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- ‘ ‘ PREFACE

The National Center for Juvenile Justice (NC3J), in cooperation with the

National 1Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, has
established and maintains the National Juvenile Justice Archive which stores
all available data on the cases processed by the nation's juvenile courts.
The information housed in the archive ranges from annual reports of state and
local courts and state law enforcement agencies to copies of the records of
juvenile court cases stored in computerized information systems. Planners,
policy makers, and researchers use the information and expertise of the
archive and its staff to provide policy and planning guidance at the local,
state and national level, to monitor the impact of programs and legislative
changes on the juvenile justice system, to aid in the development of theories
and models of juvenile justice, and to develop system standards. The value of
this resource, unique in the field of juétice, has been demonstrated by the
many and varied uses made of it. Tts potential is great and still growing.
Professionals in the field are encouraged to consult the National Juvenile
Justice Archive as an integral part of their planning, evaluation,. and

research procedures.

- \ / : e One product of the National Juvenile Justice Archive is this report, the
fifth in a series, which describes the volume and characteristics of
delinquency cases disposed of by courts with juvenile jurisdiction in 1979.
This document is part of a general effort of the National Center for Juvenile
Justice and National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to provide profe'ssion“als in the field with a detailed description of the

r - nation's juvenile justice system and of the children served by it. Therefore

D) - the report is designed as a reference document, and as such interpretations

e | | Preceding page blank | ix
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are largely the responsibility of the reader; however information is provided

to assist the reader in drawing conclusions.

The information presented in this report is the product of a lengthy
process of data collection, reduction and analysis which included (1) the
collection of information available from juvenile courts across the country,
(2) the reprocessing of these individual state and local data sets into a
standard format, (3) the estimation of the characteristics of the children and
the number and types of cases coming before the nation's juvenile courts and
the courts' response to them. Critical readers and those who wish to use this
information in their own work should be aware of the inherent strengths and

weaknesses of this process and the information presented.

A first concern is the quality of the data reqeived by the Archive. The
data are the product of state and local information systems designed to
fulfill the informational needs of the juvenile courts jinvolved. Therefore
data are derived from information systems on vwhich the courts rely to
accomplish their work. when the products of an information system impact on
the functioning of a court, the data are more likely to be valid. Therefore,
our confidence in the quality of the data is greater than it would be if the

data were collected by court staff, not for their own use, but merely for

national reporting.

However, dependence on existing automated data systems has its costs.
First, since all available data are collected, the data base is not the
product of a random samplmg procedure. 1ftsuch a methodology could be
implemented, and those courts selected could be persuaded to report a standard

set of data elements, statistical measures of the reliability of national

¥ kv et e g € T

estimates could be calculated. The advantages of such a procedure are clear,
but the simple fact is that it would be difficult (if not impossible) to
install such a national data collection system in the juvenile courts. Those
courts that have an information system already in place would resist modifying
their system or installing a parallel system to match national reporting
specifications; and those that have survived this long without a system would
not install one designed to meet someone else's needs without some benefits to
their own court. Since it is unlikely that such a randomized sampling
procedure could be successfully implemented, those who need to know what is
happening in the juvenile courts must accept the present data collection
procedure as the best practical solution, even with its potential biases.
Although we cannot offer statistical assurances of the validity of the
national estimates generaited from the non-random sample, the sheer volume of
data collected (nearly a one-third sample of the nation, approximately 470,000
cases) increases our confidence in the wvalidity of the information contained
in this report. The amount of information which supports this work represents

the largest data base ever assembled in the field of juvenile justice.

Another cost that accompanies the use of available data is that the data
received are not uniform. Data suppliers collect and report information in
their own format, with their own variables and coding categories. Variables
reported in some data sets are not contained in others. For example, some
states report information on a child's pridr court history and some do not,
effectively reduéing the sample on which national estimates are based. Even
when similar data elements do exist, they often have inconsistent definitions
or overlapping coding categories which limit the amount of detail that can be

preserved when the data are merged into a common format. For example, reason



for referral codes and their definitions vary across jurisdictions. Some

states use many coding categories which describe the charge in great detail,

while others use only a few broad categories. To combine information from two .
o Yy ed energy than any other aspect of the project. Code bocks and operations

such sources one may be forced to recode data into the general categories, manuals are studied and data files analyzed to check for inconsistencies that

K e vt ~! .
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sacrificing specificity to increase sample size and generalizability. » would indicate errors in the data or in our understanding of the syé£an

Therefore, as a general rule, as detail increases sample size decreases, with . .
’ g ’ P ' Every attempt is made to insure that only compatible information from the

a corresponding decrease in generalizability. various data sets is merged into the national file, At times coding

instructions and system documentation are not available, and recodi
The reader can identify the variations in the effective sample size of ¥e ! nd
N 3 } decisions must be made on less than complete information. n general
each variilble by referring to Appendix C of this report. Some data elements P In general, the
reformatting of individual data sets into one national sample with unif
are routinely reported in most every data set supplied; these include such P orm
) .elements and definitions is accomplished through the study of documentation
information as the child's age, sex, race, and reason for referal. For these P " Y !
) discussions with data suppliers, and a detailed understanding of each system'
variables the size of the sample on which natinrnal estimates are based is ! ™ s S
o . . characteristics,
relatively large; therefore results based on this information have maximum

eneralizability, pther data elements (e.g. rior court histor care . . .
g Yy (e.g., P Yr What follows is a review of some of the information generated by analysis

depending disposition, and legal representation) are .ot as commonly or Lé of the data file created through the merger of available juvenile court data.

consistently reported, and results based on these ¢ata are less generalizable. . :
Yy repo r : 9 : Clearly no single report could present all the information contained in a data

However the reader should keep in mind that, for 1979, the total sém le . . . .
P ¥ r ’ np base of this magnitude. Some important characteristics, trends, and issues

contains slightly over 470,000 individual case records, so that even if a . . R i s .
ghtly ’ ’ § are highlighted along with findings that may raise questions and stimulate

variable has as much as 50% missing data, the national estimate derived is . . - ; :
! ‘ , discussion. Additional data are present in appendix C, This section is

i . ‘hen i ‘ m ,
still based on over 235,000 case records. When one conmders,\.ﬁ that .most § designed as a resource to which readers may turn to explore questions raised

—~

research in the field of juvenile justice (or in an sociéi science) is based . . :
in J J ( Yy ) by the text or their own work. 71t is our hope that individuals in the field

on a few hundred or perhaps a few‘ thousand cases, the magnitude of this sample . . . s : . .
perhap i ' a9 p of juvenile justice will study this report, finding patterns and relationships

becomes an important consideration. ; . . s s .
po which trigger their curiosity and social conscience, encouraging further

thought and investigation. The data on which this report, is based are part of
A final problem associated with the use of available data is that it = £ - pe pa
; : a national data archive, the contents of which are available to assist
requires an intimate understanding of the development, structure, and content . i !
) : , professionals in the field of juvenile justice to explore the questions and
of each dsta set received. This learning process consumes more time and - . :L’ Ls P que

@ - S ;f/ssues raised by this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this series is to provide a quantitétive description of
d:élinquency (delinquent act and status offense) cases disposed by courts with
_juvenile jurisdiction. To achieve this objective, two data collection efforts
are condt:cted'arinually. The first 'seéks. detailed information on each case
handled by a juvenile court, while the second seeks summary data on the volume

and types of cases handled by each juvenile court.

\(In 1979, 19 states énd four large counties supplied‘detailed case by case
data to the Archive. Of these, 15 states (Alabama, California, kConnec;ticut,
Florida, Hawaii, Towa, Kansas, Maryland, Minnes%ta", Nebraska, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania, ‘South Dakota, Ufah ;, and West Viréinia) énd three individual
counties (Maricopa County [Phoenix:], Arizona, Clark County [Las Vegas],

Nevada, and Shelby County [Memphis], Tennessee) reported detailed ix‘iformation

~on each case handled by their Jjuvenile courts in a form that could be

incorporated into this report.  This report describes the content of
individual case- data supplied by 830 of the 3,143 counties in the United
States, counties in which more than one-third of the children in the nation

reside.

Tn 1979, more than 80 percent of the country's jurisdictions reported
summary data. These statistics are displayed by county and aggregated by

state" in the report Juvenile Court Statistics: 1979 (National Center for

Juvenile ,Justiée,. 198,1) . Even though these fd%ta did not contain the detailed
infor:mation«\;> found in the transaci{tiqnal sources, those that could supply
summary st"atistics compétible;‘ with the transéctional .déta were incbrpo;jat‘ed
iﬁnt‘o' the statistical procedures employed to \esﬂtim‘ate the total number of cases

disposed in 1979. , fnfotmatiofx added in this form came from four states




(Idaho, Missouri, New York, and Texas) and one large individual county (Cook

County [Chicago]l, Illinois).

In total, this report is based on information (either summary data on the
nunber of cases processed or detailed information on a case-by-case basis)
supplied by 1,158 of the 3,143 counties in the United States, containing 46

percent of the children in the nation. From this information, national

estimates of the total number of cases disposed by the juvenile courts were

generated for the calendar year 1979. A description of the detailed character

of the cases handled by the juvenile courts in 1979 was generated from the

data collected from the 830 counties which could provide transactional

information, counties in which 34 percent of the nation's children reside. (A ,

more complete description of the methodology used in this report can be found

in Appendix A.)

summary of Findings

In calendar year 1979, courts with juvenile jurisdiction disposed of an

estimated 1,306,700 delinquency cases. The estimated number of cases handled

by juvenile courts has decreased each year'from 1975 to 1979, paralleling the

decrease in child'population;‘ With slight variation each year, for every

1,000 children between the age of 10 and the upper age of court jurisdiction
(the child population at risk), 46 delinquency cases were processed by the
juvenile courts. If this rate remains constant, as it has over the last five

years, the total number of delinquency cases processed by juvenile courts

nationally should continue to decrease into the 1980's as the juvenile

population declines.

In 1979, 10.8 percent of all cases disposed involved crimes against
persons (i.e., criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault, and other
person offenses), 48.5 percent crimes against property (i.e., burglary,
1arceny, motor vehicle theft, arson and vandalism, stolen property offenses,
trespassing, and other property offenses), 6.1 percent drug law violations,

14.8 percent crimes against public order (i.e., weapons offenses, sex offenses

other than forcible rape, drunkenness, disturbing the peace, etc.), and 19.8

percent status offenses (i.e. running away, truancy, curfew violations,

ungovernability, liquor offenses, and other status offenses).

The rate of person offense cases (the number of person offense

cases/1,000 children at risk) fluctuated between 1975 and 1979, but reached

its highest level in 1979. The rate of property offense cases has increased

from 1975 to 1979, also reaching its highest point in 1979. In 1979, the rate
of status offense cases and the rate of cases involving drug law violations

both fell to their lowest point of the five-year period. Finally, the rate of

cases involving offenses against public order has remained constant over the

five-year period from 1975 through 1979.

Most referrals come from 1law enforcement agencies, In 1979 law
enforcement agencies referred an estimated 84 percent of all delinquency cases

disposed by the juvenile courts.

The use of detention has declined over the five-year period. In 1975, an
estimated 24.8 percent of all cases involved detention, while for 1979 it is
estimated that 19.1 percent of all cases involved detention. The decline in
the detention of status offenders accounts for mest of this drop. ‘

In 1975 an

estimated 40.3 percent of all status offense cases involved detention — more




than any other offense category. 1In 1978 only 15.0 percent of cases involving
status offenses were detained. For 1979 it is estimated that the detention of

cases involving status offenses increased slightly to 17.3 percent of total.

Each year from 1975 through 1979, slightly less than one-half of all
cases disposed of by the Jjuvenile courts were handled formally, with the

filing of a petition and the placing of the case on the court calendar.

For 1979 it is estimated that juvenile courts disposed of one-half of all
cases by dismissal. One-third of all dispositions placed the child on
probation or utilized some form of community-based service, About five
percent of the cases resulted in institutionalization, and offenders in about

one percent of the cases were waived to criminal (adult) court.

Older juveniles generated more juvenile court cases than younger
juveniles. 1In 1979, for every 1,000 17-year-olds in the population, 90 cases
involving these youth were disposed of by the juvenile courts. The rate of
case dispositions for 17-year-olds was five times greater than that of 12-
year-olds, three. times greater than that of 13—year;oldé, 60 percent greater

than that of 14-year-olds, and approximately equal to that of 16-year-olds.

Since 1975 males have accounted for slightly more than three—quafters of
all juvenile court cases. In 1979; 85 percent of all male cases involved
delinquent (non-status) offenses, while only /3 percent of fémale cases were
referred to the court for delinquent acts. In 1979 females were slightly more
likely than méles to be detained; however, this pattern varied within reason

for referral categories. Males who were referred for person or property

offenses were more likely to be detained than females referred for such '’

\Y
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offenses, while males referred for drug law violations, public order offenses,
and status offenses were less likely to be detained than females referred for

similar reasons.

Because of variations in the racial categories reported by different data
systems, this report uses only three racial codes: White, Black, and Other.
Whites referred to intake were more likely to be charged with a status offense
than either blacks or other minorities; 21 percent of all white cases,
compared with 14.4 percent of all black cases and 10.4 percent of all other
minority cases, involved status offenses. Although for both blacks and whites

approximately 60 percent of all delinquent act cases involved offenses against

property, blacks were twice as likely to be referred for person offenses than ‘

whites; 21.8 percent of delinquent act cases involving blacks were referred
for a person offense, compared with 10.9 percent of all delinquent act cases
involving whites and 18.4 percent of all delinquent act cases involving

( /
others,

Case rates differed for males and females. Male case rates increased
continuously from 10 through 17 years of age., However, case rates for females
peaked with the 15-year-old age group, falling to a rate for 17-year-olds

which was lower than that for l4-year-olds.

This report presents information with minimal interpret?tion. The

N \
National Center for Juvenile Justice hopes that these empirical findings will
advance the understanding of the juvenile justice system and encourage further

research and investigation.




A DESCRIPTION OF DELINQUENCY CASES PROCESSED BY COURTS
WITH JUVENILE JURISDICTION IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1979

This report describes the number and characteristics of delinquency cases
disposed of by juvenile courts during the calendar year 1979. ‘The term
"delinquency" is used in its broadest sense to refer to juvenile actions or
conduct in violation of criminal law (delinquent acts) and status offenses.
The unit of count is the "case disposed of." Fach case represents a child
dealt with by the juvenile court on a new referral in delinquency or status
offense proceedings regardless of the number of charges contained in that
referral.

A child charged with four burglaries in a single referral

represents a single case, while a child referred to court for three burglaries

and referred again the following week on another'burglafy charge represents °

two cases. The term "disposed of" means that some definite action has been
taken or that some plan of treatment has beeén decided upon or bequn. It does
not mean that the case is "closed" in the sense that all contact with the‘
child or his family has ceased. A case may be disposed of without a formal
hearing or the filing of a petition, for example, by intake decision to refer
the child to an agency, institution, or individual, by a decision to keep the

child under the informal supervision of a probation officer, or by drepping

the case without any action, or a case may be disposed of by a court order of °

dismissal, probation, committed, waiver, etc.

Counts and Rates

In 1979 an estimated 1,306,700 cases were disposed of by the nation's
juvenile courts, As Figure 1 shows, the estimated number ofk cases has

declined each year from 1975 to 1979. However, since the child population at

D .
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risk has also decreased (sze Table 1), the rate of case dispositions (the
number of cases per 1,000 children at risk) has remained relatively constant
over the five-year period (see Figure 2). The average rate for this five-year

period was 46 cases per 1,000 children at risk.

The stability of this statistic encourages its use as a measure of court
activity and as a projection tool. It has always been difficult to compare
courts which service different geographical areas or to study a single court
over a period of time with a varying population base. Tn our work, no other
measure has been found to be as highly predictive of a court's case load as
child population. Statistics based on child population at risk make possible
the comparison of the caseloads ofncourts in different gecgraphical areas or
of a single court over a period of time. For example, in a jurisdiction with
a decreasing population, this statistic-enables a researcher to separate the
effect of a police diversion program from a natural decrease in caseload
produced by a declining population base. It similarly enables researchers who
are studying~delinquent‘behavior in rural and urban areas within a state to

compare the numbers of cases handled by Jjurisdictions with widely different

_population bases.

S

The stability of this measure also encourages its use as a projection
tool. Table 1 shows estimates of the child population at risk for 1975
through 1985. The estimates for the years 1980 through 1985 were calculated
on the assumption that the upper ages of juvenile court jurisdiction would
remain as they were in 1979. Yearly projections through 1985 of the number of
cases disposed of by juvenile courts were calcplated on the assumption that
the disposition rate would remain constanﬁrand that no significant changes in

law or practice would occur during that time period. As Figure 3 shows, these
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_ Table 1
CHILD POPULATION AT RISK: 1975-1985 ESTIMATES

Child
Year Population 10-17 Population at Risk
1975 33,049,000 30,720,000
19756 32,502,000 30,247,000
1977 31,850,000 29,551,000
1978 31,144,000 28,954,000
1979 30,421,000 28,276,000
1980 29,866,000 27,760,000
1981 29,450,000 27,374,000
1982 28,784,000 26,755,000
1983 28,108,000 26,127,000
1984 27,579,000 25,635,000
1985 27,231,000 25,311,000

NOTES::

— Population for the 10-17 age group was obtained from the U.S. Bureau
of the Census, Current Population Report, Series P-25 #704 and #721.

~ Child Population at Risk is defined as the number of children aged
ten through the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction, as defined
by legislation in each state. Tn 1979, the upper limit of juvenile
court Jjurisdiction was the sixteenth birthday in four states
(Connecticut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont), the
seventeenth in eight states (Georgia, 1Illinois, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, South Carolina, and Texas), the

nineteenth in Wyoming, and the eighteenth in the remaining 37 states
and the District of Columbia.,

- If all states had established the eighteenth birthday as the upper
limit of juvenile court jurisdiction, both columns in this table
would be the same. But since many states have a lower age of

jurisdiction, the child population at risk fiqures are lower than
the 10-17 population figures.
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calculations project an 11 percent decrease in the number of juvenile cases
handled by the courts between 1979) and 1985. Nationally, this decrease will
have a major impact on the juvenile justice system, and local planners should
be sensitive to the potential impact of projected changes in their juvenile

population on their own juvenile justice system.

Figure 3

Projected Number of Delinquency Cases:
1980—-1985
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The Juvenile Justice System: A Model

When the transactions of a juvenile court system are committed to a
model, it is possible to see the various paths which cases can travel in
reaching their final disposition. Each juvenile court functions differently,
For instance, in all systems,

but all share some common characteristics.

there is a source of referral and an intake process to decide how a case

T T R RRS
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- should be handled; further, most systems make use of detention and all systems

arrive at some form of disposition of a case.,

Figure 4 presents a general model that encompasfes the common aspects of
juvenile Jjustice systems. The data displayed in the boxes are national
estimates of system flow for 1979. The box at the top of the figure
identifies the sources of referral to court intake. Law enforcement
represents the largest single source of referrals. As shown in this diagram,
it is estimated that law enforcement agencies referred nearly 84 percent of

all cases disposed of by juvenile courts in 1979.

Detention can occur at any point in the system. Law enforcement agencies
can detain in jails or lock-ups, court intake officials can order detention,
and a judicial decision to detain or continue detention can oécur before or
after adjudication or final disposition. This report focuses on detentions
that occur while youth are involved with the court‘ process, between referral
to intake and final court disposition. Detention at some point between

referral and disposition was reported in more than 19 percent of all cases

disposed of in 1979.

Once a case is received by court intake, it can generally follow one of
two paths to disposif_ion. Some cases are handled formally, generally through
the filing of a petition, and are placed on the court calendar. Other cases
which are perceived by intake to lack legal sufficiency or to be minor in
nature are handled informally by intake or through an informal hearing. As
one would expect, this screening proc'ess influences ’the character of
dispositions received by petitioned and nonpetitioned cases. As the figure

shows, almost all cases handled without a petition were dismissed or placed on
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rlaoe ¢ S ‘\; probation. In contrast, many cases that were petitioned received more
1979 JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM MODEL

restrictive dispositions.

Reason for Referral

Source of Referral

I
} |
| I
| Law Enforcement 1,095,300 83.8% | This report describes the delinquency cases disposed of by the nation's
| Parent, Relative 43,900 3.4% | Y
| School 38,400 = 2.9% I juvenile courts. Within a single case, a youth could be charged with one or
| Probation Officer 31,700 2.4% |
| Social Agency 13,800 1.1z | ‘more offenses. Many states report only the most serious offense charged. For
| Other Court 28,600 2.2 {
| Cther 55,000 ° | those states which report each charge within a case, the primary offense was
|
! Total 1,306,700  100.0% % selected to represent that case. Table 2 presents estimated frequencies of
| ‘ .
| I N ! ‘ B the primary offense charged in cases disposed of by juvenile courts in 1979.
: \\ A In the remainder of this report, reason for referral data will be presented
‘ r—--;\ ——————— | ~ only by the five general categories of Table 3.
| - = = => | Detention | : : '
| Court Intake | <= - - —-| 249,700 19.1% | ' . . :
[ | S | As Figure 5 shows, the primary reason for referral was crimes against
// \ persons in 10.8 percent of all cases disposed in 1979. Tt was crimes against

Cases Handled.
With Petition
596,900 45.7%

Cases Handled
Without Petition
709,800 54.3%

property in 48.5 percent, drug law violations in 6.9 percent, offenses against

the public order in 14.8 percent, and status offenses in 19.8 percent of all

_ : ’ cases disposed in 1979.

N The case rates for these general reason for referral categories (number.

of cases/1,000 children at risk), which control for changes in child

0 0.0% |<-Waived to Crim Court->| 8,200 1.4% : POPUIati?n over the five-year period from 1975 through 1979, are displayed in
e IS Disﬁii?ﬁi . :i: ;ggiggg ig:é: } Figure 6. Clearly, property offenses represent the most frequent reason for
165,288 zg:i: li: Iﬁ;zi:9ti°n _:= gg:ggg lg'gz : . - referral to court in each of the last five years, and the rate of property

3%:388 2:22 =§: . orogg;; . ->{ 53:100 . 12.3% ‘ i cases appears to be ihcreasing. In‘1979 the rate of person offense cases
709,800 100.0% =<— Total ->| 596,900 100.7% {

' reached its highest level in the five year period. On the other hand, the
! | ,

“ rate of cases involving drug law violations has declined gradually over this

‘ B
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Table 2

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DELINQUENCY CASES WITHIN EACH

REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY:

Crimes Against Persons
Criminal Homicide
Forcible Rape
Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Simple Assault
Other Person Offenses

Total Crimes Against Persons

Crimes Against Property
Burglary .
Larceny
Motor Vehicle Theft
Arson & Vandalism
Stolen Property Offenses
Trespassing
Other Property Offenses
Total Crimes Against Property

Drug. Offenses
Narcotics
Non—-narcotics

Total Drugy Offenses

Offenses Against Public Order
Weapons Offenses
Sex Offenses
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace :
Escape, Contempt, Probation, Parole
Other Offenses Against Public Order
Total Offenses Against Public Order

Status Offenses

Runaway

Truancy

Curfew

Ungovernable

Liquor

Other Status Offenses
Total Status Offenses

Total All Offenses

1,800
2,500
24,500
31,700
74,900
7,700
143,200

168,200
263,500
55,700
79,700
29,800
25,600
20,900
644,400

7,200
72,600
79,800

17,100
11,000
21,700
39,400
33,300
57,800
180,300

69,600
30,300
17,500
47,700
73,500
20,300
259,000

1,304,700

1979 ESTIMATES

1.3%
1.6%
17.7%
. 22.1%
52.3%
5.4%
100.0%

26.1%
40.9%
8.6%
12.4%
4.6%
4.1%
3.2%
100.0%

9.0%
91.0%
100.0%

9.5%
6.1%
12.0%
21.9%
18.5%
32.1%
100.0%

25.,9%
11.7%
5.8%
18.4%
28.4%
7.8%
100.0%

10.8%

48.5%

6.1%

14.8%

19.8%

100.0%

—
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five-year period, the rate for offensés against public order has remained
relatively constant, and status offense rates reached their lowest point in
1979. Together Figures 1 and 4 suggest a disturbing trend. Although the
total case rate has remained stable over the five~year period, the character
of cases disposed by‘juvenile courts is becoming more serious, (More details

related to reason for referral will be discussed in subsequent sections.)

Court Intake

Cases can be referred to the court from a number of sources. As shown in
Table 3, an estimated 84 percent of all cases were referred to the court by
law enforcement agencies in 1979. This percentage varies with offense. For
example, only 62 percent of status offense cases originate with a police
referral; parents, other relatives, and schools were the source of  a

substantial number of status offense referrals.

. Generally, cases referred to juvenile justice authorities are screened by
an intake department. Pdthough in'most states intake screening is a court
%unction; in some intake screening is performed by a department 'of the
executive branch. In such cases, even though the intake unit may not
‘technically be a part of the judicial branch by government, the referral of a
case to the intake screening unit will be considered the point of entry into
the juvenile court system. Intake units decide whether to process a case with
a petition (formal prccess%ng) or without a petition (infofmal processing) .
Each year from 1975 througg 1979 slightly less than one half of all cases
disposed of by Jjuvenile éourts were handled formaily; . buring 1979, 45.7

percent of all cases were processed formally through the filing of a petition.

E o
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Table 3

'SOURCES OF REFERRAL WITHIN REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY:
1979 ESTIMATES

Reason for Referral

< Public all
_Source Person Property Drugs Order Status Offenses
Police 85.7% 92.3% 93.3% 80.5% 1.9%

: . . 93.: . .9% 83.8%
Relative 1.1% 0.3% 0.4% 1.3% 14.4% 3.4%
gchgoi_ 1.6% 0.5% 2.2% 1.5% 10.56% 2.9%

robation 0.8% 0.4% 0.7% 7.3¢%
Officer 7 5.1% 248
Social Agency 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 1.3% 3.4%
. 2% . . .4% C1.1%
Other Court 1.5% 2.2% 1.8% 3.8% 1.5% 2.§§
Other 8.6% 4.0% 1.2% 4.4% 3.1% 4.2%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

However, the percentage of casesu'hahdled with a petition was not
consistent across offense categories, as Table 4 shows. An estimated 59
percent of all cases referred for a person offense were handled by petition in
1979.‘:In all other categories, informal handling was the most frequent mode,

with status offense cases least likely to be petitionea.

Detention

In this report, detention refers to the use of a restrictive facility on
A

court authority while the youth is béing processed by the court, that is,

between court intake and case disposition. However, the use of a restrictive

facility can occur at any point in the system, and practices vary from state.

to. state and erT court to court. This report describes court processing of
cases and, therefore, does hot capture detentions by police prior to referral

to court unless detention is continued by the court after referral.

T TR SUETY
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| Figure 7
Table 4 5
|
PERCENT OF PETITTONED AND NONPETITIONED CASES - ) i ’! S, . /[ .
WITHIN REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY: 1979 ESTIMATES Percent of Delinquency Cases Detained Within
Reason for Referral Category: 1975—19/9 Estimates
Reason for Referral
Manner of Public all ¢ ~ -
Handling Person Property Drugs Order Status Offenses All Cases - Person
Without . . 40 —
Petition 41.0% 51.1% 61.7% 59.2% 53.5% 54.3% 35 —
h E ':g SO 263 264 ;77‘7‘ 26.7 :;',‘
Wit 25 — ‘ o7 //
Petition 59.08  48.9%  38.3%  40.8%  35.5%  45.7% | % % 20 - % % % g Z
? 54 BPAEZ A
Total 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% , | 5 £ % Z ?% % é
o ] é % %/ /:"/: %
The number of detentions and the percentage of cases involving detention 75 76 77 78 79
decreased over the five-year period. 1In 1975, an estimated 348,000 cases, or
24.8 percent of all cases processed, involved the use ‘of detention at ‘some f‘ | Property ‘ . Drugs ;
time during the court's jurisdiction over the case; in 1979, 250,000 cases, or £ ) 45 7 40 | »{
i . 40 — B
19.1 percent of the total, involved the use of detention. As Figure 7 shows, S g 35 g ;z 7] !
13 30 — - )
the decline in detentions was not consistent across offense categories.  In xR 254 : K 25 224 ' o :
. :" = 20— a4 19.0 225 9.2 s -—= 20 — ? 187 rg s
fact, the substantial decline in the detention of status offenders accounts 3 § 15 — % /% % Z/ 7= § 15 — 7///{/; % //2/{ é 7z 5
5 L - %%%%% 2 10_%%/%%
for most of the decrease. 1Tn 1975, 40.3 percent of all status offense cases b 5 -] % % % % % S — % %:f%/ g%};
e a2 ) ) o o = il e |
involved detention. By 1978, the figure had dropped to only 15.0 percent, and i ° 75 76 77 78 79 75 76 77 78 79 o
it rose only slightly, to 17.3 percent, in 1979. 1In 1975, children charged ’ ‘w ;i
with status coffenses were far mofe likely to be detained than those in any ; Public Order Status ‘g
other offense category, but by the late 70's the detention of status offenders ‘ :i: ‘ : 40 — ;?; . G
. . N : R : : xS 35 — % 32.8 ;
was more in line with that of other offenders. It is perhaps more than g =0 | E =0 % {////
. ’ , h : e 7= A
coincidental that the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 R 25 " o4 208 20 L2h4 X 23 % % 22> : g
. . | : # —_-— 20 — o5 ZZ 7 Z ? ‘g 20—7 % % g -0 ;.3 {:;
offered substantial federal ¢rants to states on the condition that they . : § 15 — % % ;é % B S % % % ?% i
romise to reduce the detention of status offenders | - | RO é Z % % 12 ] Z % % g % w
omis reduc o) . &5 F , - -
P e oﬂ _ : o , z {//2 /2 é % o Z / ZNZ W
75 76 77 78 79 75 76 77 78 79




Disposition

The disposition of a case is that definite court action which terminates
court jurisdiction through dismissal or transfer, or which establishes a plan
of treatment or orders placement or commitment. Even though court processing
is not uniform among states, generally a case proceeds along the following
path. In reviewing the social and legal factors of the case, the intake
officer may decide to dismiss the case for lack of evidence or resolve the
matter informally such as by referral to a social agency for voluntary
counselling. If there is sufficient evidence to proceed, and the case is
serious enough, a petition may be filed and the case placed on the court
calendar for a transfer or adjudication hearing. 1If a transfer hearing is
held, the judge may decide to transfer the case to adult criminal court for
prosecution. At the adjudication hearing, the case could be dismissed by the
judge, or the child could be adjudicated delinquent or in need of supervision
(status offender), in which instance the case would proceed to -the
dispositional hearing. During thiswphase of the court proceeding, the judge
determines the most appropriate treatment. The rarnge of options available to
judges varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction but could include commitment

" to an institution for delinquents, placement in a group home, foster home, or
resideﬁtial treatment facility, probation, referral to a diversion pr?gram,
day treatment or mental health program, or imposition of a fine or

restitution.

Although substantial effort was made to identify categories which would
, . .
clearly reflect the information reported by the states, the coding o

disposition data remains the most difficult task of the data standardization

LR CR O Sy
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Process. States reported information in vastly different detail (some states

report 15 categories, while others report over 150 dispositional categories)

and often codes used, even within a single state, are vague and overlapping.

In some reporting systems, information on the ultimate disposition of a case
is presented in a single variable, while in others it must be derived from a

complicated analysis of variables reporting the outcomes of the intake process

and every hearing scheduled in the case.

As a result of such inconsistencies in data received, it has been

impossible to develop mutually exclusive categories for dispositions or to

produce national estimates in more detail than the 5 general categories found

in Table 5 and described below:

= Waiver - includes all cases transferred to criminal court for trial;

- Dismissed - includes all cases dismissed or held open for
fulfillment of certain conditions with no further disposition

anticipated; some dismissals may involve referrals to
services;

- Probation - cases in which youth were placed on court probation
(including informal probation) make up 80 percent of this category,

a category which also includes some cases referred to other
services;

- Institutionalization ' - includes most cases in which youth were
placed in a delinquent or other public institution;
- Public/Private agencies - includes most cases referred to public or

private agencies for placement and some cases involving commitment
to private institutions; and

— Other - cases involving fine or restitution make up at least 35

percent of this category which incorporates a variety of
miscellaneous dispositions,

A review of Table 5 shows that an estimated one half of all delinquency

cases were dismissed in 1979. Probation or some form of community-based

service was utilized in about one-third of all cases. Institutionalization

T e
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was used in about five percent of the cases, and less than one percent were

waived or transferred to adult court,

Table 5

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DELINQUENCY CASES
WITHIN EACH DISPOSITIONAL CATEGORY: 1979 ESTIMATES

.5‘ o Estimated Percentage of
Type of Disposition Number of Cases Total ggses
Waiver 8,200 0.6
Dismissed 654,600 50.1
Probation 446,700 34,2
Institution 62,900 4.8
14 .
Public or private Agency 30,200 2.3
Other 104,100 8.0
Total Dispositions 1,306,700 100.0

One function of court intake is to screen incoming cases, to assess their

Seriousness and need for further action. In general, less serious cases or

cases without sufficient legal evidence are handled informally; cases which

are judged to require further court action are handled formally, usually by
filing of a petition and placing the case on the court calendar. The impéct
of the screening process can be seen in the disposition patterns of formal and

informal cases (see Figure 4, page 12). Cases that are handled formally, with
a petition, are less likely to be dismissed than cases handled informally and
more likely to receive each of the other dispositional alternatives. As
Figure 4 illustrates, of petition cases not dismissed,k62 percent were placed

on probation, 14 percent were institutionalized, 6 percent were serviced by a

public or private agency, and nearly 2 percent were waived to adult court

P —
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Table 6 displays the dispositions given to youth charged with various

offenses whose cases were not dismissed. Within all reason for referral

categories, probation was the most common disposition. Children charged with
a person offense were more likely to be waived to criminal court or

institutionalized than any other group. Children charged with status offenses

were least likely to be institutionalized and most likely to be referred to
public or private agencies.
Table 4

DISPOSITIONS OF NON-DISMISSED CASES WITHIN
REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY: 1979 ESTIMATES

Reason for Referral

Public All
Disposition Person Property Drugs Order Status - Offenses
Waived 3.6% 1.3% 1.0% 153% 0.0% 1.3%
Institution 16.5% 10.2% 5.1%  10.9% 4.7% 9.7%
Public/Private 4.6% 3.9% 2.3% 4.8% 7.2% 4,0%
Agency

Probation 53.6% 71.8% 76.7% 50.3% . 65.5% 58.4%
Other 11.6% _12.8% 14.8% 22.8%  22.7% 16.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total

In 1979, an estimated 44.6 percent of all cases disposed involved youth

with prior referrals. Table 7 shows the percentage of cases within each

dispositionél category in which the youth had at least one prior referral to

court, An estimated 85 percent of all cases resulting in

the
institutionalization involved youth who had prior referrals, as did more than

80 percent of all cases waived. Compared to youth with no prior referrals,
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those with prior referrals were more likely to be institutionalized, waived,
or referred to a public or private agency and less likely to be placed on

probation or dismissed.

Table 7

PRIOR REFERRAL HISTORY OF CASES WITHIN
DISPOSITIONAL CATEGORY: 1979 ESTIMATES

Public/
Prior Institu- Private Proba- All
Referrals Waived tion Agency tion Other Dismissed Cases
None 19.7% 15.0% 35.9% 58.5% 58.9% 61.9% 57.3%

1 or More 80.3% 85.0% 64.1% 41.5% 41.1% 38.1% 42.7%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Time in System

The amount of time between referral to court intake and final disposition
is one measure of how efficiently cases are handled within the juvenile coﬁrt.
Cases handled informally consume less of the courts' resources and time than
formal (petitioned) cases. In 1979, one-half of all nonpetitioned cases were
disposed of within three weeks and 90 percent within three months of the date
of referral. By comparison, half of all petitioned cases required at least
two months to receive a court disposition, and 10 percent were still pending

six months after initial referral to court intake.

e

25

DEMOGRAPHICS

Who are the children who come hefore the nation's juvenile courts? How
are their characteristics related to their law-violating behavior and their
court processing? The following sections address questions related to the
demographic characteristics of the youth who came before the nation's courts

in 1979.

Figure 8 shows the case rate for each age group from 10 through 17 years
of age. Case rate for an age group is the number of cases involving children
of that age for every 1,000 children in that age cohort in the population. In
the 1979 sample for every 1,000 l17-year-olds in the sample pobulation, 90
cases involving these youth were processed by the juvenile courts. As the
figure shows, the rates for 16— and 17-year-olds are approximately equal (88.5
cases per 1,000 children and 90.1 cases per 1,000 children respectively). 'The
case rate for l17-year-olds was five times that for 12-year-olds, two and one
half times that for 13-year-olds, and 60 percent greater than that for 14-

year-olds,

A number of states are considering reducing the age of Juvenile
jurisdiction. Most states at present consider 18-year-olds to be adults
whatever the offense they have committed. zFigure 9 shows the percent of all
juvenile courﬁ cases in certain age ranges. 1f the age of criminal
responsibility were reduced one year to 17 years of age, one could expect a 25

percent decrease in the number of cases handled by the juvenile courts. TIf

the age of majority were reduced further to 16, the expected decrease in

Py
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Figure 8 -

Cases per 1,000 Children in Age Group

Rate of Delinquency Cases Within Age Group:
: 1979 Estimates
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caseload would be an édditional 23 percent, or a total decrease of nearly one-

half of juvenile court caseload.

Age also relates to how a case is handled. ' Figure 10 shows the percent
of cases within each agde group that were handled formally, by the filing of a
petition. As the figure indicates, cases involving younger children were less
likely to be petitionéd than cases of older children; however, there were only
small differences among the percents of cases petitioned for youth over the

age of 14.

Figure 10
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As Figure 11 shows, the use of detention increased with the age of
children referred. Only 8.4 percent of all cases involving 10;year—olds were
detained, while 21.9 percent of all 17-year-old cases were detained, a

percentage only SIightly greater than that for l6-year-olds. The data also
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show that nearly one-half of all cases detained involved youth below the age
of 16. ;

Figure 11

Percent of Delinquency Cases Detained
Within Age Group: 1979 Estimates
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Gender

Consistently, males have comprised the larger proportion of the juvenile
court population. Since 1975, males have accounted for slightly more than
three-quarters of all juvenile court cases, with no appreciable changes over
the five-year vperiod (see Table 8). 1In 1979 males were responsible fof more
cases within each reason for referral category. As Figure 12 shows, mal;s
accounted for more than 82 percent of all delinquent act cases. Even within
thg status offense categbry, males outnumbered females, but the female

proportion was substantiallﬁ; greater than it was.in the delinqueht act
' ‘ 3\
N
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categories, In 1979, more than 40 percent of all status offense cases
involved females, double their representation in any of the other reason for
referral categories.

Table 8

PERCENT OF MALE AND FEMALE DELINQUENCY CASES:
1975-1979 ESTIMATES

1975 ' 1976 1977 1978 1979

Male 76.2% 76.3% 76.7% 75.6% 78.0%

Female 23.8% 23.7% 23.3% 24.4% 22.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Figure 12 |

Percent of Mdes and Femdles Within

PERSON o ////////////% =1
DRUGS Qz?///////////%
oo (o
STATUS | % ////////Q

MALE FEMALE

' ‘The age case rates vary markedly for males and females. As Figure 13

shows, in 1979 male case rates increased continuously with age from 10 through
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The surprising reduction in case rates for older females can be studied Age : : Age
more closely by examining rates for males and females within each reason for ‘a i
referral category and across age groups. As Figure 14 shows, the case rates ) ’ 20 — Status
for males increased with age from 10 through 17 years within each reason for g 257
referral category except property, where there was a slight decrease. 1n ) g 2e Maile
comparison, a decrease in case rates for females after age 15 occurred in E e
‘ ) : - 10
every reason for referral category except drug offenses, where the increase , § Fermdle
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offense cases for females after the age of 15 is particularly striking since Table 9

rates for females up to 15 years of age were nearly the same as for males. CHARACTERISTICS OF 1,000 MALE AND 1,000 FEMALE

DELINQUENCY CASES PROCESSED BY THE JUVENILE COURTS IN 1979

Analysis of other data has shown that for females the decline in the rate of
cirs cgs 7 1
status offense cases after the age of 15 occurred within each specific status S . : Male Female

offense category except liquor law violations where the increase was minimal.

T AR

Source of Referral

' Law Enforcement 864 738

In fact male rates also declined after the age of 15 in each specific status ~ Reiative ‘ gﬁ 79
. | ' Schoo

offense category except liquor offenses. Within this category male case rates 1 Prgbation Officer ég ‘ 32
4 Other

increased so sharply that the effect more than coinpensated for the declines in 4 1,000 1,000

the other status offense categories, producing the observed increase in male

§ Reason for Referral
% Person 114 gi
status offense rates for males beyond the age of 15. Property . ' Séz 349
. Drug
public Order igg %ég
Gender differences can be highlighted by developing profiles of the male Statqs 1,000 1,000
and female cases processed by the Jjuvenile courts in 1979. Table 9 displays 3 . prior Referrals » - 114
the differential handling of male and female cases by the Jjuvenile justice 7 ) ggs 545 686
i —22D
: 1,000 1,000
system. The table traces the characteristics of a representative 1,000 male !
and 1,000 female cases processed in 1979. As the table shows, males were more ; De522t1on 190 195
, ' 810 - 805
likely than females to be referred to «court for delinquent acts; . No 1,000 1,000

correspondingly, females were more likely to have been brought to the court Manner of Handling

' i t Petition 515 642
for status offenses. In the 1979 sample, 85 percent of all male cases : w{gogetition 485 : 358
‘ , 1,000 1,000

involved a delingquent act while only 63 percent of female cases were processed . '
by the court for delinquent acts. ¢Since males referred to court were charged : ‘i D*;g?g;glon , 18 1
. . e - . « : Institution 55 24
with more serious offenses, it is not surprising to find that more male cases public/Private Agency 22 27
L . , tion 351 311
were referred to court from law enforcement agencies, were handled formally, ' - gzng to . 79 82
. . o Dismissed __4a85 955
and were given more severe dispositions. 1In 1979 males were also far more 1,000 1,000

likely than females to have a prior referral record.




— —— ——— -

34

On the other hand, females were slightly more likely to be detained.
Table 10 indicates the use of detention within offense category. Males were
more likely than females to be detained when the referral was for a person or
property offense. However, in drug, public order, and status cases, females
were more likely to be detained than males charged with similar offenses.
These data suggest that the detention of males may be based more on protection
of society while detention of females may be more a matter of protection of
the Jjuvenile. A forthcoming report will examine in more detail the gender
differences in detention to determine whether gender differences regarding the
seriousness of conduct involved or the prior record of offenders may explain

more clearly the detention practices represented by the data.

Table 10

PERCENT OF MALES AND FEMALES DETAINED
WITHIN EACH REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY: 1979 ESTTIMATES

Male Female
Person 29.0% 23.8%
Property 17.9% 15.7%
Drugs 16.0% 19.2%
Public Order 20.4% 25.5%
Status 15.3% 20.3%
All Offenses 19.0% 19.5%

Race

The sample on which this report is based is derived from counties
containing approximately one—third of the nation's juvenile population. Since
the juvenile racial composition of the sample's general population is unknown

and may not be representative of the nation, no attempt has been made to
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develop national estimates of the volume, rate and characteristics of juvenile

~court cases generated by various racial groups. However, it is possible to

describe in detail the characteristics of these groups within the sample

itself,

The racial categories employed in these analyses are "white,"” "black,"
and "other." The "other" category includes persons whose race or ethnic group
was reported as Hispanic, American Indian, Asian, or Oriental. It is
estimated that in the 1979 sample the other category is comprised of

approximately 80 percent Hispanic and 10 percent American Indian cases.

One method for studying racial differences in the characteristics and the
handling of juvenile court cases is to develop independent profiles of white,
black, and other minority cases and compare their characteristics. Table 11
displays the characteristics of a representative 1,000 white, 1,000 black, and
1,000 other minority cases processed in 1979. As the table shows, for every
1,000 black cases in the 1979 sample, 195 (or 19.5%) were charged with person
offensés; for every 1,000 other minority cases,‘157 (or 15.7%) involved a
person offense while 86 out of 1,000 white cases (8.6%) involved offenses
against persons. Blacks who came to court were also more likely than the
other two racial groups to be charged with property offenses; 540 of every
1,000 black cases involved property offenses, as compared with 485 of every
1,000 white cases and 467 of every 1,000 other minority casés, In contrast,
whites were more likely than the other racial groups to be charged with status
offenses; 20.8 percent of all white cases involved a status offense, compared

with 14.5 percent of all other minority cases, and 10.3 percent. of all black

cases,
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CHARACTERTISTICS OF 1,000 WHITE, 1,000 BLACK, AND 1,000 OTHER MI
DELINQUENCY CASES PROCESSED BY JUVENILE COURTS IN THE 1979 SAMPLE

Source of Referral
L.aw Enforcement
Relative
School
Probation Officer
Other

Reason for Referral
Person
Property
Drug
Public Order
Status

Prior Referrals
Yes
No

Detention
Yes
No

Manner of Handling
Without Petition
With Petition

Disposition
Waived
Institution

Public/Private Agency

Probation
Other
Dismissed
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Table 11

White Black
846 815
31 45
24 37
28 16
71 86
1,000 1,000
86 195
486 540
74 36
145 126
208 103
1,000 1,000
399 540
601 460
1,000 1,000
176 203
824 797
1,000 1,000
565 484
435 __ble
1,000 1,000
5 13
41 71
23 19
351 286
70 6l
509 551
1,000

Other
Minority

917

8

12

24

38
1,000

157
467
67

)

37

Across all racial categories, the most common source of referral was law
enforcement. However, a -substantially higher percentage of other minority
cases were referred from law enforcement agencies. The source of referral for
cases involving blacks was less likely to be law enforcement than for either
of the two racial groups. - In addition, less than 40% of white cases involved

youth with prior referrals, while nearly 55% of non-white cases involved youth

with at least one prior referral,

There were also racial differences in the use of detention. As Table 11
shows, other minorities were far more likely to be detained than were blacks
or whites, In the sample 32.1 percent of all other minority cases were
detained at some point between referral to court intake and court disposition,
compared with 20.3 percent of all black cases, and 17.6 percent of all white
cases. To study this differential use of detention more closely, an analysis
of detention within racial groupings was conducted controlling for reason for
referral, As Table 12 shows,‘other minorities were detained much more often
than were blacks or whites, both overall and within each reason for referral
category.

Table 12

PERCENT OF WHITES, BLACKS, AND OTHER MINORITIES
DETAINED WITHIN EACH REASON FOR REFERRAL, CATEGORY: 1979 SAMPLE

Other
White Black Minority

Person 25.0% 27.1% 45.2%
Property . 16,6% 18.9% 27.6%
Drigs o 14.7% 16.6% 26.3%
Public Order 19.1% 21.3% 41.4%
Status 16.8% 15.0% o 24.2%
All Offenses 17.68  20.33 32.0%
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Racial differences in manner of handling were also observed; 51.6 percent
of all cases involving blacks were petitioned, compared with 43.5 percent for
whites and 43.3 percent for other minorities, The percentage of cases
petitioned within each reason for referral is presented for each racial group
in Table 13. As the table shows, blacks were more often petitioned in all
delinquent act categories than either of the other two racial groupings. The
discrepancy between the handling of whites and blacks was greatest in cases
involving crimes against persons; in this category, /6.8 percent of all cases
involving blacks were petitioned, compared with /1.8 percent of cases
involving all other minorities and 55.6 percent of cases involving whites.

Table 13

PERCENT OF WHITE, BLACK, AND OTHER MINCORITY CASES
PETITIONED WITHIN EACH REASON FOR REFERRAL CATEGORY: 1979 SAMPLE

Other
White Black Minority

Person 55.6% 66.8% 651.8%
Property 48.2% 53.2% 45.6%
Drugs 37.2% 39.7% 36.0%
Public Order 39.5% 41.5% 34.0%
Status 32.5% 30.6% 29.8%
All Offenses 43.7% 51.8% 43.6%

Finally, Table 11 shows racial differences in the use of dispositionél
alternatives. Blacks who came to the court were more than twice as likely to
be waived to criminal éourt as whites or other mincorities; of every 1,000
black cases in the sample, 13 were waived, compared with 5 for both whites and
other minority groups. While more than 50 percent of each group's cases were
dismissed, the proportion of blacks dismissed was higher than other racial

categories. Finally, blacks and other minorities were far more 1ikely to be
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institutionalized than whites; for every 1,000 white cases processed in the
sample in 1979, 41 resulted in institutionalization, compared to 71 out of
every 1,000 black cases, and 75 out of every 1,000 other minority cases. The
racial differences observed in these data are complex, requiring further study
beyond the scope of this report. Additional research is already underway and

will be presented in future reports.

' Epilogue

This report has presented information with minimal interpretation.
Descriptive findings from empirical data on juvenile offender demographics and
the nature of their court transactions are critical to our understanding of
the juvenile justice system. The authors hope that these results will
encourage further research and investigation. The National Juvenile Justice
Archive has been created to facilitate this work and it is our hope that the

juvenile Jjustice community will take advantage of this unique resource.

Future publications of the National Center for Juvenile Justice will

demonstrate the potential for using the data archive to explore in more detail

the issues addressed in this report.

g T
B

e



 Preceding page blank

41

APPENDIX A

METHOD




42
METHOD

This section describes the data that served as a basis for this report,
the statistical procedures used to generate the national estimates, and some

limitations of the results.
Data

The data on which this report is based were provided to the National

Center for Juvenilé’ Justice by states and counties which collect information

on the processing of young people through their juvenile justice systems. The

\w

National Center for Juvenile Justice has developed relationshipé with the

state and county agencies responsible for the collection and reporting of

juvenile court data and periodically this network submits copies of their -

available information to be stored in the national juvenile court data archive

established and maintained by the Center,

Juvenile court data supplied to the archive fall into one of two general
categories. For 1979, fifteen states (Alabama, cCalifornia, Connecticut,
Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota,

Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah, and West Virginia) and the jurisdictions of

Maricops County (Phoenix) Arizona, Clark County (Las Vegas) Nevada, and Shelby

County (WEmphis) Tennessee reported detailed information on éach case handled
by their juvenile courts. Information on more than 470,000 cases were
provided  in this form, including data from 830 of the 3,143 counties in the

United States, containing more than one-third of the children in the nation.

Since most of these information systems were desigﬁéd to meet state or

- i ‘ “
county needs, rather than to provide standardized data for a national report,

1
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their data elements are tailored to state laws and local practice.‘ Although
the data generélly contain information on the age, -gender, and race éffﬁhe
child, previous court history, reason(s) for referrai; source of referral, and
how the case was handled by the court, the major task of the project was the
development of a standardized set of: variables and coding vaLues into which
information received from different informationlﬁsystems could be recoded,
Accurate recoding of the data received from each jur{sdiction requires a
detailed understanding of its ‘fnformation system and the laws and practices
which shape its juvenile justice system and provide the appropriate context

for data interpretation.

Some jurisdictions which were unable to report detailed information on a
case~by-case basis supplied summary data compatible in unit of count with the
detailed information and these data were used in this report. Summary
information in this form came from four states (Idaho, Missouri, New York, and
Teias) and from Cook County (Chicago) Illinois containing summary information
on over 126,000 cases from 328 counties. These data supplemented the detailed

information and were used when possible to support national estimates.

In summary, data describing the total number of cases disposed of by
courts with juvenile jurisdiction were available from 1,158 of the 3,143
counties in the United States, containing over 46 percent of the total

population of yoﬁng people under the authority of the juvenile justice system.

Their statistics were used as a base for estimating the total nunber of cases

disposed of b& juvenile courts nationally during 1979. Detailed demographic

and court processing information on each case handled in 1979 was available

from 830 of theée counties, This detailed ihformation was useé to generate a

description of the characteristics of the@children and of the cases disposed

47
[og

of by juvenile courts in 1979.
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Child Population at Risk

Many research efforts base their estimates on total population figures.
However, total population is not as satisfactory when working with juvenile
justice issues. Consider two counties each with a total population of 1000
individuals, one of which reports the total number of cases processed by their
juvenile courts and one which does not. Tf the reportiég county disposed of
50 cases during 1979, a procedure based solely on total population would
estimate that.50 cases were disposed of in the nonreporting county also. But
what if the second county had a large retirement community and, therefore,
fewer juveniles than the reporting jurisdiction? Or what if the juvenile
courts in the first ccunty had original jurisdiction over all children below
the age of 18, while in the second county the upper age of jurisdiction was
only 16? How might these factors affect the accuracy of the estimate of the
second county's juvenile court caseload? C(Clearly in both situations it would
be better to base the estimate of the second county's juvenile court caseload
on the relative size of the two counties' "child population at risk," that

part of the total population that falls under the jurisdiction of the juveniie

court.
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Though both public and private sources were checked extensively, no
source of population estimates by county for single age groups was located for
1979. However, under special contract from the National Cancer Institute, the
Bureau of the Census had produced population estimates for 1978 by county in
five-year agé groupings (0—4{ 5-9, 10-14, and 15-19), Using these data and the
rélative size of each single age group within each five-year age group, as
estimated by the U.S. Bureau of Census, the five year blocks were divided into
individual age groupings. By assuming that the number of children in a birth
cohort did not change from 1978 to 1979 (an assumption which is reasonable
given the low mortality rate of these ajge groups and the brief time period
involved), the number of child from 10 through the upper age of juvenile court
jurisdiction was estimated for each county in the country. These child
population at risk figures became the primary component of the estimation

procedure used to develop national estimates.

The Estimating Procedure

The task was to estimate the total number and characteristics of

delinquent act and status offense cases disposed of by all juvenile courts in

AT e K

The data clearly show that very few children below the e of 10 are '
Y y ne age . 1979. Case totals were available from 1,158 reporting counties (from both

i

referred to court for delingquent acts or status offenses. "Child population . . .
, qu ; those which had reported detailed information on a case-by-case basis and

at risk" was therefore defined as the number of children from 10 through the .
those which had only reported summary totals). For those counties from which

by

upper age of juvenile Jjurisdiction. This nunber appears to be the most . )
ppe g totals were not available, estimates of case totals were generated. Counties

appropriate yardstick for measuring the relative size of court populations. e . . .
P were divided by population at risk into clusters(see Table 1). Estimates of

wk

In fact, the data show that the number of cases disposed of in a county is . i
total cases for nonreporting counties were made by using the information from

more highly correlated with "child population at risk" (Pearson r > 0.90) than . : .
reporting counties within the same cluster. Tt was assumed that the dynamics

with any other variable considered. . . . .
wh1ch~produce;the Juvenile cases within a cluster were shared by all the

T U e ar et T ety oo e y S S Y . . . . « . :
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counties in the cluster and were unique to that clﬁéter. Therefore, the
mathematical model developed to reproduce the total number of cases in each of
the reporting counties within a cluster was applied to nonreporting
jurisdictions of that cluster to generate estimates of their caseloads. The

1977 County and City Data Book (Bureau of the Census, 1978) contains

approximately 200 descriptive variables on individual counties detailing such
information as population, income level, educational characteristics, labor
force, and housing. The county descriptors in this data base were used as the
source of the independent variables in the regression model designed to

predict the number of juvenile cases disposed of in 1979.

Table A

DESCRIPTION OF CLUSTER CHARACTERISTTCS

Number of Number of

Total Number Counties with Counties with

Child. population of Counties (at least) Transactional
Cluster at Risk in Cluster Summary Data Data
1 under 1,000 535 297 189
2 1,000 - 1,999 662 238 1A5
3 2,000 - 2,999 463 144 107
4 3,000 - 3,999 285 87 68
5 4,000 - 5,999 374 87 68
5 6,000 - 8,999 246 73 57
7 9,000 - 14,999 220 72 55
8 15,000 - 39,999 219 84 67
9 40,000 - 99,999 99 41 35
10 100,000 or more 38 24 15
Total 3,143 1,158 830

Given the considerable co-variation and duplication of information in

‘such a large number of variables, a two step procedure was developed to reduce

Lo
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the set of county descriptors to a more manadeable number. 1In the first step
each of the approximately 200 county descriptors found in the Census data was
cofrelated with the reporting\¢ounties' total cases. Only those 99 variables
which were significantly correlated with the number of cases were retained.
The second step in the reduction procedure was to create summary variables,
grouping the remaining 99 individual variables under broader headings. A
principal components factor analysis of the 99 variables yielded 16 summary
factors which’incorporated the distinctions found in the original variables,
accounting for- approximately 68 percent of the variance of the original 99

variables.

These summary factors and the child population at risk estimates were
used as independent variables in regression equations designed to reproduce
the total number of cases handled by each jurisdiction reporting within a
cluster. The appropriate cluster eguation was applied to each nonreporting

jurisdiction, and an estimate of the total number of juvenile cases handled by

' the jurisdiction was produced. Summing the caseloads (both reported and

estimated) of all counties produced the estimated total number of cases
handled nationally. Using this procedure the data from the 1,158 counties for
which summary information was available were used to estimate the total number

of cases handled nationally by courts with juvenile jurisdiction.,

Next, estimates were made of the detailed characteristics of the cases
handled by the juvenile court system--for example, type of offense, sex of
offender, reason for referral, and type of disposition. Underlying these
estimates was the assumption that the chardcteristics of cases from those
counties reporting detailed transactioﬁalyinformation were similar to those of

the nonreporting counties within the same cluster. To implement this
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assumption, a weighting procedure was developed. TIf, for example, the number
of cases within a cluster for which detailed information was available
represented one-third of the estimated total number of cases for that cluster,
each detailed case was weighted by a factor of 3. Using this weighting

procedure, national estimates of the case characteristics were developed.

i s AR
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

The Glossary of Terms was developed to aid readers in understanding the
language used in the tables. Of necessity, some of the definitions are very
general in order to accommodate overlapping and/or imprecisely defined codes

employed by various jurisdictions.

ANY PRIOR REFERRALS? A response to this data element indicates whether the
individual was ever referred and/or processed for any reason
by the court (including intake). Most states report only
prior delinquency referrals, resulting in an underestimate of
prior refe.rals of any kind.

CARE PENDING DISPOSITION: This category refers to the provision made by a
court for the care of a youth pending the disposition of a
case.

* None/Overnight - This category includes all cases in which no
detention or shelter care was provided for the youth overnight.
It may also include some cases of detention overnight, or less
than 24 hours, which could not be distinguished from non—
detentions in the data reported by some states.

* Jail or Police Station - This category includes a municipal,
county, or state facility such as a jail lock-up or police
station where youth are detained.

* Detention Home - This category includes institutions that are
maintained by the Jjuvenile court or by the state or local
government for the purpose of caring for delinquent, dependent,
or neglected children awaiting the disposition of their cases.

* Foster Family or Group Home - A foster family home includes a
family home other than that of relatives in which the youth was
placed. This category also includes temporary care of children
in group homes.

* Combination - This category includes any combination of the
above,

* Other Place - This category can include the home of relatives,
friends, or neighbors; receiving homes; shelter facilities;
boarding homes; and other places not specified.

DELINQUENCY:

DELINQUENT ACT:
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The term "delinquency" is used in its broadest sense to refer
to Jjuvenile actions or conduct in violation of criminal law

and Fjuvenile status offenses. Tn this sense the term

encompasses both "delinquent acts" and "status offenses" as
those terms are defined below.

An act committed by a juvenile for which an adult could be
prosecuted in a criminal court, but for which a juvenile can
be adjudicated in a juvenile court, or prosecuted in a court
having criminal jurisdiction if the juvenile court transfers

jurisdiction: generally, a "felony or misdemeanor level
offense" in states employing those terms. "Delinquent acts"
include "crimes against persons," "crimes against property,"

"drug offenses," and "crimes against public order," as defined

DISPOSITION:

below, when such acts are committed by juveniles,

plan decided upon or begun regarding a particular case.

Waived to Criminal Court - This category includes all cases

which were walved or transferred to a criminal court.

‘Dismissed - This category includes all cases dismissed or held
open for fulfillment of certain conditions with no further

disposition anticipated; some dismissals may involve referrals
to other services.

. Probation — Cases in which youth were placed on court probation
(including informal probation) make up 80 percent of this

category, a category which also includes some cases referred to
other services.

* Institutionalization - This category includes most cases in

which youth were placed in a delinquent or other public
institution.

Public/Private Agencies — This category includes most cases

referred to public of private agencies for placement and some
cases involving commitment to private institutions.

Other — Cases involving fine or restitution make up at least 35

percent of this category which incorporates a variety of

miscellaneous dispositions.

JUVENILE COURT: The term "juvenile court" refers to any court which has

jurisdiction over juvenile misbehavior.

LEGAL COUNSEL (for Petitioned Cases Only):

This variable indicates the nature of legal representation of

the child at the hearing on the petition,

Disposition refers to a definite action taken or a treatment
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MANNER OF HANDLING:
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* Private Counsel - Legal counsel secured by the youth and/or

parents (guardian) of the youth was coded as "private counsel."

* Public Defender — Legal counsel supplied by the Office of the

Public Defender was termed “"public defender."

* Court Appointed - Legal counsel for the youth secured by the

court was referred to as "court appointed.”

* None - When no 1legal counsel was involved in the court

processing of a case, "none" was coded.

RACE:

with the filing of a petition or without a petition.
courts which did not report such data on cases,

This variable indicates whether the case was processed

information was often derived from data indicating that a case
was handled "formally" or "informally," resulted 1in a
"judicial"™ or "nonjudicial” disposition, was disposed of "at
intake" or at a court hearing, or similar data indicative of
the degree of formality or judicial involvement in the matter.

The reporting of race varied greatly. Some states reported
white, black, and other, while a few states reported ten
categories of race. To maximize consistency of the data three
categories of race were employed. The “other" category refgrs
to all races which were reported as anything other than white
or black.

REASON FOR REFERRAL: This variable explains the conduct for which the child

was reierred to court. For states that reported more than one
reason for referral, the primary offense was used to represent
each case.

* Crimes Against Persons - This category includes "criminal
homicide," "“forcible rape," "robbery," "aggravated assau%t,“
"simple assault," and "other person offenses" as defined
below.

1. Criminal dHomicide - The causing of the death of another
person without legal justification or excuse. "Criminal
homicide" is a summary category, not a single codified
offense. The term, in law, embraces all homicides where
the perpetrator intentionally killed someone without
legal justification, or accidentally killed someone as a
consequence of reckless or grossly negligent conduct. It
includes all conduct encompassed by the terms "murder,"
"voluntary (nonnegligent) manslaughter," " involuntary
(negligent) manslaughter," and "vehicular manslaughter."
The term is broader than the Federal Bureau of
Investigation's Uniform Crime Report(UCR) Crime In@ex
category "murder and nonnegligent manslaughter" which
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does not include "negligent manslaughter" or "vehicular
manslaughter,"

Forcible Rape - Sexual intercourse or attempted sexual
intercourse with a female against her will by force or
threat wf force. The term is used in the same sense as
in the UCR Crime Index. (Some states have enacted gender
neutral rape or sexual assault statutes which prohibit
forced sexual penetration of either sex. Data reported
by such states does not distinguish between "forcible
rape" of females as defined above and other sexual
assaults; hence, "forcible rape" may be slightly over—
estimated in this report. For states in which they can
be separately identified sexual assaults other than
"forcible rape" as defined above are included under "sex
offenses" as defined below.)

3. Robbery - The unlawful taking or attempted taking of

property that is in the immediate possession of another
by force or the threat of force. The term is used in the
same sense as in the UCR Crime Index.

Assault - Unlawful intentional inflicting, or attempted

or threatened inflicting, of injury upon the person of

another,

a. Aggravated Assault - Unlawful 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 any injury. The term
is used in the same sense as in the UCR Crime
Index. Tt includes conduct included under the
Statutory names "aggravated assault and battery,"
"aggravated battery," "assault with intent to
kill," Tassault with intent to commit murder or
manslaughter," "atrocious assault," "attempted
murder," "felonious assault," and "assault with a
deadly weapon."

b. Simple Assault - Unlawful intentional inflicting,
or attempted or threatened inflicting, of less than
serious bodily injury without a deadly or dargjerous
weapcn. The term is used in the same sense as in
UCR .reporting. "Simple assault" is often not
distinctly named in statutes since it consists of
all assaults not explicitly named and defined as
serious.

5. Other Offenses Against Persons -~ This category includes

kidnapping, custody interference, unlawful - restraint,

false imprisonment, reckless endangerment, harassment,

etc., and attempts to commit any such acts.

PRSI e =
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* Crimes Against Property - This category includes "burglary,"

"larceny," "motor vehicle theft," arson and vandalism,"
"stolen property offenses," "trespassing,” and "other property
offenses" as defined below. -

1.

3.

Burglary — Unlawful entry or attempted entry of any fixed
structure, vehicle or vessel used for regular residence,
industry, or business, with or without force, with intent
to commit a felony or larceny. The term is used in the
same sense as in the UCR Crime Index. There are more
obstacles to capture of comparable data for this crime
type than for other major offenses because of the great
variation in the manner in which this area of criminal
behavior is structured in penal codes. However the fact
that particular behavior is not identified as "burglary"
in a given state does not mean that the behavior is not
identifiable., Acts not called "burglary" are sometimes
codified as some other offense(s) under a different
name(s) ; such as "breaking and entering," with features
which enable it to be identified as belonging to the
general crime type of "unlawful entry with intent to
commit a crime." (The irreconcilable differences usually
lie in the precise definitions of crime target, as when
one state defines theft from a storage shed or camper as
burglary and another state defines such behavior as
simply larceny. These borderline cases, however, are of
less importance than the relatively clear-cut residential
and commercial structure burglaries.)

Larceny - Unlawful taking or attempted taking of property
other than a motor wvehicle from the  possession of
another, by stealth, without force and without deceit,
with intent to permanently deprive the owner of the
property. This term is used in the same sense as in the
UCR Crime Index.

Motor Vehicle Theft - Unlawful taking, or attempted
taking, of a self- propelled road vehicle owned by
another, with the intent to deprive him of it permanently
or temporarily. The term is used in the same sense as in
the UCR Crime Index. It includes "joyriding" or
"unauthorized use of a motor vehicle" as well as grand
theft auto.

Arson and Vandalism - Destruction or damage, or attempted
destruction or damage, of public property or property of
another without his consent, or of any property by fire
or explosion with intent to defraud.  The term "arson and
vandalism” combines the meanings of "arson" and
"vandalism" as those terms are defined in UCR reporting.
(Inconsistent classification of offenses by different
states makes separate estimation for these two offenses
very difficult.,)

5.

* Drug
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Stolen Property Offenses - Unlawfully and kriowingly

receiving, buying, or possessing stolen property, or
attempting any of the above. The term is used 1n the
same sense as the UCR category “stolen property; buying,
receiving, possessing."

Trespassing - Unlawful entry or attempted entry of the

property of another with the intent to gommit a
misdemeanor, other than larceny, or without intent to
commit a crime.

other Property Offenses - This category includes

extortion and all fraud offenses, such_ as forgery,
counterfeiting, embezzlement, check or credit card frawd,
and attempts to commit any such offenses.

Offenses - The unlawful sale, purchase, distribution,

manufacture, cultivation, transport, possessionﬂ or use of a
controlled or prohibited drug, or attempt to commit these acts.
Ssniffing of glue, paint, gasoline and other inhalants is also
included; hence, the term is broader than the UCR category

"drug abuse violations."

* offenses Against Public Order — This category includes ﬂweapons
offenses," Tsex offenses,"” "drunkenness," "disturbing the
peace," "escape, contempt, probation, parole," and "other

offenses against public order" as defined below.

1.

Weapons Offenses -  Unlawful sale, distripution,
manufacture, alteration, transportation, possesglon, or
use of a deadly or dangerous weapon, Or accessory, oOr
attempt to commit any of these acts. The temm 1S useq in
the same sense as the UCR category “"weapons; carryilng,
possessing, etc."

Sex Offenses - All offenses having & sexual elgment,
except forcible rape. The term combines the meaning of
the UCR categories "prostitution and commercialized vice"

and "sex offenses." It includes all offenses such as
"statutory  rape," "indecent exposure,f ﬁmfsodomy,"
"prostitution,” "solicitation,” “pimping; - "Chllg
molesting," "lewdness," "fornication," "incest,

"adultery," etc.

Drunkenness — The offense of being in a public place
Waile intoxicated through consumption of alcohol, or
intake of a controlled substance or drug. Tt does not
include driving under the influence. The temm is used in
the same sense as the UCR category of the same name.
(Some states treat public drunkenness of juveniles as a
status offense, rather than delinquency; hence, some of
these offenses may appear under the status offense code
"liquor," Where a person who is publicly intoxicated
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including acts which would be offenses if committed by
adults.

. Other Status Offenses - All other conduct which is
declared by statute to be an offense, but only when

committed or engaged in by a juvenile, and which can be
adjudicated only by a juvenile court.

SOURCE OF REFFERRAL:
This variable indicates the
complaint with intake which in

agency or individual filing a
itiates court processing.

* Law Enforcement Agency - The term "law enforcement agency"
should be interpreted as including metropolitan poclice, state
police, park police, sheriffs, constables, police assigned to
the juvenile court for special duty, and all others performing

a police function with the exception of probation officers and
officers of the court

* Parents or Relatives — This category includes the youth's own
parents, foster parents, adoptive parents, step parents,

grandparents, aunts, uncles, and other legal guardians.

* School Department —~ This term includes co
officers, teachers, principals, su
members of the board of education.

unselors, attendance
perintendents of schools, and

* Probation Officer - A probation office
officer of the court or
probation function.

I was considered to be an
any person designated to perform a

* Social Agency - This category includes both public and private
agencies, such as a department of public welfare, the board of
health, a children's aid society, a child welfare board, and
institutions caring for children (such as homes for dependent
children, hospitals, group homes, runaway homes, and agencies
that perform functions of after-care, parole, and correction).

* Other Court - Thig category includes any court other than the
court disposing of the case,

STATUS OFFENSE: Status offense irefers to behavior which is considered an

offense only when committed by a juvenile (for example,
running away from home) .

TIME IN SYSTEM: This refers to the rumber of days elapsed from the date of
referral to the date of disposition,

UNIT OF COUNT: The unit of count is a case disposed of by a court with
juvenile Jjurisdiction during the year 1979. The term
"disposed of" means that some definite action was taken or
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some treatment plan was decided upon or begun. Each "case" 59
represents a child referred to the juvenile court, with or
without a petition, during the year for a new referral for one
of the reasons described in the Reason for Referral variable
which does not include traffic, dependency, and neglect cases
or special proceedings brought before the court.

WAS CHILD DETAINED:
This variable indicates whether a child was placed in a
restrictive facility while his/her case was processed by the
court. Some states did not distinguish "nonsecure detentions"
from "secure detentions" or detentions prior to referral or
following disposition from detentions during the court
process.

APPENDIX C

BIVARIATE DISTRIBUTIONS
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This appendix is designed for use by the reader who wishes to explore in
more depth questions raised by previous sections of the report. The bivariate
tables that follow provide a detailed description of the 1979 data used to
generate the national estimates. The tables present the relationships between

pairs of variables found in the 1979 sample data. The reader should note that

these tables do not represent a national estimate of the relationships between

the variables presented, but are simply an analysis of the cases in the 1979

sample which contain information on both variables simultaneously.

The entire 1979 sample contains information on approximately 470,000
individual cases; however no single table will contain this many entries. For
each individual variable there were some cases which did not, for one reason
or another, contain information on that variable. Each of the bivariate
tables which follows includes data only from cases for which information was
reported for both data elements of the table. For example, case data from
North Dakcta provides no information on the prior referrals of the juvenile.
Therefore, North Dakota data are not represented in any crosstabulations

involving prior referrals.

To reiterate, data for this report were supplied by the following states.

and counties: Alabama, California, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Towa,

Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South

Dakota, Utah, West Virginia, Maricopa County (Arizona), Clark County (Nevada), .

and Shelby County (Tennessee). Table 1 indicates for each variable which of

these states or counties did and did not report data on that variable,

"
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.Table B

Identification of the Sources of Data by Variable

Variable Data Sources

Age AL CACTFLHIIAKAMDMNNENVNDPASDTNUTWV
Sex ALAZCACT“FLHIIAKAM)MNNENVNDPASD’INUTWV
Race ALAZCACTFLHIIAKAMDMNNENVNDPASD'I‘NUTWV
Reason for Referral AL AZ CA CT FL HI IA KA MD MN NE NV ND PA SD TN UT WV
! Source of Referral AL AZ CA CT FL HI TA KA MD MN NE NV ND PA TN UT Wv
Any Prior Referrals? AL AZ CT FL HI TA KA NE NV PA TN Wv
Care Pending Disposition AL FL. TAKAMDMNNENY PASDTN W
Was Child Detained? AL AZ CA CT FL TA KA MD MN NE NV ND PA SD ™ UT WV
Manner of Handling AL AZ CA CT FL HI TA KA MD MN NE NV ND PA SD TN UT WV
Disposition AL AZ CA CT FL HI IA KA MD MN NE NV ND PA SD TN UT wWv
Time in System AL CT HI KA MD MN NE NV ND PA SD UT WV
Legal Counsel caA - NE ND PA
; AL — Alabama MN - Minnesota
; AZ - Maricopa County Arizona NE - Nebraska
3 CA - California NV - Clark County Nevada
CT -+ Connecticut ND — North Dakota
FL - Florida | PA - Pennsylvania
HI - Hawaii - SD - .South Dakota
IA - Iowa ™ - Shelby County Tennessee
KA - Kansas UT - Utah ‘
MD - Maryland , WV - West Virginia
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How to Read Crosstabulations

Consider Table 3 from the collection of crosstabulation tables found in
this Appendix. This table displays the relationship betweén sex and race in
the 1979 sample data. The informaticn in this table should be read as

follows:

= In the 1979 sample 460,760 case records (or 98.03% of the entire
sample) contained information on both the sex and the race of the
youth.

- Of these 450,760 case records, 238,854 are white males, 70,302 are
white females, 76,547 are black males, 19,480 are black females,
44,490 are other males, and 11,087 are other females,

- Reading the "Row Totals", 309,156 (or 67.1%) of the cases are white,
96,027 (or 20.8%) are black, and 55,577 (or 12.1%) of these cases
are coded as other.

- Reading the "Column Totals", 359,891 (or 78.1%) of the case records
are males and 100,869 (or 21.9%) are females.

- The row percentages (the second figure.in each box) should be read
as follows: 77.3% of all white cases in the table are male and
22.7% are female; 79.7% of all black cases in the table are male and
20.3% are female; 80.1% of all other cases in the table are male and
19.9% are female.

— The column percentages (the third figure in each box) should be read
as follows: of all male cases in the table, 66.4% are white, 21.3%
are black, and 12.4% are coded as other; of all female cases in the
table, 69.7% are white, 19.3% are black, and 11.0% are coded as
other. :

The tables that follow present the relationship found in tne 1979 sample

on most pairs of the 12 national variables. The variables are:

— Age

- Sex

~ Race

~ Source of Referral

— Reason for Referral

— Any Prior Referrals
Care Pending Disposition
Was Child Detained?

}
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Table 3
Race by Sex
Count | (1) (2)
Row 3 | Male Female Row
Col & | Total
I | |
| 238854 | 70302 ] 309156
(1) white i 77.3 1 22.7 | 67.1
| 6.4 | 9.7 |
| I |
| 76547 | 19480 | 94”027
(2) Black | 79.7 | 20.3 | 20.8
| 21.3 | 19.3 :
| |
| 44490 | 11087 | 55577
(3) other | 80.1 | 19.9 | 12.1
| 12.4 | 11.0 {
I |

Column 359891 100849 460760
Total 78.1 21.9 100.0

Table contains 98.03% of sample data.

Manner of Handling

Legal Counsel - for Petitioned Cases only
Disposition .

Time in System

The bivariate tables describe the characteristics of the largest set of data
ever collected on delinquency cases handled by the naticn's juvenile courts,
The actual number of cases in each cell indicates the number of cases in the

1979 sample with those two characteristics and should not be interpreted as

national estimates.
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o8
oQ Age Age by
@ by Sex Race
=
oo
| Count (1) (2) Count (1) (2) (3)
= Row % Male Female Row Row % White Black Other Row
Col % Total Col % : Total
5358 1073 8429 4131 1817 387 8335
(1) Less than 10 83.3 18.7 1.5 (1) Less than 10 85.2 28.7 8.1 1.5
1.8 1.1 . 1.4 2.0 0.8
4189 782 4851 3038 1481 347 4864
(2) 10 years 84.2 15.8 1.1 (2) 10 years 82.4 30.4 7.1 1.1
1.2 0.8 1.1 1.8 0.8
6774 1399 8173 43809 2450 664 8023
(3) 11 years 82.9 17.1 1.9 (3) 11 years 81.2 30.5 8.3 1.9
2.0 1.5 1.7 2.8 1.4
13109 3848 168957 10075 4955 1822 16852
(4) 12 years 77.3 22.7 3.9 (4) 12 years 60.5 29.8 8.7 3.9
3.9 4.1 3.5 5.3 3.5
26232 8234 35468 21705 9223 3895 34823
(5) 13 years 74.0 26.0 8.2 (8) 13 years 62.3 26.5 11.2 8.2
7.7 9.7 7.5 © 8.9 8.4
48603 17303 63906 40998 14765 6977 62740
(8) 14 years 72.9 27.1 14.7 {8) 14 years 65.3 23.5 11.1 14.7
: 13.7 18.2 14.3 15.9 15.1
67971 22342 80313 80100 18828 8717 28643
(7) 15 years 75.3 24.7 20.8 (7) 15 years 7.8 ¢ 21.2 11.0 20.8
20.0 23.5 20.9 20.2 21.0
78417 20823 89240 687540 19173 10800 97613
. (8) 18 years 79.0 21.0 22.8 (8) 18 years 69.3 19.8 11.1 22.9
) 23. 1 21.9 23.5 20.8 23.4
84423 16934 | 101357 69776 18783 10941 99500
(8) 17 years 83.3 16.7 23.3 (9) 17 years 70.1 18.9 11.0 23.3
. 24.9 17.8 24.3 20.2 25.7
68687 1228 7895 5184 1855 882 7701
(10) 18 years or clder 84.4 15.8 1.8 (10) 18 years or older 87.3 21.5 11.2 1.8
2.0 1.3 1.8 1.8 1.9
Column 339721 84968 434687 Column 287554 93128 48212 426894
Totai 78.2 21.8 100.0 Total 87.4 21.8 10.8 100.0
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C e s

N

(1) hite

(2) Black

(3) Other

Table 3

Race

by Sex

(1)

Male
‘238854
77.3

6E.4

359891
78.1

e e

- - -

Row
Total

3091586,

67.1

98027
20.8

55577
12.1

460780
100.0
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Table 4 ~ |
4‘ Age by |
Source of referral !
Count (1) (2) (3) (8) . (8) (8) (7)
; Row % Police Parent School Probatn Social Other Other Row ;
: Col % relative officer agency court Total !
! 3387 172 222 9 113 a7 495" 4445 ‘
’ (1) Less than 10 76.2 3.9 5.0 5.2 2.5 1.1 1.1 1.3
' ) 1.1 1.5 2.3 0.1 4.5 0.8 3.4
3079 104 108 24 38 38 343 3732
(2) 10 years 82,5 7 2.8 2.8 0.8 1.0 1.0 9.2 1.1
1.6 ¢ ¢ 0.9 1.1 0.3 1.5 0.5 2.4
5214 17 193 197 55 ] w0 58 451 6218
(3) 11 years 83.9 ; . 3.1 3.2 0.9 0.8 0.9 7.3 1.8
1.8 7' 1.7 2.0 0.6 2.0 0.8 w3
11017 84l a8 179 103 158 |\ B2y 13238
(8) 12 years 83.2 3.7 3.8 1.4 0.8 1.2 6.2 3.8
3.7 4.3 4.9 1.¢ 4.4 2.2 5.8
_____________________________________ SORUQUIIRS SRR, IR ~J
X 23203 1160 1259 547 262 368 1425 28224 w
(5) 13 years 82.2 4.1 4.5 1.9 0.9 1.3 5.0 8.1
7.9 10.2 13.0 5.8 10.5 5.0 9.8
41979 2273 2381 1391 459 784 2048 51295
(8) 14 years 81.8 4.4 4.8 2.7 0.9 1.5 4.0 14.7
14.2 20.0 24.5 14.7 18.4 10.4 14.0
60537 2927 3008 2233 848 1294 2771 73418
(7) 15 years 82.5 4.0 4.1 3.0 0.9 1.8 3.8 21.0
20.5 25.8 31.0 23.8 .26.90 17.7 19.0
: 68378 2552 | ' 1245 2392 507 | 1923 1} 3224 80221
. (8) 16 years 85,2 3.2 1.8 3.0 0.8 2.4. 4.0 22.9
i 23;ﬁ 22.5 12.8 25.3 20.3 26.2 22.1 |
i 73025 1433 . 759 2020 294 2304 2758 82593
‘j (9) 17 years 88/4 1.7 0.9 2.4 0.4 2.8 3.3 23.8
: z4/8 12.8 7.8 21.4 11.8 31.4 18.9
i 4925 44 52 800 20 372 248 8261 :
(10) 18 years or older 78.7 0.7 0.8 9.8 0.3 5.9 4.0 1.8 §
H 1.7 0.4 0.5 8.3 0.8 5.1 1.7 ;
H Column 294744 11342 9708 9450 2494 7326 14584 349845 :
5; Tota? 84.3 3.2 2.8 2.7 0.7 2.1 4.2 100.0 .
) TS TN 7 ) )
e ' ’ )i y ® m
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(2)

(3)

()

(5)

(8)

(7)

e

iR S 01

Table 5
Source of referral
by Sex

Count (1) (2)

Row % Male Female
Col %

262307 62865
Police 80.7 19.3
87.2 76.3
5668 8039
Parent or relative 48 .4 51.6
1.9 7.3
6683 34438
Scheol 66.0 34.0
2.2 4.2
7088 2532
Probation officer 73.7 28.3
2.4 3.1
2000 1580

Social agency 55.9 44 .1
0.7 1.9
6076 1848
Other court 76.7 23.3
2.0 2.2
11008 ‘4085

Other 72.9 27.1
3.7 5.0

Column 300838 82405

- Total 78.5 21.5

»

Row
Total

325172
84.8

11707
3.1

" 10129

2.6

15103
3.9

383243
100.0

Table 6
' Source of referral
by Race
Count (1) (2)
Row % white Black
Col %
209734 81014
(1) Police - 65.9 19.2
84.6 81.5
) 7775 3394
(2) Parent or ralative 87.1 29.3
3.1 4.5
5978 2771
(3) School 63.7 29.5
2.4 3.7
8860 1222
(4) Probation officer 73.4 13.1
: 2.8 1.8
2464 502
(5)- Social agency 72.0 14.7
4 1.0 0.7
5652 993
(8) Other court 74.5 13.1
2.3 1.3
9428 4963
(7) Other . 63.0 33.2
5.8 6.8
o Coiumn 247888 74859
Q } Total 68.2 20.0
,' S » )A.’\

Row
Total

318307
85.0

11585
3.1

14966
4.0

374605
100.0
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o Table 7
iy Age by
: Reason for referral
‘ Count (1) (2) (3) (8)
: Row % Against Against Drugs Public
i Cotl % persons property order
: : 574 | | 4223 a0 589
: (1) Less than 10 9.0 66.3 0.8 9.2
i 1-1 2.0 0.1 0.9
} ; 559 3419 a1 402
: (2) 10 years 11.3 69.3 0.8 8.1
: . 1.1 1.6 0.1 0.6
; 947 5405 90 768
¢ (3) 11 years 11.8 66.4 1.1 9.4
i 1.9 2.5 0.3 1.2
k 2003 10582 337 1873
i (4) 12 years 11.¢ 82.5 2.0 9.9
; S 4.0 5.0 1.2 2.7
: 4032 | 19956 1175 3878
: (5) 13 years 11.4 58.5 3.3 11.0
g 8.0 9.4 4.1 6.2
: 7119 32900 2967 7733
: (6) 14 years 11.2 51.7 4.7 12.1
; 14.1 15.4 10.4 12.3
? , 10070 43608 5528 12420
; (7) 15 years 11.2 48.5 6.1 13.8
: 20.0 20.4 19.4 19.8
! 11622 | ase17 7847 | 15419
: (8) 18 years 11.8 46.5 7.9 15.8
‘ 23.1 21.5 27.8 24.5
12505 | 43ga2 9752 | 18207

(8) 17 years 12.4 43.8 8.7 18.1
| 24.8 20.8 34.2 29.0
? 951 3303 727 1786
: (10) 18 years or oider i2.1 42.0 9.3 22.7
: 1.9 1.5 2.6 2.8
; Column 50382 213255 28502 62875
i Total 11.8 49.3 8.8 14.5
e o N .

5 ¥
- - : )
N -

(5)
Status

Row
Totatl

6373
1.8

16900
3.9

35335
8.2

€3349
14.7

89931
20.8

98744
22.8

100780
23.3

7855
1.8

A32644
100.0

SL

g

R 4

[

34



Table B8

Reason for referpral

Count
Row %
Col %

(1) Against persons

(2) Against property

(3) Drugs

(4) Against public order

(5) Status

Column
Total

by Sex

(1)
Male

- s s mn e

- - -

- - -

102694
22.0

Row
Total

54490
1.7

230659
49.4

30304
8.5

67352
i14.4

84527
18.1

467332
100.0

Count
Row %
Col %

(1) Agafnst persons

(2) Against property

(3) Drugs

(8) Against public order

(5) Status

Column
Totatl

Table g
Reason. for referral

by Race

(1) (2)

White Black
26609 18687
48.3 34.8
8.8 19.5
149729 51630
85.9 22.7
48.3 54.0
22762 3444
78.1 i1.5
7.4 3.8
44708 12005
68.0 18.3
14.5 12.8
64028 9843
78.2 12.0
20.8 10.3
307834 95609
87.1 20.8

4

Row
Total

53985 i
11.8 :

2271585
49.5

29918
8.5

IR T N B, i

65722
4.3

9L

81868
17.8

458648
100.0

.‘0 -

30
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Count
Rcw %
Col %
Against persons
Against properiy
Drugs
Against public order
Status
Column
Total

;
oy

(1)
Police

323917
84.8

(2)
Parent
relative

Table 10

Reason for referral
by Source of referral

(3) (4) - (8)
School Probatn. Social
officer agency
761 390 240
1.7 0.9 0.5
7.8 4.1 8.7
1074 757 339
‘0.8 0.4 0.2
10.8 7.9 9.5
488 183 88
1.9 0.7 0.4
4.8 1.7 2.4
943 39865 877
1.7 7.1 1.2
9.3 41.3 19.0
6883 4322 2215
9.9 8.2 3.2
67.9 45.0 62.3
10109 8587 3557
2.8 2.5 0.9

! &3
#
S
3

e i - .-

15018
3.9

Row
Total

45271
11.9

188540
48.9

24238
8.3

58070
14.7

69649
18.2

381768

100.0
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

7

Table 11
Age by

Any prior referrals?

Count
Row %
Col %

Less than 10

10 years
11 years
12 years
13 years
14 years
15 years
16 years

17 years

18 years or older

Column
Total

(1)
Yes

- e - ——

86855
43.8

111310
58.2

¢

3

Row
Total

3874
2.0

18939
8.5

29968
15. 4

42160
21.3

43660
22.0

43338%
21.9

2577

198165
100.0

(1) Male

(2) Female

(1) ¥hite

(2) Black

(3) Other

Table 12
Sex by

Any prior referrals?

Count
Row %
Col %

Column
Total

(1)

Yes

Table 13

Race by

(2)
No

119727
55.9

Any prior referrals?

Count
Row %
Col %

(1)

Yes

e L L

Coijumn
Total

93783
44.2

(2)
No

Row
Total

185136
77.1

49141
22.3

214277
100.0

Row

Total

148730
70.2

52330
24.7

10809
5.1

211928
100.0

8L




1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(8)

(8)

(7)

Table 14

Source of referrail by
Any prior referrails?

Count
Row %
Col %

Police

Parent or relative
School

Probation officer
Social agency
Other court

Other

Cotlumn
Total

AN

(1 (2) Count
Yes No Row Row %
Total Col %
50117 63440 113557
44 .1 55.9 80.4 (1) Against persons
81.0 79.8
3002 4394 73986
40.8 59.4 5.2 (2) Against property
4.9 5.5
1771 2481 4252
41.7 58.3 3.0 (3) Drugs,
2.8 3.1
1958 334 2289
85.4 14.6 1.8 (4) Against public order
3.2 0.4
gog |  ess 1598
58.9 43.1 1.1 (5) Status
1.5 0.9
858 1558 2414 Column
35.5 84.5 1.7 Total
1.4 2,0
3246 8568 9812
33.1 686.9 6.9
5.2 8.3 )

61887 79459 141318
43.8 56.2 100.0

7

Table 15

(1)

Yes

94185
44.1

Reason for referral by
Any prior referrals?

(2)
No

- -

119227
55.9

Row
Total

24053
11.3

105327
49.4

12218
5.7

32303
15.1

39511
18.5

213412
100.0
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Table 18
Age by
Numper ofvprlor referrals

Count 1) (2) (3) (4)

Row % None One Two Three
Col %
1618 197 50 24
(1) Less than 10 : 83.8 10.2 2.8 1.2
' 2.3 0.9 0.5 0.4
’ 1255 181 58 31
(2) 10 years ) - 79.2 11.4 3.5 2.0
! 1.8 0.9 0.5 0.5
________ Ton o ot o e by bt F s o v § o o o e
1807 339 141 58
(2) 11 years ?2.14- 13.5 5.8 2.3
2.5 t1.8 1.3 0.9
- : 3508 783 344 194
(4) 12 years 87..7 15.1 8.8 3.7
4.9 3.7 3.3 3.0
Y 6540 1694 787 451
(5) 13 years 62.6 18.2 7.5 4.3
8.2 8.1 7.5 7.1
‘ 10978 3275 1535 . 931
(8) 14 ypars 58.0 17.3 8.1 4.9
g 15.4 15.8 14.8 14.8
14863 4919 2532 15§§
(7) 15 years : 53.7 17.8 9.2 5.8
20.9 . 23.4 24.1 24 .1
! 15257 4732 2485 1502
(8) 18 years 54.8 17.0 8.9 5.4
21.5 22.8 23.€ 23.6
' 14667 4704 2467 1589
(9) 17 years ; '52.8 16.9 8.8 5.8
20.8 22.4 23.5 24.5
-3 ] 180 120 87
(10) 18 y=zars or older 50.2 15.5 9.8 7.1
: ’ . 0.9 0.9 171 ‘1.4
N Column 71103 . 21014 ~—i0517 = 8374
. NI Total 56.8 16.8 8.4 5.1
<
§ A ~,,"W““»;; s
o - . LRy
Lo o ;f/>;f‘ X
3 . L R
: Yo
y A &G N R

(5)
Four

N =
N®O

anNnN
o a e

-
awa
WO

N b
&HWw o
w~w

N
WWw
N U1

(8)
Five or
more

10453
8.4

18925
15. 1

27863
22.1

27830
22.2

27887

22.3

125183
100.0
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Table 17 Table 18
Number of prior referrals Number of prior referrals
by Sex by Race
: Count (1) (2) Count (1) (2) (3)
Row % Male Female Row Row % White Black Other
Col % Total Col %
58366 20457 78823 ‘ 57102 15829 4362
(1) None 74.0 28.0 58.2 (1) None 73.9 20.5 5.8
53.1 87.8 : 80.9 46.86 42.8
18928 4605 23533 15491 5947 1732
(2) one 80.4 19.8 16.8 (2) One 66.9 25.7 7.5
17.2 15.3 16.5 17.5 16.9
9811 2017 11828 - 7382 33386 954
(3) Two 82.9 17. 1 8.4 (3) Two 63.2 28.6 8.2
. 8.9 8.7 7.9 8.8 9.3
8117 1103 7218 4328 2148 642
(4) Three 84.7 15.3 5.1 (4) Three 80.8 30.2 9.0
5.8 3.8 4.8 8.3 8.3
4182 852 4834 2740 1548 488
(5) Four 86.5 13.5 3.4 (5) Four 57.4 32.4 10.2
3.8 2.2 2.9 4.8 4.8
! 12800 1354 13954 8877 5128 2082
(8) Five or more 90.3 9.7 10.0 (6) Five or more 48.2 37.0 14.9
11.5 4.5 7.1 15. 1 20.1
Column 110004 30188 140190 Column 93720 33934 10240
Total 78.5 21.5 100.0 Total 68.0 24.6 7.4
s .
. - " b ‘ N
;:} / i g . N “, -t»,'\
, S o e :

Row
Total

77293
56.1

23170
16.8

13865,
10. 1

137894
100.9
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oty
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i
Count
Row %
Col %
: (1) Police
; (2) Parent or retative
(3) School
(4) Probation officer
: (5) Social agency
: (8) Other court
(7) Other
Column
Total
:
i
? &
i
i
S L

o

-

Table 19

Source of referral by
Number of prior referrals

(2) (3) (4) (5) (8) ‘
One Two Three Four Five or Row ; -
more Total i {
........................................ ) 3
18711 9453 5801 3942 11902 | 112805 i
16.8 8.4 5.1 3.5 10.8 80.6 i
79.8 80.0 80.4 81.7 85.5 ‘
1393 652 314 189 356 7187
19.4 9.1 4.4 2.8 5.0 5.1 !
5.9 5.5 4.4 3.9 2.8
815 387 214 111 193 4155 :
19.8 9.3 5.2 2.7 4.6 3.0 J
3.5 3.3 3.0 2.3 i.4
496 338 284 224 613 2239
21.7 14.8 12.4 9.8 26.8 1.8
2.1 2.9 3.9 4.8 4.4
________________________________________ %
298 189 122 69 191 1521 :
19.8 12.4 8.0 4.5 12.6 1.1 s
1.3 1.8 1.7 1.4 1.4
375 155 107 e7 153 2408
15.8 6.4 4.4 2.8 6.4 1.7
1.8 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.1
1422 647 370 225 518 9662
14.7 8.7 3.8 2.3 5.3 6.9
8.0 5.5 5.1 4’7 3.7
23510 11821 7212 4827 13924 140007
18.8 8.4 5.2 3.4 9.9 100.0
. "V.VA
. ,’/
o ?; o
X # ’ .
G i



Table 20

Reason for referral by
Number of prior referrals

o g s R e S -

)

{5) Status

- -

{1) Against persons

(2) Against property

(4) Against public order

Column
Total

38388
57.1

-t

- -

78371
56.2

(2)
One

Y

- n - -

- g -

- 2 -

23407
18.8

(3)
Two

-t

Q

(4)
Three

- -

(§)
Four

- o o G -

(8)
Five or Row

more Total
1909 | 1e594
11.5 1.9
13.7

‘6004 | 87239
10.3 48.2
49.8
482 7302
6.8 5.2
3.8 )
2084 | 22304
13.3 18.1
21.4

te42 | asess
8.3 18.8
11.8

13921 = 139487
10.0  100.0
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| . § ) \ : Table 21

. Age by
¢ Care pending disposition

{ Count (N (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)
: Row % None Jail or Detent- Foster Combin- Other Row H
! Col % jovernght police fon home famitly ation Total ;
: 4354 12 93 75 1 23 | a4ss8
8 (1) Less than 10 95.5 0.3 2.0 1.8 0.0 0.5 2.0 ¢
£ 2.3 0.4 0.3 2.5 0.4 0.5 i
2961 10 144 38 1 21 3173
(2) 10 years 93.3 0.3 4.5 1.1 Gou 0.7 1.4
1.8 0.3 0.5 1.2 0.4 0.5
4398 15 240 60 0 35 4748
(3) 11 years 892.8 0.3 5.1 1.3 0.0 0.7 2.1
: 2.3 0.5 0.8 2.0 0.0 0.8
8353 a1 879 136 . 10 110 9329
(4) 12 years 89.5 0.4 7.3 1.5 0.1 i.2 4.1 ;
4.4 1.3 2.3 4.5 4.4 2.8 i
________________________________________________ 0 )
15884 124 1938 312 13 3i9 | 18590 - ‘
(5) 13 years 85.4 0.7 10.4 1.7 0.1 1.7 8.1 !
‘ 8.4 4.0 8.5 10.2 5.8 7.5 ;
o 27130 298 4134 633 32 682 32809 g
(8) 14 years 82.4 0.9 12.8 1.9 0.1 2.1 14.4 y
‘ 14.4 9.8 13.9 20.8 14.2 16.1 ? 4
% 37130 563 6555 710 31 1020 46009
H (7) 15 years 80.7 1.2 14.2 1.5 0.1 2.2 20.1
! 19.7 18.1 22.0 23.3 13.7 24.1
; 42132 945 7%30 682 87 1132 52888
5 (8) 18 years 80.0 1.8 14.7 1.3 0.1 2.1 23.1
i 22.4 30.5 28.0 22.4 29.8 268.7
;f 42559 1048 7808 390 87 - 854 52728
5 (9) 17 years 80.7 2.9 14.8 0.7 0.1 . 1.8 23.1
b 22.8 33.8 26.2 12.8 28.8 20.2
% 3239 46 454 15 4 42 3800
: (10) 18 years or oilder 85.2 1.2 11.9 C.4 0.1 1.1 1.7
i : 1.7 1.5 1.5 0.5 1.8 1.0
£ ULy P DEg e apiy JE Sy [ Iy Sy U e,
{ Cotumn 18814 3102 29775 3049 22¢ 4238 228530
¢ Total 82.3 1.4 13.0 1.8 0.1 1.9 - 100.0
E
= { )
" i ‘ !
: . ‘ £ e o 4
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0 ! ' - i
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Table 22

Care pending disposition

None overnight

Jail/police station

Detention home

Foster family

Combination

Other

Column
Total

by Sex

1)
Male

148154
77.5
83.2

23528
78.6

178003
76.8

(2)
Female

Row
Total

191047
82.5

231698
100.0

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

Combination

None overnight

Jaii/police station

Detention home

Foster family

Column

Table 23
Care pending disposition

by Race
(1) (2)
White Black
139446 48073
73.5 25.3
82.7 82.8
2495 528
80.3 17.0
1.5 0.9
20307 8642
68.3 29.1
12.0 14.9
2559 430
83.1 14.0
1.5 0.7
169 59
74.1 25.9
0.1 0.1
3739 455
87.5 10.6
-2.2 0.8
168715 58187
73.3 25.3

Total

Row
Total

189786
82.4

230208
100.0

g8

o et e e
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Table 24

Source of referrat by
Care pending disposfition

Count (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Row % None Jail er Detent- Foster Combin- Other Row

Col % |overnght police f{on home famijy ation Total

99031 2412 15282 887 170 11868 119050

(1) Police 83.2 2.0 /12.8 0.8 0.1 1.0 768.8
76.7 82.5 '82.2 46.5 74.8 85.8

8197 143 849 521 15 203 9928

(2) Parent or relative 82.6 1.4 8.8 5.2 0.2 2.0 8.4
8.3 4.9 4.8 24.8 8.8 11.4

6367 19 152 38 3 41 6618

(3) School 88.2 0.3 2.3 0.5 0.0 0.6 4.3
4,9 0.8 0.8 1.7 1.3 2.3

1813 108 1241 113 7 122 3204

(4) Probaticn officer 50.3 3.4 8.7 3.5 0.2 3.8 2.1
1.2 3.7 6.7 5.3 3.1 8.9

999 36 423 218 11 111 1798

(5) Social agency 55.8 2.0 23.5 12.1 0.8 6.2 1.2
0.8 1.2 2.3 10.3 4.8 8.3

‘ 2082 28 108 4 7 12 2221

(8) Other court 92.8 1.3 4.9 0.2 0.3 0.5 1.4
1.8 1.0 0.8 0.2 3.1 0.7

) 10924 178 533 243 15 119 12012

(7) Other 80.9 1.5 4.4 2.0 0.1 1.0 7.8
8.5 8.1 2.9 11.8 8.8 8.7

Column 129193 2924 18588 2122 228 1778 154831

Total 83.4 1.9 12.0 1.4 0.1 1.1 100.0
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Table 25 Table 26 :
i
- Reason for referral by Care pending disposition
Care pending disposition by Any prior referrals? !
Count 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) * Count 1) (2) |
Row % None Jall or Detent- Foster Combin- Other Row Row % Yes No Row ;
Col % jovernght police {on home family  ation Total Col % Total I
18233 402 4089 82 23 200 23989 49808 86220 1360286 f
(1) Against persons 80.2 1.7 17.0 0.3 0.1 0.8 10.4 (1) None overnight 33.8 83.4 78.9 !
10.1 12.9 13.7 2.0 10.1 4.7 68.7 85.4 f
95783 1370 13857 329 1} 801 112239 1314 1287 2601
(2) Against property 85.3 1.2 12.3 0.3 0.1 0.7 48.8 (2) dail/police station 50.5 49.5 1.8 ‘
50.3 a4.1 46.5 10.7 43.4 18.8 1.8 1.3
12424 123 1447 29 13 88 14122 . 17728 9511 27239 ,
(3) Drugs 88.0 0.9 10.2 0.2 0.1 0.8 6.1 (3) Detention heme 65. { 34.9 15.8 ]
8.5 4.9 4.9 0.9 5.7 2.0 24.8 9.4
28801 514 5203 359 39 313 35029 1270 1571 2841 |
(4) Against public order 81.8 1.5 14.9 1.0 c.1 0.9 15.2  (4) Foster family 44.7 55.3 1.6 i
15.0 18.5 17.8 11.7 17.1 7.3 1.8 1.6 i
34308 698 5230 2285 54 2889 45444 135 93 228 3
(5) Status 78,8 1.5 11.5 5.0 0.1 8.3 9.7 (5) Combination 59.2 40.8 0.1
18.0 22.5 17.5 74.6 23.7 87.2 ' 0.2 0.1
Column 190348 3107 29808 3064 228 4289 230823 1200 2285 3485
Total 82.5 1.3 12.8 1.3 0.1 1.8 100.0 (8) Other 34.4. 65.6 2.0
‘ 1.7 2.3
Column 71453 100987 172420
Total 41.4 58.8 100.0
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(1) None
(2) Qne
(3) Two
(4) Three

(5) Four

(8) Five or more

Column
To}al

“

(1)
Mone
overnght

50879
'84.8

- - -

Number of prior\referrals

=
27

Table Q

by Care pending disposition

(2)
Jail or
police

]

)

3

1
WHW!I -
« o aa |
amm:qow

-h

N

N
o -h
nbH

(3)
Detent-
fon home

6390
10.8
39.3

- - -

e R

s

(4

Foster

family

(5)
Combin-
ation

- - -

- -

-~ - -

<N
[~ 2 ]

o

6814
8.9

98271
100.0
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Table 28 Table 29

Age by Sex by

B s 3

g
Was child detained?

Was child detained?

(34

T ool
%Qélwvm;&é».km«mme;—w,,WW.}-W

Count (1) 2) Count: (1) (2)
Row % Yes Row Row % Yes No Row
Col % Total Col % - Total
. 287 8062 8349 67582 | 275708 | 343290
(1) Less than 10 4.5 95.5 1.8 (1) Male 19.7 80.3 77.7
0.4 1.8 78.3 77.8
393 4422 4815 _ 18780 79477 98257
(2) 10 years 8.2 g1.8 1.2 (2) Female 19.1 80.9 22.3
0.5 1.3 21.7 22.4
770 7138 } . 7908 Column 88362 355185 441547
(3) 11 years 9.7 90.3 1.9 Total 19.6 80.4 100.0
1.0 2.2
2120 14145 18285
(4) 12 years 13.0 87.0 4.0
2.7 4.3
5439 | 28170 | 33808 3
(5) 13 years 18.2 83.8 8.3
7.0 8.8 Table 30
11082 43844 50908 Race by
(8) 14 years 18.5 81.5 14.7 Was child detained?
14.2 14.8
18853 87287 83940 Count (1) (2)
(7) 15 years 19.8 80.2 20.8 Row % Yes No . Row
21.4 20.4 Col % Total
j9671 | 72572 | 92243 , 51813 | 243181 | 294974
(8) 18 years 21.3 78.7 22.7 - (1) White 17.8 82.4 es8.0
25.3 22.1 60.5 69.8
20370 74375 94745 18710 73299 92009
(9) 17 years 21.5 78.5 23.3 (2) Black 26.3 79.7 2%.2
26.2 -22.8 21.9 21.0
1115 8055 7170 15052 31909 48981
(10) 18 years or older  15.8 84.4 1.8 (3) Other 32.1 67.9 10.8
1.4 1.8 17.8 9.2
Column " 17880 328070 | 408850 Column 85575 348389 433944
Totﬂ‘ 19. 1 80.9 100.0 Total 19.7 80.3 100.0
i ; s
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? Table 31 Table 32

Socurce of referral by

Reason for referrat
Was child detained?

by Was child detained? ;

Count ' (1)

o

Count (1) (2) (2) !
Row % Yes No / Row Row % . Yes No Row . ! .
Col % 1 Tatal Col % Total 3
68018 | 238711 | 304729 14848 36341 50989 : - k
(1) Police 21.7 78.3 £5.3 (1) Against persons 28.7 71.3 11.6 ;
89.8 84.1 _ 17.0 10.3 :
TTie0s | sesa 11369 39795 | 178857 | 218852 :
(2) Parent or retlative 12.4 87.8 3.2 (2) Against property 18-.2 81.8 49.7
1.9 3.5 ; 48.2 50.6
-_-_55;- -_-;;;Q- 9984 4598 24271 28987
(3) Schoo! T 3.1 98.9 2.8 (3) Drugs 16.2 83.8 6.8
' 0.4 3.4 5.4 8.9
2189 318; 5897 13787 48847 62634 :
(4) Probation officer 37.1 82.9 1.7 (4) Against public order 22.0 78.0 14.2 :
3.0 1.3 18.0 13.8
--13;;- - ;1;2- 3528 13248 65231 78478
: ‘ {5) Social agency as.o 81.0 1.0 (5) Status 18.9 83.1 17.8
1.9 0.8 15.4 18.5 ©
--------- - o - - : : - W W W - - e o em - o
852 8189 7041 Cotwin 86174 353547 439721
(8) Other court 12.1 87.9 2.0 Total 13.8 80.4 100.0
1.2 2.2
1363 13375 14738
(7) Other 9.2 90.8 4.1
1.9 4.7 .
""""" wem—m——~ Table 33
Cotumn 723508 283778 357284 !
Total 20.8 79.4 100.0 Any prior refearrals? i
: by Was child detained? . o
Count (. (2) :
Row % Yes No Row i
Col % Total :
22939 | 877786 | 90715 ﬁ
(1) Yes 25.3 74.7 43.7
85.2 39.3 o v
12225 | 104581 | 118808 By -
(2) No 10.5 89.5 56.3 -
34.8 80.7 :
: Column 35184 172357 . 207521 -
: Total 16.9 83.1 100.9 i
§ §, y
B . !
i i N
i ) : .
q\\_%‘:y I !



(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

Table 34

Number of prior referrals
by Was child detained?

Non=

One

Two

Three

Four

‘Five or more

Count (1)
Row % Yes
Col %

- -

Column 24007

Total 18.0

(2)
"No

- - —————

109365
82.0

Row
Total

75883
56.9

22398
16.8

11168
8.4

8774
5.1

4541
3.4

12828
9.5

133372
100.0

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

: 2
Neone overnight ’ 0.
o

2
Combination 28.
(o]

Table 35

Care pending disposition
by Was child detained?

Count (1)
Row % Yes
Col %

Jatl/police station 100.0

Detention home 100.0

1
Foster family 0.0
0.0

Column 33
Total 1

(2)
No

- -

Row
Total

1911985
82.5

231888
100.0
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

G (8)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Table 36
Age by

Manner of handling

Count
Row %
Col %

Less than 10

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years or older

Column
Total

(1)
Without
petition

P

e L ]

2321386
53.5

(2)
With
petition

- -

1465
22.8
0.7

2021863
46.5

Row
Total

6430
1.5

4948
1.1

8189
1.9

16955
3.9

35466
8.2

63884
14.7

90283
20.8

99138
22.8

101156
23.3

7889
1.8

434299

100.0

(1) Male

(2) Female

(1) White

(2) Black

(3) Other

T

able 37

Sex by

Manner of handling

Count (1) (2)
Row % Without With
Col % petition petition
188771 177198
51.6 48.4
73.7 83.3
67375 356850
85.4 34.6
26.3 16.7
Column 256148 212848
Total 54.6 45.4
Table 38
Race by

Manner of handling

Count
Row %
Col %

- ——-—

Column
Total

(1)
Without
petition

174469
56.5

- - -

=

252358
54.8

(2)
With
petition
134374
43.5 .

B84.8

207917
45.2

Row
Total

365967
78.0

103025
22.0

468892
100.0

Row
Total

308843
a7.1

95854
20.8

55578
12. 1

460275
100.0

c6
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

8

(7)

L
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Table 39

Source of referral
by Manner of handling

Count
Row %
Col %

Police

Parent or relative

School

Probation officer

Soctial agency

Other court

Other

Column
Total

(1)
Without
petiticn

182901
56.2

210438
54.9

o

(2)
With
petition

142457
43.8

173038
45.1

Row
Total

325358
84.8

11709
3.1

10135
2.8

9642

3582
0.9

7838
2.1

15112
3.9

383474
100.0

-

(1) Against

Tabie 40

Reason for referral
by Manner of handling

Count
Row %
Col %

persons

(2) Against property

(3) Drugs

(4) Against publiic order

(8) Status

Column
Total

(1)
Without
petition

21521
39.5
8.4

117178
50.8

254934
54.8

(2)
With
petition

- - - -

212208
45.4

Row
Total

54455
11.7

230560
49.4

30307
6.5

87308
14.4

84514
18.1

487142
100.0

€6
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(1) Yes

(2) No

S

Table 41

Any prior referrals?
by Manner of handliing

Count
Row %
Col %

Column
Tetal

(1
Without
petition

- 37848
40.2

111307
- 52.0

(2)
With
petition
58364
59.8
54.9

102580
48.0

" Row
Total

94212
44.0

119875
58.0

213887
100.0

(1{WNone
(2) one
(3) Two
(4) Three

(5) Four

Table 42

Number of prior referrals
by Manner of hand1 ing

Count
Row %
Col %

(B) Five or more

N

Column ..

Total

]

(1)
Without
petition

70624
50.3

(2)
With
petition

- - an o -

69663
49.7

)

Row
Total

78881
56.2

23546
ie.s

11840
8.4

7223
5.1

4836
3.4

13981
10.0

140287

100.0

(49
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Table 43
- Care pendingAdisposition
by Manner of handling
Count (1) (2)
Row % Without With Row
Col % petition petition Total
110238 | 8os26 | 190882
(1) None overnight 57.8 42.2 82.5 (1) Yes
89.1 74.9
732 2361 3093
(2) Jail/police station ’ 23.7 76.3 1.3 {(2) No
0.8 2.2 ‘
8748 20999 29745
(3) Detention home 29.4 70.8 12.9
7.1 18.5
4313 1771 3084
(4) Foster family 42.8 57.4 1.3
1.1 1.3
20 208 228
(5) Combination 8.8 91.2 o.1
0.0 0.2
26825 184S 4270
(8) Other 81.5 38.5 1.8
2.1 1.5
Column 123872 107610 231282
Total 53.5 48.5 100.0
{13 . %’\//’//,
, , .
Sd\r N 1
N -
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Table 44

" Was child detained?
by Manner of handiing

Count
Row %
Col %

Column
Total

e

(1) (2)
Without With
patition petition
34338 51898

39.8 60.2
13.8 28.8
214103 | 141018
60.3 39.7
88.. 73.1
248441 = 192914
5¢.3 43.7

Row
Total

86234
19.5

355121
86.5

441355
100.0
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Row
Total

8401
1.5

168782
3.9

351368
8.2

63281
14.7

89518
.20.8

98344
22.8

100373
23.3

7820
1.8

430633
100.0

Table 45
Age by
Disposition
Count (t) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Row % Waived Dismiss Proba- Insti- Pub/Priv  0Other
Col % [criminal tion tution. agency
7 4612 1294 31 72 385
(1) Less than 10 0.1 72.1 20.2 0.5 1.1 6.0
' 0.2 2.1 0.9 0.1 0.7 1.3
3 3318 1138 39 72 323
(2) 10 years ’ 0.1 67.8 23.3 0.8 1.5 8.6
. : 0.1 1.5 0.8 0.2 0.7 1.1
3 5093 2212 107 178 492
(3) 11 years 0.¢ 63.0 27.4 1.3 2.2 8.1
0.t 2.3 1.5 0.5 1.8 1.7
9 9538 5382 479 429 1045
(4) 12 years 0.1 58.8 32.1 2.3 2.8 6.2
0.3 4.4 3.8 1.7 4.3 2.7
_ 15 18251 12286 1304 1080 2200
(5) 13 years 0.0 51.9 35.0 3.7 3.1 8.3
0.5 8.4 8.2 8.0 10.8 7.7
, 74 30889 23208 3281 1852 3897
(8) 14 years 0.1 48.8 36.7 5.2 3.1 8.2
2.8 14.2 15.5 14.9 18.5 13.8
215 42983 3297¢ 5292 2489 5569
(7) 15 years 0.2 48.0 38.8 5.9 2.8 6.2
7.4 18.8 22.0 24.2 24.8 18.5
. 659 47057 35805 5882 2240 8721
(8) 18 years 0.7 47.8 36.4 8.0 2.3 8.8
22.7 21.8 23.9 28.8 22.3 23.8
1668 51309 33457 5249 1433 7259
(9) 17 years 1.7 51.1 33.3 5.2 1.4 7.2
57.4 23.8 22.3 24.0 14.3 25.4
‘ 248 4482 1948 348 83 |5 710
(10) 18 years or older 3.2 57.3 24.9 4.5 {.1 9.1
8.8 2.1 1.3 1.8 0.8 2.8
Column 2900 217832 149700 21872 10028 286801
Total 0.7 50.5 34.8 5.1 2.3 6.6
5 .
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(1) Waived criminal 95.1

(2) Dismissed

(3) Probation

(4) Institution 89.9

(5) Public/Private agen 74.7

(8) Other

Table 46

Disposition
by Sex

Count (1)
Row % Male

181798
75.8
50.0

124027
79.9

(2)
Female

Column 383240
Total 78.1

102085
21.9

Row
Total

3008
0.8

239797
51.5

155321

33.4

23793
S.1

10409
2.2

32979
7.1

485305
100.0

(1) wWaived criminal
(2)AD|smlssed

(3) Probation

(4) Institution

(5) Public/Private agen
(8) Other

Column
Total

S SRR R T

Table 47
Disposition
by Race
(1) (2)
Whi te Bluck
1466 1212
49.4 40.8
0.5 1.3
156283 52387
66.1 22.2
50.9 §5.1
107678 27184
70.3 17.8
35.1 28.8
12718 8750
53.8 28.8
4.1 7.1
7187 1796
70.7 17.7
2.3 1.9
21444 5757
69.3 18.8
7.0 6.1
306756 = 95086
&67.1 20.8
N

55311
12.1

R RS T T N T

Row
Total

2967
0.8

.1 236359

51.7

153078
33.5

23628
5.2

10171
2.2

30950
6.8

457153
100.0
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Table 48

Source of referral
by Disposition

Count (1) (2) (3)  (4)

Row % Waived Dismiss Proba- Insti-

Col % ;criminal tion tution

2013 187870 107333 15286

(1) Police 0.8 52.1 33.3 4.7
93.3 86.0 85.7 80.1

8 6275 3258 400

(2) Parent or relative 0.1 53.9 28.0 3.4
0.4 ‘3.2 2.8 2.1

9 5458 3081 189

(3) Sehool 0.1 54.2 30.4 1.9
0.4 2.8 2.4 1.0

22 2083 4015 1693

(4) Probation officer 0.2 21.5 41.9 17.7
1.6 1.1 3.2 8.9

7 1228 957 417

(5) Social agency 0.2 35.2 27.4 12.0
0.3 0.8 0.8 2.2

32 3454 2042 494

(6) Other court 0.4 43.7 37.2 8.2
1.5 1.8 2.3 2.6

66 8859 3628 610

(7) Other 0.4 59.5 24.3 4.1
3.1 4.5 2.9 3.2

Column 2157 195208 125192 19089

Total 0.8 51.4 32.9 5.0

(8)
Pub/Priv
agency

- - -

-
WOwW
[ N~N

NWN
~} = O

(AN ]
Qemn

(8)
Other

Row
Total

322381
84.8

11638
3.1

10071
2.7

9578

14892
3.9

379955
100.0
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(1) Against persons

(2) Against property

(3) Drugs

(4) Against public order

(5) status

Column
Total

o

(1)
Waived

criminal

Table 49

Reason for referral
by Disposition

(2)
Dismiss

- -

111883
48.9

238850
51.5

(3)
Proba-
tion

154638
33.4

(4)
Insti-
tution

23743
5.1

(5)
Pub/Priv
agency

(8)
Dther

‘Row
Total

54110
11.7

228959
49.4

30017
8.5

86572
14.4

83827
18.1

463485
100.0

66
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Disposition by

Table 50

Any prior referrals?

Count
Row %

(1) Waived criminal

(2) Dismissed

(3) Probation

(4) Institution

(S) Public/Private agen

(8) Other

Column
Total

(1)
Yes

- -

e - s - -

93448
44.3

- a

o

r

(2)
No

- - -

117461
55.7

e N,

e

Row . '
Total

1811
0.9

109428
51.9

88735
32.8

9080 ;
4.3 :

00T

4382 :
2.1 i

17491
8.3

210907
100.0




:
|
5 , Table 51
; L Number of prior referrals ‘ ‘
i o , by Disposition :
: _ Count (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) ®
¢ 5 Row % Waived Dismiss Proba- Insti~- Pub/Priv  Other  Row :
‘ ' - Col % :criminal ) tion tution = agency Total |
200 40882 25379 818 1285 5113 76875 ;
(1) None 0.3 53.3 33.1 1.1 1.7 10.8 55.8
: 19.1 59.7 §7.0 14.5 34.3 58.4
B 20 10800 8087 792 881 2374 23124
(2) One - 0.4 47.1 35.0 3.4 3.8 10.3 16.8
8.8 16.9 i8.2 14.1 23.5 17.%
109 5183 4172 740 500 1014 11718
} (3) Two 0.9 44.2 35.6 6.3 4.3 8.7 8.5
’ 10.4 7.6 8.4 13.2 13.4 7.3
a9 3107 2311 701 323 629 7160
(4) Three 1.2 43.4 32.3 9.8 4.5 8.8 5.2
8.5 4.5 5.2 12.5 8.6 4.5 =
________________________________________________ [
74 2108 1449 531 214 411 4785 =
(5) Four 1.5 44.0 30.3 1.1 4.5 8.8 3.5
7.1 3.1 3.3 8.5 5.7 3.0
% ; 487 6284 3149 2039 542 1362 13873 -
; (6) Five or mere 3.5 45.4 22.7 14.7 3.9 9.8 10.14 ~
46.4 9.2 7.1 38.3 14.5 9.8
Column 1049 68472 44547 5619 3745 13903 137335
Total 0.8 49.9 32.4 4.1 2.7 10.1 100.0
/(ji
)
{
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) . m ) N o . .
\\ W o * | ny ;
i R v - . D ! A}
. - | : B
o 3



e

o

SR e n

e

N e

S ——

i
34

SRR,

sty e,
NP

AR N N R S R SIS T

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

Count
Row %
Col %

None overnight

-

Jatl/police station

Detention home

Foster family

Comb{nation

Other

Column
Total

(1)
Waived
criminal

Table 52

Care pending disposition

(2)
Dismiss

107299
§7.0
89.1

- - -

120383
52.7

(3)
Proba-
tion

by Disposition

(4)
Insti-
tution

e ———

- - e -

-“‘

(5)
Fub/Priv
agency

- - i -

- - . -

(8)
Other

- e - - e

- - -

Row
Total

188372
82.5

{

228428
100.0

20T

é;,



(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(s)

(6)

Table 53

Disposition by
Was child detained?

Count (1) (2)
Row % Yes . 'No
Col % .

1606 1230
Wajved eriminal 56.6 43.4
1.9 0.3
34862 198139
Dismissed 15.0 85.0
40.7 56.3
30403 114038
Probation 21.0 79.0
35.5 32.4
10027 7888
Institution 56.0 44.0
11.7 2.2
4038 4588
Public/Private agen 48.8 §3.2
4.7 1.3
4660 28345
Other 15.0 85.0
5.4 7.5
Column 85594 352207
Total 19.8 80.4

[<]

Row
Total

2836
0.8

. 233001

53.2

144442
33.0

17895
4.1

8622
2.0

31005
7.1

437801
100.0

.
|

Table 54

Disposition by i
Manner of handling

Count (1) (2)
Row % Without With Row
Col % petition petition Total
0 3025 3025
(1) Waived criminal 0.0 100.0 0.8
0.0 1.4 ;
185956 | 54000 | 239956 j
(2) Dismissed 77.5 22.5 51.5
73.4 25.4 ;
V 56519 | 98924 | 155443 !
(3) Probation 36.4 83.8 33.4 ,
22.3 48.8 ;
189 | 23840 | 23829 :
(4) Institution 0.8 99.2 5.% :
0.1 11.1 =
________________ S
- 513 9918 10431
(5) Public/Private agen 4.9 95. 1 2.2
0.2 4.7
10152 | 22849 | 33001
(8) Other 30.8 89.2 7.1
4.0 10.8
Column 253329 212358 = 465685
Total 54.4 45.8 100.0
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Less than 1 day

1-7

2-3

3-4

2-3

3-8

days

weeks

weeks

weeks

months

months

months

6-12 months

1 year or more

Column
Total

(1)
Less
than 10

- -

(2)
10

years

————— -

(3)
11
years

-t -

(4)
12
years

-t - - -

"% Table 55
fime in system
by Age
(5) (8)

13 14
years years
889 1882
7.9 14.8
6.2 8.4
1492 2021
7.3 14.2
9.4 10.0
1720 3193
7.7 14.2
10.8 10.9
1499 2828
7.9 15.0
9.4 8.7
1229 2279
8.1 15.0
7.7 7.8
3803 6674
8.7 15.3
23.9 22.9
1844 3465
8.5 16.0
11.8 1.9
2348 4128
8.0 15.8
14.7 14.1
814 1452
5.4 17.0
5.1 5.0
197 364
9.3 17.2
1.2 1.2
15835 . 28174
8.3 15.2
k4 L

(7)
15

years

- - -

42211
22.0

A

(8)
18
years

(9) (10)
17 18 years
years or older
2765 236
22.0 1.9
Y 8.5 7.3
4779 455
23.2 2.2
11.3 14.1
5149 474
23.0 2.1
12.1 14.8
4254 369
22.5 2.0
10.0 11.4
3490 240
23.0 1.6
8.2 7.4
9694 585
22.2 1.3
22.9 18. 1
e T P
48186 313
21.3 1.4
10.9 8.7
5563 302.
21.3 1.5
13.1 12.1
1709 143
19.8 1.7
4.0 4.4
378 29
17.8 1.4
0.9 0.9
42397 3238
22.1 1.7
W
0

Row
Total

12568
6.8

15157

43605
22.7

21707
11.3

.28118
13.86

191736
100.0

0T

P,
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Table 58

Time in system

(1) Less than 1 day

(2) 1-7 days

(3) 1-2 weeks

(4) 2-3 weeks

(5) 3-4 veeks

(6) 1-2 months

(7) 2-3 months

(8) 3-8 months

(8) B8-12 months

(10) 1 year or more

Column
Total

by Sex

1)

Male

151618
78.7

(2)

Female

41078
21.3

Row
Total

12831
8.6

20863
10.7

. 22547

11.7

18002
9.9

15235

7.9

43809
22.7

21785
11.3

28223
13.8

8849

192698
100.0

(1) Less than 1 day
(2) 1-7 days

(3) 1-2 weeks

(4) 2-3 weeks

(5) 3-4 weeks

(8) 1-2 months

(7) 2-3 months

(8) 3-B.months

(9) 8-12 months
(10) 1 year or more

Column
Total

Table 57
Time {n system
by Race
(1) (2)

White Black
9195 2895
73.3 23.1
7.1 8.3
15283 4316
74.8 21.%
11.8 9.4
18524 4852
74.5 21.0
12.8 10.1
13229 3658
74.1 20.5
10.2 7.9
10388 3511
70.8 23.9
8.0 7.8
28897 10639
68.4 25.2
22.3 23. 1
13977 5311
66.4 25.2
10.8 11.5
15764 7691
61.5 30.0
12.2 16.7
5024 2738
58.8 32.0
3.9 5.9
1182 648
55.8 30.4
0.9 1.4
128433 48053
69.1 24.8

-F- N ]
au~

[ N K]
Na&aL

oo
ouae

N N
[N RS
oD

11793
8.2

Row
Total

12544
8.7

20438
10.9

22173
11.8

17849
8.5

14705
7.9

42252
22.8

21049 °

11.2

25634
13.7

1873G9
100.0

SOT




(1)

(2)

(3)

(5)

(8)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Less than 1 day

1-7 days

1-2 wesks

). 2-3 weeks

3-4 weeks

1-2 months

2-3 months

3-8 months

6-12 months

1 year or more

Column
Total

(1)
Police

- - 2y -

- .

153076
80.9

(2)
Parent
relative

- v - -

Table 58

Time in system by
Source of referral

(3)
School

AW
DON

W~
< N
DN

a

-
aan
e e I
NNSN

-l

-l ke
W @O s
S
00 - U

R Wi}
- W

N -l
Qwd
Moo

o wm
& W~

-k
NWO
-1
WO

-l

& Ww
oO®Oo

- -

(4)

(5)

Probatn Social
officer agency

- -

- - ——

(8)
Other
court

- - o -

(7
Other

- o - -

-

N

- - - -

Row
Total

12329
6.8

20082
10.8

21764
11.5

18471
9.8

14968
7.9

43230
22.8

216339
11.4

28091
13.8

189319
100.0

90T




(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(58)

(8)

(7)

(8)

(8)

(10)

v

Less than 1 day

1-7 days

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

3-4 weeks

1-2 months

2-3 months

3-8 months

8-12 months

1 year or more

Column
Total

P

1)
Against
persons

- -t

Table 59

Time in system by
Reason for referral

(2)
Against
property

324€
25.8

(3)
Drugs

-y o -

(a)
Public
order

- - e

- e -

29980
15.8

(5)

- -

- - -~

Row
Total

12568
8.5

20594
10.7

22444
11.7

18918
9.9

15171
7.9

43849
22.7

21708
11.3

26104
13.8

8626
4.5

2143
1.1

191921
100.0

1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

(8)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Table 80

Time in system by
Any prior referrals?

. ount
Row %
. ‘col %

Less than {1 day

1-7 days

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

3-4 weeks

1-2 months

2-3 months

3-8 months

6-12 months

1 year or more

Column
Total

(1)

Yes

- -

43768
42.9

58135
57.1

Row
Total

8826
8.7

10870
10.5

242686

23.8

12025.

1t.8

14051
13.8

101901
100.0
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Table 81

Time tn system by
Number of prior referrais

(1) Less than { day

(2) 1-7

(3) 1-2

(4) 2-3

(5) 3-4

(6) 1-2

(7) 2-3

(8) 3-8

days

weeks

weeks

weeks

months

months

months

(8) 6-12 months

(10) 1 year or more

Column
i Total

= % )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 8) [—
None One Two Three Four Five or Row : y
more Total : !
6410 1203 485 262 148 318 8826 :
. 72.8 13.8 5.5 3.0 1.7 3.8 8.7
11.0 ©7.4 5.7 5.1 4.4 3.3 :
------------------------------------------------- HEAY
6403 1632 833 514 342 846 10670 :
§0.0 15.3 7.8 4.8 3.2 8.9 10.5 ‘
11.0 9.8 9.8 10.0 10.2 9.7
5947 1378 718 394 248 |7 722 9400 ;
63.3 14.7 7.6 4.2 2.8 7.7 9.2 i
10.2 8.1 8.4 7.6 | —71.3 7.4 ‘
5124 1213 575 387 207 600 8086
83.4 15.0 7.1 4.5 2.8 7.4 7.9
8.8 7.1 8.8 71 8.2 8.2 — .
e et Rt D R B bl Lttt T o §
4471 1208 63 | /as7 198 604 7480 © {
59.8 16.1 8.5 +' 4.8 2.8 8.1 7.3
7.7 7.1 7.5 & 7. 5.8 8.2
13567 4464 2033 1241 808 2155 24268
55.9 18.4 8.4 5.1 3.3 8.9 23.8
23.3 28.3 23.8 24.0 24.0 22.1
6291 2154 1094 676 430 1370 12025
52.3 17.9 9.1 5.8 3.7 11.4 11.8
10.8 12.7 12.9 13.1 13.1 14.1 > s
6713 2578 1383 864 629 1884 14051 ; 7
47.8 18.3 9.8 6.1 4.5 13.4 13.8 i
11.5 15.2 16.3 16.7 18.7 18.3 g
2609 823 583 379 281 899 5674 %
48.0 16.3 10.3 8.7 5.0 15.8 5.8 1
4.5 5.4 8.9 7.3 8.4 9.2 4
600 ?\ 249 152 104 70 248 1423 :
42.2 | 1 17.5 10.7 7.3 4.9 17.4 1.4 ;Ev
10; ' 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.5 R .
58135 17000 8480 5165 3385 9746 101901 o4 ot
57.1 18.7 8.3 5.1 3.3 9.8 100.0 5 N
O PR o o : |
) g /Y
e 8 7
. /< l:;\_y ' C)
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- i \ Table 62
i .
% Time in system by
3 Care pending disposition
P Count 1) (2) (3) (4) - (5) (8)
g Row . % None Jail or  Detent- Foster Combin- Other Row
i Col % jovernght police f{on home family ation Total
9180 274 | . 1842 242 20 100 | 11847
! (1) Less than 1 day .78.8 2.4 15.8 2.1 © 0.2 0.9 e.8
: 8.3 10.9 11.8 12.4 9.3 8.3
11644 719 2477 528 70 188 15626
(2) 1-7 days 74.5 4.8 15.8 3.4 0.4 1.2 11.8
10.8 28.8 i5.8 27.0 32.8 14.3
14575 368 1807 170 30 134 17084
(3) 1-2 weeks 85.3 2.2 10.8 1.0 0.2 0.8 13.0
13.2 14.8 11.8 8.7 14.0 16.2
116#9 225 ; 1259 | 130 22 129 13434
(4) 2-3 weeks 88.9 1.7 7 9.4 1.0 0.2 1.0 10.2
i0.8 8.9 8.1 8.7 10.2 9.8
8908 135 122f 24 21 125 10508
(5) 3-4 weeks 84.8 1.3 11.7 0.9 0.2 1.2 8.0
8.1 5.4 7.8 4.8 9.8 9.5
: 23465 426 3198 339 32 314 27771
(8) 1-2 months 84.5 1.5 11.5 1.2 0.7 1.1 21.1
21.3 16.98 20.4 17.3 14.9 24.0
11521 147 1474 183 13 oo 131 13489
(7) 2-3 months 85.5 1.1 10.9 . 1.4 0.t T 1.0 10.2
10.4 5.8 9.4 9.4 6.0 10.0
» 13944 153 1608 169 4 135 16013
(8) 3-8 months 87.1 1.0 10.0 1.1 0.0 0.8 12.1
12.8 8.1 10.3 8.8 1.9 10.3
4331 59 587 67 1 37 5082
(9) 6-12 months 85.2 1.2 11.6 1.3 0.0 0.7 3.9
3.8 2.3 3.8 3.4 0.5 2.8
1047 9 162 32 2 9 1261
(10) 1 year or more 83.0 0.7 12.8 2.5 0.2 0.7 1.0
0.9 0.4 1.0 1.8 0.9 0.7
Column 110262 2515 15638 1954 215 1311¢ 131895
Total 83.8 1.9 i1.9 1.5 0.2 1.0 100.0
. -
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Table 63 ‘ R . Tabla 64

: Time in system by : - Time in system by
$ Was chtid detained? Manner of handling
Count (1) (2) Count (1 (2)
: Row % Yes No ‘ Row Row % Without With Row
¢ Col % Total Col % ;petition petition Total
2338 10028 12364 \ ' 10410 | = 2233 12643
; (1) Less than 1 day 18.9 81.1 8.7 (1) Less than {1 day 82.3 17.7 ¢+ 8.8
: 9.2 8.3 . 11.8 72 1
. 4374 15201 19575 14014 6680 20874
: : (2) t-7 days 22.3 77.7 10.8 (2) 1-7 days : 87.8 32.2 10.7
5 17.2 9.8 15.8 6.4
3119 18856 21975 14084 8474 22558
(3) 1-2 weeks 14.2 85.8 11.9 (3) 1-2 weeks 682.4 37.6 11.7
12.2 11.9 15.8 8.1
2068 18392 18460 10624 8383 19007
(4) 2-3 weeks . 11.2. 88.8 10.0 (4) 2-3 weeks 55.9 44 . 1 9.9
8.1 10.3 ‘ 12.0 8.0 e
.............. - [P S U, f—
1865 | 12834 ; 14699 7614 7626 | 15240 e
(5) 3-4 weeks 12.7 87.3 8.9 (5) 3-4 weeks 50.0 50.0 7.9
7.3 8.1 8.8 7.3
5340 368638 41978 ) 16583 27250 43833
(8) 1-2 months 12.7 87.3 22.8 (8) 1-2 months 37.8 682.2 22.7
- 21.0 23.1 18.7 26.1
2423 17995 20418 . 5924 15881 2180&
(7) 2-3 months 11.9 88.1 11.1 (7) 2-3 months 27.2 72.8 14.3
9.5 11.4 6.7 15.2
2630 | 21893 24523 €585 19651 28238
(8) 3-8 months 10.7 89.3 13.3 {8) 3-8 months 25.1 74.9 13.8
10.3 13.8 - ‘ 7.4 18.8
. 1034 6998 8030 ’ 2054 6595 8649
: (9) 6-12 months 12.9 87.1 4.4 (9) 8-12 months 23.7 76.3 4.5
4.4 4.4 2.3 8.3
§ : 298 1808 1906 . 626 1525 2151
g (10) 1 year or more 15.8 84.4 1.0 (10) 1 year or more 29.1 70.9 1.1
{ 1.2 1.0 0.7 1.5
i Column 25487 158441 182928 ' Column 88518 104278 192796
i Total 13.92 88. 1 100.0 ) Total ‘ 45.9 54.1 100.0
i
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(1)

(2)

o

3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

7

(8)

(s)

Less than

1-7 days

1-2 wexaks

2-3 weeks

3-4 weeks

1-2 months

2-3 months

3-6 months

- i o e o

68-12 months

(10) t year or more

Column
Total

RS Ko £ T D S ok S s e e i s

(1)
Waived
criminal

- -

- o -

Table 85

Time {n system
by Disposition

(2) {3)
Dismiss Proba-

tion
7388 28586
82.8 24.2
7.9 5.0
11334 5861
58.0 29.0
12. 10.2
12932 8151
58.5 27.8
13.8 10.7
9733 4986
53.9 27.2
'+ 10.4 8.7
7484 4420
50.0 29.8
7.9 7.7
18633 14362
43.1 33.2
19.8 25.1
-3848 7708
40.8 35.68
9.4 13.4
11808 8402.
44.4 32.2
12.4 14.7
4772 2214
55.5 25.7
5.1 3.9
1261 357
59.0 16.7
1.3 0.6
93971 57317
48.7 30.3
T

(4)
Insti-
tution

(5)
Pub/Priv
agency

WD
R

oMM
HO®

N -l
anNN
~ N

wnNna
Ul o Ul

SN a
aoa®

- -

(8)
Other

o s -

- o o o -

- -

Row
Total

1807
6.2

20235
10.7

22102
11.7

18359
9.7

14928
7.9

43199
22.8

21868
11.5

268125
13.8

1891&5
100.0

TIT




(1)

(2)

(4)

{5)

(8)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Less than 10

10

"

12

13

14

15

16

18

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years or older

Column
Total

Table 66

Age by

Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)

(1) (2) (3)
Privatly Public Court
retained defender appointd

25 78 55

13.0 40.6 28.6

0.3 0.2 0.4

26 136 47
10.2 53.3 18.4
0.3 0.4 0.3

70 316 140
11.6 52.1 23.1
0.9 0.8 1.0
150 935 395
8.4 52.5 22.2
2.0 2.7 2.8
405 2420 960
8.7 53.6 20.6
5.4 7.3 8.8

1037 4999 1883

10.6 51.1 19.2

13.7 14.7 13.4

1541 7388 2944

10.5 50.3 20.0

20.4 21.7 20.9

2023 8647 3680

11.6 49 .4 21.0

26.8 25.3 26.1

2112 8301 3643

12. 1 47.7 21.0

28.0 24.3 25.8

157 822 351
9.2 48 .4 20.7
2.1 2.4 2.5

7546 34122 14098

11.0 49.8 20.86

4)
None

e e on -

Row
Total

192
0.3

9791
14.3

14714
21.5

17504
25.5

17387
25.4

68578
100.0

Table 67

Legal counsel

by Sex

(for petitioned cases only)

Count

(1) Privately retained

(2) Public defender

(3) Court appointed

(4) None

i et St e b st

-

Column
Total

(1)
Mate

64259
85.0

(2)

Female

Row
Total

7817
10.5

40133
53.1

14366
is.0

13220
17.5

75636
100.0
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Count
Row %
Col %

(1) Privately retained

(2) Public defender

(3) Court appointed

Table 68

Legal counsel
by Race
(for petitioned cases only)

(1)
White

Column
Total

(2)
Black

(3)
Other

Row
Total

7850
10.5

39689
53.1

14295
19.1

12971
17.3

74805
100.0

3

(1) Police

Count

(2) Parent or relative

(3) School

(4) Probation officer

(5) Social agency

(6) Other court

(7) Other

- Column

Total

vt e e i Wb ot e s S At it S o s

Table 69

Source of referral
by Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)

(1)

(2)

Privatly Public
retained defender appointd

(3)
Court

(4)
None

Row
Total

59780
85.0

€TT

70360
100.0




(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Table 70

Reason for referral
by Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)

Count (1) (2) (3) (4)
Row % Privatly Public Court None
Col % retained defender appointd

1835 7584 3592 1498
Against persons 12.6 52.3 24.8 10.3
23.3 19.0 25.1 11.4
4362 21460 7950 7193
Against property 10.6 52.4 19.4 17.6
55.4 53.7 55.6 54.6
579 1986 794 957
Drugs 13.4 46.0 18.4 22.2
7.4 5.0 5.8 7.2
730 4490 1206 1699
Ag: inst public order 8.0 55.3 14.8 20.8
9.3 11.2 8.4 t2.9
366 4478 764 1829
Status 4.9 60.2 10.3 24.6
4.6 11.2 5.3 13.9

Cojumn 7
1

72 39998 14306 13177
Total 4

53.1 19.0 17.5

Row
Total

14510
17.3

40965
54.4

4316

8125
10.8

7437

75383
100.0

Table 71

Legal counsel by
Any prior referrals?
(for petitioned cases only)

Count (1) (2)
Row % Yes No
Col %

645 1554
(1) Privately retained 29.3 70.7
15.1 22.6
2636 3160
(2) Public defender 45.5 54.5
61.9 46.0
321 409
(3) Court appointed 44.0 56.0
7.5 5.9
658 1753
{4) None 27.3 72.7
i5.4 25.5
Column 4260 6876
Total 38.3 61.7

Row
Totatl

2199
18.7

5796
52.0

2411
21.7

11136
100.0

PTT
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; Table 72
e b .  Number of prior referrals
e 2 N by Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)
Cﬁ\ ; Count (1) (2) (3) (4)
W : Row % Privatly Public Court None Row
Col % jretained defender appointd Total
c 1554 3180 409 1753 6878
(1) None 22.8 48.0 5.9 25.58 61.7
70.7 54.5 56.0 72.7
355 1196 140 363 2054
(2) One 17.3 58.2 6.8 L 17.7 18.4
i 16.1 20.8 18.2 5.1
121 543 . 78 152 899
(3) Two 14.8 60.4 . 8.1 16.9 8.1
6.0 9.4 10.0 6.3
71 307 38 58 &74
(4) Three 15.0 64.8 8.0 12.2 4.3
3.2 5.3 5.2 2.4
43 182 19 36 280
(5} Four 15.4 65.0 6.8 12.9 2.5
2.0 3.1 2.6 1.5
45 408 51 49 553
(6) Five or more 8.1 73.8 9.2 8.9 5.0
2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
Column 2199 5796 730 2411 11138
iy ~ : ; Total 19.7 52.0 6.6 21.7 100.0
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‘ Table 73 ; E
Care pending disposition -
. by Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)
7
Count (1) (2) (3) (4) /
Row % ;Privatly Public Court None Row - ' R
Cel % retained defender appointd Total
1812 3902 463 2181 8358 !
(1) None overnight 21.7 46.7 5.5 26.1 76.0 E
83.0 68.3 65.2 91.3 ;
) 15 21 27 38 99 i
(2) Jail/police station 15.2 21.2 27.3 38.4 0.9 i
0.7 0.4 3.8 1.5 ‘
318 1587 149 ‘148 2200
(3) Detentica home 14 .5 72.1 6.8 8.6 20.0
= 14.6 27.8 21.0 6.1
4 68 45 12 127
(4) Foster family 3.1 52.0 35.4 9.4 1.2
0.2 1.2 6.3 0.5 =
___________________ [N . o)) r
0 0 o 0 0 E -
(5) Combination 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 B
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 :
_________________________________ I
as 133 26 13 207 /
(8) Other 16.9 64.3 12.6 6.3 1.9 u
1.6 2.3 3.7, 0.5 i
--------------------------------- i
Column 2184 5708 710 2388 10981 !
Total 19.9 51.9 6.5 21.7 100.0
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Table 74

Legal counsel by
Was child detained?
(for petitioned cases only)

Count (1) (2)
Row % Yes No
Col %
2195 4506
(1) Privately retained 32.8 67.2
9.4 12.4
13828 16309
(2) Public defender 45.9 54.1
59.0 45.0
4907 7477
(3) Cour't appointed 39.6 60.4
: 20.9 20.6
2517 7960
(4) None 24.0 76.0
10.7 22.0
Column 23447 36252
Total 38.3 60.7
Q

.Row

Total

6701
11.2

30137

12384
20.7

10477
17.5

‘59699

100.0

(1)

“(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(8)

Table 75

Disposition by
Legal counsel

(for petitioned cases only)

Count (1) (2)

(3)

Waived criminal

Dismissed

Probation

Institution

Public/Private agen

Other

Column
Total

Privatly Public

Court

retained defender appointd,

71 a79
9.6 51.4
0.9 0.9
1134 5297
10.0 46.8
14.3 13.2

4388 | 20254
12.0 48.8
62.9 50.4
1096 7392
8.9 59.8
13.8 18.4
400 3897
6.6 64.2
5.0 9.7
243 3007
6.2 76.8
3.1 7.5
7932 40226
10.5 53.0

239
32.4

14486
19.1

13228
17.4

Row
Total

738
i.0

11308
14.9

41479
54.7

12358
16.3

75872
100.0
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(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

Less than {1 day

1-2

3-4

3-6

days

weeks

weeks

weeks

months

months

months

6-12 months

1 year or more

Q

“Column
Total

o

Table 76

Time in system
by Legal counsel
(for petitioned cases only)

(1)

N

b

(2)

Privatiy Public
retained defender appointd

(3)
Court

(4)
None

Row
Total

189
1.7

3267
27.86

2038
17.2

2221
18.7

11851
100.0
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