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PREFACE

As part of the Assessment Center Program of the National Institute for Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, topical centers were established

to assess delinquency prevention (University of Washington), the juvenile
justice system (American Justice Institute), and alternatives to the juve-
nile justice system (University of Chicago). In addition, a fourth assess-
ment center was established at the National Council on Crime and Delinquency
to integrate the work of the three topical centers.

The present document, ''Background Paper for the Serious Offender Initiative
of the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,' has been
developed by  the American Justice Institute. It includes findings on the
definition of serious juvenile crime, characteristics of serious juvenile
offenders, the response of the juvenile justice system to serious juvenile
crime, and a discussion of possible strategies for handling serious juvenile
offenders.

Other work of the American Justice Institute as part of the National Juvenile
Justice System Assessment Center includes reports on the status offender,
child abuse and neglect, classification and disposition of juveniles, serious
juvenile offenders, costs of crime, the less-serious juvenile offender, 24-

- hour intake, job opportunities for delinquents, the characteristics of juve-

nile offenders, special problems of juveniles, sexual abuse and exploitation

of juveniles, and legal advocacy for juveniles.

Charles P. Smith, Director
National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center
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LIST OF TABLES ' ’ . L I.  INTRODUCTION
' | Page ‘ 1 This paper has been prepared to provide background information for use
‘ ' ‘ ‘G S | L by the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) as
1 ADJUSTED RATES AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PEP3ONS AGE . . ) ° e
' 7 THROUGH 17 ARRESTED FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES s part of their Serious Juvenile Offender ;nltlatlve. The paper was prepared
(1967, 1969, 1971, 1973, 1875 and 1977) v v v v e e e e e e e s 41 3 by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center (NJJSAC) based upon
3 ! . - - 1 -
2 COMPARISON OF ADJUSTED ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR PERSONS UNDER A ‘their assessment of serious Juvenl*e.crlme and offenders.
18 AND NUMBER OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT, FOR INDEX 43 Y The method used in obtaining information for this paper includes review
AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES (1975 and 1977) v o v v e e e e e e e s - ‘ ; A of the Titeramure. analysts of vew statistice, intevions. amd site wisits.
3 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS ARRESTED FOR INDEX o1 The paper first provides a statement of the problem, including limita-
AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, BY AGE (1977) . . o « « « o o o o o« ¢ 45 g

tions in dealing with "serious juvenile crime; desired definitions; a descrip-
4 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 AND
; ~-IND . ) ) . . . .
giigiggés gg igXE¥§g§5§OURT FOR INDEX AND NON-TNDEX 47 i characteristics of serious juvenile offenders. The paper then describes and

s L e s s e e e e s s e @ e s s s e e s s .

discusses how the juvenile justice system presently handles such offenses and

tion of the extent of serious juvenile offenses; and a description of the

‘5 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 AND \ | '
REFERRALS 70 JUVENILE COURT FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, i offenders.
BY SEX (1075 nd 1977) « « v o v o o o o o m s e e e 49

. In addition, the paper discusses the problems and needs for evaluative

6 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 AND o research. Finally, the paper provides some strategies for handling serious
REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX

) juvenile crime and offenders, including a rationale, related issues and prob-
OFFENSES, BY RACE (1975 and 1977) . 51 S

) : :A lems, .and SpeCifiC recommendations.
7 . T T T NS

- d :
gg¥§§ﬁLE COURT FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES (1975 ?n. L 53 o II. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

{ h ’ v

8 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT FOR
INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, BY 'WAS CHILD DETAINED?"
(1975 and 1977) « = = o = o o o o n o n e e e e e e e 55

Several major limitations exist when any attempt is made to do anything

about serious juvenile crime. These limitations include:

7

® disagreement over what is a serious juvenile offense and who is a

9 'PERCENT.DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT FOR

-1 serious juvenile offender
INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES BY MANNER OF HANDLING _ ; i‘ —
(1975 and 1977) + « + « o o b e e e e oete e e e a s e 57 . i - e lack of current, comprehensive, and readily available information on
‘ . [ either serious juvenile offenses or offenders
10 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT BY e
AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT IN SYSTEM (1975 and 1977). . . . « « « . - 59 U e disagreement over the objectives and priorities of the juvenile jus-
: : § tice system, and '
11 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT i []
FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, BY DISPOSITION (1975) . . . . 61 poud . e disagreement or lack of information on what policies or programs
g should be undertaken even if the definitions were clear, the informa-
12 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT FOR tom o tion available, and the objectives or priorities established.
INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, BY DISPOSITION (1977) - + «.. « .+ 63 .l | . _ _
. ' { In this paper, an effort will ‘be made to the extent possible in spite
f M of these limitations to develop a description and strategies for serious
L juvenile crime and offenders.
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It is believed that an adequate quantity of funds and personnel are
available through a reallocation of priorities within the juvenile justice

system to do something constructive about the problem.

i DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this paper, the following definitions are used:

1.

Juvenile

A person who is not yet 18, or, for purposes of proceedings and dis-
position of such a person for an act of juvenile delinquency or a
crime committed prior to their eighteenth birthday, a person who is

- not yet 21.. (Based upon United States Code, 1976, Volume IV, Section

5031 Defzhitions).
Offender

A person who is adjudicated by the adult or juvenile justice system
to have committed an act of juvenile delinquency or a crime. (Based

upon United States Code, 1976, Volume IV, Section 5031: Definitions.

Juvenile Delinquéncy'

A_violation of a law of the United States or its several States com-
m}tted by a person not yet 18, which would have been a crime if com-
mitted by an adult and which is liable to disposition through the

juvenile justice system, (Based upon United States Code, 1976, V
IV, Section 5031: Definitions, . , © Volume

Serious Juvenile Offense

An offense (or one of at least equal severity as measured by the
Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scale)* of:

homicide or voluntary manslaughter

forcible sexual intercourse

aggravated assault .
burglary of an occupied residence
larceny-theft of more than $1,000

auto theft without recovery of the vehicle
arson of an occupied building

kidnapping

extortion

illegal sale of dangerous drugs (26, p. 38).

} *For a discussion of the limitations of existing definitions and the

desirable use of severity 'scales in developing definitions of seriousness,
the reader is referred to Smith, Alexander, Halatyn, and Roberts, pp. 15-38.

T T R ey

P
\-1 Q"_S_:-

== R
d '

e

Teve

- A e s e An - e L A M ot et e T+ S - S b o te? ot 10 ol AN s, T 8 VAt P e P et bt e«

e ary s bt b Phmts AR e il o

——e,
PR |
.

i

3

C

~-
| SR,

.
U |

L

.3

L4

~

— ¢4 ]

4 3

e SR A |

5

5. Serious Juvenile Offender

A person who is adjudicated for one or more offenses whose severity

_is equal to homicide or forcible sexual intercourse as measured by
the Sellin-Wolfgang scale or a person whose:offense history includes
adjudication for five or more serious offenses on the Sellin-Wolfgang
scale (26, p. 38). /

1

NUMBER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENSES OR OFFENDERS HANDLED

BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

and over a period of time.

. of reasons,
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

serious offenses.

as serious.

by the UCR as serious offenses.

pied storage shed.

Effective policy or program developmustr, administration, or evaluation

in any social system requires an underiranding of the numbers and character-

istics of incidents or persons handled *by that system, both at a point in time

Precise information of this nature on a national

basis is currently unavailable in the juvenile justice system for a variety

First, the most commonly used source of arrest statistics is the

From the

perspective of the definition of serious juvenile crime used in this paper,
however, there is at least one major problem with the use of the UCR data.

The UCR statistics do not distinguish adequately between serious and less-

According to UCR, all seven Index offenses are considered

These offenses are:

murder and nonnegligent manslaughter

forcible rape
robbery

aggravated assault
burglary

larceny-theft
motor vehicle theft (40, p. 1803.

The four direct crimes against persons (murder and nonnegligent man-

slaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) are generally
agreed to be serious and are classified by the UCR as 'violent.'" There is

less agreement-as to the seriousness of those "property" crimes classified
g

For example, a burglary of an occupied home

(with its threat to life) may be more serious than a burglary of an unoccu-

In addition, much of what is included by the UCR in the

larceny-theft classification (which accounted for 53 percent of the 1977 ar-
-rests of persons under 18 for all seven Index crimes) would be considered

individual incidents of a relatively non-serious nature (i.e., shoplifting,

. ) ) . , \
-3~ | ' ./'
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bicycle theft), although such offenses may be a serious problem due to their

aggregate commission throughout a jurisdiction. Further, the UCR data does

not easily enable the determination of which and how many larceny-thefts rep-

resent serious property loss and which do not (26, pp. 15-17, 74-77).

Second, court processing statistics collected by the National Center for

Juvenile Justice (NCJJ), run by the National Council for Juvenile and Family
Court Judges, use a slightly different set of definitions for offenses and
offenders than the UCR. ‘

Further, the data collected by the National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service (NCJISS) on juveniles in custody in jails, detention
facilities, correctional institutions, or other facilities, does not distin-
guish the offense for which a person is incarcerated.

With these limitations in mind, a picture of the extent of serious juve-
nile offenses and offender disposition during the period 1967-1977 is pre-

sented below, based primafily on arrest statistics from UCR and juvenile court

statistics from the NCJJ.
The most recent (1977) detailed UCR and NCJJ data available were used

for arrest and court processing statistics. Even though preliminary arrest

statistics from the UCR for 1978 show an increase in the arrest rates for
all ages, it is not believed, as of this date (subject to later detailed
analysis), that this should create a substantial difference in the picture
for “juvenile" crime. It is hypothesized that most of this increase will be
in the adult area. Because the postwar birthrate '"bubble' may have moved
further forward into adulthood, a more formal treatment of offenses is occur-
ring. Where appropriate, a comparison is made between 1975 and 1977 statis-
tics for arrests and court processing. Because the juvenile population did

not change substantially during this time period, frequencies were generally

used rather than rates.*

*Between 1975 and 1977, there was a 3 percent decrease in the population
of persons ages 7 through 17 and "at risk" for being accused ‘or adjudicated
as offenders by the juvenile court (33, pp. 17 and 19).
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Offense Types
Arrests

Analysis of UCR 1977 arrest statistics for persbns under 18 indicate
that: |

. Adjgsted* arrest rates for Index offenses for ﬁersons ages 7 through
17 increased by‘43.7 percent from 1967 through 1977 (from 1527.5 in
1967 to 2194.6 in 1977)** (see .Takleid~1, Appendix A, p-41).

® 1977 arrests of persons ages 7-tlzsugh 17 for Index offenses accounted
In addition
arrests of persons 7 through 17 for the three Index (or serious) ”pro-,

for 37.7 percent of the total nimber of juvenile arrests.

_ perty" crimes comprised 34.0 percent of the total juvenile arrests,
whereas_arrests of persons ages 7 through 17 for the four UCR Index
(or serious) 'violent" crimes account for 3.7 percent of the tétal
arrests (see Table A-1, Appendix A, p.41).

e In 1977, 1.8 percent (or 44,363) of all juvenile arrests are for rob-
bery and 1.7 percent (or 40,886) are for aggravated assault, for a
total of 85,249 arrests for these two serious "'viclent' crimes (see
Table A-1, Appendix A, p. 41 ).

Juvenile Court Referrals

Analysis of 1977 UCR arrest statistics and ‘1977 NCJJ juvenile court in-
take statistics shows that an estimated 42.8 percent decline (from 2,452,318
to 1,401,705) occurred in the number of persons ages 7 through 17 who are re-
In 1975, the decline was 54
percent, from 2,405,247 to 1,106,881 (see Table A-2, Appendix A, p.43).

ferred to juvenile court intake after arrest.

. This decline is accounted for by at least the following factors:

¢ The court statistics are a national (50-State) estimate based on the
NCJJ sample of 22 States for 1977 and 18 States for 1975.

o The court §ta?istics include only persons under 18 originally under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and those persons over 18

fAdjusted arrest frequencies are used to compensate for variations in
agencies (and this population) reporting for each year.

. **Preliminary UCR data for 1978 shows a reversal in the general decline
in arrests from 1975 to 1977 with the national crime rate for all offenses
and all ages rising in 1978 by 2.0 percent. In addition, the preliminary
1978 UCR data shows an increase of 5.0 percent for the four 'violent" Index

crimes and an increase of 2.0 pe t £ h ; 4
(23, p. A-6). - percent for the three Index "property" crimes
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assigned to juvenile court by adult court; not those persons under
18 originally under the jurisdiction of the adult court due to a
lower age of jurisdiction in a particular location.

e Some arrest dispositions are made informally by the police and are
not referred to court intake.

e

Further analysis of this data shows that:

e 37.7 percent of the arrests in 1977 for persons 7 through 17 are for
an Index offense. The court data~she¥s that approximately the same
proportion of persons under 18 dre:referred to juvenile court intake
(43.3 percent) for Index offensas:“*Almost no change has occurred be-
tween 1975 and 1977 (see Table ﬂ@pendlx A, p.43).

e For individual Index offenses, a p0551b1y 51gn1f1cant higher propor-
tion of persons 7 ~7 through 17 who were arrested in 1977 for robbery,
burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft were referred to
juvenile court intake (see Table A-2, Appendix A, p.43 ).

B

® For Non-Index offenses, 1977 shows an increase in both the number of
arrests and referrals compared to 1975 (see Table A-2, Appendix A,

p.43 ).

Characteristics of Those Arrested or Referred to Juvenile Court Intake

£ &= =R

Age

Analysis of available data on age indicates that:

y -

x|

® 24,0 percent of the total arrests for all ages in 1977 were for juve-
niles (persons under 18). However, 41.3 percent of the arrests for
Index crimes in 1977 were of persons under 18 (see Table A-3, Appen-
dix A, p.45).

e In 1977, persons under 18 comprised a substantially higher proportion
of Index (or serious) ''property" arrests (46.2 percent) as compared
to Index '"violent'" arrests (21.0-percent). Arrest of persons under
18 in 1977 accounted for 53.0 percent of the motor vehicle thefts,
51.5 percent of the burglaries, 42.9 percent of the larceny-thefts,
and 32.0 percent of the robberies (see Table A-3, Appendix A, p. 45).

e Arrests of persons under 18 in 1977 for Index ''violent' crimes ac-
counted for only 1 percent of total arrests for all ages (40, p. 180).

o The peak age for arrests in 1977 of persons under 18 for Index offenses
was 16. Among the Index offenses, the peak dge for arrests of persons
under 18 for "property' offenses is 16 and 'violent'" offenses is 17
(see Table A-3, Appendix A, p. 45).
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e Between 1975 and 1977, the juvenile age distributions for both ar-
rests and court referrals have remained almost unchanged (see Table
A-4, Appendix A, p. 47).

e In 1977, persons 12 and under who were arrested for all types of
serious offenses (with the exception of murder and rape) were re-
ferred less to juvenile court intake than any other juvenile age
group (see Table A-4, Appendix A, p.47).

e In 1977, 16~ and 17-year-olds accounted for the largest portion of
referrals to juvenile court for '"serious" violent offenses. For
''serious' property cffenses, 13- to 1l5-year-olds also contribute a
large portion. For arrests, the age distribution is very similar
(see Table A-4, Appendix A, p.47).

Sex

Analysis of 1975 and 1977 UCR and NCJJ statistics on sex of persons
under 18 processed shows that:

e 81.6 percent of the persons under 18 arrested for Index offenses in
1977 were male as compared to 82.4 percent of the Index offense re-
ferrals to juvenile court intake (see Table A-5, Appendix A, p.49 ).

e Within Index offenses, males were arrested in 1977 for a greater por-
tion of the "violent'" offenses (89.7 percent) than for "property" of-
fenses (80.6 percent) (see Table A-5, Appendix A, p.49 ).

e Females were arrested in 1977 for 28.3 percent of the larceny-thefts,
14.9 percent of the aggravated assaults, 8.3 percent of the murders,
7.2 percent of the robberies, 9.1 percent of the motor vehicle thefts,
5.9 percent of 'the burglaries, and 2.5 percent of the forcible rapes
(see Table A-5, Appendix A, p. 49).

® Females accounted for a greater proportion of the court referrals in
1977 than 1975 for every offense category (see Table A-5, Appendix A,
P. 49).

g

L
A

"Female delinquency increased from cohort to cohort even.more than male delin-

In a cohort study carried out in Racine, Wisconsin, it was found that

_ Quency, no matter how frequency or seriousness is measured, although most

noticeably in terms of the increasing seriousness of offenses for which younger

females have had police contacts' (25, pp. 3-4).
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Race ' o -
Analysis of 1975 and 1977 UCR and NCJJ statistics on race of persons
under 18 handled indicated: :

e Whites accounted for a larger portion of the court referrals in 1%27
than in 1977 for every offense category.

® 68.2 percent of the Index offense arrests for persons under 18 in
1977 were given a race classification of 'white'" as compared to 66.0
percent with a race classification of "white' who were referred to
juvenile court intake (see Table A-6, Appendix A, p.51).

® Within Index offenses, "whites'" were arrested more frequently (70.4
- percent) than 'blacks or others" for '"property" offenses, and ?blacks
or others" were arrested more frequently (51.8 percent) for 'violent"
offenses than 'whites" (see Table A-6, Appendix A, p.51 ).

® Persons under 18 who were classified as "blacks or others" were ar-
rested in 1977 for 64.0 percent of the robberies, 53.7 percent of the
murders, 55.5 percent of the forcible rapes, 38.0 percent of the
aggravated assaults, 31.4 percent of the larceny-thefts, 27.7 percent
of the burglaries, and 23.7 percent of the motor vehicle thefts.

In the Racine, Wisconsin cohort study it was found that "minorities make
up a disproportionate number of those referred (to the juvenile court) because
they have more police contacts, more contacts for more serious categories of
behavior, and a dispropcrtionate number are referred beyond what would be ex-
pected considering the categories of behavior into which their reasons for
police contact fall..." (25, p. 15). At the same time, this study found that
"the idea of Blacks and Chicanos as the focal point of the delinquency and
crime problem is not only distorted by the failure to consider the spatial
distribution of minorities (their ecological status) but is to a considerable
extent a fiction based on confusing contextually-derived behavior and the

characteristics of groups" (25, p. 7).

. Geographic Distribution

Analysis of 1975 arrest and population daﬁa for distribution of Index

offenses by geographic region showed:

. o . . . .
e a wide range of arrest meand incidence rates for combined "violent"

e .

Index offenses (from .48 td 2.09) and for "property" Index offenses
(from 6.10 to 17.56) (26, p. 131) ..
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® a different rank order of regions on the basis of combined Index
"violent" offenses or Index "property" offenses (26, p. 13IJ. ;
Analysis of 1977 UCR arrest data to determine the distribution of juve-

nile arrests by type of geographic area (e.g., urban, suburban,
shows that:

or rural)

® 73.8 percent of the arrests for "violent'" Index arrests occurred in
cities, 23.0 percent in suburbs, and 3.3 percent in rural areas as
compared to proportions for arrest for Index '"property" arrests of
67.8 percent for cities, 28.1 percent for suburbs, and 4.1 percent

for rural areas (40, pPp. 188, 197, and 206).
The above mentioned Racine cohort study found that “sheer numbers and
high rates of police contacts and the more serious contacts are concentrated
in the inner city and its interstitial areas either in terms of place of con-
tact or place of residsnce of persons with contacts and decrease outward ac-
cording to the classical pattern" (25, p. 6). This researcher makes the fur-
ther observation that "the consistency with which the race/ethnicity of per-
sons with contacts parallels the race/ethnic composition of all areas of the
community reinforces the position that delinquency and crime are behaviors
acquired by people who live in a social milieu conducive to a general pattern

of behavior, much of which provides grounds for contacts with the police"
(25, p. 7). - .

Delinquent History

‘ Analysis of 1977 statistics on the delinquent history of persons referred
" to juvenile court intake shows that:

e From 1975 to 1977, the proportion of court referrals with one oT more
prior delinquency referrals in previous years increased in all offense
categories except forcible rape. During the same time period, the \/'
proportion of court referrals with one or more prior delinquency re- \
ferrals in the present year decreased in every offense category (see Ty

- Table A-7, Appendix A, pP-53 ).

e In 1977, 31.5 percent of those referred for Index offenses had one or
more prior delinquency referrals in previous years and 22.1 percent
had one or more prior delinquency referrals in the present year (see
Table A-7, Appendix A, pP.53 ).

e Within Index offenses, 21.7 percent of referrals for "property" of-
fenses had one or more prior delinquency referrals in the present
year as compared to 24.5 percent of the referrals for '"violent"




offenses. Among the ''violent'' offenses, 27.8 percent of those re-
ferred for '"forcible rape' and 28.5 percent of those referred for
"robbery'" had one or more prior delinquency referrals in the present
year (see Table A-7, Appendix A, p.53).

Other Personal Characteristics

Attempts have been made to relate "other' personal characteristies such
a§ family background, educational béckground, employment status, drug use,
intelligence, and psychological makeup to juvenile crime. ‘However, inadequate
data, conflicting findiugs, and controversy summarize the information avail-
able concerning the relationship of these personal characteristics, other than
alcohol, to serious juvenile crime of any type, and no real conclusions can

be drawn (26, pp. 227-233). R

.Context of Serious Juveni}e Crime

Group or Gang Involvement

. Victimization surveys concerning crimes against persons for the period
1973 through 1977 showed that: ’
e The number of offenders involved varies substantially by type of crime,

-e.g., 80 percent of the rapes involved a lone offender compared to 44
percent of the robberies (16, pp. 18-19).

e Offending in groups of two or more occurred in only 34 percent of all
offenses as compared to 65 percent for offenses involving a single
individual (16, p. 19).

s The percent of offenses involving three or more offenders is highest
among juveniles and decreases with age into adulthood with the excep-
tion of aggravated assault where the greatest involvement is for young
adults (16, pp. 18-21).

Walter Miller compiled estimates of gang member arrests as a percentage

of all juvenile arrests in three of the nation's major metropolitan areas:
Los Angeles, New York City, and Chicago. In 1973 to 1974, gang member arrests

for violence were equivalent to 31.4 percent of all -juvenile arrests for violent
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. occurred on school grounds during a five-month period in 1973-1974.

crimes (17, p; 32). Although some of these gang members are not juveniles,
and some of.the gang member arrests for ''violence' are not included in the
four UCR violent crimes, gang and group activity most likely accounts for a

substantial portion of violent juvenile crime.

Victim Age

The National Crime Survey for 1977 indicated that over 60 percent of
the victims involved in juvenile violent crime were other juveniles (22, p.
42).

Crime on School Grounds

A National Institute of Education report indicated that 280,703 offenses
The same
report also indicates that over 40 percent of the robberies and 36 percent

of the assaults of urban iuveniles occur at school (34, p. 12).

Victim Family Income

The National Crime Survey for 1975 showed that 60‘percent of all victims
of 'violent" crimes were from households with an annual income of less than
$10,000 as compared to 40 percent from the same group who were victims of bur-
glaries, 46 percent for larceny, and 42 percent for auto theft (28, p. 29).‘

Use of Weapons

Victimization surveys concerning crimes against persons for the period
1973 through 1977 showed that:

e Weapons were used by 27 percent of those individuals under 18, as
y . compared to 35 percent for youthful offenders (ages 18 to 20) and
41 percent by adults (16, pp. 21-23). '

e There was little variation across age groups in the proportionate
use of different types of weapons, except in the case of guns where
adults are four times as likely to use such weapons as juveniles
(16, pp. 21-23). » ‘ ' :

e There was no evidence of an increase in.weapons use by juveniles
over time (16, pp. 21-23).
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Substance Abuse

Alcohol use by juveniles has a high correlation with violent crime (de-
pending on the amounts and frequency of use, the personality of the user, the
type of alcohol used, and the cultural meaning of drinking). Drug abusers
also become involved in crime (e.g., larceny, burglary{ robbery), principally
for financial gain to support the use of drugs (26, pp. 517-518).

2
.

System Handling of Juvenile Offenders

Detention

Analysis of 1977 juvenile court intake statistics as to whether a person

was detained shows that:

e In 1977, 22.3 percent of referrals for "property" offenses.were de-
tained as compared to 27.4 percent of the referrals for 'violent!
offenses (see Table A-8, Appendix A, p..55).

e Within "violent" Index offenses in 1977, 51.0 percent and 45.6 per-
cent, respectively, of the referrals to intake for murder and forci-
ble rape were detainsd as compared to 47.4 percent of the referrals
for robbery and 21.6 percent of the referrals for assault {see Table
A-8, Appendix A, p.S55).

e Between the years 1975 through 1977, there was a significant dgcrea§e
(from 37.4 percent tu 27.4 percent) for juveniles referred to Juven}le
court for violent ofienses who were detained (see Table A-8, Appendix
A, p.55). :

Manner of Handling

1977 juvenile court intake statistics on the manner of handling referrals

(with or without petition) shows that:

e 55.4 percent of the 1977 Index offense referrals to‘juvenile court
were handled with a petition (see Table A-9, Appendix A, p.57 ).

e Within referrals for Index offenses, 53.9 percent of those referred
for a "property" offense were handled with a petition as compared to

61.6 percent of those referred for a ''violent" offense (see Table A-9,

Appendix A, p. 57).

e Within "violent" Index offenses, 82.7 percent of the referrals for
murder were handled with a petition as compared to 72.0 percent for
forcible rape, 79.8 percent for robbery, and 56.2 percent for assault
(see Table A-9, Appendix A, p. 57).
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In a report assessing case disposition and classification (or labeling)

in the juvenile justice system, it was determined that:

Substantial conflict apparently exists between police and court in-
take officials over roles, referral criteria, and the seriousness of
juvenile incidents (29, p. 42).

Robbery incidents, abused/victimized children, or dependent/neglected
children are apparently perceived by all levels of the juvenile jus-
tice system as the most serious incidents (29, pp. 43-44).

Adequate written policy is apparently not available for case disposi-
tion or classification decisions. However, even where written policy
is present, it apparently has less influence on actual decisions than
might be expected (29, p. 41).

Referral incident, juvenile's statement, prior police contacts, and
juvenile's attitude and demeanor are the four most important factors
that juvenile justice system personnel at all levels stress when
choosing a case classification and disposition (29, pp. 44-47).

Inconsistent classification (or labeling) may occur excessively in
the juvenile justice system due to inadequate availability and adher-
ence to policy guidelines (29, p. 43).

Once a classification (or label) is attached to an individual, it
apparently rarely changes and it significantly influences the dis-
position of the individual throughout the juvenile justice system
(29, p. 43).

v

Amount of Time Spent in Court System from Referral to Disposition
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1975 and 1977 juvenile court intake statistics for the amount of time

that referrals spend in juvenile court system from date of referral to date

of disposition indicate that:

Only 4.7 percent in 1977, compared to 7.5 percent in 1975, for Index
offenses spend more than six months in the court system (see Table
A-10, Appendix A, p.59 ).

Within referrals for Index offenses, there is an overall decrease from
1975 to 1977 for those referred to juvenile court who spent six months
or more in the court system. The breakdown of the Index offenses,

from 1975 to 1977 respectively, is 17.4 to 8.2 percent for forcible
wape, 14.9 to 8.4 percent for robbery, 12.5 to 12.7 percent for murder,
6.8 to 5.4 percent for motor vehicle theft, 8.2 to 5.6 percent for
burglary, and 7.7 to 6.6 percent for assault (see Table A-10, Appendix
A, p.59 ).
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In 1975 and 1977, the peak amount was one month to six months with
45.9 percent and 50.1 percent, respectively, of the Ipdex referrals
spending this amount of time in the court system. This was the same
peak time for Non-Index referrals, although fewer (39.7 percent in
1975 and 43.3 percent in 1977) (see Table A-10, Appendix A, p.59).

From 1975 to 1977, statistics show an overall increase in the per-
centage of referrals who spent one week to six months in juvenlle
court and a decrease in the percentage of referrals who spent Six
months to one year and more :(see Table A-10, Appendix A, p.59).

Disposition
Juvenile court statistics for 1975 show the following for disposition

of those referred to juvenile court intake:

@ 34.7 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were dismissed.

as compared to 40.1 percent of the Index "property'' offenses (see
Table A-11, Appendix A, p.61).

33.6 percent of referrals for Index 'violent" offenses were given
formal probation as compared to 33.7 percent of the Index "property"
offenses (see Table A-11, Appendix A,.p.61).

14.3 percent of referrals for Index 'violent" offenses were committed
to some form of public or private juvenile institution as ccmpared to
6.0 percent of the Index 'property' offenses (see Table A-11, Appen-
dix A, p.61).

y -

Juvenile court statistics for 1977 show the following for disposition

of those referred to juvenile court intake:

e 51.3 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were dismissed,

for an increase of 16.6 percent over 1875. 47.7 percent of referrals
for Index property referrals were dismissed, for an increase of 7.6
percent over 1975 (see Table A-12, Ap?endix A, p.63 ).

26.5 percent of referrals for Index '"violent" offenses were given
formal probation, a decrease of 7.1 percent from 1975. 31.2 percent
of referrals for Index "property' offenses were given formal probg-
tion, a decrease of 2.5 percent from 1975 (see Table A-12, Appendix A,

p. 63).

9 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were committed

to some form of public or private juvenile institution, a decrease
of 5.3 percent from 1975. 7.5 percent of referrals for Index.”pro—
perty" referrals were committed to juvenile inst%tutlons, an increase
of 1.5 percent over 1975 (see Table A-12, Appendix A, p. 63).
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Cost of Serious Juvenile Crime and the Processing of Serious Juvenile Offenders

Review of various sources on the cost of serious juvenile crime and the

processing of serious juvenile offenders shows that:

The annual direct cost to victims of serious juvenile crime for 1975 -
was estimated to be over $10 billion (in 1977 dollars). This estimate
was assembled by multiplying the frequency of the seven Index crimes
by a dollar value establishe@ for each crime (28, p. 81).

The annual cost to process juveniles through the juvenile justice sys-
tem in 1976 for serious juvenile crime is estimated at $1.4 billion
(9, p. 167). :

The cost of handling a juvenile Index "violent'" crime by the police

is estimated as $324 for homicide, $213 for rape, $141 for robbery,
and $112 for aggravated assault. These processing costs are only
slightly higher than those for handling non-violent or even victimless
crimes (28, pp. 121-123).

Intake and court processing costs for adults are estimated to range
from $9 per case (in 1977 dollars) for dismissal, $37 for plea bar-
gaining, $858 for.a bench trial, and $1,865 for a jury trial. ‘Inter-
pretation of these figures for juveniles would suggest that the more
serious offenses would cost considerably more to process due to the
probable formality of proceedings (28, p. 143).

Costs of secure detention is estimated (in 1977 dollars) to range
from $23 to $44 per day per juvenile as compared to a cost for non-

secure alternative programs ranging from §$7 to $64 per-day per juve-
nile (28, p. 143). | .

Output costs (based on cost per day multiplied by average length of
stay) for correctional processing (in 1977 dollars) is estimated to
range per case from $693 for probation to $25,071 for a juvenile in-
stitution (28, p. 205).

Summary of the Problem

Analysis of the above suggests the following conclusions:

There was a net increase in serious juvenile crime from 1967 through
1977.

y
There was a net decrease in serious juvenile crime from 1975 through
1977 (although 1978 data yet to be analyzed may show a slight increase
from 1977). .

Most arrests of juveniles for serious juvenile crimes are for property
offenses. : S
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'There aré relatively few juveniles involved in violent juvenile of- ¢ Juvenile justice system personnel at all levels apparently believe
enses in comparison to arrests for all offenses (both juvenile and ‘ that the most serious incidents are robberies, abused/victimized

f p . -

adult). children, and dependent/neglected children.
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The peak ages for arrest for a serious juvenile property offense is : .o Inconsistent classification (or labeling) may occur excessively in
16, and a violent offense is 17. : the juvenile justice system, and this label, which critically inislu-
ences ultimate disposition, is rarely changed.

]

Most arrests for serious juvenile crime are male, although tbere is -
a more significant increase in female arrests during the period 1967 ¢ Serious offenders take a longer time to process through the juvenile
through 1977. . court system from intake to disposition than do non-serious offenders.

Most arrests for .serious juvenile crime are "white," although a dis-
proportionate amount of arrests are for "mon-white," particularly for
violent offenses.

e Juvenile court intake results in an increased proportion of 'non-
whites," '"males," and 15-year-olds being processed than were arrested.

g 2
s T A

e There is a surprisingly low use of detention or formal processing for

Most arrests for serious juvenile crime occur in urban areas. persons referred to juvenile intake for violent juvenile crimes.

247 |
L
°

Arrests for various types of serious juvenile crime differ among There are few persons adjudicated for serious juvenile offenses who

geographic regions. are put into an institution.
. “” Lo
is apparently a high correlation between violent juvenile crime ,%l g] . e The cost of serious juvenile crime is likely to be at least $11.4
There pp y g .o o
and alcohol abuse. - K billion per year.
1 . g‘; . ’_]
is a significant amount of serious juvenile crime committed by & ! e The cost to process an individual serious juvenile offender through
There is gn ' ’ L P j g

gangs. the juvenile_justice system is 1ike1y_to be approximately the same
: as a non-serious offender for the police, higher for the courts, and

. % M . .
A substantial amount of serious juvenile crime occurs on school g i higher for corrections.
grounds. N ) . . . .
e Alternative correctional programs for serious juvenile offenders may
Relatively few serious juvenile crimes involve the use‘of weapons. .g‘ f] or may not cost less than traditional programs.
) ‘& [ L_' + .
The majority of victims of serious juvenile crimes are other juveniles. ; : e The knowledge on causes of serious juvenile crime is surprisingly
A m ~ limited.
The majority of violent juvenile crime victims are from homes with a |
family income of less than $10,000. . . The.stat%stic§ on the incidence, processing, and disposition of
! : b serious juvenile crime or offenders is inconsistent and incomplete.

A significant number of persons referred to juvenile court intake for
serious juvenile crime have a history of delinquency.

P
I

) ! : ITII. JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM RESPONSE TO SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME AND OFFENDERS
There is inadequate availability or use of policy guidelines for :

classification and disposition of persons referred to juvenile court
intake. .

36

o Beginning with a brief discussion of prevention oriented programs, and

continuing with police, court, and corrections activities, an overview of

R

The most important factors in case classification and disposition at

A

|

|

|

i . . . . . . . .

] S . juvenile justice system response to serious juvenile crime and offenders is
all levels of the juvenile justice system apparently are the referral f .

. . : necessary for proper perspective. The section will conclude with a review
incident, the juvenile's statement, prior police contacts, and the . - . Y . prop .P P . . \
juvenile's attitude and demeanor. !i . of legislation, showing some trends in legislative response to serious juve-

' ) . . T nile crime. . ' ' '
There are substantial conflicts between police and court intake per- n ‘ ‘ . }
sonnel over what constitutes a serious offense and what should be done % : .
with a serious offender. . B B
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PREVENTION An unpublished report on the sub}ect of the serious juvenile offender

Information regarding prevention programs aimed specifically at serious provides a summary of the typical procedures used in these cases: "After

¥ ’ M
juvenile crime appears to be limited. In a review of youth employment and 1 v serious juvenile offenders are arrested, they will ordinarily be taken to
delinquency prevention, for example, several programs focusing on private o ' the police station.... The juvenile may be questioned, searched, finger-

printed, and photographed in these more serious cases. Records will be re-

g o
73

sector employment for low-income youth are discussed, including the Corpora-
tion for Public/Private Ventures in Philadelphia; the Urban Youth Action In-
corporation in Pittsburgh; Project 70001, which provides services 'to unemployed

high school drop-outs in 21 States; and the Fort Worth Labor Participation be formal booking and...referral to the juvenile court" (30, pp. 53-54). During
this process, the investigating officer may take special care in more serious

viewed to ascertain previous offenses...the juvenile may be placed in a hold-

ing cell at the police station for a.few hours...the probable outcome will

S|

Project in Fort Worth, which seeks union cooperation in employment for disad-
vantaged youths {11, pp. 31-41). Unfortunately, none of these programs has

been measured for its impact on the reduction of delinquency, much less for‘

&3
S

.cases regarding the quality and accuracy of the evidence so that there will
be less chance of dismissal due to insufficient evidence.

Targeting on the so-called "hardcore" juvenile offender is a strategy

r

o
.3

impact on serious juvenile crime.

One other approach to prevention, which is more clearly related to ser- carried out by some police departments. For example, the San Franciscc Police

- Department maintains a "hardcore" file which lists juveniles who have been

£23
L3

ious juvenile crime, is street work with urban juvenile gangs. In the Cali-

fornia Youth Authority Gang Violence Reduction Project, an attempt was made arrested eight or nine times, three or four of which are felony arrests. "If

we pull his card and he is a hardcore, it is a mandatory booking" (23). Whe-

ETR
2

to prevent gang fights through the use of indigenous ''gang consultants" in

Los Angeles. The results were mixed. 'After two years of operation...the ther such police strategies with "hardcore" juvenile offenders are effective

or not would be an appropriate subject for evaluation research.

23

number of homicides in the project's target area was reduced from eleven

{..

during project period one (October 197& through May 1977) to five during the
second (October 1977 through May 1878).' However, although muyder and inci-

dents between and within gangs decreased somewhat during the time of the pro-

COURTS

L.-J

The response of the courts to serious juvenile offenders begins with
ject, "incidents against non-gang members increased by 103 percent, from 109
(first period) to 221 (second period).... The apparent failure of the pro-

ject to curtail gang-related incidents other than homicide raises the ques-

the question of jurisdiction. In 39 States, including the District of Colum-

=2
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bia, the juvenile court has original jurisdiction over youths until they reach

the age of 18. In 12 States, the juvenile court has jurisdiction until the

d
" )

vtion of whether the gang consultants were able to influence gang activity away age of 17, and in four States until the age of 16 (27, p. 99) For some

from criminal activity, particularly robberies'" (2, pp. 2-3). : i r} States, then, the response of the juvenile justice system to juvenile crime--
3 - . . .
i o U serious or otherwise--is to have the adult criminal court assume jurisdiction
POLICE . : . : as soon as a youth reaches the age of 16 or 17.

Another response to serious juvenile crime is that certain of the more

%
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The response of law enforcement agencies to serious juvenile crime con-

sists of: (1) use of certain types of procedures with serious offenses or serious offenses are automatically excluded from the jurisdiction of the juve-

3

nile court. For example, 10 States, including the District of Columbia, pro-

)

individuals more often than with those that are less serious, and (2) target-

.

ing, formally or informally, upon youths considered "hardcore,'" having gang vide that specific serious offense§, such as muider, rape, armed robbery,

involvement, or youths known as chronic offenders. assault, arson, kidnapping,.burglary, and/or any offenses punishable by death

=
.3

or by life imprisonment, be automatically excluded from the juvenile court

ané heard in the adult criminal court (27, p. 117).
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In addition, all except three States have provisions for waiver in which
the juvenile court, usually after a hearing, may decide to waive its juris-
diction in more serious cases and transfer them to the criminal court. The
minimum age at which a youth may be waived to the adult court can be as low
as 13 (two States), with 12 States setting the minimum age for waiver at 14,
nine States setting the age at 15, and 15 States setting the age at 16. Ten

States do not specify any minimum age for waiver (27, p. 129). In 29 States,

L1
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it is required that there must be a felony charge for waiver; in eight States,

specific serious offenses are stipulated; but in 22 States, no specific of-
fenses are required as a basis for waiver (27, p. 133). It is also true that
five States currently have mandatory waiver provisions, under which a waiver
hearing must be held if the youth is charged with a serious offense listed

in the statutes (27, p. 131).

The juvenile court may respond to the serious juvenile offender through
policy and practice regarding detention and the filing of petitionms.
cribed earlier in this paper, Table A-8 (Appendix A, p.55) shows that the
percentage of juveniles arrested for violent offenses who are detained after
referral to court intake is significantly higher than for other individuals
referred to court. \ |

Finally, there are alternative dispositions. As shown earlier in this

paper, Table A-11 (Appendix A, p. 61 ) shows that the more restrictive Tesponse

to the violent offender is found in the number of commitments to delnquent
institutions, where the rate of commitment for the violent offenders is two
to seven times higher than for the average of index offenders.

It can also be seen from Table A-11 (Appendix A, p.61 ) that the per-
centage of violent offenders who are waived to criminal court is significant-
ly higher.than for the average of index offenders, although wailver is used
for only 5.4 percent of murder cases. _

Court handling of the serious juvenile offender is generally character-
ized, then, by a more severe response, and this can be seen in policies and
practices regarding jurisdiction, detention, filing of petitions, waiver, and

sentencing.

As des-
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CORRECTIONS

The response of the corrections segment of the juvenile justice system
to serious juvenile offenders is essentially in two'modes: institutional, and
community-based (although it is recognized that there are also small, community-
based institutions).

The more typical mode for handling the serious juvenile offender is the
public or private juvenile correctional institution. The number of youths
in these institutions varies greatly from one State to another. As of Decem-
ber 31, 1977, there were 47,330 juveniles in custody in both long-term (37,088)
and short-term (10,242) public and private juvenile detention or correctional
institutions either awaiting adjudication or committed for a delinquent act.
9,484 of these juveniles were in private institutions and 37,846 were in pub-
lic institutions (41; 42).

There is a problem irn ascertaining, however, how many of these juveniles
are serious offenders, because the serious offenders are not separated from
the less-serious offenders in most of these institutions, nor does the data
collection system identify offense. However, as shown earlier in the court
data, a higher percentage of serious offenders receive a commitment to some
form of institution than do less-serious offenders. '

As Dale Mann found in research on this subject, "While some programs
for juvenile offenders include serious offenders and are doing useful work...
there are no programs of concentrated assistance specifically for this group"
(14, p. 71).

The purpose of these institutions theoretically is twofold: (1) to pro-
tect the public, and (2) to rehabilitate the offender. Consistent with the
first purpose, most such juvenile institutions use relatively Secure'custody.
Consistent with the second purpose, most such juvenile institutions offer
programs of academic and vocational training, counseling- and group therapy,
and perhaps recreational, religious, and drug rehabilitation programs (30,

p. 105).

A major issue is whether it is possible for much real rehabilitation to

* take place in locked facilities where the '"treatment" is not a matter of

choice, and where the level of violence and fear may be quite high. Several

. -21-
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writers have suggested that the typical training school may actually be crim-
inogenic.* ‘

In recent years, partly because of skepticism about the ability of the
traditional training school to accomplish its goals, there has been a move-
ment in the direction of deinstitutionalization. A major example of this
movement was the closing of the training schools of Massachusetts in 1971-

1973 and the development of a community-based system for delivering services
to delinquent youths. In addition, maigzzimpetus for this movement has been
the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinéﬁgncy Prevention Act of 1974, as amended
in 1977. L -

The move toward deinstitutionaliiation in some States, and especially
the concomitant search for community-based approaches, has fostered the
development of some new program approaches, some of which serve serious juve-
nile offenders. A brief discussion of some of these programs follows.

In Massachusetts, following the closing of the traihing schools, a small
number of the most serious offenders were still held in secure facilities with
the designation "intensive care.”" In a recent report on program interventions
with serious juvenile offenders, it is noted that, "Programs in the various
intensive care centers incorporated education, arts and crafts, vocational
training, sports and games, community meetings, 'trust' walks, sex counsel-
ing and family counseling...in spite of some good aspects of the brogram, the
problems seemed to outweigh the advantages' (27, pp. 170-171). Since that
time, modifications have been made in the Intensive Care units within the

Massachusetts system, and two of the persons deeply involved il the original

- planning and implementation of these umnits have written a thought provoking

book describing the model for secure treatment units for violent youths which
they woula like to see carried out wﬂen adequate resources become available
(44). . _

UDIS (Unified Delinquency Intervention Services) in Illinois is perhaps
.a better exampie of an approach specifically directed at the chfonic, serious
delinquent who would have otherwise been placed in an institution. The gen-

eral objective of UDIS is to provide effective altefnatives to the Illinois

~*See, for example: Bartollas} Miller, aﬂd Dinitz, Juvenile Victimiza-
tion; also, Feld, Neutralizing Inmate Violence: Juvenile Offenders in Insti-
tutions. .
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State training schools in handling repeat juvenile offenders. More specific-
ally, "A UDIS case typically was 16 years old, having had a first arrest at
12, and an average record of 13 arrests. These included six theft offenses,

two with injury or threat of injury, the rest being made up of narcotics and

status offenses. This was somewhat less serious than the record of the aver-
age DOC [Department of Corrections] ccmmitment"'(27, p. 173). The guidelines
for UDIS were to use "the least drastic alternative. ...[K]eeping the youth
at home where possible, provision of local rather than remote services...to
move the youth out of the juvenile justice system fast, in no more than six !
months, and...individualized programming.... Continuous monitoring was to \
be done by a Case Manager, who could make quick changes and adaptations as
needed" (27, p. 173).

located and coordinated services, monitored the case progress and the work

"The case manager brokered services for his cases,
of the vendors, and prepared reports for the court. Termination of the case
meant failure, to be followed by either commitment to DOC [Department of Cor-
rections] or return to regular probation.... Vendor services available'to
UDIS Case Managers fell into six general categories: advocacy, counseling,
education/vocational, group homes and foster care, rural programs, and in-
tenéive care. These were ordered in a rough continuum from the least to the
most drastic alternative" (27, pp. 174-175).*

The results of evaluation research on UDIS are mixed. Charles Murray
and his associates found that "UDIS and DOC [commitments to the :Department

of Corrections] alike achieved large reductions in the indicators of reci-

_ divism used in this study; so large, that this result ranks as the single

" most significant finding....

Arrests dropped by 67.8 percent, court appear-
ance dropped by 64.4 percent, violence-related offenses dropped by 73.7 per-
cent, and aggregated 'seriousness' costs of the offenses to the community
191). ) -

However, some University of Illinois researchers {McCleary, Gordon,

dropped by 65.2 percent" (18, p.

and Maltz) later carried out a reanalysis of the UDIS data which contradicts
the claims of the report by Murray. According to their analysis, the ''sup-

pression effect" found by Murray "is completely.explained by three tendencies
of delinquent populations: rsegression, maturation, and case mortality...UDIS

cases simply recorded an inherent tendency for recidivism to decrease at a
' : ) N

N \"
()
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. *Information based upon: New York Division for Youth (20).
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different point in-time...[for] youths to phase out of delinquency as they g
reach late teen age...[and for] cases to get lost, so that study samples are
based on progressively smaller numbers' (27, p. 177). Thus, whether the sup- %

- pression effect of UDIS processing exists is still under examination.

The UDIS data, however, which Murray and McCleary analyzed, was the same

S

data. It may be fair to say that whether one accepts the\ipterpretation of
one or the other group of researchers, it still seems true that it is possible
to handle chronic and quite serious juvenile offenders in community-based pro-
grams with about equal effectiveness as in the large secure training schools,
and with no increase in danger to the community. The large training schools
are expensive to build and maintain (although no more expensive in program
cost than UDIS), and the long-term effects of the secure institution may be
considerably more negative. Given a choice, the UDIS alternative may be pre-

ferable.

Another program approach to the handling of serious juvenile offenders
_is the Minnesota Serious Juvenile Offender Program, which was begun in late
1977.

in the Minnesota juvenile correctional institutions.

Before the program was initiated, there were no secure facilities with-

This approach regpresents

a compromise through which a target population of 50 to 60 16- and 17-year-old E
youths "currently adjudicated for murder, manslaughter, aggravated assault, =
robbery with a prior felony-level offense, or burglary with th}eegpriors... -ﬁ

serve as experimental subjects, with regularly institutionalized and paroled

xd
<

I

youths acting as controls" (27, p. 189). The youths move from an initial
phase in a secure facility, to a non-secure residential setting, to community

supervision. A case management team develops behavior contracts, purchases

RS

community services, and maintains liaison with significant persons in the

offender's home community. The case management approach begins with insti-

=N

tutionalization and continues throughout to avoid discontinuities of treat-
ment (27, pp. 189-190).

proach, but it will be some time before any results from evaluation research

This appears to be a thoughtful and well-planned ap-

=2

will be available.

5 |

Project New Pride, in Denver, Colorado, is a program dealing with fair-
ly serious juvenile offenders in a community setting. Project New Pride has

been designated an exemplary program by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-

FER

istfation and is the subject of a large replication effort by 0JJDP, and

therefore will not be described in much detail in this paper. It is, however, 7

R0
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appropriate to mention Project New Pride in a discussion of the handling of
serious offenders, because of the target population. 'They have a recent
arrest record for robbery, assault, or burglary with.two prior convictions.
Two-thirds of them are school dropouts..." (27, p. 194).

. Project New Pride concentrates on education and provides one-to-one tu-
toring through its alternative school, but it is a multi-faceted program which
also provides supportive counseling,.job training, and cultural enrichment
experiences such as an Outward Bound weekend. They report that 41 percent
of their clients returned to public schools, while two-thirds of the youths
began jobs and stayed on them from one to three months. Most of the clients
were referred from juvenile court, and recidivism rates were about 50 percent
contrasted with an expected rate of 79 percent for a comparable group. What
is worth note in the context of the present discussion is that Project New
Pride demonstrates the feasibility of handling serious juvenile offenders in
an intensive, but non-residential program, and at a cost of about $4,000 per
client per year, as compared to $12,000 ifor a year in a Colorado training
school (27, pp. 194-195).

These are but a few of the significant responses which might be des-
cribed, but perhaps enough to indicate a range of approaches in handling the
serious juvenile offender in an alternative way to that of the traditional

Al

juvenile correctional institution or program.

LEGISLATION

Although not a response of the juvenile justice system itself, the re-
sponse of State legislatures to serious juvenile crime should be mentioned
here. There is mixed sentiment and some confusion regarding what the sta-
tutes should be. A recent statutes analysis has shown "a definite trend
towards punitive procedures for dealing with the serious juvenile offender"
in States such as California, Florida, New York, Colorado, belaware, and Wash-
ington, and less punitive and more treatment oriented approaches in such
States as Minnesota and Massachusetts (27, pp. 74-75). In California, the
juvenile code was amended to create a presumption in. favor of .waiving juve-
niles into the adult court for criminal prosecution for specified serious
offenses. In Florida, the new provisions call for mandatory waiver in cer-

tain cases and the exclusion from the juvenile court in others. In New York




State, a 1978 amendment to the Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1976 excludes
serious cases such as murder and rape from the jurisdiction of the Family
Court for youth as young as 13. In the States of Colorado, Delaware, and

Washington, new mandatory sentencing statutes call for minimum sentences of

confinement for juveniles who are repeat or violent offenders (27, pp. 74-75).

The statutes analysis concluded by saying that "major éteps to 'get tougher'

on juveniles for serious juvenile offenses.have been taken mainly in the more
urbanized States. Meanwhile, the vast 3igority of the States continue to
hold to the more traditional juvenile c@wit..philosophy of rehabilitation"

(27, p. 75). A

IV. EVALUATION OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME AND OFFENDER INTERVENTIONS

Evaluations of delinquency prevention and control programs are inade-
quate. In reviewing the published descriptions of some 6,600 delinquency
prevention and treatment programs from 1964 to 1974, Wright and Dixon found
only 96 reports which included some form of empirical data on project effects.
They concluded that '"the evaluation literature is low in both scientific
validity and policy utility, and that no delinquency prevention strategies
can definitely be recommended" (49, p. 60). These findings are supported
by Lundman, McFarlane, and Scarpitti, who examined some 1,000 citations of
published delinquency studies and were able to find only 25 which contained
information on the nature and the results of the program {13, pp. 297-308).

The above findings are consistent with an on-site assessment by Walker,
Cardarelli, and Billingsley of 35 delinquency prevention programs (selected
out of a possible 1,436) which claimed™Formal evaluations, Each of these
programs were found to have nonexistentu:or inadequate evaluation of impact
(46, pp. 27-114). a1

with serious juvenile offenders commented that the quality of evaluations

In a similar vein, an assessment of program interventions

was very uneven, and in some cases nonexistent. '"Evaluations tend to be

‘'strong on description of ideal elements of programs and may include tabula-

tions of results but usually they contain very little indication of how the
program actually developed and how it operated" (27, p. 225).

In this paper, it has already been noted‘that none of the youth employ-
ment programs reviewed by Hawkins, Lishner, and Wall contained any measure

of how these programs  might impact delinquency (11, pp. 31-41); nor have
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police programs deéigned to target on "hardcore' juvenile offenders received
the type of evaluation which would be needed in order to ascertain the effec-
tiveness of such an approach. In addition, the continuous case management

approach which is described in this paper has been described as an area where
better evaluation is needed. 'The case management technique is an instance
of a potentially effective means for solving a long standing problem of in-
suring that a youth actually receives services prescribed for him, promised

or contracted for in the course of referrals. However, none of the evaluative

. information..for-Massachusetts; Illinois,..and-Pennsylvania programs included

more than general comments' on the operation of case management' (27, p. 225).
The need for careful evaluation research on intervention strategies is undex-
lined by the conspicucus lack of this kind of information to date.

One other observation on evaluation involves the importance of taking
into account political and economic constraints. As Cardarelli and Smith
point out, "It is important to keep in mind that the successful implementa-
tion of any program of delinquency prevention may be affected by structural
factors of a national charaqter over which program directors have little con-
trel.... The importance of these wider socio-cultural and environmental fac-
tors in both the causation and prevention of delinquency should neither be
ignored or treated lightly on one hand, nor should they be used as 'excuses'
to avoid the immediate problems associated with their impact. :Program staff
not only need to be explicit about their domains of competency, but further,

must be realistic about the changes that are feasible within program struc-

ture" (3, p. 29).

Having noted weaknesses of evaluation research and mentioned possible
constraints, this section will conclude with a note on what evaluation should
be.

"An ideal program evaluation would attempt to explain both its successes
and failures in terms of implications for program improvement. Measures of
cost effectiveness or administrative efficiency, although helpful, are not
considered to be sufficient evaluation measures. Similarly, monitoring prac-
tices, incorporating numbers of clients served by age, sex, ethnicity, educa-
tion level, and reporting problems are not, in and of themselves, evaluation.

In effect, the evaluation of most prograﬁs should be two-fold. The eval-

uator should first focus upon the changes and processes that develop through-

out the history of the' project, and whether these changes affect the character

)
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and direction of the intervention strategies. Second, the evaluator would
determine the impact of the strategies on the extent or character of delin-
quency' (3, pp. 20-21). ' ‘

Because the need for information for advancing the stéte—of-the-art on

intervention with serious juvenile offenders is so crucial, both the quality

ExR  t=a

and the quantity of evaluation research in this area must increase. The

recommended strategies in this paper reflect this concern.

B

V.  STRATEGIES FOR HANDLING SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDERS : -

The rationale for mounting special efforts in the area of handling the
serious juvenile offender will be discussed under three main headings. First, &
some of the main reasons for focus on serious juvenile offenders will be given.
Then, some related issues and problems will be discussed. Finally, specific

strategies for handling the serious juvenile offender will be recommended.

REASONS FOR FOCUS ON THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER

Disproportionate Amount of Crime by this Group

Although serious offenders (including those whd commit serious offenses

or who are chronic offenders) constitute a small part of all juvenile offend-

ers, they are responsible for a disproportionate share of juvénile crime. In

the classic research carried out by Wolfgang and his colleagues, it was found

=S

that a group of 627 boys in Philadelphia had records of five or more police

contacts between their eleventh and eighteenth birthdays. These boys were

taken from a cohort of 9,945 youths who were born in Philadelphia and resided
there between the ages of 11 and 17. This famous group of 627 boys, approxi-

mately 6 percent of the total cohort, was responsible for 52 percent of the

&2

total number of offenses, 53 percent of the personal injury offenses, and 71

percent of all the robberies committed by the cohort (31, p. 44).

In another study, Strasburg found that juveniles with five or more ar-

rests '"...were responsible for most of the harm done by the group: they were

charged with 85 percent of all offenses committed by. the sample...including
82 percent of all violent_qffenseé" (31, p. 45). Further, as the Task Force

on Crime of the Violence Commission observed in 1969, '"When all offenders are

[~ |

compared, the number of hardcore offenders is small relative to the number of
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one-time offenders, yet the former gfoup has a much higher rate of violence
and inflicts considerably more serious injury" (31, Pp. 45-46). Finally,
Vachss and Bakal observe that, 'No more than 6 percent of young people
charged with delinquency can be called 'violent,' yet, despite their small
ﬁercentage, these deeply disturbed young people are responsible for as much
as two-thirds of the total of serious offenses committéd by persons under the

age of seventeen' (44, p. xii).

Importance of Serious Offender Programs to Juvenile Justice Reform

Unless more effective program interventions are developed for the serious
juvenile offender, efforts to reform the juvenile justice system as a whole
may be undermined., The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, as amended (U.S. House of Representatives), placed an emphasis on the

deinstitutionalization of status offenders, the separation of juveniles from

~adults in detention and correctional facilities, and the deveiopment of alter-

natives to incarceration for juvenile offenders. The center of public con-
cern, especially as reflected in the news media, appears to be the serious
(and éspecially the violent) juvenile offender.

Neglecting the serious juvenile offender problem threatens to create a
negative public attitude in which harsher measures are demanded for all juve-
nile offenders. In addition, more effective and appropriate programs for
serious offenders would enhance the credibility of the juvenile justice sys-
tem, not only with the public, but also with juveniles who get into trouble.
As it is, noncriminal or petty offenders may in some cases be treated more
harshly and locked up for longer periods of time than youths who have com-

mitted viclent crimes. More attention needs to be given to concerted and

‘effective program intervention with the serious juvenile offender if reform

efforts on behalf of status offenders and lesser offenders are also to succeed.

Incapacitation Alone is Insufficient

A strategy frequently proposed for the serious juvenile offender is
incapacitatioﬂ. Writers such as James Q. Wilson have speculafed upon the
benefits of this strategy and recommended it: "The gains from merely incapa-

citating convicted criminals may be very large. If much or most serious crime

—v.
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for relatively brief periods of time, may produce m2jor reductions in crime
rates" (47, p. 173). Shinnar speculates that, "[T]he rate of serious crime
would be only one-third of what it is today if ever) person convicted of a
serious offense were imprisoned for 3 years" (31, p. 170).

But is it this simple? A trio of researchers in Columbus, Ohio carried
out a careful study to determine the effectiveness of a policy of incapacita-
tion. “For incapacitation to be effective," they say, 'two conditions must

exist, First, the apprehension rate must be greatly increased. Second, a
large percentage of crimes must be committed by repeat offenders, much higher
than has been found in this study' (45, p. 81).

are that, "Certainly incapacitation of juvenile felony offenders would have

The findings of these writers
prevented some violent crimes. Incapacitétion policies applied to juvenile -
offenders would require a drastic modification of juvenile court legislation
and the disposition of juvenile offenders" (45, p. 64). 1In addition, they
found that, 'Over two-thirds of the persons in this study were first-time
felony offenders.
They go on to conclude that, "It must not be expected that a policy of inca-

Incapacitation could not have prevented their 1973 crimes."

pacitation will result in a significant statistical reduction in the rate of
violent crime.... If the country is serious about the reduction of violent
crime, other means for accomplishing this goal will have to bgtsopght" (45,
p. 64).

The concept of incapacitation is associated with the notion that a his-
tory of juvenile delinquency will result in a career as an adult criminal.
The one continues into the other.

Shannon, in the Racine cohort study, wrestled with some of the problems
of high continuation probabilities. He found that there is 'little evidence
of systematic progression in seriousness...that seriousness gradually in-
creases from contact to contact among males, reaches an initial peak, then
declines only to rise again among those who continue to have frequent con-
"tact with the police, particularly among those from any segment of any co-
hort with 40 or more contacts. ...the most prevalent pattern is one of dis-
continuation and declining seriousness. On the other hand, it is obvious
that for the few who continue into their late twenties there is an increase
and then again a decline. These are the few who become well known to the

adult juStice system .and who create the impression of continuity and increasing
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seriousness in delinquent and criminal careers, evidence than applied to all
who have had contacts with the juvenile and adult justice systems" (25, pp.
8-9). _

Shannon also examined 26 attitudinal and demographic variables in a
multivariate regression analysis in order to determine which '"had the more
powerful relationship to juvenile seriousness scores.'" He found that 'age
at first police contact turned out to be the most powerful predictor of juve-
nile seriousness...followed by having friends in trouble with the law' (25,
Pp. 21-22).

came up with this conclusion: .

After analyzing his data in a number of ways, however, Shannon
..it is cne thing to describe delinquency and
crime as they are distributed in an urban-industrial community, particularly
for more serious tyvpes of delinquent and criminal behavior but it is quite
another to predict who will have a serious criminal career from their juve-

nile and young adult experiences with the justice system. Indeed, the great-

est error that has been made by sociologists and others with an interest in

the relationship of early misbehavior to later misbehavior is the assumption
that statistically significant relationships And reasonably high correlations
transiate into the ability to predict continuity in behavior'" (25, pp. 25-26).
It is this issue of prediction, and the difficulty of prediction, which
is the crux of the problem with incapacitation. Monahan, in a review of pre-
diction studies, concludes that violence is consistently over-predicted, re-
gardiess of the correlates considered or the statistical analysis employed.

He finds, in fact, that between 65 percent and 99 percent of those predicted

to be dangerous or violent do not go on to commit such an act (4, p. 20).

Similarly, Hamparian and her associates in an Ohio cohort study found that
over 80 percent of the cohort members had only one violent arrest (and this

The
fact that so few juveniles continued in violence makes prediction quite diffi-

was a cohort of youths who had been arrested for violence) (10, p. 54).

cult,

A policy of incapacitation is, in theory -at least, based upon the idea
that it is possible to predict, with at least approximate accuracy, which
offenders will be dangerous to thg community if not locked up: The present
state-of-the-art of prediction does not show such an ability.

There is another basic point to make regarding incapacitation: regard-

less of what crimes may or may not be prevented through the incapacitation ,f‘\
. . (/.‘{"l
! s
. .
. ,\ © L4y
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- dors because they feel this method is more likely to provide high-quality

deho

of serious‘offenders, sooner or later almost all offenders return to the

streets. Feld (1977) states the point and its implications clearly: 'When

B

a society ncarcerates people, whether for benevolent rehabilitation or any
other purpose, it assumes responsibility to do so under the least harmful
Virtu-

and destructive circumstances, simply because they are human beings.

’ally every ircarcerated juvenile will eventually return to the community

[emphasis added], and it is imperative fam hoth the community and the indivi-

dual that the period of separation not Swuwiaisource of harm, injury, or irre-
(8, p. 198). f-,_‘_‘}-_

s,

concilable estrangement'

-
- s
i

ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

¢ 0]

Relative Merits of Institutional Versus Community-Based Programs

Generally, what has been advocated in this paper are community-based

97,

programs that are part of a netwutk of services, including some institutional

components. The advantage of this approach is that a wider range of services

£z

can be provided, there is more flexibility and room for needed experimentation,

and, often, more competent staff may be available. However, there is no magic

in what is called a community-based service. Some such programs are poorly
thought out and poorly implemented. '

Similarly, small institutions are not necessarily better 'than large ones.

3

A small lock-up with poor facilities, inadequate programs, and staff that can-

not cope with the clientele, may turn out to be just as brutalizing as a large,

=3

traditional training school.

Staff Requirements in Working with the Serious Juvenile Offender

There is no question that the demands upon staff in program interven-
tions with serious and violent delinquents are extraordinary. Vachss and

Bakal recommend that it is preferable to obtain services through private ven-

& =3 B3

staff.
secure facilities, the result is the "least skilled and least dedicated work-

Typically, they say, if the State uses civil service to staff the

ers." This is generally because these positions are simply not desirable and

-

B

may even be seen as punishment (44, p. 81).
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Another important staff issue is "burn-out.' As Coates, Miller, and
Ohlin found, "One of the consequences of the high‘intensity of youth work is

that staff members frequently 'burn-out' after two or three years. Some

. Structural changes could be implemented to at least reduce this effect....

A creative system administrator may be able to adopt a sabbatical strategy...
or a rotation of jobs.... Some of the university-based programs [or programs
near universities] are able to overcome these burn-out difficulties by rely-
ing heavily on undergraduate and graduate students under the supervision of
permanent staff.'" In any case, "Shaving costs at the point of funding con-
tributes to the eventual burn-out of staff and quite possibly the demise of
a good program and therefore creates situations that can harm youths rather
than help them" (5, pp. 196-197). ’

Emergetic and competent staff are absolutely crucial to the success of

program interventions for serious offenders. Whatever it takes to get good

staff and keep them should be done.

Are Intensive Treatment Programs for Serious Offenders Worth the High Costs?

Treatment programs for the "really tough kids'" are not always popular,
and any program that has a chance of succeeding is likely to be expensive.
This is particularly true for the secure treatment units which are expensive

to build and to operate. Vachss and Bakal speculate on the comparative costs

of two different ways of handling the same 'violent life-style' delinquent:

"1. Juvenile [A] exhibits a chronic, escalating pattern of criminal vio-
lence from age twelve to fifteen. He is continually incarcerated in
a variety of training schools until, while on parole, he commits a
robbery-connected homicide. Waived out of the juvenile justice sys-
tem, he is convicted as an adult and sentenced to a life term in the
state prison. He serves approximately thirteen years on this sen-
tence prior to parole, at a cost to the taxpayers of roughly $15,000
per year. He is released as a confirmed life-style criminal, now
armed with £far more sophisticated criminal techniques, access tn like-
minded career criminals on the streets, a certain knowledge that he
can 'do time' and survive, an enhanced criminal reputation, and the
certainty that he will return to prison.

"2. The same juvenile, instead of being waived out of the 'system at age
fifteen, is sent to a Secure Treatment .Unit for a term not to exceed
five years. The cost will be roughtly $60,000 per year, which repre-
sents, on a surface analysis, a net loss to society in dollars. How-
ever, the expectation that this individual will be released without
a commitment to life-style criminality and with serious noncriminal

A

£~
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survival tools at his disposél has a value that we can not accurate- the choices of their clients [emphasis added]. Of course, in the case of
. 1y express in dollars. If in fact, he does not become an adult crim-
inal repeater, the savings to society are incalculable" (44, pp. 36-

37).

the serious offender, the range of choices may be limited...the decision be-

JFIS

tween incarceration and release will be the court's, but once that decision

i

: 5 4 is made the juvenile offender can be afforded several sorts of choices, be-
i i stimates have also been made .. . L. .

As stated earlier in the present paper, € ginning with whether or not to participate in any treatment program...[and

similarly,] allowing the client the opportunity to choose which of several

treatments to participate in.... The congept underlying client choice is a

T
|

on the direct costs of serious crimes on the victims incurred because of
medical costs, loss of income, and loss of property. One such estimate cal-
culates that the direct costs of a Homicidg would be $178,000; of a robbery
resulting in a serious injury, $18,500; of a home burglary, $2,300 (28, p. 77).

R
[

L

L3 13 E b P2 T
simple one--veluntary change is more p=sb#Fierfoy. faster, more complete, and more

permanent than is coerced change" (14, r& %75-77).
These are calculated averages and estimates which cannot even touch on the St

[

With regard to conditions that rkkei.for successful learning, 'Those sit-

i ivi i member, or the cost in emotional ) . o .
value of a human 1ife to & Surviving Family ber uations which elicited the most successful performances on the part of serious
suffering and psychological damage to the victims of a rape or an assault.

-y

{

juvenile offenders did so, at least in part, because the juveniles could under-
stand what it was that they were supposed to be doing" (14, p. 78). Other

factors in facilitating learning of new behaviors included giving the juve-

Program intervention strategies such as continuous case management and

small, closed intensive units may, in the long rum, be well worth the invest-

iy
L

' ment, both for the future of the troubled juveniles they may reclaim, and for

niles "reasons to believe in themselves, and in their own efficacy. Tasks
' it : rotected from serious juvenile _ _ . Task
the safety of citizens who are thereby better pro ! structured to be eminently 'do-able' contributed to that.... Emulation is

53
{23

crimes. : ’ falso] an important learning technique' (14, p. 78). Thus, it is important

to have program staff with which the juven'les can identify. "The training
STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HANDLING THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER

3y
(I

situations which were most effective were those which simulated the location

It is appropriate to preface this section on recommended strategies by where the new behavior was to take place...moving the treatment program to

"

57
r
L3

ing some of the findings of Dale Mann and his colleagues regarding what that world, as in the community-based strategies, maximizes the benefits of
quoting g

makes for relatively successful proéram interventions with serious juvenile this -feature" (14, p. 78).

"There is nothing which works for everyone and...most things do Mann lists four reasons emphasizing the availability of a wide range of
offenders. g D .

some good for some individuals...." This, he says, "will startle only true : rograms: "1. Different juveniles respond to different treatments, and thus
_ believers (who know that their treatment is The Answer) and total cynics (who

=3
L3

the diversity inherent in any group nequires an array of treatments. 2. With
reject even successive approximations to better practice)." As he observes, ' . a given juvenile, trial and error may be necessary before the child is matched
"[I]ntervening with dangerous juvenile offenders is at least as difficult an

e
L Y

with a technique that does any good. 3. Given the limited utility of all

TR
Lo

area as any other people-changing endeavor' (14, p. 81). techniques, it is useful to have other methods that may be applied when one

‘What, then, are the characteristics of the relatively successful pro- - begins to fade. 4. A range of treatments is helpful to the staff as well,

&
grams for serious juvenile offenders? Mann and his colleagues found that ¥ ¥ .because (a) it facilitates the eclectic 'borrowing' process that provides
client choice, practices that promote learning and the acquisition of new ‘ - them with a repertoire of skill, and (b) it allows them to Totate among methods
behaviors, the availability of a wide range of program techniques, and the % O and thus control some of the personal, psychic demaﬁ@s that are so burdensome
willingness of program staff to take a problem-solving, trial and error atti- ‘_]’ in this field" (14, p. 79). Finally, Mann finds that, "The best programs...
tude toward their work were ''features that were associated with success" (14, ﬁ o seemed to be using their failures as a guide -to new initiatives and eventual
. &+ . [ S

pp. 75-80). More specifically, "Successful programs were those that maximized i success. . .they took a frankly problem-solving, trial-and-errot attitude

! [1

; LI
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[emphasis added] toward their work. Given what is known--and especially what
is not known--about intervening with serious juvenile offenders, such an

heuristic'management strategy is emphatically indicated" (14, p. 80).

With some of these clues to success in mind, and in an.attempt to build

’ upon the background material presented earlier in this paper regarding the

extent of the problem of serious juvenile crime and the nature of the juvenile

justice system response to it, the following Strategy recommendations are of-

s m i ———_— fe're d;:. Tl e e e T e g et ca s enn v

1.

2.

Target Areas

e Intervention strategies should focus on the following targets:

- high—risk potential offenders (e.g., 16~ to 17-year-olds, males,‘
"whites' more for property offenses and '"non-whites" more for "vio-
lent" offenses, gang members, alcohol abusers)

- severe and high frequency offenses (e.g., robbery, forcible rape,
aggravated assault, burglary)

- high-risk environment (e.g., urban-areas, particular regions of
the country, school grounds)

- high-risk victims (e.g., other juveniles, low-income families).

Prevention ?

e Employment programs working with low-income and high-risk juveniles
should be expanded and should incorporate specific evaluation compo -
nents to determine how such programs can reduce delinquency.

® Alcohol abuse prevention programs should be expanded and evaluated.

e More comprehensive research is needed on the causes and preventative
techniques for serious juvenile crime.

"Police

) Evgluation research should examine a variety of police strategies
which seek to identify and refer the "hardcore'" offender to the courts.

Courts ‘

e Serious juvenile offenders should be handled primarily in the juve-

nile justice system with a uniform maximum original jurisdictional
age of 18.
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Waiver to the criminal court should be used only in the most diffi-
cult and serious cases (since there is no assurance that the short-
comings of the juvenile system will be overcome by what may be an
equally limited adult system).

Efforts should be encouraged to provide for proportionality in sen-
tencing so that more serious offenders receive more restrictive de-
tention and dispositions that non-serious or status offenders.

More adequate availability and adherence to written policy guidelines
for classification and disposition of serious juveniles is necessary.

Corrections

Continued work should be carried out in the development of community-
based programs together with mixes of community programs and institu-
tional intervention, such as UDIS and the Minnesota Serious Juvenile
Offender Program.

Intervention with severely chronic violent offenders by means of
small, closed residential centers should be pursued and evaluated.

Analytical studies of various program intervention models should be
continued and expanded to better determine '"what works' with the ser-
ious juvenile offenders.

Continued support should be given to studies of the socio-political
aspects of intervention programs with serious juvenile offenders.
Plammers of correctional intervention programs for serious offenders
should place a priority on job development and training, especially
for persons with limited economic resources. '
The approach of continuous case management, which is involved in
several of the more promising program approaches, should be a key
element in program planning for serious juvenile offender correc-
tional interventions. The chief advantages of this approach are
that it provides continuity, the availability of a wide range of
services, and a more effective method for reintegration into the
community.

A wide range of program alternatives and flexibility should be avail-
able for correctional intervention with individual serious juvenile
offenders.

o Improvement should be made in the collection, analysis, and avail-

ability of consistent and comprehensive statistics on serious juve-
nile crime and offenders throughout the entire juvenile and criminal
justice process.
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- ANNUSTED FOR IROEX AHD MO DUDER OFEENSES (1962, WY, 1871, 1979, 1975, end 1927) .
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tapder anid Honneptigant
Hanshaughter 1.6 0. 3.4 0.1 4.1 0. 4.2 0.4 0.1 0
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Y TABLE A-2
C—l; S 7 THROUGH 17 AND
COMPARISON OF ADJUSTED ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR PERSONS AGES
Eé_ NUMBCR OF. REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT, FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFPENSES (1975 und 1977)
=3 . .
= 7| REFERRALS. URT ARREST FRE | REFERRALS T0 JUVENILE COURT
- ADJUSTED ARREST FREQUENCY!| REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT | ADJUSTED AR REQUENCY | REFERR
2 OFFENSE FOR PERSONS 7 THROUGH 17 OF PERSONS UNDER 18 FOR PERSONS T THROUGH 1T OF PERSONS UNDER 18
@ NuMBer | percent | numeen | PERcenT NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERGENT
o ;
I} 18DEX 2 947,991 39.4 450,480 40.7 925,004 37.7 606,809 43.3
= Vielent® 98,848 ‘. §3,403 .t 91,946 3.7 56,244 .0
Hurder lnthonneglilcnl 1,820 0.1 1,6337 0.1 1,887 0.1 1,503 0.1
Hanslaughter 4 470 0.2 2,644 . 0.2 4,810 0.2 3,425 0.2
Forcible Rape ' 1.8 27317 2.0
Robbery - 51,462 2.1 27,089 2.4 13,363 1 23.939 1.7
. .7 . .
Aggravated Assault 41,005 1.7 22,062, 2.0 40,886
4
Property 849,143 35.3 3%7,077 3.0 833,148 34.0 550,565 39.3
Burglary 273,327 1. 164,462, J4.9 264,312 10.8 189,794 13,5
Larceny-Theft 499,944 20,8 187,850. ©17.0 487,874 19.9 301,799 21.5
Hotor Vehicle Theft 75,872 3.2 44,725 4.9 80,962 3.3 58,972 4.2
] .
o NOR- THDEX 1.457.255 0.6 656,401 59.3 1,527,224 62.3 194,896 6.7
, 1,457,255 _60.6 -—
'm'm.‘ 2,405,247 100.0 1,106,88) 100.0 2,452,018 100.0 1,401,708 100.0

NOTE: Uecuuse of rounding, tho perceptoges may not wdd to totul.

lUCII urrest fregquenclos huve boen sdjusted to compunsste for variutlons §n the nunber of ugencles ropoveing wrrest

dutu,  The following adjustment procedure wus used:

Adjusted urrest frequency Arrest frequency X Totul Estimuted Arrests §n U.S, (UCK)

Tutal Reported Arrcsts

Index offenses include murder vnd nonnegliygent mnusluughtef, forcible rope, robbery, aggravated wusswult, bLurgluvy,

slarccnr-thch‘ und motor vehicle thefe,

Violeat offenses Include murder ond nonnegligent wonslaughter, forclble rupe, und uggravated ossault,

Property offenses include burglury, lurceny-theft, und motor vehicle theft.

Hon-1ndoux offenses include w1l offenses (lncluding curfew snd loftering law violontions, wnd runuwuys) reported by

Unifore Crime Beports, except the Indox offenses.
7T0lul offenses include Tndex oad Non-index offenses, P
Court referrals combine negligent and nonnegligent wmanslaughter. '
Court referrals for larceny-theft Include purse snatching, shoplifring, and larceny.

Sources: U.S, bcpnrtment of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigution. Uniform Crime Reports for the Unjted States--

. 1975 (p. 188) und 1977 (p. 180). (Wushington, 0,C.: U.S. Governmont Printing Office, 1976 ond 1978); Swith,

LTI

'
Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Americun Justic

Daniel D.;

Finnegun, Terrence; Snyder, tloward; und Corbett, Jucqueline. "Delinquency 197S: Unfted Stotes Estimates of Cases Pro-

cessed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction.” (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979); und Snlth,
(f:;{?\y Daniel D,; Finnegun, Terrence; Snyder, loword; snd Corbett, Jacqueline. *“Delinquency 1977: United States Esglmates of
(1'_ ‘\ “‘ﬂ Cuses f'rocessed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction.® Preliminury Drafr, (Pittsburgh, PA: Natlonal Center for Juve-
;\,-\) - nile Justice, final report to be published March 1980). -
~
-~

¢ Institute,
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B . PERGENT DASTRIMITION OF PURSQNS ARRESTED FOR
oQ INDEX AND NON- INDHX QFFRNSES, nY AGR (1977)
(42}
=
o
= OEFENSE
. 10 AND UNTHER 1-12 13-14 15 16 17 R 18 18 AND QVER TOTAL
- nmex ! 1.7 *3.8 10.5 a0 | 9.0 8.3 M3 58.7 100.0
7 C Viotent? 0.4 1.2 a1 3.9 5.4 6.0 21,0 79.0 100.0
Murder and Nonnegll-
gent Mansiaughter 0.} 0.1 1.0 1.5 J.0 3.9 2.7 90.3 100.0
Forcihle Rape 0.2 0.7 3.3 2.9 4.4 5.0 16.5 83.5 1000
Robhery 0.4 1.6 6.4 6.2 8.4 9.1 32.0 68.0 100.0
Appravated Assnunlt 0.5 1,0 3.2 2.9 4.1 1.6 16.3 83.7 100.0
4 A Property’ 2.0 2.4 12.0 9.0 9.9 8.9 16.2 5.8 100.0
T Nurplary 2.1 4.3 13.0 104 .6 ' 10.3 51§ 48,5 100.0
tarceny-Theft 2.2 4.9 11.6 7.8 8.5 7.9 42,9 $7.1 100.0
Motor Vehlclo Theft 0.3 1.6 1.9 13.3 14.3 11.5% 5.0 A7.0 100.0
Now- st 0.6 1.2 1.0 3.7 1.7 5.0 19.2 80.8 100.0
' Toran 0.9 1.7 5.5 a7 5.6 5.7 24.0 76.0 ta0.0
Note: hecawse of rownding, the percentnges moy not add to totnl). .
Ry 'lndnx of fenses Include murder néd nonnegllgent mansloughter, Corcible vapo, roblhery, agpravated assoult, buvglary, Inrceny-thelt,
. anl motor vehicle theft. ) '
! Violent offenses Include mupder and nonnegligent monslaughter, forcllile rape, robbery, nnd aggrovated nssault,
g “Property offenses Inclde burglnry, larceny-thelt, and motor vchicle theft,
x{ Non-Index offenses Include al) offenses (Including curfew nnd loltering low vialntlons, and runnway) reported In Unlform Crime feports,
- : ccxcept the Index offenses. ’ . '
; ‘ otal offenses Inctude Indax and Non-Index offenses, .
Sonrce: 1.5, Department of Juatice. Pedoral Nurenw of Invostigntion, Uniform Crime Reports for the Unitod Sintes--1977, (Mnshington, N.C.¢
1.S. Giovernment Printing Offlce, 1978), p. 180,
Table constructed by the MATIONAL JUVENELLL JUSTICH SYSTEM ASSUSSMENT GHNTUGR (Sncramento, CA: Amevlcan Justice Inatitute, 1980).
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TABLE A-4

t= . .
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 AND REFERRALS TO JUVENILE X
COURT FOR INDGX AND NON-1NDEX OFFENSES, BY AGE (1875 and 1977) '
' REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT
ARRESTS OF TERSONS |INDER 13 INTAKE OF PERSONS. UNUER 18
OFFENSE R NN
TEN AND UNNER | TEN AND ) i,
onorR | 11-12 ] 13-14 15 16 1? 18 onngr | 11-12 | 13-4 15 16 17 "
mnex? ' 44 9.7 | 25:5 | 10.4 ) 21.4) 19,6 | 300.0 | 2.8 7.8 | 25.8 } 21.5| 21.5 ] 20.6} 100,00
Vinlent? 2.1 s5.8 | 20.4 19.6 1 28.1¢ 27.0{ 100.0 ) 1.5 4.8 | 20.4 20,0 | 25.0 ] 28,0 s00.0
Marder and Nonmegligent &
Mansloughter it | e | seo | asee ! s1.s] 380 1000 | 1.8 | 255 e.® | 1618 34.9%) 135.2% 100.0
Forcible Rape 1.2 3.1 18.2 | 19.9 ) 25.4] 32.3| t00.0{ 0.8 2.2 | 16.5 | 20,9 ] 28,7 30.9 | 100.0
Rohhery 1.6 s.6 | 21.0 | 20.2] 25.2] 26.5 | 100.0 | 3.4 4.6 | 20,5 | 2.0 25.0{ 28.5 | 100.0
Agpravated Assauit 2.9 6.5 20.5 19.0 ] 24.6 ] 26.5] 100.0 2.3 5.6 21.6 20,2 1 23.Aa | 206.S5 100.0
Property” &7 {1041 26.1 19.4 | 2050 heas | nos0 | 2.9 8.2 | 26,8 | 21.7] 21.1 ) 19.6 | 100.0
Burglary i1 8.5 | 25.2 | 20.3) 2318} 156§ 100.0 ) 3.3, | 7.8, 1 26,5, | 22.3,| 2.0, ‘19.37' 100.0,
Larceny-Theft s.6 | 11.9 | 27.¢ 18.0 | 20.8| 317.9 ] 100.0 | 3.4 9.8 | 27.27 | 20.2} 19.97) 19.47] 100.0
~ Motor Vehicle Theft 0.6 3.2 | 22.5 | 25.¢ levommiogave | 10000 [ 0ud 3.1 | 23.4 } 25.7 ) 26.1) 21.3 | 100.0
NOK- TNDEX ¢ 3.4 6.3 | 21.4 19,8141 | 24.9| 100.0 | _2.1 5.0 | 23.4 | 22,61 23.0{ 23,1 | 100.0
ToraL® 3.8 7.7 | 23.0 { 18.7{ 23.0] 22.8} 100.0| 2.4 6.2 | 24.3 ] 22,2} 22.9| 22.0 | 100.C
* REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT
ARRESTS OF PERSONS {NDER 18
{/FFENSE INTAKE OF PERSONS, UNUER 18
TEN AND | UMDRR | TEN AND UINDER
imngr | 1-12 | 13-14 15 16 17 18 oNngR - | 11712 | 13-14 15 16 17 A
noex? ) 4.2 9.2 25,3 19.3 | 21.8 | 20.1 | 100.0 2.6 7.1 23.7 20.7 | 23.8 1 22.0 ] 1o0.n
Vielent 2.0 | s.3 | 19.5 | 18.5| 25.9 | 28.6 | 100.0 1.9 4.9 | 20,0 }19.4 }.26.5 | 27.2 | 100.0
Misder and Nonncgligent
Aanslaughter 0.8 1.3 | 10.8 | 15.4 | 31.3| 40.4 | 100.0 1.7 1.7 12.6 | 14.3 ] 28.3 ] 41.3 | 100.0
Fircible Rape 1.2 4.1 20.0 17.6 | 26.9 | 30.1 ] 100.0 3.0 5.0 23.2 18.8 1 26,9} 23.1 100.0
Rohbery 1.3, | 5.1 19.9 | 19,41 26.11 28.3| 100.0 1.1 4.2 19.2 | 20,6 | 27.5 | 27.4{ 100.0
hgpravated Asszult 2.9 6.3 19.5 | 17.8 | 28.2{ 23.3] 1on.p 2.5 5.7 | 20,8 | 18.6 | 25.5 | 26.5| ton.o
Property” 4 9:6 | 26,0 | 19,4 | 204 | 19,2 100.0 | 2.7 | 7.4 | 24 | 20.8 | 23.5| 21.5] 100.0
Burglary 4. 8.3 25.2 | 20.1| 22.4{ 20.0( 100.0 3.0 7.1 23.8 | 20.2 | 23.8] 21.2] 100.0
Larceny-Theft 5.8 | 11.3 27.0 | 1s.1] 19.9] 18.4] j00.0 3.0 8.5 | 2s:2 | 19.7 1 2230 21.3{ 100.0
Motor Vehicle Theft 0.5 3.0 22.5 25,2} 27.0| 21.7| 100.0 0.5 2.4 19.8 2.2 | 28.9 23.21 100.0
NON- INDEX 3.2 | 6.0 | 21.1 | j9.5) 24.3{ 25.91 100.0 2.4 4.9 20,7 | 21.2 ) 25.6 | 25.2} 1no.0
ToTaL® 3.6 7.2 22.7 | 19.5] 23.4) 23.7] 100.0 2.5 5.9 22.0 | 21,0 24.8 | 23.8] 100.0

Note: Because of rounding, the percentages may not add to total.

:

Index offenses include murder and nonnegligent nansl-ughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assanlt, burglary, larceny-theft,

nd motor vehicle theft,

sVielent offenses include wurder and nonnegligent -nnsl=L hter forcible rape, rohbery, and aggravated asssult.
Frnperty of fenses inclixle hurglary, larceny-theft, and motor vchiclc theft.

Non-lndox offenses include all offenses (including status offcnses) reported in nrrest or court statistics, except the Index
‘offcntcs. specific offenses included may vary slightly betwecn arrest and court datas

,1nln! nffenses include Index and Non-Index offenses.
Court referrals comhine neglipent and nonncpligent wansiaughtor,

Court referrals for Jarceny-theft Include pursc snatching, shoplifting, and larceny.

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports for the United States--
1975 (p. 188) and 1977 (p. 180). (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976 and 1978); Smith, Daniel D.;
Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder, Howard; and Corbett, Jacqueline. ‘Delinquency 1975: United States Estimates of Cases Pro-
cessed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction." (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979); and Smith,
Daniel D.; Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder, Howard; and Corbett, Jacqueline, 'Delinquency 1977: United States Estimates of
Cases Processed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction." Preliminary Draft. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juve-
nile Justice, final report to be published March 1980}.

‘Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute,
1980).

Preceding page blank
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K TADLR A-5

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PURSONS UNDER 18 AND REPCRRALS 10
JUVENILD COURT POR INDHX AND NON-INDEX OFFONSUS, BY SBX (1975 and 1977)

OFFENSE Holerrales Yo Juvenile Court ot persons under 18 Roferrals to Juvenile Court
Male I Female Male I female Matfe l Femaoale Mole | Fomale
2 ' E ‘
INDEX ; 8%.5 18.5 84.5 15.5 81.6 18.4 82,4 17.6
Violent” | ) 89.4 . 10.6 89.% 10,5 89.7 10.3 87.5 12,5
Murder and Nommegligont : ¥ ] ‘ 7 ‘
Manslnughter 89.9 10.1 88.7 11.3 91,7 8 s
Forclhle Rape 90.8 1.4 97.4 1.6 97.8 z:g g::; I::g
:nhhc:{ ::.: 7.4 92.3 - 7.7 92.8 7.2 Dl.ﬂ9 9.0
ssnu ' . . . "
) \ X 15.9 84.9 15.1 85.1 14.9 82,6 17.4
Proparty 80.6 19.4 8.9 . 16.1 80.6 19.4 1.8 8.2
burglary 94.9 5.1 9.1 5.9 94.1 S
. . . . . .9 3.2 ot .
larceny-Theft . 1.1 28.9 73.6% 26.4° .7 28,3 ~35.J 2: ;
Motor Vehlcle Theft 92,6 7.4 91.8 8.2 90,9 g1 8n.9 TN
s ity Ay
NON- THIEX 76.9 23.1 720.5 29. 76.7 w0 s 21,5
ay O
T""A': . 78.0 2‘.2 7&.' 2109 78-5 2..5 7(‘.7 2-‘03

;Cdurt referrols Include a smn)l number of porsons ages 18 snd over,
Index offenses Include mirder and nonnegligont manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, assauli, burglary,
Inrceny-thelt, and motor vehlcle therlt, ’
JVlolent offenses include mirdor and nonnegligent manslaughter, Forcihle rope, robbery, and assault,
4Proporly of fenses Include burglary, Iarceny-theft, and motor vehlcle thoft, :
Shon- Index offenses Include all offenses (Including curfew and loltering lav viotatlons, and runawey) reported .In
conrt statlstics, except tha Index of fenses,
Total offenses Include Tndex and Non-Index offenses.
Court reflerrals comblne nagligent snd nonnegligent manslaughter,
Court referrals for Inrceny-thoft ITnclude purso snatching, shoplifeting, ond larcony.
Bstimated Crom "total' assoault category In 1977, .

o

O B~

<

Sources: U.5. Department of Justlca. Tederal Burenu of Investigation. Uniform Crimo Roports for the Unlted States--1975
(p. 187) and 1977 (p. 179). (Washlngton, D.C.: U.S. Govornment Printlng OFflce, 1976 an 1978); Smith, Danlol W, } Flnnegnn,

Terrence; Suyiler, Howard; and Corbett, Jacquellne, "Dollnquency 1975: Unlted Stetos Estlmntos of Cases Processed by Courts
with Juvenlte Jurlsdliction.” (Plttsburgh, PA: Natlonal Conter for Juvenits Justice, 1979); ond Smith, Danlel D, Finnogon,
Terrence; Snyder, llaward; ond Corbett, Jacquellne. "Dellnguency 1977: Unlted States .Bstimates of Coscs Procesacd by Courts
with Juventle Jurisdiction.”" Pralimlnocy Draft. (Plttsburgh, At Natlonal Center for Juvonlle Justice, final report Lo be

pubiished March 1980).

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CEN’I‘B'R (Sacramento, CA: American
Justice Institute, 1980). )
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| TADLE A-6

e b b b 4 b8 et i i e e )

PERCENT DASTRIGUTION FOR ARRESTS OF PURSONS UNDER 18 ANU RLFERMALS T0
. JUVENILI! COURT FOR INDEX AND NON-TNDEX OFFENSES, BY RACH (1975 und 1977)

AW an g

PR Ot B SRR

OFFENSE Arrests of persons under 10 Raferrals fo Juvenile Cour’? | Arrests of parsons under I8 Refarrals 1o Juveniie Court
" White Black and Othert White Black and Other White Block and Othar! White Biack gnd Other
InpEX> 68.9 31.1 $9.8 40.2 *6H.2 3.8 66.0 3.
Violent . 46,2 $3.7 39.9 60.) 48,2 51.8 45.4 54.6
Murder and Nonnegligent ¢ s
Manslaughter 43.2 $6.7 $0.5 49.5 -46.14 53.7 58.8 41.2
Forcible Rape 47.5 §2.5 40.2 59.8 44.5 55.5 18.6 51.4
Robbe ry 35.6 64.5 32.8 67.2 36.0 64.0 37.8 62.2
Aggravated Assault 58.5 41.5 48.6 51.4 62.0 38.0 52.4 47.6
Property® 71.3 28.7 62.2 b 3.8 700 | " 295, 68.2 31.8
burglary 72,0 28.0 65.69 '34.49 ¢ 72,2 27.7 6Y.1 30.9
Larceny-Theft 70.5 29.8 59.0 41.0 68.5 3.4 67.1 312.9
Mator Vehicle Theft 4.8 25.2 64.1 35.9 76.3 23.7 70.8 29,2
NON- InpEX® 80.9 19.1 71.3 28.8 80.2 19.8 76.6 23.4
TUTAL7 76,2 23.8 66.6 33.4 75.17 24.3 72,0 28.0

Note: Because of rounding, the percentages may not add to total,

boprack® and other racus wore conbined to allow compurison between arrest und court stutistics.

Court rofurrals Includs o small punbor of pesrsons ugos 18 und over,
Index offenses. Include murder und nonnegligent manstoughtor, forvclble rupe, robbery, uggravated sssuulce, burglury,

turceny-thoft, and wotor

vehicle theft.,

Ayiotent offonses Includo wurder smd nonnegligent munsloughter, forcible rvapu, robbery, and snggruvated assuult,
Property offenses Include burglarvy, lurceny-thefe, and motoy vehlele theft,
6Nou—lndux offenses Include o)) offeases (Including stutus offensos) reported in arrost or court stuthstics, oxcopt -
the ludex offensos; specific offenses Included mny vary slightly between arrest und court duta,
‘Totul ofFonsos Include Index and Nop-Index offoenses,
Court referrals conbino negligent und nonnegligent mansloughter.
Court roferruls For lurveeny-theft includo purse snatching, shoplifting, und lavceny,
loﬁstlmutcd From “total™ ussuult cutegory in 3977,

Sourcos: Y.8, Bopartment of Justice.

Federul Burveauw of Investigation,

Uniform Crime Reports for thoe United Stutos--1978

und 1977, (Wushlngeon, D.C.: U8, Govevamont Printing OfFice, 1976 and 1978), p. 193 and p. 185; Smith, Danlel D, Finnegan,

Torrence; Sayder, lloward; und Corbotir, Jucquellne,

with Juvenllo Jurisdicelon.®

Turrence; Snyder, llowintly snd Corbete, Jucqueline.

with Juvenilo Jurlsdiction.
published March 1980), -

"Dulinquency 1975: Unlted Stutes Estimutos of Cases Procossed by Courts

(Pitesburgh, PA: Natlonal Conter for Juvenile Justice, 1979); ond Smlth, Bunlel D.; Fionegun,

Preliminavy Oraft.

"ol liwjuency 1977: Unlced States Estimatos of Cuses Processcd by Courvts
(Plecsburgh, PA: Notlonal Center for Juvenilo Justlce, Final roport to be

Tuble constructed by tho NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICH SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sucramonto, CA: Amerlcun Justlce Insticura, 1980),
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TABLE A-7 , .
. ! .-
PERCENT DISTRIBUIION DELINQUENT MISTORY FOR REFERRALS TO JUVENILY
COURT FOR INDIX AND NON-INDEX OFFUNSES (1975 and 1977)
REFEQRALS TO JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT
OFFENSE NUKBER OF PRIGR DELINQUENCY NUMBER OF PRIOR DELINQUENGY || NUNBER OF PRIOR DELINOUENCY | NUMBER OF PRIOR DELINQUENCY
REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS
NONE ONE OR MORE NONE ONE OR MORE NONE ONE OR MORE NONE ONE OR MORE
INDEXZ 75.0 25.0 8.0 3.9 (4 31,5 77.9 77,1
Violent 69.5 30.5 55.5 4.5 64.1 35.9 75.5 24.5
Murder? 83.7. 16.3 75.8 24.2 59.3 0.7 78.3 21.7
Forclble Rape 62.7 37.3 1.2 $8.8 65.2 3.8 72.2 27.8
Robbery 66.6 33.4 4s.1 54,9 53.4 1.6 71.5 28.5
" Assoult 7.8 28.2 73.8 26,5 65.5 34.5 76.5 23.5
rroporty® 75.5 24.5 70.1 29.9 69.3 30.7 78.3 21.7
Burglary 72.4 27.6 67.5 32.5 63.0 37.0 73.9 26.1
Larceny-Thett’ 79.2 20.8 73.7 26.3 73.6 26.4 81.9 18.1
Motor Vehicle Theft 67.8 32.2 63.8 36.2 62.7 37.3 701 29.9
NoN- 1noex® 75.2 24.8 71.6 28,4 71.8 28,2 80. ) 19.9
TotaL® 75.1 24.9 70.1 30.0 70.5 29.5 79.2 20.8

Note: Because of rounding, the percentsges may not add to total.

lnctudes small muber of pevsons ugos 18 and over,

2lmlcx offonses Include murder, forclblo vape, robbery, usspult, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehlcle theft,
Violent offenses include murder, Forclble rupe, robbery, and assault,

5lncludes nepligent and nonnogl lgent manslaughter,
The 197S "assnule® category Includes only sggruvated assoulf, while 1977 includes both simpte and aggrovated

assunlt, ‘Thus, tho two ycars uro not directly comparabloe,

Property offenses Include burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehlcle theft,
Includes purse snatching, shop)ifting, and larceny.

8pon- Indux offensos Inciude nll offensos (Including curfev and loltoring law violutions, and runawny) reported In

court* statistics, except tho Indox offenses, .
Totul offenses Include Index ond Non-Index offenses,

Souwrces: Smith, Dunlel D.; Floncgon, Terrence; Snydor, lloward; vnd Corbctf. Jucquolino., "Dolinguoncy 1975: United Stutes
Estimatos of Cases Processed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction.”

1979); und Smith, Danicl D.; Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder, lloward; and Corbett, Jacquoline.
Prodiminory. Denft,

Istimntes of Coses I'rocesscd by Courts with Juvonlle Jurlsdiction.*
for Juvenlle Justice, Finul report to be published March 1980).

Tuble constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICR SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CUNTER (Sacramento, CA: Amorican Justice Institute,

1980),

(Pittsburgh, PA: Nations) Center for Juvenile Justlce,
"Dolinquency 1977: United States
(Plttsburgh, PA; Natfonul Centor

‘"A\UT-.



‘:1"‘ : '
L
[
™
TABLE A-8
.""Il . -
i PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT
fod FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, BY "WAS CHILD DETAINED?" (1975 and 1577)
o
." .
OFFENSE Referrals' 1o Juvenile Court by| Referrals to Juvenile Court by
"WAS CHILD DETAINED? " "waAS CHILD DETAINED? " -
.}‘ YES NO YES NO
) INDEX? . 21.6 78.5 23.3 76.7
~ Vielent® 57.4 62.6 27.4 72.6
y Murder? 61.3 35.9 51.0 45.0
- " Forcible Rape ‘ 61.2 38.8 45.6 54.4
Robbery 57.7 62.3 47.¢ 52.6
“ Assault ' 32.1 67.9 21.6 78.4
J Property® 19.6 80.¢ 22.3 77.7 .
Burglary - 24.2 75.8 |- 28.3 7.7 ‘
) Larceny-Theft’ 12.9 87.1 15.5 84.5
: Motor Vehicle Theft 33.5 66.5 40.7 , 59.3
NON- INDExX® 27.1 72.9 19.7 80.3
m o .
I TOTAL” 24,9 75.1 21.4 78.6
', .
¥
H Note: Because of rounding, the percentages may not add to total.
- ;Includes small number of persons ages 18 and over.
t - . Index offenses include murder, foreible rape, robbery, assault, burglary,
~_; .darceny-theft, and moter vehicle theft.
“Violent offenses include murder, forcible rape, robbery, and assault.
Includes negligent and nomnegligent manslaughter.
7 51'he 1875 "assault" category includes only aggravated assault, while 1977
.t includes both simple and aggravated assault. Thus the two years are not
- gdirectly comparable.
-Property offenses-include burglary, larcemy-thefr, and motor vehicle theft.
- éIncludes purse snatching, shoplifting, and larceny.
! Non-Index offenses include 211 offenses (including status offenses) reported
oS gin court statistics, exceot the Index offenses.
. "Total offenses include index and Non-Index offenses.
5
Sowrces: Smith, Daniel D.; Fimmegan, Terrence; Snyder, Howard; and Corbezt, Jacgueline,
n "Delinquency 1975: United States Estimates of Cases Processed by Courts with Juvenile
: Jurisdiction.” (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1879); and Smith,
3 . Daniel D.; Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder, Howard; and Corbett, Jacqueline. "Delinguency
i 1977: United Stztes Estimates of Cases Processed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction.®
Preliminary Draft. (Pittsbhucgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, final report
- . T0 be published March 1980). :
- . Table ¢ nstructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento,
o CA: American Justice Institute, 1980).
Y
! '
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ﬁ . *
(9] . . . '
8 ) PERCENT DISTRIMITION OF REFERRALS 10O JUVEMILE COMRT -
Q. < FOR INDEX AND NON- INDEX OFEENSES DY MANMER OF HANOLING (1975 end 1077)
=%
oQ
}§g SR S SR
o ) 'REFERRALS! TO JUVEN!L'E ;:é)unr REFERRALS' TO JUVENILE COURT
ccb_ OFFENSE BY MANNER QF HANDLI ' BY MANHER OF RANDLING
i Ay ’ WITIl PETITION | WITIOUT PETITION WITH PETITION | WITVOUT PETITION
: +
- * 7
IR 1.0 4.0 $5.4 : 41.6
Violont" 67.9 32. 61.6 8.5
: - Murder” 8.8 15.2 82.7 17.3 :
Farcible Rape 79.7 20.3 72.90 28.0
ﬂohhcrys 71.3 28.7 ‘ 79.8 20.2
Assoult 60.8 - 39.§ 56.2 43.8
rroperty® . s0.2 49.8 §3.9 16.1
' Mrpleey . 364 o 6.5 31,5
v Lorceny-Theft ‘3'6 S5. 43.6 56.4,
:4 Molor Vehlicle Thelt 153.4 46.6 6l.0 9.0
NON- 1B 43.6 '56.4 3.0 , 61,1
To1aL? 47.0 $3.0 0.0 . 5.0
Hote: Necanse of rnnnding, the percentnges may not ndd to totnl, '
'lm:lmlr.:! small monber of pe-sany npes 18 wnl over
Index offenses Inchnde morder, forclhle rape, rvobhery, nsanmult, hurglary, larceny-thelt,
and motor vehicle theft. .
aViotent offenses nclindn morder, forclhle rapa, robihory, aml nasnult,
Jdncldes negligent ond nonncgligent manstianphter, ,
“the 1975 “nssanlt” cntegory dncludes only nppravated assault, while 1977 Inchudes hoth J
shnpta nnd nggravated aasnult,  Thus the two yenrs nre-not directly comparahie,
I'ropertly offenses Inclhwde hurglnry, Inrceny-thelt, nnd motar vehlcle theft.
Inclhdes pnrse snatchlog, shotifting, and larceny.
Hon- hinlex of fenaes Inctida all offenzes (Inctinding atntus offenaca) reported In court
= stotlsties, except the Index offenses. .
,: Py ) “total offenses Inclide Index nnd Hon-fndex of fenses.

Sourcea:
Smith, Danlel D3 Flancgan, Terrence; Snpder, Noward; and Corbett, Jacqueline. “Detingquency
. + R ’ .

+
“gﬁ 1975 Mnlted States fistimatas of GCnacs Procesxed by Conrts with Juveniie Jurlsdiction,”
4, Tt (rteeshneph, PA: Hotlonad) Gentor Tor duveally Justice, 1979); and Smith, baninl b,
. _;;ﬁ_ j Elpnepan, Terrence; Suyder, Howard; and Corbelt, Jacquellne. *Delinquency 1977: inlted
S e’ Stntes lstimates of Gascs Processed by Courts with Juvenlto Jurlsdiction,' Prellminary
T Mraft, (Fittsburgh, PA: KNatlonnl Conter for Juvenlle Justice, Tlund repert to he

pub} tshed March 19R0) .

Tubte constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE  JUSTICH SYSTEM ASSESSHENT CENTER (Sncramentn, . "
CA:  Amerlenn Juatlce Inatitute, 1900).
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TAULE A-10

PERCENT BDISTRIDUTION OF REFERRALS TO JUVENTLE COURT
BY AMOUNE OF TIMIE SPENT IN SYSTEM (1975 ond 19717)

. OFFENSE . ) HONTH D 6 HONTIS TO ‘

LESS TIAN § WERK [} NREK TO 4 WiRKS 6 noms 12 HONTIS 1, YEAR AlD OVER 107AL

1978 | 1977 1978 | 1977 | 1918 | 1977 1976 | 1977 1976 | 1977

o d 34.0 50.1 5 3.5 1.2
LHDEX 14.9 15.0 3'.7 45.9 " . s. . 2.0 N 100.0
viotend? a.s wo | 2,3 1.7 1 g4y 52,4 6.8 4.5 13 1.6 100.0
M\ll'\lcr‘ 19.0 8.8 19.8 HIN 49.1 58.6 8.6 10,3 3.9 2.4 100.0
forclhle Hape 5.7 s 0 20.0 4.5 56.7 62,4 10.9 5.9 6.5 2.3 100.0
folbary 8.1 8.8 19.8 5.1 $6.6 . S1.7 10.2 6.0 4.7 2.4 100.0
Assuult 13.3 10.4 3.0 13.48 46.3 50,7 5.1 4.0 2.6 ' 100.0
Propeciy” 15.4 1.3 2.8 30.7 | 45,2 09.s 5.1 33 1.0 N 100.0
Qurglory 7 10,7 7.3 28,1 29.8 | ¢34 §7.2 6.0 4.2 .1 1.4 100,0
Licecony -Tha £t 19.0 13.6 35.7 38.) 39.6 4.7 4.4 2.7 1.2 0.9 100.0
Hotue: Vehiclo Thefe 13.8 12.2 29.§ 32.1 47,9 50,2 6.0 a1 2.8 1.4 100.0
-t 2.1 22.5 | 3.2 RLTE R 1 Y J6.0 1 3.6 gy Ly 0.0 100.0
g 12.2 0.7 32,0 3o | 9. 43,3 4.3 2.9 1. o 100.0

Noto: lleennuseo of roumding, tha purcentages muy not add 1o total,

.

'luclndos small nunbor of porsons wgos 18 and over,

JIodox offensos Include murdor, forclbie rapo, robbory, assault, bur

Vislent offensos dncludo aurder, forclbic rapo, robbory, and assanlt,

Includes nugligene mud anunnegligent wansloughter,
The 1975 “assanlt" category fncludos only oggravatoed assault,

assaule,  Thus tho twe yoprs are put dlroctly compurablo,
roporty offenses Include Lurglary, larcony-thoft, and motor vohicle theft,
Includos purso snatching, shop)iftlng, and turcony,

Hon-Tadex offenses Includo all offenses (Including status offenses) roported In court statistics,

gindcx offensos,

s aermee?

1980) .

4 Svurcos: Smith, Danlol B.; Planogan, Torvonco; Saydor, lioward;
~SGtutes Ns(imutes of Cnsos Processed by Courts with Juvenlle
X Juveni e Juitheo, 1979); und Smith, Dunlot p,; Finnogan, Torrenceo;

-+

Total offenses Includo tudex and Non-lndex offensos,

<
.

oo quency 1977: United States Bstluntos of Casos Processed by Cowrts with Juvenllo
(Fleeshavgh, PA: Notlonn) Centor for Juvenlio Justlco, finul report to bhe pub

Snydar, Howard;

o

snd Covhetr, Jncquolln;;
Jurlsdiction,n

“Dol Inquoncy i675:
(Pletsburgh, PA:
snd Corbott, Jacquollne.
Jurlsdiction,”

Hishod Mireh 1980),

glary, larcony-thoft, and motor vehicle theft.

wiitlo 1977 Jucludes both simple nand oggruvated

except the

Unlted
Natlional Conter for
"Nedln-
Prolinlnury Deate.

Table coustruct ol by tho NATIONAL JUVEMILD JUSTICK SYSTIM ASSRSSMINT CENTUR (Sncramento, CA: Americon Justice Institutoe,
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'8 TABLE A~ 1)
oQ
(<) PERCENT DISTRIDUTION OF REFERRALS 0 JUYENILE COURT INTAKE _
(= x FOR INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES, OY DISPOSITION {19195) .
5 7 T T T Y T R S T T T T T T e L B e e T A E " S
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Inchinlas small number of persons wgos 18 and over.
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Includes purso snatching, shoplifting, and larceny. -
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ulndu: olfonsoy,
Totn) offonsos Include Index and Hon-Tndex offensos,

and motor vuhiclo tholt,

oFfonsos) reported jn court statistics, cxcopt the

N .

“Dal Inquoncy 19771 tinltod

Source: Swich, Dunlal D,; Finnogun, Terronce; Sayder, tloward; and Corbott, Jacquellne,
(1teshurgh, PA:

Statns Estimstes of Cosps Procasscd by Courts with Juvontle Jurisdiction,” Prollalnary Draft.
Natlennl Centor for Juvonllo Justice, final report to be publishod Murch 1980),

Tuble constructod by the NATIONAL JUVENELE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSHSSMIENT CENFER (Sacramento, CA: Amarlcan Justice

.

Institute, 1980). .
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