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1976; Peck 1976). In other empirical investigations, e.g., FErickson,
Gibbs 1977, merely a weak connection between the objective, or subjec-
tively perceived, probability of prosecution and the crime rate was
established. This correlation, in fact, disappeared when the variable
"social rejection of criminal behavior" was introduced. Anderson, et
al,, 1977, considered other variables relating to the sanctioning sy-
stem: these are "informal sanctions"”, although in reliance on Durkhei-
mian thoughts about "mechanical solidarity" an interdependence between
formal and informal sanctions is assumed. Normative social values are
strengthened thrﬁugh formal sanctions in that informal social contempt
for deviation is mobilized and intensified, An investigation of the in-
fluence of subjectively perceived formal and informal sanctions, viz.,
through family, friends or so-called relevant others, upon deviant and
conforming behavior revealed the empirical relevance of both variables.
In Tittle's investigation (1980), however, informal sanctions were more
relevant to the prognosis of future deviant behavior. In this regard,
one can state with certainty only that the severity of punishment, re-
gardless of how it is ascertained; has no influence upon the rate of
crime, self-reported frequency of criminal behavior or self-perceived

willingness to engage in criminal behavior,

Generally, the objective or subjectively perceived probability of prose-
cution. took on greater relevance when it was introduced into more com-
plex models, which included "extra-legal" factors, Alcorn (1977) exa-
mined various behavior models, which were derived from theories on so-
cial control, social learning, and deterrence and found no empirical
confirmation for the model derived from deterrence theory (similar here-
to, Meier 1977). This finding is also confirmed in Minor's research
(1978, p. 40). The coefficients derived therein reveal a relatively weak
connection between the independent variable "fear" and the dependent

variable "criminal behavior",.

3. Methodological problems of investigation

The empirical investigations regarding general prevention ultimately do
not differ in their investigative methods., The question, however, re-

mains howv the dependent variable, i,e,, behavior, should be measured.
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Multiple aggregate data on registered criminal offences have been used
often in comparisons of geographical units, which vary according to
sanctioning practices, and of time periods, which vary according to
changes in sanctioning practices; However, since the use of such data
presents validity problems, data from victimization surveys have been
used increasingly in recent years to construct indices for the probabi-
lity of prosecution, the probability of punishment and the frequency of
criminal offences (see in this regard, e.g., Smith 1978; Goldberg 1978).
A further attempt to measure the variable "behavior" adequately, led to
data collection through self-reported delinquency surveys (Anderson,
Chiricos, Waldo 1977; Peck 1976; Silberman 1976). Although validity
problems exist with respect to the application of data gathered in
surveys: of victims and offenders, these data are nevertheless more

relevant here than those obtained from official crime reports,

Perceived behavioral preparedness, or an individual's subjective assump-
tion concerning his future behavior; also has been used frequently as a
measure of the dependent variable (see Stewart, Hamsley 1979; Tittle
1980). Of course, the question arises here as to what extent are an
individual's views, attitudes or perceptions adequate indicators of be-

havior (see as summary Benninghaus 1976).

A considerably greater problem is presented, howvever, regarding criteri-
um of "general prevention". Conventional "deterrence variables" gener-
ally have been defined in terms of the probability and severity of pun-
ishment. The probability of prosecution is a product of the relationship
between criminal complaints, which were actually Filed; and criminal
actors, who were either discovered officially or through surveys of
unreported crime. The probability of conviction is a product of the re-
lationship between the number of crimes investigated and the number of
individuals sentenced. The severity of punishment is a direct result of
the severity of criminal sentences. The objection raised against the
validity of officially released figures on investigation and sentencing,
i.e;, objective data; is based on the argument that deterrence, when
defined as the production of fear, is a psychic process and, therefore,
can be measured only through an individual's subjective assumption
concerning the probability and severity of punishment, as well as his

personal evaluation of the severity of the sanction, This argument
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seemed to conclude a reform policy begun with hope and partially unreali-
zable expectations (see Martinson 1974). Only a treatment program such
that which was practiced in the various "community-treatment projects" in
the United States still seemed justifiable. In the state of Massachu-
setts, for example,the juvenile detention centers were temporarily closed
and the inmates were given individual treatment within the community (see
Miller et al., 1977).

In the meantime, new investigations in the Federal Republic yielded par-
tially encouraging results regarding the effects of treatment in social-
therapeutic institutions (see Egg 1979; Rehn 1979; Diinkel 1980). Further-
more, clinical psychology provided new research methods for interpreting
therapy or treatment success, which contributed to new involvement with
the effect of treatment measures in penal institutions. However, even to-
day psychologists justifiably point out that the methodological problems
involvéd in an efficiency control of treatment measures are still in no
vay satisfactorily resolved., An advancement, as will be emphasized, could
be achieved through improved methodological projects, and particularly
through longitudinal studies. The marked conflict, however, between me-
thodological demands and research actually realizable will be indicated.

In the United States, criticism of previous treatment research results
often led to the demand for methodologically exact research plans. For
example, Sechrest et al. (1979), in a comprehensive study, came to the
conclusion that only methodological and more exactly planned and conduc-
ted projects could ultimately lead to an advancement in treatment re-
search. Although one should not overlook the fact that treatment research
is one of the most difficult areas of empirical social research, one must
also agree with Kaiser (1979, p. 118), who emphasized that "(the problem
presented here) may be difficult and many-layered, but criminology

cannot be disengaged from the task of seeking a scientific answer".

Although treatment research is still significantly limited, this type of
approach is reasonable and necessary since it offers the only possibility
of developing a penal system oriented toward resocialization. Kaiser
(1979, p. 122) stressed "that regardless of all criticism against a
treatment ideology, therapeutic and social-pedagogic endeavors cannot be

ignored. Otherwise, only inhumanity and regression would be attained
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in the name of greater rationality and justice".

As clearly has been shown over the past few years, treatment in a closed
institution, such as prison cannot be accomplished by high expectations.
If treatment does not occur in an environment generally favorable toward
resocialization and if it is not accompanied by purposeful measures for
release from confinement, then its chances of success are obviously limi-
ted. Specific treatment in prison should be part of a comprehensive reso-
cialization program which is supplemented by educational and professional
training, and assistance in the regulation of the confinee's debts and
the acquisition of employment and living quarters after release. The ge-
neral problem of high juvenile unemployment could pose significant prob-
lems for a released juvenile and thereby hinder the positive effects of
treatment. Therefore, post release measures supportive and supplementary
to treatment are extraordinarily important. If treatment is to be suc-
cessful; someone such as the probation officer must implement these sup-

plementary measures.

3. Intentions of the present project

3.1 Purpose

Although numerous and often contradictory data are available regarding
treatment measures in the penal institution, resocialization programs
during pre-trial detention have rarely been employed systematically nor
as to their effect, Our purpose here was to contribute toward closing
this research gap. This research project, which was carried out in colla-
boration with the Scientific Institute of the Freiburg Youth Welfare Or-
ganization (see Blumenberg 1978; Miribung 1978; Scientific Institute of
the Freiburg Youth Welfare .Organization 1978), involved the systematic
observation of the treatment program offered by the members of this in-
stitute in the Freiburg pre-trial detention center for youth and adoles-
cents and the appraisal its effects for the detainees' later reinstate-

ment in society.
In order to avoid a conflict of interests, a separation of tasks was

planned. The therapists of the Scientific Institute of the Freiburg Youth

Welfare Organization implemented the therapy program according to a mu-
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