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This report was prepared by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center

of the American Justice Institute under Grant Numbers 77NI-99-0009 and

77 IN-99-0008 from the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency FOREWORD
Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S, Department of

Justice. Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the authors and do The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Prevention established an Assessment Center Program in 1976
Justice. ' to partially fulfill the mandate of the Juvenile Justice and

- Copyright © 1979 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, to collect
American Justice Institute : and synthesize knowledge and information from available liter-

) ature on all aspects of juvenile delinquency.
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration reserves the right to reproduce,
publish, translate, or otherwise use and to authori thers t bli . - . . 5 . P
20y pare of the copyrighted materials contained in tie sasicaion o1 oo o O This report series provides insight into the critical area of
how serious crime impacts on U.S. society and how the juvenile

justice system responds to it.

The assessment efforts are not dezigned to be complete statements
in a particular area. Rather, they are intended to reflect the
state-of-knowledge at a particular time, including gaps in avail-
t able information or understanding. Each successive assessment
report then may provide more general insight on a cumulative
! basis when compared to other reports.

Due to differences in definitions and the lack of a readily

: available body of information, the assessment efforts have been
! difficult. In spite of such complexity, the persons who parti-
; cipated in the preparation of this report are to be commended

! for their contribution to the body of knowledge.

3 James C. Howell, Director
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
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PREFACE

As part of the Assessment Center Program of the National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, topical centers
were established to assess delinquency prevention (University of
Washington), the juvenile justice system (American Justice Insti-
tute) and alternatives to the juvenile justice system (University
of Chicago). 1In addition, a fourth assessment center was estab-
lished at the National Council on Crime and Delinquency to inte-
grate the work of the three topical centers.

This report, "A National Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime and
the Juvenile Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response-Volume
IV: Economic Impact'" has '‘been developed by the American Justice
Institute. It includes the findings and conclusions on the economic
implications of serious juvenile crime on society. This volume is
one of a series in this topical area. Other volumes are "Volume I:
Summary,' "Volume II: Definition; Characteristics of Incidents and
Individuals; and Relationship to Substance Abuse," and '"Volume III:
Legislation; Jurisdiction; Program Interventions; and Confiden-
tiality of Juvenile Records."

Other work of the American Justice Institute as part of the Nation-
al Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center includes reports on
the status offender, child abuse and neglect, and classification
and disposition of juveniles,

In spite of the limitations of these reports, each should be viewed
as an appropriate beginning in the establishment of a better frame-
work and baseline of information for understanding and action by
policymakers, operational personnel, researchers, and the public of
how the juvenile justice system can contribute to desired child de-
velopment and control.

Charles P. Smith, Director
National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center
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KEY FINDINGS

Based on a review of existing crime data and the economic
literature that is available, it is clear that existing data
bases need to be refined. If possible, new data bases should
be established in conjunction with ongoing research efforts
aimed at determining factors which contribute to serious juve-
nile crime production. The types of questions that the research
efforts address will determine, in large part, the data needs;
and the quality of data that are generated will determine the
validity of the research conclusions.

Also, there is a need to develop a systematically reliable
design to measure the extent to which inputs and outputs con-
tribute to outcome effectiveness.

Both of the deficiencies identified here prevent a truly
meaningful assessment of the overall impact of serious juvenile
crime. Until these deficiencies are rectified, it is impossible
to establish exact economic cost and impact relationships.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The current state-of-the-art of outcome effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness analysis lags substantially behind simple
cost analysis. Based on these facts, there are a series of
general conclusions that emerge and should be viewed essentially
as policy'recommendations for future activities.

First, based on the assessment of police efforts, it seems

that police resources should be allocated within the jurisdiction

on the basis of the estimated, aggregate, serious crime costs
imposed.

Second, a balance must be struck between providing a satis-
factory quality of justice to the offender and the relative cost
to the community.

Third, well coordinated court and corrections programs
should be developed which emphasize reductions in serious juve-
nile crime. Program elements -should focus specifically on
factors associated with crime production.

Xvi
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Fourth, funding should be targeted for processing specific
groups of serious offenders as a means of encouraging the emer-
gence of privately operated programs. In this regard, small
jurisdictions could pool resources for treating serious offenders
and hopefully experience a cost savings (e.g., for the female
offender). .

Finally, various free market strategies for reducing crime
targets should be employed and new strategies devised. Existing
strategies, like the automatic transfer of social security pay-

o banks for the elderly, and gas stations requiring exact
seem to have

ments t
change or credit cards during nighttime operations,

succeeded. Such encouraging results should serve as a basis

for future free market, crime reduction strategies.

xvii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the economic impact of serious juvenile
crime is explored from several general perspectives. First,
crime is examined as cost-imposing behavior beyond the total
control of the community, and hence the typical household. The
economic rationale for govermment intervention is examined and
the corresponding trade off between costs imposed by crime and
costs of govermment intervention'to prevent crime and to process
offenders is studied.

Following the initial examination, the structure of the
report is set forth, including methodology, definition of terms,
and organization of subsequent chapters. Conceptual and economic
overviews are developed for the various costs of serious juvenile
crime and costs of government intervention in controlling both
the production and the consequent distribution of crime costs
among individual victims and households in general.

The extent of serious juvenile crime is then considered
and reliability of the two major sources of crime data, the
FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and the National Crime Survey
(NCS) victimization studies, are assessed. The chapter concludes
with the development of an estimate of the volume of crime
which will serve as a base for the subsequent development of
aggregate estimates of serious juvenile crime costs.

Economics is typically defined as the science of scarcity:
of allocating scarce resources, transforming them into goods
and services, and distributing these limited resources among
unlimited human wants, with money being the typical mechanism of
exchange. In a free economy, in the absence of government



intervention, resources, goods, and services are exchanged

for money in the market place. Prices are determined by the
intermeshing of supply and demand. However, this unregulated
production, distribution, and consumption of goods and services
is not always socially desirable. Production of certain items
may result in socially undesirable by-products, such as water,

land, and noise pollution. Unregulated distribution may result

in glaring social inequalities. Consumption of certain products,
certain drugs for example, may be deemed socially unacceptable.

Other undesirable social activities, such as crime, involve all
three types of economic activity (i.e., production, distribu-
tion, and consumption). Crime is produced by offenders and
distributed among individual victims and households who,
involuntarily, are forced to bear the costs imposed, to forcibly
consume the costs or crimes committed by offenders.

An economic rationale for government intervention exists
when economic activity does result in socially undesirable
effects. The purpose of government intervention is to mitigate
the negative impacts of social, including economic, activity.
Since production, distribution, and consumption of crime all
include socially undesirable consequences, the rationale exists
and the government does in fact intervene., The criminal and
juvenile justice systems attempt to control the production and
distribution of crime by investigating, apprehending, and pro-
cessing offenders, while the government acts through various
compensation programs and public mechanisms to allay the costs
incurred by victims of crime.

Both crime and government intervention to control crime
are ubiquitous phenomena in this society. While not everyone
experiences crime directly, as victims, everyone experiences
the impact of crime indirectly, by interacting socially with
victims and by bearing various indirect costs of crime in gen-
eral. These indirect costs may be monetary, such as higher
prices attributable to business crime and business security, or
nonmonetary, such as fear. In addition, every household bears
its share of the costs of government intervention in the form
of taxes.

R

The purpose of this report is to assess the total
economic impact of a particular type of crime: serious juvenile

According to FBI official statistics (Uniform Crime
increased over the past

crime.
Reports), serious juvenile crime has .
ten years and has accordingly assumed a high public policy-

making priority status.
A first stage in determining the extent o
implementation, hence intervention, 1is to

f such public

policy formation and '
develop a picture of the extent and makeup of the economic

impact of crime. This report undertakes to develop such a

of the economic impact of serious juvenile crime.

picture

DEFINITION OF TERMS: ASSESSMENT, THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER,
ECONOMIC IMPACT, AND COSTS

This report 1is principally an "assessment" of th? fe?earch
on economic impact of serious juvenile crime. By definition, an
"synthesizing what has been accomplished
g findings on which there is substantial
and questions that

Original research is

assessment consists of
on a topic and identifyin
agreement, findings that are in contention,
have not yet been addressed" (69, p. 47). i :
y when an informational gap of relatively minor
and such research will yield a better
Given the time

entered into onl
magnitude is encountered,
understanding of the economic impact picture. .
and resource constraints of this effort, major gaps 1n the research
can only be identified as areas for future research.. N
There has been considerable variance in the definition of

serious juvenile crime in past research efforts. .This study, i
in conjunction with the other studies in this-serles of rep0fts,-
employs a definition based upon both the Sellin-Wolfgang Serious

3 * %
ness Scale (11) and the Uniform Crime Reports Index Crimes.

i i i Sellin-Wolfgang Scale and
*For a detailed discussion of the Se : serioﬁs 2 veaile crime,

i ication to the present dgfinition o v C
§§Z~ap5$iﬁm§ II, Part A, Definitionm, of this report serles entitled,

A National Assessment of Serious ngenile Crime and the Juvenile
Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response.

murder, forcible
larceny-theft, and

x%Index offenses are defined by UCR as:
rape, rgbbery, aggravated assault, burglary,

motor vehicle theft (105, p. 1).
3
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The focus of this report, however, will be on those juvenile
offenders who impose substantial costs on the community, sub-
stantial meaning in the thousands of dollars. The rele;ance
?f this latter definition will assume greater significance
in subsequent chapters when average costs of crime are analyzed
?his latter definition also has the merit of including violZnt*.
juvenile offenders as well as chronic juvenile property**
offenders, using the Wolfgang definition of chronic propert
offender as any juvenile with five or more convictions gar ’
?roperty crimes (14). Accordingly, when the term '"serious
?uvenile offender'" is employed, it will comprise both vioient
juvenile offenders and chronic juvenile property offenders
E?onomic impact of serious juvenile crime can be defi;ed
as a disruption in economic activity (production, distribution
and consumption of resources, goods, and services) on the part,
of individual households and businesses, This economic impact
o? disruption can be divided into direct and indirect costz
Direct costs of serious juvenile crime are those which are .

%mposed on victims and, to a lesser extent, witnesses of an
individual crime. These direct costs include monetary or
property loss, physical or mental injury, lost income, and the
Yalue of lost consumption opportunities, generated by’the crime
itself or by subsequent involvement in the juvenile justice
system, (i.e., police and court processing). Indirect costs

are defined as those costs arising out of serious crime in
general (aggregate) which are incurred by the community on a
?ousehold level in the form of increased expenditures (increases
in prices attributable to business crime and private corporate
compensation of employee victims, residential and personal

" .
Murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault

*%*Burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft

Ay
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security, and insurance); increased taxés (public victim compen-
sation, such as unemployment compensation, welfare, and State
and locally operated victim compensation programs, and costs

of juvenile justice system programming) ; and a decrease in
overall neighborhood quality of 1ife as reflected in diminished

property values. Costs of government intervention are included

in the indirect costs of crime.

The first three chapters of this report will focus on direct
and indirect costs of serious juvenile crime, excluding costs
of intervention (juvenile justice system processing). Chapter
IV will consider the economic impact of government and community
intervention, focusing on juvenile justice system costs and exter-

nal costs. Juvenile justice system costs include all cests gener-

ated by programs within the juvenile justice system (including
police, courts, and corrections) in servicing serious juvenile
offenders. Also included are all outlays for services provided
under contract by private organizations or by other public
agencies. External costs comprise those costs associated with
goods and services provided to serious juvenile offenders by

private organizations or by public agencies which are not paid

for by juvenile justice system programs. Examples are costs

associated with community mental health centers, Alcoholics
Anonymous, vocational rehabilitation programs, and private
self-funded programs.

Chapter V considers impact in terms of output and outcome
effectiveness of various forms of government and community
intervention, particularly those programs dealing primarily
with serious juvenile offenders. In Chapter VI, program
effectiveness measures are then combined with measures of

juvenile justice system processing costs in order to assess

their "économic efficiency." Chapter VII will consider policy

issues and implications emerging from the previous assessment
of the different components of economic impact, and Chapter
VIII will summarize the entire assessment effort.

s )



A CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW

In order to simplify the collection of the data and the
display of the results of this assessment effort, a conceptual

framework was developed. As shown in Figure 1 (p. 7), this frame-

work is based upon three sets of linkages which delineate the
direct and indirect costs of crime. The first consists of: (1)
the traditional offender-victim linkage, encompassing
the direct costs of crime offset by restitution if any; (2) the
victim (witness)-juvenile justice system linkage which comprises
the direct cost of pafticipation within the juvenile justice
system; and (3) offender-juvenile jJustice system linkage which
comprises juvenile justice system pfocessing costs.

The non-juvenile justice system governmental linkages (i.e.,
the second set of linkages), include costs of public compensation
or assistance to victims of serious crime and costs of provision
of services to offenders by government programs outside the juve-
nile justice system. These services include vocational rehabili-
tation, alcohol and other drug treatment services, and community
mental health services. '

The third and final set of linkages include: (1) indirect

crime costs imposed on the community at the household level in

the form of higher prices, residential and personal security costs,
and a decrease in neighborhood quality of life as reflected in
diminished property values; and (2) costs associated with commun-
ity participation in juvenile justice system processing. These
include costs of services to juvenile offenders when the refer-
ring juvenile justice system agency does not provide monetary
reimbursement, as well as costs incurred by volunteers partici-

pating in juvenile justice system and private'processing. -

(@)}
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FIGURE 1

A CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW

OFFENDER - VICTIMY

VICTIM (WITNESS) -
JUVENILE JUSTICE
SYSTEM:

OFFENDER - JUVENILE
JUSTICE SYSTEM:

GOVERNMENT - VICTIM
(WITNESS) :

GOVERNMENT - OFFENDER:

COMMUNITY - VICTIM
(WITNESS) :

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER:

COMMUNITY - JUVENILE
JUSTICE SYSTEM:

direct costs of crime: .
costs of physical, psychic
injury; monetary OT property
loss; lost earnings

restitution benefits

direct cost of pgrtiqipation
within juvenile justlce
system

juvenile justice system
processing costs

public assistance or compen-
sation to offset costs )
incurred by victims of crime

external (referral) costs
(vocational rehabilitation,
alcohol and other drug detox-
ification and treatment
services, mental health
treatment)

private assistance OT
compensation

jndirect crime costs
(increased resident}a} )
prices, securilty, diminished
housing values)

implicit volunteer costs
external (referral) costs

community-service benefits

implicit volunteer costs
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Taken together, these three sets of linkages, involving

1ti i UCR identifies an increase in arrests of juveniles under
traditional, governmental, and community resources, provide an

the age of 18 for violent crimes* during the period 1970-1975

of 54 percent. Juvenile aggravated assault and robbery lead

the list with increases of approximately 54 percent each, followed
by homicide (28 percent) and forcible rape (19 percent). But
despite these substantial increases, juvenile arrests for violent

overview of costs which can be associated with crime. The remain-

der of the report will develop a detailed economic analysis based
upon this conceptual framework.

AN ECONOMIC OVERVIEW

. .. . ' ; ly 10 percent of all juvenile arrests in
Economic activity consists of the production, distribution, crime accounted for only P £ o1 Jt rime exceeded juvenile
: . . . . arrests for violent crim
and consumption of goods and services. Crime inflicts damages 1975.  Furthermore, adult 1y th ¢ in that same
inj is i i f roximately three to cne in
and injury to pcople and is inversely related to the service arrests by a margin of app y
. . . . . . \ 84).
they desire: the provision of safety. Since crime is the anti- year (104, p. 1
: d i i i Looking next at overall trends related to the frequency of
thesis of safety, it can be viewed as a "negative' good or service, 4 ¢ UCR data reflects a
. . . osed to arrests
occasioning costs rather than benefits. Although production, reported offenses, as oipl £ ’ T to the next For
. : - . i iabilit TOm One yea 0 .
distribution, and consumption actually take place simultaneously certain amount of varia Y ' Y ]
i ; ; : : - example, the number of violent crimes reported to the police
in the case of a single serious crime, the discussion of aggregate ’ 7
. i i showed annual increases of 5 to 11 percent between 1972 and 1975,
Seérious crimes require that each of the three types of economic £ 4 t in 1976 (105 37) The
s . se o ercent in . .
activity be considered as separate and extended in time. Production followed by a decrea P » P
il i i ; - victimization survey (NCS}, on the other hand, shows a somewhat
comprises causes of serious crime (e.g., eéconomic, social, and ' 1 NCS d flect great deal of
C e . . . ; . © e . i i . ame ata reflects a
individual). Distribution is concerned with victimization including different picture N 7 . . £ violent crime For the
. . . . . . .. ility i ate commission of vi .
the differences and similarities in the imposition of costs of crime. stability in the aggreg h 11 t f victimization per
, . . . . e overa rate of vi
Consumption consists in the actual costs 1mposed upon the victim years 1973 through 1976, td ined changed at 32 The
] C o ya s i 2 and over remained unchai : ' S
and society, and how these costs effect individual and household 1,000 Americans aged 1 - < fronm
behavior rates for personal robbery range from 6.5 to 7.1, and assault from

24.7 to 25.3. When the rates for robbery and assault are totalled

together, they demonstrate the greatest consistency of all--5.4,

5.6, 5.4, and 5.5 for the years 1973 to 1976 (108, p. 11; 109, p. 25).
It should be noted that the accuracy of both official statistics

(UCR) and victimization surveys (NCS) has besen questioned. Since

UCR is based on reports from law enforcement agencies, various

police practices are often cited as criticism of the arrest and

In order to generate a base from which to develop total
direct costs of aggregate serious juvenile crime, this assessment
effort employed two major sources of crime data: Uniform Crime
Reports (UCR) and Criminal Victimization in the United States: A

National Crime Survey Report (NCS). Together, these can be used to
estimate the frequency of juvenile arrests in proportion to adult

arrests, the frequency of reported crimes for all ages combined,

and subsequently the volume of juvenile crimes, both reported
and unreported.

*Murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault




clearance rates presented in UCR. Practices which might affect
the validity of UCR include: police overcharging, lack of
consensus regarding the meaning of "juvenile arrest" (42) year-
to-year changes in the number of jurisdictions included in the
UCR reports (120, p. 22), and the inclusion of police reports in
UCR which have not been audited by the FBI (120, p. 22). While
‘victimization surveys can avoid some of these difficulties, they
are not without problems. For example, the reliability of the
surveys depends upon accurate recall by those interviewed, as well
as a clear understanding of the types of crimes being examined.*
Other difficulties can arise when attempting to compare
official statistics (UCR) and victimization surveys (NCS). The

most basic difficulty is that the source of each report is different:

UCR is based only on crimes known to law enforcement agencies,
while NCS includes both reported and unreported crimes. Another
difficulty stems from the fact that the NCS victimization surveys
include only victims 12 years and older, while UCR incorporates
crimes against persons of any age. Also, the crime categories
used in the UCR and NCS reports are not totally comparable. For
example, the NCS definition of "violent crime' excludes homicide,
since the nature of the victimization survey does not allow
collection of ‘that information (24, p. 48).

In spite of these difficulties, the two data sources can be
used in conjunction with each other if a certain amount of caution
is followed so as to avoid making faulty comparisons. The use of
both official statistics and survey data allows one to make
estimates of the volume of both reported and unreported juvenile
crime, which would not be possible if only one source or the
other had been used.

*For a detailed discussion of the advantages and disadvantages
inherent in each of these data sources, please see Volume II, Part
B, Characteristics of Incidents and Individuals of this report
series entitled A National Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime
and the Juvenile Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response
(pp. 8-9 and 187-230),

10

s Ly

T o

T

The Distribution of Aggregate Serious Juvenile Crime

N
The large majority of victims of violent juvenile crime are n
other juveniles. In fact, based on victimization data contained
in the December 1977 National Crime Survey Report, juvenile victims
of violent crimes committed by juveniles outnumber elderly victims
10 to 1. Over 60 percent of the victims involved in juvenile
violent crimes committed by offenders perceived to be juveniles
\were juveniles (83, p. 42).
This phenomenon is explained in part when the extent of
school-based violent crime is studied. A report released in
1978 by the National Institute of Education (NIE) indicated that
over 40 percent of the robberies and 36 percent of the assaults
of urban teenagers occurred at school (98, pp. 2). For students
age 12 to 15, a rvemarkable 68 percent of the robberies and 50
percent of the assaults occurred at school. Furthermore, a
substantial number of teachers are robbed and assaulted in school
as well (8, pp. 2-4). Table 1 (p. 12) shows the aggregate crime
data contained in the NIE report for a five month period (September
1974 through January 1975) (98, p. B-4). 1If these five month
figures are compared th total juvenile arrests for violent crime
in 1974 (103, p. 186), one can see that one juvenile arrest for
ecach incident would account for nearly all the robbery and assault
arrests repérfed to the FBI for juveniles under 15 and a substantial
portion of the arrests for juveniles under 18. |
Juvenile gang violence was much publicized during the first
half of the century and then seemed to drop out of public aware-
ness. Only the police departments in major metropolitan areas
maintained that gang violence was still a formidable problem
(58, pp. 1-2). Each of three major national commissions reported
on a wide range of major crime problems in the United States over
the past dozen years: The President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice (83, p. 67), the National

11



CRIME IN THE NATION'S SCHOOLS

TABLE 1

QFFENSE CITIES SUBURBS RURAL TOTAL
Rape 70 113 80 263
Robbery 4,883 2,921 1,158 8,962
Assault 13,071 10,722 2,816 26,609
Personal Theft 20,087 * 30,255 14,029 64,371
Burglary 22,844 33,143 22,910 78,897
Arson 2,140 2,615 867 5,622
Bomb 3,642 5,856 3,337 12,835
Disorderly Conduct 9,505 10,442 5,889 25,836
Drug Abuse 7,545 18,246 7,280 33,071
Alcohol Abuse 2,465 7,699 4,543 14,707
Weapons 5,000 3,087 1,283 9,370
Totals 91,252 125,099 64,192 280,543
Source: 98, p. B-4
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Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (64,pp. 1449-
1450) and the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals (68), all conveyed the message that youth
gang violence is not a major crime problem in the United States
and should not, therefore, become a major object of specialized
attention and concern. A study by Walter Miller challenges that
conclusion (58). Miller has compiled estimates (based on police
data) of gang member arrests for violent crimes as a percentage
of all juvenile arrests in the nation's three major metropolitan
areas: Los Angeles, New York City, and Chicago. Table 2 (p. 14)
presents these estimates (58, p. 32). These data are inflated
on two counts. First, more than one-third of gang member arrests
may involve non-juveniles age 18 and over in Chicago and Los
Angeles, and 16 and over in New York City. Secondly, violent gang
member arrests include some crimes other than the four major
violent crime categories (e.g., kidnapping, shooting at occupied
dwellings, possession of firearms). Nevertheless, even discounting
the gang member arrest estimates by 50 percent still leaves gang
and group crime accounting for a'substantial proportion of all
violent juvenile crime in metropolitan areas. Furthermore, victim-
jzation data from the National Crime Survey's 1975 report cor-
roborates and indicates that group and gang crime is not just a
metropolitan phenomenon. Approximately 10 percent of all rapes,
robberies, and aggravated assaults involve four or more offenders
(110, p. 52). Like violent offenses committed in schools by students
where most of the victims are also students, most of the victims of

juvenile gang violence are also juveniles.

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) arrests and clearances, despite
their flaws, remain the only and therefore the best indicator
of frequency of juvenile arrests for serious crimes relative to

13



TABLE 2

GANG MEMBER ARRESTS AS A PROPORTION OF JUVENILE ARRESTS

1973-1974
Gang Member
Gang Member Arrests,
] Arrests,3 All Violent
. Juvenile Offenses, as Crimes,4 as
Juvenile Arrests Percent of Percent of
Arrests 1 VlolenE Juvenile Juvenile
o All Offensest Crimes Arrests Arrests
NEW YORK cITY | 23,600 | 7,079 15.2 31.4 4
CHICAGO 65,166 9,857 7.2 © 25.7 4
LOS ANGELES 35,593 4,609 11.5 6 44,5 °
THREE CITIES 124,359 21,545 10.0 31.5’

[

(1) Chicago, Los Angeles, 17 and under; New York Cj
under; 1973 figures_’ ’ T ity, 15 and

(2) Homicide, Assault, Robbery, Rape

(3) All Ages

‘(4) "Violent" Crimes Not Identical With Footnote 2 Qffenses
(5) Footnote 2 Offenses

(6) Gang Member Arrests for 1974

Source: 58, p. 32,
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adult arrests. For actual numbers of serious crimes committed,

the Criminal Victimization (NCS) data is the best indicator, as the
Uniform Crime Reports contain only reported arrests. This assess-
ment effort extracted aggregate estimates for each of the serious
crime categories (based on NCS). and to these estimates applied
juvenile arrests as a percentage of all arrests for serious crime
(based on UCR). Table 3 (p. 16) contains these aggregate serious
crime estimates, juvenile arrest percentages, and resultant juve-
nile serious crime estimates (105, p. 181 and 109, p. 48).

ADDITIONAL ECONOMICALLY RELEVANT PRODUCTION CHARACTERISTICS

Many theories of 'causes' of serious crime have been developed
over the years attributing predilection for criminal activity to
various psychological and sociological variables. Identification
of these proposed '‘determinants'" of crime can be useful by providing
a basis for tailoring justice system processing to the particular
needs of juvenile offenders. For example, serious juvenile crime,
especially violence, tends to be disproportionately produced by low
income, minority neighborhoods. It is consequently in inner city
or deteriorating outlying neighborhoods where the major share of
serious juvenile crime is produced. Factors which have been
proposed to account for this include: family disruption, develop-
ment of antisocial subculture, and lack of economic or social
opportunities.

Several studies have identified learning and behavioral
disabilities as significant determinants of juvenile crime produc-
tion. Some studies conclude that 5 to 10 percent of juvenile
offenders may be mentally disabled, and that as many as 50 percent
of all juvenile offenders suffer from learning disabilities.*®

*For extensive review of these disabilities, and their role
in crime production, see: Services for Developmentally Disabled
Delinquents and Offenders (74), and The Mentally Retarded Offender
and Corrections: A Prescriptive Package (87).
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TABLE 3

AGGREGATE SERIOUS CRIME COMMITTED BY JUVENILES,.1976

SERIOUS CRIME

AGGREGATE CRIME1

JUVENILE ARRESTS AS
PERCENTAGE OF ALL ARRESTS2

ESTIMATED JUVENILE
SERIOUS CRIME3J

Property crime:
Personal larceny > $250
Household larceny > $250

Burglary
Forcible entry
" Unforced entry or unsuccessful
forcible entry

Auto theft

Total property

Violent crime:

Robbery (without serious physical
injury)

Robbery resulting in serious injury

Assault with a dangerous weapon
(without serious physical injury)

Assault involving serious injury

Rape (without serious physical injury)
Rape involving serious injury
Homicide

Total violent

Total overall

968, 657
474,351
2,277,000

4,387,000
760, 000

8,867,008

991, 020
199, 980
1,389,900
305,100
118, 900

26,100
18,780°

3,049,780

11,916,788

43%
43%

51%

51%
53%

34%
342

17%
17%
17%
17%

92

416,523
203,971

1,161,270

2,237,370
402,800

4,421,934

336,947
67,993

236,283
51,867
20,213

4,437
1,690

719,430
5,141,364

NOTE: Since the original source, UCR (105), does not report figures for offense subcategories,

larceny and household larceny, some of the percentages are .necessarily rough estimates.

Sources: (1) Computed based on 109, p. 48;

(2) computed based on 105, p. 181; (3) extracted from 105, p. 35-

e.g., personal



Another important variable is the economic circumstances of
juveniles, particularly whether or not they are employed. Juveniles
have shown considerable and increasing unemployment over the last
17 years. Table 4 (p. 18) illustrates that growth.* Unemploy-
ment rates measure the percentage of those actively seeking
employment who cannot secure any. It does not include those who
are in school or who are not interested in working, or who have
stopped trying to find employment. If juveniles in these latter

categories are included in a statistical base upon which unemploy-
ment rates are derived, it is obvious that the rates for the
juvenile age group would be considerably higher.

Table 4 (p. 18) shows that over the last 17 years, the pop-
ulation of 14- to 17-year-olds has increased nearly 50 percent.
Unemployment rates show an increase of 88 percent over the same
period (96), indicating a possible link between crime and economic
circumstances.

Close examination of serious crime production leads research-
ers to conclude that a significant portion of serious crime can
be attributed to a small but criminally active segment of the
juvenile population. A study by Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (14)
shows that among the 10,214 boys born in Philadelphia in 1945
who composed the birth cohort, 6.3 percent had committed five
or more offenses and that this 6.3 percent accounted for 52 per-
cent of all delinquent acts committed over a 10 year period by
the entire group (14, pp. 88-89). Of the 5,305 total offenses
committed by this group of chronic juvenile offenders, only 329
(6.2 percent) of the offenses were violent index offenses. How-
ever, the 329 violent index crimes *committed by the chronic
offenders accounted for 70 percent of all violent index crimes

committed by the cohort, while the 1,397 property index crimes

*The unemployment figures shown in Table 4 (p. 18) are for 14-
to 15-year-olds only, since data for other juvenile age groups was
not available. However, it is assumed the statistics for 14- to
15-year-olds will provide a rough estimate of overall unemployment
trends among juveniles.
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TABLE 4
accounted for 62 percent of all property index offenses (14, pp.

JUVENILE POPULATION AND UNEMPLOYMENT TRENDS -
» 1960-1977 69 and 102). These findings have been substantiated by more recent
cohort studies in New York (13), Minneapolis (59), and Columbus,
Ohie (5).

POPULATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

YEAR 1
14-17~YEAR-OLDS 14~15-YEAR~OLDS 2 {
' 'f ADDITIONAL ECONOMICALLY RELEVANT DISTRIBUTION CHARACTERISTICS
1960 ]l’2¥9’000 8:0 ‘ The distribution of serious juvenile crime can be examined
1961 12,052,000 8.1 on various levels. One such level is demographic differences
1962 12,759,000 7.7 including the age, sex, OT Trace of victims. For example, it was

1963 13. 500. 000 8.4 previously noted that the majority of victims of violent juvenile
e ) | crimes are themselves juveniles.
Another level of analysis considers the economic situation of

1964 14,274,000 ‘ 7.9
Victimization statistics show that most victims of violent

victims.

1966 14,405, 000 - - crime are members of lower income households, while v?ctlms of
property crime are primarily in the middle and upper income house-

Table 5 (p. 20) illustrates this relationship. Close to

£ violent crime come from households with

1965 14,153,000 7.6

1967 14,735,000 9.1 , holds.
50 percent of victims o

1968 15,173,000 9.0
Logo 15566, 00 oo annual income less than $7,500. Households.characterlzed by annual
. income greater than §10,000, however, sustain over 50 percent of
1970 15,910,000 11.0 " all serious property crimes (110, p. 25).
1971 16,281,000 11.8
1972 16,556,000 11.9
1973 16,748,000 11.3
1974 16,880,000 13.4
1975 16,934,000 14.4
1976 16,893,000 14.8 y
1977 16,783,000 15.0 ?
'!i
change +5,564,000 change +7.0 «
+50% +38%

e

Sources: (1) 96; (2) based on telephone con
versat
Statistics, Department of Labor. ? sation with the Bureau of Labor
!
!
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS CRIME BY ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF VICTIM, 1975

OFFENSE TYPE

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF VICTIM

Violant crimes:*
Rape
Robbery

Aggravated assault

Property crimes:
Burglary
Larceny

Auto theft

$7,500 or less $9,999 or less $10,000 of more
43% 60% 407z
50% 66% - 347%
- 49% 667 34%
467 61% 39%
367% 40% 607
29% 467 547%
24% 42% 467

*Homicide is excluded from National Crime Survey victimization data.

Source: Computed based on 110, p. 23.
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CHAPTER II

DIRECT COSTS OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME

A review of recent literature indicates a lack of comprehen-

sive estimates of the direct costs of serious juvenile crime.

Given this absence
more complete cost
frequency and cost
Seriousness Index.
fense types on the

As defined in

of information, the present chapter develops
estimates by combining existing data on the
of index crimes with the Sellin-Wolfgang

These estimates are made for individual of-
national level.

the preceding chapter, direct costs of serious

juvenile crime consist of net costs arising out of a single crime,

as opposed to indirect costs, which are comprised of costs arising

out of crime in the aggregate. There are four clearly separable

types of direct costs:

e net or uncompensated costs incurred by the victim, includ-
ing monetary loss and costs of physical and psychic injury;

e costs of psychic injury incurred by witnesses to a serious

crime;

e net costs,

monetary and psychic, of participation on the

part of the victim in subsequent juvenile justice system
processing; and

e net costs to the witness in subsequent juvenile justice
system processing.

The first two types of direct costs can be characterized as pri-

mary, the second two, secondary.

Direct costs comprise net or uncompensated costs incurred by

the victim and witness. Compensation costs in the form of medi-

cal expenses, lost

earnings, and any payments for pain and suffering
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covered by employee benefits, by unemployment insurance, by welfare,
or by State and local compensation programs, constitute indirect
costs and are borne by the community in the form of taxes.

Direct costs to the victim, both primary and secondary, are
fairly simple on a conceptual level. Victims obviously sustain
primary direct costs, doing so involuntarily. Secondary costs
may or may not be voluntary, depending upon whether police, wit-
nesses, or the victim himself report the crime, For violent
crimes, primary direct costs generally outweigh secondary costs
to the victim. However, for property crimes, this is not always
true: potential costs of participation in juvenile justice system
processing (i.e., secondary costs) may outweigh the primary costs
which have been sustained. This may be a factor in the higher
reporting rate for violent crimes as opposed to property crimes.
Furthermore, the costs of participation in juvenile justice system
processing often represent an added burden to the victim. Thus,
to the extent that the victim behaves rationally, the primary and
secondary costs are assessed in view of what the victim knows and
feels. Based on these facts,‘the victim then decides whether or
not to report the crime.

Witnesses to certain serious crimes can also sustain primary
and secondary costs, although the primary costs are purely "psychic"
in nature. Restricting witness injury to its psychic aspects is
definitional in nature, for if physical injury or threat of per-
sonal injury were involved, the witnesses themselves would be vic-
tims. But if the witnesses are not injured, restrained or threatened,
they are not considered to be victims because no additional crime
has been committed. While such a distinction may seem highly
technical, there is far more to it than mere conceptual distinction.
Several State victim compensation programs, which will be discussed
in the next section, provide for compensation of pain and suffering
to victims of serious crimes, but witnesses to serious crimes are
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eligible for compensation for their suffering only if they intervene
and contribute to the apprehension of the offender. Otherwise,
there is no compensation. This compensation practice becomes
particularly acute where the witness is intimately related to the
victim and the serious crime is murder, rape, or assault resulting
in severe injury, and the direct costs incurred by the witness may

be very high.
PRIMARY DIRECT COSTS

Primary direct costs of serious juvenile crime are typically
divided into easily quantifiable costs such as monetary or property

loss, medical care, and lost earnings or support; and not easily

quantifiable costs of long term physical and psychic injury.*

Monetary or property loss is not really a net loss to society
because it involves a "transfer:'" the loss to the victim is equaled
or offset by an identical gain to the offender. However, many

of the most injurious (including, at the extreme, homicide) serious
crimes involve very little or no transfer of money and property.
Hence, this assessment shall focus on primary direct or net costs
of physical and psychic injury, out-of-pocket lost earnings, and
medical costs; as well as costs of long term physical and psychic
injury which are less easily quantified. The importance of esti-
mating and considering all of these primary direct costs will be
analyzed. First, an assessment must be made of what is known about
such costs and what has been legislated in terms of victim compen-
sation. Since none of the research or legislation focuses exclusive-
ly on serious crime, this assessment will describe aggregate total
serious juvenile crime.

Research and Legislation

The plight of the victim or witness and the estimation of and
compensation for costs incurred as a result of a particular serious

~crime has long been relegated to a secondary status in both research

*Long-term psychic injury may consist of severe trauma or
permanent mental debilitation.
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and justice policy formation.®* Most researchers have shied away
from the estimation of primary direct costs of violent crime because
of the enormous psychic costs involved when compared to the more
easily measurable and less controversial losses of money and prop-
erty.

Most State legislators and officials have been reluctant to
legislate victim compensation programs because of apprehension
about potentially enormous expenditures (29, p. 12).** The
legislators and officials in States that have passed victim com-
pensation legislation cautiously 1limit the types of claims that
can be honored by imposing a variety of strict eligibility cri-
teria. *%%

Other countries (New Zealand in 1963, and England in 1964)
have pioneered victim compensation programs on a national scale.
In the United States such programs have sprung up among diverse States
in fairly haphazard fashion. California led the way with very lim-
ited legislation in 1967, followed by Hawaii, Maryland, and New York.
As of December 1, 1978, victim compensation programs were operating
in 24 States (111). These 24 States operating victim compensation

*For a good discussion of the extent of this neglect, see:
Considering the Victim: Readings and Restitution in Victim Com-
pensation (7); and Violence and Criminal Justice (1).

**Garafalo and Sutton further state, "Doubtless, few social
programs have been inaugurated with less information than that which
was available to victim compensation program planners in the late
"60's or early '70's" (29, p. 12).

***These restrictions include: The victim must not have contributed
to the situation which preceded his injury, he must not be or have
been, at the time of the offense, living with or maintaining a sex-
ual relationship with the offender; the victim, or representative
must file within a certain period of time, usually within 180 days,
or within one year; the crime must have been reported to the police
within 72 hours (29, pp. 14-15).
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programs are: Alaska, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Virginia, Washington,
and Wisconsin.

Of the 24 States operating victim compensation programs, nine
(Delaware, Hawaii, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Jersey, North Dakota,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) permit compensation for pain
and suffering. The other 14 States restrict compensation to net
medical (or burial) expenses and net loss of earnings or support.
Delaware, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Jersey, Tennessee, and Wisconsin
have maximum compensation limits of $10,000; North Dakota and
Rhode Island have a limit of $25,000; and Louisiana has an upper
limit of $50,000. Compensation for pain and suffering, however,
tends to be infrequent and small in comparison to reimbursement for
out-of-pocket costs of medical care, loss of earnings or support,
and compensation for permanent physical injury.* Bases for
determining the extent of compensation vary dramatically from
State to State, particularly among those States which allow
compensation for shock, pain, and suffering. No single uniform
methodology exists; the determination is based upon results of
individual or panel discussion and public hearings, generally
conducted within certain broad guidelines. In some cases, one
of the major determinants of the amount of the award is whether
the claimant is represented at the hearing by an attorney (37,
p. 3). Awards tp victims of crimes displaying similar character

istics vary substantially across the States and often within the
same State.

*Based on examination of Annual Reports for each of these
States.
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As a first-stage in estimation of the costs of serious juve-
nile crime, one may exXamine a recent attempt to estimate the most
easily measurable costs of crime on a national level: out-of-
pocket costs. This report, entitled Compensating Victims of Violent
Crime: Potential Costs and Coverage of a National Program (hereafter
CVVC study) (29).

The CVV(C aggregate cost estimate as shown in Figure 2 (p. 27),

includes only net medical expenses (i.e., those not reimbursed by

personal insurance, Medicaid, or other private or public resources)
and net lost earnings (wages not reimbursed by unemployment com-

pensation or employment benefits) (29, p. 23). They do not include
any estimates for costs of '"pain and suffering.'*

Table 6 (p. 29) shows total and net costs incurred by
victims whose injuries required medical attention (29, p. 25). It
is noted that the cost figures are computed in two ways. The first
way ('"Not ascertained category retained'") includes a column for
victimizations in which the costs could not be determined. This
may have been due to either lack of recall or unwillingness on the
part of the victim (29, p. 24). Because the number of victims
falling into this category was relatively high, the CVVC made the
assumption that the distribution of these victims would be similar
to those whose costs were known, and therefore placed them in the
appropriate cost columns. The results of this '"allocation pro-
cedure" are reflected in the second row of computations in Table
6 ("Not ascertained category retained").*®*

*The CVVC study concluded: Because they represent intangible
injury, the probability and cost of pain and suffering awards are
difficult to predict. It is probably this ambiguity that has led
to the limited adoption of pain and suffering clauses by legis-
latures. Similarly, the projections in this study will assume
that pain and suffering awards will be excluded from the typical
compensation program (29, p. 16).

**For a more detailed discussion of this procedure, see Com-
pensating Victims of Violent Crime (29, p. 23-24).
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EXTENT OF INJURY AND MEDICAL ATTENTION INVOLVED IN
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS, UNITED STATES, 1974

FIGURE 2

Victimizations Victim Victim Medical Hospital Emergency
involving attacked injured attention treatment room
comtact  [~ye>  (2,271,880) (1,589,832} T required received -T- (329, 660)
(5,910,199) (580,505) (428,390) ¢
38za  38%b 372 10% 74% 7% 77% 6%
Victim Victim Mediwal No Overnight or
not attacked not injured attention hospital longer stay
e (3,638,319} . (682,048) not required treatment ,+ (98,730)
{1,009,327) (147,310) ©
62% 62%b 30% 12% 63% 177 25% 2% 237% 2%

aBased on number of victimizations in the preceding branch,of the diagram.
bBased on total victimizations involving victim/offender contact (N=5,910,199).

CInformation not ascertained in 4,805 cases.

Source: 29, p. 23



Table 7 (p. 29) follows this procedure oné step further by
multiplying the number of victimizations in each cost category
(from Table 6) by the midpoint of that same category (29, p. 25).
This provides estimates of the total net dollar costs of medical
expenses. It is seen that the total unreimbursed medical costs
sustained by victims in 1974 amounted to $22,575,545,

Tables 8 and 9 (p. 30) show the number of victimizations
resulting in time being lost from work, the value of that time
lost, and eéfimates of the aggregate annual monetary costs of this
lost work time (29, pp. 28-29). The procedures for computing
these costs are similar to that described for medical costs. Table
9 shows total estimated lost earnings of: $112,662,255 (29, p. 30).

The actual estimates derived in the CVVC study are far too
restricted in scope (e.g., taking into account only net medical
expense) to serve as other than a lowest boundary on estimated
costs of violent crime involving physical injury. Valuation of
long-term physical and psychic injury was excluded. The meth-
odology employed, however, was essentially sound.

There have been three other previous attempts to estimate nation-
al costs of violent crime: R. James Woolsey's 1966 report on the costs
of crime and criminal justice; the 1967 President's Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice;* and Marvin E.
Wolfgang's 1968 work on measuring the volume and character of
crime. These studies varied greatly in the scope of their estimates.
All included some measure of medical expenses and lost earnings.

One, the study developed by Woolsey, included a measure of psychic
costs as well. The results of these three studies are presented
in a table developed in Crimes of Violence (64, pp. 394-404),

one of several reports generated by the Naticnal Commission on the
Causes and Prevention of Violence, 1969 (64). This table is
represented here in excerpted form as Table 10 (p. 31),

*Utilizing in large parts estimates derived by R. James Woolsey's
1966 report.
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TABLE 6

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES REQUIRING MEDYICAL ATTENTION
BY TOTAL AND NET MEDICAL COSTS2 TO' THE VICTIM, 1974

Medical Costs

$5,000 Not
No cost  $1-24 $25-49  $50-99  $100-249  $250-499  $500-999  $1,000-4,999 or'more ascertained Total

Total cost:

Not ascertained 104,114 69,270 59,315 57,635 53,115 18,034 17,426 26,981 7,978 166,628 580,505
category retained 18% 122 102 10% 9% 3 x 5% 12 29% 1002
Not ascertained 146,031 97,157 83,195 80,839 74,439 25,295 24,442 37,844 11,203 -— 580,505
category allocated 258 17% 14% 14% 132 [} 4 4% 7% 22 — 100%
Net cost:
Not agcertained 329,042 16,584 11,472 9,511 7,590 1,314 1,169 1,329 1,121 201,372 580,505
categoty retained 57% 32 2% 2% 12 0x ox [04 (04 35% 100%
Not ascertained 503,809 25,392 17,565 14,563 11,623 2,012 1,790 2,035 1,716 —_— 580, 505
category allocated 87% 52 kF4 k] 2% (4 0z ox ox —-— 1002

2 Medical costs include "doctor and hospital bills, surgeon's fees, emergency room expenses, ambulance service, service of a physical therapist
and dentist feea. Also {fncluded are] expenses for medicine and any kind of special devices or aids the victim was forced to obtain as & result
of his injury, such as braces, dentures, eyeglasses, wheelchair, and artificial limbs.”

Source: 29, p. 25

. TABLE 7
ESTIMATES OF UNREIMI'RSED MEDICAL COSTS (NET COSTS) INCURRED BY VICTIMS, UNYTED STATES, 1974

Net Medical Costs

$1-24 $25-49 $50-99 $100-249 $250-499 $500-999  $1,000-4,999 45,000 or more Total

Category midpoint $12.50 $37.00 $74.50 $174.50 $374.50 $749.50 $2,999,50 5 6,000.G00 NA
Number of victimizations 25,392 17,565 14,563 11,623 2,012 1,790 2,035 1,716 76,696
Percent 33% 232 19% 152 k}4 2% k¥4 2% 100%
Cumulative percent 3% 56% 752% 90% 93% 95% 982 100% NA
Total cost in category $317,400 $649,905 $1,084,944 $2,028,214 $753,494  $1,341,605 $6,103,983 §10,296,000  $22,575,545
Percent 1% ax 5% 9% k}4 6% 27% 46% 1002
Cumulative percent 1% . 34 9% 18% 21X 27% 54% 1007 NA

2 precise midpoint undefined because category is open-ended, but number of cases drop rapidly when expenses cxceed $5,000.
Includes only victimizations with unreimbursed medical costs. Victimizations in which medical costs were not ascertained ha

e allocated to the displayed categories; see Table 6 and text, ) ve been proportionally
Number of victimizations in category multiplied by the category midpoint and rounded, where necessary, to the next highest dollar amount.

Source: 29, p. 25
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TABLE 8

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES RESULTING IN SOME LOSS OF WORK TIME,
BY NUMBER AND VALUE OF WORK DAYS LOST, 1974

Number Dollar value of time lost
of work
days lost $1-24 $25-49 $50~99 $100-249 $250-499 $500-999 $1,000-1,499 $1,500-1,999  Total
Less than 1 95,517 56,420 6,743 - - - — - 157,680
602 36% 0y . 27124
1to$s 18,675 21,500 71,517 140,731 31,093 —_— . - 283,516
7 8% 25% 50% 112 49%
6 to 10 -~ 1,348, — 16,159 8,800 4,442 5,435 - 36,184
4x 457 242b 1220 152 62
More than 10 — -— 2,984 21,622 37,127 27,692 7,227 1,350 98,002
kY4 22% 382 28% 72 1z 17%
Total 113,192 79,268 81,244 178,512 77,020 32,134 12,662 1,350 575,382
20% 14% 14% nx 132 6% 2% (174 100%

(a) column percent; (b) perceant computed on base that contains 50 or- fewer sample cases,

Source: 25, p. 30.

TABLE 9

ESTIMATED VALUE OF TIME MISSED YROM WORK AS A RESULT OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES, 1974

Dollar value of time lost

$1-24 $25-49 $50-99 $100-249 $250-499 $500-999 - $1,000~1,499 $1,500-1,999 Total
Category midpoint $12.50 $37.00 $74.50 $174.50 $374.50 $749.50 $1,249,50 $1,749.50 NA
Number of victlmi;utlonl 113,192 19,268 81,244 178,512 17,020 32,134 12,662 1,350 575,382
Percent 202 14% 14% 312 13X 6% 22 0x 100%
Cumulative percent 202 k% 48% 79% 922 982 100% 1002 NA
Total value of time.lost $1,414,900 $2,932,916 46,052,678 $31,150,34% $28,843,990 $24,084,433 915,821,169 $2,361,825 $112,662,25%
Percent 12 k+ 3 L1 4 28X 26% 21X 14X 2% 100%
Cumulative percent 12 42 9. 371X 63X 84% 98X 1002 NA

Source: 25, p. 30.



TABLE 10
CRIME COST ESTIMATES
(DOLLAR ESTIMATES IN MILLIONS)

1. Destruction or Damage of Human Capital

Murder and non-negligent manslaughter.--The major
ditftference between the Crime Commission and Wool-
sey on the one hand and Wolfgang on the other con-
cerns the already discussed calculation of forgone
earnings. Wolfgang used the vital statistics esti-
mates of the race, age, and sex of the homicide
victim and the Rice estimates of lifetime earnings.
Their projection was reduced by 20 percent to take
into account that homicide victims earn less than
the average. The Wolfgang method of calculation
is on balance preferable.

Rape and assault.--The very large figure presented
by Woolsey includes a subjective cost of rape as a
certain percentage of homicide. The Wolfgang esti-
mates are based on cost of medical expenses and
lost production for victims..

2. Illegal Transfers

Robbery, Burglary, Larceny, and Auto Theft.--
Individual estimates for robbery ana burglary are
exactly the same for Woolsey and the Crime Commis-
sion, They disagree with Wolfgang because Woolsey
and the Crime Commission used FBI data, while
Wolfgang used National Opinion Research Center
(NORC) data plus estimates. The estimates on
larceny are quite similar for all three. Vari-
ation occurs as a result of slightly differing
estimates. Estimates of auto theft are virtually
the same by Woolsey and Wolfgang with considerable
difference in the Crime Commission estimate. The
Crime Commission included a factor for damage to
cars recovered after being stolen. There do not
seem to be any significant issues separating the
various estimates of costs for these crimes.

Source: 64, pp. 400-401
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CRIME CATEGORY

Woolsey
Crime
Commission
Wolfgang

Woolsey
Crime
Commission
Wolfgang

Woolsey
Crime
Commission
Wolfgang

$750

$750
$484

$568

$ 65
$142

$499

$600
$672



Each of the three studies also developed their national
estimates by deriving average cost estimates and multiplying
them by the total numbers of serious crimes. The scope of these
estimates varied as described in Table 10 (p. 34). A key ele-
ment related to estimating total primary direct costs of assault

and rape is the statement: "The very large figure presented by Wool-

sey includes a subjective cost of rape as a certain percentage
of homicide'" (64, p. 400). Woolsey selected a sound method of
estimating subjective or psychic costs of rape and assault,

because homicide obviously imposes the greatest direct cost and

is the only crime for which any body of research into associated
costs exists.*

DIRECT COSTS OF HOMICIDE: THE VALUE OF LIFE

Researchers have long been concerned with determining the
value of a human life. One research study published in 1930,
entitled The Money Value of a Man (3), surveyed previous contri-

butions in '"value of life" literature. Included were: Political
Arithmetic, or a Discourse Concerning the Exten: and Value of
Lands, People, Buildings, Etc. (1699); Contributions to 39th
Annual Report of the Registrar General of Births, Marriages,
and Deaths for England and Wales (1876); and Der Werthtes Men-
schen (The Worth of Men) (1883).

All of these early reports, and indeed, most of those pub-

lished since then, estimate only medical and burial costs and
the discounted present value of future earnings. This approach

*One major reason for homicide being the only one of the
four major violent crimes in which any investigation has taken
place is that in the case of homicide, investigators focus on
employment and leisure {(consumption) opportunities foregone.
However, in rape and assault, and to a lesser extent robbery,
if injury is involved, researchers have to confront the altered
physical and mental states which result from diminished con-
sumption opportunities. Because of the difficulty and potential
controversy inherent in assessing the level of physical and
psychic damage, researchers investigate the relatively safe
crime: homicide. Even here, however, as shall be seen, exami-
nation typically excludes intangible (psychic) costs.
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bypasses estimation of the other intangible costs associated

with loss of 1ife, although typically they are described at

some length. The authors of The Money Value of a Man state

that they are not,

...insensible to the deep significance of valuation, of

a kind, given to intangible things. Quite on the contrary

realizing the supreme significance of these intangibles

in human affairs, we shall expressly refrain from dealing

with such spiritual values by methods wholly unadapted for

their measurements (8, p. 21).

The different approaches to determining the value for human
life which have been and can be employed can be separated into
seven categories:

(1) A discounted present value of net future earnings

approach;

(2) A human capital approach: valuating life based on the
education, vocational training, experience, and devel-
oped abilities the individual has vested in himself;

(3) Estimating the net losses incurred by the victim and/or
by his family;

(4) Examination of the implicit values placed on injury or
loss of 1life by the political (legal) process;

(5) Examination of injury or threatened injury determined
in victim compensation programs;

(6) Imputation of value of injury or loss of life by exam-
ination of individual willingness to avoid or pay to
avoid risky, potentially injurious or fatal situations;

and,

(7) Imputation of direct costs by means of econometric

analysis.

In examining the seven different approaches, one can begin
with the first two, which deal solely with estimating the value
of life, hence, homicide costs. The last five approaches can
be examined on the more general level focusing on the applica-
bility of cost estimates arising from all four types of violent
crime: robbery, aggravated assault, rape, and homicide. Table 11
(p. 35) presents cost estimates developed employing some of these
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different approaches by source, year, basis, amount, and amount
in 1977 dollars.

The Discounted Present Value of Net Future Earnings Approach

The discounted present value of net future earnings approach
consists of estimating the differential between expected earnings
and expected consumption expenditures over a lifetime and dis-
counting it by an appropriate rate of interest to yield the pre-
sent value. It can be conceived as an estimate of an individual's
expected contribution over a lifetime to general societal wealth.

Since it is concerned exclusively with net earnings, such
an estimation procedure will generally grossly underestimate the
total cost of homicide. The attraction of such an approach is
that it is by far the easiest to undertake. Most attempts at
evaluation have employed this procedure. Table 11 (p. 35) shows
that such estimates range, in 1977 dollars, from $2,815 to $246,240
(8, pp. 26-40; 29, p. 36; and 82, p. 45).

The Human Capital Approach

The human capital approach estimates the value of a person's
life as vested in his developed capabilities. The value of edu-
cation, vocational training, experience, and other variables is
estimated, and serves as a measure of the worth of an individual
to the community at the time of death, hence, a measure of the
loss to society. The obvious difficulties lie in determining
the relative value of education, training, and experience,
measurement of which must be, to a certain degree, subjective.

In addition, if the total estimate is to be comprehensive, the
value of expected future development of the victim's human capi-
tal of his lifetime must be determined, an even more difficult
and subjective task. The quantity of human capital that has

been accumulated generates the flow of annual earnings to an
individual and will tend to increase with education and exper-
ience and, hence, with age. Thus, if only developed capabilities
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TABLE 11
COST ESTIMATE OF HOMICIDE

Loss to Family 123,000
Loss to Community 4,000

SOURCE YEAR BASIS AMOUNT IN 1977 DOLLARS*

New York State Victim 1975 Average amount for $ 2,500 $ 2,815

Compensation Programl homicide

Dawson (U.K.) 2 1970 Analysis of fatal auto- $ 41,875 $ 65,351
mobile accident cost .
{excluding psychic)

Crime Commission3 1965 Earning capacity $ 76,142 $146,240

Usher4 1973 Hazard pay $150,000 $204,545

Melinek (U.K.)5 1974 Imputed costs of avoiding $217,500%* $267,273
pedestrian subway accidents

Fromm® 1960 Loss to Individual $210,000 | $337,000 $689,577

*Estimates were converted to 1977 dollars using the Consumer Price Index maintained by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.

**English Pounds converted to U.S. Dollars at rate of $2.50 to L1.

Sources: (1) 29, p. 36; (2) 8, pp. 27-29; (3) 82, p. 15; (4) 8, ©p. 36-38; (5) 8, pp. 38-40;

(6) 8, pp. 26-27




at the time of death are estimated, then the estimated value
would increase with the age of the victim. However, if one
sums discounted earnings for the remaining years of life (i.e.,
measures the present value of expected future earnings), this
will decline with age, since fewer working years remain.

The greatest value of the human capital approach lies in
its addressing the impact of "loss of life" to the community.
Hence, such an approach is most useful when utilized in conjunc-
tion with one of the other approaches that estimates the loss
to the victim's family (or persons closest to the victim),
thereby providing a more comprehensive cost estimate.

Estimate of Net Losses Approach

Estimation of mnet losses accruing to victims or to their
families focuses on all unreimbursed losses arising out of the
particular serious crime. Each cost is estimated separately,
then is summed together to arrive at a total direct cost esti-
mate. The study examined earlier, Compensating Victims of Vio-
lent Crime (29), fits into this category, although homicides are
not included since victimization data restricts its violent

crime estimates to rape, aggravated assault, and robbery. Psy-
chic costs are inevitably excluded, as are most other costs other
than net medical expenses and net lost earnings. For homicide,
other costs include funeral/burial expense and economic losses asso-
ciated with expected levels of goods and services which could
have been provided had the victim lived. For households in

which the head of household was the victim, for example, such
losses include a decreased general standard of living (decreased
consumption opportunities) and absence of higher education oppor-
tunities. Two estimates derived by employing this approach,
although they vary enormously in scope and amount, are the Daw-
son estimate of $65,351 and the Fromm estimate of $689,577,

both in 1977 dollars, contained in Table 11 (p. 35; for source,
see 8, pp. 26-29).
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Examination of the Implicit Values Placed on Injury or Loss of
Life by the Political-Legal Process

This approach is an indirect method of determining direct
serious crime cost. It consists of an analysis of civil court
awards in cases involving one or more of the serious crimes.

Two major problems inherent in this approach are the lack of
uniformity in determination ¢f awards and the difficulty in

separating punitive damages from compensation to victims or

their survivors.

During a criminal trial or a juvenile justice hearing, the
only remedy (compensation) available to the victims or their
survivors is the potential conviction and sentencing of the
offender, and in some serious crime cases, an ensuing restitution
arrangement.* However, in a civil proceeding to recover damages
sustained in assault or battery (i.e., an offense involving ''un-
lawful intentional inflicting, or attempted or threatened in-
flicting, of injury upon another" [91, p. 15]), the victim is
entitled to sue his assailant for damages. In the case of homi-
cide, the closest survivor is entitled to sue for damages.

In practice, such suits are rare due to (1) the relative
infrequency of arrest and conviction of the offender, (2) the
impoverished economic circumstances of the offender, and (3) the

costs of litigation. However, a number of such awards have been

#Restitution is employed far more often in dispositions
for nonviolent than violent offenses. Restitution in violent
crime cases, however, is by no means a relatively rare pheno-
menon in juvenile courts. A recent survey of the extent of
restitution in juvenile courts discovered that 86 percent of
the courts contacted used restitution as a partial or total d;s-
position. Moreover, of the courts using restitution, restitu-
tion was ordered in 10 percent of sexual case dispositions,
24 percent of assault dispositions, and a surprising 45 percent
of all robbery dispositions. Unfortunately, no data were

gathered for restitution amounts (90, pp. 46-47).
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made and constitute a basis for examination.* Much more numer-
ous and applicable to a large degree are awards in civil court
arising out of tramsportation accidents. An important advantage
of this approach and the next three to be discussed is that
costs of permanent physical injury and psychic costs are some-
times included in the estimates.

Examination of Value of Injury or Threatened Injury as Determined
Under Victim Compensation Programs

This approach would, at first consideration, appear to be
the best source of cost information. Fifteen States, however,
(out of the 24 mentioned on p. 24) restrict benefits to net
medical expenses and lost earnings. Awards in the other nine
States that do allow compensation for pain and suffering indi-
cate that such awards are small in comparison to compensation
for net medical expense and lost earnings. Therefore, this ap-
proach doesn't provide a sufficient basis for cost estimation.

Imputation of Value of Injury for Loss of Life by Examination
of Individual Willingness to Avoid or Pay to Avocid Risky, Poten-
tially Injurious or Fatal Situations

This apprcach has been utilized in evaluating physical in-
jury or death in several areas of behavior other than crime.
Such an approach determines the probability of physical harm
arising from a particular behavior and the amount (i.e., the
premium) that an individual is willing to pay to reduce that
probability cf harm or eliminate it alfogether. The estimate
associated with the value of the particular potential injury
or death is derived by dividing the premium by the probability.

*One economist obju¢is to this approach on the grounds
that: "(I)f economists g&ye invited to provide political deci-
sion makers with values derived from basic economic criteria
of social choice, then such economists simply become involved
in an empty circularity if they then refer 'a question, or a
part of a question received from the political process back
again into the nolitical process.'" "Evaluation of Life and
Limb: A Theoretical Approach," by E. J. Mishan, as discussed
in The Value of Life: An Economic Analysis (8, p. 33).
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Estimates of the value of death vary greatly. S. J. Melinek
employed this approach in the areas of smoking in subways and
working in dangerous environments. He determined the average
premium that individuals would be willing to pay to avoid death
or serious injury in these situations and converted them to
estimates of the value of life. As shown in Table 11 (p. 35),
his most sound estimate, that for avoidance of serious injury

or death in subway crossings amounts to $267,273 in 1977 dollars
(8, pp. 38-40).

This approach shows great promise in estimating direct
crime costs. It would be interesting and useful to apply it to
specific violent crimes and contrast the resulting estimates
with those derived by other methods, such as the next approach

to be discussed.

Imputation of Direct Cost by Means of Econometric Analysis

Econometric analysis is simply the application of statisti-
cal, economic, and analytical techniques. This approach, because
of its complexity and refinement, offers the greatest potential
among the different approaches for truly comprehensive iirect
cost estimates. It suffers, however, from several severe draw-
backs, each of which shall be delineated in the following dis-
cussion. Close examination of the economic model upon which the
econometric method is based affords an intimate view of the work-
ings of the justice system and the importance of including com-
prehensive cost estimates in allocation of system resources‘&nd

related policy formation.

The Law Enforcement Production Function

The econometric approach begins by estimating costs of law
enforcement functions. Inputs in the form of capital (e.g.,
facilities, equipment) and labor (all personnel: administrative,
support, investigative, and patrol)‘produce outputs in the form
of protection and processing of v;ctims and offenders.
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Outputs are obviously complex and a number of measures
have been theoretically derived, but the only measure for which
data exists on an individual crime level are number of clear-
ances accomplished by law enforcement agencies. Clearance rates
published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in the
Uniform Crime Reports are the ratio of crimes cleared (e.g., by
arrest, by confession, by the decision on the part of the victim
not to prosecute) to reported crimes of a particular type (105,
p. 160). The flawed nature* of clearance rates constitutes one
of the major drawbacks of this approach. For, no matter how
conceptually sound and elaborate an economic approach may be, it

is only as good as the data it processes. As long as no reliable

data alternative to clearance rates exists, estimates generated
by econometric studies will continue to be flawed as well.

Offense clearances are often used as a proxy, or all-inclusive

variable, for all law enforcement outputs. Ideally, more sophis-
ticated data would include other law enforcement outputs, such as
success of crime prevention efforts, in addition to solutions gf
crimes already committed. Also, even in terms of existing data

collection capabilities, clearances could be divided into separate

data categories reflecting actual arrests, clearances by confes-
sion, or victim reluctance to prosecute.

Relationships between inputs and consequent outputs consti-
tute a production function. Two assumptions underlie the pro-
duction function: (1) that law enforcement administrators and
line perscnnel know and serve the best interests of .society, and
(2) that capital (be it in the form of office space or moveable
equipment) and labor are divisible, that is, can be assigned to

different functions. According to the first assumption, resources

*Some of the criticisms of clearance rates include: (1) that
they are "padded" by promising individuals already in custody
that they will not be charged for any other crimes that they
admit to, or even that confession may mitigate final disposition;
and (2) that trivial incidents are sometimes classified as crimes
and subsequently ''cleared" by stating that the victim will not
prosecute.
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are deployed, under ideal conditions, among various enforce-
ment functions on the basis of relative benefits to society
generated by their respective functions. For example, police
equipment and personnel will be assigned to the varied functions
of administration, patrol, and investigation of crimes based on
the benefits those functions yield to society. These benefits
take the form of apprehended offenders and hence, reduced crime,
both directly (by incapacitation) and through the deterrence
generated by arrests and subsequent processing. Each resource
generates an associated cost in the form of salaries and bene-

f£its, and capital costs.

In the real wofld, however, the actions of police adminis-
trators, line personnel, and other public servants do not neces-
sarily reflect the best interests of society (27, p. 11). 1Imn
fairness, much of this is due to a lack of clarity as to what
comprises society's best interests. One explicit purpose of
this entire assessment is to elucidate societal interest by
determining total or societal costs of violent crime. In this
report, the best interests of society are represented by efforts
designed to minimize the total cost of crime. As shall be ex-
plored in further depth later in this report, in the absence
of knowledge as to the cost of serious crime, law enforcement
authorities and personnel tend to undersstimate such costs.

This underestimation results in resources being allocated to
the prevention and solution of minor property crimes far more

than to the solution of violent crimes.

The second assumption, regarding divisibility of inputs,
presents no problem. Labor and capital are for the most part
divisible; indeed, as shall be seen in the analysis of police
processing, many departments have moved to specialized process-
ing by forming separate units for various types of crimes.

The positive relationship between inputs and outputs can
be depicted graphically by the law enforcement production func-
tion, as illustrated in Figure 3 (p. 42). This relationship
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embodies the idea that for a community subject to given amounts
of crime, the greater the number of police officers hired by

the community, the greater the number of crimes that can be
cleared by arrest. The curvature of the function illustrates
diminishing returns to scale: as law enforcement resources are
increased, the number of additional crimes cleared by arrest per
additional resource becomes smaller.

FIGURE 3
THE LAW ENFORCEMENT PRODUCTION FUNCTION

Crimes cleared by arrest production function

Py

Law enforcement resources

The Deterrence and Incapacitation Function

In the absence of more refined data, clearances must also
serve as a proxy for the probability of conviction and punish-
ment in the estimation of incapacitation and deterrence.®* Of
course, other factors such as length of imprisonment and swift-
ness of punishment affect incapacitation and deterrence as well.

*For a detailed examination of this topic, please see:
"Economic Analysis of the Deterrent Effect of Punishment: A
Review" (76).
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In deterrence theory, it is postulated that offenders are rational.
Therefore, when clearances increase overall, thus increasing the
likelihood of arrest, conviction, and punishment, offenders de-
crease the total amounts of crime they commit. Furthermore,

when clearances for one particular type of crime, for example,
robbery, rise relative to clearances for other types of crime,
offenders will commit less of that type of crime relative to all
other crimes. Conversely, when clearances for a particular type
of crime fall, offenders will commit more of that type of crime
relative to other types of crime. Therefore, an established
relationship exists under ideal conditions (i.e., when all other
factors are held constant). Law enforcement resources, capital,
and labor are deployed proportionately among the different law

“enforcement functions, yielding a certain set of clearances.

These clearances, to the extent that they represent incapacita-
tion, remove offenders from the crime industry and result in an
adjusted level and variety of offenses. Offenses are, of course,
a function of numerous socioeconomic and other kinds of variables.
But these other variables are assumed here to be constant so that
cost relationships can be determined.

In the real world, of course, all offenders do not always
act rationally. Some offenders are mentally disabled or men-
tally i1l1. Many act under the influence of drugs of one type
or another, including alcohol (91). Finally, many simply do not
choose to act rationally in the classical economic sense--in

their own best interests.

The incapacitation and deterrence function can be illus-
trated graphically as in Figure 4 (p.44). The greater the num-
Ber of clearances, the fewer will be the number of offenses

committed, other things being equal.
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FIGURE 4
INCAPACITATION AND DETERRENCE FUNCTION
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THE CONSUMPTION OF CRIME

Besides offenders and law enforcement personnel, all other
individuals are categorized as consumers of goods and services
on a household level. People are assumed to be rational in the
classical economic sense; that is, they consume various packages
of goods and services at associated prices based on the utility
or the satisfaction that such consumption yields. They act to
maximize utility and maintain consumptinn, in the long run,
within the limits of their net income and budget constraints.
These budget constraints are in turn a function of gross house-
hold income and all deductions, including Federal, State, and
local taxes. For a given budget constraint, each consuming
household will have a certain combination of goods and services
consumed at a certain level of savings which yields them maximum
utility. Their consumption, or behavioral pattern, 1is in turn
a function of many variables: tastes, habits, and others includ-
ing overall and individual levels of crime. Shopping or seeing
a show in a particularly crime-ridden neighborhood may not be
included in the consumption/behavior pattern. For an elderly
couple living in a crime-ridden neighborhood, all their consump-
tion may take place indoors, and their overall utility or
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satisfaction for the same net income may be much less than
that of their counterparts in a crime-free neighborhood.
Similarly, through taxation, the net income and, hence, con-
sumption/behavior pattern is also a function of levels of
law enforcement.

The assumption of consumer rationality has been roundly
assailed in economic literature. Individuals do not always
consume in their self-interest, although they do so far more
often than offenders act in their own true self-interest.*

Households, that is all people, are affected by crime
consumption on two levels. First, on a general consumption
level, they are affected by taxation to support law enforce-
ment efforts and other criminal justice costs. This has the
effect of iowering net income, and results in diminished con-
sumption opportunities. On a second level, the costs of crimes
against businesses are passed on to households in the form of
higher prices. -Other indirect costs of crime acting to reduce
real net income or purchasing power include: (1) reduced pro-
perty values attributable to crime on a neighborhood level
which lowers the ability of the community resident to purchase
and consume on credit (i.e., the ability to purchase and con-
sume is a function of wealth and of net assets, in addition
to net income); and (2) expenditures om security equipment
and services at the expense of other goods and services. Indi-
vidual consumption opportunities are restricted by overall and
specific crime levels, especially nighttime leisure actiYities.

All households bear indirect costs of aggregate serious
crime and some must bear the greater direct costs of individual
crime. Such households have their consumption patterns severely
disrupted. The relationship between household consumption and
direct and indirect costs absorbed in the form of reduced net

#It is interesting to note that some offenders may assess
the risks associated with the commission of a crime andhdeter-
mine quite rationally that in their own self-interest these
risks are outweighed by the high yield of some crimes.
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income and diminished consumption opportunities, as well as
consumption and costs of law enforcement passed on to house-
holds in the form of taxation, can be illustrated graphically.
Figure 5 below illustrates the taxation function: i.e., the
relationship between aggregate law enforcement resources and
household taxes attributable to levels of law enforcement.

Law enforcement resources and taxes vary directly so that the
greater the level of aggregate law enforcement resources, the
greater the level of taxation.

FIGURE 5
THE TAXATION FUNCTION

////// taxation function
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law enforcement resources

Figure 6 (p. 47) iliustrates the relationship between
levels of taxes and crime, and overall household satisfaction.
Since crime and taxes are negative goods, (that is, they are
avoided if possible and yield dissatisfaction or disutility
rather than the satisfaction or utility associated with "normal"
goods), the objective of the consuming household is to minimize
the disutility occasioned by involuntary consumption of crime
and taxes. Households are happier, the lower the levels of
crime and taxes. But there is a tradeoff between crime and
taxes. A community can pay more taxes to hire more police,
who in turn will clear more crimes through arrest. This will
deter and incapacitate offenders and lower crime. This tradeoff
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between crime and taxes is illustrated by the 1ine in Figure 6
below labeled the "household consumption possibility frontier."
The household will choose the point from among all the possibili-

ties on this frontier that makes it most happy.

FIGURE 6

THE HOUSEHOLD DISUTILITY FUNCTION AND
HOUSEHOLD CONSUMPTION POSSIBILITY FRONTIER

crime

A

X
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disutility consumption
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taxes

Households differ in their tastes and preferences. Each
household has a -certain set of tastes and preferences which
determine the overall level of satisfaction yielded by consump-
tion of goods and services. In typical economic theory, these
overall levels of satisfaction are utility functions or "indif-
ference curves." These are so labeled because of the manner in
which they are derived; i.e., by increasing levels of consump-
tion of one good or service relative to another until the con-
sumer is indifferent between consumption of either "package'"--
both are concluded to yield equal satisfaction or utility.

In traditional economic theory, individual utility functions

or indifference curves are represented as curves convex to the
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origin. In the present situation, since crime and taxes are
negative goods (as defined on p. 46), disutility functions can
be graphically represented as in Figure 6 (p. 47). The lower
the level of crime and taxes, the happier the household. As
illustrated in Figure 6, households are happier with crime and
tax combinations on curve 'dujp" than they are with combinations
on'"duy." Therefore, they choose Point X on "duj."

Along the household consumption possibility frontier there
will be one point (one combination of crime absorbed directly
and taxes) which will yield the '"household minimum disutility'":
the point at which the household is best off in terms of over-
all satisfaction. Such a position is illustrated in Figure 6
(p. 47) at Point X where household disutility function u-1 is
tangent to the household consumption possibility function £f-1.

THE ECONOMIC MODEL COMPLETE

Now one can consider the model as a whole. Knowing the
number of offenses and clearances, and the prices of law en-
forcement resources, the only remaining unknown variables are
the implicit costs associated with individual crimes experienced
directly and aggregate crime experienced indirectly. By sub-
stituting all other variables into the model and manipulating
overall levels of law enforcement production and specific pro-
duction in terms of solving particular types of crime (i.e.,
homicide, rape, aggravated assault, and robbery), subsequent
changes in clearance rates can be gauged by studying altera-

tions in consumption patterns for various levels and types of
law enforcement. Also, the levels and types of violent crime,
and the values for direct and indirect costs can be derived by
examining changes in clearance rates. Estimates have been de-
rived using this econometric approach by Matthieson and Passel
(53, pp. 93-96) for average direct robbery cost ($2,245 in 1977
dollars), and Phillips and Votey (82, p. 49) for auto theft
($2,602 in 1977 dollars). ’
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The complete workings of the model can be illustrated
graphically in Figure 7 (p. 50). Figure 7 illustrates the
derivation of the household consumption possibility frontier,
£-1. For a given production function p-1, incapacitation and
deterrence function d-1, and taxation function t-1, variation
in levels of law enforcement resources as shown by 1-1, 1-2,
and 1-3 will trace out a map of combinations of crime costs
and taxes which must be borne by consuming households. This
map, extended for all other aggregate amounts of law enforce-
ment resources, is the household consumption possibility fron-
tier. As previously described (see p. 47), there will be a par-
ticular point in the function where the household can minimize
total disutility, that is, direct and indirect costs of crime.
This point is indicated as Point X.

By deciding how much tax they are willing to pay to re-
duce the damages they suffer from crime; households determine
the level at which law enforcement operations are financed.
Under ideal conditions, these household decisions are regis-
tered collectively through the political process, thus it is
the decision of the median household, or voter, which determines
the outcome. Also under ideal world conditions, law enforcement
administrators and personnel, consumers themselves when off the
job, know and act in society's best interests. That is, admin-
istrators deploy resources under their jurisdiction among vari-
ous crime functions, i.e., in solution of different types of
crimes, in accord with society's interests, which is equal to
the sum of-all individual preferences regarding the trade-offs
between different direct and indirect crime costs and, taxes.
Line personnel carry out these functions in the same manner.
These facts are implicifly assumed in econometric analysis.
Based on such an assumption, the result is that the marginal
cost of law enforcement activities can be equated to marginal
social or household cost of the crime that particular activity
is directed toward controlling. The estimates derived by the

econometric method are the marginal law enforcement cost estimates.
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The extent to which the real world departs from the ideal world
of the economic model upon which econometric analysis is based
influences the extent to which cost estimates derived by the
econometric approach diverge from real costs of crime.

As previously described, the extent to which the real
world also departs from the assumptions of law enforcement adminis-
trators and line personnel knowing and acting in society's best
interests, and offenders and consuming households acting in
their true self-interest, severely handicaps econometrically
derived estimates.

But in the real world, too, the individual household plays
only a marginal role in the determination of overall law enforce-
ment resources and the allocation of resources among different
crime-controlling functions. The political process by which
such determination occurs is typically cumbersome in terms of
the time required to effect change and often administered by
individuals acting in their own self-interest. The net result
is that resources for law enforcement, as well as other justice
system sectors such as courts and corrections, are not allocated
optimally from a social welfare point of view. The major reasons
for divergence fall into two categories: (1) lack of knowledge
regarding cost of crime, and (2) lack of incentives or controls
to insure that justice system resources are deployed in a so-
cially optimal manner.

Returning to the consuming household sector of the economic
model, another approach can be conceptualized which does not
rely upon the assumptions that have been found to diverge from
real world conditions. Considering levels of taxes and crime
to be exogenously determined (i.e., determined outside the con-
sumption sector and therefore beyond the control of the indivi-
dual household), one can observe the behavior of different house-
holds in the face of varying levels of crime and taxes. Such an
analysis would be intrinsically subjective to the extent that it
would entail either specification on the part of household members
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as to their tastes and preferences, or a determination of such
tastes and preferences on the part of the researcher.

But subjectivity on the part of the researcher is inherent
in any research effort, although many social scientists may dis-
agree. Typically, the extent to which total objectivity is
sought is positively correlated with the extent to which re-
search results diverge from the true nature of whatever is being
measured or estimated. The econometric approach serves as an |
example of this phenomenon. The more extreme the objectivity,
the more restrictive the assumptions that must be employed.

The worst approach (i.e., the least socially desirable
approach) is to simply quantify the immediately quantifiable
costs and to ignore the rest. Quantification of only the easily
quantifiable out-of-pocket costs and disregard of all others
(e.g., costs of long-term physical and psychic injury and of
participation in juvenile justice system processing), results
in misallocated resources and insensitive handling of those
individuals forced to bear such costs.

ESTIMATION OF THE DIRECT COSTS OF CRIME

The time and resources available to prepare this report did
not permit an in-depth study to develop a comprehensive estima-
tion of the direct costs of crime. However, an alternative
method for determining direct costs has been devised. This
method consists of developing a comprehensive cost function
which includes all direct costs by matching consensually reli-
able cost estimates with subjective values contained in the
Sellin-Wolfgang Index of crimes. The Sellin-Wolfgang Index,
represented in Table 12 (p. 53) illustrates a set of subjective
seriousness ratings associated with different crimes or crime
results such as: (1) injury requiring outpatient treatment
and (2) injury requiring hospitalizetion. This set of values
was developed on the basis of interviews with a thousand people
from different backgrounds ranging from police officers to
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TABLE 1Z

SELLIN-WOLFGANG INDEX OF CRIME

SERIOUSNESS
GRIME RESULTS VALUE
. o 1
Minor injury to victim
Vietim treated and discharged '4
i 7
Victim hospitalized
26
Victim killed
Victim of forcible sex intercourse lg
Intimidated by weapon, add
Intimidation of persons in gonnection.with
theft, etc. (other than 1in connection
with forecible sex acts):
Physical or verbal only i
By weapon
Forcible entry of premises 1
Value of property stolen and/or damaged:
Under $10 %
$10-$250 2
$251-$2,000 3
$30,001-$80,000 2
Over $80,000
Theft of motor vehicle (recovered, undamaged) 2

Source: 12, p. 402
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students. Each was asked to judge the relative seriousness
of different crime incidents (12, pp. 249-252),

The Sellin-Wolfgang scores range from 1 for petty theft
(under ten dollars) to 26 for homicide. Between these scores,
in descending order, are the crimes which this study focuses
on: robbery, aggravated assault, and rape. These Sellin-Wolfgang
scores can be converted to dollar values by assigning the net
loss estimates which have been derived, in 1977 dollars, to
larceny, robbery, auto theft, and homicide, and developing a
direct cost function which can then be employed to generate
cost estimation for the other crimes.

The observed relationship between the Sellin-Wolfgang scoxres
and the dollar estimates of damages is nonlinear. For example,
petty theft has a Sellin-Wolfgang score of "1" and a dollar loss
estimate of $34.08. The Sellin-Wolfgang score for burglary with-
out forced entry is "3," and the dollar estimate is $611. While
the score triples, the dollar loss estimate increases by a fac-
tor of 18. However, there is a systematic relationship between
dollar loss and the Sellin-Wolfgang score. When the Sellin-
Wolfgang scores were plotted against the dollar values, they
were found to follow an approximate log-to-log relationship. This
means that a 10 percent increase in the Sellin-Wolfgang scores
results in a 26.3 percent increase in the dollar loss estimate.
The relationship was fitted, using least squares regression,

yielding:
in $(1977) = 3.5288 + 2,628 in (Sellin-Wolfgang Score)

or

$(1977) = 34.08 (Sellin-Wolfgang Score)>'%3

The resulting 1977 dollar estimates are presented with
their corresponding Sellin-Wolfgang scores in Table 13 (p.55).
Utilizing these estimates, one can derive cost estimates for
the three index property crimes and for the four violent crimes
with differentiation based on the extent of injury sustained.
These estimates are presented in Table 14 (p. 56).
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TABLE 13

ESTIMATED RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN SELLIN-WOLFGANG SCORES AND PRIMARY
DIRECT COST ESTIMATES {1977 DOLLARS)

SELLIN-WOLFGANG

SCORE DIRECT COST ESTIMATES CRIME
1 $ 34.08
2 210.68
3 611.49 Larceny > $250
Burglary with unforced entry
Unsuccessful forcible entry
4 1,302.33 Auto theft
5 2,340.98 Robbery with serious physical injury
6 3,779.91
7 5,667.86 Aggravated assault without serious
physical injury
8 8,050.34
9 10,970.86
10 14,470.68 Rape without serious physical injury
11 18,590.47 Robbery, assault resulting in
. . serious injury
26 178,245.58 Homicide

Source: Conmputed based on reference no. 12, p. 402,




TABLE 14
These cost estimates represent the average primary costs

AVERAGE PRIMARY DIRECT COSTS of index crimes. They include out-of-pocket costs and costs

OF SERIOUS CRIME ' R . -
of long term physical and psychic injury. If one compares the
estimates of violent crimes with the average costs of burglary

without forcible entry and auto theft, $611 and $1,302 respec-

SERIOUS OFFENSE AVERAGE COST tively, one sees that primary direct costs of violent crime
may far outweigh the costs of serious property crimes. For
Property crime: example, as shown in Table 13 (p. 55), it would take approxi-
Personal larceny $ 611 mately four burglaries without forcible entry to equal the cost
Household larceny $500 611 imposed by one robbery ($2,341); nine such burglaries to equal
Burglary one aggravated assault ($5,667); and 24 burglaries -to equal the
gﬁﬁg:z’ig ::Eg of unsuccessful 2,341 cost imposed by one rape ($14,407). When serious injury is in-
forcible entry 611 volved, the disparity in costs is even more pronounced. While
Auto theft 1,302 one cannot separate costs associated with physical injury from
costs associated with psychic injury, one knows that since the
Violent crime: . actual transfer of money from the victim to the offender has
Armed robbery V 2,341 been excluded, the estimates for robbery, assault, and rape
Robbery with serious physical injury 18,590 without serious injury consist primarily of psychic costs., It
Assault with a dangerous weapon 5,668 is likely, furthermore, that psychic costs increase consider-
Assault resulting in serious ably with the extent of physical injury.
Physical injury 18,590 Applying the primary cost estimates in Table 14 (p. 56) to
Rape 14,471 . the aggregate juvenile crime data in Table 3 (p. 16), one can
Ragiy::i:itﬁ?ug serious 29 057% generate estimates of the costs of aggregate serious juvenile
Homicide ‘ 1]8:246 crime on a national level (see Table 15, p. 58). The determina-
: tion of aggregate scores for aggravated assaults and robbery in-
: ) volving serious injury is based on the breakdown for those crimes
Source: Computed from Table 13, p. 75. contained in Table 3 (p. 16). The estimation for rape involving ser-
. ious injury reflects the average of the percentages of assaults
and robberies resulting in serious injury.
As Table 15 (p. 58) illustrates, the primary direct costs
of serious juvenile crime on a national level for 1975 amount
to over $10 billion (in 1977 dollars). In order to contrast the
deriv:rghiyczz;isztiﬁztzvﬁg:gzagi i;:uigzgiiin ierious physical injury was 4 estimates for juveniles with primary direct costs of serious
anc} :flssault when serious injury is producedozzd :gzgzggigzza;;:mj;z tl:-gb:;:y crime in general (i.e'~’ adults and juveniles combined), one can
original rape estimate.
56
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TABLE 15

PRIMARY DIRECT COSTS OF AGGREGATE SERICUS JUVENILE CRIME
ON A NATIONAL LEVEL FOR 1975 (1977 DOLLARS)

AGGREGATE SERIOUS
JUVENILE CRIME

AVERAGE PRIMARY
DIRECT COSTS

AGGREGATE PRIMARY
DIRECT COSTS

OF SERIOQUS

JUVENILE CRIME

Property crime:

Personal larceny > $250
Household larceny > $250
Burglary

Forcible entry

Unforced entry or
unsuccessful
forcible entry

Auto theft

Total property

Violent crime:

Robbery (without serious
physical injury)

Robbery resulting in
serious injury

Assault with a dangerous
weapon (without serious
physical injury)

Assault involving serious
injury

Rape (without serious
physical injury)

Rape involving serious
injury

Homicide
Total violent

Total overall

416,523
203,971

1,161,270

2,237,370
402,800

4,421,934

336,947

67,993

236,823

51,867

20,213

4,437

1,699

719,430

5,171,364

$ 611
611

2,341

611
1,302

$ 2,341

18,590

5,688

18,590

14,471

29,057

178,246

$

254,495,550
124,626,280

2,718,533,000

1,367,033,000
524,445,600

$

$

4,989,133,430

788,792,920

1,263,989,900

1,347,049,200

964,207,530

292,502,320

128,925,900

301,235,740

$

5,086,703,510

$10,075,836,940

Source: Computed from Table 14 (p. 77) and Table 3 (p. 21)
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apply the cost estimates to the“aggregate crime data contained
in Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1975 (110).
Table 16 (p. 60) presents these cost estimates. Total primary
direct costs of aggregate » Yious crime on a national level,
for 1975 in 1977 dollars, amount to $35 billion. Juveniles
account for 28 percent of that amount.

PRIMARY DIRECT VIOLENT CRIME COSTS INCURRED BY WITNESSES

As stated previously, the primary direct costs for witnesses
for if physical injury resulted or

entail only psychic costs,
ss would be a victim

monetary transfer were involved, the witne
instead. As far as the authors know, no one has researched

these costs. However, if hypothetically only 1 percent of all
violent crimes resulting in serious injury involve witnesses emo-
tionally involved with or 1inked to the victim, and the psychic
costs amounted to 1 percent of the primary direct costs to the
victims, then the primary direct cost would still amount to an
aggregate figure of over $2 million. Furthermore, as one shall
see, the same witnesses who bear these costs bear the dispropor-
tionate secondary direct costs of witnesses not intimately re-

lated to the victim.

SECONDARY DIRECT COSTS OF SERIOUS CRIME

Secondary direct costs of serious crime consist of the cost
to victims and witnesses of participation in justice system pro-
cessing. The justice system, that is, the police and the courts,
are not always noted for their compassion to the serious crime
victim. Nor are the courts noted for speed, efficiency, ©T
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TABLE

16

PRIMARY DIRECT COSTS OF SERIOUS CRIME
ON A NATIONAL LEVEL FOR 1975 {1977 DOLLARS)

AGGREGATE
SERIOUS CRIME

AVERAGE PRIMARY
DIRECT COSTS

AGGREGATE PRIMARY
DIRECT COSTS
OF SERIOUS CRIME

Property crime:

Personal larceny > $250
Household larceny > $250
Burglary

Forcible entry

Unforced entry or
unsuccessful
forcible entry

Auto theft

Total property

Violent crime:

Robbery (without sericus
physical injury)

Robbery resulting in
serious injury

Assault with a dangerous
weapon (without serious
physical injury)

Assault involving serious

injury

Rape (without serious
physical injury)

Rape involving serious
injury

Homicide
Total violent

Total overall

968,657
474,351

2,277,000

4,387,000
760, 000

8,867,008

911,020

199,980

1,389,300
305,100
118,900

26,100

18,780

2,969,780

11,836,788

$ 611
611

2,341

611
1,302

$ 2,341

18,590

5,688

18,590

14,471

29,057

178,246

$ 591,849,400
289,828,500

5,330,457,000

2,680,457,000
989,520, 000

$ 9,882,111,900

$ 2,132,697,800

3,717,628,200

7,905,751,200

5,671,809,000

1,720,601,900

758,387,700

3,347,459,900

$25, 254,335,700

$35,136,447,600

Source: Based on Table 15 (p. 81) and reference no. 110.
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consistency in meting out punishment to the offender.* Parti-
cipation in justice system programming involves substantial
Although, as
shall be seen, several innovative victim/witness assistance

cost, which is for the most part uncompensated.

programs exist which specifically seek to alleviate these costs
of participation.

One research project funded by the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA, entitled Victims

and Witnesses: Their Experience with Crime in the Criminal

Justice System (43) specifically addressed the costs incurred

by witnesses in justice system participation. While noting
that psychic costs of such participation may be substantial,
the study compiled only estimates of out-of-pocket costs of
participation, lost earnings, and transportation costs. The
average income loss for the two samples, consisting of 514 vic-
tims and 289 witnesses in Milwaukee County (Wisconsin), amounted
to $127 and $81 respectively (43, p. 8). These estimates cover
all types of crimes, not just violent crimes. Violent crimes,
however, typically involve greater delay between the date of
commission of the crime and the commencement of the first hear-
ing or the trial, especially if the case is actually petitioned

*Two criminologists, Marvin Wolfgang and Gilbert Geis, de-
scribe it more graphically. Says Wolfgang of the justice system:

"This so-called system is not a corporate entity. Its only
allegiance is to itself, It has no moral conscience, no
need to report to its immediate neighbors, let alone exter-
nal agents. Thus it has become an index of our decadence,
of our failure to treat each man as a part of humanity, of
the pressure of numbers on a bureaucracy that becomes bereft
of emotion...The whole criminal justice system-from police
to parole-ignores the victim_except as he contributes to

the evidence against the offender" (118, pp. 15 and 19).

Says Geis:

"It is fortunate for the functionaries in the adjudication
stage in the criminal justice system that they have a mono-
poly in the administration of justice. Rarely has a group
been so uniformly regarded with so little respect, much
less admiration, by those with whom they do business" (1,

pp. 71-72).
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to juvenile criminal court. Furthermore, the time between the
commencement of the hearing or trial and final disposition is
likely to be longer for violent crimes than for nonviolent
crimes because of a greater number of adjournments. Hence, the
actual average income losses for victims and witnesses partici-
pating in adjudication of violent crime cases are likely to be
substantially larger than the previously cited estimates. Fur-
thermore, psychic costs of participation are likely to outstrip
the average income losses, just as psychic costs greatly out-
weigh the out-of-pocket losses in primary direct costs of vio-
lent crime.

It is now useful to descriptively examine the psychic cost
of participation in the justice system processing by victims
and witnesses. The first stage of participation is contact with
the police. It is here, because of the immediacy of the crime
experience, that psychic costs arising out of the crime itself
can be mitigated by a compassionate encounter or aggravated by
a cold or indifferent response. The evidence suggests that vic-
tims of aggravated assault and robbery are generally treate&
well by the police, although enough stories circulate of cold,
detached interrogation while the victim stands, sits, or lies
in an injured state of shock in order to keep reporting rates
depressed (118, p. 19). Victims of rape have historically
fared poorly in terms of compassionate treatment on the part of
the police, and evidence suggests that the psychic costs of
initial police contacts are often very great (118, p. 19).

In addition to the costs associated with police contact
are the costs generated by poor police reporting of the violent
crime incident. Reporting is much more likely to be deficient
if the reporting officer does not believe in the legitimacy of
the crime, such as rape. This often results in the case being
rejected by the prosecutor or dismissed by the juveniie court
or Superior Court judge, thereby denying the victim the poten-
tial satisfaction of '"seeing justice done." The costs associated

(@)
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with this denial of satisfaction can also be very substantial,
particularly for violent crimes where psychic costs arising

out of the crime itself are very large and for the most'part
uncohpensated. In fact, often the victim comes to view ulti-
mate punishment of the offender as a vindication of the psychic
costs he has incurred,as a closing of the ledger on the costs
incurred, so to speak. )

Most of the time the ledger never gets closed. A study of
the Family Court system in New York State discovered that less
than a third of violent crime cases ever make it to the adjudi-
cation stage, and of the cases that do, two-thirds of them are
dismissed by the judge. Part of this is attributable to police
overcharging offenders (e.g., for schoolyard fights and gang-
related incidents), but the bulk of these dismissals are attri-
butable to inadequate evidence, poor police reporting, and in
some cases, court ineptitude in processing (72, p. 57).

Costs are also generated by substantial delays in court
processing. In the same Family Court study cited above, the
researchers found that only a quarter of all cases are resolved
in less than a month; in one-half of the cases, three months or
more elapsed before adjudication; in over omne-quarter of the
cases, there were delays of more than six months; and in some
cases, court processing was delayed for one and one-half years
or more before resolution. Serious crime cases coming before
criminal courts involved even longer delays (72, p. 61).

If the case comes to a juvenile court hearing, or a crimi-
nal court trial, the costs of being present and giving testimony
may also be very large. Generally, adjudicatory hearings con-
ducted informally in juvenile court impose much lesser costs on
the victim or witnesses than do hearings or trials where defense
attorneys participate. The hearings and trials in which juve-
niles are represented by a defense attorney are more frequently
found in the wake of the Gault decision, which affirmed that

juveniles have a right to counsel.
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The level of psychic costs arising out of the crime may
be itself directly correlated with the determination of the
victim to pursue completion of adjudication. Victims of prop-
erty crimes, particularly those where the amount of loss in-
volved is relatively small, are less likely to insist on the
prosecution of the offender. Comparative conviction rates
bear this out, and this conclusion is given further credence
when plea bargain arrangements are examined. Plea bargaining
statistics show that offenders are much more likely to plead
guilty to property rather than violent offenses; conversely,
violent charges are much more likely to be dismissed or re-
duced as a result of the plea bargain. Having examined the
available evidence, one can conclude that cost of participation
in the juvenile justice system process for victims and witnesses
of violent crimes are substantial. But, unfortunately, there
is no basis upon which to estimate these costs in dollar terms.

It is instructive to examine two county level innovative
programs designed to alleviate these costs incurred by victims
and witnesses. The first is the Aid tc Victims and Witnesses
Program in San Mateo County, California (49). The Aid to Vic-
tims and Witnesses (AVW) program operates by organizing and
involving all justice system agencies in the county rather than
competing with them. Police are encouraged to contact AVW when-

“ever they deal with a violent crime victim. The program then

contacts the individual, assists him in recovering from the
crime, sends letters to victims and witnesses notifying then
that subpoenas are coming and attaching maps and simple explana-
tions of proceedings, provides them with free transportation,
and escorts them to the courtroom on the days of the trial or
hearings (49, pp. 11-14).

According to the director of the program, all participants
benefit. ' The police benefit from an improved image and from
assistance in dealing with the victims of violent crimes, a
part of their responsibility for which they are often ill-trained
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and from which they tend to shy away. Furthermore, AVW pro-
vides law enforcement authorities with built~-in verification
that the victims have been notified of their rights in regard
to compensation under California State Victim Compensation
Program. The district attorneys and courts, and hence the
community, benefit because victims participate more and, being
"more convenient and composed" (49, p. 14) are more likely to
testify effectively in court. Community resource agencies
benefit too, because AVW referrals broaden their outreach and
justification. Finally, victims and witnesses benefit and hence,
again, the community as a whole. The program operates three
regional offices and three witness facilities located in the
county's three municipal courthouses under a $130,000 annual
budget, or less than 1 percent of what the county spends in
processing offenders (49, p. 14).

The second program is the Victim-Witness Advocacy Program
of Pima County, Arizona (92). 1In addition to crisis interven-
tion, counseling, transportation, day care, and social service
referrals, the Victim-Witness Advocacy Program (V-WAP) operates
a witness alert system that puts victims "on alert" on the day
of their scheduled trial so that they can appear in court
shortly before they will be required to testify. This prevents
unnecessary trips being made when victims' cases have been dis-
missed or continued, and reduces waiting time when their cases
are heard, thereby substantially reducing these types of costs
of participation. The V-WAP program notifies the victims and
witnesses of the progress of their cases through the justice
system all the way to disposition. Victims and witnesses are
also informed that they can write to the judge with their input
into the sentencing decision and can seek restitution (92, p. 5).

A cost-benefit evaluation attempted to quantify benefits
generated by the program. Some were quantified, and most were
qualitatively described. Table 17 (p. 66) presents the results
of the evaiuation (92, pp. 12-13). As Table 17 illustrates,
the quantified benefits are those to the justice system.
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TABLE 17

PROGRAM BENEFITS

Annual
Quantitative
; Benefits
Benefits (dollars) Qualitative Senefits

e s T T 2

Benefits to Program
cliants $13,781 Clients may reduce number of
Direct service provi- repeat victimizations.

sion, e.9., child care, Clients receive needed assis-

counseling tance and social service
referrals.

Progress report on case Victims/witnesses are kept

informed of the prograss of
their case.

'Sa@iaqs in court time 11,244 Decreased frustration due to
fewer unnecessary trips and
reduced waiting time.

Benefits 2z law enforcement
and county attorney

Time savings to

prosecutors Prosecutors are relieved of

many of thg witness manage=
ment responsibilities,

Time savings to law en=-

forcement in crisis cases 4,877 V=WAP relieves police offie
cers of scme of their Bost
onercus duties.

Time savings in court 97,320 Increase in police officer
leisure time dua t¢ reduc-
tien in amount of off-duty

court time.
Increase i1a successful - Special assistance, such as
prosecutions day care, is provided to

witnesses to increase their
apility to appear in court,

Witnesses are notified when
to Appear so as to save then
time and unnecessary trips.

V-WAP telephone number is
stamped on subpoenas issued.

Witnesses are notified of
the progress of their case.

Increase in revdzting

of crime - Media orasentaticns are
geared toward increasing
public's willingness to co-
operate with criminal justice
svstem, e.g., through report-
ing crime.

Direct agsistance to victims
may influence willingness to
report crime in the future.

TOTAL $127,222

Sy

b i

Source: 92, pp. 12-13
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Benefits in the form of alleviated costs of participation in
justice system processing by victims and witnesses were only
described qualitatively. Program costs amount to $121,560
annually.

As these two programs illustrate, public intervention can
go a considerable way toward alleviating the secondary direct

costs of crime: costs of participating in justice system pro-
cessing. The increase in crime reporting in both counties as
a result of their victim-witness aid and advocacy programs
corroborates the previous assertion that one of the reasons
most crimes are not reported is that in the absence of assis--
tance or compensation, secondary direct costs apparently out-
weigh potential satisfaction of participating in justice sys-

tem processing and seeing justice done.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, direct costs -of serious juvenile crime
to victims and witnesses alike have been considered. Direct
costs were differentiated into two types: primary costs arising
out of the crime itself, and secondary costs associated with
participation in justice system processing. Both primary and
secondary costs were further differentiated into easily quanti-
fiable costs, primarily out-of-pocket losses, and not easily
quantifiable costs, primarily psychic in nature. The state of
the art of research into direct cost of serious juvenile crime
was progressively assessed, beginning with attempts to estimate
easily quantifiable costs. Different approaches to identifying
these costs were classified into seven categories, each of
which was described according to its merits and deficiencies.
The econometric approach, the most promising of the seven, was
explored in depth. However, it was concluded that given cur-
rent data and procedural limitations, and the implicit emphasis
on complete objectivity, the estimates derived thus far by such

an approach are considerably flawed as well.
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An estimation approach utilizing features of several of
the seven approaches and including both subjective and objec-
tive developments was devised. This approach consisted in
matching the most reliable cost estimates derived by other
approaches to the Sellin-Welfgang Index, and thereby gener-
ating a logarithmic cost function. The resulting average cost
estimates by type of serious or index crime were then applied
to national level estimates of crime using victimization data.
The last portion of the chapter dealt with assessing the state
of research into secondary direct costs of serious juvenile

crime.
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CHAPTER III

INDIRECT COSTS OF SERIOQUS JUVENILE CRIME EXCLUDING
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING COSTS

rd
o

This chapter synthesizes the state of research into the
indirect costs of violent juvenile crime, excluding processing
costs (which are assessed in Chapter IV). Various types of
indirect costs are examined, and estimates are compiled to the
extent possible based on existing research and data.

As defined in Chapter I, indirect crime costs consist of
those costs arising out of crime in the aggregate which are
incurred by the community at the household level. Indirect
costs comprise three different types of costs. The first are
in the form of increased expenditures such as:

. increased prices attributable to business crime, busi-
ness security costs, corporate compensation (in the
form of time off for recovery or participation in jus-
tice system processing) of employee victims, and in-
creased insurance payments; and

¢ residential and persoﬁal security.

The second type of indirect costs comprise increased taxes
attributable to:

° public victim compensation by government programs such
as unemployment compensation, welfare, and State and
locally operated victim compensation assistance pro-

grams; and,

. juvenile justice system processing, which is treated
separately in the next chapter.

The damages suffered by victims lower their welfare and are
social costs, though often these are unmeasured and uncompen-

sated costs. If victims are compensated, the taxes to compensate
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them are an out-of-pocket cost to the taxpayer, but represent
a transfer of resources to the victim. The third type of in-
direct costs comprise diminished neighborhood quality of life

as reflected in decreased property values.

INDIRECT COSTS OF CRIME: INCREASED ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

The first type of indirect cost manifests itself in the
form of increased annual household expenditures. These increases
are due to price increases attributable to business crime, secu-
rity, insurance costs, and private corporate compensation of
employee victims. There are five reports in particular which
will assist in assessing the impact of these types of indirect
costs. ¥ ' ‘ ,

The Cost of Crimes Against Business report estimated busi-
ness crime in 1974 to amount to more than 20 billion dollars,
or $137 for every adult in the country (97, p. 1). If this
figure is retained and upgraded to 1977 dollars, using the Con-
sumer Price Index, adjusted business crime amounts to 24,58
billion dellars, or $168.50 per adult. If these costs are con-
sidered at the household level, where each household consists
of 1.75 adults, business crime costs amount to $295 per house-
hold.**

In Minneapolis, one out of every 20 retail business
establishments experiences a robbery each year, and one out of
six experiences a burglary (61, pp. 96 and 119). In Michigan,
among 128,000 employment reporting sites, 18 percent experienced

*These reports are: The Costs of Crimes Against Business (97);

Community Crime Prevention: Crime in Minmeapolis: Proposals for
Prevention (61); Crime in Michigan: A Report from Residents and
Employers (56); Electronic Trends: Private Security Systems (81);
The Private Police: Security, and Danger (9).

*%*This estimate is corroborated by the National Retail Mer-
chants Association, 100 West 31st Street, New York, New York.
Telephone interview with Gordon L. Williams, General Manager,
Operations Division.
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vandalism, 13 percent experienced burglary, 2 percent exper-
ienced robbery, and 2 percent experienced other violent c¢rimes
(56, p. 86). According to the National Crime Survey (110,

p. 17), in 1975, the 6,709,000 commercial establishments in
the country experienced 1,534,000 burglaries and 264,000 rob-
beries. According to this data, 23 percent of all commercial
establishments would have experienced a burglary if only one
burglary per establishment were committed; and 4 percent would
have experienced one robbery. If the National Crime Survey's
estimates for commercial crimes are translated into aggregate
direct costs (assuming, as before, that 18 percent of robberies
involve seriocus injury), a total figure for commercial rbbbery

~and burglary of $3,252,740,000 is derived. This estimate is

only one-eighth of the U.S. Department of Commerce estimate

of $24.58 billion. Since most of these costs comprise psychic
costs (and hence will not be passed on to households in the
form of higher prices), it appears that business crime costs
are primarily composed of costs imposed by other offenses,

such as shoplifting, employee theft, vandalism, ahd,bad checks.
Indeed, The Cost of Crimes Against Business (97) concurs in
this conclusion. According to a table compiled by the Small
Business Administration, robbery accounts for only 3 percent
of business crime costs and burglary accounts for 23 percent
(97, p. 18). Shoplifting, vandalism, bad checks, and empléyee
theft account for the other 74 percent (97, p. 18). For larger
businesses, robbery and burglary account for an even smaller

percentage of total losses.

Costs of Business Security

Predicast Incorporated in their report Electronic Trends

In Private Security Systems estimates that in 1975 business

security costs, personnel, and technology amounted to 6.250
billion dollars (81, pp. 5-10). They forecast that business
security expenditures will grow 8.2 percent annually through

1990 (81, p. 4). If, however, their 1975 estimates are converted
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into 1977 dollars (virtually equivalent to the forecasted in-
crease) a figure of 7.03 billion dollars is derived. Then,
converting this figure into dollars per household as was done
for business crime costs, a figure of $84.46 per household
emerges. Finally, by combining business crime costs and busi-
ness security costs, an estimate of $379.46 is produced.

Insurance Costs

It would be improper to include the total cost of crime
insurance in the indirect household cost estimates. Inclusion
of these costs would result in double-counting because those
businesses with insurance coverage are compensated for crime
losses by their insurance companies. The insurance companies
" then, in turn, distribute their losses among all firms purchas-
ing insurance. -

Of course, not all businesses are insured. Many companies,
because of their location in especially crime prone areas, can-
not secure insurance from private insurance companies. However,
the businesses in this category who desire insurance can pur-
chase it from the Federal goVernment through the Department of‘
Housing and Urbaﬁ Development.

For the purposes of this analysis, the government should
be treated as a private insurer. This will have the effect of
shifting some indirect costs (i.e., taxes) to other indirect
costs (i.e., added expenditures) and hence constitute a trans-
fer which does not affect the level of total indirect costs.
Furthermore, the amount of transfer will not be significant.

By doing this it is then possible to develop a comnservative
estimate of insurance costs by estimating that one-half of all
businesses experiencing crime losses, or three-quarters of

crime losses, are insured. Then, a 10 percent rate of overhead
and a 10 percent rate of return on that overhead must be assumed
on net corporate expenditures to adjust insurance costs. Apply-
ing these rates to our crime estimates, a net insurance cost
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estimate of 2.028 billion doilars in 1977 dollars is derived.
Transforming this estimate into average cost per household
results in an estimate of $24.46 per household. Adding this
to the previous running indirect expenditure cost provides a
new combiﬁed total of $403.92.

Corporate Compensation to Employee Victims

The cost associated with business compensation of working
days missed by employees because of victimization or participa-
tion in justice system processing as a victim or witness is
the last element of indirect cost which induces increased house-
hold expenditures. While the compensation does constitute a
true cost, it is a cost borne for the most part by the employees
themselves. Typically, employees are allotted a certain number
of working days they can miss and still be paid for. For any
days missed beyond that, the employee will not be paid. Most
employees use the sick and personal day allotments in the
course of a year. If they must use such allotments to recover
from psychic or physical injuries received in a violent crime,
they will have to later work while they are sick, forego lei-
sure opportunities, or bear an income loss. Typically, all
allotted sick and personal days are accounted for by the busi-
ness as an operating cost. None of these costs are passed on
to households in the form of increased prices. Therefore, the
estimate of indirect cost in the form of increased annual ex-
penditures attributable to the impact of crime against business
stands at $403.92. Table 18 (p. 74) summarizes how this esti-
mate was derived.

INDIRECT COSTS OF CRIME IN THE FORM OF INCREASED HOUSEHOLD TAXES

As described in the beginning of this chapter, indirect
costs in the form of increased household taxes consist of two
types: (1) public compensation of victims for some direct costs
incurred by governmental programs, such as unemployment compensation,
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TABLE 18

INDIRECT CRIME COSTS IN THE FORM
OF AVERAGE INCREASED
ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

TYPE OF COST AGGREGATE (NATIONAL) AVERAGEOQ%SEHOLD
Crimes Against ‘
Business $24.58 billion $295.00
Business. Security 7.037 billion 84.46
Net Insurance
Costs $ 2.028 billion 24.46
Total Costs $33.645 billion $403.92

Source: Estimated by the National Juvenile Justice System
Assessment Center. ' '
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welfare, and State and locally operated victim compensation or
assistance programs; and (2) juvenile justice system processing
costs. The latter type will be analyzed separately in the

next chapter; the former will be considered here.

Unemployment Compensation

Unemployment compensation is only available to those gain-
fully employed in the previous six months. Furthermore, a
waiting period of two weeks typically exists before benefits
can be received. The only victims eligible to receive these
benefits, then, would be those who receive injuries of a se-
rious enough nature to warrant their missing work for more than
two weeks. An estimate of the number of such seriously injured
victims who are employed at the time of the violent crime com-
mitted against them can be derived by organizing data contained
in the National Crime Survey's Criminal Victimization in the
United States 1975 report (110). The number of employees who
were victims totals 516,131, Against this estimate can be
applied a second estimate derived from the Manpower Administra-

tion, U.S. Department of Labor, for weekly average unemploy
ment benefits of $64.25 during the 1974 calendar year, or
$75.50 in 1977 dollars. Over the same period, each benefit
claim lasted an average of 12.7 weeks.*®

It is unlikely that all the potential claimants actually
register for and receive benefits, even though they would all
be eligible. The waiting period and the long waiting lines in
a generally depressing environment undoubtedly deter some,
while others are probably unaware of their eligibility. For
the sake of an estimate, however, one can assume that 80 per-
cent of the persons eligible to receive unemployment benefits
actually registered and received them. Of the total number of

*Both these figures are derived from the section entitled
Employment and Training Services and Unemployment Insurance,
page 69, the World Almanac, 1976 (73). These estimates were
verified by telephone contact.
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persons eligible to receive benefits, 80 percent is equal to
412,905. This number is then multiplied by 12.7 weeks at an
average payment of $75.50, yielding a total compensation pay-
ment of $395,913,950. These costs distributed at a household
level amount to $4.75. Of this $4.75 per household, 28 per-
cent (the proportion of violent crime attributed to juvenile
offenders derived earlier) or 1.33 dollars represents the cost,
or. a household level, of unemployment compensation for victims

of violent juvenile crime.

Welfare Payments

If a victim was unemployed previous to the violent crime,
he would already be eligible to receive welfare benefits. If
the victim was not employed at the time of the violent crime,
it would actually be more advantageous to receive unemployment
compensation. Therefore, no additional indirect cost is intro-
duced when welfare recipients are victims of violent crimes.

Victim Compensation Assistance Programs

As demonstrated above, indirect costs introduced by public
unemployment compensation payments to victims of violent crime
are negligibie when examined at the household tax level. The
same is true for indirect costs associated with victim compen-
sation programs operated on State and local levels. Total
State and local program expenditures have not yet reached the
$100,000,000 level. At the household level, such costs amount
to less than one dollar. When one considers the aggregate
amount of victim compensation in light of the aggregate direct
violent crime cost estimates developed in the previous chapter,
it can be seen that, in general, victims of violent crimes are
compensated for only a small portion of the costs they incur.
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INDIRECT COSTS OF DIMINISHED NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY OF LIFE AS
REFLECTED IN DECREASED PROPERTY UES o

Whereas indirect costs associated with public compensation
of victims through unemployment compensation and victim compen-
sation programs turn out to be very small when analyzed at the
household level, indirect costs of the diminished overall
neighborhood quality of life as reflected in decreased household
property values are very high indeed (61, p. 3). The known pres-
ence of a large amount of serious crime in a neighborhood
diminishes quality of life. Residents and those passing through

alike experience fear. Residents also experience a diminished
level of services, since these are not likely to be maintained
as well as in a crime-free neighborhood. Local businesses may
move out, and neighborhood appearance may begin to deteriorate.
Property values, reflecting the decreases in overall neighbor-
hood quality of 1life, will begin to decrease relative to prop-
erty in crime-frec or less crime-ridden neighborhoods. As
neighborhood property owners seek to move out, fewer potential
buyers seek to move in (61, p. 3). This phenomenon is caused
by basic economics. As supply (the number of neighborhood resi-
dences up for sale) increases relative to demand, prices fall.
This can create a vicious circle, for as property values de-
cline, there is less incentive to maintain property appearance,
causing values to decline even more. Furthermore, the disrup-
tion of existing neighborhood cohesion caused by large-scale
departures results in diminished neighborhood pride, with a
concomitant decrease in incentive to maintain residential appear-
ance.

The decrease in neighborheod property values, therefore,
serves as a reliable indicator of the extent of diminution in
neighborhood quality of life. There has been one study under-
taken and completed that successfully measured the decrease in
property values attributable to crime, on a neighborhood level.
This study, entitled Community Crime Prevention (61), was under-

taken by the Minnesota Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention
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and Control. As part of the study, dealing with the impact

of erime on the residents of Minneapolis, the Commission eval-
uators perfoimed regression analysis on variations in property
values on a neighborhood level. Many different explanatory
variables were examined, including: mean family income, per-
cent residents at same address, and percent owner occupied.
Two crime-related variables were found to be significant in
explaining part of the variation. Those variables were: (1)
percent of neighborhocd residential units burglarized during

a one year period; and (2) reported vandalisms per 1,000 popu-
lation (61, p. 24). The regression analysis determined that
for every 1 percent of residential units burglarized in a

one year period, the average value of each owner-occupied unit
was depressed about $553 (in 1975 dollars) relative to areas
in the city characterized by low burglary rates (61, p. 25).
Furthermore, each incident of vandalism per 1,000 population
in the neighborhood was associated with a decrease in the
average value of each owner-occupied unit by $172 (61, p. 258).
When the different neighborhoods of Minneapolis were examined
in light of these findings, it was determined that homes in
areas of the city with highest burglary and vandalism rates
experienced an estimated decrease in home value of $4,854 and
$3,089, respectively, when compared with those at the city-
wide average (61, pp. 24-25). 1Imn 1977 dollars the foregoing
estimates amount to $5,465 and $3,478, respectively. ($623
per 1 percent increase in neighborhood burglary rates and $194
for each additional incident of vandalism per 1,000 neighbor-
hood population.)

Residents of neighborhoods experiencing high rates of
burglary and vandalism, therefore, experience very real and
large costs, as reflected in the depression of housing values.
Furthermore, a high incidence of violent crime, not included
in the Minneapolis study, would surely depress neighborhood

;

property rates even more.
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Nonproperty-owning households living in crime-ridden
areas also experience the same overall deterioration in neigh-
borhood quality of life, but the amount of rent they pay will
generally be lower than for similar quality housing in other
neighborhoods. Thus, there is a trade-off between rents for
similar quality housing and neighborhood quality of 1life.

This is a major reason why residents of crime-ridden neighbor-
hoods are generally low income households (counterposed against
the observation that low income households generate crime more
than upper income households}. Assuming that there is no net
emigration, city-wide impact of crime on housing values will
likely be evened out. Those households suffering decreased
property values will be offset by property owners in crime-
free neighborhoods who experience increases in property values,
as the residents from relatively crime-ridden neighborhoods
seek to move in. Nevertheless, this does not alter the con-
clusion that residents of crime-ridden neighborhoods will not
only tend to be the most likely to sustain direct costs of
crime, including serious juvenile crime, but will also be the
most likely to sustain decreased quality of 1life costs as well.
And these will be, for the most part, low income households.
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CHAPTER IV

INDIRECT COSTS: JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
PROCESSING COSTS FOR THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER

This chapter examines the last remaining type of indirect
cost associated with serious juvenile crime: juvenile justice
system processing costs. Following the previously established
methodology, processing costs will be examined first in the
aggregate (i.e., national) level, and then at the household
level. The individual average processing costs for separate
processing functions will be developed in the following areas:

e police investigation and arrest

e detention

e intake and court processing

@ correction's processing (probation, institutional treat-

ment, community-based residential and nonresidential
programming, and aftercare or parole).

DEVELOPING COST ESTIMATES

There are two methods of developing average cost estimates
for functional programs. One is to begin at the bottom and
build up using what is called a '"workload" approach. Using the
workload approach, separate tasks performed in each function or
program are identified in terms of the resources required.
Average resource cost is then multiplied by the time required
for each task. Separate task costs are then summed up, includ-
ing a central administrative cost (e.g., administrative salaries,
central office space, administrative equipment) component to
arrive at an overall average function or program cost. The second
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method of developing average cost estimates is to start at the
top by examining a budget or actual expenditure statement from
an agency, organization, or department. Once these documents
are located, the central administrative costs are sorted out
and the remainder subdivided into separate program costs oOr
function costs in accordance with some relative input or ocut-
put measure. Common medsures that are used are the number of
employees, or the number of accused or convicted offenders
served. Ideally, the estimation objective chosen would deter-
mine which method is employed in developing cost estimates.

In the real world, however, it is the quality of the data, for
the most part, which determines the method that can best be
employed. This latter method is designated as the disaggre-
gative or "breakdown' approach.

This same dilemma was encountered in Chapter II in attempt-
ing to estimate the primary direct costs. In the case of pri-
mary direct costs, both deficient data and restrictive assump-
tions limit the employment of a purely objective estimation
approach. As a result a second best, hybrid objective/subjective
approach was used. So, too, in developing estimates of juve-
nile justice system processing costs, a similar deficiency of
available data mandates that a less than ideal approach be
used which combines the two methods just described.

The greater portion of juvenile justice system expenditure
and budget data are in aggregate form, which will necessitate
the use of a "breakdown" method. In some function cases, how-
ever, the expenditure data will be broken down to the resource
cost level, and then built upwards to arrive at function or
program level average cost. Justice system processing costs
will first be developed in the aggregate, and then followed by
a series of more detailed average costs estimates at the func-
tion and program level.
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AGGREGATE COSTS OF JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING

One of the great frustrations economists or cost analysts
face, who are interested in developing a juvenile justice sys-
tem cost picture, is that of finding aggregate processing costs
(whether at the national, regional, State, or even county or
municipal level) for the juvenile justice system as distinguished
from the criminal justice system. Criminal justice and juvenile
justice system costs are generally grouped together. dhly one
national level expenditure data base, for the juvenile justice
system alone, is counsistently collected and published. This
data base is composed of expenditures for juvenile correctional
and detention facilities published periodically (every year or
two years) by the Bureau of the Census for the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA). The most recent edition,
published in October 1977, is entitled Children in Custody:
Advance Report on the Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facil-

ity Census of 1975. The data in this volume will be explored

later. First, national spending on criminal justice in the
aggregate will be considered.

Table 19* (p.84) presents total justice system expendi-
tures by sector and by type of government for 1976 (112, p. 23).
Table 19 thus allows a dual perspective from which to analyze
aggregate justice system costs: (1) how costs are financed among
the four different levels of government: Federal, State, county,
and municipal (although in Table 19 county and municipal are
collapsed into one category--local); and (2) how expenditures
are distributed among three principal justice system sectors:
police, court, and correctiosis. In Table 19 expenditures are
divided into direct and intergovernmental categories. Direct
expenditures comprise all expenditures except those classified

*Table 19 is taken from the principle source of aggregate
justice system expenditure data: Expenditure and Employment Data
for the Criminal Justice System 1976 (112, p. 23).
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‘TABLE 19

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURE FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSVICE SYSTEM, BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT (PLSCAL YEAR 1976)

(Dollar amcunts in thousands)

Amount Percent distribution
Activity All Federal State Locall Federal State Local

) governments Government® goveraments gavernments Government? governments governments

Total criminal justice systeml 19,681,409 3,322,073 5,546,650 12,068,308 X) x) (X)
Direct expenditure 19,681,409 2,450,228 5,204,226 12,026,954 12.5 26.4 61.1
Intergovernmental expenditure ¢) 871,844 782,424 133,855 169 (x) x)
Police prategtion’ 11,028,244 1,615,714 1,789,471 7,723,583 xX) xX) (X)
Dircct expenditure 11,028, 244 1,611,640 1,696,460 7,720,144 14.6 15.4 70.0
Intergovernmental expenditure (3) 4,074 93,011 59,390 x) (X (X)
Judicial? 2,428,472 219,445 663,068 1,633,645 x) (X) (X)
Direct expenditure 2,428,472 219,445 585,151 1,623,876 9.0 24,1 66.9
Intergovernmental expenditure ) - 77,917 18,123 69} (X) (X)
Legal services and prosecution® 1,047,929 149,402 253,591 653,502 (X) (x) {X)
Direct expenditure 1,047,929 149,402 247,723 650,804 14.3 23.6 62,1
Intergovernmental expenditure ¢€))} - 5,868 3,142 x> x) x)
Public defense’ 331,102 103,718 78,622 157,364 (X) (Xx) (X)
Direct expenditure 331,102 103,718 70,139 157,245 31.3 21.2 47.5
Intergovernmental expenditure *) - 8,483 1,279 X) {X) (X)
Corrections® 4,385,512 285,973 2,589,609 1,678,879 x) LW (x)
Direct eéxpenditure 4,385,512 256,352 2,474,183 1,654,377 5.9 56.4 37.7
Intergovernmeéntal expenditure ) 29,621 114,826 49,547 (X) (X) (x)
other criminal justice? 460,150 947,821 612,289 221,329 x) {X) (X)
Direct expenditure 460,150 109,672 129,97G 220,508 23.8 28.3 47.9
Intergovernmental expenditure (?) 838,149 482,319 2,374 X) (X) (X)

Note: Data in "Local governments" column are estimates subject to sampling variation;

Not applicable.

U\P“Xl

Represents zero or rounds to zero.

Local governments data are estimates subject to sampling variation; see text for data iimitatious.
Federal Government data are for the fiscal period beginning July 1, 1975 and ending June 30, 1976.
The total line for eaai: sector, and for the total criminal justicz system, excludes dupltcative intergovernmental expenditure amounts,

gee text for data limitations.

This was done to avoid the artificial inflation which would result 1if an intergovernmental expenditure amount for one government is

tabulated and then counted sgain when the recipient government(s) ultimately expend(s) that smount.

lines are not totaled for the same reason,

Source: 112, p. 23

The intergovernmental expenditure




as intergovernmental, including: (1) current operating costs,
which include salaries, wages, fees, purchase of supplies and
materials, contractual services; and (2) capital outlays,

which include purchases of land and existing structures, con-
struction, and major equipment. Intergovernmental expenditures,
on the other hand, consist of payments from one general purpose
governnent to another, including grants-in-aid, shared revenues,
payments in lieu of taxes, and amounts for services performed
by one government for another on a reimbursable or cost sharing
basis (for example, payments from one government to another for
boarding prisoners) (112, p. 381).

Examining Table 19 further (p. 84), it can be seen that
of the almost $20 billion spent on justice system processing
in 1976, the major share (over 60 percent) was expended at
the local level. Examining the destination of these monies,
it is apparent that at the aggregate level, the police received
the lion's share (56 percent), while the courts (including judi-
cial legal services, prosecution, and public defense) received
19 percent, and corrections accounted for the remaining 25 per-
cent. Cross analyzing, it is apparent that 70 percent of police
expenditures are spent at the local level, primarily by munici-
pal governments. Over 60 percent of court expenditures are also
spent at the local level, although here it is county govern-
ments that spent the major portion (63). Expenditures for cor-
rectional services are primarily a responsibility of the State
and over half the dollars are expended at that level. Finally,
to complete the specialization picture, it should be noted that
the Federal government accounts for the largest share of inter-
governmental expenditures, principally through disbursements
of LEAA. '

Expenditures by State and local governments (for that mat-
ter, disbursements by LEAA among the different State and local
governments) are by no means uniform in nature. Figure 8 (p.
86) illustrates the variation in State and local justice system

processing expenditures, by presenting State and local expenditures,
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FIGURE 8

PER CAPITA DIRECT EXPENDITURE FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACTIVITIES OF STATE

Total, U.S.
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New Hampshire
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Source: 112, p.
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by State, on a per capita level (112, p. 3). Although local
governments typically bear the greater expenditure burden,
in Alaska, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Vermont, it is
the State that assumes the major share. There is considerable
disparity in expenditure levels, ranging from $39 per capita
in Arkansas to $289 per capita in the District of Columbia.
Continuing the procedure of analyzing aggregate indirect
costs, Table 20 (p. 88) presents aggregate expenditures for
justice system processing at the household level, in 1977
dollars, our common base unit of comparison. Total Federal,
State, and local expenditures at the household level amount
to $261.73 per capita. While no breakdown for juvenile jus-
tice expenditures exists, one can generate a breakdown by
applying the following statistical relationships to the esti-
mates contained in Table 19 (p. 84): (1) according to the
FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (105, p. 181), juveniles accounted
for 22 percent of all the arrests in 1976; (2) according to
the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics (34, p. 167),

juveniles accounted for approximately 30 percent of correc-
tional expenditures in 1975; and (3) in lieu of any data re-
garding percentages of current expenditures attributable to
juveniles, the midpoint of the range can be employed by using
the two previous percentages, 22 and 30 percent. Thus, one can
assume a current rate of 26 percent. Applying these percent-
ages to the aggregate expenditure figures contained in Table

19 (p. 115), aggregate expenditures for the processing of juve-
nile offenders by police, courts, and corrections amount to
$2.426 billion, $.9125 billion, and $1.316 billion, respec-
tively, for a total of $4.685 billion. At the household level,
this amounts to $56.23. When it is further considered that
approximately 38 percent of all juvenile arrests involve an
index crime (105, p. 181), and one-fourth to one-third of
juvenile courts and corrections spending (34, p. 167), esti-
mated juvenile justice system processing costs for 1976 amount
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TABLE 20

STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES PER HOUSEHOLD, FISCAL YEAR 1976
(1977 DOLLARS)

STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE

88

Total, U.S. $223.20 Kansas $172.98 North Dakota $131.13
Alabama 133,92 Kentucky 139.95 Ohio 200,88
Alaska £63.58 Louisiana 203.67 Oklahoma 136.71
Arizona 298.53 Maine 131.13 Oregon 234,36
Arkansas 108.381 Maryland 265.05 Pennsylvania 195,320
California 326.43 Massachusetts 242,73 Rhode Island 189.72
Colorado 231.57 Michigan 237.15 South Carolina 153,45
Connecticut 186.93 Minnesota 170.19 South Dakota 167.40
Delaware 251.10 Mississippi 122.76 Tennessee 150.66
District of Missouri 172.98 Texas 159,03

Columbia 806.31 Montana 178.56 Utah 159.03
Florida 253.89 Nebraska 159.03 Vermont 161.82
Georgia 175,77 Nevada 382.23 Virginia 184.14
Hawaii 242.73 New Hampshire 145,08 Washington 203.67
Idahe 161.82 New Jersey 267.84 West Virginia 114.44
Illinois 245,52 New Mexico 184.14 Wisconsin 181.42
Indiana 142.29 New York 351.54 Wyoming 181.42
Iowa 142.29 North Carolina 161,82

Federal, State, & Local Expenditures:

$261.73

Source: Computed based on Figure 8 (p, 119)



to approximately $1.4 billion in the aggregate, and $17 on a
household level for serious juvenile crimes.

AVERAGE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING COSTS

Juvenile justice system processing can be considered to
comprise five different stages or function areas: police inves-
tigation and arrest, intake and court processing, detention,
corrections, and aftercare (parole). Corrections can be sub-
divided into institutionalized treatment, community-based
residential treatment, and community-based nonresidential
treatment, each consisting of public (State and local govern-
ment operated) and private programs. Each of these function
areas will be explored, and average juvenile justice system
processing cost estimates derived. First, it is important to
conceptually explore what is entailed in averaging processing
costs. .

Two conceptual average cost overviews stand out among
those studies that are considered the best representatives of
the cost research literature. The studies are: Cost of Maine
State Institutions (48), produced by the Maine State Bar Asso-
ciation (1977), and '"Cost Effectiveness of Residential Commu-

nity Corrections: An Analytical Prototype" (35), which is a
condensation of Gray, Conover, and Hennessey's report by the
same title for the Minnesota Governor's Commission on Crime
Prevention and Control.

The conceptual average cost overview developed in "Cost
Effectiveness of Residential Community Corrections: An Analyt-
ical Prototype" (35, p. 378) is presented in Table 21 (p. 90).
Table 21 presents three alternative average cost measures:
input cost, output cost, and outcoﬁe cost. Input cost reflects
only resource cost, comprising the sum of all resources used
within a particular function or program. Average daily or
annual cost is the typical input measure used. Output cost,
or cost per case, represents the next higher rung up the cost
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TABLE 21

CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW OF COST ANALYSIS

FOCUS OF ANALYSIS

¥Yhat

How
Alternative
Conceptualizations
Activity, Task,
Inputs
Example Group Counseling,

Cost Measure *

Example

Food and Clothing,
Recreation

Input Cost

Cost per Day

Objectives, Subgoals,
Intermediate Products,
Qutputs

"rreatment" or
"Rehabilitation"

Qutput Cast

Cost per Case

Goals, Final Goals,
Final Products,
QCutcomes

Reduced Recidivism

Outcome Cost

Cost per Reduced
Arrest

Source: 35, p. 378.

*Note: For definition of these three types of cost measures, please see
narrative, pp. 125 and 129
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comparison ladder by introducing a time variable into the cost
measure. Output costs can be developed at the function or
program level from the bottom up by multiplying the input costs
(e.g., costs per day, by average length of stay). Output costs
can also be derived from the top down by dividing total program
costs by output (e.g., by number of clients or offenders served).
The third average cost measure, outcome cost, projects the level

.0of cost analysis or cost comparison, into a substantially more

complex measure of efficiency. These cost measurement tech-

niques are called cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis.
The second conceptual cost overview alluded to previously

involves the classification structure within input costs. In-

put costs can be subclassified as:

(1) Primary expenditures, which are made by Federal, State,
or local governments for the capital and operating
needs of the function area or program, and which, with
few exceptions, are listed in the typical function
area or program budget.

(2) Secondary costs, which, with few exceptions, are not
present in the function area or program budget, but
which are attributable to the ongoing operation of the
particular function or program.

(3) Tertiary costs, which may be measureable (although
perhaps not in dollars), but which are beyond the
scope of this study. Others might want to consider
them nonetheless, if for no other reason than for the
sake of completeness.?*

Primary input costs consist of: (1) operating (recurring)
costs such as: salaries and wages, benefits, rents or leasing
costs, supplies and the like; and (2) capital (nonrecurring)
costs such as one-time outlays for construction or purchase of

*This input cost stratification design was utilized in the
Costs of Maine Institutions study (43, pp. 42-43),.
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land and existing facilities or purchase of major equipment.
Secondary costs are less obvious costs associated with pro-
cessing, and costs in the form of governmental revenue losses
incurred by isolating offenders from society. The following
eight components were secondary costs of institutionalization
cited by the Costs of Maine State Institutions study (48,

pp. 133-134):

(1) Allocation of indirect or secondary cost services
provided to institutions by other programs within the
State Department of Corrections. A

(2) Opportunity costs of lost taxes on wages not earned
by inmates during incarceration.

(3) Opportunity costs of lost social security taxes not
paid by inmates during incarceration.

(4) Opportunity costs of lost tax revenue on land used by
corrections.

(5) Public assistance to dependents of inmates.

(6) Other correctional subsidy costs.

(7) Manpower training costs.

(8) The opportunity costs of spending dollars on correc-
tional programs (i.e., the interest which could have
been earned if dollars expended on corrections had
instead been invested and earned interest [48, p. 175]).

As stated previously, juvenile justice system processing
can be divided into function areas. At this time, it is impor-
tant to develop cost estimates for arrests, or police process-
ing of serious juvenile offenders.

Police Processing Costs

Police and sheriffs' departments vary considerably in their
organization of field activity. Some have officers perform
both general investigation and patrol activities for adults and
juveniles alike. Some have separate juvenile and adult bureaus.
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Others have separate bureaus by type of crime: homicide, rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, and various property crimes.
Ideally, in terms of developing cost estimates for police
processing of serious juvenile offenders, one would study a
sample of departments with separate juvenile bureaus which han-
dle all juvenile cases. Then for each department it would be
important to determine the average time expended in investigat-
ing, solving, and clearing each type of serious crime. Finally,
the average time expended would be multiplied by a '"loaded"
police coét, which would include a central administrative cost

component. ¥
In actuality, data on police processing, either in terms

of time or cost, are generally rare. There are two studies,
however, which have estimated police processing costs suitable
for our purposes. The first, A Study of the Cost of Enforcement
of Selected Statutory Offenses (46) estimated costs associated
with the investigation and solution (clearance) of all Arizona

statutory offenses. Five law enforcement agencies were studied
over a two-month period. For each agency, time estimates for
each type of crime were compiled and multiplied by an average
hourly cost figure. The cost figure included administrative
costs as well as police salary and fringe benefit costs, to
yield processing cost estimates for each type of crime. Esti—
mates in 1977 dollars for the Phoenix and Tucson police forces
are presented in Table 22 (p.9%4). Average processing costs
per case for the four major violent crimes (homicide, rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault) range from approximately $106
to $421. Computing the mean of each pair of figures (for the
two cities) yields average police processing cost estimates

for the four major violent crimes of: homicide, $324; rape, $213;

robbery, $141; and aggravated assault, $112.

*Loaded police cost refers to the average police officer
cost per hour (including salary and fringe bgnefits) and a pro-
portionate assignment of central administrative costs.

93



COMPARATIVE COSTS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT BY OFFENSE, BY AGENCY (1977 DOLLARS)

TABLE 22

OFFENSE

PHOENIX POLICE

TUCSON POLICE

Murder & non-negligent manslaughter
Forceful rape

Statutory rape

Armed robbery

Strong—~arm robbery

Aggravated assault

Simple assault

Grand theft

Petty theft

Auto theft

Burglary

Vandalism

Receiving stolen property
Prostitution* '
Marijuana - possession#®
Marijuana - sale*

Other drugs - possession*
Other drugs - sale*

Hit & run with persondl injury
Hit & run with property damage only
Homosexuality*

Theft by f£raud

226.15
191.03
169.95
133.49
117.03
106.05

70.04
126.60

78.17

88.93
127.35

55.11
194.53
111.99
i57.21
180.48
182,90
191.24
148.21
105.40
132.40
147.33

420.91
224.29
164.78
188.26
126.05
116.17
49.05
111.55
50.98
80.06
97.32
31.40
91.20
93.82
71.77
110.28
79.40
129,93
120.64
60.86
82.69
113.93

Source: 46, pp. 3-4

#"yictimliess crimes"

S il St ins

The estimates contained in Table 22 (p. 133) are partic-
ularly interesting when they are considered from 4 resource
allocation point of view. First, there must be an assumption
that one of the primary functions of law enforcement is crime
control or, more specifically, the reduction of societal costs
of crime. Then, if the average cost estimates are examined
in Table 22 (p. 94) against the backdrop of the average pri-
mary direct cost estimates of violent crime which were devel-
oped in Chapter II, one immediately sees that the enormous
disparity in direct costs between violent crimes and property
crimes is not reflected in police processing cost estimates.
Processing costs estimates are only slightly higher for violent
offenses than for nonviolent ones. One should also know how
many fewer offenses there will be for an additional clearance.
The product of this quantity times the cost per offense esti-
mated in Chapter II will yield the detriment in victim damages
per clearance and can be compared to the cost of processing a
clearance in Table 22 (p. 94), The processing costs, of course,
do not include other criminal. justice system costs such as
prosecution, the judiciary, and corrections. What Tabie 22
(p. 94) illustrates in particular Is the tnerdinately high
processing costs associated with victimless crimes as compared
to property and especially violent crimes. Victimless '"'crimes,"
such as prostitution, homosexuality, and possession of drugs,
impose little or no cost to society at the household level,
while the primary direct costs of'major property crimes, as
estimated in Chapter II, range from $611 to $2,311. Similarly,
the cost of violent crimes range from $2,341 to $178,246 at
the household level. The average processing cost estimates
for the Phoenix Police Department for the victimless crimes
cited approximate or exceed average processing costs for aggra-
vated assault and robbery. Also, victimless crime estimates
are not much less than average processing cost estimates for
homicide and aggravated assault. Using these cost estimates

as indicators of allocations of police resources, it is possible
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to conclude that the current allocation of police resources

in Phoenix is significantly out of line in terms of relative
direct costs imposed by different types of crime, while Tucson’
is much more in line with the direct costs imposed.

A second estimate of police processing costs was developed
in an unfortunately brief paper entitled "Cost Analysis of the
Juvenile Justice System" (78). The cost estimates developed
covered all juvenile arrests in Denver over a one year sSpan
and included an indirect administrative cost component. The
Denver Police Department has a separate juvenile bureau but
juvenile arrests are made by all patrol officers. The average
processing costs for the arrest of juveniles was consequently
developed by using the breakdown approach discussed previously
(in contrast to the Phoenix and Tucson processing elements
which were derived using‘the workload approach). The average
police processing cost per juvenile arrested was estimated
to be $304 in 1971, or $456 in 1977 dollars (78, p. 3). The
substantial difference in this estimate and the previous Ari-
zona estimate is reconciled when it is noted that Arizona
police processing costs include police effort for all crimes,
sclved and unsolved, while these figures look only at costs
associated with arrests. Assuming that approximately 50 per-
cent* of reported violent crimes are solved or cleared, the
Arizona estimates can be upgraded by 50 percent, yielding
conservative estimates of police processing costs per violent
crime of: homicide, $486; rape, $320; robbery, $212; aggravated
assault, $171. These higher estimates for crimes cleared by
arrest are substantiated by a study of police processing en-
titled The Criminal Investigation Process (4, pp. 229-230).

In this study, the authors discovered that for crimes cleared,
the majority (60 to 75 percent) of police time was expended
after clearance in reporting and preparing the case or petition.

*The actual figure may be slightly lower, since this is
based on UCR clearance rates which include some clearances by
means other than arrest (105, p. 160).
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Intake and Court Processing Costs

Court intake and processing involves many steps, includ-
ing: intake interviews by court or probation personnel, tempo-
rary detention in many cases, detention hearings, preparation
of probation reports, preparation of petitions by the prosecu-
tor, plea hearings, waiver hearings in some cases to determine
whether the case shall be transferred to adult criminal court,
adjudicatory hearing (or trial) in cases where there is no
admission of guilt, preparation of dispositional reports for
the judge's consideration in making his disposition, and the
disposition hearing. These procedures vary and are called by
different names in different jurisdictions.

Ideally, in order to develop reliable intake processing
cost estimates, each of the separate sub-functions would be
costed out in terms of the average time expended per sub-func-
tion, multiplied by the unit time spent by the court officer,
probation officer, or juvenile judge. Cost per unit time sim-
ply means that besides the salary and fringe benefit costs and
related supplies, indirect administrative costs and supplies
are included also. This method of determining costs amounts
to a workload approach that would be employed to yield a com-
prehensive average cost estimate.

In actuality, however, little data exists to document the

average time required for each function, and only one study
was encountered which developed a court processing cost esti-
mate utilizing the workload approach. Further, in the one
study found, the court intake processing and predisposition
investigation components were the only tasks costed out (40,
p. 50). These estimates and the methodology employed in their
derivation are presented in Table 23 (p. 98). Average cost
per intake amounted to $49 and average cost per predisposition
investigation totaled $292. Both estimates, as evidenced by
their derivation methodology, include indirect administrative
costs as well as direct costs. The other intake costs which
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DERIVATION OF INTAKE AND PRE-DISPOSITION INVESTIGATION:

TABLE 23

MICHIGAN JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES (1977 DOLLARS)

COURT WORKER ANNUAL COST

SUPERVISOR ANNUAL COST

SECRETARY ANNUAL COST

Average salary $13,636 Average salary $17,045 Average salary $ 7,500
Payroll assessment 2,045 Payroll assessment 2,557 Payroll assessment 1,125
Transportation, supplies 1,364 Transportation, supplies 1,364 Office supplies 1,602
1/3 of secretary, each $10,227 3,409 1/3 of secretary 3,409
1/6 of supervisor, each $24,375 4,063

Total $24,517 Total $24,375 Total $10,227

| SERVICE BASIS OF SERVICE AVERAGE COST

Intake 1 worker/500 cases/year $49/case
Predisposition Investigation 1 worker/7cases/month (84 per year)| $292/case

Source: 40, p. 50




were discovered or developed during the investigation of the
literature phase of this assessment were all derived using a
cost breakdown approach (72, pp. 87-91; 78, p. 9; 84, p. 110;
and 93, p. 54). These estimates are presented in Table 24
{(p. 100). The court intake processing cost estimates con-
tained in Tables 23 (p.98) and 24 (p. 100), when compared,
exhibit considerable variance. The three average cost esti-
mates of intake are $49, $140.25, and $160 as compared to the
two estimates of juvenile court processing which are $105 and
$467. Nevertheless, these two sets of figures yield ranges.
By taking the midpoint of each range, estimates of $118 for
intake and $286 for juvenile court processing, per case, are
derived.

Processing of Juveniles Charged With Serious Offenses in
Adult Courts

Until recently, discretionary waiver of juveniles charged
with a serious offense to adult courts was a relatively rare
phenomena, except in some States where certain offenses re-
guired waiver. Recently, however, several States have passed
statutes expanding mandatory waiver for older juveniles charged
with violent offenses.?®

A recent trend in court processing, which affects process-
ing costs, is the increased participation of the county prose-
cutor or district attorney in juvenile court processing. Con-
comitant with the entry of the prosecutor are plea bargaining
and generally stiffer sentences for juveniles judged (rather
than pleading) guilty (54). Entry of the prosecutor increases
processing costs by the "loaded"** cost of his time. An addi-
tional system cost imposed by prosecutorial participation is

*For a more detailed discussion of waiver practices and
recent legislation regarding waiver, see Volume III, Part A,
Legislation and Part B, Jurisdiction of the report series en-
titled, A National Assessment of sSerious Juvenile Crime and the
Juvenile  Justice System: The.  Need for a Rational Response. .

**"Loaded" costs refer to the per unit time of the prosecutor
that has been increased proportionately with administrative costs.
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INTAKE AND COURT PROCESSING COSTS (1977 DOLLARS)

TABLE 24

TYPE OF ESTIMATE

AMOUNT, 1977 DOLLARS SOURCE
Probation intake
i dismissal $ 166.00 $307 New York Senate
anily court processing 467,00 Research
disposition N$614 Servicel
Intak
e 140.25 Parker?
Court processing 104.86
Adult City Court Costs:
Dismisgal
: 8.87 P 3
Plea bargaining 36.80 T S
Bench trial 857.89
Jury trial 1 864.50
> -
ireliminary, sentencing
earing
104.88
Presentence investigation
132.90 Thalhetmer®

Source: Based on computations from the follow

(1) 72, pp. 87-91; (2) 78, p. 9; (3) 84

ing documents:

> P- 110; (4) 93, p. 54
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higher police processing cost, if police are encouraged to
overcharge (so that the prosecutor can have greater bar-
gaining leverage) and hence to justify (to the extent that
they can) those charges (72). Finally, another related sys-
tem cost is a higher correctional processing cost per case
associated with stiffer sentences.

Police and Court Processing Costs Combined

In addition to the previously presented police and
intake/court processing cost estimates, two other sets of
pre-correctional cost estimates were encountered in the course

of the assessment investigation (55, pp. 76-77 and 52, p. 225).
These estimates are contained in Table 25 (p. 102). These two

sets of estimates indicate that the higher cost figures for

intake and juvenile court processing may be more reflective

of actual costs. The police and court processing estimates,
for adults and juveniies combined, when the higher costs of

adult court processing are taken into account, seem well in

accord.with our previous separate police and intake in court
processing estimates.

In addition to intake and processing of juveniles in juve-
nile or adult court is processing conducted under contract by
privately operated programs. Such programs are both relatively
new and rare. As these programs constitute special innovative

programs, they will be discussed in Chapter V.

Detention Processing Costs

In the last decade, the numbers of juveniles placed in
secure detention have decreased (106, 107). This is due to
three major policy shifts, all in great part catalyzed by the
1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as amended.
These are: (1) an increase in the number of alternatives to ‘
secure detention; (2) lesser use of jails for secure detention
(some States statutorily forbid detaining juveniles in the
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COMBINED POLICE AND COURT PROCESSING COSTS

TABLE 25

(1977 DOLLARS)

TYPE AMOUNT SOURCE
Juvenile Mech1
Denver $ 886
California $ 938
Juvenile and
adult combined Matthews
homicide $1,690 Steinburg
s Bennet
rape 81,369
robbery $1,263
aggravaﬁed
assault $1,102
burglary $1,067
larceny over $50 81,018
auto theft $1,227

Sources: Computed based on the following documents:

(1) 55, pp. 76-77; (2) 53, p. 225
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same cell or area as adults); and (3) a reduction in the num-
ber of status offenders* detained (106, 107).

For many years the extent to which juveniles were detained
was largely unknown. In the early seventies, however, several
important studies of detention emerged. The most extensive of
these is Under Lock and Key: Juveniles in Jails and Detention
(88). Sarri studied detention.practices across the country,
using as a primary data base the 1970 LEAA jail census and
Children in Custody: A Report on the Juvenile Detention and
Correctional Facility Census in 1971. One of the products of
Sarri's cross-tabulation and analysis is Table 26 (p. 104),
"Numbers and Rates Per 100,000 Population of Juveniles in Jail
(1970) and Detention (1971), by State" (88, p. 25). As can be
seen in Table 26 (p. 104), there is enormous variation in de-
tention rates among the States. California dominates in terms
of numbers of juveniles in detention, New York accounts for
one-half of all juveniles in jail, but this is largely due
to the fact that under New York law, 16- and 17-year-olds are
processed as adults. Nevertheless, the variation is astonish-
ing; jail rates per 100,000 range from .77 to 27.07 for the
next highest State behind New York. Detention rates per 100,000
range from .51 to 57.94 for the State next in line behind Cali-
fornia. This is in addition to the variation in average costs

which have yet to be explored.

Another study of detention practices, this time on a
State level, was conducted in a 1972 study by the Institute
of Government at the University of Georgia. This study sur-
veyed six newly built regional detention facilities to deter-
mine if youth were, on the average, held for longer periods
awaiting disposition or if youth were detained longer in
Georgia than nationally. Data were collected over a 15-month
period for a sample of over 1,000 youth. Analysis of the reason

Y

*A status offense is an act which if committed by an adult
would not be & criminal law violation. Status offenders are
also referred to as persons or children in need of supervision--
PINS or CHINS. N
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TABLE 26

NUMBER OF JUVENILES IN JAIL (1970) AND DETENTION (1971), BY STATE

in Jailq In Juvenile Detention
State (Ranked according
to child population ) ) Rate 1::(5!::s Rate per3
5-17, 1970) Number 100,000 Number® 100,000
California 188 3.76 3,761 75.33
New York . 4,550 104,47 442 10.15
Texas 169 5.63 291 9,70
Pennsylvania 254 8.69 474 16.22
Illinois 106 3.70 585 20.46
Michigan 29 1.18 925 37.72
Ohio 203 7.20 598 21.22
New Jersey 126 7.01 467 26.00
Florida 142 8.83 753 46.83
Massachusetts —_— - 203 17.09
Indiana 249 17.97 233 16.82
North Carolina 37 2.79 78 5.90
Georgia 132 10.74 484 39.57
Wisconsin 79 6.57 92 7.66
Virginia 172 14.38 210 17.54
Missourdi 55 4.65 206 17.43
Minnesota 73 65.95 60 5.71
Louisiana 61 5.87 146 14,05
Maryland 106 10.22 66 6.36
Tennessee 79 7.89 134 13.39
Alabama 87 9.33 130 13,95
Washington 40 4,55 222 25,26
Kentucky 78 9.25 79 9.37
Connecticut — - 35 4,56
Towa 41 5.52 32 4,31
South Carolina 41 5.70 11 1.53
Oklahoma 48 7.51 16 2.50
Mississippi 74 11.67 30 4,53
Colorado 47 7.99 148 25.17
Kansas 75 13.13 126 22,07
Oregon 39 11.04 160 29,96
Arkansag 45 9,05 15 3.02
Arizona Kk} 6.80 140 28,87
West Virginia 52 11.7¢6 36 8.14
Nebraska 44 11.36 4 1.03
Utah 10 3.20 64 20,51
New Mexico 46 14.83 51 16.45
Maine 2 .77 33 12.74
Rhode Island -— - 38 17.01
Hawaii - - 20 9.80
Idaho 42 21.10 -— -
Montana 53 27.04 1 0.51
New Hampshire - - 43 22.74
South Dakota 26 13.90 17 9.09
North Dakota 3 1.71 1 0,57
Delaware . -— - 44 29,53
Nevada 15 11.90 73 57.94
Vermont ~— - 12 10.25
Wyoming 25 27.17 - -
Alagka 2 2.27 7 7.95
TOTALS 7,798 Tg = .04 11,796

TLEAA Jail Census, March, 1970

21LEAA, Children in Custody: A Report on the Juvenile Detention and Correctional, Facility
Census of 1971. Washington, D,C., LEAA, 1374, pp. 32-33. '

3 Rates were calculated per thousand population, ages 5-17, U.S. Census Publication,

General Populatjon Characteristics: Final Repork PC (1)-B, 1570.

* Jails are operated by the state government, not locally administered.

¥ Data for the average daily population of youth held in state detention facilities in
Maine, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, and Vermont were obtained directly from the state
directors of juvenile corrections or from the director of each facility. These averages
are not entirely comparable with the census taken on a given day,. but they do provide
a basis for a relatively comparable estimate of the rates of detention.

Source: 88, p. 25
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for detention revealed that 54 percent were charged with status
offenses or were in need of probation; 5 percent were charged
with victimless traffic offenses; 2 percent were charged with
minor property crimes; 35 percent were charged with serious
property crimes; and only 3 percent were charged with serious
crimes against a person. Average length of stay in the six cen-
ters was 24.46 days. Twenty-two percent were held less than four
days, while 30 percent were detained for longer than 30 days (31).
Table 27 (p. 166) shows length of stay in detention by type of
offense (88, 21). On a national level, length of stay appears to
be an approximate national average, although there is no national
data on average detention stay collected and distributed which can
corroborate this estimate.

In addition to secure detention facilities, which range
from small programs to large institutions, many jurisdictions
now have alternative detention programs in the form of non-
residential "home-detention' programs, foster home programs,
and relatively non-secure group detention homes or centers
(including "Attention Homes"). 'Home detention' programs are
typically administered by juvenile court probation departments.
Surveillance is maintained by a minimum of one in-person con-
tact a day and daily telephone or personal contacts with
youth's parents, schoolteachers, or employers (77, p. 81).
Juveniles charged with serious offenses are not placed in
such programs nearly as often as juveniles charged with lesser
offenses (77, pp. 84-85). The "Attention Home" format origi-
nated in Boulder, Colorado. The program format is so named
because: '“"the term attention, as distinct from detention,
signifies an environment which accentuates the positive as-
pects of community interreaction with young offenders. The
homes are structured enough for necessary éontrol of juveniles
but far less restrictive and less punishing than jail" (77,
p. 105). At least 14 Attention Homes are now operating in

several States.
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TABLE 27

LENGTH OF STAY IN DETENTION IN GEORGIA, BY TYPE OF OFFENSE

(IN PERCENTAGES)

TYPE OF OFFENSE

Crimes Status
LENGTH OF STAY Against Serious Minor Victimless or in
(in days) Persons Property Property = or Traffic Need
0 - 14 39% 48% 427 56% 52%
15 - 30 31 22 42 20 16
31 ~ 6Q 13 22 16 13 18
61 and longer 18 8 0 11 13

Sources: 21 and 88



In addition to these programs are group or shelter home
programs and foster home programs which have all been in
existence as detention alternatives for some years, but which
have proliferated in response to increased use by the courts
in recent years. Comparative costs of these programs can be
examined. Table 28 (p. 108) presents average daily secure
cost estimates in each of the six regions in Massachusetts
(50, pp. 67-85). As Massachusetts illustrates, there can be
considerable variation in secure detention costs within a State
as well as among programs in different States. Table 29 (p. 108)
presents detention cost estimates derived in a national study
of detention entitled Use of Secure Detention for Juveniles
and Alternatives to Its Use (77, p. 129).

Even within the alternative non-secure detention program

types there is considerable variation. The major part of
this is attributable to variation in staff/detainee ratios
and the number and type of services provided by the program.
Some variation is also attributable to regional differences
in resource cost, especially average salaries and wages, as
labor costs typically constitute at least 90 percent of pro-
gram costs (77, pp. 128-130).

Another source of variation in average input costs of
detention is the use of jails for detaining juveniles. Rose-

mary Sarri's Under Lock and Key: Juveniles in Jails and Deten-
tion (88) estimated in 1974 that as many as 506,000 juveniles
were processed through adult jails each year in the United
States. Two studies of jail processing, including detention,
yield surprisingly similar cost estimates of jail detention
of $23.27 per day and $24 per day, respectively, in 1977 dol-
lars (22, p. 63).

When jails are included among secure detention programs
it is difficult to establish whether residential alternatives

are legss costly than secure detention. Nonresidential prc-
grams and home detention programs, for example, are significantly

107



TABLE 28

MASSACHUSETTS AVERAGE DAILY SECURE DETENTION COSTS,

BY REGION (1977 DOLLARS)

REGION AVERAGE DAILY COST
I $ 92.45
I1 25.00
III 56,15
1y 103,57
\ 47.55
VI 40.07
Average $ 60.80

Source: 50, pp. 67-85
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less expensive than secure detention (28, p. 281). As stated
previously, however, several States have passed or are in the
process of passing legislation prohibiting the detention and
sentencing of juveniles to the same jaiis in which adults

are kept. When jails are excluded as secure detention pro-
grams for juveniles, residential alternatives generally cost
sﬁbstantially less, on the average, than secure detention
programs,

Average Detention Processing Output Costs

It is not really possible to compare the costs of differ-
ent types of detention processing until average output costs
are developed. Referring to the average input cost estimates
contained in Table 29 (p. 110Q) for example, it is immediately
clear that average input costs of htome detention are consider-
ably less than input costs of secure detention in the same
jurisdiction (77, p. 129). The average input costs for five

home detention programs were less than 40 percent of the cost

of secure detention programs. However, unless average lengths
of stay for each program are known, it is still not possible
to compare the programs in terms of cost per case, or cost

per detention stay. Unfortunately, the data on average length
of stay by detention program type are not currently available.

Correctional Processing Costs

Correctional processing fakes many forms. Juveniles pene-
trating the justice system all the way to the dispositional
hearing can be: (1) released with a suspended sentence or fine,
(2) placed on probation with or without conditions of resti-
tution or community service, (3) placed directly in an alter-
native nonresidential 'day-care' community-based program,

(4) placed directly in a residential community-based program,
(5) placed directly in a private secure program or institution,
or (6) remanded to the custody of the State department of youth
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TABLE 29

COSTS PER JUVENILE PER DAY OF 11 ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS AND OF SECURE
DETENTION FACILITIES IN THE SAME JURISDICTIONS (1577 DOLLARS)

JURISDICTION C COSTS
Alternative Secure
Program Detention
Home Detention Program:

Program A ‘ $ 7.41 $44,55

Program B 14.03 36.37

Program C ’ 29.76 43.86

Program D 6.61 23.92

Program E 12.71 33.18

Program average 14.10 36.38

Private Residential
Foster Homes:

New Bedford, Mass. 63.87 N.A.
Springfield, Mass.

Intensive Detention
Program

Detailed Youth Advocate
Program

Attention Homes:

Anaconda, Montana 15.00 N.A.
Boulder, Colorado 13.67 22.83
Helene, Montana 22,00

Source: 77, p. 129

3
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corrections where they will be screened and placed in a State
juvenile institution, forestry camp, or in a State operated
programQ Other dispositional alternatives permit the juvenile
to be placed by the State department, under contract, in omne
of the types of privately operated programs just listed. When
final disposition or sentence is available to the juyveniles in
criminal (adult) court, due to waiver, placement tﬁét results
in incarceration will be in a jail or adult State institution.
As a practical matter, very few juveniles convicted of serious
crimes are released or fined. Serious offenders who are
placed on probation or directly in community-based programs,
nonresidential and residential alike, tend to be first-time
serious offenders. Many first-time serious offenders and most
repeat serious offenders are remanded to the custody of the
State department of youth corrections.

Before proceeding to the estimation of input and output
costs, it is important to examine aggregate juvenile correc-
tion and detention expenditures. As previously stated, this
is the only aggregate data available, specific to juvenile
justice system processing. Unfortunately, there is no means
of separating detention expenditures from correctional expend-
itures. But their joint presentation is, nevertheless, in-
structive. Table 30 (pp. 112-113) presents actual expenditures
for 1974 and 1975 by public juvenile detention and correctional
facilities, together with average population and per capita
operating expenditures for those two years (107, pp. 36-37).
Table 31 (pp. 114-115) presents equivalent data for private
detention and correctional facilities (107, pp. 58-39). By
examining these estimates,'one immediately notices that Cali-
fornia dominated both total national expenditures and average
population categories for public programs for 1974 and 1975
(accounting for 23 percent in each category). California dra-
matically out-expended New York, a State with nearly the same
population in 1975. As previously explained, however, in New
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EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES,

TABLE 30

AVERAGE POPULATION, AND PER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES, BY STATE

Per capita cperating
-~ All expenditures Average population expenditures
Percent Percent Percent
State 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change
~~={thousands)~-—~

United States 508,630 594,206 +17 46,753 48,794 +4 .10, 354 11,471 +11
Alabama 4,118 5,988 +45 548 513 -6 7,100 9,917 +40
Alaska 1,951 2,985 +53 92 120 +30 21,006 24,656 +17
Arizona 5,613 8,060 +44 499 624 +25 8,737 10,808 +24
Arkansas 3,635 4,031 +11 455 383 ~-16 5,747 8,435 +47
California 115,025 139,274 +21 11,074 10,987 -1 10,233 12,302 +20
Colorado 446 8,508 +1,809 492 512 +4 875 16,539 41,790
Connevticut 3,391 4,391 +29 145 181 +25 23,224 24,095 +4
Delaware 2,375 3,122 +31 230 228 -1 9,088 12,870 +42
District of Columbia 7,468 8,580 +15 536 664 +24 13,879 12,921 -7
Florida 19,859 22,596 +14 2,150 2,563 +19 9,029 8,628 -4
Ceorgia 11,668 11,685 +2) 1,446 1,425 -1 7,687 8,040 +5
Hawaii 1,355 1,557 +15 112 132 - +18 12,091 11,790 -2
Tdaho 1,504 2,461 64 135 183 +36 10,667 9,234 -13
Illinois 23,382 24,151 3 1,353 1,131 -16 16,718 20,384 +22
Indiana 6,691 9,585 +43 918 1,037 +13 6,433 7,561 +18
lowa 5,474 5,910 +8 395 . 448 +13 13,239 12,952 -2
Kansas 6,749 6,939 +3 490 573 +17 10,470 10,933 +4
Kentucky 4,218 5,386 +28 483 520 +8 8,635 9,395 +9
Louisiana 7,927 9,649 +22 1,193 1,122 -6 6,434 8,462 +32
Maline 3,712 3,795 . +2 220 236 +7 16,030 15,457 -4
Maryland 11,121 14,599 +31 1,182 1,235 +4 8,873 8,986 +1
Massachusetts 2,743 2,334 -13 179 141 -21 15,226 16,311 +7
Michigan 21,283 23,497 +106 1,610 1,624 +1 12,891 14,344 +11

Minnesota 10,204 8,834 -13 730 608 -17 13,626 13,618 (-2)
Mississippi 2,333 2,523 +8 589 633 +7 3,582 3,900 +9

Missouri 9,252 10,038 +8 1,088 1,226 +13 7,837 7,848 (+2)
Montana 2,197 2,746 +25 242 246 +2 8,860 11,035 +25

Nebraska 2,180 2,694 +24 194 241 +24 11,077 11,024 (-2)
Nevada 3,710 5,054 +36 328 399 +22 10,568 11,396 +8
New llampshire 1,888 2,373 +26 206 192 -7 9,164 11,900 +30

Continued on

Next Page
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TABLE 30, cont'd

EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES,
AVERAGE POPULATION, AND PER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES, BY STATE

Per capita operating
All expenditures Average population expenditures
Percent Percent Percent
State - 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change
—=(thousands)~~-
New Jersey 15,175 16,594 +9 972 990 - +2 15,133 15,281 +1
New Mexico 2,813 3,135 +11 329 316 -4 8,252 9,668 "~ 417
New York 30,404 36,367 +20 1,852 2,088 +13 16,219 16,009 -1
North Carelina 10,229 9,736 -5 1,072 1,078 +1 7,563 8,790 +16
North Dakota 1,157 1,121 ~3 119 118 -1 9,478 8,330 -12
Ohilo 29,908 36,864 +23 3,014 3,390 +12 9,854 10,655 +8
Oklahoma 4,582 5,158 +13 460 473 +3 8,109 8,962 +11
Oregon 7,057 6,805 —~4 5064 465 -8 13,534 14,119 +4
Pennsylvania 26,478 28,566 +8 1,300 1,444 +11 16,380 16,033 =2
Rhode TIsland 2,048 2,588 +26 131 128 -2 15,555 20,173 +30
South Carolina 4,271 4,731 +11 618 733 +19 6,499 6,201 -5
South Dakota 921 1,106 +20 108 121 +12 8,046 7,446 -7
Tennessee 9,377 10,767 +15 1,247 1,224 -2 7,063 8,167 +16
Texas 15,471 16,260 +5 1,462 1,516 +4 10,321 10,531 +2
Utah 2,728 2,821 +3 301 286 ~5 8,892 9,582 +8
Vermont 1,527 1,494 -2 89 93 +4 16,227 15,403 -5
Virginia 11,513 13,260 +15 1,350 1,513 +12 7,896 8,206 +4
Washington 15,506 17,564 +13 1,144 1,259 +10 13,511 13,756 +2
West Virginia 2,547 3,219 +26 403 417 +3 6,069 6,151 +1
Wisconsin 10,244 11,437 +12 846 897 +6 11,853 12,661 +7
Wyoning 1,200 1,268 +6 118 118 0 9,080 9,420 +4

NOTE: Bata generally refer to fiscal year. Detail way not add to total shown becsuse of rounding. Percent change based on
unroundued catimates,
Exclude date fur expenditures from nine Colorado facilities in 1974.
(Z) Less than 0.5 percent,

*lnerease not definable. *

Source: 107, pp. 36-37
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TABLE 31

EXPENDITURES BY PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES,

AVERAGE POPULATION, AND PER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES, BY STATE

Per capita operating
All expenditures Average population expenditures
. Percent ) Percent Percent
State 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change
---{thousandsg)~--

United States 294,036 273,644 -7 31,384 26,735 ~15 8,543 9,518 o+l
Alabama 259 488 +88 76 60 -21 2,971 6,685 +125
Alaska 905 1,374 +52 109 105 -4 8,200 12,704 455
Arizona 5,515 6,548 +19 813 901 +11 6,133 6,787 +11
Arkansas 1,682 2,428 +44 370 486 +31 3,642 3,815 +5
California 44,709 40,708 -9 4,584 3,840 -16 9,082 9,889 49
Colorado 3,844 5,125 433 620 639 +3 5,938 7,841 +32
Connecticut 5,570 4,197 ~25 519 388 -25 9,801 10,544 +8
Delawvare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
District of Columbia 60 60 0 18 (D) (D) 3,350 (D) (D)
Florida 6,301 6,131 -3 871 766 -12 6,338 7,879 +24
Georgia 3,906 1,662 -57 572 255 -55 5,926 6,123 +3
Hawaii 877 801 -9 50 59 +18 16,367 13,349 -18
1daho 1,262 1,032 -18 107 102 -5 11,134 8,775 =21
I1linois 9,141 9,972 +9 1,006 946 -6 8,180 9,743 +19
Indiana 6,748 5,824 -=14 932 e ~23 6,052 7,469 +23
lowa 2,420 3,023 425 268 251 -6 8,193 11,691 +43
Kansas 2,405 3,123 +30 346 425 +23 6,508 6,853 +5
Kentucky 1,106 902 -18 256 171 -33 4,186 4,853 +16
Lounisiana 2,272 2,751 +21 448 431 -4 3,948 5,685 +44
Maine 2,215 1,808 -18 314 315 (+2) 5,803 5,194 -10
Muryland 5,677 4,523 ~-20 651 433 -33 8,079 10,128 +25
Massachusetts 11,959 8,872 -26 1,043 770 -26 10,825 10,785 (-2)
Michigan 17,078 16,833 -1 1,360 1,271 -7 11,338 12,136 +7
Minnesota 7,687 7,831 +2 741 686 -7 8,120 10,221 +26
Mississippi 1,336 598 ~55 183 117 -36 6,340 3,792 ~40
Missourti 5,827 4,582 -21 764 543 -29 7,298 7,859 +8
Montana (m (D) (D) (n) (D) (p) (D) (D) (D)
Nebraska 3,515 4,049 +15 646 573 -11 5,176 6,581 +27
Nevada 246 263 +7 169 60 =45 2,091 2,136 +2
Hew Mampshire 2,054 2,388 +16 273 301 +10 7,024 7,477 +6

Continued on Next Page



TABLE 31, cont'd

EXPENDITURES BY PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACTILITIES,
AVERAGE POPULATION, AND PER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES, BY STATE

STT

Per capita operating
All expenditures Average population expenditures
Percent Percent Percent
1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change 1974 1975 change
—~==(thousands)—~~
New Jersey 1,955 2,249 +15 182 177 -3 9,613 11,375 +18
New Mexico 909 1,096 +21 192 167 -13 4,388 5,581 +27
New York 58,927 51,593 -12 3,949 3,357 -15 14,086 14,769 +5
North Carolina 1,403 1,641 +17 224 207 -8 6,203 7,514 +21
North Dakota 1,147 1,065 -7 119 108 . -9 8,909 8,541 -4
Ohio 6,860 6,857 (-2) 801 712 -11 8,069 9,103 +13
Oklalioma 3,073 2,583 ~16 631 403 =36 4,182 5,682 +36
Oregon 6,314 4,864 -23 551 466 -15 9,791 10,124 +3
Pennsylvania 18,639 18,401 -1 1,816 1,555 -14 9,555 10,829 +13
Rhode Island 1,777 531 =70 120 56 ~53 13,866 9,094 -34
South Carolina 854 932 +9 74 99 34 10,086 7,063 -30
South Dakota 1,247 1,470 18 232 239 +3 4,983 5,984 +20
Tennessue 1,601 679 -58 232 141 -39 6,211 4,679 ~25
Texus 10,393 11,794 +13 1,769 1,421 -20 4,886 6,652 +36
Utah 1,866 998 -47 215 125 -42 7,566 7,311 -3
Vermont 217 563 +160 47 83 +77 4,476 6,410 +43
Virginia 2,704 1,693 ~37 335 159 ~53 6,354 10,027 +58
Washington 7,337 6,642 -9 1,018 875 ~14 6,554 7,190 +10
West Virginia 340 184 46 53 30 -43 3,632 5,469 +51
Wisconsia 8,661 9,142 +6 624 576 -8 13,317 15,189 +14
Wyoming (D) (D) D) (D) (D) () 61)) o) (D)

NOTE: Data generally refer to cslendar year., Detail may not add to total shown due to rounding, Percentages are based on unrounded estimates.
(D) Data not shown to preserve confidentiality guarantees.

(Z) Less than 0.5 percent.
*Increase not definable.

Source: 107, pp. 38-39



York 16- and 17-year-olds are considered adults for purposes
of judicial processing; while in California not only are 16-
and 17-year-olds treated as juveniles, but many 18- to 23-
year-olds processed in adult courts are remanded (by statute)
to the custody of California Youth Authority. While nearly
80 percent of California's total correctional and detention
expenditures were for publicly operated programs, over half
of New York's (60 percent) total expenditures were on pri-
vately operated programs. From 1974 to 1975, in each State
public expenditures increased substantially (both 20 percent)
while private expenditures decreased (both nearly 10 percent).
Nationally, total public expenditures increased 17 percent
while private expenditures increased only 7 percent., Only
four States, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, South Dakota, and
New York, expended more for private detention and correctional
facilities than public facilities.

Comparing per capita operating expenditures for public
and private facilities nationally, average public expenditures
were 21 percent higher than private expenditures. Average
expenditures for private facilities exceeded average expendi-
tures for public facilities in some of the States, while
public per capita expenditures were more than double private
per capita expenditures in others. Tables 30 (pp. 112-113)
and 31 (pp. 114-115) illustrate that there is enormous varia-
tion in input costs among the States both for public and private
correctional detention facilities. As with the variation in
court processing costs, much of the cost variation here is attri-
buted to regional variations ‘in resource price, particularly
.wages and salaries. Both per capita expenditures and average
salary and wage rates are considerably lower in the southern
States as compared to other States, which partially accounts for
their lower correctional and detention expénditures. What Tables
30 (pp. 112-113) and 31 (pp. 114-115) illustrate, perhaps more
dramatically than anything else, is that correctional processing
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costs can be extended to processing costs in general, and
that these costs depend mostly on what jurisdictions are will-
ing to spend. Southern States have a long history of spend-
ing very little on corrections relative to other States, per-
haps due to their long period of economically lagging far
behind other regions of the country. Those States who have
enjoyed substantial increases in per capita incomes in recent
years, such as Texas and Georgia, have increased their justice
spending accordingly.

As Tables 30 (pp. 112-113) and 31 (pp. 114-115) indicate,
Massachusetts is a State which spends the greatest proportion of
its total budget on privately operated programs. Massachusetts

also affords a unique look at intrastate variation in unit/w,—x“”””x

input costs because it ig devided into six autgnpmcus”régionsf
Table 32 (p. 118) presents average daily expenditures for dif-
ferent types of correctionzal and'détentionjprocessing by regions
(50, pp.. 68-88}. As Table 32 illustrates, there is consider-
able variation both in unit input costs: (1) for the Same pro-
gram types among the different regions, (2) among unit input
costs for different regions, and (3) for different programs

in the same region. This variation is primarily attributable
to different program specifications rather than regional re-
source price variation, aithough there can be great variation
among programs in the same locality by utilizing part-time
staff and volunteers.

Input and Output Costs of Correctional Processing

Correctional processing costs are affected by four major
variables: (1) level of facility security; (2) residential or
nonresidential placement; (3) degree of community involvement
(or conversely of isolatiomn); and (4) services provided in-
program as opposed to out-of-program, ranging from purely cus-
todial care (a service to society) to multiple services to
offenders. Until recent years, judges in most jurisdictions
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TABLE 32

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES, AVERAGE DAILY EXPENDITURES ON JUVENILE DETENTION
AND CORRECTIONAL PROCESSING, BY REGION AND TYPE (1977 DOLLARS)

PROCESSING TYPE

AVERAGE DAILY COSTS PER JUVENILE, BY REGION

811

Six Regilon
Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 7 Average®**
Group care $ 38.80 $ 25,97% $ 24,89 $ 10.71 $ 17.65 $ 28.16 $ 27.55
Contracted care 12,95 13.74 13.11 14,66%% 12.43 — 13.37
DYS foster care 7.43 6.21 26.67 — 8.32 4.84 9.68
Residential sehoéls 16.86 ———n 17.14 — 28.57 25.71 22,00
Non-residential services 5.40 6.14 3.98 7.36 2,64 8.11 5.27
Shelter care 41,48 28,5 36.13 36.98 26.49 33.10 33.79
Secure detention 952.45 25.00 56.15 §103.57 47.55 40,07 60.80
Intake and screening - 69.37/case —— a— — — - 69.37/case
Secure treatment 73.71 62.50 60,57 57.14 41.43 51.43 57.80
Forestry camp 16.67 35.71 23.81 42,86 19.64 26.53 27.54

Source: 50, pp. 68-88

. % Residential schools combined with residential group care
%% Contracted foster care and DYS foster care combined
*%* Excludes Region VI, for which itemized data were not available




confronting the determination of an appropriate disposition
or sentence for juveniles convicted of one or more serious
crimes had very limited alternatives. Some examples are:

(1) probation, (2) jail, (3) State juvenile institutions,

and (4) State adult institutions. Presently, however, judges
in many jurisdictions can choose, if they wish, from a con-
tinuum of correctional alternatives. This is true particu-
larly in those States providing disbursement of State funds
for corrections at the regional or local level (e.g., Massa-
chusetts, Minnesota, California, and Pennsylvania).

- This continuum of program alternatives ranges from pro-
grams characterized by nonresidence, the absence of security,
and a major reliance on community services and programs such
as probation and correctional day-care (excluding outright
release, suspended sentences, and fines which are seldom em-
ployed for convicted serious offenders), to programs char-
acterized by maximum security and complete isolation, such as
juvenile and adult institutions,

Cost of Nonresidential Community-Based Supervision Programs

Nonresidential community-based supervision programs can
be collapsed into two basic categories: probation and parole,
and day-care programs (45, p. 5). Probation and parole are
distinguished from day-care programs in that typically only
supervisory or custodial and referral to community resource
services are provided in the program. Day-care programs, on
the other hand, typically provide at least general individual
and group counseling services. Furthermore, whereas probation
case loads typically range from 30 up to 150 and above, staff-
juvenile ratios in day-care programs seldom exceed 10:1., As
a result, day-care program costs on the average substantially
exceed costs of probation and parole. Table 33 (p. 120) pre-
sents estimates (1977 dollars) of input and output costs of
probation and parole processing. Table 34 (p. 121) presents
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TABLE 33

' PROCESSING COSTS OF PROBATION AND PAROLE

(1977 DOLLARS)

STATE COSTS APPROACH SOURCE
Michigan $58/case/month Workload: Mich%gan Juvenile
_ Justice Services
$350/case Caseload = 35
Average length of
stay = 180 days
metropolitan! $128/case/month (inclusive of external costs) Workload: Gray, et al.
$711/case (inclusive of external costs) Caseload = 30 "Cost Effectiveness
N Average length of| of Community Correc-
i . $52/case/month (exclusive of external costs) stay = 167 days tions: An Analytical
lnnesota $286/case (exclusive of external costs) Prototype"
non- $110/case/month (inclusive of external costs)
metropolitan

Colorado (Denver)

New York

$610/case (inclusive of external costs)
$33/case/month (exclusive of external costs)

$184/case (exclusive of external costs)

$302/case

$2,369/case

Breakdown

Breakdown

(Average length
of stay> 1l year)

Parker

"Cost Analysis of
Juvenile Justice
System

Family Court: The

System That Fails

All

Source: 40, p. 50; 35, p. 390; 78, pp. 9-10; and 72, pp. 87-94.




TABLE 34

COSTS OF COMMUNITY-BASED DAY -CARE
(NONRESIDENTIAL) PROGRAMS (1977 DOLLARS)

s | e e
FLORIDAL $13.35 ($400.50/month)
GEORGIA! 9.48 ($284.40/month)
KENTUCKY?! 14.58 ($437.40/month)
MARYLAND! 10.21 ($306.30/month)
MASSACHUSETTS? 23:00 ($690.00/month)
PENNSYLVANIAL 20.42 ($612.60/month)

Source: Computed based on the following documents:
(1) 85, p. 75 (2) 2, p. 177
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input cost estimates of correctional day-care programs (z,
p. 177; 85, p. 7).

Examining first the probation/parole estimates, these
field services can be costed-out together since resource
costs are identical for each activity. Average costs per
case are fairly similar for the first three States in Table
34 (p.121) (excluding the estimates which include external
costs). New York, on the other hand, is several times greater.
Much of the high costs of probation in New York is attributable
to an average length of stay of slightly more than one year,
twice the average for the other States. The larger portion
of the remaining variation is attributable to the much higher
personnel costs relative to the other States.

Both the Michigan and Minnesota estimates were derived
using the workload approach described earlier and exposited
graphically in Table 33 (p. 120). The Minnesota estimates,
however, are differentiated by location (metropolitan versus
nonmetropolitan) and inclusion of external costs. External
costs, remember, are costs associated with programs outside
the juvenile justice system which provide services to juvenile
offenders without charge to the correctional program (i.e.,
without charge altogether or for emergency or special services
charged to central State or local correctional authorities).
External services include drug and alcohol treatment and de-
toxification, community mental health care, emergency medical
treatment, and educational and vocational training. One set of
probation input and output cost estimates includes external
costs and the other excludes them. As the disparity between
estimates illustrates, external costs exceed direct resource
costs. For metropolitan probation, for example, average ex-
ternal costs amount to $425 per case, in contrast to direct
costs of $286 per case. Contrasting probation/parole esti-
mates in Table 33 (p. 120) with correctional day-care esti-
mates contained in Table 34 (p. 121), ithcan be seen that
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day-care input costs generally exceed average probation/parole
costs (excluding New York) by a margin of 4:1. The much higher
day-care costs are attributable primarily to the low staff to
juvenile ratios and services provided in the program. Varia-
tion in input costs among day-care programs is also primarily
attributable to these two functions.

First-time serious offenders are fairly often placed on
probation or in day-care programs, while repeat serious offend-
ers typically are placed in residential programs (i.e., commu-
nity-based or isolated institutions). A few special "intensive"
probation programs focus on serious offenders, while the United
Delinquency Intervention Servics (UDIS) Program in Chicago
operates several day-care programs focusing on the serious
offender. These programs and their impact shall be considered
in the next chapter.

Costs of Correctional Community-Based Residential Programs

Further along the corrections continuum, in terms of
severity of disposition, are community-based residentiai pro-
grams. These programs can be collapsed into six categories:
halfway houses, group centers, small group homes, large group
homes, foster homes, and boarding schools. As these names
are often intermixed or confused in describing similar or
jdentical programs, it is important to carefully define each,
employing the distinctions used in the 1977 Directory of Half-

Way Houses and Group Homes for Troubled Children (85).

"Halfway Houses: Residential community-based treatment

programs for 16-30 participants. Youths attend local
schools or are employed in 'the community. Halfway houses
are typically situated with relatively large urban areas,
Community involvement and interaction are hallmarks of
these programs.

Group Centers: Residential treatment programs for 16-25

youths. These programs are similar to halfway houses
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except that any educational/vocational training programs
are provided 'in-house.' The facility customarily is
situated in a suburban or rural area and the youths are
not involved in daily community living experiences.
Small Group Homes: These facilities provide groups of
4-8 youths with a home-like atmosphere, usually under
the supervision of staff employed or resident husband
and wife teams. In-house programming is frequently pro-
vided in addition to significant use of 'outside' re-

sources.

Large Group Homes: Same as the Small Group Homes, except
that these programs serve 9-15 youths. Emphasis is placed
on 'in-house' efforts to redirect the behavior of program

members.
Foster Homes: Typically they provide contractional care

in non-agency operated private homes. They customarily
operate under the direction of non-employee husband and
wife teams who care for the children in their own houses.
These programs customarily accommodate less serious or
less problem-ridden offenders than do Small Group Homes"
Boarding Schools: Large residential programs focusing

on educational services provided in-program.

Table 35 (p. 125) presents average costs of community-
based residential programs across 23 States (85, p. 7; Z,
pp. 177-178). As can be seen, considerable variation exists;
again, mostly attributable to staff/juvenile ratios and the
types of service provided in-program. One extremely important
determinant of input and output cost is the pércent of capacity
at which the program consistently operates. One study of
Minnesota community-based residential correctional programs
discovered that halfway houses were operating, on the average,
at less than half of capacity; therefore, running very high
State operated programs tend to cost

average cost (62, p. 5).
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TABLE 35

AVERAGE DAILY COSTS PER CHILD OF COMMUNITY-BASED
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED STATES, 1976

Hal Small Large .
srp | Helfway | Growp, | Growp, | Croup, | Boardis
Alabama 20.82 16.00
California 48 .53 9.81 9.77
Connecticut 17.62 24.17
Delaware 30.49
Florida 19.40 23.78 24.30
Georgia 20.82
Idaho 32.88 13.15
Kentucky 4.56 11.51
Maryland 20.55 25.45
Massachusetts 18.52 28.00
Minnesota 23.29 15.00
| Missouri 19.61
New Jersey 24.38 15.29
New York 21.62 27.29 25.38
Ohio 11.50 17.00
Oklahoma 8.22
Oregon 27 .40
Pennsylvania 16.81 40.82
Rhode Island 39.89 25.44
South Carolina 18.50
Tennessee 13.70
Texas 25.00
Virginia 16.44.
A1l States $19.52 $26.50 $17.69 $23.27 $28.00

Sources: Computed based on the following documents:

(2) 2, pp. 177-178).
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more, on the average, than privately operated programs because
personnel costs are higher (95, pp. 54-55). For all States,
halfway houses averaged $19.52 per juvenile per day in 1977
dollars; group centers, $26.50; small group homes, $17.69;
large group homes, $23.21; and boarding schools, $28.00.

Foster home contract costs vary greatly from location
to location. Some States are quite generous to participating
families while others are frugal. Connecticut, for example,
in 1977 paid $4.65--$6.80 per child per day in boarding costs;
Florida, $8.00 per day (for 300 beds, a fairly large number);
Idaho, $5.00 per day; Maryland, $6.61 per day; Minnesota,
$6.50 per day plus- $50.00 per month boarding sﬁbsidy; Missouri,
$5.00 per day; Ohio, $6.50 per day; Pennsylvania, $8.25 per
day; South Carolina, $2.50 per day; and Virginia, $12.50 per
day (85, pp. 15, 20, 23, 40, 44, 47, and 51). '

Table 36 (p. 127) presents input and output costs for
the different types of community-based correctional programs,
nonresidential and residential. As the estimates in Table 36
clearly illustrate, both input and output costs for residen-
tial programs are substantially greater than the cost of non-
residential processing. Average lengths of stay are remark-
ably consistent, ranging from 180 to 255 days, while output

costs range from $335 for probation to $6,758 for group centers.

Interestingly, group centers are the largest of the community-
based programs. In general, the cost analysis of correctional
processing has largely been arrived at by looking at isolated,
secure correctional processing. These types of facilities are
the larger correctional residential programs which are usually
more expensive than smaller residential units. In economic
terminology, this indicates the presence of this economies of
scale.

In addition to higher input and output costs, residential
care imposes greater secondary indirect cost upon society and
‘upon the juvenile offender. Greater costs are imposed on
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TABLE 36

INPUT AND OUTPUT COSTS OF
COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS (1977 DOLLARS)

AVERAGE
DAILY INPUT COST LENGTH OF OUTPUT
PROGRAM TYPE PER JUVENILE STAY (DAYS) COST
Halfway Houses $19.52 180 $3,514
| Group Centers 26.50 255 6,758
Small Group Homes 17.69 210 3,715
Large Group Homes 23.27 180 4,189
Day-Care 15.17 180 2,731
Foster Homes 7.35 240 1,764
Probation/Parole 1.86 180 335
(Exclusive of
External Costs)
Probation/Parole 3.85 180 693
(Inclusive of
External Costs)

Source: Computed based on reference no. 85.
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society in the form of boarding and in-house services to
offenders. These costs are weighed against any diminution

in direct crime costs as a result of the greater custodial

care and surveillance of juvenile offenders provided in a
residential setting as contrasted to a nonresidential one.

If potentially serious offenders are among the juveniles pro-
cessed, the diminution of direct crime cost may easily out-
weigh the increased cost of residential care. That, of course,
is the principal rationale behind residential processing and
proceeding along the corrections continuum.

The external cost situation is exactly the opposite.

As one proceeds along the corrections continuum from less
secure to more secure environments, fewer referrals to com-
munity resources are made and more services are provided in-
program. Accordingly, therefore, external costs are the
greatest for nonresidential community care processing and
the least for institutions.

Other indirect costs of crime imposed on society by resi-
dential programs are costs of providing public support ser-
vices to dependents of offenders (i.e., costs in the form of
diminished tax payments as the result of the offender leaving
his job). These costs are included for the sake of compre-
hensiveness. Costs of these types generated by residential
community-based processing of juvenile offenders tend to be
relatively small, since relatively few juveniles have depend-
ents or jobs.

Costs of Forestry Camps and Outward Bound Programs

Two isolated types of medium security or non-secure resi-
dential correctional processing programs are State operated
forestry camps and privately operated outward bound programs.
‘Both represent innovative types of correctional programming
and will be examined in the next chapter. For purpose of
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comparison here, both programs cost on the average $40 per
juvenile per day (2, p. 177).

Costs of Secure Correctional Processing

Correctional processing programs at the far end of the
correctional continuum are characterized by isolated, secure
facilities. Secure facilities can be collapsed into two cate-
gories: (1) small secure programs, and (2) larg¢ institutions.
Both types of programs have higher staff/client ratios and
proportionately higher personnel costs. Both programs are
also characterized by much higher capital costs. Most resi-
dential community-based programs operate out of existing facil-
ities which may be renovated for their particular purpose,
while secure programs seldom convert existing facilities.
Nearly all secure programs, therefore, entail construction
of expensive facilities. Per bed construction costs for secure
institutions are now in the $40,000 to $60,000 range; and an
$800,000 planning study has been funded to study the need for
a new 400 bed high security facility in Minnesota. The esti-
mated capital cost of that facility is $20.8 million or $52,000
per bed (60, pp. 1-17). Construction of smaller secure facil-
ities in the 15 to 40 bed range costs considerably less. In
addition, smaller secure programs can convert existing, large,
isolated facilities to their own use. 8Small secure programs
in Massachusetts, for example, operate out of the wings of
several of the former juvenile institutions. Other candidates
for conversion into secure facilities are outlying factories
and warehouses.

Input costs, including both amortized (nonrecurring)
capital and annual (recurring) operating expenditures for
juvenile institutions and other small secure programs in sev-
eral States, are presented in Table 37 (p. 130). As can be
immediately seen, input costs for secure processing are very
high, especially relative to community-based programs. A large
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TABLE 37

AVERAGE SECURE PROGRAM PROCESSING COSTS (1977 DOLLARS)

STATE DATEY el SOURCE
Institutional Processing:
Male $ 62.75 Mzine State Bar
Maine Associationl
Female 117.94
Minnesota 74,91 Gray, et al.?2
Male 33.69 Parker3
Colorado
Female 58.51
Massachusetts Massachusetts Department
Region 1 73.71 of Youth Services4
Region 2 62.50
Region 3 10.57
Region 4 57.14
Region § 41.43
Region 6 51.45
Regional Average 49.46
Pennsylvania 101.00
Total 499 .62

Source: Computed based on the following documents:

(1) 48, pp. 130-132; (2) 35, p. 39; (3) 78;

fomb
(¥}
(o]

(4) 50, pp. 57-86

part of this increased cost is attributable to the much higher
capital cost of secure programs. But, a factor which is
equally important is the high staff/juvenile ratios of secure
programs. It- is the staff/juvenile ratios, along with average
salary and fringe benefit costs, which ultimately determine
whether institutional processing is more expensive than small,
secure program processing. A recent Massachusetts study en-
titled The Issue of Security in the Community-Based System of
Juvenile Corrections (51, pp. 81-82) recommended that staff/
juvenile ratios be increased to the pcint that annual operating
costs of small secure correctional programs range from $26,000-
$28,000, or $71-$77 per day per juvenile range. Processing
costs for female juveniles, also, are typically greater than
for males because of the much smaller average population of

female javenile offenders.

Institutional processing of juveniles is generally more
expensive than institutionalization of adult offenders on a
primary cost level, but considerably less expensive on a
secondary cost level. On a primary cost level, institution-
alization of juveniles is more expensive because more services
are typically provided; hence, staff/offender ratios and per-
sonnel costs are higher. On a secondary cost level, adult
institutions cost more, on the average, because they impose
greater costs on society in the form of support costs for
dependents of institutionalized offenders, as well as dimin-
ished Federal, State, and local income taxes.

Table 38 (p. 132) contrasts the average daily primary
costs of two juvenile institutions in Maine with Maine adult
institutions (48, p. 131). As Table 38 illustrates, the male
juvenile institution costs approximately three times more on
the average than male adult institutions, while the female
juvenile institution costs over 50 percent more than the fe-
male adult institution, and over five times that of male
adult institutions,
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TABLE 38

PER CAPITA COSTS FOR
MAINE STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
(1977 DOLLARS)

TOTAL ALLOCATED AVERAGE DAILY AVERAGE DAILY

INSTITUTTONS PRIMARY EXPENDITURES POPULATION PRIMARY COSTS
Maine State Prison

Thomaston 82,594,838 309 $ 23,01

Minimum Security Unit 411,129 58 19.42

Bangor Pre-release Unit 157,163 20 21.53

Overall Per Capita 3,163,129 387 22.39
Men's Correctional Center 1,741,097 107.2. 44,50
Women's Correctional Center 487,796 17.7 75.50
Boys Training Center

(committed - in residence) 2,977,293 130 62.75

(detained) 245,335 15 44,81

(absent) 93,037 67 3.81
Stevens School (Girls Training

Center)

(committed - in residence) 874,105 20.3 117.97

(detained) 69,096 3 63.10

Source: 48, p. 131




Table 32 (p. 134) identifies the secondary costs asso-
ciated with different types of Maine institutions (48, p. 178).
The table is useful in depicting both the variety and the
amount of secondary expenditures. As Table 39 illustrates,
secondary expenditures are quite high over all, and are high-
est - for male adult offenders.

Table 40 (p. 1353) presents primary and secondary costs
in the aggregate, and also shows the combined average daily
cost per offender. As can be seen, average overall costs are
increased considerably, particularly for male adult offenders,
and female juvenile and adult offenders. Also, male juvenile
offender costs are less than male adult offenders, primarily
because they are considerably less likely to have dependents
or be employed, and thus do not generate as high secondary
costs.

Returning to the estimates contained in Table 37 (p. 130},
one can incorporate average lengths of stay to develop output
costs. These can then be combined with the cost estimates con-
tained in Table 36 (p. 127) to complete the correctional no-
processing cost continuum. Table 41 (p. 136) presents this
input and output cost continuum. As Table 41 shows, input
costs and output costs increase dramatically as one proceeds
along the corrections continuum. So, too, does the percentage
of total population per program type who constitute serious
juvenile offenders. Hence, serious offenders, on the average,
in relation to non-serious offenders, impose greater processing

costs on society, just as they do direct costs of crime.

THREE EXAMPLES OF AGGREGATE COSTS OF PROCESSING SERIOUS JUVE-
NILE OFFENDERS ”

The extent of processing costs generated by a single re-
peat serious juvenile offender can be staggering. In order
to give these and the previous processing cost estimates life,
it is important to consider three processing case histories
associated with individual juvenile offenders.
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TABLE 3¢

SECONDARY EXPENDITURES FOR TIE MAINE STATE CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM (1975 DOLLARS)

[ " > Y
3 op 3 3 3 3 2
g Ex 1 3 8 3 2 TP
P 7 4% - ® A 2 g b g 3 B
3 ) a E g 8 > “" 5 5 L] é? (¥} n.a ]
" wv o “ . o o gﬂ 'j [ ] o e v o0 -
* 0 ‘3 wd M " o o 7} a MW M~ =
o 3 w R v o - w " ] = Ooon N o
3 o £o g & © 8d & ] " $8ab TN o
bl oh 52 8 vt & ™ 8 ) o P “M@oo 3 b 0
CE £ &, 93 i T8 3 $a 2 andS  BFE D,
El - o o e v . 4y -1 o VY] a o % U o -3 R
ig Z iy @ § 9 3% g iE g8 jexl gl &f
35 g% 33 Sa 3 X 5> 0 Pd 3o =8 FO<8 &% 5 &0
Adult Male $ 523,366 $64,890 $173,876 § 9,341  $186,74)1 § 79,052 §117,155  $42,045  $181,637 - $1,378,103  $259,383  $1,637,486
at MSp ¢
Hale Youthful 268,621 27,476 49,189 25,039 43,965 85,229 9,463 508,982 132,297 641,279
OTfender at
MCC
Female Adults 89,648 1,349 7,435 13,120 3,890 4,575 9,401 129,418 39,847 169,265
& Youthful Of-
fenders at WCC
Male Juvenile 364,200 58,101 28,706 3,159 16,118 470,284 191,101 661,385
at BTC
Female Juve- 118,011 1,676 5,120 7,755 132,562 57,463 190,025
nlle at 58
TOTALS $1,763,846  $93,715  $230,500 $107,277 $186,741  $160,733  §210,118  $84,782 $181,637  $2,619,349 $680,091  $3,299,440
*

The figures and dashes presencted in this table have been developed, qualified, and/or estimsted in the preceding dlscussion of secondary cosss,
The appropriute portlon of the preceding text sliould be consulted in connection with any informed use of these figures.

Source: 48, p. 178

*Abbreviations are as follows: MSP=Maine Staté Prison; MCC=Men's Correctional Center; WCC=Women's Corrcc-

tional Center; BTC=Boy's Training Center; and SS=Steven's School.




TABLE 40

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
(PRIMARY AND SECONDARY COSTS)

MAINE STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

(1977 DOLLARS

)

Sel

TOTAL TOTAL
, ALLOCATED ALLOCATED AVERAGE DAILY

COMMITTED POPULATION AVERAGE DAILY PRIMARY SECONDARY AVERAGE DAILY PRIMARY AND

IN RESIDENCE POPULATION EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES PRIMARY COST SECONDARY COSTS
Adult Male Offender 387 $3,163,129 $1,637,487 $ 22.39 $ 33.99
Adult Male Youthful
Offender 107.2 1,741,097 641,280 44,50 60.89
Adult Woman Offender 17.7 487,796 169,264 | 75.50 101.70
.Male Juvenile 130 2,977,293 661,385 62.75 70.68
Female Juvenile 20.3 874,105 190,024 117.97 143.62
Total Expenditures for
Committed Population $9,243,420 $3,299,440 I R

Source: Based on Table 38, p.
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TABLE 41

INPUT AND OUTPUT COSTS OF CORRECTIONAL PROCESSING (1977 DOLLARS)

> ) L Average
rocessing nput . . Length of Output
Type Costs/Juvenlle/Day Stay (Days)  Costs
Probation/Parole ~$ 1.86 180
(Exclusive of X 35
External Cecsts)
Probation/Parole 3.85 180 693
(Inclusive of
External Costs)
Day-Care 15.17 180 2,731
Foster (Care 7.35 240 1,764
Halfway-House 19.52 180 3,514
Small Group Homes 17.69 210 3,715
Large Group Homes 23.27 180 4,189
Group Centers 26.50 255 6,758
Small Secure 62.50 i
Programs gt;;t 18,750
300
repeat. 33,750
540
Juvenile Institu- ;
tions (Excluding 68.50 ft:St 20,550
Secondary €osts) S3O§
repeat 36,990
540
Juvenile Institu- 83.57 first 25,071
tions (Including stay ’
Secondary Costs) 300
repeat 45,128
510

136

Source: Computed based on Table 36 (p. 127) and Table 37 (p. 130).

Case One: Michael was arrested for aggravated asszult,
is processed through court intake and re-
leased to his home. He attends his juvenile
court hearing and receives one year probation.

Case Two: Morris, age 16, is arrested for robbery, is

referred to juvenile court intake, is detained
in a group shelter home for ten days, goes to
court and is placed on probation.

After three months he is arrested again, for
armed robbery, and is detained three weeks in
a secure program. He then returns to court
and is committed to a State juvenile institu-
tion where he stays for eight months. He is
then released and receives aftercare supervi-
sion for seven months. '

Case Three: Marian was arrested at age 16 for aggravated
assault, referred to court intake, and placed
in a home detention program for three weeks.
She went to court and was placed in a day-care
program where she stayed four months before
running away. Two months later, she was ar-
rested for shoplifting and this time released
in the custody of her mother pending a juve-
nile court hearing. At the hearing she is
placed in a group home for eight months. After
three months she again runs away and this time
is arrested for armed robbery and homicide and
placed in secure detention for three months
awaiting trial in Superior Court. She is con-
victed and sentenced to 12 years in a women's
State institution where she currently resides,
having served seven years.

Processing costs generated in each of these three case
histories are presented in Table 42 (p. 138). As Table 42
illustrates, the processing cost in'the case of recidivist and
chronic serious juvenile offenders can be staggering, particu-
larly for those juveniles bound over to adult court, where the
likelihood of conviction is substantially greater, and the
severity of sentence far greater than in juvenile courts.*®

*For an extensive study of the effects of waiver to adult
courts in terms of probability of conviction and severity of
sanction, see The Borderlands of Juvenile Justice: The Waiver
Process in Philadelphia (26).

137



TABLE 42

AGGREGATE PROCESSING COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THREE ILLUSTRATIVE CASES

Case 1

Arrest

Intake

Juvenile court processing
One year probation

Total

Case 2

Arrest

Intake

Ten days home detention

Juvenile court processing

Three months probation

Arrest

Juvenile court processing

Eight months in juvenile institution
Seven months aftercare

Total

Case 3

Arrest

Intake

Three weeks in attention home (detention)
Juvenile court processing

4 months day-care

Arrest

Juvenile court processing

Three months group home

Arrest

Three months secure detention (jail)
Adult court processing

7 years women's state institution

Total

Source: Computed based on previous
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$1.86/day x 365 days

$14/day x 10 days

$1.86/day x 90 days

$68.50/day x 240 days
$1.86/day x 210 days

$17/day x 21 days

$15.17/day x 120 days

$23.27/day x 90 days
$24/day x 90 days

$75.50/day x 2,555 days

tables

$ 106
118
286
679

$1189

$ 133
118
140
286
167
133
286

16,440

391

$18,094

106
186
357
286
1,820
78
286
2,094
226
2,160
1,997

192,902

$202,498




THE USE OF VOLUNTEERS AND PART-TIME STAFF IN JUVENILE JUSTICE
SYSTEM PROCESSING

In every juvenile justice system function area, including
corrections, over haif the total costs of processing are per-
sonnel costs. ©For police, court intake, and community-based
corrections processing, 75 percent or more of processing costs
are personnel costs. Accordingly, there is great room in juve-
nile justice system processing for cost reduction by means of
greater use of part-time staff and volunteers. The impact of
volunteers on program outcome effectiveness or benefits to
society arising from processing, particularly in thé correc-
tions function area; has been studied at length. Only very
infrequently, however, does one encounter a study of existing
impact or potential impact of greater use of volunteers and
part-time staff on processing costs. - The few studies in the
area of police processing, court processing, probation, day-
care, and residential correctional processing all conclude
that there is extensive opportunity for significant cost re-
duction. The greatest irony is that volunteer resources,
which represent the least cost, are generally the most effec-
tive. Yet, because they are also the least tractable (and
therefore manageable), they are not employed anywhere near to
the extent that they could be. (See, for example, 19, 47,>93,
95, 114).

EXTERNAL COSTS

External costs are generated by the referral of juveniles
to community resources where service is either provided free
of charge or is charged to some government body other than
the program under consideration. Examples of this include
referral for drug (alcohol) detoxification and treatment ser-
vices, special and emergency medical care, mental health care,
and educational and vocational training. Other governmental
agencies operate treatment programs beside the juvenile justice
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system, including the National Institute of Mental Health,
National Institute of Drug Abuse, Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, and Vocational Rehabilitation Agency.

Cost estimates of several services which are sometimes
available to juveniles in community-based correctional pro-
grams are presented in Tables 43 (p. 141), 44 (p. 142), and
45 (p. 143). As can be seen, both input and output external
costs can be quite high (94, pp. 86-88).

SUMMARY

The focus of this chapter has been on indirect costs in
the form of juvenile justice system processing costs, ulti-
mately borne by the community at the household level in the
form of taxes. Two types of cost estimation procedures were
defined: the '"breakdown" and "workload" approaches. Similarly,
juvenile justice system processing costs were discussed at
the aggregate, national level, as well as on the basis of
average or unit analysis (individual level). Two average cost
overviews were examined. The first categorized costs as pri-
mary, secondary, or additional (tertiary), while the second
subdivided average costs into input, output, and outcome costs.
Employing primarily the latter subdivisions (i.e., input, out-
put, outcome), average costs of police, intake and court, de-
tention, and correctional processing were progressively ex-
plored. Correctional processing was subdivided into nonresi-
dential community-based programs, residential community-based
pregrams, outward bound programs, and isolated secure progfams,
with costs of each being analyzed in turn.,

Qutput costs were compared by examining three case examples
of juveniles pentrating, and repenetrating, the juvenile jus-
tice system to varying degrees. External costs were then con-
sidered, and cost estimates assembled. The chapter concluded
by considering the extent to which use of volunteers currently
does and potentially could diminish processing costs,
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TABLE 43

IMATES OF PROVIDING DRUG TREATMENT SERVICES
coST EST (1977 DOLLARS)

MODALITY COST PEk CLIENT YEAR COST PER CLIENT
Drgg;ﬁigitieSidential $7.685 $2,228
Ouégiﬁignt Abstinence 1,570 727
Y roject | EITee 3,379 not available
°“¥¥2§i§2§tM8§ﬁi§2“e 1,597-2,581 633
Reﬁigiﬁéiiicfeﬁﬁi?iﬁi | 5,310 1,229

Source: 94, p. 86

ati d components for the cost
NOTE: Explanation of footnotes an : c .
estimates shogn in this table appear in Appendix C, pp. 235-240

141



5

TABLE 44

COST ESTIMATES OF PROVIDING TREATMENT SERVICES TO ALCOHOQLICS

(1977 DOLLARS)

TREATMENT MODALITY

Inpatient Emergency Care

Inpatient Care

Intcrmediate Care

Outpatient Care

TREATMENT Cost Per Client Average Length Cost Per Client
SITE Day of Stay Stay

General Hospital $210.81 4 days 843,24
Specialized Alcohol=-

ism Hospital 70.90 4 days 283.60
Other Specialized

Hospital 119.68 4.9 days 586.43
Hospital Affiliated

Medical Emergency

Care Center 96.53 3.8 days 366.81
Hospital Affiliated

Non-Medical Emer- hd

gency Care Center 20.14 3.1 days 62.43
General Hospital 107.38 10.4 days 1116.75
Specialized Alcohol-

ism Hospital 41.51 8.0 days 332.08
Other Specialized

Hospital 115.09 9.4 days 1081.85
Hospital Affiliated

Inpatient Care Under

Medical Superivision 143.77 6.2 days 891.37
Partial Hospitalization 91,12 16.8 days 1530.82
Recovery Home 15.55 56 days 870.80
Cther 24-Hr. Non-

Medical Residential

Center 25.90 29,8 days 771.82
Specialized Alcohol-

ism Hospital 32.86 30.3 days 995,66
Hospital-Based Out-

patient Clinic 24,66 13 visits 320.58
Family or Neighbor-

hood Alcoholism

Center 19.46 11.7 vigits 227.68
Community Mental =

Health Center 39.59 8.3 visits 328.60

Source: 94, p. 87
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TABLE 45

.

COST OF ESTIMATES OF PROVIDING MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
(1977 DOLLARS)

MODALITY COST PER CLIENT/DAY

Free Standing Outpatient e

Psychiatric Clinics? $44.98
Inpatient Services At £

Public HospitalsP 37.85
Inpatient Services At

Private Hospitals® £

Non-Profit 89.46f

For Profit 77.42
Residentigl Treatment

Centers 46 .47

1

pctimate is for all ages for all diagnostic condifions.' 74 percent
of the cost is for salaries; 21 percent for other operating expendi-

tures; 5 percent for capital expenditures.

b 79 percent of cost is for salaries.

Estimate is U.S. average.
Cestimate is U.S. average. 63 percent of cost in non~profit_hospitals
is for salaries; 54 percent in profit hospitals is for salaries.

dEstimate is for Washington, D.C.

€Estimate is U.S. average, all facilities, all patients under 18.

fThe average costs of hospitalization for mental illness are lower
than hospitalization for alcoholism, drug addiction, or for othe?
physical ailments because mental hospitals are often only custodial,
are understaffed with low-paid personnel and because the treatment of
mental illness, unlike physical illness, does not require costly
equipment. Interview with M.J. Witkin, Division of Biometry, National

Institute of Mental Health, October 9, 1974.

Source: Computed based on 94, p. 88.

NOTE: All costs have been converted to 1977 dollars using tbe GNP
implicit price deflator for purchases of all goods and services by
State and local governments.
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CHAPTER V

PROGRAM IMPACT: EVALUATION OF INPUT AND OUTPUT
EFFECTIVENESS, AND OUTCOME MEASUREMENT

This chapter deals with program impact. Two forms of
program impact measurement are analyzed: process evaluation

in which the contributions of inputs to desired program out-
puts are evaluated, and outcome, evaluation in which program

input and output contributions to desired program outcomes
are evaluated.

Each of the major functions which'together comprise juve-
nile justice system processing are examined in terms of their
effectiveness in achieving a decrease of serious juvenile
crime and serious juvenile crime costs.

PROGRAM IMPACT: AN EXPLORATION

Previous chapters have been concerned exclusively with
the costs of serious juvenile crime. It is now time to turn
to the other side of juvenile justice system processing: pro-
gram impact, or the outputs and ultimately outcomes generated
by programs within the different functions which together com-
prise juvenile justice system processing. Outputs are inter-
mediary products or achievements toward goals determined in-
ternally which are specific to a particular program. Program
outputs typically consist of altered capabilities or behavior
on the part of the juvenile offender. Some examples are im-
proved intellectual capabilities, drug free behavior, compliance
with program standards, and procurement of employment. These
are all typical correctional program outputs. Program outcomes,
on the other hand, consist of changes in crime-producing behavior
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on the part of potential and actual juvenile offenders. Program
outcomes can be defined in terms of the impact on crime costs im-
posed by serious juvenile offenders.

EVALUATION: MEASUREMENT OF OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES

Program outputs are typically measured by tests or ques-
tionnaires. Program outcomes, on the other hand, are usually
measured by the repenetration of the offender intc the juve-
nile justice system through: revocation of probation or parole,
arrest, conviction, or (re)incarceration by program partici-
pants. Evaluation consists of the determination of the level
of achievement of desired outputs or outcomes; or alternatively
stated, in determination of the effectiveness of program inputs
in achieving desired outputs. Program effectiveness would be
achieved to the extent that there is an alteration in crime-
producing behavior resulting in a reduction of crime costs
imposed by program participants both during and after the dura-
tion of program processing.

The first type of evaluation, which amounts to the extent
that inputs contribute to desired progranm outputs, can be ,
called process evaluation. The second type of evaluation of
the effectiveness of program inputs and outputs in achieving
a reduction in crime production by program participants is
called outcome evaluation.

Process evaluation is typically program specific, since
desired outputs are determined internally, by program design-
ers or administrators. Process evaluations are therefore pri-
marily administrative tools, and measure the degree to which
designated program goals, objectives, and standards are being
met. Process evaluation also is a measurement of the degree
to which input effort transforms desired outputs, hence a
measure of program process efficiency (not to be confused with
economic efficiency). It provides feedback which can lead to
changes in program inputs, program structure, or the nature
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of processing (e.g., rate of speed in performancef order of
tasks performed). Process evaluation also deterTlnes the
extent to which measured output approximates desired ?utput.
Process evaluation is therefore typically concerned with
short run impact. Outcome evaluation should not be program
specific, although it often is, because program output? are 5
confused with outcomes, and outcomes are consequently ignored.
Every juvenile justice system processing pr?graT sho?ld be
primarily concerned with effecting a reduction 1n,c?1me and
therefore crime costs. Program outputs should be directly
related to outcomes, or else resources employed in that pro-
gram are poorly allocated. Processing efficisncy, the?efore,
should always be subordinate to program effectiven?ss 1?
yielding desired outcomes, and in effecting reductions in

crime costs.

THE PURPOSES OF EVALUATION

Evaluation has several purposes. One purpose of evalu-
ations is that they can serve as planning instruments. Eval-
uation provides feedback regarding the effectiveness of pro-
gram design and the extent to which output and out?ome goals
are met. Program evaluation enables continuing adjustments
or "fine-tuning' to be made in program design and program
structure. Processing evaluation examined against the b?ck-
drop of outcome evaluations, for multiple programs, prov1des
the basis for adjustments or fine-tuning in replicable pro-
gram designs (e.g., for demonstration projects or pilot pro-
grams) (27). N

Evaluation, that is process evaluation, is also an admin-
istrative tool, which enables the program administrator to
determine whether personnel comply with program standards.
Such evaluations can provide an informational base to serve
as justification for raising or lowering salary levels, pro- .
gram promoting or demoting, or firing program staff. Evaluation
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also enables the administrators to justify their own indivi-
dual program designs.

Outcome evaluation, on the other hand, is a budgeting
tool which enables administrators who are responsible for
the disbursement of funds and resources ‘to allocate those
resources on the basis of potential and demonstrated indivi-
dual program outcome effectiveness. An even better program
budgeting tool is outcome-cost measurement, or cost-benefit
and cost-effectiveness analysis. Outcome cost measurement
simply extends outcome evaliwation in that it looks at pro-
gram outcomes for program '"success" in diminishing crime
producing behavior, from the added perspective of costs
affecting the level of outcome. Although outcome or outcome-
cost evaluation should constitute the basis for resource
allocation, all too often these resources are allocated on
the basis of output evaluation instead.

One study suggests that evaluation serves several addi-
tional purposes as well, The most prominent of these pur-
poses is that it stimulates program staff to critically
examine their assumptions and behavior. After this critical
self-examination occurs, it often leads to suggestions for
changes in the definition of the evaluator's role and in the
recruitment of future evaluators. This process serves largely
as a socletal ritual whose purpose or function is to reassure
the citizenry and '"'to perpetuate an image of government ration-
ality” (27, p. 9). ‘

Program design, program operation, and processing in
outcome evaluation can and should be related in the following
manner., Programs should be designed, based on previous out-
come evaluations of similar program types, so that program
outputs produce desired outcomes. Programs should be struc-
tured so that inputs produce desired outputs, and yet, pro-
grams should be flexible enough to enable adjustments to be
made in response to the results of process evaluation.
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WHAT EVALUATION ENTAILS

of two components.
tion of output levels, and t
bute to the production of these outputs.

. <
Both process evaluation and outcome evaluation consist

Process evaluation involves a determina-
he extent to which inputs contri-
Outcom@ evaluation

me in-
involves a determination of outcome levels and of outcom

To the extent possible, these analyses are

uts and outputs. -
b dual contributions, and are

based both on combined and indivi

examined relative to program goals.
For ease of analysis, it is possible to sepa

rate these func-

tions as follows:

e process evaluation:

1) outputs )
%2) contribﬁtion of inputs,
to outputs;

combined and individually,

® outcome evaluation:

outcomes .
EZ% contribu%ion of inputs and outputs, combined and

individually to outcomes.

component is that of outputs, as speci-

The easiest evaluation . .
since outputs are defined with-

fied under process evaluation, ed.
Additionally, outputs are produced within

in the program, ‘ .
P Outcome determination,

and during the duration of the program. :
on the other hand, is more difficult in that it requires a
iminal behavior both during the program and,

etermination of cr i
: for a specified

if the outcome evaluation is comprehensive, ‘
termination of program participation..
bservation of the population
to deter-

eir related

period of time after
Ideally, it would also involve o : .
evaluated over the post-release time period in order
tent to which crimes are committed and th
however, outcomes are measured

k ation or parole

mine the ex
costs are imposed. Typically,
by rearrests due to technical revocations of prob
As mentioned earlier, arrests con-

status, OT reconvictions.
: go unreported,

tribute highly imperfect data since many crimes
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or if reported, go unsolved. Reconvictions similarly account
for only a fraction of crimes, and therefore are not a good
measure of outcome. Technical probation or parole violations
are typically meaningless as outcome measures; they are too
often measumes of processing intolerance. Nevertheless, in
the absence of total surveillance, convictions and arrests
constitute the best recidivism measures available. Most out-
come evaluations stop at this point. One step beyond this
level would be to incorporate a severity index to measure
crime seriousness. Finally, thorough outcome evaluation would
require that crimes be translated into the costs imposed, fhus
creating a common basis for comparison (dollars).

The real difficulties, however, lie in evaluating the
extent to which inputs contribute to ocutputs for process eval-
uaticn, and the extent to which inputs contribute to outcomes
for outcome evaluation. Further, it is impotrtant to determine
the extent to which outputs and outcomes are attributable to
program intervention. More specifically, the net contribution
of inputs and outputs to program intervention must be deter-
mined. Exploration of these problems leads to a discussion
of the evaluation design area.

EVALUATION DESIGN

A primary resource in evaluation literature is: Douglas
Lipton, Robert Martinson, and Judith Wilks, The Effectiveness
of Correctional Treatment: A Survey of Treatment Evaluation
Studies (10). Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks conducted a survey
of all evaluations of criminal and juvenile justice system cor-
rectional programs conducted between 1945 and 1968. From this
evaluation universe, they selected a sample of programs which
met their criteria (constituting only a fraction of all evalu-
ation studies). The selection criteria were based on program
design. Lipton (10, p. 15) defined the following acceptable
program designs in their order of desirability or acceptability:
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(1) Classical design which '"calls for equivalent experi-
mental (treated) and control (untreated) groups. In
both groups a 'before' measure is made of the depend-
ent variable (the desired result, that is, output
or outcome) to determine a base line against which
change can be measured. Then the experimental group
is exposed to the treatment which needs to be evalu-
ated. After treatment, an after measurement is made
in both the experimental and control groups to deter-
mine what changes have taken place.'" The classical
design is the ideal program design, but is often dif-
ficult to implement. Other. designs are, therefore,
‘compromises in the classical design approach.

(2) An after-only design with the control group. In this
. compromise, nc "befbre" measures were developed.
Therefore, different "after'" measures for the experi-
mental and control groups constitute the basis for
evaluation,

(3) A before-after design, without control group. Here,
no control group was included in the evaluation,
therefore, the difference between preprogram and
post-program behavior on the part of the program par-
ticipants constitutes the substance for evaluation.

(4) After-only design. Here, an experimental group, made
up of program participants, is exposed to treatment
and then measurement is taken to determine if, and
to what extent, the desired results (improved outputs
or outcomes) have been achieved,

The '"compromise' evaluation designs, designs (2), (3),
and (4) just mentioned, are flawed, from a purely research
point of view, Only the classical design allows for an accur-
ate determination of incentive output or outcome, and the ex-
ternit to which outcome can be attributed to program intervention.
Even within a classical design, however, it is difficult to
determine the contribution of individual inputs to outputs.
Similarly, it is also difficult to determine the contribution
of inputs and outputs to outcomes. The same measurement prob-
lems which plague determination of the direct cost of crime
are also found in program evaluation, particularly outcome
evaluation, It is difficult to measure enthusiasm, commit-
ment, or dedication of staff and volunteers. In fact, typically,
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evaluators do not try, and these variables are excluded from
the evaluation. Separating the outcome effects of profes-
sional psychiatric counseling in comparison to group counsel-
ing, one-to-one, staff, and volunteer-to-juvenile offender
relationships are also very difficult. Even within the '"best"
framework of a classical design, evaluation has not, as yet,
overcome these hurdles,

However, programs incorporating a classical design are
not very common. Besides the planning foresight and the ad-
ministrative difficulties involved in implementation, there
may be an ethical objection as well., Project New Pride in
Denver, one of the programs examined later in this chapter,
illustrates this objection. In its originally conceived de-
sign, Project New Pride incorporated a classical design.
Juveniles with fairly extensive offense records, including
juveniles adjudicated delinquent for serious offenses, who

L e S . S P g S

came before the juvenile court on a subsequent charge, were
to be randomly placed in Project New Pride or incarcerated
in juvenile institutions. Public release of the planned pro-
gram design, however, stirred such a public outcry that the
classical evaluation design had to be rejected.

EVALUATION SHORTCOMINGS

The Project New Pride example serves as a reminder that
real-world evaluation is considerably different from idealized
evaluation design and intent., There are two principal real-
world conditions which have contributed mightily to a preva-
lence of program-serving rather than éociety-serving evalua-
tions., The first is that government funding for a great many
programs depends upon demonstrated effectiveness, as determined
by an evaluation. The second condition, reiated to the first,
is that people who supply information to the evaluation often
have '"a personal...investment in the outcome of the assess-

ment'" (21, p. 344). The most common evaluation shortcoming
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is the substitute of output measurement (process evaluation)
for outcome measurement (outcome evaluation).

Progréms are often justified in terms of the outputs
they produce rather than the outcomes that are effected.
Juvenile justice system processing from police to corrections
abounds with such examples. Some police departments, for
example, justify Federal or State government funded projects
on the basis of high clearance arrest rates (36, p. 3). Upon
close examination, actual arrests based on evidence which is
substantial enough to result in comvictions remains unchanged,
while other "technical' clearances and arrests increase dramat-
jcally. Residential and nonresidential correctional programs
provide intensive services in-program rather than referring
nclients" to existing community-based resources. Then, they
justify their existence‘on the basis of improved test per-
formances, procurement of a job at the minimum wage, OT gradu-
ation from the program hierarchical structure. Similarly,
special government funded institutional programs justify their
continued existence on the basis of inmates' conformation to
institutional norms and standards.

What all this means is that there must be a decision-
making body to evaluate the evaluations. Those decision-makers
would determine which programs generate genuine reductions in
crime production, and then fund accordingly. If this is mnot
done, then all of these evaluations+are for naught. When it
is considered that most programs include a budget component
for evaluation, ranging to 10 percent of budgeted expendi-
tures, it is evident that evaluation of justice system process-
ing cbsts involves many millions of dollars annually, and that

those resources need more coordination.

OUTCOME EFFECTIVENESS OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING

This chapter, though critical of many research evaluation
techniques, is intended to elucidate all possible and actual
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limitations of program evaluation design and implementation.;
It is now important to examine the juvenile justice system '
as a whole, and each of the functioning areas within, to dis-
cover the extent to which programs are effective in bringing
about a reduction in crifie production.

General Effectiveness of Justice System Processing as a Whole:
Incapacitation and Deterrence Considered

One of the components of the economic model developed in
Chapter II was an incapacitation and deterrence function (Fig-
ure 4, p. 44). Police output in the form of clearances was
assumed to be negatively correlated with the number and type
of crimes committed. It is this assumption, actually a dual
assumption, which will now be examined: (1) a negative correla-
tion between police processing activity and actual erimes
committed, which constitutes incapacitatien and deterrenée;
and (2) offender rationality, upon which any deterrent effect
rests (32, pp. 425 and 431), Incapacitation is conceptually
the simpler of the two. Ideally, offenders are isolated so
that they are unable to commit crimes against the population
at large, and so that crime levels will be reduced. Those
offenders who commit major crimes or repeated minor crimeé,
if isolated in a secure program setting, cannot continue their
crime production in the general community. Proponents of the
incapacitation theory maintain that isolation will achieve
these results, and that a certain subgroup of the population
(i.e., repeat offenders) commit a majority of the crimes.
This position assumes that if a substantial number of the indi-
viduals in this class or subculture are isolated, crime-at-
large will necessarily diminish. Also, that if convicted
serious offenders are all isolated, serious crime will diminish
considerably (32, pp. 431-432),.

Opponents of the incapacitation theory state that these
results will not be achieved, and that there is not an
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identifiable core.of individuals that commit crime. Rather,
they believe that crime is a socioeconomic phenomenon, and
that the critical variable is not that a small segment.of

the population is responsible, but that there are multiple
sources of crime. These potential sources would include
several large subcultures of potential offenders and the
prevalence of crime situations. If convicted offendefs are
isolated but the prevalence of potential crime situatioms are
not radically reduced, other individuals will take their place
and become offenders, Statistics certainly seem to bear out
this latter theory. For years large numbers of offendefs,
juvenile and adult, serious and non-serious, have bee? in-
carcerated, yet crime has not fallen. Indeed, according to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the number of serious
crimes reported to the police has increased over the past
decade (105, p. 37). The problem in establishing the exist-
ence or nonexistence of an incapacitation effect lies in .
isolating all other effects so that there is a reliable basis
for study. Thus far, no research method has been developed
to do this, nor has any method been developed to delineate
crime-affecting variables other than deterrence. Many a?—
tempts have been made, nonetheless, and several have claimed
delineation of an incapacitative effect (32).

Deterrence theory, on the other hand, is neither concep-
tually simple nor straightfoward. Deterrence theory.rests
upon the assumption of offender ratiomality. It posits that
offenders perceive changes in swiftness, certainty, and
severity of punishment of crimes, and act rationally, accord-
ingly. There is much disagreement regarding the existence
and extent of this deterrent effect. One study even concludes
that deterrence does not represent a theory, but a doctrine;
and until it can be stated as 2 testable hypothesis, there
is little prospect of useful deterrence research (44, p. 1).
The consensus in the literature, however, is that there is a

demonstrable deterrence effect (44, pp. 2-4). But this position
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states that the deterrence effect accounts for only a fraction

of the variation in crime, and is much more operational for some

crimes than for others (44, p. 424). Outcome Effectiveness of Police Processing

Kobrin and Bergman determined that deterrence accounted

for approximately ome-third of the variation in major felony
crimes, while 50 percent of the variation was accounted for

by sociodemographic variables (44, p. 30). Another study,
the San Mateo County Post-demographic Study, reached the

following supporting conclusions:

e ‘'within each of the offense groups, whether there was
a commitment to the Department of Corrections, jail,
or probation, the length of term of that commitment

had no statistically significant impact on recidivism;"

and

e '"those factors which did prove to have a statistically
significant impact on recidivism were the offender's
employment status, occupational skills, educational
achievement, and prior involvement with the criminal
justice system’ (86, p. S--emphasis added).

Differing opinions exist regarding deterrent effects on
different types of offenses. Geerken and Gove (32, p. 439)
conclude that deterrence is least likely to be in effect for
violent crimes and most likely to be in effect for property
crimes like: burglary, auto theft, and larceny. Homicide
and assault seldom appear to be predominately rational acts,
and rape is more complex. Unlike homicide and aggravated as-
sault, rape is rarely committed in anger, and thus it would
seem that the assessment of risk by the offender would be
weighed against the potential legal penalty (32, p. 427).
Furthermore, alcohol and drugs have been determined to be a

factor in a substantial percentage (33 to 50) of all homicides,

rapes, and aggravated assaults (32, pp. 428-429). This fact
limits any deterrent effect for those offenses. One irony is
that in justice system processing, those crimes for which the
deterrence effect is least in evidence, or least operable,
are alsc the crimes characterized by highest clearances by
arrest rates, and by assignment of the most severe sanctions
y the courts. KXobrin and Bergman (44) conclude that the
“goterrent effect is most evident in police processing and is

substantially reduced by court processing.
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Police input and output levels have changed dramatically
in the last dozen years. Following the riots of the middle
60's, and the subsequent creation of LEAA, aggregate police
expenditures on a national level more than doubled in the
next ten years. LEAA made billions of dollars available both
for the purchase of highly refined police equipment and for
the development of innovative pclice programs. Whether these
resources and techniques have resulted in greater effective-
ness in diminishing serious crime and the related costs is
hard to measure. It is very difficult, given existing data
sources, collecticn system, and research techniques, to iso-
late one relationship (e.g., between aggregate crime production
and a single explanatory variable, such as police processing)
from the complex interrelationships that apparently exist.
More difficult still is to distinguish the effect of indivi-
dual police functions on overall crime production levels.
Unlike measuring the effectiveness of correctional programs
(where program participants can be '"tracked'" through program
duration and their future crime activity approximated by
their subsequent repenetration into the juvenile justice sys-
tem), police outcome effectiveness can only be measured in
terms of impact on some segment of society, such as a neigh-
borhood. This raises a second problem, which is how to mea-
sure police outcome effectiveness. Arrests and clearances
are a measure of police activity or output reported by police
officers themselves, with considerable variation in reporting
procedures. As such, they constitute measures of police pro-
ductivity, but do not constitute measures of outcomes., Fur-
thermore, the number of crimes reported is also directly re-
lated to the amount of police resources; or, more specifically,
to the police resources allocated to patrol in the community.
Several studies have demonstrated a correlation between police

presence in the community and reporting rates. This correlation
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would have a biasing effect on official statistics such as
those contained in Uniform Crime Repor%s. Thus, researchers
are left with only one source of unbiased statistics: victim-
ization studies., Victimization data, except in the few cities
where data collection has taken place, are statistically extra-
polated from a core sample of households. Current data col-
lection procedures, therefore, preclude any totally wunbiased
determination of the effectiveness of police processing.
Several studies, however, have attempted to minimize these
problems by providing at least partial answers to the problem
of determining police outcome effectiveness. One of the most
important of these studies is the Criminal Investigation Pro-
cess conducted by the Rand Corporation (4). This study exam-
ined police processing in general, but focused on the investi-
gation process as separate from police crime prevention and
control activities, Among the study's major conclusions were:

e On investigative effectiveness: differences in investi-
gative training, staffing, workload, and procedures
appear to have no appreciable effect on crime, arrest,
or clearance rates (4, pp. 226-229).

¢ The method by which investigators are organized (i.e.,
team policing, specialists versus generalists, patrol-
man-investigators) cannot be related to variations in
crime, arrest, and clearance rates (4, pp. 226-229).

e On the use of investigator's time: substantially more
than half of all serious recorded crimes receive no
more than superficial sttention from investigators
(4, pp. 229-230).

e The data is consistently revealed that an investigator's
time is largely consumed in reviewing reports, docu-
menting files, attempting to locate and interview vic-
tims on cases that experience shows will not be solved.
For cases that are solved (i.e., a suspect is identi-
fied), an investigator spends more time in post-
clearance processing than he does in identifying the
perpetrator (4, pp. 229-230),

e On how cases are solved: the single most important
determinant of whether or not a case will be solved is
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the information the victim supplies to the immediate
responding patrol officer. If information that
uniquely identifies the perpetrator is not presented
at the time the crime is reported, the perpetrator
by and large will not be subsequently identified (4,
pPP. 229-230). .

e On how cases are solved: of those cases that are ulti-
mately cleared, but for which the perpetrator is not
jdentifiable at the time of the initial police inci-
dent report, almost all clearances are a result of
routine police procedures (4, pp. 229-230).

e On collecting physical evidence: many police depart-
ments collect more physical evidence than can be pro-
ductively processed. Analysis shows that allocating
more resources to increasing the processing capabili-
ties of the department can lead to more identifica-
tions in some other investigative actions (4, p. 230).

e On investigative reporting: in relatively few depart-
ments do investigators consistently and thoroughly
document the key evidentiary facts that reasonably
assure that the prosecutor can obtain a conviction
on most serious applicable charges (4, p. 232).

e On investigative thoroughness: police failure to docu-
ment a case investigation thoroughly may have contri-
buted to a higher case dismissal rate and a weakening
of the prosecutor's plea bargaining position (4, p. 232).

These conclusions can be collapsed into summary conclu-

sions: (1) that police resources can generally best be allo-

. cated to prevention and patrol activities and that resources
~deployed in investigation should concentrate on those crimes

for which information is most immediately available (i.e.,
violent crimes--which also impose the greatest direct cost on
society); (in economic terminology, the rate of return on
police resources deployed in prevention and patrol activites
will be higher than for investigation, therefore, the greater
portion of police resources should be deployed in prevention
and patrol); and (2) investigative effort could be better and
more productively organized.

Later, when the effectiveness of different correctional
processing functions is assessed, it will become apparent that
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these two conclusions are generally applicable across the
whole spectrum of juvenile justice processing. There is con-
siderable room for reallocation of resources among different
functions within any one program, as well as an opportunity
for reorganization within each of the different functions.*

Patrol Activities

Police patrol activities were conducted primarily on foot
for many years. Gradually patrol activities became more motor-
ized and by the early 1960's, the major porticn of patrol activ-
ities in urban areas were conducted by automobile, especially
in crime prone neighborhoods. In the late 1960's and in the
1970's, however, several '"innovative'" programs were established
and directed at creating better community relations. These
programs in¢luded team policing, which involved the placement
of many police substations in the community, and the recruit-
ment of civilians for neighborhood policing. The most exten-
sive of these attempted innovations was team policing. This
experiénce is instructive both in terms of the short- and long-
term impact of innovations on police processing and criminal
justice processing in general, and in terms of the short and
long run police responsiveness to significant innovations.

Team Policing

Team poliicing grew out of police reform efforts undertaken
in the wake of urban unrest in mid-1960's (15, p. 18). In 1967,

*For further discussion of the production and cost functions,
please see: '"The Multi-Output Translog Production Cost Function:
The Case of Law Enforcement Agencies' (23); "Production, Cost,
and Expenditure Determinant Functions of Police Services'" (38);
"Factor Demands in the Provisions of Public Safety" (79); '"Quasi
Returns to Scale in the Provision c¢f Police Services' (80);
"Police Effectiveness and the Production Function for Law En-
forcement'" (116); and '"Economies of Scale and Municipal Police
Service: The Illinois Experience" (117).
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the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis-
tration of Justice recommended that '"'police departments should
commence experimentation with a team policing concept that
envisions those officers with patrol and investigative duties
combining under unified command with flexible assignments to
deal with the crime problem in a defined sector" (15, p. 8).
The Commission stressed the organizational aspects of team
policing. Then, in 1973, the National Advisory Commission

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals report stated that

fhe basic rationale for team policing is ''that the team learn
the neighborhood, its people and its problems" (15, p. 8).
Team policing programs were initiated in a number of police
departments, many with the aid of LZAA funding.. Various sur-
veys have listéd 128 cities that have experimented with some
form of team policing. In only a few, however, have the ex-
periments lasted more than just a few years. The Police Foun-
dation, for example, in 1973 published a book which included
generally positive descriptions of team policing experiments
in seven cities--Dayton, Detroit, New York City, Syracuse,
Holyocke (Massachusetts), Los Angeles, and Richmond (California).
Today, team policing exists in only two of those cities (Los
Angeles and Syracuse) (15, p. 6).

Evaluations of team policing efforts have all been cau-

tious in their conclusions, generally identifying small bene-
ficial impacts of team policing relative to traditional policy
procedures, but not concluding that team policing itself repre-
sents a major technological innovation. Three evaluations
completed in the last year or so (though as yet wunpublished)
all adopt this cautious tone. One survey looked at team polic-
ing programs in 19 cities; a second focused on a single city,
Cincinnati; and the most recent survey studied LEAA funded
pilot programs at six sites: Boulder, Colorado; Elizabeth,
New Jersey; Multinomah County, Oregan; Hartford, Connecticut;
Santa Ana, California; and Winston-Salem, North Carolina (15,
P. 7). The conclusion of this last study sums up the general
tone of evaluation literature by concluding that:
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"The experiences at the six sites during a year or two
do not provide a basis for a strong prescription on whe-

ther to implement team policing or not. We found both
advantages and disadvantages associated with neighborhood

team pslicing. These appear to be of relatively equal

weight...Further, neither advantages nor disadvantages

are strong...The program is not likely to help a great

deal nor is it likely to hurt. The merits and liabilities

of team policing appear roughly in balance' (15, p. 7).

If one studies the team policing experiences as reflected
in the various evaluations and descriptions, a consistent pat-
tern emerges. In almost every police jurisdiction where the
team policing concept was implemented, participating officers
embrace the innovations enthusiastically. These officers are
eépecially pleased with the decentralized decision-making and
freedom from departmentél dress regulations aspects. The
community generally responded positively as well. But what
happened after a short time was that the latitude accorded
through decentralized decision-making slowly began to be under-
mined by decisions from above, and laterally by officers in
nonexperimental sectors of the jurisdiction. Continual under-
mining typically resulted in. the eventual discontinuance of
team policing altogether or evolved into a "watered-down" pro-

" gram characterized by 1little difference from traditional

policing methods (15).

Once again, the conclusion emerges that two of the most
important variables affecting positive processing outcomes are
commitment and enthusiasm on the part of processing personnel
(regular, part-time, or volunteer). These variables, being
very difficult to Quanfify,:are typically relegated to a very
minor position in the overall evaluation, or are ignored alto-

‘gether. Furthermore, processing personnel characterized by

the greatest commitment and enthusiasm are typically those
least likely to adhere to administrative standards developed
internally. Hence, innovative prbgrams which generate commit-
ment and enthusiasm, typically generate resistance among exist-
ing administrators; and the programs are slowly undermined or
discontinued. :
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One modeling study of the entire justice system attri-
buted this resistance to innovation to a "self-regulating
apparatus" in every administrative hierarchy which '"serves
to stabilize operations and maintain efficiency at the ex-
pense of achieving effective, unified crime control policies"
(18, p. 261).

Not all innovative programs, however, are progressively
undermined and discontinued. Some police innovations spread
very quickly and continue to endure. These innovations, how-
ever, are characterized by the use of sophisticated hardware
or highly specialized prccessing functions, rather than by
commitment or enthusiasm in establishing closer community ties.
Such successful innovations include specialized investigation
and apprehension teams. Administrators tend to heartily en-
dorse such programs. When such programs are discontinued,
it is typically because local legislatures balk at the high
cost of maintaining or operating such teams,

One other alternative to traditional police processing
is subcontracting on the part of a jurisdiction to another
police jurisdiction, or to a privately operated processing
program or corporation. In such subcontracts, desired out-
puts and outcomes could be specified, as was done by the city
of Rancho Palos Verdes, California with the Los Angeles County
Sheriff's Department,

In general, the effectiveness of police processing in
achieving reductions in crime, particularly serious crime,
can be effected by removing offenders from the community and,
thereby, deterring actual or potential offenders from commit-
ting as much crime as they would in the absence of any police
intervention. Effectiveness of police processing, however,
is only one of several determinants of overall crime produc-
tion. The major contribution of police processing comes
from patrol activities. Most arrests result from immediate
or very quick police response to reported crime (4, p. 225)
whereas relatively fewer crimes are solved by investigation
of crimes where little immediate information exists.
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Up to now, this analysis has focused on whether police
processing achieves a reduction in crime levels. If the
focus of the analysis is shifted to discover if crime costs
are diminished by police processing, another major relation-
ship is suggested. This relationship is concerned with whe-
ther initial police contact is a determinant of the overall
direct costs of crime. A major portion of the high cost of
violent crime is psychic injury and the attitudinal behavior
on the part of the responding officer is critical. When re-
sponding officers are compassionate and sensitive, as well
as thorough in documenting evidence, the costs of violent
crime to the victim will be substantially less. Whereas if
the tone of the police officer is very cool or dispassionate,
the costs are higher. Once again, subjective variables are

crucial in diminishing crime costs.

Citizen Patrols

One other innovation related to police processing that
involves one of the major police functions is the emergence
of citizen patrols, Citizen patrol projects, like team
policing and other innovative police programs designed to
improve police/community relations, grew after the urban
unrest in the mid-1960's. A recent study indicated that
there are more than 800 citizen patrols currently operating
in urban areas where the population is 250,000 or more (119),
The study also determined that citizen patrols do not die
out quickly. Citizen patrols last an average of four to
five and one-half years (considerably longer than team po-
licing programs!). Furthermore, unlike innovative police pro-
grams, only a small number of citizen patrol programs are
government funded. Only six had LEAA financial support, and
onlﬁ another ten patrol groups received funds from local
government offices., Citizen patrols are generally low cost
operations. Typically, they consist simply of a group of
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community residents banding together to patrol neighborhoods
with the goal of preventing crime. These patrol efforts are
primarily aimed at preventing residential crime.

The previously mentioned study of citizen patrols across
the country attempted to determine the effectiveness of the
patrols (119, p. 22) by measuring both outcomes and outputs,
The project staff decided that outcome evaluation was not
possible for the same reasons which were previously delineated
in this study, that the only real substantive data would be
actual victimization data, but such data were not forthcoming.
Also, it was felt that “reported crimes would not be a sub-
stitute for victimization data because crime statistics re-
flect only crimes actually reported to the police" (119, p. 5).
The patrol outputs were intended to estimate whether there
was an increased sense of security on the part of the commu-
nity and improved police/community relatiomns. The evaluation
effort indicated the existence of outputs but was unable to
draw any conclusions about the outcome effectiveness of citi-
zen patrol proiects,

Unlike police and corrections functions, a major func-
tion of court processing is to ensure the rights of the de-
fendant. Large numbers of dismissals in serious crime cases
are due to technical due process violations on the'part of
the police, or pre-adjudicatory court processing services
which diminishes the effectiveness of court processing in
reducing crime levels. Such dismissals, if substantial, also
diminish the deterrence and incapacitation effects of police
processing to such a degree that other offenders begin to

_assume that an arrest will not lead to conviction., A major

function of the courts, therefore, is to serve as a check on
the performance of the police and corrections. The courts
regulate and control the flow of offenders from police pro-
cessing into corrections and back into the community. Ideally,
the courts weigh aggregate costs in an individual situation,
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The costs weighed are those associated with crimes committed
- plus the potential commission of additional crimes, against
costs to the offender and indirect costs to the community.
These costs are manifested in terms of system processing and
offender unproductivity. The decision to release or to process
the cffender in a community setting, versus processing in an
isolated, secure setting, is then based on the level of
trade-off between these costs.

In actuality, however, several distortions take place.
It is incontestable that there is enormous variation among
jurisdictions in the adjudication and disposition of crimes.
This is true even when the offenders and the crimes with
which they are charged exhibit similar characteristics. It
is this variation which has, in good part, stimulated the
legislative limitations on judicial discretion. Some of the
variance in the use of discretion, however, is due to a con-
scientious judicial perception of the dispositional choices
available. Judges in jurisdictions with secure correctional
programs which are humane may place certain juveniles in such
programs, whereas other judges perceiving secure programs as
inhumane, will place the offender in a community-based cor-
rectional program instead, Much of the variation, however,
appears to be attributable to the fact that some judges simply
incarcerate much more than others.

Another distortion affecting court processing effective-
ness is the long delays which occur between arrest and dis-
position, Court delays in large urban jurisdictions are par--
ticularly widespread. There is some evidence which indicates
that witnesses are less eager to participate after a long
delay. Court delays alsc contribute to the rate of dismissal
and the number of plea bargains which are negotiated (70,
rp. 13-16).
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Court Processing Innovations

Despite the fact that the perceived lack of effective-
ness of traditional court processing has led to a limitation
of judicial discretion through legislative action, it has
also spawned four major innovations: (1) diversion programs,
(2) specialized court processing programs, (3) private pro-
cessing, and (4) participation of prosecutors in adjudication
and disposition proceedings.

A Diversion Program Serving Primarily Sericus Offenders

Juvenile diversion programs typically serve status of-
fenders or minor property offense violators. A few juvenile
diversion programs accept juveniles guilty of serious offenses,
but only one diversion program was located where most of the
program participants are (or at least for the year 1974)
serious offenders. This is the Neighborhoéd Youth Diversion
Program (NYDP) in New York City, originally funded in 1970 as
a three year project, and subsequently taken over by the New
York State Division of Criminal Justice Services (72). Youth
charged with rape, aggravated assault, robbery, and burglary,
as well as lesser crimes, are referred to the program. Re-
ferrals are received from the pelice, the intake section of
the probation department, and by the Family Court. The ser-
vices include an in-program education program, psychological
testing, medical examination, psychiatric counseling, and
there are some referrals to community mental health service
centers. In 1974, 396 youth were successfully diverted at a
cost of $1,000 per youth.

Specialized Court Intake Programs

Specialized court intake centers designed to provide an
intensive battery of testing and counseling services to sub-
populations of juveniles who have been convicted of offenses
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and are awaiting disposition are not rare. Court intake pro-
grams, however, with authority to place juveniles convicted
of serious crimes in correctional alternatives of their own
choosing, are rare. One such program that has the authority
to place serious offenders is the Wayne County, Michigan In-
take Center. This agency is located within a large umbrella
program called the Decentralization Project (57). As part of
the Decentralization Project, a study of the effectiveness

of alternative programs within the project and the county was
undertaken. An evaluation determined that intake processing
placement of serious offenders in the community setting was
effective and cost-effective relative to other correctional
alternatives, involving up to three month stays. After three
months, placements were determined to '"deteriorate in effec-
tiveness.'" They concluded that this was due to '"the earlier
release of the most successful community youth, and the con-
comitant increase (at around six months) in the proportion of
'difficult' youth remaining in the community population' (57,
p. 45).

The intake center's method of placing juvenile offenders
is instructive as an example of juvenile justice system frag-
mentation. The intake center was designed to supplement the
Wayne -County Juvenile Court processing. However, a pattern
soon developed with regard to the types of youth processed
and placed. Court intake officers placed status offenders
and juveniles guilty of minor offenses on probation, or re-
ferred them to the State. Juvenile court judges placed the
""most placeable" (primarily white) serious offenders in private
institutions. The most seriocus offenders, therefore, were
passed on to the intake center which then proceeded to make
use of existing Decentralization Station Project residential,
community—based‘programs. Most of these juvenile offenders
were successfully placed there. Therefore, the most serious
offenders were being placed in a community program, while the
less serious offenders were being placed in institutions.
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Private Processing of Serious Juvenile Offenders

In Region II in Massachusetts, all juveniles charged
with crimes, even the most serious crimes, are referred by
the police to a privately operated processing program. This
organization was called the Community Advancement Program
(CAP) whose job it was to provide the appropriate level of
detention supervision, ranging from release to parents, to
secure detention. Those juveniles determined to need some level
of detention supervision, but not residential processing, are
"tracked." Tracking in this instance means that the juve-
nile was accompanied and supervised by a staff member for at
least five hours a day, seven days a week. CAP also provides
treatment services, under contract with the Massachusetts
Department of Youth Services, to adjudicated delinquents. <CAP
receives an average of $120 per week for nonresidential pro-
cessing.

Pgrtic?pation of the County Prosecutor in Adjudication and
Disposition

While the increased participation of the county prose-
cutor in juvenile court processing does not constitute an
innovation in the sense of a new experimental program, it does
represent a depature from the norm. Traditional informal
court processing has been largely in response to the 'perceived"
leniency or ineffectiveness on the part of the court in pro-
cessing serious juvenile offenders.

A number of courts have special career or violent offend-
er bureaus in the district attorney's office, funded by LEAA
as part of its 'career criminal' program (54). Such bureaus
typically focus on adult offenders, although district attorneys
generally have the option of involving themselves in juvenile
court cases. District attorneys are more likely to partici-
pate in juvenile court adjudication and disposition when serious
offenses are involved. Two recent evaluations of special
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district attorneys' programs, the Bronx County District Attor-
neys Major Offense Bureau, and the Suffolk (Massachusetts)
Major Violators Project found that there were significantly
smaller delays between arrest and disposition (54, 71). The
Major Offense Bureau (MOB) median time was 97 days, as com-
pared to over 400 days for other bureaus within the district
attorney's office. Similarly, the Major Violators Program
(MVP) median time was 112 days, as éompared to 341 days. In-
creased conviction rates also resulted for both programs (MOB,
96 percent, as compareé to 84 percent; MVP, 896.4 percent, as
compared to 87.2 percent); and the severity of sentence in-
creased (MOB, a maximum sentence of ten years, as compared to
three and one-half years; MVP, 12 years and two months, as com-
pared to nine years and eight months). Both programs, there-
fore, effect significant contributions to all three components

of deterrence. Moreover, by focusing on chronic serious offenders,

they contributed to an incapacitation effect.

These, of course, represent output rather than outcome
effects, If deterrence and incapacitation are effective,
then such processing programs will realize an outcome effect
as well.

Outcome Effectiveness of Detention Processing

When detention processing is examined, the same problems
are encountered as in court processing. The first is that
the major function of detention, as spelled out by the courts,
is not to protect society but to insure that the offender will
appear in court. Societal protection is subordinate to in-
suring that the offender will be processed. These two objec-
tives can and do conflict, such as when a juvenile convicted
of several serious offenses is charged with a new one and
is released on recognizance rather than detained. Outccme
measurement is concerned solely with subsequent crime production.
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The rate at which participants in alternative detention pro-
grams show up at court hearings represents an output measure.
Studies of detention generally focus on this type of output
measurement and evaluation. Also, they typically include
only a descriptive assessment of outcome measurement, or they
ignore it altogether. Outcome measurement would, of course,
be very difficult. The same problems are present as in other
processing functions in separating out factors affecting crime
production and the effect of detention on outcome effective-
ness.

The most recent large scale detention evaluation is the
Use of Secure Detention for Juveniles and Alternatives to Its

Use (77). The authors, Pappenfort and Young, included outcome
evaluation as well as output evaluation. Arrests were used
as the outcome measure. Arrests were not differentiated by
type of crime allegedly committed, however. Table 46 (p. 172)
presents the results of the Pappenfort and Young evaluation
of outcome and output effectiveness over the detention time

period (77, p. 125). A breakdown of arrests by crimes al-

legedly committed would be necessary to provide a basis for
analyzing outcome effectiveness in terms of the crime cost

imposed.

A question left unaddressed here, and in most other stu-
dies, is the longer run impact of secure detention. Coates,
Miller, and Ohlin (2) did examine the long run consequences
of both the decision to detain and the decision as to what
type (with regard to security) of detention processing to use.
They were, however, unable to objectively determine these
long run consequences, although the interviews they conducted
with juveniles led them to consider some long run effects.

Outcome Effectiveness of Correctional Processing

Output and outcome effectiveness will be briefly explored
for two States characterized by inncvative juvenile justice
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TABLE 46

PERCENTAGES OF YOUTHS WHO RAN AWAY OR ALLEGEDLY COMMITTED NEW

OFFENSES, FOR 14 ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

PERCENT
TYPE OF PROGRAM
Interim Running
Offenses Away Total
Home Detention
Programs:
Program Auveceeeeses 4,5 3.0 7.5
Program BIJ...I.'.‘ 4.4 8.4 12.8
Program Cieecensces 2.4 0.0 2.4
Program Diesvecanns 5.2 0.0 5.2
Program Eoveeieeacans 2.4 1.9 4.3
Program Fn esssdes e IOolab ) oab 10-lab
Program Geiesiseacas 5.5 . 5.5
Attention Homes:
Ahaconda........,.. NA NA NA
BOulder..-...-...-. 2'6a 2.6a Slza
Helenaeceeossosnsoes NA NA NA
Programs for Runaways:
Jacksonville.eeee.. ees 4.1 4.1
Pittsburgheeeecece. 0.03d 7.84 7.83d
Private Residential
Foster Homes:
New Bedford.seesees 0.0 10.0 10.0
Springfieldev.es... 1.2 6.8 8.0

a

bRunaways may not be included.

Information based on interview only.

®Not applicable.
d

Includes youths not within court jurisdictionm.
AInformation not available.

Source: 77, p. 125
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system processing: Massachusetts and Minnesota, and by repre-
sentative programs among the corrections program types: non-
residential community-based supervision, residential community-
based programs, outward bound, and secure processing.

Statewide Innovative Correction Processing: Massachusetts and
Minnesota

Massachusetts and Minaesota represent the most innovative
States in terms of juvenile justice system programs. Massachu-
setts is innovative because of the deinstitutionalization of
juvenile offenders in 1972, and their subsequent reliance on
community-based programs and small, secure, primarily privately
operated treatment programs (2, 75). Minnesota is also con-
sidered innovative because of its statewide program of decen-
tralized correctional programming at the county level for both
juveniles and adults (39, p. 1). In addition, both States are
characterized by highly refined data availability and analysis,
The Minnesota Community Corrections Act is actually a second
generation extension of California's probation subsidy program.
A similar, though considerably more complex, funding mechanism
determines the amount of State funds to be dispersed at the
county level based on commitments to State institutions. The
overall outcome effectiveness of Minnesota's Community Correc-
tions Act has yet to be demonstrated, although the Act was
instituted in 1974, since membership is voluntary and counties
have trickled in one by one, or in small groups (39, pp. 21-24},.
Minnesota's most populous county, Hennepin (Minneapolis) did
not enter until January 1, 1978. Outcome measurement has con-
sequently not yet been undertaken. In Massachusetts, however,
nearly seven years have passed since the closing of the last
centralized State juvenile institution, and their subsequent
reliance on small-scale community programming. Coates, Miller,
and Ohlin undertook a number of different studies of the dein-
stitutionalization experience. One of the studies was a 12
month outcome comparison of juveniles processed in the old
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system and released in fiscal year 1967—1968, and juveniles
processed in the deinstitutionalized system and released in
1973-1974. Table 47 (p. 175) shows the results of that
recidivism comparison study (2, pp. 152-155). Region VII
showed a decline in recidivism in the new system, relative
to the o0ld, using reappearance in court as a recidivism mea-
sure. However, when a disposition (or sentence, since juve-
niles processed in adult courts the next time around were
inciuded) on probation or commitment to a corrections pro-
gram was used as a recidivism measure, Region II showed a
major decline of approximately one-third, In the original
study written in 1975, Coates, Miller, and Ohlin included in
their conclusions that:

e In the newer system, since around 80 percent of the
ycuth are in relatively open settings with relatively
low recidivism rates, the policy implication is clear:
it is possible to put the majority of youth in open
settings without exposing the community to inordinate
danger. This policy implication holds regardless of

whether the selections are due to selection or pro-
gram effect.

e There are regional differences in the new systems,

In particular, the region that appears to have imple-
mented the range of new programs most aggressively
has cut its recidivism rate virtually in half.

This latter conclusion was somewhat exaggerated because
the data was later adjusted downward slightly so that the
actual cut in recidivism over a 12 month period amounted to
a third when probationer recommitment was the recidivism mea-
sure. In the original table, the drop in recidivism for the
first six months was more than half, from 59 to 29 percent.

Coates, Miller, and Ohlin in their later study include
a breakdown of recidivism by correctional program type. Table
48 (p. 176) shows that the highest recidivism rate is asso-
ciated with jail and secure care, while the lowest recidivism
characteristics are correlated with nonresidential care, foster
care, and group homes (2, p. 2). Coates, Miller, and Ohlin do
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TABLE 47

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR BOYS IN THE 1968 AND 1974 SAMPLES BY REGION

SLT

REGION
"RECIDIVISM CRITERIA .
I . m o v v VI VII Total
(Pexrcent)
1, Reappearance in
court
12 months 4 .
1968 7337) 49039 480 58G9 4(6)  g5(53)  go25)  66(236)
1974 | 731 5(53) 5, (48) ©  gg(4h)  go(46)  g5(105)  gg(58)  74(395)
2. Probation or
commitment
12 months
1968 50037 0N 24B3)  36(33) 4,06 57(53)  go(25)  47(236)
1974 sg(41)  45(53)  4o(4B)  5p(84)  45(46)  4(105)  50(58)  55(395)

The 1974 sample includes eighteen boys who did not receive a complete set of interviews.

(superscript)

Parenthetic numbers in indicate size of sample.

Source: 2, p.52




RECIVIDISM CRITERIA BY FINAL PROGRAM TYPE:

TABLE 48

ONE-YEAR COURT REAPPEARANCE AND DISPOSITION DATA

REAPPEARANCE PROBATION OR
NUMBER IN COURT RECOMMITMENT
" (Percent) (Percent)
Nonresidential (56) 70 45
Foster care (63) 49 41
Forestry (93) 70 50
Group  homes (125) 62 46
Boarding schools (17) : 59 53
DYS secure care (67) 82 67
Jail (7 86 71
No initial program (31) 84. 55
Source: 2, p. 2
176 ‘

AP O U SRS ity

e e g W A

T

not interpret the results in terms of the relative serious-
ness of offenders generally processed within the different
programs. As with police and court processing, there are
difficulties inherent in determining the effectiveness of
corrections processing.

Outcome Effectiveness of Nonresidential Community-Based
Processing

Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks, in their study of all cor-
rectional evaluations conducted between 1945 and 1968, adopted
a generally negative conclusion that the field of corrections
has not yet found satisfactory ways to reduce recidivism by
significant amounts (10, p. 234). They did, however, state
that: "A clear finding is that intensive probation supervision
is associated with reductions in recidivism among males and
females under 18 years of age'" (10, p. 27).- The studies upon
which this conclusion is based reduced case loads to 15 or

16 for the expsrimental groups, while control groups were
placed in casé loads varying from 50 to 101, With regard to
the intensive probation programs, Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks
stated: ‘
If intensive supervision experiments combine smaller case
loads with agents specially selected for a particular

personal quality '"such as empathy," effects will be
massed unless agents with varying amounts of this quality

are assigned to sub-groups of both experimentals and '‘con-

trols with an analysis of variance design. In addition,
the findings will be of 1little practical use if the per-
sonal quality selected cannot be imparted through ongoing
training to the average agent in an agency (10, p. 27).

Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks refer readers to the recur-
ring outcome effectiveness variables of enthusiasm or empathy,
and the commitment of program personnel. Lipton, Martinson,
and Wilks pose a viable evaluation design for testing the out-
come effectiveness of these variables. So far, this design
has not apparently been tested out. Furthermore, the authors
also pinpoint a major problem in replicating their successful
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study. This problem is a major reason why so many replications
of successful projects fail to achieve an equal measure of suc-
cess; it 1is very difficult to impart empathy, enthusiasm, and
commitment.

Other studies of intensive probation and outccme effec-
tiveness show mixed results. One examination of probation
officer behavior under 'normal' and "intensive' probation pro-
grams discovered that probation officers use a substantial
portion of their extra time writing better reports. Similarly,
when probation officers were given more time to complete pre-
disposition or pre-sentence investigations, the time spent in
actual investigation did not increase proportionally, as com-
pared with the time spent in writing up the report (17, p. 7).

No large-scale evaluation of day-care programs was dis-
covered by the author. There is, however, one nonresidential,
non-probation, correctional program directed exclusively at
serious juvenile offenders: Project New Pride. This progranm,
located in Denver, is designated as an Exemplary Project under
LEAA's Exemplary Project Program. Project New Pride (20,
pp. 2-3) only accepts participants that reside in Denver County,
and are 14 to 17 years of age., Also, there must be a recent
arrest or conviction for: burglary, robbery, or assault re-
lated to robbery; and two or more prior convictions (prefer-
ably robbery, burglary, or assault). An intensive program
of services is provided in four main areas: academic educa-
tion, counseling, employment, and cultural education. Pro-
jebt New Pride services 20 juveniles at a time for a period
of four months. Threrefore, 60 juveniles are serviced annually.
Average costs per client day amount to $33, which amounts to
$3;960 per client served (20, p. 72). While these costs are
high for a nonresidential program, it would be even higher
if Project New Pride did not rely so heavily on volunteer
services. When the types of juveniles processed are considered,
and the cost of Project New Pride contrasted with costs of
other programs serving exclusively or primarily serious juvenile
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offenders, Project New Pride costs compare very favorably.
Further, if the outcome costs or the cost-effectiveness of
the program is evaluated, Project New Pride represents an
impressive accomplishment.

As previously described, the classical evaluation design
was originally incorporated into Project New Pride's program
and then abandoned in the face of public pressure. The ori-
ginal control group was to be barred from receiving any ser-
vices (other than custody and suppert) while undergoing pro-
cessing. The juveniles in the control group accordingly d1d
receive services. The evaluators conclude that because of
the "bias," the effectiveness of Project New Pride was under-
estimated. Yet, in a real world situation, the evaluation
question is, how effective is Project New Pride in relation
to existing processing alternatives? Only 27 percent of the
participants in the first six program periods were rearrested
during participation, as compared to 32 percent of the control
group. There is one statistical bias present that may in fact
understate this differential because Project New Pride clients
differ considerably from members of the control group in prior
conviction records. If number and type of prior convictions

~is a significant determinant of current crime production,

then the differential is understated.

OQutcome Effectiveness of Community-Based Processing

Because community-based residential programs are 50 diverse,
ranging from only providing room, board, and rudimentary group
therapy to those providing a battery of sophisticated services
jm-program, national evaluations of reésidential community pro-
grams as a whole are not really meaningful. All halfway houses
providing room, board, and custody services, in-program, con-
stitute one type of group home residential facility. Group
center providing educational/vocaticnal training services,
in-progranm, constitute another. These services can be compared
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Typically, however, evaluations are conducted on an individual
program or a jurisdictional level. Outcome comparisons among
comparable groups of programs on a large scale are seldom
encountered. Furthermore, since this report's scope is limited
to that of the serious juvenile offender, the problem of separ-
ating out programs-specific outcome effects again becomes im-
portant.

There are two programs, however, which have received con-
siderable attention because of their reputed success in pro-
viding in-processing services to serious juvenile offenders.
The two programs are United Delinquency Intervention Services
(UDIS) in Chicago, and Elan in Maine. UDIS is a large '‘um-
brella" correctional processing program, comprised of many
individual private residential and nonresidential programs
(66, p. 3). Elan is a private residential program which takes
in many serious.offenders,‘but includes referrals from parents,
psychiatrists, and other private sources as well.®

UDIS was initiated in 1974 as a community-based alterna-
tive to incarceration. Juveniles with extensive criminal
histories convicted in juvenile court on a new charge are re-
ferred to UDIS for processing. UDIS then places each juve-
nile, after extensive investigation, in one or more programs
with which it contracts. Some juveniles, therefore, are ser-
viced in residential settings, others in nonresidential. The
services provided vary considerably.

A large-scale outcome evaluation of UDIS was conducted
recently by the American Institutes for Research (AIR) (66).
AIR originally intended to contrast the outcomes of juveniles
processed through UDIS, and juveniles processed through exist-
ing Illinois juvenile institutions. But the resulting evaluating

*For a brief description of Elan and UDIS see Volume III,
Part C, Program Interventions, of this report series entitled,
A Nationali Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime and the Juvenile
Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response.
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conclusion was that UDIS and institutionalization provided a
common impact:

"Whether the program was UDIS or DOC (Department of Correc-

tions), correctional intervention in the 1life of the

chronic juvenile offender in this study had a powerful
and apparently iong-term inhibiting effect on subsequent

delinquent activity'" (66, p. 4).

Specifically, when post-intervention police records for
combined UDIS and DOC samples were compared to their police
records during the year preceding intervention, it was deter-
mined that arrests had declined by 67.8 percent. Similarly,
court appearances decreased by 64.4 percent, violence related
offenses by 73.7 percent, and aggregate "seriousness' cost to
the community by 65.2 percent (66, pp. 4-6). The reason that
these statistics are so positive is that AIR focused on the
total number of rearrests rather than the number of offenders
rearrested following intervention. Using the latter statistic,
the results are unimpressive as 64.9 percenf of the UDIS sam-
ple was rearrested within a year after exit from the program,
and 69.7 percent of the juveniles processed in and released
from institutions were réarrested during the first year follow-

ing release.

However, both the evaluation methodologies and their
data base employed by AIR have come under attack, and a second
evaluation is currently being conducted. The AIR report is
unclear as to whether, in all cases, outcomes were determined
for the first year of street time following release or simply
for the first year following release. If the latter is the
case, many juveniles would have served a portion of that year
ijn detention, in residential corrections programs, OT in insti-
tutions. 1If the AIR results are upheld, their evaluation will
represent a significant step forward in understanding community

process outcomes, and long-run effectiveness. In any case,
UDIS represents the most ambitious local community-based cor-
rectional processing effort directed specifically at the chronic

juvenile offender.
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UDIS costed out, on the average, at $1,086 per juvenile per
month, or $36 per day in 1976; institutional processing cost
$1,178 per month, or $39 per day (66, p. 20). One critical
finding which the AIR report noted in passing was that UDIS
participants were 7.7 times as likely to commit another crime
while participating in UDIS than were juveniles in Illinois
juvenile institutions (66, p. 23). This finding, when trans-
lated into costs of crime, served to diminish the effective-
ness of UDIS substantially and tilt the balance toward juve-
nile corrections as being both more effective and more cost-
effective as well.

Elan is described as a residential psychiatric center
for rehabilitating disturbed adolescents. This center is more
a highly 'structured, self-help, therapeutic community than a
conventional psychiatric facility. The intensive individual
group therapy conducted within Elan is designed to raise the,
juvenile's self-esteem. About 200 youths are served at any
one time with the average length of stay being about 15 months.
The cost of participation is $1,400 per month, or $47 per day
(Elan is a profit-making private enterprise). Several States,
including Massachusetts and Connecticut, send serious juve-

‘nile offenders to Elan for processing. A few years agon, a
controversy arose regarding the humaneness of treatment in
Elan, but correcticnal authorities in Massachusetts and Connec-
ticut defended the program and continued to send juvenile of-
fenders there. Elan claims that 80 percent of its participants
lead normal noncriminal lives upon final release. So far as

is known, no independent outcome-effectiveness study of Elan
has ‘been conducted.

Outcome Effectiveness of Outward Bound or Forestry Camp Programs

Outward bound programs, or forestry camps as they are some-
times denominated, are operateéd in several States, including:
Colorado, Massachusetts, Maine, and Minnesota. 1In such programs,

182

e G ey

Ll

S,

VA e

I e NI oo

juveniles (including serious juvenile offenders) are placed
in a wilderness setting for a month or more and taught to
survive in that setting on their own initiative. One study
evaluated the outcome effectiveness of a cohort of 60 com-
mitted (to Massachusetts Department of Youth Services) juve-
nile offenders 'who participated in the outward bound program
(16). Of the 60 youths, 50 "graduated" or were awarded a
certificate. Of the 50 graduates over a four year period
following parole, 30 percent were reincarcerated for a tech-
nical violation or on another charge. Of the ten who failed
to graduate, 90 perceﬁt recidivated (16, pp. 548-549)., Al-
though the sample was small and the outcome measure crude,
the results do substantiate what conceptually seems like a

very good type of correctional program,

OQutcome Effectiveness of Institutional and Parole Processing

In nearly every research study, institutional parolees
and releasees are characterized by the highest recidivism
rates of any juvenile corrections alternative. In Table 48
(p. 176), recidivism criteria for final program type in Massa-
chusetts used reappearance in court as a recidivism measure.
Recidivism for Department of Youth Services secure care parolees/
releasees was 82 percent, compared to the next lowest recidivism
rate of 70 percent for nonresidential programs and ferestry
programs. When probation or recommitment to the Department of
Youth Services was a measure, recidivism for the Department of
Youth Services secure care was 67 percent, compared to the
next lowest rate of 57 percent for boarding schools.

Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks, in their study of outcome
evaluation, made two conclusions regarding institutional out-
come effectiveness:

o Early release from institutions (nine days prior to

normal release date) does not produce any noticeable
increase in recidivism; and for juvenile and youthful
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offenders, early release seems to be associated with
reductions in recidivism. There is evidence that
considerable cost benefits may be obtained by early
release with no increase in harm to the community.

e For young offenders who must receive institutionaliza-
tion, institutions with relatively restrictive condi-
tions, combined with two-year terms, may be more ef-
fective than less restrictive institutions with shorter
terms (10, p. 48).

The first conclusion does indicate that significant costs
benefits could be generated. At a daily average cost of $68.50
(in 1977 dollars) for an incarcerated population of 40,000
juveniles, a national early release (90 days) program would
generate a cost savings of $246,000,000. Of course, the $68.50
represents average total costs, while the true costs would not
reflect capital costs and be approximately 20 percent lower or

*170,000,000, still a very significant cost savings.

SUMMARY

In this chapter the input, output, and outcome effective-
ness side of juvenile justice system processing, the obverse
of processing cost analysis, has been considered. Evaluation
was differentiated into process evaluation and outcome evalua-
tion. Then, conceptual issues were explored, particularly
the problems involved in outcome measurement and determination
of contribution of program inputs and outputs to outcomes ef-
fected.

This exploration involved examining the different pur-
poses of evaluation, evaluation designs, and evaluation short-
comings. Following the exploration of ideal world evaluation,
an attempt was made to understand real world evaluation and
how it differs from the '"ideal." Outcome effectiveness of
juvenile justice system processing was subsequently assessed,
beginning with an overview of the juvenile justice system as
a whole and focusing on deterrence and incapacitation. Each
of the components or function areas of juvenile justice system
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processing--police, intake in court, detention, and corrections
processing--was then assessed in terms of general outcome ef-
fectiveness. 1In addition, special programs servicing primarily
serious juvenile offenders in each of the correctional sub-
classifications (nonresidential community-based programs,
residential community-based programs, outward bound type pro-
grams, and isolated, secure processing) were described and
assessed in terms of outcome effectiveness.
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CHAPTER VI

OUTCOME COST ANALYSIS: COST EFFECTIVENESS

Previous chapters have been concerned with assessing the
economic impact of serious crime on a component by component
basis, In Chapter II, a methodology was developed for estimating
the direct cost of serious crime on individual and aggregate
crime levels, and applied to Uniform Crime Reports and National
Crime Survey data to yield cost estimates. In Chapter IV,
estimates of input and output processing costs were derived.
Finally, in the last chapter, outcome processing was analyzed.
In this chapter, the cost and effectiveness components which
were previously estimated and analyzed are combined to yield
a total picture of juvenile justice system processing programs,
and to determine the extent to which crime production and the
imposition of crime costs are impacted. The extent of this im-
pact will be examined both absolutely and relative to other
processing programs.

ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY: OUTCOME COST EVALUATION

Table 21 (p. 9Q) in Chapter IV presented an overview of
cost analysis consisting of three compcnents: input, output,
and outcome costs., All three of these cost relationships repre-
sent important analytical and decision-making tools. lnput
costs permit a comparison of programs based on the resources
expended over a specified time period. Output costs extend the
level of analysis in decision-making one step forward. Since

the length of time required to complete processing is included,
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output costs permit productivity and decision-making compari-
sons based on performance on an absolute level, or relative
to other programs.

Outputs reduce social costs, For example, crimes cleared
by arrest reduce crime and the damages to victims. If the
value of these outputs can be measured in terms of the dollar
decrement in victim damages per clearance (unit of cutput),
this can be compared to the cost of producing an additional
clearance. If outputs can be valued, it is possible to evalu-
ate programs on an absolute cost-effectiveness basis, This

is often referred to as conducting cost-benefit analysis., If

the output cannot be valued, but can be measured, and the in-
puts needed to produce the output can be valued, it is possi-

ble to make relative comparisons between programs on an "in-
u 't 3 ey . 3 - 3 -
o] cost per unit of output" basis, to see which is more cost-

effective. This is often referred to as cost-effectiveness
analysis. '
. As -one article states: "Given the assessment of program
impact, a logical concern then becomes the relative extent to
which outcomes achieved could have been achieved at lower costs
and with greater efficiency”" (5). Outcome Costs or cost-
effectiveness, and cost-benefit analysis provide the basis
for addressing this concern. Cost-effectiveness and cost-
benefit analysis are both types of outccome cost analysis.
They are often used interchangeably, :ut technically they
differ in that cost-effectiveness, the outcome measure, may
Or may not be quantified in dollar terms; whereas in cost-
benefit analysis, the outcome measure is quantified in dollars
Thus, cost-effectiveness is a more inclusive term, and it willi
be emplpyed rather than cost-benefit analysis in this report.
Further, cost-effectiveness will be used interchangeably.with
outcome costs.

On the most basic level, outcome cost analysis allows for
gbsolute and relative comparisons of performance at the program
level. A program can be analyzed on an individual level by
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determining how its resource costs compare with reductions in
crime (recidivism) or, better yet, the reduction in crime
costs that it achieves. This comparison yields a measure of
absolute efficiency. Programs, on the other hand, can be
compared in terms of relative efficiency. On a more complex
level, outcome cost analysis permits an analysis of contribu-
tions to reductions in crime, related to resource costs, by
specific intervention within a program.

Conceptually, outcome cost analysis is very attractive

to researchers and decision-makers., It is important to remem-

ber, however, that just as outcome cost brings together and
heightens the advantages of both cost analysis and outcome
effectiveness analysis, so too it assembles and aggravates

the problems associated with each. Specifically, in cost
measurement, the main problem includes all indirect resource
costs to a particular service or program (inclusive of all pro-
portionate central administrative costs), which often is quite
difficult to determine. In outcome effectiveness measurement,
the main problem lies in quantitatively measuring outcome,

and in separating out the outcome contributiomns from that por-
tion of outcomes attributable to other determinants. Because
of this heightened complexity, outcome cost measurement and
analysis can be, on an overall economic impact level, either
a social blessing or an affliction. Much of this will depend
upon the extent to which these problems are confronted and
overcome,

Outcome cost, or cost-effectiveness, is a relatively new
analytical innovation. Derived in the last 25 years, cost-
effectiveness or cost-benefit measurement was first widely
applied as an analytical and decision-making tool. The tech-
nique was used in transportation projects by the U.S. Army
Corp of Engineers and interstate Highway System Planners. In
these early applications, only those costs which were most

easily quantified were included. As a result, in most cases
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benefits were overstated. Hindsight, however, provides an
opportunity to view the consequences of including only those
costs which are most easily quantified. Over time, the costs
that were not easily quantified have proved to be social in
nature and have now become such a high priority that society
is aware of their presence. For example, the ecological cost
of certain dams and the social costs of construction, main-
tenance, and use of intra-city expressways are now very much
in evidence. t

With time, outcome cost measures have progressively be-
come more refined. Some of the problems in measurement have
been overcome, especially in transportation applications. 1In
criminal and juvenile justice system applications, however,
outcome cost measurement and analysis is still fairly crude.
If it is employed at all, it is uSually used for the determina-
tion of outcome costs for individual intervention services
within a program. As stated previously, many studies., though
proffered as cost effectiveness or outcome cost evaluations,
are really output cost evaluations. When outcome cost analy-
sis is, in fact, employed, costs that are not easily quantified
or measurable are typically excluded from the analysis. It is
only at the present time that research interests are being
enkindled in the sense that researchers are striving to over-
come problems associated with the inclusion of these variables.
This movement is fueled in great part by the research results
and conclusions of Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks (10) in their
study of the effectiveness of correctional treatment. Also,
Martinson alone has addressed the general failure of justice
system processing to effect a reduction in crime. Researchers
are reexamining this evidence, and a consensus may be emerging,
This consensus is that the most critical processing variahles
are' those that are not easily quantified. These variables
include: commitment and enthusiasm on the part of program per-
sonnel, staff, and administrators, and the degree of rapport
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between administrators, staff, and the juveniles who are pro-
cessed, This development will be pursued later.

CURRENT OUTCOME COST EVALUATION

The most advanced, large-scale application of outcome
cost measurement and analysis is the previously cited study
by Grey, Connover, and Hennessey, ''Cost Effectiveness of Resi-
dential Community Corrections: An Analytical Prototype'" (35).
The authors of this study are either current or former members
of the Evaluation Unit of the Minnesota Governor's Commission
on Crime Prevention and Control (now the Minnesota Crime Con-
trol Planning Board). The study assessed and assembled out-
come cost measures for assorted public and private nonresi-
dential and residential community-based corrections programs
and State institutions (all in Minnesota). This outcome cost
evaluation contributed to several major analyfical refinements.
The first was to differentiate cost in very short, short, and
long-run terms. While these are commonly used concepts in
economic aralysis, they have not been widely employed in pro-
cessing cost analysis and hardly at all in outcome cost analysis.

Briefly, very short-run analysis refers to a time period

in which program costs are fixed, and only maintenance costs
such as food, clothing, and medical care are variable. For
example, very short-run costs are additional, or marginal costs
incurred in housing juveniles for a short period of time (e.g.,
a week or a month) in a halfway house program.

Short-run refers to a time period in which more costs are
variable, but some are still fixed. For example, if an addi-
tional three juveniles are placed in .z halfway house program
for several months, additional staff may be hired, but other
staff, administrative, and facility costs will not change.

In the long run, however, all costs are variable. For
changes in population clientele, renovation of facilities may
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take place, and new administrators and staff hired. All in-
puts can be adjusted.

Grey (35, p. 383) incorporates these three time dimensions
into outcome cost analysis. Crime production was determined
on an annual basis for three years prior to treatment. If an
offender's initial offense occurred at least three years prior
to treatment, the total number of offenses was divided by
three to adjust to an annual rate. If the initial offense
occurred between one and two years prior to treatment, then
the total was divided by two. Finally, if the initial offense
was six months to a year ago, then the total number of offenses
was determined to be the annual rate. When the first offense
occurred less than six months before treatment, the total was.
doubled to derive an annual rate (35, p. 383). The authors
qualify their approach by stating: "This method undoubtedly
overstates the predicted value of most cases, since it is well
known that age is negatively correlated with criminal activity.
This is especially true among juveniles who upon reaching age
18 are no longer subject to status offender laws.'" Once the
predicted offense level has been defined, actual offenses are
examined to yield the final product or outcome. Outcomes were
defined bty three measures: (1) offense filed, (2) offense sus-
tained, and (3) non-status offense sustained.

Furthermore, the authors developed two indices of crime
seriousness to mere accurately determine outcome effectiveness.
These two indices consist of a seriousness scale with ordinal
rankings (based on a subjective assessment) and a severity in-
dex which listed the maximum possible sentence per crime as
a percentage of expected lifetime of offenders. These two
indices are presented in Table 49 (pp. 194-195; for source,
see 35, pp. 386-367). They offer an interesting contrast fo each
other and to the Sellin-Wolfgang Index (11, pp. 1-10). Table 50
(p. 196) presents their determination of very short-run, short-
run, and long-run costs of correctional processing alternatives
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(35, p. 391) Probationed Offenders Rehabilitation and Train-
ing Programs (PORT) projects (see Table 50, p. 196) are semi-
purlic, residential programs, and are governed by a board of
cifizens and public officials (62, p. 2). These projects re-
present a locally operated alternative to public proceséing

of both juveniles and adults. As Table 50 (p. 196) illustrates,
in very short-run terms, the lowest costs are associated with
probation/parole and institutions (using the per capita daily
cost). On the institutional level, this represents the pre-
sence of economies of scale, or advantages of size in provid-
ing inmate maintenance services. In the short and especially
long-run terms, probation/parole is characterized by the lowest
cost, by far. Institutionalization, on the other hand, is the
highest, with residential, community-based programs in between.
Table 51 (p. 197) extends the analysis to the outcome cost
level (35; p. 394). When long-run costs per reduction in
non-status offense categories are sustained, the outcome cost
measure for probation is demonstrated to be the most cost-
effective. Residential community-based programs serving juve-
niles without prior institutionalization is the next closest,
and residential programs serving juveniles with prior records
of institutionalization are the least cost-effective. When
outcomes are measured in terms of a reduction in the serious-
ness, or severity, of offense sustained, probation continues

to be by far the most cost-effective; residential community-
based programs serving juveniles without prior institutionaliza-
tion is next; and juvenile institutions are the least cost-

effective.*

*This may be partially due to variations in offense types
for which juveniles are referred to different programs. For
example, it is likely that juveniles committing the less serious
offenses are more often placed on probation than in a secure
institution. The correlation between reduction in severity of
offense and program type may, therefore, be confounded by this

factor,
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TABLE 49

SERIOUSNESS AND SEVERITY SCALES USED IN JUVENILE RECIDIVISM EVALUATION

Seriousness Scale Sevarity
Mean Couverted Scale
Seriousness Seriousness Severity
Offenses Rated Ratings?® Weightsb Weights®
Homicide 1.02 94,1 100
Aggravated Rape 1.08d 79.4 42.1
Rape 1.08 79.4 14.0
Aggravated Arson 1.10 75.1 35.1
Simple Arson over $100 1.10 75.1 7.0
Simple Arson under $100 1,15 65.8 0.4
Aggravated Assault 1.15 65.8 7.0
Simple Assault 1.15 65.8 0.4
Kidnapping 1.15¢ 65.8 28.0
Aggravated Robbery 1.32 43.4 28.0
Simple Robbery 1.32 43.4 14.0
Auto Thefc 1.73 19.3 7.0
Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicle 1.73d 19.3 4.2
Burglary (oceupied dwelling) 1.76 18.3 14.0
Burglary 1.78 18.3 7.0
Burglary (inteant to steal) 1.76 18.3 1.4
Lookout for Burglary 1.764 18.3 0.7
Attempred Burglary 1.769 18.3 0.7
Pcssession Burglary Tools 1.7¢9 18.3 4,2
Sex Offenses (except rape) 1.80 17.1 -
Indecent Liberties 1.804 17,1 7.0
Immoral Conduct 1.8¢¢ 17.1 7.0
Soliciting Prostitute 1.808 17.1 7.0
Atzempted Rape 1.808 17.1 7.0
Proscitution 1.804 17.1 7.0
Indeceat Exposura 1.804 17.1 0.4
Aggravated Forgery 1.82 16.5 14.0
Simple Forgery 1.82 16.5 4,2
Uttering 3 Forged Instrument 1.82 16.5 4,2
Drug lLaws (except alcohol and glue) 1.84 16.0 —
Possession of Narcotics 1.844 16.0 7.0
Possession with Intent to Sell Marijuana 1.848 16.0 2.1
Possession of Marijuana 1,844 16.0 1.4
Possession or Sale of Controlled Substance 1.844 16.0 1.%
Possession of Hypodermics 1.844 16.0 1.4
Larceny (theft over $100, under $2,500) 1.84 16.0 7.0
Theftr (under $100) 1.97 13.1 0.4
Aggravatad Criminal Damage to Property 1.97 13.1 7.0
Criminal Damage to Property -— - 0.4
Dangerous Use of Firearms 1,974 13.1 0'6
Escape from Correctional Institution 2.00 12.5 0.4
Runaway from Correctional Institutionm Z.OOd 12.5 0:4
Purse Spmatching
Receiving Stolen Property 3;15 EE'O Z:O
(over $10%. under $2,500)
Receiving Stolen Property under $100 i:ig %g-g g.g
Posgsession of Concealed Weapons 2.15¢ I0.0 O.h
Possession of Burglary Tools 2.15d 10.0 a'n
Vandalism 2.15 10.0 0.4
Breaking and Zacaring 2 lsd 10'0 2'1
Riding Stolen Vehicle v.lsd 10'0 Z.l
Glue Sniffing 5.15 10.'0 1'/
Beyond Control of Parents® 2 43 6.9 O.*f
Parole Violation 2'45 5'9 .%f
Probation Violacisn 2.43d —'9 8.;5
Deportz=ent Injurious to Self® 2'534 2.9 0'-5
Attempred Suicicde 2.43¢ 6.9 1o'§
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TABLE 49
(continued)
: Seriousness Scale Severity
Mean Converted ﬁl
Seriousness Seriousness Saverity
Offenses Rated Ratingsd Weightsd  Weights®
Rasisting Arrest 2,43: 6.9 1.4
Rioting 2.43 6.9 1.4
False Fira Alarm 2.%0 6.4 0.4
Shoplifting 2,52d 6.2 0.4
Opening Sealed Lstters 2.52 6.2 9.4
Cash Check with Insufficlent Funds 2.52 6.2 0.4
Traffic Offensa (except parking) 2.52 6.2 0.4
Tacpering . 2.58 5.8 2.1
Game law Violacions 2.6% 5.3 0.6£
Incorrigibilicy® 2.67d 5.3 0.1
Obscene Phone Calls 2.67 5.3 0.4
Liquor Law Violactions 2.69 5.1 0.4
Disorderly Conduct 2.69, 5.1 0.4,
Disobedient® 2.78 4.7 0.1
Contempt of Court 2.78 4,7 0.4
Traspassing 2.82 4.8 0.4£
Absenting® 2.87 4.2 0.15
Runavay® 2,51 4.1 0-12
Truancy® 2.91 4.1 0.1£
Wayward ¢ 2.9 4.1 O.lz
Curfew and Loitering 3.00 3.7 0.1
Lurking 3.00¢ 3.7 0.4

Ce

d.

.
f.

Ratings by 25 probntion]pnroln officers and 23 scaff members of Minnesota
Reception and Diagnostic Center. Tha rating numbers are
incended to reflect original rankings, not relative weights.

Weight derived by the following formula:

1
(seriousness racing)l .~ 100

Seriousness Weight =

Severity weights derived by taking maximum stacutory senCencs for each
offanse and dividing by 71,3, which 1s the average lifc expectancy of a U.S.
citizen, and multiplying by 100.

No rating was actually given to these offenses by che 48 raters since they
wvere not included in the list of offennmes to be rated. It is assumed that
they would have received the indicated rating had they baaen included fn the iisc.

Status offenses.

No statutory maximum exists for these ofifenses, so thay were.given weights
intended to reflect their seriousness relacive to othar of fenses,

Source: 35, pp. 386-388
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TABLE 50

COST PER CASE OF CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES: PROBATION/PAROLE, INSTITUTIONALIZATION

AND RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS (IN 1977 DOLLARS)

Per Capita Daily Cost

Average
Length of Stay

Cost Per Client Treated

Very Very
Short Run  Short Run  Long Run In Days Shorc Run Short Run  Long Run
Adult Parole® $2.40 $ 2.40 $ 3.42 x 365 = $ 875 § 875 $ 1,250
llalfway Houses 7.79 13.52 37.87 X 124 = 966 1,677 4,695
Medium-Minimum Security 3.87 15.80 74.96 X 56 - 372 1,517 7,197
Maxfmum Security Institution (Mzile‘)b 4.11 8.13 62.06 x 396 = 1,627 3,219 24,577
Adult Probation 2.40 2.40 3.42 x 365 = 875 875 1,250
PORT Projects (Male) 4.58 6.40 32.49 x 196 = 898 1,283 6,369
HMedium-Minimum Security Institution, 3.87 15.80 74.96 X 96 = 372 1,517 7,197
Maximum Securitg Institution (Male)® 4.11 8.13 62.06 x 396 = 627 3,219 24,5717
Adult Probatlion 2,40 2.40 3.42 x 365 = 875 875 1,239
PORT Projects (Female) 6.10 9,17 33.51 x 130 = 794 1,191 4,356
Medioum-Minimum Security Institution 3.87 15.80 74.96 x 96 = 372 1,517 7,197
Maximum Security Institution (Female) 4,40 11.89% 75.20 x 308 = 1,35€ 3,662 23,162
Juvenile Parole/Probation 3.40 3.40 4,46 x 167 = 567 567 744
Restdential <Clients-——
No Prior Institutionalization 6.71 7.59 33.14 X 124 = 832 941 4,109
Prior Institutionalization 6.71 7.59 33.14 x 190 = 1,275 1,442 6,296
Juvenile Institutions 3.68 15.39 74.91 X 190 - 699 2,924 14,233

8 Costs averaged for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan area facilities (see Table 3).

Costs averaged for two facilities.
€ Costs averaged for two facilities.

Source: Computed based on 35, p. 391

NOTE: The duplicaticns reflected above in program type are exactly as contained in the original source.




TABLE 51

COST PER REDUCTION IN RECIDIVISM FOR JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES

COST PER REDUCED

COST PER REDUCTION IN

L6T

CORRECTIONAL Cost Per Offenses Nonstatus Seriousness Severity
ALTERNATIVE Client Sustained Offense Of fense Offense of Offenses of Offenses
Treated Due to Treatment Sustained Filed Sustained Sustained Sustained
Juvenile Probation
Very short rur 567 - 4.3 = $ 132 $ 118 $ 203 $ 5 $ 91
Short run 567 - 4.3 = 132 118 203 3 91
Long run 744 - 4,3 = 173 155 269 10 120
Residential Clients—-
No Prior
Institutionalization
Very short run 832 - 4.2 = 198 173 396 16 114
Short run 941 <+ 4.2 = 224 196 448 18 128
Long run 4,108 = 4,2 = 973 856 1,957 77 563
Residential Clientsg=-
Prior
Institutionalizations
Very short run 1,275 + 6.2 = 206 319 1,593 28 187
Short run 1,442 + 6.2 = 233 360 1,803 32 212
Long run 6,296 - 6.2 = 1,016 1,574 7,870 138 926
Juvenile Institutions
Very short run 699 6.3 = 111 123 250 9 73
Short run 2,924 + 6.3 = 454 513 1,045 38 464
Long run 14,233 <+ 6.3 = 2,259 2,497 5,084 186 1,483

Source: 35, p. 394




Gray completes the analysis by considering the cost-
effectiveness of alternative police options in light of the
previous results, Table 52 (p. 199) presents this analysis
of policy options (35, p. 396). As Table 52 illustrates,
policy decisions can be converted into dollar terms. This
outcome cost analysis can be extended further to better eluci-
date policy options, and to provide a basis for program budget-
ing. This extension consists of translating reductions in
the number of non-status offenses sustained into direct costs,
in a manner similar to that employed in Chapter II, Cost esti-
mates are derived by using the Sellin-Wolfgang (11, pp. 1-10)
estimates., Admittedly, these are fairly crude, but neverthe-
less constitute an analytical advance. Refinement through
additional research could yield crime cost estimates, which
combined with the methodology developed by Gray would raise
the level of outcome costs, or cost-effectiveness, to a higher
analytical plateau. However, if input and output cost esti-
mates derived in Chapter II are compared, it can be seen
that those estimates and the estimates contained in Gray are
very close. Therefore, one could expect that the outcome
cost results would be fairly close, also,.
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TABLE 52

POLICY OPTIONS TO MAXIMIZE THE EFFICIENCY OF CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES
(IN 1977 DOLLARS)

RESIDENTIAL CLIENTS

No Prior Prior
JUVENILE PROBATIONERS Ingtitutionalization Institutionalization JUVENILE PAROLEES
Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per

Cost Per Reduced Cost Per Reduced Cost Per Reduced Cost Per Reduced
Correctional Client Offense Client Offense Client Offense Client Of fense
Alternatives Treated Sustained Treated Sustained Treated Sustained Treated Sustained
Operate juvenile
facilities at .
90% capacity $744 $173 $3,655 5870 $5,616 5. 905 $11,730 $1,862
Reduce length
of stay in more
expensive
alternatives by 50% 744 173 2,054 489 6,296 1,018 7,116 1,133
Double client:
staff ratios in
more expensive
alternatives 744 173 3,016 717 6,296 1,018 10,325 1,639

Source: Computed based on 35, p. 396
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CHAPTER VII

POLICY ISSUES, POLICY IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL RESEARCH

In this chapter, the policy issues and implications which
have been examined are assembled and explored in greater depth.
In addition, major gaps in past and ongoing research, as deter-
mined by an assessment of the research literature, are identi-
fied as areas where additional research is needed. Policy
issues, policy implications, and recommendations for additional
research are explored primarily in the order in which they have
surfaced in this report.

IDENTIFYING THE EXTENT AND IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF PRODUC-
TION AND DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME

The recurring theme of this report has been that any re-
search effort, no matter how sophisticated its design and how
qualified its staff, ultimately is only as good as the data
base it employs. As previously noted, only two major data
sources are available for use in this report: the FBI's Uniform
Crime Reports and the National Crime Survey, both of which un-
fortunately are characterized by substantial limitations.

There is an obvious nesd for upgrading current data and for

developing a new, more specialized, and more applicable data
base.*

*Uniform Crime Repcrts data could be significantly improved
by the institution of a data auditing system. This system would
establish and maintain uniform reporting definitions, and a stable
population cf reporting jurisdictions. .The implementation of a
procedure for departmental level data collection, or at least
validation, by nondepartmental researchers, would help to quell
the widespread criticism of biased police reporting.
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The development of new reporting procedures and new data
bases would prove most beneficial, if closely linked to the
analysis of data-related deficiencies in juvenile justice
system programming. For example, it does not take a serious
juvenile crime researcher long to realize that there is a
clear deficiency of programs specifically tailored to serious
juvenile offenders. This is particularly true for repeat
index crime juvenile offenders.

Thus far, public intervention has been considered to
reduce the production of serious juvenile crime. Current
public intervention practices, aimed at redistributing direct
costs are characterized by the same general limitations and
deficiencies as intervention programs targeted at reducing
serious crime production. Similar deficiencies exist because
of the lack of a direct linkage between data sources and re-
search efforts, between research efforts and programs, and
among programs themselves, Victimization data, for example,
indicate that juveniles are victimized about ten times as
often as the elderly. But, legislation and programs tend to
focus disproportionately upon elderly wvictims.

Victim assistance and compensétion programs, moreover,
seem to exist largely because they are new upon the scene.
They often are concerned with solidifying their often tenuous
individual existences and do not emphasize coordination or
interacticn between programs. All three policy recommendations
delineated above, therefore, hold for public intervention to
redistribute the costs of serious crime, as well as public

intervention to reduce the production of serious juvenile crime.

GENERAL LEVEL POLICY RECOMME%DATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
ADDTTIONAL RESEARCH

It is important at this time to consider the policy issues
and the research '"'gaps' at the general program level for programs
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that are within and without the juvenile justice system. All
programs considered operated to diminish crime production or
more equally distribute the economic effects of serious juve-
nile crime.

The first issue to be considered is that of government
operated versus privately operated programming. The cost data
analyzed in Chapter IV suggested that privately operated pro-
grams tend to be less costly, on the average, than those that
are publicly operated at the Federal or State level, when both
have identical staff/juvenile ratios and services provided.in-
program. To the extent that privately operated programs employ
iow-wage personnel such as: college students, part-time staff,
or volunteers, this cost differential will be increased. Whe- .
ther privately operated programs are more effective than
publicly operated programs, or the reverse, has never conclu-
sively been established. Program structures and services do
not often differ markedly between publicly and privately operated
programs. Where such programs do differ is in certain varia-
bles which are typically not measured, and hence not included
in outcome evaluation. These variables involve the enthusiasm
and commitment on the part of staff, and the degree of rapport
among the administration, staff, and participating juveniles.
Consensus appears to be emerging that these factors are highly
important. Hence, a dual recommendation for additional research
emerges. These recommendations are: (1) that a systematically
reliable research design be developed and that the aforementioned
variables be tested; and (2) that relative cost-effectiveness
analysis of publicly operated versus privately operated programs
be undertaken,

An additional recommendation is that research should be
carried out on the extent to which administrative "control" of
program personnel and participants affects program outcome
effectiveness in an effort to define a range of administrative
control which contributes to maximum program outcome effectiveness.
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Included in this effort would be an evaluation of the extent
to which rigid administrative control procedures contribute
to staff turnover and the extent to which staff turnover di-
minishes program effectiveness. Lastly, an evaluation effort
of this type could also attempt to establish the extent to
which enthusiasm and commitment can be transmitted from person
to person, and if positive, develop a trainigg structure to
maximize such transfers. At the same time, a recruiting stra-
tegy could be developed to attract individuals with the most
desirable personality traits.

Private programs recently have developed much faster than
government operated programs in response to the funding avail-
ability for innovative structures tailored to specific victim
or offender needs. Up until now, however, the majority of
available funding has been targeted for non-secure offenders.
As previously noted, when judges or correctional authorities
wish to place serious offenders in private programs, many
such programs balk at such a placement. One strategy which
emerges from -these experiences. is that funding should be made
available and targeted specifically to initiate programs which
would serve serious juvenile offenders. One step further would
be to prioritize certain groups of serious offenders for the
treatment programs such as: offenders with learning disabilities,
or offenders determined to be emotionally disturbed. Jurisdic-
tions with very few serious offenders could pool the available
resources and collectiwvely publicize the availability of such
funding. Such a cooperative effort would be especially economi-
cal among those jurisdictions which are against mixing female and
male serious juvenile offenders in the same program environment.
This might help eliminate the high cost of processing serious
female offenders which is largely due to their small number.

Two policy recommendations surfaced during the assessment
of outcome and outgome cost program evaluation. The first has

to do with the relationships between program design and program
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outputs, and program inputs, outputs, and outcomes. Programs
should be designed so that program outputs ultimately produce
outcomes; structured so that inputs produce desired outputs
and outcomes; and yet be flexible enough to allow for "fine-
tuning" adjustments which should yield greater economic effii-
ciéncy. Also, to the extent that it does not conflict with
economic efficiency, processing efficiency may also be intro-

duced.

The second policy recommendation has to do with program
budgeting. Program budgeting decisions should be made primar-
ily on the basis of relative outcome cost or cost-effectiveness.
Output cost should be used as a determining variable only when
outcome effectiveness is unclear or when two OTr more Programs

are similar in outcome effectiveness.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
TPETTETC TO JUVENTLE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING

The remaining policy recommendations and recommendations
for additional research are specific to programs engaged in
processing serious juvenile offenders. These recommendations

are presented by processing function area.

Police Processing Recommendations

Police resources should be concentrated in patrol and

other police functions directed at crime prevention rather than
for follow-up investigations for reported crimes. Investigation,
when it does take place, should focus on those crimes determined
most likely to be solved. Such crimes would be those character-
ized by the most relevant information collected during patrol
investigations. Investigative resources also should be deployed
among those most solvable crimes on the basis of the relative
direct costs imposed. Hence, investigation should focus first
on violent crimes, then on serious property crimes, and finally

on all other crimes.
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| Similarly, police patrol and other crime prevention re-
sources should be deployed among the areas and functions on
the basis of relative direct costs imposed. In other words,
such police resources should concentrate their activity in
those areas in which the highest aggregate direct crime costs
are incurred by victims, In such areas, it is expected fhat
police would effect the greatest reduction in crime cost, their
most primary function.

Court Processing Recommendations

Court processing is unique among function areas since it
is at this point in the system that the offender's rights are
most closely insured and protected. In other words, it is
court processing that seeks to '"minimize oppertunity cost" to
the juvenile charged with or convicted of serious crime, as
compared to pelice, detention, and correctional processing
functions. Yet, there must be a balance struck between mini-
mizing costs to the juvenile and minimizing costs to the commu-
nity. Two common court practices, however, appear to impose
greater costs to the community in the course of trying to mini-
mize opportunity costs. The first practice has to do with the
restrictions on maintaining records of juvenile offenses, no
matter how severe. This practice is undoubtedly warranted
for minor offenses given the extent to which a police record
precludes many economic opportunities (e.g., employment).
However; when a violent crime has been committed, the sheer
amount of direct costs imposed would warrant the record keeping,
including photographing and fingerprinting of such juveniles.
However, provision could make for the destruction of police
records upon adulthood for those juveniles who have not com-
mitted two or more violent offenses. But, for those juvenile
offenders displaying continuing serious crime activity, records
should be kept and sustained upon adulthood. It 1is economically
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unjustifiable to allow a relatively small number of juveniles

to continuously impose enormous costs upon the community. It

is particularly unjustifiable, from an economic view, to base
the dispositional decision exclusively on whatever information
has been assembled for the crime alleged to have been committed,
especially when it has been demonstrated that past offense
activity is an important indicator of future criminal activity.

Detention Processing Recommendations

Decisions to detain juveniles are primarily made, at least
by decree of the courts, on the basis of the probability that
a juvenile charged with a serious crime will appear in court..
Once again, as in court processing, a concern for the commu-
nity should be taken into account. In many detention decisions,
rather than there being a balance struck between the opportunity
cost to the juvenile charged and the concern for minimizing cost
to the community, there appears to he an imbalance with the
tilt in the offender's favor. Such an imbalance is economi-
cally untenable. At the very least, the current unbalanced state
of affairs should be the subject of considerable inquiry with

the community drawn into the assessment process.

Correction Processing Recommendations

Most of the general policy recommendations and recommenda-
tions for additional research made earlier in this chapter apply
primarily to correctional programs, since corrections is the
function area where most of the programs exist which process
primarily serious juvenile offenders. Also, the corrections
function is where most of the recommended programs reside.

But, there is one policy recommendation which applies specifi-
cally to corrections processing programs. It ties in very
closely with the two previous policy recommendations. This
recommendation is that there should be a centralized authority

at a large or pooled jurisdictional level to monitor the activity
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of serious juvenile offenders. All costs attributable to an
individual offender should be tabulated. These costs could
include the estimated direct cost imposed by additional crimes
for which the juvenile has been arrested or convicted.

To include such direct costs at this time probably would not
be very accurate or politically feasible. But certainly

costs in the form of governmental outlays should be tabulated.
Such costs would include costs of non-secure processing; costs
of additional arrests, detention, and court processing; costs
of victim compensation (both through explicit compensation
programs or through general public compensation mechanisms
such as unemployment compensation). All such government ex-
penditure costs should be included in the tabulation and con-
trasted with average secure processing costs over an equal
period. From an economic standpoint, if tabulated costs ex-
ceed the costs of secure processing, the juvenile should be
transferred to a secure setting. Once again, there ought to
be a balance struck between the concern for the offender, based

on opportunity cost, and the concern for the community, based
on the costs imposed.

A FINAL, FREE MARKET RECOMMENDATION

Earlier in this chapter, it was recommendad that various
crime prevention intervention strategies be researched and
developed, Beyond these intervention strategies lie non-
intervention possibilities for reducing crime targets and
potential crime situations. One such strategy is moving to an
increasingly cashless society. For example, evidence demon-
strates that robberies involving the elderly peak during the
beginning of the month when social security checks arrive.

The expanding social security and banking industry policy

of directly transferring payments to bank accounts signifi-
cantly reduces crime opportunities. Also, however, new oppor-
tunities are created with greater potential for monetary gain
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through computer theft. But losses associated with such

crimes are more than offset by the potential reduction in
direct costs associated with the instances of robbery a?d.
assault incurred by the elderly that could be saved. Similar-

ly, the increasingly widespread policy on the part of gas

stations not to make change during nighttime operations also

‘s . . i .-
reduces crime opportunities. As such, crime opportunity T

duction appears to offer tremendous potential for diminishing
the direct costs of serious crime. Such strategies ought to

be explored in greater depth in the future.
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CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report has been concerned with assessing the economic
impact of serious juvenile crime., Economic impact was defined
as a disruption caused by serious juvenile crime in the existing
patterns of production, distribution, and consumption of goods
and services. Economic impact was divided into direct and in-
direct costs of serious crime.

Direct costs comprise: (1) net (oxr uncompensated) costs
incurred by the victim because of the serious crime committed,
including monetary loss and the cost of physical and psychic
injury; (2) costs of psychic injury incurred by a witness to
the commission of a serious crime; (3) net monetary costs and
psychic costs of the victim's participation in subsequent juve-
nile justice system processing; and (4) net costs to the witness
of participation in subsequent juvenile justice system processing.

Indirect costs comprise: (1) the cost of increased house-
hold expenditures caused by increased consumer prices and the
cost of residential and personal security; (2) the costs of
taxes for the public compensation of victims and witnesses
through specific compensation programs and public compensation
mechanisms, such as unemployment compensation, and finally, the
cost of processing juveniles charged with or convicted of a
serious crime; and (3) the cost introduced by diminished pro-
perty values in crime ridden néighborhoods. Each of the dif-
ferent types of costs were explored and estimated in this report,
but the focus of the =2ffort was on determining the direct costs
of crime and the indirvect costs associated with juvenile jus-
tice system processing costs.
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The different approaches which exist for estimating pri-
mary direct costs were collapsed into seven categories:

(1

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

A discounted present value of net future earnings
approach;

A human capital approach, evaluating life based on
the education, vocational training, experience, and
adaptabilities that the individual has personally
vested;

Estimating net losses incurred by victims, witnesses,
and their families;

Examination of the implicit values placed on injury,
or loss of life by the political (legal) process;
Examination of injury or threatened injury as deter-
mined in victim compensation programs;

Imputation of the waiue of injury, or the loss of
life, by an examination of the individual willingness
of a person to avoid or pay to avoid risky, poten-
tially injurious, or fatal situations; and

Imputation of direct costs by means of econometric
analysis.,

BEach of these approaches was analyzed in terms of its
merits and limitations, particularly the econometric approach.
As a result, an extensive economic model was developed. All
of the approaches, including the econometric approach, failed
to result in reliable and comprehensive direct cost estimates.
An estimation methodology was subsequently developed by match-
ing the most reliable cost estimates for certain serious crimes
to the Sellin-Wolfgang Crime Index. This effort generated a
logarithmic function and yielded cost estimates for each of
the serious crimes. Utilizing these individual estimates,
aggregate data estimates were derived for total serious crime

on a national level and for serious juvenile crime. Total
serious crime costs in 1976 were estimated at approximately
$35 billion (in 1977 dollars). Serious juvenile crime costs
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were found to amount to 28 percent of that figure (or $9.8
billion). Indirect costs, excluding juvenile justice system
processing costs, were estimated at the household level., These
indirect costs are comprised of increases in consumer prices
amounting to $404 annually. Indirect costs introduced by in-
creased taxes were found to be negligible on an annual basis.
Indirect costs introduced by diminished property values, how-
ever, were found to be substantial, particularly in those
neighborhoods characterized by very high levels of serious crime.

The economic impact of processing juveniles charged with
or convicted of serious offenses was estimated and analyzed on
several different levels: (1) average costs, in the form of '
input and output costs; (2) output and output effectiveness;
and (3) outcome costs or the level of cost-effectiveness.,

Costs of correctional processing of juveniles were analyzed
most extensively at the first level (i.e., input and output
costs). It was found that both input and output costs in-
crease dramatically as one proceeds along a continuum based
on the amount of security. For example, residential facilities
are more costly than nonresidential facilities. The cost dif-
ference, however, must be weighed against the possible reduc-
tion in crime commission, and therefore crime costs, that can
be realized by isolating the offender from society.

In Chapter V, differences between output or process evalu-
ation and outcome evaluation were explored in depth, as were
problems in the design and undertaking of both. The different
purposes of evaluation and the types of evaluation design were
also explored. The outcome effectiveness of juvenile justice
system processing was subsequently assessed, beginning with
the juvenile justice system as a whole (with a focus on deter-
rence and incapacitation), and then a separate analysis of
each process area. Several programs processing primarily serious
juvenile offenders were described and assessed in terms of their
individual outcome effectiveness.
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The current state-of-the art of outcome cost or cost-

effectiveness analysis lags substantially behind simple cost
analysis and simple effectiveness analysis. The assessment

of outcome costs or cost-effectiveness focused on the defi-

ciency in past and current analytical efforts and developed
a recommended strategy for the continuing evolution of reliable

and usable outcome cost analysis information. The principal

policy recommendations emerging from this assessment are as
follows:

Existing data bases should be evaluated and refined,
new data bases should be designed and established,
and research efforts should be undertaken to identify
factors which contribute to serious juvenile crime
production. The types of questions that the research
efforts address should determine data needs, and the
types and quality of data should determine the extent
of validity of consequent research conclusions.

Programs should be established which are specifically
concerned with reducing serious juvenile crime and
which are specifically tailored to correcting environ-
mental or individual deficiencies determined to result
in serious juvenile crime production.

A systematically reliable design should be developed
and implemented to test the extent to which inputs
and outputs contribute to outcome effectiveness.

Funds should be targeted for processing specific
groups of serious juvenile offenders as a means of
encouraging the emergence of privately operated pro-
grams. Small jurisdictions could pool available
resources for treating serious juvenile offenders,
Such a policy would be particularly cost-effective
for female serious juvenile offenders whose numbers
are typically low in comparison to male and serious
offenders.

Police resources should be allocated among activities
and areas within the jurisdiction on the basis of the -
estimated aggregate serious crime costs imposed.

A balance must be struck between the cost incurred

by (or for) the offender and the costs incurred by the
community.
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i i trategies for
111 various free market s t , ) )
Eégzcigé crime targets and potential crime situa

tions should be expanded and new strategies

devised. Existing strategies include automatic

ial security payments to partici-
;:i?igeﬁaﬁi :gg;ﬁnts and ngolXﬂe station policies

which require exact change or.credit cards for
nighttime purchasing transactions.
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APPENDIX A

NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER

STAFF, ADVISORY COMMITTEE,
AND PROGRAM MONITORS
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FOOTNOTES AND COMPONENTS FOR ESTIMATES
OF EXTERNAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH
DRUG D1VERSION REFERRALS (TABLE 43, p. 213)

4Costs per client year and costs per client not necessarily
comparable because they come from two different sources.

bDrug—Free Residential Communities are modeled after Synanon,

Daytop, and Phoenix House, therapeutic communities (TC) which are
communal, residential, and drug-free. They attempt behavior
modification in a strict and highly structured atmosphere. The
typical activity has one in-house resident counselor and eight
other counselors; personnel acccunts for 63 percent of the total
budget. Other budget items include psychiatric counsultants, 3
percent; travel for staff and clients, 2 percent; equipment, 4
percent; medical intake exams, 2 percent; utilities and communi-
cations, 3 percent; rent and renovation, 7 percent; food, 13
percent; training and lab testing services, 3 percent,

CThe typical outpatient abstinence clinic is designed to
treat 200 patients and is open seven days a week, eight hours a
day, with an average of three visits per week per client. No
medication will be dispensed in this unit. Because polydrug
abusers attend the clinic, professional counseling is especially
necessary. Staff includes an administrator, secretary, clerk
typist, half-time psychiatrist, a clinical psychologist, psychia-
tric social worker, vocational rehabilitation specialist, and
six counselors. Personnel costs account for 64 percent of the
total budget. Other budget items include medical consultants,

2 percent; staff and client travel, 2 percent; equipment, 2 per-
cent; intake medical exams, 10 percent; utilities and communica-
tions, 1 percent; rent, 4 percent; supplies, 3 percent; training,
1 percent; and lab services, 13 percent.

d‘The#;ypical day-care drug-free projects treat 40 clients

and operate six days a week for 10 hours per day. It is a struc-
tured but nonresidential setting geared to redirecting life,
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emphasizing employment or education for employment. Activities
include individual counseling and encounter group therapy three
times a week, daily vocational readiness seminars with family
therapy and individual vocational counseling as needed, Each
client has a job assignment, for example, food preparation.
Enrollment in educational or job training programs or employment
begins typically within 90 days. At that time, the client par-
ticipates in weekly groups and individual counseling as needed
until satisfactory adjustment to the community has been made.
The costs of client lunches, therapy, family counseling, and
educational and vocational services are included; the costs of
services provided by community health and legal aid programs to
which the clients may be referred are not. Staff includes an
administrator, secretary, three counselors and one vocational
rehabilitation specialist. Personnel costs account for 67 per-
ceitt of the total budget. Other costs are medical consultants
(4 hours per month), 1 percent; local travel for clients, 1.
percent; equipment, 4 percent; intake medical exams which are
contracted, 5 percent; utilities and communications, 3 percent;
rent, 6 percent; food, 8 percent; and lab services, 6 percent.

eRange in cost is due to economies of scale. The more
costly serves 100 clients; the other 300. Both centers are open
seven days a week. Staffing patterns satisfy FDA regulations and
shares of budget items are as follows:

300 Clients 100 Clients

P e

Share Share

Item of Budget Item of Budget
psychiatric psychiatric

consultants 2% consultants 3%
travel 1% travel 1%
équipment 1% equipment %
medical exams 6% medical exams 10%
communications communication

and utilities 1% and utilities 1%
rent 4% rent %
supplies 3% supplies %
training and lab training and lab

services 11% services 11%

fResidential methadone maintenance, unlike the drug-free
community, is geared for fairly rapid turnover; after an average
of five weeks the client is back in the community while continuing
in an outpatient methadone maintenance clinic.

The typical residential program is designed for 48 clients.
It operates seven days a week, 24 hours a day, and provide detoxi-
fication, maintenance, individual and group therapy, family
counseling, and vocational services on site. Each client has a
job assignment, for example, housekeeping. Emergency medical
services are available, but the initial physical exam will be
contracted out. Needed legal services are referred to a community
legal aid agency and are not covered in this budget. Within a
month to six weeks of employment, each maintenance client returns
to the community to live and receives methadone from the clinic
as an outpatient. The staff includes an administrator, secretary,

I Share )
Item ofsgigeet Item of Budget two nurses, one full-time, the other one day a week, three counse-
of Budget  Item of Budget :
Personnel lors, and one vocational specialist. Personnel costs account for
2 administrators 2 administrators 59 percent of the budget. Additional items are as follows: 4
secretary secretary

clerk typist
1/2 time doctor

clerk typist
doctor

4 nurses 71% 6 nurses 65%
1/2 time vocational vocational
specialist specialist

4 counselors
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10 counselcrs
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hours per week for medical consultants, 2 percent; travel and

training, 1 percent; equipment, 5 percent; medical exams, Z per-
cent; utilities and communications, 3 percent; rent and renovation,
9 percent; lab services, 3 percent; and food, 16 percent.

EAs defined in footnoteb above and similar to it in the
structugp of the budget. Based upon survey of drug-free residen-
tial communities in Baltimore, Charleston, Chicago, Gary, Watts
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(Los Angeles), Miami, New Orleans, San Francisco, and South
Alameda County, California.

hAs defined above in footnote® and similar to it in budget

structure. Based on survey of outpatient abstinence clinics in
cities listed in footnote® above.

1ps defined in footnote® above and most similar to budget
structure of center for 300 clients. Based upon survey of out-
patient methadone centers listed in footnote® above.
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