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INTRODUCTION

During the evaluation if the JSU /Probation Screening, Intake
and Diversion Grant Progecé,)an enalysrs was performed to deter-
mine the incidence of subsequent arrests among a sample of juven-
iles petitioned to Court ih,Jenuary of 1978 for juvenile delinquency
offenses, One of the fiﬁdings of this analysis was that a small
nunber of juveniles was committing akdisprOportionate numbexr of
repeated offenses. Of\the sample of 50 youngsters petiticned ro
Court in January, approximately 20% were responsible for over 50%

of the sdhse@uent offenses committed by the sample group in a nine
month follow-up pericd. Because of the impact of these repeat of-
fenders on the juvenile justice system, a more intensive study of
this group was undertaken. It was also found in the diversion grant
evaluation that there was a high incidence of repeated offenses in .,

those cases where the juvenile had prior arrests for Burglary. For

example, 92.9% of the juveniles in the sample petitioned to Court,

~who had two or more prior arrests for Burglary were arrested again

AY
during the follow-up period., Consequently, in the analysis of the

multiple offender population, the sub-group of juveniles with’multiple

arrests for Burglary was given particular attention.

— \\\7* ] T ‘;'L{ T o 3 [ - 7 , - - —

One of the major cbjectives ©f this study,is,to improve the
differential screening criteria for‘Suffolk Couhty'juvenile dig~

positioﬂal alternative programs. Specifically, the Suffolk County

. Probation Department is attempting to develop the most epprOPriate

"criteria for the following programs: Family Court Intake, The

Juvenile Intensive Supervision Programs, the Adjudicated Delindueﬁt

Restitution Program and the CJCC Diepoei@ional Alternative Project.

Method of Data Collection:

Golbin, James J. and Straus, Faye, "An Analysis Of The First

Eighteen Months of the Probation Juvenlle Inteke 5creen1ng,And

i sion Grant Prolect Of Suffolk COunty" Suffolk County

Department of Prdbatlon, November, 1978, pp 1 - 47.

of 2 Multiple Recidivist

~ For the purposes of this study, a Multiple Recidivist was defined

as a juvenile who had six or‘more recorded arreste at the tiﬁe of
the selection of the samplehinkDecember, 1978, The selectiogywas
made from those cases petitioned to Court from the JSU diverasion
unit during the months of January through April, 1978, or:a total
of 479 cases. (It should be noted that these 479‘cases doknot re-
present 479 separate individuals.’ 79 of the §79 petitions were
submitted on individuals‘who‘had been previously petition to’Court
during the fourwmonth period), The Probation diversion unit main-

N ‘ :
tains records Of all arrests for juvenile delinquency which have

occurred since the'inception of the grant project in Maybof k977.

The Police Department Juvenile SeruiceS‘Uhit”maiﬁtains'reéords«of all

arrests of those juveniles who'have not reached the age of 16 - A1l
of the 479 cases petltioned to Court from January through April 1978,

were checked agalnst the diversion unit and Police records to. identlfy

those Juveniles with 6 or more recorded arrests for Juvenile Dellnquency

offenses. A total of 58 cases met the criterxa used for the definltion,

o
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The ceptxél Records of the Probation Depertment wete then used

| o collect information about the 58 juveniles. The information was

oI,

~\

categorized into 71 variables. For purposes of comparability, the

same variables were used, with minor -modification, which had been

developed during an NIC financed study of a representative sample

of the juvenile delinquent gopulation on probation. The case files
contained insufficient information or were unavailable at the time
of‘data collection in 6 cases, leaving a total of 52 cases for study.

Ny

In theéanalysis of thelﬁultiple Recidivist population, the

'sample was broken down into two sub~-groups. The first sub-group

contains those cases with 3 or more arrests for Burglary, which are

‘identiried as "Multiple Burglars." Of the total semple 35 cases or
67.3% fell into this category. The second sub-group contains those

kﬁultiple Recidivists who have 2 or less recorded'arrests for Burglary.

Although juveniles in the second sub-group may have one or two arrests
for Burglary, these offenses do not constitute the majority of their
arreste and a pattern of Burglary arrests has not been established.

The secondesu?—group is identified in this analysis as "Non-Multiple

Burglars." Non-Multiple Burglars represent 32.7% or 17 of the total

52 cases in the total sample,

Method of Data Analysis:

The date on the Multiple Recidivist Sample”of'sz cases was

examined in three ways.,‘FirstQ the.infotmation on the 52 Multiple

Recidivists was compared to data collected during a grant,project
financed by‘the Nationalulnstitute of Corrections,‘ The NIC grant

study examlned 157 ‘cases which represented a random sample of

,youngsters adjudicated as - juvenile delinquents and placed on

-3-

probgtion supetvieion oroplaced into :esidential treatment facilitiee.
AS -a randomﬁsample, these caeesﬁare representative and constitute a -
cross-section of the total‘populetion of adjudicated,juvenlle delin-
guents in Suffolk County. As mentioned previously, bésically thefw
same variables and‘methodsvof classifying those'variablesiwere7usedﬁ
in thg Multiple Recidivist study and the NIC grant project. ‘The
purpose of using the NIC sample for eompgrison is to determine ip
what ways the Multiple Recidivist is dietlnguished from the total

JD population. Defining those characteristics on which the -Multiple
Recidivistidiffers from the general JD wpulation should point out
specific areas of treatment andemethods of. supervision which would
be more effective in dealing with this poPulation;

The Multiple Recidivist population was’theﬂ btoken down into two
sub-groups: the Multiple Recidivist‘who was defiﬁed as a Multiple
Burglar and the Multiple gecidivist, who is not a Moltiple Bruglar
or "Non-Multiple Burglar." Each of the two sub—groups was exanined
first in relationship to the NIC data on the total JD population and '
then in compagison to theother sub-group. In this Way,fwe have been
able to analee two important components of'thelmultiple Recidivistv
population andegyrther refine the programmatic alternative which appears
most éppropriete for each group. - | |

The results of the data analysis are ﬁresented in the following \
|

sections, The nghllghts of Data on Multiple Rec1divist Population

summarizes the results of the compar1s01 of the Multlple ReCldiVlst,‘

Multiple Burglar, an—Multlple Burglar and NIC\samples on the major

S

hvariables. The Comparat:ve Proflle of the Multlple Burglar Recid:vist

b ¥

I
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Non-Multiple Burglar Recidivist and the NIC duVenile Delinquent Populations
=" provides the detailed staﬁistics on the sample groups on 45 variables.
In addition,fk more detailed analysis was performed on the relation-

;i? ship of total family income to the number of children in the family

* in the ﬁgltiple Recidivist population. It was felt that this infor- .
‘ ’ 1 .
» mation provided a more accurate picture of the economic status of the
. '!;{ . (\\j,;}"
. family than total annual income. This data is presented in the section, e
i In-Dapth Analysis of the Financial Conditions for the Different Multiple 2,
Recidivist Stb=groups.
An evaluation of the significance and the impliqations of the data
are presented in the sections, Analysis and Discussion and Major
Programmatic Congsiderations,
3.
4,
_ *5 ]
«
6.

III. = HIGHLIGHTS OF DATA ON MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST POPULATION

(52 Cases - All cases with petition dates in January ,
through April, 1978, with 6 or more arrests, for which e
there was sufficient information in the files. )

Race - Multiple Recidivist population has a much higher proportion of
minority juveniles than the NIC sample: 53,97 as compared with 24,8%.
The difference between the Multiple Burglar and Non-Multiplée Burglar
(54.2%/53.0%) in this area is not significant.

Father's Education - Multiple Recidivists have a higher percentage of
fathers not completing high school - 44.2%, as compared with 28.0% in
the NIC study. (No significant difference again between Multiple ’

Burglars & Non-Multiple Burglars: 42.9%/47.0%.)

The higher number of "unknown" cases at 25.0% is directly related to
the nature of the cases. In most of these cases, the father and mother
were separated several years ago, the father's whereabouts are unknown
and the investigation did not ascertain many details on the Father s
background

Mother's Education - 57.6% did not complete high school as compared with
40,1% in the NIC study. Non-Multiple Burglars had a somewhat higher
percentage of mothers completing high school than Multiple Burglars =
35.3%/25.7%.

Income = 51.97 of the families of Multiple Recidivists have an income
of less than $10,000 a year, as compared with 43.9% in the NIC sample.
There does appear to be a significant difference between Multiple Bur=~
glars and Non-Multiple Burglars on this variable: #57.1% of the Multiple
Burglar families earn less than $10,000, as compared with 41.1%,

Source of Income - 40.4% of Multiple Recidivist families receive assis~
tance from DSS and 11.3% from other government sources. This compares
with 21.7% and 7.6% in the NIC sample.

In the Multiple Burglar populaticn, 60.07% of the familles are supperted
by DSS or other government sources, as compared with 35.3% of the Non-
Multiple Burglar population. The level of significance of the distri-
bution of Multlple Burglar and Non—Multiple Burglar cases on this varia-
ble is .1546. o i

Number of.Siblings -~ 53.8% offﬁultiple Recidivists had 4 or more siblings
with an average number of 4.735. In the NIC-Study, 47.8% of the juve~-
niles had 4 or more siblings with an average of 3.656. ‘

Multiple Burglars had an average number of 4.543 siblings or more than.
one more on the average than Non-Multiple Burglars with 3.294. This
is particularly important when related to the lower family income of most

, Multlple Burglars.
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Psychological Evaluation ~ 17.3% of the Multiple Recidivist sample

was diagnosed as ARA, 7,7% as ARA -~ Moderate, 11.5% as ARA ~ Severe. .
In the NIC study, 32.5% of the juveniles were diagnosed as ARA and 3.5%
as ARA - Severe, the ARA -~ Moderate category not being used. Adjusting
for the cases in which no evaluation was made or the diagnosis was
unknown, the frequencies for the Multiple Recidivist sample are ARA -
39.1%, ARA - Moderate - 26.1%, and ARA - Severe - 17.4%; and for the
NIC sample ARA ~ 73,9%; ARA - Severe - 8.6%.

When adjusted for unknown and no evaluation cases, the diagnoses for
Multiple Burglars were ARA - 41,7%;ARA - Moderate - 25.0% and ARA ~
Severe ~ 8.3%. Tor Non-Multiple Burglars, these figures are ARA - 36.4%,
ARA - Moderate ~ 27,3%; ARA - Severe - 27.3%. The higher proportion of
Non-Multiple Burglars in the Moderate and Severe categories - 54.6%,

as compared to 33.3%, appears consistent with the findings on Behavioral
Tendencies ard School Problems for these two groups.

- Physiological Disability - The proportion of cases showing some kind of

physiological disability in the Multiple Recidivist sample is generally

higher than the NIC sample, with no particular dysfunction outstanding.

Disability is indicated in 30.7%6f the Multiple Recidivists as compared
with 17.8% of the NIC cases. .

Behavioral Tendencies ~ 15.3% of the Multiple Recidivist population exhi-
bited runaway behavior; 23.1% aggressive — assaultive behavior; 57.6%
truancy; 5.7% aleshol abuse; and 13.5% drug use (including marijuana).

In this category, it is significant that Non-Multiple Burglars exhibited
aggressive-assaultive behavior at twice the rate (35.3% as compared
with 17.1%) as Multiple Burglars. This appears consistent with the data
on violent school problems and psychological evaluation on the two sub-
groups. B

The NIC data is not used as comparison because the much lower figures for

- all categories indicates differences in data gathering methods.

Other Family Members Known to Court - 65.4% of Multiple Recidivists had

other family members known to court. . The figure for Multiple Burglars
is 68,4%, somewhat higher than Non~Multiple Burglars at 58.8%. In the

NIC study, 44.6% of the juveniles had other family members known to court.

Family Dysfunetion = Sibling <« 23% of Multiple Recidivists had siblings
who had been placed in residential treatment or incarcerated, as compared
with 5.7% in the NIC study.

’Child Abuse - Abuse was indicated, alleged or suspected in 11.5% of the
Multiple Recidivist cases as compared with 29.3% of the cases in the NIC
study, in which follow-up was done in this area.

Base Family Structure - (This data differs considerably from that for -

the 16 test cases.) 32.7% of the Multiple Recidivists come from "stable
families"; 53,8% from families structurally broken by divorce, separation
or desertion; 7.7% of the families experienced a death of a parent. This
data is similar to that for the NIC sample, in which 35.7% of the juve-
niles were from stable families. Multiple Burglars and Non—ﬁultiple
Burglars do not differ significantly on this variable.

o7

14,

15,

*17.

*18.

19.

20.

Base Functional Breakdown -~ Parental - In 25.0% of the Multiple Recidi-

vist families, parental alcohol abuse is iqﬂicated; 11.9% of the fami-
lies have multiple parvental dysfunction. L./ the NIC study, 26.87% of
the cases showed parental alcohol abuse as a functional breakdown and
14.0% multiple dysfunction. The Multiple Burglar and Non=Multiple
Burglar sub-groups show similar distributions on this variable.

Grade - 21.2% of the Multiple Recidivist youths were reported as being
in BOCES special education classes, as opposed to 10.8%Z of the juve-
niles in the NIC study.

School Behavioral Problems - 73.5% of Multiple Recidivists had school
behavioral problems - 23,1% involving atienddnce alone; 19.2% involving

. violent behavior and 26.9% involving non-violent behavioral problems.

The statistic§ for the NIC sample are similar.,

The Non-Multiple Burglar population differs from both the NIC sample
and the Multiple Burglar sub-group in showing a 29.4% rate of violent
behavioral problems. This compares with 13.47%7 for the NIC sample and
14,3% for the Multiple Burglar sample. (Significance = .1680)

Short-Term Detention - 50.07% of the Multiple Recldivists were placed
in short-térm detention at least once, as compared with 24,17 of the
NIC sample. ' ‘

*The higher rate of short-term detention of Non-Multiple Burglars at
64.7% as compared with 42.9% for Multiple Burglars is interesting in view
of the fact that Non-Multiple Burglars had a lower average number of
total offenses - 7.471, as compared to 9.600. (The level of sighifi-
cance of distribution on this variable is ,1064.)

Long-Term Placement -~ 39.5% of Multiple Recidivists were placed in
residential placement or a DFY facility at some point. 23.67% of the
NIC sample experienced long-term placement. -

#52,9% of the Nop-Multiple Burglars were placed in a residential facility,
as compared with 31.5% of Multiple Burglars. (Significance of distribu~
tion = ,0150) Again, this should be considered in view of the lower
average number of total offenses for this sub-group. This information
fits into a pattern of indications that the Non~Multiple Burglar sub-
group may be psychologically and behaviorally more severe than the
Multiple Burglar population. -

Base Status ~ Important in these figures is the fact that 23.5% of the
Non-Multiple Burglar cases had a PINS petition pending at the time of
the current JD petition. None of the Multiple Burglar cases had a pend-
ing PINS petition. This may be another indication of the’multi—problem
nature of the Won-Multiple Burglar cases. The base status statistics
for the Multiple Recidivist group and NIC sample are not comparable due
to different methods of case selection. /

Subject Alcohol Use - Alcohol use is indicated in 15.3% of the Multiple
Recidivist cases, with frequent or excessive use indicated in 3.8% of
the cases. This compares with a 54.2% use rate in the NIC sample and.
30.0% excessive or frequent use. The difference is probably due to a
follow-up study done on the NIC cases in this area.

Y
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Parental Alcohol Abuse - Parental alcohol abuse is indicated in 36.57% of
the Multiple Recidivist cases, with Non-Multiple Burglars having a
slightly higher rate at 41.2% than Multiple Burglars at 34.47%. In-the
NIC study, 38.8% of the cases involved parental alcohol abuse,

" In this section, the multiple-burglar, non—multiple burglar
and NIC total delinquent sub~groupsg are compared apd contrasted,
Curzrently Resides With -~ 30.8% of Mﬁltiple Recidivists are cur}entiy These
in residential placement. 41.27% of Non-Multiple Burglars and 25.77% of :

Multiple Burglars are in placement.:  (Significance of distribution on .
this variable = ,1614.) . .

Forty-~five major variables are analyzed in this section.

variables‘include the socio-economic, legal, familial, psychological

and psychiat¥ic factors of each youngster. The definition of each

Current Supervision Status = 46.2% of the Multiple Recidivists are cur-
rently on probation, 30.8%7 in residential placement, 9.6% have pending -
cases and 9.6% of the cases have been closed. '

variable remained constant between the NIC stﬁdy and the study of

multiple recidivists, By utilizing this method, identification of

specific behavioral juvenile delinguent sub-groups can be achieved.

N

The variables used in this analysis are as follows:

{1) Age At Time of Petition
(2) sex
{3) Race
(4) Religion
(5) FPather's Education
(6) Mcther's Education
(7) Income
(8) Source
{9) Father's Support
(10) Father's Occupation
(11) Mother's Occupation
(12) Number of Slblings
(13) Total Children in Home
(14) psychological Evaluation
~ (15) physiological/Physical Disability
» (16) Behavioral Tendencies
(17) Resided wWith
(18) Family Involvement With Other Agencies
(19) Family Members Known to Court
(20) PFPamily Dysfunction-Sibling
(21) Child Abuse
(22) Base Family Structure
(23) Base-Functional Breakdown
(24) 1.Q.
(25) Grade
(26) School Behavioral Problems
{27) Prior Treatment
(28) short-term Detention
(29) Long-term Placement
(30) Prior Residential Placement
(31) Current Offense
(32) No. of Prior Offenses
 (33) Most Serious Prior Offense

.10-
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(34) Base status (at time of petition) : ‘ SIS . TABLE I: COMPARATIVE PROFILES OF THE MULTIPLE BURGLAR RECIDIVIST, NON-MULTIPLE
(35) No. of Subsequent Offenses’ | = ; , BURGLAR RECIDIVIST AND THE NIC JCVENILE DELINQUENT POPULATIONS
(36) Total No. of Offenses S ' S D o o . ‘
, (37) Most serious Subsequent Offensge R ' : : ; MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST STUDY
b - (38) subject Alcohol Abuse ety (52 Gases) :
(39) Parental Alcohol abuse - , : f g , , - ‘ '
(40) Sibling Alcohol Abuse S | - e
L 2 B (41) ¢ g S .asuse , ; ; ‘ s .Total - Multiple - Multiple NIC
: \ Currently Resides With o ‘ Variable : Sample Burglar Burglar Study
(42 ———= furg-ar - 2urgLar study
. ) Current Legal Status | | S I : (52) T (35) (17) (157)
_ O ~ (43) Current Supervision Status. ‘ «, Z . : ‘ ;,
' (44) Town ' \ , ' : 1, Age at Time of Petition 7
(45) Multiple Burglar . Below 13 “ e 3.8%2 5.7% ‘ g 8%
L - | 13 | 7.7y 11.4% | 1157
e | , - R L 14 | 30.5Y% 25.7% C412% 0 24,82
| - | 15 | 48.1% 42.9%  58.8%  39.5%
16 L9.6%  14.3% o L 14,07
Mean  14.519 14.486 14.588 14,261
2 Sex ‘ ’ . ‘
X ©100.0% 100.0% . - 100.0% 91.7%
¥ B S o 8.3%
M 3. Race
White | a2 40.03 47.1% 0 TL.3%
Black . 38.5% ©37.1% | 4L.2% 21.0%
. Hispanic 15.4% 17.1% 11.8% - 3.8%
’ | ' | | Unknown . . 3.8% 5.7% T 3.8y
B 4. Religion - , SR | | | o
| U = Catholic . 36.6%  34.3% 35.3¢2 . 45.2%
[ : ‘ . ) S ‘ . . o
. | Protestant I 26.,9% - 28.6% "23.5% o 22.9%
N Pentacosi‘.al ; _ 3.8% S 5.7% 0.0%- - 1.3%
R B | | . Other . 1.9% 2.9 0.0% 0 5.7%
m e e LS | | ER : e Unknown g 32,72 28.6% - 4L.2% 24.8%
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‘ Variable

o

‘Above ‘H.S. Grad.‘,

+

5. lFather's Education

© Below H.S. Grad,

H.8. Grad.

Unknown

6. Mother's Education

Below Hxs.‘Grad.

H.S. Grad.

VFyAbove H.S: Grad.

Unknown
7. *Income
© To 85,999

$6,000 — $9,999

$15,000 - $19,999

© 410,000 - $14,999

$20,000 plus

Unknownb

8. *Source

DSS

Other Cov't or -

Parent(s) Empl.

© Mult. Gov't,
S Gov't. & Empl.

_ Other

=

NMon~—

Total " Multiple Multiple
Sample Burglar Burglar
(52)° (35) 17y .
b, 2% 42.9% 47.0%
23.1% 22.9% 23.5%
7.6% 11.4%° 0.0%
| zsioz 22.9% 29.4%
57.67 60.0% 53.0%
28.8Y% 125.7% 35.3%
0.0% 0.0% 0,0%
13.5% 14.3% 11.8%
9.6% 5.7% 17.6%
42.3% 51.4% 23.5%
15.4% 14.3% 17.6%
15.4% 11.4% 23.5%
7.7% 5.7% 11.8%
©9.6% 11.4% 5.9%
so.sz' 22.9% - 47.0%
40. 4% 45.,7% 29.4%
11.5zv 14.3% s.9%
13,5% 11.4% 17.6%
3.8 572 0.0%
N NE
Significance .1546
fﬁ’—13— E

28,0%

23.6%

16.0%

32.5Y%

40.1%

.. 33.1%

5.8%

21.0%

12.7%
31.27%
24.27
14.6%
11.5%

20.4%

53,57

21.7%

7.6%

7.6% .

2.5%

2R

PR

Variable

£a

9. ,Fatheffé Support

10.

ll'

Pays Support

Doés Not Pay

Not: Applicable
Unknown
(Step-father Pays)

Father's Occupation

Professional
Technical or Skilled
Semi-skilled
Unskilled

Retiréd or Disabled

Unemployed

Other

Not Applicable

Unkriown

Mother's Occupation

Y

Housewife

Unemployed

“.Service

Skilled

" Semi-skilled

;Unskilled

Clerical

iManager;al. o s

" ‘Unknown

' Other

- g

L Sy

Total . Multiple
Sample Burglar

G2 (35)

5,87 “ 2.9%

38.5%  40.0%
48.1%, 45.7%
7.7%  11.4%
1.9% 2.9%

2127 14.3%
15.4% - 14.3%
775 sjex
13.5% 17,22
1.92‘1‘ 2.9%
9.57 8.7%
7.7% 8.6%
2127 22.9%
42.3% 45.7%
21.2% 25.7%
9.6% 2.9%
3.8% 5.7%

3.82 2.9%
197, BT
3.8 RN R
3.8% 2.9%
9.6% 8.6%
4-

ﬁﬁigigle §l§
Burglar Study
(17) (157)
11.8% 10.2%
35.3% - 17.8%
52;9% - - o
| “”}~68.7% _
0,07 — h
3v1% -
0.0% r' 9.6%
-35.3% 18.5%
17.6% | 8.32
5.9%" 13.4%
'5.9% 1.9%
0.0% - 8.,9%
11.87 19.0%
5.9% 2.5%
17.6% 17.8%
35.3% 46.5
11.8% 4.5%
23.5% 9.6%
0.0% 3.8%
5.9% by
0.0% 1.9%
5.9% 10027
5.7 A
C11.8% ";kflo.sz o

Non-

‘3;22"
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12.

14.

15.

Variable

Number of 8iblings

3 or less
4 or more

Mean

Total Children‘in Home
4 or less

5 or more

Unknown

'Méén

Psvychological
Evaluation*

No Evaluation
~ARA
ARAéModerate
ARA~Severe
UARA
Other

Unknown

Physiological Disability

_\‘NOne~Indicated

Hyperactive
EpilepSy
Borderline Retarded

B

Physical Impair.

5

Learning Disability

i

Total

Sample

(52)

46.27

~53.8%

- 4.135

48.1%
50.0%
1.9%

4.373

3855%'
17.3%
7.7%
11.5%
3.8%
3.8%

17.3%

65.4%

. 3.8%

1.9%

50 82;'

3.87

7.7%

_15_

'Multigle %%%%iple
Burglar ~  Burglar
. (35) an
42.8% 53.0%
57.2z' 47.0%
4.543 3.294
45.7% 53.0%
51.5% 47.0%
.01 0.0%
4.418 4.294
51.4% 11.8%
14.3% 23.5%
8.6% 17.6%
2.97 % 17.6%
2.9% 5.9%
5.7% 0.0%.
14.3% 23.57

l | l

Significance = .0846

64.7%

65.7%
5.7% 0.0%
0.0% 5.9%
2.9% 11.8%
2.9% 507
1.4 0.0%

NIC

‘Study

(157) i

52.2%

47.8%

3.656

31.8%
3.8%

3.881

46.5%

32.5%

3.8%
2.5%

5.0%

75.2%
1.9%
6%

6%
1.3%

2.5%

15.

16.

" Rebellious

“Variable
(Cont'd)
Multiple |
Unknown

’ (Organic Brain Dys.)

(Other) '

Behavioral Tendencies

(1 - 4 Combined)
Runaway o
Aggressive/Assaulti&e
Sekually Acting Ouﬁ
Truant.

Destructive

Depressive.

Alcohol

Drugs

Anger
Impulsive

Passive

~ Delinquéht

%17,

Suicidal
Enuretic
Other

Resided With

Both Parents
Mother
Father

Mother-Stepfather

~(Other) .

57.6%
15.3%
13.4%

5.7%

13.5%

21.1%
36;52
1.9%
30. 8%
51,8%
1.9%

3.8%

- 1.9%

34.6% =
53.8%

B
3.8%

Multiple

Burglar

(35)

8.6

2.9%

17.1%

17.1%
0.0%

60.0%

17.27
8.6%

5.8%2

20.0%

42,97

0. 0%

37,12

54.3%
2.9%

5.7%

“16-

EQE:
Multiple NIG
Burglarx Study
(an s
5;9% 3.8%
5,07 7.0%
1.9%
5,19
11.8% R
35. 3% 18.5%
11.8% 3.2%
52.9% 4z
11.8% 2.5%
23.6% 5.7
5,9% 1.2%
5,92 ~1.8%
23,67 5.1%
23,62 8.9%
5.9% 5.7%
29.4% 10.8%
iz Y g0
0.0% 5,07
0.0% 3.8%
5.9% . 3.72 ”
29,47 38.27
5.9 36.3%
17.6% B , ‘6.4%»,
0.07 8.3%

010077 -



k18,

‘R

e
%19,
20,
21,

i

Variablen

FEmily‘Involvemeﬁt'With

Other Agencies

1

2

3 .

Mbre than 3
None
Unknown

Family Members Known
to Court

Sibling

Multiple Sibling
Parent

farent & Siblings
None Indicated
Unknown -

Family Dysfunction -
8ibling

Residential Placement

RS

Incarceration

Other

None,IndiCated

Not Applicablé

Child ‘Abuse

Ihdicated

v Alleged or ‘Suspected

- _Under Tnv.

RN g

~NOtIIndicated ‘

. )) )

e

Unknown

46.2%
26.9%

5.8%

. 0.0%

17.3%

3.8%

//‘/

26.97%

17.3%

L 17.3%

34.67%

19.2%

69.2%

1.9%

0.0%

88.5%

;17; r"

Multiple

Burglar
(35)

37.1%
34.3%
5.7%

0.0%

1717

M)

28.6%

:22.9%

2.9%

14.3%

31.4%

20.0%*

5.7%
' 2,9%
71.4%

0.0%

2.9%
8.6%:
0.0%

88.6%

Non-

Multiple
Burglar Study.
(17 (157)

64.7% 33.1%

11.8% 8.9%

'5.9% 5.1%

- 0.0% 1.3%

17.6% ;

i::}~ 51.6%
0.0%

23.5% 10.8%
5.9% 14.0%
5.9% 5.8%

23.5% 14.0%

41.2% 52.3%
| 3.2%

17.6% f"“}_5.7z
0.0% — s
5.9% 7.0%

64.7%.  —

j:}ﬂs7.3z

11.8%

0.0% 13.4%

11.8% 14.0%
0.0% 1.9%

qs.Zz 70.7%

22,
23.
26,
~

L -

vVariable‘

Base Family Structure

Stable

Death of Parent

Divorce, Separation, Desertion

Never Married
Other
Unknown

Base Tunctional Breakdown

Parent Alcoholic

Parent Emotionally Disturbed k

Criminal History of Parent
Multiple Inc. Alcohol
Multiple Excl. Aléohol
Marital Maladj.

Mother Overwhelmed/

- Ineffectual

None Indicated
Unknown

69 or below

70 - 79

80 - 89

90 - 99

100 - 109

© 110 + -

Unknown

32.7%
1.7%
53.8%

5,8%

25;02
3.8%
9.6%
5.8%
5.8%

3.8%

" 5.8%

40.47%

0.0%
9.6%
23.1%

11.5% -

- 11.5%
3.8%

40.4% s

=18~

‘Multiple

Burglar
(35)

34 .3Y%
8.6%.
51.5%

5'7%

23.5%
2.9%
11.4%
2.9%
5.7%
2.9%

2.9%

42.9%

0.0%
8.6%
25.7%

14,3%

- 5.7%

2.9%

42.9%

Non—

'Multiplé

17.7%

- 5.9%

5097

11.8% ~
5.9%

5.9%

11.8%

35,72
10,22
47.1%

2.5%

1.2% -

3'2%

26.8%
3.8
1.2%

10.2%
3.8%

7.0%

35.3% 7-] 47.1%

0.0%

11.8%

17.6%

5.9%
23.5%
5.9%



Non- ‘ . » ‘ Non-

S

| o Total Multiple Multiple NIC Total  Multiple Multiple NIG
Variable Sample Burglar Burglar Study Variable Sample Burglar Burglar Study
. ; (52) (35) (17) (157) (52) (35) a7 (157)
25, Crade : ' » %*28. Short-term Detention ' '
6ch | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% ~ Shelter 42.32 40.0%7 47.1% . 20.4%
7th A 7.7% | 11'42 0.0% 3.2% s Shelter & Non-Secure 7.7% 2.9% 17.6% .62
© 8th 21.2% 25.7% 11.8% 10.2% None . 50.0% 57.1% 35.3% 73.9%
9th - 30.8% 22.9% 47.1% 10.2% i Other - - - ' 3,1%
10th | 1.9% 0.0% 5.9% 7.0% | | . Significance .1064 |
1lfh‘ ~ L 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% ‘@ \ B . ‘ - Significance 0150
BOCES (Sp. Ed.)* : 21.2% 22.9% 17.6% 10.8% %29. Long-term Placement . ,
BOCES (Voc.) | ' 1.9% 2.9% 0.0% 1.9% ~ One Private | 21.2% 14.3% 35.3% - 15.3%
. Drop-out 5.8% 2.9 o 11.8% ‘ 5.7%7 One - DFY 5.8% 0.0% ‘ 17.6% 3.2%
Unknown ' 9.6% 11.4% 5.9% 48.4% ,  Other 1.9% 2.9% ~0.0% 3.2%
26. Scheool Behavioral Problems* v Multiple 9.6% 14.3% 0.0% 1.9%
Attendance , 23.1% 22.9% 23.5% 21.7% None | 61.5% 68.6% 47.1% . 76. 2%
Violent Behav. Problem 19.2% 14.3% 29.4% . 13.4% 30. Prior Residential
' . Placement
Non-Violent Behav. Problem 26.9% 25.7% 29.4% 32.5% ‘ SN
> ~ | ' Yes 13.5% 14.3% 11.8% 16.5%
None Indicated - 17.4% 22.9% 0.0% 16.6% ‘ : o , o
; : : No | ' 86.5% 85.7% 88.2% 82. 8%
Retained 4.3% 5.7% 0.0% 2.5% : . ’
‘ \ ‘ : Unknown - } - - 6%
Unknown 11.5% 8.6% 17.6% 13.4% o , .
, 31.  Current Offense
Siknificance .1680 | | Burglary 71.2% 85.7% 41.2% 43.3%
27. Prior Treatment | | | Assault © s.8% 2.9% 11.8% 6,4%
School Psych. 19.2% 25.7% 5.9% 7.6 | Grand Larceny | 5.8% 5.7% 5.9% - 7.0%
-+ Formal Counseling 7.7% 8.6% 5.9% . 25.5% ‘ Petit Larceny - 3.8% 0.0% 11.8% 10.8%
Multiple o 17.3% 11.4% 29,47 6% L U UMY, S 5.8 0.0z 17.6% o 8.3%
Other | L 9.6% 8.6% '11.8% | 8.9% ‘  Crim. Trespass 3.8% 2.9% 5.9% 1.3%
None Indicated o | 42.3%  40.0% 47.12 52.9% ' Robbery 1.9% - 0.0% o 5.9% 3.2
Unknown 3.8 5.7% - 0.0% 4.5 ’ Other S L9% 2092 < 0.0%  13.9%

“_19;v



32.

*34.

Variable

No., of Prior Offenses

4 or less
5 ‘or more
Mean

Most Serious Prior Offense

Burglary

Assault

Grand Larceny

Robbery
Sexual Abuse
ﬁ;U.M.V.
Rape

Menacing (i

. Petit Larceny

Other

Not Applicable

Base Status (at time of

- petition)
| Pénding JD Charges

~ Pending PINS

Residential Placement

Probation

7 Qther

None

61.5%

5.8%
9.6%
7.7%
- 3.8%
1.9%
1.9%
1.9%
1.9%
1.9%

1.9%

51.9%
7.7%
7.7%

17.3%
9.5%

- 5.8%

—21-

Burglar
(35)

57.2%
42.87%

'4.914

74,3%
8.6%
0.0%
8.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2.9%
0.0%
0.0%

2.9%

Significance .

Non~-
Multiple

Burglar
(17)

47.1%
52,9%
4.176

54.37%
0.0%
5.7%

20.07%

11.4%

8.6%

NIC

Study
(157)

i

84.17%
13.3%

3.398

71.6%
11.4%

59.27%

5.7%
3.8%

14.6%

62.4%

12.8%

6%

35.

36~Q

37.

38.

Variable

No. of Subsequent Offenses

2 or less
3 or more
Mean

Total No. of Offenses

7 or less

"8 or more

Mean .

Most Serious Subsequent
Offense

Burglary
Assault

Grand Larceny
U.U.M.V.
Arson
Rabbery

Pétit Larceny
Other

None

Subject Alcohol Use

Denies Use or Not Indicated

Oeccasional
Frequent
Excessive
Unknown ;
. 4'/—%%;%
7 Ny

Total
Sample

(52)
53.8%
46.2%

3.192

42.3%
57.7%
8.904

51.9
7.7%
5.8%
9.6%
1.9%
7.7%

1-9%

‘13.5%

-22-

Multiple
Burglar

(35)
54.3%
45.7%

3.686

28.5%
71.5%

9.600

71.4%
2.9%
0.0%
5.7%
2.9%
8.6%

0.0%
8.6%
88.6%

11.4%

OQO%

D

Non-

ﬁﬁIEiple NI¢
Burglar Study
17) (157) .
Q
52,9% -
7.1% -
2.176
70.6% 82,8%
29.4% 17.2%
7.471 3.822
11.8% 13.4%
17.6% 2.5%
17.6% 2.5%
17.6% 2.5%
0.0% 6% -
5.9% 0.0%
f'$.9zv§ 6%
- 10.8%
23,5% 66.3%
70.6%7 . 15,9%
11.8% : 24.2%
5.9% 11.5%
s.9zA. 18.5%
5.97 29,9%

g



39,

.

. 40,
#41,
42.

A

\\\\//)

. =23-

Non-
Total Multiple Multiple NIC
_Variable . Sample Burglar Burglar - Study
- (52} (35) 17) (157)
Parental Alcohol Abuse 7
One or Both 36.5% 34,4% 41,2% 38.8%
Not Indicated 63.5% 65.7%  58.8% ——
- —I—' 61-2%
Unknown
Sibling Alcohol Abuse
‘Indicated 3.8% 5.7% 0.0% 9.5%
Not Indicated 88.5% 91,4% 82.4%
Unknown 3.8% 2.97% 5.9%
90.5%
Not Applicable 3.8% 0.0% 11.8%
Currently Resides With
Both Parents 23.1% 22.9%2 .  23.,5% C 27,47
One Parent’ 38.5% 45.8% - 23.5% 26.1%
Parent-Step-Parent 1.9% 2.9% 0.0% 5.8%
Resgidential Placement 30.8% 25.7% 41.2% 3.2%
Other Relative 5.8 12.9% 11.8% 11.5%
Significance .1614
Other - - - 2.5%
“Unknown - - - 23.6%
Current Legal Sta}us
No New Charges 11.5% 11.47% 11.8% 87.3%2
New Charges Processed 69.2% 62.9% 82.4% -
Pending New Charges 17.3% 22.9% 5.9% | 7.6%
vop L 1.9% 2.9% 0.0% 3.8%
Dther -\

- - 1.2%

43.

b4,

450

Total Multiple N.g;.zg_ﬁ__i le

Variable Sample Burglar Burglar

T (52) (35 6D
Current Supervision Status
Probationl 46.2% 51.4% 35.3%
Residential Placement 30.8% 25.7% 41.2%
Case Closed 9.6% 8.6% 11.8%
Transferred ~1.9% 0.0% 5.9%
Pending 9.,6% 11.47 5.9%
ACOD 1.9% 2,9% 0.07
Town
Babylen 32.7% 34.3% 29.4%
Brookhaven 2122 22.9% 17.6%
Huntington 17.3% 17.17% 17.6%
Islip 25.0% 22,97 29.4%
Riverhead 1.92 - 0.0% 5.9%
Southampton 1.9% 2.9% 0.0%
Multiple Burglar
Yes 67.37% - -
No 32.7% - -

:://

RIQ

Study -

(157)

22.9%

10.27%

64.3%

2.5%

-



v,

Unit Analysis of Behavioral & Legal Status of Prior, Current &
§pbsequentﬁoffense3;

This section presents the numbsr and type of total offenses

committed by individuals identified, using our definition as 6 or

‘more arrests, as multiple recidivists., Current, prior and subse-

quent ofﬁenses-are differentiated so that the pattern of illegal be-
havior for each youngster can be identified both in a’;img seqﬁence
of severity of offense, and in overall behavioral terms,

- all 52 multiple recidivists have beeh arrested six or more times
and are categorized as either multiple-bu:glars or non multiple bur-
‘glars. Multiple-burglars have been arrested three of more times for

burgléry'offenses with a total arrest record of 6 or more arrests,

" The total nuwber of actual Burglary incidents are usually much greater

but the huﬁber)of separate burglary arrests is the digcriminating vari-

Vable. The non-multiple burglar sub-group actually represents the re-

‘maining multiple recidivist population (six or more arrests) that are

miot multiple burglary (three or more arrests for burglary).
Table II identifies those youngsters categorized as Multiple
/

Burglars (MB) and those categorized as Non-Multiple Burglars (NMB).

The unit éﬁaleis identifies scme clear patterns of behavior that

: distinguish the MB & NMB. Actuauy, although the multiple burglar

,fcaﬁegory uses thekcrude béhavio;al variable of three burglary ar:ests,

 :§§§ distiqcﬁfsﬁb—groups have been identified as é result: the 'career!'
b;félar aﬁd5property foender from é severely econ0mica11y déérived«_

- family: anﬁkthé'more'seriouslf emotioﬁally disturbed,'aSSaultive,

mqltiple-pfbblem offender (the non-multiple burglary reﬁidivist). These :

~’:categories are not absolute anmd our research has identified juvenile

a25-

delinquents at differeqt stages of‘their crimina1 céreers.‘ However,

[}

the existence of these distinctive shb-groups‘cannoé be denied.

The impliqations of these findings for”différential.selecti3ﬁ 
of cases into the various dispositional alternative programs are
considerable, These implications are discusséd.in greater detail

in Section VIII.

=26~
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. IABLE YI: UNIT ANALYSIS OF BEHAVIORAL & LEGAL STATUS OF PRIOR,

CURRENT & SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES:

No. & Type ofyPriorﬁ

current Offense

gg.“"ggse No.
L‘;‘ f 784i37‘
| *& - Y i
2. | 76233

- S B

3 67993

/

4 77029

5 64346

6 74611
et

7 = | 75786

8 76399
S

9 | 76417

10y 57776
"

2 = Burgl, 3
1 - Burgl, 3

3 Burg 3
2 J.D.

Burgl. 3 (MB)

Burgl, 3 (MB)

Burgl 3 (MB)

1 Grx. Larc.
l Cr. Tresp.

(7) - 5 Burg 3

2 J.D.

2 Buf§f3 .
1 vomv ~
1 Unt Impris

(4) -

1 Grand Larc.
(3) - 2 UMV

1 Gr Larc 3
SN :
- 2 Burg 3

. ‘1 Gr Liarc 3
e 1 UUMV

(43

8 Burg 3
1 rL w0
1 CM 3 g
"1 Robb -

(12) -

- UuMv (NMB).b

Burg 3 (MB)

Assault 3 (NMB)

- Assault 3 (NMB)

Burg 3 (NMB)

UMV - NMB

. Burg 3 «(MB)

1 Poss Burg:”

Tools

=27~

No., & Type of

Subseqguent Offenses

(5)‘

(7)

1 (2)

(4).
(2)
(1)

@

(3)
{3)

(2)

4
1l

W

N

Burgl 3 =

Crin, Misch.‘4

Burgl. 3

Poss, Burgl Tools
uuMy ‘ ~
Crim Misch 4.
Crim Tregp 3

Vi

Burgl, 3

Burg. 3
Pet Larc
Assault

Burg 3
Escape

Robbery 2

NN

SRR

gumy
Gr. Larc,

voMv
Gr Larc.
Crim, Misch 4

P.L,

UuMv ,
Gr Larc 2

i
it

~NO. Case No.

@

Current Offense

11 72752

12 68136
13 66021
14 751541
15 65518
16 71001
17 73473
18 73872
19 |, 78623
20 74938
21 74721

0. & Type of Priors

{7) 1 Rape 1
-~ 1 Burg 3
.2 UuMV
‘1 Reck End
1 Cr Misch 4

1l Cr pPoss sp

(13) 9 Burg, 3
2 Burg, 2
1 cpsp
-1 CpCS 2
(5) 2 uuMv
Burg. 3
CeCs 7
Obst Govt Ad

TR

UUMV
GL 3

(3)

- N

(8) 4 Burg 3
Robb 2
"CPSP 3

PL

N D

uuMv

Burg 3

PL

Crim Tresp 3

(5)

TN

(5) 1 Burg 3
Crim Misch 2

UuMv

- W

Burg 3 o
Crim Misch 2
Crim Tresp 3
oMV -

(7)

W N

1 None

(5) 2 Gr. Lare. °

"1 Crim Misch
2 UMV li'
(5) Burgl 3

Burg 3 (MB)

(3) 1 Reck End (NMB)
1 vuMy
1 Burg 3

Burg 3
Burg 3

Burg 3 (NMB)

Burg 3 (MB)
Crim Tresp 3 - (NMB)

Burg 3 (NMB)

Bur&x§

Pl

tCrim'TrESp

Gr Larc, 3 (&MB)

. _28_ : i v s N

(13) 2 pL,

(4) 2 Burg 3

:-‘~(3)j2vBur§ 3

= uo,'u,xige'ux -
Subsequent Offenses

None -

(Placement)

(2) - Burg 3

None

(2) 1 uvmmv
1 PL

1 Burg 3
[None

1 Att UMV

None

L1 Asslt 3 ‘
-1 Crim Misch 4
1 utMy
8 Burg, 3

1 Gr Larc.

1 arson 4



Ko,

22

23

7

25
26
27

- .28

29

.30 |

31

32

233

=

CASE # MO, &

TYPE OF PRIORS

CURRENT OFFENSES

63099

76951

67462

70381

77724

77239

71606

709490

45444

. 76028

73902

(2)

(5)

(5)

(7)

(3)

(3)

(6)

(4)

(5)

(@)

SRR TR )

i G

4 Burg 3
2 Cr. Misch
1l Cr. Tresp.

Burg 3
Pet Larc

N W

Pet Larc
Sex Abuse
Asslt 3
Burg 3

Buyg 3

Crim Misch 4

Robb

Cr Misch 4
Cr Tresp 3
Sex Abuse 1
Menacing

R e N

Burg 3

1 Asslt 2

2 Burg 3

3 Pet Larc
2 Cpsp

1 Burg 2
2 Burg 3
1 bet Larc

Burg 3

5
"1l Burg 2

Burg 3
™ 4

NN

cM 4
cT3
Burg 3:
CPSP

.

Burg 3
cM 4
P L
Robb

Sex Abuse 3

Gr. Larc. 2 (MB)

Burg 3 (MB)

Robb2

‘Burg 3 (NMB)

Burg 3 (MB)

-~ Burg 3 (MB)

Pet Larc (NMB)'

Burg 3 (MB)

Burg 3 (MB)
Burg 3 (MB)

Burg 3 (NMB)

“ ‘Burg 3 (MB)

=29

NO, & TYPE OF
SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

(2) 1 UuMv
1 Cpsp

2)1 Burg 2
1 Burg 3

|None

(5) 1 pet Larc
2 Assault 3
2 CPSP

(2) Burg 3

Pet Larc

S

Crim Misch 4
Buwrg 3

Pet Larc
Robb2

(6)

(2)

Pet Larc
CPSP

o e W

(5) Pet Larc
Burg 3

Robb 2

=W

None
(4) Burg 3

(1) uumMv

1 Burg 3

(6]
o>

35

y

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

CASE # Lvo;*& TYPE OF PRIORS

64665

<k

74311
79338

72120

74502

78177

74442

59262

70952

75158

68449

56260 |

(2) 1 Meniacing
1 Sex aAbuse 1

(3) 1 Buxrg 3
1 Pet Larc
1lcr

3 Burg 3

(2) 1 Burg
1 vomvy

1l Burg 3

(3) 2 Burg 3
1 pet Larc

(4) 2 Burg 3
2 pet Larc

(4) 2 Burg 3
‘ 1l Pet Larc
1 Cr Tresp 3

(10) 9 Burg 3
1 uuMv
(4) 2 Burg 3
1 rPet Larc.
-1 Arson 3

Att. Burg 3
Cr Tresp 3
Asslt 2
‘Burg 3

Cr Misch 3

(6)

RN

Pet Larc

(3) ,
: Burg 2

=N

CURRENT OFFENSE

Pet Larc {NMB)

Forgery 2 (MB)

2 Burg 3 (MB)

‘Bdrq 3 (MB)

Burg (MB)

Rt

w

Burg (ME)

Burg 3 (MB)

W

Burg (MB)

W

Burg (MB)

Burg 2

Bufg~3”

Att Burg 3 (MB)

(13

“3)

NO, & TYPE OF

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

(4) 1 cpcs 5
)l pet Larc
1 Assault
1 Menacing

5 Burg

1 pet Larc
l1GL 3
lcr 2

3 CpSP

(2) 1 Burg 3
1 Pet Larc

(10) 7 uvmv
<1 Burg 3 .
1 Poss Burg Tools
1 A Gr Larc_

() 1L CT 3
3 Burg 3
1 cpsp

CPSP.

(2) 2
1l Burg 3

(2) 1 Burg 3

1 cCpCs 5

Burg 3
cpPsp

(2) 1 Cr Misch 4
1 Burg 3

| 1 purg 3

- (4) 1 Burg 3

3 Cr Tresp 3
1 Uninsured M.V,

(2) 1 6r Lare 3 0

-1 Att, Burg 3



;59"

51

52

77235

77884

(2)

(5)

(9)

\‘\]

(3)

(4)

(3)

sl ol

1

1

L e S N ) oW

Ll

. ) ¥
NO, & TYPE OF PRIORS

Cpsp
vuMY

(4) Burg 3

Burg 3
UUMV
Asslt 3

Burg 3

Gr Larc
Pet Larc
Ccpcs 4

Cr Misch 3

Burg 3
410, JA

Burg 3
Pet Larc
Cr, Tresp

UMV
Theft of Serv
Menacing

CURRENT OFFENSE

UuMy - (NMB)
Grand Léxc 1 (MB)
Burg 3

Assault 3 (MB)

Burg 3 (MB)

Burg 3 (MB)

‘Burg 3 (NMB

.
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' NQ, & TYPE OF
SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

(3) 2 uumv

1 Att, Burg 3

(1) vumMv

(2) 1 pPet Larec (Cty)Ct.
1 att Burg 3 (Cty Ct

None

(10)

(8)

(4)

4
2
1
1
1
1

3
2
1
1
1

1

2

Burg 3

Crim Tresp 3
Cr. Misch 3
Pub, Lewd.

CcPSP

Pet Larc

Burg 3

Cx Tresp 3

Pet Larc
Robb 2

Cr Misch 3

Burg 3
UUMV

1 Pet Larc

- committed by the multiple recidivist population,

_centexs,

TYPE & SEVERITY OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES: o N
As illustrated infTabie V, there were 166 subsequent offenses

85 or 51.2% of

these offenses were Felony acts, whilg‘48.8%.wére in the Misdemeano: ‘

category. 67 out of 81 Misdemeanors or 82.7% were A Misdemeanors,

such as Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicles, Criminal Pogsesgion of

stolen Property, assault 3, Possession of Burglar Tools, griminal

.

Trespass 2 and Criminal Mischief 4th. Only 17.3% of the 81 Mis-
demeanors or 8.4%-of the total subsequeht offenses were the léég
severe B Misdemeanpr‘categcry. | |

| Each‘juvehile was included in oﬁr study because of an arreét
between Januamy and April, 1978. The sdbsequenf offénses were acts
committed in 1978 after the juvenile wasfidentified int9 our study.
The total number of offenses is influenced by the relétively §hort.
8 month average followup period; and by the fact that some juvenilés
Wéﬁ;placedﬁinto securekdetention facilities or long~£efm reéidential
Although these two factors reduced the total number of |
subseéuent offenses, ;Qg subsequent offenses'were~re¢ordg§. This

\ - ’ | R
total represents an average of 3.2 subsequent offenses per juvenile,

=
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 TABLE 1I1: NUMBER AND SEVERITY OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED

BY ’I‘H@ MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST POPULATION:
B = R

v
OFFENSE FEL/MISD ‘N’UMBER ’Fﬂﬁmg’gmg.

‘Arson 4 E Fel. o . 6%

7_Assau1t A Misd. ‘5 3.01%
Aft, Burg 3rd E. Fel. 3 i.aiw
att., Gr. Larc. A, Misd. 1 6%
aAtt, UMV B Misd. 1 . 6%
Burg. 2 C. Felony 2 1.2% |
Burg. 3 D,{Fél. 66 39.76%

CpCs 5 C Fel. 1 . 6%
Crim, Misch 3 E rel. 2 1.2%

- Crim. Misch 4 A Misd 6 3.61%
| “'c'psp. A Misd. 13 7.83%
Crim, f%esp. 2 A Misd 1 .6%
C:im, Tresp. 3 B Misd 9 5.42%

Escapé 3 A Misd 1 ‘.6%

(Gr. Larc. 2 &3 © D & E Pel, 6 3.61%

‘ﬁenacing B Misd 1 . 6%
Peti#'Larceny A Misd, 17 10, 24%
Poss, Burg. Tools A Misd, 2 1.2%
Pub. Lewd, B Misd. 1 6%

| Robbery 2  »c Fel, 4 2.41% |
: UUMV | | A Misd 22 | i}zé;zs%
. Uninsﬁred Mctorx Veﬁicle:: U Miéd. i .6%
ToTaL | 166 51.2% 48.8%
i 85 Cases |8l Cases
e '&-33- .
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VI. In-Depth Analysis of the Financial Conditions for the.Different

Multiple Recidivist Populations

Due to the unusually large number of children in the families of
the Multiple Recidivists and“partiéuiarl& the Multible Burglar Recidi-
vists, the annual total family income wa4 felt to be an inadequate mea-
sure of the economic status and financial conditions of these families,

It was necessary to examine the relationship of income to family size.

In order to ébtain a ratlo between income and the number of children
in the family, the annual income in each case was divided by the number
of siblings (including step-brothers and sisters), plus one. The number
of siblings was used rather than total children in the home, because it
was specified in each case and was consequently a more reliable statistic.
Of the total sample of 52 cases, complete information on annual income
was missing in 6 cases. As a result, ratios were obtained in 46 cases, 30
of which involved Multiple Burglars and 16 of which involved Mﬁltiple
Recidivists who were not Multiple Burglars. The resulting ratio shows
Income per Chkild in the family. This ratio is meant to be viewed as a
comparatiVé indicator, not an exact measure, of the amount of financial
resources available to the family for the care of each child.

The firgt table shows the average annual income, the number of sib-
lings and average annual income ﬁer child for the total Multiple Recidi-
vist sample and the two subgroupé. The Multiple Burglar has an .average
total faﬁily incdome lower than that of the Non-Multiple Burglar, but has on
fﬁhe,avefage more siblings, 4.40 ds compared to 3.25. This rgsults in an
average income per child in the Multiple Bﬁrglar family-of‘$2,652, which ié
significantly (34.8%) lower than tﬁe average income per child in the Non-

Multiple Burglar family of $4,069.
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The tanges in annual income and income per child are very large for

both groups. The second and third tables show the distribution of annual

subgroups can be seen more clearly from these tables.
Multiple Burglar families earn $2,000 per child or less, compared with 31.3%

of Non~-Multiple Burglar families.

“\Jdncome per child within those ranges.

The differences between the two

70.0% of the

20.0% of Multiple Burglar families earn

more than $4,000 a year per child as compared with 31.3% of Non-Multiple

Burglar families.

In order to provide a larger frame of reference for evaluating this

data,‘information was obtained from the Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning

Board on total family income and number of children per family in Suffolk

County. The latest information avallable to the Planning Board was from

the 1970 census.

In that year, the median family income was $12,084, with

an average of 1,8 children per family.

The resulting ratio would be $6,713

per child. The median family income for the Multiple Burglar is $8,466 and

the average number of children per family is 5.40, resulting in a ratio of

$1,568 per child.

\‘ \
The median family income for thé Non-Multiple Burglar

was $12,103 and the average number of children in the family 4.25, with a

resulting ratio of $2,848 per child.

A ]

Although the data for the general

Suffolk County population is considerably dated, the difference between the

ratio of income per child and the Multiple Recidivist subgroups, particu~

larly the Multiple Burglar, is dramatic.

The Planning Board advised that

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has estimated the 1978

median income for a family of four in Suffolk County at $17,050 a year.

That median figure divided by the two children in the family would result.

in a ratio of $8,525 per child.

This larger estimate emphasizes the dis=-

parity-in income avallable to prov1de for a child in the gengxal populatlon

as contrasted with the resources of the families of the Multiple Burglar

Reciﬁivist and Non-Multiple Burglar Rec1d1v1st

s
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TABLE IV .:

TABLE OF COMPARATIVE FINANCIAL STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE

MULTIPLE BURGLAR

NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR

Child

Number of Valid Cases 46 30 16
AVQrage Annual Income $10,979 810,525 $11,828
‘Range $3,648-324,700 $3,648-$24,700 $3,780-$24,232
Standard Deviation $5,457 $5,086 $6,176
Average # qf Siblings 4.00 4.40 3.25’
Average # of Children 5.00 ’ 5.40 4,25
Range ig # of Children 1-10 2 - 10 1 -8
St;ﬁaa;d Deviation in 2.45 2.43 %, 2.38

# of Children {

Average Income Per $3,145 $2,652 $4,069

Range of Iticome Per
Child :

$693-$15,900

$693-$9,000

$756-515,900

Standard Deviation of
Income Per Child

$3,060

$2,470

$3,860

)
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$6,001 ~ $8,000

TABLE V: DISTRIBUTION OF CASES ON INCOME PER CHILD
%gguéﬁxigCOME FREQUENCIES ,
TOTAL SAMPLE MULTIPLE BURGLAR NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR
(46) (30) (16)

$ 500 - $1,000 19.6% 20.0% 18.8%

$1,001 ~ $1,500 10.9% 16.7% 0.0%

51,501 ~ $2,000 26.1% 33, 3% 12.5%

$2,001 - $2,500 8.7% 6.7% 12.5%

$2,501 - $3,000 4,37 0.0% 12.5%

$3,001 - $3,500 2.2% 3.3% 0.0%

$3,501 - $4,000 4,3% 0.0% 12.5%

$,4001 ~ $4,500 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
© $4,501 ~ $5,000 2.,2% 0.0% 6.3%

$5,001 - $5,500 2.2% 0.0% 6.3%

$5,501 - 46,000 2.2% 3.3% 0. 0%

56,001 - 56,500 6.5% 10.0% 0.0%

$6,501 - $7,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

$7.001 - $7,500 2.2% 0,0% 6.3%
- $7,501.~ $8,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

$8,001 plus 8.7% 6.7% 12.5%

AVERAGE INCOME
PER CHILD

TOTAL SAMPLE

~\SUMMARY

v
A

MULTIPLE BURGLAR

NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR

$2,000 or less
$2,001 - $4,000

$8,001 or more

56.6%

19.57%
6.6%
8.7%

8.7%

70.0%
10.0%

3.3%
10.0%

6.7%

- -37-

31.3%
37.5%
12.5%

6.3%

12.5%

4

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

The NIC sample of the juvenile delinquency population and both the
Multiple Burglar and Non-Multiple Burglar‘éubgroups of the Mﬁltiple Recidi-‘
vist sample show strong similarities In certain areas.  The areas of simi=-
larity include family structure, functional breakdown ih one or both
parents, parental alcohol abuse and school behavioral pfbbléms related to
attendance and other non-violent behavior. All three groups have a very
high percentage of youngsters who come from homes broken by divorce, separa~
tion or death of a parent. Only 30% to 35% of the juvenilles in the three |
subgroups come from "stable families", in which both natural parents are in
the home. Parental alcohol abuse ranges from 34.4% to 41.2% in the three
groups. Multiple parental dysfunctitn ranges from 8.6% to 16.7%. The level
of school behavioral problems in all three gréups is extremely high, wiggh
21.7% to 23.5% hgving attendance problems alone and an additional 25.7% éo
32.5% exhibiting a variety of non-violent behévior problems.

Any programmatic planning or decision+making for the J.D. population
as a whole or either of these two subgroups must take into consideration the
breakdown of the family structure and the lével of parental alcohol ébuse
and other dygfunction which t&e juveniles have experienced. Program strate-
gies directed at school problems would also be appropriaté for the three
groups. In addition to considering the characteristics the three groups
have in common, it is important to examine the areas in which the jﬁveniles
differ, in order to develop and select approaches aimed at the particular
problems or tendencies of each gréup.

AR

THE MULTIPLE BURGLAR SUB-GROUP OF THE MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST POPULATION

The data presented in the previous sections of this repdrt*demonstrates

that the Multiple Burglar subgroup ofdthé Multiple Recidivistfﬁdpulation ‘
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deviates significantly from the NIC sample and the Non—Multiple Burglar
subgroup on a pattern of varlables. These specific variables 1ndicate

severe financilal pressures on the families of these juveniles. 57.1% of

the families of Multlple Burglars earn less than $lO 000 a year, as com-

\__?.

pared with 41. 1% of Non—Multlple Burglar families and 43.9% of the fami-

lies in the NIC study. This is particularly significant because the

wclMultlple Burglar ke on the average 4.5 siblings, creating a greater strain

on the limited resources of the family, than in the case of Non-Multiple
Burglars with 3.3 siblings or the J.D. population in general with 3.?
siblings. The information presented in the previous section on family
income per child shows that the famlly ofithe Multiple Burglar has signi-
ficantly less income available‘to provice for the care df each child than
the Non-Multiple Burglar family.

Consistent with the data on total family income are the statistics
showing that 60.0% of the families of Multiple Burglars are supported by
assistance from the Department okaocial Services or other govgrnment agency,
such as Social Security. The level of goverument support for Non-Multiple

Burglar families is 35.3% and 29.3% in the Nlé-sample.' The fact that 60.07%

.Of thetmothers of Multiple Burglars have not completed high school is an

additional indicator of the socio—economic status of these families. In
Non-Multiple Burglar families, this figure is somewhat loweriat”53.0% and in
the J.DQ population as a wholeiyit is considerablgylower at 40.1%. The edu=~
cational level of the mother is particularly important ih the Multiple Burglar
population in that 54.3% reside with the mother in a single—parent home.

lhe socio-economic conditions in the family of the Multiple Burglar,
appear to have a similar impact cn thelsiblings of the juvenile in’the study

in terms of difficulty with the law. In 51.5% of the Multiple Burglar cases, :

one or more of the siblings have had court involvement. Multiple Burglars

Iy S

-

have the highest level of multiple siblings known to court at 22 94,,
compared to 3. 9/ for Non-Multiple Burglars and 14. 0% for the NIC sample.
Multiple:Burglars also.have the highest level of all family members
known to court at 68.6%, compared fo 58.8% for Non-Multiple Burglars
and 44.6% for the NIC sample. This 1nd1cates that ‘the sibllngs in the
Multiple Burglar family are reacting in a similar manner .as the juvenile
under study to the financial and social stresses on thesfamily. - The
illegal behavior of the juvenile in the Multiple Burglar sample canmot,
therefore, be attributed to problems - Psﬁchological,ibehavioral‘or other -
peculiar to that individual..  The high level of involvement with the court
of other family members also demonstrates that the juvenile comes from an
environment in which trouble with legal authority is not unusual and is,
in fact, more common than the absence of involvement with the ceourt system.
The data on the Multiple Burglar population does not 1ndicefe that
this subgroup has a hlgher level of psychological or emotlonal disturbance
than the. Juvenile Delinquent populatlon as a whole. The statistics on
psychological evaluation offthe Multiple Burglar sampletgg_ngt_show‘a
greater percentage'of these youngsters being oiagnosed as severely disf'
turbed thaq'the NIC sample.‘ The proportion showing aggressive - assaultive
tendencies at 17.1% ie comparable to .the NIC'sample at 18.54. The level

of wviolent school behavioral problems‘for Multiple Burglars at 14.3% is com~

parable to that for the NIC sample at 13.4%.

The information on the Multlple Burglar populatlon wou]d 1ndicate that

special programs of 1nten31ve psychological counseling, which treat the %
illegal behavior as a manifestatlon of severe emotlonal dlsorder and whlch

do not address the economic factors in the Juvenile 8 situation,,wou]d not

be appropriate for this subgroup. The Multlple Burglar Juvenlle could be :
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of the NIG'study.

expected to have emotional problems related to tne breakdown of the
family structure and to parental alcohol abuse and other dysfunctions
which zre common to all three juvenile delinquent groups. ;nis factor
ie Important and should not be ignored. However,‘the ou&standing factor . ““
in the Multiple Burglar's situatlon is the severe‘economic condition | ' .

to which He and other siblings in the family appear to be reacting.

e

Therefore, the 'Adjuuicated Delinquent Restitution (ADR) Program'
funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration which provides
job placement, vocational counseling, behavior contracts and intensive
supervlsion seems to be ldeal for the 'multiple~burglar' subgroup. The
contracts for victim restitution uhich determines the amount of earn-—
ings that each juvenile must pay each week out of his or her salary
should be individualized based on need and motivational tactors. (It
snould also be noted that sone members of the multiple-burglar subgroup
would not be appropriate for the ADR program and would require immediate
residential placement.):

THE NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR (NMB) SUB-GROUP OF THE MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST POPULATION

The NMB subgroup is differentiated from the 'Multiple Burglar' (MB)

- . subgroup in the degree and amount of emotional disturbance, assaultive

behavior, violent behavioral problems in school and amount of prior treat-
ment. While the single most distinguishing characteristic of the 'multiple
burglar' subgroup is the existing economic deprivation; the non-multiple

N

burglar subgroup is distinguished by the level and ‘severity of subJect and %y

familial emotlonal disturbance and dysfunctlons.

A total of 41.1% of the"Non—Multlple Burglars'ywere diagnosed as

Unsocialized Adjustment Reaction of Adnlescents or Severe or Moderate

Adjustient Reactions of. Adolescence., This" percentage is compared to 14 47 - e

)
of the "Multiple—Burglary population and 6.3% of the total J D. population

~41-

'average also included the multiple recidivist subgroup)

Variable No. 14 (Psychological Diagnosis) is also accompanied by
Variable No. 16 (Behavioral Tendencies) and Variable No. 26 (School
Behavioral Problems) in distinguishing the NMB and MB subgroups of the
multiple’recidivist population. 35.3% of the*goggynltgﬁle Burglar
Multiple Recidivist were identified as "aggressive/assaultivehlas com~
pared to 17.1% of the Multiple Burglar Population and %E.S%of the NIC
population. Regarding school behavio;al problems, gg;;z_of the NMBMR

population were identified as having '"violent behavioral~problens" in

school, as compared to 14.3% of the Multiple Burglar Population and 13.4%

of "the NIC delinquent population.
For the 'Non-Multiple Burglar' subgroup, a juvenile program that
emphasized intensive individual therapy, family counseling‘or therapy, as

well as intensive supervision would be most appropriate. An alternate

school:program would be necessary for a large percentage of this population.

THE TOTAL MULTIPLE RECIDIVIST POPULATION

The multiple recl@ivist sample in our study represents 52'out of the
58'juveniles arrested between: January and April, 1978 who were arrested for
6 or more offenses. This specific subgroup of the total juvenile delin—
quent population represents approximately 175 - 200 juvenile offenders
annually in Suffolk County. Although the multiple recidivist subgroup
according to our definition equalsjapproximately 5 8? of the total JuVenile
Delinquent population, they are responsible for a major portion of serious

crime in this County. At the time of our study, the multiple burglar sam~

’ [
ple commltted an average of 9 6 t0tal offenses, compared to -an average of

7 47 offenses for the non—multlple burglar subgroup of multlple recidivists.

In contrast, the NIC stratlfled random sample of all adludlcated Juvenile o

delinquents commltted an average of 3.8 total offenses. (The NIC sample'
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The major purpose of oﬁgiiﬁQestigation of Suffolk County's juvenile
'muihiple~recidivist' population 1s to help improve the existing juvenile

justice system in Suffolk. We have analyzed the jﬁ§eni1e justice system

a8 well as the profile and characteristics of the multiple offender popu~

lation, One startling observation mandates immediate attention: the N

multiple recidivist subgroup of approximately 174 youngsters in 1978 was

responsible for committing 1,549 crimes in their juvenile delinquent/crimi-

nal histories. It should be noted that 51.27 of these offenses for the
sample were felony level crimes according to the New York State Penal Law.
The juvenile justice éystem in Suffolk County is not adequately intervening
with this subgroup of juvenile delinquents.

An iméortant aSpect df our reseagch strategy was to select those
juvenile offenders arrested between January and April,‘l978 and examine
éﬁbseguent afrests, in addition to prior and current offenses. There were
166 subsequent offénses for the 52 juveniles .in our multiplearec?divist
Sample. The need for timely intervention is clearly emphasized £§‘our
findings. Expanding our calculations to the total population of juvenile
multiple recidivists in Suffdlk, we find that 556 subsequent crimes cleared
Byfarfest;yere committed by these 174 juveniles. The likelihood is that
many moreaggsolved crimes were committed by these juveniles., The average
follow—up period fcrydetermining subsequent offenses was only eight'ﬁonths.
The total number of subsequent offenses are staggering once the follow-up
peridd‘is fncluded in the calculations.

' The severity of offenses committed by the multiﬁle recidivist popula~-

tion adds to the urgency of programmatic considerations.’ 85 or 51.2% of the

subsequent offenses gommitted by'the multiple-recidivist group were felony

LT

R

J,§§w;mwmcffapses.

if )
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NATURE OF OFFENSEsﬁchMIITED BY MULTIPLE‘RECIDIVIST SUBCROUPS

| Iﬁ addition to the examination of the Multiple Burglar and Non-
Multiple Burglér subgroups on A variety of social, eco;qmic, psychologi~
cal and;Behavioral variables, an analysis was done of the total number
and type of offenses gémmitted'by each group. The information is pre~
sented in Tableé VI and VII. The total Multiple Recidiﬁist gsample had
458 recorded arrests at the time of data collection iﬁ Degember, 1978.

The Multiple‘Burglq;’subgroup, constituting 67.3% of the sample were

“iInvolved in 325A6f 70.0% of those arrests. The data on the kinds of

offenses for which the Multiple Burglar subgroupkwas arrested in consis-
tent with the analysis of the socio—economic‘and psychological charac-
teristics of the population. 76.3% of the Multip1e Burgiars' arrests

were for theft (Burglary, Grand Larceny or Petit Larceny) or theft—related
offenses'(Possession of Burglar's Tools or Possession of Stolen Property).
This compares with a 45.8% rate of theft or theft—related arrests for
Non-Multiple Burglars. Crimes committed directly against persons’(RoEbéry,
Assault, Menacing, Unlawful Imprisonment) cdnstituted‘B.AZ of arrests of
Multiple Burglars as contrasted with 11,3% for Non-Multiple Burglars.,;

Of the gé recorded arrests in the total sample for crimes against
persons, 42.3%Z involved the Multiple Burgiaryéubgroup. This is signifiQ
cant1because the MultiplekBurglar makes up 67.3%>of the’totél sample of
and committed 70.0% of the total offenses.  Nome of the récorded arrests
for sexual offenses ‘against peréons,(Rape,'Sexual Abuse)‘inVOl?ed indivis
duals in fhe Multiple\Burglar subgroup. | |

These statiétics indicafczzfﬁﬁgh.correlation ﬁetweeﬁ the;econbmic:con— :
ditions affect;ngvtheAMultipie Burglar and the kinds'of‘offénses this juve-‘

nile becomes involved in. There appears to b§ a relationship bétween”the '

gz

low-family. income, the low income per child, the level'df government agsls- .

tance received and the predominance of theft and theft-related bffénsés '
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committed. The comparatively low rate of assaultive offenses committed

by Multiple Burglars isvéonsistent with ‘the lower levels of severe psycho-

‘ logical disturbance and violent behavioral tendencies than are present

in the ﬁon—Multiple Bufglar‘subgroup.' Cénversely, the Non-Multiple Burglar,
acéotding to the analysis, is more ;ikely‘to become involved in violent and
assaultive crimes, which would be expected on the basis of the high 1eve1s‘
of emotional and behavioral disturbance discussed in previous sections.
The percentagé of assaultive crimes committed'by’this subgroup is dispro-
portionate to its percentage of the total sample population.

| This data’is significant in terms of the development of program stfate-
gies for each subgroup. The nature of the offenses committed reinforces

the conclusions drawn from the social, economic and psychological profiles

-of the-two groups - that different approaches are necessary. The economic

pressures and motivations involved in theft-related offenses must be
addressed in any program designed for Multiple Burglars. The aggressive -
agsaultive component of the behavioral pattern of Non-Multiple Burglars and
the underlyiﬁg psychological'disturbance involved indicates a greater need
for intensive counseling and treatment for this group. Specific program
strategieskappropriate to. the different groups are outlined in the following

section on ngor Programmatic Implications.

‘47_45_0 -

TABLE VI: TOTAL ARRESTS BY CATEGORY OF OFFENSE

CATEGORY OF OFFENSE

'NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR

Burglary
Grand Larceny

Petit Larceny

Poss. of Burglar Tools

Criminal Poss. of
Stolen Property

U.U.M.V,

Criminél Trespass
Criminal Mischief
Assault

Robbery

Menacing

Rape

Sexual Abuse

Public Lewdness

Reckless Endangerment

Arson N
Unlawful Impxisonment
C.P.C.S.

Miscellaneous

Unknown

7
205
6

27

16
18

18

MULTIPLE BURGLAR

%
63.1%
1.8%
8.3%
0.9%

2,2%

4.9%
5. 5%
5.5%

1.3%
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K
26
13
14

0

8

32

133

zl
19.5%
9,8%
10.5%
0.0%

6.0%

24.1%
4.5%
| 6.87
5.3%
2.3%
3.0%
0.8%
3.0%
0.0%
1.5%
0.0%
0.8%

1.5%

100.2%



GTABLE VIL: SUMMARY OF TOTAL ARRESTS BY CATEGORY

OF OFFENSE

CATEGORY OF OFFENSE

NON-MULTIPLE BURGLAR

Theft (Burglary, Grand
Larceny, Petit Larceny)

Theft Related (Poss.
Busglar's Tools, Poss.
Stolen Property)

UOU lMt’Vﬁ

Crimes Against Persons
(Robbery, Assault, Menacing,
Unlawful Imprisonment)

Sexual Crimes Against
Persons (Rape, Sexual
Abuse)

Dastruction or Vandalism
(Criminal Mischief)

Endangerment of Life and/or
Property (Arson, Reckless
Endangerment

Other

MULTIPLE BURGLAR
7 % ¥
238 73.2% 53
10 3,12 8
16 4.9% 32
11 3.4% 15
0 0.0% 5
18 5.5% 9
2 0.6% 2
_30 9:2% 9
325 © 99.9% 133
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%

39.8%

6.0%

24.1%

11.3%

3.8%

6.8%

1.5%

VIII.

PROGRAMMATIC CONSIDERATIONS:

This section addresses several of the possible modifications or proce-~
dural c¢hanges that should be considered within Suffolk's Juvenile
Justice System, These regommendations are based on the results of the
"Multiple Recidivist" study, the JSS/Probation 18-month grant evaluation
and the‘NIC Juveniie Delinquency results.

1. A Specialized Inter-Departmental Case Processing System that would

handle the Multiple Recidivist Sub-~Group on a high priority basis must
be developed immediately.

Because of the extremely high probability of felony recidivism, these
cases should be petitioned to Family Court within 21 days after arrest.
Procedures similar to the major offense bureaus for adults should be
instituted. This system would be an inter-departmental effort and would
include Police, Probation, Family Court and the County Attorney Depart-
ment.

2. The clerical unit that is responsible for preparing petitiong-to-
Court must be adeguately staffed to insure that multiple recidivist cases
are promptly referred to Court.

e

Because of the high incidence and serious nature of subsequent offenses
committed by the multiple recidivist, timely intervention is imperative
for adegquate protection of the community. (Sections V & VB). In addi~
tion, an adequate clerical staff for petitions would help to prevent
felony cases from being dismissed because of failure to prOSecute in a
timely manner.

3. The Adjuciated Delinquent Restitution (ADE) program seems to be tailox i
made for the more economically deprived "Multiple Burglar" Sub=-Group. ET
Screening crlterla must be developed utilizing the distinguishing charac~ e
teristics or factors of each sub—group (Refer to Sections III, IV and
VII.)* :

4.  The Probation Intensive Services Program and the CJCC Dispositional
Alternative Project should provide services for the 'Non-Multiple~-Burglar'
Sub-Group. (Refer to Sections III, IV, VII.)* R

5. Because of the higher recidivism rates of youngsters with prior
delinguency offenses, A.C.0.D. (Adjournment in Contemplation of Dismissal)
treatment should not be given to juveniles w1th priox juvenlle dellnquency
arrests.

*NOTE. The authors full realize that some juveniles from both sub-~groups
requlre immediate placement. Y’

\
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6., Because of the bigh degree of family dysfunction and familial
criminality, a moxre comprehensive Family oriented supervision/treat- , : ~ :
ment,agg;oach«may be beneficial to the multiple recidivist sub~group. : REFERENCES

z ¥ mi 4 4 - ¢ n~- ‘
98.6% of the mu}tlple burgl;r sub_group énd 58.8% ?f‘the non Golbin, James J. and Stra e WA A o
multlplefburglar sub-group have other family members known to Court. Months of tF Aus, raye, "An ‘Analysis of the First Eighteen
In addition, the incidence of alcohol abuse and emotional disturbance 4 ‘ G Spo the Probation Juvenile Intake, Sereéning and Diversi }
is very high with other family members. 'Pzigztigzje§§ ZﬁbsuffiggéCouﬁtY", Suffolk County‘Depértmenér:fDn

» November, s PP. 1 - 47

7. ‘Improved or Alternate School Programs must be developed £orvall
three groups. All Three groups (MB), (NMB), and (NIC-JD)  axperience
profound failure in the formal school system. (Refer to Sections III,

).

- Gol 5 ; i :
olbin, James J.; Cunningham, Karen; and Kuver, Joan, "Suffolk County

Department of Probation's ~ , _
1577, pp. T =72 i's ~ NIC - Research Report #1", October,

The incidence of behavioral problems and academic failurée for all Golbin, James J; Cohen, Sheila; Trainor, Kethleen, "Suffolk

. . R . . Department of Probation' R ’ olk County
groups is widespread. The school behavioral problems for the multiple 157 _ ation's — NIC -~ Research Report #2", Janu
burglar' population rotalled 68.6%, 82.3% for the "non~multiple~burglar’ 9? pp. 1 - 83 ! arys

sub-group; and 70.1% for the NIC-JD group. N
' , ew York State Division of Probation, " )
‘ on, "Adjudicated Delir
Program', An L.E.A.A. grant p;oposal, 1978 elinguent Restitution

8, A systemwide'offender tracking information syst?m must be developed
't;epgizii§12n332izgeigigzgz?ion to decisionmalers &n each component of ' Straus, Faye and G&ibin, James, "An Analysis of Suffolk G

, ) o gizziléjégéninﬁi{N’s') Recelving A.C,0.D.* TieathEﬁ?%uggzzni§§7u

: . Jartment of Probation, November, 1978, pp. 1 - 5 ’

Suffolk County Departwéﬁf of P
ut robation, " 1sive | i
Juvenile Offeﬁﬁers", July, 1973: p;?tinfi;e Services Frogten for

Suffolk County Depa£§ 'robati
’ nent of Probation, "Suffolk on'
Plan for Adjudilcated Juveniles": October, i;ggation 52972 Progren

g
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10. TABLE XVA.: 'RECIDIVIST AND. NON-RECIDIVIST POPULATIONS ¢
" FOR CASES 'WITH BURGLARY AS THE CURRENT
CHARGE THAT WERE PETITIONED TO COURT

Total Sample -~ 50 cases - ,
Cages with Burxglary as the Current Charge - 23 cases T y

LPDNENDIY A : Recidivism rate of total sample - 56%
Recidivism rate of Burglary Cases ~ 69.6% (16 of 23 cases)
« .
1. 'NUMBER 'OF 'PRIOR ARRESTS 'IN BURGLARY CASES
. ‘Recidivists (16 ‘cases) '~ Non-Recidivists (7 cases)i
# % Cum. % : # % Cum. %
: /
o . 0 0 0 : 3 42.9 | 42.9
i A 3 18.8 18.8 : 1 14.3 £ 57.2
. A 2 2 12. 31. : : .
EXCERPTS FROM "AN ARNALYSIS OF TIHE . 3 1.3 : 2 28.8 85.8
e : 3. 3 18.8 ‘ 50.1
- EZIBRST SICHTELH MONTHS OF THE DROBATICN ' ‘
4 2 12.5 62.6 : 1 14.3 100.1
JUVIRTLE INTAKE, SCREENTMG AKD DIVERSION .
5 . . 2 12.5 75.1
GRANT FROJUCT QT SUFFCLX COUNTY, ™
) E Over 5 4 25.0 100.1
Recidivism rate for Burglary cases with prior arrests - 80.0%
2. NUMBER OF 'PRIOR BURGLARY ARRESTS IN BURGLARY CASES
" Recidivists (16 cases) ' Non-Recidivists (7 cases)
) % of % of cases % of % of cases
N # | Total - w/priors : & Total w/priors
Burglary Priors - 13 81.3 - 81.2 : 3 42.9 75.0 .
Non-Burglary 3 1s8.8 18.8 1 14.3 25.0
Priors ‘ :
No' Priors "o 0.0 - 3 42.9 >
- Recidivism rate for Burglary cases with prior Burglary arrests = B1.3%
'3 e =
<
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4.
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R(B=BAC) =
o 52,.6%
‘
¢ 7
J.

R(A

25%

43

R{A-(B+C)) =

A
RA

...C)

BC

A-(B+C)
R(BOC)

R(a~(B+C))

CASES PETITIONED TO COURT

- Total sample ~ 50 cases |
- 'Recidivism rate of total sample =

- 56.0%

cases with prior offenses

Cases with no prior offenses
Recidivism rate of cases with
priors - 66.7%

rRecidivism rate of cases thh no

priors - 18.2%

Cases with Burglary as current charge

Non~Burglary cases
Recidivism rate of Burglary cases =

69.6%
Recidivism rate of non-Burglary

cases = 44.4%

Burglary cases with prior offenses
Non-Burglary cases with no priors
Recidivism rate of Burglary cases

with priors = 80.0%.
Recidivism rate of non—Burglary cases with

no priors = 25.0%

R(C-BOC) =

-
\

-

12,

SUMMARY OF RECIDIVISM FINDINGS ACCORDING TO SYSTEMIC DECISION

CATEGORIES:

Cases Petitioned to Court:

Total Samplé = 50 cases

Recidivism rate of total sample = 56.0% ' o ' .

Recidivism rate
Recidivism rate
Recidivism rate
Recidivism rate
Number of cases
Racidirism rate
Racidivism rate

offense)

of
of
of
of

in

of

cases with prior arrests = 66.7%

cases with 2 or more prior arreéts = 69,2%
cases with prior arrests for luréiary = 66.7%
cases with 2 or more prior arrests;for Burglary = 92,9%
which Burglary was the current charge = 23
Burglary Eases = 69.6%

lurglary’cases with prior'arrests (for any

= 80,0%

Recidivism rate inrnurglary cases with prior arrests for Burglary = 8l.3%

Total Sample

Recidivism rate of total sample
Recidivism rate'of cases wiph prior arrests :

Recidivism rate of cases with prior Burglary arrests

CASES REFERRED TO_INTAKE FOR ADJUSTMENT:

= 50 cases

- 26.0%
= 50%
. } scn‘

Reeidivism rate for cases in which lurglary was the current charge = 28, 6%

Recidivism rate

offense)

for Burglary

O L e T ) - T it IR OO MR e

cases with prior arrests (for any

’5;33¢3¥;,

T



Total Sample-

7 Recidivism rate of total sample

= 50 cases

= 4,0%

Recidiﬁism rate of cases with prior arrests = 66.7%

‘Racidivism rate of cases with prior arrests for Burglary* = 100.0%_

Recidivism rate of cases in which Burglary was the current

charge | = 20.0%
Recidivism rate of Burglary cases with prior arreste? (for any

offense) . | _ | | = 100,0%

* One case was in this sub-group.

Sy
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13.

or more prior arrests for Burglary,

‘any offense,

HIGﬁLIGHTS OF ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVIST éOPULATION IN THE THREE DECISION .
CATEGORIES: :

1. In those cases petitioned to Court, the existence of prior arrasts
significantly increased the rate of subsequent involvement in delin-"
quent behavior. 66,7% or two-thirds of the juveniles petitioned to
Court, who had prior offenses, were arrested again during the nine.
month followbup period.

2. Of those youngsters petitioned to Court on any charge who had 2
the recidivism rate was 92,9%.
This is dramatically higher than the already serious recidivism

rate of 69.2% for those cases petitioned to Court with 2 or more

priors for any offense.

E 3. The frequency of repeated arrests in those cases Eetitioned for

urglary, at 69.6%, is also ezgnifleantly higher than the 56.0%
recluivism rate for the total sample of cases petitioned to COurt.
4. The exzstence of prior arrests for any offense raised the proportion
of re-arrests among those cases petitioned 'for Burglary to 80,0%. Fou
out of every five youngsters who were petitioned to Court for lurglary
and who had at least one prior arrest for any offense were arrected
again in the follow-up period.

5. In those cases petitioned to Court for Burglary, the cases with prior

arrests for Burglary did not have & significantly higher recidivism
rate than those with priors of any kind. The rate of re-arrests in
this sub-group was 8l.3%.

6. In the category of cases referred to Intake for adjustment, the
rates of re-arrest in the follow-up perlod are much lower., However,
again the existence of prior arrests raises the likelihcod of sub-~
sequent involvement with the law., Half or 50.0% of those juveniles
referred to Intake who had prior offenses wvere arrested aqain during
the follow-up period, as compared with 26.0% of the total sa@ple.

‘7, The fact that the current or prior charges were for Burglary did
not significantly affect the recidivism rates in the cases referred
for adjustment. The recidivism rate for cases with nurglary priors
at 50% was the same as the rate for cases with prior arrests for -

The re-arrest rate among cases referred for current
Burglary offenses at 28,.6% was only slightly higher than the rate

for all referred cases at 26. 0%.

8. The ‘small number of recidivist cases, 2 out of a. total sahple of
50, in thoss cases closed ag adjusted at JSS, makes ‘a valid statist-

‘ieal analysis of the recidivist population in this category impossible.’

However, it can be noted that the recidivism rate in those ‘cases in
this sample with no grlor offenses was 0%. £ :

g\,
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