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How to find more informatic.n
on crime and justice

This report aims to present statistical
information in a format that can be
readily understood by a nontechnical
audience For that reason the explana
bons of methodology are limited, and
bibliographic references and footnotes
are brief A separate technical appendix
explains the statistical methods used.
data sources and plotting points for tne
graphics The technical append,x is
available from the National Criminal Jus-
tice Reference Service (NCJRS) Box
6000. Rockville, MD 20850 (toll free
800/732-3277. in the Washington DC
area 301/251.5500) Specific questions
about the conteP,t of the report should
be referred to the chapter authors, who
may be reached through the Bureau of
Justice Stattsti:s (BJS) 633 Indiana Ave-
nue. NW. Washington DC 20531
(202;724-6100)

The basic sources a snort alphabetic
list of references on the topics covered
are introductory rather than comprehen-
sive Material that references these basic
sources usually is not footnoted Most of
these references and much more mate-
rial on the topics covered are available
from the Justice Statistics Clearinghouse
of NCJRS

Data of national scope were used wher-
ever possible If no national data
existed multijurisdictional data were
used Single-site data were used only
when no multilunsdictional data were
available In most instances, documents
explaining the collection methodology

, and use of these data are available
from NCJRS Public-use computer tapes
of BJS data sets and other criminal Jus-
tice data are available from the Cr minal
Justice Data Archive and Information
Network PO Box 1248 Ann Arbor MI
48106 (313/763-5010)

See order forms at back of book for
slides from new Report to the Nation

on Crime and Justice
BJS publications
BJS mailing lists
Colected Library in Microfiche of BJS

Publications, 1971-84
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=1,' All

Introduction

The Bureau of Justice Statistics presents
this second comprehensive picture of
crime and criminal justice in the United
States Relying heavily on graphics and
a nontechnical format, it brings together
a wide range of data from BJS's own
statistical series, t,e FBI Uniform Crime
Reports, the Bureau of the Census, the
National Institute of Justice, the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, and many other research
and reference sources Because it ana-
lyzes these and other rich data sources,
this report should interest the general
public as well as criminal justice practi-
tioners, researchers, and educators in
Our high schools and colleges.

This report presents national data on
crime and the criminal justice system
and it answers these and other ques-
tions How much crime is there? Whom
does it strike? When? Where? Who is
the typical offender'? What is the govern-
ment's response to crime? How differ-
ently are juveniles handled from adults?
What happens to convicted offenders?
What are the costs of justice and who
pays?

U
LI

This edition contains additional material
on such common law crimes as homi-
cide, robbery, and burglary, drunk driv-
ing; white-collar crime; high technology
crime, organized crime; State laws that
govern citizen use of deadly force; pri-
vate security, police deployment; sen-
tencing practices; forfeiture; sentencing
outcomes; time served in prison and
jail; facilities crowding; recidivism, the
cost of crime, and privatization of crimi-
nal justice functions.

Graphic excellence and clarity of
expression are the hallmarks of this
attempt to assist the Nation as it seeks
to appreciate the enormity and com-
plexity of the crime problem and grap-
ples with proposals to confront it. These
hallmarks, however, should not over-
shadow the prodigious effort and pains-
taking attention to detail that have gone
into the report. I wish to pay tribute to
the professionalism, scholarly ingenuity,
resourcefulness, and dedication of those
who prepared this report and of those
40 or so individuals in the U.S Depart-
ment of Justice, universities, and
research organizations who carefully
reviewed it

Steven R Schlesinger
Director
Bureau of Justice Statistics

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice iii
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Chapter I

MP

The criminal event

Patsy A Klaus
Carol G. Kaplan
Michael R. Rand
Bruce M. Taylor
Marianne W. Zawitz
Sara E. Smith

This chapter gives an overview of crime
as it exists in our Nation with data that
answer such questions as

How are crimes defined? What are the
most common serious crimes? What do
we know about common law crimes
such as homicide, robbery, and bur-
glary? How much is known about drunk
driving, organized crime, white-collar
crime, and crimes involving high tech-
nologV?

What are the two main sources of
national crime statistics? What do they
measure? How and why do they differ'?

How much crime is there? Have crime
rates gone up or down? What do differ-
ent kinds of statistics tell us about crime
trends?

How do people rank the seriousness of
different crimes? How much agreement
in there among the public about the
seriousness of various crimes?

When do crimes occur'?

Where do crimes occui)?

What kinds of weapons are used in
various types of crimes? How often are
handguns used in crime?

Invaluable contributions to this chapter
were made by many people within the
Department of Justice, including Victoria
Major and the User Services Staff of the
FBI's Uniform Crime Reports Section,
Cynthia J. Lent of the FBI's National
Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime,
David Margolis and Denise Smyler of
the Organized Crime and Racketeering
Section of the Criminal Division, and
Anita D. Timrots of BJS. Material for the
sections on drunk driving was supplied
by the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, particularly by Paul Levy,
Chief of Program Evaluation, and
Stephen L Hatos of the Office of Alco-
hol and State Programs. Other contribu-
tors incluae Donn Parker, SRI Interna-
tional, and James Tien, Rensselaer
Polytechnical Institute. Special
assistance with many of the data sets
was provided by Julio Borquez and
Spencer Price Nash of the Inter-
university Consortium for Political and
Social Research at the University of
Michigan.

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice 1



What is crime?

Crimes are defined by law

In this report we define crime as all
behaviors and acts for which a society
provides formally sanctioned punish-
ment. In the United States what is crimi-
nal is specified in the written law,
primarily State statutes. What is included
in the definition of crime varies among
Federal, State, and local jurisdictions

Criminologists devote a great deal of
attention to defining crime in both
general and specific terms. This defini-
tional process is the first step toward the
goal of obtaining accurate crime statis-
tics.

To provide additional perspectives on
crime it is sometimes viewed in ways
other than in the standard legal defini-
tions. Such alternatives define crime in
terms of the type of victim (child abuse),
the type of offender (white-collar crime),
the object of the crime (property crime),
or the method of criminal activity
(organized crime) Such definitions
usually cover one or more of the stand-
ard legal definitions For example,
organized crime may include fraud,
extortion, assault, or homicide.

What is considered criminal
by society changes over time

Some types of events such as murder,
robbery, and burglary have been
defined as crimes for centuries Such
crimes are part of the common law defi-
nition of crime. Other types of conduct
traditionally have not been viewed as
crimes As social values and mores
change, society has codified some con-
duct as criminal while decriminalizing
other conduct. The recent movement
toward increased "criminalization" of
drunk driving is an example of such
change

New technology also results in new
types of conduct not anticipated by the
law Changes in the law may be needed
to define and sanction these types of
conduct. For example, the introduction
of computers has added to the criminal
codes in many States so that acts such
as the destruction of programs or data
could be defined as crimes

What are the characteristics of some serious crimes?

Crime

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Assault

Definition

Causing the death of another person with
out legal justification or excuse, including
UCR crimes of murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter and negligent manslaughter

Unlawful sexual intercourse with a female,
by force or without legal or factual consent

The unlawful taking or attempted taking of
properly that is in the immediate posses
sion of another by force or threat of force

Unlawful intentional inflicting, or attempted
inflicting. of injury upon the person of
another Aggravated assault is the unlawful
intentional inflicting of serious bodily injury
or unlawful threat or attampt to inflict bodily
injury or death by means of a deadly or
dangerous weapon with or without actual
infliction of injury Simple assault is the
unlawful intentional inflicting of less than
serious bodily injury without a deadly or
dangerous weapon or an attempt or threat
to inflict bodily injury without a deadly or
dangerous weapon

Facts

Murder and nonnegligent manslaughter
occur less often than other violent UCR
Index crimes

58% of the known murderers were rela
lives or acquaintances of the victim

20% of all murders in 1985 occurred or
were suspected to have occurred as the
result of some felonious activity

Most rapes involve a lone offender and a
lone victim

About 32% of the rapes recorded by
NCS in 1985 were committed in or near the
victim's home

73% of the rapes occurred at night,
between 6 p m and 6 a m

58% of the victims of rape in 1985 were
under 25 years old

Robbery is the violent crime that most
often involves more than one offender (in
almost half of all cases in 1985)

About half of all robberies reported by
NCS in 1985 involved the use of a weapon

Simple assault occurs more frequently
than aggravated assault

Most assaults involve one victim and one
offender

What are some other common
crimes in the United States?

Drug abuse violations--Offenses relat-
ing to growing, manufacturing, making,
possessing, using, selling, or distribut-
ing narcotic and dangerous nonnarcotic
drugs. A distinction is made between
possession and sale/manufacturing

Sex offensesIn current statistical
usage, the name of a broad category of
varying content, usually consisting of all
offenses having a sexual element except
for forcible rape and commercial sex
offenses, which are defined separately

2 Report to the Naticn on Crime and Justice

Fraud offenses The crime type com-
prising offenses sharing the elements of
practice of deceit or intentional mis-
representation of fact, with the intent of
unlawfully depriving a person of his or
her property or legal rights

DrunkennessPublic intoxication,
except "driving under the influence."

Disturbing the peaceUnlawful inter-
ruption of the peace, quiet, or order of
a community, including offenses called
"disorderly conduct." "vagrancy," 'loiter-
ing," "unlawful assembly," and "riot"



Crime Definition

Euralary Unlawful entry of any fixed structure, vehi
de, or vessel used for regular residence.
industry, or business with or without force,
with the intent to commit a felony or
larceny

Larceny-
theft

Motor
vehicle
theft

Arson

Unlawful taking or attempted taking of
property other than a motor vehicle from
the possession of another, by stealth, with
out force and without deceit, with intent to
Permanently deprive the owner of the
property

Unlawful taking or attempted taking of a
self propelled road vehicle owned by
another, with the intent of depriving him
or her of it, permanently or temporarily

The intentional damaging or destruction or
attempted damaging or destruction by
means of fire or explosion of property with
out the consent of the owner or of ones
own property or that of andhe. by fire or
explosives with or without the intent to
defraud

Facts

Residential property was targeted in 2 out
of every 3 reported burglaries, nonresiden
tial property accounted for the remaining
third

In 1985, 42% of all residential burglaries
occurred without forced entry

About 370/0 of the no-foice burglaries
were known to have occurred during the
day between 6 a m and 6 p m

Less than 5% of all personal larcenies
nvolve contact between the victim and

offender
Pocket picking and purse snatching most

frequently occur inside nonresidential
buildings or on street locations

Unlike most other crimes. pocket picking
and purse snatching affect the elderly
about as much as other age groups

Motor vehicle theft is relatively well
reported to the police In 1985 89% of all
completed thefts were reported

The stolen property is more likely to be
recovered in this crime than in other prop
erty crimes

Single family residences were the most
frequent targets of arson

160/0 of all structures where a son
occurred were not in use

Sources BJS acttonafy of crirmnal yoke data terfmnology 2nd edfion 1981

BJS Cornoaf octirrwahon fi the US 1985 FBI Como on the Untied States 1985

Driving under the influenceDriving
or operating any vehicle or common
carrier while c ik or under the
influence of liquor or drugs

Liquor law offensesState or local liq-
uor law violations, except drunkenness
and driving under the influence Federal
violations are excluded.

GamblingUnlawful staking or wager-
ing of money or othr thing of value on
a game of chance or on an uncertain
event

Kidnaping Transportation or confine-
ment of a person without authority of
law and without his or her consent, or
without the consent of his or her guard-
ian, if a minor

VandalismDestroying or damaging,
or attempting to destroy or damage, the
property of another without his or her
consent, or public property, except by
burning, which is arson.

Public order offensesViolations of
the peace or order of the community or
threats to the public health through
unacceptable public conduct, interfer-
ence with governmental authority, or
violation of civil rights or liberties
Weapons offenses, bribery, escape, and
tax law violations, for example, are
included in this category

How do tiolent crimes differ
from property crimes?

The outcome of a criminal event deter-
mines if it is a property crime or a vio-
lent crime. Violent crime refers to events
such as homicide, rape, and assault
that may result in injury to a person.
Robbery is also considered a violent
crime because it involves the use or
threat of force against a person.

Property crimes are unlawful acts with
the Intent of gaining property but which
do not involve the use or threat of force
against an individual. Larceny and
motor vehicle theft are examples of
property crimes.

In the National Crime Survey a distinc-
tion is also made between crimes
against persons (violent crimes and per-
sonal larceny) and crimes against
households (property crimes, including
household larceny)

How do felonies differ
from misdemeanors?

Criminal offenses are also classified
according to how they are handled by
the criminal justice system. Most juris-
dictions recognize two classes of
offenses. felonies and misdemeanors.

Felonies are not distinguished from mis-
demeanors in the same way in all juris-
dictions, but most States define felonies
as offenses punishable by a year or
more in a State prison. The most seri-
ous crimes are never "misdemeanors"
and the most minor offenses are never
"felonies"

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice 3



Homicide, robbery, and burglary are examples of common law crimes

Homicide

What is homicide?

Criminal homicide is defined as all
deaths where a perpetrator is found to
have intentionally killed someone with-
out legal justification or to have acci-
dently killed someone as a conse
quence of reckless or grossly negligent
conduct. The Uniform Crime Reports, in
its Crime Index, uses the classification
of murder/nonnegligent manslaughter,
which is defined as intentionally causing
the death of another person without
extreme provocation or legal justification
or causing the death of another while
committing or attempting to commit
another crime

Homicide often stems
from other crimes

Block found that many homicides are
precipitated by another crime sinh as
assault, robbery, rape, or burglary
Occasionally, a murder may be commit-
ted that has no motive other than the
murder itself, such as a contract killing
But such homicides are infrequent.

For homicides that result from other
crimes such as robbery and assault,
their characteristics including time and
place of occurrence and victim-offender
relationship are very similar to those of
the originating crime For example, the
characteristics of homicides that result
from robbery are very similar to the
characteristics of robbery without homi-
cide In addition, the characteristics of
such homicides are more similar to
those of the originating crime than they
are to the characteristics of homicides
that result from other crimes or motives

Homicides may be instrumental
or impulsive

An instrumental or premeditated homi-
cide results from a wellplanned action
intended to acquire power or property.
Robbery homicides tend to be
instrumental because they result from
robberies that are planned in advance
with the goal of acquiring property

In an impulsive homicide, tne Wender
may intend to harm or kill the victim but
without prior panning Many assault
homicides are impulsive For example, a
death may result from a fight or a brawl
not planned by the offender

Murder most often results
from arguments or the commission
of another felony

Murder was Percent of
a result of an murders

Total 1000/0

Arguments 399/0

Felony 18

Robbery 9
Narcotics 3
Sex offenses 2
Arson 1

Other 3

Suspected felony 2%

Other motive 18%

Unknown motive 230/a

Source FBI Cnme o the United
Stares 1985

Multiple murders include serial,
mass, and spree murders

Serial murders involve the killing of
several victims in three or more sepa
rate events. These may occur over
several days, weeks, or years and reveal
a pattern, such as where the murder
occurred, the type of victim, or method
of killing John Wayne Gacy, a serial
murderer, planned the separate killing of
33 boys and young men in Chicago
over a span of 2 to 3 years in the late
1970s The elapsed time between
murders separates serial killers from
other multiple killers Other serial mur-
derers include Albert De Salvo (the Bos-
ton Strangler), Theodore Robert Bundy,
Juan Carona, David Berkowitz (son of
Sam), and Wayne Williams

Mass murders involve the killing of
four or more victims at one location,
within one event. Richard Speck's mur-
der of eight nursing students in Chicago
on one July night in 1966 is an example
of a mass murder. Other examples
include Charles Whitman's killing of 16
people in a sniper firing from a tower at
the University of Texas on August 1,
1966, and James Oliver Hube ty's killing
of 21 people at a San Diego
McDonald's on July 18, 1984.

4 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice
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Spree murders involve killings at two
or more locations with almost no time
break between murders and are a result
of a single event For example, in Febru-
ary 1985, Daniel Remeta aided by two
others was responsible for robbing and
killing the manager of a Stucky's restau-
rant in Grainfield, Kansas One hour
later, he shot a sheriff's deputy as he
tried to flag down Remeta's car Escap-
ing to a nearby grain elevator, Remeta
shot the manager and took two
hostages whom he killed before his
capture a few minutes later.

The FBI assists local law
enforcement agencies
in solving violent crimes,
particularly murder

Many local law enforcement agencies
lack the special resources needed to
solve rare crimes such as bizarre and
vicious murders. Moreover, some violent
criminals commit crimes in many differ-
ent jurisdictions Therefore, interagency
coordination is essential in solving trans-
jurisdictional crimes The FBI's National
Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime
(NCAVC) has programs to provide spe-
cial resources to local law enforcement
agencies. NCAVC's Behavioral Science
Unit provides training and research in
criminal profiling, a process that aims to
identify major personality and behavioral
characteristics of the offender, based on
analyses of the crime(s) committed The
NCAVC operates the Violent Criminal
Apprehension Program (VCAP), a
national clearinghouse for information
on unsolved violent crimes, particularly
murder Local law enforcement agencies
report data on unsolved violent crimes
to the FBI, which analyzes the data,
seeking to identify any similarities with
other unsolved crimes If similarities are
noted the participating agencies are
notified so they may coordinate their
investigations



Robbery

Robbery includes theft as well
as physical threat or attack

In a robbery one or more offenders use
force or threaten to do so to take a per-
son's property. Whether it is called a
stickup, holdup, mugging, or robbery,
this crime is feared for both its actual
and possible violence Among com-
monly measured crimes only homicide
and rape exceed it in severity. Unlike
many other violent crimes, however, rob-
bery is similar to property crimes
because it involves an attempted or
completed theft of personal property.

According to the National Crime Survey,
63% of the 14,681,000 robberies
between 1973 and 1984 were com-
pleted and cost $4.4 billion in stolen
cash and property. One in 3 victims
were injured, 1 in 10 so seriously that
they required treatment in an emer-
gency room or hospital Almost a quar-
ter (23%) lost property and were
injured

The average theft loss
from robbery was $447

Value of
stolen
property

Less than 510
$10-49
$50-249
S250-999
$1 000 or more

Percent of
completed
robbenes

Source Robbery ,:bms BJS
Special Repoi April 1987

184
26
32
13
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Robbery sometimes occurs
along with other crimes

From 1976 to 1934 between 9% and
11% of all murde's reported to UCR
were linked with !obbery as a circum
stance or motive Between 1973 and
1984, during the same incident, robbery
victims were also victims of rape (3%),
burglary (8%), or motor vehicle theft
(4%)

Most robberies were committed
by strangersand half by more
than one offender

According to NCS
Victims knew by sight or had never

seen their assailants in 8 of 10 robber-
ies committed by multiple offenders and
in 7 of 10 by lone offenders

Victimizations involving black male
offenders outnumbered those involving
white males among multiple offenders
and Dung single offenders.

Most offenders robbed strangers, but
single offenders were more likely to rob
relatives and other persons they knew
well than were multiple offenders, and
they were also more likely to take prop
erty and to injure victims they knew
well

Offenders displayed weapons
In almost half of all robberies

Guns were actually discharged in a
fifth of all robberies

Offenders used guns and knives most
often to threaten but used weapons
other than guns or knives to attack.

When either threatening or attacking,
robbers were more likely to complete
the theft when they used guns.

Wilms were more likely to be injured
seriously when offenders attacked with
weapons, but ley v ere more likely to
sustain minor injuries when offenders
used objects other than guns or knives
as weapons

Robbery differs significantly
from other violent crimes

Robbery victims were much more
likely than rape or assault victims to
face two or more offenders

Robbery victims generally did not
know their assailants or knew them only
by sight; victims of other violent crimes
were less likely to be victimized by
strangers

Robbery offenders were more likely
than other violent offenders to use
weapons

42

When do robberies occur?

Robberies in which -,ctims were
injured took place more frequently in
the dark.

Robberies with uninjured victims hap-
pened equally in daylight and darkness.

Robberies were most likely to occur in
August and December and least likely
to occur in February and Acid.

Where do robberies occur?

Robberies occurred most frequently
on the street and next most frequently
at or near the victim's home.

A higher proportion of victims without
than with injury were robbed in restau-
rants, commercial buildings, offices, or
factories

Victims were more likely to lose prop-
erty when the incident occurred at
home, perhaps because there usually
are fewer chances for interruptions at
hone than in more public places

Robbery rates declined between
1973 and 1984

According to NCS, robbery rates
declined by 15% between 1973 and
1984, but they rose in 1981 and fell in
1983 The downward trend was due to
a drop in the number of attempted rob-
beries, both with and without injured
victims The rates for completed robber-
ies at the beginning and end of the
period remained the same

Slightly more than half of all
robberies were reported to police

64% of all completed robberies but
only 37% of attempted robberies were
reported to police

Factors increasing the likelihood that a
robbery was reported to police include
whether anything was stolen and, if sto-
len, the value of the property, whether
the victim was injured and, if injured,
the degree of injury, and the presence
of a weapon

When a robbery was reported to
police, reasons most often given for
reporting it were '10 keep it from hap-
pening again or to others" and "to pun-
ish the offender"

When a robbery was not reported,
respondents most frequently gave as
their reason "lack of proof no way to
find/identify offender"
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Burglary

Burglary is unlawful entry usually,
but not necessarily, Ve .ded
by theft

Any fixed business or residential struc-
ture may be burglarized In 1985 two of
every three burglaries were residential.
The entry may be by force, such as
picking a lock, breaking a window, or
slashing a screen; or it may be
unforced, such as entry through an
unlocked door or window. The National
Crime Survey distinguishes among three
types of household burglaries

Forcible entryin which force is
used to gain entry, for example, by
breaking a window or slashing a screen

Attempted forcible entryin which
force is used in an unsuccessful attempt
to gain entry

Unlawful entryin which someone
with no legal right to be on the
premises gains entry even though force
is not used

Of the 73 million burglaries during
1973-82

45% were unlawful entries
33% were forcible entries
22% were attempted forcible entries

Who commits household burglaries?

Information on who commits burglaries
is available only for residences where a
household member was present (about
10% of all burglaries iii NCS). In more
than half of all such buig!P:ries the
offender was either a complete stranger
or a person known by sight only In
about a fourth of the burglaries an
acquaintance was the offender. Rela-
tives, spouses, or exspouses were
observed in 11% of the burglaries Per-
sons well known to the victim were
more likely to be observed in unlawful
entries than in burglaries involving force

Many et the violent crimes that
occur in the home are committed
during an illegal entry

Acccrdtng to the National Crime Survey,
persons who illegally enter homes
commit

three-fifths of all rapes in the home
three-fifths of all robberies in the home
about a third of all aggravated and

simple assaults in tha home

During the 10 years 1973-82, 2 8 million
such violent crimes occurred during an
illegal entry

No one is at home during most bur-
glaries A household member was pres-
ent during only 9% of all forcible
entries, 14% of all unlaw`ul entries, and
17% of all attempted forcible entries.
However, in these cases a violent crime
was committed during a third of the for-
cible entries, during almost two-fifths of
the unlawful entries, and during a sev-
enth of the attempted entries

Burglary results in losses from
theft and property damage

The vast majority of all forcible entries
and unlawful entries involve actual or
attempted theft of household property
Such is not the case, however, for
attempted forcible entry An attempted
theft was reported in 14% of all such
incidents and a completed theft in 3%
It is likely that many victims, having only
evidence of an attempted entry, such as
damaged locks or broken windows,
declined to speculate on the inten' of
the persons who tried to gain entry to
their home Property damage is most
likely to occur when force is involved

When does burglary occur?

According to NCS, burglary occurs
more often in the warmer months than
in the colder ones, but this pattern is
more pronounced for unlawful entry
than for completed or attempted forcible
entry A possible explanation for the
larger seasonal fluctuation in unlawful
entry is the greater tendency to leave
windows and doors open during the
warm months, creating an opportunity
for easy entry
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A greater proportion of victims of forci-
ble entry than of victims of unlawful
entry or attempted forcible entry could
identify the time of day when the intru-
sion took place

For each type of burglary the distribu-
tion of incidents in which the time of
occ_:rence was known was about
evenly divided between day and night.
However, victims reported that a greater
proportion of attempted forcible entries
than of other types occurred between
midnight and 6 a m

What are the trends in burglary?

Unlawk. entry without force was the
only type of burglary in NCS that
showed any discernible trend during the
10 years 1973-82 Its rate per 1,000
households declined moderately from
47 in 1973 to 39 in 1982 This slowly
declining trend in unlawful entry may be
a sign that people are becoming more
careful about locking doors and win-
dows to prevent these crimes

No evidence cculd be found in the data
that the increasing use of burglar
alarms, sophisticated locks, and other
security devices has had any effect on
the rate of forcible entry. The rates for
attempted and completed forcible entry
remained extremely stable between
1973 and 1982

The lack of evidence tha' burglar
alarms have affected the burglary rate
should not be interpreted as proof that
such devices are not effective Burglars
may be avoiding homes with alarms
and protective devices in communities
with active crime prevention programs
in favor of less protected buildings and
neighborhoods If so, the precautions
that some people have taken would
result in a shift of the location of the
offenses that would not be reflected in
the crime statistics



Driving while intoxicated has been eefined as a crime
because of public concern over traffic safety

Alcohol-related accidents pose
a great threat to public safety

An estimated 40% of the 43,800 traffic-
related deaths in 1985 resuited from
accidents that involved an alcohol level
that exceeded the legal WV Another
10% of the deaths are estimated to
have occurred in accidents that involved
lower levels of alcohol. Both the abso-
lute number and the proportion of
alcohol-related fatal accidents are
decreasing. Fewer drivers in fatal acci-
dents are being measured at illegal
alcohol levels and more of them are
being measured to have no alcohol
involvement.

The crime of driving
while intoxicated differs
from most other crimes

Drunk driving lacks the usual criminal
motives of gaining property, harming
another person, or trafficking in contra-
band.

Physical tests compared against a
State standard are used to determine
whether or not a crime has been com-
mitted

Drunk driving offenses are often han-
dled administratively rather than crimp
nally thrc-gh driver's licensing regula-
tion

The States use a variety
of methods to prevent and
deter drunk driving

To prevent and deter drunk driving the
States have used their authority to regu-
late alcohol and driving as well as to
invoke cnminal sanctions Regulatory
authority may be exercised through
administrative channels For example, a
liquor store owner who sells alcohol to a
minor could loose his license to sell liq-
uor Administrative remedies such as
driver's license revocation are used for
much illegal driving behavior including
alcohol-related offenses

Physical tests determine whether
drivels are intoxicated

If a dnver is suspected of being intoxi-
cated, a law enforcement officer may
require the driver to take a test (either a
preliminar breath test or a blood test)
to determine the alcohol level in his or
her blood

In most States drivers agree to take
such tests when they receive their
driver's license Failure to take a test
upon request is a violation of the licens-
ing agreement and can result in auto-
matic suspension or revocation of a
drives license Thirty-eight States have
sanctions against drivers who refuse to
take the test on a first offense and 42
States have sanctions against drivers
who refuse a second time in a separate
incident.

The level of alcohol as measured
in the blood determines whether
or not a driver is intoxicated

In 39 States and the District of Colum-
bia a driver who has a Blood Alcohol
Concentration (BAC) of .10 is considered
legally intoxicated Illegal intoxication
occurs at BAC levels of .08 in two
States, at .12 in one State, and at 15 in
one State

The other seven States do not have an
automatically illegal BAC level. Instead
they use a presumptive level, where the
court can assume intoxication but the
defense can rebut this assumption In
all of these States the presumptive BAC
level is 10. Some States have both ille-
gal and presumptive levels that define
intoxication. In these States the
presumptive levels are either the Game
as or lower than tne illegal levels

According to the U S Department of
Health and Human Services a person
who weighs 150 lbs. and has had little
or no food intake needs to consume
about five ounces of 80-proof liquor in 1
hour to reach a BAC level of 10 Five
ounces of alcohol is the equivalent of
four 12-ounce cans of beer or four
4-ounce glasses of wine

Recent concern about drunk driving
has resulted in many changes
in State laws

The public concern about drunk driving
initiated by groups such as Mothers
Against Drunk Driving (MADD) has
inspired legislative changes These
changes have been targeted at all
aspects of drunk driving from controlling
alcohol consumption to criminal sanc
bons against drunk drivers

i 4

Many States have changed
their laws that govern the
determination of intoxication
for driving offenses

In 1982, 26 States set BAC levels that, if
exceeded, automatically defined intoxi-
cation for driving offenses Twenty-five
States set levels that were presumptive
in that a driver was assumed to be
intoxicated but could rebut the assump-
tion. By 1986, 19 States had changed
their laws from presumptive levels to
automatically illegal levels. Seven States
continued to rely on the presumptive
standard However, the level of BAC that
determined intoxication remained the
same in most States from 1982-86.

States have tried to prevent
drunk driving through control
of alcohol consumption

In 1982, 28 States set the age for
legal purchase of some type of alcohol
at 18 or 19, while in 17 States it was 21
By 1986, however, 29 States raised the
drinking age, giving 44 States a legal
age of 21. In 7 States the drinking age
remains at 18 or 19.

As of January 1987, 33 States had
laws prohibiting consumption of alcohol
in vehicles, but some apply only to
drivers Nineteen States prohibit open
containers in the passenger compart-
ment of vehicles

Recently, 12 States have enacted laws
prohibiting "happy hours" These laws
limit the sale of alcoholic beverages
below the price per quantity normally
charged for each beverage Laws deal
ing directly with establishments that sell
alcohol have also become stricter

The Federal Government has urged
States to prevent drunk driving
by raising the drinking age
and by other measures

Public Law 98.363 was enacted in
response to the work of the President's
Commission on Drunk Driving. It
requires the withholding of a percent-
age of highway construction funds until
the State raises its legal drinking age to
21 It also established a grant program
for the States to encourage mandatory
sentencing for Driving While intoxicated
(DWI) offenders and gives additional
funds to States with computerized traffic
records systems
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Organized crime includes many traditional crimes
as well as offenses such as racketeering

What is organized crime?

AlthougIi organized crime has been
considered a problem throughout the
century, no universally accepted defini-
tion of the term has been established
The President's Commission on
Organized Crime, for example. defines
he criminal group involved in organized
crime as "a continuing, structured col-
lectivity of persons who utilize criminal-
ity, violence, and a willingness to cor-
rupt in order to gain and maintain
power and profit"

Some characteristics of organized crime
are generally cited.

Organizational continuity: Organized
crime groups ensure that they can sur-
vive the death or imprisonment of their
leaders and can vary the nature of their
activities to take advantage of changing
criminal opportunities

Hierarchical structure: All organized
crime groups are headed by a single
leader and structured into a series of
subordinate ranks, although tney may
vary in the rigidity of their hierarchy
Nationwide organ.dfions may be com-
posed of multiple separate chapters or
'families" each unit generally headed
by its own leader who is supported by
the group's hierarchy of command
Intergroup disputes. joint ventures. and
new membership are generally reviewed
by a board composed of the leaders of
the most powerful individual chapters
For example, La Cosa Nostra currently
is estimated to include 24 individual
'families" all under the general authority
of a "National Commission" comprised
of an estimated nine t asses

Restricted memb.srship: Members
must be formally accepted by the group
after a demonstration of loyalty and a
willingness to commit criminal acts
Membership may be limited by race or
common background and generally
involves a lifetime commitment to the
group. which can be enforced through
violent group actions

Criminality/violence/power: Power
and control are key organized crime
goals and may be obtained through
criminal activity of one type or in multi-
ple activities Criminal activity may be
designed directly to generate "income"
or to support the group's power through
bribery, violence, and intimidation Vio-
lence is used to maintain group loyalty
and to intimidate outsiders and is a

threat underlying all group activity
Specific violent criminal acts include, for
example, murder, kidnaping, arson, rob-
bery, and bombings.

Legit!mate business involvement:
Legitimate businesses are used to laun-
der" illegal funds or stolen merchandise.
For example, illegal profits from drug
sales can be claimed as legitimate
profits of a noncriminal business whose
accounting records have been appropri-
ately adjusted. Legitimate business
involvement also elevates the social sta-
tus of organized crime figures

Use of specialists: Outside
specialists, such as pilots, chemists, and
arsonists. provide services under con-
tract to orgar zed crime groups on an
intermittent or regular basis

Organized crime groups often are
protected by corrupt officials in
the government and private sector

Such officials include inspectors who
overlook violations, accountants who
conceal assets, financial officers who fail
to report major cash transactions, law
enforcement officers who provide
enforcement activity information to drug
traffickers, and attorneys who have
government wtnesses intimidated to
change their testimony The public also
supports organized crime by sometimes
knowingly or unknowingly purchasing
illegal goods and "hot" merchandise

Organized crime groups are involved
in many different activities

In addition to its well known involvement
in illegal drugs, organized crime is also
involved in prostitution, gambling, and
loan sharking operations and has been
shown to have infiltrated legitimate
industries such as construction, waste
removal, wholesale and retail distribution
of goods. hotel and restaurant opera-
tions, liquor sales, motor vehicle repairs,
real estate, and banking

How much does organized
crime cost?

A recent survey for the President's Com-
mission on Organized Crime estimates
that 1986 net income from organized
crime activity ranged between $268 bil-
lion (a low estimate) and $677 billion
(the high estimate)
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The indirect costs of organ,_ed crime
affect all consumers through increased
consumer prices. Kickbacks, protection
payments, increased labor and material
costs. and lack of competition in indus-
tries controlled by organized crime all
increase consumer costs. Unpaid taxes
on illegal activities result in higher tax
burdens for legal wage earners.

Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organization (RICO) statutes are
key tools in the fight against
organized crime

The Federal RICC statute was enacted
in 1970 and was amended most
recently in 1986. Unlike other existing
statutes that address individual criminal
acts such as murder or robbery, the
RICO statute was specifically designed
to target the overall and continuing
operations of organized crime organiza-
tions Specifically, the act prohibits the
use of racketeering activities or profits to
acquire, conduct, or maintain the busi-
ness of an existing organization or
'enterprise" Racketeering activities are
defined to include any act or threat
involving murder, kidnaping, gambling,
arson, robbery, bribery, extortion, deal-
ing in narcotic or dangerous drugs,
fraud, and other crimes The act also
provides for forfeiture of illegally
obtained gains and interests in enter-
prises

Twenty-three States had enacted RICO
statutes by 1986. Most of them are very
similar to the Federal statute

The government also has other tools to
fight organized crime, including witness
protection programs, electronic sur-
veillance procedures, and immunity
statutes



White-collar crime refers to a group of nonviolent crimes
that generally involve deception or abuse of power

There is much debate about how
to define "white-collar" crime

Reiss and Merman define it as viola-
tions of law 'that involve the use of a
violator's position of significant power,
influence or trust . for the purpose of
illegal gain, or to commit an illegal act
for personal or organizational gain"
Another researcher, Sutherland, defines
whit- collar crime as "a crime committed
by a person of respectability and high
social status in the course of his occu-
ption." Edelhertz defines it as "an ille-
gal act or series of Illegal acts commit-
ted by nonphysical means and by
concealment or guile to obtain money
or property, to avoid the payment or
loss of money or property, or to obtain
business or personal advantage:'

Although specific definitions vary, the
term is generally construed to include
business-related crimes, abuse of politi-
cal office, some (but not all) aspects of
organized crime, and the newly emerg-
ing areas of high-technology crime
White-collar crimes often involve decep-
tion of a gullible victim and generally
occur where an individual's job. power,
or personal influence provide the
access and opt.,u.. inity to abuse lawful
procedures for unla.vful gain

Specific white-collar crimes include
embezzlement, bribery, fraud (including
procurement fraud. stock fraud, fraud in
government programs, and investment
and other "schemes'), theft of services.
theft of trarlo secrets, tax evasion, and
obstruction u. justice

Unlike violent crimes, white-collar
crimes do not necessarily cause
injury to identifiable persons

White-collar crime instead can cause
loss to society in general as in cases of
tax evasion for example. For this rea-
son, white-co..ar crimes, unlike violent
crimes, may not always be detected
and are more difficult to investigate

Little data are available on the
extent of white-collar crime

Measuring white-collar crime presents
special problems

No uniform definitions exist that
define either the overall scope of white-
collar crime or individual criminal acts

Wide variations in commercial
recordkeeping procedures make it diffi-
cult to collect and classify data on the
loss.

Uncertainty over the legal status of
financial and technical transactions
complicates the classification of data

Computer technology can conceal
losses res. " mg from computer crimes

Crimes may not be reported to pro-
tect consumer confidence

Almost three-fourths of the white-
collar crimes prosecuted at the
State level resulted in convictions

A study of 8 States and the Virgin
Islands found that 12% of the white-
collar crime cases that originated with
an arrest and for which dispositions
were reported in 1983 were not
prosecuted The study defined white-
collar crimes as forgery/counterfeiting.
fraud. and embezzlement

,.. t

Prosecution rates for white-collar crimes
were similar to those for violent crimes
(murder, rape, robbery, kidnaping, and
assault), property crimes (stolen vehi-
cles, burglary, and arson), and public
order crimes (drug and weapons
offenses and commercial vice) Because
the study focused on white-collar crime
cases that were reported through the
criminal justice system, the sample does
not take into account the large number
of wh:te-collar crimes that were not dis-
covered, not reported to authorities, or
did not result in an arrest.

The study also found the conviction rate
for cases prosecuted to be about 74%,
slightly higher than for violent crimes
(669/o) and public order crimes (67%)
and about the same as for property
crimes (76%).

About 60% of the persons convicted for
white-collar crime vs about 67% of
those convicted for violent crimes were
sentenced to prison Eighteen percent
of white-collar offenders sentenced to
prison were sentenced to more than 1
year (about the same as persons con-
victed of public order offense) vs. 39%
of violent offenders
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H 'gh technology has provided new opportunities for crime

High-technology procedures are
used in some types of crime

Ove: the pas decade the use of com-
puters and advanced communication
techn,qt.es for business and industrial
purpos,es has radically altered traditional
leans of doing business These
ianges have created an environment

in which white-collar abuse of fiscal trust
and responsibility can result in
unusually large losses The centralized
storage of individually identifiable infor-
mation has also created new opportuni-
ties for white-collar crimes that involve
unlawful acquisition and disclosure of
data Manipulation of computer pro-
grams can also con,,eal illegal transac-
tions and prevent, or at least postpone,
discovery of loss by a victim or financial
institution.

Prosecution of computer-related
crimes presents special problems

fraditioial laws are not always applica-
ble to violations that involve automated
activity

Evidence of computer abuse (and
computer-generated evidence of other
abuses) may not always be admissible
in court.

Investigators, prosecutors, and fudges
do not have the training needed to
become familiar with computer terminol-
ogy and procedures

So far, 47 States have enacted computer
crime laws that, to some degree, define
illegal activities involving computerized
facilities, procedures, or information.
Some of the laws also refer specifically
to crimes that involve credit card trans
actions

Greater use of high technology
has increased concern about
computer crime

In 1980 about 117 trillion dollars were
transferred electronically among finan-
cial institutions in roughly 60 million wire
transfer transactions, this was an
increase of more than 170% over the
value of transactions in 1976.

In 1983 about 262 billion dollars were
processed through automated teller
machines in roughly 2.7 billion transac-
tions This was an increase of almost
650% over the value of funds and an
increase of more than 170% over the
number of automated teller machine
transactions in 1982.

White-collar crime losses to banks
resulting from automated teller machine
fraud during 1983 were estimated at
between 70 and 100 million dollars

Automated teller machine fraud is
of special concern to consumers

In a sample study of 2,700 automated
teller machine incidents that prompted a
consumer complaint, about 45% were
found to be fraud-related, of these,
almost half resulted from unauthorized
use of a lost or stolen automated teller
machine card Cards were lost or stolen
in the home in 25% of these cases, and
they were taken as part of a wallet or
purse snatching in almost two-thirds of
the cases

Average losses to accountholders
were $255 per incident where loss was
to the accountholder only. Where both
the accountholder and the bank
incurred losses,2 average loss to the
accountholder was $74 per incident and
average loss to the bank was $365 per
incident
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Lost or stolen cards are used
in 49% of all automatic
teller machine frauds

Type of
automated
machine fraud

Withdrawalrelated incidents
Unauthorized vnthdrawals

Card lost or stolen

Card in possession
of cardholder

Overdraft
Withdrawal against
insufficient/bad deposit

Bank operations suspected
to be off hne or delayed

Deposit related incidents
Bad deposit

Stolen/fraudulent/
uncollectsble check
or empty envelope

Bad check deposited
by person other than
accountholder

Other

Total

Source Electronic fund transfer fraud
BJS Speoal Report March 1985

Percent of
fraudulent
incidents

49%

24

4

14

3

6

1

100%



Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and the National Crime Survey (NCS)
are the main sources of national crime statistics

National crime statistics focus
on selected crimes

The two sources, UCR and NCS, con-
centrate on measuring a limited number
of well-defined crimes. They do not
cover all possible criminal events Both
sources use commonly understood defi-
nitions rather than legal definitions of
cnme.

The UCR Index shows trends
in eight major crimes

In 1927 the International Association of
Chiefs of Police (IACP) formed a com-
mittee to create a uniform system for
gathering statistics on crimes known to
the police. The goal was to develop a
national system of statistics that would
overcome variations in the way crimes
were defined in different parts of the
country.

Because of their seriousness, frequency
of occurrence, and likelihood of being
reported to the police, seven crimes
were selected as the basis for the UCR
Index. This index evaluates changes in
the volume of crime Arson was added
as the eighth UCR Index offense in
1978

The NCS provides information
about victims and crimes
not reported to police

In 1973, to learn more about crimes and
the victims of crime, the National Crime
Survey began to measuie crimes not
reported to police as well as those that
are reported Except for homicide
(which is well reported in police statis-
tics) and arson (which is difficult to
measure using survey techniques), the
NCS measures basically the same
crimes as the UCR Both the UCR and
NCS count attempted as well as com-
pleted crimes NCS does not measure
commercial crimes

The portraits of crime from NCS
and UCR differ becatise they serve
different purposes and are based
on different sources

These are some of the more important
differences in the programs, thought to
account for much of the difference in
resulting statistics

How do UCR and NCS compare?

Offenses
measured.

Scope

Collection
method

Kinds of in-
formation

Uniform Crime Reports

Homcide
Rape
Robbery (personal and commercial)
Assault (aggravated)
Burglary (commercial and household)
Larceny (commercial and household)
Motor vehicle theft
Arson

Crimes reported to the police in most
jurisdictions, considerable flexi-
bility in developing smallarea data

Police department reports to FBI
or to centralized State agenc;es
that then report to FBI

In additioi, to offense counts
provides information on crime
clearances persons arrested,
persons charged, law enforce-
ment officers killed and assaulted
and characteristics of
homicide victims

Sponsor Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Investigation

National Crime Survey

Rape
Robbery (personal)
Assault (aggravated and simple)
Household burglary
Larceny (personal and household)
Motor vehicle theft

Crimes both reported and not reported
to police, all data are available for a
few large geographic area

Survey interviews, periodically
measures the total number of crimes
committed by asking a national sample
of 49.000 households encompassing
101,000 persons age 12 and over about
their experiences as victims of crime
during a specified period

Provides details about victims (such as
age race sex, education income
and whether the victim and
offender were related to each other)
and about crimes (such as time and
place of occurrence, whether or not
reported to polce, use of weapons
occurrence of injury, and economic
consequences)

Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics

The UCR counts only crirnr,ls coming
to the attention of the police fhe NCS
obtains information on both reported
and unreported crime, though not
necessarily all unreported crime

The UCR counts crimes committed
against all people and all ousinesses,
organizations, government agencies,
and other v ctims NCS counts only
crimes against persons age 12 or older
and against their households

The two programs, because they
serve different purposes, count crimes
differently in some instances For exam-
ple. if a criminal robs a victim and steals
someone else's car to escape, UCR
counts only the robbery, the more seri
ous crime NCS could count both, one
as a personal crime and one as a
household crime

Io

Each program is subject to a variety
of limitations that affect its estimate of
crime For example, an increased will-
ingness by victims to report crimes to
police could produce an apparent
increase in UCR estimates, even if the
"true" amount of crime remained stable
Similarly, the NCS is known to under-
count crimes committed by persons
related to the victim, specifically domes-
tic violence The result r.-,f these limita-
`'rms, some of which result in overcount-

rmme while others result in under
iting it, serve to Teate differences

in the estimates that the two programs
pi ,duce
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How much crime is there?

In 1985 violence or theft touched
about a fourth of all households

According to the NCS more than 22
million households were victimized by at
least one crime of violence or theft.

Almost 16 million households, or 18%
of those in the Nation, were victimized
by at least one theft during the year

Almost 5 million, or 50/0, were burglar-
ized at least once.

About 1% were victimized by the theft
or attempted theft of a motor vehicle.

5% of all households had members
who were victims of at least one violent
crime of rape, robbery, or aggravated or
simple assault

A violent crime by strangers
and/or a burglary struck
8% of all households in 1985

Public opinion polls show that burglaries
and violent crime by strangers are high
on the list of the greatest public con-
cerns and fears According to NCS, 7
million U S households were touched
by one or more of these crimes in
1985the household was burglarized
and/or one or more of its members
were raped, robbed, or assaulted by a
stranger. These high-concern crimes
affected 1 in 13 households in the
Nation.

35 million victimizations occurred
in 1985 according to NCS data

Personal crimes

Crimes of violence
Rape
Robbery
Aggravated assault
Simple assault

Crimes of theft
Larceny with contact
Larceny without
contact

Household crimes

Burglary
Larceny
Motor vehicle theft

138,000
985.000

1,605.000
3,094.000

523,000

12.951.000

5,594.000
8103,000
1.270,000

Total 34,864,000

Source Criminat victimization 1985
BJS Bulletm October 1986

Property crimes outnumbered violent crimes by 9 to 1

Property crimes 89%
Violent
crimes 11%

Murder .2%
Rape 7%Motor vehicle theft 9%

Burglary 25%

Larceny theft 56%

0 20 40

Percent of UCR Index offenses

60

Note Percents do not add to 100% because of rounding

Robbery 4%

Aggravated
assault 6%

100

Source FBI Crime in the United States 1985
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12 million UCR Index Crimes
were reported to police in 1985

Violent crimes
Murder
Forcible rape
Robbery
Aggravated assault

Property crimes
Burglary
Larceny theft
Motor vehicle theft

Total

Note Offenses may not add to totals because of rounding

Source FBI Crime in the United States 1985

1,327,440
18.980
87,340

497,870
723,250

11,102 600
3,073.300
6,926.400
1,102,900

12,430,000

Businesses reported almost
1 million burglaries and over
100,000 robberies in 1985

The UCR shows that more than half
the 956,096 nonresidential burglaries
ieoorted to the police in 1984 occurred
at night Eighteen percent were known
to have taken place during the aay. (In
31% the time of day was not known )

In 1985 more than 100,000 completed
or attempted robberies were reported to
the police by stores, gas stations,
banks, and other commercial establish-
ments. Convenience stores were sub-
jected to 26,000 robberies about 1 7
times the number of gas static!' robber-
ies and 4 times the number of iank
robberies



What are the trends in crime?

The various sources of crime data
examine different aspects
of crime and crime trends

The analysis of crime trends here uses
crime rates from several different
sources: the National Came Survey,
which has been conducted since 1973,
the Uniform Crime Reports, which was
begun in 1930; and homicide statistics
from coroners' reports to the National
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS),
which are available from 1900. As previ-
ously discussed, each of these sources
measures only specific types of crime

These statistical series are complemen-
tary measures of crime in much the
same way that the Consumer Price
Index and the Producer Price Index are
complementary measures of the
economy.

As previously disci. .,ed, NCS and UCR
serve different purposes and use differ-
ent methodologies. These differences
are thought to account for a large part
of the apparent divergence between
NCS and UCR trends.

Homicide data from the NCHS provide
another perspective on crime trends.
UCR and NCHS data on homicide track
closely, but differences in coverage and
definition cause slight differences in
rates The existence of both sources
and their close tracking confirms the
general trends 'n homicide and pro-
vides a long-term perspective on vio-
lence in the United States

Victimization rates are well below the levels of :979

Violent crimes
against persons
per 1,000 persons
age 12 and older

140

120

100

80

60

40

..-
20

0

% change
(1976-85)

Total violent crime---- -,,...,
Assault -""

Robbery

Rape

1976 1980

-8%
-4%

-22%
-16%

1985

Crimes of theft
against persons
per 1,000 persons
age 12 an. older

Crimes against
households
per 1,000
households

% change
(1976-85)

140 140

120 120

100 100

Larceny
without contact

80 80

- 28%

60 60

40 40

20 20

Purse snatching,
pocket picking

7%

Larceny

Burglary

% change
(1976-85)

Motor vehicle
theft

-21%

- 30%

-14%

0 0
1976 1980 1985 1976 1980 1985

Source Criminal victimization 1985, BJS Bu"etin, October 1986
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The percentage of households
touched by crime has declined
over the past 10 years

In 1985, 25% of all U S households
were touched by crime according to the
NCS Each of these households was
victimized by at least one burglary,
larceny, or motor vehicle theft, or one or
more of its members were victims of a
rape, robbery, or assault by strangers

The 1985 estimate continued a down-
wa0 trend that has characterized the
meature since its introduction in 1975
when 32% of all American households
were touched by crime

While the percentages have fallen for
every type of crime measured, the
declines have been the greatest for per-
sonal larceny without contact (from 16%
to 12%) and burglary (from 8% to 5%)

Several different theories explain
recent declines in crime rates

No one cause has been empirically
found to explain the recent decline in
crime Criminologists have offered
several possible explanations for the
recent decline in crime, including

incapacitation of larger numbers of
career criminals

decreasing size of the teen and young
adult population, the most crime-prone
age group in society

growth of citizen crime-prevention
activities such as neighborhood watch
programs.

Most UCR Index Crimes reported to the police have declined from their peak rates of 1980

UCR Index Crimes
per 100,000 U S pop'ilation

6,000

5,000

4,000

Total
UCR Index
Crimes

Larceny-theft

% change
(1976-85)

3.000 .........._._..//,./".....°------------%..,..............................

2,000

1,000

0

Burglary

------ \___
---

- 2%

- 1%

- 40/0

Total violent crimes-- --- + 19%
+ 3%

Motor vehicle theft

1976 1980

/

Violent UCR Index Crimes
per 100,000 0 S population

400

300

200

100

Aggravated
assault

% change
(1976-85)

Rape

---------------
Homicide

0
1985 1976 1980

+30%

+ 5%

+ 38%

10%

1985

Source FBI Crime in the United States 1985
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Homicide statistics provide insights
into long-term crime trends

To gain the best perspective, crime
trends should be examined over the
longest possible period. Short term
trends portray only a part of the trend
picture. For example, the most recent
decade of homicide data from the

Netio'ial Center for Health Statistics
sho,vs rates rising from 1976, peaking in
1980, anc declining to levels below the
1976 rate However, this :s only part of a
long-term trend apparent since 1900
Overall, three major long-term trends in
homicioe are evident From 1903 to
1933 the rate rose from 11 to 9 7 homi-
cides per 100,000 people Between

1934 and 1958 it fell to 4 5 From 1961
through 1980 it rose again to 11. Many
minor, short-term trends are also evi-
dent, such as the 1945-47 rise within a
long-term falling trend It is too early to
tell whether the decline since 1980 is
the start of a long-term declining trend
or a temporary pause in the rising trend
that began in 1961.

In 1980, the homicide rate was at the highest level in tNis century

Homicides per 100.000
U S population

10

75

5

25

0
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 19'0 1960 tutO 1980 1985

Source Vital statistics of the United States, National Center for Health Statistics
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How serious are various types of crimes?

The public's ranking of the severity
of crimes was measured through
a national survey

The National Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS) was conducted in 1977. It
described 204 illegal eventsfrom play-
ing hooky from school to planting a
bomb that killed 20 people in a public
building. This survey of a nationwide
sample of people is the largest measure
ever made of how the public ianks the
seriousness of spedfic kinds of
offenses.

Severity scores were devCaped from
the responses to the survey. Mathemati-
cal techniques were used to enable
comparisons between scores. For exam-
ple, a severity score of 40 is twice as
serious as a score of 20.

The National Survey of Crime
Severity found that many diverse
groups of people generally agree
about the relative severity
of specific crimes

However, the severity scores assigned
by crime victims are generally higher
than those assigned by nonvictims. For
most people, the severity of a crime of
theft depends on the dollar value cf the
loss rather than on the background of
the person making the judgment

However, some differences were noted
among different groups of people:

The severity scores assigned by
blacks and members of other racial
groups (Asians, Pacific Islanders, Native
Americans, etc) were generally lower
than those assigned by whites.

Older people found thefts with large
losses to be slightly more severe than
did people of other age groups.

Almost everyone agrees that
violent crime is more serious
than property crime

However, people make distinctions
about seriousness depending on the
circumstances of the crime. For exam-
ple, an assault is viewed as more seri-
ous if a parent assaults a child than if a
man assaults his wife, even though both
victims require hospitalization. These
differences are greater for assaults that
result in death.

How do people rank the severity of crime?

Seventy Severity
score Ten most serious offenses score

72 1 Planting a bomb in a public build,ng
The bomb explodes and 20 people are
killed

52 8 A man forcibly rapes a woman As a
result of physical injuries, she dies

43 2 Robbing a victim at gunpoint The vic
tim struggles and is shot to death

39 2 A man stabs his wife As a result, she
dies

35 7 Stabbing a victim to death

35 6 Intentionally injuring a victim As a
result, the victim dies

33 8 Running a narcotics ring

27 9 A woman stabs her husband As a
result, he dies

26 3 An armed person skyjacks an airplane
and demands to be flown to another
country

25 8 A man forcibly rapes a woman No
other physical injury occurs

Ten least serious offenses

1 3 Two persons willingly engage in a
homosexual act

1 1 Disturbing the neighborhood with loud,
noisy behavior

11

1 1

Taking bets on the numbers

A group continues to hang around a
corner after being told to break up by a
police officer

9 A youngster under 16 years old runs
away from home

8 3eing drunk in public

7 A youngster under 16 years old breaks
a curfew law by being out on the street
after the hour permitted by law

6 Trespassing in the backyard of a private
home

3 A person is a vagrant That is, he has
no home and no visible means of sup-
port

2 A youngster under 16 years old plays
hooky from school

Source The seventy of crime BJS Bullet!, January 1984

In deciding on severity people seem to
take into account such factors as

The ability of the victim to protect
him/herself. For exa.0e, when a parent
beats a young child this offense is
scored higher (22 9) than when a
teenage boy beats his mother (15.9).

Extent of injury and loss. For example,
when death is involved scores are much
higher (35.6) than when there is no
hospitalization (85).
P For property crimes, the type of busi-
ness or organization from which the
property is stolen. For example, stealing
a $1,000 painting from a museum is
ranked higher (9.7) than stealing $1,000
in tools from a railroad yard (79).

The relationship of the offender to the
victim For example, when a man beats
his wife with his fists resulting in
hospitalization the score is higher (183)
than when thr, same situation occurs
among three high school boys and a
male classmate (11.3)
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The types of drugs used when drugs
are involved. For example, selling heroin
to others for resale is rated higher (206)
than when the same offense involves
marijuana (8.5), individual use of heroin
is rated 6.5, marijuana 1.4

White-collar crimes are viewed as
seriously as many conventional
property and violent crimes

Such crimes include fraud against con-
sumers, cheating on income taxes, pol-
lution by factories, pricefixing, and
acceptance of bribes For example, the
score for a doctor cheating on claims
he or she makes to a Federal health
insurance plan for patient services (14.1)
is almost three times as high as the
score for forcefully robbing a victim of
$10 when no injury occurs (51)



When does crime occur?

The warmer months are the peak
season for many types of crime

The impact of seasonality on crime
rates varies from one type of crime to
another, but NCS data indicate that
most types of persona! and household
crimes are more likely to occur during
the warmer months of the year. UCR
data show that the number of rapes
reported to the police also peaks during
the summer months.

Among the possible explanations for
this warm-weather trend, the most prob-
able ones are that

people spend more time outdoors
during these months, making theril
more vulnerable to some crimes

individuals leave their homes more
often during this time of year, or leave
doors and windows open, making their
homes more vulnerable to property
crimes

Exceptions to this trend include
robbery, which fluctuates acres;

months, but displays no regular pa'tern
of high and low months from one year
to another

personal larceny of less than $50,
which shows a regular seasonal trend,
but displays a drop during the summer
months that is most likely from a decline
in school-related thefts during the
summer

Crime incidence varies
with time of day

In 1985 among the crimes most likely to
occur during evening or nighttime hours
were motor vehicle theft (63%) and seri-
ous violent offenses such as robbery
with injury (60%) and aggravated
assault (58%), according to the NCS
Among the crimes least likely to happen
at night were simple assault (45%),
purse snatching and pocket picking
(34%), and personal larceny without
contact (35%)

Many people do not know when some
crimes took place However, among vic
tims who did know, burglaries were
almost equally divided between day-
time ar, nighttime, and household
larcenies were more likely to happen at
night.

Some types of larceny and burglary show strong seasonal trends

Household larcenies of more than $50

Rate per 1.000
households

40

20

0

July

August

1980 1981 1982

Household burglaries: Unlawful entries

Rate per 1,000
households

20

0

1983 1984

'980 1981 1982

Personal larcenies with contact
(Purse snatchings and pocket pickongs)

Rate per 1,000
Persons ago 12
and older

3

i

0

1983 1984

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Source BJS National Crime Survey, 1980-84
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Where does most crime occur?

In what counties is crime most likely to occur?

bah..111

P. at
1.

A;.A111
1.

..4.4 dirVir; ,a-

Source Ftii Un.torm Come Reports 1984

Counties with the highest crime
rates are diverse; those with the
lowest rates tend to be rural

Many factors can account for part cu
larly high or low county crime

High crime rates were recorded in
1984 for a diverse set of counties Some
(such as Suffolk County, Massachusetts,
and iviuitnomah County, Oregon) con
tam large L rban centers Oti ei. are
resort areas (such as Alpine County,
California, and Summit County,
Colorado) Resort areas have a high
number of transients who are not
included in the resident populations that
are used to compute these rates

I

N
Rural counties are heavily represented

among counties with both very high
and very low per capita crime rates
There are several possible explanations
for these findings First, the populations
for these counties tend to be very small,
so that any change in the aosolute vol
ume of crime will greatly affect per cap
ita crime rates Second, geographic dis
persion of rural populations and crime
reporting practices may affect the per
ception, detection and reporting of
crimes
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Number of UCR Index
offenses per 1 000 population
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In some ways, the incidence
of crime differs by region

In 1986 the NCS showed that
Households in the Northeast were

least vulnerable to crime (19%), while
those in the West were most vulnerable
(30%) About 25% of the households in
the Midwest and South were touched
by crime

Households in all regions were about
as likely to have a memuer suffer a rob-
bery or have a motor vehicle stolen

Northeastern households were the
least likely to be victims of a theft, bur
glary, or assault



Crime rates are highest in major metropolitan areas

Number of UCR Index
crime rates per
100.000 population

Violent Property
CMOs crimes

Metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) 658 5 262
Uwanized areas that include at least one city with 50,000 or
more inhabitants, or a Census Bureau defined urbanized
area of at least 50.000 inhabitants and a total MSA popula
lion of at least 100,000

NonMSA cities 319 4,262
Cities that do not qualify as MSA central cities and are not
otherwise included in an MSP

Suburban areas 341 3 883
Suburban cities and counties within metropolitan areas

Rural Areas 168 1 636

Source FBI Come in the Limed States 1985

What are the trends in urban,
suburban, and rural :rime?

According to the UCR from 1983 -86
Increases in violent crime were

greatest for suburban areas (20%) and
MSAs (17%)

Violent and property crime rates
consistently highest for MSAs, foll
by the rates of suburbs and n,
cities, and consistently lowest raI
areas

Violent crime rates increased in all
types of places, ranging from a rise of
9% in rural areas to an increase of 20%
in suburban areas

Prc..e,, iy crime rates showed less
change. This rate dropped in rural areas
(2%) Other types of places registered
an increase of no more than 5% (MSAs
and suburban areas)

By far the largest number of crimes
occurs in the general area
where the victim lives

According to NC S
88% of the violent victimizations of

central city residents occurred in their
central city: 73% of the violent victimiza-
tions of suburban residents occurred in
their suburb arE , and 77% of violent
victiinizations of nonmetropolitan resi-
dents occurred in the same county as
their residence

Suburban dwellers are more likely to
be victims of crime in their central city
than are city dwellers to become victims
in the suburb surrounding their cities
This may result from differences in com-
muting patterns

Robbery and personal larceny with
contact (purse snatching and pocket

-1-ng) are especially likely to occur in

Persons who live in centrli cities
are more likely than suburban or
rural residents to be victimized

Victimization rates for persons age 12 and older

Place of residence Crimes of Crimes
and population violence of theft

Total all areas

All central cities
50 000-249 999
250 00-499 999
500,000-999 999
1 000,000 or 'PPR,

All suburban areas
50 000-249 999
250,000-499 999
500 000-999 999
1 000 000 o mort,

31 71

43
38
39
48
48

29
25
30
30
33

92
90
85

105
90

82
72
79
88
93

Nonmetiopoltkin areas 22 F8

de Pates are per OW poi SilOr iae 12 And older The
Po ,o 'doge calegor,e5 shoAn under the ..ot entrai

0r sub ,rban areas meadow, we based only 0'1
the Ceroal cty and do 001 0,Clude ire POPrr[at,OP

mire tretropOWan area

Source Lo(dong of), suburban and rural r rime
BJS Spec, ii Report December 1985

87% of violent crimes
by strangers occurred away
from the victim's home

National Crime Survey data for 1985
indicate that

26% of the total number 1 violent
crimes occurred in and around the vic-
tim's home, but 32% of all rapes
occurred there

40% of violent crimes by persons
known to the victim occurred in or near
the victim's home but only 16% of
those committed by strangers occurred
there.

84% of all household larcenies
occurred near rather than inside the vic-
tim's home, partly because thefts inside
the home often involve illegal entries or
breakins and thus would be cless:fted
as burglaries.

Personal larcenies witl contact (such
as pocket pickling) occurred in a num-
ber of different settings such as
on the street (230/0), in commercial
buildings (22c/o), and or public trans
portation (15%)

We crimes
of violence
(rape
robbery

Place of occurrence assault)

On street In a
parking lot

On pubic trans
portation

Inside cornmer
cial building

Inside restaurant

Inside own home

Ncdr Own home

Inside school

rriond s
neighbor s home

Elsewhere

Total

0/0 personal
larceny
w.th
contact"

36% 1.80/0

1 15

7 22

6 12

1,i 3

13 4

9 4

8 3

8 10

1006o 100 °'o

'By deta 00 perr.00,0 !art tr0y oelho A conlat 1 t ann01
Ul Rd 0 9 ese lot ,i110,0 lt (tits, trim r 0r0e are hOusehoSa
lart tn eS

Source BJS C oar rev US 1985 May
1387
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To what extent are weapons involved in crime?

Except for homicide, most violent
crimes do not involve weapons

Weapon Homi- Rob
use cide Rape bery Assault

Weapon used 93% 25% 49% 34%
Firearm 59 11 23 12
Knife 21 14 21 10
Other 13 5 13 15

None used 7% 75% 51% 66%

Note Because some wctimizations involve more than one
type of weapon totals may add to more than 100%

Sources The use of weapons in committing crimes, BJS
Special Report January 1986, and FBI Crime in the Uniteo
States 1985

Weapons are most often used
to threaten

Violent offenders may use weapons to
force the victim to submit to the
offenders' demands without actually
assaulting the victim and causing injury
Offenders armed only with a gun actu-
ally shot victims in somewhat less than
4% of all violent victimizations and
attempted to shoot the victim in 21% of
such incidents; offenders armed only
w:h knives actually stabbed victims in
10% and tried to stab victims in another
12% of all victimizations More than half
of all victimizations by offenders armed
only with guns (58%) and half of all vic-
timizations by offenders armed only with
knives involved only the threat posed by
the weapon itself.

Armed offenders seldom had more
than one type of weapon

According to NCS, in about 93% of all
victimizations between 1973 and 1982 in
%,vhich offenders possessed weapons,
the offenders had only one type of
weapon (that is, only guns or only
knives or only other objects used as
weapons)

Handguns were used in 43% of all homicides in 1985

43%

7%

5%

4%
1

I Shotguns
Rifles

Other firearms
21%

5%
1

7%

8%

I Cutting or stabbing instruments
Blunt objects (clubs, hammers, etc.)

I Persona I weapons (hand, fist, foot, etc.)

Ciller weapons (poison, explosive, fire, etc.)

IHandguns

Source FBI Crime in the United States '985

An offender's choice of weapons
can affect crime completion

NCS data indicate that an offender with
a gun rather than with a I.nife or other
weapon has a greater ability to com-
plete robberies or rapes. Offenders with
guns or knives completed a higher
proportion of rapes than did unarmed
offenders and those armed with other
weapons.

The armed assailants that victims
face are more likely to be strangers
than nonstrangers

In 68% of the victimizations that
involved a weapon, the victim and
offender were strangers rather thar
acquaintances (26%) or relatives (6%).
Strangers were the offenders in 71% of
all victimizations involving guns, 68% of
all involving knives, and 65% of all
involving other weapons.

Victims attacked by armed offenders were more likely than those
attacked by unarmed offenders to be injured seriously

Violent
victimizations
involving

Percent of violent victimizations where the victim

Was at
tacked

Was at-
tacked and
injured

Was iniured
and needed
medical help

Needed med.
cal help in
a hospital

Unarmed offenders 52% 3C% 10% 6%

Armed offenders 49% 30% 15% 11%
Gun only 37 14 8 6
Knife only 43 25 14 10
Other only (rocks, bottles,

sticks, etc) 63 45 22 15
Combination

of weapons 58 38 21 15

Source The use of weapons a, commdttng cnrnes
BJS Specai Report January 1986
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What is the relationship between
injury and presence of a gun
in victimization?

When guns are present victims are less
likely to be injured than if the offender is
armed with a knife or other weapon
because guns are often used to coerce
the victim into compliance, according to
NCS. However, when the gun is fired
injuries to the victim (if the victim sur-
vives) are often very serious Offenders
armed only with guns actually shot vic-
tims in somewhat less than 4% of all
violent victimizations and attempted to
snoot the victim in 21% of such inci-
dents

However, for victims who reported
hospital stays of one night or longer,
those who tad been injured by guns
reported an average hospital stay of
163 days compared to 72 days for inci-
dents involving knives, 8 2 days for
other weapons, and 66 days for injuries
inflicted by an unarmed offender

Men were more likely than women
and blacks were more likely than
whites to be attacked by
an armed offender

About 41% of male but only 29% of
female violent crime victims between
1973 and 1982 were attacked by
offenders with weapons

More than half (51%) of all black but
only 35% of white victims of violent
crime between 1973 and 1982 faced
offenders with weapons

Blacks were twice as likely as whites
to be confronted by an offender armea
with a gun

Law enforcement officers
most often are assaulted
by unarmed offenders

% resulting
Means of % of all in personal
assault assaults injury

Firearm 5% 21%
Knife 3 27
Other weapon 9 41

Hands. fists.
feet etc 84 34

Total 1000/4 100%

Note To:as add to more that 100% because of use of
muitpie ...capons

Source r 81 Law enforcement often Wed and assaulted
7985

However, weapons were more likely to
be involved in the injury or death of law
enforcement officers Of the 78 law
enforcement officers feloniously killed in
the line of duty in 1985, three-fourths
(58) were killed by handguns Three
officers were killed by rifles and 9 by
shotguns. Eight officers died from other
than firearm wounds 1 was stabbed, 5
were struck by a vehicle, and 3 were
beaten with blunt objects

In addition, 70 law enforcement officers
were accidently killed in the line of duty
in 1985 Of these, 33 died in motor vehi-
cle accidents, 8 in aircraft accidents,
and 7 officers were killed when struck
by vehicles In addition, 5 died in
acciaental shootings and 6 by other
means such as falls or drowning

847 bombing incidents occurred
in the United States in 1985

Bombing incidents declined by 59%
between 1975 and 1985, falling from
2,074 in 1075 to 847 in 1985

In 1985 actual bombings made up
68% of the total number of bombing
incidents, 32% were attempts.

The 847 bombing incidents in 1985
represented an increase from the 803
that occurred in the previous year.

Personal injuries from bombings
between 1975 and 1984 dropped from
326 to 144 and deaths from 69 to 28.

In 1975 three major bombings
resulted in a very high number of
deaths and injuries for that year.

What is the target of bombings?

Target of bombing
incidents

Residences
Commercial establishments
Vehicles
Schools
Government property

(including military
and postal)

Persons
Police/fire department

buildings/property
Miscellaneous

Total

Source FBI Bomb summary, 1985

% of all
incidents
(actual and
attempted)

What is the motive in bombing
incidents?

29%
17
19
6

5
7

2
17

100%

Terrorist groups claimed responsibility
for 5 of the 847 bombing incidents in
1985 All 5 of these incidents were
actual explosions. The three most com-
mon motives attributed to nonterronst
bombings in 1985 were animosity, mis-
chief, and revenge More than half of all
bombings were done for unknown
motives
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Basic sources

U.S. Department of Justice

Bureau of Justice Statistics

BJS Bulletins
Criminal victimization, 1985, NCJ102534,

October 1986
Household burglar/ NCJ96021, January 1985
Households touched by crime, 1985, NCJ-

101685, June 1986; 1986, NCJ-105289,
June 1987

The severity of crime NCJ92326, January
1984

BJS Special Reports
Electronic fund transfer and cnme, NCJ92650,

February 1984
Electronic fund transfer fraud. Computer

crime, NCJ96666, March 1985
Locating city, suburban, and rural crime,

NCJ-99535, December 1985
Robbery victims, NCJ-104638, Apnl 1987
The use of weapons in committing crimes,

NCJ-99643, January 1986
Tracking offenders: White-collar crh le, NCJ-

102867, November 1986

BJS Reports
Computer crime: Electronic fund transfer

systems and crime, NCJ-83736, July 1982
Criminal victimization in the United States,

1985, NCJ104273, May 1987
Dictionary of criminal justice data

terminology- Terms and definitions
proposed for interstate and national data
collection and exchange, 2nd edition,
NCJ76939, 1981

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud
Computer cnme, NCJ100461, April 1986

BJS Survey
National Crime Survey, 1973-85

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Bombing summary, 1985
Crime in the United States 1984 and 1985
Law enforcement officers killed and assaulted

1985
Uniform Crime Reports, 1961-85

National Institute of Justice

Reiss. Albert J. and Albert D Biderman,
Data sources on white-collar lawbreaking,
September 1980

Edelhertz, Herbert. The nature, impact, and
prosecution of white-collar crime, 1970

President's Commission on Organized Cn.ne

Report to the President and Attorney
General, The impact Organized crime
today (Washington USGPO, Apnl 1986)

U.S. Department of Transportation

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administrat.on.

A digest or State alcoholhighway safety
related legislation, 1st edition, 1983, 5th
edition, January 1, 198i

1985 traffic fatalities, preliminary report,
technical report, DOT HS 806968, May 1986

LS. Department of Health and Human
Services

National Center for Health Statistics

Vital statistics of the United States, 1983

Other sources
A comprehensive perspective on civil and
criminal RICO legislation and litigation,
American Bar Association, Cnminal Justice
Section, April 18, 1985, pp 6-7

Block, Carolyn Rebecca. Lethal violence in
Chicago over seventeen years Homicides
known to the police, 1965-1981, Illinois Crimi-
nal Justice Information Authority, July 1985

Douglas and Restler, 'Criminal profiling from
crime scene analysis," Behavioral Science
and the Law (Autumn 1986)

Levin. Jack, and James Alan Fox. Mass
murder Amenca's growing menace (New
York and London Plenum Press, 1985)

Sutherland, Edwin, White collar crime (New
York Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1949)

Notes
1The estimate includes drunk passengers,
bicyclists, and pedestrians, not just drunk
drivers

2Federal Regulation E provides that, in
general, accountholders will be liable for only
$5C loss where ATM cards are reported
missing within 2 working days of discovery or
::530 if card is reported missing after 2 days

P,J
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Chapter II

The victim

Patsy A. Klaus
Carol G Kaplan
Michael R. Rand
Bruce M. Taylor

This chapter profiles victims of crime
with data that answer such questions
as
How do crime rates compare with the
rates of other life events?

Is there a relationship between the fear
of crime and actual risks of victimiza-
tion?

How does crime affect its victims?

What groups of people are most likely
and least likely to become victims of
crime?

What are the risks of becoming a victim
of rape, robbery, or assault?

What kinds of households are victimized
by crime?

Who are the victims of homicide?

What is the likelihood of being vic-
timized over an entire lifetime?

How do people protect themselves from
crime?

Is a person more likely to be victimized
by a stranger or by a relative or
acquaintance?

Why are only a third of all crimes
against people and their households
reported to the ponce?

Which States have compensation pro-
grams to help victims of violent crime?

3o

Patrick A Langan of BJS prepared the
data on risks of various life events and
on the lifetime risk of homicide. Other
valuable contributions to this chapter
were made by Sara E Smith, Anita D.
Timrots, Herbert Koppel, and Catherine
Whitaker of BJS and by the National
Organization for Victim Assistance
Assistance in verifying the information
on the use of deadly force was
provided by numerous people in the
various States, particularly the directors
of the State Statistical Analysis Centers
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The fear of crime affects many people, including
some who have never been victims of crime

How do crime rates compare with
the rates of other life events?

Events

Accidental injury, all
circumstances

Accidental injury at home

Personal theft

Accidental injury at work

Violent victimization

Assault (aggravated and simple)

Injury in motor vehicle accident

Death, all causes

Victimization with injury

Serious (aggravated) assault

Robbery

Heart disease death

Cancer death

Rape (women only)

Accidental death, all
circumstances

Pneumonia/influenza death

Motor vehicle accident death

Suicide

Injury from fire

Homicide/legal intervention
death

Death from fire

Rate per
1,000 adults
per year

242

79

72

58

31

24

17

11

10

9

6

4

2

2

5

3

2

2

1

03

These rates approximate your chances of becoming a
victim of these events Moe precise estrriates can be
derived by taking account of such factors as your age
sex race, place of residence and lifestyle Findings are
based on 1982-84 data but there is httle variation in
rates from year to year

These rates exclude children from the caicuiations
(those under age 12-17 depending on the series) Fire
injurysteath data are based on the total popuiation
because no agr specific data are available in this
ser.es

Sources Current estimates from the National Health
Interview Survey United States 1982 National Cer
for Healtr Statistics 'Advance report of final mon-
statistics 1983" Monthly Vital Statistics Report No vial
Center for Health Statistics Estimates of the population
of the United States. by age. sex and race /980 to
1984 US Bureau cf the Census The 1984 Fire Alma
nac. National Fire Protection Association Criminal yrs'.
timization 1984 BJS Bulletin October 1985

The chance of being a violent
crime victim, with or without
injury, is greater than that of
being hurt in a traffic accident

The rates of some violent crimes are
higher than those of some other serious
life events For example, the risk of
being the victim of a violent crime is
higher than the risk of death from can-
cer or injury or death from a fire Still, a
person is much more likely to die from
natural causes than as a result of a
criminal victimization.

About a third of the people
in the United States feel very safe
in their neighborhoods

The fear of crime cannot be measured
precisely because the kinds of fears
people express vary depending on the
specific questions asked. Nevertheless,
asking them about the likelihood of
crime in their homes and neighbor-
hoods yields a good assessment of how
safe they feel in their own immediate
environment

In the Victimization Risk Survey, a 1984
supplement to the National Crime Sur-
vey, most people said that they felt at
least fairly safe in their homes and
neighborhoods Yet, the people who
said that they felt "fairly safe" may have
been signaling some concern about
crime Based on a "very safe" response,
a little more than 4 in 10 people felt
entirely safe in their homes and about 1
in 3 felt totally safe in their
neighborhoods

homeowners felt safer than renters
people living in nonmetropolitan areas

felt safer than those living in cities
families with incomes of $50,000 or

more were most likely to report their
neighborhoods were very safe from
crime
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The Victimization Risk Survey found
that

9 in 10 persons felt very or fairly safe
in their places of work

few personsabout 1 in 10felt in
danger of being a victim of a crime by
a fellow employee, but persons working
in places that employ more than 50
people were more likely to express fear
of possible victimization

The groups at the highest risk
of becoming victims are not
the ones who express the
greatest fear of crime

Females and the elderly generally
express a greater fear of crime than do
people in groups who face a muc.;
greater risk. The Reactions to Crime
project found that such impressions are
related to the content of information
about crime. Such information tends to
emphasize stories about elderly and
female victims These stories may
influence women and the elderly in
judging the seriousness of their own
condition Perhaps groups such as
females and the elderly reduce their risk
of victimization by constricting their
activities to reduce their exposure to
danger This behavior would account, at
least in part, for their high levels of fear
and their low levels of victimization

Relatives, friends, and neighbors
who hear about a crime become
as fearful as the victim

When one household in a neighbor-
hood is affected by a crime, the entire
neighborhood may feel more vulnerable
This suggests that people who have not
been victimized personally may be
strongly affected when they hear about
how others have been victimized The
Reactions to Crime project found that
indirect reaction to crime is often very
strong



How does crime affect its victims?

$13 billion was lost from personal
and household crimes in 1985

The direct cash and property losses
from personal robberies, personal and
household larcenies, household bur-
glaries, and privately owned motor vehi-
cle theft in 1985 was slightly more than
$13 billion This NCS finding probably
ur Jerestimates the amount covered by
insurance because the claims of many
respondents had not been settled at the
time of the NCS interview.

UCR data show that in 1985 losses
from reported robberies, burglaries, and
larceny/theft surpassed $5.9 billion
Among the many economic conse-
quences of crime are lost productivity
from victims' absence from work, medi-
cal care, and the cost of security meas-
ures taken to deter crime.

Other costs of crime include the eco-
nomic costs of the underground econ-
omy, lowered property values. and pain
and suffering of victims, their families,
friends, and neighbors A fuller discus-
sion of the cost of crime is in Chapter V

The economic impact of crime
differs for different groups

The cost of crime is borne by all seg-
ments of society, but to different
degrees A study on the economic cost
of crime using NCS data for 1981
shows that the dollar loss from crimes
involving money, property loss, or
destruction of property rises with
income

Median losses were higher for house-
holds with incomes of $15,000 or more
than for households with incomes of
less than $7,500 from burglary ($200 vs
$100) and from motor vehicle theft
($2 000 vs $700)

Median losses from personal crimes
were higher for blacks ($58) than for
whites ($43)

Median losses from household crimes
were higher for blacks ($90) than for
whites ($60).

More than 93% of the total loss from
crime was in crimes without victim-
offender contact (such as burglary, theft
without contact, and motor vehicle
theft)

Many victims or members of their
families lose time from work

Along with injuries suffered, victims or
other members of their household may
have lost time from work because of a
violent crime. Lost worktime was
reported in 15% of rapes and 7% of
assaults (11% of aggravated assaults,
6% of simple assaults).

Violent crimes killed 19,000 and
injured 1.7 million in 1985

NCS data for 1985 show that of all rape,
robbery, and assault victims

30% were injured

15% required some kind of medical
attention

8% required hospital care

The likelihood of injury was
greater for females than males even

when rape was excluded from the anal-
ysis

about the same for whites and blacks
greater for persons from lower than

from higher income households.

Who is injured seriously enough
to require medical attention?

An analysis of NCS data for 1973-82
found that

Female victims are more likely than
male victims to be injured, but they
have about the same likelihood of
requiring medical attention (13% of
female vs 12% of male victims).

Blacks are more likely than whites to
require medical attention when injured
in violent crimes, 16% of black violent
crime victims and 16% of the victims of
all other racial groups required medical
attention, while 11% of white victims
required such care

How seriously a victim is injured varies by type of crime

Percent of all violent
victimizations requiring

Medical
attention

Treatment
in hospital
emergency room

Median stay
Overnight for those
hospital hospitalized
stay overnight

Rape 24% 14% 4 days
Robbery 15 7 2 5
Assault 11 5 1 5

Aggravated 18 9 3 5
Simple 7 3 2

less then Sot

Source BJS National Cnme Survey 1973-82
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The risk of being victimized depends on a combination of factors

Who are the victims of crime?

Victims of crime are more often men
than women

Younger people are more likely than
the elderly to be victims of crime

Blacks we more likely than whites or
members of other racial groups to be
victims of violent crime

The divorced or separated and the
never married are more likely than the
married or widowed to be victims of
crime These differences may result
from age differences of people in vari-
ous marital-status groups

Violent victimization rates are higher
among persons in lower income
families.

Theft victimization rates do not differ
significantly across racial categories

Violent victimization rates are higher
among unemployed persons (whether
male, female, white, or black) than
among employed persons in their
respective groups

Violent and theft victimization rates are
higher among people who live in cities,
lower among those who live in suburbs,
and lowest among those who live in
rural areas

Young males have the highest violent
victimization rates; elderly females have
the lowest.

Victimization rates per 1,000 persons age 12 and older

Personal
crimes of

theft

Personal
crimes of

Personal
crimes of

violence violence theft violence theft

Total (U.S.) 30 69

Sex Family income Race, sex, and age summary
Male 39 75 Less than $7,500 52 68 White males
Female 22 65 $7,500-$9,999 34 63 12-15 73 111

$10,000-$14,999 32 65 16-19 92 134
Age $15,000424,999 28 68 20-24 78 116
12-15 54 108 $25,000-$29,999 29 69 25-34 44 87
16-19 67 122 $30,000-$49,999 22 76 35-49 23 66
20-24 60 108 $50,000 or more 25 90 50-64 11 42
25-34 37 83 65 and older 5 22
35-49 20 63 Education White females
50-64 10 40 0-4 years 13 23 12-15 39 116
65 and older 5 19 5-7 years 35 59 16-19 47 129

8 years 34 57 20-24 42 103
Race and origin 9-11 years 39 71 25-34 28 78
White 29 70 High school graduate 27 60 35-49 15 62
Black 38 63 1-3 years college 34 87 50-64 8 39
Other 25 73 College graduate 22 89 65 and older 3 17
Hispanic 30 60 Black males
NonHispanic 30 70 Employment status (1984) 12-15 sp 0.

Retired 5 20 16-19 69 74
Marital status by sex Keeping house 14 35 20-24 67 10::
Males Unable to work 17 25 25-34 FO 113

Never married 72 112 Employed 32 81 35-49 31 60
Divorced/separated 57 102 In school 45 110 50-6' 27 48
Married 19 52 U nemployed 76 90 P:, and older ' 21

Widowed 10 31 dlack females
Females Residence (1984) 12-15 19 74

Never married 38 102 Central city 43 85 16-19 46 54
Divorced/separated 51 84 1,000,000 or more 4P 80 20-24 58 70
Married 11 50 500,000-999,999 45 92 25-34 48 68
Widowed 7 21 250,000-499,999 37 88 35-49 20 54

50,000-249,999 44 81 50-64 10 33
Suburban 30 77 65 and older ' 12
Rural 54

Note Personal comes of vdence include rape rob
bery and assault Personal comes of theft include
larceny mthout contact purse snatching and rocket
poking
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Who are the victims of violent crime?

Violent crime is more likely to strike
men than women except for rape
the young than the elderly
people with low than with high incomes
blacks than whites or members of other minority groups
the divorced or separated and the never married than the

married or widowed.

What kinds of households are the victims of crime?

Household crime rates are highbr for households--
headed by blacks than those headed by whites or mem-

bers of other racial groups
headed by younger people
with six or more people
headed by renters than those headed by home owners
in the central cities than those in suburbs or rural areas.

Sex

Rates per 1,000 persons
age 12 and older

Rates per 1,000 households

Household
burglary Larceny

Motor
vehicle
theft

Robbery Assault Rape

Male 7 32 Age of household head
Female 3 17 12-19 213 224 18

20-34 83 137 21
Age 35-49 69 110 15
12-15 9 45 50-64 48 75 13
16-19 9 55 2 65 and older 33 41 5
20-24 10 48 2
25-34 6 30 1 Race or origin
35-49 3 16 of household head
50.64 2 8 White 60 95 13
65 and older 2 3 Black 83 120 22

Other 45 88 17
Race and origin Hispanic 85 127 23
White 4 24 1 Non-Hispanic 62 96 14
Black 11 26 2
Other 7 17 Income
Hispanic 8 22 Less than $7,500 86 98 11
NonHispanic 5 24 1 $7,500-$9,999 60 101 15

$10,000-14,999 67 101 14
Marital status $15,000-$24,999 59 104 14
Divorced/separated 9 42 2 $25,000-$29,999 54 95 13
Never married 10 45 1 $30,000-$49,999 58 99 16
Married 2 13 0 $50,000 or more 56 104 21
Widowed 3 4

Income
Number of persons
in household

Less than $7,500 9 41 2 One 53 62 10
$7,500-$9,999 7 25 1 2-3 61 92 14
$10,000-$14,999 5 26 1 4-5 75 136 18
$15,000-$24,999 5 23 6 or more 78 173 17
$2`,000-$29,999 5 24
$30,000-$49,999 4 18 1 Form of tenure
$50,300 or more 3 21 Home owned or

being bought 50 83 11

Employment status (1984) Home rented 84 123 19
Employed 6 26 1

In school 9 33 3 Place of residence (1984)
Keeping house 3 10 1 Central city 87 129 22
Retired 2 3 1,000,000 or more 85 97 35
Unable to work 5 11 500,000-999,999 81 138 20
Unemployed 17 56 3 250,000-499,999 90 144 22

50,000-249,999 91 142 13
Residence (1984) Outside central city
Central city 11 31 1 (suburban) 56 97 16
Suburban 5 24 1 Nonmetropolitan (rural) 53 76 8
Rural 3 19 1

'There were too few cases to obtam stafistbaity rehable data
"This rate based on women only the rate based on the total populatton ,5 1

Source BJS Cromal vichmrzabon rr) the US 1984 and 1985

Source BJS Cnminal wct,nzation o the U S 1984 and 1985
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Who are the victims of homicide?

What are the characteristics Homicide is one of the 15 most frequent causes of death
of homicide victims?

Percent of deaths by age at death

Homicide victims are more often men All ages 1-14 15-24 25-34

than women.
Persons aged 25-34 are the most 3910b Heart disease 452% Accidents 5350/0 Accidents 342 ° /o Accidents

likely to be homicide victims 21 4 Malignant 110 Malignant 136 Homicide 14 5 Homicide
Blacks are five times more likel; than neoplasms neoplasms

whites to be homicide victims 8 7 Cerebrovascular 8 4 Congenital 10 7 Suede 11 8 Suicide

Number
54

ctim
characteristics

Homicides
in 1985

per 100 000
inhabitants

2 9

2 8
Total
including unknown
characteristics

17 545 7

1 8

1 6

Sex
Male 13,015 11

1 5

Female 4 511 4

1 4

Age
Under 1 year 190 5 I 2

1-14 690 1

15-24 4 081 10 9

25-34 5 370 13

35-44 3 087 10 5
45-54 1,576 7

55-64 1 120 5

65 and older 1 048 4 4

Unknown age 383
3

Race
White 9 789 5 Total

Black 7,294 24 deaths

Other 369 5

Sources FBI Crime in the United States 1985 Estimates of
the population of th^ United States by age set and race
1980 85 U S Bureau of the Census

What is your lifetime risk
of being a homicide victim?

Lifetime risk of homicide

1 out of.

179 White males
30 Black males

495 White females
132 Black females

Source Updated data based on sirmlar material from The
risk of V010t crime BJS Special Report May 1985

disease anomalies
Accidents 3 9 Homicide 5 5 Malignant 10 1 Malignant

neoplasms neoplasms
3 5 Heart disease 6 1 Heart diseaseBronchitis 2 5 Heart disease

asthma and
emphysema
Pneumonia and 2 4 Pneumonia and 2 5 Liver disease
influenza

1 2 Congenital
anomalies and cirrhosis

Diabetes 1 5 Meningitis 9 Cerebrovascular 1 9 Cerebrovascutar
disease disease

Liver disease 8 Cerebrovascular 7 Pneumonia and 1 1 Diabetes
diseases influenzaand cirrhosis

Atherosclerosis 8 Meningococcal Pneumonia and
infection

3 Bronchitis
influenzaasthma and

emphysema
Suicide 8 Suicide 3 Anemias 1 0 Congenital

Homicide 8 Anemias 5

anomalies
tl!se sand

Nephritis
3 neoplasms and nephrosis

4 Bronct 4is8 Benign 3 Diabetes
and nephrosis neoplasms as hma, and

emphysema
Sept,cemia 7 BrOiChitiS 2 Liver disease 4 Benign

asthma and and cirrhosis neoplasms
emphysema

Hypertension 6 Septicemia 2 Complications 3 Complications
of pregnancy of pregnancy

Bong) 5 Per natal
conditions

2 Nephritis and
neoplasms

3 Aneinas
nephrOSIS

1 943 747 18 876 49 027 50 240

35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and over

21 3% Malignant 30 Ago Heart disease 36 707o Heart disease 44 4% Heart disease
neoplasms

19 6 Heart disease 30 8 Malignant 32 4 Malignant 19 3 Malignant
neoplasms neoplasms neoplasms

16 4 Accidents 6 7 Accidents 4 8 Cerebrovascular 10 9 Cerebrovascular
disease disease

6 7 Suicide 5 3 Liver disease 3 2 Bronchitis 3 4 Pneumonia and
and cirrhosis asthma and influenza

emphysema
6 6 Homicide 4 3 Cerebrovascular 3 2 Accidents 3 2 Bronchitis

disease asthma and
emphysema

60 Liver disease 2 7 Suicide 31 Liver disease 21 Atherosclerosis
and cirrhosis and cirrhosis

3 7 Cerebrovascular 1 9 Homicide 2 0 Diabetes 1 9 Diabetes
disease

1 5 Pneumonia and 1 7 Bronchitis 1 4 Pneumonia and 1 9 Accidents
influenza asthma and I nf I ue nza

emphysema
1 5 Diabetes 1 6 Diabetes 1 2 Suicide 1 0 Nephritis and

rephrosis
7 Bronchitis 1 3 Pneumonia and 7 Nephritis and 7 Liver disease

asthma and influenza nephrosis and cirrhosis
emphysema

6 Nephritis 6 Nephritis and 5 Homicide 5 Septicemia
and nephrosis nephrosis

6 Congenial 4 Benign 4 Septicemia 5 Hypertension
anomalies neoplasrns

5 Benign 4 Sept coma 4 Benign 3 Stomach
neoplasms neoplasms ulcers

4 Septicemia 3 Hypertension 4 Atheroscleros s 3 Suicide

3 Hypertension 3 Congenial 3 Hypertension 3 Hernias
anomalies

Total

deaths 58 418 133 157
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What is the likelihood of victimization over an entire lifetime?

At current crime rates, almost everyone will be a victim
of crime during his or her lifetime

An estimated five-sixths of us will be
victims of attempted or completed vio-
lent crimes during our lives The risk is
greater for males than females and for
blacks than whites.

Many of us will be victimized more
than once. Most of us will be victims of
personal larceny three or more times

Percent of persons who will be victimized
by crime starting at age 12

Total

Number of victimizationsOne or more
victimizations One Two Three or more

Violent crimes, total*
Total population 83% 300/0 27% 250/0

Male 89 24 27 38
Female 73 35 23 14

White 82 31 26 24
Male 88 25 27 37
Female 71 36 22 13

Black 87 26 27 34
Mate 92 21 26 15
Female 81 31 26 24

Violent crimes,
completed

Total population 42% 32% 9% 2%
Male 48 34 11 3
Female 36 28 6 1

White 41 31 8 2
Black 53 35 13 4

Rape
Total female 8% 8%

White
Black

8
11

7

10 i _
Robbery

Total population 30% 25% 5% 1%
Male 37 29 7 1

Female 22 19 2
White 27 23 4
Black 51 35 12 4

Assault
Total population 74% 35% 24% 150/0

Male 82 31 26 25
Female 62 37 18 7

White 74 35 24 16
Black 73 35 25 12

Robbery or assault
resulting In injury

Total population 40% 30% 7° /o 2%

Personal theft
Total population 990/0 4% 8% 87%

Male 99 3 8 88
Female 99 4 10 84

Whit-.? 99 4 9 87
Male 99 3 8 88
Female 99 4 10 86

Black 99 5 12 81
Male 99 5 10 84
Female 98 7 15 76

Note Except where noted includes attempts
Less than 5%

Includes rape robbery and assault

Source blame blrelihood or octanzat,on BJS Technical
Report March 1987

With advancing age, the chance
of becoming a victim of a violent
crime declines more rapidly
than life expectancy

For example, at age 60 average life
expectancy is nearly half as long as at
30, but a person of 60 is only about a
fourth as likely as a 30yearold to
become a victim of violent crime during
the rest of his or her life. Similarly, peo-
ple of age 30 are five times likelier than
people of age 60 to be injured in a rob-
ber/ or assault over the remaining
course of their lives. Personal theft
differs from violent crime in that the
chances of berg victimized are about
proportional to remaining life
expectancy.

Over a span of 20 years, most
households will be victimized
by burglary or larceny

Percent of households
that will be victirtized
in a 20 year period

Motor
vehIcle

Burglary Larceny theft

All households 72% 89 °/o 19 °/o

Urban 80 93 27
Suburban 70 90 20
Rural 61 82 11

Source brehme hkelrhood of ocenzarron
BJS Techncal Report March 1987

Many households will be victimized
more than once in 20 years

More than a third of all households
and almost half of all urban households
will be victims of two or more
burglaries

Almost two-thirds of all households will
be victims of two or more household
larcenies

26/, of all households will incur more
than one motor vehicle theft
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How do people protect themselves from crime?

About a third of all households
have taken at least one measure
to prevent crime

The Victimization Risk Survey in 1984
inquired in households about what
measures had been taken to prevent
crime. Of the households that
responded

25% had engraved valuables to facili-
tate identification

7% had participated in a neighbor-
hood watch program

7% had installed a burglar alarm.

Households in which occupants felt
unsafe or only fairly safe were more
likely to have taken at least one mea-
sure to prevent crime than those that
fPit their neighborhood was very safe
from crime

Highincome households were more
likely than low-income households to
take such measures. About half of the
households with yearly incomes of
$50,000 or more and 22% of those with
incomes of less than $7,500 had taken
at least one preventive ..leasure

Many businesses employ
security measures

Two-thirds of employed respondents to
the Victimization Risk Survey sported at
least one security measure in their
place of work The security measures
cited most often were

a receptionist to screen persons enter-
ing the work place (42%)

a burglar alarm system (33%)
guards or police (30%)

Businesses with 50 or more employees
are more likely than smaller ones to use
security measures. Workers in manufac-
turing are most likely to have security
measures at the workplace, those in
agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining, or
construction were the least likely to have
them

One family in five lives in an area
with a neighborhood watch program

Overall, 38% of the households in areas
with neighborhood watch take part in
the program. Families with yearly
incomes of $25,000 or more were more
likely than those with incomes of less
than $10,000 to participate. Nearly twice
as many homeowners as renters partici-
pate About 44% of single-family homes
but only 16% of the 10-or-more-
household buildings participate.

One in four central city families but only
one in five suburban families and one in
eight nonmetropolitan families live in a
neighborhood with a crime watch pro-
gram However, nonmetropolitan families
are somewhat more likely than central
city families to take part in the watch
programs that exist in their neighbor-
hoods

How do victims of violent crime protect themselves?

Victim response'

Percent of victims who used self
protection by type of crime'

Rape Robbery Assault

Weapons use
Used or brandished gun or knife 3% 4% 4%

Physical force
Used or tried physical force 29 22 23

Verbal response
Threatened, argued, reasuned
etc . with offender 19 10 16

Attracting attention
Tried fo get help, attract
attention, scare offender away 18 13 10

Nonviolent evasion
Resisted without force used
evasive action 13 14 23

Other 1 2 3

No selfprotective actions 18 37 22

Total 100% 100% 100%

Number of victimizattons 1,206 755 8,484 516 36 269 845

'Victim self protective responses are listed in the table in older of
assertiveness If victims indtcated that they took more than one type of
action only the most assertive action was used in the analysis Percen
tages may not sum to 100% because of rounding

Source BJS National Crime Survey 1979-85
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Rape victims are more likely than victims of other violent
crimes to use force, try a verbal response, or attract atten-
tion, and they are less likely than the others to use a gun or
knife, use nonviolent evasion, or do nothing to protect them-
selves

Robilery victims are the least likely to try to talk themselves
out of leing victimized and the most likely to co nothing

Assault victims are the least likely to attract attention and
the most likely to attempt some form of nonviolent evasion

Compared with simple assault victims, aggravated assault
victims are more likely to use a weapon, 1635 likely to use
other means of force, less likely to try to talk themselves out
of the incident, and less likely to do nothing to defend them-
selves The fact that weapons are used more frequently by
victims of aggravated assault than by victims of any other
violent crime leads to the suspicion that some of these vic-
tims may have played a part in causing the incident



In all States, citizens may use
deadly force if they reasonably
believe their life is in danger

However, the danger must be imminent
and immediate. For example, if an
intruder in a dwelling pulls a gun, a
confronted person has reason to
assume he or she is in imminent and
immediate danger of losing his or her
life If the same person encounters the
intruder peacefully, several hour3 after
leavi g home, no imminent and immedi-
ate danger would exist, so deadly force
at that time would not be justified In
most States, if the assailant is provoked,
the use of deadly force is not justified

In some circumstances, citizens may
use force or deadly force to protect
their surroundings, their belongings,
or a third party

Whether or not a citizen is legally enti-
tled to use deadly force to protect his or
her dwelling varies from State to State
In some States, forced entry is enough
to indicate that an inhabitant is in immi-
nent and immediate danger that justifies
deadly force In other States, the
intruder would have to attack directly or
threaten an inhabitant before deadly
force would be justified. Generally, a
trespasser is not considered to pose a
direct threat to life Therefore, deadly
force against a trespasser is not usually
justified

If an assailant is attacking a third party,
a citizen may be justified in using
deadly force if the third party is in immi-
nent and immediate danger of losing
his or her life, provided the third party
did not provoke the attack

In most States, a citizen is not justified
in using deadly force to protect prop.
erty However, some States do allow the
use of some type of phvq,cal force to
protect property

Each State distinguishes when a citizen
may use deadly force as compared to
physical force Deadly force usually
refers to any force that is intended to
cause death or serious physical injury
Physical force refers to all force directed
to another person including confinement
but is not intended to De lethal

State laws define the circumstances in which citizens
may be justified in using deadly force

Even if life is not
threatened, deadly
force may be justified
to protect

State Dwelling Property

Alabama Yes No
Alaska Yes No
Arizona Yes No
Arkansas Yes No
California Yes No

Colorado Yes No
Connecticut Yes No
Delaware Yes No
DC Yes No
Florida Yes No

Georgia Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes
Idaho Yes Yes
Illinois Yes Yes
Indiana Yes No

Iowa Yes Yes
Kansas Yes No
Kentucky No No
Louisiana Yes No
Maine Yes No

Maryllnd No No
Massachusetts No No
Michigan Yes No
Minnesota Yes No
Mississippi Yes

MISSOun No No
Montana Yes Yes
Nebraska Yes No
Nevada Yes
New Hampshire Yes

New Jersey Yes No
New Mexico Yes Yes
New York Yes No
North Carolina Yes No
North Dakota Yes No

Ohio _
Oklahoma Yes No
Oregon Yes
Pennsylvan Yes

Rhode Island Yes

South Carolina No No
South Dakota Yes
Tennessee Yes No
Texas Yes No
Utah Yes

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Yes

No
No
Yes

No
No

No
No
No
No
No

Specific crime against which
deadly force may be justified

Arson, burglary, rape, kidnaping, or robbery in "any degree"
Actual commission of felony
Arson, burglary, kidnaping, aggravated assaults
Felonies as defined by statute
Unlawful or forcible entry

Felonies. including assault, robbery rape, arson. kidnaping
Any violent crime
Felonious activity
Felony
Forcible felony

Actual commis- .n of a forcible felony
Felonious property damage, burglary robbery, etc
Felonious breaking and entering
Forcible felony
Unlawful entry

Breaking and entering
Breaking and entering including attempts

Unlawful entry including attempts
Criminal trespass, kidnaping, rape, arson

Circumstances on a case by case basis
Felony
Felony including attempts

Any forcible felony
Unlawful entry, kidnaping, and rape
Actual commission of felony
Felony

Burglary arson, and robbery
Any felony
Burglary, arson, kidnaping, and robbery including attempts
Intending to commit a felony
Any violent felony

Felony within a dwelling
Burglary in a dwelling including attempts
Burglary or criminal trespass
Breaking or entering

Burglary including attempts
Felony
Burglary, robbery, or theft during the night
Felony

Forcible felony

Any felony

Note Ths table provides a summary of State statutes and
should not be uses by c,tizens in planning their protection
Legal advice that considers the speof,C squatton and the
State statute is advised

No specific reference ind.cated in the statute
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Suurce BJS update as of December 1986 based on data
from Ronald Crult ed (New York
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Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice 31



What is the relationship between victim and offender?

The victim-offender relationship
is not known for most crimes

Victim observations about the offender
can be obtained only from confronta-
tional crimes such as rape, robbery, and
assault. The victim is usually absent
during such crimes as burglary, motor
vehicle theft, and some forms of larceny.
The NCS reports victim observations for
violent crimes. In 1985 the relationship
between victim and offender was known
in about 17% of the victimizations.

Police investigations also identify many
offenders. However, in UCR the victim-
offender relationship is recorded only for
homicide and agencies are able to
report only on offenders who have been
identified.

People are particularly fearful
of being victimized by strangers,
but assailants are often well
known to their victims

Victims and their assailants may
be strangers to one another
know one another by sight only
be friends or acquaintances
be related

The NCS defines
crime by strangers as any crne by

persons identified by the victim -s
"strangers" or by those identified as
"known by sight only

nonstranger crimes as those commit-
ted by acquaintances, friends, family
members, or other relatives

In 1985 NCS estimated that--
more than 35 million violent crimes

were committed by strangers
2 3 million were committed by non

strangers

The victim-offender relationship
is not the same for all crimes

Persons known to their victims commit
more than half of all homicides

Strangers commit threequarters of all
robberies and half of all assaults.

Victim offender
relationship Homicide Robbery Assault

Stranger 18% 75% 510/0
Acquaintance 39 17 35
Relative 18 4 10
Unknown 26 4 4

Strangers commit most violent crimes, especially robbery

Crimes by strangers

Victims per 1,000 persons
age 12 and older

Crimes by nonstrangers

Robbery
5

0
1975 1980 1985 197 1980 1985

Aggravated assault
5

-......_

0
1975 1980 1985 1975 1980 1985

Simple assault

5

0
1975 1980 1985 1975 1980 1985

Total violent crime
(including rape)

20

15

..----"N...........
10

5

0
1975 1980 1985 1975 '980 1985

Source EIJS Criminal victimization in the US. 1973-85

Males and the elderly
face the greatest risk of being
victimized by a stranger

Of the violent crimes by strangers
70% were against males
30% were against females

Women were more vulnerable than men
to assaults by relatives Of assaults by
relatives

72% were against lemales
23% were against males

The elderly were more likely than youn-
ger persons to have been victimized by
strangers For example, strangers
committed

twothirds of the violent crimes against
persons age 65 or older

iess than half the crimes against per
sons under age 20
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Characteristics of crimes
by strangers tend to differ from
those by nonstrangers

Crimes by strangers more often
involved two or more offenders

Most crimes by relatives and acquain
tances occurred in or 'lear the victim's
home, but most crime by strangers
occurred on the street

Crimes by strangers more often
involved a weapon but less often
resulted in an attack Crimes by rela
tives more often involved an attack and
injury than crimes btu strangers or
acquaintances



Victims of violent crime by a relative
were more likely to try to get help or
frighten the offender but were less likely
to use physical force than were victims
of strangers or acquaintances.

Of those injured, victims of crimes by
strangers or acquaintances were more
likely to require medical attention than
victims of crimes by relatives

Some family crimes are
difficult to measure

Some crimes, such as spouse and child
abuse, are difficult to measure. Attempts
have been made to measure these
crimes, but the estimates often vary
greatly from study-tostudy, depending
on how viole Ice is defined, the study's
sample size, and the methodology used
to collect the data

Almost 500,000 cases of family violence
are reported to the National Crime Sur -

y each year. The NCS underestimates
the prevalence of crime by nonstrangers
especially crime by f^mily membeis
because some victims cannot or will not
tell the survey interviewer about the
crime

Victims may be unwil' ig to discuss
an incident if the offenr4er is present
during the interview

Many victims of family violence do not
view their victimizations as crimes

Victims may feel ashamed or ember-
rassed to talk about a violent crime
involving another family member or a
friend

Some victims regard v.ctimizations by
nonstrangers as a private or a personal
matter

Other studies estimate the level of family
violence to be much higher than that
reported by the NCS

Straus, Genes, and Steinmetz esti
mated that between 18 and 5 7 million
couples experienced violence annually 1

The American Humane Society found
that 1,713,000 cases of child abuse were
reported to authorities in 1984 2

Which family members commit What Is the racial composition
the most violent crimes? of victim-offender relationships?

Relationship

Percent
of family
violence
victims
zations

Total by all relatives 100%

Spouses or
ex spouses

Parents
Children
Brothers or sisters
Other relatives

57
6
4

9
24

Source Fan.; Ily violence WS Speoar RCPOrt
AOhl 1984

Divorced or separated women are
more likely than married women
to report being victims of violent
crime by a nonstranger

A study of family violence using the
National Crime Survey shows that in
almost threefourths of spouse -on
spouse assaults the victim was divorced
or separated at the time of the incident
Assaults against married females are
more likely to be underreported than
those against other women

About 90% of all violent crimes against
a spouse or ex-spouse were committed
by men

About a fourth of the persons attacked
-,), a spouse or exspouse said they had
been the victim of at least three similar
crimes it the previous 6 months

4 U

Numt ,r 31 single
offender violent
vv mizations

White victim
White offender 2 737,770
Black offender 568.120

Black victim
Black offender 502 400
White offender 60.770

Violent crimes by strangers were more
interracial than crimes by acquaintances
or relatives.

Blacks and whites report violent
crimes by spouses or ex-spouses at
about the sime rate, but blacks are
more likely than whites to report violent
crimes by other relatives.
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Most crimes are not reported to the police

Only about a third of all crimes
are reported to the police

Percent reported to police

All NCS-measured crimes

20

40

20

0

20

0

40

20

60

40

20

0

1975

Violent crimes
(Rape, robbery, assault)

1980 1985

1975 1980

Larceny (personal and household)

1985

1975

Household burglary

1980 1985

975 1980 1985

Motor vehicle theft

1975 1980 1985

Source BJS Criminal victimization
in the Uniteo States, 1973-85

The extent to which crime is
reported to police has only become
known in the past decade

It has long been known that many
crimes escape the attention of the
police, but it was only with victimization
surveys that systematic data were col-
lected on crimes that are not reported
the so-called "dark figure" of crime

Since 1973 the National Crime Survey
has provided yearly findings on the
extent to which crimes are reported to
the police, the characteristics of crimes
that are and are not reported, and the
reasons for not reporting

The decision to report a crime is
often based on its seriousness

In 1983 the rate of reporting to the
police was higher for

violent crimes than for personal
climes of theft (48% vs 26%)

female than for male victims of violent
crimes (53% vs 45%)

older tnan for younger victims (380/o
of those 65 or older vs 22% of those
12-19).

Reporting rates for motor vehicle
theft were higher than for burglary
and for household larceny

In 1983 the rates of reporting to the
police were -

69% for motor vehicle theft
49% for household burglary
25% fir household larceny

Only minor differences occurred in the
rates at which whites and blacks
reported these three household crimes

The highest income group was more
likely than the lowest income
group to report household crimes

Under $300C_
$10 000 art,: over

Household burglary 41% 57%

Household larceny 20 29

Motor ychicle theft 62 68

Report,, crwrP5 to th,
BJS Spec.a Repot Decemb,-
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Thefts resulting in large losses
and serious violent crimes
with injury are most likely
to be reported to the police

Percent reported
to the police

90% -

Motor vehicle theft involving
loss of $250 or more

80% -

Robbery with injury and
loss of $250 or mote

AU crime involving losses
of $250 or more

70% Purse snatching with loss
of $250 or more

Theft of $250 or more

60%

r Aggravated assault with injury

1_ Completed rape
Attempted assault with weapon

50% - Completed forcible entry
burc,lary

Simple assault with injury

Completed robbery
with loss of $10-$49

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Attempted assault
without weapon

Theft of $50-$249

Theft of $10-$49

Theft of $1-$9

Source Reporting crimes to the police
BJ5 Special Report. December 1385



Homeowners were more likely than
renters to report household crimes

Owners Re 's

Household burglary 5400 4640

Household larceny 29 24

Motor vehicle theft 72

Source 9JS Cr,m,nar v,cttnzater,
tie 1..nted States 1985

Someone other than the victim
may report a crime to police

Of reported crimes, about 60% of the
personal crimes of rape, robbery,
assault, and theft are reported by the
victims themselves

Other household members report
13%, and someone else (for example, a
neighbor, bystander, doctor, school prin-
cipal) reports 22%

Police are the first to discover the
crime in 2 5% of all reported crimes

Less than half of all violent
crimes were reported to police
during the years 1982-84

Reporting rates for violent crimes
were

47% if committed by strangers
53% if by relatives
40% if by acquaintances

The higher police reporting rate for vio-
lent crimes by relatives should be inter-

pi 3ted with caution The true proportion
of crimes by relatives that are reported
to the police is probably lower than the
survey estimate Victims of crimes by
relatives who were willing to discuss
their victimization experiences possibly
make up a special group of domestic
assault victims They may be more will-
ing to discuss their experiences with an
interviewer because they have already
reported the crimes to the police and
discussed them with others or have
left the domicile where the assault
occurrea. Those who have not done so
may be more reluctant to report them in
a survey interview

Many violent crimes are reported to prevent the crimes from happening again;
many crimes of theft are reported because of a desire to recover property

Percent of victimizations reported to the police
by most important reason for reporting the crime

All
re
spouses

Economic

To col
lect in-
surance

Obligation Stop/prevent
this loci
dent from
happening

To

punish
offender Otner

To re
cover
property

Because
it was
a crime

Because
it was
your duty

To keep it
from hap
pening again

,411 crimes 100% 80/ci 32% 8% 70'0 20% 9% 7'A° 10%

Crimes of violence* 00% 6°o 8°o 31% 18% 14% 170/0

Robbery 100 21 9 7 22 15 11 10
Aggravated assault 100 4 33 17 16 11

Simple assault 100 7 8 35 19 12 18

Crimes of theft 100% 12°'o 43% 8% 70,o 4% 40e 9 °/o

Household crimec 100% 70/0 350/0 9 °/o 7 °o 19% 90/0 70c 70,0

Burglary 100 6 26 12 7 23 12 8 7

Household larceny 100 9 37 7 7 19 8 6 8
Moto- vehicle theft 100 9 63 6 4 7 4 5

Many violent crimes were unreported because they were "private matters,"
and many crimes of theft were "not important enough to report"

AI! ,Jot

Percent of vctimizations not reported to the police
by the most iii-iportant reason for not reporting crime

Nothing Police Personal
-;uld wouldn t disad Personal'

leported
to some

Type of crime responses serious be done do anything vantage private one else Other

All crimes 1000'o 35°,0 27 °o 11% 3% 900 11ot 74o

Crimes of viulence' 100% 27% 1')O 6°o 28°c 110'o 11%
Robbery 100 29 14 5 13 8 ti
Aggravated assault 100 24 9 9 7 33 9 9
Simple assault 100 29 5 8 5 30 '3 10

Crimes of tneft 100°,0 3400 29% 8°o 200 40o 1810 6%

Household crimes 100D/0 370G 29 °o 1300 200 8°'o 40 70/0

Burglary '00 29 31 13 3 8 7 9
Household larceny 100 41 12 2 7 2 6
Motor vehicle theft 100 35 27 16 10 b

Note F,gures a,, not
add 10 Val because
o' round ng

Toe tee, cases to
ova n
ref abe tiara

cr rne 0'
rape Anon s not
dsotayed separate'',
because 0' the smati
nurnber r tro sarro'e

Source Repotstv
came To inn po'ce
8 IS Soeoal Repot,
Oecen'ter 1985
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Compensation for crime victims is becoming more available

Victim compensation programs
are still relatively new

Programs to assist crime victims and
witnesses have been established in
almost all States over the past 5 years
In general, the programs

provide financial assistance to victims
and witnesses

protect the rights of victims and wit-
nesses

complement existing efforts to aid spe-
cial categories of victims, such as rape
victims and victims of family abuse

Victim /witness services may also be
provided by noncriminal justice agen-
cies (for example, State or local depart-
ments of health or human resources)
Many private organizations have also
developed programs such as rape crisis
centers to assist victims and witnesses

Most State victim compensation
programs help to recover medical
costs and lost earnings

Forty-four States, the District of Colum-
bia, and the Virgin Is ads provide com-
pensation for medical bills and lost
wages for victims In general, awards
may be made to persons injured as a
direct result of the crime

If the victim dies, oayments to cover
burial and related expenses are gener-
ally available to dependent survivors In
many cases, "good samaritans"
persons injured while trying to prevent a
crime or apprehend an offenderare
also eligible for payment

Most States establish upper limits on
payments and do not provide compen-
sation for property losses In general,
payment can be made whether or not
the offender has been apprehended or
convicted, but most States require that
the crime be reported to proper
authorities

State compensation programs are
funded with State administered funds
The 084 Federal Victims of Crime Act
also provides for Federal grants to assist
States that have established qualifying
victim compensation programs

In 1985, $80.8 million was paid
to victims of crime by State
compensation programs

1985
State payments

Alabama S226 638
Alaska 703 232
California 18 510 913
Colorado 2 008 767
Connecticut 1 365,879

Delaware 491,687
Disthct of Columba 320 635
Florida 5 348 203
Hawaii 472,479
Ilbnrhs 2 630 554

Indiana 420 549
Iowa 302 731
Kansas 373 488
Kentucky 605 259
Louisiana 326 796

Maryland 2 243 613
Massachusetts 917 543
Michigan 1 961 173
Minnesota 812 124
Missouri 013 482

Montana 387 428
Nebraska 107 098
Nevada 264 526
New Jersey 5 457 576
Nevi Mexico 236 178

New York 7 418 675
North Dakota 75 908
Ohio 5 874 254
Oklahoma 688 099
Oregon 812 876

Pennsy, an a 2 218 443
Rhode Is arc 659 715
South Car'ina 669 483
Tennessee 3 651 965
Texas 6 351 834

y,r,g nra 799 255
Washington 3 166 307
West Virg no 182 657
Wisconsin 1 052 438
Virgin islands 75 133

Total S80 845 593

Note A' zona Inaho Caro' na and Lie Na s.' 0,0
yas !pt.t d a no! exoera r-nney s985 Arkansas
Geo,g a Ma ee M ss ss co NeA Hash re Sao",
DaVa 1e.ont aed nd did no' ha:e osodsases

Sn,sse 0" ce 'or CSres 0' e
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Restitution programs may pay
victims for other losses,
such as property damage

Many States also permit victims to
recover crime-related losses (including
property damages) where a court
requires restitution by the offender as a
condition of sentencing Unlike compen-
sation, however, sLic,- payments are only
available if the offender ,s convicted and
financially solvent

Many States restrict offenders
from profiting from their crimes

Several States require that profits earned
by an offender in publicizing details of a
crime be put into an escrow account
and, if the offender is convicted, used
to cover crime-related costs incurred by
the victim (including, in some cases,
legal fees)

Funds not needed to cover victim
expenses may be returned to the
offender or transferred to a general vic-
tim compensation fund. The 1984 Fed-
eral Victims of Crime Act also requires
that profits earned by Federal offenders
be forfeited and used to support Fed-
eral grants to assist States with victim
compensation and assistance programs

Legislation strengthens the rights
of victims and witnes.ses

Victims and witnesses may not be
intimidatedState laws and the 1984
Federal Victim and Witness Protection
Act protect crime victims and witnesses
against physical and verbal intimidation
where such intimidation is designed to
discourage reporting of crimes and par-
ticipation in criminal trials Laws gener-
ally protect all subpoened witnesses but
may also protect persons whom the
offender "believes" will be called to tes-
tify or who may have knowledge of the
crime Some laws also permit courts to
forbid defendants from communicating
with or coming near victims and
witnesses



Victims must be notified of case
progressA large number of States
require that

victims be notified at key decision
points in the trial and sentencing of the
offender

victims be notifieo upon release or
escape of an offender

victims and witnesses be advised of
scheduling changes and of available
funds to cover court appearances, vic-
tim compensat:Jn, etc

Victims may participate in sentencing,
parole, or other custody decisions
'Victim Impact Statements: which
describe the financial and emotional
impact of the crime on the victim (and
may also include victim comments on
proposed sentences) are now required
in many Federal and State cases to be
submitted to the court at time of sen-
tencing, parole. or other custody deci-
sions Victim impact statements are
generally included as part of the
presentence investigation report

A comprehensive Victims'
Bill of Rights is included
in some State laws

Comprehensive Victims' Bill of Rights
laws

protect victims against intimication
ensure that victims receive notice and

are allowed to participate in various
stages in the case against the accused
offender

Such laws may also
ensure the victims right to continued

employment
provide medical or social support

services
require the appointment of an

'Ombudsman" to protect the rights of
the victim during the trial period

44 States, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin Islands
have compensation programs to help victims of violent crime

State

Alabama

Victim compensa on
board locationa Financial award

To qualify victim must

show
financial
need

report to
police
witnin

file ..Ian
within

Alabama Crime Victim
Compe- than Commission S0-10,000 No 3 days 12 mos

Alaska Department of Public Safety S0-40.000 Yes 5 24

Arizona Arizona Criminal Justice
Commission Yes 3

California State Board of Control 3100-46 000 Yes 12

Colorado Judicial district boards 325-10 000 No 3 6
Connecticut Criminal Injuries

Compensation Board 00-10,000 No 5 24

Delaware Violent Crimes Board 325-20 000 No 12

DC Office of Crime Victim
Compensation 3100-25 000 Yes 7 6

Florida Department of Labor and Employment
Security Workmens Compensation
Division SO-10,000 Yes 3 12

Hawaii Department of Corrections 50-10.000 No 18

Idaho Industrial Commission S0- 25.000 No 3 12

Illinois Court of Claims S0 -25 000 No 3 12

Indiana Industrial Board S100-10000 No 2 24

Iowa rxi;partment of Public Safety S0 -20 030 fJo 1 6
Kansas Executive Department 3100-10 000 Yes 3 12

Kentucky Victor Compensation Board Sc1-25 000 Yes 2 .2
Louisiana Corr mission on Law Enfo :ment S100-10 ON No 3 12

Maryland Cr m nal Injuries Compensation
Board '03-45 000 Ys 2 6

Massa^huset1s ar ,t court system SG-25 000 No 2 12

Michican Department of Management and
Etiar,et S200-.5 OC.l `res 2 12

M nnesota Crime Victims Reparation Board 5100-5u 000 Nc 5 12

Missouri Division of Workmens Compensation ..;200-10 -(1 No 2 12

Montana Crime Co trol Division SO-25 "1 No 3 12

Nebraska Co i vision Cr' Law Enforcement
ark. Criminal Ju4Irce SO-10 00C Y-,' 3 24

Nevada 9oard of Examiners and
Department of Administration S0 -15 000 ley 5 12

New Jersey Executive Branch SO-25 000 No 90 24

New Mexico Executive Branch S0 -12 500 No 30 12

New York Executive Department S0 -30 000' Yes 7 12

North Carolina' Department of Crime Control
and Public Safety S100-20 000 3 24

North Dakota Workmens Compensation Bureau S0 -25 GOO No 3 12

Ohio Court of Clams Commissioners S0 -25 COO No 3 12

Oklahoma Crime Victims Board SO-10 000 No 3 12

Oregon Ler: 'ment of Justice/Workmers
Compensation Board S250-23 000 No 3 6

Pennsylvania Crime victims Board l313-35 000 No 3 12

Rhode Island Superior court system SO-25 000 No 10 24

South Carolina Crime Victims Advisory Board S100-3 000 No 2 6
Tennessee Court of Claims Commission S0 -5 000 No 2 12

Texas Industrial Accident Board SO-2, 000 No 3 6

Utah Department of Administrative
Services S0 -25 000 7 12

Virgin Islands Department of Social Welfare Up to S,5 000 No 1 24
Virginia Industrial Commission SO-15 000 No 5 24
Wash ngton De; ; `.E,t1T ,,f Labor and Indus'ne, SO-15 000' No 12

West Virginia Court c' Commission& SO-35 000 No 3 24

Wisconsin Deoartment of Justice SO- 40 COO No 5 12

111 r.cac^ " P boa1 s on' r1"..ve l r
board 'sA" s "vel

car") 31", s"a .e PsAb, s"en

fepT? b "(1 .,TP '
"riri ^ sTa',.F1

'pr.; r,v1

So.. se BJS 1987 .ola'e rress 'egsiat,no
/1^ p.w ,eH BJS 1.1/ '984 h asssa^ce

0"a. Orla" la' 'n Ass s'a".Ce
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Basic sources

U.S. Department of Justice

Bureau of Justice Statistics

BJS Bulletin-
Criminal victimization, 1984, NCJ-98904.

October 1985

BJS Special Reports-
Crime prevention measures, NCJ-100438,

March 1986
Family violence, NCJ93449, April 1984
Reporting crimes to the police, NCJ - 9)432,

December 1985
The economic cost of crime to victims,

NCJ-93450, April 1984
The risk of violent crime, NCJ-97119,

May 1985
Violent crime by strangers and nonstrangers,

NCJ103702, January 1987

BJS Technical Report-
Lifetime likelihood of victimi_ation.

NCJ104274. March 1987

BJS Reports-
Criminal victimization in the United States,

1984, NO.11&0435, May 1986. 1985,
NCJ-104273, May 1987

Vichm/witnoss legislation An overview,
NU-94,365. July 1984

BJS Surveys-
National Crime Survey, 1973-8:
Victimization Risk Supplement to the National

Crime Survey, 1984
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Chapter Ni

The offender

Phyllis Jo Baunach
Patrick A. Langan
Steven Klein, The RAND Corporation

This chapter profiles arresteee and
offenders with data that addres:, shch
questions as

How do we know who commits crime?
What do we know about the offender?
How many offenders are there?

Who is the "typical" offender? How are
offenders and victims similar? How are
they different?

What is the relationship between age
and crime

What are the characteristics of repeat
offenders? How much crime do they
account for?

Are women becoming ',lore involved in
came?

To what extent do blacks, Hispanics,
and other ethnic groups engage in
crime?

What are the family, economic, and
educational backgrounds of jail and
prison inmates?

Is there a link between drug and alco-
hol use and crime? '-low does drug and
alcohol use by offenders differ Tram that
of the general population?

`10

,

Invaluable contributions to this chapter
were made by Victoria Major, Sharon
Profeter, and the User Services Staff of
the FBI Uniform Crime Reports Section
and by James Stephan, Sophie Bowen,
and Sara E Smith of BJS
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Who commits crime?

How do we know who
cnmmits crime?

Three major sources provide information
about the kinds of persons who commit
crime

Official records compiled by police,
courts, jails, and prisons have the
advantage that they offer information on
the more serious crimes and criminals
However, these records are limited to
only the crimes and criminals that come
to the attention of law enforcement
officials

Selfreport surveys, in which people
are asked whether they had committed
crimes, can provide more complete
information than official records about
crimes and criminals whether or not
they were detected or apprehended
But there is the danger that people will
exaggerate, conceal, or forget offenses.
Many self-report surveys are limited to
people who are in correctional custody

Victim surveys, such as the National
Crime Survey, obtain information from
crime victims including their observa-
tions of the age, race, and sex of their
assailants Victim surveys give informa-
tion not only about crimes reported to
the oolice but also about unreported
crimes A disadvantage is that in crimes
of stealth (such as burglary and auto
theft) victims seldom ever see who com-
mitted the crime Also, many victims of
crimes fail to tell interviewers about
being victimized by relatives and other
nonstrangers

How many criminals
do we know about?

By the most conservative estimates, 36
to 40 million persons (16-18% of the
U S population) have arrest records for
nontraffic offenses In 1983 official
records covered more than 11 7 million
arrests for all offenses, 224,000 jail
inmates, more than 15 ihillion proba-
tioners, 439,000 prise ... inmates, and
250,000 parolees

Which crimirsaN do we know the most

The major sources do not give uni-
formly complete information about
every kind of offender In particular
they tell us much more about common
criminals than they do about white-
cl:Par criminals

Offenses

Murder/
manslaughter

Sexual assault
Robbery
Assault
Other violent

crimes

Burglary
Larceny theft
Forgery /fraud/

embezzlement
Auto theft
Other property

Drugs

Public order

Driving while
intoxicated

Number

Not available

Arrestees inch le
many lat
releasedmost
arrests are for
less serious
offenses

about?

Much of what we know about
offenders and their traits is limited to
t.ie common criminals who commit the
offenses of greatest concern to the
public. predatory crimes such as rob-
bery and burglary.

Jail inmates
include those
awaiting trial or
sentencing and
those serving short
sentences for less
serious crimes

Prison inmates
are those sen-
tenced to more
than 1 year
generally
for serious
crimes

15%
30

6%
3

18%
6

1 11 25
8 8 6

2 3

4 14 18
11 11 5

4 5 4
1 2 2
3 5 2

7 10 7

25 12 3

15 7 1

11,945 200 223 552 274 564

Sources FBI Crime in the Untied States '985
Jail inmates, 1983 BJS Bulletin November 1985
BJS Survey of inmates of State Correctional
Facilities 1979 unpublished data

What do the major sources tell us
about who commits crime?

The major sources tell ,s which traits
are more (or less) common among
criminals than noncriminals These traits
hold clues for explaining why some
people are more likely than others to
commit crime No single trait distin-
guishes all criminals

Official records report traits of appre-
hended criminals, which may or may
not be the same as 'hose of all per-
sons Some observers say these traits
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are not similar, claiming that persons
with certain characteristics (for example,
blacks or males) are overarrested and
overimprisoned compared with others
(for example, whites or females) How-
ever, victim surveys, which provide infor-
mation about more victimizations than
those known to the police, find the traits
of observed cnriiinals to be generally
the same as those in the official
records For example, the racial makeup
of arrested persons and imprisoned per-
sons is very similar to the racial makeup
of all criminals who were i. ,en by their
victims '



Who is the ' typical" offender?

Most crimes are committed by males,
especially by those under age 20
About 42% of all persons arrested for
UCR Index crimes in 1985 were under
age 20 and almost four-fifths were
males The 1985 National Crime Str,ey
shows that most violent offenders are
perceived to be white males, but black
males are perceived to be violent
offenders in numbers disproportionate
to their share of the population This
does not mean that persons commit
crime because they are male or black

Offenders and victims share many traits
Like victims of crime, the offenders
described in arrest, jail, and prison data
are predominantly male and dispropor-
tionately young and black.

What are the characteristics of arrestees and offenders
in jails and prisons?

1983

Sex

U S

population
1980

Index crime arrestees Jail inmates
_______
Con
victed

State
prison
inmates

405,312

Federal
prison
inmatesViolent Property

1,707,434

______
Uncon
victed

88,120226.545,805 443 686 132,620 31,926

Male 49% 89% 78% 93% 93% 96% 95%
Female 51 11 23 7 7 4 5

Race
white 86 51 66 54 61 51 65
Black 12 48 33 44 36 47 33
Other 2 1 2 2 3 3 3

Ethnic (Agin
Hispanic 6 12 11 15 14 8 23
Non Hispanic 94 88 89 85 86 57 77
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 35 0

Age
Under 15 23 5 14 0 0
15-19 9 23 32 14 11 7 0
20-29 18 43 32 53 54 56 34
30-39 14 19 13 23 24 25 40
40-49 10 7 5 6 7 8 17
50-59 10 3 2 3 3 3 7
60+ 16 1 2 1 1 1 2

'Less than 50'0
Note Percentages may not add to total
because of rounding

Sources Statshcal abstract of the United States 1981
FBI Come in the United States 1983

inmates 1983 BJS B,:lletm November 1985
BJS Su.vey of Inmates of Local Jals 1983 unpuhhshed data
BJS Pnsoners m State and Federal Instauttons yearend 1983
unpubILMed data

,16
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What is the relationship between age and crime?

Serious crime arrest rates are highest in young age groups
Arrest rate per 100,000
age eligible population

4 000

3 000

2 000

1 000

0
Age 10

.-- ,oerty crime arrest rates peak at age 16,
Clop in half by age 22

,Violent crime arrest rates peak at age 18

\ \
20 30 40 50 60 65+

Source FBI Uniform Crime Reports 3-year averages 1983-85

rArrest rate trends vary by age group

Between 1961 and 1981
The most dramatic increases in

arrest rates were for persons age
18 to 20.

Smaller increases in arrest
rates occurred for persons age 21
to 24 and age 25 to 29.

For persons age ar., and older,
arrest rates declined.

Persons age 18 to 20 had the
highest arrest rates followed by
those age 21 to 24.

Persons age 50 or older had the
lowest arrest rates.

Arrests per 100,000 ageeligible population

Under 18

1961 1985

25-29 ,..,.........../C-

/\-
18-20

15.000

./".
21-24 ..,""...- 10,000

1961 1985 1961

30-34
---,..---_ _..../ 35-39

5.000

0
1985

1961 1985 1961 1985 1961

--........./ 5,000

0
1985

40-44 45-49
---------\______

-------------__ 50 and over
5,000

0
1961 1985 1961 1985 1961 1985

Source FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1961-85 unpublished data
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Young people make up the largest
proportion of offenders entering
the criminal justice system

In 1985
Two-thirds of all arrests and three-

quarters of all UCR Index arrests were
of persons under age 30

Arrests of youths under age 21 made
up he't of all UCR Index property crime
arrests st-i almost a turd of all violent
crime aut. s

Arrests of juveniles (persons under
age 18) made up 170/o of all arrests and
31% of all UCR Index arrests.

During 19/0 -85, the number of arrests
of juveniles (persons under age 18) fell
by 18%, reflecting the decline in the
size of that age group and a 15% drop
in their arrest rate

Participation !n crime
declines with age

Arrest data show that the intensity of
criminal behavior slackens after the
teens, and it continues to decline with
age Arrests, however, are only a
general indicator of criminal activity The
greater likelihood of arrests for young
people may result partly from their lack
of experience in offending and also
from their involvement in the types of
crimes for which apprehension is more
.ikely (for example, purse snatching vs
fraud) Moreover, because youths often
commit crime in groups, the resolution
of a single crime may lead to several
arrests

The decline in crime participation with
age may a:so result from the incapacita-
tion of many offenders When repeat
offenders are apprehended, they serve
increasingly longer sentences, thus
incapacitating them for long periods as
they grow older Moreover, a RAND Cor-
poration study of habitual offenders
shows that the success of habitual
offenders in avoiding apprehension
declined as their criminal careers
progressed Even though offense rates
declined over time, the probabilities of
arrest, conviction, and incarceration per
offense all tended to increase Recidi-
vism data also show that the rates of
returning to prison tend to be lower for
older than for ya.incier prisoners Older
prisoners who do return do so after a
longer period of ireedom tha.1 do
younge. prisoners



Different age groups are arreste 1
and incarcerated for different
types of crimes

Juveniles under age 18 have a higher
likelihood of being arrested for robbery
and UCR Index property crimes than
any other age group

Persons between ages 18 and ,:zt are
the most likely to be arrested for violent
crimes

The proportion of each group arrested
for public order crimes increases with
age.

Among tail and prison inmates, prop-
erty crimes, particularly burglary and
public order crimes are more common
among younger inmates

Violent crimes were more prevalent
among older iilmates admitted to prison
in 1982 but showed little variation
among jail inmates of different ages.

Drug crimes were more prevalent
ar iong inmates age 25 to 44 in both
pons and jails

Many 2''sr prison inmates had never
been to prison before

Of all persons admittec' to prison after
age 40, nearly half we re in prison for
the first time

Inmates whose most recent admiss
to prison was at or after age 40 were
more likely to be serving time for a vio-
lent crime than inmates who had the
longest, most continuous criminal
careers The seriousness of their
offenses alone probably explains why
so many inmates were incarcerated for
the first time at or after age 40

Persons who were returning to prison at
or after age 40 generally had prior
criminal records rather than a current
violent conviction. Given their records,
these returnees did not have to commit
a violent crime to bring them back to
prison

Average age at arrest varies
by type of crime

Most serious
charge

Gambling
Murder
Sex offenses
Fraud
Embezzlement
Aggravated assault
Forcible rape
Weapons
Forgery and

counterfeiting
Drug abuse violations
Stolen property
Larcer /theft
Arson
Robbery
Burglary
Motor vehicle theft

Average age at
arrest in 1985

37 years
30
30
30
29
29
28
28

27
2'
25
25
24
24
22
22

Source Age SpeCfaC arrest rates a 'id race specific arrest rates
for selected offenses 1965-85 F8i ,Jo torn Coo e Repoe,t1g
Program December 1966

The average age of arrestees
for most crimes remained fairly
coastant from 1965 to 1985

Some exceptions aro tnat the a.erage
age of persons arrested for

murder declined
forcible rape increased
fraud declined
embezzlement declined
larceny/theft increased
motor vehicle tneft increased

The greatest Increase in average age
was for persons arrested for arson

Historically, studies have shown
property crimes to be more typical
of youths than of older offenders

In a historical assessment of offending
patterns, Cline reviewed several studies.
These studies indicated a change from
property to violent crimes as adoles
cents moved into adulthood

Adults commit more serious crimes
than juveniles

In d study of delinquency over time in
England, I. angan and Farrington exam-
ined the relationship between age of
offenders and the value of the pronerty
they stole Th., .Jdy found 1 ,at crimes
committed by adults were much more
seric when measured terms of
value of stolen property than those
committed by juveniles Findings
showed that the average amount stolen
increased with age
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Repeat offenders are responsible for much of the Nation's crime

Who are career criminals?

The term 'career criminal" has been
used to describe offenders who

have an extensive record of arrests
and convictions

commit crimes over a long period of
time

commit crimes at a very high rate
con-mit relatively serious crimes
use crimes as their principal source of

income
specialize (or are especially expert) 'n

a certain type of crime
have some combiration of these

characteristics.

Such criminals are often described as
chronic, habitual, repeat, serious, high-
rate, or professional offenders

Some criminals exhibit all of the above
characteristics, but most do not Some
high-rate offenders are arrested fre-
quently and others rarely In fact, some
low-rate offenders are arrested more
often than some high-rate ones The fre-
quency with which an offender commits
crimes varies over time Thus, an
offender could be highrate one month
and low-rate the next Similarly, the
offender who commits a serious crime
may or may not be committing serious
or other crimes at a high rate. And
some high-rate and/or serious offenders
have no or almost no official prior rec-
ord of involvement in crime

A few criminals commit many crimes

Most offenders commit crimes at low
rates, but a few do so at very high
rates

Studies in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
Racine, Wisconsin; and Columbus,
Ohio, show that 23 to 34% of the
juveniles involved in crime are responsi-

ble for 61 to 68% of all the crimes com-
mitted by juveniles. In a national sample
of U.S youths age 11-17, the 7% who
were the most active offenders commit-
ted about 125 crimes per year each,
whereas the 55% who wore the least
active committed an average of fewer
than 8 per year

The same disproportionate pattern
occurs with adults The Chaikens' study
of nearly 2,200 offenders coming into
California, Michigan, and Texas jails and
prisons found that 50% of the robbers
committed an average of fewer than 5
robberies per year, but a robber in the
most active 10% committed more than
85 per year. And, while 50% of the bur-
glars averaged fewer than 6 burglaries
per year, the most active 10% averaged
more than 232 per year

A Washington, DC , study reported that
24% of all the adult arrests were
attributable to just 7% of the adults
arrested Similarly, a 22-State study by
BJS e young parolees revealed that
about 10% of this group accounted for
40% of their later arrest offenses

High-rate offenders seldom specialize
in one type of crime

Instead, they tend to commit a variety of
misdemeanors and felonies as well as
both violent and property crimes They
also often engage in related crimes,
such as property and drug offenses

Few repeat offenders
are full-time criminals

Most chronir, offenders have irregular
sources of income And they usually
commit alines during the periods they
are not employed However, some prefer
a 'criminal career" to conventional
employment
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Juvenile delinquency often
foreshadows adult criminal activity

Most juvenile delinquents do not go on
to become adult criminals, but many do
continue to commit crimes.

In Marion County, Oregon, 30% of
the juvenile boys convicted of serious
crime were later convicted of serious
crimes as adults.

In Chicago, 34% of the boys appear-
ing in juvenile court later went to jail or
prison as adults

The criminal records of 210 serious
California juvenile offenders were exam-
ined to find out how many crimes they
committed from age 18 to 26. Of this
group, 173 (86%) were arrested for
1,507 crimes, including:

5 homicides
12 rapes
20 other sex offenses
40 weapon offenses
88 robberies

131 assaults
166 drug offenses
211 burglaries

The more serious tie juvenile career,
the greater the chances of adult
criminality

In New York City, 48% of the juveniles
who had only 1 year of juvenile activity
had one or more adult arrests and 15%
were serious adult offenders In con-
trast, 78% of those with lengthy juvenile
careers were arrested as adults and
37% were serious adult offenders
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Long-term studies show that the
more often a person is arrested,
the greater the chances of being
arrested again

For example, a study of Philadelphia
males born in 1945 found that

35% were arrested at least once
540/0 c those with one arest had a

second arrest
65% of those with two arrests had a

third arrest
72% of those with three arrests had a

fourth arrest.

A study of 539 former Illinois prison
inmates showed that 53% of those with
one incarceration were arrested within
29 months of their release date com-
pared to a 76% recidivism rate among
those with 3 or more incarcerations

The more often an offender is
arrested before going to prison,
the molz. likely and the sooner
that person will be arrested
after his or her release

A BJS study of young parolees found
that 69% were rearrested within 6 years
of their release from prison Hr -ever,
the rearrest rate was 93% a. 'rig those
with 6 or more prior arrests compared
to 590/0 for those with one prior arrest
The n,edian time between release from
prison and the first subseuu.:1 arrest
was 7 months for those with 6 or more
prior arrests versus 17 months for those
with one prior. arrest Similarly, the more
often an offender was arrested before
going to prison, the more likely and the
sooner he or she was reconvicted and
reincarcerated after being paroled

Criminal histcry, age, and drug use
are among the best correlates
of future criminality

The combination of prior adult and juve-
nile record, age, and drug use provides
a better than chance prediction of sub-
sequent criminal activity Hoffman found

that when Federal inmates were placed
into risk groups based on these factors,
94% of the persons predicted to be u,
least risk to society had a favorable
2-year parole outcome vs. 41% of those
predicted to be among the worst risks

The same variables also predict recidi-
vism among State prisoners For exam-
ple, Klein and Cagyiano found that 21%
of a group of inmates in California who
were forecast to have a relatively low
likelihood of committing future crimes
were back in jail or prison within 2
years of their release date vs a 52%
reincarceration rate in the predicted
high-risk group.

After their release from custody,
(Menders continue to commit crimes
and often serious crimes

Studies show that 10% to 20% of
defendants on pretrial release are
arrested while awaiting trial A study of
California offenders by Peters' lia et al
found that more than 45% of the per-
sons convicted of crimes such as rob
bery, burglary, assault, and theft were
already on adult or juvenile probation or
parole at the time of their conviction

This study also found that 63% of those
given feloi,y probation were rearrested
within 2 years of their release date The
recidivism rate was 72% among similar
defendants who went to prison In both
groups more than 25% of the new filed
charges were for violent crimes (home
cide, rape, assault, and robbery)

Nationally, about half the inmates
released from State prison will return to
prison And most of those who return
will do so within 3 years of their release
date In 1979, 61% of the 53,465 males
admitted to Stet; prison had at least
one prior incarceration

The older the offender at the time
of arrest, the longer he is likely
to continue his criminal career

One study shows that an 18year old
who commits an Index crime usually
stops committing crimes within 5 yeas
of the arrest date but a 35-year old who
has been committing ciimes since age
18 usually goes on committing crimes
for another 10 years. However, 18-year
olds who commit murder or aggravated
assault tend to ha\,e criminal careers of
about 10 years duration.

Despite repeated convictions and
incarcerations, many offenders
continue to believe they can get
away with committing crimes

The Chaikens asked inmates in three
States, "Do you think you could do the
same crime again without getting
caught)" The answer "yes" was given
by

50% of the California inmates
34% of the Michigan inmates
23% of the Texas inmates

Motivations for crime range from
thrill-seeking to need for money

Juveniles who went on to have adult
criminal careers have stated that their
main motives for crime were thrill-
seeking, status, attention-getting, or
peer influence, according to a RAND
Corporation study of habitual felJns As
criminals approach adulthood, the rea-
sons cited shift to financial needs, espe-
cially to money for drugs and alcohol
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How do the offense characteristics of men and women differ?

Relatively few offenders are female

AU arrests (adults

Females
in group

and juveniles) 170/0
Index crime arrests 21

Violent crime arrests 11

Property crime arrests 24
Larceny 31
Non larceny 8

Under correctional
supervision

Juveniles 20
Jail inmates 7
Prison inmates 5

Sources FBI Crime in the United States 1985 BJS Children
in custody 1982/83 Census of Juvenile Detention and Co'
tectionai Facilities, September 1986 Jail inmates 1984 BJS
Bulletin May 1986 Prison. in 1984, 8JS Bulletin April
1985

Offense patterns Mier for males and females

Percent of
all arrests

UCR Index Crimes Males FemG s

Murder and non-
negligent/
manslaughter

Rape
Robbery
Aggravated assault

Burglary
Larceny-theft
Moto' vehicl,,, the',
Arson

880/0 120/o

99 1

92 8
87 14

93 7

69 31
91 9
87 13

Source FBI Crime in the United States 1985

Men are more likely than women to
be arrested for the more ;.' 3nous
crimes, such as murder, rape. rob-
bery, cr burglary

Arrest, jail, and prison data all sug-
gest that a higher proportion of
women than of men who commit
crimes are involved in property
crimes, such as larceny, forgery,
fraud, and eh, lzzlement, and in
drug offenses.

For UCR Index Crimes, the rate of arrest of females is much
lower than that of males, but it has risen faster

Males
Arrest rate per 100,000
resident population

2.000

1.500

All UCR Index Crimes

% change
(1971-85)

Property
crimes

+ 6%

+ 14%

1,000

Females
Arrest rate per 100.000 % change
resident population (1971-85)

500 500 All UCR Index Crimes
+ 37%_rs-----/"--------- + 4%

Violent
crimes

..1--------"7".*--........... + 25%
Property crimes

250

Violent crimes
+ 38%

0 0
1971 1975 1980 19851971 1975 1980 1985

Source FBIUmterm Crime Reports, 1971-85, unpublished data
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While all prison populations have
been growing dramatically, the
women's share has risen from
4% to 5% In the past decade

Oyer the past 10 years, the number of
womer in prison rose by 107% (from
11.170 in .976 to 23,091 in 1985), while
the number of men rose by 80% (from
266,830 in 1976 to 480,510 in 1985)

Men

"'risen population

400,000

300,000

200,000

100,000

Women
121112111111.01MMOMMegla 0

1975 1980 1985

Sources BJS Prisoners in State and Federal
institutions on December 31, 1982 Prisoners
in 1984 BJS Bulletin, April 1985 Prisoners at
midyear 1984, 8JS press release, August 27,
1984 8J5 National Prisoner Statistics. un
published data on prisoners in 1983 and 1985
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A relatively large proportion of offenders come from minority groups

The number of black criminals
Is disproportionately high

Blacks, who made up 12% of the US
population in 1980, accounted for

27% of all arrests in 1985
34% of all UCR Index Crime arrests
47% of all arrests for violent crimes
40% of local jail inmates in 1984
46% of State prison inmates in 1984

According to many researchers, the dis-
proportionality of blacks in the prison
population is mostly attributable to age,
seriousness of crime, prior criminal rec-
ord, and other legally relevant factors
This finding neitiier rules out nor con-
firms the possibility of some discrimina-
tion in the criminal justice sy:tem

Victim reports confirm the prlern
of arrests by race

The pattern of racial involvement in
arrests shown in police records closely
parallels that reported by victims of
crime in the National Crime Survey

Percent of offenders
who were black

Robbery Burglar;

NCS victim
observation 63% 34%

UCR arrests 59 35

Note Data exclude offenders under age 18 and 01 race,
Other than uric' and while NCS vcf,rns obse,ved the
(Mender In 92,,c, of the robber es and 5,1'0 01 the bin qlaneS

The lifetime chance of incarceration
is six times higher for blacks
than for whites

The likelihood that any adult mare will
have serveo time in a luvenile or adult
jail or prison by age 64 is estimated to
be 18% for blacks and 3% for whites
However, aft( the first confinement, the
likelihood of further commitments is
similar fr white and black males About
a third of each group who have ever
beer. confined will have been confined
tau: times by age 64

The proportion of black State prisoners in the South is more consistent
with th3ir share of the population than in other regions

Blacks as a percent
of prison population

Blacks as a percent
of U.S population

Ratio of prison proportion
to U S proportion

United States 46% 12yo 4 to 1

Northeast 51 10 5 to 1
Midwest 45 9 5 to 1
South 54 19 3 to 1
West 26 5 5 to 1

Sources Statistical abstract of the United States 1984
BJS National Prisoner Statistics, 1984 unpublished (fa' r

Blacks were more likely than whites
to be violent offenders

Among UCR Index Crimes, the arrest
rate of blacks was higher for violent than
for property crimes

Whites Blacks

All arrests 72% 27%

All Index Crimes 65% 34%

Violent crimes 52% 47%
Murder 50 48
Rape 52 47
Robbery 37 62
Angravated assault 58 40

Property crin as 68 °/a 30%
Burglary 70 29
Larceny-theft 67 31

Motor vehicle theft 66 32
Arson 76 23

Note Percentages do not add to 10000 because afros's of
persons of other races are not mown

In 1983 blacks accounted for 45% of all
prison admissions and about 47% of all
admissions for violent crimes Of all
blacks admitted to prison in 1983, 380/o
were admitted for violent crimes as com-
pared to 31% of all whites Eighteen per-
cent of all blacks were admitted for rob-
bery as compared to 11% of all whites

The proportion of Hispanics in
prisons and jails is granter thar
In the total U.S. population

Fifteen million Hispanics make up 6% of
the U.S population This number 1,-.,
divided about equally between males
and females

Hispanics (both white and black) -
accounted for 15% of all arrests for

violent crimes and 11% of all arrests for
p-operty crimes in 1985

made up 13% (27,423) of the male jail
population and 11% (1,929) of the
female jail population in 1984

made up 10% (46,125) of the male
prison population and 9% (1,781) of the
female prison population

were more likely than nor.-1-lispanics
to be in jail or prison for drug offenses
in 1983 and 1984
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What are the social and economic characteristics of offenders?

The relationship of an offender's
social and economic background
to crime has been hotly debated

There is no agreement over the relation-
ship between crime and various social
and economic factors Some research-
ers believe that crime results from
deprived backgrounds, while others see
criminal behavior as another symptc
of maladjustnient Whatever the relation-
ship might be, we can measure certain
charanenstics of offenders and com-
pare them to the population as a whole
to give a profile of the offending popula-
tion This profile does not indicate which
came first, the social and economic
characteristic or the criminal behavior It
also does not explain why some people
with similar ^.haracteristics do commit
crimes and others do not

A high proportion of offenders crew
ilp in homes with one parent

About 48% of jail and prison inmates
grew up primarily with one parent or
other relatives. In 1980, 20% of the chil-
dren under age 18 in the United States
were living with one parent Moreover,
about 15% of the jail inmates and 16%
of the prison inmates nrew up with nei-
ther parent, whereas 4% of all children
under age 18 in the United States in
1980 were living with neither parent
Some studies suggest that the relation-
ship between family background and
delinquency is particularly strong for
females 2

Mary offenders have been victims
of childhood abuse

A study of inmates at the California
Institution for Men at San Quentin found
that many inmates had been abused
extensively as children Although data
are limited, some studies suggest that
adolescents subjected to extreme abuse
and violence at home may develop psy-
chotic symptoms, neurological abnor-
malities, and violent behavior

Prison and jail inmates were likely
to have relatives who served time

About 40% of the prison inmates in
1979 and 34% of the jail inmates in
1983 had an immediate family member
(father, mother, brother, sister, spouse, or
child) who had been incarcerated in the
past Baunach found that 53% of the
180 inmates who were mothers had
other family members with criminal
records These family members were
primarily siblings (59%) and husbands,
ex-husbands, or lovers (28%).

Most offenders were not married

Among jail and prison inmates
About half had never been married

and another 24% were divorced or
separated (vs 54% unmarried and 4%
divorced or separated among U S
males age 20-29)

22% of the prison and 21% of the jail
population were married (vs 47% of the
comparable U S population)

The proportion of divorced and sepa-
rated whites was much higher in jails
and prisons than in the U S population,
the marital status of black inmates was
closer to that of blacks in the U S popu-
lation

'Jo
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Most inmates have dependent children

Women offenders are more likely than
men to have dependent children. In
1979, 74% of women prison inmates
and 54% of The men had dependent
children In jails in 1983, 71% of the
women and 54% of the men had
dependent children Of those inmates
who had children, about 67% of those
in jail and 71% of those in prison had 1
or 2 children

The level of education reached
by jail and prison inmates was tar
below the national average

About 40% of all jail and 28% of all
prison inmates had comoleted high
school as compared tc 5% of males
age 20-29 in the U S population

About 45% of all prison and 41% of
all jail inmates as compared with 11% of
the U S population of males age 20-29
began but did not complete high
school

As compared with the U S population
of males age 20-29, these were few col-
lege graduates in jail or prison

ErIlicational level was associated
with type of offense

Offense

Drug offenses
Violent ()tenses
Property offenses
Public order

offenses

Percent of
inmates whc
completed
high school

Jail Prison

34% 29 °/a

27 21

27

31 18

Sources Survey of Inmates o' State Correctonal Fac.
t es 197ts tputoished data BJS Survey of inmates of Local
Jars 1983 unpublished data



Many offenders were unemployed

The highest incarceration rate among
U S males age 1d-64 was among those
who were unemployed prior to arrest

Number of
inmates
per 100.000
U S population

Jail Prison

The proportion of blue-collar
workers was higher in prison
than in the general population

Occupation

VV- 'e collar
Blue-collar
Farm
Service

Prison
popu-
lation

150'0
68
2

14

US popu-
lation age
16-64

510/0
33

3
13

In labor force 330 396 Sources SUS Survey of Inrazes of State Correc'bnal Fac,'
Employed 220 356 t es 1979 unrxibl shed da'a The current populatron survey

Unemployed 1 792 933 /972-8, A data book volume I Bureau of labo S:arst.cs
8u 'etm September 1982

Not in labor
force

Total

323

329

442

405

Few inmates had been working
it .neir customary occupation

About 45% of all males in jail in 1983
.ere unemployed at the time they

entered jail Among the 550/0 who were
working. 22% were working only part-
time In the U.S male population age
16-64, 84% are employed and of these
3% work part-time

A high proportion of adult felons
lacked steady employment

Adult felons were more likely than the
general population never to have
worked at all or to have hold a wide
variety of short-term jobs 3 Of the
prisoners in a RAND Corporation study,
20% had ne\,er worked and another
20% held a variety of short-term jobs
On average, felons in these groups
committed more crimes, particularly
more property crimes, than the 60%
who had had a more stable employ-
ment history

Before their arrest. 30% of all jail
inmates in 1983 who were working were
employed outside what they considered
to be their customary occupation
Earlier surveys of prison inmates had
similar findings In addition to an inabil-
ity to find work in their chosen field, this
suggests some degree of underemploy-
ment

The average inmate
was at the poverty level
before entering jail

In 1983 about half the males in jail who
had been out of jail or prison for at
least a year had annual incomes under
$5,600, a median income of about half
that of men in the gereral population
($11,848) in 1981. Female jail inmates
reported a median income of about
$4,000 during the year before arrest.
slightly more than half of that for women

in the general population ($7370) The
median income for both male and
female jail inmates 'n 1983 did not
exceed the poverty level as defined by
the US Government

Many inmates had income
from nontraditional sources
before entering jail

Among jail inmates
22% depended on welfare, Slcial

Security, or unemployment benefits
7% said that their main source of

income was illegal
60% said that their main source of

income had been a wage or a salary

A larger proportion of female than male
inmates

depended or Nelfare. unemployment
penefits, or SLal Security (38% vs
22%)

depended on family or friends for
their subsistence (31% vs 23%)

admitted that their main income was
from illegal activities (11% vs 7%)
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Drug and alcohol use is common among offenders

The drug use-crime link is complex

There is evidence of a relationship
between drug use, including alcohol
use, and crime How strong it is and
how it operates is nct clear Obviously.
some drug use is 'liege; in and of itself
But its impact on other crimes is uncer-
tain. As with other characteristics, drug
Jse may be another symptom of mal-
adjustment The general pattern of
usage by offenders as compared to
nonoffenoers provides a profile of drug
and alcohol use

Some ways in which d,ug and alcohol
use could contribute to crime inclur

stimulating aggressiveness or weaken-
ing inhibitions of offenders

motivating offenders to commit crimes
to get money to buy drugs

Different drugs supposedly have differ-
ent links to crime. For example, some
hypothesize that alcohol's reduction of
inhibitions leads to crime, particularly
aggressive acts On the other hand
heroin's addictive nature motivates som
addicts to commit crimes to get money
to buy drugs Looking at when the
drugs or alcohol were consumed in
relationship to the time of the offer.se
helps to clarify if and how thugs and
alcohol are involved in crime

Drug use is far greater
among offenders than
among noroffenders

Percent who had
ever used drug

Jai
inmates

Prison
inmates

General
population

Any drug 75% 78% 37%

Marijuana 72 75 33
Cocaine 58 37 25
Amphetamines 32 37 9
Barbiturates 27 35 6
Heroin 22 30 2

Sources Prsoners and drugs BJS 80:0n Mach '983
BJS Survey of Inrna+ns of Lcca, Ja Is t983 unpub+ shed
Casa Jar: ,nmates 7983 BJS Bulse1,n November 1985
Hghbghts from the Natrona/ Survey on Drug Abuse 19832
Na: octal .ns!tti..te on Drug Abuse BJS Survey 0 inmates o'
State Correcz.ona, Gaahres 1979 unp,,tished tiara t-fig,1

bors Of the 1985 Navonal floaseh0d Survey Drug
Abuse Nat onal 1ns1.Tu'e o^ Drug Abuse

Prison inmates used alcohol
more than their counterparts
in the general population

Almost half the inmatesbut only a
tenth of all persons age 18 and older in
the general populationdrank an aver-
age of an ounce or more daily

Males, both in prison and in the
general population, were much more
likely than females to drink an ounce or
more

Men in prison were roughly three
times as likely as men in general to
consume an ounce or more daily.
Women in prison were over five times
more likely than women r general to
consume that much

A sixth of the inmates aid a third of
the general population abstained from
all alcohol

More than a third of all iimates drank
alcoholic beverages daily luring the
year before the crime Twc,-thirds of
these inmates drank very heavily, that
is, at any one drinking session they typi-
cally drank the equivalent of eight cans
of beer, seven 4-ounce glasses of wine.
or nearly nine ounces of 80-proof liquor

Which comes first
drug use or crime?

There is some indication that involve-
ment in crime may precede drug use
:,eene found that most arrested
addicts began their criminal behavior
before they began usinc drugs regu-
larly Similarly, the 1979 Prison Inmate
Survey showed that for more than half
the inmates, involvement in crime
preceded their drug use Other
research shows that most heroin-
addicted criminals were involved in
crime before they became addict .d and
that traditional income sources. rather
than street crimes, are the maw source
of support for the drug habit
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What is the relationship between
increased drug use and crime?

Studies in Baltimore, California, and
Harlem show increased criminal iniolve-
ment with more drug usage Ball,
Shaffer. and Nurco found that over a
9-year period, the crime rate of 354
black and white heroin addicts dropped
with less narcotics use and rose 4 to 6
times with active narcotics use. Similarly,
Anglin and Speckart compared criminal
involvement of 753 white and Hispanic
addicts before and after addiction.
Results showed that 21-30% more per-
sons were involved in crimes the year
after addiction began, arrests increased
substantially, and the number of days

idicts were involved in crimes
eased 3 to 5 times their number

prior to the first addiction

In a study of behaviors and economic
impacts of 201 street neroin users in
Harlem between 1980 and 1982, John-
son et al revealed that daily heroin
users reported the highest crime rates,
209 nondrug crimes per year compared
with 162 among regular users, and 116
among irregular users Daily heroin
users committed about twice the num-
ber of robberies and burglaries as regu-
lar users and about 5 times as many as
irregular users



Drug users are more involved
in money-producing crimes

The RAND career criminal study found
that, among felons, drug users commit-
ted more burglaries. contype crimes.
and drug sales than burglars. con-men,
and drug dealers who did not use
drugs For other crimes there were no
appreciable differences between drug
users and nondrug users in either the
number of prisoners involved or in the
number of crimes they committed Bail's
stuoy of Baltimore addicts showed that
drug users committed an enormous
number of crimes mainly theft and drug
dealing, and that, on average, the typi-
cal addict committed a crime every
other day

How does drug and alcohol use
vary by crime?

Among prison inmates in 1979 about
35% of the property offenders, primarily
burglars, and 38% of the robbers had
been under the influence of drugs,
mainly marijuana, at the time of the
crime By contrast. smaller proportions
of murderers (21%) and rapists (22%)
had been under the influence of drugs
at the time of the crime for which they
were incarcerated

Similarly, among jail inmates in 1983
almost 1 in 3 convicted property
offenders as compared with 1 in 4 vio-
lent offenders said they had been under
the influence of drugs at the time of the
current offense Among property
offenders the highest proportion using
drugs at the time of the crime were
those convicted of burglary (39%). auto
theft (33%). or larceny (300/o) Among
violent offenders, robbers (31%) were

2 out of 5 prison inmates reported they were under the influence
of drugs or were very drunk around the tame of the offense

Offense
Homicide

Sexual assault
Robbery

Assault
Burglary
Larceny

Auto theft
Drug offenses'

Heroin
Other drug (except heroin)

Marijuana only
Very drunk only

Did not use drugs nor very drunk

=3.2El!!!MIMMiilill_==!__
J

1

1

isweraeasearm
1

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percent of inmates surveyeu

'Includes trafficking and possession Source IDS Survey of State Prison Inmates. 1979

the highest proportion who reported
being under the influence of drugs at
toe time of the current crime

Nearly half the incarcerated offenders
had been drinking just prior to the cur-
rent crime

About half the convicted offenders
incarcerated for a violent crime had
used alcohol before the crime Alcohol
use was particularly pervasive among
persons convicted of assault (about
60%)

Among property offenders, more than
4 in 10 convicted inmates had used
alcohol just before the current crime

Nearly 3 in 10 convicted drug
offenders had used alcohol before the
current crime

How do inmates vary
in their drug use?

Many inmates were under the
influence of marijuana but usually II.
combination with other more serious
drugs such as heroin

At the time of their offense, fewer jail
inmates were under the influence of
heroin (9% prison inmates, 5% jail
inmates)

5% of the prison inmates were under
the influence of cocaine at the time of
their offense

Among prison inmates. women were
more likely than men to have been
under the influence of heroin (14% vs
8%)

White prison inmates were more likely
than black inmates to have been drink-
ing heavily (39% vs 18%)
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Chapter IV

The response to crime

Marianne W. Zawitz
Carla K Gaskins
Herbert Koppel
Lawrence A Greenfeld
Peter Greenwood, The RAND
Corporation

This chapter gives an overview of crimi-
nal justice at all levels of government
Federal, State, and local It not only ex-
amines the cnminal justice process and
institutions but also the philosophical
base and legal mandates of our system
of justice It contains data and research
findings that quantify crucial actions at
five key stages of the criminal justice
process-

Entry into the system
Prosecution and pretrial services
Adjudication
Sentencing and sanctions
Corrections

The data presented answer such ques-
tions as

How does the criminal justice system
process cases? What is discretion and
how is it exercised in the hand! ng of
criminal cases?

How much crime does the criminal jus-
tice system deal with?

How does police strength in your
county compare to that of other coun-
ties? What is he relationship between
police strength and crime?

What is the role of priv,-1 security in
crime control?

How many people were arrested in a
typical year? For what offenses are they
arrested? What percentage of crimes
result in an arrest?

What is the role of the prosecutor?

How many arrests result in prosecution?
How many prosecutions result in convic-
tions?

To wnat extent are defendants released
pending trial? How many released
defendants fail to appear for trial or
commit additional offenses?

What is the role of the public defender?
How are defense services for indigents
provided in your State?

Are juveniles handled differently than
adults? Can juveniles be tried in a crimi-
nal court?

How are the Federal and State courts
organized?

What are the main differences between
adult and juvenile courts?

How many cases brought by the prose-
cutor result in guilty pleas? How many
result in guilty erclicts? How often are
cases tried before a jury?

How long does it take for a criminal
case to move through the criminal jus-
tice system?

To what extent do requirements for jury
duty vary among the States?

How many States recognize a defense
of insanity? What is the difference
between competency to stand trial and
the insanity defense?

Is the criminal caseload of appeals
courts increasing? In what circum-
stances are State cases reviewed by
Federal courts?

What are the various senteNcing alterna-
tives?

In what ways have most States recently
changed their approach to sentencing?

What drunk driving sanctions are avail-
able?

What is forfeiture? When is it used?

When is the death penalty used?

What sanctions are available for juvenile
offenders?

How do sentence lengths differ from
actual time served?

How many people are under some form
of correctional supervision? Are correc-
tional populations increasing? How
many prisoners are confined in State
and Federal institutions?

In what types of facilities are prisoners
held? How densely populated are our
prisons?

How many parolees return to prison^
H, 1 many inmates were previou,,ly in
prison?
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Section 1. An overview

The response to crime is a complex process that involves citizens
as well as many agencies, levels, and branches of government

The private sector initiates
the response to crime

This first response may come from any
part of the private sector individuals.
families, neighborhood associaticns,
business, industry, agriculture, educa-
tional institutions, the news media, or
any other private service to the public

It involves crime prevention as well as
participation in the criminal justice proc-
ess once a crime has been committed
Private crime prevention is more than
providing private security or burglar
alarms or participating in neighborhood
watch It also includes a commitment to
stop criminal behavior by not ergaging
in it or condoning it when it is commit-
ted by others

Citizens t e pert directly in the criminal
-*ice process by reporting crime to the

by being a reliab,e participant
(for example, witness, juror) in a criminal
proc lding, and oy accepting the dis-
position of the system as just or
reasonable. As voters and taxpayers,
citizens also participate in criminal jus-
tice through the policymaking process
that affect- ne criminal justice
process opt, .es. the resources availa-
ble to it, and its goals and objectives At
every stage of the process, from the
original formulation of objectives to the
decision about where to locate jails and
prisons and to the reintegration of
inmates into society, the private sector
has a role to play Without such involve-
ment, the criminal jlistice process can-
not serve the citizens it is intended to
protect

The government responds to crime
through the criminal justice system

We apprehend, try, and punish
offenders by means of a loose con-
federation of agencies at all levels of
government Our American system of
justice has evolved from the English
common law into a complex series of
procedures and decisions There is no
single criminal justice system in this
country We have many systems that are
similar, but individually unique

Criminal cases may be handled differ
ently in different jurisdictions, but court
decisions based on the due process
guarantees of the US Constitution

What is the sequence of events in the criminal justice system?

Entry into the system Prosecution and pretrial services

Unsolved Released Released Charges Charges
or not without Anthout dropped dropped
arrested prosecution prosecution or dismissed or dismissed

Felonies

Reported
crime Invest'

gatior

Information

Grand jury

Refusal to indict

Mot
ppearanc

Preliminary

hearing

Petty offenses

Bail or
detention

Misdemeanors

Release or station
adjustment

Police ;
juvenile

um
Juvenile offenses',

Nonpolice referrals

Note This chart gives a simplified view of caseflow
through the criminal justice system Procedures vary
among jurisdictions The weights of the lines are not
intended to show the actual size of caseloads

Intake hearing

Information

Waive.; ti-;

crimina,
Released court

Petition to court

Nonadjudicatory
disposition

require that specific steps be taken in
the administration of criminal justice

The description of the crimir- mid juve-
nile justice systems that follows portrays
the most common se,oence of events
in the response to serious criminal
behavior

Entry into the system

The justice system does not respond to
most crime because so much crime is
not discovered or reported to the police
(see chapter II) Law enforcement agen-
cies learn about crime from the reports
of citizens, ti_-n discovery by a pace
officer in the field. or from :nvestigative
and intelligence work
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Once a law enforcement agency has
established that a crime has been com-
mitted, a suspect must bo identified and
apprehended for the case to proceed
through the system Sometimes, a sus-
pect is apprehended at the scene how-
ever. identification of a suspect some-
times requires an extensive investiga-
tion Often, no one is identified or
apprehended

Prosecution and pretrial services

After an arrest, law enforcement agen-
cies present information about the case
and about the accused to the prosecu-
tor, who will decide if formal charges
will be filed with the court If no charges
are filed, the accused must be released
The prosecutor can also drop charges



djudication

Charge dismissed Acquitted

rraignment

Sentencing and sanctions

Trial Sentencing

Probation

Corrections

Pardon and Cat tal

clemency punishment

Revocation

Penitentiary

Guilty plea
, ____________) Out of system

Parole

Habeas
Revocation

corpus
Charge

dismissed

Reduction of charge

rraignment

udicatory hearing

Acquitted

Trial

Guilty plea

Appeal

Sentencing

Probation

Fine

Revocation

il ...1all
71 INIIILi

Released Nonpayment

Probation

__ _ Out of system

DISpOSitiOri Revocation

Juvenile
institution

%-----

Parole

Revocation

Out of system

Source Adapted from The challenge of c 'me in a free socioty
President s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice. 1967

after making efforts to prosecute (nolle
prosequi)

A suspect charged w,th a crime must
be taken before a judge or magistrate
without unnecessary delay At the .,iitial
appearance, the judge or magistrate
informs the accused of the charges and
decides v.',ether there is probable
cause to detain the accused person
Often, the defense counsel is also
assigned at the initial appearance If the
offense is not very serious, the determi-
nation of guilt and assessment of a pen-
alty may also occur at this stage

In some jurisdictions, a pretrial-release
decision is made at the initial appear-
ance, but this decision may occur at
other hearings or may be changed at

another time during the process Pretrial
release and bail were traditionally
intended to ensure appearance at trial
However, many jurisdictions permit
pretrial detention of defendants accused
of serious offenses and deemed to be
dangerous to prevent them from com-
mitting crimes in the pretrial period The
court may decide to release the
accused on his/her own recognizance,
into the custody of a third party, on the
pronse of satisfying certain conditions,
or after the posting of a financial bond

In many jurisdictions, the initial appear-
ance may be followed by a preliminary
hearing The main function of this hear-
ing is to discover if there is probable
cause to believe that the accused com-
mitted a known crime within the junsdic-

1;3

tion of the court If the judge does not
find probable cause, the case is dis-
missed, however, if the judge or magis-
trate finds probable cause for such a
belief, or the accused waives his or her
right to a preliminary hearing, the case
may bP bound over to a grand jury

A grand jury hears evidence against the
accused presented by the prosecutor
and decides if there is sufficient evi-
dence to cause the accused to be
brought to trial If the grand jury finds
sufficient evidence, it submits to the
court an indictment (a written statement
of the essential facts of the offense
chargea against the accused) Where
the grand jury ,:ysterr is used, the
grand jury may also investigate criminal
activity generally and issue indictments
called grand jury originals that initiate
criminal cases

Misdemeanor cases and some felony
cases proceed by the issuance of an
information (a formal, written accusation
submitted to the court by a prosecutor)
In some jurisdictions, indictments may
be required in felony cases However,
the accused may choose to waive a
grand jury indictri lent and, instead,
accept service of an information for the
crime

Adjudication

Once an indictment or information has
been filed with the trial court, the
accused is scheduled for arraignment
At the arraignment, the accused is
informed of the charges, advised of the
rights of criminal defendants, and asked
to enter a plea to the charges Some-
times, a plea of guilty is the result of
negotiations between the prosecutor
and the defendant, with the defendant
entering a guilty plea in expectation of
reduced charges or a lenient sentence

If the accused pleads guilty or pleads
nob contendere (accepts penalty with-
out admitting guilt), the judge may
accept or reject the plea If the plea is
accepted, no trial is held and the
offender is sentenced at this proceeding
or at a later date The plea may be
rejected if, for example, the judge
believes that the accused may have
been coerced If this occurs, the case
may proceed to trial
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If the accused pleads nct guilty or not
guilty by reason of insanity, a date is set
for the trial A person accused of a seri-
ous crime is guaranteed a trial by jury
However, the accused may ask for a
bench trial where the judge, rather than
a jury, serves as the finder of fact In
both instances the prosecution and
defense present evidence by question-
ing witnesses while the judge decides
on issues of law The trial results in
acquittal or conviction on the original
charges or on lesser included offenses

After the trial a defendant may request
apperate review of the conviction or
sentence in many criminal cases
appeals of a conviction are a matter of
right, all States with the death penalty
provide for automatic appeal of cases
involving a death sentence However,
under some circumstances and in some
jurriclictions, appeals may be subject to
the discretion of the appellate court and
may be granted only on acceptance of
a defendant's petition for a writ of cer-
tiorari Prisoners may also appeal their
sentences tnrough civil rights petitions
and writs of habeas corpus where they
claim unlawful detention

Sentencing and sanctions

After a guilty verdict or guilty plea, sen-
tence is imposed In most cases the
judge decides on the sentence, but in
some States, the sentence is decided
by the jury, particularly for capital
offenses such as murder

In arriving at an appropriate sentence, a
sentencing hearing may be held at
which evidence of aggravating or
mitigating circumstances will be consid-
ered In assessing the circumstances
surrounding a convicted person's crimi-
nal behavior, courts often rely on
presentence investigations by probation
agencies or other designated authori-
ties Courts may also consider victim
impact statements

The sentencing choices that may be
available to judges and juries include
one or more of the following

the death penalty
incarceration in a prison, jail, or other

confinement facility
probation allowing the convicted per-

son to remain at liberty but subject to
certain conditions and restrictions

finesprimarily applied as penalties in
minor offenses

restitutionwhich requires the
offender to provide financial compensa-
tion to the victim

In many States, State law mandates that
persons convicted of certain types of
offenses serve a prison term

Most States permit the judge to set the
sentence length within certain limits, but
some States have determinate sentenc-
ing laws that stipulate a specific sen-
tence length, which must be served and
cannot be altered by a parole board

Corrections

Offenders sentenced to incarceration
usually serve time in a local jail or a
State prison Offenders sentenced to
less than 1 year generally go to jail,
those sentenced to more than 1 year
go to prison Persor admitted to a
ct-te prison syster iay be held in pris-
"ns with varying levels of custody or in
a community correctional facility

A prisoner may become eligible for
parole after serving a specific part of his
or her sentence. Parole is the condi-
tional release of a prisoner before the
prisoner's full sentence has been
served The decision to grant parole is
made by an authority such as a parole
board, which has power to grant or
revoke parole or to discharge a parolee
altogether The way parole decisions are
made varies widely among jurisdictions

Offenders may also be required to serve
out their full sentences prior to ielease
(expiration of term) Those sentenced
under determinate sentencing laws can
be released only after they have served
their full sentence (mandatory release)
less any "goodtime" received while in
prison Inmates get such credits against
their sentences automatically or by
earning it through participation in
programs

If an offender has an outstanding
charge or sentence in another State, a
detainer N. used to ensure that when
released from prison he or she will be
transferred to the other State

If released by a parole board decision
or by mandatory release, the releasee
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will be under the supervision of a
parole officer in t' le community for the
balance of his or her unexpired sen-
tence This supervision is governed by
specific conditions of release, and the
releasee may be returned to prison for
violations of such conditions

The juvenile justice system

The processing of juvenile offenders is
not entirely dissimilar to adult criminal
processing, but there are clucial differ-
ences in the procedures. Many juveniles
are referred to juvenile courts by law
enforcement officers, but many others
are referred by school officials, social
services agencies, eighbors, and even
parents, for behavior or conditions that
are determined to require intervention
by the formal system for social control.

When juveniles are referred to the juve-
nile courts, their intake departments, or
prosecuting attorneys, determine
whether sufficient grounds exist to war-
rant filing a petition that requests an
adjudicatory hearing or a request to
transfer jurisdiction to criminal court. In
some States and at the Federal level
prosecutors under certain circumstances
may file criminal charges against
juveniles directly in criminal courts

The court with jurisdiction over juvenile
matters may reject the petition or the
juveniles may be diverted to other agen-
cies or programs in lieu of further court
processing Examples of diversion pro-
grams include individual or group coun-
seling or referral to educational and
recreational programs

If a petition for an adjudcatory hearing
is accepted, the juvenile may be
brought before a court quite unlike the
court with jurisdiction over adult
offenders In disposing of cases juvenile
courts usually have far more discretion
than adult courts In addition to such
options as probation, commitment to
correctional institutions, restitution, or
fines, State laws grant juvenile courts
the power to order removal of children
from their homes to foster homes or
treatment facilities Juvenile courts also
may order participation in special pro-
grams aimed at shoplifting prevention,
drug counseling, or driver education
They also may order referral to criminal
court for trial as adults



Despite the considerable discretion
associated with juvenile court proceed-
trigs, juveniles are affoided many of the
due-process safeguards associated with
adult criminal trials. Sixteen States per-
mit the use of juries in juvenile courts,
however, in light of the US Supreme
Court's holding that juries are not essen-
tial to juvenile hearings, most States do
not make provisions for juries in juvenile
courts.

The response to crime is foinded
in the intergovernmental
structure of the United States

Under our form of government, each
State and the Federal Government has
its own criminal justice system All sys-
tems must respect the rights of indi-
viduals set forth in court interpretation of
the U.S Constitution and defined in
case law

State constitutions and laws define the
criminal justice system within each State
and delegate thk. authority and respon-
sibility for criminal justice to various
jurisdictions, officials, and institutions
State laws also define criminal behavior
and groups of children or acts under
jurisdiction of the juvenile courts

Municipalities and counties further
define their criminal justice systems
through local ordinances that proscribe
additional illegal behavior and establish
the local agencies responsible ior crimi-
nal justice processing that were not
established by the State

Congress also has established a crimi-
nal justice system at the Federal level to
respond to Federal crimes such as
bank robbery, kidnaping, and tran,port-
ing stolen goods across State lines

The response to crime is mainly
a State and local function

Very few crimes are under exclusive
Federal jurisdiction The responsibility to
respond to most crime rests with the
State and local governments Pollee pro-
tection is primarily a function of ches
and towns Corrections is primarily a
function of State governments More
than three-fifths of all justice personnel
are employed at the local level

Percent of criminal justice
employment by level of
government

Local State Federal

Police 770/e 150/o 8%
Judicial (coots only) 50 32 8
Prosecution and legal

services 58 26 17
Public defense 47 50 3
Corrections 35 61 4

Total 62% 310/1) 8%

Source Justice expenditure and employment 1985
BJS But lobo march 1987

Discretion is exercised throughout
the criminal justice system

Discretion is "an authority conferred by
law to act in certain conditions or situa-
tions in accordance with an official's or
an official agency's own considered
judgment and conscience"1 Discretion
is exercised throughout the government
It is a part of decisionmaking in all
government systems from mental health
to education, as well as criminal justice

Concerning crime and justice, legislative
bodies have recognized that they can-
not anticipate the range of circum-
stances surrounding each crime, antici-
pate local mores, and enact laws that
clearly encompass all conduct that is
criminal and all that is not 2 Therefore,
persons charged with the day.to-day
response to crime are expected to exer-
cise their own judgment within limits set
by law Basically, they must decide

whether 'o take action

where the situation fits in the scheme
of law, rules, and precedent

which official response is appropriate

To ensure that discretion is exercised
responsibly, government authority is
often delegated to professionals Profes-
sionalism requires a minimum level of
training and orientation, which guides
officials in making decisions The profes-
sionalism of policing discussed later in
this chapter is due Icit-gely to the desire
to ensue the proper exercise of police
discretion

The limits of discretion vary from State
to State and locality to locality For
example, some State judges have wide
discretion in the type of sentence they
may impose In recent years other
States have sought to limit the judges'
discretion in sentencing by passing
mandatory sentencing laws that require
prison sentences for certain offenses

Who exercises discretion?

These
criminal justice
officials

Police

Prosecutors

must often decide
whether or not or
how to

Enforce specific laws
Investigate specific crimes
S arch people vicinities

A, rest or detain people

File charges or petitions
for adjuL; cation

Seek indictments
Drop cases
Reduce charges

Judges or Set bdii or conditions
magistrates for release

Accept pleas
Determine delinquency
Dismiss charges
Impose sentence
Revoke probation

Correctional
officials

Paroling
authority

Assign to type of
correctional facility

Award privileges
Punish for disciplinary

infractions

Determine date and
conditions of parole

Revoke parole
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More than one agency
has jurisdiction over some
criminal events

The response to most criminal actions is
usually begun by local police who react
to violation of State law If a suspect is
apprehended, he or she is prosecuted
locally and may be confined in a local
jail or State pi iron In such cases, Jnly
one agency has jurisdiction at each
stage in the process

However, some criminal events because
of their characteristics and location may
come under the jurisO:ction of more
thar one agency. For example, such
overlapping occurs within States when
local police, county sheriffs, and State
police are all ernpo.vered to enforce
State laws on State nighways

Congress has provided for Federal juris
diction over crimes that--

materially ar .ct interstate commerce
occur on Federal land
involve large and probably interstate

criminal organizations or conspiracies
are offenses of national importance,

such as the assassination of the
President 3

Bank robbery and many drug offenses
are examples of crimes for which the
States and the Federal Goverment
both have jurisdiction In cases of dual
jurisdiction, an investigation and a
prosecution may be undertaken by all
authorized agencies, but only one level
of government usually pursues a case
For example, a study of FBI bank rob-
bery investigations during 1978 anu
979 found that of those cases

cleared
36% were solved by the FBI alone
25% were solved by a joint effort of

the FBI and State and local police
40% were solved by the State ana

local police acting alone

In response to dual jurisdiction and to
promote more effective coordination,
Law Enforcement Coordinating Commit-
tees have been established throughout
the country and include all relevant Fed-
eral and local agencies

Within States the response
to crime also varies from one
locality to another

The response differs because of statu-
tory and structural differences and
differences in how discretion is exer-
cised Local criminal justice policies and
programs change in response to local
attitudes and needs For example, the
prosecutor in one locality may concen-
trate on particular types of offenses that
plague the local community while the
prosecutor in another locality may con-
centrate on career criminals

The response to crime alsr'
on a case-by-case basis

No two cases are exactly alike At each
stage of the criminal justice process offi-
cials must make decisions that take into
account the varying factors of each
case Two similar cases may have very
different results because of various fac-
tors, including differences in witness
cooperation and physical evidence, the
availability of resources to investigate
and prosecute the case, the quality of
the lay,. rs involved, and the age and
prior criminal histiry of the suspects
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Differences in local laws,
agencies, resources, standards,
and procedures result in varying
responses in each jurisdiction

The outcomes of arrests for serious
cases vary among the States as shown
by Offender -bated Transaction Statistics
from nine States

% of arrests for serious crimes
that result n

Prose Convic lncarcer
ution tion ation

Virginia 100% 61 °'o 55%

Nebraska 99 68 39

New York 97 67 31

Utah 97 79 9

Virgin Islands 95 55 35

Minnesota 89 69 48

Pennsylvania 85 56 24

California 78 61 45

Ohio 77 50 21

Suutt.e Dsaygregated data used ,ti Tret,k,ng uthinders
WIVeculldr ,erne BJS Speoal Report November 1986

Some of this variation can be explained
by difference_ among States For exam-
ple, the degree of discretion in deeding
whether to prosecute differs from State
to State, some States do not allow any
police or prosecutor discretion, others
allow police discretion but hot prosecu-
tor discretion and vice versa
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Section 2. Entry into the criminal justice system
or.

The system responds directly to a fraction of crime

Most crime is not reported to police

As noted in chapter II, only about
third of all crimes are reported to police.
The crimes most likely to be reported
are those most serious in terms of injury
and economic loss

The criminal justice system responds to
crimes brought to its attention by
reports from citizens or through direct
observation by law enforcement officers
Crimes are reported most often by the
victim or a member of the victimized
household. Police discover 3% of
reported personal crimes and 2% of
reportod household crimes

Most reported crimes are not solved by
arrest For that reason the proportion of
crimes handled directly by the criminal
justice system through the r. :ssing of
suspects is rel, .ely small _,irectly,
tile criminal justice system may be deal-
ing with more crime than appears from
arrest data because the offenders who
are piocessed may have committee
much more crime than that for which
they are arrested (see chapter III)

Fallout for the crime of aggravated
assault is shown in this chart

Aggravated assault
rate per 1(1'0 parsons
age 12 and Older

NCS victimization rate
10

uoli'c:f44e-tite

`OCIRarreet fate

0
1975 1980 1985

The first contact with the (Aminol
justice system for most citizens
is the police dispatcher

In many cities citizens can report crimes
through a universal number, such es
911 In oth cities the cit:-en must call
the police directly The dispatcher will
ask for facts about the crime, such as
what happened, where, when, whether
or not it involved injury or loss. This
information helps the police to select
the most appropria , response

Law enforcement is one
of several police roles

The roles of police officers are
Law enforcementapplying legal

sanctions (usually arrest) to behavior
that violate', a legal standard

Order maintenancetaking steps to
control events and circumstances that
disturb or threaten to disturb the peace
For example, a police officer may be
called on to mediate a family dispute, to
disperse an unruly crowd, or to quiet an
overly boisterous party

Information gatheringasking rou-
tine questions at a crime scene, inspect-
ing victimized premises, and filling out
forms needed to register criminal
complaints

Service -t ated dutiesa broad
range of activities, such as assisting
injured persons, animal control, or fire
calls

Wilson's anal;sis of citizen complaints
radioed to police on patrol showed
that

10% required enforcement of the law
more than 30% of the calls were

appeals to maintain order
22% were for information gathering
38% were service-related duties

Most crime is not susceptible
to a rapid police response

A study by the Police Executive
Research Forum suggests that police
response time is important in securing
arrests only when they are called while
the crime is in progress or within a few
econds after the crime was committed

Otherwise, the offender has plenty of
time to escape
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In a study of response time in Kansas
City, only about 6% of the callers
reported crimes in progress. Where dis-
covery crimes are involved (those
notice-I after the crime has been com-
pleted), few arrests may result even if
citizen reportir immediately follows dis-
covery, by this time the offender may
be safely away If a suspect is arrested,
the length of delay betweeii the offense
and arrest may crucially affect the
government's ability to prosecute the
suspect successfully because of the
availability of evidence and witnesses

Today, police officers
do not always respond
to calls for service

3ased on research and the desire for
improved efficiency, many police depart-
ments How use a number o: response
alternatives to calls for service The type
of alternative depends on a number of
factors such as whether the incident is
in progress, has just occurred, or
occurred some time ago and whether
anyone is or ' be injured Police
officers may be ,ent, but the call for
service may also be responded to by

Telephone report ,nits who take the
crime report ove- ine telephone In
some departments, more than a third of
the calls are initially handled in this way

Delayed response if officers are not
needed at once and can respond when
they are available Most departments
state a maximum delay time, such as
30 to 45 minutes, after which the
clo.est unit is assigned to respond

Civilian personnel trained to take
reports, they may be evidence techni-
P.ians, community service specialists,
animal control officers, or pat king
enforcement officers

Referral to other noncriminal jus-
tice ageacies such as the fire depart
ment, housing department, or social
service agencies

A request for a walk-in report where
the citizen comes to the police depart
ment and fills out a report



A variety of public agencies provide protection from crime

Law enforcement evolved
throughout U.S. history

In colonial times law was enforced by
constables and a right watch made up
of citizens who to.Jk turns watching for
fires and unruly persons By the begin-
ning of the 19th century, most citizens
who could afford it paid for someone
e.se to take their watch

The first publicly supported, centralized,
consolidated police organization in the
United States was established in New
York in 1844 It was modeled a' er the
London Metropolitan Police created in
1829 by Sir Robert Peel Other major
American cities adopted the same sys-
tem soon after. Today, more than 90%
of all municipalities with a population of
2,500 or more have their own police
forces.

Rural policing in the United States
developed from the functions
of sheriffs

The office of sheriff, a direct import from
17th century England, was used primar-
ily in the rural colonies of the South As
elected county officials, sheriffs had
detention and political functions along
with law enforcement responsibilities

Originally responsible for large, sparsely
populated areas, many sheriffs were
faced with big city law enforcement
problems because of urban growth after
World War II In some counties the
sheriff's office has retained its detention
functions, but law enforcement functions
are handled by county police depart-
ments In other counties the sheriff's
office resembles many big city police
departments TI sere are more than 3,000
sheriff's departments in the United
States today

Traditionally, the police
function has been dominated
by local governments

In 1986 there were 11,7'3 municipal,
79 county, and 1,819 township general-
purpose police agencies in the United
States Together, they employ 533,247
full-time equivalent employees

Other State and local law enforcement
groups include State agencies such as
the Cl State police and highway patrols
and some 965 special police agencies
including park rangers, harbor police,
transit police, and campus security
forces Along with their independent
responsibilities, these agencies often
support local law enforcement on tech-
nical matters such forensics and
identification.

The Federal Government employs 8%
of all law enforcement personnel
Among the more than 50 Federal law
enforcement agencies are the cederal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA), the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms (BATF), the Secret Service, and
the Postal Inspection Service

Urbanization and social changa,
have had great impact on policing

The dramatic shift in population to
urban areas since World War II has had
great impact on the demand for police
service The percentage of police
officers employed in urban areas rose
from 68% in 1977 to 82% in 1982.

During the recent period of increasing
concern abcut employment discrimina-
tion against women and minorities,
mostly white, male police departments
have added women and minorities to
their ranks The propor:on of sworn
officers who were women went from 2%
in 1971 to almost 7% in 1985 The
proportion of police officers and deter
fives who were black went from 90/J in
1983 to 12% in 1985

Professionalism and advanced
technology have also transformed
policing in the past half century

In 1982, 79% of police officers in a
sample survey conducted by the FBI
reported that they had done some col-
lege work 23% of the respondents had
received baccalaureate degrees 1 Basic

nd in-service training is now regarded
as indispensable. More than 670 train-
ing academies now exist in the United
States 2

In 1964 only one major police depart-
ment was using automated data
proces3ing.3 More recent surveys sug-
gest that virtually all jurisdictions of
50,000 or more population were using
computers by 1981.4

In 1922 less tran 1,000 patrol cars
were in use in the entire country 5
that time, only one c.ty had radio-
equipped cars Today, the patrol car has
almost replaced the "bea' cop" and
police communications enable the
patrol officer to have access t) 3itizen
calls for service as well as data banks
on a variety of critical information,
including outstanding warrants and :W-
ien property

Increased civilian
employment has also
changed police agencies

he increase results from tne
desire to free up sworn officers

for patrol duties
need for technical expertise,

such as data processing.

Percent
civilian

1971 1975

20%

11

0
1980 1985

ScJr, e FBI Uniform Crime Reports. 1971-85
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Most counties have fewer than 5 police officers per 100 square miles

c C,-, .s US B Ce>s '9,32

muters or tourists than by the size of the
resident population

The area of a county also shows little
or no relationship to either police
employment levels or the number of
police per square mile (ee map
above) Some studies have shown that
the strength of the police force is les-
sened as the enforcement area in
square miles goes up 7

One factor that appears to contribute
io police strength is dens.ty As the
',umber of residents per square mile
increases. there is likely to be an
increase in th:1 number of police per
capita

State and local police employment
per capita rose by 63% in 25 years

Between 1957 and 1982 the number of
police officers per 1,000 residents of the
United States increased from 16 to 26
Around the same time. the reported
crime rate rose 436% (from 1.1 UCR
Index Crimes per 1,0Lu population in
1960 to 59 in 1980)

Between 1957 and 1982 growth in the
number of police officers per capita

occurred in all regions of the country
was highest (79%) in the N-irth Cen-

tral region

7j

Number of law enforcement officers
per 100 square miles

r 1,111
ro5 5 to 1G tOtr, 15 151o20

was lowest (43%) in the Northeast,
which in 1982 had the most police
off.cers per capita

fhe greatest growth occurred between
1962 and 1972 (35%) More recently
('072-82) police employment continued
to grow. but at a much slower rate A
recent study found that after rapid
growth in the late 1960z and ear:y
1970s. the number of police emp'oyees
In 88 cities of at least 100.000 inhabi-
tants nas leveled off since 1972
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Private security plays art 'inportan' role in crime control

Private security continues to grow

After public police agencies were
formed in the mid-1800s, organized pri-
vate law enforcement developed in
response to
.# the lack of public police protection in
the expanding West

problems with interstate jurisdiction
development of the railroad
increased industrialization.

Tha first private security officer. Allan
Oinkerron, had a tremendous impact on
private security through his work with
the railroads and through his establish-
ment of the first private security firm

ig to the lack of a Federal law
enforcement agency, Pinkerton's security
a,ancy was hired by the Federal
Government in 1861. More recently
there has been increased men for pri-
vate security, particularly to protect
defense secrets and defense supplies
provided by the private oector More
recent growth in private security is in
response to growth of crime and secu-
rity needs in bur asses

The private security industry
,3rotects private concerns
against losses from accidents,
natural disasters, or crime

This for-profit industry provides
personnel, such as guards. investiga-

tors, couriers, bodyguards
equipment. including safes, locks.

lighting. fencing, alarm systems, closed
circuit television, smoke detectors. fire
extinguishers. and automatic sprinkler
systems

services, including alarm monitoring,
employee background checks and drug
testing, evacuation planning, computer
security planning, and polygraph
testing

Private security is provided either by
direct -,ng (proprietary security) or by
hiring specific services or equioment
(contract security)

1.1 million people are estimated
to be employed in private security

Proprietary security
Guards
Store detectives
investigators
Other workers
Manager and staff

ContAct security
Guards and Invest:gators
Central zlarrn station
Local al irM
Armored car/couner
Security equipment
Specialized oervices
Security consultants

Total 1

448,979
346.326

20.106
10.000
12 215
60.332

640,640
541,600
24 000
25 740
26 300
15.000
5 000
3 OM

100 000

Seuce Centveghar- and TayiCpr Prfv,re secLery and price
rn Arerca The Par.res: report (Perea+J Oreg Cearferer
Press 1985)

The authority of private security
personnel varies among States
and localities

Many States give private security per-
sonnel authonty to m '-e felony arrests
when there is "reasonable cause' to
believe a crime has been committed
Unlike sworn police officers, pmate per-
sonnel are not obligated to tell arrEstees
of their rights. Private security usually
carf-v-. detain suspects or conduct
searches without the suspect's consent
In some States laws give rnvate security
authority to act as "special police" within
a specific junsdiction h as a plant, a
store, or university c.,npu,

Many private security firms
are licensed or regulated

In some jurisdictions both State and
local requirements must be met to
obtain a license to provide private
security

At the State level
35 States license guard and patrol

firms
22 States and the District of Columbia

require the registration of guards

4
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37 States license private investigators.
Alarm companies must obtain a

license in 25 States and are regulated
in 10 States.

8 States license armored car compa-
nies and 6 States license couriers

In fewer than 12 States, the same
agency or board regulates alarm com-
panies and armored car firms, as well
as guard. ^atm', and investigative firms

3 States nave independent regulatory
boards; 6 States have such boards in
State agencies

Private security is regulated by the
department of public safety or State
police in 15 States, the department Jf
commerce or occupational licensing
agency in 7 States, and the department
of state in 5 States

Public police are oftefi employed
by private security firms

Some police officers "moonlight" as pri-
vate security officers in their off-duty
hours According to the Hailcrest survey,
81r of the surveyed police departments
permit moonlighting. but most estimated
that 20% or foss of their officers are
working as private security personnel.
Acting like a contract security firm,
some police departmeroc- pro.fo per-
sonnel to private conce., fs and use the
revenue for the department

Private security has continued
to outnumber public police
since the 1950s

Public police protection grew most
rapidly in the late 1960s and early
1970s in response to increasing urbani-
zation and crime rates Public police
protection has stabilized in the 1980s.
but private security has continued to
grow Further growth of the private
security industry is expected. particu-
larly in relation -)ducts using high
technology. such as electronic access
control and data encryption units for
computer security systems



Most criminal cases are initiated by arrest
lill

When a crime has been committed,
a suspect must ba identified
and apprehended for the case
to proceed through the system

Sometimes a suspect is apprehended at
the scene: however, extensive investiga-
tions may be required to identify a sus-
pect, and in many cases, no one is
identified apprehended Law en:orce-
ment agencies have wide discretion in
determining when to make an arrest.
but to arrest a suspect properly they
must obtain an arrest warrant from the
court prior to arrest or they must be
able to show that at the time of arrest
they had probable cause to believe that
the suspect committed the crime. A sus-
pect who is arrested (taken into physical
custody) must then be booked (official
recording of the offenses alleged and
the identity of the suspect). Ir some
States law enforcement agencies must
fingerprint suspects at the time of arrest
and booking.

Most persons enter the crimi9a1
justice system through arrest,
but some enter in other ways

A person may be issued a citation by a
police officer requiring a court appear-
ance to answer a criminal charge
Generally, a citation creates an ga-
bon to appear in court Howevel. In
some jurisdictions, a payment of money
cal, be made in lieu of a court appear-
ance; the common example of such a
provision is the case of a minor traffic
v.olation Alternatively, a person may be
issued a summons (a written order by a
judicial officer requiring an appearance
in court to answer specific charges) A
third way of entering the criminal justice
system is through indictment by a grand
jury. Such indictments usually follow the
referral of allegations and evidence by
the prosecutor Occasionally, a grand
jury 1,vil! issue an indictment pursuant to
a criminal investigation initiated by I,
pros 'tutor Such an indictment is com-
monly known as a ''grand jury ongina'"

11.9 million arrests were reported
by law enforcement agencies In 1985

Rank Offense

Estimated
number of
arrests

1 All other offenses (except traffic) 2.489,200
2 Driving under the influence 1.788,400

*3 Larceny-theft 1.348 ,400
4 Drunkenness 964,300
5 Drug abuse violations 811;100

6 Disorderly conduct 671,700
7 Simple assaults 637,600
8 Liquor law violatons 548,600

*9 Burglary 443,300
10 Fraud 342,600

1 Aggravated assault 305,390
12 Vandalism 259,600
13 Weapons carry' -I, possessing.

etc 180.900
14 Runaway 161,200

'15 Robbery 136,870

16 Motor vehicle theft 133.900
17 Stolen property buying.

receiving. possessing 127,100
18 omstitu.on and cc 'ercial vice 113.800
19 Sex offenses (except forcible rape) 100,600
20 Forgery aria counterfeiting 87,600

21 Curfew and loitering law violations 81,500
22 Offenses against family and chil-

dren 58,800
23 Forcible rape 36.970
24 Vagra.icy 33,800
25 Gambling 32,100

26 Arson 19.500
27 Murder ano nonnegligent man-

slaughter 18.330
2:3 Suspicion 12,900
29 Embezzlement 11,400

UCR index Cr rnes Scene FBI Ch, ;Pe Limed Sta'es 1985

nnly one of every five arrests
is for a UCR Index offense

21% of all arrests involved UCR Index
crimes

28% of a!! arrests are directly relate
o drinking (driving under the influence
wunkerness, ano liquor law violations)

7% of all arrests are drug abuse viola-
tions including sale, manufacture and/c
-)ossession of cocaine, heroin. man-
,uana or synthetic and other manufac-
tured drugs

J

j
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For most crimes, no one is apprehended

For every five offenses reported to police...

&,.311111.

A

,41116..

tif

So.rCe F31 Ur form r me Repots 19'4

When is a crime considered solved?

Law enforcement agencies measure
solved cases by counting clearances,
that is, the number of cases in which a
known criminal offense has resulted in
the arrest, citation, or summoning of a
person in connection with the offense or
in MI& a criminal offense has been
"rPsolved' (location and identity of sus-
pect known), but an arrest is not pos-
sible because of exceptional circum-
stances such as the death of the
suspect or the refusal of the victim to
prosecute

v41

The interpretation of clearance statistics
must be approached with caution For
example, a number of criminal offenses
may be designated as cleared when a
single offender has been apprehended
for their commission However, because
the crimes 'T have involved the partic-
ipation of multiple suspects, the term
clearance may suggest that a criminal
investigation has closed when in fact it
may be contir.-,;d unto e remaining
suspects are apprehended Additionally,
a case may be cleared even though the
suspect will not be processed for that
offense or is later absolved of wrong-
doing

68 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice
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Number of UCR Index
offenses per 1 000 population
O'o 20 20,040 40to60 60+

MO
; f Armor' data Incomplete

Most crimes Ire not cleared
by arrest

Reported
crimes
cleared by
arrest

,rder 72%
Aggravated assault 62
Forcible rare 54
Roobery 25

Larceny-theft 20
Motor vehicle tnett 15

Burglary 14

All UCR Index Crimes 21%

( e 1'
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Basic sources

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics

BJS Bulletin
Justice expenditure and employment, 1985,

NCJ-104460, March 1987

BJS Special Reports
Police employment and expenditure trends,

BJS Special Report, NCJ-100117, February
1986

Reporting crimes to the police, NCJ-99432,
December 1985

BJS Reports
Criminal victimization in the United States,

1973-85, October 1986
Justice agencies in the United States, 1986,

forthcoming

BJS Survey
National Crime Survey, 1975-85

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Crime in the United States, 1975-85
Uniform Crime Reports, 1971-85

National Institute cf Justice

Levine, Margaret J , and J Thomas McEwen,
Patrol deployment, NCJ-99803, September
1985

U.S. Department of Commerce

Bureau of the Census

Compendium of public employment, 1982
Census of Governments

Historical statistics on governmental finances
and employment, 1982 Census of
Governments

Other sources
Beckman, Erik, Law enforcement in a
democratic society An introduction (Chicago
Nelson-Hall, 1980)

Calling the police Citizens reporting of serious
crime (Washington Police Executive; Research
Forum, 1981)

Chamberlin, Charles, "A short history of private
security," Assets Protection, international Journal
of Security and Investigation (July/August 1979)
4(3) 35-38

Cunningham and Taylor, Private security and
police in America The Hallcrest report" (Port-
land, Oreg Chaneller Press, 1985)

Hess and Wrobleski, Introduction to private
security (St Paul West Publishing Company.
1982)

Response time analysis Executive summary
(Kansas City, Mo Kansas City Police Depart-
ment, September 1978)

Wilson, James 0, Varieties of police behavior
(Atheneum, NY Atheneum (by permission of
Ha.vard University Press], 1971)

Notes
1FBI A study of factors influencing the con-
tinuing education of police officers, LeDoux
and Tully, July 1982

201eary and Titus, Monograph, vols. I and
II, National Association of State Directors of
Law Enforcemoit Training (Columbia. South
Carolina Criminal Justice Authority, 1986)

3Kent Colon, "Police and computers Use,
acceptance, and impact of automation," in
The municipal yearbook, 1972 (Washington
International City Management Association,
1972)

4Survey of police operational ant administra-
tive practices 1978 (Washington. Police
Executive Research Forum, 1978).

5Herbert G Locke, 'The evolution of contem-
oorary police service," in Local government
police management, 2nd edition, Bernard L
Carmine, ed. (Washington. International City
Management Association, 1982)

6Colin Loftin and David McDowell, The
police, crime, and economic theory An
assessment;' American Sociological Review
(June 1982) 47(3) 393-401

TJames S Kakalik and Sorrell Widhorn, Aids
to decisionmaking in police patrol, a report
prepared for the US. Department of ii,)using
and Urban Development (Santa Monica,
Cater The RAND rsrporation, February
1971), p 90
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Section 3. Prosecution and pretrial services

The prosecutor provides the link between the law enforcement
and adjudicatory prc:esses

, he American prosecutor
is unique in the world

First, the American prosecutor is a pub-
lic prosecutor representing the people
in matters of criminal law. Historically,
European societies viewed crimes as
wrongs against an individual whose
claims could be pressed through private
prosecution Secoid, the American
prosecutor is usually a local official,
reflecting the development of autono-
mous local governments in the colonies
Finally, as an elected official, the local
American prosecutor is responsible to
the voters

Prosecution is the function
of representing the people
in criminal cases

After the police arrest a suspect, the
prosecutor coordinates the government's
response to crimefrom the initial
screening, when the orosecutor decides
whether or not to press charges,
through trial In some instances, it con-
tinues through sentencing with the
presentation of sentencing recommen-
dations.

Prosecutors have been accorded much
discretion in carrying out their responsi-
bilities. They make many of the deci-
sions that determine whether a case will
proceed through the criminal justice
process

Prosecution is predominantly
a State and local function

Prosecuting officials include State, dis-
trict, county. prosecuting, and common-
wealth attorneys, corporation counsels,
circuit solicitors, attorneys general, and
U S attorneys Prosecution is carried out
by more than 8 000 State, county, muni-
cipal, id township prosecutioii agen-
cies 1 In all but five States, local prose-
cutors are elected official:, Many small
jurisdictions engage a part-time prose-
cutor who also maintains a private law
practice, In some areas police share the
charging responsibility of local prosecu-
tors Prosecutors in urban jurisdictions
of have offices staffed by many full-
time assistants. Each State has an office
of the attorney general, which has ji:iis-
diction over all matters involving F'iate
law but generally, unless specifically
requested, is not involved in local prose-

)nces in how prosecutor:. handle felony cases
can be seen in 4 jurisdictions

Golden, Colorado --.. 15 dismissed

19 rejected 43 misdemeanor court 40 proceeded 1 to trial

t 3 diverted/referred --6- 24 pled guilty
100 arrests 81 accepted

--w- 8 dismissed

2 to trial

0. 23 pled guilty

Manhattan, New York 28 dismissed

3 rejected 71 misdemeanor court --i,- 70 proceeded F to trial

0 eferred 38 felony court 33 proceeded

5 diverted/referred

1 diverted/referred 42 pled guilty
100 arrests 97 accepted

4 dismissed

3 to trial

19 pled guilty

Salt Lake City, Utah ---.. 12 dismissed

32 misdemeanor court F--4- 28 prcceeded ... 0 to trial

t4 diverted/referred Ii. 16 pled guilty

F8 dismissed

o. 4 to trial

29 pled guilty

0 referred 26 felony court 26 proceeded

0 diverted/referred

100 arrests

21 rejected

5 referred

74 accepted

42 felony court 41 proceeded

1 diverted/r' ferred

Washington, D.C. dismissed

315 rejected 52 misdemeanor court
4

84

49 proceeded

3 diverced/referred

32

s:

r.--28

to trial

18 pled guilty

5 dismissed
100 arrests

1

accepted
--Ii.

6 trialreferred .2 felony court proceeded to

'mess than 5%

0 diverted/referred --... 21 pied guilty

Source Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones, INSLAW, Inc,
The prosecution of felony arrests, 1981. LIS, '://36

cution Federal prosecution is the
responsibility of 93 US attorneys who
are appointed by tf.3 President subject
to confirmation by the Senate

The decision to charge is generally
a function of the prosecutor

Results of a 1981 survey of police and
Prosecution agencies in localities of (-Ter
100,000 indicate that police file initial
charges n half the jurisdictions sur-
veyed This arrangement, sometimes
referred to as the police court. is not
commonly found in the larger urban
areas that account for most of the UCR

,

1

Index crime Usual,, once an arrest is
made and the casr, is referred to the
prosecutor, most prosecutors screen
cases to see if they merit prosecution
The prosewtor can refuse to prosecute,
for example, because of insufficient evi-
dence The decision to charge is not
usually reviewaole by any other branch
of government

Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice 71



Some prosecutors accept
almost all case for prosecution;
others screen t. .t many cases

Some prosecutors have screening units
designed to reject cases at the earliest
possible point. Others tend to accept
most arrests, more of which are dis-
missed by judges later in the adjudica-
tion process. Most prosecutor offices fall
somewhere between these two
extremes

Arrest disposition patterns in 16 jurisdic-
tions range from 0 to 47% of arrests
rejected for prosecution Jurisdictions
with high rejection rates generally were
found to have lower rates of dismissal at
later stages of the criminal process
Conversely, jurisdictions that accepted
most or all arrests usually had high dis-
missal rates

Prosecutorial screening practices
are of several distinct types

Several studies conclude that screening
decisions consider

evidentiary factors
the views of the prosecutor on key

criminal justice issues
the political and social environment in

which the prosecutor functions
the resource constraints and organiza-

tion of prosecutorial operations

Jacoby's study confirmed the presence
of at least three policies that affect the
screening decision

Legal sufficiencyan arrest is
accepted for prosecution if, on routine
review of the arrest, the minimum legal
elements of a case are present

System efficiencyarrests are
disposed as quickly as possible by the
fastest means possible, which are rejec
tions, dismissals, and pleas

Trial sufficiencythe prosecutor
accepts only those arrests for wh,c,h, in
his or her view, there, ,s sufficient evi-
dence to convict in court

The official accusation in felony
cases is a grand jury indictment or
a prosecutor's bill of Information

According to Jacoby, the accusatory
process usually follows one of four
paths

arrest to preliminary hearing for bind-
over to grand jury for indictment

arrest to grand jury for indictment
arrest to preliminary hearing to a bill

of information
a combination of the above at the

prosecutor's discretion

Whatever the method of accusation, the
State must demohstrate only that there
is probable cause to support the
charge

The preliminary hearing is used
in some jurisdictions to determine
probable cause

The purpose of the hearing is to see if
there is probable cause to believe a
crime has been committed and that 'he
defendant committed it Evidence may
be presented by both the prosecution
and the defense On 1 finding of proba-
ble cause the defendant is held to
answer in the next stage of a felony
proceeding

The grand jury emerged
from the American Revolution
as the people's protection
against oppressive prosecution
by the State

Today, the grand jury is a group of ordi-
nary citizens, usually no more than 23,
which has both accusatory and inves-
tigative functions The jury's proceedings
are secret and not adversarial so that
most rules of evidence for trials do not
apply Usually, evidence is presented by
the prosecutor who brings a case to the
grand jury's attention However, in seine
States the grand jury is used primarily
to investigate issues of public corruption
and organized crime

I0
72 Report to the N .,Ic.. on Crime and Justice

Some States do not require
a grand jury indictment
to initiate prosecutions

Grand jury
indictment
required

All crimes
New Jersey
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia

All felonies
Alabama
Alaska
Delaware
District of Columbia
Georgia
Hawaii
Kentucky
Maine
Mississippi
New Hampshire
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Texas
West Virginia

Capital crimes only
Connecticut
Florida
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Minnescta
Rhode Island

Grand jury
indictment
optional

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Maryland
Michigan
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Mexico
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Washingtc .
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Grand Jury lacks
authority to Indict

Pennsylvania

Note With the exception of capital cases a defendant can
always waive the right to an indictment Thus, the require
ment for an indictment to radiate prosecution exists only in
me absence of a xraver

Source Deborah Day Emerson Grand jury reform A review
of key issues National Institute of Justice US Department
of Justice January 1983

The secrecy of the g.and jury
is a matter of controversy

Critics of the grand jury process sug-
gest it denies due process and equal
protection under the law and exists only
to serve the prosecutor Recent criti-
cisms have fostered a number of
reforms requiring due process protec-
tions for persons under investigation
and for witnesses, requiring improve-
ments in the quality and quantity of evi-
dence presented, and opening the
proceeding to outside review While
there is much variation in the nature
and implementation of reforms, 15
States have enacted laws affording the
right to counsel, and 10 States require
evidentiary standards approaching the
requirements imposed at trial



Why are some cases rejected or dismissed?

Once charges are filed,
a case may be terminated
only by official action

The prosecutor can drop a case after
making efforts to prosecute (no//e
prosequa or the court can dismiss the
case on motion of the defense on
grounds that the government has failed
to establish that the cicfc'.dant commit-
ted the crime charged The prosecution
also may recommend dismissal, or the
judge may take the initiative in dismiss-
ing a case. A dismissal is an official
action of the court

What are the most common reasons
for rejection or dismissal?

Many criminal cas.s are rejected or Jis-
missed because of

insufficient evidence that results
from a failure to find sufficient physical
evidence that links the defendant to the
offense

witness problems that arise, for
example, when a witness fails to appear,
gives unclear or inconsistent statements,
is reluctant to testify, is unsure of the
identity of the offender or where a prior
relationshi,,, may exist between the
victim/witness and offender

the interests of justice, wherein the
prosecutor not to prosecute
certain types of offenses, particularly
those that violate the letter but not the
spirit of the law (for exampi, offenses
involving insignificant amounts of prop
erty damage)

due process problems that involve
violations of the Constitutional require
ments for seizing evidence and for
questioning the accused

a plea on another case, for example,
when the accused is charged in several
cases and the prosecutor agrees to
drop one or more of the cases in
exchange for a plea of guilty on another
case

pretrial diversion that occurs when
the prosecutor and the court agree to
drop charges when the accused suc-
cessfully meets the conditions for diver-
sion, such as completion of a treatment
program

referral for other prosecution, such
as when there are other o'fenses, per-
haps of a more serious nature, in a
different juii;,diction, of deferral to Fed-
eral prosecution

Evidence problems are the most common reason
for prosecutors to reject cases

Percent of felony arrests declined for prosecution because of

Declined
Insuffi-
cient Witness

Due

process
Interest
of

Plea on
another

Referral

to

Referral

for other
Jurisdiction cases* evidence oblems problems justice case diversion prosecution Other

Golden, Colo 41 59% 27% 2% 50/o 2°/o 2% 2% 0%
Greeley, Colo 235 52 7 0 38 0 2 0
Manhattan NY 995 61 23 5 4 0 3 4
New Orleans, La 4,114 38 30 12 8 0 7 4

Salt Lake City, Utah 973 58 12 1 8 1 2 19
San Diego Calif 4,940 54 15 6 9 1 0 9 7

Washington DC 1 535 30 24 13 0 3 29

'Excudes cases for which reasons are unknown
Insufficient data to calculate

Source bara Boland with Ronald Sones INSLAW Inc
Prosecutor' of felony arrests 1981 9.18 1986

Guilty pleas on other charges are a major cause of dismissals

Percent of cases uisfnissed because of

Dismissed
Insuffi-
cient Witness

Due

process
Interest
of

Plea on
another

Referral

to

Referral

for other
Jurisdiction cases* evidence problems problems justice cre diversion prosecut .,.1 Other

Brighton, Colo 443 16% 7% 1% 10% 43% 210/4 2% 0%
Colorado Springs, 675 13 11 2 3 40 16 14 0

C in
For 257 4 5 1 5 41 27 15 0

Colo
olden Colo 709 14 14 1 7 38 17 9 0

Greeley Colo 207 12 25 1 4 18 20 20 0
Indianapolis, Ind 639 27 15 1 33 21 1 1

Los Angeles, Calif 8,351 29 16 2 17 2 10 10 14
Louisville Ky 272 1; 10 3 28 5 15 3 24

Manhattan NY 10 233 26 24 1 17 4 0 1 26
New Orleans, La 429 22 16 20 15 6 7 1 14
Portland Ore 906 15 22 6 23 7 13 13
Pueblo, Colo 146 16 11 2 7 43 14 6 0

St Louis Mo 1 097 22 20 9 4 10 1 32
Salt Lake City Utah 917 16 17 1 2 27 9 9 19
San Diego, Calif 2 630 25 11 3 7 18 1C 6 20
Washington, DC 3 656 21 16 1 4 B 7 1 41

N'oe Dismissed cases in this table include divers ons
excludes cases for which reasonr, are unknown

Insufficient data to calculate
Source Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones INSLAW Inc

Prosecution of felony arrests 1981 BJS 1986

A prior relationship between
victim and defendant is a major
cause of witness problems

Williams found that problems with the
complaining witness accounted for 610/0
of the refusals to prosecute violent
crimus by nonstrangers and 54% of the
dismissals 2 Conviction rates are com-
mensurately lower in such cases involv-
ing family acquaintances, Forst showed
that in New Orleans the conviction rate
for crimes by strangers was 48%, but
only 30% for crimes by friends or
acquaintances and 1.g% for crimes by
family members 3

7,)

The Fourth Amendment prohibits
unreasonable searches and seizures
in the collection of evidence

Under the exclu loner)/ rule, evidence
obtained in violation of the Fourth
Amendment may not be used in crimi-
nal proceedings Both the police and
prosecutors drop cases based on
what they find is improperly obtained
evidence

In five jurisdictions studied, Boland
found that drug cases were more likely
than other felonies to be rejected by
prosecutors because of due process
proble,
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The Sixth Amendment of the Constitution provides the accused
the right to be assisted by counsel

The defense attorney's function
Is to protect the defendant's legal
rights and to be the defendant's
advocate In the adversary process

Defendants have the right to defend
themselves, but most prefer to be
represented by a spe.alist in the law
Relatively few member, of the legal
profession specialize criminal law, but
lawyers who normally handle other
types of legal matters may take criminal
cases.

The right to the assistance
of counsel is more than the right
to hire a lawyer

S )reme Court decisions in Gideon v
Wainwright (1963) and Argersinger v
Hamlin (1972) established that the right
to ar rrorney may not be frustrated by
lack o; means For both felonies and
misdemeanors for which jail or prison
can be the penalty, the State must pro-
vide an attorney to any accused person
who is indigent

The institutional 'sponsa to this Con-
stitutional manoaie is still evolving as
States experiment with various ways to
provide legal counsel for indigent defen-
dants.

A defendant is entitled
to representation by counsel
at every critical step in the
criminal jur"--f process

The Sixth Amendment provides the right
to counsel in criminal prosecution but
does not specify what steps or proceed-
ings are included Thra,gh the years
the Supreme Court has held tr a
defendant has the right to coup at
si ch critical steps as police interroga-
ticn, police lineup, preliminary hearing,
ar d appeal, as well as probation and
parole revocation proceedings.

Assigned counsel systems continue
to dominate defender systems

About 60% of U.S. counties used
assigned counsel in 1983 (down from
72% in 1973); 34%, public defenders,
and 6%, contract attorneys.

Who defends Indigents?

Public defender programs are public
or private nonprofit organizations with
full- or part-time salaried staff. Within the
public defender classification, there are
two categoriesstatewide and local.
Under statewide systems, one person,
designated by statutes of the State as
the public defender, is charged with
developing and maintaining a system of
representation for each county in the
State. Often a governing board shares
responsibility for program operation. By
contrast, most local public defenders
operate autonomously and do not have
a central administrator.

Assigned Court Al systems involve
the appointment by the courts of private
attorneys as needed from a list of availa-
ble attorneys There are two main types
of assigned counsel systems Ad hoc
assigned counsel systems in which
individual private attorneys are
appointed by individual judges ano pro-
vide representation on a case-by-case
basis. Coordinated systems have nn
administrator who oversees the appoint-
ment of counsel and develops a set of
standards and guidelines for program
administration; coordinated systems are
sometimes indistinguishable from r blic
defender programs

Contract systems involve government
contracting with individual attorneys, bar
as: .;ciations, or private law firms to pro-
vide services for a specified dollar
amount. County agencies are usually
responsible for the award of defender
services contracts, and they are now
frequently awarded to individual practi-
tioners as opposed to law firms or other
organized groups

Local public defenders opeft..,e autono-
mously in 32 States and the District of
Columbia, and 15 States have a State-
administered system. Public defender
systems are the dominant form in 43 of
the 50 largest counties and, overall,
serve 68% of the Nation's population

Ad hoc systems represent about 75% of
all assigned counsel programs. The
others are part of a coordinated system
of indigent defense. Though such coun-
sel systems operate in aimost two-thirds
of the counties, they predominate in
small counties with fewer than 50,000
residents.

Contract svqtems are a relatively new
way to provide defense services They
are found in small counties (less than
50,000) and very large ones They vary
considerably in organization, funding,
and size In about a fourth of the coun-
ties reporting them, they serve as an
overflow for public defender offices and
also rep asent codefendants in cases of
conflict of interest

Source Robert 1. Spangenberg et al of Abt ASSCK.,eACS Inc (3,1S Ndtondl enrmnal defense systerns study October 198G
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Each State adopts its own approach
to providing counsel for indigents

Among the States
Some provide counsel to all indigents

charged with a misdemeanor, other
States provide counsel only to those for
whom a jail or prison term is possible

Some assess the cost of an attorney
against the defendant and collect for it
in installments after the teal, others pro-
vide counsel completely free of charge.

These options are often used in combi-
nation.

Standards and procedures vary
for determining indigency

Estimates of indigency rates from the
national Indigent Defense Survey indi-
cate that more than 40% of all defen-
dants charged with felonies are classi-
fied as indigent even though the States
use different levels of income to deter-
mine indigency. Indigency rates for
defendants charged with a misdemeanor
are much lower because the eligibaity
criteria for misdemeanants are more
restrictive in many States

What type of indigent defense delivery system is used
by Lie majority of counties in each State?

ballsess,

00

Predominent system for indigent defense

MIN Public defender

Assigne.) counsel

Contract

Source Robert I. Spangenberg et at of Abt Associates Inc
BJS National criminal defense systems study October 1986
updated by the Spangenberg Group March 1987

:1 I

Organization and funding
of indigent dei:snse programs
also vary among toe States

Indigent defense
is completely funded in 18 States and

the District of Columbia
partially funded in 22 States
funded by the county, sometimes

assisted by municipalities, the Federal
Government, and private grants in 11
States

In 33 States indigent defense services
are organized at the county level alone
or in combination with a statewide sys-
tem or with judicial districts; 13 States
nave statewide organizations only; 4
States rely on judicial districts

Case assignments to attorneys
representing indigents usually are
made within 48 hours of arrest

Traditionally, in many jurisdictions attor-
neys who provide indigent defense serv-
ices we'e not appointed until formal
arraignment The time between arrest
and arraignment may exceed 30 days
in some counties A third of all counties
surveyed in the last national survey of
public defense services reported that
counsel was appointed within 1 day of
arrest More than half of all sample
counties (58%) reported appointment
within 48 hours of arrest

:Early representation is mos' likely to
occur in cot,,ies serviced by public
defenders; 390/0 of all public defender
counties reported that representation
was provided within 24 hours, 33% of
counties served by assigned counsel
and 12% of counties served by contract
systems reported similar representation
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Most defendant:, are eligible to release pending trial

The traditional objective of bail
and other pretrial release options
is to assure appearance at trial

In meaoval times the accused was
bailed to a third party who would be
tried in place of the accused if the
accused failed to appear. As the system
evolved, the guarantee became the
posting of a money bond that was for-
feited if the acc,:-..ed failed to appear In
the United States the Eighth Amend-
ment states that bail shall not be exces-
sive, but it does not grant the right to
bail in all cases The right to bai for
many oHenses was established by Fed-
eral and State laws early in our history

The mot:1m bail reform movement
resulted in new release options

The movement was based on the belief
that detaining the poor because they
could not afford bail violated their right
against excJssive bail In the early
1960s, seeking alternatives to the com-
merci bail bondsman, the Vera insti-
tute created the Manhattan bail project,
which showed that defendants with
community ties could be released wi 'l-
out bail arid still return for trial at the
same or better rates as those on money
bail

Morn than 300 pretrial service programs
now operate throughout the Nation 4
1 hese programs are responsible for
defining and screening a target popula-
tion of offenders who can be released
before trial as a means of preventing
unnecessary detention of persons
unlikely to flee before trial and/or to
commit other crimes while on release

After the Federal Bail Reform Act of
1966 many States passed laws that
limited the role of bondsmen Five
States (Kentucky, 0.egon, Wisconsin,
Nebraska, and Illinois) have eliminated
bail bonding for profit Kentucky dealt
with both bondsmen and release pro-
grams in 1976 when it banned bonds-
men and set up a statewide system of
pretrial services agencies

Both financial bonds and alternative release options are used today

Financial bond

Fully secured bail The defendant
posts the full amount of till with the
court

Privately secured bailA bondsman
signs a prom lory note to the court for
the bail amoulit and charges the defen
dant a fee for the service (usually 10%
of the bail amount) If the defendant
fails to appear, the bondsman must pay
the court the full amount Frequently,
the bondsman requires the defendant to
post collateral in addition to the fee

Deposit bail The courts allow the
defendant to deposit a percentage
(usually 10%) of the full bail with the
court. The frill amount of the bail is
required if the defendant fails to appear.
The percentage bail is returned after
disposition of the case, but the court
often retains 1% for administrative costs

Unsecured bail The defendant pays
no money to the court but is liable for
the full amount of bail should he or she
fail to appear

Alternative release options

Release on recognizable*? (ROR)The
court releases the defendant on the
promise that he or she will -.ppear in
court as required.

Conditional release Tree court
releases the defendant subject to his or
her following specific conditions set by
the court, such as attendance at drug
treatment therapy or staying aday from
the complaining witness.

Third party custody--b'le defer.dant is
released into tha custody of an individ-
ual or agency that promises to assure
his or her appearance in court. No
monetary transactions are invc'ved in
this type of release

Citation releaseArrestees are
released pending their first court
appearance on a written order issued
by law enforcement personnel

Bail reform and other factors
apoear to have increased
the number of people being
released prior io trial

A 1976 stun, 20 cities found that the
release rate, nad risen from 48% in
1962 to 67% in 1971 5 More recently,
Toborg fc Jrid that 85% of the defen-
dants in her eightsite sample were
released prior to trial

Most unconvicted jail inmates
have had bail set

Of 88,120 unconvicted jail irmates sur-
veyed in 1983, 87% had bail set and
13% had lot had bail set
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Of jail inmates for whom bail had been
set, 94% could not -'ford the bond that
had been set They were mainly prcna-
tioners or parolees whose release had
been revoked or persons charged with
offenses for which bail is not permitter.

Most defendants are not detained
prior to trial

In Toborg's study, 85% of defendants in
her eight-site sample were released
before trial Some jurisdictions are much
less likely than others to release defen-
dants on nonfinancial conditions, but
the overall rate of release is similar
Some jurisdictions detain a high propor-
tion of defendants at the time of arraign-
ment, but eventually release most of



them before trial According to Bros.,
the detention rate in Salt LP .1 City
dropped from 41% at arraignment to
between 10% and 12% before trial

Data from the Federal system show
similar results in that less titan 18% of
all defendants charged are detained
prior to trial

How many released defendants
fail to appear in court?

Pryor and Smith found that
Upwards of 85% of al, defendants

released pending trial appeared for all
court sessions

People charged with the more serious
offenses were more likely to appear

Willful failure to appear where the
defendant absconds or is returned by
force did not exceed 4% of all released
defendants

Hnw many of those released
are re.: rested prior to trial?

In Toborg's study of eigh*
Jurisdictions

% of all released defendants were
rearrested, rates for individual jurisdic-
tions ranged from 8% to 22%

30% of those rearrested were rar-
rested more than once

About half of those rearrested were
later convicted

This is consistent with Pryor and Smith's
analysis of release research that found
rearrest rates between 10% and 204;,
with about half of those rearrested
being convicted

A study of pretrial misconduct in the
Federal system indicates a relationship
between the length of time on bad and
the likelihood of a rearrest, a failure to
appear for a court date, and/or a viola-
tion of release conditions The probabil-
ity of misconduct was 100/o for defen-
dants who were on bail for 90 days,
14% for defendants on bail for 180
day:_. and 17% for defendants who were
free for 270 days

Many States have shown concern
about the effect of pretrial release
on community safety

Gaynes has noted that at ie State level
rr st changes in pretrial release prac-
tices prompted by concern over com-
munity safety have been enacted within
the past decade, many since 1979 In
1982 voters in five States (Arizona,
California, Colorado, Florida, and Elmo's)
approved constitutional amendments
limiting the right to bail to assure com-
munity safety in pretrial release Iowa
passed a public danger law in 1980
and in 1984 the Federal Bail Reform Act
was passe. As of 1984, 32 States, the
District of Columbia, and the Federal
Government permitted judges to con-
sider danger to the community when
setting bail or other pretrial release con-
ditions The use of these provisions
varies widely from State to State

The enactment of State public
danger laws does not guarantee
their implementation

A recent study of pretrial crime in four
jurisdictions shows that pretrial hearings
for defendants charged with rape, rob-
bery, or another felony while on bail
resulted more often in the setting of
money bail than the use of any other
danger law provisions Pretrial rearrest
rates for these defendants ranged from
9% to 41%

Danger laws in the Federal justice sys-
tem appear to be invoked more readily
than in the States Of the close to 1,500
detention hearings held in the first 12
months after passage of bail reform
laws in the Crime Control Act of 1984,
82% resulted in preventive detention

About three-fifths of the States have one or more provisions
to ensure community safety in pretrial release

Type of provision States that have enacted the provision

Exclusion of certain comes from Colorado District of Columbia, Florida Georgia Michigan
PitOrn tic bail eligibility Nebraska Wisconsin

Detinition of the purpose of bad
to ensure appearance and safety

Alaska Arizona California Delaware District of Colombia Florida
Hawaii Minnesota South Carolina, South Dakota Vermont Virginia
Wisconsin

Inclusion of crime control A' tame California Florida Georgia Minnesota, South Dakota
factors a the ralease decision onset

Inclusion of release conditions
related to crime control

Alaska Arkansas Colorado, Delaware District of Columbia Florida
Hawaii Illinois Iowa Minnesota New Mexico Noith Carolina South
Carotin i South Dakota Vermont Virginia Washington Wisconsin

Limitations on the right to bail Colorado District of Columbia Florida Georgia Hawaii, Indiana
for those previously convicted Michigan New Mexico, Texas, Utah Wisconsin

Revocation of pretrial rele^se
when there is evidence that the
accused commtteJ a new crime

Limitations on tha right to bail
for crimes alleged to have been
committed ule on re:ease

Pro ins for pretrial detention
to et ire safety

Arizona Arkansas Colorado District of Columbia Georgia Hawaii
Illinois, Indiana Maryland, Massachusetts Michigan, Nevada New
Mexico New York Rhode Island Texas Utah Vermont Wisconsin

Arizona Arkansas Colorado District of Columbia Florida, Georgia
Illiricis Indiana Maryland, Massachusetts Michigan Minnesota
Nevada New Mexico, New York Rhode Island Tennessee Texas
Utah vermont Wisconsin

Arizona Arkansas California Colorado, District of Col imbia
Florida Georgia Hawaii Illinois Indiana Maryland M, ssachusetts
Michigan Nebraska Nevada New Mexico New Yoh< Rhode
Island South Dakota Tex Utah Vermont Virginia Washington
Wisconsin

Gayne, Tyr,,,, A of Shift' f.61,` .1 re,
of danger ,r1 rt, ,ivetr,31 rele,iSe th,CoSron

(WaYar,,,. , Pfelf,11 Services RPS,33Ce Cenua 1982) and

1 0

UrdLV'd hunt d, 3 tdC.Or '' pre(' ,i1 re'erhe A
Co' varat,,,e afla,a5ra o' 51 e' f3a.bar3 Got,' et,
N Ponal instiltge of Ji,,i're July 1985
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Cases involving juveniles are handled
much differently than adult cases

The juvenile court and a separate
process for P-9ndling juveniles
resulted from reform movements
of the late 19th c"ntury

Until that time juvetii:es who committed
crimes were processed through the
criminal courts In 1899 Illinois estab-
lished the first juvenile court based on
the concepts that a juvenile was a sal-
vageable human being who needed
treatment rather than punishment and
that the juvenile court is to protect the
child from the stigma of criminal
proceedings Delinquency and other sit-
uations such as neglect and adoption
were deemed to warrant the court's
intervention on the child's behalf The
juvenile court also handled "status
offenses" (. uch as truancy, runn
away, and incorrigibility), which are not
applicable to adults

While the juvenile courts and the ham
ding of juveniles remain separated from
criminal processing, the concepts on
who"' they are based have changed
Today, juvenile courts usually consider
an element of personal responsibility
when making decisions about juvenile
offenders

Juvenile cows may retain jurisdiction
until a juvenile becomes legally an adult
(at age 21 or less in most States) This
limit sets a cap on the length of time
juveniles may be Institut alized that is
often much less than that for adults who
commit similar offenses Some jurisdic-
tions transfer the cases of juveniles
accused of serious offenses or with long
criminal histories to criminal court so
that the length of the sanction cannot
be abridged

Juvenile courts are very different
from criminal courts

The language used in juvenile courts Is
less harsh For example, juvenile
courts
* accept "petitions" of "delinquency"
rather than criminal complaints

concuct "hearings," not trials
"adjudicate" juveniles to k "delin-

quent" rather than find them guilty of a
crime

order one of a number of available
"dispositions" rather than sentences

Despite the wide discretion and infor-
mality associated with juvenile court
proceedings, juveniles are protected by
most of the due process safeguards
associated with adult criminal trials

Most referrals to juvenile court
are for property crimes, but
17% are for status offenses

Reasons for referrals to tuveroe courts

110/0 Crimes against persons
Criminal homicide
Foroble rape
Robbery
Angraated asPault
Simple assault

46% Crimes against property
Burglar
Larceny
Motor ,,ehicle theft
Arson
Vandalism and trespassing
Stolen propefy offenses

5% Drug offenses

210.0 Offenses against public order
Weapons offenses
Ser offenses
Drunkenness and disorder!,

condi -I
Contempt probation and

parole violations
Other

1,')/c Status offenses
Running away
Truancy and curfew violations
Ungovernability
Liquor violations

10 /0

2
17
20
59

100%

25%
47

5
1

19
3

torwo

100%

drug offenses, anc property crimes
Other referral sources are most likely in
cases involving status offenses (truancy,
ungovernability, ana running away)

"Intake" is the first step in
the processing of juveniles

At intake, decisions are made about
whether to begin formal proceedings
Intake is most frequently performed by
the juvenile court or an executive
branch intake unit, but increasingly
prosecutors are becoming involved In
addition to beginning torn..., court
proceedings, officials at intake may refer
the juvenile for psychiatric evaluation,
informal probation, or counseling, or. if

appropriate, they may dose the case
altogether

For a case involving a juvenile
to proceed to a court adjudication,
the intake unit must file a petition
with the court

Intake units h-ndle most cases infor-
mally wifnouf a petition. The National
Center for Juvenile Justice estimates

6 that more than half of all juvenile cases
23 disposed of at intake we handled infor-

mally without a petition and are dis-
missed and/or referred to a social serv-
ice agency

21

44

10000

28%
21

28
23

1000'0

100% Total all offenses

Note Percems may not add to 100 beca use o' round no

Source Del nquency the Uqoted State - 198' NatIonal
Center for Juye,Ile Just,ce July 1980

Arrest is not the only means of
referring juveniles to the courts

While adults may begin criminal justice
processing only through arrest, su-i-
mons, or citation, juveniles may be
referred to court by law enforcement
agencies, parents, school,, victims, pro-
bation officers, or other sources

Law enforcement agencies refer thme-
quarte s of the juvenile cases, and they
are most likely to be the referral source
in cases involving curfew violations,
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Initial juvenile detention
decisions are usually made
by the intake staff

Prior to holding an adjudicatory hear-
ing, juveniles may be -eleased in the
custody of their parents, put in protec-
tive custody (usually in foster homes or
runaway shelters), or admitted to deten-
tion facilities In most States juveniles
are not eligible for bail, unlike adults

Relalvely few juveniles
are cetained prior
to court appearance

One juvenile case in five involved
secure detention prior to adjudication in
1983 Status offenders were least likely
to be detained The proportion of status
offenders detained has declined from
40% in 1975 to 110/0 in 1983



Under certain circumstances, juveniles
may be tried in criminal courts

Age at which criminal courts
gain jurisdiction of young
offenders ranges from 16 to 19

Age of offenuer
when under
criminal court
jurisdiction

16 years

States

Connecttcut New York
North Carolina

17 Georgia Illinois, Louisiana.
Massachusetts, Missouri,
South Carolina. Texas

18 Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, California Colorado.
Delaware. District of Columbia
Ronde Hawaii, Idaho. Indiana.
Iowa. Kansas. Kentucky, Maine,
Maryiand, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Montana. Nebraska.
Nevada. New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico.
North Dakota, Ohio Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania
Rhode Island. South Dakota.
Tennessee, Utah Ve mont
Virginia Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin.
Federal districts

19 Wyoming

Source Upper age of juyen.'n court tursdtcton s'atutes
analyvs Linda A Szymanski National Center for ..:Jyentte
Justice March 1987

All States auow juveniles to be
tried as adults in criminal courts

juveniles are referred to criminal courts
in one of three ways

Concurnmt jurisdictionthe prose
cutor has the discretion of filing charges
for certain offenses in either juvenile or
criminal courts

Excluded offenseuthe legislature
excludes from juvenile court jurisdiction
certain offenses usually either very
minor, such as traffic or fishing viola-
tions, or very serious, such as murder
or rape

Judicial waiverthe juvenile court
waives its jurisdiction and transfers the
case to criminal court (the procedure is
also known as "binding over" or "certify-
ing" juvenile cases tc criminal courts)

12 States authorize prosecutors
to file cases in the juvenile or
criminal courts at their discretion

This procedure, known as concurrent
jurisdiction, may be limited to eel lain
offenses or to juveniles of a certain age
Four States provide concurrent jurisdic-

tion over juveniles charged with traffic
violations Georgia, Nebraska, and Wyo-
ming have concurrent criminal jurisdic-
tion statutes.

As of 1987, 36 States exci ided
certain offenses hew juvenile
court jurisdictions

Eighteen States excluded only traffic,
watercraft, fists, or game violations
Any ar 13 States excluded serious
often es, the other 5 excluded serious
offenses and some minor offenses The
serious offenses most often excluded
are capital cnmes such as murder, but
several States exci Je juveniles previ-
ously convicted in criminal courts

48 States, the District of
Columbia, and the i-edeal
Government have judicial
waiver provisions

Youngest age at
which
may be transferral
to criminal court
by 1'A:dal waiver States

No specific age

10 years

12

13

14

15

Alaska, Arizuna, Arkansas,
Delaware Florida Indiana
Kentucky Maine Mayland
New Hampshire. New Jersey
Okiahcma So,..th Dakota
West Virginia Wyoming Fea
eral districts

Vermont

Montana

Georgia Illinois Missr.isippi

Alabama Colorado,
Connecticut Idaho, law.
Massachusetts Minnesota
Missouri North Carolina
North Da'tota Pennsylvania
South Clo lina Tennessee
Utah

District of Columbia
Louisiana Michigan New
Mexico Ohio Oregon Texas
Virginia

16 California Hawaii Kansas
Nevada Rhode Island
Washington Wisconsin

Note Many jud.cal waver statutes a'so specfy offenses that
are yva yable Th s chart lists the Slates by the youngest age
for which logical waiver may be sough; wlho.t regard 'o
offeoSe

Sof. -ce Walveraranstericerfificaton of Jyenlles to chrnoat
court Age restnctons Came restfctons Loga A
Szymanski Natonal Center for Juyende JUS'CP February
1987

S5

A small proportion of juvenile cases
are referred to criminal court

Recent studies found that most juveniles
reftad to criminal court were age 17
and were charged with property
offenses However, juveniles charged
with violent offenses or with serious
prior offense histories were more likely
to be adjudicated in criminal court.
Waiver of juveniles to crimina' -.ourt is
less likely where court jurisdiction
extends for several years beyond the
juvenile's 18th birthday

Juveniles tried as adults have
a high conviction rate,
but most receive sentences
or probation or fines

More than 90% of the judicial waiver or
concurrent jurisdiction cases in Hamper-
Ian's study resulted in guilty verdicts,
and more than half the convictions led
to fines or probation Sentences to pro-
bation often occur because the criminal
courts view juveniles as first offenders
regardless of their onor juvenile record
However, serious vdent juvenile
offenders are morn likely to be Institu-
t onalized In a ---tudy of jurisdictions
with Habitual oenous olent Juvenile
Offender Programs, 630/0 of those con-
victed were sentenced to prison and
14% to jail The average prison sen-
tence was 68 years

Correctional activities
for juveniles tried as adults
in most States occur within
the criminal justice system

In 1978, in more than half the States,
youths convicted as adults and given an
incarcerative sentence could only be
placed in adult corrections facilities In
18 jurisdictions, youths convicted as
adults could be placed in either adult or
juvenile corrections facilities, but some-
times this dIcretion as limited by spe-
cial circumstances Only 6 jurisdictions
restricted ple,se-nents of juveniles con-
victed as adults to State juvenile correc-
tions institutions Generally, youths sen-
tenced in this manner will be transferred
to adult facilities to serve the remainder
of their sentence on reaching majority
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Section 4. Adjudication

The courts participate in and supervise the judicial process

The courts have several functions
in addition to deciding whether
laws have been violated

The courts
settle disputes between legal entities

(persons, corporations. etc )
4, invoke sanctions against law violations

decide whether acts of the legis-
latma and executive branches are
constitutional

In deciding about violations of the law
the courts must apply the law to the
facts of each case The courts affect
policy in deciding individual cases by
handing down decisions about how the
laws should be interpreteo and carried
out Decisions of the appellate couAs
are the ones most likely to have policy
impac.

Using an arm of the State
to settle disputes is a relatively
new concept

Until the Middle Ages disputes between
individuals. clans, and famil,es, including
those involving criminal acts, were han-
dled privately Over time, acts such as
murder, rape, robbery, larceny, and
fraud came to be regarded as crimes
against the entire comminity, and the
State intervened on its behalf Today in
the United States the courts handle
both civil actions (disputes between
individuals or organizations) and crimi-
nal actions

An independent judictary
is a basic concept of the
U.S. system of government

To establish its independence and
impartiality, the judiciary was created as
a separate branch of government co
equal to the executive and the legisla-
tive branches Insulation of the ccurts
from political pressure is attempted
through

the separation of pov ;rs chctrine
established tenure for judq,:s
legislative safeguards
the canons of legal ethics

Courts :4- : without 1; ie power of enforce-
ment The executive branch must
enforce their decisions Furthermore, the
courts must request that the 'egislature
provide them with the resourc as needed
to conduct their business

Courts at various levels of government interact in tany ways

By writ of certiorari

U S Court of Appeals
for Federal Circuit
(formerly Court of

Customs and Patent
Appeals)

By right of appeal

U S Claims Court

Deals vith claims
against the United
States

By removal

A case may ae
removed by a
defendant from
State trial court
to U S district
court if t ,e
plaintiff could have
hrought the case
anginaily in
Federal court
Removal, however
must take place
before trial
begins

United States
Supreme Court

9 Just.ces

By writ of certiorari

U S courts of appeal
12 circuits

19 right of appeal

By right of appeal

U S district courts
(basic Federal
trial courts/

Certain administrative
agencies

Jurisdiction based Federal Trade Co omission
on Federal questions Nationat Labor R.:ations
or diversity of Board. etc
citizenship

Usually by writ of
certiorari when Federal
questions involved
also a very limited
right of appeal from
highest State court
to U S Supreme Court

State lac/wild system

State Supreme Court H

Highest State appellate cour'
Some States call it Supreme rJurt.
Suprem, Court of Err,..s Court of
Appeals e )p reme Judicial Court
or Supreme Court of Appeals

4

Generally by right of appeal

Intermediate appellate court

Close lo half the States have
intermediate appellate courts

By right of appeal

New trial

Superior court

This is tne basic State in, ..ourt Some States call it
Circuit Court Court of Common Pleas, and in New ynrk
Supreme Court These courts arc sometimes divided into
specialty areas such as pobate juvenile court, and
domestic relatons
(r

Justice of the Peace
Police courts

New trial New trial

District Courts or
county courts

Deal with
kinicipal L laws passed
tout: by city

government
All of these lower courts have mited
,uriscbction in both civil and cr iinal cases

Updated and reprireed by permlosion from The American Legal Environment
by Wiliam T Schantz Copyright 1976 by West Publishing Compar y
All rights reserved
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Each State has a system
o4 trial and appeals courts

Generally. State court systems are
organized cording to three basic
levels of Jurisdiction

Courts of limited and special juris-
diction are authoiized to hear only less
serious cases (misdemeanors and/or
civil suits that involve small amounts of
money) or to hear special types of
cases such Is divorce or probate suits
Such courts include traffic courts, rr
opal courts, family courts, small claims
courts, magistrate courts, and probate
courts

Courts of general jurisdhtion, also
callea major trial courts, are inlimited in
the civil or criminal cases they are
authorized to hear Almost all cases
originate in the courts of limited or spe-
cial Jurisdiction or in courts of general
Jurisdiction Most serious criminal cases
are handled by courts of general juris-
diction

Appellate courts are divided into two
groups, intermediate appeals courts,
which hear some or all appeals that are
subject to review by the court of last
resort, and courts of last resort, which
have jurisdiction over final appeals from
courts of original jurisdiction, intermedi-
ate appeals courts, or administrative
apencies As of 1985, 3 states had
intermediate appellate courts, but all
States had courts of last resort

The U.S. Constitution created
the U.S. Supreme Court and
authorized the Congress to
establish lower courts as needed

The Faderal court system now consists
of various special woe, US district
courts (general junscli on courts), U S
courts of appeals (interinediate appel-
late courts that receive appeals from the
district courts and Federal administrative
agencies), and the U S Sup ...me Court
(the court of last resort) Organized on a
regional bazis are US courts of
appeals for each of 11 circuits and the
District of Columbia in Federal trial
courts (tile 94 U S district courts) more
than 300,000 cases were filed in 1985,
there was one criminal case for every
seven civil cases In 1985 more than
half the criminal cases in district courts

were for embezzlement, fraud, forgery
and counterfeiting, traffic, or drug
offenses

Court organization varies greatly
among the States

State courts of general Jurisdiction are
crganized by districts, counties, dual
aistric.ts, or a combination of counties
and districts In scmc Stat s the courts
establishea Jy the Stake a 3 funded and
controlled locally others he court of
last resort may have some budgetary Of
administrative oversight 0V6.- the entire
State court system. Even within States
there is considerable lack of uniformity
in the roles, orgiization, and proce-
dures of the courts This has led to sig-
nificant momentum among States to
form "unified" court systems to provide
in varying degrees, for uniform adminis-
tration of the courts, and, in many
cases, for the consolidation of diverse
courts of '.mited and special jurisdiction

Most felony cases are brought
in State and local courts

The traditional criminal offenses under
the Enylish common law have been
adopted, in one form or another, in the
criminal laws of each of tne States Most
cases involving "common 'aw" crimes
are brot jht to trial in State or local
courts Persons charged with rniz.-
demeanors are usually tried in courts of
limited jurisdiction Those charged v at,
felonies (more serious crimes) are tried
in courts of general jurisdiction

In all States criminal defendants may
appeal most decisions of criminal courts
of limited Jurisdiction, the aienue of
appeal usually enas with the State
supreme court However, the U S
Supreme Court may elect to hear the
case if the areal is based on an
alleged violation of the Constitutional
rights of the defendant

State courts process a large volume
of cases, many of them minor

In 1983 46 States and the District of
Columbia reported more than 80 million
cases filed in State and local courts
About 70% were traffic-related cases,
16% were civil ses (torts, contracts,
small claims, etc), 13% were criminal
cases, and i% were Juvenile cases
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and crminal cases both appear to
be increasing. Of 39 States that
reported civil filings for 1978 and 1983,
32 had increases Of the 36 States that
reported criminal filings for both years,
33 showed an increase. in the volume of
criminal filings

In the 24 States that could report. felony
filings comprised from 5% to 320/13 of
total criminal with a median of
9%.

Victims and witnesses are taking
a more significant part in the
prosecution of felons

Recent attention to crime victims has
spurred the development of legislation
and set ,,ces that are mere iesponsive
to victims

Some States have raised witness fees
from $5-10 per day in trial io $20-30
per day, established procedures for vic-
tim and witness notification o; court
proceedings, and guaranteed the ngl-
to speedy disposition of cases

9 States and the Federal Government
have comprehensive bills of rights for
victims

39 States and the Federal Govern-
ment have laws or guidelines requiring
that victims and witnesses be notified of
the scoeduling and canr,ellaticn of
criminal proceedings

33 States and the Federal Govern-
ment allow victims to particloate in
criminal proceedings via oral or written
testimony

The separate system of justice
for juveniles often operates within
the existing court organization

Jurisdiction over Juvenile delinquency,
dependent or neglected children, and
related matters is vested in various
types of courts In many States the 'Live-
ride court is a division of the court of
general jurisdiction A few States have
statewide systems of juvenile o- family
courts hven,le jurisdiction is vested in
the court general jurisdiction in
some counties and in separate juvenile
courts or courts of limited jurisdiction in
others
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Most cases that are prosecuted result in convictions

Most cases brought by a prcsecoitor
result in a plea of guilty

Jurisdiction

Los Angeles Calif
San Diego Calf
New Orleans La
Dallas, Tex

Miami, Fla
Seattle Wash
Lansing Mich
Denver, Colo
Greeley Colo

Minneapolis, Minn
Des Moines Iowa
Manhattan NY
St Louis Mo
Fort Collins Colo

Portland Ore
Salt Lake City Utah
Davenport Iowa
Golden Colo
Geneva Ill

Brighton Colo
Pueblo, Colo
Rhooe Island
Cciorado Springs Colo
Tallahassee, Fla

Was?. ogton DC
Chicago III
Cobb County, Ga
Philadelphia Pa

% of cases
resulting Number
in a plea of cases
of guilty filed

820o 49 483
70 11 534
73 3 659
72 14 784

7C 21 413
68 3 126
68 1 358
68 3 772
66 630

66 2 364
64 1 401
63 30 810
63 3 649
63 776

62 3 892
61 2 745
60 1 312
58 1 838
58 1 263

a7 1 142
56 339
55 5 485
50 1 484
50 ? 879

47 8 442
41 35 528
38 4 427
26 13 796

Note Lower plea rates may ref'ec, r'orn renarce on Cher
Gsaoston options such as dn/ersbn orOdramS bench
(tourt) tnas and fury teats

Source Barbara Boland with Ronald Sores INSLAW Inc
Prosecutor, of oefony arres,s 798' BJS Socterr per 1986

Guilty pleas are the most common
disposition of a felony case

McDonald says that a negotiated plea
occurs when a aefendant pleads guilty
with a reasonable expectation that the
State will give some considcabun, such
as reduction in the number or severity
of the charges andior a more lenient
sentence, in exchange for the plea

Sometimes guilty pleas are traded
explicitly for a less severe charge or
sentence, but they also result from a
defendant's straightforward admission of
guilt. This may stem from a hope or
impression that such a plea will be
rewarded by a lighter sentence or from
a concern that F trial will reveal damag-
ing evidence

The predominance of guilty pleas is not
new in the criminal justice system. A
study in Connecticut covering 75 years
(1880 to 1954) c_incluaes that between
1880 and 1910 10% of all convictions
were obtained b trial 1 Boland's recent
study of prosecution data from 37 juris-
dictions shows the proportio,- of guilty
pleas ranging from 26% to E c ')/o of all
arrests filed

Many guilty pleas in felony court
are to the highest charge filed

Jurisdiction

tndianapolis Ind
Des Moines Iowa
Kalamazoo Mich
New ()deals La

Rhode Island
St Louis Mo
Kansas City Kans
Louisville Ky

Portiana Oreg
Los Angeles Calif
Washinglon DC
Salt Lak? City Utah

Lansing Mich
Manhattan NY
Detroit Mich
Goideil Colo

Percent
pled to
top charge

87%
84
84
83

79
79
76
76

75
71

58
44

38
38
36
26

Snurce Barbara Bciard v th Rona'a Soros INSLAW lrc
Proseou,or o' fe,ony arres's 1981 BJS 1986

A major reform has been
to increase the responsiNlity
of judges for ensuring fairness
in plea negotiations

When someone pleads guilty, the judge
does not examine the strer th of the
case against the defendant but does try
to determine if unfair coercion was used
to induce a plea.

The right to trial by ,ury is the right most
often explained in open court to a
defendant pleading guilty McDonald
reports that about 32% of the time the
defendant was asked if promises other
than the plea agreement had been
made, 55% of the time defendants were
asked if any threats or pressures had
caused them to plead guilty Judges
rejecter 2% of the guilty pleas they
considered

Some jurisdictions have adopted
an anti-plea-bargaining policy

Prohibitions against plea bargaining
have been adopted in Alaska, New
Orleans, Louisiana, El Paso, Texas,
Blackhawk County, Iowa, Maricopa
County, Arizona, Oakland Count),, Michi-
gan, and Multnor,,ah County, Oregon
These prohibition:, range in coverage
from all felonies :o only those that
involve individuals charged under
habitual offender laws or with high -
Impact crimes, Many other jurisdictions
have plea negotiation guriblines for
prosecutors Evaluations of 1 aska's
policy have shown that explicit plea bar-
gaining las gradually disP ppeared
McDonald found that by eliminating or
severely restricting plea bargaining,
prosecutors had influenced judges
toward greater leniency at sentencing
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Jury trials are a small percentage Most felony cases that reach trial
of cases filed are tried before a jury

Jurisdiction

Seattle Wash
New Orleans La
Washington DC
Des Moines Iowa

Lansing Mich
Portland Oreg
Denver Coo
Minneapolis, Minn

St Louis Mo
Dallas Tex
Salt Lake City Utah
Brighton Cc's)

Colorado Springs Colo
PrilIadelpnia Pa
Tallahassee Fla
Davenport Iowa

ort Collins Coto
Geneva III

Manhattan NY
Rhode Island

San Diego Calif
Chicago III
Cobb County Ga
Gordan Colo

Greeley, Colo
Miami Fla
Puebio Colo

Jurist-Jr' I
medlar,

ao of
cases filed Number
-esulting of cases
.n jury trial filed

15% 3 126
10 3 659
9 8 442
8 1 401

7 1 353
7 3 892
6 3 772
6 2 364

6 3 649
3 14 784
5 2 745
4 1 142

4 148'
4 13 796
4 2 879
3 1 312

3 776
3 1 263
3 30 610
3 5 485

3 '1 534
2 15 528
2 4 427
2 1 838

2 630
2 21 413
1 336

5%

Soarre Barbra Baand olth Rora'd SG ''s IN,SLAW 'rc.
Proseco1c, of 'elo^y arreSs 1981 BJS 1986

A person accused of a crime is guaran-
teed a trial by jury However, tne
accused may waive the right to trial by
jury and be tried by a judge who serves
as finder of fact and determines issues
of law. Such trials are called bench
trials Bros' showea that in four of five
jurisdictions studied, bench trials made
up a third to almost half of the trials

18 States and the District
of Columbia require a unanimous
verdict in all trials

Currently, 45 States require unanimity in
criminal verdicts, but 29 of these States
do not require unanimity it civil verdicts
Pive States (Low., ana, Montana, Okla-
homa, Oregon, and Texas) do not
require unanimous verdicts in criminal
or civil trials

The proportion of jury votes needed to
convict varies among jurisdictions that
do not require unanimity. ranging from
two-thirds in Montana to five-sixths in
Oregon

All States require unanimity in capital
cases, and the L S Supreme Court
does not permit a criminal finding of
guilt by less than a sixperson majority
Thus, a six-person jury must always be
unanimous in a criminal finding of guilty

The more serious the charge the greater the likelihood of trial

Percent of indicted cases that wen! to inal

Violent offenses Properti, offenses

Sexual Drug
Jurisdiction Homicide assault Robbery Burglary Larceny offenses

Indianapolis Ind 38% 18% 21% 140/ 120,,, 90/o
Los Angeles Calif 29 20 12 7 5 7
Louisville Ky 57 27 18 13 10 11
Manhattan NY 25 12 11 9 8 8
New Orleans La 22 18 16 5 7 7

Rhode Island 44 22 10 1 3 2
St Louis Mo 36 23 15 4 6 6
Salt Lake City Utah 64 18 19 7 6 4
San Diego Calif 37 2 12 C 5 3
Washington DC 43 32 22 16 12 10

SO 1,, P Barbara BMW() Nth Fir aid Sores INSLAV. l,c
Proso uton of retony arrest., 19 1 BJS 1986
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Most cases that go to trial in the
felony court result in conviction

The conviction rate at trial varies by
jurisdiction because or

differences in screening policy
pleas in strong cases resulting in a

relatively weaker mix of cases going to
trial

Jurisdiction

Dallas Tex
Portland Oreg
San Diego. Calif
Chicago III
Dedham Mass

Cobb Co' ny Ga
Golden .,lo
Montgomery Co Md
Washingtcn DC
Los Angeles Calif

Manhattan N Y
Salt Lake City Utah
Tallahassee Fla
St Lcu Mo
Seattle \.

Louisville Ky
Philadelphia Pa
Buffalo NY
Kansas Gil/ Mo
Boston Mass

Indianapolis 'rid
Lansing Mich
Kalamazoo Mich
New Orleans La
Detroit Mich
Rhod- d

Junsdicti. ,-
median

Percent of ;ury
t.,,is resulting Cases
in conviction tried

88% 732
85 262
85 286
82 623
82 17

81 69
79 42
79 163
78 591

77 1 177

77 834
76 134
76 119
75 204
75 478

71 249
70 554

69 138
68 165

67 250

64 96
64 64
61 62
61 353
55 669
52 166

73 °0

3mace Barbara Bo J Mill Ron ila Sores INSLAW inc
Prosecutor or rein arrevc 1981 BJS 1986



The Sixth Amendment 54,aranaees the right
of a defendant to a speedy trial

Concern about court delay
is not new

As early as 1818 the Massachusetts
legislature adopt(I a system to ease
court congestion and delay 2 Yet, what
corstitutes unreasonable delay in crimi-
nal proceedings 'las beF difficult to
define In Baker v Wingo (1972), the
U.S. Supreme Court set down four fac-
"s to be weighed in determining

.vnether a defendant had been denied
the right to a speedy trial

length of the delay
reason for 0-3 delay
whether the defendant was responsi-

ble for the delay
whether delay prejudiced the case of

the defendant

Most criminal cases are disposed
of in 6 months or less, except in
chro iically delaye I State courts

Total court disposition
time in criminal cases

Percent
of cases

Time to requiring
process 50% more than
of cases 180 days

Portland On 62 days 30/0

Phoenix Ariz 64 11

Detroit Rec C' Mich 69 17

New Orleans La 73 16

Oakland, Calif 81 29
Minneapolis, Minn 84 13

Dayton, Ohio 88 17

San Diego Calif 89 12

Wayne County Mich 96 22
Mom Fla 108 27
Wichita, Kans 116 17

Cleveland Ohio 123 29

Pittsourgh Pa 135 27
Providence R I 197 54

Jersey City N J 213 53
Bronx, NY 218 56
Newark N J 253 65

Source 8 Mahoney et al Implementing delay reduction
and delay prevention Programs in urbaq trial courts
NaPonal Center for State Courts 1985

Cases resulting in tne's generally
take longer than ones 'hat end
in dismissals cr guilty peas

In 12 jurisdiction; studied oy Boland
most felony cases :/ers: disposed of
within 4 months fror arrest On aver-

..:ases that went to trial took more
than 7 months

National standards recommend
speedy hearings in juvenile courts

National standard-setting organizations
generally agree on the neeo for speedy
hearings in juvenile courts, particularly
for alleged delinquents being held in
detention

It is widely recommended that
detention hearings take place within

24 to 48 hours of arrest, with periodic
reviews every 7 to 10 days

the same time restrictions be placed
on intake departme its to finish their
investigations and to make their recom-
mendationg for juveniles held in
detention

For nondetained juveniles
intake officrls are to make recommen-

dations within 30 days
initial hearings should be held within 3

to 5 days of filing the petition

State and Federal laws
safeguard the defendant's right
io a speedy trial

"Speedy trial laws" attempt to give preci-
sion to the guarantee of a speedy trial
by introducing quantitative measures of
unacceptable delay

The Federal Speedy ial Act of 1974,
amended in 1979, specifies time stan-
dards for each stage in the Federal
court process Thirty days are allowed
from arrest to filing of an indictment or
'in information, 70 days are allowed
oetween information or indictment and
,nal Certain time periods, such as
defense-requested continuances, are
not counted If case-processing time
exceeds the limit, the case may be dis
n,:ssed,

Some States have laws modeled on the
cederal law arid the speedy trial stan-
dards of the American Bar Association
These laws differ somewhat on such
matters as the kinds r,i events that do
not count as elapsed time, but the
major difference am-1g them is in the
amount of time they a! ow between
arrest and trial Marty speedy trial provi-
mi.:: set shorter Arne limits for the dis-
position of cases if the defendant is
being detained

91

Most States have speedy trial
restrictions for defendants
not in custody

States that restrict
time from arrest
to trial

California
Nevada
Alaska
North Carolina
Texas

Iowa
Arizona
Illinois
Florida
Ha an

New Mexico
New York
Pennsylvania
Ohio
,Jaho

Louisiana
Indiana
Massachusetts
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Utah

States that restrict time
from indictment to trial

Minnesota
Wisconsin
Washington
Wyoming
Colorado

Maryland
Montana
Nebraska
Kansas
N'.ssouri

Mississippi
Virginia
Georgia
West Virginia

Time
limit

75 days
75

120
120
120

135
150
160
180
180

180
180
180
270
360

360
365
365

3 terms of cou
4
4

60 days
90

104
120
180

180
180
1F

190
190

270
270

2 terms of court
3

States that restrict 'unreasonable delay

Delaware
District of Columbia
Kentucky
Maine
New Jersey
North Dakota

Oregcn
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Tennessee
Vermont

Note States mthout restr,aons include Alabama Con
nesscut Michigan Hampshire and South Caro
!Ina

Source Barbara Boland ..ith Ronald Sones
INSLAW inC The prosecution of felony
arrests 1981 BJS 1986
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Defendants are entitled to trial by a jury of their peers

All States require 12-member juries in capital cases;
6 States permit less than 12-member juries in felony trials

16.2111 Felonies

Names of prospective jurors
are selected from lists intended
to make juii pools representative
of the community

a

In 16 States the voter registration list is
the sole source of names for jury serv-
ice Maine, Las Vegas, Nevada, and 62
of Alabama's 67 counties use the
driver's license I,st as the sole source of
jury coverage. The use of merged voter
and driver's license lists is either permit-
ted or required by 25 States and the
District Jf Columbia

Most States have statutory
exemptions from jury service

The most common statutory exemptions
are for undue hardship or public neces-
sity, for personal bad health, or for per-
sons serving as judicial officers Many
States also exempt specific occupations
such as attorneys, doctors, dentists,
clergy, elected officials, police officers,
firemen, teachers, and sole proprietors
of businesses Twenty-seven States now
have limited or no class exemptions
from jury service

a

Jury size

6 7

Misdemeanors

8 12

An estimated 15% of American
adults have ever been
called for jury duty

According to the Center for Jury
Studies, the limited number of adults
who have served as jurors results from
such factors as

the age limits on prospective jurors
set by many States

the use of voter registration lists that
represent only a portion of eligible
voters (67% at the 1980 Presidential
election)

replacement of names of jurors into
the iury Pool at too frequent intervals

the number of exemptions to service
permitted oy law or granted by the
court

The maximum neriod of service
required of a juror varies by State

6 States (Alabama, Florida, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, and South
Carolina) have terms of service of 1
week

14 States limit terms to 2 weeks
8 States do not specify terms
Vermont has the longest statutory limit

,,th a 2-year term
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Source National Center for State Courts
Center for ,,ury Studies December 1986

Innovations have eased the burden
of being a juror

27 States have at least one jurisdiction
where a juror is called on for only 1 day
to be available to sit in a single trial
The District of Columbia has this same
system. Only if selected for a trial would
a juror serve more than 1 day, until
again randor sele,ted for jury serv-
ice It has been estimated that 11% of
the U.S population resides in one
day/one-trial jurisdictions

Courts in 50 States (including all
courts in 2 States) use a juror call-in
system. In these States jurors can dial a
number to learn whether their atten-
'ance is needed on a particular day

Wing their term of service

All States and the Federal
Government pay trial jurors

Payments to jurors range from $3 per
day in Colorado to $30 per day in New
Hampshire, Vermont, the District of
Columbia, and the Federal courts
Thirty-eight States pay for tiavel ranging
from 2c per mile in New Jersey to 20c
per mile in Hawaii Some jurisdictions
also require employers to pay the sala-
ries of employees while serving on jury
duty



How does the criminal justice system deal
ith the mental health of defendants?

In all r sste and Federal courts
defendants may be found
incompetent to stand trial

Defen,-IAntq men' `-)e incompetent to
stand trial on the basis of their mental
health if they are found to be unab:e to
understand the proceeding ; against
them ur to assist properly it their own
def'Jrise Such findings usually follow a
court-ordered mental evaluation of the
defendant

According to Roesch and Golding, most
defendants referred for competency
evaluations are found competent If

found incompetent a defendant may oe
committed for treatment until competent
to stand trial

In 1977 t',e Supreme Court held in
Jackson v Indiana that defendants
found incompetent to stand trial could
not be held indefinitelj as a result of
incompetency and that any such com-
mitments must be justified by treatment
progress Some States have iesponded
to this decision by setting treatment time
iii its after which defendants must Le
released In all States such defendants
may be recommitted under civil commit-
ment laws

A defense of insanity is recognized
by all but three States

Three StatesMontana. Idaho, and
Utahhave passed laws that abolish
the insanity defense However, psy-
chiatric evidence is allowed on the issue
of whether there is an intent to commit
a crime

In most States a formal notice of an
intent to rely on the insanity defense
must be filed by defendants who w
to claim insanity as a defense Such
defendants enter a plea of not guilty at
tne time of trial

One of two definitions
governs the insanity defense
in most jurisdictions

According to the American Bar
Association

24 States use the definition adopted
by the American Law Institute (ALI) in
1962 as part of the ALI Model Penal
Code It states that 'A person is not
responsible for criminal conduct if at the

time of such conduct and as a result of
mental disease or defect he lacks sub-
stantial capacity either to appreciate the
criminality of his conduct or to conform
his conduct to the requirements of the
law"

16 jurisdictions Jse the McNaughton
rule, formulated by the British House of
Lords in 1843 It states that, to establish
a defense on the ground of insanity, it is
necessary to prcve clearly that at the
time of committing an act the accused
party was laboring under such a defect
of reason from disease of mind as not
to know the nature and quality of the
act, or if he did understand the act, he
did not know that it was wrong Lawyers
call this the cognitive test because the
language hinges on "knowing"

Some jurisdictions modify the
McNaughton y reference to
"irresistible impulse'

New Hampshire uses a rule devised
by its Supreme Court in 1871 that a per-
son is absolved of iesponsibility if the
act committed is the offspring or prod-
uct of mental disease

Recently, the Federal Government
and Indiana adoptea a new test
of criminal responsibility

Endorsed by the American Bar Associa-
tion in 1983, the Appreciation fest
resembles the McNaughton test in its
reliance on cognitivt incapacity It differs
from the ALI test in that there is no
requirement for the defendant to estab-
lish a lack of control over his or her
behavior The Appreciation Test became
he law in all Federal courts in October
1984 with passage of the Co i oprehen-
sive Crime Control Act The Indiana
General Assembly also changed from
the ALI standard to the Appreciation
Test in 1984

A plea of insanity entered by the
attempted assassin of President
Reagan spurred the first
comprehensive reform of Federal law
governing the insanity defense

The new Federal law changes previous
st" 'dards in the Federal courts by shift-
ing the burden of proof to the defense,
limiting the scope of expert testimony.
eliminating the defense of diminished
capacity, creating a verdict of not guilty
only by reason of insanity," which
requires a civil commitment proceeding,

and by providing for Federal commit-
ment of persons found insane after con-
viction or incarceration

Competency to si nd trial
and the insan:ly defense
are often confused

The is ;ue of insanity refers to the defen-
dant's mental state at the time of the
crime, the issue of competency con-
cerns the defendant's ability to under-
stand the trial proceedings and to assist
in preparing his or her defense. For
example, a defendant may be found
competent to stand trial but be found
not guilty by reason of insanity

States vary in many specific ways
in their handling of an
insanity defense

Variations relate to the
definition of insanity
availability of an alternate verdict of

guilty but mentally
burden of proof

The Federal Insanity Defense Reform
Ac' of 1934 shifted the burden of proof
from the irosecution to the defense In
all Federal jurisdictions the defendant
has the burden of proving the defense
of insanity by clear and convincing evi-
dence According to the American Bar
Association, 26 states applied this stan-
dard prior to the change in Federal law

Twelve States provide for a verdict
of guilty but mentally ill

According to the Institute on Mental Dis-
ability at the National Center for State
Courts since 1975 the 12 States that
have adopted this verdict are (in
chronological order) Michigan, Indiana,
Illinois, Georg:a, Kentucky, New Mexico,
Delaware. Alaska, Pennsylvania, South
Dakota, Utah, and South Carolina

In States where this verdict is available it
is an alternative to but dons not pre-
clude, a verdict of not guilty by reason
of insanity
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Criminal case appeals make up close to half the State appellate caseload

Beth convictions and sentences
may be appealed

Defendants have as many as three
possible avenues of appeal, the direct
appeal, postco.iviction remedy, and
Federal habeas corpus Defendants
appeal their convictions alleging that
their rights were violated durh the
criminal justice process Reversal of a
conviction on appeal sets aside only the
prior conviction Defendants may be
retried. In many States criminal appeals
are a matter of right and most States
provide for an automatic appeal of
death sentences. A sentence may be
appealed on grounds it violates the
Constitutional prohibition against cruel
and unusual punishment

Most criminal case appeals
are decided in State courts

Cases origin In State courts are
usually app 'rough the State's
appellate c' istem State cases that
involve a Co...titutional question may be
appealed to the, US Supreme Court

Almost four-fifths of all appeals, includ-
ing writs, are decided by State courts
The US Supreme Court decides 150
cases per year with full opinion. For
State appellate courts the number of
appellate decisions ranges from 200 to
300 cases in smaller States with
supreme courts and no intermediate
appellate courts to more than 9,000 in
Florida and New York, which have inter-
mediate appellate courts as well as a
supreme court

Appellate filings have increasei
in almost every State

State appellate judges have had an
increasing rumber of cases to handle,
most States had a yearly increase of
9% or more in the 1970s The number
of judges in State appellate courts grew
at only a sixth the rate of the appellate
caseload in the 1970s The number of
State court appeals more than doubled
during 1973-83 in 43 jurisdictions able
to measure the growth Overall growth
in total appeals filed ranged from 38%
in Mississippi and 53% in Maryland to
305% in Alaska Criminal cases

Civil and criminal appeals
in State courts have grown
rapidly in recent years

N.Jrnber o' fill
1;8 St ..$)

Civil ......../'....

Criminal

40,000

1973 1978

--71,

o
1983

Source The growth in appeals 1973 83 trends, BJS Bulletin, February 1985

accounted for 43% to 46% of total
appellate volume in State courts Inter-
mediate appellate courts have been a
principal means of meeting the
increased caseload

In 1985, 33,360 appeals were filed
in the U.S. Courts of Appeals

In 1985, 4,989 or 15% of the appeals
filed were criminal cases The propor-
tion of criminal appeals to other appeals
was greatest during the 1970s when it
reached an alltime high of 28 5% in
1973 The proportion of criminal appeals
filed has declined in every year since
1980 except 1981 In 1985 the 18,660
civil appeals filed in US Coiirt; of
Appeals represer' d the largest grout
of appeals

The rate of appeal of Federal criminal
convictions is very high In some circuits
appeal is virtually automatic in criminal
cases 3 The rate of reversal is fairly low

Petitions t, the Federal courts
by State prisoners claiming
they are unlawfully detained
are rarely successful

The 3 petitions, known as writs of
hat ,s corpus, are the primary means
by .iich State prisoners have their con-
vict 'ns reviewed in Federal courts
Suc a petition can be heard by a GS
distn, ' court after a prisoner has
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exhausted all State remedies Few
habeas corpus petitions are successful
One study revealed that 3% of the State
petitions in Federal court resulted in
relief 4

The ilu, tbe;' of actions filed
in Federal courts by State prisoners
has - A than doubled since 1970

Of all .,L; filed in Federal courts,
prisor oils (which include habeas
corpus ,11 rights petitions) made
up

14 70/0 in
1960,b in

Prisoner petitici, pled with criminal
appeals make up 5% of the total
caseload in Federal appellate courts

Few juvenile cases are appealed

Since 1967 juveniles have had the legal
right to appeal juvenile court adjudica-
tions (in re Gault) Over the past 15
years State codes have been amended
to acki iowledge this right In States that
giant concurrent jurisdiction to juvenile
and criminal courts the prEecutor's
decision to file criminal (instead of delin-
quency) charges is nc subject to
appeal In most States that permit trans-
fers of juveniles to criminal courts
through judicial waivers, the waiver deci-
sion is appealable, but only after convic-
tion in criminal court
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Section 5. Sentencing and sanctions

Through sentencing, society attempts to express its goals
for at, correctional process

The sentencing of criminals often
'fleets conflicting social goals

These objectives are
Retributiongiving offenders their

"just deserts" and expressing society's
disapproval of criminal behavior

Incapacitation separating offenders
from the community to reduce the
opportunity for further crime while they
are incarcerate,

Deterrencedemonst, ,-ig the cer-
tainty 'd severity of punishment to dis-
courage future crime by the offender
(specific deterrence) and by others
(general deterrence)

Rehabilitationproviding psychologi-
cal or educational assistance or Job
training to offenders to make them less
likely to engage in future criminality

Restitutionhaving the offender
repay the victim or tne community in
money or services

Attitudes about sentencing
reflect multiple goals
and other factors

Research on judicial attitudes and prac-
tises in sentencing revealed that judges
vary greatly in their commitment to vari-
ous goals when imposing sentences
Public opinion also has shown much
diversity about the goals of sentencing,
and public attitudes have changed over
the years In fashioning criminal penal-
ties, legislators have tended to reflec,
this lack of public consensus

Sentencing laws are further cc,iiplicated
by concerns for

Proportionalityseverity of punish-
ment should be commensurate with the
seriousness of the crime

Equitysmi!ar crimes and r'Tnilar
criminals should be treated alike

Social debtthe severity of punish-
ment shculd take into account the
offenders brior criminal behavior

Judges usually have
a great deal of discretion
in sentencing offenders

The different sentencing laws ewe 'seri-
ous amounts of discretion to tile judo,
in setting the length of a prison or ja.:
term. In a more fundamental respect,
however, the judge often has a high
degree of discretion in deciding
whether or not to incarcerate the
offender at all. Alternatives to imprisor,-
ment include

probation
tines
forfeiture of the proceeds of criminal

activity
restitution to victims
community service
split sentences, consisting of a short

period of incarceration followed by pro-
bation in the community

Often, before a sentence is ii 'posed a
presentence investigation is conducted
tc provide the judge with information
about the offender's characteristics and
prior criminal record

Disparity and uncertainty arose
from a lack of consensus
over sentencing goals

L. the early 1970s rest_ -iers and
critics of the justice system had begun
to note that trying to achieve. the mixed
goals of the justice system without new
Iii is on the discretionary options given
to judges had

reduced the certainty of sanctions,
presumably eroding the deterrent effect
of corrections

resulted in disparity in the severity of
punishment, with differences in the sen-
tences imposed for similar cases and
offenders

failed to validate the effectiveness of
various rehabilitation programs in
changing offender behavior or predict-
ing future criminality

f i 6
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Recent sentencing reforms
reflect more severe attitudes
and seek to reduce disparizy
and uncertainty

Roforms in recent years have used
statuto7; and administrative changesto

clarify the aims of sentencing
reduce disparity by limiting judicial

and parole discretion
provide ' system of penalties that is

more consistent and predictable
provide sal:bons consistent with the

concept of "just deserts"

The changes have included
making prison mandatory for certain

crimes and for recidivists
specifying presumptive sentence

lengths
requiring sentence enhancements for

offenders with prior felony convictions
introducing sentencing guidelines
limiting parole discretion through the

use of parole guidelines
total elimination of discrefionary parole

release ( 'Iterminate sentencing)

States use a variety of strategies
for sentencing

Sentencing is perhaps the most diversi-
fied part of the Nation's crim al justice;
process Each State has a unique set of
sentencing laws, a id frequent and sub-
stantial changes lave been made in
recent years. This diversity r omrlicates
the classification of sente..cing systems
For nearly any criterion that may be
considered, there will be some States
with hybrid systems that straddle the

oundary between ^sategories



The basic difference in sentencing
systems is the apportioning
of discretion between the judge
and parole authorities

Indeterminate sentencing--the judge
specifies minimum and maximum sen-
tence lengths. These set upper and
lower bounds on the time to be served.
The actual release date (and therefore
the time actually served) is determined
later by parole authorities within those
limits.

Partially indeterminate sentencinga
variation of indeterminate sentencing in
which the judge specifies only the maxi-
mum sentence length. An associated
minimum automatically is implied, but is
not within the judge's discretion The
implied minimum may be a fixed time
(such as 1 year) for all sentences or a
iixed proportion of the maximum. In
some States the implied minimum is
zero: thus the parole board is empow-
ered to release the prisoner at any time.

Determinate sentencingthe ;udge
specifies a fixed term of incarceration.
which must be served in full (less any
`goodtime" earned in prison) There Is
no discretionary parole release

Since 1975 many States have
adopted determinate
sentencing, but most still use
indeterminate sentencing

In 1976 Maine was the first State to
adopt determinm sentencing The sen-
tencing system is entirely or predom-
inantly determinate in these 10 States

California Maine
Connecticut Minnesota
Florida New Mexico
Illinois North Carolina
Indiana Washington

The other States and the District of
Columbia use indeterminate sentencing
in its various forms One State, Colo-
rado, after changing to determinate sen-
tencing in 1979. went back to indeter-
minate sentencing in 1985 The Federal
justice system has adopted determinate
sentencing through a system of sentenc-
ing guidelines

States employ other sentencing features
in conjunction with their basic strategies

Marklatoty_sentencingLaw requires the Judge
to impose a sentence of incarceration often of
specified length, for certain crimes or certain cat-
egories of offenders There is no option of proba
ton or a suspended sentence

Presumptive sentencingThe discretion of a
judge who imposes a prison sentence is con
strained by a specific sentence length set by law
for each offense or class of offense That sen
tence must be imposed in all unexceptional
cases in response to mitigating or aggravating
circumstances the Judge may shorten or
lengthen the sentence within specified bound
arses. u,ually with written justification being
required

Sentencing guidelinesExplicit policies and
procedures are specified for deccing on
individual sentences The decision is usually
based on the nature of the offense and the
offenders criminal record FE/ example the
prescribed sentence for a cenain offense might
be ,,robation if the offender has no previous
felony convictions. a short term of incarceration if
the offender has one prior conviction and
progressively longer prison terms if the offenders
criminal history is more extensive

Sentence enhancementsIn nearly all States
tne pdge may lengthen the prison term for an
offender with prior felony convr,tions The lengths
of such enhancements and the criteria for impos
ing them vary among the States

Mandatory sentencing laws are in force in 46
Sates (all except Maine Minnesota Nebraska
and Rhode Island) and the District of Columbia
In 25 States imprisonment is mandatory for cer
lain repeat felony offenders In 30 States
imprisonment is mandatory if a firearm w35
involved in le commission of a crime In 45
States conviction for certain offenses or classes of
offenses leads to mandatory imprisonment most
such offenses are serious, violent crimes and
drug trafficking is included in 18 of the States
Many States have recentl/ made drunk driving an
offense for which incarceration is mandated
(usually for relatively short periods in a local jail
rather than a State prison)

Presumptive sentencing is used at least to some
degree in about 12 States

Sentencing gLioelines came into use in the late
1970s They are

used in 13 States and the Federal criminal Ns
lice system

written into statute in the Federal system and in
Florida Louisiana Maryland Minnesota New
Jersey Ohio Pennsylvania and Tennessee

used systemwide but not mandated by law in
Utah

applied selectively in Massachusetts M chigan
Rhode Island and Wisconsin

being considered for adoption in other States
and the District of Columbia

In some States that group felonies according to
the r seriousness, the repeat offender may be
given a sentence ordinarily imposed for a higher
seriousness category Some States prescribe
lengthening the sentences of habitual offenders
by specified amounts or imposing a mandatory
minimum term that must be served before parole
can be considered In other States the guidelines
provide for sentences that reflect the offenders
criminal history as well as the seriousness of the
offense Many States prescribe conditions under
which parole eligibility is limited or eliminated For
example 3 person with three or more prior felony
convictions if convicted of a serious violent
offense might be sentenced to life iri4, 3onment
without parole

S,:,-,ces Sur .eys co,c,cfe4 "o, it a B;,P1- J S'a's,s
ty '1'e US Cens '985 't P Pr''
C,:ry'r" SST)" 0', Cr -"e .Pd De -ce.e-cv 1986
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Sentencing guidelines usually
are developed by a separate
sentencing commission

Such a commission may be appointed
by the legislative, executive. or judicial
branch of State government. This is a
departure from traditional practice in
that sentences are prescribed through
an administrative procedure rather than
by explicit legislation.

In some States the guidelines are
prescriptive in that they specify whether
or not the judge must impose a prison
sentence and the presumptive sentence
length In other States the guidelines
are advisory in that they provide infor
mation to the judge but do not mandate
sentencing decisions.

To determine whether a prison sentence
should be imposed. the guidelines
usually corisider offense severity and
the offender's prior criminal record. A
matrix that relates these two factors may
be used

Sentencing matrix

Offense
severity

low I

Criminal history
low high
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

II Probation
1

III

IV

V

VI

VII

viii Imprisonment

IX

high X

Adapted from Preliminary report on the development and
impact of the Minnesota sentencing guidelines. Min
nes-ta Sentencing Guidelines Commission. July 1982

Sentencing guidelines used in the Fed-
eral justice system were developed by
the United States Sentencing Comm:
sion The guidelines provide for deter

ate sentencing and the abolition of
%parole Ranges of sentence length are
specified for various offense classifica-
tiOns and offender characteristics The
judge must provide written justification
for any sentence that deviates from the

guideline range, sentences that are less
severe can be appealed by the prose-
cution, and sentences that are more
severe can be appealed by the defense

Changes in sentencing
have brought changes
in correctional practices

Many sentencing reforms have led to
changes in the way correctional systems
operate

The proliferation of determinate and
mandatory sentences during the past
decade, together with dissatisfaction
about the uncertainties of indeterminate
sentencing (especially the linking of
release decisions to rehabilitative prog-
ress or predictions of future behavior),
have led to modifications in parole deo-
sonmaking. Many States now use
parole guidelines, and many have modi-
fied the,. use of "goo time" and other
incentives for controlling inmate
behavior and determining release dates

New administrative requirements, such
as collection of victim restitution funds.
operation of community service pro-
grams, and levying fees for probation
supervision, room and board, and other
services, have been added to traditional
correctional practices

Changes in sentencing laws and prac-
tices may be affecting the size of the
correctional clientele Such changes
include

using determinate and mandatory
sentencing

limiting or abolishing parole discretion
lowering the age at which youthful

offenders become subject to the adult
criminal justice system

enacting in a few jurisdictions laws
providing for life imprisonment without
the possibility of parole
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Forfeit. ire is a relatively new sanction

What is forfeiture?

Forfeiture is government seizure of prop-
erty derived from or used in criminal
activity. Its use as a sanction aims to
strip racketeers and drug traffickers of
their economic power because the tradi-
tional sanctions of imprisonment and
fines have been found inadequate to
deter or punish enormously profitable
crimes. Seizure of assets aims not only
to reduce the profitability of illegal
activity but to curtail the financial ability
of criminal organizations to continue ille-
gal operations.

There are two types of forfeiture:
civil and criminal

Civil forfeiturea proceeding against
property used in criminal activity. Prop-
erty subject to civil forfeiture often
includes vehicles used to transport con-
traband, equipment used to manufac-
ture illegal drugs, cash used in illegal
transactions, and property purchased
with the proceeds of the crime. No find-
ing of criminal auilt is required in such
proceedings. The government is
required to post notice of the proceed-
ings so that any party who has ar
interest in the property may contest the
forfeiture.

Criminal forfeiturea part of the
criminal action taken against a defen-
dant accused of racketeering or drug
trafficking The forfeiture is a sanction
imposed on conviction that requires the
defendant to forfeit 1,anous property
rights and interests related to the viola-
tion In 1970 Congress revived this
sanction that had been dormant in
American law since the Revolution

The use of forfeiture varies
greatly among jurisdictions

The Federal Government originally
provided for criminal forfeiture in the
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organization (RICO) statute and the
Comprehensive Drug Prevention and
Control Act, both enacted in 1970
Before that time civil forfeiture had been
provided in Federal laws on some nar-
cotics, customs, arid revenue infractions
More recently, language on forfeiture
has been included in the Comprehen

sive Crime Control Act of 1984, the
Money Laundering Act of 1986, and the
Anti-drug Abuse Act of 1986

Most State forfeiture procedures appear
in controlled substances or RICO laws
A few States provide for forfeiture of
property connected with the COM'
sion of any felony Most State forfeKse
provisions allow for civil rather than
criminal forfeiture A recent survey
responded to by 44 States and territo-
ries found that under the controlled sub-
stances laws most States provide only
for civil forfeiture. Eight States (Arizona,
Kentucky, Nevada, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Utah, Vermont, anr4 Nest Vir-
ginia), however, have criminal forfeiture
provisions 1 Of the 19 States with RICO
statutes, all but 8 include the criminal
forfeiture sanction 2

What is forfeitable?

Originally most forfeiture provisions
aimed to cover the seizure of contra-
band or modes of transporting or
facilitating distribution e such materials
The types of property that may be for-
feited have been expanded since the
1970s to include assets, cash, securities,
negotiable instruments, real property
including houses or othe- real estate,
and proceeds traceable directly or
indirectly to violations of certain laws
Common provisions permit seizure of
conveyances such as airplanes, boats.
or cars, raw materials, products, and
equipment used in manufacturing,
trafficking, or cultivation of illegal drugs,
and drug paraphernalia

How long does it take to determine
if property can be forfeited?

In most cases some time is provided
before the actual forfeiture to allow per-
sons with an interest in seized property
to make claim Seized property is nor-
mally kept for 6 months to 1 year before
being declared forfeit and disposed of
Contraband or materials that are illegal
per se. such as drugs, are disposed of
relatively quickly Cars, airplanes, boats,
and other forms or transportation are
usually kept for about 6 months before
disposal Real property is often kept for
longer periods. Administrative forfeitures
usually take less time than ones that
require judicial determination

Because of the depreciation in value of
many assets over time and the cost of
storing or canng for such assets, forfei-
ture may result in a cost ra er than rev-
enue to the prosecuting jurisdiction.

What happens to forfeited property?

The disposition of forfeited property is
controlled by statute or in some States
by their constitutions In many cases,
the seizing agency is permitted to place
an asset in official use once it has been
declared forfeit by a court Such assets
are usualli cars, trucks, boats, or planes
used during the crime or proceeds of
the crime.

For assets that are sold, the proceeds
are usually used first to pay any out-
standing liens. The costs of storing,
maintaining, and selling the property
are reimbursed next Some States
require that, after administrative costs
are reimbursed, the costs of law
enforcement and prosecution must be
paid. More than half the States provide
that any outstanding balance go to the
State or local treasury, or a part to both.
In eight States law enforcement agen-
cies can keep all property, cash, or
sales proceeds. If the State constitution
governs distribution, the receiving
agency is usually the State or local
school system. Some States have speci-
fied the recipients to be special pro-
grams for drug abuse prevention and
rehabilitation.

In 1984 the Federal Government estab-
lished the Department of Justice Assets
Forfeiture Fund to collect proceeds from
forfeitures and defray the costs of forfei-
tures under the Comprehensive Drug
Apuse Prevention and Control Act and
the Customs Forfeiture Fund for forfei-
tures under customs laws These acts
also require that the property and pro-
ceeds of forfeiture be shared equitably
with State and local law enforcement
commensurate with their participation in
the investigations leading to forfeiture
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Sanctions for alcohol-related driving offenses
are becoming more severe

Alcohol-related driving offenses
carry both criminal and
administrative sanctions

Because States license drivers, sanc-
tions against persons convicted of driv-
ing whiie intoxicated and driving under
the influence of alcohol include revoca-
tion or suspension of driver's licenses.
In some States the administrative sanc-
tion may be imposed for a short period
prior to conviction if there is sufficient
evidence to believe the defendant was
operating a motor vehicle while under
the influence of alcohol. In 1986 the
minimum period for license suspension
or revocation for a first offense ranged
from 21 days in one State to 36 months
in another.

Criminal sanctions may involve incarcer-
ation, fines, community service, rest.tu-
tion, or alcohol treatment and education
programs. In some States, criminal driv-
ing offenses are classified as felonies; in
other States, they are misdemeanors.
The term of incarceration permitted by
statute for a first offense ranges from a
minimum of 1 day up to 2 years. First
offense fines range from $100 to $5,000

In almost all States both administrative
and criminal sanctions may be imposed
for a conviction of driving while intoxi-
cated. The criminal court imposes crimi-
nal sanctions while the licensing acency
imposes the administrative sanctions on
notification of conviction by the court

In most States possible sanctions
for repeat alcohol-related driving
offenders are progressively severe

In 1986 more than half the States had
license suspension or revocation mini-
mums of a few months for first offenders
and 12 months for second offenders In
43 States the fines that may be
imposed also increased with the num-
ber of prior convictions For example,

Arizona law permits fines of up to
$1,000 for first offenses but up to
$150,000 for third offenses In 23 States
repeat offenders may be subject to
habitual offender laws resulting in
enhancement of the term to incarcera
tion.

Many States have resorted
to mandatory sanctions

Number of States
Type of sanction imposing mandatory
and prior history sanctions

1982--- 1986

Imprisonment
1st offense 12 16
2nd 22 42
3rd 19 40

Fines
1st offense 9 1E

2nd 10 13
3rd 9 12

License suspension
or revocation

1st offense 31 25
2nd 39 44
3rd 38 44

Source A digest of State alcohol highway safety related
legslabon, first enon and futh edbon Natrona) Hghway
Traffic Safety Adminfstrat.on U S Department of Transpoda
ton

' )any States have increased
the severity of their mandatory
sanctions against alcohol-
related driving offenses

Between 1982 and 1986
4 States increased their mandator;

fines for at least one offense
8 States increased the length of man-

datory imprisonment for at least one
off"nse

11 States increased the term for
license suspension or revocation

A few years after imposing severe man-
datory sanctions, many States reduced
the severity of their sanctions, particu-
larly for first offenses

1 CU
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In 42 States imprisonment is manda-
tory for driving while intoxicated

State

After
which of
tense does

Is imprison-
imprison- ment be-
ment man- come man-
dator/7 datory'

Length of
imprison-
ment

Alabama Yes 2nd offense 2 days
Alaska Yes 1st 3
Arizona Yes 1st 1

Arkansas No
California Yes 2nd 2

Colorado Yes 2nd 7

Connecticut Yes 1st 2
Delaware Yes 2nd 60
DC No
Florida Yes 2nd 10

Georgia Yes 2nd 2
Hawaii Yes 1st 2
Idaho Yes 2nd 10
Wino s Yes 2nd 2
Indiana Yes 2nd 5

Iowa Yes 2nd 7

Kansas Yes lst 2
Kentucky Yes 2nd 7

Louisiana Yes 1st 2
Maine Yes 1st 2

Maryland Yes 2nd 2
Massachusetts Yes 2nd 14
Michigan No
Minnesota No
Mississippi Nc

Missouri Ye _ 2nd 2
Montana Yes 1st 1

Nebraska Yes 2nd 2
Nevada Yes 1st 2
Nev

Hampshire Yes 2nd 7

New Jersey Yes 2nd 2
New Mexico Yes 2nd 2
New York No
North

Carolina Yes 2iid 7
North Dakota Yes 2nd 4

Ohio Yes 1st 3
Oklahoma No
Oregon Yes 1st 2
Pennsylvania Yes 2nd 30
Rhode 13land Yes 2nd 2

South
Carolina Yes 1st 2

South Dakota No
Tennessee Yes 1st 2
Texas Yes 2nd 3
Utah Yes 1st 2

Vermont Yes 2nd 2
Virginia Yes 2nd 2
Washington Yes 1st 1

West Virginia Yes 1st 1

Wisconsin No
Wyoming Yes 2nd 7

Source A dg.st of State alcohol highway catty related
togs:awn fifth edton Natonal 1-1,9nway NU Safety
Admaustral.on U S Department Of Transportal,on
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Juveniles receive dispositions rather than sentences
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Juvenile court dispositions
tend to be indeterminate

The dispositions of juveniles adjudicated
to be delinquent extend until the juve-
nile legally becomes an adult (21 years
of age in most States) or until the
offending behavior has been corrected,
whichever is sooner

Of the 45 States and the District of
Columbia that authorize indeterminate
periods of confinement

32 grant releasing authority to the
State juvenile corrections agency

6 delegate it to juvenile paroling agen-
cies

5 place such authority with the com-
mitting judges

3 have dual or overlapping jurisdic-
tion.

Most juvenile cases are disposed
of informally

In 1982 about 54% of all cases referred
to juvenile courts by the police and
other agencies were handled informally
without the filing of a petition About
20% of all cases involved some deten-
tion prior to disposition.

Of about 600,000 cases in which peti-
tions were filed, 64% resulted in formal
adjudication. Of these, 61% resulted in
some form of probation, and 29%
resulted in an outofhome placement.

The juvenile justice system is
also undergoing changes in the
degree of discretion permitted
in confinement decisions

Determinate dispositions are now used
in six States, but they do not apply to
all offenses or offenders In most cases
they apply only to specified felony
cases or to the juveniles with prior adju-
dications for serious delinquencies

California imposes determinate periods
of confinement for delinquents commit-
ted to State agencies based on the
standards and guidelines of its paroling
agency. Four States have similar proce-
dures, administered by the State agen-
cies responsible for operating their juve-
nile corrections facilities.

As of 1981 eight States had serious-
delinquent statutes requiring that
juveniles who are either serious, violent,
repeat, or habitual offenders be adjudi-
cated and committed in a manner that
differs from the aajudication of other
delinquents. Such laws require minimum
lengths of commitment, prescr,oe a
fixed range of time for commitment, or
mandate a minimum length of stay in a
type of placement, such as a secure
institution.

Dispositions for serious juvenile
offenders tend to look like
those for adults

Aggregate statistics on juvenile court
dispositions do not provide an accurate
picture of what happens to the more
serious offenders because many of the
cases coming before juvenile courts
involve minor criminal or status offenses
These minor cases are more likely to be
handled informally by the juvenile court.

An analysis of California cases involving
older juveniles and young adults
charged by the police with robbery or
burglary revealed rr ore similarities in
their disposition patterns than the
aggregate juvenile court statistics would
suggest For both types of offenses,
juvenile petitions were filed and settled
formally in court about as often as were
complaints filed and convictions
obtained in the cases against adults
The juveniles charged with the more
serious offenses and those with the
more extensive prior records were the
most likely to have their cases reach
adjudication At the upper limits of
offense and prior record severity,
juveniles were committed to secure insti-
tutions about as frequently as were
young adults with comparable records

The outcomes of juvenile and
adult proceedings are similar,
but some options are not
available !ri juvenile court

For example, juvenile courts cannot
order the death penalty, life terms, or
terms that could exceed the maximum
jurisdiction of the court itself. In Arizona
the State Supreme Court held that,
despite statutory jurisoiction of the juve-
nile courts to age 21, de!inouents could
not be held in State juvenile corrections
facilities beyond age 18 3

Yet, juvenile courts may go further than
criminal courts in regulating the lifestyles
of juvenile offenders placed in the com-
munity under probation supervision. For
example, the court may order them to

live in certain locations
attend school
participate in prog-ams intended to

improve their behavior.

The National Center for Juvenile Justice
estimates that almost 70% of the
juveniles whose cases are not waived or
dismissed are put on probation, about
10% are committed to an institution.

Most juveniles committed to juvenile
facilities are delinquents

Total

Delinquents

Nondelinquents
Status offenders
Nonoffenders (dependency,
neglect, abuse etc )

Source BJS Children in Custody 1985
unpvblished data

Percent of
juveniles

100%

74

12

14
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Current sentencing alternatives reflect multiple objectives

What types of sentences usually are given to offenders?

Death penaltyIn most States for the most serous crimes such as
murder, the courts may sentence an offender to death by lethal injec-
tion, electrocution, exposure to lethal gas, hanging, or other method
specified by State law

Incarceration The confinement of a convicted criminal in a Federal
or State prison or a local jail to serve a court-imposed sentence.
Confinement is usuc.'ly in a jail, administered locally, or a prison,
operated by the State or Federal Government In many States
offenders sentenced to 1 year or less are held in a jail, those sen-
tenced to longer terms are committed to a State prison

Probation The sentencing of an offender to community supervision
by a probation agency, often as a result of suspending a sentence to
confinement Such supervision normally entails specific rules of con-
duct while in tne community If the rules are violated a sentence to
confinement may be imposed. Probation is the most widely used
correctional disposition in the United States

Split sentences, shock probation, and intermittent confine-
mentA penalty that explicitly requires the convicted person to
serve a brief period of confinement in a local, State, or Federal facil-
ity (the "shock') followed by a period of probation This penalty
attempts to combine the use of community supervision with a short
incarceration experience Some sentences are periodic rather than
continuous, for example, an offender may be required to spend a
certain number of weekends in jail

Restitution and victim compensationThe offender is required to
provide financial repayment or, in some jurisdictions, services in lieu
of monetary restitution, for the losses incurred by the victim

Community serviceThe offender is required to perform a specified
amount of pubic service work, such as collecting trash in parks or
other public facilities

FinesAn economic penalty that requires the offender to pay a
specified sum of money within limits set by law Fines often are
imposed in addition to probation or as alternatives to incarceration

96 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

As of 1985, 37 States had laws providing for the death penalty
Virtually all death penalty sentences are for murder
As of yearend 1985, 50 persons had been executed since 1976,

and 1,591 inmates n 32 States were under a sentence of death

More than 4,200 correctional facilities are maintained by Federal,
State, and local governments They include 47 Federal facilities, 922
State-operated adult confinement and community-based correctional
facilities, and 3300 local jails, which usually are county-operated

On any given day in 1985 about 503,000 persons were confined in
State and Federal prisons About 254,000 were confined in local jails
on June 30, 1985

State or local governments operate more than 2,000 probation
agencies

At yearend 1985, nearly 19 million adults were on probation, or
about 1 of every 95 adults in the Nation

In 1984 nearly a third of those receiving probation sentences in
Idaho, New Jersey, Tennessee, Utah, and Vermont also were sen-
tenced to brief periods of confinement

Nearly all States have statutory provisions for the collection and
disbursement of restitution funds A restitution law was enacted at
the Federal level in 1982

Many States authorize community service work orders Community
service often is imposed as a specific condition of probatiori

The Victims of Crime Act of 1984 authorizes the distribution of fines
and forfeited criminal profits to support State victim-assistance pro-
grams, with priority given to programs that aid victims of .,exual
assault, spousal abuse, and child abuse These programs, in turn,
provide assistance and compensation to crime victims

Many laws that govern the imposition of fines are being revised
The revisions often provide for more flexible means of ensuring
equity in the imposition of fines, flexible fine schedules, "day fines"
geared to the offender's daily wage, installment payment of fines, and
the imposition of confinement only when there is an intentional
refusal to pay

A 1984 study estimated that more than three-fourths of criminal
courts use fines extensively and that fines levied each year exceed
one billion dollars
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In most cases, a felony conviction results in a sentence
that includes incarceration

Incexeration is most likely
for serious crimes of violence

Sentences imposed :n nine jurisdictions
in 1981a

Percent of
resulting in
in prison or

convictions
incarceration
jail

More than
1 yearAny

All feloniesb 7l% 37%

Homicide and
manslaughter 86 70

Sexual assault 79 52
Robbery 83 58
Assault 64 24

Burglary 76 39
Larceny ano

auto theft 62 24
Stolen property 66 26

Fraud 60 23
Drugs 62 21

Weapons 60 26
Otherc 63 21

alndianapolts Indiana Los Angeles California Loutsville
Kentucky Borough of Manhattan New York New Orleans
Louisiana State of Rhode Island St Louts Mtssourt, Salt
Lake City Utah, San Diego California
fIndicted cases that resutted in convect on in felony Court a
few of the convictions were for misdemeanors
,Includes ktdnaptng morals offenses arson unknown and
miscellaneous other febnies

Source Barbara Boland with Ronal? Sones INSLAW Inc
The prosecution of fe.ony arrests 1981 8JS 198E

Confinement may be in State prisons
or local jails

In most jurisdictions local jails are used
to incarcerate persons with short sen-
tences (generally less than 1 year),

while longer sentences are served in
State prisons. However, some jurisdic-
tions use jail instead of prison more
often as the sanction against convicted
felons serving longer terms For exam-
ple, in both Baltimore City, Maryland,
and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1983
two-thirds of convicted felons were sen-
tenced to incarceration In Baltimore, vir-
tually all such persons went to State
prisons, while Philadelphia sent half to
State prisons and half to county
institutions

Many felons are sentenced
to probation

A 1985 study of felony sentencing in 18
local jurisdictions revealed that more
than a fourth of felony sentences were
for probation alone Almost another fifth
of convicted felons were sentenced to a
time in jail followed by probation (split
sentence).

Sentences are more severe
for offenders convicted of
multiple charges than for those
convicted of single charges

According to the 18- jurisdiction study
More than a fourth of the persons

convicted of felonies were convicted of
more than one charge.

Persons convicted of multiple felony
charges were more likely to go to prison
and received longer sentences. Of
those convicted of a single charge, 40%
were sentenced to prison vs 56% of
those convicted of two charges and
69% of those convicted of four or more
charges.

About 11% of those convicted of mul-
tiple charges and sentenced to prison
were given consecutive sentences; the
individual sentences must be served in
sequence The rest were given concur-
rent sentences, allowing several sen-
tences to be served at the same time

Prison sentences are longer

Conviction
offense

for multiple-charge

One
charge

convictions

Average sentence length for
offenders convicted of

Two
charges

Three
charges

Four or
more
charges

Violent offenses
Homicide 11 2 yrs 18 1 yrs 23 0 yrs 34 5 yrs
Rape 88 147 188 232
Robbery 6 4 10 5 11 4 17 6
Aggravated

assault 5 9 7 3 8 6 9 3

Property offenses
Burglary 3 8 5 8 7 3 6 1

Larceny 2 8 4 4 4 4 4 0

Drug trafficking 3 4 5 3 6 0 7 5

Note Sentences were cla tied according to the most sen
ous convict on offense Offenses are listed tn order of sen
ousness In addition to the most serous conviction charge

multiple conviction charges may include lesser offenses
including misdemeanors

Source Felony sentencing in 18 local junsdrctions
8JS SpeC,a1 Report June 1985
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The death penalty is reserved for the most serious
offenses and offenders

The death penalty was reaffirmed
by the Supreme Court in 1976

In the 1972 decision Furman v. Georgia,
the Supreme Court struck down on
Eighth Amendment grounds (forbidding
cruel and unusual punishment) State
and Federal capital punishment laws
that permitted wide discretion in the
application of the death penalty. In
response, many States revised their stat-
utes to conform to the guidelines in
Furman.

The High Court clarified these guide-
lines in a series of five decisions
announced on July 2, 1976. In Woodson
v. North Carolina and Roberts v. Loui-
siana, the Court struck down State stat-
utes that required mandatory imposition
of the death penalty for specified
crimes. As a direct consequence, man-
datory death penalty provisions in 21
States were invalidated either through
later court action or repeal by State
legislatures. This resulted in the I, odifi-
cation to life imprisonment of death sen-
tences imposed on hundreds of
offenders in these States.

In three other major cases, however, the
Supreme Court upheld State death pen
alty laws that afforded sentencing
authorities discretion to impose death
sentences for specified crimes (Gregg v
Georgia, Jurek v Texas, and Proffit v.
Florida). The Court validated statutes
that permitted the imposition of the
death penalty after consideration of
aggravating and mitigating
circumstances.

A total of 3,909 people have
been executed since 1930,
including 50 since 1977

In 1977 the first execution in a decade
was carried out in Utah. Two more exe-
cutions followed in 1979 (Florida and
Nevada), 1 in 1981 (Indiana), 2 in 1982
(Virginia and Tex .$), 5 in 1983 (2 in
Florida and 1 each in Alabama, Missis-
sippi, and Louisiana), 21 in A984 (8 in
Florida, 5 in Louisiana, 3 iraexas, 2
each in Georgia and North Carolina,
and 1 in Virginia), and 18 during 1985
(6 in Texas, 3 each in Florida and Geor-
gia, 2 in Virginia, and 1 each in Indi-
ana Louisiana, South Carolina, and
Nevada).

At the end of 1985, 37 States had death penalty laws in effect

O

Source Capital punishment. 1985
BJS Bulletin November 1986

Death penalty by State

No death penalty

Death penalty

Has been used
s,nce 1977

The number of persons on death row
reached an alltime high in 1985

Death-row inmates

Number

1,591

1,500

1,250

1,000

750

500

250

SEEPIExecutions 0
1953 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985

Source Capital punishment, 1985. EIJS Bulletin, November 1986
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What types of murder are most
often cited in State
capital punishment laws?

Type of murder for which Number
death penalty is authorized of States

Murder during another crime
Sexual offense (such as rape)
Kidnaping
Robbery
Burglary
Arson

Murder of a certain type of victim
Police or other law

enforcement officer
Corrections employee
Firefighter

Murder by a person with a
criminal history or criminal
justice status

Defendant was in custody
Defendant was previously

convicted of murder

Murder carried out in a
particular way

Defendant created a grave
risk 0 death to others

Murder was especially heinous,
atrocious, cruel, vile, etc

Murder carried out for a
particular purpose

For pecuniary gain (contract
murder, murder for hire)

To effect an escape
To avoid or prevent an arrest

Other
Multiple murders
Hiring another to kill

35
34
33
32
29

34
26
22

27

20

26

23

35
26
20

22
27

Source B,IS analysis of State capital punishment laws 1936

Who is on death row?

Of the 1,591 inmates on death row in
1985

All had been convicted of murder, 2
out of 3 had at least one prior felony
conviction, 1 out of 11 had a prior mur-
der conviction, and 2 out of 5 had a
legal status (on bail, probation, or
parole) at the time of the capital murder

1574 were male and 17 were female
903 were white, 672 were black, 11

were American Indian, 5 were Asian,
and 99 were of Hispanic origin.

The median elapsed time since death
sentence was imposed was 36 months.

What methods of execution are used by the various States?

Lethal injection Electrocution

Arkansasa Alabama
ldahoa Arkansasa
Illinois Connecticut
Mississipp,a b Florida
Montanaa Georgia
Nevada Indiana
New Jersey Kentucky
New Mexico Louisiana
North Carolinaa Nebraska
Oklahomac Ohio
Oregon Pennsylvania
South Dakota South Carolina
Texas Tennessee
Utaha Vermont
Washingtona Virginia
Wyominga

aAuthorizes two methods of execution
bMississippi authorizes lethal injection for
persons convicted after 7/1/84, executions of
persons convicted before that date are to

Lethal gas Hanging

Arizona
California
Colorado
Maryland
Mississippla,b
Missouri
North Carolinaa
Wyominga

Delaware
Montanaa
New Hampshire
Washingtona

Firing squad

Idahoa
Utaha

be carried out with lethal gas
cShould lethal injection be found to be
unconstitutional, Oklahoma authorizes use
of electrocution or firing squad

Source Capital punishment. 1985. BJS Bulletin, November 1986

What is minimum age authorized for capital punishment?

Minimum age authorized for capital punishment

10 years 13 years 14 years 15 years 16 years 17 years 18 years

Indiana Georgia Missouri Arkansas Connecticut New Hampshire California
Vermont Mississippi North Louisiana Montana Texas Colorado

Carolina Virginia Nevada Illinois
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
Ohio
Oregon
Washington

No minimum
age specified

Federal Oklahoma
Alabama
Arizona
Delaware
Florida
Idaho
Kentucky
Maryland

Pennsylvania
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Utah
Wyoming

1m 3

Source Capital punishment 1985 BJS Bulletin Novemoer 1986
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For most inmates, prison sentences are much longer
than the actual time they will serve

Sentences to prison vary widely
between minimum and maximum terms
and are longer for violent crimes

Percent

Average sentence of
those admitted to

Admission of ad prison

offense missions Minimum" Maximum

All crimes 1000 /o 40 mos 72 mos

Violent
offenses 39% 62 100

Murder 4 177 281
Rape 3 82 117
Robbery 16 55 91
Assault 7 45 72

Property
offenses 460 /0 27 58

Burglary 26 29 61

Auto theft 2 20 41

Forgery/fraud 5 26 53
Larceny 10 23 55

Drug offenses 8% 27 53

Public order
offenses 5% 22 45

Other crimes 2% 27 27

'Defined as the est mated mnmum tme to be served poor
to elgblay for release

Source Prison admiss,ons and re, ..'"s 1983 BJS Special
Report March 1986

Most prisoners are released before
serving their maximum sentence

Release from prison generally occurs as
the result of a decision of a paroling
authority, mandatory release, or expira
tion of sentence. In 1984 half of all
releases from prison were by a parole
boa decision

Parole is the release of a prisoner by
the decision of a paroling authority The
offender is placed under the supervision
of a parole officer who monitors the
offender's compliance with rules of con
duct imposed by the paroling authority
Violations of these rules may result in
reimprisonment for the balance of the
unexpired sentence

Mandatory release is based on
earned "goodtime" (days earned tor
good behavior) or other statutory
sentence-reduction measures and,
though supervision is required after
release, does not usually depend on the
discretionary decision of a parole board
Supervision rules of conduct, if violated,
may result in a return to prison for the
time remaining on the sentence

Expiration of sentence occurs when
the maximum term imposed by the
court is served and the offender must
be released without further conditions or
supervision.

The release-from-prison process
varies among jurisdictions

How long a prisoner will serve for a
given offense usually depends on a
long chain of decisionmaking processes
that begin with the

types of sentencing standards set by
State law

degree of discretion allowed to a sen
tencing judge

laws that govern goodtime earnings
and eligibility for parole.

Goodtime is offered in nearly
all jurisdictions as an incentive
for good behavior while confined

In most jurisdictions inmates may earn
credits against their sentences in two
waysautomatic or earned goodtime
Automatic goodtime refers to credits
defined by law or regulation based on
the length of the sentence :mposed, the
length of time served, or the serious-
ness of the offense. For example,
Colorado and Louisiana may credit up
to 15 days per month while Minnesota
and Oregon may credit 1 day for every
2 served In the Federal system, auto-
matic goodtime varies with the duration
of the sentence

Sentence length

0-6 months
6 months to I year 94 1 day
1 year & 1 day to 3 years
3 to 5 years
5 to 10 years
10 years or more

Days credited
per month

0 days
5
6
7
8

10

Earned goodtime, by contrast, is often
given for participation in programs, such
as education or vocational training,
prison industry, or institutional work, and
for exceptional conduct such as fighting
forest fires and blood donations Twenty
States also have various kinds of early-
release programs that may be invoked
when institutions become crowded

100 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

In 1983, more than half the persons
released from State prisons
served 19 months or less

Percent Time served

Conviction of by releasees

offense releases Average Median

All offenses 100% 26 mos

_.....

19 mos

Violent
offenses 340/0 38 30

Murder 2 90 79
Manslaughter 3 36 32
Rape 2 54 47
Other sexual

assault 2 34 29
Robbery 14 36 30
Assault 8 29 24
Kidnaping 1 41 33
Other violent

offenses 1 19 14

Property
offenses 470/0 19 15

Burglary 24 21 17
Arson 1 25 21
Auto theft 2 17 15
Forgery/fraud 6 19 15
Larceny 12 16 12
Stolen

property 2 18 13
Other property 2 16 12

Drug offenses 9% 19 15

Public order
offimses 9o/0 13 10

Other crimes 10/0 18 16

Note Ttme served tncludes lad credts

Source Prison adrorssrons and releases, 7983 BJS Spec al
Report March 1986

The percentage of persons released
from prison by parole-board decision
has been declining

In 1977 nearly 72% of all prison
releases were by a parole-board deci-
sion. By 1984 parole decisions
accounted for 46% of all releases This
change illustrates the impact of the
movement away from discretionary deci-

onmaking toward more fixed penalty
systems both at the sentencing and
release points in the justice system.
Mandatory release has increased in sig-
nificance, giving new importance to the
role of goodtime provisions in determin-
ing the amount of time to be served
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Section 6. Correctio,:s

How many people are under some form of correctional supervision?

More than 1 1/2% of the adult U.S. population
Is under some form of correctional sanction

-.........._-
e

Source Probahon and parole 1984
BJS Bulletin February 1986

Number of adults under correctional
sanction per 1 000 population

00 5 ,>to 10 loto1:1 15 to20 20*

Three out of four adults under correctional care
or custody are not incarcerated

Number of offenders under community
supervision for each offender confined

....

Source Probation and parole 1984
BJS 3ulletro February 1986

i I L___! I I
I to? 2to 3 3 ro 4 4to5 5i

More than 2.6 million adults are under some form of correctional care, custody, or supervision

Regions
and States On probation

Number of adults

In jail In prison On parole
Regions
and States On probation

Number of adults

In tail In prison On parole

United States, total 1 870,132 218 995 503 315 277,438 South
Federal 55 217 40,223 16,860 Alabama 16,520 4 452 11,015 2.425State 1 814 915 218 995 463,092 260 578 Arkansas 9,268 1 540 4,611 3,830

Delaware 7,103 2,553 864Northeast District of Columbia 11 777 6 404 2.340Connecticut 36 805 6 149 597 Florida 130,767 14,313 28,600 4 214Maine 4,451 542 1 226 68 Georgia 94 461 10 213 16.014 8.538Massachusetts 24 637 3.304 5.390 4,496 Kentucky 14,887 3 6;2 5 801 3 471New Hampshire 3 096 469 683 453 Louisiana 26.638 8 5u1 13,890 3,71bNew Jersey 48 466 5 956 11,335 13 385 Maryland 67,138 4,572 13,005 7,308New York 100 816 15 877 34 712. 25,279 Mississippi 6 636 2,492 6 392 3 392Pennsylvania 65 286 10 167 14 227 12.200 North Carolina 56,207 3 474 17,344 3,184Rhode Island 7 536 1,307 402 Oklahoma 20 310 2 164 8.330 1 625Vermont 5,298 677 236 South Carolina 17 964 2 674 10.510 3,261
Tennessee 24,648 5 975 7 127 7,499Midwest
Texas 269 909 15 176 37 532 47,471Illinois 74 156 8 819 18 634 11 421 Virginia 17,236 5 616 12 073 5.641Indiana 39,121 3 466 9 904 2,797 West Virginia 3 905 1 015 1 725 638Iowa 12 063 828 2 832 1 971

Kansas 15 473 1 305 4 732 2 282 West
Michigan 75 162 7,627 17,799 6 639 Alaska 2 606 34 2 329 155Minnesota 32 986 1,941 2 343 1 364 Arizona 18,176 2 906 8 531 1,717Missouri 26,760 3 761 9 915 4 534 California 210,449 41 656 5C 111 33 983Nebraska 10,720 817 1 814 364 Colorado 17 612 2 739 3 369 2 003North Dakota 1 569 236 422 166 Hawaii 7 986 8,111 716Ohio 61 465 7 087 20,864 6 509 Idaho 3 414 566 1 294 483South Dakota 2 249 310 1 047 415 Montana 2 712 394 1 129 694Wisconsin 24 288 3 003 5 442 3,850 Nevada 5 365 928 3 771 1 313

New Mexico 4 185 1 324 1 324 1 115
Oregon 22 377 2 304 4 454 2 010
Utah 6 330 906 1 633 1 174
Washington 44 248 3,595 6 909 6 039
Wyoming 1 676 309 758 329

Note Jul data are for June 30 1983 Pet over are for December 31 1985
Jad populations in States mar consoldated radii-arson systems are included ri Croon pope
baton counts
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An estimated 95% of State prison
inmates are either convicted
violent offenders or have a history
of prior s °ntences to probation,
jail, or prison

Major factors in the decision to impose
a prison sentence are the gravity of the
current conviction offense and the seri-
ousness and extent of the prior criminal
history of the offender.

In 1979
For an estimated 58% of State prison

inmates, conviction for committing a vio-
lent crime led to their current incarcera-
tion.

About a third of these violent offend-
ers had previous convictions for a vio-
lent offense and 3 of 4 had at least one
prior sentence to probation, jail, or
prison.

Nearly 9 of 10 of the prisoners con-
victed of a nonviolent offense had at
least one prior sentence to probation,
jail, or prison.

Overall, about 5% of State prison
inmates had a current conviction for a
nonviolent crime and had no previous
sentences to probation, jail, or prison
Nearly half of these first-time, nonviolent
offenders were in State prison for con-
viction offenses of burglary or drug
trafficking and about a third had two or
more current conviction offenses

How does the imprisonment rate
in the United States compare
to that of other countries?

Comparisons between the United States
and other countries should be made
with caution because of differences
in criminal justice systems, crime classifi-
cations, and data collection

For exanple, no event in the Federal
Republic of Germany corresponds spe-
cifically to arrest Their data include per-
sons suspected of crimes (less serious
than arrest) and persons formally
charged with crimes (more serious than
arrest).

Estimated percent of arrested
adults who are convicted
and incarcerated for

Robbery Burglary Theft'

United States 49% 350/o 18%

Canada 52 23 14

England
and Wales 48 30 14

Federal
Republic
of Germany 23 -58" 4-9

Not available
'Includes burglary and auto left
**Because no event like arrest exists here this range
represents the percent of those suspected of crime and the
percent of those formally charged voth crimes

Source Imprisonment in lour countries BJS Special Report
February 1987

About 3% of the juvenile population was in custody in 1985

Number of juveniles in custody per
1 000 age-eligible population

Less
than 20

20 to 30

Sources Children in custody Public juvehile facilities 1985 BJS Bulletin
October 1986 and Children in Custody 1985 unpublished data

30 to 40 40 to 59 504

f)

More than 83,000 persons were
in juvenile facilities in 1985

Number of
juveniles
in public
and private
facilities

United States total 83 402

Northeast
Connecticut 997
Mainz 467
Massachusetts 1 064
New Hampshire 235
New Jersey 1,814
New York 5 396
Pennsylvania 3.283
Rhode Island 316
Vermont 137

Midwest
Illinois 2,066
Indiana 2 886
Iowa 1.090
Kansas 1.363
Michigan 3.369
Minnesota 1,912
Missouri 1 415
Nebraska 834
North Dakota 207
Ohio 4,860
South Dakota 439
Wisconsin 1,775

South
Alabama 974
Arkansas 922
Delaware 190
District of Columbia 417
Florida 3.335
Georgia 1 300
Kentucky 1 047
Louisiana 1 530
Maryland 2 154
North Carolina 1,344
Oklahoma 835
South Carolina 762
Tennessee 1 530
Texas 4 122
Virginia 1 724
West Virginia 265

West
Alaska 361
Arizona 1,799
California 15 812
Colorado 1 096
Hawaii 210
Idaho 261
Montana 247
Nevada 542
New Mexico 804
Oregon 1,179
Utah 281
Washington 1,748

Note Data on juverutes are for February 1 1985 An add,
tonal 2 112 adults were held in iuverile facilities Data frcm
Mississippi and Wyoming are not shown to preserve con
fidentiality

Source Children in custody Public juvenile lacildreS 1985
BJS Bulletin October 1986 aria l.hdaren in Custody 1985
unpublished data
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What are the trends in correctional populations?

...

All correctional populations are growing

Correctional
population Number

1963

Percent
of adult
Population

Percent1984 1985 change in
Percent Percent correctional
of adult of adult populations

Number _opulation Number population 1983-55

Total

Probation
Jail
Prison
Parole

2
1

488
582
221
437
246

450
947
815
248
440

1 45%
92
13

26
14

2
1

705
740
233
464
266

525
948
018
567
992

1 56%
100

13

27
15

2 904 979
1 87C 132

254 094
503 315
277 438

1

1

65%
06
14

29
16

16

18
14
15

12

7%
1

6
1

6

Note The follovong ate es/mates of me res.aent podutat on
age /8 and older on July 1 1983--171 332 000 )83
173 469000 1955- 175727000 Pcpulat on counts fof proba

I on garde aria phson are for December 31 and at counts
are tot J,tne 30

Source Probatan and parole 1985 BJS But'etp January 1987

The prison population is at an alltime high Thousand prisoners

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

The incarceration rate for the entire
U.S. population is also at an alltime high

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970

Inmates per 100.000
U S population

200

150

100

50

0
1980

Source State and Federal prisoners. 7925-1985. 8JS Bulletin October 1986
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Probation populations are growing
at a faster rate than other
correctional populations

Over the past several years. probation
populations have increased by more
than 18% vs about 15% in jail and
prison populations and nearly 13% in
the number of parolees Nearly two-
thirds of the total correctional population
was under probation supervision in the
community at yearend 1985.

Probationers
were one of
every

1983 109 adults
1984 100
1985 94

Since 1970 the number of local jails
has declined by 17% and the number
of inmates present on a single day
has risen by nearly 40%

The reduction in the number of local
jails reflects increasing consolidation of
small jails into larger institutions, often
serving more than one jurisdiction. In
1972 there were 113 jails designed to
house 250 inmates or more: by 1983
there were 201 facilities of this size

The number of jail inmates grew from
160,863 in 1970 to 223,551 in 1983 The
1972 Jail Census found the number of
jail inmates declined to 141,588 By the
1978 Jail Census, the jail population had
begun to rise again to 158,394 This
increase continued with the 1983 jail
population reaching a peak since data
collection began in 1970

Perhaps the single most .Tnportant fea-
ture of local jails is the rapidity of popu-
lation movements In 1978 about 61 mil-
lion were admitted to local jails vs
about 81 million in 1983



Why are prison populations growing?

State departments of corrections attrib-
ute the increase in prison population to
changes in sentencing laws and prac-
tices that reflect greater interest in deter-
rence, incapacitation, and just deserts
considerations; stricter law enforcement.
growth in the number of persons in
the high-risk age group (males ages
20-29); and, in some cases, economic
conditions

The number of admissions to prison
annually has increased relative
to both the number of serious
crimes reported to the police
and the number of adult arrests

Between 1980 and 1984, for example,
prison population increased by 41%.
commitments per 100 serious crimes
increased by 50%, commitments per
100 adult arrests for serious crimes
increased 25% and the number of
commitments increased 19% Over the
same period, the number of adults in
the resident oopulation increased by
9%

Since 1977 prison populations have
grown by more than two-thirds

By yearend 1985 the Nation's prison
population exceeded 500,000 and was
growing by 750 new prisoners a week
During the preceding 5 years. Western
States led the Nation, increasing their
sentenced prison population by nearly
90%. In Southern States, many under
Federal or State court orders to limit
growth and col ,o1 crowding, inmate
growth was 37% The prison popula-
tions growing most rapidly were in
Alaska (160%), Hawaii (129%). Nevada
(113%), New Hampshire (110%), Califor-
nia (108%), and New Jersey (104%)

Total admissions to prison reached
an alit:me high in 1984

Growth in admissions is due partly to
the increase in conditional release viola-
tors returned to prison (mostly probation
and parole violators). Among admis-
sions to prison. conditional release vio-
lators made up 5% in 1930, 19% in
1970, and 23% in 1984.

Court commitment rates have not been
shrinking. The highest rate of court
commitments (101 per 100.000 adults in
the population) was reached in 1983. In
1930 it was 70: in 1970 it was 50

Between 1979 and 1984 the number
of inmates in State-operated,
community-based halfway houses
grew half as fast as the number
of inmates in State prisons

Many States operate halfway houses in
13cal communities. They do so to ease
the transition for State-sentenced
prisoners from their confinement to their
impending release. Between 1979 and
1984 the number of residents of such
halfway houses grew by 2.300, even
though. louring the same period, the
nationwide percentage of State-
sentenced prisoners residing in such
halfway houses declined from 4% to
3%

In both 1979 and 1984 Southern States
accounted for about half of the State-
operated, community-based halfway
houses and for more t'-an 60% of the
residents of such houses

Between 1979 and 1984, while State
prison populations grew by nearly 45%.
the :lumber of residents of halfway
houses grew by about 21%

1 I i

The use of parole is declining

The methods by which persons are dis-
chacyed from prison have changed dra-
matically in recent years. The percent-
age of release decisions made by
parole boards declined from 720/o in
1977 to 43% in 1985.

What are the trends in !liver Ile
correctional populations?

The total number of residents in juvenile
facilities has grown. Between 1974 and
1985 the 1-day count of juveniles in cus-
tody grew by 9%, and the average
daily population grew by 6%

Most of the recent increase in popula-
tion (1979-85) is accounted for by
growth in the number of delinquents
from about 49,000 in 1979 to about
58.000 in 1985. The number of status
offenders has remained at 9.000 since
1979, but the number of nonoffenders
(dependent, neglected, or voluntary
admissions) housed in these facilities
has grown by about 21%

From 1974 to 1984 admissions and dis-
charges to juvenile facilities both
declined by 10%. Most of this decline
resulted from declines in public facility
admissions (18%) and discharges
(19%) In privately operated facilities
during this time, admissions increased
by 88% and discharges increaser' by
102%
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In what type of facilities are prisoners held?

Confined offenders are housed
in three types of facilities

Jails are operated by local govern-
ments to hold persons awaiting trial or
generally those sentenced to confine-
ment for less than 1 year. In seven juris-
dictions (Vermont, Rhode Island, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Alaska, Hawaii. and
the District of Columbia), jails are oper-
ated by the same authority that
administers the prison system. On June
30, 1983, 223,531 persons were held in
3,338 local jails The Federal Bureau of
Prisons operates Metropolitan Correc-
tional Centers and Detention Centers
that essentially function as Federal jails

Prisons are operated by States and
the Federal Government to hold persons
sentenced to confinement for generally
more than 1 year; 4% of the Nation's
prison inmates are serving sentences of
less than 1 year or are unsentenced,
nearly 63% of such inmates are housed
in Federal institutions or the 7 jurisdic-
tions with consolidated prison and jail
systems. On June 30, 1984, 381,955
persons were confined in 694 State
prisons.

Community-based facilities are
operated nublicly or privately (under
contract) tc hold persons for less than
24 hours a day to permit the offender
limited opportunities for work, school, or
other community contacts. Such facilities
are used for a variety of purposes
including specialized inte. ventions or
assistance (for example, drug or alcohol
treatment), graduated release from
pi usually prior to paroleor as a
sanction in lieu of prison or jail confine-
ment On June 30, 1984, 13,354
offenders were residing in 209 State-
operated facilities and about 7,000 more
beds were in use in privately operated
facilities

Most jails are quite small
and hold small numbers
of persons in custody

Two out of three local jails were built to
hold fewer than 50 inmates, but only 1
of 8 jail inmates reside in such facilities.
More than half of all jail inmates are in
facilities built to house 250 or more
inmates, but such places account for
about 6% of all local jails

Large jails are the most densely
populated

The number of jail inmates often varies
between weekends and weekdays and
increases sharply after arrest sweeps by
police. As a result, jail populations fluc-
tuate more than those of prisons, so
that jails typically need more reserve
capacity than prisons. Nevertheless,
unused bed space shrank between
1978 and 1983 as occupancy rose from
64% to 81%. Moreover, among large
jails, where most inmates were housed,
occupancy rose from 77% in 1978 to
96, ,n 1983 Among regions in 1983,
occupancy in large jails peaked at
102% of caoacity in the West, 97% in
the Northeast, 96% in the Midwest, and
90% in the South.

Jails house diverse populations

Nationally, jails hold a mix of persons at
various stages of criminal justice
processing

Among jail inmates are persons
awaiting arraignment or teal (the

unconvicted)
convicted but awaiting sentence
sentenced to prison but awaiting

transport

1
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held in jail because of prison crowd-
ing (there were more than 11500 such
persons in 1984)

convicted of probation or parole viola-
tions

It is estimated that in 1984 49% of all
jail inmates were convicted, the other
51% had not been convicted

Annual jail admissions are nea;:t 36
times the average daily population

Perhaps the most important feature of
local jails is tne high volume of inmate
turnover. In the year ending June 30,
1983, the 3,338 local jails reported a
total of more tl-an 16 million admissions
and releases. In the Nation, nearly
44,000 jail transactions occur each day

What are the staffing patterns
of local jails

Full time employees
in local jails

Occupational
categories Number

Total

Administrative
Custodial
Service
Other

Inmate/
staff
ratio

58.763 3 8

5 220
41.876
3 958
7 709

Nofe Dafa are as of June 30 1983

1- 8
o3

56 5
29 0

Source The 1983 lad census BJS Bulletin November 1984
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More than half the Nation's What are the characteristics
inmates live in large prisons

On June 30, 1984, the 694 State-
operated prisons held 381,955 inmates.
Southern States operated nearly 48% of
these institutions, which held about 44%
of all State inmates Large prisons,
housing more than 1,000 inmates, made
up 15% of all prisons but held more
than half the Nation's prisoners

Prisons are often classified
by the level of security

Maximum- or close-custody prisons
are typically surrounded by a double
fence or wail (usually 18 to 25 feet high)
with armed guards in observation
towers. Such facilities usually have large
interior cell blocks for inmate housing
areas !n 1984, according to self-reports
of c.:perintendents, about 1 in 4 State
prisons was classified as maximum
security, and about 44% of the Nation's
inmates were held in these facilities

Medium-custody prisons are typi-
cally enclosed by double fences topped
with barbed wire Housing architecture
is varied, consisting of outside cell
blocks in units of 150 cells or less, dor-
mitories, and cubicles. In 1984, accord-
ing to self-reports of superintendents,
40% of all prisons were medium secu-
rity and 44% of the Nation's inmates
were held in such facilities.

Minimum-custody prisons typically
do not have armed posts and may use
fences or electronic surveillance devices
to secure the perimeter of the facility
More than a third of the Nation's prisons
are graded by superintendents as
minimum-security facilities, but they
house only about 1 of 8 inmates This is
indicative of their generally small size

of State prisons?

Ch.ractenstics

Total

Region
Northeast
Midwest
South
West

Size
Less than

500 inmates
500-1,000
More than 1,000

Custody levet
Maximum secunty
Medium secur ty
Minimum sect pity

Sex of Inmates housed
All male
All female
Co ed

Age of facility
Over 100 years
50-99 years
25-49 years
15-24 years
5-14 years
5 years or less
Not known

Percent Percent
of prisons of inmates

100% 100%

15 17
20 20
48 44
17 19

65 22
20 27
15 51

25 44
39 44
35 12

88 91

7 3
5 5

5
16
22
14

23
20

12
23
18
13

20
15

Note Totals may not add to 100% because of rounding
Less than 5%

Sources Population density in State prisons BJS Special
Report December 1986 BJS 1984 Census State Adult
Correctional Facilities NCJ 105585 August 1987

One in three prisons is at least 50
years old and 43% of all inmates
live in such prisons

About one in five prisons is 5 years old
or less This is indicative of the rapid
construction of new prisons in recent
years More than half of all prisoners
are confined in prisons at least 25 years
old; about 1 in 8 lives in a prison that is
more than 100 years old

I i j

Prisons employ about 1 staff
member for every 3 inmates

In 1984 more than 135,000 persons
were employed full-time in the Nation's
State prisons. Custodial staff made up
about two-thirds of all prison employees,
with about four inmates per custodial
officer. Prisons in Maine, New Mexico,
Rhode Island, and Vermont reported the
fewest inmates per staff member; pris-
ons in Alabama, Arkansas, Nevada, and
Ohio had the highest ratios of inmates
to staff

Since 1979 the number of full-time
prison staff grew by nearly 45%. Cus-
todial staff accounted for about 82% of
the increase among all categories of
employees. During the same period,
prison population increased at about
the same proportion as all staff.

About 3% of State inmates live
in State-operated, community-
based facilities

On June 30, 1984, 13,354 offenders
residing in State correctional facilities
were living in facilitie that provided
regular access to the community for
selected offenders. These facilities, often
referred to as halfway houses or
prerelease centers, generally are used
during the last 3-6 months of a State
sentence to provide for gradual reentry
to the community from prison Female
offenders make up about 4% of those
in prisons and about 8% of those in
community-based facilities.

The 209 community-based facilities are
generally smallabout half hold fewer
than 50 inmates About 1 in 7 of such
facilities is designed to hold both male
and female inmates.
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Prison crowding is a major issue in nearly every State

Recent growth in State and Federal
prison populations has been
substantial

Between 1980 and 1985, sentenced
prison populations grew by 52%,
adding more than 150,000 inmates over
the period. The sentenced population of
34 States and the Federal prison system
grew by 50% or more. Among the
States with the fastest growth in prisoner
populations were Alaska (160%), Hawaii
(129%), Nevada (113%), New Hamp-
shire (110%), and California (108%)

Growth of this magnitude has been diffi-
cult for many jurisdictions to accommo-
date Planning, funding, siting, and
building a facility and acquiring trained
staff may require 5-7 years before the
opening of a new facility Between 1979
and 1984, 5.4 million square feet of
housing space was built, an increase of
29% over the 1979 level However, most
States and the Federal Government
continue to operate in excess of their
capacities

Various measures are used
to assess crowding

Some of the most commonly used
measures of crowding are

whether inmates are in single or multi-
ple occupancy units

the amount of space available per
inmate (usually expressed in square
feet)

how long prisoners are confined in
the housing unit and how long they
spend, for example, in recreational or
work areas

the type of housing in which inmates
are confined (general housing or special
segregated housing that may be used
for disciplinary confinement or protective
custody)

Tne American Correctional Association's
accreditation standards specify that
inmates held in single occupancy cells
should have at least 60 square feet in
the cell and should not spend more
than 10 hours per day in the cell. For
inmates housed in multiple occupancy
cells, the standards recommend 50
square feet per inmate and confinement
for no more than 10 hours per day in a
housing unit.

Other factors are often cited as being
involved in crowding, such as the
amount of privacy and security provided
inmates and the ability of the facility to
provide adequate food, basic health
care, recreational opportunities, and
other types of programs.

In what kind of space are prison
inmates confined?

Percent of
inmates in general

housing units with

Les,
than 60
square
feet

60 or
more
square
feet Total

Single occupancy 12% 18% 30%
Hours confined per day

Less than 10 hours 8 12 20
10 or more hours 5 5 10

Multiple occupancy 49 21 70
Hours confined per da,

Less than 10 hours 32 15 47
10 or more hours 17 6 23

Total 62% 38% 100%

Note Special housing is excluded because by definition
inmates in such housing generally are kept in their housing
units and are not el,gible to participate in regular prison pro
grams

Source Population density In State pusons BJS Special
Repot December 1986

States vary widely in the amount of housing space
available to State prison inmates

Average square feet per inmate

Less than 50 50-59

North
east Maine 499

N Hampshire 42 1

Mid
west S Dakota 497

MiSSOuri 486
Kansas 406

South

West

Regionally

Maryland 487
S Carchina 463
Texas 399

Cal fornia 480
Washington 476
Oregon 465
Idaho 463
Haw& 376

Massachusetts 595
Pennsylvania 51 6
Connecticut 502

III noes 57 2

Ohio 537
Indiana 523

Alabama 595
Tennessee 559
Florida 554
N Carolina 553
Mississippi 500

Montana bt.
Nevada 54z

Northeast 554
South 555
Midwest 559
West 541

U S 573

60-69

New York 662
New Jersey 64 7
Rhode Island 643
Vermont 601

N Dakota 691
Minnesota 665
Michigan 662
Nebraska 61 7
Iowa 61 2

Virginia 669
Oklahoma 667

Utah 648

Note Table is based on 367953 ,nrrates in general and special housing on
June 30 1984 0 excludes infirmary space and inmates housed in infirmaries
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70-79 80-89

Wisconsin 704

Arkansas 757 Delaware 878
W Virginia 731 DC 844
Louisiana 72 5 Georgia 81 0
Kentucky 71 5

Arizona 756 Wyoming 892
N Mexico 75 5 Colorado 80 2
Alaska 71 0

Source Data derived from Population dens, y f-, State prisons BJS Special R3pOrt December 1986
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Prison space varies by housing type

Units with the least amount of space
per inmate tend to be

occupied by two persons
protective custody or disciplinary

segregation units
maximum security units

in facilities built in 1885 or earlier
in facilities that house 1,000 or more

inmates
in facilities that house all males or

both males and females

All prisons

Number of persons per unit
One inmate
2

Percent
of all
inmates

Average
square feet
per inmate

Percent of
inmates in
multiple
occupancy

Average number
of hours per day
confined to unit

100%

34
24

57 3 sq ft

68 2
31 4

67%

0
100

11 3 hours

12 3
11 0

3-5 3 458 100 113
6-49 16 639 100 107
50 or more 24 61 8 100 10 5

Housing unit use
General housing 88 57 3 70 10 4

Special pu:pose 9 571 30 199
Other 4 128 2 65 150

Security designation
Maximum security 33 52 8 49 13 1

Medium 45 57 1 72 10 8
Minimum 22 64 3 82 9 5

Age of facility
Over 100 years 12 49 2 43 13 5
50-99 23 58 9 59 11 5
25-49 18 530 78 107
15-24 13 53 8 75 11 2
5-14 20 60 6 73 10 8
5 or less 15 649 68 106

Size of facility
1-499 inmates 22 66 6 74 10 3
500-1.000 27 58 1 68 11 1

More than 1,000 51 52 7 63 11 8

Facility houses
All males 91 570 66 114
All females 3 64 7 68 9 9
E h 5 570 59 104

Note uala refer to ,nmates in general and special housing
except under Housing unit use where Other is shown
for comparison

Source

Percentage may not total to 100 because of rounding

Population density in State prisons, BJS Special Report December 1986

Prisons with the highest densities
hold about a quarter
of prison inmates

A prison is said to have the highest
population density when more than
40% of its inmates in regular housing
reside in less than 60 square feet for
more than 10 hours per day More than
half of all prisons have no inmates in
these conditions

Population densities were highest in
prisons in

the Southern and Western States
larger institutions (more than 1,000

inmates)
maximum security institutions
male-only prisons
the oldest prisons (more than 100

years old)

I 1 5

Many States hold prisoners in local
jails because of prison crowding

At yearend 1985, 19 States reported
more than 10,000 State-sentenced
inmates in local jails because of prison
crowding Nationally, locally retained
State prisoners accounted for about 2%
of the total prison population. States
with the largest percentage of prison
inmates held in local jails were Loui-
siana (21%), Mississippi (15%), Ken-
tucky (14%), and New Jersey (12%).
Together, these States account for 62%
of the prisoners backed up in local jails

A number of States may release
inmates earlier than usual
to control prison populations

Generally, the three types of early
release programs are

Emergency release This permits
jurisdictions to release inmates who are
approaching the end of their sentences.
Alaska, for example, allows early re'3ase
of nonviolent offenders within - 3nths
of release Wisconsin inmates may be
discharged early if they are \Albin 135
days of release

Sentence rollbackNine States use
sentence reductions to achieve popula-
tion control Generally, this approach
requires a formal declaration that the
prison system is above its authorized
capacity and sentences of selected
inmates (such as first offenders or non-
violent offenders) may be reduced by
up to 90 days Some States permit
reductions to be applied to the same
offender more than once during a term
of imprisonment

Early paroleEight States allow
parole release dates to be advanced for
certain categories of offenders when the
prison system is crowded

Such programs may also entail a period
of more stringent supervision by a
parole officer or participation in special
community-based programs

During 1985, 19 States reported nearly
19,000 early releases under one or
more of these approaches
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Juvenile offenders are housed in many kinds of facilities

More than 83,000 juveniles
were in custody during 1984

They were held in 3,036 public and pri-
vate juvenile custody facilities that were
in operation in 1934. Such facilities
include detention centers, training
schools, reception or diagnostic centers,
shelters, ranches, forestry camps or
farms, halfway houses, and group
homes.

The range of facilities and programs;
the housing of delinquents, status
offenders, voluntary admissions, and
dependent and neglected children in
the same facilities, and the participation
of both the public and private sectors
clearly distinguishes juvenile corrections
from adult corrections.

Most juveniles in custody were
being detained or were committed
for a criminal offense

Of the 83,402 juveniles held in public
and private facilities

11% were being held for a violent
cffense of murder, forcible rape, rob-
bery, or aggravated assault

23% were being held for the property
crimes of burglary, arson, larceny-theft,
or motor vehicle theft

4% were being held for alcohol or
drug offenses

Of the 25,451 nondelinquents held in
juvenile facilities

35% were status offenders
36% were being held for other rea-

sons such as dependency, neglect, and
abuse

28% were admitted voluntarily

Public and private facilities
generally hold different
types of juveniles

Almost all (93%) of the juveniles in pub-
lic facilities either are

detained pending adjudication
have been committed after a finding

of delinquency for a criminal offense
(about a third of the juveniles in private
facilities are in this classification)

Juvenile facilities are classified
by the term of stay and type
of environment

Term of stay

Short-termfacilities that hold
juveniles awaiting adjudication or other
disposition.

Long-termfacilities that hold
juveniles already adjudicated and com-
mitted to custody.

In 1985, 46% of public facilities. and 9%
of private facilities were short-term; 54%
of public facilities and 91% of private
facilities were long-term.

Type of environment

Institutionalenvironments impose
greater restraints on residents' move-
ments and limit access to the commu-
nity. Most detention or diagnostic
centers, training schools, and ranches
are classified as having institutional
environments

Openenvironments allow greater
movement of residents within the facili-
ties and more access to the community
Flcilities with open environments mainly
inciude shelters, halfway houses, group
homes, and ranches, forestry camps, or
farms.

Most public facilities (65%) have institu-
tional environments, but most private
facilities (86%) have open environments

Most juvenile facilities
are private, but about
three-fifths of the juveniles
are held in public facilities

Private facilities usually have open
environments and are used for long-
term custody. About 30% of all juveniles
in custody are held in such facilities
Public facilities generally have institu-
tional environments and are used for
both short- and long-term custody
About 30% of all juveniles held are in
long-term institutional public facilities,
another 18% are in short-term institu-
tional public facilities

1i0
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Most juvenile facilities are small;
80% are designed to house 40
residents or less

Number of facilities

Public acid
private

Design capacity' combined Public Private

Total 3,036 1,040 1,996

Less than
10 residents 1,053 141 912
10-20 913 326 638
21-40 464 226 207
41-99 387 174 193
100-199 146 114 32
200 and over 73 59 14

The number of residents a facility constructed to hold
without double bunking in single rooms or using areas not
designed as sleeping quarters to house residents

Source Children en custody Public juvenile facibtees 1985,
BJS Bulletin October 1986 and Children in Custody 1985
unpublished data

What is the staffing ratio
of juvenile facilities?

Number
per

of residents
10 staff members

Public Pr' -ate

All staff 9 8
Part-time 38 30
Full time 11 12

Staff function
Treatment/

education 49 40
Youth

supervision 22 24
Other 43 41

Source BJS Children in custody 1982/83 Census of Juve
ride Detention and Correctional Faceletees September 1986



How many offenders return to criminal activity
after they are released?

Assessing postcorrectional
performance depends on long-term
followup of prison releases

Some indicator of a return to criminal
activity is typically used to evaluate
postcorrectional performance Rearrest,
reindictment, reconviction, and reim-
prisonment measured over some period
of time after release from prison are
generally used to gauge the extent of
success and failure (recidivism)
associated with correctional programs

The unit of time selected and the level
of cnriinal justice system penetration
(that is, more persons are likely to be
rearrested than reimprisoned) will sub-
stantially affect judgments about the
proportion of releasees failing or suc-
ceeding after a correctional experience

Moreover, conditionally released popula-
tions (parolees) are subjected to super-
vision requirements that, if violated, may
result in a return to prison for noncrimi-
nal conduct (such as curfew violation or
failure to report to a parole officer).

Most prison inmates
have prior convictions

Inmate
criminal
history

Total

Prior convictions
1

2
3

4

5

6-10
11 or more

Percent of
1979 admissions
to prison

1000/0

84%
19
17

11

9

6
15

7

No prior convictions 160/0

Source Examining remdmsre
BJS Special Report February 1985

Measures of recidivism vary; more
offenders are rearrested than
reconvicted and more are
reconvicted than reincarcerated

Percent of young parolees
who within 6 years of

release from prison were

Re
arrested

Recon
voted

Reincar
cerated

All parolees 69% 53% 490/0

Sex
Men 70% 540/0 50%
Women 52 40 36

Race/
Ethnicity
White 64% 49% 45%
Black 76 60 56
Hispanic 71 50 44
Other 75 65 63

Education
Less than

12 years 71% 550/0 510 /o

High school
graduate 61 46 43

Some college 48 44 31

Paroling
offense
Violent
off.,ses 64% 43% 39%

M 'der 70 25 22
Robbery 64 45 40
Assault 72 51 47

Property
offenses 730/0 60% 56%

Burglary 73 60 56
Forgery/

fraud 74 59 56
Larceny 71 61 55

Drug offenses 49% 300/0 250/0

Source Remdmsm young parolees
BJS Special Report May 1987

Over a 20-year period, an
estimated half of all releasees
will return to prison, most in the
first 3 years after release

A study based on prisoner self-reports
of how long it took them to return to
prison found that 49% of all males
released from prison could be expected
to return within 20 years. 60% of those
returning reentered prison within the first
3 years after release The highest risk of
returning to prison was in the first year
after release.

The number of prior arrests is
strongly related to the probability
of rearrest and reincarceration
after release from prison

Number
of arrests
prior
to prison
release

1 arrest
2
3
4

5
6 or more
Total

Percent of
young parolees
whu within 6 years
of release were

Re.
arrested

Reincar-
cerated

59% 420/0

64 45
70 49
77 57

82 52
93 72
59% 49%

Source Recidmsm young parolees
BJS Special Report May 1987

Younger releasees have higher rates of returning to .risons

Age at time Cumulative rates of return to prison

of prison by years after release from prison

release 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years 6 years 7 years

18-24 years old 210/0 34% 410/0 450/0 480/0 49% 50%
25-34 12 21 28 33 37 41 43
35-44 7 14 18 22 26 30 34
45+ 2 4 6 8 10 11 12

All ages 14 23 29 34 37 40 42

Median age of
those returning 23 5 yrs 25 5 yrs 26 3 yrs 27 2 yrs 27 8 yrs 28 6 yrs 32 4 yrs

Source Examining remdmsrn BJS Speciat Report February 1985
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Bureau of Justice Statistics
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BJS Special Reports-
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1985
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February 1987
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Facilities, NCJ-101686, September 1986

Prisoners in State and Federal institutions on
December 31, 1984, NCJ-103768, February
1987

BJS Surveys-
Census of State Adult Correctional Facilities,

1979 and 1984
Children in Custody, 1985
National Prisoner Statistics, 1930-84
Prison Census 1984
Setting Prison Terms Survey, January 1, 1985
Survey of State Prison Inmates, 1979

National Institute of Justice

Allen, Harry E., Eric W. Carlson, Evalyn C
Parks, and Richard P Seiter, "Halfway
Houses," November 1978

Mullen, J , Privatization in corrections, Issues
and Practices in Criminal Justice,
GPO.01226-4, February 1985

Other sources
Manual of standards for adult correctional
institutions, Commission on Accreditation for
Corrections (Rockville, Md American Correc-
tional Association, 1977)
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Chapter V

The cost of justice

Sue A Lindgren

This chapter reports the costs of the
criminal justice system and the relation-
ship of justice spending to other govern-
ment outlrys. The data from this chapter
answer such questions as

How much does crime cost?

What portion of total government spend-
ing goes for criminal justice?

What level of government spends the
most for criminal justice? For police pro-
tection? Fcr prosecution, legal services,
and public defense? For the court sys-
tem? For corrections?

How much does each State spend per
capita for its justice system?

What is the impact of private sector
involvement in the criminal justice
system?

What percentage of total government
spending has been used for police over
the past 80 years and for corrections
over the past 30 years?

Has government spending for justice
functions increased over the past two
decades even when inflation is consid-
ered?

What do fu,-4.::.,e dollars buy? How much
does it cost to bring an offender to jus-
tice? To keep a person in prison or on
probation? How much does it cost to
build a prison? A jail?

. WI

Invaluable contributions to this chapter
were made by Diana M. Cull, Alan R.
Jones, and John Curry of the Govern-
ments Division of the Bureau of the
Census; Hendrick J Harwood of the
Research Triangle Institute; David Levin
of the Bureau of Economic Analysis;
Cohn Loftin, Ruth Triplett, and Brian
Wiersema of the Institute of Criminal
Justice and Criminology at the Univer-
sity of Maryland; Joseph J. Bobek,
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts;
Mary E. Orem of the National Center for
State Courts; Howard Safir of the U.S
Marshals Service; and the Public Infor-
mation Office of the Bureau of Prisons.
Overall guidance was provided by the
members of the Methodological Review
Panel of the Committee on Law and
Justice Statistics of the American Statisti-
cal Association (Alan Gelfand, University
of Connecticut; S. James Press, Univer-
sity of California at Riverside; Peter
Reuter and John Rolph, The RAND
Corporation; Jack Triplett, Bureau of
Labor Statistics; and George Wood-
worth, University of Iowa).
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How much does crime cost?

The total cost of crime to society
has been estimated, but
the actual figure is unknown

There will never be a simple, single
answer to the seemingly simple ques-
tion, 'What is the total cost of crime to
society" Some estimates have been
made. For example, Wharton Economet-
ric Forecasting Associates, Inc , recently
estimated the total gross receipts from
criminal activity to be between $26.9 bil-
lion and $1369 billion in 1986 dollars 1
Where the actual total hes within this
$110 billion range is unknown because
many of the component costs cannot
be measured directly

Although fairly accurate figures exist for
some of the component costs of crime,
many of the components cannot easily
be measured.

Some costs are difficult to measure,
such as the higher costs for consumers
from organized crime involvement in
legitimate industries

Other costs of crime e.re difficult to
quantify, like the pain anc: suffering of
crime victims, their families and friends

Many crimes are undetected, such as
successful fraud, embezzlement, and
arson-for-profit

Some crimes go unreported because
victims are afraid to report (blackmail),
are embarrassed (con games), or are
involved in the illegal activity (gambling)

What would be included in the
total cost of crime to society?

Some of the direct costs of crime
include

medical costs because of injuries
suffered in victimization

lost productivity because of death
and medical or mental disabilities
resulting from crime

time lost from work t y victims
of crime

damage to property
lower property values because

of crime in the neighborhood
the cost of operating the criminal

justice system
the costs of private security services

and devices, such as locks and burglar
alarms

In addition to direct costs, "involuntary
transfers" occur when resources are
taken from one person or organization

and acquired by another, but they
remain within society For example

The dollar value of cash and property
lost through robberies, burglaries, theft,
embezzlement, and fraud is "trans-
ferred" to the offender.

Additional costs of goods and serv-
ices to consumers are charged by
manufacturers and retailers to cover
ther losses from crime

Income tax evasion victimizes the
government and other taxpayers who
must pay higher taxes as a result.

A third type of economic cost of crime
to society occurs in what is often called
the "underground economy." This con-
sists of consensual crimes where both
parties agree to participate in the illegal
activity Examples of the underground
economy are illegal gambling. prostitu-
tion, drug purchases, knowingly buying
stolen property, and so on.

Some costs of crime
have been measured

Most estimate.: of the total cost of crime
to sJciety are made by summing esti-
mates of its individual components.
Some of these recent estimates are

Personal crimes of violence and
theft and the household crimes of
burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle
theft cost their victims $13 billion in
1985

In 1981 most losses were from theft
of property or cash (92%), 6% were
from property damage and 2% from
medical expenses 2

$3.9 billion (36% of all losses) were
recovered or reimbursed within 6
months after the offense

Net losses from robbery, burglary,
and larceny of banks was estimated at
$37 million in 1982 by Abt Associates,
Inc , using FBI data 3 The losses from
commercial robberies and burglaries
can be estimated using FBI data at $1 1
billior in 1982.

Drug abuse costs to American soci-
ety were estimated by Research Triangle
Institute to be $59 7 billion in 1983.4

Half the cost is in lost productivity
by drug users

A third is crime-related (the cost to
the criminal justice system and the pri-
vate security industry attributable to
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drug-related crimes, property damage
by drug users, and lost employment of
crime victims).

Social welfare expenditure such as
disability payments, unemployment com-
pensetion, workers compensation, pub-
lic assistance, and food stamps resulting
from drug abuse were estimated at
another $115 million.

Health care services related to drug
abuse and drug abuse treatment pro-
grams cost an additional $2 billion, and
medicare reimbursements resulting from
drug abuse were $100 million.

Credit and charge card fraud may
cost as much as $500 million according
to Federal Trade Commission 1984
estimates.5

Automated teller machine fraud in
1983 lost banks between $70 million
and $100 million, a BJS study
estimated.6

Counterfeit notes and currency val-
ued at a total of $71.8 million by the U.S.
Secret Service either were passed to
the public or were seized before they
could be passed 7 Of this, close to $64
million were seized before they could be
circulated, but $7.8 million fc and their
way into general circulation.

Drunk driving caused motor vohicle
crashes costing $13.2 billion in 190
according to Research Triangle Insti ute
estimates 8

Federal income tax evasion was esti-
mated by the Internal Revenue Service
at $81.5 billion in 1981, including failure
to report income and overstatement of
deductions 9

Private security costs for 1980 were
estimated to be $21 7 billion by Security
World magazine 19

The criminal justice system cost the
Federal, State, and local governments
$456 billion in 1985, according to
BJS it



How much does government spena for justice?

In 1985 less than 3% of all
government spending was for
criminal and civil Justice

Of this amount
1.4% was for police protection
8% was for corrections
6% was for judicial services, such as

courts, prosecution, and public defense

By long tradition in this country, criminal
justice is primarily a function of State
and local governments In examining
how much is spent to maintain criminal
justice systems throughout the Nation, it
is useful to compare criminal justice
expenses with all government expenses
Federal, State, and localto give an
overall picture of how tax dollars are
spent.

The estimated 29% of all spending for
criminal and civil justice services by all
levels of government in 1985 compares
with about

21% for social insurance payments
^ 18% for national defense and interna-
tional relations

13% for education
11% for interest on the debt
7% for housing and the environment
6% for public welfare
4% for hospitals and health care
36% for transportation
05% for space research and

technology.

State and local governments spend
a larger share of their total
budgets for criminal justice
than the Federal Government

In 1985 less than 1% of Federal spend
ing was for justice activities, compared
with 5% of State spending. 13% of
county spending, and 10% of municipal
spending

The Federal Government proportion is
lower than that of other governments
because

it has jurisdiction over oily a small
portion of civil and crime, cases

it has sole responsibility for national
defense and international relations,
which consumed 28% of its expendi-
tures in 1985

it is almost solely responsible for
Social Security and other social insur
ance payments, which accounted for an
additional 28% of its 1985 expenditure

Police and corrections account for a small portion
of government spending

Federal, State, and local spending
for selected government functions, 1985

Purpose of expenditure

Insurance trust expenditure
Social security
Unemployment compensation
Worker's compensation
Public employee retirement
Veterans life insurance

National lefense and international relations

Education

; nterest on general debt

Environment and housing

Public welfare
Old age assistance. Aid to families
with dependent children. Aid to the blind.
Aid to the disabled. General relief

Hospitals and health
Transportation

Poke, Judicial services, and correctionsb

Postal service

Space research and technology

Billion dollarsa

$328.8

288.7

205.9

172.7 --

107.1

94.8

63.7 r-
37.2

48.5

28.9+

7.3

Mainly Federal
Federal $284 6
State 379
Local 6 3

100% Federal

Mainly local
Federal 5280
Stale 128 6
Local 139 2

Mainly Federal
Fedeial 51403
State io t
Local 17 4

( Mainly Federal
and State

IFederal $68 3
State C7 3
Local 18 2

Menly Stat..
and local:

Federal S6 4
State 16 3
Local 27.4

Does net include $187 8 billion in seven adds
tional categoriessee source for itemization
Detail by level of government does not equal
totals because duplicative intergovernmental
amounts are excluded from totals

DThis is the amour reported in source. d differs
from the amount in the primary source used in
the rest of this chapter

Source Governmental finances in 198445. US Bureau of the Census
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Patterns of justice financing and sp3nding highlight the different
responsibilities at each level of government

State and local governments
pay 88% of al! government costs
for criminal and civil justice

Level of
government

Local
State
Federal
Total'

'Does not add to total
because 01 rounding

1985 justice
expenditure
(billions)

$25 3
147
57

$45 6

The dominance of State and local
governments in justice spending shows
clearly that they, not the Federal
Government, have primary responsibility
for criminal justice in this country

Spending by local governments
exceeds that of State governments
because municipalities have the main
responsibility for police protection,
which accounts for 48% of all Justice
spending. In fact, municipal spending
for police alone amounts to 27% of all
justice spending in the country.

The dominance of in
spending for the
is diminishing
Percent of direct governor Jo.
spending for the Justice system

50

25 s

Municipal

Federal

wooree

0
1971 1975 1980 1985

Data for 1980-84 are estimates as no data were
collected in those year

Source BJS Justice expenditure and employment
in the US, 1971-79 an 1985

State and county shares
of justice system costs
are increasing

Between 1971 and 1985 the share of
total government spending for criminal
and civil Justice by

States rose from 26% to 32%
Counties rose from 20% to 23%
Federal agencies rose from 12% to

13%
Municipalities fell from 42% to 32%.

This change is due mainly to State and
county governments taking responsibility
for justice functions that had been car-
ried by other levels of government. For
example, several States have set up a
system of State courts that replaced
some county and municipal courts. The
States' share of total government spend-
ing for ce.irts rose from 23% in 1971 to
37% in 1985. The increased shares for
States and counties also reflect large
increases in correctional costs borne by
those levels of government

Cities and towns spend
most of their justice dollars
for police protection

In 1985 cities, towns, and townships
spent

83% for police
7% for corrections
4% for courts
4% for prosecution and legal services
6% for public defense
2% for all other justice activities

Per capita costs for pol.ce
protection are higher for
large than for smaller cities

The per capita spending for police
protecr.Jn vanes by city size

1980
city size

50 000 to 74.999
7;,000'0 99.999
100 000 to 249,999
250,000 to 499,999
50C,^ "1 and more

1985 per capita
spending for
police

$ 75 51
81 29
88 88

107 72
134 45

State governments spend more
than half their justice dollars
on corrections

In 1985 State governments spent
55% for corrections
22% for police protection
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15% for courts
5% for prosecution and legal services
2% for public defense.

Of State government spending for cor-
rections, 84% was for the construction,
operation, and ,,keep of correctional
institrotions (including 13% for capital
outlays);12 10% for probation, parole,
and pardon programs; and 7% for
other correctional activities.

Corrections spending accounted
for 3% of all State government
spending in 1985

In 35 States, between 2% and 4% of all
State spending was for corrections
costs, such as the operation, main-
tenance, and construction of prisons
and halfway houses and running proba-
tion and parts programs.

Of State government spending
33% was for education
17% for public welfare
10% for transportation and highways
8% for health and hospitals
50/o for justice
4% for interest on debt
3% for the environment and housing.

Counties spend the most
for court-related lunctons

Counties spent $35 billion (35%) of the
' of $101 billion spent in 1985 by all
levels of government for courts, prose-
cution, legal services and public
defense State governments spent 32%
of the total, the Federal Government.
20%; and municipalities, 14%. While
county governments contribute the most
to courtrelated functions, these func
tions do not dominate county justice
spending to the extent that police pro
tection dominates municipal spending
or corrections dominates State
spending.

In 1985 counties spent
34% of all then justice dollars for

court-related functions (208% for courts,
96% for prosecution and legal services,
and 33% for public defense)

35% for police protection, usually
county sheriffs or police

31% for corrections, primarily jails



In most States, local spending
for justice exceeds State
government spending

Percent distribution
of direct justice spending

Local

StateCounty Municipal

US total 26 °/o 370/0 37%

Alabama 21 29 49
Alaska 2 17 81

Arizona 31 35 34

Arkansas 24 32 45
California 42 31 27

Colorado 22 44 35
Connecticut 0 45 55
Delaware 13 15 72

Florida 37 26 37
Georgia 36 24 41

Hawaii 14 36 49
Idaho 34 27 39
Illinois 21 46 33
Indiana 23 37 41

Iowa 30 32 38

Kansas 23 34 44
Kentucky 18 24 58
Louisiana 25 35 40
Maine 13 35 53
Maryland 31 20 49

Massachusetts 5 45 51

Michigan 27 36 37
Minnesota 40 31 29
Mississippi 24 31 45
Missouri 20 45 35

Montana 37 20 44
Nebraska 25 34 41

Nevada 55 17 27
New Hampshire 10 42 48
New Jersey 23 42 35

New Mexico 14 29 57

New York 15 49 36
North Carolina 16 27 57

North Dakota 34 31 35
Ohio 31 42 27

Oklahoma 12 36 53
Oregon 27 26 46
Pennsylvania 22 49 29
Rhode Island 0 48 52
South Carolina 25 19 56

South Dakota 25 24 52
Tennessee 25 38 37
Texas 33 39 28
Utah 26 28 46
Vermont 2 23 76

virginia 24 31 45
Washington 37 27 36
West Virginia 27 23 50
Wisconsin 30 37 34

Wyoming 29 29 42

Source BJS Jusace expenditure and employment in the
U S 1985 forthcoming

48 cents of every justice dollar is spent for police protection

Federal
Government

Police
483%
el%

71%
State
government

81%
County Corrections
government 286%

15%
274% Police Courts are mainly 17 7%

protection a State and county
is largely a function
municipal
function

Corrections
is primarily/ Courts Prosecution a State function

Municipal 127% Legal services
government 19% Public defense

/3%4 7%
9.4

2 6% 70%

48% 2.

3 0%

14% 16% 23%

Note An additional 1% of expenditure was for other functions

Source BJS Justice expenditure and employment in the US. 1985

Criminal justice services are
funded predominantly by taxes
raised in the jurisdiction where
the services are performed

ln addition to taxes, other calyces of
revenue are also used for justice serv-
ices These include bond proceeds,
fees and fines, forfeiture of assets in
criminal cases, and unrestricted State
aid such as sales tax distributions

Governments also receive "intergovern-
mental payments" from other govern-
ments Such payments move in many
directions. They may be payments from
the Federal Government to a State or
local government, from a State govern-
ment to a cour.ty or city, from one local
government to another, or, more rarely,
from a State or local government to the
Federal Government

State and local governments used
close to $1 billion from the Federal
Government for criminal and civil justice
in 1985

Local governments received close to
$1 4 billion from their State govern-
ments, this included an unknown
amount of Federal funds that were
being "passed through" the State
government 13

State governments received $113 mil-
lion from local governments in their
States

Local governments received $255 mil-
lion from other local governments
These payments were mainly reimburse-
ments for services such as those per-
formed when a county provides police
protection for a city
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Private sector involvement in the criminal justice system is growing

Governments are making greater
use of the private sector to
perform criminal justice services

Using the private sector to perform
functicns once performed by the public
sector is known as "privatization: a
word not well known outside of govern-
ment, where it has been used for
several years In 1983 it was added to
Webster's ninth new collegiate dictionary
as a derivative noun of "privatize:'
defined as "to make private, esp. to
change (as a business or industry) from
public to private control or ownership."

Historically, many criminal justice func-
tions, including law enforcement and
prosecution, were performed by the pri-
vate sector With the advent of public
polici g and prisons in the 19th century,
many criminal justice functions became
responsibilities of government However,
governments have tong used the private
sector to perform certain functions, and
this practice has been increasing in
recent years. A 1985 survey of State
general services officials by the Council
of State Governments showed that most
States contract with private firms for
legal, medical, engineering, and techni-
cal professional services Such State
and local government spending for pri-
vate sector services grew from $274 bil-
lion in 1975 to $668 billion in 1980 and
to $81 billion in 1982

Private firms and individuals
perform services in all
criminal justice sectors

Criminal justice agencies often con-
tract with private firms to provide
janitorial, food service, medical, training,
computer support, and similar services

Corporations, retail establishments,
and governments hire private police to
provide security in the workplace, at
residences, and in shopping areas (See
chapter IV for a detailed discussion of
private security)

Arrested persons often use private bail
bondsmen to obtain money to gain
release from detention pending trial

Prosecutors and defense attorneys
hire private e,xper witnesses to assess

Privatization in criminal justice often refers to private sector
involvement in corrections

Type

Contracting for servicesA government
agency enters into a contract with a private
firm to provide a service Contracts are used
for food, laundry, or medical services for a
correctional institution, education or voca-
tional training for inmates. and staff training

Prison industriesA government agency
enters into an agreement with a private firm
to operate an industry or business within the
prison using inmates as employees As of
January 1985. Sexton et al identified 26
projects with pnvate sector involvement in
State-level prison industries. including

Hotel and motel telephone reservation sys-
tems located inside of prisons, through which
inmates answer the phones and make reser-
vations for customers who do not know they
are talking to a prisoner

Factories installed in the prison and
managed by private sector employees who
supervise the prison inmate 'factory workers
These factories manufacture various items
including office furniture and computer
equipment

Historical background

Contracts for correctional services and pro-
grams have been used for many years and
are quite common George and Camille
Camp found that such contracts were used
more by juvenile than by adult facilities They
also found that most adult and juvenile cor-
rectional facilities plan to expand their use of
private contracts for specific services

In the early 19th century the private sector
was the most frequent employer of convict
labor Opposition from rival manufacturers
grew until the Great Depression, when. cou-
pled with concern about the treatment of
prisoners, Congress and many State legisla-
tures passed laws that resulted in a decrease
in this practice By the 1970s. prison indus-
tries came to be viewed as State-supported
vocational training programs to rehabilitate
inmates while, at the same time providing
some revenue for the State Currently. the
role of the private sector in prison industries
is being reexamined and expanded

and develop evidence and testify in
court

Courts and other justice agencies hire
private attorneys to represent indigent
defendants

Private process servers deliver sub-
poenas and other court documents

Courts use private firms to provide
stenographic and transcription services
for trials

Courts place persons who appear in
proceedings before them in private
treatment programs, sometimes as a
condition of probation and sometimes
as a final disposition Juveniles in partic-
ular are likely to be placed in private
facilities
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Private prisons have become one
of the most hotly debated issues
in criminal justice today

Supporters of private prisons point to
other areas that have been "privatized"
as models, including hospitals, health
care, and nursing homes These propo-
nents argue that

The private sector can more quickly
and cheaply build prisons and ease
overcrowding by avoiding bureaucratic
red tape and the need for voter
approval for financing prison construc-
tion

The private sector can more quickly
implement new ideas and programs to
better perform correctional functions



isipe

Private sector financing of prison
constructionA private firm provides the
funds needed to build a correctional institu-
tion and signs a long-term agreement to
lease the institution to the government
Mullen found that these financial arrange-
ments were being seriously considered in a
number of States in 1984 and had been
used for a $302 million jail and sheriff's facil-
ity in Colorado, a $50 million jail in Philadel-
phia, a $5 million jail in Tennessee, and a jail
and criminal justice training center in Los
Angeles

Private facility ownership and operation
A private firm iocates a site. builds a prison
(or remodels an existing structure), and runs
the prison on a day-to-day basis under con
tract with the government The government
pays the firm for all expenses under a con-
tract, in many cases being charged a daily
fee for each inmate. This type of arrange-
ment has been used by the Federal Govern-
ment to house illegal aliens and youthful
offenders, by a few local governments for
jails, and by State and local governments for
juveniles, halfway houses. and small
minimum-secunty facilities Despite the will
ingness of private corrections firms to oper-
ate large, maximum security prisons. State
governments have moved slowly in this area

Historical background

A more recently developed form of privatiza-
tion of corrections is private sector financing
of prison and jail construction Traditionally,
prison and jail construction has been
financed with a government's current operat-
ing f nds and general obligation bonds The
use of current funds avoids having to pay
interest, but it can become problematic if
cost overruns exceed available cash General
obligation bonds require the payment of
interest and the approval of the voters, who
may balk at the prospect of the high costs of
prison construction Private sector investment
avoids some of these difficulties By signing a
long-term lease/purchase agreement with the
private investors, the government needs only
to pay the "rent" for the institution As attrac-
tive as this concept may seem, issues have
been raised about it because it circumvents
the public approval process

Private prisons, or "prisons for profit" as they
are called by some, are another recent con-
cept in private sector involvement in correc-
tions Like private sector financing of prison
construction, it avoids some of the problems
corrections officials have encountered in
locating prison saes and gaining voter
approval for construction of correctional insti-
tutions Again, like private sector financing,
issues have been raised about this particular
form of private involvement in corrections

The private sector can perform correc-
tional functions more efficiently and less
expensively than the public sector

These arguments are appealing to
government officials faced with increas-
ing prison populations and limited
resources for corrections, but there are
a number of legal and ethical issues
that are causing them to proceed
cautiously

Can the government delegate its
powers to incarcerate persons to a
private firm?

Can a private firm deprive persons
of their liberty and exercise coercive
authority, perhaps through use of
deadly force?

Who would be legally liable in the
event of law suits?

Who would be responsible for main-
taining the prison if the private
employees go on strike?

Would a private company have the
right to refuse to accept certain types of
inmates, for example, those with AIDS?

If a private firm went bankrupt, who
would be responsible for the inmates
and the facility?

Could a private company reduce staff
salaries or hire nonunion members as a
way of reducing costs?

Would the "profit motive' operate to
the detriment of the government or the
inmates. eitner by keeping inmates in
prison who should be released or by

reducing services to a point at which
inmates, guards, and the public v.ere
endangered?

What options would a government
with no facility of its own have if it
became dissatisfied with the perfor-
mance of the private firm?

Is it appropriate for the government to
circumvent the public's right to vote to
increase debt ceilings?

So far, not enough private facilities have
been in existence long enough to com-
plete the evaluations needed to answer
the questions that have been raised. It
is clear, however, that the issues will
continue to be debated and that more
and perhaps other types of private facili-
ties will open in the future

Many States are pondering private
sector options in corrections, but
few have opened private facilities

The issues that have come up about
privatization of corrections are being
debated in correctional departments,
governors' offices, and State legislatures.
A survey of State legislative staff to iden-
tify the issues that would take prece-
dence during their 1986 legislative ses-
sions found that 18 of the 29 States
responding reported that one or more
aspects of privatization of corrections
will be a major issue for legislative
attention during 1986 14

Privatizat'on aspect

Contracts for services
Private financing
Operation/management of

adult fac,,,es
juvenile facilities

Prison industries
Number of States responding

Number
of States

11

10

9
7

6
29

Between 1980 and January 1, 1986, 13
private ;ails and prisons opened in 9
States Seven of These were under con-
tract to the U S Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service The total capacity of
these Institut AIS (1.910 beds) represents
about a quarter of 1% of the total incar-
cerated adult population
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What are the trends in justice spending?

Governments adjust spending
patterns in response to changing
needs of society and shifts in the
public's demand for services

Correction's share of State and local
spending has increased by more than
75%, from 1 3% to 2 3%, since 1952,
when data first became available In the
first half of the current decade alone,
this share has grown by a third, from
1.7% in 1980. Such dramatic changes
are not seen in spending for police pro-
tection, which fluctuated between 3%
and 5% of all State and local general
spending during 1902-85 Police pro-
tection, however, is primarily the function
of municipal governments. Cities of
more than 50.000 population devoted
15% of their total spending for police in
1985, after gradually increasing their
spending from 12% in the 1950s

Education's share of total general
spending by State and local govern-
ments grew from 250/0 in 1902 to about
40% in the 1960s as the post-World War
II babies moved through the public
school system. But by 1985, education's
share had dropped to a 25-year low of
35%.

The impact of the Great Depression and
resulting social insurance programs can
be seen on spending for public wel-
fare 15 In 1927, 2% of all general spend-
ing by State and local governments was
for welfare Five years later it had nearly
tripled, it peaked at close to 13% in
1950 During the 1950s and 1960s, it
leveled off at 8-9% of government
spending: these were years of relatively
strong economic growth and low unem-
ployment. By the 1970s, welfare began
consuming a larger share of State and
local spending as the economy wor-
sened and increasing numbers of older
Americans became eligible for Medicaid
benefits This percentage has remained
relatively steady sir,,,.: 1980, ranging
from 12 8% to 133%

During 1960-85, per capita spending
grew faster for corrections
than for police protection

in constant dollars, State and local
spending per capita for corrections
grew during 1960-85 by 218% while
the growth rate for police protection was
only a third of this, or 73% Since 1980.

During this century, the police and corrections shares of State
and local spending have not fluctuated as radically
as the shares for some other government functions

Percent of total
general governmental
spending
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Education

Highways

Public welfare

Health and
hospitals

Police

Corrections
o 0
1900 1920 1940 1960 1980 1985

Sources Historical statistics of governmental finances and employment Census of governments.
1977 and 1982 Governmental finances in 1979-80 and 1984-85. US Bureau of the Census
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Per capita spending by State and local governments for police
and corrections increased more rapidly than for some other
government functions during the past quarter century

Per capita spending in constant 1985 dollars'

% change
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1960-85

Education 5517 556" 5710 5807 5824 5807 +56%
Public welfare 95 120 209 268 292 300 +216
Hospitals and

health care 95 113 148 182 193 208 +119
Highways 239 260 247 204 189 189 21
Police protection 51 58 70 83 82 88 +73
Corrections 17 21 25 32 38 54 +218

'See technical appendx for decals on methodology used to produce constant dollars

Sources Historical statistics of governmental finances and Governmental finances 117 1979 -80 and '984-85
employment Census of Governments 1977 and 1989 Bureau of the Census

US

spending for corrections has grown by
42%, compared with 70/o for police pro-
tect,on Since 1960 spending for public
welfare grew by 2160,o, hospitals and
health care, by 119%, and education,
by 56%, highway spending decked
by 21% 16
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State and local general spending,
$2,321 per capita in 1985, included

$807 for education
$300 for welfare
$208 for hospitals and health care
$189 for highways
$88 for police protection
$54 for corrections
$675 for all other functions



State and local spending
for all justice functions
increased from 1971 to 1985
Constant (1985)
dollars per capita

$150

5100

Change
(1971-85)

Judicial

+26%

+5%

+57%

0
1971 1975 1980 1985

See technical appendix for inflation adjustment
factors. Source: Expenditure and employment
data for the criminal Justice system, 1969-70; BJS
Justice expenditure and employment in the U.S,
1979 and 1985.

All spending for criminal and civil
justice rose steadily until 1976,
then leveled off, resuming growth
in the early 1980s

In constant 1985 dollars State and local
per capita spending for justice grew at
an annual average of 3% between 1971
and 1976. Between 1976 and 1979 it
grew by less than 25% a year.
Between 1978 and 1979 it fell ray 1 8%
Since 1979 its rate of growth has been
about 1.3% per year on average. By
1985 per capita spending was $167.

Per capita spending for
Police grew steadily until 1976, fell in

1977, rose slightly in 1978, and fell again
in 1979. By 1985 police per capita
spending was at $8062, an 11-year low

All court-related functions grew
steadily until 1976; but court spending
leveled off in 1977, and then again grew
slightly until reaching $3381 per capita
in 1985.

Corrections grew steadily until 1978,
slowed in 1979, then rose by 34%
between 1979 and 1985, when it
reached $51.64 per capita.

Other criminal justice function: like
planning, information, and communica-
tion systems that serve more than one
criminal justice function and general
criminal justice training programs tripled
between 1971 and 1976, before leveling
off in 1977, and falling close to the 1971
level in 1985 This pattern reflects the
impact of the rapidly increasing Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
block grant program in the early 1970s
and its demise in 1979-80.

Since 1979, spending rose faster
for corrections than for any
other justice function, while
spending for police fell

Between 1970 and 1985 per capita
spending in 1985 constant dollars for

corrections grew by 34 1%
public defense grew by 247%
prosecution grew by 6.8%
courts grew by 0 2%
police protection fell by 1 5% overall,

but it grew for cities with populations
of more than 50,000

other justice functions fell by 40.2%.

Cities over 50,000 population
increased spending for police
services between 1946 and 1985

Populations or cities in thousands 500+

Constant (1985)
dollars per capita

M-99
50-74

1946 1950 1960 1970

See technical appendix for inflation adiustmeni procedures
Source "City police expenditure data 19461985;' compi'ed from
US Bureau of the Census surveys of government finance, 1946-85

1980

$134

$100

$50

0
1985

In cities with populations of more than
50,000, per capita spending for police
grew rapidly in the 30 years between
1946 and 1976, then growth leveled
off, and, in some cases, declined.
Beginning in the early 1980s, however,
growth in city spending for police
resumed, reaching levels close to those
prevailing in the mid-1970s. Over the
period, police spending grew faster in
larger than in smaller cities of this
group.

1980 city size

500 000 or more
250 000 499 999
100 000-249 999
75 000-99 999
50 000-74 999

Percent
change
1946-85

186 8%
193 1
145 1
136 8
124 3

1
1 1

f.;
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What factors are related to per capita spending?

Many factors are believed
to affect how much a State
spends for criminal justice

Some States may need to spend more
on justice activities because they have
a more serious crime problem than
others The citizens of some States may
express greater concern about crime
than those in other States and convince
their elected officials to assign higher
priority to funding criminal justice than
to other government activities such as
education or transportation. Some
States are "richer" than others, having
a larger tax base from which to fund
government activities. The citizens of
some States may be more willing than
those in other States to tax themselves
to fund governmental programs in
general.

Per capita justice costs vary
by State from less than $100
to as much as $592

State and local governments spent an
average of $167 per capita for justice
services in 1985

In 1985 State and local governments in
Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, North
Dakota, and Wes; Virginia spent less
than $100 per capita for justice services,
Alaska spent $592; New `ork. $293,
and Nevada, $244

Regional variation is also evident Per
capita spending for justice was

$208 in the Northeast
$205 in the West
$140 in the South
$140 in the Midwest

The Northeast and West lead the Nation in justice costs per capita

State and local per capita
expenditure for justice activities

I I
Less
man
5100

Source Justice expenditure and employment 1985 BJS Bulletin March 1987

$100 $150 $200+
to $150 to $200

States with high crime rates tend to have high
expenditures for criminal and civil justice

Per capita spending
for criminal and civil Justice
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Bulletin March 1987 FBI Crime in the United States, '985
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What do justice dollars buy?

The cost of bringing an offender
to justice is highly variable and
includes many "hidden costs"

The costs of convicting an offender are
many and varied. They include paying
for

Police to investigate criminal events,
arrest offenders, and appear as wit-
nesses in court (often on overtime)

Public defenders and assigned coun-
sel to represent indigent defendants

Prosecutors to investigate, prepare,
and present the case in court

Judges and juries to hear the evi-
dence and reach a verdict

The probation department to prepare
presentence investigation reports for the
judge to use in sentencing

State identification and information
bureaus to check fingerprints and crimi-
nal histories of defendants

Local jails to house defendants who
are detained in pretrial custody

Different criminal cases
vary greatly in cost

The price of justice, a 1981 study of
three 'typical" New York City robbery
cases, found that the cost of arresting,
prosecuting, and trying the defendants
ranged from $851 to $32,627. not
including correctional costs after trial. In
each of the cases, the defendants were
arrested shortly after the crime, eliminat-
ing the need for long and costly police
investigation

In the first case, the defendants pleaded
guilty to a reduced charge the day after
their arrest Beyond arrest and booking,
the costs were minimal. Each defendant
received a 6-month sentence

The second case cost $6,665. The
defendant pleaded guilty after being
indicted, but before trial. Seventy per-
cent of the total cost was for pretrial
detention, 68 days after arrest, the
defendant re, ved a sentence of 4 to
12 years of imprisonment for the plea of
guilty to robbery.

In the third case, the defendant chose
to go to a felony trial in which he was
found guilty of robbery and sentenced
to 9 to 18 years, 250 days had elapsed
between arrest and sentencing The
total cost was $32,627, half of which
was for pretrial detention.

Justice dollars are used to compensate victims, to inves!igate crimes,
and to apprehend, try, and punish offenders

victim compensation (1980 and 1981)
Average maximum award $18.000 per award
Average award $3.000 per award

Investigative and court costs
A State or Federal wiretap (1986)
To protect a Federal witness (1986)
Juror payment (1986)

State
Federal

Court case (1982)
California Superior Court
Florida Circuit Court
Washington State Superior Court
US District Courts

To arrest, prosecute, and try a robbery
case in New York City (1981)

with guilty plea and sentencing day after arrest
with guilty plea after indictment and sentencing

68 days after arrest
with trial disposition and sentencing 250 days

after arrest
Most frequent assigned counsel hourly rate (1982)

Out-of court
In court

Average indigent defense case (1982)

Corrections operations costs
For one adult offender

in a Federal prison (1985)
in a State prison (1984)
in a State operated, community based facility (1984)
in a local Jail (1983)
on Federal probation or parole (1986)
on State orobauon (1985)
on State parole (1985)

For housing
an unsentenced Federal prisoner in a local jail (1986)
a sentenced Federal prisoner

in a local community treatment center (1986)
in a jail (1986)

For housing
one resident in a public juvenile facility (1985)

Prison industry wage (1985)

Note Multiple sources suppled the data In this table
Ranges are presented when the source did not provide
enough information to compute an average The 1st of

$35,508 per wiretap
$118.200 per year

$10 per day
$30 per day

$5 per minute
$4 per minute
$4 pe' minute
$9 per minute

$851 per case

$6,665 per case

532,627 per case

$20-30 per hour
$30-50 per hour

$196 per case

$13,162 per year
$11,302 per year

$7,951 per year
$9,360 per year
$1,316 per year

$584 per year
$702 per year

$36 per day

$30 per day
$33 per day

$25.200 per year
$0 24-1 02 per hour

sources for this table IS available from BJS either in the
technical appendix or separately upon request

Courts process many kinds of cases
with widely varying costs

State courts handle about the same
number of civil as criminal cases, in
Federal courts civil cases outnumber
criminal cases by 6 to 1 In most
instances the same court handles both
types of cases

There is no agreed-upon method of
dividing national covt expenses
between civil and criminal workloads to
arrive at the total cost of criminal vs
civil cases It is clear, however, that costs
of processing different kinds of cases
vary enormously Foi example, the clerk
of court may only have to file docu-

1 25

ments to probate an uncontested will,
but months of effort are required to
provide for a jury trial in a complex
personal injury suit or murder case

What are the operating costs
of correctional sanctions?

The 1984 Census of State Adult Correc-
tional Facilities found a wide range
($5,797-$23,233) in the operating cost
per prisoner among the States Factors
affecting this range include

regional variations in salaries that
reflect differences in cost-of-living and
union contracts

differences in utility costs and in the
need for heating fuel
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differences in types of institutions
operated (for example, a State may have
a higherthan-average percentage of
prisoners in less expensive minimum
security)

differences in the extent to which the
prison uses prisoners rather than hiring
nonprisoners to perform maintenance
services

The Census found that there is not
much difference in the cost per inmate
per year between maximum and
medium security facilities ($11,336 vs.
$11,652). Minimum security facilities are
somewhat less expensive, as are State-
operated, community-based facilities,
such as halfway houses In those com-
munity facilities, the cost per inmate was
$7,951, ranging from $4,767 to $27,400
The wide range is due to differences in
the types and intensity of treatment
used; for example, a program with
highly trained therapists is more expen-
sive than one that is almost solely
custodial.

The Corrections yearbook found that
across 46 State parole agencies, the
average annual cost of maintaining a
person on parole was $702 The annual
average cost for a person on probation
across 44 State agencies was $584.

Savings from housing offenders
in the community rather than in
confinement can be misleading

A study on the cost of prosecuting
repeat felony offenders in Salt Lake
County, Utah, found that probationers
who commit crime while on probation
and are prosecuted for it very quickly
cost victims and the criminal justice sys-
tem the amount of money "saved" by
not incarcerating them for their earlier
crime. Repeat offenders (some of whom
commit hundreds of crimes a year) can
cost society iciany times over the cost of
incarceration if they recidivate while in a
community-based facility or on proba-
tion or parole

Widely divergent estimates of the
construction cost per prison bed
are found in various studies,
reports, and media accounts

There are many reasons for the varia-
tion.

Justice dollars also are used for buildings and equipment

New correctional facility costs Construction cost per bed in a
maximum security State prison (1985)
medium security State prison (1985)
minimum security State prison (1985)
'Constitutional" jail (1982)
juvenile facility (1985)

Average remodeling for additions to prisons (1985)

New courthouse construction costs (1982)

Police car costs
Average purchase price (1981)
To equip a new police car with

police radio (1981)
siren and light bar (1981)
other (1981)

To maintain and operate
(not including patrol salary) (1981)

Resale value (1981)

Note Multiple sources supplied the data in this table
Ranges are presented when the source did not prow],
enough .nformation to compute an average The list of

$70,768 per bed
$53,360 per bed
$29,599 per bed
$43,000 per bed
$26,470 per bed
$19,944 per bed

$54-$65 per sq ft

$8,000 per car

$2,000 per car
$800 per car
$300 per car

$6,000 per year
$1,000 per car

sources for this table is available from BJS either in the
technical appendix or separately upon request

Some sources include the purchase of
the land, preparing the site, architects'
fees, and long-term financing costs such
as interest paid on bonds. Others do
not.

Figures for differing levels of security
classification (for example, minimum
security vs. maximum security) are used
in different sources.

Construction costs vary by region
Some prison construction cost is offset

by using inexpensive prisoner labor
Some sources surveyed only "recently

completed" construction. Others include
the expected costs of future "approved"
or "planned but not approved" con-
struction.

Prisons vary in the amount of space
per prisoner and in space allowed for
prisoner support programs such as
medical and psychiatric treatment, ath-
letics, and recreation

Some late 1970s estimates are based
on data from early 1970 surveys that
have been adjusted for inflation
adjustments using different methods
with different results.

Maximum security prisons are clearly
more expensive to build than medium
security prisons, which in turn are more
expensive than minimum security pris-
ons. States reported to the Corrections
yearbook, 1986, the following ranges of
construction costs per prison bed for
fiscal 1985

t
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Security
type

Maximum
Medium
Minimum

Range Average

$21 525-$155,300
$16,000 -$125 000
87 0004112,842

What are the costs of jail
construction?

$70 768
$53,360
$29,599

The estimate of $43,000 per jail bed,
based on a 1982 survey of 34
"advanced practices" jails, is somewhat
lower than that for maximum and
medium security prisons because jails
usually do not have extensive architec-
tural security features such as perimeter
walls and usually are designed to pro
vide less area for recreation and
rehabilitation activities because their
inmates are held for shorter periods 17

Corrections officials are exploring
ways to cut the high cost of prison
and jai/ construction

The State of Virginia recently built two
prisons, one using conventional con-
struction management and the tradi-
tional poured concrete, concrete block,
and brick. The other used factory
prefabricated concrete panels The sec-
ond prison not only cost about a third
less than it would have using conven-
tional methods, it was completed in less
than half the time 18



Other States have had similar success
in reducing the cost of prison construc-
tion by using prefabricated building
parts and innovative construction
management techniques Florida was
able to open a 336-bed expansion unit
at an existing prison complex at a cost
of about $16,000 ner cell California was
able to reduce the cost per cell from
$90,000 to $50,000.19

How much does it cost to build
a new courthouse?

Available information does not allow
computation of the cost of building a
new "average courtroom," as is often
done for prison cells Walter H Sobel,
FA I A and Associates' 1982 survey of
nine recently built courthouse projects
found these variations

In one courthouse, 29% of the square
footage was for jail cells, which cost
more to build than courtrooms.

Two projects included large under-
ground parking garages, which cost
more than outdoor parking lots

Some projects included "shelling in
space for courtrooms to be completed
in the future

Different courthouses have different
mixes of space allocated for courtrooms
arid judicial chambers (the most expen-
sive type of nondetention construction)
and administrative and support space
(costing about the same as routine
business offices).

Regional factors in the construction
industry also affect the cost of court-
houses

The price per square foot of construc-
tion in three newly built courthouses
that appeared to be the most compara-
ble were $54, $61, and $65 One other
project involved completing a shell that
had been built earlier The cost per
square foot was $54, higher than might
be expected because the courthouse
was limited to courtrooms and judges'
chambers Two renovation efforts were
reported, costing $36 and $67 per
square foot, the range reflecting the
extent of the renovation effort

The purchase price for a police
car ranged from $6,700 to $9,500
in 25 jurisdictions

The purchase price is only part of the
cost of putting a patrol car on the
streets In a 1982 survey the National
Association of Criminal Justice Planners
found that police radios ranged in cost
from $1,200 to $4,300 in tne nine juris-
dictions providing this information;
police sirens and light bars added
another $350 to $1,300 Costs for other
equipment were reported at $10 to
$700, these include police department
do^als and shields for the patrol car,
loudspeakers, security cages for
prisoners, and shotguns and racks

The annual operating cost for a police
car, including gas, oil, maintenance, and
repair, varied from $3,000 to $13,000.
The factors affecting this range include
the number of shifts the car is driven
during the day, the type of driving
involved (for example, city vs suburban
patrol), climate conditions, and the
length of time the car is operated before
being resold This last factor is reflected
in the range of resale value, reported at
$550 to $4,500.

Some police investigation and court
costs are not well known

The police sometimes pay informants
for investigative information Undercover
agents may use cash to buy drugs or
other illegal goods and services in an
attempt to obtain evidence of criminal
behavior. Police officers often are
required in court as witnesses, fre-
quently on overtime pay. In a 1982 sur-
vey, the National Association of Criminal
Justice Planners found that in five juris-
dictions three-quarters of all court
appearances involved police overtime
For nine jurisdictions able to report cost
data, the average overtime pay per
court appearance was $41

Courts pay private citizens for serving
on jury duty. in 1986 the daily pay for
jurors averaged about $10 per day. In
some States a lower fee (or no fee) is
paid for the first few days Some States
pay for half days and some pay on an
hourly basis In the Federal system in
1986, daily pay for jurors was $30 Most
court systems also reimburse jurors for
their travel expenses and pay living
expenses for those serving on
sequestered juries

Another less well known expense is the
cost of protecting witnesses State and
local governments engage in such
activities, but the Federal Witness Secu-
rity Program of the U.S. Marsha's Serv-
ice is clearly the largest and most
extensive witness security program ,n
the Nation. This program provides

protection and maintenance services
for witnesses, potential witnesses, and
dependents whose lives are in jeopardy
as a result of testimony against
organized crime figures.

around-the-clock protection to wit-
nesses while they are in a "hostile
environment" and when they return to
an area of danger for court .estimony.

geographic relocation for the witness
and his or her dependents; housing,
subsistence, new identification docu-
ments, and employment, medical, and
other assistance to allow the witness to
become self-sustaining

In 1986 the U S Marshals Service
provided protection or support for 1,714
persons, including 933 principal wit-
nesses anJ 781 family members. The
average annual cost per witness ranged
from $47,500 for a person with no
dependents in the program to $84,000
for one with eight dependents, with an
average annual cost per witness of
$56,000 for the salaries and expenses
of marshals. There are now more than
12,500 participants in the Federal Wit-
ness Security Program, although riot all
are under the active protection of the
U S Marshals.
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Close to three-fourths of State and
local justice dollars go for payroll

Criminal and civil justice is a highly
"personnel-intensive" activity. In 1985
the payroll for State and local justice
employees ranged from a high of 79%
of all expenditures for police protection
to a low of about 40% for public
defense and 'other justice" activities,
such as planning commissions 20

The defender proportion of spending for
salaries was low because of widespread
use of "assigned counsel" defense sys-
tems in which the government pays pri-
vate attorneys to represent indigent
defendants. The National Criminal
Defense Systems Study found that the
fees paid to the attorneys have been
reported to be as low as $10 and as
high as $65 an hour but in most places
the fee is between $20 and $30 an
hour for outofcourt work and between
$30 and $50 an hour for incourt work
Sometimes the hourly fee varies by the
seriousness of the case and by whether
it is at the trial or appeal stage Some
jurisdictions that do not use an hourly
rate use minimum and maximum
ar,ounts of total compensation.

The payroll proportion of spending for
'other justice" activities is low because
this category contains many intergovern-
mental payments that do not require a
large amount of staff support to oversee.

Salaries make up a relatively lower
proportion of total spending for correc
tions (59%), primarily because of the
costs of building and maintaining pri
sons, ceritracts for medical care and
treatment programs, food, guard and
prisoner uniforms, and boarding
prisoners at other institutions.

Courts also have a relatively low propor
tion of total spending for salaries (71%)
because of payments for jury and wit-
ness fees, courthouse maintenance, and
purchase of books for law libraries

Salaries for police
and correctional officers
are generally the lowest

Judges, because of their great responsl-
bdlt have the highest salaries of crime
nal ,Ind civil justice employees at each
level ')f government. Curre it State and

Justice dollars pay personnel costs

(Average annual salary There are !unsdictions where the salaries
are higher or lower than these averages)

Law enforcement officers (1985 and 1986)
City police officer (entry level) $18,913
City police officer (maximum) $24,243
City police chief $33,158
County sheriff patrol off icer Not available
State trooper (entry level) $18,170
State trooper (maximum) $28,033
Deputy US marshal $19,585
US border patrol agent $23,058
US immigration inspector $24,719
US immigration agent $34,259
Federal drug agent $36,973
FBI agent $40,321

Prosecutors (1986)
State and local prosecution personnel Not available
Federal prosecutor $53,027

Defenders (1986)
State and local defense personnel Not available
Federal defender $43,582

Court personnel ;1986 and 1987)
State court administrator $59,257
State general jurisdiction trial court judge $60,697
State intermediate appellate court justice $67,172
State associate supreme court justice $67,434
State supreme court justice $70,161
U S Magistrate $72,500
US Bankruptcy Court Judge $72,500
US Court of Claims Judge $82.500
US Court of Interrrtional rrade Judge $89.500
US District (trial) Court Judge $89 500
US Circuit (appellate) Court Judge $95,000
US Supreme Court Associate Justice $110,000
US Supreme Court Chief Justice $115,000

Correcticnal officers (adult facilities, 1986)
Local jail officer (entry level) $1o,939
State correctional officer (entry level) $14,985
State correctional officer (maximum) $16,427
State director of corrections $59,947
Federal correctional off icer $22,857

Probation and parole off icers (adult clientele. 1986 and 1987)
Local probation officer Not available
State probation officer (entry level) $19,402
State parole officer (entry level) $19.986
State chief probation officer $28,600
State chief parole off icer $31 233
State parole board member $43.429
State parole board chairman $46.100
Federal probation officer (entry revel) $22.458
Federal parole case analyst $22,458-42,341
Federal parole hearing examine, $38,727-59.488
Federal regional probation/parole a,mtnistrator $53.830-69,976
U S Parole Commissioner $72,500

Note Multiple sources supplied the data in this table
Ranges are presented when the source did not provide technical appendix or .eparately upon request
enough infO-nation to compute an average The Est of

souces for this table evadable from BJS ether in the

local prosecutor and public defender
salaries are not available. The National
Criminai Defense Systems Study found
that in 1982 State and local full-time
chief public defender salaries ranged
from $6,000 to $66,000 (with most fall-
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ing between $20,000 and $30,000) and
that chief prosecutors for the most part
had nigher salaries Tne salaries of
State and local police officers are about
the same as those of correctional per-
sonnel



Basic sources

U.S. Department of Justice

Bureau of Justice Statistics

BJS Bulletins-
Children in custody Public juvenile facilities,

1985, NCJ102457, October 1986
Justice expenditure and employment, 1985,

NCJ104460, March 1987
The 1983 jail census, NCJ-95536, November

1984

BJS Special Reports-
Economic cost of crime to victims,

NCJ93450, April 1984
Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-96666,

March 1985

BJS Reports-
Justice expenditure and employment in the

US., 1979, NCJ87242, June 1983, 1971-79,
NCJ92596, December 1984, and 1985,
NCJ106356, forthcoming

Justice expenditure and employment
extracts. 1980 and 1981, NCJ96007, June
1985

Spangenberg, Robert L , et al of Abt
Associates, Inc , National criminal defense
systems study, final report, NCJ-94702
October 1986

National Institute of Justice

Mullen, Joan, of Abt Associates, Corrections
and the private sector, NCJ-94701, October
1984

Sexton, George E , Franklin C Farrow, and
Barbara J Auerbach of Criminal Justice
As:,ociates, The private sector and prison
industries, NCJ96525, August 1985

U.S. Department of Commerce

Bureau of the Census

Governmental finances in 1979-80, GF80
No 5, September 1981, 1982-83, GF83
No 5, October 1984, 1983-84, GF84
No 5, October 1985, and 1984-85, GF85
No 5, December 1986

Historical statistics on governmental finance
and employment, 1977 Census of
Governments, GC77(6)-4. November 1979

1982 Census of Governments, GC82(6)-4,
January 1985

Bureau of Economic Analysis

The national income and product accounts of
the United States, 1929-82, September
1986

Survey of current business, July 1986,
unpublished data

Other sources
Chi, Keon S , "Privatization A public option,"
State Government News, Council of State
Governments (June 1985) 28(6)19-24

"City police expenditures 1946-85" (data
tape compiled from annual U S Census
Bureau surveys of governmental finance,

available from the National Criminal Justice
Data Archive, Interuniversity Consortium for
Political and Social Science, University of
Michigan), Ruth Triplett, Sue Lindgren, Colin
Loftin, Brian Wiersema; Institute of Criminal
Justice, University of Maryland

Cannon, LT, et al , Salt Lake County Attor-
ney's Office, The cost of prosecuting repeat
felony offenders, March 1986

Corrections yearbook Instant answers to key
questions in corrections (Pound Ridge, N.Y.
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986)

Kakalik, James S., and Abby Eisenshtat
Robyn, Costs of the civil justice system Court
expenditures for processing tort cases (Santa
Monica, Calif The RAND Corporation, 1982)

National Association of Criminal Justice Plan-
ners, "Survey of selected jurisdictions,"
unpublished, 1982

National Center for State Courts Reports (Wil
liamsburg, Va National Center for State
Courts, Fet7,..ary 1987)

Sobel, Walter H, FAIA, and Associates,
Chicago, Ill Survey of (nine) courthouses
recently constructed, unpublished, 1982

The price of justice. The cost of arresting and
prosecuting three robbery cases in Manhat
tan, Criminal Justice Coordinating Council,
City of New York, 1981

Notes
'Wharton Econometric Forecasting Associ-
ates, Inc -Sima Fishman, Kathleen
Rodenrys, and George Schink, "The income
of organized crime,' in Pre ''ant's Commis-
sion on Organized Crime, The impact
Organized crime today (Washington USGPO,
April 1986), pp 413-439

2BJS National Crime Survey and Economic
cost of crime to victims BJS Special Report,
NCJ-93450, April 1984

3Abt Associates, Inc , Unreported taxable
income from selected illegal activities, pre
pared for the Internal Revenue Service,
September 1984

4Hendrick J Harwood, Diana M Napoii,ano,
Patricia L Kristiansen, and James J Collins,
Economic cost to society of alcohol and drug
abuse clnd mental illness 1980 (Research Tri-
angle Park, N C, Research Triangle Institute,
June 1984)

5"Facts for consumers Credit and charge
card fraud," Federal Trade Commission,
November 8, 1984

6Electronic fund transfer fraud, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-96666, March 1985

'United States Secret Service, US Depart-
ment of the Treasury, in 3JS Sourcebook of
criminal justice statistics, 1984, NCJ-96382,
October 1985, p 540

8Research Triangle Institute in US Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, Toward

3.3

a national plan to combat alcohol abuse and
alcoholism A report to the United States
Congress, September 1986, table 2.4

9lncome tax compliance research. Estimates
for 1973-81, Internal Revenue Service
(Washington. USGPO, July 1983)

'°Security World magazine, "Key market
coverage, 1981," in Cunningham and Taylor,
Private security and police in America. The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg. Chaneller
Press, 1985)

1113JS Justice expenditure and employment
in the U.S. 1985, NCJ104460, March 1987,
table 2

12This does not include interest payments for
loans used for long-term financing of con-
struction projects because it is not possible
to separate consistently such payments in the
government records used to compile these
data.

13Data were not collected in enough detail to
break out Federal payments being passed
through State governments

14Mary Fairchild, "Criminal justice and the
States A preview of legislative issues,"
Nationa: Conference of State Legislatures,
Denver, unpublished

15The State and local public welfare data
illustrate changes in spending for social pro-
grams. The data do not include direct Fed
eral assistance to individuals, such as Social
Security, but they do include programs, such
as Medicaid, that pass Federal money
through State and local governments

y term trends (1902-85, 1946-85, and
1960-85) for police and corrections are
based on US Census Bureau data, trends
for 1971-85 are based on BJS data Figures
from the two sources for overlapping years
vary somewhat Because expenditure data
from BJS are not available for employer con-
tributions to fringe benefits, the rate of growth
for 1971-85 is slightly understated See tech-
nical appendix

"This estimate was made to assist local ofii-
cials in olanning to build jails that meet
emerging national standards and thus would
be less likely to encounter suits alleging viola-
tion of prisoners' constitutional rights. (The
costs of constitutional jails, National Institute
of Corrections, US Department of Justice,
1982 )

'8Charles B DeWitt, New construction
methods for correctional facilities,
NCJ100121, NiJ Construction Bulletins,
National Institute of Justice, U S Department
of Justice, March 1986

18Charles B DeWitt, Florida sets example
with use of concrete modules, NCJ-100125,
NIJ Construction Bulletins, National Institute
of Justice, US Department of Justice, Janu
ary 1986

nee technical appendix for discussion ot
methodology for estimating payroll data
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Death penalty
appeals 88
background 96
death row inmates 98 99
execution methods, 99
executions performed 98
history 98
minimum age 99
as sentencing option 58
trends 98

Defendants See also Criminal
defense

appeal process 88
competency to stand trial 87
constitutional rights 74
jury trial rights 86
release pending trial 76

Defense attorneys
indigent services 74-75
role in adversary process 74

Delaware
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DV\ I laws 94
grand jury indictmeni 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict 8i
indigent defense systems 75
Judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age lima 79
luvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Delligugmcy See also Delinquents
Juvenile courts Juvenile
offenders

and adult crime 43 44 45
and juvenile courts 78
and property crime 43

Delinquents See also Delinquency
Juvenile courts Juvenile
offenders

in correctional facilities 110

as disposition 95
as percentage of committed

juveniles 95
Department of Justice Assets

Forfeiture Fund 93
Deposit bail 76
Detention 56 See also Jail

pLpulation
of juven.les 78
preventive detention 77
ano speedy trial restrictions 85

Determinate sentencing 91 95
Deterrence of crime as sentencing

objective 90
Discharges from juvenile facilities

105
Discretion

in criminal justice system 59
in sentencing 90

DiSmissals of cases 57
reasons for 73

Disorderly conduct arrests 67 See
also Disturbing the peace

Dispositions
acquittals 58
convictions 83-84
dismissals 73
gofaidulyvePnlielee 83 -84

95
nolo contendere 57

District of Columbia
adult arrests 44
adult correctional population 102
cases rejected and dism ssed 73
community supervi..ion ratio 102
conviction rate 84
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
guilty plea rate 83
indigent defense systems 75
judicial Naiver provisions 79
jury size, 86
jury trial rate 84
iuvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population t03
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
rosecution of felony cases 71

sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

exp. ditures 36
programs 37

Disturbing the peace 2
Diversion 71 73

Driving under 'he influence See
Driving while intoxicated

Driving while intoxicated (DWI)
Stood Alcohol Concentration

(BAC) testing 7

cost to society 114
definition 3
ogislation

consumption of alcohol in
vehicles 7

Federal programs under Public
Law 98 363 7

Happy Hour laws 7
legal drinking age 7

number o' arrests 67
as percentage 0 of'enses 40
Presidents Commission on

Drunk Driving 7

sanctions
administrative 7 94
criminal 7 94
driver s license revocation 7 94
liquor licensing 7

States 94
trent,: 7 94

Drug abuse See Drug law
violation Drug use
specific drugs

Drug law violation 97 See also
Drug use specific drugs

age at arrest 43
Anti Drug Abuse Act of 1986 93
cases rejected on due process

grounds 73

Comprehensive Drug Prevention
and Control Act (1970) 93

definition 2
drug/alcohol use during offense

51

forfeiture 93
by Hispanics 47
juvenile court referrals 78
juvenile offenders 44
juvenile rearrest rates 111

number of arrests 67
offenders educational level 48
as percentage of offenses 40
Percent of cases tried, 84
possession, 2
prison terms 100
sale and manufacturing 2
sentence eny. h 97
severity rankings 16
trafficking, 97

Drug use See also Drug law
violation, specific drugs

cost to society 114
and future criminality, 45
by offenders 50-51
relationship to crane 50

Drunk driving See Driving while
intox.cdted

Drunkenness
definition 2
number of arrests 67

DWI See Driving while intoxicated

Economic impact of crime 25 See
also Costs

Education
offenders educational level 48
rearrest rates and 111
victimization rates and 26-27

Eighth Amendment rights, death
penalty and 98

Elderly persons See Age
Electronic funds transfer crime 10
Electronic surveillance, 8 See also

SeCurity devices
Embezzlement

age at arrest 43
number of arrests, 67
as percentage of otfenses 40
as white collar crime 9

Emergency release from prison (to
ease crowding) 109

Employment
Civilian employment in law

enforcement 63
in criminal justice by level of

government 59
Offenders employment records

49
police officers trends in 63
private security 66
victimization rates and 26-27

Entry into the cnminal j1 stice
system 56 62-70

arrest 67 69
citation 67
grand jury indictment 67 72
reponing 62
summons 67

Ethnic or )in
of arrestees and offenders 41
and crime severity rankings 16
victimization rates and 26-27

Evidence
in adjudication process 58
exclusionary rule 73
insufficient as caue for decline

lions and dismissals 73
Exclusionary rule 73
Executions 98 See also Death

penalty
Executions performed since 1977

See also Death penalty
Expenditures See Justice

spending
Expiration of (prison) sentence 100

Family relationships
family violence 33
offender characteristics 48
and reporting 35

FBI Sec Federal Bureau of
Investigation

Federal Bail Reform Act (1984) 76
Federal Bureau of Investigation

(FBI)
assistance to iocal law enforce

ment agencies, 4
bank robbery 60
Federal agonies 63
NCAVC 4
UCR 11

Federal criminal justice system 59
appeals, 88
corrections, 106
courts, 81-82
forfeiture provisions 93
inmates, 45
jurisdiction, 60
law enforcement agencies 63

sentencingtecn guidelines, 91
Federal districts

Judicial waiver provisions 79
juven'" court age limit, 79

Federal government justice spend
mg, 115-117

Federal income tax evasion See
Income tax evasion

Federal Insanity Defense Reform
Act (t984) 87

Federal jurisdiction 60
Felonies

Convictions 84
COnviCtions resulting in incarcera

lion, 97
in criminal justice process. 56-57
r4stinguished from mis

demeanors 3
grand ,ary indictment, 72
guilty plea rate. 83
handling in 4 juriSdiCtiOns 71

official accusation process, 72
probationers rearrest rate, 45
proportion of cases, 82
State and local courts 82
States jury requirements 86

Females See Sex
Filings See Charges, Prosecution

alcohol related driving offenses,
94

sentencing options 58 90 96
Firearms See Weapons offenses,

Weapons use
Florida

adult correctional population, 102
capital punishment legislation, 99
Community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 91
DWI taivs 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79

juvenile facilities population 103
Miami

court disposition time 85
guilty plea late 83
jury trial rate 84

per capita s{ nding !Or justice,
122

pretrial release community Safety
provisions 77

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
Speedy trial restrictions 85
TtIIttiassee

conviction rate, tfi:
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

victim compensation
expenditures 36
pro, ims 37

Forcible entry burglaries 6 See
also Burglary

Fore )le rape See Rape
Forfeitureeiture3 90 93

Civil
criminal 93

Forgery
age at arrest 43
juvenile rearrest rates 111

number of an& is 67
as percentage of offenses 40
prison terms 100
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Fourth Amendment rights 73 See
also Evidence Exclusion
ary rule

Fraud offenses
age at arrest 43
automated teller machine fraud

10

cost to society 114
definition 2
juvenile rearrest rates 111

number of csts, 67
as peicentage of offenses 40
prison terms 100
Sentence length 97
as white collar crime 9

Furman v Georgia (1972) 98

Gambling
age at arrest 43
definition 3
number of arrests 67

Gender See Sex
Georgia

adult correctional Population 102
capital punishment leg,slation 99
Cobb County

conviction rate, 84
guilty plea rate. 83
jury trial rate 84

Community supervision ratio 102
deadly force taws 31
DWI taws 94
grand jury indictment 72
guilty but I', entally ill verdict 87
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size, 86
justice Spending 117

juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122

pretrial release community safety
provisions 77

prison inmate housing space 108
Sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

Gideon v Wainwright (1963) 74
Goodtime automatic and earned

91 100

Government spending
by level of government 116-117
portion for justice 115 120
tax revenue funding 117

trends 120-126
Grand jury

in criminal justice process 57
investigation .f. 67 72
original, 67
overview 72
secrecy 72
States indictment requirements

72

Gregg v Georgia 98
Guilty pinaS See also Plea

bargaining
on charges filed 93
judges role 83
on other cases as cause of

dismissal 73
as percent of case outcomes 83

Guns See Weapons offenses
Weapons use

Habeas Corpus petitions and writs
88

Habitual offenders 44 See also
Offenders

Handguns See Weapons offenses
Weapons use

Hawaii
adult correctional population 102
COnimunity Supervision ratio 102
deadly terse law,' 31
DWI laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems, 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
')retrial release Community safety

provisions, 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 9t
speedy trial restrictions, 85

victim compensation
expenditures 36
programs 37

Herein 16 50-51 See also Drug
law violation, Drug use

High rate offenders 44 See also
Offenders

High technology crime 10
Hispanics See Ethnic on
Homicide

age at arrest 43
capital punishment laws 99
as cause of death 28
causes of 4
death penalty for 99
Jecline f- ^ce 1980, t4
defin, ,o,. _ 4
drug/alcohol use during crime 51
instrumental vs impulsive 4
juvenile offenders 44
juvenile rearrest rates 111

lifetime risk of victimization 28
long term trends 15
male to female arrest ratio 46
mass murders 3-4
multiple murders, 4
number of arrests 67
as percentage of offenses 40
percent cleared by arrest 68
percent of Cases lied 84
percent of violent Cr.rneS 12
orison terms tOO
rate per capita 15

sentence length, 97
serial murders 3-4
spree murders 3-4
statistical data 13
trends, 15
victim characteristics 28
victim offender relationship 32
victims per year 24
weapons use. 20

Household crimes See also
Burglary, Larceny, Motor
vehicle theft, Property
crimes

cash and property losses 25
Compared to personal Crimes 3
declining rate 14
incidence 12 13

in National Crime Survey 3
reporting 34 35
seasonal trends 17
victimization rates 13 14
victimization risk 27 29

Households touched by crime 12
14

Idaho
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indir Nit defense Systems 75
insanity defense abolishment 87
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury site 86
justice spending 1t7
juvenile court age limit 79

Juvenile facilities population 103
prison inmate housing space t08
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation programs 37

Illegal entry, 19 See also Burglary
Illinois

adult correctio ral population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
Chicago

Conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84
juvenile offenders 44

community Supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
detertninate sentencing 9t
DWI laws 94
elimination of bail bonding for

profit 76
Geneva

guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

grand jury indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict 87
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indigent ;tense Systems 75
judicial wa , - ',revisions 79
jury size. 00
justice spend, ti 117

juvenile court age limit 19

juvenile facilities population 103
Per capita spending for justice

t22
pretrial release COmmunity safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
recidivism rate 45
sentencing guidelines 9
speedy trial resections 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Immunity from prosecution statutes
8

Impulsive homicide 4 See also
Homicide

Incapacitation as sentencing
objective. 90

Incarceration See also Prison
commitment

background 96
in crimmal juStr^e process 58
race and 47
rate trends 104
for serious crimes of violence 97
US vs other countries, 403

Income
of inmates 49
and losses to victim 25
and reporting rates for house

hold crimes 34
v.ct, neon rates and 26-27

Income tax evasion, cc-1 of 114

Indeterminate sentencing 91 95
Indiana

adult COrreCtiOnal population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
COMmunity supervision ratio 1C2
deadly force laws 31
determinate SentenCing 91
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict 87
Indianapolis

cases dismissed 73
conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

indigent defense systems 75
judicial wz provisions 79
jury size 80
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
Speedy trial restrictions 85
warn compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Indictment See Grand jury
Indigent defense 74-75 See alSO

Contracting for services
Public defender programs

Costs 123, 126
Informants costs te police 125
Information 57 72
Initial appearance (in court) 56 57
Injury

accidental 24
in crime 25
effect on crime seventy rankings

16

like.hood when gun is present 21
victimization rate 29

Inmates See Jail population
Prison population

Insanity defense 87
Instrumental homicide 4 See also

Homicide
Intake units juvenile courts 78
Intergovernmental structure 59
Interniatera confinement 96
Inter cation See Driv,ng while

intoxicated Drunkenness
Investigations

costs 123
in criminal justice process 56
grand jury 57 67 72
'Merman! costs 125

Iowa

adult correctional population 102
Community supervision ratio, 102
Davenport

guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

deadly force laws 31
Des Moines

guilty ;area rate 83
jury trial rate, 84

DWI laws 94
grand Jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age l t 79
juvenile facilities population 103
plea bargaining prohibitions 83
pretrial release Community Safety

provisions, 77
prison inmate hos'ng space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Jackson v Indiana 87
Jail population See also Prison

population
adult nmates by State 102
charaCteristics 41
drug use, 50-51
male to female ratio 46
overflow from prison crowding

109
population profile 106
race and 47
trends 104

Jails See also Correctional facilities
Prisons

background 106
construction costs 124
housing costs 123
staffing patterns 106

Judges
in bench trials 84
discretion, 59
dismissals 73
role in guilty pleas 83
salaries 126
uentencing 90-92
tenure 81

Judicial discretion 59
udicial process See also Courts
court system 81
government spending on 115
juvenile cowl system 82
Stair. and local Spending 121

Judicial vaiver 79 See also
,venile courts

JUICk iexa; 98
Juries See Trials ju,,
Jurisdiction 60
Jury trials See Trials jury
Justice spending

as compared to other govern
ment functions 115

by function 116 117 121
itemized costs 123-126
by leve' of government 116
personnel costs 126
Stales 117 122
trends 116 120-121

Juvenile courts See also Courts
Delinquency Juvenile
offenders

age limits 79
appeals 88
concurrent jurisdiction 79
in court structure 79
dispesitionS 95
excluded offenses 79
hiStOry 78
and nondelinouents 78 110
process 56-5E 78-79
referrals 78
speedy trial restrictions 85

Juvenile dispositions 95
Juvenile facilities See also Correc

liana" ilifes
caPacit
delir , vs nonaelnquentS

I 36

institutional vs open 110
population 103
private sector involvement 119
public vs private 110

short term vs long term 110
size 1 tO

Staffing ratio 110
trends 105

Juvenile offenders
in adult corrections 79
arrest data 42 43
conviction rate ,'9
in crimiral justice system 58
delinquency and adult criminal

aCtivity 44
detention
high rate
housing 110

juvenile Court Process 78
male to female arrest ratio, 46
motives for crime 45
number in cuStedy, 103
rearrest rates, 111
Serious juvenile offenders 95
trends 105
tried as adults 79
types of crimes 43 78

Kansas
adult correctional population 102
community supervision ratio, 102
deadly force laws, 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment, /2
indigent defense systems, 75
judicial waive; provisions, 79
jury size, 86
justice spending 117

juvenile court age limit, 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Kansas City

guilty plea rate 83
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensa ,n

expenditures 36
programs 37

Wichita
court disposition time 85

Kentucky
adult correctional pope gen. 102
cowital runiShmerit legislation 99
Community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws, 31
DWI laws 94
elimination 01 bail bonding for

profit 76
grr ld jury indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill ver la 87

digent defense systems io
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
Juvenile Court age limit 79
Juvenile facilities Population 103
Louisville

cases dismissed. 73
conviction fete 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

per capita sperid.iiig for justice
122

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Kidnaping
definition 3
prison terms 'JO

Knives See Weapons offense.
Weapons use

Larceny
age at arrest 43
arrest rate by race 47
decline since 1980 14
definition 3
drug/a1C01101 use during , ime 51
household larceny 13 19 25

34 35
hOuSehOld wamizat on rates 29
in eration rates US vs other

Countries 103
juvenile rearrest rates 111
losses 114
male to female arrest ratio 46
number of arrests 67
as percentage of offenses 40
percent cleared by arrest 6g



percent of cases tried 84
percent of property crimes 12
place of occurrence 19
prison terms 100
reporting rates 34
seasonal trends 17
sentence length 97
victimization rates 12 13

Law enforcement See also Police
officers Police protection

crime reports 62
in criminal justice process 56
FBI assistance 4
history 63
juvenile referrals 78
number of arrests 67
police officers

by area 65
per capita 64
roles 62
salaries, 126

police response 62
private sector involvement 118

Legal services
employment by level of govern

ment 59
municipal and State spending

116

License revocation See Driving
while intoxicated

Liquor law offenses See also Driv
ing while intoxicated
Drunkenness

definition, 3
number of arrests 67

Local government
criminal justice employment 59
in criminal justice system, 60
FBI law enforcement assistance 4
felony trials 82
jurisdiction, 59-60
justice spending, 115-117 121
Police protection 63-65
public defender programs 74
spending for police and correc

lions 120
Local law enforcement See Law

enforcement
Loy ing arrests 67
Louisiana

adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws, 94
grand fury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial way, provisions 79
jury size, 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
New Orleans

cases rejected and dismissed
73

conviction rate 84
court disposition time 85
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

plea bargaining prohibitions 83
Prison inmate housing space 106
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
Programs 37

Low rate offenders 44 See also
Offenders

Magistrates
discretion 59
initial appearance 57
salaries 126

Mane
ac hill correctional population 102
community supervis on ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 91
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver proiiisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juveniie facilities population 103
per capita spc,,ding for justice

122

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

Males See Sex
Mandatory release (from prison)

101 cne also Determ nate
sentencing Parole

Mandatory sentencing
DWI sanctions 94
State legislation 91

Manslaughter
and homicide, 2
male to female arrest ratio 46
number of arrests 67
as y"s.'entage of offenses 40
prison terms 100
sentence length 97

Marijuana 16 50-51 See also
Drug law violation Drug
use

Marital status
of offenders 48
victim zation rates and 26-27

Maryland
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
Community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
fury size 86
justice spending 117
jurznile court age limit 73
juvenile facilities population 103

Montgomery County
conviction rate 84
jury trial rate 84

per capita spending for justice
122

oleinal release community safety
provisions 77

prison .nmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Massachusetts
adult correctional population 102
Boston

conviction rate 84
fury trial rate 84

community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
Dedham

conviction rate 84
DWI laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Maximum Custody prisons 107
McNaughton rule 87
Medum custody prisons 107
.Aen See Sex
Mental health of the accused 87
Metropolitan statistical areas

(MSAs) crime rates 19
Michigan

ad): correctional population 102
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
Detroit

conviction rate 84
court disposition time 85
guilty plea rate 83

DWI laws 94
grand jury inaCtment 72
guilty bul mentally ill verdict 87
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waive, provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79

juvenile facilities population 1O3

Kalamazoo
convict on rate 84
guilty plea rate 83

Lansing
conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

offenders crime rates 44 45
per capita spending for justice

122
p'ea bargaining prohibitions 83
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Wayne County
court disposition time 85

Midwestern US
adult correctional population 102
black State prisoners 47
crime rates, 18
justice spending per capita 122
juvenile facilities population 103
prison inmate housing space, 108

Minimum custody prisons, 107
Minnesota

adult correctional population 102
arrest outcomes 60
ccmmunity supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 9'
DWI laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Minneapolis

court dispose' on time 85
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

pretrial release community safety
provisions, 77

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures, 36
Pograms 37

Minority groups See Ethnic origin
Race

Misdemeanors
in criminal tusk e process 56-57
distinguished fro, felonies 3
States jury reguiren.ems 86
tried in limited jurisdiction courts

82
Mississippi

adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provis,un, 79
jury w.f. 86
justice spending 117

juvenile court age limit 79

juvenile 'acilities population 103
per caw' spent ig for justice

12a
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

Missouri
adult correctional pope' on 102
capital punishment ley , on 9 r
community sunei. :ion ratio 102
deadly foroc laws 31
DWI laws .44
grand jur / indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions '9
jury size 86
justice spend ng 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Kansas City

coil, ntion rate 84
pi iaun inmate housing space 108
sentencing guide',nes 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

137

St Louis
cases dismissed 73
conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

victim compensation
expenditures 56
programs, 37

Money Laundering Act (1986) 93
ry tana

auult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
insanity defense abolishment 87
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117

juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures, 36
programs 37

Mothers Against Drunk Driving
(MADD) 7

Motives for Crime 45
Nlotor vehicle accidents

alcohol related 7

victims per year 24
Moto' veh cle theft

age at arrest 43
arrest rate by race 47
definition 3
drug/alcohol use during crime 51
losses 25 111
male to female arrest ratio 46
number of arrests 67
as percentage of offenses 40
percent cleared by arrest 68
percent of property crimes 12
prison terms 100
reported to police 34 35
trends 13-14
victimization rates 27
victimiza'ion rates by household

29
MSAS See Metropolitan statistical

areas
Muriizioal government See Local

government
Murder See Homicide

National Center for Health Statistics
(NCHS) homicide data 13
15

National Center for the Analysis of
Violent Crime (NCAVC) 4

National Crime Survey (NCS) See
also Household crimes
Personal crimes specific
offenses Victimization V,C
l,mozaton surveys

crime reporting data 34
family violence data 33
UnVm Crime Reports corn

Pared 11

National Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS) 16

NCAVC See National Center for
the Analysis of Violent
Crime

NCS See National Crime Survey
Nebraska

adult correctional population 102
arrest outcomes 60
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
Jeadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
elimination of bail bonding for

profit 76

grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
jury size 86
just ce spending 117

juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy mil restrictions 85

victim compensation
expendita 36
programs

Nevada
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indICtMent 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122

pretrial release community safety
pruvisons 77

prixma inmate housing space 108
sent, zing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

New Hampshire
adult correct onal population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio, 102
deadly force laws 31
DM laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent d 'ense systems. 75
judicial waver provisions, 79
jury size. 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
per capita Spending for justk-e

122
prison inn-ate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91

New Jersey
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio, 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
Jersey City

court disposition time 85
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Newark

court diSpostion time 85
per capita spending for justice

122
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Nev. Mexico
adult correctional population 102
capita' punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 91
DWI as 94
grand jury inuictment 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict 87
indigent defense systems ,

judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spend ng 117
juvenile court age limit 79

juvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guiaalires 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

New York
Speedy trial restr,CIonS 65
victim compensation

Programs 37
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New York State
adult correctional population 102
arrest outcomes 60
Bronx

court disposition time 85
Buffalo

conviction rate 84
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand fury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
jury size 86
justice spending, 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Manhattan

cases rejected and dismissed
73

conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84
prosecution of felony cases 71

New York City
juvenile offenders 44

per capta spending for usbce
122

pretrial release community sa'ety
previsions, 77

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 9t
victim compensation

expenditures 36
Notre prosequr 57 73
Nolo contendere 57
Nonstranger crimes, 32 See also

amity relationships
North Carona

adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws, 31
determinate sentencing 91
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age lima 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial reease col ,inunity safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
soeedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation programs 37

North Dakota
adult correctional population 102
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand Jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
Ivry size 66
'Woe spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Per capita spending for justice

122
orison inmate hot sing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial reqrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditues 36
programs 37

Northeastern U S
adult correctional population 10?
black State p c ners 47
come rates 18
justice spending per capita 122
juvenile facilities population 103
Prison inmate housing space 108

NSCS See National Survey of
Came Severity

Obstruction of justice 9
Offenders 39-53 See also Jal

population Juvenile
offenders Prison popula
on Sentencing specific

offenses
by age 41 -4'
alcohol related driving offenses

94

carPer crminals 41
chronic offenders 14
by ethnic origin 17
habdual offenders 11
high rate 44
tuveniteS 42
mate to female ratio 46
minority groups 47
motives 45
multiple offenders 5
Personal characteristics 41
with prior criminal records 43
by race 47
rearrest rates 45
recidivism III
relat onship to victims 16 32
repeat offenders 42 44 91 124
sentences 90
social and economic charactens

tics 48-49
sources of informat on 40
traits 40-41
weapons use 20

Oho
adult correct c it population 102
arrest outcomes 60
capital punishment legislation 99
Cleveland

court disposition tare, 85
Cofumbus

juvenile offenders 41
community siipeneson ratio. 102
Dayton

court disposition time 85
deadly tote laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand Jury inchCfment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provs.ons 79
Jury size 86
Justice spending 117
Juvenile court age limit 79
Juvenile facilities population 103
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Oklahoma
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force lams 31
DWI laws 94
grand Jury indictment 72
and gent defense systems 75
Judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
Justice spending 117
Juvenile court age limit 79
Itnenile facilities Population 103
Per capita spending for ,ustice

122

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Oregon
adult correctional population 102
capita punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
elimination of bail bonding fo

profit 76
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial wa provisions 79
jury size 86
Justice spending 117
Juvenile court age limit 79

facilities population t03
Marion County

juven le offenders 44
per capita spending for justice

122
plea bargaining prohibitions 83
Portland

cases dismissed 73
conviction rate 84
court ()isms,' on time 85
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

Arson inmate hous,g space 108
sentencing gU,i,,hnes 91
speedy trial restrict is 85
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victim compensation
expenditures 36
programs 37

Jrganized crime 8
activities and characteristics
definition 2
President s Commission on

Organized Crime 8
RICO 8 93

Parole See also Mandatory release
(from prison)

costs per parolee 124
in criminal justice process 58
decline in use 105
tdoefletiorp)

pros 1n crowding 109
offcal records on parolees 40
garde authority s discretion 59
parolees by State 102
parole officers salaries 126
rearrest rates 45 111
trends 104

Pennsylvania
adult correctional population 102
arrest outcomes 60
captal punishment legislation 99
community supervisor) ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand fury indictment 72
guilty but mentally dl verdict 97
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
fury size 86
justCe spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
Per Capita spending for jut-tcs

122
Philadelphia

arrest/rearrest rate 45
conviction rate 84
guilty pea rate 83
jury trial rate 84
juvenile offenders 44

Pittsburgh
court disposition time 85

prison innvte housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Personal comes See also Assault
Larceny Rape Robbery
Violent crimes

costs 114
house

1.101d

crimes comparison 3
incidence 12
tosses 25
in NCS 3
victimization rate 29

Petty offenses 56
Plea bargaming Stale prohibitions

83
Pleas See Guilty pleas Not

conlendere Plea
bargaining

Police cars costs of 124 125
Police officers See also Law

enforcement
employment 63 64 65
exercise of discretion 50
history 63
reports received on crane, 12 34
response time 62
role 62
salaries 126

Poi ce protection See also Law
enforcement

costs per capita 116

density 64-65
government spending 115 116

0-21mstory1263

intergovernmental structure 59
investigation 56
Personnel and equipment 63
and private security 56
spending per capita 121

Postal Inspection Service 63
Preliminary hearings

crimnal justice process 56-57
to determine probable cause 72
felony processing 72

Presidents Commission on Drunk
Driving 7

Presidents Commission on
Organized Come 8

Presumptive sentencing 9t
Pretrial release See also Bail

Citation release
and community satty 77
options 57 76
rearrest rates 77
sequence of events 56

Prison commitment See also
Sentencing

release 100
sentence length 97
time served by offense 100

Prison population See eiSO Jail
population

adult inmates by State 102
characteristics 41
conviction records, 103
criminal history 103
drug and alcohol use 50-51
early release programs 109
educational aid family back

ground 48
employment and income levels

49
by ethnic origin 47
housing space 108 109
by race, 47
recidivism 111
by sex 46
trends 104-105
by type of offense 40

P -sons See also Correctional
facilities Jals

construction costs 124-125
crowding 108
definition 106
housing ...pace 108-109
operating costs 123
population density 109
private sector involvement 118

119

security levels 107
staffing 107
State prison charactenstos 107

Prison sentences See Prison
commitment Sentencing
specific offenses

Prison terms See Sentencing
specific offenses Time
served

Private security See also Privatiza
ton Security devices

Costs 114
rote in crime control 66

Privatization
adult corrections 118-119
ball 76 118
juvenile corrections 110 118
legal defense 74-75 118
private security 66 118
prosecution 71 118

Probation
adult probationers by State 102
as alternative to imprisonment 90
costs per probationer 124
in criminal justice process 58
offical records 40
probation officers salaes 126
trends

Population 104
sentencing 96

Professional offenders 44 See also
Offenders

Prolta v Florida 98
Property crimes See also Arson

Burglary Household
crimes Larceny Motor
vehicle theft

age at arrest 43
juvenile court referrals 78
juven le rearrest rates
male to female offender rat o 46
number of arrests 67
offender characteristics 41
offenders education level 48
as percentage of offenses 40
Prison terms 100
sentence length 97
viden crimes comparison 3 12

16

Prosecation See also Prmuciaors
of computer related ,rimes 10
in criminal lust process 56
dismissal .v e e.; o n 53 72 73
of felon, cases 71
infra- iation 56 72
q,ergovernmenta Vructure 59
plea bargaining 83

1.`3 6

private sector invc4vemem 118
right to counsel 74
State and local spending 116 121
of white collar crime 9

Prosecutors See also Prosecution
adjudcation process 57-59
charging function 71
exercise of discretion 59
guilty pleas, 83
role o'
salaries 71126

screening practices 72
Prostitution arrests 67
Public defender programs See

also Indigent defense
intergovernmental structure 59
overview of Systems 74
salaries 126
spending per capita 121
State and local spending 116

PobliC in,tohx,icleaitinotonxcaSeteedOrivIng

Drunkenness
Public fiorder offenses 3

juvenile court referrals 78
offenders education level 48
as percentage of offenses 40
prison terms 100

Race
arrest patterns, 47
and attack by armed offenders.

21

and economic impact of cnme 25
of homicide victims 28
and incarceration chance 47
of jail/prison population 47
and lifetime risk

of homicide. 28
of victimization 29

of offenders 41
of police officers 63
and recidivism rates 111
and victimization rates 26-27
victim offender relationship 33
and victims likelihood of awry 25

Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organization (RICO)
statutes

in fight against organized crime
8

forfeiture provisions 93
Rape

age at arrest 43
arrest rate by race 47
California juvenile offenders

Study 41
definition 2
male to female arrest rat o 46
number of arrests 67
percent cleared by arrest 68
percent of violent crimes 12
prison terms 100
raze 11
i-antence lenorn 97
severity of victim injury 25
vet mization rate 24
victimization risk 27 29
victim offender relationShip 32
weapons use 20

Reactions to Crime project 24
Rearrest rates

acres record and 45
Califon a study 45
and parolee characteristics 111
pretrial release 77
State prisoners 45
young parolees III

Recidivism See Rearrest rates
Repeat offenders

Rehablitation as sentencing
objective 90

Release from prison
to ease crowding 100
expiration of sent,:ooe 100
goodtime any 100
mandav y release 100
pauie 100
recidivism 111

Release on recognizance (ROR)
76

Repeat offenders See also
Offenders

cOaracfer,tics 41
community vs prison placement

and cost to society 124
RAND Corporation study 42
sentencing enhancements 91



Reporting crime See Crime reports
Resort areas

arrest rates in relation to crime
rates 69

high crime rates 18
Resiution

in criminal justice process 58
as sentencing objective 90
sentencing options 96
victim compensation programs

36-37
Retribution as sentencing objective

90
Rhode Island

adult correctional population 102
community supervision ratio, 102
conviction rate 84
deady force laws 3t
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
guilty plea rate 83
ind gent defense systems 75
judicial waiver Provisions 79
jury size. 86
jury trial rate 84
justice spending 117
;uvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial reeaSe Community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate fioustrtg space

108
Providence

court disposition time 85
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy that restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

RICO statutes See Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt
Organization statutes

Robbery
age at arrest 43
arrest rate by race 47
average loss 5
of banks 60
of busdesses, 12
declining rates 5
definition 2 5
drug/alcohol use during crime

51

imprisonment rate JS vs
other countries 103

juvenile offenders 44 95
location and time 5
losses to banks 114
male to female arrest ratio 46
number of arrests 67
as percentage of offenses 40
percent cleared by arrest 68
percent of cases tried 84
percent of violent crimes 12
prison terms 100
rate 12
rearrest rates
reporting rates 5
sentence lengn 97
severity of victim injury 25
trends 5
victimization risk 27 23
victim offender relationship 5 32
vctims per year 24
weapons use 5 20

Robe Is v Louisiana 98
Runaway wrests 67
Rural areas

came rates t8 -19
police protection 63
victimization risk 29

Sanctions See Sentencing specnc
offenses

Seasonality 17
Security devices

businesses 30
effect on rale of forcible ertr, 6
households 30
in private security 66

Security levels of prisons 107
Self protection from cr me 30-31
Self report surveys of offenders 40
Sentenong 90-101

alcohol related driving offenses
94

alternatives 96
in criminal justice process 58

death penalty 98-99
determinate 91 95
disparity 90
enhancements 91
felonies 97
forfeiture 93
goals and obiectives 90
guidelines 91-92
indeterminate 91 95
judicial discretion 90-91
juveniles 95
mandatory sentencing 91
matrix 92
multiple charge convictions 97
partially indeterminate 91
presumptive 91
and prison population 105
prison terms, 100
sentence length 97
sentence rollback 119
societal objectives 90 96
State systems 90-91
and time served 100

Severity of crime NSCS survey 16
Sex

of arrestees and offenders 41
and fear of crime 24
of homicide victims 28
of offenders

and arrest rates 46
by crime categories 46
and recidivism rates 111
and type 01 chip? 46

of police officers 63
of prison inmates 46
of State prison inmates 107
and victim offender relationship

32
of victims

and likelihood of injury 25
and reporting rates 34
and risk of victimization 28 29
and victimization rates 26-27
and weapon use 21

Sexual offenses See also Assault
Rape

age at arrest 43
definition 2
drug/alcohol use during crime 51
juvenile offenders 44
number of arrests 67
as percentage of offenses 40
prison terms IGO
prostitution 67
sentence length 97

Sheriffs 63 See also Police
protection

Shock probation See Probat on
Simple assault See Assault
Sixth Amendment rights

right to counsel 74
right to speedy trial 55

South Carolina
adult correctional poet. ation 102
cap tal punishment legslahon 99
community supervision rate 102
deadly force lair JI
DWI laws 94
grand ;ury indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict 87
indigent defense systems 75
judiciai waiver Provsions 79
jury sze 86
justice spending 117
juverhie court age limit 79
juvenile tactl.hes Population 103
Per capita spending for justice

122
Pretrial release cornmunit/ safety

prov6ons 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

South Dakota
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment leg station 99
community sucervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
Owl laws 94
grand jay indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill werd Ct 87
,ndigem defense systems 75
intliOdl waiver provisions 79
pry size 86
justice 'pending 117
juven le cot. age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103

Per capita spending for justice
122

pretrial release community safety
p-ovisons 77

prison inmate hous ing space t08
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

Southern US
adult correctional populat on 1C2
black State prisoners 47
crime rates 18
justice spending per capita 122
juvenile facilities population t03
prison inmate housng space 108

Speedy tr.af laws 85
Split sentences, 90 96
Spouse abuse

measurement problems 33
number of arrests 67
spouse on spouse crime 33

States See also individual States
adult correctional populations, 102
arrest outcomes 60
capital punishment legislation 99
commupty supervision ratio 102
courts

felonies, 82
growth of appeals 88
gutty pleas 83
limitation of bondsmens role 76
public defender programs 74
structure 81-82

deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 91
DM laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
jud dial waiver provisions 79
;ury size 86
justice

arrest outcomes 60
responsibility for criminal

justice 59
sentences 90-91

justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities popufat -in 103
mandatory sentencing laws 91
per capita spending for justice

122
police protection 65
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space t08
prisons

charactenstcs 41 107
housing space 108
inmate profiles, 103
juvenile lac:lilies population 101
recidivism 45
sentencing strateg es 90-91
staffing 107

sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
spending

for justice 115-117 t21 122
for police and corrections 120

',Vim compensation
expenditures 36
programs 37

Status offenders
held in ju.ertile facilities 110

juvenile court referrals 78
as percentage of committed

ludnifes 95
Stranger crimes

trends 32
weapons 20

Suburban areas
crime rates 19
household victimize! on risk 29

Su ode rate 24

Tax evasion 9 14
Tennessee

adult correctional Population 102
capital punishment tegc ahon 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
Owl laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
iudicial waver provisions 79
iury sze 86
lust ce Spending 117
tutiehite court age limit 79

ii uen le I ycitti es hWuiat on 103
ptetral release community safety

provisions 77

prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Texas
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
Dallas

conviction rate 84
guilty Pea rate 83
jury trial rate 84

deadly force laws 31
DWi laws, 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
Nadel waiver provisions 79
jury sze 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limn 79
juvenile facilities population 103
offenders crime rates 44 45
Per capita spending for justice

122
plea bargaining pronto.
pretrial relent= ,ommunity safety

provisions, 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing t ;denies 91
speedy trial restrictions, 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Theft See Embezzlement Fraud
offenses Larceny Motor
vehicle theft Robbery

Third party custody 76
Time served 100
Trade secret theft 9
Trreannscuffscectional crimes 4

aggravated assault 62
appeals 88
arrest rates

by age 42
by sex 46

bombings 21
burglary 6 13-14
cmkan eerntament in law

enforcement 63
correctional populations 104-105
crime reported to the police 14
death penalty and executions 98
DWI

alcohol related accrounts 7
severity of sanctions 94

homicide t5
incarceration rate 104
just ce spending

by cities for police 121
by function 120
by level of government 116
by State and local government

121

police emote)} sent 63
prison population ',Oa

by sex 46
reporting 34 62
robbery 5
seasonal crime rates 17
stranger vs nonstranger crime 32
victimization rates 13

Trials See also Courts Judicial
process Juvenile courts

Fury

compensation of jurors 86
percentage of cases 84
right 'o 58
selection of jurors 86

nonjury 58
speedy trial restrictions 85
State courts 82

UCR See Uniform Crime Reports
Uniform Crime Repors tUCR) See

also Arrests Cleatarce
rates

National Crime Survey
compareu 11

offenses per cap to 13

as source 11 13

trends 14
UCR Index crime, 11 Son a,sn

Arson Assault Burglary
lrric de Larceny Motor

,encle Inert Rape
Robbery

offenses and arrest rates by
country 68-69

reported in 1985 12
Unlawful entry See also Burglary

definition 6
seasonal trends 17

Urban areas
arrest rates vs crime rates 69
rime rates 18-19

household victimization risk 29
US Courts of Appeal 82
US District Courts 82
US Marshals Service, 125

S Supreme Court 82
Utah

adult correctional population t02
arrest outcomes 60
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
guilty but mentally ill verdict, 87
indigent defense systems 75
insanity defense abolishment, 87
judicial waiver provisons. 79
jury sze 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
.ventle facilities populaticn, 103

per capita spending for justice.
122

pretrial release community safety
provisions 77

prison Inmate housing space
108

Salt Lake City
cases rejected and dismissed

73
conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
jury trial rate 84
prosecution of felony cases 71

sentencing guidelines, 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

programs 37
victim compensation c "grams 37

Vagrancy arrests 67
Vandalism

arrests 67
definition 3

VCAP See Violent Criminal
Apprehension Program

Vermont
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervison ratio, 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison rinicte housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85

Victim compensation
costs 123
and restitution 96
by States 36 37
Victims Bill of Rights laws 37

Victimization
by armed offenders 20 21
and fear of crime 24
of households ",
injuries 21 25
lifetime risk 29
of persons 12 13
rates trends 13
rates per capita 19 26-27
riSK of 24 26-29
by strangers 32
victim traits 41

Vctmzation Risk Survey 24 30
chmizahon surveys See aso

Nattonai Crime Survey
fear of crime 24
racial patterns in arrests 47
security measures taken 30
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Victims 23-38 See also Victim
compensation Victimization

characteristics 26-28
compensation of 36 37
economic impact on 25
intones 25
notification 82
participation in prosecution 82
relationship to offender 16 32
self protection measures 30-31

Violent crimes See also Assault
Homicide Rape Ruhbery

clearance rates 69
decline in rate 14
by 'amity members 33
jovenite rearrest rates 111
location 19

male to female arrest ratio 46
offender characteristics 41
offenderS educational level 48
by offenders in prison 103
as percentage of offenses 40
Place of occurrence 19
pnson terms 100
property crimes comparison 3

12 16
protection acainsl 30-31
rearrest 'ass 45
reportins rates 34 35
sentence length 97
seventy rankings 16
by strangers 12 19 33
victimizaiion rates 13 26-27
victimization risk 24 29
=tn offender relationship 32-33
weapons use 20

Violent Criminal Apprehension
Program (VCAP) 4

Virginia
adult correctional population 102
arrest outcomes 60
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadry force lass, 31
DWI laws. 94
grand jury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury sae 86
justice spending 117
juvenile court age 1J17111 79
juvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Virgin Islands
arrest outcomes 60
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Washington DC See District of
Columba

Washington State
adult correctional population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
determinate sentencing 91
Owl laws 94
grand fury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice spending 117
lui,ienile court age lima 79
luverfile facilities population 103
pretrial release community safety

provisions 77
prison inmate housing ;pace 108
Seattle

conviction rate 84
guilty plea rate 83
tiny teal rate 84

sentencing gudelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Weapons offenses
age at arrest 43
injuries and 21
juvenite offenders 44
number of arrests 67
sentence length 97

Weapons use 20-21
in robberies 5 20

Western US
adult correctional popviation 102
back State prisoners 41
crime rates, 18
lustice spending per capita 122
juvenile facilities population 103
prison inmate housing space 108

West Virginia
adult correctional population 102
community supervision ratio 102
deadly force laws 31
DWI laws 94
grand fury indictment 72
indigent defense systems 75
judicial waiver provisions 79
jury size 86
justice Spending 117
juvenile court age limit 79
juvenile facilities population 103
per capita spending for justice

122
prison inmate housing space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restrictions 85
victim compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

White Collar crime
definitions 9
prosecution and convict cn raves

9
severity rankings 16

Whites See Race
Wire tap cost of 123
Wire transfer fraud 10
Wisconsin

adult correctional population 102
commuriity supexviaon ratio 102
deadly force tans 31
D`Nl laws 94
elimination of ha I bond ng for

profit 76
grand jury ino ctm en, 72
indigent defense aysfems 75
ludcial waver provisions '9
fury size 96
justice spend r g 117
juvenile court age iimil 79
juverile facilitie, population 103
Per Capita wend ng for just ice

122
pretrial release comn units sat- ty

t,iovisions 77
Prison inmate housing space 101
Racine

lueenle 0,ferldfrS 44
sentencing puldefines 91
spee: Ina! restrictions 85
vict m compensation

expenditures 36
programs 37

Witnesses
as cause for dismissal or

refection of cases 73
protection programs 8 123 125
trends in services and core

sation 36 82
Women See Sex
Woodson v North Carolina 98
Writ of cern°. jr 58
Wyoming

adult correc' oval population 102
capital punishment legislation 99
commulity supervision ratio 102
deadly force 1.3+,6 31
DWI as
grand fury indictment 72

indigent defense systems 75
judicial waver provisions 79
!iffy size 86
justice spend ng P7
;oven le court age I mit 79
per cap to spending for just ice

122
orison inmate hous ng space 108
sentencing guidelines 91
speedy trial restr cf oils 85
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Bureau of Justice Statistics
reports
(revised February 1988)

Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
301-251-5500) to order BJS reports.
to be added to one of the BJS mailing
lists, or to speak to a reference
specialist in statistics at the Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service.
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850
Single copies of reports are free, use
NCJ number to order Postage and
handling are charged for bulk orders
of single reports For single copies of
multiple titles, up to 10 titles are free.
11-40 titles $10, more than 40, $20.
libraries call for special rates

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets
and other criminal justice data are
available from the Criminal Justice
Archive and Information Network. P.O
Box 1248, Ann Arbor. MI 48106
(313-763.5010)

National Crime Survey
Cnininal victimization in the U.S.

1985 (final report) NCJ-104273. 5/87
1984 (final report), NCJ-100435 5/86
1983 (final report) NCJ-96459 10/85

BJS special reports
Elderly victims, NCJ-107676 11/87
Violent crime trends. NCI-107217.

11/87
Robbery victims, NCJ-104638 4/87
Violent crime by strangers and

r.onstrangers, NCJ-103702. 1/67
Preventing domestic violence against

women. NCJ-102037.8/86
Crime prevention measures.

NCJ 100438 3/86
The o'se of weapons in committing

wires, NCJ-99643 1/86
Repc.ting crimes to the police. NCJ

99432.12/85
Locating city, suburban, ant: ruts!

crime, NCJ-99535 12/85
The risk of violent crime, NCJ-971 19

5/,
The economic cost of crime to victims.

NCJ-93450. 4/84
Farmly violence, NCJ-934.9 4/84

BJS bulletins
Crut.inai victionizaticn 1986, NCJ-

1065'9 1187
Households toucned by crime, 1986.

NCJ-105283 6/87
The crime of rape. NCJ 96777 3/85
Household burglary, NCJ 96021 1/85
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ 80829

4/82
Crime and the elderly, NCJ-79614 1/82
Measuring crime, I'.CJ-75710 2/81

Series crrftws: Report of a field test IBJS
techni _port). NCJ-104615 4/87

Crime an older Americans information
package, NCJ-104569. 511 5/87

Lifetime likelihood of victimization. (BJS
technical report). NCJ-104274 3/87

Teenage victims, NCJ-103138, 12/86
Response to screening ciLast;ons in the

National Crime Survey (BY. --rhnical
report), NCJ-97624. 7;8'

Victimization and fear o' World
pIrSpectives. NCJ-9-

The National Crime Su Working
papers, vol I Curren historical
perspectives. NCJ-7 e/82
vol 11 Methodologic,.' lies,
NCJ-90307. 12/84

Issues in the measurement of vic-
timization, NCJ 74662. 10/81

The cost of negligence: Losses from
preventable household br.rglanes
NCJ53527. 12/79

Rape victimization in 28 American cities.
NCJ55878 8/79

Criminal v-..timitation in urban schools,
NCJ56396. 8/79

An introduction to the National Crime
Survey, NCJ43732, 4/78

ocal victim surveys. A review of the
issues, I-XJ39973. 8/77

Corrections
BJS bullelics and special reports

Capital punishment 1986. NCJ-106483.
9/87

Prisoners in 1986, NCJ-104864, 5/87
Imprisonment in for countries. NCJ-

103967 2/87
Population density in State prisons.

NCJ-103204, 12/86
State and Federal prisoners, 1925.85,

102494 11,86
Prison admisssion and releases, 1983,

NCJ-100582. 3/86
Examining recidivism, NCJ-96501. 2/ts5
Returning to prison, NCJ 95700, 11/84
Time served in prison, NCJ-93924 6/84

Correctional populations in the U.S.
1985, NCJ-103957, 1/88

1984 census of State adult correctional
NCJ105585. 7/87

Historical corrections statistics in the
U.S., 1850-1984, NCJ - 102529.4/87

Prisoners in State and Federal insititor
hens on Dec. 31, 1984. NCJ-103768

Capital3/8p7unishment 1984 ifinal), NCJ-
99562. 5/86

1979 survey of inmates of State correctional
facilities and 1979 census of State
correct,onal facilities

8JS rwecial reports
The prevalence of imprisonment,

NCJ-93657 7/85
Career patterns in crime, NCJ 6u672

6/83

BJS bulletins
Prisoners and drugs, NCJ 87575

183
Prisoners and alcohol, NCJ-86223

1/53
Prisons and prisoners, NCJ 8069

2/82
Veterans in prison, NCJ-79232 11/81

Census of jails and survey of lad inmates
Jail inmates. 1g86, NCJ-107123 10/87
Jail inmates 1985, NCI-105586 7/87
The 1983 jai: census BJS bulletin)

NCJ-95536. 11/84
Census of jails, 1978. Data for

individual jails, vols I IV Northeast
North Central South West NCJ-
72279 72282.1 2/81

Profile of jail inmates, 1978,
NCJ-65412 2/81

Parole and probation
BJS bulletins

Probation arn, parole 1986, NCJ-
108012 12/87

Probation and parole 1985. NCJ
103683.1/87

Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218 8/83

BJS special worts
Time served in prison and on parole.

NCJ-108544 1,88
Recidivism of young parolees, NCJ

104916,5/87

Parole in the U.S., 1980 and 1981,
NCJ-87387 3/86

Characteristics of persons entering
parole during 1978 and 1979, NCJ-
87243. 5/83

haracteristics of the parole population,
1978. NCJ66479 4/81

Children in custody:
putx1,...vernle facilities, 1985

(bulletin). NCJ-102457. 10/86
1982-83 census of juvenile detention

and correctic nal facilities. NCJ-
101686 9/86

Expenditure and employment
BJS bulletins

Justice expenditure and employment'
1985, NCJ-104460, 3/87
1983, NCJ-101776 7/86
1982, NCJ 98327. 8/85

Justice ewe, Aura and employment in
the U.S
1980 ,id 1981 extracts, NCJ 96007

6/85
1971-79. NCJ 92596 11/84

Courts
BJS

State felony courts and felony laws.
NCJ-106273 8/87

The growth of appeals: 1973.83 trends.
NCJ 96381 2/85

Case filings in State courts 1983,
NCJ 95111, 10/84

BJS special reports
Felony case-processing t'me, NCJ

101985.C/86
Felony sentencing in 18 local jurisdic-

tions, NCJ-97681, 6/85
The prevalence of guilty pleas, NCJ-

96018. 12184
Sentencing practices in 13 States,

NCJ-95399. 10/84
Criminal defense systems A national

survey, NCJ-94630, 8/84
Habeas corpus, NCJ-92948 3/84
State court caselc,..d statistics, 1977

and 1981, NCJ 87587, 2/83

Sentencing outcomes in 28 felony
courts. NCJ-105743.8/87

National criminal defense systems study,
NCJ-94702. 10/86

The prosecution of felony arrests
1982, NCJ-106990. 1/88
1981, NCJ 101380,9/86 5760
1980, NCJ-97684 10/85
1979, NCJ-86482 5/84

Felony laws in 50 States and the District
of Columbia. 1986, NCJ-105066
12/87. 5,470

State court model statistical dictionary.
Supplement, NCJ 98326 9/85
1st edition, NCJ-62320 9/80

State court organization 1980. NCJ
76711 7/82

Computer crime:
BJS special reports

Electronic fuad transfer fraud. NCJ-
96666 3/85

Electronic fund transfer and crime.
NCJ 92650. 2/81

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud.
NCJ-100461 4/86

Computer security techniques, NCJ-
84049 9/82

Electronic fund transfer systems and
crime, NCJ-63736 9/82

Expert witness manual, NCJ 77927 9/81
511 50

Criminal justice resource inar...a1.
NCJ 61550. 12/79

Privacy and seLurity
Privacy and secunty of cr.minal history
information: Compendium of State
legislation: 1984 overview, NCJ -

98077,9/85

Criminal justice information policy'
Automa.ed fingerpnnt identification

systems' Technology and policy
issues, NCJ-104342 4/87

Criminal justice "hot" files,
NCJ-101850. 12/86

Data quality policies and procedures:
Proceedings of a BJS/SEARCH
conference, NCJ-101849. 12/86

Crime control Pad cnr aural records
I1BJ0/Sspecial report) NCJ-99176.
10/85

State cnminal records repositones
IBJS technical report) NCJ-99017,

Data quality of cnminal history records,
NCJ98079. 10/85

Intelligence and investigative records,
NCJ-95787. 4/85

Victim/witness legislation- An over
view, NCJ-94365 12/84

Information xiicy and cnme control
strategieti(SEARCH/f3JS conference)
NCJ-9392S 10/84

Research a:cess to criminal justice
data. NC.,-84154. 2,83

Privacy and juvenile justice records,
NCJ 84152 1/83

14j

Federal justice statistics
The Federal civil justice system (BJS

bulletin), NCJ-104769, 7/87
Employer perceptions of workplace

cnme, NCJ-101851, 7/87

Federal offenses and offenders
BJS special repORS.

White-collar cnme, NCJ 106876, 9/87
Pretrial release and misconduct, NCJ-

96132. 1/85

BJS bulletins
Bank robbery, NCJ-94463, 8/84
I deral drug law vioiators, NCJ-

92692. 2/84
Federal justice statistics, NCJ-

80814. 3/82

General
BJS bulletins and special reports

8JS telephone contacts '87, NCJ-
102909. 12/86

Tracking offenders: White-collar crime,
NCJ-102867. 11/86

Police employment and expenditure,
NCJ-100117 2/86

Tracking offenders: The child victim,
NCJ-95765. 12/84

Tracking offenders, NCJ-91572. 11/83
Victim and witness assistance: New

State laws and the system's
response. NCJ-87934 5/83

PJS data report, 1986, NCJ-106b79.
10/87

Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics,
1986, NCJ-105287. 9/87

BJS annual report, fiscal 1986, NCJ-
103985 4/87

1986 directory of automated criminal
justice information sytems, NCJ-
102260. 1/87. 520

Publications of BJS, 1971.84: A topical
bibliography, TB030012, 10/86 -51750

BJS publications: Selected library in
microfiche, 1971.84, PR030012

10/86, 5203 domestic
National survey of crime seenty, NCJ-

96017 10/85
Criminal victimization of District of

Columbia residents and Capitol Hill
employees, 1982.83, NCJ-97982
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85

DC household victimization survey data
base:
Study implementation,
NCJ-9d595. S7 60
Documentation, NCJ-98596 5640
User manual, NCJ-98597, 5820

How to gain access to BJS data
1brochure) BC-000022 9/84

Report to the nation on con e and justice:
The data, NC.187068. 10/83

mamtairs the following
mailing list:,

Drugs and crime data (new)
White-collar crime (new)
Natiowl Crime Survey (annual)
Correct...ins (annual)
Juvenile ;orreciions (annual)
Courts (a ,nual)
Privacy and security of criminal
history information and
information policy
Federal statistics (annual)
BJS bulletins and special reports
(approximately twice a month)
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)

To be added to these lists. write to
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/
NCJRS

6000,B 00, Rockville, MD 20850.

See order form
on last page
for new Report to the
Nation on Crime arid
Justice slides



To be added to any BJS
mailing list, please copy
or cut out this page, fill
in, fold, stamn, and mail
to the Justice Statistics
Clearinghouse/NCJRS.

You will receive an annual
renewal c:,rd. If you do not
return it, we must drop you
from the mails 'g list.

To order copies of recent
BJS reports, check here 0
and circle items you want
to receive on other side
of this sheet.

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Street or box:

City, State, Zip:

Daytime phone number:

Criminal justice interest:

Put your organizat;;in
and title f .re if you

used home address above:

Please put me on the mailing list for

Justice expenditure and employ-
ment reportsannual spending
and staffing by Federal /State/
local governments and by func-
tion (police, courts, etc)
White-collar crimedata on the
processing of Federal white-
collar crime cases
Privacy and security of criminal
history information and informa
tion policynew legislation,
maintaining and releasing
intelligence and investigative
records; data quality issues
Federal statisticsdata
describing Federal case proces-
sing, from investigation through
prosecution, adjudication, and
corrections

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics
Washington, D.0 20531

Juvenile corrections reports
juveniles in custody in public and
private detention and correction-
al facilities
Drugs ano crime datasentencing
and time served by drug offend-
ers, drug use at time of crime by
jail inmates and State prisoners,
and other quality data on druas,
;:r.rne, and law enforcement
BJS bulletins and special reports
timely reports of the most
current justice data
Courts reportsSthte court
caseload surveys, model annual
State reaorts, State court
organization surveys

FOLD SEAL WITH TAPE AND STAMP

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse /NCJRS
U.S. Department of Justice
User Services Department 2
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20850

1.c

Corrections reportsresults of
sample surveys and censuses of
jails, prisons, parole, probation,
and other corrections data
National Crime Survey reports
the only regular national survey
of crime victims

O Sourccbook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)broad-based
data from 150 + sources (400 +
tables, 100 + figures, index)
Send me a form to sign up for NW
Reports kissued free 6 times a
year), which abstracts both
private and government criminal
justice publications and lists
co7.ferences and training sessions
in the field.

Place
1st-class
stamp
here



For librarians
and researchers...
...BJS Selected Library in Mierofiche and
Topical Bibliography from the National

rit Criminal Justice Reference Service

SLAM

Libraries, research organizations, and universities now have access to the
full text of 284 documents prepared by the Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS), U.S. Department of Justice. The Bureau of Justice Statistics
SLiMproduced in l', '5 by the Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS
provides text of the entire set of documents published between 1971 and
1984 from the various BJS data series, including:

National Crime Survey
National Prisoner Statistics
Justice Expenditure and Employn,^nt Survey
Computer Crime Series
BJS Bulletins and Special Reports
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics.

A free Topical Bibliography accompanies your order.

Each copy of the SUM is shipped with a cc:)y of the Topical Bibliography
Publicatimrs of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1971-84, which puts at
your fingertips more than 200 reference sources and ideas on criminal
justice statistics issues and programs. The Topical Bibliography also serves
as an index to the SUM and contains an informative abstract of each
document, as well as subject and title indexes to provide easy reference.

Order form
Yes! Please send me the b'fi ec ll of

fidIe Statidies SIAM and a free
Topical Bibliograph;. for $203.00 S
and Canada ($2 other foreign
countries).

I don't 1.1.1sh to older the SIAM. but 1
ote I like the Topical Iiihhogralih.. check for enlo,ed.

Pub/tuitions of the Bit wall of JuNtici
St /Mies. 1.9'71-198; (291 Ihige for $17 701 E Charge tn VISA MaterCad
($18.50 ('anada. $22 50 other foreign
countries). Card no E \IL date

Name

'rule

Agenc

Addre,,

Telephone )

Id also like information about other } nattue
IAN1 packages.

Return o.ith >our payment to Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse/NCIRS. Dept.
F-A(.13. Box 6000. Rocks ilk. MI) 208511.

E Charge in> NCRS Deposit Account no

] Gm eminent Purchase Order no
(please add a $2.00 processing fee)



FOLD. SEAL WITH TAPE (DO NOT USE STAPLE), AND MAIL

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS
Department F-ACH
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20850

Place
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A Complete Picture of Crime
in the United States

Report to the Nation on Crime
ard Justice on Slides!
Now you can take data from Report to the Nation
on the road. The Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) has converted the book's charts, maps,
and graphs to slides. The slides are designed
for showing at public and community forums,
conferences, and in classrooms and training
academies.

More than 125 slides present a statistical portrait
of crime and justice in the United States. Each
slide is coded for ready reference to the full text

YES! Semi me the slide presentation of the
Report to the Nation cn Crime and Justicea
comprehensive overview of crime and the
criminal justice system.

My User Identification Number is
(you will find your number on the mailing label
affixed to your copy of the Report).

Method of Payment

Payment of $30 enclosed check money order

(Make payable to NCJRS)

Please bill my:

NCJRS Deposit Account

E VISA MasterCard

Exp. date

Signature

Government Purchase Order

(Add $1.95 for processing)

Ship to:

Name.

Organization.

Address:

City, State, ZIP:

Telephone: ( )

of the second and most current edition of the
Report, so a f.III presentation can be easily
created.

Slide topics highlight criminal justice issues of
the 1980sHow much crime is there? Who
does it strike? When' Where? Who is the typical
offender? What happens to convicted crimi-
nals? What are the costs of justice? Who pays?

The slides span the gap between researchers
and the people who need answers about crime.

ORDER TODAY! Just fill in and return this ad
with payment to: Justice Statistics Clearing-
house, Department FAHJ, Box 6000,
Rockville, MD 20850.
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A Complete Picture of Crime
in the United States

Report to the Nation
on Crime and
Justice on Slides!

Turn the page for information about how to order
this comprehensive slide presentation.

STAMP

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse
Department FAHJ
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20850
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Bureau of Justice Statistic
reports
(revised February 1988)

Call tollfree 800-732-3277 (local
301.251-5500) to order BJS reports
to be added !3 one of the BJS mailing
lists, or to speak to a reference
specialist in statistics at the Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse. National
Criminal Justice Reference Service
Box 6000. Rockville, MD 20850
Single copies of reports are free use
NCJ number to order Postage and
handling are charged for bulk orders
of single reports For single copies of
multiple titles. up to 10 titles are tree
11-40 titles Si 0 more than 40 S20
libraries call for special rates

Public-use tapes of RJS data sets
and other criminal Justice data are
available from the Criminal Justice
Archive and Information Network P 0
Box 1248. Ann Arbor, MI 48106
(313 763.5010)

National Crime Survey
Criminal victimization in die U.S

1985 (final report, NCJ 104273 5,8/
1984 (final report) NCJ 100435 5;86
1983 (final repOrti NCJ 96459 10 85

BJS special reports
Elderly victims. NCJ 107676 11 87
Violent crime trends. NCJ 107217

11/87
Robbery victims. NCJ 104638 4 87
Violent crime by strangers and

nonstrangers. NCJ 1 03702 1 8i
Preventing domestic violence against

women, NCJ-102037 8'86
Crime prevention measures,

NCJ-100438 3'86
The use el weapons in committing

e. Times. NCJ 99643 1,86
Reporting crimes to the police, NCJ

99432 12/85
Locating city, uuburban, and rural

crime, NCJ 99535 12 85
The risk of violent crime. NCJ 9 71 19

5 85
The economic cost of crime to victims.

NCJ 93450 4,84
Family violence. NCJ 93449 4 84

BJS bulletins
Criminal victimization 1986, NCJ

106989 10/81
Households touched by crime. 1986.

NCJ 105289 6187
The crime of rape. NCJ 96777 3/85
Household burglary. NCJ 96021 1 85
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ 80829

4/82
Crtme and the elderly. NCJ 79614 1,82
Measuring crime. NCJ 75710 2/81

Series crimes' Report of a field test BJS
technical report). NCJ-104615 4/87

Crime and c)Jer Americans information
Package, NCJ-104569 510 5/87

Lifetime likelihood of victimization. iB,'S
technics' i eportl. NCJ 104274 3/87

Teenage victims, NCJ 103138 12/86
Response to screening questions in the

National Crime Survey (BJS technical
report). NCJ 97624 7/85

Victimization and fear of clime World
perspectives. NCJ 93872 1785

The National Crime Survey. Working
papers, vol I Current and historical
perSpectiveS, NCJ 75374 8/82
vol 8 Methodological Studies,
NCJ-90307, 12/84

Issues in the measurement of vic-
timization. NC-,74682, 10/81

The cost of neOlgence: Losses from
preventable household burglaries,
NCJ 53527, 12/79

Rape victimization in 26 American cities,
NCJ 55878.8/79

Criminal victimization in urban schools.
NCJ56396. 8/79

An introouction to the National Crime
Survey. NCJ-43732, 4/78

Local victim surveys: A review of the
issues, NCJ 39973, 8/77

Corrections
BJS bulletins and spec kit reports

Capital punisnment 1986. NCJ 10648 i
9'81

Prisoners in 1986. NCJ 104864 5 87
Imprisonment in four countries., NCJ

10,3967 218,
Population density in State pri....ms.

NCJ 103204 12,86
State and Federal prisoners 1925.85

102494 11;86
Prison admisssion and releases. 1983.

NCJ 100582 3'86
Examining recidivism. NCJ 96501 2 85
Returning to prison. NCJ 95700 11 84
Time served in prison. NCJ 93924 b 84

Correctional populations in the U S
1985. NCJ 103957 1/88

1984 census of State adult correctional
facilities. NCJ 105585 7/87

Historical corrections statistics on the
U S 1850-1984. NCJ 102529 ;87

Prisoners in State and Federal insititu-
bons on Dec 31. 1984. NCJ 10,3768

3,87
Capital punishment 1984 ilinall NUJ

99562 5,86

1979 survey of p ,mates Of State correctional
facaitieS and 1919 census of State
correctional faCilities

BJS special reports
The prevalence of imprisonment.

NCJ 93657 7,85
Career patterns in crime. NCJ 886, 2

683

BJS oimeons
Prisoners and drugs. NCJ 87575

3,83
Prisoners and alcohol. NCJ 86223

1,83
Prisons and prisoners. NCJ 80697

2 82
Veterans in prison. NCJ 7923,' 11 dl

tit ii5US Of /311S and Survey Of RPI inmates
Jail inmates, 1986. NCJ 107123 10'87
Jail inmates 1985. NCJ 105586 '81
The 1983 jail census BJS bulletiol

NW 95536 11/84
Census of jails. 1978 Data for

individual mils vols I IV Northeast
North Central South West NCJ
12219 72282 12181

Prcb.:e of jail inmates. 1978.
NCJ 65412 2,81

Parole and probation
BJS bulletins

Probation and parole 1986. NCJ
108012 12/87

Probation and parole 1985. NCJ
103683 1 87

Setting prison terms. NCJ 16218 8/83

BJS special reports
Time served in prison and on parole.

NCJ 108544 1/88
Recidivisin of young oarolees. NCJ

104916 5/87

Parole in the U S 1980 and 1981,
NCJ 8/387 3/86

Characteristics of person= entering
parole during 1978 and 1979. NCJ
87243 5/83

Characteristics of the parole population.
1978. NCJ 66479, 4/81

Children ir, custody:
Public juvenile facilities, 1985

(bulletin) NCJ 102457, 10/86
1982.83 census of juvenile detention

and Correctional facilities. NCJ
101686 9/86

Expenditure and employment
BJS bulletins

Justice expenditure and employment
1985, NCJ 104460 3/87
1983, NCJ 101776 1/86
1982. NCJ 98327 8/85

Justice expenditure and employment in
the U.S.
1980 and 1981 extracts, NCJ 96007

6/85
1971.79. NCJ 92596.11784

Courts
BJS bulletins

State felony courts and felony laws.
NCJ 1)6273 8,87

The growth of appeals 1973.83 trends.
NCJ 96381 2,85

Case filings in State courts 1983.
NCJ 95111 10,84

BJS special reports
Felony cascprocessing time. NW

101985 8/8b
Felony sentencing in 18 local jurisclic

Lions. NCJ 07681 6,85
The prevalence of guilty pleas. NCJ

96018 12/84
Sentencing practices in 13 States.

NCJ 95399 10/84
Criminal defense systems A national

survey. NCJ-94b30 8'84
Habeas corpus. NCJ 92948 3,84
State court caseload statistics. 1977

and 1981 NCJ 87587 2/83

Sentencing outcomes in 28 felony
courts. NCJ 105743 8,87

National criminal defense systems study,
NCJ 94702 10/86

The prosecution of felony arrests
1982. NCJ 106990 1,88
1981, NCJ 101380, 9/86 5760
1980. NCJ 97684 10/85
1979. NCJ 86482 5/84

Felony laws in 50 States and the District
of Columbia. 1986. NCJ 105066
12/87 514 70

State court model statistical dictionary.
Supplement. NCJ 98326 9;85
1st edition. NCJ 62320 9,80

State court organization 980. NCJ
7671, 7/82

Computer crime:
BJS special reports

Electronic fund transfer fraud. NCJ
96666 3;85

Electronic fund transfer and crime.
NCJ 92b50 2/84

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud,
NCJ 100461 4/86

Computer security techniques. NCJ
84049 9/82

Electronic fund transfer systems and
crime. NCJ 8373b 9/82

Expert
50

ert 5witness manual, NCJ '7927 9 81
$11

Criminal justice resource manual.
NCJ 61550 12/79

Privacy and security
Privacy and security of criminal history
information: Compendium of State
legislation 1984 overview. NCJ

98071 9/85

Criminal justice information
Automated fingerprint identification

systems. Technology and policy
issues. NCJ 104342 4/87

Criminal j ;Zice"hor files,
NCJ101850. 12/86

Data quality policies and procedures
Proceedings of a BJS/SEARCH
conference. NCJ-101849. 12/86

Crime control and criminal records
BJS special report) NCJ-991 76
10/85

State criminal records repositories
(IBJ0285technical report) NCJ 9901 7

Data quality of criminal history records.
NCJ 98079 10/85

Inelligence and investigative records,
NCJ 95787 4/85

Victim/witness legislation An over
NCJ94365 12/84

Intormatic ---,ray and crime control
strategic 3EARCH/BJS Conference)
NCJ 93926.10/84

Research access to criminal justice
data, NCJ 84154 2/83

Privacy and juvenile justice rem s.
NCJ 84152 1/83

1 4 7

Federal justice statistics
The Federal civil justice systemi8JS

bulletin) NCJ 104769 7,87
Employer perceptions of workplace

crime, NCJ 101851 7,87

Federal offenses and offenders
BJS special reports

White-collar crime. NCJ 106876 9/87
Pretrial release and misconduct. NCJ

96132 1;85

BJS bulletins
Bank robbery. NCJ 94463 8/84
Federal drug law violaors, NCJ

92692 2/84
Federal justice statistics, NCJ

80814 3/82

General
BJS bulletins and special reports

BJS telephone contacts '87. NCJ
102909 12/86

Tracking offenders. White-collar crime.
NCJ 102867 11/86

Police employment and expenditure.
NCJ 10011/ 2/86

Tracking offenders The child victim,
NCJ 95785 12/84

Track:" offenders. NCJ 91572 11/83
Victim and witness assistance. New

State laws and the system's
response. NCJ 87934 5/83

BJS data report. 1986. NCJ 106679
10/87

Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics.
1986. NCJ 105287 9/87

BJS annual report, fiscal 1986. NC,J
103985 4/87

1986 directory of automated criminal
justice information sytems. NCJ
102260 1/87 520

Publications of BJS. 1971.84 A topical
bibliography. 13030012 10/86 517 50

BJS publications. Selected library in
microfiche, 1971.84. PR030012

10/86 5203 domestic
National survey of crime severity, NCJ-

96017 10/85
Criminal victimization of District of

Columbia residents and Capitol Hill
employees. 1982.83. NCJ 97982
Summary. NCJ 98567 9/85

DC household victimization survey data
base'
Study implementation.
NCJ-98595 57 60
Documentation. NC ) 98596 56 40
User manual, NCJ9.597 58 20

How to gain access to 6 'S data
(brochure) 8C 003022 9/84

Report to the nation on crime and justice.
The data, NCJ 87068 10/83

BJS maintains the following
mailing lists:

Drugs and crime data (new)
White-collar crime (new)
National Crime Survey (annual)
Corrections (annual)
Juvenile corrections (annual)
Courts (annual)
Privacy and security of criminal
history information and
information policy
Federal statistics (annual)
BJS bulletins and special reports
(approximately twice a month)
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)

To be added to these lists, write to
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/
NCJRS
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850.

See order form
on last page
for new Report to the
Nation on Crime and
Justice slides



Department of awake

FOR INNEDIATE RELEASE
BJSTHURSDAY, JUNE 9, 1988

202-724-7782

The chance of being a violent crime victim, with or without
injury, is greater than being hurt in a traffic accident,
Attorney General Edwin Meese III noted today. An estimated 95
percent of state prison inmates are either convicted violent
offenders or have a history of prior sentences to probation,
jail or prison. And state governments spent 3 percent of their
budgets during 1985 on corrections, compared to 33 percent for
education, 10 percent for transportation and 4 percent for
interest on their government debt.

Thzse and numerous other statistics are a part of the
comprehensive new Bureau of Justice Statistics "Repor: to the
Nation on Crime and Justice, Second Edition."

"I am pleased today to announce the release of this new
publication," the Attorney General said. "Crime is an enormous
problem in this country. It affects every citizen in some manner
or another. Almost every one of us will be the victim of a theft
at some time in our lives. And the Bureau, which is the
principal statistical agency in the Department of Justice within
the Office of Justice Programs, estimates that if crime continues
at current levels five-sixths of today's 12-year-olds will be the
victim of an attempted or completed crime of violence."

(MORE)

143



3 -

What are we doing about it? How much does V- criminal justice

system cost?

The fully-indexed publication has 134 easy-to-read pages of

text, tables, graphics and maps that bring up to date the

Bureau's award-winning first edition published in 1983.

In addition to subjects described in the first edition, the

new report has material on high tecnnology crime, organized

crime, drunk driving, laws that govern the civilian uss of deadly

force, forfeiture, sent "ncing practices and outcomes, prison

crowding, the privatization of criminal justice functions and

other topics.

Among the facts the report includes are the following:

Homicide is the second most frequent cause of deathamong men and women who are between 15 and 34 years old (theleading cause is accidents).

-- About 1 in 10 murders begins as a robbery.

- - At current crime rates 1 in 30 black males will be amurder victim--compared to one in 179 white males.

- - In all 50 states civilians may use deadly force if theyreasonably believe their life is in danger.

- - Most calls for police services are not to enforce thelaw.

- - Twenty-eight percent of all arrests are related todrinking, and an additional 7 percent are for drug abuseviolations.

- - In 42 states jail time (usually one or two days) is
mandatory for first or second drunk-driving convictions.

-- Those states that authorize the death penalty do so mostfrequently for murders committed during anotaer crime, mL7dersof police officers or murders for hire.

-- More than 1.5 percent of the U.S. adult population isunder some form of correctional sanction, such as in jail or
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Chapter I

The criminal event

Pages 2-3

What is crime?

Crimes are defined oy law

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed for interstate and
national data collection and exchange,
2nd edition, NCJ-76939, 1981, p. 61.

?That are the characteristics of some
seriouo crimes?

Definitions:

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed for interstate
and national data collection and
exchange, 2nd edition, NCJ-76939,
1981.

pacts:

Homicide

FBI Crime in the United States
1985, pp. 7-1/.

Rape

Place of occurrence:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, NCJ-104273,
May 1987, table 52.

Time of occurrence:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 49.

Age:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
Unite States, 1985, unpublished
workihu table 4.

Age 12-15
Age 16-19
Age 20-24

Total

Total
age 12-24

7,030
33,510
39,320

57.6%

79,860

79,860..

Total
rapes

138,490

Robbery

Number of offenders:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 58.

Two offenders
Three
Four or more

22.7
9.9

11.0
43.6%

Weapon use:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, tables 59 and
60.

Assault

Frequency:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 2.

Number of offenders:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States,, 1J85, taple 28.

Burglary

Type of place:
FBI Crime in the United States
1985, p. 25.

Type of l urglpry:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 2.

Time of occurrence:
Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, Jamiary 1985, table 4.

Larnny-theft

Type:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 52.

Age:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table Y.

Time:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 49.

Motor vehicle theft

Reporting:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 87.

Recovery:
BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, table 78.

Arson

FBI Crime in the United States
1985, pp. 37-38.

How do ,,iolent crimes differ
from property crimes?

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed for interstate and
national data collection and exchange,
2nd edition, NCJ-76939, 1981.

How do felonies differ
from misdemeanors?

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed foe interstate and
national data collection and exchange,
2nd edition, NCJ-76939, 1981.

What are some other common crimes
in the United States?

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed for interstate and
national data collection and exchange,
2nd edition, I4CJ-76939, 1981.

Pages 4-6

Homicide, robbery,
and burglary are examples
of common law crimes

Homicide

What is horn: tide?

BJS Dictionary of criminal justice
data terminology: Terms and
definitions proposed for interstate and
national data collection and exchange,
2nd edition, NCJ-76939, 1981, pp. 63,
135, and 137.
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Homicide often stems
from other crimes

Carolyn Rebecca Block, Lethal
violence in Chicago over seventeen
years: Homicides known to the police,
1965-1981 Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority, July 1985.

Homicides nay be instrumental
or impulsive

Carolyn Rebecca Block, Lethal
violence in Chicago over seventeen
years: Homicides known to the police,
1965-1981 Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority, July 1985.

Murder most often results
from arguments or the commiosion
of another felony

FBI Crime in the United States '985
p. 12.

Multiple murders include serial,
mass, and spree murders

Douglas and Rest ler, "Criminal
profiling from crime scene analysis,"
Behavioral Sciences and the Law
(Autumn 1986) 4(4).

Jack Levine and James Alan Fox,
Mass murder: America's gr^wing
menance (New York and London:
Plenum Press, 1985).

Kevin Klose, "Trio allegedly
motivated by money," Washington
Post, February 17, 1985.

Robbery

Robbery includes theft as well
as physical threat or attack

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, table 6.

The average theft loss
from robbery was $447

R.:bbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, p. 2.

2 Technical appendix

Robbery sometimes occurs along
with other crimes

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, p. 1.

Most robberies were committed
by strangersand half by more
than one offender

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987.

Offenders displayed weapons
in almost half of all robberies

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987.

Robbery differs significantly
rom other violent crimes

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, table ,.

When do robberies occur?

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, table 7.

Where do robberies occur?

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NC:I-104638, April 1987, table 7.

Robbery rates declined between
1973 and 1984

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, table 7.

Slightly more than half of all
robberies were reported to police

Robbery victims, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-104638, April 1987, table 7.

Burglary

Burglary is unlawful entry usually,
but not necessarily, attended
by theft

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
p. 25.

1

Household burglary, BJS
NCJ-96021, January 1985, p. 1.

Who commits household burglaries?

Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, January 1985, table 2.

Many of the violent crimes that
occur in the home are committed
during an illegal entry

Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, January 1985.

Burglary results in losses from theft
and property damage

Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, January 1985.

When does burglary occur?

Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, January 1985.

What are the trends it burglary?

Household burglary, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96021, January 1985.

Page 7

Driving while intoxicated has been
defined as a crime becaese of public
concern over traffic safety

Alcohol-related accidents pose
a great threat to public safety

1985 traffic fatalities, preliminary
report, technical report, DOT HS
806968, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, U.E,
Department of Transportation, May
1986.
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Physical tests determine whether drivers are intoxicated

Mandatory mini-
mum licensing
for refusal to
take breat:',..yzer
1st
offense

2nd
offense

Alaoama 3mos. 12mos.
Alaska 3 12
Arizona 12 12
Arkansas 6 12
California 6 24

Colorado 12 12
Connecticut 6 12
Delaware 6 18
Dist. of Columbia 12 12
Florida 18

Georgia 6 6
Hawaii 12 24
Idaho 4 4

Illinois 3
l ,rana 12 12

Iowa 8 12
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana 3 18
Maine 3 12

Ms tyland
Massachusetts 4 4

Michigan
niinnesota

12

Mississippi 3 3

Missouri 12
Montana 3 12
Nebraska 2 6
Nevada 12 36
New Hampshire 3 12

New Jersey S 24
New Mexico 12 12
New York 6 11
North Carolina 6 12
North Dakota 12 12

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon 3 12
Penns-yrytinla 12 12

Rhode Island 3 12

South Carols *a 3 3
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah 12 12

Vermont 6 18
Virginia 6 12
Washington 12 24
West Virginia 12 60
Wisconsin 5 2

Wyoming 6 6

Driving while intoxicated legislation

Minimum Blood
Alcohol Concen-
tration level
that defines
intoxication Drinking age

Law"
pr....grafting
"Happy Hour"

In vehicle you are
prohibited from-

Having an
open con-
tainer of Consuming
alcohol alcohol1986 1982 1986 Yes No

.10 .10 19 21

.10 .10 19 21

.10 .10 19 21

.10 .10 21 21

.10 .10 21 21 X

.10* .15 lv 18

.10 .10 19 21

.10 .10 20 21

.10 .10 18 21 X

.10 .10 19 2:

.10 .12 IS 21

.10 .10 18 21 X

.08 .10 19 19

.10 .10 21 21

.10 .10 21 21

.13 .10 19 21 X

.10 .10 18 21 X

.10 .10 21 x x

.10* .10 18 18

.10 .10 20 21

.08-13 .08-.13 21 21 X
.10 .10 20 21
.10 .10 21 21
.10 .10 19 21 x
.10 .10 18 21 x

.10 .10 21 21

.10* .10 19 19 x X x

.10 .10 20 21 X x

.10* .10 21

.10 .10 20 21

.10' .10 21 21 X X

.10 .10 21 21

.10 .10 19 21

.10 .10 18 21

.10' .10 21 21

.10 .10 lb 19 X

.10 .10 lb 21 X

.10 .08 21 21 X

.10 .10 21 21 x x

.10 .10 20 21 X

.10' .10 21 21 X

.10 .10 18 19

.10 .10' 19 21

.10 .10 19 21 X

.10 .08 21 21

.10 .10 18 21

.10 .10 18 21

.10 .10 21 21 X

.10 .10' 18 21 X.

.10 .10 18 21 X

.10 19 19

*Signifies a presumptive Blood Alcohol Concentration level.

Source: "Analysis by State - High interest legislation," A diccest of State alcohol-highway safety related
legislation, 1st and 5th eoit ions, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation,
January 1983 ar.d January 1987.
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The level of alcohol as measured
in the blood determines whether
or not a driver is intoxicated

See foregoing table.

Many States have changed their laws
that govern the determination
of intoxication for driving offenses

See foregoing table.

States have tried to prevent
drunk driving through control
of alcohol consumption

See foregoing table.

The Federal Government has urged
States to prevent drunk driving by
raising the drinking age and by other
measures

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.

Page 8

Organized crime includes many
traditional crimes as well as
offenses such as racketeering

What is organized crime?

Report to the President and Attorney
General, The impact: Organized crime
today, President's Commission on
Organized Crime (Washington:
USGPO, April 1986)

Organized crime groups often are
protected by corrupt officials in the
government and private sector

Report to the President and Attorney
General, The impact: Organized crime
today, President's Commission on
Organized Crime (Washihgtor
USGPO, April 19F.I.!
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Organized crime groups are invnlved
in many different activities

Report to the President and Attorney
General, The impact: Organized
crime today, President's Commission
on Organized Crime (Washington:
USGPO, April 1986), p. 424.

How much does organized crime cost?

Report to the President and Attorney
General, The impact: Organized crime
today,. President'. ,!ommission on
Organized Criir.: (Washington:
USGPO, April 1986), pp. 425-426.

Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organization (RICO) statutes
are key tools in the fight against
organized crime

A comprehensive perspective on civil
and criminal RICO legislation and
litigation, American Bar Association,
Criminal Justice Section, April 18,
1985, pp. 1-13.

Report to the President anC Attorney
General, The impact: Organized crime
today, President's Commission on
Organized Crime (Washington:
USGPO, April 1986), p. 133.

Renzi t to the President and Attorney
General, The impact: Organized crime
today, President's Commission on
Organized Crime (Washington:
USGPO, April 1986), p. 156.

Page 9

White-collar crime refers to a group
of nonviolent crimes that generally
involve deception or abuse of power

There is much debate about how to
define "white-collar' crime

Albert J. Reiss, Jr. and Albert D.
Biderman, Data sources on white-
collar lawbreaking, National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, September 1980, p. 1.

Edwin Sutherland, White collar crime
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1949).

Herbert Edelhertz, The nature, impact
and prosecution of white collar crime,
National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice, 1970.

Little data are available on the
extent of white-collar crime

Electronic fund transfer and crime,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-92650,
February 19d4.

Almost three-fourths of the wr te-
collar crimes prosecuted at Use State
level resulted in convictions

Tracking offenders: White-collar
crime, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
102867, November 1986.

Page 10

High technology has provided
new opportunities for crime

Prosecution of computer-related
crimes presents special problems

Donn Parker, SRI, Inc.

Greater use of high technology
has increased concern about
computer crime

Electronic fund transfer fraud,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-96666,
hi,-.rch 1985, p. 1.

AutoinateJ telle' machine fraud is
of sp:eial concern to consumers

Electronic ;;:;id transfer fraud,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-96666,
March 1985.
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Lost or stolen cards are used
in 49% of all automatic
teller machine frauds

Electronic fund transfer fraud,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-96666,
March 1985.

Page 11

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and
the National Crime Survey (NCS)
are thy' main sources of
national crime statistics

Original material from the Bureau of
Justice Statistics based on program
descriptions of the National Crime
Survey and the Uniform Crime
Reports.

Page 12

How much crime is there?

In 1985 violence or theft touched
about a fourth of all households

Households touched by crime, 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-101685, julie 1986,
table 1.

A violent crime by strangers
and/or a burglary struck 8%
of all households in 1985

Households touched by crime, 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-101685, June 1986,
table 1.

35 million Americans were victimized
in 1985 according to I4CS data

Criminal victimization, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102534, October 1986,
table 2.

Property crimes outnumbered violent
crimes by 9 to 1

Crime index total 100%
Violent crimes 10.7% 100%

Murder .2 1.4
Fore-Aa ,ipe .7 6.6
Robbery 4.0 37.5
Aggravated

assault 5.8 54.5

Property crimes 89.3% 100%
Burglary 24.7 27.7
Larceny theft 55.7 62.4
Motor vehicle
theft 8.9 9.9

Source: FBI Crime in the United
States, 1985, table 1, p. 14.

12 million UCR Index Crimes
were reported to pollee in 1985

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
tab! p. 41.

Businesses reported almost
1 million burglaries and over
100,000 robberies in 1985

Burglaries
Night 488,197 51.1%
Day 171,722 18.0
Unknown 296,177 30.9

Robberies
Commercial house 55,411 54.0%
Gas/ServIce station 15,301 15.0
Convenience store 26,257 25.5
Bank 6.097 6.0

103,066

Source: FBI Crime in the United States
1985, table 18, p. 153.
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Pages 13-15

What are the trends in crime?

Victimization rates are well below the levels of 1979

Victimization rates per 1,000 population age Percent
12 and older or per 1,000 households change

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 19E2 1983 1984 1985 1976-85

Personal crimes

Crimes of violence 32.6 33.9 33.7 34.5 33.3 35.3 34.3 31.0 31.4 30.0 -7.9%Rape .8 .9 1.0 1.1 .9 1.0 .8 .8 .9 .7 -15.5*Robbery 6.5 6.2 5.9 6.3 6.6 7.4 7.1 6.0 5.7 5.1 -21.5Assault 25.3 26.8 26.9 27.2 25.4 27.0 26.4 24.1 24.7 24.2 -4.2*Aggravated assault 9.9 10.0 9.7 9.9 9.3 9.6 9.3 8.0 9.0 8.3 -16.1Simple assault 15.4 16.8 17.2 17.3 16.5 17.3 17.1 16.2 15.7 15.9 3.4
Crimes of theft 96.1 97.3 96.8 91.9 83.0 85.1 82.5 76.9 71.8 69.4 -27.8Personal larceny

with contact 2.9 2.7 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.7 -6.9*Personal larceny
without contact 93.2 94.6 93.6 89.0 80.0 81.9 79.5 74.0 69.1 66.7 -28.4

Household crimes
Household burglary 88.9 88.5 86.0 84.1 84.3 87.9 78.2 70.0 64.1 62.7 -29.5Household larceny 124.1 123.3 119.9 133.7 126.5 121.0 113.9 105.2 99.4 97.5 -21.4Motor vehicle

theft 16.5 17.0 17.5 17.5 16.7 17.1 16.2 14.6 15.2 14.2 -13.6
Note: Detail r.. tdd to total shown because of rounding.
*The difference ts not statistically significant at the 90% confidence level.

Source: Criminal victimization, 1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102534,
October 1983, tables 3 and 4.

Index crimes reported to the police have declined from their peak rates of 1980

UCR index Crime rate per 100,000 residents
Percent
change
1976-851976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Crime Index total 5,287.3 5,077.6 5,140.3 5,565.5 5,950.0 5,858.2 5,603.6 5,175.0 5,031.3 5,206.5 -1.5%
Violent crimes 467.8 475.9 497.8 548.9 596.6 594.3 571.1 537.7 539.2 556.0 +18.9Murder/noriaegli-

gent manslaughter 8.8 8.8 9.0 9.7 10.2 9.8 9.1 8.3 7.9 7.9 -10.2Forcible rape 26.6 29.4 31.0 34.7 36. 36.0 34.0 33.7 35.7 36.6 +37.6Robbery 199.3 190.7 195.8 218.4 251.1 258.7 238.9 216.5 205.4 208.5 +4.8Aggravated
assault 233.2 247.0 262.1 286.0 298.5 289.7 289.2 279.2 290.2 302.9 +29.q

Property crimes 4,819.5 4,601.7 4,642.5 5,016.6 5,353.3 5,263.9 5,032.5 4,637.4 4,492.1 4,650.5 -3.5Burglars 1,448.2 1,419.8 1,434.6 1,511.9 1,684.1 1,649.5 1,488.8 1,337.7 1,263.7 1,287.3 -11.1Larceny-then 2,921.3 2,729.9 2,747.4 2,999.1 3,167.0 3,139.7 3,084.8 2,868.9 2,791.3 2,901.2 -0.7Motor vehicle
theft 450.0 451.9 460.5 505.6 502.2 4-1.7 458.8 430.8 437.1 462..: +2.7

Source: FBI Crime in the Untited States 1985, table 1, p. 41.
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The percentage of households
touched by crime has declined
over the past 10 years

Households touched by crime, 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-101685, June 1986,
table 2.

Homicide statistics provide insights
into long-term crime trends

Annual summary of births, marriages,
divorces, and deaths, 1984 and
previous years, National Center for
Health Statistics.

In 1980, the homicide rate reached its highest level in Ills century

1900 - 1.2 1920 - 6.8 :`40 - 6.3 1960 4.7 1980 - 10.7
1901 - 1.2 1921 - 8.1 1941 - 6.0 1961 4.7 1981 - 10.3
1902 - 1.2 1922 - 8.0 1942 - 5.9 1962 4.8 1982 - 9.6
1902 - 1.1 1923 - 7.8 1543 - 5.1 1963 4.9 1983 - 8.6
1904 - 1.3 1924 - q.; 1944 - 5.0 1964 5.1 1984 - 8.4
1905 - 2.1 1925 - 8.3 1945 - 5.7 1965 5.5 1985 - 8.1
1906 - 3.9 1926 - 8.4 1946 - 6.4 1966 5.9
1907 - 4.9 1927 - 8.4 1947 - 6.1 1967 6.8
1908 4.8 1928 - 8.6 1948 - 5.9 1968 7.3
1909 - 4.2 1929 - 8.4 1949 - 5.4 1969 7.7

1910 - 4.6 1930 - 8.8 1950 - 5.3 1970 - 8.3
1.911 - 5.5 1931 - 9.2 1951 - 4.9 1971 - 9.1
1912 - 5.4 1932 - 9.0 1952 - 5.2 1972 - 9.4
1913 - 6.1 1933 - 9.7 1953 - 4.8 1973 - 9.7
1914 - 6.2 1934 - 9.5 1954 - 4.8 1974 -10.1
1915 - 5.9 1935 - 8.3 1955 - 4.5 1975 - 9.9
191: - 6.3 1936 - 8.0 1956 - 4.6 1976 - 9.0
1917 - 6.9 1937 - 7.6 1957 - 4.5 1977 9.1
1918 - 6.5 1938 - 6.8 1958 - 4.5 1978 3.2
;919 - 7.2 1939 - 6.4 1959 - 4.6 1979 - 10.0

Source: Vital statistics of the United States,
National Center for Health Statistics.

Fsge 16

How serious are various types of crimes?

The public's ranking of the severity
of crimes was measured through
a national survey

The severity of crime, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-92326, January 1984.

The National Survey of Crime
Severity found that many diverse
groups of people generally agree
about the relative severity
of specific crimes

The severity of crime, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-92326, January 1984.

How do people rank the severity
of crime?

The severity of crime, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-92326, January 1984.

Almost everyone agrees that
violent crime is more serious
than property crime

The severity of crime, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-92326, January 1984.

White-collar crimes are viewed
as seriously as many conventional
property and violent crimes

The severity of crime, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-92326, January 1954.

1 _

Page 17

When does crime occur?

The warmer months are the peak
...aeon for many types of crime

National Crime Survey data 1980-84,
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Seasonal
Adjustment Analysis.

FBI Crime in the United States, 1984,
p. 17.

Crime incident .! varies
with time of day

BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, NCJ-104273, May
1987, table 49.
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Some types of larceny and burglary *tow strong seasonal trends

Victimization rates
Year January February March April May June Ju'y August Septer ler October November December
Household
larceny

1980 3.22 3.19 2.96 3.58 4.39 4.92 5.27 5.30 4.34 4.46 4.64 3.841981 3.35 3.46 3.18 3.54 3.77 4.15 5.10 4.74 .06 4.34 4.10 4.091982 2.95 2.98 3.17 3.61 4.17 4.12 4.99 4.75 4.08 Z..62 4.06 3.33
1 3 2.94 2.74 3.01 3.09 3.90 3.83 4.60 4.73 3.57 3.36 3.69 3.161964 2.96 2.99 3.28 3.34 3.54 4.06 4.18 4.62 3.49 3.90 3.28 3.34

Unlawful
entry

1980 2.65 2.28 2.56 2.61 2.92 3.65 3.75 3.92 3.06 3.04 3.14 3.041981 2.42 2.58 2.55 3.28 3.31 3.54 3.63 3.69 3.25 2.78 2.78 2.73
1982 2.54 2.36 2.62 3.03 2.60 3.35 3.60 3.11 2.94 2.79 2.88 2.521983 2.12 2.44 2.19 2.04 2.83 2.85 3.06 3.04 2.38 2.65 2.30 2.161984 1.79 2.02 2.69 2.23 2.21 2.42 2.62 2.69 1.98 2.86 2.18 2.38

Personal
larceny
with
contact

1980 .27 . 3 .24 .18 .15 .25 .21 .19 .26 .32 .311981 .23 .29 .75 1 .29 .23 .23 .24 .20 .22 .20 .451982 .20 .24 .19 5 .28 .27 .33 .23 .20 .26 .23 .341983 .17 .23 .25 .23 .26 .20 .18 .22 .21 .26 .29 .401984 .26 .26 .28 .22 .15 .23 .29 .23 .17 .18 .17 .27

Source: BJS National Crime Survey, 1980-84.

Pages 18-19

Where does most crime occur?

In what counties is crime most likely
to occur?

The data for this map were developed
from a file of 1984 Uniform Crime
Reports data supplied by the FBI that
contained offenses, arrests, number of
months of reporting, and population L./
reporting agency grouped by county
and State. Deta wer' aggregated to
the county level for mapping with the
following limitations:

1. Jurisdictions reporting for less
than 12 months but for at leant 6
were -weighted up to a 12 month
total. Thus, a jurisdieion reporting
for 6 months would have its number
of reported incidents multiplied by
2. Jurisidietions reporting for less
than 6 months were deleted, and
county rates were calculated on a
population base which excluded the
populations from such jurisdictions.

8 Technical appendix

2. In a State in which State police
or other police units do not submit
reports which can be assigned to a
particular county, these reports
were allocated to all counties in the
State, proportional ta county
population.

3. In z.orne States, townships,
borough -1, or divisions were treated
like counties.

The data were aggregated and mapped
using MIDAS at the University of
Michigan. The mapping program
required FIPS codes which were added
to the FBI files. Some adjustments to
the data were required to permit
mapping as the FIPS codes in the U.S.
county files available at Michigan
were not up-tu-date. For example, a
section of Valencia County, Nt. N
Mexico, had been separated into 'A
separate, new county of Cibola. While
the UCR data reflected this chanr,e,
the Michigan files did not Thert..ore,
the data for these two counties were
aggregated to permit mapping.

1 43.4

Both the original UCR file and the
aggregated county level files are
available from the Criminal Justice
Data Archive and Information
Nets ork at the Inter--University
Consortium for Political and Social
Research at the University of
Michigan.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports,
1984.

Counties with the highest crime
rates are diverse; those with the
lowest rates tend to be rural

FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1984 as
analyzed by BJS.

In some ways, the incidence of crime
differs by region

Households touched by crime,19136,
BJS Bulletin, NC,J-.15289, June 1987,
p. 4.
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Crime rates are highest in major
metropolitan areas

Metropolitan statistical areas ihISA.1)
Urbanized areas that include at least
one city with 50,000 or more
inhabitants, or a Census Bureau-
defined urbanized area of at least
50,000 inhabitants and a total MSA
population of at least 100,000. An
MSA comprises the county in which a
central city is located, plus other
nearby counties that satisfy certain
criteria of urbanization and
integration with the central city.
New England MSAs are defined in
terr"i of cities and towns rather than
eon. ties.

Non-MSA cities Cities that do not
qualify as MSA central cities and are
not otherwise included in r :dSA.

Suburban areasSuburban cities and
counties within metropolitan areas.
Excludes central cities. Suburban
areas are also included in total MSA
statistics. Counties that have both
suburban and rural areas are classified
as suburban by the FBI.

Source: FBI Crime in the United
States 1985, tables 2 and 14.

What are the trends in urban,
suburban, and rural crime?

Percent change in
Index crime rates
1983-86

Violent Property
crime crime

MSAs 17% 5%

Non-MSA cities 11 3

:suburban areas 20 5

Rural areas 9 -2

Note: A very small amount of the
difference in rates over time may be due to
lack of complete correspondence between
jurisdictions reporting to the FBI b 1983
and 1986. Such partial data constitute a
very smal. proportion of jurisdictional
data. The FBI includes only jurisdictions
reporting for two successive years in their
calculations of annual changes in crime.

Source: FBI Crime in the United States,
1985, tables 2 and 14.

Persons who live in central cities
are n._ re likely than suburban or
rural residents to be victimized

Locating city, suburban, and rural
crime, BJS Special Report, .ICJ-
99535, December 1985, table 1.

By far the largest number of crimes
occurs in the general area where the
victim lives

Locating city, st urban, and rural
crime, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
99535, December 1985, tables
2-4 and p. 3.

87% of violent crimes by strangers
occurred away from victim's home

BJS Criminal victimization in the
United States, 1985, NCJ-104273,
May 1987, table 52.

Pages 20-21

To what extent are weapons
involved in crime?

Except for homicide, most violent
crimes do not involve weapons

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, table 2; and FBI
Crime in the United States 1985
1985, p. 10.

Weapons are most often used
to threaten

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, N.
99643, January 1986, p. 3.

Armed offenders seldom had more
than one type of weapon

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, p. 3.

Handguns were used in 43%
of all homicides in 1985

Homicides
Weapon Percent Number

Firearms
Handguns 43.0% 7,548
Shotguns 6.8 1,188
Rifles 4.6 810
Other firearms 4.3 750

Cutting or stabbing
instruments 21.1 3,694

Blunt objects
(Clubs, hammers,
etc.) 5.5 9V2

Personal t!eapons
(Hand, fist, feet,
etc.) 6.7 '.180

Other homicide method
(Poison, expbsive, fire,
strangulation, etc.) 8.0 1,403

Source: FBI Crime in th^ Unites States
1985, p. 10.

An offender's choice of weapons can
affect crime completion

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, table 5.

The armed assailants that victims
face are more likely to be strangers
than nonstrangers

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Spacial Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, table 8.
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Victims attacked by armed offenders were more likely than
those attacked by unarm..0 offenders to be injured seriously

Number
of victim-

Type of weapon izations

Was victim
attacked?

Total No Yes

Did victims
Did injured who needed
victim need medical help

Was victim medical receive hos-
in tjecV help? ? pital care?
No Yes No Yes No Yes

By armed offenders
Gun only 7,565,000 100% 63% 37% 23% 14% 6% 8% 1% 6%
Knife only 6,190,000 100 57 43 18 25 11 14 10
Other only 7,923,000 100 37 63 18 45 23 22 7 15
Combination of

weapons 1,142,000 100 42 59 20 38 17 21 7 15
Type not

ascertained 1,187,000 100 44 56 14 42 24 19 6 13

By unarmed
offenders 36,431,000 100% 48% 52% 22% 30% 20% 10% 5% 7%

Don't know
whether of-
fender armed 4,905,000 100% 63% 37% 15% 22% 13% 9% 6%

Note: Percentages In each column represent
subcategories of the previous column. When
read horizontally the table shows what
happens to the 100% of victim' of each
weapon category. Percents may not add to
total because of rounding.

Attacks include attempted n _cks.
Source: The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, NCJ-99643,
January 198f, table 12, p. 4.

W..t is the relationship between injury
and presence of a gun in victimization?

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BJS Special Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, tables 9, 12, 13,
and 16.

Men were more likely than women and
blacks were more likely than whites to
be attacked by an armed offender

The use of weapons in committing
crimes, BIS Special Report, NCJ-
99643, January 1986, table 6.

Law enforcement officers
most often are assaulted
by unarmed offenders

Percentage involved weapons
calculated from table 7 of the fEills
Law enforcement officers killed and
assaulted 1985

Type of

Number of victims who Number Percent
Total 61,724
Firearm 2,793 5%Were Were

Needed
medical

Required
hospital

Weapon Total attacked injured help_ care Knife 1,715 3
Gun only 7,565,000 2,768,790 1,059,100 567,375 469,030 Other weapon 5,263 9
Knife only 6,190,000 2,643,130 1,541,310 841,840 625,190 Hands 51,953 85Other only 7,923,000 4,975,644 3,565,350 1,743,060 1,228,065
...ombinatIon
of weapons 1,142,000 664,644 12,818 240,962 165,590

Not 847 bombing incidents occurred
ascertained 1,187,000 665,907 504,475 224,343 157,871 in the United States in 1985
Total 24,007,00r,

100%

11,718,115

49.0%

7,:03,053

29.6%

4,617,580

15.0%

2,645,746

11.0% FBI Bomb summary, 1985.

Source: Derived from The use of weapons in committing crimes,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-99643, January 1986, table 12, p. 4. What is the target of bombings?

FEI Bomb summary, 1985.

What is tiht motive in bombing
incidents?

FBI Bomb summary, 1985, te)le 2.
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Chapter II

The Actim

-...111.,.

Page 24

The fear of crime affects many
people, including some who have
never been victims of crime

How do crime rates compare with
the rates of other life events?

Events

Accidental injury,
all circumstances

1,000 x 39,769,000/164,452,000 = 242

numerator:
39,769,000 = 10,075,000 +
15,517,000 + 8,895,000 + 5,282,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982" Vital
and health statistics, table 52, p.
71. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

base population:
164,452,000 = 94,884,000 +
44,177,000 + 25,391,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982," Vital
and health statistics, table 75, p.
121. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

Accidental injury at home

1,000 x 13,013,000/164,452,000 = 79

numerator:
13,013,000 = 2,301,000 + 4,990,000 +
2,946,000 + 2,776,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982," Vital
and health statistics, table 52, p.
71. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

base population;
164,452,000 = 94,E84,000 +
44,177,000 + 25,391,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982," Vital
and health statistics, table 75, p.
121. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

Personal theft

71.8 =72

Source: Criminal victimization,
1984, table 2. 1984 data on persons
ages 12 and over.

Accidental injury at work

5.8 x 10 = 58

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982." Vital
and health statistics, table 51, p.
69. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

Violent victimization

Rate: 31
Sk urce: Criminal victimization,
1984, table 2. 1984 data on persons
ages 12 and over.

Assault (aggravated and simple)

24.3 = 24

Source: Criminal victimization,
1984, table 2. 1984 data on persons
ages 12 and over.

Injury in motor vehlele accident

1,000 x 2,857,000/164,452,000 = 17

numerator:
2,857,000 = 1,014,000 + 1,126,000 +
625,000 4- 92,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982; Vital
and health statistics, table 52, p.
71. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

base population:
164,452,000 = 94,884,000 +
44,177,000 + 25,391,000

Source: "Current estimates from
the National Health Interview
Survey, United States, 1982," Vital

1'i

and health statistics, table 75, p.
121. 1982 data on persons ages 18
and over.

Death, all causes

1,000 x 1,961,630/182,380,000 = 11

numerator:
1,961,630 = 2,019,201 - (40,627 +
7,801 + 4,259 + 4,884)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 2, p.
11. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

'ase population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age. sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Victimization with injury

1,000 x 1.903,240/191,962,000 =9.9=10

Source: Criminal victimization,
1984, unpublished data, table 18,
pp. 30-31.

Serious (aggravated) assallt

8.7 = 9

Source: Criminal victimization,
1984, table 2. 1964 data on persons
ages 12 and over.

Robbery

5.8 = 6

Source: Criminal victimization,
1984, table 2. 1984 data on persons
ages 12 and over.

Heart disease death

1,000 x 768,810/182,380,000 = 4

numerator:
768,810 = 770,432 - (955 + 349 +
318)
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Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 8, p.
22. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

base population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of th population
of the United States, by age, sesl
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Cancer death

1,000 x 440,882/182,380,000 = 2

numerator:
440,882 = 442,986 - (132 + 654 +
1,318)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
21. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over-

base population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the r opulation
of the United States, by aka, sex,,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Rape (women only)

1.6 = 2

Source: Criminal victimizationt
1984, table 3. 1904 data on females
ages 12 and over.

Accidental death, all circumstances

1,000 x 84,168/182,380,000 = 0.5

numerator:
84,168 = 92,4,88 (956 + 3,043 +
4,321)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthiy
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
23. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.
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base population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Pneumonia/influenza death

1,000 x 54,723/182,380,000 = 0.3

numerator:
54,723 = 55,854 - (769 + 232 + 130)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly,
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
22. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

base popuiation:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Motor vehicle accident death

1,000 x 40,978/182,380,000 = 0.2

numerator:
40,978 = 44,452 - (190 + 1,043 +
2,241)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
23. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

base population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the Population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Suicide

1,000 x 28,090/ 182,380,000 = 0.2

1 '?

numerator:
28,090 = 28,295 - 205

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
23. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

base population:
182,380,000 = 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the population
oT the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

Injury from fire

1,000 x 30,525/231,822,000 = 0.1

numerator:
10,525

Scarce: The 1984 fire almanac. p.
160. 1982 data on persons of all
aiNs

base population:
231,822,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, p.
20. 1982 data on persons of all
ages.

Homicide/legal intervention death

1,000 x 19,321/182,380,000 = 0.1

numerator:
19,323 = 20,191 - (193 + 320 + 357)

Source: "Advance report of final
mortality statistics, 1983," Monthly
vital statistics report, table 6, p.
23. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.

base population:
182,380,000 -1: 3,604,000 +
178,776,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, table 2, pp.
18-19. 1983 data on persons ages 15
and over.
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Death from fire

1, !TO x 6,020/231,822,' 1 = 0.03

numerator: 6,020

Source: The 1984 fire almanac, p.
159. 1982 data on persons of all
ages.

base population: 231,822,000

Source: Estimates of the population
of the United States, by age, sex,
and race: 1980 to 1984, tat le 2, p.
20. 1982 data on persons of all
ages.

Sources:

Criminal victimization, 1984, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-98904, October 19C5.

"Advance report of final mortality
statistics, 1983," Monthly vital
statistics report, vol. 24, no. 6, Supp.
(2), DHHS pub. no. (PHS) 85-1120,
National Center for Health Statistics,
Public Health Service, U.S.
Department of Health and Human
Services, September 26, 1985.

"Current estimates from the National
Health interview Survey, United
States, 1982," Vital and health
statistics, series 10, no. 150, DHHS
pub. no. (PHS) 85-1578, National
Center for Health Statistics, Public
Health Service, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services,
September 1985.

The 1984 fire almanac, National Fire
Protection Association (NPFA),
Quincy, Mass., 1983.

Estimates of the population of the
United States, by age, sex, and race:
1980 to 1984 Current Population
Reports, Series P-` 5, ,..lo. 965, Bureau
of the r`ensus, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 1985.

The groups at the highest risk
of becoming victims are not
the ones who express the
greatest fear of crime

Reactions to crime project, Executive
summary, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
May 1982.

About a third of the people in the United States
feel very safe in their neighborhoods

Crime peeve:Mon measures, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-100438, March 1986, p. 4, table 9.

Fear of crime by selected demograp:le characteristics, 1984.

Demographic
characteristics

Percentage of respondents
who felt their neighborhoods were:

Total
Very
safe

Fairly
unsafe

very
unsafe

Don't
know

Total 100% 32% 51% 11% 1%

Sex
Male 100 33 Ell 8 1

Female 100 30 59 10 1

Race
White 100 33 58 7 1

Riack 120 19 61 19 2

Other 100 33 52 12 3
Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic 100 32 5? a 1

Hispanic 100 24 58 16 2

Ages
16-19 ISO 32 58 10 I.
2 0 -2 4 100 26 61 13 1

25-34 100 27 61 II I
35-49 100 30 61 8 1

50-64 100 35 57 7 1

65 and over 100 42 51 6 2

Educational attainment
Elementary school 100 38 51 8 3

High school 100 31 59 9 1

College 100 31 60 9 I
Family income

Less than $7,500 100 30 54 14 2

$7,51t0-9,999 100 32 55 12 2

$10,000-14,999 100 31 58 10 1

915,000-24,999 100 30 61 8 1

925,000-29,999 100 32 59 8 Os

$30,000-49,99;1 100 33 61 5 1

$50,000 or more 100 39 56 4 1
Number of persona in household

1 100 21 55 12

2-3 100 32 58 8 1

4-5 100 31 60 8 1

6 or more 100 30 60 10 1

Tenure
Owned 100 35 58 6 1

Rented 100 23 60 15 2

Number of units in structure
I unit 100 35 58 6 1

2-3 units 100 23 63 13 2

4-9 units 100 21 62 15 2

10 units or more 100 19 58 20 2

Mobile 11.,me 100 35 55 9 I
Type of locality

Central city of an SMSA 100 20 62 16 1

Suburban area of an SMSA 100 32 60 7

Nonmetropolitan area 100 41 53 5 1

Hetet Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding.
Estimate based on 0 or al>,,,.) 13 sample cases or fewer is statistically unreliable.
Source: Victimization Risk supplement to the National Crime Survey, 1944.

Relatives, friends, and neighbors
who hear about a crime become
as fearful as the victim

Reactions to crime project,
Executive summary, National institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, May 1982.
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Page 25

How does crime affect Its victims?

$13 billion was lost from personal
and household crimes in 1985

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
July 1986, pp. 18, 25, and 29.

Total economic loss to victims
of crime, 1985

Type of crime

All crimes

Personal crimes
Crimes of violence

Rape
Robbery
Assault

G..oss loss
in dollars
(m I ions)

813,029

3,363
74P

15
492
242

Crimes of theft 2,814
Personal larceny

with coltaJt 80
without contact 2,534

Household crimes
Burglary 9,866
Household larceny 3,499
Motor vehicle theft 4,560

13.15 National Crime Survey 1985,
unpublished data.

The economic impact of crime
differs for differ nt groups

Economic cost of crime to victims,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-93450, April
1984, tables 2, 8, and 10.

Many victims or members rt their
families lose time from work

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S. 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
table 81.

14 Technical appendix

Vblent crimes killed 19,000 and injured 1.7 million in 1985

Homicide

Number of homicides
in 1985 - 18,976

Injury

13.15 Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1981, NCJ-I04273, May 1987,
tables 2, 65, 67, 72, rnd 75.

Number of injuries:

1965 total'

Involving injury2
Requiring qiedical
attention'

Requiting hospital
care

Source: FBI Crime in the United States
1985, table 2.

Number of
violent
victimi-
cations Pert
5,822,850 100%

1,719,540 20.53

849,740 14.59

456,030 7.83

Source: 13.1S Criminal victimization
in the U.S., 1985, NCI-104273,
May 1987.

'Table 2
2Table 72
3Table 70
!Table 65
°Tables 67 and 72

.111

Likelihood of injury:

Sex4
Men = 26.1%
Women = 33.3%

Race 5
Whites
4408,820 injured = 29.0%
4,853,250 victims

Blacks -
254,840 inlured = 30.0%
844,500 victims

income4
Less than $7,500 = 34.1%
$50,000 = 22%

Who is injured seriously enough to require medical attention?

Injury (other than rape) by sex

Sex of
victim

Violent victimization! involving
No inlury Intury Total

Number percent Number Percent Number Percent
Male

Female

Total

30,152,312.27

16,0613,8136.86

46,219,179.13

72.9%

68.1

71.1

11,220,311.30

7,536,084.45

18,756,395.75

27.1%

31.9

28.9

41,372,673.57

23,602,951.32

64,975,574.89

100%

100

100

Note: Includes only rape victimizations that resulted in
injuries In addition to the rape itself.

Medical attention

Violent %Ictimizaticrts

Sex of
victim

Not requiring
medical attention

Requiring
medical attention Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Male 36,583,173.25 88.4% 4,809,450.32 11.65% 41,372,623.57 100%
Female 20,591,680.54 87.2 3,011,296.77 12.8 23,602,951.32 100
Total 57,154,833.80 88.0 7,820,741.09 12.0 64,975,574.89 100

Race of
victim

White 48,954,202.40 88.7% 6,231,914.32 11.3% 55,186,116.72 100%
Black 7,337,830.74 03.7 1,42'1,493.77 16.3 8,767,324.51 100
Other 862,800.65 84.4 159,333.01 15.6 1,022,133.66 100
Total 57,154,833.80 88.0 7,820,741.09 12.0 64,975,574.89 100

Source: National Crime Survey, 1973-82, unpahtirhed data.
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How seriously a victim is injured varies by type of crime

Not requiring
medical care

Number Percent

Violent victimizations
Requiring
medical care Total

Number Percent Number Percent

Rape 1,316,709.99 76.2% 411.689.81 23.8% 1,728,399.79 100%

Robbery 10,407,983.37 85.5 1,771,729.85 14.5 12,179,713.22 100

Assault 45,430,140.44 89.0 5,637,321.43 11.0 51,067,461.87 100

Total 57,154,833.80 88.0 7,820,741.09 12.0 64,975,574.89 100

Violent victimizat;ons

Not requiring
hospital care

Requiring hospital care

Totals
Overnight

Emergency room or longer
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Rape 1,449,083.43 83.8% 234,424.22 ...1.6% 44,892.14 2.6% 1,728,399.79 100%

Robbery 11,055,271.61 90.8 838,593.11 .9 285,848.50 2.3 '2,179,713.22 100

Assault 47,708,071.84 93.4 2,695,174.41 5.3 664,215.62 1.3 51,-37,461.87 100

Aggravated
assault 16,130,966.42 87.3 1,743,938.96 9.4 611,203.64 3.3 18,486,109.03 100

Simple
assault 31,577,105.42 96.9 951,235.45 2.9 53,011.98 0.2 32,581,352.85 100

Total 60,212 126.89 92.7 3,768,191.74 5.8 994,556.25 1.5 64,975,574.89 100

Source: National Crime Survey, 1973-82, unpublished data.

Pages 26-27

The risk of being victimized depends
on a combination of factors

Victimization rates per 1,000 persons
age 12 and older

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S. 1984 NCJ-100435, May 1986,
tables 17 and 20.

F3JS Criminal victimization in the
U.S. 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
tables 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12.

Who are the victims of violent crime?

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S. 1984 and 1985.

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1984, NCJ-100435, May 1986,
tables 17 and 20.

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1985, !ICJ-104273, May 1987,
tables 3, 4, 6, 8, 11, and 14.

What kinds of households are the
victims of crime?

BJS Criminal victimi79tion in the
U.S. 1984, NCJ-1004:71, May 1986,
table 33.

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
tabIes 17,18, 20, 21, 25 and 26.

Page 28

Who are the victims of homicide?

What are the characteristics
of homicide victims?

"Age, sex, race, and ethnic origin of
murder victims, 1985," FBI Crime in
the United States 1985, p. 9.

Estimates of the population of the
United States by age, sex, and race,

1980-:985, Series P-25, No. 985,
Bureau the Census, U.S.
Deptetment of Commerce, 1996,
table 2.

What is your lifetime risi,
of being a homicide victim?

These data are updates and revisions
of data from The risk of violent
crime, a BJS Special Report (NCJ-
97119), May 1985. Refined
methodology as discussed below and
the use of more recent data account
for the differences between these
data and those from the Special
Report.

The lifetime risk of homicide is
determined by calculating the number
of persons out of 100,000 born alive
who may die as a result of homicide.
It assumes that the death rate and
homicide rate are stable at 1983
levels. It uses the number of people
out of 100,000 originally born alive for
each age interval. For example, of
the 100,000 originally born alive,
90,833 black males were still alive at
ages 35-36. For each age inti. .1 the
proportion of persons dying from
homicide was multiplied times the
number alive in the interval to
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estimate the number of persons dying
from homicide during that age
interval. The sum of the cumber of
per sons dying from homicide at each
age interval gives the total number of
persons out of 100,000 born

White male: Lifetime risk of homicide

alive who die as a result of homicide
over a lifetime.

The proportion of persons dying from
homicide in each age group in 1983 is
calculated by dividing the number of

persons dying from
(excilcive of legal
legal inh.rventions)
population for each

homicide
executions and
by the resident
age group.

Age
Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Age

Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Age

Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying fr...."
rate homicide0-1 100,000 .000033 3 30-31 95,697 .000137 13 60-61 80,472 .000059 51-2 98,767 .000017 2 31-32 95,539 .000137 12 61 62 79,043 .01/0059 52-3 98,674 .000017 2 32-33 95,382 .000137 13 62-63 77,514 .000059 53-4 98,605 .000017 2 33-34 95,224 .000137 13 63-64 75,878 .000059 44-5 98,552 .000017 2 34-35 95,063 .000137 13 64-65 74,128 .000059 45-6 98,508 .000008 1 35-36 94,897 .000123 12 65-66 72,260 .000048 36-7 98,470 .r,C1008 1 36-37 94,723 ,03123 12 66-67 70,272 .000048 37-1 98,434 .000008 1 37-38 94,540 .u)0123 12 67-68 68,168 .000048 38-9 98,401 .000008 1 38-39 94,345 .060123 12 68-69 65,947 .000048 39-10 98,372 .000008 1 39-40 94,137 .000123 12 69-70 63,610 .000048 310-11 98,348 .00(011 1 40-41 93,913 .000119 11 70-71 61,159 .000045 311-12 98,328 .000011 1 41-42 93,670 .000119 11 71-72 58,600 .000045 312-13 98,308 .000011 1 42-43 93,405 .000119 11 72-73 55,941 .000045 213-14 98,281 .000011 1 43-44 93,114 .000119 11 73-74 53,192 .000015 214-15 98,235 .000011 1 44-45 92,795 .000119 11 74-75 50,366 .000045 215-16 98,164 .000075 7 46-47 92,055 .000096 9 75-76 47,477 .000043 216-17 98,065 .000075 7 47-48 91,628 .000096 9 76-77 44,537 .000043 217-18 97,940 .000075 7 48-49 91,156 .000006 9 77-78 41,559 .000043 218-19 97,793 .000075 7 49-50 90,615 .000096 9 78-79 38,558 .000043 219-20 97,631 .000075 7 50-51 90,059 .000084 8 79-80 35,541 .000043 220-21 97,461 .000146 14 51-52 89,424 .000084 8 80-81 32,545 .000046 121-22 97,283 .000146 14 52-53 88,726 .000084 7 81-82 29,587 .000046 122-23 97,097 .000146 14 53-54 87,963 .000084 7 82-83 26,635 .000046 123-24 96,907 .000146 14 54-55 87,131 .000084 7 83-84 23,771 .000046 124-25 96,718 .000146 14 55-56 86,226 .000068 6 84-85 20,999 .000046 125-26 96,534 .000153 15 56-57 85,246 .000068 6 85+ 18,346 .000057 126-27

27-28
96,356
96,185

.000153

.000153
15
15

57-58
58-59

84,185
83,039

.000068
.000068

6
6 Total 559

28-29
29-30

96,019
95,857

.000153

.000153
15
15

59-60 81,803 .000068 6
559/100,000 = 1 out of 179

1983 deaths from homicide,
legal execion, or legal intervention

Sources:lAgal
Persons alive at the beginning of ageAge Execu- Resident Homicide interval:groua Tra1 tions vent ion Homicide Roalet ion rate
Vital statistics of the United Stateh 1980,
Volume Ii, Section 6, Life tables. PilliS Pub.0-1 50 0 50 1,500,00) .000033
No. (PIIS)84-1104, National Center for Health1-4 97 0 97 5,870,001 .000017 Statistics, Public Health Service, U.S.5-9 52 0 52 8,696,000 .000008 Depsitment of Health and Human cervices,10-14 03 0 83 7,482,i.00 .000011 1984, Table 6-2, p. 12.15-19 611 0 603 8,070,000 .00007520-24 1368 0 2 1,342 9,181,000 .000146 Proportion of persons dying from homicide:25-29 1408 0 3 1,377 8,584,000 .000153 1. Number of deaths from homicide -table30-34 :140 2 2 1,111 8,106,000 .000137 902 entitled "Deaths from 282 causes, by 5-35-39 877 1 1 858 6,998,000 .000123 year age groups, color and sex: United States,40-44 691 0 1 672 5,639,000 .000119 :979-83," National Center for Health45-49 463 0 456 4,765,000 .000096 Statistics.50-54 409 0 401 4,758,000 .000084 2. Resident popuicion--Estimates of the55-59 333 0 331 4,845,000 .000068 mutation of the United States, by age, sex60-64 267 0 265 4,474,000 .000059 and race: 1980 to 1983, Current Population65-69 177 0 175 3,643,000 .000048 Reports, Series P-25, No. 949, Bureau of the70-74 124 0 124 2,778,003 .00"04' Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, table75-79 81 0 79 1,833,000 .01 2, pp. 13 and 14.80-84 49 0 47 1,013,000 Jo

25+ 38 0 38 666,000 .000057
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Bla..k mak: Lifetime risk of homicide

Age
Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Age

Number
livini;

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
. 'Its homicide J.41(1_

Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide

0-1 1C0,000 .000128 13 30-31 92,982 .000985 92 60-61 64,569 .000456 29

1-2 97,665 .000069 7 31-32 92,595 .000985 91 61-62 62,668 .00' 456 29

2-3 97,530 .000069 7 32-33 92,193 .000985 91 62-63 60,702 .000456 28

3-4 97,418 .000069 7 33-34 91,774 .000985 90 63-64 58,680 .000456 27

4-5 97,324 .000069 7 34-32 91,338 .000985 90 64-65 56,610 700456 26

5-5 9',246 .000022 2 35-36 90,883 .000840 76 65-66 54,501 .000306 17

6-7 97,181 .000022 2 36-37 90,408 .000840 76 66-67 52,359 .000306 16

7-8 97,126 .000022 2 37-38 89,910 .000840 75 67-68 50,188 .000306 15

8-9 97,079 .300022 2 38-39 89,387 .000840 75 68-69 47,988 .000306 15

9-10 97,039 .000022 2 39-40 88,836 .000840 75 69-70 45,757 .0003r* 14

10-11 97,004 .000041 4 40-41 88,254 .000760 67 70-71 43,496 .900273 12

11-12 96,972 .000041 4 41-42 87,639 .0007.:5i 67 71-72 41,213 .002 1 11

12-13 96,938 .000041 4 42-43 86,987 .000780 66 72-73 38,911 .006 11

13-14 96,899 .000041 4 43-44 86,292 .000^60 65 73-74 36,806 .000273 10

14-15 96,849 .000041 4 44-45 85,548 .000760 65 74-75 34..14 .000273 9

15-16 96,783 .000496 41 45-46 84,748 .000617 52 75-76 32,049 .000299 10

16-17 96,701 .000426 41 46-47 83,889 .000617 52 76-77 29,820 .00029Z 9

17-18 96,000 .000426 41 47-48 82,969 .000617 51 77-78 27,630 .000299 8

18-19 96,474 .000426 41 48-49 81,983 .000617 51 78-79 25,481 .000299 8

19-20 96,318 .000426 41 49-50 80,927 .000617 5, 79-80 23,374 .000299 7

20-21 96,127 .000852 82 50-51 79,798 .000547 44 80-81 21,310 .000319 7

21-22 95,898 .000252 82 51-52 78,593 .000547 43 81-82 19,294 .000319 6

22-23 95,633 .000852 81 57 -53 77,313 .000547 42 62-83 17,331 .000319 6

23-24 95,340 .000852 81 53-54 75,958 .000547 42 83-84 15,429 000319 5

24-25 90,030 .000852 81 54-55 74,533 .000547 41 84-85 13,599 .000319 4

25-26 94,712 .000998 95 55-56 73,040 .000501 37 85+ 11,853 .000298 4

26-27
27-28

94,387
94,053

.000998
.000998

94
94

56-57
57-58

71,481
C9,856

.000501

.000501
36
35

Total 73-0

28-29
29-30

93,709
93,353

.000998

.000998
94
93

58-59
59-60

68,163
86,401

.900501

.000501
34
33

3,300 out of 100,000 = 1 out of 30

Age
Lroe: 2

0-1
1-4
5-9

10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55 -59
60-64
65-69
70-70
75-79
80-84
85+

Total

1983 deaths from homicide,
legal execution, orlmetlinterventicn

Homicide
rate

Sources:
Persons alive at the beginning of age
Intervals
Vital statistics of the United States 1980Legal

'-ecu- inter- Resident
t ions venti".1 Homicide populat kr.

Volume II, Section 8, Life tables. P11115
Pub. 1,1. (P115)84-1104, Natioral Center
for heath Statistics, Put,;c Health
Service, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, 1984, Table 6-2, p. 12.

Proportion of persons dying from homicide:
1. Number of deaths from homicide - -table
292 entitled "Deaths from 282 causes, by
5-year age groups, color and sex: United
States, 1979-83," National Center for
Health Statistics.
'" Resident population--Estimates or the

39
77
26
54

615
1255
1264
1043
662
484
332
275
235
190
96
71
51
29
17

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
1

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0
0
0

20
19
17
11
7
3
6
2
3
0
1

2
0
0

39
77
26
54

605
1,235
1,245
1,025

651
477
329
269
233
187
96
70
49
29
17

304,000
1,' 17,000

)3,000
1.426,000
1,419,000
1,450,000
1,247,000
1,041,000

775,000
628,000
533430
492,000
465,000
410,000
314,000
256,000
164,000
91,000
57,000

.000128
.0006' 9
.000022
.000041
.000426
.000852
.000998
.000985
.000840
.000760
.000617
.000547
.000501
.000456
.000306
.000273
.000299
.000319
.000298

opulation of the United States, by age,
sex and race: 1980 to 1987 Current
PcpulationReports, Series P-25, No. 949,
Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department or
Commerce, table 2, pp. 13 and 1'

J
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White female: Lifetime risk of homicide

Age
Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Age

Number
living

Estimated
number

Ho7"nide dying from
rat.. homicide Age

Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide kt., ing from
cede homicide

0-1 100,000 .000038 4 30-31 97,776 .000035 3 60-61 89,407 .000020 21-2 99,031 .000012 1 31-32 97,713 .000035 3 61-62 88,602 .000020 22-3 98,966 .000012 1 32-33 97,647 .000035 3 62-63 87,731 .000020 23-4 98,915 .000012 1 33-34 97,576 .000035 3 63-64 86,791 .000020 2
4-5 98,873 .000012 1 34-35 97,501 .000035 3 64-55 85,781 .000020 25-6 98,838 .000007 1 35-36 97,420 .000034 3 65-66 84,698 .000021 2
6-7 98,808 .000007 1 36-37 97,732 .000034 3 66-67 8:: 538 .000021 2
7 -8 98,782 .000007 1 37-38 97,237 .000034 3 67-68 82,296 .000021 28-9 98,758 .000007 1 38-39 97,133 .D00034 3 68-69 80,963 .000021 29-10 98,737 .000007 1 39-40 97,020 .000034 3 69-70 /9,531 .000021 210-11 98,719 .000007 1 40-41 96,896 .000035 3 70-71 77,091 .000018 1
11-12 98,702 .000007 1 41-42 96,750 .000035 1 71-72 78,338 .000018 112-13 98,686 .000007 1 42-43 96,610 .000035 3 72-73 74,567 .000018 113-14 98,667 .000007 1 43-44 96,445 .000035 3 73 -7. 72,671 .0000'1 1
14-15 98,643 .000007 1 44-45 96,262 .000035 3 74-75 70,645 .000018 115-16 98,611 .000029 3 45-46 96,060 .000033 3 /5-76 b8, . 7 .000030 216-17 98,569 .000029 3 46-47 95,828 .000033 3 76-77 66,167 .000030 217-12 98,519 .000029 3 47-49 95,592 .000033 3 77-78 63,709 .000030 218-19 98,463 .000029 3 48-49 95,324 .000033 3 78-79 61,100 .000030 2
19-20 9P,404 .000029 3 49-50 95,028 .000033 3 79-80 58,337 .000030 220-21 98,346 .000044 4 50-51 94,703 .000025 2 80-81 55,418 .000032 221-22 98,289 .000044 4 51-52 94,347 .000025 2 81-82 52,340 .000032 2
22-23 98,232 .000044 4 52-53 91 957 .000025 2 82-83 49,099 .001032 223-24 98,175 .009044 4 53-54 9..,533 .000025 2 83-84 45,694 .000032 124-25 98,119 .000044 4 54-55 93,073 .000025 2 84-85 42,121 .000032 1
25-26 98,063 .000046 5 55-56 92,576 .000024 2 85* 38,376 .000039 1
26-27 98,007 .000046 5 56-57 92,039 .000024 2 Total 20227-28 97,951 .000046 5 57-58 91,459 .000024 2
28-29
29-30

97.894
97,836

000046
.J00046

5
5

58-59
59-60

90,830
90,148

.000024

.000024
2

2
202/100,000 = 1 out of 495

Age
glom

1983 deaths from homicide,
legal execution, or legal intervention

Resident
population

Homicide
rate

Sources:
Persons ailve at the beginning of age
interval:
Vital statistics of the United States, 1980

Leval
Execu- inter-

Total lions ven t ion Homicide Volume 11, Section 6, Life tables. PITHS0-1 54 0 0 54 1,42 ,000 .000038 Pub. No. (PHS)84-1104, National Center
1-4 69 0 0 69 5,570,000 .000012 for Health Statistics, Public Health
5-9 43 0 0 43 6,360,000 .000007 Service, U.S. Department of Health and

10-14 53 0 0 53 7,117,000 .000007 Human Services, 1984, Table 6-2, p. 12.
15-19 222 P 0 222 7,735,000 .000029
"0-1.4 392 0 1 391 8,976,000 .000044 Proportion of persons dying from homicide:
25-29 409 0 0 409 8,854,000 .000046 I. Number of deaths from homicide--table
30-34 280 0 0 280 8,073,000 .000035 292 entitled "Deaths from 282 causes, by
35-39 240 0 0 350 7,059,000 .000034 5-year age groups, color and sex: Ur :led
40-44 203 0 0 203 5,757,000 .000035 States, 1979-83," National Center for
45-49 164 0 1 163 4,931,000 .000033 Health Statistics.
50-54 128 0 0 128 5,029,000 .000025 2. Resident population -- Estimates of the
55-59 128 0 0 128 5,346,000 .000024 mutation of the United States, by age,

sex and race: 1980 to 1983, Current60-64 106 0 1 105 5,153,000 .000020
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 949,65-69

70-74
75-79

94
70
88

0

0
0

0

0
0

24
71,

88

4,848,000
3,834,000
2,930,000

.000021
.000018
.000030

Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of
Commerce, table 2, pp. 13 and 14.

80-84 62 0 0 62 1,^57,000 .000032
85* 63 0 0 63 1,6.4,000 .000039
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Black female: Lifetime risk of homicide

Number
Age livi,y

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Age

Number
living

Estimated
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide Ake

Number
living

Estimeted
number

Homicide dying from
rate homicide

0-1 100,000 .000142 14 10-31 96,095 .000191 18
60-61 79,933 .000044 4

1-2 98,051 .000059 6 31-32 95,949 .000191 18
61-62 78,649

77,286
.000044
.000044

3
3

2-3 97,945 .000059 6 32-33 95,795 .000191 18 63-64 754,,363854 .000044 3
3-4 97,857 .000059 6 33-34 95,633 , 000191 18 64-65 7 .000044 3
4-5 97,786 .000059 6 34-35 95,460 .000191 18 65-66 72,817 .000088 6
5-6 97,728 .000014 . 35-36 95,274 .000162 15 66-67 71.221 .000088 6
6-7 97,682 .000014 1 36-37 95,074 .000162 15 67-68 69,569 .000088 6
7-8 97,645 .000014 1 37-38 95,859 .000162 15 68-69 67,845 .000088 6
8-9 97,614 .000014 1 38-39 95,624 .000162 15 69-70 68,027 .000088 6
9-10 97,588 .000014 1 39-40 94,366 .000162 15
10-11 97,564 .000015 1 40-41 94,081 .000129 12 71 -72

71-72
-72

64,099
62,054

.000053

.0000'.
3
3

11-12 .000015 1 41-42 93,76" .000149 12 3,540
12-13 97,516 .000015 1 42-43 93,422 .000129 12 73-

72-73
74

59,901
57,660

.000053

.000053 3
13-14 97,490 .000015 1 43-44 93,044 .000129 12 74-75 55,358 .00011919 6
14-15 97,461 .000015 1 44-45 92,631 .000129 12 75-76 53,015 .000119 6
15-16 97,429 .000106 10 45-46 92,182 .000116 11 76-77 50,640 .000119 6
16-17 97,392 .000106 10 46-47 91,695 .000116 11 77-78 48,230 .000119 6
17-18 97,350 .00010F 10 47-48 "1,167 .000116 11 78-79 45,776 .000119 6
18-19 97,302 .000106 10 48-49 -3,598 .000116 11 79-80 43,268 .000119 6
19-20 97,247 .000106 10 49-50 89,987 .000116 10 80-81 40,700 .000088 4
20-21 97,183 .000202 20 50-51 89,333 .000075 7 3
21-22 97,111 .000202 20 51-52 88,635 .000175 7

81-84 38.070
35,382

.000088

.000088 3
22-23 97,030 .000202 20 52-53 87,090 .000075 7 83-84 32,645 .000088 3
23-24 96,940 .000202 20 L3-54 87,096 .000075 6 84-85 29,876 .000088 3
24-25 96,842 .000202 20 54-55 86,250 .000075 6 85+ 27,097 .000094 3
25-26 96,736 .000205 20 55-56 85,348 .000081 7
26-27 96,622 .000205 20 56-57 84,390 .000081 7 Total 7758

27-28 96,500 .000205 20 57-58 83,374 .000081 7

28-29 96,371 .000205 20 58-59 82,296 .000081 7 758 out of 100,000 = 1 out of 132
29-30 96,236 .000205 20 59-60 81,152 .000081 7

Age
group

1983 deaths from homicide,
legal execution, or legal intervention

Resident
population

Homicide
rats,.

Sources:
Persons alive at the beginning of eze
Interval:
Vital statistics of the Zmited States, 1980,

Legal
Execu- inter-

Total t ions vent Ion Homicide Volume 11, Section 6, Lre tables. PHHS
Pub. No. (PHS)84-1104, Nations! Center
for Health Statistics, Public Health
Service, U.S. Department of Health and
'lumen Services, 1984, Table 6-2, :, 12.

Proportion of persons dying from homicide:
1. Number of deaths from homicide- -table
292 entitled "Deaths from 282 causes, by
5-year age groups, color and sex: Ullted
States, 1979-83," National Center for
Health Statistics.
2. Resident population -- Estimates of the

0-1
1-4
5-9

10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-7:
75-79
80-84
85+

42
65
17
19

150
306
233
231
150

98
76
46
48
23
38
20
31
14
11

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
1

C

3
1

0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

42
65
17
19

150
305
283
228
149
93
76
46
48
23
38
20
31
14
11

296,300
1,099,000
1,182,000
1,306,000
1,412,000
1,511,000
1,383,000
1,196,000

920,000
762,000
653,000
616,000
595,000
525,000
432,000
376,000
260,000
160,000
117,000

.000142

.000059

.600014

.000015

.000106
.000202
.000205
.000191
.000162
.000129
.000116
.000075
.00008.
.000044
.000088
.000053
.000119
.000088
.000094

population of the United States, 12yegea
sex and race: 1980 to 19n, Curren.,
Population Reports, Seri- 4-25, No. 949,
Bureau of the Census, L apartment of
Commerce, table 2, pp. I .nd 14.
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Homicide is one of the 15 most frequent causes of death

Number of deaths in 1983

All ages 1-14 15-24 25-34

760,132 Heart disease
416,368 Malignant neoplasms
170,052 Cc.ebrovascular

disease
104,449 Accidents
55,987 Bronchitis, asthma,

and emphysema
53,592 Pneumonia and

influenza
34,842 Diabetes

30,535 Liver diseases
and cirrhosis

29,441 Atherosclerosis

26,852 Suicide
23,992 Homicide

16,525 Nephritis
nephrosis

9,193 Septi.emia

7,821 Hyperteris:n

6.126 Benign neoplasms

197,840 Other causes
1,943,747 Total deaths

Number of deaths in 1983

8,537
2,070
1,587

734
668

461

27 I

154

144

142
142

142

132

109

Accidents
Malignant neoplasms
Congenital
anomalies

Homicide
Heart disease

Pneumonia and
influenza

Meningitis

Cerebrovascilar
diseases

Meningococcal
infection

Suicide
Anemias

Benign
neoplasms
Bronchitis, asthma,

and emphysema
Septicemia

96 Perinatai
ditions

3,484 'ither causos
18,876 Total deaths

26,206 Accidents 17,161
6,647 Homicide 7,267
5,239 Suicide 5,920

2,683 Malignant neoplasms 5,081
1,223 Heart diseases 3,080

600 Congenital 1,292
anomalies

418 Cerebrovascular 965
disease

348 Pneumonia and 572
influenza

141 Bronchitis, asthma.
and emphysema

133 Anemias
130 Benign

neoplasms
128 Diabetes

172 Liver diseases
and cirrhosis

114 Complications of
pregnancy

Ill Nephritis and
nephrosis

4,784 Other causes
49,027 Total deaths

Accidents
domicide
Suicide

Malignant neoplasms
Heart disease

Liver disease
and cirrhosis

Cerebrovascular
disease

Diabetes

563 Pneumonia and
Influenza

482 Congenital anomalies
246 Nephritis and

and nephrosis
202 Bronchitis, asthma,

and emphysema
135 Benign

neoplasms
160 Complications

of pregnancy
157 Anemias

6,897 Other causes
50,240 Total deaths

35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and over

12,470 Malignant neoplasms
11,433 Heart disease
9,561 Accidents

3,935 Suicide

3,869 Homicide

3,490 Liver disease
and cirrhosis
Cerebrovascular
disease

Pneumonia and
influenza
Diabetes

2,189

904

900

411 Bronchitis, asthma
and emphysema

362 Nephritis

335 Congenital anomalies
264 Benign neoplasms
232 Septicemia
151 Hypertension

7,912
58,418

Other causes
Total deaths

41,0-8
41,030

8,887

Heart diseese
Malignant neoplasms
Accidents

7,050 Liver disease
and cirrhosis

Cerebrovascular
disease

Suicide

5,750

3,623

2,533

2,237

2,188

1,760

824

lomicide

Bronchitis, asthma,
and emphysema
Diabetes

Pneumonia and
influenza

Nephritis and
nephrosis

541 Benign neoplar,ms
530 Septicemia
408 Hypertension
390 Congenital

anomalies
14,33 Other cams

133,157 Total deaths

1,418 of all deaths In this age group were from homicide.
Source: Fifteen leading causes of death, by age group, 1983.
Homicide surveillance, Center for Disease Control, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Ser:Ices, November 1986.
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107,244 Heart disecie
94,645 Malignant neoplasms
14,:59 Cerebrovascular

diseame
9,177 Sronr it is, asthma,

and emphysema
9,253 Accidents

9,039 Liver disease
and cirrhosis

5,789 Diabetes

4,044 Pneumo. is and
influenza

3,456 Suicide

1,957 Nephritis and
nephrosis

1,527 Homicide

1,261
1,057
1,035

931

Septicemia
Benign ne(i-lasms
Atherosclerosis
Hypertension

27,507 Other causes
292,181 Total deaths

595,406 Heart disease
258,389 Malignant neoplasms
146,417 Cerebrovascular

disease
45,512 Pneumonia and

influenza
43,587 Bronchitis, asthma,

and emphysema
28,081 Atherosclerosis

25,216 Diabetes

24,844 Accidents

12,968 Nephritis and
nephrosis

9,519 Liver disease
and cirrhosis

6,843 Septicemia

6.241 Hypertension
4,612 Stomach ulcers
4,537 Suicide
4,332 1. mias

125,344 Other causes
1.341,848 Total deaths
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Page 29 Pages 30-31

What is the likelihood of victimization _How do peonle protect themselves from crime?
over an entire lifetime?

At current crime rates, almost
ever:one will be a victim of crime
during his or her lifetime

Lifetime likelihood of victimization,
BJS Technical Report, Mar lh 1987,
NCJ-104274, table 1.

With advancing age, the chance of
becoming a victim of a violent crime
declines more rapidly than life
expectancy

Lifetime likelihood of victimization,
BJS Technical Report, NCJ-104274,
March 1987, table 3.

Over a span of 20 years, most
households will be victimized by
burglary or larceny

Lifetime likelihood of victimization
BJS Technical Report, NCJ-104274,
March 1987, table 3.

Many households will be victimized
more than ome in 20 years

Lifetime likelihood of victimization,
BJS technical Report, NCJ-104274,
March 1987, table 3.

About a third of all households have taken at least one
measure to preve.-7t crime

Crime prevention measures, BJS Special Report, 1.1CJ-100438,
March 1986, tables 1 and

Demographic
characteristics

Perernt ot respondents using
crime prevention measures of:

Burglar
alarm

Household
member in
neighbor-
hood watch

Valu .des
engraved t,ith
an identi-
fying number

One or
more
measures

total
Are of household respondents

16-19
20-24
25-.14
35-49
50-64
65 and over

Ethnic origin
Fon-Hispanic
Hispanic

Race
White

Other
Educational attainment

Elementary school
High school
College

Family income
Less than $7,500
$7,500-9,999
$10,000-14,999
S16,000-24,999
$25,000-29,599
$30,000-49,999
$50,000 or more

Number of persons
in household
1

2-3
4-5
6 or more

Tenure
Owned
Rented

Number of units in structure
1 unit
2-3 units
4-9 units
10 units or more
Mobile home

Type of locality ot residence
Central city of an SMSA
Suburban area of an SMSA
Nonmetropolitan area

7%

4
5
8
8
6

6

6

A

9

7% 25% 3'96

7 36 40
4 30 34
7 29 35

10 29 38
9 23 32
6 16 23

8 26 34
16 23

7 26 33
10 23 33

24 32

4 12 18
6 2' 32

10 32 41

5 4 16 22
5 5 20 26
4 6 22 28
5 7 28 35
7 9 31 40
8 11 32 41

16 15 35 51

7
7
7
4

8

4

5
5
8
3

8
8
4

5 19 26
8 17 Z5

10 29 38
1 22 29

10 27
4 23 27

9
5
3
3
5

9
8
S

27 36
21 21

2o
17 22
27 31

24 34
28 36
23 19

Estimate based on or about 13 or fewer saornle cases is statistically unreliable.
Source: Victimization Risk Supplement to the National Crime Survey, 1994.
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Many businesses employ
security measures

Crime prevention measures, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-100438, March
1986, tables 7 and 8.

One famliy in five lives in an area
with a neighborhood watch program

Crime prevention measures, bJS
Special Report, 11CJ-100438, March
1986, tables 3 and 4.

How do vk Elms of violent crime
pr. sect themselves?

Data used for These analyses were
National Crime Survey (NCS) violent
celle victimizations, which occurred
in the years 1979-85. In some cases,
victims reported using more than one
type of self-protective action &true
the course of a violent crime
victimization. When a victim
reported multiple types of self-
protection, only the most assertive
type of action-indicated by a higher
position in the table stub-was used 1,1

the analysis. The compatisons
described to the right of the table
were developed using ECTA software
for log-linear analysis of con;:ngency
tables. Unweighted NCS data were
utilized. For rape, rubbery, and
assault comparisons, self-protective
actions for each of these crimes were
compared to actions taken during all
other types of vio..2nt crime measured
by the NCS. All differences reported
are significant at the .05 level.

PJS National Crime Survey, 1979-85.

In all States, citizens may use
deadly force r ...ey reasonably
believe their Pie is In danger

Ronald Cruit, ed., Intruder in your
home (New York: Stein and Day,
1983).

22 Technical appendix

In some circumstances, citizens may
use force or deadly force to protect
their surroundings. their belongings,
...: a third party

Ronald Cruit, ed., Intruder in your
home (New York: Stein and Day,
1983).

State laws define the circumstances in
which citizens may be justified in
using deadly force

BJS update as of December 1986
based on data from Ronald Cruit, ed.,
Intruder in your home (New York:
Stein and Day, 1983).

BJS classr.,d the information in
Intruder in your home for tabular
presentation. An initial draft of thf...
table and the source material was sent
for verification to the Statistical
Analysis Center or Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council in each State.
In many States, our request wzs
referred to other agencies, frequently
the Attorney General's office.
Changes to the original suggested by
respondents were adopted and
reverified. Further information about
each State's response is available from
BJS upon request.

Pages 32-33

What is the relationship between victim and offender?

The victim-offender relationship is
not known for most crimes

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
table 28.

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
July 1986.

People are particularly fearful
of being victimized by strangers,
but assailants are often well
known to ' sir victims

BJS Crituinat victimization in U.S.;
1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987, table
28.

Strangers commit most violent crimes, especially t.kbery

Victimization rate per 1,000 population
Robbery Aggravated assault Simple assault Total violent cri:n zs

Non-
StetirAes stranel

Non-
Stranger stranger

Non-
Stragtel steltwer Stranger

Non -
streater.

1973 5.78 .96 6.23 3.84 8.74 6.06 21.50 11.06
1974 6.09 1.09 6.78 3.61 8.29 6.15 21.88 11.10
1975 5.75 1.01 6.26 3.35 8.74 6.83 21.39 11.46
1976 5.29 1.17 6.17 3.69 8.90 6.51 26.94 11.63

)77 4.88 1.34 6.28 3.71 9.62 7.18 21.35 12.55
1978 4.54 1.36 6.24 3.45 9.76 7.40 21.24 12.48
1979 5.05 1.2' 6.31 3.61 10.22 7.07 22.23 12.31
1980 5.44 2. 6.02 3.24 9.20 7.30 21.33 11.92
1981 6.28 1.13 6.51 3.13 10.13 7.20 23.49 11.84
1982 5.8 1.3 5.9 3.4 9.6 7.5 21.8 12.5
1983 4.7 1.3 4.6 3.3 8.5 7.7 18.4 12.6
1984 4.3 1.5 4.8 4.0 7.6 8.0 17.2 13.8
1985 4.0 1.1 5.1 3.1 8.8 7.2 18.3 11.7

Sou.ce: BJS National Crime Survey 1973-85.
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The victim-offender relationship
is not the same for al! crimes

Relationship to offenders
Robbery Assault

Rate Percent Rate Percent

Stranger 4.43 74.7% 13.53 50.6%
Acquaintance 1.01 17.0 9.38 35.1
Relative .25 4.2 2.75 10.3
Unknown .24 4.0 1.07 4.0

Total 5.93 100 26.73 100

Source: Violent crime by strangers
ant' nonstrargers, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987, tab!. 1.

Males and the elderly
face the greatest risk of being
victimized by a stranger

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangers, BJf; Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987, tables 1
and 2.

Characteristics of crimes
by strangers tend to differ from
those by nonstrangers

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangers, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987, table 2.

BJS Criminal victimization in Hu.
U.S 1985, NC1-104273, May 1987,
table 29.

Some family crimes are
difficult to measure

Family violence, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-93449, April 1984, tables 2 and 3.

Strauss, Gel les, and Steinmetz, Behind
closed doors: Violence in the
American family (New York: Author,
Press/DoutWay, 1980).

News release, American Association
for Protecting Children, a division of
the American H ane Society
(Denver: November 8, 1985).

Which fa illy members commit
the most violent erir

Family violence, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-93449, April 1984, tables 2 and 3.

Divorced or separated women are
more likely than married women
to report being victims of violent
crime by a nonstranger

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangerst BJ,1 Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987.

What is the racial composition
of victim-offender relationships?

BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
tables 37 cud 38.

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangers, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987, p. 4.

Pages: 34-35

Most crimes are not reported to the pn` .e

Only about a third of all crimes are reported to the police

Year

Percent of all crimes that are reported to police
Motor

AU Total vehicle Crimes of
crimes larceny Burglary theft violence

1973 32.37% 23.01% 46.62% 68.33% '5.51%
1974 33.46 24.80 47.66 67.34 46.85
1975 34.89 26.55 48.59 71.12 47.18
1976 34.95 26.74 48.15 69.46 48.80
1977 33.51 25.04 48.79 68.45 46 13
978 32.59 24.57 47.08 66.05 44.21

1979 32.75 24.45 47.56 68.20 45.05
1980 25.80 27.12 51.28 69.34 47.14
19R1 35.i 26.54 51.07 66.64 46.57
1982 36.1 27.1 49.3 72.4 48.2
1983 34.6 '!6.1 48.7 68.5 47.2
1984 35.1 2i.5 49.4 68.8 46.6
1985 35.8 21.2 49.7 70.6 47.9

Source: BJS Criminal victimization in the U.S.,
1973 to 1985, table 87.

The decision to report a crime is often
based on its seriousness

Reporting crimes to the police, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-99432, De: ember
1985, table 5, p. 4.

Reporting rates for motor vehicle
theft were higher than or burglary
and for household larceny

Reporting crimes to the police, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-9943?, December
1985, table 1 and p. 11.

The highest income group was more
likely than the lowest income
group to report household crimes

Reporting crimes to the polices BJS
iipeci.A1 Report, NCJ-99432, December
1985; table 5, p. 4
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Thefts resulting in large losses
and serious violent crimes
with injury are most likely
to be reported to the police

Motor vehicle theft
involving loss of
$250 or more

Percent reported
to the police

88%

Robbery with injury and
loss of $250 or more 76

AD crimes involving
losses of $250 or more 73

Purse snatching with
loss of $250 or more 70

Theft of $250 or more 66

Aggravated assault
with injury 59

Completed rape 55

Attempted assault
with weapon 53

Completed forcible
entry burglary 49

Simple assault
with injury '.
Completed robbery
with loss of $10-$49 46

Attempted assault
without weapon 36

Theft of $50-$149 35

Theft of 810-549 13

Theft of $1-$9 7

Source: Reporting crimes to the
police, DJS Special Report,
NCJ-99432, December 1985, p. 4.

Someone other than the victim
may report a crimp, t;., police

Reporting crimes to the pollee, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-99432, December
1985, table 6, p. 4.

Homeowners were more likely th-..1
renters to report household crimes

BJB Criminal 'ictimization in the
U.S., 1985, NCJ-104273, May 1987,
table 94.
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Less than half of all violent
crimes were reported to police
during the years 1982-84

Violent crime by strangers and
nonstrangers, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-103702, January 1987, table 9.

Many violent crimes were unreported
because they were "private matters,"
and many crimes of theft were "not
important enough to report"

Reporting crimes to the police, BJS
Specia. Report, NCJ-99432, December
1985, table 13.

Many violent crimes are reported to
krevent the crimes from happening
again, while many crimes of theft are
reported because of a desire to
recover property

Reporting ?rimes to the police, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-99432, December
1985, table 14.

Pages 36-37

Compensation for crime victims is
becoming more available

Victim compensation programs
are still relatively new

BJS Victim /witness legislation: An
overview, NCS-94365, July 1984.

Most State victim compensation
programs help to recover medical
costs and lost earnings

BJS Victim/witness legislation: An
overview, NCJ-94365,
July 1984.

In 1985, $80.8 million was paid
to victims of e1 ,me by State
compensation programs

Office for Victims of Crime, 1985.

1 4:4 )

Restitution programs may pay
victims for other losses,
such as property damage

BJS Victim/witness legislation: An
overview, NCJ-94265, July 1984.

Many States restrict offenders
from profiting from their crimes

BJS Victim /witness legislation: An
overview, NCJ-94365, July 1984.

Legislation strengthens the rights
of victims and witnesses

BJS Victim/witness legislation: An
overview, NCJ-94365,
July 1984.

44 States, the District of Columbia,
and the Virgin islands have
compensation programs to help
victims of violent crime

BJS 1987 update of Victim/witness
legislation: An overview, BJS July
1984 with assistance from the
Nations' Organization for Victim
Assistance.
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The offender

Public orderIncludes weapons
offenses., commercialized vice, sex

Pages 40-41 offenses, gambling, suspicion, curfew
and loitering law violations, runaways,
offenses against family, drunkenness,
vagrancy, family-related offenses,

Who v mmits crime? delinquency of a minor and habitual
offenders.

How many criminals
do we know about?

Office of Technology Assessment,
Congress of the United States.

FBI Crime in the United States 1983.
Jail inmates, 1983, 13.78 Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November 1985.

Probation and parole 1983 BJS
fiulietin, NCJ-94776, September 1984.

Prisoners in 1983, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
92949, April 1984.

Which criminals do we know
the most about?

Murder/manslaughterIncludes
attempts.

AssaultIncludes simple and
aggravated assault.

Other violent crimes Includes
kidnaping, purse snatching, hit-and-
run driving, and child abuse.

Other property crimesIncludes
arson, vandalism, and stolen property
offenses.

Driving while intoxicated-- Includes
driving while intoxicated and under
the influence of drugs.

Sources: FBI Crime in the United
States 1985, table 24, p. 164. Jail
inmates, 1983 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November 1985, table 5, p. 4.
BJS Survey of Prison Inmates 1979,
unpublished data.

What do the major sources tell us
about who commits crime?

See, for example, Michael J.
Hindelang, "Race and involvement:in
common law personal crimes,"
American Sociological Review, (1 )', 'I,
43:93-109; M. J. Hindelang,
"Variations in sex-race-age specific
incidence rates o.: offending,"
American Sociological Review, ('.981),
46:461-474; Alfred Blumstein, "Cm the
racial disproportionality of !Yrift3d
States' prison populations," Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminolm,(1982),
733:1,259-1,281; Patrick A. La.gan,
"Racism on trial: New evidenf,e to
explain the racial composition of
prisons in the United States," Journal
of Criminal Law and Criminology, .

1985, volume 76, number 3.

Who is the "typical" offender?

FBI Crime in the United States 1981,.
table 33, p. 174, and table 34, p. 1:6.

What are the characteristics
of arrestees and offenders
in jails and prisons?

Statistical abstract of the United
States 1981. FBI Crime in the United
States 1983. Jail if unatr BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-99175, November 1985,
table 2, p. 2. BJS Survey of Inmates
of Local Jails 1983, unpublished
data. Prisoners in State and Federal
institutions yearend 1983, unpublished
data.
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What is the re-itionship
between a add crime?

Serious crime arrest rates are highest
in young age groups

Age-specific arrest rates, U.S., 3-year
avert ;es, 1983-85

Violent
Age crime total

Property
crime. total

12 and
under 15.34 232.48
13-14 243.36 2,408.63
lb 447.88 3,42.10
16 575.51 3,684.29
17 662.63 3,652:3'
18 681.73 3,292.44
19 649.15 2,684.85
20 621.15 2,235.89
21 611.77 1,961.75
22 582.60 1,735.95
23 554.95 1,577.09
24 532.37 1,448.70
25-29 441.27 1,179.85
30-34 315.62 85n.63
35-39 224.98 575.76
40-44 165.44 413.52
45-49 117.11 312.94
50-54 79.84 243.57
55-59 50.66 177.92
67-64 33.45 130.21
65+ 12.66 65.64

All ages 217.70 837.80

Source: FBI Uniform Crin e Reports,
1983-85, unpublished data.

Young people make up the largest proportion of offenders
entering the criminal justice system

Cumulative distribution of arrests by age of arrestee

Under
Offense 18 18-20 21-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40+

Total 17.1% 31.4% 49.5% 67.0% 78.9% 86.6% 100%

Index 30.8% 46.5% 61.6% 75.5% 90.6% 100%
Violent 1$.8 31.2 50.0 68.7 81.1 88.8 100
Property 34.4 50.4 64.8 77.5 86.2 91.4 100

Note: Totals nay not add to 100%
because of rounding.

Source: FBI Crime in the United States
1985, table 33, pp. 174-175.

Offense

Number o' pe 'sons arrested
Under age 18 18 years of age and older

Percent
1976 1985 change

Pert eni
1976 1985 change

Total 1,707,646 1,407,261 -17.6% 5,134,923 6,626,020 +29.0%

Murder and non-
regligent
manslaughter 1,221 1,091 -10.6 11,661 11,745 +0.7

Forcible rape 3,299 3,868 +17.2 15,719 21,366 +37.7.
Robbery 33,504 26,820 -19.9 68,867 /7,949 +13.2
Aggravated assault 29,672 29,652 -0.1 140,418 180,048 +28.2
Burglary 182,121 113,614 -37.6 172,632 185,09: +7 2
Larceny -theft 346,313 303,675 -12.3 450,144 627,306 .39.4
Motor vehicle theft 53,192 35,037 -34.1 48,348 57,723 +19.4
Arson 6,606 5,482 -17.0 5,580 7,694 +37.9

Violent cram ea 6',696 61,431 -9.3 236,665 291,308 +23.1
Property crime 588,232 457,808 -22.0 676,704 877,816 +29.7

Al' then crimes 1,051,718 888,022 -15.6 4,221,554 5,456,896 +29.3

aViolent crimes ir"I Jde murder, forcible
tape, roJOcry,and aggravated assault.
"Property crimes 'nclude burglary, larcen2-
theft, motor vehizie theft, and E.:son.

Source: FBI Crime in the United States
1985, table 27, p. 168.

Different age groups are arrested and incarcerated fir different types of crit es

Percent of arrevts In age group oft
erlIettipg. Under 188 18 -20

-17g9
21-24 25-29

-ran
30-34
-Ian

35-39
11376

40-44
-En 45-49 504

-rt.% t%Vloient crimes R- ran
kturder/mans!aughter .6: .15 .16 .17 .17 .18 .18 .17 .20
Rape .27 .27 .30 .34 .35 .36 .34 .30 .24
Robbery 1.7 1.o 1.3 1.1 1.0 .7 .47 .32 .22
Aggravated assault 2.1 2.2 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.5
Simple assault 4.7 4.3 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.0 5.6 9.1 4.2

Property crimes 41.8% 24.9% 19.4% 18.7% 19.09% 18.4% 16.1% 14.2% 15.8%
Burglary L2 5.0 3.25 2.6 2.2 1.7 1.3 1.0 .7
Larceny 22.0 11.8 L6 6.4 9.0 8.8 8.2 8.2 13.0
Motor vehicle theft 2.5 1.5 .97 .77 .84 .53 .43 .36 .25

n .04 .11 .10 .10 .11 .13 .12 .14 .11
Fraud forgery/embezzlement 1.5 2.6 3.8 4.4 5.0 5.2 4.8 4.0 23
Other property 7.3 3.7 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.4 1.1

Drug abuse violations 4.6% L3% 9.0% 8.6% 7.4% 5.8% 4.1% 1.0% 2.0%

Public orderb 32.8% 5L2% 61.7% 62.1% 63.0% 65.7% 69.6% 73.0% 74.8%
Weapons 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.5 t.4 1.3
DWI 1.2 9.6 16.1 17.9 1L7 21.4 22.6 13.4 24.1
Other 30.1 47.0 44.0 42.6 42.8 43.6 45.5 47.2 49.3

Total number 1,762,539 1,468,114 1,966,499 7,803,471 1,226,504 794,079 487,908 310,976 569,459

Notet Percentages may not add to 100
because of rounding.
a12% of amens under IR were arrested
f a atatus offenses.
°Public order Includes commercialized vice,
sex offenses, gambling, offenses against
family, liquor taws, drunkenness, disorderly

26 Technical appendix

conduct, vagrancy, suspicion, curfew laws,
runaways, and all other offenses (except
traffic).
Soureet 'Total arrest distribution by age,
1985," Crime in the United States 198D,
table 33, pp. 174-115.

Incarceration fIndings-
Jail Inmates, 1983 BJS DuUetln, NCJ-
1175, November 1985, p. 5.
Pison admissions and releases, 1982, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-97945 July laid. pp.
4-5.
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Arrest rate trends vary by age group

Year

Arrests per 100,000 are-eligible population

Ages under 18 Ages 18-20 Ages 21-24 Ages 25-29 Ages 3P-34
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rate slam
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rate change
F ercent

Rate change
1961 1,5d6 1.4 8,183 -3.0% 8,167 -.7% 6,859 0% 6,473 -1.5%
1962 1,668 5.1 7,725 -5.6 7,757 -5.0 6,632 -3.3 6,295 -2.8
1963 1,880 12.7 7,985 3.4 7,776 -.2 6,543 -1.3 6,216 -1.3
1964 2,233 18.8 8,880 11.2 7,863 1.1 6,44' -1.5 6,145 -1.1
1965 2,369 6.1 8,653 -2.6 ,648 2.7 6,305 -2.1 5,976 -2.8

1966 2,485 4.9 8,614 -.4 7,425 -2.9 6,057 -3.9 5,689 -4 9
1967 2,779 11.8 9,260 7.5 7,977 -7.4 6,099 -.7 5,637 -.9
1968 3,117 12.1 10,313 11.4 8,209 2.9 6,067 -.5 5,533 -1.9
1969 3,202 2.7 11,074 7.4 8,927 8.7 6,412 5.7 5,695 2.9
1970 3,379 5.5 11,866 7.2 9,512 6.6 6,758 5.4 5,245 4.4

1971 3,609 6.8 11,979 1.0 9,664 1.6 6,980 3.3 6,016 1.2
1972 3,441 -4.7 10,982 -8.3 9,517 -.L.5 6,500 -6.9 5,782 -3.9
1973 3,608 4.9 11,287 2,8 9,386 -1.4 6,351 -2.3 5,419 -6.3
1974 4,122 14.3 13,097 16.0 10,387 10.7 7,000 10.2 5,600 3.3
1975 3,897 -5.5 12,966 -1.0 9,961 -4.1 6,857 -2.0 5,406 -3.5

1976 3,930 0.8 13,057 .7 10,446 4.9 7,180 4.7 5,656 4.6
1977 3,836 -2.4 13,041 -.1 10,541 .S 7,356 3.5 5,461 -3.4
1978 3,911 2.0 13,810 5.9 10,967 4.1' 7,636 3.8 5,652 3.5
1979 3,811 -2.6 14,390 4.2 11,227 2.4 7,747 1.5 5,561 0
1980 3,662 -3.9 14,718 2.3 11,538 2.8 8,082 4.3 5,849 3.5

1981 3,631 -0.9 15,069 2.4 11,949 3.6 8,663 7.2 6,163 5.4
1982 3,555 -2.1 16,216 7.6 13,221 10.6 9,702 12.0 7,076 14.8
1983 3,215 -9.5 15,038 -7.3 12,748 -3.6 9,596 -1.1 7,074 0
1984 3,162 -1.7 14,553 -3.2 12,847 .8 9,641 .5 7,093 .3
1985 3,335 5.5 15,049 3.4 13,054 1.6 9,847 2.1 7,181 1.2

Year

Arrests per 100,000 age-eligible population

Ages 35-39 Ages 40-44 Ages 45-49 Ages 50 and over All ages
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rate change
Percent

Rats the Le_
1961 6,321 -1.9% 5,921 -1.9% 5,384 -3.0% 2,594 -2.0% 3,877 -1.3%
1962 6,186 -2.1 5,874 -.8 5,216 -3.1 2,539 -2.1 3,798 -2.0
1963 6,163 -.4 5,877 0 5,153 -1.2 2,511 -1.1 3,860 1.6
1964 5,994 -2.7 5,718 -2.7 4,97 1 -3.5 2,455 -2.2 . 3,968 2.8
1965 5,944 -.8 5,634 -1.5 5,010 .8 2,409 -1.9 3,994 .6

1966 5,413 -8.9 5,131 -8.4 4,850 -3.2 2,298 -4.6 3,908 -2.1
1T67 5,454 .7 5,250 1.7 4,680 -3.5 2,186 -4.9 4,055 3.8
1968 5,332 -2.2 5,098 -2.9 4,448 -4.9 2,065 -5.5 4,183 3.2
1969 5,467 2.5 5,172 1.4 4,536 2.0 2,053 -.6 4,359 4.2
1970 5,678 3.9 5,273 2.0 4,560 .5 2,050 1 4,577 5.0

1971 5,759 1.4 5,271 0 4,546 -.3 2,011 -. 4,717 3.1
1972 5,425 -5.8 4,954 -6.0 4,235 -6.8 1,829 -9.0 4,473 -5.2
1973 5,15S -5.0 4,700 -5.1 4,076 -3.7 1,739 -4.9 4,458 -.3
1974 5,206 1.0 4,716 .3 4,002 -1.8 1,629 -6.3 4,847 8.7
1975 5,011 -3.7 4,480 -5.0 3,776 -5.7 1,513 -7.1 4,673 -3.6

1976 5,205 3.9 4,621 3.2 3,824 1.3 1,515 .1 4,804 2.8
1977 5,049 -3.0 4,.88 -2.9 3,670 -4.0 1,450 -4.3 4,754 -1.0
1978 4,979 -1.4 4,415 -1.6 3,584 -2.3 1,376 -5.1 4,868 2.4
1979 4,313 -3.3 4,206 -4.7 3,395 -5.3 1,296 -5,8 4,865 -.1
1980 4,749 -1.3 4,074 -3.1 3,291 -3.1 1,237 -4.6 4,881 .3

1981 5,006 5.4 °,176 2.5 3,380 2.7 1,253 1.3 5,033 3.1
1982 5,276 5.4 4,444 6.4 3,490 3.3 1,.36 .2 5,371 6.7
1983 5,2:6 -.8 4,259 -4.2 3,394 -2.7 1,190 -5.3 5,126 -4.6
1984 5,286 .9 4,133 -3.0 3,279 -3.4 1,143 -3.9 5,043 -1.6
1985 5,313 .5 4,103 .0.7 3,155 -3.8 1,088 -4.9 5,113 1.4

Note: Rate per 1&J,000 inhabitants for are from census publication!' (current
each given age group. The U.S. population population reports). Arrest cats are for
was adjusted for UCR coverage before the totes reported arrests in the given age
rate v.4s calculated. U.S. population data group.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports,
1961-85, unpublished data.
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Average age at arrest varies by type of crime

Year

Average ege of arrestees

Murder
Forcible
rape Robbery

Aggravated
assault Burglary

Motor
Larceny- vehicle
theft the ft Arson

1965 32.56 24.74 23.18 30.42 20.33 21.71 19.12 19.25
1966 32.09 21.82 22.70 29.92 19.93 21.40 18.99 18.48
1967 32.16 2,.77 22.44 29.72 19.88 21.45 19.05 19.16
1968 31.27 24.63 21.99 29.47 19.61 21.26 19.04 19.42
1969 30.84 24.54 21.84 29.18 19.71 21.47 19.33 19.85

1970 30.66 24.57 21.80 29.27 19.92 21.69 19.66 20.44
1971 30.33 :4.52 21.90 28.96 19.96 21.61 20.14 21.13
1972 29.70 24.76 22.04 28.99 19.93 21.76 20.14 20.50
1973 29.89 25.06 21.85 28.76 19.62 21.96 19.76 70.79
1974 29.82 25.01 21.74 28.52 19.48 21.57 19.73 20.40

1975 29.74 25.52 21.69 28.39 19.59 22.20 19.99 21.07
1976 29.61 25.71 22.05 28.32 19.82 22.63 20.21 21.10
1977 29.72 26.02 "2.18 28.27 19.80 22.82 20.30 21.61
1978 29.88 26.43 21.90 28.30 19.84 23.07 20.45 21.98
1979 29.71 26.18 22.20 28.08 20.12 23.36 20.55 21.77

1980 29.32 26.49 22.36 28.20 20.61 23.80 21.09 22.56
1981 29.56 26.78 22.69 28.48 20.98 24.39 21.83 22.94
2982 29.56 26.78 23.05 28.64 21.35 24.93 22.39 24.14
1983 29.C) 27.31 23.24 28.75 21.60 25.08 22.66 24.11
1984 79.2.5 27.84 23.44 28.83 21.90 25.11 22.71 23.87
1985 29.77 27.98 23.57 28.69 21.89 25.20 22.24 23.88

Year

Average age of arrestees
Forgery
and court-
terfeiting Fraud

Embez-
zlement

Stolen
propey

Sex
Weapons offenses

Drug
abuse
violations Ca n

1965 29.38 32.99 32.78 24.37 28.31 28.64 27.18 39.30
1966 28.71 32.70 32.74 23.79 28.38 28.66 25.73 39.50
1967 27.69 31.86 32.21 23.73 28.46 28.49 23.81 40.06
1968 27.67 31.54 31.v5 23.30 28.33 28.49 22.43 40.27
1969 27.16 31.09 31.52 23.67 28.51 28.49 22.42 40.64

1970 27.23 31.17 30.74 23.80 28.79 28.35 22.43 40.66
1971 27.29 31.06 30.62 23.62 28.29 28.68 22.38 40.03
1972 27.23 30.80 30.15 23.59 29.10 28.60 22.28 40.47
1973 26.82 30.09 29.62 23.10 28.87 29.24 21.76 30.80
1974 25.98 29.85 29.33 22.80 28.32 27.94 21.75 38.93

1975 26.03 30.36 29.68 23.02 28.09 28.42 22.23 39.19
1976 26.30 30.28 29.05 23.28 28.31 29.82 22.56 38.08
1977 26.42 28.70 28.58 23.10 28.15 29.03 22.82 38.80
1978 26.49 29.41 28.63 23.21 28.04 29.15 22.78 38.30
1979 26.23 30.11 28.53 23.04 27.53 28.98 23.08 38.10

1980 26.49 30.48 28.50 23.53 27.69 29.04 23.84 37.86
1981 27.11 30.32 '8.64 24.15 27.95 29.40 24.30 37.85
1982 27.28 30.38 .9.41 24.60 28.25 29.70 25.01 37.66
1983 27.69 30.37 ..".87 24.82 28.34 29.97 35.63 37.93
1984 27.52 30.42 29.58 24.90 28.00 30.34 25.91 37.69
1985 27.26 30.44 29.12 24.53 27.67 30.27 26.14 37.46

Source: Age specific arrest rates and race- offenses 1965-85, FBI Uniform Crime
specific arrest rates for selected Reporting Program, December 1986.

Participation in crime declines with age

Criminal careers of habitual felon."
Law knforceme:tt Assistance
Administraticn, U.S. Department of
Justice, *My 1978.

28 Technical appendix

Examining recidivism, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-96501, February 1985,
pp. 3-4.

M. A. Peterson et al., Whc commits
crimes: A survey of prison inmates
(Cambridge, Mass: Oelgeschlager,
Gunn and Hain, 1981).

Many older prison inmates had
never been to prison before

(...dreer atterns in crime: BJS Special
Report, NCJ-88672, June 1983.

The average age of arrestees
for most crimes remained fairly
constant from 1965 to 1985

Age-specific arrest rates and race-
specific arrest rates for selected
offenses 1965-85, FBI Uniform Crime
Reporting Program, December 1986,
pp. 130-131.

Historically, studies have shown
property crimes to be more typical
of youths than of older offenders

Cline further called for longitudinal
research that examined differences in
social class, educational level, and
family characteristics. HugN F. Cline,
"Criminal behavior over the life span,"
in Constancy and change in human
development, 0. G. Brim, Jr. and J.
Kagan, eds. (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard Univ. Press, 1980), pp. 641-
674.

Adults commit more serious crimes
than juveniles

Patrick A. Langan aad David P.
Farrington, "Two-track or one-track
justice? Some evidence from an
English longi, idinal survey," Journal
of Criminal Law and Criminology
(1983), 74 (2):545.

Using 1980 values, the average value
of 34 juvenile crimes was 196 pounds;
of 22 young adult crimes, 487 pounds;
and of 7 adult crimes, 8,103 pounds.
For 4 out of 7 adult crimes, the net
was 5,000 pounds, whereas no juvenile
crimes had values that high.
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Repeat offenders are responsible
for much of the Nation's crime

Who are career criminals?

John E. Rolph and Jan M. Chaiken,
Identifying high-rate serious criminals
from official reccrds (Santa Monica,
Calif.: The RAND Corporation, R-
3422-N1J, April 1987), pp. 1-7.

A. Blumstein, J. Cohen, J. Roth, and
C. Visher (eds.), Criminal careers and
"career criminals," volume 1
(Washington: National Academy
Press, 1986), pp. 12-19.

A. Inciardi, Careers in crime
.:ago: Rand McNally College

Jolishing Co.. 1975), pp. 5-7.

A few criminals commit many crimes

In Philadelphia, high-rate offenders
made up only 23% of all the offenders
but committed 61% of all the crimes.

Marvin E. Wolfgang and Paul E. Tracy,
"The 1945 and 1958 birth cohorts: A
comparison of the prevalence,
incidence, and severity of delinquent
behavior." Paper prepared at the
Conference on "Public Danger,
Dangerous Offenders and the Criminal
Justice System," sponsored by Harvard
University and the John F. Kennedy
School of Government through a grant
from the National institute of Justice
(February 11-12, 1982).

Table 6b "Offenders and offenses by
delinquent subgroups (cohort 11
males)" gives data showing that
chronic recidivists (defined on page 8
as five or more arrests) made up
22.9% of all the male offenders
(defined as having a police contact by
age 18) and were responsible for 51%
of all the offenses (defined as a slice
contact).

In Racine, Wisconsin, high-rat
offenders made up 24% of all thi
offendars but v , responsible fo
63% of all the crimes.

Lyle W. Shannon, Assessing the
relationship to adult criminal careers
to juvenile carePrl, final report
submitted to N tonal Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Dc quency
Prevention, U.S. Depart ant of
Justice, Washington, not dated.

Table 2 in chapter 7 of the report sa:s
that 21.7% of the males from the 1955
birth cohort had at least one felony
contact with the police through
around age 21 (see also chapter 2,
page 2 for details on length of
followup). Table 3 in chapter 7 says
that 5.1% of the 1955 cohort males
were chronic offenders (meaning they
had 5 or more felony contacts) and
these chronic offenders accounted for
63.1% of all contacts. Therefore,
chronic offenders made up 24% of all
offenders (since 5.1/21.7 = 24%) and
accounted for 63% of all (felony)
contacts.

In Columbus, Ohio, high-rate
offenders made up 34% of all the
offenders but committed 68% of all
the crimes.

Donna Hamparian, Richard Schuster
Simon Dinitz, and John P. Conrad, T:),.!
violent few (Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1978), pp. 52-'

Page 52 of The violent few gives
findings from a study of 811 boys a
girls born in 1956-58 who were
arrested at least once before reaching
adulthood. The 811 youths were
arrested 3,373 times; 33.6% were
chronic reciciui.!..5 (defined as five or
mor arrests). As shorn below, this
information plus the data given in
table 4-1 (p. 53) form the basis for the
conclusion that 34% of the offenders
were high-rate offenders who
accounted for 68% of all the offenses.

Other sources:

Dunford and Elliott, "Estimation of
probability of arrest per crim a,"
National Youth Survey, 1984, table 7
in Blumstein et :A., Criminal careers
and "career criminais," vol. 1
(Washington: National Academy
Press, 1986), p. 338.

Jan M. Chaiken and Marcia R.
Chaiken, Varieties of criminal

1 0

behavior (Santa Monica: The RAND
Corroratir 1982), p. 44, table A.19,
Po. 213-2

Curbing the repeat offender: A
3trategy for prosecutors
(Washington: Institute for LAW and
Social Research, 1977), p. 8 and 9.

Recidivism, of young parolees, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-104916, May
1987, p. 1.

High-rate offenders seldom specialize
in one type of crime

Highlights of interim findings and
implications, PROMIS Rcsearch
Pro'eet (Washington: Institute for
Law and Social Research, 1977), p. 11.

A. Blumstein and J. Cohen,
"Estimation of individual crime rates
from arrest records," Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology (1979),
70(4):581.

Few repeat offenders
are full-time criminals

r. Schmalleger, "World of the career
criminal," Human Nature (1' 9),

vrtnile delinquency often
shadows adult criminal activity

A. Langan and David P.
.on, "Two-track or one-track

j is Some evidence from an
Er.glish longitudinal survey," Jor.rnal
of Criminal Law and Criminology
(1983), 74(2): 519-546.

Rudy A. Haapanen and Carl F.
Jesness, Early identification of the
chronic offender, Department of the
Youth Authority, State of California,
February 1982, pp. 29-32.

The more sc.rous the juvenile career,
the greaser the chances of adult
crimina:'ty

Laura A. Winterfield, Criminal
careers of juveniles In New York
City (New York: VERA Institute of
Justice, 1986) table 15, where
"serious" = careers 3 + 4.
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Long-term studies show that the
more often a person is arrested,
the greater the chances of being
arrested again

Alfred Blumstein, David P.
Farrington, and Soumyo Moitra,
"Delinquency careers: Innocents,
desisters and persiste-s," in Michael
H. Tonry and Norval Morris, eds.,
Crime and justice: An annual review
of research, volume 6 (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1985;.

"The impact of prior criminal history
on recidivism in Illinois," Research
Bulletin #3, Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority (1986).

The more often an offender is
arrested before going to prison,
the more likely and the sooner that
person will be arrested after his or her
release

Recidivism _r voungparolees I3JS
Special Repo; t, NCJ 104916, May
1987, pp. 4 and 5.

Criminal history, age, and drug use
aie among the best correlates
or future criminality

P. Hoffman, "Screening for risk: A
revised Salient Factor Score (SFS
81)." Journal of Criminal Justice
(19831, 1r:539-547.

S. Klein and M. Caggiano, The
prevalence, predictability and policy
implicatiors of recidivism (Santa
Monica, C't lif.: The RAND
Corporation, August 1986), table 3.9.

After their release from custody,
offenders continue to commit crimes
arid often serious crimes

Donald E. Pryo: and Walter F. Smith,
"Significant research findings
concerning pretrial release," Pretrial
issues (Washington: Pretrial Services
Resource Center, February 1982).
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J. Petersilia, S. Turner, and J.
Peterson, Prisor versus probation in
California (Santa Monica, Calif.: The
RAND Corporation, 1986), pp. 15-21.

Examining recidivism, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-96501, February 1985,
pp. 1-4.

The older the offender at the time
of arrest, the longer he is likely
to continue his criminal career

A. Blumstein, J. Cohen, J. Roth, and
C. Visher (eds.), Criminal careers and
"career criminals," vol. 1
(Washington: National Academy
Press, 1986), pp. 5, 91-94.

Jacqueline Cohen, "Incapacitation as a
strategy for crime control:
Possibilities and pitfalls," in vol. 5,
Crime and Justice: An Annual Review
of Research, M. Tonry and N. Morris,
eds. (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1983), pp. 62-63.

Despite repeated convictions and
incarcerations, many offenders
continue to believe they can get
away with committing crimes

Jan M. Chaiken and Marcia R.
Chaiken, Varieties of criminal
behavior (ants Monica, Calif.: The
RAND Corporation, 1982), pp. 172-
173.

Motivations for crime range from
thrill-seeking to need for money

Criminal careers of habitual felons,
Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, U.S. Department of
Justice, July 1978.

Page 46

How do the offense characteristics
of min and women differ?

Relatively few offenders are female

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
table 37, p. 181.

BJS Children in custodyL1W32/83
Census of Juvenile Detention and
Correctional Facilities NCJ-101686,
September 1986, table 2, p. 5.

Jail inmates 1984, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
101094, May 1986.

Prisoners in 1984_, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
97118, April 1985.

Offense patterns differ
for mal..c and females

BJS Survey of Inmates of Cate
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

Jail inmates, 1983 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November 1985, p. 5.

FBI Crime in the United States 1984,
tables 27 and 37 and p. 161 and 1985
table 37, p. 181.
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For UCR Index Crimes, the arrest rate of females is much
lower than that of males, but has risen faster

Arrest rat*, per 100,000 U.S. resident population
Male Female

Index
Year crimes

Violent
crimes

Property
crimes

Index
crimes

Violent
crimes

Property
crimes

1911 1,604 341 1,263 318 36 282
1972 1,514 349 1,165 319 37 282
1973 1,554 364 1,190 336 39 297
1974 1,R68 414 1,455 418 45 373
1975 1,o41 395 1,446 420 43 377

1976 1,779 384 1,395 414 42 372
1977 1,739 381 1,358 418 42 376
1978 1,790 414 1,375 420 45 376
1979 1,810 416 1,394 415 44 370
1980 1,848 426 1,422 405 45 360

1981 1,843 422 1,429 415 45 370
1982 1,883 437 1,446 438 48 390
1983 1,746 406 1,340 418 46 371
1984 1,684 404 1,281 410 46 364
1985 1,698 390 1,308 435 45 390

Percent
increase
1971-85 5.9% 14.4% 3.6% 36.8% 25.0% ?9.3%

Percent
increase/
decrease
1975-85 -7.8% -1.3% -9.5% 3.6% 4.7% 3.4%

Note: The U.S. population was adjusted for
UCR coverage before the rate per 100,000
males and females was calculated. U.S.
population data are from census publications
(current population rzports).

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports
1971-85, unpublished data.

While all prison populations ..lve been growing damatically,
the women's share has risen from 4% to 5% in the past decade

Percent of
Men Women prison popu-

Pereeat Percent lat ion that
'lumber change Number change are women

1974 221,630 8,091 3.5%
1975 244,149 10.1% 9,(67 19.5% 3.8
1976 266,830 9.3 11,170 '5.5 4.0
1977 custody 279,626 4.8 12,041 7.8 4.1
1977 jurisdiction 287,745 12,279 4.1
1978 294,5?0 2.4 12,746 3.8 4.2
1979 301,462 2.4 12,995 2.0 4.3
1980 316,401 5.0 13,420 3.3 4.1
1981 354,393 12.0 15,537 15.8 4.2
1982 396,021 11.7 17,785 14.5 4.3
1983 417,835 5.5 19,020 6.9 4.4
1984 443,013 6.0 20,850 8.9 4.5

4.;1985 480,510 8.5 23,091 10.7 4.6

Note: Before 1977, NPS reports were based on
the custody population. Beginning in 1977, they
were ased on the jurisdiction population. Both
figurejs are shown for 1977 to facilitate year-to-
year domparisons.

Sources B. Prisoners in State and Federal
institutions on December 31, 1982, August 1984,
figut-s 1 and 10, pp. 1 and 7. Prisoners in 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-101384, June 1986, table 5.
1982-85 National Prisoner Statistics,
unpublished data on prisoners in 1983 ar '385.

Pag- 47

A relatively large proportion of
offenders come from minority groups

The number of black criminals
is disproportionately high

FBI Crime in tha United States 1985,
table 38.

Jail inmates 1984 BJS Bulletin. NW-
101094, May 1986.

BJS National Prisoner Statistics 1934,
unpublished data.

Joan Petersilia, Racial dis' -"ies in
the criminal justice system ate
Monica Calif.: The RAND
Corporation, 1983) pp. 34-48.

Prison adn.;ssiors and releases, 1983
BJS Special Report, NCJ-100582,
March 1986, pp. 4-5.

Prison admissions id releases 1983
showed that sentences imposed on
blacks convicted of manslaughter,
rape, assaul' and kidnaping were
longer than those for whites convicted
of the same offenses. Over all
offenses, sentences for blacks were 12
months Toni er than those for whites.
However, controlling for the
differential effects of various State
sentencing practices and offenses, the
estimated mean sentence length for
blaeks was almost 3 moths shorter
(63.6 montns) than the actual
sentences for whites (66.3 mouths).

';Ietirra reports confirm the pattern
of arrests by race

Patrick A. Lam, n, "Racism un trial:
New evidence to explain the racial
composition of prisons in the United
States," Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology. (Fall 1985), 76:3.

Langan obtained crime victims'
descriptions of their assailants' race
from an analysis of 1982 NCS
victimization survey data, using only
black and white adults.
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The lifetime chance of incarceration
is six times higher for blacks
than for whites

The prevalence of imprisonment, WS
Special Report, NCJ-93657, July
1985, p. 5.

Langan caiculated the lifetime
prevalence of imprisonment estimates
using a statistical model known to
demographers as a life table. Data
from tt.e 1974 and 1979 Survey of
Inmates of State Correctional
Facilities and Census of State
Correctional Facilities were used to
derive two estimates for 1973 and
1979--an inmate survey estimate and
an admissions census estimate. Two
estimates were used for each year
because the number of first
admissions to State prisons, which is
critical to estimate lifetime
prevalence of imprisonment, was not
recorded directly. The inmate survey
provides an underestimate and the
admissions census an overestimate of
the lifetime prevalence of
imprisonment; the true figure lies
somewhere between the two.

Larry Greenfeld, "Measuring the
application and use of punishment,"
paper presented at the American
Society of Criminology meeting,
November 12, 1981, p. 10.

The proportion of black State
prisoners in the South is more
consistent with their shore of the
population than in other regions

Statistical abstract of the United
States 1984. BJS National Prisoner
Statistics, 1984, unpublished data.

Blacks were more likely than whites
to be violent offenders

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
table 38, p. 182.

Prison admissions and releases, 1983,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-100582,
March 1986, table 1, p. 2 and table 3,
p. 3.
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The proportion of Hispanics in
prisons and jails is greater than
in the total U.S. populatic

Jail inmates 1984, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
101094, May 1986. BJS National
Prisoner Statistics 1984, unpublished
data.

Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November 1985.

BJS 1983 Survey of Inmates of Local
Jails, unpublished data.

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
table 39, p. 186.

B.13 Prisoners in State and Federal
1..,:itutiors on December 31, 1984,
unpublished data.

Note: Of the jurisdictions that
reperted nate data for the NPS-1 in
1984, 40 t4poried ethnicity.
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What are the social and economic
characteristics of offenders?

The relationship of sit offender's
social and economic background to
crime has been hotly debated

S. and E. Glueck, Family environment
and delinquency (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1962).

J. G. Weiss and J. Sederstrom, The
preventiol of serious delinquency:
What to uo? National Institute of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency,
Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, U.S.
Department of Justice, 1981.

M. Wolfgang, R. Figlio, an? T. Sellin,
Delinquency in a birth cohort
(Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1r2).

A high proportion of offenders grew
up in homes with one parent

BJS Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983, unpublished data.

Statistical abstract of the United
States 1987 Dr comber 1986, p. 48,
table 67.

For further reading see-
H. Rankin, "Fa -iily context of
delinquency," Social Problems (April
1983), 30(4):466-79.

R. Giallombardo, "Female
delinquency," in Critical issues in
juvenile delinquency, David Shichor
and Delos H. Kelly, eds. (Lexington:
Heath Lexington Books, 1980).

S. K. Datesman and F. R. Scarpitti,
"Female delinquency in broken homes-
A reassessment," Criminology (May
1975), 13(1): 33-35.

J. M. Andrew, "Delinquency, sex, and
family variables," Social Biology
(Summer 1976), 23(2): 168-71.

L. Rosen and K. Neilson, "Broken
home and delinquency," in Crime in
society, Leonard D. Savitz and
Norman Johnston, eds. (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1978).

L. W. Shannon, Assessing the
relationship of adult criminal careers
to juvenile careers, National Institute
of Justice, 1978.

K. Wilkinson, "Broken family and
juvenile delinquency: Scientific
explanation or ideology," in Juvenile
delinquency: A book of readings, 3rd
edition, R. Giallombardo, ed. (New
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1976).

K. Wilkinson, "Broken home and
delinquent behavior: An alternative
interpretation of contradictory
findings," in Understanding crime,
Travis Hirschi and Michael
Gottfredson, eds. (Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1980), pp. 21-42.

J. W. C. Johnstone, "Delinquency and
the changing American family," in
Critical issues in juvenile delinquency,
David Shichor and Delos Kelly, eds.
(Lexington, Mass.: Heath Lexington
Books, 1980).
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For a discussion Qf the relationship
between delinquency and one-parent
families among juveciles from middle
class families, see--

M. Hennessy, P. J. Richards, and R. A.
Berk, "Broken homes and middle class
delinquency: A reassessment,"
Criminology (February 1S78),
15(4):505-28.

P. Richards, R. A. Berk, and B.
Forster, Crime as play: Delinquency
in a middle class suburb (Cambridge,
Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Company,
1979).

Many offenders have been victims
of childhood abuse

D. 0. Lewis et al., "Violent juvenile
delinquents; psychiatric, neurological,
and ab.e factors," Journal of the
American Academycg Child
Psychiatry (1979), 18:307-319.

Ounce of prevention: Toward an
understanding of the causes of
violence: Preliminary report to the
people of California, California
Commission on Crime Control and
Violence Prevention, 1982.

Chuck Winter, "Victims," film, Chuck
Winter, Inc., 1981.

Prison and jail inmates were likely
to have relatives who served time

BJS Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983, unpublished data.

Phyllis Jo Baunach, Mothers in prison
(New Brun: sick, N.J.: Transaction,
Inc., 1985), p. 24.

Most offenders were not married

Statistical abstract of the United
States 1984, December 1983, tnble
51, p. 43, table 42, p. 44, and table 54,
p. 45.

Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
39175, November 1985, table 2, p. 2.

BJS Survey of inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

The level of education reached
by jail and prison inmates was far
below the national average

Educational
attainment rate

Last grade 1979 1983 U.S.
completed inmates inmates total

No school/
kindergarten 15 2 60

1-7 years 104 50 397
8th grade 96 48 376
9-11 years 63 39 2,319
12th grade 8 8 8,579
13-15 years 4 4 5,217
16 or more years 1 1 3,067

Source: BJS Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979, unpublished
data. BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983 unpublished data. Educe' oral attainment
in the United States: March 1..79 and 1978,
Ct.,rent Population Reports, Series P-20, No.
356, U.S. Bureau of the Census, p. 8.

Most inmates have dependent children

BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983, unpublished data.

BJS Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

Educational level was associated
with type of offense

Percent of
Inmates who
completed
high school

Current offense Jail Prison

Violent offenses 28% 57%
Property offenses 36 29
Drug offenses 11 10

Public order offenses 22 4

Not avarluble 3 0

Total completing
high school

64,430 56,655

Sources: BJS Survey of Inmates
of State Correctional Facilities,
1979, unpublished data. BJS Survey
of Inmates of Local Jails, 1983,
unpublished data.

Many offenders were unemployed

Population Rates per 100,000
U.S. populationU.S. males

age 16-64
1983jell 1979

prison Jail Prison
Total 67,860 223,552 274,563 329 405

In labor force 58,268 192,562 231,030 330 396
Employed 54,169 119,103 192,800 220 356
Unemployed 4,099 73,459 38,230 1,792 933

Not in labor force
(not looking) 9,592 30,990 42,423 323 442

To get data for males age 16-64 the
following calculations were performed.

Age Age
Age 16-64
(age 65+

65+ 16+ less age 16+)
Total civilian

population 9,839 77,699 67,860
In labor force 1,877 60,145 58,263

Employed 1,819 55,988 54,169
Unemployed 58 4,157 4,099

Not in labor force 7,962 17,554 9,592

Sources: Current population report=
Population profile of U.S. 1980, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, table 272, pp. 1-118 to
1-, 23. Prism:3 and prisoners, BJS Bulletin,

NCJ-80697, January 1982. Jail inmates,
1983 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-99175, November
198b, table 3, p. 3.
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A high proportion of adult felons
lacked steady employment

M. Peterson and A. Bracker, Doing
crime: A survey of California prison
inmates (Santa Monica, Calif: The
RAND Corporation, 1980).

Several studies indicate that the
relationship between unemployment
and crime is tenuous at best.
Cavanagh reviewed theories of the
direct and indirect impacts of
unemployment and crime. Economic
theories posit that people turn to
crime as they are unable to support
themselves through legal means.
Sociological theories suggest that
those who are unemployed have little
to lose by their involvement in
crime. In essence, the costs of crime
are reduced. From his review, the
author concluded that although
theories often assume a relationship,
research has not consistently
supported this relationship. Moreover,
while there is a consensus that
economic factors may relate to crime,
the nature and extent of this role are
limited.

Tropp found that the mett.odology
used to examine these linkages was
inadequate. Freidman found that
steadily employed males who
participated in a subsidized work
program in 1972 were arrested less
often than those in a control group
wile were not steadily employed both
during and following program
participation. However, he was
unable to ascertain the relationship
between unemployment and crime.
Thornberry and Christenson argi.e that
the traditionally assumed notion that
unemployment cause3 crime is
misleading, because it ignores the
potentially reciprocal causal influence
that crime may have on employment.
Freeman suggested that stronger
evidence shows that criminal
sanctions have a greater impact on
crime than labor/market factors, and
that widely differing came rates are
linked loosely to labor/market
conditions.

On the ot;:n^ hand, some studies
suggest a positive relationship
between unemployment and crime.
Sviridoff and Thompson noted that
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increases in prison population and in
the number of homicides and property
crimes vary with the fluctuations of
unemployment. Similarly, Long and
Witte found that unemployment may
increase violent crime, because
unemployment reduces the costs of
crime and because those who are
unemployed may have more family
stress and more time for contacts
with others in unstructured settings.

For further reading see--

S. K. Long and A. D. Witte, "Current
economic trends: Implications for
crime and criminal justice," Crime
and criminal justice in a declining
economy, Kevin N. Wright, ed.
(Boston: Oelgeschlager, Gunn and
Hain, 1981) pp. 69-143.

L. Friedman, "Correlates of crime:
Should the relation of unemployment
and crime be reconsidered?" in
Anatomy of criminal justice: A system
overview, 1980, Cleon H. Foust and D.
Robert Webster, eds. (Lexington,
Mass: Heath Lexington Books, 1980).

R. A. Tropp, "Suggested policy
initiatives for employment and crime
problems," in Crime and eraggynent_
is. ues A collection of policy relevant
monographs_, National Institute of
Justice, 1978.

T. P. Thornberry and R. L.
Christenson, "Unemployment and
criminal involvement - An
investigation of reciprocal causal
structures," American Sociological
Review (June 1984), 49(3):398-411.

S. Cavanaugh, "Crime and
employment background summary and
selected statements" (Washington:
Congressional Research Service,
1983).

M. Sviridoff and J. W. Thompson,
"Linkages between employment and
crime: A qualitative study of Rikers
releasees," in Unemployment and
crime, National Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice, NCJ-
81540, 1982.

Richard B. Freeman, "Crime and
unemployment," in Crime and public
policy, James Q. Wilson, ed. (San
Francisco: Institute for Contemporary
Studies, 1983), pp. 89-106.

The proportion of blue-collar
workers was higher in prison
than in the general population

BJS 1979 Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, unpublished
data. Labor force Ltatistics from The
current population survey 1972-81: A
data book, volume I, BLS Bulletin
#2096, September 1982, p. 646.

Note: The proportion of b:ue-collar
workers was higher in prison than in
the general population. Data for
occupational categories are presented
only for prison inmates and U.S.
population who were employed in
1979. The major occupational groups
have been combined into four divisions
as follows:

White-collarprofessioral and
managerial, sales and clerical

Blue-collarcraftsmen and kindred
workers; operatives except transport,
transport equipment operative, and
nonfarm laborers

Farm workers--farmers and farm
managers, farm laborers, and farm
foremen

Service workersservice workers
and domestics.

Occupation data are for 192,800
prisoners and 95,825,000 in the
general population. For 1% of the
prison population, data are not
presented because inmates did not
report occupation, never worked at
all, never worked 2 consecutive
weeks, or because data were
unavailable.

Few inmates had been working
in their customary occupation

Profile of State prison inmates:
Sociodemographic findings, BJS
Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1974, August
1979, table 45, p. 85.

BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983, unpublished data.
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The average inmate was
at the poverty level
before entering jail

BJS Survey of Inmates of Local Jails,
1983, unpublished data. Statistical

Many inmates had

Wages
Social Secu-ity

income

Total

from nontraditional sources before entering jail

Number of tail inmates
Race Sex

White
81,082
6,814

Black
49,356.
3,I6

Other
3,130

323

Male Female
133,568

10,293
127,368

9,305
6,199

988
abstract of the United States 1984, Welfare 24,990 11,568 12,627 795 20,491 4,498
1983, pp. 446-447. Uneinployment 15,814 9,990 5,951 394 15,327 487

52,146 27,126 23,672 1,348 47,343 4,802
Illegal income 15,991 8,805 6,646 540 14,297 1,694
Educational
scholarship 2,730 860 1,708 162 2,529 201
Other 7,809 4,541 2,739 529 7,224 585

Total inmates 223,552 130,118 87,508 5,926 207,783 15,769

Note: Columns do not add to totals
because inmates could report more than
one source of income.

Source: BJS Survey of Inmates of
Local Jails, 1983, unpublished data.
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Drug and alcohol use is common among offenders

Drug use is far greater among offenders than among nonoffenders

Drug use of the general populate

Percent of
U.S. popu-
lation age
12 and
older who
ever used

Type of drug drugs

Any drugs 36.9%
Marijuana 32.5
Cocaine 11.7
Amphetamiw a 9.2
Barbiturates 6.0
Heroin 1.0
Inhalants 6.8
Hallucinogens 6.7
PCP 3.4
Trancjuilizers 7.7
Analgesics 6.6

Citation in source
Page Table

p. 54
p. 10
p. 14
p. 30
p. 34

P. 9
p. 18
p. 22
p. 26
p. 38
p. 42

14-A
3-A
4-A
8-A
9-A

2
5-A
6-A
7 A

10-A
11 -A

aThe source classification of stimulants is used here.
"The source classification of sedatives is used here.
Sources: The National Household Survey on Drug Abuse:
Population estimates 1985, National Institute on Drug
Abuse, Department of Health and Human Services, DIMS
Publ. No. (ADM) 87-1519, 1987.

Drug use of jail and prison inmates

Jail inmates Prison Inmates
Regular Ever
use used

Regular
use

Ever
used

Coca me 18% 38% 15% 37%
Amphetamines 19 32 17 37
Heroin 16 22 22 30
Barbiturates 14 27 14 35
Methadone 3 7 3 9

1.31) 22 8 24
PCP 6 15 6 19
Marijuana 54 72 56 75
Me thaquelone
(Quaaludes) 23
T's and blues" 6 11

Note: The number of jail inmates represented was
223,553 and the number of prison inmates was 274,564.

Not available.
"Once a week or more for a least a month.
bIncludes pentazocine and trippelenna mine
used together.

Sources: Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-99175, November 1985, table 12, p. 6.
Prisoners and drugs, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
87575, March 1983, table I, p. I. BJS
Sur-ey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1983,
unpublished data. BJS Survey of Inmates of
State Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

i
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Prison inmates used alcohol more than their counterparts
in the general population

Prisoners and alcohol, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-86223,
January 1983, pp. 1 and 2.

Alcohol consumption of inmates and the general population

Average ounces
of ethanol"
consumed per day

Percent of-
Men Women

All ages Age 18-34 All ages Age 18-34
In-
mates General

In-
mates General

In-
mates General

in-
mates General

Nonec
Some, less than 1 oz.
1 oz. or more

17%
36
47

25%
60
14

18%
35
47

14%
69
17

34%
44
22

i0%
56

4

35%
42
23

25%
70

5

Note: Percentages may not add to totals shown
because of rounding.
aAges for the general population are for 1979
(NIAAA, Alcohol and Health, 1981). Ages (18
and over) for inmates are for the time of
admission to prison; 83% of the inmates were
admitted in 1976 or later.
"Ethanol is pure alcohol; an ounce is roughly
equivalent to 2 12-ounce cans of 9-proof beer,

1-3/4 4-ounce glasses of 26-proof wins, or 2
ounces of 80-proof 'Ivor.
eDid not drink during the year prior to the
current offense or, in the case of the general
population, the year prior to interview.

Source: Prisoners and alcohol, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-86223, January 1983, table 1, p. 1.

Which comes first
drug use or crime?

S. Gettinger, "Addicts and crime,"
Police Magazine (1979), 2(6):35.

What is the relationship between
increased drug use and crime?

J. C. Ball, J. W. Shaffer, and D. N.
Nurco, "Day to day criminality of
heroin addicts in Baltimore - -A study
in the continuity of offense rates,"
Drug and Alcohol Dependence (1983),
12:119-142.

36 Technical appendix

M. D. Anglin and G. Speckart,
Narcotics use and crime: A
confirmatory analysis (Los Angeles:
UCLA, 1984), unpublished report.

B. Johnson, P. Goldstein, E. Preble, J.
Schmeidler, D. Lipton, B. Spunt, and
T. Miller, Taking care of business: The
economics of crime by heroin abusers,
(Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books,
1985).

Anson et al. classified drug users
according to their frequency of use as
follows: daily drug was defined as use
of drugs 6 to 7 days a week, regular
use as 3 to 5 days per week, and
irregular use as 2 days or less per
week.

1

J. K. Watters, C. Reinarman, and J.
Fagan, "Causality, context, and
contingency: Relationships between
drug abuse and delinquency,"
Contemporary Drug Problems (fall
1985), 12(3):351-373.

B. T. Greene, "Examination of the
relationship between crime and
substance use in a drug / alcohnl
treatment population," International
Journal of the Addictions 16(4):627-
645.

B. A. Cropper, "Probing the links
between drugs and crime," National
Institute of Justice, NCJ-96668,
February 1985.

Drug users are more involved
in money-producing crimes

J. and M. Chaiken, Varieties of
criminal behavior : Summary and
policy implications (Santa Monica,
Calif.: The RAND Corporation, 1982),
pp. 176-182.

Prisoners and drugs, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-87575, March 1983.

John C. Ball et al., "The criminality of
heroin addicts when addicted and
when off opiates," in The drugs-crime
connection, J. A. 1nciardi, ed. (Beverly
Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1981),
pp. 39-66.

Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November 1985, pp. 6 and 7.
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How does drug and alcohol use vary by crime?

Drug use of prison inmates

Percent of all inmates under the Influence
of drugs at the time of the offense

Offense
All
inmates

Any
drug Heroin Cocaine Marijuana

Total 274,564 32% 9% 5% 17%

Violent 157,742 30 8 4 16
Homicide& 48,041 21 4 2 11

Assault 17,216 27 5 2 13

Rape 16,460 22 2 2 15
Robbery 68,324 38 12 6 20

Other violent' 7,701 34 6 6 19

Property 85,562 35 8 5 20
Burglary 49,223 40 8 5 24
Forgery or fraud 11,505 25 8 4 11

Larceny 13,018 30 10 6 15

Other propertyc 11,815 30 5 3 18

Drugs 19,420 47 22 9 18

Public order 10,982 19 4 4 14

Drug use of jail inmates

Current offense

Convicted jail inmates
Percent who
were under the
influence at
the time of

Number current offense

Total 132,620 26%

Violent 32,112 25
Murder/attempted murder 3,345 30
Manslaughter 1,188 19

Rape/sexual assault 4,017 19
Robbery 11,945 31
Assault 9,609 22

Other violent crimesb 2,008 18

Prop' rty 51,660 31
Burglary 17,335 39
Auto theft 2,960 33
Fraud/forgery/embezzlement 5,976 20
Larceny 18,001 30
Stolen property 3,676 27

Other propertyc 3,712 23

Drugs 13,181 45
Traffic 5,469 42
Possession 6,830 46

Other drugs 882 48

Public order 34,036 11

Weapons 2,769 21
Obstructing justice 6,856 12

Traffic 3,734 9

Driving while Intoxicatedd 13,406 7

Drunkenness/morals offensese 4,894 13

Other public order 2,377 6

Others 1,008 25

Unavailable 623

Sources: Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin
NCJ-99175, November 1985, tables 13 and 15,
p. 7. Prisoners and drugs, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
87575, March 1983, table 4, p. 4. Prisoners and
alcohol, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-86223, January 1983,
tables 3 and 4, pp. 2 and 3.

Drug use among convicted offenders

Current
offense

Total

Violent
Homicide&
Assault
Rape
Robbery
Other violent crimes

Convicted jail Prison inmates,
inmates, 1983 1979

Percent Percent
who used who used

Number drugs_ Number eras
132,620 26% 274,564 32%

32,112
3,345
9,609
4,017

11,945
2,008

25 157,742 30
30 48,041 21

22 17,216 27

19 16,460 22
31 68,324 38
18 7,701 34

Property 51,660 31 85,562 35
Burglary 17,335 39 49,223 40

Auto theft 2,960 33 ... ...
Fraud/forgery/embezzlement 5,976 20 11,505 25

Larceny 18,001 30 13,018 30

Other propertyc 7,388 25 11,815 30

Drugs 13,181 45 19,420 47

Public order 34,036 11 10,982 19

Alcohol use among convicted jail and prison inmates
just before the current offense

Current offense

Convicted jail
inmates, 1983

Prison inmates
1979

Percent
who used

Number alcohol

Percent
who used

Number alcohol

Total 132,620 48 274,564 47%

Violent 32,112 54 157,742 56

Homicide& 3,345 54 48,041 51

Assault 9,609 62 17,216 59

Rape 4,017 52 16,460 57

Robbery 11,945 48 68,324 45
Other violent crimesb 2,008 49 7,701 54

Property 51,660 40 85,562 46
Burglary 17,335 44 49,223 51

Auto theft 2,9E0 51

Fraud/f orgery/e mbezzie ment 5,976 22 11,505 32
Larceny 18,001 37 13,018 39

Other propertyc 7,388 48 11,f,1C 52

Drugs 13,181 29 19,420 27

Public order 34,036 64 10,982 47

Note: Numerical detail may not add to total because of
nonresponses (less than 0.5%).
...Not available.
elncludes murder, attempted murder, and manslaughter.,
blncludes kidnaping, purse snatch,ng, hit-and-run driving, and
child abuse.
cincludes arson, destruction of property, property damage from
it- and -run driving, and trespass.

'Includes driving while intoxicated and driving under the
influence of drugs.
;Also includes vagrancy and comn.acialized vice.
'Includes rioting, habitual offender, family related offenses such
as nonsupport or abandonment, invasion of privacy, and
contributing to the delinquency of a minor.
glncludes juvenile offenses and unspecified offenses.
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2 out of 5 prison inmates reported they were under the influence of drugs
or were very drunk around the time of ths offense

Crime Total

Heroin

Other drugs
(except
heroin and
marijuana)

Number Percent Number Percent
Total 274,564 23,790 9% 39,158 14%

Violent
Homicideb 48,294 1,954 4 5,560 12
Sexual assault 17.053 393 2 1,654 10
Robbery 68,324 8,349 12 10,906 16
Assault 17,554 929 5 2,262 13
Other violent° 6,517 425 7 1,166 18

Property
Burglary 49,687 4,205 9 8,736 18
Larceny 13,018 1,30i 10 1,548 12
Auto theft 5,138 222 4 673 13
Fraud/forgery/
embezzlement 11,894 966 8 1,659 14
Other property" 5,825 296 5 847 15

Drugse 19,420 4,287 22 3,099 16

Public order 10,982 443 4 895 8

Unspecified 859 13 2 151 18

Note: Inmates were counted only under the most serious
drug or alcohol Influence in descending order from heroin
influence to being very drunk.

°Includes inmates who had used neither drugs nor alcohol
as well as those who had been drinking before the current
ef tense.
"Includes murder, attempted murder, msinslargnter, and
vehicular or manslaughter.

Only No drug use
very and not

Marijuana drunk very drunka

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
23,072 8% 25,803 9% 162,741 59%

2,305 5 5,299 11 33,175 69
1,515 9 2,968 17 10,523 62
6,458 10 5,699 8 36,912 54
1,175 7 2,231 13 10,957 62

718 11 715 11 3,492 54

6,534 13 4,459 9 25,752 52
909 7 855 7 8,399 65
602 12 783 15 2,858 56

275 2 711 6 8,281 70
548 9 600 10 3,533 61

1,272 7 388 2 10,373 53

696 6 1,007 9 7,941 72

65 8 87 10 542 63

°Includes kidnaping, purse snatching, and hit-and-run
driving with bodily injury.
"Includes arson, hit-and-run driving with property
damage, stolen property run-in and property damage.
elncludes possession/use and trafficking.

Source: BJS Survey of Inmates of State Correctional
Facilities, 1979, unpublished data.

How do inmates vary
in their drug use?

BJS Survey of Inmates of State
Correctional Facilities, 1979,
unpublished data.

Jail inmates, 1983, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
99175, November pp. 6-7.
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Chapter IV

The response to crime
Section 1. An overview

Pages 56-61

The response to crime is a complex
process that involves citizens
as well as many agencies, levels, and
branches of government

See basic sources for sources of initial
system description.

Discretion is exercised throughout
the criminal justice system

Roscoe Pound, "Discretion,
dispensation and mitigation: The
problem of the individual special
case," New York University Law
Review (1960) 35:925, 926.

Wayne R. LaFave, Arrest: The
decision to take a suspect into custody
(Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1964),
pp. 63-184.

Memorandum of June 21, 1977, from
Mark Moore to James Vorenberg,
"Some abstract notes on the issue of
discretion."

The response to crime is mainly
a State and local function

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987.

More than one agency
has jurisdiction over some
criminal events

Attorney General's Task Force on
Violent Crime--Final Report, U.S.
Department of Justice, August 17,
1981, p. 2.

Bank robbery: Federal offenses and
offenders, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-94463,
August 1984, p. 3.

Differences in local laws,
agencies, resources, standards,
and procedures result in varying
responses in each jurisdiction

Disaggregated data used in Tracking
offenders: White-collar crime, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-102867,
November 1986.

Note: Offender-based Transaction
Statistics represent dispositions
received during the year cited. They
do not represent the number of arrests
in a State during that year. Serious
crimes are defined as any offense
punishable by imprisonment for more
than 1 year.

Technical appendix 39



Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

Section 2. Entry into the criminal justice system

Page 62

The system responds directly to a
fraction of crime

Most crime is not reported to police

BJS National Crime Survey, 1975-85,
and FBI Uniform Crime Reports,
1975-85.

Reporting crimes to the police, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-99932, December
1985, table 1 and table 6.

NCS/UCR aggravated assault
comparison

In most cases the differees between
the National Crime Su: is y and the
Uniform Crime Reports !lake direct
comparisons impossible. In this case
the intent was not to compare the
series but to make it clear that--

most crime is not reoorted
even those that are -ee,)rted do not

usually result in arres*.

While our intent was rot t) compare
these series, we did tr , to present the

Preliminary
estimates of
U.S. popu-
lation age
13+ in
1,000s

data in the most comparable way
possible. First, only the crime of
aggravated assault was presented
because it is defined similarly in both
series. Aggravated assault, a personal
crime, is also not affected by the
differences in coverage between NCS
and UCR. Several crimes like
burglary, which affect both households
and businesses, are not suitable for
comparison because NCS counts only
household crime while UCR includes
commercial crimes as well as
household crimes.

Another difference between NCS and
UCR that plagues direct comparison is
the difference between the
oopulations covered. NCS only
includes incidents that occurred to
persons age 12 and older while UCR
has no age limits. To enhance the
comparison, the data were
standardized for age, so the rates
were calculated for over age 12. As
the UCR arrest data include arrests
by age of arrestee, this adjustment
was made h. the numerator by
subtracting all arrests of persons
under age 13 and by dividing by the
)opulation over age 12. UCR offense
lata for aggravated assault contains
io victim or offender characteristics
o i similar operation could not be
>erformed on the numerator. Based

Aggravated assaults
:ational C rimy Sur ey

tar:-
zation rate
pe 1,C 10
po >ulat :on
ap 12 Pe cent
ani over reported

Reported
rate

on the assumption that few offenses
involve persons under age 13, we
developed the offense rate by dividing
by the population age 12 and over. In
both instances the standardized UCR
rates are slightly higher than the
actual UCR rates reported by the FBI.

The comparison of UCR offense rates
and arrest rates is also unusual. The
arrest rate was used in this
presentation because it is a better
measure of the workload encountered
by the criminal justice system after
the case enters the criminal justice
system. In most uses, the offense rate
is compared to the clearance rate.
The UCR program measures
clearances as the number of cases in
which a criminal offense has resulted
in the arrest, citation, or summoning
of a person in connection with the
offense or in which a criminal offense
has been resolved but an arrest is not
possible because of exceptional
circumstances. Arrests are the
number of times police agencies
arrest people in connection with
criminal offenses during a year. The
arrest data are not linked to the
offense data in any way. For
example, an arrest that is included in
the 1980 UCR data may have been for
an offense that occurred in 1978.
Additionally, one offense may result
in the arrests of several people.

Uniform Crime Reports
Index offenses

Rate per
1,000 popu-
lation age

Number 13 and over

Index arrests
Rate per
1,000 popu-
lation age

Number 13 and over

1975 169,615 9.6 55% 5.3 492,620 2.90 198,903 1.17
1976 172,563 9.9 58 5.7 500.530 2.90 189,655 1.09
1977 175,422 10.0 52 5.2 534,350 3.04 218,001 1.24
1978 178,188 9.7 53 5.1 571,460 3.20 254,182 1.42
1979 180,788 9.9 51 5.1 629,480 3.48 253,526 1.40
1980 183,327 9.3 54 5.0 672,650 3.66 255,804 1.39
1981 185,506 9.6 52 5.0 663,900 3.57 263,580 1.42
1982 187,713 9.3 58 5.6 669,480 3.56 255,928 1.36
1983 189,939 8.0 57 4.6 653

'
2908 3.43 258,148 1.36

1984 192,189 9.0 55 5.0 685,350b,350685 3.56 228,599 1.18
1985 194,079 8.3 58 4.8 723,250 3.72 259,575 1.33

a 1983 numbers for 1982.
b 1984 numbers for 1983.

Sources: BJS Criminal victimization in the
U.S., 1975. to 1985, October 1986. FBI Crime in
the United States, 1975-85. "EstimatesOM-1e
resident population of the U.S., by age, race,
and sex: July 1, 1970 to July 1, 1981," table 2.
Preliminary estimates cf the population of the
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U.S2 by age, sex, and race: 1970 to 1985,
Series P-25, Bureau of the Census, 11.S.
Department of Commerce. "Resident
population - estimates by age, sex, and race:
1980-1985," table 2, Estimates of the population
of the United States by age, sex, and race,
1980-85. Series P-25, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Department of Commerce.
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The first contact with the criminal
justice system for most citizens
is the police dispatcher

Margaret J. Levine and J. Thomas
Mc Ewen, Patrol deployment, NCJ-
99803, National Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice,
September 1985, p. 40.

Law enforcement is one
of several police roles

James Q. Wilson, Varieties of police
behav: Jr (Catheneum, N.Y.:
Atheneum jby permission of Harvard
University Press], 1971).

Most crime is not susceptible
to a rapid police response

Calling the police: Citizens reporting
of serious crime (Washington: Police
Executive Research Forum, 1981).

Response time analysis: Executive
summary (Kansas City, Mo.: Kai is
City Police Department, 1977),
PP. 6-8

Today, police officers
do not always respond
to calls for service

Margaret J. Levine and J. Thomas
Mc Ewen, Patrol deployment, NCJ-
99'303, Natic .1 Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice,
September 1985, pp. 40-42.

Page 63

A variety of public agencies provide
protection from crime

Law enforcement evolved throughout
U.S. history

Herbert G. Locke, "The evolution of
contemporary police service," in Local
government police management, 2nd
edition, Bernard L. Garmire, editor
(Washington: International City
Management Association, 1982), pp.
13-29.

BJS Justice agencies in the United
States, 1986, forthcoming.

Rural policing in the United States
developed from the functions of
sheriffs

Herbert G. Locke, "The evolution of
contemporary police service" in Local
government police management, 2nd
edition, Bernard L. Germire, editor
(Washington: International City
Management Association, 1982).

Erik Beckman, Law enforcement in a
democratic society: An introduction
(Chicago: Nelson- Hall, 1980).

BJS Justice agencies in the United
States, 1986, forthcoming.

Traditionally, the police function
has been dominated
by local governments

BJS Justice agencies in the United
States, 1986, forthcoming.

Justice expenditure and employment,
nss BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987.

Bala Rektor, Federal law enforcement
agencies, (1975).

Urbanization and social change
have had great impact on policing

Compendium of public employment,
Census of Governments, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1977, p. 33, table 13
(Urban areas=SMSAs)

Compendium of public employment,
Census of Governments , U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1982, p. 27, table 12

FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1971-
1984, unpublished data.

Annual average industry and
occupation tables, 1983 and 1986
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S.
Department of Labor, December 1983
and 1986, table 30.

I

Police employees, 1971-85

Year

Percent
of sworn
officers
who were
female

1971 2.1%
1972 2.4
1973 2.7
1974 2.9
1975 3.3
1976 3.6
1977 3.9
1978 4.3
1979 4.7
1980 5.0
1981 5.5
1982 5.9
1983 5.9
1984 6.3
1985 6.8

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports,
1971-85.

Professionalism and advanced
technology have also transformed
policing in the past half century

FBI A study of factors influencing the
continuing education of law
enforcement officers, LeDoux and
Tully, June 1982, p. 17.

O'Leary and Titus, Monograph, vols. I
and II, National Association of State
Directors of Law Enforcement
Training (Columbia: South Carolina
Criminal Justice Authority, 1986).

Kent Colton, "Police and
computers: Use, acceptance and
impact of automation," in The
Municipal Yearbook, 1972
(Washington: International City
Management Association, 1972).

Survey of police operational and
administrative practices 1978
(Washington: Police Executive
Research Forum, 1978).

Herbert G. Locke, "fhe evolution of
contemporary police service," in Local
Government Police Management, 2nd
edition, Bernard L. Garmire, editor
(Washington: International City
Management Association, 1982).
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United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Iguisiena
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyo ming

Number of
cornmission-approved
or certified
training academies

671

9

3
14

10
34

15

4
5

44
16

not reported
4

16
5

3

9

3

16
1

15

17

19

22
4

13
1

4

4

1

15
5

varies
76

1

78
5

1

22
1

1

1

6
77

4

4

39
1

1

21

4

O'Leary and Titus, Monograph, vnl. 1,
National Association of State Direc-
tors of Law Enforcement Training
(Columbia: South Carolina Criminal
Justice Authority,, 1986).
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Increased civilian employment has
also changed police agencies

Percent of police
employees that

Year are civilians

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

13.9%
14.1
12.6
15.8
17.1
17.3
18.7
19.3
19.7
20.2
20.7
21.6
23.3
23.6
24.0

Source: Fill Uniform
Crime Reports, 1971-85.

Pages 64-65

The demand for law enforcement
service varies among jurisdictions

Most counties have between 1 and 3
police officers per 1,000 residents

The mapping presented here was done
with data from the 1982 Compendium
of tpblicernployment, Census of
governments, U.S. Bureau of the
Census. The Institute of Criminal
Justice and Criminology at the
University of Maryland extracted the
automated data on police employment
that is also published in table 14 of
the Compendium. These data were
linked to county population and area
data for mapping. The public Use file
is available from the Criminal Justice
Data Archive and Information
Network at the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social
Research at the University of
Michigan.

Police per
1,000 popu- Counties
lotion Number Percent

0 to 1 592 18.8%
I to 2 2,118 67.6
2 to 3 331 10.5
3 or more 91 2.9

Total 3,132 100.0%

Compendium of public employment,
Census of Governments, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1982.

There is no standard level
'f police protection

Compendium of public employment,
Census of Governments, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1982, table 14.

No single factor determines the
police strength of a given area

Colin Loftin and David McDowell,
"The police, crime, and economic
theory: An assessment," American
Sociological Review (June 1982)
47(3):393-401.

James S. Kakalik and Sorrel Wildhorn,
Aids to decisionmaking in police
patrol, a report prepared for the U.S.
Department of liousing and Urban
Development (Santa Monica, Calif.:
The RAND Corporation, February
1971), p. SO.

Most counties have fewer than 5
police officers per 100 square miles

Police per
1,000 popu-
lation

0 to 5
5 to 10
10 to 15
15 to 20
20 or more

Total

Counties
Number Percent
1,664

605
232
119
512

53.196
19.3
7.4
3.8

16.3

3,132 100.0%

Source: Police Employment-
Compendium of public employment,
Census of Governments, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1982, table 14. Area
per county - MIDAS, University of
Michigan.

The mapping presented here was done
with data from the Compendium of
public employment. The Institute of
Criminal Justice and Criminology at
the University of Maryland extracted
the automated data for police
employment data that is also
published in table 14 of the
Compendium and linked it to county
population and area data for
mapping. The public use file Is
available from the Criminal Justice
Data Archive and Information
Network at the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social
Research at the University of
Michigan.
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State and local police employment per capita rose by 63% in 25 years

Police employment rate

Number of
police employed

1957 1962 1967 1972 1977 1982

U.S. total 270,070 318,086 380,778 487,391 566,701 604,345
Northeast 90,600 100,884 117,560 139,353 148,754 148,666
North Central 72,217 83,869 97,332 121,945 140,116 147,235
South 66,044 80,447 98,859 134,151 168,252 190,165
West 41,209 52,886 67,027 9' 942 109,579 118,279

Population
in thousands

U.S. total 171,187 185,738 197,374 209,284 219,160 231,822
Northeast 43,095 45,833 48,106 49,681 49,333 49,304
North Central 49,946 52,583 55,289 57,387 58,303 58,926
South 52,287 57,179 60771 65,834 71,841 78,439
West 25,859 30,142 33,207 36,382 40,284 45,153

Rate of police employment by 96 change in
region per 1,000 population per capita

1957 1962 1967 1972 1977 1982 1957.32

U.S. total 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.3 2.5 2.6 6396
Northeast 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.8 3.0 3.0 43
Northcentral 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.1 2.4 2.5 79
South 1.3 1.4 1.6 2.0 2.3 2.4 85

West 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.5 2.7 2.6 63

Sources: "Historical statistics on
government finances and
employment," '982 Census of
Governments, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, table 9.

"Estimates of the resident population
of States, 1980-84," State population
estimates by age and components of
change: 1980-84, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, table 1, p.7t

Page 66

Private security plays an important role in crime control

Private security continues to grow

Hess and Wrobleski, Introduction to
private security (St. Paul: West
Publishing Co., 1982).

Chamberlain, Charles, "A short
history of private security," Assets
Protection; International Journal of
Security and Investigation, July/Aug.
1979, 4 (3).

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985).

The private security industry
protects private concerns
against losses from accidents,
natural disasters, or crime

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985).

1.1 million people are estimated
to be employed in private security

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985), p. 113.

2 ( ;

The authority of private sL,Alrity
personnel varies among States
and localities

Cunningham and Taylor, Crime and
prevention in America: A study of
private security and law enforcement
resources and relationsnips, Executive
Summary (Portland, Oreg.: Chanel ler
Press, 1985), p. 16.

Many private security firms
are licensed or regulated

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985), pp. 82-84.

Public police are often employed
by private security firms

Cunningham and Taylor, Crime and
prevention in America: A study of
private security and law enforcement
resources and relationsh:ps, Executive
summary (Portland, Oreg.: Chanel ler
Press, 1985), p. 52.

Private security has continued
to outnumber public police
since the 1950s

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in Ai !erica: The
Hallcrest rep..rt (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985), p. 108.

Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985), p. 122.
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Page 67

Most criminal cases are initiated
by arrest

11.9 million arrests were reported
by law enforcement agencies in 1985

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
table 24, p. 164.

Only one of every five arrests
is for a UCR Index offense

Percent of
all arrests

Index Crime arrests
Larceny theft 11%
Burglary 4
Aggravated assault 3
Robbery 1

Motor vehicle theft 1

Rape, arson, and murder 1

21%

Drinking arrests
Driving under the
influence 15%

Drunkenness 8
Liquor law violation

28%

Drug abuse arrests 7%

Source: FBI Crime in the United
States 1985, table 24, p. 164.

44 Technical appendix

Pages 68-69

For most crimes, no one is apprehended

For every five offenses reported to
police...

FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1984.
See chapter 1, page 18 discussion for
information about data for mapping.

When is a crime considered solved?

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
p. 154.

Most crimes are not cleared by arrest

FBI Crime in the United States 1985,
p. 154.

2 y ,

... there is approximately one arrest

FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1984.
See chapter 1, page 18 discussion for
information about the data for
mapping.

Serious %A:tient crimes are more
likely to be cleared than serious
property crimes

FBI Crime in the United States i985,
p. 154.

UCR Index arrest rates for
counties tend to follow a pattern
similar to crime rates

FBI Uniform Crime reports, 1984.
Data from both maps were
compared. See chapter 1, page 18
discussion for information about the
data for mapping.
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Section 3. Prosecution and pretrial services

Pages 71-72

The prosecutor provides the link
between the law enforcement and
adjudicatory processes

Prosecution is predominantly
a State and local function

BJS Justice agencies in the U.S., 1986,
forthcoming (also footnote 1).

Comments from Criminal Division,
U.S. Department of Justice.

The decision to charge is generally
a function of the prosecutor

William F. McDonald, Police-
prosecutor relations in the United
States (executive summary), National
Institute of Justice, U.S. Department
of Justice, July 1982.

Differences in how prosecutors
handle felony cases can be seen
in 4 jurisdictions

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., The prosecution of
felony arrests, 1981, BJS, 1986.

Some prosecutors accept
almost all cases for prosecution;
others screen out many casts

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests 1981, BJS, NCJ-1C,1380,
September 1986.

Prosecutorial screening practices
are of several distinct types

Joan E. Jacoby, The American
prosecutor, a search for identity
(Lexington, Mess.: Lexington Books,
1980).

Joan E. Jacoby, Pre-trial screening
projects, National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice, 1976.

The official accusation in felony
cases is a grand jury indictment or
a prosecutor's bill of information

Joan E. Jacoby, The American
prosecutor, a search for identity
(Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books,
1980).

The preliminary hearing is used
in some jurisdictions to determine
probable cause

D. Emerson and N. Ames, The role of
the grand jury and the preliminary
hearing in pretrial screening, GPO-
01230-2, National Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice, May
1984.

The grand jury emerged
from the American Revolution
as the people's protection
against oppressive prosecution
by the State

BJS State court organization 1980,
NCJ-76711, table 30.

Some States do not require
a grand jury indictment
to initiate prosecutions

1. The information on the laws of
Tennessee derives exclusively from
our statutory analysis. No survey
instrument was returned from that
State.

2. In Massachusetts felonies
punishable by 5 years or less in State
prison may be prosecuted on the basis
of a complaint in the district court.
However, if this option is selected
instead of prosecuting the case in
superior court following an
indictment, the defendant may be
sentenced to State prison but only to 2
1/2 yea's in the House of Correction.
Capital offenses and felonies
punishable by more than
5 years in prison must by prosecuted
by indictment.

3. The grand jury in Pennsylvania has
investigative powers only and does not
have the authority to issue
indictments.

2 ( , ,

Deborah Day Emerson, Grand jury
reform: A review of key issues,
National Institute of Justice, U.S.
Department of Justice, January 1983.

The secrecy of the grand jury
is a matter of controversy

D. Emerson and N. Ames, The role of
the grand jury and the preliminary
hearing in pretrial screening, National
Institute of Justice, U.S. Department
of Justice, May 1984.

Page 73

Why are some cases rejected or
dismissed?

What are the most common reasons
for rejection or dismissal?

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986.

A prior relationship between
victim and defendant is a major
cause of witness problems

Kristen Williams, The role of the
victim in the prosecution of violent
crimes (Washington: Institute for Law
and Social Research, Inc., 1978).

Arrest convictability as a measure of
police performance, Final report
(Washington: Institute for Law and
Social Research, Inc., 1980).

Evidence problems are the most
common reason for prosecutors to
reject cases

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
1NSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 14, p. 17.
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Guilty pleas on other charges are a
major cause of dismissals

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
II:SLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony

What type of indigent defense delivery system is
by the majority of counties in each State?

Total number
Predominate defsnse of counties

State delivery system in 1987a in the State

used

1986 defense systemb
Public
defender

Assigned
counsel Contractarrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,

Alabama
Alaska

Assigned counsel
Public defender

67

4

6

4
61

0
0
0

September 1986, table 15, p. 17.
Arizona Contract 14 2 5 7The Fourth Amendment prohibits Arkansas Assigned counsel 75 18 57 0unreasonable searches and seizures California Public defender 58 49 0 9

in the collection of evidence
Colorado Public defender 63 63 0 0
Connecticut Public defender 8 8 0 0Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,

INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
Delaware
District of
Columbia
Florida

Public de fender

Public defender

3

1

67

3

1

67

0

0

0

0

0

0

arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 4, pp. 53-55.

Georgia As .igned counsel 159 19 127 13
Hawaii P .olic defender 4 4 0 0
Idaho Contract 44 14 1 29Illinois Public defender 102 74 28 0
Indiana Public defender 92 44 44 4

Pages 74-75 Iowa Assigned counsel 99 15 84 0
Kansas Assigned counsel 105 6 99 0
Kentucky Public defender 120 55 28 37
Louisiana Public defender 64 49 15 0
Maine Assigned counsel 16 0 16 0The Sixth Amendment of the

Constitution provides the accused Maryland Public defender 23 23 0 0the ritht to be assisted by counsel Massachusetts
Michigan

Public defender
Assigned counsel

14
83

12
5

2

41
0

37
Minnesota Public defender 87 42 45 0
Mississippi Assigned counsel 82 20 62 0Who defends indigents?
Missouri Public defender 114 20 94 0

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt Montana
Nebraska

Assigned counsel
Assigned counsel

56
93

4
26

37
62

15
5Associates, Inc., BJS National

Nevada Public defender 17 15 0 2criminal defense systems study, NCJ- New Hampshire Public defender 10 4 6 094702, October 1986.
New Jersey Public defender 21 21 0 0
New Mexico Public de fender 32 16 16 0
New York Public defender 62 55 0Assigned counsel systems continue North Carolina Assigned counsel 100 14 86 0to dominate defender systems North Dakota Contract 53 0 50 3

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt Ohio
Oklahoma

Assigned counsel
Assigned counsel

88
77

30
2

58
66

0

9Associates, Inc., BJS National Oregon Contract 36 13 20 3criminal defense syste,.s study, N C.)- Pennsylvania Public defender 67 67 0 094702, October 1986. Rhode Island Public defender 5 5 0 0

South Carclina Public defender 46 39 0Each State adopts its own approach South Dakota Contract 66 2 64 0to providing counsel for indigents Tennessee Assigned counsel 95 4 83 8
Texas Assigned counsel 254 2 252 0

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt Utah Public defender 29 17 0 12
Associates, Inc., BJS National

Vermont Public defender 14 8 0 6criminal defense systems study, NCJ- Virginia Assigned counsel 104 5 99 094702, October 1986. Washington Contract 39 6 31 2West Virginia Assigned counsel 55 0 55 0
Wisconsin Public defender 72 47 25 0

Wyoming Public defender 23 23 0 0

Totals 3,082 1,048 1," 33 201
(34%) (60%) (6%)

aThe type of indigent defense delivery
system is that used by the majority of
counties of each State.

Numbers of counties under each
system type are weighted estimates
based on survey responses.
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Source: Robert L. Spangenberg et al.
of Abt Associates, Inc., BJS National
criminal defense systems study, NCJ-
94702, October 1986, updated by the
Spangenburg Group, March 1987.
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Standards and procedures vary
for determining indigency

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt
Associates, Inc., BJS National
criminal defense systems study, NCJ-
94702, September 1986, p. 33.

Organization and funding
of indigent defense programs
also vary among the States

..obert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt
Associates, Inc., BJS National
criminal defense systems study, NCJ-
94702, September 1986, p. 23.

Case assignments to attorneys
representing indigents usually are
made within 48 hours of arrest

Criminal defense systems; A
national survey, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-94630, August 1984, p. 8.

T'_-es 76-77

Most defendants are eligible for
release pending trial

The modern bail reform movement
resulteL 'w release options

"Pretrial program directory,"
(Washington: National Association of
Pretrial Services Agencies, 1986).

Both financial bonds and alternative
release options are used today

Citation release-
Debra Whitcomb, Bonnie P. Lewin,
and Margaret J. Levine, Citation
release, National Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice, March
1984.

Bail reform and other factors
appear to have increased
the r.:mber of people being released
prior to trial

Wayne Thomas, Bail reform in
America (Berkeley, Calif.: University
of California Press, 1976).

M.A. Toborg, Pretrial release: A
national evaluation of practice and
outcomes, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
1981.

Most unconvicted jail inmates
have had bail set

Jail inmates 1983 BJS Bulletin
NCJ-99175, November 1985.

Most defendants are not detained
prior to trial

M.A. Toborg, Pretrial release: A
national evaluation of practices and
outcomes, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
1981.

K.B. Brosi, A cross-city comparison of
felony case processing (Washington:
Institute for Law and Social Research,
1979).

Pretrial release and misconduct:
Federal offenses and offenders, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-96132, January
1985.

How many released defendants
fail to appear in court?

Donald E. Pryor and Walter F. Smith,
"Significant research findings
concerning pretrial release,''
Pretrial issues (Washington: Pretrial
Services Resource Center, February
1982).

how many of those released
are rearrested prior to trial?

M.A. Toborg, Pretrial release: A
na'.onal evaluation of practices and
Jutcoraes National Institute of
Justice. U.S. Department of Justice,
1981.

2

Donald E. Pryor and Walter F. Smith,
"Significant research findings
concerning pretrial release, Pretrial
issues (Washington: Pretrial Services
Resource Center, February 1982).

Pretrial release and misconduct:
Federal offenses and offenders, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-96132, January
1985.

Many States have shown concern
about the effect of pretrial release
on community safety

Barbara Gottlieb, Public danger as a
factor in pretrial release: A
comparative analysis of State laws,
National Institute of Justice, U.S.
Department of Justice, July 1985.

Toborg et al., Public danger as a
factor in pretrial release, draft
report, February 1986.

Elizabeth Gaynes, Typology of State
laws which permit the pretrial release
decision (Washington: Pretrial
Services Resource Institute, May
1982).

The enactment of State public
danger laws does not guarantee
their implementation

Toborg et al., Public danger as a
factor in pretrial release, draft
report, February 1986, pp. 54-55.

About three-fifths of the States have
one or more provisions to ensure
community safety in pretrial release

Elizabeth Gaynes, Typology of State
laws which permit consideration of
danger in the pretrial release decision,
Pretrial Services Resource Center,
1982, and updated from Public danger
as a factor in pretrial release: A
comparative analysis of State laws,
Barbara Gottlieb, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
July 1985.
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Most referrals to juvenile court are for property crimes,
but 17% are for status offenses

Page 78

10.87% Crimes against persons

Criminal homicide

Estimated
number of
referrals PercentCases involving juveniles are handled

n, 111 differently than adult cases 135,600

1,200 88%
Forcible rape 2,700 1.99
Robbery 23,700 17.47The juvenile court and a separate Aggravated assault 27,400 20.20

process for handling juveniles Simple assault 80,600 59.43

resulted from reform movements 46.4 I Crimes against property 578,600
of the late 19th century Burglary 144,800 25.02%

Larceny 269,700 46.61
Linda Szymanski, "Extended age of Motor vehicle theft

Arson
30,900

5,400
5.34
.93juvenile court jurisdietion statutes

Vandalism 63,500 10.97analysis" (Pittsburgh: National Center Stolen property offenses 20,000 3.45
for Juvenile Justice, March 1987). Trespassing 44,300 7.55

4.54 frm law violations 56,600 100%

20.76 Jf tenses against public order 258,900Arrest is not the only means of
referring juveniles to the courts Weapons offenses

Sex offenses
15,900
14,800

6.14%
5.71

Drunkenness 21,700 8.38
Delinquency in the United States 1983 Disorderly conduct

Contempt, probation, and
parole violations

38,100

54,800

14.71

21.16%
(Pittsburgh: National Center for
Juvenile Justice, July 1986), p. 10. Other 113,600 43.87

17.39 Status offenses 216,900

For a ease involving a juvenile Running away
Truancy

59,900
35,400

27.61%
16.32to proceed to a court adjudication,

the intake unit must file a petition
Curfew violations
Ungovernability

9,900
61,800

4.56
28.49

with the court Liquor violations 49,900 23.00

100% Total 1,246,600Delinquency in the United States 1983
(Pittsburgh: National Center for
Juvenile Justice, July 1986), figure 4. Source: Delinquency in the United States 1983, National Center

for Juvenile Justice, July 1986, table 1, p. 6.

Relatively few juveniles are detained
prior to court appearance

Delinquency in the United States 1983
(Pittsburgh: National Center for
Juvenile Justice, July 1386), figure 6.

Delinquency in the United States 1983
(Pittsburgh: National Center for
Juvenile Justice, July 1986), table 3.
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Page 79

Under certain circumstances,
juveniles may be tried in criminal
courts

Age at which criminal courts
gain jurisdiction of young
offenders ranges from 16 to
19 years old

Linda A. Szymanski, "Upper age of
juvenile court jurisdiction statutes
analysis" (Pittsburgh: National Center
for Juvenile Justice, March 1987).

12 States authorize prosecutors to file
cases in the juvenile or criminal
courts at their discretion

Linda A. Szymanski, "Concurrent
jurisdiction statutes found in State
juvenile codes" (Pittsburgh: National
Center for Juvenile Justice, June
1987).

As of 1987, 36 States excluded
certain offenses from juvenile
court jurisdictions

Linda A. Szymanski, "Statutory
exclusion of crimes from juvenile
court jurisdictions (Pittsburgh:
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
February 1987).

48 States, the District of
Columbia, and the Federal
Government have judicial
waiver provisions

Linda A. Szymanski, "Waiver/
transfer/certification of juveniles to
criminal court: Age restrictions:
Crime restrictions" (Pittsburgh:
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
February 1987).

A small proportion of juvenile cases
are referred to criminal court

Donna M. Hamparian et al., Youth in
adult courts, (Columbus, Ohio:
Academy for Contemporary Problems,
1982).

Ellen Nimick, Linda A. Szymanski, and
Howard Snyder, Juvenile court
waiver: A study ofluvenile court
cases transferred to criminal court
(Pittsburgh: National Center for
Juvenile Justice, April 1986).

Juveniles tried as adults have
a very high conviction rate,
but most receive sentences
of probation or fines

Donna M. Hamparian et al., Youth in
adult courts (Columbus, Ohio:
Academy for Contemporary Problems,
1982).

"Juveniles in adult court: A review of
the Habitual Serious and Violent
Juvenile Offender Program sites,"
working paper, Frances Gragg,
American Institutes for Research,
October 1986.

Correctional activities for juveniles
tried as adults in most States occur
within the criminal justice system

Donna Hamparian.

21 )
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Section 4. Adjudication

Pages 81-82

The courts participate in and
supervise the judicial process

Each State has a system
of trial and appeals courts

The growth of appeals, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96381, February 1985.

The U.S. Constitution created
the U.S. Supreme Court and
authorized the Congress to
establish lower courts as needed

Annual report of the director
(Washington: Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts, 1985), pp. A-4, A-
8, A-16 and A-17

Victims and witnesses are taking
a more significant part in the
prosecution of felons

Victim/witness legislation: An
overview, I3JS Bulletin, NCJ-94365,
July 1984, pp. 1-34, 38, 40, and 41.

The separate system of justice
for juveniles often operates within
the existing court organization

BJS State c -burt organization 1980,
NCJ-76711, lay 1982, table 16.
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State courts process a large volume
of cases, many of them minor

Case filings in State courts, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-95111, October 1984,
tables 1, 3, and 5.

Criminal filings by case type for selected States,
CY-1983 or FY-1982-83

Percent Number
of felony of other

State things filings
Alaska 5% 29,090a
Arizona 5 275,561
Arkansas 13 123,341
California 8 889,348
Connecticut 7 108,495b

D.C. 15 27,076
Florida 32 331,611
Idaho 8 37,742
Illinois 7 598,175
Kentucky 7 206,643

Maine 9 33,885
Michigan 13 235,938
Minnesota 9 118,938a
Missouri 21 62,375
New Hampshire 5 75,757

New Jersey 8 426,336
North Carolina 9 428,396
Oregon 13 124,026
Pennsylvania 14e 499,305
South Dakota 20 13,579a4

Texas 6 1,388,474
Vermont 10 17,714
Washington 10 145,292
Wisconsin 9 140,696e

Note: Includes only States that distinguished
felony filings from other criminal filings for all
courts with criminal jurisdiction, and that
provide,: data on most or all of the courts'
criminal caseload. The definition of felony
cases varies from State to State. Felony
preliminary hearings are included in the other
criminal category.
aIncludes driving while intoxicated (DWI) cases.
'TYPe D felony cases were counted as
misdemeanors.
;Felony figure 97% complete.
"Some misdemeanors included in traffic filings.
eFifty-four (54) of the 211 municipal courts
reported no data.

Source: Case filings in State courts BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-95111, October 1984, table 3.

Pages 83-84

Most cases that are prosecuted result
in convictions

Guilty pleas are the most common
disposition of a felony case

William R. McDonald, Plea
bargaining: Critical issues and
common practices, National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, July 1985, p. 6.

M. Heumann, Plea bargaining,
(Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1978).

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, pp. 2-13 and 23.

Many guilty pleas in felony court
are to the highest charge filed

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecuton of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 21, p. 22.

Some jurisdictions have adopted
an anti-plea-bargaining policy

H. Miller et al., Plea bargaining in the
U SL, National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice,
September 1978.

William R. McDonald, Plea
bargaining: Critical issues and
commnn practices, National institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, 1985, p. 6.
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Most cases brought by a prosecutor result in a plea of guilty

Disposition of felony arrests filed in court as misdemeanors or felonies

Percent of cases filed resulting in:

Jurisdiction

Number
of cases
filed

diversion
or
referral

dis-
missal

guilty
plea trial

Percent of tries
resulting in:

conviction acquittal

Brighton 1,142 9% 30% 57% 4%
Chicago 35,528 45 41 14 60% 40%
Cobb County& 4,427 10 50 38 2 81 19
Colorado Springs 1,494 14 32 50 4 63 37
Dallas 14,784 20 72 8 77 23

Davenport 1,312 .32 60 8 "
Denver 3,772 25 68 6

Des Moines 1,401 21 64 14 76 24
Fort Collins 776 14 19 63 3 60 40
Geneva 1,263 37 58 5 75 25

Golden 1,838 10 29 58 3 80 20
Greeley 630 14 19 66 2
Lansing 1,358 0 23 68 9 69 31
Los Angeles b 49,483 18 82
Manhattan 30,810 33 63 4 76 24

Miami 21,413 27 70 3
Minneapolis 2,364 9 18 66 6 76 24
New Orleans 3,659 1 11 73 16 60 40
Philadelphia 13,796 4 33 26 37 70 30
Portland 3,892 5 19 62 15 88 12

Pueblo& 339 9 34 56 1

Rhode island& 5,485 41 55 4 57 43
St. Louis 3,649 1 30 63 7 70 30
Salt Lake City 2,745 6 27 61 6 77 23
San Diego 11,534 4 19 73 4 76 24

Seattle 3,126 13 68 19 75 25
Tallahassee 2,879 6 411 50 4 75 25
Washington, D.C. 8,442 4 40 47 10 70 30

Jurisdiction mean 6% 28% 60% 8% 72% 28%

Note: In jurisdictions in which diversions
and referrals are not reported as such, cases
diverted or referred are included with
dismissals.

Data not available.
- Insufficient data to calculate.
&Because the police automatically file all
felony arrests with the court, cases filed
and all arrests are the same.

bTrial convictions are included with guilty pleas
and acquittals with dismissals.
&Partial counts.

Source: Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony arrests,
1981 BJS, NCJ-101380, September 1986, table 3,
p. 6.

A major reform has been
to increase the responsibility
of judges for ensuring fairness
in plea negotiations

William R. McDonald, Plea
bargaining: Critical issues and
commongractices, National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, 1985.

Most felony cases that reach trial
are tried before a jury

Number of
postf Ring Number of trials
disposi-
tions Total Jul Bench

Los Angeles 7,064 922 489 433
Detroit 5,250 983 590 393
Washington 2,441 262 257 5

New Orleans 1,354 255 145 110
Indianapolis 985 206 140 66

K. Brosi, A cross-city comparison of felon
case proceeding (Washington: Institute for
Law and Social Research, 1979), pp. 48-49.

Jury trials area small percentage
of cases filed

Data from Seattle, New Orleans, Des
Moines, and Minneapolis are
estimated. Pueblo provided a partial
count.

Barbara Boland and Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 22, p. 26.

The more serious the charge the
greater the likelihood of trial

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of
felony arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-
101380, September 1986, table 23,
p. 27.

18 States and the District
of Columbia require a , ianimous
verdict in all trials

Janet Munsterman, National Center
for State Courts, February 1987.

Most cases that go to trial in the
felony court result in conviction

Data from Buffalo, Seattle, and New
Orleans are estimated.

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
INSLAW, Inc., Prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 24, p. 27..
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Page 85

The Sixth Amendment guarantees the
right of a defendant to a speedy trial

Concern about court delay
is not new

"Historical review by John Eck ler in
'Lagging justice'," Annals of the
American Academy of Political and
Social Science, vol. 128, March 1960.

State mid Federal laws
safeguard the defendant's right
tr! a speedy trial

Felony case-processing time, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-101985, August
1986.

Most States have speedy trial
restrictions for defendants
not in custody

Original data fro.n "Policy brief on
court delay," unpublished draft
prepared for the National institute of
Justice by Abt Associates and
contained in The prosecution of felony
arrests, 1981, BJS, NCJ-101380,
September 1986, table 30, p. 36

Most criminal cases are disposed
of in 6 months or less, except in
chronically delayed State t.ourts

B. Mahoney et al., Implementing delay
reduction and delay prevention:
Programs in urran trial courts
(Williamsburg, Va.: National Center
for State Courts, 1985), p. 12.

Cases resulting in trials generally take longer than
ones that end in dismissals or guilty pleas

Felony case-processing time, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-101985, August, 1986.

Median time from arrest to disposition for- -
All dispo- Guilty

Jurisdiction sitions Dismissals pleas Trials

Manhattan, N.Y. 47 days 65 days 28 days 236 days
New Orleans, La. 56 74 50 101
Portland, Oreg. 65 43 63 90
Greeley, Colo. 75 76 73 -
Salt Lake City, Utah 86 88 73 215

Pueblo, Colo. 102 110 99 -
Los Angeles, Calif. 104 76 104 205
Colorado Springs, Colo. 104 100 104 162
Washington, D.C. 111 97 96 264
Fort Collins, Colo. 118 105 118 304

San Diego, Calif. 126 91 132 181
Golden, Colo. 127 144 116 211
St. Louis, Mo. 127 62 142 221
Brighton, Colo. 131 178 111 259
Rhode Island 181 3 240 394

Jurisdiction mean 104 days 87 days 103 days 219 days

Source: Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones, INSLAW,
Inc., The prosecution of felony arrests, 1981,
BJS, NCJ-101380, September 1986.
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Page 86

Defendants are entitled to trial
by a jury of their peers

Most States have statutory
exemptions from jury service

Janet Munsterman, Canter for Jury
Studies, National Center for State
Courts, 1987.

An estimated 15% of American
adults have ever been called
for jury duty

Janet Munsterman, Center for Jury
Studies, National Center for State
Courts, 1987.

The maximum period of service
required of a juror varies by State

Center for Jury Studies Newsletter,
National Center for State Courts,
March 1981.
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Names of prospective jurors are selected rrom lists ;ntended
to make jury pools representative of the community

Janet Munsterman, National Center
for State Courts, February 1987.

Source lists used to select jurors Source lists used to selectiurors
Voters registration and/or Voters registration and/or
drivers license lists Other drivers license list Other

Alabama New Hampshire Voter registration
5 counties Voter registration Aev Jersey Botha
62 counties Drivers list New Mexico

Alaska Voter registration (drivers Permanent fund and Statewide Voter registration
licenses used to verify) fishing license lists Pilot Project Both

Aniona 7`otN 13th District
Arkans Voter registration Heyman system New York
California Both ,latewide Voter registration required Multiple lists allowed
Colorado Both City telephone la counties Voter registration list only

directory 46 counties Both
Connecticut Bot counties Voter registration Plus another list
Delaware Bot 1 (telephone or cityFlonda Voter registration directory, etc.)
Georgia No Carolina Both'

Statewide Voter registration Plus list selected North Dakota
some counties Voter registration by county Burleigh Co. Both

Hawaii Both Canyon Co. Both Utilities
Idaho Both Statute permits W xrd Co. Both

multiple lists Ohio Voter reestrationE
Illinois Botha OklahoQt Voter registration"
Indiana Voter registration Oregon'
Iowa Both Telephone 31 counties Voter registration

directory 3 counties Voter registration Property tae rolls
Kansas "ennsylvania

45 counties Both Statewide Multiple lists'
Kentucky Allegheny Co. Both Telephone directoryJefferson Voter registration Property tax Lacka-

Louisville Vote- registration Property tax wanna Co. Bo'
Louisiana Voter registration Hu ks Co. W registration (15%) School census (85%)
Maine Drivers list" ',eilig4 Co. I .ers list only
Maryland `o-tt.-
Statewide Voter registration h.Anpton Co. Drivers list only
Worecester Co. Beth Shuylkill Co. Drivers list only

Massachusetts Town census Rhode Wand Voter registrat
Michigan Voter registratione South Carolina Voter registration
Minnesota South Dakota Voter registration

Hennepin Co. Both Voter registration
Anoka Co. Both Uta,. Voter registration

Missouri Vermont Voter registration
St. Louis Co.

Montana
Both
Voter registration

Virg,..,t,
Virg(' Islands

Voter registration
Both

Nebraska Bothd Washington Voter registration
Nevada West "'Tints Both Other lists
Statewide Voter registration permitted'Clark Co. Drivers list only

Mandatory.
1981 legislation allows either or but not combined and mandatory.

b September 1982.
e Going to drivers licenses only in 1987.
d 1985 legislation.
e Mandatory in 1981 legislation.

Legislation effective in 1983.
g 1983 legislation made both optional.
h Both in 1987.

1985 legislation permits use of any list.
Optional under 1981 legislation.

k No longer keyman system after July 1, 1986.

Source: Nations! Center for Jury Studies, National
Center for State Courts, September 1986.

2

Statewide Voter registration
Dane Co. Drivers list only,

alternate to voter list
Wyoming

Statewide Voter registration
District of Columbia

Superior Court Both
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Innovations have eased the burden of being a juror

Janet Munsterman, Center for Jury Studies,
National Center for State Courts, 1987.

One-day/one-trial courts

State County City Population State County Population
Alaska Anchorage
Arizona Maricopa Phoenix

California Ventura Ventura
Riverside Corona
Sonoma Santa Rosa
Marin San Rafael
Santa Barbara Santa Barbara
San Joaquin San Joaquin

Colorado El Paso Colorado Springs
Boulder Boulder

Connecticut& Statewide
in September
1986

Florida Alachua Gainesville
Escambia Pensacola
Okaloosa Cresfleld
Walton Defuniak Spring
Polk Bartow
Santa Rosa Miltr,n

Georgia Fulton Atlanta
Idaho Ada Boise

Illinois Cook Suburban division
& criminal
courts
La Salle Ottawa
Kane Geneva
Dupage Wheaton
Peoria Peoria

Iowa Scott Davenport
Clinton Clinton
Cedar
Muscatine
Jackson

Kansas Johnson Olathe
Coffey Garnett

Louisiana Tangipahoa

Kentucky Muhlenberg Central
Maryland Montgomery Rockville

Baltimore City Baltimore
Massachusetts Essex

Middlesex Cambridge
Suffolk Boston

aOn a trial basis in Midd etown Supei for Courts.
bOne-day/one-triai total does not include Connecticut.

174,431

1,509,052

529,174
663,166
299,681
222,568
298,694
347,342

309,424
189,625

3,107,576

151,348
233,?94
109,920

21,300
321,652

55,988

589,904

173,036

5,253,655
112,033
278,405
658,835
200,466

160,022
57,122
18,635
40,436
22,503

270,269
9,370

80,698

32,238

579,053
786,775

633,632
1,367,034

650,142

Michigan Ingham E. Lansing

Wayne Detroit

Marquette Marquette
Missouri St. Louis St. Louis
Muntpr, Lincoln Libby

Nevada Clark Las Vegas
Washoe Reno

New Jersey Camden Camden
Bergen Hackensack
Gloucester Woodbury
Morris Morristown
Middlesex New Brunswick

New York Duchess

North Carol,na Buncombe Asheville
Rutherford Rutherton
Cleveland
Lincoln Lincolnton
Mecklenburg Charlotte
Gaston Gastonia
Forsyth Winston-Salem
Guilford Greensboro
Durham Durham
Wake Raleigh

Pennsylvania Allegheny Pittsburgh
Bucks Doylestown
Delaware Media
Monte,...nery Norristown
Philadelphia Philadelphia
Tioga
McKean Smethport
Barks Reading
Westmoreland Greensburg

Texas Dallas Dallas
Harris Houston
Orange Orange

Utah Salt Lake Salt Lake City
Virginia Herry Martinsville

Washington Chelan
Douglass
Snohomish

Total one - day /one -trial
United States population (1980)

One-day/one-trial
Total percent

275,520

2,337,891

74,101

973,896

17,752

463,087
193,623

471,650
845,385
199,917
407,630
595,893

245,055

160,934
53,787
83,435
43,372

404,270
162,568
243,683
317,154
152,785
301,327

1,405,085
479,211
55,007
643,621

1,688,210
40,973
50,635

312,509

1,556,390
2,409,547

83,838

619,066

57,654

45,061
22,144

337,720

36,662,11036,662,110
226,545,805

16.2%

54 Teehnkal appendix

Prepared by Center for Jury Studies, National Center
Courti, September 1986. U.S. population is from 1980 Census.
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All States and the Federal Government pay trial jurors

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Daily jury fees in State courts

Fees

$10.00
12.50
12.00
5.00

$10.00-$20.00 (varies by county)

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Ilawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Fees for
sworn jurors

same
same
same

$20.00
same

3.00 6.00
10.00 same
15.00 same
30.00 same
10.00 same

520.00-$25.00 (varies by county)
20.00

5.00
$5.00 (minimum varies

by county)
7.50

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire'

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

same
same
same
same

17.50

10.00 same
10.00 same
5.00 same

12.00 same
20.00 same

15.00 plus expenses same
0 1st 3 d:vs

$50.00 per day Vier same
7.50 same

15.00 same
15.00 same

6.00 same
12.00 same
20.00 same

9.00 15.00
15.00 same

5.00 same
3.35 per hour same

12.00 same
8.00 same

25.00 same

10.00 same
12.50 same
10.00 same
$9.00 1st 3 days

$25.00 after same
15.00 same

10.00 same
10.00 20.00
10.00 same
6.00 minimum same

14.00a same

30.00 same
20.00 same
10.00 same
15.00

b
same

8.50 same
6.00 same

Note: Jury fees in State courts, 1986
Averai = approximately $10/day.

Half o y.
City courts pay $6.00 per day.
b Full day rates vary from $7 to $25.

Source: National Center for Jury Studies, National
Center for State Courts, 1986.

All States require 12-member juries in capital cases;
6 States permit less than 12-member juries in
felony trials

Number of Jurors squired fix trials
Felonies Misdemeanors Civil

Alabama 12 12 12
Alaska 12 6 6
Arizona 8 8 8
Arkansas 12 12 12
California 12 12 12

Colorado 12 6 6
Connecticut 6 6 6
Delaware 12 12 12
District of Columbia 12 12 6
Florida 6 6 6

Ceorgiaa 12 6 6
Hawaii 12 12 12
Idaho 12 6 6
Illinois 12 12 12
Indiana 12 12 12

Iowa 12 8 8
Kansas 12 12 12
Kentucky 12 12 12
Loutsiena 6 6 12
Maine 12 12 8

Maryland 12 12 12
Massachusetts 12 12 12
Michigan 12 12 6
Minnesotab 12 12 6
Mississippi 12 6 12

Missouri 12 12 12
Montana 12 12 6
Nebraska 12 12 12
Nevada 12 12 8
New Hampshire 12 12 12

New Jersey 12 12 12 & 6
New Mexico 12 12 12
New York 12 6 6
North Carolina 12 12 12
North Dakota 12 6 9

Ohio 12 8 8
Oklahoma 12 6 6
Oregon° 6 6 6
Pennsylvania 12 12 8 & 6
Rhode Is.and 12 12 12

South Carolina 12 12 12
South Dakota 12 12 12
Tennessee 12 6 6
Texas 12 12 12
Utah 8 8 8

Vermont 12 12 12 & 6
Virginia 12 7 7
Washington 12 12 12
West Virginia 12 12 12
Wisconsin 12 12 12
Wyoming 12 6 12

aWhere damages are greater than $10,000 in civil
Court cases, a jury of 12 can be requested.
'A 6-person jury is used for the category of
gross misdemeanor.
'Circuit court requires 12-member juries; 6-member
juries are used in the lower courts.

Source: Nation Center for Jury Studies, National Center
for State Courts, December 1966.
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Page 87

How does the criminal justice system
deal with the mental health
of defendants?

In all State and Federal courts
defendants may be found
incompetent to stand trial

Ronald Roesch and Stephen L.
Golding, Competency to stand trial
(Urbana, III.: University of Illinois
Press, 1980).

A defense of insanity is recognized
by all but three States

Ingo Keilitz, "Reforming and
researching the insanity defense,"
draft, May 1985, pp. 18-20.

B. McGraw et al., "The guilty but
mentally ill plea and verdict: Current
state of the knowledge," Villanova
Law Review (1985), 30(1).

One of two definitions
governs the insanity defense
in most jurisdictions

Ingo Keilitz, "Reforming and
researching the insanity defense,"
draft, May 1985.

B. McGraw et al., "The guilty but
mentally ill plea and verdict: Current
state of the knowledge," Villanova
Law Review (1985), 30(1).

Recently, the Federal Government
and Indiana adopted a new test
of criminal responsibility

Ingo Xeilitz, "Reforming and
researching the insanity defense,"
draft, May 1985.

A plea of insanity entered by the
attempted assassin of President
Reagan spurred the first
comprehensive reform of Federal law
governing the insanity defense

56 Technical appendix

Handbook on the Comprehensive
Crime Control Act of 1984 FAI:d ether
criminal statutes enacted by the 98th
Congress (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice, December
1984).

States vary in many specific ways
in their handling of an
insanity defense

Handbook on the Comprehensive
Crime Control Act of 1984 and other
criminal statutes enacted by the 98th
Congress (Washington: U.S.
Department of Justice December,
1984).

In 1985, 33,360 appeals were filed
in the U.S. Courts of Appeals

Federal court management statistics,
1985 (Washington: Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, 1985), p.
30.

J.W. Howard, Jr., Courts of appeals in
the Federal judicial system: A study
of the second, fifth and District of
Columbia circuits (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1981),
p. 34.

Petitions to the Federal courts
by State prisoners claiming
they are unlawfully detained
are rarely successful

Page 88 P. H. Robinson, "An empirical study of
Federal habeas corpus review of State
Court judgments," a study for the
Office for Improvements in the
Administration of Justice, July 1979,
p. 4(a)-4(b).

Criminal case appeals make up close
to half the State appellate caseload

Most criminal case appeals
are decided in State courts

The growth of appeals: 1973-83
trends, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-96381,
February 1985.

Civil and criminal appeals in State
courts have grown rapidly in recent
years

Civil and criminal appellate court
filings, 1973-83 (38 States)

Year
Criminal
filings

1973 17,056
1974 18,574
1975 22,539
1976 23,879
1977 27,406
1978 26,708
1979 27,403
1980 29,949
1981 32,169
1982 34,696
1983 35,338

Civil
filings
21,825
23,068
26,392
29,909
32,51.4
34,152
36,918
40,047
42,930
44,048
46,768

Source: The growth ofanp_cals:
1973-83 trends., BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-96381, February 1985.

2 1 1

The number of actions filed
in Federal courts by State prisoners
has more than doubled since 1970

Federal court management statistics
1985 ( Washington: Adminis.v.itive
Office of U.S. Courts, 19851, p. 30.
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Both convictions and sentences may be appealed

Prot ile of capital punishment statutes and legal changes during 1985

Jurisdictions
authorizing
capital
punishment Revised or Automatic
at some time replaced by appeals
during 1985 legislature re wired

Federal

Alabama Yes
Arizona Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes
California Yes
Colorado Yes Yes

Connecticut Yes Yes
Delaware Yes

Florida
Georria Yes

Idaho Yes°

Illinois Yes
Indiana Yes
Kentucky Yes

Louisiana Yes
Maryland Yes°
Mississippi Yes Ye-
Missouri
Montana Yes

Nebraska
Nevada Yes ^',ts
New Hampshire

New Jersey Yes Yesb

New Mexico Yes°
North Carolina Yes
ON(
Oh'e oma Yes
Ort gon Yes
Pennsylvania Yes
Souti Carolina Yes Yes
South Lnicota Yes

Tennessee Yes
Texas Yes

Utah Yes

Vermont

Virginia Yes Yes
Washington Yes
Wyoming Yes

Note: Juriseictioh., without capital
punishment statutes are Alaska, District of
Columbia, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Maine,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
New York, North Dakota, Rhode Island, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin.

Capital offenses

Aircraft piracy

Murder
First - degree murder
Aggravated murder; treason
First-degree murder with special circumstances
First-degree murder (includes felony murder);
first-degree kidnaping

Murder
First-degree murder with statutory aggravating
circumstances

First-degree murder
Murder; treason; aircraft hijacking;
kidnaping with bodily injury; armed robbery
or rape In which victlin dies

First-degree murder, aggravated kidnaping
(except where victim released unharmed)

Mu: der
Murder
Aggravated murder Kidnaping when victim
is killed

First-degree murder
First-degree murtler,
Capital murder, capita; rape
First - degree murder
' "berate homicide, aggravated kidnaping

:suit' -' In death)
First-degree murder
First-degree murder
Contract murder or murder of aw-
enforcement officer or kidnaping victim

Kidnaping or purposeful murder or contract
murder with aggravating circumstarces

First-degree murder
First-degree murder
Aggravated murder
Murder
Agrgavated murder
First-degree murder
Murder with statutory aggravating circumstances
Murder, kidnaping (with gross permanent
physical Injury inflicted on victim)

First-degree murder
Murder of public safety officer, fireman,
or correctional e hployee; murder during
specified felornel or escapes; contract
murder; multiple murders

First-degree murder; aggravated assault by
prisoner sentenced for first-degree felony
where serious injury is caused

Murder of police or ccrrections officer,
kidnaping CAr ransom

Capital mur,ler
Aggravated premeditated first - degree murder
virst-Jegrec murder

ntence review only.
°ane review rfter January 17, 1986.
e: Comte.] punishment, 1985, BJS Bulletin,

0102742, November 1986, table 1, p. 3.

Appellate filings have increased
in almost every State

T. B. Marvell and M. Kuykendall,
"Appellate courts - fac's and
figures," State Court .,ournal (1980),
4:10-13.

Percent change In appeals filed 1973-83

Total Criminal Civil
State appeals zppeels appeals

Alaska 3031411 914b 91
Connecticut Mc,' 464c 227c,"
Oregon 212b 253b 181
Hawaii 201° 483 103
Montana 187 217 180
Florida 186 -- --
Kentucky ,866/ 200e 180c
Minnesota 172°," 219b b

Michigan 167b 157
160

b180
Maine itsic,d 39 343c4

Nevada 159 203 131
South Dakota 156 --
Alabama 156 137 182
Massachusetts 154° 191 138
Arizona 145 273 70

178c 133c
Texas ;40c 147c 132
New Hampshire 144c

Louisiana 139 454 94
Vermont
Illinois

137 170 126
129c 80c 184c

Utah 69 130
Rhode Island 111106d 41 135d

Kansas 10880
88 118

108°,b 214b 81b
Colorado 108

Wyoming 103 196 74
Missouri 9 80 0

148dWashington 967d 148'
1745d

Ohio 95
Pennsylvania 94 --
California 89 66 120
New Tor) 87
New Mexico 86 50 111

Idaho 72 125 53

hoOklahoma 85 16 122

lows 66° 35 91
Nebraska 68 23 109
Delaware 67 81 59
New Jerszy 62 72 55
Tennessee 62 48 74
Dist. of Columbia 57 4G 80
Virginia 99

5630d
39

Maryland 52d 55
Mississippi 38 51 31

Note: Comparable data were not available for
Arkansas, Georgia, Indiana, North Carolina,
North Dakota, South Carolina, West Virginia,
and Wisconsin.
Detail data were not available.
°An intermediate appellate court began
pperation during the period.
°Appellate jurisdiction was increased substan-
tially, sometimes in conjunction with the estab-
lishment of a new intermediate appellate
court.
cDocketing systems changed, artificially
!Terming the number of filings.
'Appellate jurisdiction was reduced
substantially.
The growth of appeals: 1973-83 trend. , BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-96381, February 1985, table 1, p. 2.
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Section 5. Slatencing and sanctions

Pages 90-92

Through sentencing, society
attempts to express its goals
for the correctional process

Attitudes about sentencing
reflect multiple goals
and other factors

Brian Forst and Charles Wellford,
"Punishment and sentencing:
Developing sentencing guidelines
empirically from principles of
punishment," Rutgers Law Review,
(1981), 33(3): 799-837.

The basic difference in sentencing
systems is the apportioning
of discretion between the judge
and parole authorities

All the definitions (indeterminate,
partitly indeterminate, determinate,
mandatory, presumptive, etc.) were
adapted from these sources:

Caroline S. Cooper, Debra Kelley, and
Sharon Larson, Judicial and executive
discretion in the sentencing process:
Analysis of felony State code
provisions (Washington: lrstitute for
Advanced Studies in Justice,
Washington College of Law, The
American University, January 1982).

Setting prison terms, /DS Bulletin,
NCJ-76218, August 1983.

Sentencing practices in 13 States, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-95399, October
1984.

The effects of limiting discretion in
sentencing, New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services, Office
of Policy Analysis, Research and
Statistical Services, March 1984.

Richard S. Morelli, Craig Edelman,
and Roy Willoughly, A survey of
mandatory sentencing in the U.S.,
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency, Criminal Justice
Statistics Division, September 1981.
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Since 1975 many States have
adopted determinate
sentencing, but most still use
indeterminate sentencing

Surveys conducted for the Bureau of
Justice Statistics by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census in 1985 and by the
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency in 1986.

States employ other sentencing
features in conjunction with their
basic strategies

Surveys conducted for the Bureau of
Justice Statistics by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census in 1985 and by the
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency in 1986.

Sentencing guidelines usually
are developed by a separate
sentencing commission

Caroline S. Cooper, Debra Kelley, and
Sharon Larson, Judicial and executive
discretion in the sentencing process:
Analysis of State felony code
provisions (Washington: Institute for
Advanced Studies in Justice,
Washington College of Law, The
American University, January 1982).

Setting prison terms, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-76218, August 1983.

Sentencing practices in 13 States, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-95399, October
1984.

The effects of limiting discretion in
sentencing, New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services, Office
of Policy Analysis, Research and
Statistical Services, March 1984.

Richard S. Morelli, Craig Edelman,
and Roy Willoughly, A survey of
mandatory sentencing in the U.S.,
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency, Criminal Justice
Statistics Division, September 1981.

Preliminary report on the
development and impact of the
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines,
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines
Commission, July 1982.
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Forfeiture is a relatively new sanction

What is forfeiture?

State laws and procedures affecting
drug trafficking control: A national
overview (Washington: The National
Governor's Association and the
National Criminal Justice Association,
July 1985), p. 65.

Report of the Committee on the
Judiciary, United States Senate, on S.
1762, Comprehensive Crime Control
Act of 1983 (Washington: USGPO,
1983), p. 191.

There are two types of forfeiture:
civil and criminal

Report of the Committee on the
Judiciary, United States Senate, on S.
1762; Comprehensive Crime Control
Act of 1983 (Washington: USGPO,
1983), p. 193

Daniel K. Webb and Scott F. Turow,
"RICO forfeiture in practice: A
prosecutorial perspective," University
of Cincinnati Law Review, (1983),
52(2): 404-430.

The use of forfeiture varies
greatly among jurisdictions

Dan K. Wen and Scott F. Turow,
"RICO forfeiture in practice: A
prosecutorial perspective," University
of Cincinnati Law Review, (1983),
52(2): 404-430.

State laws and procedures affecting
drug trafficking control: A national
overview (Washington: National
Governor's Association and the
National Criminal Justice Association,
July 1985), pp. 5 and 66-87.

A comprehensive perspective on civil
and criminal RICO legislation and
litigation, American Bar Association,
Criminal Justice Section, April 18,
1985, Appendix C.
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What is forfeitable?

State laws and procedures affecting
drug traffickii control: A national
overview (Washington: National
Governor's Association and the
National Criminal Justice Association,
July 1985), pp. 66-77.

Lindsey Stellwagen, "Use of forfeiture
sanctions in drug cases," NIJ Research
in Brief, NCJ-098259, July 1985.

How long does it take to determine
if property can be forfeited?

State laws r_nd procedures affecting
drug trafficking control: A national
overview (Washington: National
Governor's Association and the
National Criminal Justice Association,
July 1985), pp. 66-87.

What happens to forfeited property?

State laws and procedures affecting
drug trafficking control: A national
overview (Washington: National
Governor's Association and the
National Criminal Justice Association,
July 1985), pp. 66-87.

Lindsey D. Stellwagen, Use of
forfeiture sanctions in drug eases, NIJ
Research in Brief, NCJ-098259, July
1985.

Handbook on the Comprehensive
Crime Control Act of 1984 and other
criminal statutes enacted by the 98th
Congress, U.S. Department of Justice,
December 1984, Chapter 3, pp. 43-57.

Page 94

Sanctions for alcohol-related driving offenses are becoming more severe

Alcohol related driving offenses carry both criminal
and administrative sanctions

1986 possible sanctions

1st Offense

Fines- range: $100 - $5,000
(7 States/Pennsylvania and Alaska)

Imprisonment- range: 1 day to 2 years
(4 States go to 2 years)

2nd Offense

Fines- range: 515045,000
(Ohio/6 States)

Imprisonment- range: 2 days-5 years
(Hawaii and Oklahoma)

3rd Offense

Fines- range: $100 - $150,000
(N. Carolina and Arizona)

Imprisonment-range: 1 month-5 years
(6 States)

License revocation and suspension:

Number of
States Length

16 3 months minimum
12 12
8 6
4 2
4 1

Excludes Maine

Range: 21 days to 3 years
(Kansas and Ohio)

License revocation and supension:

Number of
States Length

30 12 months minimum
8 24
5 36
2 4
1 18
1 6
1 3

Range: 1.5-5 years

License revocation and suspension:

Number of
States Length

1 permanently
1 indefinitely

17 12 months
9 36
9 24
5 60
3 6
2 120
2 18
1 6

Many States have resorted to
mandatory sanctions

A digest of State alcohol-highway
safety related legislation, first
edition and fifth edition, National
Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration, U.S. Department of
Transportation.

In 42 States imprisonment
is mandatory for driving
while intoxicated

A digest of State alcohol-highway
safety related legislation, fifth
edition, National H:ghway Traffic
Safety Administration,
Department of Transportation.
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1986 possible sanctions for driving while intoxicated offense
First offense Second offense Third offense

States with
habitual
offender
laws

License
suspen-
sion/re-

State vocation
Impri-

Fine sonment

License
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

License
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

Alabama 90 days 5250-1000 12 mos 1 yr $500-2500 12 mos 3 yrs $1000-5000 2-12 mos
Alaska 90+ 250-5000 12 1+ 51")-5000 12 1 1000-5000 12
Arizona 90+ 1000 6 1+ 1000 6 3+ 150,000 12-24
Arkansas 90-120 150-1000 12 1+ 400-3000 12 2+ 900-5000 3-12
California 180 390-1000 6 3 390-1000 3-12 1.5 390-1000 4-12

Colorado 365 300-1000 12 1 500-1500 3-12 1 500-1500 3 -t2 x
Connecticut 365 500-1000 6 2 500-2000 1-12 3 1000-4000 1-24
Delaware 365 200-1000 2-6 1 500-2000 2-18 1.5 500-2000 2-18 x
D.C. 180 300 3 1 5000 12 2 10,000 12
Florida 180-365 250-500 6 5 500-1000 9 5 1000-2500 12 x

Georgia 365 300-1000 12 3 600-1000 3-12 5 1000 4-12 x
Hawaii 90 150-1000 2 days 1 500-1000 2 days 1-5 500-1000 1-6
Id' 'to 180 1000 6 mos .5-1 2000 12 mos 1-5 5000 60
Illinois 365+ 1000 12 1+ 1000 12 1+ 1000 12
Indiana 90+ 500 2 2 5000 12 2 500-5000 2-12 x
Iowa 180 500-1000 12 1 750-5000 24 6 7500 60 x
Kansas 21-365 200-300 6 1 500-1000 3-12 1 1000-2500 3-12 x
Kentucky 180 200-f 10 1 1 350-500 6 2 500-1000 1-12 x
Louisiana 60 125-500 6 1 300-500 1-6 1 1000 12-60 x
Mainea 90 1000 12 1 1000 12 2 1000 12 x

Maryland 60 500 2 4 mos 500 12 .5-1 500 12
Massachusetts 365 100-1000 24 2 yrs 300-1000 71 5 500-1000 3-24 x
Michigan 6-24 mos 100-500 3 1 1000 12 5 1000 12-60
Minnesota 30 700 3 3 mos 3000 12 1 3000 12
Mississippi 90-365 200-500 1 day 2 yrs 400-1000 12 3 500-1000 1-12

Missouri 30-90 300 6 mos 1 1000 12 1 5000 60
Montana 180 100-500 2 1 300-500 6 1 500-1000 1-12 7
Nebraska 180 500 1 1 500 1 15 500 3-6
Nevada 90 200-1000 6 1 500-1000 6 1-3 2000-5000 12-72
New
Hampshire 90-730 1000 3 1000 12 Indef. 1000 12 x
New Jersey 180-365 250-400 1 2 500-1000 3 10 1000 6
New Mexico 365 300-500 1-3 1 1000 3-12 5 1000 3-12
New York 180 350-500 12 1 500-5000 48 1 500-5000 48
North Carolina 365 100-2000 up to 24 4 1000 12 Perm. 100-2000 up to 24
North Dakota 91 500 1 1 500 1 2 1000 12

Ohio 60-3 yrs 150-1000 6 5 150-1000 6 10 150-1000 1-12
Oklahoma 180 1000 12 2 2500 12-60 3 2500 12-60
Oregon 365 2500 12 3 2500 12 3 2500 12 x
Pennsylvania 365 5000 24 1 5000 24 1 5000 24 x
Rhode

Island 90-180 100 12 1-2 400 12 2-3 400 6-12 x

South Carolina 180 200 1 1 1000 12 2 2000 2-36 x
South

Dakota 30-365 1000 12 1 1000 12 1 2,000 24
Tennessee 365 250-1000 11 (29) 2 500-2500 11 (29) 3-10 1000-5000 4-11 (29) x
Texas 90-365 100-2000 24 2 300-2000 24 2 500-2000 1-24 x
Utah 90 299 2-6 1 299 2-6 1 299 2-6

Vermont 90 200-750 12 1.5 250-1000 12 3 500-1500 12 x
Virginia 180 1000 12 3 200-1000 1-12 3 500-1000 2-12 x
Washington 90 250-1000 12 1 500-2000 12 2 500-2000 12 x
West Virginia 365 100-500 6 1 1000-3000 6-12 1 3000-5000 12-36
Wisconsin 30-180 150-300 1 300-1000 6 1-2 600-2000 1-12 x
Wyoming 90 750 6 1 200-750 6 3 200-750 6

aPossible sanctions for Maine are recorded for a "criminal
xiola tion" rather than a "traffic infraction."
North Corolina's "lines of punishment" are based on factors
surrounding each offense, not on the offense per se.
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Source: "State Law Summary Analysis," A digest of State
alcohol-highway safety related legislation, firth edition,
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, U.S. Dept.
of Transportation, current as of January 1,1987.
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In most States possible sanctions for repeat alcohol-related
driving offenders are progressively severe

1986 mandatory sanctions for driving while intoxicated offense

State

First offense Second offense Third offense
License
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

License
suspen-
slon/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

License
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

Alabama 90 days 12 mos 2 days 36 mos 60 days
Alaska 30 3 days 12 20 120 30

Arizona 30 $2S0 1 12 $500 60 36 180
Arkansas 12 24
California $390 1 $375 2 36 $390 120

Colorado 12 7 24 7

Connecticut 365 2 24 10 36 120
Delaware 90 6 60 6 60

D.C. 180 12 24

Florida 12 10 24 30

Georgia 4 2 60 10

Hawaii 30 $150 2 12 2

Idaho 1 10 12 30

Illinois 2 2

Indiana 30 12 5 12 5

Iowa $500 12 $750 7 24 $750 30

Kansas 21 2 4 5 12 90

Kent icky 30 12 7 24 30

Louisiana 2 12 15 12 180

Maine 90 $350 2 12 $350 2 12 $350 2

Maryland 2 2

Massachusetts 45 12 14 24 60

Michigan 2 12
Minnesota
Mississippi 45 $200 12 $400 $500

Missouri 12 2 12
Montana 1 3 3 3 10

Nebraska 60 6 2 12 7

Nevada 45 2 12 10 18 365

New Hampshire 90 36 7 36 7

New Jersey 180 24 2 120 90

New Mexico 12 2 60 2

New York $350 $500 $500
North Carolina 10 24 7 36 7

North Dakota 30 $250 12 $500 4 24 $1,000 60

Ohio 3 10 6 30

Oklahoma 180 24 36
Oregon 2 3 2 12 2

Pennsylvania 30 $300 12 $300 30 12 $300 90

Rhode Island 90 $100 12 $400 2 24 $500 2

South Carolina $200 2 12 2 24 60

South Dakota 12 12

Tennessee $250 2 24 $500 45 36 $1,000 120
Texas 3 10

Utah 90 *150 2 12 $299 10 12 $299 720

Vermont 90 18 2 24 2

Virginia 24 2 60 30
Washington 30 $250 1 12 500 7 24 $500 7

West Virginia $100 1 $1,000 180 120 $3,000 365
Wisconsin 1 2

Wyoming 12 7 36 7

Source: "Analysis by States-high interest legisleion,"
A digest of State alcohol-highway safety related
legislation, fifth edition, National Highway Traffic

Safety Administration, Department of Transportation,
January 1, 1987.
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Many States have increased the severity of their mandatory sanctions against alcohol-related driving offenses

1983 mandatory sanctions for a DWI conviction
First offense Second offense Third offenseLicense

suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

License
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

',incense
suspen-
sion/re-
vocation Fine

Impri-
sonment

Alabama $100 6 mos. $200 6 mos. $200Alaska
Arizona 250 1 day 12 500 60 days 180 daysArkansas 3 mos. 6
California 375 2 36 375 120

Colorado
7 7Connecticut 300 300 2 300 2Delaware 12 18D.C.

Florida 3 6 12

Georgia 2 3 60Hawaii 2
Idaho 3 6 12Illinois
Indiana 2 12 12 5

Iowa 4 2 8 7 12Kansas 3 12 5 12 90Kentucky 100 12 100 3 12 100 30Louisiana 2 12 15 12 180Maine 5 years 250 2 5 years 250 2 5 years 250 2

Maryland
Massachusetts 3 mos. 35 14 3 mos. 35 14 3 mos.Michigan 12 60Minnesota 3
Mississippi 6 24

Missouri 1 2 3Montana 6 12 3 12 10Nebraska 2 6 2 12 7Nevada
10 365New Hampshire 2 36 7 36

New Jersey
New Mexico 12 12 2 12New York
North Carolina 12 24 3 24 3North Dakota 1 1

Ohio 1 1 1Oklahoma 6 6 6Oregon 12 12 12Pennsylvania 12 300 2 12 300 2 12 300 2Rhode Island 3 12

South Carolina 6 12 24South Dakota 1 12 12Tennessee 12 250 2 24 500 45 36 1,000 120Texas 12 12 12Utea 12 12 12

Vermont 3 3 36Virginia 3 3 2 3 30Washington 1 1 2 7 12 200 90West Virginia 6 100 1 6 100 1 6 100 1Wisconsin 3 6 12

Wyoming 3 1 6 7 12 7

Source: "State Law Matrix," A digest of State alcohol- National Highway Traffic Safety Administration,highway safety related legislation, First edition, Department of Transportation, January 1983.
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Page 95

Juveniles receive dispositions
rather than sentences

Juvenile court dispositions
tend to be indeterminate

"Institutional commitment and release
decision-making for juvenile
delinquents; Implications of
determinate and indeterminate
approaches, final report, Phase 1," The
URSA Institute, April 1983, p. 55.

Most juvenile cases are disposed
of informally

Howard N. Snyder, John L. Hutzler,
and Terrence A. Finnegan,
Delinquency in the United States,
1982: A Description of Delinquency
and Status Offense Cases Processed
by Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction,
(preliminary draft) (Pittsburgh:
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges, 1985), p. 3.

The juvenile justice system is
also undergoing changes in the
degree of discretion permitted
in confinement decisions

Peter Greenwood, Rand Corp.

"Institutional commitment and release
decision-making for juvenile
delinquents; Implications of
determinate anti indeterminate
approaches, final report, Phase 1," The
URSA Institute, April 1983, p. 55.

Dispositions for serious juvenile
offenders tend to look like those
for adults

Peter W. Greenwood, Albert J. Lipson,
Allan Abrahamse, and Franklin
Zimring, Youth crime and juvenile
justice in California, R-3011-CSA
(Santa Monica, Calif: The Rand
Corporation, June 1983).

The outcomes of juvenile and
adult proceedings are similar,
but some options are not
available in juvenile court

In the matter of the appeal in
Maricopa County, Case No. J-86509,
Supreme Court, 604 PAC 2nd 641,
December 14, 1979.

Delinquency 1979 (Pittsburgh:
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
Research Division of the National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges), p. 22.

Most juveniles committed to juvenile facilities are delinquents

Number of juveniles
in custody

Percent of juveniles
in custody

Total Public Private Total Public Private

Committed 60,182 34,549 25,633 100% 57% 43%
Delinquent 44,234 33,071 11,163 74 55 19

Status offenders 7,289 1, ' 44 6,145 12 2 10

Dependent,
neglected, etc. 6,69? 233 6,459 11 11

Emotionally
dist., etc. 1,878 '01 1,807 3 3

Other 89 30 59

Less than .5%
Source: BJS Children in Custody, 1985, unpublished deta.

Page 96

Current sentencing alternatives
reflect multiple objectives

What types of sentences usually are
given to offenders?

Death penalty-
Capital punishment, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986.

Incarceration
Federal facilities:
Information received by telephone
from U.S. Bureau of Prisons, Office
of the Director, April 1986.

State confinement and community
based facilities:
National Probation Reports.

Prison population:
Prisoners in 1985, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-101384, June 1986.

Jail population:
Probation and parole 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-103683, January
1987.

Probation-
National Probation Reports.

Probation and parole 1985 BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-103683, January 1987.

Parole-
Probation and parole 1911, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-100181, February 1986.

Fines- -
Sally T. Hillsman, Joyce L. Sichel, and
Barry Mahoney, Fines in sentencing:
A study of the use of the fine as a
criminal sanction, National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, November 1984.
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In most cases, a felony conviction
results in a sentence that includes
incarceration

Incarceration is most likely
for serious crimes of violence

Barbara Boland with Ronald Sones,
1NSLAW, Inc., The prosecution of
felony arrests, 1981, BJS, 1986.

Confinement may be in State prisons
or local jails

Felony sentencing in 18 local
jurisdictions, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-97681, June 1985.

Many felons are sentenced
to probation

Felony sentencing in 18 local
jurisdictions, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-97681, June 1985.

Sentences are more severe for
offenders convicted of multiple
charges than for those convicted
of single charges

Felony sentencing in 18 local
jurisdictions, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-97681, June 1985.

Prison sentences are longer for
multiple-charge convictions

Felony sentencing in 18 local
jurisdictions, BJS Special Report,
June 1985.
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The death penalty is reserved for the
most serious offenses and offenders

The death penalty was reaffirmed
by the Supreme Court in 1976

Capital punishment, 1984, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-98399, August 1985.

A total of 3,909 people have
been executed since 1930,
including 50 since 1977

Capital punishment, 1984, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-98399, August 1985 and
1985 NCJ-102742, November 1986.

What types of murder are most often
cited in State capital punishment
laws?

BJS analysis of State capital
punishment laws, 1986.

What methods of execution are used
by the various States?

Capital punishment, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986, table 2, p. 4.

What is the minimum age authorized
for capital punishment?

Capitalpunishment, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986, table 3, p. 4.

At the end of 1985, 37 Mates had
death penalty laws in effect

Is there
a death
penalty
statute'
Yes No

Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X

Colorado X
Connecticut X
Delaware X
District of

Columbia X

Florida X
Georgia X
Hawaii X
Idaho X
Illinois X

Indiana X
Iowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X
Louisiana X

Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X
Michigan X
Minnesota X

Mississippi X
Missouri X
Montana X
Nebraska X
Nevada X

New Hampshire X
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina X

North Dakota X
Ohio X
Oklahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X

Rhode Island X
South Carolina X
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas X

Utah X
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
West Virginia X

Wisconsin X
Wyoming X

If so, have
they executed
anyone since
1977?

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Source: Capltalpunishment, 1985, 13JS
Bulletin, NCJ 102742, November 1986.
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The number of persons on death row reached an alltime high in 1985

Death-row population

Year
Number of
Inmates Year

Number of
Inmates

1953 131 1971 642
1954 147 1972 334
1955 125 1973 134
1956 146 1974 244
1957 151 1975 488
1958 147 1976 420
1959 1b4 1977 423
1960 210 1978 433
1961 257 1979 595
1962 267 1980 697
1963 297 1981 865
1964 315 1982 1,072
1965 331 1983 1,216
1966 406 1984 1,420
1967 435 1985 1,591
1968 517
1969 575
1970 6.11

Sources:
1953-60 - Separate issues of "Executions"
"National Prisoner Statistics" from U.S. Bureau
of Prisons.
1961-67 - Sourcebook of criminal justice
statistics, 1973, July 1974, (table 6.141, p. 464).
1968-80 - Capital punishment, 1980, February
1981, table 6.
1981-83 DSD Capital Punishment information.
1984-85 - Capitalpunishment, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November 1986, table 4.

Persons executed

Year Numter Year Number
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969

62
81
76
65
65
49
49

56
42
47
21
15

7

I
2

0

0

1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1977 1

1978 0

1979 2

1980 0

1981 1

1982 2

1983 5
1984 21
1985 18

Source: Capital punishment, 1985,
p. 7 for 1977-85 data.
Capital punishment, 1980, table 1,
p. 14, for 1953-80 data.

Who is on death row?

Capital punishment, 1985, BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986, tables 5, 7, and 10.

Profile of prisoners under
sentence of death, 1985

Demographic characteristics

Sex
Male 98.9%
Female 1.1

Race
White 56.8%
Black 42.3
Other 1.0

Age
Less than 20 years .8%
20-24 13.3
25-29 26.9
30-34 23.6
35-39 16.3
40-54 17.0
55+ 2.0

Median 31.9 years

Education
7th grade or less
8th
9th -11th
12th
Any college

Median

Marital status
Married
Divorced/separated
Widowed
Never married

10.8%
11.7
35.6
32.4

9.4
10.5 years

Criminal history

Prior felony
conviction history

Yes
No

Prior homicide
conviction history

Yes
No

Legal status at time
of capital offense

C:iarges pending
Probation
Parole
Prison eseapce
Prison inmate
Other status
None

32.6%
21.2
2.3

43.9

66.2%
33.8

9.0%
91.0

6.6%
5.4

20.1
2.8
3.4
1.6

60.1

Note: All percentages were
calculated on offenders
for whom data were reported.

Source: Capital punishment, 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986, tables 5 and 7.
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Number of persons executed, by jurisdiction,
in rank order, 1930-85

Number executed

State Since 1930 Since 1977

U.S. total 3,909 50

Georgia 372 6
New York 329
Texas 307 10
California 292
North Carmine 265 2
Florida 183 13
Ohio 172
South Carolina 163 1

Mississippi 155 1

Pennsylvania 152
Louisiana 140 7
Alabama 136 1

Arkansas 118
Kentucky 103
Virginia 96 4
Tennessee P3

Illinois 90
New Jersey 74
Maryland 68
Missouri 62
Oklahoma 60
Washir gton 47
Colorado 47
Indiana 43 2
West Virginia 40
District of Columbia 40
Arizona 38
Federal system 33
Nevada 31 2
Massachusetts 27
Connecticut 21
Oregon 19
Iowa 18
Kansas 15
Utah 14 1

Delaware 12
New Mexico 8

Wyoming 7

Montana 6
Vermont 4

Nebraska 4

Idaho 3
South Dakota 1

New Hampshire 1

Wisconsin 0

Rhode Island 0

North Dakota 0

Minnesota 0

Michigan 0

Maisie 0
Hawaii 0

Alaska 0

Source: Capital punishment 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102742, November
1986, table 8.
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For moat inmates, prison sentences are much longer
than the actual time they will serve

Sentences to prison vary widely
between minimum and maximum terms
and are longer for violent crimes

Prison admissions and releases,
1983, BJS Special Report, March 1986.

Goodtime is offered in nearly
all jurisdictions as an incentive
for good behavior while confined

Setting Prison Terms, BJS Survey,
January 1, 1985.

The percentage of persons released from prison by parole-board decision
has been declining

Prison releases by method in 1975-84

Year

Total
releases
from
prison

Percent of prison releases by:

All

Discre-
ti onary
parole

Pro-
bation

Manda-
tory re-
leases

Ex-
piration
of term

Comm u-
tation Other

1975 106,742 100% 68.3% 2.9% 5.1% 19.1% 2.1% 2.5%
1976 106,928 100 68.9 2.9 5.8 19.2 1.3 1.8
1977 115,213 100 71.9 3.6 5.9 16.1 1.1 1.4
1978 119,796 100 70.4 3.3 5.8 17.0 .7 2.8
1979 128,954 100 60.2 3.3 16.9 16.3 .4 3.0
1980 136,968 100 57.4 3.6 19.5 14.9 .5 4.0
1981 142,489 100 54.6 3.7 21.4 13.9 2.4 4.0
1982 157,144 100 51.9 4.8 24.4 14.4 .3 4.2
1983 191,237 100 48.1 5.2 26.9 16.1 .5 3.2
1984 191,499 100 46.0 4.9 28.7 16.3 .5 3.6

Source: National Prisoner Statistics, 1975-84.

In 1983 more than half the persons
released from State prisons
served 19 months or less

Prison admissions and releases,
1983, BJS Special Report, March 1986.
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Section 6. Corrections

Pages 102-103

How many people are under some form
of correctional supervision?

Three out of four adults under correctional care
or custody are not incarcerated

Number of
offenders
under cor-
rectional
supervision

Number of
offenders
under cor-
rectional
supervision

Region for each person Region for each person
and States Incarcerated and States incarcerated

Northeast Midwest
Connecticut 6.08 Illinois 3.12
Maine 2.56 Indiana 3.14
Massachusetts 3.35 Iowa 3.83
New Hampshire 3.08 Kansas 2.94
New Jersey 3.58 Michigan 3.22
New York 2.49 Minnesota 8.02
Pennsylvania 3.18 Missouri 2.29
Rhode Island 6.07 Nebraska 4.21
Vermont 8.17 North Dakota 2.64

Ohio 2.43
South Scuth Dakota 1.96

Alabama 1.22 Wisconsin 3.33
Arkansas 2.13
Delaware 3.12 West
Dist. of Columbia 2.20 Alaska 1.17
Florida 3.15 Arizona 1.74
Georgia 3.93 California 2.68
Kentucky 1.94 Colorado 3.21
Louisiana 1.36 Hawaii 4.12
Maryland 4.24 Idaho 2.10
Mississippi 1.13 Montana 2.24
North Carolina 2.85 Nevada 1.42
Oklahoma 2.09 New Mexico 1.43
South Carolina 1.6: Oregon 3.61
Tennessee 2.45 Utah 2.96
Texas 6.02 Washington 4.79
Virginia 1.29 Wyoming 1.88
West Virginia 1.66

Note: Data en prisoners, probationers, and paroles are for
December 31, 1984. Data on Jail inmates are for June 30,
1983. Jail counts are included in prison count.

Source: Probation and parole 19,1335 Bulletin, NCJ-
100141, February 1986, table 7, p. 4.

More than 1 1/295 of the adult U.S. population
is under some form of correctional sanction

Adults on probation, In jail, In prison, and under parole
supervisions, by jurisdiction, 1985

Adult
population
in thousands

Total cor-
rectional
population

Rate per
1,000 adult
population

United States, total 175,725 2,869,880 16.33

Northeast
Connecticut 2,418 43,511 18.01
Maine 860 6,287 7.31
Massachusetts 4,458 31,827 8.49
New Hampshire 745 4,701 C.31
New Jersey 5,700 79,142 13.88
New York 13,414 176,684 13.17
Pennsylvania 8,976 101,880 11.35
Rhode Island 743 9,245 12.44
Vermont 395 6,211 15.72

Midwest
Illinois 8,836 113,030 13.40
Indiana 3,993 55,288 13.85
Iowa 2111 17,694 8.38
Kansas 1,785 23,792 13.33
Michlrn 8,605 107,227 16.23
Minnesota 3,054 38,634 12.65
Missouri 3,702 44,970 12.15
Nebraska 1,158 13,715 11.84
North Dakota 488 2,393 4.90
Ohio 7,871 95,925 12.19
South Dakota 502 4,021 8.01
Wisconsin 3,491 36,583 10.48

South
Alabama 2,904 34,412 11.85
Arkansas 1,713 19,249 11.24
Delaware 465 10,520 22.62
District of Columbia 494 20,521 41.54
Florida 8,830 177,894 20.15
Georgia 4,318 129,226 29.93
Kentucky 2,703 27,811 10.29
Louisiana 3,126 52,747 16.87
Maryland 3,295 92,023 27.93
Misrissippi 1,824 18,902 10.36
North Carolina 4,666 80,209 17.19
Oklahoma 2,377 32,429 13.64
South Carolina 2,425 34,409 14.19
Tennessee 3,531 45,249 12.81
Texas 11,572 370,088 31.98
Virginia 4,162 40,566 9.52
West Virginia 1,420 7,283 5.13

West
Alaska 351 5,124 14.60
Arizona 2,312 31,330 13.55
California 19,525 336,199 17.22
Colorado 2,367 25,723 10.87
Hawaii 764 10,813 14.15
Idaho 681 5,757 8.45
Montana 592 4,929 8.33
Nevada 716 11,377 15.89
New Mexico 1,002 8,937 8.92
Oregon 1,976 31,145 15.76
Utah 1,031 10,043 9.74
Washington 3,229 60,791 18.83
Wyoming 349 3,074 8.81

Note: Data are for June 30, 1983, for Jail population.
Source: Probation and parole 1984, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
100181, February 1986, table 7, p. 4.
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More than 2.6 million adults are under
some form of correctional care,
custody, or supervision

Probation and parole 1985, BJS
Bulletin, January 1987.

How does the imprisonment rate
of the United States compare to that
of other countries?

Imprisonment in four countries, BJS
Special Report, NCJ- 103967 February
1987.

An estimated 95% of State prison inmates are either
convicted violent offenders or have a history of prior
sentences to probation, jail, or prison

Criminal histories of 274,564 State orison Inmates

Curr 'snt violent Yes No
offense 58% 42%

History of
violence Yes

19%

Prior sentences
to probation,
jail, or prison

No Yes No
38% 8% 34%

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
18% 1% 26% 12% 8% 0% 29% 5%

Source: HJS Survey of State Prison Inmates, 1979, unpublished data.

Abot c .3% of the juvenile population was in custody in 1985

State

U.S. total

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Ark ansas
California

Number of
juveniles in
public or
private custody
per 10,000 age
eligible popu-
lation'

Age eli-
gible popu-
lation°

1985 juvenile
1-day count

Public Private

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

31.2 26,724,000 49,322 34,080

19.1 510,000 680 294
56.4 64,000 201 160
48.5 371,000 905 894
31.3 295,000 274 648
54.3 2,912,000 12,524 3,288

29.5 372,000 581 515
36.5 273,000 202 795
26.4 72,000 190 0
68.4 61,000 281 136
29.0 1,149,000 2,179 1,156

20.0 651,000 1,053 247
17.4 121,000 149 61
19.3 135,000 118 143
17.0 1,215,000 1,514 532
41.8 691,000 1.334 1,552

30.6 356,000 399 691
48.9 279,000 651 712
22.3 470,000 609 438
25.6 597,000 1,188 342
32.2 145,000 242 225

41.2 523,000 1,377 777
18.3 581,000 187 877
33.2 1,016,000 1,733 1,636
37.6 508,000 634 1,278
11.5" 358,000 410

"Based on juvenile 1-day population data.
bThe population on July 1, 1984, of persons aged 10 to the
age of criminal responsibility in each State.
--Data withheld to preserve confidentiality guarantees.
As Vermont did not operate any public juvenile
facilities, no calculations for these columns could be
made.
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State

Number of
juveniles in
public or
private custody
per 10,000 age
eligible popu-
lation'

Age eli-
gible popu-
lation°

1985 juvenile
1-day co, nt

Public Private

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvani
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South 1)akota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

27.4 517,000 815 600
24.0 103,000 204 43
43.4 192,000 269 565
51.1 106,000 451 91
19.6 120,000 152 83

20.0 006,000 1,508 306
43.2 186,000 511 293
34.7 1,553,000 1,516 3,880
24.0 560,000 798 546
24.4 85,000 04 113

36.6 1,327,000 3,058 1,802
21.3 392,000 314 521
37.3 316,000 702 477
23.6 1,392,000 1,060 2,223
28.5 111,000 148 168

20.6 370,000 647 115
50.5 87,000 193 246
26.5 578,000 1,128 402
23.3 1,768,000 2,209 1,913
12.0 234,000 170 111

137
25.8 669,000 1,456 268
33.8 517,000 1,342 406
10.8 146,000 112 153
29.9 594,000 668 1,107

23.1" 70,000 162

"Includes only public facility confinements;
private confinements excluded to preserve
confidentiality guarantees.

Sources: Children in custoki Public juvenile facilities,
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102457, October 1986, and Children
in custody 1985, unpublished data
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More than 83,000 persons were
in juvenile facilities in 1985

Note: The placement breakdown of
juveniles between public and private
facilities in Mississippi and Wyoming
is not available because of confi-
dentiality constraints. Such data are
available for the other States.

Adults in
public and
private
facilities on
Feb. 1 1985

United States, total 2,112

California 1,984
Florida 22
Indiana 52
Iowa 1

Minnesota 26
New York 18
Pennsylvania 6
Tennessee 3

Sources: Children in custody: Public
juvenile facilities, 1985, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-102457, October 1986, and Children
in Custody 1985, unpublished data.

Pages 104-105

What are the trends in correctional
Populations?

All correctional populations are
growing

Probation and parole 1985, NCJ-
103683, BJS Bulletin, January 1987,
table 4, p. 4.

Since 1970 the number of local jails has declined by 17% and
the number of inmates present on a single day has risen by nearly 40%

Jails and inmates, by region, 1970-83

Region 1970 1972 1978 1983

Number of jails
United States 4,037 3,921 3,493 3,338

Northeast 235 231 207 223
North Central 1,178 1,153 1,042 972
South 1,914 1,865 1,678 1,607
West 710 672 568 538

Number of inmates
United States 180,863 141,588 158,394 223,551

Northeast 31,458 27,362 24,228 36,634
North Central 29,209 23,516 28,452 39,538
South 61,855 55,481 67,444 89,479
West 38,541 35,249 38,270 57,900

Note: The census dates were March 15, 1970; June 30,
1972; February 15, 1978; and June 30, 1983.
Sources: The 1983 Jail census, Da Bulletin, NCJ-95536,
November 1984. National Jail Census 1970,_s report on
the local Jails and type of Inmates LEAA, NCJISS, U.S.
Department of Justice, February 1921. The Nations'
Jails, LEAA, NCJ1SS, U.S. Department of Justice.

Admissions and releases for the year ending June 30, 1983,
by legal status, sex, and region

Region Total
Adults Juveniles

Male Female Male Female

Admission

United States 8,084,344 7,270,863 708,315 86,850 18,516

Northeast 489,546 442,005 40,978 5,840 723
North Central 1,366,779 1,223,836 117,878 19,897 5,368
South 4,008,646 3,643,062 315,822 41,792 7,970
West 2,219,373 1,961,760 233,837 19,321 4,455

Releases

United States 7,941,236 7,145,818 691,338 85,564 18,518

Northeast 471,700 426,171 39,271 5,469 789
North Central 1,349,288 1,207,471 116,752 19 "*..:. 5,350
South 3,959,636 3,602,767 307,210 41,224 7,935
West 2,160,612 1,909,409 227,605 19,156 4,442

'te: Releases include expirations of sentence, transfers
to probation or parole, transfers to State and Federal
correctional facilities, and transfers to other
jurisdictions.
Source: The 1983 Ian census, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-95536,
November 1984, table 7.
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Probation populations are growing
at a faster rate than other
correctional populations

Probation and parole 1985 BJS
Bulletin, NCJ-103683, January 1987.

To calculate probation rate, adults in
the general population were defined as
resident population age 18 and older.

Number of
adults on
probation

1979 1,086,535
1980 1,118,097
1981 1,225,934
1982 1,357,264
1983 1,582,947
1984 1,74 0,948
1985 1,870,132

Prison population is at an alltime high

Sentenced
prison
population

Sentenced
prison
population

1925 91,669 1956 189,565
1926 97,991 1957 195,414
1927 109,346 1958 205,643
1928 116,390 1959 208,105
1929 120,496 1960 212,953

1930 129,453 1961 220,149
1931 137,082 1962 218,830
1932 137,997 1963 217,283
1933 136,810 1964 214,336
1934 138,316 1965 210,895

1935 144,180 1966 199,654
1936 145,038 1967 194,896
1937 152,741 1968 187,274
1938 160,285 1969 197,136
1939 179,818 1970 196,441

1940 173,706 1971 198,061
1941 165,439 1972 196,092
1942 150,384 1973 204.211
1943 137,220 1974 218,466
1944 132,456 1975 240,593

1945 133,649 1976 262,833
1946 140,0'9 1977 285,456
1947 151,304 1978 294,396
1948 155,977 1979 301,470
1949 163,749 1980 315,974

1950 166,165 :981 353,673
1951 165,680 1982 395,516
1952 168,233 1983 419,346
1953 173,579 1984 446,108
1954 182,901 1985 481,616
1955 185,780

Source: State and Federal prisoners. 1925-85
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102494, October 1986.
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The incar : ration rate
for the enalre U.S. population
is also at an alltime high

Incarceration
rate per
100,000
population

1925 79
1926 83
1927 91
1928 96
1929 98

1930 104
1931 110
1932 110
1933 109
1934 109

1935 113
1936 113
1937 118
1938 123
1939 137

1940 131
1941 124
1942 112
1943 103
1944 100

1945 98
1946 99
1947 105
1948 106
1949 109

1950 109
1951 107
1952 107
1953 108
1954 112
1955 112

Incarceration
rate per
100,000
population

1956 112
1957 113
1958 117
1959 117
1960 117

1961 119
1962 117
1963 114
1964 111
1965 108

1966 102
1967 98
1968 94
I969 97
1970 96

1971 95
1972 93
1973 96
1974 102
1975 111

1976 120
1977 129
1978 132
1979 133
1980 138

1981 153
1982 170
1983 178
1984 188
1985 201

Source: State and Federal_prironers, 1925-85,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102494, October 1986.

Why are prison populations growing?

Prisoners in 1984, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
97118, April 1985.

23 t,"

The number of admissions to prison
annually has increased relative
to both the number of serious crimes
reported to the police and the
number of adult arrests

BJS Prison admissions and releases,
1981 1982 and 1961 and BJS
Prisoners :n State and Federal
institutions on December 31, 1984,
NCJ-103768, February 1987.

Court commitments to State prisons
relative to serious crimes and adult
arrests, 1978-84

Year

Commitments to
prison per 100:
Serious Adult
e"met arrests

1978 2.7 18.5
1979 2.6 18.7
19-40 2.5 19.6
1981 2.9 21.4
1982 3.5 21.9
1983 3.9 24.7
1984 3.9 24.6

Source: Derived from table 10, Prisoners in
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-101384, June 1986.

Since 1977 prison populations have
grown by more than two-thirds

Change in the tots: prison
population, 1977-85

Year
Number
of inmates

Annual
perLcnt
chant

Total
percent
change
since 1977

1977 300,024
1978 307,276 2.4% 2.4%
1979 314,457 2.3 4.8
1980 329,821 4.9 6.9
1981 369,930 12.2 23.3
1982 413,806 11.9 37.9
1983 437,248 5.7 45.7
1984 464,567 6.2 54.8
1985 503,601 8.4 67.9

Note: All counts are for December 31 of each
year and may differ from proimusly reported
numbers because of revision.

Prisoners in 1985, 13.15 Bulletin, NCJ-101384,
June 1986, table 1.
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Total admissions to prison reached as allt"ne high in 1984

Prison admissions 191014

Total
admissions

% from
courts

% conditional
release
violations

Commitment rate
from courts
per 100,000 adults

1930 59,292 95% 5% 70
1935 58,389 92 8 63

1940 61,816 91 9 63
1945 45,201 86 14 40
195f 62,557 88 12 40
1955 73,150 86 14 58
1960 88,438 85 15 64
1965 92,294 81 19 60
1970 83,068 81 19 50
1975 110,478 86 14 76
1976 133,083 84 16 74

1977 133,847 85 15 74
1978 135,289 83 17 72
1979 142,642 83 17 74
1980 158,392 83 17 80

1981 183,151 81 19 90
1982 201,334 82 18 98

1983 216,274 80 20 101

1984 216,459 77% 23% 96

DJS National Prisoner Statistics, unpublished data.

The use of parole is declining

State prison release by method, 1977-85

Total Percelit of prison releases

Year

releases
from
prisons All

Discre-
,.,nary
parole

Mends-
tory
release

Expira-
tion
of term Probation

Commu-
tation Other

1977 115,213 100% 71.9% 5.9% 16.1% 3.6% 1.1% 1.4%
1978 119,796 100 70.4 5.8 17.0 3.3 .7 2.8
1979 128,954 100 60.2 16.9 16.' 3.3 .4 3.0
1980 136,968 100 57.4 19.5 14.9 3.6 .5 4.0
1981 142,489 100 54.6 21.4 13.9 3.7 2.4 4.0
1982 157,144 100 51.9 24.4 14.4 !.8 .3 4.2
1983 191,237 100 48.1 26.9 16.1 5.2 .5 3.2
1984 191,499 100 46.0 28.7 16.3 4.9 .5 3.6
1985 203,895 100 43.2 30.8 16.9 4.5 .4 4.1

Source: Probation and parole 1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ 103683, January 1987.

Between 1979 and 1984 the number
of inmates in Stat_t-operated,
community-based halfway houses
grew half as fast as the number
of inmates in State prisons

BJS 1984 Census of State adult
correctional facilities, NCJ-105585,
forthcoming, and BJS 1979 Census of
State Adult Correctional Facilities,
unpublished data.
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What are the trends in ji:venile correctional populations?

Trends in juvenile correctional populations

Admissions

1974 1979 1982 1984
Percent change

1974-84 1982-84

Public 647,175 568,802 530,200 527,759 -18% --Private 53,661 69,507 88,806 101,007 88 14Total 700,836 638,309 619,006 628,766 -10 2

Average daily
population

Public 4,753 47,803 50,208 49,480 616 -1%Private 31,384 28,566 31,685 33,121 6 5Total 78,137 76,369 81,893 82,601 6 1

One-day counts
Public 44,922 43,234 48,701 49,322 10 1Private 31,749 28,688 31,390 34,080 7 9Total 76,671 71,922 80,091 £3,402 9 4

Discharges
Public 640,408 560,751 522,599 520,903 -19 --Private 47,471 64,574 84,399 56,006 102 14Total 687,879 625,325 606,998 616,909 -10 2

Note: Annual period data include both juvenile and adult residents.
- less than .5%.
1-day count data are for February 1, 1983, and February 1, 1985.
Sources: BJS Children in custody 1974, NCJ-57946, tables B-1 and
B-2. BJS Ch. iren in custody: 1982/83 Census of Juvenile Detention
and Correctional Facilities, NCJ 101686, September 1986. Children
in custody, public juvenile facilities 1985, NCJ-102457, October
1986. Children in Custody 1985, unpublished data.

Characteristics of juv_olles in custody

1979 1985
Public Private Total Public Private Total

Reason held
Delinquent 39,519 9,607 49,126 46,086 11,657 57,743Status offender 2,789 6,296 9,085 2,293 6,726 9,019Other 926 12,785 13,711 943 15,697 16,640Nonoffender 625 6,581 7206 644 8,844 9,488

Voluntary admissions 301 6,204 6505 299 6,853 7,152Total 43,234 28,688 71,922 49,322 34,080 83,402

Sex
Male 37,167 20,512 57,679 42,549 23,844 66,393Female 6,067 8,176 14,243 6,773 10,236 17,009

Race
White 26,053 21,654 47,707 29,969 23,999 53,668Black 13,752 5,843 19,595 18,269 9,204 27,473Other 950 1,191 2,141 1,084 877 1,961Not reported 2,479 0 2,479 0 0 0

Ethnicity
Hispanic 4,395 1,906 6,301 6,551 2,510 9,061Non-Hispanic 39,839 26,782 65,621 42,771 31,571' 74,434

Includes American Indians, Alaskan natives, Asians, and Pacific [slanders.
Sources: Children in custody: Public juvenile facilities, 1985, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-102457, October 1986. Chlldren In Custody 1985, unpublished data.
Children in custody: 1982-83 Census of Juvenile and Correctional
Facilities. NCJ-101686, September 1986. Children in custody, A Report on
the 1977 and 1979 Censuses, Nov,mber 1985.
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In what type of facilities
are prisoners held?

Confined offenders are housed
in three types of facilities

The 1983 jail census, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-95536, November 1984.

BJS 1984 Census of State Adult
Correctiona! Facilities NCJ-105585,
August 1987, T-3, p. 6.

Privatization in corrections, NIJ
Issues and Practices in Criminal
Justice, February 1985.

Most jails are quite small
and hold small numbers
of persons in custody

The 1983 jail census, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-95536, November 1984.

Large jails are the most
densely populated

Jail inmates and capacity by size of jail,
July 30, 1983

Number Percent of
Single of Jail capacity
Jail inmates capacity utilized

Total 221,551 275,378 81%
Less than

50 inmates
50-249
250+

25,615 48,803 52
76,722 100,195 77

121,214 126,380 96

Defined as the rated capacity of the jail.

Source: The 1983 sail census, /US Bulletin,
NCJ-95536, November 1984, table 10.

Jails house diverse populations

Jail inmates 1934, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
101094, May 1986.

Annual jail admissions are nearly 36 times the average daily population

Admissions to and releases from local jails for the year ending
June 30, 1983, by legal status, sex, and region

Region Total
Adults Juveniles

Male Female Male Female

Admissions

United States 8,084,344 7,270,663 708,315 86,850 18,516

Northeast 489,546 442,005 40,978 5,840 723
North Central 1,366,779 1,223,836 117,678 19,897 5,368
South 4,008,646 3,643,062 315,822 41,791 7,970
West 2,219,373 1,961,760 233,837 19,321 4,455

Releases

United States 7,941,236 7,145,818 691,338 85,564 18,516

Northeast 471,700 426,171 39,271 5,469 789
North Central 1,349,288 1,207,471 116,752 19,715 5,350
South 3,959,636 3,602,767 307,710 41,224 7,935
West 2,160,612 1,909,409 227,605 19,156 4,442

Source: The 1983 jail census, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-95536, November 1984, table 7.

What are the staffing patterns
of local jails?

The 1983 jail census, BJS Bulletin,

What are the characteristics
of State prisons?

Number Number
Characteristics o (prisons of inmates

NCJ-95536, November 1984, table 14.
Total 694 381,955

Region
More than half the Nation's inmates Northeast 104 66,302

live in large prisons Midwest 139 77,665
South 330 167,313
West 121 70,675

Population density in State prisons,
Size
Less than

BJS Special Report, NCJ-103204,
December 1986.

500 inmates 451 85,176
500-1,000 139 102,746
More than 1,000 104 194,033

Prisons are often classified
by the level of security Custody level

Maximum security 144 127,573
Medium security 293 170,734

BJS 1984 Census of State Adult Minimum security 255 76,009

Correctional Facilities, NCJ-105585, Unclassified 7,639

August 1987, p. 1. Sex of facility
inmates
All males 613 348,725

One in three prisons is at least 50 All females 47 12,986

years old and 43% of all inmates
live in such prisons

Co-ed

Age of facility

34 20,244

Over 100 years 37 45,J70

Population density in State prisons, 50-99 years 111 86,704

BJS Special Report, NCJ-103204,
December 1986, table 9.

25-49 years
15-24 years
5-14 years

150
95

162

67,224
50,800
74,481

5 years or less 138 57,675
Not known

2

Source: Population density in State prisons,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-103204, December
1986, tables 1 and 9.
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Prisons employ about 1 staff member for every 3 inmates

Full-time staff In State prisons, by job function,
and ratio of inmates to staff, 1979 and 1984.

Type of
staff

Number of staff
1979 1984

Inmates per
staff member
1979 1984

Total 91,062 135,471 2.9 2.8
Administrative 4,828 4,914 54.6 76.7
Custodial 57,467 92,153 4.6 4.1Treatment/

Professional 12,885 18,090 20.5 20.8Other" 15,862 20,314 16.6 36.4

About 3% of State inmates live in State-operated,
community-based facilities

BJS 1984 Census of State Adult Correctional
Facilities NCJ-105585, August 1987.

Also see "Halfway Houses" by Harry E. Allen,
Eric W. Carlson, Evalyn C. Parks, and Richard
P. Seiter, National Institute of Justice, U.S.
Department of Justice, November 1272,

Facilities and residents in State prisons and State-operated,
community-based facilities by sex, June 30, 1984

Note: Censuses were eorducted on June 30, 1979, and June 30, 1984.
Total Includes small number of full-time employees who coulo not be
classified by occupational category.
"Includes clerical and maintenance and food service employees. State prisons

Number of prisons Number of residents
Male Female Co-ed Male Female

U.S. total 613 47 34 366,132 15,823Sources: BJS 1984 Census of State adult correctional facilities,
Northeast
Midwest
South

93
120
305

5
12
17

6
7
8

64,058
74,418

160,301

2,244
3,247
7,012

NCJ-105585, August 1987, and BJS 1979 Census ofState Adult
Correctional Facilities, unpublished data.

West 95 13 13 67,355 3,320
State-operated,
community-based
facilities

U.S. total 154 26 29 12,304 1,050
Northeast 27 2 1 1,563 105Midwest 41 5 8 2,433 200South 73 17 15 7,470 661
West 13 2 5 BOB 84

Source: BJS 1984 Census of State Adult Correctional Facilities,
NCJ-105585, August 1987.

Freilities and capacities: State-operated, community-based
facilities, June 30, 1984, by region

Number of facilities
North- Mid-

Rated capacity Total east west South West
Total facilities 209 30 54 105 20

0-49 inmates 92 20 26 34 12
50-99 65 7 23 30 8
100-149 33 0 3 27 0
150-199 14 1 2 11 0
200+ 5 2 0 3 0

Total rated
capacity 14,649 1,764 2,908 8,954 1,023
Total design
capacity 13,212 1,372 2,799 8,031 1,010
Source: BJS 1984 Census of State Adult Correctional Facilities,
NCJ - 105585, August 1987.
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Prison crowding is a major issue in nearly every State

Recent growth in State and Federal prison populations has been substantial

Population density in State prisons, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-:03204, December 1986.

Percent change in sentenced prison population from 2960 to 1985, by region and State

Percent Percent increase

Region decrease 0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-99% 100% -r more

Northeast Vermont 21.9 Rhode bland 57.6 Pennsylvania 74.1
Maine 53.5 Massachusetts 72.9
Connecticut 47.0 New York 60.4

New Hampshire 109.5
New Jersey 103.7

Midwest Michigan 17.7
Minnesota 17.1
Nebraska 14.7
Iowa 5.2

Wisconsin 32.2 Ohio 54.7
Indiana 53.1

Illinois 73.8
Missouri 77..9
South Dakota 65.2

North Dak3ta 91.9
Kansas 90.4

South Tennessee -1.1 North Carolina 10.7 West Virginia 37.2 h'aryland 59.1 Ovlahoma 76.8
Virginia 36.5 Arkansas 58.2 Delaware 69.5
South Carolina 33.5 Louisiana 56.4 Dist. of Columbia C9.;
Georgia 27.0 Fiorida!e..: Alabama 68.8
Texas :5.6 Mississippi 63.7

Kentucky 60.7

West Colorado 29.1 Montana 57.6 New Mexico 76.1 Arizona 85.5 Alaska 159.9
Wasl*gton 57.1 idea £9.0 isvail 128.8
0-caon 52.4 Utah 67.0 Nevada 112.6
.-.:crning 41.9 California 107.5

Regional totals South 37.4 Midwest 46.9 Northeast 56.6 West 89.6

U.S. summary Federal 58.6
Total 52.4
State 52.0

Note: Sentenced prisoners are those with sentences of more than a year. Source: Prisoners in 1985 1335 Bulletin, NCJ-101384, June _986, table 4.

Square feet of housing space, by year of original prison construction and - .gion, 1885-1984

Total Percent of square feet in risons constructed in --
square 1885 or 1886- 1936- 1960- 1970- 1980 -

feet Total earlier 1935 1959 1969 1979 1984

U.S. total 21,065,502 100% 10.1% 23.3% 16.3% 12.5% 20.7% 17.1%

Northeast 3,895,701 100 12.4 26 1 9.6 10.1 27.5 14.4

Midwest 4,310,535 100 16.0 35.2 9.0 6.7 19.6 13.5

South 9,251,244 100 7.3 19.2 19.2 10.6 22.0 21.4

West 3,608,022 100 7.9 16.6 24.8 26.3 11.1 14.3

Note: Excludes infirmary space.

Source: BJS Prison Census 1984, unpublished data.
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1. .1110.110.1
Is what kind of space are prison inmates confined?

Number of inmates
Single Multiple
occupancy occupancy Total

Special housing 22,862 9,809 32,671
General housing 100,353 234,929 335,282
Less than 60 sq. ft. per person 41,225 165,805 207,030More than 10 ho':rs per day 15,626 57,771 73,397Less than 10 hours per day 25,599 108,034 133,633
More than 60 sq. ft. per person 59,128 69,124 128,252
More than 10 hours per day 17,964 19,632 37,596Less than 10 hours per day 41,164 49,492 90,656

Note: Based on the 100,353 inmates in single- Source: Population density in State
occupancy general housing and the 234,929 prisons, BJS Special Report,
inmates In multiple-occupancy general NCJ-103204, December 1986,
housing. Special housing is excluded because, table 8.
by dofintion, inmates In such housinggenerally
are kept in their housing units and are not
eligible to participate In regular prison
programs.

Various measures are used
to assess crowding

Manual of standards for adult
correctional institutions, Commission
on Accred'Iation for Corrections
(Rockville, Md.: American
Correctional Association, 1977), p. 27.

States var7 widely in tre amount of
hous)ag space available to State prison
inmates

Note: Taale is based on 367,953
inmates ;n general and special housing
on June 30, 1964. It excludes
infirmary space and inmates housed in
infirmaries.
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Data derived from Population density
in State prisons, BJS Special Report,
December 1986.

Prison space varies by housing type

Population density in State prisons,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-103204,
December 1986, table 3.

Prisons with the highest densities hold
about a quarter of prison inmates

Population density in State prisons,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-103204,
December 1986, p. 5 and table 9.

Many States hold prisoners in local
jails because of prison crowding

Prisoners in 1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
101384, June 1986.

A r.qmber of Sates may release
inmates earlier than usual
to control prison populations

Prisoners in 1985 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
101384, June 1986, and BJS Setting
Prison Terms Survey, January 1, 1985.
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Juvenile offenders are housed in many kinds of facilities

More than 83,000 juveniles were in custody
during 1984

Juveniles held in public and private Juvenile facilities,
by rea won held, 1985

Number of Juveniles

Juvenile facilities are classified by the term of
stay and type of environment

Number Percent
Total Public Private Total Public Private

Juvenile
facilities

Tatra 3,036 1,040 1,996 100% 34% 66%Reason held Total Public Private
Short-term

Total 83,402 49,322 34,080 Institutionel 4i. 428 43 lc 14 1

Juvenile detained
or committed for:

Open 180 53 127 6 2 4

Long-term
Institutional 487 253 234 16 8 8

Delinquent acts* 57,743 46,086 11,657
Open 1,898 306 1,592 63 10 52

Violent 14,093 12,245 1,848
Murder, forcible rape,

robbery, and aggravated

Juveniles

Total 83,402 49,322 34,080 100% 59% 41%

assault 9,466 8,656 810 Short-term
Other 4,627 3,589 1,038 Institutional 15,789 15,286 503 19 Id 1

Property 27,918 22,020 5,898 Open 1,368 453 915 2 1 1

Burglary, arson,
larceny-theft, and

Long-term
Institutional 32,69E 25,266 7,430 39 30 9

motor vehicle theft 19,312 16.129 3,183 Open 33,549 8,317 25,232 40 10 30

Other 8,606 5,891 2,715
Alcohol/drug offenses 3,356
Public order offenses

and probation

2,660 696 Sources: Children in custody: Public Juvenile facilitiec, 1985,
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102457, October 1986, and Children in Custody 1985,
unpublished data.

violations 6,899 6,493 406
All other cffensesb 5,477 2,668 2,809

Nondellnquents 25,451 3,104 22,347
Status offerrse 9,019 2,293 6,726
No offenses 9,280 512 8,768
Juveniles voluntarily

admitted 7,152 299 6,853

Othere 208 132 76

Note: Data are for February 1, 1985.
dActs that would be criminal if committed by adults.
Includes inknown and unspecified offenses,
cActs that would not be criminal for adults such as
ginning away, truancy, and incorrigibility.
'Those held for dependency, neglect, abuse, emotional
disturbance, or mental retardation.
e Includes unspecified acts.

surees. Children in custody: Public juvenile facilitin
BJS Bulletin, NCJ-102457, October 1986, and

aircIrmi in Custody 1985, wipublished data.
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Public and private facilities
generally hold different types
of juveniles

Children in custody: Public juvenile
facilities,1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
102457, October 1986, and Children in
Custody 1985, unpublished data.

Most juvenile facilities
are private, but about
three.- fifths of the juveniles
are held in public facilities

Children in custody: rublic juvenile
facilities, 1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
102457, October 1986, tables 6 and 7,
and Children in Custody 1985,
unpublished data.

Most juvenile facilities are small;
80% are designed to house 40
residents or less

Children in custody: Public juvenile
facilities, 1985, BJS Bulletin, October
1986, and Children in Cutoo:1y, 1985,
unpublished data.

What is the staffing ratio
of juvenile facilities?

BJS Children An custody: 1982/83
Census of Juvenile Detention and
Correctional Facilities, NCI-101686,
September 1986, table 8.
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How many offenders return to
criminal activity
sifter they are released?

Measures of recidivism vary;
more offenders are rearrested
than reconvict^d and more are
reconvicted than reincarcerated

Recidivism of young parolees,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-104916, May
1987, tables 2 and 3.
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These data obtaine,.. by merging parole
records from the Uniform Parole
Reports (UPR) in 1978 and FBI rap
sheets, printed in January 1985.
These criminal- history records are a
sample of those for an estimated
11,344 prisoners between ages 18 and
22, who were released on parole in 22
States. After deleting the records of
prisoners who had died (39) and those
with duplicate parole records (22),
valid FBI numbers and rap sheets were
identified for 4,002 (80%) of the 5,028
parolees in the original UPR sample.
To adjust for differences in coverage
among the reporting States, weights
were introduced. Measures of
rearrests, conviction, and -linear-
ceratIon are based on weighted data
only.

The number of prior arrests is strongly
related to the probability of rearrest
and reincarcerntion after release from
prison

Recidivis a of yottng parolees, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-104916, May
1987, tables 5 and 6.

Younger releasees have higher rates
of returning to prison

Examining recidivism, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-96501, February 1985,
table 5.

Most prison inmates have prior
convictions

Examining recidivism, BJS Special
Report, NCJ-96501, February 1985,
table 12.

Over a 20-year period, an estimated half of all releasees will return
to prison, most in the first 3 years after release

Constructing a 20-year estimate for returning to State prison
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

Total
number Percent Percent

Numberng released returning Cumulative of total
Year entering from State to prison return rate returns
of last prison prison in by 1979 through occurring in
release in 1979 that year (B/C) year 20 each year

1979 18,067 128,980 14.01% 14.01% (1) 28.7%
1978 11,212 119,920 9.43 23.44 (2) 19.3
1977 6,923 116,162 5.96 29.40 (3) 12.2
1976 4,466 108,442 4.12 33.52 (4) 8.5
1975 3,869 109,035 3.55 37.07 (5) 7.5
1974 2,602 91,183 2.85 39.92 (6) 5.8
1973 1,735 95,324 1.82 41.74 (7) 3.7
1972 1,135 96,373 1.18 42.92 (8) 2.4
1971 967 96,701 1.00 43.92 (9) 2.1
1970 653 76,649 0.85 44.77 (10) 1.7
1969 654 74,109 0.88 45.65 (11) 1.e
1968 585 70,250 0.83 46.48 (12) 1.7
1967 489 79,835 0.61 47.09 (13) 1.3
1966 114 83,237 0.14 47.23 (14) 0.3
1965 326 86,876 0.38 47.61 (15) 0.8
1964 184 87,030 0.21 47.82 (16) 0.4
1963 307 85,101 0.36 48.18 (.7) 0.7
1962 206 86,589 0.24 48.42 (18) 0.5
1961 170 81,599 0.21 48.63 (19) 0.4
1960 90 77,87C 0.12 48.75 (20) 0.2

Note: Column B derive from table 2
of source. Column C derived from
National Prisoner Statistics. Does not
include those released from prison
prior to 1960. Column F was
calculated by dividing column D by
48.75 from column E.

Total returns over the 10-year
period.
Source: Examining recidivism, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-96501, Februrry
1985, table 3.
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Chapter V.

The cost of justice

1111111,

Page 114

How much does crime cost?

The total cost of crime to society
has been estimated, but
the actual figure is unknown

Wharton Econometric Forecasting
Associates, Inc.--Sims FV;man,
Kathleen Rodenrys, and George
Schink, "The income of organized
crime," in President's Commission on
Organized Crime, The impact:
Organized crime today (Washington:
USGPO, April 1u86), pp. 413-439.

Some costs of crime
have been measured

BJS National Crime Survey and
Economic cost of crime to victims,
BJS Special Report, NCJ-93450, April
1984.

Abt Associates, Inc., Unreported
taxable income from selected illegal
activities, prepared for the Internal
Revenue Service, September 1984, pp.
205-208.

Hendrick J. Harwood, Dane M.
Napolitano, Patricia Kristiansen,
and James J. Collins, Economic cost
to society of alcohol and drug abuse
and mental illness: 1980 (Research
Triangle Park, N.C.: Research
Triangle Il.stitute, June 1984).

"Facts for consumers: Credit and
charge card fraud," Federal Trade
Commission, November 8, 1984.

Electronic fund transfer fraud, BJS
Special 12.1port, NCJ-96666, March
1985.

U.S. Secret Service, U.S. Department
of the Treasury, in BJS Sourcebook of
criminal :ustice stEtisCcs, 1984, NCJ-
96382, October 1985, p. 540.

Research Triangle Institute in U.S.
Department of Health and Human
Services, Toward a national plan to
combat alcohol abuse and
alcoholism: A report to the United
States Cone'ress, September 1986,
table 2.4.

Income tax compliance research:
Estimates for 1973-81. Internal
Revenue Service (Washington:
USGPO, July 198:4.

Security World magazine, "Key
market coverage, 1981," in
Cunningham and Taylor, Private
security and police in America: The
Hallcrest report (Portland, Oreg.:
Chanel ler Press, 1985).

Justice expenditure and employment
in the U.S., 1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
104460, March 1987, table 2.

Page 115

How much does government spend
for Justice?

In 1985 kw than 3% of all
government spending was for
criminal and civil justice

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987. Governmental finances
in 1984-83, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
table 1.

State and local governments spend
a larger share of their total
budgets for criminal justice
than the Federal Government

Justice expenditure and
employment, !985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-
1u4460, March 1987. Governmental
finances in 1984-85, U.S. Bureau of
the Census, table 2.
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Police and corrections account for a small portion of
government spending

Federal, State, and local expenditures, 1985

Purpose of Bil'Ion
expenditure dollars
Social insurance trust payments $328.8

Social Security
Unemployment compensation
Worker's compensation
Public employee retirement
Veterans' life insurance

National defense and
international relations

Education

Interest on general debt

Level of
government'

Mainly Federal:
Federal $284.6
State 37.9
Local 6.3

288.7 100% Federalb

205.9 Mainly local:
Federal $28.0
State 128.6
Local 139.2

172.7 Mainly Federal:

Public welfare
Old age assistance
Aid to families with
de-endent children

94.8

Federal $140.3
State 15.0
Local 17.4

Mainly Federal and State:
Federal $68.3
State 67.3
Local 18.2Aid w he blind

Aid to the disabled
General relief

Environment and housing 107.1

Hospitals and health 63.7

Transportation 57.2

Police, ;udicill services,
and corrections 48.5 Mainly State and local

Federal $6.4
State 18.3
Local 27.4

Postal service 28.9

Space research and technology 7.3

`Not Included - government administration ($37.2 billion) oll'er and
unallocable ($52.1 billion), utility and liq'ior stores ($59.8 billion),
social insurance administration ($6.3 billion), libraries (f" b' lion),
veterans services ($17 billion), and fire protection and protective
inspection and regulation ($12.4 billion). "Social insurance trust

ments" is insurance trust expenditure in source.
Detail does not equal totals because duplicative intergovernmental

Amounts are excluded from totals.
°Amounts spent by Slat Cs on National Huard forces are reported in a
residual category.
"This is the amount reported in the sources; it varies from the 1985
justice expenditure amount from the source used throughout the rest
of this chap' er.
Source: Governmental finances ir l984-85 (GF85, No. 5), table 2.
U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Patterns of justice financing
and spending highlight
the different responsibilities
at each vel of government

State and local governments
pay 88% of all government costa
for criminal and civil justice

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987.

The dominance of municipal
spending for the justice system
has been diminishing

Percent of justice expenditure
Federal State County City

1971 11.55% 25.50% 20.47% 42.49%
1972 12.81 25.13 20.69 41.38
1973 12.69 25.40 21.57 40.34
1974 12.53 26.21 21.73 39.53
1375 12,68 26.74 22.20 38.38
1976 12.45 26.44 23.35 37.76
1977 12.88 26.94 23.49 36.69
1978 12.94 27.72 23.25 36.09
1979 12.98 28.40 23.23 35.39
1995 12.5 32.2 22.9 32.4

Source: BJS Justice expenditure and
employment in the U.S., 1971-79,
NCJ-92596, December 1984, and 1985,
NCJ-106356, forthcoming.

State and county shares
of justice system costs
are increasing

BJS Justice expenditure and
employment in the U.S., 1971-79,
NCJ-92596, December 1934, and 1985
NCJ-10635G, forthcoming.

Cities and towns spend
most of their justice dollars
for police protection

Justice expenditure and employments
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ- ]04460,
March 1987, table 3.
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Per capita costs for police
protection are higher for
largo than for smaller cities

"City police expenditure data: 1946-
85" (data tape compiled from annual
U.S. Cen 'ius Bureau surveys of
governmental finance; tape available
from the National Criminal Justice
Data Archive, Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social
Science, University of Michigan), Ruth
Triplett, Sue Lindgren, Colin Loftin,
and Britt' Wiersema, Institute of
Criminal Justice, University of
Maryland, 1987.

Corrections spending accounted
for 3% of all State government
spending in 1985

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985. BJS Bulletin, NCJ-304460,
March 1987, tables 7 and 8.

48 cents of every justice dollar is spent for police protection

Puce it of Justice expenditures
Prosecution

Police Courts
and public
defense

Correc-
tions Other

Total 48.3% 12.7% 9.4% 28.6% 1.1%

ederai 6.1 1.9 2.5 1.5 .5

State 7.1 4.7 2.3 17.7 .4

County 8.1 4.8 3.0 7.0 .1

Municipal 27.1 1.4 1.6 2.3 .1

Source: BJS Justice expenditure and employment in the U.S.,
/985, NCJ-106356, forthcoming.

State e,sovernments spend mere than
half ,neir justice do.lars
on corrections

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985, INS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987, tables 7 and 8.

This does not include interest
payments for loans used for long-term
financing of construction projects
because it is not possible to separate

consistently such payments in the
government ^^-ords used to compile
these data.

In most States, local spending
for justice exceeds State government
spending

BJS Justice expenditure and
employment in the U.S., 1985, NCJ-
106356, forthcoming, table 5.

Criminal justice services are funded predominant!), by taxes
rasp'., . ,he jurisdiction

Justice system ex,,enditures,

where the sevviecs are performed

by A cf government, fiscal 1985
Expenditures in thousands of dollars

Judicial and legal services
Prosecution Other Prosecution

Expenditure type by Police Courts and legal Public justice and public

level of government Total otection Total only cervices defense Corrections activities defense

All expenditures $45,607,142 $22,013,594 $10,070,199 $5,780,163 $3,235,732 $1,054,504 $13 */.. ;488,928 4,290,236

Federal 5,819,476 2,737,514 1,998,90! 852,095 803,548 343,261 77b,581 274,477

Direct 5,683,841 2,767,514 1,998,911. 852,095 803.548 343,261 706,653 210,770 1,146,809

Intergovernmental 135,635 0 0 0 0 3 71,928 63,707

State 16,013,455 3,511,035 3,360,030 2,262,380 800,095 297,555 8,883,654 258,736

Direct 14,663,115 3,227,814 3,172,303 2,122,148 771,693 278,462 8,080,703 132,895 1,050,155

Intergovernmental 1,349,740 283,221 187,727 140,232 28,402 19,093 802,951 75,841

Total local 25,372,747 16,025,853 4,934,711 2,840,787 1,660,856 433,068 4,316,481 95,702

Direct 45,259,586 16,018,266 4,899,192 2,805,920 1,660,491 432,781 4,246,865 95,263

Intergovernmental 113,161 7,587 35,51S 34,867 365 287 69,616 439

County 10,563,171 3,686,740 3,558,054 2,202,504 1,034,947 350,603 3,252,103 64,274

Direct 10,465,369 3,677,977 3,526,243 2,172,353 1,004,222 349,668 3,197,603 63,546 1,353,893

Intergovernmental 97,802 10,763 31,811 30,151 725 935 54,500 728

Munievil 15,064,352 12,512,804 t,401,212 655,733 659,697 85,782 1,118,504 31,832

Direct 14,794,217 12,340,289 1,372,949 633567 656,269 83,113 1,049,262 31,717 739,382

Intergovernmental 270,135 172,515 28,263 22,166 3,428 2,669 69,242 115

Note: Intergovernmental expenditure consists
of payments from one government to another.
Such expenditure eventually will show up as a
direct expenditure of a recipient government.
Duplicative transactions between levels of

governments ere excluded from the totals for Source: DJS Justice expenditure and
all governments and local governments. Data employment in the U.S., 1985, NCJ-106356,
were not collected in sufficient detail to break forthcoming.
out Federal payments being passed through
State governments.

2 A 1
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Private sector involvement in the
criminal justice system is_growing

Governments are making greater
use of the private sector to
perform criminal justice services

Keon S. Chi, "Privatization: A public
option," State Government News,
Council of State Governments (June
1985), 28(6): 19-24.

Privatization in criminal justice often
refers to private sector
involvement in corrections

George E. Sexton, Franklin C. Farrow,
and Barbara A. Auerbach, The private
sector and prison industries, NIJ
Research in Brief, NCJ-96525,
National Institute of Justice, U.S.
Department of Justice, August 1985.

Joan Mullen, Corrections and the
private sector, NIJ Research in Brief,
NCJ-94071, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
March 1985.

Many States are pondering private
sector options in corrections, but
few have opened private facilities

Mary Fairchild, "Criminal justice and
the States: A preview of legislative
issues," National Conference of State
Legislatures, Denver, unpublished.

The corrections yearbook: Instant
answers to key questions in
corrections George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986), p.
44.
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What are the trends
in justice spending?

Sources of historical sending data

Two sources of historical spending
data are used in the trends analysis.
Data from the Census Bureau's annual
finance surveys and censuses of
governments provided data for the
trend analysis for 1902-1985, 1960-
1985, and for city police from 1946 to
1985. This source provided only
expenditures (1902 to present; and
corrections (1952 to present). The
BJS annual survey of criminal justice
expenditure and employment (CJEE)
provided more detailed data for 1971-
79 and 1985 for police, prosecution,
courts, public defense, corrections,
-:id a residual "other" category.

Thus, for 1971 to 1979 and 1985,
police and corrections data are
available from both sources. These
two sources use slightly different
classification procedures and produce
slig:.tly different data. Because the
CJEE data are collected by a survey
dedicated to criminal justice with
more intensive training of field agents
and more extensive quality control
checks and edits of the justice data,
the CJEE is regarded as producing
more accurate and comprensive
justice data than the more general
finance surveys. Justice expenditure
and employment extracts: 1980 and
1981 NC-05007, June 1985, discusses
some of the differences in "Survey
methodology: Sources and limitations
of data," pp. 5-16.

How were expenditures adjusted
to constant 1985 dollars

Three sets of historical data from the
two sources were adjusted to constant
1985 dollars:

1960 to 1985 data from the annual
finance survey for various government
functions including police,
corrections, and nonjustice activities

1946 to 1985 police expenditure data
from the annual finance survey for
496 cities with a population of 50,000

0 Ai4

or more at some point during that
period

1971 to 1979 and 1985 data from the
CJEE for police, prosecution, courts,
public defense, corrections, and other
justice.

General description

"Implicit price deflators" provided by
the Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) of the U.S. Department of
Commerce were us-A to adjust dotter
figures prior to 1984 to produce
historical expenditure data in constant
1985 dollars. bse of these deflators
not only accounts for inflation, It also
accounts for changes in the mix of
goods and services purchased by
governments. The implicit price
deflators were selected over BEA's
"fixed weighted index" because the
later assumes the same mix of
purchases of goods and services over
time and BJS wanted to take such
changes into account.

The BEA has a wide variety of
deflators for the purchase of specific
types of goods and services in both the
private and public sectors. Deflators
were selected as described below to
attempt to match the substantive
referent of the deflator to the content
of the figure to be adjusted. A
perfect match was rarely possible
because deflators have never been
developed specifically for criminal
justice expenditures. The selected
deflators are identified in the specific
method discussions below.

Toe BEA deflators use 1982 as the
base year, that is, the deflators will
produce data converted to 1982
dollars. To produce constant 1985
dollars, the deflators for 1946-84 were
divided by the annual 1985 deflator;
the result was then divided into the
historical expenditure data to produce
constant 1985 dollars.

The general formula is as follows:

A t/Rt/C = Dt

where,

A = Dollar amount to be adjusted in
year t
B implicit price deflator for year t
C = 1985 annual tmptt It price
deflator
D = Dollar amount in constant 1985
dollars for year t
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The annual implicit price deflators
were used, but greater precision could
have been obtained by attempting to
match quarterly deflators to the
October payroll period, for example, or
by averaging quarterly deflators to
make the deflator more closely match
the fiscal year reference period of the
expenditure data. The effects of this
were examined for a few figures and
the resulting increase in precision was
found to be lost in rounding the
adjusted data to thousands or millions
of dollars. The additional effort did not
appear to be warranted for the gross
comparisors for which these data are
used in the text.

Deflating the 1960 -84 data from the
Annual Gove..dent Finance Survey

In general--
Salary data were deflated using the

State and local government implicit
deflators for "noneducation
compensation" or "education
compensation," as appropriate.

Capital outlay expenditure data were
deflated using State and local
government implicit prier 4- i .ators for
"structures."

Other expenditures were deflated
using State and local government
implicit price deflators for "purchases
of nondurable goods" and "purchases of
services other than compensation."
In many cases, rough estimates of the
portions of expenditure going for
specific types of purchases had to be
made; these are described below.

Education. The annual "education
compensation" deflators were used
because the bulk of education
expenditure is for salaries.

Public welfare. The e. nnual "personal
consumption" deflators were used for
the "categorical" and "cash assistance"
components of public welfare because
these programs provide cash directly to
citizens who use it for personal
consumption. The annual "noneducation
compensation" deflators were used for
the "other public welfare" component
because this category includes
administration of welfare programs,
which is mainly employee
compensation.

Highways. The annual "State/local
structures" deflators were used for the

"capital outlay" component of highway
expenditure because they most closely
matched the construction nature of the
component. The remainder of highway
expenditure was adjusted using
"noneducation" deflators as that
component is personnel intensive.

Hospitals and health. Half the
expenditure was adjusted using the
"r.oneducation compensation" deflators
to reflect salaries; a quarter was
adjusted using the "State and local
government purchase of nondurable
goods" deflator to reflect the cost of
those supplies; and a quarter was
adjusted using the 'State and local
government purchase of other services"
ch,flators.

Police and corrections. The monthly
payroll data for October of each fiscal
year was annualized by multiplying by
12. October payroll was used for the
fiscal year it fell in, which is different
from the survey year. For example,
October 1979 payroll data were
collected with fiscal 1979 expenditure
data, but she payroll data were used in
adjusting fiscal 1980 data because that
is the fiscal year it fell in (July I, 1979
- June 30, 1980). These estimates of
annual payroll were adjusted using the
"noneducation compensation"
deflators. Capital outlay data were
adjusted using the "State and local
government structures" deflators. (See
section below, "Estimating missing
capital outlay data for police and
corrections.") The remainder for each
year was prorated for "other services"
and "nondurable goods" by multiplying
them by the following factors supplied
by BEA:

Year Services Nondurables

1985 .3207 .4793
1984 .4690 .5310
1983 .45^6 .5404
1982 .4459 .5541
:981 .4087 .5913
3980 .3901 .6099
1975 975 .6025
1978 .4988 .5912
1977 .4019 .5981
1976 .4537 .5463
1975 .5086 .4914
1974 .5651 .4349
1973 .6198 .3802
1972 .6814 .3186
1971 .6821 .3179
197,, .6828 .3172
1969 .6834 .3166
1968 .6841 .3159
1967-60 .6634 .3366

The resulting figures were adjusted
using the appropriate State and local
government deflators for services and
nondurables.

Deflating 1971-79 data
from the Justice Expenditure
and Employment Survey

The expenditures for each individual
sector (police protection, courts, legal
services and prosecution, public
defense, corrections, and other) were
deflated as follows--

The annual payrolls were estimated
by multiplying the monthly payroll fcr
the October of each fiscal year by 12;
these were adjusted using the "State
and local government noneducation
compensation" deflators. As noted
above, the method used the October
falling into the fiscal year being
adjusted, not the collection year.

Capital outlay was adjusted using the
"State and local government structures"
deflators (after verifying that only a
small proportion of capital outlay was
for land purchase, which would require
a different deflator).

The remainder for each year was
prorated for "services" and "nondurable
goods" by multiplying them by BEA
factors presented above. The resulting
figures were adjusted using the
appropriate State and local government
deflators for services or nondurables.

Deflating 1946-84 city police data

The city police expenditure data were
not collected in enough detail to allow
disaggregation and %,1"plication of
deflators for compensation, capital
outlay, and so on. Although these are
data for individual cities, only national
deflators are available, hence it was
not possible to account for regional or
other geographic variations in inflation
or price changes. As a result, the
annual national index of State and local
purchase of goods and services price
deflator was used (after being "reset"
to produce ccn.tant 1985 dollars as
described above).
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Source of implicit price deflators

"Personal Consumption" and "total
purchases" deflators are from U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, The national
income and product accounts of the
United States, 1929-82 and Surveys of
current business, July 1986,
Washington: USGPO, table 7.4.

The remaining State and local
government implicit price deflators
were provided by BEA but are
unpublished.

Estimating missing capital outlay data for police and correcc-ns

In the 26-year series 1960-85, capital
outlay data were missing for 15 years
for police and for 14 years for
corrections. The tante below shows in
bold face the data that were
estimated. Prior to 1977 these data
were available only for the
quindecennical census years (e.g., 1972,
1967, 1962, and 1957) allowing the
simple interpolation of data for the
intervening noncensus years.

However, police capital outlay data
could not be located for any year prior
to 1967. Police capital outlay data
for those years were assumed to be
the same proportion of the total as
found in the years when the data were
actually collected (4.57%)

Results of estimating caoital outlay for pollee and corrections
(dollar amounts In millions)

Year

Police p:otection Corrections

Total
Capital outlay

Total
Capital outlay

Amount Percent Amount Percent
1985 $20,958 $962 4.59% $12,839 $1,698 13.23%1934 19,262 799 4.15 11,088 1,446 13.041983 17,934 724 4.04 9,783 1,243 12.711982 16,461 74G 4.50 8,483 1,006 11.861981 14,947 687 4.60 7,393 907 12.27
1980 13,494 642 4.76 6,448 789 12.241979 12,207 558 4.57 5,534 624 11.271978 11,306 547 4.83 4,981 560 11.251977 10,445 497 4.76 4,359 508 11.651976 9,531 458 4.81 3,784 444 11.74
1975 8,526 419 4.91 3,375 381 11.281974 7,289 380 5.21 2,805 317 11.301973 6,780 341 5.03 2,383 254 10.661972 6,005 302 5.03 2,112 190 9.001971 5,228 269 5.15 1,885 182 9.66
1970 4,494 236 5.25 1,626 173 10.641969 3,901 203 5.20 1,391 165 11.861968 3,410 170 4.99 1,270 158 12.281967 3,049 137 4.49 1,139 148 12.991966 2,776 127 4.57 1,020 144 14.12
1985 2,549 116 4.57 974 140 14.371964 2,366 108 4.57 883 136 15.401963 2,237 102 4.57 821 132 16.081962 2,130 97 4.57 790 128 16.201961 2,017 92 4. i7 763 117 15.33
1960 1,857 85 4.57 678 106 15.63

Notes Amounts In boldface are estImateGi
see text for description of methods.
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Treatment of fringe benefit amounts
in deflation procedures

Background

One limitation of the deflation
procedure used for the expenditure
data is that the government implicit
price deflators take into account
employer contributions for fringe
benefits, whereas the 1971-79 and
1985 expenditure data from the
Survey of Criminal and Civil Justice
Expenditure and Employment (CJEE)
systematically o elude them. (They
were systematically excluded because
many governments make such
contributions from the general fund
covering all employees and cannot
report the justice amounts
separately.) There is no deflator
available that excludes employer
contribution for fringe benefits.

To the extent tnat fringe benefit
amounts increased over time at a
different rate than other justice
expenditures, the deflation procedure
will not produce comparable data over
time because the deflators will
account for this difference but the
expenditure amJunts will not. There
is reason to believe that the fringe
benefit expenditures may have
increased more rapidly than other
justice expenditures over the period
1971-85 as a result of (1) increased
unionization, particularly in police and
corrections, and '2) an attempt to
ettract more highly qualified
applicants to improve
"professionalization" of police and
corrections departments.

Because of this, an attempt was made
to determine if the data could be
adjusted to correct for this, or, if not,
to determine the effects of not
making such an adjustment.

The annual CJEE survey provided a
space on the mail questionnair-
data collection forms used by the fie.k.
agents for the collection of emplcyer
contributions to fringe benefits.
These data were examined in this
special analysis.
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Limitations of the analysis

The analysis used the 1971-79
longitudinal data tape. The data have
several important limitations:

The CJEE survey included the item
for fringe benefit data only to provide
a place for respondents who were able
to report fringe benefit amounts to
avoid having them included in the
total expenditure amounts.

Because the Census Bureau included
the questionnaire items only to
prevent the data being reported in the
totals, there were no quality control
procedures, nonresponse followup, or
edit checks performed.

There is considerable mi-sing data.
Police fringe benefit data t. re the bast
reported, yet the data are missing for
77% of the jurisdictions in '1 and
43% in 1979. For corrections, the
comparable figures are 96% missing in
1971 and 86% missing in 1979. The
judicial categories generally showed
missing data from the high 70
percents into the 90 percents.

Actual zeros are reported for fringe
benefits on the data tape, but it is
unknown if they represent true zerrs
or missing data. (They are treated as
missing data in the special analysis.)

Some data appear to be
unreasonable and the result of errors
in either reporting data or in
processing or key punching. For
example, the analysis of police data
for 1971 and 1979 turned up
jurisdictions where contributions for
fringe benefits exceeded 90% of the
total expenditure, although limiting
the analysis to jurisdictions reporting
in both years excluded all hut one of
these. Because there was no basis to
define a cutoff beyond which the
higher reported percents for fringe
benefits were unreasonable, no
attempt wPs made to exclude them
from the analysis.

There appear to be some errors in
the po,ulation data contained on the
data tape: there are 10 jurisdictions
reporting less than 10 persons and 207
wit. populations of less than 100.

19b5 data were not available on the
longitudinal file used for the analysis
at the time it was completed. The
analysis will be repeated to include
the 1985 data.

The data tape contains sample
weights, but not the factors used to
adjust the data for nonresponse that
are necessary to produce weighted

estimates; hence the analysis here
uses unweighted data and the
government as the unit of analysis.

Scope and methods of the analysis

Because of these limitations and the
complexity and time-consuming
nature of the analysis, this initial
analysis focused on police expenditure
data for 1971 and 1979. (The analysis
will be repeated using 1985 data when
they become available on the
longitudinal file.) Police expenditure
data were selected also because they
had the lowest rates of missing data
and because it is believed that police
make higher employer contributions to
fringe benefits than other justice
sectors. Moreover, police expenditure
accounts for close to half of total
justice expenditure.

The current analysis examined 2,232
State and local governments that had
complete data for both years (44
States, 647 counties, 1,364 cities, and
177 towns). This represented 16.7% of
the total 13,351 jurisdictions included
in the data file.

The study computed new police
expenditure otals to include
government payments for fringe
benefits and examined the percent
that fringe benefits contributed to
those new totals.

Questions about the representa-
tiveness of the available fringe
benefit data preclude attempting to
adjust the expenditure data on the
basis of what was coilected for 1971-
79 and 1985. However, an attempt
was made to estimate the effect of
not having fringe benefit data in the
expenditure amounts but having then
accounted for in the deflators. For
this part of the analysis, 1971 and
11979 State and local total police
expenditures were adjusted to
constant 1980 dollars using the
deflation methods describea earlier in
this technical appendix. State
governments were treated separately
from focal governments because the
States reported lower percents for
fringe benefits. It was not possible to
adjust counties separately from cities
and towns because the October 1970
payroll data used in the deflation are
available only for total local
governments.

241

The constant 1980 dollar amounts
were then adjusted to include fringe
benefit amounts by dividing the
expenditure data by the "complement"
of 'tie proportion of total expenditure
accounted for by fringe benefits for
reporting jurisdictions. (For example.
in 1971 the mean percent of State
government expenditure for !rine
benefits war. 3.9%. The U.S. total
State government expenditure for
police protection was divided by .961,
which is 1.000 minus .039.) In effect,
this estimated whet the State
government police expenditure
including fringe benefit contributions
would be if all States :lad the -ne
contribution rat( s as those re. ting
data for troth 1' and 1979.

Findings

The mean percent that fringe
benefits contributed to the new totals
varied by type of government and
increased from 1971 to 1979. For
State governments, it incr "ased from
'.9% to 7.5% of the total, for
counties, from 6.5% to 9 9%, for
cities, from 8.95% to 11.9% (table 1).

In nearly all jurisdictions fringe
benefits accounted for less than 10%
of the total expenditure in 1971 (90%
of the States, 92% of the counties,
75% of the cities, and 84% of the
towns) (table 2).

While higher proportions of
expenditure for fringe benefits were
reported in 1979, they still accounted
for Tess than 20% in nearly all
jurisdie.huns (100% of the States, 97%
of the corr. ies, 91% of the cities, and
89% of the towns).

Examination of population data was
confounded by the data errors noted
above, but there did not seem to be a
.trong relationship between reporting
of fringe benefit data and population
size.

If employer contributions to fringe
benefits are similar across the Nation
as in those governments reporting for
both 1971 and 1979, the deflation
procedure understates the constant
dollar increase by about 4 percentage
points (table 4).

The overall per capita amounts
(which are the only adjusted amounts
presented from CJEE in the Report to
the Nation) are also understated, but
not by amounts that would be
seriously misleading: $4.19 in 1971
and $7.01 in 1979 (table 5).

Technical appendix 85



Report to the Nation on Crime and .11...lice

Conclusions

There is no basis on which to adjust
the expenditure data nor the deflators
because of missing data and questions
regarding the representativeness of
the available data; however, the text
of the Report to the Nation will
briefly discuss the probable
understatement and refer readers to
this analysis in the Technical
Appendix.

Table 1. Mean per.:ent contribution
of fringe benefits to total police
expenditure, by level of government,
1971 and 1979

Level of
goernnent Number

State 44
County 647
City 1,364
Town 177

Mean percent
for fringe
1971 1979

3.9% 7.5%
6.5 9.9
9.0 12.0
7.5 14.1

Table 2. Percent of gove"nments
with fringe benefits accounting for
less than 10% and less than 20%
of total police expenditures, by level
of government, 1971 and 1979

Percent
Level of government 1971 1979

State
Less than 10% 90.0 61.4
Less than 20% 100.0 100.0

County
Less than 10% 91.8 68.0
Less than 20% 99.1 97.2

City
Lass than 10% 75.3 48.4
Less than 20% 98.9 91.0

Towns
Less than 10% 83.6 37.3
Less than 20% 98.9 88.7
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Table 3. Total direct police
expenditure in constant 1980 dollars,
excluding and including estimated
employer payments '11- fringe
benefits, 1971 and 1979

Level of government
Excluding
[Hue

Including
fringe

1971
Total State
and local $10,788,103 $11,656,028

State 1,795,545 1,868,423
Local 8,992,558 9,717,605

1979
Total State
and local $12,925,424 $14,500,719

State 2,170,010 2,346,885
Local 10,755,414 12,153,834

Table 4. Comparison of percent
increase in police expenditure in
constant 1980 dollars, by whether
estimated fringe benefits expenditure
is included, by level of government,
1971 to 1979

Percent increase
1971-79

Level of Excluding Including Difference
government [rime fringe (points)
Total 19.8% 24.4% 4.6
State 20.9 25.6 4.7
Local 19.6 24.2 4.6

Table 5. Comparison of p,:r capita
police expenditure amounts in
constant 1980 dollars, by whether
estimated fringe benefits expenditure
is included, all State and local, 1971
and 1979

1971 1979
Percent
change

Excluding
fringe $52.17 $57.55 10.3%

Including
fringe $56.36 364.56 14.3%

2

Governments adjust spending patterns
in response to changing needs of
society and shifts in the public's
demand for services

Historical statistics of governmental
finance and employment: 1982 Census
of Governments and Governmental
finances in 1982-83, 1983-84, and
1984 -85, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

"City police expenditure data: 1946-
85" (data tape compiled from annual
U.S. Census Bureau surveys of
governmental finance; tape available
from the National Criminal Justice
Data Archive, inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social
Science, University of Michigan), Ruth
Triplett, Sue Lindgren, L lin Loftin,
Brian Wiersema, Institute of Criminal
Justice, University of Maryland, 1987.

The State and local public welfare
data illustrate changes in spending for
social programs. The data do not
include direct Federal assistance to
individuals, such as Social Security,
but they do include programs, such as
Medicaid, that pass Federal money
through State and local governments.

During 1960-85, per capita spending
grew faster for corrections
than for police protection

Historical statistics of governmental
finance and employment: 1982 Census
of Governments and Governmental
finances in 1982-83, 1983-84. and
1984-85.

Long-term trends (1902-85, 1946-85,
and 1960-Pc) for police and
correctic are based on U.S. Bureau
of the Census data; trends for 1971-85
are based on BJS data. Figures from
the two sources for overlapping years
vary somewhat. Because expenditure
data from BJS are not available for
employer contributions to fringe
benefits, the rate of growth for 1971-
85 is slightly understated. See
technical appendix.
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During this century, the police and corrections shares
of State and local spending have not fluctuated as radically
as the share for some other government functions

Per capita spending by State and local
governments for police and
corrections increased more rapidly
than for some other government

Percent of general expenditures of State and local governments functions during he past quarter
century

Details on methodology used toEducation Highways Welfare

Health
and
hospitals Police Corrections

1985 34.77% 8.12% 12.91% 6.50% 3.78% 2.32% produce constant dollars are at the
1984 34.87 7.82 13.2 7.82 3.81 2.20 beginning of this section.
1983 35.13 7.86 12.97 9.46 3.85 2.10
1982
1981

1980

35.31
35.78

36.09

7.90
8.49

9.03

13.27
13.28

12.81

9.36
8.86

8.72

3.78
3.67

3.66

1.94
1.81

1.75

Historical statistics of governmental
finances and employment: Census of
Governments, 1977 and 1982.

1979 36.47 8.68 12.79 8.62 3.73 1.69
1978 37.19 8.29 13.18 8.40 3.81 1.68 Governmental finances in 1979-80,
1977 37.48 8.41 13.09 8.40 3.81 1.59 and 1984-85, U.S. Bureau of the
1976 37.87 9.31 12.70 8.06 3.71 1.47 Census.
1975 38.08 /6 12.20 8.17 3.70 1.46

1974 38.11 10.03 12.61 8.1 3.66 1.41

1973 38.44 10.26 13.00 7.63 3.74 1.31

1972 39.05 11.29 12.53 7.73 3.56 1.25 Since 1979, spending rose faster
"971 39.43 12.01 12.10 7.44 3.47 1.25 for correction.- than for any
1970 40.14 12.51 11.18 7.36 3.42 1.24 other justice action, while
1969 40.47 13.21 10.37 7.36 3.34 1.19 spending for police fell
1968 40.19 14.14 9.62 7.37 3.33 1.24
1967
1966

1965
1964
1963

40.62
40.18

38.25
37.93
37.09

14.92
15.41

16.36
16.83
17.43

8.80
8.16

8.46
8.32
8.47

7.11
7.13

7.18
7.08
7.25

3.27
3.35

3.41
3.41
3.50

1.22
1.23

1.30
1.27
1.28

Expenditure and employment data for
the criminal justice system, 1969-70,
Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, U.S. Department of

1962 36.90 17.20 8.44 7.21 3.54 1.31 Justice, February 1972
1961 26.61 17.52 8.40 7.23 3.59 1.36

1960 36.08 18.17 8.49 7.31 3.58 1.31 BJS Justice expenditure and
1959
1958

35.35
35.49

19.62
19.10

8.46
8.51

7.62
7.72

3.50
3.59

1.37
1.19

employment in the U.S., 1979, NCJ-
87242, December 1983; and 1985,

1957 35.01 19.36 8.63 7.73 3.64 1.28
1956 36.01 18.94 8.55 7.55 3.62 1.27 NCJ-106356, forthcoming.
1954 34.39 18.00 9.97 7.85 3.68 1.29
1952 31.87 17.80 10.68 8.37 3.60 1.29
1950 31.50 16.69 12.90 7.67 3.41

1948 30.42 17.17 11.87 6.95 3.64
1946 30.43 15.16 12.78 7.42 4.34
1944 31.51 13.54 12.78 7.40 4.67
1942 28.14 16.21 13.33 6.43 4.29

28.58 17.04 12.53 6.60 3.95

1936 28.48 18.64 10.82 6.11 4.11
1:32 29.76 22.42 5.72 5.87 4.10
192i 31.00 25.09 2.09 4.92 3.74
1922 32.68 24.80 2.28 4.94 3.64
1913 27.96 20.30 2.52 5.23 4.31
1902 25.17 17.28 3.65 5.92 4.94

Sources: Hist I statistics or governmental finances and employment:
Census of Go., ,,ments, 1977 and 1982, Governmental finances in 1979-80
and 1984 -85, Bureau of 'he Census, table 3.
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State and local spending for all justice functions
increased from 1971 to 1985

Per capita spending for justice activities, 1971-79,
1985, limxstant 1985 dollars

Year

All
justice
functions

Police
protectiot.

Courts,
prosecution,
public
defense Corrections

1985 $167.23 $80.62 $33.81 $51.64
1984 165.21 80.82 33.595 49.45
1983 163.19 81.027 33.38 47.263
1982 161.17 81.230 33.165 45.074
1981 159.15 81.433 32.95 42.886
1980 IS7.13 81.637 32.735 40.698
1979 155.11 81.84 32.52 38.51
1978 157.88 84.19 32.39 38.75
1977 154.55 83.36 30.05 37.89
1976 154.03 84.49 29.82 38.70
19"., 146.60 81.44 27.81 34.95
.s14 141.62 79.79 26.93 32.71
1973 137.63 79.15 25.71 31.14
1972 135.70 78.81 24.87 30.32
1971 132.80 76.72 24.21 30.94

Note: Data for 1980-84 are interpolated.
Soues: Expenditure and employment data for the criminal
Justice system, 1969-70, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, February 1972;
Justice expenditure and employment In the U.S., 1979, NCJ-
87242, December 1983, and 1985 NCJ-106356, forthcoming.
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Large cities increased their spending for police services
faster than smaller cities from 1946-85

Per capita spendirg for police
in cities with populations of:

500,000- 250,000- 100,000- 75,000- 50,000 -Year or more 499.999 249,999 99,999 74,999
1946 $46.88 $36.75 $36.30 $34.33 $33.661947 47.92 37.87 37.02 34.66 33.81
1948 46.69
1949 49.48

36.52 35.60 33.26 32.44
38.47 34.97 34.12

1950 51.C3 39.90 38.84 "4.37 33.56
40.73 36.35 34.241951 52.42 4I.1

37.74

1952 54.18 37.36 35.18
1953 56.15 4444731.21:4

41.73
39.50 36.70

1954 58.89
43.89
44.72 40.69

1955 61.00 46.5647.76 40.50 3398.8699
1956 61.20 9. 40.98 40.35
1957 64.25
1958 68.62

50.37
46.50

41.75 40.67

1959 70.21
53.01

46.74
49.50 43.15 43.80

44.39 42.92
1960 72.88

54.36 50.02
43.56 42.79

1961 74.53
56.61 49.47

1962 73.95
58.34 50.60 45.78 45.33

457.75 50.28 46.49 47.14
1963 76.10 59.84 52.33 49.03 49.43
1964 75.61 48.30 50.56
1965 77.09

60.32 52.18
49.37 52.47

1968 79.46
62.40 54.47

51.03 52.81
1967 81.91

63.88 55.50
51.51 S2.49

1968 87.34
64.61 55.90

72.94
57.54 52.48 54.17

1969 94.24 58.22 53.33 54.24
1970 100.14 60.2C 54.44 54.79
1971 115.43

72.57

1972 116.67
77.46 66648:637 58.59 59.41

61.15 62.99
1973 118.17

83.70

1974 118.61
85.89 69.18 62.45 62.75
88.09 71.57

75.82
64.23 63.14

1975 121.25 67.64 65.18
6 129.42

91.07

117787 130.98 .4.8134
78.06 69.94 68.18

73.09 67.99
131.""

77.46
75.16 68.56

1979 1'.0.60
93.62 77.42

1980 23.57
91.55 76.64 72.01 67.66

72.25 65.60
1981 118.18

89.60 77.86
92.79

82.88
73.93 66.61

96.951982 119.02 76.62 69.86
1983 127.99
1984 130.14 198.999

85.00 77.61 72.72045 78.80 74.43
1985 134.45 107.72

86.80
88.88 81.29 75.51

Percent
change
1946-
85 186.8% 193.12% 145.1% 136.8% 124.3%

Percent
change
1979-
85 +4.5% 17.7% 16.0% 12.9% 11.6%

"City police expenditures: 1946-1985" (data tape compiled from
annual U.S. Census Bureau survey of governmental finance; tape
available from the National Criminal Justice Data Archive, Inter-
university Consortium for Political and Social Science, University
of 3:khigan), Ruth Tripplet, Sue Lindgren, Colir Loftin, Brian
Wiersema, Institute of Criminal Justice, University of Maryland,
1987.

2
j



Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice

Page 122

What factors are related to per capita
spending?

The Northeast and West lead
the Nation in justice costs per capita

Fiscal 1985
State and local
expenditures

State per capita

Alabama $113.41
Alaska 592.04
Arizona 205.93
Arkansas 86.63
California 224.78

Colorado 172.03
Connecticut 164.79
Delaware 186.28
Ph ride 175.38
Georgia 131.42

Hawaii 191.66
Idaho 104.80
Illinois 170.93
Indiana 101.40
Iowa 105.91

Kansas 125.66
Kentucky 104.86
Louisiana 153.59
Maine 96.21
Maryland 191.17

Massachusetts 172.61
Michigan 173.28
Minnesota 140.86
Mississippi 82.16
Missouri 124.41

Montana 128.78
Nebraska 115.40
New Hampshire 126.42
New Jersey 207.67
New Mexico 184.63

New York 293.19
Nevada 244.01
North Carolina 129.29
North Dakota 93.88
Ohio 121.15

Oklahoma 118.36
Oregon 154.94
Pennsylvania 137.30
Rhode Island 152.10
South Carolina 116.86

South Dakota 100.84
Texas 136.41
Tennessee 113.41
Utah 135.01
Virginia 149.90

Vermont 126.09
Washington 160.14
West Virginia 82.18
Wisconsin 151.13
Wyoming 199.43

Source: Justice expenditure and employment,
1985 BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460, March 1987.

States with high crime rates
tend to have high expenditures
for criminal and c'.-ll justice

Fiscal 1985

State and local
expenditures

State per capita
U CR Index
crime rate

New York 293.19 5588.5
Nevada 244.01 6574.6
California 224.78 6518.0
New Jersey 207.61 5094.4
Arizona 205.93 7116.2

Wyoming 199.43 4015.1
Hawaii 191.66 5200.6
Maryland 191.17 5372.8
Delaware 186.28 4961.3
New Mexico 184.63 6486.2

Florida 175.38 7574.2
Michigan 173.28 6366.3
Massachusetts 172.61 4757.8
Colorado 172.03 6919.1
Illinois 170.93 5299.7

Connecticut 164.79 4704.8
Washington 160.14 6528.8
Oregon 154.94 6729.8
Louisiana 153.59 5563.6
Rhode Island 152.10 4723.5

Wisconsin 151.13 4016.7
Virginia 149.90 3779.1
Minnesota 140.86 4134.2
Pennsylvania 137.30 3037.4
Texas 136.41 6568.7

Utah 135.01 5317.3
Georgia 131.42 5110.1
North Carolina 129.29 4121.4
Mon tana 128.78 4549.3
New Hampshire 126.42 3251.9

Vermont 126.09 3888.0
Kansas 125.66 4375.1
Missouri 124.41 4366.0
Ohio 121.15 4187..
Oklahoma 118.36 5425.0

South Carolina 116.86 4840.5
Nebraska 115.40 3694.6
Alabama 113.41 3942.1
Tennessee 113.41 4166.7
Iowa 105.91 3942.9

Kentucky 104.86 2947.2
Idaho 104.80 3908.1
Indiana 101.40 3914.1
South Dakota 100.84 2640.8
Maine 96.21 3671.7

North Dakota 93.88 2679.4
Arkansas 86.63 3585.0
West Virginia 82.18 2252.8
Mississippi 82.16 3265.7

Note: Alaska, with a per capita expenditure
of $592 and a crime rate of 5,877, is not
displayed.

Sources: Justice expenditure and employments
1985 BJS Bulletin, NCJ- 104460, March 1987,
and FBI Crime in the U.S, 1985, table 5.

I

Per capita justice costs vary
by State from less than $100
to as much as $592

Justice expenditure and employment,
1985, BJS Bulletin, NCJ-104460,
March 1987, table 9.

Pages 123-126

What do justice dollars buy?

Different criminal cases
vary greatly in cost

The price of justice: The cost of
arresting and prosecuting three
robbery cases in Manhattan, Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council, City of
New York, 1981.

Justice dollars are used to compensate
victims, to investigate crimes,
and to apprehend, try, and punish
offenders

Note: Entries here match the stubs of
the table. Entries from a single
source are sometimes grouped to
ovoid excessively repeating a source
note and hence do not exactly match
the order in the table.

Victim compensation

Average maximum awards (1981)
"New roads to justice: Compensating
the victim," Mindy Gaynes, State
legislatures (1981), 7:11-17. (Note:
Average computed from data in
source.)

Average awards (1980)
"Crime victim compensation: A
survey of State programs," Gerald F.
Ranker and Martin S. Meagher,
Federal Probation Quarterly,
Adminis' ye Office of the United
States C4. -1s, March 1982.
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Investigative and court costs

Average cost for State or Federal
wiretaps (1986)
Report on applications for orders
authorizing or approving the
interception of wire or oral
communications for the period
January 1, 1986 to December 31,
1986, Administrative Office of U.S.
Courts (Washington: USGPO, April
1987), p. 4. (Note: This is the average
total cost of intercepts terminating
during the reference period.)

Average annual cost to protect a
Federal witness (fiscal 1986) U.S.
Marshals Service: June 15, 1987.
Memorandum from Howard Safir,
Assistant Director for Operations.

Daily payment for juror (1986)
National Center for State Courts
Reverts, Williamsburg, Va., February
1987.

Average court cost per case-related
minute (fiscal 1982)
Costs of the civil justice system:
Court expenditures for processing tort
cases, James S. Kakalik and Abby
Eisenshtat Robyn (Santa Moncia: The
RAND Corporation, 1982), p. xiv.

Cost to arrest, prosecute, and try a
robbery case in New York City (1981)
The price of justice: The cost of
arresting and prosecuting three
robbery cases in Manhattan, Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council, City of
New York, 1981.

Most frequent assigned counsel hourly
rate (1982); Average defense cost per
indigent defense case (1982)
BJE, National criminal defense systems
study: Final report, Robert L.
Spangenberg, Beverly Lee, Michael
Battaglia, Patricia Smith, and A.
David Davis of Abt Associates, Inc.;
NCJ-94702, October 1986, pp. 19, 29.

Corrections operations

Average annual cost
for one adult offender
(Note: All of these costs are
computed as if they were for one
offender who stayed in the type of
institution for the indicated year.
They do not represent the cost to
treat an average offender in the type
of facility, which would be different
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because of different lengths of stay;
for example, one offender may stay in
prison for several years, while another
may stay in jail or a community
facility only a few months.)
in a Federal prison (fiscal 1986)
U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Prisons, Public Information Office.
Average daily cost per inmate
multiplied by 365.
in a State prison (1984)
in a State-operated, community-
based facility (1984)
BJS 1984 Census of adult correctional
facilities NCJ-105585, August 1987,
tables 6 and 31.
in a local jail (1983)
The 1983 '1 census, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-95536, November 1984, table 16.
on Federal probation or parole
(fiscal 1986)
Telephone conversation, June 5, 1987
with Joe Bobek, Administrative Office
of the United States Courts: The
Probation Division of the office uses
10% of incarceration costs as the
estimate for probation and parole.
on State probation and parole (fiscal
1985)
Corrections yearbook: Instant
answers to key questions in
corrections, George and Camille
Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.: Criminal
Justice Institute, 1986), pp. 31, 73.

Average cost to house one resident for
a year in a public juvenile facility
(1985)
Children in custody: Public juvenile
facilities, 1985, NCJ-102457, Oct ..Jer
1986, table 10.

Average daily cost to Federal
Government to house an =sentenced
Federal prisoner in a local jail (fiscal
1986)
U.S. Marshals Service: Memorandum
from Howard Safir, Assistant Director
of Operations, June 15, 1987.

Average daily cost to Federal
Government to house a sentenced
prise- or in a local jail or community
treatment center (fiscal 1986)
U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Prisons, Public Information Office.

Average hourly wage for inmates in
prison industry (1986)
Corrections yearbook, 1986, p. 27.

2 ' Jw

What are he operating costs
of correctional sanctions?

BJS 1984 Census of State Adult
Correctional Facilities, NCJ-105585,
forthcoming, tables 6 and 31.

The corrections yearbook: Instant
answers to key questions in
corrections, George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986),
pp. 31, 73.

Savings from housing offenders in the
community rather than in confinement
can be misleading

The cost of prosecuting repeat felony_
offenders L.T. Cannon, et al., Salt
Lake County Attorney's Office, l4arch
1986.

Justice dollars also are used for
buildings and equipment

Note: Entries here match the stubs of
the tables on these pages. Entries
from a single source are sometimes
grouped to avoid excessively repeating
a source note and hence do not
exactly match the order in the table.

Buildings and equipment

Average construction cost per bed in a
maximum security prison (fiscal
1985)
medium security prison (fiscal 1985)
minimum security prison (fiscal
1985)
juvenile facility (fiscal 1985)
Corrections yearbook, 1986, p. 23, 53.
constitutional jail (1982)
The costs of constitutional jails, U.S.
Department of Justice, National
Institute of Corrections (Washington:
USGPO, 1982), p. 7.

Average remodling cost to add a bed
in a prison (fiscal 1985)
The corrections yearbook: Instant
answers to key questions in
corrections George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986), p.
19.
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Typical courthouse construction cost
per square foot (1982)
Walter H. Sobel, F.A.1.A. and
Associates, Chicago, 111. Survey
conducted of the followin;
architectural firms: Geigt.,,
McElveen, Kennedy, Columbia, S.C.;
Rasmussen Hobbs, Tacoma, Wash.;
Ayers/Saint, Baltimore, Md.; Bas:o
(formerly Buchart Architects),
Lancaster, Pa.; Prindle, Patrick, and
Associates, Inc., Clearwater, Fla.;
Mark Beck Associates, Baltimore,
Md.; HCK, Washington; D.C., Tucker,
Sadler and Associates, San Diego,
Calif.; LBC & W, Falls Church, Va.
Data for this item is displayed under
How much does it cost to build a new
courthouse?

Average purchase price for a police
car (fiscal 1981, 25 responding
jurisdictions)
Average cost to equip a new police
car (fiscal 1981, 9-14 responding
jurisdiotions)
Average cost to maintain and operate
a police car (fiscal 1981, 20-27
responding jurisdictions)
Average resale value of a police car
(fiscal 1981)
National Association of Criminal
Justice Planners, "Survey of selected
jurisdictions," unpublished, 1982.

Widely divergent estimates of the
construction cost per prison bed
are found in various studies,
reports, and media accounts

The corrections yearbook: instant
answers to key questions in
corrections, George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986), p.
23.

What are the casts of jail
construction?

This estimate was made to assist local
officials in planning for the
construction of Nis that meet
emerging national jail standards and
thus would be less likely to encounter
suits alleging violation of prisoners'
constitutional rights. (The costs of
constitutional jails, National Institute
of Corrections, U.S. Department of
Justice (Washington: USGPO, 1982.))

How much does it cost to build a new courthouse?

Construction cost and related data for 9 recently completed courthouses

New construction Renovations and additions

Palms,
Location Virginia

Architects HOK

Manassas,
Virginia

LBC and W

Columbia,
South Carolina

CMK

Clearwater,
Florida

P and P

Chula Vista,
California

T and S

Bel Air,
Maryland

Ayers/Saint

Lancaster,
Pennsylvania

Bucher"

Baltimore,
Maryland

M. Beck

Tacoma,
Washington

R and II

Type of court
Jurisdiction General Central General General General General General Federal Limited

Type of
construction New New New New New Renovation/

addition
Addition Complete

shell
Renovation

Cross area
(square feet) 236,000 124,000 409,0004 130,500 270,965 79,964 247,131b 20,867 15,552

Bid date 1/79 5/82 11/77 8/80 3/79 2/80 /75 11/8' 11/80

Construction
contract 815,231,000e 87,573,000e 811,725,000e 87,100,000e 835,000,000ed 88,870,000 88,767,324e 81,234,000 $556,248

Cost per gross 867.00/
square foot 864.50 61.00 854.41 8123.00 b 835.48 854.34 836.41

Percent distri-
bution of space

Court rooms
and Judges'
chamuers 56% 28% 28% :"% 16% 54% 29% 100% 33%

Administration
and support 30% 56% 45% 58% 31%g 26% 38% 0 60%

Parking, storage,
mechanical 14% 16% 27% 6% 24% ;0% 33% 0 7%

Detention 0 0 0 0 29% 0 0 0 0

Number of
courtrooms

Completed 21 10 13 8 8 6 3 3

Shelled for
future 7

liumher of hearing
rooms 0

0

0

0

0

0

1

8

2h

3

0

0e

0 0 0

%eludes 190,000 square feet of underground
parking garage, making square foot cost
noncomparable to others.
includes 45,000 square feet of underground
parking garage, making square foot cost
noncomparable to others.

elncluding site work.
d Includes a Jail.
eOnc Door left unfinishednumber of future
courtrooms undetermined.
Total cost includes purchase of land, making

square foot cost noncomparable to others.
gCentral plant building separate.

Plus two shelled for future.

25 )

Source: Waiter II. Sobel, F.A.I.A. and
Associates, Judicial/Legal Consultants,
Chicago, Illinois, 1982 pro bono
survey of the Indicated archltecti.ral firms
(unpublished) for DJS.
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Corrections officials are exploring
ways to cut the high cost of prison
and jail construction

Charles B. DeWitt, New construction
methods for correctional facilities,
NCJ-100121, NW Construction
Bulletins, National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
March 1986.

Charles B. DeWitt, Florida sets
example with use of concrete
modules, NCJ-100125, NIJ
Construction Bulletins, National
institute of Justice. U.S. Department
of Justice, March 1986.

The purchase price for a police car
ranged from $6,700 to $9,500 in 25
jurisdictions

National Association of Criminal
Justice Planners, survey of selected
jurisdictions, unpublished, 1982.

Some police investigation and court
costs are not well known

National Association of Criminal
Justice Planners, survey of selected
jurisdictions, unpublished, 1982.

National Center for State Courts
Reports, Williamsburg, Va., February
1987.

Memorandum fro,n Homard Safir,
Assistant Director for Ovrations,
U.S. Marshalls Service, Jni. 15, 1987.

Close to three-fourths of State and
local justice dollars go for payrol,

BJS Justice Expenditure and
Employment in the U.S., 1985, N CJ-
106356, forthcoming.

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt
Associates, Inc., BJS National
criminal defense systems study, final
report, NCJ-94702, October 1986.

BJS Justice expenditure and
employment in the U.S., 1985, NCJ-
106356, forthcoming.
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Estimation procedures for October 1984 payroll

Two sections of Chapter V use
October payroll data to estimate the
amount of total spending to pay wages
and salaries. The criminal justice
expenditure and employment surveys
collect the most recent October
payroll data at the time the survey is
conducted; however, this October .foes
not fall into the same fiscal year as
the expenditure data being collected,
but in the next fiscal year. For
example, the 1985 CJEE survey
collected October 1985 payroll data
and expenditure data for fiscal 1985
(generally July 1, 1984 June 30,
1985).

Because the CJEE was not conducted
for 1984, October 1984 payroll data
are not availablc from that source. It
was necessary to estimate the
October 1984 payroll in the analysis of
the proportion of 1985 justice
expenditures because using the

October 1985 payroll data would
inflate the proportion going for
salaries because it is assumed that
they would be higher than October
1984 data.

The October 1984 data were
estimated by assuming that the same
relationship would exist between 1984
and 1915 CJEE payroll data as was
observed in the 1984 and 193S annual
government employment surrey. That
survey has only the categories "f
police protection, all judicial, and
corrections. The e.11 dicial category
data were used to estimate separately
the CJEE categories of "courts,"
"prosecution and legal services," and
"public defense." The sum of the
three employment survey categories
was used to estimate the CJEE
"other" category. The computations
and results are shown below.

Estimating October 1984 payrolls

Employment Actual Actual
survey__ 1985 1984 1984/1985
Police 51,328,037 1,236,482 .9310599
MI judicial 483,874 434,660 .8982917
Correction 639,113 556,635 .870949
Total 2,451,024 2,227,777 .9089168

Actual
CJEE 1985

Estiriated
1984

Police 1,358,189 51,264,555
Courts 323,023 290,169
Prosecution 164,927 148,153
Public defense 25,913 23,277
Correction 694,675 605,027
Other 10,177 9,250

The 1984 data were estimated for CJEE by multiplying the actual 1985
CJEE by the proportion given in the column labeled "1984/1985."

Estimating annual 1984 payroll

All criminal justice

Total
expenditure

direct State and local 39,923,301

Police 19,246,080
Total judicial 8,071,495
Courts only 4,928,068
Prosecutions 2,432,184
Public defense 711,243
Correction 12,327,568
Other 278,158

October

2,340,431

1,264,555
461,599
290,169
148,153
23,277

605,027
9,250

Payroll

Annual
Percent
of total

28,085,172 70.3%

15,174,660 78.8
5,539,'88 68.6
3,482,028 70.7
1,777,836 73.1

279,324 39.3
7,260,324 58.9

111,000 39.9

*Includes courts, prosecutors, public defense.
Column 1. From table 2, 1985 CJEE (add State and local total direct).
Column 2. From technical appendix.
Column 3. Column 2 x 12.
Column 4. Column 3/Column 1.
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Salaries for police
and correctional officers
are generally the lowest

Robert L. Spangenberg et al. of Abt
Associates, Inc., BJS National
criminal justice defense systems
study, final repat, NCJ-94702,
October 1986.

Justice dollars pay personnel nosts

Note: Entries here match the stubs of
the tables on these pages. To avoid
excessively repeating a source note,
entries from a single source are
sometimes grouped, and hence do not
exactly match the order in the table.

Average annual salary

1 - vi enforec:r.ent officers

City police officer (cities 10,00C or
more ^opulation, ;anuary 1, 1985)
"Polk..., fire, and refuse collection and
disposal departments: Personnel,
compensation and expenditures,"
International City Managers
Association Tqw.hington, D.C.
Baseline DE ..eport (1986), 18(5).

City police chief (July 1, 1986)
Current salaries, Special data issues,
No. 1, International City Managers
Association, per Eva Lena Molder.

State trooper (July 1, 1985, average
salary computed from source.)
"Alphabetical listing of highway patrol
and State police starting and top pay,"
National Coalition of Troopers, July
1985.
U.S. Border Patrol agent
Deputy U.S. Marshal
U.S. Immigration inspector
U.S. Immigration agent
Federal drug agent
Employment in key occupations as of
September 30, 1986. Justice
Employee Data Services, U.S.
Department of Justice, Washington,
D.C.

FBI agent (September 30, 1986)
Telephone conversation with Al
Robertson, Budget and Finance.

Prosecutors

Federal prose or
Employment in keyoccts as of
September 30, 1986. Justice

Employee Data Services, U.S.
Department of Justice., Washington,
D.C.

Defenders

Federal defender (June 1987)
Telephone conversation with Joe
Bobek, Administrative Office of the
United States Courts, June 5, 1987.

Court personnel

State court administrator
State general jurisdiction trial court
judge
State intermediate appellate court
justice
State associate supreme court judge
State supreme court justice
(Average maximum salary May 31,
1986, computed from data in source,
excluding "subsistence allowance")
Survey of judicial salaries. National
Center for State Courts,
Williamsburg, Va.: National Center
for State Courts, May 1986, pp. 2-5.

U.S. Magistrate
U.S. Bankruptcy Court Judge

S. Court of Claims Judge
U.S. Court of International Trade
Judge
U.S. district court judge
U.S. circuit court judge
U.S. Supreme Court Associate Justice
U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice
(Salaries as of March 1987) Telephone
conversation with David Cook,
Statistical Analysis end Reports
Division, Administrative Office of the
United States Courts, April 1987.

Corrections officers (adult fat-- ties)

Local jail officer (entry level) (1986,
computed from data for 48 large jails
in source). The corrections yearbook:
Instant answers to key questions in
corrections George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986),
p. 64.

State correctional personnel
(January 1, 1986)
(Average for officers computed from
data in source for 48 States; for State
director of cc,erections, average
reported in source including the
Federal system.)
The corrections yearbook: Instant
answers to key questions in

2 it
.....4 , ' .

corrections, George M. and Camille
Graham Camp (Pound Ridge, N.Y.:
Criminal Justice Institute, 1986), pp.
37, 41-42.

Federal correctional officer
Employment in key occupations as of
September 30, 1986, Justice Employee
Data Services, U.S. Department of
Justice, Washington, D.C.

Probation and parole officers
(adult clientele)

State probation and parole personnel
(January 1, 1986)
(Medians as presented in source fol
varying numbers of responding
jurisdictions: entry level probation
officer, 28; entry level parole officer,
28; chief probation officer, 27; chief
parole ..ifficer, 25; parole board
member, 16; parole board chairman,
19. In certain States, parole board
members and chairmen are paid yearly
"rates" or "per diems," not included
here.)
Vital statistics in corrections,
American Correctional Association,
College Park, Maryland, p. 17.

Federal probation personnel (January
1, 1987)
Rose Schachner, Probation Division,
Administrative Office of the United
States Courts. Note: Federal
probation officers also supervise
Federal parolees. For beginning
pro' -Lion officers with a college
degree and no experience the entry
level is $22,458.

Federal parole personnel (1987)
Lois Fennel, Administrative Office,
U.S. Parole Commission.
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A Complete Picture of Crime
in the United States

Report to the Nation on Crime
and Justice on Slides!
Now you can take data from Report to the Nation
on the road. The Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) has converted the book's charts, maps,
and graphs to slides. The slides are designed
for showing at public: and community forums,
conferences, and in classrooms and training
academies.

More than 125 slides present a statistical portrait
of crime and justice in the United States. Each
slide is coded for ready reference to the full text

YES! Send me the slide presentation o', the
Report to the Nation on Crime and Justicea
comprehensive overview of crime and the
criminal justice system.

My User Identification Number is
(you will find your number on the mailing label
affixed to your copy of the Report).

of the second and most current edition of the
Report, so a full presentation can be easily
created.

Slide topics highlight criminal justice issues of
the 1980sHow much crime is there? Who
does it strike? When? Where? Who is the typical
offender? What happens to convicted crimi-
nals? What are the costs of justice? Who pays?

The slides span the gap between researchers
and the people who need answers about crime.

ORDER TODAY! Just fill in and return this ad
with payment to: Justice Statistics Clearing-
house, Department FAHJ, Box 6000,
Rockville, MD 20850.

Method of Payment

Payment of $30 enclosed check money order

(Make payable to NCJRS)

Please bill my:

NCJRS Deposit Account

#
O VISA MasterCard

# Exp. date

Signature

Government Purchase Order

# (Add $1.95 for processing)

Ship to:

Name:

Organization.

Address:

City, State, ZIP.

Telephone: ( )

- ^ _

I

12 2
39 7
)6 I
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Bureau of Justice Statistics
reports
(revised July 1988)

Call toll-free 8004324277 (local
301.251-5500) to order BJS reports,
to be added to one of the BJS mailing
lists, or to speak to a reference

clalist in statistics at the Justice
...ethnics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service,
Box 8000, Rockville, MD 20850.
Single copies of reports are free; use
NCJ number to order. Postage and
handling are charged for bulk orders
of single reports. For single copies of
multiple titles, up to 10 titles are free;
1140 titles $10; more than 40, 520;
libraries call for special rates.

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets
and other criminal Justice data are
available from the Criminal Justice
Archive and Information Network, P.O.
Box 1248, Ann Arbor, MI 48106
(313-783-5010).

National Crime Survey
Criminal victimization in the U.S.:

1986 (final report), NCJ-104273, 5/87
1084 (final report), NCJ100435. 5/86
1963 (final report), NCJ-96459, 10/85

BJS special reports.
Motor vehicle theft, NCJ-109978, 3/88
Elderly victims, NCJ-107676, 11/87
Violent crime trends, NCJ-107217,

11/87
Robbery vittims, NCJ104638. 4/87
Violent Crime by strangers and

nonstrampars, N0.1.103702, 1/87
Preventing domestic violence against

women, NCJ-102037, 8/88
Crime prevention measures,

NCJ100438. 3/86
The use of weapons In committing

crimes, NCJ99643. 1/86
Reporting crimes to the Donee, NCJ-

99432. 12/85
Locating city, suburban, and rural

crime, N0.149535, 12/85
The risk of violent crime, NCJ-97119.

5/85
The economic cost of crime to victims,

NCJ-93450. 4/84
Family violence, NCJ-93449, 4/84

BJS bulletins:
Households touched by crime, 1987,

NCJ-111240, 5/88
Criminal victimization 1988, NCJ

106989,10/87
Households touched by crime, 1986,

NCJ105289, 6/87
The crime of rape, NCJ96777. 3/85
Household burglary, NCJ96021. 1/85
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ80829,

4/82
Crime and the elderly, NCJ79614, 1/82
Measuringcrime, NCJ - 7571 (..2/81

The seasonality Of crime victimization,
NCJ111033, 6/88

Series crimes: Report bf a field test (BJS
technical report), NW-104615.4/87

Crime and older Americans Information
Package, NC..1104569. $10, 5/87

Lifetime likelihood of victimization, (BJS
technical report). NCJ104274 3/87

Teenage victims, NCJ-103138, 12/86
Response to screening questions in thy

National Crime Surrey (BJS technical
report), NCJ-97624. 7/85

Victimization and fear of crime: World
perspectives, NCJ93872, 1/85

The National Crime Survey: Working
papers, vol. I Current and histcrical
perspectives, NCJ75374, 8/8..
vol. II: Methodological studies,
NCJ-90307, 12/84

Issues In the measurement of vic-
timization, NCJ-74682. 10/81

Rape vIctimizatiOn in 26 American
NCJ-55878, 8/79

An Introduction to the National Crime
Survey, NCJ43732, 4/78

Local victim surveys: A review of the
issues, NCJ39973. 8/77

Corrections
BJS bulletins and special report&

Prisoners In 1987, NCJ110331, 4/88
Profile of State prison inmates, 1986,

NCJ108926, 1/88
Capital punishment 1986, NCJ-106483.

9/87
Imprisonment in four countries, NCJ -

103967.2/87
Population density ir State prisons,

NCJ103204, 12/86
State and Federal prisoners, 192545,

102494.11/86
Prison admissions and releases, 1983,

NCJ100582. 3/86
Examining recidivism, NCJ96501, 2/85
Returning to prison, NCJ95700, 11/84
Time served in prison, NCJ93924. 6/84

Historical statistics on prisoners In State
and Federal Institutions, yearend 1923-
86, NCJ111098, 6/88

Correctional populations in the U.S.
1985, NCJ103957, 2/88

1984 census of State adult correctional
facilities, NCJ105585, 7/87

Historical corrections statistics in the
U.S., 1850-1984, NCJ-102529, 4/87

1979 surveyor inmates or State correctional
lecihttes and 1979 census or State
correctional facilities

BJS special reports
The prevalence of imprisonment,

NCJ93657. 7/85
Career patterns in crime, NCJ88672,

6/83

BJS bulletins
Prisoners and drugs, NCJ87575,

3/83
Prisoners and alcohol, NCJ86223,

1/83
Prisons nd prisoners, NCJ-80697,

2/82
Veterans In pris NCJ79232, 11/81

Census or lads and Survey or mil inmates
Drunk driving, NCJ-109945, 2/88
Jail inmates, 1986, NCJ-107123, 10/87
Jail Inmates 1985, NCJ-105586, 7/87
The 1983 Mil census (BJS bulletin),

NCJ 95536, 11/84
Census of jails, 1978: Data for

individual fails, volal4V, Northeast.
North Central. South, West. NCJ -
72279. 72282,12/81

Prorle of Mil Inmates, 1978,
NCJ-65412, 2/81

Parole and probation
BJS bulletins

Probation and parole 1986, NCJ -
108012,12/87

Probation and parole 1985, NCJ -
103683,1/87

Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83

BJS special reports
Time served In prison and on parole,

1984, NCJ108544, 1/88
Recidlyls n of young parolees, NC.J

104916.5/87

Parole In the U.S., 1980 and 1981,
NCJ-87387. 3/86

Characteristics of persons entering
parole during 1978 and 1979, NC..1
87243.5/83

Characteristics of the parole population,
1978, NCJ-66479. 4/81

Children in custody
Public Juvenile facilities, 1985

(bulletin), NC..1102457. 10/86
1902.83 census of Juvenile detention

and correctional facilities, NC..1
101686.9/86

Expenditure and employment
BJS bulletins

Justice expenditure and employment:
1985, NCJ 104460, 3/87
1983, NCJ101776. 7/86
1982, NCJ98327, 8/85

Justice expenditure and employment In
the U.S.:
1980 and 1981 extracts, NCJ-96007,

6/85
1971.79, NCJ92596, 11/84

*U SADVERNIENT PRINTING err ItEr1988-202-032/80024

Courts
BJS bulletins

State felony courts and felony laws,
NCJ106273, 8/87

The growth of appeals: 1973.83 trends,
NCJ-96381, 2/85

Case filings In State courts 1983,
NW-95111, 10/84

BJS SPncial reports
Felony case-processing time, NC..1

101985,8/86
Felony sentencing in 18 local Jurisdic-

tions, NCJ-97681, 6/85
The prevalence of guilty pleas, NCJ -

96018,12/84
Sentencing practices In 13 Sta. is,

NCJ-95399. 10/84
Criminal defense systems: A national

survey, NCJ-94630, 8/84
Habeas corpus, NCJ-92948, 3/84
State court caseload statistics. 1977

and 1961, NCJ-87587, 2/83

Sentencing outcomes In 28 felony
courts, NCJ - 105743.8,87

National criminal defense systems study,
NCJ94702. 10/86

The prosecution of ?stony arrests:
1982, NCJ106990. 5/88
1981, NCJ101380, 9/86, $7 80
1980, NCJ97684. 10/65
1979, NCJ86482, 5/84

Felony laws of the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, 1986,

NCJ-105066, 2/88. $14 70
State court model statistical dictionary,

Supplement, NCJ98326, 9/85
1st edition, NCJ-62320. 9/80

State court organization 1980, NCJ
76711,7/82

Cr mputer crime
Faecal reports

Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-
96666, 3/85

Electronic fund transfer and crime,
NCJ92650. 2/84

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud,
NCJ100461, 4/86

Computer security techniques, NCJ-
84049, 9/82

Electronic fund transfer systems and
crime, NCJ83736, 9/82

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81,
$1150

Criminal Justice resource manual,
NCJ-61550, 12/79

Privacy and security
Privacy and security of criminal history
Information: Compendium of State
legislation: 1984 OVONIOVI, NCJ

98077.9/85

Criminal Justice information policy:
Automated fingerprint Identification

systems: Technology and policy
Issues, NCJ104342, 4/87

Criminal Justice "hot" flies,
NCJ101850. 12/86

Data quality policies and procedures:
Proceedings of a BJS/SEARCH
conference, hiCJ101849, 12/86

Crime control and criminal records
(IDS special report), NCJ-99176,
10/85

State criminal records repositories
(IDS technical report), NCJ-99017,
10/85

Data quality of criminal history records,
NCJ-98079, 10/85

Intelligence and Investigative records,
NW-95787.4/85

Victim/witness legislation: An over
view, NCJ4365, 12/84

Information policy and crime control
strategies (SEARCH/BJS conference).
NCJ93926. 10/84

Research access to criminal Justice
data, NCJ84154, 2/83

Privacy and Juvenile Justice records,
NCJ-84152, 1/83

See order form
on last page

-1

Federal justice statistics
The Federal civil Justice system (9.15

bulletin), NCJ - 104769.7/87
Employer perceptions of workplace

crime, NCJ-101851, 7/87, $6

Federal offenses and offenders
BJS special reports

Pretrial release and detention: The Ball
her m Act of 1984, NCJ109929, 2/88

White - collar crime, NCJ-106876, 9/87
Pretrial release and misconduct, NCJ-

96132, 1/85

BJS bulletins
Bank robbery, NCJ94463, 8/84
Federal drug law violators, NC..1

92692,2/84
Federal justice statistics, NCJ

80814,3/82

General
BJS bulletins and special reports

International crime rates, NCJ-11077:,
5/88

Tracking offenders, 1984, NCJ109686,
1/88

BJS telephone contacts '87, NC.J
102909,12/86

Tracking offenders: White-collar crime,
NCJ102867. 11/86

Policy employment and expenditure,
NC..1.1i7.0117. 2/86

Tracking offenders: The child victim,
NCJ-95785, 12/84

Tracking offenders, NCJ91572, 11/83
Victim and witness assistance: New

State laws and the system's
response, NCJ87934, 5/83

Report to the Nation On crime and
Justice, second edition, NCJ

105506,6/88
BJS data report, 1987, NCJ-110643,

5/88
BJS annual report, fiscal 1987,

NCJ109928, 4/88
Data center Si clearinghouse for drugs

& crime (brochure), B030092, 2/88
Drugs and crime: A guide to BJS data,

NCJ109956, 2/88
Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics,

1988, NCJ-105287, 9/87
1986 directory of automated criminal

Justice information sytems,
102260, 1/87,$20

Publications of BJS, 197: 84: A topical
bibliography, TB030012, 10/86, $1750

BJS publications: Selected library In
microfiche, 197144, PR030012,

10/86, $203 domestic
National survey of crime severity, NCJ

96017,10/85
Criminal victimization of District of

Columbia residents and Copilot Hill
employees, 198243, NCJ-97982,
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85

DC household victimization survey data
base:
Study Implementation,

NCJ98595, $7 60
Documentation, NCJ 98596. $6 40
User manual, NCJ98597, $8 20

How to gain access to BJS data
(brochure), BC-000022, 9/84

BJS maintains the following
mailing lists:

Drugs and crime data (new)
White-collar crime (new)
National Crime Survey (annual)
Corrections (annual)
Juvenile corrections (annual)
Courts (annual)
Privacy and security of criminal
history information and
information policy
Federal statistics (annual)
BJS bulletins and special reports
(approximately twice a month)
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)

To be added to those lists, write to.
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/

Box
JR S00
6000, Rockville, MD 20850.



To be added to any BJS
mailing list, please cosy
or cut out this page, fill
in, fold, stamp, and mail
to the Justice Statistics
Clearinghouse /NCJ RS.

You will receive an annual
renewal card. If you do not
return it, we must drop you
from the mailing list.

To order copies of recent
BJS reports, check here 0
and circle items you want
to receive on other side
of this sheet.

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Street or box:

City, State, Zip:

Daytime phone nu fiber:
Criminal justice interest:

Put your organization
and title here if you

used home address above:

Please put me on the mailing list for-

O Justice expenditure and emplt.4-
ment reportsannual spending
and staffing by Federal/State/
local governments and by func-
tion (police, courts, etc.)

O White-collar crims -data on the)
processing of Federa! white-
collar crime cases

O Privacy and security of criminal
history information and informa-
tion policynew legislation,
maintaining and releasing
intelligence and investigative
records; data quality issues

O Federal statisticsdata
describing Federal case proces-
sing, f.om investigation through
prosecution, adjudication, and
corrections

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics
Washington, D.C. 20531

New!

)

t i Juvenile corrections reports
juveniles in custody in public c id
private detention and correction-
al facilities

t ] Mugs and crime datasentencing
and time served by drug offend-
ers, drug use at time of crime by
jail inmates and State prisoners,
and other quality data on drugs,

,crime, and law enforcement
I BJS bulletins and special reports

timely reports of the most
current justice data

I) Prosecution and adjudication in
State courts case processing
from prosecution through court dis-
position, State felony laws, felony
sentencing, criminal defense

FOLD. SEAL WITH TAPE AND STAMP

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS
U.S. Department of Justice
User Services Department 2
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20850

[A Corrections reportsresults of
sample surveys and censuses of
jails, prisons, parole, probation,
and other corrections data

O National Crime Survey reports
the only regular national survey
of crime victims

Ll Source000k of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual) broad -based
r"ita from 150 + sources (400 +
tables, 100 + figures, index)
Send me a form to sign up for NIJ
Reports (issued free 6 times a
year), which abstracts both
private and government criminal
justice publications and lists
conferences and traming sessions
in the field

Place
1st-class
stamp
here



Illicit drugs
Cultivation to
consequences

The worldwide drug business

Cultivation & production,

Domestic

Distnbution
Export
Transshipment
Import into US

Finance
Monc:y i;.-iundering
Profits

The fight against drugs

Enforcement
Border leterdiction
Investigation
Se.zure & forfeiture
Prosecution

Consumption redue,_tion
Prevention
Education
Treatment

Consequences of drug use

Abuse
Addiction
Ovt,rdose
Death
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