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FOREWORD E .

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention estab-
lished an Assessment Center Program in 1976 to partially fulfill the mandate
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,
to collect and synthesize knowledge and information from available literature
on all aspects of juvenile delinquency.

This report describes the state-of-the-art of the juvenile justice system.

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

Due to differences in definitions and the lack of a readily available body of
information, the assessment efforts have been difficult. 1In spite of such
complexity, the persons who participated in the preparation of this report
are to be commended for their contribution to the body of knowledge.

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

As part of the Assessment Center Program of the National Institute for Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, topical centers were established to
assess delinquency prevention (University of Washington), the juvenile jus-
tice system (American Justice Institute), and alternatives to the juvenile
justice system (University of Chicago). In addition, a fourth assessment
center was established at the National Council on Crime and Delinquency to
integrate the work of the three topical centers.

This report, "Juvenile Justice System Achievements, Problems and Opportunities,"
has been developed by the American Justice Institute.

Other work of the American Justice Institute as part of the National Juvenile
Justice System Assessment Center includes reports on the status offender,
child abuse and neglect, classification and disposition of juveniles, the
less-serious juvenile offender, serious juvenile offenders, legal advocacy,
24-hcur intake, job opportunities for delinquents, the numbers and charac-
teristics of juvenile offenders, special problems of juveniles, sexual abuse
and exploitation of juveniles, and comparative costs of juvenile offenses
and processing. -

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

Charles P. Smith, Director
National Juvenile JusStice System Assessment Center
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I. INTRODUCTION

This paper is a preliminary summary of achievements, problems, and oppor-
tunities of the juvenile justice system in the United States as identified
in the work of the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center of
the American Justice Institute through January 1980.

The report was prepared for the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

. quency Prevention (OJJDP) to use in program development and interaction

with policymakers in the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of
Federal, State, or local government and in the private sector.

The paper was developed through analysis of relevant sections of the Juvenlle
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974, as amended, review
of all reports developed by the System Assessment Center to date, review of

other appropriate statistics and materials, and discussions with. policymakers,

operational personnel, and researchers.

The report discusses the juvenile justice system in the United States in
relation to key elements such as:

social context
jurisdiction of the court _
organizational structure -
method and criteria for processing individuals ©
nature of incidents and individuals handled ' ‘ .
executive, legislative, and Jud1c1a1 trends : )
special problems

treatment programs

economic implications

evaluation techniques.

.The paper also identifies 51gn1f1cant 1nformat10n gaps, issues, and recom-
mendations for research or action. ' :
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II. SOCIAL CONTEXT OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN THE UNITED STATES

In order to understand why and how the juvenile justice system functions
as it does in the United States, it is important to consider the social
context in which the system operates.

A basic factor is the separation of powers among various branches, levels,
and units of government. 1In addition, the responsibility for the dispo-

'sition of most social problems is delegated to individual States by the

U.S. Constitution. :

There is also-a high premium placed on human life, individual freedom,
equality of opportunity, and pragmatism. The country is heavily industrial-
ized, automated, and urbanized. Communications are rapid and comprehensive.

- Science is an accepted process and a vast amount of knowledge is available.

Educational levels are high and adequate economic resources are available
to most people. Disease and pestilence are limited. As a result of a high
post-World War II birthrate, there has been a substantial growth in the
youth population that is just reaching its peak (15, pp. 26-264).

Further, there is substantial disagreement over the criteria, causes, and
treatment for socially unacceptable behavior. Finally, there are limited
resources available to apply to any problem identified,

This section of the report will briefly describe the relationship of child,
parent, and State; the interaction of the juvenile justice system with
other child development and protective systems; and basic definitionms.

JUVENILE JUSTICE DEVELOPMENTS AND THEIR }ﬁEACT ON CHILD, PARENT, AND STATE
RELATIONSHIPS ,

During colonial times, the family was recognized as the primary force in
instilling social values in children who were viewed essentially as personal
property of their parents. With the evolution of the United States into an
industrialized society, ever-increasing pressures on family structures re-
duced the capacity of the family to act as a stable socializing force. The
government, seeking to protect the interests of society as a whole, attempted
to fill this gap by assuming the role of surrogate parent through the juvenile
court. :

At the present time, however, there seems to be an awareness that the family
must serve as the primary socializing agent and that societal institutions,
regardless of their level of sophistication, will never be able to adequately
supplant this role. In addition, major emphasis is being placed upon the
protection of the legal rights of children and their guardians (21, pp. xi-xii).
A summary of the major periods in the relationship of the child, parent, and
State is contained in Table B-1, Appendix B, p. 73.

8o
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REFORMS CALLED FOR BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF

1974 (AS AMENDED)

The Fedqral Juveni%e Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974 (as amended) calls
for a number of major reforms of the juvenile justice system in the United
States; including the following : R

e divert juveniles from the traditioral juvenile justice system
(33, pp. 2, 18)

e provide community-based alternatives to secure detention and
correctional institutions where possible (33, pp. 2, 14, 15
16, 18) ’

e separate juveniles from adults in detention or correctional
facilities (33, p. 16)

® encourage a diversity of community-based alternatives within the
Juvenile justice system (33, Pp. 14, 15)

. improve the quality of juvenile justice (33, p. 2)

° increasg capacity for effective juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention and rehabilitation programs (33, PP. 2, 18)

e develop and adopt national standards for the administration of
juvenile justice (33, pp. 2, 14) ‘

° estgblish community-based programs to strengthem the family unit
'S0 juveniles may be retained in the home (33, p. 15)

e provide employment for delinquents (33, pp. 15, 18)
vo-'estab%ish advocacy programs for improving services and protecting
the rights of youths impacted by the juvenile justice system (33,
pp. 15, 16, 18) '

® expand use of paraprofessionals and volunteers (33 p. 13)

e promote effective prevention and treatment of family violence and
sexual abuse. (33, p. 23) : .

e provide equitable assistance to disadvantaged youth, including females,

minority youth, mentally retarded, and emotionally or physically handi-
capped youth (33, pp. 16, 23) ) :

e provide for appropriate privacy of records (33, p. 16)

e encourage development of innovative juvenile delinquency programs
(33, pp. 18, 23) | |

e provide for evaluation of the effectiveness of juvenile delinquency
. programs (33, p. 23]. :
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INTERDEPENDENCE OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM WITH OTHER CHILD DEVELOPMENT
AND PROTECTION SYSTEMS OR REQUIREMENTS

Child development and protection systems or requirements in the United States
include the following areas (not necessarily in priority order): '

health, mental, and nutritional services
religion

education

welfare

housing and clothing
recreation and the arts
employment

transportation

natural resources
communications

national security

civil and criminal justice

The juvenile justice system must share its reSponsibilities and resources with
each of these separate, yet potentially compatible, systems or requirements.
BASIC DEFINITIONS .

At the present time, there are disagreements over definitions of basic terms
such as juvenile, juvenile delinquency, juvenile justice system, and juvenile
offender. Thus, for the purposes of this paper, the following- deflnitions
will be used:

¢ Juvenile:
ings and disposition of such a person for an act of juvenile delin-
quency committed prior to their eighteenth birthday, a person not yet

21 (17, p. 10). ‘ } E -
. Juvenile Delinquency A violation of a- law of the United States or
its several States committed by a person not yet 18, which would
have been a crime if committed by an adult and which is liable to
diSpOSitionvthrough the juvenile justice system (17, p. wlO)

o Juvenile Justice System: The organization of interacting and inter-
dependent statutory police, court, and correctional agencies who
have jurisdiction over Juveniles for an act of Juvenile de11nquen4y
17, p' 10).

') Juvenile Offendef A juvenile who is adjndicated By the juvenile
‘ justice system to have committed an act of juvenile delinguency
(17, p. 10)

o

° Juvenile,Status.Offender: Any juvenile who is adjudicated to have
~committed an act that would not'be‘a crime if committed by an adult,:
and includes any juvenile who is adjudicated to have violated a court

crder, whether durlng a period of community, superv151on or institution- -

‘alization, which was based upon an offense that would not have been a
crime if committed by an adult (20, p. l)

.'-S.- B

o TR LA G LR T R T TR T L L AR S

A person who is not yet 18; or, for the purposes of proceed-"

EREEL PR

T P, O MRS AR

e Juvenile Delinquency Pro ogram: Any program as actively related to
Juvenile delinquency prevention, control, diversion, treatment, re-
habllltation, planning, education, training or research (33, p. 3).

It 'is recognized that the above definitions do not ‘include the handling of
persons who are victims of child abuse, neglect, and dependency. Where required
by limitations of data and statute, other definitions are used in the paper.

T
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11I. JURISDICTION OF THEVEOURT OVER JUVENILES

Jurisdiction of the juvenile court over juveniles‘among the 52 re%evantF
jurisdictions* is characterized by a lack of consistency and clarity. or
example:

e Minimum jurisdictional age (as of 1974) varied from no age specified

To a common law presumption of seven, a minimum of seven, or a minil-
mum of 10 (18, p. 103).

° Maximum;ggg_of original jurisdiction (as of 1978) varied from the
Sixteenth to the eighteenth birthday (18, p. 101).

e Time at which jurisdiction attaches (as of 1974) varied between "date
of offense" to ''date of detention for the offense' (18, p. 107).

e Duration of jurisdiction (as of 1978) varies from the eighteenth
. birthday to the twenty-third birthday (18, p. 109).

e Exclusive jurisdiction (as of 1978) of Fhe juvenile court is not
granted over juveniles in all jurisdictions (18, P. 1132.

e Some offenses are excluded (as of 1978) in some States from the
original jurisdiction of the juvenile court (18, p. 117).

i ; 3 ile or criminal court
dures for waiver or transfer among juvenl :
y zzgczf 1978) vary among the jurisdictions, 1nclud1ng thg presencehof
a sfatute for such an action, the procedures and criteria for s;§7
an action (e.g., age, burden of proof) (18, PP- 128, 129, 131, s

and 142).

‘e Definition of a ‘status offense (as of 1976) varies widely amoggsthe
States and 47.0 percent of the States treated one or more statu

offenses as delinquent acts (21, p. 44) .

- *50 States, the District of Columbia, and the Federal government.

-7~
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IV. STRUCTURE AND PROCESS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Figure B-1 (p. 69) represents a composite model of the structure and pro-
cess of ‘the current juvenile justice system in the United States as developed
by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center.* As can be seen
from this flow diagram, the system is depicted as a series of interrelated
decisions (shown with a number in a circle); each with a variety of dispo-
sitional options. Each decision has a definite purpose and position within
the system, and each disposition has an impact on the degree to which the
juvenile will penetrate the system (16, pp. 26 and 29). A description of

the process as it relates to key process steps (e.g., law enforcement, court
intake) is provided below. -

LAW ENFORCEMENT

There are a number of sources of referral to the official juvenile justice
system such as court agencies; corrections agencies; community agencies;
citizens (parent or self included); and direct observation by law enforcement
agencies. For each, there are different procedures (e.g., petitions, bench
warrants, arrests, complaints to police)

Though the juvenile may enter the system via these many different avenues,
the detailed flow chart indicates the decisions that are made at entry are
thesame(:) . Non-police agencies or individuals making the decision may
choose to refer to another agency outside of the official juvenile justice
system, to refer to the court, to handle the case on their own, to do nothing,
or to refer to the police who will then make a contact in the field.

A great deal of discretion is allowed most law enforcement personnel during
the initial contacts in the field (3) .  An officer may choose: to file for
another court; or take a case into court or police custody; or exercise an
option that leads to termination such as to counsel and release; or one leading

to enrollment in an alternative program (i.e., refer to non-criminal justice
agency).

When a juvenile is the victim of a crime, what may have been a single case may
develop into several cases involving other juveniles or even adults. When this
occurs, there are then several separate cases being processed simultaneously
through the detailed flow chart. One officer may then make two separate choices
on two separate but related cases. (e.g., to '"place'" the victim with a non-

‘criminal justice agency, and also to request a petition on the perpetrator).

‘In some jurisdictions, a juvenile who is taken znto police custody is taken to
the police station for initial screening either by a regular policeman or a
specially trained juvenile officer. This may vary by locality. The problem
resides in the ‘fact that juvenile delinquency is not limited to the working

*It is suggested that the reader fold out Figure B-{ (p. 69) wh
IV

ile reading
the remainder of this section. .

i
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‘of detention).

hours of the agency. It may be an around-the-clock occurrence and the
limited hours of formal intake may be a deterrent to the decisions avail-
able to the contacting officer. Some jurisdictions have instituted a
twenty-four hour detention intake (on-call, at the court, or at the place
Locations may vary in how they handle a juvenile just prior
to court intake. In many juvenile justice systems, the police may perform
a lengthy process of investigation and decision making prior to court intake
, and in these localities police are performing an intake function of

their own that may last several hours. This could, like the field decision

(E) » lead to a termination of the case, enrollment in alternate programs
or a referral to court for formal intake.

In some jurisdictions, the detention center is the first place to which a
juvenile is brought <> . In a few jurisdictions, the juvenile may be de-
livered to, an office of a youth service agency. Here, initial intake decisions
are made by a full-time youth worker. And, of course, a mixture of these
procedures may also occur. Less serious cases are taken to a youth service
agency; more serious cases go directly to detention intake. In some localities,
the juvenile may be taken to an after hours probation officer at his or her
home, and the complete intake function is performed in this setting without

- the obvious threat of detention. Most youth service agencies do not offer help

on a twenty-four hour basis. Therefore, many of the decisions that may be avail-
able for a juvenile at intake are not available because of the hour of the day or
night, and the level of sophistication of the local intake process.

Sparsely populated regions or States with regional detention facilities may

have to hold a juvenile overnight or in temporary detention pending court intake.
Such overnight detention may be provided by use of a secure room in a fireproof
building, a hospital, a:courthouse, or jail.

Some detention centers hav¢ a separate ‘intake area in which some cases can be

" kept. This avoids interrupting ongoing programs for those awaiting a court

hearing. .

COURT INTAKE

The options at this stage vary widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. They
.greatly depend on the policy of the court.

Most intake facilities are operated by the probation department as a service to
the court. However, recent organizational arrangements, though varying by locale,
have emphasized the ongoing evolution of the probation department toward perform-
ing intake functions independent of the court. At intake, the discretion allowed
the duty officer varies between merely completing a police request to detain and
full authority to refer or release C) .

Except for the initial detention while the investigation is being made by the
probation officer at intake, the decision to file for court action (7) is shown
as a decision logically made prior to the detention decision ‘though fre-
quently made at the same hearing. A decision to file for court action and the
subsequent filing of a petition would precede the detention hearing and is
usually recommended by the intake officer to the prosecuting attorney. The
detention is then usually shown as a prosecutor decision.

-10-
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PROSECUTION

The prosecutor, though often shown as making only a few deéisions iﬁ th

flow of the juvenile, usually related to filing a petition, does exercie

a great deal of discretionary authority over a juvenile ca;e that has bse
forwarded by the law enforcement component. This authority extends as EZ;
along thg process as there are functional hearings concefning the suitabilit
and sufficiency of a case to be forwarded to the court component, Y

In any case in which a minor is alle ifyi
. : : ged to be a person qualifying for pro-
s;cutlon by the(igvenlle court, a petition is submitted to the cgurt tgrough
the prosecutor usually followed by the intake (probation) officer's

submittal of a report on the behavioral patterns and social history of the

- minor being considered in the petition.

Thg_?rgsecutor's primary fgnction is to evaluate the case in terms of legal
sufficiency. The prosecution decision (:) has two primary elements:

® to decide on the future stutus of th i
) 1tur e case (i.e., prepare aq petiti
or complaint, or dismiss the case), and » prep petttion

e to deci&é on the detention status of the j i i
L . e juvenile .e. i
secure detention). ’ (1-¢:; hold in

Oftep the detegtion decision is instigated as a formal request forwarded b
the intake officer, suggesting either secure or non-secure detention statuz
fgr_the youth. This request almost always accompanies a request for the
filing of a petition or complaint. However, it can be seen that the pro-
Secutor is usually the final deciding factor and an option to a detenzion
Tequest 1s to revise the recommendations for intake and actually dismiss

the case thus terminating the juveniles contact with the system.
: { '
. . \
g?oggzmm?ng fu?ther dec1s?%§;\are shown as court functions, as in the case
al hearings, the case may be prepa ‘
by the proserning: A 3 y pPrepared and presented

>

COURT HEARING

CourF procedu?es are sufficiently varied to complicate description. It is
Partlgularly important to distinguish between the physical movemen£ of the
Juvenllg and the progress of the case. A juvenile may physically be located
at the 1ntak§ or detention facility in either a secure Oor non-secure environ
ment, depending upon the petition that is filed. However, at the same time )
the ""case" may actually pass through several hearings whe;e decisions are m,d
by the court relative to the eventual status of the juvenile. =

-11-




.and they are usually funded by county governmernts.

The many court phases may be shown as:

the detention hearing (!D

the preliminary hearing @ :

the fitness hearing (to certify as adult or juvenile) (:)
the hearing of motions filed :

the adjudication hearing (a hearing of fact)

the disposition (placement)

e > 6 © 0O

Many juveniles will proceed directly to disposition from theé preliminary
hearing, while others will have multiple hearings, motions filed and
heard, and special fitness hearings prior to the actual disposition.
Despite the large number of different possible court procedures, not all
of these court procedures need be in every system.

The disposition hearing has many varied dispositional alternatives.
These options range from an acquittal to full commitment to either a State
or local correctional agency. A court officer may, in order tg conduct
further social studies or because of a change in status , b_, elect
to withhold disposition and reprocess the case. The court may elect to be
lenient and suspend the case with or withcut conditions imposed.

If probation‘is the disposition, then the juvenile may be referred to the
probation department for formal or imformal jurisdiction (19 .

In almost all cases, any action, change, or upgrading of the juvenile's status
as a case made after the disposition decision is under the jurisdictiomal
control of the court, regardless of what component may have the actual physical
or supervisory jurisdiction of the juvenile.

CORRECTIONS

A large variety of alternate paths are available at this point. A court may
withhold disposition, due to a change in post or pre-adjudicative status of
the juvenile, to order studies, or to continue the case (16) . A court may
eommit to coryectional facilities, some of which are considered to be Zocal
facilities . Local facilities are often under a different jurisdiction,
Few counties, however,
have more than group homes or camps. Many feel that any juvenile who requires
more specialized facilities should be committed to State institutions better
able to offer the necessary programs and personnel.

Duration of commitment may vary <:) from the full length of internment to a
shorter term due to, for example, a new offense while under the jurisdiction
control of corrections. Such a case would lead to a transfer of the case
back to the court for possible reprocessing. Other options leading to term-
ination of a case would be a normal discharge or placement in a pre-release
unit or to place the juvenile in an aftercare situation.

In some jurisdictions, a commitment is made from the county to a diagnostic
and reception center for all new cases. After a few weeks' stay, offenders
are transferred to the most appropriate program facility QZD . Some States
have a reception and diagnostic facility, but not a State youth service

-12-
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puregu. In others,_loc§l judges make commitments directly to specific
institutions and maintain control over changes in motions to be released.

Shelter facilities, psychiatric facilities, and institutions for the re~
tard?d are sometimes run by private agencies Other States have
spec%allzed programs for retarded delinquents that are listed under cor-
rectional facilities if they are on the corrections budget. In many cases
however, the State purchases such services. ,

The court may orqer probation where the juveniles are supervised in their
home . A distinction is made as to whether the probation would be a o
formal or informal supervision. It is important here to note the difference
between the words revoke and suspend - In some jurisdictions, the court
may sentence a juvenile to a term in a State facility, and then su;pend that
sentence and recommend a term of probation. Other court systems may sentence
directly to an institution or directly to probation. If the juvenile were
sentenced to a term in an institution, or on probation, and the juvenile

failed to fulfill the obligations of the sentenc i
e, then that
be revoked and another disposition made : probation would

Y .

RELEASE AND AFTERCARE

Procedures for release or dismissal differ greatly among communities. 1In

S9me.she1ter facilities, there may be a transfer of jurisdiction upoﬁ ad-

mission. 12 shelter agency can then make an independent determination of

when to terminate @, ,@6 . In other situations, the committing judge

retains control; in sti others, a State board retains control @ . In

al‘ cases, the recommendation of the institution involved plays a large role
, i

. .

Ip both probation and aftercare, there may be a variety of programs with
different resources, methods and caseloads. The quality and scale of what

is available for this final phase is critical for handlj iti
back to '"normal" life. aneling the transition

R S S S S



V. NUMBER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF CRIMINAL AND STATUS OFFENSES OR OFFENDERS
HANDLED BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Effective policy or program development,.administration, or evalﬁatlon in cics
any social system requires an understanding of the‘numbers apd c_ara9t§r15d1
of incidents or persons handled by that §ystem,‘b9th,at a‘p01nt in ?1m,lag "
over a period of time. Precise infbrmatlgn o? tﬁls nature on a.natlona asi
is currently unavailable in the juvenile justice system because:

e The definition (e.g., what constitutes delinquency, gge.of.
jurisdiction) by the system varies so much among jurisdictions
and components.

e The emphasis on the juvenile justice system shifts(f?om the offense
to the offender after court intake, and llttlegdata is kept on the
nature of the offense. *

e The confidentiality of juvenile records makes access to nécessary
data difficult for policymakers or researchers.

e Different types-~f statistics (e.g., varied offense classifitations) .
are kept by different components of the system.

e National statistics that are collected are'd?awn by seyeral.organ1z§r |
tions from different (and partial) jurisdictions and, in sp%te,of the
comprehensivenéss of data on some components (e.g., the Nat:f.onal‘a
Center for Juvenile Justice statistics om cogrt.pr9cesse§), match;yg
these into a systemwide transactional analysis is impossible at this
time without making adjustments and inferences.

e, Even though original jurisdiction Qf,Fhe.juVenile ?ourt.termlnates by
the eighteenth birthday in all jurlsd;ctlons, the-Juven}le courF can .
maintain jurisdiction for as long as thg tyenty—f1rst blrthgay 1nfmos
jurisdictions, and it is difficult to qlsFlngulgh those persons after
18 who are still under juvenile court jurisdiction (e.g., if a 19-year-

0ld- escapes from commitment to a correctional institution as a juvenile

and is recaptured and placed temporarily in a local jail, is that per- °
son counted--or considered~-an adult or juvenile for purposes of sep-
aration from other adults?)

e Determination of the numbers of persons handled is limited by the dif-
ficulty in relating a statistic (e:g., persons in detention) to (a)h
those individuals who enter a particular stepiln,Fhe process more’; ag
once during a reporting period,.agd (b) whether d}fferent stages of the
‘process (e.g., pre-hearing detention or Post-hearlng detention) ?ggre-
sent the-same individual moving further into the gystem or two d} erent
individuals--one who is released and another who is then placed in

custody. ' : e L . 0

B Pret:edingpqge"hl‘anl( f
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lHowever, in order to provide preliminary national statistics and to
identify data gaps, the following picture on the numbers and character-
istics of. criminal and status offenses or offenders handled by the
juvenile justice system has been developed by the National Juvenile
Justice System Assessment Center based on census data, victimization
surveys, uniform crime reports, juvenile court processing statistics,
children in custody surveys, uniform parole reports, . local statistics,
and specidl studies. o :

In addition, this section provides a déécription of some of the major

definitional problems that limit the Precision of any such picture at
the present time. .

DEFINITIONAL PROBLEMS

Section 101(a) (1) of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, states that
"...juveniles account for almost half the-arrests for serious c¢rimes in
the United States today" (33, p. 1). Analysis of 1977 UCR data suggests
that this statement.and any others concerning the extent of juvenile
offenses or offenders may include the following definitional problems:

® Persons under 18 were arrested .in 1977 for only 21.0 percent of
serious '"wiolent" crimes reported in the Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR) for all ages, as compared to 46.2 percent for the UCR serious
""property" crimes-- even though the frequency of arrests in
these two offense groups combined resulted in persons under 18
being arrested for 41.3 percent of all arrests for crimes that
the UCR classified as serious (2, p. 39).

1

e Less than 1.0 percent of all arrests of ali persons (including

adults) in 1977 was of a person under 18 for a UCR "violent" crime
(17, p. 101). i

e 3.7 percent of the 1977’arrests for persons under 18 reported to
the UCR were for serious "violent™ crimes and 34.0 percent were

for serious “"property" crimes--totaling 37.7 percent of all
arrests for persons under 18 (2, p. 37). :

¢ The UCR definition of sSerious crimes includes some offenses in which
persons under 18 are extensively involved which some persons would
not consider serious (e.g., the "larceny-theft'" category includes
petty shoplifting, thefts from motor vehicles, thefts of motor
vehicle parts and accessories, bicycle thefts, and thefts from coin
machines; and the "motor vehicie theft" category includes theft of
a motor vehicle for a temporary "joyride™) (17, p. 17).

e The UCR definition of serious crime for 1977 also does not include
offenses that some persons would consider as serious (e.g., kid-
. napping, arson, sex offenses other than rape, illegal sale of -
dangerous drugs, extortion) (17, p. 17y, .
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e The UCR also only lists arrests for the status offenses
of runaway and curfew/loitering law violgtlong (although
some other offenses:'sach as liquor law violations may
include some status offenses) and omits such stgtus
offenses as truancy, ungovernability, and undesirable
conduct or associations. Thus, although the UCR class-
ifications of status offenses indicates that 12.5 per-
cent (or 271,460) of all arrests of persons under 18
were for status offenses, data from six States shows
that status offenses accounted for 25 percent of all

arrests (21, p. 91).

e The définition of a status offense also vgries dramatically
amorg  the States. For example, as shown in Table.sz,

~ Appendix B, (p. 75) for 1976, a .'truant" was con§1de?ed a
delinquent child in seven States, a dependent child in fogr
States, and a status offender in 28 States. In’fact, 47.0
percent of the States as of 1976 treated one or ‘more status
offenses as a delinquent act, and 33.0 percent of the States

handled status offenses under dependency jurisdiction (21, p. 44).

AT-RISK' POPULATION

ing to census figures for the year 1977 (24, p. 17), there‘were
nggigfogo persons froguage 0 to the eighteenyh;b§rth§ay--all of whom
could be "at-risk" for contact with the juvenile justice system dge.to
a state of need (e.g., dependency, neglect, abuse, victim of a criminal
act, attempted suicide). Of this total,,éo.l percent'(ory§8,&29,000)_
were between the seventh and eighteenth birthday anq iat-rlsk for being
accused or adjudicated as offenders (i.e., for a cr}mlnal act or status
offense) since the common law or statutory presqutlon_of capabl}lty to
commit such an offense and be adjudicated by the ngenlle court 1slcon-
sidered to be between the seventh and eighteenth birthday in most u.s.

jurisdictions (18, pp. 101-103).

ESTIMATED NUMBER AND TYPE OF OFFENSES COMMITTED

e An estimated 27,131,033 offenses_were’committed by persons undg»
18 in 1977, ({See Table B-3, Appendix B, p. 77.)

SToxi ' \ 38,629,000
Approximately 71.6 percent (or 27,673,650) of the 38, »0
’ "zz-risk" population aged seven through 17 are es§1mated to have
been involved in the commission of an offense during 1977. (See

Appendix C, Note 1, p.10l1.)

i perc ' he estimated
e Approximately 47.6 percent (or 12,921,892) of tl e
f2§?131,033 offenses committed by persons under 18 in 1977 were
reported to the police (4, p. 71).

imately 9. 1,653) of the estimated
e In 1977, approximately 9.0 percent (or 2,441, ’
27,131,633 offenses committed by“persons unde: 18 and 18.9 per;ent
{or' 2,441,653) of the estimated 12,921,892 offenses reported to the

police were cleared by an arrest(4, P. 71). (&

=)
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~ with a decline in 1977.

and 1977.

Of the estimated 27,131,033 offenses committed in 1977 by
persons under 18, 40.1 percent (or 10,904,443), were considered
as '"'serious,'" 39.7 percent (or 10,797,390) were considered as
"less-serious,' and 20.0 percent (or 5,429,200) were considered
as status offenses (4, p. 67). This compares to 33.5 percent

" (or 818,994) of the estimated 2,441,655 arrests which were

considered as ''serious" offenses, 44,2 percent (or 1,079,739)
which were considered as "less-serious" and 22.2 percent (or
542,920) which were considered as status offenses (4, p. 71},
indicating that the number of persons arrested for serious
offenses is proportionately less and the number arrested for
less-serious or status offenses is proportionately greater than
the estimated total offenses committed. '

. \\
Arrests of persons under 18 for serigus offenses in 1977 was
high for ‘the crimes of larceny-theft (431,747--or 42.9 percent--
of all such arrests), burglary (233,904--or 5.5 percent--of
all such arrests), motor vehicle theft (71,648--or 53.0 percent--
of all such arrests), robbery (39,259--or 32.0 percent--of all
such arrests), and aggravated assault (36,182--or 16.3 percent--
of all such arrests). Arrests of persons under 18 for less-
serious offenses was high for drug abuse violations (132,316--
or 23.2 percent--of all such arrests), disorderly conduct (121,
272--or 19.4 percent--of alil such arrests), liquor law violations
(119,913--or 37.3 percent--of all such arrests), vandalism
(118,563--0or 60.3 Percent--of all such arrests), and buying,
receiving, or Possessing stolen property (34,307--or 32.9 percent--
of all such arrests). Arrests of persons under 18 for status
offenses included 185,447 for runaway and 86,013 for curfew/
loitering law violations (involving juveniles in 100,0 percent
of such offenses since adults were not arrested as runaways or
for -gurfew/loitering violations). (See Table B-4, Appendix B, P-79.)
These 12 offéﬁgés.represent 74.2 percent (or 1,610,571) of all offenses
Teported to the UCR in 1977 for which_persons under 18 were arrested.

Of the 1977 total of 9,029,335 arrests reported to the UCR for all
ages (including adults) for all offenses, 24.0 percent (or 2,170,193)
were of persons under 18. In 1977, persons under 18 were arrested
for 41,2 percent of the "serious" offenses and 15.9 percent of the
"less-serious" offenses. (See Table B-14, Appendix B, p. 99.)

Adjusted arrest rates show an increaéing pattern of arrests
for persons under 18 for the periods 1967, 1969, 1971, 1973, and 1975
(See Table B-5, Appendix B, p. 81.)

Approximately 5.8 percent of the at-risk population seven through =

17 were arrested in 1977 as compared to 4.5 percent in 1968, an increase
of 28.9 percent in the size of the arrested population. During these
same two periods, the proportion changed from 1.6 percent to 2.2 percent
for serious offenses (an increase of 37.5 percent) and from 3.0 percent
to 3.6 percent for less-serious offenses (an increase of 20.0 percent).
There has been no significant change in these percentages between 1974
(See Table B-6, Appendix B, p. 83.)

o
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ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONS PROCESSED

Figure B-1, Appendix B, ( P. 69) shows preliminary national estimates

of the numbers of persons under 18 processed during 1977 in the United
States through the juvenile justice system in relation to the composite
model described earlier “in this report. It would help the reader to-
fold out Figure B-1 while reviewing the following text. These estimates
were developed by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center
on the basis of a variety of information sources, and adjustments were
made to compensate for a different population base or inéompleteness in
any data source. For example, most of the correctional figures were
developed by distributing 1977 totals by percentages obtained from more
detailed studies in other years at both the rational and local level

S, p. ).

Information is presented in the following sections by major decision
areas (e.g., law enforcement, court hearings) in the juvenile justice
system. Data for each decision area is drawn from Figure B-1 described -
above and from other relevant sources. '

Law Enforcement
I

@ During 1977, an estimated 2,508,961 persons under 18 came into
formal contact with the juvenile justice system by being reported
or observed as a suspected offender by the police, by other
agencies, or by individuals. (See Figure B-1, p. 69, @

e 90.7 percent (or 2,275,001) of the estimated 2,508,961 persons
under 18 who came into formal contact with the juvenile justice
system in 1977 did so as a result of an arrest by the police.
(See Figure B-1, p. 69, @ .) > '

o Of the 2,275,001 persons under 18 arrested by the police in 1977,

- 50.6 percent {or 1,150,800) were referred to juvenile court intake,
4.2 percent (or 95,640) were filed on in other courts, 3.3 percent
(or 74,894) were referred to alternative programs and 41.9 percent
(or 953,667). were_handled informally by the police. - (See Figure
B-1, p. 69, @, @, ® )

e Police reférrals to juvenile court in 1977 vary widely among States,
with agencies referring more than 76.0 percent of their arrests in nine
States, between 51.0-75.0 percent in 23 States, 26.0-50.0 percent in
14 States and below 26.0 percent in two States (9, p. ).

a

7l

Court Intake

e In 1977, police agencies referred only 55.5 percent {or 160,236)

-of the 288,751 status offenders to juvenile court intake as compared
‘to police agency referral of 62.2 percent (or 222,143) of the 357,143
status offense referrals to juvenile court in 1975. 1In 1977, 23.2
percent of the status offense referrals to juvenile court intake were
made by family, citizen or self; 15.8 percent by a community agency,
3.8 percent by a corrections agency and 1.7 percent by the court.

* These referrals made by other than police agencies show an increase
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in referrals as compared to 1975 for family, citizen and self,
(from 18.5 percent) and community agencies (from 10.5 percent)
and a decrease in referrals by corrections (from 3.8 percent)
and courts (from 2.3 percent). (See Table B-7, Appendix B,
p.85 and Figure B-1, p. 69 82), Cé, ®, )

e Of the 1,401,70? persons under 18 referred to juvenile court in
1977, court action was requested by court intake on 83.9 percent
(or 1,177,084) of these individuals. (See Figure B-1, p.69 (3).)

. The?e has been a change in the proportion of juveniles referred
to juvenile court by type of offense during the period 1975 through
1977, including an increase from 35,3 percent to 48.9 percent for
== "'serious" offenses, a decrease from 39.3 percent to 30.6 percent
for "less-serious'" offenses, and a decrease from 25.4 percent to
20.5 percent for '"status" offenses (9, p. ). '

Prosecution

. Qf the 1,;77,084 peréons under 18 on which court action was requested
in 1977 by court intake, petitions or complaints were prepared on
57.1 erifnt (or 672,279) of these individuals. ‘(See Figure B-1,
P-69 . ‘ :

[ There.has been a change in the proportion of petitions filed in
Juvgnlle court during the period of 1975 through 1977, including
an increase for "serious" offenses from 49.5 percent to 55.4 percent,
a decrease for "less-serious" offenses from 48.3 percent to 41.8

- percent, and a decrease for "status" offenses from 41.4 percent to
34.7 percent (9, p. ). =

° 5 1979 survey of 188 agencies showed that a prosecutor was imvolved
in the screening of 87.8 percent (or 364,776) of the 415,714 cases
processed that year. Decisions were made by the prosecutor to handle
the cases nen-judicially in 56.3 percent of the cases where 24-hour
intake was availalbe and 56.4 percent where it was not. When the
prosecutor was not involved, decisions for non-judicial handling were
made by court intake personnel in 60.1 percent. of the cases where
24-hour intake was available and in 27.7 percent of the cases where
it was not (10, p. ).

. Court Hearings

o Of the-672,279 persons under 18 on whom juvenile court petitions or
complaints were prepared in 1977, a fitness hearing was held for
99.8 per en; (or 670,714) of these individuals. (See Figure B-1,
Pp-69,12) |

° _Qf those 670,714 persons under 18 on whom a fitness hearing was held
in 1977, 96.4 percent (or. 646,885) were certified to juvenile court
and 3.6 percent (or 23,829) were certified to adult court. {See
Figure B-1, p. 69 g ' :

o Of thoSe.646,885 persons under 18 on whom adjudication ﬁéarings were
held by juvenile court in 1977, the petition was sustaihed for 75.8
percent (or 490,085):pf these individuals. (See Figure B-1, p. 69,

@




Corecrions ® Of the 2,175,079 persons under 18 diverted frop further formal

‘§§ pProcessing in the juvenile justice system, in 1977, 85.2 percent
ﬂi (or 1,853,627) were diverted prior to adjudication and 14.8 percent

(or 321,452) were diverted after adjudication. (See Figure B-2,
p.71.)

i disposition hearings were

Of the 508,910 persons in 1977 on whom ari |

° held by juvenile court (including persons on whom petitions were ) :
sustained as well as parole or probation revocatlops), 48..6 pergen ﬁﬁ
(or 247,620) were placed on probation (formal and informal). (See B
e 2 B ’ i e Of the 2,175,079 persons under 18 diverted from further formal
,{ Processing in the juvenile justice system in'1977, 5.5 percent

i disposition hearings were
e Of the 508,910 persons in 1977 on whom disp rocessing i th Jurenis Suseice sy X iy

held by juvenile court, 22.7 pef°e“tt§§’g§§fé6%33efe§§hc§??§§§e§t _
to a correctional agency (i?;go aiz 10sis, and possible institutional- . -30.5 percent (or 663,170) were dismissed, 3.8 percent (or 81,834)
the local 1evel)-for:r§c§P 1 pd ) ’ . were transferred, 5.0 percent (or 108,194) were diverted away
ization. (See,‘Flgure -1, P SRR 3 from any further action after adjudication, 1.4 percent {or 31,064)
had disposition withheld after adjudication, and 49.5 percent (or

1,077,655} were handled informally by the agency. (See Figure
B-2, p. 71 )

e Of the 115,623 persons committed to State or local correctiong% 115) | 4 ;
agencies for possible institutionalizaticen, 83.9 percent (or i >
were placed in a correctional institut%on--Gg,fM a16:9th Ste.)ev )
and 30,591 at the local level. (See Figure B-1, p. s SISPOSETION 0F PoREy I

‘s Of the 508 910 persons in 1977 on whom disposition hearings yered
held by th; juvenile court, 1.3 percent (or 6,409) were cgmmltte.
to ‘treatment facilities for the retarded or fqr psychiatric care:

(See Figure B-1, p. 68 Q:).)

o Of the 1,40},705 Persons under 18 handled by the juvenile court
in 1977, 47.2 percent (or 661,605) were handled with a petition -
an increase by 5.4 pércent from 1975. (See Tabie B-8, Appendix

. B, p.87.)
s i on whom disposition hearings were , e, K ; . .. . L
e Of the 508’9}0 pe?ig?zoigtlgz?s percent (32 9,312) were referred Pl ) ’Tpe 1,401,705 juvenile court dispositions in 1977 varied.
geldlgzr:g:iigv;Z;grams ESee Figure B-1, p. 69 ) -k significantly from the 1,406,077 dispositions in 1975 as follows
0o a . _ :
_ ﬁ - . fines/restitutions increased by 47.6 percent
- Release and Aftercare - i ’ ‘ - commitment§ to delinquent institutions increased by 26.9 percent
. bation, at least 3.9 percent (Qr : - commitments to publ}c institutions increased by 18.7 percent
e Of the 2?7’620 perso@z plzc:i ;nfgigure since revocation of probation . ; - commitments to public agencies or departments increased by 70.7 percent
9,884) might be ;2231 eigee Figure B-1, p 69@29 ) . : F - cases dismissed as unproven decreased by 33.8 percent. (See Table
status was reque . -1, p. ;

B-8, Appendix B, p. 87.)

.
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e Of the 97,115 persons who were placed in-a)Statﬁ o; loca:iggzzggiiozal
ility, at ) 2) might be con e
ty, at least 28.0 percent (or 27323 . ‘
gzziiieywith 9.2 percent (or 8,941) being referred bac? tgccourg ggréhe
revocation of their aftercare or parole status after discharge fr

institution, and 18.8 percent (or 18,291) partly escaping from the -

institution. (See Figure B-1. p. 69 @29), )
D ' ttention of the juvenile
2,508,961 persons who came to the a_ n of 1 :
’ qis§?Ze syst;m, ag least 1.4 percent (or 3/,116) might be considered
: ‘is a failure due to escape or requested revocation of aftercarg,
| parole, or probation status.

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONS DIVERTED AWAY FROM FORMAL PROCE?SING

' | | ~ ‘ der 18 processed
ercent (or 2,175,079) of the 2,508,961 persons un S ¢
’ §g.zgp$r§;nthé juvenilé justice system were dlvgrted.aw?y from further
; ;brmwg processing as a result of informal handling within an agency, .

eI IR

A survey of 213 jurisdictions of all sizes around the country showed
that 26.8 percent of the 411,422 cases processed in 1979 were handled

by a 24-hour on-site inzake unit, 60.0 percent were handled by a 24-hour
on-call intake unit and 18.3 percent were handled by non-24-hour intake
units. 64.0 percent of the 110,058 cases processed by the 24-hour on-site
intake units were handled non-judicially, as compared to 53.8 percent

of the 226,099 cases handled by 24-hour on-call intake units and 50.4
percent of the non-24-hour intake units (10, P. ).

ESTIMATED NUMBER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS IN CUSTODY*

® During 1977, an estimated 965,393 persons under 18 were held in custody

for varying lengths of time in public or private juvenile or adult

am

- *Does nét necessarily reflect those persons'whO»experience‘gﬁiélthanb
one stage of Custodial processing during the ysar, nor those persons - -
who are placed in the same custodial stage .more than once during the-
year. :

refefral to another agency, or dismissal by law enforcementt§15124,201
or gi 7 perceht), intake (224,621 or 10.§ percent) prose;z ;o st
(504 éOS or 23.2 percent), or court hearings (321,452 or .8p .

(See Figure B-2, Appendix B, p. 71.)
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detention or correctional facilities at the Federal, State,
and local level. (See Appendix C, Note 3, pp. 103-104.)

Of the estimated 965,393 persons under 18 in custody during o
1977, 83.3 percent (or 803,933) were held in dgtept}on facilities
prior to court disposition, including 122,503 in ?alls, 507,951

in juvenile detention facilities as suspected del;qqgent or status
offenders, and 173,479 in juvenile detention facilities as a non-
offender. (See Appendix C, Note 3, pp. 103-104.)

Of the estimated 965,393 persons under 18 held in custody dur@ng ]
1977, 16.7 percent (or 161,460) were held in correctional fac;lltles
after adjudication, including 13,742 in local juvenile.recePtlon
and diagnostic facilities, 45,886 in local juvenile corre9t10na1
facilities, 99,786 in State juvenile institutions, 1,800 in State
adult correctional institutions and 246 in Federal correctional
institutions. (See Appendix C, Note 3, .pp. 103-104.)

In 1977, 21.4 percent (or 300,243) of the 1,401,705 persons referred
to juvenile court were detained. Of this 300,243, 52.5 percent (or
157,747) were for serious offenses, 25.5 percent (or 76,526) for _
less-serious offenses and 22.0 (or 65,970) for status offenses. This
shows a considerable shift from 1975. where only 32.9 percent (or
115,321) of the 350,353 referrals detained were for serious offenses,
28.3 percent (or 99,086) were for less-serious offenses and 38.8

(or 135,646) were for status offenses (9, p. ).

0f the 300,203 persons detained in 1977 by juvenile court, 84:9 percent
were referred by law enforcement agenc¢ies, 7.9 percent by family,
citizen or self, 3.5 percent by correctional agencies, 2.5 percent

by community agencies and 1.5 percent by the cogrt. 0f th? total )
1,401,705 referrals in 1977, detention was provided to a widely varying
'degree depending upon source of referral (e.g., 46.8 percent of re-
ferrals by correctional agencies were detained as compared to 11.5
percent of referrals by community agencies (9, p. ).

Of the 1,177,084 individuals on whom court action was requestgd’by
court intake, 16.6 percent (or 195,633) were placed in detentlog--
93.2 percent. {or 182,330) of which was considered secure de:egtlon.
Of those 195,633 placed in detention at the request of court intake,
83.6 percent (or 163,654) were continued in detention after a )
detention hearing--93.2 percent (or 152,528 of which was considered

secure detention. (See Figure B-1, p. 69 G , @.)

During 1977, 369,652 persons under 18 were committed to juvenile
correctional treatment agencies for probation (67.0 percent or 247,620),

" a treatment facility (1.7 percent or 6,409), a State correctional

agency (14.1 percent or 52,001), or a local correctional agency (17.2
percent or 63,622). Of those committed to a local correctional agency,
14,523 were later transferred to a State correctional agency.. (See

Figure B-1, p. 69, (5).)
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During 1977, 97,115 persons under 18 were placed by juvenile
court in a juvenile correctional institution, including 68.5
percent (or 66,524) at the State level and 31.5 percent (or
30,591) at the local level. (See Figure B-1, p. 69, ',.)

Persons under 18 comprised 1.0 percent (or 1,611) of all inmates
of all ages in jails as of 1978, 1.0 percent (or 1,800) of the
inmates of State adult correctional institutions in 1974, and

1.4 (or 256)) of the inmates of Federal correctional institutions
as of 1976 (13, p. 3; 28, pp. 628-648). '

As of December 31, 1977, 76.0 percent (or 55,566) of the 73,166
persons under 18 who were in custody in a private or public
juvenile detention facility, correctional institution or shelter
facility were there as a result of a court commitment, 16.5 per-
cent (or 12,084) were there as a result of z detention action,
and 7.5 percent (or 5,466) were there as a result of a voluntary
admission. (See Table B-9, p. 89.).

As of December 31, 1977, 68.3 percent (or 37,871) of the 55,566
persons under 18 who were in custody in a private or public
juvenile detention facility, correctional institution or shelter
facility as a result of a juvenile court commitment were
delinquent offenders, 18.5 percent (or-10,302) were status
offenders, 10.0 percent (or 5,567) were dependent, neglected or
abused non-offenders, and 3.2 percent (or 1,784) were emotionally
disturbed or mentally retarded non-offenders. (See Table B-9,

pP. 89.) '

The average length of stay in custody during 1977 for persons
under 18 included 14 days for persons detained in short-term
public juvenile facilities as compared to 20 days in short-term
private facilities, 184 days in long-term public facilities and
291 days in long-term private facilities (25, p. 3; 26, p. 3).
Average length of stay for persons under 18 in jails in 1975
was 4.8 days (21, p. 109).

A 1979 survey of 213 jurisdictions showed that 23.9 percent of the
120,541 referrals handled by 24-hour.92:§ggg.intake units were
detained for more than four hours as compared to 28.9 percent of
the 209,438 referrals handled by 24-hour on-call intake units

and 29.9 percent of the 71,186 referrals handled by non-24-hour
intake units (10, p. ). '

Of the at-risk population (7 through 17) of 38,629,000 in 1977,

"the juvenile court committed 0.96 percent (or 369,652) to a

correctional or treatment agency. Of this 369,652, 97,115 (or 0.25
percent of the at-risk populatian) were placed in a correctional

facility. (See Figure B-1, p. 69, @,’, .)

There‘haslbeen an estimated decrease of 4.57 percent (or 3,506) in
total persons under 18 committed, detained, or voluntarily admitted
to public and private juvenile detention, correctional, and

shelter facilities between June 30, 1974 and December 31, 1977.

This includes a decrease of 7.36 percent (or 4,416) in committments,
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an increase of 44.28 percent (or 3,709) in detentions, and a
decrease of 34.26 percent (or 2,848) in voluntary admissions.

(See Table B-9, p. 89.)

Between June 30, 1974 and December 31, 1977, there has been an
estimated decrease of 7.36 percent (or 4,416) in commitment .of
delinquent offenders to public or private juvenile detention,
corrections, or shelter facilities as compared to an increase

of 7.17 percent (or 689) in commitments of status offenders, a
decrease of 26.77 percent (or 2,035). in commitments of dependent,
neglected or abused non-offenders, and an increase of 9.99 percent
(or 161 persons) in the commitment of other non-offenders (in--
cluding those emotionally disturbed and mentally retarded).

(See Table B-9, p. 89.)

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS PROCESSED BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Age

Victimization data shows a generally decreasing commitment of
violent personal offenses by juveniles during the period 1973
through 1977 (14, p. 15).

The median age for juveniles arrested in 1977 was 15.35 years
as compared to a2 median age of arrest in 1975 of 15.29 years.
This compares with a median age for those referred to juvenile
court in 1977 of 15.56 years and in 1975 of 15.32. (See Table
B-10, Appendix B, p. 91.)

The median age for juveniles arrested for serious offenses in
1977 was 15.09 as compared to those arrested for less-serious
offenses of 15.64 and those arrested for status offenses of
15.03. (See Table B-10, p. 91.) :

Of those juveniles arrested in 1977, those 17 years old were
referred more frequently to juvenile court and those 14 and
under were referred less frequently. (See Table B-10, p. 91.)

Of the juveniles referred to juvenile court in 1977, those 13
and under were filed on less than those 14 and over (S, p. ).

0f the 313,678 juveniles detained as part of their referral to
juvenile court in 1977, 31.5 percent were 17 years old, 25.7
percent were 16, 20.6 percent were 15, 12.8 percent were 14, 5.8
percent were 13, 2.1 percent were 12, 0.9 percent were 11 and
0.6 percent were 10 and under. This reflects an increase of 6.1
percent in 17-year-olds detained and either a slight decrease or
'no significant change for all other ages as compared to 1975

S, p. ). k -
Of those juveniles referred to juvenile court in 1977, 82.9

percent of those 10 and under had no prior referrals as compared
to only 55.0 percent of those 15, 16, or 17 who had no prior re-

ferrals (9, p. ).

84.3 percent of the 35;191 juveniles entering parole in 1977 were
over 16 years old (9, p. ). ‘
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Sex

Of the 2,452,318 persons under 18 arrested in 1977, 78.5 percent
were male. This compares with 78.8 percent male.in 1975. (See
Table B-11, Appendix B, P. 93.)

Of the 2,452,318 persons under 18 arrested in 1977, males were
arrested for 78.9 percent of the serious offenses, 84.9 percent
of the less-serious offenses and 53.9 percent Gf the status
offenses. (See Table B-11, P. 93.) ‘

In 1977, male and female juveniles were referred to juvenile
court essentially in the same proportion as for those arrested.
Th1§ compares with 1975, where females were referred less for
serious offenses and more for less-serious offenses and status
offenses in comparison with their proportionate arrests. (See
Table B-11, p. 93.),

In 1977, 85.4 percent of the males were referred to‘juvenile
court by law enforcement agencies as compared to 71.3 percent
of the females. In the same period, 10.4 percent of the males
were referred by family, citizen, self or community agency as
compared to 23.3 percent of the females (s, p. ).

In 1977, 74.9 percent of the 299,965 juveniles detained upon
referral to juvenile court were male as compared to 70.4 of the
349,835 detained upon referral in 1975 9, p. ).

49.§ percent of the males and 38.6 percent of the females referred
to juvenile court were filed on in 1977 as compared to 48.6 percent
of the males and 42.2 percent of the females in 1975 (9, p. ).

32.6 percent of the males and 21.2 percent of the females referred

%g juveni%e court in 1977 had one or more prior delinquency referrals
9, p. . : :

95.3 percent of the 35,191 juveniles entering parole in 1977 were
male (S, p. ). ,

Race/Ethnic Group

75.7 percent of the 2,452,318 arrests of persons under 18 in 1977
were white 'as compared to 22.2 percent of black and 2.1 percent
other as compared tc 76.2 percent white, 21.8 percent black and
2.0 percent other in 1975. (See Table B-12, Appendix B, p. 95.)

68.2 percgnt'of the 925,880 arrests of persons under 18 for serious
offenses in 1977 were white as compared to 29.5 percent black and

2.3 percent other-and. as compared to 69.0 percent white, 29.0 percent

black and 2.0 percent other in 1975. (See Table B-12, p. 95.)

66.6 percent of those referred to juvenile court in 1975 were white

as compared to 23.5 percent black and 9.9 percent other. A substantial

]
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change was found in 1977 where 71.9 percent of those referred
to juvenile court were white as compared to 20.3 percent black
and 7.7 percent other. (See Table B-12, p. 95.)

81.3 percent of the whites referred to juvenile court in 1977
were referred by police agencies as compared to 83.8 percent
of the blacks and 89.7 percent of other races (9, p. ).

70.3 percent of the 301,367 persons under 18 detained as part of
their referral to juvenile court in 1977 were white as compared

to 18.7 percent who were black and 11.0 percent who were other
races. This compares to 67.2 percent white, 18.6 percent black

and 14.2 percent other races in 1975 who were detained (9, p. ).
45.2 percent of the white juveniles referred to juvenile court in
1977 were filed on as compared to 52.4 percent of the blacks and
40.3 percent of other. This compares to 46.3 percent of the whites,
55.2 percent of the blacks and 36.9 percent of other races in

1975 (8, p- ).

75.5 percent of the 412,101 persons referred to juvenile court
in 1977 who had one or more prior delinquency referrals were
white, 22.7 percent were black and 1.8 percent were other races.
This compares to 68.1 percent white, 30.0 percent black and

1.9 pea;ent other races who had prior delinquency referrals in
1975 > P. : -

51.2 percent of the persons under 18 entering parole in 1977 were
white, 38.6 percent were black, 8.6 percent were Hispanic and
1.6 percent were American Indian (9, P. ). .

Prior Offense History

Of the 1,401,705 persons under 18 referred to juvenile court in

1977, 58.1 percent had no prior referrals, 16.9 percent had one

prior referral, 8.8 percent had two prior referrals, 5.7 percent
had three prior referrals, 3.0 percent had four prior referrals

and 7.5 percent had five or more.prior referrals (9, p. ).

In 1977, 31.5 percent of the persons under 18 referred tc juvenile
court for serious offenses had one or more prior delinquency
referrals as compared to 28.7 percent for less-serious offenses

_and 28.0 percent for status offenses. This compares to 27.3

percent for sericus offenses, 22.8 percent for less-serious
offenses and 25.0 percent for status offenses in 1975 who had
one or more prior delinquency referrals (9, p. ).

- 51.1 percent of those persons referred to juvenile court in 1977
with one or more prior delinquency referrals were filed on as
compared to-39.6 percent of: those with no prior delinquency
referral. This compares to 67.5 percent of those referred with
one or more prior delinquency referrals and 54.0 percent of those
with no prior referrals who were filed on in 1975 (9, p. ).
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® 41.5 percent of.those detained upon referral to juvenile
court in 1977 had one or more prior referrals as compared
to 58.5 percent of those referred who had no prior referrals.
This compared to 39.5 percent detained in 1975 who had one
or more prior referrals and 60.5 percent who had no prior
referrals (9, p. ).

® 45.0 percent of persons referred to juvenile court in 1977
with no prior delinquency referrals were handled without
a petition, as compared to 44.1 percent of those with one
prior referral, 40.0 percent of those with two prior re-
ferrals, 38.0 percent of those with three prior referrals,
34.0 percent of those with four prior referrals and 31.7
percent of those with five or more prior referrals (9,

P. ).

- ® 68.7 percent of those committed to a delinquent institution
by the juvenile court in 1977 had one or more prior referrals
as compared to 31.6 percent of those placed on probation and
8.1 percent of those from whom a fine or restitution was
required (9, p. ). ’

Living Arrangements

® 45.9 percent of the 1,401,705 persons referred to juvenile
court in 1977 were living-with their natural parents, 32.1
percent with the mother only, 4.7 percent with the father
only, 8.6 percent with one stepparent, 1.4 percent with a
foster family, 4.2 percent with relatives, 0.5 percent were
independent, 1.2 percent were in institutions, and 1.3 -per-
cent had other living arrangements (9, p. ).

® 43.9 percent of those persons under 18 referred to juvenile
court in 1977 by an institution were detained, as compared
to 8.4 of those who lived with natural parents, 12.4(bercent
who lived with the mother only, 12.0 percent who lived with
the father only, 14.7 percent who . lived with one -stepparent,
25.9 percent who lived with a foster family, 18.9 percent who
lived with relatives, 31.7 percent who were independent and

~ 19.4 percent who had other living arrangements (9, P- ).

® . 74.4 percent of persons under 18 referred to juvenile court
in 1977 who had no prior delinquency referrals lived with
- their natural parents, as compared to 52.3 percent who lived
with a foster family. Those with other living arrangements -
besides natural parents or foster parents range from 61.1
percent to 67.7 percent who had no prior delinquency referrals

(9, p- ).
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Family Income Level

® A sample of 10,473 juveniles processed by juvenile court in two
jurisdictions in 1976 showed that 43.6 percent of the juveniles
come from families with annual income of less than $4,999
(including 28.3 percent of families who were receiving public
assistance), 30.6 percent were from families with annual income
between §5,000-9,999, and 28.7 percent were from families with

annual income over $10,000 (22, p. 23). '
Educational Status

¢ A sample of 118,458 juveniles processed through juvenile courts
in five States“during 1976 showed that '81.8 percent were attending
school at time of arrest (22, p. 5).-

oY

Employment Status

® A sample of 12,842 juveniles processed by juvenile court in two -
jurisdictions in 1976 showed that only 8.4 percent were employed
at the time of arrest (including juveniles who were either in
school or not in school). Of those not in school, only 14.2
percent were unemployed (compared to 77.3 percent who were un-
employed but in school) (22, p. 22).

Weapons Use

e Victimization surveys concerning crimes against persons for the
period 1973 through 1977 showed that:
- Wéapons were used by 27 percent of those individuals under 18,
as compared to 36 percent for youthful offenders and 41 percent
. by adults (14, 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
wheré adults are four times as likely to use such weapons as
juveniles (14, p. 23). . ,

- There was no evidence of an increase in weapons use by juveniles
over time (14, p. 27).

Group or Gang Involvement

e 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 (14, pp. 18-19).

-  Offending in groups of two or more occurred in only 34 pe%Ceht

of all offenses as compared to 65 percent for offenses involving"

a single individual (14, p. 19).
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- The percent of offenses involving three or more offenders
is highest among juveniles and decreases with age into
adulthood with the exception of aggravated assault where
the greatest involvement is for young adults (14, pp. 18-21).

- An avefage of 31.5 percent of juvenile arrests in New York,
Chicage, and Los Angeles in 1973-1974 for "violent" offenses
were reportedly members of organized gangs (19, p. 17).

- Substance Abuse

- ® Alcohol use by juveniles has a high correlation with violent
- crime (depending on the amounts and frequency of use, the
- -personality of the user, the type of alcohol used, and the
cultural meaning of drinking ) _(17, p. 518).

e Drug abusers become involved in crime (e.g., larceny, burglary,
robbery) principally for financial gain to support the use of
drugs (17, p. 517).

GEOGRAPHIC CCNSIDERATIONS

® A wide range existed in the arrest mear. incidence rates for 1975
"violent" Index crimes (from .48 to 2.09) and for "'"property"
Index crimes (from 6.10 to 17.56) among various geographical
regions--resulting in a different rank order or regions for
"violent" offenses as compared to "property" offenses (17, p. 131).

. 'J~Viétimiz~ation surveys for the period 1974 showed that for crimes
.reportedly committed by all ages:

- Victimization for violent offenses is more likely to occur
in urban areas, but victimizations for theft occur more
often than viclent offenses regardless of extent of urban-
ization (12, p. 26).

- Whites are more likely to be victimized in urban and rural
areas than blacks/others (12, p. 26). .

® 73.8 percent of 1977 arrests of persons under 18 for "violent"
Index crimes occurred in cities, 23.0 percent in suburbs, and
3.3 percent in rural areas, compared to 1977 juvenile arrests
for "property" Index crimes of 67.8 percent for cities, 28.1°
percent for suburbs, and, 4.1 percent for rural areas (2, p. 8).

® An estimated 40.0 percent of robberies and 36.0 percent of assaults
on urban juveniles during a five month period in 1974-1975 -

- occurred on school grounds (19, p. 12).

" e 51.6 percent of juveniles arrested in cities in 1977 were referred
. to juvenile court, compared to 47.5 percent’of referrals for those

- atrested in suburban areas and 62.0 percent of referrals for those
arrested in rural areas (22, p. 24). . : o '
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VICTIM CONSIDERATIONS

e ‘Victimization surveis for the period 1973 Fhrough 1977 show t@at
victims of crimes reportedly by juveniles involved the following
physical injuries: .

- Crimes committed by adults resulted in physical ?njg:y to
the victims as frequently (in 29 percent of the incidents)
as for crimes committed by juveniles (14, P. 29).

- The proportion of victims injured bysoffenders of all ages tg
the point that medical attention was necessary as a resglt o
criminal victimization has been stable at 10 percent, with the
proportion of those so injured by an adult offender (11.5 per-
cent) being higher than by a juvenile offender (7 percent)

. _ - (a4, pp. 30-31}. ,

e Victimization data for all ages indicates that in 1974:

- Males were more likely victimized at a rate at least twice

that of females for violent crimes and by cne-third more
for theft crimes (12, p. 23).

ike icti £ violent offenses
- ks/other races were more likely victims 0 s
‘ ziz;“wﬁites and whites were more likely victims of theft offenses
than blacks/others (12, P. 26) . ,

\ i i k ted pefgons were more
- Never married persons and divorced/separa

‘1ikely to be victims of violent and theft offenses than were

married or widowed persons (12, p. 29).

‘ i ictimi ion ‘rate- for
. The 12-19 age group has the highest victimization ‘ra
| viglent andgtheft offenses followed by.the age groups of 20-34,
35-49, 50-65, and 65 or older, respectively, (12, pp. 33-351.

i - wi i 499 were more likely

-~ Famil oups with income of less then $7, ) ]

to beyvgztigized for violent offenses and.famlly groups W}t@ :
income of greater than $7,500 were more llkgly to be victimize
for theft offenses (12, pp- 38-40).

‘- Unemployed persons and arme{; forces personnel are most likely

to be victimized and retired persons OT homemakers are least
likely to be victimized (12, p. 41).
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VI. HANDLING OF PERSONS WHO ARE ABUSED, NEGLECTED AND DEPENDENT, OR WHO
HAVE SPECIAL PROBLEMS BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

ABUSED, NEGLECTED OR DEPENDENT PERSONS

Findings on a preliminary assessment of juvenile justice system handling
of child abuse and neglect indicated that:

. Thefe is a likely linkage between child abuse, neglect, and
delinquency.

e Reporting procedures and statistics on child abuse and neglect
are inadequate and far more abuse or neglect likely exists than
is officially recorded. '

)

The role of the juvenile justice and criminal justice system in
handling child abuse and neglect is unclear and fragmented.

Abused and neglected children are inappropriately incarcerated with

accused or adjudicated delinquents or status offenders (20, pp. xi-
xiv). '

National estimates of the incidence of child abuse and neglect vary widely
due to imprecise definitions and inadequate measurement techniques. A
description of the factors that affect the discrepancies in national estimates

of neglect or abuse is contained in Table B-13, Appendix B, (p. 97.) Available
information includes the following:

e, National estimates of child abuse during the period"1965-1976 range -
from highs of 60,000 to 4.1 million during a single year (20, pp. 8-9).

e National estimates of child negléct in 1972-1973 ranged from 465,000

-to 660,000 (20, p. 13).
e Ratios of neglect cases to abuse cases range from three neglect cases

for each abuse case to nine neglect cases for each abuse case (20, p. 13).
°

In 1978, 50,296 persons were arrested for "offenses against family and
children"~--which includes non-support, neglect, desertion, or abuse.

Of those arrested, 2,664 or (5.3 percent) were under 18 and 5,169 (or
10.3 percent) were females of all ages (27, p. 193).

A preliminary assessment conducted on juvenile justice s

: ystem handling of sexual
abuse and exploitation of juveniles indicated that:

4

° ”SexualhapﬁSé of juveniles is a family problem characterized by inad-
equacy of parent or custodian. ‘

Sexual abuse or exploitation of juveniles often leads to their running

away, becoming delinquent, or developing sexual dysfunctions, learning
problems, or psychological problems.

A
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e The juvenile and criminal justice system approach to sexual abuse
or exploitation is fragmented, focusing primarily on the offender.

e Significant gaps exist in reporting procedures and statistics on the
extent of sexual abuse or exploitation. ° o

e Little is known about sexual abusers or exploiters of juveniles who
are also juveniles. ‘

s Inadequate programs exist for treatmeni of abuse or exploitation
victims (35, pp. xii-xiii).

Available data on sexual abuse or exploitation indicates that:

e Rough national estimates of children who are sexually assaulted

~an

‘each year range from 100,000 (20, p. 9) to 500,000 (35, p. Zi}.

e A sfudy thatvalidated reports of sexual abuse in 1976, however,
estimated the national incidence to be only 1,975--with females
being the victim in 84 percent of the cases (35; p. 21)..

e In 1978, 143,514 persons of all ages were arrested for sex offenses

» (including forcible rape, prostitution or commercialized vice, and
other offenses). Of those arrested, 16,356- (or 11.4 percent) were
under 18 and 51,114 (or 35.6 percent) were female (27, p. 193).

e Arrests in'1978 for prostitution and commercialized vice for persons
" under 18 amounted to 2,562--32 percent male and 68 percent female.
This compares to 853 arrests for prostitution and commercialized vice
in 1969--with males reflecting a 245 percent increase and females a
183 percent increase (35, p.-87). '

e It is estimated that only 25 percent of sexual abuses of children are
committed by strangers, with the remainder being committed by a member
of the child's household (27 percent), a relative (11 percent), or an
acquaintance of the family (37 percent) (35, p. 4).  Physical force is
estimated to be involved in only.4 percent of the cases (35, p. 4).

Table B-9, Appendix B, (p.89 ) shows that the 6,002 juveniles who were considered
as abused, neglected or dependent were held in public or private juvenile
detention or correctional facilities as of December 31, 1977 as compared to

7,602 such individuals who were in such custody on June 30, 1974--a decrease

of 21 percent. Table B-9 also shows that abused, dependent or neglected
juveniles accounted for 8.2 percent of all juveniles held in all such facilities
as of December 31, 1977--including 1.6 percent of the total population for such
public juvenile facilities and 18.2 percent of the total population of such
private juvenile facilities. » g ‘

PERSONS WITH SPECIAL PROBLEMS

A preliminary assessment of those juveniles handlediby the juvenile justice
system with mental retardation, emotional or physical handicaps, medical problems,
psychiatric problems, epilepsy, and learning disabilities indicated that:

o There is a lack of consensus on the definition of many physiological -
or psychological problems. _— ‘

t
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‘There is a iack.of reliabile statistics on the incidence of such
problems among juveniles handled by the juvenile justice svstem.

?here is inadequate screening at each major process point in the
Juvenile justice system for such individuals. :
There is a lack of adequate programs, community services, proven
treatment strategies, or institutions to treat physiological or
psychological problems of delinquent or disruptive individuals
in the juvenile justice, medical, or mental health systems.

Since juveniles from poor families are disproportionately rep-
?esented in juvenile justice system facilities and since such
}nd%viduals have greater health problems, the health problems
in juvenile justice system facilities are particularly severe.

Many health problems of juveniles handled by the juvenile justice

system are untreated and are not referred to other community
services. :

"Juveniles with functional disorders and physical handicaps are

more likely to end up in juvenile justice system institutions -
than they are to end up on probation. ‘

Juvepile delinquents have a high incidence of accidents, injuries,
and illnesses (7, pp. xiii-xvi).

Table BTQ, Appendix B, (p. 89) shows that 1,838 juveniles who were considered
as emotionally disturbed or mentally retarded were held in public or private
Juvenile detention or correctional facilities as of December 31, 1977 as
comPared to-1,623 such individuals who were in such custody on June 30, 1974--
an increase of 13.3 percent. Table B-9 also shows that emotionally disturbed
or mentally retarded individuals accounted for 2.5 percent of all juveniles
held in all such facilities as of December 31, 1977--including less than 1.0
percent of the total population for such public juvenile facilities and 6.0
percent of the total population of such private juvenile facilities.
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VII. CASE CLASSIFICATION AND DISPOSITION IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
The findings of an assessment conducted on case classification* (or
M'labeling") and disposition in the juvenile justice system indicated that:

e Officials in every system component have almost unlimited discretion
in deciding what '"label" is assigned to a juvenile case and what dis-
position is made of the case.

e Adequate policy guidelines do not exist generally for such discre-
tionary actions and, where guidelines do exist, they are not ade-
quately followed.

e Law enforcement and court : intake personnel make the vast majority of

decisions affecting juveniles.
v “§

e Substantial conflict exists between law enforcement and court intake
personnel over roles and referral criteria.

e Once a "label" is attached to a.juvenile by ‘a system component, it
is rarely changed.

e Officials still show a strong tendency to detain status offenders in
spite of Federal deinstitutionalization guidelines.

¢ Juveniles are often kept.for longer than necessary periods in local
detention facilities due to a lack of suitable "out-of-home'" place-

ments.

e The most important factors considered in classification or disposition
decisions are referral incident, juvenile's statement, prior history
of the juvenile, and attitude/demeanor of the juvenile.

e No significant correlation exists between the experience or personal
characteristics of the decision-maker and the decision made. .

e Dependent/neglected children, abused/victimized children, or assault/
robbery incidents were considered the more serious problems by system
personnel in all components. :

e Officials only consider about half the information available to them
in making classification and disposition decisioms.

e Inconsistent classification and disposition of juveniles handled by
the juvenile justice system is likely to occur more frequently than
reasonable (16, pp. xii-xvii).

abused/victimized; incorrigible/status offender, or delinquent).

) - . ; ' ' :
*Into one of four classification categories (i.e., dependent/neglected,

rceling page k| -7

The findings of an assessment (10) on 24-hour intake indicated that:

e As of 1974, 42 States had enacted statutory provisions mandating
or enabling a juvenile court intake process.

e As of 1974, States were increasingly requiring that the child admit
the alleged offense, and that the child and parent consent to any
. disposition. :

® 54.7 percent of referrals over a two-year period to a local pro-
it bation department's intake unit occurred at hours other than 9 a.m.
to 4 p.m.

§8.5 percent of 213 jurisdictions of various size and location surveyed
in 1979 have either 24-hour on-call or on-site intake services.

[ J

Of the 146 jurisdictions in a 1979 survey who have 24-hour intake:

- 52.5 percent have speciaily trained intake screening officers.
- 17.8 percent have 24-hour on-site intake services.

° Qf the 213 jurisdictions in a 1979 survey who had one form of juvenile
intake, 24.0 percent report no prosecutor involvement in the case
decision process. ' :

An assessment of guidelines for case procéssing indicated that:

o The disposition of cases is surprisingly similar regardless of the
nature of the offense (e.g., 9 percent of serious offenders were
committed to an institution or agency as compared to 6 percent each
for less-serious offenders and status offenders). - (See Table B-14,
Appendix B, p. 99.)

o Those persons with known prior court contacts were given far more
restrictive disposition (e.g., 84.5 percent referred to a delinquent
institution had prior contacts as compared to 41.6 percent who ‘
received a fine or restitution). (5, p. 11).

e In 49.9 percent of the cases on which a disposition was made, no in-
formation on prior court contacts was either available or reported,
by the court, including persons given probation or held open where
prior court contact information was apparently not used in 42.5
percent of the cases (5, pp. 10-13). '
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EXECUTIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL TRENDS IMPACTING ON
THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

The juvenile justicevsystem‘is influenced by actions of the executive,

legislative, and judicial branches of various levels of government.

of trends involving one or more of these branches that have been identified
in the work of the System Assessment Center are described in the following

pages.

DIVERSION/SCREENING

A general trend towards diversion or screening of juveniles out of the juvenile

justice system is reflected by the following:

e The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as

amended, provided that:

- Section 102(b)(2): "...the...policy of Congress (is) to divert

juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system..." (33, p.2).

- Section 223(a)(10) (A).: "...services (should be established for)
twenty-four hour intake screening..." (33, p. 15).

/Analysis of the numbers and characteristics of persons processed.by the

juvenile justice system for 1977 indicates that 86.7 percent of the

juveniles arrested or deferred to juvenile court are ultimately diverted

or screened out of the juvenile justice system (9, p. ).

A 1979 assessment determined that 68.5 percent of 213 jurisdictions

surveyed had established either 24-hour on-site or on-call intake
services (10, p. ).

UALTERNATIVES TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION

A general trend towards providing alternatives to institutionalization for
juveniles is illustrated by the following:

The 1973 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards

_and Goals recommended that detention of juveniles prior to adjudica-

tion should be restricted to those persons charged with an offense
which would be criminal if committed by an adult, and that detention

in any case should only be considered when no other reasonable alter-
native is available (18, 'p. 18).

The 1976 National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals took a position that any custody should be restricted to
the most serious of delinquent offenders, unless some form of short- .

‘term detention is needed to insure the presence of the juvenile at

court proceedings, to prevent the juvenile from harming others, and
to protect the juvenile from harm (18, pp. 23-24).

~39-
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.o The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,
contains the follow1ng sections:

- Section 102(b)(2): ™"...the...policy of Congress [is] to provide
critically needed alternatives to institutionalization..." (33, p. 2).
- Section 223(a)(10)(H): .programs [should be established to] reduce

the number of commltment of juveniles to any form of juvenile
facility...; [to] 1ncreasw the use of nonsecure community-based

facilities...; and [to] dls~ourage the use of secure incarceration
and detentlon" (33, p. 15)

- Section 223(a)(12)(A): '...provide that juveniles who are charged

" with or who have committed offenses that would not be criminal if
committed by an adult, or such nonoffenders as dependent or neglected
children, shall not be placed in juvenile detention or correctional
facilities" (33 Pp. 15-16).

- Section 223(a)(}2)(B) ..provide that such juveniles, if placed
in facilities, are placed in facilities which...are the least re-
strictive alternative appropriate to the needs of the child and the
community [and] are in reasonable proximity to the family and the -
home communities of such juveniles..." (33, p. 16).

e A 1978 analysis determined that 21 States had adopted statutes on juvenile
detention, 12 incorporating the 1973 National Advisory Commission Guidelines

and nine adopting the 1976 National AdV1sory Committee Guidelines (18 PP.
29-30).

Of the 57 jurisdictions* eligible for application of Section 223(a)(12)(A) of the
JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, the following is a report of the status of their
participation as of January 1980 (32):

e Six é:e currently not participating (Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, .
Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wyoming).

e The number pa;ticipating has increased from 45 in FY 1975 to.51 in FY 1980.

e 37 of the 51 participating jurisdictions have demonstrated compliance =
with the deinstitutionalization guidelines.

e 14 of the 51 participating jurisdictions have until a forthcoming fiscal
year to demonstrate substantial compliance: 1981-seven (Colorado, Hawaii,
Kentucky, Rhode Island, V1rg1n1a, American Samoa, Tennessee); 1982-three

(Alabama, Kansas, Mississippi); 1983-four (North Carolina, Utah, West
Virginia, Northern Marianas).

~ *50 States, the District of Columbia and six territories
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SEPARATION OF JUVENILES FROM ADULTS

A conflicting posture is found at the Federal and State level concerning the
separation of juveniles from adults as illustrated by the data indicated earlier
on the persons in custody and by the following legislative positions:

e The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,
contains Section 223(a)(13), which provides "...that juveniles alleged
to be or found to be delinquent and...[juveniles who are charged with
or who have committed offenses that would not be criminal if committed
by an adult, or such nonoffenders as dependent or neglected children]
shall not be detained or confined in any institution in which they have
regular contact with adult persons incarcerated because they have been
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal charges' (33,

p. 16).

e As of April 1977, the laws of 47 States permitted detention of juveniles
with adults in the same facility (20, pp. 53-55).

e As of January 1980, only 15 of the 57 eligible jurisdictions report com-
pliance with the provisions of Sections 223(a) (13) of the JJDP Act of
1974, as amended, 21 jurisdictions report progress, seven report no
progress, eight provided inadequate information, and six are not par-
ticipating (32).

MORE EMPHASIS ON THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER

More emphasis on the serious juvenile offender is indicated by the following:

o The 1967 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice indicated that it was more appropriate for the purposes of
community safety to process and adjudicate the ''serious offender" (18,

p. 16). However, the Commission largely discredited the seriousness of
- the juvenile crime problem and strongly favored the maintenance of the.
"rehabilitative ideal" for juveniles (18, p. 17).

e The 1973 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals and the 1976 National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals provided some information or guidance on serious
juvenile offenses or offenders in relation to proposed detention and
waiver standards (18, p. 25).

e Although the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
as amended, states in its findings that "juveniles account for almost
half the arrests for serious crimes today,'" the Act says nothing specific
about what to do about serious juvenile offenses or offenders (18, p. 19).
However, activities of the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (29, 30)and hearings by the U.S. Senate (34) have reflected
considerable concern, ideas and allocation of resources for serious
juvenile offenses and offenders. In addition, amendments submitted by the
U.S. Attorney General to Congress in 1979 targets greater attention
and resources on the problem of the serious, violent, .and chronic delin-
quent offender (31).

-41-
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® As of 1978, three States (i.e., Colorado, Delaware, Washington) had
passed a mandatory sentencing law which requires that the juvenile
court, upon an adjudication of some delinquent acts, sentence the

juvenile to an out-of-home or institutional place ‘
: : ment : -
minate period (18, p. 60). ’ for @ deter

® As of 1978, four StaFe§ (i.e., California, Florida, Indiana, New York)
had Passeq laws providing for the exclusion of certain offenses from
the juvenile court or for mandatory waiver hearings under certain

‘conditions (18, pp. 60 and 69), and two o i
. . g ) ther S
.Illinois) were considering such laws (18, pp. 6:§§§§.(1.e., Kentucky,

* A 1978 anglys@s.determined that 27 States had adopted statutes on
waiver, five incorporating the 1973 National Advisory Commission

guidelines and 13 adopting the 1976 i i 56 .
guidelines pting National Advisory Committee

ADVOCACY FOR RIGHTS AND SERVICES

A trend towards increased advocac i i i
: Yy concerning rights and servi j i
1s represented by the following: ¢ °es for Juveniles

e The JJpP Act of 1974, as amended, indicates that programs should be
e§tabllshed for the advocacy of improved services, protection of
rights, due process and privacy of records (33, pp. 15, 16, 18)

e OJJDP has supported a broad variety of advocacy programs, iﬁcluding

the 1978 Children in Custody initiativ i '
Initiative (1, p. 1). y e and its 1980 Youth Advocacy

. A‘1979 survey found 96 advocacy organizations i
either a national, State or loZal goncern 1, ;;.333§§%E§S thggnZZit
with a sample of these organizations determined that all 6f those
cogtacted served delinquents, status offenders, and neglected/abused
chlldren: In addition, those contacted were involved to varying
degrees in representation of individual juveniles in court litigation
on behalf of a group of juveniles, administrative advocacy,to change

policies or practices within agencies and legi i
Change 1aws (1. b 6 oo g s egislative advocacy to

® As of 1978, 33 jurisdictions ordinarily* exclud i
mgdig from attending juvenile court hez;in [ (lgf ;¥62§g§1122a?irngs
qlct19ns ordinarily prevented public inspection of all reéords on
Juvenllgs Peing handled by the juvenile justice system (18, p. 255)
and 47 jurisdictions ordinarily prohibited the publication,of'the ’

identity of a j i ¥ . - oL On
(18, p.yzgg)? juvenile being handled by the juvenile Justice system

*Unless a variation is granted by the court.
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IX. JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM TREATMENT PROGRAMS FOR CRIMINAL OR
STATUS OFFENDERS

In Section 101(a)(2) of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, it is stated that
'...understaffed, overcrowded juvenile courts, probation services, and
correctional facilities are not able to provide individualized justice or
effective help'" (33, p. 1). Work completed by the System Assessment Center
to date on treatment of criminal or status offenders identifies some programs
that do not seem to work, some programs that may work, and some effective
program strategies.

Examples of treatment programs that have been evaluated and which do not
seem to work include:

e Probation Subsidy_ (California): Augmented use of probation in various
forms was not found to produce any significant differences in recidi-
vism between institutional parolees and youths under intensive probg-
tion, nor between the latter and those put into regular caseloads
(18, p. 222).

e Gang Violence Project (California): Attempts to prevent gang fights
through the use of "indigenous' consultants weré mixed [since]...inci-
dents between and within gangs decreased [but] incidents against non-
gang members increased...particularly robberies (2, p. 16).

e Juvenile Aversion Program (New Jersey): Use of a half-day direct con-
frontation of potential delinquents and less-serious delinquents
by inmates of an adult maximum security institution led to a more
positive attitude towards crime avoidance, yet more crimes were
committed by participants than by non-participants (8, pp. 4-5).

Examples of treatment programs which have been partially evaluated and which
may work are: :

e Project New Pride (Colorado); Concentrates oh education, counseling,
job training, and cultural enrichment in an intensive, non-residential
program for both serious and less-serious offenders (18, pp. 194-195).

e Neighborhood Alternative Center (California): Provides services for
status offenders in a neutral community setting, including 24-hour
crises imntervention, use of paraprofessionals, and backup short-term
residential care (4, pp. 32-34).

e Civil Addict Program (California): An intensive, long-term program

for adult narcotics addicts that uses a mixture of short institutional-

ization, increased parole supervision, and drug testing (4, pp. 31-32).

e Unified Delinquency Intervertion Serv1ce (1111n01s) Provides inten-
sive, short-term community treatment for serious offenders through a
continuous case management approach (18, pp. 172-178; 2, p. 22).

A
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Serious Juvenile Offender Project (Minnesota): A continuous case
management team and a mix of institutional and community treatment
for serious offenders (18, pp. 189-190).

Juvenile Conference Committee (New Jersey): Provides for limited
disposition of less-serious offenders by a committee of local resi-
dents who function as an adjunct of the juvenile court (21, pp. 174-177).

Intensive Treatment Units (Massachusetts): Provides comprehensive

education, counseling, and job training in a secure setting for serious
offenders (2, pp. 20-21).

Santa Clara County Diversion Juvenile Program (California): A cooperative
effort between law enforcement agencies and the probation department
to divert status offenders to community agencies (21, pp. 155-158).

Bismark Police/Youth Bureau (North Dakota): A police pfogram to divert
and counsel status offenders (Z1, pp. 158-1486).

Juvenile Rights Division of New York City Legal Aid Society (New York):
Provides comprehensive personal and ''class-action' representation for
indigent, accused and adjudicated dellnquents, status offenders, and
abused/neglected children (1, pp. 12-21).

Juvenile Law Projects, Greater Boston Legal Services (Massachusetts):
Provides comprehensive advocacy for all types of individuals appearing
before the juvenile court (1, pp. 21-28).

National Center for Youth Law, San Francisco (California): Provides
comprehensive legal services for all types of accused or adjudicated
juveniles (1, pp. 37-43).

Juvenile Justice”Logal Advocacy Project (California): Provides com-
prehensive legal services for all types of accused and adjudicated
juveniles (1, pp. 49-56).

Directions Program (Minnesota): Provides diversion through assistance by
volunteers to police and probation staff (21, pp. 158-165). .

Howard University (District of Columbia): Provides continuing
education and tralnlng for delinquents after stable employment was
found (6, p. , ).

Wildcat Experiment, Vera Institute of Justice (New York): Prov1dos
counseling and training in an employment setting for hard-core drug
users (6, p. ). - .

observations on program strategies include:

A hard look at [14] programs revealed that there are a limited number

of things which can be done to or for serious delinquents, although

the ways of doing them can and do vary considerably [and] do not differ
too much from what is done generally in trying to treat delinquents..

For violent, assaultive delinquents [elements can] be added [such as]
medical remedies [and] restraining...techniques...used in mental hospitals

(18, p. 227).
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e The most successful programs were those tha@ were built around
remedial education, employment, and recreation (18, p. 221).

i i : i . ting non-residential
Youths coming out of secure programs 1nto Suppor , -
.w programs were doing better than those who were simply returned to the
community with no formal support (18, p. 225)..

e When attempting to change the behavior of c@ronic dglinquents given
to serious or violent offenses, it seems fairly obv1ogs that some .
kind of direct, continuous jnteraction is necessary with professiona

staff (18, p. 224).

e The case management technique is an instance gf a Potentially effective
means for solving a long standing problem of insuring that a youth
actually prescribed, promised, or contracted for (18, p. 225).

S
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X. ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS N

‘The JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, indicates in Section 101 (b) '...that

the high incidence of delinquency in the United States today results in
enormous annual cost and immeasurable loss of human life, personal security,
and wasted human resources..." (33, pp. 1-2). The same Act also states in
Secion 101 (a) (6) that "...States and local communities which experience
directly the devastating failures of the juvenile justice system do.not\f
presently have...adequate resources to deal comprehensively with the problems

~ of juvenile delinquency" (33, p. 1).

The work of the System Assessment Center has led to the identification of
cost data to confirm the high cost of delinquency. However, the Assessment
Center has also identified some cost-benefit information which suggests that
(a) the juvenile justice system may not be a devastating failure as a whole,
and (b) that, with a reallocation of present resources, adequate resources
may be available to deal with the problems of delinquency. This information
includes the following: '

e At least an estimated $15.9 billion could be related in 1977 to
juvenile delinquency and status offenses in the United States,
~including $10.7 billion for direct losses from crimes or status
offenses, $1.8 billion for business security, §$.5 billion for in-
surance costs, and $2.9 billion for juvenile justice system pro-

cessing costs (4, pp. 67, 73, 79, and 83; and 19, pp. 99-100).

e Of the estimated $10.7 billion in direct losses, $9.7 billion is
believed attributable to serious offenses, $954 million to less-
serious offenses, and $21 million to status offenses. (See
Table B-3, Appendix B, p. 77 .) :

e Of the estimated $2.9 billion in juvenile justice (system processing
o costs, $1.1 billion is believed associated with law enforcement costs,
$951 million with court processing costs, and $869 million with cus-
tody costs (4, pp. 73,°79, and 83). :

e Ratios of processing cost to crime loss vary enormously within and
among-juvenile justice system components. For example, society's
loss is about $700 for each dollar spent for police processing of
such offenders while for runaways, society's loss is only .20¢ for
each dollar spent.on police processing of runaways (4, p. 9).

e Crime losses due to serious offenses are approximately five times

- greater than juvenile justice system processing costs for these
offenses ($9.7 billion versus.$1.4 billion), losses due to less-
serious offenses are approximately equal to juvenile justice system
processing cost ($1 billion versus $1 billion), and losses due to
"status offenses are approximately 19 times less -than juvenile
justice system processing cost ($21 million versus $400 million) °
(4, p. 19). - ‘ .

e Per capita direct‘éxpenditures of State and local governments-in

1976 for criminal justice activities ranged from $39 (Arkansas)
to $289 (District of Columbia) (4, p. 119).
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1973-1977 victimization data shows that financial loss due to
theft of cash as property was least in theft-motivated crimes
committed by juveniles, and greatest in those committed by
adults (14, p. 2).

Average costs of police processing for juveniles in 1977 dollars
for one agency range from $55 for vandalism to $226 for murder
with many relatively different crimes in terms of seriousness
costing about the same to process (e.g., armed robbery cost $133
and prostitution $111) (19, p. 133).

//
Cost of court processing of juveniles in several studies showed
an average per case range for different types of processes from
$9 (for dismissal) to $1,864 for a jury trial in 1977 dollars
(19, p. 143).

Average costs for correctional processing in 1977 dollars per day
for various examples of field supervision or custody range from:

~ .- probation/parole $ 2
- foster care , & 10
home detrention $ 14
day care $ 15
attention home $ 17
small group home $ 18
halfway house $ 19
large group home $ 23
jail . - $ 24
forestry camp $ 28
shelter $ 34
secure detention $ 61
private residential foster home $ 63

- secure correctional institution (male) $ 68
- secure correctional institution (female) : .$ 118

(19, pp. 157, 163, 173, 197, and 205).

A study of 624 young adult offenders shoﬁed that in the three years
prior to their imprisonment in 1977, they committed an estimated
60,436 offenses at a possible cost to society of $40.7 million

(4, p. 29). '

A cost-benefit evaluation in 1978 of a successful narcotic addict
correctional program estimated that it saved society more than §1
million per year after program costs were deducted (4, p. 31).

A cost-benefit evaluation of a successful neighborhood alternative
program for status offenders shuwed that the program saved $82,531
(or $44 per case) per year compared to traditional system processing

(4, p. 33).
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. ® Attempts to.introduce change in the juvenile justice system may
not rgsul? 1n.cost_savings (e.g., when some juveniles are diverted
or deinstitutionalized since the system may react bureaucratically

by re%abeling,some persons processed in order to maintain job
security of staff) (4, p. 35). '

e Most of the resources for a greater emphasis on serious offenses
and offenders can come from a decreased emphasis on less-serious
offenders and status offenders {4, p. 9).

e There is a need for better classification systems for persons pro-

ce§sed.in the juvenile justice system that includes cost-benefit
criteria (4, p. 37).
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XI. EVALUATION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Work of the System Assessment Center concerning the evaluation of juvenile
justice system programs indicates that:

e Review of 6,600 programs showed that only 96 evaluations were
conducted, and these were of low scientific validity and policy

utility (11, p. 1).

¢ Evaluation of 1,000 delinquency studies identified omnly 25 with
any information on the study results (11, p. 2).

e Detailed assessment of the evaluation in 35 programs (selected out
of 1,486) found ill-defined assumptions, inappropriate selection of
clients, poor matching of intervention strategies with assumptions,
poor12x§§§nal linkages, and poor evaluation design or execution (11,
pp. 14-26). :

e The quality of evaluations in a review of 14 projects were very un-
even, and in-some cases none was available (18, p. 225). In part,
this was due to difficulties in obtaining reliable and complete

~data, but it also may be a consequence of reliance upon the exper-

imental model (18, p. 229).

e In dynamic situations, where deviance and reaction both involve
human beings, both deviant and control agent respond to the conse-
quences of their previous acts which then enters into and becomes
a variable influence on subsequent choice and decisions (18, p. 226).

e Groups of delinquents may react differently--even in opposed ways--
to the same kinds of residential controls (18, p. 226). :

¢ Successful implementation of any program may be effected by socio-
cultural factors over which program directors have little centrol

(e.g., urban unemployment) (11, p. 29).

e Program implementation or evaluation may be inhibited by pelitical
factors (e.g., separation of powers, bureaucracy, constituencies,

and special interests) (11, p. 29).

e Evaluation should include both measurement of the process--or how
program resources are utilized--and of the impact--or what results
the program had on something like the reduction of delinquency
(19, pp. 220-221). .

Establishment of criteria for impact success (e.g., recidivism) must recognize
that different standards (e.g., percentage of persons achieving certain levels
of success) must vary depending on the state at which the client is in the
system (e.g., probation versus-parole) and the seriousness of the offender
(e.g., prior history or severe physiological/psychological problems).

Without program evaluation in the context of a suitable conceptual framework

and implementation strategies, the system will be immersed in programs that do-

not work--or that do work, but no one knows why (11, p. 34).
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XII. CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions con i i v

onceyning the juvenile justic i

ncey es i
States are made as a result of this assessment: ’ YSTem in the United

® Crime by persons under 18 is no -
. t at the crisi
portrayed since: S stage as often

Less than 1.0 percent of all arrests
: of all persons (includin
adults) in 1977 was of a person under 18 for a violent crime gnd

only 3.7 percent of 1977 arrest _
violent crime. sts of persons under 18 was for a

Arrest rates for persons under 18 were :
the period 1973 through 1977. generally stable during

Only 5.8 percent of the at-risk i
arrasted b vt population seven through 17 were

® C(Crimes and status offenses by i
' : . pPersons under 18 during 19
1n an estimated $15.9 billion in direct and indirectgcoszz resulted

e It is likely that a relatively small number of individuals are responsible.

for the bulk of the crimes committed by persons under 18.

e Characteristics of thos: -
primarily: se persons under 18 processed by the system are

15-17 years old
male
white, although blacks are dis i

’ proportionatel
(Partlcularly for serious crimes) Y represented
W}tyout a pPrior offense history
living with someone other than both natural parents

from families with income of le
s
attending school ss than $10,000 per year

unemp loyed

involved ?n offenses where weapons were not used
involved in offenses alone

residents of urban areas.

® There is a considerable involve i '
L L _ ment of alcohol in viole i
.and drug abuse in crimes of theft, "F crines

e Victims of crimes by persons under 18 are most likely to be:

Rl

other persons under 18
males
white for theft offenses and black i
: , other
divorced or never married /  for vielent otfenses

low income families f i i
or violent crimes and higher i .11
. her i
for property crimes. & eone families
a r§51§ent of an urban area for violent crimes
a victim of a crime of theft. :
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The system is working reasonably well since:

increasing effort is directed towards strengthening the family
as it is now recognized that this unit is the 'primary agent of
socialization

there is a reasonable balance of system goals that reflect the
need for appropriate services, protection of rights, and
protection of society

there is an expanding concurrance among States and the Federal
government on appropriate objectives and standards

of the population at-risk for the commission of a crime or a
status offense, only 1.3 percent were adjudicated as guilty and
0.3 percent were committed to a correctional institution in 1977

86.7 percent of those persons processed in 1977 were diverted or
screened out of the system ,

of those persons adjudicated as guilty in 1977, only 7.3 percent
could be considered as a failure due to escape or requested revo-
cation of probation, aftercare, or parole status

there is little difference in the way that persons are handled
within the system in relation to age, sex, or race/ethnic group

confidentiality of juvenile records is generally protected

many trejitment programs are working.
/

e In spite of the achievements of the system, a number of problems exist,
including:

inconsistency among the States as to the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court

only 9.0 percent of the estimated offenses committed by persons
under 18 in 1977 were cleared by an arrest

prosecutors are not involved in the screening of all cases processed
by the juvenile court

24-hour intake is not available in all jurisdictions 2
persons under 18 are placed in pre-adjudication detention (including
jails) to do excessive amount for less-serious offenses and status

offenses =

excessive numbers of persons under 18 are committed to correctional
institutions for less-serious offenses and status offenses

-54-
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inadquate consideration is given to prior offense history
when disposition of a case is made

inadequate attention is given to child abuse, including sexual
assault or exploitation

inadequgte handling is given to persons with severe psychological
or physiological problems

1padquate criteria and procedures are used for classification and
disposition of cases

inadequate separation exists for juveniles from adults in detention
and correctional institutions

inadequate protection of rights is provided at arrest and correctidnal
stages of the process : ‘

excessive resources are spent on handling persons for less-serious
offenses and status offenses, and inadequate resources are spent

on han@ling serious offenses in relation to the cost of these crimes
to society. : '
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XIII. INFORMATION GAPS

i y i j v i i i Trs at t]le Fe 1 >
3

behavior by or against persons under 18.

e Adequate and timely statistics are not available on the numbers and

characteristics of persons under 18 h
criminal or civil justice system (parti

. 1Adequa£e evaluation is not made as to whether Qolicies'or prog;éms
have a desirable impact on the target area or in relatiomn to the

system as a whole.
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XIV.

ISSUES

The following issues (or matters of controversy) concerning the juvenile
justice system in the United States were identified by this assessment:

 Frecaing page ik -

What is considered as socially unacceptable behavior by and
against persons under 18.

What are the causes and correlations of socially unacceptable
behavior by or against persons under 18.

Should the juvenile justice system or some other legal or social
system(s) have responsibility for handling persons under 18

who are the victims or perpetrators of socially unacceptable
behavior.

What are thé desired goals and objectives of the juvenile justice
system (e.g., delinquency prevention, child protection, punishment).

What are the criteria and procedures for procesSing a person under
18 in the juvenile justice system.

What are the desired treatment strategies for persons within the
jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system.

Should a person under 18 be removed from the home environment when
socially unacceptable behavior by or against that person occurs.
Should persons under 18 with severe physiological or.psychological
problems be handled by the juvenile justice system.

Should persons under 18 be provided the same rights as adults when
involved as a victim or perpetrator of socially unacceptable behavior.

Should the juvenile justice system provide differential handling of
persons under 18 on the basis of any factors (e.g., age, sex, race,
educational level, family income level).

What are the public and private costs and benefits of handling socially
unacceptable behavior by or against persons under 18 in the juvenile
justice system.

Have Federal laws, court decisions, policies, and programs since 1974
resulted in useful change in the manner in which the juvenile justice

system as a whole handles socially unacceptable behavior by and against
persons under 18. '
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XV. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are made based on the findings of this assessment:

* Prceding page blark
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The U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should
coordinate studies and discussions to establish understanding and
agreement where possible concerning: :

- the definition of socially unacceptable behavior by or against
persons under 18, including elements of severity and frequency
of offense and chronicity of offenders

- causes and correlates of socially unacceptable behavior by or
against persons under 18

- jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system
- goals and objectives of the juvenile justice system and its components

- criteria and procedures for handling a person under 18 in the juvenile
justice system <

- desired treatment strategies for persons within the jurisdiction of
the juvenile justice system

- costs and benefits of handling socially unacceptable behavior by and
against persons under 18 in the juvenile justice system

- desired rights of persons under 18 who are victims or perpetrators
of socially unacceptable behavior

- the impact of Federal laws, court decisions, policies, and programs
concerning the manner in which the juvenile justice system handles
socially unacceptable behavior by and against persons under 18

- possible unintended results of reforms in the juvenile justice
system (i.e., solution of one problem can cause other problems and
the net system-wide effect may be urdesirable for persons under 18
or for society as a whole).

The U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should

disseminate information to the public concerning realistic measures of

the achievements and problems in juvenile crime and justice. '

The U.S. Office of Juvenile Justi¥e and Delinquency Prevention should
fund research on: :

- chronic juvenile offenders

- techniques of handling juvenile crimes related to alcohol or drug abuse

>
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improved te;hniques for investigation of juvenile crime, including
.the collection and preservation of evidence

improved criteria and procedures to evaluate the i S
e impact
and programs. P of policies

e The U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should

participate in an extensive coordinated Federal eff
s ) ; ort to employ yo
persons as their circumstances require. d yvy wne

e The National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention should adopt and disseminate proposed standards on:
- use of prosecutor to screen all alleged crimes by juveniles
- availability of 24-hour court intake in all jurisdictions

- conditions under which a juvenile should be placed in detention .

conditions (if any) under which a juvenile could b d i
custodial facility with an adult e placed in a

conditions under which prior offense hist .
; : . = story should be
in disposition y consider

conditions under which persons with severe psychological or

hysiological A : - - .
zyztem. gical problems should be handled by the juvenile justice

e The U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics should coordinate studies and

’discussions to° establish and maintain:

social indicators of the extent of sociall i
d y unacceptable behav
by or against persons under 18 ’ e

statistics on tpe nugbers and characteristics of persons under 18
handlgd by the juvenile and adult criminal or civil justice systems
(particularly on a repetitive basis). \

Funds to support necessary studies or improvements in the juvenile jusfice

system at the Federal, State, or local.level
: : . should come from -
allocation of existing resources. s e
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NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PERSONS UNDER 18 PROCESSED ANNUALLY
THROUGH THE JUVENILE JUSTIGE SYSTEM (197T)

This detailed flow chart shows one way of repre-
senting the structure and processes of the juvenile
justice system. It displays the logical flow of a
juvenile from the first time of direct contact with
the official system through the various processes
or decision®points that comprise the system, and
eventually to one of the numerous exit points from
the system. It provides a comprehensive and se-

quential view of what can happen to a juvenile
who enters the process, the component of the sys-
tem that would be invoived, and the way one
componerit influences another.

Prior to official contact, a juvenile “case” will be
the result of either the commitment of an offensive

Included under these categories are not only the
full rang= of delinquent acts and troublesome be-
haviors, but also states of neglect, dependency,
incorrigibility, and victimization. Obviously, some
offensive acts are committed by those in some
state of need.

The Juvenile Justice System only comes in direct
contact with those juveniles who are referred to it
as victims or who are apprehended. This will rep-
resent only part of all juveniles who commit of-
fenses or who are victimized.

act or the recognition of a state of need.

INTRODUCTICN

A juvenile is conceived as entering the system
from the left. Fiow through the system is from
left to right. All vertical lines represent decision
points and are sequentiaily numbered; ovals

represent aiternative decision

choices; rectangulars E represent

system functions or notes; and circutar

exit symbols represent the termi-
nation of the case, or that the case is no fonger
within the jurisdiction of the system. Branching to
. "‘alternative programs’* is considered to be an
exit from the system, but not a totai termination.

- The term “agency”’ represents a wide range of
pubiic and private community resources and in
stitutions that act on behalf of thé juvenile. They
range from those offering only a few services to
those offering comprehensive services and in-
stitutionalization.

A clear distinction has to be made between a
juvenile who is placed in a non-criminal justice
agency as a final disposition without pending
court action, and a similar placement with a
pending court date. The same agency may be re-
sponsible for bath, but it must be recognized that
those in the farmer group exit from the juvenile
justice system.

in the processing of a juvenile. and the eventual
selection of processing alternatives, a distinction
needs 10 be made between the transfer of the
case to another agency for handling with provi-
sion for little or no followup and the formal
piacement of the case with another agency with
the requirement for followup. This difference is
charted as either to refer or place with another
agency.

Whenever a juvenile is referred to or placed with
an agency, the process may begin all gver again
if the agency cannot handle the case. In some
situations, the agency may transfer the case back
to court on the original charge if the juvenile has

been unresponsive. This re-entry is charted as an
incoming transfer from alternative pragrams.

Most junisdictions have only limited choices,
especiaily in the early phases. They often fack any
intermediate dgency or person to contact (e.g.,
special school program, youth worker, family
counselor) before calling in the police or referring
the juveniie to court. This forces decision makers
— agencies, citizens, even palice on the beat —
either to do nothing or to take a more_Serious ac-
tion than the situation may-warrant(1).

The detailzd flow chart often indicates that the
decision maker has the option to handle the case
informally, such as “"handie on own’* or *'counsel
and release"(2) . Where this option is shown., it
is assumed that the decision maker has the
authority to make such a decision. it is further
understood that other component personnel may
disagree that this right exists.

This chart is an illustration of the more in depth analysis of the number and
characteristics of juveniles (persons under 18) who are processed annually across the

-

nation by the juvenile justice system. TFor further explanation as to how this flow
analysis was conducted or to obtain further information on the population it concerns,
refer to "A Preliminary National Assessment of the Numbers and Characteristics of
Juveniles Processed in the Juvenile Justice System" (Black and Smith, 1979).
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FIGURE B-2

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PRSO%SSING OF PERSONS UNDER 18
I
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TABLE B-3

OIRECT LOSS DUE 7O CRIME BY PEASONS UNDZR 1§ YEARS FCR
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: ) Lazceny-Thefi 6,587,825 B33 1,350,532, 000
TRUANCY T 1137 26 | 549 q 1.8 7 13.7 46 90.) Motes :«hi:h Ths 518,730 1,362 67:.575,:40
| ‘ LESS. SERICUS OFFENSES 10,797,390 u 953,533,200
K ° ; Forgesy and Counterfeizing $7,220 % 24,002,720
UNGOVERNABILITY 8 | 15T | 25 |490| 4 [ T8 | 8 |57 | 45 .| 88.2 — s e 7530
s Stelen Property (s.g.. buying,
' . receiving, possessing) X 343,070 - ki ] 26,736,400
Vandalism 1,185,63¢ 7] 3,505,060
i Drug Abuse Vielatioas 1,323,360 252 333,436,320
RUNAWAY -4 1.8 12 235 2 3.9 5 9.8 23 45.0 Driving Under the Influence 704,950 252 61,727,400
. . Lisuor Laws : 1,199,130 ] 9,593,040
Drunkennsss 498,440 ] 3,987,320
. Disorcesly Conduct 1,212,720 5 " 5,701,760
E N DANG E RS s E l. F 3 ( 59 I 2 2 35 7 'ST 6 I lﬂ 28 549 . » All O:hes Less-Serious Offenses 4,472,300 75 339,385,300
) . STaTUS OFFENSES 5,429,200 4 20,550,670
Curfes and Lzizering Las
Vieiation¢ 93,236 3 2,388,380
MULTIPLE STATUS OFFENSE . S 2 | B9 WA | KA | NA | N ONA| N 2 | 39 . ’ | e 183,270 ‘ 2,432,380
ABJUDICATIONS ' ‘ , Al1 Other Staz:s Offenses 2,724,600 ‘ 10,858,405
*See Appendix C, Note 1 (p.103 ) for estimating procedures
VIOLATION OF COURT ORDER 10 196 | 3 $9 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 25.5 :
1 Sources:
. 1U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance
Sources: : : ‘ . Administration. National {riminal Justice Information and

Statistics Service. *"Criminal Victimization in the United

Adapted froa Pennsylvania Joint Council on the Criminal Jusuce System, The Juvenile Status Offender and States: Summary Findings--1977-78. Changes in Crime and of

the Law, (PJCCJS, April 1977), p. 13. } Trends-5ince 1975." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government

(21,p. 45) . Printing Office, October 1979).

N/A'= Not Available JycDermott, M. Joan and Hindelang, Michael J. Analvsis of
. National Crime Victimization Survev Data to Study Serious

Table Constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice S Delinguent Behavior--Research Monograph One: Juvenile

Institute, 1979). Criminal Behavior in the United States: Its Trends and

Patterns. U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration. National Institute for Juve-

nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (Albany, NY:

-Cr:mmal Justice Research Center, 1979), p. 14.

°The mmber of burglary and robbery offenscs in the commercial
area were taken from 1976 survey data found in: U.S. Department
of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service. Criminal
Victimization in the United States: A Comparison of 1975 and 1876
Findings. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govermnment Printing Office,

4 Novemper 1977), p. 48.

(¢, p. 67)

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacrz(:p‘,ento. CA: American Justice Institute, 1980).
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TagLE B8-4

ARRESTS OF PERSCNS UNDER 18 YEARS FOR

SERIOUS, LESS-SZRIOUS, AND STATUS OFFENSES, U.S. (1377) 1
R 1 R B
BerENsE outee . oraaaeets. | wists mveass L. uebesihrone
TOoTAL 9,029,335 2,170,183 23.0
SERIOUS OFFENSES (INDEX OFFINSES) 1,986,043 818,984 41.2
Murder and Manslaughter 20,096 1,997 9.9
Forcible Rape 25,800 4,257 16.5
Robbery 122,314 39,3259 33.
AggTavated Assault 231,329 36,132 16.3
Burglary 434,183 233,904 51.3
Larcany-Theft 1,006,915 431,747 32.9
Motor Vehicle Thes: 133,196 71,648 53.0
LESS-SZRIDUS CFFENSES 6,771,832 1,079,739 15.9
Forgesy and Counzerfeiting 67,98 5,722 12.§
Fraud - 216,672 22,377 10.3
Stolen Property (e.g., buying,

Teceiving, possessing) . 104,402 34,307 32.9
Vandalisa 196,724 118,563 60.3
Druz Abuse Violation 569,293 132,316 23.2
Oriving Under the Influsnce 1,104,132 24,385 2.2
Liquer Laws 321,573 119,913 303
Drunkenness - 1,208,523 49,884 1.1
Disorderly Condue: 624,736 122,372 19,4
All Other Less-Serious

Offenses® 2,337,782 137,950 18,0

STATUS OFFENSES 271,460 271,360 100.0
Curfew and Loitering Lav

Violation 36,013 86,013 100.0

Runaways 188,437 183,447 130.0Q

*All other less-serious offenses" includes: other assaults,
arson, embezzlement, weapons (carrying, possessing), pros-

titution and commercialized vice, sex offenses (except
forcible rape and prostitution), gambling, offeneses
against family and children, and vargrancy.

Source: U.S. Department of Justice.

Uniform Crime Reports for the United States--1977.

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978, P- 130).

(4, p. 57)

Federal Bureau of Investigation.

(Wwashington, D.C.:

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT
CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980).
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TABLE B-5

5
ARJUSTED FREQUENCIES AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS 7 10 17 i
ARRESTED FOR INDEX AND NON- INDEX OFFENSES (1967, 1969, 1970, 1973, 1975, and 1977) )
AI).IIISTI%“' ARREST RATES FOR AGES 7-17, BY YEAR 7
OFFENSE 1967 1969 9N . 1973 1975 1977 !
HIMAER PERCENT m—lﬂli“ PERCENT HIMBER FERCENT NRILR PERCENT | < MR PERCENT HingR PERCENT ;
4
1
topulation of perseuas
7 to 17 (in thousanils) A3, 120 - -- 44,456 — 45,064 - 44,651 --— 43,450 - 42,154 --- i
innnx? 1527.5 | 34.4 1668.1 | 4¢3 1740.1 5.2 1908.21 35,7 2181.81 3y 4 19461 339
viotent? 127.1 3.0 151.8 3.2 171.4 1.5 205.0 3.8 227.5 A 28.1 .7 |
Hurder and Honnepl i pent » '
Hanslanght 7 L&l e o1 . - 0.1 4.7 0.1 4.2 0.1 4.5 01 :
Forcihle Rape . 0.2 . 0.2 . 0.2 11.7 0,2 10.3 0.2 11.4 0.2 |
Rothery 5911 g4 e | 27 90.1 1.8 106.9 Z.o 118.4 2.1 105.2 e |
Appravated Assault 57.5 1.4 . 1.2 61.8 1.4 LR 1.5 94.6 1.7 91.0 1.7 i
rroperty’ o M00.4 1 5y 1516.3 1 311 1568.6 | 1.7 1703.21 5.0 1954.3 1 353 1976.4 | 34,0
flurpinry 401.3 9.6 433.2 |+ 9.2 ) 441.5 8.9 529.5 9.9 629.1 1t.4 627.0 10.8
Larceny-Thefy 770.4 in.4 053.7 in.1 936.4 18.9 965.7 (L} 1150.6 20.8 1157.4 19.9
Mator Velilele Thelt 228.8 5.5 229.4 | 4.9 190.7 1.9 208.0 3.9 | 174.6 X2 192,1 3.3
NON - lm'lé!ﬁ 2666. 1 61.6 3056.4 64.7 3205.0 64.8 3433.8 64.3 ‘ 3353.9 6.6 3523.0 62.3
ro1a® 4193.9 1 y00.0 4733.5 1 100.0 4945.0 | 1g0.0 §342.0] 100.9 $535.7| 1vo.0 s817.5| 100.0
HOTE:  Recause of rounding, tho perceatages may not add to total,
'Arn-.st vates have heen ndjusted Lo compensate for variations In specific populations covered by reportiop ngencles. ///V
The foltoving adjustment procediire was used: //«J
: . _Arrest ratec X UI.S. populntion ]
Mj"‘“”c" arrest rate opnintion rcported on S }
o i
kit
i

zlnnl(-x of fenses Include murder s nonnegligent manstinughter, forclble rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
Iarceny-theft, aud motor vehicle theft.

“Violent offenses include murder, it nonncgligent manslaughter, forcible rape, and aggravated assanit.

froperty offeascs Include burglary, Inrceny-theft, and motor vehicle thefe,

“"Hon- lidet of fenses Inclinle atl of feases (Incluwding curfew and lodtering luw violstions, and nmaways) reported
r'h)r Uniform Crime Reports, excepl the Index offenses,

toinl offenses inciwde Index amd Mon-bidex offensos.”

Sources: 1.S. Department of Justice. FEederal Pureau of Investigation. Unlform Crime Heports for the Unlted States--1967
(p. 120); 1969 (p: E13); 1978 (p. 022); 3973 (p. 128); 197S (p. 188); 1977 (p. 180). (Mashingten, D.C.: il.§. Government

Printing office, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1978).

' s,

s

p. )

Tanle constructod by the HATIONAL NVENTLE JUSTICH SYSTIM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sncramento, CA: Amerlonn Justice Institare, 1980).
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TABLE B-6

CHANGES BN T8 MMBER AND RATE OF PERSONS AT RISK
(7 TIROUGIE 17) ARRESTED BY GFRENSE TYPE (1968-1977)-

IR a Gy R s TN E RO RT [N.G Y R AR o )

| : 5E AP ]
INFORNALION TAILCOAY
. ' anget ;
: 1968 1960 . 1970 107 1972 1973 | 1974 l 1978 l 1977 i l"."'ll j
‘7 FOIULATION® ) . ’ ! "
7 RE— (IN TIOUSANDS) 43,901 44,456 44,848 45,064 45,002 44,651 44,158 43,450 42,770 42,150 _ 4.0¥ . J e
. : 3 ' . i
) : 3 ARRESTED ’ i
-1 AL} Offenses 1,996,197 2,100,301 2,051,694 2,228,425 2,228,643 2,385,260 2,466,511 2,405,247 2,396,256 2,449,134 2.7V
= Scrious Offcnses 700,092 741,905 724,804 784,436 783,201 852,544 973,503 848,417 900,939 924,262 132.0%
P o= Less-Serlons Offenses 1,296,105 1,358,396 1,326,870 1,443,989 1,445,442 1,532,716 1,493,008 1,456,830 1,495,317 1,524,872 41771\
oo PERCENT OF POFULATION 5
; S ARKESTED . i
- . . i
; A1l Of fenses : 4.5 4.7 7 4.8 4.9 5.0 5.% 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.8 o280
i E ‘ Scrious Offenses 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.2, 2.4 2.2 *37.53 k ' )i
{ o Less-Serious Offenses 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.4 1.4 3.4 3.5 1.6 120,00 ‘
AURESY WATES i
%0 (T 100, 00i) ,
) 7 A1 OFfonscs 4,547 . 4,74 4,575 4,95 4,952 5,342 5,586 5,53 5,603 5,810 +70.8
Serlous Offenses 8.598 1,669 \‘\\ 1,616 L0 1,740 1,900 2,208 2,183 2,106 2,193 137.5% ¢
Less-Sorious Offenses 2,952 s.055 o) 2,959 3,204 s,u2 3,433 3,385 3,353 3,497 3,017 1225 i“ X
3
r{ .
‘Rascd on a juvenile at-risk populatlion of sges seven through 17. of h
percent chunge §3 calenlatcd ss follows: 1977 flgure - 1968 figure, 3
; 1968 figure |
5 Source: U.5, Nepartmont of Justice. Federal Buresu of Investigation. Unlform Crime Reports fcs the United Statos--1968; 1969; 1970; 197); 1972; 1973;
i 1974; 1975; '1976; and 1977, (Washington, 0.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969, 1970, 1974, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 2977, and 1978); and oA
I 157 vepariment of Commerco. Maresu of the Census. Currest Populstion Reports--1960-1973 and 1970-77. (Washington, D.C.: 1.S. Governwent Printing . . ’\
& ‘ Mfice, 1974 and 1978). o , |
i }, B £ o = . ‘ \ B
ol (9, | U ) : A }
i [+ {
i - Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice
! [nstitute, 1980). : ; “ /
% O . i ; ;
i 4 . . 1
: o | .
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TABLE B-7

CHANGES IN TUE NATIONAL BESTIMATLS OF ‘THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO . ) H
JUVENTLE COURT BY SOMRCL OF REFERRAL AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) ’

: IFORNATION CATEGORY RECRALH B RS A R R T R e Y K Eae ] AN N TR
= ‘ , BUNBER (TTT7{ I PERCENRT NUNDER PERCENT NUNBER | PERCEN! /
g_ 1975 | 494,040 35.5  (100.0) 553,994 39.4  (100.0) 357,143 25.1  (100.0) 1,406,077  100.0 '
,,% Court 10,394 3.8 (2.0) ' 12,188 3.6 ( 2.2) 8,214 26.7 ( 2.3) 30,7 ( 2.2)
= Correct ions 2,970 9.0 ( 0.6), 7,202 22.0 ( 1.3) < 22,500 9.0 ( 6.3) 32,672 ( 2.3)

L= Community Agency 2,475 .8 - ( 0.5) 11,079 2.7 ( 2.0y 37,500 73.5 . ( 10.5) 51,054 ( 3.6)
= Fowlly, Citizen, Seclf 18,313 4.4 ( 3.7 42,104 3.0 ( 1.6) 66,786 52.5 ( 18.7) 127,203 (9.1)
§5 Law Enforcement 460,788 39.6  ( 93.1) 451,421 41.3  ( 86.9) 222,143 19.1  ( 62.2) 1,164,352  (82.8)
o ' . e, i
' 1976 702,666 47.6  (100.0) . 445,809 3.2 (100.0) 327,714 22.2 * (100.0) 1,476,189  100.0
. Court 12,648 a0 (1.8) 1,590 37.6 ( 2.6) 6,544 21,3 ( 2.0) 30,793 /( 2.1)
e Covrections ° 4,919 129 ¢ 0.7) 17,832 46.7 ( 4.0) 15,403 0.4 ( 4.7) 38,154 ( 2.6)
! Community Agoncy 6,323 11,1 ( 0.9) : 9,608 17.3 ( 2.2) A0,637 71.6 ( 12.4) 56,708 { 3.8)
Fomily, Citizen, Self 42,863 33,1 ( 6.1) 24,965 19.3 ( 5.6) 61,610 47.6  ( 18.8) 120,458 { 8.3)
Luw Enforcement 635,913 52.1 1\( 90, 5) 383,603, 31,2 ( B5.0) 203,510 16.7 ' 62.1) 1,221,036 (B2,7)
Ll . { o
Y \\ |
1977 . 6R5,434 48.9 (i )\0.0) 427,520 30.5 €100.0) 288,751 20.6 (100,0) 1,40/1,705 100.0 i
Courl " 13,709 3.0 ( 2\‘::9) 13,253 4.6  ( 3.1) 4,909 154 (L) 31,871 ( 2.3) i’
Correct lons 3,427 10.9 o.s¥\%‘g\ 17,100 54.3  ( 4.0) 10,973 34.8 ( 3.8) 3500 ( 2.2) !
Commumity Agency 6,854 1.2 ( L.0) - 8,978 14.6 ( 2.1) 45,623 74.2  .(15.8) 61,455 ( 4.4) !
Fumlly, Cdcizon, Sel€ | 37,699 29.6  ( 5.5) 22,659  17.8  ( 5.3) 66,990 52.6 ( 23.2) 122,348 ( 9.1) 21
Low Enforcement 623,745 54.3  ( 91.0) 365,530 3.8 ( 85.5) 160,256 13.9  ( 55.5) 1,149,530 (32.0) ‘4
' i
1

. ’ . i)
tote:  Two percentages ave presented:  the horizontal percentage and thevertical porcentage (in parentheses).

Sources: WS, Wepartment of Justico. Federal Burcou of I}westlgntlon. tni form Criue Repores For the tinited States--1975; 1976; and 1977,
(Mashington, 0.C.: U.S. Goversment Printiog OFfico, 1976, §977, and 1978); and Natlonal Centor for Juvenile Justice. Advanco listimates of
1975, 1976, ond 1977 Not lonnt Court Processing Statistics,  (Pletstmrgh, PA:Y  Notlonad Center for Juveatle Justico, 1979),

R~

(9 s P- ) . . . ' /} / ‘ ‘ * ) )
vTable constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER, (Sacramento, CA: American )
Justice Institute, 1980). - ;
m oo e e o Q
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TABLE B-8
MATIOMAL ESTINATES OF THE MUIBER UF PERSONS WAER 36 REFFANED TO JUVENILE COUKT - '
. > DY OISTOSITION AN MANMER OF HAMILING (1973-2977)
aane o wacuag  JTVRMNO 10 M1 govig HEBiSUe wrev LI M T L)) TG, ESNIONIN  §° oriissvar mSitenes
sonaee | reastns T wen T etsam TN I Lt I O I soasto | enncanr Jossees | wensier soame | raenie
198 CJamaar 1.0 geee) 101,608 103 (106.0) 132,185 3.3 (180.0) 15,467 6.0 (100.8) 39,378 2.8 (300.8) 448,223 33.3 (JN4.5) 48,706 2.P (1NU.) 42,107 5.¢ (1009}
Wlehout Petition 16,610 1.8 (3.0 61746 7.0 (42.5) A0e/dee 9.6 (A1) thew Le (1L7) NI Le (38.2) 198,887 23.3 qa0D) }\ﬂn.u. 16 (31.9) e 14 (0D
Wit Petition 1,30 1L (e SLan 14 (1.8 riam e (5.8) 4377 82 (0.3) 18N 33 HLO prese 423 (03 (0085 33 W70) N7 S0 (1)
7 . e
1928 16,051 007 (1M.0) TS5 S0 (1.0} 5,95 8.8 (100.0) 109,230 1.4 {100.8) B6.05 3.5 (106.0) 32,476 25.2 (180.8) 41,331 2.0 (186.8) 44,266 3.8 (190.5)
;;lh“ fotition L 0.3 (12.4) Sess18 N3 (70.9) 5,088 0.6 (87.5) 90,808 100 (8).3) IL,726 2.0 (30.6) im, TMS 02.3 (10.D) 2,608 0.3 (8.)) 54 <00 (0.5)
uieh Poricion 9.052 1.4 (87.6) 141360 258 (20.1) e 0.4 (L1 10,438 30 (I0.7) 30,380 5.9 (60.4) 2010 3. (W) W, 6.8 (95.7) 45902 e (D)
Q 0
w7 10,010 1.7 (190.8) SA1GS 402 (162.9) 8,418 5.6 (100.0) 102,310 1.3 (190.0) DR B8 (106.0) 32,060 344 (100.0) 46256 1.3 (IeA8) 43,435 X2 (1008
" ulihout Petition 10,556 1.4 (40.3) ,..,\w 0.1 (76.3) 6,963 0.9 (31.0) 70,608 188 (1.0) 18,299 2.5 (30.3)  9e 06 2.7 (37.8) 2452 83 (5.3) [ N RS T]
Witk Petitive 1018 2.8 (380) 1Se0N0 25T QL) LT 62 (1T} ALTI6 B4 (2.3) 30761 4.8 (S1.7) 27,620 374 (B0 A3AN 66 (paD) 42008 65 (O0T)
VARIANCE {14°8-1977) 0.3 (-0 ) 6.7 ( -8- ) -33.7 ¢ -0- ) wrg-e) w.¥ (-0 ) 8.9 -0 ) wat-e) w00
Hithwot Pes it bon 0.6 (108) o 0605 (e30.8) -48.7 (-1.9) 0.4 (s6.0) 0.0 L-16.9) . <106 (-43.0) -2.3 (-48.6) -0.3 (-26.9)
with Pasicion *0.1 (414.0) 9.3 (-33.8) -13.0 (+0.9) 2.1 (-e.4) b8 (210, 9) -89 (+13.9) 23,3 (46,6} 1.4 (2169}
PP—— - peni mstitovws Lot acescr ot raninted | shaear scence ot msrnoma] wophibear b erceins actiomis TR janan’
eonits | seasans  J seseqe | russent 0 s | vaesm T T wontd | povum TN I
1913 10,060 1.0 (100.0) 70,3040 $.0 (100.8) 5,436 0.6 (100.8) 15,275 1,9 (100.8) L, 486 0.0 {100.8) 39,320 1.) {100.0) §,406,07) .0
Wichous Poticlon 2.000 0.4 (11.2) 5,99 6.6 (20} 1,30 01 (5.9)  Less a5 (iL.3) 18 <30 (15.5) 16,20 2.8 (36.9) BN (58.2)
Witk Pasition 11,000 5.9 (70.8) G6.300 L0 (22.9) 7,093 0.2 (04.0) 16,213 2.0 (88.7)  B.000 0.2 ($4.5) 33,307 2.3 (45.3) - 302,380 (an.9)
1976 19,333 0.7 (100.8) 20,467 0.4 (100.0) 10,333 6.7 (100.8) 1,306 0.1 (100.0) -»- -0 06,429 4.5 (100.0) 1,006,008 10,0
Witdout Petition e <01 (L) LGE a3 (6.9) s68 0.1 (3.9) s <o (.0) -e- -8- MaM 20 (15.0) el 58.9)
Wik Peclolon 10,037 1.6 (0.3} 19,001 2.9 (93.0)  £.265 0.8 (805D 1,301 0.2 (N9} -8 -8- 9,9 28 (0 wman (.0
197 .605 0.9 (100.6) 21,038 15 (160.8) 5,01 6.7 (100.9) 4,20 6.3 (109.0) Q21 0.0 (190.8) T4.673 5.5 (100.0) 1,600,008 100.0
Without Patition s <8.0 (1.5) LMe 82 (4.4) s00 0.8 (5.9) M8 <01 (s.5) 1 €00 (38.0) 19900 1.7 (26.8)  Dee,100 s2.8)
Witk Fetition 12,300 5.9 190.5) 19,608 3.0 (93.8) 9,517 0.6 (B.9) - 3,932 0.6 (93.9) 301 CEIB (TH.9) 5278 0.6 (74.8) 61,405 (O
VARLAMCE (1925.4973) 0.0 -8-) -3.5( 8- ) b { -0 ) -Le(-e) o) -0 ) 4 g-0-) R BTN
Withuut Petltion >-0.3 (-10.7) 6.4 (-10.1) -0, {-10.0) >-0.2 (-4.9) >a.0 (s12.8) 0.2 (-30.8) 50
With Porltion -0- (*18.7) +0.2 (*70.7) 8,2 (*le.9) -1 e4.8) €01 (-02.8) *7.3 (24,8) (+3.4)

Netet Varisuce toffacts the change Ia proportica,
Source: Natiemal Uenter Nor Juventie Justice, Advance Rstissten of 1575, 1976, and 1977 Matlensl Ceuse 'unn!'n. Stasloslcs, (Pissobuigh, PA; Matisnal Center for Juvealle Justice, 1979).

(9: P )

»

‘fable constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American
Justice Tnstitute, 1980).
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- (1) includes emotionally disturbed and mentally retarded

COMPARISON OF PERSONS UNDER 18

TABLE B-9

COMMITTED, DETAINED, OR VOLUNTARILY ADMITTED
TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION, CORRECTIONAL, AND SHELTER FACILITIES,
BY ADJUDICATION STATUS-UNITED STATES, JUNE 30, 1974 and DECEMBER 31, 1977

o

N/A = Not Available

Source: (23) o o

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

Institute, 1980).

Public Private ‘Total Public Private Total Nuniber Percent
Committed 36,412 23,570 59,982 32,477 23,089 55,566 -4,416 -7.36
Delinquent Offender 31,270 9,874 41,144 28,555 9,316 37,871 -3,273 -7.96
Status Offender 4,644 4,969 9,613 3,332 6,970 10,302 +689 +7.17
Dependent, Neglected or 498 7,104 7,602 503 5,064 5,567 -2,035 -26.77
Abused Non-offender ) b
Other Committed Non-offender™"’- 0 1,623 1,623 61 1,723 1,784 +161 +9.99
Other Committed Juvenile N/A N/A “N/A 26 16 42 +42 N/A
Detained 7,831 544 8,375 11,190 894 12,084 +3,709 +44.28
Delinquent Offender N/A N/A N/A 9,291 N/A 9,291 +9,291 N/A
Status Offender N/A N/A N/A 1,584 468 2,052 +2,052 N/A
Dependent, Neglected or ) N/A N/A N/A 203 232 435 +435 N/A
Abused Non-offender (1)” _ )
Other Detained Non-offender N/A N/A N/A 54 (] N/A 54 +54 N/A
Other Detained Juvenile N/A N/A N/A 58 " N/A 58 +58 N/A
Voluntary Admissions 679 7,635 8,314 429 5,037 5,466 -2,848 -34.26
Total ' : 44,922 31,479 76,671 44,096 20,070 73,166 -3,506 -4.57
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TABLE B-10

QUNGKY IN THE NATIWAL ESTIHATES OF I MABSAR OF PLASUMS UMOLR 08 ANKES)EM AN HEPENNEN
T ANERiLE COUAT BY AGR ANS SFYRNSE TYYR (1975-)977)

InIsRucIng SIS 0ND Medion Lo g undae - 3.5 ' $d =4 3 WU !s % b ¢ L
11 Ays - Joumber Ipuconl number lpm:oni llumhﬂ' l number |percent J number IP"“"'

MpEsnp " vi, e8¢ -3.8 104,248 ¥.7 $32,04 2.0 - L1 YE T 384,000 .8 i, 0 3,406,588 [T WL
Sapboun 15.00 0,74 4.4 s, N [ B 1,013 15.6; 184,008 w8 2.4 S6s, 218 0.6 948,400 3.4
Loss-Surivug 15,59 U L 2 .08 4.6 13,890 1) 108,157 RITIS ] I | N LITH I S TN 1 | BT
Siadue 5.0 6,100 [ 3% ) 043 3.4 2.3 .0 89,064 05,0 35 "em e L340 s

!!ﬂ“lb. n.n 3.3 85,583 [N ] N e - W3, M5 N2 38,576 .4 3i,86¢ 220 1.48,010 0.0
Seehuwis . 1.6 37,484 1.3 1,380 2.0 e 82 .2 v, 8% .6 .3 $15,018 36.3
Guss-Serious 5.4 o 1.8 10,004 $.8 190,508 1.9 .48 .3 117,90¢ 1n.e .2 $0d, 000 36.}
Sussin (1913 . m .3 (2K} BN 195,557 208 95,088 25,0 %0 22 1. M5 - D2

vansay! -

Tesad .00 S XY -- - --- .- -e- 0.8 - .-

Sezlous .17 - -4.0 ~— o= ans ) - .- 2.2, -39

Less-Sesinus 10,80 ne SN wae e - == - w.? - 98

S1stus 0.5 R 8.4 - e wes .- (] LN ] "2
jere

ARRESTLS 15.32 19,343 1.5 39,728 2.8 4,078 9.9 45,058 e 6,087 20a 2,395,.00 im0
Bavivuy s 3 LR N 8.9 .4 902 28,0 176,950  iv.e 197,10 .9 122,350 t2.) i, sy n.e
Loss-Sasfous .0 45,30 3.8 76,30 [X] a7 n.y NI 506 8.0 a8, 048 1.8 RITIC TI I [ X ] §,080, 9% Wi
Status 15,06 5,488 [ 1% I nee 5.8 M. 1.8, nne xn.s . 200 - 2.8 36,050 it SN 3| n.e

sErEasLy .36 16,330 3.3 [P N1}] a0 340,002 Mg W .2 339,054 3.0 M, % 232 L4008 v
Sevioms ¥ 5.8 18,206 2.8 wns e [HI R TI T } 140,218 0.9 1,000 (YR TX] [ N TTRT X
Less-Sarlous 15.66 LI 1) .1 213,084 [N} 83,010  M.0 [IN TN e, 42 .4 5.0 .3 TTTR8 3 1 3.2
Status (179 T RNV 0 1 1 (8 ) 15,40 s 8,10 2.3 8,400 252 w08 e o299 J0.8 338 09 I

VAR AMCE ‘

Tetal .- .- ——e .e 0. one R} .9 - .e-

Sesivus .- - - e "3 e o, - 2.7 -- X

lesy-Sarieus --- - -xm e 0.0 - (1% ] w=- b8 wee -19.3

Status . ese - e «5.3 e -2 e "w.» EXXy (R
1} :

ARueNIgR 1588 0,00 3. 176,398 )2 358,008 area s 7,8 . ny IRITRITIT S
Serbous 5.9 38,583 3.6 8,767 2.2 134,028 177,846 0.} 162,388 2.3 .4 v, 400 n.7?
Less-Bovious .64 43,489 3.6 15,004 [N} 253,458 eI 1y .0 .0 .2 [N 4.8
Ssiun is.8 5. mm (B ) 0,64 $.0 [} 10,310 M. %,08 2.4 1’y 308,254 1"s

aRftaats 15,58 31,708 3.4 78,042 5.6 190,685 6.8 a1, ".s 3y, 084 3.3 192,288 18.8 . a8, 08 o,

2,039 2.4 46,09 6.8 133,089 2i.3 [ 1] | N Y 155,009 .8 (2087 S 'Y ) 609,039 4.0
10,428 2.4 402 - 02 n,ui 6.9 mnm 0.e 108,498 2463 e nae 436,453 1.0
4,448 .4 18,838 3.0 sh00) 2.2 (LN TT R 1 Y] 4,28 N.e 4,087 238 P11 203 T I TN
am- T X o -1 - 0.3 o . RN |
-— .. 3.4 i aws 3.8 wen 0.3 . e 0.4 e v 5.9
— . 0.4 - -3.2 .- .. w1 . 48 .
PN . 3.0 ——— 6.0 - 3.4 -0.5 e [YIH ] won
lulnnl atesistics dnchule 250,000 coites pefosred by sibher thon Saw ant 5

Vaglonce §o changs u grepscilon ol 6a sjo group when cvapsring srrest snd sefersald mul-lhnu. -

qPetceats In the tutal uan 3dd 10 §00.€ by populstion,
Wamber of solarsale wey sncued nushsr of srsotts due 40 salorsals J1om suurces uun than Juw u!uunul.

Seuscest V.8, tocni of Juigice. Poderal Busssu of Uavestigstion. Wnifom Coiwe 8s the Gulged 8 nn-- $; I926; and i92].
h.l.n:-; Mllc:'.l';.u. :’l;. wmd 1900); ...: ;nlu:l Camor for Juventts Tasilce, \-\qu u u o of 0941, l .Hin Eﬁluol &T%t

Nalionsd Lsuter fur fuvenile Jusy

(9, p. ) -

(Yashington, 8.C,3

Preceasatng S1a

4.8, Cuvaruernt

lcs,  (Pistabuigh, PA:
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TABLE B-U1
NATIONAL ESTDMATES CF T
MALES TO FEMALES. FQOR PERSONS UNDER 13
ARRESTED ARD REFERRED TO SUYETLE GOURT 3Y CFISSE CAmaonS (1575-1977)

EXA .
INFORRATION 3 J :
CATEGORY NUMBER PERCENT! RUMBER l PERCENT | NUMBER l PERCENT
1575 ]
AR.RES'A'EDI 1,894,382 78.8 §10,865 1.2 2,405,287 100.0°
Sarious 782,163 81.5 177,249 18.5 959,612 39.5
Less~Serious 914,100 83.1 185,471 16.5 1,099,571 7.7
Status 0ffemnses 198,119 §7.7 147,945 42.8 346,064 4.8
REFERRED 1,070,771 76.2 335,306 3.8 1,406,077 100.0
Serious 434,798 87.6 61,547 12.4 496,345 35.3
Less-Serious 447,044 80.9 05,544 15.1 552,588 39.3
Status 188,929 - 52.9 168,218 47.1 5 357,344 5.4
VARLANCE® - -2.6 — 2.6 .- -
Serious one 5.1 wa 6.1 e - 4.5
Non-Serious — -2.2 e +2.2 - - 8.4
:e.u.m ——o -4.3 - .3 ca= «11.3
1976
ARRESTZD 1,880,394 78.3 515,862 21.5 2,396,256 100.0
Serious 736,778 81.3 169,628 18.7 906,406 57.8
Less-Serious 960,112 82.6 202,466 17.4 1,162,578 48.5
Status 183,504 56.1 143,768 43.9 327,272 13.7
REFERRED 1,110,426 76.4 368,763 3.6 1,476,189 100.0
Serious 57,328 82.2 183,760 17.8 €95,.285 47.1
Less-Serious 374,034 83.9 71,773 16.1 445,809 30.2
Status 164,867 49,2 170,238 50.8 335,098 22.7
VARIANCE —— 2.1 - 2.1 - ——
Serious — «0.9 s 0.9 e . 9.3
Less-Serious -—— -1.5 — 1.3 —— :1; . ;
Status con 6.9 - 6.9 - .
1977
ARRESTED 1,925,603 78.5 §26,71% 21.5 2,852,318 100.0
Serious 641,27‘ 78.9 71,830 .1 813,104 33.2
Less<Serious 1,118,666 84.9 213, 063 16.0 1,351,?19 S4.5
Status 165,663 53.9 1‘1,;22 46.1 307 ,4§5 12.5
AEFERRED 1,075,108 76.7 326,139 23.3 1,403,705 100.0
Serious ) $60, 000 81.7 125,434 18.3 685,434 48.9
.Lcss-SGrious | 357,720 83.4 71,201 1€.% 428,921 30.6
Status 187,788 5¢.9 129,585 45.1 287,350 aDy.S
VARIANCE - «1.8 can -i.8 eme ;\::.-
Sericus L) -2, oo 2.8 e 13,7
. 3 —ae -23.7
Less-Serious - ~1.3 cwe 0.6 o
Status cnn ~1.0 cme 1.0 - .

‘a.f.:-.-u statistics include 230,000 cases ~eferved by other. sources than law °
forcement., .

e:;:;c:: is the change in proportion of an age group when comparing arTest and

-Teferral populations. i .

‘Pescents ?.np‘:he total column add zo 100.C by populztion.

[#4 .
3 i Fed ureay 9f T ctigation. Unifers Crime Remer:s
Sources: U.S. Department of Justice, Fedesal Buseau 3% Iavestigation

75; 187 1977 Vasni +: U.8. Goverament °rinting °o:-
for zhe United States«-=1975; i376; and 197%7. (has_n.ngto'n.‘g-c_."tg:,_. e T 2
Tice, 1976, 1S/r, and 19/8); anc Nacional .’gn:e: T :x:s ens %P::-sbu:ih ohe Narinral Censer
’.975: 1576, and 1977 National Cour: Processing Stazistics. itzsburgh,

for Juvenile Justice, 1979).

(9,p. ) ©
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TABLE B-12

CHANGES IN THE NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS
UNDER 18 ARRESTED AND AEFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT
BY RACE AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-19773

INFORMATION :.‘m.'({‘-i‘:"T"lfgrf*,f;‘-n«.w‘ e BLAGEL S T 0TRER TOTAL,
cATECORY vowset | sescest | wunner | percesr | svesce Leencesr | wener | rencens
1973
 APRESTED 1,833,867 76.2° 525,148 21.8 | 46,044 2.0 2,405,459  100.0°
Serious 646,477 65.0 | 272,055 29.0 19,201 2.0 937,733 39.0
Less-Serious 891,984 80.3 |} 195,820 T.7 19,315 1.8 1,107,619 46.0
Status 295,406 82.0 §7,273 15.9 7,429 2.1 360,107 15.0
REFERRED ! 936,235 66.6 | 330,859 5.5 139,003 9.9 1, 406,077 100.0
Serious 304,257 61.3 | 139,970 8.2 58,118 10.3 496,345 33.3
Less-Serious 358,788 64.6 | 143,515 26.2 51,097 9.2 535,200 39.5
Status 2 275,190 77.1 43,354 12.8 33,788 10.1 334,332 3.2
VARIANCE
Total - - 9.6, . -1.7 —— * 7.9 - P
Serious - - 7.7 c—- - 0.8 ——— . 8.3 coe - 3.7
Less-Serious ——e -1%.9 wee 8.5 ~em 7.4 e - 6.5
Status - - 4.9 ——e - 3.1 o—e + 8.0 .- «10.2
1976
ARRESTED 1,824,004 76.1 1526,572 2. 45,631 1.9 12,396,257 10p.0
Serious 613,671 68.1 |267,998 9.7 19,476 2.2 301,145 37.6
Less-Serious 943,786 80.7 {205,204 17.6 19,379 1.7 {1,108,360 48.8
Stazus 266,537 81.6 53,370 16.3 6,633 2.1 526,332 15.6
REFERRED 1,039,817 70.4 |326,062 2.1 110,310 7.3 1,476,189  100.0
SeTious 438,943 62.6 |} 208,955 29.8 33,290 7.6 701,190 7.5
Less-Serious 353,654 75.1 77,758 17.5 32,381 7.4 234,353 30.1
Status 267,178 80.8 39,349 11.9 24,139 7.3 330,666 22.4
VARIANCE
Tatal . —— - 5.7 ce- + 0.1 .- + 5.6 - c—n
Serious ——e - §.5 em - 0.1 - * 5.4 . 9.9
Less-Serious ——— - 5.6 cem - 0.1 ~—- . 3.7 = -18,7
Status - - 0.8 o - 3.4 can - 5.2 can - 8.8
1977
ARRESTED 1,855,664 75.7 |[544,382 2.2 52,271 2.1 (2,452,318  100.0
Serious 631,754 63.2 | 272,706 25.5 21,370 2.3 925,880 3.8
Less-Seriocus 969,386 79.5 ] 225,525 18.3 24,017 2.0 11,219,428 49.7
Stazus 254,02¢ 82.7 46,151 15.0 6,384 2.3 307,089 12.3
m 1,008,473 1.9 [284,963 0.3 108,351 7.7 {1,s01,70s 100.0
Serious 446,196 64.7 |186,202 7.0 57,240 3.3 689,638 - 49.2
Less-Serious 327,267 76.3 06,383 13.5 35,172 8.2 ~28,922 30.9
Status 235,010 83.0 32,278 il.d 16,139 5.6 283,145 20.2
VARIANCE i
Total cna =3.8 P . 1.9 o . 5.6 P, -
Serious can - 3.3 e - 1.3 cas *6.0 —— «1l1.4
L.s,.s.tiou on . 3.2 —~ea - 3.0 Ll * 8.2 - =19.2
Statys ——— - 0.3 ——. = 3.6 -=o - 3.3 — - 7.7
lhiurru Statistics include 250,000 cases rererred by other socurcas than law B
entforcament, B
aTiance is the change in proportion of an age gToup when som=aTing arTest and
srefcrru populations, .
Percents in the total column add te 100.0 by populatiorn.
o _
Sources: U.S. Deparment of Justice. Federsl Suresun cf Investigation. uUnifor= Crime Resorss

for Juvenile Justice, 1979),

9, p. )

for the United States--1073; 1976; and 1877, (WVashingzon, D.o.: U.5. Governzens Pring
:{:e, 19?6. 19’:'/, and 1973); anc National Center for Juvenile Justice, Advance Estinmazes ¢f
1§75, 1976, and 1997 Mationa] Court Processing Stanisties, (Pizesbusgh, Pa:
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TLBLE 3 -3
FTactors Affecting Discrepancies i Determiziaz A
Nacional Rate of Abuse and Neglezt Iacidexcs

TACTOR

DESCRIPTION

_.Accuracy of detectica

Reluczance of persons to report child
abuse and neglacs to auchorizies. Lack

of ceztral Teporting which permits hospizal
"hopping" by the paTexcs.

‘BPublic and professional

awaTeness

Avareness of the problem is imerteasiag;
however, moTe training and esducatios of
public aad professiozals is zesded.

Degzee of enfoccexent

States inadequately enforse Teporting
statutes. Also, cthere is groeat variation
in reporting laws thezselves. '

[

Reporsing bias

-

There is sociceconcmis biis iz reporting--
elddle-class casas aze less likely cthas
lovez—-class to bs Teporsed—bdecause private
docters are reluctant =0 TepOTT, agencies
are less likely to iztervene with afflusac
families, therefore aiflueat fazmilies can
zaineain privacy and seclusica, and child
welface becomes viewed as 2 "poor people's
service.”

Cozparavilicy of stacutes

States vary as to definiticons of child
abuse and neglecz. Ofcen child abuse and
geglect statutes are diificulr o inzer-
prec and apply.

Availabilisy of rescuzces

A commucizy's resourzes izfluence vha:s
is reportad. It aprears that vhere
theze is a2 Zigh level of ceed bu: litzle
zesouTCes, iewar cases are reportsd and
geaeTally those cepoTied are the =ore ~
serious.

Sazpliing techniques

There is variation in sazpling mechods and
Teluczanee o respondants 0 afmi:z Sena-
vioT taat is socially undesivable aud
i{ilagal.

Source: Smith, Charles P.; Berkman, David J.; and Fraser, Warren M.; "A .
Preliminary National Assessment of Child Abuse and Neglect and the Juvenile

Justice System: The Shadows of D
Justice Institute, January 1979),

(20, p. 15)

istress,” (Sacramento, CA: American
p. 15.

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT
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TABLE B-14

RELATIONSIIIP BETWEEN TYPE OF DISPOSITION AND REASON FOR REFERRALS
ALL REFERRAL3 (1977)

PAIVED 10 o= [REFERIED OUT| PeG3ANION OF | Fing O | COMMITRENT
'IEISOI FOR REFERRAL® ‘Z&'&'.'?‘ DisMISSED OF STSTER | WELD OPEN | RESTITUTION woﬁ:ir‘ig:é’u STHER NUNSEY OF CASES
Total : 08 42,0 7.0 283 31 7.8 5.9  1,352,647%
Serious Offefses 1.1 43.1 5.3 33.1 2.3 9.4 5.6 662,823
Homicide (includes 17.7 27.8 5.0 19.1 0.0 23.7 6.7 1,377
Voluntary and In-
Voluntary Manslaughter)
Forcible Rape**** 6.5 40.3 4.7 27.1 0.4 15.8 5.5 3,201
Robbery 4.6 31.7 4,2 32.3 0.9 20.1 6.2 26,018
Assault 1.2 §2.5 3.2 28.6 1.5 3.0 4.9 98,585
Burglary 1.5 « 30.5 4.4 435.7 1.4 12.9 5.6 183,258
Auto Theft 1.0 33.7 11.1 33.1 1.3 14.2 5.6 57,328
Larceny, Theft 0.5 50.7 5.6 28.1 3.5 5.7 5.7 293,056
Less-Seriou; Offenses 0.6 52.8 5.3 24.9 4.3 6.1 5.8 415,065
Weapons 0.9 §5.8 5.2 27.2 1.5 5.9 3.5 13,617
Sex Offense 1.2 45.6 7.4 28.3 1.3 10,2 6.1 9,676
Drugs 0.8 51.8 6.0 29.6 3.2 4,4 4.1 91,283
Drunkenness 0.4 54.9 11.0 24.9 1.9 4.0 2.8 18,226
Disorderly Conduct .5 68.0 4.7 20.1 0.1 3.8 2.7 30,168
Vandalism 0.2 57.6 3.8 24.5 5.4 2.9 5.5 67,261
Arson 1.1 51.6 2.8 32.4 0.7 8.3 3.1 5,388
Other*ewes 0.6 438.9 5.1 23.0 6.0 8.6 8.0 179,446
Status Offenses 0.3 47.6 13.8 22.0 3.3 6.3 6.7 274,759
Running Away 0.0 43.3 23.8 17.1 0.7 8.7 6.4 89,107
Truancy . 0.0 41,2 6.3 34.3 2.8 4.9 10.8 39,010
Curfew Violation 0.1 65.8 8.4 12.5 4.7 2.5 ‘1.9 13,888
Ungovernable Behavior 0.0 43.5 9.6 27,5 1.0 9.4 8.9 65,534
Possessing Liquor 1.5 56.5 10.5 20.2 7.9 1.1 3.0 51,585
Other 0.2 55.4 10.9 9.9 15.5 4.3 5.9 15,638

*Offense labels listed under Reason for Referral are the same as those used in the original
court data
**Includes "Dismissed Unproved" and "Dismissed-Other" :
***Does not include 49,054 cases (or 3.5 percent) for which data were not available
****Inciudes some cases of other sex offenses
weveeiQther Delinquency"

Sour;e: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Pr&:essing
Statisties. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979).

¢, p. )

~

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American
Justice Institute, 1980).
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APPENDIX C - NOTES ON METHOD

1. ESTIMATED NUMBER OF JUVENILE OFFENSES

The estimated number of juvenile offenses was calculated as follows:

a. Serious Offenses: victimization data is only collected for the
.offenses of rape, robbery, aggravated or simple assault, and
personal larceny. Using victimizations reported in 1977, the
victimization offenses were arrayed in relation to related
UCR offense categories, and estimates for all serious offenses
except murder were made as to the total number of offenses
comnitted by persons under 18 by using the pewrcentage of total
arrests that were for persons under 18. The number of esti-

- mated murders committed by juveniles was calculated by using
U.S. Public Health Data for total homicides and UCR percentage
of juveniles arrested for this offense.

b. Less-Serious and Status Offenses: ratios of estimated serious
"~ offenses committed to arrests for such offenses were computed

resulting in an average ratio of 13 to 1. A more conservative
ratio of 10 to 1 was then selected and used for all other UCR
offense categories. In addition, all other status offenses
were computed using the same 10 to 1 ratio, but on the basis
that UCR only includes but two status offense categories and
reports only approximately 50 percent of status offense arrests
(21, p. 91).

2. ESTIMATED NUMBER OF JUVENILES WHO COMMITTED OFFENSES

The precise number of juveniles who commit offenses will never be available
due to such factors as (a) some offenses are never discovered or reported,

(b) in many reported offenses, the age of the perpetrator is unknown or the
perpetrator is never caught (c) some offenses’ involve multiple perpetrators
ané (d) some 1nd1v1duals are involved in multlple offenses.

However, a rough calculation can be made by comparing the 27,131,033 offenses
estimated through victimization data (see Table B-3, p. 77) with the average

perceived number of offenders involved in personal victimizations of one

offender in 65 percent of victimizations, two offenders in 17 percent of

victimizations, and an average of four offenders in the remaining 14 percent
of victimizations where data on the number of offenders was available (14,

p. 19). 'In so d01ng, the assumption was made that each estimated offender
who alone was iptolved in an offense was also involved in one offense in

which multiple suspected offenders were involved. The resulting number of
1est1mated offenders using this process is 27, 673 650.

3. TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 IN CUSTODY
a. Jails:_ February 1978 one-day count of 1,611 (13, p. 3) juveniles

X 76.04 [365 days %+ 4.8 days average length of stay (21,
P 109)] 122 503 ' '

. preceling VRO EEE




b.

Juvenile Detention Facilities:

(1) Suspected delinquent or status offenders: total juvenile court
intake detained in 1977 pending investigation (9, p. ) =
507,951 ' '

(2) Non-offenders awaiting disposition: total 1977 public and private
admissions (25, p. 2; 26, p. 2) = 681,430 - 507,951 (detained
juvenile court intake pending investigation) = 173,479

Local Juvenile Reception and Diagnosis Facilities:

Total juvenile court referrals during 1977 to local reception and
diagnosis facilities (9, p. ) = 13,742

Local Juvenile Correctional Facilities:

Total juvenilé court commitments to "camps" in 1977 (9, p. ) =
30,591 X 1.5 [365 days = 240 days average length of stay (25, p. 3;
26, p. 3)] = 45,886 ’

State Juvenile Correctional Fac¢ilities:

Total juvenile court commitments to State juvenile correctional
institutions in 1977 (9, p. ) = 66,524 X 1.5 [365 days - 240 days
average length of stay (25, p. 3; 26, p. 3)] = 99,786

State Adult Correctional Facilities:

Total persons under 18 in State correctional facilities as a result
of adult court commitment as of 1974 - latest published data -available
(28, p. 628) = 1,800

Federal Correctional Institutions:

Total persons under 18 received in Federal institutions, FY 1976 -
latest published data available (28, p. 648) = 246

-104-
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