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The role of the Bureau of Criminal Statistics is: .

® To collect,

analyze, and report statistical data which provide valid measures

of crime and the criminal justice process;

® To examine these data on
criminal justice system;

an ongoing basis to better describe crime and the

® To promote the responsible presentation and use of crime statistics.
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Crime and Delinquency in California is an annual
publication of the Bureau of Criminal Statistics
mandated by Penal Code Sections 13010 and 13012,
it is a descriptive report containing information on
the nature and extent of crime and delinquency in
California and describes the manner in which criminal
justice is administered in the state.

The information presented in this report is based
largely upon data compiled from reports submitted to
the Bureau on a regular basis by state and local
criminal justice agencies. The major sections of the
report are:

B Crimes

B Arresis

® Adult Felony Arrest Dispositions

m Adult Corrections

® Juvenile Justice System

® Criminal Justice Agency Expendituresand Personnel

® Citizens’ Complaints Against Peace Officers

A major change was effected in this year's report.
A 1983 law raised the lower limit of felony theft
from $200 to over $400. In 1983, theft was removed
from the BCS measure of crime, the California Crime
Index, so that felony trend data can be maintained.
A section on larceny-theft follows the California
Crime Index offenses.

* . This logo, which ab’pears in the report, will
alert the reader to featured analyses or items

of special interest.

The Appendix contains a glossary of criminal justice
terms, known data limitations, and arrest offense
codes,

In addition to this report, a supplemental report
series, Criminal Justice Profiles, is published annually ¢
in late October, Individual reports are prepared for :

the state and each of the 58 counties, They contain i

ten-year trend data for the state and individual
counties as well as annual county and jurisdictional
data for the report year. Criminal justice data collected ¢
by the Bureau not provided in either this report or
the Profile series may be obtained on a special request
basis.

T
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HIGHLIGHTS

CRIMES

From 1982 to 1983,

B The Cali’fomia Crime Index offenses decreased 7.6
percent in rate per 100,000 population.

B Violent crimes decreased 5.2 percent in rate

B Property crimes decreased 8.4 percent in rate

ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983,

® Total arrests decreased .9 c i
.J percent in rate per
100,000 population. b

W Felony arrests decreased 4.8 percent in rate
B Misdemeanor arrests increased .4 percent in rate

M Status offense arrests decreased 4.5 percent in

rate.

ADULT FELONY
ARREST DISPOSITIONS

In 1983,

Of 201,158 adult felony arrest dispositions reported:

W Releases accounted for 27.9 percent.

® Dismissals and acquittals accounted for 16.5
percent, .

® Convictions accounted for 55.5 percent

ADULT CORRECTIONS

From 1982 to 1983,

. '.I‘he total number of adults under supervision
increased 12.4 percent,

® The number of adults u -
. g nder state superv
increased 15.5 percent, pervision

|} %)
:I‘hb number of adults under local supervision
increased ]1.6 percent.

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
From 1982 to 1983,

® The number of new referrals to probation depart-
ments decreased 7.4 percent,

® The number of juveniles on caseload status

increased 10.9 percent.

- . S
The number of juveniles in county probation

detention facilities increased .5 percent,

CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY
EXPENDITURES AND PERSONNEL

From 1982 to 1983,

?‘ota. criminal justice agency expenditures reported
increased 8.1 percent.

;:.\'pendltures by law enforcement agencies
increased 8.8 percent.

Total cnm.mal justice agency authorized full-time
personnel increased 2.0 percent,

Law enforcement agency personnel increased 1.8
percent, '

crime & delinquency, 1983 7
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CRIMES

WHAT IS A CRIME?

A crime is an act specifically prohibited by law, or
failure to perform an act specifically required by law,
for which punishment is prescribed.

® Felonies are serious crimes punishable by death or
by imprisonment in state prison.

® Misdemeanors are less serious crimes punishable by
imprisonment in county jail and/or fine,

B Infractions are the least serious crimes and are
usually punishable by a fine.

HOW ARE CRIMES COUNTED?

All crimes are not counted on a nationwide, or in
California on a statewide, scale. Instead, there are two
methods used as indicators of the scope and fluctua-
tions in crime,

Victimization Studies have been conducted regularly
by the Federal Government since 1972, The method
is similar to public polling, in which a representative
sample of households and commercial organizations is
selected and their occupants interviewed to determine
the crimes which have been committed against them
and/or their premises. The amount of crime is deter-
mined by the responses of the representative sample
being expressed in percentages of the entire population.

The Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program was
inaugurated 50 years ago and is administered on the
national level by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI). It provides criminal statistics for use in law

enforcement administration, operation, and manage-
ment. In California, this program is administered by
the Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS).

As part of this program, law enforcement agencies
throughout the state report information to BCS on
“selected” offenses. Offenses reported are classified
by UCR definitions designed to eliminate differences
among various states in penal code definitions of
crimes, This information is processed and forwarded
to the FBI for use in its annual publication, Crime in
the United States.

The offenses, selected because of their seriousness,
frequency of occurrence, and iikelihood of being
reported to the police are: willful homicide, forcible
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-
theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. Except for
larceny-theft, UCR does not count misdemeanors and
infractions.

5 A €t

BCS differs slightly from the FBI in presentation of
crime data, The California Crime Index (cen is
comprised of willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, and motor vehicle theft.
These crimes are all felony offenses, When a 1983 law
raised the lower limit of felony theft from $200 to
over $400, BCS dropped theft ($200 and over) from
its measure of crime. Arson data have been collected
only since 1980, Therefore, to maintain felony trend
data in the CCI, only six offenses are included,

WHAT IS A CRIME RATE?

Crime rates describe the number of events reported to
the police per 100,000 population. In effect, the
number of crimes is divided by the total population.
For instance, in 1933 there were 85,824 robberies in
California and the population was 25,174,000,
equalling a robbery crime rate per 100,000 population
of 340.9 (25?157'% = 003409 x 100,000 = 340.9
BCS Crime Index charts pertaining to each crime or
group of crimes were developed from information
provided in Table 1 (page 82).

For any given BCS Crime Index chart, the index
number above each bar represents the crime rate for
the year indicated in terms of its relationship to the
1974 crime rate, set at 100. The reason for selection
of 1974 as the base year was that it was the earliest
year in which data were available in a consistent
format,

Percent changes shown on index charts were calculated
from rates per 100,000 population, Because of
rounding, percentages may differ slightly if calculated
from index numbers,

WHAT ARE THE UCR LIMITATIONS?

The UCR Program does not account for all crimes.
For example, not all crimes reported to the police are
counted in the UCR system and some crimes are not
reported to the police; for instance, narcotic sales and
prostitution. Some Index crimes go undetected and
therefore unreported. Another reason for under-
reporting of serious crime is the hierarchy rule,

Most offenses occur singly as opposed to many crimes
being committed simultaneously. However, if several
offenses are committed at the same time, only one is
reported through UCR, For example, if a person were
to entera bar, rob eight patrons, and kill the bartender,
only the homicide would be reported,

The hierarchy rule assigns a value to each of the crimes
and requires that only the single most serious offense
be reported. Arson is the exception. Since arson
frequently occurs in conjunction with other crimes
reported in the UCR system, it was felt that valuable
information would be lost using the hierarchy rule,

Given these qualifications, what is the value of the
UCR Program? Since its conception in 1930, UCR
has become virtually nationwide., All California law
enforcement agencies report UCR data. Quality
control surveys conducted by BCS staff, since the
mid-1970s, have shown a high level of compliance
with UCR reporting standards., The number of
participants and the amount of data collected under
the stringent rules of the system make it a prime
indicator of the amount and fluctuation in serious
crime,

CAN JURISDICTIONAL COMPARISONS BE
MADE WITH UCR DATA?

UCR data are collected nationwide in a manner that
standardizes the definitions of offenses. However, a
number of factors can influence crime counts in
particular jurisdictions. These factors should be
considered when using UCR crime statistics, especially
for comparison purposes.

® Variations in composition of the population,
particularly age structure,

B Population density and size of locality and its
surrounding area.

® Stability of population with respect to residents’
mobility and transient factors,

® Economic conditions, including job availability.

® Cultural conditions, such as education, recreation,
and religious characteristics.

B Climate.
Effective strength of law enforcement agencies.

®  Administrative and investigative emphases of law
enforcement,

® Policies of other components of the criminal
Justice system (i.e., prosecutorial, judicial,
correctional, and probational).

®  Attitudes of citizenry toward crime,

® Crime-reporting practices of citizenry,

WHAT IT ALL MEANS

It means crime is not an easy thing to measure, In
California, however, due to the high quality of its
police agencies and their close cooperation with the
State Department of Justice, the UCR is, and has
been for many years, an extremely good indicator of
the amount and fluctuation in crimes reported to the
police.

crimes 9
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CALIFORNIA CRIME INDEX, 1978-1983

The Catifornia Crime Index (CCI) is comprised of

willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated

assault, burglary, and motor vehicle theft.

From 1982 to 1983:

8 California Crime Index offenses reported dqcreased
7.6 percent in rate per 100,000 population.

From 1978 to 1983:

B The California Crime Index decreased 8.1 percent

-in rate.

In 1983,

Of 813,789 California Crime Index offenses reported:

B Violent crimes accounted for 23.9 percent
(194,489).

B Property crimes accounted for 76.1 percent
(619,300).

This year the crime rate
g dropped below the 1974 BCS
Crime Index level.

10 crime & dajinquency, 1983

CALIFORNIA CRIME INDEX, 1978—1983

BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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VIOLENT CRIMES, 1983
By Offense
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crimes

VIOLENT CRIMES, 1978-1983

Violent crimes are willful homicide, forcible rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault.

From 1982 to 1983:

® Violent crimes reported decreased 5.2 percent

in rate,

From 1978 to 1983:

® The violent crime rate increased 7.1 percent,

In 1983,

Of 194,489 violent crimes reported:

Willful homicide accounted for 1.4 percent

(2,640).

Forcible rape accounted for 6.2 percent (12,092).

Robbery

accounted for 44.]1 percent (85,824),

Aggravated assault accounted for 48.3 percent

(93,933).

e

This is the third consecutive
year the violent crime rate has
dropped.

crimes 11
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WILLFUL HOMICIDE, 1978—1983

Willful Homicide — The willful (nonnegligent) killing
of one human being by another.

From 1982 to 1983:
W The rate of willful homicides reported decreased
6.2 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:
® Willful homicides decreased 7.9 percent in rate.

In 1983,

Of 2,640 willful homicides reported, the type of
weapon used was known in 2,613 cases (99.0 percent).
Of these:

B Firearms accounted for 54.5 percent (1,425).
B Knives or cuiting instruments accounted for
25.1 percent (655).

® QOther weapons, such as blunt objects, personal
weapons (hands, fists, feet), and “other’ accounted

for 20.4 percent (533).

HOMICIDES INVOLVING PEACE OFFICERS,
1974—1983

Because of the relatively small numbers of both peace
officers killed in the line of duty and justifiable
homicides by peace officers each year, annual percent
changes are unreliable for detecting meaningful
trends. Consequently, these data have been analyzed
over a ten-year period.

Peace officers killed in the line of duty

From 1982 to 1983:
® The number of peace officers killed increased
from 6 to 9.

From 1974—1972 to 1979-1983:

® There was a 20.8 percent decrease in the number
of peace officers killed in the past five years
compared to those killed in the previous five years
(42 and 53, respectively).

12 crime & delinquency, 1983

WILLFUL HOMICIDE CRIMES, 19781983

BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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TABLE A
HOMICIDES INVOLVING PEACE
OFFICERS, 1974—1983

Killed by
Peace_ofﬁcers peace officers
Year killed in line of duty
TOTAL. . .. 95 860
Total . . ... 42 411
1983 .. ... 9 78
1982 ..... 6 71
1981 . ... .. 8 68
1980 .. ... 7 92
1979 ... .. 12 102
Total . . . .. 53 44
1978 . . ... 12 83
1977 .. ... 13 97
1976 . . ... 6 94
1975 ... .. 12 87
1974 . .. .. 10 84

Justifiable homicides by peace officers

From 1982 to 1983:

® The number of justifiable homicides by peace
officers increased from 71 to 78.

From 1974-1978 to 1979—1983:

B There was an 8.5 percent decrease in the number
of justifiable homicides by peace officers in the
past five years compared to those in the previous
five years (411 and 449, respectively).

NN
FORCIBLE RAPE, 19781983

Forc‘ible rape — The carnal knowledge of a female
forcibly and against her will. 4 ttempted forcible rape
is included,

From 1982 to 1983:

® The rate of forcible rapes reported decreased
5.3 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® Forcible rapes decreased 2.6 percent in rate,

In 1983,
Of 12,092 forcible rapes reported:
® Rapes by force accounted for 67.6 percent (8,176).

8 Attempts to commit forcible rape accc;unted for
32.4 percent (3,916),

crimes 13
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ROBBERY, 1978-1983

Robbery — The taking or attempting to take anything
of value from the care, custody, or control of a
person or persons by force or threar of force or
violence andfor by putting the victim in fear.
From 1982 to 1983:
W The rate of robberies reported decreased

8.4 percent.
From 1978 to 1983:

® Robberies increased 14.6 percent in rate,

In 1983,
Of 85,824 robberies reported:

B Armed robberies accounted for 59.8 percent
(51,308).

B Strong-arm robberies accounted for 40.2 percent
(34,516).

Of the 51,308 armed robberies reported,

W Firearms were involved in 62.5 percent (32,060).

B Knives or cutting instruments were involved in
22.4 percent (11,491).

B Other dangerous weapons were involved in 15.1
percent (7,757).
In 1983, of all robberies reported:

B Highway robberies (streets, parks, parking lots,
etc.) accounted for 53.2 percent (45,668).

B Commercial robberies accounted for 22.2 percent
(19,075).

B Residential robberies accounted for 9.7 percent
(8,366).

® Bank robberies accounted for 3.3 percent (2,837).

® Miscellaneous robberies (churches, schools, trains,
etc,) accounted for 11.5 percent (9,878).

~ In 1983, bank robbery was the
g only type of robbery (by
- location) to show an increase
(12.8 percent).

14 crime & delinquency, 1983

ROBBERY CRIMES, 1978—1983
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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AGGRAVATED ASSAULT CRIMES, 1978—1983
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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AGGRAVATED ASSAULT CRIMES, 1983
Type of Weapon Used
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20.4%
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AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, 1978—1983

Aggravated Assault — An unlawful attack or attempted
t.zttack by one person upon another for the purpose of
inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury. This type
of assault usually is accompanied by the use of a

weapon or by means likely to produce death or great
bodily harm.

From 1982 to 1983:

® The rate of aggravated assaults reported decreased
2.0 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

B Aggravated assaults increased 2.7 percent in rate,

In 1983, of 93,933 aggravated assaults reported:

B Firearms were involved in 20.2 percent (18,929).

® Knives or cutting instruments were involved in

20.4 percent (19,202).

Other dangerous weapons were involved in 32.0
percent (30,076).

Hands, fists, feet, etc. were involved in 27.4
percent (25,726).

Since 1980, when compared
tp other weapons, the use of
firearms has decreased in

willful homicide, robbery, and
aggravated assault crimes.

crimes 15
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PROPERTY CRIMES, 1978—-1983

Property crimes are burglary and motor vehicle theft.

From 1982 to 1983:

B Property crimes reported decreased 8.4 percent in
rate.

From 1978 to 1983:

B The property crime rate decreased 12.1 percent.

In 1983, of 619,300 property crimes reported:
® Burglary accounted for 74.3 percent (460,401).

B Motor vehicle theft accounted for 25.7 percent
(158,899).

The property crime rate

g dropped nearly eight percent
helow the 1974 BCS Crime
Index level.

16 crime & delinquency, 1983

PROPERTY CRIMES, 19781983
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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BURGLARY CRIMES, 1978-1983
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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BURGLARY CRIMES, 1983

TYPE OF ENTRY

No force
29.1%

g —

Force and
attempted force

LOCATION

Nonresidence
32.8%

Residence
67.2%

TIME OF DAY
Nighttime

34.3%

Unknown
26.4%

Daytime
39.3%

/

Source: Table 7.

crimes
BURGLARY, 1978—1983

Burglary — The unlawful entry of a structure to

commit a felony or a theft. Attempted forcible entry

is included.

From 1982 to 1983:

B The rate of burglaries reported decreased 9.5
percent,

From 1978 to 1983:

® Burglaries decreased 14.0 percent in rate.

In 1983, of 460,401 burglaries reported:

B Entry or attempted entry of a structure by force
accounted for 70.9 percent (326,267).

® Entry of a structure without force (unlawful entry)
accounted for 29.1 percent (134,134),

And,

B Residential burglaries accounted for 67.2 percent
(309,169).

B Nonresidential burglaries accounted for 32.8
percent (151,232). Included in this category are
commercial establishments, public buildings, etc.

And,

® Daytime burglaries accounted for 39.3 percent
(180,827).

® Nighttime burglaries accounted for 34.3 percent
(158,016).

B Burglaries occurring during an unknown hour
accounted for 26.4 percent (121,558).

Ot the California Crime Index
g, offenses, burglary showed the
~largest rate decrease (9.5
percent).
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MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT, 1978--1983

Motor Vehicle Theft — The theft or attempted theft
of a motor vehicle.

From 1982 to 1983:

B Therate of motorvehicle thefts reported decreased
5.2 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:
B Motor vehicle thefts decreased 5.8 percent in rate.

In 1983, of 158,899 motor vehicle thefts reported:
B Autos accounted for 70.0 percent (111,163).

B Trucks and buses accounted for 19.2 percent
(30,498). Included in this category are motor
homes. The proportion of this category has
increased each year for all years shown,

® ““QOther’” vehicles accounted for 10.8 percent
(17,238). Included in this category are motor-
cycles, snowmobiles, motor scooters, and trail
bikes.

And, when reported motor vehicle thefts were

analyzed by type of vehicle stolen (Table 8, page 85),

it was found that:

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 2.9 percent decrease in the number of
autos stolen,

® There was a 2.5 percent increase in the number of
trucks and buses stolen.

B There was a 14,8 percent decrease in the number
of “other” vehicles stolen.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 2.6 percent decrease in the theft of
autos.

® There was a 71.3 percent increase in the theft of
trucks and buses.

B There was an 18.7 percent decrease in the theft of
“‘other” vehicles.
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MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT CRIMES, 19781583
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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100.3
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MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT CRIMES, 1983
Type of Vehicle

Trucks and
buses
19.2%

Other

vehicles
10.8%

]

Autos
70.0%

Source: Table 8,

st e

e

LARCENY-THEFT CRIMES, 19781983
BCS Crime Index (1974=100)
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LARCENY-THEFT CRIMES, 1983
Value of Loss

Over $400

20.1%

$200 to $400
15.7%

$50 to $199

26.9%

Under $50
37.3%

I

Source: Table 10,
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LARCENY-THEFT, 19781983

Lar({eny-theft — Theunlawful taking, carrying, leading,
or riding away of property from the possession or '
constructive possession of another. (Except embez-
zlement, fraud, forgery, and worthless checks.)

A 1983 law raised the lower limit of felony theft
from $200 to over $400. In order to maintain trend
data, theft was removed from the BCS measure of
crime (formerly Seven Major Offenses and now
California Crime Index). A high-volume crime,

larceny-theft comprises 52 percent of the FBI Crime
Index (excluding arson).

From 1982 to 1983:

® The rate of total larceny-theft crimes reported
decreased 9.0 percent,

From 1978 to 1983:

® Total larceny-theft crimes increased 1.9 percent in
rate,

In 1983, of 866,992 larceny-theft crimes reported:

® Theft over $400 in value accounted for 20,1
percent (174,623).

¥ Theft $200 to $400 in value accounted far 15,7
percent (135,827).

B Theft $50 to $199 in value accounted for 26.9
percent (233,116).

B Theft under $50 in value accounted for 37.3
percent (323,426).
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When dollar-value categories of larceny-theft were
indexed to 1974 and analyzed from 1978 through
1983, the following was noted.

From 1982 to 1983:

® The rate of larceny-theft under S50 in value
decreased 10.5 percent.

B The rate of larceny-theft $50—-S199 in value
decreased 13.6 percent.

B The rate of larceny-theft $200 and over in value
decreased 3.4 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

B ] arceny-theft under S50 in value decreased 18.7
percent in rate, -

B [arceny-theft $50--$199 in value decreased
10.5 percent in rate,

® Larceny-theft $200 and over in value increased
61.5 percent in rate.

Differences in the rate changes of these categories of
theft are attributed primarily to inflation.

STOLEN AND RECOVERED PROPERTY,
1982—-1983

As part of the UCR Program, law enforcement
agencies submit monthly reports to the Bureau of
Criminal Statistics of the estimated dollar value of
property stolen and property recovered. In these
reports, type of property is categorized in a uniform
manner, However, agencies do not report these data
consistently and frequently vary in their methods of
estimating the dollar value of stolen property.
Furthermore, property stolen and property recovered
in any given time period are not identical. For these
reasons, dollar values of such property must be
viewed as rough approximations,

As shown in Table 11 (page 88),
From 1982 to 1983, it was found that:

B There was a 3.3 percent decrease in the dollar
value of all property reported stolen,
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THEFT UNDER $50
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PERCENT OF VALUE BY TYPE
OF PROPERTY STOLEN
AND RECOVERED, 1983

PROPERTY STOLEN

Motor vehicles
34.2%

Other property
8%

PROPERTY RECOVERED

Other property
17.8%

Motor vehicles
82.2%

Source: Table 11.

crimes

B There was a .9 percent increase in the dollar
value of motor vehicles reported stolen,

B There was a 5.4 percent decrease in the dollar
value of other property reported stolen.

And,

® There was a 3.4 percent increase in the dollar
value of all property reported recovered.

® There was a 4.6 percent increase in the dollar
value of stolen_motor vehicles reported recovered.

® There was a 1.7 percent decrease in the dollar
value of other stolen property reported recovered,

In 1983, of the total dollar value of all property
reported stolen:

¥ Stolen motor vehicles accounted for 34.2 percent.
® “Other” property accounted for 65.8 percent,

And, of the total dollar value of property reported
recovered,

® Stolen motor vehicles accounted for 82.2 percent,

@ “Other” property accounted for 17.8 percent.

When the dollar value of property recovered in 1983

was related to that of property stolen in 1983, it was
found that;

B The recovery ratio of all property stolen was 28.9
percent,

® The recovery ratio of stolen motor vehicles was
69.3 percent,

® The recovery ratio of other property stolen was
7.8 percent,

Despitfz the limitations of law enforcement agency
data discussed earlier, the recovery ratios of 1983
were similar to those of 1982,

In 1983, the vaiue of property
reported stolen exceeded $1.5
billion, and the value of

property recovered was nearly
$436 million.
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ARSON, 1982—1983

Arson—Any willful or malicious burning or attem pti.ng
to burn, with or without intent to defraud, a dwelling
house, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft,
personal property of another, etc.

Law enforcement agencies began submitting arson
crimes data in 1979; however, 1980 was the first year
of complete reporting. Experience with the investiga-
tions of suspected arson crimes and their classiﬁcatiqn
has impacted the level of reporting; therefore, caution
should be exercised when comparing annual data.

As shown in Table 13 (page 89),

From 1982 to 1983:

® The number of arson crimes reported decreased
12.7 percent.

B The value of property damage decreased 22.5
percent.

In 1983, of 17,705 arsons reported:
W Structures accounted for 40.5 percent (7,163).

B Mobile property accounted for 25.0 percent
(4,423).

B Other property accounted for 34.6 percent

(6,119). Included in this category are crops,
timber, fences, signs, etc.

In 1983, of the total dollar value of all property
damaged:

B Structures accounted for 88.7 percent.
B Mobile property accounted for 10.4 percent,

W Other property accounted for .9 percent.

22 crime & detinquency, 1983

ARSON CRIMES, 1983
Type of Property by Offense and Value of Property Damage

OFFENSES

Gther

Structural
-——40.5%

VALUE OF PROPERTY DAMAGE

Mobile

10.4%‘\ .. .9%

‘Qructural
88.7%

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
Source: Tabie 13,
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ARRESTS

WHAT IS AN ARREST?

Arrests occur when bersons are taken into custody
because they are believed to have violated the law.
Not all arrests result in persons being placed in jail,
If not released by the arresting agency, many arrestees
either post bail or are released on their own recogni-
zance to appear in court at a later date, Others are
issued citations, much like traffic tickets, which
direct them to appear in court at a later date,

Arrests are divided into two major groups: adult
arrests (18 years of age and older) and juvenile
arrests. Adults and juveniles may be arrested for
either felony-level or misdemeanor-level offenges.

A felony-level offense can result in a sentence to state
prison or death if the offender is convicted as an
adult. A misdemeanor-level offense can result in a
fine or a sentence of up to one year in a county jail,

Juveniles, because of their status, may also be arrested
for truancy, incorrigibility, runaway, and curfew
violations. These are commonly referred to as status
offenses,

HOW ARE ARRESTS REPORTED?

Unlike crimes, which are classified by nationwide
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) standards, arrests
are reported by California Penal Code definition of
the offense. This may cause some differences in the
definition of certain crimes and the arrests for that
crime. For instance, theft from a locked automobile
is a burglary by California Penal Code definition. The
crime would be classified and reported as a theft
under UCR definition, while an arrest for this offense
would be reported as burglary under California Penal
Code definition,

All California law enforcement agencies report arrest
and citation information to the Bureau of Criminal
Statistics (BCS) on the “Monthly Arrest and Citation

Register,” which lists each arrestee; includes informa-
tion on age, sex, and racefethnic group; and specifies
the “most serious” arrest offense and law enforcement
disposition, Both arrest and citation information are
included in BCS arrest statistics,

—_—
ARREST RATES

Most data basic to this section of the report are
presented in Tables 14, 20, and 22, Arrest rates are
based on the number of arrests per 100,000 population.
BCS Arrest Index charts pertaining to arrests at a
particular level (felony or misdemeanor), arrests for
status offenses, or arrests for a specific crime or group
of crimes were developed from information provided
in these tables.

For any given BCS Arrest Index chart, the index
number above each bar represents the arrest rate of
the year indicated in terms of jts relationship to the
1974 arrest rate, set at 100,

Percent changes shown on index charts were calculated
from rates per 100,000 population. Because of
rounding, percentages may differ slightly if calculated
from index numbers.

Rates per 100,000 population at risk and percent
changes in rate may differ from those previously

published because of revised population estimates
released by the Population Research Unit of the

California Department of Finance,

LAW CHANGES

On January 1, 1983, alaw change raised the lower
limit of felony theft from $200 to over $400. This
law was last changed in 1923, when the lower limit
was rajsed from $50 to $200.

On July 1, 1982, the law was changed to include
driving under the influence of a drug with driving
under the influence of intoxicating liquor or a
combination of liquor and drugs (23152 and 23153
V.C.). Felony driving under the influence of drugs is
now included in the felony “all other arrests” cate-
gory. The effect of this law is negligible on changes in
counts within offense groupings.

On January 1, 1976, the law was changed to stipulate
that the possession of not more than one ounce of
unconcentrated marijuana was a misdemeanor rather
than a felony offense. The effects of this law were
reflected not only in the decrease of total felony
and felony marjjuana arrest rates, but also in the
increase of total misdemeanor and misdemeanor drug
law violation arrest rates (Crime and Delinquency in
California, 1979).

Inthe early 1970s, federal monies were made available
to establish programs that would divert status
offenders from the juvenile justice system, Although
this philosophy of “treatment by diversion® was not
codified into law until 1977, it had a considerable
impact on status offense statistics. Since 1974, there
has been a general downward trend in status offense
arrest rates.
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TOTAL ARRESTS, 1978—1983
From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a .9 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a .5 percent increase in the rate of

adult arrests and a 9.6 percent decrease in the rate
of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

M There was a 7.1 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

M There was a 13,7 percent rate increase in adult

arrests and a 20.0 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 1,690,544 arrests reported:

W Adult arrests accounted for 87.0 percent
(1,471,232).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 13.0 percent
(219,312).

And,

B Felony arrests accounted for 22.1 percent
(373,609).

M Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 76.6 percent -
(1,294,418).

B Status offense arrests accounted for 1.3 percent
(22,517).

The rate of total arrests
decreased for the second
. consecutive year.

"
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TOTAL ARRESTS, 1978—1983
-BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)
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TOTAL ARRESTS, 1983

TYPE OF ARREST

Juvenile
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Adult
- 87.0%
Source: Table 15,
LEVEL OF ARREST
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ARRESTS REPORTED BY LEVEL, 19781983
BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)
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Felony, Misdemeanor, and Status Offense Arrests,
1978—1983

From 1982 to 1983;

® There was a 4.8 percent decrease in the rate of
felony arrests, a .4 percent increase in the rate of
misdemeanor arrests, and a 4.5 percent decrease
in the rate of status offense arrests.

From 1978 to l9§3:

® There was a 1.2 percent rate increase in felony
arrests, a 10.1 percent rate increase in misdemeanor
arrests, and a 24.7 percent rate decrease in arrests
for status offenses.
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FELONY ARRESTS, 19781983
Total, Adult, and Juvenile

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 4.8 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

i

l

} arrests
{

® There was a 2.0 percent decrease in the r:}te of
adult arrests and a 14.0 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 1.2 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

® There was a 14.4 percent rate increase inladult.
arrests and a 26.1 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 373,609 felony arrests reported:

M Violent crimes accounted for 20.0 percent
(74.898).

M Property crimes accounted for 45,5 percent
(169,813).

M Drug law violations accounted for 21.3 percent
(79.422).

M “All other” offenses accounted for 13.2 percent
(49,476). “All other” offenses include weapon
offenses, driving under the influence, sex law
violations, etc.

26 crime & delinquency, 1983

FELONY ARRESTS, 1978—1983
TOTAL, ADULT, AND JUVENILE
BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)

1981

ToTAL D

*Percent change from previous year.
Source: Table 14,

JUVENILE [

FELONY ARRESTS, 1983

TOTAL BY CATEGORY

All other
13.2%

Violent crimes
20.0%
Drug law
violations
21.3%

Property crimes
45.5%

Source: Table 16.

ADULT AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY CATEGORY

Total

Violent
crimes

Property
crimes

Drug law
violations

Al other

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding,
Source: Table 16,

arrests

And,

® Adult arrests accounted for 80.9 percent
(302,421).

8 Juvenile arrests accounted for 19.1 percent
(71,188).

Of the 74,898 arrests for violent crimes:
®  Adult arrests accounted for 83.5 percent (62,577).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 16.4 percent
(12,321).

Of the 169,813 arrests for property crimes:

® Adult arrests accounted for 73.0 percent
(124,020).

W Juvenile arrests accounted for 27.0 percent
(45,793),

Of the 79,422 arrests for drug law violations:
®  Adult arrests accounted for 92.3 percent (73,318).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 7,7 percent (6,104).

Of the 49,476 arrests for *ai] other” offenses:
®  Adult arrests accounted for 85.9 percent (42,5006),

W Juvenile arrests accounted for 14.1 percent
(6,970).

/; In 1983, adult felony arrest
rates decreased for the first
time since 1978. Juvenile
felony arrest rates decreased
for the fourth consecutive
year.
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VIOLENT CRIME ARRESTS, 1978-1983
Total, Adult, and Juvenile
As shown in Table 20a (page 94),

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 9.5 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was an 8.8 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 12.1 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 7.7 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

B There was a 4.3 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and an [8.0 percent rate decrease in
juvenile arrests.

In 1983, of 74,898 felony arrests for violent crimes
reported:

® Homicide accounted for 4.7 percent (3,495).

® Forcible rape accounted for 5.8 percent (4,382).

® Robbery accounted for 31.9 percent (23,883).

® Assault accounted for 54.7 percent (40,948).

® Kidnapping accounted for 2.9 percent (2,190).

The violent crime arrest rate
g decreased for the third consec-

utive year. This decrease was

seen in both adult and juvenile

rates.
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR VIOLENT CRIMES, 1983

TOTAL BY OFFENSE

Kidnapping Homicide
2.9% 4.7%

Forcible rape

I 58%
Assault
54.7% —
Robbery
31.9%

Source: Table 18,

ADULT AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY OFFENSE
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Forcible
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Robbery
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Kidnapping

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
Source: Tabje 17.
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And,
®  Adult arrests accounted for 83.5 percent (62,577).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 16.4 percent
(12,321,

HOMICIDE ARRESTS
From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 5.8 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was a 3.9 percent decrease in the rate of

adult arrests and a 26.9 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 19.9 percent rate increase in total
arrests,

® There was a 21.8 bercent rate increase in adult

arrests and a 4,9 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 3,495 arrests for homicide:
W Aduli arrests accounted for 91.8 percent (3,209).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 8.2 percent (286).
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FORCIBLE RAPE ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 2.9 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 2.8 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 1.5 percent decrease in the rate

of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

% There was a 9.7 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

8 There was a 9.6 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 13.0 percent rate increase in juvenile

arrests.
In 1983, of 4,382 arrests for forcible rape:
B Adult arrests accounted for 86.7 percent (3,801).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 13.3 percent (581).

ROBBERY ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 13.1 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 12.1 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 14.7 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 3.1 percent rate decrease in fotal
arrests.

® There was a 2.0 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and an 11.0 percent rate decrease in
juvenile arrests.

In 1983, of 23,883 arrests for robbery:

B Adult arrests accounted for 77.5 percent (18,516).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 22.5 percent
(5,367).
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR VIOLENT CRIMES, 1978—1983
TOTAL, ADULT, AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY OFFENSE
BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)
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ASSAULT ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was an 8.6 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests,

® There was an 8.3 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and 2 9.9 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

® There wasa 13.7 percent rate decrease in total
arrests,

B There was a 10.6 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and a 26.0 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 40,948 arrests for assault:

B Adult arrests accounted for 85.6 percent (35,046).

8 Juvenile arrests accounted for 14.4 percent
(5,902,

———— e

KIDNAPPING ARRESTS
From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 4.7 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 5.3 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 1.5 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was no change in the rate of tota) arrests.

R There was no change in the rate of adult arrests
and a 14.7 percent rate decrease in juvenile arrests.

In 1983, of 2,190 arrests for kidnapping:

® Adult arrests accounted for 91.6 percent (2,005),

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 8.4 percent (185),

With respect to arrests for

g violent crimes, robbery showed
the largest decrease in rate
{down 13.1 percent).
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PROPERTY CRIME ARRESTS, 1978—1983

Total, Adult, and Juvenile
As shown in Table 20b (page 95),
From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 9.6 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 5.5 percent decrease in the rate of

adult arrests and a 17.3 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was an 8.5 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

B There was a 12.4 percent rate increase in adult

arrests and a 32.3 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 169,813 felony arrests for property
crimes reported:

® Burglary accounted for 47.6 percent (80,917).
® Theft accounted for 30.9 percent (52,486).

B Motor vehicle theft accounted for 13.1 percent
(22,300).

B Forgery, checks, and credit cards accounted for
7.2 percent (12,226).

® Arson accounted for 1.1 percent (1,884).

The property crime arrest rate
g decreased in 1983. This
decrease was seen in the arrest

rates of each property crime
offense.
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR PROPERTY CRIMES, 1983

TOTAL BY OFFENSE
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ADULT AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY OFFENSE
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR PROPERTY CRIMES, 1978-1983
TOTAL, ADULT, AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY OFFENSE
BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)
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And,

B Adult arrests accounted for 73.0 percent
(124,020).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 27.0 percent

(45,793).
SRR
BURGLARY ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was an 8.2 percent decrease in the rate of

total arrests.

rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 9.5 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

® There was a 17.0 percent rate increase in adult

arrests.

In 1983, of 80,917 arrests for burglary:

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 34.4 percent
(27,834).
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There was a 3.8 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 13.6 percent decrease in the

arrests and a 29.0 percent rate decrease in juvenile

B Adult arrests accounted for 65.6 percent (53,083).
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THEFT ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 13.6 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was an 8.2 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 29.2 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 12.6 percent rate increase in total
arrests,

® There was a 27.8 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 17.2 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 52,486 arrests for theft:

® Adult arrests accounted for 80,1 percent (42,039).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 19.9 percent
(10,447).

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 6.5 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 4.1 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 10.5 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

M There was a 36.8 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

® There was an 18.0 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and a 56.6 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 22,300 arrests for motor vehicle theft:

B Adult arrests accounted for 73.2 percent (16,326).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 26.8 percent
(5,974).
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR PROPERTY CRIMES, 1978—-1983
TOTAL, ADULT, AND JUVENILE ARRESTS BY OFFENSE
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FORGERY, CHECKS, AND CREDIT CARD ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 6.7 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests,

® There was a 5.8 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 20.2 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 2.9 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

W There was a 4.4 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 24.5 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 12,226 arrests for forgery, checks. and
credit cards:

B Adult arrests accounted for 93.7 percent (11,455),

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 6.3 percent (771).

ARSON ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 1,1 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was a 1.6 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and an .8 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 19.3 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

B There was a 4.8 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and a 26.1 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 1,884 arrests for arson:
| Adult arrests accounted for 59.3 percent (1,117).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 40.7 percent (767).

g The largest change in rate,
g from 1978 to 1983, was
seen in the juvenile arrest rate

for motor vehicle theft {down
56.6 percent}.
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DRUG LAW VIOLATION ARRESTS, 1978—
1983

Drug law violations include narcotics, marijuana,

dangerous drugs, and “other” drug law violations,

The narrative pertaining to the index charts is based
upon data presented in Table 20c (page 96).

Total, Adult, and Juvenile

From 1982 to 1983:
B There was a 14.1 percent increase in the rate of
total arrests.

®m There was a 15.1 percent increase in the rate of
adult arrests and a 1.1 percent increase in the rate

of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:
® There was a 25.4 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

B There was a 32.2 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 23.8 percent rate decrease in juvenile

arrests.
In 1983, of 79.422 felony arrests for drug law
violations:

® Narcotic arrests accounted for 39.8 percent
(31.588).

® Marijuana arrests accounted for 25.1 percent
(19,920).
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FELONY ARRESTS FOR DRUG LAW VIOLATIONS, 1978-1983
TOTAL, ADULT, AND JUVENILE ARRESTS
BCS Arrest Index (1974=100)
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® Dangerous drug arrests accounted for 31.9 3
! : . ercent
(25,302). b

W “Other” drug law violation arrests accounted for
3.3 percent (2,612).

And,

® Adult arrests accounted for 93.3 percent (73,318).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 7.7 percent (6,104),

Of the 31,588 felony arrests for narcotic offenses:
B Adult arrests accounted for 96.2 percent (30,373).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 3.8 percent (1,215),

Of the 19,920 felony arrests for marijuana offenses:
B Adult arrests accounted for 85.7 percent (17,074),

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 14.3 percent (2,846).

Of the 25,302 felony arrests for dangerous drug
offenses:

B Adult arrests accounted for 92.8 percent (23,491).

W Juvenile arrests accounted for 7.2 percent (1,811).

Qf the 2,612 felony arrests for other drug law
violations:
B Adult arrests accounted for 91,1 percent (2,380).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 8.9 percent (232),

Of the four felony arrest cate-
gories, only drug law violations
showed an increase in rate

from 1982 to 1983 (up 14.1
percent).
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NARCOTIC ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 21.9 percent increase in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was a 22.8 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 3.7 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 45.8 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

B There was a 48.4 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 17.1 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

MARIJUANA ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

8 There was a 5.3 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 4.5 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 9.9 percent decrease in the rate
of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 3.8 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

® There was a 17.2 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 34.0 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

DANGEROUS DRUG ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

W There was an 18.6 percent increase in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was an 18.2 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 22.0 percent rate increase in juvenile
arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 27.9 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

B There was a 31.6 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and an 11.3 percent rate decrease in
juvenile arrests.

38 crime & delinquency, 1983
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OTHER DRUG LAW VIOLATION ARRESTS
From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 93.6 percent increase in the rate of
total arrests.

W There was a 93.9 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 66.7 percent rate increase in juvenile
arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 3.9 percent rate decrease in total
arrests,

B There was a 6.6 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and a 17.6 percent rate increase in juvenile
arrests,

As shown in the index charts, the large decreases in
drug law violations from the base year (1974) can be
attributed to the 1976 marijuana law.

i B R
ALL OTHER ARRESTS, 19781983
Total, Adult, and Juvenile

This category includes arrests for “other” felony
offenses such as sex law violations, driving under the
influence, weapons, and escape,

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 5.6 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

® There was a 5.6 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 5.3 percent decrease in the rate
of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 27.3 percent rate increase in total
arrests,

® There was a 28.1 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 23.7 percent rate increase in juvenile
arrests, :

In 1983, of 49,476 felony arrests for all “other”
offenses:

® Aduit arrests accounted for 85.9 percent (42,506),
W Juvenile arrests accounted for 14.] percent (6,970).

———

. ) The rate increase in total drug
& law violations was largely due
to increases in adult arrest'rates

for narcotics and dangerous
drugs.
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MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS, 1978—1983
Total, Adult, and Juvenile
As shown in Table 22 (page 98),

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a .4 percent increase in the rate of total
arrests.

B There was a 1.2 percent increase in the rate of
adult arrests and a 7.8 percent decrease in the rate
of juvenile arrests,

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 10.1 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

percent rate increase in adult

8 There was a 13.5
15.0 percent rate decrease in juvenile

arrests and a
arrests.,

In 1983, of 1,294,418 misdemeanor arrests reported:

® Assault and battery accounted for 4.4 percent
(57.557).

B Perty theft accounted for 9.2 percent (119,149),

B Drug law violations accounted for §.2 percent
(106.438).

B Drunk offenses accounted for 17.6 percent
{227.500).
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MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS, 1983
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B Driving under the influence accounted for 26.8

percent (346,267).
B “All other™ offenses accounted for 33.8 percent
(437,481).

.'\Hd,

B Adult arrests accounted for 90.3 percent
(1.1a8.811).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 9.7 percent
t125,607).

ASSAULT AND BATTERY ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was no change in the rate of total arrests,
B There wasa .3 percent increase in the rate of adult

arrests and no change in the rate of juvenile
arrests.
From 197% to 1983
B There was a 7.0 percent rate increase in total
arrests,
There was a Y.0 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 3.9 percent rate increase in juvenile
arrests,

In 1983, of 57,557 arrests for assault and battery:
M Adulf arrests accounted tor 80.1 percent (46,110).

B Juvenile arrests accounted for 19.9 percent
(11,447).
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PETTY THEFT ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 5.7 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 4.4 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and a 6.2 percent decrease in the rate
of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was a 1.9 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

B There was a 17.9 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 19.1 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.,

In 1983, of 119,149 arrests for petty theft:

® Adult arrests accounted for 67.9 percent (80,942).

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 32.1 percent
(38,207).

DRUG LAW VIOLATION ARRESTS

This category includes arrests for marijuana and
“‘other” drug law violations such as possession of
paraphernalia and being under the influence of drugs.

From 1982 to 1983:

B There was a 27.0 percent increase in the rate of
total arrests.

B There was a 29.8 percent increase in the rate of
adult arrests and an 11.5 percent increase in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 40.3 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

® There was a 55.1 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 9.3 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 106,458 arrests for drug law violations:

® Adult arrests accounted for 87.0 percent (92,579).

% Juvenile arrests accounted for 13.0 percent
(13,879).

As shown in the index charts, the increases for drug

law violations from the base year (1974) appear to be
the result of the 1976 marijuana law.
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DRUNK ARRESTS

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a 2.9 percent decrease in the rate of
total arrests,

B There was a 3.0 percent decrease in the rate of
adult arrests and an 11.8 percent decrease in the
rate of juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

® There was an 8.6 percent rate decrease in total
arrests.

® There was a 9.2 percent rate decrease in adult
arrests and a 30.4 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 227,506 arrests for drunk offenses:
®  Adult arrests accounted for 96.6 percent (219,818).

& Juvenile arrests accounted for 3.4 percent (7,688).

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE ARRESTS

This category includes arrests for driving under the
influence of intoxicating liquor, driving under the
influence of drugs, or the combined influence of
intoxicating liquor and any drug.

From 1982 to 1983:

® There was a .9 percent increase in the rate of total
arrests.

® There was a .5 percent increase in the rate of adulit
arrests and a 9.3 percent decrease in the rate of
juvenile arrests.

From 1978 to 1983:

B There was a 13,2 percent rate increase in total
arrests.

B There was an 11.3 percent rate increase in adult
arrests and a 19.4 percent rate decrease in juvenile
arrests.

In 1983, of 346,267 arrests for driving under the
influence offenses:
®  Adult arrests accounted for 98.8 percent (342,203).

Ly

® Juvenile arrests accounted for 1.2 percent (4,064).

' With respect to misdemeanor
& arrest rates, only drug law
violations showed a substantial
increase {27.0 percent).
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
FELONY AND MISDEMEANOR

ARRESTEES, 1983

Sex, Age, and Race/Ethnic Group of Arrestee

As shown in Table 26 (page 102),

SEX OF ARRESTEE

Of 1,668.027 persons arrested for felony and misde-
meanor offenses:

B Males accounted for 85.1 percent (1,419,539).

® Females accounted for 14.9 percent (248 ,488).

Of the 1,419,539 males arrested,

B Felony offenses accounted for 22.6 percent
(321.467).

®m Misdemeanor offenses accounted for 77.4 percent
(1,098,072).

And, of the 248,488 females arrested,

B Felony offenses accounted for 21.0 percent
(52,142).

® Misdemeanor offenses accounted for 79.0 percent
(196,346).

AGE OF ARRESTEE
Of 1,668,027 persons arrested for felony and misde-
meanor offenses:

B Those under 20 years of age accounted for 21.3
percent (356,109).

® Those 20—29 years of age accounted for 44.4
percent (740,419).

B Those 30 years of age and over accounted for
34.3 percent (571,499).

Of the 356,109 arrestees under 20 years of age,

B Felony arrests accounted for 31.9 percent
(113,641).

® Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 68.1 percent
(242,468).

44 crime & delinquency, 1983

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FELONY
AND MISDEMEANOR ARRESTEES, 1983

SEX
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FELONY AND MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS, 1983
Sex, Age, and Race/Ethnic Group of Arrestee

Total 776
Male 774
Female 79.0
Under 20 68.1
20-29 77.8

30 and over 83.3

White {not

Hispanic) 81.5
Hispanic 77.8
Black 66.2
Other 81.2

FELONY g

MISDEMEANOR D

Source: Table 26,

arrests

Of the 740,419 arrestees 20-29 years of age,

B Felony arrests accounted for 22,2 percent
(164,715).

B Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 77.8 percent
(575,704),

And, of the 571,499 arrestees 30 years of age and
over,

® Felony arrests accounted for 16.7 percent
(95,253).

® Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 83.3 percent
(476,2406),

RACE/ETHNIC GROUP OF ARRESTEE

Of 1,668,027 persons arrested for felony and misde-
meanor offenses:

®  White (not Hispanic) arrestees accounted for 51.1
percent (852,679).

B [Hispanic arrestees accounted for 26.6 percent
(442,893).

® Black arrestees accounted for 19.2 percent
(320,894),

™ Other racefethnic groups accounted for 3.1 percent
(51,561).
Of the 852,679 whites (not Hispanic),

® Felony arrests accounted for 18.5 percent
(157,376).

W Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 81.5 percent
(695,303).

Of the 442,893 Hispanics,

® Felony arrests accounted for 22,2 percent (98,234),

B Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 77.8 percent
(344,659).

Of the 320,894 blacks,

® Felony arrests accounted for 33.8 percent
(108,304).

® Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 66.2 percent
(212,590).

And, of the 51,561 persons grouped as other,

® Felony arrests accounted for 18.8 percent (9,695).

B Misdemeanor arrests accounted for 81.2 percent
(41,866).
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES IN ARREST RATES BASED ON DIFFERENT AT-RISK POPULATIONS

An arrest rate is the ratio of the number
of reported arrests fo the population at
risk. The three comparison populations
used in the Arrests section of this report
are: adults (18 years of age and over);
juveniles (10—17 years of age); and total

(10 years of age and over). If, in calculat-

ing periodic changes in arrest rates of

any one of these three populations, the
size of the population remained constant:

B The arrest rate in any given year would
be larger than that of a previous year if
the number of arrests reported that
year was larger than that of the
previous year.

B The arrest rate in any given year would
be smaller than that of a previous year
if the number of arrests reported that
year was smaller than that of the
previous year,

However, if the number of arrests

remained constant and the size of the

population changed,

B The arrest rate in any given year would
be smaller than that of a previous year
if the population increased.

B The arrest rate in any given year would
be larger than that of a previous year if
the population decreased.

Because both the number of arrests and
the at-risk populations upon which adult
and juveniie arrest rates are based are
independent, one would not expect any
relationship between the percent change
in adult and juvenile arrest rates from one
year to another. However, because total
arrest rates are based on the sums of both
adult and juvenile arrests and adult and
juvenile at-risk populations, one would
expect the percent change in the total
arrest rate from one year to another to
reflect percent changes in adult and
juvenile arrest rates during the same time
period. It does; but the relationship is
complex. This complexity is attributed to
the fact that percent change in the total
arrest rate from one year to another is the
result of independent changes in both the
number of arrests and the at-risk popula-
tions of adults and juveniles in those
years. Consequently, in some instances, it

is extreinely difficult to relate either the

magnitude or the direction (positive or

negative) of the change in the total arrest
rate with those of changes in adult and

juvenile arrest rates,

For example, in the analysis of total
arrests on page 24, it was stated that
from 1978 to 1983 there was a 7.1
percent increase in the total arrest rate,
and, during the same period, there was a
13.7 percent increase in the adult arrest
rate, and a 20.0 percent decrease in the
juvenile arrest rate.

The apparent inconsistency between
changes in the total arrest rate and adult
and juvenile arrest rates can best be
understood by mathematically showing
exactly how each occurred.

The raw data for the illustration which
follows is taken from arrest data presented
in Table 14 and annual at-risk populations
shown in Table 58,

Total Arrest Rate

Adult Arrest Rate

For 1978, the arrest rate per 100,000 population at risk equals

1,431,835 (arrests)

5470437 (population al risk) x 100,000 = 7,353.9 (arrest rate).

For 1983, the arrest rate per 100,000 population at risk equals

1,690,544 (arrests)

TT470.619 (population at risk) x 100,000 = 7,873.8 (arrest rate),

From 1978 to 1983, the change in the arrest rate equals

7,873.8 ~ 7,353.9

7353.0 x 100 = 7.1 percent.

Juvenile Arrest Rate

For 1978, the arrest rate per 100,000 population equals

1,145,323 (arrests)

v = 2
16,427,281 (population at risk) X 100,000 = 6,972.1 (arrest rate).

For 1983, the arrest rate per 100,000 population at risk equals

1,471,232 (arrests)

" = 2 # .
18,559,647 (population at risk) x100,000 = 7,527.0 (arrest ratc),

From 1978 to 1983, the change in the arrest rate equals

7,927.0 - 6,972.1

§9721 x 100 = 13,7 percent.

For 1978, the arrest rate per 100,000 population equals

286,512 (arrests)

3,043,156 (population at risk)

x 100,000 =9,4)5.0 (arrest rate).

For 1983, the arrest rate per 100,000 population equals

219,312 (arrests)

2,910,972 (population at risk)

x 100,000 = 7,534.0 (arrest rate).

From 1978 to 1983, the change in the arrest rate equals

7,534.0 — 9,415.0 x 100 = —20.0 percent.

9415.0
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ADULT FELONY
ARREST
DISPOSITIONS

The Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)
System in California describes the aggregate experience
of adults arrested for felony offenses from their arrest
through final disposition. Data pertain specifically to
1!18 201,158 reported adult felony arrests reaching
final disposition in 1983. Because of underreporting
this number represents approximately 70 percent of,
all adult felony arrests receiving final dispositions in

’1 983. Yarying degrees of underreporting also occurred
In previous years. The Data Limitations.Section of
}hlS report contains additional underreporting
11}formation. Despite underreporting, those arrest
dispositions which were received generally describe
the annual statewide processing of adult felony
arrestees through California’s criminal justice system,.

The flow chart displays the felony arrest dispositions
reported for 1983, After arrest, the subject is released
by the arresting agency or referred to the prosecutor
}\']10 determines if enough evidence is available to '
Justify filing a complaint, The prosecutor releases or
re‘fer.s the arrestee fo court for adjudication, Either
l(11511;153:11, acquittal, or conviction occurs at the court
evel.

A. mor.e.delailed report on 1983 adult felony arrest
dispositions will be published later this year,

adult dispositions 47:
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DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, 1983

FELONY
ARREST
DISPOSITIONS
201,158
100.0%
LAW COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS
ENFORCEMENT FILED DENIED
RELEASES 144,937 37,215
19,006 72.1% 18.5%
9.4%

v

v

s CONVICTED
CONVICTED T 653
33208 55.5%
16.5%
LOWER SUPERIOR
COURT COURT
DISMISSALS, DISMISSALS,
ACQUITTALS ACQUITTALS
28,469 4,815
14.2% 2.4%
STATE PROBATION PROBATION FINE AND
INSTITUTIONS 11967 WITH JAIL 21,274 OTHER
17,537 5.6% 59,497 10.6% 2,178
8.7% ’ 29.6% 1.1%

alncludes sentences to prison, Youth Authority, and Califoernia Rehabilitation Center, as well as 34 death penalty sentences.

Note: Percents may not add to subtotals because of rounding.
Table 37.

Source:
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Homicide

Forcible
rape

Robbery

Assault

Burglary

Theft

Motor
vehicle
theft

Drug taw
violations

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, 1983
Type of Disposition

Law enforcement releases

/—— 9.4%

Complaints
denied
——18.5%
Convicted
55.5% ———m
0 Dismissed,

acquitted
N—— 16.5%

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
Source: Table 37.

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, 1983
Type of Disposition by Arrest Offense

60.5

46.2

526

48.3

60.6

46.5

41.2

LAW ENFORCEMENT RELEASES [JJj
COMPLAINTS DENIED [
DISMISSED, ACQUITTED
convicTeD ]

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
Source: Tabile 38.

adult dispositions

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS

Of the 201,158 adult felony arrest dispositions
reported:

B Releases accounted for 27.9 percent,

& Law enforcement releases were 9.4 percent of
the total.

B Prosecutor complaints denied were 18.5 percent
of the total.

® Complaints filed accounted for 72.1 percent.

W Dismissals and acquittals were 16.5 percent of
the total.

B Convictions in lower and superior courts were
55.5 percent of the total.

Of all offenses shown:

® Burglary had the highest conviction rate (70.2
percent), while drug law violations had the lowest
conviction rate (41.2 percent).

® Drug law violations showed the highest rate of
complaints denied (26.0 percent), while burglary
showed the lowest rate (9.3 percent),

® Drug law violations had the highest court dismissal/
acquittal rate (23.2 percent), while motor vehicle
theft and burglary had the Jowest rates (11.5 and
11.6 percent, respectively),

R Motor vehicle theft had the highest law enforce-

ment release rate (21.6 percent), while burglary
and theft showed the lowest rates (8.9 percent
each),

The conviction rate for

gburglary was the highest
among the eight major felony
arrest offenses.

adult dispositions 49

G

e




WA

LT e

adult dispositions

SENTENCES OF CONVICTED ADULT FELONY
ARRESTEES

Of the 111,653 convictions:

B Violent crimes accounted for 15,3 percent of the
total.

B Property crimes accounted for 42.1 percent of the
total.

® Drug law violations accounted for 15.3 percent of
the total,

m “All other” accounted for 27.3 percent of the
total.

B0 crime & deljnquency, 1983

ADULT FELONY ARRESTEES CONVICTED IN 1983
By Offense Category

Violent crimes

/——- 15.3%

All other

27.3% —‘\

Drug law .
violations / ‘\Pr_o?erty crimes
15.3% — 42.1%

Notes: Violent crimes include homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and assault.

Property crimes include burglary, theft, and motor vehicle theft.
The convicted offenses in offense categories include both
misdemeanors and felonies.

Source:. Table 40.
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SENTENCES OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTEES
CONVICTED IN 1983
Type of Sentence

Probation, fine, o
and other State institutions

21.0%x /— 15.7%

Jail
Y 10.0%

Probation
\_with jail
53.3%

Note: State institutjons include prison, Youth Authority, and
Californja Rehabilitation Center, as we|| as 34 death
penalty sentences,

Source: Table 39,

adult dispositions

Of the 111,653 convictions:

B Sentences to state institutions accounted for
15.7 percent of the total.

® Sentences to jail accouated for 10.0 percent of the
total.

® Sentences of probation with jail accounted for
53.3 percent of the total.

W Straight probation, fine, or “‘other” sentences were
received by 21.0 percent of those convicted,

® Death penalty sentences were received by 34
persons in 1983,
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And,

® Of those convicted of homicide, 88.2 percent were
sentenced to state institutions,

B Of those convicted of theft, 13.2 percent were
sentenced to jail and 22,3 percent received
sentences of probation, fine, or “other,”

B Of those convicted of motor vehicle theft, 62.0
percent received probation with jail sentences.

7 Offenders convicted of homi-

g cide, forcible rape, or robbery
were far more likely to be

sentenced to state institutions

than were those convicted of
other serious crimes.

52 crime & delinquency, 1983

Homicide

Forcible
rape

Robbery

Assault

Burglary

Theft

Motor
vehicle
theft

Drug law
violations

SENTENCES OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTEES
CONVICTED IN 1983
Type of Sentence by Convicted Offense

88.2 .18927

71.4 1 26.7 1.8

10.2 103 58.2 213

15.7 1.7 62.0

104 95 60.1

sTATE INsTITUTIONS [}

Jaic [

PROBATION WITH JAIL B8
PROBATION, FINE, AND OTHER

Notes: State institutjons include prison, Youth Authority, and Californja
Rehabilitation Center, as weli as 34 death penalty sentences.
Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding,

These convicted offenses include both misdemeanors and felonies.

Source: Table 39,

ADULT
CORRECTIONS

Adults convicted in California courts are usually
placed under the jurisdiction of either the state
correctional system or a correctional system operated
by local government, The state correctional system
provides both confinement and rehabilitative services
through the California Department of Corrections
(CDC), the California Youth Authority (CYA), the
California Rehabilitation Center (CRC). and the
California Department of Mental Health (CDMH).
Local correctional agencies provide confinement and
rehabilitative services for those sentenced to their care
and also house persons awaiting trial or sentencing.

Supervision data are obtained annually by a one-day

count of persons either in state and local institutions,
or on parole, probation, or outpatient status.

adult corrections 53
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ADULTS UNDER STATE AND LOCAL
SUPERYVISION, 1978—-1983

From 1982 to 1983:

B The number of adults under supervision increased
12.4 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® The number of adults under supervision increased
28.1 percent.

In 1983, of 283,205 adults under supervision:

B State supervision accounted for 22.8 percent
(64,439).

B [ ocal supervision accounted for 77.2 percent

(218,766).
ADULTS UNDER STATE SUPERVISION

As shown in Table 42 (page 122),

From 1982 to 1983:
B The number of adults under state supervision
increased 15.5 percent.

W The number of adults in institutions increased
10.8 percent, and the number of adults on parole
or outpatient status increased 25.2 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:
W The number of adults under state supervision
increased 57.3 percent.

B The number of adults in institutions increased
73.0 percent and the number of adults on parole
or outpatient status increased 34.9 percent.

From 1978 to 1983, the largest
annual increase of adults under
supervision occurred in 19383.

54 crime & delinquency, 1983

ADULTS UNDER SUPERVISION, 1978--1983
Adult Supervision Index (1974=100)

121.7
108.2
95.0 94.1 96.7 1008
100~ — = —— ——
DOWN upP Up. UP up
9% 2.8% 4.2% 7.4% 12.4%
FROM FROM FROM FROM FROM
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
0—-
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Note: Percent changes were calculated from numbers, and because of
rounding may differ slightly if calculated from index numbers.

Source: Table 42,

ADULTS UNDER STATE AND LOCAL SUPERVISION, 1983

State supevvision

/—22.8%

Source: Table 43,

ey

Institutions

N oAt e e e

64.6% ———

ADULTS UNDER STATE SUPERVISION, 1983

Parolee/ outpatient
caseload
———35 4%

t
i Source: Table 43,
|
?
ADULTS UNDER LOCAL SUPERVISION, 1983
County and city
jails and camps
/—- 19.3%
!
i
fv
Probation
caseload
{ 80.7% ————»
i
H
|
;
%
H
:
i
; Source: Table 43,
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adult corrections

In+1983, of 64,439 adults under state supervision:

® Those in institutions accounted for 64.6 percent |
(41,642), |

® Those on parolee or outpatient status accounted
for 35.4 percent (22,797).

ADULTS UNDER LOCAL SUPERVISION
As shown in Table 42 (page 122),

From 1982 to 1983:

® The number of adults under local supervision
increased 11.6 percent.

B The number of adults in cou nty and city jails and
camps increased 8.0 percent, and the number of
adults on probation increased 12.4 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® The number of adults under local supervision
increased 21.5 percent.

B The number of adults in county and city jails and
camps increased 56.7 percent, and the number of
adults on probation increased 15.3 percent,

In 1983, of 218,766 adults under local supervision:

L} T.her'e were 19.3 percent (42,211) in county and
city jails and camps. Of these,

B There were 52.9 percent (22,350) serving
sentences.

B There were 47.1 percent (19,861) awaiting trial
or sentencing.

® There were 80.7 percent (176,555) on probation.

adult corrections §5
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ADULT PROBATION CASELOAD
As shown in Tables 44 and 45 (pages 123 and 124),

From 1982 to 1983:
B The number of adults on active probation caseload
increased 12,4 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:
® The number of adults on ictive probation caseload
increased 15.3 percent.

In 1983, of 176,555 adults on probation:

® There were 40.9 percent (72,152) sentenced from
superior court.

® There were 59.1 percent (104,403) sentenced
from lower court,

Also, in 1983, there were 103,622 adults placed on

probation and 94,700 adults removed from probation.

Of those removed:

B There were 62.7 percent (59,403) who completed
their terms of probation.

B There were 32.0 percent (30,521) who violated
their probation.

W There were 5.3 percent (4,976) who were removed
for other reasons, such as transfers of jurisdiction
from one county to another, deaths, sentences
vacated, and appeals,

ADULTS COMMITTED TO STATE
INSTITUTIONS

As shown in Table 46 (page 125),

From 1982 to 1983:
® The number of adults committed to state institu-
tions increased 15.3 percent.

B Prison and CRC commitments increased 18.'7 and
9.5 percent, respectively, while CYA commitments
decreased 36.9 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® The number of adults committed to state institu-
tions increased 65.3 percent.

In 1983, of 23,078 adults committed to state

institutions:

® New commitments accounted for 86.1 percent
(19,861).

B Parolees returned with new commitments
accounted for 13,9 percent (3,217).

And,

B Commitments to CDC (prison} accounted for
93.4 percent (21,559).

® Commitments to CRC accounted for 3.5 percent
(815).

B Commitments to CYA accounted for 3.1 percent
(704).

Prison commitments nearly
doubled from 1978 to 1983.

56 crime & delinquency, 1983

ADULT PROBATION ACTIVE CASELOAD, 1983

Superior court
~——— 40.9%

Lower court
59.1% —

Source: Table 44,

ADULTS REMOVED FROM PROBATION, 1983
Reason for Removal

Violated
4 32 0%
Terminated
62.7% ——
Other
5.3%

Source: Tabje 45,

ADULTS COMMITTED TO STATE INSTITUTIONS, 1983

California Rehabilitation Center Youth Authority

3.5% 3 3%

California
y Department

of Corrections
N—"93.4%

Source: Table 46,
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JUVENILE

JUSTICE
SYSTEM

WHAT IS THE JUVENILE JUSTICE
SYSTEM?

The juvenile justice system in California differs from
the adult system in the type of offenders received and
the manner in which it processes them.,

TYPE OF OFFENDER

The juvenile justice system receives and processes
persons under 18 years of age who have either violated
criminal statutes or have committed “status offenses,”
Status offenses are those acts which are offenses only
when committed by 2 juvenile, such as incorrigibility,
truancy, and runaway,

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROCESS

The data shown in this report cover most of the
referrals to the juvenile justice system. In 1979, ten
counties began reporting in a pilot juvenile justice
program which expanded statewide in 1980. The
program requires the reporting of all delinquency
referrals for both new and active cases. However, four
large counties (Alameda, Los Angeles, San Diego, and
Santa Clara) are still reporting in the old format that
compiles information only on new referrals and some
select subsequent referrals, Therefore, data on new
referrals are statewide, while subsequent referral data
are limited to 54 counties.

Complete subsequent referral data are shown in
county profiles for the 54 counties. The Criminal
Justice Profile series, a supplement to this publication,
is published annually in late October,

System processes are shown in the flow chart. New
referrals of law violators and status offenders are
made to county probation departments by law
enforcement agencies, schools, parents, and “other’
sources,

Juvenile justice system 57

4



juvenile justice

DISPOSITION OF NEW REFERRALS, 1983

a

LAW
ENFORCEMENT SCHOOLS
107,158 1,214
81.7% 1.0%

PARENTS
666

OTHER &
UNKNOWN
7,855
6.7%

v

v

v

v

v

PROBATION DEPARTMENT

DETERMINATION
116,893
100.0%

v

v

v

CLOSED OR
TRANSFERRED

TO OTHER
AGENCY
59,728
51.1%

PETITION
FILED
41,852
35.8%

INFORMAL
PROBATION
15,313
13.1%

JUVENILE COURT
DISPOSITIONS
41,852
100.0%

) 2

. 4

-

k4

\

DISMISSED OR
TRANSFERRED
8,921
21.3%

REMANDED
TO ADULT
COURT
212
5%

NON-WARD
PROBATION
2,122

5.1%

FORMAL

PROBATION

30,097
71.9%

COMMITTED TO
YOUTH
AUTHORITY
500
1.2%

3sources from which deiinquent juvenijes were Init

Source: Tables 47
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NEW REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS, 19781983
New Referral Index (1974=100)

100
70.8

65.5

up DOWN DOWN DOWN DOWN
2.0% 1.1% 3.5% 9.4% 7.4%

FROM FROM FROM FROM FROM
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
" 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Note: Percent changes were calculated from numbers, and because of
rounding may differ slightly if calculated from index numbers.
Source: Table 47,

SOURCE OF NEW REFERRALS, 1983

Parents
6%
Schaols

/—*1.0%

Other and unknown

6.7% —ﬁ

Law enforcement
-~ 91.7%

SEX OF NEW REFERRALS, 1983

Male
.~—77.3%

Source: Table 47.

juvenile justice

NEW REFERRALS

New referrals are made when juveniles are not on
probation or parole at the time of the referral, This
does not imply that the Jjuvenile has not previously
been in contact with the criminal justice system.

From 1982 to 1983:

® The number of new referrals decreased 7.4 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® The number of new referrals decreased 18.2
percent,

In 1983, of 116,893 new referrals to probation
departments:

® Law enforcement agencies referred 91,7 percent
(107,158).

® Schools referred 1.0 percent (1,214),
® Parents referred .6 percent (666).

B “Other and unknown? sources referred 6.7 percent
(7,855).

And, of the referrals,
B Males comprised 77.3 percent (90,400),

B Females comprised 22.7 percent (26,493).

The number of new referrals
has decreased 18.2 percent
since 1978.
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On January 1, 1977, a major revision to the juvenile
court law went into effect. The change did essentially
two things: First, it encouraged the diversion of
status offenders from the criminal justice system. The
law change also stipulated that a status offender could
not become a law violator solely because the juvenile
failed to obey an order of the court. Second, it made
certain law violators more responsible for their acts.
The law also stipulated that juveniles 16 and 17 years
old charged with specific felony law violaijons must
be adjudicated in adult court unless it was determined
they were amenable to treatment available through
the juvenile court. These specific felonies are listed in
Weifare and Institutions Code 707. Prior to this
change, adjudication in adult court for these juveniles
was contingent upon a determination of “unfitness”
for juvenile court.

One major effect of these changes in the juvenile
court law has been to reduce the number of status
offender referrals to probation. Status offenders
averaged 27.1 percent of all new referrals to the
system for the three years prior to the juvenile court
law revision (29.3 percent in 1974, 26.4 percent in
1975, and 25.7 percent in 1976). In the years after
the revision, status offenders have averaged only
9.2 percent of all referrals. As shown in the chart,
the law revision produced the greatest reduction in
new status offense referrals in the first year (down
from 25.7 percent in 1976 to 13.8 percent in 1977).
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NEW REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS, 1974~1983,

100

Percent by Offense Category
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Table 48.
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT DISPOSITIONS
OF NEW REFERRALS, 1983
Probation Department Disposition

Informal probation

/— 13.1%

Closed, transferred
51.1% ——

Petition filed
+————— 35.8%

Source: Table 47.

juvenile justice

PROBATION DEPARTMENT DISPOSITIONS OF
NEW REFERRALS

As shown in Table 47 (page 126),

From 1982 to 1983:

B The proportion of cases closed or transferred
decreased from 53.6 to 51.1 percent,

® The proportion of cases placed on informal
probation increased from 12.2 to 13.1 percent,

® The proportion of petitions filed increased from
34.2 to 35.8 percent,
From 1978 to 1983:

W The proportion of cases closed or {ransferred
decreased from 52.1 to 51.1 percent.

B The proportion of cases placed on informal
probation decreased from 14.3 to 13.1 percent,

® The proportion of petitions filed increased from
33.6 to 35.8 percent.

In 1983, of 116,893 new referrals disposed of by

the probatjon department:

W Closed or transferred dispositions comprised
51.1 percent (59,728).

® Placements on informal probation comprised
13.1 percent (15,313).

W Petitions filed comprised 35.8 percent (41,852),
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JUVENILE COURT DISPOSITIONS OF NEW
PETITIONS

As shown in Table 49 (page 128),

From 1982 to 1983:

B The number of juvenile court petition dispositions
decreased 3.0 percent,

And,

B The proportion of cases dismissed or transferred
decreased from 23.3 to 21.3 percent,

8 The proportion of cases remanded to adult court
decreased from .7 to .5 percent.

® The proportion of cases placed on non-ward
probation decreased from 5.4 to 5.1 percent.

B The proportion of cases placed on formal probation
increased from 69.2 to 71.9 percent.

B The proportion of cases committed to the Youth
Authority decreased from 1.3 to 1.2 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

B The number of juvenile court petition dispositions
decreased 14,1 percent,

And,

® The proportion of cases dismissed or transferred
decreased from 30.8 to 21.3 percent.

% The proportion of cases remanded to adult court
decreased from 1.2 to .5 percent.

B The proportion of cases placed on non-ward
probation decreased from 9.7 to 5.1 percent,

B The proportion of cases placed on formal probation
increased from 57.4 to 71.9 percent.

B The proportion of cases committed to the Youth
Authority increased from 1.0 to 1.2 percent.
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JUVENILE COURT DISPOSITIONS OF NEW PETITIONS, 1983

Committed to Youth Authority

1.2%
} Dismissed, transferred
. AR /— 21.3%

Remanded to
adult court
5%
Non-ward probation
-—51%

Formal probation
71.89% ——

Source: Table 49.
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SOURCE OF SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS, 1983

Law enforcement
~—— 63.0%

Source: Table 50.

SEX OF SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS, 1983

/—— Female—13.0%

Source: Table 50,

juvenile justice

!n 1983, of 41,852 new petitions disposed of in
juvenile court;

® Dismissed or transferred dispositions comprised
21.3 percent (8,921).

B Remands to adult court comprised .5 percent (212).

Placements on non-ward probation comprised
5.1 percent (2,122),

® Placements on formal probation comprised 71.9
percent (30,097).

@ Commitments to the Youth Authority comprised
1.2 percent (500).

SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS
Subsequent referrals, formerly called rereferrals, occur
when the juvenile is on informal, non-ward, or

formal probation and are the result of a new offense
being alleged.

In 1983, of 25,756 subsequent referrals to probation
departments (54 counties?):

® Law enforcement agencies referred 63.0 percent
(16,233).

B “Other” sources referred 37.0 percent (9,523).
And, of the referrals,
® ' Males comprised 87.0 percent (22,418).

®. Females comprised 13,0 percent (3,338).

aAlnmedz.x, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties
are not included.
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT DISPOSITIONS OF
SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS

In 1983, of 25,756 subsequent referrals disposed of
by the probation department (54 counties?):

M Closed or transferred dispositions comprised
23.5 percent (6,050).

® Placements on informal probation comprised
.9 percent (238).

B Petitions filed comprised 75.6 percent (19.,468).

JUVENILE COURT DISPOSITIONS OF SUBSE-
QUENT PETITIONS

In 1983, of 19,468 subsequent petitions disposed of
in juvenile court (54 counties?):

® Dismissed or transferred dispositions comprised
14.4 percent (2,804).

B Remands to adult court comprised .4 percent (84).

B Placements on non-ward probation comprised
1.2 percent (225).

B Placements on formal probation comprised 78.6
percent (15,300).

B Commitments to Youth Authority comprised
5.4 percent (1,055).

3Alameda, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties
are not included.

Generally, subsequent referrals
received more serious disposi-

tions than new referrals.
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT DISPOSITIONS
OF SUBSEQUENT REFERRALS, 1983

Informal probation
Closed, "
transferred 9%

23.6% ———

Petition filed
75.6%

Source: Table 50.

JUVENILE COURT DISPOSITIONS
OF SUBSEQUENT PETITIONS, 1983
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5.4% Remanded to
o / adult court
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probation
1.2%

~4—————o Forma!
probation
78.6%

Source: Table 51,
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STATUS OF ACTIVE JUVENILE CASES
ON DECEMBER 31, 1983
Type of Probation

Informal

10.4% \ Non-ward
; » /“ 1.7%

Formal
87.9% —————

Source: Table 52,
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JUVENILE PROBATION CASELOAD

Juveniles are supervised by county probation depart-
ments on three levels of probation, They are placed on
either informal probation or on non-ward probation,
which cannot exceed six months; or on formal
probation as wards of the court for an indeterminate
length of time. The caseload count is taken on
December 31 of each year.

As shown in Table 52 (page 130),

‘From 1982 to 1983:

® The number of juveniles on caseload status
increased 10.9 percent,
And,

® The proportion of informal probation cases
decreased from 12.3 to 10.4 percent,

® The proportion of non-ward probation cases
decreased from 1.8 to 1.7 percent.

® The proportion of formal probation casesincreased
from 85.9 to 87.9 percent.

From 1978 to 1983:

® The number of juveniles on caseload status
increased 24.8 percent,

And,

W The proportion of informal. probation cases
decreased from 18.1 to 10.4 percent.

® The proportion of non-ward probation cases
decreased from 4.4 to 1.7 percent.

® The proportion of formal probation cases increased
from 77.5 to 87.9 percent. ~

Of 67,236 juveniles on probation on December 31,
1983:

® Those on informal probation accounted for 10.4
percent (6,999).

® Those on non-ward probation accounted for 1.7
percent (1,132).

‘® Those on formal probation accounted for 87.9
percent (59,105).

The number of juveniles on
: !caseload status -in 1983 -
_ increased nearly 11.0 percent
from 1982 and nearly 25.0
percent since 1978. -
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JUVENILE DETENTION

County-level detention facilities are used to house
juveniles prior to a petition hearing and to provide
treatment after court or probation department
determinations. These facilities are classified as
“secure” and “‘nonsecure," Secure facilities, such as
juvenile halls, camps, and ranches, are to be used
solely for law violators, Status offenders may be
held in a secure facility, prior to a hearing, for strictly
limited time periods and under certain circumstances,
such as locating and notifying parents, checking for
warrants, or when the juvenile is a danger to himself
or others. Nonsecure facilities, such as shelter care or
crisis resolution homes, can be used for both law
violators and status offenders. Detention data are
obtained annually by a one-day count of juveniles in
county-level detention facilities..

As shown in Table 53 (page 130),

From 1982 to 1983:

B The number of juveniles in county probation
detention facilities increased .5 percent.

® The number of juveniles detained in nonsecure
facilitiesincreased 15.7 percent, and those detained
in secure facitities decreased 6.1 percent.

And

® The number of males detained in nonsecure
facilities increased- 15.3 percent; and the number
of females increased 25.3 percent.

® The number of males detained in secure facilities:

decreased 9.1 percent, and the number of females
increased 15.0 percent,

’

In 1983, of 7,542 juveniles in county probation
detention facilities:

® Those detained in nonsecure facilities comprised
34.5 per