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INTRODUCTION

One of the most controversial issues facing the juvenile Justice system

atoday is the problem of the status?bffender; Traditionally these juveniles,
ﬂWho have not broken any Taws, have been processed through the juvenile justice

yéystem in much the same way as criminal offenders. The generally accepted defi-

nition o%va status offense is any offense that would not be criminal if committed
by a person who has attained a certain age.,iThis age varies from 14 to 21,
depending on the individual state laQs. In‘éouth Carqlipa Jjuveniles, or minors,
are defined by law as youth who are Qnder sevgnteen yéérs of age. However, no
juveniles under ten years of age may/be commi%ted to the Department of Youth
Services. | |

| The trend in recent years in thé;fie1d dfﬂjuveni]e delinquency prevention.
and rehabilitation apparently has been to remove status offenders from the
juvenite justice system. In 1967, the United'ﬂ;tions Congress on the Prevention
o% Crimé issued a statemeht of principle on ju&enile delinquency: "The meaning
of the term juvenile delinquency shoﬁ]d be resiricted as far as possible to
violations of the criminal law. Juveniles shoq1d not be prosecuted for minor

irregularities or matadjusted behavior and sho@id not be prosecuted for behavior

which, if exhibited by adults, would not be a matter of legal concern." A

number of states have passed legis]atfon which bars the commitment of status

offenders to state juvenile delinquency institu%ions. The Natijonal Advisory

Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals has urged each state to

prohibit the commitment of these youngsters to delinquency institutions.
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The movement to 11m1t the ab111ty of the juvenile court to commit 9tatg§ 
éffpnders to 1nst1tut1ons recewved support in 1974 from the Un1ted States
Conqress The passage of thp Juvenile De]1nquency Justice and Prevent1on Acb

has,given incentive to states who do not already have such 1eq1slat1Ve prov1-u

sﬁoﬁs Lo be, 'Q eveloowié ney programs and a1ternat1ves to the processing of

statUs offenders in the juvenile justice system :

Not a11 author1t1es, however, agree that the remova] of status offenses ;
from the jurisdiction of the courts wou1d be in the best 1nterests of the child.
Those who favor retaining status offenders in the juvenile justice system point
to the fact that there are few a]férnatives for:aiding runaways and incorrigibles
vho need help. Since there are so few other facilities for treating these
children, authorities suggest that status offenders may be better off in insti-
tutions than out on their own.

The prob]em of the status offender has been one of great concern to the
5..C. Department of Youth Services for many years. This agency has attempted
to prOV1de serv1ces to ass1st courts and taw enforcement in finding alternatives
to 1ncarcerat10n such as foster p1acement and Youth Bureau counseling for the
greater percentage of status offenders. The two receptwon and eva\uat1on ‘
centers operated by the agency have been wnstrumental in diverting status
offenders from our operating facilities.

South Carolina statutes governwng de]wnquenry state that no juvenile can
be committed to the Department of Youth Serv1ces on a permanent ba§1s w1thouf
first having been temporarily conmitted to one of the two diagnostic center%
for eva{uation. The Witiiam J. Goldsmwth Reception and Evaluation Center, a

vesidential facility, is located in Coiumh1a and the non- ~-residential fac111tv,
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the Charleston Diagnostic Center, is part of the Lhar1eston Youth B

GTfice operations. (These two centers provide eva1uat1on dnd testwhg services
to clients who are then returned with the Center's recommendgtlpns either to
the court or the source of referral.) The majority of those clients coming to
the William J.‘Goldsmith Center are couft commitments, wHereas the greater
percentage 6f those at the Charleston Center are referrals from schools and
social agencies as well as court commi tments .

In an effort to determine the séﬁpe:of the problem of status offender in
South Carolina, the Division of Planning, Research and Grants initiated a study
to chart basic statistical and demographic information about the populations
in our evaluation ceﬁters and iﬁétitutioﬁé. Aside from revealing characteristics
of numbers, race, sex,-and age, it was felt that an examination of family back-
ground, socioeconomic characteristics, educationa] development and prior com-
mitment records would be helpful in isoldting similarities and differences
between status and criminal offenders.  ‘

Another concern in the study was thé origin of clients, in terms of indivi-
dual counties and court systems. Of specific interest were the differences in
commitment patterns that could Be discerped between different population sized
counties, as well as between family and probate courts.

Therefore, the study was develuped in two sections to accommodate these
two approaches. Section I presents statiétical data gatheredlfrom the counties
and the courts. It will be seen from théitab1es in this section of the study
that the counties in South Carolina vary greatly in terms of papulation numbers,
percentages of juvenile population and pﬁoportionate numbers committed. Dif-

ferences are also apparent in the kinds of courts available across the state.




~4-

.' " section II presents statistical and demographic data based on a 10% random

sampling of the two segments of the committedkpopu]at%on) both criminal-and

status, in the two diagnostic centers and four operating fachities during
1972-1974, This data has been ana?yzéd in an attempt to develop an understanding
of the differences in general characteristics of the status and criminal offenders

committed to the facilities of the Department of Youth Services.

PART 1

COMMITMENT COMPARISON BY COUNTIES
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INTRODUCTION

An important aspect that cannot be overlooked in the comparison study of
status and criminal offenders,as indicated by the Department of Youth Services
commitment statistics, is the analysis of these various commitments in terms of
county and juvenile population ratios as well as differences attributable to
the preSenCe of a Family Court System. Many factors are to be considered in
this analysis, including:

Are the juvenile populations proportionately equal to the
total population in all of the counties?

In relationship to the size of the juvenile population,
are some counties committing proportionately more or fewer
children than others?
Are there significant differences in the R&E commitments
only as compared to the school commitments between the
COUnties? -

‘ Is there a large difference in the percentage of status
offenders committed in some counties when compared to
cr1m1na1 offenders?

Does the fact that a county has a Family court indicate
»any s1gn1f1cant differences in their commitment data?

Do those counties with Family courts show similarities
that do not occur in counties without Family Courts?

In South Carolina, at the present time, thirty (30) counties aré involved
in 24 functioning Family Courts, with three (3) additional counties having re-
ceived approval recently to iﬁstitute such a system. It is expected that with
the eventual emergence of a unified state court system which will, of course,
include Family Courts for each county, some of the disparities bétween counties

in the treatment and processing of juveniies will be remedied.

Ve

Information for this section of the status and criminal offender study is

based on a computer management report of the Department of Youth Services

- Division of Planning and Researéh, covering commitments over a 2-year period
 of fiscal years 1973 and 1974. In addition, population figures were utilized
from the 1970 Census. Both segments of the committed population (criminal and

 status) were then analyzed by each type of commitment as well as a total base.

Furthermore, those in final commitment were analyzed in proportion to their own

~ population ségment. Juvenile population figures were utilized toTCOmpare pro-

portionate rates of commitment for individual counties.
The significance of the impact on commitments attributable to differences

bewteen rural and urban county populations was not examined per se in this

- section of the study. It must be assumed, however, that counties with larger

populations would be considered generally urban, although large rural areas do

“exist in such locales.

* ANALYZATION

Table I examines those counties with Famiiy Court Systems in comparison to
their individual commitment data. It should be noted that four of these counties,
Georqetown (an individual Family Court) and Barnwell-Bamberg-Allendale (a Tri-
County Family Court), have only recently been estab}ishéd;land, therefore, the
commitment data examined partially covers the period of time when these counties
did not have established Family Courts. |

The counties are Tisted in descending order of population size although
this does not always reflect the correspond1ng size of the juvenile population.
(Refer to Table IV for populaticn ranks. ) Proport1onate1y, the range of juvenile

population of these counties ranges from 18.7% of the total population in

TN
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Richland County to 25.9% in Georgetown, with an average juvenile population
corresponding to 21% of the-tota1 population.

In referring to the information regarding R&E commitments only, it should
be noted that this data only reflects those children whose last source of com-
mitment, according to the déta bank, was the Reception and Evaluation Center.

In totqﬁ}numbers of children committed to R&E only, as would be expected, the
countiég with the largest juveni1e population have committed the greatest number
of children, although not necessarily in the same rank as their juvenile popula-
tion would indicate. It woufd be more pertinent, therefore, to consider the
percentage of their juvenile population that these counties have committed to
the Reception and Evaluation Center. According to these particular statistics,
it will be noted that Co]]etgn County, followed by Lancaster, Anderson, Saluda
and McCormick have committed:proportionate1y the largest numbers of children.
Union, Bamberg, Gveenville and Sumter have committed proportionately the least
number of children in ratio to theifﬁjuveni1e pobu]ations.

In examining the proportion of §tatus to criminal offenders as committed to
R&E only by the individual counties, there appears to be a large disparity among

the various counties having 1i§t1e to do with size of juvenile population. For

"= -4nstance, Greenville committed very few status offenders in proportion to the

- number of criminal offenders, which corresponds fairly well to Richland County
as well as Horry, Cherokee and Fairfield. In several counties, there was an
equal or almost equal distribution between the percentages of status and criminal
\\_offenders'cummitted such as noted in Spartanburg, Lexington, Beaufort, Greenwood
and Chester. Some counties committed to the Reception and Evaluation Center a

larger proportion of status of fenders-as compared to criminal offenders, such as

-8-

in Aiken, Oconee and Colleton. On an overall base, the percentage of status
offenders committed in relationship to all R&E commitments averaged about 38%
and criminal offenders, 62%.

In analyzing school commitments, it is assumed that these children have
already been to either the Reception and Zvaluation Center or the Charleston
Center since by South Carolina law, they could not be committed on a final basis
without first being processed through a temporary comiiitment. It will be noted
also that the Charleston percentage figures for commitments in ratio to the
juvenile population appear somewhat larger than the rest of the counties. This
probably is &ccounted for by the fact that many of these children went to the
Charleston Non-ResidentiaT‘R&E Center prior to commitment to a school. The
percentages of juvenile pdbu]ation committed by the individual counties is
notably smaller than for R&E commitments, or an average of .26% when compared to
the .39% overall percentage of the juvenile popu]afﬁon committed to the Recep-
tion and Evaluation Center. This pattern is a]sq_ref]ected by the individual
county percentages of juvenile population committed to a scnool, with the
exception of Charleston, York, Greenwood, and Chesfer. These counties indicated
little disparity in the percentage of juvenile population committed to schools
as compared to the percentage of the juvenile population committed only to the
Reception and Evaluation Center. 7 W

In examining the percentages of status‘and criminal offenders committed td
schools by the individual counties, it is apparent that on an overall base, the
counties are committing proportionately fewer status Sffenders than criminal
offenders as evidenced by the overall commitment percentages of 25% for status

offenders and 75% for criminal offenders., This w6h]d indicate that these counties
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with Family Courts are utilizing the Reception and Evaluation Center as a
diagnostic tool in far greater proportion than as a means of entry to a final
comnitment to a correctional school. On an individual county base, the per-
centages of criminal commitments to the school %ér outweigh the percentages of
status offenders committed in every county. In‘gome counties--Union, Bamberg,
Edgefield. and Allendale--no status offenders wé?gkcommitted. In many other
counties, notably Greenville, Sumter, Cherokee; Kershaw, Georgetown, Chester
and Colleton, over 85% of the school commitmenfs were for criminal offenses.
ATthough in no individual county was the percehtage of status offenders committed
higher than that of criminal offenders, sevehé1, such as Spartanburg, Greenwood
and McCormick, comnitted a proportionately notable percentage of status offenders.

It is important to also compare the percentages of both status and criminal
offenders committed to schools in terms of the total number of commitments who
are agsumed to have gone through thé Reception and Evaluation Center. It will
bg ﬁoted that on a total base of all status offenders committed to the Reception
and Evaluation Center, 34% resulted in final commitment to a school, while 48%
of all criminal offenders have been committed. This would indicate that of all
children committed to the Reception’and Evaluation Center during these two years,
or 2,811 commitments, 1223 or 43.5% were comﬁitted to schools.

In most counties, the percentages of criminal‘offenders committed finally
to a school far exceed the percentage of status offenders committed, with the
exception of Greenville, Richland, F]orence; Horry, and Laurens, where the propor-
tionate percentage of status offenders committed is higher than the corresponding
percentage of criminal offenders committed. In several counties, the ratio is

about equal as in McCormick, Fairfield, Greenwood.

-10-

In considering the total numbér of commitments both to the Reception and
Evaluation Center and to schools, B& the individual counties, it will be noted
that several counties have proportionately committed at some time a far larger
percentage of their juvenile populafion than have others irrespective of raw
number size of the juvenile population. Reference is directed in particular to
Charleston, Anderson, York, and especially Colleton. Several Counties also
display a disproportionately small percentage of juvenile pupulation committed
on either base such as is noted in Bamberg, Sumter, and Florence. It would
appear from this data that size of the county, either on a total population. or
a juvenile population base, does not by itself contribute significantly to the
differences in either the percentages of children committed to the Reception
and Evaluation Center or to a correctional school. It must be concluded, there-
fdfe, that the individual Family Court system and characteristics of the county
itself play a far greater role in determining whether a juvenile is committed
under any conditions to the Department of Youth Services. |

Refer to Table 1

.. Table II examines the sixteen counties without Family Court systems in
reiétionship to commitment data and the juvenile population over a Z-year period.
It QiT] be noted that sevéra] counties with rather large poﬁu]a@ions are still
functioning without Family Courts, notably Pickens, Berkeley and'Darlington.
However, at the same time; attention is directed to the fact that although
Berkeley County does not have a Family Court system, only the Probate Court in
that county processes juveniles; therefore, for practical purposes, it functions
as a Family Court. In these sixteen counties, the range of percentage of

juvenile population is from 18% in Pickens to 26.5% in Williamsburg with an
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. ' TABLE I
COUNTIES WITH FAMILY COURTS
COMMITMENT COMPARISON BY COUNTY AND JUVENILE POPULATION
. Fiscal '73 and '74
’ Juvenile R&E Commitment Only School Commitmeht A11 Commi tments A1l Commitments
Total Poptla- % of % of ;. % Committed to Schools % of
o ) Popu- .} tian Status Criminai  Total Juv. Status Criminal Total Juv. ! , Total Juv..
County Tation No. - % No. , % No. . % No. Pop. |No. . % No. . % No. Pop. | Status . Criminal _Total No. Pop. .
Charleston 247,650 53;&37 21.521 65 |34% | 129 |66% | 194 .36% | 78 |[-28%} 205 | 72% | 283 .53% 54% | 61% 59% 477 .892
Greenville 240,546 |48,561]20.2 | 11 110 103 | 90 114 .23 10 |11 85 | 89 95 .20:}-7°48 45 45 209 .43
Richiand - 233,868 ] 43,660 }18.7 | 18 113 116 | 87 134 .30 25 |24 81176 106 .24 | 58 41 44 240 54
Spartanburg | 173,724 |34,033]19.6 | 62 |50 61 |50 123 .36 33 {41 47 | 59 80 .23 B | 43 39 203 .59 ¢
Anderson 105,474 -1.20,792 1 19.7 | 50 |45 61 | 55 111 .53 27 1 A 53 | 66 80 .38 35 46 42 1 191 81
“""Aiken 91,023 [20,480422.5 { 42 |54 35 {46 77 .38 15 {29 37 171 52 .25 26| 51 40 - 128 .62
Florence 89,636 |20,591122.9 | 16 |27 43 | 73 59 281 7 |30 16 | 70 1 -23 .11 307 27 28 82 .38
' Lexingten 89,012 |18,887121.2 | 40 |53 36 |47 76 40 | 6 |19 25 | 81 31 .16 13 41 29:- 107 .56
. ~York 85,216 |17,813120.9 | 37 43 50 | 57 87 .49 22 {31 50 | 69 72 .40 38 50 45 -~ 159 .39
T Sumter 79,425 119,217 124.2 | 27 |55 22 |45 49 .25 4 {13 26 | 87 30 .16 13 54 38 19 .41
Horry 69,992 115,731122.5 9 |16 46 | 84 55 .35 6 {19 25 {81 31 .20 40 35 36 86 54
Orangeburg {7 69,789 | 16,322 123.4 | 41 [55 32 145 74 .45 10 | 32 21 | 68 31 .19 19 39 30 105 .64
Beaufort 51,136 9,885119.3 | 14 |49 15 351 29 .29 5136 9 |64 14 .14 26 38 33 43 .43
Y Laurens 49,713 }10,095}20.3 } 11 } 30 26 | 70 37 .36 g9 |30 21170 30 .301 45 44 45 . 67 .66 ;
Greenwood 49,686 9,964 | 20. 18 | 46 21 | 54 39 .39 18 | 44 23 | 56 41 41 50 52 51 . 80 .80
Lancaster 43,328 9,327121.5 | 13 125 3175 52 .55 5-120 20 | 80 25 27 28 34 32 77 .82
Oconee 40,728 8,220 [ 20.2 | 22 |58 16 | 42 38 .46 6 | 32 13 | 68 19 23] 21 y 45 33 57 .62,
Cherokee 36,791 7,392 20.0 4 |14 | 25 ] 86 29 .39 2 [ 09 21 1 91 23 .31 - 33 T 45 44 52 .70
Kershaw 344,727 8,010 123.0 | 11 |41 [ 16 | 5¢ 27 .33 2 |13 13 | 87 15 .19 15 45 36 42- .52
*Georgetown 33,500 | 8,696} 25.9 9 |27 24 |73 33 .38 2 1Ly 16 | 89 18 .20 18 40 35 51 .58
Chester 29,811 6,412 121.5 | 14 {52 13 | 48 27 A2 1 4 1 15°1 22 185 26 .40 22 63 49 - .82
Unicn 29,230 5,934 1 20.3 4 (33 8 |57 12 20 1.0 0 18 {100 18 .30 0 69 60 30 .50
) Colleton 27,622 6,426 123.2 | 29 |60 19 40 48 74 7 2 |10 18 .| 50 20 .31 6 49 29 68 1.05
w,  Fairfield 19,999 4,798 ] 23.9 4 |20 16 | 80 20 42 71 2 |17 10 | 83 12 .25 33 38 37 32 .67
- *Barpwell 17,176 4,034 | 23.4 9 |45 11 | 55 20 .49 3123 10 | 77 13 | .32 25 48 39 a3 .81
*Bamberg 15,950 3,589 122.5 2 125 6 | 75 8 .22 0 0 4 1100 4 .11 0 40 33 12 .33
Edgefield 15,692 3,755123.94 3 }30 ; 7 770 10 27 0 0 }- 13 {100 13 .34 0 65 56 ‘ 3 61
*Saluda 14,528 3,270 1 22.5 6 {35 i1 | 65 17 .52 1117 5 |83 6 .18 14 31 26 ©o23 .70
P Allendale 9,692 2,119 121.8 3 {33 6 |67 "9 42 1 0 0 7 {100 7 .33 80 | 54 43 i6 .75
McCormick 7,955 1,958 | 24.6 4 (4072 6 16D 10 .51 2 |40 2160 5 .25 33 33 33 15 .76
TOTAL ©,102,61971443,2081 21.0% {598 387 990 | 627 [1588 .39% |1 306 | 25% (917 | 75% (1223 ..26% :t?Q% 48% 43.54 2811 .63%
i w Family Courts - Commitment Data partially covers period when not Family Court .. o

Includes only age groups 7-16 who could be inducted into the juvenile justice system
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“In no individual county Was there a higher percentage ofystatus conmwtments E e
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than criminal comm1tments to the correct1ona1 schooﬁ t a]fhouqh P1ckens, W11f1ams-
burg and Hampton Count1es did commit a s1zeab1e percentage of status offenders.
In general, however, the percentage of status offenders as compared to cr1m1na1

offenders was very sma11, and in some cases, was zero.

A comparison of the percentage of both status and criminal offenders in'final

commi tment to the correct1ona1 schools, basedlon a11 comm1tments at some time,
1nd1cates that only in two count1es--W1111amsburg and Marwon--d1d the percentage
of total status offenders committed exceed that for criminal offenders. In most
of the counties, the percentage of status offenders who underwent a final com-
mitment to a school was very smalT} The data on: the cr1m1na1 offenders reveal
a somewhat higher figure. In several counties, notab]y Abbev171e, Marlboro
and Dillon, the proportidn exceeds 50% of those children first committed on a
temporary commitment. On an overall base for these sixteen counties, the
percentage of status offenders who had ever been committed on a temporary basis
and were then committed to correctional schools totals approximately 20%, and
for criminal offenders, 39%. For all counties without Family Courts, it is evndent
that of the 523 children who experienced any commitment over this tnc»year period
of time, 33% were finally committed to a correctional schonl. The highest
percentages of Jjuvenile population committed by a county for all comm1tments
1s ev1denced by Pickens, Darlington and Jasper.

Refer to Table Il

ey
A

Table III ref1ects the commitment data for the entire state as a wngie,

based on=the information in both Tables I and II. From these figures, it is
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apparent that the percentage of juvenile popuiation in comparisoniito the total
population of South Carolina is 21.5%. During the two-year time neriod con-

sidered, all oounties committed an average of .35% of that juveniﬁe popu]ation
to the R&E Cenier only, .25% to the correctional schools, or a téta] of .60%

committed at some time to the Department of Youth Services.

“0f those 1,939 cases committed to the R&E Center only during the 2-year

span, 38% were status and 62% criminal offenders. The school commitments data

reflects a distribution of 25% status and 75% criminal offenders. .
Of all 3,333 children committed to the Department of Youth SerV1ces dur1n§<¢

this time period, 32% of the status and 47m of the.criminal offenders who went

to R&E were finally committed to a correctiona]ischool, or a total final commit-

ment figure of 42%.

Refén to Table III

COMPARISON

A comparison of Tables I and II reflect a variety of pertinent data, when
consideration is given to the fact that the analysis is made in terms of pék;,
centages rather than raw figures.
detailed in Table II, it is apparent that the percentage of juvenile popula-
tion is higher than in those counties with Family Courts (23 43 as opposed
to 21.0%). “ |

In considering R&E commitments only, it will a]so‘be noted that‘the per-
centage of juvenile population as Q;;jitted by the counties without Family
Courts is somewhat 1ess,proportionatédy than those committed by the counties
.withxfamily Courts as detai1edminﬂ1qb]g'1. Although the number of R&E commit-

" ments for the“coynties without Family Codnﬁs is appreciably sma11er'percentage :

In the sixteen counties without Family Courts,

i -14-
(N :,
wise than for those with the Family Court system, the former are committinéx
slightly more status and fewer criminal offenders to the R&E Centénd o

In analyzing the choo1 commitment figures for both county cateqor1es, it

will be noted that the percentage of juvenile population actually commfttgd 0.
a correct10na1 school is almost twice as large in those counties with Family
Courts as' in those without them. On an overall base, the percentage of status
offenders committed to a school is-also less in thosélcounties without a Family
Court than those counties who do have such a sysfem. .

In considering all commitments in the two categofies of status and criminal
offenses, interest is directed to the fact that proportionately, only 20% of
status offenders who have ever been oommitted to the Reception and Evaluation
Center are finally committed to a school in those counties without Family Courts,
as opposed to 34% for those who do have Family Courts. The percentage of cr1m1na1
offenders who are committed to a schoo1 is also apprec1ab1y less as evidenced by

39% in counties without Fam11y Courts and 48% in those where the Family Court

system is prevalent. On a total base of the 522 ch11;*en committed either to
the Reception and Evaluation Center and/or to a schoo1, only 33% or one- th1rd

{1/3) have been committed to a school from the s1xteen counties without Family

Courts. The tota1 number of comjftments rer1ect .45% of the juvenile population

of those counties. In count1es with Family Courts, 2,811 were committed at

some time with about 43. 57 comm1¢ted finally to a correctional school. The

_percentage of juvenile population conm1tted on a total base for these countweom“b‘

a]so~ref1ects a much higher percentage ( 63 ) th n for the counties w1thout

Family Courts.




Total Popu1at1on

TABLE v

COUNTIES RANK ORDER BY POPULATION

Charleeton
Greenvijlie
Richland
Spartanburg
Anderison
F]orence
Aiken

Sumter
Lexington
York

- Orangeburg

~ Horry

. Berkeley-
Darlington
Pickens
Laurens
Greenwood
Beaufort
Lancaster
Williamsburg
Georgetown
Oconee .
Kershaw =~
Dorchester
Chesterfield
Dillon
Cherokee
Marion
Clarendon
Colleton
Chester
Mariboro
Union
Newberny

Lea i
Fairfield
Abbeville
Barnwell

- Edgefield
Hampton::
”Bamberg"“
Saluda..i
Jasper
Calhoun -
Allendale

McCoritick: Fhey

Juvenile Population

Char]gston
R1ch1and
Spartanburq
Anderson
Aiken
Florence
Lexington
York
Sumter
Horry
Orangeburg
Pickens
Berkeley
Darlington
Beaufort
Laurens
Greenwood
Lancaster
Oconee
Cherokee
Kevrshaw
Williamsburg
Chesterfield
Georgetown RREHC
Dorchester..
Marion °
Chester.
Newberry
Union
Dillon
Colleton
Mariboro

. C]arendon,
Abbeville
Fairfield

- Lee
Barnwel]
Bamberg
Hampton
Edgefield
Saluda
Jasper
Calhoun
Allendale
McCovrmick
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w

The percentages in almost every category for the entire state reflect a

close proximity to the findings revealed from those counties with Family

~Courts. That would not be unexpected, based upon the large number of counties

in that classification (30) as well as the disproportionately large number of

youth represented in all commitment figures (2,811 to 522).

SUMMARY < I
A cursory review of the data generated”in these tables might Jead to the

g . . C . . . .
1mpwéss1on that juveniles who 1live in counties without Family Courts experience

z~‘"&¢§é§sv0pportunity for commitment than those Tiving in a county with the Family

Court system, as evidenced by the 1ower commitment figures for those counties.
However, one must also cons1der that the introduction of a Family Court system
into a county also promotes mgne utilization of that facility by Taw enfohce-
ment agencies and the community infggpera1. As has been experienced at the
Reception and Evaluation Center, the mere establishment of that facility en-
couraged more counties to commit larger percentages of their population than
noted previously. % |

It is further evident that certain counties commit more children both‘bn
a temporary base to the Reception and Evaluation Center and on a final commit-
ment base to a correctional school than other coﬂnties with a éompéwﬁbie

juvenile population. It would be invalid td‘éVaTuate this data on a statistical

base only without further investigating the law enforcement statistics and the

court stat1st1ca from ‘those counties ‘to compare their correlations.
The proportlons of status and criminal offenders comm1tted both to R&E
and to the schools also varies individually by county. In general, however,

status~offenders‘are committed to R3E at & higher rate than to the schools.
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From this report, it is apparent ﬁbat neither the total or juvenile

Y |

population sizeﬁd?ﬂ%he county nor the prévalence ofﬁa_Fgmily Court system
Qifefbygthemselves significant factors invthe propensity for céhmitments of
SUVégi@%s, but rather individual factors that must be considered along with
other‘re]evant information pertaining to that county's criminal justice system.
It does appear, however, that presently a juvenile experiences far less risk of
being committed to a school, generally, if he is a status offender and resides

in a fairly small county without a Family Court.

»

PART II

SAMPLE STUDY OF STATUS AND CRIMINAL
OFFENDERS BY FACILITY

1972 - 1974

=
P\
7 S

P
7
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents an analysis of a sampling of the population of the
two diagnostic centers and four operating facilities covering commitments
during the two-year period from July 1, 1972 to June 30, 1974. During that
period the total population of the four operating facilities and two diagnostic
céhters Qas 3,580. Of this total population, 1,210, or 33%, were found to
have been committed as status offenders. For the purposes of thisistudy, the

definition of status offender given in the general introduction is further

refined to include only those juvehi1es who have never been committed to the

Department of Youth Services on criminal charggs.

In addition to describing the different percentages of the two popula-
tions present in the facilities, this sectionﬁf the study also provides an
analysis of demographic information about the éﬁudents in aﬁ effort to deter-
mine whether or not there are appreciable diff;rénces apparent between the
background and development of status and criminﬁﬁ offenders. To make such a
de§§j1ed analysis feasible, a 10% random sample of the two populations (crimi-
najrﬁﬂd status) was taken. A 10% sample, if ré%dom?y selected, would be

reflective of our total population and would insure accuracy to a .05 signi-

~ficance level, Because the percentage of status offenders differed at each

faci]ity,”the'samp1e was designed to reflect the individual population
variations, -

The information presented in this study Qaégggsed on the microfische data
bank of students of the agency. Since no inter?&éws were Egﬁaﬁéfed\either N

with ¢lients or personnel in connection with this research, these findings

e g

o

reflect only the official record of the offenses committed. In many instances
the official charge is not indicative of the actual case. The discretjonary
powers allocated to the judge in the juvenile justice system allow great
latitude in determining the charge for which a juvenile will be committed.
Sometimes, even though a criminal offense has been committed, the judge con-
siders commitment as a status offender to be in the best interests of the
child. Consequently, it cannot be assumed that ali juveniles committed as
status offenders have in fact besen guilty of such an offense,

The analysis of this section is presented in six parts, by individual
facility. Uniform tables have been uti}ized.for both status and criminal of-
fenders., Three of these tables requite some additional explanation.

The family configuration tables aﬁa]yze the famiTy group in which the

child was 1iving prior to commitment. Based on information available from

our Pekgéha] Data forms, six family configuration categories were established.
The first of these, "Natural Parents," implies that the child is living with
both his biological parents. The second category pertains to a child Tiving
only with either his natural mother or hiéjhatural father. The third and fourth
categories refer to a two-parent family situation where one of the parents has
been added/by a second marriage. The Tast two categorigs are for students
livigg iﬂ/§ family situation withoutweither biological parent.

vThe "Grade Placement" tables analyze the student's progress in the public
school. The fiQUFes revealed in these tables were obtained by comparing the
child's age to the last grade completed as indicated on the student's recovrd.

For example, if the student's age is eleven, it is expected that he should

~have completed at least the fifth grade, depending upon his birthdate.
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If his record indicates that he has only completed the third grade, then he
is charted on the "Grade Piacement“ table as being two grades below the ex-
pected level. No attempt was made in this study to ascertain the functional
educational Tevel of the sample population.

In the tables analyzing the socio-economic distribUtion of the two popu-
Tations, .the section entitled "Home Location" is not based on any standardized
definition of urban, suburban, or rural. These statisiics were taken from
the students' Family Data forms, and the category of location was decided by
social workers who were sometimes familiar with the particular areas. It must
be remembered, however, that the students in this population come from towns
of varying sizes throughout the state; therefore, "urban" on this table could
signify that the Chijd comes from a town of 1,000 or 100,000 people. These

variations apply to the rural and suburban categories as well.

-20-

WILLIAM J. GOLDSMITH RECEPTION AND EVALUATION CENTER

The“Department of Youth Services operates a residential recéption and
evaluation centér in Columbia. No juvenile may be committed to one of the
four operating facilities without being first sent to this center or to the
non-residential center in Charleston for evaluation. ‘Students may be committed .-
to the Goldsmith Center by a court or referred by other state agencies or public
schools. The greater percentage of those students at the Columbia center,
however, are court commitments.

The students remain at the Goldsmith Center for a time period not to ex-
ceed 45 days. While at the Center, they receive the services of social workers,

psychologists, and medical personnel who work together to prepare the most

thorough evaluation and recommendations for the client. At the end of the

evaluation period, they are returned to the court or referral agency aiong

with the recommendations of the personnel of this Center. B
The Goldsmith Center began operation in 1969 and its population has in- f.

creased steadily since then. Dﬁving the two-year period of this study, 1,847

clients were admitted to this Center wgp were not subsequently committed to

one of the institutions. A breakdown o} the population at the Reception and 8 ,

Evaluation Center for this ﬁwo-yeaﬁigeriod shows that there were 730 status

offenders and 1,117 criminal offenders. Our ten (10%) percent sample yielded

73 status offenders and 117 criminal offenders. For the purposes of this study,

-only those students were taken in the random sampling who had no- record of a

prior commitment to the Center.

Table I analyzes the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation

Center in terms of age, race, and six distribution. Since the Reception and o
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REACCRTE
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Evaluation Center is a co-educational facility, both sexes are represented in i ’

all of these tables.

, o : ? N | o o
Of the status offenders comm1tted to th1s Center, 25 or 34, 26, were white
females between the ages of 12 and 16. thte males between ‘the ages of 11 and @ W oW
16 comprise the second. most populous group. Only 15.1% of the status offenders lllll = e R
were black males, and 20 67 were black females. The 1argest age group in the |
populat1on of ‘the Center uere the fifteen yearolds, with 22 students or 30.2% , ) 2}4
of the total in this,ageibracket. The second 1ar9est group were the sixteen “ﬂv' WW%; %ﬁ‘ o > (N RS I MR §§
year olds, who accounted for :27.4% of the total. Only 19”9% of the students :3 s
] »‘3 - ;U
sent to the Reception and Evcduatmn Center as status offenderc were under @ W ow. R “:.3? 3
. on s\\'f;,ﬂ ; : o te 8 \n‘: ‘ _g
thwteen years of age. : A SR = o
- ~ ‘ 8¢ 3
Refer to Table I S o
‘ | 58 # 2
In Tab]e II the age race and sex distribution ot‘ cmmmaT offenders is . o Z m /
— o U‘g\-;,h 0] §
ana1yzed The 1ar‘gest group of status offenders were white females, whereas = R Qméh - =
T Q. o
» — @ or
blqak males are predominant among the criminal offenders. A total of 55 students . gy é’
or 47% of the sample population of criminal offenders were black males between o . f; ;Of, : : 2 Rl s o
o ' = | s o= R 8RR s < o o
the ages of 10 and 16. As with the status offenders, the second largest group S g ‘
of criminal offenders‘were‘white males between the ages of 12 and 16. In this ,ﬂt;
v . 5 (33 (85 -t N N (e
grOUp-were 49 students or 41.9% of the total populatlon. White females accounted

for on1y 6.8% of the sample of cmmmal offenders while black females were ev

..... en 8 ‘r,:Jm m 0 i&? f’s ae

D P : N W N W

Tess numerous representmg only 4 3/ of the total. Again, as with the status R ORR e W W

offenders, fifteen and sixteen year olds accounted for the Targest portion,

: ~
65. 9%, of the total populatwn. ' 3 S N B o o g«
——t
O Refer' to Table II . 1
S| S 8 5 5 @ o~ |
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Table III anaTyzes the status offenders by age and the four major status
offenses. Runaways appear to account for the greatest percentage of status"
offenders at the Recept1on and Evaluation Center. This is to be expected since
the ]argest numbeyr of status offenders at the Center are white femaTes. Other
research findings have indicated that the majority of runaways are white females.
Eruahty;accounted for 35.6% of the total sample popuTation; h sTightTy smaller
percentage of the students Wwere committed as: incorrigibles, and only one (1)
for violation of curfew. ; -

Truancy seems to occur more frequent]y in the 1l4-year-old age group Twenty—

'fs1x (26) students were“comm1tted tor truancy, 10 of whom were fourteen years old.

The- most populous age group for both runaways and 1ncorr1g1b1es were fifteen and
sixteen. i NQ e :fi
! . Refer to TabTe@g@I S
The age and offense distribution for the criminaT offenders is analyzed in

Table IV. A wide range of cr1m1na1 offenses is represented in the sample popula-
tion of the Reception and TvaTuat1on Center. The largest number of students
considered as criminal offenders, 37 of the totaT of 117, or 31.6%, was com-
mitted on larceny charges. The next most frequently occurr1ng offense was

breaking and entering w1th fourteen students, or '11.9%, of the population com-

mitted on that charge. Drug abuse and auto theft accounted for thirteen (13)

tl
i«

students each. o | o

K

This table indicates that the”maf_;;ty of criminal offendersaereabetween
the ages of fourteen and sixteen. Of the total sample popuTation,,BZ.Z%‘faTT
within that age range.

Refer to. Table IV
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Reception and Evaluation Center

Table IV

-z Criminal Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution

Offense Noé.\'g'e—lg'% NOM% NOM% N%%g—lg' % No%‘gg—'l—s% NOM% Totals z . ‘
Assault 0 0 055 1 10. % 5 -13.2¢% 4 10.3% 11 9.4% .
Ad%ﬁ;f";;f,heftf;,, ) 0 0 1% 1435 | 2 20. % 3 7.9% | 5 12.8% 13 11.1%

BAE o 0 0 ‘2 2.4 5 13.3% | 5 12.8% ¥ 11.9% ¥
Burglary 0 1 100. %) 1 1435 | 0 2  5.3% | 4 10.3% 11 9.4%
Disorderly Conduct:| 0 0 0 1 10. % 1 3.%| 3 7.7% 5 4.3%

. Drug Abuse 0 07 0 0 4 10.5% | 7 17.8% 13 11.1% ‘
Larceny 2 66.7% o 4 57.1% | 3 30.% 1 28.9% | 8 2058 |. . 37 3163 - :
Manslaughter 0 0 0 0 126t 1 28t | 2 1.8
Possession of T ’

Weapons 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.6% 0 1 0.8%
Robbery 0 0 0 0 0 Fd 5.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.6%
Sex Offenses 1 033.3% | 0 0 1 10.%2 | o0 1 2.6% | 0 3 2.6%
Vandalism - 0 0 1 w3 | o 0 2 538 | 1 2.6% 4 . 3.0%

Totals 13 26zl 1 ol 7 503 l10 esz |10 1632 L3326 '7*35?‘ 333 117 100.0%

\\.\

Reception and Evaluation Center [
Table III
Status Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution

~Age Incorrigible % Runaway % Truant % Viclation of Curfew % Totals %
11 0 1 s50.% | 1 50.9% 0 2 2.7%
12 . ;1 16.7% 3 50. % 2 33.3% 0 6 8.2%
13 4 3643 | 2 18.2% | 15  45.6% 0 1 15.1%
14 _'1“ 8.3% 1 8.3 10 83.4% 0 12 16.4%
15 5 22.7% 11 50. % 5 22.7% 1 4.6% 22 30.2%
16 8 40. % 9 45, % 3 15. % 0 20 27.4%
Totals 19 26.0% | 27  36.9% 26 35.6% 1 1.3 73 100.0%.
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Table V analyzes the race, sex, and offense dxstr1but1on of the status of-

_fehders As noted prevwouaty, the majority of the runavays were white fema1es.

RJOf‘the tota] 27 runaways, 11 were white females and 10 were white males. Tﬁé

:ﬁfmas r1ty of the students comm1tted for incorrigibility were black fema]es, and

wh1te males vere COﬂm1tted mor
=
g e Refer to Table V

e often for truancy than were any othérs.

Ingfable VI, the race, sex, and offense d1str1but1on of cr1m1na1 offenders’ﬂ
is examiﬁed‘ This ana]ys1s revea1s that the maJor1ty of those students charged

Wwith larceny were b]ack males. Seventeen (17) ofmthe 37 students were black

o males, and 14 were wh1te ma]es. It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that while there

were 11 wh1te males and 2 wh1te femaies Lommvbted on charges of drug abuse, 3
no black males or females were committed on th1: charge Statistics show
that most juvenile offenders tend to commit cr1mes against property more often

A%
than crimes against persons. The data on those ‘tudents considered as

offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Centeriappears to corroborate °

finding. Only 13.8% of the total sample popu]atigggwere involved in crimes:

against persons, such as assault, manslaughter and.sex offenses. 5%;
Refer to Table VI

The analysis of the family configuration showniin Table VII reveals thati

the large majority of status offenders came from fam11w un1ts in wh1ch e1ther
both or at least one of the natural parents was present Howe er,. only 27

students, or 37% of the total sample poguiatIon, were 11v1ngww1th both natura!
parents at the time of commitment, and an additional 30 students, or 41.1% of
the population, were 1living with one of their natural parents. More styﬁents

were 1iving with relatives or in foster homes than were in family units with \

N

one natural parent and a stepparent. | ‘ VV \\.
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This table suggests that more white students, 70.3%, than black students,
29.7%,‘Were 11v1ng with their natura1 parents. Twice as many black students
were 1iving with relatives as wers;white‘students, but there were more white
studeqts living in a gggrdian or foster home environment,

Refer to Table VII

| Table VIII refleé@s a somewhat different pattern in Tiving arﬁﬁngements for
criminé}offenders. Eidhty-eight {83%) percent of the criminal offenders,as
csmparéa{to 70.3% of the status offenders, were Tiving with one or more of their
natural parents. theﬂmajority of criminal offenders, 45.3%, were 1%Ving with
bofb natural parehts, and 42.7% were living with one natura1sparent b?ior to
comﬁitment. ; ' |

This data reflects a reverse of racial distribution than that of sfstus of-
fenders. Twenty-eight (28) students or 52.8% of the sample, T1v1ng with naﬁuraT
parents were black as compared to 47% who were white.

Refer to Table VIII

Tab]e IX analyzes the grade p]acemenf of the status offenders. It is in~
terest1ng to note that of the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation
Center, 69. 9% were at their norma] ‘grade level or just oné grade be?ow. Of the
remaining 30.1%, the majority were only two grades be]ow their norma] grade level.
No status offenders at the Reception and Eva]uatwon Center were found to be more
than four grades below their normal grade level. This finding is a bit surprising
in view of the fact that 70.5% of the status offenders were runaways and truants.

The survey revealed that black females were the lowest achievers grade wise
of any segment of the status offender population at the Reception and Ev%1ua-
tion Center. Only 20%~of the black fema]e status offenders in the sampié;

population had been placed at their normal grade Tevel, while 36.3% of the -

A R
S

'



Reception and Evaluation Center
Table VIII

Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration

Totals g

WM % M/FE__ % B/M % B/F %

Natural Parents 24 45.3% | 1 1.9% l2a 45.33 | 4 . 7.5% 53 45.3%
One Parent 190 38.% |6 12.% |25 50.% |0 50 42.7%
Mother/Stepfather 0 0 0 0 0
Father/Stepmother E% 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Relatives " 3 033.3% | 1 1.3 | 4 4453 |1 11.1% 9 7.7%
Guardian/Foster Home B 3 60. % 0 2 40. % 0 5 4.3%

Totals 49 4192 | 8 6.83 55 47.02 ! 5 = 4.3% 117 . 100.0%

o]
: Reception and Evaluation Center
Table VII e
Status 9ffenders
Family Configuration
| WM % WF % B/M %, B/F % Totals %

Hatural Parents 11 40.7% 8 29.6% 5 18.5% 3 11.1% 27’ 37. %4
One Parent 9 30.% | 9 30.% | 4 13.3% | 8 26.7% 30 41.1%
Hother/Stepfather 0 ol 2 100.% | o 0 2 2.7%
Father/Stepmother 1 333 | 2 66.7% | 0 0o 3 4.1%
Relatives B 1 5#16.7% | 1 16.7% | 2 33.3% | 2 33.3% 6 8.31
Guardian/Foster Home 0 3 60.% | o 2 a0, % 5 6.8%

Totals 22 30.1%:'25 2.3 '11 1513 ' 15 20.5% 73 100.0%
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The grade placement of the criminal offenders is an %ywed¢ﬁnJTab1e X and @'”
reflects some interesting differences from that of status m;i faﬁgs. A larger
percentage of the students, 58 or 49 6% of the total of 117, COHSTdL rad as
k n =
criminal offenders had been placed at*the normal grade 1eve1.‘ A small per- S © A LU
centage of criminal offenders, 2.6% of the total, were more than four grades ki
. | S S8 B B Y e
below their normal grade level. N T O O
Interestingly enough, 100% of the black female criminal offenders were at . §’
. « o N N ®
their normal grade level prior to comm‘i.’cment. 0n1y 50% of the wh1te females, ol S L 'g
W (@]
36% of the white males, and 48% of the b1ack males were at their- norma] grade L >
R R B 8 Y9 e g.'g = %’_
. level. Those students who were two grades beTow thew norma1 grade 1eve1 ac- ' to oy ® =
counted for the next largest portion of the popu1dt1on. In this group;were 26 § §‘ . EJ
" i oI Ha = 0
students or 22.2% of the population. Each of the race/sex categories, with the = e e :;_5:3 0 g
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exception of black females, was represented in this group, the majority of them T o ~ s o
' o e wooo B e g
. being white males. § se AT §
Refer to Table X * N
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Table XI analyzes the socioeconomic environment of the status offenders,
including economic status, home location, and welfare status. More than one- -8 & T 8 & "
‘ ) - N SR
half (%), or 52.1% of the total sample, came from families whose annual income 32 | oW
was between $5,000 and $10,000. The other 48% indicates an even distribution, )
with 24.7% coming from families with incomes under $5,000, and 23.3% from families ~ §2
whose annual income was over $10,000. More white females were from the higher v
income bracket than were any other.
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Although many of the students were from urban areas, little difference.

was noted in the distribution of students between urban and rural areas. Of'fﬁ@'

73 students, 29 were from urban and 28 ‘jih rural areas. Only 16 were from sub-

urban areas. Few of the statugﬁgffenders, only 11°iWere from families who re-
ceived welfare assistance. :
_ Refer to Table XI

Table XII analyzes for the criminal offenders the same three aspects of
socioeconomic data as ianab]e XI. The pattern ref]éﬁiéd among the status of-
fenders is repeated among the criminal offenders at fﬁé Reception and Eva1uatioﬁ
Center, though there were sTlightly fewer students frd% the higher income bracket.‘
A greater number of crimfﬁa] offenders, 43.6%, vwere f;om families whose annual
income was between $5,000.5nd $10,000; 29:1% were fﬁdﬁ.fami]ies with annual in-
comes of less than $5,000; and 27.4% were from families with more than $10,000.

An unusual and interesting finding is revealed in the analysis of the home
location of the criminal offenders. An equal number, 45 or 38.5%, were from
urban and suburbarn areas, while only 27 or 23% were from rural areas.

Welfare recipients were more frequent among the families of criminal offenders

than among the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Centers. Non-

recipients accounted for 77.8% of the total population, whi]e recipients com-

prised 22.2% of the population. Families of black males conskituted the

majority of recipjgnts.

Refer to Table XII , e

ALY




an and Evaluation Center

| Table XII

" Criminal Offenders

~ Socioeconomic Environment

_B/M %

Totals

o /M WE % BIE % %
_Economic Status - .
Under $5,000 8 16.3% | 2 25.% | 23 41.82 | 1  20. % 34 29.1%
$5,000 - $105000 21 42.9% 5 62.5%.| 21 38.2% | 4  80. % 51 43.6%
Over $10,00 20 40.8% 1 12.5% | 11 20.% | 0 : 32 27.4%
Totals 49  41.9% 8 6.82 | 55  47. % 5  4.3% 117 100.0%
= Urban 13 26.5% | 2 25.% | 27 49.1% | 3  60. % " 45 38.5%
Rural 12 24.5% 1 12.5% | 12 21.8% 2 40. % 27 23.0%
Suburban o 49, % 5  62.5% | 16  29. % 0 45 38.5%
Totals 9 41.9%2 1 8 6.8 | 55 47.% | 5  4.3% 117 - 100.0%
Welfare Status:
Yes 4 8.2 | 2 25.% | 19 3.5 | 1 20.% 26 22.2%
No 45 91.8% | 6 75.% | 36  65.5% 4  80. % 91 77.8%
Totals 49 41.9% | 8  6.84 | 55 47.9% | 5  4.3% 117 100.0%
ReteptiShaandvaa1uatibn Center ;
Table XI :
Status Offenders ?»
Socioeconomic Environment -
/M W/F % . . B/M % B/E % Totals %
Economic Status \
Under $5,000 4 18.2% |3 12.% ) 6  54.5% 5  33.3% 18 24.7%
$5,000 - $10,000 3 59.% | 14 56. % | 4  36.4% 7 46.7% 38 52.1%
Over $10,000 22.79% 8 32.% | 1 9.1% 3 20. % 17 23.3%
Totals - .30.1%.] 25+ 34.3% | 11 15.1% | 15 20.5% 73 100.0%
Home Location
Urban 7 31.8% 7 28. 9% 5 45.4% | 10  66.7% 29 39.
Rural 13 59.9% | 10 40. % 3 27.3% 2 13.3% 28 38.
Suburban 2 9.2 8 32.9% 3 27.3% 3 20. % 16 1.
Totals 22 30.1% | 25 34.3% | 11  15.1% | 15  20.5% 73 100.0%
. Melfare Status E
' Yes 1 4.5% 0 4 36.4% 3 20. % 8 11. %
No 21 95.5% | 25 100. % 7  63.6% | 12 80. % 65 89. %
Totals 22 30.1% | 25 34.3z | 11 15.1% | 15  20.5% 73 100.0% -
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SUMMARY

The majority of those juveniles admitted to the Reception and Evaluation
Center during this two-year period were criminal offenders. Of the 1,847 stu-
dents admitted, 1,117 or 60.5% were considered as criminal offenders, and 730 or

39.5% as status offenders.

Status offenders tended to be predominantly white, 64.3%, and female, 54.8%.

Their average age was 14.5. Only slightly more than one-third (1/3), 37%, had
been placed at their normal grade level.

Criminal offenders, on the other hand, appeared to be fairly evenly divided
between black and white at the Reception and Evaluation Center. However, there
were slightly fewer whites, 48.7%, than blacks, 51.3%, in this population
sampie., Males far outnumbered females among the criminal offenders, accounting
for 88.9% of the sample. The average age for criminal offenders was 14.7,
quite similar to that of status offenders. Criminal offenders were found to be
at their normal grade level more often than status offenders.

Larceny was the charge on which the greatest number of criminal.offenders

were committed. More than a fourth, 28.6%, were adm1tted on this charge. Among

.....

with 37% of the status offenders haV1ng been committed on this charge.
Criminal offenders tended~toycome from homes in which both parents were

present more often than did status offenders.. Forty f1ve (45 ) percent of

the criminal offenders had ‘been living with both parents prior to comm1tment

whereas only 37% of the status offenders .cane from a similar s1tuatvon

-28-

CHARLESTON MON-RESIDENTIAL DIAGNOSTIC CENTER

The Charleston Non-Residential Diagnostic Center, which opened in November
of 1971, is the facility operated by the Charleston Youth‘Bureau.A Although
the commitment ratio is not as heavily skeWed here as at the William J. Gold-
smith Center in Columbia, the Charleston Center also accepts both commwtments
from the Couwts and referrals from other agenc1es | |

During the two-year period: ;973 74 there were 719 admissions to the
Charleston Center who were not subsequently committed to an institution. Of

wr

this total number 444 or 62% were commitments from the Family Court wh11e 275

. }’

or 38% were referra s$?rom other agencies, indicating a commitment- referraﬁ
ratio of 3-2. For the purposes of this study, only the 44 commitments w11;¢
be considered. Of these, 288 or 65% were criminal offenders while 156 orvés%
were status offenders. This study reflects a 10% random sample consistinﬁvof
16 status and 29 criminal offenders.

‘Teble'XIII analyzes the status offenders sampled in terms of age, race,
and sex. The average age of the youth committed for status offenses was 13.5.
Ages 14 and 15 accounted for Sd%fof the sampled status population. E]evege
(11) or 69% of the status offenders committed were white while 5 or 31% were
black.” Males accounted for 56% of the whites and20% of the blacks, while
females accounted for 44% of the whites and 80% of fﬁe black status offenders.
Of the 16 status offenders saﬁp]ed, 9 or 567 were females, while 7 or 447 were
males..

Refer to Table XIII

Table XIV analyzes the criminal offenders in terms of age, race, and sex.
The averageeage for the criminal offenders sampled was 14.0. Age 16 alone
accounted for 383 of the criminal offenders. The average age of criminal of-

fenders was 3% higher than that of the status offenders sampled.
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Nine (9) or 31% of the tota1 criminal offenders sampled were white, while
20 or 69% were black. This white-black ratio is diametrically opposed to that
of the status offenders. A1l of the white criminal offenders were male, while
85% of the black criminals were male and 15% were females.
0f the criminal offenders samp]gd, 26 or 90% were male while 3 or 10% were
females. Note that as criminal offenders males are committed at a much higher
rate thaﬁ they are as status offenders, |
Refer to Table XIV
The;ége and offense of status offenders are analyzed in Table XV. Eight
(8) or 50% of the status offenders were categorized as incorrigible. Of these
8, 4 or 50% were 15 and 16 year olds. Five (5) or 31.2% of the status offenders
were runaways, and 3 or 18.8% were truants. Sixty (60%) percent of the }unaways
were fifteen year olds, and 67% of the truants were 13 and 14 year olds.
Refer ngTéb]e XV
Table XVI analyzes criminal ofﬁ%ﬁ%ars in terms of age and offense. Breaking
and entering accounted for 8 or 27?2% of the criminal offenders. Eleven (11)
and 12 year.o1ds alone accounted for 62.5% of the total committed for this
offense. Larceny was the next most cthitted offegse, with 7 or 24.1% followed
by assault with 4 or 13.8%. Of the total number committed for larceny, 57% were

15 and 16 year olds. Sixteen year olds alone accounted for 753 of the total

committed for assault. i

|

Refer tof?able XVI
In Table XVII, the race, sex and bffense of status offenders is examined.
As noted from previous tables, 69% onghe status offenders were white. It is

also apparent from this sample categoﬁb that in each offense, whites constituted




Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XV

Status Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution

Age Runaway % Incorrigible % Truancy % Totals %
9 0 - 0 | 1 100.0% 1 6.2%
10 0 0 0 0
11 0 2 - 100.0% 0 2 12.5%
12 v 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 2 12.5%
13 0 0 1 100.0% 1 6.2%
14 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 18.8%
15 3 60.0% .2 40.0% 0 - 5 31.2%
16 0 2 100.0% 0 2 12.5%
Totals 5 31.2% é 50.0% 3 18.8% 16 99.9%

Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XIV.

Criminal Offenders
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution

Wi % W/F % -B/M % B/F % Totals %

0 0 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 6.9%
0 0 0 - 0 0

0 0 3 100.0% 0 A\ 3 10.3%
9 0 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 6.9%
1 20.0% 0 4 80.0% 0 5 17.4%
1 33.3% 0 66.7% 0 3 10.3%
2 . 66.7% 0 0 1 33.3% 3 10.3
5 45.4% 0 6  54.6% 0 11 37.9%
o 31.0% 0 17 58.6% § 3 10.4% 29 100.0%
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the majority. Of the total number of incorrigibles, 62.5% were white. Fifty
(50%) percent of the incorrigibles were males and 50% were females. Eighty
(80%) percent of the runaways were white. Females accounted for 80% of the
5 runaways. For truancy, white males constitutedfihe majority.
Refer to Table XVII
Table XVIII examines criminal offenders in terms of race, sex and offense.
It was found that 69% of the criminal offenders were black. In examihing each
offense separately, it was found that in every category except auto theft blacks
constituted the majority of the sample. Of those charged with criminal offenses,
blacks accounted for 75% of the breaking and entebing, 71% of the 1ar€eny, and
75% of the assault. Sixty~seven'(67%) percent oftfhose charged with auto thef
were whites. ;?
Refer to Table XVIIi v
The family configuration of status offenders‘is examined in Table XIX. The
majority of the status offenders committed to the Charleston Center, 10 or 62.5%,
were living with both natural parents while 5, or 31.2%, were 1iving with one
parent and 1, or 6.2%, was 1iving with other relatives. Of the total 1iving
with their natural parents, 7 or 70% were white while 3, or 30%, were black.
Three (3), or 60%, of the status offenders Tiving with one parent were white
while 2 or 40% were black.
Refer to Table XIX
Table XX examines the family configuration of criminal offenders. Fourteen
(18) or 48.3% of the criminal offenders were living with both natural parents,
while 15 or 51.7% have some other family arrangement. Nine (9) or 31% were

living with one parent, while 1 or 3.4% Tived with his mother and stepfather,




7
Charleston Youth Bureau i
Tabla XVIII -
Criminal Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
Offense. M3 WE % B/M % B/F. % Tetals %
Larceny 2 28.6% | O 5  71.4% | 0 77 100.0%
Breaking & Entering 2 25.0% 0 5  62.5% 1 12.5% 8 100.0%
Assault 1 25.0% 0 3 75.0% 0 4 -100.0%
Auto Theft 2 66.7% 0 1 33.3% 0 3 100.0%
Vandalism 0 0 g 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Robbery 1 50.0% 0 1 50.0% 0 2 =100.0%
Disorderly Conduct 0 0 1 100.0% 0 1 100.0% P
ther 1 33.3% 0 1 33.3% 1 33.3% -3 99.9%
Tota1s— 9 31.0% 0 17 58.6% 3 10.4% 29 100.0%2
9
Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XVII
Status Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
Race/Sex Incorrigible % ‘Runaway % Truancy: % Totals % )
White/Hale 4 50.0% 1 20.0% 1 %33.3% 6  37. 6%
White/Female 1 12.5% 3 60.0% 1 33.3% . 5  31.2%
Black/Male 0 0 1 333% 1 6.2%
Black/Female 3 37.5% 1 20.0% S 4 25.0%
Totals - .= 8 100.0% 5 100.0% 3 16 100.0%

99.9%
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= S S S 3 - . and 5 or 17.3% Tived with relatives. Note that a smaller percentage of criminal
“ 5 8 a & ' ived with their natu
T T .. 3 offenders Tived with their natural parents than did status offenders. Of the
S e 3 j . :
%5 %ﬁ & 1 total criminal offenders 1iving with their natural parents, 8 or 57% were black
vhile 6.0v.43% vere white. - For those with other family arvangements, 12 or 80%
: i of the criminal offenders were black, while 3 or 20% were white.
i ‘ Refer to Table XX
. o N o E; Y Table XXI reflects the grade placement of status offenders. Seven (7) or

' 43.8% of the status offeﬁders were in their normal grade level, whiTE“Qﬂqr 56%

e _ - were below their normal grade tevel. Of the status offenders in nofinal. gra

%0°0v
%0°0¢

level, 4 or 57% were white while 3, or 43%, were black. {0f the status offenders

o 5 O o - o g; . o f | below their normal grade level, 7 or 78% were white while 2, or 22%, were black.
%.g? %; ﬁ : Refer to Table XXI
ot S 3 ol i
;\g 5 % e 85 % § v . | In Table XXII, the grade p]acemen’gs of the criminal offenders is analyzed.
' fﬁ?g ® = Two (2), or 6.9%, of the criminal offenders were in the normal grade level
Q0 M > = ! ) i
s O 6 O =~ o g g% = :—f while 27 or 93.1% were below their normai grade level. It is important to
§‘W ' 5 note the extreme disparity in grade placement between status and criminal of-
& 3 ] 2
N 5 32 fenders.
3R aR : .
Refer to Table XXII
o o o O = w g; Table XX}II analyzes status offenders in terms of their socioeconomic
: environment. Six (6) or 37.6% of the status'offénders‘came from families with
N N w
Z‘ § 2 e incomes between $5,000 and $10,000 annually. Five (5) or 31.2% came from
32 32 2

families with incomes of less than $5,000 and over $10,000. As may well be
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Char]estoanouth Bureau
Table XXI

Status Offenders
Grade Placement

WM % WE % B/M % B/F % Totals %

lormal Grade Level 2 28.6% 2 28.6% 0o 3 42.8% 7 43.8%
One Grade Below 1 20.0% 3 60.0% 0 1 20.0% 5 31.2%
wo Grades Below 2 66.7% 0 | 1 33.3% 0 3 18.8%
Three Grades Below 1 100.0% 0 d 0 1 | 6.2%

Four Grades Below 0 0 0 0 0

More Than Four Grades

Below 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 6  37.6% 5 31.2% 1 6.22 ' 4 25.0% 16 100.0%
®

® o
Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XX
Criminal Offenders.
Family Configuration
WM % WFE_ % B/M % B/E % Totals %

Natural Parents 6 42.9% 0 7 50.0% 17 7.1% 14 48.3%
One Parlnt 2 22.2% 0 6  66.7% 1 11.1% 9 31.0%
Mother/Stepfather - % 0 0 1 100.0% 0 1 3.4%

Father/Stepmother :l 0 7 0 ‘ 0 0 0
ReTatives 1 20.0% 0 3 60.0% 1 20.0% 5 17.3%
Totals 9 31.0% 0 17 58.6% 3 10.3% 29 100.0%




- (o2 ] o ) o (M =3
o M -3 [} =
ot -t M- .o [p] Q
2 4] o —f o 3 -3 —t
o Eo 45 0o o o .
%} o)} o)) -3 Q. Q. (]
= o o [¢] [¢9] -5
1) [a % w [o1]
“n wn [0 vy Q.
o wn os] 1) [}
= v} D -~
-5 M o ot Q ~
-1 [¢] Q by [¢]
o =] - 3 f<D
s = 2 2
Q.
(]
0
=
© o . T - T =T
-
hort s~ & @
. . . . 52
Q w ~J (=]
X3 [ SR 3R
i =
o (e o o o (] QN
-
N
[ o
~ o o (o)) N ~ (AT
=
i
(8] os] (98] (82 [on]
(o0} (%51 w o (=]
. . . . . se
2] ~J w (= o
3R B SR S R
w o e o [e] w o
-
= ~nN
o =t
. . 3L
+ £
3R s
-
(]
N = ct
[Ne) o Q ~ [=)) B~ N s 1]
—
[72]
[
o N N =
(=} = (] (0] (=2}
. . . . . e
o — N W W
™ R kY R R

JuswWadse|d apedy
SUBpURLJ(Q [RULWLAY

IIXX »@lqeL

neatng yino, u01S3|Jdey)

-32-

Nine (9) or 56.2% of the status offenders lived in suburban areas, while
6 or 37.6% lived in urban, and 1 or 6.2% lived in rural areas. Note that all
suburban residents are white.

Twelve (12) or 75% of the status offenders were not receiving Welfare
assistance, while 4 or 25% were. Of the 11 whites in the sample, only 1 was
receiving Welfare assistance while of the 5 blacks, 3 were receiving assistdggg.

| Refer to Table XXIII

The socioeconomic environment of the criminal offenders is analyzed in

Table XXIV. Fifteen (15) or 51.8% of the criminal offenders lived’in families
with incomes under $5,000. 7 or 24.1% within incomes between $5,000 and $10,000,

and the same number with incomes over $10,000. Of the criminal offenders samn1ed,

17 or 58.6% were from families who were receiving Welfare assistance, while 12 or
41.4% were not.
Note that the income in the homes of criminal offenders is much lower than
that in the homes of the status offenders. A majority of criminal offenders,
16 or 55.2%, 1ived in urban areas while 3 or 10% lived in rural, and 10 or 34.5%
Tived in suburban areas. On the other hand, most of ‘the status offenders:éom-
mitted to the Center Tived in the suburbs.
Refer to Table XXIV
In Table XXV, prior commitments of the status offenders sampled are examined.
Only 1 or 6.2% of the status offenders had been previously committed, while 15 or
93.8% had not.
Refer to Table XXV

P



Charleston Youth Bureau

Criminal Qffenders
Socioeconomic Environment

Table XXIV

. WMo % WE % B/M % B/JE % Totals %
Economic Status
Under $5,000 2 22.2% 0 11 64.8% 2 66.7% 15 51.8%
$5.000 - $10,000 3 33.3% 0 3 17.6% 1 33.3% 7 2.1
Over $10,000 i 44.5% 0 3 17.6% 0 7 2012
Totals 9 100.0% 0 17 100.0% 3 100.0% 29 100.0%
Home Location
o Urban — 0 0 14 82.4% 2 66.7% 16 5.2
Rural 0 0 2 11.8% 1 33.3% L3 1003
Suburban 9 100.0% 0 1 5.8% o - 10 34.5%
Totals 9 100.0% | 0 17 100.0%° | 3  100.0% 29 100.0%
Welfare Status |
Yes \ 2 22.2% 0 13 76.5% 2 66.7% 17 58.6%
Ho 7 77.8% 0 i 23.5% 1 333 12 41.4%
Totals 9 100.0% 0 17 100.0%4 | 3 100.0% 29 100.0%

Charleston Youth Bureau

Table XXIII

Status Offenders

Socioeconomic Environment

W/M % W/F % B/M % B/F % Totals Z
Economic Status
Under $5,000 1 16.7% 1 20.0% 1 100.0% 2 50.0% 5 31.2%
$5,000 - $10,000 3 50.0% 2 40.0% 0 1 25.0% 6 37.6%
Over $10,000 2 33.3% 2 40.0% 0 1 25.0% 5 31.2%
Totals 6 100.0% 5 100.0% 1 100.0% 4 100.0% 16 100.0%
Home Location
Urban 1 16.7% 1 20.0% 1 100.0% 3 75.0% 6  37.6%
Rural 0 0 0 1 25.0% 1 6.2%
Suburban 5 83.3%2 )= 4 80.0% 0 0 9 56.2%
Totals 6 100.0%( 5 100.0% 1 100.0% 4 100.0% 16 100.0%
’ Welfare Status
Yes 1 16.7% 0 1 100.0% 2 50.0% 4 25.0%
HNo 5 83.3% 5 100.0% 0 2 50.0% 12 75.0%
Totals 6 100.0% 5 100.0% 1 100.0% 4 100.0% 16 100.0%
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Table XXVI examines prior commitments of criminal offenders. Five (5) or
17.2% of the criminal offenders had had prior commitments, while 24 or 82.8
had not. Of those with prior commitments, 3 or 60% had been conmitted as un-
governable, while 1 or 20% had been committed for breaking and entering, and
the same number had been committed for larceny. Note that more criminal of-
fenders had prior commitments as compared to status offenders.

Refer to Table XXVI

SUMMARY

This study reflects some important findings on the commitments to the
Charleston Youth Bureau. It should be noted that although the Charleston
Youth Bureau handled more status offenders than criminal offenders during this
two-year period, the commitment population contained a greater number of criminal
offenders, 65%, than status offenders. The data indicates that whites accounted
for the majority of the status offenders, 69%, while blacks accounted for the
same percentage, 69%, of the criminal offenders. These majorities were also
true for each offense.

In terms nf sex, females accounted for 56% of the status offenders and for
only 10% of the criminal offenders. Hence, males appear to be involved more
often than females in the more serious crimes. An examination of the family
configuration reveals that more status offenders, 62.5%, live with both natural
parents while a smaller percentage, 48.3%, of the criminal offenders live with
both natural parents.

w The grade placement levels of c¢riminal offenders tended to be below normal

level more often than those of status offenders; 93.1% of the criminal offenders
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had been placed below their normal grade level, while 56% of the status offenders
were below their normal grade level. It was also found that the economic level
of criminal offenders was much lower than that of status offenders. Fifty-two
(52%) percent of the criminal offenders came from families with incomes under
$5,000, while 31% of the status offenders were from fami]ieé in the same income
bracket. More criminal offenders, 58.6%, were recipients of Welfare assistance

than were status offenders, 25%.

AN
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WILLOW LAHE SCHOOL

Willow Lane School is located on Broad River Road in Columbia., Although
it is primarily a girls' school, a small number of male student; are assigned
there. During the two—yeaf period covered by this study, the total population
for the school was 330. The daily population for this‘faci1ity in 1972-74
averaged 125. The ten (10%) percent random sampling faken from Willow Lane
for this study was composed of 21 status offenders and 12 criminal‘offenders.

A number of reasons account for the large difference between status and
criminal offenders in this institution. Traditionally, Family Courts have
sentenced females as status offenders more often than males. The rationaliza-
tion seems to be that these girls need supervision and since there are few
alternatives available, they are institutionalized. The girls usually have
shorter sentences than boys, however, so the population turnover is more fre-
quent.

Table XXVII provides an ana1ysis of the status offenders by age, race,
and sex. The larger proportion of the status offenders fall in the 14-year-old
age bracket, 80% of whom are black females. Ten (10) students or 47.6% of the
status offenders were fourteen years of age. An additional 23.8% were fifteen,
and 14.3% were in both the sixteen-and thirteen-year-old age group.

The race and sex distribution for the status offenders at Willow Lane shows
that the greater number of them are black females. A total of twelve (12)
students or 57.1% of the sample were black females, while 8 students or 38.1%
were white females, and 1 student or 4.8% of the sample was a white male. The
sample revealed no black male status offenders at Willow Lane School.

Refer to Table XXVII
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Table XXVIII analyzes the criminal offenders confined at Wil]qw Lane during
this two-year period in terms of age, race and sex. While the criminal of-
fenders' sample was almost evenly distributed as to age, there were more in
the fifteen-year-old age bracket thah any of the others. Four (4)‘students

or 33.3% were fifteen years of age, and there were 3 students each in the

fourteen—_and sixteen-year-old categories. The youngest age group represented

in the samp]é were thirteen years old. This group contained 2 students or
16.7% of the sample.

As with the status offenders, the criminal offender distribution shows
that the greater number of students at WilTow Lané are black females. In the
sample taken for this study, 7 students or 58.3% of the total wére black fe-
males committed for criminal offenses. White females accounted for 16.7%,
and white males for 8.3%. The sample revealed that there were 2 black males.

Refer to Table XXVIII

Status offenders are analyzed by age and offense in Table XXIX. Runaways

accounted for the Targest number of students committed to Willow Lane for

status offenses. A total of 9 students or 43% were committed on this offense.

This finding coincides with the trend observed at the Reception and Evaluation

Center where the majority of female status offenders were found to be runaways.

An additional 8 students or 38% were committed as incorrigibles, and 4 students

or 18% for truancy. The age distribution shows .that the greatest number of

runaways, 4 of the 9, fell in the fourteen-year-old age bracket while the

greatest number of the incorrigibles, 4 of the 8, were fifteen years old.

Refer to Table XXIX
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The criminal offenders are analyzed by age and'offense in Table XXX. There
Qere seven criminal offenses represented in the sample taken from the Willow
Lane population. Four (4) of the 12 students in this samples:33.4% of the total,
wére committed for larceny. This also reflects the trend observed in the Re-
ception and Evaluation Center population where the majority of criminal cffenders
were committed for larceny.

Ass$u1t accohnted for 2, or 15.7%, of the students aé did breaking and
entering. The remaining four offenses, auto theft, burglary, possession of
weapons, and robbery, were represented by one (1) student each or 8.3% of the
population. |

Refer to Table XXX

Table XXXI analyzes the status offenders in terms of race, sex, and offense.
As noted earlier, the random sampling revealed that the gregter number of stu-
dents confined at Willow Lane are black females. Of this group, 6 or 50% were
committed as incorrigibles, 4 or 33.3% as runaways, and 2 or 17.7% as truants.
The distribution by offenses for white females reveals that the greater number
of this group, 5 or 62.5%,}were committed as runaways while only 2 or 25% were
committed as incorrigible, and 1 or 12.5% as truants. This figure is in keeping
with the fihdings indicated in two studies of runaway juveniles in §outh Carolina
conducted by this division. Both these studies revealed that the!méﬁority of
runaways are white females. National surveys have also indicated a similar
trend. The one (1) white male revealed by the sample as a status offender at
Willow Lane was committed as a truant.

Refer to Table XXXI
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Willow Lane School

Table XXXI

Status Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution

Race/Sex Incorrigible % Runaway % Truant % Totals %
White/Hale 0 0 1 100. 0% 1 4.8%
White/Female 2 25.0% 5 62.5% 1 12.5% 8 38.1%

Black/Male 0 0 0 | 0
| Black/Female 6 50.0% 4 33.3% 2 . 16.7% 12 57.1%
Totals .8 38.1% 9 42.9% 4 19.0% 21 100.0%
® @ ®
Willow Lane School
Table XXX
Criminal Gffenders
Age and Offense Distribution

Offense No. % No. % No. % No. % Totals A
Assault 1 50.0% 1 33.3% 0 0 . 2 16.7%
i-'r“»-f.,;Auto Theft 0 0 1 25.0% 0 1 8.3%
Breaking & Entering 1 50.0% 0 1 25.0% 0 2 16.7%
Burglary - 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3%
Larceny 0 2 66.7% 2 50.0% 0 4 33.4%
Possession of Weapons 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3%
Robbery 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3%
Totals 2 3 25.0% 4 33.3% 3 25.0% 12 100.0%

16.7%
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In Table XXXII, the criminal offenders are analyzed in terms of race, sex
and offense. As previously noted, the larger number 6f students were black
females. Members of this group were represented in all of the offense cate-
gories with the exception of robbery and auto theft. The greatest number of
black females, 3 or 42.8%, were committed on larceny charges. Assault, breaking
and entering, burglary, and possession of weapons accounted for 1 black female

or 14,3% each. Of the 2 white females in the sample of criminal offenders at

Willow Lane, 1 was committed for breaking and entering and the other for robbery.

The 2 black males in this sample were committed for assault and Tarceny, and
the 1 wﬁite male was committed for auto theft. No particular pattern of
offenses is evidenced in these findinés. r
Refer to Table XXXII
Table XXXIII analyzes the family configuration of status offenders. Of the
sample of 21 status offenders at Willow Lane, two-thirds (2/3) came from a home
in which at least one of the natural parents was present. There appears to be
a slight difference, however, between black and white;fema1es in terms of
family configuration. More than half (%) of the white female status offenders
were 1iving with their natural parents at the time of commitment, as compared
to only 42.9% of the black females. Thirty-three (33%) percent of the black
females were Tiving with relatives or foster parents, whereas none of the Q%%te
females in the sample were in similar placements. |
Refer to Table XXXIII
The analysis of the family cqnfiguration of criminal o}f@ﬁ“gg& is shown in
Table XXXIV. These findings reveal a somewhat different picture in the case of

black females. ATl of them were living with one or more of their natural
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parents prior to commitment. None of the criminal offenders, black or white,
were in foster placement. The majority of the criminal offenders came from
one-parent families.
Refer to Table XXXIV
Table XXXV analyzes the grade placement by sex and race of status offenders,
Findings in this table indicate that s1ightly more than one-third (1/3) of the
status offenders were in the normal grade level for their age group. Fifty
(50%) percent of the black females were in their normal grade level, while
only 12.5% of the white females were at the same level. Of the eight (8)
students who were two grades or more below their normal grade level, 6 were
white females and 2 were black females.
Refer to Table XXXV
Table XXXVI analyzes the grade placement in terms of seX and race for
criminal offenders. A higher percentage of criminal offenders, 585, were per-
forming at their normal grade level. This difference between grade placements
for status and criminal offenders can perhaps be accounted for in part by the
fact that runaways and truants comprised 62.3% of the sample of status of fenders
at Willow Lane. Blacks again appeared to be more often in their normal grade
placements than whites. Of the 7 students in the criminal offender sampie who
had been placed at their normal grade level, 5 were black, 2 males and 3 females,
and 2 were white females.
Refer to Table XXXVI
In Table XXXVII, the status offenders at Willow Lane are analyzed in terms
of socioeconomic environment. The first two categories of the ecpnomic status

accounted for 95.2% of the total sample. Of the ten (10) students in the sample




Willow Lane School

Table XXXV

Status Offenders
Grade Placement

Grade lLevel W/M % W/F % B/ % B/F - % Totals g
Jlormal Grade Level 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 0 6 75.0% 8 38.1%
One Grade Below 0 1 2004 | O 4  80.0% 5 23.8%
Two Grades Below 0 5 71:4% 0 2 28.6% 7 33.3%
Three Grades Below 0 1 100.0% 0 0 1 4.8%
Four Grades Below 0 0 0 0 0
liore Than Four Grades , ,

Below 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 1 4.8% 8 38.1% 0 12 57.1% 21 100.0%

|
® ®
Willow Lane School
Table XXXIV
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
W/H ' W/F % B/M % B/F % Totals %
Natural Parent 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 == 2 50.0% 4 33.4%
One Parent 0 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 3 50.0% 6 50.07%
Hother/Stepfather 0 0 0 2 100.0% 2 16.6%
Father/Stepmother 0 0 0 0 0
Relatives 0 0 0 0 0
Guardian/Foster Home 0 0 0 d 0
Totals 1 8.3% 2 16.7% 2 16.7% 7 58.3% 1z 100.0%

P
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who were families receiving less than $5,000 annual income, 7 were black females
and the remaining three (3) were white females. Black females accounted for |
half of the students in the $5,000-$10,000 annual income bracket. Only 1 student
in the sample, a white female, was from a family whose annual income was more
than $10,000.

The majority of the students sampled, 15 or 71.4%, were found to be from
urban areas. Black females accounted for the majority of those from urban areas.
Three (3) students or 14.3% were from each of the remaining categories, rural and
suburban.

The majority of the status offenders at Willow Lane taken for the sample
population of this study were not Welfare recipients; only 4 or 19% of those
sampled were receiving Welfare assistance. The 4 students Tisted as Welfare
recipients were evenly divided between white females and black females with
2 each in this category. |

Refer to Table XXXVII

Table XXXVIII analyzes criminal offenders in terms of socioeconomic environ-
ment. The findings reflected in this table are similar to those for status of-
fenders. Half of the students sampled were from families with less than $5,000
annual income. Four (4) students or 33.3% were from families whose income was
between $5,000 and $10,000 annually, and 2 students or 16.7% were from families
with more than $10,000 annual income.

The majority of the students sampled, 7 or 58.3%, were from urban areas
while 4 students or 33.4% were from rural areas, and only 1 student or 8.3 was
from a suburban area. As with status offenders, the majority of the criminal
offenders sampled were not Welfare recipients

Refer to Table XXXVIII
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Willow Lane School
Table XXXVIII

Criminal Offenders
Socioeconomic Environment

WM % W/F % B/M A B/F % Totals A

Economic Status

Under $5,000 1 100.0% 0 o - 5 71.4% 6 50.0%

$5,000 - $10,000 0 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 1 14.3% 4 33.3%

Over $10,000 0 1 50.0% 0 1 14.3% 2 16.7%

Totals 1 8.3% 2 16.7% 2 16.7% 7 58.3% 12 100.0%
Home Location B

Urban 0 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 5 71.4% 74 ' 58.3%

Rural 1 100.0% 1  50.0% 1 50.0% 1 14.3% 4 33.4%

Suburban 0 0 0 i 14.,3% 1 8.3%

Totals 1 8.3% 2 16.7% z 16.7% 7 58.3% 12 100.0%
Welfare Status

Yes 0 0 1 50.0% 1 14.3% 2 16.7%

o 1 100.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0% 6 85.7% 10 83.3%

Totals 1 8.3% 2 16.7% 2 16.7% 7 58.3% 12 100.0%

Yi1iow Lane School
Table XXAVII
Status Offenders
&rcioeconomic Environment
WM % WE % B/M 4 B/F 3 Totals 3

Economic Status

Under $5,000 . 3 37.5% 0 7 58.3% 10 47.6%

$5,000 - $10,000 1 100.0% . 4 50.0% 0 5 41.7% 10 47.6%

Over $10,000 0 ' 1 12.5% 0 . 0 1 4.8%

Totals 1 4.8% 8 -38.1% 0 12 57.1% 21 100.0%
Home Location

Urban 1 100.0% 5 62.5% 0 9 75.0% 15 71.4% .

Rural - 0 2 25.0% 0 1 8.3% 3. 14.3%

Suburban -0 1 12.5% 0 2 16.7% 3 14.3%

Totals 1 4.8% 8 38.1% 0 12 57.1% 21 100.0%
Welfare Status A |

Yes 0 2 25.0% 0 2 16.7% 4 19.0%

Ho 1 100.0% 6 75.0% 0 10 83.3% 17 81.0%

Totals 1 4,8% 8 38.1% 0 12 57.1% 21 100.0%
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Table XXXIX analyzes the status offenders in terms of prior commitments.
Of the total of 21 status offenders sampled in this study, only 5 had had a
prior commitment. Of these 5, two had been committed before as runaways and
three as incorrigible. Both of the students committed as runaways were white
females. Of the three prior commitments for incorrigibility, 1 was a white
female and 2 were black females. The white male represented in this status
offender sample had not had a prior commitment.

‘ | Refer to Table XXXIX

Table XL reveals approximately the same ratio of prior commitments for
criminal offenders as that shown for status offenders. Of the 3 students with
a pkior commitment, 1 was a white male, 1 a black male, and 1 a black female.
The 2 males had been committed for breaking and entering, and the black female
for incorrigibility. The female was subsequently committed for breaking and

entering,and the 2 males for assault and auto theft.

Refer to Table XL

SUMMARY
The sample taken from the two-year popu1ation of Willow Lane revealed that
the majority of studehts were status offenders, most of whom were black females.
The majority of the black status offenders were fourteen years 01d,lwhéreas the
larger proportion of whites were fifteen years old. Criminal offenders at
Willow Lane also appear to be more frequently black and slightly older.
Little difference was evident in the family configuration of black and

white status and criminal offenders. In grade placements, however, blacks

 tended to be ahead of whites and criminal offenders ashead of status offenders.
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An analysis of the economic status of criminal and status offenders re-
vealed few significant differences in the lower income bracket. Approximately
half (%) of the status offenders and the criminal offenders were from families
who receive less than $5?000 annual income. A slightly liigher percentage of
criminal offenders were from the upper income bracket than were the status
offénders. Ne significant difference was evident in the prior commitment
records of status and criminal offenders in the sample taken from the Willow

Lane population.
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JOHN 6. RICHARDS SCHOOL FOR BOYS . N

John G. Richards School for Boys is located on Broad River Road in
Columbia. While the majority of the boys confined here are fifteen or older,
there are a few younger boys as well.

During the two years with which‘this study is concerned, the total popula-
tion of the school was 420. Daily population averaged 225. Of the total
population, 40 or,9.5%, were status offenders and 380, or 90.5%, were criminal
offenders. A ten (10%) percent random sample taken for this study yie]ded 4

status offenders and 38 criminal offenders. The distribution of the criminal

and status offenders in this sampling reflects the same proportion and distri-

bution of the actual population. It must be noted, however, that our study will

undoubtedly revéa] a more valid picture of the criminal offenders than the
status offenders at John G. Richards School due ‘to the numbers involved.

Many of the boys committed to John G. Richards School are recidivists wiﬁh
a past record of several commitments. It has been traditionally true that boys
tend to be perpeprators of violent or criminal activities more often.
While some authorities have observed that there is an alarming increase
of violent crimes by girls, national statistics continue to reflect the tradi-

tional pattern.

Table XLI analyzes the age, race, and sexual distribution of status of-

fenders at John G. Richards School for Boys. In the sample of 4 status offenders,

racial distribution was equal with 50% white and 50% black. A1l of the status

offenders are fifteen and sixteen years old, with the majority being sixteen

years old.

Refer to Table XLI
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The analysis of criminal offenders in Table XLI1I shows a somewhat different
racial breakdown than for status offenders. This table indicates that the
black population is more heavily represented among the criminal of fenders. Of
the total of 38 students taken for the sample, 21 or 55.3% were black while 17
or 84.7% were vhite, Unlike the status offenders, there are criminal offenders
as young a$ thirteen at this institution. Only a small percentage, 7.8%, of the
total number of criminal offendefs were under fifteen, however. Criminal of-
fenders were primarily sixteen years old. That agé group accounted for 65.8%
of the total sample.

Refer to Table XLII

Table XLIII analyzes the age and offense distribution of the status of-
fenders. The data suggests that the majority of the status offenders at John
G. Richards School for Boys are runaways. Of the remaining 2 status offenders,
1 was charged as an incorrigible and the other as a truant,

Refer to Table XLIII
The data in Table XLIV suggests that the pattern observed in the analysis
of the Reception and Evaluation Center population is also present in the
population of ths facility. Larceny was the most prevalent charge for which
criminal offenders were committed in every age categary. Eleven (11) students
or 28.9% of the population were charged with larceny. Robbery, breaking and
entering, and auto theF: were the next most frequently occurring crimes,
accounting for 6 students or 15.8% of the population each.
Refer to Table XLIV
Table XLV analyzes the race, sex, and offense distribution of the status
offenders. As was noted previously, the distribution among the status of-

fenders was equal for black and white. It is interesting to note that both
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John G. Richards School
Table XLIV

Criminal Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution

Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 Age 16

Offense Ho. % No. % Ho. % lo. % Totals %
Assault 0 0 1 10.0% 2 8.0% 3 7.9%
Rsto Theft 0 0 1 10.0% 5 20.0% 6 15.8%
B&E 0 0 2 20.0% 4 16.0% 6 15.8%
Drunk Driving 0 0 0 1 4.0% 1 2.6%
Drunkenness 0 0 1 10.0% 1 4.0% 2 5.4%
Larceny 0 1 50.0% 3 . 30.0% 28.0% 11 28.9%

Possession of
Weapbons 0 0 0 1 4.0% 1 2.6%
Robbery 0 0 2 20.0% 4 16.0% ) 15.8%
Sex Offenses 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 2.6%
Vandalism 0 1 50.0% 0 0 1 2.6%
Totals 1 2.6% 2 5.4% 10  26.3% 25  65.8% 38 100.0%
®
® ®
John G. Richards School
Table XLIII
Status Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution sa-

Age Incorrigible % Runaway % Truant % Totals %
15 0 0 1 100.0% "1 25.0%
16 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 3 75.0%
Totals 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 4 100.0%
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the runaways were white. This finding concurs with national and local statistics
which suggests that the majority of runaway juveniles are white.

Refer to Table XLV

“In Table XLVI, race, sex and offense of the criminal affenders is analyzed.

~ With the exception of four offenses, black and white males are represented in
all the categories of criminal offenders shown in this table. There were no
blacks charged with drunk driving, and no whites were charged with possession
of weapons, sex offenses, or vandalism. Twice as many blacks were com-
mitted for robbery as whites, while an equal number of each wa; commi tted
for auto theft, breaking and entering, and drunkenness. Commitments for larceny,
the most frequently occurring offense, weré’a1most equally distributed between
black and white, with 6 black males sentenced on this charge as compared to 5
white males.

Refer to Table XLVI

In Table XLVII, the family configuration of the status offenders is shown.

A1l of the status offenders in this sample came from a family unit in which at
least one of the natural parents was present. The two white males in the sample
came from homes in which both natural parents were present. One of the black
males was from a one-parent home, while the other was from a mother/stepfather
home.

Refer to Table XLVII

Table XLVIII analyzes the family configuration of the criminal offenders.

With the exception of 2 black males who were 1iving with relatives at the time
of commitment, this table reflects almost the same findings as the analysis of

the status offenders. Not all of the white male criminal offenders came from

CONTINUED
10F2



John G. Richards School
Table XLVI

‘Criminal Offenders =~

= Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
Offense -~ hite/Male 4 Black/Male 4% Totals %
Assault | 1 ©5.9% 2 9.59 3 7.9%
AutdiTheft' VA | T3 17.6% 3 14,3 6 15.87
Bae 3 17.6% 3 14.3% 6 15.8%
brunk Driving , 1 5.9% 5 0 . 1 2.6%
Drunkenness | . 1  5.9% S ,fﬁi 4.8% 2 5.3
Larceny ;5? 6 35.3% e . 5 23.8% 11 28.9%

Possess%gﬁ of
Heapons ’ 0 o 1 4.8% - 1 1 2.6%
Robbery 2 SR EN 4 19.0% 6 15.8%
»Sex Offenses 0 1 4.8% 1 2.6%
Vandalism 0 1 4.8% 1 2.6%
| H‘nTotaig,.,}wti?ﬁl‘k.vfm_.ﬂml7 44.7% , 21 55.3%- - | 38 100.0% )
f s ; . ,

John G. Richards School
’ Table XLV
Status Offenders
) Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
wE | | v
Race/Sex Incorrigible % Runaway % Truant % Totals %
White/Male 0 2 100.0% 0o 2 50.0%
Black/Male 1 50.0% 0o - 1 50.0% 2 50.0%
Totals 1 - 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 4 100.0%2
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homes in‘which the natural parehts were present, hoWever. Of the 17 white males
takenijh thié sample,112 were 1iving with their natural parents, 4 with one of
thei%lﬁérents, and 1 with-his mcher and stepfather. Attention is directed to
the fact that twice as many whites as blackswere 1iving with their natural
parents at the time of commitment. However, three times as many blacks as
whites were 1iving with one parent.
| Refer to Table XLVIII

The grade placement of status offenders is_anai&ied in Table XLIX. It
should be noted that the grade placement of a student at John G. Richards School
for Boys is considerably Tower than that of the students at Willow Lane or at
the Reception and Evaluation Ceﬁter. Of the 4 status offenders in the sample
of the John G. Richards School for Boys population, only 1 was functioning at
his normal grade level. The sample poputation is too small, however, to permit
any conclusions. | |

Refer to Table XLIX

The analysis of the grade placements of criminal offenders is shown in
Table L. Of the 38, 11 or 28.9% were at their normal grade level, while 13 or
34.2% were two grades below. In general, the majority of the blacks have been
placed at‘a higher level than the whites. Almost 62% of the blacks were
functioning at their normal grade placement level or one grade below; whereas,
only 41% of the whites were at the same levels.

Refer to Table L
Table LI analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status offenders at

John G. Richards School for Boys. The 2 blacks in the sample came from families

| whose income was less than $5,000 per year. The 2 whites in the study were from

families whose annual income was between $5,000 and $10,000.




John G. Richards Schoel

Table XLIX

Status Offenders
Grade Placement

,,.‘
G

Totals

Grade Level _White/Male % Black/Male % %
Horme] Grade Level 0 1 " 100.0% 1 25.0%
One Grade Below 100.0% 0 2 50.0%?¥§‘
Two Grades Below 0 0 0

Three Grades Below 0 1 100.0% 1 25.0% -
iFour Grades Below 0 0 0

More Than Four Grades

Below 0 0 0
Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0%
® ® ¢
John G. Richards School
- Table XLVIII
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
White/Male % Black/Male % Totals A

Natural Parents - 2 66.7% 6 33.3% 18 47.4%
One Parent 4 25.0% 12 75.0% 16 42.1%
Mother/Stepfather i  50.0% 1 50.0% -2 5.3%

Father/stepmother 0 0 0

Relatives | 0 2 100.0% 2 5.3%

Guardian/Foster Home 7 0 0 0

Totals 17 44.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0%
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This sample shows that the students are equally distributed be-
tween urban and rural home locations. Hone of ihe status offenders were from
suburban homes. The same pattern that is shown in the economic status is, as
was to be expected, reflected in the Welfare status. The 2 white males were
from\fami]ies who are not Welfare recipients. |

| Refer to Table LI

iTab]e LII analyzes the socioeconomic environment of the criﬁina1 offenders.
with’fhe exception of the first category--those families receiving less than
$5,000 annual income--there was an equal distribution of black and white in the
economic status columns. Two-thirds (2/3) of those whose annual income wés less
than $5,000 were black., The majority of both the black and the white were found
to be from urban areas, with only a small percentage of each, 17.7% of the white
and 9.5% of the black, from suburban areas. The ‘lelfare status reflected the
pattern suggested by the economic status distribution. The majority of both
blacks and whites were not Welfare recipients.

Refer to Table LII

The data in Table LIII shows that only one (1) of the 4 status offenders
in this sémp?e had had a prior commitment. This status offender kad been com-
mitted previously as a runaway.

Refer to Table LIII

As was to be expected, a larger percentage of the criminal offenders had
records of prior conmitments as is shown in Table LIV, Eleven (11} students
or 28.9% of the total sample population had been previousiy committed to one
of the agency's facilities other than a diagnostic center. Of this number, 5

were white and 6 were black. It is interesting to note that among those




John G. Richards School

Table LII

Criminal Offenders
Socioeconomic Environment

White/Male % Black/Male % Totals
Economic Status

Under $5,000 4 23.5% 8 38.1% 12 31.6%
$5.,000 - $10,000 10 58.8% 10 47.6% 20 52.6%
" -Over $10,000 3 17.6% ~3 14.3% b 15.8%
Totals 17 44 . 7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0%

Home Location
Urban 9 52.9% 12 57.1% 21 55.3%
Rural 5 29.4% 7 33.3% 12 31.6%
Suburban 3 17.6% 2 9.5% 5 13f2%
~_Totals. 17 24.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0%

Welfare Status
Yes 1 5.9% 6 28.6% 7 18.4%
tlo 16 94.1% 15 71.4% 31 81.6%
Totals 17 a4 7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0%‘

t

dohn G. Richards School

Table LI
Status Offenders

Socioeconomic Environment

White/Male % Black/Male % Totals %

Economic Status

Under $5,000 0 2 100.0% 2 50.0%

$5,000 - $10,000 2 100.0% 0 2 50.0%

Over $10,000 0 0 0

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0%
Home Location ’

Urban 1 -50.0% 1 50.0% 2 50.0%

Rural 1 “50.0% 1 50.90% 2 50.0%

Suburban 0 0 0

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0%
Welfare Status .

Yes 0 2 100.0% 2 50.0%

No 2 100.0% 0 2 50.0%

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0%

A
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I S PR students with a pecord of prior commitments, a large percentage--45,5%--had been
2 g | o op (o
g 8 riv,," Y E comnitted as status offenders, 3 for incorrigibility and 2 for truancy. The
7, by =1 wn ;_';“ . )
< 12 E remaining 6 students had been nreviously committed for criminal offenses in-
® .
ct .
cluding auto theft, burglary, and larceny,
Refer to Table LIV
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: 3 ®
) o | SQUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL FOR BOYS
g FLEPE o & FF |o A
ot folie TN ¢ e 8’ :hh 8‘ wn g ‘ . . .
2 5584 o = ) The South Carolina School for Boys is located in Florence, S. C. The
v eZiEx g v o
E}“< 33 o é school provides residential facilities for juvenile offenders between the ades
— o+ )
® of ten (10) and fifteen (15). For the two-year period of this study, there
were 50 status offenders committed to the school and 310 criminal offenders.
E} The aVerége daily population was 200. The 10% random sample taken for this
= study yielded 5 status offenders and 31 criminal cffenders.
® Table LV analyzes the age, race, and sex distribution of the status of-
B OONN BN fenders. The majority of the students, or 60%, were black males, ages 12 to 14,
e LPee S ss
2R RN N sesa L The 2 white males represented in the sample population were ages 10 and 15. The
[»} -
3:5? 5 distribution among the age brackets represented was nearly even. Each group
= I
ig% Z:’ ‘ accounted for 20% of the total.
g; E% ?-;;r‘ %— Refer to Table LV
N & 95< & The age, race, and sex distribution of criminal offenders is analyzed in
= 73 s Table LVI. As was evident with the criminal offenders at the John G. Richards
o
- School, the majority, 64.5%, of the c¢riminal offenders at the S. C. Schoo} for
2 S05 & AR 3¢
: ot T 5 Boys were black.
(8] [« RV V) W X))
52 N RE
The age range among the criminal offenders at the school was from 10 to 15,
The thirteen and fourteen year olds accounted for 61.3% of the samole population,
5 however.
[ WP ot
-t N I e o ~N = ?i
" Refer to Table LVI
Table LVII analyzes the age and offense distribution of the status offenders.
b bt
5 &l%8Kw S o - Interestingly enough, runaways accounted for only 20% of the status offenders at
Q Newno o b
3o memtRIaas ¥ the S. C. School for Boys. The remaining 80% of the status offenders were

: 0 evenly distributed between incorrigibles and truants.

Refer to Table LVII

e
B
o
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| Age, Race, and Sex Distribution

S. C. School for Boys

Table LVI

Criminal Offenders

Age White/Male ?g Black/Male % Totals %
10 0 | _ 1 1oo.o%§% 1 3.23
1 1 33.3% 3 9.7%
12 1 25.0% 4 12.9%
13 3 33.3% 9 29.0%
14 5 50.0% s 10 32.3%
15 1 25.08 4 12.9
Totals 11 35.5% 20 64.5% 31 100.0%

o @
i S. C. School for Boys
© Table LV B
. : Statusfé%fenders a
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution
Age White/Male % " Black/Male % Totals %
10 1 100.0% 0o 1 Y 20.0
11 0 0 0

12 0 1 100.0% . 1, 20.0%
13 0 1 100.0% 1 20.0%
o T s 1 100.0% 1 20.0%
15 1 100.0% 0 1 20.0%
Totals 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 100.0%




- The analysis of ¢criminal offenders by age and offense presented in Table
I O I S ®
= o LVIII reflects a smaller array of offenses thap did the similap table fop
.t
;‘ | ) John G. Richards School.  However, larceny is again the most frequent offense.
‘wqﬂ \Q‘ ‘ - Note that more than half the tota] sample, 17 or 54.8%, wera committed on this
. one charge. Breaking and entering and assault are the next two most popular e
ot e
5 offenses, accounting for 4 each, or 25.8%, of the tota] sample.
; =t : .
Mmoo e e e =g Refer to Table Lvirr: o B __
% Table LIX analyzes the stqtys offender by race, éex, and offense.:'55:“*Ar.jj-“f‘f""”
- = 1‘nterest1’ng variation was evident in this sample in that the one (1) runaway '
© | o 3 represented was black. |
o » Refer to Table LI ‘*
> ¢ [
- ,
;é’ ‘;‘g o 2 TabTe LX examines the race, sex, and offense of the criminaloffenders.
° e © B 355 |
= ° - ° e f'g”ﬁ o ;:3- The 11 whites in the sample population were committed on four different charges:
n O
™ =& : :
.‘ on = - . assault, breaking and entering, larceny, and vandalism. The offenses of the
— 72 o 3
S 8 2% oo ; 20 blacks were distributed among these four charges and three additional ones
S 2 8 .
3% = = P possession of Weapons, robbery, and auto theft.: of the 11 whites, almost half
Q
= were committed on larceny charges while nearly two-thipds of 'the blacks were
-— .
3 ..
. © o - o ol commi tted for Tarceny.
- Refer to Table LY
508 i"‘"'hThe family configuration of status offenders at thé S. C. School?for‘ Boys
) Sl 9 ‘ >
o R 8 analyzed in Table LXI reflects much the same picture as the analysis for statys
offenders at John g, Richards School. A1l of the students came from a family
- unit in which at Jeast one of the natural parents was present, |
o Sy,
O U Refer to Table LXI
n
faN
' = S S AN B AN S
, S © e o © o ™ .
X ) Rlf '8k R




S. C. School for Boys
. Table LIX

Status Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution

Totals g

Race/Sex Incorrigible % Runaway' % Truani %
White/Male 2 100.0% 0 o 2 - 40.0%
‘Black/Male 0 1 33.3% 2 6677 3 60.0%
Totals 2 40.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 5 100.0%
@ . @ ®
S. C. School for Boys
© Table LVIII
i Criminal Offenders i
~~“ Age and Offense Distribution
Offense No. % No. % No: % No. % No. % No. % Totals %
Assault ¢ 0 0 3 33.33| 1 1003 O 4 12.9%
Auto Theft 0 1 33.3% |0 1 11.1% 4§ o0 1 25.0% 3 9.8% -
B&E 0 0 2  50.04 | O 2 20:g§: 0 4 12.9%
Larceny 1 10004 | 0 2 50.0¢4| 5 55.65| 7 70.0% | 2 50.0% | 17  54.8%
Possession of - :
Weapons 0 ’ 1 33.3% 0 0 0 0 g 1 3.2%
1 Robbery 0 0 0 0 0 1 25.0% | 1 3,2%
[ Vandalism 0 1 33.33 | o 0 0 0 1 3.2%
Totals 1 3.2 1 3 9.7 1 4 12,92 ! 9 29,02 10 32.33 ' 4 12.9% 31 100.0%




s B 7 5..C. School for Boys .

Table LXI

Status Offenders
Family Configuration

White/Male % ___Black/Male 2 Totals %

Natural Parents 0 - 2% 100.0% 2 40.0%
One Parent ' 0 ' » 1 100.0% 1 20.0%
Mother/Stepfather 1 100.0% 1 20.0%

Father/Stepmother 1 100.0% 20.0%

Relatives

o O o ©o
Ll

Guardjan/Foster-Homél

Totals 2 40.0% 3 60.0%

o

100.0%

S. C. School for Boys

Table LX
Criminal Offenders
_..Race, Sex, and Offense Distribution e

Lt

o

Offense White/Male . % Black/Male % _Totals %
Assault | 2 . 18.2% 2 0.0 | 4 12.9%

Auto Theft 0o 3 1502 | . 3 9.8%

Bat 3. . 1 5.07 P TR
Larceny 5 45.5% 12 60.04 17 . 54.83

Possession of ' P =
Weapons 0 1 5.0% /o 1 7 - 3.2%

Robbery 0 r S 5.0% 1. 3.2%

Vandalism : 1 9.1% e 0 1 3.2%

Totals 11 35.5% 20 64.5% 31 100.0%
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® ® g1 %2585 3 4
' The findings of the family configuration of criminal offenders shown in ‘ @ :?:i § E 5 ,3 ‘_;
. - N . W n (D 1] (as [+
Table LXII are much more varied, however. Both white males and black males ‘_91 ‘g’ "51’}, o
- ) o ot ot
are represented in almost every category. The largest percentage of the criminal l ; r_’g' E o
' 1 [}
offenders, 13 or 41.9%, ten of whom were black, came from family units in which ‘ 2
only one parent was present.
. Refer to Table LXII | z
. 79 : bt f
Table LXIII analyzes the grade placements of status offenders. Eighty - e %
(80%) per‘centl of the status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys .have been i
placed at their normal grade level. Only one (1) white male was one grade ‘ w o = ‘
| 18 8 S 8 R
below his normal grade level at the time of commitment. This is a higher per- a Q Q S’a s .ﬁ o2
v . ‘ (%) [ Ny Uh -I'l m
centage than has been indicated at any of the other facilities. [ %5? (_)
‘ ; -—;5. 3
Refer to Table LXIII | <3 &
: ; &L I S
. Table LXIV veflects the same information for the criminal offenders. ' . @ ?.“_?, 8
[+ Q9 ~h Lt
o . “ " han: : Q S0 > -h
Approximately half (i) of the criminal offender§'}have been placed at their N e o o~ B oo g ié— 53
normal grade Tevel. The majority of these students, 66.7%, were black. Five % g"ﬁ 5‘
: w
(5) students, 2 whites and 3 blacks, were three or more grades below the Tevel
expected for their age group. Sixty-five (65%) percent of‘the blacks were at a g 3 S & & .
N wm O Q <o (o] [2))
their normal grade levels; whereas, 54% of the whites were at their normal s A |/
tevel.
Refer to Table LXIV
Table LXV analyzes the socioeconomic ‘environment of status offenders. R s
These findings reflect a fairly even distribution of all students in the three ; o ‘ 3
incowe brackets. Fifty (50%) percent of the students were from urban areas, v
~and 80% of the students did not receive Welfare assistance. P . o
‘ ' o o o W N ,‘E o
a Refer to Tahle LXV ‘ RIS & ¥ { K ]




S. C. School for Boys
Table LXIV

Criminal Offenders
Grade Placement

Grade Level _ uhite/tale 7 Black/Male % __ Totals %
Hormal Grade Level % 5 33.3% 10 66.7% 15 48.47%
One Grade Below 1 25.0% : 3 75.0% 4 12.9%
Two Grades Below 3 42.5% 4 57.1% =4 22.6%
Three Grades Below 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 9.7%
Four Grades Below 0 2 100.0% 2 6.5%
Hore Than Four '
Grades Below 0 0 0

Totals 11 35.5% 20 64.5% 31 100.0%

ERRIIE T T e

S. €. School for Boys

Table LXIII

. Status Offenders
Grade Placement

Grade Level White/Male % Black/Male % - Totals %

formal Grade Level 1 25.0% 3 - 75.0% s 80.03
One Grade Below 1 100.0% 0 1 20.0%
Two Grades Below 0 0 0
Three Grades Below 0 0 0
Four Grades Below 0 0 0
More Thar Four 0 0 0

Grades Below

Totals 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 100.0%
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The criminal offenders' socioeconomic environment is analyzed in Table LXVI.

A greater percentage of the criminal offenders are found to be from a lower
income, under $5,000 annually. While the analysis of the status offenders re-

vealed that 407 were from families whose annual income exceeded $10,000, only

12,9% of the criminal offenders were in this bracket. Unlike the status of-
fenders, 'a large proportion of the criminal offenders, 42%, bothwbiack and
white, were from suburban homes, while only 29% were from each oﬁithe urban
and rural categories. The majority of the criminal offenders, 74.2%, were
not Welfare recipients. A larger percentage, 25.8% of the criminals, as com-

pared to 20% of the status‘bffenders, were Welfare recipients.

Refer to Table LXVI
Table LXVII and LXVIIT analyze the prior commitments for criminal and status
. offenders. Only 1 of the status offenders at the' S. C. School for Boys had a

record of prior commitment. This student had been committed as an incorrigible.

The prior commitment records of the criminal offenders at the S. C. School
for Boys reveal that 32.3% of tho sampled population had had a prior commitment.
0f these 10 students, 70% had been committed previously on a variety of criminal
charges. The 30% committed previously as status offenders were all runaways.

Refer to 7able LXVII and LXVIII
‘ @;VX@‘{«;\'{@W- Lo W 00 i e A Mo

The racial distribution of the status and criminal offenders at the S. C.
School for Boys shows a higher proportion of blacks than was found at the
John G. Richards School for Boys. Of the status offenders, 60% were black

. while 64.5% of the érimina] offenders were black.
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s. C:&$ﬁhdo] for Boys

b

Table LXVII

.-~ Status Offenders
Prior Commitment

A.%.

White/Male .;;@fo Black/Male %

Prior Commitment®. . o

Yes ‘0 e 1 33.33 1 20.0%
No 2 100.0% 2 66.7% 2 80.0%
2

100.0%

Totals 40.0%§, 3 60.0%

o

e

Prior Offense

. Incorrigible o 1o 100.0% ). 1 1000%

. Totals . 0 1 100.0% RS 100.0%

) N‘WWv -

R e : 7;5 o A§. S. C. School ﬁﬁr,Boys

A

e o " . Table LXVE

Criminal Offenders R Ny
~ Sociceconomic Environment S

Iy
oy 4

H T ©___ White/Male 9 Black/Male =% ______ Totals -~ %

?ééonomjc Status

Under $5,000
$5.000 - $10,000-
Qver $10,000

45.5% | - 9 45.0% » 14 45.2%
36.4% : 9 . 45.0% 13 41.9%
18.24% 2 10.0% 4 12.9%

N O

—

Totals | | 1 35.5% | 20 64.5% 31 100.0%

Home Location

35.0% .9 29.0%
.0% 9 29.0%
40.0% 13- 42.0%

18.2%
4%
45.5%

Urban
Rural
~Suburban

01N
98]
(@)

[seRSa RN
N
[$]

Totals 11 35.5% 20 64.5% 2100.0% 7

Welfare Status f : B ~~'»;W,gécﬁ@af

" Yes 2 18.2% 6 3004 | 8 - 25.8%
Mo e 9 81.8% 14 . 70,04 | o 23 74.2%

Totals 11 3559 20 64.5 | 31 100.0%

PraRra
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S. C. School for Boys 2
#lable LXVIII
Criminal Offenders
Prior Commitment
TWhite/Male % Black/Male % _Totals %
P_zt-i?or Commi tment
Yes A 36.4% 6 30.0% 10 32.3%
No 7 63.6% 14 70.0% 21 - 67,75
Totals .. oo 35.5% 20 64.5% 31 100.0%
2 50.0% 0 2 20.0%
Burglary 1 25.0% 0 1 10.0%
Larceny 0 3 50.0% 3 30.0%
Robbery 0 1 16.7% 1 . 10.0%
Runaway 1 25.0% 2 33.3% 3 © 30.0%:.
Totals 4 40.0% 6 © 60.0% 10 . 100.0%
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“{NTENSIVE CARE UNITS

,,.;6..

The‘Intens1ve Care Un1ts (ICU) are located on the campus of the John G.

R1chards "SchooT for Boys and W1]]ow Lane School 1n Co]umb1a, S. Cu \ICU operates
as an independent fac111ty, however, wi th separate personnel and programs. .

Students are somet1mes committed directly to the Intensive Care Unit from
the Court More often, however, they are transferred from the open campus

because of. behav1or problems. The charge on, whmch the student is committed

\' t]

_is not the deC1d1ng factor of his placement in ICU. A program of behawior -

7mod1f1cat1on is the treatment approach used in ICU.

Dur1ng the two—year per1od covered by this study, there were 20 status

Wil

oFfenders and 110 cr1m1na1 offenders in the popul

D

tion of this un1t The
behav1or modification program was not included as part of ICU when these
fJgures were compiled. Tne 10% sample yielded 2 status offenders and 11

criminal offenders;*,The“w1110w Lane ICu and the John G.\R1chards ICU are.

treated as one facility in this study.?,Beeause of the small sample, the
cr1m1na1 and status offenders are analyzed together.

The sample of status offenders 1n the ICU p0pu1at1on revealed no blacks.
There Were 2 whites, one a f1fteen-year -0ld male and theigther a fourteen-

year-o0ld female.

In the ICU population sample of criﬁtna] of fenders, there weré%on1y males:

4 white males and 7 black males, ages fifiteen and sixteen. Tng;majority of

these sampled, or 81.8%, were sixteen years of age

Refer to%fe51e LXI*-A&B
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Table LXX ana]yrz s the age. and offense d1stmbut1on of the Intensive Care . fualsr o
' p = ™ ot
Unit. This tabie hows that a 1u~year—o1d was comm1tted because of truancy and = i &
. . = : o
oy ' A o “t ;!“:
14-year-old because of violation of curfew. \ - o = |° 3 = ;—75
v Ry ‘ -~ |l o 3 >3
\,_':“ - e O Y]
The Aralysis Gf race, sex and ffense distribution of criminaﬂ of fenders @ é i é §
ot ] ’ Bt
“"s similar to the pattern seen in the © @ ’
M s IR 3%
“s‘aga n the most frequent charge. 0f the eleven = 2
criminal offenders 1n the sample, ove‘r 50% were committed on this charge. - —_
2] e
Refer to Table LXX-A8B o | o = |3 18
z < o o o |3
‘ Rz —de
Table LXXI ana]yzes the race, sex and offense distribution of status and o o o La !
o, [T,] o z it
criminal offenders. The data in th1s table suggests that the population of ICU £ g,e ;\% e o
15 similar to those of the other 1n‘st1tut1ons, in that the male in the sample _ ,: se c:’:g
& b
was committed for truancy and the fema‘le for V1o1at1on of curfew. : b NEin % § ,
O . N . : ot [ o ) — o - g
1 Twice as many blacks as whites were found in the ICU population who had ‘ ' S ~ 3 3 o2 0
4 ‘ = Y © S <
. ot B =3
been committed on larceny charges. Only white males were confined on manslaughter o o LQ § ® :)
. - )
and robbery charges, while only blacks had been committed for auto theft and © o S S . = % 3
. slr R g 5 =
vandalism. s = 2.
B Si- @
Refer to. Table LXXI-ASB g = o
o . ‘ N N oo | S S
The family conf1gurat1on of the students in the Intenswe Care Unit is | | 3 o
. ; [=]
analyzed in Table LXXIIL. . According to our sample, none.of the status offenders 6 = N . e e = Z
,;}': :\ T . o e -h
came from families in whi’r‘ch both natural parents were present The white female ‘ RRY o
: 3
had been Tiving with oneiparent prior to incarceration, a d- the white male had =< éb
=3
been 1iving with his mother and stepfather. b O % a "8“‘
o - p . Y
A different picture “‘nerges with the criminal offend&rs in ICU, however. o = g—;
A sizeable proportion of these students, 45.8%, came from families in wh}ch ] 0 L‘..‘ & |
b bt -
‘ both natural parents were presenti. Almost as many stu ents, 45, .Mi had{been = - | ¢ e o o = e g.
- | @ o -
; & ‘ % - © n & o
| | \/ \ o i S S 3 28 -
{ S| 8 & R R 8
C p s 3L
Ve
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living with one parent. None of these students came from family units con-

taining a stepparent.

| Refer to Table LXXII-A&B .

':‘» Table LXXIII analyzes the grade placement of status and cri@fna1 offenders.

Of the 2 status offenders, neithér have been placed in the nofma] grade level.

The white femé]e was two grédes below her normal grade Tevel, énd the white

male was more than four grades be]bw the level gipected for his age group.
Refer to Table LXXIIi-A&B

Table LXXIV analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status and criminal
offenders. Both status offenders came from the lowest economic bracket. The
white male was from an urban érea and the white female from a suburban area.
Neither were from families who received Welfare assistance.

The criminal offenders' socioeconomic distribution revealed ﬁhat more
blacks than whites were from lower economic levels; 71.4% of the black males
were from families whose annual income was less than $5,000. None of the white
males were from this economic group. The 4 wﬁites in this sample population
were from the 55,000 to $10,000 annual income bracket. Again, the majority
of the criminal offenders, 45.4%, were from urban areaé. The majority of
the criminal offenders. 72.7%, were from fami}ies who dfd not receive any
Welfare assistance.

Refer to Table LXXIV-AZB

The analysis of prior commitment records of the sample population of status

and criminal offenders is presented in Table LXXV. Of the Zwstatus offenders,

one had been committed previously as a runaway. Three (3), or 27.3%, of the




A. Status Offenders

Intensive Care Units
Table LXXIII

Grade Placement

__Grade Level W/M % W/F % _B/M % B/F % Tota}é 2
Normal Grade Level 0 0 0 0 0
One Grade Below 0 -0 0 - 8 ¢
Two Grades Below | 0 1 100.0% 0 0 1 0.0%
Three Grades Be]owl 0 0 0 0 v}
Four Grades Bg]ow 0 0 0 0 0
Hore Than Four Grades 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 50.0%
Below
Totals .1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 ) 100.0%
. | <‘I'
o @
ﬁi—ﬁ
Intensive Care Units
: Table LXXII
Family Configuration ’
B. Criminal Offenders
W/M % W/F % B/M % __B/F % Totals %
Natural Parents 1 20.0% -0 4  80.0% 0 5 45.5%
One Parent 2 40.0% .0 3 60.0% 0 5 45.5%
Mother/Stepfather 0- 6 0 0 0
Father/Stepmother OJ 0 0 0 0
Relatives 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 9.0%
Guardian/Foster Home 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 4 1 36.4% 0 7 63.6% 0 11 100.0%




A. Status Offenders

Intensive Care Units

Table LXXIV

Socioeconomic Environment

HW/M y W/F % B/M % B/F Totals 4
Economic Status
Under $5,000 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0 2 100.0%
$5,000 - $10,000 0 ' 0 0 -0 0
Over $10,000 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 1 50.0% 1 5.02 0 0 2 100.0%
Home Location " | 3
Urban 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 50.0%
Rural 0 0 0 0 0
Suburban 0 1 100.0% 0 0 1 50.0%
Totals 1 50.0% 1 50.0%4 | 0 0 2 100.0%
Welfare Status
Yes 0 0 0 0 0
No 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0 2 100.0%
Totals ;i 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 100.0%
® o | ¢
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXIII
Grade Placement
~ B. Criminal OFfenders
Grade level W/M % W/F % B/M % B/F Totais A
Normal Grade Level 3 50.0% 0 3 50.0% 0 6 54.5%
One Grade Below . 0 0 0 0 0 »
Two Grades Below 0 0 2 100.0%” 0 2 18.2%
Three Grades Below 0 0 2 100.0% 0 2 18.2%
Four Grades Below 0 0 0 0 0
More Than Four Grades Below 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 9.1%
Totals 4 36.4% » 0 7 63.6% 0 11 100.0%
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B. Criminal Offenders

Intensive Care Units
Table LXXV

Prior Commitment

WM 5 WF_ % B/M % B/ % Totals %

Prior Commitment < ' ,

Yes 2 50.0% 0 1 14.3% 0 3 27.3%

No 2 50.0% 0 6 85.7% 0 8 72.7%

Totals 4 36.4% 0 7 6.65 | o 1 100.0
Prior Offense

Larceny 1 50.0% 0 1 10002 | 0 B 66.7%

Truancy 1 50.0% 0 0 : 0 | - 1 33.3%

Totals 2 66.7% 0o 1 s | o 3 100.0%

A. Status Offenders

Intensive Care Units
Table LXXV

Prior Commitment

W/ 9 WE % B/M % B/E % Totals p

Prior Commitment

Yes 1 100.0% 0 0 0 T 50.0%

No 0 1 100.0% | o© 0 1 50.0%

Totals 1 50.0% 1 50.0%4 | 0 0 2 100.0%
Prior Offense ‘ | o

Runaway 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 1 100.02

Totals 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 100.0%
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SUMMARY

The following fourteen tables reflect the combined statistics of the pre-
ceding six (6) institutional analyses and offer more detailed comparisons of
the two groups of offenders. The same format is used for the tables in the

conclusion that was used in the separate institutional analyses.

Table LXXVI shows the age, race, and sex distribution of status offenders

committed to the S. C. Department of Youth Services from 1972 1974 The majority -

of the status offenders were primarily females; 70 or 57. 8% of the tota] sampled ;

porulation of 121 status offenders were females. Rac1a1]y, wh1tes accounted for
60.3% of the total sample population. e

Most of the status offenders were between the ages of 13 and 16 w1th 15
being the median age. Only 12.3% of the total population fell between the ages
of 9 and 13. The greater number of female status offenders were found to be
15 years of age, while more males were committed as status offenders at age 16.

Refer to Table LXXVI
In Table LXXVII, the age, race, and sex distribution of criminal offenders.

is analyzed. As to be expected, the reverse of the distribution sexually holds

true in this table. The majority of the criminal offenders committed to the

/ Depdrtment of Youth Services were male, and, racially, the majority were black.

The age distribution for criminal offenders was somewhat similar to that of ﬂf”

status offenders. Only 5.3% of the criminal offenders in the institutions and

o Evaluat1on Centerswere under thwrteen years of age.

e o “gﬁi Refer to Table LXXVII

PR
IER 4

Table LXXVIII shows that the three major status offenses——1ncorr1q1b111ty,

f'runn1ng away, and truancy--were aﬂmost equally d1str1buted ameng the status
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offenders committed to the Department of Youth Services during this two-year

period. The pnédominant offense for which youths were committed for status

offenses, howqyer, was running away. A little more than one-third (1/3), 36.4%,
of the total gamp1e population were runaways. A small percentage of the status
offenders, 1.6%, were committed for violation of curfew.

Refer to Table LXXVIII

The analysis of the age and offense distribution of the criminal offenders
committed to the institutions and Evaluation Centersshown in Table LXXIX‘suggests
that more than one-third (1/3) of them, 34;5%, were committed on 1arceny'char§es.
Breaking and entering accounted for 14.3% 8? the population while 11.3% wera
committed for other thefts, and 10.1% for assault. Robbery accounted for 6.4%
of those criminal offenders sampled, drug abuse for 5.5% and burglary for

It fé“fnteresting to note that 75% of the criminal offenders committed for
sex offenses were thirteen years of age or younger. For only one other offense,
breaking and entering, were there more pre-feens committed. The greatest number
of criminal offenders were sixteen years of age; this holds true not only foy
the total figures, but for each separate offense as well. /

Refer to Table LXXIX

Table LXXX reflects the summary of the race, sex and offense distribution
of status offenders. Almost half the‘students, 19 of the toée] 44, committed
as runaways were white females; only 9 were black females. These figures reflect
the f1nd1ngs reported in. studles of runaway teenagers in South Carolina and the

nation.




SUMMARY
Table LXXIX
“ Crimi nal Offenders

" Age and Offense Distribution

o Age 9 Age 10 Age 11 Age 12 Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 Age 16 ;,
Offense No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 4 No. % No. g Totals %
Assault 0 0 0 0 5 18.5% 4 10.8% 6 9.82] 9 10.3% 24 V1}o.ff1%
Auto Theft 0 0 1 13| 1 7.7% 4 14.8% 3 8.1% 7 11.5% | 11  12.6% 27 11.3%
B&E 1 50.0% 0 3 42.8%| 4 30.7% 3 11.1% 4 10.8% 8 13.1%| 11  12.6% 34 AT
Burglary 0 0 1 14.3% 1 7.7% 0 3 . 8.1% 2 3.3%] 5 5.7% 12 5.0%
Disorderly Conduct | 0 o 0 0 1 3.7% 0 1 1.65| 4 4.6% 6 2.5%
Drug Abuse 0 - 0 0 0 0 2 5.4% 4 6.6%| 7  8.0% 13 :5.5%
Drunk Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 : 1 1.1% 1 0.4%
Drunkenness 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.6% 1 1.1% 2 0.8%
Larceny 0 3. .75.0% 0 6 46.2% 11 40.8% 19 51.4% 21 34.5% | 22 25.3% 82 34.5%
Manslaughter 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 162 2 2.3% 3 1.2% ‘
Poss. of Weapons 0 0 1 14.3% 0 0 0 1 1.6% 2 2.3%° 4 1.7%
Robbery -~ 0 0 -0 0 0 1 2.7% 5 825 9 10.3%. 15 6.4%
Sex Offense 0 1 25.0% 0 0 2 7.4% 0 1 1.6%| G - 4 1.7%
Vandalism 1 50.0% 0 1 14.3% 1 7.7% 0 1 2.7% 2 3.3 2 2.3% 8 3.4%
Other 0 0 0 0 1 3.7% 0 1 1.6% {1 1.1% 3 1.2%
Totals 2 0.8% 4 1.6% | 7 T 2.92 13 5.6% 27 11.3% 37 15.6% 61 25.6%| 87  36.6% 238 100.03
S
[ . /
ey ’ )
+ .
SUMMARY
ble LXXVIII .
- Status Offenders
Age and Offense Distribution
g
: \
Age Incorrigible % Runaway % Truant % Violation of Curfew % Totals %
9 0 0 1 100.0% 0 § 0.8%
10 1 100.0% 0 0 0 " .0.8%
11 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 4 3.3%
12 2 22.3% | 4 44.4% 3 33.3% 0 9 7.4%
13 5 31.2% 3 ! 8  50.0% 0 - 13.2%
14 5 18.5% 7 25.9% { 14 51.8% | 1 3.8% 22.3%
15 12 34.3% | 15 42.8% | 7 1 2.9% 30.0%
16 11 39.3% 14 50.0% 3 0 23.2%
Totals 38 31.4% 44 36.4% 37 2 1.6% 121 100.0% . |
. 1
7 1
= : ] |
//'
r
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These pércentages are almost exactly reversed in the case of those status
offenders committed for incorrigibility. The greater number, 18 of 38, were
black females, while on1y‘8 were white females. Black males were committed
less often for each of the four offenses, with thevexception of truancy. Under
this category, more black males were committed than black femaTes. .

Refer to Table LXXX

The data in Table LXXXI suggests that more than one-third (1/3) of the

sample population of criminal offenders were committed for larceny; 34.5% of the

total were committed on larceny charges. The greater proportion of these were
black males who accounted for 44 of the total of 82. Breaking and entering,
the next most popular éategory was almost evenly divided between black males
and white males. Fifteen boys from each race were committed to the various
institutions on breaking and entering charges. |
Refer to Table LXXXI
Table LXXXII analyzes the family configuration of status offenders. The
majority of status offenders, or 76.9%, came from family units in which one or
both natural parents were present. The remaining status offenders were fairly
equally distributed among the remaining four categories.
Refer to Table LXXXII
The data in Table LXXXIII reflects a similar pattern; hoWever, a greater
proportion of criminal offenders came from family units in which one or both
natural parents were present. Of the total of 238 students who were taken as
a sample population of criminal offenders, 202 or 84.9%, were living wifh their

natural parents or with one of their natural parents prior to incarceration.

-0f the remaining students, 8% were Tiving with relatives prior to incarceration.

Refer to Table LXXXIII
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SUMMARY
Tabie LXXXII
Status Offenders
Family Configuration

W/F % B/M

W/M % g B/F % Totals %

Natural Parents 16 3333 | 16 33.3% 7 14.6% 9 18.8% 8 - 39.7%
One Parent 12 26.7% 14 31.1% 7 15.5% 12 26.7% 45 37.2%
Mother/Stepfather 2 28.6% 2~ 28.6% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 7 | 5.8%
Father/Stepmother 2 40.0% 3 6002 ) -0 0 5 4.1%
Relatives 2 22.2% 1 11.2% 2 22.2% 4 44.4% 9 7.4%
Guardian/Foster Home 0 3 42.9% 0 4 57.1% 7 5.8%

Totals 34 28.1% 39 32.2% 17 14.1% 31 25.6% 121 100.0%

SUMMARY
Table LXXXI
Criminal Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
Offense WM % WF % B/M__ % BF % Totals %

Assault 6 6.6% 1 10.0% 16 13.1% 1 6:6% 24 10.1%
Auto Theft 15 16.5% 0 12 9.8% 0 - 27 11.3%
B&E 15 16.5% 1 10.0% 15  12.3% 3 20.2% 34 14.3%
Burglary 2 2.2% 0 9  7.4% 1 6.6% 12 5.0%
Disorderly Conduct 2 2.2% 2 20.0% 2 1.6% 0 6 - 2.5%
Drug Abuse 11 12.1% 2 20.0% 0 0 13 5.5%
Drunk Driving 1.1% 0 0 0 1 0.4%
Drunkenness 1.1% 0 1 0.8% 0 2 0.8%
Larceny 29 31.8% 3 30.0% 44  36.1% 6 40.2% 82 34.5%
Hansiaughter 2 2.2% 0 1 0.8% 0 3 1.2%
Possession of Weapons -0 0 3 2.5% 1 6.6% g 1.7%
Robbery 4 4.4% 1 10.0% g 7.4% 1 6.6% 15 6.4%
Sex Offense 0 0 4  3.3% G 4 1.7%
Vandalism 2 2.2% 0 5 4.1% 1 6.6% 8 3.4%
Other 1 1.1% 0 1 0.8% 1 6.6% 3 1.2%

Totals 9  38.2% 10 4.24 | 122 51.3% 15  6.3% 238 100.0%

= S S S




i) = (o) =
? f;g Y] o 3 o
- o — ct ® t
o -~ [+7] =2 = [
c+ Q. o 1] m e -3
o) jary e - -3 <%} [+Y
— u < S ~ -3 —
7] =3 [} w wn 1]
~ [%2] t ct 3 <
sl (D [5*) t a
(@] © o -3
wn = -4 (D
ot (] 14 S
(1] t ct t
-~ = = w0
1] 1]
xZ - ]
o
3
0]
w = =
S = w Pt w o (o] E
frad
(8] N [en] w [F%) +
g ~ (@3] (el W (o] (@)}
o . . . . - .Ch R
N —t (7] (=] (O8] w
3 2 3R a2 R R 3R
= =
o o — Q o ~ nN ;
nay h ST ke
w 0
BI?Q 32 ks 3R
ley)
-
N = [ T T
N w =t [ o BRI <A (o5} @) =
3] Hoor = 01
~! +> (0] Lol
:—‘ [\) . :h A '\‘ 2
R} e [2)]
n% 3 R, 4 2 s
[ ' =]
o © N o™ AN
o ~nN '
lo)) o A > =) se
DY . . . .
(23] [3)] [F] (=] 0]
B 38 3 R 8
S
—
cNu —t (Vo) O ct
o N LW = vV oY
wn
—
[en] ’ B~ o
(e} N o (=] (%) — w se
o . h N . H N s
[en] Yol Q > xR + w
R R R k-2 3R 3R RN

uorjeanbrjuoy £|Lwe4
SA3pU3JI() [RULLLAY

ITIXXX7 @°lqeL

AYYIHNS

-61-

The data in Table LXXXIV suggests that the majority of status offenders
confined in the institutions and evaluation centers had been placed at thejr
normal grade Tevel or only one grade below theirAnormal grade level; of the
total sample population of status offenders, 69% were found in these two
categories. A significant number, 23.1%, were foundhgp be two grades below
their normal grade level, while only 7.5% were more éhgﬁ;two grades below thejr
normal gr;de level. h

Very little difference was seen between white females and black females
as’far as gréde placement in the first two categories;g’However, a sTight
difference was evident between black males and white m&fes in these statistics.
Black males were found to have been placed at their normal grade level more
often than whites.

Refer to Table LXXXIV ‘

Table LXXXV reflects the grade placement levels of the criminal offenders
incarcerated in the institutions, and reveals some strikingly different statis-
tical information. While criminal offenders appeared to be a little less
advanced in grade placement than the status offenders, tHe distribution between
white and black is somewhat different. Of the criminal offeﬁaers, on1y 62.2%
were found in the first two Categories--those being the normal grade level or
one grade below--as compared to the 69.4% of the status bffenders who were in
these same two categories. Black females represented 8% of those criminal of-
fenders p]aced‘at their‘ﬁorma1 grade level, as compared to 6.1% represented by
white fema]es.‘ Black males accounted for over hé]f of the criminal offenders
placed at their normal grade level. Of the total of 99 studeq;s in this
category, 51.6% were black males as compared to 34.3¢% white‘males. A greater
percentage of the black males were found to be one grade below their normal

g}ade level, also.

. Refer to Table LXXXV

W\
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SUMMARY

Table LXXXV

Criminal Offenders
Grade Placement

Grade Level W/M % W/F % B/M % B/F % %
Normal Grade Level 34 34.3% 6 6.1% 51 51.6% 8 8.0% 99 41.6%
One Grade Below 16 32.7% 1 2.0% | 26 53.1% 6 12.2% 49 20.6%
Two Grades Below 25 45.5% 3 5.5% 26 47.2% 1 1.8% 55 23.1%
Three Grades Below 12 46.2% 0 14 53.9% 0 | 26 10.9%
Four Grades Below 2 40.0% 0 3 60.0% 0 5 2.1%
More Than Four Grades v |

Belaw 2 50.0% 0 2 50.0% 0 4 1.7%

Totals 91 38.2% 10 4.2% 122 51.3% 15 6.3% 238 100.0%

® ® ®
SUMMARY
Table LXXXIV
Status Offende%s
Grade Placement

Grade Level W/M % W/F % B/M % B/F % Totals %
Normal €rade Level 14 29.8% .13 27.7% 8 17.0% 12 25.5% 47 © 38.8%
One Grade Below 9 24.3% 14 37.8% 2 5.5% 12 32.4% | 37 30.6%
Two Grades Below 7 25.0% 11 39.2% 5 17.9% 5 17.9% 28 23.1%
Three Grades- Below 2 3332 | 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 6 5.0%
Four Grades Below 1 50.0% 0 1 50.0% 0 2 o
More Than Four Grades . |
Below 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 0.8%

Totals 28.1% 39 32.2% 17 14.1% 31 25.6% 121 100.0%
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Table LXXXVI analyzes the socioeconomic distribution of ‘the status{'};ffenders. /°
The majority of status offenders were-from families whose total annual income
was between $5,000 and $10,000. Of the 121 status offenders who comprised the
sample populationy 58, or 47.97, were from this middle income’group. Almost
one-third (1/3), or 31.4% of the sample population, were from the lower economic
bracket., -

More than half of the black males were in the lower economic bracket, WHW{;
only 17.6% of the white males were from this group. Fewer black females, 45.2%
of the total black female sample of status offenders, were from the Towest
economic group.

The greater proportion of status offenders were from urban areas. More
than half of the black males, or 52.9%, were from urban homes, while an even
greater proportiqn of the black females, 71%, were from urban areas. The white , 'ID
females represented in the sample population were fairly evenly distributed
among the three home locations. The white males tended to be from rural areas.

As reflected in edch of the separate institutioﬁs, the majority of status
offenders were from families who did not receive welfare assistance. Of those
who comprised the 15.7% who did receive we]fargﬁassistance, more than two-
thirds (2/3) were black.

Refer to Table LXXXVI

Table LXXXVII analyzes the socioeconomic distribution for the criminal
offenders cbnfined in the institutions and Evaluation Cente%glof the S. C.
Department of Youth Services. The summary table reflects generally the same
findings that the analysis of status offenders revealed. Approximately one-

thiid (1/3) of the criminal offenders in the sample population were from the h , .
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Tower economic income bvackét, receiving less than $5,000 annually. Slightly
fewer of the criminal offenders were from the middle bracket, the $5,000 to
$10,000 annual income group, than were the statu§{offenders. Again, -the black
students appeared to be from the lower economic income group:

The home location analysis shows éhat more of the'criminalvoffenders were
from urban areas than from either of the other two. Criminal offenders tended

to be from suburban areas more often than did status offenders, however. This

category accounted for 32.3% of the criminal offenders in the sample population.

More than half of the black males, 52.4%, and two-thirds (2/3) of the black
females, 66.7%, were from urbaﬁfareas. White females and thte males tended
to be more often from suburban areas.

More criminal offenders are found in the welfare recipient category than
was the case with status offenders. A little over one-fourth (%) of the total
saWp1e population, 26.5%, were from families who received welfare assistance.

Y Refer to Table LXXXVII
kThe summary tables for the analysis of prior commitments for both status
and criminal offquers do not include students at the Reception and Evaluation
Center, since only students with no prior record of commitment were taken in
that sample.

Table LXXXVIII analyzes the prior commitment record of status offenders.
The great majority of the status offenders sampled in this study had no record
of prior commitment. Of those students from the four institutions and the
Charleston Non-Residential Diagnostic Center, 81.2% had no record of prior
commitment. Of the 9 students who had been committed prior to their present
comnitment, 2/3 were female, 3 being white females and the other 3 being black

females.
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Status offensés--incorrigibi]ity, running away, and violation of
curfew--accounted for 77.7% of the prior commitments. Of the students who )
had a record of prior commitment, 8 were equally divided between incorrigibility )
and runaways; the remaining stﬁdent had a prior conviction for violation of
curfew.

Refer to Table LXXXVIII

The prior commitment records for the criminal offenders are analyzed in L
Table LXXXIX. A greater percentage of the criminal offenders had a record of
prior commitment. The largest proportion of those students having been pre-
viously committed to the Department of Youth Services were male. Of the total
of 32 students with prior commitments, 12 were white males, 19 were black males,
and 1 was a black female. Status offenses, running away, truancy, and incor-

rigibility, accounted for 40.7% of the total prior commitments.

Refer to Table LXXXIX
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CONCLUSIONS

The majority of those students who go from the Reception and Evaluation
Center to the agency's operating facilities by way of the court are usually
criminal offenders. The exception to this is, of course, the Willow Lane
population where 63.6% of the girls are status offenders. Of the total sampled
population of 358 taken for this study, only 27% are females. However, females
account for more than half, 58%, of those students committed as status offend-
ers. Fewer than 7% of the students committed on criminal charges are females.

The summary tables suggest that there are some general characteristics
for both status and criminal offenders that hold true for institutional popu-
lations. It will be seen from these tables, for example, that status offenders
committed to the Department of Youth Services tend to be 15-year-old white
females, whereas criminal offenders found in the fnstitutiohs are more often
16-year-old black males. These figures vary, of course, according to the
characteristics of the particular institution; i.e., there are no females at

John G. Richards or S. C. School for Boys, and few males at Willow Lane-

Other differences between status and criminal offenders include charac-
teristics of family configuration and grade placement levels. A slightly higher
percentage of the criminal offenders, 43.3%, were found to have come from un-
broken homes than had the status offenders, only 39.7% of whom were from this
category. It is interesting to note that more than half (%) of the criminal
offenders from unbroken homes were black, whereas only one-third (1/3) of the
status offenders fin this category were black. For both criminal and status

offenders, blacks came from foster homes or relatives more often than did whites.
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~ One finding of particular interest in this study is refiected in the grade
placement summary tables. Contrary to expectations, blacks were found to be
more advanced in grade placements than whites for both status and crimina?
offenders. As explained in the introduction, this table is designed to reflect

only the student's position in the grade structure of the school system. No

attempt was made in this study to ascertain the student's actual Tlevel of

educatiqna] development or functioning. A future study is projected that
will étfempt to evaiuate the educational development of the students commi tted
to our institutions. . |

In order to develop a]ternatives'to incarceration, it is necessary to
have an understanding of the population to be dealt with. The information
gathered in this study will be useful inkdeve1oping plans for removing status
offenders from the institutional programg‘and for new Youth Bureau programs

to aid status offenders in the community.






