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The Influence of Psychosocial Maturity
on Male Juvenile Offenders’
Comprehension and Understanding of
the Miranda Warning
Lori H. Colwell, MA, Keith R. Cruise, PhD, MLS, Laura S. Guy, MA,
Wendy K. McCoy, MA, Krissie Fernandez, MA, and Heather H. Ross, MA

Self-report measures of psychosocial maturity and screening measures of achievement and intelligence (Wechsler
Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence; WASI) were used to investigate the influence of psychosocial maturity on male
juvenile offenders’ comprehension and appreciation of the Miranda warning (Grisso’s Instruments for Assessing
Understanding and Appreciation of Miranda Rights; GUAM). A sample of 67 male juvenile offenders, placed in a
short-term detention facility or juvenile boot camp facility, participated in the study. Demographic differences
revealed that youths in short-term detention were approximately one year older than boot camp youths. The two
groups did not differ in IQ or measures of psychosocial maturity. Detention youths had GUAM subtest scores that
were slightly higher than, but comparable to, those of boot camp youths. Consistent with previous research, verbal
IQ correlated positively with GUAM subtest scores and was a significant predictor of all four scores after
controlling for setting and age in a series of hierarchical regressions. In addition, the psychosocial maturity factor
of Responsibility was a significant predictor of two GUAM subtests (CMR and FRI), while the Temperance and
Perspective factors were not.
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The Supreme Court fundamentally changed the na-
tion’s juvenile courts in two landmark cases in the
1960s: Kent v. United States1 and In re Gault.2 In
questioning the rehabilitative focus of juvenile
courts, the majority opinions in Kent and Gault es-
tablished children as “persons” under the Constitu-
tion by extending a few, yet fundamental, due pro-
cess rights to youths. Representing the first case in a
new era of juvenile justice jurisprudence, the Kent
decision exemplified the legal relevance of develop-
mental factors in noting a youth’s sophistication and

maturity as a factor to consider in the decision to
waive juvenile offenders to adult court. The majority
in Gault ruled that the Fourteenth Amendment’s
Due Process clause applies to children and extends
certain rights to juveniles in adjudication hearings,
including the right to notice of charges, the right to
counsel, and the right to confront witnesses.

In subsequent cases, the Supreme Court has issued
discrepant rulings regarding other constitutional
protections and adolescents’ abilities as legal deci-
sion-makers. For example, the Court declined to
grant procedural safeguards related to the commit-
ment of minors in Parham v. J.R.,3 noting that par-
ents possess “what a child lacks in maturity, experi-
ence, and capacity for judgment required for making
life’s difficult decisions” (Ref. 3, p 602). In Schall v.
Martin,4 the Court held that states could authorize
detention of juveniles who present a serious risk of
crime because juveniles “are always in some form of

Ms. Colwell, Ms. Guy, Ms. McCoy, Ms. Fernandez, and Ms. Ross are
graduate students in the Forensic-Clinical Program, Department of Psy-
chology, Sam Houston State University, Huntsville, TX. At the time the
research was done, Dr. Cruise was Assistant Professor of Psychology at
Sam Houston University. Presently, he is Assistant Clinical Professor of
Public Health, School of Public Health, Juvenile Justice Program, Lou-
isiana State University Health Sciences Center, New Orleans, LA.
Address correspondence to: Keith R. Cruise, PhD, Louisiana State
University Health Sciences Center, Juvenile Justice Program, 1600
CanalStreet,Suite1200,NewOrleans,LA70112.E-mail:kcruis@lsuhsc.edu

444 The Journal of the American Academy of Psychiatry and the Law



custody” (Ref. 4, p 253). These decisions stand in
contrast to Carey v. Population Services Interna-
tional 5 and Bellotti v. Baird,6 two cases that granted
autonomy to adolescents and limited parental au-
thority regarding access to contraception and abor-
tion. In short, these cases illustrate that adolescents’
rights under the Constitution and their capacities as
legal decision-makers often are limited and balanced
with other interests (e.g., parent and state).7,8

Cases that involve adolescents’ rights in juvenile
court post-Kent and -Gault have resulted in similarly
discrepant rulings regarding autonomy and capaci-
ties to engage in legal decision-making. For example,
juveniles do not have a constitutional right to trial by
jury (see McKeiver v. Pennsylvania9). However, the
Supreme Court ruled that juveniles do have suffi-
cient capacity to make decisions regarding their Fifth
Amendment right against self-incrimination (see
Fare v. Michael C.10). Prior to Fare, the Supreme
Court had recognized that age and experience war-
rant careful consideration regarding the “voluntari-
ness” of statements made while in police custody (see
Haley v. Ohio,11 and Gallegos v. Colorado12). Yet,
Fare remains the controlling case involving juvenile
waivers of rights against self-incrimination.

In Fare, the Supreme Court held that a juvenile’s
request to speak with his probation officer did not
constitute a per se invocation of his Fifth Amendment
rights. The Court affirmed that the judicial test used
to determine the adequacy of juvenile waivers was the
discretionary “totality of circumstances” test. In
adopting the adult standard, the Court noted that
the test allowed judicial review of “the juvenile’s age,
experience, education, background, and intelligence,
and whether he has the capacity to understand the
warnings given him, the nature of his Fifth Amend-
ment rights, and the consequences of waiving those
rights” (Ref. 10, p 725). Specifically referencing the
youth’s age, history of police contact, and history of
detention and probation, the majority held that un-
der the totality of circumstances test, the youth
knowingly and intelligently waived his right to coun-
sel. Despite the ruling’s acknowledgment of an ado-
lescent’s capacities, commentators have argued that
courts take a very conservative approach when apply-
ing the test outlined in Fare, often allowing confes-
sions of very young offenders with limited cognitive
capacities.13 Feld13 cogently argued that states fail to
recognize adequately the limited maturity of juve-

niles, while simultaneously limiting the full range of
adult criminal procedural safeguards.

Empirical Context

Youths’ decision-making capacities have been in-
vestigated in several legal contexts, including compe-
tency to consent to treatment,14–16 competency to
stand trial,17–20 and comprehension and under-
standing of the Miranda warning.21,22 The literature
on competency to consent to treatment generally has
shown that a large number of adolescents are not
competent to consent to their admissions, particu-
larly when competency is linked to understanding
their mental illnesses and need for inpatient treat-
ment.14 In other studies, reading level, age, and
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised
(WISC-R) vocabulary subtest raw scores demon-
strated significant positive associations with perfor-
mance on competency to consent to treatment
scales.15,16

Adolescent capacities as legal decision-makers
have been thoroughly investigated in the legal con-
text of competency to stand trial.17–20 In perhaps the
largest investigation to date, Grisso et al.23 compared
the performance of detained and community youths
to the performance of detained and community
young adults (18–24-year-olds) on competency abil-
ities of understanding, reasoning, and appreciation
using the MacArthur Competence Assessment Tool-
Criminal Adjudication (MacCAT-CA).24 Control-
ling for IQ and socioeconomic status, the researchers
found a significant age effect on all three compe-
tence-related abilities. In general, youths 13 years old
and younger performed significantly worse on all
three competence-related abilities than did older
youths and young adults. A similar pattern was found
when performance was classified according to levels
of impairment (no, mild, or significant impairment).
Thirty percent of young adolescents (11–13-year-
olds) and 19 percent of 14- to 15-year-olds were
classified as having significant impairment on one or
more MacCAT-CA scales. These results varied little
by gender, ethnicity, legal status (detained versus
community), self-reported mental health problems,
and previous experience with the justice system.
However, estimated IQ demonstrated predictable as-
sociations with competence-related impairment. Ex-
amined together with age, more than 50 percent of
the 11- to 13-year-old youths with estimated IQs
between 60 and 74 were classified as having signifi-
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cant impairment on one or both MacCAT-CA scales
(Responsibility and Understanding).

Empirical studies investigating juveniles’ compre-
hension of the Miranda warning indicate that they
tend not to understand the warnings, which has sig-
nificant implications for a “knowing and intelligent”
waiver of such rights under the totality of circum-
stances test outlined in Fare.21,22 In the validation
research for Grisso’s Instruments for Assessing Un-
derstanding and Appreciation of Miranda Rights
(GUAM),25,26 juveniles younger than 15 demon-
strated significantly poorer performance on the
GUAM subtests than did older adolescents and
adults. The existing research using the GUAM has
focused almost exclusively on age and intelligence as
factors that affect comprehension and understanding
of Miranda.27 Grisso found that the three compre-
hension measures (Comprehension of Miranda
Rights (CMR), Comprehension of Miranda Rights
Recognition (CMR-R), and Comprehension of
Miranda Vocabulary (CMV)) related significantly to
age and IQ (r � 0.19–0.34 and 0.45–0.59, respec-
tively).28 Correlations with the Function of Rights in
Interrogation (FRI) were not reported in the test
manual. An examination of average FRI scores
among adolescents indicated an age effect, in that
younger juveniles (10- and 11-year-olds) performed
on average four points lower on the total FRI
(mean � 20.25) compared with 16-year-old youths
(mean � 24.36). Adolescent performance was con-
sistently lower on the FRI compared with 17- to
19-year-old adult offenders (mean � 25.70) and
adult nonoffenders (mean � 25.00).28 To date, there
has been no investigation of the GUAM’s psycho-
metric properties with juvenile offenders, indepen-
dent of the GUAM validation studies.

Despite advances in understanding characteristics
that affect the legal decision-making of adolescents,
as a psycholegal construct, maturity continues to
defy operationalization.29–31 Researchers have inves-
tigated maturity through various methods across dif-
ferent juvenile court contexts. For example, Salekin
and colleagues30,31 utilized prototypical analysis to
investigate the core features of waiver to adult court
criteria and found that the element of sophistication
and maturity was reflected by two dimensions: emo-
tional/intellectual intelligence and level of criminal
sophistication.

Grisso et al.23 investigated age-related differences
in maturity of judgment about choices juveniles

make during the course of juvenile court adjudica-
tion. As part of the competency study, youths re-
sponded to questions about three vignettes (police
interrogation, consultation with defense attorney,
and decision regarding a plea bargain) to derive indi-
ces reflecting three psychosocial factors (risk ap-
praisal, future orientation, and resistance to peer in-
fluence). Similar to their competence-related
abilities, the 11- to 13-year-old age group performed
significantly lower than other age groups on risk ap-
praisal and reported fewer long-range consequences
than other age groups. Youths aged 15 and younger
were more likely to make decisions that represented
compliance with authority. The maturity findings
did not differ significantly by gender, ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status. The researchers concluded
that psychosocial immaturity affects the legal deci-
sion-making of youths beyond competence-related
abilities. Young adolescents were more likely to com-
ply with authority, less likely to recognize the risks
associated with legal choices, and less likely to con-
sider the long-term consequences of such choices.

In a series of review articles and empirical investi-
gations, researchers have examined the relevance of
maturity from a developmental perspective.29,32–35

Cauffman and Steinberg35 define maturity of judg-
ment as “the complexity and sophistication of the
process of individual decision-making as it is affected
by a range of cognitive, emotional, and social factors”
(Ref. 35, p 743). The researchers have proposed that
maturity of judgment involves three related psycho-
social factors: Responsibility refers to individual
characteristics such as self-reliance, identity, and au-
tonomy; Perspective refers to the related abilities of
examining short-term and long-term consequences
as well as placing individual decisions into a broader
context; and Temperance refers to the ability to
modulate impulsive thoughts and behavior prior to
taking action. Recently, Cauffman and Steinberg35

investigated the utility of these three psychosocial
factors on maturity of judgment in adolescents’ will-
ingness to engage in antisocial behavior. The re-
searchers found that level of psychosocial maturity
significantly predicted antisocial decision-making
within five different age groups (ranging from eighth
graders to young adults).

The purpose of the current study was to investi-
gate the association among psychosocial maturity
and performance on a measure designed to evaluate
understanding and comprehension of the Miranda
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warning. Previous research has outlined clearly that
age and intelligence demonstrate significant and pre-
dictable associations with legally relevant capacities.
To date, research has not examined the relative asso-
ciation among cognitive factors and developmental
maturity in legal decision-making by juveniles. Us-
ing the Cauffman and Steinberg35 model of psycho-
social maturity, we investigated age, cognitive capac-
ity, and maturity as predictors of adolescents’
abilities in a specific legal context—the comprehen-
sion and understanding of the Miranda warning.
Given the lack of independent investigation of the
GUAM, the current study also examined the mea-
sure’s psychometric properties and compared youths’
performance to that on the validation studies.

Method

Participants

Participants were a convenience sample of 85 male
and female adolescents either detained in a juvenile
detention center (63.5%) or attending a boot camp
facility (36.5%) in southeast Texas. The juvenile de-
tention center provides short-term secure care for
male and female juveniles either charged with a crime
or adjudicated delinquent and awaiting disposition.
The boot camp offers education integrated with basic
military concepts and physical training as an alterna-
tive to placement in a juvenile detention facility, as a
requirement of probation stipulations, or after being
suspended and/or expelled from their own school for
committing serious offenses or serious, persistent
misconduct.

The sample ranged in age from 11 to 17 years
(mean � SD, 14.82 � 1.47). Attempts were made to
collect descriptive information (e.g., race, mental
health diagnosis, and criminal history) about the
sample from official sources; however, these data
were not available at the data collection sites and were
not accessible to the investigators through other
means. An initial goal of the project was to collect
equal samples of boy and girls. However, data were
available from 67 boys and from only 18 girls.

Measures

Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence

The WASI36 is a four-subtest measure of general
cognitive functioning modeled after the Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale. The WASI provides esti-
mates of Verbal (VIQ), Performance (PIQ), and

Full-Scale (FSIQ) IQs. Data reported in the WASI
manual indicated good internal consistency for the
overall child (ages 6–16 years) sample (� � .92–.97).
Test-retest reliability estimates ranged from .88 to
.93 (average 31-day test interval) for the three IQ
scores. The WASI IQ estimates correlated highly
with the WISC-III Verbal IQ (.82), Performance IQ
(.76), and Full-Scale IQ (.87). Validity testing with
known group comparisons indicates that the WASI
is a reliable and accurate screening measure of general
intellectual functioning.

Wide Range Achievement Test-3

The WRAT-337 provides grade equivalency levels
in three achievement areas: Reading, Spelling, and
Math. The Reading subtest was used to determine
the minimum grade level (Grade 3) needed to com-
plete the self-report measures used in the study. Data
reported in the WRAT-3 manual indicate high in-
ternal consistency (� � .91) and test-retest reliability
(r � 0.98 with an average 37.4-day test-retest inter-
val) for the Reading subtest, as well as moderate to
high correlations (r � 0.55–0.71) with the Verbal,
Performance, and Full Scale IQs of the WISC-III.

Grisso’s Instruments for Understanding and Appreciation of
Miranda Rights

The GUAM28 consists of four separate but related
measures. Three of these measures assess aspects of
the examinee’s comprehension of the Miranda warn-
ing by having the examinee provide paraphrased ex-
planation of the Miranda statements (CMR), testing
the examinee’s ability to recognize the underlying
concepts stated in different words (CMR-R), and
assessing the ability to define key words in the warn-
ings (CMV). The fourth measure, the FRI, uses three
vignettes to assess whether an examinee can grasp the
import of the Miranda warnings and whether he or
she can apply his or her knowledge in three decision-
making contexts: nature of interrogation (NI), right
to counsel (RC), and the right against self-incrimi-
nation (RS).

To date, only the instrument’s author has investi-
gated the psychometric properties of the GUAM.
Strong correlations have been reported for inter-rater
reliability across the subtests (range � 0.92–0.98).
Significant and positive correlations were obtained
between each subtest and age (r � 0.19–0.34) and
intellectual ability (r � 0.43–0.59). Internal consis-
tency for the measures was rather poor in the current
sample (� for the CMR, CMV, and FRI � .44, .66,
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and .41, respectively). A subset (n � 25) of the
GUAM protocols was scored by two independent
raters trained in the administration and scoring of the
measures. Intraclass correlation coefficients for the
CMR, CMV, and FRI scales were .86, .69, and .71,
respectively, indicating adequate inter-rater reliabil-
ity for the current sample.

Measures of Psychosocial Maturity

All youth were administered a series of self-report
measures chosen specifically to allow measurement
of the psychosocial maturity index (PMI) as concep-
tualized by Cauffman and Steinberg.35 For some in-
struments, only the subscales required to construct
the PMI were examined in the current sample. A
thorough description of each instrument and the ra-
tionale associated with their selection is provided in
Cauffman and Steinberg’s original article.35 Briefly,
the PMI was calculated by averaging the standard-
ized scores for the three elements: Responsibility (as
measured by the PSMI); Perspective (as measured by
the average of standardized scores on the CFC and
the Consideration of Others subscale from the Wein-
berger Adjustment Inventory (WAI)); and Temper-
ance (as measured by the aggregate of the Impulse
Control and Suppression of Aggression subscales on
the WAI).

The Consideration of Future Consequences Scale

The CFC38 is a 12-item questionnaire that assesses
the extent to which individuals construct the future
by considering the immediate versus distant conse-
quences of potential behaviors and allow such per-
ceived outcomes to influence their actions. Partici-
pants respond on a five-point Likert-type scale (1,
extremely characteristic; to 5, extremely uncharacter-
istic). Low scores are associated with placing a greater
emphasis on immediate needs and concerns, whereas
high CFC scores are associated with considering dis-
tant goals and consequences. Adequate internal con-
sistency of the CFC Scale (� � .80–.86) and test-
retest reliability (r � 0.72 and 0.76) has been
demonstrated.38,39 A simplified version, adopted by
Cauffman and Steinberg,35 was used in the current
study. Internal consistency for this version of the
CFC was poor (� � .39).

The Psychosocial Maturity Inventory

The PSMI Form D40 is a 30-item self-report in-
ventory assessing various dimensions of personal re-
sponsibility on a four-point Likert scale (1, strongly

agree; 4, strongly disagree). Scores are summed to
yield individual subscale and overall scale scores, with
higher scores reflecting more responsible behavior.
The validity and psychometric properties of this
measure have been well established.35 The current
sample yielded � � .91 for the PSMI, indicating a
high level of internal consistency.

The Weinberger Adjustment Inventory

The WAI41 is a self-report measure developed to
assess self-restraint and emotional distress. Examin-
ees respond to items using a five-point Likert-type
scale (1, almost never; 5, almost always). The WAI
comprises two superordinate dimensions: Subjective
Experience of Distress and Self-Restraint. The Self-
Restraint dimension is defined by four scales. Three
of the Self-Restraint scales were utilized in calculat-
ing the psychosocial maturity index used in the cur-
rent study (Impulse Control, Suppression of Aggres-
sion, and Consideration of Others) consistent with
the original conceptualization of Cauffman and
Steinberg.35 The � coefficients for the Self-Restraint
scales ranged from .64 to .79 in the validation re-
search.42 In a sample of early adolescents, the Self-
Restraint scale had an � coefficient of .91 and a test-
retest reliability of 0.76 (seven-month test-retest
interval).43 Concurrent and predictive validities for
the WAI have been established via several cross-
sectional and longitudinal studies of older children
and adults.44–47 The � levels in the current sample
were as follows: Consideration of Others (.73), Im-
pulse Control (.67), and Suppression of Aggression
(.86).

Procedure

Parental Consent and Youth Assent

All procedures utilized in the study were devel-
oped in collaboration with the local juvenile justice
administration and approved by the Sam Houston
State University Institutional Review Board. The pe-
riod of data collection extended from 2000 to 2002.
The parent or legal guardian of each participant pro-
vided consent at the detention hearing or during the
boot camp facility intake process. In addition, each
youth provided assent at the time of data collection.
Graduate or advanced undergraduate students
trained in the administration of the measures tested
all participants at the juvenile detention center or
boot camp facility.

Psychosocial Maturity and Understanding Miranda
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Administration of Psychosocial Maturity Measures

Following the assent procedure, all participants
were administered the WRAT-3 to determine that
each participant had the requisite reading level to
complete the self-report measures. Participants with
WRAT-3 reading scores of at least third-grade level
completed a series of self-report measures that in-
cluded the CFC, the PSMI, and the WAI. Data col-
lectors administered these measures verbally to two
participants whose reading scores were below the
third-grade level.

Administration of Cognitive and Miranda Measures

All participants were administered the WASI to
screen for intellectual functioning and were inter-
viewed using the GUAM to evaluate their compre-
hension and understanding of the Miranda warning.
Self-report measures, as well as the WASI and the
GUAM, were counterbalanced to minimize order
effects. However, because these instruments were ad-
ministered as part of a larger data collection project,
we were unable to analyze the results for potential
order effects.

Results

Data Screening and Sample Demographics

Data first were examined for differences in the
dependent variables by gender and across settings
(detention versus boot camp). However, too few fe-
male participants were obtained to test for average
differences across these variables. In addition, exam-
ination of bivariate correlations split by gender re-
vealed differing patterns of associations among the
measures of psychosocial maturity, intellectual func-
tioning, and understanding of Miranda in the male
and female youths. Because there were so few girls
(n � 18), they were excluded from further analyses
rather than being analyzed separately. The remaining
sample consisted of 67 male adolescents ranging in
age from 11 to 17 years (mean � SD, 14.99 � 1.48).
Approximately 70 percent of the participants were
housed at a detention center, and the remaining 30
percent were enrolled in the boot camp facility at the
time of data collection. Examination of the depen-
dent variables across the two settings revealed several
significant differences between settings (Table 1).
Detained juveniles (mean age � SD, 15.28 � 1.23
years) were approximately one year older than those
enrolled in the boot camp facility (mean age � SD,

14.30 � 1.81 years). These adolescents also were
somewhat more knowledgeable about their Miranda
rights, as evidenced by their significantly higher
scores on two of the four GUAM subscales (the
CMR and the CMV) and a trend toward signifi-
cantly higher scores on a third (the FRI).

Maturity, Intelligence, and Understanding
of Miranda

Correlations among measures of psychosocial ma-
turity, intellectual functioning, and understanding
of Miranda are presented in Table 2. Measures of
intellectual functioning demonstrated negligible as-
sociations with the psychosocial maturity index
(PMI). Among the maturity measures, only the
WASI Verbal IQ was related to the Responsibility
factor (r(66) � 9.25, p � .05). The WASI Full-Scale
IQ was significantly related to all four of the GUAM
measures (r � 0.35–0.52), suggesting that partici-
pants with higher cognitive functioning possess a
greater understanding of Miranda rights than those
with lower cognitive functioning. However, the
WASI Verbal IQ largely accounted for the associa-
tion between intellectual functioning and GUAM
scores (r � 0.44–0.60). Given the pattern of associ-
ation with the GUAM, the WASI Verbal IQ was
included in subsequent regression analyses as the es-
timate of cognitive functioning.

Two measures of adolescents’ understanding of
legal rights (CMR-R and FRI) were related to the
PMI, with correlations of 0.24 and 0.32, respec-
tively. However, further examination of the data re-

Table 1 Demographics, Intellectual Functioning, Psychosocial
Maturity, and GUAM Scores by Setting

Juvenile Detention
(n � 47)

Boot Camp Facility
(n � 20) t p

Age (years) 15.28 (1.23) 14.30 (1.81) �2.21* .04
WASI

VIQ 87.79 (13.34) 84.16 (14.56) �0.98 .33
PIQ 93.74 (9.99) 90.37 (14.57) �0.81 .42
FSIQ 89.79 (11.15) 86.05 (14.01) �1.13 .26

PMI z � 0.061 (0.75) z � �0.13 (0.57) �1.01 .32
RESP z � 0.057 (0.99) z � �0.22 (0.76) �1.12 .27
PERSP z � 0.077 (0.93) z � �0.11 (1.00) �0.75 .46
TEMP z � 0.050 (0.97) z � �0.047 (0.91) �0.38 .70

GUAM
CMR 6.64 (1.42) 5.45 (2.24) �2.20* .04
CMR-R 9.04 (1.73) 8.35 (2.28) �1.36 .18
CMV 8.55 (2.04) 6.60 (3.69) �2.23* .04
FRI 23.77 (3.31) 21.95 (3.69) �1.96 .06

RESP, Responsibility; PERSP, Perspective; TEMP, Temperance. Remaining
abbreviations are defined in the text.
* p � .05.
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vealed that these associations were accounted for by
one particular element of psychosocial maturity. The
Responsibility factor evidenced significant positive
correlations (r � 0.27–0.47) with all GUAM instru-
ment scores. For this reason, only the Responsibility
component was included in subsequent regression
analyses.

Regression Analyses

Prior to regression analyses, data were screened for
detection of outliers and violations of assumptions.
Examination of Mahalanobis and Cook’s distances,
normality plots, standardized residual plots, and co-
linearity and tolerance statistics were within accept-
able ranges for all dependent variables. A series of
hierarchical regression analyses was conducted to de-
termine whether psychosocial maturity yielded in-
cremental validity in predicting the various compo-
nents of adolescents’ understanding of legal rights
beyond age and intellectual ability. Owing to the
differences on the GUAM measures across settings
(detention versus boot camp), this variable was
dummy-coded and entered on Block 1 in all analyses
to control for potential differences across settings.
For all analyses, age was entered on Block 2, Verbal
IQ on Block 3, and Responsibility on Block 4, to
examine the predictive utility of Responsibility be-
yond that of known variables of influence. For the
three comprehension GUAM measures this combi-
nation of predictors resulted in statistically signifi-
cant models: CMR, R2 � 0.52, F(4, 61) � 16.45,
p � .001; CMR-R, R2 � 0.26, F(4, 61) � 5.44, p �
.001; CMV, R2 � 0.58, F(4, 61) � 20.84, p � .001
(Table 3). However, contrary to expectations, Re-
sponsibility added incremental validity in predicting

only the CMR, �R2(1, 61) � 0.043, p � .024. Sub-
sequent analyses were run with the interaction term
entered on the final block (to examine moderator
effects) as well as with the variables entered in reverse
order, with no appreciable differences in results.

Unlike the comprehension subtests, the FRI as-
sesses a more complex decision-making ability that
involves adolescents’ context-specific appreciation of
the Miranda warning. Using the same method and
initial order of variable entry, the combination of
predictors yielded a statistically significant model (R2

� 0.39, F(4, 60) � 9.52, p � .001), with Responsi-
bility again emerging as a significant predictor over
setting, age, and intellectual capacity (�R2(1, 60) �
0.077, p � .008; Table 4). The FRI is divided into
three separate subscales (Nature of Interrogation

Table 2 Intercorrelations Among Age, IQ, Psychosocial Maturity, and GUAM Measures

Age VIQ PIQ FSIQ RESP PERSP TEMP PMI CMR CMR-R CMV FRI

Age —
VIQ .04 —
PIQ �.04 .54** —
FSIQ .01 .90** .83** —
RESP .26* .25* �.00 .17 —
PERSP .12 �.06 �.17 �.11 .28* —
TEMP �.02 �.06 �.14 �.11 .46** .25* —
PMI .16 �.06 �.14 �.02 .78** .69** .77** —
CMR .37** .56** .25* .47** .40** �.01 .08 .21 —
CMR-R .28* .44** .13 .35** .27* .12 .15 .24* .43** —
CMV .47** .60** .26* .52** .34** �.10 �.06 .08 .65** .40** —
FRI .30* .48** .12 .38** .47** .13 .12 .32** .43** .42** .61** —

RESP, Responsibility; PERSP, Perspective; TEMP, Temperance. Remaining abbreviations are defined in the text.
* p � .05; ** p � .01.

Table 3 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Models for GUAM
Comprehension Measures

Beta SE � t p
Partial

r
Part

r

CMR
Setting .72 .36 .19 1.98 .05 .25 .18
Age .30 .11 .25 2.60 .01 .32 .23
IQ .01 .01 .48 5.15 .00 .55 .46
Responsibility .42 .18 .22 2.32 .02 .29 .21

CMR-R
Setting .01 .49 .02 0.20 .84 .03 .02
Age .29 .15 .22 1.88 .07 .23 .21
IQ .01 .02 .40 3.53 .00 .41 .39
Responsibility .19 .24 .09 .77 .44 .10 .09

CMV
Setting .83 .54 .14 1.55 .13 .20 .13
Age .71 .17 .38 4.23 .00 .48 .35
IQ .11 .02 .54 6.29 .00 .63 .52
Responsibility .27 .27 .09 1.02 .31 .13 .09

Values listed are those obtained in the final step of the model. For Setting,
higher scores are associated with juveniles in detention. Abbreviations are
defined in the text.
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(NI), Right to Counsel (RC), and Right to Silence
(RS)). Given that Responsibility served as the stron-
gest predictor on the overall FRI performance, we
wanted to examine its impact on the individual com-
ponents of the FRI. This analysis revealed differing
patterns of results with its three subscales. Notably,
data screening procedures revealed a significant neg-
ative skew on the NI subscale. Reflection and loga-
rithmic transformation of this variable were attempt-
ed; however, a significant negative skew remained
that violated normality. A closer look at the individ-
ual data revealed too little variance, as most partici-
pants obtained close to the maximum score on this
particular subtest. For this reason, this variable was
dropped from further analyses. For the remaining
subscales of the FRI, Responsibility again demon-
strated the ability to predict appreciation of Miranda
over setting, age, and intelligence: RC, �R2(1,60) �
0.090, p � .005; RS, �R2(1, 60) � 0.047, p � .058.
For the RC subscale, both age and Responsibility
emerged as strong predictors (� � .31 and .32, re-
spectively). Intelligence (� � .37), however, was
most predictive for the RS subscale, whereas Respon-
sibility was a more moderate predictor that only ap-
proached significance (� � .23; Table 4). As with the
comprehension subtests, additional analyses with the
interaction term entered on the final block or with
the variables entered in reverse order resulted in no
appreciable differences.

Discussion

Changes in the juvenile justice system have in-
creased empirical attention toward a better under-
standing of adolescents’ capacities as legal decision-
makers. This interest is due in part to Supreme Court
decisions acknowledging the relevance of cognitive
and developmental factors in juvenile court proceed-
ings. The current project drew on two related lines of
research—studies examining age and intellectual ca-
pacity, and the growing maturity research—to inves-
tigate the relative impact of these factors on juvenile
offenders’ decisions regarding the Miranda warning.

Review of Findings and Comparison to
GUAM Validation

Consistent with previous research,17–23 age and
intelligence were associated with adolescents’ under-
standing of the Miranda warning.25–27 Older, more
intelligent adolescents were more knowledgeable
about the nature of legal proceedings and their rights
within this context than their younger, less intelli-
gent counterparts. Notably, intelligence typically
was the strongest predictor, and adolescents who
were particularly skilled verbally performed better on
the GUAM measures. Conceptually, this was to be
expected, as the GUAM measures require similar ca-
pacities measured by the Verbal IQ construct, such as
verbal conceptualization, acquired knowledge, and
concept formation.48 With respect to maturity, only
Responsibility was significant in predicting perfor-
mance on any GUAM measure beyond age and in-
telligence alone. Across the comprehension mea-
sures, this effect was significant only on the CMR.
Adolescents high on characteristics of self-reliance,
internal control, and self-identity were better able to
articulate the conceptual meaning of the Miranda
warning in their own words.

The FRI, however, is a more complex task in that
the adolescent must both understand the Miranda
information and apply this knowledge in context-
specific decisions through responses to vignettes.
Consequently, we expected that maturity would
have a greater impact on the FRI. Consistent with
expectations, Responsibility had the greatest impact
in predicting performance on the FRI and two of its
three subcomponents (RC and RS) beyond age and
intelligence alone. Thus, greater levels of Responsi-
bility predicted more sophisticated decision-making
in applying Miranda knowledge.

Table 4 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Models for GUAM
Function of Rights in Interrogation and Subscales

Beta SE � t p
Partial

r
Part

r

FRI
Setting .59 .81 .08 .73 .47 .09 .07
Age .40 .25 .18 1.62 .11 .21 .16
IQ .01 .03 .39 3.69 .00 .43 .37
Responsibility 1.11 .40 .30 2.76 .01 .34 .28

RC
Setting .44 .36 .14 1.24 .22 .16 .13
Age .31 .11 .31 2.82 .01 .34 .29
IQ .00 .01 .15 1.35 .18 .17 .14
Responsibility .51 .18 .32 2.90 .01 .35 .30

RS
Setting .13 .61 .02 .21 .84 .03 .02
Age .01 .19 .05 .44 .67 .06 .05
IQ .01 .02 .37 3.16 .00 .38 .35
Responsibility .58 .30 .23 1.93 .06 .24 .22

Data are those obtained in the final step of the model. For Setting, higher
scores are associated with juveniles in detention. Abbreviations are defined in
the text.
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Compared with the validation study of Grisso et
al.,23 this investigation yielded similar validity esti-
mates but poorer estimates of reliability. Estimates of
internal consistency were poor in the current sample
(� � .41–.66). Surprisingly, the excellent inter-rater
reliability reported by Grisso et al. (r � 0.92–0.98)
was not replicated in our study (intraclass coefficients
for the CMR, CMV and FRI scales of 0.86, 0.69.
and 0.71, respectively). With respect to validity, our
results were consistent with the GUAM valida-
tion.25,26 Youths in the current sample achieved
mean scores similar to those reported by Grisso25,26

with scores for the respective groups of 6.26 and 6.04
on the CMR, 7.99 and 8.55 on the CMV, and 22.90
and 23.13 on the FRI. In addition, like the validation
study, the current data yielded modest correlations
between the GUAM measures, age (r � .26–.44),
and intelligence (r � .32–.50).25,26 In both studies,
the CMR-R evidenced the lowest association with
age and intelligence and the CMV evidenced the
highest. In the current sample, all of the GUAM
comprehension measures correlated more strongly
with the FRI (r � .42–.61) compared with the vali-
dation data (r � .28–.32).25,26 While the current
sample produced lower reliability estimates, positive
and consistent findings were demonstrated regarding
the GUAM’s construct and concurrent validity.

Implications Related to the Maturity Construct

The current results confirm that a combination of
intellectual and psychosocial factors is important in
understanding adolescents’ decision-making regard-
ing a Miranda waiver. However, we concur with
Cauffman and Steinberg35 that the role of psycho-
social factors is not understood clearly, and that in-
telligence and psychosocial factors may interact dif-
ferently in different decision-making contexts. For
example, Cauffman and Steinberg found age-related
effects in the prediction of antisocial decision-mak-
ing; however, this effect was nullified by maturity. In
the current study, the predictive effects of maturity,
and more specifically, Responsibility, did not dimin-
ish the predictive effects of age and intelligence on
the GUAM comprehension measures. However, ma-
turity emerged as a strong predictor in the more ab-
stract, context-specific decision-making tasks associ-
ated with the FRI. That we found support only for
Responsibility is surprising considering that Cauff-
man and Steinberg35 reported that this factor con-
tributed weakly (� � .07) to the prediction of ado-

lescents’ willingness to engage in antisocial behavior
compared with Temperance (� � .35) and Perspec-
tive (� � .26). It is consistent, however, with their
earlier supposition that different psychosocial factors
may relate to different types of decision-making.

We offer several possible explanations as to why
Temperance and Perspective were unrelated to scores
on the Miranda instruments. Pertaining to Temper-
ance, it is plausible that impulse control and self-
restraint may not be as relevant to decision-making
within the context of the Miranda warning as it is
within the context of general antisocial decision-
making, as the immediate benefits to decisions are
less tangible and possibly less influenced by impul-
sivity in the former situation. Second, Miranda deci-
sions are made in the presence of an authority figure
(i.e., police officers), a source of external restraint
that is absent in the context of risk-taking or antiso-
cial behavior, where self-restraint is more important.

A combination of sampling and measurement fac-
tors may account for the fact that Perspective was
unrelated to scores on the Miranda instruments. For
example, Cauffman and Steinberg35 found that the
steepest point in the development curve occurred
between 16 and 19 years of age and that this devel-
opment change was most pronounced for the Per-
spective and Temperance factors.35 The mean age of
the current sample (14.82 years) did not include the
age range where the greatest variability on these two
psychosocial factors may be found. It is possible that
in a sample of older youths and young adults, Per-
spective and Temperance may play a greater role in
predicting Miranda scores. In addition, it is possible
that the current measures may not represent ade-
quately the Perspective construct. The time perspec-
tive/future orientation element was measured by the
modified CFC and had very poor internal consis-
tency (� � .39) in the current sample. The social
perspective-taking element of Perspective was mea-
sured by the WAI Consideration of Others subscale
and had much higher internal consistency (� � .73)
but was based on only five items. Thus, poor internal
consistency and a small range of items may have
compromised the predictive utility of the Perspective
variable.

Limitations

There are several problems that may limit the util-
ity of the present findings. First, the measurement
factors just noted suggest that a better and more re-
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liable representation of the maturity construct (and
its elements) is needed, as well as refinement of the
GUAM instrument’s reliability (i.e., poor internal
consistency and low inter-rater reliability on the
FRI). Second, although a strength of our study was
the use of a delinquent sample, data from a suffi-
ciently large number of girls were not obtained.
Thus, we were unable to investigate the potential
differences in understanding and appreciation of the
Miranda warning among girls of various ages as well
as between girls and boys. Concerns about the gen-
eralizability of our results are attenuated somewhat in
light of the lack of gender differences for psychosocial
maturity and decision-making reported by other re-
searchers.23,35 Clearly, gender differences should be
investigated in future studies.

Third, the current results are limited by the fact
that certain important information (e.g., race, diag-
nosis, emotional functioning, and official criminal
charges) was unknown or not provided to the inves-
tigators. Future studies should attend to these vari-
ables and to the ways in which they combine with
maturity to influence adolescents’ legal decision-
making. In addition, pertaining to setting, the gen-
eralizability of our results should be restricted to ju-
venile detention centers and boot camp facilities
similar to those in which the present data were col-
lected. Finally, our results are limited by the absence
of comparison groups. For example, comparison to
recently arrested youths may have allowed empirical
investigation of whether having experienced the ad-
judication process moderates comprehension of
Miranda warnings. Past and current recent research
suggests this to be unlikely.21–23 For example, Grisso
et al.23 reported that performance of community and
detained adolescents and young adults on the Mac-
CAT-CA was not related to prior experience in the
justice system. Other possibilities for comparison
groups include community and correctional adult
samples and a community youth sample. Given the
differences observed between community and de-
tained youths in IQ, with the IQs of detained youths
typically one standard deviation below those of com-
munity youths, the predictive utility of IQ across
samples warrants additional attention.23

Conclusions and Future Applications

The current study suggests that factors linked to
maturity of judgment affect adolescent decision-
making in the context of comprehending and under-

standing the Miranda warning and that different
psychosocial factors may be associated with different
decision-making contexts. Given the limitations
noted herein, direct application of the current find-
ings to the legal arena is premature. However, with
further study, there are several areas in which matu-
rity of judgment may be relevant to adolescents in a
legal context. First, a police officer’s “ritualistic reci-
tation” of the Miranda warning to juveniles who lack
the cognitive understanding or psychosocial abilities
to exercise these rights does little to achieve the state
interest of noncoercive police interrogations and a
“knowing, intelligent, and voluntary” waiver (Ref.
13, p 115). Young, cognitively impaired, psychoso-
cially immature youths may need special protections
(e.g., an “interested adult” standard or tiered sys-
tems) and assistance from others when faced with
decisions regarding waiver of rights.49–51 In addi-
tion, the greatest impact the current findings may
have is through education of juvenile court personnel
and attorneys who work directly with youths in these
contexts.52 Effective counsel requires that the attor-
ney explore a juvenile’s comprehension of the conse-
quences of legal decisions. Thus, it is important to
expand attorneys’ awareness regarding the effects of
immaturity and of developmentally appropriate
methods of communicating with youths about such
decisions. Finally, the impact of maturity on adoles-
cents’ capacities in the current study complements
previous research and provides growing support for
its inclusion as one factor for judicial review under
the totality of circumstances test set forth in Fare.10

Such considerations are important, to ensure that
adolescents’ capacities as legal decision-makers sup-
port their exercising relevant constitutional protec-
tions and rights entitled by the judicial system.
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