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Abstract

. v o . 0 . ' .
Based on the‘view of juvenile institutions as the last and most significant

point %f diversion from the adu?t justice system, a study was done to assess

the extent to which Division of‘Yduth Services (DYS) institutions succeeded

“1n accompl1sh1ng th1s end for the youth of Colorado. The study consisted

»of a f1ve-year follow-up rec1d1v1sm study of the 420 Juven11es released

from DYS - custody in ca]endar year 1975, with rec1d1V1sm def1ned as

""1ncarcerat1on 1n Co]orado adu]t 1nst1tut1ons. The results 1nd1cated that

- 27.,6% of the youth were ]ater 1ncarcerated as adults. °1gn1f1cantly higher

rec1d1vasm rates were found for ma]es than femaues for de11nquents Vs

CHINS for minorities (part1cu1ar1y B]acks) for certain commttt1ng count1es

3 Cfc s,

‘for youth in certa1n DYS 1nst1tut1ona1 cottage placements, for youth who

s | U . had 1onger ]engths of stays inDYS 1nst1tutlons and for youth w1th unsuccessel S
R p - | ; | e»ful Juven11e parole adJustment rat1ngs., Add1t1onal ftndnngs were that release A
o “ ;?R B ‘ p]acement was not re]ated to rec1d1vxsm and - that the d1fferences in. rec1d1v1sn
£ : hrates for the var1ous comm1tt1ng counties were not re1ated to the prooor- a
= - ftaons of m1nor1t1es comm1tted to DYS from each of these count1es.. Th1s V
: L f ; study is the»f1rst of ongo1ng ef‘orts des1gned to assess ‘the- va11d1ty
o ‘)'¢i : ) ~of these results and to expand DYS capac1ty to evaluate the ef‘ect1veness
o ‘ “of 1ts 1nst1tut1ona1 and aftercare treatment programs. )

o A MRS

W

SRR BT e AR L BT L T T e st

T St B SR - t o




o ing within the adu]t Justice system.

‘ 1nst1tut

Adult Incarceration Study: |

" 1975 DYS Discharge Cohort

7’”\‘&\’ - . . .

i : Introduction

As part(of’a national movement toward more spégia1ized and humane
treatment of youth in matters of criminal justice, Colorado estab1ished
its first juvenile court in 1903 (Survey Report, 1576). Others followed,
to create a statewide network'ot judges specializing in juvehi]e Justice.
Since 1961, instjtutions administered by the”Divjsion of’Youth Services
(DYS) have served as the court's most restrictive alternative for dealing
with youth adjudicated delinquent or,ountil July, 1979, CdINS (children in
need of supervision) From a systems perspect1ve, the courts and Juven11e

ns together serve as a "last. chance" effort to d1vert youthful

//
offenders from 1nvolvement in the adult Just1ce system.

Given the intensive nature of DYS 1nst1tut1onal programs, it is 1ikely
that they have a more substantlal effect on Juven1les than any other

points in the~Juven11e Justice system. They serve furthermore as- the end

~ point in the systam, after which the oniy:rema1n1ng alternative is process-

Although it would be difficult to

. ttsolate the effects of 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on from those. of the Juven11e

>

ﬁ'tional1zat1on 1s rec1d1vxsm

‘as Juven11es w1th the adult justice system is avaw]able.‘

court process, 1t is 11xe1y that any. observed outcomes are more readey

traceab]e to the former,}1 e.,. to 1nst1dut1onal1zatxon it | |
A common]y employed measure of the e ct1veness of Juvenlle 1nst1tu-

The maJorwty of stud1es def1ne rec1d1v1sn,

however, as re-1nvo1vement w1th the 3uven11e Just1ce s/stem at some 1eve1

e
Yery 11tt1e ev1dence on subsequent 1nvolvement of persons 1nst1tut1ona112ed\m | \\x

Qt

nevertheless, have 1nc1uded adu]t 1ncarceratwon as a measure of rec1d1v1sm of

. former Juven11e offenders

. :?ff R
53;
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A few studxes, SR
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1nst1tut1o

The Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics (1978)vreports that
33% of a sample of inmates in adult correctiona] facilities had past juve- ~
nile sentences. This figure is based on se]f report by a sample of 10,359
inmates nationwide and was complete as of January, 1974f This does not,

however, indicate what proportion of Juvenile commitments end up as adult

commi tments.

Goldman (1973) reported on a sample of 1,065 male delinquents over
age‘]6 who were released from New York juvenile institutions in 1969 and

1970 and followed up for an}average of three years (2.5 -, 3.5 years). His

study indicated that 20.5% of these youth were incarcerated in New York
‘adu1tginstitutions.» 7 - o
A study conducted- by the Florida Department of Hea]th and Rehab111ta-%r
t1on Services found that, of a 12.5% random sample of 246 youth released
to aftercare. from Florida's Tra1n1ng Schools 1in FY 1968-69 and followed
up fbr three years, - 3532 entersd the F10r1da adult correctional system.
_Fontaine (1978) reported that of 342 males deta1ned in Rhode Is]and
Juvenwle institutions in 1972, 31. 9% had been 1ncarcerated in adu]t 1nst1-
tutxons (jail and institutions) by the end of the f1ve-year follow-up period.

A study of 399 Jjuvenile offenders in the Ch1cago court system found

o that apper1mate1y 22 5% were comm1t+ed as adu]ts (McKay, 1967). Of the

399 JUVET*]ES appearing in court, 140 had been comm1tted to juvenile
[\%. ;A}though the adu]tu1nst1tutlona11zat1on rate for the 140

youth}commltted as- juveniles is not available, the Chicago study did state

" the fo110w1ng

This' study lends support to the view that the cr1m1na1 career is
_ frequently the result of a gradual process of habituation to forms of
5 illegal behavior. It does not, of course, indicate what prosortion of

‘xﬁ’_’ladult criminals deve?ooed by this process. y However, since more than

60 percent of all juvenile delinquents haLe adult criminal records, -and
since a'large proport1on of these are krown to have enqaged in serious
"offenses, this group, in the aggregate, must. constltute a 1arge part of -




- commi tment status (de11nquent, CHIN

the criminal population.
in crime. prevent1on of more effective programs for the prevent1on of

de11nquency and for the treatment.of delinquent boys early in their careers,
before the/ have become habituated to delinquent behavior (pp. 48<49).

In the State.of Co]orado, QYS is one agency attempttng to prevent\
this habituation to delinquent behavior., Based on the view of juvenile
institutions as the last and moSt significant point of diversion from the
adult justice system, the fd])owing—study was done to assess the extent

to which DYS institutions succeeded in accomplishing this end for the youth

of Colorado. The study was designed as a ftve-year follow-up recidivism

study of .juveniles released from DYS institutions. Recjdivism was defined

| .
as incarceration in Colorado adL]t institutions. It was felt that adult

institutionalization was the best indication of.definite and serious

criminality and serves therefore as the most objective and best measure
of the possible effects of OYS institutions in diverting youth from a
criminal way of life.

Me thodo‘_l ogy

. " \
The present study was conducted on all youth discharged from-DYS*
custody in calendar year 1975 and ‘those out-of-state youth who were super- .
vised while on parole in Colorado under the Interstate Compact on Juveniles.

“Interstate” youth were discharged\by their home state in.calendar year‘

'1975 | This 1975 cohort was selected becauSe it was the 1atest ‘group dis-

charged from DYS.institutions for which a fu11 f1ve-year fol]ow-up time -

| period had elapsed

Data were gathered on the fo]]owxng varwab)es Date of birth, sex,
ethn1c1ty, date of commitment to DYS, age at commxtment, conm1tt1ng county, ,

Interstate) I- Leve] date paro]ed

- 1nst1tut10na1 t:me, last DYS p]acement (cottage) before release* ’

| *Throughout this report, the term "release" means release to paro)e or

community placement.

‘The term “dtschar e" denotes complete terminati
of DYS custody. S E P nation

4 B . S
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These findings strongly 1nd1cate the 1mportance,
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to juvenile parole (or discharge if not paroled), parole placement, parole

adjustment, date: d1scharged from DYS custody (1 e,, after parole, if paroled),

\ type of d1scharge, date of adm1ss1on to adu)t correct1ona1 institutions, and class

of felony of the adult comm1tment‘offense. Consistent data on parole place-
ment, parofe adjustment3 and type of discharge were available for delinquents
only. “ '

Juvenile data sources inc]uded a central linedex (providing identifi-
cation number, dates of birth, commitment, parole and discharge, and
committing county for each youth) parole board m1nutes data maintained
by‘each institution, educational records, and individual youth_folders.-
Demographic and institutional treatment information was verifiable by
two or'more sburces.(i.e., linedex and institutional records). Informatton
on parole adjustment and t/pe of discharge wWas based on the parone counselor s
report as recorded in the Minutes of the Parole Board. |

Informatton concernlng adult 1ncarceratton and adult comm1tment offense-

was obtained from the Colorado Department of Corrections (DQC).-\ oc

provided access to'comp1ete lists offa11»persons incarcerated in adult

prisons (Canyon City, Buena Vista) Additional offense information was

}}obtalned on those persons in the 1975 DYS discharge cohort who were located
| k1n that complete Adu]t Data Base. Identification of a juvenile offender

d1n the Aduit Data Base was verified by name, date of birth, and ethn1c1ty

S11ght d1screpanc1es 1n date of birth were accepted

The Adult Nata Base was cross- referenced for allases.

The present study does not include adult 1ncarerat10n data on any '

| youth who were comm1tted as Juvenwles in Co)orado and subsequent]y 1ncar~

'cerated as adults in another state. It was not poss1b1e, furthermore, B

ey
s

Q..



to follow up female members of the 1975 cohort who had changed names follow-

e

ing marriage. -

o iR AL
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it shou]d be noted that conf1dent1a11ty was strictly maintained. No

individual names were reproduced or utilized beyond the initial data-
gathering phase. - A1l data are reported in the aggregate form with no
possibility of identifying individual information.

Data gathered on the 1975rcohort were analyzed using primarily the

chi_square,technique. If the distribution of expected frequenoies for ﬁ

the total sample did not lend itself to valid analysis, data were grouped

or the number of categories involved was limited to those with acceptable g

expected frequencies. Limited‘time and resources precluded the use of

more sophisticated statistical techniques. All results reported as signifi- -

dy
W

cant reached the .05 level of confidence. Observed probabilities of less é

than .05 are reported on a caseyby-case basis.
. : ‘\,

I ‘ ' T

Discussion and Conclusiens

The maaor .1nd1ngs of this study of 420 youth d1scharged Trom DYS

custody during calendar year 1975 are as fo]lows

1. 0f the 420 youth 1nst1tut1ona11zed as juveniles in Colorado,

27. 6% were subsequently xncarcerated as adults 1n Colorado. No .emale

~ : : ) : \

‘on1y of 34. 6% It 1s fe]t that this. overal] rec1d1v1sm rate is a

‘conservat1ve figure because it was not poss1b1e to trace any youth : ' -

1ncarcerated out of state or any female members of the cohort who may

have changed names fo11ou1ng marr1age must be renembered further—‘i

- _— ‘ -~
- .

L e, - i . ) ) - : .
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rec1d1v1sts were 1dent1f1ed resultxng in a rec1d1v1sm rate for males FERETEEEE RN

aftercare from Florida's Training Schools in FY 1968-69 and followed

more, that recidivism as defined in this study (actual incarceration
in an adult correctional facility) is most stringent. Other evidence

of continued criminal activity such as recommitment to DYS institu-

. tions, adult arrest, adult court involvement, and adult probation have

not been considered.

It is informative to compare these results .with those of other

-studies. It must be kept in mind, however, that many factors relating

to the d1fferences in the oopu]atxons studied as well as in sentenc1ng and

in institutional programs affect the validity of the comparisons.
Thus, the comparisons should be used only to provide a very general
framework for this étudy and not to provide true "evaluative" informa-

tion.

Goldman (1973) reported that 20.5% of h1s sample of male delinquents
were incarcerated in New York adult 1nst1tut1ons at the end of a three-
year follow-up per1od of the 420 youth in our‘sample, 19.5% had
~rec1d1vated by three years’after release trom DYS institutions.‘ Thus,»

our recidivism rate appears to be similar to New York's.

Factors affecting the comparabi1itydof these figures are that the

‘New Yohk-samp}e‘inC]uded only male de]inouents, whereas ours included
67% delinquents and 33% CHINS, which wou]ddtend to'artificaily Tower

" -the Colorado recidivism’rate “ Furthermore, since our study does oot ’

break out age by outcome by t1me at r1sk, it is 1mp0551b1e to gauce

what the Colorado three-year rec1d1v1sm rate is for youth released -

————

after age 16, The f1ve-year rec1d1v1sm rate for Co]orado youth reTeased
after 16 1s 31. 8 Our three-year rate wou]d be 1ower, but 1t is

unknown how . 1t compares to Vew York! s..

-

The ;tudy of a 12.5 random samp]e of 246 youth released to

~

I S
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i | Dk 1 , were more frequently committed as de]inﬁuents than Anglos. These
| ) up for three years showed that 33.3% of them were subsequently T 8 ’ ,
! , - P 2 results are consistent with what has been. i
jdentified in the Florida adult correctional system (Florida Depart- ) £ Previausiy reported
- , . i on the demographic characteristics of institutionalized population
ment of Health and Rehabilitation Services). This compares to our o 3 PR
w ; | . : : . The proportion of minorities among the adult recidivists is even
. three-year recidivism rate of 19.5%. The Florida figure, however, \ i 3 e
- , | : ' : “than their proportion of the juvenile institutional cohort. Minori
includes adult probation as well as institutionalization as the criteria : ) . &
) i youth recidivated at a significantly higher .rate than did Anglo youth.

for recidivism, whereas our Colorado figure reflects only adult ' : ;

4 The high rate of Black recidivism appears to account in large

institutionalization.
part for this resq]t since the adult incarceration rate for

- The study completed on 342 males datained in Rhode Island juvenile
, : Spanish-surnamed youth was not signiticantly different from that

/ ‘ ’ institutions in 1972 indicates that by five years later, 31.9% were : ; . ,
: . of Anglo youth. Minority representation in the Colorado population

jncarcerated in adult institutions (Fontaine, 1978). Again, the ~ ‘ .
. j —_ as a whole}and in the institutional population increases as one

f1ve1year Colorado rec1d1v1sm rate for ma]es was 34. 6%, j.e., quite
moves from the juvenile to the adult justice system.

s1m11ar to that for Rhode Island A major factor affect1ng the

4 | | A . 4. . No consistent relationship was found between the proportion of
B comparability of these figures is that the Rhode Island recidivism : : S

' | ' ‘ B i ) ; 10-19 year olds in a given county and that county's representation
rate includes incarceration in adult jails as well-as institutions, . ; . o ; S .

; : ‘ in the discharge cohort. However, significant differences in adult
w A whereas the Colorado rate reflects dnly adult 1nst1tutxona11zat1on. . .

L - , B recidivism rates were found, with Denver, E1 Paso, and Pueblo Counties
' Aga1n, this tends to artxf1c1a11y Tower the Co1orado rate in comparison : :
showing higher recidivism rates than the others.

to Rhode Island s rate.

— ‘ | ' : ‘ - P

It would appear that the adult rec1d1vxsw rate of youth comm1t ted

"The significant differences in adult ﬁecidivdsm rates between

counties were not found to be associated with the proportion of minority

~ to DYS institutions is comparable (ne1theresub stantially h1gher ‘.' ' . £ . .
ﬂ : i a‘ Juvenile commitments from the counties. It would appear that the

nor Tower) to that of states in which studies have been conducted.
vbas1s for differences 1n rec1d1v1sm rates by county lies in & complex

‘Although these comparisons provide a framework of val1d1ty to the

g

interact1on of character1st1cs assocuated with each and not on a simple
present study, further def1n1t1ons of rec1d1v1sm and of c11ents and : SN

one-to-one re]at1onsh1p between proportion of minority commxtmenes

jprograms wou]d be needed to Just fy closer compar1sons
and rec1d1v1sm sm rate.

.2, < As expected, males were more Th“quently committed as de11nquents ,

. b : Evidence 1nd1cates that the older a youth at the t1me of Juyen11e

than as CHINS wh11e fema]es were comm1tted as CHINS as frequently . _
‘-comm1tment,ﬁthe greater the-1nc1dence of‘adult,xncarcerat1on. In

,as de11nquents. M1nor1t1es (Span1sh-surnamed and Black) were over-. . . ‘ ; : o .
thws—study, age at discharge was not obtained. It is quite possible,

"hrepresented in the cohort in compar1son to the1r representat1on in L ,
however, that younger juvenile offenders, released from DYS custody

d the 10~ 19 year old popuIat1on of Co1orado. M1nor1t1es of both sexes

% R B
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at an earlier age, became re-involved with the juvenile rather than
the adult system. Youth who were 17 or 18 at the time of discharge
from DYS custody would have been more likely to enter the adult justice
system directly. Another explanation needing furtherﬁﬁnvestigation
is that younger Jjuvenile offenders may be more receptive to positive
effects of an institutional experience.

Among youth in four I-Level and subtype classifications (13“Cfm,
13 Cfc, I4 Na, I4sz), the recidivism rate ova3 Cfc's was significantly
higher.. However, 14 Nx's who did rec1d1vate were more .requently
cormi tted for more serious offenses as.- adults. ‘While these results
are not inconsistent w1th I- LeveT theorv the addition of data from
future DYS discharge. cohorts is needed to provide sufficent numbers
for comprehensive analysis of all I-Level and subtype c]assifications
and their re]ationship to adult recidivism.. -

The last DYS institution at which a youth was placed tefore

Ay

parole was significantly related to adult,rec1d1v1sm with CATC having

the highest rate followed by LMS, GGYC, LPYC, and Detention respectively.

Oak Cottage at LMS had a higher recidivism rate than all other LMS
cottages with the exception of Aspen. The reorganization of cottage‘
populations during the period for which data was’gathered‘precludes

draw1ng conc]us1ons about the re]at1ve effectlveness of 1nd1v1dua1

placements

The tota1 time spent in a bYS 1nst1tut1on was s1gn1f1cant]y

assoc1a*ed with adu]t rec1d1v1sm. Rec1d1vwsts had longer DYS 1nst1tu- .

[

tional stays on-the average, than did. nonrec1d1v1sts Because de11n-f

quents had more 1nst1tut10na] ttme than CHINS and were more 11ke1y to rec1d1-.z,§’

\—_._,,\

vate, it is poss1b1e that th1s dwfference 1s attrtbutable to the- ser1ousness

of the offenders. The add1t10n of data from future cohorts w111 help

to c]ar1fy the 1nteract1on of youth character1st1cs, 1ength of Juven11e
~0- .

L

BN NN a

10.

11.

institutional sta?j};nd adult recidivism.
No conclusions can be drawn from this study on‘the overall,

objective contribution of the parole experience to risk of adult

recidivism. While more recidivists were found among cohort youth

who were paroled (or given courtesy supervision if CHINS) than among
"youth discharged directly from the institution without paro]e super-
vision, the results are confounded by the fact that more de]1nquents
than CHINS were paroled, and delinquents were more 11ke1y to recidi-
vate regard]ess of whether or not they received parole supervision.

A more detailed examination of parole supervision in relation to
adult recidivism will be undertaken in the tuture

The residential placement of delinquent youth upon re]ease '

from institutions onto Juvenile parole was not stgntfwcantly re1ated

to adult rec1d1v1sm rates. Th1S result suggests e1ther that release-

p]acement decisions were appropriate or that post-1nst1tut1ona1

" residential placement is unrelated to adu]t rec1d1v1sm

12.

i

The parole counse]ors subJecttve rat 1ng of paro]e adJustment

of de11nquents was strong]y assoc1ated with outcome.” Their reports

of excellent, fair, and unsat1sfactory adJustment were re]ated to

| lower and higher adult rec1d1V1sm rates, respectwve]j

13,

Adu]t rec1d1v1sm rates were s1gn1f1cant1y Tower for del1nquent

.}youth who were dtscharged after success.u]ly completxng parole or for

. ,nonqua11tat1ve reasons than they were for youth d1scharged after an 2

. 'as adu]ts had been S0 W1th1n three years from date- of

’unsuccessful parole. Additional research 1s needed to assess the

sign1f1cance for adult rec1d1v1sm of’ the many types of "

—

dtscharge..; S ~c,~~'

Data from the 1975 cohort 1nd1cate that the maaorxty of youth

‘ d1scharged from DYS: 1nst1tut1ons who were subsequently 1ncarcerated

uvenx]e a
iy J‘ p ro?e

nonqua11tat1ve"
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(two years from date of discharge from DYS custody). These results : 5 iﬁ . Tables and Figures i
suggast that a three;year post-discharge follow-up period will provide
valuable information and that future studies could provide more ' ’ i; | TABLES Page
current feedback than the present five-year study. .; 7 1  Commitment Status x Sex . | , C 6
The present study is a first step in an ongoing Tongitudinal study ! 2 Commitment Status x Sex x Ethnicity 8

of youth released from DYS institutions. The addition of data from future | ' 3 Sex % Outcome . ' 10
o 4 Ethnicity x Qutcome " 12
cohorts and on more variables will test the validity of the present results 5 Committing County x Outcome | T 14
and provide data on trends in the re1at1onsh1ps of various juvenile -variables L 6 Committing County x 1975 DYS Discharges x 10-19- Year-01d
. » S ~ County Population 5y @ 15
‘to the incidence of incarceration in the adult correctional system. | 7 Committing County X Ethn1c1ty % Outcome \; ' ST
It is hoped that the present andﬁfuture longitudinal Adult Incarcera- : 8 Ethnicity x County x Outcome T : S
PR . ’ . ) cmes al ' . t :
tion studies will serve to increase our-ability to reduce adult criminal S 2 Age at Commitment x Outcome . : 21
| . - - T N : B - 10 I-Level x Outcome } ’ 23
behavior through increasing our knowledge of the differential effectiveness : ~ . 11 I-Level x Class of Felony o - 25
of DYS juvenile institutional treatment programs. o - . . 12 DYS Institutional Placement (cottage) x Outhme - 26 |
’ : o f ‘ 13 DYS Inst1tut10na] Time x Qutcome , 29 . o
) - 14 DYS Institutional Time x Cormitmentt Status ' 32 ;
o 15 DYS Parole Status x Commitment Status x Outcome | 33 :
- 16 DYS Parole Placement x Outcome (delinquents only) -~ 35 i
] 17 DYS Parole Adjustment x Outcome (delinquents only) 37 .
. 18 Type of Discharge x Outcome (delinquents’only) = « 29 :
¥  FIGURES. |
1 DYS institutional time x outcome . - | N !
? ‘Elapsed time between release to Juven11e parole and o L g
B - admission to adult corrections. A Y ) B ;
¢ X ‘“3'”Elapsed time between release ta juvenile paro]e and o R L i
) S : . admission fo adult corrections; elapsed time between e R g
X - : SURRE ~ release from DYS custody and adm1ss1on to adult P S ST e b
B e corrections .~ [ A AR SRR k
. : P . N ‘ : ; RN e : P < ’*
. R : i BT ST R A At DU ;
A R v i 0 L - . A_-: = ) ) - . ‘, - vy‘ , e , . S 5 ‘ . .




References. ' S

Divf%ion of Youth Serviceé Recidivism Study. Florida Department of Health

~Fontaine, . J.

. Go]dmaﬁ, I. d.

‘and Rehabilitative Services, Bureau of Research, Statistics and P1ann1ng
(date unknown). ‘

Recidivism at the Rhode Island Training Schobl for Bovs.
Rhode Island Department of Corrections, May, 1978.

Studies of Post-Discharge Arrest and Commitment Among 1969-70
New York State Division for Youth Research, Program Evalua-
October, 1973.

Discharges.
tion and Planning.

Gottfredson; D. M., Gottfredson, M. R., and Garafalo, J. Time served and
pirole Outcomes among parolee risk categories. Journal of Criminal
dust1ce, 1977, 5 1-12. -

s
b2 Ade]ang, M J.

Race and involvement in common law personal crimes.

'@) Amer1can Soc1o1og1ca] Review, 192€, 43, 93-109.

McKay, H. D., ed. Subsequent Arrests, Convictions, and Commi tments Among
Former Juvenile Delinquents. President's Commission on Law Entorcement
and Administration of Justice, 1967.

o
P

POpe; C. E. Race and crime revisited. Crime and Delinquency, 1979, 25,
347-357. » . .
Romig, D. A. Length of 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on, ‘treatment program compietion,

.and recidivism among delinquent adolescent males. Criminal Justice

Review, 1976, 1, 115-118.

Shith D. D., et al. ‘Déiwnouency 1975: Unifed Statas Estimates of Case;
Processed by Courts. With Juvenile Jur1sd1ct1on - National Center for
Juvenile Justice, 1979.

Sourcebook of Criminal ‘Justice St tatistics, 1978. U. S. Department of Justice

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
Informatlon and Stat1<t1cs Service, 1979.

o

Natignal Criminal Justice

8]

1976.

Survey Report, Denven Juvenlle Court, Denver, Colorado, December,

‘ 1976 . - “ ' ' -

waidron, J A. and Ange11no, H. R Shock Probat1on
on the effect of a short period of incarceration.
57, 45-52. : :

A b

A natural exper1ment
Prison Journal 1977

N o : . @

\i\'

o SRR <13~
.

1
i}
TaEs

e e e e e e e o g et

Nt

o o

o
. & 4
g

[V

: . -
A



f

7

L S

o

e

o B
N
.
\y\«f\
<l
,

o
5
&
o
: -
o

b

=y

3NN

o

R

O

[

7

i N
e,
£
¥
7
=






