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ii Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

Introduction

The Bureau of Justice Statistics
presents to the Nation this first
comprehensive picture of crime and
criminal justice in the United States.
Relying heavily on graphics and a non-
technical format, it brings together a
wide variety of data from BJS's own
statistical series, the FBI Uniform
Crime Reports, the Bureau of the
Census, the Nationa! Institute of
Justice, the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, and many
other research and reference sources.
Because it analyzes these and other
rich data sources, this report should
interest the general public as well as
criminal justice practitioners, research-
ers, and educators in our universities,
colleges, and high schools.

This report contalns national figures
on crime and the criminal justice
system and answers such questioris
as: How much crime is there? Who
does it strike? When? Where? Who is
the typical offender? What is the gov-
ernment’s response to crime? How dif-
ferently are juveniles handied from
adults? What happens to convicted
offenders? What are the costs of jus-
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tice and who pays? It presents pre-
viously unpublished findings on such
topics as crime severity and in-
corporates new analyses of publicly
available data, including thefirst his-
torical cost analysis of the criminal
justice system that accounts for
inflation.

Graphic excellence and clarity of
expression are the hallmarks of this
attempt to assist the Nation as it
seeks to appreciate the encymity and
complexity of the crime problem and
grapples with proposals t¢: confront it.
These hallmarks, however, should not
overshadow the prodigious effort and
painstaking attention to detail that
have gone into the report. | wish to pay
tribute to the professionalism, scho-
larly ingenuity, resourcefulness, and
dedication of those who prepared this
report and of those 40 or so individuals
in the U.S. Department of Justice,
universities, and research organiza-
tions who carefully reviewed it.

Steven R. Schlesinger
Director
Bureau of Justice Statistics
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Chapter |

The criminal event

Michael R. Rand
Patsy A. Klaus
Bruce M. Taylor

This chapter gives an overview of
crime as it exists in our Nation with
data that answer such questions as—

How are crimes defined? What are th=
most common serious crimes? How
much is known about white-collar
crime?

How do people rank the seriousness of
different crimes? How much agree-
ment is there among the public about
the seriousness of various crimes?

What are the two main sources of
national crime statistics? What do
they measure? How and why do they
differ?

How much crime is there? Have crime
rates gone up or down? What do differ-
ent kinds of statistics tell us about
crime trends?

When do crimes occur?
Where do crimes occur?

What kinds of weapons are used in
various types of crimes? How often
are handguns used in crime?

To what extent are crimes committed
by strangers and by relatives, and by
people known or related to the victim?

Chapter | was written by Michael R.
Rand, Patsy A. Klaus, and Bruce M.
Taylor of the BJS staff. Invaluable
contributions were also made by
Siretta L. Keliy and other members of
the Center for Demographic Studies,
U.S. Bureau of the Census; by Robert
Figlio and other members of the Cen-
ter for Studies in Crimirology and
Criminal Law, University of Pennsyl-
vania; and by Christopher A. Innes and
other staff members of the Inter-
University Consortiun for Political
and Social Research at the University
of Michigan.
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Whati is crime?

I

Crimes are defined by law

In this report, we define crime as all
behaviors and acts for which a so-
ciety provides formally sanctioned
punishment.! In the United States,
what is criminal is specified in the
written law, primarily State statutes.
What is included in the definition of
crime varies among Federal, State,
and local jurisdictions.

Criminologists devote a great deal of
attention to defining crime in both
general and specific terms. This defini-
tional process is the first step toward
the goal of obtaining accurate crime
statistics.

How do violent crimes differ
from property crimes?

Violent crime refers to events such as
homicide, rape, and assault that may
result in injury to a person. Robbery
is also conisidered a violent crime
because it involves the use or threat
of force against a person.

Property crimes are unlawful acts
with the intent of gaining property but
which do not involve the use or threat
of force against an individual. Larceny,
burglary, and motor vehicle theft are
examples of property crimes.

How do fielonies differ
from misdemeanors?

Ciiminal offenses are also classified
according to how they are handled by
the criminal justice system. Most
jurisdictions recognize two classes of
offenses: felonies and misdemeanors.

Felonies are not distinguished from
misdemeanors in the same way in all
jurisdictions, but most States define
felonies as offenses punishable by a
year or more in a State prison. While
the same act may be classified as a
felony in one jurisdiction and as a mis-
demeanor in another, the most serious
crimes are never “misdemeanors” and
the most minor offenses are never
“felonies.”

What are the characteristics of the most common serious crimes?

Crime Definition

Homic'de  Causing the death of another person
without legal justification or excuse.

Rape Unlawful sexual intercourse with a
female, by force or without legal or .
factual consent.

Robbery Unlawfui iaking or attempted taking
of property that is in the immediate
possession of .another, b;* force or
threat of force.

Assault Unlawful intentional inflicting, or
attempted inflicting, of injury upon the
person of another. Aggravated assault
is the unlawfu! intentional inflicting of
serious bodily injury or unlawful threat or
attempt to inflict bodily injury or death by
means of a deadly or dangerous weapon
with or without actual infliction of injury.
Simple assault is the unlawful intentional
inflicting of less than serious bodily injury
without a deadly or dangerous weapon or
an attempt or threat to inflict bodily injury
without a deadly or dangerous weapon.

Sources: BJS Dictionary of criminal justice data terminology, 1981.
FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981, BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,

Facts

» Homicide is the least frequent

violent crime,

* 93% of the victims were slain in single-
victim situations.

* At least 55% of the murderers were
relatives or acquaintances of the victim.
® 24% of all murders occurred or were
suspected to have occurred as the result
of some felonious activity.

* Most rapes involved a lone

offender and a lore victim.

* About 36% of the rapes were committed
in the victim's home.

* 58% of the rapes occurred at night,
between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m.

o Robbery is the violent crime that
typically involves more than one
offender (in about half of all cases).
 Slightly less than half of all robberies
invoived the use of a weapon.

» Less than 2% of the robberies reported
to the police were bank robberies.

» Simple assault occurs more fre-
quently than aggravated assauit.
* Assault is the most common
type of violent crime.

What are some other common crimes
in the United States?

Drug abuse violations—Offenses
relating to growing, manufacturing,
making, possessing, using, selling, or
distributing narcotic and dangerous
nonnarcotic drugs. A distinction is
made between possession and sale
or manufacturing.

Sex offenses—In current statistical
usage, the name of a broad category
of varying content, usually consisting
of all offenses having a sexual element
except for forcible rape and commer-
cial sex offenses.
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Fraud offenses—The crime type com-
prising offenses sharing the elements
of practice of deceit or intentionai
misrepresentation of fact, with the in-
tent of unlawfully depriving a person
of his property or legal rights.

Drunkenness—Intoxication, but does
not include “driving under the influ-
ence.”

Disturbing the peace—Unlawful inter-
ruption of the peace, quiet, or order
of a community, including offenses
called “disorderly conduct,” “vagrancy,’
“loitering,” “unlawful assembly,” and
“riot.”

Crime Definition

Burglary Unlawfut entry of any fixed structure,
vehicle, cr vessel .used for regular
residence. industry, or business, with or
without for. e, with the intent to commit a
felony or larceny.

Larceny Unlawlul taking or attempted taking of

(theft) property other than a motor vehicle from
the possession of another, by stealth,
without force and without deceit, with
intent to permanently deprive the owner of
the property.

Motor Unlawful taking or attempted taking of a
vehicle self-propelled road vehicle owned by
theft another, with the intent of depriving the

owner of it permanently or temporarily.

Arson Intentional damaging or destruction
or attempted damaging or destruction
by means ot fire or explosion of the
property without the consent of the owner,
or of one's own property or that of another
by fire or explosives with or without the
intent to defraud.

Facts

® 42% of all household burglarizs
occurred without forced entry.

¢ In the burglary of more than 3 mil-
lion American households, the offenders
entered through an unlocked window or
door or used a key (for example, a key
“hidden™ under a doormat).

e About 34% of the no-force household
burglaries were known to have occurred
between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m,

* Residential property was targeted

in 67% of reported burglaries; non-
residential property accounted for the
remaining 33%.

* Three-quarters of the nonresidential
burglaries for which the time of
occurrence was known took place at
night.

* Pocket picking and purse snatch-

ing most frequently occur inside
nonresidential buildings or on street
locations.

» Unlike most other crimes, pocket
picking and purse snatching affect the
elderly as much as other age groups.

* Most personal larcenies with con-
tact-occur during the daytime, but most
household larcenies occur at night.

» Motor vehicle theft is relatively

well reported to the police because
reporting is required for insurance claims
and vehicles are more likely than other
stolen property to be recovered.

¢ About three-fifths of all motor

vehicle thefts occurred at night,

* Single-family residences were the
most frequent targets of arson,

¢ More than 17% of all structures
where arson occurred were not in use.

Driving under the influence—Driving
or operating any vehicle or common
carrier while drunk or under the in-
fluence of liquor or narcotics.

Liquor law offenses—State or local
liquor law violations, except drunken-
ness and driving under the influence.
Federai violations are excluded.

Gambling—Unlawful staking or wager-
ing of money or other thing of value
on a game of chance or on an uncer-
tain event,

Status offenses—Acts that are illegai
only if committed by a juvenile, for
example, truancy.

What are white-collar crimes?

There is much debate over the proper
definition of “white-collar” crime. Reiss
and Biderman define it as violations
of law “that involve the use of a viola-
tor's position of significant power, in-
tluence or trust. . . for the purpose of
illegal gain, or to commit an illegal act
for personal or organizational gain."?

White-coilar crimes include such tra-
ditional illegalities as embezziement,
bribery, fraud, theft of services, theft
of trade secrets, forgery, smuggling,
tax evasion, obstruction of justice,
and others, where the violator's posi-
tion of figuciary trust, power, or influ-
ence has provided the opportunity to
abuse lawful institutions for unlawful
purposes. White-collar offenses fre-
guently involve deception.

New forms of white-collar crime involv-
ing political and corporate institutions
have emerged in the past decade. For
example, the dramatic growth in high
technology has brought with it sen-
sational accounts of computerized
“heists” by sophisticated felons seated
safely behind computer terminals.

The specter of electronic penetration
of the Nation’s financial assets has
spurred widespread interesi iz com-
puter security by business and gov-
ernment alike.

In the area of political crime, exposés
of illegal campaign contributions and
the ability of powerful financial ele-
ments to influence government have
gravely disturbed the public.

Some organized crime
is white-collar crime

“Organized crime" refers to those
self-perpetuating, structured, and dis-
ciplined associations of individuals,
or groups, combined together for the
purpose of obtaining monetary or com-
mercial gains or profits, whoily or in
part by illegal means, while protecting
their activities through a paitern of
graft and corruption.

Organized crime groups posseds cer-
tain characteristics that include but
are not limited to the following:

* Their illegal activities are conspira-
torial.

¢ In at least part of their activities,
they commit or threaten to commit
acts of violence or other acts that are
likely to intimidate.

¢ They conduct their activities in a
methodical, systematic, or highly dis-
ciplined and secret fashion.

® They insulate their leadership from
direct involvement in illegal activities
by their intricate organizational struc-
ture.

* They attempt to gain influence in
government, politics, and commerce
through corruption, gr~ft, and legiti-
mate means.

¢ They have economic gain as their
primary goal, not only from patently il-
legal enterprises such as drugs,
gambling, and loansharking, but also
from such activities as laundering il-
legal money through and investment
in legitimate business.
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How serious are various types of crimes?

The public’s ranking of the severity
of crimes was measured through
a national survey

The Nationa!l Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS) was conducted in 1977. It de-
scribed 204 illegal events—from play-
ing hooky from school to planting a
bomb that killed 20 people in a public
building. This survey of a nationwide
sample of people is the largest meas-
ure ever made of how the public ranks
the seriousness of specific kinds of
offenses.

Severity scores were developed by
asking a national sampie of peopie to
assign scores of any value they feit
was appropriate to specific question-
naire items. Because of the large
number of items in the severity scale,

the items. One innovation of the sur-
vev was that people were aliowed to
assign any value they felt appropriate
to an item—the scale had no upper
limits. Mathematical techniques were
used to take everyone's answers and
convert them to ratio scores that re-
flect the feelings of everyone in the
sample. These scores were derived
from geometric means that were cal-
culated from the various scores as-
signed by the people who respoinded
to the quesiionnaire.

The National Survey of Crime Severity
found that many diverse groups of
people generally agree about the
relative severity of specific crimes

However, the severity scores assigned
by crime victims are generally higher

than those assigned by nonvictims.
For most people, the severity of a
crime of theft depends on the dollar
value of the loss rather than on the
background of the person making the
judgment.

There are some differences, however,
among different groups of people.

* The severity scores assigned by
blacks and members of other racial
groups are generally lcwer than those
assigned by whites.

e QOlder people fovrnd thefts with large
losses to be slightiy more severe than
did people of other age groups.

no one was asked to respond to all
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How do people rank the severity « . crime?

Severity score and offense

72.1—Planting a bomb in a public
building. The bomb expiodes and
20 people are killed.

52.8— A man forcibly rapes a
woman. As a result of physical
injuries, she dies.

43.2 -Robbing a victim at gunpoint.
The victim struggles and is shot to
death.

39.2—A man stabs his wife, As a
result, she dies.

35.7 —Stabbing a victim to death.

35.6—Intentionally injuring a victim.
As a result, the victim dies.

33.8—Running a narcotics ring.

27.9—A woman stabs her husband.
As a result, he dies.

26.3—An armed person skyjacks an
airplane and demands to be flown
to another country.

25.9—A man forcibly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
occurs.

24.9—Intentionally setting fire to a
building causirg $160,000 worth of
damage.

22.9—A parent beats his young
child with his fists. The child
requires hospitalization.

21.2—Kidnaping a victim.

20.7—Selling heroin to others for
resale.

19.5—Smuggling heroin into the
country.

19.5—Killing a victim by recklessly
driving an automobile.

17.9—Robbing a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded
and requires hospitalization,

16.9—A man drags a woman into
an alley, tears her clothes, but flees
before she is physically harmed or
sexually attacked,

16.4—Attempting to kill a victim
with a gun. The gun misfires and
the victim escapes unharmed.

15.9—A teenage boy beats his
mother with his fists. The mother
requires hospitalization.

15.5—Breaking into a bank at night
and stealing $100,000.

14.1—A doctor cheats on claims he
makes to a Federal health insur-
ance plan for patient services.

13.9—A legislator takes a bribe
from a company to vote for a law
favoring the company.

13.0—A factory knowingly gets rid
of its waste in a way that pollutes
the water supply of a city.

12.2—Paying a witness to give
false tastimony in a criminal trial.
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12.0-A police officer takes a bribe
not to interfere with an illegal
gambling operation.

12.0—Intentionally injuring a victim.
The victim is treated by a doctor
and hospitalized.

11.8—A man beats a stranger with

his fists. He requires hospitalization.

11.4—Knowingly lying under oath
during a trial.

11.2—A company pays a bribe to a
legislator to vote for a law favoring
the company.

10.9— Stealing property worth
$10,000 from outside a building.

10.5~Smuggling marijuana into the
country for resale.

10.4—Intentionally hitting a victim
with a lead pipe. The victim requires
hospitalization.

10.3—lllegally selling barbiturates,
such as prescription sleeping pills,
to others for resale.

10.3—Operating a store that know-
ingly sells stolen property.

10.0—A government official inten-
tionally hinders the investigation of
a criminal offense.

9.7 —Breaking into a schoo! and
stealing equipment worth $1,000.

9.7—Walking into a public museum
and stealing a painting worth
$1,000.

9.6—Breaking into a home and
stealing $1,000.

9.6—A police officer knowingly
makes a false arrest.

9.5— A public official takes $1,000
of public money for his own use.

9.4— Robbing a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. No physical harm occurs.

9.3—Threatening to seriously injure
a victim,

9.2—Several large companies ille-
gally fix the retail prices of their
products.

8.6 —Performing an J.iegal abortion.

8.5—Selling mariju.ana to others for
resale.

8.5—Intentionally injuring a victim.
The victim is treated by a doctor
but is not hospitalized.

8.2—Knowing that a shipment of
cooking oil is bad, a store owner
decides to sell it anyway. Only one
bottle is sold and the purchaser is
treated by a doctor but not
hospitalized.

7.9—A teenage boy beats his father
with his fists. The father requires
hospitalization.

7.7—Knowing that a shipment of
cooking oll is bad, a store owner
decides to sell it anyway.

7.5—A person, armed with a lead
pipe, robs a victim of $10. No
physical harm occurs,

Almost everyone agrees that
violent crime is more serious
than property crime

However, people make distinctions
about seriousness depending on the
circumstances of the crime. For ex-
ample, an assault is viewed as more
serious if a parent assaults a child
than if a man assaults his wife, even
though both victims require hospital-
izaticn. These differences are greater
for assaults that result in death.

In deciding severity, people seem to
take into account such factors as—
* The ability of the victim to protect
him/herself

* Extent of injury and loss

* For property crimes, the type of
business or organization from which

* The relationship of the offender to
the victim.

“White-collar” crimes, such as fraud
against consumers, cheating on
income taxes, poliution by factories
pricefixing, and accepting of bribes,
are viewed as seriously as (or more
seriously than) many of the conven-
tional property and violent crimes.

Within particular categories of crime,
severity assessments are affected by
factors such as whether or not injury
occurred and the extent of property
loss. For example, all burglaries or all
robberies are not scored at the same
severity level because of the differing
characteristics of each event (even
though all of the events fit into the
same general crime category).

the property is stolen

7.4—lllegally getting monthly
welfare checks.

7.3—Threatening a victim with a
weapon unless the victim gives
money. The victim gives $10 and Is
not harmed.

7.3—Breaking Into a department
store and stealing merchandise
worth $1,000.

7.2—Signing someone else's narme
to a check and cashing it.

6.9—Stealing property worth $1,000
from outside a building.

6.5-Using heroin.

6.5—An employer refuses to hire a
qualified person because of that
person's race.

6.4—Getting customers for a
prostitute.

6.3—A person, free on bail for
committing a serious crime, pur-
posefully fails to appear in court on
the day of his trial.

6.2—An employee embezzles $1,000
from his employer.

5.4—Possessing some heroin for
personal use.

5.4 — A real estate agent refuses to
sell a house to a person because of
that person's race.

5.4—Threatening to harm a victim
unless the victim gives money. The
victim gives $10 and is not harmed.
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5.3—Loaning money at an illegally
high interest rate.

5.1—A man runs his hands over the
body of a female victim, then runs
away.

5.1—A person, using force, robs a
victim of $10. Nu physical harm
occeurs,

4.9—~Snatching a handbag contain-
ing $10 from a victim on the street.

4.8—A man exposes himself in
public.

4.6-—Carrying a gun illegally.

4.5—Cheating on Federal income
tax return,

4.4—Picking a victim's pocket of
$100.

4.2— Attempting to break into a
home but running away when a
police car approaches.

3.8—Turning in a false fire alarm,
3.7—A labor union officlal illegally
threatens to organize a strike if an
employer hires nonunion workers.

3.6—Knowingly passing a bad
check.

3.6-~Stealing property worth $100
from outsiue a building,

3.5—Running a place that permits
gambling to occur illegaliy,

3.2—An employer illegally threatens
to fire employees if they join a
labor union.

2.4—Knowingly carrying an illegal
knife.

2.2—Stealing $10 worth of mer-
chandise from the counter of a
department store.

2.1—A persan is found firing a rifle
for which he knows he has no
permit,

24— A woman engages in
prostitution,

1.9—Making an obscene phone call.

1.9—A store owner knowingly puts
“large" eggs into containers
marked “extra-large.”

1.8-—A youngster under 16 years
old is drunk in public,

1.8~ Knowingly being a customer
In a place where gambling occurs
illegally.

1.7—Stealing property worth $10
from outside a building.

1.6~ Being a customer in a house
of prostitution.

1.6—A male, over 16 years of age,
has sexual relations with a willing
female under 16.

1.5~ Taking barbiturates, such as
sleeping pills, without a legal
prescription.

1.5—Intentionally shoving or push-
ing a victim. No medical treatment
is required.

1.4.—Smoking marijuana.

1.3—Two persons willingly engage
in a homosexual act.

1.1—Disturbing the neighborhood
with loud, noisy behavior.

1.1—Ti.ing bets on the numbers.

1.1—A group continues to hang
around a corner after being toid to
break up by a police officer.

0.9—A youngster under 16 years
old runs away from home.

0.8'~-Being drunk in public,

0.7 —A youngster under 16 years
old breaks a curfew law by being
out on the street after the hour
permitted by law.

0.6 —Trespassing in the backyard of
a private home.

0.3—A person is a vagrant. That is,
he has no home and no visible
means of support.

0.2— A youngster under 16 years
old plays hooky from school,

Sotrce: The serlousness of crime: Results of a national survey (forthcoming). Center for

Studies In Criminology and Criminal Law, University ot Pennrylvania, Philadelphia. The .

entire questionnaire will be published verbatim in a forthcom ing technical repart of the
Bureau of Justice Statistics. {The entries here have been sligiitly edited.)
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Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and the National Crime Survey (NCS)
are the main sources of national crime statistics

National crima statistics focus
on selected crimes

The two sources, UCR and NCS, con-
centrate on measuring a limited
number of well-defined crimes. They do
not cover all possible criminal events.
Both sources use commonly
understood definitions rather than
legal definitions of crime.

“Crime” covers a wide range of events.
It isn't always possible to tell whether
an event is a crime. For example, if
your personal property is missing, you
may not know for certain whether it
was stolen or simply misplaced.

“The UCR Index shows trends

in eight major crimes

In 1927, the International Association
of Chiefs of Police (IACP) formed a
committee to create a uniform system
for gathering police statistics. The goal
was to develop a national system of
statistics that would overcome varia-
tions in the way crimes were defined
in different parts of the country.

Because of their seriousness, frequen-
cy of occurrence, and likelihood of
being reported to the police, seven
crimes were selected as the basis for
the UCR Index for evaluating changes
in the volume of crime. Arson was
added as the eighth UCR Index offense
in 1978.

The NCS adds information
about victims and crimes
not reported to police

In 1973, to learn more about crimes
and the victims of crime, the National
Crime Survey began to measure
crimes not reported to police as well
as those that are reported. Except for
homicide (which is well reported in
police statistics) and arson (which is
difficult to measure using survey
techniques), the NCS measures the
same crimes as the UCR. Both the
UCR and NCS count attempted as
well as compigted crimes.

How do UCR and NC :ompare?

Uniform Crime Reports

Offenses
measured: Homicide
Rape Rape
Robbery (personal and commercial) Robbery (personal)
Assault (aggravated) Assault (aggravated and simple)
Burglary (commercial and household) Household burglary
Larceny (commercial and household) Larceny (personal and household)
Motor vehicle theft Motor vehicle theft
Arson
Scope: Crimes reported to the police in most Crimes both reported and not reported
jurisdictions; considerable flexibility in to police; all data are for the Nation as
developing smali-zrea data a whole; some data are available for a
few large geographic areas
Collection
method: Police department reports to FBI Survey interviews; periodically
measures the total number of crimes
committed by asking a national sample
of 60,000 households representing
135,000 persons over the age of 12
about their experiences as victims of
crime during a specified period
Kinds of
information: In addition to offense counts, provides Provides details about victims (such as
information on crime clearances, age, race, sex, education, income,
persons arrested, persons charged, faw  and whether the victim and
enforcement officers killed and offender were related to each other)
assaulted, and characteristics of and about crimes (such as time and
homicide victims place of occurrence, whether or not
reported to police, use of weapons,
occurrence of injury, and economic
consequences)
Sponsor: Department of Justice Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Investigation

National Crime Survay

Bureau of Justice Statistics

The portraits of crime from NCS
anq UCR differ because they
serve different purposes and are
based on different sources

These are some of the more important
differences in the programs, thought
to account for a good deal of the
differences in resulting statistics:

* The UCR counts only crimes coming
to the attention of the police. The NCS
obtains information on both reported
and unreported crime.

* The UCR counts crimes committed
against all people and %!l businesses,
organizations, government agencies,
and other victims. NCS counts only
crimes against persons age 12 or
older and against their households.
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* The two programs, because they
serve different purposes, count crimes
differently, in some instances. For
example, a criminal robs a victim and
steals someone else's car to escape.
UCR only counts the robbery, the more
serious crime. NCS could count both;
one as a personal crime and one as a
household crime.

¢ Each program is subject to the
kinds of errors and problems typicai
of its method of data collection that
may serve to widen or narrow the
differences in the counts produced by
the two programs. For example, it is
widely believed by analysts that the
rise in the number of rapes reported
to police stems largely from the spe-
cial programs established by many
police departments to treat victims of
rape more sympathetically.

Hew much crime is there?

In 1981 almost a third of all
households were victimized
by violence or theft

Nearly 25 million households were
victimized by at least one crime of
violence or theft.

¢ Almost 18 million households, or
21% of those in the Nation, were vic-
timized by at least one theft during the
year.

* 6 million, or 7%, were burglarized at
least once.

* Less than 2% were victimized by the
theft or attempted theft of a motor ve-
hicle.

* 6% of all households had members
who were victims of at least one vio-
lent crime of rape, robbery, or aggra-
vated or simple assauit.

A violent crime by strangers
andlor a burglary struck 10%
of all households in 1981

Public opinion polls show that burgla-
ries andviolent crime by strangers are
high on the list of the greatest public
concerns and fears. Nearly 9 million
U.S. households were touched by one
or more of these ¢rimes in 1981—the
household was burglarized and/or one
or more of its members was raped,
robbed, or assaulted by a stranger.

Of these 9 million households, most—
about 5.5 million—were victimized by
burglaries alone, but more than haif a
million suffered both burglaries and
violent crime by strangers.

41 million victimizations
occurred in 1981

Personal crimes

rimes of violence

Rape 178,000

Robbery 1,381,000

Aggravated assault 1,796,000

Simple assault 3,228,000
Crimes of theft

Larceny with contact 605,000

Larceny without contact 15,258,000

Household crimes

Burglary 7,394,000
Larceny 10,176,000
Motor vehicle theft 1,439,000
Total 41,455,000

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981.

13 million UCR Index Crimes

Property crime outnumbered s
violent crimes by 9 to 1 were reported to police in 1981
Violent crimes 1,321,900

Murder 22,520
Forcibie rape 81,540
Robbery 574,130
Aggravated assault 643,720

Property crimes

5,223 per 100,000 Property crimes 11,968,400

U.S. population Burglary 3,739,800
Larceny-theft 7,154,500

Motor vehicle theft 1,074,000

Total 13,290,300

Note: Otfenses may not add to lotals due to rounding.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981,

f Businesses are prime targets
of robbers. and burglars

» In 1980, businesses were robbed at
a rate 10 times higher than the rate
for private persons.

T * In the same year, businesses were

. f;°p°"y,ﬁ"f?°§3 6% burglarized at a rate more than 5
Burglary 28 1% times higher than the rate for house-
Motor vehicle hoids.
theft 8.1%

Violent crimes Businesses reported more than
Aggravated £.8% 1 million burglaries and more

It

n:f;::;, 4.3% than 100,000 robberies in 1981

5 Forcible rape  0.6% . -
// Murder 0.2% Morz than half of the 1.1 million non-
4 100.0%° residential burglaries reported to the

police in 1981 occurred at night. Only
17% were known to have taken place
a during the day. (in 29%, the time of

) day was not known.)

In 1981, more than 140,000 completed
or attempted robberies were reported
to the police by stores, gas stations,
banks, and other commercial estab-
5 , lishments. Convenience siores were
hit by 35,000 robberies—about 1.5
times the number of gas station rob-
beries and 5 times the number of
bank robberies.

Violent crimes

§77 per 100,000
U.S. population

S

*Percents do not add to 100% because
of rounding

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981.
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What are the trends in crime?

To understand the magnitude
of crime in our society,

it is important to compare
current levels of crime

with those of the past

To gain the pest perspective, crime
trends should be examined over the
longest possible period. Additionalily,
it is essential to standardize for popula-
tion growth over time by using crime
rates. The analysis ¢f crime trends here
uses crime rates from several different
sources: the National Crime Survey,
which has been conducted since 1973;
the Uniform Crime Reports, v/hich are
analyzed for 11 years (1971-81); and
homicide statistics from coroners’ re-
ports to the National Center for Health
Statistics INCHS) which are available
from 1900. As previously discussed,
all of these sources measure only
specific types of crime.

Short-term trends point toward varied
conclusions:

* Some crimes have increased in fre-
quency while others have declined.

» The rates for crimes reported to
police generally show short-term in-
creases.

* The percentage of households
victimized by at least one crime has
changed very little in recent yzars.

However, these short-term trends
portray only a part of the trend
picture. For example, the homicide
trend displayed by the NCHS data
has risen sharply since 1960, but
the homicide rate has only recently
surpassed the previous high point
reached in 1933.

The percentage of households
touched by crime changed little
during the past 7 years

In 1981, 30% of all U.S. households
were touched by crime. Each of these
households was victimized by at least
one burgilary, larceny, or motor vehicle
theft, or one or more of its members
were victims of a rape, robbery, or as-
sault by strangers.

This was only slightly lower than the
32% touched by crime in 1975. This
small overall drop resulted from a
decrease (from 16% to 13%) in the
proportion of households touched by
personal larceny without contact.
Taken together, the percentage of
households touched by all other NCS-
measured crimes—violence, burgla-
ries, household larcenies, and motor
vehicle thefts—remained virtually un-
changed from 1975 to 1981.

Violent crimes
against persons

per 1,000 persons % change
age 12 and oider {1973-81)
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The Nationzi Crime Survey shows relatively little change
in victimization rates between 1973 and 1981

Crimes of theft
against persons

per 1,000 persons % change
age 12 and older (1973-81)
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8 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

i T R e 4 b S e

=iy R

op SR

-

UCR Index Crimes
per 100,000 U.S. population

6,000

5,600

Total .
UCR index Crimes

Larceny-theft

3,000

2,000

1,000

. T e e O

UCR shows increases in all Index Crimes reported by police during the 1970's

% change
(1971-81)

/\ +39%

\

- +46%

/ 100

Moﬁ:vehlcle theft

Violent UCR Index Crimes
per 100,000 U.S. population {1971-81)

% change

+57%
Aggravated

~ assault +33%

Robbery

Rape ) +74%

Homicide +14%

1975

1980

1978 1980
Source: FB! Uniform Crime Reports, 1971-81.

NGS and UCR examine different
aspects of crime and crime trends

The two statistical series are comple-
mentary measures of crime in much
the same way that the Consumer
Price Index and the Producer Price
Index are complementary measures of
the economy.

As previously discussed, NCS and
UCR serve different purposes and use
different methodologies. These differ-
ences are thought to account for a
large part of the apparent divergence
between NCS and UCR trends:

¢ The UCR counts only crimes coming
to the attention of the police. NCS
obtains information on both reported
and unreported crime.

* The UCR counts crimes committed
against all people and all businesses,
organizations, government agencies,
etc. NCS counts only crimes against
persons age 12 or older and their
households.

* The two programs, because they
serve different purposes, count crimes
differently, in some instances.

* The two series compute rates using
different population bases.

Adtlitionally, differences in these trends
are suspected to result, in part, from
increases in citizen reporting related to
varicus efforts, including introduction
of 911 numbers, increased police
presence and neighborhood watch
programs, and improvements in UCR
reporting by police agencies.

Much of the difference between
the NCS and UCR burglary
trends can be explained

Between 1973 and 1981, the NCS
burglary rate decreased by 4% but
the UCR rate increased by 34%. A
large portion of this difference ap-
pears to be caused by—

¢ Differences in the bases used to
calculate the rates. The NCS base is
households while the UCR base is
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population. The number of U.S. house-
holds grew at a much faster rate than
the general population during the
1970's so the NCS rate for the later
1970's was lower relative to the UCR
rate.

* Differences in the coverage of each
series. NCS includes burglaries not
reported to police, but UCR measures
burglaries to nonresidential buildings.
When NCS rates for reported burgla-
ries are based on total U.S. population
and are compared with UCR residen-
tial burglary rates, both series show
increases.

* Removal from UGR consideration of
incidents that are not found to be
crimes by the police. When such in-
cidents are remcved from UCR, the two
series rates become closer. The trend
lines for the two series track more
closely for forcible entry, the burglary
event least likely to be removed from
UCR consideration.




Homicide data provide added
perspective to crime trends

The National Center for Health Statis-
tics derives homicide data from death
certificates filed throughout the United
States, based on the judgments of ap-
propriate authorities as to the causes
or probable causes of death.

Homicide data have been compiled
from death certificates for the entire
20th century to date. This makes it
possible to view rises and drops in
the homicide rate against a backdrop
of events and developments of na-
tional magnitude in order to explore
the possibility that any of these events
or developments have had any infiu-
ence on the homicide rate.

Three major long-term trends in homi-
cide are evident. From 1903 to 1933,
the rate rose from 1.1 to 9.7 homi-
cides per 100,000 people. Between
1934 and 1958, it fell to 4.5. From

1961 through 1980, it rose again to
11.0. Many minor, short-term trends

are also evident, such as the 1945-47
rise within a long-term falling trend.

While it is safe to say that many na-
tional events combine to contribute
to affect the crime rate, some occur-
rences seem of such magnitude that
their influence seems to be a major
factor:

e World War 1l clearly affected the
homicide rate, by a sharp decline
during the war years, and a short-term
rise immediately after the war's end,
when most of the soldiers returned
home.

¢ The postwar baby boom generation
began to reach age 16 in the early
1960's, at the same time the homicide
rate began to rise sharply. As discussed
in Chapter Il, violent victimization is
most prevalent among people under
age 30. Therefore, when the baby boom
representing a large proportion of the
population reached the victimization-
prone ages, the homicide rate would
be expected to increase.

UCR and Public Health statistics
both show that the homicide rate
has been rising since 1961

Despite differences between the two
series, historically, they have tracked
very closely. Homicide statistics are
generally regarded as the most relia-
ble and valid of all crime statistics.

Because the two series serve different
purposes, they consider homicide
from somewhat different perspectives
and therefore do differ slightly.

In 1980, the homicide rate was the highest level in this century

1940 1950

Homlcides per 100,000
U.8. population

s )
1870 1880

Source: Vital statistics of the United States, National Center for Health Statistics,
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When does crime occur?

The warmer months are the peak
season for many types of crime

The impact of seasonality on crime
rates can range from essentially no
effect for robberv to fluctuations of
roughly 65% for nousehoid larceny of
$50 or more. NCS data indicate that
almost all types of personal and
household crimes are more likely to
occur during the warmer months of
the year. UCR data show that the
number of rapes reported to the
police also peaks during the summer
months.

Among the possible exptanations for
this warm weather trend, the most
probable ones are—

¢ People spend more time outdoors
during these months, making them
more vulnerable to some crimes.

* Individuals leave their homes more
frequently during this time of year, or
leave doors and windows open,
making their residences more vuiner-
able to property crimes.

A notable exception to this trend is
personal larceny of less than $50,
which shows a drop during the
summer months. Most likely this
results from a decline in school-
related thefts during the summer.

Crime incidence varies
with time of day

In 1980, among the crimes most likely
to occur during evening or nighttime
hours were motor vehicle theft (68%)
and serious violent offenses such as
personal robbery (68%) and aggra-
vated assault (56%).

Among the crimes least likely to
happen at night were simple assauit
(48%), purse snatching and pocket
picking (38%), and personal larceny
without contact (45%).

Many people do not know when some
crimes took place. However, among
victims who did know, burglaries
(63%) occur more often during the
day, and household larcenies
(70%)—which do not involve either
illegal entries or break-ins—happen
more often at night.

Some types of larceny and burglary show strong seasonal trends

Personal larcenies of less than $50 without contact with victim

Thousand
incidents
per month

800

40 - . - ' e
1976 1977 1978 1978 1980

Household larcenies

500, ot mem s . : ;
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Household burglaries without forcible entry

100 M e i N ! R N i .
1976 1977 1979 1980
Source; BJS Nationai Crime Siirvey, 19761980,
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Where does most crime occur?

UCR Index Crime rates are highest in the West, lowest in Central and Appalachian regions

N

¢

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports. 1380

Counties with the highest crime
rates tend to he very urban or
resort areas; those with the
lowest rates tend to be very rural

Many factors can account for particu-
larly high or low county crime, but
generally—

e Counties with very low per capita
crime rates tend to be rural. Such
areas rnay genuinely experience less
crime, but it is also true that these
areas often have small police or
sheriff departments, many of them
with part-time staffs. Coupled with
an absence of the sophisticated
resources often available to larger

departments, these staffing patterns
may partially depress the number of
crimes detected.

¢ Counties with extremely high crime
rates are usually urbanized, independ-
ent cities, such as Baltimore and St.
Louis, that report separately from
their suburbs, or resort areas that
have a high number of transients
relative to their resident population.
Among the latter are Atlantic County,
New Jersey; Nantucket, Massachu-
setts; and Summit County, Colorado.
Because crime rates are computed on
the resident population, these findings
for resort areas are not surprising.
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Number of UéR Index Offenses
per 1,000 population

80+

Rates of reported crimes
vary by region

In eight of nine regions of the country,
rates of reported property crime were
lower in 1981 than in 1980. The 1981
rates were highest in the Pacific and
Mountain regions largely because all
States in the two regions (except
Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming) had
rates higher than average for the
United States.

bt o st

S

In six of the nine regions, rates of
reported violent crime were also lower
in 1981 than in 1980. The regions
where the 1981 rates were higher than
in 1980 were New England and the
Middle and South Atlantic. The high
rates in the Middle Atlantic and
Pacific regions were due largely to
very high rates in New York (1,070),
Nevada (896), California (863), and
New Mexico (672).

The proportion of crime occurring
in urban, suburban, and rural
areas has shown little change

Over the 9 years ending in 1981—

* Most UCR Index Crimes in all areas
were property crimes, but the share of
violent crimes was larger in Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's)
(more than 10%) than in other types
of places (less than 7%).

* Violent and property crime rates
were consistently higher for SMSA's,
roughly comparable for suburbs and
non-SMSA cities, and consistently
lower for rural areas.

* Increases in violent crime were
greatest for non-SMSA cities and for
rural areas.

* Disproportionate increases were
noted in rates for violent crime in
suburban and rural areas.

NCS data confirm UCR findings
about where crime occurs

NCS data show that violent crime
rates per 1,000 resident population
were consistently highest for central
cities and consistently lowest for rural
areas. The rate for suburban areas
consistently fell between that for cen-
tral cities and that for rural areas.
The differences for robbery are par-
ticularly strong: rates per 1,000 were
15 for central city residents; 6 for
suburbanites, and 3 for rural
residents. It should be noted that
survey respondents are classified by
their place of residence, not the place
in which an incident occurred. While
it is reasonable 10 expect that most
incidents took place in the type of
place where the victim resided, it is
possible, for example, that some
suburban residents were victimized in
central cities.

Patterns of property crime were
similar: households in central cities
were the most likely to be victimized
and those in rural areas were the
least likely to be victimized. There is
no clear trend in burglary and
household larceny for central cities of
different sizes, but the likelihood of
motor vehicle theft increases for
households in larger central cities.

Metropolitan areas have the highest rates of reported crime

UCR Index crime rates per 100,000 population

Standard Metropolitan Statistical 691
Areas (SMSA's)

Urbanized areas that generally include at

least one cential city o 50,000 or more

Inhabitants. the county In which it is

located, and contiguous counties thal

salisly certain criteria of population and

integration with the centrat city.

Non-SMSA cities 330
Cities that do not qualify as SMSA central

cities and are not included in other

SMSA's,

Suburban areas 373
Suburban cities other than central cities
and countles within metropolitan areas.

Rural areas 173

was used in FB) tabulations of UCR Index crimes.

Violent
crimes

% change*
1973-81

Property
crimes

% change*
1973-81

+37% 5,913 +37%

+48% 4,834 +55%

+50% 4,503 +36%

+17% 2,004 +51%

*This period was chosen for comparnison, as 1973 was the first year for which the current crime classilication

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reporls, 1981,

87% of violent crimes occurred
away from victim’s home

National Crime Survey data for 1980
indicate that—

* Only 13% of the total number of
violent crimes occurred in and around
its victim's home, but 20% of all
rapes occurred there.

* 39% of violent crimes committed
by persons known to the victim took
place in or near the victim's home,
while only 15% of those committed
by strangers occurred there.

» 86% of all household larcenies took
place near the victim’s home rather
than inside the dwelling—partly
because thefts inside the home often
involve illegal entries or break-ins and
thus would be classified as
burglaries.

* Personal larcenies without contact
were also more likely to be committed
outside, but most personal larcenies
with contact (such as pocket picking)
occurred inside a nonresidential
setting rather than outdoors.

% crimes
of violence
{rape, % tarceny
robbery, without
Place of occurrence  assault) contact
On street, park,
playground, school
ground, or parking
lot 41% 44%
Inside nonresi-
dential building 15 21
Inside own home 13
Near own home 11
Inside school 5 16
Elsewhere 15 19
Total 100% 100%

*By defimtion. personal larceny withoul contact
cannol occur i these focations.

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1980,
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What is the involvement of weapons in crime?

Except for homicide, most violent
crimes do not invclve the use of
weapons

Weapon

use Homicide Rape Robbery Assault**
Firearm 62% 7% 18% 9%
Knife 19 15 21 9
Other 13 1* 9 14
Type

unknown 0 2° 2 1
None used ] 77 54 68
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Because some victimizations involve more than
one type of weapon, detall may add to more than
100%.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer samples and is
therefore statistically unreliable.

**Includes simple assaults, which by definition do not
involve the use of a weapon.

Source: National Crime Survey, 1981,
Uniform Crime Reports, 1981,

Victims used or brandished a gun
or knife to protect themselves
in only 2% of all violent crimes

in about a fourth of all violent crimes,
victims protected themselves using
physical force or with some object
used as a weapon.

Because the circumstances of every
victimization differ (time, piace, near-
ness of people who might help, char-
acteristics of victim, etc.), it is not
possible to make inferences about the
relationship between protective meas-
ures taken and the outcome of the
victimization.

Armed offenders seldom had
more than one type of weapon

In about 95% of all victimizations
between 1973 and 1979 in which
offenders possessed weapons, the
offenders had only one type of
weapon (that is, only guns or only
knives or only other objects used as
weapons).

Weapons are more often used
than assatits in killings
of law enforcement officers

Of the 91 law enforcement officers
killed in the line of duty in 1981, three-
quarters (69) were killed by handguns.
Twelve officers were killed by rifles

and five by shotguns. Only five offi-
cers died from other than firearm
wounds; one was stabbed, two were
struck by vehicles, one was killed by a
blunt instrument, and one drowned.

Officers assaulted by gunbearing of-
fenders sustained the lowest percent-
age of injuries.

% resulting

Means of % of all in personal
assault assaults injury
Firearm 6% 18%
Knife 3 34
Other weapon 8 41
Hands, fists,

feet, etc. 83 36
Total 100%

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981.

Handgun
50% .

Half of all homicides are committed with handguns

Between 1948 and 1981, more than 40 mlilion
handguns were manufactured In the United States
or imported from other countrles.

Shotgun
Rifle -

Cutting
or stabbing Other weapon
18% | behas o™ personal
i weapon
. 13% (such as hands,
4 o feet, etc.}
@ u | \>6% .

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981,
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Bombing incidents declined by 45%
between 1975 and 1981

The number of actual and attempted
bombings in the United States fell
from 2,074 in 1975 to 1,142 in 1981,

e Personal injuries from bombings
dropped from 326 to 133 and deaths
from 69 to 30.

¢ |n 1975, three major bombings re-
sulted in a very high number of deaths
and injuries.

¢ |n 1980, actual bombings made up
83% of the total number of bombing
incidents.

% of all
incidents
Targets of bombing (actual and
incidents attempted)
Residence 33%
Commercial establishments 21
Vehicles 15
Schools 7
Government property
(including military and
postal) 4
Persons 3
Police/fire department
buildings/property 1
Miscellaneous 15
Total 100%

Note: Percents do nol add to
100¥« because of rounding.

Source. FBI Bomb Summary. 1981

Terrorist groups claimed
responsibility for only 20 of the
1,249 bombing incidents in 1980

Fifteen of these 20 were actual
explosions. The three most common
motives attributed to nonterrorist
bombings in 1980 were animosity,
mischief, and revenge. Half of all
bombings were done for unknown
motives.
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People are particularly fearful of being victimized by strangers

When people worry about crime,
they worry most about being
injured by strangers

The fear of crime, in general, is the
fear of a random unprovoked attack
or robbery by a stranger. In 1967, the
President’s Commission on Law
Entoresment and the Administration
of Justice concluded that “. . .the
fear of crimes of violence is not a
simple fear of injury or death or even
of all crimes of violence, but, at
bottom, a fear of strangers.”3

As measured by the National Crime
Survey, an offense by a stranger
includes those committed by persons
identified by the victim as strangers
and by those identified as “known by
sight.” They do not include crimes
committed by acquaintances, friends,
family members, or other relatives.

Most violent crimes except murder
are committed by strangers

More than half of all homicides are
committed by someone known to the
victim. Three of every five of all other
violent crimes are committed by
strangers.

* Acquaintances commit more than
38% of all homicides and a fourth of
all other violent crimes.

* Relatives commit 17% of all
homicides but only 7% of other
violent crimes.

* Robbery is the violent crime most
often committed by strangers (76%)
and homicide is the least often
committed by strangers (16%).

* Almost half of all assaults are by
acquaintances or relatives.

* In 30% of homicides, the
relationship between the victim and
offender cannot be determined.

It is widely believed that a very large
proportion of crimes committed by
relatives are not reported to the police
and are not revealed to crime survey
interviewers,

Crimes by strangers

Victims per 1,000 persons
age 12 and older

Strangers commit most violent crimes, especially robbery

Personal robbery

Crimes by nonstrangers

1975 1980
Aggravated assault
1975 1980 1975 1980
Simple assauit
1975 1980 1975 1980
Total violent crime
(including rape)
2
1975 1980

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,

Robbery victims run a high risk
of injury from unarmed strangers

The likelihood that a victim will lose
property in a robbery attempt by a
stranger is—

* 80% if the robber wields a gun

¢ 60% if the robber wields a knife
* 54% if the robber is unarmed or
threatens the victim with a stick,
bottle, club, or other such weapon.

However, the likelihood that a robbery
victim will be injured by a stranger
is—

* 53% if the robber displays a stick,
bottle, or other such weapon

* 34% if the robber is unarmed

e 25% if the robber is armed with a
knife

¢ 17% if the robber is armed with a
gun.

One possible explanation for this is
that victims may be more willing to
resist offenders armed with sticks,
bats, etc. than they are those armed
with knives or guns.
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Basic sources

Dictionary of criminal justice data ter-
minology, second edition, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice, NCJ-76939 (Washington: USGPO,
1981).

National Crime Survey:

Crime and seasonality, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, NCJ-64818
(Washington: U.S. Department of
Justice, May 1980).

Criminal victimization in the U.S.,
1980-81 changes based on new
estimates, BJS technical report,
NCJ-87577 (Washington: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, March 1983).

Criminal victimization in the United
States, 1980, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, NCJ-84015 (Washington:
U.S. Department of Justice, June 1983).

Households touched by crime, BJS
bulletin, NCJ-84406 (Washington:

U.S. Department of Justice, September
1982).

Measuring crime, BJS bulletin, NCJ-
75710 (Washington: U.S. Department
of Justice, February 1981).

Uniform Crime Reports:

Crime in the United States (annual),

Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO), 1970-1980.

Vital statistics of the United States (an-
nual), National Center for Health Statistics,
Public Health Service, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

Notes

Dictionary of criminal justice data ter-
minology, second edition, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice, NCJ-76939 (Washington: USGPO,
1981}, p. 61.

2Albert J. Reiss, Jr. and Albert D. Bider-
man, Data sources on white-collar
lawbreaking, National Institute of Justice
{(Washington: U.S. Department of Justice,
September 1980), p. 1.

3The challenge of crime in a free society,
a report by the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice (Washington: USGPO, 1967),

p. 52.
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Chapterli

The victim

Patsy A. Kiaus
Michael R. Rand
Bruce M. Taylor

This chapter profiles victims of crime
with data that answer such questions
as—

How do crime rates compare with the
rates of other life events?

Is there a relationship between the
fear of crime and actual risks of
victimization?

What groups of people are most likely
and least likely to become victims of
crime?

What are the risks of becoming a
victim of rape, robbery, or assault?

What kinds of households are
victimized by crime?

Is a person more likely to be victimized
by a stranger or by a relative or
acquaintance?

How does crime affect its victims?

How do victims of violent crime
protect themselves?

Why are only a third of all crimes
against people and their households
reported to the police?

Which States have compensation
programs to help victims of violent
crime?

Chapter Il was written by Patsy A,
Klaus, Michael R. Rand, and Bruce M.
Taylor of the BJS staff. Adolfo L. Paez
of the Center for Demagraphic
Studies, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
prepared the data on risks of various
life events. Invaluable contributions
were also made by other members of
the Center for Demographic Studies,
U.S. Bureau of the Census, particularly
by Siretta L. Kelly and by Sandra Brill
Stolker of the National Organization
for Victim Assistance.
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The fear of crime affects many people, including
some who have never been victims of crime

How do crime rates compare with
the rates of other life events?

Rate per
1,000 adults
Events per year*
Accidental injury, all
circumstances 290
Accidenta) injury at home 105
Personal theft 82
Accidental injury at work 68
Violent victimization 33
Assault (aggravated and
simple) 25
Injury in motor vehicle
accident 23
Divorce 23
Death, all causes 11
Serious (aggravated)
assault 9
Death of spouse 9
Robbery 7
Heart disease death 4
Cancer death 2
Rape (women only) 2
Accidental death, all
circumstances 05
Motor vehicle accident
death 0.3
Pneumonialinfiuenza death 03
Suicide 0.2
Injury from fire 0.1
Homicide/legal intervention
death 0.1
Death from fire 0.03

These rates are an approximate assessment of your
chances of becoming a victim of these events, More
precise estimates can be derived by taking account
of such factors as age, sex, race, place of
residence, and lifestyle, Findings are based on
1979-81 data, but there is little variation in rates
from year to year.

*These rates have been standardized to exclude
children {those under age 15 to 17, depending on
the series). Fire injury/death data are based on the
total population, because no age-specific data are
available in this series.

Sources: Current from the Natl
Health Interview Survey, United States, 1981, Vital
and Health Statistics Serles 10, no. 141, October
1982; Advarnce report of final divorce statisiics,
1979, Monthly Vital Statistics Report, vol, 30, no. 2,
supplement, May 29, 1981; Advance report on final
mortality statistics, Monthly Vital Statistics Report,
vol, 31, no. 8, supplement, September 30, 1982,
National Center for Health Statistics, U.S. Public
Health Service, Washington, D.C. Preliminary

timates of the population of the United States, by
age, sex, and race, 1970 to 1981, Serles P-25, no,
917, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.,
1982. “Fire loss in the United States during 1981,
Michael J. Karter, Jr., Fire Journal, vol. 76, no. 5,
Natjonal Fire Protection Association, Quincy, Mass.,
September 1982,

The chance of being a violent
crime victim, with or without
injury, is greater than that of
being hurt in a traffic accident

The rates of some violent crimes are
higher than those of some other seri-
ous life events. For example, the risk
of being the victim of a violent crime
is higher than the risk of being affect-
ed by divorce, or death from cancer,
or injury or death from a fire. Still, a
person is much more likely to die
from natural causes than as a resulit
of a criminal victimization.

People fear crime in general
but think their own neighborhood
is safer than other neighborhoods

Public opinion polls show that most
people have mixed feelings about
their fear of crime. However, different
polls using different methods and
asking different questions get varying
resuits. When asked about the
impact of crime on their daily lives,
people usually express less fear than
of crime in general. Most say they
feel safe when out alcne in their
neighborhood and think that their
neighborhoods are less dangerous
than others. Yet they believe that
peopie in general have limited their
activities because of crime.

The groups of people who have the
highest risk of becoming victims are
not the ones who express the great-
est fear of crime. Females and the
elderly are not in the population
groups most victimized, yet they
generally express a greater fear of
crime than do people in groups who
face a much greater risk. The Reac-
tions to Crime project found that such
impressions can be explained by the
content of communications about
crime. Such communications em-
phasize stories about elderly and
female victims. These stories may
become reference points for women
and the elderly to judge the seri-
ousness of their own condition.
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The extent to which fear levels
impair the quality of life is
difficult to measure

The relationship between fear of
crime and actual risk of victimization
is difficult to assess. It may be that
groups such as the elderly reduce
their risk of victimization by restrictinz
their activities to reduce their expo-
sure to danger. If this behavior is a
response to fear of crime, such fear is
itself a form of victimization.

It is difficult to determine when limi-
tations in lifestyle result from fear of
crime and when they resulit from other
factors such as physical impairment,
lack of transportation, or lack of eco-
nomic resources. For example, the
Reactions to Crime project found that
household protective measures taken
by penple in general are linked to
social and economic factors rather
than to the direct threat of crime or
neighborhood crime conditions.

Relatives, friends, and neighbors
who hear about a crime become
as fearful as the victim

When one household in a neighbor-
hood is affectied by a crime, house-
holds in the entire neighborhood may
teel more vuinerable. Studies have
shown that victimization experience
does not have as much impact on the
victim's attitudes as one might ex-
pect. These findings suggest the
possibility that people who have not
been victimized personally may be
very strongly affected when they hear
about the victimization experiences of
others. The Reactions to Crime proj-
ect, in particular, found that indirect
reaction to crime is often intense.
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The risk of victimization depends on a combination of factors

Who are the victims of crime?

¢ Victims of crime are more often
men than women.

* Younger people are much more
likely than the elderly to be victims
of crime. But the elderly have a
greater fear of crime and may
restrict their lives in ways that
reduce their chances of being
victimized.

* Blacks are more likely to be victims
of violent crime than whites or mem-
bers of other racial groups.

¢ The divorced and the never

married are more likely than the

married or the widowed to be
victims of crime. These differences
may result in part because of the
age differences of people in
various marital-status groups.

* Violent crime rates are higher for

lower income people.

* Theft rates are highest for people
with low incomes (less than $3,000
per year) and those with high

incomes (more than $25,000 per

year).

¢ Students and the unemployed are
more likely than housewives,

retirees, or the employed to be
victims of crime.

¢ Rural residents are less often

crime victims than are peopie living

in cities.

* Young black males have the highest

violent ¢rime rates; elderly white

females iiave the lowest rates.

Victimization rates per 1,000 persons age 12 and over

Personal
crimes of. ..

violence* theft*

Total (U.S.) 35 85
Sex
Male 46 N
Female 25 80
Age
12-15 59 128
16-19 68 132
20-24 68 133
25-34 44 101
35-49 23 78
50-64 13 51
65 and over 8 22
Race and origin
White 33 85
Black 50 85
Other 38 81
Hispanic 39 86
Non-Hispanic 35 85
Marital status by sex
Males
Never married 80 137
Divorced/separated 68 133
Married 26 63
Widowed 15 40
Females
Never married 42 120
Divorced/separated 65 112
Married 13 64
Widowed 11 34

* Personal crimes of violence include rape, robbery,
and assault, Personal crimes of theft include larceny
without contact, purse snatching, and pocket picking.

Income

Less than $3,000
$3,000-$7,499
$7,500-$9,999
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000 or more

Education

0-4 years

5-7 years

8 years

9-11 years

High school graduate
1-3 years college
College graduate

Employment status
Retired

Keeping house
Unable to work
Employed

In school
Unemployed

Residence

Cential city
1,000,000 or more
500,000-999,999
250,000-499,999
50,000-249,999

Suburban

Rural

et

Personal

crimes of. ..

violence*

67
45
43
40
31
28

14
19
13
25
20
36
27

10
18
24
37

76

52
64

45
42
33
24

theft*

106

71
82

104

26
28
29
46
63
94
105

27
41
26
97

121

118

101
113
106
91
93
94
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Personal

crimes of. ..

violence*

Race, sex, and age summary

White males
12-15
16-19
20-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and over

White females
12-15
16-19
20-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and over

Black males
12-15
16-19
20-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and over

Black females
12-15
16-19
20-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and over

69
95
91
52
28
14

8

40
ar
44
35
16
10

6

95
112
86
57
35
28
28

69
49
61
40
36
27
12

theft*

139
144
145
104
76
50
26

133
133
124
95
80
55
18

92
111
164
124

85

40

81
88
103
80
37
28

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,
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What is the relationship between victim and offender?

god "”‘ of ',.J,FJ- "'r*".

Men, blacks, and young people
face the greatest risk of violent
crime by strangers

During 1973-79, men were victimizey
by violent strangers at an annual rate
aimost triple that of women (29 vs. 11

Victims and offenders are of the sarme race
in 3 out of 4 violent crimes

What kinds of households are the victims of crime?

* Larceny is the most common property crime; motor
vehicle theft is the least common.

* Hispanics are more often victims of household crimes
than non-Hispanics.

Who are the victims of violent crime?

* Assault is the most common violent crime.

* Violent crime (except for rape) affects men more than
women.

¢ People with low incomes have the highest violent crime

White victims Black victims

S gy b T T A % < g e e

victimization rate.

* Household crimes more often affect households headed

"
AN
e erash oy

per 1,000). Biacks were more than

72% of the violent crimes

81% of the violent crimes

- T

by younger people. ) . twice as |jke|y as whites to be robbed agalnst whites were against blacks were
* Household crime rates are highest for households with by strangers. committed by whites committed by blacks
. le.
fl;:r:tggrﬁa?/eeoﬁigher rates than home owners. zf: Cvaeyalill cthaqce obf becoming a vic-
* Househoids in central cities have higher rates than decr%agssexitr(\:rg: bztstttzznr%%rt?ery — Offenders —
; h ’ - ; White
Rates per 1,000 persons suburban or rural households. 1 b rate does not drop as much across Black ’ —
Robbery Assault Rape Rates per 1,000 households ; ; age groups as do the rates of other ‘—l- oth :
—_— ; violent crimes. For example, persons er
Sex Houseold M?"_Olf ; : age 25-34 suffered 4.8 robberies and Mixed
Male 10 36 : Burgla Ia‘:é‘:: 0 :ﬁeflf € 7.4 aggravated assaults per 1,000 peo- Unknown
Female 5 18 2°* giary ¥ oen ple, while persons age 85 and oider
|2 suffered 3.7 robberies but only 0.6 ag-
: 60
1\3-915 12 % ] ?g_ﬂg' househoid head 218 184 29 gravated assaults per 1,000 people. Porcent 0ow o0 Porcent. 0 0w w0
16-19 12 53 2 20-34 115 156 25 Because many older people are Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981.
20-24 12 54 2 35-49 95 138 30 physically unable to move about out-
25-34 8 35 1 50-64 68 104 2 side their home and, according to s .
35-49 5 17 65 and over 54 63 7 published surveys. many have cur- pouses or fgrmer spouses Young 9Ifenders did not appear
gg-::d over i 2 . Race or origin tailed their outside activities because g;r:)’::t:aesnt/;el‘?s' the assaults :‘i’c:’i;Z"‘;?'::gb"e"' ?:aeggzgﬂfs
of household head of their fear of crime, it is possible ’ v
Race and origin White 83 119 16 that the risk of robbeiy for older per- NCS data show that during 1973-77 During 1973-77, there was little dif-
White 6 26 1 Black 134 142 24 sons who continue to be active and 95% of all assaults on spouses or ex-  ference between persons age 65 or
Biack 17 31 2 Other 68 }‘1“83 ;g mobile may be as great as that for spouses were committed by men. In older and the rest of the population in
Other ](2) Sg : :lsrm;lsc anic 13; 1% - the popuiation as a whole. only 5% of such assaults was the of-  the rates at which they were robbed
::)sr?aHr;;(; i 2 z ] o p w fender the wife or ex-wife of the or assaulted by youths under age 21.
- omen were more vulnerable victim,
Marital status t;::n::an $3,000 132 118 12 than men to assaults by . In almost three-quarters of spouse-on-
Divorced/separated 15 48 3 $3,000-37,409 99 120 12 acquaintances and relatives spouse assaults, the victim was
Iueve‘r crln arred 13 ?673 : 2365888%%9399 S? 13?, ;3 Two-thirds of all assaults on divorced  divorced or separated at the time of
w?c;g:,ed 5 6 . $15.000-$24 999 80 129 19 and separated women were commit- the incident.
$25:000 o more 83 123 18 ted by acquaintances and relatives.
income
Less than $3,600 16 47 4 Number of persons Half of all assaults on women “:;ho
$3.000-57 496 12 31 2 in household have never been married and 40% of
$7:500_$9:999 5 a2 > i 84 7 15 assaul_ts on married women were
$10,000-814,999 8 31 1 2-3 86 115 17 committed by nonstrangers.
$15,000-$24,999 6 25 1 4-5 93 165 19 More than half of all assaults on
E -
$25,000 or more 5 23 6 or more 109 196 21 women, but only a third of those on
Employment status , Form of tenure men, were committed by relatives or
Retired 6 4 . Home owned or acquaintances.
Keeping house 4 1" 1 being bought 73 110 13
Unable to work 6 18 * Home rented 115 141 25
Employed 7 29 1 i
In school 11 44 ‘ Place of residence :
Unemployed 13 60 3 Central city 120 149 26
1,000,000 or more 115 116 38
Residence 500,000-999,999 126 166 27 )
Central city 15 35 1 250,000-499,999 129 159 24
Suburban 6 26 1 50,000-249,999 7114 163 15
Rural | 3 21 1 Outside central city
o {suburban) 80 119 17
*Too few cases In the survey sample to obtain statistically rellable data. Nonmetropolitan (rural) 68 98 8

**This rate based on women cnly; the rate based on the total population is 1,

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,
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How does crime affect its victims?

Losses from personal and
household crime exceeded
$10 billion in 1980

NCS data indicate that in 1980 direct
casit and property losses from per-
sonal robberies, personal and house-
hold larcenies, household burglaries,
and privately owned motor vehicle
theft approached $9.5 billion. The
amount recovered by insurance or
othar means was reported to be less
than $3.6 billion. This figure probably
underestimates the amount recovered
by insurance because the claims of
many respondents remained unseitled
at the time of the NCS interview. In
addition, almost $600 million worth of
damage was done to personal and
household property.

UCR data show that reported com-
mercial robberies, nonresidential bur-
glaries, and shoplifting surpassed $1
billion in 1980. The overall economic
impact of crime is staggering, par-
ticularly when it includes such conse-
quences of crime as lost productivity
resulting from victims’ absence from
work, medical care, and the introduc-
tion of security measures to discourage
victimization.

Computer-related fraud, arson for profit,
embezzlement, and a number of types
of underground economic activity
result in economic losses, but the
impact of many such crimes is dif-
ficult to measure. Simon and Witte
estimated that the total income for
the underground ecenomy in 1980
was spmewhere between $170 billion
and $300 billion. The social costs of
such activity include lnst tax reve-
nues, ireatment programs for drug
abusers, higher insurance premiums,
burned-out neighborhoods resulting
from professional arson rings, in-
creased property crime as a means to
support drug habits, and increased
taw enforcement efforts to apprehend
smugglers, drug dealers, arsonists,
and other offenders. The full cost of
operating the criminal justice system
is also an indirect cnst of crime.

Tne economic ir: act of crime
hits the poor most heavily

The cost of crime is borne by all
segments of society, but to different
degrees. NCS data for 1980 showv
that the dollar loss from crimes in-
volving money, property loss, or
destruction of pronerty rises with in-
come.

The average loss from such a crime
was about—

¢ $180 for victims with a family in-
come of less than $6,000 a year

¢ $340 for those with family incomes
of $25,000 or more.

The burden of such crimes erpressed
as a proportion of reported family in-
come decreased with increasing fami-
ly income. in 1980, the relative impact
per incident was 5 times greater on
famities with yearly incomes of less
than $6,000 than for those with in-
comes of $25,000 or more. However,
this gap has been narrowing in recent
years. In 1977, the relative impact
was 10 times greater on the low- than
on the high-income families. This
change may partially result from the
movement of individuals or house-
holds more prone to victimization into
higher income categories because of
inflation, but there is also evidence of
a significant upward change between
1977 and 1980 in the economic
burden of such crimes on all income
levels except on family households
with incomes of less than $6,000.
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2 million injuries or deaths
resulted from violent crime

Rased on UCR data fcr 1980, an
estimated 23,044 people were
murdered.

NCS data for 1980 show that—

e 2,014,300 injuries resulted from
violent crimes other than homicide.

e 30% of all rape, robbery, and
assault victims were injured.

¢ 15% of the victims of violent crime
required some kind of medical atten-
tion; 8% required hospital care.

The likelihood of injury was—

s Greater for females than males
even when rape was excluded from
the analysis.

« Greater for blacks than for whites.

The relationship of the victim
to the offender also influences
the likelihood of injury

» Victims were more likely to report
injury requiring medical attention
when the offender was an acquaint-
ance rather than a stranger.

« Viciims were more likely to be in-
jured seriously if the assailant was a
relative rather than an acquaintance
or a stranger.

« The victim's relationship to the of-
fender tended to vary with the type of
crime, and this may have some influ-
ence on these results. Still, when the
effect of victim-offender relationship
on injury is examined separately for
each of the four violent crime types,
injury was consistently less likely to
result when the assailant was a
stranger rather than an acquaintance
or relative. There was also some indi-
cation of a greater likelihood of injury
when the offender was a relative
rather than a stranger or acquaint-
ance. These results may be tempered
by the possibility that victims may be
reluctant to report victimizations by
relatives to an interviewer. Conse-
quently, they may mention only the
most serious of such incidents.

- T ST TR

¢ Rape victims are more likely than
other violent crime victims to use force,
try a verbal response, or attract
attention, and they are less likely than
the others to do nothing to protect
themseives.

> Robbery victims are the least likely
to try to talk themselves out of being
victimized and the most likely to do
nothing.

» Assault victims are the least likely
to attract attention and the most likely
to at}empt some form of nonviolent
evasion.

e Compared with simple assault
victims, aggravated assault victims
are more likely to use a weapon, less
likely to try to talk themselves out
of the incident, and less likely to do
nothing to defend themselves. The
fact that weapons are used more
frequently by victims of aggravated
assault than by victims of any other
violent critme leads to the suspicion
that some of these victims may
have played a part in causing the
incident.

How do victims of violent crime protect themseives?

Victim response*

Weapons use
Used or brandished gun or knife

Physical force
Used or tried physical force

Verbal response
Threatened, argued, reasoned, etc.
with offender

Attracting attention
Tried to gst heip, attract attention,
scare cffender away

Nonviolent evasion
Resisted without force, used evasive
action

Other

No self-protective actions

Total

Percent of victims who used
response by type of crime*

Rape Robbery Assault
1% 2% 2%
33 23 23
17 8 13
15 7 6
10 11 19
5 4 7
19 45 30
100% 100% 100%
(873) (5,868) (24,876)

*Victim self-protective responses are listed In the table in order of assertiveness. If victims indicated that
they took more than one type of action, only the most assertive action was used in the analysis.

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1973-79.

Likelihood of injury appears
to be related to a victim's
self-protective response

Most violent victimizations do not
result in serious injury. Yet, NCS data
for 1973 to 1979 show that some self-
protective responses to violent crimes
are more likely than others to be
associated with serious injury.2

Of ail responses reported by victims
tc NCS, physical force, trying to at-
tract attention, and doing nothing to
protect oneself or property resulted in:
the highest proportions of seriously
injured victims (16%, 14%, and 12%,
respectively). On the other hand, those
who tried to talk themselves out of
their predicament or took nonviolent
evasive action were less likely to incur
serious injury (both 6%).3

The NS provides no information on
the sequence of events in a crime in-
cident. Thus, the relatively high asso-
ciation of no self-pretection with in-
jury may reflect eithei passive victims
prasenting no obstacles to Injury or
victims who are injured at the start of

an incident and who are reluctant to
risk further harm by acting in any
way. Consequently, the data do not
always indicate the probability of sub-
sequent injury resulting from various
self-protective strategies, but they do
suggest that some actions may be
more dangerous than others.

The pattern of serious injury associ-
ated with each of the self-protective
measures was consistent for all NCS-
measured violent crimes except rob-
bery and simple assault. (Victims of
these crimes were less likely than vic-
tims of other violent crimes to be in-
jured seriously if they did nothing to
protect themselves.) This finding is
noteworthy, since each type of viclent
crime tends to provoke different re-
sponses by victims. For example,
rape victims are particularly likely to
use physical force to repel rapists.
This may be an automatic reaction to
being grabbed, or it may be a deliber-
ate act intended to be self-protective,
In either case, the NCS data indicate
that a victim who uses physical force
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against an offender runs a relatively
high risk of serious injury.

These results further suggest that
adapting responses to different types
of violent crime incidents may not be
helpful in avoiding injury. Rape vic-
tims took those actions more likely to
be tied to injury more frequently than
did assault victims, and robbery vic-
tims were even more likely to react in
this manner. In fact, violent crime vic-
tims as a group tended to take the
self-defensive actions that were more
rather than less closely associated
with serious injury. Sixty-two percent
of all violent crime victims interviewed
by the NCS reported that they took
one or more such actions.

Each incident of violent crime has
unique features that may affect how
victims are able to protect themselves,
but the NCS data suggest that the
responses of physical force, attracting
attention, or deliberate inaction are
related to a higher liketihood of injury.
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Most crimes are not reported to the police

Only a third of all crimes
are reported to the police

Percent reported
to police

Ail NCS-measured crimes
N

20

Il

1975 1880

Violent crimes
(Rape, robbery, assault)

.;—-——/\__/-—

40 : . &)

20 v =

1975 1980

Larceny (personal and household)

20

1975 1980

Household burglaty
40 ¥ ‘ ' '

20

h

' 1975 1980
Motor vehicle theft

60

a0

1975 1980

Source; BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,

information about the extent

to which crime is reported to police
has only become widely available
in the past decade

It has long been known that many
crimes do not come to the attention
of the police, but it was only with the
development of victimization surveys
that systematic information became
available on crimes that are not
reported.

Early surveys undertaken by research-
ers working with the President’'s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice in 1867
undertook studies to measure the so-
called “dark figure” of crime. These
early surveys found that a vast num-
ber of crimes do not come to police
attention.

Since 1573, the National Crime Survey
has provided yearly findings on the
extent to which crimes are reported to
the police, the characteristics of
crimes that are and are not reported,
and the reasons for not reporting.

Reporting rates varied by type
of crime and sex and age of
victim—but not by race

In 1981, the rate of reporting to the
police was higher for—

* Violent crimes than for personal
crimes of theft (47% vs. 27%)

¢ Female than for male victims of
violent crimes (52% vs. 44%)

* Older than for younger victims.

Whites, blacks, Hispanics, and non-
Hispanics repeoited both violent crimes
and personal crimes of theft at more
or less the same rates.

Reporting rates were higher
for motor vehicle theft than
for burglary and for household
larceny

in 1981, the rates of reporting to the
police were—

® 67% for motor vehicle theft

* 51% for household burglary

* 26% for household larceny.

There were only minor differences in
the rates at which whites and blacks
reported these three household
crimes.
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Thefts resulting in large losses
and serious violent crimes
with injury are most likely

to be reported to the police

Percent reported
to the police

80% 1

I— Theft oy $1,000 or more
70% b

— Robbery with injury

| Theft of $250-$999
— Aggravated assault with injury
60% [

— Rape

| Robbery without injury
50% +— Simple assauit with injury

| Attempted assault with
weapon

— Theft of $100-$249

40%

- Attempted assault without
weapon

% L Theft of $50-599

20%

— Theft of $10-$49

10%

— Theft of $1-$9

0%

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,
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The highest income group was
more likely than the lowest
income group to report
household crimes to the police

Under  $25,000
$3,000_ and over

Household burglary 43% 59%
Household larceny 25 31
Motor vehicle theft 47 ral

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,

Homeowners were more likely than
renters to report household crimes

Owners Renters

Household burglary 55% 47%
Household larceny 29 25
Motor vehicle theft 72 66

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,

Roughly half of ali crimes
by strangers and by nonstrangers
were reported to the police

NCS data reveal very little difference
between the rates of reporting crimes
by strangers and by nonstrangers. In
1980, 49% of the crimes by strangers
and 44% of the crimes by nenstrangers
were reported.

There was little difference, as well,
between stranger and nonstranger
crime reporting for any of the crimes
of rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
and simple assault.

This finding is somewhat surprising
and may be the result of underreport-
ing of crimes by relations and acquaint-
ances. It may be that victims may be
more willing to relate crimes by rela-
tives or acquaintances if the crimes

have already been reported to police.
Other people may not think of them-
selves as victims of crimes when as-
sauited by relatives and therefore may
not relate incidents to survey inter-
viewers. Because of this selective
underreporting of some crimes by
relatives and acquaintances, the per-
centage of such crimes reported to
police obtained from survey data
would be higher than it really is.

Many violent crimes were unreported because they were ‘“‘private matters”
and many crimes of theft were “not important enough to report”

Percent of victimizations not reported to the police, by reason for not reporting

Nothing Police

Private/ could be Not

Reported  wouldn't All
personal  done/lack important tosome- wanttobe Too Fearof  other Not
matter of proof enough one else bothered inconvenient  reprisal  reasons given
Crimes of violence
Rape 35% 18% 4% 8% *% 2% 16% 42% 2%
Robbery 15 21 15 9 9 6 7 39 5
Aggravated assault 3 10 22 11 7 3 5 22 4
Simple assault 32 8 30 14 7 2 3 14 3
Crimes of theft
Burglary 9 23 23 7 10 2 1 44 2
Larceny 8 23 39 3 10 2 1 32 2
Motor vehicle theft 12 18 16 8 8 3 . 52 1

Note: Percents add to more than 100% for each type of
crime because some people gave more than one reason
for not reporting,

“0 or less than 0,5%.

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1981,
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Compensation for crime victims has become more available,
particularly in the past 10 years

Victim compensation programs
are a relatively new phenomenon

In 1965, California launched the first
statewide program. Since then, more
than half of all States have started
similar programs, most of them in the
past 5 years.* These programs have
been established in response to the
problems faced by the victims of vio-
lent crime, particularly those who can-
not afford medical expenses or loss
of earnings. These State programs
complement many other efforts to ai
crime victims; such efforts include
rape crisis centers and prosecutors
victim assistance programs.

Most programs provide for
recovery of medical expenses
and some lost eamnings

Under many pregrams, if a victim dies,
his or her famaiy becomes eligible to
apply for reimbursement of out-of-
pocket medical and funeral expenses.
At present, none of the programs re-
imburse the victim for property ioss or
damage. States usually deny awards
to a victim who provoked the crime,
was involved in an illega! activity when
the crime occurred, or was related to
the offender. Some States compensate
only State residents as opposed to
visitors to the State.

Victim compensation awards
totaled $34 million in 1380

To pay for their victim compensation
programs—

¢ 14 States rely on penalty assess-
ments against convicted offenders.

¢ Another 14 States rely on legislative
appropriations.

¢ The remaining States rely on a
combination of the two sources.

Restitution to the victim by the of-
fender usually reduces the compensa-
tion award.

In 11 States, money earned by offend-
ers as a result of their crimes, such
as by writing books, is put into an
account from which victims are com-
pensated. This approach was estab-
lished by the New York legislature
when convicted murderer David Berko-
witz, the “Son of Sam’” murderer, had
expectations of making a great deal
of money by selling his story.

to help victims of violent crime

37 States and the District of Columbia have compensation programs

To qualify, victim must—

“ Must report but no time fimit specified,
Pius unlimited medical expenses.

show report to
financial police file claim

State filancial award need within: within:
Alaska $0-40,000 No 5 days 24 months
California $100-23,000 Yes * 12 months
Colorado $25- 1,500 No 3 days 6 months
Connecticut $100-10,000 No 5days 24 months
Delaware $25-10,000 No . 12 months
D.C. $0-25,000 Yes 7 days 6 months
Florida $0-10,000 Yes 3 days 12 months
Hawaii $0-10,000 No * 18 months
Illinois $0-15,000 No 3days 12 months
Indiana $100~-10,000 No 2 days 3 months
lowa $0- 2,000 No 1 day 6 months
Kansas $100-10,000 Yes 3 days 12 months
Kentucky $100-15,000 Yes 2 days 12 months
Louisiana $250-10,000 No 3 days 12 months
Maryland $100-45,000 Yes 2 days 6 months
Massachusetts $100-10,000 No 2 days 12 months
Michigan $100-15,000 Yes 2 days 1 month
Minnesota $100-25,000 No 5 days 12 months
Missouri $200-10,000 No 2 days 12 months
Montana $0-25,000 No 3 days 12 months
Nebraska $0-10,000 No 3days 24 months
Nevada $100- 5,000 Yes 5 days 12 months
New Jersey $100-25,000 No 90 days 24 months
New Mexico $0-12,500 No 30 days 12 months
New York $0-20,000t Yes 7days 12 months
North Dakota $100-25,000 No 3 days 12 months
Ohio $0-25,000 No 3 days 12 months
Oklahoma $0-10,000 No 3 days 12 months
Oregon $250-23,000 No 3 days 6 months
Pennsyivania $100-25,000 No 3 days 12 months
Rhode island $0-25,000 No 10 days 24 months
South Carolina $300-10,000 No 2 days & months
Tennessee $100-10,000 No 2 days 12 months
Texas $0-50,000 Yes 3 days 6 months
Virginia $100-10,000 Yes 2 days 6 months
Washington $200-~15,000t No 3days 12 months
West Virginia $0-20,000 No 3days 24 months
Wisconsin $0-12,000 No 5days 24 months

Source: State Legislatures, Novembar/December
1981; with additions from the National Organization
of Victim Assistance.
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tures 7:11-17 (1981).
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tice Statistics, NCJ-64818 (Washington:
U.S. Department of Justice, May 1980).

Criminal victimization in the U.S,,
1980-81 changes based on new esti-
mates, BJS technical report, NCJ-87577
(Washington. U.S. Department of Jus-
tice, March 1983).

Criminal victimization in the United
States, 1980, Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics, NCJ-84015 (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice, June 1983).

Victims of crime, BJS bulletin, NCJ-
79615 (Washington: U.S. Department
of Justice, December 1981).

Violent crime by strangers, BJS bulle-
tin, NCJ-80829 (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice, April 1982).

Simon, Carl P., Ann D. Witte, et al.,
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economy (Boston: Auburn House Pub-
lishing Company, 1982).
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Crime in the United States (annual),

Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO), 1970-1980.

Victim and witness assistance, BJS
builetin, NCJ-87934, (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice, May 1983).

Vital statistics of the United States
(annual), National Center for Health
Statistics, Public Health Service, U.S.
Department of Health and Human
Services.

The Reactions to Crime Project, execu-
tive summary. National Institute of Jus-
tice, U.S. Department of Justice, May
1982,

Notes

11t is widely believed that crimes by rela-
tives and close acquaintances are under-
reported in the survey. For this reason,
the number of crimes committed by non-
strangers may be somewhat understated,
and the proportion of crimes committed
by strangers may be somewhat over-
stated.

2injury requiring medical attention was
chosen as the indicator for serious in-
jury. This variable was judged to be a
better summary of serious injury than a
straightforward summary of reported in-
jury, as the latter would include minor
bruises, cuts, and scratches. Also, the
NCS records information on medical
attention only for those victims who ac-
tually report an injury and thus excludes
many visits to doctors or hospitals that
are purely cautionary.

3As discussed in the Technical Appendix,
analyses were performed that controlled
for other possible influences on the like-
lihood of injury including—

* type of crime

» relationship of victim to offender

* number of offenders

« age and sex of victims

* types of weapons carried by offenders.
When these factors were controlled, the
relationship of serious injury to self-
protective action still held true, indicat-
ing that overall these findings cannot be
accounted for by a number of other pos-
sible explanations.

4“Crime victim compensation: A survey
of State programs,” Gerald Ranker and
Martin Meager, Federal Probation Quar-
terly, March 1982,
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Chapter Iil

The offender

Preceding page biank

Mimi Cantwell

This chapter profiles arrestees and
offenders with data that address
such questions as—

How do we know who commits crime?
What do we know about the offender?
How many offenders are there?

Who is the “typical” offender? How
are offenders and victims similar?
How are they different?

What crimes are committed by offend-
ers?

What are the characteristics of career
criminals? How much crime do they
account for?

How much crime is attributable to
youths?

To what extent do blacks, Hispanics,
and other ethnic groups participate in
crime?

Are women becoming more involved in
crime?

What are the family, economic, and
educational backgrounds of jail and
prison inmates?

What is the role of drugs and alcohol
in offenders’ lives? How does drug and
alcohol use by offenders differ from
that of the general population?

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice: 29

Chapter il was written by Mimi Cant-

well of the Center for Demographic
Studies, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Invaluable contributions were also
made by Raiph A. Rossum and Law-
rence A. Greenfeld of the BJS staff
and by John F. Wallerstedt of the
Center for Demographic Studies,

U8 FE &L




Who commits crime and why?

There are no definitive answers
to the why of crime

The questions of who and why are
often confused. We know, for exam-
ple, that offenders are typically young
urban males, economically and educa-
tionally disadvantaged, disproportion-
ately black as to the proportion of
blacks in the population, and fre-
quently products of unstable homes.
Many people think that such charac-
teristics are the causes of crime. Yet
none of these characteristics can
rightfully be described as a cause of
crime; most persons in these cate-
gories are law-abiding citizens.

Numerous explanations for why
people commit crimes have been

propounded

Historically, the causes of criminal
behavior have included explanations
ranging from the influences of evil
spirits to the abnormal shape of the
skull. Contemporary theories for the
causes of crime still abound but can
be grouped into three general ex-
planations:

» The sociogenic—focuses on the en-
vironment's effect on the individual
and places responsibility for crime on
society.! It identifies as the causes of
crime such factors as poverty, igno-
rance, high unemployment, inadequate
housing, and poor health. To these
general environmental factors, it adds
the impact of unstable homes, view-
ing their consequent discord, absence
of affection and consistent discipline,
and improper moral instruction as
especially contributory to juvenile
delinquency and youth crime. How-
ever, recent research has shown that
these factors do not account for long-
term fluctuations in crime.2 Moreover,
these factors cannot explain why
under certain circumstances, one indi-
vidual commits a crime and another
does not.

* The psychogenic—focuses on
psychological factors and understands
crime to'be the result of an individual’s
propensity and inducement toward
crime.3 Propensity toward crime is
determined by the individual’s ability
to conceptualize right and wrong, to
manage impulses and postpone pres-
ent gratifications, and to anticipate

and take account of consequences
that lie in the future as well as by the
individual's fondness of risk and will-
ingness to inflict injury on others. In-
ducement relates to situational fac-
tors such as access and opportunity
that may provide the individual with
the necessary incentives to commit a
crime. Under this explanation, while
many environmental factors contribute
to an individual's propensity to com-
mit crime, the individual is responsible
for his behavior. Further, inducements
toward committing crime may be in-
herent in our technological age which,
among other things, allows increased
access through greater mobility.

¢ The biogenic—focuses on biologi-
cal functions and processes and re-
lates human behavior, specifically
criminal behavior, to such biological
variables as brain tumors and other
disorders of the limbic system, en-
docrine abnormalities, neurological
dysfunction produced by prenatal and
postnatal experiences of infants, and
chromosomal abnormalities (the XYY
chromosomal pattern).4

How do we know who
commits crime?

Three major sources provide informa-
tion about offenders:

e Studies of groups of persons in the
general population

¢ Interviews with victims

* Records of persons who come into
contact with the criminal justice
system.

Studies of the general population
typically focus on a birth cohort (a
group of persons born in the same
year). Several large studies of this
kind have been the richest source of
information about the characteristics
of juvenile offenders. Such studies
observe the group over a number of
years and note characteristics that
are more commonly shared by offend-
ers than by nonoffenders.

Much information can sometimes be
obtained from crime victims. For ex-
ample, victims of robbery, assault, or
rape are often able to describe the
age, sex, and race of their assailants
in interviews conducted for the National
Crime Survey.
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Official records and survey data pro-
vide much information about persons
who come into contact with the crimi-
nal justice system through arrest,
juvenile detention, or incarceration in
jail or prison. The data included are
not presented to support any partic-
ular theory of why people commit
crime. Rather, they are the available
measures of offender characteristics.
Some offender characteristics such
as psychological profiles which are
difficult to measure are not inciuded.

What we know about criminals
refers mainly to “street criminals”
and to repeat offenders

A very large number of the persons
who come into contact with the crimi-
nal justice system are offenders who
commit crimes that are readily detect-
able and for which they are more
likely to be arrested, convicted, and
sentenced to jail or prison. As a re-
sult, the proportion of “street crimi-
nals” is probably overrepresented in
offender statistics in relation to the
proportion of offenses committed by
white-collar criminals, whose crimes
are less readily detected and who
may be less likely to be incarcerated
once convicted.

Moreover, national arrest data are
complicated by the repeated appear-
ance of a small number of persons.
Those who enter jail and, even more
S0, prisons, are more representative of
repeaters than of the criminal popula-
tion in general. Thus, the profile of
offenders that emerges is largely that
of the repeat and serious offender.

How many offenders are there?

The most conservative estimates
suggest that—

¢ 36 to 40 miliion persons—16-18%
of the total U.S. population—have
arrest records for nontraffic offenses.
¢ The proportions of offenders who
are male and nonwhite (blacks and
other races) are considerably higher
than their proportions in the general
population.

AR

Y

W

gt :}?ﬁ@ﬁ%

R R R

HEY

Who is the “typical” offender?

Most crimes are committed
by men, especially by men
under age 20

Half of all persons arrested for UCR
Index Crimes were youths under age
20 and four-fifths were males. By far
the highest rate of offending, accord-
ing to a study by Michael Hindelang,
occurs among young black males age
18-20, a fact suggested by arrest data
and confirmed by eyewitness reports
from crime victims. This does not
mean that persons commit crime be-
cause they are young, male, or biack,
but these characteristics are probably
associated with other factors in crime.

Offenders and victims
share many traits

Like victims of crime, the offenders
described in arrest, jail, and prison
data are predominantly male and dis-
proportionately young, black, and un-
married, as compared to the general
population.

Violent offenders, like victims of violent
crjme, are typically low-income youths
with a high likelihood of unemployment.

What are the characteristics of offenders?

Sex
Male
Female

Race

White
Black
Other

Ethnic origin
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

Age
Under 15
15-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+

*Less than 0.5%,

Sources: Statistical Abstract of the United States
1981, Crime in the United States, 1981, 1982, Protile
of Inmates of local jalls, 1980. Prisoners In State and

1981
u.s. Index crime arrestees Convicted State Federal
popuiation jaii prison prison
1980 Violent Property inmates inmates inmates
226,545,805 464,826 1,828,928 91,411 340,639 28,133
49% 90% 79% 94% 96% 94%
51 10 21 6 4 6
86 53 67 58 52 63
12 46 31 40 47 35
2 1 2 2 1 2
6 12 10 10 9 16
94 88 90 90 91 84
23 5 14 * 0 0
g 25 36 14 7 0
18 42 31 53 56 34
14 17 11 19 25 40
10 7 4 9 8 17
10 3 2 4 3 7
16 1 2 1 1 2

Federal institutions on December 31, 1981, 1983,
Unpublished revised U.S. Census data. Unpublished
age data for State and Federal prisoners.

Arrestees

serious offenses

Offenses
Murder/Manslaughter | <0.5%
Sexual assault |<0.5%
Robbery | 1%
Assault 7%
Other violent [<0.5%
Burglary [__15% _
Larceny-theft 1%
Forgery/Fraud 4%
Auto theft [|1%
Other property 6%

———

Drugs 6%

include many later released
—most arrests are for less

For what mix of offenses are persons amssted, jailed, and imprisoned?

Public order

156%

Jail inmates

include those awaiting
trial or sentencing and
those serving short
sentences for less
serious crimes

20%

Prison inmates

are those sentenced
to more than one
year— ganerally

for serious crimes

Sources: FBI Unlform Crime Reports, 1980. Survey of fall Inmates 1978. Survey of prison inmates 1979.
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What is the role of youth in crime?

Serious crime arrests highest in young age groups
Arrest rate per 100,000 persons
4,000
Property crime arrests peak at age 16,
drop in halif by age 20
3,000
2,000
Violent crime arrests peak at age 18
1,000
Age 10 20 30 40 50- 60 65
Source: FBI Uniform Crima Reports, 3-year average, 1978-80.

Participation in crime
declines with age

Except for a minority of offenders, the
intensity of criminal activity slackens,
perhaps beginning after the mid-20's.
When repeat offenders are appre-
hended, they serve increasingly longer
sentences, thus incapacitating them
for long periods as they grow older. In
addition, a study of habitual offenders
by the Rand Corporation shows that
the success of habitual offenders in
avoiding apprehension declined as
their criminal careers progressed.
Even though offense rates declined
over time, the probabilities of arrest,
conviction, and incarceration per of-
fense ali tended to increase.

Data for the 1970’s reveal a drop
in the total number of arrests
of youths under age 18

At the same time the number in-
creased by 14% for persons age 18
and older. The drop in total arrests of
youths under age 18 is due partly to a
decline in the number of youths age
10-17 in the U.S. population after
1974. The rate of youth arrests leveled
off during the 1970’s, following a
sharp rise in the 1960’s.

However, between 1972 and 1981,
arrests increased for UCR Index
Crimes (both violent and property
crime) for youths under age 18, but
the increases were smaller than for
persons age 18 and older—31% vs.
66% for violent crimes, and 22% vs.
112% for serious property crimes.

Youth arrest rate rose during the 1960’s,
but leveled off after 1974

Youth arrest rate per 100,000
youths age 10-17

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

0

1965 1970

1975 1980
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1961-80.
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Property crimes are more
typical of youths than of
older offenders

Arrest records for 1981 show that
youths under age 18 were more likely
than older persons to be picked up for
property crimes (36% vs. 14%); about
the same proportion of each age
group was arrested for violent crimes
(4% vs. 5%). Because of the heavy
involvement of youth in serious prop-
erty crime, the UCR Index Crimes ac-
counted for a far greater proportion of
crime committed by youths under age
18 than of those committed by older
persons, Arrests, however, are only a
general indicator of criminal activity.
The greater likelihood of arrests for
young people may be due partly to
their lack of experience in offending
and also to their involvement in the
types of crimes for which apprehen-
sion is more likely, for example, purse
snatching vs. fraud. Moreover, since
youths often commit crime in groups,
the resolution of a single crime may
lead to several arrests.

Violent juvenile offenders
and adult felons have very
similar characteristics

Several comprehensive studies, in-
cluding Hamperian’s profile of violent
juvenile offenders in an urban Ohio
county, have revealed a *riking re-
semblance between the serious juve-
nile offender and the adult felon. The
findings of these studies suggest that,
while the subclass of chronic violent
juvenile offenders is small, there is a
strong probability of progression from
serious juvenile to serious adult crimi-
nal careers.

Serious juvenile offenders, like aduit
felons—

* Are predominantly male

* Are disproportionately black and
Hispanic as compared to their propor-
tion of the population

* Are typically disadvantaged
economically

* Are likely to exhibit interpersonal
difficulties and behavioral problems
both in school and on the job

* Often come from one-parent fami-
lies or families with a high degree of
conflict, instability, and inadequate
supervision.

Gang membership is a major
difference between youth
and adult criminals

A major difference between juvenile
and adult offenders is the importance
of gang membership and the tendency
of youth to engage in group criminal
activity.

A recent national survey of law en-
forcement officers found that, while
the problem is disproportionately
large in the largest cities, gangs are
also found in cities of less than one-
half million population. Gang members
are more likely than other young crim-
inals to engage in violent crime, par-
ticularly robbery, rape, assault, and
weapons violations.

NCS data show that personal crimes
of violence by multiple offenders
rather than by lone offenders are
more likely to invoive juvenile of-
fenders. However, during the 1973-80
period there was some decrease in
the tendency of young criminals to
Operate in groups.

There is conflicting evidence
on escalation of seriousness

There is conflicting evidence on
whether juveniles tend to progress
from less to more serious offenses.
Much evidence suggests that violent
adult offenders began their careers
with violent juvenile crimes; thus, they
began as, and remained, serious of-
fenders. However, minor offenses of
youths are often dealt with informally
and may not be recorded in crime
statistics.

Juvenile delinquents are
predominantly male

However, because of the irmportant
role played by status offenders in
juvenile crime, the male/female dis-
parity is not quite so strong as in the
case of aduits. (Status offenses are
acts that would not be considered
criminal if committed by adults, for
example, running away from home, in-
corrigibility, or truancy.)

Females in jails and prisons make up
a smaller proportion of the inmate
popuiation (6%) than they do in juve-

nile institutions (20%). The total num-
ber of girls in custody declined by
28% during the 1970’s (1974-79); the
number of boys in custody increased
1%. Girls, by the nature of their of-
fenses, were more affected by the
trend toward deinstitutionalization of
the status offender.

Girls are more likely than boys to be
held for noncriminal offenses

Detention status Boys Girls

Delinquent: adjudicated 75% 39%
by juvenile court

Status offender: held for 9 26
acts that would not be
crimes for aduits

Voluntary admission: 8 15
commitment without
court adjudication

Dependent, neglected, 6 14
or abused
Emotionally disturbed 2 4

or mentally retarded

Source: Children in custody: A report on the Jjuvenile
detention and correctional facility census of 1978,

Proportionately fewer blacks
are in juvenile custody than
in jail or prison

This Is largely because juvenile insti-
tutions house so many female status
offenders, most of whom are white. In
1979, blacks accounted for one in
three residents of public juvenile facil-
ities and one in five residents of pri-
vate facilities. Nonetheless, the pro-
portion of black juveniles in custody
(27%) was nearly twice as high as
that of blacks age 10-19 (14%) in the
U.S. population.
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A small group of career criminals commits

the vast majority of crimes

Relatively few offenders
are career criminals

Many studies have shown that only a
small group of any criminal subset
are repeat offenders. The Wolfgang
Philadelphia studies found that for
males born in 1958, 23% of those
with one or more arrests could be
defined as chronic offenders (that is,
they had five or more nontraffic ar-
rests by age 18). This relatively small
proportion contrasts with the follow-
ing proportions of males and females
in the study who had no arrests or
fewer than five arrests:

Males Females

Never arrested 67% 86%
Arrested only

once 14 8
Arrested 2-4

times 1 5
Arrested 5 or

more times 7 1

The proportion of chronic offenders
was higher for nonwhite males (11%)
than for white males (4%) and for
nonwhite females (2%) than for white
females (1%).

Probability of arrest increases
with each subsequent arrest

Long-term studies show that once a
person is arrested, the likelihood of
further arrest increases with each
subsequent arrest. Wolfgang’s Phila-
delphia data revealed the following
probabilities of rearrest for young
men:

s 33% of the entire group had one
arrest.

o 53% of those with one arrest went
on to a second arrest.

o 62% of those with two arrests went
on to a third.

¢ 71% of those with three arrests
went on to a fourth.

Once a youth had gotten beyond the
third crime, the likelihood of further
criminality remained at about 71%.

Career criminals, though few in
number, account for most crime

Even though chronic repeat offenders
{those with five or more arrests by
age 18) make up a relatively smail pro-
portion of all offenders, they commit a
very high proportion of all crimes. The
evidence includes data for juveniles
and adults, males and females, and
for urban and rural areas. In Wolf-
gang’s Philadelphia study, chronic
offenders accounted for 23% of all
male offenders in the study, but they
had committed 61% of all the crimes.
Of all crimes by all members of the
group studied, chronic offeniders
committed:

¢ 61% of all homicides

e 76% of all rapes

e 73% of all robberies

e §5% of all aggravated assaults.

Repeat offenders commit a
disproportionately large number
o} street crimes in urban areas

A Washington, D.C., study confirmed
the great extent of criminal activity by
career criminals. In that study, per-
sons who had four or more arrests be-
tween 1971 and 1975 made up 24% of
all the arrests during this period.

Repeat criminality is not
limited to urban settings

Polk’s study of a nonmetropolitan
Pacific Northwest county showed that
there is a very high likelihood of adult
arrests among boys who had a delin-
quency charge by age 18.5

Few repeaters are
full-time criminals

Few chronic offenders can be consid-
ered “career” criminals in the sense
that crime is their full-time occupa-
tion. A recent Rand Corporation study
showed that.most repeat offenders
had other irregular sources of income
and used periods of unemployment {0
commit crime. Other studies indicate
that habitual criminals do not want
conventional employment and that,
after release from prison, most con-
victed felons return to crime.8
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Chronic violent offenders start
out and remain violent

Violent offenders typicaily begin their
criminal careers by committing violent
crimes as juveniles. The 1958 Wolf-
gang Philadelphia study, for example,
shows a high probability of violent
recidivism. That is, the more injury-
offenses the youths “ommitted, the
more likely they were to commit fur-
ther injury-offenses. For males—

e 25% of the entire group had one
violent offense

» 34% of this group went on to a
second violent offense

e 43% of the three-time violent
offenders went on to a fourth violent
offense.

For males, the probability of subse-
quent offenses continues to increase
as the number of offenses rises at
least up through six offenses, given
five prior offenses. For females who
were three-time offenders, the data
also show a higher probability of a
fourth violent offense, and of a fifth
violent offense, given four.

Prior criminal behavior
is one of the best predictors
of future criminality

Age at first contact with police (arrest
or otherwise) is aiso very important.
Research shows that youths whose
first police contact was in their early
teens had a greater number of future
police contacts than those whose first
contact was later.

Relatively few offenders
specialize

Most criminals engage in several
types of crime:

» Repeat offenders tend to switch
between misdemeanors and felonies
and between violent and property
crimes, often engaging in related
types of crime such as property and
drug offenses.”8

« It appears that juveniles, even more
than adults, are generalists. This may
be due partly to the random, unplanned
nature of much juvenile crime.
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How many offenders are female?

Relatively few offenders are female

Females
in group
All arrests (adults and
juveniles) 16%
Index crime arrests 19
Violent crime arrests 10
Property crime arrests 21
Larceny 29
Nonlarceny 7
Under correctional supervision
Juveniles 20
Jail inmates 7
Prison inmates 4

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981. Children in
custody: A report on the juvenile detention and correc-
tional facility census of 1979. Jail inmates 1982, BJS
bulletin, February 1983. Prisoners in 1982, B4S
bulletin, April 1983.

The number of women in prison
grew at a near record rate in 1981

The 15% increase in the number of
women in State and Federal prisons
was second only to the alltime record
increase set in 1975. The 1981 increase
for females exceeded that of males,
and between 1970 and 1981 the number
of females rose by more than 150%
while that of males increased by 78%.
Yet, because their number was so
much smaller than that of men,
women's share of prisoners remained
at 4%. Similar patterns were found in
the jail population.

Offense patterns differ
for males and females

Men commit more crimes and are
arrested for the more serious crimes.
Arrest, jail, and prison data all sug-
gest that women have a stronger rela-
tive involvement than men in property
crimes such as larceny, forgery, fraud,
and embezzlement, and in drug of-
fenses. Men are more likely than
women to be involved in robbery or
burglary.

In both jail and prison, burglary was
the charge or conviction of 19% of
the men, but only 5% of the women.
These propartions were reversed in
the case of forgery, fraud, and embez-
zlement. Almost twice the proportion
of women as of men were incarcer-
ated for some type of drug offense.

While most amests are of males, the share of arrests
that are of females is highest for larceny-theft

UCR Index Crimes Males

rmes o Females
urder : X
Rape | 99% T : : . 13/7
Robbery [ 83% ; ‘ 7%
Aggravated assault [ 87% S T 3%
Burglary | 94% = [6";
Larceny-theit [ 71% g : i ] %
Motor vehicie theft | 91% . N T T i %
Arson [89% i R N Tl 132/3

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, i981.

For UCR Index Crimes, the rate of amest of females is much
lower than that of males, but has risen faster

Males

Arrest rate per 100,000 % change
resident population (1971-80)
2,000

All UCR Index Crimes

- +22%

The increase In the rate of arrests

of females —

: ¢ Resulted mainly from increases in
+20% property crimes, especially larceny

» For violent crime was similar to

that for males

» For all crimes, including non-Index

Crimes, was almost twice that for men

e U s { Femalss
” ;: Arrest rate per 100,000 % change
o : , Lo resident population (1971-80)
500 - - b i L
: SRR 500 All UCR Index Crimes

: i +31% -’/,_.___\ +34%
; oo d -
e ' Violent gﬂ@?, i 7/ Property crimes +35%
Lt 250 '
; S Vidient crimes
0. CL ey 0 +29%
1975 1980 1975 1980

Source: Published and unpublished UCR data for 1971-80, adjusted for population coverage.
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A relatively large proportion of offenders come from minority groups

The nuinbers of black victims
ani§ of black criminals
were disprsportionately kigh

Biacks were victimized by crime,
especially violent crime, at a higher
rate than whites. Biack males sus-
tained the highest victimization rate
of any racel/sex group, largely because
of their vulnerability to robbery.

The proportion of blacks among of-
fenders varied considerably among
arrestees, iail inmates, and prison
inmates. Blacks, who constituted 12%
of the U.S. popuiation in 1980, ac-
counted for—

* 26% of all arrests in 1981.

* 34% of all UCR Index Crime
arrests.

* 46% of all arrests for violent
crimes.

The proportion of blacks in local jails
was 40% and in State prisons, 47%.
According to Blumstein, the dispro-
portion of blacks in the prison popula-
tion is mostly attributable to age,
seriousness of crime, prior criminal
record, and other legally relevant
factors. This finding neither rules out
nor confirms the possibility of some
discrimination in the criminal justice
system.

Victim reports confirm pattem
of amests by race

The pattern of racial involvement in
arrests shown in police records closely
parailels that reported by victims of
crime in the National Crime Survey.
For example, about 40% of the per-
sons arrested for robbery in 1970 were
black males age 18 or oider; victim
reports for the same year suggested
that 44% of all robbers were black
males age 18 or older.

Lifetime probability
of incarceration is three
times higher for blacks

The likelihood that any adult male will
have served time in a juvenile or adult
jail or prison by age 64 is estimated
to be 18% for blacks and 3% for
whites.9 However, afier the first con-
finement, the likelihood of further
commitments is similar for white and
black males. About a third of each
group who have ever been confined
will have experienced four confine-
ments by age 64.

The proporticn of black Stale prisoners in the South is most consistent

with their share of the U.S. population

Biacks as a percent Blacks as a percent Ratio of prison proportion
of prison population of U.S. population  to U.S. proportion

United States 47%
Northeast 50
North Central a7
South 53
West 26

Source: Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1981,

12% 4to1
10 5to1
9 5to0 1
19 3to1
5 5to1

Black arrest rates were higher
for violent than tcr property
crimes

During 1981, 26% of all arrests in-
volved blacks (73% involved whites
and 1%, members of other races).
Among UCR Index Crimes, the arrest
rate of blacks was higher for violent
than for property crimes:

Whites Blacks

All Index Crimes 64% 34%
Violent criimes 53 46
Murder 50 49
Rape 50 48
Robbery 39 60
Assault 61 37
Property crimes 67 31
Burglary 69 30
Larceny-theft 66 32
Motor vehicle
theft 68 30
Arson 78 21

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because
arrests of persons of other races are no! shown.

Source: FBI Unitorm Crime Reports, 1981.

Consistent with their arrest pattern,
blacks were more likely than whites to
have been sentenced to prison for vic-
lent crimes, particularly robbery, and
less likely to have been sentenced for
property crimes, particularly burglary.
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The proportion of Hispanics in
prisons and jails is greater than
in the total U.S. popuiation

Fifteen million Hispanics make up 6%
of the U.S. population. This number is
divided about equally between males
and females.

Hispanics (both white and black)—

e Accounted for 12% of all arrests
for violent crimes and 10% of all
arrests for property crimes in 1981.

e Made up 10% (25,005) of the male
prison population in 1979 and 11%
(15,667) of the jail population in 1978.
¢ Made up 7% (811) of the female
prison population in 1979 and 7%
(682) of the jail population in 1978.

¢ Were more likely than non-
Hispanics to be serving time for
violent crimes, but overall they resem-
bied whites rather than blacks in the
types of crimes for which they were in
prison.

Many offenders have backgrounds that include a turbulent home life,
lack of family ties, and poor education

Knowing about offenders’
backgrounds tells us about
their lives, not necessarily
why they committed crime

While turbulent home life, lack of
family ties, and poor education are
frequently present in the backgrounds
of offenders, these factors may or
may not contribute to crime. Some
theories suggest that some of these
factors are symptoms of maladjust-
ment as is criminal behavior. Clearly,
most persons who share these factors
in their backgrounds are not criminals.

A high number of offenders
come from unstable homes

Research shows a higher incidence of
unstable homes among delinquents
than among nondelinquents. State
prison inmates were more fikely than
not to have grown up in a home with
only one parent present or to have
been raised by relatives. Forty-seven
percent of all inmates grew up in a
two-parent household; in contrast,
77% of all children under age 18 in
1979 were living with two-parent
families.

Because criminal careers typically
begin at a young age, the identifica-
tion of characteristics that distinguish
delinquents from nondelinquents has
been given considerable attention and
has focused largely on what research-
ers term “under the roof culture”—the
interactions of love, discipline, and
supervision that occur between parents
and children in the home.10

Violent behavior is linked
to abuse as children and to
neurological abnormalities

Violent behavior and physical and
psychological abnormalities often
appear among children and adoles-
cents subjected to extreme abuse and
violence in their far-ilies. Lewis and
others in a study comparing an ex-
tremely violent group of delinquent
boys with a group of less violent
delinquent boys found striking psy-
chological and neurological differ-
ences between the two groups. The
more violent group exhibited a wide
range of neurological abnormalities,
were significantly more likely to have
paranoid symptoms, and were more

likely to have suffered and to have wit-
nessed physical abuse. They also had
far more severe verbal deficiencies.

Prison inmates were likely to have
relatives who served time

Forty percent of prison inmates had
an immediate family member (father,
mother, brother, or sister) who had
served time in jail or prison. Similar
data are not available for noncrimi-
nals, but it is highly unlikely that the
proportion is as high.

Most offenders were not married

Among jail and prison inmates—

e About haif had never been married
and another 20% were divorced or
separated (vs about half unmarried
and 4% divorced or separzted among
U.S. males age 20-29).

* 20% were married (vs. 47% of the
comparable U.S. population).

The proportion of divorced and sepa-
rated whites was much higher in jails
and prisons than in the U.S. popula-
tion; the marital status of black in-
mates was closer to that of blacks in
the U.S. population.

Most inmates had dependent
children

Despite the high proportion of unmar-
ried inmates, more than half had chil-
dren, aimost all of them under age 18.
More than a third had three or more
children. In most cases, children were
cared for by the inmate's immediate
family while the inmate was in jail or
prison.

The level of education reached
by jail and prison inmates was
far below the national average

These data overrepresent street
criminals as opposed to white-collar
criminals; only about 40% of all jail
and prison inmates had completed
high school (vs. 85% of 20- to 29-year-
old males in the U.S. population).

* The proportion of high schoot drop-
outs (those who started but did not
complete high school) was about 3
times larger among the incarcerated.
* Fully 6% of all prisoners had no
schooling or only kindergarten. Their

rate of incarceration was more than 3
times that of high school dropouts,
the group with the next highest incar-
ceration rate.

» College graduates had an extremely
low incarceration rate.

Incarceration
rate (per 1,000

U.S. males

age 20-29)
No school/kindergarten 259
1-7 years 83
8th grade 70
9-11 years 46
12th grade 11
13-15 years 5
16 or more years 1

Educational level was closely
related to type of offense

* For whites, drug offenses and prop-
erty crimes such as forgery, fraud,
and embezzlement were more charac-
teristic of those with at least 12 years
of formal schooling than of those with
less than 8 years.

¢ Confinement for public order crimes
or for burglary was more apt to be
associated with the lower educational
levels.

¢ Imprisonment for drug offenses or
for robbery was more commonly asso-
ciated with high school graduates.

* Prisoners who had some college
prior to incarceration were more likely
than those with less education to
have been convicted of a nonviolent
offense and less likely to have had a
past record.
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Prior to arrest many inmates had little or no legal income

Unemployment was experienced
by many offenders

About 40% of all males in jail had
been unemployed at the time they en-
tered jail. Among the 60% who were
working, 12% were working only part
time. This compared with an 84% em-
ployment rate for the U.S. male popu-
lation age 18-54 and with only 3%
limited to part-time work.

Many prison inmates were unem-
ployed prior to arrest. The highest
incarceration rate among U.S. males
age 16-64 was among those who
were unemployed:

Incarceration

rate per

100,000 U.S.

population

in fabor force 396
Employed 356
Unemployed 933
Not in labor force 442
Total 405

Source: Prisons and prisoners, January 1982.

A high proportion of adult felons
lacked steady employment

Adult felons were more likely than the
general population to have never
worked at all or to have held a wide
variety of short-term jobs. Some 40%
of a group of prisoners in a Rand
Corporation study were evenly divided
between these two extremes. On the
average, these felons committed more
crimes, particularly more property
crimes, than the 60% who had a more
stable employment history.

As noted by Freeman, research shows
some connection between crime and
unemployment, but fails to show a
well defined, clearly quantifiable
linkage.! He adds that stronger
evidence exists that shows criminal
sanctions having a greater impact on
crime than fabor/market factors and
that the widely different crime rates of
cities and States are loosely linked to
labor/market conditions. As with other
characteristics, most unempioyed
people do not become criminals.

Motivations for crime
range from thrill-seeking
to need for money

Juveniles who went on to have adult
criminal careers have stated that their
main motives for crime were thrill-
seeking, status, attention-getting, or
peer influence, according to a Rand
Corporation study of habitual felons.
As criminals approach adulthood, the
reasons cited shift to financial needs,
especially to money for drugs and
alcohol.

Average inmate was at the poverty
level before entering jail

Almost half of all male inmates in jail
in 1978 said they had incomes under
$3,000 prior to arrest. Thus the median
income (for those reporting any income
at all) was roughly a third of that for
the general population. The median in-
come for both male and female jail in-
mates was near the “poverty level” as
defined by the U.S. Government
{$3,147 for persons age 14-64 in 1977).

The relationship between poverty and
crime is widely debated. Hirschi con-
cludes that research finds many delin-
quents to be better off than other
adolescents in their immediate area.!?
Wilson also notes in Thinking about
crime that crime may be seen to in-
crease in poor neighborhoods; how-
ever, it does not increase in neighbor-
hoods that experience a depression
nor decrease as they experience
prosperity.

The proportion of blue-collar
workers was higher in prison
than in the general population

Prison U.S. population
Occupation popuiation age 16-64
White-collar 15% 40%
Blue-collar 69 47
Farm 3 5
Service 10 8

Note: 3% of prison inmates did not report occupation.

Source: Proflle of State prison inmates:
Soclodemographic findings trom the 1974 survey of
Inmates of State correctional facllities, 1979,
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Few prison inmates had been
working in their customary
occupation

Before their arrest, 40% of all pris-
oners who were working were em-
ployed outside what they considered
to be their customary occupation. For
many, this suggests their inability to
find work in their chosen field, and it
also suggests some degree of under-
employment.

Many inmates had income
from nontraditional sources
before entering jail

Among jail inmates—

e 25% had no source of income prior
to arrest or depended on welfare,
Social Security, or unemployment
benefits.

e Only 4% said that their main source
of income was illegal.

* 70% said that their main source of
income had been a wage or a salary.

Relatively more female than male
inmates—

* Depended on welfare, unemploy-
ment benefits, or Social Security (30%
vs. 11%); many received Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children.

* Depended on family, friends, or
foans from third parties for their
subsistence (25% vs. 14%).

¢ Admitted that their main income
was from illegal activities (6% vs.
4%).

Almost twice as many black as white
women had income other than wages
or salaries, mainly unemployment and
social welfare funds.
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Drug and alcohol abuse is common among offenders

The drug abuse-crime
link is complex

Research on the link between crime
and drug abuse has yielded what
often appear to be conflicting con-
clusions. Studies show that, among
prison inmates, the drug abusers,
more than others, tended to be in-
volved in money-producing crimes.

The Rand career criminal study found
that, among felons, drug abusers
cqmmitted more burglaries, con-type
crimes, and drug sales than burglars,
con-men, and drug dealers who did
not use drugs. For other crimes, there
were no appreciable differences be-
tween drug users and nondrug users
in either the number of prisoners
involved or in the nurber of crimes
they committed.

Similar findings emerged from the
1979 national survey of State prison-
ers. Among violent criminals, only
robbers had a relatively high propor-
tion (38%) of inmates who said they
had been under the influence of
drugs, and most of these said they
had“been under the influence of
marijuana.

Ball’s study of Baltimore addicts
showed that drug users committed an
enormous number of crimes, mainly
theft and drug dealing, and that, on
the average, the typical addict com-
mitted a crime every other day. How-
ever, other research shows that most
heroin-addicted criminals were in-
volved in crime before they became
addicted and that traditional income
sources, rather than street crimes, are
the major source of support for the
drug habit.13

Drug and aicohol abuse was far
greater among offenders than
among nonoffenders

According to findings from a 1979
survey of prison inmates—

* More than 75% of all State prison-
ers had used one or more illicit drugs
in their lifetime, about double the rate
for the U.S. population, reported by
the National Institute of Drug Abuse.

¢ Heroin, used by only 4% of all
youthg, age 18-25, was used by 28%
of all inmates, most of whom used it

Heroin

Oifenss
Homicide
Sexual assault
Robbery
Assault

Larceny
Auto theft
Drug offenses*

2 out of 5 prison inmates reported they were under the influences
of drugs or were very drunk around the time of the offense

Other drug (except heroin)
Marijuana only
Very drunk only
Did not use drugs — nor very drunk

Burglary SRR

1 1 1 X

“Includes trafficking and possession.

0 10 20 30
Percent of inmates surveyed.

40 50 60 70 80 80 100

Source: Survey of State prison inmates, 1979.

at least once a week before they en-
tered prison.

e Cocaine, used by 41% of the pris-
oners, was also widely used by 18-to-
25-year-olds outside prison (28%).

¢ Marijuana was the most commonly
used drug, both by inmates and by
persons outside prison. Of all prison-
ers, 86% had used it, compared with
68% of the general population age
18-25. The number of young people
who had used only marijuana and no
other drug was the same for inmates
afncfl_ the general population—one out
of five.

¢ Amphetamines and barbiturates
were used by close to 40% of the
prisoners, about twice the proportion
who used it outside prison,

* More than a third of zll inmates
drank heavily; that is, at any one
drinking session they typically drank
the equivalent of eight cans of beer,
seven 4-ounce glasses of wine, or
nearly nine ounces of 82-proof liquor;
during the year before their arrest,
two-thirds drank heavily every day.

At the time of their offense, a
third of the prisoners had been
under the influence of a drug

* Most were under the influence of
marijuana, but usually in combination
with another more serious drug such
as heroin.

* 9% were under the influence of
heroin.

* 5% were under the influence of
cocaine, amphetamines, or
barbiturates.

. Among inmates, women were more
likely than men to have been under
the influence of heroin {14% vs. 8%).

* White inmates were more likely
than black inmates to have been
drinking heavily {35% vs. 15%).

Drinking problems were common
for career criminals

* Prison inmates with a large number
of prior convictions were more Iikely
than other inmates to have been
drinking just prior to their current
offense.

¢ Habitual offenders drank more
frequently, consumed more at one
session, and were more likely to get
drunk than one-time offenders.
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Chapter IV

The response to crime

Marianne W. Zawitz
Thimi R. Mina

C. Mae Kuykendall
Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Joseph L. White

This chapter gives an overview of
criminal justice at all levels of govern-
ment—Federal, State, and local. It not
only examines the criminal justice
process and institutions but also the
philosophical base and tegal man-
dates of our system of justice. It con-
tains data and research findings that
quantify crucial actions at four key
stages of the criminal justice process:
Entry into the system
Prosecution and pretrial services
Adjudication
Sentencing and corrections.

The data presented answer such ques-
tions as—

How does the criminal justice system
process cases? What is discretion and
how is it exercised in the handling of
criminal cases?

How does police strength in your
county compare to that of other
counties? What is the relationship
between police strength and crime?

How many people were arrested in a
typical year? For what offenses are
they arrested?

What percentage of crimes result in
an arrest? What impact does delay in
victim reporting have on arrests?

What is the role of the prosecutor?

How rnany arrests result in prosecu-
tion? How many prosecutions resuft
In convictions?

To what extent are defendants
released pending trial? How many
released defendants fail to appear for
trial or commit additional offenses?

What is the role of the public de-
fender? How are defense services for
indigents provided in your State?

Are juveniles handled differently than
adults? Can juveniles be tried in a
criminal court?
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How are the Federal and State courts
organized? To what extent do the
various courts interact?

What are the main differences
between aduit and juvenile courts?

How many cases brought by the prose-
cutor result in guilty pleas? How many
result in guiity verdicts? How often are
cases tried before a jury?

How long does it take for a criminal
case to move through the criminal jus-
tice system?

To what extent do requirements for
jury duty vary among the States?

How many States recognize a defense
of insanity? What is the difference
betwesn competency to stand trial and
the insanity defense?

Is the criminal caseload of appeals
courts increasing? In what circum-
stances are State cases reviewed by
Federal courts?

In what ways have most States
recently changed their approach to
sentencing and corrections?

How many people are under some
form of correctional supervision? How
do sentence lengths differ from actual
time served?

Are correctional populations increas-
ing? How many prisoners are confined
in State and Federal institutions? How
many are on death row?

In what types of facilities are prisoners
held?

What States have prisons that are
seriously crowded?

How many parolees return to prison?
How many inmates were previously in
prison?
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Section 1. An overview

The response to crime is a complex process that involves many agencies,
levels, and branches of government

The response to crime is primarily
provided by government through
the criminal justice system

A loose confederation of agencies at
all levels of government together pro-
vides the means by which we appre-
hend, try, and punish offenders. Out
American system of justice has evolved
from the English common law into a
complex series of procedures and
decisions. There is no single criminal
justice system in this country; rather
there are many systems that, while
similar, are individually unique.

Criminal cases may be handled differ-
ently in different jurisdictions, but
court decisions based on the due-
process guarantees of the U.S. Consti-
tution require that specific steps be
taken in the administration of criminat
justice.

The following description of the crimi-
nal and juvenile justice systems por-
trays the most common sequence of
events in the response to serious crim-
inal benavior.

Entry into the system

Most crime is not responded to by the
justice system because it has not
been discavered or reported (see
chapter |l). Law enforcement agencies
usually learn about crime from the
reports of citizens, discovery by a
police officer in the field, or from
investigative and intelligence work.

Once a law enforcement agency has
established that a crime has been
committed, a suspect must be iden-
tified and apprehended for the case to
proceed through the system. Some-
times, a suspeact is apprehended at
the scene; however, identification of a
suspect often requires an extensive
investigation. Very often, no one is
identified or apprehended.

Prosecution and pretrial services

After an arrest, law enforcement
agencies present information about
the case and about the accused to
the prosecutor who will decide if
formal charges will be filed with the
court, If no charges are filed, the
accused must be released. The
prosecutor can also drop charges

What is the sequence of events in the criminal justice system?

Entry into the system
RO

or not without without

Note: This chart gives a simplified view of caseflow
through the criminal Justice system. Procedures vary
among Jurisdictions. The welghts of the lines are not
intended to show the actual slze of caseloads.

Unsolved Released Released Charges

arrested  prosecution prosecution or dismissed or dismissed
- g

Petty offenses

Juveniie offenses\ SRR |

Nonpolice referrals

Prosecution and pretrial services
- ]

Information

Felonies,

Charges
dropped dropped
Grand jury
Refusal to indict

Misdemeanors

Release or station
adjustment

Released
15

Intake hearing

Information

Petition to court

Nonadjudicatory
disposition

s re——— L,

o e

after making efforts to prosecute
{nolle prosequi).

A suspect who is charged with a
crime must be taken before a judge or
magistrate without unnecessary de-
lay. At the initial appearance, the
judge or magistrate informs the
accused of the charges and decides
whether there is probable cause to
detain the accused person. In some
jurisdictions, a pretrial-release deci-
sion is made and the defense counsel
Is assigned at the initiai appearance.
if the offense is minor, the determina-
tion of guiit and assessment of a pen-
alty may also occur at this stage.
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In many jurisdictions, the initial
appearance may be followed by a
preliminary hearing. The main func-
tion of this hearing is to discover
whether there is probable cause to
believe that the accused committed a
known crime within the jurisdiction of
the court. If the judge does not find
probable cause, the case is dis-
missed; however, if the judge or
magistrate finds probable cause for
such a belief, or the accused waives
his right to a preliminary hearing, the
case may be bound over to a grand

jury.

", Arralgnment

Adjudication
Charge dismissed

Arralgament

Charge
dismissed

Sentencing and corrections

Acquitted

Sentencing

Reduction of charge
: g Appeal

Acquitted

Sentencing

Guilty plea

Released

Probation

Disposition

Probation

Juvenlle
institution

Purdon and Capital
clemency  punishment

Probation

1 Out of system

Habeas Hevocation
corpus

Out of system

Nonpayment

Out of system

Revocation

Source: Adapted from The challenge of crime in a free soclety,

Prasident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminlstration

of Justice, 1967.

A grand jury hears evidence against
the accused presented by the pros-
ecutor and decides if there is suf-
ficient evidence to cause the accused
to be brought to trial. If the grand jury
finds sufficient evidence, it submits to
the court an indictment (a written
statement of the essential facts of the
offense charged against the accused).
Where the grand jury system is used,
the grand jury may also investigate
criminal activity generally and issue
indictments called grand jury originals
that initiate criminal cases.

Some felony cases and misdemeanor
cases proceed by the issuance of an
information (a formal, written accusa-

tion submitted to the court by a pros-
ecutor). Indictments are usually re-
quired in felony cases. However, the
accused may choose to waijve a grand
jury indictment and, instead, accept
sgrvice of an information for the
crime.

Adjudication

Once an indictment or information has
been filed with the trial court, the ac-
cused is scheduled for arraignment. At
the arraignment, the accused is in-
formed of the charges, advised of the
rights of criminal defendants, and
asked to enter a plea to the charges.

If the accused pieads guilty or pleads
nolo contendere (accepts penalty with-
out admitting guilt), the judge may ac-
cept or reject the plea. If the plea is
accepted, no trial is held and the of-
fender is sentenced at this proceeding
or at a later date. The plea may be re-
jected if, for example, the judge be-
lieves that the accused may have been
coerced. If this occurs, the case may
proceed to trial.

If the accused pleads not guilty or not
guilty by reason of insanity, a date is
set for the trial. A person accused of a
serious crime is guaranteed a trial by
jury. However, the accused has the
right to ask for a bench trial where the
judge, rather than a jury, serves as the
finder of fact. In both instances, the
prosecutor and defense present evi-
dence by questioning witnesses while
the judge decides on issues of law.
The trial results in acquittal or convic-
tion on the original charges or on
lesser included offenses.

After the trial, a defendant may re-
quest appellate review of the convic-
tion or sentence. In many criminal
cases appeals are a matter of right;
all States with the death penalty pro-
vide for automatic appeal of a death
sentence. However, under some cir-
cumstances and in some jurisdic-
tions, appeals may be subject to the
discretion of the appellate court and
may be granted only upon acceptance
of a defendant’s petition for a writ of
certiorari.

Sentencing and corrections

After a guilty verdict or guilty plea,
sentence is imposed. In most cases,
the judge decides on the sentence,
but in some States, the sentence for
capital offenses such as murder is
decided by the jury.

In arriving at an appropriate sentence,
a sentencing hearing may be held at
which evidence of aggravating or
mitigating circumstances will be con-
sidered. In assessing the circum-
stances surrounding a convicted per-
son’s criminal behavior, courts often
rely on presentence investigations
performed by probation agencies or
other desigiiated authorities.
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The sentencing choices available to
judges and juries vary widely among
jurisdictions and may include—

* Death penalty

¢ Incarceration in a prison, jail, or
other detention facility

e Probation—allowing the convicted
person to remain at liberty but subject
to certain conditions and restrictions
¢ Fines—primarily applied as penal-
ties in minor offenses

¢ Restitution—which requires the of-
fender to provide financial compensa-
tion to the victim.

If sentenced to prison, the convicted
person may be eligible for parole after
serving a specific portion of his or her
sentence. Parole is the conditional
release of a prisoner before the
prisoner’s full sentence has been
served. The decision to grant parole is
made by a parciing authority such as
a parole board, which has power to
grant or revoke parole or to discharge
a parolee altogether. The manner in
which parole ¢cisions are made
varies widely among jurisdictions.

The juveniie justice system

The processing of juvenile offenders is
not entirely dissimilar to adult criminal
processing, but there are crucial dif-
ferences in the procedures. Many juve-
niles are referred to juvenile courts by
law enforcement officers, but many
others are referred by school officials,
social service agencies, neighbors,
and even parents, for behavior or
conditions that are determined to re-
quire intervention by the formal
system for social control.

When juveniles are referred to the
juvenile courts, their intake depart-
ments, or prosecuting attorneys, deter-
mine whether sufficient grounds exist
to warrant the filing of a petition re-
questing an adjudicatory hearing or a
request to transfer jurisdiction to crim-
inal court. In a few States and at the
Federal level, prosecutors under cer-
tain circumstances may file criminal
charges against youths directly in
adult courts.

The court with jurisdiction over
juvenile matters may reject the peti-
tion or the juveniles may be diverted to
other agencies or programs in lieu of
further court processing. Examples of

diversion programs include alcohol or
drug counseling, driver education, or
psychiatric therapy.

If a petition for an adjudicatory hear-
ing is accepted, the juvenile may be
brought before a court quite unlike the
court with jurisdiction over adult of-
fenders. In disposing of cases, juvenile
courts usually have far more discre-
tion than adult courts. In addition to
such options as probation, commit-
ment to correctional institutions,
restitution, or fines, State laws grant
juvenile courts the power to order
removal of children from their homes
to foster homes or treatment facilities.
Juvenile courts may also order partici-

pation in special schools aimed at
shoplifting prevention, drug counsel-
ing, or driver education. They may also
order referral to criminal court for trial
as adults.

Despite the considerable discretion
associated with juvenile court pro-
ceedings, juveniles are afforded most
of the due-process safeguards as-
sociated with adult criminal trials. Six-
teen States permit the use of juries in
juvenile courts; however, in light of the
U.S. Supreme Court’s holding that
juries are not essential to juvenile
hearings, most States do not make
provisions for juries in juvenile courts.

Discretion is exercised
throughout the criminal justice
system

Discretion is “an authority conferred
by law to act in certain conditions or
situations in accordance with an of-
ficial's or an official agency’s own
considered judgment and conscience.”!
Traditionally, criminal and juvenile
justice officials, in particular the
police, prosecutors, judges, and parol-
ing authorities, have been given a wide
range of discretion.

Legislative bodies have recognized
that they cannot foresee every pos-
sibility, anticipate local mores, and
enact laws that clearly encompass all
conduct that is criminal and all that is
not.2 Therefore, those charged with
the day-to-day response to crime are
expected to exercise their own judg-
ment within guidelines set by law.

Discretion is also necessary to permit
the criminal and juvenile justice sys-
tems to function within available
resources.3 The enforcement and pros-
ecution of all laws against all violators
is beyond the financial resources
available. Therefore, criminal and
juvenile justice officials must have the
authority to allocate resources in a
way that meets the most compelling
needs of their own communities.

The limits of discretion vary from -
State to State and locality to locality.
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For example, the range of options
available to judges when they sen-
tence offenders varies greatly. In re-
cent years, some States have sought
to limit the judges' discretion in
sentencing by passing mandatory and
determinate sentencing laws.

Who exercises discretion?

These .. .must often decide
criminal justice whether or not or
officials. .. how to—

Police Entforce specific laws

Investigate specliic crimes
Search people, vicinities,
buildings
Arrest or detain people
Prosecutors File charges or petitions
for adjudication
Seek indictments
Drop cases
Reduce charges

Judges or Set bail or conditions for
magistrates release
Accept pleas
Determine delinquency
Dismiss charges
Impose sentence
Revoke probation

Correctional Assign to type of

officials correctional facility
Award privileges
Punish for disciplinary

infractions
Paroling Determine date and
authority conditions of parole

Revoke parole

The response to crime is founded
in the intergovernmental
structure of the United States

Under our form of government, each
State and the Federal Government has
its own criminal justice system. All
systems must respect the rights of in-
dividuals set forth in the .S, Constitu-
tion and defined in case law.

State constitutions and laws define
the criminal justice system within
each State and delegate the authority
and responsibility for criminal justice
to various jurisdictions, officials, and
institutions. State laws also define
criminal and delinquent behavior.

Municipalities and counties further
define their criminal justice systems
through local ordinances that pro-
scribe additional illegal behavior and
establish those local agencies respon-
sible for criminal justice processing
which were not established by the
State,

Congress has also established a
criminal justice system at the Federal
level to respond to Federai crimes
such as bank robbery, kidnaping, and
transporting stolen goods across
State lines.

The response to crime is mainly
a State and local function

Very few crimes are under exclusive
Federal jurisdiction. The responsibility
to respond to most crime rests with
the State and local governments. Po-
lice protection is primarily a function
of cities and towns while corrections
is primarily a function of State govern-
ments. More than three-fifths of all
justice personnel are employed at the
local level,

Percent of criminal justice
employment by level of
government

Local  State  Federal

Police 75% 14% 1%
Judicial 66 29 5
Legal services

and prosecution 63 27 10
Public defense 56 41 3
Corrections k1] 57 4
Other 38 45 17
Total 64% 27% %

Source: Justice expenditure and employment in the
U.s., 1979,

More than one agency
has jurisdiction over some
criminal events

The response to most criminal actions
is usually begun by local police who
react to violation of State law. If a
suspect is apprehended, he or she is
prosecuted locally and may be con-
fined in a local jail or State prison. In
such cases, only one agency has juris-
diction at each stage in the process.

However, some criminal events be-
cause of their characteristics and
location may come under the jurisdic-
tion of more than one agency. For ex-
ample, such overlapping occurs within
States when local police, county sher-
iffs, and State police are all em-
powered to enforce State laws on
State highways.

Congress has provided for Federai
jurisdiction over crimes that—

* Materially affect interstate com-
merce

¢ Occur on Federal land

¢ Involve farge and probably interstate
criminal organizations or conspiracies
¢ Are offenses of nationai impor-
tance, such as the assassination of
the President.4

Bank robbery and many drug offenses
are examples of crimes for which the
States and the Federa! Government
both have jurisdiction. In cases of dual
jurisdiction, an investigation and a
prosecution may be undertaken by all
authorized agencies, but only one level
of government usually pursues a case.

Within States, the response
to crime also varies from one
locality to another

This is because of statutory and struc-
tural differences and differences in
how discretion is exercised. Local
criminal justice policies and programs
change in response to local attitudes
and needs. For example, the pros-
ecutor in one locality may concentrate
on particular types of offenses that
plague the local community while the
prosecutor in another locality may
concentrate on career criminals.

The response to crime also varies
on a case-by-case basis

No two cases are exactly alike. At
each stage of the criminal justice pro-
cess, officials must make decisions
that take into account the varying fac-
tors of each case. Two similar cases
may have very different results be-
cause of various factors, including dif-
ferences in witness cooperation and
physical evidence, the availability of
resources to investigate and pros-
ecute the case, the quality of the
lawyers involved, and the age and
prior criminal history of the suspects.

Differences in local laws,
agencies, resources, standards,
and procedures resuit in varying
responses in each jurisdiction

The variation in the outcomes of
arrests for serious cases among five
States is shown in the table below.5 At
the State level, some of this variation
can be explained by differences
among States; for example—

* Arrestees released by magistrates
during pretrial appearances are
considered prosecuted in New York;
this raises the proportion prosecuted.
s Pennsylvania uses a pretrial
diversion program in which successful
participants are not considered
convicted; this lowers the conviction

rate.

% of arrests for serious crimes

that result in. ..

Prose- Convic- Incarcer-

cution tion ation
New York 97% 56% 25%
California 76 57 39
Pennsylvania 76 39 15
Oregon 73 49 22
Arkansas 61 40 18

-
Source: Offender-based transaction statistics supplied
by the States,
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Cohn, Alvin W., Crime and justice admin-
istration (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott
Company, 1976).

Gottfredson, Michael R., and Don M.
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Jacob, Herbert, Justice in America, third
edition (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1978).

Johnson, Elmer H., Crime, correction and
society, third edition (Homewood, Ili.:
Dorsey Press, 1974).

Justice expenditure and employment in
the U.S., 1971-79, Bureau of Justice
Statistics (Washington: U.S. Department
of Justice, 1983).

Reed, Sue Titus, Crime and criminology
(Hinsdale, Iil.: Dryden Press, 1976).

Rossum, Ralph A., The politics of the
criminal justice system (New York: Marcel
Dekker, Inc., 1978).

The challenge of crime in a free society,
report of the President’s Commission on
Crime and Administration of Justice
(Washington: USGPO, 1968).

Notes

'Roscoe Pound, “Discretion, dispensation
and mitigation: The problem of the in-
dividual special case,” New York Univer-
sity Law Review (1960) 35:925, 926.

2Wayne R. LaFave, Arrest: The decision to
take a suspect into custody” (Boston: Lit-
tle, Brown & Co,, 1964), pp. 63-184.

Sibid.

“Attorriey General’s Task Force on Viclent
Crime—Final report, August 17, 1981
(Washington: U.S. Department of Justice,
1981), p. 2.

5The data provided in the table were de-
rived from offender-based transaction
statistics (OBTS) from five States. Each of
these States has its own system for col-
lecting the statistics. With the exception
of Arkansas, which conducted a survey of
all 1974 felony arrest records, the data
systems rely on reporting of infarmation
from criminal justice agencies. Due to
nonreporting, some arrests are not in-
cluded. For example, California estimates
that its OBTS data are underreported by
about 35%. Because each system is

unique to its own State, some cther dif-
ferences exist between data sets, such as
year of collection and types of crimes in-
cluded.

5Data for this table were from the follow-
ing sources:

New York: Data provided by Division of
Criminal Justice Services, State of New
York, from offender-based transacticn
statistics for all arrests on UCR Index of-
fenses that were disposed of in 1979.

California: Aduit felony arrest dispositions
in California, Bureau of Criminal Statistics
and Special Services, Criminal ldentifica-
tion and Information Branch, Division of
Law Enforcement, Department of Justice,
State of California, September 1980
(presents 1979 data).

Pennsylvania: Data provided by the Crime
Statistics Division, Pennsylvania Commis-
sion on Crime and Delinquency, for all ar-
rests on UCR Index offenses that were
disposed of in 1979.

Oregon: What happens after arrest in
Oregon? A report of disposition and sen-
tences for 1979: Part 1 felony arrests,
Oregon Law Enforcement Council, June
1982,

Arkansas: Felony processing in Arkansas,
a Statistical Analysis Center specis!
report, State of Arkansas Criminal Justice
and Highway Safety Information Center,
December 1977 (contains data on the
disposition of all persons arrested for
felonies in'1974).
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Section 2. Entry into the criminal justice system

The initial response to crime is usually by the police

The system responds directly to
only a small amount of crime

The criminal justice system generally
responds to crimes brought to its at-
tention through direct observation or
citizen reporting, but, as noted in
chapter il, most crime is not reported
to the police.

Because most reported crimes are not
solved by arres’, the proportion of all
crimes handled directly by the criminal
justice system through the processing
of a suspect is relatively small. In-
directly, the criminal justice system
may be dealing with more crime than
appears in arrest data because the of-
fenders who are processed may be re-
sponsible for much more crime than
that for which they are arrested (see
chapter {ll).

The following chart depicts this failout
for the crime of aggravated assauit.

Rate per 1,000 persons
age 12 and oider

NCS victimization rate

1975 1980

Sources; BJS Natlonal Crime Survey, 1973-81,
FB! Unlform Crime Reports, 1973-81.

Law enforcement is only one
of several roles of police

Two main roles of police officers
are—

* Law enforcement—applying legal
sanctions (usually arrest) to behavior
that violates a legal standard.

* Qrder maintenance—taking steps to
control events and circumstances that
disturb or threaten to disturb the
peace. For example, a police officer
may be called on to mediate a family
dispute, to disperse an unruly crowd,
or to quiet an overly boisterous party.

Two secondary roles of police officers
are—

* Information gathering—asking rou-
tine questions at a crime scene,
inspecting victimized premises, and
filling out forms needed tc-register
criminal complaints. -

¢ Service-related duties—a broad
range of activities, such as assisting
injured persons, animal control, or fire
calls. .

Wilson's analysis of citizen com-
plaints radioed to police on patrol
showed that—

* Only 10% required enforcement of
the law. '

¢ More than 30% of the calls were ap-
peals to maintain order.

* 22% were for information gathering.
* 38% were service-related duties.

Several investigative techniques
are used by the police

* Detection techniques are used when
a crime has been committed, but the
suspect has not been identified, or if
identified, has not been apprehended.
* Undercover techniques are used
when a person is suspected of partic-
ipating in criminal activity, yet no
specific crime has been committed.
An example of undercover work would
be when a person is suspected of be-
ing involved with an organized drug-
dealing operation and police invest-
igators pose as drug buyers. The in-
vestigators hope to discover a drug
sale that will implicate the suspect.

¢ Intelligence techniques are used
when there is no identified crime or
suspect. An investigator seeks only
information; following hunches or tips,
the investigator looks for relation-
ships; the relationship sought may
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consist of finding similarities between
a series of crimes committed in the
area or simply of finding out that
“something is up.”"

Traditionally, the police function
has been dominated by local
governments

* More than 90% of all municipalities
with a population of 2,500 or more
have their own police forces. However,
there is a trend toward consolidating
taw enforcement functions among
local communities.

* In 1977, there were 11,475 munici-
pal, 81 county, and 1,806 township
general-purpose police agencies in the
United States employing 488,832 full-
time equivalent employees.

* There are 3,077 sheriffs’ depart-
ments, nearly ali of them at the county
level. The responsibilities of the
sheriffs cover a range of duties in-
cluding standard police protection
services, serving judicial process
papers, and operating jails and deten-
tion facilities.

* Other participants in State and local
law enforcement include State agen-
cies such as the 52 State police and
highway patrols and some 1,122
special police agencies including park
rangers, harbor police, transit police,
and campus security forces. In addi-
tion to their independent responsi-
bilities, these agencies often provide
valuable support to local law enforce-
ment agencies in technical areas such
as forensics and identification.

There are more than 50 law
enforcement agencies at the
Federal level?

The Federal agencies that have the
largest law enforcement workloads
are the—

* {ederal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) and the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration (DEA) in the Departrnent
of Justice

¢ |nternal Revenue Service; the U.S.
Customs Service; the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms; and the
Secret Service in the Department of
the Treasury ,

* Postal Inspttion Service of the U.S.
Postal Service.
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What is the relationship between police strength and crime?

Most counties have between 1 and 3 police officers per 1,000 residents
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Source: Compendium of public employment, Census of governments, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977,

There is no standard level
of police protection

Police employment in the United
States ranges from 0 to 44 police per
1,000 residents; however, 80% of all
counties have between 1 and 3
officers per 1,000 residents. The
number of officers per square mile
ranges from 0 in Angoon Division,

Alaska, where State police and Feder-

al authorities enforce the law, to
1,278.5 in the Manhattari Borough of
New York City. Yet, some counties
that greatly differ in population and
land area have similar levels of police

protection. For example, San Diego
County, with a population of more
than 1.5 million in 1977 and Brown
County, Wisconsin {containing the city
of Green Bay), with a population of
close to 170,000, both have about 2
officers per 1,000 residents.

No single factor determines the
police strength of a given area

Decisions on the size of a police force
may be determined by a varlety of fac-
tors including the budgetary con-
straints of a city or county (see
chapter V).
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Number of law enforcement
officers per 1,000 residents
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¢ Many people believe that increased
police empioyment will result in higher
levels of protection and will lead to
reductions in crime. However, there is
no simple and clear-cut relationship
between either the nurnber of police
officers on duty and the rate at which
crime occurs or between crime rates
and budget allocations for law
enforcement. If a relationship is to be
found between crime rates and police,
it may be associated more with the
tactics of law enforcement officers
than with their numbers.3

¢ The rate of law enforcement officers
per capita shows little relationship to

Most counties have fewer than 5 police officers pe. 100 square riles

LY
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Source: Compendium of public employment, Census of governments, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977.

county population. The analysis of per
capita police rates per county shows
that the size of the law enforcement
contingent is influenced more by such
special factors as the presence of uni-
versities and large numbers of com-
muters or tourists than by the size of
resident population,

* The area of a county also shows lit-
tle or no relationship to either police
employment levels or the number of
police per square mile. Some studies
have shown that the strength of the
police force is lessened as the
enforcement area in square miles
goes up. 4

* One factor that appears to contri-
bute to police strength is density. As
the number of residents per square
mile increases, there is likely to be an
increase in the number of police per
capita.

State and local police
employment per cajita
rose by 56% in 20 years

Between 1957 and 1977, the number of
police officers per 1,000 residents of
the United States increased from 1.6
to 2.5. Around the same time, the
reported crime rate rose 436% (from
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1.1 UCR Index Crimes per 1,000 popu-
lation in 1960 to 5.9 in 1980).

Between 1957 and 1977, growth in the
number of police officers per capita—
* Occurred in all regions of the
country.

e Was highest (76%) in the South.

¢ Was lowest (43%) in the Northeast
which in 1977 had the highest number
of police officers per capita.
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Most criminal cases are initiated by arrest bt
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N
When a crime has been committed, 10.6 milli A rted by | i i ies in 198 i
a suspect must be identified .8 million arrests were reported by law enforcement agencies in 1981 ‘ 3 1974, the conviction rate in cases was
and apprehended for the case Estimated ! The probability of an amrest declines sharply 35% where tangible evidence was
to proceed through the system number of : if the incident is not reported to the police recovered, compared with oniy 24%
Sometimes, a suspect is apprehended Rank Offense arrests v within seconds after a confrontational crime where no tangible evidence was
at the scene; however, often extensive Probability of arrest (percent) recovered. In addition. when at least
investigations are required to identify ! All other offenses (except traffic) 1,908,700 i 3 - two lay witnesses were available to
a suspect, and, in many cases, no one 2 Driving under the influence 1,531,400 ! ««——— Crime reported while crime in progress: 33.6% testify about a crime, the conviction
N e ! - ' *3 Larceny-theft 1,261,600 t 399 d with onl
is identified or apprehended. Law 4 Drunkenness 1'155.400 30 - rate was 557, compared with only
discretion in determining when to 5 Disorderly conduct 787,100 ' 26 - witnesses were available.
make an arrest, but to arrest a suspect '8 Burglary 518,900
properly, they must obtain an arres‘z 4 Simple assaults 494,200 20 Delay in apprehension affects
werrant from the court prior to arrest 8 Liquor law violations 483,500 .5 the ability of police to make
or they must be able to show that they 9 Marijuana violations 400,300 A arrests that result in conviction
had probable cause that the suspect 10 Fraud 295,100 2 is i
committed the crime at the time%f 11 Aggravated assault 283,270 10 Crime reported when not In progress This is largely due to the fact that
| 12 Vandalism 242600 when delay is short, the ability of the
arrest. A suspect who is arrested ' 5 police to recover tangibie evidence
(taken into physical custody) must 13 Weapons: carrying, possessing, etc. 179,700 R from a “warm crime scene" is en-
men ?fe booketliI (offCI’CIaldr?ﬁoqungt,otf 1; ;obbery }ggggg D 7 8 8 10 11 12 13 14 15 | hanced.Forexample, in the District of
e offenses alleged and the identity unaway s . . Columbia study cited above, convic-
of the suspect). In some States, law 16 Stolen property: buying, receiving, possessing 129,500 Minutes after crime was commited Source: Gallng the P%Zf.:.%i’i:ﬂu’v's”%’l’.”.".&'n’ﬁé’&“;ﬁ’é’é’f tion rates for rgbbery, larceny, and bur-
enforce’ment agencies must fingerprint 17 Motor vehicle theft 129,200 glary declined significantly as time
zgzﬁ?rgs at the time of arrest and lg (P:ro?titutiocr; |a?td c;Om:'nerciia!l vtiice 13?.288 Police response time is important Several factors affect the ability between offense and arrest increased.
2 Fgr’ ee‘?’ 2"“ g gojr" g?_fea:;’;’n" olation 86600 in securing arvests only when of police to make arrests which Percent of arrests for robbery,
Most persons enter the criminal gery g A ' they are called whiie the crime is result in conviction :arceny, aind %urgllary ﬂ:jatiresulted
: : ; . . conviction by elapsed time
justice system through the armest 21 Opium or cocaine and their derivatives 72,100 5 in progress or within a few seconds A principal factor relating to the crimi-  from offense o aneet
ocess. but some enter by other 22 Sex offenses (except forcible rape) 72,000 : after the crime was committed nal event and the arrest itself is the
pr ' y 23 Other dangerous drug violations 67,500 ' R Elapsed time  Robbery Larceny  Burglary
means 24 Offenses against family and children 56,500 i The study by the Police Executive avalilability of tangible evidence and
For example, a person may be issued ; Research Forum suggests that aftera  credible witnesses. The ability of the 0.5 minutes 38% 34% 43%
a citation by’ a police officer requiring gg eamb""g gg:ggg certain time elapses, the response government to prosecute criminal 363[%;:&?:;95 3 30 45
a court appearance to answer a crimi- v Fzgélab':gyrape 31710 time of the police following a delayed cases successfully depends largely on o 24 hours a0 29 40
nal charge. Generally, a citation 28 Murder and nonnegligent manslaughter 21,590 report of a confrontational crime may evidence that establisfies proof thata  yore than
creates a mandatory obli gation to ! , be of little relevance to the making of crime was committed and that an 24 hours 26 26 38
appear in court, However, in some *29 Arson 20,600 i an arrest for the crimq. In many cases, arrested person committed it. Ew.- Source: What happens after arrest? Institute for Law
jurisdictions, a payment of money can 30 Synthetic or manufactured drug violations 20,000 ; timely reporting by citizens may not dence may be presented at the trial and Saclal Research, 1978,
be made in lleu of a court appearance 31 Suspicion L 16,200 i occur because of problems in leaving through witnesses, records, docu-
The common example of Such a pro- 32 Embezzlement 8,700 g the crime scene and reaching a tele- ments, and other concrete objects.
vision is the minor traffic violati olr)\ In *UCR Index Grimes, ! phone, a decision to chase or restrain The acquisition of criminal evidence is
addition to citation, a person may ‘be Source: FBI Uniform Grime Renorls. 1681 the criminal personally, or the need to generally the task of the arresting
issued a summ ons'(a written order by ource: TE1 Tniform brime Reports, 1981 care for a personal injury. Moreover, police wtficer. Under the exclusionary
a judicial officer requiring an appear- ; where discovery crimes are involved rule, evidence obtained improperly
ance in court to answer specific Juveniles may be arrested Law enforcement officials have ! (those noticed after the crime has may not be used in court.
charges). A third means of entering for conduct that wquld not considerable discretion in been completed), very few arrests may A study of criminal conviction rates in
the criminal justice system is through be considered criminal if dealing with arrested juveniles i result even if citizen reporting immedi- the District of Columbia by tte Insti-
the issuance of an indictment by a committed by an adult Of 1,383,380 arrests of juvenile in ?ggl)éffgrl‘%vg? ;:cg:e;yéfgr t:‘:faﬁ";fe a tute for Law and Social Research
grand jury. Grand jury indictments Such conduct, termed status offenses, 1981— y y Y. demonstrated a strong relationship

usually follow the referral of alie-
gations and evidence by the prose-
cutor. Occasionally, a grand jury will
issue an indictment following a crimi-
nal investigation initiated by the
prosecutor, Such an indictment is
commonly known as a grand jury
original.

includes violation of curfew, running
away from home, truancy, possession

of an alcoholic beverage, and incorrigi-

bility. The FBI estimates that in 1981
law enforcement agencies made
248,000 arrests of juveniles for viola-
tions of curfew, loitering, and running
away from home.

* 34% were released without referral
to any court or weifare agency.

e 58% of the arrested juveniles were
referred to juvenile courts.

* 5% were referred to adult criminal
courts.

* Less than 2% were referred to
welfare or secondary police agencies.

suspect s arrested, the length of
delay between the offense and the
arrest may crucially affect the ability
of the government to prosecute the
suspect successfully.

between the availability and strength
of evidence and conviction of criminal
defendants. For example, of all arrests
for violent crimes brought before the
District of Columbia Superior Court in
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For most crimes, noc one is apprehended

For every five clfenses reported to police. . .

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1980,

When is a crime considered solved?

Law enforcement agencies measure
solved cases by counting clearances,
that is, the number of cases in which
a known criminal offense has resuited
in the arrest, citation, or summoning
of a person in connection with the
offense or in which a criminal offense
has been “resolved” (jocation and
identity of suspect known), but an
arrest is not possible because of
exceptional circumstances such as
death of suspect or refusal of the
victim to prosecute.

The interpretation of clearance statis-

tics must be approached with caution.

For example, a number of criminal
offenses may be designated as
cleared when a single offender has
been apprehended for their commis-
sion. However, because the crimes
may have involved the participation of
multiple suspects, the term clearance
may suggest that a criminal investi-
gation has closed, when in fact it may
be continued until the remaining
suspects are apprehended. Addition-
ally, a case may b cleared even
though the suspect will not be pro-
cessed for that offense or is later
absolved of wrongdoing.
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Number of UéR index Offenses

per 1,000 population
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] Annual data incomplete

Most crimes are not cleared by arrest

Reported
crimes
cleared by
arrest
Murder 72%
Aggravated assault 58
Forcible rape 48
Robbery 24
Larceny-theft 19
Burglary 14
Motor vehicle theft 14
All UCR Index Crimes 19

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1981,
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Source: F8) Uniform Crime Reports, 1980.

Serious violent crimes are more
likely to be cleared than serious
property crimes

The rate of clearance for crimes of
violence (murder, forcible rape, aggra-
vated assault, and robbery) is nearly
43%, as compared with the 17%
clearance rate for property crimes
(burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft).
This wide variation is largely due to
the fact that—

* Victims often confront perpetrators
in violent crime incidents.

* Witnesses are more frequentiy avail-
able in connection with violent crimes
than with property crimes.
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¢ Intensive investigative efforts are
employed more frequently with crimes
of violence, resulting in a greater
number of arrests.

UCR Index arrest rates for
counties tend to follow a pattern
similar to crime rates

Counties with very high arrest rates
tend to be urbanized, independent
cities, such as Baltimore and Rich-
mond, which also have high crime
rates. Counties with low arrest rates
do not display a consistent pattern,
which is probably due in part to arrest
reporting practices.

3

[ Annual data incomplete
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Justice, NCJ-76939 (Washington: USGPO,
1981).

Historical statistics on governmental
finances and employment, 1977 Census of
Governments, U.S. Bureau of the Census
{(Washington: U.S. Department of Com-
merce).

Intercensal estimates of the pcpulation of
States: 1950-60, 1960-70, 1970-80, Series
P-25, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce.

Justice agencies in the United States,
1980, Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S.
Department of Justice, NCJ-65560
(Washington: USGPO, 1980).

Naticnal Crime Survey:
Criminal victimization in the United
States (annual), Bureau of Justice
Statistics (Washington: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice).

Uniform Crime Reports:
Crime in the United States (annual),
Federal Buraau of Investigation, U.S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO).

What happens after arrest? Institute for
Law and Social Research, under grant
from the National Institute of Justice, U.S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO, 1978).

Wilson, James Q., Varieties of pol.ce
behavior (Atheneum, NY: Atheneum [by
permission of Harvard University Press],
1971).

Notes
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2Bata Rektor, Federal law enforcement
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University of Michigan, discuss the
studies undertaken in this area. “The
police, crime, and economic theory: An
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4James S. Kakalik and Sorrel Wildhorn,
Aids to decisionmaking in police patrol, a
report prepared for the U.S. Department of
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Section 3. Prosecution and pretrial services

The prosecutor’s duty is to seek justice

Tho American prosecutor
is unique in the world

First, the American prosecutor is a
public prosecutor representing the
oeople in matters of criminal law.
Traditionally, European societies
viewed crimes as wrongs against an
individual whose claims could be
pressed through private prosecution.
Second, the American prosecutor is
usually a local official, reflecting the
development of autonomous local gov-
ernments in the colonies. Finally, as
an elected official, the local American
prosecutor is responsible only to the
voters.

Prosecution is the function
of representing the government
in criminal cases

After the police arrest a suspect, the
prosecutor coordinates the govern-
ment's response to crime—from the
initial screening, when the prosecutor
decides whether or not to press
charges, through trial and, in some
Instances, at the time of sentencing,
by the presentation of sentencing
recommendations.

Prosecutors have been accorded much
discretion in carrying out their
responsibilities in that they make
many of the decisions that determine
whether or not a case will proceed
through the criminal justice process.

Prosecuting officials include
local prosecutors and district
attorneys, State attorneys
general, and U.S. attorneys

Prosecution is predominantly a State
and local function carried out by more
than 8,000 State, county, municipal,
and township prosecution agencies. In
all but five States, local prosecutors
are elected officials. Many small juris-
dictions engage a part-time prosecutor
who also maintains a private law prac-
tice. Prosecutors in urban jurisdictions
often have offices staffed by many full-
time assistants. Federal prosecution is
the responsibility of 94 U.S. attorneys
who are appointed by the President.

can be seen in 3 jurisdictions
Outcome of felony cases presented to prosecutor

New Orieans, Louislana

45 rejected at 8 dropped
screening after filing

of charges

17 rejected at 34 dropped
screening after filing

of charges

Manhattzn Borough, New York

4 rejacted at 32 dropped
screening after filing

Differences in how prosecutors handie felony cases

100 cases 53 filings T——45 proceeded 8 trials T 8 guiity verdicts

2 referred to another prosecutor

100 cases 83 filings t—>49 proceeded ———+ 7 trials T—> § guilty verdicts

0 referred to another prosecutor

100 cases 92 filings L_.m proceeded 3 trials t 2 guilty verdicts

of charges
4 referred to another prosecutor 57 guilty pleas
Source: B, Boland, INSLAW, Inc,, The pr fon of felony arrests, BJS, forthcoming 1983,

2 acquittals

+ 37 gulity pleas

2 acquittals

42 guiity pleas

1 acquittal

The decision to charge is solely
at the prosecutor’s discretion

Once an arrest is made and the case is
referred to the prosecutor, most
prosecutors screen cases to determine
whether the cases merit prosecution.
The prosecutor can refuse to prose-
cute, for example, because of insuffi-
cient evidence. The decision to charge
is not usually reviewable by any other
branch of government. Some prosecu-
tors accept almost all cases for prose-
cution; others screen out many cases.

The official accusation in felony

. cases is either a grand jury

indictment or a prosecutor’s bill
of information

According to Jacoby, the accusatory
process in a jurisdiction usually
follows one of four paths:

¢ Arrest to preliminary hearing for
bindover to grand jury for indictment

* Arrest to grand jury for indictment

* Arrest to preliminary hearing to a bili
of information

» A combination of the above at the
prosecutor’s discretion.

Whatever the method of accusation,
the State must demonstrate at this
stage that there is probable cause to
support the charge.

Nineteen States requite indictments in
felony prosecutions unless waived by
the accused.! Five States require
indictments only in cases that involve
capital offenses.

The grand jury emerged

from the American revolution
as the people’s protection
against oppressive prosecution
by the State

Today, the grand jury is a group of
ordinary citizens, usually no more than
23, which has both accusatory and
investigative functions. The jury's
proceedings are secret and not
adversarial so that most rules of
evidence for trials do not apply.
Usually, evidence is presented by the
prosecutor who brings a case to the
grand jury’s attention. However, in
some States, the grand jury is used
primarily to investigate issues of
public corruption and organized crime.
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Why are some cases rejected or dismissed?

Once charges are filed, a case
may be terminated only by
official action

The prosecutor can drop a case after
making efforts to prosecute (nolle
prosequi), or the court can dismiss the
case on motion of the defense on
grounds that the government has
failed to establish that the defendant
committed the crime charged. The
prosecution may aiso recommend dis-
missal, or the judge may take the
initiative in dismissing a case. A
dismissal is an official action of the
court.

-What are the most common reasons
for rejection or dismissal?

Many criminal cases are rejected or
dismissed because of—

» Evidence problems that result from a
failure to find sufficient physical
evidence that links the defendant to
the offense

* Witness problems that arise, for
example, when a witness fails to
appear, gives unclear or inconsistent
statements, is reluctant to testify, or is
unsure of the identity of the offender

» Office policy, wherein the prosecutor
decides not te rosecute certain types
of offenses, »articularly those that
violate the letter but not the spirit of
the law (for example, offenses involv-
ing insignificant amounts of property
damage)

* Due process problems that invoive
violations of the Constitutional
requirements for seizing evidence and
for questioning the accused

* Combination with other cases, for
example, when the accused is charged
in several cases and the prosecutor
prosecutes all of the charges in a
single case

¢ Pretrial diversion that occurs when
the prosecutor and the court agree to
drop charges when the accused suc-
cessfully meets the conditions for
diversion, such as completion of a
treatment program,

A prior relationship between
victim and defendant was a
major cause of witness problems

Williams found that problems with the
complaining witness accounted for
61% of the refusals to prosecute

Evidence problems are the most common reason

for prosecutors to reject cases

Percent of cases rejected by reason for rejection

Number Combined
. of cases Office Due with

Jurisdiction rejected Evidence Witness policy process other case Diversion Other

Golden, Colo. 49 20% 18 45 2 0 4 10 100%
Indianapolis, Ind. 155 40% 12 19 3 0 0 25 100%
Los Angeles, Calif. 19,197 70% 12 7 7 0 1 100%
Manhattan, N.Y. 1,062 50% 26 13 6 0 0 4 100%
New Orleans, La. 3,315 40% 31 12 10 0 7 0 100%
Salt Lake City, Utah 702 65% 20 10 2 0 1 2 100%
Washington, D.C. 1,442 22% 16 12 1 0 0 49 100%

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding,
Source; B. Boland, INSLAW, Inc., The prosecution of felony arrests (Washington: BJS, forthcoming 1983.)

Evidence and witness problems are also key reasons for case dismissals

Percent of cases dismissed by reason for dismissal

Number
of cases

Comblned

Office Due with

Jurisdiction dismissed Evidence Witness policy process other case Diversion Other

Golden, Colo. 774 10% 13 7 10 20 17 24 100%
Indianapolis, Ind. 254 31% 21 ] 3 21 2 17 100%
Los Angeles, Calif. 5,514 6% 26 22 5 " 9 21 100%
Manhattan, N.Y. 8,597 18% 45 28 4 0 2 3 100%
New Orleans, La. 552 33% 15 19 7 7 8 11 100%
Salt Lake City, Utah 560 16% 17 3 57 3 100%
Washington, D.C. 2,781 17% 81 0 0 0 2 100%

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding.
Source: 8. Boland, INSLAW, Inc., The prosecution of felony arre2*s (Washington: BJS, forthcoming 1883).

violent crimes by nonstrangers and
54% of the dismissals.2 Conviction
rates are commensurately lower in
cases involving family acquaintances;
Boland showed that, in New Orleans,
the conviction rate for crimes by
strangers was 48%, but only 30% for
crimes by friends or acquaintances
ﬁgd 19% for crimes by family mem-
rs.

The Fourth Amendment prohibits
unreasonable searches and selzures
in the collection of evidence

Under the exclusionary rule evidence
obtained in violation of the Fourth
Amendment may not be used in
criminal proceedings against the
accused. Both the police and prosecu-
tors drop cases based on what they
find is improperly obtained evidence.
An estimated 45,000 to 55,000 felony
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and serious misdemeanor cases were
dropped by prosecutors during 1977.3

Improperly obtained evidence
and related problems appear to
be major causes of rejections
and dismissals in drug cases

A recent report from the National
Institute of Justice found that 70% of
the felony cases rejected in California
were drug cases. In two local prosecu-
tor's offices in California, 30% of all
felony arrests for drug offenses were
rejected because of search and seizure
problems.
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The Sixth Amendment of the Constitution provides
the accused the right to be assisted by counsel

The function of the defense
attorney is to protect the
defendant’s legal rights and to be
the defendant’s advocate in the
adversary process

Defendants have the right to defend
themselves, but most prefer to be
represented by a specialist in the law.
Relatively few members of the legal
profession specialize in criminal law,
but lawyers who normally handle other
types of legal matters may take occa-
sional criminal cases.

The right to the assistance
of counsel is more than the right
to hire a lawyer

Supreme Court decisions in Gideon V.
Wainwright (1963) and Argersinger v.
Hamlin (1972) established that the
right to an attorney could not be
frustrated by lack of means. For both
felonies and misdemeanors for which
incarceration can be the penality, the
State must provide an attorney to any
accused person who Is Indigent.

The institutional response to this
Constitutional mandate is still evolving
as States experimesit with various
ways to provide legal counsel for
indigent defendants.

A defendant is entitied

to representation by counsel
at every critical step in the
criminal justice process

The Sixth Amendment provides the
right to counsel in criminal
prosecution but does not say what
steps or proceedings are included.
Through the years, the Supreme Court
has held that a defendant has the right
to counsel at such critical steps as
police interrogation, police lineup,
preliminary hearing, appeal, and even
probation and parole revocation pro-
ceedings.

Each State adopts its own
approach to providing counsel
for indigents

Among the States—

« Some provide counsel to all indi-
gents who have been charged with a
misdemeanor; other States provide
counsel only to those for whom a jail
or prison term is possible.

» Some assess the cost of an attorney
against the defendant and coliect for it
in installments after the trial; others
provide counsel completely free of
charge.

+ Some provide salaried attorneys who
work for the State; some draw on the
services of the private bar.

These options are often used in com-
bination.

Who defends indigents?

An indigent person may be defended
by—

o An elected or appointed attorney
who is employed full time in a public
defender's office

* A private attorney specially ap-
pointed by the judge for a particuiar
case

s A private attorney who participates
in a coordinated system for providing
counsel to indigents

* A private attorney who has been
retained by the government under a
contract to provide such services as
part of the attorney’s regular practice.

Standards and procedures
for determining indigency vary

Preliminary estimates from the
National Indigent Defense Survey
indicate that more than half of all
defendants charged with felonies are
classified as indigent despite the
variation in standards. Indigency rates
for defendants charged with a mis-
demeanor are much lower because the
eligibility criteria for misdemeanants
are more restrictive in many States.

Organization and funding
of indigent defense programs
vary among the States

Thirty-three States provide complete or
partial funding of indigent defense. In
the other 19 States, funding comes
from the county.

In 33 States, indigent defense services
are organized at the county level alone
or in combination with a statewide
system or with judicial districts; 13
States have statewide organizations
only; 4 States use judicial districts.

Ad hoc appointment of counsel remains the primary source of indigent defense

% Much Indigent defense
provided locally.

Primary source of indigent defense

_ Statewide public defender

B| Statewide public defender
and assigned counsel

Assigned counsel provided:

[ Adhec
Ad hac and by conlract

[::I By contract

Source: Preliminary dala from the 1982 National Indigent Defense Survey, Abt Associates, Inc.
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Most defendants are eligible for release pending trial

The traditional objective of bail
or other pretrial release options
is to assure appearance at trial

In medieval times, the accused was
bailed to a third party who would be

. tried in place of the accused if the
accused failed to appear. As the
system evolved, the guarantee became
the postihg of a money bond that was
forfeited if the accused failed to
appear. In the United States, the
Eighth Amendment states that bail
shall not be excessive, but it does not
grant the right to baii in ali cases. The
right to bail for many offenses was
established by Federal and State laws
early in our history.

The modemn bail reform
movement resulted in new
release options

The movement was based on the belief
that detaining the poor because they
could not afford bail violated the pro-
hibition against excessive bail. In the
early 1960's, seeking alternatives to
the commercial bail bondsman, the
Vera Institute created the Manhattan
bail project, which showed that
defendants with community ties could
be released without bail and in most
cases still return for trial.

The Pretrial Services Resource Center
reports that more than 200 pretrial
service programs currently operate
throughout the Nation. Since tite
Federal Bail Reform Act of 1966, many
States have passed laws that limit
the role of bondsmen. Five States
(Kentucky, Oregon, Wisconsin, Ne-
braska, and illinois) have eliminated
bail bonding for profit. Kentucky dealt
with both bondsmen and release pro-
grams in 1976 when it banned bonds-
men and set up a statewide system of
pretrial services agencies.

Financial bond

Fully secured bail—The defendant posts
the full amount of bail with the court.

Privately secured bail—A bondsman signs a
promissory note to the court for the bail
amount and charges the defendant a fee for
the service (usually 10% of the bail amount).
If the defendant fails to appear, the bonds-
man must pay the court the full amount. Fre-
quently, the bondsman requires the defendant
to post collateral in addition to the fee.

Percentage bail—The courts allow the
defendant to deposit a percentage (usually
10%) of the full bail with the court. The full
amount of the bail is required if the defendant
fails to appear. The percentage bail is
returned after disposition of the case although
the court often retains 1% for administrative
costs.

Unsecured bail—The defendant pays no money
to the court but is liable for the full amount
of bail should he fail to appear.

Both financial bonds and aitemative release options are used today

Alternative release options

Release on recognizance (ROR)—The
court releases the defendant on his promise
that he will appear in court as required.

Conditional rel The court releases the |
defendant subject to his foliowing of specific
conditions set by the court such as attend-
ance at drug treatment therapy or staying
away from the complaining witness.

Third party custody—The defendant Is released
into the custody of an individual or agency
that promises to assure his appearance in
court. No monetary transactions are involved
in this type of release.

Bail reform and other factors
appear to have increased
the number of people being
released prior to trial

A 1976 study in 20 cities found that the
release rate had risen from 48% in
1962 to 67 % in 1971.4 More recently,
Toborg found that 85% of the de-
fendants in her eight-site sample were
released prior to trial.

Most unconvicted jail inmates
have had bail set

Of 66,936 unconvicted jail inmates
surveyed in 1978

* 81% had bail set

* 46% could not afford the bond that
had been set

* 17% had not had bail set

* 6% were held on nonbailable of-
fenses such as murder

* 3% had not yet had a bail hearing
* 2% were held on detainers or war-
rants.
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Most defendants are not
detained prior to trial

In Toborg's study, 85% of the
defendants in her eight-site sample
were released before trial. Some
jurisdictions are much less likely than
others to release defendants on non-
financial conditions, but the overall
rate of release is similar. Some
jurisdictions detain a high proportion
of defendants zt the time of arraign-
ment, but eventually release most of
them before trial. According to Brosi,
the detention rate in Salt Lake City
dropped from 41% at arraignment to
between 10% and 12% before trial.

How many released defendants
fail to appear in court?

Pryor and Smith found that—

¢ Upwards of 85% of all defendants
released pending trial appsared for all
court sessions

* People charged with the more seri-
ous offenses were more likely to
appear

* Willful failure to appear where the
defendant absconds or is returned by
force did not exceed 4% of all re-
leased defendants.
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How many of those released
are rearrested prior to trial?

In Toborg's study of eight jurisdic-
tions—

* 16% of all released defendants were
rearrested, rates for individual juris-
dictions ranged from 8% to 22%

* 30% of those rearrested were re-
arrested more than ¢nce

¢ About half of those rearrested were
later convicted.

This is consistent with Pryor and
Smith's analysis of release research
that found rearrest rates between 10%
and 20% with about half of those re-
arrested being convicted.

Many States have shown concern
about the effect of pretrial
release on community safety

Gaynes has noted that at the State
level most changes in pretrial release
practices prompted by concern over
community safety have been enacted
within the past decade, many since
1979. During 1982, voters in five States
(Arizona, Califernia, Colorado, Florida,
and lllinois) approved constitutional
amendments limiting the right to bail
to assure community safety in pretrial
release.

About three-fifths of the States have one or more provisions
to ensure community safety in pretrial release

Type of provision

Exclusion of certain crimes from automatic
bail eligibility

Definition of the purpose of bail to ensure
appearance and safety

Inclusion of crime control factors in the
release decision

Inciusion of release conditions related to
crime control

Limitations on the right to bail for those
previously convicted

Revocation of pretrial release when
there is evidence that the accused
committed a new crime

Limitations on the right to bail for
crimes alleged to have been
committed while on release

Provisions for pretrial detention to ensure
safety

Source: Updated as of December 1982 from Typology of State laws which permit consideration of danger in
the pretrial release declision by Elizabeth Gaynes for the Pretrial Services Resource Center, Washington, D.C.,

1982,

States that have enacted the provision

Colorado, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgla, Michigan, Nebraska, Wisconsin

Alaska, Arizona, California, Delaware, District
of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, Minnesota,
South Carolina, Sauth. Dakcta, Vermont,
Virginia, Wisconsin

Alabamay, California, Florida, Georgia,
Minnesota, South Dakota, Wisconsin

Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, District of
Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, illinois,
Minnesota, New Mexico, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin

Colorado, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgla, Hawaii, Michigan, New Mexico,
Texas, Wisconsin

Arkansas, Colorado, illinois, Indiana,
Massachusetts, Nevada, New York, Rhode
Island, Virginia, Wisconsin

Colorado, District of Columbia, Florida,
Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah

Arizona, California, District of Columbia,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan,
Wisconsin
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Cases involving juveniles are handled much differently
than cases involving adults

The juvenile court and a separate
process for handling juveniles
resulted from reform movements
of the late 19th century

Until that time, juveniles who com-
mitted crimes were processed through
the adult criminal courts. In 1899,
lllinois established the first juvenile
court based on the concepts that a
juvenile was a salvagable human
being who needed treatment rather
than punishment and that the court
was to protect the child from the
stigma of criminal proceedings.
Delinquency and other situations
such as neglect and adoption were
deemed to warrant the court’s inter-
vention on the child’s behalf. The
juvenile court also handled ‘“status
offenses” (such as truancy, running
away, and incorrigibility), which are
not applicable to adults.

Juvenile courts are very diffarent
from criminal courts

The language used in juvenile courts is
less harsh. For example, juvenile
courts—

e Accept “petitions” of “delinquency”
rather than crimiinal complaints

¢ Conduct “hearings,” not trials

¢ “Adjudicaie” juveniles to be
“delinquent” rather than find them
guilty of a crime

* Order one of a number of available
“dispositions” rather than sentences.

Despite the wide discretion and
informality associated with juvenile
court proceedings, juveniles are
protected by most of the due process
safeguards associated with adult
criminal trials. For example—

¢ Prosecuting and defense attorneys
are present at such hearings

¢ The State must prove its case
beyond a reasonable doubt

* Juveniles have the right to appeal
juvenile court decisions

* In more than a dozen States, juries
are permitted in juvenile courts.5

Arrest is not the only means
of referring juveniles
to juvenile courts

While adults may begin criminal
justice processing only through arrest,
summons, or citation, juveniles may be
referred to court by parents, schools,
or other sources.

While 84% of the cases are referrals
from law enforcement agencies—
* 3% are from parents and relatives

* 3% are from schools
* 2% are from probation officers
* 2% are from other courts

* 5% are from miscellaneous sources.

Most referrals to juvenile court
are for property crimes, but
20% are for status offenses

Reasons for referrals to juvenile courts,
1979 estimates

11% Crimes against persons
Criminal homicide
Forcibie rape
Robbery
Aggravated assauit
Simple assault
Other

49% Crimes against property
Burglary
Larceny
Motor vehicle theft
Arson and vandalism
Stolen property offenses
Trespassing
Other

6% Drug offenses
Narcotics
Nonnarcotics

15% Offenses against public order
Weapons offenses
Sex offenses
Drunkenness
Disturbing the peace
Escape, contempt,
probation, parole
Other

20% Status offenses
Runaway
Truancy
Curfew
Ungovernabie
Liquor
Other

100% Total all offenses

rounding,

Juvenile Justice, preliminary draft,

1%

2
18
22
52

5

100%

26%
41

9
12

5

4

3

100%

9%
91

100%

10%
6

12
22

19
32

100%

27%
12

7
18
28

8

100%

Note: Percents may not add to 100 because of

Source: Delinquency 1979, National Center for
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“Intake” is the first step in
the processing of juveniles

At intake, decisions are made about
whether to begin formal proceedings.
Intake is most frequently performed by
the juvenile court, but prosecutors are
becoming increasingly invoived. In
addition to beginning formal court
proceedings, officials at intake may
refer the juvenile for psychiatric
evaluation, informal probation, or
counseling, or, if appropriate, they may
close the case altogether.

For a case involving a juvenile to
proceed to a court adjudication,
the intake unit niust file a
petition with the court

Intake units may handle most cases
informally without a petition. The
National Center for Juvenile Justice
estimates that more than half of ali
juvenile cases accepted at intake are
handled informally without a petition
and are dismissed and/or referred to a
social service agency.

Initial juvenile detention
decisions are usually made
by the intake staff

Prosecutors become involved in deten-
tion decisions at later stages of the
processing. Juveniles may be released
in the custody of their parents, put in
protective custody (usually in foster
homes or runaway shelters), or ad-
mitted to detention facilities. Separate
juvenile detention facilities are usually
provided, but in some jurisdictions
juveniles are held in adult jails.

Relatively few juveniles
are detained prior to court
appearance

National Center for Juvenile Justice
data show that slightiy less than one
case in five results in secure detention
of a juvenile prior to adjudication. The
offenses for which such detention
may be ordered range from school
truancy to murder. Iin 1979, 28% of
those juveniles detained in secure
facilities were being held for crimes
against persons; 21%, for public order
crimes; 18%, for property crimes;
17%, for drug-related crimes; and
17%, for status offenses.

T

Under certain circumstances, juveniles
may be tried in criminal courts

Age at which criminal courts gain jurisdiction of young offenders
ranges from 16 to 18 years old
Age of offender when under criminal court jurisdiction
16 17 18
Connecticut Georgia Alabama Kansas Oklahoma
New York llinois Alaska Kentucky Oregon
North Carolina Louisiana Arizona Maine Pennsylvania
Vermont Massachusetts Arkansas Maryland Rhode Island
Michigan California Minnesota South Dakota
Missouri Colorado Mississippi Tennessee
South Carolina Delaware Montana Utah
Texas District of Nebraska Virginia
Columbia Nevada Washington
Florida New Hampshire West Virginia
Hawaii New Jersey Wisconsin
ldaho New Mexico Wyoming
Indiana North Dakota Federal
lowa Ohio districts
Source: Youth in adult courts, Hamperian, et al., 1982,

All States allow juveniles to be
tried as adults in criminal courts

Juveniles are referred to criminal
courts in one of three ways—

¢ Judicial waiver—the juvenile court
waives its jurisdiction and transfers
the case to criminal court (the pro-
cedure is also known as *binding
over” or “certifying” juvenile cases to
criminal courts)

* Concurrent jurisdiction—the
prosecutor has the discretion of filing
charges for certain offenses in either
juvenile or criminal courts

* Excluded offenses—the legislature
excludes from juvenile court juris-

diction certain offenses, usually either
very minor, such as traffic or fishing
violations, or very serious, such as
murder or rape.

Thirteen States authorize
prosecutors to file cases
in either the juvenile or criminal
courts at their discretion

This procedure, known as concurrent
jurisdiction, may be limited to certain
offenses or to juveniles of a certain
age. Eight of the 13 States provide
concurrent jurisdiction options in the
trial of youth for serious crimes.

46 States, the District of Columbia, and
have judicial waiver provisions

Youngest age at which juvenile may be transferred
to criminal court by judicial waiver

the Federal Government

Note: Many judiclal walver statutes also specity specific
States by the youngest age lor which judiclal walver may

No
specific
age 10 13 14 15 1€
Alaska South Dakota Georgia Alabama District of California
Arizona Itlinois Colorado Columbia Hawail
Florida Mississippi Connecticut Idaho Kansas
Maine Delaware Louisiana Kentucky
New Hampshire Indiana Maryland Montana
Oklahoma lowa Michlgan Nevada
South Carolina Massachusetts New Mexico North Dakota
Washington Minnesota Ohio Oregon
Waest Virginia Missouri Tennessee  Rhode island
Wyoming New Jersey Texas Wisconsin
Federal North Carolina  Virginia

districts Pennsylvania

Source; Youth in adult courts, Hamperian, et al. 1982.

Utah

offenses that are waivable. This chart lists the
be sought without regard to offense.

As of 1978, 31 States excluded
certain offenses from juvenile
court jurisdictions

Twenty States excluded only traffic,
watercraft, fish, or game violations.
The other 11 States excluded serious
offenses; 8 also excluded some

minor offenses. in Delaware, Indiana,
Nevada, and Pennsylvania, persons of
any age charged with a capital offense
are prosecuted in adult courts.

About 11,000 juveniles
were referred to criminal
courts in 1978

Hamparian found that most juveniles
tried in criminal courts were age 17
and were charged with property of-
fenses. She also found that violent
offenses were involved in less than a
fourth of the judicial waivers or con-
current jurisdiction filings. Almost all
juveniles charged under exciuded-
offense laws were charged with crimes
against people because few other seri-
ous crimes are covered by those faws.

Juveniles tried as adults have
a very high conviction rate,
but most receive sentences
of probation or fines

More than 90% of the judicial waiver
or concurrent jurisdiction cases in
Hamparian's study resulted in guilty
verdicts, and more than half the
convictions led to fines or probation.
However, juveniles convicted under
excluded-offense laws were more
likely to be institutionalized. Among
the juveniles sentenced to incarcera-
tion, about 14% received sentences
that could have lasted, under the most
severe circumstances, 10 or more
years. However, those incarcerated
generally received longer sentences
than they would have received under
a juvenile disposition. However, most
youths, like adults, are released from
confinement before serving their max-
imum sentences.
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Section 4. Adjudication

The courts are participants in and supervisors of

the judicial process

The courts have several
functions in addition to deciding
about violations of the law

The courts are responsible for—

* Settling disputes between legal en-
tities (persons, corporations, etc.)

* invoking sanctions against violations
of law

¢ Deciding whether acts of the legis-
lative and executive branches are con-
stitutional.

In making decisions about violations
of the law, the courts must apply the
law to the facts in individual cases.
The courts have an impact on policy,
while deciding individual cases, by
handing down decisions about how
the laws should be interpreted and
carried out. Decisions of the appellate
courts are the decisions most likely to

Courts at various levels of govemment interact in many ways

United States

By writ of certiorari

11.S. Court of Appeals
for Federa! Clrcult
(formerly Count of

Customs and Patent
Appeals}

By right of appeal

Supremse Court
9 Justices

By writ of certiorari

U.S. courts of appeal
12 circuits

By right of appeal
By right of appeal

™.

U.S. Claims Court

Deals with claims
against the United
States

U.S. district courts
{basic Federal
trial courts)

Certain administrative
agencies

Jurisdiction based Federal Trade Commissicn,

on Federal questions National Labor Relations

or diversity of Board, etc.

lems, forthcoming 1982). have policy impact: citizenship

Jacoby, Joan E., The American prosecu- i Usually by writ of

tor, & search for identity (Lexington, The use of an arm of the State certicrari when Federal
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1980). P in settling disputes is a By removal: e oty =

Johnson, Elmer H., Crime, correction and
society, third edition (Homewood, lil.: The
Dorsey Press, 1974).

Nissman, David M., and Ed Hagen, The
prosecution function (Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1982),

Pryor, Donald E., and Walter F. Smith,
“Significant research findings concern-

relatively new concept

Until the Middle Ages, disputes be-
tween individuals, clans, and families,
including criminal acts, were handied
privately. Over time, some acts such
as murder, rape, robbery, larceny, and
fraud were determined to be crimes
against the entire community, and the
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Each State has established a
system of trial and appeals courts

Generally, State court systems are
organized according to three basic
levels of jurisdiction:

* Courts of limited and speciali juris-
diction are authorized to hear only less
serious cases (criminal misdemeanors
and/or civil suits that involve smali
amounts of money) or to hear special
types of cases such as divorce or
probate suits. Such courts include
traffic courts, municipal courts, family
courts, small claims courts, magistrate
courts, and probate courts.

¢ Courts of general jurisdiction, also
called major trial courts, are unlimited
in the civil or criminal cases they are
authorized to hear. Almost all cases
originate in the courts of limited or
special jurisdiction or in courts of
general jurisdiction. Most serious
criminal cases are handled by courts
of general jurisdiction. in 1977, there
were 3,588 courts of general jurisdic-
tion.

< Appellate courts are divided into two
groups, intermediate appeals courts,
which have limited jurisdiction, and
courts of last resort, which have
jurisdiction over final appeals from
courts of original jurisdiction or
intermediate appeals courts. As of
1983, 32 States had intermediate
appellate courts, but ali States had
courts of last resort.

The U.S. Constitution created
tlie Supreme Court and
authorized the Congress to
‘establish lower courts as needed

Currently, the Federal court system
consists of various special courts, U.S.
district courts (general jurisdiction
cecurts), U.S. courts of appeals (inter-
mediate appellate courts which receive
appeals from the district courts and
Federal administrative agencies), and
the U.S. Supreme Court (the court of
last resort). Organized on a regional
basis, there are U.S. courts of appeals
for each of 11 circuits and the District
of Columbia. in the trial courts for the
Federal system (the 94 U.S. district
courts), approximately a quarter of a
million cases were filed in 1982; there
was one criminal case for every six

civil cases. In 1982, more than half of
the criminal cases filed in district
courts were for embezzlement, fraud,
forgery and counterfeiting, traffic, or
drug offenses.

Court organization varies
greatly among the States

State courts of general jurisdiction are
organized by districts, counties, dual
districts, or a combination of counties
and districts. In some States, the
courts, while established by the State,
are funded and controlled locally. in
others, the court of last resort may
have some budgetary or administrative
oversight over the entire State court
system. Even within States, there is a
considerable lack of uniformity in the
roles, organization, and procedures of
the courts. This has led to consider-
able momentum among States to form
“unified” court systems to provide in
varying degrees for uniform admin-
istration of the courts, and, in many
cases, for the consolidation of diverse
courts of limited and special jurisdic-
tion.

Most felany cases are brought
in State and local courts

The traditional criminal offenses
established under the english com-
mon law have been adopted, in one
form or another, in the criminal laws of
each of the States. Most cases
involving *common law" crimes are
brought to trial in State or local courts.
Persons charged with misdemeanors
are usually tried in the lower courts,
Those charged with felonies (more
serious crimes) are tried in courts of
general jurisdiction.

In all States, criminal defendants may
appeal most decisions of lower crimi-
nal courts; the avenue of appeal
usually ends with the State supreme
court. However, the Supreme Court of
the United States may elect to hear the
case, if the appeal is based on an
alleged violation of the Constitutional
rights of the defendant.

State courts process
a large volume of cases,
many of them minor

In 1981, more than 82 million ciases
were filed in State and local courts,
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About 67% were traffic-related cases,
16% werc civil cases (torts, contracts,
smaell claims, etc.), 15% were criminal
caies, and 2% were juvenile cases.

Civil and criminal cases both appear to
be increasing. Of 40 States that
reported for 1977 and 1981, 36 reported
increases in the volume of criminal
filings, and 38 reported increases of
civil filings.

Judges are selected by popular
election, by appointment,
or by the merit plan

Thirty-two States use elections to
select some judges; 19 States elect
intermediate appeals court judges.
Most judiciat elections are nonparti-
san, a method of selection designed to
keep the judiciary insulated from
partisan politics. in 37 States, some
judges are appointed. Under the merit
system, independent judicial commis-
sions, which select nominees based
on merit, operate in 22 States for
initial selection aithough many other
States also use the merit system to
fill vacancies. In some States that use
the merit system, voters may approve
or disapprove of reappointments after
the judge’s initial term.

The separate system of justice
for juveniles often operates
within the existing court
organization

Jurisdiction over juvenile delinquency,
dependent or neglected children, and
related matters is vested in various
types of courts. in many States, the
juvenile court is a division of the court
of general jurisdiction. A few States
have statewide systems of juvenile or
family courts. Juvenile jurisdiction is
vested in the courts of general jurisdic-
tion in some counties and in separate
juvenile courts or courts of limited
jurisdiction in others, However the
juvenile courts are organized, they
process juveniles under a separate
system based on the concepts of non-
culpability and rehabilitation.
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Most cases that are prosecuted result in convictions

Most cases brought by prosecutor

result in a plea of guilty
Cases
resulting Number
in a plea of cases
gﬂ]fgif_ﬁirl of guilty filed
Rhode Island 79% 3,367
Kalamazoo Mich. 79 710
Milwaukee, Wis. 74 2,689
New Orleans, La. 70 3,894
. Indianapolis, Ind. 67 1,491
'*5[ Louisville, Ky. 66 1,496
; St. Louis, Mo, 64 3,388
Manhattan, N.Y. 63 25,233
: Los Angeles, Calif, 61 22,258
: Sait Lake City, Utah 56 1,852
4 Washington, D.C. 51 6,857
: Golden, Colo. 49 1,739
i Geneva, Il 48 913

of plea negotiations

sentence.

R

ough, New York.

Many guilty pleas are the resuit

Source: B, Boland, INSLAW, Inc., The prosecution of
felony arrests, (Washington; BJS, forthcoming 1983).

According to McDonald's recent study,
a negotiated plea occurs when a de-
fendant pleads guilty with the reason-
able expectation that the State will
give some consideration such as re-
duction in the number or severity of
the charges and/or a more lenient

i Guilty pleas are sometimes explicitly
traced for a less severe charge or
sentence, but they also result from a
straightforward admission of guilt by
a defendant. This may result from a

! hope or impression that such a plea

' will be rewarded by a lighter sentence
or from a concern that a trial will
reveal damaging evidence.

The predominance of guiity pleas is
not new in the criminal justice system.
A study in Connecticut covering the 84
i years from 1880 to 1954 concludes
that between 1880 and 1910 only 10%
of all convictions were obtained by
trial.! in Boland’s study of felony
dispositions in 1979, the proportion of
guilty pleas from all convictions in 13
jurisdictions ranged from 81% in
Louisville to 37% in Manhattan Bor-

Some jurisdictions have adopted an
anti-plea-bargaining policy

: According to McDonald, prohibitions
agalinst plea bargaining have been
adopted in Alaska; New Orleans,

Louisiana; El Paso, Texas; Blackhawk
County, lowa; Maricopa County, Ari-
zona; Oakland County, Michigan; and
Multnomah County, Oregon. Many
other jurisdictions have plea negotia-
tion guidelines for prosecutors. Eval-
uations of Alaska's policy have shown
that explicit plea bargaining has grad-
ually disappeared.2 McDonald found
that eliminating or severely restricting
plea bargaining by prosecutors had
influenced judges toward greater
leniency at sentencing.

A major reform has been

to increase the responsibility
of judges for ensuring fairmness
in plea negotiations

The judge does not examine the
strength of the case against the de-
fendant but does try to determine if
unfair coercion was used to induce a
plea.

The right that judges most commonly
explain in open court to a defendant
pleading guilty is the right to trial by
jury. McDonald reports that about 30%
of the time, judges asked the defend-
ant if promises other than the plea
agreement had been made; 65% of
the time they asked if any threats or
pressures had caused them to plead
guilty. Judges rejected only 2% of the
guilty pleas otserved.

Most felony cases that reach
trial are tried before a jury

A person accused of a crime is guar-
anteed a trial by jury. However, the
accused may waive the right to trial by
jury and pe tried by a judge who serves
as fincler of fact and determines issues
of law Such trials are called bench
trials. Brosi showed that the percent-
age of trials to felony filings was no
more than 21% in all 12 jurisdictions
studied. The mix of bench and jury
trials for five jurisdictions was also
reported as follows:

Number of
post-filing Number of trials
dispositions Total Jury Bench

Los Angeles 7,064 922 489 433

Detroit 5,250 983 590 393
Washington 2,441 262 257 5
New Orleans 1,354 2556 145 110
Indianapolis 985 206 140 66

Source: K. Brosi, A cross-city comparison of felony case
processing (Washington: Institute for Law and Soclal
Research, 1879), pp. 48-49,

Most cases that go to tria!
result in conviction

The conviction rate at trial varies by
jurisdiction because cf —

* Differences in screening policy

¢ Pleas in strong cases resulting in
a relatively weaker mix of cases
going to trial.

Felony cases tried (1979)

Resulted in Number
conviction tried

Geneva, I, 96% 24
Salt Lake City, Utah 84 137
Louisville, Ky. 77 296
Indianapolis, Ind. 77 226
Los Angeles, Calif. 73 1,966
Milwaukee, Wis. 73 198
New Orleans, La. 70 690
Manhattan, N.Y. 70 675
Washington, D.C. 68 629
Kalamazoo, Mich. 68 68
St. Louis, Mo. 94 157
Rhode Island 64 1M
Golden, Colo. 64 63

Source: B. Boland, INSLAW Inc., The prosecution of
felony arrests, (Washington: BJS, forthcoming 1983).

18 States and the District
of Columbia require a unanimous
verdict in all trials

Currently, 45 States require unanimity
in criminal verdicts, but 22 of these
States do not require unanimity in civil
verdicts. Five States (Louisiana, Mon-
tana, Oregon, Oklahoma, and Texas)
dv not require unanimous verdicts in
criminal or civil trials.

The proportion of jury votes needed to
convict varies among jurisdictions that
do not require unanimity, ranging from
two-thirds in Montana to five-sixths in

Oregon.

All States require unanimity in capital
cases, and the U.S, Supreme Court
does not permit a criminal finding of
guilt by less than a six-person ma-
jority. Thus, a six-person jury must
always be unanimous in a criminal
finding of guilty.
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The Sixth Amendment provides the right of a defendant to a speedy trial Defendants are entitled to trial by a jury of their peers

.

Concern about court delay
is not new

As early as 1818, the legislature in
Massachusetts adopted the auditor
system to ease court congestion and
delay.3 However, what constitutes
unreasonable delay in criminal pro-
ceedings has been difficult to define.
In Baker v. Wingo {1972), the Supreme
Court set down four factors to be
weighed in determining whether a
defendant had been denied his right to
a speedy trial:

¢ Length of the delay

¢ Reasons for the delay

¢ Whether the defendant sufficiently
assisted his right to a speedy trial

* Whether delay prejudiced the case of
the defendant.

New State and Federal laws
safeguard the defendant’s right
to a speedy trial

The new “speedy trial law¢" attempt to
give precision to the guarantee of a
speedy trial by introducing quantitative
measures of unacceptable delay.

The Federai Speedy Trial Act of 1974
specifies time standards for each
stage in the Federal court process.
Thirty days are allowed from arrest to
filing of an indictment or an infor-
mation; 70 days are allowed between
information or indictment and trial.
Certain time periods, such as defense-
requested continuances, are not
counted. If the case processing time
exceeds the limit, the case may be
dismissed.

A number of States have passed laws
modeled after the Federal law and the
speedy trial standards of the American
Bar Association. These laws differ
somewhat on such matters as the
kinds of events that do not count as
elapsed time, but the major difference
among them is in the amount of time
they allow between arrest to trial. In
New York State, the time limit is 180
days; in Louisiana, the limit is 730
days (2 years) for noncapital offenses
and 1,095 days (3 years) for capital
cases. Many speedy trial provisions
set shorter time limits for the dis-
position of cases if the defendant is
being detained.

Most criminal cases are disposed
of in 6 months or less, except in
chronically delayed State courts

Court disposition time*
Days Cases
required to  requiring
process 50% more than

of cases 180 days
Wayne County, Mich. 64 days 10%
Portland, Ore. 67 3
New Orleans, La. 67 16
San Diego, Calif. 71 6
St. Paul, Minn, 74 5
Atlanta, Ga. 77 15
Seattle, Wash. 82 12
Pittsburgh, Pa. 103 9
Cleveland, Ohio 103 24
Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. 105 16
Miami, Fla. 106 22
Phoenix, Ariz. 114 14
Dallas, Tex. 115 28
Qakland, Calif. 116 29
Pontiac, Mich. 122 32
Philadelphia, Pa. 188 38
Houston, Tex. 181 52
Newark, N.J. 209 57
Bronx County, N.Y. 343 75

*The time from arrest to either verdict, dismissal,
guilty plea, or formal determination of entry into
diversion or other speclal program,

Source: T, Church, Jr., et al,, Justice delayed: The pace
of litigation in urban trial courts, (Williamsburg, Va.:
National Center for State Courts, 1978}, p. 18.

Cases resulting in trials generally
take longer than ones that end
in dismissals or guilty pleas

In the 14 jurisdictions studied by
Boland, most felony cases were dis-
posed of within 4 months from arrest.
On average, cases that went to trial
took more than 6 months.

Most case processing time
is consumed after filing

Average number of days

Arrest to Filing of
filing of charges to
charges disposition

Atlanta, Ga. 23 45
Bronx County, N.Y. 24 328
Cleveland, Ohio 28 71
Detroit, Mich. 21 33
New Orleans, La. 12 50
Newark, N.J. 79 99
Oakland, Calif. 36 &8
Pontiac, Mich. 34 78
San Diego, Calif. 22 45

Source: T. Church, Jr,, el al., Justice delayed: The pace
of litigation In urban trial courts, (WllHamsburg, Va.:
National Center for State Courts, 1978}, pp. 95-97.
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In some courts, long delays occur
betwean conviction and sentencing

in 1877, before innovations were
introduced in Las Vegas, 43 days
elapsed between the end of trial and
sentencing in half the cases. Some
State laws have set 30 days as the
limit between trials and sentencing.
However, the many State courts that
do not control the agencies that make
presentence investigations can do
little to reduce delays in this aspect
of case processing.

National standards recommend
speedy hearings in juvenile courts

While it is seldom expressed in the
context of the speedy trial provision of
the Sixth Amendment, national stand-
ard-setting organizations generally
agree on the need for speedy hearings
in juvenile courts, particularly for
alleged delinquents being held in
detention. It is widely recommended
that detention hearings take place
within 24 to 48 hours, with periodic re-
views every 7 to 10 days. It is further
recormmended that the same time re-
strictions be placed on intake depart-
ments to finish their investigations
and to maice their recormmendations
for juveniles held in detention. For
nondetained juveniles, intake officials
are to make recommendations within
30 days. /nitial hearings for nonde-
tained iuveniles are recommended to
be held within 3 to 5 days of filing the
petition.

In recognition of these standards,
many States have adopted what is
known as trifurcated proceedings, in
which separate hearings are held to
determine—

e Whether a detained juvenile should
continue to be held pending a hearing.
Usually a detention hearing must be
held within 1 to 3 days of the time of
detention.

¢ If the juvenile is delinquent in
accordance with the petition filed
against him or her. These adjudicatory
hearings are usually required to take
place within 30 days for detained
juveniles.

¢ What disposition should be ordered
for a juvenile who has been adjudi-
cated delinquent. Disposition hearings
are generally ordered to take place
within 30 days of adjudication.
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Names of prospective jurors

are selected from lists intended
to make jury pools
representative of the community

Twenty-three States use the voter
registration list as the sole source of
names for jury service. The use of
merged voter and driver's license lists
is either permitted or required by 10
States and the District of Columbia. A
multiple-source list expands the pool
from which jurors are drawn and may

achieve more representative jury pools.

Most States have statutory
exemptions for jury service

The most common statutory exemp-
tions are for undue hardship or public
necessity, for personal bad health, or
for persons serving as judicial officers.
Many States also exempt specific oc-
cupations such as attorneys, doctors
or dentists, clergy, elected officials,
police officers, firemen, teachers, and
sole proprietors of businesses.

Only 15% of American adults have
ever been called for jury duty

According to the Center for Jury
Studies, the limited number of adults
who have served as jurors results from
several factors including—

* The age limits on prospective jurors
set by many States

* The use of voter registration lists
that represent only a portion of eligible
voters (71% at the 1976 Presidential
election)

* The replacement of names of jurors
into the jury pool at too frequent
intervals

* The number of exemptions to service
permitted by law or granted by the
court.

The maximum period of service
required of a juror varies by State

* 6 States (Alabama, Florida, Louisi-
ana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and
South Carolina) have terms of service
of 1 week.

* 14 States limit terms to 2 weeks.

* 8 States do not specify terms.

* Vermont has the longest statutory
limit with a 2-year term.

innovations have eased the
burden of being a juror

-.39 courts in 18 States have jurisdic-
tions wherein a juror is called on for
qnly 1 day to be available to sit in a
single trial. Only if selected for a trial
wogld a juror serve more than 1 day,
until again randomly selected for jury
service. It was recentiy estimated that
11% of the U.S. population resides in
one-day/one-trial jurisdictions.

* Courts in 50 States (including al
courts in 2 States) use a juror cali-in
system. In these States, jurors can
dial a number to learn whether their
attendance is needed on a particular
day during their term of service.

All States compensate trial jurors

Amounts provided to jurors range from
_$3 a day in Colorado to $30 a day

in New Hampshire, Vermont, and the
District of Columbia. Some States pay
more when jurors actually serve on
trials or after the juror has served for
a specific period of time. Thirty-eight
States also provide for travel reim-
bursement that ranges from 2¢ a

mile in New Jersey to 20¢ a miie in
Hawaii.

All States require 12-member juries in capital cases;
6 States permit less than 12-member juries in felony triais

Felonies

6 7 8 12

Misdemeanors

Source: Naticnal Center for State Courts,
Center for Jury Studies, August 1982,
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How does the criminal justice system handle
the mental health of defendants?

In all States and the Federal
courts, defendants may be found
incompetent to stand trial

Defendants may be incompetent to
stand trial on the basis of their mental
health if they are found to be unable to
understand the proceedings against
them or to properly assist in their own
defense. Such findings usuaily follow
a court-ordered mental evaluation of
the defendant.

According to Roesch and Golding,
most defendants referred for
competency evaluations are found
competent. If found incompetent, a
defendant may be committed for
treatment until competent to stand
trial.

In 1977, the Supreme Court held in
Jackson v. Indiana that defendants
found incompetent to stand trial could
not be held indefinitely as a result of
incompetency and that any such co.n-
mitments must be justified by treat-
ment progress. Some States have
responded to this decision by setting
treatment time limits after which
defendants must be released. In all
States, such defendants may be
recommitted under civil commitment
laws.

A defense of insanity is recognized
by all but two States

Two States—Montana and Idaho—
have passed laws that abolish the
insanity defense. In Idaho, however,
psychiatric evidence is allowed on the
issue of the intent to commit a crime.

In most States, a formal notice of an
intent to rely on the insanity defense
must be filed by defendants who wish
to claim insanity as a defense. Such
defendants enter a plea of not guilty at
time of trial.

One of two definitions usually
governs the insanity defense

According to the American Bar Asso-
ciation, all Federal jurisdictions and

25 of the States use the definition
adopted by thie American Law institute
(ALI) in 1962 as part of the ALl Model
Penal Code. It states that “A person is
not responsible for criminal conduct if
at the time of such conduct and as a

result of mental disease or defect he
lacks substantial capacity either to
appreciate the criminality of his
conduct or to conform his conduct to
the requirements of the law.”

Most other jurisdictions use the
M’'Naughton rule, formulated by the
British House of Lords in 1843. it
states that to establish a defense on
the ground of insanity it is necessary
to prove clearly that at the time of
committing an act the party accused
was laboring under such a defect of
reason from disease of mind as not to
know the nature and quality of the act
or if he did know it he did not know
that he was doing what was wrong.
Lawyers call this the cognitive test,
because the language hinges on
“knowing.” Some jurisdictions modify
the M’Naughton rule by reference to
“irresistible impulse.” New Hampshire
uses a rule devised by its Supreme
Court in 1871, that a person is
absolved of responsibility if the act
committed is the offspring or product
of mental disease.

Competency to stand trial
and the insanity defense
are frequently confused

The issue of insanity refers to the
defendant’s mental state at the time
of the crime while the issue of com-
petency concerns the ability of the
defendant to assist in the preparation
of his or her defense or to understand
the proceedings. For example, a
defendant may be found competent to
stand trial but be found not guilty by
reason of insanity.

States vary in many specific
ways in their handling of an
insanity defense

Variations relate to the definition of
insanity, the availability of an alternate
verdict of guilty but mentally ill, and
the burden of proof. In all Federal juris-
dictions and 24 States, the prosecu-
tion must prove that the defendant is
sane after the defense introduces
sufficient evidence to alter the
presumption of sanity. In 26 States,
the burden falls on the defense to
prove the defendant’s insanity.
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Eight States provide a verdict
of guilty but mentally ili

In States where this verdict is avail-
able, it is an alternative to (but does
not preclude) a verdict of not guilty by
reason of insanity.

According to the American Bar Associ-
ation, since 1975, eight States have
adopted the verdict of guilty but men-
tally ilt; in chronological order, they
are Michigan, Indiana, lllinois, Georgia,
Kentucky, New Mexico, Delaware, and
Alaska. Other States are considering
adding such a verdict to those per-
mitted by law.

The largest group of convicted

or accused persons admitted to
mental health facilities are
drawn from the prison population

As shown below, in 1978 prison in-
mates made up 54% of the convicted
or accused who were admitted to men-
tal health facilities. The not-guilty-by-
reason-of-insanity admissions, though
a small fraction of all admissions
(8%), constitute a much larger portion
of the daily census (22%) due to a
comparatively longer stay in mental
health facilities. By contrast, the
incompetent-to-stand-trial cases (32%
of admissions) are reduced in the daily
census (24%) due to fairly short
lengths of stay and return to court for
trial or consideration for civil

commitment.
In 1978

Admitted In mental

to mental facillties on

facilities a single day
Legal status TolaL :{g_ Total i
Incompetent
to stand trial 6,420 32 3,400 24
Not guiity
by reason
of Insanity 1,625 8 3,140 22
Mentally
discrdered
sex offenders 1,203 6 2,442 17
Mentally ill
inmates 10805 54 518 7
Total 20,143 100 14,140 100

Note; Percents may not add to 100% because of
rounding.

Source: Henry J, Steadman et al,, "Mentally disordered
offenders: A national survey of patienls and facilities,"
Law and Human Behavior 6(1):31-38 (1982).
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Criminal case appeals make up a small portion of the appellate caseload

Both convictions and sentences
may be appealed

Defendants appeal their convictions
on grounds that their rights were
allegedly violated during the criminal
justice process. The reversal of a
conviction on appeal only sets aside
the prior conviction. Defendants may
be retried. In many States, criminal
appeals are a matter of right and some
States provide for an automatic appeal
in death sentence cases. A sentence
may be appealed on the grounds that
it violates the Constitutional pro-
hibition against cruel and unusual
punishment.

Most criminal case appeals
are decided in State courts

Cases originating in State courts are
usually appealed through the State’s
appellate court system. State cases
that involve a Constitutional question
may be appealed to the U.S. Supreme
Court.

Almost four-fifths of all appeals,
including writs, are decided by State
courts. The U.S. Supreme Court
decides about 150 cases per year with
full opinion. For State supreme courts,
200 to 300 cases decided with opinion
is generally considered the norm.

In 1982 more appeals were filed
in Federal appeals courts than
at any time in their history

In 1982, 4,767 or 17.1% of the appeals
filed were criminal cases. This was an
increase over 1981, but the proportion
of criminal appeals to other appeais
was greatest during the 1970's when it
reached an alltime high of 28.5% in
1973. In 1982, the 13,267 private civil
appeals filed in U.S. Courts of Appeals
represented the largest group of ap-
peals.

The rate of appeal of Federa! criminal
convictions is very high. In some cir-
cuits, appeal is virtually automatic in
criminal cases.4 The rate of reversal is
fairly low.

States have also had to contend
with rising appellate caseloads

State appellate judges have had an
increasing number of cases to handle;
most States had a yearly increase of

increased greatly in the early 1970’s
but has remained relatively constant
since 1975

1960

*Cases filed as of June 30 of each year.

The number of appeals in Federal criminal cases

Source: Administrative Office of the United States Courts.

Appeals
filed*

All other appeals

0,000

1970 1980

9% or greater in the 1970’s.5 The num-
ber of judges in State appellate courts
grew at only one-sixth the rate of the
appellate caseload in the 1970's.8
Intermediate appellate courts were a
principal means of meeting the in-
creased caseload.

Petitions to the Federal courts
by State prisoners claiming
they are unlawfully detained
are rarely successful

These petitions, known as writs of
habeas corpus, are the primary means
by which State prisoners have their
convictions reviewed in the Federal
courts. Such petitions can be heard by
the U.S. district courts after a prisoner
has exhausted all State remedies. Few
habeas corpus petitions are success-
ful. One study revealed that only 3% of
the State petitions in Federal court
resulted in relief.? The number of
actions filed in Federal courts by State
prisoners, including both habeas
corpus and civil rights petitions, has
more than doubled since 1970.

Few juvenile cases are appealed

Since 1967, juveniles have had the
legal right to appeal juveniie court
adjudications (In re Gault). At that
time, State laws were not uniform.
Over the past 15 years, State codes
have been amended to acknowledge
this right.

Prosecutors may file criminal charges
against juveniles in States that grant
concurrent jurisdiction to juvenile and
criminal courts. This discretionary
power is usually limited to certain
crimes or to juveniles of specified
ages. Once exercised, the prosecutor's
decision to file criminal (instead of
delinquency) charges is not subject to
appeal.

In most States that permit transfers of
Juveniles to adult courts through
judicial walvers, the waiver decision is
appealable, but only after conviction in
criminal court. In rejecting appeals
prior to criminal prosecution, courts
have ruled that the transfer order is
not a final order and, therefore, does
not necessitate an appeal in the
absence of a statutory requirement.
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Section 5. Sentencing and corrections

Through sentencing, society expresses its objectives
for the correctional process

The sentencing of criminal
offenders is a reflection of
multiple and often conflicting
social objectives

These objectives are—

¢ Rehabilitation—removing or
remediating presumed causes of
crime by providing economic, psy-
chological, or socialization assistance
to offenders to reduce the likelihood
of continuing in crime

¢ Deterrence—sanctioning convicted
offenders to reduce crime by making
the public and the offender aware of
the certainty and severity of punish-
ment for criminal behavior

¢ Incapacitation—separating
offenders from the community to
reduce the opportunity for further
commission of crime

* Retribution—punishing offenders to
express socletal disapproval of
criminal behavior without specific
regard to prevention of crime by the
offender or among the general public.

Attitudes about sentencing
reflect multiple objectives
and other factors

Hogarth's research on judicial sen-
tencing attitudes and practices has
shown that judges vary greatly in their
commitment to one or more of these
objectives when imposing sentences.
Public opinion, as well, shows con-
siderable divergence about the objec-
tives to be served in sentencing. Like
judges and the general public, legis-
lators and the criminal penaities they
fashion tend to mirror this lack of
consensus.

Further complicating sentencing laws
is the need for such penalties to be
grounded in concerns for—

* Faimess——the severity of the pun-
ishment should be commensurate with
the crime

¢ Equity—!ike crimes shouid be
treated alike

* Social debt—the severity of punish-
ment should take into account prior
criminal behavior.

Judges are usually given
a wide range of discretion
in sentencing offenders

Maximum sentences are generally set
by law, but judges can sometimes
impose—

* Alternatives to imprisonment such
as probation, fines, restitution to
victims, or community service (such as
cleaning up a public park),

* Combined sentences of a short pe-
riod in a local jail (or prison in some
States) followed by probation in the
community, or

* Sentences to prison with a minimum
time to be served in confinement or
they can leave the sentence duration
indeterminate (to be set by paroling
authorities).

Disparity and uncertainty resulted
from the lack of consensus
over sentencing goals

By the early 1970's, researchers and
critics of the justice system began to
reveal that the mixed goals of the
justice system and the discretionary
opportunities for judges to fashion
sanctions had—

* Reduced the certainty of sanctions,
thereby presumably eroding the
deterrent effect of corrections,

¢ Resulted in disparity in the severity
of punishment with differences in the
length and duration of sentences, and
¢ Been based on assumptions that
could not be validated about the ability
of various programs to change of-
fender behavior or predict future
criminality.

Sentencing reforms of the 1970’s
took twe approaches—
administrative and statutory

The administrative approach called on
judges and parole boards to accept
and apply voluntary guidelines for the
kind and duration of punishment to be
imposed on offenders for each type of
crime and to regularize the sentencing
adjustments made for such factors as
the seriousness of the offense and the
offender’s criminal record.

The statutory approach called for laws
that specify mandatory prison terms
for specific crimes and fixed terms of
imprisonment for certain classes of
crimes.

Reforms of the 1970's sought to—
¢ Clarify the aims of sentencing

¢ Reduce disparity and discretion

¢ Channel limited resources into a
more predictable penalty system

¢ Provide sanctions consistent with
the “just deserts” concept.

Between 1975 and 1982—

¢ 10 States, beginning with Maine,
abolished their parole boards

» Several States established admin-
istrative guidelines for determining
parole release to minimize disparities
in the length of prison stay

* More than 35 States enacted laws
that require minimum sentences to
incarceration for specified crimes

* Many States began to experiment
with new forms of sentencing guide-
lines designed by the judiciary or by
appointed sentencing commissions.
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Reports, December 1979).

progress or predictions of future be-
havior by paroling authorities) have

Current sentencing alternatives reflect multiple objectives
2t
5
x
-
i
States primarily use three Most States have some mandatory sentencing provisions What types of sentences are usually given to offenders?
ies for sentencin ; . .
strategl g . ey Mandatory offenses | Death penalty—In some States for certain crimes such as * As of 1982, 36 States had death penalty provisions in law.
* Indeterminate sentences usually Type of sentencing ; murder, the courts may sentence an offender to death by * Most death penalty sentences have been for murder.
provide a minimum and a maximum Atabama Determinate Yes Repeat felony : electrocution, exposure to lethal gas, hanging, lethal injection, * As of yearend 1982, six persons had been executed since
term, either of which may be reduced Alaska Determinate, presumptive Yes Murder, kidnaping, firearms, repeat felony : or ot 2r method specified by State law. 1977; and 1,050 inmates in 31 States were under a sentence
by “éood time” (time credits gained by arizona Determinate, presumptive Yes Firearms, prlor fefony convictions of death,
inmates for good conduct or special Arkansas Determinate Yes Robbery, deadly weapons
achievement) or by a decision of the California DS eI €, PIEsumE e g Incarceration—The confinement of a convicted criminal in a * More than 4,300 correctional facilities are maintained by
f it i do Determinate, presumptive ° Federal or State prison or a local jail to serve a court-im osed Federal, State, or local governments including 43 Federal
oling authorities. The maximum Colora Tony, pri jail to s  C( P eral, ) g ; g
g:;tenge may be set as a range (for Connecticut  Determinate Yo e ey Durgtan repeat felony sentence. Custody is usually within a jail, administered facilities, 791 State-operated adult confinement and
le, 5 to 10 years) rather than a i Yes Murder, kidnaping, prison assault, robbery, : locally, or a prison, operated by the State or the Federal community-based correctional facilities, and 3,500 locai jails
examp'e, ber Zf ars Delaware Determinate narcotics, deadly weapon, habltual criminal, government. In many States, offenders sentenced to less which are usually county-operated.
specific number of years. abscenity, others than 1 year are held in a jail; those sentenced to longer * On a given day in 1982, approximately 412,000 persons
¢ Determinate sentenice: usually Florida Indeterminate Yes Drug — ‘ terms are committed to the State prison. werte Ic02r11f(i)nc¢’a(<J:|0in State and Federfal pcr’isor;s arl1d alpproxi-
p : . p Armed robbery, burglary, drugs : mately persons were confined in local jails.
rovide a fixed term that may be re Georgia Determinate Yes 4 '
guced by good time or parole. Judicial Hawail Indeterminate No = o extortion Wianes v e with
discretion may be available to grant Idaho Determinate Y rane ' Probation—The sentencing of an offender to community * State or local governments operate more than 2,000 proba-
" probation or suspend the sentence. = Detorminate Vos Major olfenses, specified felonies and offenses, g supervision by a probation agency, often as a result'of tion agencies. These agencies supervise nearly 1.6 million
Sentencing laws generally provide a repeaters, weapons ? suspending a sentence to confinemeqt. Such supervision adults and juveniles on probation.
maximum (or a range) for sentence Indiana Determinate, presumptive Yes Repeat felony, violent crime, deadly weapons normally entails the provision of specific rules of conduct
duration. Determinate systerns are lowa Indeterminate Yes Forcible felonies, firearms, habitual offenders, i while in the community. If violated, a sentencing judge may
- LI drugs Impose a sentence to confinement. It is the most widely
usually based on a de.flmte length for a Kansas Indeterminate Yes Sex offense, firearms ! used correctional disposition in the United States.
sentence that can be increased oz'de- Kentuciy Indstorrainats No
avating or mitigatin - Drugs, violent crime i N o
?refsedoffg:g%ride”neg that degfine g Louisiana Indeterminate :;s s, o : Split sentences and shock probation—A penalty that explicitly * 1977 and 1978 California data reveal that by far the most
actors g e Maine Determinate PRI ———— ! requires the convicted person to serve a period of confine- common disposition in felony cases was a combined sentence
sentence lengths, deviations from Maryland Determinate, guidelines Yes Repeat v g : er ’ mr )
i fue ified b tencin ~ indsterminate Yes Firearm, auto theft, drug trafficking ¢ ment in a local, State or Federal fagility {the shock”) followed of jail and probation.
which must be justified by sente 9 Massachusells _ indeterming bery, treason, firearms i by a period of probation. This penalty attempts to combine the
j Michigan Indeterminate Yes Murder, armed robbery, treason, i i ! ‘
judges. o ” Suldelinas No # use of community supervision with a short incarceration
nneso !
¢ Mandatory prison sentences are Wississipp] Determinate Yes Armed robbery, repeat felony i experience.
defined by law and must be given upon Missourl Determinate Yes Dangerous weapon, repeat felony ; ‘
conviction; the judge is not permitted Montana Indeterminate Yes Firearms i Restitution—The requirement that the offender provide * By 1979, nearly all States had statutory provisions for the
to grant probation or to suspend the Nebraska Indeterminate No : — l ‘ 1 financial remuneration for the losses incurred by the victim. collection and disbursement of restitution funds. In late
Yi 2nd degree murder, 1st degree kidnaping, sexua i 1 i
sentence. Nevada Determinate es assau"gl e ot Toree 5 % 1982, a restitution law was enacted at the Federal level.
hi Indeterminate Yes Flrearms : i . .
Most States apply a combination ::: ::2:; & ge,z:,:',::le. presumptive Yes Sexual assault, firearms | Community service—The requirement that the offepder * By 1979, nearly a third of the Statqs authorized community
of sentencing strategies New Mexico Determinate, presumptive Yes Firearms i provide a specified number of hours of public service work, service work orders, Community service is often imposed as
h dominant New York lndetermlnal'e Yes Specified violent and nonviolent felonies { such as collecting trash in parks or other public facilities. a specific condition of probation.
Many States may have a predominan bbery, 1st degree burglary, repeat felony
: f North Carolina Determinate, presumptive Yes Armed robbery, 1st deg glary, ‘
orientation toward one stragegy (f(‘)rr :]"h firearm | Fines—An economic penalty that requires the offender to ¢ Many laws that govern the imposition of fines are under-
example, indeterminate) and require North Dakota ___ Determinate Yes R"’a”‘d‘ T } pay a specific sum of money within the limit set by law. going revision. These revisions often provide for more flexible
another strategy (for example, manda-  Ghio Indeterminate Yes H"pe' l ;“? - . 5 Fines are often imposed in addition to probation or as an means of ensuring equality in the imposition of fines, flexible
tory sentences) for specific offenses. Oklahoma De‘e"l':'"a‘el — ::: D:’::: eony. | : alternative to incarceration. fine schedules, “day fines" geared to the offender's daily
The strategies utilized by States are Oregon Guidelines, Indeterminate e T L wage, installment payment of fines, and a restriction on
constantly evolving, thus complicating  Penasyvanla®  Guidelines, Indeterminate Yes ;s:fllgrc 22‘3,3?!32':51"3 or nf:rrg:t':nc tr:nspyorlatlon f confinement to situations that amount to intentional refusal
overall classification. As of September  —————— o 3 to pay.
1981, for example, some States that re- minate Yes Armed obbery, drugs, bomb threat
' p " South Carolina __ Determ L
quired mandatory prison sentences for  Soutn paketa indelerminate No ' i Changes in sentencing led, perhaps most important, to modifi- provided; and operating community-
certain offenses. used a predomi- . Tennessee Determinate, Indeterminate Yes Speclﬂe'd telon:’e‘:;;nrtez'r;::.s:pea elony ;g have resulted in changes cations of the parole decision. Many service punishments.
nantly indeterminate strategy while Texas Determinate Yes Repeat felany, i in correctional practices States are experimenting with parole « The various sentencing reforms have
others used a determinate strategy. Utah Indeterminate No ) guidelines systems and amendments e ncing reforms ha
Vermont Indeterminate Yes Drugs, violen! crime Many of the sentencing reforms have to good-time and other incentives for led to small changes in the correc-
Virginia indeterminate No _ led to changes in the way correctional controlling behavior during confine- tional clientele, such as lowering the
Washington Indeterminate Yes Flrearms, rape, repeat felor: systems operate. dg i i d age of juvenile court jurisdiction in
West Virginia indeterminate Yes Firearms In felony ment and determin ng a release date. S N f qui
P N * The growth of determinate and man- some States, enactment of guilty but
Wisconsin '"3":‘3"“:““:9 Nz datory sentences over the past decade New administrative requirements mentally ill provisions in a few States;
Wyoming Indeterminate and dissatlsfaction with the uncer- have also been attached to such and, in a small number of jurisdictions,
. 1982, ent advent o idi
Pennsylvania updated as of December 198 tainties of Indeterminate sentences traditional correctional practices as the recent adv nt of laws providing for
Sources: A survey of mandatory sentencing in the U.S,, provisions, Criminal Courts Technical Assistance collecting victim restitution funds, life sentences without parole.
Richard S. Moralll, Gratg Edelman, Roy Willoughby, Project (Washington: American University, January (particularly the concept of linking imposing fees for probation suner-
Pennsylva'nla Commission on Crime and Deiinquency, {1982), A national survey of parole-related legisiation, santence duration to rehabilitative p g P [
September 1981. Judicial and tive discration In Michael Kanvensohn, (San Francisco: Uniform Parole vision, room and board, and services
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How many people are under some form of correctional supervision?

More than 1% of the U.S. population is under some form of correctional sanction

Juveniles

-

Rate of persons under correctional sanction
per 1,000 eligible population

I | -

] =

0-5 5-10 10-15  15-20 20+

§ources: *“Prisoners in 1981,” BJS bulletin, May 1982, “Census of jails and survey of jail
inmates: Preliminary report,” NPS bulletin SD-NPS-J-6P, February 1979, Children in

custody, 1979, U.S. Bureau of the Census, forthcoming. “Probation and parote," BJS
bulletin, August 1982. State and local probation and parole systems, February 1978.

* Data unavailable

Resident population—U.S. Bureau of the Census Supplementary Report P-25, number
913. Data on 1979 eligible ‘uvenile population provided by U.S. Bureau of the Census,
August 1982,

Three out of four persons under correctional sanction

Morz than 2.4 million persons are being supervised in the community

are estimated to be under some
form of comectional care,
custody or supervision

* 1.2% of all adults over age 18

* 1 in 45 adult males - oy
* 1 in 441 adult females N =
* 1.5% of all eligible juveniles
(age 10-17) , d
Adults (total) 1,973,000 : ' <
Prison 369,000 ‘ ‘
Jail 158,000 s <
Parole/other 224,000 > . ’
Probation 1,222,000 A
Juveniles (total) 455,000
Detention* 74,000 e
Parole/aftercare 53,000 ™ N y
Probation 328,000 L . e
*In public and private facilities. . T S o
Sources: Prisoners in State and Federal institutions R .- p Numbgr of offenders under community
1981. Survey of Jail inmates 1978, Parole In the r% supervision for each offender confined
United States 1979. Probation in the United States -’ |
1879. Juvenlles in custody 1979. State and local I J l ] l l E:—:} e
probation and parole sy , 1978, 1-2 23 3-4 4-5 5+

Sources: "Prisoners In 1981," BJS butletin, May 1982,
"Census of jails and survey of jall inmates:
Preliminary report,” NPS bulletin SD-NPS-J-6P,
February 1978. Children In custody, 1979, Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pravention,
“"Probation and parole,” BJS bulletin, August 1982,
State and local probation and parole systems,
February 1978,
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In all States, a majority of offenders are under community supervision rather than confinement

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Itlinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Confined Under supervision
Adults®  Juveniles® Adults* Juveniles*
12,468 770 15,382 5,476

1,062 373 1,454 892
7,695 1,218 15,608 3,944
4,560 901 6,718 4,546
57,453* 14,859 166,677 57,225
4,430 1,181 13,871 3,868
4,647 614 26,962 2,296
1,716 206 4,517 800
33,501 2,740 51,582 16,372
22,299 1,419 66,202 10,259
1,202 145 5,465 1,245
1,492 307 2,462 2,531
19,257 1,691 74,196 10,376
10,355 2,048 24,285 11,662
3,367 814 10,635 5,387
3,746 1,425 14,162 5,152
6,082 925 22,300 5,085
14,622 1,424 17,793 5,672
1,185 466 3,182 976
12,888 1,547 54,200 7,019
6,096 804 30,618 15,222
20,700 2,714 32,135 18,701
3,528 1,450 33,633 8,179
6,983 442 8,402 3,991
8,983 1,516 22,140 12,383
1,102 291 3,011 2,097
2,271 745 8,025 2,227
3,037 452 6,843 3,464
746 400 2,337 1,196
10,831 1,815 45,032 12,045

Confined Under supervision
Adults* Juveniles* Adults* Juveniles*

New Mexico 2,279 572 4,624 1,655
New York 36,510 4,716 88,551 11,963
North Carolina 18,557 1,201 45,247 7,244
North Dakota 425 193 1,227 1,403
Ohio 20,345 3,734 36,471 21,669
Okiahoma 6,924 1,265 17,400 4,197
Oregon 5,137 1,239 15,943 7,317
Pennsylvania 15,763 3,272 63,361 16,975
Rhode Island 962 207 5,859 2,194
South Carolina 10,855 767 22,476 7,136
South Dakota 946 382 5,259 1,359
Tennessee 12,375 1,546 13,510 7,672
Texas 42,433 3,118 173,473 15,728
Utah 1,815 438 8,119 1,683
Vermont 534 142 3,671 332
Virginia 13,465 1,613 18,316 8,215
Washington 7,773 1,631 29,050 9,557
West Virginia 2,356 286 3,335 3,240
Wisconsin 6,242 1,273 22,920 9,103
Wyoming** 802 1,335
Federal 28,133 65,293
U.S. total 526,408 71,792 1,445,798 381,194

*Includes estimated 2,093 adult inmates under the jurisdiction of the California
Youth Authority.
**Juvenile data from Wyoming excluded to protect confidentiality guarantees.

Sources: Prisoners in 1981, BJS bulletin, May 1982, Census of jails and survey of
fail inmates: Preliminary report, NPS bulletin SD-NPS.J-6P (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice, February 1979). Children in custody 1979 (Washington:
U.S, Bureau of the Census, forthcoming). Probation and parole, BJS bulletin,
August 1982, State and local probation and parole systems, February 1978.
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Prison sentences for most inmates are much longer
than the actual time thev will serve

Sentences often have a wide variation between minimum and maximum
terms and are longer for violent crimes
Average (median) % of inmates
sentence length sentenced to
In years death or to

Offense Minimum Maximum life in prison
All crimes 4.3 8.6 10.6
Violent 5.6 13.3 15.3
Murder/attempted murder 10.5 219 33.3
Rape 5.8 14.9 13.4
Robbery 5.4 12.8 6.7
Property 2.7 5.6 2.2
Burglary 2.9 5.7 2.9
Larceny/auto theft 2.4 5.2 0.5
Forgery/fraud 2.6 5.4 1.4
Drug 3.0 57 13.1
Public order 2.3 4.5 3.7

Source: Survey of State Prison Inmates, 1979.

Most prisoners are released before
serving their maximum sentence

Release from prison generally occurs
as the result of the decision of a
paroling authority, mandatory release,
or expiration of sentence. In 1978 and
1979, four out of every five releases
from prison were by parole.

* Parole is the release of a prisoner by
the decision of a paroling authority.
The offender is placed under the
supervision of a parole officer who
monitors the offender's compliance
with rules of conduct imposed by the
paroling authority.

¢ Mandatory release is based on
earned “‘good time” (days earned for
good behavior) or other statutory
sentence-reduction measures and,
though supervision is required after
release, does not usually depend on
the discretionary decision of a parole
board.

» Expiration of sentence occurs when
the maximum term imposed by the
court is served and the offender must
be released without further conditions
or supervision.

The release-from-prison process
varies among jurisdictions

How much time a prisoner wili serve
for a given offense usually depends on
a long chain of decisionmaking
processes that begin with the types of
sentencing standards set by the State
law, the degree of discretion allowed
to a sentencing judge, and factors
intrinsic to the particular prison
system and paroling authority,

Persons conditionally released
from prison spend about a third
of their maxirmmum sentence in
confinement

Supervision by a parole agency is
normally imposed on 75% to 80% of
all persons released from prison. Data
on persons entering such supervision
in 1979 reveal that in half the cases the
maximum sentence was at least 65
months but the average stay in
confinement was only slightly more
than 20 months. For those exiting
parole, the average period of
supervision in the community was
about 21 months. Sentences to
imprisonment appear to result in about
equal lengths of confinement time and
community supervision time, together
accounting for nearly two-thirds of the
maximum sentence.
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Parole is a selective process
for releasing offenders

The discretionary decision to reiease
an offender on parole generally
reflects a substantial weighing of
information about the offender and the
offense by the paroling authority.

* Nearly 2 out of every 3 parolees were
committed to prison for a nonvioient
offense compared with a prison
population which is composed
principally of persons incarcerated for
violent offenses.

* Nearly 3 out of 4 entering parolees
had never been confined prior to the
immediate imprisonment for which
parole was granted, but only about 1 in
J inmates in the general prison
population had such a background.

* 9 out of 10 persons released on
parole had no prior record of parole
violations:

* Parolees are also slightly younger
than prison inmates; half of the
parolees were younger than age 25.6
versus age 27.3 for inmates.

Juveniles receive dispositions rather than sentences

Juvenile court dispositions
tend to be indeterminate

The dispositions of juveniles
adjudicated to be delinquent extend
until the juvenile legally becomes an
adult or untit the offending behavior
has been corrected, whichever is
sooner.

Of the 45 States that authorize indeter-
minate periods of confinement—

* 34 grant releasing authority to the
State juvenile corrections agency

* 5 place such authority with the com-
mitting judges

¢ 6 delegate it to juvenile paroling
agencies.

The juvenile justice system
is also undergoing changes
in sentencing

* Certain States, such as Georgia, llli-
nois, and New York, have new laws

that mandate minimum periods of con-

finement when juveniles are adjudi-
cated delinquent for having committed
designated felonies.!

¢ Ohio recently set minimum periocds
of confinement in State facilities.2

* Washington uses a matrix of factors
that requires variable minimum
reriods of confinement.3

» California imposes determinate
periods of confinement for delinquents
committed to State agencies on the
basis of standards and guidelines
promuigated by its paroling agency.
Four States have adopted similar
procedures, administered by the State
agencies responsible for operating the
juvenile corrections facilities. Although
determinate sentencing is now used in
six States, it does not apply to all of-
fenses or offenders. In most cases, it
applies only to specified felony cases
or if the juvenile has prior adjudica-
tions for serious delinquencies.

The outcomes of juvenile and
aduit proceedings are similar,
but some options are not
available in juveniie court

For example, juvenile courts cannot or-
der death sentences, life sentences, or
sentences that could exceed the maxi-
mum jurisdiction of the court itself. In
Arizona, the State supreme court held
that, despite statutory jurisdiction of
the juvenile courts to age 21, delin-
quents could not be held in State juve-
nile corrections facilities beyond age
18.4

Yet, juvenile courts may go further
than criminal courts in determining the
lifestyles of juvenile offenders who are
placed in the community under proba-
tion supervision. For example, th:
court may order them to live in certain
locations, to attend school, and to par-
ticipate in programs that are intended
to improve their behavior.

‘The National Center for Juvenile Jus-
tice estimates that almost 70% of the
juveniles whose cases are not waived
or dismissed are put on probation;
about 10% are committed to an insti-
tution.5

Almost 72,000 juveniles were in
custody at yearend 1979;
12,600 of them were awaiting
adjudication or placement

About haif lived in detention centers,
training schools, or other institutions;
this group was held under restrictive
physical security and had limited
contact with the outside community.
The other half resided in shelters,
group homes, or other open settings
with minimal control.

Slightly more than two-thirds of the
juveniles in custody were classified as
delinquent; the other third were held
for other reasons (status offenders,
13%,; voluntary admissions, 9%; de-
pendent, neglected, or abused juve-
niles, 8%; and emotionally disturbed
or mentally retarded youth, 2%).

More than a third of all juveniles in
custody were held in privately oper-
ated facilities.

Juvenile offenders are housed
in many kinds of facilities

The range of facilities and programs—
the housing of delinquents, status of-
fenders, voluntary admissions, and
dependent and negiected children in
the same facilities—coupled with the
participation of both the public and
private sectors clearly distinguishes
juvenile corrections from adult correc-
tions.

A total of 2,576 public and private juve-
nile custody facilities were in opera-
tion nationwide at yearend 1979. Such
facitities include detention centers,
training schools, diagnostic centers,
shelters, ranches, and group homes.

Four out of five public facilities are
secure residences where residents are
controlled through staff monitoring or
hardware restraints. Virtually ail group
homes and most ranch-type facilities
are nonsecure.

A third of the juveniles in custody are
held for reasons other than a criminal
charge. Some local governments that
contract with private facilities pay for
the care of children placed by the
courts or by social welfare agencies.
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In what type of facilities are prisoners held?

Confined offenders are housed
in three types of facilities

« Jails are operated by local govern-
ments to hold persons awaiting trial or
those sentenced to confinement for
i@ss than 1 year. in seven jurisdictions
(Vermont, Rhode Island, Conn=cticut,
Delaware, Alaska, Hawaii, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia), jails are operated by
the same authority that administers
the prison siystem. On June 30, 1982,
an estimate:d 209,582 persons were
held in local jails.

* Prisons are operated by State or
Federal governments to hold persons
sentenced under State or Federal laws
to terms of confinement of more than
1 year. In both 1981 and 1982, about
4% of the population under the
jurisdiction of prison systems were
persons sentenced to 1 year or less or
were unsentenced; about 61% of this
group were in the seven jurisdictioiis
with consolidated prison and jail
systems or in Federal institutions
(including more than 1,200 persons
held for immigration authorities). At
yearend 1982, 412,303 persons were
being held under the jurisdiction of
State and Fedural prison authorities.

» Community-based facilities are
operated publicly or privately (under
contract) to hold persons for iess than
24 hours a day to permit the offender
limited opportunities for work, school,
or other community contacts. Such
facilities are ug: 1 for a variety of pur-
poses including specialized interven-
tion or assistance {for example, drug
or alcohol treatment), graduated re-
lease from prison—usually prior to
parole—or as a sanction in lieu of
prison or jail confinement. In 1979,
11,010 offenders resided in such
facilities.

I
| What are the characteristics
. of jails?

‘ Number of jails 3,493

Facilities with
populations of—

Less than 10 1,538
10-249 1,825
250+ 130
Year built
Before 1875 156
1875-1924 732
1925-1949 768
1950-1969 1,182
1970-1978 655
Employees 70,517
% administration 25
% custodial 53
% service 9
% cother 13

Source: Arnerican prisons and fails, vol. 1l 1980,

Two out of every thres local
jails in 1978 housed an average
of fewer than 21 inmates on a
given “ay

In February 1978 there were 3,493 local
jails in the United Stater, a decline of
544 from the number reported in March
1970. Of the 3,493 jails, 65% reported
an average daily population of less
than 21 inmates. By contrast, 4% (130)
of the jails each housed more than 250
inmates.

The South, which operated about half
the jails in the Nation, housed about
43% of the national inmate population
on an average day in 1978. While only
about 3 out of 10 jails in the Northeast
housed an average of less than 21
inmates on a given day, nezarly 8 out of
10 jails in the North Central States
were of this size,

To varying degrees, rar..d population
turnover cccurs In all jails. Nationally,
the average p: {lation is about 10%
greater on weekends than on average
weekdays. However, the average
populatinn is about 20% greater on
weekends than on weekdays in such
States as lowa, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Nebraska, West Virginia,
Kentucky, Arkansas, Oklahoma,
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Montana, Idaho, New Mexico, and
Alaska. By contrast, highly urban
jurisdictions such as Massachusetts,
New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
lllinois, the District of Columbia, and
Maryland report less than 5%
difference between average weekday
and weekend populations.

Jails house diverse populations

Nationaliy, the jail population is com-
posed of a mix of persons in various
stages of criminal justice processing.

Among the jail inmates are persons
who—

¢ Are awaiting arraicnment or trial (the
unconvicted)

» Have been sentenced to a term in jail
¢ Have been sentenced tc orison but
are awaiting transport

¢ Are being held in jail because of
prison crowding; there were more
than 8,200 such persons in 1982

* Have been convicted of a violatiui: of
probation cr parole.

It is estimated that in 1982, 57% of ali
jall inmates were uncoenvicted; the other
43% had been convicted.

Community-based facilities
house 4% of the population
of State prison systems

Relatively few inmates (11,010) in 1979
were housed in 223 community-based
facilities.

s Nearly 64% of such inmates were in
Southern States; the largest number
(1,873) was in Florida.

e Nearly half the farilities reported an
average daily population of between 21
and 60 inmates, but about half of all
inmates lived in a facility housing 41 to
100 inmates. One in nine such facili-
ties reported that their inmate popula-
tions exceeded their rated capacities.
¢ Only about 16% of community-based
residents reside in housing units
designed for one person; 42% live in
housing units for between two and
four persons.

* Community-based facilities reporied
one employee for every 3.2 inmates,
one administrative emplcyee for every
25 inmates, one ( 1stodial employee
for every 6 inmates, one clerical/main-
tenance worker for every 18 inmates,
and one professional/technical em-
ployee for every 17 inmates.

What 273 the characteristics
of prisons?

Federal State

Number of prisons 38 521
Security level
Maximum 13 140
Medium 17 207
Minimum 8 174
Inmate population
Less than 500 10 366
500-999 18 80
1,000 or more 10 75
Year built
Eefore 1875 ] 25
1875-1924 3 76
1925-1949 16 125
1950-1969 8 156
1970-1978 11 139
Prisoners housed
Males 31 460
Females 2 40
Coed 5 21
Prison employees
Number 8,626 83,535
% administrative 22 2.2
% custodiar 424 62.9
% service 23.0 15.9
% other 324 19.0

Source. “Prison facility characteristics, March
1978." American prisons and fails, vol. lil, 1980.

State prisonc are generally
oid and large

Prisons hold a somewhat less diverse
population than do local jails. A large
proportion of prisons are old and have
many of the maintenance and opera-
tional deficiencies assoclated with
other old, high-use buildings.

» Nearly 96% of State and Federai
prisoners are sentenced persons with
terms of more than 1 year.

* in 1979, more than half of the
Nation's Inmates resided in facilities
with average dally populations of 1,000
or more.

» Nearly 44% of the Nation's prisons
are more than 30 years old and these
Institutions house about 61% of the
inmates.

¢ More than 11% of the imprisoned
population resides In facilities built
hefore 1875, and 8 out of 10 inmates In
the oldest prisons are in facilities that
house more than 1,000 persons.

Prisons are often classified
by the level of security

* Maximum or close custody prisons
are typically surrounded by a double
fence or wall (usually 18 to 25 feet
high) with armed guards in observation
towers. Such facilities usually have
large interior cell blocks for inmate
housing areas. Abcut 41°% of the
maximum security prisons were buiit
before 1925.

¢ Medium custody prisons typically
have double fences topped with
barbed wire to enclose the facility.
Housing architecture is quite varied,
consisting of outside cell blocks in
units of 150 cells or less, dormitories,
and cubicles. More than 87% of the
medium-custody prisons were built
after 1925,

o Minimum custody prisons typically
do not have armed posts and may or
may not have fences to enclose the
institution. To a large degree, housing
consists of open dormitories. More
than 60% of the minimum security
prisons were builit after 1950,

. to the age of a facility

As faclility age increases, the proportion
of —

~ » Inmates residing in maximum
security custody increases

. ¢ Inmates classified as maximum

. security increases

. Inmute composition and custody levels are generally linked .\

Date Federal or State prison f.;pened

About half of all prison inmates
are in maximum security prisons

In 1979, 52% of all prison inmates
were held under maximum security
conditions; 37% under mediurn
security; and 11% under minimum
security.

The proportion of inmates held in
maximum security facilities ranged
from 94% in Texas to less than 10% in
New Hampshire, North Carolina, and
Wyoming. In 14 States, more than haif
of all prisoners were confined in
maximum security institutions. In
1978, about one in five inmates resided
in maximum security facilities that
housed more than 1,000 inmates and
that were built before 192Z.

Of the 150 prisons built between 1970
and 1978, 85% hold an average daily
population of less than 500 inmetes
and three-quarters were designe:i for
medium or minimum security.

* Inmates residing in facilities housing
1,000 or more inmates increases ‘
= Younger inmates declines !
¢ Violent offenders increases.

1925- 1950- 1970-

; Before  1875- |
ChsolMachioze (975 1924 1948 1969 178 Total |
: Number of inmates 31,361 73,575 60,257 68 272 39,522 278,987 i
| Percent 1" 26 24 25 14 100% |
. % ov inmates residing i
in maximum security 90 -89 36 38 35 51% l
% of Inmates classlfied
as maxlmumr security 61 48 32 32 25 38%
% of Inmates residing
In facilities greater
than 1,000 Inmates 77 69 53 52 8 53%
% of inmates fess than
25 years old ; 37 36 37 44 42 39%
% of inmates confined
for a violent offerise 52 49 40 45 37 45%
Source: American prisons and jails, vol, |il, 1980.
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What are the trends in correctional populatior:s?

! 1 S
| More prisoners are housed in | | Many States are under court order or face litigation housand orl The total population of State
! ers
t cells than in dormitor | | becauss of crowdi The number of persons in prison was 412,000 Thousand prison and Fedsral prisons increased b
4 n dormitories ; ng in 1982, an alltime high 5
i and in multiple- than single- ; : ' 8 400 an average of more than 15,053
? occupancy uniis; most units : %% of dos Entire prison One or more One or more No litigation per year between 1977 and 1281
i provide le hag r ‘ » of crowde system declared facilities under facilities on crowding ’
; ?eet fe" ss thar 60 square : inmates* unconstitutional court order in litigation pending i In 1981 alone, the net annual gain
; of floor space per person : Rt ke B i (37,309 inmates) was nearly 90% of
| y 80-100% Texas North Carolina 300 the total gain from 1977 to 1980.
{ S. ; South Carolina
f total Federal State = | -—— o e e s ‘ : Total Total Net
1 N ) 60-79% Florida Georgia Nebraska V"L‘Zé’,’,’,‘,:”" admisslorﬁ releases  gains
i Number of ‘ Mississippi lilinols ! i
. inmates 256,676 28,124 208,552 Tennessee Louislana ‘ : ‘ 13% }ggiggi iraee 5500
:. Type of housing N New Mexico o o . i ww il 200 1979 172,753 166,132 6,621
‘, Cells 61.7% 48.3% 63.4% : 40-53% Alabama Maryland Alaska . decline 15932(1) ;?g'gg :gg'ggg Ig'gg;
| Dormitories 383 517 366 Oklahoma Missour Arkansas | P al gal ) '
: Nevada ; : Average annual gain = 16,024.
! Occupancy : Ohio ' : .
. Single 408 384 412 Oregon i J ; 100 The recent increases in prison
| Muiltiple 591 616 588 o Washington i | population, while striking,
Decsity (sq. féé : 20-39% Delaware Hawaii : | ; are not unpmedemed
i ess than 646 612 650 Utah idaho : ¢
: 60-79 22.8 29,2 22.0 Virginia Kansas ' § From 1927 to 1931, for ?xampif' ct? urt
. 80 or more 126 9.6 13.0 Wyoming New York H : : - = —— admissions and conditional-release
: ‘ : R R S I S sy : : 1830 1940 1950 1960 1970 1880 viotators, two groups that account for
z In?gktaellstaﬂ ratios 25 a5 . Less than 19% x;cr;ig?n' . . érlfonad Calillornla Minnesota » i most prison admissions, exceeded
. e L ode Isfan olorado Maine Montana i Source: Prisoners In State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1982, Y}

Administrative 1259 147.2 1237 Connecticut Massachusetts New Jersey E gondltlonal andfunconcti'ifion?‘lt ?e.olgases

Custodial 4.6 7.7 44 Indlana West Virginia North Dakota ; The incarceration rate for the entire U.S y an average o more than 14,

Service 16.8 14,2 17.2 lowa Wisconsin Pennsylvania | ; It h -~ Inmates per 100,000 inmates per year. By contrast, an

Other 137 101 144 z enu;’cky " South Dakota : ( population was at an alitime high, U.S. population average annual net loss of more than

ew Hampshire \']
Source. American prisoas and jails, vol. Iil, 1980. " - P . " ermont § 10’000 inmgaigs pg:{;?{ ocaurred
s *Crowded inmates are defined as those inmales in 150 between 1 an 44.
multiple inmate confinement umits that provide less
Crowdlng and conditions ::an 20 square feet of lloor space per person as of gﬁ;‘gﬁz%:n%igliﬁi 198;{v?;f?grr:ber of
arch 1978 9

of cé:n!lne‘ment ptoss: ctiimcult Mvaeh'z n?c:lnstoggtseo:ﬂébn closed Zat;lv;es“ :n:’eal/can p;tgsar;;:s and jais, vol. Ill, 2CLU 100 courts grew by 143% from 66,013 to
problems in most States : swsletler. January 1983. : 160,272. During the same period, the

During the 1970's, State and Federal
courts began to examine ciosely the
operations of correctional facilities to
ensure compliance with Eighth Amend-
ment protections against cruel and un-
usual punishment.

As of February 1983 —

¢ The courts had dzclared unconsti-
tutional the entire prison systems of
Alabama, Florida, Missis-

sippi, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Ten-
nessee, Texas, and all male penal
facilities in Michigan.

* One or more faciiities in 21 States
were operating under a court order or
consent decree as a result of inmate
crowding and/or the conditions of con-
finement.

* Seven States were involved in liti-
geilon relating to crowding and/or the
conditions of release.

* In eight States, courts had appointed
receivers or masters to operate the
correctional systems or facilities, had
ordered emergency release of inmates
as a result of crowding, or had ordered
the closing of specific institutions,

Many States hold prisoners
in local jails because of
crowding in prisons

Between 1976 and 1982, the number of
States holding State prisoners in local
jails increased frem 10 to 17,.and the
number of prisoners held in local jails
rose from about 7,700 to about 8,200,
The holding of prisoners in jalls Is a
function of the rise and fall of prison
populations in some States, but a few
States have a chronic problem. At
yearend 1982, nearly two-thirds of all

State prisoners held in local jails

because of prison overcrowding were
in four States: Alabama, l.ouisiana,
Miszissippl, and New Jersey.
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Many States are enlarging their prison
systems or taking measures to control
prison populations

Between October 1980 and September
1981, 36 States reported the addition
of a total of nea/lly 20,000 beds with
another 27,000 beds under construc-
tion and nearly 18,000 beds authorized
by appropriation or bond issue. Nearly
60% of all he additions and planned
additions to capacity are in the South,

Some Status have developed statutory
or administrative approaches to con-
trolling prison population, Mic/igan's
legislature approved an Emergency
Prison Powers Act that is automati-
cally triggered when its prisons are
filled to capacity. The act provides for
emergency reductions of prison terms
and State use of local jails. Minnesota's
sentencing guidelines provide for
establishing sentence lengths to
ensure a population/capacity balance.
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but the rate for young adult males—while increasing—
had not reached the peak of the 1960's

Inmates per 100,000
males age 20-29
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*Base excludes Sources: Prisoners In State and Federal Institutions on Decembe) * 7. 1982,
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Population eatimates from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

W

number of males age 20-29 in the
general population increased by 105%,
for an average annual court commit-
ment rate to prison of 666 per 100,000
males age 20-29. Thus, much of the
change in the number of prison admis-
sions received from courts is probably
due to the growth in the number of
males in the prison-prone age group.
The 1980 court admission rate of 697
per 100,000 males age 20-29 is only
about 5% higher than the average for
the five decades since 1930.

Why are prison populations grewing?

State departments of corrections
attribute the increase in prison
population to growth in the number of
persons in the high-risk age group (age
20-29); changes in sentencing laws
and practices that reflect increased
interest in deterrence, incapasitation,
and just deserts considerations;
stricter law enforcement; and, in some
cases, economic conditions.
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The court admission rate has re-
mained relatively stable, but the
number of conditicnal-release violators
admitted to prison has increased

In 1930, there were approximately 21
court admissions to prison for each
conditional-release violator admitted;
by 1981 this ratio had declined to 4.5
court admissioiis for each conditional-
release violator admitted.

The growth in the number of conditional-
release violators admitted to prison is
obviously related to the increase in the
number of persons released condition-
ally from prisons, an increase from
about 30,000 in 1930 to 124,000 in
1981. Less obvious is the possibility
that performance while on conditional
release has been growing less suc-
cessful or that supervision has be-
come considerably more strict.

The ratio of conditional releases from
prison to conditional-release violators
admitted to prison has declined stead-
ity. In 1930, this ratio was about 9.3
conditional releases for each condi-
tional-release violator readmitted to
prison; the same ratio was 7.4 in 1940,
4.9 in 1950, 3.9 in 1960, 3.6 in 1970, and
3.5in 1981,

Over the 19; 7 to 1981 period, the pro-
portion of conditional-release violators
grew from about 13% of all admis-
sions to prison to nearly 17%, while
persons received from court declined
by about 3% from 78.5% to 75.5% of
all prison admissions.

Trends in jail populations
are not as dramatic as
those of prison populations

Over the period 1970-82, the 1-day
count of jail residents increased from
160,863 to 209,582, a growth of 30%.
Over the same period, the rate of
confinement (the number of inmates
per 100,000 generai population) in-
creased from 80 to 90 or by about
12.5%. However, if the rate is
calculated on the number of males age
20-29 in the population, a decline of
nearly 12% in the rate of jaii confine-
ment (from 1,106 in 1970 to 975 in 1982)
would be observed. Jail populations in
1978 were slightly lower than in 1970,

These data suggest that jail populations
generally have not been increasing at
the rate experienced by prisons (a
growth in population of more than
85% between 1970 and 1981). The
reasons for such differences are not
well understood but imay be related to
the rapid population turnover that
occurs in jails. Based on 1982 data, it
has been estimated that as many as 7
million admissions to jails may occur
annually. If this is indeed the case,
then small variations in 1-day counts
probably understate the true magni-
tude of change over time in j=}' popula-
tions, activity and, most important, the
number of persons who are confined
in jail during a year.
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Annual admissions to juvenile
facilities have been declining
since 1974

Over the period 1974-79, total
admissions to juvenile facilities have
declined by about 9.5%. Admissions
to public facilities for juveniles
declined by nearly 13%, while private
facilities admissions increased by
more than 29%.

Both public and private juvenile
facilities demonstrated inconsistent
patterns in 1-day counts of population
over the time period. Public facilities
increased such counts between 1974
and 1975 by about 2,000 and then
declined by about 4,000 in 1977.
Private facilities reported deciines in
both 1975 and 1979 over previous
census counts.

Such inconslistencies between annual
admissions and 1-day counts may
reflect changes in length of stay.
Between 1974 and 1979, length of stay
in public facilities declined from an
average of 118 days to 106 days. Over
the same period, the length of stay in
private facilities dropped 25% from an
average of 349 days to 261 days. Such
dramatic shifts in length of stay,
particularly for private facilities, may
help to account for a lower count in
1979 than in 1974 even though annual
admissions were Increasing.

The 1974-79 period was also marked
by a rather dramatic increase in the
number of public and private tacilities
avallable to house children. Ir 1974,
there were 2,166 public and private
facllities; by 1979, there were more
than 2,550 facillities, an increase of
nearly 18%.

E

By the end of 1982, 37 States
had death penalty laws in effect

Of the more than 3,800 executions that
have occurred since 1930—

* 86% were for murder

* 60% took place in the South

* 76% occurred before 1950

* More than 53% of those executed
were black

* Less than 1% of those executed
were female.

In the 1972 landmark case of Furman
v, Georgia, the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled that the death penalty as applied
In the various States often had been
used in an arbitrary and capricious
manner, thereby violating Eighth
Amendment guarantees against cruel
and unusual punishment. All of the
more than 600 persons then living on
death row eventually had their capital
sentences removed. However, the
numbers began to build up again as
many States moved quickly to revise
their capital punishment laws.

In 1977, the first execution in a decade
was carried out in Utah. Two more

executions followed in 1979 (one each
in Florida and Nevada), one in 1981

(Indiana), and two in 1982 (Virginia and
Texas). As of April 1983, one additiona!
execution was conducted in Alabama.

At yearend 1982, the largest numbers
were under sentence of death in Flor-
ida (189), Texas (148), California (120),
and Georgia (100). During 1982, 28 of
the 37 States with death penality laws
imposed a capital sentence on 264
persons,

The number of prisoners on death row
reached an alltime high in 1982

*In 1972, the Supreme Court Issued
a rufing that Invalidated death
penalty laws In the States.

6 persons were executed
between 1967 and 1982

Number of executions
(total 3,865)

200 -

o o .v
1930 1940

Number of prisoners

1,050

1,000 |

After 1967, a 10-year moratorium
on executions ensued due to
numerous legal challenges of
death penalty laws.

o o o

1970 1980

Source: Capital punishment, 1982,
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Postcorrectional performance is difficult to assess

Some indicator of a return to criminal
activity is typically used to evaluate
postcorrectional performance

Rearrest, reindictment, reconviction,
and reimprisonment measured over
some period of time after release from
prison are generally used to gauge the
extent of success and failure (recid-
ivism) associated with correctional
programs.

The unit of time selected and the level
of criminal justice system penetration
{that is, more persons are likely to be
rearrested than reimprisoned) will
substantially affect judgments about
the proportion failing or succeeding
after a correctional experience.

Moreover, conditionally released popu-
lations (that is, parolees) are subjected
to supervision requirements that, if
violated, may result in a return to
prison for noncriminal conduct (such
as curfew violation or failure to rexort
to a parole officer). Parolees, also,
once discharged from supervision are
not followed up further by State or
local agencies and, thus, information
on new criminal involvements would
aot generally be available.

Within 1 year after release on

parole, about 12% of those

released are likely to be back

in prison

it is not possible from available
national data to assess the total vol-
ume of criminal reinvolvements for all
persons released from prison. How-
ever, it is possible to assess the extent
to which those under parole supervi-
sion for up to 3 years are reconfined.

Within the first year of release from
prison—

* 12% of the offenders under super-
vision are returned to prison; about
half are returned for violations of their
supervision requirements (a technical
violation) or for a minor conviction; the
other half are returned for new, major
conviciions,

e About 20% are successfully dis-
charged within 1 year.

* Nearly two out of three releasees are
continued on parole after completing
the first year successfully.

Within 3 years after release on
parole, 24% of the parolees are
likely to be returned to prison

Within 3 years of release, 72% of
parolees are stili considered to be
successful, either being discharged
(66%) or continued on parole (16%).
The proportion returned to prison
(24%) is double the 1-year performance;
this indicates that half of all parolees
who will return to prison within 3 years
of release do so in the first year. More
than half (55%) of the returns to prison
within 3 years are for technical viola-
tions of supervision requirements; the
remainder are for new, major convic-
tions.

Parole status

Within ~ Within

1year 3years
Discharged 19% 56%
Continued on parole 65 16
Absconded 4 2
Return to prison 12 24
Died 1 2

Note: Totals .13y not add to 100% due to
rounding. Source: Uniform Parole Reports,
1977.

Most prison inmates report
having had prior sentences
to confinement

Nearly 64% of all adult inmates have
experienced prior sentences of incar-
ceration—8% report pricr juvenile
incarceration only, 29% report prior
aduit confinements only, and 23% re-
port previous juvenile and adult sen-
tences to a correctional institution
(4% did not report whether their prior
confinement occurred during their
juvenile or adult years).

Offenders admitted to prison in thelr
thirties are more likely than any other
age group to be repeat offenders. By
contrast, those admitted to prison
after age 60 are more likely than other
age groups to be experiencing their
first confinement.

% serving

Age at Number  first sen-
current admitted tenceto
admission toprison  confinement
Less than

18 6,254 56%
18-19 29,316 54%
20-29 149,662 44%
30-39 51,727 31%
40-49 15,072 37%
50-59 6,418 36%
60+ 2,080 59%

Source: Survey of Prison Inmates, 1979,
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After age 30, many repeat offenders
begin to drop out of crime

The decline in the number of admis-
sions after age 30, and the increase in
the proportion of persons serving their
first confinement sentence after age
40, indicates that substantial drop-
ping-out from imprisonable criminal
activity is occurring among repeat
offenders as they enter middle age
(age 40 or older).

The reasons why repeat offenders end
their involvement in crime may be just
as important for crime control pur-
poses as the reasons why they begin.
Shover’s recent research based on
interviews with middle-aged men who
were criminally active during their
younger years suggests that the
justice system, in effect, physically
“wears down" offenders. The process
of repeatediy being arrested, appear-
ing in court, and adjusting to prison
life came to be perceived by these
offenders as an exhausting ordeal.
This suggests the possibility that a
deterrert effect may be age-related—
that is, as persistent offenders age,
the costs of crime become greater,
discouraging many from continuing
their crimina! careers.
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Section 15-11-39-1); lllinois Annotated
Statutes, Chap. 37, new para. 705-12; New
York Family Court Act, Chap. 878, Secs.
712 ‘and 753-A, Laws of 1976, as amended
1972,
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Chapter V

The cost of justice

Preceding page blank

Sue A. Lindgren

This chapter reports the costs of the
criminal justice system and the rela-

- tionship of justice spending to other

government outlays. The data from
this chapter answer such questions
as—

What level of government spends the
most for criminal justice? For police
protection? For prosecution, iegal
services, and public defense? For the
court system? For corrections?

What do justice dollars buy? How
much does it cost to bring an offender
to justice? To keep a person in prison
or on probaiion? How much does it
cost to build a prison? A jail?

How much does each State spend per
capita for its justice system?

What is the relationship between a
State's per capita spending for justice
and its crime rate? lts tax base? Its tax
revenues? Its degree of urbanization?

What portion of total government
zpending goes for criminal justice?

What percentage of total government
spending has been used for police
over the past 80 years and for correc-
tions over the past 30 years?

Has government spending for justice
functions increased over the past two
decades even when inflation is con-
sidered?

Chapter V was written by Sue A. Lind-
gren of the BJS staff. Invaluable con-
tributions were also made by Diana M.
Cull, Alan R. Jones, Alan V. Stevens,
and David J. Kellerman of the Govern-
ments Bivision of the Bursau of the
Census; David Levin of the Bureau of
Economic Analysis; Walter H. Sobel,
F.A.L.A,, Donald H. Mahan, A.l.A., and
Rose M. Schmaus of Waiter H. Sobel,
F.AlA. and Associates; C. Raymond
Marvin and George Condos of the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys Gen-
eral; Mark A, Cunniff of the National
Assoclation of Criminal Justice Plan-
ners; Christopher A. Innes and Vicki
Hartman of the Inter-university Con-
sertium on Political and Social Re-
search; Robert Spangenberg of Abt
Associates, Inc.; Robert Lucke of the
Advisory Commission on intergovern-
mental Relations; Ann L. Pastore of
the Michael J. Hindelang Criminal Jus-
tice Research Center; Mary E. Elsner
of the Nationali Center for State
Courts; James A. McCafferty, William
C. Hall, and Mark Silver of the Admin-
istrative Office of the United States
Courts; Howard Safir, Edna E.-Dolan,
and Patricia H. Macherey of the United
States Marshals Service; Julia P.
McLaurin of the U.S, Bureau of
Prisons; Elizabeth A. Clark of the U.S.
Parole Commission; Gerald C. Quinlan
and William E. Sheridan of the Justice
Management Division, U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice; Agent Marianne Gor-
den of the U.S. Secret Service; Edwin
W. Zedlewski of the National Institute
of Justice.
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Pattems of justice spending highlight the different responsibilities
of each level of govemment
State and local governments - . State and county sh 3
pay 87% of all government costs 1b dminance of municipal of Justice system coste. sponding i four s of ihe Sates. | 59cents of ovry Justce dolar is spent for police protection
for criminal and civil justi spending for the justice system pending
justice PR o are increasing
: has been diminishing Police
1979 justice Percent distribution
Level of expenditure Percent of direct government Between 1971 and 1979, the share of of direct justice spending
government (billions) Percent spending for the Justice systern total government spending for criminal Local Federal
50 i . \ and civil justice by— Government
Local $15.3 o - - > T 2 County Munigipal  State
s?:ti 7.4 gg 4 : : x: ) : ? * States rose from 26% to 28% T ‘“”
Federal 3.4 13 S o * Counties rose from 20% to 23% U5, total 2 4 33 State
Total $26.0° 100% . ” | * Federal agencies rose from 12% to Alabama 21 37 42 government
*Does not add to total dut:to rounding. B o % 13% ::?;:‘:a 3? §g ;g
The dominance of State and local gov- : * Municipalities fell from 42% to 35%. Arkansas 28 3 a County
ernments in justice spending shows This change is due mainly to State and Cotorado 16 5 38 government
clearly that they, not the Federal Gov- county governments taking responsi- Connesticut 0 51 49 P°"°°| Corrections
ernment, have primary responsibility bility for justice functions that Delaware 1 B3 5 ﬁ'?é‘?ﬁzfy" Correcti 2 St function
for criminal justice in this country. . reviously had b ied by oth : corgr a municipal e
i untry P y een carried by other Georgla 36 28 37 Courts are main! 23.3%
. 25 ¢~ levels of government. For example 3 Hawaii 14 a 44 finction a Sta:a andn;oun‘t{y N =
Spending by local governments ex- during the 1970's, several States set Idaho 29 2 45 function 13.6%
ceeds that of State governments up a system of St'ate courts that f HHinols 25 50 25
because municipalities have the main replaced some county and municipal ! Indiana z » - Municipal Prosecutlon
responsibility for pclice protection, ’f; courts. The States’ gl f total P : government | Legal services
which accounts for 53% of all justice h : Share of tola ; Kansas 27 e 40 Public defense
A 7o . government spending for courts rose # Kentucky 18 25 58 8.6%
spending. In fact, municipal spending B from 23% in 1971 to 35% in 1979 : Louisiana 29 33 38
for police alone amounts to 30% of all Re ° o 1N 1975, : Mo g 3 2 A ' Al oth
justice spending in the country. “33 : To.a lesser extent, this change is due : Massachueatts e - p %
This pattern of local dominance is ST ;F e t%":ﬁ; i?gegbuszmghantc;ergovernTental Mineeats S % 2
fneaegr'r\: arlmtOSt ?“gf ”;'e States- IAdny 297 - — - 1975 —— e 1979 ?ra)rqsfer fu,ndsy to one gn;?;r;n?: 18971’ ‘ m:::":jriipp' gg 2; gg Source: Justice expenditure and employment in the U.S., 1979.
tribjuti or? c')af ;32 rfts| or:]ael r: s”;(;’:;‘;ﬁm tlys- Source: Justice expenditure and employment in States transferred 8.2% of their justice ! Montana 36 24 r
“ . e U.S., -79. . .
For example, Alaska’s State police 7 funds to local governments; by 1979, ! Nabraska 25 3 i3 #0.5% for public defense Counties spent the most for
force performs fenctions normally g;i:r::r?t ;r}ﬁgelsggg to1 2.&%. The Statet i New Harpshire e a7 a7 *0.7% for all other justice activities. court-related functions
> an unknown amoun ‘ 5 .
handlgq by local forces in other While the Federal Government of Federal funds being passed through | r%‘:’ ::'s::’; f:’ ;: - :: Towns and townships spent— Counties spent $2.2 biilion (39%) of
States; it spends twice as much as the transfers the highest proportion X : Now York 5 5 a2 *91.7% for police protection the total of $5.6 billion spent in 1979
local f Alask I prop: State governments to local govern : 1 3 .
ocal forces in Alaska. of its justice expenditures to ments.1 North Carolina 16 24 60 e 4.4% for prosecution and legal by all levels of government for courts,
The share of total justice spending by other levels of government, the During the mi , | Ohip. et 2 o 3% services prosecution, legal services, and public
local governments was between—. proportion transferred by States uring the mid-1970's, Federal inter- i v TG, =~ ®3.6% for courts defense, State governments spent
® 70% and 80% in 12 States is increasing governmen(t’al transfers geakgd at Oregon a9 25 3 *Less than 1% for all other justice 31% of the total; the Federal Govern-
*60% and 70% in 14 States close to 30% of Federal justice spend- Pennsylvania 1 8 2 functions. ment, 16%; and municipalities, 14%.
* 50% and 60% i Percent of fustice spending ing because of the Law Enforcement ) South Carglina 30 21 49 While county governments contribute
% in 14 States., transferred to other levels Assi ; : . ;
. of government ssistance Administration (LEAA), d SouthDakota 2 = & State governments spend the most to court-related functions,
The share fell below 40% in only three 50, which made grants to State and local 3 Tennesses 28 a7 35 nearly half of their justice these functions do not dominate
States (Alaska, Delaware, and Vermont), gg‘;eg(’)'\'(‘:r';tl:e"’:/t'?OEU;tLIEAAt#he ;;d- ' Jexas 22 “ 2 dollars on corrections county justice spending to the extent
S ess than i i i
of its justice mone?/ for payments to ( S : = " In 1979, State governments spent— tha:mi%?l’:Fsp?r:zfrzlOgrd:or?rlg;tiz?ws
State and local governments | W . . 12 *48% for corrections mun ciba’ spencing or C
9 ’ | W::I‘ W;Tr?na 33 32 gg * 27% for police protection dominates State spending.
¢ Wisconsin 42 37 3t «16% for courts In 1979, counties spent—
: Yyoming L. = .. 8% for prosecution and legal serv- * 36% of all their justice dollars for
Source: Justice expenditure and employment in the  IC@S judicial-telated functions (23.6% for
25 U.S., 1975. * 1.6% for public defense. courts, 8.5% for prosecution and legal
: ; ;
Cities and towns spend ﬁtateigoYe(rjnrél?r;to/seenctitI]ng for c;orrec- f%g!,i%%fggl I::’:g g°r;toéc‘i:gbr::°ugsfjg,se)
most of their justice dollars ons include o lor the construc- . J |ty sheriffs or police
for polics protection tion, operation, and upkeep of correc- | 27%yfor correctigns péimarily jails
iti t tional institutions, including 6% ($248 ! )
In 19079 cities spent— million) for cajital outlays2; 12% for
| * 84% for police probation, parole, and pardon pro-
of : iR * 6% for corrections grams; and 14% for other correctional
171 A 1975 1079 : 2"7 ;g; g?gsr;scuﬁon and legal activities.
(]
Source: Justice expanditure and employment In services
the U.S., 197179,

88  Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice 89




m < o - - P N - . iy . ) .,
M« . M
i .m‘ -
i
i _ J
i
:
; ‘
;
: &
g ,, ) A,
i
, 1
- 1
j ,. =
: ]
; .
i ) ]
.
w A
,m, =2 " .3 ///
{ 4
w _
Lt S G %3 T sl ™ . g — o
Sy
. .
©
) .
1
3
A3
.
oy
oy .
. v




Criminal justice services are financed in a variety of ways

Governments supplement their
tax revenues with payments
from other goveriments

The Bureau of the Census report Gov-
ernment finances in 1978-79 shows
that the total tax revenue in 1979 was
raised as follows:

Personal income tax 48.6%
Sales and gross receipts tax  17.8
Corporate income tax 14.8
Property tax 12.4
Custuimns duties 1.5
All other sources 4.9
Total 100.0%

In addition to raising taxes from their
citizens, governments receive signifi-
cant amounts of money from other
governments in the form of “intergov-
ernmental payments.” Such payments
move in many directions. They may be
payments from the Federal Govern-
ment to a State or local government,
between States, from one lacal govern-
ment to another, or from-a State or
local government to the Federal Gov-
ernment,

In 1979, intergovernmental payments
for all purposes from the—

* Federal Government tataled $85 bil-
lion (16% of total Federal spending)

* State governments were close tu $76
billion (34% of total State spending)

e Local governments totaled $1.6 bil-
lion (less than 1% of total spending by
local governments).

Criminal justice services are
funded predominantly by taxes
raised in the jurisdiction

where the services are performed

In 1979, 84% of the money spent by
State and local governments for
criminal and civil justice activities
came from tax revenues raised by the
governments that ultimately made the
expenditure. The remaining 16%, or
$3.6 billion, was received from other
governments by various means and for
various purposes.

State and local governments
used $2.4 billion of Federal funds
for justice activities in 1979

The Federal Government began provid-
ing direct financial assistance to sup-
port State and local criminal justice
programs in 1968 with the creation of

the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration (LEAA). LEAA budgets
peaked at $895 million in 1975; they
fell during the late 1970's until the
grant program ended in 1980 with
awards totaling $297 million. In no
year, however, did LEAA funding ac-
count for more than 5.3% of State and
local spending for justice activities.

In 1979, a total of $850 million was
received by State and local govern-
ments from Federal programs such as
LEAA, which required that the money
be spent for justice activities. Other
such programs include tne Alcohol
Safety Act Program and Federal reim-
bursements to State and local govern-
ments for services such as housing
Federal prisoners in local jails and
State prisons.

These ““dedicated” Federal programs
represent only a third of the Federal
dollars used by State and local govern-
ments for justice activities. More than
half of the Federal funds came from
the General Revenue Sharing Program,
which makes funds available to all
State and local governments—funds
that may be used for virtually any

purpose. in 1979, $1.3 billion of
General Revenue Sharing funds were
used for justice purposes, representing
6% of the total that was spent by
State and iocal governments for jus-
tice programs. The Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA)
program provided an additional $303
million that was used for justice
activities.

Intergovernmental vevenue
takes other forms as well

* Local governments received close to
$1 billion from their State gov-
ernments; this included an unknown
amount' of Federal funds (including
Law Enforcement Assistanas Admin-
istration grants) that were being
“passed through” the State govern-
ment.

* State governments received $147
million from local ¢overnments in their
States.

* Local governments received $142 |
million from ather local governments.
These payments were mainly reim-
bursements for services such as those
performed when the ¢ointy or State
provides police protection for a city.

The Rocky Mountain, Southwest, and Plains States regions make the least use
of revenue from outside their taxing authority to fund justice activities

Source: Justice expenditure and employment in the Uu.s, 1979,
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Percentage of justice spending
from outside sources

510 10-15 15-20 20+

Use of outside revenue sources

ranges from 5% of total justice

spending in Wyoming to 28% in
Massachusetts

Nationally, a sixth of the money spent
on justice activities by State and local
governments came from sources out-
side their own taxing authority, This
varied from less than 10% of ali
justice spending in Oklahoma, Nevada,
Colorado, Vermont, and Wyoming to
more than 20% in Mississippi, Michi-
gan, Missouri, Washington, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts.

The extent to which State and local
governments used outside revenue to
pay for justice programs was affected
most strongly by the extent to which—
* Governments decided to use general-
purpose Federal funds, such as General
Revenue Sharing and CETA, on criminal

justice rather than on other functions,
such as education or trash removal

* State governments provided funds to
the local governments.

The amount of Federal grants received
specifically for justice functions had
minimal effect on the overall proportion
of funds coming from outside revenue
sources.

Other ways are used to obtain funds for
criminal justice services

* Bond issues are a common way to
raise large amounts of money for
construction projects. Under these
programs, the government sells bonds
to individuals and corporations. The
money is used to pay immediate costs
and is paid back over time with interest,
usually tax-free,

* Sheriff's Roll Call reports that a new
law took effect in California on January
1, 1983, permitting California counties
to charge certain jail inmates for room
and board. The fees can be imposed by
judicial order and only after legal fees
and damages to victims have been
paid. Inmates are charged based on
their ability to pay.

* Citizens and civic groups in some
jurisdictions have raised funds to
provide special goods and services to
local agencies. In Washington, D.C.,
and Chicago, lllinois, citizens groups,
with extensive media support, raised
money to buy bulletproof vests for the
police. Neighborhood watch and patroi
programs that supplement police pa-
trols have formed throughout the coun-

try.

What percent of State and local justice spending

comes from outside sources?

Percgnt of total justice spending from

Federal Federal

Alloutside  general

dedicated  State

§£"§t_'l.,. e sﬂ‘_’f:ﬁ,.A. paymentf payments payments State

U.S. total 16.1 7.0 3.8 4.1

Alabama 19.9 10.7 5.6 25 Montana
Alaska 13.2 4.3 3.9 4.5 Nebraska
Arizona 11.1 5.7 3.5 15 Nevada
Arkansas 19.5 9.1 7.0 2.5 New Hampshire
California 15.4 5.1 3.6 5.0 New Jersey
Colorado 8.0 3.6 2.6 1.4 New Mexico
Connecticut 123 3.5 7.0 14 New York
Delaware 1241 3.6 6.7 1.3 North Carolina
Florida 10.8 a3 4.8 2.1 North Dakota
Georgla 14.7 8.2 4.0 1.9 Ohio

Hawali 18.0 11.3 4.1 25 Oklahoma
Idaho 13.9 4.5 57 1.8 Oregon

Hlinois 10.2 5.6 23 1.9 Pennsylvania
Indiana 14.3 6.8 4.8 1.8 Rhode Island
lowa 15.4 3.7 5.9 3.0 South Carolina
Kansas 12.2 3.9 5.2 2.3 South Dakota
Kentucky 17.5 8.0 53 4.0 Tennessee
Louislana 16.6 8.1 3.1 4.1 Texas

Malne 17.6 9.3 5.4 1.1 Utah

Maryland 22,7 4,2 2.6 15.6 Vermont
Massachusetts 27.6 8.6 3.3 15.6 Virginia
Michigan 20.2 9.7 4.1 4.9 Washington
Minnesota 15,2 6.8 1.2 4.9 West Virginia
M!sslsslppl 20.1 12.2 5.1 2.2 Wisconsin
Missouri . 204 124 51 2% Wyoming

Note: The percents for funds received from local governments are not displayed

separately, but are included in the total: These accounted for 1.3% of all State data),

and local spending, ranging from 0% to 3.2% across the States,

... Prercent of total justice spending from

Federal Federal
All outside general dedicated  State
sources payments  payments payments

14.5 5.3 4.3 35
10.9 4.6 26 26

9.0 1.1 3.6 2.7
15.4 4.1 9.5 1.0
16.5 9.8 3.2 3.5
1241 5.6 3.7 1.1
16.6 8.6 2.5 23
15.9 9.2 4.0 2.2
11.4 3.0 7.0 1.1
19.1 8.7 5.2 3.7

8.2 2.1 3.7 1.4
15.7 5.4 4.3 5.0
23.1 10.2 3.9 7.7
16.9 11.7 4.4 8
18.6 10.5 6.0 9
15.8 3.3 9.3 1.9
12.2 4.2 3.3 4.5
1.7 5.4 3.1 28
12.8 5.1 3.4 3.8

5.9 3.8 0.0 1.2
18.1 3.3 4.2 8.9
21.2 10.2 5.3 4.0
126 5.8 54 1.2
18.7 9.7 3.7 3.7

5.1' 7 2.8 1.0

Source: Justice expenditure and employment in the U.S., 1979 {unpublished
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What do justice dollars buy?

The cost of bringing an offender
to justice is highly vaiiable and
includes many “hidden costs”

The costs of convicting an offender
are many and varied. They include
paying for—

» Police to investigate criminal events,
arrest offenders, and appear as
witnesses in court (frequently on
overtime pay)

¢ Public defenders and assigned coun-
sel to represent indigent defendants

» Prosecutors to investigate, prepare,
and present the case in court

« Judges and juries to hear the
evidence and reach a verdict

¢ The probation department to prepare
presentence investigation reports for
the judge to use in sentencing

* Stale identification and information
bureaus-to checl fingérprints and
criminal histories of defendants

» Local jails to house defendants who
are detained in pretrial custody.

Different criminal cases
vary greatly in cost

The price of justice, a recent study of
three “typical” New York City robbery
cases, found that the cost of arresting,
prosecuting, and trying the defendants
ranged from $851 to $32,627, not
including correctional costs after trial.
in each of the cases, the defendants
were arrested shortly after the crime,
obviating the need for lengthy and
costly police investigation.

In the first case, the defendants
pleaded guilty to a reduced charge the
day after their arrest. Beyond arrest
and! oking, the costs were minimal.
Each defendant received a 6-month
sentence.

The second case cost $6,665. The
defendants pleaded guilty afier being
indicted, but before trial. Seventy
percent of the total cost was for
pretrial detention; 68 days after arrest,
the defendants received a sentence of
4 to 12 years of imprisonment for their
plea of guilty to robbery.

In the third case, the defendant chose
to go to a felony trial in which he was

and to apprehend, try, and punish offenders*

Victim compensation

Justice dollars are used to compensate victims, fo investigate crimes,

Average maximum award $18,000
Average award $3,000
Investigative and court costs _—
Average cost to return fugitive interstate - $600
Average cost for a State or Federal wiretap $22,000
Average annual cost to protect a Federal witness $37,000-856,000
Daily payment for jurcr $3-330
Average court cost per case-related minute:
California Superior Court $5
Florida Circuit Court $4
Washington State Superior Court $4
U.S. District Courts §

Cost to arrest, prosecute, and try a robbery
case in New York City—
with guilty plea and sentencing day after arrest $851
with guilty plea after indictment and sentencing

68 days after arrest . $6,665

with trial disposition and sentencing 250 days after arrest $32,627

Most frequent assigned counsel hourly rate $20-$30

Corrections operations

Average annual cost for one adult oftender—

in'a Federal prison $13,000

in a State prison $5,000-$23,000

in a State “halfway house™ : $12,000

in a Jocal community-based tacility - $8,000

in a local jail $8,000

on Federal probation or parole $1,300

on non-Federal probation or parole $220-$1,700

Average daily cost to the Federal Government to house

an unsentenced Federal prisoner in a local jail $27
Average daily cost to the Federal Government to house

a sentenced prisoner in a State or local—

halfway house $29
prison or jall $23
Average daily cost to a State government to house a State
prisoner in a local jail $15
Average hourly wage for inmate in prison industry . $0.21-$1.03

*For sources, see note 3 at end of this chapter.

found guilty of robbery and sentenced
to 9 to 18 years; 250 days had elapsed
between arrest and sentencing. The
total cost was $32,627, haif of which
was for pretrial detention.

Courts process many kinds of
cases with widely varying costs

State courts handie about the same
number of civil as criminal cases; in
Federal courts, civil cases outnumber
criminal cases by 6 to 1. In most in- -
stances, the same court handles botn
types of cases.
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There is no agreed-upon method of di-
viding national court expenses
between civil and criminal workloads
to arrive at the total cost of criminal
vs, civil .cases. It is clear, however, that
costs of processing different kinds of
cases vary enormously. For example,
the clerk of court may only have to file
documents to probate an uncontested

" will, but months of effort are required

to hear a jury trial in a complex
personal injury suit or murder case.

B O A N S A
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imprisonment is the most
expensive sentencing option

Solid nationwide estimates of the cost
of keeping a person in prison are diffi-
cult to obtain, although many figures
are used.

The Federal prison system, which
maintains extensive budget and work-
load data, reports an average annual
cost per inmate of $13,000.

George and Camille Camp found a
wide range ($5,121-$22,748) in the
operating cost per prisoner among the
States. Factors affecting this range
inciude—

* Regional variations in salaries that
reflect differences in cost-of-living and
urion contracts

* Differences in utility costs and in the
need for heating fue!

¢ Differences in types of institutions
operated (for example, a State may
have a higher-thar-average percentage
of prisoners in expensive maximum - .
security)

* Differences in the extent to which
the prison uses prisoners rather than
hiring nonprisoners to perform main-
tenance services.

it is less costly to treat
offenders in community-based
tacilities than in prisons

Singer and Wright found in 1974 that
the annual per capita cost for halfway
houses ranged between 63% and 85%
of that for prisons, depending on the
level of treatment and counseling serv-
ices provided by the halfway house.
Their study also found, however, that
the cost of some services was paid by
agencies outside the correctional
system; among such services were
education, vocational training, drug
treatment, detoxification, and mental
health. Such variables make direct
comparisons difficult.

Justice dollars also are used for buildings and equipment*

Average construction cost per bed in a—

maximum security State prison $58,000
medium security State prison $46,000
minimum security State prison $26,000

“constitutional” jail

$43,000

Typical new court house construction cost per square ioot  $54-$65

Average purchase price for a police car $8,000
Average cosl to equip a new police car with—
police radio $2,000
siren and light bar $800
other $300
Annual cost to maintain and operate a police car
{not including patrol salary) $6,000
Average resale value of a police car $1,000

“For sources, see note 3 at end of this chapter; for ranges, see text.

Widely divergent estimates of
the construction cost per prison
bed are found in various studies,
reports, and media accounts

Many such sources were examined
and it was found that the average

-eonstruction cost cited ranged from a

low 0i£34,000 per prison bed to a high
of $110,000;in 1982 doliars.

T‘here are many reasons for the varia-
tion:

¢ Some sources include the purchase
of the iand, preparing the site, archi-
tects’ fees, and long-term financing
costs. Others do not,

¢ Figures for differing levels of secur-
ity classification (for example, mini-
mum security vs. maximum security)
are used in different sources.

¢ Construction costs vary by region,

* Some prison construction cost is
offset by using inexpensive prisoner
labor.

¢ Some sources surveyed only “recent-
ly completed” construction. Others
include the expected costs of future
“approved” or “planned but not ap-
proved" construction.

* Prisons vary in the amount of space
per prisoner and in space allowed for
prisoner support programs such as
medical and psychiatric treatment,
athletics, and recreation.

¢ Some late 1970’s estimates are
based on data froin early 1970 surveys
that have been adjusted for inflation—
adjustments using different methods
with different resuits.

Maximum security prisons are clearly
more expensive to build than medium
security prisons, which inturn are
more expensive than minimum secur-
ity prisons. States reported to George
and Camille Camp the following
ranges of construction costs per pris-
on bed for tiscal 1982—

Security

type Range Average
“Maximum $19,000 - $100,000  $58,000

Medium $12,000- $80,000  $46,000
Minimum $5,000 - $57,000  $26,000

A\
Jall \wnd prison construction
costs. are about the same

The estimate of $43,000 per jail bed,
based on a survey of 34 “advanced
practices" jails,4 is somewhat lower
than that for maximum and medium
security prisons because jails usuaily
do not have extensive architectural
security features such as perimeter
walls and usually are designed to
provide less area for recreation and
rehabilitation activities because their
inmates are held for shorter periods.
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How much does it cost
to build a new courthouse?

In 1979, for judicial construction
(mainly courthouses), a totai of—

¢ $53.5 million was spent by counties
with populations of 100,000 or more.

* $9.1 million was spent by cities with
populations of 50,000 or more.

¢ $6.5 million was spent by the State
governments.

Available information does not allow
the computation of the cost to build a
new “average courtroom,” as is fre-
quently done for prison cells, because
of wide variation in a number of
factors. Walter H. Sobel, F.A.LA. and
Associates' 1982 survey of nine re-
cently completed courthouse construc-
tion projects reflected the variation:
¢ In one courthouse, 29% of the
square footage was for jail cells, which
are more expensive to build than court-
rooms.
* Another courthouse construction
contract included the purchase of
land, making it not comparable to the
other contracts studied.
* Two additional construction projects
included large underground parking
garages, which are more expensive
than outdoor parking lots.
* Some projects included “shelling in”
space for courtrooms to be completed
in the future,
¢ Different courthouses have different
mixes of space allocated for court-
rooms and judicial chambers (the most
expensive type of nondetention con-
struction) and administrative and sup-
port space (costing about the same
as routine business offices).
* Regional factors in the construction
industry also affect the cost of court-
houses.

Overall, a tota! of $96 million was
spent under the nine contracts for new
construction, additions, and renova-
tions. This provided 77 completed
courtrooms, 18 shelled-in courtrooms
for future completion, and some unfin-
ished space that will be completed in
the future with an undetermined num-
ber of courtrooms.

The price per square foot of construc-
tion in three newly constructed court-
houses that appeared to be the most
conparable were $54, 561, and $65.
One other project involved completing

a shell that was previously con-
structed. The cost per square foot was
$54, higher than might be expected
because tive courthouse was limited to
courtroom; and judges’ chambers.
Twoe renovation efforts were reported,
costing $36 and $67 per square foot,
the range reflecting the extent of.the
renovation effort.

The purchase price for a police
car ranged from $6,700 to $9,500
in 25 jurisdictions

The purchase price is only part of the
cost of putting a patrol car on the
streets. In a 1482 survey, the National
Association ¢f Criminal Justice Plan-
ners found that police radios ranged in
cost from $1,200 to $4,300 in the nine
jurisdictions providing this informa-
tion; police sirens and light bars added
another $350 to $1,300. Costs for other
equipment were reporied at $10 to
$700; these include police department
decals and shields for the patrol car,
loudspeakers, security cages for pris-
oners, and shotguns and racks.

The annual operating cost for a police
car, including gas, oil, maintenance,
and repair, varied from $3,000 to
$13,000. The factors affecting this
range include the numbers of shifts
the car Is driven during the day, the
type of driving involved (for example,
city vs. suburban patrol), climate
conditions, and the length of time the
car is operated before being resold.
This last factor is reflected in the
range of resale value, reported at $550
to $4,500.

Some poiice investigations and court
cases entail unusual costs

The police sometimes pay informants
for investigative information. Under-
cover agents may use cash to buy
drugs or other illegal goods and
services in an attempt to obtain
evidence of criminal behavior. Cash for
drug purchases (sometimes called
flash money because the undercover
agent “flashes” it before the
suspected drug dealer to demonstrate
his ability to complete the deal)
presents unique problems for the
police. Agencies sometimes have to
tie up large sums of appropriated
funds to have the “flash money" for
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drug investigations, rather than being
able to use it for salaries or other
actual expenditures.

Police officers often are required in
court as witnesses, frequently on over-
time pay. in a 1982 survey, the Na-
tional Association of Criminal Justice
Planners found that in five jurisdic-
tions three-quarters of all court appear-
ances involved police overtime. For
nine jurisdictions able to report cost
data, the average overtime pay per
court appearance was $41.

Courts pay private citizens for serving
on jury duty. In 1980, the daily pay for
jurors ranged from $3 to $30. Many
court systems also reimburse jurors
for their travel expenses.

Another unusual expense is the cost
of protecting witnesses. State and
local governments engage in such
activities, but the Federal Witness
Security Program of the U.S. Marshals
Service is clearly the largest and most
extensive witness security program in
the Nation. This program provides—

¢ Protection and maintenance services
for witnesses, potential witnesses, and
dependents whose lives are in jeop-
ardy as a result of testimony against
organized crime figures.

* Around-the-clock protection to wit-
nesses while they are in a “hostile
environment” and when they return to
an area of danger for court testimony.
» Geographic relocation for the wit-
ness and his or her dependents, hous-
ing, subsistence, new identification
documents, and employment, medical,
and other assistance to allow the
witness to become self-sustaining.

in 1982, the U.S. Marshals Service
provided protection or support for a
total of 2,434 persons, including 1,047
principal witnesses and 1,387 family
members. The average annuai cost per
witness ranged from $36,507 for a per-
son with no dependents in the pro-
gram to $55,826 for one with eight
dependents, with an average annual
cost per witness of $49,000 for the
salaries and expenses of marshals.
There are now more than 10,000 par-
ticipants in the Federal witness secur-
ity program, although not all are under
the active protection of the U.S.
Marshals.

g
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Four-fifths of State and local
justice dollars go for payroll

Criminal and civil justice is a highly
“personnel-intensive” activity. In 1979,
the payrol! for State and local justice
employees ranged from a high of about
36% of all expenditures for prosecu-
tion and legal services and police to a
low of 48% for public defense 5

The defender proportion was low be-
cause of the widespread use of “as-
signed counsel” defense systems in
which the government pays private at-
torneys to represent indigent defend-
ants. Lefstein found that the fees paid
to the attorneys have been reported as
low as $10 and as high as $65 an hour
but in most places the fee is between
$20 and $30 an hour. Very often the
hourly rate is higher for in-court than
for out_—of-court representation, and it
sometimes varies by the seriousness
of the case and by whether it is at the
trial or appeal stage. Some jurisdic-
tions that do not use an hourly rate
use minimum and maximum amounts
of total compensation.

Salaries make up a relatively lower
proportion of totai spending for correc-
tions (71%), primarily because of the
costs of building and maintaining pris-
ons, contracts for medical care and
trgatment programs, food, guard and
prisoner uniforms, and boarding
prisoners at other institutions.

Couyts also have a relatively low pro-
portion of total expenditure going for
salaries (78%) because of payments
for jury and witness fees, courthouse
maintenance, and purchase of books
for law libraries.

Salaries for correctional,
probation, and parole officers
are ne:arelly the lowest

Judges, because of their great au-
thority and responsibility, have the
highest salaries of criminal and civil
justice employses at each level of
government,

Public defender salaries are generally
on a par with prosecutor salaries,
although there may well be jurisdic-
tions where this is not the case. The

Justice dollars also pay personriel costs*

(Average annual salary)

Law enforcement officers

City police officer 516,000-$20,000

County sheriff patrol officer (stariing salary) $13,000
State trooper $13,000-$20,000
U.S. Border Patrol Agent , $22'000
U.S. Immigration inspector $22,000
Deputy U.S. Marshal $23,000
U.S. Immigration agent $29,000
U.S. Secret Service agent $29'000
FBI agent $36,000
Federal drug agent $35,000
Prosecutors
Local assistant prosecutor
Local chief prosecutor :ig’ggg
State assistant attorney general (entry level) $20'000
State assistant attorney general $32'000
State deputy attorney general $49’000
State attorney general $52’000
Federal prosecutor $40,000
Defenders
Staff State or local defender
Chief State or local defender :ﬁg'ggg
Federal defender $40.000
Cosutrt personnel
ate supreme court clerk
State court administrator gg?'ggg
State general jurisdiction trial court judge $48'000
State intermediate appellate court justice $54'000
State supreme court justice $55'000
U.S. Magistrate $63,600
U.S. Bankruptey Gourt Judge $63,600
U.S. Court of Claims Judge $65,200
U.S. Court of International Trade Judge $73’100
U.S. district (trial) court judge $73,100
U.S. circuit (appellate) court judge $77’300
U.S. Supreme Court Associate Justice $96'700
U.S. Supreme Gourt Chief Justice $100,700

Correctional officers
County sherlff jail officer (starting salar
State correctional officer 4 $15 ooo-géc}ggg
Stale correctional sergeant $17:000-$22’000
State superintendent ot correction $33 000~$44'000
Federal correctional officer " $21.000

Probation and parole officers
Local probation officer
State probation and parole officer
Senlor state probation and parole officer
State director of probation and parole
Federal probation officer
Supervisory Federal probation officer
Deputy Chief of a Federal District Probation Office
gh‘Ijef olt a Fe'deral District Probation Office
ederal parole case anatyst -
Federal parole hearing examiner ggg'ggg-ggg%g?
U.S. Parole Commissioner $63‘800

Not available
$16,000-$22,000
$21,000-$28,000
$32,000-$42,000
$16,559-338,185
$34,930-$45,406
$41,277-$53,661
$41,277-$63,115

*For sources, see note 3 at end of this chapter.

salaries for these two types of public
attorneys rank second to those of
judges.

The salaries of State and local police
officers are slightly higher than those
of correctional personnel.
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What factors are related to per capita spending?

State and local governments spent
an average of $101 por capita
for justice services in 1979

Per capita justice costs vary by State
from less than $60 to as much as $275.
In 1979, State and local governments
in Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, and
West Virginia spent less than $60 per
capita for justice services; Alaska
spent $275; New York, $175; and
Nevada, $150.

Regional variation is also evident. Per
capita spending for justice was—

* $159 in the Mideast region

* $145 in the Far West

* $91 in the Great Lakes region

* $89 in the Southwest

* $88 in the Rocky Mountain region

* $84 in New England

* $74 in the Plains States

¢ $73in the Southeast.

How much & State spends
per capita for justice
depends on many factors

¢ Some States may need to spend
more on justice activities because they
have a more serious crime problem
than others.

¢ The citizens of some States may
express greater concern about crime
than those in other States and con-
vince their elected officials to assign
higher priority to funding criminal jus-
tice than to other government activities
such as education or transportation.

* Some States are “richer” than others,
having a larger tax base from which to
fund government activities.

* The citizens of some States may be
more willing than those in other States
to tax themselves to fund governmen-
tal programs in general.

The Mideast and Far West regions lead the Mation in justice costs per capita

State and local per capita expenditure
for justice activities

$60- $80-  $100-  $120+
$73 $99 $119

Sources: Justice expenditure and employment In the U.8., 1979, table 6, Preliminary Intercensal
estimates of the population of States: 1970 to 1980, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

States with high crime rates tend to have high
expenditures for criminal and civil justice

Per capita spending
for criminal and civil Justice

$180

® New York
$160
& Nevada
$140 -
@ Californla
Delaware
$120 New Jersey o o® ® Arizona
° [ .o
[}
$100 + Wyoming & @ Florida
R H ® Colorado
o o
Pennsylvania @ o0 Washington
°
$80 ~ .
Kentucky @ ® ‘...0 og
South Dakota o %o .. ® Texas
$60 A North Dakota @ Malnos '\‘ d'South Carolina
West Virginla @ [ ] ndiana
® Arkansas
$40 y T y . . . ; . .
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000

UCR Index crime rate per 100,000 population

Note: Alaska, with a per caplta expenditure of $275 and & crime rate of 6,265, is not displayed,

Sources: Justice expenditure and employment in the U.S., 1979, table 8. Preliminary Intercensal
astimates of the population of States: 1970 to 1980 (Washington: USGPO, 1882). Crime In the United
States, 1979, table 3.
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A State’s justice spending
per capita is related to its—

. . . crime rate. The amount of money a
State spends per capita to control and
investigate crime and o prosecute and
punish offenders is related to the

amount of crime reported to the police.

The FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting
Program provides State-by-State data
for 1979 on seven UCR Index Crimes
repcrted to the police (murder and non-
negligent manslaughter, forcible rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft).
In 1979, the UCR Index Crime rate for
the Nation was 5,412 offenses per
100,000 persons. It varied from less
than 2,000 per 100,000 population in
South Dakota and Mississippi to more
thari 8,000 in Nevada.

Regional variation in the crime rate
{per 100,000 persons) ranges from
4,045 in the Plains States t0 6,879 in
the Far West. In the other regions, the
crime rates are as foliows: Southwest,
5,798, Mideast, 5,595; New England,
5,194, Rocky Mountain, 5,104; Great
Lakes, 5,055; and Southeast, 4,209,

States that have a low crime rate tend
to have low per capita expenditures;
States that have a high crime rate tend
to have high per capita expenditures.
For example, West Virginia, which has
a low per capita expenditure ($53), has
arelatively low crime rate. Nevada and
Arizona have high crime rates and high
per capita expenditures. Overall, States
with higher-than-average crime rates
spend an average of $121 per capita
compared with $75 for States with
lower crime rates.§

.. . taxable wealth. A State's relative
wealth affects how much it can spend
for justice activities. Poorer States
may not be able to spend as much as
they would like for some justice
programs.

Different State and local governments
tax different bases at different rates.
One State may have relativaly high
property taxes but low income and
sales taxes; another State may have
low property taxes, high sales taxes,
and no income tax.

To calculate the relative wealth of the
States, it is necessary to take into
account all of the tax bases available
within each State. The Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions recently developed a way to
calculate the “tax capacity” (or taxable
weaith, as it is called here) of the in-
dividual States. The Representative
Tax System (RTS) measures how much
revenue could be raised if 24 different
taxes were levied at the national
average. The taxes considered in this
measure include levies on income,
property, general sales, selected sales
(for example, gasoline, alcohol, tobacco,
utilities, amusements), licenses,
corporate income, and estates.

The RTS tax capacity for a State is
relative to the national average, which,
in this index, is 100. A State that has a
greater tax capacity (that is, one richer
than other States), has an index higher
than 100; a relatively poor State has
an index lowsr than 100. The index
Indicates the percent of the national
average tax capacity for the individual
State. For example, 110 on the index
means the State’s tax capacity is 10%
higher than the national average.

Regional tax capacity ratings are—

¢ Highest in the Far West (133), and
the Rocky Mountain region (115)

* About average in the Southwest
(105), the Plains States (103), the Great
Lakes region (1083), and the Mideast
(98)

¢ Lowest in New England {91) and the
Southeast (85).

States with higher-than-average tax-
able wealth spent $105 per capita for
justice activities, while their poorer
counterparts spent an average of $83.

... tax burden. Another factor that is
related to how much a State spends
per capita on justice is how willing the
citizens and their elected officials are
to tax themselves to fund government
programs in general. This is measured
by tax effort, which is the amount of
money raised from 24 different tax
bases compared to the amount that
would be raised if national average tax
rates were used.

Like taxable wealth, the tax effort
measure is expressed as an index
(with the national average = 100).
According to the Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations, tax
effort ranges from 64 of the national
average in Texas to 171 in New York.

Among the regions, the tax effort is—
* 120 in the Mideast

* 111 in New England

* 101 in the Far West

* 100 in the Great Lakes region

* 91 in the Plains States

* 91 in the Rocky Mountain region

* 87 in the Southeast

* 85 in the Southwest.

States that raised higher-than-average
taxes spent $115 per capita on justice
activities compared with $83 average
per capita for the States with lower
taxes.

.. . degree of urbanization. It has long
been known that urban and suburbari
areas have higher crime ratas than
rural areas. States with a high propor-
tion of their population living in such
metropolitan areas spend more per
capita for justice activities than their
more rural counterparts. Not only do
such States have more crime, they
also have higher costs of living that
result in higher salaries and other
agency expenses. States with a greater-
than-average percent of their popula-
tion living in metropolitan areas spent
an average $109 per capita on justice,
whereas the less urban States spent
$83.

According to the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, 75% of the Nation's population
lived in metropolitan areas in 1980,
ranging from 44% in the Rocky Moun-
tain States to 84% in the Northeast.
The other regions and the percent of
their popuiation living in metropolitan
areas are as follows:

* Plains, 45%

¢ Southeast, 55%

* New England, 62% {
* South West, 64%

® Far West, 74%

» Great Lakes, 76%.
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How do the States rank on the factors that influance justice spending?.

Priorlty Relative Percent in
Per capita for justice taxable Relative tax metropolitan
spending” Crime rate? spending? wealth'® effortt! areast?
State Dollars  Rank Rate  Rank Percent Rank Index Rank Inde:: Rank Percent fl_irﬂt_
U.S. total 101 5412 7.0 100 100 74.8
Alabama 65 44 4134 40 55 38 76 49 86 36 620 29
Aaska 275 1 6265 9 59 27 217 1 129 3 432 38
Arizona 124 5 7295 2 8.8 3 91 37 115 9 750 19
Arkansas 48 50 3479 44 45 47 77 47 81 a4 39,1 41
California 132 4 7289 3 8.3 5 116 5 95 24 949 1
Colorado 98 16 6861 6 6.7 13 110 8 196 21 80.9 1(63 Per capita spending
Connecticut 93 21 5808 15 6.6 18 108 13 02 15 88.3 iiah: Alaska—ga75
Delaware 121 7 6341 8 79 6 109 10 95 24 670 22 LO%,:‘ Arkansas.$48
Florida 104 15 7192 4 8.6 4 100 25 78 46 87.9 7
Georgla 76 32 5143 23 6.1 24 81 45 96 21 600 30
108 14 6981 5 6.0 26 103 20 128 4 79.1 17 Crime rate
Hawaii X R . e Navada—
Idaho 73 a7 a1 4 59 30 o1 a7 91 28 183 3 High: u;"sﬂd\?"gﬁ;g’“_ 2,252
itlinois 109 12 5082 25 7.8 7 112 7 99 17 810 12 . '
Indiana 62 45 4538 51 5.7 35 98 28 84 39 698 20
fowa 72 38 4281 36 49 43 108 13 93 26 40.1 40 Priority for justice spending
Kansas 75 36 4942 26 53 40 109 10 87 33 468 35 High: Revada—9.3% 28%
Kentucky 75 34 3082 46 59 31 85 41 87 & 445 36 Low: North Dakota—3.8%
Louisiana 93 19 s212 21 7.1 M 103 20 82 a2 634 27
Maine 58 47 4200 39 4.6 46 80 46 110 1 330 44 Relative axable wealth
Maryland 120 8 6184 12 7.3 9 99 27 109 13 88.8 5 High: Alaska—217
Massachusetts 109 13 5942 14 6.5 19 93 33 144 2 85.3 8 Low; Mississippi—70
Michigan 114 9 6120 13 6.9 12 104 17 113 10 82.7 9
Minnesota 85 25 4417 35 5.1 42 105 16 115 9 646 26 tax effort
Mississippi 53 49 2840 48 44 8 70 50 97 19 274 45 Relative tax effort
Missouri 81 27 4919 27 72 10 97 29 82 42 653 24 High: New York—171
Low: Texas—64
Montana 76 31 4444 33 4.8 44 13 6 88 31 240 46
Nebraska 78 30 4019 42 55 37 100 25 98 18 442 37
Nevada 150 3 8104 1 93 1 154 3 85 49 820 10 Percent in metrcolitan areas
New Hampshire 70 40 4453 32 5.9 29 9 30 78 46 507 34 High: California—y4.9%
New Jersey 122 6 5788 16 7.8 8 102 22 118 7 91.4 3 Low: Wyoming—15.:%
New Mexico 95 18 5608 18 6.3 23 103 20 85 37 424 39
New York 175 2 6210 11 9.0 2 89 38 171 1 90.1 4
North Carolina 80 28 4225 38 6.6 17 82 43 a 28 527 33
North Dakota 61 46 2777 48 3.8 50 109 10 78 46 3598 43
Ohio 81 26 5008 24 6.3 22 101 23 86 36 803 15
Oklahoma 69 42 4580 30 56 36 108 13 74 48 585 32
Oreyon 109 11 6247 10 6.5 20 106 15 93 26 649 25
Pennsylvania 89 22 3453 45 6.7 14 93 33 105 14 819 11
Rhode Istand 98 17 5601 19 6.4 21 84 42 121 5 92,2 2
South Carolina 69 41 4812 28 6.0 25 76 49 81 28 597 31
South Dakota 66 43 2060 47 4.6 a5 95 31 84 39 159 49
Tennessee 75 35 3878 43 6.7 15 81 45 87 33 628 28
Texas 70 39 5711 17 5.9 28 117 4 64 50 800 16
Utah 79 29 5302 20 5.8 33 87 39 99 17 790 18
Vermont 76 33 5163 22 51 41 85 41 109 13 223 47
Virginia 88 23 4256 37 6.7 16 93 33 88 31 69.6 21
Washington 93 20 6388 7 5.8 32 103 20 96 21 80.4 14
Wast Virginia 53 48 2252 50 39 49 92 35 82 42 KYA] 42
Wisconsin 87 24 4439 34 53 39 99 27 118 7 668 23
Wyoming 112 10 4803 29 57 34 173 2 83 40 153 50

Per capita spending for justice activities and related data, 1979, by State.

Source: See notes 7 through 12 at end of this chapter,

Some factors that affect justice
spending cannot be measurad

Factors other than the crime rate, the
priority citizens assign to funding
justice programs, and their ability and
willingness to tax themselves are also
related to how much the States spend,
but we do not know to what degree be-

cause of insufficient data. These
factors include—

» System efficiency—States with well-
run, efficient criminal justice agencies
would spend less per-capita to obtain
the same services as States with less
efficient agencies.

» Unionization—The degree of union-
ization and the extent to which police
and correctional guard Linions are able
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to negotiate contracts with higher-
than-average salaries and benefits for
their members.

¢ Citizen attitudes about crime and
punishment, as reflected in State laws
and sentencing and parole practices.
» Tourjsm—States with large influxes
of nonresidents must provide more
police services than they would if they
were protecting only their own citizens.

[
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How much does government spend on criminal justice?

In 1981, slightly less than 3%
of ali government spending wzz
for criminal and civil justice

Of this amount—

* 1.5% was for police protection

¢ 0.7% was for corrections

*» 0.7% was for all other justice serv-
ices, such as courts, prosecution, and
public defense.13

Criminal justice is primarily a function
of State and local governments—a
responsibility reserved to them by the
Constitution. in examining how much
is spent to maintain criminal justice
systems throughout the Nation, it is
useful to compare those expenses
with all government expenses—Federal
State, and local—to give an overall
picture of how tax dollars are spent.

The estimated 3% of all spending for
criminal and civil justice services by all
levels of government in 1981 compares
with about—

* 22% for social insurance payments

* 16% for national defense and inter- -
national relations

* 14% for education

® 7% for public welfare

* 5% for housing and the environment
* 4% for transportation -

* 3% for hospitals

* 1.8% for postal service

* 1.4% for health

* 0.5% for space research and tech-
nolcgy. ’

1

Police and corrections account for a small portion
of government spending
Federal, State, and local direct expenditures
for selected government functions, 1981*
Purpose of expenditure Billion dollars
Mainly Federal:
Social insurance trust payments $238.9 —— Federal $202.3
Soclal Security pay State 32.2
Unemployment compensation Locai 4.4
Workmen's compensation
Public employee retirement
Oid age, survivors, disabllity,
and health insurance
Veterans life insurance
National defense and 174.6 —|— 100% Federal
international relations
Mainly local:
Federal $12.2
Educatior: 168.0 ——
Local schools ($100.5) State 39.7
Higher education ($38.1) Local 106.1
Other ($19.4)
Public welfare
Old age assistance
Aid to famllies with
dependent children
Ald to the blind . .
Ald to the disabled Malmy State:
General relief 74.6 Federal  $22.4
: State 38.6
Local 13.7
Environment and housing 57.56 —+
Transportation 46.6 ——
Hospitals 32.1 4 | Maimiy State
and local:
Police and corrections'* 24.7 1+ Federal $2.3
Postal service 205 | State 7.1
Heaith 16.2 1 Local 15.3
Space research and technology 5.5 1+
*Not included — governmental administration Insurance administrati 5,1 S -
{322.5 billlon), Interest on general deb! ($97.6 surance truit";‘):y:l?ntgnI(ss"lnsgirlz-lnlr?gg mﬁ?ﬁ'fééﬁ.
billion), other and unallocable ($93.4 billion), diture" in source,
utility and liquor stores {$43 billion), and social
Source: Government finances in 19£0-81, table 1, U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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What are the trends in justice sperding?

Govemments adjust their
spending patterns in respense to
the changing needs of society
and shifts in the public’s demand
for services

Education’s share of all State and
local government spending grew from
25% in 1902 to about 40% in the
1960’s as the post-World War Il babies
moved through the public school sys-
tem. But, by 1980, education’s share
had dropped to a 20-year low of 36%.

The impact of the Great Depression
and resulting social insurance pro-
grams can be seen on spending for
public welfare.15 {n 1927, 2% of all
State and local government spending
was for welfare. Five years later, it had
nearly tripled; it peaked at 13% in 1950.
Curing the 19£0's and 1960’s, it levelrr
off at 8-9% of government spending
these were years of relatively strong
<conomic growth and low unemploy-
ment. By the 1970’s, welfare began
consuming a larger share of State

and local spending as the economy
worsened and increasing numbers of
older Americans became eligible for
Medicaid benefits.

Dramatic changes such as these are
not seen in the spending for police
protection and corrections. Police pro-
tection fluctuated between 3% and
5% of all State and local spending dur-
ing 1902-80; State and local spending
for corrections has remained at less
than 2% of the total sirice 1952, when
data first became available.

During 1960-80, per capita
spending grew faster for
corrections than for police
protection

In constant doliars, State and iocal
annual spending per capita for correc-
tions grew during 1960-80 at the rate
of 5.5% per year, while the annual
growth rate for police protection was
only 3.3%. The increase for police pro-
tection was close to the average 3.2%
rate of growth in overall State and
local government spending. Spending
for public welfare increased at the
rate of 10.0% per year, hospitals and
health care, 5.2%, and education,
2.9%; highway spending decreased at
an average annual rate of 1%.
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Education

Percent of total
general governmantal
expenditures

20

15 | Public welfare

10
Health and

hospitals

During this century, the police and corrections shares
of State and local spending hava not fluctuated
as radically as the shares for some other government functions

Highways

135

130

125

420

715

110

0

Source: Historical s of gover:

| finances and em

5t Police
- —— N
Corrections
0 R \
1900 1920 1940 1960

1980

g é:loymen(, 1977 census of governments, 1977,
table 4, and Governmental finances in 1979-8C, table 3, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

functions during the past 20 yesrs
/

State and local government per'capita spending for police
and corrections increased along with most other government

i/ Spending per capita in constant 1980 dollars*

*See technical appendix for détaifs on inflation adjustment procedures.

% change

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980  1960-80

Education $366 $415 $503 $571 $586 ° +60%
Public welfare 67 84 145 187 208 +210
Highways 186 203 193 159 147 -21
Hospitals and health care 68 80 105 131 142 + 109
Police protection 35 39 47 58 59 + 69
Corrections 13 15 17 23 28 + 115

Source: Historical statistics of governmental linances and employment, 1977 census ol governments, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1979. Government finances 1979-80, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981.

Total State and local spending reached
$1,911 per capita in 1980. This
included—

* $586 for education

* $208 tor welfare

* $147 for highways

* $142 for hospitals and health care
* $59 for police protection

; * $28 for corrections

» $741 for all other functions such as
sanitation, parks, recreation, housing,

and fire protection.

State and local spending
for all justice functions
increased from 1971 to 1979

Constant (1980) Change
dollars per caplta (1971-79)
$120 ppvesna—y

$90 w3

+10%

+20%
+40%

1871 1975 1979

Source: Justice expenditurs and employment in
the U.S., 1979, See technical appendix for
Inflation adjustment procedures.

The rate of growth for all
criminal and civil justice
functions rose steadily until
1976, when it began decreasing

_State and local justice spending rose
In constant 1980 dollars per capita at
an annual rate of 3.1% from 1971 to
1976; from 1976 to 1979 the rate of
growth had slowed to one-half of 1%
per year. From 1978 to 1979, justice
expenditure decreased by 1.6% in con-
stant per capita dollars. Police and
courts exhibited similar patterns cf
steady growth until 1976, followed by
decreases in 1977. Each of these sec-
tors recovered somewhat in 1978, but
recorded another decrease or leveling
off in 1979. Corrections had relatively
steady growth rates until 1978, when
per capita expenditure leveled off.
Prosecution and public defense had
strong growth rates until 1979, when
the annual percent increase fell to one-
fifth and one-fourth, respectively, of
their 1978 rate. Per capita expenditure
for other criminal justice activities,
such as planning, information or com-
munication systems serving more than
one criminal justice function, pretrial
diversion programs, and general crimi-
nal justice training or education pro-
grams exhibited the highest rate of
growth from 1971 to 1976 (39% per
year) and the greatest decrease from
1976 0 1979 (6.7 %).

Per capita spending for court-
related functions increased
at a faster rate than

for police and corrections

Taken together, the judicial functions
of courts, prosecution, and public
defense grew in constant 1980 dollars
at a rate of 4.4% per year, compared to
1.1% for police and 3.1% for correc-
tions. The relatively rapid growth rate
for courts is due to particularly high
rates of growth in prosecution (8%)
and public defense (18%) as the courts
alone had a moderate growth rate of
2.5%. Per capita expenditure in the
“other justice” category more than
doubled from 1971 to 1979; it grew
from $.70 to $1.72 in constant 1980
dollars. ‘
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Basic sources

Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations, Tax capacity of the
fifty States—Supplement: 1980 estimates
(Washington: Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, 1982).

Camp, George and Camille, The correc-
tions yearbook: Instant answers to key
questions in corrections (Pound Ridge,
N.Y.: Criminal Justice Institute, 1982).

County law enforcement: An assessment
of capabilities and needs (Washington:
National Sheriff's Association, 1977).

Crime in the United States, 1979, Federa!
Bureau of Investigation (Washington:
USGPO, 1980).

Dedong, William, American prisons and
jails, vol. V: Supplemental report—Adult
pre-release facil:ijes, National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Denartment of Justice
(Washington: USGPO, 1980).

Employment fact book for the period
October 1, 1981-September 30, 1982,
U.S. Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO, 1983).

Gaynes, Mindy, “New roads to justice:
Compensating the victim,” State Legis-
latures (1981) 7:11-17.

Gibbs, John J., Crime against persons in
urban, suburban, and rural areas: A com-
parative analysis of victimization rates,
National Criminal Justice information
and Statistics Service, U.S. Department
of Justice (Washington: USGPO, 1979).

Governmental finances in 1978-79, U.S.
Bureau of the Census (Washington:
USGPO, 1981).

Governmental finances in 1979-80, U.S.
Bureau of the Census (Washington:
USGPO, 1982).

Historical statistics of governmental
finance and employment, 1977 Census of
Governments, U.S. Bureau of the Census
(Washington: USGPO, 1979).

Justice expenditure and employment in
the U.S. (also published as Expenditure
and employment data for the justice sys-
tem and Trends in expenditure and em-
ployment data for the justice system),
1971-79, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
U.S. Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO, various publication years and
unpublished data).

Just the facts (Philadelbhia: American
Institute of Criminal Justice, 1980).

Lefstein, Norman, Criminal defense serv-
ices for the poor: Methods and programs
for providing legal representation and the
need for adequate financing (Chicago:
American Bar Association, 1982),

Loftin, Colin, and David McDowall, “The
police, crime, and economic theory,”
American Sociological Review (1982)
47:393-401.

Mullen, Joan, and Bradford Smith,
American prisons and jails, vol, IlI:
Conditions and costs of confinement,
National Institute of Justice, U,S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO, 1980).

The national income and product ac-
counts, Bureau of Economic Analysis,
U.8. Department of Commerce (Washing-
ton: USGPO, 1981).

The price of justice: The cost of arresting
and prosecuting three robbery cases in
Manbhatian, Criminal Justice Coordinat-
ing Council, City of New York, 1981.

Ranker, Gerald F., and Martin S.
Meagher, “Crime victim compensation:
A survey of State programs,” Federal
Probation Quarterly, Administrative
Office ot United States Courts, March
1982.

Report on applications for orders author-
izirng or approving the interception of wire
or oral communications for the period
January 1, 1981 to December 31, 1981,
Administrative Office of the United
States Courts (Washington: USGPO,
1982).

Sheriff's Roll Call, National Sheriff's
Association, vol. 1, no. 1 (May 1983).

Singer, Neil M., and Virginia B, Wright,
Cost analysis of correctional standards:
Institutional-based programs and parole,
vol. 1, National Institute of Justice (Wash-
ington: USGPO, 1976).

Standard metropolitan statistical areas,
and standard consolidated statistical
areas, U.S. Bureau of the Census (Wash-
ington: USGPO, 1981).

State court caseload statistics: Annual
report, 1976 (Williamsburg, Va.: National
Center for State Courts, 1980).

State court organization 1980, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice (Washington: USGPO, 1982),

“State salary comparison,” Kansas High-
way Patrol, Planning, Research, and Staff
Inspection, in Sourcebook of criminal
Justice statistics 1981, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice
(Washington: USGPO, 1982).

102 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

“'State salary survey, August 1, 1980, U.S.
Gftice of Personnel Management, Inter-
governmental Personnel Program, in
Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics
1981, Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S.
Department of Justice (Washington:
USGPO, 1982).

Survey of zurrent businesses, revised
estimates of the national income and
product accounts, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce
(Wa;:hington: USGPO, July 1982) vol. 62,
no.7.

Survey of judicial salaries, (Williamsburg,
Va.: National Center for State Courts,
1982).

“Q/A,"” National Center for State Courts,
State Court Journal (1977) 1:30-32.

Sources of unpublished information

Jefferson Institute for Justice Studies,
Prosecutors' Data Bank, 1983, Washing-
ton, D.C.

L1.S. Supreme Court, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts
—Statistical Analysis and Reports
Division

—Criminal Justice Act Division
—Division of Probation.

U.S. Department of the Treasury, U.S.
Secret Service, Office of Public Affairs.

U.S. Department of Justice
—Bureau of Prisons
—U.S. Parole Commission.

U.S. Marghials Service

—Office of the Assistant Director for
Operations

—Prisoner Support Division.

Waiter H. Sobel F.A.L.A. and Associates,
judicial/legal consultants, Chicago,
Illinols, surveyed the following architec-
tural firms pro bono for BJS in 1982:
—Geiger, McElveen, Kennedy, Columbia,
South Carolina

—Rasmussen Hobbs, Tacoma, Washing-
ton

—Ayers/Saint, Baltimore, Maryland
~—Basco (formerly Buchart Architects),
Lancaster, Pennsylvania

—Prindle, Patrick, and Associates, Inc.,
Clearwater, Florida

—Mark Beck Associates, Baitimore,
Maryland

—HOK, Washington, D.C,

—Tucker, Sadler and Associates, San
Diego, California

—LBC & W, Falls Church, Virginia

(See the technical appendix for the actual
data received.)

STV s

Carter, Goble, Roberts, Inc., Columbia,
South Carolina.

“Who's buried in Grant’s tomb? Econom-
ics and corrections for the eighties and
beyond,” Gail 3. Funke, Institute for
Economic and Policy Studies, Inc., Aiex-
andria, Va., (unpublished) 1982.

“Prison construction initiatives,’ U.S.
Department of Justice, National Institute
of Corrections, (unpublished) 1982.

National Association of Criminal Justice
Planners, survey of selected jurisdictions,
(unpublished) 1982,

Notes

Unless otherwise specified in text or
ricte, data in this chapter are from the
annual 1971-79 surveys of justice ex-
penditure and employment, sponsored by
BJS and conducted by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. Survey results are published
In Justice expenditure and empioyment
in the U.S. 1979, Expenditure and employ-
ment data for the justice system (annual),
and Trends in expenditure and employ-
ment data for the justice system {annual),
(Washington: USGPO).

All totals for justice spending in this
chapter include the money spent for civil
as well as criminal justice services. This
is because the sources used to compile
the statistics do not consistently sepa-
rate criminal from civil justice expendi-
ture, and there is no sound basis by
which to prorate them.

1Data were not collected in sufficient
detail to break out Federal payments be-
ing passed through State governments.

2This does not include payments for
loans used for long-term tinancing of
construction projects because it is not
possible to consistently separate such
payments in the government records
used to compile these data.

3Multiple sources supptied the data on
this table; data prior to 1981 were
adjusted for inflation. The specific source
for each line Is identified in the technical
appendix, as is the Inflation adjustment
used. Ranges are presented when the
source did not provide enough informa-
tion to compute an average or when the
average would mask a wide range. State
and local salary range data are the
average minimum and the average
maximum across the States; there ate
States where the actual starting and
maximum salaries are outside the range.

e oy S oty e e s

4Among several estimates of the cost of
jail construction per bed or cell, the most
recent is for the cost perbed in a
“constitutional jail.” This estimate of
$43,000 per bed was made to assist focal
officials in plann’ng for the construction
of jails that meet emerging national jail
standards and thus wouid be less likely
to encounter suits alleging violation of
prisoners’ constitutional rights. (The
costs of constitutional jails, National
institute of Corrections, U.S. Department
of Justice [Washington: USGPO, 1982].)

The estimate, which was based on a sur-
vey of 34 “advanced practices' jails, is
close to the average cost of $51,000 per
bed (adjusted to 1982 dollars) for five jails
covered in a 1974 survey. (Cost analysis
of correctional standards: Institutional-
based programs and parole, vol. |l. Neil
M. Singer and Virginia B. Wright, National
Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice [Washingtor: USGPO, 1976).)

5The payroll is the gross payroli before
dedustions and includes salaries, wages,
fees, and commissions paid to employ-
ees during the month of October 1979
annualized by multiplying by 12. Fringe
benefits are excluded because the source
documents used to compile the data do
not consistently irclude the necessary
information.

5The relationship between crime rate and
per capita expenditure may not be as
straightforward as it seems here. The
subject has been extensively studied and
some researchers using different data
bases and analytic techniques have
concluded that no relationship exists in
the cities and States they have examined.
Loftin and McDowell present a review of
recent research in this area.

“Per capita spending" (per capita ex-
penditure for criminal and civil justice,
1979), Justice expenditure and employ-
ment in the U.S., 1979, Bureau of Justice
Statistics (Washington: USGPO, 1982},
table 6; Preliminary intercensal estimates
of the population of States: 1970 to 1980,
U.S. Bureau of the Census.

84Crime rate” (Index crime rate per
100,000 persons, 1979), in Crime in the
United States, 1979, Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation (Washington: USGPO, 1980)
table 3; Preliminary intercensal estimates
of the population of States: 1970 to 1980,
U.S. Bureau of the Census.

9“F'rlorl’ty for justice spending” (Percent
of total State and local expenditure for
clvil and criminal justice, 1679), Govern-
mental finances in 1978-79, U.S. Bureau
of the Census (Washington: USGPO,
1982), table 12; Justice expenditure and
employment in the U.S., 1979, Bureau of
Justice Statistics (Washington: USGPO,
1982), table 6; adjusted to include police
expenditure of special districts /see tech-
nical appendix).

'0-Relative taxable wealth” (Percent of
national average tax capacity, 1979), Tax
capacity of the tifty States—supplement:
1980 estimates, Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (Washington:
USGPO, 1982).

"1“Relative tax effort” (Percent of national
average tax effort, 1979), Tax capacity of
the fifty States—supplement: 1980 esti-
mates, Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations (Washington: USGPO,
1982).

12upgrcent of population living in metro-
politan areas, 1980, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Standard metropolitan statis-
tical areas, and standard consolidated
statistical areas, tahle 5 (Washington:
USGPO, 1981).

131981 data were not collected for justice
activities other than police and cor-
rections; 1981 expenditures for those
other activities were estimated by adjust-
ing data from 1979. See technical appen-
dix for details.

'4Source did not collect data for justice
functions other than police and correc-
tions. The other functions are exvtimated
to add roughly $7.5 billisn to the total.
See technical appendix for details.

5The State and local public weifare data
here are illustrative of changes in govern-
ment spending for social programs over
time. The data do not include Federal
progratiis that provide direct assistance
to individuals, such as Social Security,
but do include programs that pass Fed-
eral money through State and local gov-
ernments, such as Medicaid.
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Index

Abortion, illegal, severity rank, 4

Abscond (sourt), severity rank, 5

Accidental injury and death rate
compared with crime
rate, 18

Acquittals, 43, 55

Number in selected jurisdic-

tions, 55

Adjudication {see also Courts),
43

Adjudicatory hearing {juvenile),
Speedy trial provision, 66
Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, representative
tax system, 97
Aftercare. See Juvenile parole,
Alabama
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 91
Per capita spending, 98
Jurn-, terms of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sioins, 72
Pretr/al release, community
:safety provisions, 53
Prisén conditions, 75, 80
Alaska
Angoon Division, law enforce-
ment officers, none, 48
Anti-plea-bargaining policy, 65
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Guilty but mentally ill plea, 68
Jail/prison administration, 78
Juveniles, age for criminat
court-jurisdiction, 61
Law enforcement, expenses,

Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pregtrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78, 80
Victim compensation pro-
gram, 26 -
Alcohol Safety Act Program, 90
American Law Institute, insanity
defense, definition, 68
Appeals
Appeal of right, 43, 63, 69
Automatie, in death sentence
cases, 69
Courts, 43, 63, 69
Criminal/civil appeals, propor-
tion, 69
Rate of, Federal criminai-uyn-
victions, 69
Rate of increase, 69
Writ of certiorari, 43, 63
Aigersinger v. Hamlin (1972), 57
Arlzona
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 0, 31
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juvenile age, jurisdiction,
61,77
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Maricopa County, anti-plea-
bargaining policy, 65
Phoenix, court disposition
time, 66
Pretrial release, comrnunity
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 80
Arkansas
Arrestee disposition, 45
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per caplta spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court Jurisdiction, 61

Arkansas {cont.)
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78, 80
Arraignment, 43
Atrest rate
Per 1,000 population, UCR
data, 53
Timeliness of report to police,
51

UCR index crimes, 36, 47
Arrest warrant, 50
Arrestee
Data compiled by UCR, 6
Race and origin, 36
Trends, 31
Arrestee disposition
Complaint rejected, 42-43
Police release, 42
Arrests, estimated, UCR data, 50
Arson
Arrests
Race and origin, 36
UCR data, 50
Definition, 3
Economic impact, 22
Female offenders, per-
centage, 35
Severity rank, 4
Sirgle-family residences as
targets, 3
Structures not in use, 3
UCR Index offense, 6
Assault
Aggravated, 21
By career criminals, 34
By strangers, percent, NCS
data, 14
Definition, 2
)/ Female offenders, per-
centage, 35
Percent of all reported
crime, UCR data, 7
Percent reported not
cleared by arrest, UCR
data, 52
Rates compared with rates
of other life events, 18
Severity rank, 4
Time of day, 11
Arrest rates, by race and
origin of offender, 36
By spouse, 21
By two or more offenders,
percent of incidents,
NCS, 14
Crime rate, 18, 19, 20
Detinition, 2
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Gang membership and, 33
Injury resulting from, 22
Most common violent crime,
20
Most Involve strangers, 2
NCS-measured offense, 6
Place of occurrence, 11
Rates compared with rates of
other life events, 18
Reported to police, 24, 25
Severity rank, factors affect-
ing, 4, 5.
Simple
Arrests, UCR data, 50
By strangers, percent and
trends, NCS data, 14
Definition, 2
Frequency of occurrence, 2
Percent of all crime
reported, 7
Severity rank, 5
Time of day, 11
Trends, NCS dala, 8
UCR data, compared, 9 .
Victim's self-protectlve
response, NCS data, 24
Victimization, likelihood, by
sex, 21
Weapons and, 14
Assigned counsel. See
Attorneys.
Attorneys
Defense, 42
Ad hoc appointment, 57
Purpose, 57
Right of accused, 57

/ /" Employment, lucal, State,

Federal, percent, 45
Salaries, 95 .
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Balil, 42
Community safety provisions,
by State, 59
Excessive, 58
Nonbailable offenses, 58
State provisions, 59
Types of, 58

Bail bondsmen, 58

Baker v. Wingo (1872), 66

Bank robbery, See under
Robbery.

Barbiturates. See Drug law
violations: Drug abuse-
crime link,

Bombings, trends, 14

Breaking and entering. See
Burglary: Forcible entry.

Bribery, 3

Severity rank, 4, 5

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms, 47

Burglary

Arrests
Conviction rate by elapsed
time from offens. to
arrest, 51
Number, UCR data, 50
Race and ongin of arrestee,
36
Business/household rate,
UCR data, 7
Detfinition, 3
Drug abuse-crime link, 38
Educational level of offender,

37
Effect on victim, 22
Female offenders, pet-
centage, 33
Forcible entry
Severity rank, 4, 5
Trends, 9
Household, 3, 6
Unlawful enlry, NCS data,

Ll
Without forcible entry, time
of occurrence, 11
Place of occurrence, 11
Reported to police, 7, 24, 25
Percent not cleared by
arfest, UCR data, 52
Reslidential targets, UCR
data, 3
Sentence lengths, 76
Time of occurrence, 3, 11
UCR data, 7
Trends
NCS data, 8
UCR data, 8
UCR Index offense, 6
Unlawful entry, NCS data,
2, 11
Vietims, characteristics, 20

California
Arrestee disposition, 45
Community supervision/
confinement, 75
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per caplta spending, 96, 98
Juvenile age, jurisdiction,

Los Angeles
Complaints denled, percent,
56
Guilty plea and cenviction
rates, 65
Jury trials, percent, 65
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Oakland, court disposition
time, 66
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
San Dlego, court disposition
time, 66
San Diego County, law
enforcement officers, 48
Split sentences, 73
Superior court average case
costs, 92

UCR Index crimes, rate, 12, 13

Victim compansation
program, 26
Career criminals, 34
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Motlvation, 38

Causes of crime, 30, 37-38, 39
Child abuse, 37
Environmental factors, 37
Motivation, 38
Center for Jury Studies, Jury
duty, 1982, 67

Central States, UCR Index crime
rates, 12

CETA program, 91

Charges, reduction in number or
severity. See Court
disposition: Guilty plea.

Child abuse
As cause of crime, 37
Link to violent behavior, 37
Severity rank, 4

Citation (requiring a court

appearance), 50

Civil commitment, 68

Clearance
Detinition, 5.

Muttiple suspects, 52
Property crimes, 53
UCR information, 6
Violent crimes, 53
Cocaine use. See Drug law
violations: Drug abuse-
crime link complex.

Colorado

Community supervision/
confinement, 75
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Golden
Complaints denied, percent,
56

Guilty plea ana conviction
rates, 65
Juror compensation, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court Jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
salety provisions, 59
Summit County, crime rate, 12
Victim compensation
program, 26
“Common law" crimes, 64
Community facilities, See
correctional facilities
(adult): Residential
facility.
Community service. See under
Sentencing dispositions,
Conditional release violators,
readmission of, 82
Continement. See Correctional
facility {adult).
Connecticut
Community supervision/
<onfinement, 75
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 81
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Guilty pleas, 1880-1854, 65
Jall/prison adminlstration, 78
Juvenliles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory senfencing provi-
stons, 72
Victim compensation
program, 26
Conviction (see also Appeals)
Conviction rate, selected
clties, 65
Cost, 92
Delay between offense and
arrest, 51
Percent of arrests resulting
in, selected States, 45
Witnesses and evidence,
timeliness of raport of
crime, 51
Correctional agency, discretion,
44

Correctlonal fac!lity (adull) (see
also Jalls; Prisons)
Confinement, 44, 45
Construction costs, 83, 83
Costs, 92
Inmate/employes ratio, 78
Number, 73
Residential facllities, 78
Correctlonal officers
Salary, 85

Corrections, 74-85. See also
Correctional entries;
Probation; Parole.

Costs, 88, 89, 92, 93, 95,
99-101

Employment, local, State, and
Federal, percent, 45

Flow chart, 43

Funding, 88, 89

Cost of justice functions,
87-103

Counterfeiting. See Forgery and
counterfelting.

Court clerks, salary, 95

Court decision, Executive
Branch enforcement, 63

Court disposition (see also
Conviction and
Defendant disposition)

Elapsed time from filing of
charges, 66

Guilty plea, 65

Plea negotiations, 65

Courthouse construction costs,
93, 94

Courts (see also Juvenile court)

Appellate, 63, 64
Concurrent jurisdiction, 63
Court costs, 92, 101
Court of general jurisdiction,
63, 64, 69
Court of last resort, 64
Court of limited (special)
jurisdictlon, 63, 64
Employment, local, State and
Federal, 45
Funding, 63, 64, 88, 89
Independence of judiciary, 63
Interaction of, 63
Intermediate appellate court,
63, 64, 69
Jurisdiction, 63-64, 69
Lower Courts, 63, 64
Salaries, 95
State court systems
Lack of uniformity, 64
Reorganization, 1970's, 88
Volume and type of cases, 64
Crimes
Attempted, UCR and NCS, 6
8y relatives and acquaint.
ances, underreporting
of, 25
Causes of, 3u, 97-38, 39
Definition, 2, 5
Economic impact, 22
Place of occurrence
NCS data, 13
UCR data, 12-13
Reports to police, 24-25
Underreporting, 25, 42, 47
Severlty ranking
NSCS survey, 4-5
Time of occurrence, 11
Trends, list, by States, 98
UCR Index crimes, rates by
county, 12

Crimes against persons (see

also speclfic crime)

Effect on victim, 22

Trends, NCS data, 8

Criminal homicide, 2, 6, 15, 63

Arrest, Jall commitment,
prison commitment,
percent, 31

Arrest rates, race and
origln, 36

Arrests reported, UCR data,
50

By relatives and acquaint.
‘ances, 2, 14
Career criminals, 34
Compensation for family of
~victim, 26
Deflnition, 2 )
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Executlons for murder, 83
Felonious activity, resuit of, 2
Severity rank, 4
Female offenders, per-
centage, 35
Juvenile offenders, 60, 61
Law enforcement offlcers
killed, &
Murders
Percent reported, 7
Cleared by arrest, 52
Otfenders, characteristics,
2, 14, 31,
34, 35, 60, 61
Race and origin, 18, 36

®

i |

Criminal homicide {cont.)
Rate of occurrence, 2, 8, 10
Charts, 7,9, 10
Compared with rates of
other life events, 17, 18
Race and origin, 18, 36
Sentence lengths for murder/
attempted murder, 76
Severity rank, 4,5
Single-victim, percent, 2
Trends
Natlonal Center for Health
Statistics dala, 10
UCR data, 9
UCR data, 6, 7, 9, 10, 22,
35, 52
UCR Index crime, 6
UCR/NCHS data sources, 10
Vehicular manslaughter, 10
Seveniy rank, 4
Victims, UCR Information, 6
Weapons and, 14
Criminal justice system (see
also Correctional
entries; Court entries;
Law enforcement entries)
Adjudication, 63-70
Costs, 87-103
Entry into the system, 47-54
Funding, 87-101
Avallable resourcis, 44
Bond issues, 80, 91
Intergovernmental, 90-91
Juvenile facilities, private,
77

Probation supe-vision, 73
Regional variation, 90-91
Sources, 88-91
Local differences, 45
No single system, 42, 45
Gverview, 42-46 -
Prosecu$isn and pretrial
se:vices, 55-62
Senigncing and corrections,
71-85
Statute ditlerences, 43, 44,
45,74
Criminal offenders. See Offenders,
Criminal wWillful homicide, See
Crlminal homicide.

Defendant

Failure to appear in court,
rate, 59

Rearrest rate and conviction
rale, 59

Removal of case to U.S.
district court, 63

Right of appeal, 64

Right to counsel, 57

Writ of certiorarl, 43

Delendant disposition (see also

Acquittal; Incompetent to
stand trial; an¢’ Sentenc-
ing dispositiorsy)

Conviction rate,
strangers/famiy or
frlends. as witnesses, 56

Dismissal, 56

Diverslon, pretrial, 56

Nolle prosequi, 56

Not guilty by reason of
Insanity, 68

Delaware

Community supervislon/
confinement, 75
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 88, 89, 90, 91
Per caplta spending, 96, 98
Gullty but mentally Ill plea, 68
Jalllprison administration, 78
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdictlon, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi- ..
slons, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Vietlm compensation
program, 28

Delinquency, status offenses

Curfew and loitering arrests,
UCR data, 50
Curlew breaking, 50
Severlty rank, 5
Race and origin of delinquent,
33

Runaway
, . Arrests, UCR data, 50
Severity rank, 5

Delinquency (cont.)
Truancy, 3, 50
Severity rank, 5
Detainees, 73
Detainers or warrants, 58
Detention hearing, speedy trial
provisions, 66
Diagnostic commitment, 68
Discretion, who exercises, 44
Dismissal in interests of justice,
See Speedy trial,
Disorderly conduct. See Dis-
turbing the peace.
Disposition hearing (juveniie),
elapsed time from
adjudication, 66
District of Columbia
Bulletproof vests, purchase
of funding, 1
Complaints denled, percent,
56
District courts, average case
costs, 92
Evidence/convicticn rate for
selected crimes, 51
Funding, 91
Gulity plea and conviction
rates, 65
Jaillprison administration, 78
Juror, selection and terms of
service, 67
Jury trials, percent, 65
Juveniles, age for criminal
court Jurisdiction, 61
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 58
Prison conditions, 78
Proseculorial screening
decisions per 100 felony
cases, §5
Victim compensation
program, 26
Disturbing the peace
Arrest rate, by race and origin
of arrestee, 36
Definition, 3
Disorderly conduct, severity
rank, 5
Educational level of
offenders, 37
Loltering, severlty rank, 5
Sentence lengths, 76
Vagrancy, 5, 50
Diversion, 42, 43, 44, 50
Driving under the influence
« rrests, UCH data, 50
Definition, 3
Drug law violations
Agent salaries, 95
Arrest rate
UCR data, 50
Race and origin, 36
Drug abuse-crime link, 38, 39
Dual Jurisdiction, 45
Educational level of offender,
37
Female offenders, 35
Marijuana
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Smuggling, severity rank, 4
Possession/use, 2
Saverity rank, 5
Repeat offenders, 34
Sale/manufacture, 2
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Severity rank, 4
Search and seizure problems,
56

Sentence lengths, 76
U.S. district court dispesition,
64

Drug Enforcement Administra.
tion (DEA), 47
Drunkenness
Arrests, estimated, 50
Definition, 3
Severity rank, 5
Due process of law, 42, 44

Embezzlement, See under Fraud
offenses,
Employment rights, iliegal
threat 1o fire, severity
rank, 5
Environmental factors as vause
of ¢rime, 30, 37
Ethnic origin, Hispanic
Arrest rate, 31, 38
Crime rate, 31, 33

Ethnic origin, Hispanic (cont.)
Prisoners, percent, 36
Report to police, rate, 24
Victimization rate, 19, 20

Evidence
litegally obtained, exclusion,

51, 56
Insufficlent, 55, 56

False arrest knowingly made,
severity rank, 4
False fire alarm, severity rank, 5
Fear of crime, 18, 21
Fear of strangers, 14
Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI), 47
Agents, salary, 95
Uniform Crime Reports, See
Uniform Crime Reports,
Federal criminal justice system,
45, 47, 55
Costs, 88, 89, 90, 91, 99
Federal courts, 63-64
Federal crimes, partial list, 45
Prison conditions, 75
Federal General Revenue Shar-
ing Program, 90
Federal law enforcement
agencles, partial list, 47
Federal Speedy Trial Act of
1974, 66
Federal Witness Security
Program, 84
Felony (see also specilic crime),
42-43
Criminal homicide as a resuit
of felonlous activity, 2, 4
Detinition, 2
Repeat offenders, 34
Females
Arrest rate, UCR Index
crimes, 35
Career criminals, 34
Drug abuse by offenders, 39
Otfense patterns, 35
Prisoners, percent, 31
Juveniles, 33
Victims, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24
Filing, time from arrest, 66
Fines, 44, 50, 71
Types oi, 73
Firearms, involvement in crime,

14
Florida

Circult court, average case
costs, 92

Community-based faciiities,
inmates, 75, 78

Crime rate, 98

Criminal Justice system

Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98

Exocution, 1979, and persons
awalting execution,
1981, 83

Fort Lauderdale, court
disposition time, 66

Juror, terms of service, 67

Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61

Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72

Miami, court disposition tine,
66

Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26 iy
Food, mislabelled, severity rank,
5

Forgery and counterfeiting, 3
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Educat’gnal level of oftender,

ar-

Female offenders, 35

Sentence lengths, 76

Severlty rank, 5

U.S, district court disposi-
tion, 64

Fraud offenses, 3, 22

Arrests, UCR data, 50

Computer-related fraud, 3, 22

Detinltion, 2

Educational level of offender,
37

Embezziement, 3
Arfests, UCR data, 50
U.S, district court disposl-
tlon, 64

Fraud offenses (cont.)
Female offenders, 35
Sentence lengths, 76
Severity rank, selected
offenses, 4, &
U.S. district court disposition,
64

Furman v. Georgia (1972), 83

Gambling
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Definition, 3
Severity rank, 5
Gang membership, 33, 34
Georgia
Atlanta, court disposition
time, 66
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Fer capita spending, 96, 98
Gullty but mentally ill plea, 68
Juvenile age, jurisdiction, 61,
77

Mandatory sentencing provi-
sion, 72

Persons awaiting execution,
83

- Pretrial release, community
safaty provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Gideon v, Wainwright
(1963), 57
Grand jury, 42, 43
“Grand jury original,” 50
Indictments, 43, 50, 55
Wailver of, 43, 55
Investigative and accusatory
functions, 55
Grant of probation, 44, 72, 73
Communl‘y service as condi-
tion, 71, 73
Juvenile, percent, 77

Habeas corpus, See Writ of
habeas corpus,
Halfway houses, costs, 92, 93
Handguns, Involvement in
crime, 14
Hawalii
Crime rate, 93
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Jail/prison adminlstration, 78
Juror compensation, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatery senicicing provi
slons, 72
Pretrial release, community
safaty provisions, 59
Prison conditlons, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
High school dropouts, 37
Hijacking, skyjacking by armed
offender, severity rank, 4
Hispanics, See Ethnic origin.
Homicide, See Criminal
homicide.
Homosexual acts, severlty
rank, 5
Household crires, See
Burglary: Business!
household rate, UCR
data, and Housshold;
Larceny: Commerclal and
household, UCR data, and
Household trends, NCS
data, and Trends, NCS
data; Motor vehicle theft;
and Property crime.
Household protective measures,
18

Idaho
Crime rate, 12, 98
Criminai justice system
Funding, 89, 80, 81
Per caplta spending, 96, 98
Insanlty defense abolished,
68

Juvenlles, age for criminai
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi:

sions, 72

Idaho (cont.)
Prison conditions, 75 78
Winols
Ball bonding for profit,
elimination, 58
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 81
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Geneva, guilty plea and
conviction rate, 65
Guilty but mentally ill plea, 68
Juvenile age, jurisdiction,
s
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victim compensation
program, 26
Immigration offenses, Federal
Jurisdiction, 45
In re Gault (1967), 69
Incarceration
Educatlonai level, relation, 37
Probability by race, 36
Included offense, reduced
charge, 43
Incompetent to stand trial, 68
Insanity defense distin-
guished, 68
Indiana
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Execution, 1981, 83
Guilty but mentally il plea, 68
Indianapolis
Complaints denied, percent,
56
Guilty plea and conviction
rate, 65
Jury trials, percent, 65
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Pretrial release, commun 'ty
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
Injury, 23
Violent crime, resulting from,

2
Institute for Law and Social
Research, 51
Intake, 42, 44
Diversion, 43
Emotionaily disturbed or
mentally retarded, 77
Hearing, 42
Speedy trial provision, 66
Trends, 82
Voluntary admission, 77
International Association of
Chiefs of Police (IACP), 6
Interstate commerce, Federal
jurisdiction, 45
Invaston of privacy, trespassing,
severity rank, 5
Investigation of crime
Costs, 92, 94
Govarnment official Inten-
tionally hinders, severity
rank, 4
lowa
Blackhawk County, anti-plea-
bargalning policy, 65
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Prison conditions, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26

Jackson v, Indiana (1977), 68
Jail irmates, 31
Day count, increase, 82
Females, percentage, 35
income/economic status,
31,38
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Jail inmates {cont.)
Marital status, 37
Number, 74, 78
Race and origin, 36
Jails
Age of facility, 78
Annual cost for one offender,
92
Construction costs, 93
Convicted/unconvicted
inmates, ratio, 78
County sheriff jail officer,
salary, 95
Employees, 78
Federal prisoners in local
jails, funding, 90, 92
Number of, 78
Judicial officers, 42-43
Discretion, 44, 65, 71, 72
Employment, local, State, and
Federal, percent, 45
Judges, selection processes,
64

Plea-bargaining discretion, 65
Salaries, 95
State appellate courts, rate of
increase, €9
Summons, 50
Jury. See Trial jury.
Jury sentencing, 43, 44
Juveniles, (see also
Delinquency; Diversion;
and Intake)
Abuse as children, 37
Arrest rates, 32, 33
Discretion of law enforcement
officers, 50, 69
Environmental factors as
cause of crime, 30
Females, percentage, 35
Group crimes, tendency to
engage in, 33, 34
In custody awaiting adjudica-
tion and placement, 77
Likelihood of arrest, 33
Motivation, 38
Oftenses, crimes. 1ypes of, 33,
34

Profile, 33
Property crime arrests, 32, 33
Recidivism, 24, 77, 84
Sources of information on, 30,
34
Violent crims, involvement in,
32,33, 34
Juvenile court
Jurisdiction, 64
Age of offender, 61,73, 77
Jury trial, 44
Percent of cases filed, 64
Speedy trial provisions, 66
Juvenile court judgment (see
also Transfer to adult
court), 43, 44, 50
Right to appeal, 69
Juvenile disposition (see also
Probation agencyy), 44,
75,77
Discretion and, 50, 69, 77
Indeterminate, 77
Probation, 43, 44
Number on, 74
Juvenile facilities, 44
Length of stay, 82
Number of juveniles, 74, 75
Private facilities, funding, 77
Types, 77
Juvenile par 2, rumber in
parol | :rcare, 74

Kansas
Crime rate, 98
Crintinal justice system
Funding, 89, 80, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Prison condit'ons, 756
Victim compeisation
/7 program, 26
Kéntucky
Bail bonding for profit,
elimination, 58
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 88, 80, 91
Per caplta spending, 96, 88

Kentucky (cont.)
Guilty but mentally ilt plea, 68 ...

dJuveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61

Louisville, guilty plea and
conviction rate, 65

Mandatory sentencing provi-
stons, 72

Pretrial services agencies, 58

Prison conditions, 75, 78

Victim compensation
program, 26

Kidnaping

Federal jurisdiction, 45
Severity rank, 4

Knives, involvement in crime, 14

Larceny, 18

Arresticonviction rate
Elapsed time from offense
to arrest, 51
Race and origin, 36
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Commercial and household,
UCR data, 6
Definition, 3
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Female offenders, per-
centage, 35
Household, trends, NCS data,
11
Most common property crime,
20

Percent reported, not cleared
by arrest, UCR data, 52
Percentage of all crime
reported, UCR data, 7
Personal and household, NCS
data, 6
Personal crimes of theft,
victimization rates, 18,
19-20
Personal with contact {(purse
snatching and pocket
picking), percent of all
crime reported, 7
Personal without contact
Percent of all crime
reported, 7
Trends, NCS data, 11
Place of occurrence, 3, 13
Pocket picking (see also
Personal with contact,
above)
Age of victim, 3
Severity rank, 5
Purse snatching (see also
Personal with contact,
above)
Age of victim, 3
Severity rank, 5
Reported to police, 24, 25
Sentence lengths, 76
Severity rank, 4-5
Shoplifting, severity rank, 5
Time of occurrence, 3, 11
Trade secrets, 3
Trends
UCR data, 9
NCS data, 8
Law enforcement (see also
Criminal justice system)
Citizens groups and ctime
prevention, 81
Tourists, 98
Law enforcement agencles
Police car, cost, 93, 94
Report or discovery of crime,
42, 45, 47
Sherift’s departments,
responsibilities of, 47
State, munlcipal, local, 47
Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA),

u
Law enforcement officers

Acquisition of evidence, 51
Compensation, 94, 35
Discretion, 44, 50

Juvenile offenders, 50
Dual jurisdiction, 45
Dutles and roles, 47
Employment

Growth rate, 49

Local, State, and Federal,

45, 47

Investigation and arrest, 53
Investigative techniques, 47
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Law enforcement officers {cont.)

Per number of residents per
square mile, 49
Per 1,000 residents, 38, 49
UCR data, 48
Per 1,000 square miles land
area, 49
Police strength and crime
rate, 48
Probability of arrest,
timeliness of report
of victim-perpetrator
confrontation, 51
Unionization, 98
Weapons, use against, 14
Lesser included offerise. See
Included offense.
Life events, rates of, compared
with crime rates, 18
Liquor law offenses
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Definition, 3
Loitering. See Disturbing the
peace.
Louisiana
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juror, terms of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
coust jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
New Orleans
Anti-plea-bargaining policy,
65

Complaints denled, percent,

56
Court disposition time, 66
Guilty plea and conviction
rate, 65
Jury trials, percent, 65
Prosecutorial screening
decisions per 100 felony
cases, 55
~:ison conditions, 75, 80
3peedy trial provision, 66
Victim compensation
program, 26

Maine
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice syste:n
Funding, 89, 20, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juvenile, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Parole board abolished, 71
Prison conditions, 756
Maryland
Baltimore County, crime rate,
12,55 .
Crime rale, 90,
Criminal justice System
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 08, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 81
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victim compensation
program, 26
Massachusetts
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 88
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 81
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Nantucket, crime rate, 12
Pretrial release, comrmunlity
safety provisions, 58
Prison conditions, 75, 78+
Victim compensatlon
program, 26
Michigan
Crime rate, 88
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 88

Michigan (cont.)

Detroit
Court disposition time, 66
Jury trials, percent, 65
Emergency Prison Powers
Act, 80
Guilty but mentally il plea, 68
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Kalamazoo, guilty plea and
conviction rate, 65
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Oakland County, anti-plea-
bargalining policy, 65
Pontiac, court disposition
time, 66
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Minnesota”
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 80
St. Paul, court disposition
time, 66
Sentencing guidelines
system, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Misdemeanor, 42-43
Definition, 2
Repeat offenders, 34
Mississippi
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 88, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juror, termis of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Manzatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
f*rison conditions, 75, 80
UCR Index crimes, 97
Missouri
Crime rate, 98
Criminal Justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per caplta spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Prison conditions, 75
St. Louis, guilty plea and
conviction rate, 6/
St. Louis County, crima rate,
12

Victim compensation
prograin, 26
M'Naughtor rule on insanity
defense, 1843, 68
Montana
Crime rate, 12, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Insanity defense abolished,
68
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, €1
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victim compensatlon
programs, 26

Motor vehicle accident injury, 18

M stor vehicle theft
Arrests
Race and origin, 36
UCR data, 50
Deflnition, 3
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Effect on victim, 22
Female offendars, per-
centage, 35

Motor vehicle theft (cont.)

Reported to police, 24, 25
And recovery of property, 3
Not cleared by arrest, UCR

data, 52
Percent, UCR data, 7

Sentence lengths, 76

Time of occurrence, 11
NCS data, 3

Trends, 20
NCS data, 8; UCR data

compared, 9
Murder. See Criminal homicide.

National Center for Health
Statistics, homicide rate,

10
National Center for Juvenile
Justice, juvenile disposi-
tion study, 60, 77
National Crime Survey (NCS)
(see also under headings
for specific crimes),
Uniform Crime Reports
compared, 6, 9
National Indigent Defense
Survey, 57
National Institute of Drug Abuse
Studies, findings, 39
National Institute of Justice,
drug felony arrests,
search and selzure
problems, 56
National Survey of Crime
Severity (NSCS), 4, 6
NCS-measured crimes (see alsc
National Crime Survey)
Offenses measured, 6
Nebraska
Bail bonding for profit,
elimination, 58
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Vietim compensation
program, 26
Neighborhood watch and patrol
programs, 91
Nevada
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per caplta spending, 95,
97,98
Execution, 1979, 83
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Las Vegas, court disposition
time, 66
Mandatory sentencing provl-
slons, 72
Pretrlal release, community
safety provislons, 59
Prison conditions, 75
UCR Index crime rate, 12, 97
Victim compensation
program, 26
New Hampshire
Compstency to stand trial, 68
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 81
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juror compensation, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
ccurt furisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72 M
Maximum security facl'jties,
perc it of natlonal, 79
Prison ¢ ditions, 75
New Jerse:
Atlantlc Cor:nty, crime rate,
12

Crime rate, 98
Criminal juslice system
Funding, 89, 80, 81
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juror compensation, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurlsdiction, 61

New Jersey {cont.)
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Newark, court disposition
time, 66
Prison conditions, 75, 78, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
New Mexlco
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victim compensation
program, 26
New York
Arrestee disposltion, 45
Bronx County, court disposi-
tion time, 66
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juve%lo age, jurisdiction, 61,

Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Manhattan Borough
Complaints denied, percent,
56

Guilty plea and conviction
rate, 65
Law enforcement officers
per square mile, 4§
Prosecutorial screenti.g
decislons per 100 felony
cases, 55
New York City, Investigative
and court costs, average,
92
Percent of arrests resulting in
prosecution, conviction,
Incarceration, 45
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison condltions, 75, 78
Speedy trial provisions, 66
Supreme (superior) court, 63
UCR Index crime rate, 12, 13
Victim compensation
program, 26
North Carolina
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juror, terms of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Pretrial release, community
salety provisions, 59
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Maximum security facilities,
percent of national, 79
Prison conditions, 76
North Central States
Jail l7nmales, average number,
8

Securlty level of prisons,
percent, 79
North Dakota
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 61
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court Jurlsdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victlm compensation
program, 26

Northeast States

Jail inmates, average number,
78

Per capita spending, 96-98
Security leve! of prisons, '
percent, 79

Not gulity by reason of insanity,
68

Obscene phone calls, severity
rank, 5
Obstruction of justice, 3
Offenders
Age, relation 1o participation
in crime, 30, 31, 32-33
Characteristics, 30, 31
Educatlonal level, 37
Females, 30, 33, 34, 35
Marital status, 37
Race and origin, 36
Speclalization, 34

Sources of information on, 30

Oftense rate
UCR Index crimes, 47
Otienses against family and
children Arrests, UCR
data, 50
Unreported to police, 14
Oftfenses, not found o be
crimes, 9
Ohio
Cleveland, court disposition
time, 66
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juvenile age, jurisdiction, 61,
77
Mandatory sentencing provi-
slons, 72
Prison conditions, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
Cklahoma
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing provl-
sions, 72
Prison conditions, 75, 78, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Oregon
Arrestee disposition, 45
Bail bonding for profit,
etimination, 58
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juvenlles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 81
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions, 72
Multnomah County, anti-plea-
bargaining policy, 65
Percent of arrests resulling In
prosecutjon, conviction,
Incarceration, 45
Portland, court disposition
time, 66
Prison conditlons, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
Organized crime, 3
Deflinition, 3
Federal jurisdictlon, 45

Parole, 44
Parole agency, 44
Parole officers, salary, 95
Parole supervislon, average
period supervised, 76
Parole violation, 84
Parolee, 74, 76
Paroling authority
Abolition by certain States, 71
Discretlon, 44, 76
Pennsylvanla
Arrestee disposition, 45
Crime rate, 98
Criminal Justice systom
Fundling, 89, 90, 91
Per ~apita spending, 96, 98
Juvenies, age for criminal
court jurisdictlon, 61
Mandatory sentencing provi-
sions. 2
Phlladelphia
Career criminals, Wollgang
study, 34
Court disposition time, 86
Pittsburgh, court disposition
time, 66

Pennsylvania {cont.)
Prison conditions, 75, 78
Victim compensation
program, 26
Perjury, severity rank, 4
Plea
Bargaining, 65
Guilty, number of in salected
jurisdictions, 58
Not guilty by reason of
insanity, 68
Untair coercion, 65
Police. See Law enforcement
entries.
Police Executive Forum study,
1981, 51
Political crimes, 3
Pollution by factories, severity
rank, 4, 5
P¢ .tal Inspection Seivice, 47
Preliminary hearira 42-43
Probable cause, -., 43, 50
Waiver, 43
President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and
Administration of Justice
studies (1967), 24
Pratriat detention, 42
New York City, costs, 92
Provision by States, 59
Pretrial release, 58-59
Pretrial Services Resource
Center study, 1982, 58, 59
Prison commitment
Death sentence, 73, 76, 83
Appeal, 43
Life without possibllity of
parole, 73, 76
Percent of arrests resulting
In, selected States, 45
Prison/parole population mave-
ment
Conditional release violators
readmission, ratio, 82
Discharge, 76
Good time, 76
Length of time served, 76
Parolee status a! 1, 3 years,
percent, 84
Percent returned, 84
Terminations, percent, 84
Prisoners, 31
Alcohol and drug use, 39
Background, 37
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Expiration of sentence, 76
Females, percentage, 35
Income/aconomic status,
31,38
In mentai facilities, €8
Mandatory release, 76
Marital status, 37
Net annual increase, selected
periods, 81
Number, 74, 78
Numbers, trend, 81
Race and origin, 36
Ratio to persons under super-
vision, by State, 75
Prisons (see also Jallz), 78-80
Age of facility, Federal and
State, 79
Annual cost for one offender,
92
Construction and expansion,

80
Costs, 89, 93
Crowding, 80
Employees, national totals, 79
Executions, 83
Federal prisoners in local jails
and Stata prisons,
funding, 90, 92
inmate populations, Federal
and State, 79-80
Inmate/staff ratios, 79
Maximum security, cost, 93
Security level, Federal and
State, 79
Probable cause, 42, 43, 50, 55,
6

5
Probation, 44, 72, 73
With jail, 73
Probation agency, 73+
Presentence Investigations,
3

4 .

Probation officer, compensa-
tion, 95

Probatloners, number of, 74

Property crime (see also
headings for specitic
crimes)

Definition, 2

Effect on victim, 22

Percentage of all crimes
reported, UCR data, 7

Race and origin, 28

Sentence lengths, 76

Severity rank, 4, 5

Trends, 20

NCS data, 8

UCR and NCS data
compared, 13

Violent crime distinguished, 2

Prosecution, percent of arrests
resulting in, selected
States, 45

Prosecution agency

Discretion, 44

U.S, Attorney, 47

Prosecutor

Compensation, 95

Discretion, 44, 55, 56, 69

Employment, local, State,
Federal, percent, 45

Local, district, State, 55

Referral of allegations and
evidence, 50, 55

Prosecutorlal screening deci-

sions, 42-43, 55-56
Due process problems, 56
Intormatien, 42, 43
Nolle prosequi, 42
Preliminary hearing, 55
Witness problems, 56

Prostitution and commercial
vice

Arrests, UCR data, 50
Severlity rank, 5

Public defender, compensation,
85

Public order, law enforcement
officer's role, 47

Public order offenses. See
Disturbing the peace.

Race
Alcohol abuse, 39
Arrest rate, by race, all
crimes, 31, 36
UCR Index crimes, 36
Crime rate, 30, 33, 38
Careear criminals, 34
Execution, percent, 83
Incarcaration probability, 36
Injury to victim, likelihood,
UCR data, 22
Of drug offenders, 39
Of juvenile offenders, 33
Prisoners, percant, UCR Index
crimes, 36, 37
Report to police, rate, 24
Victimization, 18, 19, 20, 21,
36
Racial discrimination, severity
rank, 5
Rape
Arrest rates, race and origin,
36

By career criminals, 34
By single offender, 2
By two or more offenders,
percent of incidents, NCS
data, 14
Crime rate, 7, 18, 19-20, 36
Definition, 2
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Forcible
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Percent of all crimes
reported, UCR data, 7
Percent reported, not
cleared by arrest, UCR
data, 52
Gang membership and, 33
In victim's home, NCS data, 2
Injury, incidence, 22
Place of occurrence, 2, 13
Report rate, 6, 24, 25
Sentence lengths, 76
Severity rank, 4, 5
Time of occurrence, 2, 11
Trends
NCS data, 8
UCR data, 9

Rape (cont.)
Victim
Characteristics of, 20
Self-protective response,
NCS data, 23
Single victim, 2
Weapons use, 14
Rape crisls centers, 26
Reclidivism (see also Career
criminals)
Age, 84
And educational level, 37
Juveniles, 34, 77, 84
Measures of, 84
Sentencing, 71
Reduced charge, 43
Rehabilitation, 71, 73
Release to parole, 71, 73
Repeat offenders. See Career
criminals
and Recidivism.
Restitution, 26, 44, 73
As alternative to
imprisonment, 71
Rhode {sland
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Guilty plea and conviction
rate, 65
Jail/prison administration, 78
Juvenlles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Riot. See Disturbing the peace.
Robbery
Armed robbery
By strangers, percent, NCS
data, 14
Severity rank, 4, 5
Use of weapon, 2, 14
Arrest/conviction rates,
elapsed time from
offense to arrest, 51
Arre%t rates, race and origin,
6

Arrests, UCR data, 50
Bank robbery
Dual jurisdiction, 45
Percent of all robberies,
UCR data, 7
Severity rank, 4
UCR data, 2
Business/private citizens,
UCR data, 7
By strangers, percent of
incidents, NCS, 14
Career criminalis, 34
Commercial, 6
Definition, 2
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Educational leve! of offender,
37
Etfect on victim, 22
Female offenders,
percentage, 35
Gang membership and, 33
Injury, Incidence, 22
More than one offender, 2
Percent of incidents, NCS
data, 14
Personal
By strangers, percentage,
NCS data, 14
UCR, NCS, 6
Place of occurrence, 13
Reported to poilce, 7, 24, 25
Not cleared by arrest,
percent, UCR data, 52
Sentence lengths, 76
Time of day, 11
Trends, 18, 20, 21
NCS data, 8
UCR data, 9
Type of business, UCR data, 7
Use of weapon, 2, 14
Victim self-protective
response, NCS data, 23
Runaway, See under
Delinquency,
Rural areas, UCR Index crimes,
trends, 11, 13, 20
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Search warrant, 55
Seasonality of crime incidence,
11
Secret Service (Department of
the Treasury), 47
Self-protection, 23
Sentence. See Appeal case and
Court dispasition, guilty
plea.
Sentence review, 43
Sentencing dispositions (see
also Correctional facility
{adult); Fines; Probation;
and Restitution), 44, 73
Actual time served, 76
Administrative and statutory
reforms 1970's, 71
Community service, 73
Confinement, 71, 72, 73
Indeterminate sentence, 71,
72,73
Mandatory, 72, 73
Maximum sentence, 72, 76
Public opinion, 71
Social objectives, 71, 73
Split sentences {confinement
and probation), 71, 73
State mandatory laws, 44
Unreasonable delay, 66
Sentencing hearing, 43
Severity rank of crimes, 4-
Sex offenses (see also
Prostitution and
commercial vice; and
Rape), 2
Arrests (excluding forcible
rape), UCR data, 50
Civil commitment for, 68
Severity rank, selected
offenses, 5
Sheriff's depertments, See
under Law enforcement
agencies.
Shock probation. See Probation.
Shoplifting, economic impact,
22
Smuggling, 3
Marijuana, severity rank, 4
“Son of Sam" and victim
compensation, 26
South Carolina
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 83, 80, 91
Per capita spending, 86, 98
Juror, terms of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial release, community
satety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
South Dakota
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 78
UCR Index crime rate, 97
Southeastern States, per capita
spetding, 96-98
Southern States
Community-based facilities,
7

8
Correctional facllities,
additions to, 80
Executions, percent, 83
National inmate population,
percent, 78
Security level of prisons,
percent, 79
Speedy trial, 66
Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas
(SMSA’s), UCR Index
crimes per 100,000
population, trends, 13
State supreme court, 63, 64, 69
Status offenses {see also

Delinguency), definition,
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Stolen property offenses
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Severity rank, 4
Transporting across State

lines, Federa! jurisdiction,
45

Strike, {llegal threat of, severity
rank, 5

Supervised probation, fees
imposed, 73

Suspect

Accused of more than one
crime, 56
Identification and arrest, 42,
45, 50
Booking, 42, 50
Fingerprinting, 50
Percent cleared by, for
selected UCR Index
crimes, 52-53
Suspiclon, arrests, UCR data, 50

Tax evasion, 3
Tennessee
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 80, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial releasa, community
safely provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Terrorists, bombings attributed
to, 14
Texas
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 80, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Dallas, court disposition time,
66

El Paso, anti-plea-bargaining
policy, 65

Houston, court disposition
time, 66

Juvaniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61

Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72

Persons awaiting execution,
83

Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75, 79, 80
Victim compensation
program, 26
Theft. See Fraud offenses and
Larceny.
Traffic oftenses, 50
U.S. district court disposition,
64
Transfer to adult court
Age as determinant, 61, 77
Not appealable, 69
Trial
Jury trial, 43
Right to, 65, 67
Walver, 65
Nonjury trial (bench trial), 43,
63

Retrial, 69
Time for filing, 66
Trial court case
Civil/ctiminal cases filed, 64
Tralflc offenses filed, 64
Trial jury
Compensation, 67, 92, 84
Costs, 92
Jury panel, 67

UCR Index crimes, (see also
Uniform Crime Reports)
Offenses measured, 6
Unemployment, relation to
crime, 31, 38
Unitorm Crime Reports (UCR)
(sea also UCR Index
crimes), 6
National Crime Survey
compared, 6, 9, 11
Unlawful assembly, See
Disturbing the peace.

Urbanization, relation to crime
rate. 12, 13
U.S. attorneys, 55
U.S. Claims Court, 63
U.S. Constlitution, 42
Court system, 64
Fourth Amendment, 56
Sixth Amendment, 57, 66
Eighth Amendment, 58, B0
U.S. Court of Appeals for
Federal Circuit, 63, 64, 69
U.S. Customs Service, 47
U.S. district courts, 63, 64, 69
U.S. Marshals Service, Federal
Witness Security
Program, 94
U.S. Supreme Court
Eighth Amendment, 83
Jury vote in criminal findings,
65
Jurisdiction, 63, 64, 69
Speedy trial, factors, 66
Usury, severity rank, 5
Utah
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Execution, 1977, 83
Juveniles, age for criminal
court julisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Salt Lake City
Complaints denled, percent,
56
Guilty plea and conviction
rate, 65
Pretrial release rate, 58

Vagrancy
Arrests, UCR data, 50
Severity rank, 5
Vandalism, arrests, UCR data,
£0
Vehicular mansiaughter, See
under Criminal homicide.
Verdict
Gulilty
Number of, in selected
jurisdictions, 55
Proportion of jury votes, 65
Unanimity, 65
Guilty but mentally ll, 68, 73
Not guilty by reason of
insanity, 68
Vermont
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Jalllprison administration, 78
Jurors, terms of service, 67
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretriat release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Victimization
Fear of, 18
Reports to police, by
economic status, 25
Risk of, factors affecting,
18-21
Trends, NCS and UCR data
compared, 8-9, 47
Victims (see also name of
crime), 17-25
Age, 10, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24
Compensation programs
Costs, 92
Funeral expenses,
reimburseiment, 26
Selected States, table, 2
Crime rates compared with
rates of other life events,
18
Education, 19
Effects of crime on, 22
Employment status, 18, 19
income, 18, 19, 22, 25

Injury, incidence, NCS data,

22

Victims {cont.} -
Marital status by sex, 18, 19
Police reporting rates, 24-25
Racelorigin, 18, 19, 20, 21, 36
Relationship to offender, 22
Residence, 18, 19
Restitution by offender, 43
Self-protection, 23
Sex, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24
UCR/NCS data compared, 5,
22
Violent crimes
Arrest rate, by race, 36
By strangers, percent, NCS
data, 14
Clearance rate, 53
Definition, 2
Drug abuse-crime link, lack of
.+ ‘wvidence, 39
Female offenders,
percentage, UCR data, 35
Gang membership and, 33
Injury, incidence, 22
Percent of all crimes reported,
UCR datg, 7
Ptace of occurrence, 13
Property crime distinguished,
2

Reported to police, 24, 25
Sentence lengths, 76
Severity rank, factors
affecting, 4-5
Trends, by region, UCR and
NCS data compared, 8, 9,
13
Victims’ self-protective
response, NCS data, 23
Weapons involved in, 2, 14
Virginia
Crime rate, 98
Crimina! justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Execution, 1982, 83
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Richmond, arrest rate, 53
Victim compensation
program, 26

Wanted persons, return of
fugitive interstate, cost,
92
Washinyton
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, H

Per capita spending, 96, 98

Juveniles, age, jurisdiction,
61,77

Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72

Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 53

Prison conditions, 75

Seattle, court disposition
time, 66

State Superlor Court, average

case costs, 92
Victim compensation
program, 26
Washington, D.C. See District
of Columbia.
Weapons .
involvemeni In crime, 2, 14
Self-profgzciion, 23
Weapons -gffenses
Arrest reports, 50
Gang membership and, 33
Severity rank, 5
West Virginia
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice systen
Funding, 89, 90, 91

Per capita spending, 86, 97,
98

Juventles, age for criminal
court jurisdliction, 61

Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72

Prison conditions, 75, 78

Victim compensation
program, 26

Weslern States
Crime rate, 12-13
Career criminals, 34
Per capita spending, 96-98
Security level of prisons, 79
UCR Index crimes, rates, 12
Where crime occurs, 12, 13
White-collar crime (see also
Fraud offenses)
Deception as element, 3
Definition, 3
Drug abuse-crime link, 39
Severity rank, 4,5
White-collar criminal, 30
Wisconsin
Bail bonding for profit,
elimination, 58
Brown County, law
enforcement officers, 48
Crime rate, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 89, 90, 91
Per capita spending, 96, 98
Juveniles, age for criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisions, 72
Milwaukee, guilty plea and
conviction rate, 55
Pretrial release, community
safety provisions, 59
Prison conditions, 75
Victim compensation
program, 26
Witnesses
Availability, violent crime, 53
Prior relationship with
defendant, 56
Protection of, costs, 92, 94
Women. See Females,
Writ of certiorari, See under
Appeals.
Writ of habeas corpus, rate of
reversal, 69
Wyoming
Crime rate, 12, 98
Criminal justice system
Funding, 88, 90, 31
Per capita spending, 96, 97,
a8
Juveniles, age tor criminal
court jurisdiction, 61
Mandatory sentencing
provisiops, 72
Maximum security facilities,
percent, 79
Prison cenditions, 75

Youth. See Juveniles,

R e st 1

How to find more information
on crime and justice

Th|§ report was developed to provide
statistical information in a format that
would be easily understood by a non-
technical audience. Therefore, the
gxplanations of methodology are
limited, and bibliographic references
and footnotes are brief. An explanation
of the statistical methods used, data
sources, and plotting points for the
graphics are in a separate technical
appendix to the Report, which is avail-
qble from the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics (BJS), 633 Indiana Avenue, NW,
Wasr]lpgton, DC 20531 (202/724-7774).
Specific questions about the content
g; thcta repotr:] should be referred to the
apter authors, who
throuoh Be. may be reached

The basic bibliographic sources for
each chapter provide the reader with a
short, a]phabetic list of references on
_the topics covered and are meant to be
Ir]troductory rather than comprehen-
sive. Material that references these
basic sources is not footnoted. Most
of these references, as well as addition-
al rpaterial on the topics covered, are
aval{able from the Naticinal Criminal
gustlscoeoge’fqerence Service (NCJRS),

ox , Rockville, MD
251 5000 20850 (301/

Data of national Scope were used
wr)erever possible. If no national data
existed, multijurisdictional data were
used. Single-site data were used only
whefn no multijurisdictional data were
available. In most instances, docu-
ments explaining the collection meth-
odology and use of these data are
available from NCJRS, Public-use
computer tapes of BJS data sets and
other criminal justice data are
availabte from the Criminal Justice
g;ga BArct;i:\Q/:Band tnformation Network
.0. Box , Ann Arbor
(313/764-5199). M 48108
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