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The National Council on Crime and Delinquency has always been deeply

. concerned about the violent behavior of some young law violators. We welcome

the hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency and hope that

" a thorough review of the problem of violent youth will'alsqqplace the problem in

‘proﬁer perspective and ald rather than impede the search for solutioms.

The recent perceived upsurge in youthful violence in the United States

appears to be related to mass media interest rather than any real Increase.

Of 338,849 arrests made nationally for serious violent crime in 1976, only

20,813 (or 6.1 pevcent) were of juveniles under 15 and only 74,715 f{or 22.0

percent) were of juveniles under 18.1 Furthermore, the more sericus the crime
the less was the involvement of juveniles; for instance, only 1.3 percent of
all arrests for murder were of juveniles under 15, and only 9.2 percent were

of juveniles under 18.2 In total numbers, 190 juveniles under 15 and 1,302

- jiveniles under 18 were arrested for murder throughout the United States in 1976;

10,156 juvéniles under 15 and 36,999 under 18 were arrested for robbery; and
9,552 under 15 and 32,678 under 18 were arrested for aggravatéd assault.

With reéard to trends, there has been a recent decrease, not an increase,
in the number of juvéniles arrested for serious violence. Arrests for serious
violence of juveniles under 15 declined by 11.6 percent and of those under 18
by 12.1 percent from 1975 to 1976.3° |

The actual incidence of juvenile'ﬁiblence in the U.S. is not known since
most crimes are not reported to the;authorities aﬁd a majority of those reported

are not cleared by arrest. We do know, however, that the total incidence of

_violent crimes, both juvenile and adult, has remained constant over the years as

revealed by national viectimization surveys conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau

[

and as published by LEAA. We now have data for the years 1973, 1974, 1975, gnd 1976.
7k; During those yeé;s, the rate of victimization per l,OOC Americans aged 12 |

and o#ér‘has remaiﬁed unchanged at 32. Even_the fluctuations of the various

qpb-c;tegories of violence (as well éé of property crimes) have'béen\miﬁor. The
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rates for pe:éOnal robbefy, for instance, have been 6.7,7.1, 6.8, and 6.5;
the rates for assault have been 24.7, 24.7, 25.2, and 25.3. When the rates
for injury from seriops vielence (r§bbery and aggravated assault) are totéled ,
they show the~gr¢atesp constancy af all: 5;4, 5.6, 5.4, 5.5, The surveys
supﬁort the findings of numerous previous studies that violent béhavior

remains roughly constant over the years.

Self-report studiecs

National self-report studies o# delinquent behavior, including violent
behavior; parallel the,Census Burea@ findings of a constancy in such vidience.
The Institute of Social Research oflthe University of Michigan found no‘evidence
of an increasing incidence of delinéuent behavior. If anything, the incidence
of violencé was found to have declined somewhat in 1972 over‘the previous survey

year,_l967.5

Repeated serious juvenile violence

While studies of known delinquents have found that a substantial portion of
arrested‘delihquents have committed an injury offense at least once, the incidenée‘;
of serious and repeated violence is relatively rare. Thirty-one percent of(ak
Philadelphia cohort and 44 percent i# a Vera Foundation study in New Yofkaity’
were charged with a‘Violent~crime at- least once, only 29 percent of it serious.®

Repeated violence ié nuch less ¢ommon. Onuly 7 peréént of the Philadelphia
cohort qnd 6 percent of the Vera sample were charged t&ice or more with Injury
offenses. A composite of 3 jurisdicﬁions estimufcd that between 3 and 5 percent

Y

of arrested juveniles had shown a pattern of 2 or more violent offenses.7

Selection of violent juveniles for juvenile justice processing

Research consistently supports the view thatlcommuﬁitiés are willing and

|

able to tolerate and absorb a far greater proportion of violent behavior committed .
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by its’middle— and upper-class youngsters than by its lower-class youngsters.

A study and observation of thé Activities and behaviors of two different
°boy gangs suggested that while the‘two groups engaged in similar levels of
delinquency, Eoth in frequency and‘iﬁ seriousness, the lower-class gang boys were
perceived by police and community rcsidents as more of a delinquency problem.
gecause of differences in visibilitf, demeanor, and social class, the community,
the school, and the police reacted to the middlé-class gang boys as though they
were good, upstanding, nondelinquen¢ youths with bright futures and to the lower-
class gang boys as though they were;tough, young criminals headed for trouble.
The noticeable deviance of the ”tough” Boys was found to ha&e been reinforced
by the police and the community whi}e the nmiddle-class boys were perceivedAto be
"sowing their wild oats" although their deviance was perhaps greater than that of
their lower class counterparts.8

A study of recidivism and selffreport data of 1,681 adjudicated.delinquents
at the PoeSton Schoel of Industfy near Sacramento, California, examined the re-
lationship between offeﬁses commiﬁted with a weapon aqd socioeconomic status (SES):
25,1 percent of low SES's, 19.3 percent of middle SES's, and 42.9 percent of high
,SES s oomitted to a crime with a weapon. Lower-class boys were 1.15 timeslmore
"likely thankmiddle—class boys to receive a record if the crime was committed with
la weapon while uoper-class boys weré\least likely to have acknowledged crimes
with‘weapons officially recoraed.9

In another study of therprofiles of'violent youths who were apprehonded and
youtbs who escapod stecrion it was found that those who were apprehended perceived
themselves as more alienated from their fam:lles and as ‘more disruptlve, provocative,
'and,troublesome. They‘had extremely unrealistic aspirations for success, and,‘

significantly, had poorer abstract lpdsoning abillty and planning skills. They

‘ came dlsproportlonately from famllies where the mother played a dominant role.

“Thoge youths who escaped detactlon‘were«generally motre delinquent than those
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who did not. They were younger when they began antisocial and delinquent
behavior, younger when dropping.out;of school, involved in more gang delinquency,
more.optimistic about oppﬁrtunities,for fuﬁure'employment,'and less conflicted
about faﬁilx and sex roles.,

An important distinguishing characteristic of youths who were arrested for
-violent crimes was their relatively poorer abstract reasoning ability and planning
skill, 1In effect, the youths who wnrre less intelligent were detected and appre-

hended; those who were more intelligent were not.10

Psychiatric profiles of violent ﬁuvéniles
One hundred juveniles who werearefetred to the juvenile court for assaultive

acts were subject to thorough psychqldgical diagnosis at the Judge Baker Guidancé
Center in Boston.' The subjects were mostiy older.adolescents, 81 percent belng
over 15% years of age. Fifty-five percent of the boys were white, 42vbercent
black, and 3 percent Puerto Rican.

| Most of the subjects (58 percent) were diagnosed as being in a "neurotic
character" category., Only 17 were dlagnosed as normal, but the majority were not
- regarded as frightening or threatening, "dangerous' types. Their’offenses were.

@

generally not the work of a chronically assaultive»malcdntent,'bUt more likely

. ; : 1
an offense common in their milieu or a result of momentary panic.

The number of violent juveniles needing clesed institutional

‘placement because of their dangerouspess

The Massachusetts Task Force on Secure Facilitiles was established din 1977 -

in response to a concern by the state focusing on the issue of public seCUrity

)

from the violence of juveniles. Its' investigation focused on the issue of whether

a community-based system can effectively accomodaté the'public‘S'right to protection

4
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from deﬁonstrably seribus’snd dangetrous juvenile offenders and at the same 3
time provide‘humane treatment gearea to the individualized needs of youths.
The Task Force concluded that ths.cqmmitment of Massachusetts to the deinsti-
sutiOnalized,'cbmmunity—based spproach to juvenile correction.should be preserved
. - ) A
‘ and'strengthened;’ The Task Force'determinCd that the Massachssetts~Department
‘of Youth fervices needs to providavonly 100 to 130 secure treatment placements,
of which 40 percent need to be at ogly a light level of security, and that
‘youths in that level of security can be placed, without detriment to public
protection, in structured residential programs.

Only. 54 to 70 youths, the TaskiForce concluded, needed a moderate or heavy
level of security. The Task quce goted that the Department already had 114
secure plasements and that this was clearly adequate and shsuld not be _increased.l2

Assuming the larger figure of 70 secure placements for v;olent juveniles‘
in a state pdpulation of 6 million, and assuming that the U.S. as a whoie
needsthe same ratio of sedure placements as the state of Massachusetts, would
mean that 2,531 secure placementsifor violént juveniles‘are needed in the entire
country. At latest count (June 1974) there were 77,000 juveniles in closed public‘

and private iﬁstitutions.

Treatment of the vielent juvenile

Massachusetts has been an innovator in handling juvenile offénders-

_ Massachusetts abolished énaining schools for the treatment of all youthful sffenders
eiqept those'whc are dangerousg to themselves or others. These dangerous youths

 are treated by ﬁhe Intensive Care usit,of the Departﬁent of Youth Services. Youths
in‘need of intensive Cars are highlysdisturbed youths whose actions may’inslude

: se1£~destructive Behavior, or environmentally damaged, severely acting out youths

~ who in many cases have no rational tasis for their aggrsssive behavior. Common to

g all of them are the following characﬁéristics: prior institutionalization before
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age 10, ‘highly manipulative behavior; frequent running :away from plaéemént,
and extremely unstable home situations. The youths are dissimilar in’other ways:
Severity of offense is pot the most important factor in determining need for

intensive caré, acial background is varied W1th a slight majority bei ng black;

‘and *ntelligence levels vary from bright to retarded.l3

In 1975, five intensive care programs were serving Massachusétts, with
maximum program capacitf»runging from 12 to 36. TFrogram content varies gccording“'
to the type of youths each program is designed to serﬁe. 'Typical program
Acomponents include educational programming, group and individual therapy, and
spe01alized services,

The programs are not uncontroversial and there has been dissatisfaction

with both the treatment programs and the buildings‘in which‘the prdgrams'are

located. It is felt that although Massachusetts has achieved "humane jails and

some responsible programs,'

the kind_of intensive care programs eunvisioned have

not been established. The intensivé‘céfe progranm has been beset by problems such as‘
poorly qualified staff, lack of security, and iﬁefféctive treatment. The;;
Department of Youth Services responds to its critics by admitting its difflculties

with intensive care but emphasleng that no one in the juvenile Justice field

has come closer to flnding an answer to a proper combination of treatment and

.security.14

Anothe1 group of programs for serious juveniles include c0ncept“ﬁ§;3§§§ﬁs

that use a therapeutic community'approach such as the Elan program in rural:Maine,

‘The Massachusetts DYS utilized the program as the best alternative to intensive
care for "heavy" dalinquents.- Elan'éccepts hard-core deliﬁquents with records [

: Of vicTané excluding only psychotlcs and the most extreme psychOpaths who

present an immediate danger to others in the program. Itftakes~many,V1plent,"

{disturbed children, including drug addicts, homicides, répis;s;'poteﬁtial sﬁicidés,‘

arsonists, and -children with long aséault and robbery recordsg ,Most‘havé/had~

aq
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multiple experiences with treatﬁent(centers, correctional Institutions,
psychilatric hospitals, and so on before admission to Elan. The failure of
Vtraditional treatment methods “is thé reason for theirjreferral to the prsgram.
The staff i0 composed prlmarily of paraprofessionals, mostly graduates of
the progran, backed up by a profcs51onal group including a psychiatrist,
psychologist, physician, registered'nurse, and 23 certified teachers.
The progfam‘consists essentially{of work, therapy, ahd education. The
tésidents,are almost completely responsitle for the management and maintenance
of the program and are expected to face the cousequences of their own behavior.
The highly stfétifiedVorganizationa} structure’is military in natufe, with.
residents starting at the bottom with the more menial mainteﬁance tasks.
’Motivation and control are managed by an extensive system of rewards (promotions,
recreation time) and conchuences" (demotions, loss of privileges). Three
‘cardlnal rules ban sex, physical violence, and drugs. Therapy efforts at Elan
cover the range of "talking cures' and include”one-to—ora sesSioﬁs for informatioh,1
guidance, counseling, and psychotherapy as'weli as group work. The types of
groups include static groups (traditional psychotherapy) and encOunter, sensitlvity,
and primal scream groups. | |
The approximateiy 206 residents share one common charactefiétic;&-théir
failure in other treatment or,correctional‘programs.' Approxiﬁately 60 percent
csme from mlddle—class families who! pay ”tuition cosLs, the other 40 percent are
Wards of the state, usually for dellnquent behavior.‘ Residents range in age
v’from about 14 to about 28. The progrdm has bcan endorsed by Maine, Massachusetts,

Coqpetticut, andkﬂhode Island, TheiElanbstaff feel that total control is crucial
to effective thstapydfor this group:of juvenilesyto screen out reinforcement of
‘negatiVe*behavior. The stéff slaiﬁfa retention rate of 90 percent and a recidivism
drate offZprercent.lS u |

Another approach to dealing with aggressive youths outside of the juvenile




ggn

justice system has been undertaken at the Woodward Day School, whicﬁjopénéd
in Worcester, Massachusetts, in 1970. Voodward Day School, an éiternat&Ve'
school for aggressive adolescents ﬁged 13 to 19, 1s a cooperative effort of
the‘Worcester‘public schools, fhe Worcester Youth Guidance Center, and the
Wbrbester State Hospital. It has evolved into a therapeutic day care prograﬁ
with three components:  therapy, traditional education, and vocationai training.
Current enrollment is 30. The school has classes in traditional academic areas
as well as.vocational'workshops. ﬂssignment to classes is bésed-on“studént
needs and long-range goals. If thq aim is to reintegrate a student iﬁto the
public school syStem,‘edphasis is flaced on academic4classes. If reintegratidh
does not appear feasible, as for most 18- and 19-year-olds, emphasis is’on
vocational aspects. Individual andigroup psychotherapy are provided to students
as needed. The staff includes a prbfessional social worker, a psychiatrié,nutée,
a rehabillitation counselor, teachers, and consulting psychiatrists and psychologisﬁs;
The student body now combines aggreésive‘adolescentsVwith those haVing beha&ior s
problems such as severe withdfé&aluor school phobia.

Day schools allow children torreceive speclalized tréatment while living in
a familiar community enviromment, and avoid institutional confinement~which might
deprive the children of the.opportﬁﬁity to develop co?ing skilis. Aitirnative -
schools of this type may be'ablé‘tpiiﬁterrupﬁ the cycle of intetmittent Institu~
" tionalization by delive:ing'scrviceé within a noniﬁgtitutidnal sctting and

&

emphasizing skills that will enhance community adjustment.l6 :
S g . . T » i 9
A comprehensive effort‘conducted‘fOr tlic National Institute pf Juvenlle

Justice and Delinqucﬁéy Prevention searched the reséarch and pracdice literature
, ; L : o T -

and then examined four intervention types aimed at bechavioral change injuvenile
. At . . v '.‘;r_ Lo 0 ;
“offenders to determine what interventions work successfully with the serious

ju?enile offender. ~The‘fouf iﬁtervéntions’were thosevbdsed on»clinical péychologyhﬁ'

and psychiatry, those based on sociclogy aﬁﬂksocial work, those based Onﬁéchoglihg, o
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" at '"what works,’

-G
and those based on vocational educaﬁion. No data were found to support
finely-grained judgments about the relative efficacy of the various treatment

modalities. No programs were found that were concentrated solely on behavior

changing efforts with serious juvenile coffenders, and no single treatment

program was found thaﬁ was useful to all serious juveniles. Limited success

was fouﬁd with each of the four treatment modalitiés; .In looking more closely
" some similarities were discovered in programs across the four
types of treatment. (1) Succéssful,programs involved maximum discretion on the

part of the client concerning whether to enter the program and how long to stay.

(2) As program involvement increased, so did the prospects for more thorough,

- lasting, and functional changes. (3) Several standard components of learning

theory were associated with success--clear tasks, behavior models, early and

frequent successes, and a reward structure.L’

Summary and Conclusion

‘The media—foster@d view of the United States as a country in the‘grip of a
wave of youthful violénce is not borne out by the facts, The view is contradicted

by‘rgported crime, by,victimization surveys, and by self-report surveys.

The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports have registered a recent decline in the

incidence of violence, as well as a decline, not an increase, in the numbers of

arrests of juveniles for violent crimes. The;actual number of juveniles who are

arrested for serlous crimes of violence is small and repcated seridus violence

s rarer stidl. The U.S. Census Burcau's national victimlzation surveys show
‘that the victimization which Americans experience each year is constant and thaf

victimization from violence shows the greateSt constancy of all types of crimes.

National self~report studies o6f delinquency also show a constancy, not an increase,

~dn the yiolent behdavicr of American youth,

#1

- Communitles have shown a propensity toward tolerating and absorbing violent ..
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behavior of their middle; and upper-class youngsters while not displaying such
tolerance toward their lower-class counterparts. If means could be found to
increase the level of‘public‘tolerance toward such youthfui offenders, and of
dealing with ﬁhem within their own communities, the problem of youthful violence
would greatly diminish. |

The vast majority of youths who commit assaultive'crimes are not dangerous
and the actﬁal number needing secure settings is minute, The state of Massaéhﬁsetts
calculated that it needs 54 to 70 such secure placements; assuming the same ratio
for the U.S. as a whole, the country would need no more than 2,500 secure placements
for dangerous juveniles.

No one has found the magic pill to cure youthful violence but several
ccmmunities and institutions are searching for better ways and some have found
ways to deal with some violent youth in open settiﬁgs. The results are mixed.v
Although treatment of the vioieﬁt ié difficult, the search for bcttef ways must

continue because any other alternative is totally unacceptable.

Lf the goal is to reduce youth violence we.must look to other than the
juvenile and criminal justice systems. TFor the past generation in which the number
of young people in our populatioﬁ has rapidly increased, we as é nation largely
have ignored the social and economic forces which have contributed di%ectly to the
problem of youth violence.i To counfer‘with forces for prevention would take'too

‘long we have argued, so we have reacted with m@;e'police,~cburts, and'institutions.

Now we have grandchildren as‘members<of ti ts' formex youth
gangs. Youth unémployment, educational failure, ﬁBveréy aﬁd“ta;es»of family
disintegration remain unacceptably high. We caﬁnqt afford tofhﬁit'another

generation to face these issues for which criminal justice has no answers.
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An examlnation of data on the wolume of arrests for criminal offenses

v-qf 11~ to 1l7-year~olds (Uniform Crime Reports, 1964-1975) and of the Juvenile -

Court Statistics (National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency -
‘Prevention, 1964-1974) provides a view of the relation of serious delinquency |
arrests to all delinqﬁency arrests and alléws projections of similar volumes

throﬁgh 1986 (graph 1, attachéd).

The volume of arrvests* of juveniles aged 11 to 17 for serious violent

crimes 1s a small proportion of. the total volume of arrests cf all juveniles.

”In addition, the volume of arrests for serious violent crimes (which actudlly

decreased from 1975 to 1976) appears to be more stable and to be increasing

" more slowly than the total volume of arrests. This lends added support to the

U.S, Census Bureau's victimization surveys which ghow that victimization from

violence shows the greatest constancy of all crimes and .to national self-report

studies of delinquency which show a constancy in the violent behavior of American
youth.
It can be projected that the volume of arrests for 1ll- to 17~year-olds

will increase from 2,071,532 in 1976 to 2,233,000 in 1986, an increase of 11

percent. The volume of juvenile court cases disposed of will increase from

1,369,532 in 1976 to 1,960,696 in 1986, an increase of 43 percent. These
projections indicate that the volume of juvenile court cases is increasing

faster than the volume of arrests for delinquency. Since the Juvenile court

R \\

~data incorporate status offenses while the arrest data do not, it may be

“poss ible to assume that the number of status offenses diqposed of by the couyrts

can account for the difference. By.prqcessing an increasingly large number of

*Volume-of-arrest [igures on this graph are welghted to account for the fact

that the Uniform Crime Reporting program actually represents only a portion
of the national population.




cases, .while 'criminal offenses are increasihg at a slo%ér rate, the court
system may be over-reaching itself and disposing of an increasing number of
status offense cases and fewer deliﬁquency cases.

Graph 2 portrays urban (cities over 50,000 population) arrest rates per -
1;600 youths aged 11 to i7 broken down by race (status offenses are excluded).
Again, the graph i1llustrates the proportién of arrests‘for serious violence
compared with al1 arrests. - The grabh further shows the sﬁability of ‘arrest
rates for serious viclent crime. A comparison of arrest rates for black
and white youths shows the dispropo;tionate rate of arrests of blackgyouths
for both serious violence aﬁﬁ for ail crimes on the basis of’their representation
in the nation's population; however; as can be seen on graﬁh 3, the volume of
arrests of black youths appears to be fairly stable although theilr proportion

in the population is increasing.
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