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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, a.s amended, to collect and synthesize 
knowledge and information from available literature and statistics on all aspects of 
juvenile delinquency. 

This report provides insight into the critical area of the number and characteristics 
of persons under 18 processed nationally by the official juvenile justice system. 
This assessment is primarily one concerning the processing of juvenile delinquent and 
status offenses. No attempt was made to continue these analyses to cover cases of 
victimized or otherwise dependent children. 

This is the first time nationally reported aggregate statistics have been analyzed 
to the degree that a transactional flow of juveniles could be presented for the entire 
system. Each individual decision point and processing decisions are logically inter­
preted in terms of the reported agency data available. For the first time, actual 
processing, detention, and diversion data can be attributed to individual decision­
makers, and the outcomes analyzed in relation to other system agencies' reported sta­
tistics. 

The assessment efforts are not designed to be complete statements in a particular area. 
Rather, they are intended to reflect the state of knowledge at a particular time, in­
cluding gaps in available 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 
mation, the assessment efforts have been difficult. 
persons who participated in the preparation of this 
their contribution to the body of knowledge . 

J. Price Foster, Acting Di.rector 

readily available body of infor­
In spite of such complexity, the 

report are to be commended for 

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 Jus­
tice and Delinquency Prevention, topical centers were established to assess delin­
quency prevention (University of Washington), the juvenile justice system (American 
~u~tice Institute~, . and alternatives to the juvenile justice system (University of 
Ch~cago). In add~t~on, 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, "A Preliminary National Assessment of the Numbers and Characteristics 
of Juveniles Processed in the Juvenile Justice System," has been developed by the 
American Justice Institute. It includes findings on the variables related to juve­
nile justice system processing of persons under 18 who are alleged or adjlldciated to 
have committed a crime or status offense. 

Other work of the American Justice Institute as part of the National Juvenile Justice 
System Assessment Center includes reports on the serious juvenile offender, the less­
serious juvenile offender, the status offender, child abuse and neglect, classifica­
tion and disposition of juveniles, juvenile advocacy, 24-hour intake, job opportuni­
ties for delinquents, the cost of juvenile crime, special problems of juveniles, 
sexual abuse and exploitation of juveniles, victimization of juveniles, change stra­
tegies, police handling of juveniles, standards, and court decisionmaking. 

In spite of the limitations of these reports, each should be viewed as an appropriate 
beginning in the establishment of a better framework 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 

It is estimated that 2,508,961 persons under the age of 18 were arrested or other­
wise referred to the juvenile justice system in 1977. Of these, 190.7 percent (or 
2,275,001 persons) were formally arrested by the police, with 49.4 percent (or 
1,124,201) given informal dispositions (i.e., counsel and release) by the police and 
dismissed as an alternative to formal handling. 

Police referred 50.6 percent (or 1,150,800) of all arrests in 1977. Apparently, no 
referral bias exists for either age, race, or sex. Fewer status offenders were 
being referred by police agencies in 1977 than were in previous years. The majority 
of status offenders are referred from community sources and family. 

In 1977, court intake received 55.9 percent (or 1,401,705) of all system referrals. 
Including those received by the prosecutor's office, 52.0 percent (or 729,426 cases) 
were diverted. Petition filing rates show that serious offenses were filed on more 
often (55.4 percent) and constitute 57.7 percent of all filings. Status offenders 
were more often handled without filing a petition. . 

The intake decision to file for court action indicates that for 1977 there was 
apparently no filing bias due to sex or age. However, for race there· is a slight 
tendency to file on blacks more often than on whites or other races. Juveniles with 
prior offense histories were referred more often, as were those charged with more 
serious crimes. 

The prosecutor's office or function in 1977 received approximately 1,177,084 cases. 
Of these, 42.9 percent (or 504,805) were dismissed, primarily due to lack of 
evidence. Some of those dismissed had been detained. Of 300,243 juveniles who were 
detained, 62.8 percent were eventually filed on. Detention in secure facilities is 
request~d in 94.1 percent of all cases detained" Smaller jurisdictions use secure 
facilities less often than the large jurisdicticns do. Trends in 1975 and 1977 show 
a move toward filing more often when detention is prescribed. No detention bias is 
apparent for sex, race, or age. Prior delinquency referrals are apparently the 
primary determinant of whether a case is detained or not, along with the current 
living arrangements of the child. Any arrangements other than with both natural 
parents tend to make detention of the child more likely, especially if prior delin­
quency offenses are evident. 

The juvenile court made formal disposition decisions in approximately 508 910 cases 
in 1977. Of these, 72.6 percent (or 367,652) were held within the system~s super­
visory control. Dismissals and diversions resulted in 27.4 percent of all cases 
heard. The majority of all decisions were sentenced to probation (48.6 percent, or 
247,620). No apparent dispositional bias exists due to age, race, or sex. Cases 
having had prior delinquency court referrals tend to be given more restrictive 
dispositions (i.e., institutionalization), especially if the current offense is a 
serious one. 

Cases involving serious offenses, regardless of age, race, or sex, are generally 
detained, filed on, and given more r'estrictive dispositions. Cases involving repeat 
offenders are generally detained and filed on. Older children tend to be handled 
more harshly, not because of age, but because of prior of'.fense history. 
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The apparent neutral effect of the physical characteristics of the child that exists 
in 1977 was not true for previous years. A definite racial bias favoring whites 
existed in petition filing rates in 1975, but has since disappeared. Since 1975, 
court dispositions have changed significantly for the status offender and the 
serious offender. The severity of the sentence given has decreased dramatically for 
status offenders and has increased just as dramatically for serious offenders. 

Recommendations conce~ning the processing of juveniles through the juvenile justice 
sy stem are·: 

• Similar criteria should be instituted for arrests on suspicion as for 
detention. 

• Arrests for suspicion should not be made for persons under 18 unless there 
is a need to detain the child. 

• Safeguards should be set up at decision points of the system to assure that 
juveniles are not pr'ocessed solely on the basis of unproven prior offenses. 

• The juvenile justice system should assure that only well-trained juvenile 
investigators are given the authority to decide whether to forward the case 
to the legal system or the welfare system for treatment. 

• The legal portion of the juvenile justice system should be separate from the 
juvenile welfare system and receive only delinquent children who have 
committed a.cts which would be considered crimes if committed by adults. 

• The juvenile justice system should continue to handle status offense cases 
as welfare-related problems. Special nonjudicial intake procedures for 
community rleferrals should be instituted to handle status offense cases. 

• Recommendation of detention status and dispositional alternatives should be 
left to intake supervisors, who can evaluate the reports of other 
investigator's before making a decision. 

• The juvenile justice system should assure that only serious offenders, 
perceived as a danger to themselves or the community, are institutionalized. 

Recommendations concerning data availability are: 

• Juvenile court intake and court hearing data should be reported separately. 

• Juvenile court statistics should not be solely a reflection of court intake 
referrals. 

• When &nalyzing prior juvenile records r the nature and type of prior offense 
history should be reported in detail rather than reporting only the evidence 
of its presence. 

• Statistical sour'ces should attempt to standardize data bases for more 
uniformity in making national estimates. 
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• Statistical sources reporting cOl'rectional data should attempt to define the 
movement of juvenile commitments in greater detail. 

• Correctional populations should be described both in terms of a point in 
time and over a period of time. 

• Case data concerning disposition, prior history, and case history (i.e., 
length of stay) should be related to institution departures or paroled 
entries. 

• Parole statistics should be analyzed and reported for persons under age 18. 
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Introduction 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) of 
the United States Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) es­
tablished an Assessment Center Program in 1976 to partially fulfill requirements of 
the Juvenile Justice And Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, that required 
the systematic aolleation~ synthesis~ preparation~ and publication of data, knowledge, 
and information obtained from studies and research by public and private agencies in 
all aspects of juvenile delinquency (Title II, Part C, Sections 242(1) and 242(2)). 

The National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center (NJJSAC) has as its primary 
focus the flow of juveniles through the major components of the official juvenile jus­
tice system. It also focuses on the many agencies and programs that are operated by 
the system and have as their primary orientation the handling and treatment of juve­
niles, who have made contact with the system at one point or another. 

The objectives of the Assessment Center focus on adding to the general knowledge 
base on juvenile delinquency and juvenile related problems. In attempting to achieve 
this objective, the NJJSAC is directed to identify and describe existing knowledge 
gaps and promising programs. Other objectives of the NJJSAC are to collect and s)m­
thesize data and the results of previously conducted studies and written reports as 
well as lend assistance to State and Federal agencies requiring information about 
juvenile delinquency for policy, legislative, or organizational purposes. 

This preliminary assessment of the estimated numbers and characteristics of juveniles 
processed nationally through the juvenile justice system has been prepared for policy­
makers, practitioners, and researchers seeking to better understand the structure, 
process, and programs of the system. Processing information in its simplest form de­
fines the system's primary decision points and specifies alternative pathways a juve­
nile may follow in the journey from initial contact to eventual termination from the 
system. Processing infor-mation can also be used to identify and define problems, mea­
sure progress toward objectives, and to evaluate the impact of programs designed to 
help in fulfilling the objectives of the system at large. 

Policymakers who need definitive answers to questions (e.g., volume of referrals, 
treatment advisability, offender group characteristics) need reliable data to plan 
either the continuance of present programs and procedures, or the design and imple­
mentation of new programs or procedures designed to apply to a specific problem that 
warrants a.ttention. Accurate and informed decisionmaking cannot be accomplished at 
either the policymaking level or within individual agencies unless timely and accurate 
processing information is available. 

An examination of national processing statistics can provide new insights into indi­
vidual agency policy and the resultant impact of such policy on the system as a whole. 
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It can also provide a valuable frame of reference for individual agencies in compari­
son with the rest of the Nation. Examining individual characteristics helps to fur­
ther delineate the applicability of specific treatment programs, and therefore allows 
more in-depth analysis of the individual program objectives in terms of the juvenile 
population to which the program applies. Exemplary programs or policies are then 
judged more on the program operations, the population involved, and the resultant 
success or failure rates revealed. Since the collection of more accurate processing 
statistics has become possible, success and failure rates have also become more visi­
ble both to tho public and to agency administration. Another advantage to obtaining 
current national processing data is that, once the statistical procedure is developed 
and demonstrated for the compatible comparison of national data for the entire system, 
the future value of the process far exceeds the value of its current usage. Once 
this process is routinized, trend analysis is possible for long-term changes. 

This document may report how many juveniles are hundled annually and show how they 
are processed; however, the analysis, and consequently the resultant conclusions, 
are focused on the decisionmakers themselves and their processing decisions. Thus, 
this volume goes beyond the mere reporting of data and discusses the agencies' appar­
ent rationale for processing juveniles in different ways. 

As far as can be determined, this is the first published attempt to statistically 
document the national flow of juveniles through all of the major components of the 
juvenile justice system. Such transactional data analysis has never existed and still 
does not exist on the national scale. By using independently reported aggregate sta­
tistics provided for each component by various national government data colle~tion 
efforts, and applying the necessary interpretive logic gained from understandl~g the 
data limitations, a first attempt at this transactional analysis has been posslble 
for 1977. The analysis does not attempt to reflect reality as much as true offender­
based systems would if they were available; however, at present, national data col­
lection reporting systems cannot even approximate such exactness. All present re: 
porting systems showing offender statistics are decision point oriented and only ~mpZy 
transactional trends in the juvenile population movement within the system. For a 
more detailed description of the method used to arrive at the flow analysis, see the 
section on Organization of the Report in this chapter. 

ASSESSMENT OVERVIEW 

The assessment objective of this report was to describe as accurately as possible 
the transactional flow' of the numbers and characteristics of juveniles handled through­
out the juvenile justice system in the United States. In addition, by the use of 
natione;, or otherwise available processing statistics, an attempt was made to better 
define the services of each separate component of the system, as well as to examine 
the use and frequency with which each separate decision point in the system, and its 
attendant alternatives, are utilized in the normal processing of juveniles who come 
into contact with it. 

In addition to outlining a.nd understanding the operational aspects of the juvenile 
justice system, a special area of concern has been the number and percent of juve­
niles who are detained and their particular characteristics, as well as whether they 
are held in secure or nortsecure facilities. 

In attempting to accomplish these general objectives, the overall work plan involved 
three major tasks: (1) the identification of existing national data sources; (2) the 
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collection of relevant data on juvenile incidents and individuals from those sources; 
and (3) the analysis and preparation of a special topical report based on information 
available. 

The primary structure underlying each of these tasks is the juvenile justice proaess, 
often referre~ to as the system. The NJJSAC, as part of its Phase I effort, devel­
oped a Composlte model of the structure and process of the juvenile justice system 
(Smith, Black, and Campbell, 1979:29). It is this model that provided the organiza­
tional framework for the assessment as well as the interpretation of the findings 
as they were being compiled. All of the conclusions and recommendations in this vol­
ume are made through the understandings provided by the use of this organizational 
model. Gaps and discrepancies in information available are relative to the decision 
network displayed by this model. 

A NATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

For organizations operating on the national or local scale, decisions on delinquency 
prevention and control require comprehensive and timely information. At present, 
no single such data base exists. Though thert;; are individual and national processing 
data collection efforts presently in force that can provide actual data from each 
component, even when these are combined they still do not provide evidence suffi­
ciently comprehensive to answer some of the simplest and yet most important questions. 
Questions such as who is being processed, and how many of them there are, cannot ac­
curately be answered or even estimated without representative data routinely collected 
and presented in a manner aimed at providing the reader easy interpretation. 

When decisionmakers need accurate information and they are presented little if any 
data, decisions are made nevertheless. Such decisions, sometimes made on no infor­
mation at all, not only often do not provide solutions to problems, but they may even 
become part of the problem themselves. Viable solutions may also be ineffective be­
cause of inappropriate timing. Add to this the additional dimensions of applicability 
of the proposed solutions, volume of application, breadth of approach, and choice of 
the proper point and procedure on which to apply it, and the problem becomes even 
more complex. Anyone of these dimensions can cause a given program or procedure, 
when implemented at some point in the system, to not only fail but become counter­
productive. In a report on criminal justice statistics, Wickersham stated that: 

Accurate data are the beginning of wisdom ... and no such data can be had for 
the country as a whole, nor have they ever been available hitherto with re­
spect to many of the' activities of the Federal Government in the enforcement 
of Federal laws. A proper system of gathering, compiling, and reporting of 
statistics of crime, of criminal justice, and of penal treatment is one of 
the first steps in the direction of improvement (as quoted in Pope, 1975:9). 

In order to develop an estimate of juveniles handled by the juvenile justice system, 
the NJJSAC organized its effort-stoward the collection and analysis of existing data 
from national data sources. These sour(',es provide the number and, at least, the sum­
mary characteristics of juveniles who are processed annually through various steps 
of the decision network that makes up the juvenile justice system. fui additional 
objective was to be able to illustrate the magnitude of the problems of the juvenile 
justice system through this flow of juveniles. 
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After these initial objectives, considered to be the primary analysis, secondary 
analyses were conducted in an attempt to display separate incident information that 
would answer other questions about the juvenile justice system. Thus, this report 
is intended to become a source document for processing as well as for special infor­
mation needs of policy and administrative decisionmakers. 

Ongoing efforts of the System Assessment Center have been directed toward the devel­
opment of adequate administrative procedures, information sources, and analysis 
methodologies. These efforts have been twofold: to assess the state of current data 
sources and to provide data, both for this report and for future requests, which is 
as complete and aceurate as possible. 

Though this report in itself is a sourcebook of systemwide. processing data, its ori­
gin was in the growth of a process and information collection concept broadly referred 
to as the "assessment system." The assessment system encompasses two type;s of infor­
mation that the Center routinely collects: (1) statistical data describing the quantity 
of juveniles who are processed through various components of the juvenile ;ustice 
system, and (2) nonstatistical information that would apply to the quaZitative de­
scription and analysis of various issues, processes, or aspects of the juvenile jus­
tice system. The Center has developed a comprehensive library of relevant documents, 
reports, and other publications supporting the qualitative aspects of the system, 
and has collected and will maintain current comprehensive statistical profiles of 
the juvenile justice system at the State and national levels. 

BASIC DEFINITIONS 

Prior to analyzing the movement of a juvenile through the nation~l juvenile justice 
system, certain basic definitions need to be reviewed as an aid to understanding this 
report. 

Because of the inherent differences that lie between each of the system's separate 
components, a group of common definitions had to be utilized in assuring the com­
patibility of the descriptive data being Mlalyzed. These definitions are intended 
to facilitate general compatibility on the national scale, although individual State 
definitions may vary. Furthermore, it should be understood that in assuming singular 
meaning to varying operational realities, similar variability may be reflected in 
the data reported. Therefore, the methodologies used in combining statistical data 
attempt to compensate for such discrepancies between components. 

The basic definitions as used in this report are given below: 

• Juvenile: 

A person who is not yet 18, or a person who is not yet 21 who is being pro­
cessed for an act of juvenile delinquency or a crime committed prior to 
the 18th. birthday. 

• Juvenile Justice System: 

The organization of interacting and interdependent statutory agencies which 
have jurisdiction over juveniles for rendering special services or. for pro­
cessing an act of juvenile delinquency. 
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• Juvenile Delinquency: 

A violation of a'law of the United States or any of its individual 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 juve­
nile justice system. 

• Crime: 

An act that is forbidden by a law of the United States or any of its indi­
vidual States and v/hich makes the offender liable to disposition by that 
law through the adult justice system. 

• Juvenile Dependency: 

A state of need involving a person who is not yet 18 who has been brought 
within the formal jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system for the pur­
pose of rendering services. 

• Juvenile Adjudication: 

• 

The juvenile court decision, rendered as a result of an adjudicatory hear­
ing, stating that the juvenile is either a delinquent, a status offender, 
or dependent, or that the allegations are not sustained. 

Adjudicatory Hearing: 

A formal proceeding wherein the juvenile court determines whether or not 
there is sufficient evidence to sustain the allegations concerning the 
juvenile. 

• Offender: 

A person who is adjud.icated by the adult or juvenile justice system to have 
committed an act of juvenile delinquency or a crime. 

Thus, for the purposes of this report, a juvenile offender is anyone of the follow­
ing: 

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

• A person not yet 18 who is adjudicated for a crime by the adult justice 
system and :i.s handled in some way by the juvenile justice system. 

• A person not yet 21 who has been adjudicated as an offender by the juve­
nile justice system for acts committed prior to the. 18th birthday and 
which would be considered juvenile delinquency. 

For the sake of clarity in the use of this definition in this report, it is important 
to distinguish betwen the juvenile who has been adJudiaated for committing a delin­
quent act or crime and a juvenile who is aZZeged to have committed a delinquent act 
or a crime. The juvenile is considered an offender only after a formal adjudication 
has been made; prior to this point, even if an informal adjudication is made, the 
juvenile is not considered to be an offender. 
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METHODOLOGY 

As Wickersham indicated in 1931, so the same reality still exists today--there is 
still no central information source which routinely collects and publishes national 
data (as cited in Pope, 1975:9). Because of the prohibitive costs, manpower, and 
compliance problems associated with developing uniform collection procedures, the 
basic design of the Center's assessment approach has focused on the use of existing 
national, State, and local sources. 

Data Collection 

The assessment methodology focused primarily on developing the information needed 
from currently available sources. An information base was developed by following 
a number of interrelated tasks all directed toward the collection and substantia­
tion of a model of the juvenile justice system: 

• synthesis of nationally published juvenile justice statistics 

• collection and analysis of statewide published data 

• synthesis of Assessment Center's Phase I reports 

• literature reviews of research and demonstration projects 

• structured jurisdictional "mini-surveys" 

• in-depth collection of juvenile statistics from a "representative" sample 
of typical jurisdictions. 

Information from these sources was supplemented, when needed, with data from "key" 
agency contact officials who are knowledgeable about particular specialized infor­
mation that designated Federal and State agencies are responsible for maintaining. 

Information developed from each of these separate collection tasks was analyzed, 
classified, and stored in a central information catalog and bibliographic index which 
is broadly organized according to national, State, and local statistics. Within each 
basic source category, individual statistical dat~ is further sub-categorized by sys­
tem component and decision point, and then by specific type of data element (type 
of case, characteristics, volume and rate of referrals, staffing patterns, costs and 
expenditures, recidivism, and terms of service). 

In order to show characteristics and national processing trends for juveniles who 
enter the system, data from national sources was first collected and analyzed. An 
attempt was made to account for the many gaps in present national data by falling 
back on State and local sources. Figure 1 (p. 7 ) illustrates the backup data col­
lection sequence that was followed when obvious gaps Or discrepancies were found to 
exist in the national data available. 

In order to provide a report that is of the greatest value possible to the reader, 
data collection efforts were initiated to obtain the most current year possible from 
aZZ sources used. Where the nature of the specific analysis did not necessitate a 
transactional flow from point to point, more recent data may have been evaluated. 
Considerable effort was necessary to enable the use of 1977 (the most recent year 
available) for all primary sources. Earlier statistics would have possibly provided 
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a similar pattern in the eventual analysis; however, it was reasoned that the more 
recent pattern would provide a better profile of how the system operates today, and 
therefore in the near future, than would an earlier year, because of the numerous 
statutory changes that have been enacted into law that affect the way juveniles are 
handled. 

Several Federal agencies, research organizatlons, and Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) projects currently collect sizeable amounts of summary juvenile 
processing and characteristics information. Primary sources and publications con­
tacted and eventually collected for the years shown are: 

• u.S. Department of Justice Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) 1968-1977 (regular 
published reports and numerous unpublished special cross tabulations pre­
pared by the Department of Justice) 

• 

• 

• 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency Uniform Parole Reports (UPR) 1977 
(special cross tabulations on juveniles prepared by the Council for NJJSAC--
1977 report concerns the 1976 data base) 

U.S. Department of Justice Children in Custody 1973-1977 (final and advance 
reports) 

National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Processing 
Estimates, 1975-1977 (advance estimates prepared by the source for NJJSAC) . 

FIGURE I 

NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 
BACK-UP DATA COLLECTION SOURCE PROCEDURE 

VCR, NATIONAL 
CENTER FOR 
JUVENILE JUSTICE, 
CHILDREN IN- CUSTODY, 
NATIlIlAL CRIIIIAL JUSTICE 
RHERENCE SERYICE, 
UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS ~ ... 

STATE CRINE STATISTICS ..•..... 

SERVICES, STATE PLANNING ..• 
AGENCIES (SPA), STATE 
RESO"RCH ORGAlIZATIONS 

POLICE, PHOB. Ii .. , '''T£''~ 
SeRVICES, PROSECUTORS, COURTS, \ , 

CO'"' "lOIS \~~...; 

-- -

NUMBER AND 
CHARACTERISTICS OF 

JUVENILES PROCESSED 
.> NATIONALLY THROUGH THE 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM: 

• AGE 
• SEX 
• RACE 
• REFERRAL OFWISE 
• O(SPOSITION 
• OTHER 

Figure constructed by ~he NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~IENT CENTER 
(Sacramento, CA: Amer~can Justice Institute, 1980). 
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Many of these sources publish multi-year statistical reports which, in combination, 
provide both current and summary trend data for most of the primary decision points 
and agencies involved in the juvenile justice system. Most of the publications also 
contain processing information for the basic offender groups handled by the juvenile 
agencies (delinquents, status offenders, dependent/neglected, and abused). The FBI 
reports trend data for 10-year periods. 

Even though published reports were ~v<lUable, many of the specific characteristic­
related questions of this analysis could not be satisfied by regular published data 
on these cases. Lengthy special computer runs had to be requested of these sources 
in order to accomplish the special analysis of characteristics and dispositional data. 
National summary data could not always provide the detail necessary for an in-depth 
transitional analysis; thus, special State-by-State details were also requested from 
the original sources. 

In general, these reports and special runs provid~d comprehensive data on juvenile 
arrests, intake, court process, detention, and correctional facilities. In addition 
to juvenile processing data, other compilations on juvenile recidivism rates, agency 
staffing patterns, and program expenditures either provided or published by these 
same sources were collected and analyzed. 

The Data Problem 

Of all the sources of juvenile justice statistics available in the United States, 
only a limited number can be circulated widely with confidence. In analyzing why 
this statement is true, only the simplest logic need be applied; for instance, repre­
sentativeness--very few data collection operations exist that can honestly claim to 
provide good representative sampling of the Nation. Unfortunately; not only are there 
few individual sources supplying high quality juvenile justice statistics, there are 
none that supply comprehensive flow statistics for the entire system. Instead, the 
list of individual sources of system data is at least as numerous as there are sep­
arate agencies within it. 

Centralized data collection for criminal justice statistics is probably the most 
sought after myth ever to occupy the minds of the ever optimistic researcher. The 
need is reco~lized equally well by recent proponents such as the Institute of Judicial 
Administration/American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Standards Project (Flicker, 
1977: 37) or earliel~ pacesetters such as in the 1967 President's Crime Commission Task 
Force Reports: 

Knowledge of the whole system is particularly im~orta~t.insofar as the ~ffender 
is concerned. Because each step in the process 1S cr1t1cal, each step 1n the 
process is like the link of a chain. If anyone is unfair OT we~k, the w~ole 
chain is unfair or weak. It is therefore important to be able to trace h1S [the 
offender's] path through the whole system (Presi.dent's Commission on Law En­
forcement and Administration of Justice, 1967:127). 

At best the data collection efforts that are available to look at the pathway traced 
by the juvenile offender are discontinuous. ~ach indi~idual agency collects ~nd re­
ports its own summary statistics with little 1nterest 1n what the o~her agenc1es are 
doing. National levels of government follow this same.pattern of d1scordant tabu­
lation. Police agencies record numbers of arrests, wh1le the court co~t: ca:es, 
and correctional agencies tally inmates--thus the basic unit o~ analys1s 1S d1ffc~ent 
for each agency, and therefore each component. Howe~er, the p1~ture can become even 
dimmer when the agencies only record summary statist1cS. In th1S case, no reference 
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can be made between the numbers of arrests made and the dispositional outcomes fur­
ther along in the system. 

The problem therefore is to be able, by some manner or logic, to relate initial law 
enforcement decisions with dispositional outcomes in other agencies further along 
the system, or in more precise terms, to estimate the approximate flow of juveniles 
from point of contact, through the alternative branches of the system, and eventually 
to an exit point, showing the number and manner in which they are processed. 

In order to devise such a logic, each of the primary sources had to be examined with 
respect to how they collected their data, how they arrived at these estimates, what 
cautions they had to take into account in interpreting these reports, and what level 
of detail they could provide. Some basic tenets had to then be set up with respect 
to the degree of error acceptable, and therefore the level of confidence that can 
be expected to attend the presentation of the data. Furthermore, where the basic 
unit of counting or analysis differs between components, a method of relating these 
differences had to be devised. Appendix C (pp. 103-121) is a detailed description 
of the individual source analysis and the adjustment procedures utilized to arrive 
at compatibility across sources. One shOTt description of the sources and their 
analysis is included in this introduction. However, the reader is directed to the 
more detailed description if more information is desired. 

Police Processing 

At present, the best national estimate of offense and arrest trends is the Uniform 
Crime Report (UCR) published annually (usually in October) by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI). These data are reported monthly to the FBI by varying numbers 
of law enforCement agencies, in a routinized data collection process that virtually 
covers the Nation. Though it is accredited as the best estimate of arrest informa­
tion, this is also its primary limitation--it does not extend beyond police proces­
sing. 

In this report all arrest data, except where otherwise noted, have been derived from 
UCR published reports, or special UCR inquiries on the national data base made at 
NJJSAC's request. 

All UCR data have been adjusted to reflect the co-reporting agencies that may cause 
significant variation from table to table, especially where personal characteristics 
such as age, race, and sex are considered. A thorough explanation of the computa­
tional formulas, as well as description of the need and rationale for the adjustment, 
is considered in the Police Processing section of Appendix C (pp. 103-121). 

Court Processing 

The best source for court processing data is the Advance Estimates of National Court 
Processing Statistics produced annually by the National Center for Juvenile Justice 
(NCJJ), a research division of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges.* 

*Information on data usage and terminology was obtained from "Young People and the 
Juvenile Justice System," also produced by NCJJ (Smith, 1978). 
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These reports cover intake as well as juvenile court trend data for the years 1975-
1977 a.nd incorporate detention statistics as well. This series of statistical tables 
provides the only national tabulation and estimates of court processing statistics 
available. 

The statistical data provided are generally collected by a number of States (14 in 
1975, 18 in 1976, and 22 in 1977) that are automated enough, and willing to provide 
a machine readable transactional history for the year in question (Appendix D, Table 
D-l, p. 125). 

Though these statistical reports are national estimates of the number and percent 
of cases processed, some additional adjustment of the data was needed for this re­
port. A thorough explanation of the computational formulas, as well as a descrip­
tion of the need and rationale for the adjustment~ is contained in the Court Proces­
sing section of Appendix C (pp. 103-121). 

Placement, Custody, and Field Supervision Processing 

Within the category of correctional placement, custody, and field supervision pro­
cessing, two reports were used to provide national estimates: (1). Children in Custody 
for 1977 by the U.S. Department of Justice, and (2) Uniform Parole Reports (UPR) for 
1977 by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

The point-in-time data for the Nation is broken down by various characteristics. The 
census of public and private correctional facilitites includes residential juvenile 
establishments operated by State or local governments or by private entities, such 
as detention centers, shelters, reception and diagnostic centers, training schools, 
ranches, forestry camps, farms~ halfway houses, and group homes. Primarily the re­
ports show only actual counts that are to be assumed as the entire population; there­
fore, there is apparently no need of estimation procedures. Some estimations have 
been made and are more thoroughly explained in the Placement, Custody, and Field Super­
vision Processing section of Appendix C (pp. 103-121). 

The primary source for correctional statistics is the Children in Custody statis­
tical report and facility census. The advance report for 1977 supplied the total 
admission and departure statistics (U.S. Dp.partment of Justice, 1979(a) and (b)). 
However, no current information on the type of facility or number, percent, and char­
acteristics of those processed exists after the last full report in the series was 
published using 1973 data (U.S. Department of Justice, December 1977). Because of 
the obvious need for these detailed processing ratios, 1977 relationships were exam­
ined. Table l' (p. 11) is a comparison of related characteristics of juvenile custody 
residents of public and private facilities for the Children in Custody reporting 
years since 1973. Though significant legislative enactments have occurred in the 
interim, only minor fluctuations are evident in the characteristics of juveniles com­
mitted to public and private facilities. Based upon this cursory analysis, the rela­
tionships found in the 1973 full report of Children in Custody were applied to the 
1977 census data to facilitate the national estimates of commitments to correctional 
facilities. 

State Aggregates 

National sources alone cannot provide all of the data necessary to complete the pic­
ture needed of juveniles being processed through the many alternatives available from 
the time they make contact with the system until they eventually break that contact. 
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TABLE I 

SELECTED CllARACl'EltISTICS OF PUBLIC AND 1'lUVATE JUVENILI! CUSTODY 
RESIDENTS AND FACILITIES (1973, 1974, 1975, and 1977) 

eHAiAHERISlIes 

NUMBER OF RESIDENTS 

Juvenile 

Male 

Fewule 

Adult 

AVERAGE AGE {YEARS)1 

Mule 
Femal'e 

NUMBER OF ADMISSIONS 

N[j.jjjill< OP UfPA!(TIJRES 

AVEIlAGE I.lAILY NUMUEIt OF RESILlI!NTS 

JUVENII.ES PEll FULL-TIME STAFF 
Mf!t.I8ER 

47,983 

45,694 

35,057 

10,1,)37' 

2,289 

15.2 

14.9 

600,960 

594,207 

47,335 

1.2 

47,268 

44,922 

34,733 

10,139 

2,346 

15.3 

14.9 

647,175 

640,408 

46,753 

1.1 

49,126 

46,!l80 

37,926 

9,054 

2,146 

15.3' 

15.0 

641,189 

632,9113 

48,794 

1.1 

IBased on juvenile residents only. 
2Statistics for private facilities not available for 1973. 

45,920 

44,0!)6 

36,921 

7,175 

1,824 

15.3 

15.4 

15.1 

614,3115 

622,151 

48,032 

1.0 

31,749 

31,749 

22,104 

9,645 

-0-

53,661 

47,471 

31,384 

1.5 

27,450 

27,290 

19,152 

8,138 

160 

15.3 

15.4 

56,708 

50,986 

26,740 

29,377 

29,070 

20,387 

8,683 

307 

1.4 n ...... '" 
14.9 

15.0 

67,045 

61,471 

29,611 

1.3 

Sources: U.S. DcpartlDent of Justice. .law Enforcement Assistance Acbuinis tration. "Children in Custody: Advancl~ 
Report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Pacili ties, No. SD-JD-sA." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1979); and U.S. IkpartNlent of Justice. L~w I!nforcemcnt Assistance Administration. "Children in Custody: 
AdVance Report on the 1977 Census of Private Juvenile Facilities, No. SI.l-JD-slJ." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart­
went of Justice, 1979). 

'I'aole constructed by the NATIONAL JUVI!NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Aluericao Justice 
Institute, 1980), 
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For those detailed descriptions of the characteristics of juvenile offenders who are 
being handled in various components, available State data have been utilized as a 
basis for estimation. Using the same procedures that have been outlined for the Uni­
form Parole Reports, estimates have been made as to the composition of various offend­
er populations. The same cautions expressed for the UPR are again issued for State 
aggregate estimates. 

Aggregate State surveys can provide data on almost every aspect of juvenile proces­
sing, but only with great reluctance would such small samples be hypothesized as being 
truly representative of national flow patterns. Data are from varying years and do 
not present unbiased conclusions when combined in an information sampling. Where 
this has been done, it was presented only to aid in the understanding of conclusions 
drawn from other national estimates. 

Figure 2 (below) summarizes the sources used and various key aspects of the data which 
were evaluated. Each source was evaluated as to whether it provided national esti­
mates, national tabulations, or only summary statistics; whether it provided break­
downs of personal characteristics, social characteristics, and dispositional data; 
and whether trend analysis using previous year's data is available. 

F"IGURE 2 

SOURCES OF NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE PROCESSING 
STATISTICS BY TYPE OF INFORMATION SUPPLIED 

INfOUATIOI CATEGORY 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES 

NATIONAL TABULATIONS 

NATIONAL SUIIIIARIES 

PER S 0 MAL CHARACTERlsncs 

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

DISPOSITIOMAL DATA 

MULTI-YEAR TRENDS 

UNIFOR= 
C R I II E 

REPORTS 
STATE 

CO!POSITE5 

'I~IE COISTRUCTEO BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER ( SACRAMmo, CA: UERICAI 
JUSTICE IISTITUTE, 1980), 

National sUJrUnaT'ies are obviously the most available types of data provied by most 
national sources. Only one source (court statistics) actually provides estimates 
of national flows. A transactional analysis of national processing data is not as 
common as may be thought. Thus, when po1icyp1anners seek to find answers to critical 
questions concerning the operating philosophy of the system, they most often make 
those decisions on disjointed summary analyses. The practice is not improper, only 
misleading since there is no causal relationship expressed in the separate summaries. 
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Population Estimates 

Accurate population estimates of juveniles by age, sex, and race are imperative for 
accurate rate tables and especially rate comparisons from year to year. Sources of 
popu1~tion analysis have not traditionally been standardized from source to source. 
Various sources have been used whenever criminal research has been conducted even 
when that research was sponsored by the same government agencies. The National Cen­
ter for Juvenile Justice, for instance, in its reports of the juvenile court esti-' 
mates, used a complex process that relied upon the 1970 United States census, and 
NCCJ itself in turn estimated population growth in subsequent years. For this 
report, the Current Population Reports--Population Estimates and Projections, pub­
lished by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, was used. United 
States population predictions for all of the years following the 1970 census are pub­
lished in this series (P-25). 

Estimates of the population of the United States by single years of age, race, and 
sex are given for the total population and are consistent with the census level popu­
lation published in 1970. The Census Bureau separates the resident and civilian 
populations from the total population. The resident population includes residents 
of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, but excludes residents of the Common­
wealth of Puerto Rico, residents of outlying areas under United States sovereignty 
or jurisdiction, and other American citizens living overseas. For purposes of stan­
dardizing rate calculations, the pesident population was used for this report. 

ORGANIZATION AND USE OF THE REPORT 

This report is organized around the composite decision model of the juvenile justice 
system discussed in Chapter III (pp. 27-84 ) of this report. Discussion of the in­
terdependent agencies that comprise the system is presented as a foundation to under­
st~nding the national flow statistics presented in Chapter II (pp. i9-26). These 
flow statistics are based upon estimates derived from processing data collected by 
national sources, which were analyzed by component and adjusted where necessary to 
arrive at a single statistical picture of the Nation's juvenile justice system. The 
first portion of Chapter III draws on the nlore detailed component analysis given in 
the later separate sections, which are organized around each of the major components 
of the system. Separate analysis is made of the volume and characteristics of juve­
niles associat&d with each component. Individual characteristics are analyzed to 
better define the offender population. Where trend data have been collected and are 
available, supplemental trend analyses for designated decision points within these 
components are presented. 

National processing data is the primary statistic of interest in each section; how­
ever, in order to comment on the availability and advisability of the present data 
collection systems, gaps which exist in presently available system data are empha­
sized as well. The lack of data, which leads to the lack of decisionmaking informa­
tion, is in fact the more interesting fact to analyze in terms of effective future 
policy decision. For instance, the lack of sufficient referral data in the law en­
forcement component leads decisionmakers interested in prevention and apprehension 
to uninformed allocations of prevention program funding. Therefore, data analysis 
as well as deficiency analysis has been reported, somtimes with equal emphasis in 
the sections of Chapter III (pp. 27-84) and in the summary conclusions of the re­
port. 

13 



Additional data are presented in Chapter III (pp. 27 -84) for the purpose of answer­
ing anticipated information needs of decisionmakers as perceived by the NJJSAC staff. 
These data displays stemmed from a content analysis of a series of special requests 
that the NJJSAC has continually received since its inception. Initial ex?erience 
with answering these special requests revealed that requestors were asking for infor­
mation which generally showed national processing trends, case characteristics, dis­
positions, and recidivism rates among juveniles handled through the major components 
of the juvenile justice system. 

For the system and the individual components themselves, data are first organized 
around the primary interest of the report; that is, how many juveniles are processed 
annually through the system or respective component, and what are the characteris-" 
tics of the offender populations. In order to adequately show this, a decision 
model showing the flow of juveniles through the system and the respective alterna-
ti ve dispositional choices that are available to the decisionmaker is shown (Appendix 
E, pp. 93-196). The flow chart is in the latter pages of this volume, with instruc­
tions throughout the volume indicating when and how it is to be used. Generally, 
at the beginning of each section of Chapter III (pp. 27-84), a different aspect of 
this flow is examined. Prior to exploring the statistical displays and the resultant 
conclusions connected with the flow, the reader is encouraged to unfold the flow dia­
gram for Appendix E (pp. 193-196) to the side of the document. The flow chart will 
then extend to the side of the document in order to be used as a reference to the 
narrative within the various portions of the text of Chapter III. 

In this way, all of the data displays and statistical interpretations can be used 
along with the model, and thus all refer to this one common graphic interpretation 
of the system. 

The decision model itemizes the proportional flow in terms of the number and per­
cent of juveniles processed through each decision point of the system. 

Within each section, detailed analyses of the specific offender populations being 
processed annually for the component are given special treatment. 

Examples of some of the types of data which have been included are: 

e Juvenile Arrests (1968-1977) 

--estimated number of arrests by type of offense, age, sex, racial char­
acteristics, and offense classification; 

--estimated arrest rates by type of offense, age, sex, racial character­
istics, and offense classification; 

--police dirposition of juvenile offenders taken into custody by State 
and geographic region. 
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• Intake and Juvenile Courts (1975-1977) 

• 

--estimated number and rate of delinquency cases handled through intake 
and juvenile courts; 

--estimated number of delinquency cases processed through intake by 
method of handling; 

--estimated number and rate of dependent/neglect cases handled through 
juvenile courts; 

--estimated number and rate of status offense cases handled through juve­
nile courts; 

--selected characteristics of delinquent and status offense cases handled 
by type of court; 

m osJ. J.on 0 JuvenJ. es etained at intake; --age, sex, and racJ." al co p "t" f" "I d 

sex, an racial character---source of referrals to J"uvenJ."le J."ntake by age, d 
istics; 

--number of"ju~enile cases with prior delinquency referrals by selected 
characterJ.stJ.cs, and corresponding dispositions; 

--court referrals by type of offenses, age, sex, and racial characteristics, 
and offense classification; 

--selected characteristics of juveniles by length of time in the system; 

--selected characteristics of juveniles by how they were cared for while 
awaiting disposition. 

Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facilities (1971-1976) 

--number of detention and correctional facilities by type and location; 

--estimated number of juveniles held in detention and correctional facil-
ities; 

--selected characteristics, detention status, and location of juveniles 
in detention and correctional facilities; 

--detention capacity and average occupancy by State and geographic region. 

A key ~a~le (Table 2, p. 28) located in Chapter III (pp. 27-84 ) itemizes some of 
-:he crJ.tJ.caJ. areas that special analysis has attempted to better define. The ob­
Ject of the table is to provide an easy reference to the entire document in one 
place. ~t acts as a summary of the data displays and their attendant discussion on 
eac~ subJec~, so that at a glance the reader can pinpoint any reference made to the 
subJect of J.nterest in the document. 
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It should also be understood that the flow analysis shown in Appendix E (Figure E-l, 
p. 195) was built upon the processing decisions made in actual practice in juvenile 
justice system agencies across the Nation. The summary tables reported in Appendix 
D are aggregate counts of agency processing volumes and cannot accurately reflect 
the longitudinal aspect of the actual process of moving juveniles through the system. 
Because summary statistics are agency totals only, they may not appear in their sum.­
mary form on the detailed flow chart, but may be reflected as a number of consecutive 
decision points. 

The flow analysis describes the anticipated movement of 2,508,961 juveniles through 
31 separate decision points containing 126 alternative pathways or dispositional 
choices. Anlong these dispositional alternatives, 47 lead to immediate terminations 
or exits from the system. In summary tables, those cases that are terminated at 
various points along the system within the agency are lumped together for the purpose 
of reporting. This lumping effect simplifies reporting; however, it can lead to the 
erroneous conclusions that the effects reported are actually singular in nature rather 
than aggregate. 

An example of these effects are nationally reported juvenile court statistics. The 
juvenile court section of the flow analysis (Appendix E, Figure E-l, p. 195) include~ 
decision points ® through @ inclusively ... a total of 13 separate decision 
points describing 58 separate decision alternatives. In 1977, an estimated 1,401,705 
juveniles were processed through these pathways. Generally, the data that describes 
the outcome of this entire process usually exists in one summary table (Appendix D, 
Table D-43, p. 167). Illustration lA (p. 1 D.. is the flow ~alysis for the juvenile 
court section showing the decision points ~ through ~ prior to official ad­
judication. Illustration lB (p. 17) is the single table reporting the estimated court 
dispositions nationally for 1977 by manner of handling. Generally, those cases pro­
cessed without petition are considered to be handled prior to adjudication. As can 
be seen, the sUiumary data from the "Without Petition" (Court Intake) category are 
spread throughout the process. The total of 1,401,705 cases begins at decision point 

GD . Here many of the informal dispositions displayed in the table are made, 
such as the 94,396 cases placed upon informal supervision ~ . However, not all 
are as easily displayed. Those eases desiRated as "Certify to Adult Court" @ 
are not decided on until decision point ~,3J . In order to accomplish this, pre­
vious decisions had to allow for their continued movement within the system. These 
23,829 cases (with and without petitions) later to be certified as adults, had to 
appear as "File for Court Action" at either decision point GD or (j) Thus, 
the simple conclusion that the dispositions sho~TI in the table were made at court 
intake is highly misleading and presents an oversimplified picture of the actual pro­
cess of making decisions. 

Only through the logic of flow analysis do the individual numbers within a summary 
table take on their proper meaning. For instance, under the group title of "Insti­
tutions," the "without petition" statistics could be the few cases that were sum­
marily returned to the supervision of some existing institutional program (g) as 
opposed to processing them under a new offense. 

The logic on where and how a case is processed is very important in the placement 
and understanding of each number within the flow analysis. Simple summary tables 
gloss over many of these significant relationships. This fact is easily seen in the 
category of "Dismissed Unproven" @ . Generally, this means that there l'laS 
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ILLUSTRATION 1 A 

FLOW ANALYSIS FOR JUVENILE COURT SECTION (1977)* 

® CD ® ® @@ @ @ , , , , , 

From 

LAW 

ENFORCEMENT TO 

COURT 

ILLUSTRATION 1 B 

/Il 
NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS ONDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 

BY DISPOSITION AND MANNER OF HANDLING ( 1971 )11* 

MANNER OF TRANSFERRED eTHER PRIVATE TO TAL TO OTHER DISMISSED 
HANDLING JURISDICnON TRANSFER AGENCY 

TOT A L 1,401,705 102,324 8,410 76,673 42,061 43,453 4,205 46,256 23,B29 9,BI2 
WITHOUT PETIT! ON 740,100 79,,60B 6,963 19,904 94,396 56 273 2,452 10,556 500 
WITH PETITt ON 661,605 22,716 1,447 56,769 247,620 42, BBB 3,932 43,804 13,313 9,312 

.JI FOR ENTIRE FLOW ANAlYSIS, APPLICABLE NOTES, AND EXPLANATIOIl OF TERMS' SEE APPENDIX E, FIGURE E-I, P • 
.j(.JI FOR E/jTlRE TABLE AND II0rES, SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE 0-43, P. 

SOUNCE: NATIONAL CENTER fOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTINATES OF 1975, 1976, AND 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. (PITTSBURGH, PA: 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1919 l, 

ILLI!STRATION CONSTRUCTED OY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER. (SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 19801. 
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insufficient evidence to support the filing of a petition. In the majority of 
jurisdictions in the Nation, it is the prosecutor that decides the sufficiency of 
evidence question. Decision point ® _ is the prosecution' s ~ecision to d~smiss. 
these 504,805 eases. The shaded area of Illustration lA descr1bes one poss1ble flow 
of these cases. The reasoning follows that cases where evidence is scant would re­
quire slightly more investigative energy than others, and therefore could be de­
tained temporarily for a pre-petition investigation that woul~ eventually. lead to 
a recommendation for a court filing. If these cases were dec1ded by the 1ntake 
officer, then the prosecutor intake of 1,177,084 ~ would be 504,805 cases 
lighter, or 672,279 cases. 

With this explanation, it can be seen that direct correspondence between summary data 
and the same numbers of cases used as flow data is unlikely. Summary data collapses 
flow logic as if all the reported alternatives were made at the same decision p~int, 
which is highly erroneous. Percentages reported in summary tables often have 11ttle 
use in interpreting beyond the documentation of the agency's volume. To know, for 
instance, that 1.7 percent (Appendix D, Table D-43, p. 167) of the 1,401,705 cases 
referred to court are certified to adult c~urt is mis~eadi~ since o~ly 670,714 . 
cases were actually available for such a f1tness hear1ng ~ . It 1S more real1S­
tic to show that such certified cases were actually 3.6 percent of those eventually 
filed on. Thus, for this analysis, all flow percentages are calculated at each deci­
sion point as the percentage of the total number of eases being processed at tha~ 
decision point. The summary tables of Appendix D, however, present percentages 1n 
relation to the total number of eases handZed by the agency. 

The flow analysis therefore is the more critical analysis, for every decision point 
must balance and reflect the true result of the decision options chosen. Interpre­
tation of the flow is therefore more informative, showing, for instance, that 42.9 
percent of all the cases reaching the prosecutor are dismissed due to lack of ~uffi­
cient evidence (§) . In conclusion, then, summary tables ~nd summary analys~s 
should be avoided in favor of flow analysis where such data 1S presented. It 1S for 
this reason that each section of Chapter III begins with ~ processing profiZe uti­
lizing the flow analysis of Appendix E, Figure E-l (p. 195). 
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Structure and Process of the Juvenile Justice System 

OVERVIEW 

WHAT HAPPENS TO a juvenile who breaks the law? The answer to that question is not 
as simple as it may appear. It may depend upon where the juvenile lives, the juve­
nile's age, the family situation, as well as numerous other such variables. When 
juveniles break the law or are in need of supervision, confinement, or treatment, 
they are handled in some manner by the juvenile justice system. The system varies 
from State td State where the policies and procedures may be at best the practi­
tioner's realistic interpretations of the statutes outlining how juveniles will be 
processed when they become the responsibility of the State or local agency. 

Traditionally, the goal of the juvenile justice system is one of nonpunishment, one: 
born of compassion for the child, and one whose primary actions, for and in behalf 
of the youth, are rehabilitative, at least in concept (President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, February 1967:80). In reality, however, 
the juveniles, their guardians, and oftentimes even those representing juveniles, 
encounter a COld, sometimes unfeeling and impersonal series of institutionalized pro­
ceedings that portray the obvious cloak of authority but do little to reflect the 
system's therapeutic goal. 

Operating under the administrative cloak of the American legal system, the juvenile 
justice system may well be functioning under a set of conflicting goals, which in 
themselves seem to belie even the label of "system." To be welfare oriented and 
still satisfy the administration of justice may in itself be a paradox. In this re­
spect, "[t]he most significant fact about the history of juvenile justice is that 
it evolved simultaneously with the child welfare system. Most of its defects and 
its virtues derive from that fact" (Flicker, 1977:27). 

The American Bar Association's juvenile justice standards commented on the develop­
ment of the current juvenile justice system as one " ... often heralded as a coura­
geous and innovative reform movement ... permeated with confused concepts, grandiose 
goals, and unrealized dreams" (Flicker, 1977:27). Furthermore, "[t]he system has 
failed in many ways. Yet it really is wonderful in many ways, to;)--3. social insti­
tution that cares, a separate court to deal exclusively with juvenile and family 
problems, a blending of public and voluntary programs, a body of law focused on the 
best interests of the child, and a correctional authority organized for the reha­
bilitation of offenders" (Flicker, 1977:27). 

The institutionalization of a legal system with a treatment philosophy, primarily 
for children, was viewed by many individual agencies as the antithesis of its 
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estranged parent--the criminal justice system. Children as well as adults were in 
fact "handled" at one time by this legal and administrative giant known as the "sys­
tem"; hence, the initial reaction of many fUTIcticmaries to its newly derived counter­
part was one of unwillingness to observe the same rigid standards and procedures of 
the adult system during the processing and adjudication of youthful offenders. Juve­
nile offenders were viewed as persons in need of treatment, and the juvenile justice 
system was accepted as the vehicle whereby treatment was given. Of course, with the 
endorsement of this reform came the tacit acceptance of the premise that causes of 
juvenile misbehavior or criminality can be or should be diagnosed and treated by a 
court or system of justice. 

Few procedural safeguards were observed uniformly across the Nation for juveniles. 
However, as a result of several historic Supreme Court decisions aimed at insuring 
uniform observance of children's rights and guarantees, this unique socio-legal en­
tity became more of a national juvenile justice system governed by constitutions, 
statutes, and case law. By and large, the mission of the juvenile justice system 
is still one of social service but within certain expected standards; as the Supreme 
Court pointed out, " ... the admonition to function in a 'parental' relationship is 
not an invitation to procedural arbitrariness" (Kent vs. United States). Rulings 
by the high court such as In re Gault, Kent vs. United States, and Winship vs. 
United States have reinstituted some of the same procedural guarantees that the 
criminal justice system boasted. These concerns are evident in the Court's decision 
in Kent vs. United States, as quoted in Streib (p. 10). 

While there can be no doubt of the original laudable purpose of juvenile 
courts, studies and critiques in recent years raise serious questions as to 
whether actual performance measures well enough against theoretical purpose 
to make tolerable the immunity of the process from the reach of constitutional 
guarantees applicable to adults .... There is evidence, in fact, that there 
may be grounds for concern that the child receives the worst of both worlds; 
that he gets neither the protections accorded to adults nor the solicitous 
care and regenerative treatment postulated for children. 

The juvenile justice system, still the diagnostic and treatment vehicle for juve­
nile behavior problems which are hrougl].t within its purview, was also legally ex­
pected to assure the fairness of i,,-· treatment in hearing the facts, adjudicating 
innocence or guilt, and the disposi~ion of fair penalties for the transgression of 
society's models of acceptable behavior. 

With the onset of organizational controls, the nature and extent of the juvenile prob­
lem became clearer, and its apparent impact both on society and the Nation was now 
at least foreseeable. The same concern that society had for adult crime became mag­
nified for the juvenile, when viewed as a national problem of crime and control. The 
juvenile justice system grew and matured into a complex and lengthy process of deci­
sions and procedural avenues of legal stewardship, apparent and easily visible to 
society, at least in pieces, as the number of juveniles coming into contact with it 
increased in surprising numbers. More and more children and families who were ex­
periencing behavioral problems were finding themselves involved in the "system" pro­
cess. Investigative commissions were appointed to study the growing problem, or at 
least determine if it was growing. Public opinion polls which told of increased con­
cern generated proposed legislation to shift the emphasis of local policy and pro­
cedures to better protect society and bring about the effective rehabilitation of 
past offenders or even prevent future offenses. 
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Associated with this fervor to assess the system effectiveness was an unfortunate 
absence of accurate and reliable processing data. In those initial data collection 
efforts! only discouragement could have resulted since these initial statistics 
must have depicted the presence of a frightening juvenile crime wave of overwhelm­
ing proportions when there may have been little change in actual juvenile behavior. 

Since this initial urgency, policymaking bodies required accurate processing statis­
tics before enacting major policy changes. They found that, of the official sta­
tistics compiled by various government agencies, most proved to be unreliable, 
fraught with error, and at best fragmentary. What they did learn, however, was that 
when examining the process of providing services to the Nation's children in trouble, 
a definite pattern had developed in their handling. Kent's initial concern about 
the arbitrary manner in which childr~n were handled had been only partly true. The 
system had emerged from the association of separate and sometimes contrary justice 
agency networks, all attempting in their own way to achieve the ultimate legal and 
social welfare goals of the system in a fairly orderly and productive manner. 

Each part of the system is theoretically united in one goal--to look after the wel­
fare of the children--but one wonders what would be the case if the Supreme Court 
had not imposed upon them the requirement to standardize. For instance, Flicker 
(p. 34) wrote: 

... if Gerald Gault had not been the victim of so flagrant an imbalance in 
the disposition to which he was liable as compared to an adult, would the 
same decision have been reached? Gault was committed to an institution for 
a maximum six-year term for an offense (making a lewd or indecent telephone 
call) for which an adult could have been punished by a fine of $5 or $50 or 
imprisonment for not more than two months. If the potential penalties for 
adults and juveniles had been more nearly comparable in the case, one wonders 
whether the court would have been moved to challenge the cherished myth of a 
benign, paternalistic, non-adversary proceeding designed to bring help to 
troubled children. 

If this had been the case, the term "system" may have been a gross misnomer, and the 
reality much less indicative of justice and arbitrary by design. 

The process of handling juveniles or any process can be called a "system" in that 
" ... any time we assemble people and things and arrange for them to go about perform­
ing a task, we have 'designed' a system. It may be an abysmally inferior system. 
The system's engineering may be rated as of low quality, in some instances hardly 
recognizable as engineering. But it is still a system" (Ramo, 1969). With the juve­
nile justice system, separate agencies, each under different directives and admin­
istrative heads, each governed by legislative mandates translated into policy guide­
lines and routinized procedures aimed at jointly implementing the higher "sys'cem" 
goals, are primarily devoted to attaining the individual agencies' objectives. 
These objectives, though primarily concerned with juvenile justice, are more prac­
tically oriented around services and procedures that only the agency can, or should, 
provide. 

The juvenile justice system is undoubtedly a hybrid of a legal system patterned 
after the criminal justice system. The system design is constantly reviewed (by 
trying its precepts) and redrafted by national, State, and local legislation. Based 
upon system logic, it seems amazing that the system functions as well as it does, 
for the juvenile justice system " ... lacks one essential element for it to function 
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as a system: a t.rue system manager" (Streib, 1978:21). Streib indicates that since 
no agency has the power to control the activities of the other agencies, the agen­
cies (subsystems) may prove in any combined effort to be counterproductive. This 
may well be true, certainly it is not entirely untrue; yet in its entirety the juv~­
nile justice system has been an inspiration to many regardles:i of its ungainly, anJ 
unprecedented, conception. Figure 3 (p. 23) illustrates in its simplest sense the 
system with its five components (law enforcement, court intake, prosecution, juve­
nile court, and corrections). The system is actually only a logical entity when 
described in terms of its unit of charge--the juvenile. Using this analogy, then, 
the system is a flow or process of one agency's contact with the juvenile case in 
question and either the termination (exit from the system) or passing on of the ju­
risdictional authority of the case to the next agency in the flow. Thus, the juvenile 
case 1S a child, usually under the age of 18, who has committed an offensive act or 
is in need of services. 

The case typically flows through the system, unless otherwise diverted or dismissed, 
by first being reported to law enforcement, then being processed by court intake, 
formally charged by the prosecutor, tried in a court hearing, and possibly assigned 
to some form of corrections activity (Smith, Black, and Campbell, 1979:26). At any 
point in this flow, of course, a case may be diverted, dismissed, or in another way 
exit from the system, returning the child to the juvenile population at risk. Not 
shown in Figure 3 (p. 23), however, is a myriad of treatment programs for the juve­
nile. In these programs, the juvenile is still under the jurisdictional control of 
the system but in an informal manner, usually involving only an occasional report 
of the status of the case. 

Policy Planning 

The need for statistical data is universal. There are few planning operations that 
are not interested in individual records containing characteristics of a case. This 
type of knowledge is helpful in defining and solving a problem. 

In the juvenile justice system, as in the criminal justice system, the objective is 
to reduce crime eventually by preventing, apprehending, and rehabilitating offend­
ers, if at the same time individual rights can be preserved. At first this would 
seem to be a self-fulfilling goal; that is, the process of apprehending offenders 
in itself would effectively institute the other two and reduce the need for further 
apprehension. Unfortunately, this has not been the case, yet it does seem that the 
concept did lie at the base as the primary directive of juvenile justice long-range 
planning. 

The juvenile justice system tends to be short-term rather than future-oriented in 
its solutions to the problems pressing upon it today. System planners are re­
acting to the short-term needs that to them are overwhelming enough to warrant re­
active strategies, and seldom do they see what the long-range needs are going to be. 
It seems difficult to anticipate even the results of the aggregate of short-term 
solutions th .t are being applied to the present problems. 

Generally the upper levels of agency administration are more concerned about the long­
range goals of the system. OJJDP, for instance, has as its overall goal the imple­
mentation of national programs that will result in viable solutions to the growing 
problems of juvenile delinquency and how the system handles this problem. However, 
there is little likelihood of any national policy providing meaningful system-wide 
planning without the smaller individual State or local agencies first establishing 
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FIGURE 5 

GENERALIZED FLOW CHART OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
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the;,r own obj ectives and implementing planning strategies to solve their own prob­
lem'" which may not always be based on national or system-wide directives. 

Policymaking is the set of activities which includes the definition of the problem, 
proposing of solutions, and the critical decision process of making a choice as to 
which solution should be used. Policyplanning then is concerned with the determina­
tion of what the agency should do and why. Strategy is then developed within this 
framework to determine what the agency should do and how. 

All levels of the juvenile justice system are concerned with developing appropriate 
policies in hopes of providing adequate guidelines for achieving their goals and ob­
jectives. How this is done differs with the level of administrative control and , 
therefore, the means available for implementation of planning strategies. Figure 4 
(p. 25) shows a simplified diagram of how the various levels of government within 
the national juvenile justice system are dependent upon each other in various ways. 

The national level differs from the State and individual agency levels in that it 
is far enough removed from the actual problems~ at least in terms of the direct ap­
plication of program related objectives, to maintain long-range goals. The closer 
the planning function is to the application of proposed policy in operational direc­
tion, the more functional and therefore problem-oriented the solutions become. In 
the same sense the solutions are more responsive to immediate feedback of operational 
information and, therefore, are often crisis-oriented. 

National policy decisions are usually enacted into legislation, and the responsibil­
ity for its initiation is passed to the State level. Here again, State policy deci­
sions are drafted into State legislation which helps individual agencies to draw up 
agency guidelines or operational directives which are then implemented by agency 
staff in their processing decisions for juveniles cases under their jurisdictional 
control. 

Evaluation and Review 

It is generally understood that once governmental structures have been established 
to handle specific problems, they assume responsibility for gathering any necessary 
data to evaluate solutions. Individual agencies feel the impact of these opera­
tional directives and, without a doubt, the responsibility for the results. Faced 
continually with their own need to estqblish the extent and, more particularly~ the 
trend of juvenile delinquency within their own jurisdiction, each agency establishes 
some form of evaluative feedback on the problem. The processing of juveniles is then 
monitored by these agencies in various ways~ some very complex, using the most modern 
data processing facilities available, and some only slightly more advanced than a 
paper and pencil tabulation taken at a specific point in time. 

Very few agencies feel exactly the same need for data acquisition, even when the 
problems they face and try to solve are identical. Figure 4 (p. 25) further indi­
cates the manner in which agency monitoring and data collection procedures are used 
as the bases for evaluation~ agency research, anc constant review of program and 
process-oriented procedures. This feedback allows policymakers the needed founda­
tion for future agency policy and program related decisions. 

State and national policymakers need the same informative review to effect even more 
significant policy changes to apply to the same problems but on a broader scale than 
individual agencies. However~ these higher level organizations seldom are involved 
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FIGURE 4 

NATIONAL JUVENilE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 
JUVENilE JUSTICE POLICY PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION MODEL 
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in establishing the monitoring and data collection procedures, nor as they routinely 
involved in the regenerative feedback of firsthand information. Instead, swnmary 
analyses of varying degrees of quality and validity are passed upward to these evalu­
ative and review stages. Viewing the national policymaking procedures in this way 
brings to light an interesting problem: 

Within government3 with respect to the juvenile delinquent problem3 the higher the 
level of organizational responsibilitY3 the more far-reaching are its goals3 the more 
influential are its policies3 and the less informed is it as to its impact. 

In fact, the pro~ess of supplying high level policymakers and legislators extensive 
and, more parti.cularly, informative juvenile processing data is so unfamiliar to them 
that they are often accused of having a total lack of concern for it. Coupled with 
the fact that the information feedback pathway is so long and arbitrary, they are 
often forc~d to use the first set of numbers that comes to hand rather than the best 
or most accurate statistics available. The dotted lines in Figure 4, above, show 
what could be the best source of timely and accurate data for any level of policy­
making. Direct feedback bypasses the filtering and delaying process of passing 
through individual agency and State reporting and evaluation networks. 

The underlying premise of any evaluation of juvenile process data is to provide ade­
quate information for understanding the extent of the delinquency problem in the 
Nation. The best and most accurate data for this purpose would be transactional data 
showing the flow of some two and a quarter million juveniles who are arrested annually 

25 " 



by law enforcement agencies across the Nation. Add to that another 250,000 or more 
who enter the system by other means, and two and a half million juveniles are pro­
cessed by the juvenile justice system annually. 

This report is intended to help define and differentiate between various aspects of 
the juvenile processing problem by giving accurate answers to questions on juvenile 
processing across the entire system, such as: 

• The manner in which two and a half million juveniles were processed, and how 
juvenile arrest rates have changed over time by offender characteristics. 

• Differential treatment can be examined by tabulating the age, race, and sex 
distribution of the total numbers of juveniles processed- annually from com­
ponent to component. 

• Detention criteria and whether juveniles are being unnecessarily detained 
can best be seen by examining national system processing ratios at various 
decision points. 

• Diversion policy and where and by wha.t criteria are juveniles diverted. Also, 
the characteristics of offender populations that are diverted at various key 
points in the system and changes over time are of interest to this point. 

• Rehabilitation goals can best be substantiated by changes in the number of 
juveniles who are processed annually who have had prior delinquency refer­
rals. 

• An analysis of the dispositional rulings in similar cases as they are pro­
cessed throughout the system can give valuable support to processing typol­
ogies and the corresponding policy guidelines concerning them if they exist. 
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Extent of System hlvolvement 

THE EXTENT TO which the juvenile justice system becomes involved in handling prob­
lems of juveniles is measured primarily by the number of such ca:es t~at are pro­
cessed by that system. By a case, it is generally meant that a Juven~le or group 
of juveniles are" being referred to the system or one of its components for one or 
more states of need, incidents, or offenses. 

The system itself is composed of several major components, all functioning to effect 
the eventual disposition of the individual case. Since t~e 70urt i: the only author­
ity officially able to attach a disposition to the case, 1t 1S cons1dered to be the 
pivot point of the system. In the course of processing a case, a~l components,pre­
vious to the judge (e.g., law enforcement, court intake, prosecut10n) are cons1dered 
to perform apprehension, processing, a~d screening ~unc~ions! ~ith the 7omponents 
following court adjudication implement1ng the court s d1Spos1t10nal cho1ces. 

Policymakers and program administrators are interested in both the number and c~arac­
teristics of the population for which they periodically find them~elves respons1ble. 
To arrive at a compatible unit of analysis across components, a slngle method of 
counting is necessary. Certain assumptions had to be made concerning how to equate 
arrests, as they are reported to national sourc~s, and ca~es, ~s they a:e c~unted 
in court districts. For this report, the case 1S the bas1c un1t of est1mat10n: 
Throughout this report, all comparisons and flow analyses were made on ca~es, 1n 
which a case represents a single individual who mayor may not have been 1nvolved 
in multiple offenses. The law enforcement component is primarily an offense clear­
ing agency. Therefore, a single individual is often ~sed t~ clear a number of of­
fenses, and it is cleared offenses that are reported 1n nat10nal repo:ts. How~ver, 
separate trends and other descriptive interpretation~ that have been 1ncluded 1n the 
law enforcement section of the report are expressed 1n terms of arrests for further 
delineation of the number of juvenile offenses. 

Each section of this chapter is organized around an individual component and a uni­
form presentation that emphasizes the estimated flow of j~venile off~nders throu?h 
that component and its various alternates to further system,penetrat1~n. ~n~lys1s 
of the volume of referrals, cause of referral, characterist1cs, and d1Spos1t10nal 
choices aTe further examined in each section. Gaps in the information available are 
pointed out to aid in understanding the conclusions drawn on what data are available. 

Table 2 (p. 28) is a key to locating data related to the critical are~s that special 
analysis within the individual components,has attempted,to be~ter def1ne. I~ acts 
as a summary of the data displays and the1r attendant d1Scuss10n on eac~ subJect 
throughout the system. By using this entry to the data and the conclus10n: dra~ , 
from it, the mass of separate analyses that make up this report can be eas1ly ut111zed 
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N 
00 

ITEM OF ANALYSIS 

Source of Referral 

Prior Court 
Referrals 

Sex 

Race 

Age 

Family 
Situation 

Processing 
Decision 

Referral Offense 
Type 

TABLE 2 

GUIDE TO SPECIAL SUBJECT AREAS 

Law 
Enforcement 

p. 37 

37 p. 

p. 39 

p. 42 

p. 42 

Court 
Intake 

p. 44 

p. 49 

p. 46 

p. 46 

p. 48 

p. 62 

p. 49 

p. 49 

Prosecution 

p. 56 

p. 58 

p. 57 

p. 57 

p. 58' 

p. 62 

p. 57 

p. 57 

Court 
Hearing 

p. 72 

p. 78 

p. 78 

p. 78 

p.77 

P·68 

Corrections 

p. 81 

P·81 

Release/ 
Aftercare 

p. 83 

p. 83 

*Page numbers refer to the first page of discussion areas; appropriate table and figure 
references can be found wHhin these discussions. 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
American Justice Institute, 1980). . 
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system-wide to satisfy specific inquiries for information. Three references are given 
for each item: (1) the page where it is discussed, (2) the page where the related 
data table is located, and (3) the page where the related conclusions can be found. 

THE SYSTEM PROFILE 

Appendix E (pp. 193-196) contains a system flow diagram of the juvenile justice system 
that was developed by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center (Smith, 
Black, and Campbell, 1979). The system is visualized as a series of major processing 
decisions Ill.ade about the case as it is handled by various system agencies. This de­
tailed flow chart shows one way of representing the structure and processes of the 
juvenile justice system. It displays the logical flow of a juvenile from the first 
time of direct contact with the official system through the various processes or deci­
sion points that comprise the system, and eventually to one of the numerous exit 
points from the system. It provides a comprehensive and sequential view of what can 
happen to a juvenile who enters the process, the component of the system that would 
be involved, and the way one component influences another. 

A juvenile is conceived as entering the system from the left. Flow through the sys­
tem is from left to right. All vertical lines, which are sequentially numbered, rep­
resent decision points; ovals c=) represent alternative decision choices; rectangles 
c===J represent system functions; and circles c=) represent the termination of the 
case by the system. Branching to "alternative programs" is considered to be an exit 
from the system, but not a total termination. 

Whenever specific reference is made to any decision point in the system, the number 
of that decision point as it appears on the flow chart will follow the reference. 
No other indicator, such as referral to the chart or the appendix, will be given. 

The term "agency" represents a wide range of public and private community resources 
and institutions that act on behalf of the juvenile. They range from those offering 
only a few services to those offering comprehensive services and institutionaliza­
tion. 

A clear distinction has to be made between a juvenile who is placed in a non-criminal 
justice agency as a final disposition without pending court action, and a similar 
placement with a pending court date. The same agency may be responsible for both, 
but it must be recognized that those in the former group exit from the juvenile jus-· 
tice system. 

In the processing of a juvenile, and the eventual s'election of processing alternatives, 
a distinction needs to be made between the referral of the case to another agency 
for handling with provision for little or no followup and the formal placement of 
the case with another agency with the requirement for followup. This difference 
is charted as either to refer or pZace with another agency. 

Whenever a juvenile is referred to or placed with an agency, the process may begin 
allover again if the agency cannot handle the case._ In some situations, the agency 
may transfer the case back to court on the original charge if the juvenile has been 
unresponsive. This reentry is charted as an incoming transfer from alternative pro­
grams. 
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Most jurisdictions have only limited choices, especially in the early phase. They 
often lack any intermed~ate agency or person to contact (e.g., special school pro­
~ram,.youth worker, farnlly counselor) before calling in the police or referring the 
J~venlle to court. This forces decisionmakers--agencies, citizens, even police-­
elther to do nothing or to take a more serious action than the situation may war­
rant CD 

The detailed flow chart often indicates that the decisionmaker has the option to han­
dle the case informally, such as "handle on own" or "counsel and release" (]) 
Where this option is shown, it is assumed that the decisionmaker has the authority 
to make such a decision. It is further understood that other component personnel 
may disagree that this authority exists. 

To illustrate the volume of offenders being processed through each individual deci­
sion point, the number and percent of cases handled has been included where data or 
estimates were available. Percents are· both vertical and horizontal. Horizontal 
percentages appear with conets < > at major system function rectangles and represent 
the ~ortion of the total offender population handled by the system at that point. 
Vertlcal percentages appear to the side of the decision alternatives and represent 
only the handling of those offenders within the decision point itself. Those areas 
where 'little or no information was available have been shaded to better illustrate 
the apparent gaps in processing information on the national level. However, the fact 
that there are documented flow statistics in a particular area does not necessarily 
m~an that they are readily available. No single national source provides comprehen­
s~ve~ compatible~ and easily discernihle juvenile justice system f10w statistics. 
It was only by extensive secondary analysis of reported information that this flow 
analysis was possible. None of the available statistics that are quoted or referred 
t~ in. tables were usable in their original form. For further explanation of the es­
tlmatlng processes used by this Center, see the appropriate methodology section of 
Appe~dix C of this docwnent (pp. 103-122). Within the body of the suggestions, con­
cluslons, and future policy recommendations in Chapter IV (pp. 85-.92) of this re­
~ort, som7 effort was devoted to providing a basis for national policyrnakers and fund­
lng agencles toward developing comprehensive, predictive, estimating, and reporting 
procedures for national processing data sources. 

The total flow analysis is balanced to allow for diversion, transfer, and revocation 
feedback into the system. An estimated total of 2,508,961 cases entered the system 
in 1977 and were processed or diverted.throughout the length of the system in what­
ever manner that national statistics indicate. Eventually, all cases exit the system 
~y being diverted, discharged, released, or by escaping. Thus the primary factor 
lS flow, not time. The 1977 case data base is traced throughout and the correc­
tional handling of these offenders is predicted upon current cor;ectional statistics. 

NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED 
ANNUALLY THROUGH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION~ FOLD C~ART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 
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Approximately two and a half million juveniles are.processed ~nnually ~n the juvenile 
justice system. This figure is, of course, an estImate. It lS an estlmate of per­
sons who have some involvement, some more than once, with some aspect of the system. 
It is in no wayan estimate of the number of offenses involving juveni~es on an annuai 
basis. The National Juvenile Justice System AsseSSlnent Center has estlmated that, 
for the year 1977, there were a total of 27,131,033 separate offenses or states of 
need of varying degrees of seriousness committed by or perpetrated u~on young people 
under the age of 18 (Babst, Smith, and Phillips, 1979). Some go undlscovered, unre­
ported, or unprosecuted for various reasons; yet some are observed, repo:ted, and 
serviced by the system. Even so, only a portion of these are tabulated ln a manner 
suitable to eventually become part of a national data base, to be brought together 
iv a national picture of what is being done concerning the original 27 million of­
fenses or states of need. 

The number of offenses is the most natural starting point of both the case flow and 
the definition of the problem that the juvenile justice system is directed to elimi­
nate. The system's involvement, of course, begins with the initiation of a "case<' 
as a result of either a report of the cornnlitment of an offensive act or the recognl­
tion of a particular state of need. These categories include not only the full range 
of delinquent acts and troublesome behavior, but also sta~es of n7glect, dependency, 
incorrigibility, and victimization. Figure 5 (p. 32) .. whlch provldes ~ swnrnary of 
the more detailed flow analysis found in Appendix E (pp. 193-l9~, estlmates that 
2~508~961 juveniles~ or only 9.2 percent of all persons under 18 involved i~ an of­
fense or state of need, * enter the system annually, ~nd that 90.7 ~e:cent O~ those 
are arrested or apprehended by law enforcement 'agencles. The r3maln~ng small per­
centage (9.3 percent) are either reported or observed by other agencles, th7 com­
munity, or the court itself (see decision point CD') and are processed duectly 
into court intake. 

There is not a reliable source that would allow the accurate estimation of those 
cases that are not arrested and processed other ways than by a referral to court. 
Needless to say, many must be handled as decision point CD w~u~d indicate; how­
ever, the estimates of this report are for the purpose of descrlblng the ~rocess of 
system handling, and those cases are outside the system and could be consldered as 
diverted prior to system entry. 

Diversion occurs throughout the system, but, as shown in Figure 5 (p. 32), the largest 
number of individual offenders are diverted or otherwise referred away from the juve­
nile justice system by the law enforcement authori~ies. A~proximately one-half (or 
49.4 percent) of all juveniles arrested by the pollce are lnformally handled or other­
wise diverted away from the system. Furthermore, of all juveniles diverted away from 
the system, half (51.7 percent) are diverted bypoli~e and thus receive their infor­
mal judgment by police officers in the field or st~tlon h~use. Th7 next largest 
source of diversion occurs when the cases after belng revlewed by lntake are for­
warded to the prosecutor. Another half million (504,805 or 23.2 percent) cases are 
dismissed upon the finding of insufficient evidence to sustain a :equest for ~ourt 
action at this point. This function is often cons idered part of mtake; conibl'!led 
with the 224,621 cases intake officers divert, it can then be seen that 52 porcent 
of all cases referred to court intake are dismissed or diverted. 

*It is assumed, for this comparison only, that the estimate of 27,131,033 offenses 
or states of need is equivalent to a count of cases as well. 
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FIG IJ R E !I 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
1977 

TOTAL ESTIMATED OI"FENSES' 27,IlII,Oll5 

L A'l ENFORCEMENT 

PROSECUTlO~ 

COURT HEARIPIGS 

CORRECTion 

:I.-SYSTEM PROCESSING PERCENTAGES AOD TO 100.0 HORIZONTALLY 
2-SYSTEM ACTIV ITY PERCENTAGES A~E BASED UPON TOTAL 

JUVENILES ENTERED 12,~08,961) 
3-NUMBERS IN PARENTHESIS ( l ARE ENTRIES DUE TO 

REVOCATIONS AND ARE NOT ADDEO AGAIN IN TOTAL 

~ - ~ 

/ ~EFERRE~ '\ 
I TO COURT I 
I INTAKE J 
\ ... 1,ISO,800.. 1 

'- _. -~.e"k 

2.270,001 2,210,001 
9 0 .7 %2 90 .7 OJ, 

233,960 
9.3 "k 

16,945)5 

.7 % 

( IB,8a) 

2.~oe,961 

100.0·'" 

1,177,064 

46.9 % 

672,279 
26.8 % 

670,714 

26.8 % 

4 90,08~ 

19.5 "k 

~ 08,910 

20.5% 

36 9 ,6~2 

1~.7% 

333.682 

13.3% 

't 12.4,201 
49.4 % 

224,621 

9.0 % 

~04,60~ 

20.l ok 

1,~8e 

-=:.1 % 

Ie 0,629 

7.2 Ok 

139,23! 

11.&% 

2,17~,079 

86.7% 

NOTE: now OF CASES 15 FROM TOP TO BOTTOM, RIGHT TO LEFT, EKCEPT WHERE OTHERWISE INDICATED, WITH THE MAIN SYSTEM PROCESSING LINE ON THE RIGHT. TO THE RIGHT OF 
EACH PROCESSING STEP IS A SUMMARY OF THE SYSTEM ACTIVITY, DETAILING THE CASES ENTERING THE SYSTEM. CASES DIVERTED AND TOTAL CASES PROCESSED ON TO THENEXf STEP. 
SOURCES: BLACK, T. EDWIN: CAMPBELL. FRED R.; AND SMITH. CHARLES P. a A PRELIMINARY NtlTIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE FUNCTION AND IM~T OF 24~HOUR JUVENILE JUSTICE 
SYSTEM INTAKE UNITS." SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, APRIL 1980. 
NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. ( PITTSBURGH, PAl NATIONAL CENTE~ FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 
NOVEMBER 1979 ,. 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND OELIIlQUENCY. UNPUBLISHED UNFORM P<lROLE REPORTS NATIONAL DATA PROVIDED FOR THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE ASSESSMENT CENTER, 
(SAN FRANCISCO, C:'! NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY, JULY 25,1979), 
u. S. OEP<lRTMENT OF JUSTICE. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION. UNIFO~ CRIME REPORTS FOR THE UNITED STATES--1977.iwASHINGTON, D.C.: U.S. GOVERNMENT f'fiINTlNG 
OFFICE, 1978 l. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. LAW ENFORCEMENT 'ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION. CHILOREN IN CUSTODY, A REPORT ON THE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITY 
CENSUS OF 1973 (WASHINGTbN, D.C.I U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, 1~71J. • 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. L.AW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION. "CHILDREN IN CUSTODY: ADVANCE REPORT ON THE 1977 CENSUS OF PUBLIC JUVENILE 
F~CILITlES, NUMBER SD-JD-SA: (WASHINGTON, D.C.' U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 1979), 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION. 'CHILDREN IN CUSTODY: ADVANCE REPORT ON THE 1977 CENSUS OF PRIVATE JUVENILE 
FACILITIES. NUMBER SD- JD - SB.· (WASHINGTON, D.C.' U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 1979), • • 

FIGlJRE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA' AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITlJTE, 19aO l. 
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After the prosecution staff have reviewed the case for sufficient evidence, 26.8 per­
cent (672,279) of the original system entries are forwarded to the court by way of 
filing a petition for di.sposi tional choice. After a series of special hearings and 
proceedings that mayor may not be held; depending upon the local agency policy and 
organizational framework, 490,085, or 19.5 percent of all system entries have their 
petition sustained by the court and a dispositional choice made by the court's author­
ity. 

Additional diversions bring the number of juveniles to be handled by correctional 
programs and facilities to a little less than 15 percent (369,652) of those who en­
tered the system. 

Appendix E (pp. 193-196) contains the detailed flow of the 2,508,961 cases the system 
received in 1977 for either services or proceedings. Table 3 (p. 34) relates these 
cases (Row C) to the total at-risk population of persons under 18 (Row A) and the 
total estimated offense acts or states of need (Row B) available for system handling. 
Few persons under 18 had contact with the system, and fewer still were processed fur­
ther within the system. 

Though success and failure ~an be defined in many ways, the system is practicing its 
therapeutic or deterrent goal by committing relatively few persons under 18 to formal 
institutions. Less than 0.1 percent of all juveniles, with only 0.2 percent of those 
committing offense acts and 2.1 percent of those arrested or referred to the syste~, 
are committed to State correctional institutions. 

NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED ANNUALLY THROUGH 
THE LAW ENFORCEMENT COMPONENT OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION, FOLD CHART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 

There are a number of sources of referral to the official juvenile justice system, 
such as court agencies, correctional.agencies, community agencies, citizens (parent 
or self included), and direct observation by law enforcement agencies. For each 
there are different procedures, such as petitions, bench warrants, arrests, and of­
fense complaints to the police CD 
Though the juvenile may enter the system via these many different avenues, the de­
tailed flow chart indicates the decisions that are made at entry are the same CD 
Nonpolice agencies or individuals making the decision may choose to refer to another 
agency outside of the official juvenile justice system, to refer to the court, to 
handZe the case on their own.. to do nothing .. or to refer to the police .. who will then 
make a contact in the field. 

A great deal of discretion is allowed most law enforcement personnel during the ini­
tial contacts in the field ® An officer may choose to file for another cOUY't" 
to take a case into court or police custody" to counsel and reZease.. or to refer to 
non-criminal justice agencies. 
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TABLE 3 

nlll.ATlONSIIII' OF TIU: NIIMIII!IIS OF I'I!ltSONS UNIlr:1I 18 IIANUI.I!ll AT 
KEY UI!CISJUN l'OINTS IN .lUVUNII.t! JUSTICll SYSTl:~1 (1977) 

INfORf4ATlOIi CATEGORY 

Number of Pel' SOliS Ullder 18 64,243,000 100.0 

Offensive Act or State of Need 27,131,033 41.2 100.0 

Police Investigation and Other 2,508,961 3.9 9.2 

Court intake 1,401,705 2.2 5.2 

Adj udicat ion !'earing 646,885 1.0 2.4 

Petitions Sustuilled 49.0,085 0.8 1.8 

Coullni t to Stute Corrections 52,001 0.1 0.2 

lIevoked After Parole, Probiltion 18,825 <.0.1 n.l 
or Afttlrcure 

(See Appendix E, Figure E-I, p.195). 

100.0 

55.9 

25.8 

19.5 

2.1 

0.8 

Figure constructed by the NATIONAl. JUVllNll.E JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSI!SSMIlNT CENTl.!lt (Sacramento, CA: American 
Justice Institute, 1980). 
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1Vhen a juvenile IS the victim of a crime, what may have been a single case may de­
velop into several cases involving other juveniles or eVen adults. When this occurs, 
there are then several separate cases being processed simultaneously through the de­
tailed flow chart. One officer may then make two separate choices on two separate 
but related cases (e.g., to "place" the victim with a non-criminal justice agency, 
and also to request a petition on the accused). 

In some jurisdictions, a juvenile who is taken into police custody is taken to the 
police station for initial screening either by a regular police officer or a speci­
fically trained juvenile officer. This may vary by locality. The problem resides 
in the fact that juvenile delinquency is not limited to the working hours of the 
agency. It may be an around-the-clock occurrence and the limited hours of formal 
intake may be a deterrent to the decisions available to the contracting officer. 
Some jurisdictions have instituted 24-hour intake (on-call, at the court, or at the 
place of detention). Locations may vary in how they handle a juvenile just prior 
to court intake. In many juvenile justice systems, the police may perform a lengthy 
process of investigation and decisionmaking prior to court intake 8) , and in these 
localities police are performing an intake function of their own that may last sev­
eral hours. This could, like the field decision ® , lead to a termination of 
the case, enrollment in alternate programs, or a referral to court for formal in-take. 

In most jurisdictions, the detention center is the first place to which a juvenile 
is brought CD . In a few jurisdictions, the juvenile may be delivered to an office 
of a youth service agency. Here, initial intake decisions are made by a full-time 
youth worker. And, of course, a mixture of these procedures may also occur. Less­
serious cases are taken to a youth service agency; more serious cases go directly 
to detention intake. In some localities, the juvenile may be taken to an after-hours 
probation officer at his or her home, and the complete intake function is performed 
in this setting without the obvious threat of detention. Most youth service agencies 
do not offer help on a 24-hour basis. Therefore, many of the decisions that may be 
available for a juvenile at intake are not available because of the hour of the day 
or night, and the level of sophistication of the local intake process. 

Sparsely populated regions or States with regional ietention facilities may have to 
hold a juvenile overnight in temporary detention pending (~ourt intake. Such over­
night detention may be provided by use of a secure room in a fireproof building, a 
hospital, a courthouse, or a jail. 

Some detention centers have a separate intake area in which some cases can be kept. 
This avoids interrupting ongoing programs for those awaiting a court hearing. 

Processing Profile 

If a juvenile is to enter the system, it is most likely that first contact will be 
through the police (90.7 percent). More than two million juveniles (2,275,001) en­
tered the juvenile justice system this way during 1977. 

Often, there is not a direct relationship between the number of arrests and the num­
ber of individuals handled by the police. The police are an offense clearing or­
ganization; by apprehending a single juvenile, a number of offenses may be cleared 
by charging the juvenile with multiple offenses. Court processing data show that 
the relationship of juveniles referred to juvenile court and offenses charged is 1.16 
cleared offenses per juvenile (Appendix D, Table D-2, p. 126). Using that analogy, 
but only for those persons sent to court by law enforcement officers (the ratio of 
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persons to cases from other sources is approximately 1 to 1), it was found that 50.6 
perrent of all persons under 18 are referred to court intake. InfoPmaZ adjudication 
reE5UUing in diversion by Zaw enforcement personneZ occurs in 49.4 percent3 or 
1~1243201 of the cases handZed3 with a totaZ of 131503800 (50.6 percent) cases being 
referred to court-.-No information was available that would reflect on the number 
and percent of these juveniles who are held temporarily in a lockup facility (e.g., 
jail, holding tank, detention cell) whiZe awaiting processing by poZice. Periodic 
surveys (U.S. Department of Justice, February 1979j Children's Defense Fund, December 
1976) do lndicate that juveniles are held in jails j however,' none of these point­
in-time surveys of detention indicate what portion of the juveniles processed annual­
ly are held tempoX'a11Uy in jails. 

Figure 6 (below) shows the geographic distribution of referral rates for the Nation, 
reflecting individual agency policy and procedures collectively. The greater per­
cent of the reporting States refer between 51 percent and 75 percent of all juveniles 
arrested. However, seven States, located primarily in the western half of the Nation, 
refer more than 75 percent of juveniles arrested to court intake. In these States, 
diversion occurs primarily within the jurisdiction of the court (AJ?pendix D, Table 
D-3, p. 127 ). 

FIGURE 6 

PERCENTAGE OF POLICE DISPOSITIONS REFERRED TO COURT 
. INTAKE BY STATE (1977) 

'* data not reported 
( SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE 0-3, p.1271. 

0%-25.9% 
26%-50.9% 

"tffi#u:mn+li 5l'.t- 75 • 9% 
76%-100% 

TOTA L 

7 14.6 
10 20.8 
25 52.1 
6 12.5 

48 100.0 

SOURCE: U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS - SPEr.!AL REPORT REQUEST EO BY THE 
NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER. ( WASHINGTON, D. C., 1978), . 
FIGURE CONSTRUCTEO BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER ( SACRAMEI'TO, C{'· AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,19801. 
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Juvenile Population 

During the period between 1968 and 1977, the total percentage of "at~risk" popula­
tion 7 th:oug~ 17 arrested f~r ~l~ offenses increased from 4.5 percent to 5.8 per­
cent. ~h1s m1ght not seem s1gn1f1cant due to population increases; yet a look at 
populat10n changes and the total arrest activity for persons under 18 does show a 
significant shift in arrest patterns. The overall at-risk population of juveniles 
age 7 through 17 has decreased by 1,747,000 persons (4.0 percent) from 1968 to 1977. 
In that same time period, the number of juvenile arrests has increased by 452,937 
(22.7 percent). The net effect of these two opposing trends is that in 1977 there 
are about 1.3 percent more of the juvenile at-risk population who have been arrested 
(5.8.percent) than ~as true in 1968 (4.5 percent). Increases have occurred in pro­
port10n of both ser10US offenses (from 1.6 percent to 2.2 percent) and less-serious 
offenses (from 3.0 percent to 3.6 percent). In 1977,244,493 more juveniles at-risk 
were arrested than were in 1968 (Appendix DJ Table D-4, p. 128). 

Sex and Law Enforcement 

Three times as many males were arrested in 1977 than females, and over the last three 
years (1975 to 1977), the male/female ratio among all juveniles arrested has remained 
nearly constant, with 1977 figures showing 78.5 percent of all arrests being of males 
and 21.5 percent of females. During the same three-year period, female arrest rates 
and male arrest rates increased for all offenses. Female arrest rates for serious 
offenses remained essentially unchanged in comparison to a decreased male arrest rate 
of 15.5 percent. Less-serious offenses show a general increase for both male (26.1 
percent) and female (18.5 percent). Three-year arrest rates for status offenses show 
decreases of 13.8 percent for males and 1.1 percent for females (Appendix D, Table 
D-5, p. 129). 

Though only half of these juveniles arrested in 1977 were referred on to juvenile 
court, the percentage of males to females is virtually unchanged from the original 
arrest population, with about 80 percent male and 20 percent female. Thus, for 
police the sex of the offender aZone appears to have no infZuence on whether an 
offend~X'3 after being arrested3 is refeX'red to the court. This being true, the re­
verse 1S also true--that for police, the sex of the offender apparently is not a ma­
jor determinant to directing cases away from the system. Between 1975 and 1977, the 
same relationship holds true, with the ratio of males to females remaining virtually 
unchanged in court referrals from those arrested (Appendix D, Table D-6, p. 130). 

The pror0rtion of males (76.7 percent) to females (23.3 percent) in court referrals 
remains consistent with arrest statistics for total.offenses; likewise, analysis of 
specific offense categories shows no significant variation. Apparently sex has 
little influence on whether an offender is referred to court by law enf~rcement, 
regardless of the level of seriousness of the incident offense (AppendixD, Table 
D-7, p. 1.31). 

Race and Law Enforcement 

As shown in Appendix D, Table D-8, p. 132, racial characteristics for juveniles ar­
rested during 1975, 1976, and 1977 show the same consistent relationship, with 1977 
data indicating that three times as many whites (75.7 percent) were arrested than 
blacks (22.2 percent) and other races (2.1 percent). However, some changes are evi­
dent in the race of those who are referred to court. In 1977, whites drop from 75.7 
percent of the racial composition of those arrested to 71.0 percent or the racial 
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composition of those referred to court. Blacks likewise drop from 22.2 percent to 
20.6 percent, while all other races rise from 2.1 percent to 8.4 percent. However, 
an interesting phenomenon does occur with this slight change in referrals for black 
and white races. The change of -4.7 percentage points from arrests to referrals for 
whites and -1.6 percentage points for blacks causes a proportional increase in other 
races of +6.3 percentage points. This change may be due to a difference in definition 
between the two reporting sources. Other races include those of Hispanic origin, which 
are of sufficient number in the United States to result in some very misleading sta­
tistics if counted as one group or another. The decrease in white and black referral 
rates, though small, represents 95,927 cases, which, if a percentage of those were 
reclassified by court jurisdiction as another race, it would greatly increase the other 
race referral rate. Oftentimes Hispanic juveniles are counted by law enforcement agen­
cies as white or black rather than other races. The court may count the Hispanic juve­
niles as other races, causing the sudden increase that results when comparing the two 
offender populations. Generally, then, blacks and whites are referred to court at 
a lower rate than are Hispanics and other races. This could mean that a greater por­
tion of blacks, as well as whites, are diverted than are other races, or it may only 
be a reflection of the blacks and whites being reclassifier as other races by court 
personnel. The relationship has, however, remained relatively consistent from 1975 
to 1977 (Appendix D, Table D-8, p. 132). 

Correspondingly, between 1975 and 1977, the racial composition among persons under 
18 who had been arrested for all crimes remained nearly constant, with 1977 figures 
showing 75.8 percent being white, 22.2 percent black, and 2.1 percent other races. 
Changes in arrest rates for all crimes during this 3-year period show that proportion­
ately fewer white juveniles were being arrested for serious offenses compared to juve­
niles classified as black or other races. In all offense categories except for status 
offenses, blacks and other races show an increase in their representation to the arrest 
population since 1975. Less-serious offenses show an increase in the number of whites 
(11.0 percent), blacks (15.2 percent), and other races (21.2 percent) arrested, with 
a corresponding decrease in the number of whites (-14.0 percent), and blacks (-19.4 
percent), and other races (-7.3 percent) arrested for status offenses. It seems, 
therefore, that while differences do exist in the 3-year trends, only for serious 
crimes does there appear to be a difference identifiable by race (Appendix D, Table D-9 
p. 133). 

Between 1975 and 1977, at least one significant change is apparent in the court re­
ferral rates for law enforcement agencies when taking race into account. In 1975, 
the proportion of blacks referred to court for less-serious offenses was 8.5 per­
centage points greater than those arrested, whereas for other races the proportion 
increased by 7.4 percent and for whites the proportion decreased by 15.9 percentage 
points; indicating that a greater percentage of blacks and other races arrested were 
referred than were whites for 1975. In 1977, this difference does not exist between 
blacks and whites, but it continues to exist for other races. Whites and blacks in 
1977 show a proportional reduction of approximately 3.0 percentage points, and other 
races show a proportional increase of 6.2 percentage points. (For a thorough dis­
cussion of the use of proportional changes, see section titled flGraphing of Process­
ing Trends," Appendix C, p. 116.) Figure 7 (p. 39) indicates the dispari'cy that 
existed in the referral proportions for blacks and whites arrested and referred for 
less-serious offenses. In 1975, the greatest separation existed with whites com­
prising 15.9 percentage points less of the referral population than they did when 
arrested, and referred blacks comprising 8.5 percentage points more than they did 
when arrested. The difference in referral policy is reflected in the degree of 
separation between the lines representing blacks and whites for any given Year. It 
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is obvious that the reversal of referral trends for blacks has virtually eliminated 
any differences in referrals by law enforcement for whites and blacks. Thus, in 
1977, there appears to be no difference in the proportion of blacks and whites ar~ 
rested who are referred to court regardless of the nature of the offense. How­
ever, for less-serious offenses, the trend over the past 3 years has been one 
of equalizing what appears to have been a referral bias favoring whites and against 
blacks, but now leaVing some rej~rral bias for other races (Appendix D, Table D-IO, 
p. 134). 

F"IGURE 7 

THREE -YEAR TREND COMPARISON OF THE CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF 
PERSONS UNDER 18 ARRESTED. TO THOSE REFERRED TO COURT INTAKE 
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The racial composition of juveniles arrested in 1977 (regardless of the type of of­
fense category), shows whites comprising 75.7 percent of the total number--68.2 per­
cent for serious, 79.5 percent for less-serious, and 82.7 percent for status offenses. 
Court referral statistics, however, show that for 1977, proportionately fewer of the 
whites and blacks arrested are processed than other races. However, the change in 
proportion is not significant enough to indicate any unusual variation in referrals 
due to race and the seriousness of the incident offense (Appendix D, Table D-lO, 
p. 134). 

Age and Law Enforcement 

In 1977, persons under the age of 18 accounted for 24 percent of all arrests for all 
age$ for all offense types; 41.2 percent of all arrests for serious offenses; 46.2 
percent of all arrests for property crimes; and 21.0 percent of ~ll arrests for viQ­
lent crimes (U.S. Department of Justice, 1978:180). In 1977, the peak age for a11 
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offenses combined was 17, with 23.7 percent of those arrested for all offenses being 
17. Seventeen was also the peak age for less-serious offenses, representing 29.2 
percent of those arrested. The peak age for serious crimes (25.3 percent) and status 
offenses (28.8 percent) alike was 13 to 14.* However, when examining the distribution 
shown in Figure 8 (below), the overall effect of age can be seen to more clearly ex­
tend toward the older (16 to 17) juveniles for serious offenses. In comparison to 
the same distribution of status offenders in Figure 9 (p. 41), there is a definite 
dropping off effect at the higher ages with the peak still at 13 to 14. It would 
appear that for serious offenses the peak age is more likely somewhere between 15 
and 17, as is true for all offenses. Between 1975 and 1977, the relationship has 
held with only slight variation (Appendix D, Table D-ll, p. 135). 
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ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 BY OFFENSE CATEGORY AND AGE (I97T) 
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FIGURE 9 

ARRESTS Of PERSONS UNDER 18 fOR STATUS OffENSES BY AGE(1977) 
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In trying to gain a better picture of the total population of juveniles being han­
dled by the system and what effect the age of the juvenile has on the system policy, 
the median may prove to be a better statistic to examine. The single age group of 
the majority of cases, or the peak age, may not be the most helpful statistics, 
since the majority may only be a Slight one, and the real majority is a range of 
ages that does not include the peak. 

Thus, a more accurate measure of central tendency is the median age. By examining 
the exact median, the interpretation of Figure 8 (p. 40) is slightly less dramatic. 
Though serious offenses peak at 13- to l4-year-olds, the median is at 15.09. There­
fore, there were as many older juveniles arrested (15 to 17) for serious crimes as 
there were younger juveniles (11 to 14). The median age for juveniles arrested for 
less-serious offenses was 15.64, for status offenses was 15.03, and for all offenses 
combined was 15.35. Thus, though the peak age may vary by offense group, the median 
age remained at approximately 15 for all offense groups, showing that for arrests 
there is no real majority or most likely age for being arrested for any type of of­
fense. If anything, there is a slight skew towards the upper age groups (over 15). 

Trends since 1975 show that the relationships have been fairly constant, with the 
only noticeable trends observed for the less-serious offense category. There has 
been a slight leaning toward the older ages in this category. The median age is the 
highest each year, at almost 16. In the 3-year period between 1975 and 1977, arrests 
for less-serious crimes have increased 10 percent, with most of that increase in the 
15- to l7-year-old group. Arrests .of l7-year-olds increased by 12.8 percent. Cor­
respondingly, status offense arrests of persons under 18 have decreased by 11.9 per­
cent, again with the greatest decrease for the older ages, with the greatest change 
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for l7-year-olds, showing a decrease of 16.6 percent. Fewer juveniles over 15 years 
old are being arrested as status offenders~ while more juveniles over 15 are being 
arrested for less-serious offenses. 

In examining the same relationship for law enforoement referrals to court intake, 
older juveniles are referred more often than the younger; (e.g., in 1977, only 29.9 
percent of those 10 and under were referred to court intake as compared to 57.7 per­
cent of the l~year-olds). The median age of the arrest population is 15.35, and 
15.62 for the referral population, showing a slight shift toward the older ages in 
the referral population. In the years between 197,1) and 1977, no significant varia­
~ions are apparent over the totals shown for 1977 (Appendix D, Table D-12, p. 136). 

Referral statistics for separate offense categories confirm that the major difference 
lies in an increase of l7-yea.r-olds in the referral population over the arrest popu­
lation for each offense ;ategory. Between 1975 and 1977, the proportion of l7-year­
olds increases 4.3 percent for all offenses, 5.9 percent for serious offenses, 4.6 
percent for less-serious offenses, and 11.1 percent for status offenses. The heavy 
representation of l7-year-olds in referrals is most likely am artifact of the combined 
17 - to 19-year-olds for court referral statistics* (Appendix D, Table D-13, p. 137). 

Court intake referrals for individual offenses also include 251,754 cases referred 
from sources other than law enforcement, and 127,871 cases (50.8 percent) of these 
are referred for status offenses. Referrals by other sources account for 44.5 per­
cent of all referrals for status offenses. Thus, any increase in status offense re­
ferrals over arrest statistics is most likely due to this major influx of juveniles 
from other sources (Appendix D, Table D-14, p. 138). 

In a 3-year trend analysis (1975-1977) of the law enforcement referrals to court and 
their age breakdowns, it was found that generally the same relationship exists across 
all offense boundaries. Overall, age alone therefore does not seem to be a deter­
mining faotor in deoiding how to process juveniles exoept for the very young (Appen­
dix D, Table D-14, p.138). 

NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED ANNUALLY THROUGH 
THE COURT INTAKE COMPONENT OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION~ FOLD CHART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 

The options at this stage vary widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. They greatly 
depend on the policy of the court. 

Most intake facilities are operated by the probation department as a service to the 
court. However, recent organizational arrangements, though varying by locale, have 
emphasized the ongoing evolution of the probation department toward performing intake 
functions independent of the court. At intake, the discretion allowed the duty officer 

*Court referral statistics include some 18- and 19-year-olds in the "17-year-oldll 
category due to differences in the jurisdictional age limits of individual States. 
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varies from merely completing a police request for detention to full authority to 
refer or release ® ® . 
Except for the initial detention while the investigation i~ bei~ ma~e by the proba­
tion officer at intake, the decision to file for court act~n ll) 1S shown as a 
decision logically made prior to the detention decision ~ though frequently 
made at the same heari~. A decision to file for c~urt act~on and ~he subsequent 
filing of a petition ~ would precede the detent10n hear1ng and 1S usua~ly . 
recommended by the intake officer to the prosecuting attorney. The detentlon decl­
sion is then usually shown as a prosecutor decision. 

Court Intake Processing Profile 

----------

The number of juveniles processed at court intake as they are displayed ® separate 
those processed by intake officers and those handled primarily by the prosecuting 
attorney. This was done by analyzing the individual dispositions for nonpetition . 
cases. There are no national intake statistics published; however, there are stat1s­
tics on petition filing rates and court referrals. Cases where no petition was filed 
were handled nonjudic~ally~ ~t least i~ the ~nse of not having a disposition as a 
resul t of the court d1Sposltlonal hearulg @ 

Each individual disposition (how the case was handled) was examined for nonpetition . 
cases. Those dispositions normally rendered by prosecutorial staff were displ~yed 
in the prosecution component GD It should be noted, however, that court.ln~ake 
diversion ratios are often quoted as the number of referred cases that were dlsmlssed 
or in other ways handled prior to official court action. The actual diversion could 
therefore occur at the prosecutorial review for sufficiency of evidence, at special 
court proceedings, such as preliminary or detention hearings, or at other cour~ func­
tions such as certification proceedings, where the case may be found to be unf:t for 
juvenile court. For this report, court intake statistics refer only to those JUv~­
nile cases that are normally handled by the screening facilities and personnel prlor 
to the decision to request court action ® 
Of the original 2,50B,96l cases that enter the system, 55.9 percent, or 1,401,705, 
are referred to court intake facilities, requesting official court investigation. 
The majority, 82.1 percent (1,150,BOO), are referred by law enforcement agencies which 
have already screened them to some degree. There is another 17.9 percent, or over 
250 000 cases that are referred from additional so~rces: B.l percent were referred 
fro~ schools ~nd other community agencies, with 5.3 percent from the juvenile, family, 
and friends (Figure 5, p. 32). 

The court intake decision GD shows that initially 16.0 percent of the referrals 
to court intake, or 224 621 offenders (Figure 5, p. 32), are diverted away from fur­
ther processing, and an~ther 504,B05 cases, or 36.0 percent, are further dismissed 
by the prosecutor CD due to a lack of sufficient evidence to forward to court. 
Together, the two decisions divert 52 percent of all court referrals away from fur­
ther processing. 

Thus, 670,000 cases, or 4B.0 percent of the referrals to court intake, are found to 
warrant further processing and are forwarded to the prosecutor. Almost as many cases 
(36.2 percent) warrant a preliminary study or pre-petition investigati~n by t~e court 
intake officer. This alternative usually involves a short-term detentlon perlod 
while the case is being considered. Approximately 99.5 percenc of these cases are 
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sent on to the prosecution; and in those cases where doubt ~xists as to the need for 
further processing, the prosecution dismisses them for lack of evidence. 

Only about 2.0 percent (29,319 cases, or 2.1 percent) are summarily released without 
further deliberation. 112,968 or 8.1 percent are placed on informal p:robation super­
V1Slon CD ,usually being released (85.0 percent) after a short time (most after 
six monthsb however, 15 percent of these, or 16,945 cases, have to be: re-referred 
to court ~ as failures of their informal status. The informal probation failure 
percentage is, however, only 1.2 percent of the original 1,401,705 cases referred to 
court intake. 

The maj or source of referral to court intake in 1977 was the law enforcement compo­
nent, providing 82.0 percent of all referrals. The highest referral rate for an in­
dividual offense category is 91.0 percent for serious offenses. In the reverse situa­
tion for status offenses, law enforcement referrals only account for about 55.5 per­
cent of the referrals; the other 44.5 percent are referred from other sources. Serious 
offenses make up the majority of all referrals at 48.9 percent, with status offenses 
contributing 20.4 percent and less-serious offenses 30.6 percent (Appendix 0, Table 
0-14, p. 138). 

Generally, then, the court intake component receives a variety of cases from a number 
of sources CD For example, in 1977, the maj ority of cases were referred by the 
police, in particular those cases involving the more serious crimes. Those offenses 
considered to be less-serious were often referred in 1977 by other sources (14.5 per­
cent) with status offenses referred often by family, citizen, or self (23.2 percent) 
or community sources (15.8 percent) (Appendix 0, Table 0-15, p. 139). 

Since 1975, the referral rates for all sources have changed only slightly with the 
exception of referrals for status offenses. In 1975, law enforcement referrals for 
status offenses made up 62.~ percent of the total referrals, while in 1977 it dropped 
to 55.5 percent, a change of 6.7 percentage points. While law enforcement referrals 
are considerably less than the total referrals for 1977 status offenes, referrals 
from community agencies (15.8 percent) and family, citizen, or self (23.2 percent) 
have become more prominent. This is reflected by a corresponding increase of 5.3 
percentage points for community agency referrals, and 4.3 percentage points for 
family, citizen, or self referrals from 1975 (Appendix 0, Table 0-15, p. 139). 
The status offense referral is becoming more of a community responsibility. 

After court intake received these 1,401,705 cases, in 1977, over 53.0 percent were 
handled without filing a petition. Thus, approximately half of the cases are 
handled informally. This fact remains true for each of the individual sources of 
referral with the exception of those reffered to court intake by corrections 
agencies, where 79.5 percent are handled with formal petitions. Since the majority 
of these referrals are primarily probation revocations for new offenses, this 
statistic is not surprising (Appendix 0, Table 0-16, p.140). 

The petition filing rate for serious offenses in 1977 was 55.4 percent, slightly less 
for less-serious offenses (41.8 percent), and the lowest for status offenses at 34.7 
percent. Over half, or 57.7 percent, of the cases filed on were for serious offenses. 
Though 48.9 percent of the cases referred are for serious offenses, there was still 
an increase. in proportion to those filed of 8.6 percentage points with contrasting 
drops of 3.4 percentage points for less-serious offenses and 5.4 percentage points 
for status offenses (Appendix 0, Table 0-17, p. 141). 
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GenerallY3 then3 the more serious crimes are more likely to be handled formally by 
filing a petition3 with status offenses being most often handled without a petition. 
The overall trend has not changed in the years between 1975 and 1977. Serious crime 
has remained the primary source of petitions filed each year; however, when analyzing 
the group effect of the individual changes in referral ratios since 1975, it becomes 
evident in Figure 10 (below) that the change in proportion of serious offense cases 
referred to those fiZed on is significantly greater in 1977 than was true in 1975. 
In 1975, serious and less-serious offenses were petitioned in about the same propor­
tion that they were referred to court intake. This could indicate that agency policy 
or system proce~ure did little to favor filing petitions for either type of offense. 
In 1977, however, the difference is apparent in that, regardless of the number of 
referrals, serious offenses are receiving more emphasis (8.6 percentage points) in 
petition filing than they did for referrals, and 1ess-serinus and status offenses 
are receiving less emphasis. This disparity would indicate a change in policy or 
procedure in 1977 over 1975 that causes decisionmakers to emphasize ir.creased pene­
tration for seriou.3 offense'S and the opposite for less-serious offenses or status 
offenses (Appendix 0, Table 0-17, p. 141). 

FIGURE 10 
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Sex and Court Intake 

The greater percentage of referrals to court intake in 1977 were male (76.7 percent). 
Males dominated referrals for serious (81.7 percent), less-serious (83.4 percent), 
and status offenses (54.9 percent). However, for status offenses the variance is 
much less (Appendix 0, Table 0-7, p. 131). 

The previous section concerning the law enforcement component and its apparent cri­
teria for referrals indicates that any bias in referral populations for those persons 
under 18 arrested is due solely to the makeup of the arrest population and not to 
the referring component's desire to process one sex or the other. More males are 
arrested. and therefore more are referred. 

Other sources of referral also refer males in excess of females (Appendix 0, Table 
0-18, p. 142) even though population statistics indicate that, for persons under 18, 
there are approximately an equal number of males to females. Referral rates, how­
ever, are significantly higher for law enforcement (3,281.0 per 100,000) than for 
other sources (1,036.7 per 100,000). The ratio of males to females from law enforce­
ment is 3.80 to 1.0, and 1.61 to 1.0 from other sources. There is, therefore, a re­
ferral bias for males by law enforcement referrals that is not reflected in other 
sources (Appendix OJ Table 0-19, p. 143). 

The ratio of approximately four males to every female in the referral population 
remains the same for those that are forwarded to the prosecutor with recommendations 
for filing a formal petition. The petition population consists of 80.6 percent male 
and 19.4 percent female for 1977, and it has not varied significantly from that pro­
portion since 1975. Thus, it appears that the decision to file a formal petition 
with the court is not influenced significantly by the sex of the person referred 
(Appendix 0, Table 0-20, p. 144). 

Race and Court Intake 

Referrals to court intake from all sources show that whites are referred more often 
than blacks; however, the law enforcement section pointed out that there is no appar­
ent bias for whites or blacks being referred more often. Apparently in 1977 more 
whites (75.8 percent) are arrested than blacks (22.2 percent) and others (2.1 per­
cent) (Appendix 0, Table 0-9, p. 133). The proportion referred varies little from 
those arrested, showing no apparent bias by law enforcement agencies to refer due to 
race. 

Referrals from other sources are generally in the same proportion as law enforcement, 
with slight differences for those referred by other system agencies. Court referrals 
show 80.8 percent white and 10.0 percent black, with 9.2 percent other races. Cor­
rections referrals show 78.5 percent white, 11.7 percent black, and 9.8 percent for 
other races. Other such system agency referrals, which are most often revocations 
caused by having a new offense, seem to indicate that these types of referrals have 
a higher percentage of whites titan even the referrals due to police arrest (Appendix 
0, Table 0-21, p. 145). 

The majority of referrals for all offenses are white; however, the largest variance 
is between status offenses at 83.0 percent white and serious offenses at 64.7 percent 
white (Appendix 0, Table 0-10, p. 134). 
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Fi~re 11 (belo~) illustrates the variance between referral rates for whites and non­
whltes, and thelr s?urce of referral. Though whites constitute the majorit of all 
referral: to cou:t lntake, the referral rate per 100,000 of at-risk populatron is 
~nlYl~7~7l.6, whlle the black and other referral rate is three times greater at 6 817 9 

l6o~1 . For 19:7, the number of referrals for blacks and other nonwhites decli~ed . 
. percent and lncreased 7 0 t f h' 

regardless of race are highe~ t~:~c~~oseo~e;e~~:~' Law enforcement referral. rates 
enforcement to other sources is 4 4 to 1 0 f h. by other sources. The ratlo of law 
others. Generall then h . " or w ltes and 5.9 to 1.0 for blacks and 
whites than minor~ties~ th~r~u~et~~ r~~err~is to cou~t p~oRortiona~ely involve more 
u~hites~ with the highest rates for t~S~ era~ y m~rbe m;nor~t~es at r~$k referred than 
other t'" . ose reJ erre y {;a1.U enforcement agencies. Sources , ..... " ,.an VO{.,1,c;e (lY'Y'P'.q+,J':l 1'1a+'", .... a+ app"Y>o""~·m~.J.--t .. -'-7_ - _ ... , , ., n h' -

• .L. ------ ~~J~~ v L' ",v"uvr::;{;y {;ftr;: aalne y'a7/'/-o oJ w ~tes and mino1'i 
t~es as ex~sts ~n the at-risk population (Appendix 0, Table 0-22, p. 146). -
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FIGURE II 

CHANGE IN NATIONAL REFERRAL RATES FOR WHITE AND NONWHITE 
PERSONS AGES 1 THROUGH 11 BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

(1915, 1971) 
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SOURCE; NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENilE JUST 
COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS, (PITTSBURGH. I~~,: ~X:I~CNEA~~T~~:iES OF 1975 AND 1977 NATIONAL 
FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY TH R FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979l. 
CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE IHSTfT~:~I,O~~~oJ)~VEHllE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRANENT1l, 

~=~!~i~n~ were filed on 46.3 percent of all referrals in 1977. The relationship be-
'th h~lte, blac~,.and other races remains approximately the same as for referrals 

Wl w ltes, c~mprlslng 70.7 percent of all petitions, blacks 23.1 percent, and other' 
rac~s comprlsl~g 6.2 percent. Figure 12 (p. 48) illustrates the difference in the 
~~c~a~hprohortlo~ of the c~ses,filed on to those referred for these years. The fact 
~ ~ c.ange ln proportlon lS positive for blacks and negative for whites and 

ot ers lndlcates a small proportional bias to file less often on whites and others 
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referred and more often on blacks referred. In 1976, the disparity is the greatest, 
with blacks comprising 30.0 percent of those filed on, an increase of 7.2 pe:ce~tage 
points over those referred (22.8 percent). Whites, however, had a characterlstlc 
decrease of -2.8 percentage points (67.4 percent) over those referred (70.2 percent) 
(Appendix D, Table D-23, p. 147). 

It would seem, then, that while whites under 18 referred to court intake are in t~e 
ma'ority and remain so for those filed on as well, there has been a move.toward ~~vert­
in~ them at this deaision point slightly more often tha~ for.blaaks. ThlS :el~tl0n­
ship however does not necessarily indicate a pu:c,e raclal blas, but could ln~lcate 
that'race and' other factors (e.g., seTiousness of offense) could account for lncreased 
petition filing rates. 

Age and Court Intake 

-

FIGURE 12 

CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
REFERRED TO COURT INTAKE AND FILED ON BY RACE 
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! SEE APPEIDIX D. TABLE D- 23 , •• I41'l. 

sou.ce: ii.iiOiiAL tCiiiEW fijJi JUYEIiILf JUSTICE. AiivAiCE ESTIMATES (W 1915. 
1916, A=D 1977 ~ATlOUL COURT PROCESSING STATIStiCS. (PITTSBURGH, 
PA: UnOIAL CENTER FOR JUYEIILE JUSTICE, 1919). 

mUlE COISTRUCTED BY THE unOUl JUVElllE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSIEIT CEITEI (SACUIEITO. CA' AlEIICAI JUSTICE IISTlTUTE.19S0). 

The median age for court intake referrals is 15.6 for 1977, with very little.di~fer­
ence over the past 3 years. Median age by source of refer~al changes very 11ttle with 
the exception of courts at 16.3 and community agencies at 14.8. It would seem ~hat 
referrals from courts come from the older age groups, and those from the communlty 
and generally younger. The relationship seems to be consistent over the last 3 years. 
(Appendix D, Table D-24, p. 148). 
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Since the majority, or 74.2 percent, of referrals made by community agencies are for 
status offenses, the relationship therefore would hold true with the fact that status 
offenders are generally, if only slightly, younger (median of 15.03). Since community 
agency referrals are the only agency referrals showing a high majority of status of­
fenses, and the median age of such referrals is younger than for all other sources 
of referral, the conclusion is that status offenders who are not processed by arrest 
are more likely to be younger (Appendix D, Table D-15, p. 139). 

Differences due to age, between those referred to court intake and those subsequently 
filed on, are virtually nonexistent. Even trends of the 3 years between 1975 
and 1977 show no variance significant enough to draw any conclusions concerning age 
group as a determinant of further system penetration (Appendix D, Table D-25, p. 149). 

Age~ it seems~ is not in itself a determinant as to whether a aase should be filed on 
or not. Referrals vary only slightly from the median age of 15. When examining other 
characteristics thought to be influential, such as type of referred offense and source 
of referral, again, the median age varies only little. Some evidence does exist, 
however, to indicate that the combination of all these factors could have an influence 
for at least one type of offender--the status offender, Though this relationship 
cannot be substantiated for this report, due to the unavailability of data, it is 
hypothesized that status offenders are a prime concern of the community, receiving 
more attention by them than any other offense category, and that generally the commu­
nity refers younger persons (median age at 14). Figure 13 (p. 50) illustrates these 
two facts by showing the comparable relationship across individual sources of the 
percent of referrals under the age of 15 (younger juveniles). The community as a 
source of referral, with its low median age, obviously becomes primarily concerned 
with status offenses and generally younger juveniles. The reverse assumptions can 
also be made, that status offenders entering the system by means other than arrest 
(law enforcement) are generally younger than other types of referrals. 

Prior Delinquency Referrals and Court Intake 

One additional factor that research, and the literature in general, indicates is a 
major determinant of court inta.ke diversions is whether or not the juvenile being 
referred has any prior delinquency referrals. "[T]here is general agreement that 
the juvenile'S prior record is the most consistent influential factor in intake deci­
sionmaking" (Smith, Black, and Weir, 1980:xix). 

In _~77, 70.S percent (or 987,798) of aTl cases had no apparent prior record, which 
is a significant fact that remains unchanged when examining the individual offense 
categories. No prior reaord referrals comprise the majority of serious offenses at. 
68.5 percent, less-serious offenses at 71.3 percent, and status offenses at 72.0 per­
cent. Of all cases with no prior delinquency referrals, the majority (42.5 percent, 
or 419,838) were status offenses, followed by serious (38.9 percent or 384,067) and 
less-serious offenses (18.6 percent or 183,893) (Appendix D, Table D-26, p. 150). 

The majority of all offenses referred by all sources are persons without apparent 
prior records; law enforcement does refer the majority of both categories of refer­
rals, with 77.2 percent (871,933) of first-time referrals and 80.3 percent of those 
with prior referrals in 1977. Referrals from the parent~ aitizen~ or self category 
are the next highest group at 14.3 percent (141,586) of those without a prior record 
and 9.8 percent (40,636) of those with a prior delinquent offense (Appendix D, Table 
D-27, p. 151). 
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fiGURE 15 
PERCENT OF REFERRAI.S FOR STATUS OFFENSES 
AND REFERRALS UNDER AGE IS, WITH IIEDIAN AGE 

(1971 ) 
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PERCEKT REFERRED 
FOR STATUS OFFENSES 

ISEE APPENDI~ D, TABLES D'15 ANO 24, pp.139,146l. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JINENILE JUstlCE'.ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1971 
NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STAfiSTICS. (PITTSBURGH, P A: NAfJONAL 
CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 19791. 
FIGURE .CllNSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA' ANERICAII JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,1980)' 

Of referrals to court intake in 1977, 29.5 percent (413,503) had at least one prior 
delinquency referral. Of those cases, 51.1 percent had petitions filed on them as 
opposed to a filing rate of 39.6 percent for those cases without a prior referral. 
The majority of cases in each category were for cases without prior referrals; how= 
ever, the proportion of those filed on increased by 5.6 percentage points, indicating 
that a record of prior referrals does seem to have a slight influence on petition 
filing ~ates (Appendix D, Table D-28, p. 152). 

Serious offenses were filed on at a higher rate than less-serious or status offenses, 
and court intake referrals with prior delinquent records were primarily serious of­
fense cases. Cases where prior offense records exist were filed on more often than 
those without. Figure 14 (p. 51) compares graphically these associated facts. Each 
offense category was similar as to prior referral cases; however, filing rates varied 
with serious cases being referred more often. Prior referral cases were referred 
more frequently. It is, therefore~ plausible to assume that the combination of past 
juvenile record and seriousness of offense could influence whether a juvenile petition 
is more likely to be filed on. This is purely a deductive, or possibly intuitive, 
interpretation of the few relationships. The actual fact cannot as of yet be tested 
due to the unavailability of data. 
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FIGURE 14 

flEFERRAlS FILED ON AND REFERRALS WITH 
PRIOR DELINQUENCY CONTACTS 

(1977 ) 

SERIOUS 
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39.41' 
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17.9'11 
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1':":' PERcm WITH PRIOR R£FERRELS • PERCENT FILED ON 

(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLES D-17 ANII26, po. 141, 150). 
SOURCE: NATlO:IAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES 
OF 1975 AND 1977 NATURAL COURT PRO'CESSING STATISTICS. IPITTSBURGH, 
PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979). 
FIGURE CONSTnUCTED BY THE HATlOIiAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMEIT CEUER C SACRAMENTO, CA· AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980) 

Referrals to court intake show a distribution in 1977 of approximately three times 
as many males (74.3 percent) as females (25.7 percent). Generally, those referrals 
who have had prior delinquency referrals to court intake compose about one-·third (29.5 
percent) of all referrals. Males prove to be the majority of both new and experienced 
referrals to court, with most of these referrals, regardless of sex, being new or 
first-time referrals (Appendix D, Table D-2:9, p. 153). 

Of those cases referred to court intake, whites appear to have proportionately fewer 
repeat offenses (27.6 percent) than do blac:.ks (36.7 percent) or other races (33.3 
percent) (Appendix D, Table D-30, p. 154). 

Juvenile referral rates for cases with and without prior delinquency referrals evident­
ly show that the majority, regardless of a.ge, are new referrals having no apparent 
previous contact with the system. However, the older the juvenile, the less this 
is evident. For 1977, l7-year-old juvenile referrals show that the ratio of no prior 
contact referrals to those with priors is 64.8 percent (185,294) to 35.2 percent 
(100 J 654) . Referrals under 11 show 88.2 percent without priors and 11. 8 percent with 
(Appendix D, Table D-3l, p. 155). 

Evidence that older ref~rrals have had more prior experience is not an unexpected 
conclusion. If the propensity to commit a new offense is favored by the experience 
of previous offenses, then as a juvenile ages the rate of referral for new offenses 
should show a decrease. Oftentimes, the measurement of the growth in juvenile cri~e 
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is given as.the increase.in n~bers of arrests for all offenses. Taking into account 
the proportl~n of.those.Juvenlle: arrested having prior referrals, and counting only 
arrests for Juvenlles wlth no prlors, would probably be a more correct indicator of 
the.breeding of crime. It may be true that the numbers of offenses are increas:ing 
rapldly; however, only the initiation of new crimes is a true indicator of the effi­
cacy of the deterrent aspect of the system. Prior offenders may commit new offenses 
pri~arily.because of.th~ unavoidable influence of previous offense experience. Mea­
surlng thlS way may lndlcate that the real problem is not that the system has not 
functioned as a deterrent, but more probably has only faltered as a cure. 

NUMBERS N~D CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED ANNUALLY 
THROUGH THE PROSECUTION COMPONENT OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION~ FOLD CHART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 

The prosecutor, though often shown as making only a few decisions in the flow of the 
juvenile, usually related to filing a petition, does exercise a great deal of discre­
tionary authority over a juvenile case that has been forwarded by the law enforcement 
component. This authority extends as far along the process as there are functional 
hearings concerning the suitability and sufficiency of a case to be forwarded to the 
court component. 

In any case in which a minor is alleged to be a person qualifying for prosecution 
in the juvenile court, a petition should be submitted to the court through the prose­
cutor ® and usually followed by the intake (probation) officer's submittal of 
a report on the behavioral patterns and social history of the minor being considered 
in the petition. 

The prosecutor's primary function is to evaluate the case in terms of legal sufficiency. 
The prosecution decision ® has two primary elements: 

• to decide on the future status of the case (i,e., prepare a petition or com­
pZaint~ or dismiss the case), and 

• to decide on the detention status of the juvenile (i.e., hold in secure de­
tention. 

I 

Often, the detention decision is instigated as a formal request forwarded by the in­
ta~e officer, suggesting either secure or nonsecure detention status for the youth. 
Th17 request almos~ always accompanies a request for the filing of a petition or com­
plalnt. However, lt can be seen that the prosecutor is usually the final deciding 
factor and an option to a detention request is to revise the recommendations for in­
take and actually dismiss the case, thus terminating the juvenile's contact with the 
system. 

Though many Rrther d~isions ~e shown as court functions, as in the case of formal 
hearings, ~ , ~ , ~ , the case may be prepared and presented by the 
prosecutor. 
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Prosecution and Detention Processing Profile 

The number of juveniles processed by the prosecutor or through the prosecution step 
® for 1977 is estimated at 1,177,084 individual case,s. This is about 46.9 per­

cent of all original entries into the formal processing network of the official juve­
nil~ jus~ice system. In the initial decision concerned with the further processing 
of Juvenlles, 42.9 percent (504,805) were dismissed primarily due to t1 lack of suffi­
cient evidence, in the prosecutor's opinion, to substantiate the alleged offense and, 
therefore, support the request for petition forwarded by court intake personnel. Cases 
where the decision was to process further and file a petition on, have to be handled 
in various ways. Some receive immediate attention as to the advisability of filing 
a petition and are filed on immediately. In the 1977 estimates, this group cbmpo~ed 
39.1 percent (460,512) of all cases received by the prosecutor. The remaining cases, 
some 211,767 or 8.4 percent, are processed or filed on, but not before first attending 
to their detention status by referring the case to a detention hearing. Those filed 

'on and detained, about 16.6 percent (195,633), are separated into 15.5 percent (182,330) 
in secure detention and 1.1 percent (13,303) in nonsecure detention. The remaining 
16,134 (1.4 percent) cases forwarded to the hearing are not detained but are placed 
in their own home or a suitable alternate placement approved by the court. 

Though the detention hearing ~ (211,767 cases, or 8.4 percent of the referrals 
to prosecution) is by all rights and purposes a court hearing, because the decision 
to process this case by either means is generally the responsibility of the prosecu­
tion, and since the recommendation for detention is usually made by the prosecutor, 
the effective processing of cases through this function of the system will be examined 
in this section. 

Approximately 671,982 cases in 1977 (26.8 percent of all referrals to prosecution) 
~er~ p:oc~ssed by ?ither a preliminary hearing G[D or a detention hearing. Many 
Jurlsdlctlons comblned these two system functions into one hearing. Regardless of 
the manner in which these two functions are handled, the official function of a hear­
ing does take place. The results of detention hearings show that another 1,565 cases 
(or 0.4 percent of all Cases heard) are dismissed. This is a very small percentage; 
~hus t~ majori~y (670)714 cases) were sent to additional hearings. The fitness hear­
lng ~ recelved 27.6 percent of the original 2,508,961 entries into the system. 
At this point, 73.3 percent of those entries have been diverted or otherwise routed 
away from further system processing . 

The fitness hearing cp.,..tified 23,829 (3.6 percent of the cases heard) in to adult 
court. The adjudication hearing QGD tests the petition ~nd dismissed 150,000 
(24.2 percent) cases as unsubstantiated, leaving 490,085 offenders, or 19.5 percent 
of the original entries, awaiting disposition. 

Most juveniles taken into custody were not detained in 1977. Only 14.6 percent of 
those \'lho were not filed on are detained initially. Of those who wer~ passed through 
the prosecution step, 70.9 percent were not detained, However, the majority (63.8 
percent) of those who were detained were filed on, with just the reverse true for 
those not detained (Appendix 0, Table 0-32, p. 156). 

Since 1975, the trend in detention has been one of consistent elimination of han­
dling nop?etition cases by detention. In 1975, 55.7 percent (204,129) of those per­
sons under 18 who had been detained did not have petitions filed. Compared to 1977 
detention rates, where only 36.2 percent (108,587) were filed on without detention, 
the variance over 1975 leads to two rather distinctive, if not opposing~ questions--
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could the obvious reduction in detention rates for cases where no petition (Figure 
15, below) is filed be interpreted that since 1975 there has been a definite reduc­
tion in the number of persons under 18 who (1) are wrongfully detained and found later 
not to warrant petition status, or (2) are rightfully detained but an insufficiency 
of evidence effected a dislnissal without petition (Appendix D, Table D-32,p. 156). 

FIGUREI5 
COMPARISON OF TOTAL REFERRALS HANDLED 
IITHOUT PETITION AND DETAINED WITHOUT 

PETITION 11975-1977) 

55.2 54.9 53.1 

1916 1971 

D PERC£NT •. PERCENT 
,. bETAINED TOTAL REFERRALS 

(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE 0-32,p.1561. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTINATES 
OF 1975,1976, AND 1971 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTlCS.(PITTSBURGH, 
PA: HATIONAL CENTER fOR JUVE"I~E JUSTICE, 1919) 
FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BT THE N,l!'~'i~t JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~ENT 
CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICA. JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 

Figure 16 (p. 55) indicates that of all juveniles detained while awaiting a court 
hearing, approximately 94.1 percent al'e held in secure fa.cilities. * It also shows 
the proportion of juveniles being detained in secure facilities by the size of the 
jurisdiction. The proportion of total juveniles detained who are held in secure 
facilities decreases with the size of the jurisdiction (Appendix D, Table D-33, p. 
157) . 

Figure 17 (p. 56) is a comparison of the proportion of total referrals that received 
detention and the proportion of those who were eventually filed on. Detention rates 
have changed very little since 1975; however, there is a definite reduction in the 
percentage that are never filed on. This reduction is somehow linked to changes in 
policy or procedures governing petition filing criteria used by individual agencies. 
This seems obvious ~rom the fact that total detention percentages remain unchanged 
and petition filing rates are changing. This fact would lead one to believe that 
the primary motivation has been to increase the number of cases involving persons 

*Based upon data collected in a sample of 280 counties in 22 States for a national 
survey conducted by NJJSAC in 1977. 
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FIGURe: 16 

THE PERCENT OF PERSONS UNDER 18 DETAINED IN SECURE FACILITY 
Bl' SIZE OF JURISDICTION (POPULATION) 

(/971) 

91.1 96.8 

1,000,000 • 500,000- 250,000- 100,000- 50,000- 25,000- 10,000 - UNDER TOTA L 
OR MORE 999,999 499,999 249,999 99,999 49,999 24,999 

SIZE OF JURISDICTION 

(SEE APPENDIX O. TABLE 0-33, P.I~7). 

SOURCE: NATIOHAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER • 2~-HOUR JUVENILE INTH,'. 
SERVICES SU~VEY.· (SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 19T9) 

FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NHIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMEHT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, 
CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 
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de~ained to meet petition filing criteria,· 1.. n h 
ta1.ned. sort, petition more of those de-

~o~he: function that could influence this 1· . 
Jur1.sd1.ctions combine the separa~e h . re a~1.ons~1.p would be the fact that many 

d d · . . ~ ear1.ng seSS1.ons 1.nto 0 p 1· . 
an a Jud1.cat1.on hearings may be combined with th d .ne. r~ 1.m1.nary hearings 
mean. that unless the juvenile had alread had th e eten~1.on hear1.ngs. This would 
heanng, the petition filing decision an~ d ~ deten~1.?n status set by special 
concurrently. Concurrent decisions 11 etent1.on d~C1.Sl0n would have been made 
of juveniles detained and petitioned

a 
owldno opportunlty for variance, and the ratio 

wou approach 100.0 percent. 

fiGURE 17 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL REFERRALS DETAINED 
AND DETAINED WITH PETITION (1975-1917) 

63.B 

51.1 

44.3 

~ PERCENT • PERCENT DETAINED 
tiE:?:::J DETAINED AND PETITIONED 

(SEE APPENDI~ 0, TABLE D.32,~.156l. 

SOURCE: NATiONAL CEnER fOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTINATES OF 1915 
1916, AN9 1917 ~ATlONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS (PITTSBURGH ' 
PA· NATIONAL CENrER fOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979): • 

mURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT CElrH (SACRUENTD, CA' ANERIC-U JUSTICE INSTlTUrE,I980). 

Serious offenses in 1977 made u over h 
tion was provided. This perceniage hasal~o (52.5 p~rcent) of those cases where deten­
of 32.9 percent. Correspondingly stat~s o;;ver, l~creased. over tl.le 1975 proportion 
percent, from 38.8 percent in 1975 I t ~nses ave decreased ln 1977 to 22.0 
category individually serl.· ous and·l n ere~tlngly enough, when examining each offense 
1 ' ess-serlOUS offens d t . 7 to 23 percent and unchanging' e e entlon rates were at about 
Slightly .. In 1975, 39.7 percent ~~;~ ~~~:ine~tat~~ offenses, however, have changed 
were deta1.ned. Though not hi hI . " ' w lIe 1977 shows only 22.2 percent 
less in 1977, and more in 197~ Y Sl~~fl~ant, s~atus offenses do seem to be detained 
dling of status offenses throu~hP~~Sl ~ ue to lncreased emphasis on unofficial han-

lverSlon programs (Appendix D, Table D-34, p. 158). 
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As expected, those cases referred by law enforcement agencies constitute the majority 
of those detained (84.9 percent). However, it is of great interest to note that re­
ferrals by corrections agencies are detained at a higher rate (46.8 percent) than 
referrals from any other agency including law enforcement. Since the majority of 
corrections referrals are concerning a new offense being committed while under super­
vision, it seems obvious chat if adjudicated offenders come from corrective status 
as failures, then detention is most often considered a justifiable alternative to 
more lenient handling. It seems evident that such is the case (Appendix D, Table 
D-35, p. 159). 

Sex and Detention 

The proportion of males and females detained is approximately that of those referred, 
or 74.9 percent male and 25.1 percent female in 1977. For the years between 1975 
and 1977, the proportion is very similar, with essentially no change in the popula­
tion detained by sex. Thus, it appears that the juvenile's sex does not substantially 
influence the detention decision outcome (Appendix D, Table D-36, p. 160). 

Race and Detention 

The three years of data that are available between 1975 and 1977 indicate that whites 
constitute the majority of those persons detained and the racial distribution is about 
the same as for those not detained. Individually, other races are detained more often 
than either whites or blacks. If all non-white races are combined, this group consti­
tutes the majority of persons detained. 

Although some difference does exist when grouping minorities together,* individually 
it is of great interest to see that black (21.0 percent) and white (20.4 percent) 
juvenile detention rates are close enough to be able to stipulate that no apparent 
bias can be seen to exist in the detention decision outcomes due to race alone for 
1977. Apparently, then, detention criteria are not a function of race, but are more 
probably a function of other factors (e.g., family status, prior offense history) 
(Appendix D, Table D-37, p. 161). 

Temporary detention while awaiting a court hearing can incorporate various methods 
of incarceration. The majority of such cases (75.5 percent) are within the confines 
of the detention home. In addition, in 1977, 20.8 percent were held in adult jails 
or police station lockups. Since 1975, however, the trend has been to use adult jails 

~Generally~ nation~l data sources utilize a m1.nlmum of three categories when report-
1.ng.race, l.e., whlte, b1~ck, and other. However, in one recent special report, the 
Natlonal Center for Juvenlle Justice (NCJJ) reported court referral and detention 
d~ta ~o: the years be:ween 1975-1977 in only two racial categories, i.e., white and 
m1.nor1.t1.es (all nonwhlte) (Smith, 1980). This same Center (NCJJ) publishes the 
National Juvenile Court Estimates where in eac~l of the three years I publications (1975-
1977) they stated that: 

The reporting of race varied greatly in the data. Some states reported white, 
black, and other, while a few states reported ten categories of race. For the 
purpose of consistency between states, three categories of race were selected. 
The "other" category refers to all races who were reported as not white or 
black. 
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and lockups to a lesser degree. In 1975, an estimated 38.3 percent (82,959) of all 
juveniles detained were held in adult jails or police station detention cells. This 
figure dropped to 19.5 percent (48,714) in 1976 and 20.8 percent (47,658) in 1977. 
This trend to restrict the use of adult detention facilities has been consistent for 
all races, with whites (3.6 percent) more likely to be held in adult jails than blacks 
(2.6 percent) and other races (4.3 percent) slightly higher than whites. The shift 
from 1975 has been to use detention homes more often in 1977 than adult jails and 
lockups (Appendix D, Table D-66, p. ]90; D-67, p. 191). 

Age and Detention 

Proportionately fewer persons under 18 who were referred to the juvenile court were 
detained in 1977 than in 1975. That seems to be especially true for younger age 
groups. Of those children under the age of 11, 86.9 percent were not detained in 
1975, whereas in 1977 the percentage was 94.4. Proportionately, those juveniles under 
the age of 10 comprise 13.0 percent of all ages who were not detained in 1977. In 
1975, they accounted for only 3.0 percent (Appendix D, Table D-38, p. 162). 

In contrast to the trends for younger juveniles, for the age groups over 10 years 
old, the 1975 proportions, in almost every case, were greater or the same as in 1977. 
This relationship holds true for all age groups. When examining the percent of the 
individual age group that was detained, more of the 1975 age group population was 
detained than for 1977 regardless of the age of the juvenile. 

In conclusion, then, it would seem that older juveniles are detained more frequently 
than their younger counterparts. In fact, it can be seen in Figure 18 (p. 59) that 
in 1977 the trend is to detain fewer cases for all ages than in 1975. However, the 
trend to detain older juveniles is the same for both years. Figure 19 (p. 60) indi­
cat·~~ another aspect of detention that cannot be seen by examining detention rates; 
that is, the change in proportion of those juveniles referred but not detained by 
individual age group between 1975 and 1977. Though it appears that detention may 
be related to the more advanced ages, it probably is not entirely a function of age. 
The median ages do not differ significantly from detention to non-detention over the 
years since 1975 (Appendix D, Table D-38, p. 162). 

Age itself can be the medium for many other related effects. For example, Figure 20 
(p. 61) is 'the graphic representation of two singular effects (prior court referrals 
and detention) and their separate relationships to age* for 1977. It seems obvious 
that the relationship of age to prior court referrals is very similar to that of de­
tention--older juveniles are detained at a higher percentage and also have more prior 
court referrals. In conjunction with this fact is the additional fact that for 1977, 
41.5 percent of all court referrals detained had prior referrals, and only 27.3 per­
cent of those not detained had priors. The apparent conclusion, therefore, even with­
out analytical proof, is that age alone is probably not a major determinant of a re­
ferral's detention status. Any such indication is illusory, and more likely a func­
tion of a juvenile's prior referral history. Merely being 17 (an older juvenile) does 
not necessarily increase the probability of being detained. However, being 17 does 
indicate a propensity toward having previous court referrals (Appendix D, Tables D-3l, 
p. 155; D-38, p. 162; D-39, p. 163; and D-40, p. 164). 

*The three-way relationship of prior referrals, detention status, and age could not be 
analyzed statistically because of the fact that such three-way interactions or cross­
tabulations are not presently included in the national juvenile court estimates pro­
vided by the National Center for Juvenile Justice. 
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FIGURE 18 

PROPORTION OF TOTAL REFERRALS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
DETAINED BY AGE AND YEAR 
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(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE 0-38, p.162). 

31.4 31.8 

14 15 16 11 

_1975 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CEHTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1975 AND 1977 
NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. ( PITTSBURGH, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979 l. 
FI GURE CONSTRUCTED BYTHE NATIONM JUVENILE JUSTICE SrSTEIII ASSESS~ENT CENTER 
(SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 
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FIGURE /9 

CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF COURT REFERRALS 
NOT DETAINEDJ BY AGE 
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(SEE APPENDIX D. TABLE 0-38, p.162l. 

SO URCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JlNENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTINATES OF 1975 
AND 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICs'[ PITTSBURGH, PA:JiIAnONAl 
CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979). 

FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVEJIILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSN ENT CENTER (SACRAIilENTO, W ANERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 
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FIGURE 20 

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTION OF COURT REFERRALS 
DETAINED AND THOSE HAVING PRIOR COURT REFERRALS, BY AGE 

(1977) 
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. ( SEE APPENDIX D, TAB LES 0-31 AND 38, pp,155,1621. 

15 16 17 

PRIOR COURT REFERRALS 

35.2 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENilE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1977 NATIONAL COURT 
PROCESSING STATISTICS. ( PITTSBURGH, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENilE JUSTICE, 1979). 
FIGUR E CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, 
CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980l. 
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I~ conclusion, variance in detention decision outcomes for 1977 is probably most 
h~ghly related to the number of prior delinquency referrals to juvenile court. 
Individual physical characteristics are most likely the least effective influence 
on whether or not a juvenile should be detained. If they exert any universal in­
fluence, it would most likely be in conjunction with either prior offense history 
or the incident offense and not as the sole determinant of the detention decision 
outcomes. 

Even though offense-related variables prove to be the major determinants, and 
not physical characteristics, it has been shown in other studies that some social 
variables can account for differences in detention decision outcomes (Cohen, 1975c; 
Smith, Black, and Weir, 1979). In 1977, the fact that a juvenile was living with 
natural parents when referred to juvenile court intake favored the child's release 
to their custody. Of such cases, 91.6 percent were released and not detained. 
Figure 21 (below) illustrates that there is a definite relationship between living 
arrangements and the decision to detain. Juveniles who are either independent or 
inst.itutionalized are more likely to be detainedo Independent children's detention 
rate was 31.7 percent, while those juveniles already institutionalized had a simi­
larly high detention rate of 43.9 percent. The indication seems to be that living 
arrangements that appear to be less responsible or appear less able to be respon­
sible for the child (split-families) do influence decisionmakers to detain slightly 
more often. The conclusion would indicate that there probably is another axiom, in 
addition to the three first mentioned, that comes into playas a criterion for 
detention: this one concerning the environment the child would be released to and 
its ability to afford the child adequate guidance and supervision while awaiting 
the disposition of the court (Appendix D, Table D-4l, p. 165). 

FIGURE 21 

PERCENT OF PERSONS UNDER 18 DETAINED BY CURRENT 
LIVING ARR,~,l{GEMENTS OF CHILO (1917) 

43.9 

UTURAL NOTHER FATHER ONE STEP FOSTER RELATIVES I~O=.DEn INSTITUTION 
PARENTS ONLY OUY PARENT FUlLY '""" 

(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE 0-41, p.16~1. 

SOURCE: rATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ~OVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1971 NATIONAL 
COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. (PITTSBURGH, PA' NATlON~L CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTlCE,1979) 

FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMEHr CENTER (SACRANENTD, 
CA' AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 
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The unusual rate of 25. S' percent detained for foster families is more easily under­
stood as a function of prior delinquency referrals rather than the family situation. 
Foster families often have children who have been previously referred to juvenile 
court. In 1977, 47.7 percent of children referred who were living in a foster home 
did have at least one prior referral. This was the highest percentage of any living 
arrangement examined. Figure 22 (below) shows the corresponding trends for juveniles 
c,,,tained and those having prior referrals, taking into account their living arrange­
ments. The influence of priors is probably at least a partial influence in even this 
(Appendix D, Table D-42, p. 166). 

Generally, the factor of prior delinquency referrals is the most influential deter­
minant of detention decision outcomes~ and is an influence in conjunction with the 
current incident offense and the living arrangements of the caild at the tim~ of re­
ferral. 

FIGURE 22 

COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 DETAINED· 
WITH THOSE HAVING PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

BY CURRENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF CHILD (1977) 

47.7 

ONE STEP F OS IE R 
PARENT fAMILY 

NATURAL M OTHER FATHER 
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RELAnm INDEPENDOO INSTITUTION 

W~~~~~~~J~~)::I 0 ETAINED PRIOR DELINOUENCY REFERRALS 
(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLES 0-41 AND 42, pp.165, 1661. 
SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSIIIG 
STATISTICS. (PITTSBURGll, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979). 

FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA: 
AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980). 
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NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED ANNUALLY 
THROUGH THE COURT HEARINGS COMPONENT OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION~ FOLD CHART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 

Court ~rocedures are.su~fic~entlY varied to complicate description. It is particu­
larly lmportant to dlstln~lsh.between the physical movement of the juvenile and the 
pro?r~ss ?f t~e case. A Juvenlle may physically be located at the intake or detention 
~ac~~~t~ ln elther a secure or nonsecure environment, depending upon the petition that 
lS ~ e. However~ ~t the same time, the "case" may actually pass through several 
~earl~gs where declslons are made by the court relative to the eventual status of the 
Juvenlle. 

The many court phases may be shown as: 

• the detention hearing @ 

• the preliminary hearing @ 
8 the fitness hearing (to certify as adult or juvenile) @ 

• the hearing of motions filed @ 

• the adjudication hearing (a hearing of fact) @ 

• the disposition (placement) @ 
Ma~y juv~niles will p:oceed di:ectly to disposition from the preliminary hearing, while 
?t ers ~lll have multlple ~earl~g:, motions filed and heard, and special fitness hear­
lngs prl0r to the actual dlSposltlon. Despite the large number of different possible 
court procedures, not all of these court procedures need be in every system. 

T~e disposition hearing . ~ has many varied dispositional alternatives. These op­
t:ons range from an acqu1-ttal to full commitment to either a state or local correc­
t1-onal agency. A co~rt officer ~y,~. order to conduct further social studies or 
th h .. Wv l- 1-SPOS1- 1-on an reprocess because of a change 1-n status 16 18 ele~to ,·'~thho~d d' 't' d 

e case: .T e ~ourt may elect to be enient 17 and suspend the case with or with­
out condltl0ns lmposed. 

If probation is the dispo~ition, then the juvenil~may be referred to the probation 
department for formal or 1-nfor.mal jurisdiction QJV 

In almost all cases, ~ny action, change, or upgrading of the juvenile's status as a 
case made after the dlsposition decision @ is under the jurisdictional control 
~f ~he.co~rt, regardless of what component Inay have the actual physical or supervisory 
Jurlsdlctl0n of the juvenile. 

The court hearings compon~nt is pr~marily concerned with the disposition hearing. 
There are man~ other hearlngs leadlng to this one; however, they are all seen as pre­
paratory hearlngs aimed at defining the purpose and need of the dispositional hearing 
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in each case. Those hearings lleading to this function of the juvenile court are 
rightfully court functions and are conducted by court personnel. Because of their 
preparatory nature and their precedence to the disposition, these hearings have been 
discussed and analyzed in the sections on the Court Intake Component (pp. 42-51) and 
the Prosecution Component (pp. 52-58) in this document. This Section deals primarily 
with the dispositional decision as the key point in juvenile justice processing. All 
previous decisions made concerning the processing of juvenile cases are ma.de relative 
to the presence of this hearin.g. Cases not warranting this hearing are dismissed or 
diverted away from further processing before reaching this point in the system. It 
is for this reason that court dispositional decisions can be considered as the key-
stone of juvenile justice. 

Court Hearings Processing Profile 

An estimate of about 508,910 cases were heard by juvenile or famjly courts QJD in 
the United States in 1977. 'This represents about 20.3 percent of all cases referred 
to the system from all sources. Of these cases, 490,085 w~rc processed from the pro­
secution component and were adjudicated (petition sustained) on new or first-time of­
fenses. The remaining 18,825 cases, or 3.7 percent of those cases heard, were as a 
result of system revocations of a current parole, probation, or aftercare status. 

Of the 11 dispositional choices available, 27.4 percent or 139,258 cases had decisions 
rendered by the court that resulted in either dismissal or diversion away from formal 
system processing. In 31,064 cases, or 6.1 percent of those disposed of, the deci­
sion was to withhold disposition due to a continuance or change in status. Of these 
cases, .28,430 (5.6 percent) were acquitted, or the commitment was suspended, and were 
released from further proc:essing. Another 4.5 percent (22,716) were transferred to 
other jurisdictions. 

Of 508,910 cases decided upon in 1977, some 72.6 percent (369,652) were kept under 
the jurisdictional control of the system in one form or another. The most frequent 
disposition was a commitment to probation. An estimated 247,620 cases, or 48.6 per­
cent of the 508,910 cases decided, were placed on probation in 1977. The decision 
to commit to local correctional agencies was reached in 12.5 percent (63,622) of all 
cases, and commitments to State correctional agencies decided on for 10.2 percent 
(52,701) of all cases heard. By far the largest number of cases are placed on pro­
bation, and the next greatest number sent to local correctional agencies, eventually 
resulting in placement in local camps, group homes, foster homes, or other suitable 
court-approved placements. 

In examining the court dispositional hearing, generally each dispositional choice 
is approached as a measurement of severity. In rendering one choice over another, 
the decision is often seen as a matching process where the juvenile court tries to 
attach the correct alternative to the crime perpetrated or the situation presented. 
"In essence, the contention is that certain youths are more likely to be accorded 
severe treatment, not necessarily because of the nature of the offenses \vi th which 
they are charged, but rather because they fit the preconceived notions or stereotypes 
of the delinquent that court officials have formulated" (Cohen, 1975a:13). 

In examining the characteristics of the population of offenders where disposition 
decisions are rendered, this report is only attempting to illustrate the nature and 
description of the offender base so handled. Any attempt to extrapolate a causal 
relationship to offender characteristics is inherently contrary to the justice system, 
its practices, and its policies. 
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Other studies such as that done by Cohen (1975a) initially indicate the intention to 
empirically examine variables most substantially related to the severity of disposi­
tion. In this report, the assumption is that the underlying philosophy of the juve­
nile justice system is not one of penalty but of treatment. In this way, all dis­
positions made by the court, though penalty may be inherent by the nature of the 
alternative chosen, are assumed to be chosen as the court's indication of the proper 
handling (or treatment) for the juvenile's needs. 

A status offender who receives a commitment to a local correctional agency so as to 
be placed in a foster horne should not be evaluated as receiving a more or less severe 
disposition than another offender placed on probation under the supervision of the 
parents. Each case is evaluated on its own merits and the dispositional choice made 
in recognition of the offender's particular needs. Since the basis of all juvenile 
justice philosophy is treatment or rehabilitation, then when a habitual offender is 
committed to an institution, it could be viewed as the court's enactment of the re­
habilitative goal of the system and not one of punishment. Severity as measured by 
the restrictiveness of the court's dispositional cboice is ·only a st~tement of the 
nature of the disposition, not its purpose. In deference to the adult system, punish­
ment is not the goal of the juvenile court's dispositional choices. Therefore, any 
finding showing that offender characteristics are re~_ated to the disposition is merely 
a measure of chance association, not of causal bias. 

Those cases handled by the court at the dispositional hearing @ are cases having 
petitions. Nonp~tition cases are handled prior to official court action and may 
have similar dispositions only labeled as handled unofficially. In 1977, 72.4 per­
cent (247,620) of all cases referred and handled by a disposition of probation had 
formal petitions, with 27.6 percent (94,396) handled informally GD . Informal pro­
bation is usually instituted by the court intake officer. Generally, the cases where 
institutionalization or placement with an official agency within the system is called 
for are handled by petition. Cases usually resulting in diversion or dismissal are 
usually handled long before the court dispositional hearing. Nearly 87 percent (86.8) 
of all cases resulting in dismissal, 76.3 percent of all cases dismissed or unproven, 
and 77.8 percent of all cases resulting in referrals to other jurisdictions are han­
dled without a petition. 

Generally, only cases resulting in some form of physical restriction under the juris­
dictional control of the corrections component are forwarded to the court under peti­
tion. Figure 23 (P.67 ) is comparison of the petition cases by their dispositions 
for 1975 and 1977. With the exception of those dispositional choices resulting in 
dismissal or diversion (e.g., dismissal, transfer, and special proceedings), 1977 
statistics show an increase in the number of these dispositions being rendered by 
official dispositional hearings under petition. Commitments or referrals to a public 
agency or depart.ment were 22.9 percent handled by petition in 1975 and 93.6 percent 
in 1977. However, t.he number (16,308 cases in 1975 and 19,680 cases in 1977) of indi­
vidual cases has not changed significantly. The change, therefore, that accounts for 
so dramatic an increase in the percentage is the dramatic reduction in the total num­
ber of cases so disposed. In 1975, 70,304 cases were referred to public agencies 
with 77.1 percent of them placed nonjudicially without a petition. In 1977) only 
21,026 cases were placed in public agencies or departments, with the greatest portion 
or 93.6 percent of these handled officially after hearing a petition (Appendix 0, 
Table 0-43, p. 167). 

The dramatic red.uction in the rate of petitions that are dismissed as unproven in the 
dispositional hearings is another significant difference between 1975 and 1977. In 
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FIGURE 23 

PROPORTION OF REFERRALS HANDLED 
JUDICIALLY BY DISPOSITION RENDERED 

(1975,1977) 
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94.9 
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(SEE APPENDIX D. TABLE D - 43. p. 167 l.. 
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SOURCE :'~ATlONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1975 AND 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. (PITTSBURGH, 
PA: NATIONAL. CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979 l. 
fiGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 19BOL 
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1975~ 57.5 percent of all cases di5missed du~ to insufficient evidence were petition 
cases that were handled judicially. In 1977, only 23.7 percent of these cases were 
dismissed at the court hearing; the majority were handled prior to the hearing. The 
probable explanation would be the increased activity and responsibility of the prose­
cutor's office in recent years in screening the petition requests for the efficacy 
of the request (Appendix 0, Table 0-43, p. 167). 

Figure 24 (p. 69) illustrates the overall change in the dispositional decision out­
comes between 1975 and 1977. Examining the outcomes in this way points out the 
changing face of dispositional decisionmaking policy. Fluctuations due to numbers 
of cases may dramatically change the petition rates but will not necessarily show 
realistic shifts in the total philosophy of making dispositional choices. Generally, 
there was very little change in the total picture of dispositional choices for peti­
tioned cases. Dismissals were down by 12.8 percentage points, and dismissals unproved 
increased by 9.3 percentage points, a net change of -3.5 percentage points. Special 
proceedings or having a case handled in some special way have increased 15.9 per­
centage points; however, the proportion of cases handled in this way (some 303, or 
less than O.l_percent) is s~gnificant. Probation remains the major dispositional 
choice for 37.4 percent (247,620) of petition cases. In 1975, probation was chosen 
for 47.3 percent (277,656) of petitioned cases (Appendix OJ Table 0-43, p. 167). 

It should be noted here that any further analysis of court dispositions and offender 
characteristics cannot be confidently associated with the dispositional hearing alone 
or the outcome of such a hearing. The primary reason for this fact is the nature of 
the data. Since this report is essentially a secondary analysis of juvenile court 
statistics provided by other sources, it is limited to the type and form of data 
available. National juveni Ie court data are essentially an analysis of intake sta­
tistics. To segment these data to help describe the court hearing would necessitate 
in-depth multi-way analyses requiring the combined effects of more than two variables. 
The national estimates supplied for this secondary analysis only report the effects 
of two variables, and furthermore, make no particular attempt to apply any of these 
to answering pertinent questions. 

In order to examine any special effect and its association with the disposition ren­
dered, three variables would normally need to be considered to separate intake dis­
positions from those of the court. 

Therefore, further examination of the dispositional choices rendered and any subse­
quent relationships with other variables are not expressly for court hearings but 
include intake dispositions as well as can only be generalized to the court's deci­
sion process by association. Future reports of this nature should attempt to better 
separate these effects in attempting a definitive description of the juvenile court 
hearing process and its outcomes. 

In the following analysis of dispositional data, all cases are referred to as offend­
ers, even though some are not adjudicated as such.* In general, the largest number 
of offenders referred to juvenile court are dismissed. Some are dismissed summarily 
(dismissed) while others are dismissed due to insufficient evidence to sustain the 
allegation that a crime had been committed or to indicate that the child's situation 

*Court data supplied by the National Center for Juvenile Justice did not allow the 
separation of adjudicated versus nonadjudicated cases when examining disposition by 
characteristics. 

68 

FIGURE 24 

CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 HANDLED IN 
A DISPOSITIONAL HEARING BY DISPOSITION RENDERED 

( 1975, 1977 ) 
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CHANGE + 0.2 
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( SEE APPENOIX D, TABLE 0-43, p.l&ll. 

SOURCE:, NAtiONAL CENfER fOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1915 AND 1971 NATIONAL COUR~ PROCESSING STATISTICS. 

(PITTSBURGH, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUV ENILE JUSTICE, 1979l. 

+6.3 

FIGURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE N.AflONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENrO, CA : AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,1980). 
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warranted system intervention (dismissed unproved). Together, these two dismissal 
categories aCCouht for 46.2 percent of all disposition decisions. For individual 
offense categories, 51.8 percent of less-serious offenses, 47.0 percent of status 
offenses, and 42.4 percent of serious offenses are dismissed (Appendix 0, Table 0-44, 
p. 168). 

The Offense and the Disposition 

Probation of the juvenile, including tnfo:rmal probation, is the second most often 
rendered decision by the system in general. 

The l.;.pe of offense does seem to make a difference in 1977 as to whether a decision­
maker will place the juvenile on probation. Of all serious offenders, 30.3 percent 
were placed on probation, as were 21.3 percent of less-serious offenders and 17.7 
percent of status offenders. Though the proportion of each offense type placed on 
probation is different (e.g., considerably more serious offenders receive probation 
than status offenders), the decision choice to use probation as a treatment is the 
maj or system alternative for all types of offenses. Other than probation, status of­
fenders are transferred more often that serious or less-serious offenders. This would 
seem to comply with the basic tenet or goal of the therapeutic nature of the system. 
Status offenders are generally cases requiring services other than jurisdictional 
restriction, services often best handled by welfare or children's service agencies 
(Appendix 0, Table 0-44, p. 168). 

Between the years of 1975 and 1977, the overall dispositional pattern has changed 
very little, with the possible exception of the use of transfer of jurisdictional 
control for status offenders. In 1975, transfers to other jurisdictions or depcn·t­
ments comprlsed only 3.2 percent of the dispositional choices for status offenders. 
In 1977, transfers were utilized 13.8 percent of the time. An obvious increase in 
the proportion of status offenses being transferred, hypothetically to welfare agen­
cies, in recent years would indicate a substantiation of the decisionmaker's propen­
sity to d.irect status offenders away from systematic jurisdictional control. Dein­
stitutionalization legislation when instituted as agency policy and decisionmaker's 
directives would tend to favor transferring the offender for status offenses and not 
other offense types (Appendix 0, Table 0-44, p. 168). 

The combined knowledge that the majority of offenses transferred are handled without 
petitions (77.8 percent) and that status offenders are generally handled unofficially 
(65.8 percent) would indicate that persons under 18 referred for status offenses are 
more likely to be transferred to other 'lfare or children's service agencies prior 
to the official court hearing. Figure 25 (p. 71) is a comparison of these two trends 
showing that since 1975 the trend has been to handle and transfer a majority of sta­
tus offenders unofficially or without a formal petition. In addition to these, the 
p-roportion of status offenders handled by transfer is shown. The fact that all three 
trends follow the same pattern would indicate a close causal relationship such as 
would be true if the most frequent means of handling status offenders was to transfer 
them at court intake. This fact leads to the additional supposition that this pheno­
menon is basically a change i~ the intake policy, favoring the transfer and handling 
of status offenders outside of the system in 1977, where this was not as widespread 
in 1975 (Appendix D, Table 0-43, p. 167; Table 0-44, p. 168; and Table 0-45, p. 169). 

Statu;:; offender cases are usually cases due to a chance situation rather than a pro­
pensity within the child to run counter to the law. Thus, they most often are cases 
of a single offense (72.0 percent) with no prior offense history resulting in previous 
referrals to court (Appendix 0, Table 0-26, p. 150). 
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FIGURE 25 
COIIPARI§QH Qf THf TOTAL NUI/OER OF TRANSFERS IlAlJE 
NONJUDICIALLY, STATUS OFFENSE CASES TRANSFERRED 
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(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLES 0-43.44 AND45. pp.167,ISB.169l. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 1975 
1976, AND 19H NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATlSrrCS. (PITTSBURGH •• 
PA: NA.TlONAL CEftTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 1979). 

mURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE UTiONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYS7EN 
ASSESSMEn CENTER (SACRAMENTO, CA' ANERIC,u JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,1930). 

Very seldom is there any single effect that is the only true determinant of a given 
relationship. Certainly in the history of juvenile justice research there has not 
been a single physical, social, or offender related characteristic that could ac­
count for why children are processed or handled in the way they are within the sys­
tem. What has been found, however, is that there is one single factor that is almost 
indisputedly a major determinant of system processing. However, that factor, the 
prior offense history of an offender, applies only when taken in combination with 
one or more factors such as age, sex, race, or offense type. 

In 1977, 70.5 percent of all offenders had no prior court referrals, and 29.5 per­
cent had one or more. The major proportion of both groups were placed on probation, 
or 28.7 percent of those without priors, and 31.8 percent of those with prior refer­
rals. Only 7.7 percent of prior offenders were placed in institutions; however, 
68.7 percent of those placed in institutions had prior court referrals. Figure 26 
(p.72 ) indicates the percentage of each type of disposition that were cases with 
prior referrals to court. With total referrals showing twice as many first-time 
or new offenders as prior offenders, any dispositions showing an opposite relation­
ship would indicate at least a partial consideration of the significance of an of­
fender's previous record. It does seem consistent with processing trends that in­
stitutional placements within State-operated facilities or private agencies show a 
high percentage of prior referrals, and contrastingly, low percentage of prior re­
ferrals for cases that were dismissed (25.1 percent), transferred to other 
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jurisdict..Luh.:.> (21.6 percent), held open (28.2 percent), or had to pay fines or resti­
tution (8.1 percent). Offenders who are referred to COUl't repeatedly do eventually 
make up the largest portion of what are often referred to as the more seve:re or re­
strictive dispositions (Appendix 0, Table 0-46, p. 170). 

FIGURE 26 

PROPORTION OF COURT DISPOSITIONS HAVING ONE OR "'ORE PRIOR REFERRALS TO COURT 
(1971) 

68.1 

AOULI DISMISSED TRANSFER HELD PROBATION FINE, CfUHOLElIT PUBUC PUBLIC PRIVATE INOIVIOlIIl SPECIAL OTHER TOTAL 
COURT uNPROVED ro OTHER 0 PEN RESlirunOR IHsnrUIiON INSTlTUnOHGEOCY OR AGENCY O!/ PROCEEDINGS TRANSFER 

.AJRISOICnOll DEPARTMENT OEPl.RTMENT 

(SEt APPENOIX 0, TABLE 0-46, p.IIO I. 

SOURCE; NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENilE JUSTICE. AOVANCE ESTIWATES OF 1977 NATIOHl COUll PROCESSI"' STATISTICS. 
(PITTSBURGH, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENilE JUSTICE, 19191. 

fiGURE CONSTRUCTEO BY THE NATIONAL JUVf.NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMEH CERIER (SACRAMEUO, CA· AMERICAN 
JUSTICE IHSTITUTE, 19&01. 

Figure 27 (p. 73) is a comparison of selected dispositions and the characteristics 
of the offenders handled. It seems evident that the less restrictive dispositions 
are usually cases with few prior referrals and charged with less serious offenses, 
and consequently are more likely to be handled unofficially at intake than the more 
serious offenses, having many prior referrals, The question brought to mind here is 
concerning the nature of these prior offenses: Are cases which have prior offense 
histories and referred for either serious or less serious offenses receiving more 
severe dispositions because of the nature of their history or the current. offense? 

Of the less restrictive dispositional choices, there are some interesting points of 
fact. Offenders placed on probation are primarily referred to court and handled as 
official cases--only 27.6 percent are actually handled unofficially--yet only 31.6 
percent have prior court referrals. Figure 27 (p. 73) indicates that only 40.6 per­
cent of cases given probation are for less-serious offenses. It would seem, then, 
that these less-serious offenses having few or no prior referrals could be t.he cases 
handled at intake. However, a majority of cases given probation are first-time of­
fenders and are still forwarded to court. Thus, it would seem that in some cases 
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FIGURE 27 

COMPARISON OF SERIOUSNESS Of OFFENSE AND PRIOR COURT REFERRALS WITH 
MANNER OF HANDLING BY DISPOSITION RENDERED 

( 1917 ) 
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This split is further substantiated by twa facts, the first being that the number of 
prior offenses is equally distributed among the offenses. Serious offenders make up 
the majority of prior offenders in each category regardless of the number of prior 
referrals. Status offenders have fewer, regardless of the number of priors. Thus, 
prior criminal experience is approximately equal among each type of offender (Appen­
dix 0, Table 0-47, p. 171). 

Serious offenses are handled officially (filing a petition) more often than any other 
offense type, and they also make up the greater percentage of the prior offenders 
category. This leads to the second fact, that court cases with prior court referrals 
are petitioned and handled formally more often than those without. Figure 28 (below) 
indicates that not only is this true, but the more prior referrals evident in a case 
history, the more likely the case is to be referred (Appendix 0, Table 0-48, p. 172). 

fiGURE 28 
JUVENILE CASES HANDLED FORMALLY BY PETITION 

AND NUMBER OF PRIOR COURT REFERRALS 
( 1977) 

68.3 

NONE I 450RMORE 
HUNBER Of PRIOR REFERHLS 

(SEE APPENDIX 0, TABLE D - 48, •• 172', 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENIL£ JUSnCC.ADVANCE ESTIMATES Of 1977 
NATIOIAL COURT PROCESSIN. STATISTICS. {PITTSaUnGH. PA: NATIOIAL 
CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. 1979!. 

mURE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACR~NENTO. CA' AMERICAl JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,19801. 

Thus, serious offenses are handled founally more often and petition filing rates do 
seem to be highly related to the number of prior referrals a juvenile has on his 
record. Court dispositions do also seem to be related to a juvenile's prior offense 
history. Figure 29 (p.75 ) displays the proportion of offenders having various num­
bers of prior referrals and their disposition of probation (less restrictive) and 
placement in a delinquency institution (restrictive).* It seems fairly conclusive 

*These two were found to generally be representative of the two categories of dis­
positional severity. 
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percentage had dropped to 31.3 percent (14,478). Though the pe:L'centage had dropp~d, 
the primary variance is in the total number of cases sentenced to delinquency in$ti­
tutions; in 1975, an estimated 71,710 cases were placed in such institutions, w~ile 
in 1977 there were 46,256 cases (Appendix 0, Table 0-46, p. 170). This represe)1ts a 
reduction of. 35.5 percent in commitments to delinquency institutions. No other in­
dividual disposition has shown such a decline, indicating a definite change in policy 
or commitment criteria for institutionalization. Figure 30 (below) indicates ,'that 
though the total number of commi tments to delinquency institutions and other restric­
tive dispositions have declined by 29,475 cases since 1975, commitments for !,erious 
offenses have increased, with little change for less serious offenses. The only ac­
tual decline in commitments in line with the total trend is in the number of status 
offenders bein.g committed to delinquency institutions. Since 1975, the disposition 
proportions have changed significantly for fdl dispositions rendered, resulting in 
highly restrictive handling of juvenile offenders. Dispositions for seriolls offenses 
were much more severe in 1977 at 59.2 percent (64,561) than in 1975 at 42.E, percent 
(59,370). Status offenses show the largest change since 1975. In 1975, 41,836 juve­
niles were referred for status offenses and were given restrictive dispositions. In 
1977, that figw:e dropped to 17,926 cases, or only 16.4 percent, recE:d:vi~.lg restri:c:ti:ve 
dispositions (Appendix 0, Table 0-50, p. 174). 

FI CURE 30 

CHANGE IN TOTAL NUMBER OF RESTRICTIVE DISPOSITIONS 
RENDERED, PORTIONED BY OFFENSE TYPE 11915 -1977) 
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SOURCE, unOUL CENm FOR .mEWILE JUSTICE. AIlVAICE ESTIIlATES OF 1915 
AND 1911 UTiOlAl COURT PROCESSIIG STATISTICS. (PITTSBUR;H, PA' MAnlJlA\. 
CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 19191. 
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FIGURE 31 
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FIGURE COlSTRUCTEO BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMEn CEITER (SACRAMENTO, CA' AHERICAM JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,19aO). 

Detention Status and Disposition 

The criteria for detaining a juvenile is . 
expected disposition to follow i th not to be 1nt~rpreted as a forecast of the 
determinant of the form of dispO~iti~ c~seh "However~ 1t may often be an indirect 
mine prior to adjudication that the .na~lol~es ava11able to the youth. To deter­
w~rranting restrictive detention, an~u~~~~ :f~s a ~~r~~t t~ the.co~u~ity. therefore 
w1th a fine, would seem to be an 1" d' t' fer a JU lcat10n d1sm1ss1ng the case 
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. enera y, case d1Spos1t10ns do indicate that for 
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more restrictive dispositions J a greater percentage were detained, and constrast­
ingly, the less restrictive cases are detained less often pri.~r :0 ~dj'~di.cation. The 
only significant exception is for cases transferred to othe:: Jur1sd1chons, whe~e 
63.7 percent of these cases were detained, Transfers const1tute 20.4 percent (67,860) 
of all those detained (Appendix 0, Table 0-51, p. 175). 

Transfers to other jurisdictions are about 40.0 percent (39,267) status offenses. in 
1977, and in 1975 were 85.0 percent (11,744). Since runaways generally are deta1ned 
in some form or another and then tr[:1.nsferred to the original jur~sdiction or the. 
juvenile's home it would seem that this finding is consistent w1th other such f1nd­
ings. The grow~h in transfers is surprising; however, in 1975 appro:cimately 13,823 
cases were transferred in this way, or about 1.0 percent of the total cases. In 1977, 
this total had increased to 98,476, or 7.0 percent of total cases (Appcmdix 0 ~ Table 
D-44, p. 168). 

Sex and Disposition 

In 1977 approximately 76.8 percent (1,076,812) of all court referrals were male, 
with 23:2 percent (324,893) female. An examinat~on o~ ~he court ~isp~sition.rendeTed 
leads to no further conclusion. Virtually all d1Spos1t10ns are d1str1bu~ed 1n the 
same respect as the total. This ratio (3 to 1) is the same as .that e~rl1er found to 
be so in arrest statistics, It is therefore assumed that sex ~tself ~s not a signi­
ficant detenminant of court dispositional outcomes (Appendix 0, Table 0-52, p. 176). 

Race and Disposition 

Generally, for each disposition rendered there are more whites than any other ::aces. 
This is in line with the total for 1977 where 72.2 percent (1,012,248) of a~l Juve­
niles referred to juvenile court are white, 20.1 per~ent ar~ black, and 7. 7 l?erce~t 
are from other races. Even with this larger proport10nal dl.f~er~nce,. ther~ ~s sUll 
a slight decrease in white offenders receivin? th~ mo::e restncuve d1Spos1hon~. 
Of those receiving commitment to delinquency 1nst1tut10ns, 64.1 percent w~re wh1te, 
29.0 percent were black, and 6.9 percent were of other ra~es. For l?robatlon, (~ no~­
restrictive disposition), 71.6 percent were white. The d1fference 1S not cr1tlc~1~ 
however, it does indicate a slight variance that seems ~o be spread across all s)lm1-
lar restrict~ve and nonrestrictive dispositions (AppendJ.X D, Table D-53, p. 177 . 

The difference in racial composition by disposition is more easily seen when grouping 
restrictive disposition and nonrestrictive disposition. Here, 66.4 pe~cent of re­
strictive dispositions for 1977 are white and 23.2 percent are black, w1th 10.4.percent 
other races. Consequently, 72.5 percent of nonrestrictive dispositions ar~ wh~te, 
19.8 percent are black, and 7.7 percent are of other race~. T~e ~arl~nce 1S m1~0::; 
however it does not change significantly even when group1ng, 1nd1cat1ng a stab1l1~y 
related'to disposition and another factor related to dispositional choices (Append1x 
0, Table 0-54, p. 178). 

Age and Disposition 

In 1977, regardless of the disposition rendered, older juv~niles ~ak~ up the largest 
portion of such decisions, with 17-year-olds being the ObV10US ~aJor~t~. Seventeen­
year-olds generally constitute about 20 to 30 percent of each ~lSposltl0nal category. 
For all dispositions, they compose 27:8 l?e::cent of ~he populat10~. Only for those, 
certified to adult court is there a slgn1f1cant var1ance over th1S total. Process1ng 
statistics for 1977 show that a much greater majority of all referrals to adult court 
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(52.5 percent) are 17 years old. This is 24.7 percentage points over the average for 
all referrals (27.8 percent). Consistent with the underlying philosophy of both the 
adult and juvenile systems, only older ages are generally referred to the adult court. 
Many jurisdictions have 16 as the upper age limit for defining a juvenile. Thus, 
l7-year-olds are therein considered as adults. This fact could explain why such a 
dramatic variance exists over the expected norm (Appendix 0, Table 0-55, p. 179; 
Table 0-56, p. 181). 

NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED ANNUALLY THROUGH 
WE CORRECTIONS AND AFTERCARE COMPONENTS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

THIS SECTION CONTAINS REFERENCE TO THE NATIONAL FLOW ESTIMATE 
IN APPENDIX E. TO PROPERLY RELATE THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE FOL­
LOWING SECTION .. FOLD CHART 1 OF APPENDIX E TO THE SIDE. 

A large variety of alternate paths are available at this point. A court may withhold 
disposition~ due to a change in post- or ~e-adjudicative status of the juvenile, to 
order studies~ or to continue the case ~ . A court may commit to correctional 
facilities~ some of which are considered to be local facilities ~ . Local facil­
ities are often under a different jurisdiction, and they are usually funded by county 
governments. Few counties, however, have more than group homes or crunps. Many feel 
that any juvenile who requires more specialized facilities should be committed to State 
institutions better able to offer the necessary programs and personnel. 

Duration of commitment may vary @ from the full length of internment to a shorter 
term due to, for example, a new offense while under the jurisdictional control of cor­
rections. Such a case would lead to a transfer of the case back to the court for pos­
sible reprocessing. Other options leading to termination of a case would be a normal 
discharge or placement in a pre-release unit or to place the juvenile in an aftercare 
situation. 

In some jurisdictions, a commitment is made from the county to a diagnostic and recep­
tion center for all new cases. After a few weeks' stay, offenders are transferred to 
the most appropriate program facility ~ . Some States have a reception and diag­
nostic facility, but not a State youth service bureau. In others, local judges make 
commitments directly to specific instftutions and maintain control over changes in 
motions to be released. 

Shelter facilities~ psychia~ric facilities~ and institutions for the retarded are some­
times run by private agencies ~ . Other States have specialized programs for re­
taraed delinquents that are listed under correctional facilities if they are on the 
corrections budget. In many cases, however, the State purchases such services. 

The court may order probation where the juvenile is supervised in his own home @ 
A distinction is made as to whether the probation would be a formal or informal super­
vision. It is important here to note the difference between the words revoke and sus­
pend @ . In some jurisdictions, the court may sentence a juvenile to a term in 
a State facility, and then suspend that sentence and recommend a term of probation. 
Other court systems may sentence directly to an institution, or on probCItion, and if the 
juvenile failed to fulfill the obligations of tM sentence, then that probation would 
be revoked and another disposition made @ ® . 
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Corrections and Aftercare Processing Profile 

Of the 2,508,961 cases handled by the system in 1977, 247,620 (9.9 percent) eventu­
ally are placed on probation. Of these, 17.2 percent (42,591) are placed without 
wardship or under informal jurisdiction, and the largest portion, 82.8 percent 
(205,029 cases), are formally handled by probation supervision personnel. Of those 
cases originally placed with no supervision (informal), 14.3 percent (6,091 cases) 
were eventually reverted to formal probation, which is a form of offender disposition 
failure. 

Probation status is usually limited as to the length of responsibility, and at com­
pletion the case is discharged. Discharge is accepted as the primary and most desir­
able form of termination for cases on probati.in. In 1977, 94.6 percent (193,957) of 
all formal probations were successfully discharged. with 99.8 percent (36,415) of 
those on informal probation being successfully discharged. In the same sense, some 
terminations were not as successful for a variety of reasons. Some cases were trans­
ferred to more restrictive correctional placements (1,273 or 0.5 percent), and others 
were revoked. A total of approximately 4.0 percent (9,884 cases) were revoked from 
probation and reentered the system to be tried by a court hearing once again. 

Local correctional programs received 63,622 cases, or 12.5 percent of all court dis­
positions @ . Approximately 78.4 percent (49,880 cases) were placed directly, 
without diagnostic center recommendation. Approximately one-fifth (21.6 percent) do 
go to some form of a diagnostic and reception center. There, another 23,853 cases, 
transferred from other correctional placements, merge to form a diagnostic traffic 
pattern of 37,595, or 1.5 percent of the original 2,508,961 cases annually (1977). 
Some 61. 4 percent (23,072) were placed in local correctional programs or facilities; 
38.6 percent (14,523) go to more restrictive facilities such as State delinquency 
institutions. 

Approximately 2.9 percent of the original 2,508,961 cases received by the system were 
handled by local correctional agencies in 1977; thus, including transfers from other 
programs and facilities, 72,952 cases were placed by local correctional jurisdictions. 
Of these, 41.9 percent (or 30,591 cases) were placed in camps, and'another 9.0 percent 
went to group homes. About 4,224 cases (5.8 percent) were placed in their own homes. 
Placements other than the home include 18. ° percent (13,109) in foster homes, and 25.3 
percent (18,498 cases) were placed in some other suitable arrangement. 

The groups homes and camps were generally more restrictive and are under close juris­
dictional control of the corrections department. Thus, termination hearings held 
on thes,e cases handled 37,121 in 1977. Of these, 70.3 percent (26,078) were placed 
in aftercare, and 1,866 cases were transferred to other more advisable correctional 
programs. After accounting for the majority of restrictive placements, some 9,177 

. cases (24.7 percent) remain unaccounted for as escapes or unauthorized discharges. 
Thus, 24.7 percent exit the system essentially as unauthorized, or at least unusual, 
terminations. 

Of the 35,831 cases (49.1 percent of local corrections admissions in nonrestrictive 
placements), 79.2 percent (28,367 cases) were terminated normally by discharge. Some 
7,464 were transferred to other programs. Aftercare may receive some cases from non­
restrictive placements; however, 'accurate data were not available to substantiate 
this assumption. 
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Aftercare placements originating ~rom local correctional programs, (26,078) l'Iere even­
tU~lly released. In 1977, approxlmately 95.8 percent (24,976 cases) were Ha.ndled 
thlS way. However, about 4.2 percent (1,102 cases) were estimated to have been re­
voked and referred back to the court for further disposition. 

AJ?proximat~l~ ~2, 001 cases (10. 2 ~rcent) were originally committed to State correc­
tl0nal facliltles by the court \~ . Another 14,523 cases were estimated to have 
been tr~n~f~rred to State facilitles from other local and State correctional programs 
and fa~ll~tles. Thus, in 1977, 38.6 percent, the largest by far, of all transfers 
ma~e ~lthln the cor:ections component were to State correctional programs with in­
trlnS1C recommendatl0ns for institutionalization. The 1977 estimates of institution­
al.pl~cements for short- and ~o~g-term residency were at 66,524, including transfers. 
ThlS lS 2.7 percent of the orlglnal 2,508,961 cases entering the system. 

A~ any ~ive~ ti~e, a certain number of juveniles are previous residents of correc­
t~onal lnstltutl0ns. ~t.the.beginning of 1977, it was estimated that 49,126 juve­
nlles were already resldlng ln State and local institutions providing the highest 
~egre~ of res~ricti~n J?ossible .. At.the.end of the same year, approximately 45,920 
Juvenlles reslded wlthln these lnstltutlons. Some remained, and some were discharged 
?y one means or another. Since the analysis of length of stay within the institution 
lS ~ le~gthy,pro~ess, usually involving a cohort study to effectively predict the in­
stltutl0nal envlronment, few data really exist on wfiat li.appens· to 1977 conunitments 
or any other yea: for th~t matter .. The assumption is made here that eventually , 
~l place~ents wll~ be dlscharged ln one of the ways illustrated in decision p6int 
~ .. ThlS analysls ~onde~sed the le~gth of stay to the same year to illustrate 
a contlnuous flow of Juvenl1es to thelr eventual termination. 

Admissions 

With the absence of detailed data beyond summary totals and admission to corrections 
pro~rams, ~he last full report of admissions to correctional institutions in 1973 
(Chl~dren ln Custody) was used to establish a knowledge base. Tables used in this 
sectl0n were constructed by applying this base to 1977 estimated statistics. 

The.se~ of the offender is the only characteristic that is reported in detail for such 
admlss~ons ~nd depar~ures. By far the majority (64.5 percent, or 42,888 cases) of 
thos~ Juvenlles comm~tted to these institutions are forwarded by the court as direct 
commltments: Approxlmately 13.7 percent (9,113 cases) of all commitments were from 
the revocatl0n of aftercare or parole status, with the remaining 21.8 percent (14,523 
case~) as transfers f:om other correctional programs. The latter two are generally 
~onsldered program fal.lures, especially considering that the institutional environment 
lS the more restrictive correctional program. Any transfers to an institution from 
~ther ~ess restrictive programs would be considered a failure by any standard. Grant­
lng thlS, the total of such undesirable admissions is 23,636 cases, which is 35.5 
perce~t of al~ Sta~e i~sti~utional placements, but only 0.9 percent of all juveniles 
en~e:l.ng the Juvenlle Justlce system in 1977. Less than 1 percent is probably not a 
c:ltlcal rate; ~owever, this figure.cann~t be accurately used as a measure of failure, 
Slnce the rate lS actually for all Juvenlles on parole during 1977 and not just ne,'} 
entries. It does sta~d to reason, however, that the percentage should therefore be 
even less for the entl.re parole population. 

Generally, the national estimates show that males dominate admissions at 7n.2 percent 
(52,033 cases), with females at 21.8 percent (14,491 cases). This is generally the 
s~e ratio ~hat has ~xi:ted thr0l;lghout the various processing steps in the system, 
wlth very lJ.ttle varlatlOn due to type of admission' (Appendix 0, Table 0-57, p. 182). 
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As for State institutions, admissions to camps (ranches and farms included) are pri­
marily due to formal court dispositions (65.9 percent, or 20,159 cases), and trans­
fers are at 30.5 percent (9,330 cases). Only a small percentage (3.6 percent, or 
1,102 cases) are due to revocations of aftercare status. Males are the majority of 
these admissions at 84.5 percent, and females comprise 15.5 percent. The ratio does 
not change by type of admission. Revocations, however, do tend to be almost entirely 
male at 91.3 percent (1,006 cases), whjle females are only 96 cases, or 8.7 percent 
(Appendix D, Table D-58, p. 183). 

The least restrictive form of incarceration is the halfway house or group home. In 
comparison to State institutions or camps, they generally are only 6.3 percent (or 
6,530 cases) of all long-term commitments. Males are more prominent in the admis­
sions statistics, but not nearly so much as for the other two forms of incarceration. 
Males comprise 63.8 percent, and females make up 36.2 percent, thus generally 15 to 
20 percentage points lower than the other two. Figure 32 (below) shows this rela­
tionship with the greatest proportion of males for camp admission, possibly due to 
the work orientation of camps being more suitable to boys than girls (Appendix D, 
Table D-59, p. 184). 

FIGuH 52 

PROPORTION OF TOTAL ADMISSION TO RESTRICTIVE 
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR MALES 

STATE 
18§T111lTI!!!! 

BY TYPE OF ADMISSION 
( 1977) 

CAMPS 

( SEE APPENOIX 0, TABLE 0- 59, p.IS4 l. 

GROUP 
HOMES 

SOURCES: U.S. Q;:I¥.RllIENT OF JUSTlct. LAII ENRlRctMENT ASSISTANCE AOMINISTRATION. 

CHILDREN IN CUSTOOY, A REPORT ON THE JUVENILE OETENTION AND CORRECTI()IjAl 
fACIUTr CENSUS Of 1973. ('IASHIN~TON, D.C.:U. UOVERNMENT PRINTING Offlct,I9m, 

U. S. DEPARTMENT Of JUSTICE. LAW ENfORC(~ENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION. 
'CHILOREN IN CUSTODI: ADVANCE REPORT ON THE 1911 CENSUS Of PUBLIC JUVENILE 
fACILlilES, N! 5O-JO - SA.A (WASHINGTON, D. C.' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTlCE,1919). 

FI~URE CONSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENilE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT CENTER ( SACRAMENTO, CA' ANERICAI JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,19!0l. 
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Local correctional placements and treatment facilities were the disposition in 72,831 
cases. !he largest percentage (42.0 percent, or 30,591 cases) were placements to 
camps, w1th 25.4 percent (18,498 cases) under the category of other suitable place­
ments .. These are court-approved alternatives to more restrictive incarceration 
(Append1x 0, Table 0-60, p. 185). 

Departures 

As with admissions, the departures in 1977 are estimated at 66 524 commitment b . 
terminated f St t' . . ,s e1ng " :-om. a e 1nst1 tut10ns. The fact that males are predominant in all ad-
m~ss10n stat1st1cs naturally carries through to the departures as well. Male statis­
t~cs are at 77.8 percent, with females at 22.2 percent o~ those leaving the institu­
t10n, regardless of the type of release. About 52.9 porcent of all institutional 
releases are by way of parole. Thirteen percent (13.7 percent) are terminated as 
escapes and/or as temporary residents (Appendix 0, Tab).e 0-61, p. 186). 

Depart~es.fro~ camps. seem to follow the same general pattern of the more restrictive 
S~ate 1nst1tut10ns~ w1th the greatest percent (35.0 percent) released on parole. 
F1~ure. 33 (below) 111ustl"ates that the magnitude is by far not as great as for in­
St1t~~1~ns .~5: ~ 9_.~:=c:~t). Other :~:;ignificant differences were the greate:r percentage 
of d1.1.61.-t dlSdla.lgt::::> cU.ld escapes from camps. Thirty percent (28.9 percent) were dis­
charges from camps, whlle only 19_6 percent were discharges from institutions. The 

f"URE 33 
COMPARISON Of THE PROPORTION Of JUVENILES 
RELEASED fROM STATE INSTITUTIONS AND LOCAL 

CAMPS BY TYPE Of RELEASE (19171 

52.9 

hili' 
TRAISfe~ ESCAPE AND 

Ii' 
DISCHARGE 

OTHER 

•• TAiE liiSTITUTlOiiS 

(SEE APPEIDIX 0, TABLES 0-61 AND 62, pp.18e, 1871. 

SOURCES: U.S. DEPARTMENT Of JUSTICE. LAI ENfORCEMENT ASSISTAICE AOIIINIST RATIO I. 
CHILDREN '~CUSTODY' A REPORT ON THE JUVENILE OETENTIOH AND CORRECTIONAL 
fACILITY CENSUS Of 1913. (WASHINGTON, D. C.:U. S.GOVERNNENT PRINTING OfflCE,1911). 

U. S. DEPARTMENT Of JUSTICE. LAw ENfORCEMENT ASSISTAHCE AONINISTRA[lON. 
·CHILOREN (N CUSTDDI: ADVANCE REPORT ON THE 1911 CENSUS Of PUBLIC JUVENILE 
fACILITIES, N! 5O·JD· 5A: IWASHINGTON, D. C.: U.S. OEPARTNEn Of JUSTlCE,I9191. 

mURE CONSTRUCTED 8Y THE UTiOUL JUveNILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT CENTER C SACRAMENTO, CA' ANERICAI JUSTICE INSTlTUTE,19aO). 
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largest variance, however, is for escapes and other unusual terminations. The figure 
for escapes was 13.7 percent (9,114 cases) for institutional terminations, and 30.0 
percent (9,177) for camps. The variance is significant, the impact impressive--that 
when camps have half as many departures as institutions do, they still have twice as 
many of them due to escapes (Appendix D, Table D-62, p. 187). 

Aftercare 

Generally, the majority of all cases enterine parole during 1977 were males at 95.3 
percent, with females 4.7 percent. Fifty-one percent (51.2 percent) were whites 
(the majority race) and 38.6 percent were blacks; the remainder were Hispanic or of 
other racial origin. Nationally, the racial mixture was essentially without variance 
by sex. Males remained at about 95 percent for the majority race as well as for the 
minority races, with a greater degree of females (18.2 percent) for Hispanic races 
(Appendix D, Table D-63, p. 188). 

Nationally, the median age for 1977 parole entries is 16.8 years. For males, the 
median is 16.8 years, and for females it is 16.3, indicating that parole entries 
are generally the older juveniles as was true for commitment statistics (Appendix D, 
Table D-64, p. 189). 

Nationally, the median time served in an institution on a current charge was 6.6 months 
for parole entries in 1977. Examination of this factor by sex indicates that the 
median is 6.6 months for males and 6.7 for females. Institutions, therefore, are 
paroling a definite majority of cases after serving less than six months of their court­
ordered dispositions (Appendix D, Table D-65, p. 190). 
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Conclusions and Future Policy Recommendations 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION attempts to summarize and synthesize the findings of the 
aggregate data assembled and discussed in this document. Intrins,ic within any such 
summary is the practical need to be brief, to the point, and instructive. This would 
therefore, of necessity, dictate a more global approach aimed at helping the inter­
ested reader in conceptualizing the handling of persons under 18 by the system. It 
further attempts to make recommendations within the context of the policy implications 
these conclusions may lead to. 

No special attention will be given in this chapter to the inherent deficiencies of the 
data sources, except where these shortcomings are a major derivative of the conclu­
sions being drawn. The reader is referred to Appendix C (pp. 103-122) for a more in­
depth discussion of these data deficiencies and the explicit methodologies used to 
arrive at the national estimates. ~ 

System Intervention and Police Apprehension 

The apprehension of persons under the age of 18 is a primary function of police and law 
enforcement personnel. A clear maj ority of all juveniles who come in contac:t with the 
system do so through the formal apprehension procedures of the police. In 1977, over 
2.3 million juveniles were introduced into the system in this way. Immediately fol­
lowing their involvement with the formal system, approximately half are released or 
handled wi thin the arresting agency. The remainder, joined by those referred. from 
other sources, are again informa.lly adjudicated by intake officers and prosecution 
staff. The results show another half are released primarily due to insuffident evi­
dence. Prior to any official court hearing, 78.5 percent of all alleged offenders are 
dismissed or handled informally. 

The result may be positive; however, the effect may be negative in several ways. If 
the maj or goal of the juvenile justice system is rehabilitative and that only for the 
deUnquent child, the process Qf apprehen~iQn may be counterproductive. Depending on 
how juvenile arrest statistics are reported nationally, these cases can be assumed to 
be formal arrests. Apprehension by police or law enforcement officers usually involves 
the abrupt interruption of the child's home, school, or play activities, a ride to the 
station house in the back of a squad car, as well as the dehumanizing process of finger­
printing and booking procedures. 

Seventy percent (70.5 percent) of all juveniles arrested and referred to juvenile court 
are first-time offenders. The apprehension process may not serve as a deterrent to 
crime; it may only serve to label such children, to themselves and to those close to 
them, as (allegedly) delinquent. The process serves as a punishment' for being 
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suspected, and would hardly be justifiable as a deterrent. The harshest punishment 
is the resultant treatment given these juveniles by the community and the system it­
self as a confirm~.a potential delinquent. The community views the high diversion 
rates by juvenile agencies as the system's failure to prosecute obvious delinquents. 
The system agencies, such as police investigators, view the files of prior arrest 
records as repositories of known offenders. Statistics do show the older a child 
becomes, having had prior arrests, the more likely the child is to be processed for 
subsequent delinquency charges. 

It may be that both the community and the police are correct in their assumption of 
guilt in the alleged delinquency charges. It should be assumed that most juvenile 
arrests are founded on at least some evidence of guilt and that the agency is not 
arbitrary with regard to delinquency charges. The system simply judges, at some 
point, that the child should not be made to sustain further contact with the formal 
system. However, only 5.1 percent of all dismissals are still supervised (informal 
supervision). Most are released to their homes and are not considered worthy of fur­
ther monitoring. 

Police Arrest and Processing Bias 

Though it is often stated that police tend to discriminate against certain groups of 
juveniles as to whom they arrest and whom they dismiss (Yerdinand and Luchterhand, 
1970), processing statistics for 1977 do not support such a willful discrimination. 

The arbitrary nature of police discretion, however, did appear to exist only a few 
years ago, so the statement cannot be discounted as the ramblings of an overreacting, 
or undereducated, public. The policy changes implemented in limiting police dis­
cretionary powers to screen delinquency suspects may have been the reason for the 
corrective movement. 

The primary tenet of the police decision of whether or not to refer a case to juvenile 
court is one of screening. As a screening agent, a police officer attempts to deter­
mine if the child in question needs the treatment offered by the system or not. In­
trinsic within the processing decision, concerning the child's penetration within the 
system, is the choice of treatment. Television shows are filled with inspiring exam­
ples of unfaltering pOlice officers who have the uncanny ability to become personally 
involved in each case, conduct lengthy investigations, and apply the right form and 
manner of treatment needed in every case. Week after week, they apply just the right 
blend of control and social conscience to create well-adjusted juveniles from what 
were depressed, misunderstood, and even psychotic malcontents who would tax the coun­
seling skills of th~ most revered adolescent psychologists. Even where special juve­
nile bureaus exist, manned by police officers who are specialized in juvenile training., 
decisions are probably made in the worst of environments. Unlike their television 
counterparts, juvenile bureau officers make screening decisions as policemen investi­
gating a Grime, and interviewing the suspected criminal in an attempt to prove guilt. 
They have inadequate time and evidence to pursue the interview beyond the rudimentary 
stages of the Ifrules of evidence. 1f However, many informal judgments (i.e., counsel 
and release) are rendered by these same officers. Unwarra.nted dismissals, as well as 
unwarranted apprehensions, tend to have a disruptive effect on a juvenile's life and 
personal environment, as well as the community. Each type of error may tend to awaken 
a desire to test the system and encourage future infractions. A police officer is not 
able to func.:tion effectively as an investigator, screener, prosecutor, welfare worker, 
defen~· attorney, judge, and personal superviser as well as those people themselves. 
Police also cannot avoid being biased while serving a community of victims who them­
selves are biased. 
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It does appear that the rise in specially trained juve~ile o~ficers ha7 el~minate~ much of the social, cultural, and economic bias found l.n poll.ce s~reenl.ng :n pre~l.Ous 
years. However, it may still be apparent in other ways, such as l.n selectl.~g whl.ch 
crimes are investigated, who is arrested, and for what re~son. ?ene~ally~ l.t has 
been found that the most influential characteristic assocl.ated wl.th ~uven~le arrests 
and eventual processing is whether the suspected delinquent has a prl.or hl.stor~ of 
juvenile court referrals. Older juveniles apprehended and ~rocessed ~y court l.ntake 
are functionally more experierlced. The frequent use of "prl.or arrest . records. as 
investigative seeds, and processing criteria, would tend to lead to thl.s a~e bl.as; 
however, if the system as it is applied to individual cases does no~ functl.on.~s a 
cure but only a stimulant, older, more experienced children may desl.re to comml.t more 
offenses. 

The Handling of Prior Offenders 

Though the highest majority 'of juveniles arrested or apprehended are first-time of­
fenders, there is a definite bias against prior offenders •. In almost e'!ery !'elation­
ship found in each decision point of the formal system, prl.or offense ~l.story has.had 
an influence. If being arrested, booked, and held overnight is demeanl.l1g.to a chl.ld 
who will be released eventually with a lecture, then a repeat occurrence ~s at least 
doubly defeating. Criminal law in the adult system would exclud~, even dl.7courage, 
such procedures as false cu~rest, subjecting the ~ge~cy to.a possl.ble lawsul.t. Juve­
nile procedures institutionalize it. When 2.5 ml.lll.On chl.ldren are formally ~ppre­
hended and 1.8 million are released or dismissed within 48 hours, not warrantl.ng a 
formal hearing, the effective would be negative. 

The system appears hypocritical. To formall~ arrest, book~ a~~ contemplate sentenc­
ing a child$ and then to turn to him as a fr1end and let.h1m ~v, ~an only tend ~o 
d~scredit the formal system in the child's eyes. The chl.ld percel.ves an eclectl.c or 
a;bitrary process often depicted on television in the prover~ial "bad".gl;1y, who one 
minute is harsh and forceful and the next the image of confJ.dence, sml.ll.ng and be­
friending. The system is initially perceived by the child as hars~ and fe~rful. 
Booking procedures are foreign and frightening. Eventual release l.S percel.ved as a 
welcome escape, not a benevolent entreaty to "go and sin no more. 1f 

The system tends to remember as well. Prior 
is handled at each decision point. Informal 
if the child has had several prior offenses. 
a court hearing are more likely to occur and 
for repeat offenders. 

referrals influence how severely a child 
adjudications are less likely to occur 
Detention and formal adjudication in 

court dispositions are more restrictive 

To be pUnished more than once for a single crime is carefully guarded against i~ th~ 
United States by the Constitution. Yet the punitive aspect ~f juvenile prOCeSSl.I:g l.S 
repeated many times over if a child has been labeled as a prl.O: offender i The dl.srup,­
tion to a child's life associated with greater system penetratl.?n.due to the. presen~e 
of prior court referrals is, in fact, a repunishment ~or t~e orlglnal ~ffense. Ag~l.n, 
the system appears arbitrary and hypocritical to the Juvenl.le. One chl.ld.may ~omml.t 
a relatively nonserious offense and receive a date in court, when ot~er Juvenl.les 
arrested for more serious offenses are dismissed or sent home--all thl.s becaus«: o~ a l 
prior history of similar minor offenses, all of which resulted in release or d~sm~ssa , 
possibly as unp~ven cases. 
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The seemingly arbitrary nature of "standard handling".of juvenile cases leads the com­
munity and the children to lose confidence in the "unbiased" administration of justice 
by juvenile justice authorities. To the children involved, the flexible administration 
of the standards may be perceived as a game of chance. The incurable optimist will 
always believe that prosecution is never evident, only probable. Serious offenders 
do have a high rate of prior offenses, probably of less-serious offenses. The lesson 
learned by most repeat offenders is not one of deterrence, but of how to play the 
game. Children always test for the fences that restrict their curiosity, and more 
often tha.n not lean on them heavily. 

Not all children arrested become prior offenders at a later date. But for those who 
do, a seemingly uncertain standard of justice does not teach avoidance behavior. More 
likely than not, it inspires the competition of the child with the law. Possibly, 
a solution to the sliding credibility of the system that provides a more justifiable 
treatment of juvenile law violators would be by not requiring the justice system to 
provide welfare judgements. 

The Handling of Status Offenders 

The handling of status offenders within the system is a major concern of both the 
authorities and the communitY'. The disposition of children who are committing viola­
tions that would not have been crimes if committed by adults is one of the most diffi­
cult decisions a juvenile authority has to make. By 1977, relatively few such offend­
ers were being arrested by police officers. The primary referral source was the com­
munity itself. 

Regardless of the source of referral, any time a legal system with law-trained per­
sonnel is expected to make a judgment on a purely personal matter, the results can 
be unpredictable. Anything from full institutionalization to dismissal has been pre­
scribed for status offense cases. It is a proven psychological fact that law enforce­
ment personnel can see crime, and therefore criminals, in purely neutral situations. 
What therefore can dissuade them from doing so with a child whose only crime is in 
reacting to an unfavorable family situation? 

Statistics do indicate that since 1975, the reductions in the number of status offend­
ers arrested, detained, prosecuted, and incarcerated reflect a cautious sensitivity 
to this problem by police, intake, and court officers. Juvenile court hearings have 
instituted a significant decline in the number of such offenders given restrictive 
dispositions. The status offender is in fact being deinstitutionalized nationwide 
in obvious compliance to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

Typically in the juvenile justice system, the intake officer provides the major form 
of screening after arrest, and in turn renders a majority of all informal dispositions. 
After the arresting Qfficer~ th~ intak~ officer has the most influence on a case, 
at least as to whether it will be processed any further or not. In 1977, over 1.4 
million juveniles depended exclusively on intake officers to make such decisions. 
The level of discretionary authority of this officer of the court closely approximates 
that of the juvenile court judge. Indeed, many judges rely primarily upon the social 
investigations conducted by the intake officer and their recommendations for making 
appropriate decisions in court. 

Though intake personnel are usually probation officers and generally have some be­
havioral science background, this is not a requirement. Many times a juvenile intake 
officer's varied roles tend to conflict. In attempting to be a legal officer of the 
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system, a counselor, analyst, judge, and confidant of the ac~used, inta'~e officers 
many times, whether knowingly or not, find themselves resolv1ng a ve:y 1m~ortant con­
flict. The result of this conflict is the introduction of a process1ng b1as. Intake 
officers conduct pre-·sentence or soc.ial history investigations on ca~es f~r~arded 
to court make recommendations as to detention status and eventual d1Spos1t10n,.after 
evaluati~g the case and rendering an informal disposition .. On~ ~fficer perform1ng 
these three functions alone can, in effect, destroy any obJect1v1ty the system so 
enthusiastically wants to guard. 

Once the screening decision is made, and this is usually very close after the delin­
quent act, the person rendering the decision to ~r~secute ~ecom~s an advocate of.the 
system. The subsequent documentation of the de~1~10n~ sO~lal h1StO:y, and pa7t Juve­
nile record are gathered with the informal dec1s10n 1n m1nd. The 1ntake offlcer . 
seeks information not to close the case but to substantiate the already rendered dec1-
sion to prosecute. 

Correctional Institutions 

In 1977, 66,524 juveniles were placed in State institutions, theoretica~ly.for the 
protection of the community. Very little evidence is given that wou~d 1nd1cate th~t 
the protection of the community from violent or dangerous offenders 1S even t~e pr1-
mary, let alone the only, reason for incarcerating persons under 18. More eV1dence 
exists that would indicate that the seriousness of the offense, and whether there 
is evidence of prior court referrals, is a primary determinant. 

It is dubious to think that the institutional environment could be the.best a.pp~ica­
tion of treatment philosophy of the juvenile justice system; nor does :t ~eem llkel~ 
that the forced association of adjudicated delinquents under the restr1ct1ve superv1-
sion of an institution would be the best form of community protection in the ~ong 
run. The constant issue of how much harm is caused by institutionali~ing del:nquents 
is really only rhetorical. Both sides of the issue accept that harm 1S unavo1dable. 
The only contest is how much of it is unnecessary. 

The characteristics of juvenile offenders who have been placed on probation are 
not often enough different than those institution~lized. S~me serious offenders need 
to be restricted; however, to do so with others who do not 1S a grave error. I~ a 
sense, those who do not "deserve" institutionalizing would have been the c~mmun1t~ 
the serious offender was removed froTII. To therefore turn around and restr1ct ser10US 
offenders with other nonserious or "community memebers" into close association seems 
inappropriate. 

CURRENT JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ISSUES 

The Status Offender 

By examining all aspects of the decision to incarcerate or institutiunalize less­
serious offenders, and especially status offenders, it becomes :eadi~y a~par~nt t~a~ 
the system is complying, in general, with the JJDP Act of 1974 1n de1nst1tutlOnahZlng 
the status offender. The trend is further emphasized by the movement to m~ke less 
restrictive dispositional choices for status offenders as well as less-s~r10us an~ 
fi~st-time offenders. Status offenders are transferred to welfare ag~nc1es more re­
quently in 1977 than for any of the previous 2 years examined. Compllance to iheh 
Act seems evident by all forms of data analysis; however, some researchers fee t at 
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a contrasting increase in restrictive handling of serious offenders may be either 
the result of increased attention to serious crimes as a reaction to deinstitution­
alization of status offenders, or the result of reclassification of status offenders 
to serious offenders to justify incarceration. Inferential evidence seems to dis­
credit the reclassification alternative since serious offenders incarcerated tend 
to be repeat offenders, where status offenders incarcerated tend to be first-time 
referrals. Thus, reclassification 0f status offenders would tend to increase the 
proportion of serious offenders who have no prior offense history being incarcerated. 
This was not the case, indicating the true deinstitutionalization is probable. Future 
research should be leveled at determining the impact of reclassification on compliance 
data. 

Serious Youth Crime 

Generally, statistics show that since 1975 a growing trend has emerged to process 
serious youth crime differently than less-serious crime. This is by far not the 
general rule in all jurisdictions; however, most do seem to recognize the need to 
apply present system facilities to those repeat offenders and those juveniles who 
commit serious offenses. Restrictive dispositions are used to a greater degree for 
both of these types of offenders. Generally, national sources do not agree on the 
true definition of what constitutes a serious crime. The malicious nature or intent 
of the crime is sometimes used to describe a serious offense. But this is a victim 
oriented approach. Some maintain that the system considers a juvenile crime a serious 
one if it has an unusually high frequency of occurrence. 

Regardless of which orientation is used, conceptually a move has been made within 
system agencies to concentrate on the serious offender for judicial dispositions, 
as ~videnced by a steady increase in restrictive dispositions for serious offenses 
since 1975. 

The Handling of Minorities 

Data presented throughout this report indicate that, when minority races are examined 
separately, a trend towards equitable processing has become evident. However, race 
is still a factor contended with by every decisionmaker within the system. Major 
concern in recent years has been circling around the evident discretionary bias in 
years past to process black juveniles differently than white juveniles. By examining 
number only, and by combining minority races together, this bias can be made very 
evident; however, when analyzing processing decisions and their resultant dispositions 
for blacks, whites, and other races, it becomes increasingly apparent that for race 
alone l the system is not as consistently favorable to whites. In fact, the trend 
has been consistent since 1975 towards treating whites and blacks more equitably. 
However, other factors still influence these outcome statistics. 

1. ,Classification methods vary from agency to agency. Statistics show that 
other races seem to have taken up the Slack, showing increases in the number 
of other races being processed, possibly due to the reclassification of 
whites to other races as they move from agency to agency. 

2. When examining the processing statistics by the juvenile population at risk, 
it does indicate that for law enforcement agencies, minorities are arrested 
and referred to court intake proportionally more often than whites. This is 
not as apparent when partialling out bZacks from all other races. 
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3. Only by examln1ng other antecedent factors can the true depend~nt rela~ 
tionship of racial classification be documented. Very seldom 1S any slngle 
factor the sole reason for any consistent sociological relationship. Thus, 
prior offense history, seriousness of the.offe~se, victim's preference! and 
other characteristics of the offense or sltuat10n may be more or less lnflu­
ential towards explaining any numerical differences be~ween.racial.cate~ories. 
Even so studies that purport to have done this and stlll f1nd rac1al d1f­
ference~ usually provide little or no test of. significance, ~nd t~ey tend 
to accept even the most minor variances as eV1dence of.a r~c~al blas on. the 
part of the system to process, detain, and prosecute m1nor1t1es over wh~te7' 
Hagen (1973) took 17 of the most credible studies that related race to JUd1-
cial sentencing and found that reanalysis was necessary "[b]ecause most nf 
the studies did not compute a measure of association and because some of 
them also did not include a test of significance ... (Hagen, 1973:363). 
Interestingly enough, after reanalysis of the original da~a of.ea~h of the 
17 studies he found that the majority of these illustrat1ve f1nd1ngs were 
statistically insignificant. Hagen comments that "[tJhe tend~ncy.to mix 
the meaning of,causal and statisti~al significance m~y the~ m~sgu1~~dlY ... 
result in the assignment of false lmportance to spurlous f1nd1ngs. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Juveniles should not be apprehended on suspicion unless there is significant 
evidence that the juveniles should be physically detained because the delin­
quency suspects would: 

a. be an imminent danger to themselves and the community if unapprehended; 

b. run from the jurisdiction when evidence warrants that a court referral 
be made. 

Police officers and intake personnel should be educated as to ~he r~le7 of 
evidence and local criteria governing intake decisions concern1ng d1sm1ssals. 

Police officers should not make informal judgments except where dangerous 
delinquents are concerned, but shoul~ refer the facts an~ evidence to more 
professionally trained screening off1cers, wherever poss1ble. 

The juvenile justice system should assure that only well-trained juvenile 
investigators are given the authority to decide whether to forward the case 
to the legal system or the welfare system for treatment. 

Safeguards should be instituted at each decision point of the system to assure 
that juveniles are not processed solely on the basis of unproven prior offenses. 

*This study is not of juvenile justice sentencing 
tion of the pitfalls of the reporting of the same 
be termed "inconsistent levels of significance." 
in the understanding of faulty methodologies used 
data. 

but is quoted here as an illustra­
outcome data by using what could 
Conclusions should only be applied 
in reporting system-related racial 
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6. The juvenile justice system should assure that status offenders are evalu­
ated by specially trained personnel who have been trained in adolescent and 
childhood social and behavioral problems. 

7. Recommendation of detention status and dispositional alternatives shoulg be 
left to intake supervisors, who can evaluate the reports of other investi­
gators prior to making a decision. 

8. Future studies in the juvenile justice system should be directed to clearly 
identifying ~he effects of delinquent institutions on juvenile offenders. 

9. An effective measure shoUld be developed to equate the deterrent effects of 
various alternative dispositions on juvenile offenders. 

10. The juvenile justice system should assure that only serious offenders per­
ceived as a danger to themselves or the community are institutionalized. 

11. Juvenile court intake and court hearing data should be reported separately" 
Juvenile court statistics should not be solely a reflection of court intake 
referrals. Many juvenile court cases are handled informally prior to an 
official court hearing. Unless detailed analysis can be made on those that 
remain to be handled formally, little can be said concerning the differences 
between those handled judicially and nonjudicially. 

12. When analyzing prior juvenile records, the nature and type of prior offense 
history should be reported in detail rather than reporting only the evidence 
of its presence. There are no national juvenile processing statistics dis­
closing the type of a juvenile's prior offense history. Prior offense his­
tory may be the single most influential characteristic of juvenile processing 
within the system. 

13. Statistical sources should attempt to standardize data bases for more uni­
formity in making national estimates. National juvenile processing statistics 
are derived almost exclusively by sampling or survey procedures. Most sta­
tistical tables, regardless of what effect they concern, are constructed from 
a different sample of reported sources. Even though the data base is common 
throughout the report, there is little correspondence between tables due to 
the wide variation of unreported or missing data. 

14. Statistical sources reporting correctional data should attempt to define the 
movement of juvenile commitments in greater detail. Correctional populations 
are generally described as a report of those incarcerated at a point in time. 
Little is said about yearly admissions and departures. Case data concerning 
disposition, prior history, and case history (i.e., length of stay) are hardly 
ever related to institution departures or paroled entries. 

15. Parole statistics should be analyzed and reported for persons under the age 
of 18. 

16. Adult criminals should be analyzed as to their juvenile offense history. If 
adult criminal activity is in any way related to prior history, studies should 
be coordinated to see if juvenile criminal activity continues into adult life. 
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ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

POLICE PROCESSING 

At present, the best national estimate of arrest trends is the Uniform Crime Reports 
(UCR) published annually (usually in October) by the FBI. These data are reported 
monthly to the FBI by varying numbers of law enforcement agencies in a routinized 
data collection process that virtually covers the Nation. Though it is accredited 
as the best estimate of arrest information, it does not extend beyond police proces­
sing. 

In this report, all arrest data--except where otherwise noted--have been derived from 
UCR published reports, or special UCR inquiries on the national data base made at 
NJJSAC's request. 

With respect to the limitation of this data, numerous authors have criticized the 
Uniform Crime Reports reporting method (Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964; Doleschal and Wilkins, 
1972). The following 14 problems appeared in a summary statement by Hindelang: 

(1) Some offenses are never discovered. 

(2) Of those that are discovered, some are not reported to the authorities. 

(3) Of those offenses reported to the authorities, some are not transmitted 
to the Uniform Crime Reporting program. 

(4) The offense categories used by the FBI are very broad and hence very dis­
similar events can fall into the same category. 

(5) Because the definitions of offense categories vary so much from state to 
state--in spite of the FBI's efforts to standardize the categories by pro­
viding its own definitions--police agencies in different states will in­
evitably be using different referents when reporting on specific offense 
categories. 

(6) Methods of handling multiple offenses and multiple victims are too sim­
plistic. 

(7) Population bases for computing rates--·for example, using the number of 
females and males as the base for computing the rape rate--are sometimes 
inappropria.te. 

(8) The use of crude rates rather than the rates which are standardized along 
such dimensions as age. sex, and race, may result in distorted areal and 
temporal comparisons. 
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(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

offensr~s--e.g., drug offenses--are not among those for whic.h Many important -
offenses known to the police are reported. 

The overall measure of offenses known, the crime index, is a simple sum of 
the offenses known in several categories--irrespective of the various offense 

categories. 

wh1.· ch' th' e data are compiled unnecessarily wastes infor­The summary nature in 
mation about offenses. 

Many of the procedures used by the UCR in ~resenting results--the manner in 
which graphs are constructed, the use of t1.me clocks, etc.--overemphasize 
the crime problem. 

the data are tabulated--for example, using different.aggre­
The manner in which 
gates of geographic areas for different table:--oft~n makes exact compar1.son 
of data from table-to-table and year-to-year 1.mpossJ.ble. 

h t f offense--circumstances 
A good deal of important information about t e na ure o. . 
of the offense, extent of injury and monetary loss, victim-offender relat1.on-
ship,--is largely ignored by the UCR format. 

As an afterthought, Hinde1ang mentioned a 15th caution: 

to complicate matters, most of the problems enumerated above are not invariant 
..• h f t vary as a function of policy 
across time and geography, but rat er a~~cer~:te~tion and investigation, changes 
changes, increased sophi~t~cation ~n ?o 1 d changes changes in the local 
in the reporting propens1.t1.es of v1.ct1.ms, pena co e , 
data needs and demands, etc. (Hindelang, 1974:2). 

. h th fidence that researchers place in 
Though these cautions may seem to ou~~e1.g . e con ,,' _ that such statistics are the 
UCR statistics the policymaker should not g1.ve up hope. f the few who after , . d . . Hindelang was one 0 , 
factual basis for,. p::oper plannmg eC1.S1.ons. th ffects of these shortcomings. When 
criticizing the obV1.0US, proceeded to assess

d 
t~ e e orted for the same period by 

comparing homicide trends ::ep?rted}y UCR an 1 oseur ~st that for homicide trends 
the Center for H~alt~ St~t1.S~1.CS, ;:.tdhe,re~~ ts s g~CR and non-UCR sources depict 
and the geograph1.c d1.str1.but1.on of 1.n ex 0 enses, 
similar patterns" (Hindelang, 1974: 1) . 

the ur oses of this report, this critique of the UCR method o~ data collect~ng 
For p.p h l' t' n that many of the aforement1.oned shortcom1.ngs 
and analys1.s has led to t e rea 1.za 1.0 . 
can be remedied by appropriate secondary analys1.s: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

All rates can be calculated by using more appropriate.population figures 
supplied by the U.S. Bureau of Census for the appropr1.ate subgroups. 

Trend analysis can be recalculated using.an adjustment figure that accounts 
for unexpected population changes over t1.me. 

Longitudinal comparisons can be made possible by using estimates based upon 
reporting frequencies. 

In addition to those options available for reanalysis, the basic tenet of non­
confidence where all else fails. In the differential averaging should promote some 
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initial reporting years of the UCR, these criticisms were certainly severe and valid 
and required concentrated attention; however, today most of these remaining problems 
are not nearly as critical. The reporting of offense data has remained fairly con­
stant over time and across the Nation, thus eliminating great variations that would 
tend to overemphasize differences when comparisons are made either over time or geo­
graphically. Other errors, though worth noting, may only affect the results minimally. 

In the final analysis, when taking into account all the discussion of the availability 
of the report, even with large measurement errors due to differences in agency defini­
tions, counting, and reporting procedures, the resultant tabulations are the best 
indicator of what is happening within the law enforcement component and, therefore, 
~e useful for policy planning and flow analysis. 

Uniform Crime Reports Adjustment Procedure 

In attempting tc calculate the longitudinal effects of police arrests, UCR data were 
adjusted, first for reporting population and secondly, rates used in trend analysis 
were adjusted to reflect the sub-population being examined. In this way, a rate of 
arrest for Index offenses for males under the age of 18 would be reflected as a fre­
quency per 100,000 maZes under 18 in the United States; this differs only in that 
the rate is not per 100,000 juveniZes under 18. Only the population of males is con­
sidered in calculating the rate for males. 

Various adjustment factors have been developed to account for the population's variance 
across years (Smith, Alexander, Halatyn, and Roberts, 1980; National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency, August 1978). Regardless of the method, each is an attempt to derive 
an estimate for the Nation by extrapolation from the smaller percentage of these agen­
cies that are reporting. The only problem is that any straight extrapolation assumes 
that the crime trend is the same for those combined agencies that are not reporting 
as for those that are, and that there are no demographic determinants of crime. The 
r~sultant error. however, may affect the results only minimally; and, in fact, upon 
examination of the estimates reported by Smith, Alexander, Halatyn, and Roberts, the 
variances were only slight overestimations. However. the variance grows drastically 
as the number of reporting agencies diminishes. This becomeS the case in sex and 
race trend tables where the number of agencies reporting are considerably less than 
those reporting for the "Total Arrest" tables of the same year. * 

To properly estimate for the entire Nation from less than conclusive data, a more 
accurate method utilizing demographic related variances has been developed by the 
FBI in publishing a national estimate for total offenses (U.S. Department of Justice, 
1978:172). The method they use is to classify the jurisdictions not reporting as 

*It should be noted that in trend tables, 1974 shows a drastic rise in crime that 
tends to make those examining it uncomfortable. In fact, the National Council on . 
Crime and Delinquency Report (August 1978) totally eliminated that year from all trends 
analyzed, showing only a void and hypothesizing a steady incline from 1973 through 
1975. The problem is partially due to a change in reporting procedure that year and 
its resultant effects. The FBI instituted monthly reporting as a change from the 
yearly summaries of the preceding years; thus the number of reporting agencies dropped 
off drastically as individual agencies attempted to gear up to the new cycle. Further­
more, the FBI only reports in tr~nd tables those agencies that report six months or 
more, and in addition have reported the same months for all years included in the 
trend analysis. 
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to population size, type of agency, and geographic region, as well as many other pre­
dictive variables. Therefore, by a process of matching agencies that did not report 
with agencies of a similar class that did report, a good estimate of total crime in 
the United States is derived. 

From this single table, it is therefore possible to arrive at a compatible adjustment 
procedure for any of the other tables for a given year. 

UCR Adjusted Arrest Category 
-----''--~~,. 

The relationship of the total reported arrests on any table to the total estimated 
arrests can be written as an adjustment factor: 

f = --"--

Total Estimated Arrests 
Total Reported Arrests 

By applying this factor to the appropriate frequency from within the table, the formula 
for the adjusted arrest frequency becomes: 

Adjusted Arrest Frequency = UCR Arrest Frequency X L 
By combining both the equations, the formula for estimated national arrest figures 
can be written: 

Arrest Frequency X Total Estimated Arrests 
Adjusted Arrest Freque.ncy = Total Reported Arrests 

The following example will illustrate how this procedure was applied: 

Example I-I. Estilnate how many persons under age 18 were arrested 
for serious crimes in 1977. 

Solution: UCR Table 24 provides the national estimate figure, with 
Table 32 providing total arrests by age. 

The adjustment factor for Table 32 is 

Total Estimated Arrests 
Total Reported Arrests 

= 10,189,900 
9,029,335 

L = 1.13 

Applying this factor to the appropriate frequency gives: 

Adjusted Arrest Frequency = UCR Frequency X f 

= 818,994 X 1.13 

= 925,463 
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VCR Adjusted Arrest Rate 

An adjusted arrest rate Can be obtained by simply dividing the adjusted arrest fre­
quency by the appropriate population figure. 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Arrest Frequency X Total Estimated Arrests in United States 
Group Population X Total Reported Arrests 

A slight simplication of this formula leads to: 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = Adjusted Arrest Frequency 
Group Population 

To continue with the example: 

Example 1-2. Find the estimated arrest rate for persons under age 18 
arrested for serious crimes during 1977. 

Solution: 

Adjusted Arrest Rate 

Substituting from Example I-I: 

= Adjusted Arrest Frequency 
Group Population 

Adjusted Arrest Rate = 925,463 
64,243 (in thousands) 

= 14.41 

or 14.41 arrests per 1,000 persons under 18. 

COURT PROCESSING 

The best source of court processing statistics is the Advance Estimates of National 
Court Processing Statistics produced by the National Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ), 
a research division of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. 

These reports cover intake as well as juvenile court trend data for the years 1975 
to 1977 and incorporate detention statistics as well. This series of statistical 
tables is essentially unpublished, yet it is distributed to the judicial community 
and provides the only national tabulation and estimates of court processing statistics 
available. 

The statistical data provided are generally collected by a number of States (14 in 
1975, 18 in 1976, and 22 in 1977) that are automated enough, and willing to provide 
a machine readable transactional history for the year in question. Figure C-l (p. 
110) illustrates the 22 States that participated in the 1977 juvenile court estimates 
reported. As can be seen, a large cross-section of the Nation'S juvenile court dis­
tricts is represented in this widespread research effort. Over 60 percent of the 
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FI GURE C-l 

STATES PARTICIPATING IN NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF 
JUVENILE COURT PROCESSING ST.ATlSTICS 

0'" bc:o 
HAWAII C> 

FIGURE COflSTRUCTED BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 
( SACRAMENTO, CA; AMERIOAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1960). 
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Nation's juvenile population are served by the judicial districts within these 22 
States, as can be seen in Table C-l (below). 

The collection and analyzing procedures used by the National Center for Juvenile Jus­
tice are too new to have been cross-validated. However, their task is relatively 
simpler and therefore less likely to be fraught with reporting errors or miscountings. 
Primarily the task of insuring compatibility of reporting methods lies completely 
with NCJJ. 

I 

TABLE C·l 

JUVENILE POPUJ...ATION SERVED BY 
STATES PARTICIPATING IN NATIONAL ESTIHATES OF 

JUVB;ILE COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS 

... ,~ , .. 
STATE' ~/;l·~:i~ft~~:~,~i·c~;~~~:;~~.: ... , I,: . JUV~"llE ;poPuLI.now! 

".': . " ,.;;. ," 

l. Alabama 67 1,175,000 
2. Ca.l Hornia 58 6,345,000 
3. Florida 67 2,337,000 
4. Idaho 44 278,000 
5. Illinois 102 3,492.000 
6. Iowa 99 893,000 
i. Kansas 105 675,000 
8. Maryland 24 1,286,000 
9. ~tichigan 83 3,012,000 

10. Mississippi 82 827,000 
11.. l';ebraska 93 481,000 
12. New Jersey 21 2,214,000 
13. New York 58 5,339,000 
14 ... North Dakota 53 20i,OOO 
15. Ohio 88 3,402,000 
16. Oregon 36 682,000 
li. Pennsylvania 67 3,464,000 
18. South Dakota M 220.000 
19. Texas 254 4,012,000 
"1\ <.v. Utah 29 451,000 
2l. Washington 39 1,084,000 
22. West Virginia 55 54 8,000 --

1,588 42,423,000 

Sources: 

INational Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National 
Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile 
Justice, 1977). 

... 

2Nationa1 Association of Counties. The County Year Book, 1978. (I~ashington, 
D. C.: National Association of Counties, 19i8j. 

3U• S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Stati~tical Abstract 
of the United States: 19i6, 97th' Edition. (lI'ashington, D. C., 19ibj. 

Table constructed by the 1,ATIONAL JUVEXlLE JUSTICE SYSTE"I ASSESS~iE!\"i CENTER 
(Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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States that are participating (22 in 1977) are in most cases providing the transaction­
al histories they normally monitor for their own reporting systems, and therefore 
are themselves unconcerned with the joint integrity of the sample itself. NCJJ ob­
tains what documentation is available from the State and requests the data be provided 
in machine readable format where possible. Where individual States may differ, such 
as in counting, offense definition, juvenile code or any other way, NCJJ then attempts 
to rectify these differences with one common criterion and in one single operation. 
In doing this, a master file is created for each year that has each State's individual 
transactional records in the new recoded structure. 

Unlike the UCR report, the National Center for Juvenile Justice provides the estimates 
of all the statistics they collect and distributes the cross-tabulation tables derived 
from these estimates. Attached to these best estimates are a series of notes and 
cautions that are to be applied to any subsequent interpretation. Primarily the 
difference between UCR reports and these national estimates of court statistics would 
be that the primary orientation of the court estimate is to examine the characteristics 
of individual cases processed, where UCR orients essentially all of its presentation 
around the critical offense or offense of arrest, with only secondary attention to 
related characteristics. 

The national estimates have not been distributed frequently enough to have attracted 
substantial criticisms as to their usefulness or representativeness, or their appli­
cation to the critical questions policyplanners and legislative bodies are ~ont to 
ask of them. By their own assessment, these data " •.• [represent] the best and most 
extensive information ever assembled regarding young people and their system of jus~ 
tice" (Smith, 1978: 14). 

The national estimates are essentially the most accurate transactional statistics 
available for the juvenile court; however, several basic problems could limit their 
use in predictive strategies where representativeness is critical. 

The process of recording could be one of these. Though the fact that the data is 
coded by NCJJ rather than the States themselves docs eliminate State-instituted error, 
it also relies upon one single source (the center) to understand and interpolate State 
policy from 22 separate States on over 20 separate variables. A consistent error 
in interpretation may thus be instituted, as well as the possibility that individual 
State policy, on counting or classification, may go unnoticed from year to year. 

Since very few States will collect exactly the same information or do so in exactly 
the same manner, a considerable task arises in the rationale of merging the data report­
ed. Multiple case reporting, as opposed to single referrals alone, would cause con­
siderable variance in reported case flows. Uniformity of data and the methods for 
its collection would have to vary with each State. State statutes would limit what 
crimes would or would not be included under the jurisdictional control of the juve­
nile court. Even individual elements would not be uniformly collected by all States. 
In the national estimates report, the policy is that the element would be included 
and national estimates calculated from it if any two or more States did collect it. 
This then would provide valuable data; however, it does indicate that national figures 
may have been extrapolated from the data supplied by only two States. For this rea­
son, it becomes important to examine the ratio of known to unknown cases in the pub­
lished tables. 

This report utilized the advance estimates of national delinquency figures for 1975, 
1976, and 1977 provided by NCJJ in 1979. Shortly before releasing final NCJJ estimates 
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. ----~ 2_ ~eca~e apparent that the total cases 

altered from the advance estimates The cha estimated for 1976 and 1977 were 
mating procedure used for the finai 2 e ng;hwas due ~o a,revision in the esti-
cases resulted by NCJJ eliminatin y,-ar~., ~ reductlOu J.n total numhers of 
it for the estimating procedure gI~ne Jur~sdlctJ.On's reported data and not using 
~f,the advance estimates becaus; the :~!be ected to main~aiJ~ the present analysis 
J.nlng the overall effect of this 1" ~rs ~ere essenhally estimates, and by exam-
discussed in this volume were notea~mlnatlon,lt,w~s found that the major relationships 
a~alysis. Cell percentages chan ed ~:~ted,slgnlflcantlY enough to alter the present 
~lrely unchanged. Since this vofum ,y llttl~ and the 1975 estimates remained en­
lnterpretation and not a report of e lS ~sslentlallY a flow analysis requiring much 
the' t' numerlca significance 't 1 In erpretlve analysis would rem '1 ' l was ca culated that 
adjusted. aln una tered even if these advance figures were 

Court Statistics Adjustment Procedure 

~ince the National Center for Juvenile Jus ' , 
Juvenile court statistics no actual d' tlce pUb1J.shes the estimates of national 
vidual characteristics of'juvenile of;e~~:!;~nt procedure needs to be made for indi-

In the interest of establishing a norm for " 
arrest through court processing and be ond pr~vldlnif a ~ontinuous flow from juvenile 
to certify the representativeness of tYh 't~ e estlm~tlng procedure was examined 

e na lonal estlmates. 

The primary unit of control for juvenile c ' , 
~ay not correspond with referrals as cou to~rt statlstlcs is the case, which mayor 
Jurisdictional area for the national nte

d 
by law enforcement agencies. The primary 

di~trict. Like UCR, the National Cen~~~re a~a collection operation is the court 
Unlted States. Again, as in the UCR th ~amlned all of ~he court districts in the 
court district is classified as to th

me 
,0 o~ ~xtra~olatlon, each jurisdiction or 

of district, geographic region and c
e s~ze 0 Juvenlle popUlation it services type 

matching process similar to th~t of t~urUC~asehprocessing trends. Then through a 
as to the numbers of cases processed. e ,t ose courts not reporting are estimated 

The actual matching process involves a com 1 ' 
variables, such as population size among ~t~X ser~es of weighting due to predictive 
of c~urt ~ases processed. After a' 1 in theers!. o~nd to be related to the numbers 
examlned for clusters of dl'strl'ctsPPthYt g ... welghtlng factors; the districts are 

, a are generally , 'I Cesslng characteristics OC the kno ' "d' , Slml ar. Reported cases pro-t h .1. wn JurlS lctlons w'th' .. o t e unr3porting districts In th' , l In any cluster are extrapolated 
. lS way; a natlonal estimate is derived. 

The national court est' t ' 
of individual jurisdic~~~n:s ~re P~~dlctive of the Nation based on a varying number 
Little if any' t ' ' ,epen lng upon the popUlation characteristic of l'nterest. In erpretatlon l5 supplied t 'd' 
given. I~lustration C-IA (p. 115) is the ~ al d~n understanding the tabular displays 
court estlmates, as a,table, shOWing the ~t:, lSh~ay provided in the 1977 juvenile 
offenders referred tO,court, and whether re ~ lons l~ between the race of the juvenile _ 
same year or not, the} had prlor delinquency referrals that 

It is important to realize that, in estimatin th ' 
as well. In Illustration C-IA ( ) h g! ,e NCJJ has estlmated missing cases 
total estimate; therefore only ~~ ~lS , t e mlsslng cases are 82.5 percent of the 
rals are distributed. Th~s the . iercent of the total n~mber of estimated refer-

, resu ts are not a true estlmate of what the Nation 
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might report if every jurisdiction were reporting every element. The larger the miss­
ing case percentage is, the less confidence there is that the distribution of the 
remaining cases is representative of the Nation. 

The 1977 total estimated cases processed in juvenile court jurisdiction is 1,401,705 
cases. The grand total of Illustration C-1A (p. 115) is far less, showing a variance 
of over 1 million cases, primarily because of the estimated missing or unknown cases. 
To arrive at the more true estimated number of cases, a straight extrapolation from 
the known data has to be made for the unknown cases. This is not the best estimating 
policy; however, based upon the manner in which these data were reported, little else 
can be done. 

Using the percentage for each effect, and noting that they add to 100 percent exclud­
ing missing cases, the frequencies in each cell are replaced by taking the same per­
centage of the actual total (1,401,705). Illustration C-1B (p. 115) is the adjusted 
table showing no missing cases. For this report, all court statistics were adjusted 
in this same manner. 

Court frequencies were then changed to applicable rates where necessary by using the 
same procedure outlined for the UCR statistics (pp. 113-114). 

PLACEMENT, CUSTODY, AND FIELD SUPERVISION PROCESSING 

Within the ca.tegory of placement, custody, and field supervision, two separate reports 
were used to provide national estimates: (1) Children in Custody for 1977 by the U.S. 
Department of Justice, and (2) Uniform Parole Reports for 1977 by the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency. 

The data, though broken down by various characteristics, is point-in-time data for 
the Nation. The census of public and private correctional facilities includes resi­
dential juvenile establishments operated by State or local governments or by private 
entities, such as detention centers, shelters, reception and diagnostic centers, train­
ing schools, ranches, forestry camps, farms, halfway houses, and group homes. Primar­
ily the reports show only actual counts that are to be assumed as the entire popula­
tion; therefore, there is apparently no need of estimation procedures. 

Upon examination, the procedures used by the Bureau of the Census in the Children in 
Custody series covered all known public and private residential establishments in 
operation at the time of the census. Included were all facilities with a residential 
population in which 50 percent of the occupants are juveniles, or where juveniles and 
offenders are housed together regardless of the percentage. The last published series 
(1975 data) indicated that for public facilities the overall response rate of the 
surveys m.ailed was 100 percent; the rate of the private facilities was 95 percent. 
The only substitutional data, or estimations made by the Bureau, were for those few 
private facilities that did not respond. In these cases, data were extrapolated from 
the previous year's census (U.S. Department of Justice, October 1977). 

The primary source for correctional statistics is the Children in Custody statistical 
report and facility census. The advance report for 1977 supplied the total admission 
and departure statistics. However, no current information on the type of facility 
or number, percent, and characteristics of those processed exists after the last full 
report in the series was published in 1973. Because of the obvious need for these 
detailed processing ratios, 1977 relationships were examined. Table C-2 (p. 117) is 
a comparison of related characteristics of juvenile custody residents of public and 
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ILLUSTRATION C-IA 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 
NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF JUVENILES UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE 

COURT HAVING PRIOR DELINQUENT REFERRALS FOR THE SAME YE~.R (BY RACE) 

PE RCENTAGES 
ADD 100.0_ 
WITHOUT 
MISSING 
CASES. 

R ACE 

WHITE 

M I 55 INC 

TOTAL 

NUNBER OF PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS THIS"YEAR (191n 

NON E 

NU II B ER I PERCENT 

157,119 8 1.0 

32,425 14.4 
.:': 
3,,24 -80.1 

1,227 

192,767 79.8 

ONE OR NORE 

N UM BER I PERCENT 

3 6, 973 19.0 

I !, 137 25.6 

800- 19.9 

I, 94 I 

48,910 20.2 

TOT A L 
II ISS INC 

NUll B E R I PERCENT 

778,767 194,093 80.3 

2~O, 727 43, 362 18.0 
MISSING CASES 

IOO'31'~ 81.5% 
OF TOTAL 

46,939 50,15 - ESTIMATE 

1,136,749 241,678 100.0 

TOTAL ESTIMATE OF 
1,378,427 CASES 
98.3% OF ACTUAL 
REFERRALS 

ILLUSTRATION C-IB 

NAT! 0 r~ AL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMEN T CENfER 
NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF JUVENILES UNDER /8 REFERRED TO JUVENILE 

COURT HAVING PRIOR DELINQUENT REFERRALS FOR THE SAME YEAR (BY RACE) ADJUSTED 
PERCENTAGES 
REMAIN, THE SAME NUNBER OF PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS THIS YEAR (1977) 

B LAC K 

o THE R 

TOTAL 1,118,515 

81.0 

74.4 

7 9.8 

ONE OR MORE 

NUM B E R PER CENT 

213,856 I g. 0 

64,591 25.6 

4,742 19.9 

283, 191 20.2 

111551 N G 
TOT A L 

NUMBER PERCENT 

1,125,569 80.3 

252,307 18.0 

23,829 1.7 

"401'705~ 

TOTAL (OR 100.0%) OF 
ACTUAL REFERRALS 

SOURCE: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTINATES OF 1977 NATIONAL COURT PROCESSING STATISTICS. 
(PITTSBURGH, PA: NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 19791. 

ILLUSTRATION CONSTRUCTEO BY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSNENT CENTER. ( SACRAMENTO, CA: AMERICAN 
JUSTICE INSTITUTE, 1980 l. 
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private facilities for the Children in Cus~oay reporting years 5lnce 1973. Though 
significant legislative enactments have occu;cred in the interim, only minor fluctua­
tions are evident in the characteristics of juveniles committed to public and private 
facilities. Based upon this cursory analysis, the relationships found in the 1973 
full report of Children in Custody were applied to the 1977 census data to facilitate 
the national estimates of commitments to correctional facilities. 

Though the Bureau of the Census did not estimate, respondents were given instruction 
to provide estimates for data that could not be obtained from available records. This 
could introduce a measure of error; however, since the report and the surveys have 
been collected annually since 1971 by this Bureau, it is probable that most of t.he 
facilities at this time have the requested data available, at least in sufficient 
numbers to lend confidence to the national tabulations. 

The rnethodological procedures followed by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
(NCCD) for the Uniform Parole Reports were slightly different and more closely akin 
to those for the UCR and Court Statistics reports. Due to differences in data report­
ing, the number of parole jurisdictions recorded in each tabulation varied from table 
to table. The same cautions expressed for the previous reports would therefore be 
equally in effect for these publications. 

As \lith the court statistics, NCCD did employ some c5tinating procedures in instancos 
~ihcre the data provided were incomplete. These shortages were classified into tHO 
C,,-;: ::!Eories: (1) not all the parole population was covered, and (2) not all of the 
12 months were reported for the year surveyed. 

Graphing of Processing Trends 

In general, most national processing statistics are summary in nature and usually 
pertain to a single decision point within the juvenile justice system. In order to 
analyze these statistics for the purpose of distinguishing what the system is doing 
with juvenile cases, various methods are used. Some researchers plot the percentage 
breakdowns of the juvenile population in question, and if they are skewed in one 
direction or another, the assumption is then made that a system bias exists in that 
direction. Other researchers may have sampled some exact data and be able to analyze 
the outcome of processing decisions for a particular portion of juvenile cases, and 
then generalize the same findings onto the national summary statistics. In this re­
port, in order to present the apparent processing trends among decisionmakers, an 
analysis of changes in population proportions is utilized. 

By examining the makeup of the juvenile populations within the system before and after 
a particular decision point, the apparent movement of these juveniles through the 
system can be described. As an example, Table C-3 (p. 118) brings together both 
arrest statistics and the referral statistics indicating what proportion of each 
racial category arrested are subsequently referred on to court intake. This table, 
therefore, describes the police disposition to process, at least in terms of the out­
come of their processing decisions. Both the percent of arrest population and the 
proportional change in the racial makeup are given. Most often, the percentage of 
arrests referred would be graphed to show what variance due to race existed in the de­
cision to refer, thus hinting at any possible system bias. However, the influence of 
any such bias is also reflected in the change in the racial makeup of the referral 
population as opposed to that of the arrest population. The effect of any single bias 
to process juveniles having certain characteristics is imprinted upon the proportions 
of all characteristics within the referral population. Thus, for trend mapping the 
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TAO/.E C - 2 

sm.ccrr:o CIiAliACTI!RISTlCS 01' rllnl.IC AND rnlVATI! .)UVENILI: CUSTODY 
11IlSIDENTS ANIl FACILITII!S (1973, 1974, 1975, Ilnu 1977) 

CIIARACf£RlsrICS 
~::'::)d:'j&t'~~,'~: < r ;y/$.,~ \¢,,[i'/:':;';:1i;.' r:;," i I ':<, ~;:\ ~ :;\+~fiR I. 1f.6. t t' ~,/ ~;1;.· ' ;. "71 

1913 1914 I 1915 I 1911 -, 1914 I 1915 I 1911 

NU~fBlm OF REsrnENTS "7,9B3 4 7,268 49,126 45,920 31,749 27,450 29,377 
.)uven II e 45,694 44,922 46,980 H,O!J6 31,749 27,290 29,070 

Male 35,057 3",733 37,926 36,921 22,104 19, 152 20,387 

I'elllnie 10,037 10,139 9,054 7,175 9,645 8,138 8,683 

Adult 2,289 2,346 ;[ ,146 1,82" -0- 160 307 

AVr:ltAGE AGE (YEAnS)I --- --- --- ]5.3 --- --- 14.9 

~Iill e ]5.2 15.3 15.3 15." --- 15.3 14.9 
Female 14.9 14.9 ]5.0 15.1 --- 15.4 15.0 

NU~Il:En OF AomSSIONS 600,!l60 M7,I75 641,]:!9 6H,385 53,661 56,708 67,0"5 

NI»rnEIt 01' OEPAltnJltES 594,207 6-10,"08 632.933 622,151 47,471 50,986 61,471 

AVEIIAGE IIA II. Y NII~mr:1t OF RIlSIIJHNTS 47,31l5 46,753 48,794 48,032 31,384 26,740 29,611 

JIIVI!Nll.IJS rim FUI.I.-1 Hill STAFF 
"'E~IBI:n 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.5 --- 1.3 

~Dased on juvenile residents only. 
Statistics for private facilitios not nvailable for 1913. 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Law llnforccment Assistanco Administrntion. "Chlidren in Custody: Advnnco 
/tepol'!: on the 1977 Census of Public .Juvonile facilitIes, tlo. SD-JD-SA." (I~ashington. D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Justice, 197!l); :IIlc1 U.S. Ilepnrtmont of Justice. I.,!I~ Enforcement Assistnnce AdministraUon. "Children in Custody: 
Advanco Report on the 1977 Census off'rivale .Juvenile Fllcilities, No. SU-.ID-S/J." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart­
ment of Justice, 1979). 

T"hle constructed by the NATIONAL JUVIlNII.Il .1l/STICIl SYSTI!H ASSr:SS~IIlNT C"NTlllt (SlIcrpmcnto, CA: Amcdcnn .Iustice 
Iustitute. HI80). 
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TABLE C-.3 

OlANGES IS THE NATIONAL ESTI~t~TES OF THE :'-U:·IBER OF PERSONS 
U~1lER 18 ARRESTE::7 ASD REFERRED TO JUVESItE COURT 

BY RACE AND OFFE:-lSE TYPE (197S-1977) 

InORwHIOH .. H ITE: '.' " 8:t At [, (lrK·E.R TO T H 

! ! ;HHORY 
H!~!:! I 'fetE!r H'~! £! ! ?f!~HI ~!.! "' £ ~ IElHH Hf~' f! IUGfH I 

19i3 

ARRESTED 1, a.3.3, 86 T i6.23 525,148 21.8 46,.144 2.(1 ~,405,459 100.03 

SerioUs 646,477 69.0 272,OS5 29.0 19,201 2.0 937,73.3 39.0 
Less-Serious 891,904 BO.5 195,520 17.7 19,815 1.8 1,107,619 46.0 
Status 295,400 32.0 Si,2'i3 15.9 7,429 :.1 360,107 15.0 

REFERRED 1 936,:!3S 66.6 .3.30,839 23.S 139,003 9.9 1,406,077 100.0 
Se:,ious 304,25; 61.3 1.39,970 ZS.2 58,118 10.S 496,.345 3, . .3 

Less-Serious 358,i88 64.6 145,,15 26 .. 2 51,097 9.2 55',400 39.5 
Status 273 .190 77.1 45,354 12.8 35,788 10.1 354,332 2S .2 

VARIANCE Z 

Total 51.1 % - 9.6 63.0% +1.7 
* + 7.9 58.5% ---

Serious 47.1 % - 7.7 /! 1.4% - 0.8 * + 8., /!2.9"'" -3.7 
Less-Serious 40.2% -15.9 74.3% -8.5 * + 7.4 50.1% - 0.5 
5tatus 92.5% - 4.9 79.2% - 3.1 * + 8.0 98.4% +10.2 

1976 

ARRESTED 1,82.1,004 76.1 526,572 22.0 45,601 1.9 2,396,257 100.0 
Serious 61.3,671 60.1 267,998 29.; 19,.176 2.2 901,145 37.6 
tess-Serious 943,786 80.7 205,.204 17.6 19,570 1.7 1,lull,560 4l! .8 
Sta::us ~66,54 7 81.6 53,3;0 16.3 6,655 2.1 326,552 13.6 

REF:RRED 1,03;,817 iO.4 326,062 22.1 110,310 i.oS 1,476,189 100.0 
Serious 438,945 62.6 208,955 29.8 S3,~90 i.6 701,190 oIi.5 
Less-Serious 333,694 7S.1 ii,iSa 17.5 32,S81 i.J .14.1,333 30.1 
Status 267,178 80.8 39,.3019 11. 9 24,139 7 • .3 330,666 22 • .1 

VIJtIANCE 

'ictal 57.0% - 5.7 61.9% . 0.1 * + 5.6 61.6% ---
Se!"':'ous 71.5% - 5.S .78.0 % . 0.1 * + 5.4 77.8% -9.S 
Less-Se:-lous 35.4% .. 5.6 37.9% - 0.1 * + S.i 38.0% -18.7 
Stat!.ls 100.0% - O.B 73.7% - 4.4 * . 5.2 *' . S.8 

~ 
ARREST=:!J 1,55,,6601 75.7 5014,382 22.2 52,2il 2.1 2.,",52,318 100.0 

Serious 631,i54 60.2 272,706 29.5 21,.370 ' --.~ 925,lI80 37.8 

tess -Serious 969,~86 79.3 225,,25 1S.5 24,017 2.0 1,219,0128 49.7 

Status 254,024 52.7 46,151 15.0 6,384 2.3 307,059 12. ~ 

REFERRED 1, OI?8 ,473 71.9 28.1,963 ::0.3 108,551 i.7 1,~01,70S 100.0 

Serious 446,196 64.; 186,202 27.0 5;,240 3.3 5d9,638 49.2 

Lass-Serious 3~7J2bi 76.3 bo.J.~3 15.5 35,li2 B.2 ':2~t~~.2 .30.0 

Status 235,010 33.0 32,2i8 11. 4 16,139 5.6 233,145 20.2 

VARU.'1CE 
57.2% 54.3% -3.8 52.3% 1.9 * . 5.6 ---Tot3.1 -

Serious 70.6% - 3.5 68.3% - Z.5 .. -6.0 74.5% -11.4 

~ess -Serious 33.7% - - , 
~.- 29./!% - 3.0 '* -6.2 35.2% -19.1 

Status 92.5% - 0.3 82.0% - 3.6 * - 3.3 92.2% . 7.7 

1Referrol Itoti.tislies inelude ZOO,OOO caul referred by other louten thon law enforcement. 

2Varianci ia the chonQe in proportion of an aoe group when comparing arrl.t and referral populations, and percent of arrelt population 
rderred. 

3percenh In the total column add to 100.0 by population. 

~Percent' Qreate, than 100% due to the Inclusion of 2~01000 calli refe".d by other IDurcn. 

Sources: U.S. Del'anment of Justice. Fe~I~::-a1 Burc~u of tnves'isat~~n. Uniior.n Cr~e ~e~or~~ 
:or t!1e 'jni:ed States--19iS; 19i6; and 19/~. (h'ashlngtOn .. D.C.: ~.~. G~ve!"nDent ?~.ntu;~ ~t 
~'-e '0"6 197- ana 1078)' and :-lational Center for Juvenlle JUS::lce •. ,dvance Est_mates o. i;;5: 1976: and' i9i7 :-<a~lon~l Coun Process ing 3tatis tics. (Pi t~sbur&h, ?a: :lational Center 
for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

7abl e cons'truc::ed b~ ~he ~ATIONAI. JUVEN!LE JUSTICE SYSTE?I~SSESS;'IENT C:NTER (Sac:'3IIlen'to, CAl 
.:..me:-ican ';usuce !nsti::Jte, 1950). 118 
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best illustration of a processing bias will be in how popUlation characteristics are 
altered proportionately from year to year. 

Illustration C-2A (p, 120) shows the percentage of white and black juveniles arrested 
and subsequently referred for less-serious offenses during the three years between 
1975 and 1977. As can be seen, both races appear to be referred less often in 1977 
than in 1975, with blacks having the largest reduction. This graph does not indicate 
in any way the degree of racial discrepancy that existed within either the original 
arrest population or the resultant referral population because it shows percentages 
only. Illustration C-2B (p. 120), however, does show exactly that. By plotting the 
proportional changes of the racial makeup of the juvenile population, decision trends 
can be soen. 

If no referral bias (or trend) exists for one racial type over another, then the pro­
portion of whites to blacks should remain constant. This "no change" condition is 
shown by the center line interpreted as zero cnange in proportion. The area above 
and below the center line represents an increase or reduction respectively in the 
proportional makeup of the referral population over the arrest population. 

In Illustration C-2B, the trend to process black juveniles mOre often than whites 
is evident in 1975. The proportion of whites to all other races decreases 15.9 per­
centage points from' arrests to referrals, whereas the proportion of blacks increases 
8.5 percentage points. This same relationship is reflected in Illustration C-2A; 
however, C-2B illustrates by proportions a trend in system processing that percentages 
cannot. The trend is that referral decisions since 1975 moved toward equalizing 
the apparent bias that existed in 1975. A graph of proportional changes, such as 
in Illustration C-2B; shows that not only has the referral rate for both races de­
creased, but that the overall adjustment has been a trend towards equal treatment 
for both races with respect to the referral decision.. The proportion of both blacks 
and whites referred changes only slightly in 1977 (3 percentage points) over those 
arrested. Graphically, the lines depicting the proportional change are asymptotic 
to the "no change" or center line, indicating a genuine change in system policy since 
1975 towards handling blacks and whites in a similar fashion. 

In the first case, a simple extrapolation to the unreported population was made from 
the known popUlation. 

... in states which reported on a sample of their parole populations, each 
reported case was weighted by the inverse of the sampling percentage. For 
example, if a state reported on fifteen cases as a 25% random sample of its 
parole population, each case was multiplied by 1/.25 (which is equal to 4). 
The estimated total population would be 15 X 4 = 60 (National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, April 1979:2). 

In the second case, a simple extrapolation was made to the unreported months from 
those that wel'e reported for by jurisdiction. 

... where states reported data for less than twelve months ... each reported case 
was weighted by the inverse of the percentage of the year covered. For example, 
if a st~te reported data for only nine months of the year (75% or 3/4), each 
reported case was multiplied by 1/.75 (which is equal to 1-1/3 (one and one­
third or 4/3) ) .So if the data for the nine months covered fifteen case (5) , 
the estimated total popUlation would be 15 X 4/3 = 20 (National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, April 1979:2). 
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ILLUSTRATION c- 2A 

THREE-YEAR TREND COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ARRE~TFn Aun RFFFRR;:n Tn r.nll~T IIITAI(~ r:np I r:~C:-C:j:DlnIlC 
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ILLUSTRATION C-2B 

29.' 

1911 

THREE - YEAR TREND COMPARISON OF THE CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF 
PERSONS UNDER 18 ARRESTED. TO THOSE REFERRED TO COURT INTAKE 

FOR LESS - SERIOUS OFFENSES BY RACE* 
... 20 

... ... I 5 on 
c ... - ... 
u -+- I Q C> -0-... 

C> ... ... 5 
c::o ... ... - -0 
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* ONL.Y ILAC1<ANOWHITEARE SHOWN '-01'1 THE PURPOSE OF IL.L.USTRATION. (SEE TABL.E C-2. ,.117) 

SOURCES: NA(TIONAL. CENTER FOR JUVENIL.E JUSTICE. ADVANCE ESTIMATES OF 197~: 1976' AND 1977 NATlO'NAL COURT PROCESSING 
STATISTICS. PITTSIUItGH. PAl NATIONAL. CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE. 1979/, , 

(U;'~SHDIEIIIP~TltoT .. MEDNTC ~F JUSTICE. FEDERAL. BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION. UNIFORM CRIME !![PORTS-- 197!!; 1978: AND /977 
....... ' U.S. aOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE. 197&.1977. 11178). • 

ILLUSTRATIONS CONSTRUCTED IIY THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (SACRAMENTO CA' 
AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE. 1980), • • • 

120 

In each case, the assumption was made that those portions of either the pophlation 
or time period covered that were reported on were representative of the whole, ~n 
the case of the partial year, it assumes that the composition of the parole popula­
tion does not vary significantly by month of parole entry. 

The assumptions may be valid; however, neither UPR nor any other research organization 
has tested its validity to date. The estimates were made to eliminate the bias that 
might have occurred from reporting national tabulations on partial data. It is there­
fore possible that the estimation procedure may enter another type of bias that in 
itself may be as objectionable. An estimation based upon trend analysis, or matched 
jurisdiction, such as used by both the UCR an~ NCJJ, would be more advisable. 
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APPENDIX D 

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 

123 

r 
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STATE' 

1. Alabama 
2. California 
3. Florida 
4. Idaho 
5. Illinois 
6. Iowa 
7. Kansas 
8. Maryland 
9. Michigan 

10. Mississippi 
11 •. Nebraska 
12. New Jersey 
13. New York 
14 •. North Dakota 
15. Ohio 
16. Oregon 
17. Pennsylvania 
18. South Dakota 
19. Texas 
20. Utah 
21. Washington 

TABLE D-1 

JUVENILE POPULATioN SERVED BY 
STATES PARTICIPATING IN NATIONAL ESTI~~TES OF 

JUVENILE COURT PROCESSED STATISTICS 

67 
58 
67 
i}4 

102 
99 

105 
24 
83 
82 
93 
21 
58 
53 
88 
36 
67 
64 

254 
29 
39 

22. West Virginia 55 

1,588 

Sources: 

1,.175,000 
6,345,000 
2,337,DOO 

278,000 
3,492,900 

893,000 
675,000 

1,286,000 
3,012,000 

827,000 
481,000 

2,214,000 
5,339,000 

207,000 
3,402,000 

682,000 
3,464,000 

220,000 
4,012,000 

451,000 
1,084,000 

548,000 

42,423,00u 

1National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National 
Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile 
Justice, 1979). 

2National Association of Counties. The County Year Book, 1978. (\iashington, 
D. C.: National As.sociation of Counties, 1978). 

3 
U. S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract 

of the Ufiited States: 1976, 97th Edition. (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Govern­
ment Print~ng Office, 1976). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 
(Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 

Preceding page blank 125 

?l' 



TABLE D-2 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF POLICE DISPOSITIONS 
FOR PERSONS UNDER 18 TAKEN INTO CUSTODY (1977) 

DISPOSITION 

3.9 95,640 4.2 
Filed in Other Court 95,640 

Referred to Juvenile 53.2 1,127,316 49.6 
Court Intake 1,304,633 

Referred to Other Law 1.8 44,142 1.9 
Enforcement Agency 44,142 

Handled within the 38.1 934,333 41.1 
Department 934,333 

Referred to 3.0 73,570 3.2 
73,570 Welfare Agency 

2,275,001 100.0 
TOTAL 2,452,318 100.0 

RATIO 
(AnEsTs: CASE S) 

1:1 

1. 16: 1 

1:1 

·1: 1 

1:1 -
1. 08: 1 

h other than a one-to-one (1:1) 
NOTE: Only direct referrals to juvenile C?uxt ave 
ratio. 

. e Federal Bureau of Investigation •. Unifo:m Crime R~ports 
Sources: U.S. Department of Just1C.. DC' US Government Print1ng Off1ce, 1978), and 
for the United States--1977. (Wa~h1ngtAdon, • 'E' t··a~es of 1977 National Court Processing 
----~ f J v nile JUst1ce vance s 1m 
National Center. or u epA' N tiC'~a1 Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 
Statistics. (P1ttsburgh, . a. 

h NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~ffiNT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
Table constructed by t e 
American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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STATE 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware'" 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Mazyland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota* 
Mississippi 
Montana 
Missouri 
Nebraska* 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Washington, D.C. 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TOTAL 

*Unreported 

TABLE D-3 

POLICE DISPOSITION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ARRESTED BY STATE (1977) 

TOTAL 
REFERRED 
TO COURT 

ARREStS INTAKE 

PERCEiIT NUMBER FEi:CENT 

20,172 5,846 :~) .0 10,595 52.5 
4,089 1,080 20.4 2,738 67.0 

35,224 4,311 12.2 30,525 86.7 
14,16.0 2,398 16.9 7,338 51.8 

282,158 110,500 39.2 166,519 ;,19.0 
25.686 12,527 48.8 8,768 34.1 
20,809. 10,764 51.7 5,760 27.7 -
99,760 23,588 23.6 71,830 72.0 
21,042 5,438 25.8 13,774 65.5 
9,943 4,229 42.5 5,010 50.4 

12,231 5,354 43.8 5,891 48.2 
102,053 42,411 41.6 25,988 25.5 

34,645 13,560 39.1 19,094 55.1 
22,9.50 7,144 31.1 14,709 64.1 
23,858 9.,355 39..2 13,891 58.2 
24,9.23 3,629. ll.<.6 20,661 82.9 
35,606 8,871 24.2 19,427 54.6 
10,353 5,933 57.3 3,860 37.3 
55,368 19.,358 35.0 34,904 63.0 
27,9.45 8,796 31.5 17,601 63.0 
42,791 34,085 79.7 3,011 7.0 

-
9.,49.3 2,037 21.5 7,064 74.4 
7,9.43 2,777 35.0 4,674 58.8 

37,339. 12,093 32.4 22,996 61.6 

10,801 569 5.3 8,180 75.7 
10,883 6,116 56.2 3,921 36.0 

115,950 53,985 46.6 59,794 51.6 
2;948 238 8.1 2,637 89.5 

34,856 21,119 60.6 12,273 35.2 
14,312 6,021 42.1 6,599 46.1 

7,138 659 9.2 6,003 84.1 
82,239. 32,79.9 39 .• 9 47,139 57.3 
37,39-5 5,687 15.2 30,860 82.5 
26,737 12,328 46.1 11,725 43.9 

130,723 62,230 47.6 36,467 27.9 
12,947 8,879 68.6 3,429 26.5 

8,531 2,007 23.5 6,448 75.6 
5,333 1,534 28.8 3,255 61.0 

12,873 3,340 25.9 8,676 67.4 
102,206 40,824 39.9 55,669 54.5 

12,112 1,714 14.2 9,826 81.1 
1,084 691 63.7 121 11.2 

38,731 11,344 29.3 26,771 69.1 
31,145 8,402 27.0 21,019 67.5 
5,289 29.0 5.5 4,733 89.5 
8,359. 2,728 32.6 5,123 61.3 

85,532 38,.194 44.7 40,183 47.0 
31 384 1 1 448 42.8 11198 35.4 

1,782,049 679,230 38.1 948,647 53.2 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Fed~ral Bureau of' Investigation. 

3,731 18.5 
271 6.5 
388 1.2 

4,424 31.2 
5,139 1.8 
4,391 17.1 
4,285 20.6 

4,342 4.4 
1,830 8.7 

704 7.0 
986 8.0 

33,654 33.0 
1,991 5.7 
l,O~7 4.8 

612 2.5 
633 2.5 

7,308 20.6 
560 5.4 

1,108 2.0 
1,548 5.2 
5,695 13.3 

391 4.2 
492 6.2 

2,250 6.0 

2,052 19.0 
846 7.8 

2,171 1.9 
73 2.5 

1,464 4.2 
1,692 11.8 

576 6.7 
2,301 2.9 

848 2.2 
2,684 10.1 

32,026 24.5 
639 4.9 

76 .9 
544 10.2 
857 6.7 

5,713 5.6 
572 4.7 
272 25.1 
616 1.6 

1,724 5.5 
266 5.1 
508 6.1 

7,155 8.4 
738 2,1.8 

154,243 8.7 

Uniform Crime 
Reports-Special report requested by the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment 
Center. (Washington, D. C., 1978). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMgNT GENTER, (S:lc~amG:ntG. 
CA; Am~riG~n Juetic; In5titu~e, 1980). 
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TIIBI.E D-4 

CflllNGliS IN nm NUMBER lIND RIITE OF PERSONS Ill' RISK 
(7 'mROUGIl 17) ~.RRF.STF.D BY OFFF.NSE TYI'E (1968·1977) 

IN FORMATION CATECORY 
';:lA~~~~~lX{tSk1~1J~~·~{i))?l~'J,~~:.t;t:W~~~~~i~f;~;~[~$~~it;!~.it~}%.~::*t~'11'l1~~lf&i5~~;~;;4,~"t;~i:~!Q~r .• ,~~~1;Y:~£r:~~~\t¥$$}(f.'~~,~~:~t¥('itft~~~~\~f'i:~~~.~~;;~:~:::~jr;~·:7t;}:t;~~hti~~~~'(:~ 

1969 I 1969 I 1970 I 1971 I 1972 I 19'13 I 1974 I 1975 1 19715 J 1977 

POrULATION* 
42,1.5'1 (IN nmUSANDS) 43,901 44,456 44,848 45,064 45,002 44,651 44,158 43,450 42,77(1 

ARRF.STEO 

1111 Offenses 1,996,197 2,100,301 2,051,694 2,228,425 2,228,643 2,385,260 2,466,511 2,405,247 2,396,256 2,449,134 

Serious Offenses 700,092 741,905 724,804 784,436 783,201 852,544 973,503 948,417 900,939 924,262 

Less-Serious Off.enses 1,296,105 1,358,396 1,326,870 1,443,989 1,445,442 1,532,716 1,493,008 1,456,1130 1,495,317 1,524,872 

PERCENT OF POPULIITION 
IIRRESTED 

1111 Offenses 4.5 4.7 4.6 

SeTious Offenses 1.6 1.7 1.6 

Less-Serious Offenses 3.0 3.1 3.0 

ARRHST RATES 
(PER 100,000) 

Al1 Offenses 4,547 4,724 4,575 

Serious Offenses 1,595 1,669 1,616 

Less -Sed ous Offenses 2,952 3,055 2,959 

*Based on a juvenile lit-risk population of ages 7 through 17. 

1 Percent change is cal culated as follows: 1977 figure - 1968 figure. 
1968 figure 

4.9 5.0 5.3 5.6 5.5 5.6 

1.7 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.2 2.1 

3.2 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 

4,945 4,952 5,342 5,586 5,536 5,603 

1,741 1,740 1,909 2,205 2,183 2,106 

3,204 3,212 3,433 3,381 3,353 3,497 

Source: U.S. Department of .Justice. Federal Bureau of lnv('stigation. Uniform CrIme Reports for the United States--1968; 1969; 1970; 1971; 1972; 1973; 
1974; 1975; 1976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Pri.nting Office, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977, and 1978); and 
u.s.- Department of ComiiierCe. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Rer.0rts--1960-1973 and 1970-77. (Washington, D.C.: 11.5. Government Printing 
Offi ce, 1974 and 1978). 

Table constructed by the NATIONIIL .JI.lVllNlI.F JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSHSSHF.NT CHNTER (Sacramento, GA: MElrican Justjcl) Tn~titute, 1980). 
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5.8 

2.2 

3.6 

5,1110 

~,193 

3,617 

J I~=:-ml 
- 4.0% 

+22.7% 

+32.0% 

+17.7\ 

+28.9'1; 

+37.5\ 

+20.0% 

+27.8\ 

+37.5% 

+22.5\ 
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TABLE D-5 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE CHANGES IN THE ~(BER AND RATE OF PERSONS 
7-17 ARRESTED BY SEX AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) 

INFORMATION 
CATEGORY 

JUVENILE POPULATION 
(7-17) IN 

THOUSANDS 

~!ALE 

FE~!ALE 

ARRESTS 

MALE: ALL OFFENSES 

Serious 

Less-Seriol:;; 

Status 

FE~!ALE: ALL OFFENSES 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

ARREST RATES FOR 
PERSONS 7-17 
(PER 100,000 YOUTH) 

TOTAL 

~!ALE: ALL OFFENSES 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

FE~IALE: ALL OFFENSES 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

1915 

lUMBER 1 PERCENT 

22,144 51.0 

21,308 49.0 

2,405,247 100.0 

1,894,382 78.8 

782,163 81. 5 

914,100 83.1 

198,119 57.2 

510,865 21.2 

177,449 18.5 

185,471 16.9 

147,945 42.8 

5,535.4 

8,554.8 

3,532.2 

4,127.0 

894.7 

2,397.5 

832.8 

870.4 

694.3 

1976 

MUlBE R -I PERCENT 

21,799 

20,971 

2,396,256 

1,880,394 

736,778 

960,112 

183,504 

515,862 

169,628 

202,466 

143,768 

5,602.7 

8,626.1 

3,379.9 

4,404.4 

841.8 

2,459.9 

808.9 

965.5 

685.6 

51.0 

49.0 

100.0 

78.5 

81. 3 

82.6 

56.1 

21.5 

18.7 

17.4 

43.9 

1917 

IUIBER I PERCENT 

21,492 51.0 

20,661 49.0 

2,452,318 100.0 

1,925,603 78.5 

641,274 78.1 

1,118,666 84.0 

165,663 53.9 

526,715 21.5 

171,830 21.1 

213,063 16.0 

141,822 46.1 

5,817,7 

8,959.6 

2,983.8 

5,205.~ 

770.11 

2,549.3 

831.7 

1,031. 2 

686.4 

PERCENT 
CHANGE 

1975-1977 

- 2.9 

- 3.0 

+ 2.0 

+ 1.6 

-18.0 

+22.4 

-16.4 

+ 3.1 

- 3.2 

+14.9 

- 4.1 

.. 5.1 

+ 4.7 

-15.5 

+26.1 

-13.8 

+ 6.3 

- 0.1 

+18.5 

- 1.1 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Renorts--
1977 . (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978; U.S. Department of Commerc_e. 
Bureau of the Census. Current Population Renort, Estimates of the Population of the United 
States by Age, Sex. and Race: 1970 to 1977, Series P-2S, No. 721. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1978); and ~:ational Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimate~ 
of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statisties. (Pittsburgh, PA: ~ational Center 
for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CHITER (Sacramento, CA: 
American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-6 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE PROPORTIONS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ARRESTED AND REFERRED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

TO JUVENILE COURT BY SEX (1975-1977) 

INFORMATION MALES 
CATEGORY 

• U .. E. P E teEIT 

.!.ill.. 
Arrested 1,894,382 78.8 

Referred 920,906 79.1 

Percent 1 
Referred 48.6 

ill.§. 

Arrested 1,880,394 78.5 

Referred 966',880 79.2 

Percent 
Referred 

Arrested 

Referred 

Percent 
Referred 

1,925,603 

918,338 

51.4 

78.5 

79.8 

47.7 

FEMALES 

IUIIIER PERCEll 

510,865 

243,221 

21.2 

20.9 

47.6 

515,862 21.5 

253,298 20.8 

526,715 

232,462 

49.1 

21.5 

20.2 

44.1 

1percent of those arrested who were referred. 

IUUER 

2,405,247 

1,164,231 

2,396,256 

1,220,808 

2,452,318 

1,150,800 

PERCEIT 

100.0 

100.0 

48.4 

100.0 

100.0 

50.9 

100.0 

100.0 

46.9 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Inve~tigation. Uniform Crime 
Reports for the United States--1975; 1976; and 1977. (Wash~ngton, D.C.: U:S. Gove:n-

- P' t' Off;ce 1976 1977 and 1978)' and National Center for Juven~le Just~ce. ment r~n ~ng ., , , " .',' ' 
Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Process~ng Sta~~st~cs. 
(Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT' CENTER (Sacramento: 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-7 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE 
CHANGE IN THE RATIO OF MALES TO FEMALES FOR PERSONS UNDER 18 

ARRESTED AND REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT BY OFFENSE CATEGORY (1975-1977) 

INFORMATIOH 
CATEGORY 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status Offenses 

REFERRED 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

VARIANCE2 

Serious 

Non-Serious 

Status 

1976 

ARRESTED 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

REFERRED 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

VARIANCE 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

1977 

ARRESTED 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

REFERRED 

Serious 

Less -Serious 

Status 

VARIANCE 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

1,894,382 

782,163 

914,100 

198,119 

1,070,771 

434,798 

447,044 

188,929 

1,880,394 

736,778 

960,112 

183,504 

1,110,426 

571,325 

374,034 

164,867 

1,925,603 

641,274 

1,118,666 

165,663 

1,075,108 

560,000 

357,720 

157,755 

78.8 

81. 5 

83.1 

57.2 

76.2 

87.6 

80.9 

52.9 

-2.6 

+6.1 

-2.2' 

-4.3 

78.5 

81.3 

82.6 

56.1 

76.4 

82.2 

83.9 

49.2 

-2.1 

+0.9 

+1. 3 

-6.9 

78.5 

78.9 

84.9 

53.9 

76.7 

81. 7 

83.4 

54.9 

-1.8 

+2.8 

-1.5 

+1.0 

510,865 

177 ,449 

185,471 

147,945 

335,306 

61,547 

105,544 

168,215 

515,862 

169,628 

202,466 

143,768 

365,763 

183,760 

71,775 

170,228 

526,71.5 

171,1;30 

213,063 

141,822 

326,139 

125,434 

71,201 

129,595 

21.2 

18.5 

16.9 

42.8 

23.8 

12.4 

19.1 

47.1 

+2.6 

-6.1 

+2.2 

+4.3 

21.5 

18.7 

17.4 

43.9 

23.6 

17.8 

16.1 

50.8 

+2.1 

-0.9 

-1.3 

+6.9 

21.5 

21.1 

16.0 

46.1 

23,3 

18.3 

16.6 

45.1 

+1.8 

-2.8 

+0.6 

-1.0 

2,405,247 

959,612 

1,099,571 

346,064 

1,406,077 

496,345 

552,588 

357,144 

2,396,256 

906,406 

1,162,578 

327,:}'72 

1,476,189 

695,285 

445,809 

335,095 

2,452,318 

813,104 

1,331,729 

307,485 

1,401,705 

685,434 

428,921 

287,350 

lReferra1 statistics include 250,000 caSeS referred by other sources than law 
2enforcement. 
Variance is the change in proportion of an age group when comparing arrest and 

3referra1 populations. 
Percents in the total coluan add to 100.0 by population. 

100.03 

39.9 

47.7 

14.4 

100.0 

35.3 

39.3 

25.4 

- 4.5 

- 8.4 

+11.3 

100.0 

37.8 

48.5 

13.7 

100.0 

47.1 

30.2 

22.7 

+ 9.3 

-18.3 

+ 9.0 

100.0 

33.2 

54.3 

12.5 

100.0 

48.9 

30.6 

20.5 

+15.7 

-23.7 

+ 8.0 

Sources: U.S. Depart.ent of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports 
for the llilited States--1975; 1976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Of­
fice, 1976, 1977, and 1978); ~Nationa1 Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 
1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center 
for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIO~AL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMEN1' CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
~erican Justice Institute, 1980). 

131 

., 



IN FORNATION 
CATEGORY 

1975 

Arrested 

Referred 

Percent 1 
Referred 

1976 

Arrested 

Referred 

Percent 
Referred 

1977 

Arrested 

Referred 

Percent 
Referred 

TABLE D-8 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE 
PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 ARRESTED AND REFERRED 

TO JUVENILE COURT BY RACE (1975-1977) 

1,883,867 

770,935 

1,824,004 

46,615 

1,855,664 

821,049 

76.2 

65.9 

42.0 

76.1 

69.3 

2.6 

75.7 

71.0 

44.2 

525,148 

272,576 

526,572 

274,784 

544,382 

238,220 

21.8 

23.3 

51.9 

22.0 

22.4 

52.2 

22.2 

20.6 

4.5.8 

46,444 

126,344 

45,681 

101,1317 

52,271 

97,138 

2.0 

10.8 

272.02 

1.9 

8.3 

222.9
2 

2.1 

8.4 

186.0 2 

2,405,459 

1,169,856 

2,396,257 

1,226,713 

2,452,318 

1,156,407 

~percent of those arrested who ~~re referred. 
Percents greater than 100.0 may occur due to variations in the classification proce­
dures between components. 

100.0 

100.0 

4Y.0 

1UO.0 

100.0 

51. 0 

100.0 

100.0 

47.0 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports for 
the United States--1975; 1976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1976, 1977, and 1978); and National-center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, 
and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile 
Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~ffiNT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-9 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE CHANGES IN THE NUMBER AND PERCENT ~~GE 
OF PERSONS UNDER IB ARRESTED BY RACE (1975-1977) 

INFORMATION 
CATEGORY 

All. Offenses 1,833,867 76.2 525,148 21.B 46,444 2.0 2,405,459 

SeI'ious Offenses 646,477 69.0 272,055 29.0 19,201 2.0 937,733 

Lells-Serious 
Clffenses 891,984 80.5 195,820 17.7 19,815 1.3 1,107,619 

SUltus Offenses 295,406 82.0 57,273 15.4 7,423 2.1 360,109 

976 

All. Offenses 1,824,004 76.1 526,572 22.0 45,681 1.9 2,396,257 

Sel:ious Offenses 613,671 68.1 267,998 29.7 19,476 2.2 901,14:; 

Less-Ser:,ou!J 
Offenses 943,786 80.7 205,204 17.6 19,;;70 1.7 1,168,560 

StEltUS Offenses 266,547 81.6 53,370 16.3 6,635 1.2 326,552 

1977 

All. Offenses 1,855,664 75.8 544,382 22.2 52,271 2.1 2,452,318 

Sedous Offenses 631,754 68.2 272,706 29.5 21,370 2.3 925,830 

Le:;s-Serious 
Offenses 989,886 79.5 225,525 18.5 24,017 2.0 1,219,428 

Status Offenses 254,024 89. i 46,151 15.0 6,384 2.3 307 I 059 

All Offenses + 1.;: + 3.6 +12.5 

SfJrious Offenses - .., -
<. • .) + 0.2 +11.3 

ress-Serious 
Offenses +11.0 +15.2 +21.2 

s.tatus Offenses -.-14,0 -19.4 - ., ~ 

/ . .) 

100.0 

39.0 

46.0 

15.0 

100.0 

3i.6 

48.8 

13.6 

100.0 

37.8 

49.7 

12.5 

+ 1.9 

- 1.3 

+10.1 

~14. 7 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports-­
~; ~~; and !p~. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976, 1977, 1978). 

r;101e constructed by the MTI0NAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE).! ASSESS~!E}jT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
~nerican Justice Ins~itute, 1900). 
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TABLE D-10 

CHANGES IN THE NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
UNDER 18 ARRESTED AND REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 

BY RACE AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) .. 
_.HII.E , .··.LACl ,'A IiTIIER .TO TAl INFOR~ATlON . 

CATEGORY IUliER I mCEIT lUll [I I PEICEIT IUllE R I PERCEIT IUU ER 

1!175 

ARRESTED 1,833,867 76.23 525,148 21.8 46,444 2.0 2,405,459 
Serious 646,477 69.0 272,055 29.0 19,201 2.0 937,73.; 
Less-Serious 891,984 80.5 195,820 17.7 19,815 1.8 1,107,619 
Status 295,406 82.0 57,273 15.9 7,429 2.1 360,107 

REFERRED 1 936,235 66.6 330,839 23.5 139,003 9.9 1,406,077 
Serious 304,257 61.3 139,970 28.2 58,118 10.5 496,345 
Less-Serious 358,788 64.6 145,515 26.2 51,097 9.2 555,400 
Status 273,190 77.1 45,354 

VARIANCE 2 
12.8 35,788 10.1 354,332 

Total --- - 9.6 --- +1. 7 --- + 7.9 ---
Serious --- - 7.7 --- - 0.8 --- + 8.5 ---
Less-Serious --- -15.9 --- +8.5 --- + 7.4 ---
Status --- - 4.9 --- - 3.1 --- + 8.0 ---

1976 

ARRESTED 1,824,004 76.1 526,572 22.0 45,681 1.9 2,396,257 
Serious 613,671 68.1 267,998 29.7 19,476 2.2 901,145 
Less-Serious 943,786 80.7 205,204 17.6 19,570 1.7 l,lb8,560 
Status 266,547 81.6 53,370 16.3 6,635 2.1 326,552 

REFERRED 1,039,817 70.4 326,062 22.1 110,310 7.5 1,476,189 
Serious 458,945 62.6 208,955 29.8 53,290 7.6 701,190 
Less-Serious 333,694 75.1 77,758 17.5 32,881 7.4 444,333 
Stlitus 267,178 80.8 39,349 11.9 24,139 7.3 330,666 

VARIANCE 

Total --- - 5.7 --- + 0.1 --- + 5.6 ---
Serious --- - 5.5 --- + 0.1 --- + 5.4 ---
!.css"Serious --- - 5.6 --- - 0.1 --- + 5.7 ---
Status --- - 0.8 --- - 4.4 --- + 5.2 ---

1977 

ARRESTED 1,855,664 75.7 544,382 22.2 52,271 2.1 2,452,318 

Serious 631,,754 68.2 272,706 29.5 21,370 2.3 925,880 

Less-Serious 969,,886 79.5 225,525 18.5 24,017 2.0 1,219,428 

Status 254,024 82.7 46,151 15.0 6,884 2.3 307,059 

REFERRED 1,008,473 71.9 284,963 20.3 108,551 7.7 1,401,705 

Serious 446,196 64.7 186,202 27.0 57,240 8.3 689,638 

Less-Serious 327,267 76.3 bb,4ti3 b.5 35,ln ~.2 42l!,~tl 

Status 235,010 83.0 32,278 11. 4 16,139 5.6 283,145 

VARIANCE 

Total --- -3.8 --- - 1.9 --- + fi.6 ---
Serious -- ... - 3.5 --- - 2.5 --- +6.0 ---
Less-Serious --.- - 3.2 --- - 3.0 --- + 6.2 ---
Status -- ... - - 0.3 --- - 3.6 --- + 3.3 ---

1Referral statistics include 250,000 cases referred by other sources than law 
2enforcement. 
Variance is the change in proportion of an age group when comparing arrest and 

3referral populations. 
Percents in the total column add to 100.0 by population. 

I PERCEIT 

100.03 

39.0 

46.0 

15.0 

100.0 

35.3 

39.5 

25.2 

---
- 3.7 

- b.5 

+10.2 

100.0 

37.6 

4ti.8 

13.6 

100.0 

47.S 

30.1 

22.4 

---
+ 9.9 

-18.7 

+ 8.8 

100.0 

37.S 

49.7 

12.5 

100.0 

49.2 

30.6 

20.2 

---
+11.4 

-19.1 

+ 7.7 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports 
for the United States--1975; 1976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Of­
fi~~f 1976, 1977; and 1975Jj ~nd National Center f~r Ju~enile Justic~. ~~van~e EEtimate~ of 
1975, 197b, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center 
for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE<I ASSESSl-IENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
American Justice Institut~, 1980). 
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TflBl,E 11-1 1 

NATIONAL ESTIMATEfi OF ,TIlE CIIANGES IN TIII1 NtJl.lRER AND PERCENT CIIANGF. 
OF PERfiONS UNDER 18 ARRESTED BY AGE (1975-~977) 

I"FORllmO~ .EUI~' l,t;IOUDUlDEt '::})l, :, ,,: 11,0;\,2:"",,,:;.::1,;' ;,';;'ll;':t" "" '~iS I ~:c }.: ~ .. : ,;H:;·,'.v·"}~j';;,I,, : .:$~:>'.';;;:: " It' ]~:.':,,::<' :'ds;~,,·,,:,';J',n:'.;,{', ",~', 'I' , ;', ·t·bin::":',; 
CATEGORY ~GE 1 NU~ HR "TpflicEU1 

w 
IUM 8 ER 1 PERcm\ lUMBER I mmr I IUUER I rmElf i IUUEI I riieur I iiii iEij I rEitEii I iUi i t i I FEiiCfiI 

1975 

All Offenses 15.29 91,606 3.8 184,241 7.7 552,964 23.0 473,649 19.7 554,179 2:1.0 548,606 22.8 2,405,247 100.0 
Serious Offenses J5.M 41,745 4.4 91,738 9.7 211,713 25.5 184,188 19.4 202,761 21.4 186,273 19.6 948,417 39.4 
Less-Serious Offenses 15.59 43,760 4.0 73,031 6.6 2.13,891 19.3 200,397 18.1 2M,789 23.6 31(,,026 28.4 1,108,893 46.1 
Status Offenses 15.07 6,101 1.8 19,47:1 5.6 97,360 28.0 89,065 25.6 89,629 25.7 46,620 J3.4 3411,249 14.5 

1976 

All Offenses 15.32 IIR,920 3.7 179,862 7.5 539,721 22.5 476,670 19.9 565,055 23.6 546,027 22.8 2,396,255 100.0 
Serious Offenses 15.07 38,042 4.2 85,975 9.5 224,982 25.0 176,954 19.6 197,732 21.9 177,254 19.7 900,939 37.6 
Less-SeriollS Offenses 15.59 45,392 3.8 76,818 6.5 228,742 19.3 217,506 18.3 285,115 24.1 331,923 28.0 1,185,496 49.5 
Status Offeuses 15.06 5,485 1.8 17,070 5.5 85,997 27.3 82,211 26.5 82,208 . 26.5 .~6,850 11.9 309,821 12.9 

1977 

All Offenses 15.35 87,819 3.6 176,295 7.2 556,115 22.7 477 ,043 19.5 573,339 23.4 581,707 23.7 2,452,318 !no.o 
Serious Offenses 15.09 38,553 4.2 84,767 9.2 234,325 25.3 179,046 19.3 202,351 21.9 186,421 20.1 925,463 37.7 
Less-Serious Offenses 15.64 U,489 3.6 73,884 6.1 233,456 19.1 218,787 17.9 294,099 24.1 356,389 29.2 1,220, !O4 49.8 
Status Offenses 15.03 5,777 1.9 17,644 5.8 88,334 28.8 79,210 25.8 76,889 25.1 38,897 12.7 306,751 12.5 

PERCENT CIIANGE 

1975-1977 

All Offenses --- --- -4.1 --- -4.3 --- +0.6 --- + 0.7 --- + 3.5 --- + 6.0 --- ... 2.0 
Serious Offenses --- --- -7.6 --- -7.6 --- -3.1 --- - 2.8 --- - 0.2 --- ... 0.0 --- - 2.4 
Less-Serious Offenses --- --- -0.6 --- +1.2 --- +9.1 --- ... 9.2 --- +12.3 --- +12.8 --- +10.0 
Stntus Offenses --- --- -5.3 --- -9.4 --- -9.3 --- -ILl --- -14.2 --- -16.6 --- -11.9 

Source,: If.S. Department of ,Justice. Federai Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports--1975; !.976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1976, 1977, 1978). 

TnhJ e constnlcted by the NATIONAL JUVENILE .J\lSTICE SYSTEM ASfiESS~IENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Ame'rican Justice Institute, 1980). 
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I 

MEDIAN L" /Q AID UMD£I '1 
1975 AGE I IUlBER I PERCEU I 

Arrested 15.2!l 91,606 3.8 

Referred 15.38 26,626 2.3 

Percent Referred' --- --- 29.1 

1976 

Arrested 15.32 88,920 3.7 

Refp.rred 15.39 30,412 2.5 

Percent Referred --- --- 34.2 

1977 

Arrested 15.35 87,819 3.6 

Referred 15.62 26,238 2.3 

Percent Referred --- --- 29.9 

'Percent of those arre~ted who were referred. 

TABLE 0-12 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF 'filE PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 AIUlESTED AND 
REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT BY AGE (1975-1977) 

II- 12 Y ~ARS, ,i L"dklfYEAU J " 15 VEAlS t I. r£Aij~ J 
~ U N BEi Immrl lUI HI I " E!CE!T I :U=~:;i I FEiiCEiT i iuOEI I mcm I 
,1l4,241 7.7 552,964 23.0 473,649 19.7 554,179 23.0 

69,995 6.0 270,873 23.1 247,757 21.2 265,748 22.7 

--- 38.0 --- 49.0 --- 52.3 --- 48.0 

179,862 7.5 539,721 22.5 476,670 19.9 565,055 23.6 

78,281 6.4 276,760 22.6 253,178 20.7 282,269 23.1 

--- 43.5 --- 51.3 --- 53.1 --- 50.0 

176,295 7.2 556,115 22.7 477 ,043 19.4 573,339 23.4 

62,547 5.4 231,082 20.2 220,088 19.2 270,767 23.6 

--- 35.5 --- 41.6 --- 46.1 --- 47,2 

IT YEAR SAND OLDE!) j~-~-., " Toii' L -", :.. .. ~ .~ 

ir ilila ER I PfRCEH I IUUEi I PERCENT 

548,606 22.8 2.405,245 100.0 

288,857 24.7 1,169,856 100.0 

--- 52.7 --- 51.4 

546,027 22.8 2,396,255 100.0 

301,927 24.7 1,222,827 100.0 

--- 55.3 --- 49.0 

581,707 23.7 2,452,318 100.0 

335,934 29.3 1,1.46,656 100.0 

--- 57:7 --- 53.2 

Sources: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime Reports for the United States--1975; 1976; and 1977. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
ing Office, 1976, 1977, and 1973); and National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Proc6ssing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA; 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-13 

CHANGES IN THE NATIDNAL ESTI~IATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 ARRESTED AND REFERRED 
TO JUVENILE COURT BY AGE AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) 

r IO,MiI) UNDER I " II - 12 I 13 - 14 I 15 I I NfORNATION CATECORY NEDIAN 

1975 AGE r NUN BER I PERCENT 1 N UNBER I PERCENT I NUNBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT I 
ARRESTED 15.29 9J,606 3.8 134,241 7.7 552,964 23. n 473,649 19.7 

Serious 15.04 41,745 4.4 91,738 9.7 241,713 25.5 184,188 19.4 
Less-Serious 15.59 43,760 3.9 73,030 6.b 213,891 19.3 200,397 18.1 
Status 15.07 6,101 1.7 19,473 5.6 97,360 n.u 89,064 25.6 

RnFERRED I 15.32 32,607 2.3 85,553 6.1 335,432 23.9 305,345 21.7 

Serious 15.21 13,344 2.6 37,464 7.3 128,304 :!S.O 108,802 21.2 
Less-Serious 15.6 14,291 2.8 30,114 5.9 101,571 19.9 97,488 19.1 
Status 15.13 4,972 1.3 17,975 4.7 105,557 27.6 99,055 25.9 

VAR1ANCE2 

Total +0.03 --- -1.5 --- -1.6 --- +0.9 --- +2.0 
Serious +0.17 --- -1.8 --- -2.4 --- -0.5 --- +1.B 
Less-Serious +0.01 --- -1.1 --- -0.7 --- +0.6 --- +1.0 
Status +0.06 --- -0.4 --- -0.9 --- -0.4 --- +0.3 

1976 

ARRESTED 15.32 88,920 3.7 179,363 7.5 539,721 22.5 476,670 19.9 

Serious 15.07 38,042 4.2 B5,975 9.5 224,982 25.0 176,954 19.6 
Less -Serious 15.37 45,392 3.8 76,318 6.4 228,742 19.3 217,506 13.4 
Status 15.06 5,486 1.8 17,070 5.5 85,997 27.8 82,210 26.5 

~ 15.36 36,559 2.5 87,453 6.0 343,512 23.4 313,542 21.3 

Serious 15.25 20,206 2.9 48,045 7.0 171,403 24.8 144,230 20.9 
Less-Serious 15.66 11,997 2.7 23,994 5.4 83,979 18.9 84,868 19.1 
Status 15.21 4,356 1.3 15,414 4." 88,130 26.3 B4 ,444 25.2 

~ 
Total +0.04 --- -1.2 --- -1.5 --- +0.9 --- +1.4 
Serious +0.18 --- -1.3 --- -2.5 --- -0.2 .-- +1.3 
less-Serious +0.29 --- -1.1 --- -1.0 --- -0.4 --- +0.7 
Status +0.15 --- -0.5 --- -0.9 --- -1.5 --- -1.3 

1977 

ARRESTED 15.35 87,819 3.6 176.2SS 7.2 556,115 22. ;- 4"7,04,) 19.5 

Serious 15.09 38,553 2.6 84,767 9.2 234,325 25.3 179,046 19.3 
Less-Serious 15.64 43,439 3.6 73,884 6.1 233,456 19.1 218,787 17.9 
Status 15.03 5,777 1.9 17,644 5.8 a8,334 23.8 79,210 25.8 

REFERRED 15.56 32,798 2.3 'l3,142 5.6 291,605 20.8 277 ,894 19.8 

Serious It"'t4~ 17.'..';:1) 2.6 46;896 6.S 155,159 z2.5 135,169 19.6 
Less-Serious 15.83 10,428 2.4 20,422 4.7 73,435 16.9 77,781 17.9 
Status 15.43 4,440 1.6 10,824 3.8 6:;,001 22.7 64,944 23.4 

~~ 
,ota1 +0.21 --- -1.3 --- -1.6 --- -1.9 --- +0 • .3 
Seri')us +0.33 --- 0.0 --- -2.4 --- -2.8 --- +0.3 
Less-Serious +0.19 --- -1.2 --- -1.4 --- -2.2 --- 0.0 
Status +0.40 --- -0.3 --- -2.0 --- -6.1 --- -2.4 

~Rcrerlal statistics include 250,000 C3ses referred by other sources than law enforcement. 
3\'d.riancc is the change in proportion of an age group when comparing :trrest and referral populations. 
4 Percents in the total column add to 100.0 by popula tioR. 

NUr.1her of rhferrals may exceed number of arrests due to referrals froCi sources other than law enforcement. 

16 

NUNBER I PERCENT 

554,179 23.0 

202,761 21.4 
261,789 23.6 
89,629 25.7 

315,576 22.4 

110,855 21.6 
117,904 23.0 
86,817 22.7 

--- -0.6 
--- +0.2 
--- -0.6 
--- -3.0 

565,055 23.6 

197,732 21.9 
235,115 24.1 

82,208 26.5 

339,850 23.1 

151,680 22.0 
108,417 24.4 

79,753 23.8 

--- -0.5 
--- +0.1 
--- +0.3 
--- -2.7 

573,339 23.4 

202,351 21.9 
294,099 24.1 
76,889 25.1 

329,034 23.5 

155,169 22.5 
105,591 24.3 

68,274 24.6 

--- +0.1 
--- +0.6 

--- +0.2 
--- -0.5 

1."1 ·AND OVER:' TOTa;':; 

I NUMBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT 

548,919 22.8 2,405,558 100.03 

186,273 19.6 948,418 39.4 
316,026 28.5 1,108,893 41\.1 
46,620 13.4 348,247 14.5 

331,564 23.6 1,406,077 100.0 

114,449 22.3 513,218 36.5 
149,039 29.2 510,406 36.3 
68,076 17.8 382 ,4:;.~ 27.2 

--- +0.8 --- ------ +2.7 --- - 7. 9 
--- +0.7 --- - 9.8 
--- +4.4 --- +12.7 

546,027 22.8 2,395,756 100.0 

177,254 19.7 900,939 37.6 
331,923 28.0 1,IB4,996 49.5 

36,850 11.9 309,821 12.9 

348,756 23.7 1,469,672 100.0 

154,680 22.4 690,244 47.0 
131,078 29.5 444,333 30.2 
62.998 13.8 335,095 22.8 

--- +0.9 --- ------ +2.7 --- + 9.4 
--- +1.5 --- -19.3 
--- +6.9 --- + 9.9 

581,707 2 .7 2,452,318 100.0 

186,421 20 \ 925,463 37.7 
356,389 29 •• 1.220,104 49.3 
38,897 12.7 306,751 12.5 

392,232 23.0 1,401.705 lOQtQ 

179,306 26.0 6S9,63£' 49.0 
146,872 33.8 434,459 31.0 
66,057 23.8 ~77 ,537 20.0 

--- + 4.3 --- _ .. -
--- + 5.9 --- +U.3 
--- + 4.6 --- -18.8 
--- +11.1 --- + 7.5 

Sour~es: U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investlgation. Unifonn Crir.le Reports for the United States--197S; 1976; and 1977. (I~ashington. D.C.: U.S_ Government 
Prin:ing Office, 1976, 1977, and 1978); ami National Center for Juvenile Justice. AdVance Estir.m.tes of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
Natit. .. l1aI Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Tabl. constr! 'ted by the NATIONAL JUVENILn JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice In.ritutc. 1980). 
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OFFENSE 
CATEGORY 

All Off,~nses 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

TABLE D-14 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT BY THE SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

AND OFFENSE CATEGORY (1977) 

1,149,951 82.0 251,754 18.0 1,401,705 

623,745 S'~ .• 0 61,689 9.0 685,434 

366,727 85.5 62,194 14.5 428,921 

159,479 55.5 127,871 44.5 287,350 

100.0 

48.9 

30.6 

20.5 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court 
Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, November 
1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-15 

CHANGES IN THE NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO 
JUVENILE COURT BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) 

INFORMATION CATEGORY 
Id;'''i''ki;'';i;il\:':'.i~,''~~f<;,;:;,h'-;;';'' ,I,'~<~~",; ,;';Ltlt~l)';t~"l#!,,;>;:,j;i~\;l:;I~:;::~;S~;\~1i..4i;rl:tj,~j *Bi\:~lItd;®l~~(\i,;'J "J',t;.~:ald~iii' 

UMBER I PERCENT 1 Nuun .. 1-_ PERCEU I lUMBER I PERCEIT -' NUMBER I 
1975 494,940 35.5 (100.0) 553,994 39.4 (100.0) 357,143 25.1 (100.0) 1,406,077 

Court lO,394 33.8 ( 2.1) 12,188 39.6 ( 2.2) 8,214 26.7 ( 2.3) 30,796 

Corrections 2,970 9.0 ( 0.6) 7,202 22.0 ( 1.:;) 22,500 69.0 ( 6.3) 32,672 

Community Agency 2,475 4.8 ( 0.5) 11,079 21.7 ( 2.0) 37,500 73.5 ( 10.5) 51,054 

Family, Citizen, Self 18,313 14.4 ( 3.7) 42,104 33.1 ( 7.6) 66,786 52.5 ( 18.7) 127,203 

Law Enforcement 460,788 39.6 ( 93.1) 481,421 41.3 ( 86.9) 222,143 19.1 ( 62.2) 1,164,352 . 
1976 702,666 47.6 (100.0) 445,809 30.2 (100.0) 327,714 22.2 • (100.0) 1,476,189 

, Court 12,648 41.1 ( 1.8) 11,591 37.6 ( 2.6) 6,544 21.3 ( 2.0) 30,793 

Corrections 4,919 12.9 ( 0.7) 17,832 46.7 ( 4.0) 15,403 40.4 ( 4.7} 38,154 

Community Agency 6,323 11.1 ( 0.9) 9,808 17,3 ( 2.2) 40,637 71.6 ( 12.4) 56,768 

Family, Citizen, Self 42,863 33.1 ( 6.1) 24,965 19.3 ( 5.6) 61,610 47.6 ( 18.8) 125,438 

Law Enforcement 635,913 52.1 ( 90.5) 381,613 31.2 ( 85.6) 203,510 1b.7 ( 62.1) 1,221,036 

1977 685,434 48.9 (100.0) 427,520 30.5 (100.0) 288,751 20.6 (100.0) 1,401,705 

Court 13,709 43.0 ( 2.0) 13,253 41.6 ( 3.1) 4,909 15,4 ( 1.7) 31,871 

Correction9 3,427 10.9 ( 0.5) 17,100 54.3 ( 4.0) 10,973 34.8 ( 3.8) 31,500 

Community Agency 6,854 11.2 ( 1.0) 8,978 14.6 ( 2.1) 45,623 74.2 ( 15.8) 61,455 

Family, Citizen, Self 37,699 29.6 ( 5.5) 22,659 17.8 ( 5.3) 66,990 52.6 ( 23.2) 127) 348 

Law Enforcement 623,745 54.3 ( 91.0) 365,530 31.8 ( 85.5) 160,256 13.9 ( 55.5) 1,149,531 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented under 
each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each 
row. 

Sources: U.S. D:partment of Justice. Federal 8u:ea~ of In~estigation. Uniform Crime Reports for the United States--1975; 1976; 
PJld 1977. (Wash1ngton, D.C.: U.S. Government Pr1nt1ng Off1ce, 1976, 1977, and 1978)' and National Center for Juvenile Justice 
Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile' 
Justice. • 979) • 

tabie constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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PERCEIT 

100.0 

( 2.2) 

( 2.3) 

( 3.6) 

( 9.1) 

(82.8) 

100.0 

( 2.1) 

( 2.6) 

( 3.8) 

( 8.!!) 

( 82.7) 

100.0 

( 2.3) 

( 2.2) 

( 4.4) 

( 9.1) 

(82.0) 

, 
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TABLE D-16 

NATIONAL ESTIMATI.lS OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS ·UNDI.lR 18 REFERRED TO JlNENJI,E COURT 
WITII AND WI1110UT PETITION BY SOlJRCE OF REFERRAL 

··:iit' bllt; 'f"'jij,;;(,tfi'I" :"':"",~"",,:, ,If ,i",';" "fJIT .,:,:.""',, ,'"'",,,,', ',""" ;",',<,.:,hil :'~UlftliN ' """"'tl/Y'c,fo;flti;}L:i:;,:i1~H \",",L,/,)' ',:: 
INFORMATION CATEGORY NUMBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT 

1975 758,S62 54.0 (100.0) 647,515 46.0 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

Court 18,493 54.8 ( 2.4) 15,253 45.2 ( 2.4) 33,746 ( 2.4) 

Corrections 11,917 33.9 ( 1. 6) 23,234 66.1 ( 3.6) 35,151 ( :1.5) 

Community Agency 28,684 53.3 ( 3.8) 26,153 46.7 ( 4.0) 53,837 ( 3.8) 

Family, C:itizen, Self 61,123 46.2 ( 8.0) 71,049 53.8 ( 11.0) 132,172 ( 9.4) 

Law Enforcement 638,345 55.5 ( 84.2) 511,82fi 44.5 ( 79.0) 1,150,171. (81. R) 

1976 816,010 55.3 (100.0) 660,179 44.7 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 

Court 15,469 50.0 ( 1. 9) 15,531 50.0 ( 2.4) 31,000 ( 2.1) 

r.orrect j om; 5,395 21.5 ( 0.6) 19,700 78.5 ( 3.0) 25,095 ( 1. 7) 

Community Agency 26,796 45.4 ( 3.3) 32,251 54.6 ( 4.9) 59,047 ( 4.0) 

Family, Citizen, Self 61,674 47.5 ( 7.6) 68,231 52.5 ( 10.3) 129,905 ( 8.8) 

I.al~ Enforcement 706,676 57.4 ( 86.6) 524,466 42.6 ( 79.4) 1,231,142 (83.4) 

1977 -- 743,651 53.0 (100.0) 658,054 47.0 (100.0) 1,401,705 lIJn.O 

Court 15,571 48.3 ( 2.1) 16,668 51.7 ( 2.5) 32,239 ( 2.3) 

Correction!l 4,310 20.5 ( 0.6) 16,716 79.5 ( 2.6) 21, U26 ( 1.5) 

Community Agency 31,289 49.6 ( 4.2) 31,788 50.4 ( 4.8) 63,077 ( 4.5) 

Family, Citizen, Self 64,552 50.1 ( 8.7) 64,404 49.9 ( 9.8) 128,956 ( 9.2) 

Law Enforcement 627,929 54.3 ( 84.4) 528,478 45.7 ( 80.3) 1,156,407 (82.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percent.ages indicat.e how much of the row 
total is represented under each column. The iI"rticnl (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing 
Statistics • (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Tahle constructed by the NA'I'ImIAL JlNENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM i\SSESS~mNT CENTER (Sacramento, Gi\: American Justice 
Institute, 1980). 
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1975 

INFORIIATIOI 
CATEGORY 

Referred 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 

Variance 

1976 

Referred 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 
J 

Variance 

1977 

Referred 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 

Variance 

TABLE D-17 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT AND FILED ON BY OFFENSE CATEGORY 

(1975-1977) 

r~m~Ji§~!t'qi~;~~:(f;~&;'m)Bl;:~~;?,t~:\S.~!!9:4,~t:"i;rJffif{'1l~KtS.~t~;\filii~tl?tit}1twl~J,~~:gRt'sJ;~~\r~\l;tt{&%;i.j::;.1h 
.UUER I mmr I NUll BfR I PERCm J NUUER I PERCm I NUIa ER I PERcENr 

496,345 35.3 552,588 
245,483 37.2 266,826 

49.5 

+1.9 

695,285 47.1 445,809 
375,308 56.8 179,066 

31.6 

+9.7 

685,434 48.9 428,921 
379,730 57.7 179,230 

55.4 

+8.6 

39.3 357,144 

40.4 147,694 

48.3 

+1.1 

30.2 335,095 

27.2 105,852 

40.2 

-3.0 

30.6 287~3.50 

27.2 99,712 

41.8 

-3.4 

25.4 

22.4 

41.4 

-3.0 

27.7 

16.0 

54.0 

-6.7 

20.5 

15.1 

34.7 

-5.4 

1,406,077 100.0 

660,003 100.0 

46.9 

1,476,189 100.0 

660,226 100.0 

44.7 

1,401,705 100.0 

658,672 100.0 

47.0 

Note: Variance reflects the change in proportion. 

Source: Nationl Center for Juvenile Justice. Adva~ce Estimates of 19i5, 1976, and 1977 National 
Court ProceSSing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, P.A..· I"~ tiC - J ,a ~ona enter tor uveni1e Justice, 1979). 

Tab17 constru7ted by ~he NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: 
Amer~can Just~ce Inst~tute, 1980). ' 
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SOURCE OF REFERRAl 

1975 

Court 

Corrections 

Community Agencies 

Family, Citizen, Self 

Police Agency 

1976 

Court 

Corrections 

Community Agencies 

Family, Citizen, Self 

Police Agency 

Court 

Corrections 

Community Agencies 

Family, Citizen, Self 

Police Agency 

TABLE 0-18 

NATIONAL ESTDMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO 
JUVENILE COURT BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL AND SEX (1975-1977) 

1,070,502 

22,365 

20,601 

32,159 

74,469 

920,908 

1,128,115 

22,172 

25,293 

36,659 

77,111 

966,880 

'1,075,515 

24,502 

20,877 

37,246 

74,552 

918,338 

76.1 

72.3 

63.7 

61.8 

58.8 

79.1 

76.4 

75.1 

65.9 

63.7 

59.4 

79.2 

76.7 

76.0 

67.7 

61.8 

58.4 

79.8 

(100.0) 

2.1) 

1. 9) 

3.0) 

7.0) 

( 86.0) 

(100.0) 

2.0) 

2.2) 

3.3) 

6.8) 

( 8S.7) 

(100.0) 

2.3) 

1.9) 

3.5) 

6.9) 

( 85.4) 

335,575 

8,569 

11,739 

19,865 

52,078 

243,324 

348,074 

7,352 

13,088 

20,912 

52,794 

253,928 

326,190 

7,737 

9,961 

23,027 

53,003 

232,462 

23.9 

27.7 

36.3 

38.2 

41.2 

20.9 

23.6 

24.9 

34.1 

36.3 

40.6 

20.8 

23.3 

24.0 

32.3 

38.2 

41.6 

20.2 

(100.0) 

2.6) 

3.5) 

5.9) 

( 15.5) 

( 72. S) 

(100.0) 

2.1) 

3.8) 

6.0) 

( 15.2) 

( 72.9) 

(100.0) 

( 2.4) 

( 3.0) 

7.1) 

( 16.2) 

( 71. 3) 

1,406,077 

30,934 

32,340 

52,024 

126,547 

1,164,232 

1,476,189 

29,524 

38,381 

57,571 

129,905 

1,120,808 

1,401,705 

32,239 

30,838 

60,273 

127,.555 

1,150,800 

100.0 

( 2.2) 

( 2.3) 

( 3.7) 

( 9.0) 

(82.8) 

100.0 

( 2.0) 

( 2.6) 

( 3.9) 

( 8.8) 

(82.7) 

100.0 

( 2.3) 

( 2.2) 

( 4.3) 

( 9.1) 

(32.1) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of ~he,row 
total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) lndlcate 
how much of th6 column total is represented in each row. 

'Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Proces.-; 
Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile JUStice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the ~ATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice 
Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-19 

CHANGES IN THE NUMBER AND RATE OF PERSONS 7-17 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY SEX AND SOURCE OF REFERRAL IN THE UNITED STATES (1975-1977) 

INFORMATlOII CATEGORY 

POPULATION 
(IN THOUSANDS) 

Male 

Female 

REFERRALS 

Male 

Law Enforcemen t 

Other 

Female 

Law Enforcement 
Other 

REFERRAL RATES fPER 
100,000 POPULA'r ON) 

Male 

Law EnfoI'cement 
Other 

Female 

Law Enforcement 
Other 

43,452 100.0 

22,144 51.0 
21,308 49.0 

1,406,077 100.0 

1,070,502 76.1 

920,908 86.0 

149,594 14,0 

335,575 23.9 

243,324 12.5 

92,251 27.S 

3,235.9 

4,834.3 

4,158.7 

675.6 

1,574.9 

1,141.9 

432.9 

42, no 
21,799 
20,971 

1,476,189 

1,128,115 

966,880 

161,235 

348,074 

253,928 

94,146 

3,451.5 

5,175.1 

4,435.4 

739.6 

1,659.8 

1,210.9 

448.9 

100.0 

51.0 

49.0 

100.0 

76.4 

85.7 

14.3 

23.6 

73.0 

27.0 

42,153 100~0 + 3.0 

21,492 51.0 - 2.9 

20,66+ 49.0 - 3.0 

1,401,705 100.0 - 0,3 

1,075,515 76.7 + 0.5 

918,338 85.4 - 0.3 

157,177 14.6 + 5.1 

326,190 23.3 - 2.8 

232,462 71.3 - 4.5 

93,728 28.7 + 1.6 

3,325.3 + 2.8 

5,004.3 

4,212.9 

731.3 

1,578.8 

1,125.1 

453.7 

+ 3.5 

+ 2.7 

+ 8.2 

+ 0.2 

- 1.5 

+ 4.8 

Sources: National Center for Juvenile Justic Ad ' 
National Court ProceSSing Statistics (Pitt~' h v~ce Est:mates of 1975, 1976, and 19;7 
tice, 1979); and U"S Department of Comm s ~g, : f Nauona1 Center for Juvenile Jus­
Reports: Estimates ~f the Population ofe~e·U .ur~~ 0 the Census. Current Population 
to 1977. Series P-25 no 721 (W h' e nlte tates by Age, Sex, and Race: 19;0 
~1978). '" as lngton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 

Table con~tructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM A5SESS~IENT CENTER 
CA: Amencan Justice Institute, 1980). (Sacramento, 

143 



1975 

Referred 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 

Varian c'e 

1976 

Referrl~d 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 

Variance 

1977 

Referred 

Filed On 

Percent Filed 

Variance 

TABLE 0-20 

NATIONAL ESTHIATES OF THE PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT N.fi) FILED ON BY SEX 

(1975-1977) 

1,064,400 

516,789 

1,126,332 

532,755 

1,070,903 

531,168 

75.7 

78.2 

48.6 

+2.5 

76.3 

80.8 

47.3 

+4.5 

76.4 

80.6 

49.6 

+4.2 

341,677 

144,067 

349,857 

126,998 

330,802 

127,:690 

24.3 

21. 8 

42.2 

-2.5 

23.7 

19.2 

36.3 

.4.5 

23.6 

19.4 

38.6 

-4.2 

1,406,077 

660,856 

1,476,189 

659,753 

1,401,705 

658,858 

Note: Vari.an'ce reflects the change in proportion. 

100.0 

100.0 

47.0 

100.0 

100.0 

44.7 

100.0 

100.0 

47.0 

Source: National. Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 
National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile J~s­
tice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE~I ASSESS~IENT CENTER (Sacrwnento, CA.: 
America~ Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-21 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TilE NUI·IBER OF PERSONS lINOER 18 REFERRED TO 
COURT INTAKE BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL AND RACE (1975-1977) 

SOURCE Of REfERRAL 
PERCENT 

1975 937,481\ 66.7 (100. U) 328,627 23.4 (100.0) 139,964 9.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

Court 22,146 75.0 2.4) 4,252 14.4 1.3) 3,130 10.6 2.2) 29,528 ( 2.1) 

Corrections 23,608 73.0 2.5) 5,239 16.2 ( 1.6) 3,493 10.8 2.5) 32,340 ( 2.3) 

Community Agencies 33,230 69.5 3.6) 12,454 26.1 ( 3.8) 2,122 4.4 1.5} 47,806 ( 3.4) 

Family, Citizen, Self 87,567 69.2 9.3) 34,106 26.9 ( 10.4) 4,875 3.9 3.5) 126,547 ( 9.0) 

Police Agency 770,935 65.9 ( 82.2) 272,576 23.3 ( 82.8) 126,344 10.8 ( 90.3) 1,169,855 (83.2) 

1976 1,033,066 70.0 (lOO.O)- 330,538 22.4 (100.0) 112,585 7.6 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 
..... 
,'::>. Court 23,412 79.3 2.3) 3,307 11.2 1.0) 2,80r. 9.5 2.5) 29,524 ( 2.0) 
U1 

Corrections 28,784 75.0 ( 2.8) 5,987 15.6 ( 1.8) 3,6011 9.4 3.2) 38,381 ( 2.6) 

Community Agencies 3P,,304 70.1 ( 3.7) 14,751 27.0 4.5) 1,564 2.9 1.4) 54,619 ( 3.7) 

family, Citizen, Self !l2,452 72.8 8.9) 31,709 25.0 9.6) 2,791 2.2 2.5) 126,592 ( 8.6) 

Police Agency 850,112 69.3 ( 82.3) 274,784 22.4 ( 83.1) 101,817 8.3 ( 90.4) 1,226,713 (83.1) 

1977 1,009,181 72.0 (100.0) 284,229 20.3 (100.0) 108,295 7.7 (100.0) 1,401,705 1UO.0 

Court 24,916 80.8 2.5) 3,084 10.0 1.1) 2,n~7 9.2 2.6) 30,837 ( 2.2) 

Corrections 24,207 78.5 2.4) 3,608 11.7 ( 1.3) 3,027 9.8 2.8) 30,837 ( 2.2) 

Community Agencies 44,474 75.5 4.4) 12,119 20.6 ( 4.3) 2,279 3.9 2.1) 58,872 ( 4.2) 

Family, Citizen, Self 94,535 75.8 9.4) 27,198 21.8 9.5) 3,019 2.4 2.8) 124,752 ( 8.9) 

Poli I'e Agency 821,049 71.0 ( 81.3) 238,220 20.6 { 83.8) 97,138 8.4 ( 89.7) 1,156,407 (82.5) \ 

Note: Two I,crcentages nre presented: 111e hori.zontal (row) pN'celltages indicate how much of the row total is represented 
under each collmn. The verticai (column) percentages (i.n parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented 
in each T.OW. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Bstimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Tab Ie constructed by the NATIONAL JUVBNlI.E JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980) • 
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TABLE D-22 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE CHANGES IN THE NUMBER AND RATE OF PERSONS AT RISK (7 THROUGH 17) 
REFERRED TO JUV':NILE COURT BY RACE AND SOURCE OF REFERRAL (1975-1977) 

, 
I I IN FOR NA TlON CATEGORY 

'I HnE BLACK AND OTHER T 0 T A L 

NUMBER I f' E R C EN T I NUMBER PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT 
~' 

POPULATION 
(IN THOUSANDS) 

1975 35,091 83.6 6,873 16.4 41,964 100.0 
1976 35,897 83.9 6,873 16.1 42,770 100.0 
1977 35,291 83.7 6,862 16.3 42,153 100.0 

% Change (1975-1977) --- +0.6 --- -0.2 --- +0.5 

REFERRALS 

1975 
ff; 

937,486 66.7 (100.0) 468,591 33.3 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 
Law Enforcement 770,935 65.9 (82.2) 398,920 34.1 (85.1) 1,169,855 (83.2) 
Other 166,551 70.5 (17.8) 69,671 29.5 (14.9) 236,222 (16.8) 

1976 1,033,066 70.0 (100.0) 443,123 30.0 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 
Law Enforcement 850,112 69.3 (82.3) 376,601 30.7 (85.0) 1,226,713 (83.1) 
Other 182,954 73.3 (17.7) 66,522 26.7 (15.0) 249,476 (16 ~9) 

1977 1,009,181 72.0 (100.0) 392,524 28.0 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 
Law Enforcement 821,049 71.0 (81. 4) 335,358 29.0 (85.4) 1,156,407 (82.5) 
Other 188,132 76.7 (18.6) 57,166 23.3 (14.6) 245,298 (17.5) 

% Change (1975-1977) 
Total +7.6 -16.2 ~0.3 

Law Enforcement +6.5 -15.9 -1.1 
Other +13.0 -17.9 +3.8 

REFERRAL RATES 
(PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

1975 2671.6 6817.9 3350.7 
Law Enforcement 2197.0 5804.2 2787.8 
Other 474.6 1013.7 562.9 

1976 2877 .9 6447.3 3451.5 
Law Enforcement 2368.2 5479.4 2868.2 
Other 509.7 967.9 583.3 

1977 2859.6 5720.3 3325.3 
Law Enforcement 2326.5 4887.2 2743.4 
Other . . ' 533.1 833.1 581. 9 

% Change (1975-1977) 
+7.0 -16.1 -0.8 Total 

Law Enforcement +5.9 -15.8 -1.6 
Other +12.3 -17.8 +3.4 

Sources: National Cen~er for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court 
Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979); and U.S. Department 
of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Report, Estimates of the Population of the United 
States by Age, Sex, and Race: 1970 to 1977, Series P-25, No. 721. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1978). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American 
Justice Institute, 1980). 

146 

TABLE D-23 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
REFERRED TO JUVENILE, COURT AND FIl,ED ON BY RACE (1975-1977) 

liJ~.~:;(;03\.;" ":",,,: ~Y"';J!;f#';;t~?;;Bi~elt~;1I(8)t'ff{&tt~:!Xii(:nin~i; e}k~'!:\l'J<WI;~ :i\h'>/~,'t:Z INFORMAT ION 
CATEGOR Y NUMBER [ PER CElT 1 NUMBER I PERCEIT I NUMBER J PERcm I HUn I mc~n 

1975 

Referred 964,569 68.6 321,992 22.9 12(),923 8.6 1,406,077 100.0 
Filed On 446,595 66.8 177,740 26.6 44,621 6.7 668,956 100.0 
Percent Filed 46.3 55.2 36.S 47.6 
Variance -1.8 +3.7 -1.9 

1976 

Referred 1,036,285 70.2 336,571 22.8 103,333 7.1 1,476,189 100.0 
Filed On 440,421 67.4 176,363 30.0 36,683 5.6 653,467 100.0 

Percent Filed 42.5 52.4 35.5 44.3 

Variance -2.8 +7.2 -1.5 

1977 

Referred 1,016,236 72.5 285,948 20.4 99,521 7.1 1,401,705 100.0 

Filed On 459,339 70.7 149,837 23.1 40,107 6.2 649,283 100.0 

Percent Filed 45.2 52.4 40.3 46.3 
Variance -1.8 +2.7 -0.9 

Note: Variance reflects the change in proportion . 

Source: National Ce~ter for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 Na­
tional Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 
1979). 

Table constructed by the :-.IATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE~I ASSESSi.IENT CENTER (Sacramento, GA: 
American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TAR!.!: D-24 

NATIONAL r:STl~IATr:S Or: 'JIlt; NlIMBIiR Or: rllllf.ONS tlND!!1l 18 nEFElUWll HI ,)fJVHNII,r, COUHT 
BY SOUUCH OF REFERRAL AND AGE (1975-1977) 

SOURCE Of REfERRAl 
_EOIU IIOAHD'UNOER L . 'II rEARS ' I 12 rms IC:'.>JUEARS .. ::,].: ·:H,rE~RS,,,: ",1 . c ... 1S rEARS J ,16 YEA.RS /J'IUlioom .1 •. rO,.r A l 

ACE I IUleE. I PERm" IUUfR ImcEIT I IUlm Imcnrl IU I BE. Immrl IUUf. I PElcm I IUI.n I mCriT I RUUU I mcm I .u1.U I Hl:CElI I IUlaER 

1975 15.6 33,746 2.4 28,122 2.0 56,243 4.0 119,516 8.5 215,130 15.3 305,119 21.7 316,3(,7 22.S 331,R34 23.6 1,401i,077 

Court 16.0 31)4 0.9 337 0.9 731 2.1 1,793 5.1 3.872 11.0 6,102 17.3 9,491 26.9 12.610 35.9 ~5,2"0 

Correct i oos 15.3 496 1.3 309 0.8 950 2.6 2,510 6.7 6,23!1 1(,.7 9,746 26.1 !1.491 25.4 7,632 20.4 37,391 

Community Agencies 14.6 1,704 3.6 985 2.1 2,419 5.2 5,857 12.6 10,541 22.7 14,036 30.2 6,!16U 15.0 3,932 R.6 46,4R4 

Family, Citizen, Self 15.0 4,266 3.9 3,178 2.7 5,455 4.7 J2,309 10.5 20,653 17.7 27,4GO 23.5 24,677 21.1 IR,583 15.9 IJ6,937 

Police Agency 15.4 26,626 2.3 23.313 2.Q 4(1.032 4.0 07,0·17 11.3 173,825 14.M 247,757 21.2 265,748 22.7 289,027 24.7 1,170 • .025 

!.,Q76 15.3 36,904 2.5 31,000 2.1 63,476 4.3 i25,476 R.5 218,476 1.1.8 312,952 21.2 338,047 22.9 349,857 7.3.7 1,,176,139 

Court 15.7 276 0.9 310 1.0 571 1.8 1,330 4.5 3,059 9.9. 5,633 lR.2 8,11;\ 26.3 11.545 37.01 30, ~87 

Correct ions 15.5 200 fl.6 279 0.7 R89 2.3 2,510 6.6 5,899 15.5 9,389 24.7 10,141 26. (, 8,746 23.11 3~,054 

Community Agencies 1~.7 1,690 3.0 1,240 2.2 3,047 5.3 6,901 12.0 12,234 21.3 15,961 27.7 10,141 17.6 6,297 10.9 57,5JJ 

Fnmjly, Citizen, Self 15.0 4,32fi 3.3 3,131 2.5 6,728 5.3 Il,924 10,2 22,285 17.6 28,791 20,7 27,3H3 21.6 21,342 /o.n 12C,,910 

Police A~ency 15.4 3,412 2.5 26,040 2.1 52,241 4.3 101,761 R.3 174,999 14.3 253, .178 20.7 2M2,269 23.1 301,927 24.7 1,222,827 

1977 15.6 33,641 2.4 25,231 1.3 51,863 3.7 105,128 7.5 137,828 13.4 277,538 19.8 329,400 23.5 391,076 27.9 1,401,705 

Court 16.3 305 0.9 227 0.7 519 1.5 1,3(,7 3.9 2,817 H.I 5,273 15.2 8,894 25.7 15,252 ·101.0 34,654 

c.:orrcction~ 15.7 137 0.4 177 0.5 570 1.7 1,737 5.2 4,696 13.6 8,04!! 23.3 8,894 25.8 10,IGH 29.5 3,1,473 

Community Agencies 14.8 2,961 4.8 1,337 2.2 2,956 4.8 6,729 ll.fl 12,021 19.7 16,097 26.4 11,529 lR.9 7.420) 12.2 61,060 

Family, Citizen, Self 15.1 4,:000 13.? 2,952 2.4 5,1109 4.6 11,984 9.6 20,473 16.4 28,031 22.4 29,316 23.5 22.292 17.9 124,857 

Pulice Agency 15.6 26,236 2.3 20,5311 1.8 42,009 3.7 83,26) 7.3 147,821 12.8 220,1183 19.2 270,767 23.6 33S,q~4 29.3 t )ltlCl, C;!".6 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statisti.cs. (Pittshllrgh, Po\: National Cellt'er for Juvenile 
.Iustice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL ,!lIVENILE .Jl/S'I'1CE SYSTIJ.I ASS[;SSI·IF..NT CENTEiI (Sacramento, C/I: American .Justice Institutl', WaO). 
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100.0 

( 2.5) 

( 2,7) 

( 3.3) 

( 6.8) 

(83.2) 

100.0 

( 2.1) 

( 2.5) 

( 3.9) 

( 8.7) 

(R2.8) 

lOll. 0 

( 2.5) 

( 2.5) 

( 4.4) 

( H .8) 
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TABLE 0-26 

NATIONAL ESTntATES OF TilE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO 
JUVENILE COURT BY REASON FOR REFERRAL AND BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY 

REFERRA1.S FOR PRF.VIOUS YEARS (1975-1.977) 

INfORMATION 
CATEGORY 

1975 1,056,030 

Serious 346,532 

Less-Serious 436,368 

Status 273,130 

1976 1,042,051 

Serious 437,600 

Less-Serious 292,60:Z 

Status 311,849 

1977 987,798 

Serious 384,067 

Less-Serious 183,893 

Status 419,838 

75.1 

72.7 

77 .2 

75.0 

70.6 

69.1 

71. 3 

72.1 

70.5 

68.5 

71. 3 

72.0 

(100.0) 

(32.8) 

(41. 3) 

(25.9) 

(100.0) 

(42.0) 

(28.1 ) 

(29.9) 

(100.0) . 

(38.9) 

(18.6) 

(42.5) 

350,047 

130,128 

128,875 

91,044 

434,! 38 

195,685 

117,779 

120,674 

413,907 

176,615 

74,021 

163,271 

24.9 

27.3 

22.8 

25.0 

29.4 

30.9 

28.7 

27.9 

29.5 

31.5 

28.( 

28.0 

(100.0) 

(37.2) 

(36.8) 

(26.0) 

(100.0) 

(45.1) 

(27.1) 

(27.8) 

(100.0) 

(42.7) 

(17.9) 

(39.4) 

1,406,077 

476,660 

565,243 

364,174 

1,476,189 

633,285 

410,381 

432,523 

1,401,705 

560,682 

257,914 

583,109 

100.0 

(33.9) 

(40.2) 

(25.9) 

100.0 

(<\ 2.9) 

(27.8) 

(29.3) 

100.!> 

(40.0) 

(111.4) 

(41.6) 

Note: ~~o percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the rON 
total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 Natiollul Court 
Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile .Justice, 1!J79). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAl. JUVENII.E JUSTICE SYSTEt-1 ASSESS~mNT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Amed can 

Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-27 

NATIONAL ESTI~~TES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER is REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL AND BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS FOR PREVIOUS YEARS 

(1975-1977) 
.. ··(········-·· •..• ;.-i: .. ,;.;; .. ;;~S;Mdt~:·i,.,:.:Q'i.Qiio,.i*iJ;;;~i[i:i*~.a ,/ilLi"TIIJiAL',Ji.; •• ;L;)&I IlIfORMATION 

CATEGORY NUMBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT 

1975 -- 1,056,090 75.1 (100.0) 349,987 24.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

Court 16,472 78.1 ( 1. 6) 40,619 21. 9 ( 1.3) 21,091 ( 1. 5) 

Corrections 13,908 47.1 ( 1.3) 15,620 52.9 ( 4.5) 29,528 ( 2.1) 

Community Agency 69,606 72.8 ( 6.6) 26,007 27.2 ( 7.4) 95,613 ( 6.8) 

Family, Citizen, Self 140,847 79.5 ( 13.3) 36,319 20.5 ( 10.4) 177,166 (12.6) 

Law Enforcement 815,257 75.3 ( 77.2) 267,422 24.7 ( 76.4) 1,082,679 (77.0) 

1976 1,051,565 71. 2 (100.0) 424,624 28.8 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 

Court 23,597 69.5 ( 2.2) 10,355 30.5 ( 2.4) 339,952 ( 2.3) 

Corrections 10,866 43.3 ( 1.0) 14,229 56.7 ( 3.4) 25,095 ( 1. 7) 

Community Agency 46,960 72.3 ( 4.5) 17,992 27.7 ( 4.2) 64,952 ( 4.4) 

Family, Citizen, Self 140,174 77.2 ( 13.3) 41,398 22.8 ( 9.7) 181,572 (12.3) 

Law Enforcement 829,968 70.9 ( 78.9) 340,650 29.1 ( 80.2) 1,170,618 (79.3) 

1977 -- 987,138 70.4 (100.0) 414,567 29.6 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 

Court 21,525 69.8 ( 2.2) 9,313 30.2 ( 2.2) 30,838 ( 2.2) 

Corrections 9,125 46.5 ( 0.9) 10,499 53.5 ( 2.5) 19,624 ( 1.4) 

Community Agency 52,969 71. 3 ( 5.4) 21,321 28.7 ( 5.1) 74,290 ( 5.3) 

Family, Citizen, Self 141,586 77.7 ( 14.3) 40,636 22.3 ( 9.8) 182,222 (13.0) 

Law Enforcement 761,933 69.6 ( 77 .2) 332,798 30.4 ( 80.3) 1,094,731 (78.1) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row 
total is represented under each colilmn. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 19i7 National Court Processing 
Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice 
Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-28 

NATIONAL ESTI~~TES OF THE PROPORTION OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO 
JUVENILE COURT fu~D FILED ON BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

(1975-1977) 

INFORMATION 
CATEGORY 

1975 

Referred 1,055,964 75.1 350,113 24.9 1,406,077 100.0 

Filed On 570,611 70.7 236,477 29.3 807,088 100.0 

Percent Filed 54.0 67.5 57.4 

Variance -4.4 +4.4 

1976 

Referred 1,052,523 71. 3 423,666 28.7 1,476,189 100.0 

Filed On 441,956 65.8 229,710 34.2 671,666 100.0 

Percent Filed 42.0 54.2 45.5 

Variance -5.5 +5.5 

1977 

Referred 988,202 70.5 413,503 29.5 1,401,705 100.0 

Filed On 391,325 64.9 211,3DO 35.1 602,628 100.0 

Percent Filed 39.6 51.1 43.0 

Variance -5.6 +5.6 

Note: Variance reflects the change in proportion. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 
1976, and 1977 NatiQnal CQurt PrQcessing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: Na­
tional Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

rable constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEl,1 ASSESS~IENT CEi\'TER 
(Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE [J··2!J 

NATIONAL ESTHIATES OF TilE NU~IDER OF PERSONS UNDEIl 18 REFEllIlED 'Ill .JUVENI LE COURT 
fiY PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRAl,S AND SEX (1975-1977) 

P RIO R DELINQUEICV . i.2:</ ... :.·,/.;,;M: A 1". e:: < i .:.;'·,ii;;c.:i;\;;'\ .. i'/ .. · .. · .•. ·'E .i::M~q::>< .•. ··.·;,.;;;:.·~I;;;>;~;5;,Ld)P;. 'K :c. ······UdX 
REFERRALS NUNBER 1 PERCEH I NUN BER I PERCENT I NUNBER I PERCENT 

1975 1,067,550 -- 75.9 (100.0) 338,527 24.1 (lOU. 0) 1,406,077 100.0 

None 791,847 74.1 ( 74.2) 276,772 .25.9 ( 81. 8) 1,068,619 (76.0) 

One or ~Iore 275,703 81. 7 ( 2~.8) 61,755 18.3 ( 18.2) 337,458 (24.0) 

1976 1,127,011 76.3 (100.0) 31\9,178 23.7 (100.0) 1,476,139 100.0 --
None 768,093 73.7 ( 68.2) 274,096 26.3 ( 78.5) 1,042,189 (70.6) 

One or More 358,918 82.7 ( 31.8) 75,082 17.3 ( 21.5) 1134,000 (29.1\ ) 

1977 1,042,006 74.3 (100. 0) 359,699 25.7 (100.0) 1,401,075 100.0 --
None 704,588 71.3 ( 67.6) 283,614 28.7 ( 78.8) 988,202 (70.5) 

One or More 337,418 81.6 ( 32.4) 76,085 18.4 ( 21. 2) 413,503 (29.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentnges jndicate how much of the row 
total is 'represented under each column. The verticnl (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
!Wl\' much of the col umn tot a I is represented in each row. 

Source: Nation:!] Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1!)75, 1976, and 1977 Noti.onal Court Pro-
cessing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for ,luvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAl, JINENILE JUSTICE SYSTBI ASSESS~IENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Amerlc<ln .Justice 
Institute, 1980) . 
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PRIOR DELINQUENCY 
REfERRALS 

1975 

None 

One or More 

~~ 

Ii"me 

One or ~Iore 

1977 

None 

One or More 

TABLE 0-30 

. NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE. COURT 
BY PRIOR UELINQUENCY REFERRALS BY RACE (1975-1977) 

1,041,791 74.1 (100.0) 336,518 23.9 (100.0) 27,768 2.0 (100.0) 
801,449 76.1 ( 76.9) 230,640 21.9 ( 68.5) 21,063 2.0 ( 75.9) 
240,342 61l.1 ( 23.1) 105,873 30.0 ( 31. 5) 6,705 1.9 ( 24.1) 

1,193,543 80.8 (100.0) 259,632 17.6 (100.0) 23,014 1.6 (100.0) 
361,710 82.8 ( 72.2) 163,392 15 .. 7 ( 62.9) 15,611 1.5 ( 67.8) 
331,833 76.2 ( 27.8) 96,240 22.1 ( 3i'. 0) 7,403 1.7 ( 32.2) 

1,124,590 80.2 (100.0) 254,852 18.2· (100.0) 22,263 1.6 (100.0) 
813,454 82.2 ( 72.3) 161,305 16.3 ( 63.3) 14,845 1.5 ( 66.7) 
311,136 75.5 ( 27.6) 93,547 22.7 ( 36.7) 7,418 1.8 ( 33.3) 

1,406,077 100.0 

1,053,152 (74.9) 
352,925 (25.1) 

1,476,139 100.0 

1,040,713 (70.5) 

435,476 (29.3) 

1,401,705 100.0 

989,604 (70.6) 
412,101 (29.4) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented under each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-31 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRALS AND AGE (1975-1977) 

P RIO R DELINOUENCY NEDIAI T ,', ,,:m,Ii,Df,. J .. " ' II ,'IMS. I ;ll.IUU; ,',,, ",,~, . .J U ¥UH" 
REFERRALS A;E r MUlm T PE~CEIT I _UIIER I PERCEH I IUUER I PF.RCEU I IUIBER I PERCENT 

1975 ]5.3 40,776 2.9 (100.0) 32,340 2.3 (100.0) 57,649 4.1 (100.0) 122,329 3.7 (100,0) 

None 15.2 33,640 3.4 ( 82.5) 24,870 2.5 ( 76.9) 43,525 4.4 ( 75.5) 88,933 9.1 ( 72.7) 
One or More 15.4 7,136 1.7 ( 17.5) 7,470 1.8 ( 23.1) 14,124 3.3 ( 24.5) 33,396 7.9 ( 27.3) 

1976 15.2 47,238 3.2 (100.0) 35,429 2.4 (100.0) 69,331 4.7 (100.0) 129,905 3.8 (100.0) 

None 15.1 41,711 4.0 ( 8B.3) 2~,768 2.B ( B1. 2) 55,297 5.3 ( 79.7) 99,767 9.6 ( 76.8) 
One or More 15.5 5,527 1.3 ( 11.7) 6,661 1.5 ( 1B.B) 14,OB4 3.2 ( 20.3) 30,138 6.9 ( 23.2) 

1977 15.3 44,B55 3.2 (100.0) 32,239 2.3 (100.0) 64,478 4.6 (100.0) 121,948 8.7 (100.0) 

None 15.1 39,562 4.0 ( 8B.2) 26,952 2.7 ( B3.6) 51,131 5.2 ( 79.3) 93,046 9.4 ( 76.3) 
One or More 15.6 5,293 1.3 ( 11. 8) 5,2B7 1.3 ( 16.4) 13,347 3.2 ( 20.7) 2B,902 7.0 ( 23.7) 

PRIOR DELINQUENCY 
REFERRAlS IUIBER 

1975 212,31B 15.1 (100.0) 310,743 22.1 (100.0) 309,337 22.0 (100.0) 320,5B6 22.B (100.0) 

None 149,B97 15.3 ( 70.6) 212,548 21.6 ( 6B.4) 209,421 21.3 ( 67.7) 220,563 22.4 ( 6B.B) 

One or More 62,421 14.8 ( 29.4) 98,195 23.2 ( 31. 6) 99,916 23.6 ( 32.3) 100,.023 23.7 ( 31. 2) 

1976 221,42B 15.0 (100.0) 318,B57 21.6 (100.0) 322,142 22.5 (100.0) 321,B09 21.B (100,0) 

None 160,97B 15.5 ( 72.7) 221,606 21.3 ( 69.5) 224,196 21.5 ( 67. S) 20B,854 20.0 ( 64.9) 

One or More 60,450 13.9 ( 27.3) 97,251 22.4 ( 30.5) 107,946 24.8 ( 32.5) 112,955 26.0 ( 35.1) 

~ 204,649 14.6 (100.0) 294,358 21.0 (100.0) 353,230 25.2 (100.0) 285,94B 20.4 (100.0) 

None 151,236 15.3 ( 73.9) 204,234 20.7 ( 69.4) 235,604 23.9 ( 66.7) 185,294 18.B ( 64.8) 

One or More 53,413 12.9 ( 26.1) 90,074 21.7 ( 30.6) 117,626 28.3 ( 33.3) 100,654 24.3 ( 35.2) 

Note: Two percentages arc presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indic~te how much of ~he,row 
total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (In parentheses) ,ndlcate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

1,406,077 100.0 

983,396 (69.9) 

422,6B1 (30.1) 

1,476,189 100.0 

1,041,177 (70.5) 

435,012 (29.5) 

1,401,705 100.0 

9B7,109 (70.4) 

414,596 (29.b) 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE .JUSTICE SYSTEf.1 ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American .Justice Institute, 19BO) . 
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TABLE 0-32 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TilE NU~lBl!R OF PERSONS UNDER 18 HEFJ:llI!l!lJ TO .JUVENILE COUHT 
BY MANNER OF HANDLING AND DETENTION STATUS (1975-1977) 

MANNER OF HANDLING 
.pE"rAINEp ." .. ·c .. I······.·.·.·· N.Q.T .OE'rA IN li\:q:,., iti';l>:,;>···· .. ·.'t .. oi:i!\-i ·, .. Y< 

IUUER , PERCEIT , NUUER 

" 

PERCEIT , IUUER I PERCEU 

1975 36'6,649 26.1 (100.0) 1,039,428 73.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

Without Petition 204,129 26.3 ( 55.7) ,. 572,026 73.7 ( 55.0) 776,155 (55.2) 

With Petition 162,520 25.8 ( 44.3) 467,402 74.2 ( 45.0) 629,922 (44.8) 

'. 

1976 345,428 23.4 (100.0) 1,130,761 76.6 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 

Without Petition 147,498 18.2 ( 42.7) 662,626 81.8 ( 58.6) 810,124 (54.9) 

With Petition 197,930 29.7 ( 57.3) 468,135 70.3 ( 41.4) 666,065 (45.1) 

1977 299,965 21.4 (100.0) 1,101,740 78.6 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 --
Without Petition 108,587 14.6 ( 36.2) 635,704 85.4 ( 57.7) 744,291 (53.1 ) 

I~ith Petition 191,378 29.1 ( 63.8) 466,036 70.9 ( 42.3) 657,414 (46.9) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row 
total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenili Justice. Advance I!stimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court 
Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice 
Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-33 

THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 DETAINED BY TYPE OF DETENTION 
AND SIZE OF JURISDICTION SAMPLE (1977) 

I';.' ", iS~~U~E;' ....... ;./; ' .. . no.'· SeCURE", .,' I' 
., 

Tnh" ; 
. ,c'}.:.·· .• ,' '; .... ". ~. '. ;.. ~ 

Sil E OF JURISDICTION 

I NUMBER I NUMBER I NUMBER PERC EM T PERCENT PERCENT -
Total 110,865 94.1 (100.0) 6,923 5.9 (100.0) 117,788 100.0 

Class 1 
(1,000,000 or more) 33,041 97.7 (29.8) 785 2.3 (11.3) 33,826 (28. i) 

Class 2 
(500,000-999,999) 26,185 96.8 (23.6) 857 3.2 (12.4) 27,042 (23.0) 

Class 3 
(250,000-499,999) 20,195 96.5 '(18.2) 722 3.5 (10.4) 20,917 (17.8) 

Class 4 
(100,000-249,999) 15,578 82.5 (14.1) 3,312 17.5 (47.3) 18,890 (16.0) 

Class 5 
(50,000-99,999) 10,242 95.4 (9.2) 489 4.6 (7.1) 10,731 (9.1) 

Class 6 
(25,000-49,999) 4,201 91.0 (3.8) 416 9.0 (6.0) 4,617 (3.9) 

Class 7 
(10,000-24,999) 995 86.0 (0.9) 162 14.0 (2.3) 1,157 (1. 0) 

Class 8 
(Under 10,000) 428 70.4 (0.4) 180 29.6 (2.6) 608 (0.5) 

~ote: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is r.epresented 
in each row. 

Source: Black, T. Edwin; Campbell, Fred R.; and Smith, Charles P. itA Preliminary 
National Assessment of the Func'Cion and Impa.ct of 24-Hour Juvenile Justice System 
Intake Units." Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, April 1980. 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JlNENILE JUSTICE SYSTF.~! ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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OETENTION STATU S 

1975 --
Detained 

Not Detailh .. c 

1976 

Detained 

Not Detained 

1977 

I>etained 

Not Detainee! 

TAIlLE 1l-34 

NATIONAl. ESTIMATES OF TilE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERREIJ TO JUVENILE COURT BY 
REASON FOR REFERRAL AND DETENTION STA1lJS (1975-1977) 

,'i'O>.::':· ·.I,l·!§'· .• <i\".';,,;~.t:.~;~8;;lt:~Ji;;~;~:~~~;§j$;~:~~;i,p,~;¢.it'i:/i!t~':2' I ,; .,<> P' .~,~,C~4&;·;£;>i~f 
IU.BER I P ERCEIT I lUMBER I PER CEU I IUUER I P EReEIT 

491\,939 35.2 (100.0) 569,461 40.5 (10c).0) JI\J ,677 21\'.3 (100.0) 

115,321 32.9 ( 23.3) 99,086 28.3 ( 17.4) 135,61\6 38.3 ( 39.7) 

379,618 36.0 ( 76.7) 470,375 1\4.5 ( 82.6) 206,031 19.5 ( 60.3) 

699,714 47.4 (100.0) 441,381 29.9 (IOO.O) 335,094 22.7 (100.0) 

151,338 44.4 ( 21. 7) 78,124 22.9 ( 17.7) 111,921 32.7 ( 33.4) 

547,876 48.3 ( '{8.3) 363,257 32.0 ( 82.3) 223,173 19.7 ( 66.6) 

677,024 48.3 (100.0) 427,520 30.5 (100.0) 297,161 21.2 (100.0) 

157,747 52.5 ( 23.3) 76,526 25.5 ( 17.9) 65,970 22.0 ( 22.2) 

519,277 47.1 ( 76.7) 350,994 31.9 ( 82.1) 231,191 21.0 ( 77 .8) 

'>N;0;;;.ri0;,~i;i}fi'6?"(> ... \":. 
I N U~BER I I'ER CENT 

1,406,077 100.0 

350,053 (24.9) 

l,05G,024 (75.1) 

1,47(;,189 100.0 

341,883 (23. t) 

1,134,306 ('76.9) 

1,401,705 11[)0.0 

300,243 (21.4) 

1,101,462 (78.6) 

Note: Two percentages arc presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indjcate how much of the row total is represented under each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each rOl>'. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile .Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Tau Ie constrllcted by the NATIONAL JUVENILE .JUSTICE SYSTE~1 ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, J 9S0) • 
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TABLE 0-35 

NATIONAL ESTI~IATES or THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JIJVENIl.E COURT 
BY SOIlRCE OF RI!PERRAL ANIJ OETI'NTlON STATllS (1975-1977) 

INFORMATION 
CATEGORY IUBER I PERCEU IIUlIER I PERCEIT I 

1975 

Court 

Corrections 

Community Agency 

Family, Citizen, Self 

Law Enforcement 

Court 

Corrections 

Community Agency 

Family, Citizen, Self 

Law Enforcement 

]977 

350,113 24.9 

3,805 12.3 

8,317 45.5 

5,129 9.6 

21,940 ]6.6 

310,384 2G.5 

345,737 23.4 

3,345 

11,970 

6,731 

23,508 

300,183 

300,203 

10.3 

47.7 

11.4 

17.5 

24.5 

21.4 

Court 3,740 11.6 

Corrections 10,496 ~6.8 

CommnnityAgency 7,437 11.5 

Family, Citizen, Self 23,675 17.6 

La\~ Enforcement 254,855 22.2 

'-----

(100.0) 

1.1) 

2.4) 

1.5) 

6.3) 

( 88.7) 

(100.0) 

( 1.0) 

( 3.5) 

( 1.9) 

6.8) 

( 86.8) 

. (100.0) 

1.2) 

( 3.5) 

( 2.5) 

7. !l) 

( 84.9) 

1,055,964 75.1 

27,129 87.7 

9,962 54.5 

43,302 90.4 

110,231 83.4 

8GO,878 73.5 

1,130,451 76.6 

29,131 

13,125 

52,317 

110,825 

925,053 

1,101,502 

89.7 

52.:1 

88.6 

112.5 

75.5 

78.6 

28,499 8804 

11,931 53.2 

57,042 88.5 

1l0,1l89 32.4 

893,14177.8 

(100.0) 

2.6) 

( 0.9) 

( 4.G) 

( 10.4) 

( 81. 5) 

(100.0) 

2.6) 

1. 2) 

4. G) 

9.8) 

( 31. 8) 

(l00.0) 

2.6) 

1.1) 

5.2) 

lO.I) 

( 81. 0) 

lUMBER I PUCEU 
~-

1,406,077 100.0 

30,934 ( 2.2) 

18,279 ( 1. 3) 

53,431 ( 3.3) 

132,171 ( 9.4) 

1,171,262 (83.3) 

1,476,139 100.0 

32,476 

25,095 

59,048 

134,333 

1,225,237 

1,401,705 

32,239 

22,427 

64,479 

131,564 

1,147,996 

( 2.2) 

( 1. 7) 

( 4.0) 

( 9.1) 

(83.0) 

100.0 

( 2.3) 

( 1. 6) 

( 4.6) 

( 9.6) 

(81. 9) 

Note: Two percell'-lIges 1II'e presented: The> hori 7.Ontnl (row) pcrcentagt's i.ndicate how milch of the row 
total is represented IIIldel' clIch coJllmn. The verticlIl (column) percentages (in parentheses) ind.icate 
h(lw milch of the column total is represcnted in each row. 

Source: National Center for .Juveni Ie .Just.ice. Adv:ll1ce Estimates of 1975, ]976, and 1977 Natiolwl Court 
Proces~;ing StatisU cs. (Pi ttshurgh, PA: Na t iona1 Cellter for .Juvenile .Justice, 1979). 

TlIhle .constructeu by the NATIONAL .JUVENILE .JUSTICE SYSTE~t A3SIlSSr.fEN'l' CI}NTflR (Sacrmnellto, CII: American 
Justice 11l~ti.tuta, 198fl). 

, 

, 

i' 

~l 



" 

..... 
0\ 
a 

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

TAIlI,E 11-36 

NATIONAl, r:STI~IATIlS OF TilE NIJ~mER or PERSONS UNDER 18 RHFERREIJ TO JIJVENTl.E COlJRT 
BY SEX AND DETENTION STA1US (1975-1977) 

o [TE N rlON SrATUS 
::: ... ,:, ::~ -', .•.. ; " ..... ~~ .,,, ~:.: :~A.~ L;~E :J:.t-i~':(.~:;".f.~·.>/~::(~!1~Jti~·,tht&?~:~J/~~~~~tiMi~~;~)E.M :~:lt-:t~~~'~sr~*f~~'~:ilifJ;:{;::1 :~~i'dl~;t>1r:T;J:) :m·A:~:~iN~~t~&)~ 

IUMBEI I PERCEIT I • II" 8 E R I PERC£U I • U i<UE R I P£RCEIf 

1975 1,(l71,4~1 76.2 (lOO.O) 334,646 23.8 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

Iletained 246,429 70.4 ( 23.0) 103,406 29.6 ( 30.9) 349,R35 (24.9) 

Not Detained 825,002 78.1 ( 77.0) 23J,240 21.9 ( 69.1) 1, 05Ci, 2'12 (75'.1) 

1976 1,123,815 76.1 (JOO.O) 352,374 23.9 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 

(leta ineu 245,179 71.9 ( 2l.8) 95,821 28.1 ( 27.2) 341,000 (23.1) 

Not Dctained 878,636 74.4 ( 78.2) 2:'6,553 22.6 ( 72.8) 1,135,11l9 (76.9) 

1!177 1,065,302 76.0 (100.0) 336,403 24.0 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 

Iletaincd 224,674 74.9 ( 21.1) 75,291 25.1 22.4) 299,965 (21.4) 

Not. lJetil i.ned 840,628 76.3 ( 78.9) 261,112 23.7 77 .6) 1,101,740 (7,L6) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: Thp. hod zontal (row) percent agos ind i cafe how milch of the ro\~ 
total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each rON. 

Source: National Ccnter for Juvcnilc .Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Pr.occss-
ing StatIstics. (Pit tsburgh, PA: Nat ional Center for Juvcnile JlIsi tce, 1979). 

Tahle c.onstructed by the NATIONAL JUVENlLU .JUSTICE SYSTnM ASSESS~1nNT CHIITIJH (Sacramento, CA: American Justicc 
Institute, 1980). 
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DE TE NT ION STATUS 

1975 

Detained 

Not Detaineu 

1976 

Detained 

Not Detained 

1977 

Detained 

Not Vetained 

TABW 1l-37 

NATIONAl, ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER or PERSONS UNDER 18 It\iFEIlIlEIJ TO JUVENII,E COURT 
BY RACE ANO IJETENTION STATlIS (1975-1977) 

}~~~::;E;~~;~yi~tL~~:~~\?;~~~t~:~9t}~%;f:~:~)ii~.ij:~;;:;:~;~t%{:~~ 
NUMBER I PERCENT 

937,853 66.7 (100.0) 340,271 24.7- (100.0) 127,953 9.1 (100.0) 

236,339 67.2 ( 25.2) 65,332 18.6 ( 19.2) 49,774 14.2 ( 38.9) 

701,514 66.5 ( 74.8) 274,939 26.1 ( 80.8) 78,179 7.4 ( 61.1) 

1,050,574 71.1 (100.0) 328,460 22.3 (100.0) 97,155 6.6 (100.0) 

234,231 68.1 ( 22.3) 72,574 21.1 ( 22.1) 37,147 10.8 ( 38.2) 

816,343 72.1 ( 77.7) 255,886 22.6 ( 77.9) 60,008 5.3 ( 61.8) 

1,G40,416 74.2 (100.0) 268,721 19.1 (100.0) 92,561l 6.6 (100.0) 

211,861 70.3 ( 20.4) 56,356 18.7 ( 21. 0) 33,150 11. 0 ( 35.8) 

828,555 75.3 ( 79.6) 212,365 19.3 ( 79.0) 59,413 5.4 ( 64.2) 

1,406,077 100.U 

351,445 (25.0) 

1,054,632 (75.0) 

1,476,189 100.0 

343,952 (23.3) 

1,132,237 (76.7) 

1,401,705 100.0 

301,367 (21.5) 

1,100,338 (78.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how lIIuch of the row total is represented under each 
column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the 'olumn total is represented in each rO\~. 

Source: NatioH:l} Center for .Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, :lnu 1977 National Court Processing Statist· irs. (l'.ittsilul'gh, 
PA: National Center for .Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAl, .JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~IENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Insti tute, 1980). 
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'EOIA,I 10 AID U'O[R i II HHS DElEUIOI STATCS 
AGE I """ I P[HEI' J_IU""J PUCEU 

.!22. 15.4 33,746 2.4 (100.0) 211,122 2.0 (100.0) 

Uetained 15.5 3,!i10 O.S (10.4) 4,668 1.1 (16.6) 

Not Detained 15.3 30.236 3.0 (36.9) 23,454 2.4 (S3.4) 

.!21! 15.4 38.331 2.6 (100.0) 3!,41b 2.2 (100.0) 

Detained 15.5 2,610 0.3 ( 6.8) 3,442 1.0 (IO.b) 

Not Uetalned 15.3 35,711 :1.1 (93.2) 29,034 2.4 (89.4) 

ill1.. 15.b 35,043 2.5 (100.0) 26,632 1.9 (100.0) 

Detained 15.3 1,962 0.6 ( 5.6) 2,690 0.9 (10.1) 

Not Deta ined 15.5 33,081 13.0 (94.4) 23,942 2.2 (89.9) 

Percent Change 
(1975-19771 

Detained -0.2 (-4.8) -0.2 (-6.5) 

Not Deta Ined +10.0 (+7.5) -0.2 (+6.5) 

I II 

TABLE D-38 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF 'OlE NUM!lER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY DETENTION STATUS AND AGE (197S-1977) 

HAIS I 11' TEAU I It1tUS d 1~lUh' 

11U .. " I P[IHU I .,,'" I HHfU I lUll" I PEitEU -' IIIUfl I 'EltEn 

56,24'; 4 •• (100.0) 119,517 •• > 1100.0) 209,:'05 14.9 (100.0) 293,870 20.9 (100.0) 

11,310 2.9 (21.0) 30,95Z 7.5 ~~S. 9) 62,351 15.2 (30.0) 92.275 22.3 (31.4) 
44,432 4.5 (79.0) 88,562 8.9 :74.1) 146,654 14.8 (70.0) 201,59!i 20.3 (6B.6) 

63,476 4.3 (100.0) 125,416 B.S (100.0) 215,524 14.6 (100.0) 304,095 20.6 (100.0) 

9,4!)ti 2.a (14.9) 24 ~5Y3 7.2 :I9.b) 50,433 14.7 (23.4) 76.936 22.4 (25.3) 

54.01B 4.8 (85.1) 100,aa3 8.9 ldO.4) 165.691 14.5 (76 •• ) 227,159 20.0 (74.7) 

53,265 3 •• (100.0) 105,lll' 7.5 (100.0) 18b,427 13.3 (100.0) 273,332 19.5 (100.0) 

6.711 2.1 (U.6) 18,O~2 5.h ,17.1) 40,OS2 12.8 (21.5) 64,506 20.6 (23.6) 

46,554 4.3 (97.4) lJ7,046 8.0 182 •• ) 14b,345 13.5 (7 •• 5) 208,826 19.2 (76.4) 

-0.8 (-8.4) -1.7 (-8.7) -~.4 (-S.5) -1.7 (-7.8) 

-0.2 (+8.4) -0.9 (+8.7) -1,3 (+8.5) -1.1 (+7.B) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horhontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented undttr each column. 
The vertical (colwnn) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

ie T£AlS I 11 n ..... u , 
I III'IER I P EltUT I lUll" I PUt E IT I 

321.992 22.9 (100.0) 343,082 24.4 (100.0) 

102,393 24.8 (3I.S) 10.""tI$ 2';.4 (30.6) 

219,599 22.1 (68.2) 23b,099 24.0 (69.4) 

343.952 23.3 (100.0) 352,809 23.9 (100.0) 

88,052 25.7 (25.6) 86,191 2;,.3 (24.6) 

255,900 22.6 (74.4) 266,018 23.5 (75.4) 

332,204 23.7 (100.0) 289,674 27.8 (100.0) 

80,726 25.7 (24.3) 9&,919 31.5 (25.4) 

251,478 23.1 (75.7) 290,755 26.7 (74.6) 

+0.9 (-7.5) +6.1 (-5.2) 

+1.0 (+7.5) +2.7 (+5.2) 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance EstimatEs of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National COLirt ProceSSing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Tllble t'onstructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTeR ('i:l~ramento, CA: American .. usth:e Institute, 1980). 
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TITI-l 

lUlU Jp[ltEIT 

1,406.017 100.0 

413,406 (29 •• 1) 

9~~2,637 (70.b) 

1,416, lag 100.1) 

342,315 (23.2) 

1,133,874· (76.8) 

1,401,705 100.0 

313,670 (22.4) 

1,08.1,021 (77.6) 

(-7.0) 

(+7.0) 
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TABLE 0-39 

NATIONAl. EST IMATES OF THE NUMBER OF 'PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO .JLNENIIJE COURT BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY 
REFERRALS IN PREVIOUS YEAI~ AND DETENTION STATUS (1975-1977) 

," 
",r! :;:»l;.;.,;;~[j; E.,r';':.I.N.: E:p",:;f?;,:~i~T;j;ii,I;)?\~~~~fit:t.iJo t:;·16.E,1~~~';",~EJ~?~d:r!4k~+ ~n*-~~:*kT{g2\:r;·1i:~~~~~l~ir~:~/ft INFORMATIOII 

CATEGORY NUMBER I PERCEIIT I NUMBER I PERCERT "UM 8 E R I PERCENT 

1975 325,219 23.1 (100.0) 1,080,858 76.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

None 196,806 19.2 ( 60.5) 828,224 80.8 ( 76.6) 1,025,030 (72.9) 
One or More 128,413 33.7 . ( 39.5) 252,634 66.3 ( 23.4) 381,047 (27.1). 

1976 245,312 16.6 (100.0) 1,230,877 83.4 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 --
None 141,939 13.6 ( 57.9) 901,727 86.4 ( 73.3) 1,043,666 (70.7) 
One or 1·lore 103,3]3 33.9 ( 42.1) 329,I!iO 76.1 ( 26.7) 432,523 (29.3) 

1977 -- 216,220 15.4 (100.0) 1,185,485 84.6 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 

None 126,490 12.8 ( 58.5) 861,712 87.2 ( 72.7) 988,202 (70.5 ) 
One or ~IoTe 89.730 21.7 ( 41.5) 323,773 n.3 ( 27.3) 413,503 (29.5) 

Note: Two percentage~ are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much ~f 
the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in 
parenthes~s) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Sotlrce: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Process­
ing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Cent.er for Juvenile .Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEI·' ASSESS~mNT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Americnn 
Justice Institute, 1980) • 
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TAR/.1l 0 .. 40 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF 11m NIJr-tIJHR or PHRSUNS UNDER IR REFER/lED TO .IUVl!NI'.E COU/IT 
8Y NUMRF.R OF PlliOR RIlFERRAI.S AND Arm (Hln) 

INFORMATION .OH I OWE -:: T .. :T'O ·.·.1 , Tam .. ,., ,FOu. ,'. . ,- .1 . FiVE OR lim I ; Til tAt 
CA TEGORY IUHEI I PERCEH I IU'I£I I HICEH I IUllE1 I rEI cEir I lUBE R 1 rEICEU 1 

~Ied ian Age 15.3 15.5 15.6 15.7 

Totn I R13,986 58.1 (100.0) 206,823 16.9 (100.0) 123,74~ 8.R (100.0) 80,150 5.7 

10 nnd Unuer 30,212 82.9 ( 3.7) 3,426 9.4 ( 1.4) 1,094 3.0 ( 0.9) 620 1.7 

1I Years 20,054 75.3 ( 2.5) 3,196 12.0 ( 1. 3) 1,278 4.8 ( 1.11) 719 2.7 

12 Years 38,;>67 70.0 ( 4.7) 7,653 14.0 ( 3.2) 3,335 6.1 ( 2.7) 1,859 3.4 

13 YeRI's 69, ~(,8 63.9 ( 8.5) 18,24() 16.9 ( 7.7) 7,771 7.2 ( 6.3) ~,i49 4.,1 

14 Y('ars 115,112 60.1 (14.2) 33,222 17.3 (1,1.0) 16,515 8.6 (13.3) 10,178 S.3 

15 Years 159,680 55.3 (19.6) 53,130 18.4 (22.4) 27,143 9.4 (21.9) IH,191 6.3 

In Years 180,949 54.7 (22.2) 58,552 17.7 (24.7) 33,080 10.n n6.7) 20,510 6.2 

17 and Ov"r 2(l0,444 55.0 (2.1.6) 59,404 16.3 (25.1 ) 33,529 9.2 (U.l) 23,32~ 6.4 

Nol,·: TIm pcrc('nr.np'e~ arc prescJlted: The horizon tel (1'01<) percentar.e~ in,l/cate how milch of th(' rm, 
tOlal i.s I'cpres('ntcd uJluer each column. The vertical (column) percE'lltagcs (in parentheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is r~prl'sented in ('ach row. 

(100.0). 

( 0.11) 

( 0.9) 

( 2.3) 

( 5.9) 

(12.7) 

(22.7) 

(25.6) 

(29.1) 

IUIDER I PERCEU' l';mER I PERCErI I RUNBER 

15.7 15.9 15.5 

41,1l31 3.0 (IOU.O) ]05,171 7.5 (l00.0) 1,4nJ,7US 

292 O.B ( 0.7) 801 2.2 ( n.R) 3(',441 

453 1.7 ( 1.1) 932 3.5 ( 0.9) 26,632 

1,203 2.2 ( 2.9) 2.350 1.3 ( 2.2) 54,6(,7 

2,482 2.3 ( 5.9) 5,721 5.3 ( S.4) 107,931 

SJ1H!i 2.7 (12.4) JI,522 6.0 (11.0) In.034 

9,240 3.2 (22.1) 21,368 7.4 (20.3) 28a,752 

10,585 3.2 (25.3) 27,J26 8.2 (7.5.8) 330,R02 

12,391 3.4 (29.6) 35,351 9.7 (33.6) ~M,1~~ 

SOllrce: NationaJ CeJlter for .Juvenile .Iusticr. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Processing 5tati.,ticr.. (Pittshurgh, I'll: Nati.onal C('ntel" ror .Juvenile .Iustlce, 197!1). 

Tahle constructed fly t he NATIONAl. JUVENILIl JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSr:SS~;ENT CENTEH (Sacramento, CA: Ameri can .Iust J ce Institute, 1980). 

I PERCEll 

((10.0 

( 2. C» 

( .I. 9) 

( 3.9) 

( 7.7) 

(13.7) 

(20.6) 

(23.6) 

(26.0) 
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TABLE 0-,\1 

NATIONAl, ESTIMATES OF THE NlJI.fIlER or PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AND DETENTION STATlJS (1977) 

INFORMATION 
CATEGORY PERCENT 

Total 165,01)6 11.8 (100.0) 1,236,619 88.2 (100.0) 1,401,705 100.0 

Natural Parents 54,044 8.4 (32.7) 589,339 91. 6 (47.7) 643,333 (45.9) 

~'other Only 55,793 12.4 (33.8) 394,154 87.6 (31. 9) 449,947 (32.1) 

Father Only 7,906 12.0 ( 4.8) 57,974 83.0 ( 4.7) 65,880 ( 4.7) 

One Stepparent 17,720 14.7 (10.7) 102,827 85.3 ( 8.3) 120,547 ( 3.6) 

Foster Family 5,083 25.9 ( 3.1) 14,541 74.1 ( 1.2) 19,624 ( 1.4) 

Relatives 11,127 18.9 ( 6.7) 47,744 81.1 ( 3.9) 53,871 ( 4.2) 

Independent 2,222 31.7 ( 1. 3) 4,787 68.3 ( 0.4) 7,009 ( 0.5) 

Institution 7,384 43.9 ( 4.5) 9,436 56.1 ( 0.8) 16,820 ( 1.2) 

Othcr 3,807 19.4 ( 2.3) IS,1I17 80.(, ( 1. 3) 19,624 ( 1.4) 

Note: Two percentage:; arc presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of 
the row total is represented under ('3(:h culumn. The vertical. (column) pen,cmtages (in 
parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is repres'ented in each row. 

Source: National Ccnter fur Juvenile Just.i.ce. Advance Esti.mates of 1977 Nationnl Court Process-
ing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, I'A: Natiunal Cent.er for JUVCIIi.J e .Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEI·' flSSf.lSS~lENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American 
Justice Institute, 19110). 
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·r."BJ.E U-42 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TIlE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER ]13 REFERREn TO .IlNENTLE COURT 
BY PRIOR DELINQUENCY REFERRA1.8 AND LIVING ARRANAGEMENTS (1977) 

INFORMATION ·:;;t;.'>·,XwFfI.~Ait\·(~':">:/;;J •...••• ,", QHt:OR.:JOIR·Et',':iJ ......••.•.. ; ...•. r-;OrAl.;':.:;i' 
CATEGORY IUM BEl I PERCEU I NU.eER I PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCENT 

Total 977 ,839 69.3 (l00. U) 423,866 30.2 (lOU.O) 1,401,705 100.0 

Natural Parents 530,820 74.4 (54.3) 182,M3 25.6 (43.1) 713,468 (50.9) 

Mother Only 227,426 64.9 (23.3) 123,000 35.1 (2!)' 0) 350,426 (25.0) 

Father Only 33,214 67.7 ( 3.4) 15,846 32.3 ( 3.7) 49,060 ( 3.5) 

One Stepparent 99,401 66.9 (10.2) 49,180 33.1 (l1.6) 148,581 (10.6) 

Foster Family 10,263 52.3 ( 1.0) 9,361 47.7 ( 2.2) 19,624 ( 1. 4) 

Relatives 46,033 64.4 ( 4.7) 25,449 35.6 ( 6.0) 71,487 ( 5.1) 

Independent 10,277 61.1 ( 1.1) 6,543 38.9 ( 1. 5) 16,820 ( 1. 2) 

IllS titution 9,467 61.4 ( 1.0) 5,952 38.6 ( 1.4) 15,419 ( 1. i) 

Oi-her 10,933 65.0 ( 1.1) 5,8S7 35.0 ( 1.4) 16,820 ( 1. 2) 

I 

Note: Two percentageg are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row 
tota 1 i.s represented under ench column. The vert lca 1 (column) percentages (in parentheses) indi cate 
how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvcnile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Process­
ing Stat istlcs. (Pi tts turgh, PA: National Centcr for .Juven:i.le .Ju~tice, 1979). 

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

Table constructed by the NATIONAl, JUVENILE .JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~IENT CENTER (Sacramento, fA: Amed crill 
Ju~t\ce Institute, 1980). 
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NA~HER Of HANOLING 

~ 
Without Petition 

Wi th Petition 

~ 
Without Petition 

With Petition 

.!W. 
Without Petition 

With Petition 

VARIANCE (1975-1977) 

Without Pet it ion 

With Pet i t ion 

N A NNER Of HANGLING 

~ 
Without Petition 

With Petition 

~ 
IHthout Petition 

With retition 

.!W. 
Without Petition 

With Petition 

VARIANCE (1975-1977) 

Without Petition 

With Petition 

cEinflW TO AOULT cauml 
""H' I P EROEII J 

28,122 2.0 (100,0) 

16,620 2.0 (59.1) 

ll,502 1.9 (40.9) 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 

1,281 0.2 (12.4) 

9,052 1.4 (87.6) 

23,829 1.7 (100.0) 

10,556 1.4 (44.3) 

13,373 2.0 (55.i) 

-0.3 ( -0- ) 

-0.6 (-14,8) 

+0.1 (+14.8) 

TABLE 0-43 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TIlE NII,tBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY DISPOSITION AND MANNER OF HANDLING (1975-1977) 

~~ 

iii SlI 5SEO IJNIIVfl) I 0151155£D I JW ........... ~~ 

Ifll tH' '. -·d· ,. .. n ... J. ,fllf,.'''''''.' ,,"m J PEl CElT l"'8Ei~L P£ReflT i ""'E' 1 PEl! C( Ir 1 ''''''1 PEIHIT i ""E' J PERCEll J 'ulm -' PERt(1T 

147,638 10.5 (100.0) 482,285 34.3 (100.0) 15,467 1.1 (100.0) 39,370 2.8 (100.0) 468,223 33.3 (100.0) 40,776 2.9 (100.0) 

62,746 7.7 (42.5) .06,084 49.6 (84.2) 11,090 1.4 (71. 7) 21,339 2.6 (54.2) 190,567 23.3 (40.7) 21,571 2.6 (51.9) 

84,891 14.4 (57.5) 76,201 13.0 (15.8) 4,377 0.7 (28.3) 18,031 3.1 (45.8) 277,656 47.3 (59.3) 19,205 3.3 (47.1) 

757,285 51.3 (100.0) 5,905 0.4 (100.0) 109,238 7.4 (100.0) 56,095 3.8 (100.0) 342,476 23.2 (100.0) 41,333 2.8 (100.0) 

5B9,925 71.3 (1'.9) 5,185 0.6 (87.8) 88,810 10.7 (81.3) Ii ,726 2.1 (31.6) 101,7!5 12.3 (29.7) 2,604 0.3 (6.3) 

167,360 25.8 (22.1) 720 0.1 (12.2) 20,428 3.1 (18.7) 38,369 5.9 (68.4) 240,761 37.1 (70.3) 38,729 6.0 (93.7) 

661,605 47.2 (100.0) 8,410 0.6 (100.0) 102,324 7.3 (100.0) 49,060 3.5 (100.0) 342,061 24.4 (100.0) 46,256 3.3 (100.0) 

504,805 6R.2 (76.3) 6,963 0.9 (82.8) 79,608 10.8 (71.8) 18,299 2.5 (37.3) 94,396 12.7 (27.6) 2,452 0.3 (5.3) 

15fi.800 23.7 (23.7) 1,447 0.2 (17.2) 22,716 3.4 (22.2) 30,761 4.6 (62.7) 247.620 37.4 (72.,1) 43,R04 6.6 (94 .7J 

-
+36,7 ( -0- ) -33,7 ( -0- ) +6.2 ( -0- j +0.7 ( -0- ) -8,9 ( -0- ) +0.4 ( -0- ) 

+60.5 (+33,8) -48,7 (-1.4) +9.4 (+6,1) -0.1 (-16.9) -10.6 (-13.1) -2,3 (-46,6) 

+9,3 (-33.8) -12.8 (+1.4) +2.7 (-6.1) +1.5 (+16.9) -9.9 (+13.1) +3.3 (+46.6) 

: 'TMiIf:."""": ~;I_'ihr"'lMtnntT.i;"liisMWt;·, .~' :i •• iJld~V " 1·'$PfcIAl~lOm"".!.1 ,0;;£1 ·r;AliSiii, 1 'T 0' T ~"t 
IUIIE. I I!H~IT I .... ~. ] FEitEiT 1 .. liU] PEIC-E.-r J ,uIIE'_L ' [.CEIT J 'U"E'j PCICEIT '- 'UIIE, J~ PEIICEIT 1 'UiBEI J puenT 

14,061 1.0 (100.0) 70,304 5.0 (100.0) 8,436 0.6 (100.0) 18,279 1.3 (100.0) 1,406 0.1 (100.0) 29,528 2.1 (100.0) 1,406,077 100.0 

2,981 0.4 (21.2) 53,996 • 6.6 (77.1) 1,341 0.2 (15.9) 2,066 O.S (11.3) 218 <~.I (15.5) 16,211 2.0 (54.9) 818,725 (58.2) 

11,080 1.9 (78.8) 16,308 2.8 (22.9) 7,095 1.2 (84.1) 16,213 2.& (88.7) 1,188 0.2 (84.5) 1.3,317 2.3 (45.1) 587,352 (41.8) 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 20,667 1.4 (100.0) }u .. ~33 0.7 (100.0) 1,476 0.1 (100.0) -0- -0- 66,429 4.5 (100.0) 1,476,189 100.0 

176 <'0.1 (I. 7) 1,426 0.2 (6.9) 568 0.1 (5.5) IDS <0.1 (7.1) -0- -0- 17,139 2.1 (25.8) 827,014 (56.0) 

10,157 1.6 (98.3) 19,241 2.9 (93.1) 9,765 1.5 (94.5) 1,371 0.7 (92.9) -0- -0- 49,290 7.6 (74.2) 649,175 (44.0) 

12,615 0.9 (100.0) 21,026 1.5 (100.0) 9,812 0.7 (100.0) 4,205 0.3 (100.0) 421 0.0 (100.0) 76,673 5.5 (100.0) 1,401,70S 100.0 

315 <0.1 (2.5) 1,346 0.2 (6.4) 500 0.1 (5.1) 273 <0.: (6.5) 118 <0.1 (28.1) 19,904 2,7 (26.0) 740,100 (52.8) 

1:!.300 1.9 (97.5) 19,680 3.0 (93.6) 9,312 1.4 (94.9) :',932 0.6 (93.5) 303 <0.1 (71.9) ~(>, 769 9.6 (74.0) 661,605 (47.2) 

-0.1 ( -0- ) -3.5 ( -0- ) .. 0.1 ( -0- ) -1.0 ( -0- ) -0.1 ( -0- ) +3.4 ( -0- ) ( -0- ) 

>-0.3 (-IB.7) -6.4 (-70.7) -0.1 (-10.8) >-0.2 (-4.8) >0.0 (+12.6) +0.7 (-28.9) (-5.4) 

-0- (+18.7) "'0.2 (+70.7) +0.2 (+10.8) -2.2 (+4.8) <+0.1 (-12.6) +7.3 (+28.9) (+5.4) 

Note: Variance reflects the change in proportion. 

t;·L_'--~ 
I lU"m I PEItEIT 

42,182 3.0 (100.0) 

11,895 1.4 (28.2) 

30,287 5.1 (71.8) 

44,286 3.0 (100.0) 

354 <0.1 (0.8) 

43,932 6.8 (99.2) 

43,453 3.1 (100.0) 

563 0.1 (1.3) 

42,888 6.5 (98.7) 

+0.1 ( -0- ) 

-0,3 (-26.9) 

+1.4 (+26.9) 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimatos of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (pittsburgh, PA; National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CEt(l'ER (Sacramento, CA.: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-44 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRIJl TO JUVENILE COORT BY OFFENSE TYPE AND DISPOSITION (1975-1977) 

IHOUUIO. 
CArBO!! 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

Serious 

I.ess-Serious 

Status 

IHOUATIO. 
CAIHORr 

2S ,294 

8,189 

11,600 

5,505 

9,840 

6,933 

2,229 

673 

23,613 

1.8 

1.6 

2.2 

1.5 

0.7 

1.0 

0.5 

0.2 

1.7 

13,737 2.0 

7,315 1.7 

2,561 0.9 

(100.0) 

( 32.4) 

( 45.8) 

( 21.8) 

(100.0) 

( 70.5) 

( 22.7). 

( 6.8) 

(100.0) 

( 53.2) 

( 31.0) 

( 10.8) 

135,858 

49,64b 

59,055 

27,157 

726,553 

318,458 

245,195 

162,900 

639,424 

9.7 

9.7 

11.2 

7.4 

49.2 

45.9 

55.0 

48.4 

45.6 

237,784 41.9 

219,895 51.1 

131,745 46.3 

(100.0) 

( 36.5) 

( 43.5) 

( 20.0) 

(IOO.~) 

( 43.8) 

( 33.7J 

( 22.4) 

(100.0) 

( 45.0) 

( 34.4) 

( 20.6) 

496,082 

146,378 

205,112 

144,592 

6,014 

2,775 

2,229 

1,010 

8,438 

3,434 

'>,012 

1,992 

35.3 

28.6 

38.9 

39.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.5 

0.3 

0.6 

0.5 

0.7 

0.7 

(100.0) 

( 29.5) 

( 41.3) 

( 29.1) 

(100.0) 

( 46.1) 

( 37.1) 

( 16.8) 

(100.0) 

( 40.7J 

( 35.7) 

( 23.6) 

13,823 

1, 024 

1,055 

11,744 

105,804 

35,384 

22,290 

48,130 

98,476 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 

3.2 

7.1 

5.1 

5.0 

14.3 

7.0 

36,402 5.3 

22,807 5.3 

39,267 13.8 

(100.0) 

( 7.4) 

( 7.6) 

( 85.0) 

(100.0) 

( 33.4) 

( 21.1) 

( 45.5) 

(100.0) 

( 37.0) 

( 23.0) 

( 40.0) 

36,300 

11,260 

14,764 

10,276 

54,123 

24,2ij3 

17,387 

12,453 

46,272 

18,545 

15,492 

12,235 

2.6 

2.2 

3.7 

3.5 

3.9 

3.7 

3.3 

2.7 

3.6 

4.3 

(100.0) 

( 31.0) 

( 40.7J 

( 28.3) 

(100.0) 

( 44.9) 

( 32.1) 

( Z3.0) 

(100.0) 

( 40.1) 

( 33.5) 

( 26.4) 

478,532 

209,843 

165,566 

103,123 

352,573 

199,817 

91,837 

60,919 

350,135 

34.0 

41.0 

31.4 

28.1 

23.9 

28.8 

20.6 

12.1 

25.0 

208,111 30.3 

91,659 21.3 

50,365 17.7 

41,894 3.0 (100.0) 17,178 1.2 (100.0) 65,111 4.6 (100.0) 14,459 1.0 (100.0) 16,737 1.2 (100.0) -0- -0- -0-

Serious 

LeSS-Serious 

Status 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

24,055 

11 ,600 

6,239 

47,285 

30,528 

10,699 

6,058 

47,619 

31,594 

11,188 

4,837 

4.7 

2.2 

1.7 

3.2 

4.4 

2.4 

1.8 

3.4 

4.6 

2.6 

1.7 

( 57.4) 

( 27.7) 

( 14.9) 

(100.0) 

( 64.6) 

( 22.6) 

( 12.8) 

(100.0) 

( 66.3) 

( 2'.5) 

( 10.2) 

8,189 

4,218 

4,771 

22,184 

JI,795 

6,687 

3,702 

24,410 

15,110 

6,455 

2,845 

1.6 

0.8 

1.3 

1.5 

1.7 

1.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2.~ 

1.5 

1.0 

( 47.7) 

( 24.6) 

( 27.7) 

(100.0) 

( 53.2) 

( 30.1) 

( 16.7) 

(100.0) 

( 61.9) 

( 26.4) 

( 11.7) 

21,496 

17,927 

25,688 

26,906 

JI,795 

5,350 

9,761 

24,835 

10,989 

5,594 

8,252 

4.2 

3.4 

7.0 

1.8 

1.7 

1.2 

2.9 

1.8 

1.6 

1.3 

2.9 

( 33.0) 

( 27.6) 

( 39.4) 

(100.0) 

( 43.8) 

( 19.9) 

( 36.3) 

(100.0) 

( 44.2) 

( 22.5) 

( 33.2) 

~,6S0 

:,691 

~,138 

12,394 

6,244 

:,121 

~j,029 

12,303 

6,868 

3,443 

1,992 

1.1 

0.7 

1.4 

0.8 

0.9 

0.7 

0.9 

0.9 

1.0 

0.8 

0.7 

( 38.9) 

( 25.5) 

( 35.5) 

(100.0) 

( 50.4) 

( 25.2) 

( 24.4) 

(100.0) 

( 55.8) 

( 28.0) 

( 16.2) 

4,606 

3,691 

8,440 

2,953 

1,388 

892 

673 

5,059 

2,061 

1,291 

1,707 

0.9 

0.7 

2.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

( 27.5) 

( 22.1) 

( 50.4) 

(100.0) 

C 47.0) 

( 30.2) 

( 22.8) 

(100.0) 

( 40.7) 

( 25.5) 

( 33.7) 

-0-

-0-

-0-

1,140 

694 

446 

-0-

-0-

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much "f the row total is represented under each column. 
The ver~ical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the colUDln total i:. represented in each row. 

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

0.1 (100.0) 

0.1 ( 60.9) 

0.1 ( 39.1) 

-0- -0-

-0- (100.0) 

-0- ( 66.7) 

-0- -0-

-0- ( 33.3) 

(100.0) 

( 43.9) 

( 34.6) 

( 21.5) 

(100.0) 

( 56.7) 

( 26.0) 

( 17.3) 

(100.0) 

( 59.4) 

( 26.2) 

( 14.4) 

37,727 

11,772 

18,982 

6,973 

37,350 

14,570 

16,049 

6,731 

4~,691 

2.7 

2.3 

3.6 

1.9 

2.5 

2.1 

3.6 

2.0 

3.1 

15,797 2.3 

18,504 4.3 

9,390 3.3 

(100.0) 

( 31.2) 

( 50.3) 

( 18.5) 

(100.0) 

( 39.0) 

( 43.0) 

( 18.0) 

(100.0) 

( 36.2) 

( 42.3) 

( 21.5) 

27,082 1.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 

9,724 

10,018 

7,340 

71,069 

29,140 

21,398 

20,531 

77 ,427 

36,402 

23,668 

17,357 

1.9 

1.9 

2.0 

4.8 

4.2 

4.8 

6.1 

5.5 

5.3 

5.5 

6.1 

( 35.9) 

( 37.0) 

( 27.1) 

(100.0) 

( 41.0) 

( 30.1) 

( 28.9) 

(100.0) 

( 47.0) 

( 30.6) 

( 22.4) 

511,812 

527,279 

366,986 

1,476,189 

693,809 

445,809 

336,571 

1,401,705 

686,836 

430,323 

284,546 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Cente:- for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sac:eamento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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100.0 

( 36.4) 

( 37.5) 

( 26.1) 

100.0 

( 47.0) 

( 30.2) 

( 22.8) 

100.0 

( 49.0) 

( 30.7) 

( 20.3) 

, 

, 
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TABLB D-45 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO 
JUVENILE COURT BY MANNER OF HANDLING AND OFFENSE TYPE (1975-1977) 

MANNER OF 
HANDLING PERGENf 

1975 482,284 34.3 (100.0) 558,213 39.7 (100.0) 365,580 26.0 (100.0) 

Without Petition 236,801 31.7 (49.1) 291,387 39.1 (52.2) 217,886 29.2 (59.6) 

With Petition 245,483 37.2 (50.9) 266,826 40.4 (47.8) 147,694 22.4 (40.4) 

1976 704,142 47.7 nOO.O) 444,333 30.1 (lDO.O) 327,714 22.2 (100.0) 

Without Petition 328,834 40.3 (46.7) 265,267 32.5 (59.7) 221,862 27.2 (67.7) 
With Petition 375,308 56.8 (53.3) 179,066 27.1 (40.3) 105,852 16.0 (32.3) 

1977 685,434 48.9 (100.0) 424,716 30.3 (100.0) 291,555 20.8 (100.0) 

Without Petition 305,704 41.1 (44.6) 245,486 33.0 (57.8) 191,843 25.8 (65.8) 

With Petition 379,730 57.7 (55.4 ) 179,230 27.2 (42.2) 99,712 15.1 (34.2) 

Note: Two percentages are presented; Tne horizontal (row) percentages indicate how 
much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percentages 
(in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, ~nd 1977 
National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile 
Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 
(Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 

-, 
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-. 
, 

1,406,077 100.0 

746,074 (53.1) 

660,003 (46.9) 

"1,476,189 100.0 

815,963 (55.3) h 
,{ 
'1 

660,226 (44.7) , 
i 

1 
1,401,705 100.0 

743,033 (53.0) 

j 

:1 
'I 
I 

658,672 (47.0) 
q 
Ij 

II 
II 
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TABLE 0-46 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NlIMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY DISPOSITION AND PRIOR DELINQUENcY REFERRALS PREVIOUS YEARS (1975-1977) 

ill! 15,467 1.1 (100.0) 144,826 10.3 (l00.0) 407,762 29.0 (l00.0) 44,995 3.2 (100.0) 75,928 5.4 (100.0) 514,624 36.6 (100.0) 61,867 4.4 (100,0) 71,710 5.1 (100.0) 

None 7,563 0.7 (411.9) 108,18& 10.2 (74.7) ~2,S2S 32.S (&4.1) ';0,001 .l.a (SS,;) S3,:;;; 5.1 ('1.I) 3al,IISI 3t..~ (14.2) 48,937 4.6 (79.1) 30,262 2.9 (42.2) 

One or More 7,904 2.3 (51.1) 36:~1 10.5 (25.3) ,64,834 18.5 (15.9) 4,994 1.4 (11.1) 21,943 6.3 (28.9) 132,773 37.9 (25.8) 12,930 3.7 (20.9) 41,448 11.8 (57.8) 

!!!Z! 22,143 1.5 (100.0) 550,618 37,3 (100.0) -0- -0- 129,005 8.8 (100.0) 104,809 7.1 (100.0) 475,333 32.2 (100.0) 5,905 0.4 (100.0) 51,666 3.5 (100.0) 

None 11,049 1.1 (49.9) 420,672 40.4 (76.4) -0- -0- 100,157 9,6 (77.1) 71,689 6.9 (68.4) 330,832 31.8 (69.6) 5,26! 0.5 (89.1) 16,430 1.6 (31.8) 

One or Hore 11,094 2.6 (5~.1) 129.946 29.9 (23.6) -0- -0- 29,748 6.9 (22.9) 33,120 7.6 (31.6) 144,501 33.3 (30.4) 6" 0.1 (10.9) 35,236 B.I (68.2) 

l!!!. 21,026 1.5 (100.0) 553,673 39.5 (100.0) -0- -0- 135,965 9.7 (100.0) 100,923 7.2 (100.0) 414,905 29.6 (100.0) 5,60; 0.4 (100.0) 46.256 3.3 (100.0) 

None 10,471 1.1 (49.8) 414,701 41.9 (74.9) -0- -0- 106,597 10.8 (78,4) 72,463 7.3 (71.8) 283,795 28.7 (68.4) 5,153 0.5 (91. 9) 14,478 1,5 (31. 3) 

One or More 10,555 2.5 (50.2) 138,972 33.7 (25.1) -0- -0- 29,368 7.1 (21.6) 28,460 6.9 (28.2) 131,110 31.8 (31.6) 454 0.1 (8.1) 31,778 7,7 (1,8,7) 

ImlUTIOI 
CltEGOU 

7,030 0.5 (100.0) 23,903 1.7 (100.0) 14,061 1.0 (100.0) 9,843 0,7 (100.0) 

None 3,810 0.4 (54.2) 16,397 1.6 (68.6) 6,890 0.6 (49.0) 7,313 0.7 (74.3) 

One or 3.220 0.9 (45.8) 7,506 2.1 (31.4) 7,171 2.1 (51.0) 2,530 0.7 (25.7) 

5,905 0.4 (100.0) 31,000 2.1 (100.0) 1l.286 0.9 (100.0) 5,905 0.4 (100.0) 

None 2,769 0.3 (46.9) 16,151 1.5 (52.1) 5,899 0.6 (44.4) 3,419 0.3 (57.9) 

One or 3,136 0.7 (53.1) 14,849 3.4 (47.9) 7,387 1.7 l5:i.6) 2,486 0,6 (42.1) 

7,009 0.5 (100.0) 30,838 2.1 (100.0) 4,205 0.3 (100.0) 5,607 0.4 (100,0) 

None 3,189 0.3 (45.5) 16,467 1.1 (53.4) 2.002 0.2 (47.6) 3,319 0.3 (59.2) 

One or 3,820 0.9 (54.5) 14,371 3.5 (46.6) 2,203 O.S (52.4) 2,288 0.6 (40.8) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horh:ontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row 
total is represented under each colWlln. The vertical (column) percentages (in par~ntheses) indicate 
how much of the column total is represented in each ro ... 

-0- -o~ 14,061 1,0 (100.0) 1,406,077 

-0- -0- 7,804 0.7 (55.5) 1,055.926 

-0- -0- 6,257 1.8 (44.5) 350,151 

4.428 0.3 (100.0) 75,286 5.1 (100.0) 1,476,189 

2,648 0.2 (59.8) 54,658 5.2 (72.6) 1,041,634 

1,780 0.4 (40.2) 20,628 4.7 (27.4) 434,555 

1,402 0,1 (l00.0) 74,290 5.3 (100.0) 1,401,105 

1,056 0.1 (75.3) 55,272 5.6 (74.4) 988.963 

346 0.1 (24.7) 19,018 4.6 (25.6) 412,742 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 197:' National Court Processing 
Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PAl National Center for JUVenile Justice, 1979). ' 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTDI ASSES5HEh'T CEh"TER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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100.0 

(75.1) 

(24.9) 

100.0 

(70.6) 

(29.4) 

100.0 

(70.5) 

(29,S) 
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TABLE D-47 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF 'I1lE NUMBWI OF I'EIlSONS UNUIiIl 111 IlEI'EIlRED TO JUVENJ I.E COURT 
BY OI'FENSE TYPE AND NUMBER OF PRIOR REI'ERRALS (1977) 

Of FE N Sf TYPE 
''-'';ON£:" .. ,'i';·~//)~'~;'r' .... ·1; ·O·,NE ,'1> TWO ;;1· ;, ·TH .. EE I·. " !"OU" I. ,.IVE O ...... O .. &: 

lUMBER I PEICEII I ~UN8ER I PERCEll I IUNBER I PERCENT I NUNSER I PERCENT I IUNIER I PERCEU I .UNlEi I PERCEll 

Total 815,327 58.2 (100. 0) 237,601 17.0 (ioo.O) 123,529 8.8 (100. 0) 79,898 5.7 (100.0) 41,103 2.9 (100~ 0) 104,247 

Serious 432,616 58.9 (53.1) 121,926 16.6 (51. 3) 61,697 8.4 (49.9) 39,663 5.4 (49.6) 20,566 2.11 (50. 0) 58,025 

Les§-S~r i a.us 232,964 55.4 (28.6) 72,749 17.3 (30.6) 40,369 9.6 (32.7) 26,913 6.4 (33.7) 13,877 3.::> (33.8) 33,640 

Status 149,747 60.7 (18.4) 42,926 17.4 (18.1) 21,463 8.7 (17.4) 13,322 5.4 (16.7) 6,660 2.7 (16.2) 12,582 

Nato: TWo percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented under each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

7.4 

7.9 

8.0 

5.1 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Processinp. Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for 
Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 

(100. 0) 

(55.7) 

(32.3) 

(12.0) 

, 

.I T g'TA L. 

I IUNS Ei 1 PUCE~r 

1,401,705 100.0 

734,493 (52.4) 

420,512 (30.0) 

246,700 (17.6) 

, 
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TABLE D--111 

NATIONAL E5TI~IATES or TilE NIJ~lIllm OF PHHSONS UNDER 18 RErERRr:D TO ,111\'ENlLE COllRT 
BY NliMllER or PRIOR REFERRALS AND MANNER OF HANDI.INf; (1977) 

.... ~ . " rHOU! .»£(11jOI/:·,., ':' ...... :. . .. . ..• ~ . . ... ~ ...• ' 
. ... WlTIlPEfIT'ON ". ,. . .. ;.-::,. .... r.oJ:A L 

CATEGORY NUNBER I PERCENT NUNBER I PERCENT NUMBER I PHCOT 

TOTAL 630,836 45.0 (l 00. 0) 770,869 55.0 (100.0) 1,-101,705 (100.0) 

NONE 429,4711 48.1 ( 68.1) 463,408 51.9 ( 60.1) 892,886 ( 

ONE 94,172 44.2 ( 14.9) 1111 .. 887 55.8 ( 15.4 ) 213,059 ( 

TWO 40,369 40.0 ( 6.4) 60,554 60.0 ( 7.9) 100,923 ( 

TJlHEE 22,904 38.0 ( 3.6) 37,369 62.0 ( 4.8) 60,273 ( 

HOLIR 13,698 34.9 ( 2.2) 25,550 65.1 ( 3.3) 39,248 ( 

rIVE OR ~10RE 30,215 31.7 ( -1.8) 65,101 68.3 ( 8.4) 95,316 ( 

Note: Two percentages are prcsented: The hori zontn 1 (row) pC'rcentngC's i nel i cn! e hO\~ much of the row 
totnl is represented unJcr each column. The verticnl (colu~l) percmltnges (in parentheses) indicate 
how mudl of the column totnl is represented in eneh row. 

Source: National Center for Juvcnile ,Tustice. Advance Estimates of 1!J77 Nationnl Conrt Processing 
Statistics. lPittsburgh, PA: National Center for ,Juvenilc ,Tustisce, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENfLE ,lUSTICE SYST6~1 ASSESS~lENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: Ameri.can 
Justice Institute, 1980). 

172 

63.7) 

15.2) 

7.2) 

4.3) 

2.8) 

6.8) 

TA8LE 0-49 

~ATIONAL EST!MATES OF TIlE'NUM8ER OF PERSONS UND~ 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY DISPOSITION AND NLt!8ER OF PRIOR REFERRALS (19771 

DISPDSITIOI 
. , ... .>",.O'HE ..... '·':1 .~,OcN £ . ,:';<j:;;;;i,( •... , :;1,:WO',/,'':- ;,±t.,;. W.!T;"fII:I~>:ti"iX 
."11[1 I nU£ll I • Ull £I I ' CI ttl' 1 • Ull (I I HltElY I lUlU I '(1 e(l T 

Total 813,197 58. I (l00.0) 236,8.53 16.9 (Ion. 0) 123,,';54 H.H (100.0) tlO,391 5.7 (100.(1) 
h"ai \'ed to Adul t Court 19,771 4S.5 ( 2.4) 6,692 lS.4 ( 2.8) 4,345 10.0 ( 3.5) 3,042 7.0 ( 3.B) 
Dismissed Unproved 351,312 70.B (43.2) 65,499 13.2 (27.7) 27,788 5.6 (22.5) 15,879 3.2 (19.8) 
Dismissed 7,045 71.8 ( 0.9) 952 9.7 ( 0.4) 422 4.3 ( 0.3) 294 3.0 ( 0.4:1 
ReferTed 73,699 76.2 ( 9.1) 10,059 10.4 ( 4.2) 4,449 4.6 ( 3.6) 2,90" 3.0 ( 3.6) 
l1eld Open 31,437 62.3 ( 3.9) 8,427 16.' ( 3.6) 3,936 7.8 ( 3.2) 2,270 4.5 ( 2.8) 
Probation 249,027 54.0 (30.6) 99,150 21.5 (41.9) 48,8B3 10.6 (39.6) 28,130 6.1 (35.0) 
Fine, Restitution 3,428 81.5 ( 0.4) 366 8.7 ( 0.2) 193 4.6 ( 0.2) 126 3.0 ( 0.2) 
(Jel inquent Institution 8,528 15.6 ( 1.0) 8,965 16.4 ( 3.8) 8,200 15.0 ( 6.6) 7,107 13.0 ( 8.8) 
Public lnst.itution 10,168 22.2 ( 1.3) 10,408 ;!2.S ( 4.4) B,789 19.0 ( 7.1) 7,540 16.3 ( 9.4) 
Pub) ie Agency Dr Depa'ttlh~nt 1~,376 32.7 ( 1.5) 7,606 20.1 ( 3.2) 5,450 14.4 ( 4.4) 4,466 11.8 ( 5.6) 
Pd vat e Agenc)' or In5t1 tuti on 5,172 24.6 ( 0.6) 4,500 21.4 ( 1.9) 3,34.3 15.9 ( 2.7) 2,966 14.2 ( 3 •. 7) 
In~1vidual 2,082 29.7 ( 0.3) 1,984 28.3 ( 0.8) 1,142 16.3 ( 0.9) 911 13.0 ( 1.1) 
Special Proceedines -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -~-
Other 39.652 54.4 ( 4.9) 12,245 16.8 ( 5.2) 6,41<4 8.8 ( 5.2) 4,73B 6.~ ( 5.2) 

DISPOSITIO. ~<~ :, f{~;;,~J:,~~~·5t~~A~~~1-~:i~;-t~:·/;-~. JV·~'i~;~ ". :~"~~~\1~it~·~~r'~·:~l~~~D\F.: 
,niH 1 PlltU, I l"II['! HB[tt I IVIUI J. ,rnflr 

Total 
42,090 3.0 (100.0) 105,219 7.5 (100.0) 1,401,70S 100.0 

h'ai ved to Adult Court 
2,042 4.7 ( 4.9) 7,S61 17.4 ( 7.2) 43,453 ( 3.1) 

Dismissed Unproved 
10,420 2.1 (24.8) 25,306 5.1 (24.1) 49.,204 (35.4) 

Disrrd ssed 
216 2.2 ( 0.5) SS3 9.0 ( O.H) 9,612 ( 0.7) 

Referred 
1,&4.4 1.7 ( 3.9) 3,965 4. I ( 3.8) 96,71U ( 6.9) 
1,312 2.6 ( 3.1) 3,073 6.1 ( 2.9) 50,460 ( 3.6) Held Open 

12,913 2. a (30.7) 23,058 5.0 (21.9) 4bl,161 (32.9) Probation 

Fine, Restitution 
42 1.0 ( 0.1) 50 1.2 ( 0.0) 4,20S ( 0.3) 

Delinquent Institution 
5,138 9.4 (12.2) 16,728 30.6 (15.9) 54,666 ( 3.9) 
2,128 4.6 ( 5.1) 7,123 15.4 ( 6.8) 46,256 ( 3.3) Public Institution 
2,006 5.S ( 4.8) 5,942 15.7 ( 5.6) 37,846 ( 2.7) Public Aiency or Department 

Private Alene), or Institution 
1,451 6.9 ( 3.4) 3,574 17.0 ( 3.4) 21,026 ( 1.5) 

Jndividll&] 
301 4 • .3 ( 0.7) 509 8.4 ( 0.6) 7,009 ( 0.5) 

Speda) Preeeedines 
-0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Other 
2,478 3.4 ( 5.9) 7,362 10.1 ( 7.0) 72,889 ( 5.2) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horhontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented 
under each column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how JrlUch of the column total is representN 
~n each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pitt5buT&h PA: 
.~ational Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). ' 

Table- constructed by the NATIONAL JUVE";ILE JUSTlCE SYSTEf.I ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute. 1980) .. 
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I lifO RNA TID II 
Co'ITEGORY 

1975 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

1976 

Serious 

Less-Serious 

Status 

1977 

Serinus 

Less-Serious 

Statu<; 

TABLE 0-50 

NATIONAL ESTIMA'/ES or '11m NUMBER OF PERSONS RErERRED TO .JUVENILE 
COURT BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION AND orPENSE (1975-1977) 

;~~)0i~'i:i·:;~~j~~~:~;$.JUA~(·l!;~;;1\;!:t',i(Yit' H,t):'·~i;'::i.6·~:.~.~"~li!{~\~t~,,·.···: :<: 
flUUER I P ERCEIIT flUM HER 1 PERCEIIT 

138,642 10,7 (100.0) 1,692,022 89.3 (100.0) 

59,370 12.4 ( 42.8) 418,663 87.6 ( 36.0) 

37,436 7.7 ( 27.0) 449,770 92.3 ( 38.7) 

41,836 12.5 ( 30.2) 293,589 87.5 ( 25.3) 

108,769 8.1 (100.0) 1,228,294 !H .9 (100.0) 

60,362 9.6 (55.5) 571,004 90.4 46.5) 

25,857 6.4 (23.8) 377,600 93.6 3U.7) 

22;550 7.5 (20.7) 279,690 92.5 ( 22.8) 

109,167 8.7 (100.0) 1,140,164 91.3 (100.0) 

64,561 10.5 (59.2) 551,528 89.5 (48.4) 

26,680 7.0 (24.4) 355,877 93.0 (31. 2) 

17,926 7.2 (16.4) 232,759 n.R (20,-1) 

1»·.,;;JJtAl·a •...... ·· . 
IIUMBER 1 PERCENT 

1,300,6(,4 100.0 

478,033 ( 36.8) 

4R7,206 ( 37.5) 

335,425 ( 25.8) 

1 ,337,063 10().0 

631,366 ( 47.2) 

403,457 ( 30.2) 

302,240 ( 22.6) 

1,249,331 100.0 

616,089 ( 49.3) 

382,557 ( 30.6) 

2S0,fiRS ( 20,1) 

1 
Includes disposition of commitments to delinquency institution, public institutiolls, and 

2private institutions. 
Includes disposition of diSmissal, transfer to other jurisdictions, probation, and fines 

3and restitution: 
Total does not 1nclude aU referrals for selected years. 

Source: National Center for JUVenile Justice. Advance EsUmates of 1975, 197(" ancl 1977 National Court 
Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVeNILE JUSTICE SYSTfM ASSESS~f(]NT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American 
Justice Institute, 1980). 
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DElENTIOI 

TABLE 0-51 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TIlE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT BY 
DISPOSITION AND DETENTION STAlUS (1975-1977) 

STATUS .,,1[, HICEIT 

23,093 1.7 (100.0) 140,608 10.0 (100.0) 510,406 36.3 (100.0) 12,655 0.9 (100.0) 40,776 2.9 (100.0) 461,193 32.8 (100.0) 40,776 2.9 (100.0) 37,964 2.7 (100.0) 

Detained 7,625 2.0 (31.9) 32,059 8.6 (22.8) 111,779 29.8 (21.9) 8,365 2.2 (66.1) 8,359 2.2 (20.5) 112,531 30.0 (24.4) 5.464 1.5 (13.4) 20,614 5.5 (54.3) 

Not 16,278 1.6 (68.1) 108,549 10.5 (77.2) 398,627 38.6 (78.1) 4,290 0.4 (33.9) 32,417 3.1 (79.5) 348,662 33.8 (75.6) 35,312 3.4 (86.6) 17,350 1.7 (45.7) 

Detained 

Detained 

Not 
Detained 

Detained 

Not 
Detllined 

OElEITI al 
STATUS 

1975 

Detained 

Not 
Detained 

Detained 

Not 
Detaitled 

Detained 

Not 
Detained 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 748,428 50.7 (100.0) 

5.363 1.6 (51.9) 124,987 36.9 (16.7) 

4,970 0.4 (48.1) 623,441 54.8 (83.3) 

14.017 1.0 (100.0) 667,212 47.6 (100.0) 

5.761 1.7 (41.1) 98,08029.5 (14.7) 

8,256 0.8 (58.9) 569,132 53.2 (85.3) 

7,381 0.5 (100.0) 112,190 7.6 (100.0) 59,048 4.0 (100.0) 339,524 23.0 (100.0) 

2,045 0.6 (27.7) 44,876 13.2 (40.0) 9.979 2.9 (16.9) 80,476 23.8 (23.7) 

5,336 0.5 (72.3) 67,314 5.9 (60.0) 49,069 4.3 (83.1) 259,057 22.8 (76.3) 

9,812 0.7 (100.0) 106,530 7.6 (100.0) 49,060 3.5 (100.0) 332,204 23.7 (100.0) 

1,403 0.4 (14.3) 67,860 20.4 (63.7) 6,770 2.0 (13.8) 75,743 22.8 (22.8) 

8,409 0.8 (85.7) 38,670 3.6 (36.3) 42,290 4.0 (86.2) 256,461 24.0 (77.2) 

41,333 2.8 (100.0) 42,810 2.9 (100.0) 

3.555 1.1 (8.6) 26,071 7.7 (60.9) 

37,778 3.3 (91.4) 16,739 1.4 (39.1) 

49.060 3.5 (100.0) 43,453 3.1 (100.0) 

5.642 1.7 (11.5) 25,463 7.7 (58.6) 

43,418 4.0 (88.5) 17,990 1.7 (41.4) 

~""~I!~ cl'l.";~lj~li·t ... >jilr~g;,,~~::::t.·.·l,,·.·.\>~~n~:jrt::(~~;il<.'!~li)H~~~~.'T.:~~!~).~~~~!~~~.j: .• ?kt~~!' r;~';.i~#·':.I:··o 'iJ'r'.'F:· 
IUIIE. 'EleEU I IUIIEI I PEICE., I lUlU 1 '[HEIT 1 IUlIU I PEICEIl I tUIiEi rElHlr tUIiU rflCEU IUIE! 'Elcur 

14,061 1.0 (100.0) 70,304 5.0 (100.0) 15,467 1.1 (100.0) 11.249 0.8 (100.0) 

8,127 2.2 (57.8) 39,370 10.5 (56.0) 

5,934 U.6 "(42.2) 30,934 3.0 (44.0) 

8,677 2.3 (56.1) 

6,790 0.7 (43.9) 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 22,143 1.5 (100.0) 10,333 0.7 (100.0) 

6,076 1.8 (58.8) 10,164 3.0 (45.9) 

4.257 0.4 (41.2) 11.979 1.1 (54.1) 

12,615 0.9 (100.0) 21,026 1.5 (100.0) 

7,859 2.4 (62.3) 9,525 2.9 (45.3) 

4.756 0.4 (37.7) 11,501 1.1 (54.7) 

5.900 1.7 (57.1) 

4.433 0.4 (42.9) 

9,812 0.7 (100.0) 

5,642 1.7 (57.5) 

4.170 0.4 (42.5) 

6,547 1.8 (58.2) 

4,702 0.5 (41.8) 

1,476 0.1 (100.0) 

459 0.1 (31.1) 

1,017 0.1 (68.9) 

4,205 0,3 (100.0) 

1.291 0.4 (30.7) 

2,914 0.3 (69.3) 

-0- -0- 26.715 1.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 

-0- -0- 5,263 1.4 (19.7) 374,780 

-0- -0- 21,452 2.1 (80.3) 1,031,297 

1,476 0.1 (100.0) 69,381 4.7 (100.0) 1,476,189 

334 0.1 (22.6) 18,525 5.5 (26.7) 338,801 

1,142 0.1 (77.4) 50,856 4.5 (73.3) 1,137,388 

1,400 <0.1 (100.0) 81,299 5.8 (100.0) 1,401,705 

321 <0.1 (22.9) 21,463 6.4 (26.4) 332.823 

1.079 0.1 (77.1) 59,836 5.6 (73.6) 1,06B,882 

100.0 

(26.7) 

(73.3) 

100.0 

(23.0) 

i77.0) 

100.0 

(23.7) 

,76.3) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical 
(column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

'ioul'ce:· National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estiutes of 1975, 1976, and 197. National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL ~NlLE JUSTICE SYS'I'EM M5ESSMENT CENTER (Sacra.ento, CA: Aaerican Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-52 

NATIONAL ESTINATES OF TIlE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY SEX AND DISPOSITION (197S-1977) 

~ 25,309 L8 (100.0) 136,389 9.7 (100.0) 494,939 35.2 (!OO.O) 14,061 1.0 (100.0) 36,558 2.6 (100.0) 479,472 34.1 (100.0) 37,965 2.7 (IOO.O) 42,182 3.0 (IOO.O) 

Male 20,247 L6 (80.0) 106,656 10.0 (78.2) 358,434 33.5 (72.4) 7,j36 0.7 (52.2) 27,272 2.6 (74.6) 382,25435.8 (79.7) 30,205 2.8 (79.6) 36,994 3.5 (87.7) 

Female 5,062 1.5 (20.0) 29,733 8.8 (2L8) 136,505 40.5 (27.6) 6,:25 2.0 (47.8) 9,286 2.8 (25.4) 97,218 28.9 (20.3) 7,760 2.3 (20.4) 5,188 1.5 (12.3) 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 726,285 49.2 (100.0) 

9,258 0.8 (89.6) 538,903 47.8 (74.2) 

5,905 0.4 (100.0) 106,286 7.2 (100.0) 54,619 3.7 (100.0) 352,809 23.9 (100.0) ~',3nl 2.6 (100.0) 47,238 3.2 (100.0) 

Male 4,399 0.4 (74.5) 70,l61 6.3 (66.2) 42,876 3.8 (78.5) 285,775 25.4 (81.0) 31,7~1 2.8 (82.7) 40,577 3.6 (85.9) 

Female 1,075 0.3 (10.4) 187,382 56.3 (25.8) 1,506 0.4 (25.5) 35,)25 10.3 (33.8) 11,743 3.4 (2L5) 67,034 19.2 (19.0) 6,640 1.9 (17.3) 6,661 1.9 (14.1) 

1977 

Male 

23,829 L7 (100.0) 637,776 45.5 (!OO.O) 8,410 0.6 (100.0) 98,1l9 7.0 (100.0) 46,256 3.3 (100.0) 350,426 25.0 (100.0) 43,453 3.1 (100.0) 47,658 3.4 (100.0) 

20,088 L9 (84.3) 475,143 44.1 (74.5) 6,190 0.6 (73.6) 65,740 6.1 (67.0) 35,432 3.3 (76.6) 285,597 26.5 (aJ .5) 34,762 3.2 (80.0) 41,319 3.8 (86.7) 

Female 3,741 1.1 (15.7) 162,633 50.1 (25.5) 2,220 0.7 (26.4) 32,379 10.0 (33.0) 10,824 3.3 (23.4) 64,829 19.9 (18.5) 8,691 2.7 (20.0) 

.-----I .. ~;: 
II~~~:~~:: ~IU~.7.I!~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:7~~:7~-.--~~~:~-t~~~r-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~4 

16,873 L2 (100.0) 64,680 4.6 (100.0) 14,061 LO (100.0) 16,873 1.2 (100.0) 

Male 14,207 L3 (84.2) 44,629 4.2 (69.0) 10,335 1.0 (73.5) 10,411 1.0 (6L7) 

Female 2,6~6 0.8 (I5.8) 20,051 6.0 (31.0) 3,726 1.1 (26.5) 6,462 1.9 (38.3) 

Male 

Female 

l2ZZ. 
Male 

Female 

22,143 1.5 (100.0) 26,571 1.8 (100.0) 

19,065 L7 (86.1) 18,\21 L6 (68.2) 

3,073 0.9 (13.9) 8,450 2.4 (31.8) 

11,809 0.8 (100.0) 

9,010 0.8 (76.3) 

2,799 0.8 (23.7) 

23,829 1.7 (100.0) 25,231 L8 (100.0) 11,214 0.8 (!OO.O) 

21,184 2.0 (R8.9) 17,233 l.6 (68.3) 

2,645 0.8 (11.1) 7,D98 2.5 (31.7) 

8,84~ 0.8 (78.9) 

2,366 0.7 (2Ll) 

2,952 0.2 (100.0) 

2,102 0,2 (71.2) 

850 0.2 (28.8) 

4,205 0.3 (100.0) 

2,977 0.3 (70.8) 

1,228 0.4 (1.9.2) 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

26,715 1.9 (100.0) 1,406,077 

20,143 1.9 (75.4) 1,069,123 

6,572 2.0 (24.6) 336,954 

2,952 0.2 (100.0) 67,906 4.6 (100.0) 1,476,189 

2,317 0.2 (78.5) 52,216 4.6 (76.9) 1,126,724 

635 0.2 (21.51 15,687 4.5 (23.1) 349,465 

4,205 0.3 (100.0) 77,094 5.5 (100.0) 1,401,705 

2,859 0.3 (68.0)' 59,440 5.5 (77.1) 1,076,8-? 

1,346 0.4 (32.0) 17,654 5.4 (22.9) 324,893 

Note: Two percantages are presented: The horizontal (row) percantages indicate how much of the row total is represented under each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. AdVance Estimates of 1975, 1976. and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh. PA: 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table conf,tructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSWI ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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!OO.O 

(76.0) 

(24.0) 

100,0 

(76.3) 

(23.7) 

100.0 

(76.8) 

(23.2) 

6,339 2.0 (13.3) 
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TABLE. 0-53 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY RACE AND DISPOSITION (1975-1977) 

r-------l,.nt.~i1:W'~~~,;;it;lf!fi!lJ,~i~j'~}.I{ .;~{i~:.~:.i~ji~';IF,~.~~U~I:eJt~J. •. ~.;,I;·.·: ,,~J.;' •..• ;~;f(~~ ;WI;i·<~~]*:.:~lf~1~:~1'·;I>ji'1 •• ~"~~!~~'H~~_ 
RACE 'UI.II I mom I.U.IE. I """I l.uII£I I """I 11U.;£1 I "fIOIH' I.; .. fI I PEW;I I'u,u; I '~fI;;1I I,u·.;n I PEltEll I 'UIIII I 

1975 

White 

Black 

Other 

1976 

White 

Black 

Other 

1977 

White 

Black 

Other 

II C E 

.!Q2§. 
h1lite 

Black 

Other 

~ 
White 

Black 

Other 

1977 

White 

Black 

Other 

25,309 

16,016 

7,HHi 

1,477 

1.8 (100.0) 

1. 7 (63.3) 

136,389 9.7 (100.0) 493,533 35.1 (100.0) 

Bl,015 8.5 (59.4) 336,164 35.4 (68.1) 

47,736 15.3 (35.0) 93,848 15.5 (19.0) 

14,061 1.0 (100.0) 35,152 2.5 (100.0) 4ril.690 34.4 (100.0) 37,965 2.7 (100.0) 42,182 

12,259 1.3 (87.2) 24,079 2.5 (68.5) 327,660 34.5 (67.7) 29.6233.1 (78.0) 22,905 

2.5 

1.0 

(30.9) 

(5.B) 

1,375 0.4 (9.8) 10,686 3.4 (30.4) 102,222 32.9 (21.1) 7,728 2.5 (20.4) 16,577 

7,638 5.3 (5.6) 63,521 36.4 (12.9) 427 0.3 (3.0) 387 0.3 (1.1) 53,808 37.0 (11.1) 614 0.4 (1.6) 2,700 

10,333 0.7 (100.0) 732,190 49.6 (100.0) 5,905 0.4 (100.0) 104,809 7.1 (100.0) 

8.1 (80.5) 

3.7 (11.5) 

7.7 (8.0) 

54,619 

41,947 

11,798 

3.7 (100.0) 354,285 

4.0 (76.8) 249,771 

24.0 (100.0) 

24.0 (70.5) 

23.0 (21.2) 

27.0 (8.3) 

33,852 2.3 (100.0) 

29,471 2.8 (86.8) 6,241 0.6 (60.4) 501,550 48.2 (68.5) 4,352 0.4 (73.7) 84,371 

3,379 1.0 (32.7) 176,458 54.0 (24.1) 1,334 0.4 (22.6) 12,053 3.6 (21.6) 

0.8 (1.6) 

75,108 

29,406 

3,293 1.0 (9. 'l) 

713 0.7 (6.9) 54,182 49.7 (7.4) 218 0.2 (3.7) 8,385 874 1,188 1.1 (3.5) 

23,829 1. 7 (100.0) 643,382 45.9 (100.0) 

12,320 1.2 (51.7) 455,514 45.0 (70.8) 

7,220 2.6 (30.3) 142,188 50.5 (22.1) 

4,289 4.0 (IP,.O) 45,680 42.l (7.1) 

8,410 0.6 (100.0) 

6,350 0.6 (75.5) 

1,817 0.6 (21.6) 

244 0.2 (2.9) 

98,119 7.0 (l00.0) 

78,593 7.8 (80.1) 

10,401 3.7 (10.6) 

9,125 8.4 (9.3) 

46,256 

37,560 

7,910 

786 

3.3 (100.0) 351,828 

3.7 (81.2) 251,909 

2.8 (17.1) 69,310 

0.7 (1.7) 30,609 

25.1 (100.0) 

24.9 (71.6) 

24.6 (19.7) 

28.3 (8.7) 

39,248 2/8 (100.0) 

34,970 3.5 (89. I) 

2,355 0.8 (6.0) 

1,923 1.8 (4.9) 

IUIIEI I P1"EI! I '"11£1 I PEIOEIT I IUIIEI I PlIOII! I.UIIEI I PEtrE'I I lUllEl I PE"E" I 'U"E' I PERCEll I 'uIBn I PElom 

16,873 

9,922 

1.2 (100.0) 64,680 

1.0 (58.8) 49,739 

4.6 (100.0) 

5.3 (76.9) 

14,061 

9,295 

1.0 (100.0) 

1.0 (66.1) 

4,319 1.4 (25.6) 7,632 2.5 (11.8) 3,065 1.0 (21.8) 

1,701 1.2 (14.3) 2,632 J.8 (15.6) 7,309 5.0 (11.3) 

20,667 

12,483 

4,381 

3,803 

1.4 (100.0) 

1.2 (60.4) 

1.4 (21. 2) 

3.5 (18.4) 

28,048 

19,886 

5,974 

2,188 

25,231 1.8 (100.0) 25,231 

15,139 1.5 (60.0) IB,696 

4,971 1.8 (19.7) 4,617 

5,122 4.7 (20.3) 1,918 

1.9 (100.0) 

1.9 (70.9) 

1.8 (21.3) 

2.0 (7.8) 

13,286 

9,393 

2,511 

1,382 

1.8 (100.0) 12,615 

1.8 (74.1) 9,121 

1.6 (18.3) 2,245 

1.8 (7.6) 1,249 

0.9 (100.0) 

0.9 (70.7) 

0.8 (18.9) 

1.3 (10.4) 

0.9 (100.0) 

0.9 (72.3) 

0.8 (17.8) 

1.2 (9.9) 

16,873 

12,250 

1.2 1100.0) 

1.3 (72.6) 

-0-

-0-

2,210 0.7 (13.1) -0-

2,413 1.7 (14.3) -0-

2,952 

2,072 

484 

396 

0.2 ,100.0) 1,476 

0.2 (70.2) 1,224 

0.2 (16.4) 196 

0.4 (13.4) 56 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

0.1 (100.0) 

0.1 (82.9) 

0.0 (13.3) 

0.0 (3.7) 

5,607 0.4 (100.0) 

4,222 0.4 (75.3) 

953 0.3 (17.0) 

432 ~.1 (7.7) 

444 0.0 (100.0) 

39B 0.0 (89.8) 

27 0.0 (6.0) 

19 0.0 (4.2) 

25,309 

18, 72~ 

1.8 (100.0) 1,406,077 

2.0 (74.0) 949,656 

5,770 1.9 (22.8) 310J9~4 

145,437 810 0.5 (3.2) 

66,429 

48,958 

14,017 

3,454 

74,291 

56,907 

13,743 

3.640 

4.5 (100.0) 1,476,189 

4.7 (73.7) 1,040,497 

4.3 (21.1) 

3.1 (5.2) 

326,764 

108,938 

5.3 (100.0) !,401,70:; 

5.6 (76.6) 1,012,248 

4.9 (18.5) 281,550 

3.4 (4.9) 10B,305 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how much of the row total is represented under each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

100.0 

(67.5) 

(22.1) 

(10.3) 

100.0 

(70.5) 

(22.1) 

(7.4) 

100,0 
(72.2) 

(20.1) 

(7. 7 ) 

47,238 

28,768 

15,778 

2,692 

47,658 

30,549 

13,821 

3,288 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. AdVance ,Estimates of 1975, 1976. and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1:179). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTlCS SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CI!NTER (Sncramento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 

PEiCEIf 

3.0 (100.0) 

2.4 (54.3) 

5.3 (39.3) 

1.9 (6.4) 

3.2 (100.0) 

2.8 (60.9) 

4.8 (33.4) 

2.5 (5.7) 

3.4 (100.0) 

3.0 (64.1) 

4.9 (29.0) 

3.0 (6.9) 
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TABLE D-54 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE ~IBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION AND RACE (1975-1977) 

Ilt:¢2. r(Olt;f'ff,f's;}ttdrfVf' ;; .... 'f\;cc,::c' .·'.·.R)t~TItrC;JiVe:/."(i'r " .f~ilA\tF' ;.;~/::~;::::::.; ::"t .. ~ .. ~ . RACE 
NUMBER 1 PERCEIT 1 NU. BER I PERCENT T NUMBER 1 PERCENT 

1975 1,165,638 89.4 (100.0) 137,796 10.6 (100.0) 1,303,434 100.0 White 786,721 89.5 (67.5) 91,861 10.5 (66.7) 878,582 (67.4) Black 252,909 88.9 (21.7) 31,593 11.1 (22.9) 284,502 (21.8) Other 126,008 89.8 (10.8) 14,342 10.2 (10.4) 140,350 (10.8) 
1976 1,231,141 91. 9 (100.0) 109,239 8.1 (100.0) 1,340,380 100.0 ll'hi te 869,516 92.5 (70.6) 70,530 7.5 (64.6) 940,046 (70.1) Black 268,246 90.4 (21.8) 28,644 9.6 (26.2) 296,8!30 (22.2) Other 93,379 90.3 (7.6) 10,065 9.7 (9.2) 103,444 (7.7) 

.!2ZZ. 1,140,988 91.1 (100.0) 110,736 8.8 (100.0) 1,251,724 100.0 White 827,336 91.8 (72.5) 73,505 8.2 (66.4) 900,841 (72.0) Black 226,071 89.8 (19.8) 25,654 10.2 (23.2) 251,7'25 (20.1) Other 87,581 88.3 (7.7) 11,577 11.7 (10.4) 99,1.58 (7.9) 

-
Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentnges indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total i.s represented in each row. 

~. 

Source: National Center for Juv.enile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 
National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile .Jus­tice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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Category 

ill!. 
.... lD ",. 

rotal 

10 ........ r 

11 YMrS 

12 Yoan 

13Y ..... 

1. Yun 

15 Y ..... 

16 YMrS 
17 _ Older 

!!!!. -",. 
roul 
10 _ UndtIr 

11 Y_" 
12 Y .... . 

13Y .... . 

aY"" 
15 Year. 

16 Y .... . 

17 ... Older 

!!!!. 
.... lD ",. 

,ToUl 
10 _ UDder 

11 Toil'. 

1~ Yun 

13 Y ...... 

If Year. 

15Y ..... 

16 Y ..... 

17 .,noS 01"r 

15.9 

2.,513 
,.5 
.71 

1.7 (100.0) 

2.1, ( 3.1) 

1.7 (2.0) 

731 ,1.3 3.0) 

1,209 1.0 

2.591 1.2 

3.185 1.3 

5.35. 1.7 

9,2i3 2.1 

16.1 

10.333 

-a-
21 

U 

13 

ISS 

692 

1.99. 

7.M7 

16.6 

0.7 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.6 

2.1 

23.129 1.7 

119 D •• 

1.3 0.5 

33. 0.6 

715 0.7 

1,620 0.9 

2.907 1.1 

5,"1 1.7 

13.510 3.2 

5.0) 

( 10.6) 

( 16.2) 

( 21.1) 

( 37.6) 

(100.0) 

( -0- ) 

( 0.2) 

( D •• ) 

( 0.1) 

( 1.5) 

l 6.7) 

( 19.3) 

( 71.1) 

(100.0) 

( 0.5) 

( 0.6) 

( 1.4) 

( 3.0) 

( 6.3) 

( 12.2) 

( 23.0) 

( 52.5) 

TAIIZ 0-55 

MTICIIAI. IITDMT!5 0' lIE _a or PBSIIIS IIID!II II /!.'!Fr;UED 10 JI/VEIIIU IJlIIIT 
IT DISfOSlTlOII AlII AGl (1'75-1r;,/,1) 

15.5 

116.002 

2,970 

2.3M 

4.050 

1.706 

15.591 

23.909 

2 .... 2 

33,560 

1.2 

I.B 

1.3 

7.2 

7.2 

7.2 

7.1 

7.9 

10.2 

15.3 

724.1CJ9 49.1 

25.361 69.3 

19.570 62.3 

36,2.0 57.1 

65.233 51.9 

104.373 U.I 

U4,962 .6.2 

154.384 .S.6 

17.,679' 50.2 

15.5 

625.161 44.6 

21.110 65.2 

14.379 55.9 

26."2 51.3 

50.013 47.5 

11.271 43 •• 

116,905 41.9 

135.055 40.' 

17'.796 46.0 

(100.0) 

( 2.5) 

( 2.0) 

3.5) 

7.5) 

( 13.4) 

( 20.6) 

( 21.4) 

( 21.9: 

(100.0) 

( 3.5) 

2.7) 

5.0) 

9.0) 

( 14.4) 

( 20.0) 

( 21.3) 

( 24.1) 

(100.0) 

( S.5) 

( 2.3) 

4.3) 

1.0) 

( 13.0) 

( 11.7) 

( 21.6) 

( 2 •• 6) 

is.2 

514.151 

11,851 

13,076 

24.691 

47.160 

76,437 

105,138 

107..402 

122,396 

15.5 

S,905 

177 

95 

195 

431 

750 

1,25. 

1,464 

1,535 

15.5 

36.6 

52.9 

46.5 

43.' 

39.0 

35.3 

M.3 

M.l 

37.2 

0.4 

0.5 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

O.l 

0.4 

0 •• 

0.4 

7,OO!I 0.5 

2,. 0.' 
112 '1i.7 

336 0.6 

547 0.5 

946 0.5 

1.184 0 •• 

1.612 0.5 

1,121 0.5 

(100.0) 

( 3.5) 

2.5) 

4.1) 

9.2) 

( 14.9) 

( 20.4) 

( 20.9) 

( 23.') 

(100.0) 

( 3.0) 

1.6) 

3.3) 

7.3) 

( 12.7) 

( 21.3) 

( 24.') 

( 26.0) 

(10'0.0) 

( 4.2) 

( 2.6) 

( 4.') 

( 7.1) 

( 13.5) 

( 16.6) 

( .23.!') 

( 27.5) 

M.' 
.1S.ZJ2 

2113 

2S3 

4SO 

1.572 

3,C1S2 

•• 5!11 

3,150 

1.91. 

15 •• 

1.,216 

2.331 

1.701 

3.720 

',114 

15.~3 

23,383 

26,571 

24,446 

15.7 

1_1 

D •• 

0.9 

0.' 
1_3 

1.4 

1.5 

1_0 

0.6 

7.2 

6.4 

5.4 

5.9 

6.5 

7.3 

7.5 

7.1 

7.0 

!IS.316 6.S 1._ 5.7 

1.430 5.6 

2.t5S 5.6 

'._ 5.7 

12.!D5 6.4 

1','73 6.1 

23.257 7_" 

21.715 1 •• 
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(100.0) 

( 1.3) 

( 1.7) 

( 2.9) 

( 10.3) 

( 19.9) 

( 30.2) 

( 20.7) 

( 13.0) 

(100.0) 

( 2.2) 

( 1.6) 

3.5) 

7.7) 

( IS.0) 

( 22.0) 

( 25.0) 

( 23.0) 

(100.0) 

( 2.0) 

1.5) 

3.1) 

6.3 ) 

( 12.7) 

( 19.8) 

( 24.4) 

( .10.2) 

15.6 

37.761 

1.620 

1.012 

1.744 

3.316 

5.630 

8.276 

7,17. 

1.226 

15 •• 

54,619 

1,529 

1.256 

2.567 

4.533 

7.847 

11,306 

12,563 

13,211 

15 •• 

2.7 

4.1 

3.6 

3.1 

2.1 

2.6 

2.7 

2.5 

2.5 

3.7 

4.2 

4.0 

4.0 

3.6 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.1 

49,060 3.5 

1,423 •• 2 

1,226 •• 1 

,2,159 •• 1 

3,729 3.6 

6,161 3.7 

10,057 3.6 

12',061 3.7 

11.529 l.D 

(100:0) 

( 4.3) 

( 2.7) 

( 4.6) 

9.0) 

( 14.9) 

( 21.9) 

( 20.1) 

( 21.1) 

(100.0) 

( 2 •• ) 

( 2.3) 

( 4.7) 

( 1.3) 

( 14.0) 

( 20.1) 

( 23.0) 

C 24.2) 

15.3 

"1,3'7 

7,660 

1,261 

11,560 

43,170 

10.984' 

13,.14 

1 •• 331 

101,010 

.15.3 

554,215 

4,606 

6,023 

14,171 

31,177 

57,749 

12,1" 

16,0'1 

12.27. 

M., 
~2.7 

29.4 

33.0 

35.7 

37.4 

37.0 

36.3 

30.7 

24.0 

n.6 

19.2 

22.3 

24.1 

26.5 

26.2 

25.4 

20.1 

15.5 

(100.0) 356,033 25.4 

(2.9) 4,984 .14.9 

2.5) 5,341 20.1 

4.4) 12,117 24.5 

7.6) 27,771 26.4 

(14.0) 51,'11 2:.1 

(20.5) 77,25" 27.7 

(24.~) It,OOI 27.0 

,23,5) 16,172 22.4 

(100.0) 

( 1.6) 

( 1.7) 

( 3.1) 

( I."J 
( 16.6) 

( 23.3) 

( 23.5) 

( 20.1) 

(100.0) 

1.3) 

1.7) 

4.0) 

8.81 

( 16.31 

( 23.2) 

( 24.3) 

( 20.4) 

(100.0) 

( 1.4) 

( 1.5) 

( 3.6) 

7 •• ) 

( 14.6) 

( 21.7) 

( 25.0) 

C 24.4) 

15.5 

2',476 
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506 

1,012 

2,177 

4,114 

6,131 

'5,619 

1,226 

16.0 

31,311 

384 

384 

~u 

a,149 

.,030 

6,132 

9,634 

14,047 

2.0 

1.9 

1.1 

1.' 
1.' 
1.' 

2.0 

1.' 
2.5 

2.6 

1.0 

1.2 

1.5 

1.7 

1.' 
2.2 
2.11, 

4.0 

15.9 

47,651 3.4 

421 1.3 

'524 2.0 

1,144 2.2 

2,907 2.1 

5,195 2.1 

1,311 3.0 

12,"6 S.I 

16,585 4.3 

(100.0) 

( 2.:u 
( 1 •• ) 

( 3.6) 

7.6) 

( 14.4) 

( 21.5) 

( 19.') 

( 21.') 

(100.0) 

( 1.0) 

( 1.0) 

( 2.4) 

5.6) 

( 10.5) 

( 17.') 

C 25.1) 

( 36.6) 

(100.0) 

( 0.1) 

( 1.1) 

2.4) 

6.1) 
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( 26.2) 

( M.I) 
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1$.5 

40,264 2.1 

101 0.3 

337 1.2 

717 1.4 

2.902 2.4 

6,063 2.8 

9,809 3.2 

10,3S. 3.3 

9,In 3.0 

15.6 

47,238 

142 

283 

891 

2,929 

1,755 

11,951 

12,707 

11,573 

15.1 

46,256 

93 

2ll 
879 

2,405 

6.152 

10,546 

12,906 

13.0" 

3.2 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

2.3 

3.1 

5.1 

3.1 

3.3 

3.3 

0.3 

0.9 

1.7 

2.3 

3.3 

3.8 

3.9 

3.3 

(100.0) 

( 0.5) 

0.1) 

2.0) 

7.2) 

( 15.1) 

( 24.4) 

( 25.1) 

( 24.5) 

(100.0) 

( 0.3) 

0.6) 

1.9) 
6.2) 

( 14.3) 

( 25.3) 

( 26.9)­

( 24.5) 

(100.0) 

( 0.2) 

0.5) 

1.9) 

5.2) 

( 13.3) 

( 22.8) 

( 27.9) 

( 21.2) 

15.6 

1; ~921 
iSS 
IU 

3!a 

l.oal 

2,598 

4,291 

4,724 

.;606 

15.6 

22,143 

In 
133 

310 

1,17. 

3,211 

5,381 

6,687 

5,070 

'16.0 

26,632 

106 

80 

320 

1,092 

2,no 
5,646 

7,297 

9,321 

1.3 

0.4 

0.5 

~.6 

1).1 

1.2 

1.4 

1.5 

•• 4 

1.5 

0.5 

0.4 

0.5 

0.9 

1.5 

1.7 

2.0 

1.5 

1.9 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

2.2 

2.4 

(100.0) 

( 0.8) 

( 0.1) 

1.9) 

6.1) 

( 14.5) 

( 23.9) 

( 26.4) 

( 25.7) 

(100.0) 

( 0.1) 

0.6) 

1.4) 

5.3) 

( 14.5) 

( 24.3) 

( 30.2) 

( 22.9) 

(100.0) 

( 0.4) 

0.3) 

1.2) 

4.1) 

( 10.4) 

( 21.2) 

( 27.4) 

( 35.0) 

15.7 

62,971 

607 

703 

1,631 

4,111 

8,878 

12,567 

16,378 

18,096 

15.0 

26,571 

452 

471 

1,275 

2,870 

4,916 

6,722 

6,032 

3,826 

15.2 

26,632 

479 

471 

906 

2,424 

4,2S8 

6,525 

6,338 

5,193 

4.5 

1.1 

2.5 

2.9 

3.4 

4.1 

4.1 

5.2 

5.5 

1.& 

1.2 

1.5 

2.0 

2.3 

2.3 

2.1 

1.8 

1.1 

1.9 

1.4 

1.9 
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2.3 

2.3 
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1.9 

1.3 

(100.0) 

( 1.0) 

( 1.1) 

2.6) 

6.5) 

( 14.1) 

( 20.0) 

( 26.0) 

( 28.7) 

(100.0) 

( 1.7) 

( 1.1) 

( 4.8) 

( 10.8) 

( 11.5) 

( .5.3) 

( 22.7) 

( 14.4) 

(100.0) 

( 1.8) 

( 1.8) 

3.4) 

9.1) 

( 16.1) 

( 24.5) 

( 23.8) 

( !!I.5) 

15.1 

15,200 

135 

169 

562 

1,451 

2,815 

3,985 

3,780, 

2,303 

15.0 

11,810 

106 

177 
520 

1,252 

2,244 

3,224 

2,657 

1,630 

15.1 

12,615 

177 

119 

441 

1,173 

2,334 

3,343 

3,154 

1,104 

1.1 

0.4 

0.6 

1.0 

1.2 

1.3 

1.3 

1.2 

0.7 

0.8 

0.3 

0.6 

0.8 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.8 

0.5 

0.9 

0.5 

0.7 

0.9 

1.1 

1.2 

1.2 

1.0 

0.5 
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(100.0) 

( 0.1) 

( 1.1) 

( 5.7) 

( 9.5) 

( 18.5) 

( 26.2) 

( 24.9) 

( 15.2) 

(100.0) 

( 0.9) 

( 1.5) 

( 4.4) 

( 10.6) 

( 19.0) 

( 27.3) 

( 22.5) 

( 13.1) 

(100.0) 

( 1.4) 

1.5) 

3.5) 

9.3) 

( 11.5) 

( 26.5) 

( 25.0) 

( 14.3) 
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15,1 

18,122 

169 

538 

675 

1,114 

3,465 

4,291 

4,409 

2,961 

15.3 

2,952 

92 

32 

124 

230 

437 

750 

611 

5519 

15 ... 

.,205 

97 

51 

164 

341 

639 

887 

971 

1,055 

Table constructed by the NATiONAL JtNEHlLE JUST[C!! SYSTBt ASSESSMfHT CENTER (S-.cra .. nto, CA; .. ric .... Juulc:o Innituu, 1980). 

1.3 

0.5 

1.2 

1.2 

1.5 

1.6 

1.4 

1.4 

0.9 

(100.0) 

( 0.9) 

( 1.9) 

( 5.7) 

( 10.0) 

( 19.1) 

( 23.7) 

( 24.3) 

( 16.3) 

0.2. (100.0) 

0.3 (3.1) 

0.1 1.1) 

0.2 4.2) 

0.2 7.8) 

0.2 (14.1) 

0.2 (25.4) 

0.2 (23.3) 

0.2 (20.3) 

0.3 

0.3 

0.2 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

(100.0) 

( 2.3) 

( 1.2) 

3.9) 

8.1) 

( 15.2) 

( 21.1) 

( 23.1) 

( 25.1) 

34 <0.1 

34 0.1 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

-0- 0.0 

15.7 

1,476 0.1 

40 0.1 

18 <0.1 

46 0.1 

125 0.1 

204 ,0.1 

230 0.1 

391 0.1 

415 0.1 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(100.0) 

(100.0) 

( 0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0;0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

(100.0) 

( 2.7) 

• ( 1,.2) 

3.1) 

•• 5) 

( 13.1) 

( 15.6) 

( 27.0) 

( 28.1) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

0.0) 

15.4 

21,026 

675 

506 

1,012 

2,177 

4,331 

6,131 

6,614 

6,580 

15.5 

69,381 

1,180 

1,249 

2,428 

5,342 

9,852 

14,917 

16,860 

17,553 

15.5 

81,299 

1,545 

1,463 

3,087 

6,097 

11,138 

16,515 

20,244 

21,138 

2.0 

2.0 

1.8 

1.8 

1.8 

2.0 

2.0 

2.1 

2.0 

4.7 

3.2 

4.0 

3.8 

4.3 

4.5 

4.8 

5.0 

5.0 

5.8 

4.6 

5.7 

5.9 

5.8 

5.9. 
5.9 

6.1 

5.4 

(100.0) 

( 2.4) 

1.8) 

3.6) 

7.8) 

( 15.5) 

( 21.9) 

( 23.6) 

( 23.5) 

(100.0) 

( 1.7) 

1.8) 

3.5) 

7.7) 

( 14.2) 

( 21.5) 

( 24.3) 

( 25.3) 

(100.0) 

( 1.9) 

( 1.3) 

3.8) 

7.5) 

( 13.7) 

( 20.4) 

( 24.9) 

( 26.0) 

15.3 

1,406,077 

33,746 

28,121 

56,243 

120,923 

216,536 

306,525 

314,961 

329,022 

15.3 

1,476,119 

36,.591 

31,420 

63,456 

125,712 

218,266 

313,'02 

33',730 

348,212 

15.6 

1,401,705 

33,532 

25,718 

52,426 

105,219 

187,307 

279,OllS 

32',151 
311,560 

100.0 

2.4) 

2.0) 

4.0) 

8.6) 

( 15.4) 

( 21.8) 

( 22.4) 

( 23.4) 

100.0 

2.5) 

2.1) 

4.3) 

8.5) 

( 14.8) 

( 21.3) 

( 23.0) 

( 23.5) 

100.0 

( ,2.4) 

( 1.1) 

( 3.7) 

( 7.S) 

( 13.4) 

( 19.9) 

( 23.5) 

( 27.8) 

, 
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TABLE 0-56 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 REFERRED TO JUVENILE COURT 
BY NON-RESTRICTIVE AND RESTRICTIVE DISPOSITION AND AGE (1975-1977) 

AGE 
;~Ji~;}j(~i§'lh;~E~t~t~ffi;v~Si\;tlJ\;;i!:· ~'jfii;iX;\i.;i~~:tsJ:~r~rf~~".tfSf;i:'~f 1,/····· .<?A:};fn;{A\(::#i:;?'F:j\.;} 

NUMBER I PERCENT NUMBER I PERCENT HUMBER I PERCENT ... -
1975 1,161,258 89.5 (100.0) 136,356 10.5 (l00.0) 1,297,614 100.0 

lC and under 29,325 96.8 (2.5) 978 3.2 (0.7) 30,303 (2.3) 
II years 24,437 94.8 (2.1) 1,350 5.2 (1. 0) 25,787 (2.0) 
12 years 48,763 93.6 (4.2) 3,318 6.4 (2.4) 52,081 (4.0) 
13 years 102,785 91.5 (8.9) 9,552 8.5 (7.0) 112,337 (8.7) 
14 years 180,158 89.8 (15.5) 20,354 10.2 (14.9) 200,512 (15.4) 
15 years 253,190 89.2 (21.8) 30,652 10.8 (22.5) 283,842 (21.9) 
16 years 255,434 87.9 (22.0) 35,276 12.1 (25.9) 290,710 (22.4) 
17 and older 267,166 88.5 (23.0) 34,876 11.5 (25.6) 302,042 (23.3j 

1976 1,229,666 91.9 (100.0) 107,762 8.1 (l00.0) 1, 337 ,428 100.0 

10 and under 32,873 97.4 (2.7) 877 2.6 (0.8) 33,750 (2.5) 
11 years 27,773 96.3 (2.3) 1,071 3.7 (1. 0) 28,844 (2.2) 
12 years 55,247 94.8 (4.5) 3,003 5.2 (2.8) 58,250 (4.4) 
13 years 107,174 92.9 (8.7) 8,225 7.1 (7.6) 115,399 (8.6) 
14 years 182,845 91.4 (14.9) 17,126 8.6 (15.9) 199,971 (14.9) 
15 years 258,629 90.5 (21.0) 27,278 9.5 (25.3) 285,907 (21.4 ) 
16 years 278,144 90.8 (22.6) 28,083 9.2 (26.1) 306,227 (22.9) 
17 and older 286,981 92.9 (23.3) 22,099 7.1 (20.5) 309,080 (23.1) 

1977 1,131,177 91.0 (100.0) 112,135 9.0 (100.0) 1,243,312 100.0 

10 and under 29,493 97.2 (2.6) 855 2.8 (0.8) 30,348 (2.4) 
11 years 21,856 95.7 (1. 9) 979 4.3 (0.9) 22,835 (1.8) 
12 years 44,134 94.5 (3.9) 2,546 5.5 (2.3) 46,680 (3.8) 
13 years 87,243 92.5 (7.7) 7,094 7.5 (6.3) 94,337 (7.6) 
14 years 151,498 90.7 (13.4) 15,544 9.3 (13.91 167,042 (13.4) 
15 years 222,589 89.5 (19.7) 26,060 10.5 (23.2) 248,649 (20.0) 
16 years 261,398 89.8 (23.1) 29,695 10.2 (26.5) 291,093 (23.4) 
17 and older 312,966 91.4 (27.7) 29,362 8.6 (26.2) 342,328 (27.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (colu~~) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented 
in each row. 

Source: National Center for J\:venile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 
1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for 
Juvenile Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~ffiNT CENTER (~acra­
mento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-57 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE ~IBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ADmTTED TO STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITIITIONS 

BY TYPE OF ADMISSION AND SEX (1973, 1977) 

TYPE OF ADMISSION 

--------- -----

lUMBER PERCEU lUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENr 

Corrmitted by court 

Revocations 

Transferred and other 

52,033 78.2 (100.0) 

33,924 79.1 (65.2) 

6,999 76.8 (13.4) 

11,110 76.5 (21.4) 

14,491 21.8 (100.0) 66,524 100.0 

8,964 20.9 (61.9) 42,888 (64.5) 

2,114 23.2 (14.6) 9,113 (13.7) 

3,413 23.5 (23.5) 14,523 (21.3) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (cclumn) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is ::-epresented 
in each row. 

'::;ource: U.S. Department of .Justice. Law Enforcement .l.ssis1:ance AdJoi.nistranon. 
Cll.lldren in Custody: A Report on the Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility 
Census of 1973. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977); and 
U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. "Children 
in Custody: Advance Report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, No. SD­
JD-5A." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTc~ ASSESSMENT CENTER fSacrarnento, 
CA: American Jus1:ice !nstitute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-58 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE ~IBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ADMITTED TO RANCHES, FORESTRY CAMPS, AND FARMS 

BY TYPE OF ADMISSION (1973, 1977) 

TYPE OF ADMISSION 

1973 20,223 84.5 (100.0) 3,709 15.5 (100.0) 

COllBnitted by court. 13-,566 . 86. I (67.1) 2,197 13.9 (59: 2) 

Revocations 785 91.3 (3.9) 75 8.7 (2.0) 

Transferred 'and other 5,872' 80.3 (29.0) ,1,437 19.7 (38.7) 

1977 25,855 84.5 (100.0) 4,736 15.5 (100.0) 

Committed by court 17,357 86.1 (67.1) 2,802 13.9 (59.2) 

Re'/ocations 1,006 91. 3 (3.9) 96 8.7 (2.0) 

Transferred and other 7,492 80.3 (29.0) 1,838 19.7 (38.8) 

23,932 100.0 

15,763-' (65.9) 

860 (3.6) 

7,309 (30.5) 

30,591 100.0 

20,159 (65.9) 

1,102 (3.6) 

9,330 (30.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented 
in each row.' . 

Source: U:S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administra1:ion. 
Children in Custody: A Report on the 'Juvenile Deten1:ion and Correctional Facility 
Census of 1973. (WaShington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977); and 
U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. "Children 
in Custody: Advance report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, No. 
SD-JD-SA." (\~ashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

Table construco:ed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacralnento, 
CAl American Justi~e Institu1:e, 1980). 
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TABLE D-59 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ADMITTED TO LONG-TERM CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES BY SEX 

(1973, 1977) 

TYPE OF FACILITY AriD .. ~~Y~~i~{f~t¥q~¥;5~~· 
STATE OR LOCAt AD.IIISTRATION 

PERCEll • U. BEl PERCEll NU.BER 

1973 70,751 80.4 (100.0) 17,205 19.6 (100.0) 87,956 100.0 

State correctional 
institution 53,166 78.7 (75.1) 14,358 21.3 (83.4) 67,524 (76.8) 

Ranch, forestry camp, 
and farm 14,047 94.4 (19.9) 836 5.6 (4.9) 14,883 (16.9) 

Halfway house and 
group home 3,538 63.8 (5.0) 2,011 36.2 (1.1. 7) 5,549 (6.3) 

1977 82,054 79.2 (100.0) 21,591 20.8 (100.0) 103J 645 100.0 

State correctional 
institution 52,033 78.2 (63.4) 14,491 21.8 (67.1) 66,524 (64.2) 

Ranch, forestry camp, 
and farm 25,855 84.5 (31. 5) 4,736 15.5 (21. 9) 3t',591 (29.5) 

Halfway house and 

~ group home. 4,166 63.8 (5.1) 2,364 36.2 (11.0) 6,530 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the 'column total is represented 
in each row 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Children in Custody: A Report on the. Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility 
Census of IS73. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977); and 
U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. "Children 
in Custody: Advance Report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, 
No. SD-JD-SA." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

Table constl'ucted by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-60 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
PLACED IN LOCAL CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS (1977) 

TV P E OF PROGRAM 

Total 72,831 100.0 

Own home 4,224 5.8 

Foster 13,108 18.0 

Camp 30,591 42.0 

Hospital 146 0.2 

Shelter 6,263 8.6 

Suitable 18,498 25.4 
placement 

Source: California. Department of Justice. Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics. Unpublished Court Processing Statistics Provided 
for the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment C~nter, 
Sacramento, California, 1979. 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE~I 
ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: American Justice Institute 
1930) . ' 
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TABLE D-61 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
TERMINATING FROM STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

BY TYPE OF DEPARTURE AND SEX (1973, 1977) 

TYPE OF DEPARTURE 

1973 39,923 77 .8 (100.0) 11,387 22.2 (100.0) 

Discharge 8,146 81,6 (20.4) 1,842 18.4 (16.2) 

Parole 20,552 75.8 (51. 5) 6,577 24.2 (5i • 8) 

Transfer 5,656 79.9 (14.2) 1,424 20.1 (12.5) 

Escape or other 5,569 78.3 (13.9) 1,544 21. 7 (13.6) 

1977 51,786 77.8 (100.0) 14,738 22.2 (100.0) 

Discharge 10,640 81.6 (20.5) 2,399 18.4 (16.3) 

Parole 26,675 75.8 (51. 5) 8,516 24.2 (57.8) 

Transfer 7,335 79.9 (14.2) 1,845 20.1 (12.5) 

Escape or other 7,136 78.3 (13.8) 1,978 21. 7 (13.4) 

51,310 100.0 

9,988 (19.6) 

27,129 (52.9) 

7,080 (13.8) 

7,113 (13.7) 

66,524 100.0 

13,039 (19.6) 

35,191 (52.9) 

9,180 (13.8) 

9,114 (13.7) 

~:ote: Two percentages are presented: The hori:onta1 (row) percentages indicate 
!'.ow much of the row total is represented under each column. The '/ertical (coIJmn) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the col~~n total is represented 
in each row. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Children in Custody: A Report on the Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility 
Census of 1973. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977); and 
U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. "Children 
in Custody: Advance Report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, 
No. SD-JD-5A." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESS~IENT CENIER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-62 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
TERMINATED 'FROM CAMPS BY TYPE OF DEPARTURE 

(1973, 1977) 

TYPE OF DEPARTURE 
IUNBER PERCENT I NUMBER I PERCEU NUMBER I PERCENT 

,~ 

iJischarge 

Parole 

Transfer 

Escape or other 

1977 

Discharge 

Parole 

Transfer 

Escape or other 

19,347 84.4 (100.0) 

5,802 86.5 (30.0) 

6,781 85.1 (35.0) 

1,235 88.2 (6.4) 

5,529 80.8 (28.6) 

25,820 84.4 (100.0) 

7,647 86.5 (29.6) 

9,112 85.1 (35.3) 

1,646 88.2 (6.4) 

7,415 80.8 (28.7) 

3,571 15.6 (100.0) 

90S 13.5 (25.3) 

1,185 14.9 (33.2) 

165 11.8 (4.6) 

1,316 19.2 (36.9) 

4,771 15.6 (100.0) 

1,194 13.5 (25.0) 

1,595 14.9 (3~.4) 

220 11.8 (4.6) 

1,762 19.2 (36.9) 

22,918 100.0 

6,707 (28.9) 

7,966 (35.0) 

1,400 (6.1) 

6,845 (30.0) 

30,591 100.0 

8,841 (28.9) 

10,707 (35.0) 

1,866 (6.1) 

9,177 (30.0) 

~ote: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentage~ indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each ~olumn. The vertical C~~lumn) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of tlte column total is represented 
in each row. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Children in Cust\1dy: A Report on the Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facility 
Census of 1973.'~ (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977); and 
U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. "Children 
in Custody: Advance Report on the 1977 Census of Public Juvenile Facilities, 
No. SD-JD-SA." (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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ETHNICITY 

Total 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

TABLE D-63 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NlJl.1BER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ENTERING PAROLE BY SEX AND RACE (1977) 

';" <MALE. ... . fEIiAlE.·' 

NUMBER 1 PERCENT HUMBER I PER CEH 

- 33,526 95.3 (100.0) 1,665 4.7 (100.0) 

17,189 95.4 (51.3) 829 4.6 (49.8) 

13,299 97.9 (39. i) 285 2.1 (17.1) 

2,475 81.8 (:'.4) 551 18.2 (33.1) 

American Indian 563 100.0 (1.7) -0- 0.0 (1).0) 

TOTAl; 

N UMBER I PERCENT 

35,191 100.0 

18,018 (51.2) 

13,584 (38.6) 

3,026 (d.61 

563 (1. 6) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentag~s indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The ve:t1cal (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total lS represented 
in each row. 

Source: ~ational Council on Crime and Delinquency. Unpublished Uniform Parole Reports 
National Data Provided for the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center. (San 
Francisco, CA: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, July 25, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTE~I ASSESSME~ CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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AGe: 

!~edian Age 
Total 

Under 15 

15 years 

16 years 

17 years 

TABLE D-64 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 18 
ENTERING PAROLE BY SEX AND AGE (1977) 

I ~"j.g\diF ,,;;t, ... ; .. : .... ; .. •.. . ··(i~ J~:~/"-"'%tfr~±k, 
IUMBEI PERCEIT IUlIER I PERCE IUUfR I HRCEIT 

16.82 16.25 16.81 
33,928 96.4 (100.0) 1,263 3:6 (100,.0) 35,191 100.0 

3,763 93.8 (11. 3) 249 6.2 (19.7) 4,012 (11.4) 

1,513 100.0 (4.5) -0- 0.0 (0.0) 1,513 (4.3) 

3,786 88.2 (11.3) 507 ll.8 (40.1 ) 4,293 (12.2) 

24,866 98.0 (74.4) 507 2.0 (40.1) 25,373 (72.1) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate how 
much of the row total is represented under each column. The vertical (column) percent­
ages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each roW. 

Source: National Council on Crime and Delinquency. Unpublished Uniform Parole Reports 
National Data Provided for the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center. (San 
Francisco, CA: National Council on Crime and Delinq~ency, July 25, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSlffiNT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Ju~tice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE D-65 

NATIONAL ESTI~~TES OF THE NUMBER OF PERSONS UNDER 1B 
ENTERING PAROLE BY SEX AND TIME SERVED ON CURRENT CHARGE (1977) 

TINE SERVED 

Median Time Served 
(In Mom:hs) 
Total 33,776 96.0 (100.0) 1,415 4.0 (100.0) 35,191 

Less than 6 months 8,398 97.4 (24.9) 224 2.6 (15.8) 8,622 

6 months but under 
1 year 13,386 95.1 (39.6) 690 4.9 (48.8) 14,076 

1 year but under 
2 years 8,175 97.2 (24.2) 236 2.8 (16.7) 8,411 

2 years but under 
3 years 2,041 100.0 (6.0) -0- 0.0 (0 .0) 2,041 

3 years but under 
4 years 457 100.0 (1.4) -0- 0.0 (0.0) 457 

4 years or more 1,319 83.3 (3.9) 265 16.7 (18.7) 1,584 

100.0 
(24.5) 

(40. 0) 

(23.9) 

(5.8) 

(1. 3) 

(4.5) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate 
how much of the row total is represented under each column. The verti~al (column) 
percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented 
in each row. 

Source: National Council on Crime and Del:~quency. Unpubl~~h~d Un:form Parole Reports 
National Data Provided for the National Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center. 
(San Francisco, CA: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, July 25, 1979). 

Table constructed by the NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, 
CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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TABLE 0-66 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PERSONS UNDf:R 18 REIFERnED TO 
JUVENILE COURT BY CASE PENDING DISPOSITION AND DETENTION STATUS 

(1975-1977) 

o • S P 0 IT. 0 N 

OEIEt1'OI NON[ o V[nIGHI JAIt. POLItE SIAflo" DEI EI"OI HOU r os I E' HOlE OIH!! PlACE 
SIATUS I UI BE! 'EICEII • UIIEI PE'CEII lUlU. PE!f:..EII IUllE I 'E I CEllI lUlU' 

~ 1,148,765 81. 7 (100.0) 82,959 5.9 (100.0) 130,765 9.3 (100.0) 4,218 0.3 (1011.0) 36,558 2.6 

Detained 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 82,959 38.3 (100.0) 130,765 60.4 (100.0) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 0 0.0 

Not Detained 1,148,765 96.5 (100.0) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 4,218 0.4 (1011.0) 36,558 3.1 

1~76 1,203,099 81.5 (100.0) 48,714 3.3 (100.0) 191,905 13.0 (100.0) 4,428 0.3 (101),0) 5,905 0.4 

Detained 1,203 0.5 ( 0.1) 48,714 19.5 (100.0) 191,713 76.7 ( 99.9) 1,917 0.8 ( 43.3) 5,793 2.3 

Not Detained 1,201,891 98.0 ( 99.9) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 192 5.1 ( 0.1) 2,511 0.2 ( SIS. 7) 112 7.1 

.!2!2 1,142,389 81.5 (100.0) 47,658 3.4 (100.0) 172,410 12.3 (100.0) 11,214 0.8 (10').0) 8,410 0.6 

Oetained 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 47,658 20.8 (100.0) 172,410 75.5 (100.0) 0 0.0 ( '0.0) 8,360 3.7 

Not Optained l,I42,3R9 97.4 (100.0) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 0 0.0 ( 0.0) 11,214 0.9 (1010.0) 50 cO.1 

Note: Two percentages are presentpd: The horizontal (row) percentages Indicl't§ how much of the row total is rel,resented tinder each 
column. The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) Indicate how much of the colllmn total is represented in each row. 

'HCEI! 

(100.0) 

( 0.0) 

(100.0) 

(100.0) 

( 98.1) 

( 1.9) 

(100.0) 

( 99.4) 

( 0.6) 

Source: National Cpnter for Juveni Ie Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 Nation,l COllrt Processing :Statistlcs. (Pittshurgh, 
PA: National Genter for .'"venile .Iu,tice, 1979). 

T~blc constructed hy the NATIONAl. .JIIVENILE .JUSTICE SYSTf:" ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacramento, CA: lImerlcan .Justice 'nHitute, 1980). 

, 

C 018'''"0. 
gy:.&I "., 
lOlA L 

IU In, 'E RCEII IUIie. 'EICEII 

2,812 0.2 (100.0) 1,406,072 (100.0) 

2,767 1.3 ( 98.4) 216,491 ( 15.4) 

45 < 0.1 ( 1.6) 1,189,586 ( 84.6) 

22,143 1.5 (100.0) 1,476,189 (100.0) 

620 0.2 ( 2.8) 249,960 16.9) 

21,523 1.8 ( 97.2) 1,226,229 83. J) 

19,624 1.4 (100.0) 1,401,705 (100.0) 

0 0.0 ( 0.0) 228,428 ( 16.3) 

19,624 1.7 (100.0) 1,173,277 ( 83.7) 

\ 

, 
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RACE 

1975 

\'Ihite 

Black 

Other 

Whit~ 

Black 

Other 

197~ 

Vlhite 

Black 

Other 

1,148,765 81.7 (100.0) 

767,~75 81.7 ( 66.8) 

371,051 82.0 32.3) 

10,339 72.4 ( 0.9) 

1,201,618 81.4 (100.0) 

672,375 82.0 ( 72.6) 

308,816 79.9 ( 25.7) 

20,427 77.9 ( 1.7) 

1,143,791 81.6 (100.0) 

880,719 81.5 ( 77.0) 

243,627 82.4 ( 21.3) 

19,445 75.4 ( J. 7) 

81,553 5.8 (100.0) 

60,594 

19,246 4.3 ( 23.6) 

1,713 11.9 ( 2.1) 

4ij,714 3.3 (100.0) 

38,581 3.6 ( 79.2) 

974 

47,658 

38,794 

7,768 

1,096 

2.4 ( 18.8) 

3.7 ( 2.0) 

3.4 (100.0) 

3.6 ( 81.4) 

2.6 16.3) 

• • 

TABLE 0-67 

NATIONAL ESTIMATE OF Pf:RSONS UNDER 18 Rf:FERRED TO 
.JUVENILE COURT BY CASF. PIlNDING DISPOSITION ANO RACIl (1975-1977) 

132,171 

81,814" 

9.4 (100.0) 

8.7 ( 61.9) 

48,507 10.7 ( 36.7) 

1,850 13.0 ( 1.4) 

191,905 13.0 (100.0) 

125,506 11.8 ( 65.4) 

61,985 16.1 (32.3) 

4,414 16.8 ( 2.3) 

168,204 t2.~ tl00.0) 

124,471 11.5 ( 74.0) 

39,528 13.4 ( 23.5) 

4,205 1~.3 ( 2.5) 

4,2111 0.3 (100.0) 

3,6112 0.4 ( 87.3) 

435 0.1 ( 10.3) 

101 0.7 ( 2.4) 

4,428 0.3 (100.0) 

3,831 0.4 ( 86.5) 

447 0.1 10.1) 

151 0.6 ( 3.4) 

11,214 0.8 (100.0) 

9,397 0.9 ( 83.8) 

1,133 0.4 ( 10.1) 

684 2.7 ( 6.1) 

37,9(,4 2.7 (100.0) 

24,790 2.6 ( 65.3) 

12,946 2.9 ( 34.J) 

228 1.6 ( 0.6) 

23,619 1.6 (100.0) 

19,226 1.8 ( 81.4) 

4,157 1.1 17.6) 

236 0.9 1.0) 

2J,026 1.5 (100.0) 

18,040 1.7 ( R5.8) 

2,818 1.0 ( 13.4) 

16R 0.7 ( 0.8) 

1,406 0.1 (100.0) 

1,177 0.1 ( 83.7) 

174 <0.1 ( 12.4) 

55 0.4 ( 3.9) 

5,905 0.4 (Iro.o) 

4,151 0.4 ( 70.3) 

1,724 0.4 ( 29.2) 

30 0.1 ( 0.5) 

9,812 0.7 (100.0) 

8,782 0.8 ( 89.5) 

873 2. S 

157 0.6 

8.9) 

1.6) 

Note: Two percentages are presented: The horizontal (row) percentages indicate hClw much of the row total is rp.presentcd unde'r each column. 
The vertical (column) percentages (in parentheses) indicate how much of the column total is represented in each row. 

Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. Advance Estimates of 1975, 1976, and 1977 National Court Processing Statistics. (Pittsburgh, PA: 
National Center for .Juvenile Justice, 1979 

T!Jbl~ constructed by the NATIC':iAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SY3TF.M ASSESSMENT CENTER (Sacrnmento, CA: American Justice Institute, 1980). 
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1,406,077 (100.0) 

939;432 (66.8) 

452,359 (32.2) 

14,286 (1.0) 

1,476,189 (100.0) 

1,063,670 (72.1) 

386,287 (26.1) 

26,232 (I.R) 

1,401,705 (100.0) 

1,080,~03 77.0) 

295,747 (21.1) 

25,756 ( 1.9) 
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NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW CHART 
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NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT CENTER 

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PERSONS UNDER 18 PROCESSED ANNUALLY 
THROUGH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM (1977) 

This detailed flow chart shows one way of repre­
senting the structure and processes of tile juvenile 
justice system. It displays the logical flow of a 
juvenile from the first time of direct contact witt~ 
the official system through the various processes 
or decision points that comprise the system, and 
eventually to one of the numerous exit points from 
the system. It provides a comprehensive and se­
quential view of what can happen to a juvenile 
who enters the process, the component of the sys­
tem that would be involved, and the way one 
component influences another. 

Included under these categories are not only the 
full range of delinquent acts and troublesome be­
haviors, but also states of neglect, dependency, 
incorrigibility, and victimization. Obviously, some 
offensive acts are committed by those in some 
state of need. 

The Juvenile Justice System only comes in direct 
contact with those juveniles who are referred to it 
as victims or who are apprehended. This will rep­
resent only part of all juveniles who commit of­
fenses or who are victimized. 

Prior to official contact, a juvenile "case" will be 
the result of either the commitment of an offensive 
act or the recognition of a state of need. 

INTRODUCTION 
A juvenile is conceived as entering the system 
from the left. Flow through the system is from 
left to right. All vertical lines represent decision 
points and are sequentially numbered; ovals 

o represent alternative decision 

choices; rectangulars [=:=J represent 
system functions or notes; and circular o exit symbols represent the termi­
nation of the case, or that the case is no longer 
within the jurisdiction of the system. Branching to 
"alternative programs" is considered to be an 
exit from the system, but not a total termination. 

The term "agency" represents a wide range of 
public and private community resources and in­
stitutions that act on behalf of the juvenile. They 
range from those offering only a few services to 
those offering comprehensive services and in­
stitutionalization. 

A clear distinction has to be made between a 
juvenile who is placed in a non-criminal justice 
agency as a final disposition without pending 
court action, and a similar placement with a 
pending court date. The same agency may be re­
sponsible for both, but it must be recognized that 
those in the former group exit from the luvenile 
justice system. 

In the processing of a luvenile, and the eventual 
selection of processing alternatives, a distinction 
needs to be made between the transfer of the 
case to another agency for handling with provi­
sion for little or no followup and the formal 
placement of the case with another agency with 
the reqUirement for followup. This difference is 
charted as either to refer or place with another 
agency. 

Whenever a juvenile is referred to or placed with 
an agency, the process may begin all over again 
if the agency cannot handle the case. In some 
situations, the agency may transfer the case back 
to court on the original charge if the juvenile has 

been unresponsive. This re-entry is charted as an 
incoming transfer from alternative programs. 

Most jurisdictions have only limited choices, 
especially in the early phases. They often lack any 
Intermediate agency or person to contact (e,g .. 
special school program, youth worker. family 
counselor) before calling in the police or referring 
the juvenile to court. This forces decisIOn makers 
- agencies, citizens, even police on the beat­
either to do nothing or to take a more serious ac­
tion than the situation may warrant CD 
The detailed flow chart often indicates that the 
decision maker has the option to handle the case 
Informally, such as "handle on own" or "counsel 
and release'a>. Where this option is shown, it 
is assumed that the decision maker has the 
authority to make such a decision. It is further 
understood that other component personnel may 
disagree that this right exists. 

THIS CHART IS AN ILLUSTRATlOII OF THE MORE III-DEPTH ANALYSIS OF THE NUIIOER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES 
(PERSONS UNDER 18) WHO ARE PROCESSED AIINUALLY ACROSS THE IATIOIl BY THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

FOR FURTHER EXPLANATIOII AS TO HOW THIS FLOW ANALYSIS WAS CONDUCTED OR TO OBTAIN FURTHER INFORMATION all 

THE POPULATION IT CONCERNS, REFER TO "A PRELIMINARY NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE NUMBERS AND 

CHARACTER I STiCS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED IN THE JUVEfllLE JUSTICE SYSTEM" (BLACK AIID SMITH, 1980 l. 
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