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PREFACE 

As part of the Assessment Center ProgI'Ulll 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 t 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 duveniles, 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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1. INTRODUCTION 

This paper has been prepared to provide background information for use 

by the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) as 

part of their Serious Juvenile Offender Initiative. The paper was prepared 

by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center (NJJSAC) based upon 

their assessment of serious juvenile crime and offenders. 

The method used in obtaining information for this paper includes review 

of the literature, analysis of raw statistics, interviews, and site visits. 

The paper first provides a statement of the problem, including limita­

tions in dealing with 'serious juvenile crime; desired definit.ions; a descrip­

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

characteristics of serious juvenile offende:cs. The paper then describes and 

discusses how the juvenile justice system presently handles such offenses and 

offenders. 

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

research. Finally, the paper p'roV'ides some st:rategies for handling serious 

juvenile crime and offenders, including a rationale, related issues and prob­

lems, and specific recommendations. 

II. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

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

about serious juvenile crime. These limitations include: 

• disagreement over what is a serious juvenile offense and who is a 
serious juvenile offender 

• lack of current, comprehensive, and readily available information on 
either serious juvenile offenses ~ offenders 

• disagreement over the objectives and priorities of the juvenile jus­
tice system, and 

• disagreement or lack of information on.what policies or programs 
should be undertaken even if the definitions were clear, the informa­
tion available, and the objectives or priorities established. 

In this paper, an effort will ·be made to the extent possible in spite 

of these limitatipns to dev~lop a description and strategies for serious 

juv.enile crime and offenders. 
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It is believed that an adequate quru1tity of funds and personnel are 

available through a reallocation of priorities within the juvenile justice 

system to do something constructive about the problem. 

DEFINITIONS 

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

1. Juvenile 

A P7r7on who is'not yet l~, or, for purposes of proceedings and dis­
PO:J.tlon of such a person for an act of juvenile delinquency or a 
crJ.me committed prior to their eighteenth birthday, a person who is 
not yet Q., (Based upon United States Code, 1976 Volume IV Section 
S03i~ Definitions). " 

2. 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 UnJ.ted States Code, 1976, Volume IV, Section 5031: Definitions. 

3. Juvenile Delinquency 

A violation of a law of the United States or its several States com­
mitted by a person not yet 18, which would have been a crime if com­
~tte~ by.an ~dult and which is liable to disposition through the 
Juvenlle JustJ.ce system. (Based upon United States Code 1976 Volume 
IV, Section 5031: Definitions. ' , 

4. 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, Halat)~, and Roberts, pp. 15-38. 

, ' 
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S. 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)-.-

NUMBER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENSES OR OFFENDERS HANDLED 
BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Effective policy or program developj7;:::n'C', administration, or evaluation 

in any social system requires an under~l:"dridrng of the numbers and character­

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

and over a period of time. Precise information of this nature on a national 

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

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

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

serious offenses. According to UCR, all seven Index offenses are considered 

as serious. These offenses are: 

• murder and nonnegligent manslaughter 
• forcible rape 
• robbery 
• aggravated assault 
• burglary 
• larceny-theft 
• motor vehicle theft (40, p. 16.09;' 

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 

by the UCR as serious offenses. For example, a burglary of an occupied home 

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

pied storage shed. 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 b~ 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 Justi ce 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 dispoJition during the period 1967-1977 is pre­

sented below, based primarily 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 b(~ 

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 

that: 
Analysis of UCR 1977 arrest statistics for persons under 18 " ~. mv,~.cate 

• Adj,;!sted* arrest rates for Index offenses for persons ages 7 through 
17 1ncreased by 43.7 percent from 1967 through 1977 (from 1527 5 in 
1967 to 2194.6 in 1977) ** (see . l'ah leJ. A.,.. 1 , Appendix A, p. 41 ). . 

• 1977 arrests of persons ages 7. t,h:"r~)Jgh 17 for Index offenses accounted 
for 37.7 percent of the total nt'~er of juvenile arrests. In addition, 
arres~s o~ persons 7 through l7""f'or the three Index (or serious) "pro­
perty cr1mes comprised 34.0 percent of the total JUVenile arrests, 
whereas arrests of persons ages 7 through 17 for the four UCR I d 
(or serious) "violent" crimes account for 3.7 percent of the totaiX 

arrests (see Table A-I, Appendix A, p. 41 ) . 

• 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 "violent" crimes (see 
Table A-I, 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 d I" (& ec 1ne ~rom 2,452,318 
to 1,401,705) occurred in the number of persons ages 7 through 17 who are re-

ferred to juvenile court intake after arrest. ,In 1975, the decline was 54 

percent, from 2,405,247 to 1,106,881 (see Table A 2 A d" A ) -, ppen 1X , p. 43 • 
This decline is accounted for by at least the follo'wing 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. 

The ~ou:t 7ta~istics include only persons under 18 originallr under 
the Jur1sd~ct10n of the juvenile court and those persons over 18 

~Adjusted a:rest frequencies are used to compensate for variations in 
agenc1e~ (and th1s population) reporting for each ye~r. 

. **Preliminary UCR data for 1978 shows a reversal in the- general decline 
1n arres~s fro~ ~97S.to 1977 with the national crime rate for all offenses 
and all ages r1s1ng 1n 1978 by 2.0 percent. In addition the preliminary 
19?8 UCR data shows an increase of 5.0 percent for the f~ur "violent" Index 
c(r213mes and an increase of 2.0 percent for the three Index "property" crimes 

, p. A-6). 
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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. 

• Some arrest dispositions are made informally by the ~olice and are 
not referred to court intake. 

Further analysis of this data shows that: 

• 37. 7 percent of the arrests in 1977 fDr persons 7 through 17 are for 
an Index offense. The court da:f.'1:f."'":!h~s that approximately th.e same 
proportion of persons under 18 :al'.e::reierred to juvenile court intake 
(43.3 percent) for Index offens ~~.Almost no change has occurred be­
tween 1975 and 1977 (see TableA~., -~l\:p'pendix A, p. 43 ) . 

J.- • _ ... -

• Fo~ individual Index offenses, a possibly significant higher propor­
tion of persons 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 ). 

• 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 

Analysis of available data on age indicates that: 

• 24.0 percent of the total 
niles (persons under 18). 
Index crimes in 1977 were 
dix A, p.45 ). 

arrests for all ages in 1977 were for juve­
However, 41~percent of the arrests for 

of persons under 18 (see Table A-3, Appen-

• In 1977, persons under 18 comprised a substantially higher proportion 
of Index (or s~rious) "property'·1 arrests (46.2 percent) as compared 
to Index "violent" arrests (21. O:·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-~, Appendix A, p. 45). 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

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

• The peak age for arrests in 1977 of persons 'under 18 for Index offenses 
was 16. Among the Index offenses, the peak age 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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Sex 

• Between 197'5 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) . 

• In 1977, persons 12 and under who were arres'ted 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 ) • 

• In 1977, 16- and l7-year-olds accounted for the largest portion of 
referrals to juvenile court for "serious" violent offenses. For 
"serious" property offenses, 13- to l5-year-olds also contribute a 
large portion. For arrests, the age distribution is very similar 
(see Table A-4, Appendix A, p. 47 ). 

Analysis of 1975 and 1977 UCR and NCJJ statistics on sex of persons 

under 18 processed shows that: 

• 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). 

• 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 ). 

• 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). 

In a cohort study carried out in Racine, Wisconsin, it was found that ,/, 
~ l' L .. a! .. .IlJ 

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

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 

Analysis of 1975 and 1977 UCR and NCJJ statistics on race of persons 
under 18 handled indicated: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

68.2 percent of the Index o~fense 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 iiltake (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 fI:equlmtly (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 i~ 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-the~ts, 27.7 percent 
of the burglaries; and 23.7 percent of the motor veh1c1e thefts. 

In the Racine, Wisconsin cohort study it was found that ,tminorities 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 disproportionate number are referred beyond wh~t 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 data for distribution of Index 
offenses by geographic region showed: 

• a wide range of arrest meaiiS incidence rates for combined "violent" 
Index off,enses (fr'om .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. 131). 

Analysis of 1977 UCR arrest data to determine the distribution of juve­

nile arrests by ~ of geographic area (e.g., urban, suburban, or rural) 
shows that: 

• 73.8 percent of the arrests for "violent" Index arrests oC,curred 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, pp. 188,.197, and 206). 

I 

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 resid~nce 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 o~ which provides grounds for contacts with the police" 
(25, p. 7). ' 

Delinquent Historl 

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

• 

• 

• 

From 1975 to 1977, the proportion of court referrals with one or more 
prior delinquency referrals in previous lears 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 lear decreased in every offense category (see 
Table A-7, Appendix A, p.S3 ). 

In 1977, 31.5 p@rcent 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, p.53 ). 

Within Index offenses, 21.7 percent of referrals for "property" of­
fenses had one or more prior delinquency referrals in the present 
year as compar~d to 24.5 percent of the referrals for "violent" 
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offenses. Among the "violent'l 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 Eresent 
year (see Table A-7, Appendix A, p. 53 ). 

Other Personal Characteristics 

Attempts have been made to relate "other" personal characteristics such 

as family background, educational background, employment status, drug use, 

intelligence, and psychological makeup to juvenile crime. However, inadequate 

data, conflicting findiugs, and controversy sununarize 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 J pp. 227-233). 

,Context of Serious Juvenile Crime 

Group or Gang Involvement 

Victimization surveys concerning crimes against persons for the period 

1973 through 1977 showed that: 

• 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). 

• 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). 

• 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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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 li~ely 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 

occurred on school grounds during a five-month period in 1973-1974. The same 

report also indicates that o~er 40 percent of the robberies and 36 percent 

of the assaults of urban juveniles 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: 

• 

• 

• 

Weapons were used by 27 percent of those individuals under 18, as 
compared to 36 percent for youthful offenders (ages 18 to 20) and 
41 percent by adults (16, pp. 21-23). 

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). 

There wa~ 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 dl~gS (26, pp. 517-518). 

System Handling of Juvenile Offenders 

Detention 

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

was detained shows that: 

• In 1977, 22.3 percent of referrals for ''property'' offenses were de­
tained as compared to 27.4 percent of the referrals for IIviolent ll 

offenses (see Tab Ie A-8, Appendix A, p. ,55 ) . 

• 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 detained 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.SS). 

• Between the years 1975 through 1977, there was a significant decrease 
(from 37.4 percent tv 27.4 percent) for juveniles referred to juvenile 
court for violent offenses who were detained (see Table A-8, Appendix 
A, p.5S ). 

Manner of Handling 

1977 juvenile court intake statistics on the manner of handling referrals 

(with or without petition) shows that: 

• 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 ). 

• Within' referrals for Index offenses, 53.9 percent of those refe'ned 
for a "propertyll offense were handled with a petition as compared to 
61. 6 percent of those referred for a IIviolent" offense (see Table A-9, 
Appendix A, p. 57). 

• Within "violent" Index offenses, 82.7 percent of the referrals for 
murder were handl ed with a petition a,s compared to 72. a percent for 
forcible rape, 79.8 percent for robbery, and 56.2 per~ent 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 polic,e and court in­
t,ake 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 perc~ived 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)., 

II 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). 

Amount of Time Spent in Court System from Referral to Disposition 

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-la, 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 
"'!'ape, 14.9 to 8.4 percent for robbery, 12.5 to 12.7 percent for murder, 
b.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-la, Appendix 
A, p.59 )'. 

, ' 
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• In 1975 and 1977, the peak amount was onc month to six months with 
45.9 percent and 50.1 percent, respectively, of the Index 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 fn 1977) (see Tabl-e A-lO, 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 juveni~e 
court and a decrease in the percentage of referrals who spent s~x 
months to one year and more ·(see Table A-lD, Appendix A, p. 59). 

Disposition 

Juvenile court statistics for 1975 show the following for disposit~on 

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-II, Appendix A, p.6l). 

33.6 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses ",'ere given 
formal probation as compared to 33.7 percent of the Index "property" 
offenses (see Table A-II, 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 compared to 
6.0 percent of the Index "property" offenses (see Table A-ll, Appen­
dixA,p.6l). 

Juvenile court statistics for 1977 show the following for disposition 

of those referred to juvenile court intake: 

• 51. 3 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were dismissed, 
for an increase of 16.6 percent over 1975. 47.7 percent of referrals 
for Index property referrals were dismissed, for an increase of 7.6 
percent over 1975 (see Table A-12, Appendix A, p.63 ). 

• 26.5 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were given 
for.mal probation, a decrease of 7.1 percent from 1975. 31.2 percent 
of referrals fQr Index "property" offenses were ·given formal proba­
tion, a decrease of 2.5 percent from 1975 (see TabI'e A-12, Appendix A, 
p. 63). 

oJ' • 

• 9 percent of referrals for Index "violent" offenses were committed 
to some form of public or private juvenile institution, a decrease 

t. t 

of 5.3 percent from 1975. 7.5 percent of referrals for Index "pro­
perty" referrals \oJe,re comnli tted to )uvenile institutions, an increase 
of 1.5 p~rcent 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 
~rimes (28, pp. 121-123). 

• Intake and court proc:;essing C,osts 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 it jury trial. 'Inter­
pretationof these figures for juveniles would suggest that the more 
serious offenses would cost considerably more to process due to the 
probable fo.Lmality 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. , 

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

• Most arrests of juveniles for serious juvenile crimes are for property 
offenses. . . 
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There are relatively few juveniles involved in violent juvenile of­
fenses in comparison to arrests for all offenses (both juvenile and 
adult) . 

The peak ages for arrest for a serious juven'ile property offense is 
16, and a violent offense is 17. 

Most arrests for serious juvenile crime are male, although there is 
a more significant increase in female arrests during the period 1967 
through 1977. 

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

Most arrests for serious juvenile crime occur in urban areas. 

Arrests for various types of serious juvenile crime differ among 
geographic regions. 

There is apparently a high correlation between violent juvenile crime 
and alcohol abuse. 

There is a significant amount of serious juvenile crime committed by 
gangs. 

A substantial amount of serious juvenile crim~ occurs on ,school 
grounds. 

Relatively few serious juvenile crimes involve the use,of weapons. 

• The majority of victims of serious juvenile crimes are other juveniles. 

• The majority of violent juvenile crime victims are from homes with a 
family income of less than $10,000. , 

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

• 

• 

• 

1(1 ..... •• 4 

There is inadequate availability or use of policy guidelines for 
classification and disposition of persons referred to juvenile court 
intake. 

The most important factors in case classification and disposition at 
all levels of the j\"venile justice system apparently are the referral 
incident, the juvenile's statement, prior police contacts, and the 
juvenile's attitude and demeanor. 

There are substantial conflicts between police and court intake per­
sonnel over what constitutes a serious offense and what should be done 
with a serious offender. 
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Juvenile 'justice system personnel at all levels apparently believe 
that the most serious incidents are robberies, abused/victimizeg 
children, and dependent/neglected children. 

Inconsistent classification (or labeling) may occu~ ,excessively in 
the juvenile justice system, and this label, which critically influ­
ences ultimate disposition, is rarely changed. 

Serious offenders take a longer time to process through the juvenile 
court system from intake to disposition than do non-serious offenders. 

Juvenile court intake res,ults in an increased proportion of "non­
whites," "males," and lS-year-olds being processed than were arrested. 

There is a surprisingly low use of detention or formal processing for 
persons referred to juvenile intake for violent juvenile crimes. 

There are few persons adjudicated for serious juvenile offenses who 
are put into an institution. 

The cost of serious juvenile crime is likely to be at least $11.4 
billion per year. 

The cost to process an individual serious juvenile offender through 
the juvenile justice system is likely to be approximately the same 
as a non-serious offender for the police, higher for the courts, and 
higher for corrections. 

Alternative correctional programs for serious juvenile offenders may 
~may not cost less than traditional programs. 

• The knowledge on causes of serious juvenile crime is surprisingly 
limited. 

• The statistics on the incidence, processing, and disposition of 
serious juvenile crime or offenders is inconsistent and incomplete. 

III. JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM RESPONSE TO SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME AND OFFENDERS 

Beginning with a brief discussion of prevention oriented programs, and 

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

juvenile justice system response to serious juvenile crime and offenders is 

necessary for proper perspective. The section'will conclude with a review 

of legislation, showing some trends in legislat~ve response to serious juve­

nile crime. 
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PREVENTION .. 
Information regarding prevention programs aimed specifically at serious 

juvenile crime appears to be limited. In a review of youth employment and 

delinquency prevention, for example, several programs focusing on private 

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; Proj ect 700,01, which provides services 'to unemployed 

high school drop-outs in 21 States; and the Fort Worth Labor Participation 

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 

impact on serious juvenile crime. 

One other approach to prevention, which is more clearly related to ser­

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

fo'rnia Youth Authority Gang Violence Reduction Proj ect, an attempt \"as made 

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

Los Angeles. The results were mixed. "After two years of operation ... the 

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

during proj ect period one (October 19;;:6 through May 1977) to five during the 

second (Octo~er 1977 through May 1978)." However, although mu;-der and inci­

dents betl"een and within gangs decreased somewhat during the time of the pro­

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

tion of whether the gang consultants were able to influence gang activity away 

from criminal activity, particularly robberies" (2, pp. 2-3). 

POLICE 

The response of law enforcement agencies to serious juvenile crime con­

sists of: (1) use of certain types of procedures with serious offenses or 

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

ing, formally or informally, upon youths cons idered "hardcore," having gang 

involvement, or youths known as chronic offenders. 
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An unpublished report on the subject of the serious juvenile offender 

provides a su~ary of the typical procedures used in these cases: "After 

serious juvenile offenders are arrested, they will o!dinari1y be ~aken to 

the police station ...• The juvenile may be questioned, searched, finger­

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

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 

be formal booking and ... referra1 to the juvenile court" (30, pp. 53-54). During 

this process, the investigating officer may take special care in more serious 

.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 

carried out by some police departments. For example, the San Franciscci Police 

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

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

ther such police strategies with "hardcore" juvenile offenders are effective 

or not would be an appropriate subject for evaluation research. 

COURTS 

The response of the courts to serious juvenile offenders begins with 

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

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 

age of 17, and in four States until the age of 16 (27, p. 99). For some 

States, then, the response of the juvenile justice system to juvenile crime-­

serious or otherwise--is to have the adUlt criminal court assume jurisdiction 

as soon as a youth reaches the age of 16 or 17. 

Another response to serious juvenile cri..me is that certain of the more 

serious offenses are automatically excluded fr0m the jurisdiction ~f the juve­

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

vide that specific serious offenses, such ,as murder, rape, armed robbery, 

assa.ult, arson, kidnapping., burglary, and/or any offenses punishable by death 

or by life impris'onment, be automatically excluded from the juvenile court . . 
and heard in the adult criminal court (27, p. 117). 
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In addition, all except three States have provision~ for waiver in.which 

the juvenile court, usually after a hearing, may decide to waive its juris­

diction in more serious c~ses 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 IS, and 15 States setting the age at 16. Ten 

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

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 petitions. As des­

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-II (Appendix A, p. 61 ) shows that the more restrictive response 

to the viole~t 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-II (Appendix A, p.6l) that the per­

centage o~ violent offenders who are waived to criminal court is significant­

ly higher than for the average of index offenders, although waiver 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. 
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CORRECfIONS 

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 (lQ ,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 irt 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 subj ect, "While SO\JIe 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 offend~. 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 faciIi ties where the "treatment" is not a matter of 

choice, and wher~ the level of violence and fear may be quite high. Several 
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writers have suggested that the typical training school may actually be crim­

inogenic. * 
In recent years, partly because of skepticism ~bout 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 de linquen t youths. In addition, maj.~::::::;impetus for this movement has been 
.~ 

the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delin~u~~y Prevention Act of 1974, as amended 
..... 

in 1977. 
The move toward deinstitutionalization 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 training 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 program, 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 iti the original 

planning and implementation of these ~its have written a thought provoking 

book describing the model for secure treatment units for violent youths which 
~ 

they would like to see carried out when adequate resources become available 

(44) . 
UDIS (Unified Delinquency Intervention Services) in Illinois is perhaps 

,a better example of an approach specifically directed at the chronic, serious 

delinquent who would have otherwise been placed in an institution. The gen­

eral objective of UDIS is to provide effective alter~ative? to the Illinois 

*See, for example: Bartollas, Miller, and Dinitz. Juvenile Victimiza­
tion; also, Feld, Neutralizing Inmate Violence: Juvenile Offenders in Instl­
tuITons. 
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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] commitment" (27, p. 173). The guidelines 

for UDIS were to use "the least drastic alternative ••.• [K]eeping the youth 

at home where pOSSible, provision of +ocal rather than remote services .•. to 

move the youth out of the juvenile justice system fast, in no more than six 

months, and ... indi viduali z'ed programming.... Continuous monitoring was to 

be done by a Case Manager, who could make quick changes and adaptations as 

needed" (27, p. 173). "The case manager brokered services for his cases, 

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

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 in~o six general categories: advocacy, counseling, 

education/vocational, group homes and foster ca~e, rural programs, and in­

tensive. 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 L,dicators 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 

dropped by 65.2 percent" (18, p. 191). 

However, some Uni versi ty of Illinois res earchers (MeCl eary, Gordon, 

and Mil tz) 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: Legression, maturation, and case mortality ... UDIS 

cases simply recorded an inherent tendency for recidivism to decrease at a 

*Information based upon: New York Division- for Youth (20). 

-23-

--· ... ·-~- .. ~'t ... .--.-" .. - . .......-~ __ ~_, __ •• _-.....,... ___ _ 
,. ..... .... - .... :-"-. 

, ! 



i 
I, 

i 
~ 
I 

1 
I 

~ . , 

.. 

.. 

---~--------..,.......--------------------------------------'q 

different point in·time .•• [for) youths to phase out of d~linquency as they 

reach late teen age ... [and for ] cases to get lost, so that study samples are 

based on progressively smaller munbers" (27, 'p. l77~. 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 

data. It may be fair to say that whether one accepts tqe ~nterpretation of 

one or the other group of researchers, it still seems true that it l? possible 

to handle chronic and quite serious juvenile offenders in conununity'·~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 sthools 

are expensive to build and maintain (although no more expensive in program 

cost than UOIS) , 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 l:ate 

1977. Before the program was initiated, there were no secure facilities with­

in the Minnesota juvenile correctional institutions. Tnis approach represents 

a compromise through which a target population of 50 to 60 16- and l7-year-old 

youths "currently adjudicated for murder, mans! aughter, aggravated assault, 

robbery w;th' a prior felony-level offense, or burglary with three priors .•. 

serve as experimental subjects, with regularly institutionalized and paroled 

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 

community.services, and maintains liaison with significant persons in the 

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

tutionalization and continues throughout to avoid discontinuities of treat­

ment (27, pp. 189-190). This appears to be a thoughtful and well-planned ap­

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

will be available. 

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 ~n exemplary program by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­

istration and is the subject of a large replication effort by OJJDP, and 

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

-24-

, 
I , 

" 

n 
U 

o 

" 
j 

l' 
I I 
U 

:1 
• I 
L~ 

_.J 

"J 

appropriate to mention Project New Pride in a discussion of the handling of 

serious offenders, because of the taTget 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 prog£3JIl, and at a. cost of about $4,000 per 

client per year, as compa+ed to $12,000 for 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 

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, Delaware, 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 
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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 C?lorado, 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 steps to 'get tougher' 

on juveniles for serious juvenile offens.es_have been taken mainly in the more 

urbanized States. ~1eanwhi1e, the vast i*,J~.ti,ty of the States continue to 

hold to the more traditional juvenile ~7,?l, • .philosophy of rehabilitation" 

(27,p.75). ,,;f:'; 

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(..'.f-brmal evaluations: Each of these 

programs were found to have nonexisten;~or inadequate evaluation of impact 

(46, pp. 27-114). In a similar vein, an assessment of program interventions 

with serious juvenile offenders commented that the quality of evaluations 
I 

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 designed 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 

informa ti.on •.. fox- Massachusetts'.'. 111 inoi S , •. and· .. Pennsy·lvani·a -pr-o g·rams in cl uded 

more than general comments' on the operation of case management" (27, p. 225). 

The need for careful evaluation research on intervention strategies is under­

lined by the' conspicuous lac~ 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 chaI'a~ter over which program directo'rs have Ii ttle con­

trol •... The importance of these wider socio-cultural and environmental fac­

tors in both the causation and prevention of delinquency should neither be 

ignored or t~eated 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, i'n and of themselves, evaluation. 

In effect. the evaluation of most progr~s 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 state-of-the-art on 

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

~nd the quantity of evaluation research in this' area must increase. The 

recommended strategies in this paper reflect this concern. 

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 

DisprDportionate Amount of Crime by this Group 

Although serious offenders (including those who 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 juvenile crime. In 

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

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 bet~een 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 

tota,l 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 8,5 percent of all offenses committed by, the sample ... including 

82 percent of all violent o,ffenses" (31, p" 45). Further, as the Task Force 

on Crime of the Violence Commission observed in 1969, "Nhen 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 group 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 

percentage, these deeply disturbed young people are responsible for as much 

as two-thirds of the total of serious offenses committed 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 development 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 especiallY the violent) juvenile offender. 

Neglecting the serious juvenile offender problem threatens to create a 

negative public attitude in which harsher measures are demande? 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 violent 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 
. . 

incapacitation. Writers such as James Q. Wilson have speculated upon the 

benefi ts of this strategy' and recommended 1 t: "The gains from merely incapa­

citating convicted criminals may b€: very large: If much or most serious crime 

is committed by repeaters, separating repe.aters from the rest of society, even 
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for relatively brief periods of time, may produce n;"l.jor 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 every. 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 
I 

large percentage of crimes must be committed by repeat offenders, much higher 

than has been found in this study" (45, p. 81). The findings of these writers 

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

prevented some violent crimes. Incapacitation policies applied to juvenile' 

offenders would require a drastic modification of juvenile court legislation 

and the disposition of juvenile offenders" (45, p. 64). In addition, they 

found that, "Over two-thi1'ds of the persons in 'this study We1'e fil'st-time 

feZony offenders. Inaapaaitation aouZdnot tza'l.le p1'evented their 1973 a'l'imes." 

They go on to conclude that, "It must not be expected that a policy of inca­

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 be sO,ught" (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 c~mtinuation 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 prevale~t 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). After analyzing his data in a number of ways, however, Shannon 

came up with this conclusion: " ..• it is one t.hing to describe delinquency and 

crime as they are distributed in an urban-industrial community, particularly 

for more serious tyPes 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 ~nd reasonably high correlations 

translate into the ability to predict continuity in behavior" (25, pp. 25-26). 

It is this issue of pj,'ediction, and the difficulty of prediction, which 

is the crux of the problem with incapacitation. Monahan, in ~ 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 ~ violent arrest (and this 

was a cohort of youths who had been arrested for violence) (10 5 ) , p. 4. The 

fact. that so few juveniles continued in violence makes p.red,iction quite diffi­

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 th~ 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 mayor may not be prevented through the incap'acitation 
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of serious offenders, sooner or later almost all offenders return to the 

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

a society ncarcerates people, whether for benevolent rehabilitation or any 

other purpose, it assumes responsibility to do so under the least harmful 

and destructive circumstances, simply because they are human beings. Virtu­

ally every i~carcerated juvenile will eventually return to the community­

[emphasis added], and it is imperative,~.0.;r.: .. .b.oth the community and the indivi­

dual that the period of separation not ~'!.f~:"~ource of harm, injury, or irre-

concilable estrangement" (8, p. 19~f) ..... ~.; ,,--... ..... "". 

ISSUES AND PROBLEMS 

Relative Merits of Institutional Versus Community-Based Programs 

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

p~ograms that are part of a ne1:wct"k of services, including some institutional 

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

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. 

A sma1l 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, 

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 

Sakal recommen,d that it is preferable to obtain services through private ven-

'dors because they feel this method is more likely to provide high-quality 

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

secure facilities, the result is the "least skilled q.nd least dedicated work­

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

may even be seen as punishment (44, p. 81). 
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Another important staff issue is "burn-out." As Coates, Mi1ler. and 

Ohlin found, "One of the consequences of the high intensity of youth work is 

that staff members frequently 'burn-out' after two qr three yeal's. 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 progr.ams 

near universities] are able to overcome these burn-out difficulties by rely­

ing heavily on undergrad~ate 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 Wlits which, are expensive 

to build and to operate. Vachss and Sakal 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 

"2. 

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 to 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. 

The same juvenile, instead of being waived out of the 'system at age 
fifteen, is sent to, a Secure Treatment .Uni t for a term not to exceed 
five years. The cost will be rough'tly $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 
~ commitment to life-style criminality and with serious noncriminal 
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survival tools at his disposal has a value that we can not accurate­
ly 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) . 

As stated ear.lier in the present paper, estimates have also been made 

on the direct costs of sel'ious 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 nomicide would be $178,000; of a robbery 

resulting in a serious injury, $18,500; of a home burglary, $2,300 (28, p. 77). 

Thef.e are calculated averages and estimates which cannot even touch on the 

value of a, human life to a surviving family member, or the cost in emotional 

suffering and psychological damage to the victims of a rape or an assault. . 

Program intervention strategies such as continuous case management and 

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

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

tne safety of citizens who are thereby better protected from serious juvenile 

crimes. 

STR~TEGY RECO~~ENDATIONS FOR Hfu~DLING THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER 

It is appropriate to preface this section on recommended strategies by 

quoting some of the findings of Dale Mann and his colleagues regarding what 

makes for relatively successful program interventions with serious juvenile 

offenders. "There is nothing which works for everyone and ... most things do 

some good for some individuals .... " This, he says, "will startle only true 

believers (who know that their treatnlent is The Answer) and total cynics (who 

rej ect even successive approximation? to bett~r practice) .11 As he observes, 

II[I]ntervening with dangerous juvenile offenders is at least as difficult an 

area as any other people-changing endeavor ll (14, p. 81). 
'What, then, are the characteristics of the relatively successful pro­

grams for serious juvenile offenders? Mann and his colleagues found that 

client choice, practices that promote learning' and the acquisition of new 

behaviors, the availability of a wide range of , program techniques, and the 

willingness of'program staff to take a problem-solving, trial'and error atti­

tude toward their work were' I'features that 'wer~ associated with success" (14, 

pp .. 75-80). More specifically, "Successful programs were those that maximized 
D 
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the choices of their clients [emphasis added). Of course, in the case of 

the serious offender, the range of choices may belimited .•• the decision be­

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

is made the juvenile offender can be afforded several sorts of choices, be­

ginning with whether or not to participate in any treatment program ..• [and 

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

t'reatments to participate in.... The co.niep.:t }ll1derlying client choice is a 
~ l 

simple one--voluntary change is more p!:,J,').~;:;:"iI?oj" faster, more complete, and more 

permanent than is coerced change" (14:;.$ .. 'Y:!,5-77). 
". 

With regard to conditions that r:~·~:.for successful learning, "Those sit-

uations which elicited the most successful performances on the part of serious 

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

niles "reasons to believe in themselves, and in their own effi~.acy. Tasks 

structured to be eminently 'do-able' contributed to that.: •. EmUlation is 

[alSO] an important learning technique" (J4, p. 78). Thus, it is important 

to have program staff with \~hich the juvel'l.'.les can identify. "The training 

situations which were most effective were those which simulated the location 

where the new behavior was to take place ... moving the treatment program to 

that world, as in the community-based strategies, maximizes the b'enefits of 

this ·feature" (14, p. 78) . 

Mann lists four reasons emphasizing the availability of a wide range of 

programs: "1. Different juveniles respond to different treatments, and thus 

the diversity inherent in any group r..e.quires an array of treatments. 2. With 

a given juvenile, trial and error may be necessary before the child is matched 
• 

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

techniques , it is useful to have other methods that may be applied \~hen one 

begins to fade. 4. A range of treatments is helpful to the staff as well, 

. because (a) it facilitates the eclectic I borrowing , process that provides 

them with a repertoire of skill. and (b) it allows them to rotate among methods 

and thus control some of the personal, psychic dema~~s that are so burdensome 

in this field" (14, p. 79). Finally, l-Iann finds that, "TIle best programs ... 

seemed to be using their failures as a guide ·to new initiatives and even'tual 

success .•. they took a frankly problem-solving, trial-and-error attitude 
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[emphasis added] toward their work. Given Nhat is known--and especially Nhat 

is not known--about intervening Nith serious juvenile offenders, such an 

heuristic' management strategy is emphatically indica.ted" (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 folIoNing strategy recommendations are of-
. _--.-._. fel:'ed-: .~- .. -,,~.~ .. ----' .. "'.,--.----... 

1. 

2. 

Target Areas 

• Intervention strategies should focus on the following targets: 

high-risk potential offenders (e.g., 16- to l7-year-olds, males, 
"whites" more for property offenses and "non-Nhites" 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, ION-income families). 

Prevention 

• Employment programs working with ION-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. 

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

3. Police 

• Evaluation research should examine a ~ariety of police strategies 
which seek to identify and refer the "hardcore" offender to the courts. 

4. Courts 

• Serious Juvenile offenders should be handled primarily in the juve­
nile justice system with a uniform ma'ximum original jurisdictional 
age of 18. 
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5. 

6. 

4 f~" .i".* ... t.~1 ~i .' ~ 

• 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 sy.stem 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 interventi~n, 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 eA-panded 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. 

Planners 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. 

General 

• Improvement should be made in the collection, analysis, and avail­
ability of consistent and comprehensiYe statistics on serious juve­
nile crime and offenders throughout the entire juvenile and criminal 
justice process. (.jj) 
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• More information is needed on the relative costs of serious juvenile 
crime as well as the relative cost-benefit for serious juvenile of­
fender strategies. 
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TADLIl A-2 

COMPAIU SON OF ADJUSTEO ARREST FREQUI!NCI mi I'OR I'IlI(SONS AGES 7 111110UGII 17 ANO 
NUMDIlI( 0 .... REFP.ItRALS TO JUVENILE COUIIT, FOil JNllll)( ANI) NON-INIIEX OIlf'ENSES (1975 lind 1977) 

Itl'OEI 2 9H,9!l1 39." 450, .c.80 .c0.7 925,094 37.7 606,609 

Violent] 98,11411 .c.1 Sl,.cOl ".B !1l,946 3.7 56,244 

Hurder and NonncElilent 
0.1 I, 63a 7 

0.1 'Hans hurht CT 1,820 1,887 O. I 1,503 
4,470 0.2 2,f>H 0.2 4,610 0.2 3,425 Forel bJc: Rape 

51.462 2.1 27 ,059 2." 44,363 1.6 27,371 Robb-cTy 
41,095 1.7 22,062. 2.0 40,686 1.7 23.939 Ae~r •. "atcd Assault 

.. 
357,077 lS.!! PropeJLY 849,143 35.3 Sll,I4S 34.0 550,565 

Burthry 273,327 ll • .c 16-4,"62 8 
).e. ~ 264,312 !0.6 169,794 

Larceny-Theft 499,944 20.8 l87,8.90. 17 .0 467,674 19.9 301,799 
Hotor Vehicle Thcft 75,672 3:2 U,71S .e .l> 80,962 3.3 58,972 

t¥JN-lIIDEX S 1,457,255 ~ 
6S6,.eOI .1hl 1,521,224 62.3 794,1196 

6 
rorAL 

.... 
2,405,241 lOO.il l,l06,QJ 100.0 2,452,3111 100.0 1,401,705 

___ ·u __ 

No:ni: UCCIIU:hl ,,( l'uuIIIJlnll, ch., ,lIlrceillilllcs .ay nUl 1,,1..1 ttl lu( Ill. 

lOCI! III'rcst frulluclldn hllvu bUlln adjuHed to CUI'l'uIlSII'C for vlIrilltlonll In the lIulllbbr of 1I" .. "dllS rUl,oI'd,,!: IIrrllllt 
dlltu. 1'111: fo Ilowl,,!: Idjustlllllllt Ilrocedure wUll used: 

""justed urrll:it f "rrllst fl· .. ljI,ullcy X 1'otlll I!stillluted ArrcsU III U.S. (UCII) 
r&Hlue'lI:y • Tut III nepo rt et! Ar re s t 5 

2111JCll ofl'!:nses inClude MlurJ!:r lind nonllcgli¥cnt lIollsluuJ:hler, furclble: rope, robbcry. DUI'IIVUlCt! us:;uulc, bUI'I:IIII'Y. 
llorccny-rllllft l lind ,110101' vehlclll cheft. 
4Violenl offenses Illcludu lIIul'Il!:r ulld nOIlIH':lIli~ClIl IIIl1nsllllll:hler. fOI'cJble rll"e, lind 1181:rllVUlcd IIssault. 
5'/'roporty ofl'ellsus inclu.)e IJ\lr~lury, Iurctlly-rheh, 1111" IIIOtOI' vehIcle theft. 

Nun-lllduA offenses include .11 offell511s (lncludlne curt'llw lin" lolttlrinll law vlulutlon:;, 1I11t! TalllllllIlY:;) rCI,ol·teJ by 
Unlfol'at Crlllle IIc(l0I·(5. CltCcl't lhll InJoA offclIllCS. 

~TOlbl offenses illcllllie IIIJelt blld NOIl-llldex oft'en~cs. 
6Court referrals contbine nel:lI&ent !!!!!. nonnegl1gent IIIlInslaul:htcl'. 
Court referrals for larceny-theft include pursc 5natchlne, shopliftinK, Ind larceny. 

Sources: U.S. ~CpDrtment of Justice. Federal Bu~cau pf Investlelltion. Uniform Crime Reports for the United States-­
~ (I'. 168) uJI(I!27.1.. (p. 180). (Wushillgtoll, D.C.: U.S. Govenllnont J'rinllng Office, 1976 ona 19711); SlIIhh, Oaniel 0.; 
Finnegan, Terrellce; SlIyJer, lIoward; lind Corbett, Jacqueline. "llellnqutncy 1975: United StOles i!stil!'ntes of Cases Pro­
cessed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction." (Pittsburgh, Pl.: Nationlll Center for Juvenile Just icc, 1979); lind Staltll. 
Oaniel D.; Finneeun, Terrence; Sny"er, lIoword; IIlId Corbett. Jacqueline. "Oelinquency 1977: United SillteS Es.tihllltus of 
Cuses l'rocessed by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction." I'relilllinury Draft. (Plttslourgh, PA: National Center for Juve­
nile Justice. final report to be published March 1980). 

TqlJlc constructe.1 hy lhe IlATIOIlAL JUVENlI.E .JUSTICE SYSTmt AS~iI:SSm:N'r CENTER (Sacr.lll1cnto, CA: AnollJ'iClllI .Jusllce IIISlllIlle. 
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c.-,J L. ;'. .. 

43.3 

4.0 

0.1 
0.2 
2.0 
1.7 

39.3 

13.5 
21.5 
4.2 

~ 

100.0 
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I 
~ 
VI 
I 
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'tlllliX I 

. • 

or'I'I!N1ifi 

Vlolcnt
l 

,. 
' • •• J 

~I\ln't;'r nnel Nonne.:ll-
I!rnl, ~Inn!ll RUttMer 

':ordlrlr. nnrr. 
OO""I"I'Y 
lIr.grnvntell II~:<:RIII t 

J rropr.rty· 

"urr.lnry 
l.nrccny-l'hert 
",'IlIr Vrh I cI a Thcrt 

NON.ItIll'!X" 

1'O'flll. ~ 

J It 
I. 

0 

...... , 
'" _ •. .J 

IINtI IIN!1nR 

1.7 

0." 

0.1 
fI.l 
fl." 
fI.S 

l.O 

2.1 
2.2 
O .. l 

0.6 

fI.g 

t ... ~ .. 
... - •.. j (._. -, .. __ t' 

TIIOI.n 11-3 

.I'nnCIltn' D 15TIH mlTlUN or l'I!MON1; IInn'lSTli" ron 
I""fiX /It"' NON-IMJIlX OI:"fiNSI!S. nv Mil (1977) 

11-12 13-1" 15 IIi 

. 3.8 10.5 11.0 9.n 

I.Z 4.1 3.9 5." 

n. J 1.0 1.5 3.0 
0.7 3.3 l.9 ., . ., 
1.6 ft." 6.2 II." 
I.fI 3.2 2.9 ".1 
.t ... 1l.0 11.0 g.!! 

".3 IJ.fI 10.if 11.(, I 

".9 11.6 7.8 D.5 
1.6 11.9 1J.3 I" .. l 

h!. ..i:.! 2.:1. .!:1. 
1.7 5.5 11.7 5.(, 

Nule: OOCRII:;n of r"",,,II11n. tho r.crcentnttr.!I mny not nlld to tolnl. 

17 IINlllil{ I II 

II.~ "I.~ 

fi.n 21.0 

J.9 11.7 
S.O 16.S 
9.1 32.0 
".6 J(i.~ 

11.9 -1(,.l 

10.3 51.5 
7.9 H.!I 

1I.r. 5.'.0 

_ 5.0 !.!!.:..2.. 
5.7 H.O 

I" .... , 
~_ ... ..J 

I II flNII oV,m 

511.7 

79.0 

90.3 
83.5 
(,8.0 
113.7 

5J.1I 

"8.5 
57.1 
H.O 

80.8 

7fi.fI 

" I 
.~. ", , ... ~ .. 

TOTII'. 

100.0 

loo.n 

100.fI 
100.0 
100.0 
IOO.fI 

100.fI 

100.fI 
100.0 
100.11 

100.0 

100.0 

I . In.lex orren!'lo, IIIr.III,lo "'Itrllor nnd nonnclIlIgont IIInn!llnllllhter, rorclblo r"I1O. rohhery. np,p,r/1vntllll n~~nult, blll'RI"ry. l"rcclly-Ihnn. 

Znll" molor vohlclc tho(~, 
,Vlolrnt orren:;e!! IlIcll"'o m"rllcr "nIl nonnnr,IIRont mnll:llnllRhtcr, forclhlo rnflo, rohhorr. nnll "P,RrlJvntr.d n~:I"\lIt. 
lroperty orrOIl!lo!' Inr.llllic h"r~lnry. Inrceny-theft.. nllil motor vehlclo t.hort. 

NOIl-ln.loll offellsn' IlIcII,,'o nil nrrcn~c3 (inchlllln!! Cllrrew nllil Inltort"!: low vlolntlons. "n,1 runnwny) rcrlOrted 111 !1!!.~~~JOrt5, 
r;~l'llhc Indoll OrrCIl~l"lI. ' 

. .. ... _., _.:' 
, . 

.. , 

'Tol n I orrcn~r.!I Inc hilI«: h"loll: nntl Non-I"dell oUensC!. 
::;,,"rl:'lI: 11.5. nrrnrl,"cnt or "":llleo. rOliornl Ourcnll or Invo3l1ttntlon. Unl [orlll Crlmo nnrort, ror the Unltod Slntos--1977. (Wn~hJnl!lnn. n.c.1 

II./l. r:ovcrnlllont rrlntlnJ! orrico, 1!l711). 11. Illtl. 
Tnll'e ~oll!'u"cln,1 by I.hll PUll·IONI\! •• 1I'VliNlIon .11151'1en /lVSTflH 1\11Sn:l:;l-IIiNT C'!N'I'IlR (r.ncrnmnnlo, CI\I /\metic"n .',,!'tlce In!'tJtuttl, 1980) • 
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HillE): I 

VI ... lent~ 
~'rde: ann Non ... ~~li~ent 

~\lIn~lall£hter 
Ford!> I c R~l'e 

lIoh!>err 
A~~T~vated "'~50U't 

"I'OI'!'rt)':\ 

Illlrlt I iIT)' 
~Tccmy-Theft 
~~tor Vehicle Theft 

N(lN-INOEX~ 

TOTALS 

(,!'FEIGE 

INom:1 

Viol crlt2 

Hurcl<:T Ancl lIonnc~ll/!cnt 
!I:IMI aughler 

Ff/rcJ b I e R~ pe 
Rohl1t'T")' 
I\l:l~ rAva t ed A~511UI t 

I'fOI'r.rt),J 

6uTRIary 
La rccny-The ft 
~~tor Vehicle Theft 

NON-INOEX 4 

TOT.\LS 

T ... 8.LE "'-4 

PERCEh,. DISTRlllUTION FOR ARRI:STS OF PERSONS UlmER )8 AND REFERRALS TO JUVENILil 
CruRT FOR INOIlX ANO NON-INOEX OFfENSES. til' AGE (I!l7S lind 19i7) 

TI!N ANO 
UHORR 

2.1 

1.1 
I.~ 

1.6 
2.9 

•• 1 
S.6 
0.6 

TEN AND 
IIHOF.n 

".2 
2.0 

0.8 
1.2 
1.3

8 2.9 

~ 

3.6 

ARRESTS OF I'ERSONS UNDER III 

JJ - 12 

9.i 

s.~ 

I.r. 
3.1 
5.6 
6.5 

10.1 

S.5 
11.9 

:1.2 

...!:l 
7.7 

2S:S 

20.4 

9.0 
15.2 
21.0 
20.5 

26.1 

25.2 
27.1 
22.5 

I~ 1(, 17 
lINnRR nN ANn 
I~ UHnUR 

I~.~ 21.. 19.6 100.0 

19.6 25.1 27.0 100.0 

2.5 

1.6 

IIl.6 
1!I.9 
20.2 
19.0 

:11.8 
25 •• 
2S.2 
24.1. 

38.0 
32.:1 
26.5 
26.5 

."',1 
19 •• 2tl~~' ,1<:..6 

20.:1 :21:9\1!.1.6 
18.0 :-;..5 •. ~.? .. !I 
25.4

1

" ,·_S .'. I. {, 

19.!lJ-.4.1 21,.9 -- '",-_. --
19.7 23.0 Z2.& 

100.0 
Ino.O 
IDa. a 
100.0 

,no.O 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

~ 

Ino.O 

1.6(-
0.8 
I .• 
2.3 

2.9 

3.1~ 
3.4 I 

0.4 

2.1 

2.4 

ARRE..t:;TS OF I' ERSONS IINDER 18 

11-12 

9.2 

5.3 

1.3 
".1 
5.1 
6.3 

9;6 

11.3 
11.3 
3.0 

~ 

7.2 

25.3 

1'.5 

10.8 
20.0 
19.9 
19.5 

26.0 

25.2 
27.0 
22.S 

llil 
22.7 

I~ 

19.3 

18.5 

15.4 
17.6 
19.4 
17.8 

.19.4 

20.1 
111.1 
25.2 

l!.:! 
19.5 

Ie, 

21.~ 
25.9 

31.3 
26.9 
26.1 
25.2 

21.4 

22.4 
19.9 
27.0 

17 

20.1 

28.6 

'0.4 
30.1 
28.~ 

28.3 

19.2 

20.0 
18 •• 
21.7 

Ul/onn 
IR 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
1110. a 
100.0 
100.0 

JOO.O 

100.0 
10n.0 
100.0 

23.7 . 100.0 

nN ANIl 
ownER· 

2.6 

1.9 

1.7 
3.0 
1.1 
2.5 

2.7 

3.0 
3.0 
0.5 

.2:.! 
2.5 

REFERRAI.S TO .JWEN I LI: COURT 
INTAKE OF rERSONS.U~UER 16 

11-12 

7.R 

4.11 

2.56 

2.2 
4.(, 
5.6 

8.2 

7.8, 
9.~ 

:1.1 

2..:..Q 
6.2 

25.8 

20 •• 

9.76 

16.5 
20.5 
21.6 

26.5 

21>.5, 
27.2 
23.4 

IS 17 

21.5 21.~ 20.6 

20.0 25.0 26.0 

16.1 6 

20.9 
20.0 
20.2 

21.7 

2:<.37 
20.2 
25.7 

34. ,Ii 
2R.7 
2~.(l 

2:1.11 

21.1 

21.0
7 

I~. 9 
26.1 

35.2
6 

30.9 
2~.S 
26.5 

19.6 

19.37 HI •• 
21.:1 

22.0 

REFERRALS TO .JWENI I.E COURT 
INTAKE OF 1'F.ItSONS. UII1IER 18 

11-12 

7.1 

4.9 

1.7 
5.0 
4.2 
5.7 

7.4 
7.1 
8.5 
2.' 

5.9 

13-1. 

23.7 

20.0 

12.6 
23.2 
19.2 
20.8 

24.1 

23.6 
25:2 
19,8 

~ 

22.0 

IS 

20.7 

19.4 

14.3 
18.8 
20.6 
18.6 

20.8 

21.2 
19.7 
25.2 

lld 
21.0 

1/\ 

23.8 

.26.5 

28.3 
26.9 
27.5 
25.5 

23.5 

23.8 
22.3 
28.9 

24.11 

17 

22.lt 

27.2 

41.3 
23.1 
2i .4 
26.6 

21.5 

21.2 
21.3 
23.2 

~ 

23.8 

Nnt~: Because of roundln" the rercentllces •• y not add to total. 

UHIlr.n 
IA 

loo.n 

100.0 

10C.r.(-
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0_ 
loo.e' 
100.0 

100.C· 

III/II!!" 
Iii 

loo.n 

100.0 

100.0 
10U.0 
100.0 
lon.n 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

I 
Jllde. or(en~e~ include IOUrder lind nonnegligcnl ."nshu~hteT, forcible npe, robbery, aRltrllvoted assllult, bur~hfY. IAfCeny-f.hert, 

~ncl Inotor vehicle theft. , ' 
~Vlolt'nt offen~es include .. ,rdcT And nonnegll/!ent .lInsl2L7,ht.er, forcible Tare, TOhbery, lind II/!Rranted AlI~lIl1lt. 
~rrnl't'rt)· offen~e:< incllNle hur~I"T")', InTccny-theft. and "ntoT vt'hlclc lht'ft. 

Non-lnclnx oHen~es include nIl Clffcn~ell (Incilltiing HAtu~ offcn~cs) r!'!'Clrte" in nTren OT cOlin stlltiHlcs. except the Index 
!;(1f(en~es; ~I'<'cific offrn~cllincll1ded m~r vary ~Il~htly bt't"ecn IInest ~n" cnurt .I:JIII, 
~'·f>'1\1 f>rr ... n~ .. ' incl",l!' In.lr. nnn ~n-Inllel nffCn~l"5. 
;1:f>Url r"rerr"l~ cClmhlne .neglir.elll Dnd nonneRlli:ent .. ~nsl:"'J:hlt'r. 

r.CllIrt Tef!'rrllls ror I~rceny-theft include purse ~nlltchin~. ~hnI'Jift1n~. and IIITceuy. 

sOUTCesf U.S. Oepartllent of Justice. Federal Bureau of Invnti\:ation. Unifonn Cri.e Reports fOT the United States--
1975 (r. 188) and 1977 (p. 180). (Washington. D.C.: U.S. Governaent Printin& Office. 1976 and 1976): Smith. Daniel D.; 
Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder. Howard; and Corbett. JAcqueline. '~elinqoency 1975: United States Esti •• tes of Cases PTa­
cessed by Courts with .Juvenile Jurilldiction.'· (I'ittsburgh. rA: National CenteT Cor Juvenile Justice. 197!1); and Sllith. 
Daniel D.; Finnegan, Terrence; Snyder, HowaTd; and Corbett, Jacqueline. "DelinqUency 1977: United States Estimates oC 
Cases Processed by Courts with Juvenile Jurhdiction." Preli.inary OraCt. (Pittsburgh, 'rA: Nati'ona) Center for Juve­
nile Justice, final report to be ~!>Iished Harch 1980). 

'Table constnlcted by the NIITION"L .JUVENILE JUSTICE SYST&I ASSESSMENT CEI-lTER (Sacramento. CA: American Justice Institute. 
)980). 
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T"DLH, 1\~5 

PMCEHl DIS'mUUTION FOR ARRI!S1S OP rllRSONS UtlJllR 18 ANO RCPCRMLS 1'0 
JUVIlNILD COURT rOR INOHX AND NON-INOEX OFFIlNSIlS. BY SEX (.975 and 1977) 

". ,'" O'Q 
(l) 

, ,., 

g: 

, 
.::.. 
\0 
• 

OFI'!NSe: 

'NIlflX 
2 U.S U.S 84.5 15.S BI.6 ilL .. 

Vlolellt" B9,4 10,6 B9.5 10,S 119.7 10.l 
Jllln'Clr nnd Honnellltr,ont 

88.77 1I.]7 tlnnshulhter 89.~ 10.1 '91. 7 B.l rorc1hlo Rnpe 98,6 1.4 n." 2.6 97.5 2.5 nohhcry 92.6 7.4 rn.3 7.7 U.II 7.2 IIssnll It B4.1 15.9 84.9 15.1 liS. 1 14.9 .. rroporty 110.6 1~.4 8.J.9 16.1 110.6 19.4 
IIlIrglnry 94.9 5.1 94.18 5.9

8 94.1 5.9 '",rccIIY' ThoU 71.1 28.9 73.6 26.4 71.7 211.3 Hotor Veh'cle Thert 92.6 7.4 91.8 8.2 90,9 ~ .1 ~I ~ f 

NON-INlIIlX S 7~:9 ill 70.5 29.5 76.7 
~ I.) 

;U •. ~ 
1111'",,11 711.8 21.2 76, I 23.9 7B.S 21.5 

I ' ZCo'urt rero~rah Include n 'Illn II nlllllber of (l0r,on' ,1,es J8 .nd I)ver. 
Indell orrenses Include ",meler nnd nonne,ll,ont IInns!lu,hler. rorc:1bh rnpe, ro~,bery, IIIsnuH, IlIIrB"ry • 
• nreeny-theft •• nd lIIotor vehicle theCt. 

~Vlolent oHel1so, luc1wlo Mllrllor nnd nonno.lI,ent II1nnslauehter, forelble rope, robbor)" Illul ."nu'lL. 

liZ ... 

117.:; 

87.:; 
D".7 
DI.O, 
112.6 

111.11 

.93.2 
7.1.3 
l1li, , 

72.5 

7( •• 7 

rroport)' offensC5 Inchu'o bllrlhr),. hrceny-thoft. lind IIIOtor vehlclo thort. '. 
5Non-Imlex oHellses Incluelo all orrenses (Incluellll' curfew alld loiterln, hw violations. lind rllnllWny) reported ,In, 
COllrt lItnthtlc,. e~~t lhft'Tnc)o. OrrfmSO'. 

610t • 1 orren5es Inc iiille Tnlloll nnd Non-Index oHen,es. 
7Collrt referrnls comblno MIIIl,ent .nd nOllnellillent IIl1nshuRhter. 
"Collrt rcrf'rrllh ror 'orc:Ilny-lhort li1Cllle'o runo :tnntch'n •• ,horlletlll,. nOlI hl'cnn),. 
?r.lItlmnteel from "totlll" nlUnlllt cntelor), In 1917. 

Sources: U.S. OCI'lIrtlllent oC Justlco. radon. hllrllllll of Invostlentlon. UniforM Crllllo RClS0l'ts for the Unlted Stnte'-~197:; 
(p. 187) .nd 1!l77 (p. 179). (Wnshlnlton, D.C.: U.S. Govornmont rrlntlnl( orrlu, 1976 '''1 1978): Smith. Dnnriil II.: rlnnellnn. 
Terrencej SlIyeler, "owII'd: lin" C"rhett. Jacqueline. "Dollnquency 1975: Unltlld Statos Ilstlmotol' or Cases rrocessed by (:ollrts 
with .Juvonlle Jurlsdlctlon." (I'ittsbur,h, "AI Nntlonal Conter ror ,'"vanl hi Junlee, 1!l19) I anel Smith. Oln'el 0.: roinnollnll, 

( ..... ~.~" Terrencol Sny.'cr. !lnwnrd: and Corbett. ,'"cqlleline. "Oellnqllency 1977: Unltod Shtes ,nsUmntes or Cosos rroceneel hy COllrts 
,,~5'. Y with .'uvenlle .'urlsdlctlon.", rroll.dlll1ry lJurt, (Pltuburah. 1'1\1 Nntlonnl Center (or Juvonlle .'"stlce, flt1l' I report to be 

C::.J 

17 .6 

IZ.:; 

12.5 
S.l 
9.0 

17.4 

111.2 

6.B 
26.7 
11.1 

27.5 

2l.3 

.. at ',., •• ,. ruhll,hect Harcl. 1980). ' 

r ~ Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento I ,CA: American 
•. j ~:-:jJ Justice Institute, 1980). . • . 
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I'l!ltCllNT IHS'mllJllrlON 11011 AIUU!S'I'S Of I'I!RSONS UNIlI!II U ANO 11I:f!I!IIIIM.S 10 
. ,IUVI!NJI.I! CUlllff 1I0lt I NIH!X ANO NON-lNol!X OI'PI!NSIlS, bY ItAI:U (1975 IlIhl 1977) 

r _ 

Whll. Slack and Olherl WhIle S lock and Olher While Block and Olhor: 

68.9 31.1 59.8 "0.2 68.2 31.11 

Viol I:nt· "6.2 53.7 39.9 60.1 411,2 5J.8 

IJlIJrdcr and NOMc,li,tnt 
50.S8 

49.5
8 

).lanslau~hter H.2 56.7 ·46.4 53.7 
Forcible Rapt 47.5 52.5 "0.2 59.' 044.5 55.5 
JlDbbc: 1i' 35.6 64.5 32.S 67.2 36.0 64 .0 
Aegravated Assault 58.5 41.5 4S.6 51." 62.0 38.0 

Propertl 71.3 28.7 62.2 37.8 70.4 29.5 

8urelary 72.0 28.0 65.69 .~.4p 72,2 27.7 
Larceny- Theft 70.5 29.5 59.0 41.0 68.5 31.4 
Hator Vehicle Theft 74.11 25.2 6 .. 1 35.9 76.3 23,7 

NON-JNQEX 6 
!hl 111.1 1.!.:.! l!:.! !U 19,8 

TOTAL 7 76.2 23.8 66.6 33.4 75.7 24.j 

NOle: 8ecause oC roundi ... ,. the percenulcs "'Y not add t.o total. 

1"lIll1d" lind "cHhlll' rllcus" wllrll combined to 11110101 cOlnllurlson bUlwocn IIrrOllt lind court stutlstlcs; 
2(01lrl rul'ur!'ols IlIclUllo U salull "",uhur of l,uI'sons "1105 18 UIII.I ovur. 
3111dcX offunsO!l . .lnclllliu M,"nlur onJ lIonntlgllgellt InUn~llIlI&htur, forclblo rOI,e. robbe,'y. IIglIl'pvollld UlISlIUIt, hurl/IIII'Y. 
luh:uny~lhuft, ond UIOtOl' vehIcle Ihoft. 

4Vlolcnl offon~os IlIcllI,lo IIII11'Jur o III I nonnegllllcnt lIun:ilolightcr. fOl'clble I'CiI'U, rohbllry, and bggrovllteJ OllSuult. 
5I'r0 I'UI'l)' offcuso:i InclllJu Imrg.llll'Y, lurcony-Ihuft. 11111.1 UlotOl' vohlcle thoft. 
6Non _1 nJllx UffUII50S Illd UJIl u II ol'funscs (lnd uJ 1111: :itutu~ offensus) I'opol'ted III lIuest or cou'rt nut h. Ics. uxcept 

lho IlIlIcx offensus; slIeciflcoffellsll:l IIIClllJuJ luny vllry slJehtly (,otweun arrest lind cou,'t duta. 
7'1'ut U I offuu:ioS Inc hhlu Illdux IIlId NOII-IIIJux offeu:ius, 
BCOlirl ruru ... ·als cou,hluu negllgunt und nOllncClleUllt UIIIII:>llIlIghtCI'. 
geUIII'l ruferruls ful' JUI'cully-theft inclllJo 1'1I1'SU :lIlutchJng. shopliftillg. lind JIII·ceny. 

IO!::;tllllillUIl fl'OIll "totul" ussuuh cutul:0I'Y In 1977, 

" 

I 

Wh/'o 

66.0 

45.4 

511.8 
'18.6 
37.8 10 52.4 

bll.2 

6!.1. I 
b7.1 
70,8 

l~~ 

72.0 

SOUI'CUS: U,S. lIul'ur.nlunt of ,Iustlcc. r:IlJel'ul 11I"'o,,u of lnvoslIglitlon. !!!!lforNI CrimI) "upo,'ts for thoUnlted Stoto:i--1975 
ond l21l, (Wushlnglun. II,C,: U,S, GOVOl'UIIIUUt 1','III.lnl/ Office, 1976 ouJ 1978), I', I!)J IIlId I'. 185; SlnHh, rllllllci D.: fllllllllgun. 
'l'unollce; SlIyllur, IIOl/III'd; OIlJ COl'hutt. JOCCIIIClluo, "/loJlllclllency 1975: Uliitod Stottis I!stlnllllU of CUSIlIl 1'1'OC05:1cd by <:Olll'ts 
with Juvcllilo ,llIl'is,lIc(lolI." (l'lttsblll'l:h, I'A: NotlClIlGI Cent or for Juvenlle Justlco. 1979): 0111.1 SIIII·(h. Uunlul U,: l'lnllcgun, 
'fUI'I'CIICU; SlIyJel', lIowlIl\.I1 ulld COI'hctt, JllceluoJlno, "llolltullICIiCY 1977: IJnltod Slll(CS I!stimlltlls of eIlSC!! I'I'ocu5sc,I by (;OUI'(S 

with ,llIvuullo Jul'isdlctloll," I'rull,niltoq III'aft. (1'lu:lblll'lIh, I'A: NutJonDI Celltol' fOl' Jllvonllo J',lstico. filial rllllo," to bo 
VlIbtl sl,,!,1 ~Ial'ch I !lOO). . 

Tublo constl'ucted by tho NA'I'WNAL JUVllNII.I! JUS'ffell SYS'I'I~I ASSI!SS~mN'" CliNTll1t (SucrUllionto. CA: Iunudcun JII:It Icu III:ltltll(U. 1911(1). 

'\ 
c . -." 

• # 

.. 

Black and orner 

34.0 

54.6 

41.2 
51.4 
62.2 
47.6 

31.8 

30.9 
32.9 
29,2 

!hi 
2t1,O 
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"ADI.l! 11-7 

l'I!ltCIlN'f 1115'I1I101,.·ION IlI!LINQIJIlN'f IIIS1URY 1'011 ItlWI!RIIA'.S TO JIIVIlNII.1l 
COURT fOR INIlJ!X AND NON-umIlX OJl"IlNSI!S (1975 and 1917) 

L C. J 

.. 
" 

R E FE R R A l S TO JUVENILE COURT RHERRA!.S TO JUVENILE COURT 

OFFENSE NU"8E~ OF PRIOR DELINOUENCY NUMBER OF PRIOR DELINQUENCY NUMBER OF PRIOR DELINOUENCY NUMBER of PRIOR DELINOUENCY 

INDEX' 
V.lolent] 

Hurder4 

Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
lI~sllullS 

I' "0 I"'" t )' 
6 

Buralary 
l;arceny-"'hel't 7 
.~tor Vehicle Theft 

NO~-INDI!X6 

TUrAl,9 

REFERRALS 

NONE 

75.0 

69.S 

83.7. 
62.7 
66.6 
'71.8 

75.5 

72.4 
79.2 
61.8 

1!d 
75.1 

PREVIOUS YEARS 

ONE OR MO~E 

25.0 

30.S 

16.3 
37.] 
3]." 
28.2 

24.5 

27.6 
20.8 
32.2 

24.11 

24.9 

R ffERIIALS PREVIOUS YEARS REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS 

NONE ONE OR MORE NONE ONE OR MORE 

68.0 31.9 68.S 11.5 

55.5 44.5 61.1 15.9 

15.8 24.2 59.3 010.7 
,".2 58.8 6.5.,2 Jo1 .11 
"5.1 54.9 58.4 011.6 
73.S 26.5 65.5 34.5 

70.) 29.9 69.J 311.7 

67.5 32.S 61.0 37.0 
73.7 26.3 7].6 26.4 
6J.1I 36.2 62.7 H.1 

1.h! l.!:.! 71. 8 211.2' 

70.1 30.0 70.S 29.S 

Note: Because,of roundln" the percentl,es •• )' not add to total. 

~I;lcl'"l~' smllil number of I'crsons ueos 18 lind ovor. 
Index offonscs Includo "'III'der, forclblo l'''lle, rohbery, DUPUit, burg IIIl'y , larceny-thoft, and lIotor vehlclo theft, 

!Vlolent offensos Include U1l1rdcr, forclblo rupo, robhery, "nd as,lIult. 
Slnclude:l lIegllgont !!!!l!. nonnogligcnt mansluughter. , 
Tho 1975 "ussllllit" cntlll/or)' Inclll.los ollly ugcruvutod "'SIIUlt, while 1977 Jnc1udc, both sllllrie !!!! lIurD vuted 
nssllult. 'I'hIlS, tho ,t\~O ),onl's 111'0 not dlructly cUlllporllblu. 

61'l'operl), offcnscs lnchulc burglnry, Inrccny-thcft, nnd motor vchlcle theft. 
71nciuJes purse snlltchln~, shoplifting, lind larccny. 
Bt/un_ ",,10J( offCII:ioS Includo nil offon505 (Inclu.III1H curfol4 und loltorlnll IfIw vlolutJo",. and rUllowlI)') rCllOrte.1 In 

COlli'" stlltlstlcs, cxcc1!llho Indux offt!Osos. • 
9Totll I offcn:los Inc !lHIIl Intlex lind NOll-llldox offen:lo'. 

SOIlI'COS: Smith, lIulllol II.; !'Inncgnn, Tcnellco; Sn)'.lor, 1I0word, unci Corbott, Jucquellno. "Dolill'1"oncy 1975: Unlted Stutes 
Ilsllluatos of CIISCS I'rocessed b), COUl'ts with Juvonllo Jurlsdlctioll," (rittsburgh, I'll: Nllt.lonlll Cent or for Juvcnilo Justice, 
1!J19) , uo.1 Sn.llh, Ounlol n.; flnncgon, Torrenco, Sn)'dor, lIownrd: and Corholt, Jllc1lnolJne. "DolIlI'IIIonc)' 1977: United Slotos 
Ilsilmllios of Cases I'rocessed b)' CourU with .'uvonllo .'urlsdlctlon." ".'olh,lnor)"lh·oft. (rlttshurgh, I'll: NJitlonul Contor 
Cur Juvenllc ,'ustlce, Clllul rCI,ort to bo publlshod .'arch 1980). ' . 

Tuble constructe.1 b), tho N ....... lOt-iAI. JUVI!tUJ.ll JUSTICIl SYSTGf ASSCSSHIlN'f CI!N'rJlR (Sac.'O"lonto, CA:, Am.,rlclIlI JtI~tlce Insthutu, 
1!l1I0). 

REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS 

NONE ONE OR MORE 

77.9 22.1 

75.5 24.5 

711.] 21.7 
72.2 27.11 
11.5 26.5 
16.5 23.S 

18.J 21.7 

73.9 26.1 
81.9 IILI 
70.1 29.9 

~ 19.9 

79.2 20.8 
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TABU A-8 

PERCEhi DISTRIBlITIOI' OF REFERRALS TO JUVEKlLE COURT 
FOR INDEX AND OOt;-INDEX OFFENSES, BY ''lI'AS 001.0 DETAlJoj"ED?" (19iS and 1977) 

OfFENSE Rdln'ols' to Juvenile Court by Ret.rral, 10 Juvenile Court by 
"WAS CHILO DETAINED? .. "WAS CHILO DETAINED 1'''-

YES NO YES N'O 

"l 
INDEX· 21.6 78.,5 2~.:; 76.7 

Violent! S7 .4 62.6 :!i.4 72.6 
Murder 4 

61.3 :;8.9 51.0 49.0 
Forcible Rape 61.2 :;8.S 45.6 54.4 
Robbery 51 .7 62.3 47.t 52.6 
As nult 5 32.1 67.9 21.6 78.4 

Pnlpeni 19.6 SO.t 22.~ 77 .7 

Burglary i 24.2 75.S 28.:; 71.7 
Larceny· Theft: 12.9 Bi.l 15.5 84.S 
Motor Vehicle Theft 33.S 66.S 40.7 59.3 

NON-INDEXS 
!!.:l. 72.9 19.i !Q.d 

TOTALS 24,9 75.1 21.4 78.6 

Note: &ecause of ro\.UIdilli, the percen~ages 110&)' not add to totu. 

lIncludes small nU!l:b~r of persons aRes 18 ana over. 
2Inoex offenses include murder, forcible rape, robbery, assault, burg~ary, 
_larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
;ViOl ent offenses include lIIU:'de:-, fOTtible rape, robbery, and assault. 

Includes negligent and nonnegligen~ manslaughter. 
!.The 1975 "usaul til megory includes only agl;:'l1vated usa.ul t, while 1977 

includes both simple and agzr.tvated assault. Thus 'the two years a:e not 
directly comp-...:rable. -
~Property offenses' include bu:::'glary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
'Includes purse snatchini. shopliftini, and la~ceny. 
8Non.lndex offenses include all offenses (inc1udinR status offenses) reponed 
in co~ statistics, exce~t~e Index offenses. 

' .. STOtal offenses inc1uderndCx and Non.lndex offenses. 

So~ces: S~th, Daniel D.; Finneg~~, Te~ce; Snyder, Howard; and Corbet~, Jacqueline. 
'~linquency 1975: United States Estimates of Cases PTQcessed by Co~tS ~ith Juvenile 
Jurisdiction. to (Pittsburgh, Pl.: National Center for Juvenile JUStice, 1979); and S:nu., 
Daniel D.; Finnegan, Te:-rence; Sn>'de:-, Howard; and Corbett, Ja.cqueline. "DelinCluency 
1977: United Sutes fstilnate5 of Cz.ses Proeessed by COI!!"tS with Juvenile Jl.lrisdic:ion." 
Preli:lina.,,:, Drtit. (Pittsbu:-~h, PI.: Nationa.l Center for Juvenile Justice, final report 
'to be published March 1980). 

Table t Instructed br the NA.TIONAL JtNEh'ILE JUSTICE SYSTEM AsSESSMEl'i CEhi'ER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 

n 
, .' Preceding page b'~nk 
~ ~;YK·.Ii4j i '. i.e .'is ... ) .. , A.J~ ( .0 , 
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rfinc,iN'" "'5TllllltI'tHlN 01' RI:r:mIM,.:-l '1''' JIIVl:'t"I,E cUllrr 
FOlt I NllliX ~NII NIIN-It""!X OIII'liN:lI!S ny .,AHIIIin ur' "MIOL' Hc.; ,I !)7S .. ,,,' I !tn) 

'REFF.nAALs l TO JWE,NII.E COURT RF.FI!RRAI.S I TO JUVENII.r: I:l)lInT 

OFFENSE BY ~IJ\NtIEIJ (If- IIAI(IH.l!iG bY ~wmEJ1. OF lW«>l ItIG 

Win, PETitiON WITIKIUT PETITION WInI PET lTIOII WtllKlUT "ETITION 

INlIlIXl S7.0 04a.O ~!i." of.t ,(. 

V'olC:III~ 67.9 J2.1 61.6 .111. !i 

~llIrclcr 
.. 

' •• 8 15.2 /11.7 17.l 
I'orclh.o ""ro 7'J.7 20.l ?z.o 211.0 
"o""eryS 11.3 28.7 79.11 20.2 
~,~nll't 60.S 39.S 56.2 ·U.II 

rrorcrty 
(0 

50.2 049.8 5J,!) 46.1 

nurr.'nry 7 S6." U.6 6/1.5 JI.5 
l.n",::rlly-·rllIlrl "'.6 5S.4 ofJ. Ii !if, ... 
II"lor VehIcle Thoft I 5J.4 46.6 61.1) .19.0 

NON. Itll Ifill II 311. !I (.a ., !h! 'll:.! '-_. 
l'(HM.!I 41.0 S3.0 47 .0 . S3.0 

lin I 11: nl1cnu,o of rOIll"lln~, tho rorcentn~e, mny 1I0t 111,.1 to totnl. 

I 
lllll:,,,,'r.:t :omnl' "","her of flr '~IIII:t "1:\1:1 16 n",1 IIv('r 

,".Ir.x OrrCII~IlS fllcJmle m"fl'er, rOl'C\hle rnpe. follhcry, n:;:HlIlIt, hurR'nry, Inl'cl!lly-t.hr.rt, 
,n,,,' motor vrhlcle !.hoft. • 
~V'nll·"t ofrrll:to~ tllclt"ln ~'"r''':r. forc'hle r""o, toh"cry, nm' nl'l'""It. 
~"It:ltll'e~ 1Ir.p,IJr.r.llt ~ lIollllr.r.Ilr."t11 nlnll,'n"r. hter . 
'The r!J7!i "";~!ln"lt" ('ntep,ory 11I(:II"lr, only nr.r.rnvnlelf II:1~nl/ll. wi" Ie 1!J77 IlIdll.lc:! hoth 
(,:tI'"l'ln n'1I1 n,u:rnv;ttc.1 ":t~n"ll. 1'111':1 1,"0 I."'n )'n"r~ nr"-"n' Illrrl:lly co"".nrn"Ir.. 
7l'ro,'crly Orrell!!!!!! '"c1ucll1 hl/rglnry, 'nrcl'.lIy·lhrrt, 1111" "'I,lor vnh'cle lflr.H. 
1I,,,cltl.ll'l~ ,mrsl1 ~lInlchlllr., :lho,HfHlnp,. II ,It' turcellY. 
IIIIII·I",lr~ orro:tI~r.~ 'nelwln nil o"fr."~t!:t (lIIcIt,,1I1111 :01,,1"11 Orfr.III1C:O) rrl'",Ia.1 '" ('our' 

!I~I"I hllc:<, exert!. thc Itlllai'·;:;(fcIISn:l. 
"'''I", orrnn~ci'''rocll'''n 101lcx ,,11.1 Ih",-II1"C11 orrr.n~C!l • 

. 00.,,",C n:t : 

:;IIIII.h. 11lIl1lcl 001 I'l:lIIollnll. 'ferrcllca; li"y,lnr, ""wnr.l; nll,l f.or:hell., .InC'111etllll1. "II,: II "IIIIency 
1!l1r.: I/"Itr.,1 :ll.nlclI II:ot'mntl1:1 of r.n:tc3 l'rnct':li'e,1 h~ r;ollrl:l ",llh ,'"VI''''''' .lurh.I'C'I 'fill." 
(1'1 I. I.:lhll rr. It , 1'1\: "nllo'I:,1 r:r.lIlnr for .111'/1'1111" ,'u:otlcc. 1!l7!1): ""II :; .. Ilh. "n"lo' II'; 
1:r""l'llnl1, l'errcllco; Suy,lor, Ih,,,,nrclj nil" r.urbett •• Jntrl"olille. "lIl1lln'111O:lIt), I!IH: 11,,1'1'11 
:;Inte:< l!~tJm:'Ilr.~· of r.n~e:l l'rocc5St!.' loy t:ollrl, ",Hh Jllvl'ullo .J"rlsll\ct Ion. II I're' Jml""ry 
IIrnrl. (l'lll"',"r«lt. r,\: Hlltlnnni r;cnlnr for ,'UV"'I"~ .'"l1t1I:I', fI,,"1 rq'I'rl 1o IIr 
"11101 l~hr.1 U;'Irch '!IRQ) • 

Tllllle r .. n~lrllrtl'" hy Iltr NATHlNJ\I. JUVntHI,n'J"SrtCn SY:ll'ml "liSIlSS'IIlIIT r.llNlIlR (lincrnmr"lo, 
0,: ",""rlC"" ,'u~llce In,.tltlllo. l!lnn). 
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Off':N~I! 

ItIOU 1 

Vlulent) 

t"II',Il:r 4 

Fore "01 0 IInl'e 
IIn"""rrS hs SIIII II 

l'r""I"" Y 
h 

Ourclnrr 7 
1.lt !'cony ·l·ho ft 
,lUlu,' Vehlclo l'heh 

NON· I NIII!X" 

'llIt'''',!' 

Nt'l \I: I"It'II"~o I) I' "11\1"1111111 • 

J 

.".9 

!l.5 

111.0 
5.7 
'.1 

I.J .1 

15.01 

10.7 
10.0 
U.S 

!.!d 
2l.l 

L'. . .J t .. ,:: C~: J [ .... .J 
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