, why some offenders sustain involvement in delinquency over long periods of time
while others do not, and why some offenders desist delinquency early while others
continue (Thornberry, 1996).

Although recognizing the importance of the risk factors identified earlier,
interactional theory stipulates the impact of these factors is not equal at all developmental
periods. Interactional theory also hypothesizes the impact of many risk factors are in fact
amplified when they exist concurrently with others. Thornberry (1996: 201), for
example, suggests it is plausible that the reason authors interpret their results as
suggesting parental influences are relatively weak (Elliot et al., 1985) is that data may be
drawn from too late a developmental phase to accurately reflect the causal impact of the
family.

Figure 1 depicts Thornberry’s (1987) interactional theory that hypothesizes
reciprocal relationships between many of the constructs. There are several important
features to this model that make it distinct from other conceptual models. First, the
model is integrative in that it incorporates important concepts that other theories and

research have confirmed are important precursors and predictors of delinquency. It

incorporates social control variables such as attachment to parents and commitment to
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Figure 1. Reciprocal model of delinquency.

Beliefin ------------------------ ASSOCiation
Conventional with delinquent ...

+ Values peers
+ | Delinquent
............. Values
=~ ~
Commitment to Delinquent
School Behavior r

Source: Figure 2, Thornberry 1987: 871.

* Dotted lines are indicators of weaker relationships.
school, but also includes characteristics of differential association theory such as
association with delinquent peers. The most important implication to Figure 1 is that
human behavior, including delinquency, is dynamic and develops over time through
interaction among many different causal influences.

Other authors have proposed conceptually similar interactional models.
Furstenberg et al. (1999) conceptualized child outcomes (e.g., delinquency) as being
directly impacted by characteristics of family history, family culture, and family
organization. These features interact in a way to produce an overall family management
style (individualistic v. collective; protective v. promotive) that affects the general

outlook children have of the world. The authors also appropriately argue that while

family management style is important, families exist in a broader community context that
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exerts influences on both the behaviors and choices of families and individuals within
families.

The relationship between community and family structure make intuitive sense
because community context provides varying opportunity structures (e.g., access to jobs
and quality schools), degree of adult control (e.g., extent to which other adults supervise
neighborhood youth), community cohesiveness, community resources, internal networks,
and dangers. Families, especially families with financial resources, have a greater ability
to directly alter the affects of community structures by making conscious decisions about
where to reside based on these considerations, but children at the greatest risk for
delinquency often live in families with relatively fewer options. For example, although
geographic mobility is a primary family management strategy for parents who perceive
their neighborhoods to be too dangerous or without adequate resources, many are
prevented from “escaping” due to limited economic resources (Furstenberg Jr. et al.,
1999: 25).

Vuchinich et al. (1992) also noted important inactions family characteristics and
other predictors of delinquency. The authors reported antisocial behaviors of children by
age 11-12 have an adverse impact on effective disciplinary practices by parents even after
controlling for the behavior of the parents from 2 years prior. The more antisocial
behavior demonstrated the more the quality of the parenting itself suffered, something
that increased the probability of increased antisocial behavior. There is also evidence that
juveniles raised in families where parents use tobacco will associate with friends who use
tobacco (association with delinquent peers) (Melby, Conger, Conger, & Lorenz, 1993).

Moreover, Conger and Rueter (1996) reported parental alcohol use as predictive of
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adolescent alcohol usage (drug and alcohol use). Thus, the cumulative evidence suggests
interaction effects where one set of delinquency risk factors influences the others.

In synthesizing the above information, the most likely conclusion is that the onset,
persistence, and trajectories of delinquency are correlated with and caused by risk factors
associated with, among other things, demographics (age, gender, race/ethnicity), attitudes
toward delinquency, self-esteem, and extent of substance abuse. Moreover, delinquency
is a product of social influences such as negative peer influences, lack of bonding with
social institutions such as schools, poor family functioning, stressful life events, and
ecological factors relating to social disorganization (e.g., poverty, ethnic heterogeneity,
and population turnover).

Although some authors simplify the growing body of research and attribute
delinquency to a single construct like low self-control (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), the
research detailed above suggests criminal propensity results from the co-occurrence and
interaction of multiple risk factors. Developmental theory has furthered criminological
inquiry by conceptualizing dynamic models of delinquency where many risk factors are
integrated into models that specify causal relationships that vary in both direction and
intensity depending on the stage of development. For example, poor family management
style or parental divorce will exert greater influences during early childhood then when a
child is in late adolescence. Conversely, associating with seriously delinquent peers will
also likely exert greater influence during early adolescence compared to peer delinquency
in late adolescence (Thornberry, 1987). Similarly, youth from impoverished
backgrounds have a greater probability of staying out of trouble if they have a strong

family environment that encourages personal development, autonomy, and problem-
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solving regardless of the extent to which they are exposed to criminal opportunities
(Furstenberg Jr. et al., 1999; Furstenberg Jr. & Hughes, 1997).
The Need for Theory-Based Interventions

A search for the “causes and correlates” of delinquency has been profoundly
influenced by the continual increase in juvenile crime since the early 1900s.
Developmental models are valuable advances in this search because they integrate
previous theories into conceptual models that elaborate the etiology and development of
delinquency through the life course. Developmental and other integrative models have
advanced the field not only from the perspective of theory testing but also by
encompassing direct implications for the structuring of interventions. Efforts to
implement comprehensive interventions have expanded since the early 1990s. Since
then, policymakers and researchers have demonstrated reinvigorated efforts to identify
potentially serious offenders early on and to implement comprehensive intervention
efforts (Wilson & Howell, 1993).

The notion of early and comprehensive intervention efforts represents a departure
from the momentum after some policymakers concluded rehabilitation efforts were
generally ineffective. Lipton et al.’s (1975) analysis of methodologically sound program
evaluations found limited effectiveness in reducing recidivism or reducing risk factors
associated with delinquency. The authors concluded that although rehabilitative efforts
have the potential to work with certain populations under limited circumstances, there is

little reason to expect consistent large-scale positive outcomes from rehabilitation

programs.
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The rhetoric of the 1980s was that rehabilitative efforts are fundamentally flawed
and that there is little hope of making major positive changes in the life-course of
delinquents (Lipton et al., 1975; Wilson, 1983; Wilson & Hermstein, 1985). Some
argued rehabilitation lacks merit because criminal propensity is stable throughout the life-
course (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). However, it is just as likely the failure of the
rehabilitation agenda is at least partly related to poorly designed intervention models that
either failed to adequately conceptualize the causal mechanisms in the process of
“becoming” delinquent or limited intervention efforts to a limited set of risk factors.

To construct effective interventions, programs must have a conceptual
understanding of the problem based on theory and research. Yet implementation staff are
often left with questions like: “When in the planning process do I use theory to guide my
decisions? How do I know what theory to use? How do I make use of the experience of
others and results of other program evaluations? How do I decide what intervention
methods to use?” (Bartholomew, Parcel, & Kok, 1998). Bartholomew et al. (1998)
proposed the concept of “intervention mapping” to delineate the appropriate steps for
applying theory to a problem. Delivering an effective intervention is a difficult task that
involves conducting a needs assessment, developing and implementing a program, and
evaluating the program’s effectiveness, a process known as “intervention mapping”
(Bartholomew et al., 1998). A crucial task in intervention mapping is making decisions
about how to use theory during the developmental and implementation stages.

Like other problem-solving frameworks, Bartholomew et al. (1998) propose an
iterative process that starts with identifying the at-risk population along with a assessment

of their relative “needs.” Subsequent steps involve distinguishing the individual, social,

64



and environmental causes of the behavior (integration of theory), identifying the key
predictors of the behavior, and analyzing the resources that already exist in the
community. This process provides a comprehensive understanding of the problem and its
causes and is intended to lead to the specification of program goals that serve as a
foundation from which to begin intervention development.

In the early 1990s the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) launched a national initiative to fund the development and implementation of
comprehensive intervention strategies for serious and violent juvenile offenders. This
initiative was influenced by rising juvenile crime rates and the recognition that
comprehensive strategies were needed (see Wilson & Howell, 1993). Past efforts have
been criticized for:

“...their narrow scope, focusing on only one or two of society’s

institutions that have responsibility for the social development of children.

Most programs have targeted either the school arena or the family

(emphasis added). Successful ...strategies must be positive in their

orientation and comprehensive in their scope” (Wilson & Howell, 1995:

39).

Based on the cumulative evidence about the causes of delinquency, OJJDP’s
“Comprehensive Approach” initiative recognized the need for intensive efforts that
integrate efforts directed at individual characteristics, family influences, school
experiences, peer group influences, and neighborhood and community characteristics.
For example, the balanced and restorative justice approach supports the core objectives of
accountability, competency development, and community protection in an effort to
reform juvenile delinquents and make them productive and responsible citizens

(McGarrell, 2001; Wilson & Howell, 1995). Since a small percentage of juvenile

offenders are responsible for a large percentage of all crimes (Office of Juvenile Justice
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and Delinquency Prevention, 2001; Wolfgang et al., 1972) it is highly beneficial to direct
efforts to a population designated as demonstrating sufficient need. Successful
prevention and intervention efforts are those that target and “fix” the risk factors for
delinquency.
Current Research

The data for the current research were collected as part of a multiyear community
based intervention program designed for youth who, absent the program, would have
been adjudicated to non-secure residential placement programs. The program, referred to
here as the Youth and Family Studies Program (YFS), took place in a large urban County
in a Midwestern State. This program was developed in response to substantial increases
in the number of youth under jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system, especially youth
institutionalized in out-of-home placement programs. In many cases, these were non-
secure institutions. Prior to the institution of the community-based program there were
few alternatives to residential care specifically targeted for youth newly committed to
State custody.

As an alternative to resident treatment, the purpose of the program was to provide
a community-based day treatment program that was successful in rehabilitating juvenile
offenders. In this case, rehabilitation is defined as reduced probability of future criminal
offending and a reduction in the risk factors associated with delinquency. In the course
of this analysis, four research questions will be answered:

Q;: How do initial risk factors relate to recidivism?
Q::  How do treatment effects relate to recidivism?
Q3:  How do treatment effects relate to change in risk factors?

Q4  How does change in risk factors relate to recidivism?
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The Youth and Family Services program established a formal placement
mechanism to evaluate the eligibility of each juvenile to participate in the program
activities. The structured decision making model considered two important factors: (1)
the type of the commitment offense, and (2) risk score as determined by the Department
of Social Services’ Initial Delinquency Risk Assessment Scale (see Appendix A). The
risk assessment scale considered a variety of important background variables such as age
at first adjudication, number of prior arrests, and characteristics of peer relationships that
research has consistently identified as important predictors of future delinquency.
Juveniles were initially screened as “eligible” if they were committed for all but the most
serious offenses (e.g., homicide, attempted murder, very serious assaults, armed robbery,
and serious instances of criminal sexual conduct). The risk assessment instrument
constructed by the Department of Social Services was also utilized to ensure program
participants did not have background problems so severe as to negate the likelihood of
effective nonresidential, community-based treatment. Finally, information regarding the
commitment offense and risk assessment were integrated into a security matrix.
Individuals scoring “low risk (0-8 points)” on the assessment who were adjudicated for a
crime other than the most serious should then have been eligible for participation in the
community-based program (see Appendix A).

The first goal of the decision making model was to ensure the program
participants were similar in regards to the type of adjudicated offenses and background
variables. As argued by Lipsey and Wilson (1998) a problem with most programs is that
they have attempted to provide these services to target populations that are extremely

diverse. Programs are often intended to target youth with a variety of commitment
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offenses, everything from serious felonies to status offenses. In addition, intervention
programs also tend to include participants with a variety of contextual problems such as
varying degrees of mental health, substance abuse, and academic problems.

There are several advantages of directing intervention services at defined target
populations. First, programs with narrowly defined target populations can be structured
in a way that optimizes return per unit of investment. In contrast, those that include
mixed clients such as those classified both as low-risk and high-risk clients, or clients
with extensive needs and those with few needs, run the risk of either exposing individuals
to too few or too many intervention services. Having a target population that is
consistent in regards “needs” reduces the likelihood of too little services to those
individuals requiring intensity and too much intensity to those individuals presenting less
levels of need. This is an important consideration because program resources are often
limited.

Programs with highly mixed client populations can suffer because individuals
with more problems are likely to use more resources in regards to both personnel time
and monetary investments thereby risking the relative likelihood of success for other
clients. Directing intervention services to a clearly identified population allows for more
accurate conclusions about the effectiveness of specific types of interventions for specific
types of offenders thereby increasingly the likelihood of developing successful
intervention models. Finally, intervention programs, especially non-residential
community-based intervention may also exclude high-risk offenders because of concern

they may pose a safety hazard to the general community and because of concern that
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exposure of less-serious delinquents to high-risk juveniles may actually increase

likelihood of further delinquency.

Program Treatment Model

The YFS program was intended to be a comprehensive treatment program that
would serve as an alternative to residential placement. Juvenile justice professionals in
the County strongly supported the development of community-based alternative
programs because there were few other options besides residential placement prior to the
implementation of this program. The service delivery functions were contracted to two
service providers, and although there were some minor differences in the type of services
that were to be provided to clients in each program, the programs were similar enough to
allow for them to be considered as one program.

The model for the YFS program stipulated the development of treatment services
in the areas of education, family functioning, career services, individual/group
counseling, community service/reintegration, and intensive supervision. The main goals
of the program were to focus on improving the youth’s behavior, academic performance,
and improve family functioning. The programs were to engage juveniles in intensive and
comprehensive services that mediated the underlying causes of delinquent behavior.
Using a day treatment model, the programs were designed to be 12 months long and

included 6 months of intensive program participation followed by 6 months of aftercare.

Educational Component
Both programs included strong educational components. Educational problems

have consistently demonstrated to be important predictors of delinquency (Farrington,
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1998; Voelkl, Welte, & Wieczorek, 1999). Research has reported that the likelihood of
delinquency is negatively related to academic achievement. Thus, the purpose of the
educational component was to increase the educational achievement of the program
participants. Increased educational achievement is expected to reduce stress in the school
environment and increase attachment to school, thereby resulting in a decrease in
recidivism.

Educational assessments were to be performed within two weeks from entry into
the program. The purpose of the testing was to assess each youth’s level of academic
proficiency with the explicit intent of tailoring the delivery and content of educational
material to fit the proficiency level of each individual. Educational services were
delivered in a modified school setting where individuals attended on a daily basis.
Students were to receive instruction in the areas of math, social sciences, science, history
and language arts. In addition, individuals were to be given pre-vocational English skills
and health education.

Accredited educational staff and “youth specialists” were responsible for the
delivery of the instructional material. The youth specialists assisted the teachers in
providing more individualized attention to each individual. There was a high staff-to-
client ratio with approximately 3 students per staff. The high staff-to-student ratio
allowed staff to have regular and substantive interaction with students during the school
day. Staff assisted students with the completion of their work assignments, regularly
reviewed class material throughout the school day, and provided regular feedback about

progress through course material. Feedback of regular evaluation efforts was an
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important component because it established a mechanism to continually modify work

expectations based on the performance of each individual.

Counseling/Peer Counseling Component

Both programs in the YFS also developed counseling components. The purpose
of the counseling component was to provide a safe setting for youth to discuss important
issues that affect their lives. The counseling sessions were in a peer group format that
was facilitated by a group leader who was a member of the program staff. Group
sessions were held on regular basis, usually every day, to discuss important issues in the
lives of the participants. Counseling services do not serve as a “fix” for problems, but
increase general capacities that help individuals address them in a positive manner by
increasing levels of personal insight, empathy, moral reasoning, and anger management.
It is important for juveniles to have an opportunity to communicate about stressful life

events and to develop the capacity to problem-solve.

Family Component

Research has also consistently demonstrated that serious and/or chronic juvenile
offenders are more likely to experience family problems. Results from the Seattle
Development Project reported family problems, in conjunction with neighborhood,
school, and peer problems, to be a significant predictor of gang membership (Hill,
Howell, Hawkins, & Battin-Pearson, 1999). Lewis (1989) reported the interaction of
abusive family environments and neuropsychiatric vulnerabilities has substantial
predictive power of adult criminality. Moffitt (1997) similarly argued chronic

delinquency is rooted in faulty parental interaction. The majority of intervention research
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suggests effective strategies must recognize the family as an important social unit and
direct attention at the nature and quality of family interactions.

The family component was identified as one of the most important facets of the
problem during the implementation process. Family counselors, youth, and members of
their family were to meet every week to identify important areas where services were
needed. Family counselors were responsible for linking families with the necessary
resources in the community. Families were also tied into substance abuse/drug treatment
services where needed.

Family counselors also were to work directly with families to develop transition
plans for the clients once they were released from the intensive program treatment in
Phase 1 to the aftercare program in Phase 2. Transition plans were agreements between
the juveniles and their parents about behavioral expectations, plans for increasing levels
of educational achievement, and “ground rules” for family interaction. During the
aftercare program, monthly meetings would be continued to ensure compliance with

transition plans.

Vocational Component

Program participants were offered vocational training in one of the following
areas: teaching assistant trainee, administrative assistant trainee, and food service trainee.
Participation in this program was limited to individuals that consistently demonstrated a
commitment to abide by program rules. Eligibility was based on a predetermined number
of tokens individuals would accumulate through the token economy (to be discussed

later). The vocational training was supplemented by actual work experience at the
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various program locations. During Phase II, individuals were also required to obtain and

maintain employment.

Recreational Component

Recreational activities were also an important aspect of the YFS program model.
The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention reported a majority of
juvenile crime occurs between the hours of 3 p.m. and 8 p.m. (Snyder, 1997). Juvenile
arrests seem to be highest during that time period because it is when juveniles tend to
have an optimal period of unsupervised time. Research by Houston (1996) indicated self-
identified gang members perceive adequate recreational opportunities as important
components of gang prevention strategies for at risk youth. Structured recreational time
is also important because it provides the opportunity for juveniles to develop pro-social
activities. Clients regularly participated in general recreational programs including
basketball, baseball, track, aerobics, and calisthenics. Recreational activities were
conducted within the gymnasium that was located on site by one service provider where
the other service provider used a local YMCA for the delivery of this component of their

program.

Tracking Component

Accountability was an important philosophical underpinning to the program.
Supervision of youth during time spent both in programs and outside of programs is one
core aspect of accountability. The Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention argue a “requisite element for an effective juvenile justice

system” is one that includes “intermediate sanctions that are centered on intensive
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community-based supervision of juvenile offenders” (Danegger, Cohen, Hayes, &
Holden, 1999: 12).

Accountability measures were established by implementing intensive supervision
of clients, especially during non-program hours. Staff was hired to “track” individuals 24
hours a day, 7 days a week while on probation. While not participating in structured
activities at the day treatment centers, youth were to have at least one face-to-face contact
per day with a tracker and two or more face-to-face contacts each weekend day. In
addition, phone contact was to be made with each youth at least once nightly. The idea
was to keep close contact with individuals to detect deviance from behavioral
expectations and to reinforce the idea that their behavior was being monitored.

Petersilia and Turner (1990) evaluated the effectiveness of three experimental
probation programs for high-risk drug offenders'® in California. The programs, which
were located in Contra Coasta, Ventura, and Los Angeles Counties, randomly assigned
probationers to intensive supervision programs. They reported intensive programs were
actually more effective in providing increased levels of supervision, a finding that stands
in contrast to previous research. Petersilia and Turner’s (1990) research was a step
forward in the intervention literature because it made an important step in quantifying to
some extent the level of intervention services programs provided on average to their
clients. This strategy served as an attempt to address assumption 1 detailed above;
namely to determine the extent to which the actual implementation of treatment programs
mirror models identified in program designs thereby determining important similarities

and differences in the nature and intensity of treatment across programs.

'¢ Offenders convicted of felony and misdemeanor drug dealing, drug use, and nonviolent, drug-related
offenses.
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Summary

Developmental models are by no means universally accepted as meaningful or
important to the study of crime and delinquency. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990)
generally discredit the need for frameworks that include multiple risk factors into
complex causal models. The authors attribute criminal propensity to levels of self-
control. One of the primary justifications offered by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) in
support of their general theory of crime is that previous research has failed to consistently
demonstrate a relationship between delinquency and other risk factors. Using lack of
consistent support as a means of discrediting the substantive role of other types of
individual, social, and environmental influences on delinquency, they argued delinquency
is reducible to this one construct that is both historically and cross culturally consistent.

This research extends the previous research by further questioning the extent to
which comprehensive and intensive community-based intervention programs actually
provide “intensive” efforts. In addition, the current research will also analyze the direct
and indirect relationships between the “quantity” of program treatment, the underlying
constructs the treatment programs are intended to affect, and outcome measures such as

self-reported and official delinquency.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

The current research proposes social developmental theory as an appropriate
framework for conceptualizing how intervention programs should be structured to
provide the necessary resources to curb future delinquency in a sample of adjudicated
youth in a large Midwestern County. As indicated in Figure 2, the current research will
not address issues pertaining to the etiology of delinquent behavior or prediction of why
certain individuals display delinquent tendencies while others do not. Since the sample
includes only adjudicated youth there is no ability to compare delinquents with
nondelinquents. Moreover, this research does not address why or how initial risk factors
develop but how risk and change in risk relates to recidivism. Instead, the purpose of this
research is to determine the effectiveness of community-based intervention in creating
positive change in the risk factors prior research has indicated are responsible for the
onset and trajectory of delinquent careers. Three research questions will be addressed:
(1) Do these delinquents share the same basic risk factors?; (2) Does risk and change in
risk mediate recidivism; and (3) Does treatment mediate recidivism.

This research represents an important addition to the existing body of literature by
investigating the relationship between intervention efforts, risk factors for delinquency,
and measures of recidivism. It is important to consider these relationships because prior
research on the effectiveness of intervention programs has generally made three broad
assumptions: (1) intervention programming is delivered in a consistent manner across
individuals and across time, (2) individuals receive the dose that is detailed in the

program design, and (3) the intervention relates to actual change in the areas or domains
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model.
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that are believed to underlie delinquency (e.g., educational problems, family functioning,

and peer relationships).

This research also extends the previous by further questioning the extent to which
comprehensive and intensive community-based intervention programs actually provide
“intensive” efforts. This research will analyze the direct and indirect relationships
between the “quantity” of program treatment, the underlying constructs the treatment
programs are intended to affect, and outcome measures such as self-reported and official

delinquency.
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The Data

Data were obtained from 4 primary data sources that include structured interviews
collected over an 18-month timeframe, court disposition information, court intake data,
and census data. Research staff scheduled meetings with the youth and their guardians
to administer the interviews. Interviews were primarily conducted in the homes, but
alternative sites were also made available where necessary especially in the case where
juveniles were in short-term placement. Juveniles were interviewed at four different time
periods: initial commitment, 6 months, 12 months, and 18 months. Multiple
measurement points over an 18-month time period provides a detailed account of
incremental change in the constructs of interest, especially how they relate to program
participation. The structured interviews assessed a variety of personality, family, and
community characteristics such as extent of family involvement, school attitudes and
behavior, community involvement, attitudes and exposure to delinquency, self-
perceptions/self-esteem, attitudes toward deviance, stressful life events, neighborhood
problems, and self-reported delinquency including drug use. In most cases, multiple
indicators of each construct are then combined into factor scales.

This analysis also includes criminal history data provided by the County Juvenile
Court that details each juvenile’s referrals to the juvenile court for Court wardship,
neglect/abuse, truancy, and general violations of local or state criminal codes. Criminal
history data will be useful to both compare individuals in regard to prior official contact
with the criminal justice system before the individuals participated in the intervention
program and track the extent of recidivism after the commencement of program

involvement.
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Criminal history ascertained from court referral data will be the source for one of
the major dependent variables, recidivism. Court referral is an indicator that reflects
multiple decision points in the juvenile justice system. First, police must discover an
apparent violation of the law. Second, police must recognize the behavior as sufficiently
serious to warrant official action and necessitate an arrest. Third, additional actors in the
local police agency (e.g., detectives, juvenile bureau) must also perceive the act
sufficiently serious and substantiated with available evidence to justify referral to the
County court system for further processing. Referral may be biased because they can be
influenced by police policy, victim cooperation, and the age and demeanor of the
perpetrator (Bittner, 1976; Wilson, 1968).

While the importance of these warnings is recognized, the occurrence of a referral
and the characteristics of a referral (e.g., type of crime) will be used an indicator of
recidivism. All criminal history data sources are potentially biased to some extent or
another by decision points that influence the characteristics of the population. For
example, court conviction data can be influenced by courtroom-specific working
relationships that affect the likelihood of conviction depending on available jail space,
extent of community-crime problems, and political agendas (Cole & Smith, 2001).

Finally, census data will be used to quantify ecological characteristics of the
neighborhoods in which individuals reside at the time of referral from instant offense.
Sociological characteristics have been long assumed to be important indicators of
criminality. Wikstrém and Loeber (2000) argue there is reason to believe criminality
stems from a combination of individual characteristics and community factors. They

suggest a need to center analysis on the “person-context interaction.” Census data are
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publicly available and aggregate indicators of socio-economic status to units of analysis
referred to as census block groups. In addition to socio-economic variables, census data
also include other measures of community disorganization.

Sample

The sample populations consist of juvenile offenders referred to “State”
Department of Social Services (DSS) by the local county juvenile court system. During
the mid-1990s the county juvenile court had the option of referring juveniles directly to
the DSS for treatment if they determined the necessary treatment services were not
available through the local court system. This was generally reserved for the more
serious offenders such as younger offenders referred for serious offenses or older
offenders with several less serious prior offenses.

The intervention program (experimental group) was directed at male juveniles,
and the most serious offenders were excluded from the program. At the time of the
project, DSS utilized a four tier system that classified offenders to one of four security
level assignments: community-based, low, medium, or high that represented the nature of
intervention services to be provided to each youth (see Appendix A). Using a
combination of current offense(s) and calculated risk score, each level represents an
increasingly restrictive form of intervention with community-based representing the least
restrictive option. The “community-based” classification was the level that identified
placement in the YFS intervention program.

The most serious felonies such as attempted murder, first-degree rape, and armed
robbery were excluded because these offenders were, as would be expected, adjudicated

to secure placements due to the seriousness of the offenses. Eligible offenses did include
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several felony violent, weapon, and property offense categories such as assault with a
dangerous weapon, break and enter with intent to commit to crime, and carrying
concealed weapon. In addition, the eligible offenses charges include less serious crimes
such as larceny, incorrigibility, truancy, and status offenses (see Appendix A for eligible
charges).

The YFS program established a formal placement mechanism to evaluate the
eligibility of each to participate in the program activities. The structured decision making
model considered two factors: (1) the type of the commitment offense, and (2) risk score
as determined by the Department of Social Services’ Initial Delinquency Risk
Assessment Scale” (see Appendix A). The risk assessment scale considered a variety of
important background variables such as age at first adjudication, number of prior arrests,
and characteristics of peer relationships that research has consistently identified as
important predictors of future delinquency. Juveniles were initially screened as “eligible”
if they were committed for all but the most serious offenses (e.g., homicide, attempted
murder, very serious assaults, armed robbery, and serious instances of criminal sexual
conduct). The risk assessment instrument constructed by the “State” Department of
Social Services and the National Council on Crime and Delinquency was also utilized to
ensure program participants did not have background problems so severe as to negate the
likelihood of effective nonresidential, community-based treatment. Finally, information
regarding the commitment offense and risk assessment were integrated into a security
matrix. Individuals scoring “low risk (0-8 points)” on the assessment who were

adjudicated for a crime other than the most serious should then have been eligible for

participation in the community-based program.
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The sample for the present study includes an experimental group, a concurrent
control group, and a historical control group. The experimental group (n=135) includes
all youthful male offenders that were adjudicated between July 1, 1995 and June 30, 1996
to participate in a community-based intervention program in the County. Youth in the
community-based treatment program received 6 months of intensive program services in
a modified school setting and 6 months of aftercare treatment. The concurrent control
group (n=109) is a sample of similarly situated youth also adjudicated between July 1995
and July 1996 to traditional disposition such as residential placement. Individuals in the
concurrent control group were exposed to the same structured interviews as the
experimental group, yet were adjudicated to traditional probation services. Finally, the
historical control group (n=132) were adjudicated to traditional probation services one
year prior to the YFS program (July 1994 to June 1995).

Hypotheses

The literature review presented in Chapter 2 suggests that delinquency is a
product of the interaction of multiple domains of problem areas that are considered the
“risk factors” for delinquency. The identification of a sufficiently comprehensive model
that details the interrelationships between these problem areas provides the ability to
devise intervention efforts that make major strides in reducing future involvement in
delinquent activity. The literature presented leads us to expect the following outcomes if
the intervention efforts delivery the appropriate services in the necessary quantity:

H1: Members of the concurrent control group will exhibit more risk for
delinquency;

H2: T, nisk factors will predict recidivism and T; self-reported delinquency;
H3: Decrease in risk factors will reduce recidivism and self-reported

delinquency;
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H4: Increased treatment will reduce recidivism and self-reported delinquency.

Specification Of Variables Of Interest

Dependent Variables

The primary outcome measures are both official recidivism 18 months after
referral for the instant offense and self-reported delinquency 12 months after referral.
Traditionally, criminological research has used official contacts with police or court
referrals as measures of crime and delinquency. The Uniform Crime Report is an
example of the aggregation of police data and represents official statistics collected by
police departments that indicate levels of crime in communities by reporting raw numbers
of police incidents (crimes) and arrests. Both aggregate police data and individual arrest
or court histories have been regularly used test a variety of theoretical propositions about
the relationships between individual, group, or societal processes and criminality.
Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin’s (1972) classic study of delinquency, for example, used

official court referrals as indicators of delinquent activity.

Official Delinquency

In this instance, officially recorded authorized petitions as indicated in Court
records will be the first measure of recidivism. Court referral data do not necessarily
reflect every instance where an individual was officially detained by the police and
subsequently referred to juvenile court, but those occasions where an arrest and referral
were made and the Court substantiated the arrest to the point where charges were filed

against the individual. First, official delinquency will be operationalized as a binary
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variable where the value 1 indicates the presence of a subsequent authorized petition and
0 indicates the lack of a subsequent referral within 18 months of the intake date.
Self-Report Delinquency

During the 1960s and 1970s criticism was leveled against the validity and
reliability of official statistics as measures of criminality. Hindelang (1974: 2) identified
seven problems associated with official statistics. Among the most notable
characteristics is the “dark figure of crime”'” (Sellin & Wolfgang, 1969). Additionally,
official police statistics can be biased because in some cases authorities fail to record all
crime reports made and definitions of crime vary from time to time.

Self-reported delinquency, a technique thought to be immune from the problems
of official statistics, was introduced during the 1950s and integrated into delinquency
research by Short and Nye (1957) and has since become an important methodological
tool for delinquency researchers (Hindelang et al., 1981; Weis, 1988). The National
Crime Victimization Survey presents an example of efforts to move beyond traditional
measures of crime and victimization by using self-report measures. A series of self-
reported delinquency indicators were constructed that cover a range of reasonably serious
behaviors such as robbery and serious property crimes. The following indicators were
combined into a global measure of self-reported delinquency that weights'® each based on
different levels of seriousness:

1) Hit someone in anger (3);
2) Robbed someone (4);

' The “dark figure of crime” refers to the large percentage of crimes that are never reported, thus indicating
official crime statistics greatly underestimate the actual level of crime. For example, the Bureau of Justice
Statistics indicated of 1,000 serious crimes only 500 are ever reported to the police (U.S. Department of
Justice: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1999).

'® There is no inherent “distance” between these various indicators. The weights proposed in this coding
scheme are not proportional where the distance between 1 and 2, 2 and 3 have major substantive meaning.
They are used as a crude indication certain types of crimes are considered more serious than others.
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Table 1. Scale Reliability Coefficients for Dependent Variable.
Scale Number of Items Time 3

Self-Reported Delinquency 5 .609

3) Stole something over $100 (3) ;
4) Stole something between $10 and $100 (2);
5) Damaged property that wasn’t yours (2);

Table 1 details the reliability alpha coefficients for the self-reported delinquency
scale. Reliability analysis measures the degree to which an indicator measures the
construct it is proposed to measure. The alpha value represents the amount of variance
shared among the indicators (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). Since only T; self-reported
delinquency is considered as a dependent variable, Table 1 includes reliability diagnostics
for this time period only. The scales’ standardized item alpha is .609 at T; which
indicates the scales are internally consistent and reliable.

Another aspect of this analysis will consider the risk factors defined below as
dependent variables. Intervention theory is based on the assumption that the treatment
will have a positive effect on the risk factors related to the onset of delinquent behavior.
Brewer et al. (1995: 61) argue “risk and protective factors predict increased or decreased
probability of developing problem behaviors....” In this situation, background variables

pertaining to the individual characteristics such as perceptions and behaviors, and social

characteristics such as exposure to delinquent peers will be considered as outcomes.

Independent Variables

The proposed study examines the effectiveness of a comprehensive community-

based intervention program in creating positive change in the life course of individuals

85



and thereby reducing the likelihood of future self-reported and official delinquency.
Research has demonstrated multiple risk factors to delinquency that exists at the
individual, family, and community levels. The structured interviews were constructed to
measure the link between these risk factors, program treatment modalities, and

measurements of recidivism. The dimensions and related items are presented below.

Measures of Program Services

Intervention mapping (Bartholomew et al., 1998) is a process of structuring
responses to problems (interventions) based on the theoretical understanding of the causal
mechanisms underlying the issue. Social development theory is proposed as a theoretical
framework for understanding juvenile delinquency and implicitly suggests interventions
should be developmentally specific and address problems such as education, family
functioning, positive peer interactions, and life skills. In response, the YFS program was
designed to deliver education, job skills, counseling, and family functioning services to
program youth.

Youth in the experimental group and concurrent control group'® were asked to
identify three programs they participated in for at least 15 days during the T, T3, and T4
interviews. After they identified the programs, the youth were asked the following
questions that were intended to quantify the extent to which they received certain types of
program services: “As part of the program, how often did you:

1.) Attend group meetings;
2) Learn job skills (i.e., how to get a job, do the job, etc.);
3) Have recreation time (i.e., play games, sports, etc);

4) Attend academic classes (i.e., math, science, reading);
5) Attend other classes (health, art, sex ed., law);

' Although youth in the concurrent control group received “traditional probation services,” in many cases
they also received similar services to the community-based experimental group.
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6.) Attend special classes (social living skills, art);

7.) Work at the program for money;

8.) Attend individual counseling sessions;

9.) Attend family counseling sessions;

10.) Do volunteer work in the community;

11.) Receive drug/substance abuse counseling.”
The respondents were asked to record how often they participated in these programs, and
were provided with the following options and companion values: never (1), once or twice
a year (2), once every 2-3 months (3), once a month 9 (4), once every 2-3 weeks (5), once
a week (6), 2-3 times a week (7), once a day (8), and 2-3 times a day (9). “Never” was
recoded to reflect a value of zero, and the others were left in present coding scheme. The
items from the T; interview were summed across programs, and then grouped into the
following four type of services: counseling (items 1, 8, 9, and 11), educational (items 4,
5, and 6), job skills (items 2, 7, and 10), and recreational (item 3). It is hypothesized that

individuals that receive greater amounts of treatment services will experience the largest

reductions in delinquency risk factors and also commit fewer crimes in the future.

Intake Placement Variables

Initial intake and placement variables are coded during the intake process by
personnel from the Family Independence Agency (see “INITIAL DELINQUENCY RISK
ASSESSMENT SCALE” in Appendix A).?° The placement instrument reflects issues
relating to age at first adjudication, number of prior arrests, current school status, history
of drug use, nature of current offense, prior probation commitments, number of out-of-
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