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Introduction

This book presents the findings of a year-long study of the problem of

juvenile violence, undertaken by a staff member of the Vera Imstitute

of Justice at the request of the Ford Foundation. A single, limited

study like this ome cannot make a definitive statement about juvenile

viclence. Nevertheless, it seemed that the study had uncovered enough

information of genmeral interest to warrant release for wider examination.

Among many pressing issues of criminal justice, juvenile violence

was selected for special study not because it is necessarily the most

significant, but because of the controversy it has generated in recent

years, That controversy threatens to engulf the entire juvenile justice

system, producing demands for drastic changes that could reach well beyond

the violent offender.



Juvenile courts have never fully worked out the philosophical

conflict between their assigned role as guardians of children's interests

and the traditional role of all courts as protectors of the social
order. Three-quarters of the way through the century, the tension
between those two roles has reached a point that threatens to destroy
the foundation on which the juvenile justice system was built. Evi-
dence is mounting that the courts' powers to serve the interests of
children are limited. Some carry the argument further to say that
court intervention into the lives of children, parens patriae notwith-
standing, is more harmful than helpful. The evidence has been suffici-
ently persuasive to stimmlate large-scale diversiom of children away
from juvenile court whenever possible.

The other side of the coin is equally tarnished. The juvenile
justice system has been severely eriticized for its seeming inefiec-
tiveness in controlling the antisocial behavior of young people. In
the face of soaring juvenile arrest rates over the past decade and
longer, critics have sharpened their attack, accusing the courts of
encouraging delinquent behavior with ambivalent, inconsistent treatment
of young offenders.

The response of the juvenile justice system to this attack appears
to be confusion. New approaches are proposed and tried with increasing
frequency, often moving the system simultaneously in contradictory

directions.




In this cbnfused atmosphere, public concern has focused on
violent juvenile crime as a problem that stands out clearly, even if
a solution does not. As we will see, arrests far violence have been
growing at a faster pace than arrests for other kinds of juvenile
crime for more than a decade. The character of juvenile violence also
appears, in the public eye at least, to be changing for the worse,
Media attention to murders, rapes, and other heinous crimes involving
juveniles has created a belief, accurate or not, that today's delingquents
are more ruthless, more dangerous than their predecessors in earlier
years. Many people have thus come to associate a widely perceived in-
crease in "urban terror' with the rise of a 'mew breed" of delinquents,
and the conviction is spreading that current practices afford inadequate
protection against them.

The truth behind this impression is not easy to capture. Isolated
descriptions of violent acts by juveniles, no matter how frequeantly they
appear, tell little about the scope of the problem or whether it is in-
creasing or not. Nor do portraits of individual offenders, no matter
how detailed and avocative, provide a valid description of juvenile de-
linquents as a group--if, indeed, such a description is possible at all.
Similarly, it is impossible to discern from a few highly publicized cases
the overall approach of the courts to the question of juvenile violence.

The study on which this book is based was an effort to dig below

the surface of the problem of juvenile violence in several ways. It




began with an extensive, although not exhaustive, search of the litera-
turern juvenile violence, its causes and treatment and official res-
ponses to it., When it became apparent that the literature contained

little reliable information about the current magnitude of this parti-
cular problem, a decision was made to study juvenile court records in
three counties of metropolitan New York=--Westchester, New York (Manhattan),
and Mercer County, N.J.--to learn more about the crimes of violence com-
mitted by juveniles brought before the courts--the pumber of violent
erimes, the number of delinqueats committing them, and the seriousness

of their consequences. In addition, interviews were conducted with
sixty-nine judges, lawyers, prosecutors, psychiatrists, probation officers,
program administrators, and researchers, and ipformal discussions were
held with many others whose work is directly or indirectly concerned

with this issue. Finally, visits were made to a number of programs that
house, treat, or provide services to juveniles who are in trouble with

the law.

Because the study dealt with criminal behavior of juveniles, the
term "violence' is used generally to mean the illegal threat or use of
force. But what acts does that encompass? Against whom or what? And
how often must a person engege in such acts to warrant being identified
as "violent™? It is important to be clear about these issues, but it is
impossible to be precise without also being arbitrary. Therefore, in this
book the term "violence" rafers to acts of homicide, forcible rape (or sodomy),

robbery, assault, or attempts at any of these.



Pains were teken to include within the definition of viclent offenses
only those on which broad agreement could be expected, eliminating those of
obvious "miner league" quality, dbut it is also important to recognize that, from
the point of view of the people in the street, "violence" probebly means much more.
Acts such as arson, vandalism, subway "mersuding," disorderly conduct, and
others create fear in residents of cities end contribute to the overall im-
pression that viclence is accelerating rapidly., This study does not pretend
to be a thorough snalysis of the problem of viclence as perceived by the
general publie, Instead, it is an sttempt to understand the relatively
small part of the problem that is reflected in the most serious crimes of
violence against persons.

Violent acts are identified in this study prineipally by arrests, but
the number of Juvenile arrests that are never formally adjudicated is strike
ing. Although diversion programs and high d;!.smissa_l. rates may be desirable,
they leave many arrests without a clesr resolution, Moreover, in many
adjudicated cases, the record does not indicate the specific charge on
which a finding is made. As a result, it is speculative to equate crimes
charged with crimes commitied. Therefore, though the text is not burdened
with this qualification throughout, it should not be understood to ilmply that
crimes attributed to Juveniles in official records are in a2ll cases crimes
that they actually committed.

To sumnarize, the texrms on which this study centers have many denotations
and connotations in their common usage. But when those terms are used in

this study, they will be restricted for the sake of clarity to the following



meanings:

Violence (or violent cri.ﬁe): Any act of homicide, forcible rape, assault,
or robbery, or sny asttempt at one of these acts.,

Serious violence (or serious violent crimes): Acts of homicide; forcible

rape; :obbery in which a weapon is used or the victim is injured; and
assaults in which more than minor injury is inflicted {i.e., the victim

is gt least treasted by a physiclan)., Attempted homicide and rspe are
included. Attempted robbery is included if a weapon is used or the victim
is injured. Attempted assault is not included.

Serious crimes: Any of the seven major offenses listed in the FBI's Uniform

Crime Reports: homicide, forcible rape, robbery, sggravated assault, lar-
ceny~theft, burglary, and auto theft.

Juvenile: A person under the Jurisdiction of the juvenile or family cowrt
by virtue of age. (When no specific jurisdiction is referred to, a ju~
venile may be considered a person under the age of 18.)

Delinguent: A Jjuvenile who has been charged by the police with an illegal
act other than a status offense, whether or not the charge constitutes =
formsl arrest.

Wiolent delinguent: A juvenile charged at least once with any violent

crime,
Seriously violent delinguent: A Jjuvenile charged atl least once with a

gserious violent crime,
Recidivist: A juvenile charged on two or more occasions with an offense,
including at leasf. cne delinquent act.

Violent recidivist: A juvenile charged two or more times with any

violent crime,
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seriously violent recidivist: A juvenile charged two or more times with any

serious violent crime,
Chronic delinguent: A delinguent with five or more charges in his record.




The Scope of the Problem

Three common measures of the extent of juvenile viclence are analyzed
briefly here--arrest data, self-report studies, and cohort amalyses, prin-
cipally the one done by Marvin Wolfgang and associates on nearly 10,000
individuals born in Philadelphia who lived there between the ages of 10-18.
The results of these measures are ompared to each other and to the data
collected by Vera from court records in the New York metropolitan region.

The data collected by Vera wefe based on a 10 per cent random
sample drawn from delinquency petitions brought in 1974 in the juvenile
(or family) courts of three metropolitan area counties: New York (Manhattan)
and Westchester Counties in New York, and Mercer County in New Jersey. These
areas were chosen to provide a diversity of environments and approaches
to juvenile justice. Westchester County has a suburban character for
the most part, but also imcludes four urban centers {(Yonkers, White Plains,
New Rochelle, and Mount Vernon), where the majority of juvenile arrests
take place. Mercer County contains the capital of New Jersey (Tremton),
an old city of about 106,000 residents, as well as a substantial sur-
burban and a smaller rural population. Manhattan, of course, is a demsely
populated urban center with a sizable minority population.

ALl this evidence together points to the following gemeral con-

clusions regarding the scope of juvenile violence today.

1. Delinguent behavior is a widesvread phepomepon, howevex oue

chooses to measure it. Self-report studies show that most




if not all juveniles commit illegal acts. Thirty-five
per cent of the boys in the Philadelphia cohort were de-
tected at least once in a delinquency, and in small town

and rural Oregon, the figure was 25 per cent,

Violent acts by juvenileas are much.less frequent. Only 10
per cent of all juvenile arrests im 1975 were for serious
violent crimes. In the Philadelphia cohort, only 4.6 per cent
of delinquent acts were of a serious violent nature, and an
additional 5.3 per cent were gimple assaults. In the 1974
sample studied by the Verz Institute, 11 per cent of all
offenses examined (up to six per offender) were of a serious
violent nature, and an additional 12 per cent were assaults
and robberies of a relatively nonserious nature.

Although other forms of delinquent behavior are much more

frequent than violence, a surprisingly high proportion of

arrested delinquents engage in violent acts at least once.

In the Philadelphia study, 31 per cent of all delinquents

(or 11 per cent of all boys) were charged with an injury
offense at least once. With robbery included, the proportion
charged with violent offenses might have reached 35 per cent
of all delinéuents. In the Veéa sample, 44 per cent of delin-
quents brought to court had been charged at least once with a
violent crime, although only 29 per cent had been charged with

serious violenca.



4. Repeated violence is not a commen phenomenon, bowever..

«10-

Only 7 per cent of the Philadelphia delinquents (or 2.3
per cent of all boys) were charged twice or more with in-
jury offemses. In the Vera sample, 6 per cent had been charged

more than once with a serious violent crime. When projected

to all youths arrested in 1974 in the three jurisdictions
studied, this figure suggests that only 3-3 per cent had
shown a pattern of two or mere violent offenses,

The most common violent crime committed by {uveniles is simple

assault, but the most compon serious violent crime is robbery,

followed by serious assault. On this point, arrest data and

the Vera sample agree, but this rank ordering was reversed in
the Philadelphia study. Self-report studies indicate that
assaults are much more common than robberies, but these data
include many "assaults" (more aptly, fights) in which an arrest
would not be considered appropriate. Murder and sex attacks
are a small fraction of crimes committed by juveniles: 0.6
per cent in the Philadelphia cohort, 0.7 in 1975 arrest data,
and 1.2 per cent in the Vera court sample.

Juvenile violence does appear to be Increasing. Arrest rates
are clearly on the rise, and have been for more than a decade.
The greatest increase has occurred in robbery and assault. A

comparison between the Philadelphia cobhort and the Vera sample
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also suggests that the violent acts of today's delinquents
have more serious consequences than those of a decade or
more ago. Data in ope self-report study contradict these
findings, however, indicating no increase in either the
frequency or the seriousmess of delinquent acts, including
robbery and assault, between 1967 and 1972. The explanation
for this discrepancy offered by the author of the study, Martin
Gold, traces it to changes in reporting procedures that are
not related to changes in the behavior of youth. This

ma§ well be true in general, but it is probably less true
for the most violent kinds of delinquency.

The most serious problem of juvenile violence is still found

in the large urban centers, though suburban rates have in-

gcreased faster than urban rates in recent years. Arrest data

show this, and it is dramatically apparent in the Vera study.
In Manhattan, 42.3 per cent of the children brought to court
had been arrested on 2 sericus violent charge at least once,
12.3 per cent on two or more occasions, and 2.8 per cent on
three or more occasions. Projected to the entire population
before the Manhattan Family Court, these figures imply that
there are several hundred repeatedly wviolent children te con-

tend with in that borough each year. Although the dimensions




-]12-

of this problem f£all short of the extreme estimates of
alarmists, they are impressive encugh. And although New
York may be sui generis in many respects, there is reason
to believe that, in this respect at least, it is representa=-

tive of other large metropolitan centers.
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Charscteristics of Violemt Delinquents

The main sources of data from which this description is drawn {arrest
reports, cohort studies, and the court records stulles by Vera) all relute
to juveniles apprehended by the police, Self-report data are also available,
but they are more ldmited and do not alweys agree with srrest-based data.
The resulting picture, therefore, portrays mainly delinquents who get caught.
It may be that delinquents who never get csught are different from %those
described here. However, given that police are more likely to arresh
Juveniles who are more frequently and more seriously delincuent, according
to self-report studies discussed in the previous chznter, the description
provided by arrest-based data is llkely to be most reliable with regard

to the mos% violent offenders.

This brief review of literature dealing with the characteristics of
vielent delinquents, although by no means complete, highlights how 1ittle
is really known. For the most part, the focus has been on descriptive
statistics dealing with the characteristics commonly addressed in the
literature. Even at this relatively rudimentary level, clear consensus
supported by consistent data is hard to find.

We are therefore driven back to a few basie, frequently observed facts
as the bullding blocks from which to begin construction of an explanation

for juvenile violence, These may be sumarized as follows:



2.

3.
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Viclent acts sppear, for the most part, to be occasional ccewrrences
within a random pattern of delinguent behavior, rather than a
"specialty" of Juveniles. The mumber of delinquents who are chronically
viclent is quite small., Recidivists are responsible for the large
mejority of violent offenses by Juveniles, but it is not possible to
rredict violence simply on the basis of prior offens records. On the
other hand, the best among many unreliable predictors of future

violence 1s a prior record of violence.

When committing & violent act, a delinquent is more likely to do so in
company with at least one other juvenile than zlone.

Boys sre more delinguent than girls, but femsle delinguents are sz likely
to commit a violent ect as male delinquents. Female violence tends

to have somevhat less serious consequences, however,
0lder juveniles tend to be more seriously violent than younger juveniles,
but there is growing evidence, including data in the Vera study, thet
the younger age groups (13 to 15) are catching up.

The grest msjority of violent delinquents are not psychotic or othemrise

seriously disturbed emotionally, wlthough meny are neurctic and characterized

by poor lmpulse conirols. Psychopathic or sociopathic delinquents are
relatively few in number, but are responsible for considerable vioclence
and damsge. Rage, low self-esteem, lack of empathy, and limited
frustration tolerance are typical of violent youths. Envirommentsl
factors play an important role both in developing these traits and in
fecilitating their expression through violence,
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Many if not most delinguents ﬁave learning problems, but the causes of
those problems and their relationship to delinguency and violence are

not easy to establish, Specific learning disabilities may be an important
factor, although existing research is inadequate tc prove a causal
connection.

A two-parent family seems to offer some protection egainst delinquent
behavior, but the presence of both paremts has little to do with whether

a delinquent beccmes violemt., Other factors, probably including the
quality instead of the quantity of familial relationships, seem +0 be
more influential in this regerd.

Minority youths (and especially bleck youths) tend to be more delinquent
end more violent than youths, but it is herd to separate membership

in a minority group from location. Within commmity bowndaries, differences
in sociceconomic status appear to be weakly correlated with juvenile
violence, although children from poor cormunities (particularly from
ghettos in large metropolitan cenmters) are more likely to become de-
linquent and violent than children living :Lu more affluent commmities.
vhether & child comes from a welfare femily or not appesrs to bear little

relstionship to his or her chances of becoming violent.

In this list of characteristics, the most useful in separating violent

fram nonviolent delinquents eppears to be location.
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0fficial Responses to Juvenile Violence

In the past decede, many arrested children have been steered away
from the judicial and correctional systems through diversion programs.
Diversion generally favors less serious offenders. Delinquents who are
not diverted but are referred for court processing "drop out” of judicial
prodeedings for one reason or another at rates ranging from 35 to over 80
percent, with the highest rates occwrTing in large cities. It appears from
datz in the Vera study that this drop-out process works more to the ade
vantage of the less serious delinquent than the hard-core delinguent, as
one might expect it should. As a result, at the finsl stage of cowrt
processing (disposition), judges must conmtend with a relatively serious
group of delinquents, particularly in large urban centers like Manhattan,

Tn terms of the degree of control mendated inm dispositions, the courts
in the Vera study spoeared to respond proportionally: the harsher and
more restrictive dispositions were meted out to delinquents who had the
longest records, who had committed violent crimes, end whose crimes were
most serious in their conseCuences., Beyond this level of analysis, however,
it i1s apparent thet treatment and correctionsl responses for violent
delinquents are often anything but proportional aspecially to the needs
of the individual delinguent, the standard by which thg Juvenile justice
system is supposed to operate. |

Violent or seriously disturbed delinquents, the ones most in need
of rehebilitative treatment as well as control, are frequently denied

access to effective help., They are subjected to long delays in pro-
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cessing and multiple rejections by voluntary treatment programs ss well as
public mental health facili‘ties. .In the end, the great majority given
residential placement are sent to training schools, where they may be
brought under temporary control but almost certainly will receive no
constructive assistance, From the point of wvlew of public safety, the
number of dedlinquents who require isolation in securely locked institutions
is probably much smaller (perheps by as much as 50 to S5 per cemt) than
the number currently being placed in such settings., Mamy of these would be
much better served by tresiment in open, commmity-based programs,

Part of this problem stemg from the scereity of good treatment
facilities for sdolescents, Another part, however, can be traced 4o
oubright discrimination against this kind of delinquent on the part of
voluntary and public agenciles, 8Still another part of the problem is
lack of effective control over the referral and trestment prwess by
the public agencies that bear ulbimate resporsibility for dealing with
violent (and other) delinquents, The result is ineffective and perhaps

damaging trestment, discontinuously applied.
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Treatment of Violent Delinquents

The evidence mustered in the debate over the effectiveness of
correctional treatment of violent offenders, by both the partisans and
the opponents of treatment, is f£lawed. In the first place, there 1s
1ittle of it on either side because, as indlcated in the previous chepter,
delinquents with violent histories or other cheracteristics that may
be interpreted as indicators of potential violence are routinély denied
access to the treatment-oriented programs that provide the besis of our
knowledge regarding the success or failure of treatment. Data are thus
scarce with regard to demonstrably violent individuals, except perhaps
sex offenders, for whom special facilities are sometimes gvailable, More=-
over, much of the evidence that is said to prove the failure of treatment
cames from programs that involve adult offenders. By and large, the resulis
of programs for juvenile offenders tend to be more ambiguous.

Resesrch on treatment of violence is flawe@ in other ways as well.
Experirents with treatment have usuzlly relied on that rather broad and
slippery outcome measure, recidivism, and thus gloss over subtle but
important changes that may occowr in offender behavior. As a result, we

Ynow little sbout the effects of various kinds of treatment on subsequent

viclent behavior, apart from other kinds of criminal activity. To make matters

worse, most of the studies that have been done have employed inadequate research

methods. Few have been designed and executed with sufficient rigor to make

their conclusions relizble and generslizable.
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In spite of the scantiness and wreliability of the data on treatment,

several broad and tentative conclusjcns can be formulated.

1. There is not yet & specific trestment for violence. Instead,
there ere interventions aimed at reducing entisocial behavior
generally, of which violence is only one form. There is some
evidence that some forms of treatment are more effective than
others with certain personelity types fregquently associated
vith violent behavior, but this evidence remains highly
tentative.

2. Rerely (if ever) will a single method of treatment succeed in
changing the violent behavior of a delinquent, Effective treat-
ment usually involves seversl kinds of interventions and supports,
which should not be surprising in view of the multiple problems
that characterize most violent offendars, Consequently, &
range of treatment options, together with good disgnostic, plan-
ning, snd management capabilities, is necessery for success in
any significant degree.

3. Among the forms of treatment usually applied to delinguents,
group technigues appear to hold more pramise than individual
trestment methods on the basis of both cost and effectiveness
in reaching large numbers. Milieu therapy is an especially
interesting approach for delinquents with histories of serious,
repetitive violence or self-destructive behavior., Each treat-
ment method, however, may benefit some delinguents st various
stages of their rehabilitation, which again points to the need
for & thorough and continuous assessment of each individual.

4, Treatment cannot be expected to bring about complete "cures”

within a short period. Incremental progress toward constructive
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reintegration into soeciety 1s a2 more reascnable goal, and one
that may require social and therapeutic supports long after

the delinquent's legal debt to society has been repaid.

Perhaps the most important resson not to abandon treatment is that,
perticularly with regard to violent juveniles, 1t is maccép‘bable public
policy to do nothing, Release to the community with no treatment or
control may invite further violence and certainly invites a backlash of
public opinion, Simply locking violent delinguents in prisons, on the
other hand, contradicts what we know about the destructive effects of that
approach and offends our hopes that they can change. What kind of
treatment to offer, how much to insist that partlcipation in trestment
be voluntary, how to integrate rehebllitative objectives with punishment
objectives: +these are exceedingly difficult questions. But they should be;
confronted directly through carefully controlled research and experimentation
that pay scrupulous attention to human rights., They are too important to
ignore just because they are difficult.
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Some Thoughts on Strategies for Preventing Juvenile Violence

This study concentrates on known juvenile offenders--delinquents
caught by the police and charged with violent (and other) crimes. This
choice of focus was dictated largely by expediency: more is known about
arrested delinquents than about those who get away, and they are, of
course, much easier to reach with treatment, services, or sanctioms.

There is, however, a wholly reasonable opinion, widespread in professional
circles and in the public, that dealing with arrested delinquents merely
scratches the surface of the problem; the rather low reporting and clearance
rates for offenses, and self-report studies indicating high levels of un~
detected delinquency support this opinion.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals declared in 1973 that '"the greatest pofential for reducing the
incidence of crime in America lies in activities directed at preventing
the occurrence of crime." Although the commission may well be right, the
"potential" in crime prevention is extraordinarily difficult to realize.
The Commission's own recommendations were based largely on what it called
"programs and activities directed toward removing the desire or need for
an individual to commit e¢rime,"” herculean tasks such as improving the de-
livery of public services, increasing educational and employment opportuni-
ties for disadvantaged and minority youths, shoring up the integrity of
politicians and government officials,and reducing corruption and organized

crime.
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It is not the purpose‘of this study to dwell on such generali-
ties, undeniably important as they are. Its concerm is instead with the
search fér measures to prevent juvenile violence in the short to middle
run that can be undertaken within an experimental framework. Unfortunately,
the catalog of programs that have been tried is thin, the list of successes
shorter still, and reasonable ideas for future experimentation scarce. Four
categories of preventive approaches appear to emerge, Eowever.

1. Preventive "treatment” to lower the potential delinquent's pro-

pensity to offend. Preventive treatment differs from rehabilitative treatment in its
object: it is not necessarily aimed at high-risk delinquents deemed to need
"rehabilitation" in order to turn them away from further offending. Instead,
preventive treatment would be directed toward all those for whom the inter-
vention is considered to be appropriate and potentially helpful, regardless
of their prior criminal records. Hence preventive programs in general would
involve larger numbers of juveniles at somewhat lower average risk of com-
mitting violent acts than would a rehabilitative program. Together, these
two factors may weaken the justification for such programs in terms of their
impact on crime reduction. They cost more and may have smaller payofif. A
decision about the desirability of extending a program to a lower~risk indi-
vidual would have to be made in each case by balancing the marginal cost of
doing so against the potential benefit from reducing his or her delinquency

potential--always easier said than done.
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One kind of program that might meet this test with delinquency
prevention as the sole or major objective is alternative schooling for
children with learning and behavior problems. The marginal cost of these
programs may be relatively small, Preliminary research shows, on the other
hand, that making the school ;xperience less painful and f£rustrating, even
if not more directly productive, may reduce delinquent behavior considerably.

Another f£ield that merits further scrutiny in this context is family
assistance. The importance of the family in stimulating or inhibiting the
development of delinquent tendencies has been confirmed by psychiatric theory
and observation, by a vast number of correlational studies, amd by the testi-
mony of offenders themselves, to mention some of the more significant sources.
It is probable that some of the many social service programs already in exist-
ence could be restructured, at acceptably low marginal costs to permit evalua-
tion of their worth in reducing violence. Testable hypotheses regarding the
influence of family structure and interaction on subsequent violent behavior
of children certainly exist.

2. "Incapacitation' or "removal" to isolate the potential offender

from potential victims. Incarceration, the most straightforward technique

of incapacitation, makes it impossible for the offender to prey on noncrimi-
nal society, although he or she may well continue to prey on fellow inmates."
Renewed interest in the benefits afforded society byincapacitating offenders
has been generated by several studies that claim to show that policies pro-
ducing higher rates of incapacitation following conviction would yield a
substantial reduction in the number of offenses. But one analysis of this

issue with regard to juveniles instead of adults reached the opposite con-
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clusion. Using arrest and incarceration data from the Philadelphia cohort
study, it found that a policy that produced a doubling in the number of
juvenile offenders incarcerated would result in a reduction in crimes of
injury, theft, damage to property, and sexual assault of only 1 to 4 per
cent,

The figures on which these conclusions were based are now quite
dated, however. Additional studies using such estimating techniques
and based on new data would update and possibly add to our knowledge
on this point. Experimentation would not be a feasible approach, of
course, given constraints imposed by the equal protection clause of the
Constitution. ‘ |

3, "Deterrence'’, which increases the incentive not to offend. In-
creased deterrence has traditiomally been thought of in terms of raising
the probability of detection and apprehensionm, raising the probability of
conviction once apprehended, and raising the probability or severity of
punishment once convicted.

Civen what has been learned about rates at which delinquents are
arrested, about the efficiency of court processing and about the frequency
with which efficacious punishments are applied, there would appear to be
plenty of room for improvement on all these fronts. More research on this
issue will almost certainly be forthcoming. Whether it will be able to sur-
mount the theoretical and practicai problems that have confronted past studies

remains to be seen.
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One aspect of deterrence temnds to be overlooked «-that the risk
and cost of punishment are relative to the benefit to be gaiged from
success in the crime. Wilson says, for example, "What the government
can do is to change the risks of robbery and the rewards of alternative
sources of income for those who, at the margin, are neither hopelessly
addicted to thievery nor morally vaccinated against it," and adds that
tgimultaneously decreasing teenage unemployment and increasing the risks
of youthful crime may be the most rational response zociety can makes to

property crime."

4, "Target hardening” to reduce the opportunity %o commit crimes.

Most preventive strategies are offender-cemtered. Target hardening, however,

vhich seeks to make it physically impossible, or more dificult, to carry out

g crime, is victimecentered. It has hed i%s most notable successes in the
prevention of property crimes, through the develomment of devices such as locks for
automobile steering columms, improved burglar alarms, electronic sensors to identify,
shop-1lifted items, and the like. Some innovations have also had an impact om vio-

lent street crime, however. Improved street lighting is an example. Improved building

design sllowing,surveillance of public ereas 1s another. A campalgn to
disseminate public information on techniques for preventing rape attacks,
Jike that recently sponsored by women's movement organizations, may slso have
& positive impact on the incidence of this crime as well.

Robbery, because of its less complicated motives and the greater
ease in identifying potential targets, is probably the violent crime most

smenable to target hardening. Development strategleos would begin with
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an snalysis of the victims. Who gets robbed by juveniles? Although data
in the Vera study offer no statistical verification, it is commonly and
probebly Justifiably assumed that most vietims of Juvenile robbers are elther
other juveniles or elderly people--two relatively vulnersdle groups.

Hardening the elderly target might be done in a number of ways:
providing escort services to groups of elderly people during shopping trips
and other excursions; installing better entryway protection, door locks,
intercom, and alarm systems, or hiring elevator operators in buildings with
lerge elderly populations; and mailing social security and welfare checks
directly to bank accounts.

Target hardening with regerd to juvenile victims seems more problematic,
Unlike the elderly, juveniles generally do not have set routines thet can
be anticipated and controlled. In addition; they tend to expose themselves
4o the company of other juveniles and thus to higher risk. Even so, it might
be possible to interpose protective measures in situstions where numbers of
juvenile victims sre likely %o be exposed to juvenile wvictimizers; schools
are one good exemple, and the growing demand for more school guards is &
typical response.

Many of these ideas have already been tried, though spparently not
in a systematic way, and not with reduction of juvenile offenses as a goal;
they and other strategles should be tried under experimental, controlled
conditions. But we are limited in our ability to identify feasible
strategies by our ignorance of the specific factors that nurture viclent
inclinations and trigger violent episcdes, and owr ignorance of the factors
that determine who the target of violence will be. Unfortunately, no easy
solutions to the problem of violence will be found in crime prevention any
more than they are to be found in punishment and treetment of arrested

offenders.
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Concluding Reflections and Recommendations

Though sometimes confounded by inadequate or contradictory data, the
evidence gathered in this study supports on the whole g conclusion that
juvenile violence is a serious and growing problem, The juvenile arrest
rate for violent crimes has lncreased much faster than the adult rate,
particularly for robbery and sggraveted assault. By 1975, the arrest
rote of 15-17-year-olds for violent crimes had surpassed the rete for people
18 or o'f2v. Data in the Vera survey suggest, however, that most robberies
and assaults by duveniles are of a less serious nature (i.e., they involve
neither weepons nor serious injuries to the victim), In addition,‘the
Philedelphia cohort study showed that arrests for violent crimes Increase
as juveniles get older, whereas srrests for property. end other index
offenses either decrease or are unaffected by age. Thus the best predictor
of adult violence may be juvenile vioclence,

Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that violence still represents
only a smell part of the illegal sctivities of the young. Approximstely
10 per cent of juvenile arrests for serious offenses in 1975 (less than 4 per
cent of all juvenile arrests) involved charges of robbery, aggravated assault,
rape, or homicide. But even when minor offenses lsbeled as viclent (those
not involving weapons or serious injury) are screened out of the violent sub-
group in the Vera sample, however, 29 per cemt remained who had been charged
at least once with a serious violent crime. Projected.to all juveniles arrested

in the target area that year, thls figure suggests that between 15 and 20 per
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cent had at least one serious violent offense on their records--still a rather
high figure. To identify delinquents whose behavior is measurably and
significantly more violent than that of the majority, an observed pattern

of violence (at least two detected offenses) is a prefersble standard. In
Vera's cross-sectional sample; only 1k per cent of delinquents brought to
court had been charged twice or more often with violence, and only 6
per cent had been charged twice or more often with serious violence.
Again projecting from the sample, roughly 3 to 5 per cent of arrested ju-
veniles, or sbout 0.06 ver cent of the total juvenile population, hed shown
+he beginning of a pattern of seriocus violence, Through their violence,
these children will inflict a degree of damage on soclety far out of propor-
tion to their relatively small numbers unless somehow stopped. Consequently,
they deserve high priority in public policy toward delinguency.

One troubling conclusion of this Inquiry concerns the faeilure of

the juveaile justice system to intervene effectively, once a Juvenile has
been adjudicated of a violent crime, to bring zn end to his or her violence,
The correctional responses most frequently applied to violent delinquents,
probation or training school, appear to have little or no constructive

impact on subsequent criminal behavior. At the same time, treatment-oriented
programs have, for the most part, been closed to juveniles with violent
offenses in their records., Court processing certainly needs to be made
more efficient, but there is no ewvidence that doing so would have & major
impact on juvenile violence; in fact, there is considerable opinion that
processing more children through to probation or corréctions might only do
more harm, With regard to treatment, no methodology yet devised has con-
vincingly proven its power to stop or even reduce criminal behsvior in

gdults or juveniles., On the other hand, few have been given s sufficient
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(or sufficiently researched) effort, particularly with violent juveniles, to
say for certain that they do not work for this group.

Thus, the arguments for further research and experimentation outweigh
srguments for doing nothing. What follows is a brief outline of the
directions in which this offender-centered research and experimentatiﬁn should

proceed (ef. recommendations on "Target Hardening! above for victim centered efforts).

1. Dsta collection and basic research, ILong-run strategies must be

based on dats thet clearly distinguish violent juvenile offenders from all
others. Cohort studies like the Philadelphia one lend themselves to such

distinctions; they should be carried out simultaneously in several juris-
dictions differing in size, social character, and cowrt and correctlonsl
procedures, and they should emphasize anslysis of violence. Delinguent
careers should be traced end snalysed over time to distingulsh those who oross
over the line between violent and nonviolent behavior from those who do not,
and whether there are distinct types of violent delinquents in terms of

both offense patterns and personal characteristics.

Several studies have shown that the deeper a delinquent moves into
the court or correctiomal processes, the more delinquent his or her sub-
sequent behavior is likely to be. We need to understand better whether

court and correctional processing make serious offenders out of nonserious

offenders or merely responds to preexisting characteristics, and why it is
that, in either case, the system fails to reduce subsequent delinquent be-
havior.

The only longitudinal comparison of self reported information om de-

linquent behavior has sharply contradicted police arrest data regarding changes
in delinquent activity. The reasons for the discrepancy in the two data
sources have not been adequately explained. Additional studies of this kind

aimed at these issues should be encouraged.
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An issue that has barely been touched in this study, but that is obviously

crucial to the development of preventive and rehabilitative strategies, is

the cause of violent and delinquent behavipr. There is a great need for theories
of causality with more explanatory and predictive power, theories capable of
bridging the gaps that now exist between biological, psychological, and socio-
logical explanations, and thus in turn providing the basis for more efficient
experimentation.

2. Experimental intervention programs. Imnovations in corrections and

treatment programs are becoming commonplace. Yet we still know surprisingly
little about their effects on violent behavior, for all the reasons that have

been mentioned throughout this study. Because there already are indications

that it may be easier to achieve a reduction in delinquent behavior with
serious juvenile offenders than with nonserious juvenile offenders, wore
experimentation with treatment for the serious delinquent seems warranted.

A prime candidate for further evaluation is milieu therapy, because
unlike some forms of psychiatric intervention, it can be provided to relative-
ly large numbers of delinquents in relatively secure settings at relatively
low cost. Thus it may be a practical alternative to imcarceration--if it
works.

Other ideas of some promise are the Downey Side program in Massachusetts,

which arranges group foster care for wards of the state with no functioning

families, and Qutward Bound, a program of high-stress physical challenges in
a wilderness setting, adaptatioms for imner city youth substituting demanding,
stressful work for the challenges of wilderness survival are now in progress

in New York City.



3. Continuous case management. Perhaps the most important require-

ment of all for effective rehabilitation of violent delinquents is continuity.
Violent delinquents ﬁay be shunted from detention to diagnostic centers, to
the streets, to training schools, and back to the streets again, with little
purpose except to comply with administrative exigencies and the preferences
of the agencies involved. Often there is no one person or group of persons
managing the process, which further increases the risk that decisions will
bear scant relation to the needs of the child, Even more damaging, relation~

ships are broken and responsibility diluted.

What is needed to end this highly destructive process is a single
locus of accountability on whom both society and the child can rely. This
could be provided in a program of "Continuous Case Management (CCMP)",
in which juveniles who commit serious violent acts, especially those with
histories of repeatad delinquency and assaultive-behavior, would be identified
and assigned to a single counsglor who would constantly monitor the de-
linquent’s movement through the complex juvenile justice system. The
workings of CCMP, and the arguments for and against its use as the basis
for experimental comparison in several jurisdictionms, are too complex
and detailed to fit the scope of a summary; they are treated in the text

of Violent Delinguents im pp. 196-211.
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Conclusion

Juvenile violence is as confounding as it is disturbing. In spite of
vears of effort to find solutions to the problem, it appears to be getting
no better, and possibly it is getting worse. The more we learn, the more
complex we realize the problem to be, and the line that divides the violent
juvenile from the nonviolent one remains obscure.

It is also certain that we cannot continue to turn our backs on
those juveniles who present the highest risk of violence and still expect
to make any real progress, The risk is only compounded when they are ex-
¢luded from programs that might make some difference. Ewven if we have not
succeeded in makin model citizens out of most wviclent offenders in the past,
that is no reason to reject approaches that might at least make them less
destructive offenders in the future. Even small gains would be well worth

the effort.



