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criminal. Investigation, however, re-
vealed that the child’s mother and
father were respectable people and
that for the offence there was a very
simple explanation. About shop-clos-
ing time the mother had discovered
that she wanted something very ur-
gently and she sent the boy off in a
great hurry to get it, and in order to
emphasize the necessity for haste on
his part she said, “If the shop is closed
you will have to break in through the
window, because I simply must have
the article to-night”. The boy took
her literally and the broken window
was the result.

Of course, I don’t mean to say that
all juvenile delinquents are as in-
nocent of evil intention as this
young window breaker. But in every
case it is necessary to understand the
child, as well as to study the environ-
ment, in order to get at the cause of
the delinquency. This may be found
to be a bad home, or a neglectful or
indifferent home; the parents may be
found to be over indulgent or over
severe; or it may be the “movies” or
bad companions or bad literature; or
it may be a combination of these and
other things. But whatever the cause,
unless we can arrive at a correct diag-
nosis, we cannot expect or even hope
to succeed.

Even an apparently good home may
not be a good home in its relation to
the child in question. An American
probation officer, some time ago, gave
a classification of homes which though
not apparently bad in the ordinary
sense, were not good homes for the
children concerned. It was as fol-
lows:

1. The Puritanical, I’d-rather-see-
my-boy-dead -than-with-a-card-in-his-
hand family, that drives even a good
child, who is human, to desperation
and calls intolerance religion. -

9. The unduly trustful kind that
“knows there is nothing the matter
with their child” and refuses to ac-
knowledge the facts. ;

3. The callous, laissez faire fam-
ily, that just leaves the door open at
night for their boy to come in as he

pleases and seems to think that it can
wash its hands of all responsibility.

4. The unduly grown up family
which has forgotten it was ever young
and considers a boy when he impro-
vises a sleeping tent of quilts in the
back yard and digs for buried trea-
sure under the hen house as a subject
for either the insane asylum or the
lock-up ; and which regards the trivial
unmoralities of children as evidence
of a dark degenerate viciousness.

5. The fond and foolish family
that “babies” a boy until he flies o
the opposite extreme and plays the
“dead game sport” at every chance in,
as he thinks, the necessary assertion
to his fellows of his virility.

6. The (not so rare) hysterical
kind, always in an uproar, exaggerat-
ing every petty fault a child has and
living in perpetual excitement that
wrecks self-control.

7. Last, but certainly not least, the
belligerent “hands-off-my-kid” family
whose child is a terror to the neigh-
bourhood because supported at home,

A most important thing to deter-
mine is, what are the child’s moral
standards? This is a branch of in.
vestigation that is most frequently
overlooked. The attitude of the aver.
age official, even a Juvenile Court of-
ficial, towards' a delinquent boy is to
assume that he knew perfectly well
what was right and that he simply
did not do what he knew he ought
to do. But this is an assumption
which is in many cases quite unwar.
ranted. It is quite wrong to attribute
the psychology of an adult official tq
the boy. No doubt in most cases the
answers to formal questions would
disclose a knowledge of conventional
moral standards, but it by no meang
follows that his answers represent
what the boy really thinks. We ean
never discover the true thoughts of 4
boy by asking him a few set questions.
It is only by getting him to talk freely
and without restraint, that one can

learn the defects of his moral charge.
ter, a thorough knowledge of which jg
a prerequisite to remedying those ge.
fects. To give one example, if g boy
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