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FOREWORD 

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

This report series provides insight into the critical area of 
how serious juvenile crim'e impacts on u. S. society and how the 
juvenile justice system responds to it. 

The assessment efforts are not designed to be complete sta'~ements 
in a particular area. Rather, they are intended to reflect the 
state-of-know1edge at a particular time, including gaps in avail­
able information or understanding. Each successive assessment 
report then may provide more general insight on a cumulative 
basis when compared to other reports.· 

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

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

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

This report is "A National Assessment of Seri,olls Juvenile Crime 
and the Juvenile Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response-­
Volume II: Definition; Characteristics of Incidents and Individuals; 
and Relationship to Substance Abuse." Part A--Definition includes 
the findings and conclusions resulting from a literature search 
and compilation of expert opinion on the definition of serious 
juvenile crime and offenders. Part B--Characteristics of Incidents 
and Individuals reports the findings and conclusions regarding the 
characteristics of serious juvenile crime and those responsible. 
Part C--Relationship to Substance Abuse includes the findings and 
conclusions on the relationship of substance abuse to serious juve­
nile crime. This volume is one of a series in this topical area. 
Other volumes are "Volume I: Summary," "Volume III: Legislation; 
Jurisdiction; Program Interventions; and Confidentiality of Juve­
nile Records," and "Volume IV: Economic Impact." 

Other work of the American Justice Institute as part of the National 
Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center includes reports on the 
status offender, child abuse and neglect, and classification and 
disposition of juveniles. 

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

Charles P. Smith, Director 
National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this paper is to develop a set of definitions 
for use in assessing serious juvenile crime. What should be con­
sidered a serious juvenile offense? Who should be considered a 
serious juvenile offender? The almost total lack of agreement on 
what is meant by these terms underscores the need for some kind 
of working definition. 

This paper was developed primarily through a review of the 
literature and available statistics. This was supplemented by 
structured and informal interviews with knowledgable juvenile 
justice personnel. 

For the purposes of this paper, a juvenile offender is a 
person not yet 18 who is adjudicated for a delinquent act by the 
jMvenile justice system or for a crime by the criminal justice 
system. The age of 18 is extended to 21 ill cases where the offense 
took place prior to the eighteenth birthday but the final dis­
position by the court or correction system is not made until a 
subsequent age. 

FINDINGS 

Three criteria are found to be important in the definition 
of seriousness: 

• violence or injury to persons 
• property loss or damage 
• chronicity or repetition of offenses. 

In the literature review, violence and property loss were con­
sidered as possible criteria for the definition of serious juve­
nile offense. Chronicity was considered as an additional possible 
criterion in the definition of serious juvenile offender. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The major conclusions are that: 

• The Uniform Crime Report (UCR) list of index crimes is 
partially consistent with the use of violence and property 
loss as criteria in defining serious juvenile offenses. 
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• The seriousness scales suggest the use of violence and 
property loss as criteria in defining serious juvenile 
offenses. ' 

• The Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale, when applied to 
the UCR index crimes, shows significantly higher scores 
for violent offenses than for property offenses. This 
suggests a basis for separating the serious from the 
less serious offenses. 

• Chronicity is a reasonable criterion to add to violence 
and property loss for defining the serious juvenile 
offender. 

• The elements of violence, property loss and chronicity 
in the offense history of a juvenile may be scored on 
a seriousness scale in order to provide a measure for 
who is a serious juvenile offender. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that: 

• A serious juvenile offense includes the following offenses 
(or ones of at least equal severity), as measured by the 
Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale: 

- homicide or voluntary manslaughter 

- forcible sexual intercourse 
- aggravated assault 
- armed robbery 

- burglary of an occupied residence 

- larceny/theft of more than $1,000 

- auto theft without recovery of the vehicle 
- arson of an occupied building 
- kidnapping 
- extortion 

illegal sale of dangerous drugs 

• A serious juvenile offender is one whose offense history 
includes adjudication for five or more serious offenses 
(on the Sellin-Wolfgang scale), or one who is adjudicated 
for one or more offenses whose severity is equal to homi­
cide or forcible sexual intercourse as measured by the 
Sellen-Wolfgang scale. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF PAPER 

The purpose of this paper is to develop a set of definitions 
for use in assessing serious juvenile crime. Although thero is 
widespread and increasing interest in serious juvenile ctilne in 
America today, there is little agreement on how to define it. 
What should be considered a serious juvenile of~~;I}:"'~3? Who should 
be considered a serious juvenile offender? 

Ci ty dwellers may have a different p~:r'~p'ecti ve from those 

who live in rural areas. Juvenile justice system personnel who 
struggle to solve daily problems may differ with the researcher 

and statistician who strives for a :G!cre detached objectivity. 

Legislators and public officials in different jurisdictions may 
take different views as to wh8t constitutes serious juvenile 

crime. All of these groups may also disagree among themselves. 

The news media report all of this and influence public perception 
of serious juvenile crime. 

The almost tetal lack of agreement on what is meant by such 

widely used t·~1t~~iS as "serious juvenile' offense" and "serious juve­
nile offender" underscores the need for a working definition. 

The method for this paper involved primarily a synthesis 

and analysis of available literature and statistics. In addition, 
interviews were conducted with a sample of police, court, and 

corrections personnel in six States. Finally, discussions were 
heid with many of the participants during the 1977 National Sym­

posium on the Serious Juvenile Offender. 

9 



BASIC DEFINITIONS 

Prior to developing definitions of seriousness, certain basic 
definitions of juvenile and criminal justice system terms have 
been adopted for the purpose of this report. These definitions 

are based primarily on the United States Code (11) to facilitate 
general application at the Federal and State level, although it is 
recognized that State codes vary. The basic definitions, as used 
in this paper, are given below: 

• Juvenile: 
A person who is not yet~; or, for the purposes of pro­
~eedi~gs and. disposition of such a person for an act of 
J~venlle del~nquency or a crime committed prior to his/her 
elghteenth blrthday, a person who is not yet 21. 

• Juvenile Delinquency: 

A violation of a law of the United States or its several 
States committed by a person who is not yet 18, which 
would have been a crime if committed by an aault and which 
is liable to disposition through the juvenile justice system. 

• Crime: 
An act that is forbidden by a law of the United States or 
its several States and which makes the offender liable to 
disposition by that law through the adult justice system. 

• Juvenile Justice System: 

The organization of interacting and interdependent statu­
tory police, court, and correctional agencies who have 
jurisdiction over juveniles for an act of juvenile delin­
quency. 

• Adult Justice System: 
The organization of interacting and interdependent statu­
tory police, court, and correctional agencies who have 
jurisdiction over adults for the commission of a crime or 
who have jurisdiction over juveniles for the commission of 
an act or series of acts considered inappropriate for 
handling by the juvenile justice system. 

• Offender: 
A person who is adjudicated by the ~dult or juvenile 
justice system to have committed an act or-juvenile delin­
quency or a crime. 
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Thus, for the purposes of this paper, a juvenile offender 

is anyone of the following: 

• A person not yet 18 who is adjudicated for an act of 
juvenile delinquency by the juvenile justice system. 

• A person not yet 18 who is adjudicated fqr a cr~me by 
the adult justice-System. 

• A .person not yet 21 who has been adjudicated as an offend­
er by the juvenile or !dult justice system~or acts com­
mitted prior to their eighteenth birthday which would be 
considered either juvenile delinqu.ency or a crime. 

For the sake of clarity in the use of this definition in this 

report, it is important to make this further observation: 

• There is an important distinction to be made between a 
juvenile who has been adjudicated for corrumitting a delin­
quent act and a juvenile who lS alleged to have committed 
a delinquent act or a crime. The former can properly be 
called a juvenile offender. The latter cannot. 

Nevertheless, the category of juveniles who have been alleged 

to have committed delinquent acts or crimes is extrem~ly important 

when one is trying to ascertain the extent and nature of juvenile 
crime. This is because arrest figures are by far the most widely 
available and widely used statistics on juvenile crime. In fact, 
it is only arrest figures that are collected nationally on an 

offense specific basis and published in the annual Uniform Crime 
Reports (UCR) of the Fed~ral Bureau of Investigation. 

Court statistics (2), which report the number of juveniles 

who have been adjudicated as delinquents nationally, suffer from 
two deficiencies. First, they are not collected on an offense 

specific basis and there is no way of distinguishing between ser­

ious and less serious offenses. Secondly, between the point of 
arrest and the point of adjudication, decisions may be made to 

handle cases non-judicially or to reduce charges. Together, these 
factors may mean that court figures reflect actual offenses less 

accurately than arrest figures. 
National detention and correction statistics (14) for persons 

under 18 report only the general classification of institutional com­

mittments (e.g., delinquent, status offender) and the type of 

institution. No information is available on specific offenses. 
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For definitional purposes, it is important to maintain the 

distinction between juveniles alleged to have committed an offense 
and juveniles adjudicated for committing an offense. Legally, it 
is the adjudicated juvenile who is the offender. However, in des­

cribing the nature and extent of serious juvenile crime, this report 
must occasionally refer to those juveniles who are alleged to have 

committed serious juvenile offenses. 

DEFINITIONAL PROBLEMS 

Before presenting the findings from the literature review and 

interviews, a discussion of some of the leading definitional 
problems regarding seriousness may be helpful. 

Semantic Problems 

The essence of the semantic problem is the wide variety of 
ways the term "serious" may be defined in the English language. 

For example, its meanings include: 

• 
• 

" . being in earnest . 
... having important or 
.. " (14, p. 1058). 

., and 

dangerous possible consequences 

Even if one of these definitions were chosen, i.e., "dangerous 
possible consequences," the term is still imprecise. For example, 

how dangerous? Dangerous to whom? 

Further, the English language permits the use of many synonyms 
for a word like dangerous--with each synonym introducing possibly 

another meaning. For example, synonyms for "dangerous" include: 

• hazardous 
• uncertain 
• threatening 
• imminent (14, p. 245). 
In addition to the basic problems with the English language, 
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there are problems of perception. For example, something that is 
"serious" to one person may be relatively insignificant to another 

person. The language used will vary accordingly. 

Statutory Problems 

The variety of definitions of delinquent behavior according 

to the juvenile codes of the 50 States and the District of Columbia 

is so great as to be confusing (9). To quote a 197'7 statutes analy­

sis published by the National Center for Juvenile Justice: 
The juvenile codes of most States define two categories of 
juveniles whose conduct subjects them to the jurisdiction of 
the juvenile court; however, the nature of the conduct en­
compassed by the statutory classifications varies widely and 
only approximates the commonly accepted meanings of the terms 
"delinquency" and "status offense." Forty-one jurisdictions 
categorize juvenile lawbreakers as "delinquents." In the re­
maining ten states, the statutes use what are intended to be 
less stigmatizing names - "offender," "ward of the court," 
- or simply declare that children who commit certain acts are 
within the jurisdiction of the court (6, pp. 1-2). 
Indeed, the authors state, " ... the variety of statutory 

classification schemes renders any attempt at uniform definitions 
futile" (6, p. 17). If this is true for the relatively simple task 

of separating delinquent from nondelinquent behavior, it is all the 
more true for the attempt to delineate between what is serious and 

what is not serious. 

Problems in Relating Seriousness to Juveniles 

Considerable confusion and conflict are present when attempts 
are made to apply a degree of "seriousness" to acts that are commit­

ted by juveniles. 
For example, should the term "serious" apply to the juvenile 

offender: 
• who commits a single act that causes harm to a person 

(e.g., homicide, assault, rape) 

13 



• who commits a single act that causes harm or is threat­
ening to a person (e.g., robbery, burglary, kidnapping, 
arson) even though the act may have been directed to­
wards Eroperty (e.g., the destruction of a builaIng, 
the acquisition of material things) 

• who commits a series of acts that cause harm or threatens 
a person 

• who commits a series of acts that cause harm or loss to 
proEerty, or 

• some modification or supplement to the above list? 
In addition to the difficulties raised by the above questions, 

two other questions arise in relating seriousness to juvenile offend­
ers: 

• intent (i.e., did the juvenile deliberately commit the act?) 
• capability (i.e., was the juvenile capable by age or mental 

state to indeEendently commit the act and know that it was 
wrong?) 
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CHAPTER II 

FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the findings of a literature review on 

definitions of seriousness. The purpose, as previously stated, 
has been to develop sets of definitions for what is a serious juve­
nile offense and who is a serious juvenile offender. 

In the review of the literature, three criteria are identi­
fied as being important in the definition of seriousness. They 

are: 
• violence or injury to persons 

• proEerty loss or damage 
• chronicity or repetition of offenses. 
Violence or injury to persons, and property loss or damage, 

are considered as possible criteria in the definition of what is 

a serious offense. Violence and property loss, plus chronicity, 
are considered in the definition of who is a serious juvenile 

offender. 

The sources which will be considered in this chapter are: 

• The Uniform Crime Re"ports 
• Sellin-Wolfgang's The Measurement of Delinquency (8) and 

other literature on seriousness scales 

• General literature on the subject of chronicity. 

UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) , published annually by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, uses an index of the following 
seven offenses to provide an overview of crime in the United States: 

• murder and non-negligent manslaughter 

• forcible rape 

• robbery 
• aggravated assault 

IS 



• burglary 
• larceny-theft 
• motor vehicle theft (12, p. 1). 

These seven offenses were selected for the UCR because of their: 

• seriousness 
• frequency of occurrence, and 
• likelihood of being reported to police (12, p. 1). 

While seriousness is but one of three criteria used to construct 
the Crime Index, it is clear that, for UCR purposes, all seven of 
the crimes listed are defined as serious. Of these seven UCR Index 

Crimes, four are considered by the UCR to be crimes of violence, 
since they are serious crimes against persons and result in actual 

or threatened injury to the victim. These four are: 

• murder 
• aggravated assault 

• forcible rape 
robbery (12, p. 160). 

• burglary 
• larceny-theft 
• motor vehicle theft. 
In developing definitions of seriousness, it may be seen, 

then, that the criterion of violence or injury to persons is viewed 
as the most important element, followed by the criterion of proper­
ty loss or damage. These criteria apply to the definition of what 
is a serious offense. (The UCR Crime Index does not address it­
self to the question of who is a serious juvenile offender.) 

It is important to note that there are offenses which are 
omitted from the seven UCR Index Crimes which many persons might 

consider to be serious. These include: 

• kidnapping 

• arson 
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• aggravated sex offenses other than rape 

• sale or use of dangerous drugs 

• leaving the scene of an accident 

• child abuse resulting in serious injury 

• extortion. 
Similarly, there are offenses which fall under the UCR Crime Index 
which many persons might not consider to be serious. These would 
include certain categories of larceny-theft and motor vehicle theft, 
such as: 

• petty shoplifting 
• thefts from motor vehicles 
• thefts of motor vehicle parts and accessories 

• bicycle thefts 
• thefts from coin machines 
• theft of a motor vehicle for a temporary "joy-ride" 

(12, pp. 28, 32, 159). 

The reason for the exclusion of such seemingly serious offenses 
as arson and kidnapping from the UCR Crime Index is ostensibly 
because they do not occur frequently enough. When one considers 
the violence to persons and the great property loss in these and 

some of the other offenses omitted from the Crime Index, it is 
questionable whether such an omission is justified. 

It is equally appropriate to raise the question of whether 
offenses of larceny-theft which involve minor property loss-­
offenses such as petty shoplifting and bicycle theft, for example-­
truly belong on an index of serious crime. 

SERIOUSNESS SCALES 

There have been several attempts to develop measures for the 
severity of offenses. These are relevant in the present attempt 
to develop definitions of seriousness. The best known work in 
this field has been done by Sellin and Wolfgang, beginning with 

their publication in· 1964 of The Measurement of Delinquency (8). 

Other literature on this subject which will be reviewed here 

17 



iJ?-cludes Hoffman, Beck, and De Gostin, 1973 (5); Gray, Conover, 
and Hennessey, 1978 (3); Mueller and Jaman, 1966, (7); and Blumstein, 
1974, (1). As will become apparent, the ~cope of these various 
studies varies widely. The number of incidents considered in 
developing the seriousness scales ranges from a few dozen to 1,300. 
The number of persons evaluating the seriousness of the incidents 

varies from 16 to hundreds of persons. The nature of the incidents 

considered ranges from specific types of institutional vio~ence 

to the full range of PQssible offenses. Each of the studies will 
be reviewed in the light of what each might contribute to the de­
velopment of a definition for what is a serious juvenile offense, 

according to the criteria of violence and property loss. The 

question of who is a serious juvenile offender will be considered 

in a later section which will review literature on chronicity as 

a criterion for seriousness. 

Sellin, Wolfgang 

The most comprehensive research that has been carried out to 
date on the subject of measuring the seriousness of offenses re­

mains the work done by Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang. 
Their book, The Measurement of Delinquencl (8), is based on an 
analysis of a 10 percent random sample of all of the cases handled 
by the Juvenile Aid Division of the Philadelphia Police Department 

in the year 1960. "The 10 percent sample drawn yielded 1,313 

offenses involving 2,094 delinquents, some of who were involved 

in more than one offense during the year" (8, p. 139). Using 
this sample of offenses, a group of 575 evaluators, consisting of 

251 university students, 286 police officers, and 38 juvenile 

court judges were asked to rate the law violations on a scale of 

1 to 11, with one as least serious and 11 as most serious. As a 

result of this rating process, three categories of seriousness 

were developed. These are described as follows: "(a) events that 
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produce bodily harm to a victim or to victims, even though some 
property theft, damage, or destruction may also be involved; 
(b) events that involve theft, even when accompanied by property 
damage or destruction; and (c) events that involve only property 

damage or destruction" (8, p. 295). Other important factors 
taken into account in developing offense severity weights were 
whether or not there had been intimidation of the victim (either 
with or without a weapon), 'whether there had been forcible entry 
of premises, and whether forcible sexual intercourse was involved. 

Table 1 (p. 20) present,s the Se.llin-Wolfgang seriousness 
scale (8, p. 402). The scoring of this scale may be illustrated by 
quoting from an example given in the book. "A holdup man forces a 

husband and his wife to get out of their automobile. He shoots the 
husband, gun whips and rapes the wife (hospitalized) and leaves in 

the automobile (value $2,000) after taking money ($100) from the 

husband. The husband dies as a result of the shooting ... " This 
event is scored as follows (the numbers given in parentheses 

are the weights assigned in the scale): "The husband was killed 
(26); the wife was raped (10), threatened with a gun (2), and 
sustained injuries requiring hospitalization (7). The car was 
stolen (2). The total value of the property loss, car and money, 
was $2,100 (4)." The total Sellin-Wolfgang score for this event 
is 51 (8, p. 407). This criminal event is clearly one of extreme 
severity because it contains so many different elements of bodily 
injury (including death) and property loss, but the principle for 

scoring simpler criminal events remains the same. It is also 
worth keeping in mind that the dollar amounts given in the scale 

are 1964 dollar amounts. Applications of this scale which have 

been made since then have had to take into account more contempor­

ary dollar values. 
Two criteria have been identified in this paper for use in 

defining what is a serious juvenile offense (violence or 1nJury 

to persons, and property loss). It is clear that the Sellin-Wolfgang 
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TABLE I 

Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scale (8~ p. 402) 

Elements Scored Number x Weight Total 
____________ ~(~1~)~*----------------~(~2~)----~(~3~)--~L~ 

1. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

Number of victims of bodily harm 
(a) Receiving minor injuries 
(b) Treated and discharged 
(c) Hospitalized 
(d) Killed 

Number of victims of forcible sex 
intercourse 
(a) Number of such victims intim­

idated by weapon 

Intimidation (except II above) 
(a) Physical or verbal only 
(b) By weapon 

Number of premises forcibly 
entered 

Number of motor vehicles stolen 

Value of property stolen, damaged 
or destroyed (in dollars) 
(a) Under 10 dollars 
(b) 10-250 
(c) 251-2000 
(d) 2001-9000 
(e) 9001-30000 
(f) 30001-80000 
(g) Over 80000 

Total Score 

1 
4 
7 

26 

10 

2 

2 
4 

1 

2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

*Column 1 contains a list of the elements that can be scored, 
t will include only one or two of these ele-

~!~~s th~~~h c~~~~n e~e~e£ers tl:l the number of in~tances or ~ihcttimS 
'. t' 1 r incident Column 3 gl ves the welg as-

i~volvedol~h: ~~~m~~~.a Column 4 is reserved for the ~otal ~core for 
~l~~~~ntelement; this is derived by multiplying t~e flgu;e ~nlCol-4 
umn 2~by the figure in Column 3. By adding all flgures ln a umn , 
the total score for the event is found (8, p. 403). 
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scale supports the use of these criteria and that the Sellin­
Wolfgang scale permits the making of relatively fine distinctions 
between degrees of seriousness. 

Hoffman, Beck, and De Gostin 

In 1973, a research effo~t was undertaken by the National~, 
Council on Crime and Delinquency to develop a method of parole 
decision-making which would be relevant to offense severity. 
There were 16 evaluators who participated in the developement of 
the severity scale. Eight of them were the members of the U. S. 
Board of Parole, and the others were the eight Hearing Examiners 
of the U. S. Board of Parole. The evaluations involved ranking 
65 offense behaviors typically seen by the parole board into a 
number of offense classifications. The resulting six-point 
severity scale ranked these behaviors as "low-severity," "low­
moderate severity," "moderate severity," "high severity," "very 
high severity," and "greatest severity" (5, pp. 2-3). Table 2 
(p. 22) presents illustrations from the offense severity policy 
recommendations made as a result of the research (5, pp. 28-29). 
The categories of offense severity are also given numerical ratings. 
For example, theft of motor vehicle for own use received an average 
rating of 2.75; burglary of a dwelling, a rating of 4.0; armed 
robbery, a rating of 5.87; kidnapping for ransom, a rating of 6.87; 
and planned homicide, a rating of 7.0 (5, p. 17-24). 

The severity· ratings which come out of the Hoffman, Beck, 
and De Gostin study are consistent with the use of violence or 
injury to persons and property loss as criteria for ·determining 
seriousness. 

Gray, Conover, and Hennessey 

In a recent cost effectiveness study on community corrections, 
the researchers devised a seriousness scale to measure the effec~ 

tiveness of varying treatment modes in deterring juveniles from 
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TABLE 2 

A PROSPECTIVE POLICY REGARDING OFFENSE SEVERITY 

--------'----------r-----------------------~~--~__, 
Minor theft (includes larceny and simple Category A: 

Low Severity Offenses 

Category B: 
Lew/Moderate Severity 

Offenses 

Category C: 
Moderate Severity 

Offenses 

Category D: 
High Severity 

Offenses 

1?·ossession of stolen property less than 
$1,000) . 

Fraud (less than $1,000); Posses~ion of 
marijuana (less than $500); Passl.ng/Posses­
sion of counterfeit currency (less than 
$1,000) . 

Simple theft of motor vehic1~ (not mul­
tiple theft or for resale); Theft, ~org­
ery/Fraud ($1,000-$20,000); Possessl.?n 
of marijuana ($500 or over); PosseSSl.on 
of Other "Soft Drugs" (less than $5,000); 
Sale of marijuana (less than $5,000); 
Sale of Other "Soft Drugs" (less t~an" 
$500); Possession of "Heavy Narcotl.c~ 
(by addict--1ess than $500). 

Theft, Forgery/Fraud (over $20,000~; 
Sale of marijuana ($5,000 or more), 
Sale of Other "Soft Drugs" ($500-$5,000); 
Possession of Other "Soft Drugs" (m<?re" 
than $5,000); Sale of "Hea~.Narcotl.cs 
to support own habit; Recel.vl.ng stolen 
property ($20,000 or over); Sexual act 
(fear--no injury); Burglary (Bank or .. 
Post Office); Robbery (no weapon or ~n-
jury); Organized ~~e_h __ ic __ 1_e __ t_h_e_f_t_. ______________ ., 

~-----------------~~~--~----

Category E: 
Very High 

Severity Offenses 

Category F: 
Greatest 

Severity Offenses 

Source: (5, pp. 28-29) 

Extortion; Assault (serious injury); 
Mann Act (force); Armed robbery; Sexual 
act (force--injury); Sale of "Soft 
Drugs" (other .than marijuana--more t~an" 
$5 000)' Possession of "Heavy Narcotl.cs , , . " (non addict) ; Sale of "Heavy Narcotl.cs 
for profit. 

Aggravated armed ,robbery (or.othe: . 
fe10ny)--weapon fired or ser10US 1nJury 
during offense; Kidnapping; Willful 
homicide. 

. ..- '. 

serious delinquent acts (3, p. 384). Rankings of 41· offenses were 
made by the evaluators who were 25 Minnesota probation and parole 
officers and 23 counselors from juvenile facilities in Minnesota. 
The offenses were scored as high, medium, or low seriousness, with 
corresponding numerical scores of 1, 2~ and 3. Mean seriousness 
ratings for some typical offenses on this scale included (3, pp. 
386-387) : 

Homicide 
Rape 

Aggravated arson 
Robbery 
Burglary 

1. 02 
1.08 
1.10 
1.32 

1. 76 
Larceny (over $100) 1.84 

It is clear that the evaluators in this Minnesota study employed 
the criteria of violence and property loss in determining what is 
a serious offense. 

Mueller, Jaman 

In 1966, two years after the Sellin-Wolfgang scale was first 
published, Mueller and Jaman of the California Department of Cor­
rections devised a severity scale to rate "the actual or threatened 
violent behavior of inmates in California correctional institutions" 
(7, p. 1). The scale was b~sed on an examination of 40 typical 
institutional rule violations which were either violent or violence 
prone. Although others contributed to the development of the scale, 
the final ratings were made by 40 admi~istrators in the Department 
of Corrections. 

The resulting severity scale consisted of eight types of vio­
lence and one category of nonviolent infractions (7, p. 8), with a 
score of "0" for a nonviolent act to "10" for the most serious 
violent act. One point was 

"free person" (non-inmate). 
was in self-defense. Table 

added if the offense was against a 

One point was deducted if the act 

3 (p. 24) presents material which is 
excerpted from the Inmate Institutional Violence Severity Scale 
(7, p. 10). 
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TABLE 3 

INMATE INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE SEVERITY SCALE 

TYPE OF VIOLENCE SEVERITY SCORE 

TO FREE 
PERSON 

TO OTHER 
INMATE 
(Basic) 

IN SELF 
DEFENSE 

Death resulting from a 
violent act with intent 
to do bodily harm. 

10 9 8 

Major injury inflicted 
wi th a weapon. 
Major injury inflicted 
with an object or with 
the body. 
Minor or no reported 
injury inflicted with 
a weapon. 
Threat with or posses­
sion of a weapon. 
Threat with an object. 

Minor or no reported 
injury inflicted with 
an object or body. 

Threat in words or 
gestures only. 
Nonviolent act, with­
out intent to do 
bodily harm. 

MAJOR INJURY: A broken 
bone, internal injury, 
unconsciousness, cut 
needing stitches, deep 
puncture wound, and any 
injury requiring hospi­
talization or holding 
for medical observation. 

MINOR INJURY: A cut, 
bruise, or abrasion need­
ina no treatment or only c:> 

slight treatment, such 
as antiseptic, band aids, 
or aspirin. 

Source: 7, p. 10 

8 

7 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

o 

DEFINITIONS 
WEAPON: An instrument speci­
fically altered to inflict 
bodily harm or one capable 
of inflicting bodily harm 
which doesn't belong in the 
immediate area or on the in­
mate's person; e.g., sharp­
ened table knife, baseball 
bat in cell. 

OBJECT: An unaltered in­
strument that does belong 
in the immediate area or 
on the inmateis person; 
e.g., hammer in carpenter 
shop, shoe on foot. 
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6 5 

6 5 

5 4 

4 3 

3 2 

2 1 

o o 

THREAT: Statem~nt or 
gesture indicating in­
tent to inflict physi­
cal harm. 

POSSESSION: Control of 
a weapon either on one's 
person or by having con­
cealed a weapon elsewhere. 

SELF DEFENSE: Violent 
action taken by an inmate 
in an attempt to prevent 
physical harm to himself 
from an attack or threat 
by another inmate. 

This severity scale is meant only for institutional violence, 
and adult violence at that. It is of interest because it is quite 
specific with regard to measuring degrees of violence, which is 
the only criterion considered. 

Blumstein 

In an article entitled "Seriousness Weights in An Index of 
Crime" (1), Alfred Blumstein discusses the implementation of the 
Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale. As he comments, "This system 

has seen very little implementation in actual operations of a 
police department or as a national index, probably largely because 
of the complexity of determining the components and total scores 
for each individual crime" (1, p. 854). Blumstein then goes on 

to cite the 1974 study in St. Louis, Missouri which was carried 
out by Heller and McEwen (1, p. 854). In this study, Sellin­
Wolfgang scores were prepared for "9,728 reported crimes in St. 
Louis over the period April 4 to May 30, 1971. They identified 
these scores as a means of identifying the seriousness of the 
offenses that occur in St. Louis and as an aid in' allocating po·" 
lice resources to respond to seriousness rather than'to the number 

of offenses. In the process, they developed an average serious­
ness score for each of the reported 'index crimes' as the sum of 
their seriousness scores divided by their number" (1, p. 855). 

Table 4 (p. 26) presents the average Sellin-Wolfgang score for the 
reported index crimes in St. Louis in that period (1, p. 855). 

What Table 4 shows is that the UCR Crime Index and the Sellin­
Wolfgang scale are closely correlated. There are no surprises. 
The average of all index crimes classified in the police records 
as homicide was 33.20. The average for rape was 15.33, robbery--
6.43, and aggravated assault--9.74. All of these are considered 
by the UCR as violent offenses. 

Continuing with the close correlation between UCR and Sellin­

Wolfgang in the St. Louis study, it can be seen from Table 4 (p. 34) 
that the four violent crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated 
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TABLE 4 

Average Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scores for Index 
Crimes (developed by Heller and McEwen based on 9,728 
reported offenses in St. Louis in April-May, 1971). 

Index Crime 

Homicide 
Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated assault 
Burglary 
Larceny over $50 

Auto theft 

Source: (1, p. 855) 
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Average Seriousness 
Score Per Incident 

33.29 
15.33 

6.43 

9.74 
2.64 
2.26 
2.29 

~ 
). 

,t 

assault) all receive much higher Sellin-Wolfgang scores than the 
three crimes against property (burglary, larceny, and auto theft). 

One may conclude that the UCR list of index crimes provides a 

rough measure of seriousness--except that some crimes not on the 

list may be equally as serious as ones that are on the list. One 

may also conclude that the three property crimes (burglary, larceny, 

and auto theft) are in no way as serious as the four violent crimes 
(homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault). Indeed, the total 

of the Sellin-Wolfgang scores for the three property crimes is 7.19 

which is little higher than the Sellin-Wolfgang score of 6.43 for 

robbery, the lowest score given in the violent crime category. It 
may also be concluded that the Sellin-Wolfgang scale provides a 
useful measure of degree of seriousness within offense categories 
as well as a method of scoring individual crime events with their 
various components of personal injury and property loss. 

The identified criteria of violence or injury to persons and 
property loss are supported by Blumstein and the Heller-McEwen 

study. 

CHRONICITY AS A CRITERION 

Two criteria have been suggested in this paper for determining 

what is a serious juvenile offense, namely, violence and property 

loss. A review of literature on the UCR Crime Index and of various 
seriousness scales has validated the use of these criteria. For 

the definition of who is a serious offender, a third criteria was 

suggested--chronicity. There are a number of questions which might 
be raised with regard to the role of chronicity in the definition 

of serious juvenile offender. For example, is a juvenile \vho has 

committed a series of petty offenses a serious offender because of 
the cumulative effect and cost to society of these misdeeds? If 
chronicity or recidivism is made a necessary element of the defini­

tion of serious offender, is the first time offender who commits a 
murder not a serious offender? What combination of violence, pro­
perty loss, and chronicity in the offense history of a juvenile 
makes him or her a serious offender? 
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Writers such as Hamparian (4, p. 128), Strasburg (10, p. 45), 

and Wolfgang (16, pp. 70-71) agree that the chronic o·r recidivist 
juvenile offender is responsible for a disprO-portionate amount of 

all the offenses committed by youth, including a disproportionate 
amount of the serious crime. As for what constitutes a chronic 

offender, Hamparian defines a chronic offender as one who has 
committed five or more offenses (4, p. 5); Strasburg describes a 
chronic delinquent as one with "five or more charges in his :record;" 
(10, p. 9), and Wolfgang also counted as chronic recidivists "those 

with 5 officially recorded delinquencies or more" (16, p. 88). 
To say that a juvenile who commits a number of offenses is 

more appropriately called a serious juvenile offender than 
the typical first time offender is a matter of simple logic. The 

question is, where does one draw the line? According to the reaSOll­

ing used thus far in this paper, the answer is that the application 

of seriousness scales will be of great assistance. This reasoning 

is supported by the finding of Wellford and Wiatrowski that there 
is "a very high degree of support for the assumption of additi-

vity for the values of a scale of offense seriousness such as has 

been derived in . the Sellin and Wolfgang study" (15, p. 182). 
Thls means that it is valid to add together the various offenses of 
a single juvenile in order to derive a total seriousness score 

for that particular offender. 
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CHAPTER III 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

Several conclusions may be drawn from the assessment of the 

serious juvenile offenses and offenders: 

• The UCR list of index crimes--four violent crimes and 
three crimes against property is partially consistent 
with the use of violence and property loss as criteria 
in. the definition of what is a serious juvenile offense. 

• The severity scales reviewed generally agree with each 
other about what is serious and what is less serious. 

• The sever'ity scales suggest the use of violence and pro­
perty loss as criteria in defining a serious juvenile 
offense. 

• When seriousness scores are assigned to the seven UCR 
index crimes, according to the Sellin-Wolfgang scale, 
the scores for the violent crimes are significantly 
higher than the scores for property crimes. This sug­
gests a basis for differentiating between serious and 
less serious juvenile offenses. 

• When seriousness scores are assigned to specific crim­
inal events, some offenses not in the UCR index may be 
rated as serious (e.g., arson), and some offenses which 
are subsumed under UCR index crimes may be rated as not 
serious (e.g·., petty shoplifting). 

• Chronicity is a reasonable criterion to add to violence 
and property loss when considering how to define who 
is a serious juvenile offender. 

• The elements of violence, property loss and chronicity 
in the offense history of a juvenile may be scored 
according to the Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale to 
provide a relatively objective measure of who is a ser­
ious juvenile offender. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Two recommendations are presented, one regarding the definition 
of what is a serious juvenile offense, the other regarding who is 

a serious juvenile offender: 
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• A serious juvenile offense includes the following 
offenses (or ones of at least equal severity) as 
measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scalu: 

homicide or voluntary manslaughter 
forcible sexual intercourse 

aggravated assault 
armed robbery 

burglary of an occupied residence 

larceny/theft of more than $1,000 
auto theft without recovery of the 

arson of an occupied building 
kidnapping 

extortion 
illegal sale of dangerous drugs 

vehicle 

• A serious juvenile offender is one whose offense history 
includes adjudication for five or more serious offenses 
(on the Sellin-Wolfgang scale), or one who is adjudicated 
for one or more offenses whose severity is equal to ho­
micide or forcible sexual intercourse as measured by the 
Sellin-Wolfgang scale. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report represents a synthesis of existing information 
and an assessment of the ability of this information to address 
three topics: (1) The Patterns and Trends of Serious Juvenile 
Crime; (2) The Spatial Distribution, Contexts, and Settings of 
Serious Juvenile Crime; and (3) The Characteristics of Juveniles 
Arrested and Ad,udicated for Serious Offenses. This report is 
presented as a review of descriptive information important to 
establishing research priorities and subsequent policy orienta­
tions. 

METHOD 

The method employed in synthesizing and presenting information 
consisted of the following components: (1) An informal "grapevine 
survey" attempting to locate juvenile offense and offender infor­

mation; (2) Compilation of data volumes available at a national 
level bearing upon juvenile crime or offenders; (3) A nationwide 
survey of State agencies to collect additional crime and offender 
information; and (4) A literature search using automated and manual 
retrieval methods to identify studies and existing literature bear­
ing upon juvenile crime and offenders. 

Collected information and literature was organized accord-
ing to its ability to: (1) address serious juvenile crime and its 
relation to the seven Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) index offense 
types representing physical harm, threat or intimidation, sub­
stantial financial loss or frequency of occurrence; (2) distinguish 
between juvenile and other age groups; and (3) provide character­
istic information pertinent to those juveniles arrested or adju­

dicated for index crimes. Information, data volumes~ and studies 
meeting the above requirements were organized according to each 
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topical or subtopical area to which they were pertinent. Where 
data was extracted from national and State reports, it was organ­

ized and summarized through simple techniques of secondary analysis 

(medians, modes, rates, adjusted rates, percentag~s) and often 

graphically displayed. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Based upon existing information and literature the following 

findings were noted: 

UCR Index Crime 
• Juvenile arrest rates are stabilizing or declining since 

1974 for all seven index offenses suggesting that the 
noted stabilization of violent crime is accompanied 
by a more general stabilization of all juvenile index 
crime. 

• Serious pToperty crime is more the province of juvenile 
age youth than violence, which is generally the province 
of young adult and adult age groups. 

• 

Spatial 

• 

• 
• 

Although current figures suggest a ~ta~ili~ation of ~u~e­
nile index crime, there are subtle lndlcatlons that Juve­
nile age youth are increasingly being arrested for crimes 
of material gain. 

Distribution~ Contexts~ Settings of Juvenile Index Crimes 

The regional and State distribution of viole~t cr~me versus 
index property crime is not related, suggestlng dlfferent 
geographic correlations pertinent to each. 
Juvenile index crime may be highly concentrated, in "en­
claves" within the larger urban area. 
Youth mobility may become an increa.singly major determi­
nant of juvenile crime patterns. 

Characteristics of Juveniles Arrested and Adjudicated for Index 
Crimes 

• Ju.veniles arrested for violent versus serious property 
crimes are predominantly male, white (increasingly likely 
to be black) and vary with age (property offenders are 
generally somewhat younger). 
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• While juvenile index crime is stabilizing, different 
long-term patterns emerge regarding age and race; 16-
and l7-year-olds and black juveniles are being arrested 
for an increasingly larger proportion of index crime. 

• Court and corrections information suggests an over-represen­
tation of male, black, and other mi.nority juveniles thus 
agreeing with similar disproportions noted in arrest sta­
tistics. 

• Socioeconomic status, while not related to total delin­
quency, may be related to more serious juvenile crime. 

• The chronic offender is similar to those adjudicated for 
index crimes: disproportionately male and black. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

Answers to quest.ions were limited by the nature of informa­
tion commonly available. Regarding both crime and offenders, 

existing information is either inadequate or not compiled in a 
way to be useful to the tOpjcs of the report. Generally, better 

answers to questions of interest shOUld involve the following: 

• Explore the availability of the national juvenile court 
data to be available from the National Center for Juvenile 
Justice sometime in 1979. 

• Extend the State survey to collect better State inform­
ation via special request for the purposes of charac­
terizing juveniles adjudicated for serious or index crimes. 

• At one jurisdiction, determine how the characteristics of 
those arrested change as they proceed through the system. 

• Attempt to tie togethe~ descriptively, offense data with 
juveniles arrested for those offenses in several local 
jurisdictions. 

• Describe the characteristics of offenders base·d upon the 
more serious "incidents" subsumed within the index offense 
label. 

• Implement the study of chronicity within one State or 
jurisdiction by coding criminal history variables over 
time. 

• Undertake a large self-report study designed to determine 
the characteristics of the "hidden" and known offender 
and compare the resulting crime and characteristic patterns 
with those drived from official data. 
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Policy implications based upon the limited findings suggest 

that while juvenile index crime may be stabilizing, it is also 

likely that it is becoming more condensed and specialized in terms 
of its contexts and those responsible. What has been typically 
thought of as a juvenile crime wave may increasingly be restricted 

to certain areas and juvenile age years, race, possibly socio­

economic status, and an increasing motivation for material gain. 
This suggests that juvenile crime might represent a future concern 
more related to the pursuit of material needs rather than the 

older image of the violent juvenile. 

52 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The topic of serious juvenile crime has long been a major 

conc~rn of public and political debate throughout the United States. 
The precendents for this discussion range from the efforts of Pres­
idential commissions to legislative proposals and various kinds of 
media coverage. While numerous facets of youth crime ranging from 

prevention, intervention, control, treatment, sentencing, and pun­

ishment are often discussed, more fundamental questions remain un­
answered. While variQus arguments persist regarding the relative 

merits of punishment versus treatment of the juvenile offender, 
such debate continues while little is known about either the cur­

rent amount of juvenile crime, its trends, or its perpetrators. 

Recent discussion of the serious juvenile offender, for example, 
prompted the organization of a national symposium organized in part 

to discuss the following (51, p. 1): 

• relative scope of the problem of serious youth crime and 
how this has varied over time across population groups 

• characteristics of the population of serious juvenile offen­
ders and how these have varied over time across jurisdictions. 

While these topics represented guiding themes for the sympo­
sium, the extend to which the symposium addressed or answered these 

questions was not extensive. While the symposium concludes that 

"the best predictors of future"violence seem to be the relatively 
enduring characteristics of the offender--race, sex, socioeconomic 

status, ... " (52, p. 177), few answers to the questions of the scope 
of serious youth crime, its variation over time, or how character­

istics of offenders vary over time emerged. As a result, this 

report wishes to supplement the efforts of the symposium by further 

assessing the extent to which current literature and information 

can answer questions regarding: (1) the national patterns and trends 
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of serious juvenile crime; (2) the spatial distribution and con­
texts of serious juvenile crime; and, (3) the characteristics of 
the serious juvenile offender. 

Based upon the precedent of the national symposium, this re­
port is not interested in all juvenile crime, but that which can 

be defined as "serious." Serious juvenile crime represents a 

major problem since the ambiguity of the term and its relationship 
to existing information capabilities is not evident. The national 
symposium, for example, states that an issue it was prepared to 

discuss is "criteria by which a serious juvenile offender can be 

defined and the extent to which such criteria are synonymous with 
either the commission of a violent offense or a series of non-violent 
offenses" (51, p. 1). The resulting definitions of the symposium 

combine, in various forms, offense seriousness and chronicity 
(52, p. 177) although a distinction is made between the number of 
violent versus property offenses that must be committed to 

qualify as a serious juvenile offender. The definition adopted by 
the present report involves a combination of the Uniform Crime 
Reports "Index Crimes" and the Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness·Scale. 

The description of crime and offenders is bounded by several 

other issues which affect this entire report. It would be helpful 
to know the "total amount" of serious juvenile crime made up of 
unreported incidents plus known offenses. Therefore, a primary 

goal of this report is to assess the extent to which official, 
victimization, and self-report information can determine either 

the total amount of serious crime or that reported to the police 

for which juveniles are responsible. Similar reasoning applies to 

the ~escription of those responsible for reported or unreported 
incidents, L e. , -the characteristics of juveniles arrested or ad­

judicated for a serious offense. The report also weights the advan­

tages and disadvantages of types of official information towards 

the measure of crime and offenders given that such information is 

"b'iased" by the characteristics of the system. For example, while 
official arrest data is closest to the actual "incidents" later 

recorded as arrests, correctional information provides the best 
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description of those adjudicated as offenders. Arrest data provides 

a description of suspects, some proportion of whom are later ad­
judicated as offenders. On the other hand, court and correction in­

formation, representing further penetration into the system, pro­
vide a better picture of those adjudicated but lose insight as to 

both serious incidents an~ the non-adjudicated offender. Through­
out the report, the ability to address key topics will depend upon 
these kinds of issues. 

The topics of this report are approached as an assessment 
which,. while implying reliance upon current literature and infor­

mation, more precisely means' " •.. what has been accomplished ... iden­
tifying findings either in agreement or in contention and questions 

yet to be raised" (62, pp. 46-47). This definition represents the 
parameters and thus limitations of this effort since existing in­
formation may not permit, in some instances, adequate answers to 
these topics of interest. Therefore, the term assessment implies 
two facets: (1) a review and critique of existing literature and 
information, its organization, and particularly its ability to ad­

dress the topics of interest, and (2) synthesizing exist~ng litera­
ture and information, thus permitting the best answers currently 
possible to the topics of interest. 

A variety of assessment criteria were applied to current lit­
erature and information before incorporating them in the report. 
Briefly, three topics of information were collected: (1) summary 

data volumes available at the national or State level; (2) published 
books or articles; and (3) unpublished documents, no matter what 

their origin. Given the great reliance of this report upon various 
volumes of data, major questions arose regarding the place of the 
"special request," i.e., the request for computer runs of data on 

file. At one extreme, special requests would have permitted more 
direct answers to the questions of this report, although such an 
approach does not fit well with the assessment definition, i.e., 
"what has been accomplished. 1I For example, this effort included 
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a nationwide survey of data volumes and reports available at a 
State level. If information routinely provided was not usable 

to the report, no additional "special requests" were made, although 
such requests might have improved upon the usefulness of collected 
information. Admittedly, while a fine line exists between what 
has been accomplished and the special request, it was concluded 

that the latter should not be a major part of this report. 
In instances where existing literature was not sufficient to 

address the three topical areas, reliance was placed upon "secondary 

analysis" typically involving extraction, compilement, or computa­
tion using data in existing reports. In its most sophisticated 
form, the secondary analysis consists of the use or computation of 
percentages, rates and adjusted rates, and measures of central ten­
dency (medians, modes). Throughout the report, the relative weight 
placed upon secondary analysis versus assessment varies depending 

upon the ability of current literature to address the topics of 

interest. 
Two organizing principles were applied to the information in­

cluded in this report. The first principle dictates that major 

priority in all subsequent chapters be given to the "national pic­

ture" which relies upon information sources or studies which are 
based upon case sizes large enough to qualify as having national 

implications. Of second priority (at least to Chapter IV) is dis­
cussion of State data sources, followed by the contribution of stu­
dies towards the identification of the serious juvenile offender. 

This reasoning is somewhat different than other reports since the 
population or sample size of the report or study is the major deter­

minant of whether or not it achieves national significance. The 
second principle involves the descriptive orientation of the report, 
i.e., numerous descriptive conclusions are presented although ex­

tensive explanation for why these descriptions exist (their etiology) 
is not provided. Thus, the amount of descriptive information pro­
vided far exceeds the amount of interpretive discussion. 
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The structure of the report involves three major substantive 
chapters: (1) National Patterns and Trends of Serious 

Juvenile Crime; (2) The Spatial Distribution, Contexts, and Settings 
of Serious Juvenile Crime; and (3) The Characteris~ics of the 
Serious Juvenile Offender. Partial rationale for this kind of 

organization is based upon an attempt to incorporate both psycho­
genic and socioeconomic perspectives into this report. Considera­
tion of distance between these perspectives dictated that both the 
contexts and settings of serious juvenile crime as well as intrinsic 
characteristics, e.g., age, sex, and race.be examined. Chapter V 

represents a conclusion and synthesis of the previous three chapters 
and incorporates sections devoted to research recommendations and 
policy implications. Following the general text is a variety of 

appendices, the most important being Appendix B (p. 259) which dis­

cusses official, self-report, and victimization inrormation and the 
appropriateness of each to the topics of this report. The most 

critical part of the appendix, in fact of the entire report, is the 
orientation toward dependence upon Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) 
arrest information. No doubt the general controversy over this 

type of information will be continually debated for the foreseeable 
future. 

It is hoped that this report will provide ~dditional informaw 
tion involving either (1) recommendations of future research to 

better answer questions of serious juvenile crime, or (2) informa­
tion of descriptive importance which has not been heretofore 
frequently disclosed. While the report, as an assessment, may 

only identify limited new findings, it will suggest a variety of 
short- and long-term research implications and selected policy 
implications. 
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CHAPTER II 

SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME: NATIONAL PATTERNS 

There is little doubt that the 1960-75 increases in the vol­
ume of violent youth crime and the rate of extremely'serious 
youth crime are real (127, p. 20). 
There is some evidence ..• that offenses of violence are de­
creasing, and that this decrease is due in large measure to 
declining rates of youth violence (131, p. 32). 

Appearing in different reports, these two quotes are the pro­
duct of the same author. Hearings conducted by the Senate Sub­

committee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency in April of 1978 
confirm the recent decrease in juvenile arrests for violent offenses 
(117~ pp. 84, 249, and 258). Several testimonies presented at the 

hearings-maintained that the perceived "crime wave" of juvenile 
violence is more a function of media attention than any actual 

increase in arrests (~17, p. 253). While apparently contradic­

tory, they do, in effect, indicate two separate trends. The first 

quote attests to the commonly recognized increase in youth violence 
through 1975 while the second acknmlTledges the beginning of a de­

crease from 1975 through'early 1977. While the above statements 

are confined to youth violence, few issues would seem to be as 

important as to whether serious juvenile crime is increasing or de­
creasing. This chapter attempts to explore this topic as well as 

other related ones by addressing three key questions: "How Much 

Serious Crime Is Committed by Juveniles?H, "Is Serious Juvenile 

Crime Increasing?", and "How Much Serious Crime Is Committed by 
Juveniles in Relation to Other Age Groups?". Initial ans' .... ers to 
these questions are sought in sources that review or allow secon­

dary analysis of national level data. 
Data sources that can be used to develop a national profile 

of serious juvenile crime are limited to those which are collected 
nationwide and those which allow categorization by offense and age 
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group. Alternate data sources, such as victimization information 

(114) allow an alternate estimate of serious crime, but there is 
only the "perceived age of the offender" by which inferences can 

be made to juveniles. Also, these estimates are confined to per­
son offenses where human recall is presumably reliable. Victimi-' 
zation data also permits proportionate discussion of crime by age 
group but not based upon the frequency of incidents. Self-report 
studies might ideally provide some insight to "hidden crime" al­
though, as discussed in Appendix B (p. 269)1 most such studies 

rely upon sample sizes too small to permit justifiable extrapola­

tions to the national level. 
It might be informative to look at data from each component 

of the justice system--i.e., police, courts, and corrections-­

thereby considering different views of the amount of crime asso­
ciated with offenders as reported by various junctures in the sys­

tem. Unfortunately, national statistics available for the two 
latter components are based only upon the aggregate category "juve­

nile delinquent," which does not fulfill the requirements for age 
and offense breakdowns* (113, 30). Lacking other data sources, 

attempts to answer key questions must depend primarily on a review 

of Uniform Crime Reports arrest data and limited literature appro­

priate to this topic. 
Unfortunately, UCR arrest data may not be an adequate measure 

of crime due to the fact that arrest data refers to numbers of 
people arrested rather than the number of rep!Qrted offenses and 
(at least in part) reflects levels of police activity. In regard 

to juveniles, a particular problem arises since youth are more 
likely to be arrested in groups, thus having the effect of over­

estimating the volume of crime (130, p. 22). On the other hand, 
only a proportion of reported offenses are cleared through arrest; 

thus reported arrests have the effect of underestimating the volume 

*The two documents being referred to are Juvenile Court Sta­
tistics and Children in Custody. 
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of crime. These problems offset each other to some extent, 

although the resulting reported figure may be an inaccurate and 
distorted reflection of crime. 

UCR statistics are also questioned for a variety of other 
reasons. Some of these are related to law enforcement practices 

such as: variations in police apprehension methods from bne com­
munity to another and one year to the next (14, pp. ll0-ll4,and 
108, p. 179). Also, differences in social, economic, and politi­

cal pressures acting upon the individual police departments (78, 
pp. 26-27); and variations in the strength of police forces, 
which limit or enhance their ability to uncover criminal activity 
(14, pp. 113-114), may be significant. There are victim-related 

factors, such as wide variations in citizen-reporting of different 

offenses (60, p. 19, and 14, pp. 106-110). Personal traits of both 
offender and victim may influence the way in which an arrest is 
recorded (78, p. 27 and 14, p. 109-110). And, there are proce­
dural techniques used in UCR which limit its usability, such as: 

the reporting of only the most serious offense when seve'ra1 are 
committed simultaneously, leading to an underreporting of crime 

which has been shown to become more pronounced as the seriousness 
of the offense decreases (60, p. 29). Finally, as discussed 
earlier, reporting the number of arrests as opposed to number of 

offenses committed will often overestimate the volume of juvenile 
crime, since juveniles are more likely to be arrested in groups 
than are adults (130, p. 22). 

There is little doubt that each of these factors will have 

some impact on descriptions of juvenile crime which use UCR data. 

However, it is conjectural whether these problems, alone or 
in combinations, have dramatically affected over time comparisons 
of arrest information. As noted in Appendix B (p. 267)* the 

assumption of faulty recording practices and other problems at the 

*A variety of specific issues relevant to this issue are dis­
cussed in Appendix B. The reader is encouraged to read this appen­
dix, paying special attention to the ability of UCR data to answer 
important questions making up the major part of this report. 
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local reporting level would have to involve large numbers of 
reporting agencies simultaneously to dramatically affect national 

arrest data over time. 
Since much of this report attempts oVer time or trend compar­

isons of UCR data, changes of reporting population and changes in 
police activity over time were considered. Appendix C (p. 299) 

discusses these potential problems and the methods employed to 
study their importance. Briefly, it should be noted that this 
report computed rates adjusted for the proportion of the total 

United States population represented by the UCR reporting popu­
lation per year. Generally, this proportion or percentage ranges 

from 69 percent (1964) to 92 percent (1977) for tables reporting 

age of persons arrested, 58 percent (1964) to 87 percent (1977) 
for sex, and 62 percent (1964) to '91 percent (1977) for race. 

Specific techniques used to compute adjusted rates are pre­

sented in Appendix C (p. 331), a1 though it is sufficient to note 

that such adjustments have the effect of modifying the direction 
of trends but also proportionately increasing, by a certain factor, 

arrest rates for each year. After carefully weighing the time 
limitations versus the advantage to be gained by adjusting rates 
(particularly for race), it was decided to adjust rates with the 
knowledge that some overestimation of the true rates might result 
but would not affect the general relationship of trends over time. 
Again, the reader is referred to Appendix C (p.300) for a dis­

cussion of these issues. 
As to police activity, either increased or decreased over 

time, affecting the number of people arrested, another check was 
employed. Here, the technique of the National Commission on the 

Causes and Prevention of Violence (60, p. 33) was used in which 

reported arrests and offenses were plotted. The assumption here 

was that if police were arresting more people over time, the pro­
portion of arrests to offenses would increase over time. If arrests 

were not increasing, one would expect these proportions to remain 

relatively constant. The results of this exercise (Chapter V, 

(pp. 260-261) suggest that arrest activity has not increased at a 
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greater rate than offenses, in turn suggesting that police are not 

arresting more persons per reported offense. Unfortunately, this 
comparison could not be applied to juveniles versus other age groups, 

and therefore is only suggestive and not final. Also, such a check 

cannot assume that Teported arrests and offenses are not increasing 
together as a function of better reporting procedures, particularly 
with the advent of automated data bases. 

Findings noted throughout this and subsequent chapters are 
based upon discussion of either f'!requencies or rates. Generally, 

frequencies are used to describe numbers or proportions o:E arrests 

for comparisons of single year data. However, for making over time 
or mUlti-year inferences, rates are used to adjust for population 

fluctuations associated with various population subgroups. Rates 

therefore provide a better basis than frequencies for making infer­
ences associated with subgroups but do not accurately depict the 
changing distribution of arrest frequencies. 

It is helpful to assess the relative merits of rates and 
frequencies envisioning the value of each to various audiences. 

For example J citizens and law enforcement personnel on the street 

are generally concerned with proportionate characteristics of those 
arrested for crimes based upon frequencies. That is, frequencies 

adjusted for population changes are not relevant to the potential 

victim since his or her perspective is generally dominated by how 
much crime occurs or who the perpetrator (as confronted on the 

street) may be. The planner and po1icymaker, on the other hand, 

is often more concerned (in over time studies) with proportionate 
studies of what kinds of crime are associated with various subgroups. 
Simply put, it is difficult to examine the over time inferences of, 

for example, crime by female juveniles without controlling for the 
growth of this sub-population. Thus, rates in many cases are more 

appropriate to planners since they permit comparison of sub-population 

arrest rates controlled for population fluctuations. 
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Rates also have a greater impact on policy implications 
since they permit cursory etiological inferences to be made 
regarding the crime, or at least arrest "proneness," of various 
subgroups. Unfortunately, the simplicity of the classificatory 
variables (age, sex, race) are of only limited value here since 
they have few causal or preventive implications. 

This report stresses the use of rates in making over time 
inferences, recognizing, of course, that frequencies provide a 
different kind of information pertinent to certain audiences. 
However, given the estimated use of the information, the use of 
rates was felt to be preferable.* 

DEFINITION OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME 

In order to answer the question of how much serious crime is 
committed by juveniles, it is necessary to determine the meaning 
of "serious." In the definitional volume of this report, the 
following definition is recommended: "a serious juvenile offense 
includes the following offenses (or ones of at least equal severity) 
as measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scale: 

homicide or voluntary manslaughter 
forcible sexual intercourse 
aggravated assault 
armed robbery 
burglary of an occupied residence 
larceny-theft of more than $1,000 
auto theft without recovery of the vehicle 
arson of an occupied building 
kidnaPl?ing 
extortion 
illegal sale of dangerous drugs."** 

*Ideally, it would be better to present both rates and 
frequencies, although such a report would be extremely difficult 
to present due to the estimated length of such a document. The 
al ternate implica'tions of rates and frequencies become extremely 
important to the characteristics section which is discussed later. 

**See Volume II, Part A, Definition, p. 30, of this report 
series entitled, A National Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime 
and the Juvenile Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response. 
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In the case of a particular offense, it is recommended 
that the Sellin-Wolfgang scale be used to determine seriousness. 
The list given above is not exhaustive. There are other offenses 
which might be ,included, and not all of the offenses listed will 
in every case be serious. 

It is important to note the difference between the definition 
of a serious offense recommended in this report and what is des­
cribed as a serious offense in the Uniform Crime Reports. The 
UCR examines seven crimes to provide an overview of crime in the 
United States. These seven are called the index crimes. Four of 
the index crimes are listed as violent crimes (crimes against 
persons). These are: 

• murder and non-negligent manslaughter 

• forcible rape 

• robbery 
• aggravated assault 

Three of the index crimes are listed as index property crimes 
since they result in direct property loss to the victim. These 
are: 

• burglary 
• larceny-theft 
• motor vehicle theft (111, p. 307) 

All seven of the index ~rimes are considered by UCR to be 
serious crimes, selected because of their "seriousness, ... 
frequency of occurrence, and likelihood of being reported to the 
police" (111, p. 1). 

From the point of view of the recommended definition of a 
serious juvenile offense developed in this report, the UCR stan­
dard of what is a serious crime presents a problem. Namely, the 
UCR system provides no way to ascertain what is more serious and 
what is less serious--or not serious at all--within the categories 
of the seven index crimes. This problem takes on added importance 
when considering the property crimes within the index crimes (i.e., 
burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft). According to 
the definition of serious recommended in this report, not all 
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burglary, larceny, or auto theft incidents would be considered 
serious. The reason for this is that the harm to the victims of 
these offenses can vary greatly depending,upon the degree of pro~ 
perty loss. The important point is that there are degrees of 
seriou!,mess wi thin the UCR index crimes, and that there may be 

an appreciable amount of non-serious crimes recorded as serious 
under the UCR system. The problem is compounded by the fact 

that the UCR data are by far the most widely used statistics on 

either juvenile or adult crime and are the only offense specific 
figures systematically gathered on a national basis. 

Since the Uniform Crime Reports provide the most complete 

and the most readily available information on juvenil,e crime, 

they will, of necessity, be used in this report. Before present­
ing information from the Uniform Crime Reports, however, the 
problem of how to separate out serious from non-serious juvenile 

crime within the UCR index crime categories will be addressed. 

The Problem of Comparative Degrees of Seriousness Within the 
Index Crime Categories 

In the Uniform Crime Reports for 1977, the statement is made 
that, "v.rith respect to seriousness, it is generally agreed that 
violent crimes are more severe than most property crimes. However, 

accurately ascertaining the comparative degree of seriousness is 
problematic at the present time" (111, p. 308). This overstates 

the case. In 1964, Sellin and Wolfgang published their book, 
The Measurement of Delinquency (13), in which a method was develop­
ed for ascertaining "the comparative degree of seriousness." 

Since that time, other researchers have developed similar serious­
nesS scales.* There have also been research efforts in which 
Sellin-Wolf2~ng scores have been applied to arrest data, including 

a study in ~(. Louis, Missouri, by Heller and McEwen (49). The 
various studies have shown (1) that severity scales agree with each 

other and (2) that the violent offenses in the UCR Crime Index have 

*For a more detailed discussion of seriousness scales; see 
Volume II, Part A, Definition, of this report series entitled 
A National Assessment of Serious Crime and the Juvenile Justi~e 
Sy~tem: The Need for a National Response. 
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higher average seriousness scores than the property offenses 
in the crime index. However, even the seriousness scales do not 
provide a totally objective method of defining what is a "serious 

juvenile offense." The seriousness score itself is objective. 

For example, one can objectively say that a larceny of $250 
would receive a Sellin-Wolfgang score of "2." However, the 

de~ermi.nation of a cutoff point between serious and less serious 
(e.g., a score of "3" or "4" on the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale) requires 

a subjective judgment be made. The point at which this cutoff is 

made will, of course, determine the volume of crime which is con­

sidered serious. A low cutoff point would lead to an estimate 
of a high volume of crime, while a higher cutoff point would lead 

to a much lower estim3.te. 
It is true that the average seriousness scores for violent 

offenses are much higher than those for property offenses. However, 

it should be noted that according to the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale, a 

wide !ange of scores is possible for each offense. The :!..!.:.i'ex crimes 
could receive the following scores: murder, 26; forcible rape, 10 

to 12; robbery, 3 to 18; aggravated assault, 4 to 11; burglary, 1 to 

8; larceny-theft, 1 to 7; and motor vehicle theft, 2 to 9. A wider 
range of scores indicated that within that particular offense, a 

great deal of variation is possible in terms of the seriousness of 
an incident. Examination of these scores indicates that, although 
the peak score is generally higher for violent offenses than for 

property offenses, a "gray area" exists where the two can overlap. 

Of course, an important part of defining serious juvenile crime is 
to determine the amount of property crime which falls in this 

"gray' area" and is thus serious. At the present time, the statis­

tics simply are not available to make such an estimate. The 
problem is not so much in determining the comparative degree of 

seriousness between UCR offenses, but rather within offense 
categories. The inability to distinguish between "serious" and 

"less-serious" incidents is especially important for the category 
of larceny-theft, and to a lesser extent for the categories of 

burglary and motor vehicle theft. The reason larceny-theft takes 
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on special importance is that over half of the arrests of persons 
under 18 for index crimes are in this category. Specifically, 
in 1977 there were 818,994 arrests of persons under 18 for all 
seven index crimes, of which 431,747 (52.7 percent) were for 

larceny-theft (111, p. 180). What proportion of these juvenile 

arrests were for offenses of a comparatively serious nature, and 
what proportion were for offenses of less serious or even petty 

significance? Unfortunately, UCR does not provide the informa­
tion needed to answer this question, since their data do not 
indicate which larceny incidents result in major, as opposed to 

minor, property loss. For example, prior to 1973, only larceny­

theft resulting in property loss of more than $50 was included 
as an index crime. Since that time, however, UCR includes all 

larceny-theft regardless of dollar loss {108, p. 5). This further 
blurs the distinction between serious and non-serious offenses. 

The Uniform Crimre Reports do inclucle a larceny analysis of 

offe~ses reported, not arrests, which shows a breakdown of types 

of larceny. The types of larceny given are purse snatching, 
pocket-picking, theft from coin machines, shoplifting, bicycle 

theft, theft from motor vehi"les, theft from buildings, theft of 
motor vehicle accessories I and "all others" (Ill, p. 30). It 
can be seen from this list that some incidents of larceny might 

be considered as more serious than others. Purse snatching, for 

example, because of the element of intimidation, ,,,ould ordinarily 
be more serious than the theft of a petty item of merchandise. 

However, the UCR larceny analysis fails to provide the informa­

tion needed to determine what proportion of larceny-theft arrests 
of juveniles are serious and what proportion are non-serious. 

This is because: (1) the analysis is based on offenses reported 

rather than on arrests, (2) the analysis does not distinguish 
between juveniles and adults, and (3) there is no way of distin­

guishing between serious and less serious offenses within the 
types of larcenies listed. 
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In a similar way, the UCR data does not distinguish between 
types of burglary. In 1977, there were 233,904 arrests of persons 

under 18 for burglary, or 28.5 percent of the total for all index 

crimes for those under 18. Again, there are figures presented on 
residence burglary as compared to nonresidence burglary (111, p. 25), 

but these are not broken down by age. Therefore it is impossible 

to determine, by the UCR figures, how many burglary arrests of 
juveniles involve the more serious residential type as compared with 
the less serious nonresidential or commercial type. 

Finally, with regard to the index property crimes, the UCR 
data does not distinguish between types of motor vehicle theft, 
with the exception that "taking of a motor vehicle for temporary 
use by those persons having lawful access" is excluded (111, p. 32). 
But the UCR does not distinguish, either for adults or juveniles, 
between an auto theft where the vehicle is never recovered and a 
theft in which the vehicle is recovered undamaged a short time 

later. It is doubtful that the latter type should be classified 
as serious. 

Even among the violent crimes in the UCR list of index crimes, 

there may be offenses which are not in every case serious. For 

example, some robberies may involve incidents such as "schoolground 
extortions" of small change, and may not truly constitute serious 

crime. There is no way of making such distinctions within the UCR 

framework. 
Chiefly, however, the concern here is with the property crimes 

listed in the UCR Crime Index. These crimes constituted 90 percent of 

the approximately 818,000 arrests of juveniles for index crimes 

in 1977 (111, p. 180). If this is an accurate indication of arrests 
for offenses which are serious in nature, this fact should be taken 
into account in considering the UCR data. 

Exploration of Alternatives for Determining Degrees of Seriousness 
Within UCR Index Crime Categories 

Given the fact that the UCR data does not enable simple or 

precise separation of the serious from the less serious offenses 
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within the index crime categories, is there any way of estimating 
this from other sources? Some of the possible alternatives will 
be considered below. 

Application of Seriousness Scales 

If a seriousness scale was to be applied to actual offenses 
reported, it would be possible to determine the proportion of 
serious and non-serious offenses within specific index crime cate­

gories. In March 1973, Heller and McEwen reported on a study 
which did, in fact, attach Sellin-Wolfgang scores to a total of 
9,728 offenses reported to the St. Louis Police Department during 
the eight week period of April 4 to May 29, 1971 (49).. They found 

that the average seriousness of crimes against the person was'~four 
times as great as the average seriousness for crimes against pro­
perty and that two-thirds of the harm from crime may be attributed 
to property loss, and one-sixth each to physical injury and intim­
idation" (49, p. 242). Heller and McEwen computed the seriousness 

scores of all UCR Part I offenses reported to the St. Louis police 
in the eight week period. The resulting scores are displayed in 
Table II-I, below. 

TABLE JI-I 

AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS OF INDEX CRIMES 

C RIM E 

HOMICIDE 
RAPE 

ROBBERY 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 

LARCENY OVER $50 
AUTO THEFT 

SOURCE: 49. P.246 
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SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES 

33.29 

15.33 

6.43 

9.74 

2.64 

2.26 

2.29 

Table 11-1 {po 70) clearly reflects their findings th~t the crimes 
against persons have much higher average scores than the ~rimes against 

property,* but the information which might show relative degrees 

of seriousness within index crime categories is not given in the 
March 1973 journal article. 

It would appear that studies such as that by Heller and McEwen 
could potentially provide a method for estimating the proportion of 

serious and less serious or non-serious offenses contained within 
UCR index crimes arrest figures. At the present time, however, no 
studies have been located which would provide offense specific 
scores for juveniles. 

State Arrest Data 

Some States use an incident based reporting system. This 

permits a degree of breakdown of types of incidents within the 
UCR Index Crime categories. In a preliminary effort to obtain 
data of this kind, figures on juvenile arrests and apprehensions 

were obtained from four States--Illinois, Florida, Georgia, and 

Oregon.** For these four States, there was only one index crime 

for which it was possible to determine some degree of seriousness 

according to the manner in which the data was recorded--larceny­

theft. 
In Illinois, 89 percent of all juvenile larceny incidents 

in 1977 resulted in a dollar loss of $150 or less to the victim.*** 

These incidents did not, however, all result in arrest. After 

*Although not directly relevant to the present consideration 
of serious juvenile crime, it is interesting to note that Heller 
and McEwen found that "traffic accidents have greater seriousness 
than Part I offenses" (49, p. 247). This is due to the consider­
able personal injury and property loss factors. 

**It is likely that other States have or soon will have incident 
based data available. As of this writing, this kind of information 
had been received from only the four' States named. 

***Figures obtained via telephone contact with the Illinois De­
partment of Law Enforcement. 
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apprehension, some of the juveniles were released or diverted 

for handling outside of the justice system. Notwithstanding the 
fact that some of the less serious cases were probably diverted, 
it is clear that the great buik of juvenile arrests in Illinois 

for larceny were for incidents of a non-serious nature if judged 
by the Sellin-Wolfgang scale and the definition of seriousness 
recommended in this report. 

Similarly, Florida data for 1978 shows that 74 percent of all 

larceny offenses cleared by the arrest of a juvenile involved a 

loss of less than $50. Another 11 percent involved a loss between 

$50 and $100 (36). Therefore, the overwhelming majority of these 
juvenile inciients must be considered non-serious. 

In Georgia, the 1978 data on larceny-theft was divicted into 
categories such as shoplifting, theft from a motor vehicle, theft 

of livestock, and purse snatching (no force), theft from coin ma­
chines, theft from buildings, postal thefts, bicycle thefts, and 

"other larceny" (40). Unfortunately, there were no figures on the 
amount of property loss suffered by the victim, and therefore no 
way to estimate seriousness. Another deficiency of the Georgia 
data was that the classification "other larceny" accounted for 

approximately 60 percent of the total. The information would have 
to be more highly developed to be useful for purposes of deter­
mining relative degrees of seriousness. 

In Oregon, 1977 arrest statistics for larceny were classified 
on the basis of whether the property loss was more or less than 
$200. Eighty-six percent of the juvenile arrests for larceny were 

in the less serious category of "under $200" (68, p. 69). This is 
consistent with the Illinois data. However, the Oregon information 

also suffered from serious limitations, including the fact that the 

two populous jurisdictions of Portland and Multnomah County did not 
report offenses by dollar loss. 

Until further information becomes available from these and other 

States developing incident based reporting systems, it is impossible 

to draw any conclusions as to the relative degrees of seriousness 
within the index crime categories on this basis. If incident based 
reporting systems were more highly developed and more widely used, 
they could provide valuable information not presently available. 
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Victimization Survers 

Since 1973, the U.S. Bureau of the Census has annually 
conducted a national criminal victimization survey for the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The National Crime 
Survey (NCS) report "focuses on certain criminal offenses, 
whether completed or attempted, that are of major concern to 
the general public and law enforcement authorities. For 

individuals, these offenses are rape, robbery, assault, and 
personal larceny; for households, burglary, household larceny, 

and motor vehicle theft; and for commercial establishments, 
burglary and robbery. In addition to measuring the extent to 
which some crimes occur, the surveys permit examination of the 

characteristics of victims and the circumstances surrounding the 
eriminal acts, exploring as appropriate such matters as the 
relationship between victim and offender, characteristics of 
offenders, victim self-protection, extent of victim injuries, 

economic consequencies to the victims, .... use of weapons ... " 
and other factors (114, p. iii). With regard to economic con­

sequencies, for example, personal and household crimes are 

tabulated according to the amount of monetary loss using the 
following categories: no monetary value, less than $10, $10-$49, 

$50-$249, $250 or more, and not known (114, p. 62). The NCS 

report also provides information regarding whether robberies 
involve injury or not, whether assaults are simple or aggravated 

and whether burglaries involved forced entry or not (114, p. 62). 
Such data could be useful in trying to ascertain degrees of 
seriousness within index crime .categories except-for one important 

factor--the lack of age breakdowns in the victimization surveys. 
Since the NCS reports are based on information from victims, 
there is no way of accurately establishing the ages of the 
offenders, or even whether the offenders are juveniles or adults. * 
This limitation severely restricts the usefulness of the NCS 
data in determining levels of seriousness ,~ithin Index Crime 

offenses by juveniles. 

*Estimates of the ages of offenders are made.by.the victims, 
resulting in what is called "perceived ages." T~1.s.1.s n~t an 
accurate method for determining if the offender 1.S Juven1.le or adult. 
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Court Data 

A new source of data on juvenile crime is the forthcoming 
but as yet unpublished study that is being carried out by the 
National Center for Juvenile Justice in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
(79). This study is based on all 584,116 cases reported from the 
juvenile courts in a sample of 13 States, comprising 41 percent of 
the total child population at risk in the United States. (At risk 
is defined as children from the age of 10 to the upper age of the 
juvenile court jurisdiction for a particular State.) This study, 

which will be mentioned in later sections of this report, will 
provide a great deal of information on the characteristics of 
juveniles who come into the juvenile court, including types of 
offenses and dispositions. However, there is no apparent appli­
cation of this study to the problem of determining comparative 
degrees of seriousness within index crime categories. Shoplifting 
is separated out from other kinds of larceny, but no dollar amounts 
are given. Therefore, there is no way to determine which shop­
lifting offenses or which "other larcenies" are serious or non­
serious. 

Self-Report Studies 

Finally, self-report studies may be mentioned briefly in the 
consideration of possible methods for determining degrees of ser­

iousness within index crime categories. The chief value of self­
report studies is that they give an indication of unreported crime 

and thus supplement the knowledge available in police records. The 
self-report studies, however, have features which limit their value 

in ascertaining relative degrees of seriousness. They tend to 
result in information on the less serious or even trivial incidents, 
partly because they rely heavily on children in school and thus 
underrepresent many of the out-of-school juveniles who are more 
likely to be involved in serious offenses. Another limitation of 
the self-report studies to date has been relatively small sample 
size, a handicap to generalizability. Thus, although the self-
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report studies provide valuable information not available else­
where, they do not aid in solving the problem of relative degrees 
of seriousness within index crime categories. 

This explor~tion of possible methods of determining degrees 
of seriousness within index crime categories has not yielded any 
definitive answers to the problem. Further analysis of the infor­
mation developed by Heller and McEwen (49) in which the Sellin­
Wolfgang scale was applied to UCR offenses appears to be one of 
the promising avenues fOT this effort. State arrest data involving 
incident based reporting systems also holds promise. Perhaps esti­
mates based on the victimization data of the National Crime Reports 
might be of assistance if a more accurate method of determining the 
age of the offender can be developed. 

These and other possibilities, however, will have to wait until 
the present information is refined or new information becomes avail­
able. In the meanwhile, there is no simple, adequate way to ascer­
tain what proportion of the offenses contained in the seven UCR 
index crimes--as reflected by juvenile arrests--are serious~ and' 
what proportion are not serious. As a result, we are left with 
little alternative but to compare aggregate arrest counts, by 
offense, for 1964 through 1977. The bulk of this report represents 

this orientation where total offense arrests are used as measures 
of crime and characteristics, although more precise distinctions 
based upon the more serious incidents would be preferable. Certain­

ly, the inability to address the former issue, i.e., to define 
incidents as serious to less serious, requires that subsequent 
discussion of serious juvenile crime and the characteristics of 
those arrested or adjudicated for these crimes be qualified by the 
reminder that the index crimes are not necessarily serious. 

It is uncertain the extent to which discussion of index crime 
trends from 1964 to 1977 accurately depicts the nature and volume 
of the more serious incidents. Certainly hidden within the con­
clusions made herein are the possibilities that: (1) the more 
serious arrests could hypothetically be unrelated to the general 
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trends based upon all index offense arrests; and (2) the character­
istics and composite profiles for th9se arrested for the more 
serious incidents mayor may not be related to the characteristics 
and/or profiles derived from all index offense arrests. An amount 

of uncertainty therefore pervades all subsequent discussion~ and 
each of the following sections are structured around the inability 

to resolve the above issues. Ideally, it would be preferable 

to make various refined distinctions regarding severity and 
then compare arrests and the associated characteristics of 
those arrested over time. Unfortunately, it is impossible at present 
to determine if arrest rates or the characteristics of those arrested 

are substantially different from the patterns that emerge in the 

following narrative. This mll'st certainly be considered a problem 
in assessing whether serious juvenile crime is increasing or decreas­
ing, since it can be assumed that within aggregate offense labels 

a variety of patterns could emerge if these distinctions could be 
made. 

HOW MUCH SERIOUS CRIME IS COMMITTED.~Y JUVENILES? 

As shown in Figure 11-1 (p. 77) juveniles (11 through 17) 
accounted for approximately 1.8 million arrests in 1977, less than 
half of which fall into the category of index crimes. The majority 

of these index offenses were property crimes (90 percent), while 

relatively few would be classified as violent (10 percent). Clearly, 
juvenile index crimes are more heavily weighted towards property, 

as opposed to violence (131, p. 6). The UCR Crime Index is a com­

posite measure of the violent and property crimes, used "to furnish 

an abbreviated and convenient measure of the crime problem" (100, 

p. 35). Being an aggregate measure of different offenses, heavily 

influenced by the volume of juvenile property crimes, it is ques­

tionable whether the Index gives a meaningful view of juvenile 
crime (110, p. 1). It would be helpful, therefore, to divide the 

Crime Index into two components, one reflecting the extent of 
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TOTAL OFFENSES· 1,826, 129 

NON-INDEX 
51.0 % 

( 1,041,573) 

JNDEX OFFENSES- 784,556 

'* - INDEX OFFENSES INCLUDE CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE. ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY. LARCENY. 
THEFT AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

'** - NON-IIIOEX OFFENSES INCLUDE OTHER ASSAULTS. FORGERY. FRAUD, EMBEZZlEMENT. VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS 
OFFENSES. AND ALL OTHER CRIMINAL OFFENSES 

PROPORTIONS OF INOEX* AND NON-INDEX**OFFENSES TO TOTAL ARRESTS, AND 
PROPORTIONS OF VIOLENT AND PROPERTY OFFENSES TO TOTAL INDEX OFFEN SES, 

AGES 11-17, 1911 
SOUflCE:)II, p.lao FIG U R E .Jt- 1 

violent offenses, and the other reflecting property offenses*** 
(60, p. 26). Presented as two separate indices, these would more 
accurately reflect the nature and extent of crime.*** 

Comparative figures are presented for separate violent offen­
ses in Figure 11-2 (p. 78). The most obvious point made by these 

figures is that the great majority pf all violent offenses involve 
either robbery or aggravated assault, while forcible rape 

and murder contribute very little to the overall volume 
(111) p. 180). A problem arises in that the categories of aggra­

vated assault and robbery are extremely vague, thus rendering their 
respective frequencies somewhat uninformative. By definition, 
aggravated assault can involve the use of anything from guns and 

knives to fists, with accompanying injury ranging from loss of a 
tooth to disabling injury (77, pp. 15-16). This same lack of offense 

***The 1977 edition of Uniform Crime Reports does include this 
"paired" Index in an appendix discussion GIll, p. 308). 
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specificity holds true for robbery, since the UCR classification 
for this offense incorporates both the armed and unarmed types (77, 
pp. 82-83). Also, several sources have indicated that robberies com­
mitted by youthful offenders may be less serious than those committed 
by older offenders. In analysis of the National Crime Panel Sur­
veys (14, p. 179) of noncommercial robberies, it was found that 
juvenile offenders were more likely to be unarmed than armed. They 

were found to be armed less often than were any other age groups 
(see Table 11-2, p. 79). Zimring has also suggested that most ado­
lescent offenders commit robberies at the "less serious end" of the 

scale, although the exact proportions are not know (131, p. 7). 
These findings lead one to be suspicious of classifying all robberies 
as violent or serious, especially for juveniles.* 

*In order to partially overcome the ambiguous nature of the 
aggravated assault and robbery offense categories, it may be ad­
visable that UCR include the subclassifications of armed versus 
unarmed in arrest statistics. 
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TABLE ]I'-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF WEAPONS USED IN NONCOMMERCIAL RO B 9 E R Y 
BASED UPON NAHONAL CRIME PANEL SURVEYS FOR'26 CITIES' 

AGE OF' KNIFE OR 
OFFENDERS ; U N UNARMED TOT At OTHER WEAPON 

14 OR LESS 2 % 5% 93% 100 % 

f 5 - 17 7 38 54 100 

18 - 20 18 45 37 100 

21 OR OLDER 32 41 U 100 

SOURCE: 14, P: 119 

An examination of individual property offenses shows that the 
index property crimes are he~vily weighted towards two offense types: 
larceny-theft and burglary (Figure 11-3, p. 80). Together, these 

tw~ offenses comprise nearly 90 percent of all index property crime, 
wh1le motor vehicle theft contributes the small remaining proportion 
of arrests. A comparison of larceny-theft with robbery, which to­
gether comprise over half of all juvenile arrests for ind~x offenses, 
should be made. By definition, these offenses both involve the "un­
lawful taking or attempted ta,king of property that is in the imme­

diate possession of another" (77, pp. 58, 82). The difference be­
tween the two is that robbery involves the threat or use of force, 
while larceny-theft does not. If both of these are considered as 

one type of offense whereby property is taken from another person, 
it can be concluded that over 90 percent of these incidents do not 
involve force (larceny- theft), while relatively few actua.lly involve 
the real or threatened use of force, based on 1977 UCR arrest statis­
tics (Ill, p. 180). 
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Disr:ussion 

Most of the findings presented regarding the nature and amount 

of juvenile crime are neither new or controversial. While there 

would be little doubt that juveniles are, to some extent, involved 

in serious crime, the extent of this involvement is unclear. 
Based upon the scoring principles of the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale (12, 

pp. 1-10), it is suggested that at least some of the index crimes 
should not be considered serious. rhe examination of alternate 
measures of crime indicated that no viable method of distinguishing 

the less serious from the more serious incidents is available. 

Acknowledging the ambiguity of the index crimes, it was decided that 

both the four violent crimes and the three property crimes be exam­
ined in terms of their relevance to serious juvenile crime. 
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The discussion of violent and property crimes is, of course, 

based upon information commonly available, which in this case con­
sists of Uniform Crime Reports arrest data. Unfortunately, while 
there is logic for considering some of the property crime incidents 

as serious offenses, there is no reason to believe that all such 
incidents are equally serious. As previously noted, larceny-theft 

includes theft of less than $50, which is not as serious an event 
as the theft of $1,000. The inability to dissect the legal label 

according to the seriousness of specific events is the single 
greatest drawback of the use of UCR offense categories. Certainly, 
the result of the inability to make these distinctions results in 
an overestimation of serious crimes if one directly equates "index" 
with "serious." 

IS SE~IOUS CRIME COMMITTED BY JUVENILES INCREASING? 

Figures 11-4 and 11-5 (po 82) presents the juvenile population 
and index arrest volume for 1964 to 1977 (see Appendix 'E, Tables 
E-l (po 313) and E-2 (po 314) 0 The population increased steadily dur-

ing the 1960's, then began to level off and decline. The volume of 

juvenile index arrests also increased during the 1960's, although 

at a more rapid pace, then fluctuated substantially during the 1970's. 

Population changes, therefore, cannot account in full for the chang­
ing frequencies of juvenile arre;ts which have been recorded. The 

relatively large fluctuations in recent years appear to be at least 
partially accounted for by changes in the number of agencies report­
ing to the FBI Uniform Crime Reports.* 

*Proportions of the total na tio'nal population covered by juris­
dictions reporting age-specific arrests to FBI's Uniform Crime Reports 
were computed for each year from 1964 to 1977. It was found that 
the percent coverage rose fairly gradually and steadily from 1964 
to 1969, but varied widely during the 1970's. For example, 1974 
arrest data is based upon a particularly low number of reporting 
agencies (108, p. 186) while 1975 and 1977 show relativ~ly large 
increases over the previous years (1974 and 1976) in terms of pop­
ulation represented in arrest reports. There is little doubt that 
this accounts for some of the variation in offense rates. A more 
detailed discussion of this is presented in Appendix B. 
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General assessment of the types of crimes for which juve­
niles have been arrested since 1964 requires a year-by-year com­

parison be made of the proportion (percentage) of total arrests 
that are for index crimes. 
percentage has changed very 
terest. Although there was 

Based on arrest frequencies, this 
little during the time period of in­
a slight drop during 1965-1966, the 

percentage of all juvenile arrests which were for index offense 

has re~ained fairly constant, fluctuating bet~een 42 percent and 

46 percent. Assuming that the seriousnes~ of the ~nde~ crimes has 
not changed dramatically, these findings indicate that the volume 
of serious juvenile crime has remained relatively stable. 

Figure 11-6 (p. 84) compares juvenile arrest rates* for index 
versus non-index offenses. The adjusted rates for non-index 

offenses reflect fairly constant increases over the last ten years 

with a peak in 1974. Index offenses, on the other hand, increased 
steadily until 1974, at which point the rate "peaks,"** and then 

begins to decline, rising again in 1977 (see Appendix E, Table E-3, 

p. 349 for sources). This would indicate that juveniles are be­
coming increasingly involved in less serious crimes, although 
current trends are mixed . 

*A11 arrest rates presented in this chapter have been "p,djusted" 
according to the procedures outlined in Appendix C, pp. (304-306). 

**The pronounced ra:e increases apparent for combined and indi­
vidual serious offenses in 1974 may partially be an artifact of the 
adjustments which were made to compensate for changes in jurisdic­
tions reporting to UCR (see Appendix C, pp. 304-306). 
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A comparison is made between the percent of arrests for 

index crimes involving violent offenses versus those that in­
volve property offenses. Violent arrests accounted for 7 percent 

of the juvenile index arrests in 1964, compared with 10 percent 

in 1976. Most of this increase took place during the 1960's, 

after which time the proportion of property to violent arrests 
stabilized at about 9 to 1. It appears, therefore, that juveniles 

have consistently been arrested for substantially more property 

crimes than crimes of violence. 
Figure 11-7 (p. 8S) depicts the arrest rates for violent and 

p~operty crimes. It is obvious that violent arrest rates have 
consistently been at a much lower level than have property arrest 

84 

1 

i 
? ~ 

3000 

2500 

C> 
c::> 
C> 2000 
C> 
C> 

a:: 
w 
a.. 1500 
L.I.J 
~ 
< a:: 

~ 
<n 
w 
cc 1000 
cc 
< 

= w 
~ 
V) 

=> 500 ..... 
c 
< 

._._._._.-.-• ."..--.-•. - .• -.-.-.-. VIOLENT 

O· I 

FIC3URE lI-7 

rates. What is less obvious, though, is the rate of increase 

tha~ each has experienced. Violent rates are relatively stable 
durlng the 1960's, compared with more dramatic increases in pro­
perty rates during that time. During the 1970!s, however, pro­

perty offenses "peaked," then began to decline (see Appendix E, 

Table E-4, p. 316). 
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Figure 11-8 below presents rates for individual violent crimes. 

Rates for rape and murder are quite low qnd stable. Murder arrests 
did increase until about 1972, and rape until 1974, but both have 

remained at approximately the same level since that time.* 

(See Appendix E~ Table E- 5, p. 317) .. 
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*A certain amount of caution must be exercised when inter­
preting minor rate changes, since the data upon w~ich !hey ar~ 
based may not be refined enolJ,p.;h to accurately deplct mlnor Shlf~s. 
Computational methods which reduce the accuracy of these r~tes In­
clude: (1) use of censuS data which is compiled for one pOlnt 
during the year (e.g., a month), as a base for rate of arrest 
frequencies which are counted throughout the year; and (2) round­
ing off of rates to whole numbers, so that ~2.4 becomes."12" or 
12.5 becomes 113"--thus artificially inflatlng or reduclng the 
difference between rates. 
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Aggravated assault and robbery account for over 90 percent 
of all arrests for violent crimes during every year from 1964 to 
1976. The difference in rate change between aggravated assault 
and robbery for this period can be typified by various divergences, 

although the more recent 1970's suggest that the gap between the 
fwo offense~ is closing. 

Table 11-3 below presents the percent change in adj~sted 

rates for aggravated assault and robbery for selected years. 
Robbery experienced a dramatic increase during the latter part 
of the 1960's, and then began to moderate and even decline in 

the 1970's. Aggravated assault reflects a different trend. Those 
rates have experienced constant increases throughout this time 

period, except for a very slight decline in recent years (see 
Appendix E, Table E-6, p. 318). If this trend continues, 
arrest rates for aggravated assault may surpass robbery by the 
early 1980's, and may therefore become a crime of major concern 

(based upon arrest rates) at some later date. 

TABLE Ir-3 

PERCENT CHANGE IN ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES FOR. ROBBERY AND 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT: AGES 11-17, SELECTED YEARS 

OFFEN S E 1964-1970 1970-1971 1975-1977 

ROBBERY + 13 I % + 10 0
/ 0 - 14 % 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT + 4B 0/0 + 42 0
/ 0 - 4 0

/ 0 

SOURCE: SEE A.PPENDIK E, fA.RlEE-s. 
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Arrest rates for individual property crimes are presented 

in Figure 11-9 below. Motor vehicle theft is found to be the 

only index offense whose arrest rates have declined substantially 
overall. The minor increases which occurred during the 1960's 
are far outweighed by the downward trend in the past decade. Un­

like motor vehicle theft, burglary and larceny-theft are both 
characterized by upward trends over the l4-year period. Between 
1964 and 1977, burglary has risen by 71 percent and larceny-theft 

by S6 percent (see Appendix E, Table E~7, p. 319). The recent 

decline in rates for these two offenses is difficult to assess 
for several reasons. As noted earlier (pp. 82-83), the rate ad­
justments that were used to counteract underreporting of arrests 

1800 

1600 

0 
0 
0 

1400 0 
0 

0: 
U-J 1200 0-

U-J ..... 
<:. 
0: 1000 

'l-
t/) 
U-J 
0: 
0: 800 <: 

c:::> 
U-I ..... 600 tr.> 
::::> -, 
c:::> 
<: 

400 

200 

0 

., 
• .................. 

LARCENY-THEFT 

.-. 
/ '. __ • BURGLARY 

• ...,.,,-.--.~ /.-.-. 
/. .--.-. 

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT .-.-.-.""-.-._--.--. .--.-., . 
• -0 .......... 

64 65 66 67 68 69 
YEAR 

SOURCE: liEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E~1, P.351 

88 

to UCR may, in fact, overestimate the trUe rates for certain 
years. Also, a change in UCR's definition of larceny-theft 

which occurred in 1973 may have artificially inflated arrest 
rates after that time.* It can only be concluded tentatively 
that arrest rates for both larceny-theft and burglary are begin­
ning to subside, but more substantial proof must await findings 
in the corning years. 

Discussion 

Various researchers have attempted to predict future levels 
of serious juvenile crime. Such an endeavor is difficult, at the 
very least, due to the variety of "unpredictable" events which can 
affect future trends (21, pp. 39-41). But barring obvious diffi­
culties, two major factors are considered when making projections 
regarding levels of crime in the next decade: population of juve­
niles aged 11 to 17, and arrest rates of juveniles from 1964 to 
1977. 

The foregoing analysis of juvenile crime makes one preliminary 

point clear; namely, that an estimate of future trends in juvenile 
crime must deal with individual offenses in making future projec­
tions. Even the composite measures of "violent" and "propertyH 
crime disguise many different kinds of conclusions regarding indi­
vidual offenses. 

Arrest rates for every index offense have shown downward 

trends in the past few years, but the extent to which they have 
declined and the relationship of that decline to previous years 
varies. Motor vehicle theft shows the clearest decrease of any 
indei offense. Juveniles have been moving away from theft of 
cars for at least ten years, as suggested by declining arrest 
rates. Arrest rates for both murder and rape are very low, 
and have stabilized. The significance of the remaining four 
offenses is assessed along two lines: the absolute magnitude 

*The classification "Larceny over $50" became "Total Larceny­
Theft" as of 1973. Since this reclassification incorporates more 
incidents, the arrest rates would presumably be artificially in­
creased. 
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of their arrest rates, and the l4-year arrest trends. Burglary 

and larceny-theft are definitely "high volume" crimes, accounting 

for approximately 80 percent of all juvenile arrests for index 

offenses in 1977. Although burglary appears to have declined 
slightly in the past few years, it is postulated based on past 

trends and gradual increases in the arrest rate, that juvenile 
involvement in this offense. will continue to rise in future 

years. Larceny-theft, on the other hand, reflects a greater de­

cline in the past few years as well as lower rates of increase 
from 1970 to 1977 compared with the 1960's. 

Of all the index offenses, robbery shows the greatest change 
in arrest rate trends in recent years as compared with the 1960's. 

The arrest rate for juvenile robbery increased dramatically from 

1964 to 1970, but then began to moderate and decline. There is 

every indication that this decline will continue in future years. 
Aggravated assault has also declined slightly, but the overall 

trend is one of increase. 
Based on these findings, it might be concluded that different 

violent or property offenses represent different implications 
towards future serious juvenile crime. Based on a high volume and 

gradually, but steadily increasing arrest rate, burglary would be 

expected to be of future importance. Larceny-theft, although de­
clining somewhat, is presently at such a high level of arrest rate 

that it will continue to constitute a major problem at least in 

the near future. Therefore, although not all larceny or burglary 
incidents are "serious" based on the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale, their 
high volume constitutes a crime problem of significant importance. 
Aggravated assault, although at a low rate relative to the property 

crimes, is considered serious due to its threat of physical harm 
to the victim and to its moderate rate increases. Robbery can be 

depicted according to its relatively low arrest rate, and the 
moderating arrest trends in the 1970's. Motor vehicle theft, murder, 

and rape might also be ·of lesser concern due to the previously 

mentioned reasons. 
The emphasis on burglary and the shift away from robbery and 

larceny-theft would indicate that juveniles continue to be motivated 
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by material gain. Recent trends indicate a continued emphasis on 
crime patterns which do not involve direct contact with the victim 

(burglary) and a concomitant shift away from victim confrontation 
(robbery and larceny-theft). 

HOW MUCH SERIOUS CRIME IS COMMITTED BY JUVENILES IN RELATION TO 
OTHER AGE GROUPS? --".-

The importance of serious crime attributed'to juveniles mayor 

may not be of special significance. One way of assessing its sig­
nificance is to compare index crime for different age groups,both 

now and over time. The allocation of money emphasizing adult or 
juvenile areas might consider the relative weight of crime being 

~nd becoming the province of the young or older segments of the 
population. 

It is illustrative to compare juvenile arrests for violent or 
property offenses to all arrests for a criminal offense.* Such 

comparisons give some indication of the overall impact of juvenile 

incidents. For example, in 1977, less than 1 percent (81,368J of 
all criminal arrests repo~ted to UCR were arrests of juveniles for 
a violent crime (111, p. 180). Recent hearings conducted by the 

Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency determined 
that "arrests for violent crime represent only a minute percentage 
of all juvenile arrests" (117, p. 258). Although based on 1975 data, 

this 'statement supports the findings of 1977 arrest statistics. 
Likewise, juveniles were arrested for 737,299 property crimes, 8.4 
percent of the total number of all criminal arrests (111., p. 180). 

These small percentages, particularly for violent offenses, indicate 

that in terms of relative frequency, juvenile arrests for index 
crimes constitute a minor portion of the arrests made by law enforce­
ment agencies. 

Figure II-lO (p. 92) presents the proportions of arrests for 

index and non-index offenses to the total number of arrests (based 

*Criminal offenses exclude the UCH. categories of "curfew and 
loitering law violations" and "runaways,lI which are classified as 
status offenses. 
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upon 1977 UCR statistics) by age group.* Proportionately 
speaking, juvenile arrests (ages 11-17) are more heavily weighted 
towards index crimes than arrests of either young adults (ages 18-
20) or adults (ages 21-64). It is interesting to note that the 
nature of these arrests reported for each age group varies consider­
ably (see Figure II-II, below). While only about 10 percent of all 
juvenile arrests for index crimes are for a violent offense, about 
29 percent of the adult arrests and 19 percent of the young adult 
arrests for index crimes involve violent offenses. Thus, although 
juveniles are more inclined towards index offenses than are the 
other age groups, these offenses more often involve property than 

violent crime (111, pp. 180-181). This indicates that the offenses 
for which juveniles are arrested are less serious than those of the 

young adults and adults. 

INDEX NON-INDEX 

43.1 %IIIIS~~~~ 

25.1 

50% o 50% 

AGES 

II - 11 

21- 64 

VIOLENT PROPERTY 

50'4 o 50% 

* VIOLENT ARREZTS INCLUDE CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

* I NO E X ARRESTS INCLUDE CRIMIJ!AL HONICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LA.mNY- THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

n NON-INDEX ARRESTS INCLUDE OTHm ASSAULTS, fORGERY, FRAUD, 
EMBEZZLEMENT, VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS CRIMES, AND ALL OTHER 
CRININAL OFFENSES 

HPROPERTY ARRESTS INCLUDE BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE 
THEfT 

PROPORTIONS OF ARRESTS FOR I~. OEX * AND 
NON - IN D EX ** TO TOTAL ARRESTS, AGES 11- 11, 

18-20, AND 21-64, FOR 1971 

PROPORTIONS OF ARRESTS FOR VIOLENT*" AND 
PROPERTylilf TO TOTAL ARRESTS FOR .I N D E X OFFENSES, 

AGES 11-11,18-20, AND 21-64, FOR 1911 

FIGUIIE Jr-IO FIGURE .[-11 
SOURCES: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLES E-6 AND E-9, PP. 359-361 

*Several descriptive measures are employed in comparing juve­
nile, young adult, and adult crime. The first three are based 
only upon UCR arrest frequencies: (1) proportions of individual 
offenses/offense groups to total crime committed by each age group; 
(2) relative contribution of each age group to different offenses; 
and (3) median age, which describes the middle value in the total 
distribution of arrest ages for each serious offense. Finally, 
arrest rates are computed based upon UCR arrests and census data, 
thus providing a measure of trends for each age group that are 
not biased by population shifts. 
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Figure II-12 (below) depicts the percentages of 1977 arrests 
for individual index offenses which are attributed to juveniles, 
young adults, and adults, compared with their respective popula­

tion proportions. Juveniles appear to be lIoverrepresented" in 
motor vehicle theft, burglary, larceny-theft, and robbery. Only 
one of these is classified as "violent" (robbery), while all the 

others are property crimes. The juveniles are slightly under­
represented in rape and aggravated assault, and contribute 
proportionally very little to total murder arrests. It is 
of interest that adults contribute the most to those arrest 

categories in which juveniles are least involved. For example~ 
adults show the highest percent involvement in murder, aggra­
vated assault, and rape, all of which are violent offenses, 
with much less of a contribution to arrests for the other 

POPULATION 

NOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

BURGLARY 

LARCENY - THEFT 

ROBBERY 

RAP E 

A GG RAVA TED ASSAULT 

NURDER 

100'4 

II - 17~ ~ 

o 

I 8 - 2 0 M):!:l:l:J 21 - 64 IlIIIlIID 

50'4 100'4 

PERCENT OF NATIONAL ARRESTS FOR INDIVIDUAL INDEX OFfENSES ATTRIBUTED TO AGES 
11'-17,18-20, AND 21-64, COMPARED WITH PERCENT OF POPULATlON,FORI917 

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-IO, P. 363 FIGURElI-12 
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four offenses. On the other hand, young adults are relatively 

overrepresented in every offense categorr, with the greatest 

proportions for robbery and burglary* (see Appendix E, Table E-lO, 
p.322). 

Figures 11-13 (below), 11-14 (p. 95) and 11-15 (p. 96) present 

arrest rates (1964 to 1977) for index, violent, and property offenses. 
Several points are notable in comparing juveniles, young adults, and 
adul ts for these offense groups. For index- of-f.enses combined 
(Figure 11-13), juvenile and young adult arrest rates show similar 
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SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-II, P 3\J~ FIGURE 1I.-I3 

*The reader is cautioned that the comparison of t~ese age groups 
is ~omewhat deceptive, since two of the ~ategories (~uvenile ~nd 
adult) include many people who are not l1kely to be ~nvolved 1n 
crime, due to their relatively young or old age. Therefore, when. 
dividing frequency by population for. those age gr~ul?s, the result1ng 
rate may be underestimated. Contrar1ly, the rema1n1ng category (young 
adul t) is composed of only three single age years. (18,.19, and. 20.) " 
all of which are susceptible to, and capable of, 1nvolvement 1n 
serious crime. Therefore, the young adults may apppar to be more 
"crime prone" relative to other ages, than is actually the case. 
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volumes and trends, although fluctuating relative to each other 

during the time period 1964 to 1977. The adult rates are consis­
tently low, remaining at a rate which is approximately one-fourth 

that of juveniles and young adults. Looking only at rates for 

the property component of index offenses (Figure 11-14 below), a 
dissimilari ty between the two youthful age groups appears: juve­
niles have a higher arrest rate than the 18- to 20-year-olds. This 

"dominance" of juveniles in property crime, as reflected in arrest 
rates, does not appear to be a recent phenomena. But, the gap 
between property arrest rates for juveniles and young adults appears 

to be closing. If this trend continues, juveniles may no longer 
dominate property arrest rates, indicating that 18- to 20-year-olds 

may become as involved in property crimes as juvenile-age youth . 
The adult arrest rates for property offenses have increased as much 
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as the youth rates, but due to their relatively low base level 
these increases do not seem as dramatic (see Appendix E, Tables E-12 

p. 324, and E-13; p. ~25, for sources). Therefore, the youthful age 
groups, and particularly juveniles, seem to pose the greatest threat 
to society in terms of index property crimes. 

For violent offenses (Figure 11-15 below), the discrepancy be­
tween juvenile and adult arrest rates is not as great as for pro­
perty crimes. For example, in 1977, adults had an arrest rate of 
2 per 1,000, compared with only 3 per 1,000 for juveniles., This 
difference is relatively minor in comparison to young adults, whose 
rates are approximately twice as high as either juveniles or adults .. 
Therefore, while both youthful age groups are heavily involved in 
index property crimes, only young adults coVld be considered to 
"dominate" in violent crime (see Appendix E, Table 'E-13, p. 325). 
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Figures 11-16 (below), 11-17 (p. 98), 11-18 (p. 99)" and 11-19 
(p. 100) present arrest rates for individual violent offenses for 
each age group (see Appendix E, Tables E-14, E-lS, E-16, and E-17, 

pp. 326-329 for sources). The murder arrest rate for juveniles 
is considerably lower than for either young adults or adults. Also, 
the median age for this offense is higher than any other index 

offense, which indicates 
among old~T age groups.* 
three age groups has been 

the higher arrest frequencies and rates 
Since 1970, the general trend for all 
one of stabilization and decline: the 

1977 rates show slight decreases over 1970. Median age values 
for 1968, 1972, and 1976 reflect this same stability. 
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*The reader is referred to Table II-~ (p. 101 ) for all 
median. age values discussed in the narrat1ve. 
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According to Figure 11-17 (below), the arrest rates for 
rape are low for juveniles and adults, while young adults' rates 

are almost three times as high. All three rate lines show minor 
increases from 1964 to 1977, but the patterns occurring in the 
1970's vary. While young adults have declined from their 1972 

"peak," adult rates have continued to increase, and juvenile 

rates have stabilized. 
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In contrast to the low arrest rates for murder and rape, 

robbery and aggravated assault (Figures 11-18 and 11-19) are 
the most common violent offenses among all age groups. Arrest 

rates indicate that juveniles are less inclined towards robbery 

than young adults, but more so than adults. This relationship 
holds true throughout the time period 1964 to 1977, although 
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18- 20 

juvenile rates have increased more rapidly than the older age 

groups. T.he decrease in median age of arrest for robbery (Table 
11-4, p. 101) reflects the increased juvenile arrest frequencies 

and, concurrent1y,.juveni1e arrest rates. 
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For the offense of aggravated assault (Figure 11-19), young 

adult arrest rates are distinctly higher than juveniles and adults, 
whose Tates are approximately the same in 1977. All three age 
groups show upward trends throughout this time period, although 

juvenile rates are increasing the most rapidly, followed by young 
adults and then adults. Again, an examination of the median age 

(Table 11-4, p. 101) for this offense substantiates findings based 



on arrest rates. The median age is relatively high for aggravated 

assault (reflecting involvement of older age groups which is gener­

aly higher than for juveniles), but is decreasing from 1964 to 
1976 (reflecting greater increases in juve~ile and young adult in­
volvement through time). 
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TABLE l!-4 

MEDIAN TOTAl* AGE FOR DIFFERENT I NOEX OFFENSE CLASSIFICATIONS (1964-16) ALL AGES 

1964 1968 1972 1976 

I NO E X (I) 17.7 11.1 18.6 18.8 

NON-INDEXW 36.4 33.2 31.0 31.4 

VIOLENT(3) 3 I. 6 21.8 28.1 27.9 

MURDER 31.5 35.5 35. I 35.3 

RAP E 21.8 25.1 28.9 30.2 

ROBBERY 22.6 19.8 19.9 19.1 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 35.1 33.2 32.8 32.2 

INDEX PROPERTy(4) 16.9 16.8 18.4 18.1 

BURGLARY 17.3 16.9 17.4 11.4 .-
L ARCEKY - THEFT IS.9 11.0 17.5 18.6 

140TOR IJEHICLE T HEFT IS.4 IS.S 17.2 11.3 
.)1 - INCLUDES BOTH JUVENILE AND ADULT POPUL.UIONS • 
tll- CR \t4111Al HOMICIIlE, FORCIS LE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRA'/~ TED ~SSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCE!lY-Tllm, AND MOTOR VEHICLErHEFT 
(2)- OTHER ASSAULTS, fORGERY, FRAUD, EMBEZZLEMENT, VANDALlSM,I'!CTIMLESS CRiMES, A/ilO ALL OTHER OFFENSES 
(3) - CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROIlSERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
(4)- BURGI.ARY, LARCENY-THEFT, 10110 MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 
SOU~CES) 96, PP.I08~ 109: 102, PP.1I5 -116 i 106, PP.126 -Ill) IIQ. P P. 161-182 

Figures 11-20 (p. 102), 11-21 (p. 103), and 1I-22 (p. 

114) present adjusted arrest rates for individual property 

offenses (see Appendix E, Tables E-18, E-19, and E-20, pp. 

330 - 332 for sources). Arres t ra te·s for burglary (Figure I 1- 2 0) 
suggest that juvenile and young adult involvement in this offense 

are quite similar. The two have fluctuated relative to each 
other throughout this time period, with juveniles remaining at 

a slightly higher level than young adwlts in recent years. 

The adult arrest rates for burglary show very little change 
since 1964, and are at a much lower level than the youthful age 
groups. 
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ReferTing to Figure 1I-2l, the arrest rate for larceny-theft 
has increased between 1964 and 1977 for all thr~~ age groups. 
However, the juvenile rate is not increasing as· rapidly as either 
adults or young adults, and has shown a greater decline in recent 

years than the older groups. The median age for this offense has 

increased from 16.9 in 1964 to 18.6 in 1976 (Table II-4, p.lOl) 
further substantiating reduced involvement of juveniles. 
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Motor vehicle theft (Figure 1I-22) can be interpreted in a 
way unlike the other index offenses: the juvenile and young adult 

rates have declined from their "peak" values in the late 1960's, 
while adult rates have stabilized. The median age for this offense 

has also increased reflecting the lesser involvement of youth. 
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Discussion 

Compdrison of arrest rates fot juveniles (11-17), young adults 
(18-20), and adults (21-64) allows some speculation whether juve­
nile crime trends are an isolated occurrence, or whether they coin­
cide with trends occuring across all age groups. Two general find­
ings emerge from this section. First, arrest rates for every index 
offense are stabilizing or declining for juveniles, young adults, 
and adults in recent years. The magnitude of this decline varies 
among age groups and across specific .offense types. Second, each 
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age group can be characterized by the particular offense type in 
which they are the most heavily involved, relative to other age 

groups. 
Arrest rates indica~e that both youthful age groups are much 

more inclined towards index property crimes than are adults. In 
the past, juveniles could be considered to "d.ominate" this offense 
index, but recent trends indicate that young adults are reaching 
arrest rate levels similar to juveniles. For the violent crimes, 
young adults have consistently shown a greater involvement than 
juveniles or adults. While arrest rates for violent and property 
offenses have remained fairly stable in recent years for the adult 
group, juvqniles and young adults have both declined from their 
"peak" rates in 1974. Since the base level of adult arrest rates 
is relatively low, it is unlikely that their inv~lvement will 
reach a level comparable to youth in future years. 

Individual index offenses show trends that are similar to 
the aggregate categories of violent and property crime. Young 
adults have the highest arrest rates for each of the four violent 
offenses. Analyses conducted by Mulvihill, Tumin, and Curtis in 
the late 1950's and 1960 's support this finding (60, pp. 80-85). 
Although their age group incorporated 18 through 24-year-olds, 
they still concluded that these "young adults" were more inclined 
towards urban crimes of violence than were other age groups. The 
present analysis of arre~t rates indicates that juveniles are 
least inclined towards those violent offenses which involve direct 

contact with the victim; i.e., murder, rape, and aggravated assault. 
Juveniles are still less involved in robbery than are young adults, 
but this offense is the most common violent crime among juveniles. 
Overall trends indicate. that juvenile arrest rates are increasing 
more rapidly for robbery and aggravated assault than are rates for 
(jlder age groups, but have stabilized for murder and rape. 

Between 1964 and 1977, juveniles and young adults show similar 
arrest rates and trends for burglary. They are at a level which is 
considerably higher than. the adults, whose rates have remained 
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fairly constant. For larceny-theft, young adults and juveniles 
again have higher arrest rates than adults. All three age. groups 
show overall increases from 1964 to 1977, but the juvenile rate 
is not increasing as rapidly as either adults or young adults and 
has declined more in recent years than the older groups. Finally, 
the juvenile and young adult motor vehicle theft rates have de­
clined from their "peak values" in the late 1960's, while adult 

rates have stabilized. 

An examination of these findings leads to the conclusion 
that juveniles are more inclined towards crimes of "material gain," 
adults towards crimes of "physical attack," and young adults do 
not appear to specialize at all, thus suggesting that young adult­
hood may be a "crime transition" period. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This section attempted to assess the extent to which current 
literature and the accompanying secondary analysis could answer the 

following questions: 

• How much serious crime is committed by juveniles? 

• Is serious crime among juveniles increasing? and, 
• How much serious crime is committed by juveniles in rela­

tion to other age groups? 
Ideally, the best answer to these questions would involve the 

determination of total incidents known and unknown to police attri­

butable to juveniles (and other age groups) currently and over a 

period of time. Lack of an estimate of the "true amount" of crime 

requires turning to alternate "sources of information. Major alter­
nate sources might be "official" sources such as police offense 

and arrest statistics, and potentially court and corrections data. 
Corrections data, representing a major penetration into the system, 
are also the furthest removed from the initial criminal incidents 

a~d those responsible for the incidents. For this reason, such in­
formation was not seriously considered. Court and rela~ed dis­

position data would, on the other hand, provide some idea of who 
the adjudicated offenders are, but says little about the number 
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of incidents attributable to those offenders, or about offenders 

who have been "funneled out" of the system. Also" court data 
would provide no insight into the unknown offender and the asso­
ciated amount of "hidden crime." In the case of national court 

statistics, these problems matter little, since the existing 
Juvenile Court Statistics (30) fails to break down aggregate delin­
quency statistics by any measure (offense or otherwise) of serious­
ness. Finally, there is Uniform Crime Report offense and arrest 
data. Offense data was omitted immediately since offense counts 

cannot be linked with the age of those presumably responsible, 

therefore disallowing estimates of total volume attributable to 
juveniles. UCR arrest information, on the other hand, allows 

estimates of the frequency of juveniles arrested for each offense 
type, but allows no estimate of the total number of offenses 
attributable to those juveniles. Also, arrest statistics are not 

necessarily a good indicator of either "hidden crime" or those 

subsequently adjudicated as an "offender." 
Alternate sources to official data suffer from different, but 

equally discouraging, problems. Victimization data present a 

different view of crime, but there is only the "perceived age of 
offender" by which estimates of serious juvenile crime can be 
obtained. These estimates are confined to "person" offenses where 

human recall is presumably reliable. Also, using such data, it is 

impossible to estimate the amount of index property. crime attribut­
able to juveniles. Self-report studies might ideally provide some 

estimate of "hidden crime" and those juveniles responsible. Un­
fortunately, as discussed in Appendix B (p. 272) most such 

studies rely upon sample sizes too small to permit justifiable 

serious crime extrapolations to the juvenile population at large. 

After reviewing all major "national" data sources, the speci­

fic source permitting (relatively) the best estimates of serious 
juvenile crime is Uniform Crime Report arrest data. The require­

ments of this section and the entire report (i.e., national data 

permitting subdivision by age and a measure of seriousness) dictate 
that the present estimates of crime rely upon this information. 
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As stated earlier, a certain amou~t of caution must be exercised 
when using UCR index crimes as an indicator of serious crime. 
There are undoubtedly many incidents within the index crime cate­
gories which would not be considered serious based upon the Sellin­
Wolfgang Seriousness Scale. For example, petty theft or joyriding 

are classified by UCR as index crimes, but are certainly not 
"serious" according to the present definition. However, the un­

availability of other sources of crime data necessitates the use 

of UCR with the qualification that the terms "index" and "serious" 

are not interchangeable. The former can only be used as a limited 

indicator of the latter. 
As to whether arrest data is a reliable indicator of the 

number of offenses committed by juveniles, several iss~es must 
be considered. First, the National Commission on the Causes and 

Prevention of Violence (60, p. 33) plotted total offense and 

arrest rates for the years 1960 to 1967. A similar figure was 
plotted for 1964 to 1977 (Chapter V, pp. 232-233), suggesting that 
(clearance rates remaining stable) arrest rates are remaining steady 

while reported offenses are not. Unfortunately, when applying this 
to juveniles, another problem emerges. Since it is generally con­
ceded that juveniles are more likely to be arrested in groups than 
adults, it is unclear how offenses possibly attributable to juve­
niles relate to· numbers of arrests. If it is assumed that juveniles 

may be arrested in groups, but some amount of the reported offenses 

committed by juveniles will not be cleared by arrest, then it is 

difficult to determine how accurate a reflection of juvenile of­

fenses are juvenile arrest statistics. Certainly, the following 
conclusions and discussion are dependent and limited by these 

"unknowns." However, since juveniles may be arrested in groups, 

and assuming the .clearance rates for adults and juveniles are simi­
lar, then it might be assumed that the arrest rate for juveniles is 

closer to their hypothetical offense rate than the adult arrest 

rate would be to their offense rate. 
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Another issue possibly influencing arrest data as a 

reflection of offense data would involve the ebb and flow of 
gang and group involvement in crime. If, for example, it 
was shown that juvenile crime has increasingly become a func­
tion of group behavior, then arrest rates may increase partly 
because groups rather than individuals are increasingly 
becoming responsible for criminal acts. The effect of this 
upon arrest data as a measure of crime may be extremely signi­
ficant here, since as noted in Appendix B (pp. 269-269) the 
use of arrest data permits an estimate of the number of juveniles 
who commit offenses. Apparent here is the fact that an alternate 

argument could be developed for the use of arrest data as the 
desired measure of serious juvenile crime. Being unable to 

answer these issues, one is again left with the result that 

arrest data is used simply because it is more suited to the 
purposes of this report than anything else currently available. 

Using UCR arrest data, a variety' of findings were noted 
regarding the three stated questions. Briefly these are: 

• Using 1977 UCR data, it was noted that the four "violent" 
index crimes (murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault) constitute less than 5 percent of all juvenile 
arrests for a criminal offense. The four violent and 
the three index property offenses (burglary, larceny­
theft, and motor vehicle theft) combined constitute 43 
percent of all juvenile arrests. 

• Of all the seven index offenses, 82 percent of related 
arrests were accounted for by larceny-theft and burglary. 
When comparing the violent versus the property crimes, 
it was noted that the property crimes account for 90 
percent of all 1977 juvenile arrests for an index offense. 

• When comparing arrest rates for juveniles for the years 
1964 through 1977, it was suggested that arrest rates 
for all index offenses are decreasing, but at various 
rates for different offenses. 

• Juvenile arrest rates for the years 1964 to 1977 suggest 
that murder and forcible rape are stabi.lizing or declining 
during the 1970's. Robbery is decreasing, while aggravated 
assault is continuing to increase at a reduced pace. 

• Juvenile burglary and larceny-theft arrest rates increased 
steadily from 1964 to 1974, while that associated with 
motor vehicle theft is decreasing. 
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• As noted in other studies, juvenile-age youth are 
arrested in proportionately greater numbers than 
young adults or adults for crimes against property. 
This is not true for the violent crimes, where adults 
were found to be most heavily represented in the crimes 
of murder, forcible rape, and aggravated assault. 
Youth, age 18-20, on the other han~, contribute sub­
stantially to arrest rates for all index offenses. 

• Comparison of arrest rates for the three major age 
groups from 1969 to the present suggests that the 
violent crimes of murder and forcible rape are the 
province of the young adult. However, there are 
indications that the proportion of juveniles to other 
age groups arrested for crimes of aggravated assault 
and robbery are increasing, thus suggesting that these 
crimes are increasingly becoming the province of youth. 

• While juveniles and young adults are continuing to be 
involved in the crimes of burglary and larceny-theft, 
there are indications (1964-1977) that youth are moving 
away from the theft of vehicles and more towards the 
theft from homes (burglary). 

Most importantly, this chapter should conclude that the 

second topical questions, i.e., "Is serious crime among juveniles 
increasing?", be answered with a cautious "no." To the extent 

possible, UCR arrest rate information suggests a decrease in 

juvenile arrest rates for both the violent and property indexes. 
While admittedly recent (1974-75 to present), this general 

decrease may suggest additional future decreases of juvenile 

index crime. While it is too early to conclude that iuvenile 
index crime may be steadily declining over the coming years, 

such a decrease is suggested by the preceding comparisons. 

Based on these findings, it is suggested that serious juvenile 
crime is also decreasing, and may continue to decrease in the 

future. As to the third topical question involving the rela­

tionship of juvenile arrest rates with other age groups, it 
could be noted that the commission of crime, as measured by 

arrest, changes with age. Also, it seems that increases and 

decreases of arrest rates are parallel for all age groups. 
However, this is secondary to the implication that arrest rates 

are stabilizing or declining for all age groups for all index 

offense types and, presumably, for the serious incidents within 

the index crimes. 
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While arrest rates suggest patterns of change when 
comparing the three age groups, it is important to assess 

change in ayrest frequencies as well. Generally, a comparison 
of arrest frequencies, although not reported here, results 
in findings that are similar to those noted with rates; i.e., 
juvenile index crime is stabilizing or decreasing. This helps 
substantiate the major findings stemming from rate comparisons 
made in this chapter. Summarizing the trends of crime using 

arrest rates and frequencies as alternate measures of crime, 

it is concluded that juvenile index crime, and presumably 
serious crime, may not be as significant as in the early 1970's. 

Major implications of these findings have to do with: (1) the 
changing patterns of serious crime with age; and (2) the changing 
patterns of serious juvenile crime. Again, relying upon 1977 UCR 
arrest data as an indicator of crime, it was demonstrated that 

juveniles are heavily involved in crimes of "material gain,1I 
adults in crimes of personal confrontation or physical attack, 

and young adults are substantially represented in all major 
index crimes. The most obvious implication here is that crime 
preferences may change with age. Unfortunately, one problem 

here is that the probability of apprehension also decreases as 
a person gets older, which might help conclude this prematurely. 
There are also reasons to suspect that the violence and property 

indices constructed to more adequately measure a broadened 

definition of serious juvenile crime may not be adequate. Con­
tinued increases are noted in juvenile arrest rates for robbery 

and aggravated assault not accompanied by increases in murder 
and forcible rape. The property index, on the other hand, 
suggests that juveniles are stealing different kinds of property. 
There are indications that they are turning to theft from homes 

and businesses as opposed to theft of vehicles or direct theft 

from individuals. 
In a recent paper, Zimring (131, pp. 49-50) discusses 

youth violence as a "leading indicator ll of aggregate violence 
and suggests that the decline of the murder rate may be indica­

tive of a general trend. Here, Zimring's reasoning can be taken 
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a step further and questioned as to what extent juvenile 
involvement in the violent and index property crimes is 
indicative of future crime trends. While it is difficult to 
derive implications due to ambiguity of offense labels, this 
section suggests that juvenile-age youth are increasingly 
turning to crimes of material gain. While this result has 
been suggested by Miller (58, p. 76) as pertinent to gang 
behavior, it is suggested here that, generally, juvenile index 
crime may be moving in this direction. 

Beneath the labels of the seven index crimes re~t 
varieties of specific motives and interactions. However, it 
appears that the increase of juvenile robbery (much of which 
may be "less serious" or unarmed) rates, as well as those of 
burglary and larceny-theft, may all be motivated by the desire 
for material gain. The one offense that does not fit this 
picture is aggravated assault, which Zimring suggests "is both 
puzzling and important" (131, p. 21). While it is beyond the 
scope of this paper to delve into specific offense types, it 
appears that continued research in the varieties and types of 
aggravated assault should be further explored. 

Finally, it is suggested that efforts be directed at 
applying alternate strategies to the studies of serious juvenile 
crime. Although the emphasis in this paper on violence certainly 
is related to entrenched conceptions of personal harm, arrest 
rates for burglary and larceny-theft suggest that "financial 
loss" should be considered a central feature of how seriousness 
is defined. The logic for including property offenses which 
result in large dollar losses stems from the Sellin~Wolfgang 
seriousness scale. While Zimring and other authors may confine 
their attention to the current and future picture of the rarer 
violent act, consideration of financial loss associated with 
property crime arrest rates suggest that (1) future juvenile 
research and policy orientations carefully weigh the extent to 
which violence should dominate a definition of seriousness; 
and (2) more precise attempts to identify changing patterns and 
thus motivations of the offenses robbery, larceny-theft, and 

112 

burglary be undertaken. These issues should be further 

explored amidst what appears to be a stabilization and deCline 
of serious juvenile crime, at least as measured by arrest 
statistics for index crimes. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION, CONTEXTS, AND SETTINGS 
OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME 

INTRODUCTION 

These four cities make it very clear that the role of 
youth in the production of violent crime varies consi­
derably from one city to another .•. national data give 
one a false impression that delinquency is a homogeneous 
phenomenon throughout the United States, when in reality 
such statistics hide a mass of regional variation that 
is seldom recognized and little understood (21, p. 35). 

Indeed, there may be no single "national" portrait of 
youth violence or any uniform set· of trends that can be 
generalized across regions and different population 
groups. The ebb and flow of aggregated national totals 
m~y be reflecting a wide diversity of patterns and trends 
(131, p. 40). 

These quotes suggest a logical next step in looking at 

serious juvenile crime. That is, any national picture of crime 

patterns can often "mask" interesting regional or local compari­
sons. Such comparisons may deal with the often discussed rela­

tionship between urban, suburban, and rural serious juvenile 

crime rates, or may look at subareas within thes'e configurations 
such as individual States or counties. The Uniform Crime Reports 

provide data in its annual report--or through special request-­

on regional, State, urban-suburban-rural, or city crime events. 
Due to time and scope limitations, this assessment utilizes only 

information concerning regional and State frequencies. In 

addition, pertinent literature is discussed for further insight. 

THE ISSUE OF URBANIZATION 

It is commonly noted that the more serious crimes, whether 

committed by juveniles, youth, or adults, are concentrated in 

urban areas. Hoch, in an article entitled, "Factors in Urban 
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Crime" (Journal of Urban Economics, vol. 1, no. 2, p. 184) 
notes that there is a positive association between population size 

and rates of crime. Others, however [e.g., McLennan and McLennan 
(11, pp. l26-127)},"have not~d that this positive association is 

perfectly linear since some cities with high populations have low 
crime rates and vice versa. Unfo.rtunately, most existing efforts 

in this area do not confine their attention to youth or juvenile 
crime, or more specifically, serious juvenile crime, and therefore 

are only remotely relevant here. 
Current literature (60, 129, 131) suggests that violent 

youth crime (criminal homicide, forcible rape, aggravated 
assault, robbery) is far more concentrated in cities of popula­

tion greater than 250,000. The ratio of arrests between urban 
and all other areas varies from three to one for homicide and 
two to one for aggravated assault (131, p. 26). While current 

studies (21, pp. 73-80) suggest that urban blacks are arrested 
at a far greater rate for violent offenses than whites, there 

is some indication (based upon official arrest statistics) 
that the gap between urban racial arrest rates may be closing. 

Attempts to estimate the proportion of urban crime attribu­

table to juveniles are noteworthy, not for the amount of current 

knowledge regarding the topic, but rather the problems and 
limitations inherent in making such comparisons. Apparently, 
the reason that so few studies have dealt with the topic is due 
in part to inadequate data available to undertake such comparisons. 

In his paper, "Crime, Demography~ and Time in Five American 
Cities," Zimring (129, p. 2) notes that for at least one city 

the "raw data" was so poor as to "cast doubts" on all age­
specific comparisons. These kinds of criticisms of official 
data probably have deterred what might be considered "refined 

analyses of crude data." 
The topic of urbanization and serious juvenile crime is one 

from which other specific questions stem. For example, it would 

be interesting to further understand the relationship between 
aae shifts racial concentrations, and serious juvenile crime in 

b ' 
urban areas. Although available data and special request functions 
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are not adequate in answering such questions, it is also apparent 

that few researchers have even attempted to provide such answers. 

While Zimring's (li~) effort is certainly pertinent to the relation­
ship of serious juvenile crime and urbanization, a concluding 

statement must acknowledge that few urbanization studies exist 
which focus specifically on "serious juvenile crime." This is 
unfortunate, as previous commentary suggests, since inferring 

"total" urban crime studies to juveniles in those areas is not 
adequate. 

There is no reason to suggest that the study of crime concen­

tration stop with the urban/other distinction. As one researcher 

has noted, "There are reasons to suspect that crime is extremely con­

centrated within areas we now label urban" (45, p. 143). Suburban 
assessments are not new to the scene, although improved technology 
and study capability is gradually increasing our ability to under­
take such efforts. This improved capability has been referred to 
by Crellia, Farnsworth, and Schuerman (67) in !'Quantitative Tools 
in Criminal Justice Planning," and typically involves geo-coding 

and the subsequent computer mapping of crime-related information. 

While this kind of research is not totally new, little existing 

work is specifically pertinent to the topic of "serious juvenile 

crime." The Social Science Research Institute of the University 

of Southern California has previously applied some of these visual 

area mapping techniques to the study of "delinquency enclaves" of 
Los Angeles County (80, pp. 111-145). Results indicate, as Figure 
111-1 (p. 118) suggests, that delinquency is highly concentrated in 

key census tracts within the larger urban area. 

This kind of crime indicator developmental. program as described 

elsewhere by Schuerman (81, pp. 1-5) may become an important tool 
in later research with delinquency. After exanlining concentrations 
of total, person, and property juvenile complaints for Los Angeles 
County, the study concludes that high crime rate neighborhoods are 

"socially and demographically homogeneous units ... which escape 

identification because their rates are lost in averages calculated 
for entire jurisdictions. (81, pp. 85-86). Suggestions for further 
study involve the examination of the two populations (e.g., social 
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class level and source of income, educational status, age and 
sex s~ructure) within these high crime neighborhoods. (This 
approach to the study of serious juvenile crime can benefit.no~ 
only aggregate "city" statistics, prevention and control.prl.orl.~ 
ties, but also can begin to describe serious juvenile crlme on a 
more refined and appropriate level: the study of similarities and 
differences between high crime neighborhoods ~~ross different 
urban areas.) This approach can lend insight to the important, 
though evasive, relationship between urbanization and serious 
crime distribution. Such tactics will begin delving, beneath the 
simple ranking of cities based upon serious crime indexes. 

~ 
J:ATlAL ENCLAVE~F JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

COMPLAINTS REPORTED IN 1915: 
CRIME AGAINST PERSONS COMPLAINTS ~ 

SOURCE: 80 I P.54 
FIGURE :nI-1 
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WHAT IS THE REGIONAL AND STATE DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME? 

The comparison of crime rates for regional and State areas 
provides indication of the distribution and concentration of serious 

juvenile crime. Harries (48, p. 204), for example, examined the 
geography of American crime by computing class limits, applying 

these to State crime rate data, and providing visual maps of the 
resulting configuration(s). Here it may be illustrative to apply 
similar techniques to juvenile index crime, i.e., total index 

crime and index offenses separately. Of particular interest is 

the examination of juvenile crime rates for those States proposing 
some kind of "stricter" legislation involving waiver, sentencirlg, 
and detention provisions alone or in combination. The question of 

interest here is whether these States represent juvenile crime 

rates which are higher than those States not proposing such legis­
lation. To some extent Uniform Crime Reports arrest data for the 

year 1975 was applied in answering this QuestiQn.* 
Table 111-1 (p. 120) ranks the regional areas depicted in 

Figure 111-2 (p. 120) according to mean rates of ~iolent and index 

property offenses combined. It can be noted that there is little 
relationship between the two rankings; that is, regional areas 

ranked high on the violent index are not necessarily ranked high on 

the property index and vice versa. Implied here are the conditions 

or geographic concerns related to violent crime which are not 
necessarily the same as those related to index property crime. 

Eight States: Californis j Washington, Colorado, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Florida, New York, and Delaware are proposing or have 

enacted stricter legislation involving either sentencing, waiver, 
or detention stipulations for serious juvenile offenses. The 
following compares the juvenile crime rates of these States asso­

ciated with stricter legislation with those not associated with 
stricter legislation, to determine if the former have higher crime 

rates, based on 1975 data. 

*All of the State arrest rates presented in this chapter were 
compiled based on UCR Special Request data received as part of an 
earlier study by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment 
Center, and on U.S. Bureau of the Census population figures (95, 
p.28). 
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SOURCE: 95 FIGURE J![-2 

TABLE lit-I 

MEAN REGIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES (RANKED) FOR VIOLENT* AND 
PROPERTY** OFFENSES COMBINED (1915) 

( BASED UPON CENSUS OlVI SIONS) 

VIOLENT'*" PROPERTY"· 

M Eil N REGION 
MEAN 

REGION R A fE RATE 

I. MID-ATLANTIC 2. 0 9 I. PACIFIC 11 .56 

2 . SOUTH-ATLANTIC I .92 2 • MOUNTAIN 14.51 

3. WEST S. CENTRAL I .9 I 3. MIDDLE ATlANTIC II .95 
4. PACIFIC I .31 4 . SOUTH ATLANTIC I I . 12 

5. MOUNTAIN . 94 5 . WE S T ~ . CENTRAL I I . 21 
6. WEST N • CENTRAL .86 6. ~'E S T t CENTRAL 9 .53 .... 
1. EAST N. CENTRAL .85 7 . EAST N. CENTRAL 9 .03 

8. NEW ENGLAND .63 8. NEW ENGLAND 8. 5 I 
9. EAST S. CENTRAL .48 9. EAST S • CENTRAL 6. 10 

"* MURDER, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
** BURGLARY. LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE T!lEfT 

SOURCE: COMPILED BY ICATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS AND aUREAU OF THE CENSUS (95, P. 28) 
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Figure III-3 below supports Table lIl-1 (p. 120.) in that the 
Pacific States (California, Arizona, Nevada, and Oregon) emerge 
as the States having high index crime rates (due mostly to index 
property crime)" States also having relatively high juvenile 
index crime rates are Colorado, Missouri, New Jersey, Maryland, 
and Florida, thus providing some indication that those States 
proposing legislation (California, Colorado, and Florida) seem, 
based upon 1975 arrest information, to have relatively high overall 
rates of juvenile index crime, However, other States proposing 
legislation (Washington, Illinois, Kentucky, New York, and Delaware) 

~~~ 1715.5' 2058.5' 

'I~ 1029.5- Im.s g 686.5- 1029.5 

343.5- 686.5 
'--_......J 

CLASS lINliS 
(ARREST RATES PER 100000 POPULATION) * -MURDER,FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTORVEHICLfTHEFT • I 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975): TOTA LIN D EX*" 
FIGURE m-,3 

SOURCE; COMPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FRO~ IHtORMHlON OBTAINED FROII 
UNIFORM CRINE REPORTS,~ND BUREAU OF THE CE~SUS 
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do not reflect relatively high arrest rates, suggesting no 

necessary relationship between juvenile arrests and the existence 
or proposition of legislation.* 

The overall crime index was subdivided into violent and 

property indices, represented as Figures 111-4 below and 111-5 

(p. 123). Comparison of these two figures suggests: (1) that few 
States have a relatively high violent crime rate, and the State 

distribution for the property index is much more "equal" for all 

class intervals; (2) four States (California, Colorado, Florida, 
Washington) proposing or having passed legislation have either 

• ** MURDER, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

410.5 - 497.5 

4.5 - 82.5 
CLASS LlNITS 

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975): VIOLENrtoMBINED 
FIGURE lIr-4 

SOURCE' COMPILED BY NATlO~AL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMI:NT CENTER FROM INFORMATION OBTAINED FR~M 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

*Comparisons of this type are vulnerable due to the inconsis­
tencies between reporting States. That is, some sophisticated States 
are better prepared to report a greater number of total arrests than 
other States. While national aggregate data can be "adjusted" to 
compensate for non or partial reporting, State-level comparisons can 
not be so adjusted. Comparisons are also difficult due to inconsis­
tency between States regarding the definition of serious crimes and 
thus how much crime is so reported. For example, Oregon revised its 
criminal statute which resulted in crimes considered misdemeanors in 
many States to be counted as felonies. / 
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relatively high violent or index property juvenile arrest rates. 
The State having the highest violent arrest rate is Arkansas, with 

arrest rates for other States being somewhat less. 

~. BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THEU (ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STAT E ( 1975) :INDEX PROPERTY tOMB INED] 
FIGURE lII-S 

SOURCE I COIIIPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORMAT/OII OBTAINED FROM 
. UNIFORM CRINE REPORTS AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

A comparison of juvenile arrest rates for specific violent 

crimes (Figure 111-6, p. 124; 111-7, p. 125; 111-8, p. 126; and 

111-9, p. 127) indicates that for States associated with stricter 
legislation, the arrest rate for aggravated assault is relatively 

high (California, Florida). Somewhat surprising is Missouri, which 
has higher arrest rates for murder, robbery, and aggravated assault. 
New York has moderate arrest rates for all violent c.rimes except 

robbery, for which, along with two other States, it has the highest 

robbery arrest rate. 
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•. '-." . . 
r, , , . . , 

~l~m 5.6-6.9 
4.f. -5. 5 
2.8-4.1 
I. 4 -2. 7 
o -1.3 

CLASS LIMITS 

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPUl.'.TlO~l 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975): M U ROE R 
FIGURE llI.-S 

SOURCE I COMPILED 6V NIITlONAl JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ~SSESSIHHT CElliER FROM '"fORMATIOIi OBTAIN EO fROM 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS AND BUREAU Of THE CENSUS 
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I~'I ~_-J 0 - 2.5 
CLASS LIMITS 

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975): FORCIBLE RAPE 
FIGURE ;m:-7 

SOURCE: COMPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSIHNT CENTER fROM INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS AND BURE~U OF THE CENSUS 
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117.5-141.5 

94.5 -117.5 
71.5 - 94.5 

CLASS LlNITS 

[5] 48.5-71.5 
Q~ 25.5 - 48.5 

r> 2.5 - 25.5 

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 PQPULkTlOIO 

I JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (.1975): AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
FIGURE .m:-S 

SOURCE' CO/ilPllEO BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROlilNfORNATlQII OBTAINED fROIl 
UNIFORM CRINE REPORTS AHD BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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[ JUVE~ILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975) : 
FIGURE m-9 

16.5 -19.4 

~~m 13.5-16.4 

~ ......... "'" 10.3- 13.4 
~~~ 1.3-10.3 
1±E~±l 4.4- 7.2 

1.3 - 4.3 
CLASS LIMITS 

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

ROBBERY 

SOURCE I COlli PilED BY IlATlOIiAl JUVElilLE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM IIiFORMATlON OBTAINED FROM 
UNIFORl CRINE REPORTS AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 
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Figures 111-10, p .. 129; III-II, p. 130; and III-12, p. 131 

depict index property crime arrest rates separately. Several 
patterns emerge here, including clustering of juvenile arrests 
for some index property crimes in several,Pacific States, as 
well as in Colorado, Wisconsin, Maryland, and Florida. Having 
typically low arrest rates are the "deep south" States of Missi­
ssippi, Alabama, and Georgia.* In regard to 'egislative activity, 
it is interesting to note that Oregon ranks high on both larceny 
and motor vehicle theft. While not proposing stricter legisla­

tion, Oregon does currently have two task forces which are study­

ing their existing code with the stated purpose of bringing it 
more llup-to-date. ll 

The preceding narrative suggests that, relatively speaking, 

juvenile index property crime is distributed much more evenly 
than violent crime. Also, if the preceding comparison is at all 
useful, it is suggested that several States associated with stricter 

legislation have relatively high juvenile index property crime rates. 

In some cases, however, (Washington, Delaware, Illinois, Kentucky) 
the proposed legislation seems to be proceeding without accompany­
ing arrest information attesting to a relatively serious crime 
problem. This secondary analysis should not, however, be consid­
ered final. Fist, it is based upon 1975 data which may not be 
current enough to act as a useful index; and secondly, the compar­

ison is only "relative." This latter point is significant because 
each State will no doubt decide what justifies a legislative re­
sponse, whether it be a single, or several violent encounters re­

ceiving major media coverage. It is this "spectacular" cause and 

effect element which does not show up in the examination of arrest 

statistics, although it may be important. Another kind of legis­
lative motivation may deal not with the level of juvenile crime 

as of 1975, but with dramatic increases in serious juvenile crime. 

If, for example, Florida noted a 20 percent increase in juvenile 

*Underreporting may be an issue here. Since UCR notes that 
eight unnamed States do not report through a State agency, some 
States might be expected to consistently provide only fragmented 
information on a yearly basis. 
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violent crime arrest rates between 1974 and 1976, even though the 
1976 arrest rate was still relatively low, this nevertheless might 
be alarming. It is this kind of "over time" comparison of State 
arrest data that was not possible here, although its potential 
effect cannot be underestimated. 

The more interesting finding in this section has to do with 
the comparison of ranked regions (census divisions) regarding vio­
lent versus index property offenses. The dissimilar rankings 
(Table III-I, P.1201 suggest that subregional areas of the country 
share little relationship between violent and index property crime. 
Further, while it seems that the regional distribution of violent 
crime is scattered throughout the United States, the western 
United States seems to be the front runner in juvenile index pro­
perty crime (at least as of 1975). This kind of comparison should 
be attempted with more current data, which unfortunately was not 
available here. 

WHAT ARE THE CONTEXTS, SETTINGS OF SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME? 

Introduction 

Within a geographic area exist numerous serious juvenile 
criminal acts, each somewhat different. These "acts" are more 
complex than suggested by offense labels, since they represent be­
havioral events involving: (1) physical settings, (2) human inter­

action, and, often, (3) motive. Legal labels fail to penetrate 
these dimensions of criminal incidents, requiring that whatever can 
be said about the events and context of index juvenile crime come 
from other sources. The settings for violent juvenile crime can be 
the home, school, the local "hangout," the street, or the local 
store, and can involve friends, relatives, peers, or strangers. 
Violent incidents may include confrontations involving gang par­

ticipation, "group contagion," or individuals. Also, many violent 
acts are the results of patterns of interaction and escalation more 
complex than the offender/victim label suggests. As Von Hentig 

said some time ago: 
... The relationships between perpetrator and victim aTe much 
more intricate than the rough distinctions of criminal law. 
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As soon as human beings draw close ... a wide range of inter­
actions ... are set in motion. What the law does is to watch 
the one who acts and the one who is acted upon. By this 
external criterion a subject and object, a perpetrator and 
a victim are distinguished. In sociological and psycho­
l~gical quality the situation may be completely different ... 
(44, p. 51). 

These distinctions are relevant to each of the seven index 
crimes, particularly if one wishes to understand the specific 
settings and contexts of each offense type. For example, numerous 
gradations or types of events exist within the offense labels 
"robbery" and "aggravated assault." Similar kinds of problems 
exist with the index property crimes where, for example, the title 
"larceny-theft" subsumes a variety of events which collectively 
make up yearly offenses of this type. 

Delving below the legal label could ideally provide numerous 
kinds of setting information which would permit other comparisons 
of serious juvenile crime. Information sources that permit explor­

ation of these underlying dimens~ons are, however, quite rare. 
The Uniform Crime Reports (98-111) and the National Crime Surveys 
(104) do not permit such probing, although for different reasons. 

The Uniform·Crime Reports provide-aggregate information based 
solely upon the index offense label without providing any addition-
al incident information. The National Crime Survey studies do per-
mi t some examination of place and time of occurrence and number 'of 
offenders, but these concerns are not cross-tabulated by perceived 
~ of offender, thus limiting their applicability to this report. 
Self-report studies, on the other hand, suffer from an inability 
to assess settings ~ssociated with serious crime because of the 
rarity of such offenses in typically small, self-report samples, as 
discussed in Appendix B (pp. 259-294). Without any national aggregate 

data source to permit these comparisons, inferen~es to such matters 
must come from selected studies. 

The Interpersonal and Physical Setting 

Since it is acknowledged that juveniles are more likely to 

commit crimes, and thus be arrested, in groups than persons of other 
ages, it is important to know what proportion of serious JUVenile 
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crime is committed in groups versus on an individual basis. Also, 

there are shades of peer involvement which fall somewhere between 
the "gang" and the "individual." It is known, for example, that 
youth become involved in "peer groups" which do not fit the descrip­
tion of a gang. Further, since youth frequently gather informally 
for dances and other social events, it would be interesting to 
know what proportions of violent offenses take place within a con­
text of "group contagion." 

Ideally, it would be informative to break down each serious 
offense type along the interpersonal dimensions described above. 

Unfortunately, such descriptions are more research oriented than 

useful for administrative purposes and are therefore not routinely 
collected by the Uniform Crime Reports or any other national infor­

mation source.* By far the most research efforts have been devoted 
to the study of juvenile gangs, but such efforts have not dealt 

extensively with contextual issues. The collective efforts of 

Cohen (3), Block and Niederhoffer (1), Miller (57, 58, 59), Cloward 

and Ohlin (2), Klein (54), the New York State Assembly (65), and 
the Pennsylvania Crim~ Commission (69) also fail to suggest the 

amount of juvenile crime which can be attributed to gangs. The 

best evidence that can be brought to bear on this subject has been 
provided by Miller (58, p. 33), . who maintains that one out of two gang 
member arrests are for violence, as compared to one out of five for 
non-gang members. Unfortunately, not knowing how many of the total 
juvenile arrests are gang members leaves this statement somewhat 

uninformative, although Miller does suggest that gang-related killings 
account for the equivalent of one-fourth of all juvenile homicides. 

Also, it i~ true that gang members are not necessarily under the age 

of 18, whicn indicates the gang problem is, to some extent, an issue 
of young adults (18-20) as well as juveniles. 

*A review of the results of the fugitive literature search has 
also located few jurisdictions that collect this kind of information. 
Access to police (modus operandi) files might allow these kinds of 
comparisons, although analysis of such data would not fall within 
the definition of assessment (67). 
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The relationship between serious juvenile crime and the crime 

context is briefly discussed by Miller (58, p. 46), who notes 
that school yards are increasingly becoming the setting for gang 
violence.~ He also suggests that the gang incident is changing 
from the "rumble" type offense 1'.0 "forays by small bands, armed 
and often motorized" (58, p. 76). Miller (58, pp. 75-76) speculates 
that the motive of the modern gang may be dominated by material gain 

and desire to exert control over public facilities, while Cohen (3, 

p. 105) cites the often heard "protection of turf" explanation as 
one of several motives. Translating these implications into mea­
surable inferences to the seven index offense types is an intriguing 

but impossible task at present. 
While it is generally safe to assume that gangs are associated 

with large urban or metropolitan areas, little else is known about 
their collective~activities and their specific habits. While 

Miller's (58, pp. 75-76) observation regarding the increased mobility 

of today's gang certainly makes sense, it is not known to what 
extent this mobility has stimulated gang interest in increased 

h t d · T' I" mble" material pursuit in contrast to t e more ra 1_10na ru . 
This one issue, if better understood, would provide valuable in­
sight into the motive of the contemporary gang. 

The physical setting of some kinds of juvenile crime seems to 

be changing. This was touched upon in Chapter I which noted that 
juvenile theft from homes (burglary) seems to be increasing faster 
than theft from persons (larceny) or of vehicles (motor vehicle 

theft). There are physical setting implications here, since a 

comparison of these offense labels and rate changes suggests that 
juveniles are increas!ngly turning their attention towards theft 

from homes and buildings in contrast to other kinds of theft. Im­

plications are hard to explain here, however, since any "displace­

ment" in the kind of property stolen may depend upon the theft of 
some items becoming more difficult. For example, improved security 

features of late model automobiles may deter youth from the theft 

of automobiles while "displacing" their activity elsewhere. 

*This conclusion is in keeping with the often reported in­
creases in school crime over recent years. 
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The observation of Miller (57, p. 46) that the school is 
increasingly becoming the scene of gang-related activities raises 
other issues of interest. Most notably, it would be interesting 

to know what proportion of serious j uve.nile crime takes place on 

the school grounds now in relation to several years ago. Impli­

cations here are several, including the "displacement" of serious 
crime from the community to school or vice-versa. The implications 
of busing might also be important here if much school crime was 

motivated by interracial reasons. Unfortunately, answers to these 

questions are impossible since most information collection and re­
search efforts are preceding on parallel but uncomplementary tracks. 

For example, the recent "Safe School Study" (96, pp. 1-13) provides 
major insight to the nature and extent of crime in the nation's 
schools, but cannot provide any idea of the amount of total juvenile 
crime that takes place on school grounds versus the community at 
large. This, combined with the fact that the Uniform Crime Reports 
does not provide "physical setting" information, identifies a pro­
blem in that there is crime in the community and crime in the schools, 
and no method of tying the relative proportions of the two together 

quantitatively. As noted by Halatyn (43, pp. 19-20), comparisons 

of crime rates for schools versus the community over time would not 
only provide clues to the displacement of juvenile crime, but would 

permit some speculation as to the reasons for noted displacements.* 

It has been noted that a substantial amount of violence in­

volves family members within the domestic setting. Since this find­

ing has not been confined to the study of juvenile violence, spe­

cific questions here have yet to be answered. For example, it 
would be interesting to determine what amount of juvenile violence 

involves other family members within the family setting. While it 
is speculated that only a small percentage of juvenile viOlence 

takes place in this setting, there is no source of data to empiri­
cally anSlver this ques tion. Steinmetz and Straus (15, pp. 233 - 234) , 

*Some of this reasoning is based upon whether the probabl~ 
causes of school crime are different from those that may expla~n 
delinquency or are simply the result of displacement effects, 1.e., 

. t" "t t" the school has become a more 1nteres 1ng arge. 
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for example, remark that family situations can produce violent 

encounters, but there is no information source permitting docu­
mentation of these violence producing family situations. Here, 
the source of conflict might inVolve some aggravation of the 
"genera tion gap," ·or specific grievances between parent and chi ld 

or between siblings. Also, as Steinmetz and Straus note, family 
tension can cause the child to turn to the streets where his OT 

her acting out of crime and violence is more common (IS, p. 257).* 

Youth Mobility and the Targets of Serious Crime 

It was suggested by Miller that the gang incident is changing 
from the "rumble" to the "foray of small bands which are often 
motorizeu" (58, pp. 75-76). Motorization, when generalized to 
all youth crime, raises issues regarding the increasingly high 

mobility of youth and changing patterns of youth crime. Mobility 
may, for example, allow burglars or robbers, alone or in groups, 

to strike at locations previously inaccessible without the avail­

ability of the automobile. Also, geographic proximity between 
living location and location of criminal activity is an important 
contextual issue, since the variation of automobile use in relation 

to specific events subsumed within legal offense categories may 
help predict the patterns of future crime. The extent to which 

existing studies and information bear upon this contextual issue 
is extremely limited, since many offense specific studies (4~ 32, 34) 

either do not deal with this issue or are not specifically perti­
nent to juveniles. Again, the inability to answer important de­
scriptive questions regarding the current and changing spatial 

characteristics of youth crime is a disturbing but quite real state 
of affairs. The result of the "fugitive" litera.ture search also 
provides few clues to these topics, although partial answers might 

*The issue here increasingly becomes the family as a causal 
influence of delinquency production. This aspect of the family is 
briefly reviewed in Chapter IV, pp; 202-203. 
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be found at the local or police jurisdiction level. Some police 
departments do automate modus operandi data suggesting that these 
jurisdictions may classify and code the spatial characteristics 
of juvenile crime.* 

Speculative questions regarding the effect of mobility upon 
the selection of targets for serious crime also emerge. One study, 
for example, noted that 24-hour c"i:mvenience stores were increas­

ingly becoming targets of robbery since they represented easy 

access because of the automobile (32, p. 36). Further, the study 
notes that 22 percent of the robbers were under the age of 20, 

although the study does not go so far as to suggest that more 

juvenile-age youth are finding IIhigh mobility" targets of crime 
more attractive. 

Other questions apply to other kinds of offenses including, 

for example, burglary. Availability of automobiles suggests that 
there is opportunity to burglarize areas not within the neighbor­

hood of the offender. The selection of more affluent areas becomes 

more attractive, although little information exists which indicates 
the extent to which mobility has increased the physical "displace­

ment" of index property crime. 

CONCLUSIONS 

It can be recalled that two studies (21, 131) at the begin­

ning of this chapter made the observation that juvenile crime, de­

fined as either.viol~nce or delinquency, was a more heterogeneous 
and diffuse phenomenon than suggested by national aggregate statis­

tics. As a result, this chapter attempted to describe the spatial 
distribution, contexts, and settings of serious juvenile crime 

through a combination of assessing pertinent literature and second­

ary analysis of 1975 UCR arrest data. Topics or questions thought 
to be important to the general title involve urbanization and geo­

graphic distribution, as well as the interpersonal and physical 

*At some later date, it may be advisable to undertake a study 
of police jurisdictions to determine the extent to which they ~an 
help answer these questions. 
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contexts and settings of serious juvenile crime. The distinction 

between the geographic distribution and contexts and settings is 
particularly important, since ideally it would be helpful to 
understand the interpersonal and physical similarities and dif­

ferences of criminal incidents (offenses) aCTOSS different urban 
or geographic areas. Unfortunately, it is not generally possible 
to tie geographic and contextual information together quantita­

tively, requiring that the two be discussed as parallel but non­

complimentary efforts. 
An assessment of the kinds of information which bear upon 

this topic suggests several things. First, a variety of studies 

have been completed which deal with the relationship between urban­

ization and crime, although most such efforts do not confine their 
attention to crime committed by juveniles. Studies like that under­
taken by the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 

Violence (60, pp. 62-69) suggest that violence attributable to all 
age groups is concentrated in the largest cities, a finding that 
Zimring, with reservations, agrees to when applied to juveniles 

(131, p. 25). Generally, information permitting any discussion of 
the relationship between urbanization and serious juvenile crime 
has typically relied upon some variety of official information (pri­

marily that of the Uniform Crime Reports). Alternate sources of 
information, either victimization or self-report, are not capable 

of providing major insight since self-report studies use sample 

sizes that are too smali, while vj}timization sQurces cannot make 

reliable inferences to the age of the offender,' 
This chapter was able to examine 1975 UCR information to de­

rive some estimates of the geographic distribution of serious 
juvenile crime using arrest information for index offenses. Since 

the number of reported arrests is typically belm'J' the number of 

reported offenses, arrest data mayor may not be a more reliable 
measure of "crime." Again, there are no alternatives to using UCR 

arrest data to determine the geographic distribution of serious 

juvenile crime. 
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Finally, this chapter identified few sources which permit 

major discussion of the context and settings of juvenile crime, 
either violent or index property. The assumption here is that 

knowledge of the interpersonal and physical setting of juvenile 

index crime and its relationship to geographic location permits 
classification and understanding of crime on bases other than 

adminis tra ti ve l-egal labels. Unfortunately, no maj or information 

sources permit delving within this dimension, requiring that 
attention be turned to a variety of study efforts. The results 
of this endeavor are hardly impressive, since most contextual or 
setting information identified was confined to the study of gang 
behavior which probably does not account for a major portion of 
serious juvenile crime. 

Specific findings and implications can be summarized as: 

• The University of Southern California (80, p. 54) found 
within the larger urban area, neighborhoods or enclaves 
that account for most "person crime" complaints. An issue 
of some interest would be to begin describing, quantita­
tively, high crime-producing areas within the larger urban 
area and examining their similarities or differences across 
other urban areas. 

• 1975 UCR arrest data indicate that there is little resem­
blance between ranked census regions for the violent and 
property indices. This can be interpreted as meaning the 
conditions or geographic settings attributable to violence 
are not the same as those attributable to property crime. 
A superior test of this might involve the comparison of 
property and violent indices for urban, suburban, and rural 
areas over time. 

• Examination of the State arrest rate distribution of juve­
nile index crime suggests that Pacific States are generally 
the highest in regard to index property crime. 

• Relatively speaking, there seems to be little relationship 
between index crime arrest rates (1975 data) and States 
associated with some form of stricter legislation directed 
at juveniles versus States not associated with proposing 
such stricter legislation. 

• Little is known about the interpersonal setting of serious 
juvenile crime; for example, the extent to which violent 
or property crimes occur as a product of individual, group, 
or gang behavior. 
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• ~ittl~ is ~lso k~own abou~ the physical setting of ser­
lOUS Juvenlle crlme, partlcularly what proportion takes 
pl~ce on sch~ol ¥rounds ~ersus th~ community, and whether 
th1S proport10n 1S changlng or be1ng disp~aced over time. 

• Changing patt~rns of behav~o: of gangs and possibly other 
youth due to ln~reased mob1l1~y m~y help explain changing 
patterns of theft and the motlvatlon for gang behavior. 

This chapter introduces the importance of the spatial and 
contextual issues pertinent to a better description of serious 
juvenile crime. Many of the issues touched upon in this chapter 
could and might be considered future research priorities because 

of their importance to generating a better descriptive understand­
ing of serious juvenile crime. Also, since these issues collect­
ively represent the weakest link in the understanding of serious 

juvenile crime, they might also be considered the most important 

if greater understanding of this phenomenon remains an important 
priority topic. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES ARRESTED AND 
ADJUDICATED FOR SERIOUS OFFENSES: 

PATTERNS AND TRENDS 

INTRODUCTION 

----~----

Serious offending rates are far greater for males 
than females; serious offending rates, particularly 
those for violent crimes against persons, are much 
greater for minority than for white youth ... and 
black youth are far more likely to be chronic reci­
divists than are white youth (117, p. 84) . 

... the best predictors of future violence seem to 
be relatively enduring characteristics of the offender-­
race, sex, socioe~onomic status, prior court appearances 
... (52, p. 117). 

These quotations from recent testimony and symposium pro­
ceedings illustrate the ways in which one might characterize 

the serious or violent juvenile offender. Generally, there are 

two sources for these conclusions. First, conclusions regarding 
the race and sex of offenders come largely from official sources, 

usually UCR arrest data and, to a lesser extent, courts, correc­

tions~ and other study data. Secondly, information regarding 
socioeconomic status and prior record of offenders, as well as the 

characteristics of chronic offenders, has come largely from 

research studies, since such variables are not commonly coded by 
official sources. The fact that such disparate sources are con­

sulted is an indication of the fragmented ability to describe the 
serious offender. While it may be a foregone conclusion that 
existing information may not allow a more detailed composite pro­

file than indicated in the above quotes, this chapter also pro­

poses: (1) to examine the characteristics of those arrested and 

adjudicated for index crimes; and (2) examine how the character­
istics of these individuals has changed over time, thus permitting 
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a limited projection of his or her future attributes. This 
latter goal will certainly be controversial, since it will rely 

upon Uniform Crime Reports arrest information. Such information 
may, to some extent, be a reflectioti of police activity and 
apprehension abili-ty over time, and cannot therefore be considered 

an infallible guide to the' changing characteristics of offenders. 

On the other hand, there is reason to believe that the "uniform" 
nature of the Uniform Crime Reports can permit some cautious 

inferences to be made regarding the age, sex, and race of those 

arrested for index offenses. 

The study of the "ch~racteristics" of the serious juvenile 
offender is not as simple as it first appears. Assuming first 

that a characteristic is a distinguishing trait, quality, or pro­

perty (16, p. 187) does little to help identify characteristics 
of interest. While few people disagree that chronological age, 
sex, or race are obvious characteristics, living arrangement, 

living location, and income are also characteristics, although 
of a different type. Further, psychological and sociological 

explanations of behavior, or in this case, serious,juvenile 
crime, can confuse the selection of characteristics. For 

example, one can consider conditions that can explain or have 
been related to serious juvenile offenders as characteristics. 
Therefore, characteristics can be organized along two tracks: 

a track which includes common or "intrinsic" features (e.g., 

age, sex, race) and a theoretical track which has identified 
other variables which are related to serious juvenile offenders. 

For example, base expectancy studies (45, pp. 65-69) have 

commonly found that the commission of property offenses or the 
use of alcohol predict failure (re-arrest) on parole. If 
these behaviors or criminal history variables predict future 

offenses, they should also be considered "characteristics." 
Similar logic applies to etiological or causal research, 

where explanatory or independent variables are found to be 

related to the dependent variable (violent, serious juvenile 
crime, delinquency, deviance). 
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Relying upon official data to determine the characteristi.cs, 
of offenders, as most of this chapter does, is limited by the 

nature of the data commonly available. Ideally, it would be pre­
ferable to compile a national profile of the known and unknown 
perpetrator. Also, it would be illustrative to compile a national 
profile of the adjudicated serious juvenile offender using court 
or corrections data. Unfortunately, the amount of information 

permitting a profile of the "hidden" offender is negligible, while 
national court and corrections data are not compiled in sufficient 
detail to describe who are the adjudicated serious offenders. 

For example, Juvenile Court Statistics (30) do not permit 

d~stinction between "serious" and "less serious" offenses or pro­
v1de measures of severity of delinquent status.* National correc­
tions sources, on the other hand, Children in Custody (113), and 

National Prisoner Statistics (112), do not permit age or sufficient 
offense breakdowns. As a result, the only national data source 

permitting any inference towards the "serious" JUVenile offender 
by measure of seriousness and age is the Uniform Crime Reports 
arrest data. Therefore, given the purpose of this chapter, it is 

necessary to rely upon arrest data as the only national-level in­
dicator of "offender" characteristics. It is certainly true that 

"differential visability" and the "funnel effect" make arrest data 
a controversial indicator of those ultimately adjudicated as offend­

ers. In the absence of better information, however) some inferences 
will nevertheless be attempted. 

In an attempt to assess characte'ristics of adjudicated serious 
juvenile offenders, this chapter includes a discussion of the char­
acteristics of offenders as derived from the State information 

*A p:om1s1~g source of court data which has not yet been formally 
rele<;Lse~ 1S ent1~led, "Y~ung People and the Juvenile Justice System: 
StatIstIcs 1975, by DanIel D. Smith (79). Due to the preliminary 
nature of the data, as well as time constraints of the present re-. 
port, information from this source could not be fully analyzed and 
illtegra~ed here. However, summary statements about the data will 
be mentIoned at appropriate points in this section. 
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survey conducted as part of this assessment. This survey, described 
in detail in Appendix C (p. 301) attempted to compile State infor­
mation sources which look particularly at the characteristics of 
juvenile offenders convicted or detained for index crimes. To the 
extent possible, this information was analyzed to provide some idea 
of who, in the absence of similar national data, the adjudicated 
offender is at the State level. While not comparable with national 
UCR arrest data, this information provides some glimpse of the 
characteristics of juvenile offenders for those States that returncid 

information at the request of the Assessment Center survey. 
A review of criminal justice literature and information has 

identified the following types of sources which might directly or 

ind.irect1y shed light on the "characteristics" of the juveniles 

involved in index or serious crime: 
• ~ational Official Arrest, Adjudication, or Corrections 

Sources--Inc1udes data pertinent to arrests, adjudications, 
confinements. The most commonly known source, the Uniform 
Crime Reports, also happens to be the only one which per­
mits a national composite picture (98 through 111). Other 
nationwide sources, including Juvenile Court Statistics 
(26) do not allow any division of cases by .eithe'r severity 
or even offense type. Corrections sources are piecemeal 
and do not permit a national c.omposite picture. 

• Sources of State Court Referrals--The most comprehensive 
source of court referral data for individual States is 
currently being compiled by the National Center for Juve­
nile Justice. As previously noted (see p. 165), the Center 
data has not yet been formally released, although a Pre­
liminary Draft entitled, "Young People and the Juvenile 
Justice System: Statistics 1975" has been made available 
(79). Time constraints did not allow a thorough analysis 
of the data to be made for the present report. 

• National Survey of Court and Correction Information--As a 
special effort to identify and obtain additional State 
reports and information not commonly compiled, a survey 
of correctional and research agencies across the country 
was undertaken for this assessment. The mail-out survey 
was an attempt to acquire additional characteristic infor­
mation to supplement the national data. 

• Self-Report Sources--Primarily academic in origin and 
orientation, such studies are typically based upon sample 
sizes too small for direct comparison to official sources, 
or to be "generalizable" beyond the study sample. They 
can, however, be used to make limited inferences towards 
characteristics. 
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• Victimization Sources--Provide an indirect way to assess 
a¥e,.sex, ::ace of offenders as "perceived" by victims. 
Dlf~l~ul t ln most cas~s to make direct comparisons wi.th 
offlclal sources, and'reliance upon victim recall is a 
serious limitation. 

• Cohort/Panel Studies--Relatively few in number, but good 
~our~e~ for understa~ding criminal careers. Again, the 
lnablllty to generallze is due in part to the fact that 
such studies are based upon small sample sizes which may 
n?t be accurate when extrapolated to other years or loca­
tl0ns. 

• Etiological/Causal Studies--To a limited extent theories 
~f de~inquency or c::ime may have some bearing upon the 
ldentl~y.of the serl0US juvenile offender. Unfortunately, 
determlnlng what the characteristics might be, based upon 
theoretical exploration, is a difficult and less than con­
~lusive u~dertaking. Generally, small sample sizes and 
lnconcluslve results suggest that characteristics iden­
tified via this approach be only tentatively considered. 

• Typological Studies--Two types of research are pertinent 
here; attempts to identify types of violent offenders 
(~5, pp. 42-49), and types of delinquents (6). As re­
vlewed by Halatyn (45), most typologies pertinent to violent 
offende::s do not permit age distinctions, while delinquent 
typologles fail to permit distinctions regarding the more 
serious offenses. 

• Correlational/Prediction Studies--Although not qualifying 
~s coh~rt panel or et~01?gica1 studies, many such efforts, 
Includlng parole predlctlon efforts, have limited value. 
Unfortunately, most have been undertaken with adult rather 
than juvenile samples. 

In order to be considered in this chapter, the above sources 
had to fulfill several criteria. Briefly, these were: (1) The study 

must contain cases or a sample size of substantial numbers. Gener­
ally, studies using samples of less than 500 cases were not consid­
ered. This criteria also excluded many reports acquired as part 
of the survey from s~all rural States. (2) Information sources or 
studi~s must allow comparisons by juvenile age and include a measure 
of severity or offense seriousness commensurate with that already 
established. The application of these criteria to the literature 

resulted in the rejection of many articles at the abstract stage, 
while others were considered inappropriate only after reviewing the 
entire article or book. 
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The following narrative is based, in large part, upon the 
alternate examination of arrest frequencies and rates. Frequencies 

are used for looking at numbers and proportions of current data. 
Arrest rates are used to determine h'ow characteristics are changing. 
It may seem somewhat peculiar not to use frequencies here, although 

the reasoning is similar to that discussed in Chapter II (pp. '71-72). 
Obviously, the characteristics of those arrested can be based upon 
frequencies or rates. From the standpoint of surveillance or 
citizen concern, the identity of those confronted can be based upon 

proportions of arrest frequencies. For example, if arrest frequen­
cies indicate that the juvenile robber is mOTe often black than 
white, this has some value. However, if one wishes to know how the 
characteristics of robbers are changing, the use of frequencies 
would result in profiles permitting only limited inferences. 

Particularly in regard to race, where there are substantially 
different changes in population between ethnic groups, the use of 
frequencies tan be misleading. Thus, rates more accurately express 
the changing arrest contribution of population subgroups. 

Partlcularly in regard to characteristic profiles associated 

with offense groups, there are the issues of proportion of arrest 
frequencies versus the topic of disproportionality. The latter 

approach is applied to study over time comparisons. Rates are 

plotted to determine which population subgroups are being arrested 
more frequently in relation to their total numbers (as a measure of 
proportionality). As a result, attempts to characterize those 
arrested is based upon frequencies, that is, proportions of arrests 

and changing rate profiles to assess proportionali ty over tilhe. 
Resulting characteristic profiles represent a balance of these 

concerns. 

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES 

Age 

In Chapter II, it was noted that juveniles commit various pro­

portions and types of index crime. However, such comparisons 

provide little insight to age-specific characteristics of the 
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serious juvenile offender. Also, aggregate age da.ta (i.e., "all 
juveniles ll

) can be potentially misleading, since it ma.y "mask" 

differences in current or trend arrest data between different age 
subgroups, such as 15- and 16-year-olds: A descriptive topic of 

some interest is, therefore, to assess the relationship between 

serious juvenile crime and the specific juvenile age of the offender. 
Three major questions are pertinent here: (1) What is the specific 
age distribution for different serious offense classifications? 

(2) What trends emerge when comparing serious offense arrest rates by 
specific juvenile age? and (3) Is the specific age distribution 

of the serious juvenile offender (by offense classification) chang­
ing? Further, to the extent possible, these questions shOUld be 
addressed via a variety of information sources. The following 

represents the extent to which current information discloses answers 
to these questions. 

Information sources that allow a national composite picture 
of the juvenile offender by specific age and offense are extremely 

limited. The Uniform Crime Reports represent the only official 
information source which allows an age-specific comparison by 

offense type. Victimization studies, for example, are based upon 
(1) general age categories as perceived by the victim of person 

offenses, and (2) a probability sample permitting percentage com­
parisons only. Most self-report studies are not based upon a 

national probability sample, and are therefore not useful in com­
piling a national age specific profile. One exception to this, 
a study by Gold and Reimer (41), is somewhat dated (1972) and 

based upon a small sample, making national generalizations diffi­

cult. One potentially useful nationa.l self-report study undertaken 
by the Behavioral Research Institute may be helpful to this topic, 
but will not appear until sometime during 1979 (22). 

Sources which have recently reviewed UCR data according to 
specific juvenile age are few in number and can be limited to 

Dealing with Delinquency (21), several studies by Zimring (127, 129), 
and recent Senate' hearings on serious juvenile crime (117). None of 
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these sources approach the topic of specific age and offense in 
exactly the same manner, although their approach is similar to 

that of the following secondary analysis. 

The first question, that is, "What is the Specific Age Dis­
tribution for Different Serious Offense Classifications?", can be 
answered by classifying all arrests of juveniles in a specific 

age category as involving either index or non-index offense types. 
According to Figure IV-l below, the proportion of index to non~ 

index offenses decreases as age increases* (see Appendix E, 

Table E-22, p. 334). 

I N 0 E X ** 0 F FE N S E S NON -lNDO*** OFFENSES 

( 5l.0\ 

46.6 % 

........ . 
50.0 %-

... . 55.0% 

59.3\ 

65.7'l1o 

10'10 20'10 30\ 40'10 50'10 60'10 -"** INDEX OFFENSES INCLUDE OF:ENSES OF CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. BURGLARY, LARCENY-
THEFT AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT '*** N ON -I N D E X OFFENSES INCLUDE OTHER ASSAULTS, FORGERY, FRAUD, EMBEZZLEMENT, VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS CRIMES, AND ALL OTHER 
CRIMINAL OFFENS ES 

PROPORTION OF IN DE X TO NON-INDE X ARREST FREQUENCIES BY AGE(977) 
SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABL.E E- 21 FJ GURE 12'-1 

*A problem ~ere is that no longitu~inal assessment is 
possible. That 15, such UCR age comparlsons do not reflect, for 
example, how many of those arrested for serious offenses in 1975 
appear as serious arrests for 1976. Unfortunately, suggested 
answers to these questions to date can only come from several 
cohort or panel studies. This is discussed further as part of the 
chronicity section (see pp. 2Q5-2121: 
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Figure IV-2 below reports total index and non-index offense 
arrest rates* adjusted per 100,000 population for the six age groups. 
Apparent here is that the rate of arrest for index crime increases 
and levels off during juvenile age, while non-index crime is still 

increasing as of age 17. Although not apparent in Figure IV-2, 
aggregate juvenile index crime "peaks" about the age of 16, while 

non-index offenses have not yet peaked at the age of 18 (see Appen­
dix E, Table E-22, p. 334). 

2: 10000 
0 

~ 

< 9000 --' 
::::. 
a.. 
0 

8000 Q.. 

0 
<:> 
<:> 7000 
<:> 
<:> 

Q: 6000 
UJ 
Q.. 

UJ 5000 
~ 
< 
Q: 

4000 
~ 
V) 
UJ 
0:: 3000 &:>:: 
< 
Q 

2000 UJ 
~ 
V) 
::::. -, 

1000 Q 
< 

0 

•• .. ." ~. .... 
~, .. .. , 

~ .. 

.. .' 

.' •• 
.,.-.-

o· 

.... ~.-
r .. 

•• .-.~ 
.­•••• 

.' •• 
•• •• 

.-
,. 

•• •• 

----_.----­• 

10 AHD 
UNDER 11-12 13-14 15 16 17 

-K!: ~ODNE-~II~~i~~~~~~~LUOE CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, NOTORVEHICLE THEFT 
. ... . S INCLUDE OTHER ASSAULTS, FORGERY, FRAUD, e.sm.LEMENT, VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS CRIME, AND ALL OTHER CP.ININALCffENSES 

.:.::' .,:.:,.::::.- ,'.:' .... '. ',':.' '. 

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E- 22 FIGURE 12'-2 

*All arrest rates presented in Chapter IV have been adjusted 
according to the procedures outlined in Appendix C, pp. 304~306). 
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Since examination of aggregate index offenses combined may 

mask heterogeneous differences within this category, the seven 
index offenses were separated according to either violent or 

property offenses. These then were compared in a similar sequence 

as above. 
,'. 

Figure IV-3 below indicates that the proportion of violent 

to index property offenses increases as age increases. That is, 
although total juvenile index crime seems to peak about age 16 
and then decline, violent and property indices differ within this 

broad category. In this case, it appears that the proportion of 

violent to property crime increases with age. 

VIOLENT'*' OffENSES I 
o INDEX PROPERTYu OFFENSES 

.: " 

Ijb~~IIIIIIIIIIIIM' IT' '1111111'~' :lllli'l: : 92.3'1. 

lit~:IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII"~'11111~90.5", 

30"' 20"' 10"4 10"4 20"' 30"4 40"' 50"' 60\ 10\ 80'1. 90\ 

'*' VIOLENT OFFENSES INCLUDE CRIIII'%H HCIIICIDE"FORCIBLE RAPE. ROBBERY AND AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. 

n IND EX PROPERTY OFFENSES INCLUDE BURGLARY, lARCENY-JHEFT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

PROPORTION OF VIOLENT -TO INDEX PROPERTY ARREST FREQUENCIES BY N;E(l971} 
SOURCE: APPEND(X E. TABLE E-23 FI G URE :n:l-:3 
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Arrest rates (1977) for the four violent offenses combined 
versus the three index property offenses combined are compared 

in Figure IV-4 below. Here it appears that index property 
offenses peak around age 16, while the violent offenses. have 
not yet peaked by age 17. Thus result agrees with that of 

Zimring (127, pp. 17-18), who has previously noted that violent 
crime seems to peak around the age of 18 and may, therefore, 

represent an "episodic" phenomenon related more closely with 

young adulthood rather than juvenile age youth (see Appendix 
E, Table E-24, p. 336). 

Recent hearings by the Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 

Delinquency confirm these findings, noting that peak age of 
arrest is somewhat higher for crimes of violence than for index 
property offenses (117, pp. 83-84). 
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To determine whether the age distribution for individual 
violent offenses are different, arrest rates for these offenses 
by age group are displayed in Figure IV-5 below. 

When arrest rates for the violent offenses ~re compared, 
two conclusions can be drawn. First, all violent offenses are 
simila~ that is, arrest rates do not appear to have peaked by the 
age of 17. Secondly, robbery and assault rates increase dramatically 
between the 13-, 14-, and l6-year-old groups, while no such increase 
is apparent for rape and murder (see Appendix E, Table E-25, p. 
337). These findings suggest that violent juvenile crime becomes 
a serious problem during adolescence but also becomes, as Zimring 
has indicated (127, pp. 17-18), even more prevalent during the 
18-20 age period. Unfortunately, the offense label "robbery" 
masks any distinctions between the armed and unarmed events subsumed 
within this label. Since UCR does not permit this distinction, more 
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interesting analyses of this data, such as the determination 
of whether juvenile robbery is at the less serious end of the 
scale, are not possible. 

Figure IV-6 below indicates (1) the national arrest rate 
for the individual index property offenses varies substantially, 
and (2) the peak age for all three offense types appears to be about 
16 years of age. The age distribution for the three index property 
offenses is quite similar to that for the violent offenses although 
somewhat younger (see Appendix E, Table E-26, p. 338)' . 
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Arrest rates and age distributions for the crimes of arson 
and negligent manslaughter were examined, since these offenses 
could be considered "serious" based on the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale 

(Figure IV-7 belo~). While arrest rates for arson peak at 15, 
rates for negligent manslaughter have not yet peaked at age 17 
(see Appendix E, Table E-27, p. 339)L Unfortunately, negligent 

manslaughter is an ambiguous offense category, defined in the 
Uniform Crime Reports as involving "gross negligence." Therefore, 
the label includes vehicular manslaughter and other negligent 
offenses, the relative proportions of which may vary among re­
porting States. Therefore, as a composite offense definition, 

this label ~hould be viewed with caution. 
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The results of this secondary analysis suggest that the index 
property cr imes, as Z imr ing notes, a·.1. _ .. ore the "province of the 

young," (in this case juvenile) than violent offenses. This was 
also born out in Chapter I, which noted that the age distributions 

of the index property crimes are much more weighted towards juvenile 

age youth than are the violent offenses. 
In order to generalize these findings to serious juvenile crime, 

two assumptions must be made: (1) that index violent crimes are more 

serious than index property crimes, and (2) that the nature of indi­
vidual index offense types does not vary between age groups (e.g., 

robbery committed by a l3-year-old is similar in severity to that 
committed by a l6-year-old). The first assumption is relatively safe, 
while the second is made with less confidence. However, accepting 
both as being accurate, it can be concluded that in general, the 
crimes for which juveniles are arrested tend to become more serious 
with increasing age. While the less serious (property) crimes are the 

province of young juveniles, the more serious (violent) ones are not. 

National Trends: Age 

The second and third major questicns pertinent to the specific 
age of the offender involve the comparisons of specific juvenile age 

and crime rate distributions over time. For example, if evidence 

exists that juvenile robbers are now younger than ten years ago, or 
rapists are older, this information may be helpful in identifying 

future program and research responsibilities. 
A review of the literature has noted that most studies analyze 

arrest rates for the major age groups over several years. The National 

Commission of the Causes and Prevention of Violence, for example (60), 
computed arrest rates for age groups 10-14, 15-17, 18-24, 25+, and 
all ages combined for years 1958 through 1967. It may be informa-

tive to expand this kind of comparison to more recent years, but 
based upon juvenile age-specific considerations (Uniform Crime Reports 
data permitting).* 

*The reader is referred to Appendix C (pp. 3a4~305)for a dis­
cussion of the methods used in computing arrest rates. One note 
of caution must be made, however. Rate 'trends in this section were 
~nly computed for 1964, 1968, and 1972 through 1977, possibly mask-
1ng yearly fluctuations within these intervals. 
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Figure IV-8 above indicates that the juvenile age distribution 

for index offenses combined has fluctuated during the 1970's. Ap­
parent also in this figure is the rate decrease between 1974 and 

1977 for all juvenile age groups, implying that juvenile index 
crime may be leveling off or declining (see Appendix E, Table E-28, 

p.340). 
Figures IV-9 (p. 159 and IV-lO Cp. 160) provide evidence that 

15-, 16- and 17-year-olds account for most of the yearly variations 
in violent and index property crime among juveniles (see Appendix E, 

Tables E-29 and E-30, pp. 341-342). Of particular interest in each 

of these figures is the general increase for both the violent and 
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property indices for all juvenile' age groups between 1964 and 1974, 
followed by a decline of rates between 1974 and 1977. 
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Referring to Appendix E, Table 30 (p. 342), one predominant 
pattern applies to all age groups for each of the index offenses 
except motor vehicle theft: arrest rates generally increased 
between 1964 and 1974, then gradually declined or stabilized from 
1975 to 1977. For robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and 
larceny-theft, the absolute magnitude of arrest rates has increased 
more substantially among 16- and 17-year-01ds than among the young­
er age groups between 1964 and 1977. During the same fourteen­
year period, arrest rates for motor vehicle theft have remained 
relatively stable among those persons 10 and under, and 11-12, 
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while declining substantially among the older age groups (13-14, 

15-, 16-, and l7-year-olds). 
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The arrest rate for combined index property offenses exhib­
ited a net increase between 1972 and 1977. Since larceny-theft 
accounted for most of this increase, a percentage comparison of 

larceny-theft by specific juvenile age groups was computed 
(Figure IV-II below). This figure indicates that younger juve­
niles were involved in a smaller percentage of the arrests for 
larceny-theft in 1977 than in 1972, while older juveniles were 
involved in a larger percentage. This age shift mayor may not 

be indicative of a future trend. 
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According to Table IV-l (p. 163), the median* age for robbery, 
aggravated assault, larceny-theft, and arson offenses appears to be 
increasing, while that for negligent manslaughter is decreasing (98, 

p. 108; 102, p. 115; 106, p. 126; and 110, p. 181). Without a'more 
sophisticated analysis, however, it is impossible to say how much 
of these shifts are due to population fluctuations and related trends, 
i.e., the United States population is "getting older." 

Conclusions and Discussion 

• A comparison of the proportion of index to non-index offenses 
for 1977 indicates that index crimes constitute proportion­
ately less of all criminal offenses as juvenile age increases. 
Also, the proportion of index to non-index offenses for each 
age group has remained generally stable from 1964 to 1977. 
The exception to this is for the year 1976, when 16- and 17-
year-olds committed a somewhat greater proportion of index 
to non-index offenses than in 1972. 

• An assessment of '>J'hich crimes are the province of the juve­
nile (11-17-year-olds) required a comparison of age dis­
tributions for each index offense (based on 1977 Uniform Crime 
Reports data). Results indicate that 11-17-year-olds are 
heavily represented in one violent crime (robbery) and all 
index property offenses (burglary, larceny-theft, and motor 
vehicle theft). 

• A study of index crime rates (per juvenile age) for 1977 
indicates that arrests for all violent offenses (separate 

*Two alternate measures were used. One was the identification 
of peak or modal age based upon arrest rates. The second involved 
the computation of quartiles (.25, .50 [median], and .75) based upon 
arrest frequencies. Neither is totally satisfactory or complementary, 
since modal age is a poor measure o~ a distribution, while median 
based upon frequencies cannot take population shifts into account. 
Ideally, time permitting, mean ages could have been adjusted via 
covariance procedures which can take population changes into ~ccount. 
Unfor.tunately, this may not be possible, since UCR does not break 
down the 10 and under, 1~-12, 13-14 age categories in their annual 
reports ~ making mean cmTlputa'tion a cruder estimate than median and 
quartiles. For a more complete description of these procedures, 
refer to Appendix C (p~ 301). Also,. peak or modal rate age is 
too broad a characterization to note subtle shifts of age. Median 
age, on the other hand, is a more precise measure but loses preci­
sion when appJied to nonequivalent grouped ages and cannot take 
population shifts into account. Until analyses like that noted above 
can be undertaken~ the figures reported in Table IV-l have limited 
implications. 
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TABLE m-I 

NATIONAL PEAK*{MODAU AND MEDIAN*l4-JUVENILE AGE FOR DIFFERENT INDEX OFFENSE 
. CLASSIFICATIONS (SELECTED YEARS, 1964 - 76 ) -

1964 1968 1972 1976 

PEAK IIlE D I AN PEAK I liED I AN PEA K III ED IAN PEAK IIlEDIU 

I N D E X II) IS 14.8 IS 14.7 15 15.0 16 15.1 

NON-INDfX(2) 17 . 15.4 17 15.4 17 15.4 11 15.S 

VIOLENT(3) IS 15.5 17 15.4 17 15.4 11 15.S 

IlURDER 17 I B.O 17 16.1 IT IS.2 11 IiLI 

R It P E IT 15.9 IT 16.0 IT 15.8 11 15.8 

ROBBERY IS 15.3 IT 15.3 17 15.4 11 15.S 

A GG RAVATED ASSAULT 16 15.5 17 15.4 11 15.4 IT 15.6 

PROPERTy(4) 16 14.7 16 14.6 15 14.4 IS 15.0 

BURGLARY 16 14.7 16 14.S 15 14.9 16 15.1 

L ARC EN Y - THE F T 16 14.4 I G 14.3 15 14.5 16 14.9 

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT , 5 15.4 16 15.4 16 15.4 16 15.5 

A R SON 13 -14 12.3 13 -14 13.0 13 - 14 12.8 15 13.1 

NEGLIGENT IlANSLAUGHTER 17 16.7 17 16.5 11 IS.4 11 IS.3 

* -PEAK AGE - BASED UPON RATE OF ARREST PER 100,000 JUVENILE PO.PULATION 

** - MEDIAN AGE - BASED UPON ARREST fREQUENCIES 
(1)- CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, fORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, AIIDIIOTORVEHICLE THEFT 
(2) - OT.HER ASSAULTS, fORGERY, FRAUD, EMBEZZLEMENT, VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS CRIIlES,AND ALL OTHER OFfEIISES 
(3) - C RI14INAL HOIlIG!OE, FORCIBLE RArE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVmO ASSAULT 
(4)· BURGLARY, LARCENY-TlIEFT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 
SOURCES: 98, P.I08i 102, P.1I5; 106, P. 126; 110, p.lel 

and in combination) do not peak during the juvenile 
years. However, property arrests do appear to peak 
around age 16 and then decline through the age of 
17. 

• Comparison of crime and age specific arrest rates from 
1964 to 1977 indicates: (1) arrest rates for every 
age group and for all of the index offenses except 
motor vehicle theft, increased between 1964 and 1974, 
then declined or stabilized from 1975. to 1977; (2) ar­
rest rates have increased more dramatically among 
16- and 17-year-olds than among the younger age g!OUPS 
for the offenses of robbery, aggravated assault, our­
glary, and larceny-theft; (3) arrest rates for motor' 
vehicle theft are either stable or declining for all 
age groups between 1964 and 1977. 
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• Prel~minary indications suggest that juveniles arrested 
for 1n~ex property offenses are somewhat older as measured 
by m~d1an frequency and peak rate age in 1976 than in 
pr~v1~u~ years. This suggests that there may be an "age 
sh1ft 1n progress; that is, index property offenders 
(bl:lrgla~y and ~arce~y-theft) are becoming "somewhat older," 
wh1le v10lent Juven1le arrest age proportions are remaining 
generally stable. 

Given the numerous inadequacies and questions regarding 

Uniform Crime Reports data, the single most striking finding to 
emerge from this section is the increasingly large role that 

16- and l7-year-old juveniles are playing in robbery? aggravated 

assault, burglary, and larceny-theft. First, it was noted that 

a greater proportion of juvenile age arrests in the 16- and 17-

year-old age groups was found in 1977 than in 1964. One may 

question whether juvenile crime is really becoming the province 
of a slightly older age group, the young adult. It is probably 

no coincidence that Zimring (129. 131) deals in his studies with 

youth, since these national data suggest that arrests for several 

offenses included within serious criPle are "getting older." How­

ever, in relation to robbery, something else can be suggested. 

This assessment found that while the median age of juveniles 

arrested for this offense is increasing, the median age of all 

persons arrested has dropped from 22.6 to 19.7 years (1964-1976). 

Obviously, the increasing proportion of juvenile arrests in this 
offense category is resulting in a "younger" median age. These 

findings combined with th~se in Chapter II (pp. lQ9~1131 suggest 

that juvenile crime may be becoming youth crime. That is, the 

"gray area" between juvenile jurisdiction (under 18) and adulthood 

(21 and above) may increasingly account for greater amounts of 

criminality. This again was suggested by several findings: (1) 

the disproportionately great increase (1964-1976) of arrest rates 

among 16- and l7-year-olds for the crimes of robbery, aggravated 

assault, burglary, and larceny-theft; (2) a related and expected 

shift of the age distribution for these offenses; and (3) the steady 

shift downward (1964-1976) of median arrest age for robbery, even 

though the population is "getting older." The implications here 

are several and involve the jurisdictional considerations regarding 
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the ages 18 to 20. If, as these findings suggest, the major 
crime producing years are becoming this "gray area," then the 

future implications of "juvenile" may be changing to "young 

adult." 

Sex 

Sexual affiliation or "gender" of juveniles has not usually 

been recognized as an important indicator of youth crime. Other 

than the presumption that males commit a disproportionate amount 

of crime, the issue of sexual affiliation evokes little r~sponse. 

Self-report sour.ces are questioning the traditional notion of the 

female as a person with little inclination toward either violent or 

index property crimes. It is of some interest, therefore, to look 

first at the current male to female proportion of serious juvenile 

crime. In the same sequence as age, one can then determine which, 

if any, offense arrest rates are increasing over time. 
The Uniform Crime Reports represents the only major data 

source permitting a comparison of national aggregate data broken 

down by age, sex, and offense. A comparison of the proportioris 

of individual index offense classifications attributed to either 
sex for 1977 is presented as Figure IV-12, p. 166 (see Appendix E, 
Table E-33, p. 345 for sources). 

The proportion of female to male arrests is far less than 

their proportion of the total juvenile population. Only for the 

offense category of larceny-theft is the proportion of female to 

male arrests at all similar to their proportion of the population. 

As Zimring notes (131, p. 32), police may arrest fewer girls, al­

though some self-report studies have indicated that the true pro­

portion of male to female crime is much closer than suggested by 

official sources. 
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MAL E FEMALE 

sm!tiSiW LARCEIIY - THEFT 2Uor. 

85.1 \ 

91.6 MURDER 8.4\ 

ARSOII 9.4 \ 

90.9% MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 9.1 \ 

92.8 ROB B E R Y 7. 2\ 

94.1 'Yo 11111111111111111. BURGLUY 5.n 

(f)- CRIMINAL HOM!CIflE, fORCIBLE RAPE. ROBBERY, MGRAVAnO ASSAULT. BURL ARY, LARCENY- THEfT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE niEfT 
(2)- OTHER ASSAULTS. FORGERY. FRAUD. EIIBEZZLEIIENT. VANDALISM. VICTIMLESS CRIMES AflD ALL OTHER CRIMINAL OFFENst:S 
(3) - CRIMlflAL HOIlICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY. AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
(4) - BURGLARY, LARCENY-- THEfT. AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-B FIGURE ]lZ"-12 

National Trends: Sex 

In assessing aggregate trends of serious juvenile crimes by 

sex, little of a current nature is available. Most of what is 

available is based upon the Uniform Crime Reports and self-report 

studies (41,42) which are either too dated or can only be tenta­

tively generalized to the national level. 
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A comparison of arrest rates for index offenses combined 

(Figure IV-13 below) suggests that index and non-index crime is 

either decreasing or stabilizing for both males and females from 

1974 ~o the present. However, index offense arrest rates for 
males have almost doubled from 1964 to 1977, while those for fe­

ma~es have almost tripled in the same period (see Appendix E, 

Table E-34, p. 346 for sources). 
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SOURC!: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E- 34 FIGURE .:r:sz:- 13. 
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Breaking down the index offenses into violent versus 
property offenses combined (Figure IV-14, below) suggests 

that from 1964 to 1977, property arrest rates for both sexes 
have increased more substantially in terms of absolute mag­
ni tude than have ar'rest rates for violent offenses. Also, 
as noted in previous sections, violent and index property 
arrests for both sexes are moderating or decreasing from the 
years 1974 through 1977 (see Appendix E, Table E-3S, p. 3471 r 
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A comparison of robbery and aggravated assault* for both 
sexes suggests that males, as expected, account for most of the 

arrests for these offenses (Figure IV-IS, below; see Appendix E, 
Table 36, p. 348 for sources). Comparisons of arrest rates for 
the three index property offenses (Figure IV-16, p. 170) depicts 
a fairly stable female arrest rate for motor vehicle theft, accom­
panied by a decreasing male arrest rate for this same offense. With 
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*Murder was not included due to little change in rates for 
both sexes. Forcible rape was not included since the current UCR 
definition is the carnal knowledge of a female against her will. 
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the exception ()f the larceny-theft arrest rate, there are few 

dramatic indications of increases in arrests for females. Males 

are more heavily represented in most major juvenile crime increases 
through 1974 while rates for both sexes are generally declining 
since then (see Appendix E, Table 37, p. 349)~ 
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Conclusion and Discussion 

• Based upon 1977 Uniform Crime Reports data, females com­
mit a much smaller proportion of index crime than would 
be expected based on their propor.tion to the total U.S. 
juvenile population. 

• Moderate female rate increases for the crimes of aggra­
vated assault, larceny-theft, burglary, and motor vehicle 
theft are noted for the years from 1964 to 1974, followed 
by decreases from 1975 to 1977. While this does not in­
dicate that females are committing a greater propprtion 
of index juvenile crime, it does suggest that female ar­
rest rates are decreasing over the period 1975-1977. 

• For both male and female juveniles, arrest rates for each 
of the specific index offenses are stabilizing or declining 
between 1974 and 1977. 

These findings should be considered in light of the limitations 

of Uniform Crime Reports information. Also, self-report studies 
such as those of Gold (41) and Miller (58) have suggested that 
females commit a greater proportion of crime than indicated by 

official statistics. While these self-report studies tend to 
confirm Zirnring's concept of a "chivalrous" attitude towards 

females, it seems unlikely that this chivalry would extend to 
the more serious index crimes. Also, these self-report studies, 

while an important alternative to official statistics, may not 

(because of sampling limitations) be serious contenders to official 

statistics. For example, Gold and Reimer (41, pp. 492-297) note 
little change in offense seriousness for males and females for the 

years 1967-1972. Unfortunately, these results are based upon a 
sample of only 376 (1967) and 245 (1972) females. In conclusion, 
there is little indication to rival the suggestion that juvenile 

females commit disproportionately fe,.,er index offenses, and pre­

sumably serious offenses, than juvenile males. 

Race 
Attempts to characterize serious juvenile offenders or arrest­

ees on the basis of "racial ll considerations should consider numer­
ous confounding aspects. Unlike exploring the relationship between 
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juvenile age and serious crime (with implications to maturity 
and adolescent development), race and serious juvenile crime 
evokes more confusion and controversy than insight. Applied 
definitions of race often represent superficial "homogeneous" 
units which typically do not consider cultural lineage, origin, 

and sub-racial "ethnic" considerations (123, pp. 47-50). In effect 
categorizations such as Caucasian, black, and Mexican-American 

represent a crude form of classification. Moreover, injustice 
to individuals within these broad categories may not stop here. 
Inadequate consideration of urbanization, socioeconomic indices, 

cultural values, intelligence functioning, and educational achieve­

ment, as well as issues of denied opportunity, can result in mis­
leading or erroneous study conclusions. It is well known, for 

example, that socioeconomic status (SES) and race are highly inter­

related, implying that study results attributable to race could 

also be in some part attributable to SES (123, pp. 47-50). 
Statistical preselection, visibility, and police presence' 

can result in arrest frequencies for racial groups which may not 

reflect the actual volume of criminal activity for those groups 

(123, pp. 47-50). Also, the issue of racial concentration (urban~ 
ization) is important since it is unknown whether any racial group 
living in concentrated ghetto areas might produce similar levels 

of crime currently attributable to blacks. The issue here may not 
be entirely race, but rather that any extreme concentration of 

humanity with similar economic prospects will produce similar 
levels of crime. 

Given these concerns, the Uniform Crime Reports represents 
the only current national source of information allowing consider­

ation of offense type by age and race. The racial categories used 

by Uniform Crime Reports are even more imprecise than usual since 

Mexican-Americans are 'combined with, the wh.ite group. Combining 

these racial groups becomes particularly misleading when States 

(e.g., California, New Mexico, Texas) containing great numbers 
of Mexican-Americans are assessed, although such procedures may 
also affect the national picture. 
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Figure IV-17 (p. 174) depicts the proportions of black to 
white juvenile index crime.* While black youth below the age of 
18 account for 14.8 percent of the total black and white juvenile 

population,** they account for a much higher proportion of index 
crime across all categories. According to this figure, violent 
juvenile crime and, to a lesser extent, index property crime are 
disproportionately the province of black juveniles (see Appendix E, 

Table E-38, p. 350). Unfortunately, these estimates lack precision 

for several reasons. First" it should be remembered that Mexican­
Americahs and whites are combined to form the UCR white category. 

However, the effect of this is to inflate the white proportions 
which may, in turn, underestim:a te the proportion of black to white 

crime. More importantly, however, caution is advised for the rea­

sons discussed earlier. Issues like "visibility" and police pre­
sence might inflate these proportions somewhat. Unfortunately, 

self-report studies based upon national probability samples which 

might be used as confirmatory sources for Uniform Crime Reports 
data are not common. The data here indicates that the arrest rates 
for black juveniles range from 3.5 (rape) to ten (robbery) times 
greater than that for white juveniles, while arrest rates for 
index property crimes range from 1.6 (~otor vehicle theft) to 

2.4 (larceny-theft) times greater. 
These results could be more dramatic if racial comparisons 

were confined to urban areas. Here, the logic of the National 
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (60) is im­

portant. , In c~nfining their assessment to urban areas, the 

National Commission notes: " ... combining the urban with suburban 

and rural data would somewhat lower the rates in all categories." 

Other studies also restrict racial comparisons to urban areas 

(18, 52) noting that the urban areas typically contain most of the 

*Rates rather than frequencies were used here. Both approaches 
could have been used. The National Commission on the Causes and 
Prevention of Violence (60) used rates, while Dealing with Delin­
quency (21) used frequencies. 

**Based upon estimated 1976 census data. 

173 



en ... 
en 
z 
UJ ...... 
....... 
o . , 

black population. Current information suggests that, when confined 
to urban areas, violent arrest rates for juveniles is greater than 
that reported for all areas combined (131, p. 26). At present, 
it seems that confining comparison to urban areas may adjust down­
wards the proportion of black to white arrests, but there seems 
little doubt that black juveniles would still account for a dis­
proportionate amount of serious juvenile crime. 

BLACK 

16.6% 

tI)- CRININAL HONICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. BI!RGLARY. lARCENY~THEFT.ANO MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 
(2) - OTHER ASSAULTS. FORGERY, FRAUD, EMBEZZlEMENT, VANDALISM, VICTIMLESS CRIMES, AND All OTHER CRIMIN~L OFFENSES 
(3) - CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
(4)- BURGLARY, 1IIRCENY-THEFT, AND NOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

I PROPORTION OF WHITE TO BLACK NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST FREQUENCIES BY TYPE OFINOEX OFFENSE( 19rQ] 
SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E- 38 F' I G U R E m;- 17 

National Trends: Race 

Information sources'or studies which permit national aggrega.te 
racia.l comparisons over time are limited. Self-reported studies 
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allowing justifiable, over time generalizations to the national level 
are not currently available.* The National Crime Survey victimiza­
tion reports provide "perceived race of offenders," but based upon 
results allowing only percentage comparisons, and separated according 
to single or multiple victimizations. As a result, the Uniform 
Crime Reports provide the. only available source that allows any over 

time inferences. 
A comparisons of racial arrest rates for index versus non­

index offenses combined (Fi~ure IV-18 below) suggests that the non-
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*The study by Gold and Reimer.i~ somewhat d~ted~ and ~s based 
upon a sample size too small for s1m1lar genera11zat10ns. It will, 
however, be used where poss~ble. 
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index crime rate attribu~able to black juveniles is decreasing from 

1972-1976 and then increasing from 1976 to 1977. Also, it appears 

that black juvenile index crime is decreasing as rapidly as white 

juvenile index crime for the same period. (see Appendix E, Table E-40, 

p. 352), While another report (21, p. 77) suggests that the tota~ 

crime "gap" between these racial groups m.ay be closing, this find­

ing indicates parallel increases between racial groups but no clear 

indication of a closing crime gap. Of course, since this review 
is not confined to urban areas, it may not provide an appropriate 

comparison. 
A comparison of violent and property indices by race (Figure 

IV-19 below) suggests that from 1975 to 1977 violent crime is sta­
bilizing for both races, while the index property arrest rate is de­
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creasing at a similar pace for both white and black groups. In this 
case, it appears that the property arrest rate decrease for white 

juveniles is slightly greater than that for blacks (see Appendix E, 

Table E-40, p. 352). This comparison suggests several things. First, 

Zimring's (131, p. 32) conclusion about stabilization or decline of 
youth violence may be pertinent to both racial groups. However, if 
index property crime is considered~ there is some reason to believe 

that its rate of decrease is· more substantial for both juvenile 
racial groups. Thus, it appears that the overall index of serious 

juvenile crime is not "splitting," that is, index property crime 

attributed to juveniles of both races is decreasing at a similar 

rate. Current trends suggest that the decrease of black juvenile 

arrests for index property crime may,. if continued, stabilize bqth 

indexes for both racial groups. Also, this information suggests that 

black index property arrests may have "peaked" at an earlier time 

than that for whites, while arrest rates for both groups are sta­
bilizing or declining. 

A review of violent offense specific comparisons for the 

racial groups (Figures IV-20, p. 178; IV-21, p. 179; and IV-22, 

p. 180) depicts several trends of interes,!-: (see Appendix.E. Tables 

E-4l, E-4Z, and E-43, pp. 354-355). It appears that black juve­

nile arrest rates for murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault 
are declining from 1972 to 1976 and stabilizing or increasing from 

1976 to 1977, while white arrest rates are stable from 1972 to 1977. 

Figure IV-22 (p. l80~ provides some indication that the black juve­

nile arrest rate increase for burglary is parallel with that for 

white juveniles. It is also apparent that a substantial net in­

crease (1964-1976) in the black arrest rate for larceny-theft ac­

counts for much of the increase in index property crime for that 

group. The reasons for this increase are not clear. It m"ay be 

attributable to increases in any number of specific events subsumed 

under this label, including pocket picking, purse snatching, shop­

lifting, and bicycle theft. This of course assumes some "real" 

increase in the incidence of this crime which again, considering the 

tentative aspects of the Uniform Crime Reports, may not be totally 

justified. 
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Conclusions and Discussion 

• According to 1977 Uniform Crime Reports arrest data, 
black juveniles account for 42 percent (aggravated 
assault) to 65 percent (robbery) of all arrests for 
violent juvenile crimes, even though they account for 
roughly 15 percent of the juvenile population. For the 
index property crimes (larceny-theft, burglary, and 
motor vehicle theft), the percentage of black juvenile 
arrests (22-30 percent) is only moderately greater 
than their percentage of the total black and white juve­
nile population. 

• A comparison of arrest rates by race for index, non­
index, index property, and violent crimes combined 
(1964-1977) indicates: (1) arrest rates for each 
offense group and among both black and white juveniles 
show net increases from 1964 to 1977; followed by (2) 
a decline or stabilization between 1975 and 1977. 

• Comparison of violent offense specific arrest rates 
by race suggests that murder, rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault arrest rates are stabilizing from 
1972 to 1977 for white juveniles, while decreasing 
from 1972 to 1976 then stabilizing or increasing from 
1976 to 1977 for black juveniles. 

• Racial comparison of index property offense arrest 
rates suggests moderate arrest rate.increases for 
white juveniles across all offenses. Black~juveniles, 
on the other hand, represent a mixed picture, with 
motor vehicle theft arrest rates declining substan­
tially while larceny-theft rates are increasing dramat­
ically from 1964 to 1974, then stabilizing from 1975 to 
the present. 

This secondary analysis of Uniform Crime Reports sugge~ts 

two findings of some interest: (1) a decrease of black juvenile 

motor vehicle theft arrests, and (2) a gradual increase in larceny­

theft arrest rates for the same group. The reasons for this are 
unclear since it may be too early to assume a. shift in the type of 
property that black juveniles allegedly steal. But, of course, the 

implication here is exactly that. It appears from this inform­

ation tha~ black juveniles are being arrested for different kinds 

of theft than 10-15 years ago. In part, this shift may be due to 
the improved security and locking equipment available on later model 
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automobiles. However, if this was so, one might expect a similar 
decrease in the white arrest rate (which in this case was found 

only to stabilize). Of greater interest are the possible reasons 

for any true increase of larceny-theft arrest rates for black 
juveniles. Ideally, it would be informative to divide this offense 

category into specific "events," e.g., shoplifting, bicycle theft, 

to determine which events account for most of this increase. Since 
this is not currently possible, one is left with many questions 
which follo'w these lIpar tial" answers. It is difficult to directly 

compare these findings with previous efforts. The primary reason 
for this that is most other efforts (21, 60) confine their "racial" 

assessment to urban areas where most blacks are concentrated." 
The National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 

Violence computed and assessed violent arrest rates for white 
and black urban juveniles from 1964 to 1967. Their conclusions 
indicated that black arrest rates for all four violent offenses 
increased at a more dramatic pace than those fOT white juveniles. 

While the present analysis confirms the Commission's findings 
based upon 1964 to 1968 results, these findings now indicate that 

from 1972 to 1974, there was a decrease in violent crime arrest 
rates for black juveniles, compared with an increase in arrest rates 

for white juveniles (1964-1976) (60). Other studies, including the 

self-report effort of Gold and Reimer (41), are not based upon sam­

ple sizes comparable to Uniform Crime Reports data. The National 

Crime Survey victimization studies (114) are based upon urban 
(specific city) results, although these are reported as the per­
centage distribution of ethnic groups. Again, it is hoped that the 

multi-year self-report study undertaken by the Behavioral Research 
Institute (22) can, in the near future, shed additional light on 

these issues. 
Regardless of the specific results of these comparisons, 

there is always the danger of associating such simple racial de-

scriptive comparisons with some "tendency'! of racial groups. If 

*Unfortunately, the problem of finding.comparable population 
data for UCR urban arrest data was not posslble. No d?ubt a solu­
tion like that used in Dealing with Delinquency (21), 1.e., the 
computation of intervals, would have had to be attempted. 
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race was not so intermingled with poverty and other indices of 
socioeconomic status, as well as police visibility, such conclu­
sions might be more justified. At present, the crudeness of the 
preceding comparisons requires that they be left with limited 
inferent~al implications. 

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS USING COURT AND 
CORRECTIONS DATA 

During the planning and writing of this repcirt, a National 
Survey of Court and Correction Information (described in Appendix 
C, pp. 301-302) was undertaken. A priority of this survey was to 
acquire State court and corrections information which could at 

last supplement national UCR arrest information in describing the 
serious juvenile offender. This kind of State information is 
preferable in one sense: it more accurately depicts those adjudi­

cated for serious juvenile offenses. Unfortunately, this infor­
mation is confined to those States who responded to the survey.* 

Also, the information sent back had to meet several criteria to be 
useful. It had to distinguish between juvenile and "other age" 
offenders and have offense breakdowns roughly equivalent to those 
used throughout the report (UCR index crimes). Also, it must allow 
some cross-tabular comparisons of offense type by characteristics 

like specific age, sex, and race. The survey resulted in the re­

turn of a variety of kinds of routinely available information, some 
useful to the purposes of this report and some not. Table IV-2 

(p. 184) summarizes this information by responding State and the 

kind of cross-tabular offense/characteristic information provided. 
While many States responded, only eight States provided in­

formation which was directly useful to this report. Of those 

*An al terna te, and more cornprehensi ve, source of court refer"ral 
information is entitled, "Young People and the Juvenile Justice Sys­
tem: Statistics 1975 -- Preliminary Draft," by Daniel D. Smith of 
the National Center for Juvenile Justice (79). At the time of this 
writing, the preliminary nature of the information precluded any 
thorough analysis and integration of the data. Therefore, although 
potentially a very useful source of characteristics of court refer­
rals, summary statements only can be made at this time. 
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TABLE :rsz-2 
COURT AND CORRECTIONS CHARACTERISTIC INFORMATION 

RECEIVED AS PART OF NATIONWIDE SURVEY 
SPECIFIC CROSS TABULAR CON PHISONS OfFENSE AND: 

RESPONDING STATE OfFENSE BREAKDOWN r 

A LA SAMA YES 
ALASKA YES' 

C 
MARYLAND YES 

0 
MICHIGAN YES 

U 
NEBRASKA YES 

R 
NEW YORK NO 

T 
PENNSVLVANIA NO 

5 VIRGINIA NO 
WASHINGTON YES 

ARIZONA YES 
A LASA M A YES 
A LAS KA YES 

ARKANSAS2. YES 
CALIFORNIA4 YES C 

YES! DELAWAR E 0 
FLORIDA YES 

R 
GEORGIA YES 

R 
IOWA YES 

E K AN S AS5 YES 
C LOUISIANA YES 

T MARYLAND YES 
I IDAHO (11-78 COMBINED) YES 

~ 

0 M INNESOTA(PROBATION ONlY) YES 

N NEVADA YESI 

S NEW JERSIEY YES 

.NEW HAMPSHIRE NO 
NEW YORK NO 

RHODE ISLAND6 YES 

SOUTH CAROLINA YES 
OREGON NO 

WISCONSIN VES 

TENNESSEE YESI 

I . OFFENSES CATEGORIZED AS PERSON VIOLENT VERSUS PRO PERTY 

2 DATA ONlY INCLUDES JUVENILES SE.T TO ADULT COURT 

SPECIFIC 
JUVENIL E AC;E? 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YESI 

NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 

YES 
YES 

YES 

NO 
YES 
NO 
NO 

NO 
YES 
YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
NO 

NO 

YES 

3 OFFENSES CATEGORIZED AS "PART I" VERSUS" AlL OTHERS" 

SEX? 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

NO 
NO 
YES 

NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 

NO 

4 . CAlIFORNIA DATA 'lAS EXCLIlDED BECAUSE IT INCORPORATED STATISTICS ON NON~ JUVENILE OFFENDERS 

5 DATA GIVEN FOR ONE REHABILITATION CENTER, NOT FOR ENTIRE STATE 

6 DATA GIVEN SEVERAL DIAGNOSTIC AND TRAINING CENTERS, HOT FOR ENTIRE STATE 
SOURCES: COMPILED FROM INFORMATION RECEIVED IN THE NATIONAL SURVEY OF COURT AND CORRECTION INfORMATION 
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RACE? 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 

YES 

NO 
YES 
YES 

NO 

NO 
YES 

NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
NO 

VES 

NO 

States, Alabama, Nebraska, and Washington provided court informa­

tion which is discussed below. The States of Arizona, Florida, 
and Georgia provided corrections information that was reviewed to 
provide a partial description of the serious juvenile offender. 

This section will be arranged into three parts. The first will 
summarize information contained in a study by the National Center for 
Juvenile Justice. Court referral and correctional commitment data 

obtained through the Assessment Center's State survey will be pre­
sented in the second and third parts, respectively. 

National Center for Juvenile Justice 

Perhaps the most comprehensive source of information about 
persons processed through the juvenile courts is provided by 

Daniel D. Smith in, "Young People and the Juvenile Justice System: 

Statistics 1975" (79). The report is a preliminary draft and 
has not been formally released. Therefore, information extracted 
from this report has only been summarized here to provide an in­
dication of data which will be "forthcoming." 

Smith's study is based upon a large sample of 1975 court 
referrals; specifically, all 580,000 cases reported from juvenile 
courts in 13 States and jurisdictions representing 42 percent of 

the entire United States population (79, p. 6). Statistics were 
compiled relevant to such characteristics as offense, age, sex, 

and race of court referrals. Smith cautions that his sample of 
States is nonrandom, and therefore cannot be generalized to the 

nation as a whole (79, p. 13). Methods are currently being de­
veloped, though, which would allow for the estimation of national 
figures based on the sample (79, pp. 109-110). 

Examination of court referral frequencies for each offense, by 
age, leads to several interesting findings (see Table IV-3, p. l86)~ 

In 1975, the number of referrals for three of the violent offenses 
(murder, forcible rape, and aggravated assault) was quite low for 

younger juveniles, then increased steadily through age 17. For 

example, there were only 21 referrals of juveniles 12 years and 
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younger for murder, compared to 146 for ls-year-olds, and over 200 
for l7-year-olds (79, p. 43). Similar trends are apparent for 

forcible rape and aggravated assault, indicating that: (1) police 
are selectively referring older juveniles to the courts for murder, 

forcible rape, and aggravated assault, and/or, (2) younger juveniles 

actually commit or are arrested for a relatively small portion of 

these three offenses. Based on arrest data contained in UCR (109, 
p. 188), it is assumed that the latter is the more plausible con­
clusion. The fourth violent offense, robbery, presents a slightly 
different picture; namely, the number of court referrals increased 

dramatically until age 15, then gradually declined. Court referrals 
for those incidents which would be included in the category of index 

p~operty crimes (i.e., burglary, automobile theft, shoplifting, 
larceny, and purse snatching) show similar trends of "peaking" at age 
15, t~en declining (79, p. 43). 

TAB LE - IIZ"-:3 

CROSSTABULATION OF AGE AT TINE OF REFERRAL BY REASON FOR REFERRAL 

AGE AT TIME OF REFERRAL 
REA SON FOR REFERRAL 

I I J I '\ ! J \ 0- 9 10 II I 2 13 14 15 16 17 

MURDER 8 2 6 7 32 72 146 202 202 

FORCIBLE RAP E 19 13 I 1 38 89 210 305 324 361 

PURSE SNATCHING I 4 5 13 30 70 III 89 99 

ROBBERY 72 101 202 495 1073 2068 3 I 18 U50 3053 

A G G RAVATED ASSAULT I I 7 121 190 326 691 1243 1707 2030 2249 

BURGLARY 1355 1277 2 I 21 3781 1072 II 694 15444 13314 12181 

AUTO THEFT 21 45 131 416 1204 3001 4109 422 2 3590 

SHOPLIFTING 634 511 1073 1662 2824 3802 4535 4116 3830 

LARCENY 862 984 1884 3546 5963 8898 II 181 10884 10444 

SOURCE: 79. P,43 
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A comparison of court referrals by sex (as shown in Table 
IV-4, p. 188) indicates that in 1975, male juveniles accounted for 

the vast majority of referrals for all incidents which would be in­

cluded among the index crimes,* with the exception of "shoplifting" 
(}9 I p. 56). The portion of referra.ls acc,C!unt,e4 for by· females 
ranges from 2.5 percent for forcible rape, to'27.9 percent for all 
larceny-thefts combined (shoplifting, purse snatching, and larceny). 

It is interesting to note that when larceny-theft is divided into 

its three subcategories, very divergent percentages are obtained: 
4.7 percent of all referrals for purse snatching, 41.9 percent of 

all referrals for shoplifting, and 21.5 percent of ~ll referrals 
for "other larcenyll involve females. This discrepancy implies that 
the reporting of only one category of "larceny-theft" masks important 
variati?ns within that category. 

Comparisons similar to those made for court referrals by sex 

can also be developed by race. Smith estimated that approximately 
85.0 percent of all juveniles in his sample States are white, 13.6 

percent are black, and 1.5 percent are in the category ,of llother ll 

(79, pp. 16-17). These figures were used as a basis for compar-
ison with percent distribution of the three racial groups by offense 

for court referrals'in 1975. As shown in Table IV-4 (p. 188), the 

nonwhite categories were overrepresented among court referrals for 
almost every offense (79, p. 52). Court referrals for robbery and 

purse snatching show the 'highest relative involvement of nonwhites 

(69.1 and 70.3 percent respectively). There appears to be a ten­
dency for court referrals to involve a greater proportion of non­
whites for the violent offense categories and purse snatching, as 

opposed to a somewhat lesser involvement for the remaining property 

*Based on examination of UCR offense classifications (111, p. 304), 
the f6llowing court referral incidents were determined to fall . . 
within the category of Index Crimes: murder, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, purse snatching, shoplifting, 
and automobile theft. 
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offenses (i.e., larceny, burglary, auto theft, and shoplifting). 

It is not known to what extent, if any, selective "biases" have 
occured which would cause nonwhites to be referred to courts more 
often than whites, thus leading to an artificial "overrepresentation" 
of these racial groups. The National Center for Juvenile Justice 
is currently making comparisons between arrests and court referrals 
for individual States, in order to determine what processing and 
selective mechanisms are operating at various levels of the juve­

nile justice system. 

Court Referrals 

Three States, Alabama, Nebraska, and Washington, provided 

court referral characteristic information. While the specific juve­
nile median age was computed for only Nebraska, the proportion of 
male to female r·eferrals was tabulated for various index offenses 

for all three States. 

TA BLE 17-4 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF RACE AND SEX BY REASON FOR REFERRAL 

REASON FOR REFERRAl 
R A C E SEX 

WHITE I BL A C K I o THE R MALE I FEMALE 

MURDER 48.1 % 32.4% 19.6% 88.1 % 11.9% 

FORCIBLE RAP E 4 I .4 49.4 9.2 97.5 2.5 

PURSE SNATCHING 29.7 7 0.0 0.3 95.3 4.7 

R O,B B E R Y 30.9 61.0 8.1 92.4 7,6 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 46.0 40.4 13,6 83.6 16.4 

BURGLARY 63.8 28.3 7.9 94.2 5.8 

AUT 0 T HEFT 63.2 24.9 11.9 92.1 7.0 

SHOPLIFTIN~ 52.8 45.5 1.7 58.1 41.9 

LARCENY 61.1 31.1 7.8 78.5 21.5 

LARCENY - THEFT* 58.1 36.2 5.7 72.1 27.9 

"* LARCENY - THEFT WAS COMPUTED ON THE BASIS Of fREQUENCIES FOR PURSE SNATCHllIG, SHOPLIFTING, AND LARCENY 
SOURCE: 79, P.P. 56-57 
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Sex 

Table IV-S below suggests findings of interest regarding 
the changing proportions of male to female court referral~ for 

the crimes of robbery and larceny. For all three States, Alabama, 

Nebraska, and Washington, t~e proportion of female to male refer­
rals increased for these offenses. This finding might not be so 

dramatic, except that data for all th.r~e States for the years 1976 
and 1977 suggest that involvement of female juveniles is increas­
ing in relation to male involvement for these crimes (132, p. 14; 

133, p. 24; 144, p. 11; 145, p. 34; 146, p. 27; 149, p. 1; and 
150, p. 1). This finding was not confirmed in the previous 
analysis of UCR national arrest data which suggested that, 

although female arrest rates were increasing for these crimes, they 

were not increasing at the same dramatic pace as male arrest rates. 
Interpretation of this trend is unclear, since it is uncertain 

TABLE 17-5 

PROPORTION (PERCENTAGE) OF MALE TO FEMALE JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS 
FOR SELECTED INDEX CRIMES FOR THREE STATES (1975-17> 

1975 1976 197 7 

N I .. MALE 1 %FEMALE H I % MALE 1 'FEMALE • I'IIA(E I 'FEMALE 
NEBRASKA 7 57 43 2 100 0 0 0 0 

MURDER. NON - NEGLIGENT 
ALABAMA _u - - 13 85 15 16 8 I 19 MANSLAUGHTER 
~ASHINGT()N - - - - - - 8 88 12 
NEB RA.SKA 129 90 10 80 91 9 83 87 13 

ROBBERY HABAM A - - - 159 93 1 188 89 " WASHIN GTON - - - 642 92 8 138 88 12 
NEBRAS KA 52 88 12 41 85 15 40 78 22 

ASSAULT* ALABAMA - - - 136 69 31 915 7 I 29 
WASHINGTON - - - 1625 ?7 23 412 82 18 

NEBRASKA 804 96 4 820 97 3 662 96 4 

BURGLARY ALABAMA - - - 1590 96 4 1694 96 4 
WASHINGTON - - - 5579 93 '1 2950 93 7 

NEBRASKA 215 92 8 187 83 13 181 89 " A U TO TH E FT ALABANA - - - 316 92 8 333 93 7 
WASHINGTON - - - 20?3 91 9 1021 89 II 

NEBRASKA 472 89 II 452 95 5 508 91 9 

LARCENY HABAN A - - - 1251 8e II 1398 88 12 
WASHINGTON - - - 5673 83 17 1424 77 23 

* INTERPRET WITH CAUTION, IN SO~E CASES THIS IS CONFINED TO AGG~AVATED ASSAULT WHILE OTHER TIllES INCLUDES 
ALL ASSAULT CASES 

-lilt DASH (-) INDICATES THAT NO DATA WERE AVAILABLE FOR A PARTICULAR OFFENSE OR YEAR 
SOURCES:132,P.14i 133,P.24; 144,P.lli 145,P.34i 146,P.27i 149,P.li 150,P.li ANDI5I,P.1 
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whether these three States are indicative.of a more general trend 
or whether arrest data may not adequately depict the actual convic­

tion rate of juvenile age males and females .for these crimes. 

Race 

It was noted in a previous part of this chapter that the 
disproportionately high arrest rate of black juveniles may be a par­
tial function of police visibility as well as the underreporting of 

the black juvenile population. Court referral information data 
received from Nebraska allowed an additional comparison of these 

findings to be made. Figure IV-Z3 below reports the percentage 

of black juvenile referrals for selected offenses in relation to 
the estimated proportion of the total Nebraska juvenile population 

accounted for by black juveniles for the years 1975-1977. These 
findings are similar to the disproportionately high representation 
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1975 1976 1977 1978 

PROPORTION OF BLACK JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS TO TOTAL JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS 
FOR SELECTED INDEX OFFENSES (NEBRASKA 1915-11) 

SOURCE: SEE APPEIIOIX E. TABLE E-44 FIGUREDl:-23 
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of black juveniles in 1977 UCR arrest data, i.e., the proportion 
of black to white arrests for the violent crimes of robbery and 
aggravated assault are greater than their arrest proportion for 
the property crime of burglary and larceny-theft (see Appendix E, 
Table E-44, p.356 for source). This finding suggests that UCR 
arrest data may not, according to Nebraska information, overesti­

mate the proportions of black to white juvenile offenders for 

selected index crimes. 

Correctional Commitments 

Table IV-6 below reports the computed median age of correc­
tional commitments for three States by selected index offenses. 

~he major finding to emerge here is the median age for two violent 

TABLE l3Z"-6 

MEDIAN AGE OF JU'4ENILE. CORRECTIONAL COMMITMENTS FOR SELECTED 1NDEX OFFENSES 
( THREE STAT E S 1915 - 1918 ) 

ARIZONA FLORIDA GEORGIA 

~ OFFENSE EAR 1914 11915119161191111918 191411915 11916 1 1911 1197e12 1914/1915 11916 11911 11918 

MURDER 16.25 15.83 15.25 

RAP E 15.6~J) 16.2 15.83 

ARMED ROBBERY IU 16.0 16.83 

UNARNED ROBBERY 15.25 16.33 16.5 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT IS.l 15.75 16.1 

BURGLARY 15.4 IS.9 15.61 

LARCENY OR THEFT 15.43 15.81 15.51 

AUTO THE FT 15.36 15.83 15.61 

A R SON 14.25 13. 15.5 

IIIDNA.P 11. 17. -

(1)- CLASSIFIED AS ·SEXUAL ASSAULT· 
(2)- JANUAR'( -. JUNE, 1918 
(3)- BURGLA~Y 

(4)- BREAK AND ENTER 

16.5 15.5 -* - - 15.25 

16.62 NONE - - - 15.53 

14.5 16.62 - - - 16.3 

16.14 16.33 - - - 15.98 

16.21 15.62 - - - 15.89 

15.93 15.95 - - - 15.12 

15.91 16.63 - - - 15.5? 

15.11 15.28 - - - 15.G1 

15. 17. - - - 15.33 

17. - - - - -

II- - DASH (-) IMDICATES THAT NO DATA WERE AVAILABLE FOR A PARTICULAR OFFENSE OR YEAR 
SOURCES: 135, 131. 138 ANO 141 
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17.0 - - - - 15.0 

15.25 - - - - 14.75 

16.01 - - - - 15.33 

15.98 - - - - 15.23 

15.17 - - - - 14.94 

15.33 - - - - 15.1 r!3 
15.5(4) 

15.32 - - - - 14.83 

15.08 - - -. - 15.21 

15. - - - - 14.5 

- - - - - 15. 



offenses, robbery and assault, for all States is slightly higher 
than the median age for the property offenses burglary, larceny, 
and auto theft (135, 137, 138, and 141). This finding is similar 
to that reported by UCR arrest statistics which showed that arrest 
rates and median arrest frequencies of property offenders are 
typically somewhat younger than violent off~nders. 

Sex 

Table IV-7 below reports the percentage of male to female 
commitments by selected index offenses for three States (135 
137 138 ' , ~ 139, and 141). Generally, the proportion of female to 

nlale commitments for all index crimes is somewhat below their per­
centage of Juvenile arrests for these same crimes (based upon 1977 
UCR juvenile arrest data, p. 108}. Implied here is the possibility 
that "chivalrous" attitudes towards females exist, suggesting that 

proportionately fewer juvenile females arrested for index crimes 

TABLE 12:"-7 

PERCENTAGE OF JUVENILE MALE AM> FEMALE CORRECTIONAL COMMITMENTS 
FOR SELECTED INDEX OFFENSES 

(THREE STATES 1975-1976) 

1975 1976 1977 1978 

N I' ULE I\FE*LE N I.' NALE ~fEIIALE N I' _ALE I'FEIIALE N I' II ALE I'FEIlALE 
.. -

A RlZO"A 8 75 25 3 33 61 4 100 - 2 100 -
MURDER FLORIDA -*' - - 4 100 - 5 110 20 I - 100 

GEOR'IA - - - - - - - - - -
ARiZONA 13 92 8 6 100 - 17 100 - 13 115 15 

mJARMED ROBBERY FLORIDA - - - 43 9~ 1 151 93 7 60 93 1 
GEORG'IA - - - - - - - - - 66 89· " 
ARIZOIIA 13 100 - 4 100 - 2 100 - 1 86 14 

ARNED ROBB ERY FLORIDA - - - 51 94 6 116 93 1 55 89 " GEORGIA - - - - - - - - .... 26 92 8 

AGGRAVATED ARIZOIIA 35 94 6 16 93 1 33 13 21 11 
FLORIDA 

94 6 

ASSAULT - - - - - - 182 113 
GEORGIA 

11 96 82 18 
- - - - - - - - 61 82 18 

ARIZOIIA 140 96 4 114 S6 4 110 97 3 52 100 -
BURGLARY FLORIDA - - - 1168 96 4 1645 95 5 111 95 5 

GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - 109 97 3 

LARCENY 
ARllONA 

I 
47 87 13 27 96 4 III 100 19 

FLORIDA 
- 95 5 

- - - 116 90 10 279 92 
GEO RSIA 

8 112 93 7 - - - - - - , - - - 427 85 15 
'" * DASH (-) INDICAr ES THAT 110 DATA WERE AVAILABLE FOR A PARTICULAR OFF EliSE OR YEAR 

SOURCES' 135,137, 138, 139 AND 141 
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and presumably the more serious incidents, are either diverted 

out of the system or not c~mmitted to correctional facilities. 
To study this assumption with arrest versus commitment information, 

1975 arrest data was compared with 1975 commitment data for the 

State of Arizona. 
A comparison of percentages of female to male arrests 

and commitments for the State of Arizona is provided in Figure 
IV-24 (p. 194]. For those index offenses depicted, the proportion 

of females to males drops considerably between arrest and commit­

ment. While possibly due to chivalry on the part of the system, 

noted variations could also be due to apprehension as well as 
other "system" effects. The other result apparent in Table IV-7 

is the increase (proportionately) of female commitments for 
armed robbery (135). While UCR arrest data suggests an increase 
(see pp. 167 .... 168)' fn. female arre'st rate's far the crime of robbery, 

, 

it also indicates that the male arrest rate is increasing at a 
much more dramatic rate, thus having the effect of negating any 

proportionate increase of female juvenile arrests. This finding 

is not confirm~d when examining' commitments for these three States, 

however, whic~'suggests (proportionately speaking) the adjudicated 
armed robber is increasingly likely to be a female. Unfortunately, 

this assumption would have to be studied with a greater number or 

cross section of States in order to: (1) demonstrate that pro­

portionately more juvenile females are being committed to cor­
rections than before; and (2) determine the reason for this if 
such proportionate increases are not apparent in female/male juve­

nile arrest statistics. It would be of some interest to compare 
this finding with UCR armed robbery arrest data. Unfortunately, 

UCR does not make the required distinction between the armed and 
unarmed events. Until this is explored further, one might assume 

that total UCR robbery arrest statistics may be "masking" an 
increase in the female arrest rates for the armed event. Thus, 

it is plausible that there is a propo!tionate increase in both 

female arrests and commitments for armed robbery. 
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MURDER 

Race 

Racial proportions for the three States permitting offense 
by race comparisons of correctional commitments is reported in 
Table IV-8 below. While two southern States, Florida and Georgia, 
depict a high proportion of black to white juvenile commitments 
for all years, Arizona reflects more involvement of the "other" 

category. This category is made up of Indian and Mexican-Americans 
which constitute a substantial proportion of the total juvenile pop­
ulation in Arizona. A review of racial percentages for the three 
States for each offense indicates that there are no common in­

creases or decreases for all States for any offense (135, 137, 138, 
and 141). 

TABLE ISL-8 

RACIAL PERCENTAGES OF JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL COMMITMENTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES 
( THREE STATES 197~:.1918) 

1975 1976 1977 1978 , :"::-:-

N 1'1" I" WHITE BLACK OTHER* N I'~TE 1 Bl~CK 10T~R* II JWH~TE I B~CP; 10T~ER* • 1 'fa I "It f , 
IHITE BlACr. 10THER* 

ARIZONA 8 25 63 13 3. 33 61 - 4 50 25 25 I 100 - -
FLORIDA _iIlI- - - - 4 25 15 - 5 40 60 - I 100 - -
GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - - ., - 4 25 n -

> 

UNARMED ARIZONA 13 46 23 31 6 80 20 - 11 4 I 35 24 13 15 .38 46 
ROBBERY FLO R IDA - - - - 43 30 70 - 157 24 76 - 60 32 68 -

HORGIA - - - - - - - - - - - - 66 29 71 -
ARIZONA 13 85 7 8 4 50 - 50 2 50 - 50 7 43 I., 43 ARMED 

ROBBERY FLORIDA - - - - 51 45 55 - 86 55 45 - 55 35 65 -
GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - - - - 26 31 69 -

AWiAVATED A R I Z 0 N A 35 43 23 34 16 H 33 33 33 43 21 36 17 35 18 41 
ASSAULT FLOR IDA - - - - 95 48 52 - 182 40 60 - 96 43 57 -

GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - - - - 61 28 12 -
ARIZOH~ 140 49 18 32 114 46 13 4 I 110 55 15 30 52 54 15 31 

BURGLARY FLORIDA 
. 

668 51 43 - 1645 53 37 - 111 63 H -- - - -
GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - - - - 709 47 53 -

1----
ARI ZONA 47 51 19 30 21 48 19 30 18 61 28 II 19 36 21 42 

LARCENY FLORIDA - :- - - 126 58 42 - 219 58 42 - 112 SO 40 -
GEORGIA - - - - - - - - - - - - 427 36 64 \j 

* DIFfEREHT KINOS OF "OTHER" ETHNIC GROUPS ARE REPRESENTED FOR DIFfeRENT STATES. ARIZOIlA. FOR EXAMPLE. HAS SUBSTi\UIAL 
NUMBERS OF INDIAN - AMERICANS AND MEXICAN- AMERICANS. 

iI*DASH I-I INDICATES NO DATA WERE AVAILABLE FOR A PARTICULAR YEAR OR OFFENSE 
SOURCES: 135, 131, 138 AND 141 
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To determine if black juveniles are overrepresented as cor­
rectional commitments, the percentage of black juvenile commitments 

for 1978 was compared with their estimated proportion of the total 
juvenile population for 1978 for three States. As indicated in 
Figure IV - 25 below, black juveniles are overrepresented for thE! 
crime of burglary, and. these proportions are similar to those noted 

with 1977 UCR arrest information (see Appendix El, Table E-46,. p. 
358). It should be noted, however, that the previously discussed 

inabili ty to "control" for socioeconomic status, as well as other 

factors, may prematurely suggest the association of crime with 

racial characteristics. 
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Figure IV-26 below suggests that, while white juveniles re­

present the majority of Arizona arrests for the crimes of aggra­

vated assault and burglary, Spanish and American Indians account 
for a disproportionate amount of correctional commitments. In 
both offenses, the black proportions are between those of the 
Spanish and American Indians and whites (see Appendix E, Table E-47, 

p. 359). 
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In summary, it is noted that there are discrepancies between 
findings based on the National Center for Juvenile Justice report, 
and those based on data obtained via the State survey. The reason 

for presenting information from both sources is two-fold. First, 
the present authors conducted the State survey in an attempt to 
determine the availability of information as well as the findings 

that could potentially be drawn from State data. It is true that 

the States which "responded to the survey request were not a random 
or representative sample of the nation. The information collected 
by the National Center for Juvenile Justice is, of course, more 
comprehensive and representative. But because of previously men­

tioned factors (e.g., the data is in a preliminary draft which is 
not yet formally released), combined with the fact that trend data 
cannot be developed from the latter report, it was felt that find­
ings from both sources of data should be presented. 

Briefly, the findings can be summarized as follows: 

• National Center for Juvenile Justice court referral data 
indicated that in 1975, older juveniles (ages 15 through 
17) pr~dominated in ~he four violent-offenses and purse 
snatch1ng. For the 1ndex property crimes (burglary 
auto theft, shoplifting, and larceny), court referr~l 
frequencies increased steadily until age 15, then began 
to decrease. Reason for referral by sex indicates that 
males are predominantly responsible for every offense 
ex~ept shoplifting, which is approximately equally dis­
!r1buted among males and females. In regards to race, 
1t was noted that nonwhites are overrepresented in court 
referrals for every offense, particularly for the violent 
crimes and purse snatching. 

• Useful information derived from the national survey sug~ 
gests that a greater proportion of court referrals are 
females for the crimes of robbery and larceny now (1977) 
than previously (1976, 1975). 

• Cour! and corr:ctions information for four States (Arizona, 
F~or1da, Georg1a, an~ N:braska) indicates that a dispropor­
t10nate number of ad]ud1cated offenders for most index 
crimes, and presumably serious crimes, have been and are 
continuing to be either black or of other minority or 
ethnic backgrounds. 
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• A comparison of proportions of female to male arrests and 
then correctional commitments for selected index offenses 
indicates that females are committed less frequently for 
index crimes than males. 

• Comparison of 1975 arrest and correctional commitment in­
formation for Arizona provides some evidence that minority 
juveniles are more overrepresented as correctional commit­
ments than as arrests. 

In regard to the implications of arrest data towards the 

identity of the adjudicated offender, this chapter suggests that, 
proportionately speaking, court and correction data is relatively 
similar to the sex and race proportions noted with arrest data. 
However, court and correction data does not appear, nor would it 
be expected, to support UCR arrest rate trends over time. This 

may be due to a variety of reasons, including characteristics of 

;" 

the system which may divert juveniles out via "waiver" provisions. 

~hus, it cannot be expected that court or correction data can 
accurately depict the ebb and flow of involvement over time of 

juvenile sexual or racial subpopulations.. Generally speaking, 
however, the limited number of States providing "offender" infor­

mation does suggest that arrest data may not be as inaccurate an 
indicator of offender characteristics as one might otherwise assume. 

THE CONTRIBUTION OF STUDIES AND OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES TOWARDS 
tDBNTIFICATION OF CHARACTERISTICS 

Since the Uniform Crime Reports do not routinely collect 
characteristic information other than age, race, and sex, it is 

necessary to turn elsewhere to help piece together a more complete 
description of the serious juvenile offender. Small sample studies 
attempting to describe the age, sex, and race of the serious juve­

nile offender, excluded from the previous discussion, will not be 

reviewed here. Rather, it is of interest to assess the extent to 

which oth~r sources of information bear upon the description of the 

serious offenders' socioeconomic status, family background, and other 

less "obvious" characteristics. Here, one must attempt to make 
some sense of fragmented study contributions towards the identif~­
cation of the serious juvenile offender although: (1) the specific 

199 



purpose of the study may not be the explicit study of character­

istics; (2) the study topic may be neither serious juvenile crime 
nor violence but rather deviance, delinquency, or some other broad 
dependent variable; and (3) the sample or population of concern 
was not necessarily juvenile but rather might qualify as young 

adUlt. These issues combined suggest that information sources 
and studies should be reviewed in two ways: first, what selected 
studies say about major characteristic concerns and secondly, 

what the implications are generally of various kinds of studies 

to the characterization of the serious juvenile offender. 

Socioeconomic Status (SES) 

The implications of social class or alternate indices of 
socioeconomic status are particulary important considering the 

kinds of crude racial comparisons previously attempted. The 
often noted i'significant" relationship between social class and 

race requires that any attempt to consider the racial character­
istics of serious juvenile offenders do so only after "controlling" 

for socioeconomic measures. As Hirschi and Selvin (cited by Wenk 
and Halatyn 123, pp.66-67) previously noted, the substantial re­

lationship between race and social class suggests that the two 
variables each contribute to some extent to delinquency but the 
specific nature of that relationship is not well understood. 

Additional ambiguity regarding the broader topic delinquency and 

social class has been implied in the findings of Williams and Gold 
(125, pp.127-2l9). In their study these authors found no relation­
ship between self-reported delinquency and social class. It should 

be noted, however, that most studies of social class pay little 

specific attention to violence or a criterion similar to the index 

crime categories used throughout this report. The implications of 

most research with social class is, therefore; of limited value 
to the specific topic of the "serious juvenile offendel"." What 

can be gleaned from these broader efforts and applied to the 
serious juvenile offender is confined to a small number of self­

report studies that run counter to the other noted results of 

official data. 
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Elliot and Voss (5), for example, noted that there was no dif­

ference in self-reported delinquency between lower and middle 
SES youths. While this finding seems plausible when applied to 
the aggregate definition "delinquency,11 it is less certain that 
this finding will remain when confined to more serious offenses. 

In only one instance, a self-report study by Gold and Reimer (41), 

is there any attempt to assess the relationship between social 
class and a measure of "severity." In this case, it was noted that 

a measure of social economic status (public assistance) did dis­

criminate between serious and less serious offenders while failing 

to do so when applied to all delinquent versus nondelinquent 

offenders. Although tentative, this result indicates that con­
clusions lik~ that proposed in Dealing With Delinquency (21) 

that is, SESjdelinquency associations noted via self-report stud­
ies, may not be correct. According to self-report studies, the 

total incidents, particularly of a minor nature are mori'equally 

distributed than offiCially reported. Secondly, however, the 
study by Gold and Reimer (41) suggests that mor~ serious'criminal 

behavior is related to social class. The discrepancy here may be 

due, in part, to attempting to look at the serious juvenile 
offender based upon total delinquency studies. Conclusions here 
may be distorted since self-report studies showing no relationship 

between total numbers of delinquency incidents and SES may mask 

any real association between SES and ,the more serious offenses. 

Generally, it is difficult to make a concluding statement 

about the relationship be.tween serious juvenile crime and socio­

economic status. Most studies are too fragmented, relying upon 

alternate measures of delinquency and social class, to allow a 
composite conclusion. At best, one can postulate that there is 
reason to believe that, like race, the differences between social 

class and serious juvenile crime may be too substantial to be 
explained away by "total delinquency" self-report studies. On 

the other hand, however, it should be acknowledged that this 
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area of research must eventually be attempted on a more general 

level than that associated with severa~ small sample self-report 
studies. Perhaps national probability self-report studies like 

that currently under way at the Behavioral Research Institute (22) 

can eventually provide more conclusive answers to these questions. 

Family Background 

A question of some interest involves whether the serious 
juvenile offender is likely to come from a broken or disturbed 
home environment. A review of the literature suggests that one 

is even less able to answer this question than the previous 

question concerning socioeconomic status and serious juvenile 
crime. While several studies have dealt with the relationsh~p 

between family interactions and delinquent behavior (15, 28, 119) 

few have dealt more specifically with the serious or violent 

juvenile offender. A variety of kinds of studies can be brought 
to bear upon the more general topic including violence in the 

family, family disruption and delinquency, and family aggression, 

each of which is the property of different disciplinary perspec­
tives. For example, the topic violence in the family has been 
approached as "violence producing situations" not specifically 

related to either violent crime or juvenile violence (15, 28). 
In regard to delinquency, the broken home has often been cited 

as a causal factor. However, Steinmetz and Straus (15, p. 251) 

states that continuous family tension· and discord may also be 
important. A variety of alternate family violence producing 

facilitators have been proposed including such things as: (1) 

lessened status, prestige; (2) parent teaching nonviolence but 

practicing violence; (3) inconsistent or crudely punitive disci­

pline (15, pp. 253-259). Each of these facilitators are somewhat 
different but each might "produce" a violent child or adolescent. 

Unfortunately, the research to support or detract from these thoughts 
is too sparse to suggest much of substa.nce. 
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Two studies, by Chilton and Markle (28) and Johnston (53); 

provide some evidence concerning family variables and serious 
juvenile offenses. Both studies used offense based definitions 

of seriousness with somewhat different results. The study by 

Chilton and Markle examined the effect of income and race upon 
the relationship between family disruption and seriousness of 
offense. They found that a larger percentage of juveniles COln­

mitting the most serious offenses had incomplete families than· 

those committing lesser offenses (28, p. 93). However, this 
association did not stand up when compared by race; that is, 
the relationship between severity and incomplete families was 

apparent for white but not black juveniles (28, p. 94). The 

study by Johnston (53, pp. 22-37) noted that family interaction 
variables were more strongly related to less serious than more 
serious offenses, thus failing to support the results of Chilton 
and Markle (28). Unfortunately, these two studies were not com­

parable since one was based upon official data and the other upon 

self-report informat~on. 
These studies, as well as general research on family vio-

lence, and the family and delinquency, failed to provide any 

definite "picture" of the serious juvenile offenders' family 

life. In the case of Johnston, and Chilton and Markle, the 
results, while not contradictory, are certainly not comparable. 

Ag~in, studies with various orientations and the generally in­
consistent nature of most such research implies that a family back­

ground profile of the serious "delinquent" is yet to emerge. 

Educational Background 

A variety of interesting questions involve the educational 

status of the serious juvenile offender. Of primary concern is 
the question concerning the achievement functioning of youth and 
its relationship to the commission of serious juvenile crime. 

Specific topics like whether the serious offender is academically 
retarded or even in school are important to depicting the violent 
or serious juvenile offender. As in previous cases, however, the 

bulk of studies dealing with school achievement generally study 
the relationship between "delinquency" and school related variables. 
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A study of school status, i.e., whether violent offenders 

committed to the California Youth Authority between 1973 and 1976 

were in school or not, found no relationship between being a 
school dropout and the commission of a violent offense (74, p. 7). 
Another attempt to determine the relationship between either 
arrest or commitment to school behavior problems or last school 

grade completed (for an offense against persons or property), was 

also nonsignificant (26, p. 70). Another study, when examining the 
highest grade completed, did find a moderate relationship between 
being committed for a murder or minor assault and grade completed 
(74, p. 7). 

The generally inconsistent nature of these findings suggests 
that a relationship between educational variables and serious 

juvenile crime (violent, property offenses) cannot be assumed. 
While a p1ausibie correlate of serious juvenile 'crime, there is 
not sufficient evidence upon which to assume some relationship. 

Other "Characteristics" 

The study of characteristics need not, as suggested in this 
chapter's introduction, stop with the above mentioned concerns. 

There are other characteristics which are "obsolete," in the sense 

that they are the product of earlier times of research or dis­
ciplinary interests. Some of these, such as body build, are simply 

too archaic to be taken seriously. Others, such as "intelligence" 

and "personality" are also the product of a different disciplinary 
association. In an attempt to remain in step with the changing 
times, preoccupation with "psychological variables" based generally 
upon paper and pencil instruments or projective techniques will 
not be reviewed here. Suffice to say that much of this research 
is or was based upon two questions. One dealt with the question 
of whether the intelligence functioning of delinquents was below 

that for nonde1inquents. The results of this controversy were 

never conclusive although most of this research was reviewed by 
Wenk and Ha1a tyn (12,2). The other maj or track had to d.o with pre'­

dicting or characterizing delinquents on the basis of personality 

'j 

tests, primarily the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(MMPI) , and the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) (121, pp. 
30-31). This type of research has also been deemed inconclusive, 

even though much of the prior interest with both of these topics 
has waned. Variations on this kind of research have involved the 
application of lesser known instruments in the prediction of 
delinquency and exploratory attempts to "characterize" delinquents 
via batteries of variables. The Gluecks' studies are examples of 
an earlier sociological school that attempted many such character­

izations which have been criticized as being based upon-faulty 

research methods or assumptions (7 and 8). 

The Issue of Chronicity: Who are the Chronic Juvenile Offenders? 

nMarvin Wolfgang et al., in their study of Delinquency in 
a Birth Cohort (1972) found that in the group studied, the 
chronic repeat offenders represented only.6 pe~cent of the 
cohort but committed 52 percent of the crlmes. 
This statement, used as part of the rationale for funding the 

"habitual offender" program, appeared in the 1976 Fiscal Year plan 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

(115, p. 3). Inherent in the statement is the important implica­

tion that juvenile crime may be episodic except for a small number 
0f offenders for which c~ime is repetitious. It is no coincidence 

that this concern has become more important, for if, as WOlfgang 
suggests, a small number of offenders commit a disproportionate 
amount of crime, then additional knowledge of this small number 

would have important implications. 
One way of depicting the importance of chronicity in relation 

to this report is to look at a hypothetical "trend of serious juve­

nile crime." 
As depicted in Figure IV-27 (p. 206) there is a gradually 

increasing number of serious juvenile arrests for the period 1970-
1977. Obviously, one limitation of this kind of display (as used 

throughout this report) is the number of times across the same or 

different years the same individuals are showing up as serious 
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arrest statistics. One can assume that some proportion of drop­

away; that is, persons who do not reappear as arrest statistics 

• 

1970 

NUMBER OF 

• • • • • • • 
I I 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

HYPOTHETICAL SERIOUS JUVENIL~ CRIME ARRESTS: NATIONAL DATA 
Figure IV-27 

because their crimes may be "episodic." However, one can also 
assume that some individuals reappe~r as arrest statistics during 
subsequent years while some new individuals are also added each 
year. Thus, for any of the depicted years, one might expect each 

of these three phenomena to be taking place to some extent. The 

difficulty here is that one has little if any idea of the extent 
or proportion to which these phenomena function. That is, one 

cannot attempt to compile a profile of the repetitive serious 

juvenile offender without coding "criminal history" as a variable 

in the same way as the Uniform Crime Reports, for example, codes 
sex and race. In the interim, again, one must turn"to a handful 

of dissimilar studies to extract "clues" to the identity of the 

serious chronic offender. 
Any study attempting to describe the chronic offender must 

be longitudinal; that is, it must in some way look at the serious 

criminal behavior of the same individuals over time. Several kinds 

or types of studies have traditionally looked at individual crim­
inal histories over time. One of these has been the parole or 
follow-up study usually involving some predictive effort to fore­

cast future criminal behavior. The contributions of these kinds 
of efforts are not totally pertinent here, however, since they: 
(1) traditionally invcilve adult rather than juvenile samples; (2) 
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attempt to predi~t a relatively short follow-up period; and (3) 
consider "aggregate prediction criteria" such as "readmission" , 
and do not often consider criminal histories prior to the base per­
iod (usually release from an institution). A second kind of 

effort having longitudinal implications centers around delinquency 
prediction research typically involving the use of a psychological 
instrument score to predict or at least correlate with subsequent 
delinquent behavior. While this kind of research is more closely 

related to the construct of chronicity, most such res~arch has attemp­
ted to predict a single or first delinquent act and has not often 
looked at numbers of offenses and their interrelationships. A 
third type of study having the most direct bearing on this topic 
is the cohort/panel study involving either an attempt to "recon­
struct" criminal histories from information or interv~ews, or the 
more authentic version involving the continual follow-up of indi­

viduals selected on the basis of some criterion. 

Currently, there are only a handful of existing panel/cohort 
type studies. Most such efforts can be confined to the work of 

WOlfgang (17), Polk (70), Strasburg (82), Lefkowitz (10), and 

Hamparian (47). These studies can be distinguished by differences 
of disciplinary orientation, definitions of seriousness, violence, 

and agres sion as lyell as time and location of study. 

The extent to which these studies can identify the character­

istics is, of course, dependent upon the definition of serious. 
Since this assessment is looking at the seven index crimes, the 

chronic offender could presumably commit some mixture of violent 
and index property offenses over time to qualify. This approach 

is similar to that applied by Wolfgang (17) in which he looked 
at total index offense arrests. The studies by Strasburg (82, p. 

42) and Hamparian (47, p. 4), however, are interested primarily in 
violence, that of Lefkowitz in "aggression" and in the case of 

Polk), total delinquency (70, p. 84). Differences betlveen the studies 
do not stop here, howev,er, as illustrated in Table I'V-9 (p. 208). 

Table IV-9 provides additional evidence of hOlq these studies, 
in this case their samples, vary. Attempts to define chronicity 
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also vary. Wolfgang, Strasburg, and Hamparian (47, p. 9; and 82, 

p. 11) define chronicity as any five arrests before the eighteenth 

birthday. Polk and Lefkowitz do not establish any criteria for 

chronicity preferring to look at patterns of offenses without making 
predetermined chronicity cutoff. Thus, the commission of serious 

offenses must be looked at in relation to total offenses committed 

TABLE IV-9 

COHORT STUDY SAMPLES! SOURCE, TYPE AND SIZE 

A h s 1 S· S s 'T ut or ample ource, 'Ype amp e lze ,_ .. -
Wolfgang All male individuals, ages 10 9,945 

through 17, born 1945, living 
in Philadelphia, whose records 
could be found. 

Polk All male high school sopho- 1,227 
mores in the county who com-
pleted a questionnaire in 1964. 

Strasburg 10 percent random sample 532 
drawn from 1974 delinquency 
petitions in three metropoli-
tan New York counties. 

Lefkowitz Sample of third grade pupils 875 -
in Columbia County, New York original 
(1960). (1960) 

427 -
follow-up 
(1970) 

Hamparian Juveniles born during 1956- 1,138 
60 having at least one vio-
lent offense, residing in the 
Columbus, Ohio.area. 

Source: 47, p. 4; 70, p. 84; and 82, p. 42 
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to qualify as a chronic offender. Here these different studies pro­
vide widely divergent results regarding chronicity and more specifi­
cally the serious ~hronic offender. For example, 23 percent of the 

Strasburg sample, 34 percent of the Hamparian sample, and 18 per­

cent of the Wolfgang sample qualify as chronic offenders (82, p. 47; 
and 47, pp. I1I-3 to I1I-5) although the relationship of total chron­
icity to llserious ll chronicity is unclear. All of these studies 

concur or suggest that the commission of a violent offense is.not 
necessarily followed by the commission of another violent offense, 
but rather that violent offenses are almost "randomly distributed" 
in the total array of offenses. Also, the use of the Wolfgang-Sellin 

Seriousness Scale disallows comparisons with offense labels because 
of only a rough compatibiJ ity beh10en these labels and "weighted" 
seriousness scores. An attempt to look at patterns of serious 

offenses for all of these studies suggest two related findings: 

(1) the distribution of violent offenses in cohort offense patterns 
seems highly arbitrary; and (2) what information can be brought 

to bear upon serious property crimes indicate that it is much more 

likely that a chronic offender will commit five consecutive property 
crimes than five violent crimes. Zimring acknowledges the failure 

to identify a sizeable subgroup of chronic violent offenders in 
the Wolfgang study and concludes that this type of research "is ... 
unpromising •.. for those who are interested in the early identifica­
tion of career violent offenders ll (131, p. 43). 

Additional findings regarding the patterns of chronicity, or 
more specifically, chronic serious crimes, are harder to sort out. 

The studies of Polk and Lefkowitz are essentially incompatible 

with those of Wolfgang, Strasburg, and Hamparian, but for different 
reasons. The Polk study, again, fails to provide much penetration 
into the aggregate "delinquency" label while the Lefkowitz effort 

deals with a construct more attuned to developmental psychology 
(e.g., aggression, psychopathology, social attainment) than issues 

of seriousness or offense specific considerations. 
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Attempts to look at the characteristics of the serious chronic 
offender are also hampered by different orientations to chronic~ty. 
Wolfgang (17, pp. 265-255) does note that age, race, and sex ~re 

highly associated with chronicity, a finding which Strasburg agrees 
with when confined to violent offenses. However, Hamparian (47, 
p. 111-5) notes that race is only slightly related to the number 
of violent arrests thus suggesting a somewhat different conclusion. 
One difference here is that Wolfgang was looking at total arrests, 

while Hamparian was looking at violent arrests. If one can assume, 

as UCR information suggests, that the likelihood of black juveniles 
being more violent than whites is not as great as black juveniles 

committing a greater proportion of index property offenses, then a 

possible explanation becomes apparent. That is, it is quite likely 
that the broader category IIchronicity" is more associated with race 

than is the sub-category "violent chronicity." Unfortunately, "'"it"h 
the exception of the study of Hamparian, the other cohort studies 
do not spend a "substantial" amount of time looking at the relation­

ship between the type, spacing, and configuration of the five chronic 
offenses, and offender characteristics. This kind of exploration 

would provide more important clues to the topic of interest here: 
the serious chronic juvenile offender. In the interim, one is re­
quired to extrapolate issues of total chronicity to the more serious 

subgroup. 

Other characteristics and their relationship to chronicity have 
'yet to be explored to any great extent. Intriguing questions 
emerge here, however, like the relationship between weapon use and 

serious chronicity, patterns of offenses, and the implications of 
substance abuse to chronic offender patterns. In regard to weapon 
use, Strasburg (82, p. 110) found no significant difference in 
weapon use between one time offenders, recidivists, and chronic 

offenders. Hamparian does note, however, that chronic offenders were 
arrested for a disproportionate amount of armed offenses. Hamparian 
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(47) also spends some time with the spatial distribution of the cohort 

but does not continue this type of comparison to the chronic offender. 
The overall implications of this handful of studies toward the 

identification of the serious chronic offenders are interesting but 

not complete. Generally, the results that emerge regarding the 

chronic offender's sex and race are similar to that noted by UCR 

arrest data: preponderance of male, nonwhite individuals. The 

implications of specific age, however, are somewhat less clear 

because of masking effects, i.e., looking at specific age for all 

chronic offenders regardless of severity. Overall, the results of 
these studies suggest that a small number of all offenders may, as 
Wolfgang originally suggests, account for a disproportionate amount 

of crime although the actual amount remains uncertain. If the pri­
mary measure of seriousness is the offender who commits several 
violent offenses, the general rarity of the event combined with 
the implicatiQl~ that offenders specializing in violence are eVen 
more uncommon, suggests that this person may not exist in even minor 

quantities. However, it may also be that for the chronic serious 
property offender, this person not only exists but exists in sub­

stantial quantities. This plausible finding is given additional 

support by parole prediction studies which have continually noted 
that property offenses can be predicted based upon earlier pro­

perty offenses. This conclusion is based upon implications of the 

cohort studies suggesting that chronicity is generally made up of 
property offenders who may commit em occasional "random" act of 
violence. It seems, therefore, that more time should be spent 

isolating the chronic serious property offender from the success­

ively violent case. 
Although the above mentioned cohort studies often undertake 

refined analyses and ask pertinent questions, one cannot help 
feel that such attempts are "piecemeal." This is, they are some-
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what isolated in time since, as Zimring remarks, such 

efforts may be the products of and thus ~rapped by the 
time in which they are conducted (13, p. 36). It would 
be less refined and certainly controversial to add criminal 
history as a coded variable to UCR or local jurisdictions. 
While not a cohort study effort, the results of this 
endeavor might be to begin determining what volume of 

crime is d~e to the repetitive criminal versus the first 
or second offender. It was apparently this original sug­
gestion by Wolfgang that prompted the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice emphasis on the 
habitual offender. Thus far, the extent to which one can 
answer this' question still relies on inconsistent findings 
of inadequate sample studies. It seems that a positive 
alternative to the study approach is to study this basic 
notion with arrest data* on a larger level. Everyone 
should consider the importance of the original Wolfgang 

thought. However, one must also question whether continual 
answers to this question come entirely from the small 
sample study or large data base jurisdictions with the 

prospect of extrapolating the findings to more general 
levels. 

. *It is ~ecognized that confidentiality issues are 
co~tlnually.l~volved although it may not be harmful to apply 
thlS. to a .11]~l1ted ~xte!lt to arrest data after comp],ying with 
confldentlallty gUldelines. 

212 

CHARACTERISTIC OR COMPOSITE PROFILES 

A limited amount of the literature reviewed permits a 
more comprehensive composite profile of certain types of serious 
offenders. Generally, this literature is the result of two 
research sources: that dealing with the gang member and attempts 
to characterize the violent California Youth Authority ward (74'). 

The Gang Member 

Studies by Cohen (3), Miller (57, 58, 59), Friedman et al. 

(37, 38), Yablonsky (19), and Klein (54) generally agree that the 
gang member is primarily from the urban area, predominantly male, 
the range being generally "teen," with the racial/ethnic back­

ground varying from location to location. For example, Cohen 
(3, p. 89) indicates that Philadelphia gang members are predonin­
atly (97 percent) black. Miller's (57, p. 25) study of the gang 
member, based upon six major cities, however, reveais that only 
half of the gang members are black with the remaining percentage 
divided between Hispanic, Asian, and non-Hispanic white. Friedman 
et al. (38, pp. 564-565) and Yablonsky (19, p. 1429) indicate that 
gangs are racially mixed although proportions or percentages are 
not mentioned. All authors concur that socioeconomic status or 
social class is important; that is, the gang member is likely to 
come from poor neighborhoods or families. A variation to this 
general finding is offered by Miller, (58, pp. 24-25), who suggests 
that because the slum has moved out of the inner city, it is much 
more common now to find gangs in deteriorating "suburban" areas. 

Friedman, et a1. (38)~ in a more ambitious exercise than other 

authors, attempted, via interviews, to determine the relation-
ship of 60 "behavioral" factors to gang af£iliation. While 
comparing these factors for gang members versus nonmembers, they 
(38, p. 597-599) found that a high proclivity for' violence, de­
fiance of parents, more truancy, more alcohol use, and unrealistic 

success expectations typified the gang member . 
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The Violent Youthful Offender (California Youth Authority) 

lri a recent study of the Cali£orni~ Youth Authority (CYA) , 
personal and background characteristics for violent and non­

violent were compared for all first admissions to the CYA from 
1973 through the middle of 1976 (74). Of five violent offense cate­

gories (murder, major assault, rape, manslaughter~ and minor ~ssault) 

compared with the nonviolent offense~, murderers were found to be the 

most different on an array of personal and background characteristics 
considered (74, pp. 11-17). Rapists, on the other hand, were found 
to be least dissimilar from the nonviolent offenders (74, p. 9). 
Four characteristics were found to distinguish nearly all the 

violent offense categories from the nonviolent offenders: higher 

proportions of Spanish-surnamed youth, court of commitment, low 
income neighborhood, and high Base Expectancy Scores.* 

These two kinds of research are rare, in that they pro~ide 
direct implications to total or composite "profiles" of offenders. 

While the attempt to charact,erize the serious juvenile offender 

has been hampered by the pie,cemeal nature of the Ii tera ture, this 
kind of effort allows a more "composite" picture to emerge. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Chapter IV began with the goal of defining the character­
istics of the "hidden" or known serious juvenile offender (re,ly­
ing upon the UCR seven index crimes as an indicator of "serious"). 
It became quickly apparent, however, that the unapprehended juve­
nile responsible for serious crime could not be identified due 
to the inability of self-report studies or victimization infor­
mation to provide answers to these questions. (Appendix B, pp. 
269',,2781. 

*This is a parole outcome prediction device developed by the 
GYA to help determine treatment effectiveness and to assess 
personal probabilities of successful readoption after release 
fr.om the California Youth Authority. 
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An alternative strategy required that as much information 

as possible be collected which described the known or adjudicated 
serious juvenile offender relying upon currently available infor­
mation ~nd selected studies. An attempt was made to collect . , 
compile, and modify "national" and State data Sources perm"i,tting 
some view of those arrested, adjudicated, or committed. The 

collection of information was twofold" involving the collection of 

nationwide arrest, court, and corrections information accompanied 
by an attempt, via survey, to acquire similar information from 
State sources. Generally, the kinds of national information 

found were not adaptable for purposes of describing tha serious 
juvenile offender. For example, national Courts and cOTTections 
'information (30, 113) obtained through the State survey do not 

provide sufficient age or offense information to make distinctions 
required by this report. On the other hand, victimization infor­

mation (114) and national probability sample self-report studies 
(41) respectively speaking, rely upon information which is either 
not detailed enough or is based upon sample sizes tOd small to allow 
valid national estimates. 

Only one major national data source, the UCR arrest informa­
tion, meets the criteria of being based upon a substantial amount 
of the United States population and permitting age and offense 
(as a measure of seriousness) distinctions. The problem, of 

course, of inferring the characteristics of offenders from arrest 
information has been previously discussed and was recognized as 
a limitation. However, partial validation of UCR arrest findings 
came from an examination of court and corrections information 

received from States. Some of the findings noted based on arrest 
information were validated by court referral and correctional 
co~nitments information,thus partially substantiating the use of 
UCR arre~t information to identify the offender. 

The choice of which characteristics to examine was determined 
by two criteria: first, what was commonly available, and secondly, 

characteristics which possibly correlated with the likelihood of 

215 



becoming a serious juvenile offender. As to what characteristic 

information is available, UCR arrest and most court and corrections 
sources commonly code specific juvenile age, sex, and race but 
little else. Therefore, a great amount of this chapter was de-
voted to an examination of these three variables. As to other 
characteristics which might "correlate" with serious juvenile crime, 

socioeconomic status, family and educational background were selected 
as candidates for examination, although the amount of useful "study" 
information located was quite limited since most such efforts dealt 

with delinquency rather than the more "serious" subcategories. Fin­
ally, some attention was given to the characteristics of the chronic 
serious juvenile offender as indicated from several court studies. 

Some of the general findings to emerge from this chapter are: 

• The general proportionate stability of specific juvenile 
sex and race distributions, suggesting that although total 
arrest rates fluctuate year to year, the relative propor­
tion of subgroups (e.g., male to female, white to black) 
remain fairly stable. 

• Although arrest rates are moderating or decreasing for 
many index crimes, it appears that older juvenile age 
groups (16- and l7-year-olds) are increasingly responsible 
for proportionately more arrests than the younger juvenile 
age groups. A comparison of arrest rates over time for 
violent and index property offenses suggests that the 
juvenile age cohorts of 10 and under, 11-12, and 13-14 
are slightly declining (violent offenses) or stabilizing 
(property offenses) while the 16- and l7-year-old groups 
are increasing. This suggests a shift of the age distribu­
tion of arrests towards older juvenile age groups. 

• Proportionately speaking, the arrest rates of females to 
males and whites to blacks for index property crimes 
(1976-1977) is comparable to that noted through the 
examination of court and corrections information collected 
as part of the national survey. This suggests that the 
prDportionate distribution of males to females, whites 
to blacks, is not necessarily distorted in arrest statis­
tics, but may be an accurate reflection of the actual 
proportions for adjudicated offenders. 
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• A:rest statistics suggest that it is increasingly 
l1kely that the black juveniles will be arrested for 
crimes of larceny rather than for the crime of motor 
vehicle theft. This shift in the kinds of property 
theft for which black juveniles are arrested is one 
of the.major findings to emerge from the ~econdary 
analys1s of UCR data although the reasons of motivations 
behind this finding are unclear. 

• Attempting to examine the socioeconomic status and 
family and educational background of the serious juvenile 
offender is hampered by~ (1) inadequate number of studies 
devoted to violent, aggressive behavior of adjudicated 
offenders; and (2) failure of studies to confine atten­
tion to the serious crimes in contrast to the more gen­
eral "delinquency" criterion. The best evidence avail­
able suggests that socioeconomic status may be related to 
serious juvenile crime, but is masked by a bulk of stud­
ies examining the relationship between socioeconomic 
status and "total" delinquency. 

• Attempts to characterize the serious chronic juvenile 
offender are not totally comparable, but suggest two 
major findings: (1) the chronic offender is rarely a 
person "specializing" in violent offenses and is more 
likely.~o be a person with multiple property or public 
order offenses and the possibility of a violent offense 
r~ndomly distributed in the total sequence of offenses; 
and (2) similar to the findings derived from arrest, 
co~rt, and corrections information the chronic offender 
is predominantly male and a minority individual. 

• The gang member is typically characterized as being from 
the urban area, predominantly male, with racial affilia­
tion varying from location to location, but often a min­
ority youth. He is often a juvenile from a low-income or 
poverty inner city area, but there is evidence that as 
pockets of poverty move to deteriorating suburban areas 
that the gang member is more likely to be from this area. 

TOWARDS A COMPOSITE CURRENT AND FUTURE PROFILE 

While each of the above "findings" is illustrative, it is 
apparent that the numerous parts of this attempt to characterize 

the serious juvenile offender remain scattered throughout various 

parts of the chapter. Findings from specific sources are piece­

meal since they are derived from official arrest, court, and 

corrections sources which provide different views of the person 

or conditions presumably responsible for serious juvenile crime 
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~nd are based upon a fragmented array of study findings. In 
regard to the former problem of official information limitations, 
it is important to remember the fact that "special requests" 
involving cross-tabular computations were·defined as falling 

outside the current definition of assessment. As a result, 

requests that variables such as race by sex or age by sex by 
offense be cross-tabulated by offense were not attempted. This 

limitation is critical since. such comparisons might have been 
requested of UCR or State court and corrections information 
sources to more directly address the issues and questions of this 

chapter. For example, the development of racial comparisons 
related to arrests for serious crimes is an obvious descriptive 

task of this chapter, but a more meaningful approach to the topic 
would be to cross-tabulate race by specific juvenile age to achieve 
a more "dynamic" picture of the relationship between these var­

iables. The alternative of not proceeding in this fashion is to 
compare the findings of each characteristic (e.g., age, sex, race) 
and attempt to at least informally compile the implications of 

each to different serious offenses. Each of the seven index crimes 
are used since they, by far, represent the basis upon which most 
information is collected. Also, an attempt to synthesize charac­

teristics will be made for the two major crime indices related to 

the four violent offenses and the three index property offenses. 

Again, these profiles are based to a great extent upon UCR arrest 

data as supplemented by State court and corrections information. 

The Violent Juvenile (Four UCR Violent Index Crimes Combined) 

The following characteristic profiles of the serious juvenile 

offender are, according to the rate-frequency discussion (pp. 63-

64), based upon a balance of two concerns. First~ each profile 
provides a composite description of the current frequency of 
persons arrested or adjudicated for index offenses. For example, 

if the majority of those arrested for an offense are white, male, 
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and 15 to 17 years of age, they will be characterized as such. 

Secondly, however, one needs to know how the characteristics of 

offender groups may be changing. This issue is approached as 
the proportionality of arrests in relation to the changing pop­
ulation of that subgroup. Thus, the resulting profile does not 

indicate changing proportions of arrest frequencies, but rather 
infers changing proportions based upon population considerations 

(rates). Over time inferences have to do with com~arisons of 
disproportionality where subgroups are being arrested more or 

less frequently in relation to their total numbers. Assessing 
changing characteristics, therefo~e, involves the comparison of 
proportionality in relation to population. As a result, rates 
are the major tool for infering over time indications and do not 

accurately reflect relative proportions of those arrested (fre­

quencies) for serious crimes. 
Since violence appears to be the province of adulthood, the 

violent juvenile is generally the older of the juvenile age groups, 
usually age 17 (although most violence is not committed by juve­

niles). It is more likely that a male, white youth will either 

be arrested or adjudicated for a violent crime, although propor­

tionately speaking (based upon rates), blacks are more heavily 
involved. Future trends suggest stability with this pattern ex­

cept that disproportionately more arrests for juvenile crime may 

be l7-year-olds (based upon 1977 UCR information suggesting an 

increase only for this age group). 
(1) The Juvenile Murderer--Likely to be 16 or 17 years of 

age, almost exclusively male, and often likely to be white. 

However, blacks are arrested for a disproportionate amount of 
murder offenses although there are indications that blacks are 
becoming less disproportionately involved. 

(2) The Juvenile Rapist--Generally same as murderer--17-
years-old, male, predominantly white. Future trends suggest an 
even greater likelihood that a juvenile arrested for this crime 

will be disproportionately black (1975-1977 trends). 
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(3) The Juvenile Robber--Similar to other violent profiles: 
16- or l7-years-old, male, and black. Important distinctions 

between the armed and unarmed events are'not currently possible. 

Some collected corrections information does suggest, however, 
an increase of females in armed robbery. This is based upon 
insufficient evidence, however. 

(4) Aggravated Assault--Again, similar to the other three 
violent index crimes; older juvenile age groups (16, 17), male, 
and predominantly white (but disproportionately black). Here, 

however, UCR arrest data suggests that those arrested for the 
crime in the future will be disproportionately more likely to be 
white. 

The Juvenile Committing Serious Crimes Against Property (Three 
UCR Property Crimes Combined) 

The property crimes of burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle 

thefts are much more the province of juvenile age youth as re­
flected in the fact that the peak total arrest rate age for these 

offenses is 16, followed by 15, and then 17. These crimes are 

committed predominantly by males, but a much greater proportion of 

females are involved than with the violent crimes. More whites 
are involved according to arrest frequencies, but rate computations 

suggest a greater proportionate involvement of black juveniles. 

(1) The Juvenile Burglar--Approximately 16, male, and white. 

Future indications are that white youth will be primarily respon­
sible and that disproportionately fewer black youth will be arrest­
ed for this crime. 

(2) The Juvenile Larcenist-Thief--Fifteen to 16 years of age, 
predominantly male but with substantial representation of females. 

Primarily white youth with the future implication that the racial 

proportions will remain stable. 
(3) Juvenile Motor Vehicle Thief--Simi1ar age (15, 16), 

primarily whi~e males. Future indications are that juveniles 

arrested will proportionately be made up of even more whites as 

the black juvenile arrest rate for this crime continues to de-
crease. 
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Summary 

These conclusions do, of course, require consideration be 

given to characteristic profiles based upon frequencies versus 

rates. In answer to this concern, the following table was dev­
eloped to summarize profiles based upon frequencies versus, a 
comparisons of disproportiona1ity based upon rates (110, pp. 179, 

180, and 185). In the··latter case, the group which is arrested 
the most frequently in rel~tion to its population is the group 

most disproportionately arrested for each index offense. 

TABLE I'Z-IO 

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS PROFILES BASED ON FREQUENCIES A NO RAT E S 
. 

THE MAJORITY OF THOSE ARRESTED THE SUBGROUP MOST DISPROPORTIONATtlV 

OFFENSE FOR THE fOLLOWING OFFENSES IS: ARRESTED FOR THE fllLQWlNG OFfENSES IS: 

PEAK AGE I SEX I RACE PEAK MiE I 
*VIOLENT 11 MALE BLACK 

MURDER 11 MAlE Bl ACK 

fORCIBLE RAP E I 7 MillE BLACK 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT I 7 MAL E WHITE 

ROBBERY I 7 MALE BLACK 

** PRO PER T Y 16 MALE WHI TE 

BURGLARY 1 6 MAtE WHITE 

LARCENY-THEFT I 6 NHE WHI TE 

MOT 0 R VEHICLE THEFT I 6 N AL E WHITE 

* MURDER, FORCIBLE RAPE, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, AND ROBBERY CDNBINED ** BURGLARY, LARCENY- THEFT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT COMBINED 
SOURCES: III, PP. 179, 180 AND 185 
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SEX I RACE 

MALE BLACK 

IULE BLACK 

MAl E SLAe K 

MALE BL A C K 

MAL E BLACK 

MALE BlA C K 

MHE BLACK 

MALE BLACK 

MAL E B LA C K -



As Table IV-lO suggests, there is a great similarity between 
modal groups based upon frequencies and those groups most dis­

proportionately arrested based on iates, except in regards to race. 

Here, even though the modal frequency group alternates between 
white and black in all offense cases, juvenile blacks are most 

often arrested in relation to their total numbers. Thus, these 
profiles have different but non-comparable implications towards 
the identity of who is the serious juvenile offender. 

These findings and attempted composite profiles, while some­

what different for the two indices and for specific crimes, do 
not represent findings different from that previously noted. Reiss 
(117., p. 84), for example, noted that the serious youthful offend­
ers are male, minority youth concentrated in central cities and 

black youth are more likely to be chronic recidivists than white 
youth. While this chapter generally concurs with this finding, it 

should be noted that changing patterns of arrest rates over time 

suggest that "current" profiles are not sufficient. In fact, this 

chapter notes some additional future implications involving" for 
example, increased involvement of black youth in crimes of larceny 
paralleled by a decrease in motor vehicle theft. This suggests 

a crime shift of some proportion where the future larcenist is 
more likely to be black while the future motor vehicle thief is 

more likely to be white. This reasoning applies to other index 
crime categories where black juveniles are increasingly involved 
in robbery but less involved in aggravated assault, thus provid­
ind future descriptive meaning to the "offender" responsible for 
these crimes. 

Although this chapter provides some clues as to how the offend­

er for serious crimes is changing, the current picture provided 
differs little from that suggested by Reiss (117, p. 82). While 
"commonly known," these findings are a major result of the assess­

ment process. The reason that this report repeats what may be 

commonly known is a function of the kinds of information available 
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to answer important questions. For example, while the reviewed 

characteristics are typically age, sex, and race, it is important 

to note that little else is co~monly available. It is no coinci­
dence, therefore, that resulting serious juvenile offenders are 
continually characterized by these three simple variables when 
more intriguing "correlates" are of interest. Unfortunately, 
these intriguing variables, e.g., socioeconomic status, family 
(including charges of neglect and abuse), and educational back­
ground are not coded and compiled by enough official sources to 
be usable. The alternative, i.e., relying upon selected studies 

for study of these variables, is unsatisfactory because of limited 
sample sizes and different broad dependent variables (delinquency, 

violence, and deviance). 
There are study methods that would permit a much better 

descriptive analysis than that attempted in this assessment. For 

example, special requests directed at the estimated 20 ~tates 

that routinely collect other characteristic informatiori would 
result in a refined descriptive analysis of both the circumstances 

from which the juvenile offender comes and appropriate personal 

attributes.* Until this kind of analysis is attempted, which 

goes beyond the guiding limitations of assessment, reanalysis of 
the commonly coded variables will produce little more of interest. 

*These kinds of analyses would directly follow from the 
information obtained as part of the court and corrections survey. 
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CHAPTER V 

CHARACTERISTICS OF INCIDENTS AND INDIVIDUALS 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This report has attempted to determine, through the process 
of assessment and secondary analysis of existing information, 

answers to three topical areas and related questions. These 
topical areas involve (1) the amount of serious juvenile crime, 
(2) the spatial distribution and contexts of sel~ious juvenile 
crime, and (3) the characteristics of those arrested or adjudi­
cated for serious juvenile cri.me. Regarding each of these topics, 
a variety of findings were noted. Based on Uniform Crime Reports 
(UCR) , both the violent* and property** crime indexes and most 
individual offense arrest rates are decreasing from the mid-1970 vs 
to the present. This suggests that serious juvenile crime, as 
measured by arrest rates for index crimes, is stabilizing or de­
clining. It is emphasized that according to the definition employ­
ed in these volumes, not all incidents subsumed within the index 
crime categories can be considered "serious."*** However, since 
UCR is the. only national source which provides detailed data rel­
evant to this topic, the index crimes were used as a part~al ~ _r .... __ 
indicator of serious crimes. Briefly, the most significant 
findings to ~merge relevant to each topic are: 

*Violent crime index includes murder, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault. 

**Property crime index includes burglary, larceny-theft, motor 
vehicle theft. 

***For a detailed discussion of definitional issues see Volume 
II, Part A, Definition, of this. report entitled, A National 
Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime ana the Juvenile Justice 
System: The Need foi a Rational Response (pp. 12-13). 
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Uniform Crime Reports Index Crime 

• Based on 1977 UCR arrest frequencies, the index property 
crimes (burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft) 
are more the province of juveniles than are ~he violent 
crimes (murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated 
assault) . In fact, arrests of juveniles for the three 
violent crimes only constitute 1 percent of all arrests 
fOT criminal offenses. ---

• Overall, UCR arrest rates for 1964 to 1977 indicate that 
juveniles are continuing to be involved in the property 
crimes of burglary and larceny-theft, but leveling off 
their involvement in the violent crimes of murder and rape. 
It is suggested that juveniles are "specializing" in crimes 
of material gain, while shifting away from involvement in 
crimes which require direct contact with the victim. 

• The proportion of juveniles to other age groups (i.e., 18-
to 20-year-olds and 21- to 64-year-olds) arrested for the 
crimes of robbery and aggravated assault has steadily in­
creased from 1964 to the present. 

Spatia'/, Dis tribution;J 'Contexts;J Settings of Juveni Ze Index 
Crimes 

• There is little resemblence between geographic regions 
or individual States ranked according to juvenile arrest 
rates for violent versus index property crime. This sug­
gests that demographic distribution of index property and 
violent crime is not similar and that juvenile index pro­
perty crime is more equally distributed than juvenile 
violent crime. 

• There are indications that increased availability of 
automobiles, thus producing increased mobility, is partly 
responsible for changing patterns of theft and the chang­
ing motivation for criminal behavior among juveniles. 

Characteristics of JuveniZes Arrested and Adjudicated for 
Index Crimes 

• Based on 1977 arrest rates, it appears that involvement in 
index property crime "peaks" around age 16, while involve­
ment in the violent offenses increases throughout the juve­
nile years. Similar age distributions are found when each 
offense type is examined individually. Based on arrest 
frequencies, juveniles in the age group 15 to 17 appear to 
be most responsible for the juvenile index crimes. 
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Based on arrest rates for the years 1964 to 1977, overall 
trends for index crimes combined indicate that older juve­
niles (16 to 17 years) are becoming proportionately m~re 
involved in index crime while involvement of younger Juve­
niles (14 and under) had remained stable. However, very 
recent trends (1975 to 1977) indicate a possible decrease 
in rates for all index offenses. Therefore, rates that 
had increased during the 1960's and early 1970's may now 
be decreasing or stabilizing. 

Based on 1977 arrest frequencies, the juveniles most r~­
sponsible for index offenses combined and individually are 
males. Although the arrest rates for· females has increased 
more rapidly over the time period 1964 to 19?7, mal~s a!e 
still 'responsible for a much greater proport10n of ~he 1ndex, 
and presumably serious, crimes. 

Arrest frequencies for 1977 indicate that black juveniles 
are "overrepresented" (i.e., arrested more.freq';lently th~n 
would be expected based upon their pop~lat10n) :n each of 
the index offenses, particularly the v10lent.cr~mes. A 
comparison of arrest rates fo: 196~ to 1977 1nd1cates an 
increasing likelihood that a Juven1le arrested ·for some 
of the index crimes will be black. 

Based on court referral data for 1975, findings are noted 
which are similar to those associated with arrest rates. 
Namely, that older juveniles.predominate in court. referrals 
for the violent offenses wh1le the peak age for 1ndex pro­
perty offenses is around'15; males are predomi~an~ly re-. 
sponsible for every index offense except shopllftlng, wh1ch is approximately equally distributed amon¥ males and fe­
males' and nonwhites are overrepresented 1n court referrals 
for e~ery offense, parti.cularly for the violent cr,imes and 
purse snatching. 

Information derived from cohort studies indicates that the 
chronic offender (a person committing five or more index 
crimes) is predominantly male and a minority person. 

These findings suggest a variety of L.'plications, all of 

which should be carefully weighed. For example, the implications 
that both index offense arrest indexes and offense specific rates 
are decreasing in recent years is, in itself, important. Unfor­
tunately, such a finding is based upon arrests and not incidents or 

~ffenses and is therefore less than conclusive. The decrease in 
arrest rates could be due, in part, to variations of police activity" 
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changing clearance rates, or less group or gang involvement in 

specific offenses. While each of these is plausible, the actual 
importance of each is not understood. In fact, some of the above 

findings should ge:p.eTally be considered things which are "commonly 
known" and have been concluded as part of other studies. Unfor­
tunately, more penetrating discussions about decreases in juvenile 
crime and the changing characteristics of those arrested or ad­
judicated for such crimes are dependent upon the ability to explain 
the noted changes in greater detail. Consider, for example, the 
following issues: 

Serious Juvenile Crime, Uniform Crime Reports, and Offense Labels 

This report suggested a variety of findings involving serious 

juvenile crime and offenders relying upon the seven UCR Index Crimes. 
The Uniform Crime Reports were employed due to the lack of any other 

national data sources which could provide detailed information rele­

vant to this topic. However, based upon the SellLn-Wolfgang Scale, 

not all incidents contained within the index crimes can be consid­
ered serious. For example, petty larceny or joyriding would certain­

ly be considered "less serious." The examination of alternate mea­

sures of crimes indicated that no viable method of distinguishing 
the less serious from the more serious incidents within the index is 
unavailable. Therefore, it was decided that both t'he four violent 
crimes and the three property crimes be examined in terms of their 

relevance to serious juvenile crime. Ideally, it would be more 
illustrative to take police incident, arrest, and modus operendi 

information; transform this information into severity scores, and 
then examine the characteristics of those subsequently adjudi~ed 

for these specific incidents (offenses). Such an approach \\"ould 
assure first that the resulting criminal incidents were more clear­

ly "serious," and the characteristics of those adjudicated were 

~~e clearly the serious juvenile offenders. In the interim, one 
can only conclude that this assessment has examined arrest and 
limited offender information for crime and individuals based upon 

aggregate offense labels which provide only a crude basis for de­
scribing serious crime and offenders. 
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Comparative Limitations of Existing Information 

This report provided evidence for the following statements: 
(1) that index juvenile crime may be stabilizing or decreasing; 
(2) that index property crime is more equally distributed geo­
graphically than violent juvenile crime; (3) an~ that the juve­
nile arrested for index crime is generally white (although in­
creasingly likely to be black), 15 to 17 years of ago, and pre­
dominantly male. These conclusions were derived from three 
chapters which, due to information limitations, were presented 

as separate assessment efforts. Unfortunately, the topics of 

crime and those responsible for crime are in reality not separate 
but related. For example, if one wanted to know in which States 

serious juvenile crime was increasing, or how the characteristics 

of juveniles arrested in urban areas compared with those in sub­
urban areas of the country, existing information and its organ­
ization would make such comparisons difficult. Each of the topical 

areas--crime, its distribution, and the characteristics of those 
responsible--were discussed as noncomplementary efforts. This was 
due to the fact that no major source of information exists which: 

(1) describes the number of serious incidents or offenses for 
which juveniles are responsible and (2) characterizes those con­
victed for at least some of these offenses. The result of this 
information gap is that juvenile arrest data was the basis (nation­

ally) for describing the volume of crime, its distribution, and 
those responsible. Time need not be spent defining the ~imitations 
of such an approach since arrests may not be an adequate measure of 

either the volume of crime or those responsible for the volume of 

crime. 
One issue which is important to the understan~ing of this 

topic is chronicity or criminal history. For example, if it was 

possible to link total number of offenses with those responsible, 

or at least arrested, for those offenses, as well as criminal 
history of'those arrested o~ adjudicated, such information would 

indicate what amount of crime was attributable to those with prior 

records. Such an approach would extend the findings of local 
cohort studies to a more appropriate national and State level using 
la~ger data bases of official arrest, court, or corrections infor-
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Minor information limitations become apparent if, for example, 
a cross-tabular comparison of age by race by offense is required. 

In this instance, the fact that UCR does not code by both variables 
simultaneously means that more illustrative descriptions of those 
arrested are not possible. What is als~ missing without more pre­
cise cross-tabular comparisons is the ability to compile composite 
descriptions of those arrested. 

The Legal Label 

The stabilizing or decreasing juvenile arrest rates for many 
index crimes is relatively uninformative without the ability to 

dissect these offense types according to their specific events. 

Zimring has previously noted how the inability to distinguish be­
tween types of aggravated assault and robbery requires that dis­

cussion of youthful violence remain somewhat superficial. This 

kind of criticism applies also to noted decreases in arrest rates 
for the property crime of motor vehicle theft where the label fails 

to distinguish between joyriding and actual theft. The result of 

this disallows a study of the extent to which each ac~ounts for the 
decrease in the noted arrest rate. Similarly, larceny-theft is 
depicted as an offense whose arrest rate is decreasing, although 

it is commonly known that ~s of 1974, UCR began including theft 
of $50 or less, thus arbitrarily incr~asing rates for this offense 
and partially negating the reason for considering the offense as a 
serious crime. The logic of measuring severity by the Wolfgang­

Sellin Severity Scale is critical here, since many inriidents would 
receive scores which point out their "less serious" nature. 

The inability to describe the ebp and flow of specific events 

within each index crime limits the ability to determine: (1) whether 
robbery committed by juveniles is increasingly involving the use 0f 

weapons (armed) or not (unarmed); (2) the extent to which aggravated 

assault involves the use of weapons, of what kind, and with what 
result (nature of injury inflicted); and (3) the nature of the con­

texts and targets for the crimes of burglary and larceny-theft and 
how they are changing over time. Each of these distinctions .ideally 
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represents a better organizing framework for the report. Certainly 

it would be far more informative to describe changing patterns of 
arrests and of those arrested for the more intriguing events sub­

sumed within the seven broad index crime definitions. For example, 
comparing arrests and the characteristics of those arrested OVBr 
time for armed versus unarmed robbery, types of aggravated assault 

(classified ~y type of weapon, nature of injuries inflicted) would 

provide a much richer descriptive base from which more meaningful 

speculation would stem. In regard to aggravated assault, Zimring 

has noted that the divergence of trends between homicide and 
aggravated assault could be due to the less lethal nature of 
aggravated assault or a shift in police reporting practices. The 

inability to describe incidents or arrests according to types of 

events results in a description of crime or arrest characteristic 
trends which are somewhat unclear. 

Problems of the legal label also apply to the index property 
offenses which, due to the great volume of arrests for such offenses 
and the associated financial loss, represent an area of different 
questions. It was noted in this report that juvenile crime is, 

according to arrest data, becoming increasingly crime of material 
gain. This conclusion is important to the extent to which one can 
penetrate the labels of burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle 

theft. Essentially, it was noted that juvenile arrests for burglary, 

larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft are stabilizing or declining. 
However, given that little is known about the changing patterns of 

the targets of property crime, the labels provide little assistance 

in predicting future property crime patterns. Questions involving 

whether burglary is being displaced from commercial establishments 

to residences would be important as would be additional knowledge 
of the location and dollar loss associated with larceny-theft 

offenses. Again, these kind of event specific descriptions should, 
ideally, farm the basis for future study of serious juvenile crime 

and those responsible. 
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Official Data as a Tool of Research 

The extent to which one can describe increases or decreases 

in serious juvenile crime and thdse responsible is currently 

dependent upon official data; primarily that of the Uniform Crime 
Reports. Other than the commonly discussed controversial aspects 

of UCR, mention should be made of the extent to which such data 
is conducive to research purposes. UCR does not, after all, claim 

to be organized for research purposes but rather "its fundamental 
objective is to produce a reliable set of criminal statistics for 
use in law enforcement administration, operation and management." 

This decision is evident since the capabilities, organization, and 
presentation of yearly UCR arrest information is not well suited to 
answering, for example, the questions of this report. There are 

"ideal" research uses which are certainly beyond the existing 
capability of the UCR system. The major one here is linking to­
gether offense and arrest data, thus providing a picture of reported 

offenses attributable to juveniles ·arrested while considering 
clearance rates. This is critically important given the dramatic 

increases in reported offenses from 1964 to 1977 which are 
accompanied by stable arrest rates for these same years (see Figure 
V-I, p. 233). Certainly, the ability to link together offense and 

arrest data would help explain this disparity, as well as to examine 

the question of whether juveniles are increasingly being arrested 
in groups for individual offenses. 

Al though not confined to juveniles, Figure V--l .clea.r-ly 

indicates the disparity between reported offenses and arrests 
(Appendix E, Table E-48, pp. 360-361). Certainly, in relation to 

juveniles, it would be important to understand: (1) whether juveniles 
are being arrested for more offenses; (2) to what extent increased 

offenses committed by juveniles are more or less serious as deter­
mined by a measure of severity; and (3) what patterns of juvenile 
arrests to offenses emerge when compared over time. The inability 

to answ~r these kinds of questions is probably the single greatest 
drawback of official data regarding the measure of juvenile crime 
and the relationship between numbers of juvenile offenses and 

arrests. 
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Other more realistic analyses could be made involving, for 

example, the re~uest that UCR categories of urban, suburban, and 
rural be defined in a way comparable with United States census 
definitions. Certainly, the ability to make urban to sUDurban rate 
comparisons would be facilitated by this procedure. Similarly, 
the coding of age, sex, and race of those arrested represents the 
most convenient variables available, but are not the most useful. 

Coding of the racial background of those arrested is necessarily 

superficial without some measure or index of socioeconomic status , 
a variable which is critical to the understanding of what presently 
are rather superficial descriptions. Finally, as mentioned earlier, 
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the coding of additional variables will matter little unless 
the UCR system eventually permits special requests of cross-
tabular comparisons, e.g., age by race by socioeconomic status. 

Since UCR is not currently organized to permit these comparisons, 
better composite profiles derived from methods of tabular analysis 
(thus permitting an element of analytic "control") are not possible. 
The result will continually be similar to the kinds of superficial 
comparisons attempted herein with the amount of insight obtained 
being somewhat restricted. 

A peculiar situation does arise since the orientation of UCR 

is not towards research. UCR is, after all, the only source of 
aggregate national crime data and therefore represents a major tool 

for researchers and policymakers. In fact, given that UCR may be 

more important to researchers and policymakers than to law enforce­
ment administrators, questions involving the future implications of 

UCR are yet to be resolved. Certainly, answers to these questions 

are a prerequisite to determining the future purpose and structure 
of UCR. 

Descriptive Limitations and Prospects 

While one might conclude according to this report thatt (1) 

serious juvenile crime may be ~tabilizing or decreasing, (2) those 
arrested for certain kinds of offenses are more likely to be black 
than expected based on their population, and (3) different juvenile 
age patterns result when violent and property offenses are compared. 
These selected conclusions are far outweighed by questions that 

cannot be addressed and the reasons for not being able to do so. 

The variety of materials drawn together in this report are them­
selves indicative of the general disarray of available information. 
A report as extensive as this and drawing upon various kinds of 

official and study information has produced findings lacking de­

tailed insight. The reasons ttor this are, however, partly apparent: 

(1) official information lacks specific descriptive abilities but 

is based upon large sample or population sizes; while (2) research 
studies are capable of more penetrating analysis but lack sizeable 
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sample sizes and complimentary orientations. Obviously, one 

future orientation might require that the limited findings of 
the research study be applied and tested with large official 
data sources. A prime example of this is chronicity, which 
cohort studies have postulated to be a major explanatory feature 
of serious crime. Unfortunately, current inferences drawn from 
cohort studies are not sufficiently evident to justifiably in­
fluence policy decisions. A logical next step, therefore, would 

be to apply the notion of chronicity as a criminal history 
variable or series of variables to a sample of major reporting 

jurisdictions. Assuming large case sizes of arrests, court. 
referralS, or correctional co~unitments over time, the implications 

of chronicity for crime and offenders could be assessed. 
This reasoning applies to other descriptions of serious juve­

nile crime where the findings of the research study are applied 
and tes,ted with large case data sources. A prime example is the 
indication that socioeconomic status, while not being related to 
all self-reported crime, is possibly related to crimes of a more 

serious nature. Unfortunately, this cannot be examined with large 
data sources since socioeconomic status variables are not coded or 
commonly available with official data sou!ces. Again, the inclu­
sion of this variable in UeR, at least on a temporary basis, might 

permit the additional exploration of this relationship with larger 

population sizes. The desirable alternative is to conduct a 
major self-report study involving enough cases so that various 

"serious" subsets of behavior could be examined in relation to 
socioeconomic status. The estimated cost of such a study might, 

however, be a prohibitive feature. 

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

The above conclusions and discussion, while reflecting numerous 

limitations and caveats, suggest a variety of research recommenda­

tions which can be ranked according to several criteria. Generally, 

these criteria involve cost, time, resources, and access. 
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Organized along two lines, the recommendations can be labeled short 
or long range recommendations which reflect these criteria; i.e., 

the short range recommendations involve less cost, time, and re­

so~rces and are typically oriented towards the local rather than 
national level. One major consideration in examining research 

priorities is the issue of benefits at the national versus local 

level. A national data collection effort might be suited to answer 

the questions of this report, although the information collected 

would have to comply wi th some "uniformi ty" standards .. Also, it 

can be assumed the greater the uniformity requirements the more 

simple the nature of the information collected. Thus, while one 

might have better national information on adjudicated offenders, 

the variables by which one characterizes them would not be much 

more complex than age, sex, and race currently coded by UCR. There­

fore, it seems that maximum benefit regarding future research pro­

spects concern the local, rather than national picture. The follow­

ing recommendations are proposed: 

• An extension of the State survey described herein should 
be undertaken. This extension would involve intensive 
contact (including travel) or special requests directed 
at those States with the most useful arrest, court, or 
corrections information. Where possible, special requests 
of variables not commonly known should be attempted. 
Primary emphasis would be upon the characterization of 
the serious juvenile offender. 

• A smaller subse~ of States having arrest, court, and 
corrections data should be studied. The objective-liere 
would be twofold! (1) to attempt to follow the charac­
teristics of those arrested, referred to court, and 
corrections as they proceed through the system; and (2)to 
attempt to characterize the person apprehended at each 
stage of the system. Primary emphasis would be upon the 
interaction of system decision with the characteristics 
of those retained at each stage. 

• As a further extension of the survey, an attempt should 
be made in at least one State or jurisdiction to tie 
together reported offenses with those arrested for 
those offenses. The primary emphasis would be upon 
determining the relationship between offenses committed 
by juveniles and the numbers of juveniles arrested for 
these offenses. 
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At a single jurisdiction, a measure of incident sever­
ity based upon police incident description should be 
applied to a sample of reported offenses. Character­
istic profiles of those subsequently arrested and 
adj udica ted for these "incidents" .would then be de­
v.eloped and compared to profiles based upon the offense 
label. Pr.imary emphasis would be upon bypassing the 
legal label and characterizing serious offenders upon 
more serious incidents typically "hidden" within offense 
labels. 

Again, at a State level, an effort should be made to 
imple~len t the study of chronicity and its relationship 
to crlme (arrests or offenses). This would involve 
the coding of "criminal history" related variables and 
the ability to assess the relationship of this history 
to off~n~e severity. Primar~ emphasis would be upon 
determlnlng the amount of crlme (over time) attributable 
to those with prior records and the nature of that 
relationship. 

• A monitoring study should be undertaken in a random 
sample of UCR reporting jurisdictions at the State and 
sub-State level. Major attempts should be made to 
determine !h~ relationship be!ween criminal activity 
and the ablilty of UCR reportlng to accurately depict 
that ~c!ivity over time. Emphasis would be upon further 
descrlblng the usefulness of UCR as a research tool. 

While these recommendations are certainly feasible due to 

their estimated cost and the few resources required, mention should 

be made of a more "ideal" study effort. While certainly not an 

inexpensive effort, an attempt could be made using the self-report 

method to: (1) estimate nationally, serious crime incidents known 

and unknown to the police; and (2) collect via questionnaire, 

characteristic information permitting description of perpetrators 

for all incidents and then compare crime and characteristic infor­
mation with that collected by UCR. such an approach is suggested 

by the inability of victimization information to provide a com­
parable measure of crime and offenders to official data, while 

existing self-report efforts are based upon sample sizes too small 

to permit valid comparisons.* Other ideal efforts involve national 

*The self-report study currently in progress at the Behavioral 
Research Institute based upon a national probability sample may be 
helpful. A report is scheduled to appear sometime in 1979. 
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data collection efforts that are probably too costly to justify the 
expense, .such as improving the research value of other information 
collection agencies to better address the topics and questions of 
this report. This does not apply to all agencies, however, since 
Juvenile Court Statistics is scheduled, sometime in 1979, to begin 
producing documents more suited to this report's objectives. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

This report was structured around key topics and questions 
which, if answered, could provide numerous policy implications. 
The three topics, each based upon current issues of importance, 

are: Serious Juvenile Crime--Patterns and Trends; the Spatial 
Distribution, Contexts and Settings of Serious Juvenile Crime; 
and the Ch~racteristics of Those Arrested or Adjudicated for 
Serious Juvenile Crime. While the questions are important, the 
total amount .of information collected was not impressive for funda­
mental reasons. These issues are purely descriptive, and were 
asked in a way that pertinent descriptive information could answer. 
Unfortunately, in regard to each topic basic problems were 
encountered. First, once a tentative definition of serious 
juvenile crime was established, it was noted that there was no 
way to determine total offenses committed by juveniles (arrested 
or otherwise). This was followed by an attempt to estimate 
crime based upon the only national data source permitting age 
and offense breakdowns; UCR arrest statistics. Inferences 
were made and the arrest data was largely responsible for assessing 
the spatial distribution of serious juvenile crime. While 
arrest data was used as a measure of crime and its distribution, 
it was found that no national data source permitted discussion. 
of offenders by age and offense severity. UCR arrest data was 
therefore used as a measure of national offender characteristics 
also. While this information was supplemented by State court 
and corrections data, the entire exercise was limited by the 
generally poor quality of existing information. The information 
compiled to answer key questions was simply inadequate. However, 
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it can be recalled that the goal of this report was to answer 
key questions to the extent possible and assess the ability of 
existing information to answer these questions in so doing. There 
are of course, limited policy implications. For example: 

Serious Juvenile Crime 

Arrest information suggests that juvenile age youth are 
increasi.ilglY and predomina1;:~ in crime of material ~ain. This 
news comes amidst the indication that both index property and 
violent offense arrest rates are st~bilizing or declining from 
their peak values of the mid-1970's. thus, while some crime 
switching is becoming evident, it appears that neither violent 
or index property crime will, in the near future, be as high as 
they were several years ago. Also, there are indications that 
the 18-, 19-, and 20-year-old age groups are becoming increasingly 
involved in property crime, somewhat of a surprise given that such 
crime has increasingly been the province of juvenile age youth. 
As to the policy importance of th.ese conclusions, it might be 

suggested that murder and forcible rape are not the indicators 
of juvenile violence that robbery and aggravated assault seem 
to be, although for difference reasons. While robbery also 
roughly fits the material gain hypothesis, the implications 
of continued increases in arrest rates for aggravated assault 
are m~re difficult to decipher. 

Generally, the conclusion of reduced crime fits with that 
recently made by Doleschal who noted that, while UCR offense 
data reports dramatic increases in crime (due presumably to 
increased reporting), crime itself may be remaining stable or 
decreasing. While arrest data generally conforms to this finding 
for serious juvenile crime, it appears that crime may become 

more concentrated in terms of geographical area, as well as the 
characteristics of those responsible. 
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Spatial Distribution of Serious Juvenile Crime 

Although an intriguing topic, the reality is that little 

information exists ~hich sheds light on the issue. The often 

discussed urban, suburban, rural, and city size rankings of 
crime are beginning to give way to discussions of enclaves, 

neighborhoods, and contexts, which increasingly appear to'be 
the critical spatial "correlates" of serious juvenile crime. 

Policy and control priorities must now break down the urban 

and suburban area into subareas of crime. Crime contro1'and 
prevention efforts would learn much fro~ such an analysis. 

Characteristics of Juveniles Arrested or Adjudicated for Serious 
Crimes 

The identity, background, and living. arrangement of the 
serious juvenile offender is one of great interest, although 
only superficial profiles of those arrested or adjudicated 

emerge. There are numerous questions regarding predictability, 
punishment, and preventive confinement, which follow knowledge 

of the identity of the serious offender. Some things are clear: 

index offenders are primarily male and white, but blacks are 

becoming responsible for a greater portion of indcix crime. 

Hidden within the increasing black arrest rates are numerous 

cultural and economic correlates, none of which are well under­
stood. One could base priorities on "race," with the result 

missing the concentration of crime, and thus the more pertinent 

Generally, the knowledge is too and informational concerns. 
superficial to serve as a base for any firm conclusions. Boland 
and Wilson did venture some conclusions suggesting a two track, 

justice system designed to deal with the "routine'" versus "intensive" 
offender. Obviously, based upon the chronic offender studies, 
such studies are an insufficient basis upon which to suggest 

revisions of the criminal justice system. 
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The relatively volatile changes of black arrest rates 

represent a challenge to researchers and ultimately to policy­
makers. However, the knowledge of offenders based upon age, 
sex, and race per se will never be a sufficient basis for any 
policy decision. Not only are these variables not illustrative 
of conditions or attributes critical to policymaking, but they 
are potentially misleading due to the more important correlates 
which they often mask. 

In summary, future orientation should attach great signifi­

cance to the need for critical and well timed studies like those 

suggested. While the short-term prospect fer national aggregate 

data for measuring serious juvenile crime and the juvenile offender 
is not impressive, there are local and regional efforts which 

could, within a limited amount of time, provide important dividends. 

Amidst all of these questions, the indication that serious juvenile 
crime is stabilizing or decreasing provides adequate reason to 
find out wh~ and for whom it is or is not stabilizing. 
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MEASURING SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME: A CRITIQUE OF 
OFFICIAL STATISTICS, SELF-REPORTS, AND VICTIMIZATION 

Introduction 

Government at all levels collects data on crime and 
delinquency. Researchers administer self-report delinquency 

instruments and survey the general population to measure 

victimization. But while self-report studies always report 
more offenses per capita than do official statistics, it 

is widely believed that respondents conceal their delinquent 

acts. While victimization studies turn up more crimes 
than are reported to the police, they also report that victims 

of some offenses fail to report the crimes to the interviewer 

even though they reported them to the police. Worse y~t, the 
relations between delinquency and other variables seem to 

vary when different measures of delinquent behavior are used. 

Thus, while in most cases the existence of several measures 

of a variable enables ~esearchers to increase the precision 

and reliability of measurements, in the case of delinquency 

the existence of several measures has largely led to conflicting 
conclusions. 

There are four broad questions addressed by this research, 

as follows: 

(1) What is the magnitude of the juvenile crime 

problem? 

(2) What are the correlates of serious juvenile 

crime? 
(3) What changes have occurred over time in the 

magnitude of the problem? 

(4) What c.hanges have occurred over time in the 

correlates .of serious juvenile crime? 
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To speak to any of these four types of questions,the analyst 
must decide what phenomena will be counted ~s instances of crime. 
That decision, is not only an issue of whether to use official 
statistics, self-report data, or victimization surv€ys, but includes 
the fundamental question of whether the number of offenders, offenses, 
or victims is the most relevant yardstick. Unfortunately for 
decision-making, all three measures are good indicators, and the 
choice between them is more contingent upon the choice of data 
collection technique than it is upon theoretical 'arguments. When 
asking "How serious is the problem?" one can justifiably respond 
with data on how many children have committed serious delinquent 
acts, how many serious delinquent acts were committed 1 or how 
many people suffered from serious delinquent acts. Which measure 
one uses is generally to be determined by whether we use official 
statistics, self-report data, or victimization surveys, and the 
choice between those three methods of data collection, in turn, 
is made on the basis of whether they can provide information on 
the variables of interest. For example, if one wants to know 
something about the magnitude of the juvenile crime problem in 
1935, one is forced to use official statistics on arrests (i.e., 

offenders) because there are no self-report or victimization data 
available that far in the past. Or if one wants to know some-
thing about the relationship between the offender and the victim, 
one must pass by official statistics because they do not contain 
that type of data. 

There are, then, a number of demands placed on the data by 
each of the four types of questions considered here. Further., 
it is not at all clear what should be taken as the measure of 
crime, regardless of which method of data collection is used. 
The best--probably unavoidable--procedure would seem to be to 
use the method of data collection which is best suited to the 
question at hand, which will in turn restrict the, choice of the 
measure of cr.ime to either offenders, offenses, or victims. 
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Official Statistics, Self-Report Surveys, .nd Victimiiation 
Surveys 

The following includes a general discussion of each of the 
three types of data, pointing out the advantages and disadvantages 
of each. 

Official Statistics 

Government agencies at all levels collect data on what 
they do, and in the case of law enforcement they compile 
statistics on the basis of those data. There are a number of 
advantages to the use of these aggregate statistics. First, 
the data collection is performed essentially without cost to 
the researcher. When considering collecting data nationwide, 
this advantage alone can be persuasive. In addition, there is 
some reduction in the ambiguity involved in interpreting the 
meaning of the offense when using official statistics as opposed 
to other methods: one can go to the law to find the nominal 
definition of an offense, rather than relying on what a respondent 
meant by terms like "beat up" or "take." 

Other advantages to the use of official statistics include 
the exclusion of trivia from most police reports. In self­
report research, it is not uncommon to find that many of the 
offenses reported are not actually acts which would result in 
criminal char'ges if detected (6, p. 13). The use of discretion 
by the police serves to eliminate these nonoffenses from official 
statistics to a large degree. Further, this method of data 
collection doeS not require ~he cooperation of the offender. 

There are concomitant disadvantages to the use of official 
statistics, however. The most c,ommonly cited is that some 
unknown proportion of the offenses that occur are never brought 
to the attention of the police. There is evidence that this var­
ies by offense (10) and race of the victim (9) and that it changes 
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over time (12, p. 21). It is also apparently the case that not all 
offenses reported to the police are in turn reported to the FBI 

for inclusion in aggregate statistics (2, :po 31). This, no doubt 
varies by jurisdiction. 

The fact that official crime statistics rely on proce~sing 
by law enforcement agencies results in additional problems with 
the data generated. One basic difficulty is that. the discretion 
of the police officer in deciding whether what is !eported,is 
in fact a criminal offense and whether to arrest the offender has 
caused some to question the reliability of crime statistics. That 
is, one officer may determine that an incident is a chargeable 
offense while another may not. Once those decisions are made, 
an offense or arrest still must make it through the administrative 

structure of the police department in order to be reported to a 
ce~tral recording agency. If one's interest is in actual criminal 
behavior, estimates based on official statistics will be biased 
insofar as the police offi cer I s and department's "discretion" is 

used differently than expected. 
There are two types of aggregate official statistics widely 

available: the number of offenses' known to the police and the 
number of arrests. Police agencies representing over 95 percent 

of the population of the United States report to the FBI the number 
of selected offenses reported to them, excludin~ those which were 
determined to be unfounded. These offenses., the "Part I" offenses, 
are homicide of all types' except justifiable homicide, forcible 
rape, Tobbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor 
vehicle theft. Age- and offense-specific arrest data on all 
offenses are submitted by police agencies representing about 
75-80 percent of the United States population (the "shi£ting 
sample") referred to by Zimring (22), 
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While it is generally accepted that the number of offenses 
known to the police yields ~,m0re accurate estimate of the number 
of crimes than does the number of arrests, the former still 
has its problem. As was mentioned above, some unknown proportio~ 
Qf the offenses that occur go unreported, and som.e of thos e 
reported to the police are not reported to the FBI for inclusion 
in national repo~ts. What problems does this pose for analysis? 

It has been suggested that variations in these police 
reporting practices can dramatically affect official statistics 
on crime. Instances can be found, in fact, to show that serious 
underreporting of offenses to the FBI has occurred in a number 

. of police departments at one time or another. It would appear, 
however, that it would require collusion between the FBI and 
local agencies for such underreporting to distort Uniform Crime 
Reports statistics to any appreciable degree, so long as one 
is concerned with regional or national trends and estimates. The 
FBI routinely edits reports submitted on offenses known to the 
police; in 1976 about 4,300 letters were sent to local agencies 
questioning "sharp changes in crime figures" to determine whether 
they were due to changes in the local ~eporting system .(19, p. 3) ~ 

When reporting changes are found, that jurisdiction is omitted 
from the r~porting system for two years, and when it is brought 
back into the system the previous figures are corrected to reflect 
what is thought to be the true level. Thus, although statistics 
found in UCR are based on varying numbers of jurisdictions, this 
seems to be the only rational method of presenting that type of 

data, and the "shifting sample" should be accurate for the 
computation of offense rates. (The denominator is adjusted to 
reflect the pOpulation represented by the reporting juri~dictions)r 
It is nevertheless the case that UCR data on the number of offenses 
known to the police cannot be taken as the actual 'number of offenses 

that occur. 
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Statistics on offenses known to the police, of course, 

cannot distinguish juvenile from adult offenders. Arrest 

statistics must be used for that. Figures on the number of 

youths arrested each year are susceptible to, manipulation by 
local agencies, just as are the data on offenses known to the 

police. And according to one source (22, p. 22) age specific 
arrest data are not audited by the FBI, as are the offenses­

known data. This certainly does leave room for manipulation 
on the part of police departments trying to improve their 

enforcement or crime control records. When considering the 

national picture, however, one must consider how much distortion 

such dishonesty could cause, and the data must be studied for 
evidence of it. 

Th~re were 7,912,000 arrests reported to the FBI in 1976 

from agencies representing approximately 175 million people, 

or about one arrest for every 22 people in the population. 

According to one source (23~ p. 35) the city of Chicago was 
omitted from the 1976 arrest data; the writer did not utilize 

the 1976 data for that reason. If, however, the city of Chicago 

had a crude arrest rate equal to that of the rest of the nation, 

it would'have reported approximately 140,000 arrests that year.* 

Thus, if Chicago had been included in the 1976 age specific arrest 

data it would have added less than 2 percent to the total number 
of arrests reported. Put differently, if Chicago had been included 

but had reported no arrests, it would have distorted the data by 

less than 2 percent~ While this sort of argument does not prove 
I 

that there are not gross inaccuracies in police reporting systems, 

it is instructive in suggesting that such local inaccuracies 

cannot cause wild fluctuations in reported statistics unless many 

agencies act in conjunction to do so. There is no evidence or 

rationale for such a conspiracy. 

*The index crime rate for Chicago in 1976 was within 7 percent 
of that fo~ all cities (18, p. 170). 
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r~n. .assessing the likely distortio,n induced in the UCR 

data by police reporting procedures--especiallyfor those 

concerned with the "shifting sample" included in arrest data--
one can look at the' published data to determine how much variation 

has occurred from year to year. If the rate of arrests reported 

is constant or changes smoothly, one can conclude that there are 
no major random shocks at work.* Between 1968 and 1976, for 

example, the rate of arrests per 100 population varied between 

3.9 and 4.6. The largest single jump was between 1973 and 1974 

when the rate moved from 4.2 to 4.6. No other change was more 

than 0.2, or approximately 4 percent. Other easily computed 

rates like the percent of arrests that were males or under 18 

years of age were similarly invariant '(18, p. 177). The sample 

of jurisdictions that submit arrest data to the FBI may change 
from year to year, but the final outcome data seem fairly robust. 

It is, of course, the case that the more detailed analysis 

any data are subjected to, the more important it is to eliminate 

errors. If UCR arrest data are broken down far enough, random 

fluctuations will no doubt appear. It is the responsibility of 

the critic, however, to show that changes in the statistics are 

due to reporting errors or inconsistencies. When the behavior 

in question is examined closely enough there are "random" 

fluctuations in the behavior itself. For purposes of a nation­

wide study, those problems are likely to be insignificant. 

*If such random influences are very large, one would not 
expect them to "cancel 9ut:" ~ndeed, th~ degree to which. they ~o 
mask one another is an 1nd1cat10n of the1r absence of a d1stor~lng 
effect. There is one complication, however: the FBI.corrects 1ts 
old data each year on the basis of discovered reportlng changes, 
at least for offenses--known data and probably for arr~st.data. 
So the data here may be artificially "smoothed." But lt 1S, after 
all, the corrected data thac would be used. 
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Similarly, other variables that affect offense-known and 

arrest data may be important when analyzing city or precinct 

data, but become unimportant on the'national scene. It is not 

unusual for city crime rates to vary by 10 or 20 per~ent in a 

single year. Responsible are not only changes in criminal 

behavior itself but, perhaps more importantly, changes in law 

enforcement activity. It would indeed be misleading to assume 

that the number of robberies that occur in a large city each 

year is represented by the number of arrests for robbery. But 

"crack downs" are essentially local phenomena, and those in­

fluences can be expected to wash out on a national level. The 

law of large numbers may technically be applicable only to 

randc)m samples, but it seems to w0rk under most other circum­

stances as well. 

.Another problem that has been suggested to exist in official 

statistics when used to estimate the incidence of crime is that 

characteristics of the offender may result in an increased 

likelihood of arrest. It has beei suggested, for example, that 

offenses by juveniles may be overrepresented in arrest statistics 

because youths are more likely to be arrested in groups than 

are adults or because the clearance rates for crimes committed 
by juveniles may be greater than those for adult crimes (22, pp. 

22-23). Those circumstances would indeed tend to overestimate the 

number of offenses committed by juveniles if the number of arrest 

of juveniles is used to make the estimate. 

Several points must be made about that type of problem. 

First) the fact that juveniles are.more likely than adults to be 

arrested in groups may cause an- overestimate of the number of 

offenses committed by juveniles, but it does not affect the 

estimate of the number of juveniles who commit offenses. Second, 

there are data available which should be useful in adjustinq 
arrest data to correct for that bias (e.g., the literature cited 

in 5, pp. 114-115, and that study itself). Third, speculation 
about the possibility that a youthful auto thief is more likely 

to be noticed by police than would be an adult thief should be 
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tempered with speculation that the agility and physical condition 
of a juvenile offender may reduce the likelihood of'his being 

apprehended for some types of crimes, and the increased probability, 

of a juvenile not having a prior record may make him less likely 

to be formally arrested than an adult. Finally, the possibility 

that age may be correlated with the likelihood of arrest would 

not affect the analysis of trend data. As long .as that sort of 

bias in the system is constant over time it is unimportant to the 

analysis of changes in the prevalence or incidence of juvenlle 
crime. 

Self-Report Delinquency 

Because of t~e many problems inherent in the use of official 
statistics to measure delinquency, an alternative method has 

been developed. Rather than allowing the criminal justice system 

to identify delinquents, those who use the self-report method use 
responses from s'amples of youngsters to measure delinquency. A 

series of offenses is chosen, and the children are a~ked in an 

interview or questionnaire survey to report their involvement with 
each offense. A typical question is: 

How many times in the past year have you taken something 
not belonging to you worth less than $2? 

1. Never 
2. One time' 
3. Two or three times 
4. Four or five times 
5. More than five times 

The principle advantage to the self-report method is that 

it is independent of the efficiency of the criminal justice 

system in detecting and recording crime. Presumably, all of 

one's offenses are known to oneself, so there lies the perfect 

source of information. It does not matter whether an offense 

is inherently likely or unlikely to be detected. If the proper 

questions are asked, every offense within the respondent's 
memory should be accessible. 
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Further, the researcher is free to define the offenses as he 
chooses. Thus, classifications of offenses can always be appro­
priate to the research task, and the ~na~yst is not tied to legal 
,definitions of what is delinquent. This can be particularly 
important if it is desirable to include as delinquent behaviors 
those which are generally not acted upon by the police. 

The self-report method solves many of the problems encoun­
tered in the use of official crime statistics. The self-report 
method, for example, allows the researcher to connect each offense 
reported with an offender. It avoids the problem of police selec­

tivity by variables like age, race. and sex. It has the possibility 
of collecting detailed descriptions of offenses to assess their 
actual seriousness, regardless of their lab~ls. It is not age­
bounded, as arrests in fact are; a lO-year-old is unlikely to 
be arrested ~ven if apprehended, for the most part. And self­
reports have the ancillary advantage of being able to provide 
other information about the respondent at the time that his/her 
offense record is being recorded. Thus, the researcher can ask 
the respondent about demographic characteristics, family structure, 
and attitudes. 

Like official statistics, self-reports are not without their 
critics. One major criticism of the method is that, unlike offi­
cial measures, it relies on the coopsration of the respondent. 
Failure to cooperate c~n take three forms: the respondent may 
lie to appear less delinquent, he can lie to appear more delinquent, 
or he can simply refuse to take the whole exercise seriously. 

Another major problem is that the respondent obviously can report 
only what he can recall. Similarly, the .technique relies on the 
reading ability of the respondent if a questionnaire rather than 
an interview is used, and delinquents are known to have lower 
reading abilities than children who are not delinquent. 
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Just as official measures use offense classifications that 
may be vague to the researcher, the offense descriptions in a 
self-report instrument may be interpreted differently by different 
respondents. Simple words like "take," "steal," or "theft" can 
be interpreted in quite different ways, and terms like "without 
the owner's permission" or "beat up on someone" are certainly 
no less ambiguous than the legal definitions of the offenses 
to which they are applied. The response categories used in some 
self-report instruments can be equally open to interpretation; 
how often is "often?" , 

A self-report delinquency questionnaire must specify for the 
respondents what period of time is appropriate in recalling offenses. 
If the time period is very long, it may be expecting too much 
for the respondent accurately to count the number of offenses 
he/ she has commi tted. If the. time period is fairly short, e. g. , 
six months, infrequent but serious offenses will be missed. It 
is, of course, impossible to get a count of all offenses in the 
respondent's lifetime from a self-report instrument. 

One of the discoveries made early in the development of the 
self-report method was that "everybody does it',", While that mar 
be a valuable finding, it may also mal<e delinquency un.analyzable; 

one cannot account for the variance in an attribute that does not 
vary. Insofar as s~lf-reports uncover a range of delinquent 
involvement, they can be more useful than official records, which, 

'because they show recorded delinquency to be a relatively rare 
phenomenon, tend to create a delinquent/nondelinquent dichotomy. 
But when self-reported delinquency does not vary, one cannot 
analyze it. 

One of the reasons that self-reports tend to show that 
delinquency is ubiquitous is that most of the offenses reported 
in such studies are rather trivial matters. Gold found that half 
of the acts of property destruction, 25 percent of the confidence 
games, and 20 percent of the personal assaults in his self-report 
study "could not .conceivably be called chargeable ('ffenses" (6, 
p. 13). His study was unusual in that he was able to probe for 
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details of each self-reported offense. It is likely that similar 
proportions of offenses in other self-report studies are not 
offenses .at all. Even assuming that a1.1 of the offenses reported 
are crimes, most studies that use unseiected school samples for 
respondents uncover largely minor offenses. In one widely cited 
data set (8) approximately 30 percent of the offenses reported 
were theft of less than two dollars. 

The inclusion of so many trivial and nonoffenses in self­
report studies is a necessi ty because of the. low incidence of 
serious crime in the general population, but it is a major problem 
if one is interested in serious crime. ~"If the FBI's "Index" crimes 
(to be discussed below) are taken as the "serious" crimes, theTe 
were 11.3 million such serious offenses reported to the police in 
1976. Even if one assumes that they were committed by 11 million 
different offenders, one would have to query an average of 20 
people before finding one who had. committed a serious crime. In 
fact, of course, there are far fewer than 11 million people in 
the country who commit an index crime each year, and very few of 
those who do so are enrolled in public schools where almost all 
self-report delinquency samples are drawn. Therefore, ignoring 
problems of the low reading ability of delinquents, it is still 
virtually impossible to uncover enough serious offenses in most 

. self-report studies to make analysis possible. 
A related problem in self-report data is the question of the 

representativeness of the samples used, which are, again, usually 
in-school teenagers. Serious delinquents are less likely to 
appear in these samples than are other children because they 
are likely to be truant, and they are more likely than others to 
drop out of school altogether. Incarcerated offenders, obviously, 
have no chance of appearing in those samp1es.

o 

272 

Self-reports, then, have a number of advantages and dis­
advantages. They give the researcher a great deal of control over 
who is examined, the definitions of offenses, and other data of 
the respondent. 'Self-reports presumably can measure the "dark 
figure" (3) of unreported crime because the source of information 
is the offender himself. But self-reported delinquency has diffi­
culty measuring rare events like serious crime, since the method 
relies on a sample of respondents rather than collecting data on 
the whole population of the country. If there are geographical, 
demographic, or temporal differences in the distribution of serious 
delinquency, the usual one-shot self-report samples may not be 
generalizable to the total population. The method relies on the 
cooperation of the respondent; the validity of· confessions to 
strangers has been questioned. And the accuracy ~ith which 
juveniles can recall their behaviors and classify them as legal 
or illegal is questionable. 

Victimization Studies 

If one cannot rely. on the police or the offender to report 
offenses, perhaps the victim will do better. Or so goes the rationale 
for victimization studies, in which samples of respondents are 
asked whether they have been the victim of crime during a specified 
time period. With the exception of "victimless" crimes, these 
surveys promise to provide estimates of the prevalence, distribution, 
and correlates of crime. 

Victimization surveys are a relatively recent development. 
The first surveys seem to liave been the pilot surveys performed 
for the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin­
istration of Justice in 1965 and 1966. While there have been 
a few local victimization studies since that time, most victim­

ization data derives from.the President's Commission's 1967 survey, 
c'onducted by the National Opinion Research Center wi th a national 
probability sample of 10,000 households (2) and the ~ational Crime 
Survey (NCS). The NCS includes the National Household Survey, 
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(NBS), National Commercial Survey, City Household Survey, and the 
Ci ty Commerc'i.al Survey. It attempts to "produce general-purpose 
time series of criminal victimization, with wide ranges of descrip­
tive characteristics. These series should display levels of events, 
trends, and relationships among relevant variables" (13, p. 9). 

Of most interest here is the National Household Survey. 
Begun in July of 1972, the NHS consists of six samples of 10,000 
households (i.e., addresses) each. Every month one of the samples 
is interviewed to determine whethe"X' anyone in the household was 
a victim' of any' of the P'ar·t I offenses (excluding homicide) during 
the previous six months; attempted crimes are included. Every six 
months one of the 10,000 household samples is replaced by a new 

sample. Reported are all cases of criminal victimization against 
the household or an individual age 12 or over within the household. 
See (13) for a full description of the NCS. 

The NCS reported an estimate of almost 37 million victimizations 
of persons and ins ti tutions for Part I crimes in 1973 (17 ~ p., 4) . 
In the same year, approximately 8.7 Part I c.r.imes were reported to 
the police] suggesting that victimization surveys indeed have the 
potential of exploring the "dark figure" of crime. Those data 
indicate that the proportion of personal and household victimizations 
that are not reported to the police ranges from 31 percent for 
auto theft to 76 percent of the personal thefts (13, p. 23). 

The National Crime Surveys not only have the ability to 
uncover crimes riot reported to the police, but they provide a great 
deal of data on characteristics of the victim, the offender, and 
the offense., Data included are the age, race, and sex of both the 
victim and (where possible) the Offender; whether ,the offense was 

commi tted in a rural, suburban, or urban, location; where the 
offense occurred (e.g.,_ in the home, Sfhool, and so on); presence 
and type of weapon; relationships of the victim to the offender; 
and the consequences of the offense--i. e " personal injury and 

economic loss. 
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The avowed objectives of the NCS include measurement of the 
incidence of crime and cha~ges in crime rates over time, provision 
of detailed information about crime, identification of high-risk 
subgroups and multiple Victims, comparing different areas on 
victimization rates, investigating patterns of non-reporting to 
the police, estimation of the direct and indirect costs of crime, 
and several other items. While the degree to which those objectives 
have been reached can be disputed, the surveys were clearly imple­
mented to meet some of the deficiencies of traditional crime sta­
tistics. 

And victimization studies. do have the potential of over­
coming some of the problems in UCR data, the only national statis­
tics on offenses and arrests, while avoiding some of the diffi­
culties in self-report data. Victim surveys rely on the cooper­
ation of the respondents, as do ,self-r~port studies, but the 
respondent is not asked to admit to committing a crime, so is 
more likely to be candid. While serious crime is a rare event, 
it is no doubt less rare to be a victim than an offender, which 
ameliorates the low base rate problem of self-report surveys. 
Unlike n£ficially recorded delinquency, offenses that are reported 
in victim studies do not rely on the initiative of the victim 
in order to be reported; the interviewer asks the respondent whether 

he/she .has been victimized rather than relying on the victim to 
contact the reporting system. 

In addition, victim survey data are not dependent on the 
good will of the police department to get into the reporting system. 
The discretion of the police officer and police administration 
cannot interfere with the reporting of offenses .. Since there ~s 

evidence that the police do not report to the FBI all of the 
o£fenses reported to them by citizens, that should remov~ one of 
the sources of information mortality. 
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Thus, victim surveys may seem to be the ideal solution to 

the problem of unreported crime. They \.,se the te~timony of people 
who, presumably, have no reason to conceal crime. They avoid 

processing of information by the police. Since the probability 
of being a victim is greater than that of being an offender, they 
partially avoid the low base rate problem. It is a proactive, 

not reactive, data collection system. It does not require contact 

with the police. And it is apparently economically feasible to 

conduct an ongoing victimization survey using a national probability 

sample. 
But victim surveys are not without their problems. One 

researcher conducted a victim survey among people who had reported 
being victimized to the police during the previous month. Twenty 

percent of the offenses that had been reported to the police were 

not rep~rted in the victim survey (14, p. 28). Others have 
found that the likelihood of reporting an event in a survey varies 

with the length of time between the event and the survey, the 
degree of threat or embarrassment felt by the respondent, the 
degree of institutional processing involved in the event, whether 
the event involved oneself or another person, and the number of 

such.events that have occurred to the respondent (3, p. 12). 
"Perhaps the crucial matter is that underreporting is selective 

among classes of persons an~ events, and by time" (3, p. 12). 
To the extent to which that is true, victimization studies will 

give false estimates of the correlations between being a victim 

and the other variables. 
In victim studies, and to some degree i~'self-report surveys, 

there is a.problem with the time frame for which events are reported. 

Ii the purpose of a victim survey is to estimate the' prevalence 

of crime, the respondents must report all offenses that occurred 

within a specified time period, and only those offenses. The 
phenomenon of "time telescoping," or moving events into the refer­

ence period seems to occur regularly in victim surveys, however. 
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Biderman reports that the use of a six month reference period 

would increase the number of offenses projected over a one year 
period by 25-30 percent over the estimate based on a 12 month 
reference period, and that if a three month reference period were 

used, increase by 60 percent (2, p. 22). This time telescoping 

phenomenon is seen also in a bulge in offenses ~eported as having 
occurred at the beginning of the reference period. 

The mere fact that victimization studies like the National 
Crime Survey report many more offenses than show up in official 
statistics does not mean that there are not biases of similar 
magnitude in each. More victimizations are reported by people 

of higher SES than those from lower social classes, for example 
(2, p. 26). Many types of offenses are not included in the 

NCS, on six of the seven Part I offenses. Some offenses simply 
are not amenable to victim survey data collection; e.g.? shop­

lifting. Some types of assault and personal theft are less likely 
to be reported than other offenses in victim surveys. Some NCS 
results defy explanation: the number of cases of aggravated assault 
reported to the NCS was nega ti vely co'rrela ted wi th the number 

reported to the police in a sample of 26 cities (13, p. 135) .. 
"Serious victimizations," cases in which three or more similar 

events occurred for whic~ the respondent cannot give discrete 

descriptions, are presently totally excluded from NeS data; their 

inclusion might increase the victimization rate for some offenses 
by more tha.n 35 percent (13, pp. 77 -78) . 

A problem in the use of victimization statistics in general 

is that they are not readily comparable with official crime statis­
tics. The basic unit in official statistics is either the offense 
or the arrest. Victim ~urveys use the victimization event as the 

basic unit. The relationship between the victimization event and 

the arrest is clearly unknown, and the relationship with the 
offense is complex and variable. 

277 



It has even been suggested that there are factors operating 

that result in overreporting offenses in victim surveys' .(11). Respon­

dents may classify noncrimes as crimes, or they move crimes into 

the reference period, as discussed above. They may fabricate to 
justify insurance claims or to obtain the sympathy of the inter­
viewer. Respondents may develop role expectations for themselves 
as reporters of crime, leading to panel conditioning in an ongoing 

study like the NeS. Finally, the interviewers may feel under some 

pressure to turn up a quota of victimization events. 
Victim surveys have their problems, But they do provide an 

avenue of access to the pool of c;ime not reported to the police 

and they have the capability of eliciting information about the 

offense that is not available by other means. Victimization 
studies will be discus~ed further in the next sectio~ where each 

of the three methods for measuring crime are discussed as they 

relate to the problem of assessin~ the magnitude and nature of 

serious juvenile crime. 

Uniform Crime Reports as the Measure of Serious Juvenile Crim~ 

Since 1930 the FBI has published, at least annually, the 

Uniform Crime Reports, which deal primarily with the seven index 

crimes. In order of decreasing seriousness these crimes are: 
murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, 
~ggravated assault, burglary, larceny over $50, and motor vehicle 
theft.* Offenses known to the police and arrest,data are reported 
for these offenses. Arrest data alone are also rep'orted on other 

offenses. 

*The"index crimes, then, are the Part I offenses, excluding 
negligent manslaughter and larceny under $50. ' 
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The seven index crimes are commonly referred to as the 
"serious" crimes, but that is not entirely accurate. Rather, those 
seven offenses were chosen as the index of major crimes on the basis 
of the likelihood that they will come to the attenti6n of the police, 
their seriousness, and the frequency with which they occur. As 

one writer put it, they were selected for their "assumed adminis­
trative utility and presumed uniformity in collection of statistics" 
(21, p. 724). Offenses' can be found that are not included in the 

index, but which many consider to be more serious than some index 
offenses: embezzlement, many simple assaults, drug offenses, and 

others. 
There have been other criticisms of the index. Attempts are 

included in the count of offenses known to the police and arrests. 
White collar crimes are excluded. Motor vehicle theft includes 

joyriding. There is variation in seriousness within several of 
the offenses. And there is no attempt to weight the offenses in 

reference to their seriousness relative to one another. Finally, 
only the most serious offense is recorded in cases where several 
offenses occur. Given these problems, how usef~l is the crime 
index for addressing each of the four types of questiQns in this 
project? 

What is the Magnitude of the Juvenile Crime Problem? 

As discussed above, to address 'this question, the data must 
be able to do several things. First, it must be possible to 
distinguish serious from nonse7iolls crimes. The UCR Crime Index 
can do that to the extent that those seven offenses are considered 

to be serious. That is, the index serves as an indicator of serious 

crime, not an enumeration of every serious crime that occurs. As 
was noted above, there are serious offenses excluded from the index, 
and some events that are included may be less than serious (e.g., 

attempted joyriding by a child in his parents' car). Nevertheless, 

the rationale for choosing those seven offenses seems reasonable 
if one is concerned with the reliability of the measure. 
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The data must also be able to disti~guish minors from j~veni1es. 
The Uniform Crime Reports each year break down arrests for each 
offense by age. There has been some variation in the categories 
of age over time, but it has been possible to separate adults from 

juveniles for decades, possibly from th~ beginning. 
The most difficult criterion for the data to meet is to be 

able to provide estimates of the actual number of offenses committed 

by juveniles during specific time periods for the countr~ as a whole. 
Since those events are not counted directly, the proportlon repre­

sented by UCR statistics on offenses known to the police is not 
known, and even less is known about the relationship between the 
number of arrests and the number of offenses 'that occur. Arrest 
data, of course, can distinguish minors from adu1ts J while offense-

known data cannot. 
Estimates can be made, however. As mentioned earlier, if one 

assumes that juveniles are arrested in proportion to their criminal 

activity, the number of JUVeniles arrested for each index offense 

can be used to estimate the proportion of "offenses known" for. 
which they are responsible. Then data from victimization studles 
can be used to estimate the actual number of each type of offense 

~ h olice Several major assump-represented by those reporteu to t e p . 

tions are involved, obviOUSly. 
While UCR data can thus be used to make estimates of the 

number of crimes for which juveniles are responsibie, the estimate 

can never b~ tested against the truth. However, if juvenile crime 

changes in volume or in rate, such estimates should be able to 
detect such changes. Changes in the estimates would also be use­

ful for examining the correlates of crime. For those purposes, 
the validity of the absolute value of the estimate is not as impor­
tant as its consistency from one year to the next. That consistency 

is something that UCR data can provide. 
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What are the Correlates of Serious Juvenile Crime?: 

This class of questions requires data about the offense, the 

offender, and the victim, as discussed above. Regarding the offense, 
UCR data can provide data of the geographical distribution of 
offeilses, providing one assumes that each region is equally good 
in its reporting to the FBI. UCR statistics also provide break­
downs by whether the reporting jurisdiction is rural, suburban, 
or in any of several sizes of cities. Those data cannot indicate, 

however, anything about whether the offense was committed alone 
or in concert, what the motive was, or the method by which it was 

committed. 
Regarding the offender, UCR reports the distribution of arrest 

by offense and age, offense and sex, and offense and race. It also 

shows arrests by offense, sex, and whether or not the offender was 
under eighteen, but in general the published data are not broken 

down by more, than two variables simultaneously, preventing, for 
example, counts of the number of lS-year-old white females arrested 

for larceny. Nothing is reported about offe~se history, or the use 
of alcohol or drugs. Nor does the UCR report any data concerning 
the victims of juvenile crime. 

What Changes Have Occurred OverTime in the Magnitude of the Problem? 

As noted above, this question requires the same data as does 
the first question ("What is the magnitude ... "), but also requires 
that those data be available in consistent form over some period 
of time. It is here that UCR data have their strength. The,data 
collecting system has been operating for almost 50 years, with a 

great deal of consistency in definitions and procedures. Insofar 

as reporting police agencies and the FBI have done an adequate 

job of reporting consistent forms of data, the rates of arrests 
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should be reliable over time. The shifting jurisdictions that 
report to the FBI may make some uncomfortable, but if changes in 
rates are the statistics of interest, that shifting is unimportant 
to a large degree. It should be noted that that shifting sample has 
covered at least 69 percent of the United States population for at 

least 15 years. 
When analyzing Uniform Crime Reports arrest data over time, 

one must take into account the possible biasing effects of changes 

in the characteristics of agencies that report arrests to"the 
system. While arrest data from 1964 to 1977 have come from agencies 
representing between 70 and 90 percent of the total United States 
population, it may be the case that the agencies that have been 
brought into the system during that time period differ from agencies 
already in the reporting system in terms of the demographic charac­
teristics of their populations. The question here is not what 
accounts for changes in actual arrest rates, but whether those 
changes could be due to differences in who reports arrests to the 

FBI. 
Changes in the population represented by UCR arrest data are 

important only if they are changes in characteristics that are 
correlated with the likelihood of arrest. For example, if the 
"represented population" (the population served by agencies re­
porting arrest data to the FBI) has become increasingly left­
handed over time, one would not be concerned about any biasing 
influences on arrest data since the likelihood of arrest is prob­

ably unrelated to handedness. If, however, the proportion of 
blacks in the represented population has increased, one would 
question the extent to which changes in arrest rates have been 
due to (or masked by) this shift in the population represented 

in UCR data. 
Unfortunately, one has virtually no data on the populations re-

presented by UCR arrest data. One does not even know the extent to 
which the agencies reporting one year include the agencies that re­
ported arrests the previous year. One does not know whether the 
represented population is increasingly black, female, older, or from 
broken homes. On the other hand, there is little a priori reason to 
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suspect that the represented population has changed on any of those 
dimensions differently from the total United States population ex­
cept insofar as areas of different degrees of urbanization entered 
the UCR reporting system at different times. That is, it seems 
likely that less urban jurisdictions began reporting arrest data 
to the FBI later than did the cities, and that could be responsible 
for changes in the demographics of the represented population be­
tween 1964 and 1977. Since large cities, suburbs, and rural areas 
have quite different crime rates, changes in the proportions of 
each type of area in the represented population for aTrest"data 
could distort trends in rates of arrests. To speak to this issue, 
the change in urbanism of the represented population between 1964 
and 1977 was examined. It was found that although there has been 
an increasing representation of the suburban population during 
these years, the comparison of arrest rates for 1964 through 1977 
is not" invalidated by that increase. 

What Changes Have Occurred Over Time in the Correlates·of Serious 
Juv,.mile Crime? 

Again, what is needed to address this type of question are 
the data required for determining what are the correlates of crime . , 
but must also provide those data over a period of time. While the 
Uniform Crime Reports series enjoys a long tenure, it cannot pro-" 
vide many of the things one wants to know to address this type of 
question. UCR data provides only information of the region, race, 
urbanity, and sex for juvenile arrest. While this will be suffi­
cient to answer many questions about who and where, it cannot de­
scribe how often, why, with whom, or with what juvenile crimes are 
committed. 

Self-Reported Delinquency as the Measure of Seriousness 
The self-report method does, it is believed, solve some of the 

problems found in officially recorded statistics. The degree to 

which these solutions will help in assessing the nature of and trends 
in serious juvenile crime a~e discus~ed below. 
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What is the Magrii tude 'of the Problem? 

What can self-report studies indicate about how much juvenile 
crime is serious, how much is directed at' property versus persons, 
the proportion of serious crime that is committed by juveniles, 

and how muc.h occurs nationally? 
Self-report studies, as has been shown, have a great deal of 

difficulty measuring serious crime at all. To repeat briefly, 
such studies usually use in-school samples, where serious 4e1inquents 
are less likely to be found than other children. The low base rate 

of serious crimes has forced self-report instruments to rely mostly 
on minor offenses. And since delinquent youths generally have 
lower reading skills than other children, their responses suffer 

from a larger degree of unreliability. 
Another problem with self-report studies is that they almost 

always use samples from one school or school district. To the 
extent that localities, even schools, differ in crime rates, the 
results of self-report studies will be misleading in making estimates 
of the problem nationwide. Two studies exist, however, which did 

use national $amp1es. 
One of these studies (2, p. 20) was part of the National 

Survey of Youth, in which samples of boys and girls ages 13 to 
16 were selected from the 48 contiguous States in 1967 and 1972. 
The sample sizes were 847 and 661, respectively, and they can be 
consid~red representative of the United States population in that age 
range. They were asked about 17 offenses, and they could report up 
to three instances of each. The reference period was the three prev­
ious years. Interviewers decided whether each incident was a charge­

able offense. 
The boys reported an average of seven offenses each in both 

years, and the girls four. Some significant differences were found 

between the two years, generally indicating a decrease in delinquency. 
While the frequency distributions of the various offenses are not 
reported i~ the papers cited, it appears that most of the offenses 
admitted were truancy, property destruction, larceny, assault 
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("hurt or injured someone on purpose"), and trespassing. The 
published data do not permit the determination of the degree to 
which serious delinquency appeared in the samples, but the fact 
that only 9 percent of the 1967 sample had a police contact within 
the previous three years gives a clue to the amount of serious de­
linquency that was there to be uncovered. 

The other self-~eport study using a representative sample 
of the whole country used a 26 item questionnaire (1, Chapter 9). 
The sample consisted of 2,213 tenth grade boys from 87 public 
high schools in 1966. Of the offenses that are clearly serious: 
10 percent admitted having taken something worth more than 
$50; 9 percent admitted taking a car (other than the family 

car) without permission; 6 percent said they had stolen an 
expensive part of a car; suggesting that the auto thefts were 
mos tly joyrides; and 6 percent admitted having 'used a weapon 
to extort. So Bachman did uncover some serious offenses in 
his study. 

Unfortunately, Bachman's data cannot be used to estimate 
the amount of serious juvenile crime in the country as a whole, 
since his sample consisted only of tenth grade boys. It is 
known that delinquency varies by age and sex. Since his study 
has not been replicated, one cannot make any guesses about 
changes in delinquency over time either. 

Bachman's study points out the limitations of self-reported 

delinquency for making estimates on a national scale. With ~ 
sample that is enormous by social science standards, he was 
able to find about 200 youngsters who admit to having stolen 
something worth more than $50 at least once (half of those 
admitted to only one such offense). Since his sample included 
only boys and only those in the most theft prone years, he 
found an incidence of 10 percent for one serious crime. The 
sample size that would be required to develop an estimate of 
the serious delinquency of boys and girl~ in a wide age range 
would be economically impossibie to generate. 
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If self-report studies are inadequate to the task of . 
estimating the magnitude of the serious delinquency problem 
nationally, they certainly cannot provide much about how much 
juvenile crime is serious, or how much of the serious crime 
i's. committed by juveniles or is directed at persons or property. 

Nor can they provide information on the correlates. of serious 
crime, changes over time in the magnitude of the problem, or 
changes in the correlates. 

Even if there were large samples of youths, representing 
the entire youthful population of the United States, on whom 
self-report data were available, there would still be difficul­
ties in estimating change from self-report data. The significant 
changes found by Gold and· Reimer (7) between 1967 and 1972 may 

.be due not to changes in delinquent behavior, but changes ,in 
the honesty and frankness in reporting. The social norms 
regarding the provision of information to others have changed 
a great deal Qver recent years. Privacy laws have restricted 
acces~ to juvenile respondents, and parents and schbols are be­
coming less willing to consent to the extraction of inf6rmation 
from children. What all this means is that samples of self-
report respondents are" probably becoming more selective as time 
passes; it may now be impossible to draw a good probability sample of 
children in the United States and obtain access to them. 

Victimization Surveys as the Measure of Serious Juvenile Crime 

If self-report studies have little to offer in assessing 
the serious delinquency problem, perhaps victim studies can 
do better. It has been shown that a national victimization 
survey (National Crime Survey) began operation in 1972, 

indicating some continuity over time, using a very large 
probability sample. The four questions basic to this research 
are now described to see how this method of collecting crime data 
stands up. 
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Wha t is the Magni tude 'o'f 'the' p'r'chIem? 

Again, to answer that type of question the data must be able 

to measure serious crime, distinguish between offenses, distinguish 

juvenile from adult offenders, and be capable of 'providing an 

estimate of the volume of serious juvenile crime for the country 
as a whole. The NCS~ since it asks about only six Part I crimes, 

does m~asure what can be regarded as serious crime, and it can 
discriminate between offenses. Unfortunately, only in cases where 
the victim saw the offender can data be collected on the offender. 
In those cases, the NHS queries the victim about the number of 

perpetrators and the age, race, sex, and relation to the victim 
of the offender. Thus, it is generally only for contact crimes 
that victim surveys can distinguish adults from juveniles. Obviously, 

it will be only for those offenses that NCS data could be used to 

estimate the volume of juvenile crime nationally. 

What are the Correlate5 of Serious Juvenile Crime? 

Here again, victim studies have their strengths and weaknesses. 

Concerning data about the offense, the NCS does record where the 
offense occurred, how many offenders there were (in anyone contact 

offense), and whether weapons were used and what types. The motive 

of the offender,is not available. 

Regarding the offender, only the number, age, race, and sex 
of the offender(s) are recorded, and those data are, of course, 
only for offenses in which the victim sees the offender. Clearly, 
the victim of an auto theft or burglary may never see the culprit. 

A great deal of information is collected about the victim, including 
the relationship with the offender (if known) and dem~graphic 

characteristics. 
Because the NCS uses probability samples, estimates can be 

made of the national values for the data it collects. 
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What, Changes Have Occ'uIr'e'd' 'in: 'the' Ma'g'ni tude' of ·the 'Problem? 

The National Crime Survey data can provide information 
over time about each variable on which it collects data since 
mid-1972. 

What Changes Have OccuIre'd 'in the Correlates of Serious Juvenile 
Crl.me? 

Again, NCS data have been collected in essentially the same 
manner since the onset of the project. 

Comparison of Official 'Statis'tics, Self-Reports, and Vi.c tim ' 
Surveys 

The information below presents in summary form what each of 
the data collection methods can provide in answer to the four basic 
questions of the research. Each question will be listed, and the 
individual data requirement of the question specified. Then the 
three data collection techniques will be listed, with an indication 
for each one of whether it can meet that requirement. 

What is the magnitude o'f the problem? 
(1) The data must distinguish between serious andnonseriou5 

offenses. 
- -UCR: 
--Self-report: 

Yes 
No 

--Victimization: Yes 

(2) The data must distinguish one offense from another. 
--UCR: Yes 
- - Self- report: Yes 
--Victimization Yes 

(3) The data must distinguish adult from juvenile offenders. 

--UCR: Yes 
--Self-report: Yes 
--Victimization: Sometimes 
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(4) The data must allow estimates of the national 
frequency of serious juvenile crime. 
--UCR: Yes with major assumptions 
--Self-report: No 
- ··Victimization: Some offenses 

Wha t art~ the c'or're'late's 'o'f 'serious j uv'eriile' crime? 

(1) The data must identify the geographical location of 
the offense. 
- - UCR: 
--Self-report: 

Yes 
Yes 

- -Victimization~ Yes 

(2) The data must specify whether the offense was committed 
by a lone perpetrator or a group. 
--UCR: No 
--S~lf-report: Yes 
--Victimiz~tion: Sometimes 

(3) The data must specify the motive for the offense. 
- -UCR: No 
--Self-report: Yes 
--Victimization: Sometimes 

(4) The data must specify whether the offense occurred in 
an urban, suburban, or rural area. 
--UCR! Yes 
--Self-report: Yes 
--Victimization: Yes 

(5) The data must specify whether weapons were used and 
what type. 
--UCR: No 
--Self-report: Yes 
--Victimization: Yes 
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(6) 

( 7) 

(8) 

The data must provide a description of the offender. 
--UCR: Yes, for arrestees 
- -Self-report: Yes 

--Victimization: Sometimes 

The data must include the offender's offense history. 
--UCR: No 

--Self-report: Yes' 
--Victimization:' No 

The data must tell us whether the offender was under 
the influence of alcohol or drugs. 
--UCR: No 
--Self-report: Yes 

--Victimization: No 

(9) The data must tell us what the relationship was between 
the victim and the offender. 
--UCR: No 

--Self-report: Yes 

--Victimization: Sometimes 

(10) The data must provide a demographic description of 
the victim. 

--UCR: No 
--Self-report: No 

--Victimization: Yes 

(11) The data must allow the computation of nationwide 
estimates of the above variables. 
--UCR: Yes 
--Self-report: No 

--Victimization: Yes 
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What chahges have occurred over time in the magnitude of 

the problem? 
(1) The data must have been collected in a consistent 

manner over time. 

--UCR: Yes 
--Self-report: No 
--Victimization: Yes, in the case of NCS 

What ~hanges haVe occurred iIi the correlates of serious 
juvenile crime? 

(1) The data must have been collected in a consistent manner 
over time. 
--UCR: 
- -'Self -report: 

- -Victimiza tion~ 

Dis:cussion 

Yes 

No 
e­

Yes, in the case of NCS· 

Wher. reviewing the above summary, the reader must keep in 

mind that what are described are the capabilities of the eXisting 
UCR system of official aggregate statistics on crime, but only 

the potential of the other two data collection methods. For 

example, the summary shows that all three methods can tell 
whether an offense occurred in an urban, suburban, or rural 

area; but in fact there are no existing self-report data'that 

address that issue (as opposed to the urbanity of the respondent's 

school). Similarly, the summary shows that only the self-report 
methods can tell us the offenders offense history; in fact, 

no self-report study has ever published such data. Another caveat 

regarding the statements about self-reports in the summary: it 
seems that it is economically impossible to generate national 
self-report data using a generalizable sample, so'vhether the 

method can. provide certain types of information may be irrelevan't 

in a study concerned with national phenomena. 
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It is Unquestionably the case that each method of data 

collection has its strengths in r~gards to the que~tions addressed 

in this research. The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports have the enormous 
advantage of longevity, and they are the only set of national 

criminal statistics at the arrest level. Self-report data provide 

us with entree to the "dark figure" of unreported delinquency. 
And victimization surveys promise to provide another measure of 

unreported crime on a nationar level. Unfortunately, each method 
is flawed as well. 

Clearly, if one was to estimate how much serious juvenile 
crime occurs in the United States in a single year, one must work 
either from victimization data on the offenses in which the victim 
sees the offender, or one must use UCR data. Both methods have 

difficulties and involve assumptions about the generalizability 
, of the data available. In the case of UCR, one must assume a 

specific relationship between the number of juveniles arrested for 

an offense and the number of juveniles committing that offense. 
With victimization data, one must assume that the incidents in 

which the victim sees the offender are typical of all instances 
of that offense. 

\\'hat have been called here the "correlates" of crime include 
data about the offense, the offender, and the victim. In general, 

victimization data provides the most information on those specifics, 

and the National Crime Survey provides national data from very 

large samples. Both UCR and NCS provide data for a period of time, 

and the NCS has been in existence for only six years, while the 
Uniform Crime Reports have been published for almost 50 years. 

As discussed earlier, the different data sources utilize 
different basic units of analysis. The victimization data use 

the victimization event as the unit and cannot always'provide data 
on the number of offenders involved in a single event. UCR age 

specific data, on the other hand, rely on arrests; the arrestee 

in a given arrest is the unit of analysis. UCR data also include 

the number of offenses reported to the police, but juvenile crime 
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cannot be distinguished from adult crime at that st~ge. While 

there may be theoretical reasons for preferri~g one unit over 

another, the choice of data collection methods will determine the 

unit of analysis, and the choice of data collection method will 
usually be determined by the availability of relevant data from 
that method. 

This is not to imply that UCR data should be used simply 

because "that's all there is~" as has usually been su~gested. It 
is a better source of national estimates than self-report data, 
and it provides information not available in victimization ~urveys. 
While it is certainly risky to estimate the number of juvenile 

crimes from the number of juvenile arrests, the absolute value of 

the estimate may not be very important anyway. Skogan (16) and 
Booth, at al. (4) have examined the relation between victimization 

and UCR rates (for adults and juveniles combined) and found them 

to be moderately correlated: coefficients of around .40 to .90 

were reported. They also found that correlations between other 

variables and these rates were fairly similar, although Booth's 

multivariate analysis indicates that there are important differences 
in the behavior of the two different types of rates. Insofar 
as the biases present in each method are stable over time, either 

can be used to make estimates of national rates and to compare 

the prevalence of crime over time. As long as there is doubt 
about whether they are measuring precisely the same thing, it 
would be wise to use both methods for analyzing the correlates 

of juvenile crime. 
The mere size of the data set generated by UCR ameliorates 

the inaccuracies that go into it. While critics find examples of 

city crime rates quadrupling in one year, they never find that in 
the national statistics. The inertia created by the millions of 
arrest and offense reports that are entered each year prevent 

local changes from affecting the final outcome substantially. 

Furthermore, the Bureau's own editorial practices serve as a 
check on changes in local reporting and recording practices. 
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While there are questions that cannot be answered by UCR data 

(23, p. 24), they cannot be addressed satisfactorily by other 

existing data sets either. Thus, the UCR presents the currently 

best available source for national data and should be ~sed to 

the extent possible. Of course, improvements can still be made' 
in the UCR. Furthermore~ other data collection techniques or sources 

can be used or developed as requirements and resources dictate. 
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METHODOLOGY 

I. Identification of Sou~ces 

Several methods of abstract and bibliography "searching" 
were used to identify possible sources of information 
relevant to the characteristics of serious juvenile crime 
and its perpetrators. These can be broadly classified as 
either "manual searches" or "automated searches;" depending 
upon the means of scanning the citations. A number of 
"key words" were used as subject identifiers, including: 
juvenile, youth, crime, 
offenders, and arrests. 
employed: 

A. Manual Searches 

delinquency, violence, gangs, 
The following resources were 

• Criminology Index: Research and Theory in Criminology 
in the United States, 1945-19Zl 
Provides an index of references related to theore­
tical and empirical work in criminology, including 
articles, books, and reports. 

• Sociological Abstracts 
Provides yearly compilations of articles relevant 
to the field of sociology. 

B. Automated Searches 

• Automated Information Retrieval Services AIRS), 
University 0 a 1 ornia at Davis 
Computerized service 'offering searches of standard 
indexes and abstracts in a wide range of subject 
areas. Generally, these indexes or "data bases" are 
also available for manual searching. For the 
purposes of this report, the following data bases 
were considered: Educational Resources Information 
Center (ERIC), Psychological Abstracts, Social 
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Scisearch, Dissertation Index, and Sociological 
Abstracts. But, after examining the results of a 
preliminary search of the Sociological Abstracts, 
as well as examining the capabilities of the other 
data bases, it was determined that this particular. 
computer service was not suited to the 'needs of 

this assessment. 

National Criminal Justice Referen6eS~~vice, National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

Provides several services, including biweekly 
announcements of publications relevant to the criminal 
justice field, and "state-,of-the-literature reviews tl 

conducted by computer for specific subject areas. 

Social Research Group, George Washington University' 

Also provides special computer searches of certain 
topics. 

• National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Information 
Center Library 
Provides weekly announcements of publications received 
by the Library which are relevant to juvenile delin-

quency. 
After having identified as many references as possible a 
number of criteria were used to determine the relevance of 

each citation to this topic. These criteria included: 

• Must be written in English, and based upon data 

collected or published no earlier than 1968. 

Must be based upon a sample size of at least ~OO, 
and must be applicable to the national or State 
level (i.e., excludes small-scale, local studies). 

Must be relevant to juv~niles, and have some indi­

cation of offense severity. 

• Must be readily available to obtain (thereby excluding 
such items as unpublished dissertations). 
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Generally, if a publication did not fulfill the above re­
quirements, it was disc'arded. Exceptio,ns were made for 
certain major works whic4, for example, were published 
prior to 1968. 

Na tional Survey of 'Co'u'r't 'and 'Co'rrec tron 'Information 

To supplement information obtained through manual and 
automated abstract searchjs, a survey of various criminal 

justice agencies in each State was conducted. The three 
main purposes of the survey were: (1) to assess the in­
formation capabilities of different components of the juve­
nile justice syst~m, (2) to obtain data which is not com­
monly available or which is unpublished, and (3) to develop 
an understanding of serious juvenile crime and its, perpetra­
~ors at the State level. 

The survey instrument consisted of an introductory letter 
designed to present the purposes and goals of the data col­
lection effort, accompanied by a questionnaire listing par­
ticular types of information needed~ An attempt was made 
to contact a variety of information sources, including: 
automated information services, correctional departments, 
judicial/juvenile courts, law enforcement departments, State 
planning agencies, and youth service agencies. Specific 
names and addresses were obtained from several published 
directories of criminal justice agencies. 

Table C-l, (p. 302) summarizes the number of surveys sent, 
number of respondents, and return rate, by component. It is 

emphasized that numerous reasons could accoun~ for a lack 
of response from agencies, including: incorrect mailing 

address of the agency, survey lost in mail, recipient not 
understanding request, and agency not collecting appropriate 
data. 
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TABLE C-l 

NUMBER "OF -SURVEYS "SENT ," NUMBER OF "REPONDENTS, 
" AND "RETURN "RATE 2" "BY "COMPUNENT 

Componellt Number Number 
Sent "Rettirned* 

Correctional Departments 24 8 

Judicial/Juvenile Courts 9 3 

Youth Services Agencies 23 7 
Law Enforcement Departments 4 1 

State Planning Agencies 49 12 

Automated Information Services 6 1 

Miscellaneous 3 0 

TOTAL 114 31 

Percent 
"Returned 

33 

33 

30 

25 

24 

17 
0 

27 

(*This excludes a small number of surveys that were returned and 
indicated that no information was available.) 

All information that was returned was categorized as 
describing either arrests, courts, or corrections. The 
arrest category consisted of data from 15 Sta~es and one 
city, courts consisted of nine States and two counties, and 
corrections included 23 States. Certain agencies that were 
contacted returned information for more than one of these 
categories, thereby providing, for example, arrest and 
court data for a single State. 

An examination of all the State da.ta revealed that much of 
the information was not comparable, particularly for the 
categories of courts and corrections. Common problems 
included: a lack of offense specifity or definition; lack 
of age categories or definition of te~ms such as "juvenile;" 
or inclusion of both criminal and status offenses in the 
broad category of "delinquency." These difficulties limited 
the use of State data, as discussed in Chapter IV, (pp. 183-184). 
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III. Computational Methods 

Several statistical measures were us~d to describe the 
volume and nature of serious juvenile crime. The two 
major measures were median age and adjusted arrest rates. 
The logic for their use, and specific formulas, are as 
follows: 

A. Median Age 

Median age :"as chosen as a summary statistic, instead 
of mean or mode, in order to compensate for inexact 
data at the extremes of our age distribution (e.g., 
10 years and under). This statistic provided a con­
venient summary of the age of persons arrested, referred 
to court, or committed for various serious offenses. 
The formula consists of: 

Score 
p 

Where 

= LRL + pN 

LRL 

P 

N 

SFB 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

SFB 
f X h 

score corresponding to the pth 
percentile 
lower real limit of criticil 
interval 

specified percentile 

total number of cases 

sum of frequencies below critical 
interval 

frequency within interval f 

h = interval size. 

To compute median age, sex, and race, frequencies were taken 
from annual volumes of Uniform Crime Reports, as well as 
from State data obtained through the national survey. 
CumUlative frequencies were then computed and the median 

formula was solved for tip = .5$" or the score (specific age) 
corresponding to the fiftieth percentile. 
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B. Adjusted Arrest Rate 

Arrest rates were computed for each age group for selected 
years. Rates were used instead of frequencies in order 
to examine txends over time which would not be biased by 

changes in the population composition. The following 
formula was employed: 

Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency 
Populatlon 

After careful examination of annual Uniform Crime Reports 

(UCR), it was determined that the population covered in 
arrest statistics vari~d considerably during the time 
period 1964 to 1977. For example, in the 1977. edition 
of UCR, an estimated population of 198,401,000 was covered 
in the arrest frequency data for specific age (Table 32, 
p. 344). Based on 1977 census data,.it was found that 
this corresponded to 92 percent of the total United StQtes 
population. Similar percentages ranged from 69 percent in 

1964 to 84 percent in. 1975. In order to compensate for 
" 

this disC' .... eTlancy, an "adjustment factor" was computed for 
each year, by age, sex, and race.* 

Total United States Population 
f = Population represented in arrest reports** 

Where f = adj ustment" factor 

The resulting figures are presented in Table C-2. 

*It was necessary to compute separate "factors" for age, 
sex, and race, since the number of jurisdictions reporting to 
UCR varies for these three characteristics. 

**Number of jurisdictions reporting and estimated population 
figures are given at the top of each arrest frequency table in 
Uniform Crime Reports. 
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Year 

1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 

1968 
1967 

1966 
1965 

1964 

TABLE C-2 

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS 

Age 

1. 09 

1.22 

1.19 
1. 59 
1. 35 
1. 30 
1. 33 
1. 35 
1.41 

1.37 
1. 35 

1.41 

1.45 
1. 45 
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Sex Race 

1.15 1.10 

1.32 1.23 

1. 47 1.25 

1. 85 1. 69 

1.41 1.45 

1. 47 1.40 

1.47 1.40 

1.49 1.43 

1. 56 1.52 

1.45 1.47 

1. 52 1.47 

1.61 1. 52 

1. 69 1.54 

1. 72 1.61 



"Adj us ted rates" \'lere then determined in the following 

manner: 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Rate X f 

IV. Official, National Level Data Sources 

This report was restricted by a lack of national data 

sources. Ideally, the nature and volume of serious juvenile 
crime should be described using information drawn from 

arrests, courts, and corrections. But, national court 

data (Juvenile Court Statistics) does not provide any 

distinctions based on the severity of offenses, and national 
corrections data (Children in Custody and National Prisoner 

Statistics) lack both age and offense breakdowns which 

would be appropriate for our use. It was necessary, 

therefore, to restrict the discussion in the assessment 

to arrest statistics in the form of Uniform Crime Reports 

as a national indicator of serious juvenile crime. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Terminology used in this report is drawn from three main sources: 
Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, Dictionary of Criminal 
Justice Data Terminolo : First Edition 1976 and Uniform Crime 
Reports, 1977. Certain age an of ense classifications were 
specifically defined for the present report and are as follows: 

I. Age Classifications 

• Juvenile - a person from ages 7 through 17 

• Adult - a person over 18 

II. Offense Classifications 

• Total Offenses - includes all offenses reported in 
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) , except "curfew and loite7C­
ing law violations" and "runaways." 

- Index Offenses: includes seven UCR Index Crimes (i.e., 
criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft). 

Violent Offenses: criminal homicide, forcible rape, 
robbery, aggravated assault. 

Serious Property Offenses: burglary, larceny-theft, 
motor vehicle theft. 

- Non-Index Offenses: all "Total Offense$" which are not 
included within "Serious" category. Includes negligent 
manslaughter. 

III. ~~ecific Offenses 

• Arson: willful or malicious burning with or without intent 
to defraud. Includes att.empts. (ollCR, 1977) p .. 304 

• Aggravated Assault: assault with intent to kill or for t~e 
purpose of inflicting severe bo~~ly injury by shooting, 
eu tting, stabbing·, ··rnaiming, poison.ing, scalding, or by 
the use of acids; explosives, or other means. Excludes 
simple assaults. (UCR) p. 304 
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• Burglary~Breaking or Entering: housebreaking or any 
breaking or unlawful entry of a 'structure with the 
intent to commit a felony or a theft. Includes 
attempted forcible entry. (VCR) p. 304 

• Criminal Homicide: murder and non-negligent manslaughter -
all willful felonious homicides ~s distinguished from 
deaths caused by negligence. (VCR) p. 304 
The, present report uses murder synonymously with 
criminal homicide. 

• Criminal Offenses: act committed or omitted in violation 
of a law for which an adult can be punished. 
(Dictionary) p. ~ 

• Forcible Rape: the carnal knowledge of a female forcibly 
and against her will in the categories of rape by 
force and attempts or assaults to rape. Excludes 
statutory offenses. (UCR) p. 304 

• Larceny-Theft (except motor vehicle theft):' the 
unlawful taking, carTying, leading, or riding away 
of property from the possession of 4!another. The'ft3 
of bicycles, automobile accessories, shoplifting, 
pocket-picking, or any stealing of property or article 
which is not taken by force and violence or by 
fraud. (UCR) p. 304 

• MotoT Vehicle Theft: unlawful taking or attempted theft 
of a motor vehicle. Synonomous with auto the~t. 
(VCR) p. 304 

• Negligent Manslaughter: causing the death of another by 
recklessness or gross negligence. (Dictionary) p. 62 

• Non-Negligent Manslaughter: intentionally causing the 
de~tth of another with reasonable provocation. 

• Robbe~ry: stealing or taking anything of value from the 
cat'e, eus tody, or control 0 f a person, by force or by 
violence or by putting in fear, such as strong-arm 
robbery, stickups, armed robbery', attempts or assaults 
to rob. (VCR) p. 304 

• Status Offense:. act which is declared by statute to be 
an offense, but only when committed by a juvenile. 
(Dictionary) p. 2 
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IV. Miscellaneous 

• Adju~i~ated: h~ving.been the subject of completed 
crlmlnal, or Juvenlle proceedings, and convicted or 
adjudicated a delinquent, status offender or dependent. 
(Dictionary) p. !l 

• Characteristic: (1) distinguishing trait, quality or 
property which, for the purposes of this report is 
commonly available in existin.g information sour~es 
(e.g., age, sex, race). (2) variables which would 
hy~othetica11y c?rre1ate with serious juvenile 
crlme (e.g., socl0economic status, educational and 
family background). (Webster) p. 187 

• Delinquent! juvenile who has been adjudicated as having 
committed a delinquent act, which is an act for 
which an adult could be prosecuted in a criminal 
court. (Di ctionary) p. 40 
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APPENDIX E 

TABLES OF FREQUENCIES RELEVANT TO 
JUVENILE ARRESTS, PETITIONS, AND COMMITMENTS 
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Preceding page blank 
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TABLE B-1 

NATIONAL POPULATION: AGES 11-17 (1964-77) 
(Corresponds to Figure II-4, p. 82) 

-.-------------------~r----------------~ 
YEAR 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

POPULATION 
(in thousands) 

25,338 

25,501 

27,296 

27,880 

28,386 

28,740 

29,04,9 

29,203 

29,253 

29,105 

28,779 

28,221 

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Curre~t Populatio~ Re~orFs (1964: 90~ p. 35~; (1965: 90! p. 34~; 
(1966.90, p. 33); (1 67. 90, p. 32), (1968. 90, p. 31), (1969 . 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 29); (1971: 90, p. 28); (1972: 90, 
p. 2 7); ( 19 7 3: 9 0, p. 26); (19 7 4: 91, p. 12); ( 19 7 5: 91, p. 11);, 
(1976:91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 
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TABLE E-2 

NATIONAL ARREST FREQUENCIES F.OR 
INDEX OFFENSES: AGES 11-17 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-5, p.82) 

ARREST FREQUENCIES 
YEAR (in th~,~sands) 

1964 352 

1965 377 

1966 398 

1967 453 

1968 477 

1969 498 

1970 554 

1971 599 

1972 597 

1973 583 

1974 633 

1975 783 

1976 710 

1977 785 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justi~e, Federal Bu:eau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the Unlted Stat:-s -
1964 (98, p. 108); 1965 (99, p. 112); 1966 (100, p. 114), '. 
1967 (101, p. 121); 1968 (102, p. 115); 1969 (103, p. 113) ~ 
rna (104, p. 126); I97T (105, p'. 122); 1972 (106, p. 126) ~ 
1973 (107, p. 128); 1974 (108, p. 186); 1975 (109, p. 188), 
1976 (110, p. 181); and 1977 (111, p. 180). 
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TABLE E-3 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDEX AND 
NON-INDEX OFFENSES: AGES 11-17 (1964-1977) 

(Correspond~ to Figure 11-6, p. 84) 

OFF ENS E S 
(per' 100,000) 

YEAR INDEX NON-INDEX . 
. 1964 2,012 2,389 

1965 2,143 3,564 
1966 2,157 3,656 
1967 2,303, 2,986 
1968 2,394 3,304 
1969 2,518 3,395 
1970 2,681 3,572 

,1971 2,818 3,774 
1972 2,672 3,617 
1973 2,694 3,566' 
1974 3,441 4,121 
1975 3,202 3,764 
1976 3,011 3,981 
1977 3,030 4,022 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed ba'sed 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = ~[rest Freguency x AdJustment. Factor 
. Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of . 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports fo! the United States - 1964 
(98,p. 108); 1965 (99, p. 112); 1966 (100, p. 114); 1967 (101, 
p. 121); 1968 TIOZ, p. 115); 1969-yrQ3, p. 113); 1970~4, p. 126); 
1971 (105~ 122); 1972 (106~ 126); 1973 (107:-p7 128); 1974 
'"[I(rn', p. 186); 1975 TI'U9, p. 188); 1976 TITD", p. 1-81); and 1 '9iI (Ill, p. 180). ---- ----, ____ 

. . 
Population: U.S. Department of CQm~erce, B.ureau ~£ the Census, 
Current Population Re'~o'rts (1964: 90, p, 351; (1965; 9'0, p~ 341; 
"{1966: 90, p. 33]; (167: 90., p . .321; (19.68; 90, p. 311; (19.69: 
90, p. 30); (19'70: 90., P! 29); (1971: 90, p. 281; (19.72; 90, 
p. 27); (1973: gO, p. 26); (1974: 91, po. 121; (1975; 91, Po. 111; 
(1976 : , 91, p. 10); and (1977': 92, p. 171 •. 

Ad~u.stment Factors; 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.3S; , 
19 8=1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-4 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDEX 
V-IOLENT AND PROPERTY OFFENSES: AGES 11-17 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-7, p. 85) 

OFF ENS E S 
YEAR (per 100.000) 

. VIOLENT PROPERTY 

1964 138 1,874 
1965 162 1,981 
1966 176 1,9.81 
1967 199 2,104 
1968 213 2,181 
1969 237 2,281 
1970 253 2,381 
1971 281 2,490 
1972 294 2,379 
1973 297 2,397 
1974 353 3,086 
1975 342 2,860 
1976 310 2,701 
1977 308 2,722 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources~ 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(9S, p. lOS); 1965 (99, p. 112); 1966 (100, p. 114); 1961 (101, 
p. 121); 1968 TITI7, p. 115); 1969-rTQ3, p. 113); 1970-rrrr4, p. 126); 
1971 (105, p. 12~); 1972 (106, p. 126); 1973 (107, p; 128); 1974 
"'(Ilr!, p. 186); .!.212.. "[109, p. 188); 1976 nnr, p .. 181); and J.'9iI 
(111, p. 180). . 

Population: U.S. Department of COl1)Jllerce, B.ureau of th.e Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (19~4.: 90, p. 351; [19.65; 9.0. p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 331; (1 67: 9.0, p~ 321; (196.S; 9.0, p~ 311; (196.9; 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 291; (J971: 90, p. 281; (1972: gO., 

. p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (19.74: 9.1, p. 121; Cl9.7St 9.1, p~ 111; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171, 

Adtustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8=1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E- 5 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDIVIDUAL VIOLENT 
OFFENSES: AGE 11-17 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-8, p. 86) 

OFFENSES (per 100,000) 
YEAR AGGRAVATED 

MURDER RAPE ASSAULT ROBBERY 

1964 3 10 65 59 
1965 3 13 71 75 
1966 4 11 85 76 
1967 4 12 90 93 
1968 5 13 85 112 
1969 6 14 90 126 
1970 7 15 96 136 
1971 7 16 110 149 
1972 7 17 118 152 
1973 7 18 118 155 
1974 8 19 138 189 
1975 6 16 142 179 
1976 6 16 134 155 
1977· 6 16 136 150 

*Adjusted arr~st rates per 100,000 population were oomputed based 
on the fo1101'l1ng formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-33.5): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Populatlon 

Sources: 

Arrest.Fre9uencie~: U.S. ~epartment of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investlgatlon, Unlform Crlme Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1965 (99, p~ 112); 1966 (lOa, p. 114); 1967 (101, -
p. 121); 1968 TfOZ, p. 115); 1969-rI03, p. 113); 1970-rIQ4, p. 126); 
1971 (105, p. 122); 1972 (106, p. 126); 1973 (107~ 128); 1974 
~, p. 186); 1975 TIQ9, p. 188); 1976 rrrrr, p. 181); and 1~ 
(111, p. 180). -.-

Population: U.S. Department 9f CQmmerce, Bureau of th.e Census 
Current Population Re~orts (1964: 90 t p, 351. C1S65~ 90, p, 341t 
TI966: 90, p_ 33); (1 67: 90., p. 321; (19.68: 90-, p. 311; (1969: 
9 0, p. 30); (19 7 0: 9 0, p ~ 2 9}; . (19 71: 9 0, p. 2 81; C19. 7 2; 9 Q , 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 121; (1975·: 91 p. 112' 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (19.77: 92, p. 171. " 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
1968=1.37;' 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and,1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-6 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR ROBBERY AND 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT: AGES 11-17 (1964. 1970, 1975, AND 1977) 

(Corresponds to Table 11-3, p. 87) 

O(~e~ rO~~~O~)S 
AGGRAVATED 

YEAR ROBBERY ASSAULT 

1964 S9 6S 

1970 136 96 

1975 179 142 

1977 150 136 

d t Per 100,000 population were computed *Adjuste arrest ra es d f lly on pp 
based on the following formula (as discusse more u . 
332-335) : 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment.Factor 
popu1at1on I 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: ~.S. Dep~rtment of JUfsti~~, &~t~~~lS~~~::u_ 
of Investigation Un1form Cr1me Re~orts or e 
1964 ( 9 8, p.' 1 08); 197 0 ( 1 04, p. 1 6); 197 5 (1 0 9, p. 18 8); and 
1977 (Ill, p. 180). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bur7au1~~0~h~oCensu~9)' 
Current Population Re£orts (1964: 90 , p. 35), ( . , p. , 
(1975: 91, p. 11); ana (1977: 92 , p. 17). 

1970--1.35,' 1975=1.19', and 1977= Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 
1. 09. 
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TABLE E-7 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDIVIDUAL 
INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES: AGES 11-17 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure lI-9~ p. 8~ 

OFF ENS E S 
~er 100 .... 000 

LARCENY- MOTOR VEHICLE 
YEAR BURGLARY THEFT THEFT 

1964 506 1,011 357 
1965 532 1,089 360 
1966 529 1,094 357 
l~67 599 1,136 ·369 
1968 652 1,149 379 
1969 650 1,265 367 
1970 664 1,381 338 
1971 69.8 1,472 319 
1972 677 1,412 290 
1973 744 1,347 307 
1974 940 1,829 320 
1975 926 1,668 267 
1976 852 1,603 245 
1977 867 1,580 275 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate - Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
. Populat10n 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re orts for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1 9, p. 1 OJ ; .l.. , p. 1 ; 1 1, 
p. 1 21); 1968 TI02 , p. 115); 196 9 lI03, p. 113); 197 a lID 4, p. 1 26) ; 
1971 ( 1 a 5, p. 12 2); 1 97 2 (1-06, p. 12 6); 19 73' (1 ° 7, p. 12 B); 19 74 
~, p. 186); 1.975 lI09, p. 188); 1976 trnr, p. 181); and 1"911 . 
(111, p. 180). -- -- .-

Population: U.S. Department of CoJt)JJlerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (1964: 9.0, p. 351; (1965; 90, p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33); (1 67: 90, p. 321; (196,8; 9.Q, p~ 311; (196.9; 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 291; (1971: 9Q, p. 281; (1972; g·O., 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 121~ (19.75: 9.1, p~ Ill; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171. 

Adlustment Factors: 1964~1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8-1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE 13-8 

NATIONAL ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR INDEX AND 
NON-INDEX OFFENSES: AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-10, p. 92) 

AGE 

OFFENSE 11-17 18-20 21-64 

Index· 784,556 352,041 799,409 

Non-Index 1,.041,573 1,115,035 4,495,203 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1977 (111, 
pp. 180-181). 
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TABLE E-9 

NATIONAL ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR VIOLENT AND . 
PROPERTY OFFENSES: .AGES'11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-II, p.Q2) 

OFFENSE 

Violent 

Property 

11-17 

79,736 

704,820 

A GE 

18-20 

67,831 

284,210 

21-64 

234,755 

564,654 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1977 (111, 
pp. 180-181). 
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TABLE E-10 

NATIONAL POPULATION AND ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL 
INDEX OFFENSES: AGES 11-17,18-2'0, AND 21-64 (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-12, p. 93) 

A G E 

OFFENSE 11-17 18-20 21-64 TOTAL (11-64) 

Motor Vehicle· 
Theft 71,193 24,993 38,414 134,600 

Burglary 224,535 89,992 129,859 444,386 

Larceny-Theft 409,092 169,225 396,381 974,698 

Robbery 38,756 27,973 55,089 121,818 

Rape 4,204 4,686 16,756 25,646 

Aggravated 
Assault 35,120 32,663 150,206 . 217,989 

Murder 1,656 2,509 12,704 16,869 

Population . 2S,221 
.lin thousands1 

12,769 115,S26 156,S16 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1977 
(Ill, pp. 180-1S1). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current ~opu1ation Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 
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TABLE E-11 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INn-EX OFFENSES 
COMBINED: AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-13, p. 94) 

I AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) I 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 2,012 1,922 439 
1965 2,143 1,876 455 
1966 2,157 1,810 446 
1967 2,303 1,958 479 
1968 2,394 2,202 496 
1969 2~518 2,412 546 
1970 2,635 2,681 604 
1971 2,771 2,.818 653 
1972 2,672 2,648 657 
1973 2,694 2,632 643 
1974 3,441 3,434 776 
1975 3,202 3,348 764 -
1976 3,011 3,250 759 
1977 3,030 3,005 752 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fu~ly on pp. 332-335): 

Ad.justed Arrest Rate = Arrest Freg.uency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re orts for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108-109 ; 1965 99, pp. 112-113 ; 1966 100, pp. 114:rrs); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-IZT); 1968 (102, pp. 115-116); 1969 (103, 
pp. 113-114); 1970 (104, pp. 126-127); 1971 (105, pp. 122-123)' 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp. 128-129); 1974 (108, P1>' 
I8t>="187); 1975 (109, pp. 188="189); 1976 (110, pp. rSl-182); and 
1977 (111, pp. 180-181). 

Population: U.S. Department <;if Commerce, Bureau (;If the Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (1964: 90, p. 351.; C1965:,9'O, p~ 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33); (167: 90, p. 321; (19.68; 90, p. ~11; (1969: 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 29}; (1971: 90, p. 281; (19.72: 90, 
p. 27); (1973:90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 12); (1975: 91, p. 11); 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (19. 77: 9 2, P • 171 ~ 
AdtUstmen~ Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8-1.37, 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; -1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-12 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDEX PROPERTY. OFFENSES 
COMBINED: AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-7'7) 

(Corresponds to Figure .11-14, p. 95) 

AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 1,874 1,591 302 
1965 1,981 1,536 310 
1966 1,981 1,455 293 
1967 2,104 1,566 3i8 
1968 2,181 1,748 326 
1969 ~,281 1,912 367 
1970 2,381 2,156 416 
1971 2,490 2,262 448 
1972 2,379 2,213 569 
1773 2,397 2,074 427 
1974 3,086 2,733 528 
1975 2,860 2,705 536 
1976 2,701 2,651 541 
1977 2,722 2,426 531 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formu1a.Cas discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ·usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Populatl.on . 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 

. (98, pp. 108-109); 1965 (99, pp. 112-113); 1966 (100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-TnT; 196~ (102,pp. 115-=rrD); ~ (103, 
pp. 113-114); 1970 (104, pp.' 126-127); .1971 (105, pp. 122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp.-rrB-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
I'B'O-18 7) ;. 197 5 (109, pp. rss:-18 9); '1976 (11 0.. pp. IBr="18 2); and 
1977 (111, pp. 180-181). 

. . 
Population: U. S. Department o£ COJJ)Jllerce, B.urea.u of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 9.0, p. 35.1; (19.65; 90, p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33}; (1967: 9.0, p. 321; (1968; 9.0, p~ 311; (..196.9; 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 29}; (1971: 9.0, p. 281; (1912; 90., 
p. 27); (19.73: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 121; (19..75: 9.1, p~ Ill; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171. 
Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
Pl~9~6-8-~lr-.~3"7~;~1~9~6~9~-T1~.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972~1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-13 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR VIOLENT OFFENSES 
COMBINED: AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-IS, p. 96) 

AGE / RAT' E (per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 138 332 138 
1965 162 341 145 
1966 176 354 152 
1967 199 392 159 
1968 213 454 162 
1969 237 500 179 
1970 253 527 188 
1971 281 556 205 
1972 294 593 218 
1973 297 559 216 
1974 353 701 250 
1975 342 643 229 
1976 310 599 216 
1977 308 579 221 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formu1~ (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Ad· st t F t Popu1atl.on JU men ac or 
Sources: 

Arrest.Fre9uencie:: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investl.gatlon, Unl.form Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
{98, pp. 108-109); 1965 (99, pp. '112-113); 1966 (100 pp114-115) . 
1967 (101, pp. 121-II2T; 1968 (102, pp. 1157IIO); 1969 Ci03 ' 
pp. 113-114); 1970 (104, pp. 126-127); 1971 (105, PP:-122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107,. PP.1'Zl3-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
180="187); .1975 (109, pp. 188-189); 1976 CUO pp. 181-182~· and 
1977 (Ill, pp. 180-181). -' . ., 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, BUTeau <:If the Census, 
Current Population Regotts (1964: 90, p, 351; (1965: 90, p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33); C.l~67: 90., p. 321; (19.68; 90, p. 311; (19.69: 
90, p_ 30); (1970: 90, p~ 29); (1971: 90, p. 281; (19.72: 90, 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p~ 12}; (1975: 91, p. 11); 
(1976 :. 91, p. 10); and (19. 7 7: 9. 2, p. 171 ~ 
Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8=1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-14 

ADJ·USTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR MURDER: 
AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-16, p. 97) 

AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 3 11 8 
1965 3 13 9 
1966 4 14 9 
1967 4 15 10 
1968 5 19 11 
1969 6 23 11 
1970 7 23 12 
1971 ·7 24 13 
1972 7 25 13 
1973 7 24 14 
1974 .8 29 14 
1975 6 25 13 
1976 6 21 12 
1977 6 21 12 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population ·were computed based 
on the following for~ula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arr~st ir~9uen~~ x Adjustment Factor opu a lon 
Sources: . 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re orts for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108-109 ; 1965 99, pp. 112-113 ; 19 6 100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-I2!T; 1968 (102, pp. 1157IIb); 1969 (103, 
~113-114); 1970 (104, ~126-127); 1971 (105, ~122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp. 128-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
~187); 1975 (109, pp. ~189); 1976 (110, pp. ~182); and 
1977 (111,--PP:- 180-181). --. 

Population: U. S. Departm~nt of Commerce, Bureau of th.e Cen.sus, 
Current Population Re~orts (J964: 9.0, p.' 351; (19.65: 90, p. 341; 
(~966: 90, p. 33}; (.1 67: 90, p. 321; (19.6.8; 9.0, p~ 311; .(196.9; 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 29,}; (1971: 90, p. 28},; (1972; 90., 
p. 27); (1973: ·90, p. 26); (1974: 91, .p. 121; (19.75: 9.1, p~ 111; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171. 

Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8-1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1;35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. . 
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TABLE E-15 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR RAPE: 
AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-17 p. 98) 

AGE / R A T E (-per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 10 35 9 
1965 13 38 9 
1966 11 37 10 
1967 12 37 10 
1968 13 38 10 
1969 14 42 11 
1970 15 42 12 
1971 16 41 12 
1972 17 47 14 
1973 18 42 15 
1974 19 46 16 
1975 16 41 14 
1976 16 40 ::'5 
1977 16 40 16 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 popUlation were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arr~st ir~9UenCY x Adjustment Factor opu a lon §ources: . 

Arrest Frequencie~: U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re orts for the U~ited States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108-109); 1965 99, pp. 112-113 ; 1966 100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-I22); 1968 (102, pp .. 1157IIO); 1969 (103, . 
pp. 113-114); 1970 (104, pp. 126-127); 1971 (105, PP:-122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, PP.~-129)· 1974 (108pp 
18'0-18 7); 1 9 7 5 (10 9, pp. 188:"189); 1976 (110 pp: rrr:1s 2) . ' and' 
1977 (111, pp. 180-181). -----, , 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bure~u qf the Census, 
Current Population Re~o'rts ().964: 90, p. 351; (19.55: 9'0, p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33); (1 67: 90., p. 321; (19.68; 90, p. 311; (1969: 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90" p~ 29}; (1971: 90, p. 281; (19,72; 90, 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p~ 121; (1975: 91, p. 11); 
(19 7 6: 91, p. 1 0); and (197 7: 9. 2, p . 1 7} , 

Ad~ustmen~ Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8-1.37, 1969-1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30,' 1973=1.35,' 
1974=1.5Y; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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, TABLE E-16 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR ROBBERY: 
AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-18, p. 99) 

--
AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 59 138 31 
1965 ' 75 139 35 
1966 76 141 32 
1967 93 172 38 
1968 112 211 42 
1969 126 233 47 
1970 136 253 50 
1971 149 277 57 
1972 152 286 61 
1973 155 254 55 
1974 189 337 68 
1975 179 292 58 
1976 155 254 51 
1977 150 239' 52 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency x Adjustment Factor 
Population 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. '108-109); 1965 (99, pp. 112-113); 1966 (100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. I21-TIT); 1968 (102, pp. 115-i10); 1969 (103, 
PP:-113 - 1 .. 4); 197 0 (1 04, PP:-126 -12 7); 1 971 ( 1 0 5, PP:-122 -123) ; 
1972 (10(,pp.U6-127); 1973 (107, pp. 128--129); 1974 (108, pp. 

,180"="187); 1975 (1,09, pp. 188-="1-s 9); 1976 (110, pp. 181-182); and 
1977 (111, pp:- 180-181). --

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current P~pu1ation Re~orts (1964: 9.0, p, 35); (1965; 90, p~ 341; 
{1966: 90, p. 33); (1 67: 90, p. 321; (196.8; 9.0., p., 31); ().96,9; 
90, p. 30j; (1970: 90, p. 29.1; (1971: 9.0., p. 281.; (197.2; 90., 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 12.1; (19.75: 9.1, p. 111; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171. 

.Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1~41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8=1.37; 1969-1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972~1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977;1.09. 
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TABLE E-17' 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR AGGRAVATED ASSAULT: 
AGES, 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11- 19, P.100) 

A G E / RAT E (per 100,000) 
YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 65 148 90 
1965 71 151 91 
1966 85 164 100 
1967 90 169 103 
1968 85 186 100 
1969 90 203 110 
1970 96 209 113 
1971 110 214 1~2 
1972 118 235 131 
1973 118 239 132 
'1974 138 291 151 
1975 142 286 143 
1976 134 283 139 
1977 136 279 141 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ·u.sted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest 'Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation~ Uniform Crime Re arts for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108-109 ; 1965 99, pp. 112-113 ; 1 66 100, pp. 114-11 
1967 (101, pp. 121-I!!); 1968 (102, pp. 1157IIO); 1969 (103, 
~113-114); 1970 (104, ~126-127); 1971 (105, ~122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp.128-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
180-187); 1975 (109, pp. 188-'189); 1976 (110,. pp. 181-"182); and 
1977 (111,PP:- 180-181). --

Population: U.S. Department ~f Commerce, Bureau Qf th.e Census, 
Current Population Re§orts (19.64; 90, p~ 351; (1965:9.0, p, 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33); (l 67: 90., p. 321; (19.68; 90, p. 311; (1969: 
90, .p. 30); (1970: 90, p~ 29}; (1971: 90, p~ 281; (l9,7~; 90, 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26}; (1974: 91, p~ 12); (1975; 9J., p. 11); 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and el9.77: 92, p~ 171~ 

Adtustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8=1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.21; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-18 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR BURGLARY: 
AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure II-20, p.102) 

AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) 
YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 506 531 9'3 
1965 532 503 94 
1966 529 465 87 
1967 599 524 96 
1968 652 583 98 
1969 650 595 102 
1970 664 652 111 
1971 698 704 120 
1972 677 699 116 
1973 744 648 111 
1974 940 865 134 
1975 926 860 131 
1976 852 816 124 
1977 867 768 122 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp.l08-l09); 1965 (99, pp. 112-113); 1966 (100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-I72); 1968 (102, pp. 115~); 1969 (103, 
pp. 113-114); 1970 (104, pp. 126-127); 1971 (105, ~122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp.l'2'8-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
~187); 1975 (109, pp. 188-189); 1976 (110, pp. ~182); and' 
1977 (111, pp. 180-181). 

Populat ion: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of t.he Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (1964: 9,0, p.' 351; (19,05; 90, p~ 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33}; (167: 9.0, p. 321; (1968: 9.0, p~ 311; (..196.9; 
90, p. 30); C 19 7 0: gO, p. 29'1; (19 71: 9. 0, p. 2 81 ; (19 7 2.: 9 0 , 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 12.1; (19.75: ,9.1, p. Ill; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171'. 

Adjustment Factors! 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
1968=1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-19 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR LARCENY-THEFT: 
AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND 21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-21, p. 10~ 

AGE / R A T E (per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 1,011 790 180 
1965 1,089 761 184 
1966 1,094 726 176 
1967 1,136 772 189 
1968 1,149 862 192 
1969 1,265 1,003 223 
1970 1,.381 1,206 265 
1971 1,472 1,270 280 
1972 1,412 1,254 280 
1973 1,347 1,187 278 
1974 1,829 1,606 353 
1975 1,668 1,630 370 
1976 1,603 1,623 384 
1977 1,580 1,445 373 

, 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formuJa (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
. Populatl0n 

Sources: . 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108 -109); 1965 ( 9 9, pp.' 112 -113); 19 6 6 ( 10 0, pp. 114 -115) ; 
1967 (101, pp. 121-I72); 1968 (102, pp. 1157fIO); 1969 (103, 
~113-114); 1970 (104, ~126-127); 1971 (105, ~122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (107, pp.l'2'8-129'); 1974 (108, pp. 
~187); 1975 (109, pp. ~189); 1976 (110, pp. ~182); and 
1977 (111, --pp:- 180-181) . --

Population: U.S. Department Qf Comlllerce, Bureau Qf th.e Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (J9.64: 90, p. ~51; (19.65: 90, p, 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 33)) (1 67: 9Q., p. 321; (19.68; 90, p. 311; (19,69: 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. 29); (1971: 90, p. 281; (1972: 90, 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (1974: 91, p. 12}; (1975: 91, p. 11); 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (19. 77: 92, P • 1 7} • 

Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8-1.37; 1969-1.41; 1970=1.'35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974~1.S9; 1975=1.~9; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-20 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR MOTOR VEHICLE 
THEFT: AGES 11-17, 18-20, AND.21-64 (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure 11-22, p. 104) 

j AGE / RAT E ~per 100,000) 

YEAR 11-17 18-20 21-64 

1964 357 269 29 
1965 360 271 32 
1966 357 265 31 
1967 369 270 32 
1968 379 303 36 
1969 367 314 41 
1970 338 297 42 
1971 319 287 47 
1972 290 260 42 
1973 307 239 38 
1974 320 262 40 
1975 267 213 35 
1976 245 211. 34 
1977 275 213 36 

I I 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ"usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Fre91~~ x Adjustment' Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation,.Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, pp. 108-~09); 1965 (99, pp. 112-113); 1966 (100, pp. 114-115); 
1967 (101, pp. 121-IZ2T; 1968 (102, pp. 11S-=-rIO); 1969 (103, 
pp. 113-114); 1970 -;(104, pp. 126-127); 1971 (105, pp. 122-123); 
1972 (106, pp. 126-127); 1973 (1.07, pp.128-129); 1974 (108, pp. 
18'0-"187); 1975 (109, pp. IBB-"189); 1976 (110, pp; ISr:"182); and 
1977 (Ill, pp. 18 0 -181) . --

Population: U.S. Department ot' Commerce. Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (.1964: 9.0, p. 351; (1965: 90, p. 341; 
(1966: 90, p. 331; [167: 9.0, p. 321; (19.6.8; 9,0, p~ 311; (196.9; 
90, p. 30); (197 0: 9 0, p. 291; (19 71: 9 Q, p. 2 81 ; 09 7 2; 9 0., 
p. 27); (1973: 90, p. 26); (19.74: 91, po' 12.1; (19,75:'91, p .. 111; 
(1976: 91, p. 10); and (1977: 92, p. 171. 

Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8=1.~7; 1969-1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE E-21 

NATIONAL ARREST FREQUENGIES FOR INDEX AND 
NON-INDEX OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 
(Corresponds to Figure IV-I, p. lSQ) 

OFF ENS E 

AGE INDEX 

Total (ages 
under 18) 818,667 

10 and under 34,111 

11 - 12 75,007 

13 - 14 207,340 

15 158,410 

16 178,960 

17 164,839 

NON-INDEX 

1,080,066 

38,493 

65,;392 

206,625 

193,655 

260,377 

315,524 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States -
1977 (111, p. 180). 
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TABLE E-22 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR INDEX AND 
NON-INDEX OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-2, p. 151) 

0l F ENS E S 
'per 100~00d) 

AGE INDEX NON-INDEX 

10 and under 103 116 

11-12 1,102 961 

13-14 2,772 2,762 

15 4,109 5,023 

16 4,597 6,689 

17 4,286 8,204 
-

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100)000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Fresuency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1at10n 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1977 
(111, p. 180). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factor: 1977-1.09. 
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TABLE E-23 

NATIONAL ARREST FREQUENCIES FOR VIOLENT AND 
INDEX PROP.~RTY OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 
(Corresponds to Figure IV-3, p .. 152) 

OFF E N S E 

AGE VIOLENT INDEX PROPERTY 

10 and under 1,632 32,479 

11 - 12 4,460 70,547 

13 - 14 15,905 191,435 

15 15,033 143,377 

16 21,060 157,900 

17 23,278 141,561 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United StateS -
1977 (111, p. 180). 
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TABLE E~ 24 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR VIOLENT 
AND INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-4, p. 153) 

OFFENSES (per 100,000) 

AGE VIOLENT INDEX PROPERTY 

10 and under 5 98 

11 - 12 66 1,037 

13 - 14 213 2,559 

15 390 3,719 

16 541 4,056 

17 605 3,681 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed 
based on the following formula (as discussed more fully on 
pp. 3 3 2 - 3 3 5) : 

Adjusted Arrest Rate 

Sources: 

= Arrest Fresuency x: Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atl0n 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau' 
of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 
1977 (111.,p. 180). 

POEulation: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment ~actor: 1977=1.09. 
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TABLE. E-25 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES'll FOR THE FOUR 
VIOLENT OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-5, p. 154) 

OFFENSES (per 100,000) 

AGGRAVATED 
AGE MURDER RAPE ROBBERY ASSAULT 

10 and under 'II'll 'II'll 2 3 

11 - 12· 'II'll 3 29 33 

13 - 14 2 11 104 94 

15 7 19 197 167 

16 13 29 264 

~ 17 18 33 289 266 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-334): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

**Less than 0.5 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigatl0n, Uniform Crime Reports for the United St~ltes - 1977 
(111, p. 180). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Repor~ (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factor: 1977=1.09 
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TABLE E':26 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR THE THREE 
INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES BY AGE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-6, p. 155) 

OFFENSES (per 1'00,000) 

LARCENY· . MOTOR VEHICLE 
AGE BURGLARY THEFT THEFT 

10 and under 28 69 1 

11 - 12 285 720 32 

13 - 14 787 1,557 216 

15 1,222 2,0'30 468 

16 1,348 2,211 497 

17 1,214 2,063 404 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed. 
based on the following formula (as discussed more fully on 
pp. 332 - 335) : 

Adjusted Arrest Rate 

S,ources: 

= Arrest FreguenE[ x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1at10n 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States -
19 7 7 (111, p. 180). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
.Cu~re.nt Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factor: 1977=1:09. 
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TABLE E-27 

ADJUSTED NATI.ONAL ARREST RATES* FOR THE CRIMES OF 
ARSON AND NEGLIGENT MANSLAUGHTER BY AGE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-7, p. 156) 

OFFENSES (p~r 100,000) 
NEGLIGENT 

AGE ARSON MANSLAUGHTER 

10 and 'under 5 ** 

11 - 12 20 ** 

13 - 14 30 ** 

15 32 1 

16 27 3 

17 23 4 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed 
based on the following formula (as discussed more fully -on 
pp. 3 3 2 - 3 3 5): . 

Adjusted Arrest Rate 

**Less than 0.5 

Sources: 

= Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Populatl.on 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States -
19'77 (111, p. 180). . . 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustme~t Factor: 1977=1.09. 
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YEAR 

1964 

1968 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

TABLE E-'28 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR COMBINED 
INDEX'OFFENSES BY AGE (1964; 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-8, ~. 158) 

AGE / RAT E (per 100,000) 
--

10 AND 
UND'ER 11 - 12 13 - 14 15 16 

84 806 2,079 3,001 3,115 

108 1,032 2,445 3,412 3,550 

107 1,083 2,669 3,854 3,906 

106 1,033 2,633 3,765 4,118 

130 1,296 3,317 4,878 5,151 

114 1,155 2,942 4',470 4,955 

,IDS 1,116 2,746 4,184 4,765 

103 1,102 2,771 4,109 4,597 

17 

2,353 

3,090 

3,610 

3,700 

4,9 91 

4,548 

4,300 . 

4,286 

*Adjusted arrest ~ates per 100,000 population-were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Populat1on . 

Sources: 

~rrest,Fre9uencie~: U.S. ~epartment of Justice,.Federal Bureau of 
Investigat10n, Un1form Cr1me Reyorts for the Un1ted States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1968 (102, p. 115 ; 1972 (106, p. 126); 1973 (107, 
p. 128); 1974 "(TIf8, p. 186); 1975 (109, p. 188); 1976 lITO, .p. 181); 
and 1977 Tf[r, p. 180). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Re~ort~ (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 86, p. 53); (1 73: 87, p. 57); (1974: 92,. p. 18); (1975: 
8 8, p. '51); (19 7 6: 89, p. 50) ; and (19 7 7: 9 2, p. 1 7) . 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1968=1.37; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974=1.59; 1975-1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09 
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YEAR 

1964 

1968 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

TABLE E-29 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR COMBINED 
VIOLENT OFFENSES BY AGE (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-9, p. 159) 

~ 

AGE / RAT E ' (per 100,000) 

10 AND I UNDER 11 - 12 13 - 14 15 16 

2 34 111 194 253 

4 61 170 281 367 

6 75 234 400 503 

5 72 229 393 519 

6 75 256 476 632 

6 72 245 471 606 

5 68 221 418 562 

5 66 213 390 541 

17 

243 

426 

563 

566 

688 

651 

593 

605 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp_ 332-335): 

Ad ' t d A t R' Arrest Frequency . JUs e rres ate = Population - x AdJustment Factor 
Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of 
Investigat~on"Uniform Crime Reports for the U~ited States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1968 (102, p. 115); 1972 (106, p. 126); 1973 (107, 
p. 1 2 8); 1 97 4 n:os, p. 18 6); 197 5 ""(I09 , p. 18 8)' 197 6 (11 0 p. 181)' 
and 1977 mr, p. 180). -- , --' , 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31);· 
(1972: 86, p. 53); (1973: 87, p. 57); (1974: 92, p. 18); (1975: 
88, p. 51); (1976: 89, p. 50); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

~~4stment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1968=1.37; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
-1.59; 1975=1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09 
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YEAR 

1964 

1968 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

TABLE E-30 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR COMBINED 
INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES BY AGE (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-I0, P .160 ) 

A G E / RAT E (per 100,000) 

10 AND 
UNDER 11 - 12 13 -'14 15 16 

82 772 1,968 2,808 2 ;863 

103 971 2,275 3,131 3,182 

101 1,008 2,435 3,453 3,402 

101 961 2,404 3,369 3,599 

124 1,221 3,061 4,402 4,520 

107 1,084 2,695 4,000 4,349 

100 1,045 2,525 3,767 4,202 

1977 98 1,037 2,559 3,719 4,056 

17 

2,119 

2,664 

3,047 

3,059 

4,003 

3,897 

3,707 

3,681 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based . 
on the 'following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency x Adjustment Factor 
population 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of ' 
Investigation, UnIform Crime Re"}orts for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1968 (102, p. 115 ; 1972 (106, p. 126); 1973 (lli7, 
p. 128); 1974 TIOS, p. 186); ~975 TIQ9, p. 188); 1976 L110, p. 181); 
and 1977 trrr, p. 180). 

population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports. (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 86, p. 53); (1973: 87, p. 57); (1974: 92, p. 18); (1975: 
8 8, p. 51); ( 19 7 6: 8 9, p. 5 0) ; and ( 19 7 7: 9 2, p. 1 7) . 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.45; 1968=1.37; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974-1.59; 1975-1.19; 1976=1.22; and 1977=1.09 
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TABLE E-31 
ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* FOR ' 

INDIVIDUAL 'INDEX OFFENSES (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

YEAR/RATE (per 100,000) 

J .. AGE 1964 I 1968 I 1972 I 1973 I 1974 I 1975 I 19i6 

10 and under -* .1 .u Aft "* .1 .It 
11 - 12 .3 .4 .5 :5 .6 .4' . .5 
13 - 14 1.5 2.2 2.7 2.8 3.2 2.0 2.4 
15 4.4 5.8 8.7 9.0 9.8 8.2 6.0 
16 6.7 10.9 14.0 14.0 ] 5.0 13.9 12.2 
17 7.3 15.0 22.6 19.4 .20.6 17.6 14.6 

10 and under ** .1 .1 • Z .2 .2 .2 
11- 12 1..1 1.3 1.7 2,.1 2.2 1.8 2.4 
13· 14 S.8 6.9 10.8 10.3 11.8 10.1 11. 0 
15 14.2 16.7 22.6 22.5 23.2 21.'7 19.5 
16 21.3 26.3 34.3 33.8 33.9 27.l 29.0' 
17 21.9 33.3 39.8 4],4 45.1 36.8 33.1 

10 and under 1.0 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.4 '2.3 1.8 
11 - ]2 16.2 34.8 40.3 39.6 39.3 36.9 31.7 
13-14 52.3 95.4 126.0 127.1 139.2 133.9 112.1 
15 82.5 144.7 209.0 223.1 262.7 253.0 216.0 
16 106.0 180.8 252.0 257.4 336.3 3l1.S 282.1 
17 98..4 213.7 285.0 289.4, 357.8 347.4 285.3 

AGGRAVATED 10 and under 1.3 2.2 3.1 2.9 3.4 3.2 3.2 
ASSAULT 11 - 12 15.9 25.2 33.B 30.5 32.8 34.2 34.2 

13- 14 50.7 65'.5 94.9 88.6 102.3 104.7 95.1 
IS 92.4 114.1 160.0 155.0 180.0 190.5 177.6 
16 118.6 149.3 l03.0 20B.6 246.8 242.8 239.1 
17 115.1 164.3 214.5 232.0 26S.B 278.1 260.3 

BURGLARY 10 and under 25.0 32.7 29.5 32.6 37.0 :n.4 . 28.0 
11 - 12 223.3 294.1 263.9 288.4 335.!'i 310.2 285.7 
13 - 14. 535.0 683.4 663.0 741.0 901.6 .855.J 767.4 
IS 726.9 933.4 976.0 1100.1 1345.7 US2.3 1239.4 
16 748.3 928.8 1018.0 1100.6 1443.4 143l1.9 1312.1 
17 591.0 Bll.S 935.0 989.B 1274.0 1365.6 12,12.3 

LARCENY-THEFT 10 and under 55.7 69.3 70.0 66.3 85.3 77.1 70.7 
11- 12 525.0 637.5 711.0 650.5 850.$ 764.4 733 .9 
13 - 14 1147.0 1284.3 1548.0 1415.5 1904.8 1681. 0 1571.8 
15 1365.0 1492.9 1958.0 1801. 3 2485.0 2193.B 2101.4 
16 1327.7 1504.2 1823.1 1875.4 2465.6 2347.5 2359.5 
17 1056.0 ]274.1 1656.3 1698,0 2270.3 2281.9 2124.5 

MOTOR VEHICLE 10 and under 1.0 1.4 1.3 1.6 1.7 1.3 1.2 
TlfEFT 11 - 12 26.8 39.0 3Z.S 34.3 34.4 31. 0 26.8 

13 - 14 286.0 507.4 
15 

22.3.6 243.8 254.2 212.4 187.9 
715.8 

16 
704.6 519.2 572.9 571. 0 470.0 427.3 

741. 5 747.7 563.4 585.5 610.4 485.5 471. 9 
17 462.7 578.5 458.1 453.4 458.4 417, 'i 371. 2 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 popUlation were computed based 
on the following formula (as di~cus~ed more fully on pp. 332,335): 

Ad ' t d A t R Arres t Freauency .' JUs e rres ate" p I ~ x Adjustment Factor opu at~on 
uLes~ than 0.1 
Sources: 
Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of 
Invest~gation, On~form Crime Reyorts [or the U~ited States - '964 
(98, p. 108) i 1968 (102, p. lIs ; 1972 (l06, p. 1.26): 197rmT;-
p. 128); 1974 TlOS', p. 186): 1975 (Iii9, p. 188): 1976 lITO. p. 181); 
and 1977 nrr, p. 180). --

Population: U.S, Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p: 35); (196B: 90, p~ 3i); 
('I97"2: 86, p. 53); (1973: 87, p. 57); (1974: 92, p. IB)' (1975' 
88, 'p. 51); (1976: 89. p. SO): and (1977: 92, p. 17).' . 
Ad;ustment Factors: 1964-1.45; 1968-1.37; 1972 u 1.30; 1973c l.35; 
19 4-1.59; ~97S~19i 1976-1.22; and 1977-1.09. 
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2.4 
6.6 

13.4 
17.5 

.2 
2.6 

11.3 
19.4 
·l9.4 
·33.4 

1.5 
29.3 

104.4 
197.1 
2'63.5 
288.5 

3.2 
33.2 
94.4 

166.8 
234.6 
266.0 

28.3 
284.9 
7B6.9 

1221.8 
1348.4 
1214.0 

6B.6 
720.1 

1556.7 
2029.8 
2210.7 
2062.7 

1.4 
31.6 

215.5 
467.7 
497.0 
404.1 



10 AND 
YEAR UNDER 

1972 70 

1977 69 

TABLE E-32 

ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES* FOR 
LARCF.NY-THEFT BY AGE (1972 AND 1977) 
(Corresponds to Figure Iv-iI, p. 161) 

AGE / RAT E (per 100,000) 

11 - 12 13 .., 14 15 16 
... -

711 1,548 1,958 1,823 

720 1.,557 2,030 2,211 

17 

1,656 

2,063 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based. 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335). 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
popu1atl.on 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Uniform Crime Re orts for the United States-
1972 (106, p. 126); 1977 111, p. 180. 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1972: 86, p. 53); and (1977: 92, p. 
17) ~. . , 

Adjustment Factors: 1972=1.30; and 1977=1.09. 
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Sources: 

TABLE E-33 

NATIONA4 JUVENILE, ~OPULATION AND ARREST FREQUENCIES 
'BY I.1~DEX. OFFENSE: 'MA~E AND FEMALE (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-12, p. 166) 

SEX 
OFFENSE 

'. MALE FEMALE 

Index 639,827 144;670 

Non-Index 842,414 179,491 

Violent 71,063 8,200 

Property 568,764 136,470 

Larceny-Theft 297,074 117,155 

Aggravated 
Assault 29,815 5,206 

Murder 1,493 136 

Arson 7,054 731 

Motor Vehicle 
Theft 62,534 6,198 

Robbery 35,764 2,757 

Burglary 209,+56 13,117 

Forcible Rape 3,9'91 101 

Population 32,780,000 31,463,000 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 
1977 (111, p. 179) 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 
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TABLE E-34 

MALE AND FE~~LE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES~ FOR 
INDEX VERSUS NON-INDEX OFFENSES (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-13, p. 167) 
RATES (per 100,000) 

NON-INDEX INDEX 

YEAR MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

1964 1,893 468 1,452 186 

1968 2,205 424 1,739 266 

1972 2,719 631 2,022 451 

1973 2,528 571 1,964 440 

1974 3,029 626 2,580 602 

1975 2,960 625 2,530 597 

1976 2,813 617 2,157 517 

1977 2,955 656 2,245 529 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ'usted Arrest Rates = Arrest Fresuency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atl.on 

Sources: 

Arrest Fresuencie!: U.S~ ~epartment of Justice,.Federa1 Bureau of 
Investigatl.on, Un1.form Crl.me Reports for the Unl.ted States - 1964 
(98, p. 113); 1"968 (102, p. 119); 1972 (106;"p. 130); 1973 (107, 
p. 132); 1974 (108, p. 190); 1975 (109, p. 187); 1976 ClIO, p. 180); 
and 1977 (Ill, p. 179). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 3~); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973': 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 19); (1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.72; 1968=1.45; 1972=1.47; 1973=1.41; 
1974-1.85; 1975-1.47; 1976=1.32; and 1977=1.15. 
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TABLE E- 35 

MALE AND FEMALE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* FOR 
VIOLENT AND INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-14, p.168) 
RATES (per 100,000) 

PROPERTY VIOLENT 
YEAR MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

1964 1,346 177 104 9 
1968 1,564 252 161 14 
1972 1,781 422 241 29 
1973 1,730 414 233 25 
1974 2,286 567 295 34 
1975 2,234 561 297 37 
1976 1,947 490 210 28 
1977 1,995 499 249 30 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rates = Arrest Fresuency x AdJ'ustment Factor 
Popu1atl.on 

Sources: 

Arrest,Freguencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
lnvestlgatlon, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 113); 1968 (102, p. 119); 1972 (106, p. 130); 1973 (107, 
p. 132); 1974 (108, p. 190); 1975 (109 p. 187)' 1976 (110 p 180)' 
and 1977 (Ill, p. 179). --' , -- ,. " 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau ~f the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974; 92, p. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 19); (1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. 17), 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.72; 1968=1.45; 1972=1.47; 1973=1.41; 
1974-1.85; 1975-1.47; 1976=1.32; and 1977=1.15. 
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TABLE E- 36 

MALE AND FEMALE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* FOR 
ROBBERY AND AGGRAVATED ASSAULT (1964) 1968, 1972 .. "']7) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV~15, p. 169) 
RATES (per 100,000) 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT ROBBERY 
YEAR 

FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE 

1964 47 6 48 3 

1968 61 9 87 5 

1972 91 17 . 129 11 
/ 

1973 86 15 127 10 

1974 1Q6 21 165 13 

, . 1975 113 22 164 14 

1976 92 20 102 9 

1977 105 19 126 10 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were compute~ based 
on the following formula (as discussed ill~:e fully on pp. 332-335): 

AdJ"ustedArrest Rates = Arrest Freguency x AdJ'ustment Factor 
Popu1atl.on . 

Sources: 

Arrest Fre9uenc~e~: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
lnvestigatl.on, nl.form Crime Re~orts for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 113); 1968 (102, p. 119 ; 1972 (106, p. 130); 1973 (107, 
p. 132); 1974 lI08, p. 190); 1975 LI09, p. 187); 1976 TIIO, p. 180); 
and ~ (111, p. 179). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90; p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 1,9); (19 76: 92, p. 18) ; and ( 19 7 7: 9 2, p. 1 7) . 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.72; 1968=1.45; 1972=1.47; 1973-1.41; 
1974=1.85; 1975=1.47; 1976=1.32; and 1977 s 1.15. 
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TABLE ,E<37 

MALE' AND FEMALE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUV,ENILE A.RREST RATE.S* FOR 
BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

(1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-16, P.170) 
RATES (per 100.,000) 

MOTOR 
BURGLARY LARCENY-THEFT VEHICLE THEF'T 

YEAR . MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

1964 400 16 684 149 263 12 
1968 523 22 773 214 267 16 
1972 589 31 952 375 241 16 
1973 628 35 856 362 245 17 
1974 814 46 112.14 SQ2 258 19 
1975 832 46 1,172 495 230 19 
1976 706 41 1,052 432 188 17 
1977 734 48 1,042 428 219 23 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully. on pp. 332.-335): 

. Adjusted Arrest Rates = Arrest Freguency AdJ'ustment .Factor Popu1atl.on x 

Sources: 

Arrest Freguencies: U.S. Department. of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigatl.on, Uniform Crime Reports for the U~ited States - 1964 
{98, p. 113); 1968 (102, p. 119); 1972 (106, p. 130); 1973 (107, . 
p. 132); 1974 LIOB, p. 190); 1975 (109, p. 187); 1976 (110, p. 180) 
and 1977 lfIT, p. 179). -- --

Population: U.S. Department o£ CommeTce~ Bureau of the Cen$us, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 19); (1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.72; 1968=1.45; 1972=1.47; 1973~1.41; 
1974-1.85; 1975=1.47; 1976=1.32; and 1971=1.15. 
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TABLE E-38 

NATIONAL ,JUVENILE .POPULATION AND ARREST FREQUENCIES BY 
, OFFENSE: WHITE AND' BLACK (1977) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-1~, p.174) 

RACE 
OFFENSE WHITE BLACK 

Index 554,655 239,501 

Non-Index 852,227 198,146 

Violent 39,119 40,295 

Property 515,536 199,206 

Robbery 14,095 24,121 

Forcible Rape 1,888 2,270 , 

Murder 773 813 

Aggravated' Assault 22,362 13,091 

Larceny/Theft 293,696 124,897 

Burglary 1~7,613 59,722 

Motor Vehicle Theft 54,227 14,587 

Arson 6,673 1,326 

Population 53,477,000 9,430;1000 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the 
United States -1977 (111, p. 185). 

Population: u.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1977: 92, p. 17). 
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TABLE E-39' 

BLACK AND WHITE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* 
, FOR INDEX VERSUS NON - INDEX O,FFENSES 

(1964, 1968, 1972-77) 
(Corresponds to Figure IV-18, p. 175) 

RATES (per 100,000) 

INDEX NON-INDEX 
YEAR BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE 

1964 1,695 642 1,859 1,164 

1968 2,328 7.72 2,089 1,214 

1972 2,762 926 2,584 1,495 

1973 2,743 993 2,305 1,572 
1974 3,279 1,240 2,555 1,794 

1975 . 2,945 1,202 2,121 1,661 

1976 '2,681 1,069 2,053 1,646 

1977 2,793 1,141 2,311 1,753 

"'j 

. *A~justed arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on .PI'. 332 -335) : 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguencl y Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atl0n' . 

Sources: 

Arrest Fresuencies: ·U. S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigatlon, Uniform Crime Reyorts for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 115); 1968 (102, p. 121 ; 1972 (106, p. 132).; 1973 (107, 
p. 134); 1974 TfOB, p. 192); 1975 TfQ9, p. 193); 1976 TIIO, p. 186); 
1977 (111~ 185). -- --

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 19); (1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.61; 1968=1.47; 1972=1.40; 1973=1.45; 
1974-1.69; 1975-1.25; 1976=1.23; 1977=1.10 
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TABLE E-40 

BLACK,tAND.WHITE ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* 
FOR VIOLENT VERSUS INDEX PROPERTY OFFENSES (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Cor-responds to Figure IV-19, p.176) 

RATES (per 100,000) 

VIOLENT OFFENSES PROPERTY OFFENSES . 
YEAR BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE 

1~64 108 23 1,508 619 

1968 3,23 33 2,005 73'9 

1972 '511 49 2,251 877 

1973 479 56 2,264 936 

1974 545 71 2,735 1,169 

1975 498 75 2,447 1,128 

1976 417 64 2,264 1,006 

1977 470 80 2,324 IJ,060 

*Adju~ted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the fo11m'<'ing formul.a (as discuss'ed more fully on pp. 332 - 33 5) : 

Adjusted Arres~ Rate = Arrest Frequency x Adjustment Factor 
Population 

Sources: 

Arrest Freguencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigat10n, Uniform Crime Re orts for the United.States - 1964 
(98, p. 115); 1~68 102, p. 121 ; 197~ 106, p. 132 ; 1973 .107, 
p. 134); 1974 C108, p. 192); 1975 (109, p. 193); 1976 (1~0, p. 186); 
1977 (111-;-P- 185). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerc~, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20);, (1975: 
92, p. 19); (197 6 ~ 92, p. 18)'; and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

Ad~ustment Factors: 1964=1.61; 1968=1.47;.1972=1.40; .1973=1.45; 
19 4=1.69; 1975=1.25; 1976=1.23; 1977=1.10 ' 
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TABLE E-41 

BLACK AND WHI'fE ADJUSTED NATIONAL .JUVENILE A~REST RATES* 
FOR MURDER AND FORCIBLE RAPE (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-20, p. 178) 

RATES (ner 100_000) 

MURDER FORCIBLE RAPE 
YEAR . 

. BLACK WHITE BLAcK WHITE 
1964 3.7 .5 13.2 1.8 
1968 8.7 . 7 19.1 3.4 
1972 14.7 1.0 30.8 3.2 
1973 12.0 1.1 27.2 3.6 
1974 12.6 1.3 28.5 4.0 
1975 10.0 1.4 23.3 3.6 
1976 8.5 1.2 24.2 3.6 
1977 9.5 1.5 26.5 3.9 

.*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency x Adjustment Factor 
Population 

Sources: 

Arrest Freq~encies: u.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re~0rts for the U~ited States - 1964 
(98, p. 115); 1968 (102, p. 121 ; 1972 (106, p. 132); 1973 (107, 
p. 134); 1974 C108, p. 192); 1975 Tf09, p. 193)' 19761IIIT p. 186)' 
1977 (111-;-P- 185). --, ' --, , 
~ 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce; Bureau of the Census 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90 p. 3i)· 
( 19 7 2: 9 0, p. 13); [19 7 3: 9 0, p. 12); ( 19 74: 9 2, p. 2 0); ( 19 7 5': ' 
9 2, p. 19); (19 7 6: 9 2, p.. 1 8) ; and (19 7 7: 9 2, p. 1 7) . 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.61; 1968=1.47; 1972=1.40; 1973=1.45; 
1974-1.69; 1975=1.25; 1976~1.23; 1977=1.10 
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TABLE E-42 

BLAcK AND WHITE ADJ.USTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* 
FOR ROBBERY AND AGGRAVATED ASSAULT (1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-21, p. 179) 

RATES (per 1D_Q,000) 
AGGRAVATED 

ASSAULT ROBBERY 
YEAR 

BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE 

1964 79 12 90 8 
1968 107 17 188 13 
1972 171 28 294, 17 
1973 161 32 279 21 
1974 175 39 329 26 
1975 164 40 297 28 
1976 153 39 23'3 23 
1977 153 46 281 29 

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula (as discussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency x Adjustment Factor 
Population 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Justice, Federa1 Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Re~orts for the United State~ - 1964 
(98, p. 115); 1968 (102, p. 121 ; 1972 (106, p. 132); ,1973 (107, 
p. 134); 1974 Tf08, p. 192); 1975 Tf09, p. 193); 1976 trIO, p. 186); 
1977 (111-;-P:- 185). -- --

~opu1ation: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Re~orts (1964: 90~ ps 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1 73: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, p. 20); (1975: 
9 2, p. 1 9) ; '( 19 7 6: 9 2, p. 1 8) ; and ( 19 7 7: 9 2, p. 1 7) . 

Adjustment Factors: 1964=1.61; 1968=1.47; 1972=1.40; 1973=1.45; 
1974=1.69; 1975=1.25; 1976=1.23; 1977=1.10 
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TABLE E-4·3 

BLACK .AND WHITE.ADJUSTED NATIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES* 
FOR LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT, AND BURGLARY 

(1964, 1968, 1972-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-22, p. 180) 
RATES (per 100,000) 

MOTOR 
YEAR BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT VEHICLE THEFT 

BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE BLACK· WHITE 

1964 430 160 843 345 2:;4 114 
1968 612 216 1,058 408 335 115 
1972 685 250 1,291 528 275 99 
1973 697 286 1,293 543 273 108 
1974 854 357 1,625 695 256 118 
1975 765 363 1,502 661 178, 104 
1976 681 318 1,434 597 149 91 
1977 697 345 1,457 604 170 III 

---

*Adjusted arrest rates per 100,000 popUlation were computed based 
on the following formula (as di$cussed more fully on pp. 332-335): 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Freguency x Adjustment Factor 
Popu1atlon 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department gf Justice Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the U~ited States - 1964 
(98,p. 115); 1968 (102, p. 121); 1972 (106, p. 132); 1973 (107, 
p. 134); 1974 tIOB, p. 192); 1975 Tf09, p. 193); 1976 ClIO, p. 186); 
1977 (111, p. 185). 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Cen£us, 
Current Population Reports (1964: 90, p. 35); (1968: 90, p. 31); 
(1972: 90, p. 13); (1973: 90, p. 12); (1974: 92, P. 20); (1975: 
92, p. 19); (1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. i l) . 

'A~justment Factors: 1964=1.61; 1968=1.47; 1972=1.40; 1973=1.45; 
1 74=1.69; 1975=1.25; 1976=1.23; 1977=1.10 
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YEAR 

1975 

1976 

1977 

TABLE E-4'4 

POPULATION* AND FREQUENCY OF JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS 
FOR SELECTED INDEX.OFFENSES--BLACK JUVENILES VERSUS 

ALL OTHER JUVENILES (NEBRASKA, .1975-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure IV-23, p. 190) 

, 

!AGGRAVATED 
RACE ASSAULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

All Juveniles 52 138 804 
Black Juveniles 14 77 135 

All Juveniles 4~ 86 &20 
Black Juveniles 8 29 147 

All Juveniles 40 88 662 
Black Juveniles . 18 33 121 

~ 

Sources: 

AUTO 
THEFT 

281 
21 

264 
25 

268 
22 

Arrest Frequencies: Nebraska Commission of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, Juvenile Court Report - 1975 (144, p. 18); 
J976 (145, p. 34); and 1977 (146, p. 27). 

*Black juverd,le population was estimated to b.e approximately 5 to 
10 percent of total juvenile population based upon examination of 
Bureau of the Census population figures for 1970 (93, p. 25 and 
95, p. 33). 

" 
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TABLE E-45 

ARIZONA MALE AND FEMALE JUVENILE ARRESTS AND CORRECTIONAL 
COMMITMENTS FOR THE OFFENSES OF ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED 

ASSAULT, BURGLARY, AND LARCENY-THEFT (1975)' 

(Corresponds to Figure IV - 24, p. 221) 

S E X 
OFFENSE MALE FEMALE 

Correctional Correctional 
Arrests Commitments Arrests Commitments 

Robbery 161 25 16 

Aggravated 
Assault 292 33 42 . 

Burglary 2,162 134 152 

Larceny-Theft 3,864 41 1,404 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies: Compiled from information received from 
Uniform Crime Reports. , 

1 

2 

6 

6 

Correctional Data: Compiled from information received in the 
National Survey of Court and Correction Information (~3~). 
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TABLE E-46 

RACIAL COMPARISON OF JUVENILE POPULATION AND CORRECTIONAL 
. COMMITMENTS FOR BURGLARY (ARIZONA, FLORIDA, GEORGIA):· 1978 

. (Corresponds to Figure IV-2S, p. 196) 

'-
POPULATION* AND BLACK ALL 

COMMITMENTS JUVENILES JUV~NILES 

POPULATION 
Arizona 24,000 614,000 
Florida 457,000 2,112,000 
Georgia 662,000 1,646,000 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL 
COMMITMENTS FOR BURGLARY 

Arizona 8 52 
Florida 272 771 
Georgia 378 709 

Sources: Correctional data compiled from information received in 
the National Survey of Court and Correction Informa.tion (135 137 
141) . POpulation estimated from U.S. Department of Commerce ' , 
Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United St~tes -
~971 (93, p. 25) and 1976 (95, p. 33). 

*1978 population estimated based upon examination of Bureau of the 
Census popUlation figures for 1970. 
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TABLE E.-47 

ARIZONA JUVENILE ARREST AND CORRECTIONAL COMMITMENT 
FREQUENCIES FOR AGGRAVATED ASSAULT AND BURGLARY: BLACK, 

WHITE,-AND INDIAN/SPANISH AMERICAN (1975) 
(Corresponds to Figure IV-26, p. 197) 

ARRESTS CORRECTIONAL COMMITMENTS 
RACE AGGRAVATED AGGRAVATED 

ASSAULT BURGLARY ASSAULT BURGLARY 

Whites . 435 3,771 15 69 

Blacks 88 336 8 25 

Ind;ian!Spanish 
Americans 27 129 12 46 

Total 550 4,236 35 140 

Sources: 

Arrest Frequencies:' Compiled by National Juvenile Justice System 
Assessment Center from special request data from Uniform Crime 
Repor~s. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~u~e~n~c~i~e~s: Correctional dat~ compiled 
e National Survey of Court and 
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TABLE E-48 

INDEX OFFENSE AND ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION 
REPORTED FOR THE NATION: ALL AGES (1964-77) 

(Corresponds to Figure V-I, p. 2331 

YEAR REPORTED REPORTED MODIFIED 
ARREST** RATES OFFENSE RATES OFFENSE RATES'" . 

1964 407 1,361 2,373 
1965 430 1,434 2,434 
1966 444 1,656 2,655 
1967 503 1,922 2,972 
1968 523 2,235 3,350 
1969 556 2,471 3,658 
1970 624 2,740 3,960 
1971 676 2,907 4,140 
1972 679 2,830 3,938 
1973 652 4,116 4,129 
1974 696 4,822 -
1975 891 5,282 -
1976 831 5,266 -
1977 917 5:055 -

*The "modified" offense rates shown for the years 1964 through 
1973 reflect recomputations made by UCR in 1974 (108, p. 55) in 
order to adjust for a change in the definition of larceny-theft 
(see pp. 72-74 of the text for further discussion of this defini­
tional change). 

**Reported arrest rates per 100,000 population were computed based 
on the following formula: 

Sources: 

Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency 
Population 

For Reported Arrest Rates--
Arrest Frequencies: U.S. Department of Jus~ice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States - 1964 
(98, p. 108); 1965 (99, p. -nZ); 1966 (100, p. 114); 1967 (101, p. 
121); 1968 (10 z,-p . 115); 1969 (1 03 , -p. 113); 197 0 (1 ~ p. 126); 
1971 (los, p. 122); 1972 (roo; p. 126); 1973 (IlJ'r,'" p. '128); 1974 
TI08 , p. 18 6); 1 97 5 1TlJ9" " p. 188); 19 7 6 TfITI", p. 181); and 1m-. 
(111, p. 180). - - --
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TABLE E-48 
(continued) 

Population: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Re§orts (1964: 90"p .. 3·5); (1965: 90, p. 34); 
( 1966: 90, p. 3 3); ( 1 67: 90, P ~ 3 2); ( 196 8: 90, p. 3.1); ( 1969 : 
90, p. 30); (1970: 90, p. ,29); (1971: 9Q, p. 28); (1972: '90, 
p . 2 7); ( 19 7 3: 90, p. 26); ( 1 ~ 7 4: 9 2, P ~ 2 0);. ( 19 7 5: 9 2, p. 19); 
(1976: 92, p. 18); and (1977: 92, p. 17). 

For Reported Offense Rates--
U.S. Department of Justicei Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Uniform Crime Reports for the United States: 1964 (98, p. 3); 
1965 (99, p. 3); 1966 (loo J p. 59).; 1967 (101, p. 61); 1968 
""(TO"!, p. 59); 1 96'9""lIO 3 , p. 57);. 1970Tf04, p. 65); 197IlT05, 
p. 61); 1972 (roo; p. 61); 1973 (Irr1; p. 59); 1974 (~p. 55); 
1975 (109,P. 49); 1976 (11<r;p". 37); .and 1977LIT1, p. 37). 

For Modified Offense Rates--
U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Uniform Crime Reports, for the United States: 1974 (108, p. 55). 

Adtustrnent Factors: 1964=1:45; 1965=1.45; 1966=1.41; 1967=1.35; 
19 8~1.37; 1969=1.41; 1970=1.35; 1971=1.33; 1972=1.30; 1973=1.35; 
1974-1.59; 1975-1.19; 1976-1.22; and 1977c l.09. 

" 
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PART C 

RELATIONSHIP TO 
SUBSTANCE ABU~ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY , 

The ,purpose of this assessment is to synthesize and summarize 
the state-of-knowledge concerning the relationship b~tween sub­
s~ance abuse and serious crime among juveniles, It is intended 
to provide a basis for cOhtinui~g research 'and to suggest areas 
for preventive intervention and pplicy developm~nt. 

METHOD 

A number of abstracts of the literature and indexes' covering 
criminal justice, psychological and sociological studies were 
searched for the years 1968 through 1978. All article titles 
containing such words as violence or serious crime were cross­
checked for d~ug-related terms. For each title identified, the 
study, or an abstract of it, were examined. Sixty-three studies 
were found which met the criteria for review for this assessment. 
Through examination of the reference lists for those studies, 14 
additional studies were identified which satisfied the criteria. 
Nine of the 77 studies were reviews of the literature prior to 
1974 ~nd were used to establish the ba~ic state-of-knowledge as 
of that time. The other studies were'reviewed for the additional 
knowledge they could contribute to the pre-l974 findings. 

All but four of the studies reviewed were concerned primarily 
with adults; however, all had sbme relevance for juvenile drug 
abuse and serious crime. Of the 68 post-l973 studies, most,were 

concerned with either opiate or alcohol abuse and crime. 

KEY FINDINGS 

The studies consistently revealed three different patterns of 
relationship between drug abusers and serious crime: 

• the drug7abusing criminal, who usually has a lengthy 
career of crime prior to the onset of drug use, 

• the criminal-abuser, who generally does not become 
involved in any extensive criminal behavior until after 
the onset of drug abuse, 'and 

• the criminal-alcoholic, whose violent behavior and 
alcohol abuse both begin'in early adolescence. 
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Substance abuse and serious crime are centered primarily on 
juveniles i.n the. latter two classifications. 

The crimes of the criminal~abuser are nearly always related 
to the need for money with which to purchase drugs. The crimes 
of the criminal-alcoholic are larg~ly unpremediated and episodic, 

resulting in violence. 
No association was found between serious crime and the use 
of the depressant, stimulant or hallucinogenic drugs, 
other than their role in fomenting "rip-offs" and retalia.­
tions within the drug world itself. Marijuana was not 
directly associated with serious crime, although since.it 
is highly associated with the use of other drugs it tended 
to be indirectly correlated with the occurrence of serious 
ciime through users 'of those other drugs (opiates and 
alcohol). 
The relationship between substance abuse and serious crime 

among juveniles is not simple and unmediated by other 
influences. The studies concur that elements of the social and 

economic backg~ound of the individual, his or her personality 
and psychological set, the influence of locale and time are all of 
importance in determining whether a crimin~l event will occur. 

Only alcohol among the substances is identified as having a 
direct causal action in precipitating violence, but even 
there, it is likely that it is the predispositions 
to violent behavior which are released by the alcohol, not 
created by it. 

GENERAL CONCLUSION 

Accepting the general validity of the studies reviewed, it 

appears that: 
• a considerable proportion of the serious crime committed 

by juveniles is indirectly associated with substance 
abuse, and 

• efforts to prevent or control juvenile serious crime must 
become concerned also with the prevention and control of 
juvenile substance abuse. 

370 

If preventi.on and contr.ol measures are to be s.uccessful, a 
mul ti .... agency- effort is. a hasic req,uireme,nt: 

• The Office of. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
should.establl.sh a coopera~ive and joint.working arrange­
ment w~th such other agencles as the Natlonal Institute 
of Drug Abuse and the Naiional Institute on Alcoholism 
and Alcohol Abuse. . 

• Such a cooperative effort among health care social and 
correctional agencies should also be contin~ed at the State 
and local levels. 

• Greater research effort to discover the relationship 
between substance abuse and serious crime among juveniles 
must be made if meaningful prevention and control pro­
grams are to be developed. 

371 



· CHAJ?TER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The belief that various substances have the power to eradi­

cate cultural and moral restraints and turn man into a raging 

and uncontrollable monster is deeply ingrained in the Western 

tradi tion. Tales of magic elixirs and potions leading· to 
excessive and violent behavior are found in early Egyptian and 
Grecian myths. Fears of the temptations of the devil brew are 

found throughout the Middle Ages. On Walpurgis night hum~ns 
became demonic in drunken revelry. The early Puritans could 
see a direct relationship between "Demon Rum" and witchcraft, 
idolatry and sloth (11, pp. 323-342) much like Dr. Jekyll's 

deadly brew ,turned him into the murderous Hyde. 
In more recent time, the proponents of the 1937 Federal 

Marijuana Tax Act relied heavily on the ancient legend of the 

Assassins, who "under the influence of hashish ... would ma.dly 

rush at their enemies, and ruthlessly masSacre everyone within 

their grasp" (45, p. 150), to persuade the public and the 

Congress that the "Killer Weed" must be outlawed. The fact 

that this version was pure fabricat~ori and distortion of the 
original legend mattered little (45, pp. l49~156; 15, p. 154). 
The imagery caught the public imagination and continues to 

exert a strong influence over popular opinion about marlJuana 

and justifies police action against it (11, p. 304; 12, pp. 227-230). , 
Therefore, attempts to discuss crime and violence in society, in 
realistic terms, must necessarily examine as fully as possible the 
relationship between behavior and the abuse of drugs and alcohol. 

With the rapid rise in serious juvenile crime during the 
~id-197a's (especially violent crime) there ~as an unreflective 

tendency to look to drugs as an explanation. The timing was right. 

The great 'drug boom among American youth reached its height in 
ihe late 1960's and was followed shortly aftef by Tising youth 

crime rates. In the media and the popular imagination it seemed 

as though surely the latter must be a consequence of the former. 
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In 1964~ in an~wer to a Gallup Poll question~ only two per­

cent of th.e res'ponses ctt~d ndrinldng, dope ,addiction" as maj or 

causes of crime·. By 1970, the Minnesota Poll showed ~even per­

cent of the responses blaming "drugs and alcohol" for the high 
rate of violent crimes in the country. The Gallup Poll of 1972 

indicates that 21 percent of the respondents felt that "drugs/ 
drug addiction" were behind the high crime rate (25, pp. 290-293). 
A nationwide poll of law enforcement officials' in 1972 indicated 

a belief that greater proportions of crime at that time were due 

to drugs than in the two years previously, as well as anticipation 
that the increase would continue tnrough the following two years 

(65, p. 707). Publicly, Police Chief Ed Davis of Los Angeles, 
Senator Ed"Inund Muskie of Maine, and other officials throu0 hout 

the nation had little hesitation in attributing major proportions 

of the crimes within their jurisdictions to the increasing use 

of drugs (34, p. 222). 

PURPOSE OF THIS ASSESSMENT 

The primary goal of this assessment is to provide a base of 

knowledge concerning the impact of ~ubstance abuse on serious 
juvenile crime. This base should in turn lead to the clarification 

and development of consistent policy statements for the guidancci 

of legislators and operational agencies. 
In achieving this goal, this assessment will ~ndeavor to 

do more than merely review the existing literature; it will 

attempt to ~ynthesize findings from research on the topic and 
identify thos~ on which there is substantial agreement and those 

that are still on contention. Through this process it should 

then be possible to identify other questions in the field not 

yet raised. 
The scope of this assessment is encompassed by the two con-

cepts: "serious juvenile crime" and "subs tance abuse. ". "Juvenile" 

refers generally to the age range: 10 through 17 years. However, 

the review of research is not limited to studies in that age 
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range. If a study clearly has implications for such youth, even 
though based on subjects outside that age range~ it will be 

reviewed. The "serious crimes" with which this assessment is 

concerned are primarily the major crimes of the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation's Uniform Crime Reports: homicide, forcible 

rape, assault, robbery, burglary, larceny-theft and auto theft, 

especially those of a violent or extra-aggressive nature. This 

definition will not exclude such potentially violent crimes as 

arson and kidna~ping if they are relevant. It will not include 
status offenses, misdemeanors or offenses associated with the 

sale or possession of drugs. Since the literature relating 
drug abuse and crime does not focus on specific offenses but 

rather on crime in general, this assessment will adopt a flexible 
stance and judge each study in terms of whether it can reasonably 
be included under the general category of "serious juvenile crime." 

The concept of substance abuse implies or connotes chronicity. 
The distinction between a "user" of drugs or alcohol and an abuser 
is generally defined in terms of recency of use, frequency of use 
over time and the general debilitating effects, physically or 

socialiy; a distinction that will be applied here. The studies 
reviewed w~ll be primarily concerned with these drugs of abuse: 

opiates, depressants, stimulants, hallucinogens, marijuana and 

alcohol. The assessment will not be concerned with studies of 

the relationship of over-the-counter drugs such as aspirin, or 

of experimental drugs, with crime, even where they eventuate in 

violent behavior. For example, studies linking psychotic episodes 

to insulin reaction will not be reviewed. 

It is clear that all these definitions are loose and inexact, 

literature is surveyed it 

would exclude too many studies 
but this is unavoidable. WIlen the 
seems clear that any greater rigor 
that are both timely and relevant. What has been defined is the 

central core of concern, The further one gets away from those 
core concerns: the seven major crimes, the six categories of 

drugs, "juvenile" and "abuser~" the hazier become the criteria 
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and th.e more the writer )nust rely on ju~gment concerning what 

is. usable and relevant and wh.at can be exluded. It is in these 

peripheral areas that the reader is most likely to disagree with 

the judgment of the writer. 

METHOD OF AP'PROACH 

This assessment attempts to up-date the answer to the follow­

ing question~ What consistent relationships between substance 

abuse and serious juvenile crime are found in the research 
literature? The question limits the scope of the search to drug 

abuse aspects of a number of crimes which are more than chance 
relationships. It also focuses the search on empirical research' 

reports, rather than historical or theoretical papers. 
The search began with book and article titles obtained from 

standard indexes of the research literature and specialized 
bibliographies. The following standard reference indexes were 

used: 
Abstrac't'S on Cr'iminologyand' P'enology 
Crime and Delin'quen'ctLi'tera'thre 
DACAS: Drug Abuse Cu'rren't Awareness 'System 

Dissertation Abstracts Tnterhatio'nal 

psychological Abst'racts 

Social Sciences Citation Index 

Sociological Abstracts 
The indexes were entered with the primary key words: Aggressive 

Behavior, Crime and Criminals, Juvenile Delinquency, and Violence. 
Each work listed under these major headings was then scrutinized 

for such secondary cross-reference words as: Drugs, Narcotics, 

Heroin, Opiates, Depressants, Barbiturates, Amphetamines, LSD, 

Psychedelics, Hallucinogens, Marijuana, Alcohol or other drug­
related terms. Each title satisfying both criteria were recorded. 

Since the review was intended to be of recent material, only 
indexes or bibliographies containing works published since 1968 

were consulted. 
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When the, li.,s,t o;E titles., from these primary sources was 

completed, a ~e;a:rch_ was made ;Eor the actual work or an abstract. 

These were then revi,ewed in terms of the following criteria: 

• the work mus·toe based on empirical data 

• it mu~t b~ ~elevant to the American scene 
(forelgn works based on American data were 
accepted, works based on non-American 
su~jects were rejected unless they had 
unlv~rsal applicability) 

• it must be written in the English language 

• it must be relevant to the subject of the 
assessment. 

Some of the bettei sounding i'itles were from foreign journals 

(particularly the Eastern European countries with problems of 

juvenile alcohOlism). Others were not relevant, e.g., a work 
titled "Drugs and Violent Behavior" concerned the control of 
episodic psychosis with tranquilizers. A number were simple 

essays or editorialS devoid of empirical data. A large group 
was composed of studies of the effects of drugs on animal 

behavior. All of the above were excluded from the assessment. 

As each study was reviewed, its reference list was checked for 

relevant titles which had been missed in the preliminary search. 

Such studies were also reviewed and eliminated as above or 

retained. 

Some of the references were to obscure journals or foreign 

publications Dot available in local libraries despite the presence 

of a major State library and five universities. These eleven 
titles could not be reviewed. Since they were seldom referenced 
in other reviews or studies their omission does not seriously 

bias this assessment. Of the work retained, none turned out to 

be prior reviews of the literature. At that point, it was 
decided that there was little to be gained by reiterating the 
work contained in those reviews. All had been done for various 

national commissions and for the most part were readily available. 
The most recent studies about marijuana and crime provide summary 

information through 1974. The most recent general drug review 
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was for 1972, None o£ the reviews focused on juvenile crime 

alone 1 but all were relevant to the gen~ral topic of this assess­
ment. These early reviews were used as a base from which to 

focus on more recent empirical literature. Thu~, a summarization 

of the general findings of the reviews provided a framework for 

1974 against which subsequent research could be compared. All 

studies which were found in the early reviews were elilnihated 

from the final list of studies reviewed for this assessment, 

unless it contributed some new knowledge. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE ASSESSMENT 

Chapter II presents the evidence and summarizes the findings 
from the nine earlier reviews of the literature, especially those 

aspects of the reviews that are relevant to juvenile crime and 

drug abuse. Most of these were organized according to ~ome 

particular category of drugs: opiates, depressants, s~lmulant~, 

hallucinogens, marijuana or alcohol, to criminal behavlor., ThlS 
t 'II follow the same organization, with succeSSlve assessmen Wl 

chapters and sections devoted to the various drugs,of abu~e. 
Chapter III will look at the opiates, Chapter IV wlll reVlew 
the literature ~n alcohol, and Chapter V will examine the other 

drugs. Chapter VI will attempt to bring the preceding i~formation 
together into a comprehensive summary and will also examlne the 

policy and operational implications of the assessment. 
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CHAPTER II 

DRUG ABUSE AND SERIOUS JUVENILE CRIME: 
THE STATE-OF-KNOWLEDGE AS OF 1974 

INTRODUCTION _ .... 
Only a few selective reviews of the literature relating drug 

use to criminal behavior are found prior to 1967. In that year 

the first major review of the literatuTe appeared with the pUblica­
tion of the Task Force Reports of the President's Commission on 

Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (7~ 9, 10). Building 
largely on that work, within the next six years there was an out­
burst of reviews and reports on the subject. Several of these 
were general, surveying the entire drug field (6; 71), others 

were specific, focusing on the relationship between some particular 
drug and crime (48; 72; 34; 16; 33; 1). Although the latter four 
were not published until after 1973, they are largely based on 
studies previously completed. Thus, the nine reviews establish 

the knowledge available on drug abuse and criminal behavior prior 
to 1974. Unfortunately, few of the studies dealt specifically 
with the juvenile offender, but nearly all point to the develop­
ment of both drug abusing and criminal behaviors during the 
formative years of their subjects.* 

This chapter will examine the findings of 'these reviews in 
relation to the various drugs of abuse, noting especially where 

they add to pre-existing knowledge, dispute previous findings or 
open up new areas for consideration. As already noted, these 

findings will serve as the comparison framework for assessing the 
relevance of subsequent studies. 

*An excellent collection of abstracts of the literature on 
drug use and criminal behavior from both the pre-1974 and the post-
1973 periods is contained in Gregory A. Austin and Dan J. Lettieri, 
Drugs and Crime, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
December, 1976. Most of the pre-1974 studies abstracted therein 
were basic to the reviews cited above and are not, therefore, cited 
in the bibliography for this assessment. For the post-1973 studies, 
the relevant original works are cited directly. 
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Each of the following sections will consider the nature 

and gener'al effe.cts of e~ch. of th.e types of dr~gs.· Then, the 
rEnTiew' findings will be presented, followed by a short summary. 

-OPIATES 

". 

The opiates, also known as narcotics, are natural or synthetic 

drugs with analgesic effects on humans and animals. Among them 
meperidine, methadone and others. are opium, morphine, heroin, 

Their primary medical use is 
It is these drugs which 

for the relief of pain. 

of addiction or drug addicts. 

are usually referred to when speaking 

Addiction is generally defined by 

of ·t'o·l'e'r·a'n'ce and 'withdr'awal symptoms. With increas­the presence 
ing tolerance the user needs larger and larger doses to maintain 

the same effect. The symptoms of withdrawal occur when the drug 

use is stopped~ causing both acute physical and psychological 
reactions. For non-addicting drugs the appropriate term is 
habituation, which is increasing or continuing compulsive use 
of the drug, but without the rise of tolerance or the occurrence 

of withdrawal symptoms. 
The general effects of the opiates are primarily pain re-

duction, drowsiness, mental clouding characterized by inability 
to concentrate, thinking difficulty, apathy, loss of hunger drive, 

sex drive and anger in response to provocation. As Tinklenberg 

notes: "Certain, but not all individuals, find this state 

extremely pleasant." He goes on to point out that "many pai.n­

free people initially experience unpleasant reactions" to the 

opiates (71, p. 261). 

Findings 
By 1974 there was general agreement that opiates were not a 

f . "" the sense that they inevitably lead to direct cause 0 crlme In 

criminalityll (10, p. 57). A series of surveys of both opiate 

users and criminals during the 1960's and early 1970's were 

consistent in finding that "The majority of 

addicts have substantial criminal histories 
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current heroin 
prior to the first 

use of opiates. Hence, the argument that addiction cause (sic) 

previ.ously law..,·abtding persons to co.mmit crime is untenable" 

(34 # p. 260). In a maj ority of addicts, a criminal career was 
well started by the age of twelve, with the onset of drug use 

following several years later. Comparisons showed that the pre­

addiction criminal patterns of th~ addicts were quite similar to 
those of non-addict criminals (34, p. 225). 

The studies were equally consistent in finding that opiate 

abuse was not n~cessarily a precursor of violent behavior 
(6, p. 1483; 34, p. 245). Indeed, a number of studies indicated 

that opiate users were "less likely to commit homicide, rape, 

and assault than are users of alcohol, amphetamines and barbiturates" 

(71, p. 263) and that "the weight of the evidence suggests that 

the probability of violent behavior is not substantially increased 
by heroin abuse" (34, p. 245). Opiate abusers were found less 

likely than non-drug users to be arrested for crimes against the 

person (34, p. 246). Beginning in the early 1970's, however, 
there was a change. As one writer puts it, "The contemporary 
narcotic addict is much more likely to commit crimes against 

persons than his counterpart of recent years" (16, p. 132). 
Greenberg notes that: 

Burglary carries a substantial risk of violence, particularly 
when it involves a private residence. Since this, coupled 
with robbery, seems to be the crime most closely associated 
with addiction, it must be concluded that addict~ will 
commit crimes involving a risk of violence, but usually 
only when necessary to obtarn-money (34, pp. 247-248). 

Chambers suggests a reason for this growing trend: 

Although the majority of crimes committed to support 
addictions involve the theft of goods which are then 
sold or traded to secure drugs, the rate at which addicts 
are turning to crimes against persons to secure money 
rather than goods and to the selling of drugs are bbth 
alarming (16, p. 132). 

The move to robbery, ior the addict, is economically worthwhile. 
With one robbery the addict may procure more money than he might 

get from a dozen petty thefts or burglaries. 
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Most of the studies assumed that the need for money to 

maintain and s.upportth.eir add;i..ction was the primar.r motive for 

criminality among addicts (71, p. 2~3; 16, p. 140). This 
assumption seems to be incompatible, however, with the finding 
that most addicts were criminals prior to their addiction. Was 

pre-addiction criminality differentially motivated from post­
addiction criminality? The studies seem to be saying that on 
the one hand addicts are simply criminals who have turned to 
drugs, but on the other hand that after doing so they must 
resort to crime to maintain their habit. If the second is true, 
then the temporal sequence studies are immaterial in assessing 
the relationship between opiates and crime. If it is ·not true, 
then post-addiction criminality must be seen as simply an 
extension of pre-addiction criminality and not necessarily 

related to addiction. 
A number of studies indicated that even though addicts 

often had extensive criminal records in their background prior 

to addiction, following addiction their arrests tended to 
increase (10, p. 57). Greenberg and Adler re-examined those 

studies and point out a major methodological problem: 

The age at onset of addiction appear~ to ?e the later teens 
or early twenties. T~is is also a.hlgh rlsk age for 
criminal activity. Slnce most ~dd:cts ~ee~ to have been 
criminally deviant prior to addlctlon, It.l~ probab~e.that, 
although the type of crime may change, crlmlnal actlvlty 
would occur at about the same rate regardless of the 
presence of addiction (34, p. 243). 

They then conclude that "there is no reason to believe that 
addiction is the crucial variable which accounts for increases in 
criminality, if this increase, in fact, exists" (34, p. 244). 

This seems to leave the entire issue of the relationship 

between opiates and crime up in the air. In this dilemma, two 

somewhat parallel sets of observations are useful. The first is 
the seemingly obvious point that the term "addict" categorizes 

a number of highly heterogeneou~ individuals and sub-groups. 
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Blum l?Q;i.,nt~, out th.at tl.amo~g a.ddicts th.ere eXi.st discrete. groups. 

each. w:i.t~ tts PT,ob.a:.hTe. s.e·to£ life styles., some criminal and 
some 'not t .an~ th.at even wi.:thin these groups there is di versi ty" 
(6, p. 1483). Greenb~~g and Adler~ taking a critical look at 

, , ... 
the studies they review,' note that "since the aforementioned 

studies typically' select their samples from ~:rrest retords or 
treatment prog~ams, it is not possible to evaluate whether they 
are representative 'of the tot~l population of addicts jl (34, p. 239), 

The subjects of most of th~ studies are those addicts most likely 
to have been arrested. Thus: those addicts who are best known to 
law enforcement and available for research purposes are those who 
tended to have criminal careers prior to their addiction. 

The second set of observations relates the criminal behavior 
and the drug abusing behavior of the addict to his background in 
a highly delinquent subculture. Thus, the criminal addict is 
seen as "an individual who has been immersed in a criminal sub­
culture and is introduced to narcotics as a result of his social­
ization into this subculture" (34, p. 235). Among addicts 
with a delinquent life-style "drug use is part and parcel of their 
other activities, crime included" (10, p. 57). Within the criminal 
subculture "drug use and criminal behavior may form mutually re­
inforcing relationship~" (71, p. 267). The intermix of criminal 
and drug abusing behavior within that subculture admits no 

determination of tause and effect--it is the chicken and the 

egg riddle over again. On the one hand, opiate abuse is seen 
as increasing "the probabilities that the individual will engage 
in robbery and other acquisitive crimes" (71, p. 263) while on 
the other hand "it would seem that while engaging in criminal 
acts does not lead to addiction in all cases, or even in most 
cases, it increases the probabilities of addiction" (34r p. 260). 

In the midst of this indeterminance, Blum points to the two 

possibilities based on some solid and not so solid evidence for 
th~ interface of opiate abuse and serious crime. One is due to 
the "evidence in man for increased irritability during opiate 
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wi.thdrawal" (6 1 l?~ 1486). He ask.s the question: 

Wheth.er th.e' I?e:rson undergoing wi thdr.aw-al and simultaneously 
engaging in criminaljty is more likely to hurt someone 
because of irrascibi1ity, nervousness, lack of impulse 
control or the like which is an immediate and specific 
feature of the withdrawal itself (6, p. 1485). 

Tink1enberg found additional support for the idea that angry 

assault can and does occ:ur among narcotic addicts undergo'ing 
withdrawal (74, p. 352). Both speak only of this happening as 

a possibility but no data on the extent to which it happens is 
presented. 

The possibility lies in the fact that "large doses of 

opiates produce death" (6, p. 1489). Here the use of the drug 

itself is a vehicle for violence on the user. Induced overdose 
is a known technique for safely eliminating undesirable or 
untrustworthy members of the drug underworld. 

Summary 

that: 
By 1974 the research literature had fairly well established 

• The use of opiates does not necessarily contribute 
to de~inquent behavior. 

• Some opiate users commit criminal acts. 

• Some cri~ina1s come to use opiates. 
• Most criminal opiate users had criminal records 

prior to the start of their opiate use. 

A major trend seemed to be that: 

• Criminal opiate users were increasingly turning to 
crimes against persons to obtain funds to support 
their habit. 

Points still to be determined were: 

• Whether tliere is any predictable relationship between 
opiate use and crime. 

• The extent to which the criminal opiate user is 
representative of the entire population of opiate 
users. 

384 

\ , 
l 
i 

! 
I 
j 

j 

1\ 

I, 
I 

, o. 
j 

I 
! 
I 

! 

I 
I 

l. 
I 
j 

i 
I 
l 
~ 
i 
I. 
I· 
I; 

f. 

l' 



• Tae: ex.tent .to w.hi.ch. th.e commitment. of v:i:..o.lent 
crimes' .c~n be.attr.i.butedto opj..~te wi.th.drawal 
anxi.ety_ . 

• The: 'extent ·to which apparent opi.at.e 'overdose deaths 
are 'actually' i,ntentional homicide. 

'DEPRESSANTS 

The depressant drugs include the barbiturates, tranquilizers 

and sedatives. In terms of illicit drug abuse, however, the term 
applies primarily to the barbiturates~ Their effects on the 

body range from mild sedation t? coma, depending upon the type 
of barbiturate ~sedJ the dosage, the method of use (oral or 

intravenous), the state of excitement of the user and user's 
degree of tolerance. Mo~t people become drowsy with low doses 

of barbiturates; however, a few individuals demonstrate increased 
activity. 

Findings 

The general action of the depressants, as noted above, is 

sedation leading to inactivity and torpor. Presumably their use 

keeps the user from indulging in the active behavior crime or 
violence require. There are, however, some specific situations 

in which barbiturate use contributes to violent behavior: in 

high doses, in combination with some other drugs--amphetamines 

particularly, and during withdrawal after addiction (74, p. 355). 

Seconal, popularly known as "Reds", was believed by drug users' 
to be especially likely to lead to violent behavior. One street 
dealer described the ef,fect this way: "Kids get full of those 
reds, it's just like the Wild West days. Everyone has a gun 
and with the slightest argument, everyone starts shooting" 
(71, p. 256). 

Barbiturates are much favored by youth. They'are inexpensive, 

easy to conceal and readily usable. Their use is present at all 

social and economic levels. None of the early reviews make any 

special note o:~ their connection with a "drug underworld" or '{sub-­

culture" as with the !Jpiates. The main reason for this may be 
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that most barbitur.ates used illicitly are stock manufactured 

pre,scl."i.ption dr~~s and the large ~nderwor.ld organization is not 

necessarY' to mal1ufacture 1 smuggle ? and peddle barbiturates as is 

true for heroin. More frequently. barbiturates are obtained 

through prescription~ theft or smuggling and distributed through 
friendship networks. 

Summary 

Up to 1974 there was agreement on the following points: 

• Under certain conditions, heavy doses of barbiturates 
especially in conjunction with amphetamines, incline' 
the user to assaultive behavior. 

• Barbiturate use and accompanying assaultive behavior 
are primarily a phenomenon of youth. 

Points still to be determined are: 

• The conditions under which the barbiturate user 
turns to assaultive behavior. 

• The psychophysiological processes involved in that 
relationship. 

STIMULANTS 

The stimulants include the amphetamines (Dexedrine, Benzedrine 

and Methadrine) and certain amphetamine-like chemicals (Ritalin, 

Preludin, Tenuate, Apisate and others)r plus cocaine. The general 

effects of the stimulants include an increase in alertness wake-, 
fulness, sensations of well-being and decreased fatigue and boredom. 

They tend to increase physical endurance and motor and speech 

activity. The amphetamines are addictive. With chronic use 

larger and larger doses are necessary to achieve the same effect. 

The increased tolerance and use of larger doses may be accompanied 

by the onset of paranoid psychosis characterized by suspiciousness, 

hostility and persecutory delusions t visual and auditory hallucina­

tions and thought disorder (71, p. 258). 
Abusers of the amphetamines usually take the drug inter­

venously. With each injection the user experiences an orgastic 
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"rus.hH or "flash" and subsequent sensations o;f v~gor and 

euphQr1a that persi~t for several hours. The user may continue 

"shooting" for s~veral day's, l'cnewing the effect every few hours 

until the acute effects fail to appear and are superseded by 

fatigue, depression, irritability and uneasiness. 

With cocaine use, physiological tolerance does not develop, 

although it ~an induce paranoid reactions similar to the 

amphetamines, with emotional lability, impulsiveness and 

hostility. 

Findings 

The findings regarding stimulant abuse and serious crime 

are perhaps the most ambivalent of all the drug categories. 

One set of conclusions states: 

there are some data that link the use of amphetamines with 
criminal behavior, especially in comparison to the use of 
most other social and illicit drugs. Clinical reports 
strongly suggest that assaultive behavior can directly 
r~sult from. the pharmacological properties of the ampheta­
mlnes, partlcularly when they are used repetitively in high 
dose~ .. Paranoid psy~hoses characterized by unfounded 
SUSPlclousness, hOStl1ity, and delusions are the most 
ex~r~me amph~t~mine-induced behavior predisposing to 
crlmlnal actlvlty (71, pp. 260-261). 

Reviewing largely the same data, Greenberg found that "Amphetamine 

use is not highly concentrated among criminal groups" (33, p. 124), 

and that among those amphetamine users who do commit crimes "the 

types of crimes do not differ from those committed by users of 
other drugs." She did find some evidence that amphetamine users 

were "slightly more likely than other drug users (but less likely 

than non-drug users) to commit certain violent crimes" (33, p. lIS). 

The "certain violent crimes" are forcible rape and criminal homicide. 

She concludes that "the use of amphetamines per se is not particular­

ly conducive to violence" (33, p. 124). 

For cocaine the research is so sparse that no solid conclu­
sions were obtained. The data available suggested: 

387 



TJtlat some users of cocai..ne are involved in rob.bery and crimes 
against prope.rty- -,bu.rglary and larceny- theft - ': at a., greater 
rate than users of other drugs. The same invest~gation 
s,ugges.ts cocaine users ar-e les.s . frequently i.nvol ved in 
assaultive crimes (71, p. 264). 

A part of the problem of ambiguity in studies of stimulant 

use and crime is that most of the 'res'ea'rch has been conducted on 

incarcerated or patient populations, yet there is some reason 

to believe that they are ~nly a small subgroup of the total 

stimulant user population. Greenberg notes the pre~ence of two 
maj or populations of amphetamine abusers - -,those "having substantial 

criminal hist'Jries prior to the firs~ use of amphetamines" and 
a body of "white middle-class youths, whose use of the drug is 

exploratory in nature" (33, p. 124). Among the latter, 
criminality and violence are seen as following the onset of 

amphetamine use and are largely associated with drug dealing and 

distribution and confined to the drug scene itself (6, pp. 1491-
1494; 33, pp. 107-108). Amphetamine use usually s,tarted quite 
young (14-15 years) among the criminal users of stimulants, while 

the othGT population seems to have started somewhat later (17~ 

19 years), although there is little solid data to support this 
impression. The former population of course is of primary 

interest to this assessment. 

Summary 

Up to 1974 there was little agreement in the literature on 

amphetamine abuse and crime. There seemed agreement, however, 

that: 

• Cocaine use had minimal, if any, association 
with serious crime. 

A number of points must be determined, among them: 

• The extent and nature of criminal activjty among 
amphetamine users who do not have prior criminal 
records. 

• The amount of criminal activity which ~ccurs as a 
direct consequence of amphet'aminepsychosis. 
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• The proportion of criminal acti vi ty among amphetam.:lne 
users wh,ich is directly rela.ted to drug dealing and 
distributi.on. 

'!y\LLUGINOGENS * 
The hallucinogens are a class of drugs that induce marked 

alterations of normal thoughts, perceptions and moods. They 

include ly~ergic acid diethylamide (L?D) , dimethoxymethylampheta­

mine (STP) , dimethyl-tryptamine (DMT), mescaline and psylocybin 
among other similar drugs. The effects on humans include 

dizziness, weakness and pupillary dilatation; followed by 

distortion of time sense, visual aberration, heightened audi­

tory acuity, and sy~esthesia. The fin~l psychic changes often 
include mood swings, depersonalization, distortions in body 

image, and dissociation of the self from external reality 
(71, p. 264). 

Due to the rapid development of tolerance to the hallucino­
gens, they cannot be used continuously. The user usually uses 
the drug once ever.y few days at most. More frequent use limits 
their effectiveness. 

Findings 

Prior to 1974 most hallucinogen use was restricted to white 
middle-class youth of 'the "hippie" variety. These usually had 

no prior criminal ,contracts or records, and crime in association 

with hallucinogen use was minimal at best (6, p. 1504; 71, p. 265). 

The only two possible problems with hallucinogen use and crime 

noted in the reviews were (1) the occurrence of the "flashback" 
phenomenon with recurring perceptual distortion and bizarre 

*Much of the variation in nomenclature and spelling in the 
field of drug abuse is a matter of personal bent and nit-picking. 
These writers prefer th,e term "hallucinogens!! to the use of 
"psychedelics" and the spelling Itmarijuana" to "marihuana". 
In this assessment the latter term and spelling in each of the 
above will be used only where they appear in a quotation. In 
ea'ch case they are to bel understood as being synonymous with 
the earlier term and spelling. 
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though.t patterns,. wh.i.ch might also include psychotic reactions 

leadi.ng to vi.ole.nce(74l p,35Qi' 71 t p·, 2,65) I and (2) the increas­

ing use of the hallucinog'ens among "less. stable and more delinquent 

youth; 1.\ the possibility tha.t as this con.tinues "a larger number 

of anti-social incidents associated with drug use must be 

anticipated" (6, p. 1504). 
Hallucinogens are riot expensive and are not difficult to 

obtain. The effects desired by the user of hallucinogens, such 

as alterations of perception and mood, are inconsistent with 

the aggressive action needed for criminal activity. "The 
available data suggests the use of psychedelic drugs may reduce 

inclinations toward assaultive behavior" (71, p. 265). 

Summary 

By 1974, only a few rare instances of violent or criminal 

behavior associated with hallucinogen use had been reported. 

These occurred primarily during drug-induced panic reactions. 

The reviews concurred on the point that: 

• there is no clear and significant evidence of any 
relationship between hallucinogen use and serious 
crime. 

MARIJUANA 

Marijuana is the dried and cured leaves, stems and pods of 

the plant Indian hemp (Cannabis sativa). It is usually smoked 
in cigarette form, but sometimes in a pipe. Tetrahydrocannabinols 

(THC) and their metabolites are the principle active chemical 
ingredients in marijuana. The potency of the marijuana depends 

on the THC concentrations in the parent plant. This can vary 
widely depending on the area where the plant was grown. Hashish 
is a preparation made from the resinous materials of the cannabis 

plant, usually containing high concentrations of THC. 

The initial effects of marijuana usually include euphoria, 
enhanced conviviality and mild stimulation. Heavier doses may 

bring about impaired immediate 'memory function, disturbed thought 
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patterns f la!?ses of; a.ttenti.on f and feeli!lgs of un£~.mi.1i.arity., 

Wi.th hi.gh.er dos.e..s ~ :usexs. he.c·ome more w.ithdrawnJ less incli.ned to 

social i.nteractiQn~ and mo'!;'e likely to experience changes in 

body image, depersonali.zation ~ and sensory' disto-rtions. Marijuana 

tends to reduc~ physical strength and the inclination toward 

physical exertion, at least in tasks that require sustained 
effort (71, p. 250). 

Findings 

While marijuana smoking has been lar~ely a youth activity 
usually conducted in a social environment, it also is used by 

older age groups. Its use is probably not found anymore among 

delinquent youth than among nondelinquent youth. In ma~y cases 
marijuana is the first illicit drug used by youth, and in many 
cases it is the only one. This' makes any assessment of the role 

which marijuana plays in serious crime most difficult, since 

most marijuana smokers are no more likely to become involved in 

criminal activity than are non-mar~juana smoking youth. The 

situation is appropriately summed up by the Report of the 

National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse: 

Rigo'rous studies of the relationship between marihuana use 
and violent crime suggest that marihuana users in the general 
population do not commit acts of aggression or violence 
significantly more frequently than do non-users; that marihuana 
does not heighten aggressive tendencies in most users and may, 
in some cases, serve to reduce aggressiveness, and that much 
of the observed relationship between marihuana and violence 
is probably a function of social, cultural and psychological 
variables such as multiple drug use, set and setting and in­
volvement in a criminal or drug subculture (48, p. 432). 

The above conclusion was supported by a series of studies which 
demonstrated that "while some individuals do commit crimes while 

under the influence of marihuana1 marihuana users tend to be 
underrepresented in studies of assaultive offenders, especially 

if a comparison is made with users of alcohol, barbiturates, and 

amphetamines" (72, p. 190). 
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Th,e. only caveat to this conclusion is offered by Abel, 

whose review of the literature lef,l,ds h:l.m to emphasize: 

that ·this conclusion is based on the "typical" marijuana 
user and tends to underemphasize the at-risk individual who 
might, i~ fact, react violently as a consequence of exacer­
bation of preexisting difficulties involving impulse control. 
More.often than ~ot, such.indivi~uals have a prior history 
of vlolent behaVlor assoclated wlth poor impulse control, and 
the use of dr~gs such as marijuana may reduce inhibitory 
control even further (1, p. 207). 

Although Abel's objection may have merit, he provides no indica­

tion of the size or ,nature of his "at-risk" population. His 
argument could be equally well applied to other types of drug 

users and other situations. Given poor impulse control almost 
anything can precipitate a reaction, if the individual is 
susceptible. What is lacking is an indication of likelihood or 

probability of such an occurrence. 

Summary 

All studies prior to 1974 were in agreement that: 

• there is no evidence of an~ special relationship 
between marijuana use and serious crime or violent 
behavior. 

ALCOHOL 
Alcoholic beverages include various distilled spirits 

(whiskey, vodka, rum, liqueurs, brandy, and gin); fermented wines 
and brewed products such as beer and ale. The active ingredients 
in these beverages are ethanol (ethyl alcohol) and various 

congeners. The latter are those elements of the beverage which 

provide it its body, flavor, aroma, color, and taste. In general 
the greater the filtration to which the beverage is subjected the 
fewer the congeners. Some research has indicated more intoxicating 

effect for liquors with higher congener content (71, p. 246). 
The effects of alcoholic beverage ingestion range from mild 

euphoria. to stupor and even deatn l depending on dosage and 
frequency of' consumpti.on. Moderate doses markedly reduce motor 

skills, intellectual functioning and verbal performance. At 

higher levels emotional lability is common and the user may be 
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provoked easily to anger or crying. Alcohol is the most widely 

us.ed and abus.ed o~ all :psych,oact~.ve substances, a fact which 

make$., generali.zat.ioDs. ahout :i. ts reta,tioD to cri,m.e very di,fficul t, 

Sari,ng that a criminal had bee'n drinking when he commi tted an 

offense gives little insight in a situation where a considerable 
segment of th.e total population were also drinking at that time 
and not committing crimes'. 

Findings 

A long series of studies have shown a strong relationship 
between alcohol and serious crime. Drinking delinquents were 

found to commit "signifi~ant1y more crimes of assault than non­

drinking delinquents". (6, p. 1475). On the basis of the data 
available at the time, Blum flatly states: "There is a strong 

link between alcohol and homicide and ... the presumption is that 
alcohol plays a causal role as one of the necessary and pre­

cipitating ~lements for violence" (8, p. 41). Alcohol is found 

as a significant element in not only the behavior of the 

assailant but also in that of the victim in many cases (8, pp. 43-

44; 71, p. 266). 
It is appareni, however, that alcohol use does not necessarily 

lead to violence. Vast numbers of individuals consume alcoholic 
beverages everyday but have no criminal records. Alcohol can, 
perhaps, best be seen as a sort of triggering mechanism for 
violence in some individuals in a situation already set to 
explode by psychological, social and economic forces (8, p. 41). 
Some of the latter components are to be found in the familial 
backgrounds of offenders, particularly juveniles: "The findings 
suggest a more inadequate or neurotic family interaction among 

the alcohol involved offenders compared to a pattern of outright 
criminal or disintegrated family backgrounds among the general 

sample" (6, p. 1476). Children growing u~ in certain environments 

are seen as upredisposed to crime and among these a segment of 
unknown proportion constitutes a potential pool for the damaging 

use of psychoactive drugs., .the individual's own life development 
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is highly predictable on t'h.e. basi,s of wh.ethel' his parents 

su;t:;t:e,red a simi.1a.r a.~cono.l.i'c-.sociopathic life s.ty.le V (6, p~ 1477). 
An additional and,. perh~'ps, equa.lly important £actor i.s the 

social situation in which'both the offender and th~ victim exist. 
, ~ .' .. 

In high delinquency areas: drinking is commonplace. In such 
environments there is therefore a greater chance that criminal 

activity will take place in conjunction with ~lcohol use, In 

fact, virtually any activity, criminal or not, is more likely 
to be carried out in association with alcohol use. Alcohol is 
most cer~ainly a' c'omponent in much criminal activity, especially 

violence, but its'rcfle in that activity by the end of 1973 was 
still open to debate and in need of much more rigorous evaluation. 

Blum posed the essential problems, thus: 

One cannot be sure ... that the alcohol use of offenders exceeds 
that of non-offenders with similar social and personal charac~ 
teristics ... One cannot be sure that the alcohol use of offen­
ders is any greater at the moments ,of their offense than during 
their ordinary noncriminal moments. One cannot be sure that 
the alcohol-using offenders would not have committed some 
offense had they not been drinking. One is not sure that the 
alcohol use of offenders differs from that of the other persons 
possibly present in the same or like situations which inspired 
or provoked the criminality of one and not the other. Finally 
... one does not know that the relationship now shown between 
alcohol use and crime is not in fact a relationship between 
being caught and being a drinker rather than in being a crim­
inal and being a drinker. Given the foregoing questions .•. a 
prudent student of conduct will not hasten to label alcohol a 
cause and crime a result when it is equally likely that both 
alcohol excesses and crimes are "results" (8, p. 43). 

Summary 

By 1974 the studies on the relationship between alcohol use 

and serious crime were in agreement that: 

• 

Alcohol intoxication was present in a considerable, if not 
major, proportion of serious crime, particularly violent 
crime, 
In a large proportion of assaultive and homicidal cases 
both the assailant and the victim had been drinking. 
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• T.~e associati,on between drinking and crime i,s much more 
ll,k~ely' to, b.e; found i,n some£ami,1j..~l and social environ.­
men ts .than i,n. ,oth,er'S'" 

Points's,t'i,ll to he determined we're; 

• the 'role 'of alcoh.o'l i.n the eruption of criminal acti vi ty 
and viol'ence 

• whether the' 'association between violence and alcoholism 
is ¥en:er'at~onal in families or is simply a product of 
soclal envl:ronment. 

GENERAL' -Stn.fMARY' 

From these reviews of the literature on drug use and crime 

prior to 1974" two major trends can be seen: 

• The~e is,a.clear cat~go~ization of the drugs in terms of 
thelr crlmlnal assoclat10n. Alcohol, the barbiturates and 
the amphetamines stand together as as~ociated with crime 
and particularly violence. Marijuana,. cocaine and the 
hallucinogens are at the other extreme, being ~nly incident­
ally a~sociated with criminal activity. By themselves, ' 
~he oplates stand somewhere between--undoubtedly involved 
ln a good dea~ of crime.for ~oney to ~urchase drugs, but 
less clearly 1nvolved wlth vlolent crlme per se.* 

• ~xc~Pt in rare and isolated incidents of toxic reaction, 
~t 1S not ~he properties of the drug itself which are 
lmportant 1n the development of criminal behavior but 
rather the interaction of the drug, the characterIstics 
of the user and various elements of the situation. 

In the pre-1974 p~riod, three other trends had appeared on 
the drug scene which will have some bearing on this assessment. 

They are: 

• the growing use and abuse of all drugs among an ever 
younger age group. 

* It would be an oversight, however, to forget that all of 
the drugs of abuse can equally well be involved in accidental 
death and injury due to their ability to inhibit self-control and 
release caut~ons on impulse control. An interesting series of 
paper~ rel~t1ng bot~ licit and illicit drug use to driving 
beha:r10rs lS found l..n Robert E. Willette, Drugs and Driving, 
Wash1ngton, D.C.: U.S~ Government Printing Office, March, 1977. 
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• the spre~d of drug use f~om inner-city urban areas to 
small town and rural envLronments. 

• 
. . 

violent crime Wi.thin the drug cuI ture wa's increas ingly 
di'rected inward ... ~,toward other membe'rsof that same culture 
rather th,an against persons or property who were from the 
"square" world. 

From 1974 on, the population ,most at risk in committing violence 
is the young juvenile, and th.ey are also the population at risk 

of drug abuse. 
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INTRODUCTI:'ON 

CHAPTER. III 

OPIATE' ABUSE AND CRIME~ 
THE RECENT ,EVlDENCE. 

Prior to 1974, most of th~ research associating opiate use 
with crime was deiived from surveys of incarcerated felons or 

of patients in Fedeial narcotic addiction hospitals. Data were 
generally gatheied throughself-re~ort interviews or official 
file searches. The major problem with this approach, of course, 
was that it w~s never certain just how much of the problem was 

really being studied. One could determine the prop~rtions of 
incarcerated felons who had previously used opiates, or one 
might determine the proportions of hospitalized narcotic users 
who had previously committed crimes or been arrested. But one 
could never determine the extent of opiate use among non-apprehended 
criminals, or the crime rates among non-hospitalized opiate users. 

Researchers still face those same problems, but several develop­
ments in the early 1970's have tended to make their task somewhat 
easier. The first of these was the development of large-scale 
nationwide data banks, such as the Drug Abuse Reporting Program 
in Fort Worth, Texas, which maintains standardized admission data 
and progress reports on drug abuse patients in 'Federally funded 
programs throughout the United States. 

The second development was the rapid growth of methadone 
maintenance clinics throughout the country and the necessity to 
maintain ongoing evaluations of their clients in order to justify 

their Federal funding. This has generally required the part-time 
services of professional research analysts and the maintenance of 
fairly complex record systems. In many clinics, chronological 
arrest data are systematically collected and recorded along with 

both prior and follow-up drug use histories for each client. These 
are quite useful. Of the 21 studies found relevant to this chapter, 

10 are studies of methadone maintenance ~linic clients. 
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Th.~ maj ori ty of th.estudies deal with :Eair:l¥ specific 

q,uesti.ons ~ 

1. Wha,t is th.~ relationsh,ip between the age of onset 

0:E dr:,ug abuse and the age of onset of delinquency? 

2. What types of crimes are committed prior to the 

onset of drug abuse and does the nature or frequency 
of the' crimes' cha'nge following onset? 

Four of the studies differentiate the male and female 
addict/delinquent as to crime and drug use patterns. Other 

studies test various controversial theories of the relationship 
between opiate use and crime. These studies will be surveyed 
in the order noted above. 

THE TEMPORAL ASSOCIATION 'BETWEEN 'OPIATE' A13USE' ANn CRIME 

Whether criminality preceded the onset of opiate abuse or 

whether opiate use preceded criminal activity is of key importance 

in determining whether crime is a consequence of drug-taking. At 

the start of 1974, the issue was still in doubt, especially as it 

pertained to juveniles. 

Eight studies bear on this question; all are studies of 

methadone maintenance clinic clients. Methadone clinics seldom 

serve juveniles, thus all studies were conducted on adults. But 
ub ' t and is relevant each delves into the past lives of its 5 Jec 5 

to juvenile populations. 
In this section those studies which bear on the age of onset 

of opiate use will be reviewed first, then those studies report­

ing age of onset of criminality, and finally, the evidence on the 
interrelationship between the two. 

Age-at-Onset of Opiate Abuse 

Boudouris, comparing samples of drop-outs and active patients 

at a New York City methadone clinic :Eound that,the "mean age of onset 
of addiction" was almost the same for both groups, about 18 years of 

( 953) He does not define the criteria for determining age 14, p. '. 
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addi,ction, hut presumably addi.ction is a state following extended 
use of the drug. The implication remains that for most adUlt 

addicts, .Jcheir op.i.ate use 'started while they were still juveniles. 

Cushman, surveying admissions to another methadone clinic 
in New York City, found an average age of 20.5 years for the 

onset of "daily narcotic use" (19, p. 38). Whether daily ~se 
of opiates is comparable to addiction is not clear. If so, then 
Cushman's sample started daily ~se some 2.5 years later than 
Boudouris' addicts. This difference may be due either to 

differences in criteria used, or to real differences in the 
populations served by the two clinics. 

Vorenberg and Lukoff, looking at still a third group of 
New York City methadone clients found that 60.0 percent of their 

sample had started "regular heroin use" prior to age 22 (75, p. 4). 

Bloom and Capel studied a large population of methadone 
patients at two clinics in New Orleans. In this population 

(median age: 31.7 years), one-third had started using heroin 

prior to age 21, and 14.0 percent prior to age 18 (5). This 

apparently older age-at-onset would be in line with other studies 
showing later addiction for southern whites (34, p. 235), 

If these limited findings can be generalized, it seems clear 
that a large proportion~ if not a majority, of addicts start 
their opiate use in their middle to late teens. 

Age-at-Onset of Criminality 

Bloom and Capel's New Orleans sample shows 62 of their 412 

subjects (15 percent) were arrested prior to age 18, but only 

six of those were for a serious (FBI designation) crime (5, p. 132). 

Langley, Norris and Parker, reporting on a popUlation of 
methadone clients from Chattanooga, Tennessee, found only 41 of 

their 119 clients (35 percent) admitting being adjudicated for 

delinquency (42, p. 347). They conclude that "the majority of 

the adult addicts in this population were not juvenile delinquents 
when they were adolescents" (42, p. 349). 
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Both of these s.tudies s.eeJ1\ at odd$. with studies o:£; the 

temporal sequence of opiate use <;L.nd crime whJcJ:1, were review.ed 

in the previou's ch.aI?ter, i. e., reviews: by B.lum ~ Tinklenberg, 
and Greenberg and Adler, which concurred that n·most known opiate 

addicts ha.d been delinquent prior to their being identified as 
being drug abusers" (71, p. 262). If their findings are valid, 

then much more criminal activity would be expected during 

adolescence than is indicated in the above tWD studies. 

1 S O~.l·a+ ... e Addiction or Crime? Tempora equence: r 

The studies above show that a goodly proportion of the 
adult addicts had started opiate use in adolesc~nce, but they 

do not show any extensive criminality during the same period. 
To determine temporal sequence it will be necessary to 

review that evidence in thes'tudies which defin~ tely places one 

set of behaviors earlier in time than the o~her, or vice versa. 

In the Langley, Norris and Parker data, 16 of the 119 

clients in the sample (13.4 percent) reported delinquency 

adjudication prior to their use of drugs. Twenty-five of t~e 
sample (21 percent) report delinquency adjudications followlng 
their first use of drugs. Adu~t arrests were reported for 113 
of the total sample. Of these, 57 (50 percent) were arrested 

prior to first heroin use, 42 (37 percent) following ~ir~t . 
heroin use, and 14 (13 percent) in the same year as flTS~ heroln 

use. For those arrested prior to first use, 39 (68 percent) 
were arrested more than three years before first use, with nearly 

half being arrested seven years before first use. The rep~rt . 
concluded that the majority of the adult addicts were not Juvenlle 
delinquents when they were adolescents and that greater delinquency 

was found following initial heroin u's age . For the total sample, 

however, the finding was that as adults they were crime prone 

before they became heroin addicts and that the crime proneness 
increased following addiction .(,4,2 ~ pp. 350-351). It seems clear, 

however, that the temporal sequence is quite different for those 

400 

1 
I 

w.i.th,de1i.nquency adjudi.cations th.an fQY those where only adult 

aTre~ts.a.te· ·counted.fo.r the f'Qrmer'~ 1itt.le delinquency is 

en~ountered prior to addiction, btit a, good de~l after~ard1.while 

:£;or th.e latter,' considerable crime, as' evidenced 'hy arrests, is 
found even a number of years prior to addiction. 

In th.eBloom and Capel study, 57. of 406 subj ects (14 percent) 
arrested prior to first use of heroin, had started their heroin 
use before age 18. Of these, only five were arrested for serious 

offenses. The data indicate ~ high peaking in arrests, particu­

larly for serious offerises, for clients starting their heroin 

usage in the 24-25 year age bracket (5, p. 131). 

Cush~an calculates a mean age of 17.5 years for his 269 

addicts prior to the onset of their addiction. From age 15 

years to the onset of daily narcotic use they accumulated a 
total of 2,439 patient years at risk. Among them they had only 

76 pre-addiction arrests, for an arrest rate of 3.1 arrests per 

100 person-years (20, p. 39). This is hardly an impressive pre­
addiction arrest record. At best, only 28 percent of the sample 

could have sustained pre-narcotic arrests. Since the average 
age at onset was 20.5 years, relatively few of the arrests were 
likely to have been among adolescents under age 18. 

Cushman is one of, the few researchers to compare his arrest 
rates before heroin use with a general population arrest rate. 
Utilizing the two pr6cincts surrounding his clinic, he finds a 

rate of 3.35 arrests per 100 person-years at risk for the general 

population and 3.30 for the addict population (20, p. 42). 

Stephens and Ellis, studying a sample of 24 and 25-year-old 
addicts' pre-narcotic arrest rates, found that 16.7 percent of 
the 227 subjects had arrests for person crimes, and 21.6 percent 

for property crimes. Of those, 110 of the subjects had started 

using drugs before 18 years. For these latter, 11 (10 percent) 

had a pre~narcotic arrests for person crimes and 7 (6 perc~nt) 
for property crimes (the same person may be counted in either 

category). For th~ same subjects, 39 (35 percent) had person 
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crimes arrests following narcotic use~ and 71 (64 percent) had 

property cri.mes aXxests following narcotic u~e.. Th.e dramatic 

rise in crime~ollowing first narcotic use is evident~ as is the 

relative low level~ of cr~me prior to narcotic use for those 
starting use under age 18 years. For those whose drug use started 

after age 17 years, relative high levels of both person and property 

crime prior to addiction are found (64, p. 484). 

Weissman, Katsampes, and Giacinti, studying a jailed popula­

tion of addicts in Denver, Colorado, found a pre-onset, non-drug 
arrest rate of 1.704 per year for those whose first arrest occurred 

when they were between the ages of 13-20 years. That is 185.7 non­

drug arrests per year for the 109 addicts in that sample. Onset 

in this study was determined by date of first drug arrest (77, 

p. 274). Compared with the other studies reviewed, this is a 
rather unusually high level of pre-addiction arrests, especially 

of young offenders. 
Several years later, Weissman, Marr, and Katsampes conducted 

a parallel study on two more recent cohorts of addicts jailed in 
Denver. This time, rather than determining onset by first drug 

arrest, the actual age of onset was determined from self-report 

and official records. The population was divided into three 
groups by age of onset: 13-17 years, 18-21 years, and 22+ years. 
For the youngest group of 51 subjects, the pre-onset mean arrest 

rate for non-drug offenses was only .07 per year, with 9.8 

percent of the group having been arrested at least once prior to 

onset. In contrast, the 18-21 age-at-onset group (83 cases) 
sustained a pre-onset yearly arrest rate of .57 with 51.2 percent 

of the total having been arrested at least once prior to onset 
(78, p. 160). It is apparent that even with the two groups com­

bined, the yearly pre-onset arrest rate does not match that of 
the 13-20 year group of the previous study. The best explanation 

of the difference between the two studies would seem to lie in 

the differences in arrest rates between the first two groups in 

this study. The rate virtually catapults after the age of 17. 
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Use of th.e fi,rst drug a.rrest to. determine onset ;In th.e earli.er 

stUdy w.ould likely place it some ti.me later than actual ini ti.al 

use of h.eroi.n., . Thus J the'earlier study mar have;lncluded a 

number of non-drug arrests which tooK place after actual onset, 
but before the £irst drug arrest. These would also likely be 

conceritrated in the 18-20 year range. 

Summary 

In general the studies are fairly consistent in showing: 

• lit~le evidence of widespread pre-narcotic juvenile 
dellnquency for wards whose narcotic use 'started before 
the age of 18 years 

• a rapid increase in post-narcotic crime among those 
whose narcotic use started before the age of 18 years 

• relatively high pre-narcotic crime rates for those whose 
narcotic use started after age 17 years 

• increasing post-narcotic crime rates for those whose 
narcotic use started after age 17 years. 

TYPES AND 'FRE~UENCY OF 'CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR ANn-CHANGES FOLLOWING 
THE ONSET OF DDTCTloN 

Most of the methadone clinic studies are concerned with the 
nature and extent of criminal activity of their clients during 
several periods: (1) prior to the onset of heroin use, (2) 
during addiction, (3) prior to treatment, (4) during treatment, 
and (5) following departure from treatment. This section will 
be concerned primarily with changes in criminal activity patterns 

during the first two periods as they pertain to juveniles. Data 

from the other periods will be introduced only where they cast 
light on the developing criminal careers of youthful opiate users. 

Types of Crime Prior to the Onset of Opiate Addiction 

Most of the studies already reviewed in this section provide 

some information on the types of crimes committed by addicts 

prior to their first drug use. 
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Cushman compares arrest rates for his sample o;f; 269 addicts, 

with the. rates for a general population in th.e two police pre­

cincts surl.'ouhdi~g the clinic. The addicts were only slightly 
mOl;'e l?l'one to engage in crimes against property prior to onset, 

.92 arrests per 100 person-years versus .70 for the general 
population, and s'omewhat more likely to have been arrested for 
disorderly conduct~ .26 versus .04. For all other crime cate­
gOTi~s considered, the differences in rate were minimal (20, 
p.42). 

Stephens and Ellis show, fer the 110 subjects whose addiction 
started before age 18, heavier levels of person crimes than 
property crimes arrests prior to addiction, but both were rather 
minor: only ten percent of the greup had been arrested for 

peison crimes and 6 percent for property crimes. In comparison, 
subjects whose narcotic use started as late as age 21, show 38.5 
percent persons arrests prior to first use, and 23.1 percent 
property arrests. For subjects who were 24 years of age or more 

of age at time of first use, 40 percent had persons arrests before 
first use and 70 percent had property arrests before first use 
(64, p. 484). 

Weissman, Katsampes, and Giacinti's 13-20 year age-at-first­

drug-arrest group was primarily involved in larceny and burglary. 
Their rates for nearly all categories of crimes used (burglary, 
larceny, assault and robbery) were greater than for the other 
two groups studied: 21-25 and 26+ age at first drug arrest 
(77, p. 274). 

Weissman, Marl' and Katsarnpes, however, in their subsequent 
study of Denver addicts, found only larceny and offense against 
public order arrests among their 13-17 age at onset group, and 

at very low levels, .07 arre~ts per 100 years at risk for both 

offens.es combined (78, p. 160). 

The Langley, Norris and Parker data on 119 Chattanooga 
addicts found only nine crimes-against-property delinquencies 

and one 'cr'ime-against-peop1e preceding drug usage (42, p. 350). 
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Bloom and Capel show that for addicts whose f.irst use of 
heroin began under the age of 18, only 28 percent of their total 
pre -'Qnset arres;ts· were for' serious crime. For those with first 

use under the age of 21, the percentage drops to 24 percent, 

due largely to a sharp increase in n~nserious crimes for the 
18-20 year age·at-first-use group (5, p. 131). 

From the evidence reviewed in these studies~ it appears 
~hat ~elatively few pre-addiction arrests are found among 
Juvenllcs who become addicts prior to age 18 years~ and that 
the crimes they do get arrested for are relatively minor and 
nonviolent in nature. The caveat mentioned earlier must still 
hold, of course: the evidence of 'J'uvenile arrests and " . 
may simply have not been available to the researchers. 

Types of Crime After the Onset of Addiction 

The most obvious increase in crime following 
of course, in drug related offenses. The Cushman 
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arrested for person-crimes and 46.2 percent .for property 
50 crimes. At addi~ti~n age 24 or mor~,' th~ pro~ortion5 were 

percent and 40 ,percent res:pectively (64, p. 484). 
:For th.e Weissman, Katsampes, and Giacinti 13-20, year age-at-

first-arrest group, however 1, a decline in arrest rates is shown 
following first drug arrest. Only assault increased from .098 

arrests per year per person to .193 per year per person. Robbery, 
burglary and larceny all showed substantial decrements (77, p. 274). 

This, again, suggests that the pre~·onset data for this group 
contains a number of arrests which were actually incurred 'aft'er 

first heroin use. 
The Weissman, Marr, and Katsampes data, on the other hand, 

parallel the other studies in showing tremendous increases in 
arrest rates following onset, for those subjects who started 

heroin use under age 18. The mean rate per year for larceny 
jumped from .05 non-drug arrests per person-year to .35 arrests. 
For burglary the rate increased from .00 to· .23, and for assault 

from .00 to .10. Following heroin use, more than half of the 

group (54.9 percent) were arrested for larcenYJ 45.1 percent 

for burglary, 35.3 percent for robbery and 29.4 percent for 

assault (78, p. 160). 
Confirmation of the chinging pattern of crime with older 

age~at-onset of addicti?n is found in the Stephens and Ellis 
data. For their cohort~ post-addiction arrests fOT subjects 

with onset at age 18 were found for 83.3 percent of the group 

for property-crimes and only 60.0 for person-crimes. Where 
onset started at 23, however, property crime arrests were found 

for 40 percent of the group, but person-crime arrests for 

50 percent (64, p. 484). 

Those who become addicted when. very young are very rarely 
charged with aggressive crimes, even whe~ controlled for 
their current age.. Those who became add1cted at a l~ter 
age (23 and over), however, are arrested for assault1ve 
crime at a rate five times. greater than that for those 
addicted at an early age (44, p., 490). 
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They s~~gest as a reason for th.is that" addicts who start out 

earlY' on dru8"s are, prima.rilY' linked to the drug culture and 

th.eir crJ..m.e is·ei.th.er dire:ctly associated with the use of drugs 

or various' form,s of. petty,crimes for obtaining funds to purchase 

drugs." However, "addicts who started out later are often 

criminal dey-iants who have come to accept drug use" (44, p. 490). 

Except for the Weissman, Katsampes, and Giacinti study, the 
available data see~ consistent in showin~ minimal and nonserious 

levels of delinquency among juvenile ~ddicts prior to addiction, 
and sh,arply rising levels of serious crime following onset of 
addiction. The sharpes~ rises are for crimes which bring forth 

monetary gain: larceny, burglary and robbery. Where addiction 
started after age 17, the post-addiction crime rate also increased 
rapidly, but appeared as a continuation of the pre-addiction crime 

pattern. 

The Relationship Betwetn Pre-Onset and Post-Onset Crime 

The nature of the relationship between crime and addiction 

among juveniles is not simple and direct. Based on interviews 

with a sample of addicts, Baridon, for instance, finds a "very 
strong relationship ... in which the appearance of a given offense 

type prior to opiate addiction is an almost certain predictor of 

its post-addiction utilization as a means of support" (4). 
Looking at their total data, undifferentiated by age, 

Stephens and Ellis note that "Significant shifts in the per­

centages of persons arrested for different types of crimes are 
not found." They conclude, echoing Baridon, that "addicts do 
become 'more criminal' as they progress through their addict 

career, but their modus operandi (vis-a-vis types of crimes 

commi.tted) does not al ter radi.c.aJ.ly" (64 ~ p. 487). 

In reviewing,the masses of arrest data from the various 

studies, and. attempting to make ~ome meaning of them, ;it is 

well to note, as Atwell shows, in comparing matched samples of 

addict and nonaddict offenders: "although both groups of 
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offenders had similar criminal records, nonaddicted offenders 
committed more felonies and misdemeanors than addicted offenders, 
b~t that addicted offenders tended to be apprehended and charged 
more frequently with felonies and misdemeanors against persons" 
(2) • 

Looking at the higher hristility levels of addict criminals 
versus nonaddict crlminals and th~ higher arrest rates for 
violent crimes among the former, Gossop and Roy suggest t too, 
that there "is a greater likelihood .of the more hostile ~ddicts 
being apprehended and successfully prosecuted" (32, p. 276). 

It may well be that a considerable part of the increased 
arrest rate for addicts may be due to a greater predilection to 
their being apprehended~ than to any actual increase in numbers 
of crimes committed (42, p. 349). 

What Happens After Treatment? 

Few heroin addicts can afford to continue taking ever in­
creasing doses of opiates day after day. At some point in time the 
cycle must be broken. This is usually by death or by attendance 
at some type of detoxification or treatment center. What is generally 
seen is a gradually spiraling increase in both opiate use and crime, 
followed by a dramatic increase in the likelihood of arrest just 
prior to admission to the detox or treatment center (49, p. 10S~ 

50, p. 110; 75, p. 7). Newman speculates that "the increased llke­
lihood of arrest reflects an increased dependence on criminal 
activities" a.nd that this "in turn, may be a major factor in lead-
ing street addicts to voluntarily seek admission to this Program" 
(50, p. 110). 

In terms of motivation to enter treatment, Baridon adds that 
"monetary cost is largely irrelevant in the addicts' decision on. 
whether a habit has grown unmanageable and on whether treatment 1S 

indicated ... costs are measured more in terms of sustained criminal 
involvement and sQcial is.olation than in terms of cash to finance 

a habit" (4). 

There is usually a decline in criminal arrests of addi~ts 
following admission ~nd while still in treatment, especially in 
comparison to the months just prior to admission (50, p. 110). 
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Thi.s decline may not lower, the arres.t rates as pre-addicti.on rates 
or th.e mean arrest rate thr'oughout the months ofa'ctiye addiction 
(}S,p.7). 

Unle~s a juvenile started his addiction at a very early ~ge 
it is unlikely th.at the'effects of treatment on the' 'criminal 
behavior of juvenile addicts wi'll -be 'noticeable. Most usually 
the addict will be 18 years or over' before needi;ng more than 
occasional detoxification services. 

FEMALE' ADDICTS 

Very few studies have been conducted on the female opiate 
addict, although other studies have. 'consistently shown that 

females comprise about 20 percent of all addicts seen at treatment 
centers (20, p. 38; 49, p. 103; 77 ,po 272; 78, p. 162). No 
studies were found specific to the juvenile female addict'nor 
studies which allowed any implications concerning them. The 
two major studies of female addicts used samples whose mean 

ages were in the mid-20's. From these, inferences can be drawn 
concerning the extent and types of crime of juvenile female 
addicts. 

Weissman, Marl', and Katsampes compared pre- and post-onset 
rates of various types of crimes between males (167) and females 
(33) in their Denver samples. Only 9.1 percent of the females 
had any larceny arrests prior to addiction, but following onset 
this rose to 63.6 percent. None of the females had prostitution 
arrests prior to addiction, b~t one-third had such arrests follow­
ing addiction. For burglary and assault, pre-addiction levels 
were much less than for the males: .002 and .01 per person-year 
respectively for the females, compared with .11 and .05 for the 
males. 'Following the onset of addiction the rat:es rose to .10 

for burglary, but to only ,02 for assault. In, general, larceny 
and prostituti.on were the primary Sources of post-addiction 
criminal income 'for the; females , :while burglary, larceny and 
robbery were primary sources for the males (78, p. 162). A 
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simi,lar re.1ationshj.p may apply to juvenile males and females ~ 

but at a lower post-addiction level of activity (50 J p. 112). 

file., McCall':;'ll and Savitz show that of their 227 Phila.delphia 

;Eemale addicts 41 perc.ent h.ad been arrested fOr prostitution and 

45.4 per:cent for larceny. Assaults and homicides accounted for 

only 14.5 percent of the ~rrests. Of the entire group only 7 

percent were arrested o~ prostitution charges only. Another 
34.8 percent were arrested only on serious crime charges. Thirty­

three percent were classified as "criminal/prostitutes" according 

to their arrest record. The balance, 25.1 percent, were not 
arrested for eith~r prostitution or serious crime (26, p. 186). 

Weissman and File replicated the above study on a sample of 
• _~: "4. 

female addicts irr'Denver with much the same results. The Denver 
, " 

sample was young~~ in each category and suggested that involvement 

in both prostitution and serious crime increased with age. The 

criminal/prostitutes in the, Denver study were several years older 

than the females in the other categories. 
. , ' 

One final point should be noted concerning female addicts: 

d'Orban, studying female addict~ in relation to success in ~reat­

ment, showed that longer histories of criminal arrests and con­
victions are related to failure 6f treatment among female addicts. 
The effect is not present in males. He suggests that either the 

female criminal-addict is basically more maladjusted than the male, 
or the succession of social failures makes the female less amenable 

to treatment (22, p. 88). If the length of criminal involvement 

is a factor in treatment failure, then presumably the earlier 

the intervention, in relation to onset, the more effective it 
should be. For juvenile females the practice of withholding 

methadone maintenance until later age may be counter-productive. 

Age~at_onset of addiction in female addicts was not involved in 

pre-addiction criminality. Following addiction they tend to 

gravitate to prostitution or larceny. There is some suggestion 
in the literature that most fe~ale addicts who begin prostitution 
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shortly thereafter also become larcenous, showing relatively low 
prostitution-only arrest recQrds, but high prostitution-plus- ' 

larceny records. 

'SOME TESTS OF THEORY 

A number of the studies on opiate use and crime were designed 

to test certain assumptions and theoriei common in the field. 

Other studies, though not dir~ctly focused on theory, nevertheless 
provide relevant data. 

Utilization of Crime to Support a Habit 

A commonly stated assumption is that individuals addicted to 

heroin use are forced thereafter to commit crime in order to 
sustain their habit. Greenberg and Adler's previous review of 
the literature sought to enlighten this argument (34, pp. 240-41). 

The Vorenberg and Lukoff study is also concerned with the 

assumption. They point out that "This may be the sequence for 

some addicts but it is simply not the case for large segments 

of the addict population" (75, p. 3), As noted, their data 
indicate that "for a substantial segment" of their patients 

"criminal behavior antedates the onset of heroin use." They 
indicate that both pre-addiction arrest records and early age­

of~onset are associated with the degree of criminal behavior 
(75, p. 4), 

Some of the other studies reviewed here tend to question 
their findings, however. It has been seen that for juveniles, 
relatively low pre-addiction crime rates were found, and that a 
considerable amount of post-addiction crime was related to 

monetary gain. Thus, the Vorenberg and Lukoff findings would~ 
perhaps, better describe not those juveniles with the earliest 

age of onset, but rather, the 18-20 age-at-onset group. 
In another paper, Lukoff and Vorenberg point out that it is 

those addicts who became addicted at an early age who represent 

the "classic drug dependency syndrome" (44, p. 490). This better 

fits the findings of the other studies concerning juvenile addicts. 
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Stepnensand Ellis present data on a sample that is about 
. . . 

evenly- divided :b.etwe.e.n. indi.viduals wi.th. ·~ge-at-.onset under 18 1 

and age-a.t-Qns.et 18-24 years. The data clearly show 'greater 
proportions of pre-addiction arrests for those in the latter 
group (64, p .. 484). This supports the contention that the 
"supporting-a-·habit'" theory applies primarily to the early age­
at-onset group,wh.ile the later addicts were primarily already 
criminals whO turned to drugs as part of a criminal way of life. 

Drug-Crime Theories 

Several theoriei based on extensive data have been advanced 
to account for the high arrest rates of addicts. Two of these 
have already been discussed: the theory that the addict must 
commit crimes to pay for his habit, arid the theory that most 
addicts were criminals and delinquents before using narcotics 
and simply continue their established behavioral patterns. A 
third popular theory had been that the addittionto narcotics 
erodes the victim's moral character, leading him into crime. 
The latter theory is seldom taken seriously today. 

Coleman presents a fourth "cultural learning" theory. This 
holds that the American culture defines addiction as incorporat-. 
ing criminal behavior, being an aspect of what addicts are 
"supposed to do." Thus, in becoming an addict, the individual 
adopts the related criminal actions. The dynamics of addiction 
are that "an individual becomes an addict when he applies the 
cultural definition of addiction to himself, and ... he is motivated 
to do so by the desire to avoid the personal responsibility for 
his drug related behavior" (18). 

It is possible that this theory explains some of the drug­
cri~e relationship, but is not sufficient to apply generally. 
One can think of too many exceptions such as the doctor and the 

nurse addicts with quite d:U~ferent behavioral styles than the 
criminal addict. In fact, th.~re is· a bOdy of e~idence being 
accumulated which 'suggests that' 'criminal addicts may be a. 
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minority of illicit narcotic users and perhaps of all dd" 
C 1 t . a lctS. 

o :man s theory-b.ecomes 'imp'ortant .in cases whe're it is necess r 
to 'd t . £ "dd . . . a y 

_ 1. en 1. 'f a l.ctl.on" not by physiological characteristics, 
such as tolerance and with.drawal, but rather by the individual's 
self-identification as an addict. 

Personality Factor~ in Addict-Crime Relations 

What factors 'differentiate the " crl.mlnal-addict? Comparing 
two groups of addicted and nonaddicted young, black"male offenders, 
Atwell found th~ tw6 groups differentiated l"n 

terms of two types 
of adaptation to failure in achieving success goals. Addicts 
faced with goal blockage 'retreated into drugs and, accompanying 
crime, nonaddicts resorted +. . 

~o lnnovatlve methods, often criminal, 
to satisfy their goals and needs (2). 

Gossop and Roy tested addicts convicted of assaultive crimes, 
and addicts with no convictions~ using a series of overt and 
covert hostility measures. Addicts convicted of violent crimes 
scored significantly higher than unconvicted addicts on six of 

the seven scales. Even addicts with only drug convictions scored 
higher on three of the seven scales. This suggests that "within 
dr~g dependent groups hostility acts as a personality factor 
whlch pre-disposes the . individual towards criminal behavior" 
and ~hat ~he "most hostile individuals may be more likely to 
commlt crlmes against property or against persons than others 
who are less hostile" (32, p. 276). 

It might be expected that Atwell's lower class, black 
ad~icts, in their retreat from blockage and frustration would 
eVlnce the greatest latent hostility. This is suggested i 
Kh" n 

antzlan's study of black addicts and antisocial individuals. 
He notes, "Wherever and 

in whomeve~ there is oppression, develop­
mental impairments, psychic turmoil, rage and depression, there is 
correspondingly a ready-made market for. narcotic drugs" (38 

'- ,p. 69). 
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All three of these studies emphasize the same factors as 

basic to criminal-addiction, but fxom separate points of view. 

Hostility and resentment may very w~11 be basic ingredients in 

the crime-addiction relationship~ as well as frustration and 

goal blockage, but how these apply to th~ juvenile addict needs 
further exploration. Can th~ crime pattern of those Who start 

narcotics at the younger ages be explained in the same t'erms as 

the crime pattern of those who start addiction later in life? 

Self-Medication Models of Drug Dependence 

Both the Gossop and Roy and the Khantzian studies make the 
additional point that many addicts may be attempting to control 
their feelings of rage and hostility through drugs. The former 

points out that "it is interesting that the most hostile group 

of patients in the present study were the intravenous narcotic 
addicts, and that narcotics have been suggested to have a pacify­

ing or hostility reducing effect" (32, p. 277). Khantzian adds, 

"aggression and rage are relieved somewhat by opiates" (38, p. 68). 

Summary 

Although most of the theoretic and personality studies 
were conducted on adult subjects they have implications on 

juvenile addict-criminals. The other studies reviewed suggested 
that juvenile addicts are quite different in their crime related 

patterns than are persons who become addicted after age 18 years. 
If applicable, Coleman's cultural learning theory leaves a 
question at what point following the onset of addiction younger 

addicts begin to identify themselves as such. Undoubtedly there 
is a lapse of time after use starts before the user begins to feel 

that he truly cannot control his drug use. If so, Coleman's 

theory may be adequate in explaining older addict criminal be­

havior, but not that of the recently exposed juvenile user. 
The person'ali ty findings seem to be relevant for juveniles. 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 

The major finding 01; this review of the post-1974 litexa­
ture is that consistent differences appear in the criminal 

career patterns of male 'addicts who begin their addiction 

before age 18 years and in those who begin their addiction 
after age 17 years a 

• Juveniles who begin their use of heroin prior to age 18 
generally show light criminality prior to their usage. 

• Juveniles who begin their use of heroin prior to age 18 
show rapid increases in criminality following the onset 
of heroin use. 

• Persons who begin their use of heroin after age 17 
generally show lengthy delinquency records prior to 
their addiction. 

• Persons who begin their use of heroin after age 17 
generally also show increased criminality following 
addiction. 

• Persons who begi~ their use of heroin after age 17 
generally show llttle change in the types of crimes they 
commit before and after addiction. 

• Juveniles w~o begin their use of heroin prior to age 
rarely commlt assaultive crimes following addiction 
those beginning their use of heroin following age 17 
much greater frequency of violence. 

18 
but 
show 

• Being an addict, regardless of age-of-onset increases 
the likelihood of one's being apprehended o~ criminal 
charges, both in terms of pre-addiction levels and com­
pared to non-addict criminals. 

The criminal pattern for female addicts differs from that 
of male addicts in the following ways: 

• Female addicts show quite low criminality prior to 
addiction. 

• ~emale addicts turn to larceny as their major source of 
lncome, often in conjunction with prostitution. Relatively 
few are dependent solely on prostitution for funds. 

'Some data relevant to several theoretical perspective c 

found: 
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• Addicts who start heroin use at an early age are more 
likely to indulge in crime to support their addict~on. 

• Addj,cts who start heroin use at later ages simply 
increase their pre-onset criminal activity following 
addiction. 

e For some of the early usage addicts~ their criminal 
activity is primarily a response to th~ cultural defi­
nition that addicts are supposed to indulge in crimi­
nality. 

• Addicts who commit violent crimes generally show ele­
vated levels of overt and covert hostility in comparison 
to addicts who do not commit such crimes. 
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INTRODUCTION - -

CHAPTER IV 

ALCOHOL ABUSE AND CRIME: 
THE RECE.NT EVIDENCE 

No studies of the relationship of alcohol abuse and serious 

crime among juveniles were found in the postft1974 literature. 

One study on youthful murderers (63) provides some limited 

information on alcohol involvement. O'Donnell and Associates' 

lengthy survey of young men and drugs .(52) devotes only one 

table and six sentences to the subject. Tinklenberg and 
Associates developed two studies based on populations of in­
carcerated California youth which examine alcohol along with 

other drugs in relation to assaultive crime (73; 70). Most of 
the studies on alcoholism and crime are of much older subjects 
whose mean age ranges in the late 20's and the 30's. 

It must be assumed that juvenile alcohol abuse and serious 
crime are either: (1) not of sufficient interest or importance 

to attract research attention, or (2) not really a social problem 

On the other hand, there may be some inherent methodological 

problems in gathering data on juvenile subjects, as has been 

mentioned previously, and, of course, there are quite a bit of 

data on heroin use and crime. 
Twenty studies were found relating alcohol abuse and crime 

in the general populace. Although most are not specifically 

oriented toward juveniles, they are reviewed for their possible 

implications in regard to juvenile alcohol abuse and crime. The 
studies cover a number of points: (1) the extent of alcohol 

involvement in serious crime, both the offender and the victim, 
(2) the background of the offender, (3) the setting and circum­

stances of the offense, and (4) certain mediating factors. The 

studies will be reviewed in this order. 

THE 'EXTENT OF ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT IN 'SERIOUS CRIME 

The pre-1974 reviews implicated alcohol in a considerable 
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number of serious crimes, although specific numbers were not 
provided. 

Of 50 murderers from' the Memphis, Tennessee metropolitan 

area, 80 percent had been drinking at the time o~ the offense 
(37, p. 51). 

Mayfield studied 307 serious assaultive offenders entering 

the North Carolina prison system during a tWL year period. Their 
offenses ranged from assault with a deadly weapon to first degree 
murder. The majority (57 percent) of these offenders had been 
drinking at the time of the offense (46, p. 289). 

Of 17 violent crime offenders studied in Ontario, Canada, 
a significant relationship with alcohol was noted in 70.6 percent 
of the cases. Alcohol in significant quantities was reported in 
association with six of the seven homicide related charges (62, 
p. 1177). 

Data collected from detailed autobiographies of 77 convicted 
California rapists revealed that SO percent of them were drinking 
at the time of the rape and that 35 percent were alcoholics (57, 

p.446). 
From a nationwide sample of young men (mean age 23.9) O'Donnell 

and Associates found 314 who admitted to breaking and entering, 36 

to armed robbery and 145 to auto theft. Thirty-one percent of the 
breaking and entering offenders were "heavy" or "heaviest" drinkers, 
but only three percent of the robbery and 14 percent of the auto 

theft offenders were heavy or heaviest drinkers (52, pp. 83-84). 
Of 31 juveniles charged with homicide or attempted homicide 

in California over an 18 month period, about one--fourth were 
intoxicated at the time of the offense (63, p. 315). 

The Tinklenberg and Associates' study of youthful assaulters, 
alcohol used alone or in combination with other drugs, was involved 
in 41 percent of the total assaults by drug users and non-drug 

users, and in 64 percent of the assaults by drug abusers (73 

p.687). 
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These data are too flimsy and scattered to permit any firm 

generaliza tlon, butth.ey certainly confirm that alcoho1 1 even 

among juveniles, is associated with a broa.d spectrum of serious 
crime. 

'THE ·BACKGROUND OF THE OFFENDER 

Apart from victimless crimes, three things are ·necessary 

for a crime to take place: an offender, a victim and a setting 
or situation which provides the framework for the interaction 
of the offender and the victim. Some data are available on all 
three, relevant to alcohol abuse and crime, from the studies. 

Offender Characteristics 

In Mayfield's study of assaultive convicts, problem drinkers 
were more likely to have had previous arrests for alcohol offenses 
(70 percent) and also were more likely to have previous non­

alcohol criminal records (67 percent) and previous serious 
assaults (50 percent) than were the others in the sample (46, 
p. 291). 

Twenty-seven of the 77 rapists studied by Rada were identi­
fied as alcoholics (35 percent). The alcoholics were more likely 
than non-alcoholic rapists to be married, Catholic, Mexican­

American and from the lower socioeconomic levels. The alcoholic 
rapist had a much higher rate of use of drugs than did the non­
alcoholic (57, p. 445). 

Thirty-one black teenage murdereys studied by Sorrell showed 
one-fourth to have been intoxicated at the time of the crime (63, 
p. 315). Eighty percent of these offenders had prior offense 
records, half for personal injury to others. 

Tinklenbe,rg and Associates, studying incarcerated assaul­
tive youth (mean age 18.5 years), found that white and Chicano 
youth more often committed offenses under intoxication. Both 
assaultive and non..,.assaultive groups were from lower socioeconomic 

lev~ls (73, p. 687). 
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Again, lit'tle generalization can be made on the basis of 
5.uch sketchy data. There is implication that the assaultive 
alcohol users had records of prior assaultive behavior-.",seemingly 

part of an ongoing life-style. Also, there is th~ suggestion 
that assaultiveness is associated with lower socioeconomic status. 

family Background 

Sorrell's family background data for 31 juvenile murderers 
showed the following profile at the time of the offense: 

only eight were living withbothparents ... seven had illegiti­
mate parentage ... the fathers of six were missing".nine were 
living in homes with no adult male in residence ... two of the 
mothers and four of the fathers were deceased ... four of the 
fathers and two of the mothers had criminal records ... five 
of the fathers and five of the mothers were described as 
alcoholic or heavy habitual drinkers (63, p. 317). 

That family pathology applied to both those who had been drinking 
at time of their offense and those who had not been drinking. . . 

From other indications in the literature, however, it is more 
applicable to the drinkers than to the non-drinkers. Only seven 
of the 31 juvenile murderers were described as coming from an 
apparently "healthy" family environment (63, p. 318). 

Prescott, in administering a questionnaire to college students, 

found "very high correlations between alcohol use and parental 
punishment (which) may indicate that people who received little 
affection from their mothers and had physically punitive fathers 
are likely to become hostile and aggressive when they drink" (55, 

p.69). 

Psychological Factors 

Renson, Adams and Tinklenberg compared two groups of alcohol 
abusers, one group who had been violent while intoxicated and 
the other group who were nonviolent, in terms of overt and aovert 

hostility as measured by the Buss-Durkee Inventory. Violent 
drinker~ scored signi~icantly h~g.her on the scales measuring 
assault, irritability, verbal hdstility, resentment and indirect 
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hostili ty I All subj ects welre between 27 - 47 years of ~ge, but no 
relationship between age and any of the above scale score differ­

ences was found~ it may be that the differences hold equally well 
at lower age levels (58, p. 360). 

Nicel and Associates rated a. group of lo~g-term incarcerated 
offe.nders· in Uri tain in teTlins of their violent :behavior and the 
extent of thei.r alcoholism. They then tested. the, group on their 
responses to nine imaginary stressful situations. Neither the 
violent nor the alcoh6lic subj~cts responded to the stress situ­
ations in violent terms, but both responded significantly in 
seeing alcohol as an appropriate response to the stressful situ­
ations. Their conclusion is that the "associati~n between 
alcoholism and violent crime reflects more than involvement in 
petty brawls ... The most seriously violent criminals also have 
severe drinking problems, often amounting to physical dependence 
on alcohol" (51, p. 50). The generalization may hold equally 
well in this country. To the extent that juveniles perceive 
alcohol as a means of coping with stress, then it could apply 
to those who start drinking at earlier ages. 

Three matched groups of young adult alcohol offenders, ages 
17-21, nonalcohol offenders and nonoffenders were compared on 

Minnesota Multiphasic Inventory scale scores by Laudeman. The 
alcohol offenders scored significantly higher th~n the non­
offenders on rebellion and aggressiveness (Pd) , and lower on ego­
strength, as characterized by low frustration tolerance and un~ 
controlled impulsivity, but no significant diff~rences were found 
on those scales between the two offender groups (43, pp. 261-263). 
Laudeman suggests "the characteristics of impulsive aggressiveness 
and lack of control may be partially satisfied by the socially 
unacceptable behavior of the offender groupsl\ but that for the 
alcoh.olic "additional physiological, sociological, and/or learn-
ing factor~ are s.ugges·ted to be operating to produce the differences 
in drinking behavior a.nd arrest. categories found betweem the 

offender groups" (43, p. 268). 
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As 1?Cl.-rt of a series of laboratory experiments on alcoh.Ol 

and aggres'sive behavior, Shuntich and Taylor admini~tered equal 

amounts of Bourbon whiskey, and a similar tasting placebo randomly 
to students~ while other students in the experiment received 

nothing. All three groups were given highly competitive tasks 

against an unknown "opponent." The task was designed to heighten 
frustration. If th~ subjects succeeded in their task they were 
allowed to administer an electric shock to the opponent to 
H.motivate" him for the next round. Exposed to exactly the same 
degree of frustration and task difficulty, the alcohol drinkers 
administered significantly s.tronger shock than did ei ther of 
the other two groups (60, p. 36). 

Taylor and Gammon replicated the above study and varied the 
type of alcohol (whiskey and vodka) and the dosage administered. 

The high-dose vodka drinkers administered the most severe electri­
cal shock, the high-dose whiskey drinkers next, the two low-dose 
drinkers administered much lower intensity shocks. They suggest 

that the "small dose of alcohol produced a tra'nquil affective 
state that wa's incompatiblewi'th aggressive responding and the large 
dose produced an excita'ble affective state compa tiblewi th i tit (67, 
p. 173). They also suggest that vodka, with much fewer congeners, 
resulted in a faster build-~p of blood-alcohol levels, an idea 
supported in a small pilot study (67, p. 174). 

The psychological literature on alcohol abuse and aggressive 
behavior consistently shows alcohol taken in large doses or 
chronically releases previously latent aggression and hostility 
in some persons and under some conditions. Research is needed 
to discover those conditions which, with alcohol, increase 
aggressiveness. 

There is .One additional bit of evidence of a nonpsychological 
nature that supports psychtilogical findings on alcohol and violence. 

Simon and DiVi,to studied by electroencephalography (EEG) 50 patients 
wh.o chronically' ,became violent ,as a result of drinking. The sub­
jects w~ietested in both a nondrinking and a drinking condition. 
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In 14 cases (28 percent) alcoh.el ingestion produced one or more 
types of EEG abnormality that ccrrelate with episodic viole.nt 

behavior (61, p. i47). 

THE SETTING OF ALCOHOLIC ~RIME 

Elements of the setting of crime include not only the locale, 
but the tiature ~f the victim/~ffendei relationship and the 
activities of each prior to thi crime. 

Locale 

Mayfield's sample of aS$aultive felons in North Carolina, 

(8 percent of who were nondrinkers) showed that the majcrity 
(SO percent) of the assaults occurred in a home and almcst half 
(46 percent) occurred in the home of the subject or his victim. 
Assaults occurred in business establishments only 8 percent of 
the time. No other category exceeded 5 percent (46, p. 289), 

Davis looking at alcohol-associated homicides in Miami, , . 

Florida, during a six month period, found that "two-thirds of 
these murders are nothing more than drunken brawls in the 

alcoholic home environment or the saloon" (21, p. 273). 
In Sorrell~s study of juvenile assaulters, however, the 

murder or attempted murder occurred. during the commission of 
some form of robbery; at least 35 percent of the incidents for 
that group occurred elsewhere than in a home (63, p. 314). 

Thurn reviewed the circumstances surrounding the fights and 
assaults in Boston which ended with referral to an emergency 
service for treatment. For those cases with positive Breathalyzer 
reading, 52 percent were assaulted on the streets and 16 percent 
in drinking establishments. This does not prove that the 
assailants were drinking, except possibly those in a drinking 
place (68, P. 494). 

Offender/Victim Relationship 

In Mayfie.ldts group of 307 cases the victims of assault or 
murder were most likely to be either friends of the offender or 
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family members (83 percent) than stra!lgers (17 percent), O£ the 
females wh.o were assau1 ted,~ the maj aritY" (65 percent) were attacked 
by family members (46, p. 289), 

Among Sorrell's juvenile aS$ault victims, 15 were juveniles 

and 15 were adults. Eleven 9£ the v;lctims were known fo the 

offender, and at least two were related. Which of these were 
also alcohol-related is not clear, however. Some of the previous 

data would suggest, though, that the more impulsive assaultive 

crimes charactei1ze the drinking offender more than the non­
drinking one. In Thum's study only 11 percent of the victims of 
fights or assault fought with a known assailant (68, p .. 494). 

The Circumstances of the Offense 

Mayfield notes that "The assault commonly took place in a 
setting which could be described as a drinking situation" (46, 

p. 289). It was not uncommon for both the offender and the victim 

to have been drinking just prior to the occurrence of the assault. 
Of 116 homicide victims studied by Haberman and Baden in New York 
City, 42.2 percent had blood or brain alcohol concentrations of 

0.10 percent or more (the commonly accepted. standard for intoxica­
tion) (36, p. 229). In Thurn's Boston study, alcohol was present 

in 56 percent of 188 patients, 16 years or over, who were admitted 
to the emergency service for treatment of injuries resulting from 
fights or assaults. Of those victims who knew their assailants, 
only 33 percent had positive Breathalyzer readings, while for 

those who did not know their assailant, 63 percent had positive 
readings (68, p. 495). The latter generally sound like victims 
of muggings, most of them on the street, and might or might not 

have been victims of alcoholic assailants. 
In Hollis' study of homicides over an eight year period in 

Memphis, Tenne~see, the drinking status of both assailant and 

victim was determined i,n SO cases. In 80 percent of those cases 
both the assailant and thevict'im had been drinking at the time 

of the murder. The actual blood··-alcohol level for both assailant 
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and victim were determined in only nine cases, in five of which 

the blood-alcohol levels of both parties were .10 percent less. 

In four cases it was .21 percent or more. There were no cases 

where the blood-alcohol level of t.he victim was higher than that 

of the offender. There appears a close relationship between the 

levels of both the victim and the offender (37, p. 52). In the 

latter four cases presumably the victims were drunk at the time of 

the incident. 
The Weapon 

In Mayfield's North Carolina research, the most common weapon 
was a handgun (41 peicent), or oth~r firearm (33 percent). Knives 
(14 percent) and clubs' (5 percent) were a distant second and third 

choice of weapons. Of those who used handguns, 75 percent had 

been carrying the weavan with them for a period of time prior 

to the assault (46, p. 289). 

Two-thirds of Sorrell's California juveniles were carrying 
the weapon used in the attack, either a knife or a handgun (63, 

p. 314). 

Provocation 

In Mayfield's cases assault rarely resulted from premedita­

tion. A significant degre~ of provoca~ion by the victim was 
present in 27 percent of the incidents, while in SO percent of 
the cases the victim attacked or made a move which was inter­

preted by the subject as an impending attack (46, p. 289). 
Using male college students as subjects, Richardson created 

stress situations in which the interaction of alcohol and verbal 

provocation by females could be related to male aggression. The 
study shows increased aggression among intoxicated males~ but 

only after a high degree of female provocation, then as the 

provocation level was lowered the aggression level was reduced 

(59). This may be a partial explanation of Mayfield's finding 

that it wa~ rare for a female stranger or a female acq~aintance 

to be attacked by the male assaulters in her group (46, p. 289). 
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Such interpersonal provocation leading to. vi.olence i.s more likely 
to intensify in a family setting, 

MEDIATING FACTORS 

Two studies should be mentioned which touch on interacting 
factors in the alcohol abuse/crime syndrome. 

First, Cinquemani, in a study of drinking patterns among 
Indians, points to the ~ffects of cultural expectations on 

violent behavior due to alcohol, pointing out that such be­
haviors are not simply a function of the quantity of alcohol 
consumed. Among cultures where violent' b'ehavior isa'c'c'e'pted 

as a consequence of alcohol drinking both the drinking and the 

violence are quite open and forgiven. .Among other 'cultures 
where individuals are expected to be responsible for their 

actions, the violent drunk is castigated and ostracized and 
violence is fe~red s~ much that the drinker often prefers to 

drink with strangers (17). This may explain some variations 
in drinking patterns and violence in this country and the accept­

ance of the fighting drunk among the Irish, and the heavy-drink­

ing self-control of the Nordics. 
Other recent studies of adopted children, mostly in Scandi­

navian countries, where the records are more complete and accessible, 

have demonstrated the possibility of a genetic factor in alcoholism. 

One of the better studies, by Bohman, looked at 2,324 early adoptees 

and their natural parents in terms of both alcoholism and criminal­

ity. The results show a high correlation between alcoholism in 
bath the natural parents and the adoptees, but no correlation in 

terms of r~iminality. Bohman concludes that "Instead of support-
ing the a5~umption that a predisposition for criminality may be 

genetically governed, it seems mo~e likely that it may be a 

con~equence of alcohol abuse" (13, p. 276). 

'GENERAL SUMMARY 
It is as clear from the post-1974 literature as from the 

previous literature that: 
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• alcohol is associ~ted with 2L great deal of se'rious crime ~ 
especially violent crime. . 

The literature also sugges"t'sthat this ·rel'a·tion·snipCfLTI be found 

among juvenile offenders. Since most of th.e studies of adults 

revealed th.at they had been involved with alcohol and I;rime for 
some periods of time, there is some indication that: 

• violerice is more likely to erupt in relation to alcohol 
where certain psychological predispositions are ~lready 
present in the individual. 

These include covert hostility, weak ego~strength, and frustration 
which may stem from the effects of inadequate parental backgrounds 
during developmental and adoles~ent years of the offenders. 

A considerable amount of alcoholic violence involves family 
members and friends who have been drinking together, either in 

a bar or at their own home. How this relates to juveniles is 
not known, but some data suggest that juveniles also become 
involved in internal family and neighborhood disputes which 
can end in violence. 

It seems likely that as more juveniles use and abuse alcohol, 
a subsequent rise in violent crime will occur. There is no 

reason to believe that juveniles will react any differently to 

the stimulus of alcohol than their older siblings or parents, 

although there will probably be a time lag before they engage 
in violence. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE OTHER DRUGS OF ABUSE: 
THE RECENT EVXDENCE 

INTRODUCTION 

It was the original intention of this assessment to devote 

a chapter to each of the major drugs of abuse and their impact 

or association with serious/juvenile crime. From the literature 

search, however, it was found that although a significant amount 

had been devoted to the opiates and alcohol, very little was 

written about th~ other drugs of abuse. Where studies were 

conducted, they lumped a number of the drugs together and studied 

the general impact of undifferentiated "drug abuse" on crime. In 

this chapter, therefore, the other drugs of abuse will collectively 
be reviewed. 

Attention will first center on studies of undifferentiated 

"drug abuse," then on the depressants, stimulants, hallucinogens 

and marijuana, in that order. 

DRUG ABUSERS 

The general term "drugs" as used in ma.ny studies is mislead­

ing and mischievous. It is arbitrarily defined (if defined at 

all) and is not necessarily comparable bet'Vleen studies. In some 

studies it includes both opiates and non-opiates, in others only 

non-opiates and in at least one case one suspects that it concerns 

primarily opiates. 
O'Donnell and his associates are concerned with "psychedelics, 

stimulants, sedatives, heroin, other opiates and cocaine" (52, 

p. 81). They made a nationwide survey of young men in regard to 

drug use history and participation in ten specific delinquent 

activities. Only three of those activities could be considered 

in the "serious crime" category: armed robbery, breaking and 

entering, and auto theft. Of the men reporting they had never 

used drugs, only 3 peicent, 7 percent and I percent were involved 

in the respe~tiv~ crimes (52, p. 82). Seventy-five percent of 
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the men admitting auto thefts, 73 percent of those admitting 

breaking and entering, and 34 percent of the armed robbers, 

committed their ~rimes before age 18 years (52) p. 84). 

The report, un£ortunately, does not relate drug abuse and 

age. Since the majority of those admitting to auto theft and 

breaking and entering stated that they committed those crimes 
when under the age of 18, it seems safe to conclude that those 

"Tho used drugs had probably started under that age also. 
Comparing drug use and crime between men born prior to 

1950 and those born 1950 and after, the authors conclude that 

"there has been a 'real' increase in drug us e and in crime" 

(52, p. 85). 
Ball and Associates do not define "drug abuser" at 

their sample of 42,293 "drug abuse patients who entered 

ment programs between 1968 and 1973" (3, p. 482)) which 

all in 
treat­

surely 

included opiate users as well as of other drugs. Nearly seven 

percent were admitted to treatment prior to age 18, and 17.2 

percent between the ages of 18-20 (3, p. 483). Assuming that it 

takes a year or two from first use to the need for treatment, 

then one can guess that better than 20 percent of those patients 

had started their first drug use before the age of 18. Of the 

total sample, more than 80 percent had been arrested one or 

more times (3, p. 486). 
Poole and Associates' large sample of jail inmates from 

six metropolitan areas of the United States include as "drugs" 
both opiates (30.6 percent) and tranquilizers (2.3 percent). 
The sample was relatively young with about 56 percent under 25 

years of age (54, p. 87). In all cases, drug users' crime rates 

were lower than the rates for nonusers in the samples, prior 
to the start o£ drug use. With the onset of drug use the rates 

climbed rapidly in successive periods (54, p. 91). 

In the Kozel and Dupont study of 44,223 consecutive admissions 

to Superior Court lock-up between December 1971 and April 1975 

less than 7 percent of those identified as drug users were 

430 

arrested for violent crimes, while 17 percent of the non-drug 
subjects were arrested for violent crimes. No age related data 

were available, although it seems apparent that few, if any, 
could have been juveniles (41). 

A study of 475 homicide victims in Philadelphia conducted 
by Zahn and Bencivengo disclosed 270 were identified as drug 
users and 205 as nonusers. Approximately 20 percent of each 
group were under 20 years of age (82~ p. 288). Where the 
identity of the assailant could be determined, 61 percent of 
the drug users had been killed by family members or friends, 
compared to 90 percent for the nonusers. Of the drug users~ 

18.5 percent were killed during a felony crime (82, p. 291). 

About 50 percent of both groups had been arrested for crimes 
against persons, but 78.S percent of the drug abusers had been 
arrested for property crimes, compared to only 50.6 percent of 
the nonusers (82, p. 283). The authors point out that "For 

drug users the death is more likely to be a result of his 
involvement with drugs, attempts to secure them or attempts to 
secure money for them. Taking drugs, then, constitutes a risk 

toward homicide" (82, p. 295). 

Ziomkowski, Mulder and Williams report on a survey of both 
delinquent and nondelinquent tenth-graders. The delinquent 
respondents admitted to a much greater use of drugs than did 
the nondelinquents. Although alcohol was reported as the 
primary drug of abuse, rapid increases in the use of other drugs 
were found among both groups upon admission to the tenth grade 

(83) . 

Finally, Forslund surveyed students at two rural high 
schoolS in Wyoming concerning drug use and delinquency during 

the preceding year. A drug user was defined as anyone "who 
indicated that he or she had used marijuana or any other drug 

for kicks or pleasure during the year preceding th~ administration 
of ·th(~ questionnaire. II Of the males in the sample, 20.2 percent 

were identified as drug abusers. Of the females, 18.2 percent 
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were identified as drug abusers (29, p. 220). forslund's list 

of 26 delinquent activities is primarily concerned with rather 

trivial offenses, most of which would not even warrant a criminal 

arrest. In all cases~ however 1 the drug abusers reported much 

greater delinquent activity than did the nonabusers. For 23 

of the 26 types- of d.elinquent acts the difference between users 
and nonusers w'ith regard to frequency of commission was statistically 

significant. 

Only two of the listed delinquencies relate to serious of­
fenses: "taking things worth over $50," and "beating up someone." 
Male drug users ~eported having stolen things worth more than $50 

much more frequently than nonusers, 19.6 percent of the users re­
ported committing the offense, compared to only 3.1 percent of the 

nonusers. Thirty-seven percent of the users reported beatings 

three or more times during the year compared to only 15.9 percent of 
the nonusers. For both offenses the differences between users and 

nonusers were statistically significant at the .001 level (29, 
p. 221). While stealing was much less frequently reported among 
females, a difference was found of 6.8 percent of the users and 

1.6 percent of the nonusers. Thirty percent of the female users 
admitted beating up on someon~, compared to only 16.8 percent of 
the female nonuse~s. 

DEPRESSANTS 

The only post-1974 study found to directly relate the depres­
sants and crime was that by Tinklenberg and Associates. Studying 

a sample of incarcerated adolescents in California, their data 

showed higher levels of drug use among the non-assaultive than 

assaul ti ve subj ects. Assaul ti.ve. subj ects were much less likely 
to use barbiturates than were the non~assaultives~ although 
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secobarbital was involved in one-quarter of the 56 assaults 

among the assaultive group. Only alco4ol alone was more likely 

to be implicated (30 percent). When the subjects were asked to 

identify the drug most likely to enhance assaultiveness, 78 per­
cent of the assaultive and 56 percent of the non-assaultive 
subjects named secobarbital. In comparison, only 11 percent 

of the assaultives. and 8 percent of the non-assaultives named 
alcohol. The study concludes that "The findipg that the en­

hancement of violence was primarily confined to these two drugs 
has implications for models of human aggression; drugs whose 

predominant actions induce CNS (central nervous system) depression 

seem likely to facilitate brain mechanisms subserving assaultiveness 
than do agents that primarily evoke perceptual distortions or CNS 
stimulation" (73, p. 689), 

STIMULANTS 

In the study by Tinklenberg and Associates just noted, 

amphetamines were found implicated in only one of the 56 assaults 

(73, p. 687). No other data associating stimulants with violent 
or serious crime was found in the post-l974 literature. 

HALLUCINOGENS 

Klepfisz and Racy report on five cases in which homicides 
were committed by persons under the influence of LSD. In four 

of the cases the assailants had prior histories of psychopathy 
which were probably exacerbated by the hallucinogen. In one 
case the assailant was intoxicated at the time he took the LSD 

and apparently went into a psychotic panic reaction (39, p. 430). 
Tinklenberg and Associates point out that hallucinogens 

were not involved in any of the 56 assaultive incidents which 

they studied (73, p. 689). Tinklenberg, elsewhere, suggests a 

connection between hallucinogens and a "flight from aggression," 

pointing to the possibility that illicit drugs are being used 
by certain individuals as a form of self-medication or in an 

effort to enhance certain behaviors or control others" (70, p. 71). 
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No oth.er indicati.ons .of any relationsh.ip bet.w.e.en the 
halluci.nogens and s.eriQu·s ·ctiJIlewe:r·e.£ouhd in th.e pos t· .... l 9 74 

literature. 

MARIJUANA 

Ne~t to alcohol, marijuana is probably the most widely 

used drug i.n the United State.s. Poole t s sample of arrestees 
in six major metropolitan centers in the United States shows 
that 28.4 percent we~e current users of marijuana, compared to 

24.4 percent for opiates and 16.5 percent for barbiturates (54, 
p. 87). In O'Donnell and Associates' nationwide survey of 2,510 
young men, 55 percent had used marijuana (52, p. 82). 

In the Tink1enberg and Ass0ciates' study of assaultive and 
non assaultive adolescents in California, marijuana was involved 
in six of 56 assaultive incidents studies,.but in four of those 
incidents alcohol and some other drug (secobarbital or amphetamine) 
were also involved (73, p. 687). None of the assaultive or the 
non assaultive wards said marijuana enhanced. assaultiveness (73, 

p. 688). 
From O'Donnell and Associates' data a strong difference in 

marijuana use is shown between those born before 1950 and those 
born in 19SO or later. Of the younger respondents, 56 percent 
were marijuana users, while among the older respondents only 20 
percent had used marijuana. Of all those admitting to the use of 
marijuana, 8 percent admitted to auto theft, 18 percent to break­
ing and entering, and 2 percent to armed robbery. These percentages 

are higher than those for nonusers, but somewhat.lower than for 
users of other drugs (52, p. 82). A major finding of the study 

was that for the serious offenses: 

Most of the men who used marihuana by the age ?f 16 ~epo~ted 
that they committed the crimina~ act for ~he fJ.rst tJ.~e J.n . 
a year later than the one in whJ.ch they fJ.r~t use marJ.huana, 
in co~tras.t, f.or the men-who first used marJ.hua~a at the age 
of 17 or at an older age most of. them had commJ.tted the 
criminal act before they'used marihuana ... Thus ... the tempo~al 
ordering of marihuana use. and th~ crimi~al ~ct appears to e a 
function of the age at whJ.ch marJ.huana ~s fJ.rst used (52, 
p. 94). 
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Th.e role. f~£. mari.j uana i.n seriou~ cr;i.me i.~ very di.f.£.i.cul t to 
ass-es.s. since large proportions of both crimi.nals and noncrimi.nals. 
have us.ed it. Yet the pattern of marijuana use ~nd crime is very 

similar to that of the opiates. It may well be~ however, that this 
pattern is more a consequence of a close relationship between 

marijuana use and opiate abuse, rather than between marijuana use 
and crime. Thus·, i,f most opiate users had previously used mari­
juana, then the same pattern wotild appear for both drugs, but 

earlier, as is the case for marijuana. Then the criminal behavior 
would be directly related to the opiate use, but only indirectly 
to marijuana use. 

Goode, reviewing his data, concludes: "as it is presently 
used in this society, marijuana is not causally connected with 
aggressive, violent crime ... marijuana use is not related in any 
meaningful way with criminal behavior" (30, p. 319). 

OTHER DRUGS' OF ABUSE 

In recent years a number of exotic drugs have found their 
way into the illicit marketplace. Chief among these are phency­
clidine (PCP) and methaqualone (Quaaludes). Categorization of 
these newer drugs is difficult, since their effects vary from 
person to person and situation to situation. Both have popular 
reputations for inducing violent reactions. However, studies 
were found which linked either of them with serious or violent 
crime. It may well be that they are too new and it is too early 
for related research findings to appear. 

SUMMARY 

Drugs in general~ barbiturates and marijuana, all show 
relationships with criminal behavior. There is no evidence to 
link halluci.nogens and stimulants with serious crime. 

The-studi.es. on general Hdrug abusell. substantially Support 

th.e findings for th.e opiates in Chapter III, but probably because 
large proportions of the subjec'ts in these studies were opiate 
users. The data indicate: 
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• higher crime rates for drug abusers than for nondrug 
users 
crime frequency soars rapidly following the start of • drug use 

'1' 11"ke1y than nonuser criminals to 
drug abusers are ~ 
commit violent cr1me. • 

W
'as found 11" nking thedep·ressan.ts and crime, 

Only one study 
" d1 1" ked to crime, especially although secobarbital 1S repute y 1n 

assaultive behavior. 
No studies found the stimulants or the hallucinogens 

. f . rime It is highly 
associated to any great degree 0 ser10US c . 
unlikely that they have an impact on serious crime in the manner 
of alcohol or the opiates. The possibility remains, however, 

that some serious assault and theft occurs within the drug 

culture due to the traffic in those ~rugs. 
For marijuana, the evidence shows that: 

• It is widely used by both criminals and noncriminals. 

There is no reason to believe tha~ marijuana is related 
• in any direct way to"cr~m~ or de11nquency, other than 

that due to its own 1111C1t use. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The original intention of this assessment of drug abuse 
literature was to conclude by "identifying findings ~n which there 
is substantial agreement, findings that are in contention' and , 
questions that have not yet beeri addressed" (47). After a review 
of nearly 80 studies, the conclusion must be that the evidence 
concerning substance abuse and serious crime among juveniles 
cannot be neatly categorized and ta:bulated. Only four of the 
studies were directly concerned with the relationship between 
drug use and "crime" among juveniles, and of these', only two 
were concerned with serious or violent crime. Both of the 
latter were bazed on small samples of incarcerated assaultive 

youth in California . 
The vast majority of the studies and earlier reviews were 

quite global or general in their scope, being concerned primarily 
with broad categories of drug abusers, unspecified as to age, or 
criminal behaviors, and to whom drug abuse of various types is 
superficially related. Information from the studies concerning 
substance abuse and criminal behavior among juveniles had to 
be extrapolated, extracted in bits and pieces from tables and 
graphs, inferred, and even drawn by implication from vague or 
passing references. Knowledge on this topic remains at best 
fragmentary and tentative. 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE' AND SERIOUS GRIME AMONG JUVENIL'ES 

From retrospective studies of adult treatment patients or 
incarcerated felons, it seems quite clear that a relatively large 
proportion of known substance abusers have been involved in 

serious crime in their past. It is also clear that a considerable 
portion of kn'own criminals are also substance abusers. It is not 

clear what proportion each mak~i up of its respective population. 
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J;i01;' those wh.o are i.nVQlved i.n hath. subst8.,nce abu.~e and crime ~ 
tw.o: di.ffer.ent pat.terns. of ;lnvolvement aI:e sh.o·wn'J e:s:pe..ci.all¥ 
~or opi.ates';' 

• 

• 

th.e drug .. ·abusing criminal $ who. usually, h~sa ... l.~,ngthy 
history of delinquent and crimlnal behaVlor pr10r to 
the 'on~~et of substance use, and 

the' criminal abuser ~ who generally ~oes not beco~e. 
involved in any great degree of dellnquent or crlmlnal 
activity until after the onset of substance use. 

A number of studies reviewed were quite consistent in showing 
that the first pattern characterizes persons ,:"ho become seriously 
involved with drug~ ~fter the age of 17 years, while the latter 
is typical of those who begin their use of drugs b~f6re the age 
of 18 years. For the former, the use of drugs is seen as part 
and parcel of an ongoing criminal career for some types of 
persons. For the latter~ 

• the onset of substance abuse ~uring adolescence is a 
direct spur to subsequent dellnquency and serious 
criminal behavior. 

Except for a relatively small proportion of those character­
ized by the first pattern, i.e., the drug abusing criminal, 
substance abuse and serious crime do not become interrelated 
until after adulthood. For nearly all of those characterized 
by the second pattern, i.e., the criminal abuser, substance use 
and serious crime are both aspects of juvenile behavior and 
central to the concern of this assessment. 

The actual numbers of such juvenile criminal abusers is not 
known, but, from the samples used in various studies, proportions 
centering around 20 percent are found. That is, about JO' percent 
of those studied as methadone treatment patients were found to 
be characterized by the second pattern, roughly similar to that 

of adult pl.'isoners. If that is true, it seems possible to 
venture that: 

• a substantial amount of' juvenile crime, some serious, 
stems diiectly from substance abuse during adolescence. 

438 

------ ----- ------ -- -~-

Thi,s ob~,e,r'vation must be tempered~ howe.ver~ .b.rt.h.epoi.ntthat 
the dL~feren:ce ,in pattern does not neceSsarily hold over all 

substance ab.use categories. It is based largery on' .studies of 
opiate 'addicts, samples' 'of undifferentiated "drug abu.sers," and 
marijuana users. For depressant, stimulant and hallucinogen 
users, no ~pecific relationships with criminal behavior were 
found. For the marijuana useTs~ the evidence suggests that the 
linkage with crime is not ~ire~t, but mediated thiough use of 
other drugs. The evidence from the generalized studies of 
"drug abuse," however, supports the idea that it is applicable 
to more than just opiate users. 

Some support for the Juvenile criminal abusers' distinctive­
ness is found in the types of criminal activities with which they 
become involved. Essentially, 

• the juvenile criminal-abuser becomes involved in crime 
simply for financial gain to support the use of drugs. 

Larceny, burglary and robbery are the crimes most frequently 
encountered. Violence is almost never resorted to except during 
the course of crime for monetary gain. 

AlcohOl and Crime 

A completely different pattern than those for the drug­
abUSing criminal or the criminal abuser holds for the criminal 
alcoholic. The alcoholic is primarily involved in violent serious 
crime, usually murder, assault,and rape. The studies seem to show 
that: 

• the criminal alcoholic typically has a history of 
viOlent behavior and inVOlvement with alcohol from 
adolescence, or even earlier. 

ME'DIATING'CONS1'DERATI'ONS 

The relati.onshi,p between substance abuse and serious crime 
is neither simple nor direct. Obviously not all persons who 
drink, or who are alcoholic, commit violent crimes. Not all 
juveniles' who smoke marijuana become opiate addicts. Not all 
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opiate addicts are. ;f'Qxced to. c-rime to support the;ir habit. Some 
studie.s suggest that the drug-abusing criminals and the criminal 
abusers are minori.t:1,t~S among bothth.e total c:r:i.m;inal population 
and the total drug-~busing population. Most studies are based 
on either known substance abusers or known criminals since they 
are the most readily accessible for interviews or sur.vey 
questionnaires. Thus, it is possible that much of what has been 
said thus far is simply an artifact of the methodology of the 

studies on which it is based. 
The nature of the relationship between substance abuse and 

serious crime, especially among juveniles, is mediated by the 
pharmacological properties of the various substances, the back­
ground of the users,their personalities, and the situation 
surrounding the criminal behavior of the individual abuser. 

Pharmacological Properties 

The various substances of abuse tend to rank themselves in 
terms of their involvement in seiious crime. Alcohol and the 
opiates are seen as closely associated with serious crime, the 
amphetamines and barbiturates, especially secobarbital, as having 
a possible close association, and marijuana and the hallucinogens 

as only casually associated with serious crime. 
There is both pharmacological and clinical evidence for an 

association of alcohol with violence. However, a considerable 
extent of the association of alcohol with violent crime must 
continue to be considered as a consequence of the widespread use 
of alcohol, which statistically tends to show it related to a~y 
number of types of both criminal and noncriminal behaviors. 

The best that can be said seems to be that: 

• the use of alcohol1 under some conditions 1 can be a 
di.rect stimulus to violent .beh.aV'ior .. 

A.mong the. conditions. are the amounts and frequency o£ use, the 
situational context, the peisonality of the user, the type of 
alcohol use'd, and pos s ibly the cultural meaning of drinking. 
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. Th.e.re. i.s.. li.ttle pharmacological or cl :i.nical evi.dence ~ 
how.;eyer t to regard any of the oth.er drugs as direct stimuli to 
serious crime. For the hallucinogens and marijuana, in factI 
anT direct association seems contra-indicated. In this context 
however, it should be noted that there is always the POSSibi.lit; 
with any' substance of the occurrence of psychotic episodes which 
might lead to violent behavior, simply due to the direct psycho­
active effects of the drug o~ unprepared or naive users. 

Socioeconomic Factors 

A number of studies suggest that the association between 
substance abuse and serious crime stems primarily from the fact 
that both are found in the same environments--the slums: the 
ghettoes, among the poor and the racial minorities. It is 
argued that crime would continue, probably by the same criminals, 
even if drugs and alcohol use were totally eliminated. It is 
point~d out that crime ~ates for the 18-21 age group rise rapidly, 
espec1ally for certain social classes, even for those who are not 
substance abusers. This line of argument questions the distinction 
between the drug-abusing criminal and the criminal-abuser which 
was pointed out earlier. 

Personality Factors 

The substances of abuse affects individuals largely through 
predisposing sets o'r expectations. Differences have been shown 
in hostility, aggressiveness, ego-strength and frustration between 
different types of substance abuses (assaultive versus non­
assaultive) as well as between abusers and nonabusers. It is 
probably best, then, to think of the association between sub­
stance abuse and serious crime as an interaction between the 
effect of the substance, itself, acting on the personality and 
background characteristics of the abuser which predispose him 

to crime. 
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SLtuati.Qnal CQm1?onent~ 

Some crimes. are planned and i.ntenti.011a,1 1 .otlr.ers are unpre­

meditated and episodic. Opiate abtise is associated with the 

former, alcohol and poss.ibly barbiturate or amph.etamine abuse ~ 
with. the latter, In th.e firs.t instance~ the situational com­
ponent is th.e need and opportunity for monet"ary gain through 

crime, usually for procurement. In the latter case, however, 
elements in the situation other than gain often precipitate the 

crime--family squabbles leading to assault or murder, such as 

two drunken friends arguing over a baseball game. The nature 

of the illicit drug trade itself also enters the situation. 
Sometimes it is simpler to procure drugs simply by "knocking off 

the dealer himself" rather than buying. Or, perhaps the dealer 

cheats the customer, who retali~tes. Here, the crime is 
associated with drug abuse, but it is the situational elements 

which are overriding. 

ACONTRAUTCTION 

This summary of the findings of the assessment on substance 

abuse and serious crime has exposed two diverse and seemingly 
contradictory strands. One strand emphasizes the close association 
of various substances of abuse with serious crime among juveniles, 

the other emphasizes the indirect and mediatory influences which 

diffuse the nature of that association. In the first view, 
juveniles who use opiates steal and rob to acquire their narcotic; 

alcohol, and possibly the barbiturates and amphetamines, work by 

releasing inhibitory controls resulting in violent assault. In 
the second view, however, those actions occur only under certain 

conditions, among certain individuals, in certain settings and 

at certain times. Perhaps the best analogy of the relationship 

of subs.tance abuse and serious crime is that of a piece of rope-­

each strand entWini.ng ~ limiting, and reinforcing the other in a 

continuing relations·hip. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH 

Poli.cy Implications 

What clues do the f;indings here provide for the prevention 
and control of serious crime by juveniles? 

• If it is true that the juvenile criminal-abuser is 
largely nondelinquent prior to the onset of dru~.use 
and that most ~riminal activity thereafter is dlrected 
to m~netary galn for.drugs, then it seems clear that a 
con~lder~ble I?roportlon of the serious crime committed 
~y Juven1les 1S a consequence of that drug use. It 
follow'S that any effort to prevent. or control that 
seg~ent of serio~s cri~e must also, and perhaps pri­
~arllf' be concerned w1th the prevention and control of 
Juven1le drug use. 

Whatever is done should not be carried out unilaterally by 
any single Federal or State agency. For example: 

• The Office of Juveni~e Justi~e and Delinquency Prevention 
must form a:cooperat1ve work1ng arrangement with such 
other agenc~es as_the,National Institute on Drug Abuse 
and th~ Nat1on~1 Inst1tute on Alcoholism and Alcohol 
Abuse 1f antth1n¥ more than a piecemeal approach to the 
~roblem of Juven1le substance abuse and serious crime 
1S to be attempted. 

Among other approaches to the prevention and control of 
substance abuse among juveniles, the following should be given 

consideration: 

• 

• 

• 

~arlY,detection--the literature suggests that the 
Juven1le ~ru¥ ab~ser has certain special distinguishing 
ch~racter1st1cs 1n terms of social background, person­
al1ty and psychological make-up. 

Voluntary,se~f~help centers--it is highly improbable 
~hat t~e 1ndlv1dual who needs help with an actual or 
1mpend1ng ~r~g proble~ will voluntarily seek assistance 
from a facll1ty assoclated with or sponsored by agencies 
of law enforcement or cr;iminal justice. Such facilities 
must,be locally supported and operated and engender a 
feel~ng of security and support for their clientele. 

Alte-rnatives to narcotics~-the provision of both opiate 
(methadone) and ~ther alternatives to illicit narcotic 
use must be consldered as preventive, rather than simply 
treatment, approaches. 
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Research Impl~cat~ons 

The need for valid~ systematic, and explicit knowledge 
about substance abus.e among juveniles and its relation to serious 
criJne i.s:obvious from the dif£~cult:l.es experienced in making this 
assessment. The following emphases are paramount: 

• Research. must focus on what occurs with juveniles who 
become criminal-abusers and alcoholics. 

• Those characteristics of juvenile criminal-abusers and 
alcoho'lics which distinguish them from their peers must 
be defined and interrelated for purposes of early 
identification and diagnosis. 

• The extent to which juvenile criminal-abusers and 
alcoholics contribute to the total of juvenile crime 
ought to be determined in order to develop appropriate 
strategies and resource allocations for prevention and 
treatment. 

• Research on appropriate and useful prevention techniques 
and control and treatment strategies for use with 
juvenile substance abusers must be carried out before 
a total realistic approach to the problem can be developed. 

• There must be a considered effort to initiate and conduct 
mUlti-variate studies of the role of drug and other 
mediating elements on serious juvenile crime. Most of 
the studies to date have been simple correlational or 
group comparison studies which are unable to expose the 
real nature of the relationship between substance abuse 
and serious juvenile crime. 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND CRIME: 
A BIOCHEMICAL APPROACH 

The studies reviewed in this assessment of the literature 
on substance abuse and serious crime have, for the most part, 
been carried out by social scientists or psychologists. There 
has been a tradition of consideri~g studies of deviant and 
criminal behavior as a branch of the social sciences. Even the 
few studies prepared by lawyers, pathologists or medical doctors 
usually end up with a sociological appearance, stressing victim 
characteristics, epidemiol~gy or social etiology. 

More recently, however, another series of studies has 
developed from clinical biochemical backgrounds which may do 
much to explain some of the findings that have been reviewed, 
and to provide more precise diagnostic and predictive methods 
of looking at the relationship between substance abuse and aggres­
sive or violent behavior. This assessment would be incomplete 

if this collateral line of evidence were overlooked. 
Most of this work seems to have taken place since the mid-

1960's. Dr. Robert DeRopp of the Rockefeller Foundation had 
earlier pointed to the similarity in biochemical terms of dr~g 
abuse, violent acting out and sexual satisfaction on the in~ermix 
of epinephrine, norepinephrine and serotonin in the bodily sys­

tem. In the late 1960's, Dr. Ferris Pitts and his associates 
at Washington University were able to show that severe anxiety 
attacks in humans could be manipulated through cha~ges in the 
balance of calcium and lactate ions in the system: intravenous 
calcium ion injections abolished anxiety, sodium lactate injec­
tions created anxiety symptoms. He pointed out that at that time 
that alcohol and many drugs can affect the calcium/lactate bal­

ance (,53). 
That line of investigation focuses on the role of neuro­

transmitters--those chemicals which carry sensory impulses from 
nerve cell to nerve cell. Calcium is such a transmitter, the 
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presence of lactate tends to block the ability of calcium to 
carry sensory impulses. More recently, Dr. Frederick Goodwin, 
of NIMH's clinical psychobiology branch~ has presented evidence 
linking aggressive and impulsive behavior in you~g males with 
high levels of epinephrine and low levels of serotonin. The 
same study also found that the reverse imbalance--Iow epinephrine 
and high serotonin, resulted in highly controlled and passive 
behavior (56). Similar findings have been reported by Ekkers (24), 
and by Woodman, Hinton and O'Neill relative to adrenalin (epi­
nepherine) and noradrenalin (norepinepherine) imbalances (79, 
p. 702). Yaryura-Tobias and Neziroglu relate aggressive behav­
iors to glucose imbalance (80). 

A parallel line of investigation relates aggression to high 
levels of plasma testosterone in the blood (23). An objection to 
that theory» however, is that alcohol ingestion seems to lower the 
level of plasma testosterone which should, then, inhibit aggres­
siveness (57, p. 445). 

A third related line of investigation presently being sup­
ported by the Ford Foundation, is studying the effects of diet 
and nutrition on aggressive behavior (28). 

All of the above substances are intimately interrelated in 
their effects on mood, emotions and behavior. Their actions can 
be impeded or exacerbated by the ingestion of various dr~gs or 
alcohol. Some chemicals function as activators of behavior or 
emotion, others as inhibitors. Thus, mescaline and amphetamine 
produce hallucinations or "highs" by stimulating the activators, 
and LSD by blocking the inhibitors. Tranquilizers work in a 
roughly opposite direction by blocki!lg the activators or stimulat­
ing the inhibitors. 

It is still too early to leap wholeheartedly onto the bio­
chemical bandwagon as a complete explanation of the link?-ge be­
tween drug ingestion and aggressive behavior, but it seems certain 
at this time that the processes of biochemical imbalance and bal­
ance, their effects on behavior, a.nd the role of drugs and alcohol 
in bringing about such imbalances or redress.i!l-g them, must be taken 
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into consideration as a part of a total understanding of the 

actions of substance abuse in promoting aggression and violence .• 
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