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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 crime 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-knowledge 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). 1In 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 Serious 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

juvenile justice system or for a crime by the criminal justice
system. The age of 18 is extended to 21 in 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:

e violence or injury to persons

e 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:

e 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.

7
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e 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.

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF PAPER

The purpose of this paper is to develop a set of definitivns
for use in assessing serious juvenile crime. Although thers is
widespread and increasing interest in serious juvenile cxime in
America today, there is little agreement on how to define it.
What should be considered a serious juvenile offen=z? Who should

be considered a serious juvenile offender?

City dwellers may have a different perspective 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 wuwre detached objectivity.
Legislators and public officials iu different jurisdictions may
take different views as to what constitutes serious juvenile
crime. All of these groups may also disagree among themselves.
The news media report &ll of this and influence public perception
of serious juvenile crime.

The almost $stal lack of agreement on what is meant by such
widely used terws as "serious juvenile offense'" and ''serious juve-
nile offender” underscores the need for a working definition.

METHOD

R R

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
held with many of the participants during the 1977 National Sym-
posium on the Serious Juvenile Offender.



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 18; or, for the purposes of pro-
ceedings and disposition of such a person for an act of
juvenile delinquency or a crime committed prior to his/her
eighteenth birthday, 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 adult and which

is liable to disposition through the juvenile justice system.

e Crime:

An act that is forbidden by a law of the United States or
1ts several States and which makes the offender liable to
disposition by that law through the adult justice system.

e 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.

o (Offender:

A person who is adjudicated by the adult or juvenile
justice system to have committed an act of juvenile delin-
quency Or a crime.

10

Thus, for the purposes of this paper, a juvenile offender

is any one of the fcllowing:

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

e A person not yet 18 who is adjudicated fgqr a crime by
the adult justice system.

e A person not yet 21 who has been adjudicated as an offend-
er by the juvenile or adult justice system for acts com-
mitted prior to their eighteenth birthday which would be

considered either juvenile delinquency 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 committing a delin-
quent act and a juvenile who iIs 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 extremely 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 Federal 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.

11



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 whc 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:

e '". . . being in earnest . . ., and

e¢ . . . having important or dangerous possible consequences
U (14, p. 1058).

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:

e hazardous

e uncertain

e threatening

e imminent (14, p. 245).

In addition to the basic problems with the English language,

12

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 1977 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:

e who commits a single act that causes harm to a person
(e.g., homicide, assault, rape)

13



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

e 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 directgg to-
wards property (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

e who commits a series of acts that cause harm or loss to

property, or .
e some modification or supplement to the above 1list?

In addition to the difficulties raised by the above questions,

intent (i.e., did the juvenile deliberately commit the act?)

capability (i.e., was the juvenile capable by age or mental
state to independently commit the act and know that it was
wrong?)

14
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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:

e violence or injury to persons

¢ property loss or damage
e 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:

e The Uniform Crime Reports

e Sellin-Wolfgang's The Measurement of Delinquency (8) and
other literature on seriousness scales

e 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

15



e Dburglary

e larceny-theft

e motor vehicle theft (12, p. 1).
These seven offenses were selected for the UCR because of their:

® seriousness

e frequency of occurrence, and

e likelihood of being reported to police (12, . 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:

e murder

e aggravated assault

e forcible rape

e robbery (12, p. 160). .
The other three Index Crimes are considered by the URC to be serious

crimes against property, since they result in direct property loss

to the victim. These are:
e burglary
e larceny-theft
e 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 1t-
self to the question of who 1is a serious juvenile offender.)

It is important to note that there are offenses which a?e
omitted from the seven UCR Index Crimes which many persons might
consider to be serious. These include:

e kidnapping

e arson

16
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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.

SERIQUSNESS 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



includes 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 scope 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 violence

to the full range of possible 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 Delinquency (8), is based on an
analysis of a 10 percent random samplé 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) presents the Sellin-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 amouants. 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 injury

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)

A}

i 1
ts Scored Number x Weight Tota
ERSeIY: (2) (3 (&)

I. Number of victims of bodily harm
(a) Receiving minor injuries ﬁ
(b} Treated and discharged ;
(c) Hospitalized 26
(d) Killed

II. Number of victims of forcible sex Lo
intercourse o o
(a) Number of such victims intim- )
idated by weapon

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

B~ A

IV. Number of premises forcibly )
entered

V. Number of motor vehicles stolen 2

VI. 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
(£) 30001-80000
(g) Over 80000

OB

Total Score

i d
: #Column 1 contains a list of the elements that can be score ’
even tggugh most events will include only one oTr two ogrtsiiiigie
ments, and Column 2 refers to the number of 1n§tancei vietine
involved in a particular incident. Column 3 glvesht i ﬁelgscore cor
signed to the element. Column 4 is rese?ved'for ﬁ ef'o ae score *
a given element; this is derived by multiplying the rigur in Col-
umn 2 by the figure in Column 3. By adding all glgures in ,
the total score for the event 1S found (8, p. 403).

20

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 effort 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

Category A:
Low Severity Offenses

Minor theft (includes larceny and simple
ossession of stolen property less than
1,000).

Category B:
Lcw/Moderate Severity
Offenses

Fraud (iess than $1,000); Possession of
marijuana (less thaﬁ $500); Passing/Posses-
sion of counterfeit currency (less than
$1,000). ' ,

Category C:
Moderate Severity
Offenses

Simple theft of motor vehicle (not mul-
tiple theft or for resale); Theft, Forg-
ery/Fraud ($1,000-$20,000); Possession
of marijuana ($500 or over); Possession
of Other '"Soft Drugs" (less than §5,000);
Sale of marijuana (less than $5,000);
Sale of Other "Soft Drugs'" (less tgan"
$500); Possession of "Heavy Narcotics

(by addict--less than $500).

Category D:
High Severity
Offenses

Theft, Forgery/Fraud (over $20,000);

Sale of ma%ijﬁana ($5,000 or more);

Sale of Other "Soft Drugs"™ ($500-$5,000);
Possession of Other "Soft Drugs” (mgre"
than $5,000); Sale of "Heavy Narcotics

to support own habit; Receiving stolen
property ($20,000 or over); Sexual act
(fear--no injury); Burglary (Bank or
Post Office); Robbery (no weapon or in-
jury); Organized vehicle theft.

Category E:
Very High
Severity Offenses

Extortion; Assault (serious injury);
Mann Act (force); Armed robbery; Sexual
act (force--injury); Sale of "Soft
Drugs' (other .than marijuana--more tpan"
$5,000); Possession of "Heavy Narcotics
(nonaddict); Sale of "Heavy Narcotics"
for profit.

Category F:
Greatest
Severity Offenses

Aggravated armed robbery (or_othey ]
felony) --weapon fired or serious injury
during offense; Kidnapping; Willful
homicide.

Source: (5, pp. 28-29)

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
éorresponding numerical scores of 1, 2, and 3. Mean seriousness

ratings for some typical offenses on this scale included (3, pp.
386-387):

Homicide 1.02
Rape 1.08
Aggravated arson 1.10
Robbery 1.32
Burglary 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 based on an examination of 40 typical
institutional rule violations which were either violent or violence
prone. Although others contributed tc the development of the scale,
the final ratings were made by 40 administrators 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 added if the offense was against a
"free person'" (non-inmate). One point was deducted if the act
was in self-defense. Table 3 (p. 24) presents material which is

excerpted from the Inmate Institutional Violence Severity Scale
(7, p. 10).
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TABLE 3 . . . . . .
This severity scale is meant only for institutional violence,

INMATE INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE SEVERITY SCALE and adult violence at that.

It is of interest because it is quite

SEVERITY SCORE specific with regard to measuring degrees of violence, which is

TYPE OF VIOLENCE

TO FREE TO OTHER IN SELF the only criterion considered.
PERSON INMATE DEFENSE
(Basic) B1 toi
umstein
Death resulting f?om a g
violent act with intent 10 ) In an article entitled '"Seriousness Weights in An Index of
to do bodily harm. crime" (1). Alfred B ‘n di . .

‘ o o f11cted rime" (1), fre lumstein discusses the implementation of the
ggiﬁralﬁég;ﬁn%n 8 7 6 Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scale. As he comments, "This system
Major injury inflic?ed has seen very little implementation in actual operations of a
with an object or with 7 6 5 police department or as a national index, probably largely because
the body. 1 of the complexity of determining the components and total scores
?;?Eiyognﬁiiiiggriith 7 6 5 for each individual crime" (1, p. 854). Blumstein then goes on
a weapon. to cite the 1974 study in St. Louis, Missouri which was carried
Threat with or posses- 6 5 4 out by Heller and McEwen (1, p. 854). In this study, Sellin-
sion of ? weapon.. s 4 3 Wolfgang scores were prepared for '"9,728 reported crimes in St.
Threat with an objezt. Louis over the period April 4 to May 30, 1971, They identified
gigziyoingiiziggrxith 4 3 2 these scores as a means of identifying the seriousness of the
an object or body. offenses that occur in St. Louis and as an aid in allocating po-~
Threat in words or s ) 1 lice resources to respond to seriousness rather than to the number
gestures only. of offenses. 1In the process, they developed an average serious-
Nonviolent act, with- ) ]
oug intent to do 0 0 0 ness score for each of the reported 'index crimes' as the sum of
bodily harm. their seriousness scores divided by their number' (1, p. 855).

DEFINITIONS

MAJOR INJURY: A broken
bone, internal injury,
unconsciousness, cut
needing stitches, deep

WEAPON: An instrument speci-

fically altered to inflict’
bodily harm or one capable
of inflicting bodily harm

THREAT: Statement oOr
gesture indicating in-
tent to inflict physi--
cal harm.

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

which doesn't belong in the
immediate area or on the in-
mate's person; e.g., sharp-

puncture wound, and any
injury requiring hospi-
talization or holding

POSSESSION: Control of
a weapon either on one's

for medical observation.

MINOR INJURY: A cut,
bruise, or abrasion need-
ing no treatment or only
slight treatment, such

as antiseptic, band aids,
or aspirin.

Source: 7, p. 10

ened table knife, baseball
bat in cell.

OBJECT: An unaltered in-~
strument that does belong
in the immediate area or
on the inmaté's person}
e.g., hammer in carpenter
shop, shoe on foot.
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persen 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.

St b o

e

ot
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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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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).

TABLE 4

Index Crime

Average Seriousness
Score Per Incident

Homicide

Rape

Robbery
Aggravated assault
Burglary

Larceny over $50
Auto theft

N NN OO

.29
.33
.43
.74
.64
.26
.29

Source: (1, p. 855)
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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 1list. 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 1is 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 who has
committed a series of petty offenses a sericus 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 or recidivist
juvenile offender is responsible for a disproportionate 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 1line? According to the reason-
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
the Sellin and Wolfgang study'" (15, p. 182).
This means that it is valid to add together the various offenses of

been derived in .

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:

e The UCR 1list 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.

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

e The severity scales suggest the use of violence and pro-
perty loss as criteria in defining a serious juvenile
offense.

e 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.

e 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).

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

e 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 scale:

A

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
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 Juvenilie
Crime; (2) The Spatial Distribution, Contexts, and Settings of
Serious Juvenile Crime; and (3) The Characteristics of Juveniles
Arrested and Adjudicated 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-
jzed and summarized through simple techniques of secondary analysis
(medians, modes, tates, adjusted rates, percentages) and often

graphically displayed.

KEY FINDINGS

Based upon existing information and literature the following

findings were noted:

UCR Index Crime

e 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.

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

e Although current figures suggest a stabilization of juve-

nile index crime, there are subtle indications that juve-
nile age youth are increasingly being arrested for crimes

of material gain.

Spatial Distribution, Contexts, Settings of Juvenile Index Crimes
e The regional and State distribution of violent crime versus

index property crime is not related, suggesting different

geographic correlations pertinent to each. ‘

e Juvenile index crime may be highly concentrated in "en-
claves" within the larger urban area.

e Youth mobility may become an increasingly major determi-
nant of juvenile crime patterns.

Characteristics of Juveniles Arrested and Adjudicated for Index
Crimes

e Juveniles 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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e While juvenile index crime is stabilizing, different
long-term patterns emerge regarding age and race; 16-
and 17-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 minority 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 questions 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 topics of the report. Generally, better
answers to questions of interest should involve the following:

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

e 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.

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

e Attempt to tie together, descriptively, offense data with
juveniles arrested for those offenses in several local
jurisdictions.

e Describe the characteristics of offenders based 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.

e 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.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The topic of serious juvenile crime has long been a major
concern 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 various 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 ca
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 sre responsible. Similar reasoning applies to
the description of those responsible for reported or unreported
incidents, i.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
"biased' 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 angd the non-adjudicated offender. Through-
out the report, the zbility 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 upen 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 existing litera-
ture and information, thus permitting the best answers cﬁrrently
possible to the topics of interest.

- A variety of assessment criteria were applied to current 1lit-
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 omne 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.'" For example, this effort included



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 '"mational pic-
ture" which relies upon information sources oxr 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, follawed 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 Characteristics 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 information 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 additional informa-
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 (117, 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 acknowledges 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?", "Is Serious Juvenile
Crime Increasing?", and "How Much Serious Crime Is Committed by
Juveniles in Relation to Other Age Groups?". Initial answers 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), 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 reported 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 one com-
munity to another and one year to the next (14, pp. 110-114,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 several 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 tc 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), although 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- i
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, i
(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 reported 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 frequencies or rates. Generally,
frequencies are used to describe numbers or proportions of 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, 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 policymaker, 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
kidnapping

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
alternate implications 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 ngenlle 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 1list 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:

e Dburglary

e larceny-theft

e motor vehicle theft (111, p. 307)

All seven of the index crimes 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 1s 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
seriousness within 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 juvenile 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, "with 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-Wolfi2ng scores have been applied to arrest data, including
a study in S¢. 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 Justice
System: The Need for a National Résponse.
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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
determination 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 estimate.

"It is true that the average seriousness scores for violent
offenses are much higher than those for property offerses. However,
it should be noted that according to the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale, a
wide range of scores is possible for each offense. The k¥ iex 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 8. 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.
O0f 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 Crime¢ Reports do include a larceny analysis of
offenses 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 vehicles, theft from buildings, theft of
motor vehicle accessories, and '"all others" (111, 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, would 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 '"schoolgrocund
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
nrecise 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-1, below.

TABLE II-!

AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS OF INDEX CRIMES

T __ s=mousuess
HOMICIDE 233.29
RAPE 15.33
ROBBERY 6.43
AGCGGCGRAVATED ASSAULT S.74
BURGLARY 2.64

LARCENY OVER $50 2.26 ;

AUTO THEFT 2.29 i

!

SQCURCE: 49, P, 24946 p

|
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Table II-1 (p. 70) clearly reflects their findings that the crimes
against persons have much higher average scores than the crimes 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.** TFor 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 bulk 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 incidents must be considered non-serious.

In Georgia, the 1978 data on larceny-theft was divided 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 1loss.

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 Surveys

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 within Index Crime
offenses by juveniles.

*Estimates of the ages of offenders are made by the victims,

resulting in what is called '"perceived ages.'" This is not an
accurate method for determining if the offender is juvenile 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 exploration 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 for this effort. State arrest data involving
incident based reporting systems alsc holds promise. Perhaps esti-
mates based on the victimization data of the Naticnal 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

75



trends based upon all index offense arrests; and (2) the character-
istics and composite profiles for those arrested for the more

serious incidents may or 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. 1Ideally, 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
follewing narrative. This must 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 18 COMMITTED_ BY JUVENILES?

As shown in Figure II-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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FIGURE II-1

SOURCE: 111, P.180

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 II-2 (p. 78). The most obvious point made by these
figures is that the great majority of 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 (111, 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 I1I-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 T-2

DISTRIBUTION OF WEAPONS USED IN NONCOMMERGIAL ROBBERY,
BASED UPON NATIONAL CRIME PANEL SURVEYS FOR 26 CITIES

0FFeoRRs S UN m:;TJ&u UNARNED TOTAL
[4 OR LESS 2% 5% 93% 100 %
5 - 1I7 7 38 54 100
18 - 20 .‘ 13 45 37 100
21 OR OLDER 32 41 ¢ 1090

SOURCE: 14, P:179

An examination of individual property offenses shows that the
index property crimes are heavily weighted towards two offense types:
larceny-theft and burglary (Figure II-3, p. 80). Together, these
two offenses cemprise nearly 90 percent of all index property crime,
while 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 index offenses,
should be made. By definition, these offenses both involve the '"un-
lawful taking or attempted taking 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 actually involve
the real or threatened use of force, based on 1977 UCR arrest statis-
tics (111, p. 180).
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Discussion

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. ¥The examination of alternate
measure;_;f 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 vicient 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 SERIOUS CRIME COMMITTED BY JUVENILES INCREASING?

Figures II-4 and II-5 (p. 82) presents the juvenile population
and index arrest volume for 1964 to 1977 (see Appendix 'E, Tables
E-1 (p. 313) and E-2 (p. 314). 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 arrests 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 national 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 relatively 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. Based on arrest frequencies, this

‘pO"'""“"""‘nuh.“b 7 percentage has changed very little during the time period of in-

terest. Although there was a slight drop during 1965-1966, the
e percentage of all juvenile arrests which were for index offense
R »° has remained fairly constant, fluctuating between 42 percent and
25000 - 46 percent. Assuming that the seriousness of the index crimes has
not changed dramatically, these findings indicate that the volume
of serious juvenile crime has remained relatively stable.

30000
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Figure II-6 (p. 84) compares juvenile arrest rates®* for index
. 7 Ta 15 16 11 | versus non-index offenses. The adjusted rates for non-index
64 6 %6 &1 6@y T0 T 1 ! 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, Tising 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
i000 ¢

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-I FIGURE II-4
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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 II-7 (p. 85) depicts the arrest rates for violent and
property crimes. It is obvious that violent arrest rates have
consistently been at a much lower level than have property arrest
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FIGURE II-7

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

that each has experienced. Violent rates are relatively stable
during 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 II-8 below presents rates for individual violent crimes. Aggravated assault and robbery account for over 90 percent

Murder arrests
did increase until about 1972, and rape until 1974, but both have

f d murder are quite low and stable of all arrests for violent crimes during every year from 1964 to
Rates for rape an .

1976. The difference in rate change between aggravated assault

. ) . and robbery for this period can be typified by various divergences
remained at approximately the same level since that time.* y P yp y gen ,

(See Appendix E, Table E-5, p. 317) «
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although the more recent 1970's suggest that the gap between the
two offenses is closing.

Table II-3 below presents the percent change in adjusted
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 II-3

PERCENT GHANGE IN ADJUSTED NATIONAL ARREST RATES FOR. ROBBERY AND
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT: AGES I1-17, SELECTED YEARS

OFFENSE 1964 - 1970 | 1970 -1977 1975 - 1977
ROBBERY +131% +10 % -i14%
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT +48% +42 % -4 %

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-s.
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Arrest rates for individual property crimes are presented
in Figure II-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-
1ike motor vehicle theft, burglary and larceny-theft are both
characterized by upward trends over the 14-year period. Between
1964 and 1977, burglary has risen by 71 percent and larceny-theft
by 56 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
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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 coming 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 "property"
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
index 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 appéars 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 1870's. Motor vehicle theft, murder,
and rape might also be of lesser concern due to the previously
mentioned reasons.

The emphasis on hurglary 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 SERIQUS CRIME IS COMMITTED BY JUVENILES IN RELATION TO
OTHER AGE GROUPS?

The importance of serious crime attributed to juveniles may or
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 areds might consider the relative weight of crime being
and 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 (81,368) of
all criminal arrests reported 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-10 (p. 92) presents the proportions of arrests for
index and non-index offenses to the total number of arrests (based

34

*Criminal offenses exclude the UCR categories of '"curfew and
loitering law violations" and "runaways,'" 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-11, 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 AGES VIOLENT - PROPERTY

H-1 9.7%

18 - 20 A 81.6%

15.2% 8a5% 21- 64
[]
50% 0 50% 50% 0 50%
¥ INDEX ARRESTS INCLUDE CRIMINAL HONICIDE, FORGIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, ¥ VIOLENT ARRESTS INCLUDE CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY,
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY- THEFT, OTOR VEHICLE THEFT AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
%%N 0 N-INDEX ARRESTS INCLUDE OTHER ASSAULTS, FORGERY, FRAUD, %%PROPERTY ARRESTS INCLUDE BURGLARY, LARGENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE
EMBEZZLEMENT, YANDALISM, VICTINLESS CRIMES, AND ALL OTHER THEFT

CRININAL OFFENSES

PROPORTIONS OF ARRESTS FOR 1%DEX ¥ AND
NON- INDEX ** TO TOTAL ARRESTS, AGES 11-17,
18-20, AND 21-64, FOR 1977

PROPORTIONS OF ARRESTS FOR VIOLENTX AND |
PROPERTY** T0 TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES,
AGES 11-17,18-20, AND 21-64, FOR 1977

FIGUKRE I-10 FIGURE I~
SOURCES: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLES E-& AND E-9, PP. 359 -36I

*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 sericus 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 te juveniles,
young adults, and adults, compared with their respective popula-
tion proportions. Juveniles appear to be ''overrepresented'" in
motor vehicle théft, 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

18- 20 BEE 21- 64 [

15.3%

BURGLARY Sufe e | I
% Helinies ] : |

POPULATION
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9%
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ROBBERY 33.2% RN mmmmmmm

1 §4.2%
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| 1 1533 754%
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T
[} 1 1 3
100% 50% 0 50% 100%

PERCENT OF NATIONAL ARRESTS FOR INDIVIDUAL-INDEX OFFENSES ATTRIBUTED T0 AGES
=17, 18 - 20, AND 21-64, COMPARED WITH PERCENT OF POPULATION, FOR 1977

SOURGE: SEE APPERDIY £, TABLE E-10, P. 363 FIGUR E II-I2
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four offenses. On the other hand, young adults are relatively
overrepresented in every offense category, with the greatest
proportibns for robbery and burglary* (see Appendix E, Table E-10,
p. 322).

Figures I1-13 (below), II-14 (p. 95) and II-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
adults for these offense groups. For index-offenses combined
(Figure II-13), juvenile and young adult arrest rates show similar

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 II-14 below), a
dissimilarity 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

F .QR::~§~. between property arrest rates for juveniles and young adults appears
= "oy N ' to be closing. If this trend continues, juveniles may no longer
g
= 300 b ; "% 18-20 . e
< . dominate property arrest rates, indicating that 18- to 20-year-olds
Z JQgﬁggh“h.===g may become as involved in property crimes as juvenile-age youth.
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*The reader is cautioned that the comparison of these age groups 5 O o @ e, @ e @ e
is somewhat deceptive, since two of the categories (juvenile qnd
adult) include many people who are not likely to be involved in 0 , L \ , . \ . . . L
crime, due to their relatively young or old age. Therefore, when 64 65 66 67 68 69 710 7l 12 13 14 15 16 1T
dividing frequency by population for those age groups, the resulting _ Y EAR
rate may be underestimated. Contrarily, the remaining category (young ‘ % INDEX PROPERTY ARRESTS INCLUDE BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT

adult) is composed of only three single age years (18,19, and 20),
all of which are susceptible to, and capable of, involvement in

serious crime. Therefore, the young adults may appear to be more
“crime prone' relative to other ages, than is actually the case.
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Figures II-16 (below), II-17 (p. 98), II1-18 (p. 99), and II-19
(p. 100) present arrest rates for individual violent offenses for
each age group (see Appendix E, Tables E-14, E-15, E-16, and E-17,

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. 225, 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 I1I-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

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 the higher arrest frequencies and rates
among older age groups.* Since 1970, the general trend for all
three age groups has been 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.

index property crimes, only young adults could be considered to Wor *
“"dominate'" in violent crime (see Appendix E, Table E-13, p. 325). = ////\\\
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According to Figure II-17 (below), the arrest rates for juvenile rates have increased more rapidly than the older age

rape are low for juveniles and adults, while young adults' rates groups. The decrease in median age of arrest for robbery (Table
are almost three times as high. All three rate lines show minor I1-4, p. 101) reflects the increased juvenile arrest frequencies
increases from 1964 to 1977, but the pattetns occurring in the and, concurrently, juvenile arrest rates.

1970's vary. While young adults have declined from their 1972 4

"peak,'" adult rates have continued to increase, and juvenile
rates have stabilized.
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For the offense of aggravated assault (Figure II-19), young
adult arrest rates are distinctly higher than juveniles and adults,
whose rates are approximately the same in 1977. All three age
groups show upward trends throughout this time period, although

SOURCE: SEE APPENBIX E, TABLE E-I5, P 3713 FIGURE I-i7

In contrast to the low arrest rates for murder and rape, juvenile rates are increasing the most rapidly, fellowed by young

robbery and aggravated assault (Figures 1I1I-18 and II-19) are adults and then adults. Again, an examination of the median age

the most common violent offenses among all age groups. Arrest (Table II-4, p. 101) for this offense substantiates findings based
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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TABLE II-4

MEDIAN TOTAL* AGE FOR DIFFERENT INDEX OFFENSE CLASSIFICATIONS (1964-76) ALL AGES

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 juvenile and young adult in- 1964 1968 1972 1976
volvement T i .
nt through time) INDEXH 1.1 1.1 8.6 8.8
NON-INDEX(R) 36.4 33.2 31.0 3.4
VIOLENTE jLe 217.8 28,1 21.9
MURDER 3td 35.9 35.1 35.3
300 T
a7 TN RAPE 21.8 25.7 28.9 30.2
¢ 18-20 ROBBERY 22.8 19.8 18.9 19.7
S 250 L AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 35.1 33.2 32.8 32.2
= /.—-- INDEX PROPERTY'® 16.9 16.8 18.4 18.1
% ./0 BURGLARY 11.3 16.9 17.4 17.4
—
s W F ° LARCENY - THEFT 16.9 1.0 1.5 8.6
< o
S / MOTOR YEHIGLE THEFT 16.4 16.6 11.2 11.3
o ‘,,f" % - INCLUDES BOTH JUVENILE AND ADULT POPULATIONS - '
b 1so | — o (1)~ CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, ASGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, ANDMOTOR VEHICLE THEFT
o ¢ R Y T B Y. (2)- OTHER ASSAULTS, FORGERY, FRAUD, EMBEZZLENENT, VANDALISH,VICTINLESS CRIMES, AHD ALL OTHER OFFENSES
Lt P L e T {3)~ CRIMINAL HOMICIDE, FORGIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
= IO L ,,f" (4)- BURGLARY, LARGENY-THEFT, AND MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT
= Rl da o SOURCES : 98, PP.108-109:102, PP.1I5-116; 106, PP. 126 -127: 10, PP. 181-182
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0 ' ‘ L, L Figures II-20 (p. 102), II-21 (p. 103), and II-22 (p.
64 65 66 67 68 69 70 70 T2 73 14 15 16 M0 114) present adjusted arrest rates for individual property

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

330-332 for sources). Arrest rates for burglary (Figure II-20)

suggest that juvenile and young adult involvement in this offense

SOURCE: SEE APPENDIX E, TABLE E-I7.

FIGURE I-19 . < .
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 adults 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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Referring to Figure II-21, the arrest rate for larceny-theft
has increased between 1964 and 1977 for all three 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.101)
further substantiating reduced involvement of juveniles.
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Motor vehicle theft (Figure II1-22) 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

Comparison of arrest rates for 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 indicate that both youthful age groups are much
more inclined towards index property crimes than are adults. In
the past, juveniles could be considered to "dominate'" 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, juveniles and young adults have both declined from their
"peak" rateé in 1974. Since the base level of adult arrest rates
is relatively low, it is unlikely that their involvement will
reach a level comparable to youth in future yearé.

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 arrest rates indicates that juveniles are
least inclined towards those violent offenses which involve direct
contact with the victim; i.é}, 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
older 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:

e How much serious crime is committed by juveniles?

e Is serious crime among juveniles increasing? and,

e¢ 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
and those responsible for the incidents. For this reason, such in-
formation was not seriously considered. Court and related 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 natiocnal 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 idealiy 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 amount of caution must be exercised
when using UCR indeXx 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 issues 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 jufeniles, another problem emerges. Since it is generally con-
ceded that juveniles are more likely to be arrested inm 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. 266-269) 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:

e 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.

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

e 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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e 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 hand, contribute sub-
stantially to arrest rates for all index offenses.

e 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.

e 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 '"mo." 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 juvenile
jndex 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 arrest 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 19877 UCR
arrest data as an indicator of crime, it was demonstrated that
juveniles are heavily involved in crimes of '"material gain,"
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" of aggregate violence
and suggests that the decline of the murder rate may be indica-
tive of a general trend. Here, Zimring's reasoning cun 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 rest
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;
identify changing patterns and

and (2) more precise attempts to
robbery, larceny-theft, and

thus motivations of the offenses
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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 '"mational" 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
may 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 1local 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 these 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. 1In
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. 126-127)], have noted that this positive association 1is
perfectly linear since some cities with high populations have low
crime rates and vice versa. Unfortunately, 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
1imitations inherent in making such comparisons. Apparently,
the reason that so few studies have dealt with the topic is due
in part to ihadequate data available to undertake such comparisomns.
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
age shifts, racial concentrations, and serious juvenile crime in

u;ban 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 (129) effort is certainly pertinent to the relation-
ship of serious juvenile crime and urbamnization, 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 impraved 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
ITII-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 examining 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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age and WHAT IS THE REGIONAL AND STATE DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS JUVENILE.CRIME?

class, level and source of income, educational status,

sex structure) within these high crime neighborhoods. (This ‘ The comparison of crime rates for regional and State areas
approach to the study of serious juvenile crime can beneflt'no? provides indication of the distribution and concentration of serious
only aggregate "city" statistics, prevention and control priori- ‘ juvenile crime. Harries (48, p. 204), for example, examined the

. : i i 9 ile crime on a 3 ) ) .. ]
ties, but also can begin to describe serious juvenil ) geography of American crime by computing class limits, applying

. : : f similarities and . . .
more refined and appropriate level: the study o ] these to State crime rate data, and providing visual maps of the

differences between high crime neighborhoods across different I
This approach can lend insight to the important,
relationship between urbanization and serious
Such tactics will begin delving.beneath the
s based upon serious crime indexes.

resulting configuration(s). Here it may be illustrative to apply
urban areas.)

though evasive,
crime distribution.
simple ranking of citie

P
J‘I’[\’;ATIAL ENCLAVES OF JUVENILE DELINQUENGY

COMPLAINTS REPORTED IN 1975:
CRIME AGAINST PERSONS COMPLAINTS q

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, sentencirg,
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 question.*

Table III-1 (p. 120) ranks the regional areas depicted in
Figure III-2Z (p. 120) according to mean rates of violent 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: California, Washington, Colorado, Illinois,
Kentucky, Florida, New York, and Delaware are proposing or have

covnty

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-

R S ik

ciated with stricter legislation with those not associated with

.

stricter legislation, to determine if the former have higher crime

i
E

rates, based on 1975 data.

*A11l 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).

FIGURE II-1
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SOURCE: 80, P. 34
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FIGURE II-2

SOURCE: 85

TABLE II -1

MEAN REGIONAL JUVENILE ARREST RATES (RANKED) FOR VIOLENT?* AND

PROPERTY** QFFENSES COMBINED (1875)
(BASED UPON GENSUS DIVISIONS)

vioLenT ¥ PROPERTY ¥¥

3 MEAN

REGION :Z?g REGION n T E
. MID-ATLANTIC 2.09 N, PACIFIC IT.56
2. SOUTH-ATLANTLC .92 2. MOUNTAIN 14,57
5. WEST 5. CENTRAL .91 3. MIDDLE ATLANTIC - 11.95
4. PACIFIC i.31 4. SOUTH ATLANTLC L. 12
5. MOUNTAIN .94 5. WEST &. CENTRAL 11.27
6. WEST N. CENTRAL .86 §. WEST 5, CENTRAL  9.53
1. EAST N. CENTRAL .85 1. EAST N. CENTRAL  9.03
8. NEW ENGLAND .63 8. NEW ENGLAND .51
9. EAST S. CENTRAL 48 9. EAST §. CENTRAL  6.10

% MURDER, FORGCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
%% PBURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEH!GLE THEFT

SOURGE: GOMPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORKATION OBTAINED FROM
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS (95, P. 28)
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Figure III-3 below supports Table III-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)

(ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION)

NG 1] 2ses- s

f 17155 - 2058.5°
{13725+ 1715.5
110295~ 13728
§86.5- 1029.5
asssus

1
1

S LIN
(ARREST RATES PER 100, 000 POPULATION)
¥ - MURDER, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT

JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975)¢ TOTAL INDEX™

FIGURE II-3

SOURCE: COMPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORNATION OBTAINED FROM
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS.AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
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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 III-4 below and III-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

™™

T

RRuNEy

EREm

410.5-481.5

~ & C aawan 2 3285 -410.5°

B! Y 1 246.5-328.5

§ : IS Enant oy ] 164.5-246.5

CH : S B 82.5-164.5

S ] 45- 82.5
CLASS LINITS

*3% MURDER, FORCIBLE RAPE, ROBBERY, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT ( ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION}

JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975): VIOLENT'COMBINED

FIGURE -4

SOURCE* COMPILED BY KATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM
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 con51dered misdemeanors 1n
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.

/ 1950-2275
1625-1850
1300-1625
875-1300
650~ 975
325- 650
CLASS-LINITS
( ARREST RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION)

S

% BURGLARY, LARCENY-THEFT, MOTOR VEHICLE THE[!

JUVENILE ARREST RATE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (1975) :INDEX PROPERTY'COMBINED

FIGURE II-5

SONRCE: COMPILED BY NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER FROM INFORMATION OBTAINED FRON
" UNIFORM CRINE REPORTS AND BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

A comparison of juvenile arrest rates for specific violent
crimes (Figure III-6, p. 124; III-7, p. 125; III-8, p., 126; and
III-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 crimes except

robbery, for which, along with two other States, it has the highest
robbery arrest rate.
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Figures III-10, p. 129; III-11, 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 1s 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 "up-to-date."

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- i
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- i
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-1, p.120) 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 are 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-

logical 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 dimensions 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-
mit some examination of place and time of occurrence and number of
offenders, but these concerns are not cross-tabulated by perceived
age of offender, thus limiting their applicability to this report.
Self-report studies, on the other hand, suffer from an inability

to assess settings associated 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, inferences 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 invelvement which fall somewhere between
the '"gang" and the '"individual." It is known, for example, that
youth beccme 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 Crime 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 ddes 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). a

134

T s
iy B

w

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 to '"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
material pursuit in contrast to the more traditional "rumble."

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 increasingly 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 juvenile 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 vidlence
takes place in this setting, there is no source of data to empiri-
cally answer this question. Steinmetz and Straus (15, pp. 233-234),

*Some of this reasoning is based upon whether the probable
causes of school crime are different from those that may explain
delinquency or are simply the result of displacement effects, i.e.,
the school has become a more interesting 'target."
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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
''generation gap," or specific grievances between parent and child
or between siblings. Also, as Steinmetz and Straus note, family
tension can cause the child to turn to the streets where his or
her acting out of crime and violence is more common (15, 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
motorized" (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" literature 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 convenience 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 "high 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 violence 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 can

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) across 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 small} while vi@timizatibn sources 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 below the number of
reported offenses, arrest data may or 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
administrative lsgal labels. Unfortunately, no major 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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 Little is also known about the physical setting of ser-
ious juvenile crime, particularly what proportion takes
place on school grounds versus the community, and whether
this proportion is changing or being displaced over time. -
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