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BN Foreword

Past meamh has shown that a relatively small number of youths are responsible for a large
-proportion of the offenses commitied by juveniles. This mformauon has led many juvenile justice
pracut.oners 10 ask what the courts can do to intervéne carly 1o deter these youth from committing further
-sefious delinquent acts,

With this question in mind, the Office of Juvenile Jusucc and Delmquency Prevention (O.U DP)
funded a research study to examine, from thé court’ s prspective; the delinquenit careers of chronic
~ juvenile oﬂ‘enders

The results of this study, quﬂammnmmm shed new light on old isstes and point
0 possible changes in the way the juvenile court system handles youths.

The research, which was conducted for OJJDP by the NalIonal Center for Juvenile Justice, involved
the analysis of the court careers and offense - pattems of nearly 70,000 youth in Phoenix, Arizona, and the State
-of Utah.

- The study indicates that juvenile courts hiave (1) an opportuhity to mtervene in the lives of a large
pa‘centage of youth at a time whén problems are apparent and (2) the authority 16 effect change. Early
intervention in a young offender’s juvenile court carzer may.not only halt that career but also h2lp reduce the
drain on lumled coun resources cach time a Juvemle is reférred 10 the court,

© and effecuvely allocate. hmned court resources.

One of our. pnonues at OJIDP is to publish reliable and useful mformauon This publication
represents just one of many- OJiDP cffons to disseminate timely program information to help practitioners to
improve the Juvemle just.ce system. We hope Juvemle ‘justice experts will use this information to develop
programs 10 mspond effecuvely 10 serious Juvemle offenders.

Veme L. Speirs A
Administrator,

The study’s findings can help courts select appropriate supervision stralegles for individual offenders-
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Executive Suniimary

Inj‘_'thp last fifteen years the birth cohort studies conducted in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in
Columbus; Ohio, and inRacine, Wisconsin have greatly enhanced our understanding of the extent
and- character of juvenile law-violating careers. This picture, based primarily on policé contacts,
describes delinquent careers from the perspective of law enforcement. However, the characteristics:
of delinquent careers from the juvenile court perspective may be somewhat different. Therefore,
there is a need 6 provide.a detailed description of the officially-recognized law-violating careers of
youth who come before juvenile courts. )

A study was undertaken to describe the prevalence, content and structure of juvenile court
cireers. The study analyzed the court careers of the 69,504 youth botn between 1962-and 1965 who
Were processed by the juvenile courts in Maricopa County (Phoenix), Arizona and in the State of
Utah. Both courts have original jurisdiction over youth tintil their eighteenth birthdays. In addition,
along with the forinal adjudicatory process, both'coiirts have active intake screening and diversion
‘programs which hanidle a large proportion of the referred cases informally.

Prevalence of Juvenilé Court Careers

_ Inboth jurisdictions gné;-thinj’of all youth born between 1962 and-1965 were referred to
juvenile court at least once before theéir eighteenth birthday for a delinquent or a status offense. In
both jurisdictions the-male prevalence rate was more than double the female rate. ‘Nearly half (46
percent) of all males and one-fifth (21 percent) of all females had a juvenile court record.

“The majority of youth referred to court:were referred at least once xor a delinquency, offense
(ie., a criminal law violation). Eighty-one percent of all court careers (85 percent of male careers and
73 percent of female careers) contained-a-delinquency referral. Translating these figures into
prevalence rates, 28 percent of the bifth cohort (39 percent of the malés and-15 percent of the
femal€s) were referred-to juvenile court at least once for a criminal law violation,

] A high percentage of the juvenile couirt careers included at least one status offense referral.
(i.e., running away, triancy, curfew.violation, incorrigibility, and underage liquor law violations).
Overall; 40 percent of the court caréers'(38 percent of male careers and 42 percent of female careers):
contdiriedat least one status offense referral: In other words, 14 percent of the birth cohort (17
‘percent of the males and 9 percent of the females) weré referred to court at least once for a status
X : offense.

‘Content of Court Careers

Five percent of the youth referred to juvenile court were charged at some point in théir

¢ careers with an‘index violent offense (i.e., murder, forcible rape, robbery or aggravated assauilt).
More specifically; 3 percent of all careers included an aggravated assault referral and 2 percent a-

-charge of robbery. ‘Charges of forcible rape and murder were found in less than one-half of 1 percent
of all caréers. ‘More.than-half of all court careers contained a referral for-an indéx property offense
(ie., burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft or arson). -Forty-four percent contained a referral for
larceny-theft (primarily shoplifting), 14 percént a referral for burglary, 6 percent a referral for motor
vehicle theft, and 1 percent of all‘the court careers contained a charge of-arson:. A drug offense




Who-Will Be a Chronic Offénder?

The probability of returning to court increased as thie career lengthened. Wolfgang, Figlio,
and Seliin (1972) found a nearly identical recidivism pattern in the Philadelphia birth cohort and
labeled those with five or more police contacts [or more specifically those with more thana 72
percent probability of recidivating] as chronic offenders. Blumstein, Famngton, and Moitra (1985)
argued that this overall recidivism pattern was actually.the joint pattern of two offender types. They
‘Jabeled these groups as the desisters:(those with relatively low recidivism probablhtles) and the
persisters (those with high recidivism probabrhtres) They.argued that the rise in the observed
recidivism probabilities at each contact.point reflected the changing composition of offenders at each
stage of involvement, with the desisters stoppmg relatxvely early leaving a: resldue composed
‘increasingly of the bigh-recidivism persisters. These findings have had a (dramatic effect on our
‘nation’s Juvemle justice policy. Many courts wait until youth have, as a result of long referral
hxstones,proven themselves to"be chronic offenders before they impose substantial sanctions, both in
terms of severity and cost. The Juvemle ]ustlce system must wait for: the youth to recidivate again and
-again before the chronic offender evaluation .an be madé. Or does it?

In any study of delinquent.careers many youth who appear to desist from. delinquent activity
simply ggu_g of the Juvemle justice system. For.example, in this study, l7-year-olds were the least
likely:to recidivate; only 30 percent of 17-yéar-olds recidivated compared to at least 70 percent of
thoseWhowere referred below-15 years of age. In fact, a- 14-year-old-with oné referral was more
likely to return to Juvemle court than'a.17-year-old with nine prior referrals. This does not imply that
17-yéar-olds were more likely than 14-year-olds to refrain from future law-violating behavior. What it
_-does show is that any juvenile recidivism model based solely on the number of prior referrals
oversrmphﬁes the nature of delinquent careers by ignoring the impact of the time remaining in a
juvenile career (the time until the youth’s eighteenth birthday). -

The. following table presents the probability.of recidivating at-each referral point controlling
for the age at referr:. Notice that for all-ages combined, youth with two referrals recidivated ata
rate of 59 percent. Howeéver, 17-year-olds.with two referrals recidivated at a rate of 27 percent and
" 12-year-olds with two referrals fecidivated at a rate of 83 percent. Clearly the average recidivism
“Probability of youth with two referrals is a-rather meaningless statistic to a juvenile probation officer
who is constructing a pre-disposition report. Srmllarly requiring a youth to have five referrals before
classifying him as a chronic offender is unwarranted. Using the Wolfgang et al. (1972) standard of a
72 percent recidivism probablhty, youth falhng into 53 out of the 72 table cells are chronic offenders.
For example, the récidivism probabilities of all youth below the age of 16 with two referrals had.
recidivism probabrhtles of more than 72 percent. Thé only youth who were likely to desist (i.c., those
with less than & 50 pércent recldmsm probability) were 15- and 16- Yyear-olds referred for the first
time-and most 17-year-olds. Tlns does not imply that the younger juveniles were more likely:than,
older juvéniles to continue their involvem=nt in law-violating behavior. The lower juvenile recidivism
rates for. the older youth are a direct conséquence of their aging out of the juvenile; and into the

adult, juistice system,

What are the implications of these findings for the: juvenile court?” First, the recidivism
probabilities of many youth who come before the juvenile court for only- the second time are very
high - at the chronic offender level. If a court knows that it is likely to handle a youth-again and
agam, the court should not delay in. provrdmg interventions and imposing sanctions. Dispositionsiin
many court systems progress i in Severity and ¢ost in small steps. However, if a court adopts the
position early ina career that a youth is likely to continue the law-violating behavior and to consume
much more court time and resources, the progression. of court’s responses, could be accelerated
‘Earlier substantial involvement in the court careers of young (and old) juvenile offenders should




present the best opportunity for influencing future behavior by dealing with ycuth at a younger age
‘when they are more aménable to juvenile court treatment.

Percentage of Youth Who Returned to Juvenile Court
Controlling for Age at Referral:
' and the Current Number of Referrals in the Careér

Across
Ageat o osesseceseseeaiese- Number of Referrals , . > All

Referral 1 2 3 4 S 6. 7 8 9  Referrals
10 61% 84% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 95% 1%
11 60% 8% 9% 92% 98% 9% 9% 9% 10% 2%
12 59% 83% 8% 9% 98% 95% 98% 9% 98% 12%
13 5% 82% N% 93% 95% 91% 96% 98% 98% 3%
14 53% 11% 8% 9% RN% 94% 9% 95% 9% 70%
15 4% 69% 80% 84% 8% 8% 9% 9NB% RN% 66%
16 3% 5% 8% 1% N% 81% 8% 8% 86% 54%
47 16% 21% 36% 41% 45% 48% 5S50% 53% 51% 0%

AllAges  41% 59% 61% T1% %% 1% T% 9% 1% 56%

Note: The proper interpretation of.the values in this table riay.be helped by a few examples. Seventy-
seven percent of all youth whose second referral occurred at age 14 were referred again. Fifty-nine percent
of all youth with two referrals had a subsequent referral to juvenile court: Seventy percent of all youth
referred at age 14 were referred later for a new offense.

Career.Patterns

A developmental model of delinquency predicts that if delinquent youth are left untreated,
their careers will progress from léss to more serious forms of law-violating behavior (Simith and
Smith, 1984; McNamara, 1977).. However, many studies have found no pattern to the law-violating
behavior of juveniles, finding instead that youth commit:a wide range of law-violating behavior in no
particular pattern. Klein (1984) characterized this as cafeteria-style behavior; which results in a
‘broadening of tlie nature of the offenses found.in a delinquent career but not in the average
seriousness of the offenses within the career.

The present study uncovered some offense patterns in the court careers. Youth with longer
careers were charged with a disproportionately large number of motor vehicle thet 3, robberies,
‘burglaries, rapes, murders, and aggravated assaults and disproportionately fewer shop!iftings and:
underage liquor law.violations. ‘Thus, longer careers contained a d.sproportionate shiare of serious
offenses; which is consistent with a developmental model of career progression. In contrast to a
cafeteria-model of delinquent behavior, a developmental model predicts that within a career the
probability of serious offending increases with referral number. Careers were analyzed to investigate
, changes in the nature of the referrals as the career lengthened. The observed patterns present a
e picture of officially recognized delinquency which progresses from less to more serious behaviors.
C This conclusion was supported by a number of findings. The first occurrence of an index violent
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referral was more likely to be found toward the end of a court career. The more prior referrals in a. ?
'..arerr. ‘the greater was the likelihood that the youth would be referred for a delinquency offense and -
the more likely it was to be an index violent offense.

o A Typology of Juvenile Court Careers
Studies of delinquency careers often focus on specific attributes o< sareers: age of onset,

careérlength, overall seriousness, the nature of the offense-to-offense transitions or changes in the
types of offenses referred as the career continues. This study also investigated the overall offense
composition of a juvemle court career.. This was Gone by classifying careers into one of ﬁfteen career
types. A four-character binary code was used to summarize the types of offenses referred within a
juvenile court career. The first character stands for the exisience in the career of one or more
referrals for.an index violent offense; the second character stands for-the existence of one or more
feferrals for an index property offense; the third for the existence of one or moré referrals for a
nonindex delmquency offense; and the fourth for the existence of one or more referrals fora status
offense. Therefore, a career with a code of 1110 would contain- one or more index violent offense
referrals, one or more index property. refemls, one of more nonindex delinquency referrals, and no

-status offense referrals. By definition this career contains-at least three referrals (though it could
contain many moié) with the nature of the first or the last referral unknown.

&Y

Career Types and Specialization

With this background, the next table presents the career types for youth in this study ordred:
from the most to the least common. The three most common careers were thosé containing only one
offense type, either only index property offenses (0100). only nonindex delmquency offenses (0010).
-or only status offenses (0001) This high proportion of single offense type careers is expected given
that more than half of all youth referred to the juvenile courts were referred only once.

" Careers containing an index violent referral were the least common of all juvenile court
careers. Interestingly, unlike the other three single offense careers, careers containiiig oniy (one or
more)‘index violent offenses were not the most common example of a career containing an index
violent offense. The most common career containing an index violent offense referral was the the

' career. profile with the widest range of offenses, career type 1111 - the violent generalist. This pattern
-was found in the career distributions of both males and females.

To put this in perspective, if a gambler were forced to bet on the character of the delinquext
court career knov i "ing only that the youth was referred at some time for an index property offense, the
most reuonab!e b2t would be that the youth’s career was limited to only index property referrals

(career type 0100) The same holds true knowing only that the career contained a nonindzx

- -delinquenry (career type 0010) or status offénse (career type 0001): the most reasonablé bt would be
; that the youth'’s court career would not extend beyond the single offense category. But knowing a
youth was referred at some time in his carcer for an index violent offense, the gambler’s best bet
would be that the youth was a law-violating generalist and referred to court for a wide range of
offenses. .

. The table also presents an ordered list of career types for carcérs with two or more referrals.

. "By removing the one-time offenders, the pattern of career types changes markedly. All careers

. containing an index violent referral were still less common than uny of the nonviolent careers, but
within these two divisions the least common caréet type wias the youth who specialized in only one




-offense type. Therefore, true specialization, careers in which a-vouth was'refcrrgd again and again for

only one type of offerise, was comparatively, rare ir juveiue court careers.
© ‘For youth with four or more court referrals, the 16 percent of youth who were responsible -
for over half of all the court referrals, the most common career by far was the career that contained .
referrals in every offeiise category except index violent, career type 0111 - the nonviolent generalist.
Thus, there was.a tendency for these youth to be'involved in a wide range . nonviolerit law-violating R
‘behavior. True specialization was rare for youth with four or more referrals. Careers containing only K
index propérty, or only nonindex delinquéncy, or only status offense referrals were not common; but
not-one youth with four or more referrals had a career that contained only index violent referrals.
e Distributions of Juvenile Court Careers Types
= Using the Four Category Coding Scheme of
Index Violent/Index Property/Nonindex Delinquency/Status:
~
’ Al Careers with Careers with
Careers 2 or more referrals 4 or mors referrals
S g “Type Frequency Type Frequency- Type  Frequency
0100 19,556 0110 6,103. 0111 4,858
0010 14,409 0111 5,599 0110 2,076
0001 12,920 0011 4,093 0011 1,210 U
0110 6,103 0101 3,525 1111 968 -
0111 5,599 0100 2,696 0101 819 ]
0011 4,093 0010 2,002 1110 539
- 0101 3,525 0001 1,902 0100 242
X 1111 968 1111 968 0091 172
' ] 1101 633 1110 633 1011 145 :
: 1000 631 1100 348 0010 114 7.
1100 348 1010 278 1101 98
- 1010 278 1011 197 1100 73 .
: 1011 197 1101 143 1010 54
£ 1101 143 1001 101 1001 6
e 1001 101 1000 25 1000 0
i

The structure of court careers indicates that youth are likely to be involved ina widé range of
law-violating behavior. While true specialization within a singlé offense category was relatively
: -uncommon for youth with more than 2 referrals, the observed degree of specialization, either within
4 an individual offense category or a limited'set of categories, was more common'thin would be
predicted by a pure random chance model of delinquent behavior. In summary, active juveniles tend
to be generalists rather than specialists; but some specialization.is indicated.

ey .{2




‘Conclusions:

Juvemlc courts have the opportunity of itervening in the lives of alarge percéntagé of youth

at a.time wheén problems are apparent and with the-authority to affect change. The volume of youth

‘who enter a court restricts both the quantity and quality of attention that can be given. Ttis,
-therefore, essential that a court’s hmnted resotirces be efﬁcncntly expendéd and that youth who need

the dnscnplme and/or the guidance the court can delivet be identified as quickly as possible.

The finding of. developmental offense patterris in court careérs supports the search for
indicators of future law-violating’ bchawor (e.g., nsk-scrccmng instruments), With these indicators,

.programs could be developed to concentrate specialized fesources on youth most in need of services

early in their Court careers. Most importantly, the finding that a youth réferred to court for a second
time. before the age of 16 could, with-a high degree of certainty, be considered a chronic- offender

jlmphes that the courts should not wait until the.youth has returned for the fourth of fifth’ time before
taking strong action. Most of these youth will cycle through the court’s dispositional alternatives,

consuming more and more resources. Greater expendltures earlier ina career should shorten a
youth’s law-violating caréer, should reduce futire court workloads, and should provide greater
proteéction to-the community:

xi




reférral was found in 11 percent of all court careers. In these jurisdictions about 1 in every 5court
careers contained a referral for an underage hquor law violation.

-Age of Onset

The age of onset is the age at which a youth is first referred to juvenile court. Overall, 42
percent of the youth began their court careers at age 16 or '17. For males the number of court careers
‘that began at each age level increased continuously from age 7 through 17, though the number that
bcgan at ages 16 and 17 were nearly equal. For females the number of careers in each age of onset
group peaked for the 16-yeat-old age group and decreased substantially for the- 17-year-old onset

_group. —

Age of onset was related to the youth’s impact on the workload of the juvenile courts.
“Youth first referred to court at the ages of 9, 10 or 11 had twice as many referrals in their careers as
did youth whose first referral occuried at age15. Butdid.the earher age of onset youth have more
referrals because theywere more active or sunplybemuse they had more time to return to the
juvenile court? Analyses of yearly incidence rates show that each age of onsct group averaged about-
one referral every two years; therefore, ‘the larger number of referrals in the careers of youth with
youngcragesofonsetcanbeexplmd slmplybythefactthattheyhad more years under the
jurisdiction of a juvenile ¢ court to accrue-additional | juvenile court referrals.

The nature of the career was also related to the age ( of onset. The earlier the age of onset of
-a court career, the greater was the likelihood that the career. contamed a referral for-an index violent
offense. - For example; careers with an age of onset of 13'Were fwice aslikely.to containan index
vxolent offense as careers which bégan at 16, while- the likelihood of a careér contammg a status.
offense was relatlvely independent of age of onset. Thereforc the eatlier a delinquent career began,
-the more llkely itwas to contain serious delinquent behavior..

Recidivism

The majority of youth referred to the ]uvennle courts were referred only once. The juvenile:
.court careers of 59 percent of youth ended with the first referral. Males were more likely to
recidivate than females. Forty-six percent of all male careers contained moré than orie court referral
compared to only 29 percent of female careers. Recndmsm was also related to the nature of the first
referral. Youth most likely to recidivate where those whose first refeiral was for } 'rglary, truancy,
‘motor vehicle theft, or robbery: Youth least likely to recidivate-were those first re. .cred for underage
drinking, running away or shophftlng.

The nature of recidivism also.varied with the nature.of the first referral. Youth most likely

1o be referred for a subsequent index violent- offense were those whose first referral was for. robbery;
over half of these youth recidivated and one-elghth were referred sometime later to the juvenile court
for.another index violent offense. Next to robbery, the youth nost likely to be referred for a
subsequent index violent offense were- those youth whose first referral was for aggravated assault or
burglary. The least llkely to be referred for.a subsequent index violent offense were youth first

referred for underage dnmung, truancy, drug law violations or shoplifting. Therefore, the nature of
the first referral was predictive of future index violent referrals.




Chapter:1

The Need for Court Career Research

Over the past decade the serious juvenile offender has become a major focus of the juvenile
. justice community. More than any other group, t these youth bring into focus the two conflicting
pnnclplathathavemoldcd thejuvenilemstlcesystcm. Onomhandlsthcundcrlymgbellcfthatthc
‘purpose of the juvenile justice system is to rehabilitate youth who have displayed delinquent behavior;
.on'the other is the call for accountability (i.c., sentencing according to responsibility), public safety
-and deterrencc. Onc  principle focuses on what is best for the youth, while the other concentrates on
what is best for-the community. Lately the swinging pendulum ofpolmmlpmnehasmoved
toward the community’s concerns. Some state legislatures have established dispositional guidelines
fornwenﬂecwrtswhwhmquuespeaﬁcmﬂomforyouthchargedmthasenousm Many
states are considering new exclusionary laws modeled after New York’s Juvenile Offender Act which
gives the-adult courts original jurisdiction ovcryouth charged with serious offenses. But a large '
-segment of the juvenile justice community still believes that most delinquent youth can be redirected
.onto-a law-abiding course if they are placcd in treatment programs designed to meet their specnal
needs.
It is difficult to design a judicial response which addresses the needs of the youth and the
needs of the community. . For example, in an attempt to address both sets of concerns the
membership of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges in 1984 endorsed alist of
recommendations to guide juvenile courts in developing policies anid programs dealing with serious
juvenile offenders. Included i in their. recommcndatxons are.the following:-

The needs of all senous, chronic or vnolent ]uvenile offenders are not-the same. While
many require sécure placements, decisions regarding levels of security and intensity of
treatment should be tailored to meet the offender’s mdmdual needs while being
‘sensitive to. the concerns for public safézy;

To the extent pllbllc safety will permit, the primary goal of the juvenilé court should be
rehabllltatlon, but with consideration for general deterrence, general prevention and
strengthening of social institutions such as families, schools, and community
»organmt;ons,

The juvenile court and the juvenile justwe systém are in the best posmon to respond
effectively to'the. problems of serious juvenile crime; however, there are juveniles for
whom the resources and processes available to the juvenile court-will serve neither to
‘rehabilitate the juvenile, nor to provide a suitable sanction for the offensc, nor to
adequately protect the public. Such juveniles should be tried and, if convicted,
sentenced in the adult criminal court'

Guidelines incorporating all decision factors should be adopted as a means of reducing
dispositional disparity for serious, chronic or violent offe: iders. The guidelines should
be focused primarily on accotintability, fitting the scvent, of the. dlsposmon to the
severity of present and past offenses. ...[However] provisions should be made in any
guidelines for the judge to be able to depart from the presumptive disposition upon
setting forth in writing the specific aggravating and mitigating factors found to justify
such departure;
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Research and evaluation on the treatment of serious, chrénic or violent juvenile
-offenders should be continued with emphasns on rehabilitation, accountablhty and
public safety.

These recommendations certamly encourage the vaelopmcnt of programs:ind proccdures that are
sensitive to both sets of ¢ concerns. But translatmg such general principles into practical tools for
gundmg dlsposmonal decnsnon-malnng, dcs:gnmg intervention strategies, and efficiently expendmg the
-court’s resources is not i simple task bécause these efforts (except-those based solely on
,accountabillty) presume an ability to predlct future delmqucnt behavior.. For example, recently asa
‘Tesult of the highly publicized. ﬁndmg that a fes: adults commit'a dnsproportlonatc quantity of serious
o crime (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982), many {cg., Grecnwood 1982) have arguéd for-a policy of
- selective mcapac:tatnon. ‘This policy presumes an ability.to identify from their criminal and juvcnllc
: records those offenders who would be most likely to commit criminal acts at a high rate, Thcrc are
: clearly ethical and legal concerns with the concept of selective incapacitation in a pumshment-
-oriented system; even in a juvenilc system where such programs could translmc into more intensive
treatment and services; the iegal and éthical concetns are still great. chardless, it is likely that the
prediction of future behavior from past behavnor will continue to be an mtegral (although ofteri
hidden) part of both the adult and ]uvenilc justice systems and that ]udxcnal responses designed. to
address both the needs of the youth and the neéds of the community will be difficult to
. --operationalize.

A

'l'heNature of Delinguent Career Research

One goal of dehnqucncy reseatch should be to establish a base of valid information that will
: cnablc legislators, court pefsonnel; wnal planners, and policy makers to understand the problems
, they face and what they can do to reduce them (eg. Hampanan, Schuster, Dinitz, and Conrad,.1978).
IS In the last fifteen years the birth cohort studies conducted in Philadelphia,. Pennsylvania ('l‘racy
: 7 Wolfgang, and ‘Figlio, 1985 Wolfgang. Figlio, and Scllm, 1972), in Columbus, Ohio (Hamparian,
Schuster, Dmltz, and Conrad, 1978), and i in Racine, Wisconsin (Shannon, 1982) ‘have added to our
‘undetstandmg of the extent and character of juvenile law-violating behavior. These and other
delinquent career studles have found that:

- Over 90 percent of males and.75 pcrcent of fcmales}c involved in at least one
' incident during their Juvenile years for which they could be arrested (Shannon, 1982);

About one-third of juvcmlc males are involved with the police to.the extent that the
incident is recorded in their-official rccords (Tracy, Wolfgang, and F‘gho, 1985;
‘Wolfgang, tho, and'Sellin, 1972);

, - About half of all juveniles witha police record have only one police contact, while the
: -other half recndn'atc (Tracy et al, 1985; Wolfgang et al., 1972);

A small perccntagc of juveniles are responsible for the vast majority of serious offenses
commlttcd by juveniles (Tracy et al., 1985; Shannon, 1982 Hamparian et al., 1978;
‘Wolfgang et al.,’1972);

There is some evidence to support the belief that the carller the age of onset of
delinquency careers the longer and more serious the careers will be (Tracy et al,, 1985;
Shannon, 1982; Hamparian et al., 1978; Wolfgang et al., 1972);
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There is little evidence to sipport the belief that the offenses committed. during a
;juvenile’s career systcmatlcally progress from lcss te more serious (Shannon, 1982;
- Hamparian et al.,"1978; Wolfgang et al;, 1972); .

Less than 2 percent of juveniles come to the attention of the police for.a violent offenze
(Hamnparian et al,, 1978; Wolfgang et 4., 1972);

q.rdnigglyﬁqxem’jﬁme offenders-are rare (Hamparian et al., 1978);.

Juveiiile dclmquents do not specnahze, but drift from one Kirid-of offense to anothér
(Klem, 11984; Hamparian et al;, 1978; Wolfmng etal, 1972}, and.

There is c~1dencc both to support and negate the belief that- the commission of a status
offense is predlctlve of a future delinquency career (Famngton, 1986; Kobrm, Hellum,
and Pcter.,on, 1980; Clarke, 1975)..

,,,,,

Tlus picture of delinquéncy is based primarily on police contacts, an appropnatc level of
analysis if the goal is to understand delinquency from the perspective of law enforcement. However,
the charactcnstm ofa law~vnolat1m career from:a law enforcemenit and a juvenile court perspective
maybedlmerent. Manyofﬁaallyreoordedpohcccontactsarenot refcned to the juvenile court.
These tend to be the more minor offenses. In addmon, law enforcement may be more likcly to refer

- ayouthtomﬂc courtlftheywthhaslgnomd prior warnings. Co'tsequcntlymcompanson to the

police perspective, a law-violating career. characterized from the records of a juvenile court is likely to
contain fewer contacts, more serious bchav:ors on average, and have an older age of onset.
'l'herefore, if researchis to promde the juvenilc courts with comparatnve information on the nature
and characteristics of the law-vnolatmg careers of the youth that come before thcm, a portrait of
-juvenile court careers should be developed and differences in the nature of careers when viewed by
the various components of the juvenile justice system should be delineated. With empirically based
profiles of juvenile court carecs available to court personriel, ‘youth in need of special attention could
be more easily identificd and court resources could be more cfﬁcnently expended. ‘For cxamplc, if
chronic offenders could be identified at an éarly stage in their delmquent careers, remedial services
could be intensified and focused intervention strategies applied to maximize the court’s rehabilitative
influence on tlmc youth and, in doing so, protect the community. As Chaikén and Chaiken (1982)

-concluded:

;For violent predators, the. most efféctive program might have to focus o(preventmg
those patterns from developing. Their juvenile predllectlon for violence and drug iise

~ indicates that the conditions that foster the development of their serious criminal
bchav:or opcratc when they are very young. Identnfymg them at a very éarly age and.
attemptmg to control the factors that enhance the chances of their becoming violent
predators~whether: social, psychological, or. physnolog:cal-mlght be more sensible and
effective than trying to"fix" them after they enter the adult criniinal system, or even
'aftcr they enter high school. Investigating the possibilities for préevention may present a
more.challenging but fruitful line of research than trying to discover ways to make.
standard rehabilitation programs reach the (adult) violent predator.




.Conclusions

If better decision-making is the primary goal of research, then the direct examination of the.
court careers of juvenile offenders has great potential to improve the court’s ability to réact in-an
effective and efficient manner. ‘But juvenile ‘court career patterns have not been empirically
=devclope¢ 'I‘herefore, if forced to apply the criterion of valid mformatnon useful ‘foi decision-making,
-one would havc to concede reluctantly that the relevance of | prior research on delinquent »areers to
the day-to-day t'unct:onmg of the juvenile court is limited. If statements similar to those presented
carlier could be made using juvenile court (instead of law cnforccment) records, court practitioners.
would have an mformatlon base which could enhance their decision:making capabilities. This
researchprogtamwasdesng\ed topartnallyﬁll this information gap.
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Chapter 2

Sources of Juvenile Court Caréer Data

The National Juvenile Court Data Archive (NJCDA), which is supported by grants from the:

-Office of Juvénile Justice and Delmquency Prévention of the U.S. Department of Justice and housea

at the Nat:onal Center for Juvenile- Just:ce, collects, stores and docuinents the automated case
records of the nation’s ]uvenlle courts. While plannmg this study the contents of the NJCDA were

__ reviewed. The records of the Utah Juvenile Court and the juvenile court in Maricopa County
-(Phoenix), :Arizona were found to meet the demands of the research design. Both courts have

original Junsdlctlon over all youth below 18 yéars of age and over both criminal law violations and the
traditional status offenses. -Unlike some Juvemle courts which are limited to only the ]lelClal
functions, both courts also include intake and. probation services. Therefore; their mt'ormatlon

~ Systems contain’ fecords of referrals ‘handled mformally at the intake level without: the ﬂlmg ofa
.petition and t'ormally through the ﬁlmg of a petition-and subsequent court hearing before a judge.

Most:important for this-work, both courts had-developed sophrstleated computenzed case tracking’
systeins which store detailed- mformatlon on each case handled. Both information systems had
existed for a sufficient period. of time to contain the complete court. hlstones of a large sample of
youth. By the end of 1983 both systems contained the complete court careers of all youth handled
who were born bétween January 1, 1962 and- December 31, 1965. The author asked and was granted

-petmission by thé couits to use their data in this study. The.data files with accompanying

documentation were supplied to the project by the NJCDA.

‘Each mformatnon system was developed to meet its court’s daily operations, management

“and research necds. Therefore, the data collected were detailed, reliable and accurate. Along with
_ many other data elements, each system captured information on the sex, race, and date of birth of
. each.youth referred and for each case.the date of referral offense(s) charged; county attorney’s

dCCISlOll, offense(s) petmoned court dlsposmon and date of disposition. However, because each
system was developed locally, the structure of the. data and the coding categories were unique to the

- system. As part of the archiving procedure, NJCDA restructures data provided by courts into data
‘bases with a common unit of count, the case,! and into a format that can be handled by standard

statistical analysns software packages. Since each archived data set retains the court’s original
vanables and coding structures, the two data sets were combined by recodmg them iinto'a common
structure which captured as much of the detail as possible from the original files. (An outline of the
offense recoding process is presented in the appendix to this report.) In summary, the case records
from both courts’automated juvenile court information systems were transformed into a comnion

format with the assistance of the NJCDA and, when combined, produced a description of the court.

career of each youth referred_

L

A case is compnsed ot' one or more offenses referred to court intake on a'single day. ‘Eighty
percent of all cases contained: only one offénse and 5 percent contained three or- more offenses. In

‘the large majority of referrals all of the offenses contamed in a case record were the result of a single

law-violating incident.. For example, a youth was charged with disorderly conduct, curfew violation,

-and possession of alcohol after police wére called to investigate a late night dlsturbance ona city

street. .Similarly, a youth apprehendéd 1mmed|ately after burglanzmg a home was charged with
burglary, larceny-theft and possession of stolen property. When a case contained more than oné
offense, the.most serious, as defined by the iocal court, was selected to represent the case. The case
was sélected as the unit of count t'or the segments of a career because this research focuses on court

-activity and not law-vnolatmg behavior.

S



P N P T
% y

Jurisdictional Dir'rerences

1ri 1980 both the state ot' Utah and Maricopa County had a total population of 1.5 million
individuals. Th each Junsdrctron the population of youth-14 through 17 years of age. (roughly the
populat:on base for this study)-totaled a little over 100,000 individuals. Both jurisdictions
expcnenced large. population i increases during: the: 1970’s. Between 1970 and*1980-the total
population of Utah increased by 38 percent, while the populatron of Maricopa County- increased by
55 percent. Approxlmately three-quarters of the i increase in the state of Utah was the result of the
nation’s hrghest birth.rate, with only one-quarter the result of immigration. In contrast, in Maricopa
County three-quarters of the populat:on increase between 1970 and 1980 Was the result of migration.
into the county. Both jurisdictions in 1980 had an unemployment rate of 6 percent and a median
famrly income of $20 000; with alittle over 10 percent of their population lmng below the poverty

level. In 1980 Utah’s populatlon was classified as 95 percent Whrte, less than 1 percent Black, and
-about 5 percent ¢ other races, ‘while Mancopa County’s population was comprised of 88 percent ‘White,

3 pércent Black and9 percent other races. ‘In.1980, 13 percént of the population of Maricopa County
and 4 percent in the state of Utah classrﬁed themselves as being of Spanish origin. In 1980, 16
percent of Utah’s population was classrﬁed as rural compared.to only 5 percent of the Marlcopa
populatron.

Reported crime statistics point to Junsdrctlonal differences in the character of crime. In 1983
there were twice-as many index violent crimes reported to law enforcement -in Maricopa Cou inty than'
were reported in'Utah. Therefore, wrth approximately.equal total populatlons in each area, Maricopa
County experienced a: much hlgher serious crime tate. Arrest statistics point to jurisdictional

-differences in the nets cast by law.enforcement.agencies. Though both jurisdictions had equal yoiith

populatlons in 1983 there were 45percent 1 more juvenile arrests in Utah than in Maricopa County

(see Table 2-1). While Mancopa County had a larger number of juveniles arrested for.index violént
-offenses, many more youth were arrested in Utah forwhat are commonly.corisidéred less seriouis

crimes, Certamly the law enforcement dgencies in these Junsdlctlons encountered a different volume
and proﬁ‘e of Juvemle offenders.

The juvenilé court careers of the youth in this study also feflect these jurisdictional

tdlfferences, once police diversion practices are taken into account. Policy in Maricopa County

......

requires that all youth : arrested be referred to jiivenile court intake, while in Utah a large percentage
of arrested youth are dwerted by law enforcement and not reférred to their juvenilé court,
Consequently, it is not surprising that the Utah and-Maricopa cohorts (which contained roughly

-equal numbers of juveniles) generated about equal numbers of delmquency (non-status) court

referrals (see Table 2-2). Parallelmg arrest statrstlcs, -the Mancopa cohort also had a much larger.
number of index vrolent offense court referrals, afinding consistent with its more urban character.
Previous research has shown that courts in urban areas tend to’handle a greater proportion of serious
offense cases than do Juvenlle courts in more rural areas.(Snyder and Nimick; 1983).. These juvenile
courts also recelved cases from sources other than law enforcement agencies; such as schools,

‘parents, and social agencies. This is espr:ially true for status. offense cases (Snyder, Finnegan,

Nimick, Sickmund, Sullivan, and Tierney, 1987). Consequently, jurisdictional differences in the rate
of status offense referrals may reflect differences in a juvenile court’s responsrbrllty for status offense
matters withiin-thé child welfare system. While both cohorts generated equal numbers of delinquency

referrals, the- Utah cohort was referred to juvenile court for 59 percent moré status offense referrals,

likely indicating differences in.the communities’ attitudes toward such behavior and thelr desire to

. involve the juvenile court in these matters.

Inall, compared to Maricopa County, the juvenile court system in Utah handled a smaller
proportion of serious offense cases, while handling about.the same number of delinquency referrals




- 4 Table 2-1
Juvenile Arrests in- 1983 - ;
Maricopa* Utah**
- Number % Number %
e INDEX-VIOLENT 708 490 506. 20
Muider- & non-négligent manslaughter 9 0.1 6 0.0
Forcible rape 28 0.2 20 0.1
 Robbery ] 172 1.0 113 04
‘Aggravated assault 499 2.8 367 14
'INDEX'PROPERTY' 7,671 434 9,905 386
qugla;y . 1917 108 .. 1,733 6.7
' Larceny 5331 302 7431 289
e ‘Motor vehicle theft 335 19 647 25 ‘
’ © Arson 88 05 94 04 §
PART-II 9293 526 15267 595 :
Simple assault 576 33 907 35 a
Forgery & coriterfeiting. 50 03 173 07 a
Fraud 40 02 113 04 .
Embezzlement. 7 0.0 3 00
Stolén Property 172 1.0 261 1.0.
Vandalism s 888 5.0 1519 59
R Weapons 169 10 22 09
- Prostitution 52 03 16 0.1
. Sex offerise 147 08 2800 11
Bookmaking - 0 00 1 0.0
Number- &lottery 0 0.0 0 0.0
Al other gamblmg 0 0.0 0 00.
Sale & manufacturmg
Opium, cocaine ’ 1 0.0 -6 0.0 .
Marijuana 118 07 89 03 ’
& Synthétic narcotics 4 0.0 11 0.0:
Othiér-dangerouis non=narcotics- 12 0.0 39 0.2 ,
Possession ] ' -
Oplum, cocame 12 0.0 1 0.0
‘Marijuzana 843 438 1,016 4.0
.Synthetic narcotics 24 0.1 11: 0.0
: > Other dangerous non-narcotics 58 03 78 03
T _ Offenses against family 2 0.0 0 0.0
- Driving under influence 170- 1.0 346 13
P Liquior laws 2,143 121 3,082 120
: Drunkennéss 0 0.0 323 13
- Disorderly conduct 439 25 684 27
Vagrancy 24 0.1 1 0.0
All other offenses 1,773  10.0. 3839 150
Curfew & loitering 835 47 987 38 :
Rinaways - 724: 4.1 1,239 48
TOTAL 17,672 100.0 25678 1000

* Source: Special report prepared for this project by Arizona Departme t of Public Safety.
**Source: -Crime in_Utah 1983, Utah Department of Public Safety, p. 32.




Table 2-2

Juvenile Court Cases Involving Youth in the 1962:1965 Birth Cohorts

Maricopa. ‘Utah
Number % Number %
INDEX VIOLENT 2,776. 36 1,221 14
Murder & non-negligent manslaughter 57 0.1 33 0.0
.Forcible rape 101 0.1 126 0.1
Robbery. 1,067 14 476 0.5- .
Aggravated assault 1,551 20 586 0.7 -4
INDEX PROPERTY 34466 453 28342 324 K
-~ Burglary- 9818 129 5,246 6.0 T
Larceny-theft 22,156  29.1 19,635 225
Shoplifting 12,533- 165 1,000 126°
_ Other larceny-theft 9,623 126 9735 99
Motor vehicle theft 2,048 27 3,356 38
Arson 44 06 1V5 01
'NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 22313 293 31,412 360
Person . 3484 46 2,837 32
Simple assault 3,216 42 2,588 30
- Sexual offenses against persons 210 0.3 212 02
~ Kidnapping. 8 01 37 0.0
Propeity 8379 © 110 9242 106
Vandalism 3,966 52 4,793 5.5
Possession of stolen property 720 0.9 1,092 12
- Fraud, forgery and embezzlement 434 0.6 957 11
Trespassing 3,259 43 2,400 27
Drugs: - 4044 . 53 4,924 5.6
Publi¢ Order. 6,406. 84 14409 165
Weapons: 872 11 744 0.9
Indecent exposure 329 04 325 04
“Prostitution- . 207 03 - 41 0.0
Disorderly conduct 2,749 36 2249 26 -
Obstruction of police 562 0.7 n 0.1
-Obstruction of judiciary 1,119 15 4,002 46
Escape 123 02 " 483 0.6
Delinquent traffic 247 0.3 2,060 24
Other public order offenses 198 03 4,434 51
STATUS 16,595 218 26393 302
Running away 4,188 5.5 2,699 31
Truancy 451 0.6 2,517 29
Incorrigibility 1,047 14 7,582 87
Liquor offenses 5,593 13 1,150 128
-Curfew violation 5,316 7.0 2,445 28
TOTAL 76,150 1000 87,368 1000




and'a much larger numiber of status-offense reférrals. These differences are the résult of differences
in theé nature of Juvcmle law-vrolatmg behavior in the two jurisdictions and différences in the nets cast
by and for the two juvénile justice systems. Thereforc, it is essential when presenting analyses of data
from thése two courts that jurisdictional differences be distinguished fro. 1. general underlying
patterns. This will be done throughout the feport.




) - " Chapter 3

D ' Youth with Juvenile Court Careers

Prevalence of Court Referral

-Court records show.that a total of 35,174 youth born between 1962 and 1965 were referred-
to-the juvenile court in Maricopa Counity at least once before their eighteenth birthday, while 34,330
youth with the same birth years were referred to the court in Utah, The number of males-~nd
- females ages 14 through 17 living in these jurisdictions on April 1, 1980 were developed e US.
Bureau of the Census for the decennial census. These counts closely correspond to the number of
youth born between. 1962 and 1965 who resided within the geographical jurisdiction of the court.
ey Combined, the court récords and the census counts translate into an overall prevalence rate of
juvenile court referral in these jurisdictions of 34 percent. That is, in both jurisdictions one-third of
all youth born'between 1962 and 1965 were referred to juvenilé coust at least once before their
eighteenth birthday for a delinquent or a status offense (see Table 3-1). In both jurisdictions the -
male prevalence rate was more than double the female rate. Nearly half (46 percent) of all males and
one-fifth (21 percent) of all females had a juvenile court record.

T Table 3-1
, § Juvenile Court-Prevalence Rates
3 " in:the 1962-1965 Birth Cohorts:
h Total Males Females
Maricopa .
Number of Youth Referred 35,174 24,293 10,881
E ‘Estimated Population in Birth Cohort 101,600 51,900 49,700
Proportion of Cohort Referred 35% 47% 22%
Utah )
Number of Youth Referred. 34,330 24,018 10,312
Estimated Population in Birth Cohort 105,200 53,700 51,500
‘Proportion of Cohort Referred 33% 45% 20%
Total
Number of Youth Referred 69,504 48,311 21,193
‘Estimated Population in Birth Cohort 206,800 105,600 101,200
Proportion of Cohort Referred 34% 46% 21%
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The majority of youth referred to court were referred at least once for a delinquency offense
(i.e; a criminal 1aw violation). Eighty-one percent of all court careers (85 percent of male careers and
73 percent of female careers) contained'a dclmqucncy referral. Translating these figures into

-prevalence vates, 28 percent of the birth cohort (39 percent of the males and 15 percent of the

females) were referred to juvenile court at least once for-a criminal law violation.

A high percentage of the juvenile court careers included at least one status offense referral
(i.e., Tunning away, truancy, curfew violation, incorrigibility, and underage liquor law vxolatlons)
Overall, 40 percent of the court careers (38 percent of male careers and 42 percent of female careers)

-contained at least one status offense referral. In other words, 14 percent of the birth cohost (17

percent of the males and 9 percent of the females) were rcfcrrcd to court at least once for a status
offense.

it is possible to determine thc direction and estimate the gcncral magmtudc of these. cffcc.ts. As

_previously cited, both junsdlctlons experienced a major growth in their populations during the study

period. Maricopa’s growth was the result of a large influx of population from.other parts of the

country, while Utah’s growth was primarily from within. Therefore, the 1980 population figures for

Maricopa County, and even to some extent for Utah, underestimate the number of individuals born

‘between 1962 and 1965 who ever lived within the jurisdiction of the courts during their juvenile years.
_ Alone this source of error would have resulted in a greater overestimate of the prevalence of court

referral in Maricopa County than in the Utah. Howevcr. such immigration would also have produced
situations where a youth was involved with another juve ‘ile court before moving into the jurisdiction.
If some of these youth were never referred to the courts undcr study, they would-not be included in
the prevalénce estimates, producing an underestimate of the cohort’s actual prevalence of juvenile
court referral.

The fact that the study could not determine the legal residence of each youth referred to

court raises another potcntlal bias in the prcvalcncc estimates.. Prevalencé of )uvcmlc court referral

may have been overestimated by mcludmg the court careers of youth who were not residents of the
junsdlctlon when referred to court intake. The rclatnvc 1mpact of this error can be assessed by
detérmining from other data sources the percentage of cases handled by the courts that involve youth
living outside the jurisdiction. In Utah this was not a serious concern. A review of the cases referred
to'the Utah court between 1980.and - 1983 showed that less than 2 percent of the cases involved youth
who did not live i in Utah. Personal communication with Mancopa County court staff indicate that, in
general, less than S percent.of the cases involve.youth living outside of Maricopa County.
Consequently, in both jurisdictions the impact of non-resident youth on prevalence: estimates is
relatively small; with the greater 'impact being in Maricopa County.

In summary, while the prevalence estimates for both junsdsctlons are affected by errors that
overall tend to inflate the estimates, the error is probably less than 10 percent. By adjustmg the
estimates to compensate for this possxblc error level, the overall prevalence estimate is still greater
than 30 percent, Wwith a male estimate over 40 perceént and a female estimate nearly 20 percent. So
even using conservative estimates, the prevalence rates still indicate that a large proportion of the

‘youth in these two jurisdictions were referred to the juvenile courts. The high prevalence rates

indicate that these juvenile courts had the opportunity to intervene in the lives of many juveniles at a
moment when problems were evident and with an authority to stimulate change. But the volume of
youth who enter a court festricts both the quantity and quality of attention that can be given. It is
therefore essential that a court’s limited resources be efficiently expénded and that the youth who
need either the discipline or the guidance the court can deliver be identified as quickly as possible.
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Composition of Court Careers

As Table 3-2 shows, 5 percent of all court careers contained a referral for an index vio'ent
offense (¢.g., murder/non-negligent manslaughter, forcible fape, robbery, or aggravaté. assault).2
More specifically, 3 percent of all careers contained a reférral for aggravated assault and 2 percent a
referral for robbery. Charges of forcible rape and murder were found in less than 0.5 percent of all
careers. Careers containing an index violent of’:nse referral were more common in Maricopa County

~ than in Utah. -More than half (53 percent) of all juvenile court careers contained a referral for an

index property offense (i.c., burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, or arson). Nearly 44 percent
of all careers involved a larceny-theft referral; which in most instances was shoplifting. A referral for
burglary was found in 14 percent of all court careers, motor vehicle theft in less than 6 percent, and-
arson in less than 1 percent of the couit careers.

' The charge of simple assault, an offense that has been classified as a violent offense in some
work (e.g.. Hamparian, Schuster, Dinitz and Conrad,.1978), was a part of more than 7 percent of all
court'careers. Vandalism and trespassing were the most common nonindex property offenses;
vandalism was found in almost 11 percent of careers and trespassing in inore than 7. percent. Youth
were charged with drug law violations in nearly 11 percent of all careers. Finally, 19 percent of all
juvenile court careers contained an underage liquor-law violation and more than 7 percent of all
youth in the cohort were charged at least once in their careers with running away from home.

The caréer profiles of males and females (Tables 3-3A and 3-3B) point to some sex

‘ ditfe:enoes in court involvement. For. example, 6 percent of al! male court careers contained a
veferral for an index violent offense, compared to only 1 percent of female careers, A little more than

one-half of male and female careers contained an index property offense referral; and about 4 in
every 10 male and female careers contained a status offense referral. Assuming relatively equal
numbers of males and females in the general popuiation, the ratio of the number of male-to-female
careers containing a specific :lense provides a comparison of their relative involvement in each lav.-
violating behavior. Overall, males were about twice as likely as females to be referred to juvenile

“court and outnumbered femalés in almost every offense category (see Table 3-3C). 'Males were 10

times more likely than females to be referred to juvenile court at some time in their careers for an

index violent offense. Males were more than twice as likely ‘as females to have a court career

containing an index property.offense, with large differences within specific offense categories. Males
Wwere 11 times as likely as females to have a career containing a charge of burglary, 8 times as likely to

‘have a career containing a charge of arson, and 6 times as likely to have a career ¢ontaining a charge.

of motor vehicle theft. Overall, males were twice'as likely as females to have a juvenile court career
which included a referral for larceny-theft. However, this sex difference did not hold for the sub-
categories of larceny-theft. Females were as likely as males to have a court career containing a

-referral for—shbplifting:

“ It should be noted that throughout this work offenses were grouped into the traditional Uniform
Crime Report offense groupings to enable comipariso < of these results with those of other studies.
The original designers of the:FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting Program never intended the index
offense groupings to be considered as the serious offenses. These offenses were intended to be index
offenses, to yield a relatively reliable index of crime because they were commonly repo:ted by law,
enforcement agencies. However, this barometer. of crime has been elevated beyond its original status
and at present has assumed for many the aura of seriousness. Many of the crimes which are classified

in the index offenses, such as shoplifting in the ‘Larceny-theft’ category ana joy-riding in the ‘Motor

‘vehicle theft’ category are commonly handled as very minor offenses by the juvenile courts (Snyder-et

av; 1987). But for.consistency with other work, these groupings will be retained.
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Table 3-2

Number and Percentage of. Court Careers Containing a Specific Offense

Maricopa - Utah ~ Combined
Number % Number %. Number %
INDEX VIOLENT 2255 64 1,044 30 3299 47
Murder & non-negligent 56 0.2 30 0.1 86 0.1
manslaughter :
Forcible rape 97 03 116 03 213 03
Robbery 895- 25 411 1.2 1,306 19
Aggravated assault 1,377 39 537 1.6 1914 28
INDEX PROPERTY 20,825  59.2 16,050  46.8 36875 531
Burglary, " 6414 182 335% 98 9,770 141
‘Larceny-theft 16,632 473 13,678 39.8 30,310 436
Shoplifting 10949 311 92600 270 20,209 29.1
‘Other larceny-theft 7377 210 6203 181 13580 195
Motor vehicle theft 1,650 4.7 2,275 6.6 3, 925 5.6
Arson 427 12 101 03 528 0.8
NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 14,609° 415 17,671 515 32280 464
Person. 3,044 87 2,413 7.0 5457 79
Simple assault 2,826 80 2,213 6.4 5,039 72
Sexual offenses against 204 0.6 206 0.6 410 0.6
_persons- ) A
‘Kidnapping 57 -0.2 35 0.1 92 0.1’
Property - 6922 197 6983 203 13,905 200
Vandalism 3,492 99 3984 116 7479 108
Possession of stolen 666 - 19 999 29 1,665 24
propetty )
'Fraud, forgery and 413 12 819 24 1,232 18
embezzlement
~ Trespassing 3,026 8.6 2,186 6.4 5,212 75
Drugs 3,446 9.8 3916 114 7,362 106
Public Order 5100 145 10,140° 295 15240 219
Weapons 832 24 713 21 1,545 22
Indecent exposure 308 09 300 0.9 608 09-
Prostitution 167 0.5 34 0.1 2071 03
Disorderly conduct 2,475 7.0 1,990 5.8 4,465 6.4
Obstruction of police 550 16 7 0.2 621 09
Obstruction of judiciary 911 2.6 2,837 83 3,748 54
‘Escape 12 03 374 11 486 0.7
Delinquent traffic 239 0.7 1,890 55 2,129 31
Other public order offenses 197 0.6 4,083 119 4,280 6.2
STATUS 11,747 334 15,799  46.0 27,546 396
Running away 3,070 8.7 1,978 5.8 5,048 73
Truancy 396 11 2,121 6.2 2,517 36
Incorrigibility 803 23 5284 154 6,087 88
Liquor offensés 4801 139 8419 245 13,310 19.1
Curfew violation 4324 123 2,131 62 6,455 93
TOTAL . 35,174 34,330 69,504
B2
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Table 3-3A

‘Number and Percentage of Male Court Careers Containing a Specific Offense

Maricopa Utah Combined
Number % Number % Number %
INDEX VIOLENT 2034 84 %3 490 © 2997 62
Murder & non-negligent 'S3 02 T30 0.1 83 02
manslaughter ) N
Forcible rape 95 04 115 05 210 04
Robbery 816 34 384 1.6 1,200 25
Aggravated assault 1,236 5.1 483 20 1,719 36
_-INDEX PROPERTY 14493  60.0 11,284 470 25,777 534 s
Burglary 5825 240 3114 130 8939 185
Larceny-theft 10761 443 9280 386 20,041 415
: Shophftmg 5,904 243 5493 229 11,397 236
Other larceny-theft 6306 260 5342 222 11,648° 241
:Motor vehicle theft: 1,507 6.2 1,885 7.8 3392 7.0
. —Atson o 384 16 87 04 471 1.0
NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 11,763 484 14262 594 26025 539
-Person - 2540 105 1,881 7.8 4421 92
Simple assault 2330 9.6 1,694 71 4,024 83
‘Sexual offenses againist 200 0.8 197 08 397 . 08
_persois : ]
_ Kidnapping 53 02 30 0.1 83 02
Property: 5885 242 6,030 251 11915 247
Vandalism- 3179 131 3561 148 6,740 140
Possession of stolen 625 2.6 916 a8 1,541 32
property’ i ] ' .
Fraud, forgery.and 302 1.2 601 25 903 19
_embezz!“ment
Trespassing 2418 100 1,909 79 4327 9.0
Drugs 2813 116 3175 132 5988 124
Public Order 4103 169 8,350 348 12453 258
Weapons 785 32 -690 29 1,475 31
Indecent exposure 278 11 275 1.1 553 11
Prostitution 36 0.1 21 0.1 57 0.1
Disorderly conduct 1,980 82 1,634 6.8 3,614 75
-Obstruction of police 402 17 61 03 462 1.0
Obstniction of judiciary 725 3.0 2,102 88 2,827 59
Escape ) 1000 04 266 1.1 366 08
Delinquent traffic 220 09 1,651 6.9 1,871 39
Other-public order offenses . 180 0.7 3,565 14.8 3,745 78
STATUS 8061 332 10,519 4338 18,580 38.5
-Running away_ . 1416 5.8 933 39 2,349 49
Truancy 260 1.1 1,144 48 1,404 29
Incorrigibility 502 2.1 348 145 3,988 83
Liquor offenses 3806 157 6,283 262 10,089 209
Curfew violation 3392 140 1,556 6.5 4948 102




Table 3-3B

Number and Percentage of Female Court Careers Containing a Specific Offense

f

== INDEX VIOLENT
‘ Murder & non-n~gligent
manslaughter
Forcible rape
Robbery
Aggravated assault

INDEX PROPERTY
-Burglary
Larceny-theft
Other larceny-theft:
‘Motor vehicle theft
Lsson.

NONINDEX DELINQUENCY
Person
Simple assault
Sexual offenses against
persons
_ Kidnapping:
Property
Vandalism
‘Possession of stolen
property
Fraud, forgery and
_embezzlement
Trespassing
Drugs '
Public Order
Weapons
‘Indecent exposure
Prostitution
‘Disorderly conduct
-Obstruction of police
Obstruction of judiciary
Delinquent traffic
Other public order offenses

STATUS
Running away
Truancy
Incorrigibility
Liquor.offenses
-Curfew violation

TOTAL

Maricopa
Number %
21 20
- 3 0.0
2 0.0
79 0.7
141 13
6332 582
589 54
5871 540
5045 464
1,071 9.8
143 13
43 04
2846 262
504 4.6
496 46
4 0.0
4 00
1,037 95
313 29
41 04
11 1.0
-608 56
633 58
997 9.2
47 04
30 03
131 12
495 45
148 14
186 17
12 0.1
19 02
17 02
368 339
1,654 152
136 12
301 28
1,085 100
932 86
10,881
15

Utah
Number

81
0

1
27
54

4766
242
4398
3767
861
390
14

3,409
532
519

9

5
953
423

8

218

277
741
1,790

13
356

10
735
108
239
518

5,280
1,045
977
1,798
2,136
575

10,312

2\
S

%

08
0.0

0.0
03
05

46.2
23
42.6
36.5
83
38
0.1
33.1
52
50
0.1

0.0 -

92
4.1
08

2.i

2.7
72
174
02
02
0.1
35
0.1
7.1
10
23
50

51.2
10.1
9.5
174
20.7
56

Combined
Number %
302 14
3 0.0
3 00
106 05
195 09
11,098 524
831 39
10269 484
8812 416-
1,932 9.1
533 25
57 03
6255 295
103 49
1015 48
13 0.1
9 0.0
1,990 9.4
736 35
124 0.6
29 16
885 42
1,374 6.5
2,787 131
70 03
s 03
44 07
851 40
158 0.7
921 43
120 0.6
258 12
535 25
8966 423
2,699 127
1,113 53
2,099 9.9
3221 152
1,507 7.1
21,193




Table 3-3C

Ratio of the Number of Male/Female Careers Involving a Specific Offense

INDEX VIOLENT-
Murdcr & non-negligent manslaughter
Forcﬂe rape
Robbery
Aggravated assault:

,lNi)EX‘PROPERTY

Boridary
Larceny-theft
Shoplifting
Other larceny-theft
Motor vehicle theft
Arson

NONINDEX DELINQUENCY
Peérson
Simple assault
Sexual offenses against persons
‘Property
Vandalism
Pos&sron of stolen property
Fraud, forgery and embeﬁement
Trespassing
Drugs
Public Order
“Weapons
Indecent exposure
Prostitution
Disorderly conduct
Obstruction of police
‘Obstruction of judiciary
Escape
Delinquent traffic
_."Other public order offenses

STATUS
Running away- .
Truancy -
Incorrigibility
‘Liquor offenses
Curfew violation

ALL CAREERS

Maricopa

92
177
475
103
88

99
18
12
59

105
89

41
50
4.7
50.0
57
102
152
27
40
44
41
167
93
03
4.0
27
39
83
11.6
10.6

22
09
19
17
35
36

22

16

Utah
119

115.0
142
89

24
129
21
15
62
48
62

42
35
33
219
6.0
63
84
11.0
28
69
43
47
300
110
16
69
6.1
29
25
69
69

20
09
12
19
29
27

23

99
217
70.0
113

88

23
108
20
13
60
64
83

42
43
40
305
92
60
92
124
27
49

_44

45
211

101

04
49
29
31
31
73
70

21
09
13
19
31
33

23

-Combined
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‘While males were about twice as likely as females to have a juvenile court career containing a
status offense charge, there were large Variations in male/female representation across-the individual
status offense categories. In fact, the only offense other than prostitution for which more females
than males were referred to ]uvemle court was running away. The number of females charged with
running away was 15 percent greater than the number of males. There were 26 percent mere males
. than females charged with truancy, almost twice as many males charged with incorrigibility, and more
than 3 times as many males charged with underage liquor law and curfew violations.

Age of Onset

When do juvenile court careers bégin? Is the age of onset related to the length and

serioisness of the career?” A developmental model of delinquency describes a delinquent career as a
_process which, | if left untreated, will progress from less to more serious forms of law-violating
"behavior. (McNamara, 1977).. Consequently, this model predicts that the earlier-a delinquent career
begins, the longer it will last and the greater will be the likelihood for:the dcvelopment of serious’
delinquent behavior. However, Klein (1984) conciuded after reviewing the findings of 33 studies that
:there are no pattérns in the law-violating behav:or of juveniles and that the sequencing of law-
violations within a career was random. In contrast to a developn:ental model, Klein’s cafeteria model
predicts a broadening of the nature of the offenses in a carcer as the career continues, but the
random nature of the behawors should produce no cumulative increase in the overall seriousness of
the set of behaviors. Aswe shall see, age of onset is invessely related to the number of referrals in

~ +the career. Consequently; both theories predict that thosé youth with an early age of onset (i.e., those
with more referrals in their careers) would be more likely to have careers containing a serious
‘offensé. But the theories differ in their predlctlon for the. placement of serious offenses: within the

X -career. Under. a developmental model, serious offenses will be concentrated in the later stages of

. ]uvenile careers, while the cafeteria model predlcts that serious offenses will be scattered randomly

throughout- the career. _—

11

There wasa continuous increase in the number of youth beginning their court careers at
cach age level through age 16, with'a sllght decrease in the number of youth in the 17-year-old oniset
.group in both jurisdictions (see Table 3-4). However, this general patternisa. combmatxon of a male
onset pattern which constantly increased through age 17 and a female pattern which peaked at 16 and
.dropped substantially for.the 17-year-olds. At each agé level males: Were more likely to énter the
court population than females. For example, the number of males who entered-the court system at-
17 was over 3 times greater than the number of femalés with a similar age of onset. But the relative-
differénce in this male-to-female ratio was age related. The ratio of the number of males to the
number of females entering the court system at each age level was lowest in the 13- and 14-year-old
age groups and greater.for both younger and older age groups.

To separate the onset of officially recognized delinquent-and status offense behavior, age of
onset distributions were developed separately for first delinquent and first status offense referrals.
The age of onset of a delinquent court career is the age at which a youth was first referred to a
juvenile court for a delinquency,-a non-status, offense. These analyses more closely parallel those
generated by studies of police records, since only about half of all status offense cases are referred to
juvenile court intake by law enforcement agencies, while the large ma]onty of delinquency cases come
from law enforcement sources (Snyder, Finnegan, Nimick, Sickmund, Sullivan, and Tiérney, 1987).
Replicating the Wolfgang, Fi Figlio, and Sellin (1972) finding, the number of youth beginning
delinquency court careers increased with age, peaking with the 16-year-old age group and decreasing
- for the 17-year-old group. This pattern was shared by both males and females. A similar pattern was

Q v 17 31.




Table 3-4

-

Age of Onset Distributions
(Percentage of Carears Falling Into Each Age of Onset Group)

4

Age of ) Maiicopa Utah . Combined

-Oniset ‘Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
Juvenile Court Careers
7 1.4% 0.5% 1.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 0.9% 0.4% 0.7%
8 24 08 19 10 04 09 17 06 _ 14
9 32 14 26 17 ().7 14 24 11 2.0
10 40 21 34 25 12 2.1 33 1.7 = 28
11 48 3 6 44 32 23 29 4.0 30 37
12 6.1 6. 4 62 5.0 49 50 5.6 57 5.6
13 89 111 9.6 83 107 9.0 86 109 93
14 13.0: 174 143 136 170 14.6 133 172 145
15 15 9 183 16.6 179 208 187 16.9 195 177
16 199 202 200 21 23 229. 215 212 214
17 205 182 19.8 232 195 221 218 18.8 209

‘Delinquent Offense Court Career

7 1.4% 0.5% 1.1% 0.4% 0.2% 03% 0.9% 03% 0.8%

8 25 08 2.0 12 04 10 18 -0.6 1.5

9 34 14 = 2¢2 19 10 1.6 2.6 12 22
10 43 23 37 29 15 25 36 20 3.2
1n 52 41 49 36 29 34 44 35 4.1
12 6.7 6.8 6.8 5.6 55 5.6 6.2 6.2 6.2
13. 95 115 10.0 9.1 10.7 95 93 11.c 9.8
14 134 - 174 146 142 165 14.8- 13.8 17.0 14.7
15 159 178 165 178 203 185 16.8 19.0- 174
16 19.1 194 19.2 219 222 220 204 20.7 20.5
17 187 179 18.5 216 18.8 20.8 20.1 183 19.6

Status Offense Court Careers

7 07% 0.5% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 02% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4%

8 11 0.6 09 0.3 02 03 0.6 04 0.5 B

9 15 09 13 0.5 02 04 -0.9- 0.5 -0.8
10 - 16 13 15 0.6 03 0.5 1.0 0.7 09
11 23 23 23 1.0 09 1.0 1.6 14 15
12 25 45 31 25 30 27 2.5 36 29
13 57 103 72 53 9.5 6.7 5.5 99 69
14 109 179 131 10.7 18.8 134 10.8 184 133
15 16.7 204 17.8 187 23.7 204 17.8 223 19.3
16 25.0 221 24.1 28.0 23.1. 26.4 26.7 227 254

17 320 193 280 21 202 281 320 198 281
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-careers for older males was primarily the result of their hlgh volume of underage liquor faw violation
referrals.

-thereafter. Even:though tkis is a small deviation from the general pattern, the sample size on which.

also found in the onset of status offense careers for females, but not for males. The number of
females beginning a status offénse career peaked at ages 15 and 16 and dechned for the 17-year-old

_age group; swhile the number of males bcgmmng a status offense career. increased with age
:throughout the juvemle years. Thls increase in the male status offense onset pattern was so great that

it compensatcd for the decline in the female curve causing the overall status offense onsét
distribution to increase continuously with age. For both malesand femalés about 40 percént of all
delinquent offense careers began at age 16 and 17. In companson, over halt' of all status offense

-careers began at age 16 and 17, but there were large sex differences. Forty percent of all female
status offense careers began during their last two years of juvenile court jurisdiction, compared to

nearly 60 percent of inale status offense careers. This large growth in the volume of status offense s

Age of onset was strongly related to the youth’s impact on thé workload of the ]uvenlle
court. The number of referralsin a youth’s court career was highly ielated to the age of onset-(see
Table 3-5) Youth referred to cotirt for the first time before the age of 12 had about twice as many

.referrals in their careers-as did youth whose first referral occurred at age 15 Youth referred for the

first time at age 17-had, on average, the fewest number of referrals in their court careers. This is not
surprising since youth who began their careers at-an early age were at nsk of court referral fora

Jlonger period of time. But did early age of onset youth have more referrals i in their careers simply

because they had more: time atrisk of subsequent referral or weré they more active?

To address this issue the yearly incidence of court referral was developed for each age of

-onset group (see Table 3-5). This i measure,. the yearly rate of rec1dmsm, was ¢alculated by dividing

i o

the average number of subsequent réferrals ina career by the remaining time at risk under. juvenile

.court jurisdiction (i.c., the time from first referral until the eighteenth bmhday) For example; youth
- who began their court careers at-age 12 had an average of 3.75 refeirals in their career, or-2.75

subsequent- referrals. On average, youth first referred at age'12 had 5.5 years remaining (the time B .

-period between age 125 and the eighteenth birthday) dring which thcy were at risk of juvenile court

referral; for, youth who began their court careers at age- 12, the yearly.-rate of recidivism was 2.75

referrals/5.5 years at risk, or 0.50 referrals/year at risk. The results of this analysis show that the
yearly rates of recidivism were nearly constant across all age of onset groups. Therefore, early age of

onset youth were not more active, they simply hiad more time to accrue a larger number of court

'ret'en'als.

Both the developmental and cafeteria models of delinquent behavior predict that career
fength, and therefore age of onset, is related to the existence of serious offenses in the career. The
court records clearly show that the earlier the age of onset of a court career, the greater was the =
hkehhood that the career contained a referral for an index violent offense (see Tablé 3-6). For :
example, 8 7 percent of the careers ¢f youth who began their court careers at age_11 contained an

indeéx violent offense, compared to only.4.3 pércent of those careers that began at age- 15. Slmllarly,
“careers which began at age 13 were twice as likely to contain an index violent offense as careers which :
?began at-16 and careers with an age ot' onset of 14 were twice as likely to contain an index violent

offense as careers which began at 17.3 This general pattern,.though not as pronounced, is also_seen

¥ Th‘ér'e‘ isa departure from th|s pattern for-those youth initially referred to couct at age 7. -For both
males and females and-in both jurisdictions, the proportion of careers containing an index violent
referral increased from the 7-year-old to the 8-year-old onset group and then decreases continuously

these statlstxcs are based is relatively large (n = 520). At this point no explanation can be given for
thls departure from the general trend.

-,
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Table 3-5

‘Career Lengths and Recidivism Rates for Each Age of Onset Group

: Average Number of Yearly Rate.
Age of Qnset Referrals in Career of Recidivism*

7 4.64 0.35

8 5.15- 044

9 448 041
10 - 444 0.46
11 -4.05 047
12 375 ' 0.50
12 318 048
14 271 049
15 2:16 046
16._ 163 042
17 122 044

* Defined as the average number of subsequérit referrals (the average number of referrals after the
onset of the career) per year.

for index property offenses: Although the likelihood that a career contained a nonindex delinquent
-offense-also lessened with age of onset, the relative variations were far less than found in either the
generally more serious index property or index wiiolent;cajcgqrigs. In comparison, the variations in.
the proportions of careers which contained a status offense varied little over age of onset groups.

Similar patterns were observed when male and female careers were studied écparatcly. The
probability.that the careers of both males and females contained a referral for-an index violent.

~ offénse decreased substantially with increasing age of onset. A similar-pattern was found for index
‘property offenses in both male and female careers and for nonindex delir uent offenses in male
careers. The likelihood of a female career containing a nonindex delinquent offense decreased only-
slightly with age of onset. The pattern of status offense careers, however, showed little consistent
change with increasing age of onset for both males and females.

In summary, a youth’s likelihood of being referred to juvenile court for the first time
increased with age. The earlier a youth began a juvenile court career, the greater was the likelihood
that the career contairied a serious delinquent referral. However, the likelihood of a career

-containing a status offense was relatively independent of age of onset. A possible reason for this
finding may be that thé status offense category is so-heterogenéous that each offense must be studied
independently to find patterns of career development. It is known from national data that the
number of referrals to juverile court for running away and truancy peak at an earlier age than
referrals for underage liquor law violations (Snyder, Finnegan, Nimick, Sickmund, Sullivan, and
Tierney, 1987). It may be that the leveling of status offense proportions is a result of the growth and
decline-with age of various-individual status offense behaviors.
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11

13
14
15
16
17
All Careers

Male:

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1
All Male Careers

Female

7

8

9

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

All Female Careers

Table 3-6

Proportion of Careers Containing a Specific Offensé Typé

In Each Age of Onset Group
Index Indéx.
Violent ‘Property
88% 70.4%
138 732
103 731
103 77.6
87 779
72 759
66. 69.1
50 615
a3 52.6
31 2.7
25 333
4.7% -~53.1%
'99% 72.0%
152 7438
116 752
120 719
107 7.6
96 772
91 71.5
70 64.1
5.7 539
35 421
32 314
62% 53.4%
26% 61.0%
4.7 63.3
35 72.6
25 76.3
25 78.7
20 73.0
21 64.7
15 57.1
15 50.0
10 442
08 383
14% 52.4%

4 d A s sttt s o

Nornindex
mA ling'ug ncy

59.0%
63.7
628.
58.8
534
52.6
510
492
462
433
382
46.4%

-62.8%
68.0
67.6

-65.0
609
614

-62.0
59.5
54
50.0
42.0
53.9%

37.7%
359
376
313
305
328
31.2
310
28.0 -
279
284
29.5%

Status

41.3%
40:2
382
36.0
379
39.7
418
42.7
418
387
36.5
39.6%

41.1%
404
383
35.7

387 -

398
397
409
39.8
375
361
38.5%

42.9%
391
376
311
35.5
394
45.5
40.2
45.7
375
42.3%

3




" Recidivism

‘fh¢ majority of youth referred to the juvenile courts were referred only once. Tables 37,3-
8A and 3-8B display the career lengths of thé youth'in this study in tefms of the number of referrals.
in their careers. The court careers of 59 percent 6f youth endéd with the first ref~ ral. ‘The other 41
-percent recidivated at least once before their eighteenth birthday. These careers ¢ 1tained from two:
to over fifty referrals. Males were more likely to récidivate than females. Forty-six » ‘reent of all male

- careers contained more than one court referral compared to only 29 percent of female careers.

Recidivism was telated to the.nature of the first referral. Table 3-9 shows the percentage of
youth who récidivated-after a first referral for a specific offense. In'terms of the four general offense
categories, youth first referred for an index violent offerise were the most likely to recidivate,
paralleling the findings of Wolfgang et al: (1972). ‘Youth first referred for a status offense were the
least likely to recidivate. But the percentage of recidivists varied little across these general offense
categories. ‘In fact, the range across the four general offens¢ categories is much smaller than the
:range within categories. Focusing, therefore, on the more detailed offense catégories; youth were

-~ Table 3-7-

Distribution of the Total Number of Referrals in Cout Careers

Maricopa Utsh Combined
‘Number of Referrals Number % Number % Number %
1 21,643 615 19,248 56.1 40,891  58.8
2 5,900 16.8 5866 171 11,766 169
3 2,645 75 2,828 82 5,473 7.9
4 1471 42 1,7 52 3248 47
5 914 26 1,159 34 2,073 3.0
6 620 18 776 23 1396 20
7 476 14 575 1.7 1,051 1.5
8 333 0.9 428 12 761 1.1
9 270 08 34 10 604 09
10 206 ‘0.6 263 08 469 0.7
11 145 04 209 0.6 354 05 -
12 111 03 142 04 253 04
13 98 03 128 04 226 03
14 80 02 108 . 03 18 03
15 o 69 02 ) 02 146 0.2
16 41 0.1 57 02 98 0.1
17 34 0.1 59 02 93 0.1
18 26 0.1 47 0.1 73 0.1
19 22 0.1 36 0.1 58 0.1
20: 12 0.0 32 0.1 44 0.1
2130 55 0.2 141 04 196 0.3
31-40 2 00 34 01 36 01
40-50. 1 00 5 00 6 00
over 50: 0 00 1 0.0 1 0.0
TOTAL 35,174  100.0 34,330 1000 69,504 100.0
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most hkely to recidivate if their first referral was for burglary, truancy, mcomgrbxhty, arson, motor
vehicle theft, and robbery Youth least likely to recidivate were those first referred for murder, status
liquor {aw violations, running away, public order offenses, and shophftmg These patterns of high and
low. recidivism probabilities were reflected in both jurisdictions and in both the male and female
-cohorts (see Tables 3-10A and- 3-10B)

The nature of rec1dmsm also varied with the nature of the first referral (see Table 3-11).
The most likely to be referred for a subsequent index violent offense were those youtk: whose first
referral was for robbery, over half of these youth recidivated and nearly.one-quarter of those who
recidivated were referred sometime later i in their careers for another index violent offense. Next to
robbery, those youth most likely-to be referred for a subsequent index violent offense were those
whose first referral was for arson,- aggravated assault, or burglary. 'I'he least likely to be referred for a
subsequent index violent offense were youth first referred for status liquor law violations, public
order offenses, truancy, crug law violations, anu shoplifting. In this sense the nature of the first
referral can be used as a predictor of future index violent referrals.

Table 3-8A

Distribution of the Total Number.of Referrals in‘Male Court Careers

. Marleopa Utah Combined
Number of Referrals Number %- Number % Number %
1 13,390 551 12509 521 25899 536
2 4411 182 4165 174 8576 178
3 2,125 . 87 2,084 8.7 4,209 8.7
4 1,230 5.1 1,346 5.6 2576 53
S 780 32 919 38 1,699 35
6 555 23 648 27 1,203 25
7 412 17 486 2.0 898 19
8 303 12 358 1.5 661 14
9 251 1.0 283 12 534 11
10 176 0.7 225 09 401 0.8
11 138 0.6 192 0.8 330 0.7
12 100 04. 127 0.5 227 0.5
13 91 04 114 0.5 205. 04
14 78 0.3 97 04 175 04
15 65 03 74 03 139 03
16 39 0.2 53 0.2 92 0.2
17 32 0.1 51 02 83 02
18 26 01 43 02 69 0.1
19 20 0.1 34 0.1 54 0.1
20 10 0.0 3 0.1 : 41 0.1
21-30° 55 0.2 139 0.6 194 04
'31-40 2 0.0 34 0.1 36 0:1
41-50 1 0.0 5 0.0 -6 0.0
over 50- 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0
TOTAL 24,293 1000 24,018 100.0 438311 1000
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Future court referrals for an index property offense were equally likely for youth whose first
referral was for an index property or an index violent offense. Youth most likely to return to court
charged with an index property offenze were Yyouth first referred for burglary, arson, motor vehicle
theft, robbéiy, and other larceny offenses. Thosé least likely to return for an index property offense
were youth whose first referral was for status liquor-law violations, public order offenses, running
away, drug law violations, and shoplifting. Youtt initially charged with running away, truancy,
incorrigibility, and status liquor law violations were the most likely to return for a status offerise.
Youth first charged with any of the nonindex delinquent offenses were most likély to return charged
with offenses within this category. In fact, first referral index violent offenders were the only group
‘whose most likely subséquent offense was not within the same general category, although they were
ihe most likely group to return for-an index violerit offense. In ali, these data indicate some
specialization within the juvenile court careers. (Specialization will be investigated in more detail latér
in this work.)

Table 3-8B

Dis*ribution of the Total Number of Referrals in Female Court Careers.

‘Maricopa ~ Utah Combined
Number of Referrals Mumber %  Number %  Number %
1 8,253 758 6,739 654 14992 .7
2 1,489 137 1,701 165 3,190 150
3 520 48 744 72 1264 60
4 241 22 431 42 672 32
S 134 12 240 23 374 18
6 65 06 128 12 193 09
7 64 06 89 09 153 0.7
8 30 03 70 0.7 100 05
9 19 02 51 05 70 03
10 30 03 38 04 68 03
11 7 01 17 02 34 02
12 11 0.1 15 0.1 26 01
13 7 01 14 - 01 21 0.1
14 2 0.0 11 0.1 13 01
15 1 0.0 3 .00 4 0.0
16 2 00 4 0.0 6 00
17 2 00 8 0.0 10 00
18 0 00 4 0.0 4 0.0
19 2 00 2 0.0 4 00
20 2 00 1 0.0 3 0.0
21-30 0 00 2 0.0 2 0.0

TOTAL 10,881 1900 10,312 1000 21,193 1000
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“Tables 3-12A and 3-12B show that these general patterns were reflected in both the male
and female cohorts, with some minor exceptions. Compared to males, only a very small percentage of
females returned to court charged with an index violent offense, except those whose first referral was
for an index violent offense. If a female’s first referral was for an index violent offense, she was about
as likely-as a male to récidivate within this general offense category.

The probability of recidivating varied with the extent of the youth's prior court history. The
probability of a future, eferral increased with the number of prior referrals in the career until about
the fifth referral and rémained relatively constant at this high level thereafter (see Figure 3-1). This
pattern was generally the same for males and females (see Figure 5-2). Wolfgang et al. (1972) found

O

'I,‘able 39

Recidivism Probabilities at First Referral
(Percentage of Youth that Recidivated)

First Re iense Maricopa Utah "‘Combined
INDEX VIOLENT 454% 47.8% 46.2%.
Murder 11.1 40.0 214
Forcible rape 385 479 4.6
Robbery 493 523 50.5
Aggravated assault 4.1 4.7 443
INDEX PROPERTY 403 46.2 2.7
‘Burglary 55.0 639 57.6
Larceny-theft 358 431 389 : L
Shoplifting 303 394 343 :
Other larceny - 46.5 51.6 48.6
Motor vehicle theft 50.1 524 514
Arson 53¢ 489 53.1
NONINDEX-DELINQUENCY 38.5 43.1 411
Person. 434 45.7 44
Property ) 41.1 519 462 -
Drugs 354 46.5 409 -
Public order 325 349 34.2 ‘
-STATUS 336 420 384 1
Running away 34.1 285 321
Truancy 59.6 56.1 56.7
Incorrigibility 60.5° 55.0 556
‘Liquor offenses 240 339 30.0
Curfew 388 4.1 403"

ALL CAREERS 385 439 412
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Tabje 3-10A

Recidivism Probabilities at First Referral for Males
(Percentage of Youth that Recidivated)

INDEX VIOLENT 47.4% 47.4% 474%
Murder . 125 40.0- 231
Forcible rape 385 468 438
Robbery 504 527 51.1
Aggravated assault 46.8 44 46.1

f & _ INDEXPROPERTY 489 536 508
& : Burglary 571 65.7 59.7
Larceny-theft 452 510 478

Shoplifting 403 48.5 4.1

Other larceny 509 . 446 524

Motor vehicle theft 523 54.5 53.5

Arson 575 55.3. 571

NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 424 45.1 439

-Person - 464 478 470

Property 453 549 499

Drugs 390 489 4.0

Public.order 357 36.0 359

STATUS ) 384 45.1 439
Running away 432 240 36.1
Truancy 664 65.6 65.8
Incorrigibility 69.1 585 59.5
Liquor-offenses 279 374 336
Curfew 436 49.7 452

ALL CAREERS 49 479 464

nearly identical recidivism patterns for males in the Philadelphia birth cohort study. Blumstein,
Farrington, and Moitra (1985) argued that this pattern was actually a combination of two offender
types. They labeled these types as the desisters (those with a relatively low-recidivism probability of 35
‘percent) and the persisters (those with a recidivism probability of 80 percent). They argued that the
fise in.the observed recidivism probabilities at each contact point reflects the changing composition of
‘the offenders at each stage of involvement, with the desisters stopping relatively early, thus leaving a
residue composed increasingly of the high-recidivism persisters. This argument parsimoniously
explains both the increasing probability of recidivating for the first several referrals and the relatively
constant recidivism probability thereafter.
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Table 3-10B

Recidivism Probabilities at First Referral for Females
(Percentage of Youth that Recidivated)

First Referral Offense "Maricopa Utah Combined

INDEX VIOLENT 31.5% 514% 37.2%
Murder 0.0 0.0 00 ~
Forcible-rape 0.0 100.0 100.0
Robbery 414 60.0 462
Aggravated assault 274 46.2 33.0

INDEX PROPERTY 231 314 265
-Burglary 371 489 40.2
Larceny-theft 219 30.0- 252

Shoplifting 21.1 288 24.3
Other larceny 264 3711 30.6
Motor vehicle theft 333 46.0 42.7
Arson 276 143 265

‘NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 24.1 34.1 29.2
‘Person 324 40.6 36.7
Property 212 342 26.8
Drugs 24.7 392 319
Public order 233 29.0 26.8

STATUS 260 379 329
Running away 282 317 294
Truancy -49.4 49.5 49.5
Incorrigibility 51:6 -50.2 504
Liquor offenses 151 26.6 22.3
Curfew 26.5 343 292

ALL CAREERS 242 - 346 293

This finding has had a dramatic effect on/ou: nation’s juvenile justice policy. Many courts
wait until youth have, as a result of long referral }nstorles, proven themselves to be chronic offenders
before they feel confident in substantlally incressiilg the level of sanctions, both in terms of severity
and cost. If these youth could be identified ea/lier in their careers, the juvenile justice system could
overcome the delay in.imposing these sanctions, utilize its limited resources more efficiently, and
_provide increased protection to the community. But the system must wait f~- the youth to recldlvate
again and again before this identification can be made. Or does it?
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Table 3-11

Relationship Between Nature of the First Referral

The notions of the chronic offender and the persister/desister are based on recidivism
Datterns that do not take into account the artificial truncation of the officially recorded law violations
that result from studying oily juvenile records: Many youth who appear to desist from delinquent
activity simply age out of the juvenile justice system, while continuing to be involved in law-violating
behavior. Consequenuy, the general decline with; age in the probzi ity of recidivating (returning to
juvenile court) is greatly affected by the fact that older youth have correspondingly less time
remaining-in their period-at risk for referral to juvenile court. For example, while 14-year-olds were
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and Nature of Future Referrals
. Percentage of Careers Containing a
Percentage Future Referral for Each Offense Type
‘ that Index Index Nonindex '
‘First Referral Offerise Recidivated Violent Property ‘Delinquency Status
INDEX VIOLENT 462 92 255 289 174
‘Murder 214 7.1 7.1 143 14.3
Foicible rape 44.6 54 23.0 284 17.6
Robbery : 505 124 314 29.7 16.8
- Aggravated-assault 43 7.7 224 288 178
INDEX PROPERTY 4.7 4.1 268 249 186
‘Burglary 57.6 71 400 348 237
“Larceny-theft: 389 34 234 223 172
Shoplifting 343 25 20.1 189 15.1
Other larceny-theft 486 51 304 293 215
‘Motor vehicle theft 514 43 339 318 233
Arson 531 9.0. 375 326- 226
‘NO}JINDEX DELINQUENCY 411 30 20.5 26.1 189
Person 444 5.0 234 280 185 -
Property 46.2 37 264 299 211
Drugs 409 22 17.7 242 208
Public O:der 342 20 14.2 220 157
STATUS 384 19 158 199 241
. Running-away 321 21 17.0 16.0 214
‘Truancy 56.7 29 258 335 36.2
Incorrigibility- 556 26 235 29.6 409
Liquor offerisés 300 09 8.7 145 174
Curfew.violations 403 29 190 - 21.7 213
ALL CAREERS 412 33 220 24.1 20.1
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Eirst Referral Offense

~ INDEX VIOLENT

Murder

-Forcible rape
Robbery
Aggravatcd assault

INDEX PROPERTY
‘Larceny-theft
‘Shoplifting
‘Other larceny-theft
Motor vehicle theft
Arson

:NONINDEX DELINQUENCY

Person
Property
‘Drugs
Public Order

STATUS
Running away
“Truancy-
Incomgiblhty
Liquor offenses
Curfew violations

" ALL CAREERS

more than twice as likely as 17-year-olds to return to juvenile court (sec Figure 3-3), they. also had an-
average 2.5 years to recidivate compared to only 6 months for 17-year-olds, given that ]uvemle court
jurisdiction in these courts ended at age 18 Therefore, any stiidy of the impact of prior referrals on
juvenile arrest or recidivism patterns must incorporate the youth’s age or (mofre specifically) time at

risk-as a juvenile.

Table 3-12A

Relationship Between Nature of Firs! Referral

and Nature of Future Referrals for Males

Percentage
that-

Ret;idivated

474
231
438
51.0
46.1

508
59.6
411"
441
524
535
571

439
470
499
439
359

2.1
36.1
658
59.6
336
452

46.4

Index
Violent

93
7.7
35
123
79

5T
7.6
50
43
59
21
9.5

3s
59
42
27
21

28
41
59
41
12
37

43

Percentage of Careers Containing a
- Future Referral for Each Offense 'l'ype

Index
Property

270

yN)
233
329
239

331
415
300
213
334
366
413

226
251
292
201
153

187
236
387
290
100
218

26.1

‘Nonindex
_Iﬁ)elmvgg. ency

299
154
288
29.0
309

316
367
29.7
215
325
338
353

289
313
33.0-
273
239

239
213
444
349
174
262

289

Status

179
154

164 -

164
192

20
245
211
194
232
230.

201
193
227
220
164

250
217
21
422
18.7

22
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Table 3-12B

Relationship Between Nature of First Referral
and Nature of Future Referrals for Females

Percentage of Careers Containing &

Percentage . Future Referral for Each Offense Type

. that Index Index ‘Nonindex
.- -First Referral Offense Recidivated Violent Property Delinquency Status
" INDEX VIOLENT 3712 35 14.0 217 132

Murder . . . . .

~ Forcible rape - - - - -
< Robbery. 462 128 179 359 205
; Aggravated assault. 330 .68 125 159 9.1
INDEX PROPERTY 265 09 14.1 11.6 119
Burglary - 402 32 26.5 192 17.0
" Larcény-theft 252 07 132 10.7 112
o Shoplifting 243 0.7 12.7- 102 108
"~ Ofher larceny-theft 306 09 159 138 137
« Motor vehicle theft 427 0.7 24 234 2438
"~ Arson 250 56 111 139 1.1
~ *.;NONINDEX DELINQUENCY 292 12 118 146 14.1
? Person- 367 23 180 178 15.7
- Property 268 08 118 140 128
Drugs 319 05- 106 149 171
. Public Ordet 268 14 ‘97 13:6 129
. STATUS 329 05 iLs 140 238
=" Running away 294 08 127 126 212
: Truancy 495 0.6 15:8 25.0 317
A Incorrigibility 504 05 161 25 392
¥ -~ Liquor offenses 223 0.1 5.8 82 14.6
© " -Curfewviolations 292 1.0 127 113. 169
>~ ALL CAREERS 293 89 128 131 161

Table 3-13 presents the probability Qf.rccidivatfng at each referral point controlling for the
age at refe’rral.‘"Wolfgang et al. (1972) labeled those with five'or more referrals, or more specifically

* The proper interpretation 6.:ti.é figures in Table 3-13 may be helped by a few examples. Seventy-
seven percent of all youth whose second referral occurred at age 14 recidivated. 'Eighty-qne percent
of males whose second referral.occurred at age 14 recidivated, compared to 67, percent of females.
Fifty-nine percent of all youth with two referrals recidivated. Seventy percent of all youth referred at
P age 14 recidivated..
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Figure 3-3
Percentage of Youth That Recidivated:
In Each Age Group
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those with more than a 72 peréent probability of recidivating, as chronic offenders. Using this

standard, youth falling into 53 out of the 72 cells presenited in Table 3-13 are chronic offenders. For

example, the recidivism probabilities of all youth below the age of 16 with two referrals ranged from-

“75 to 86 percent. In fact the only youth who were likely to desist (i.c., those with less than a 50 :
percent recidivism probability) were 15- and 16- year-olds referred for the first time and most-17- »
year-olds. Obviously this doés not imply that the younger juveniles were more likely to continue their :
involvement ifi law-violating behavior. The lower juvenile recidivism rates for the older youth are a

:direct consequence of their aging out of the juvenile, into the adult, justice system. Therefore,

-conclusions based on a composite distribution of recidivism probabilities which ignores age effects,

such as Wolfgang’s chronic offender ciirve, distort the reality of delinquent-careers.

Direct comparison across age groups are also somewhat misleading because of the differing
time periods they have remaining in their juvenile careers. To control in part for.the biasing impact
of age on the probability of subseguent juvenile court referral, the probabilities that youth woild
return to the juvenile court within a two year peried (instead of until their eighteenth birthday) were.
-developed (se¢ Table 3-14). - Even after adding this restriction it is unfair to compare.the recidivism
probabilities of those 15 and below with those 16 and above because of the limited time the older
youth were at risk of juvenile court referral. However, it does permit stra;ghtforward comparisons of

those in the under 16 age categories. As Table 3-14 shows, within the 10- to 15-year-old age groups

.
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#

Ageat

~ \Bgferral

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17

: All’Ages

10
11
»
13
14
15
16
17

All'Ages

10
1
12
B
14
15
16
17

All-Ages

~ * ‘Based on less than 50 observations per cell.

-~ Less than 20 observations per cell.

Table 3-13

Percentage of Youth That Recidivated at Each Referral Point-

Controlling for Age at Referral

Number of Court Referrals---

61%

59%.

57%
53%
45%
33%
16%

41%

65%
66%
65%

64%

52%
39%
18%

46%

45%
44%
45%
43%
39%
32%
21%

9%

29%

84%
-85%"

83%
82%
77%
69%
55%
27%

59%

86%

86%:

84%
85%

81%

5%
30%

62%

*68%:

82%
76%
74%
67%
54%
38%
17%

49%

3 4 5 6 7 8 9

9%% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 95%
9% 92% 98% 9% 9% 9% 100%
89% 91% 98% 95% 98% 96% 98%
N% 9% 95% 9% 9% 9B% 98%
8% 9% RN% 9% 9% 9% 95%
80% 84% 89% 8% 91% 93% N%
8% 3% 7% 81% 8% 8% 86%
%% 41% 45% 8% 50% S53% 51%

67% MN% 4% 1% 1% 9% 79%
Males 7

9%5% 9% 9% 96% *96% *93% *95%
91% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% *100%
0% 98% 98% 95% 98% 91%_ 91%
9% 95% 95% 9% 9% 98% 9%
N% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 96%
8% 8% N% N% 9% 94% 94%
N% 6% 80% 8% 84% 8% 8%
% 2% 6% 4% 55% 55% 52%

0% 73% 116% 8% 8% 80% 19%
Females

*87% - - - - - -
8% 9% - - - = -
8% 84% 9% 9% *N% - -
4% 81% 83% 81% 86% 8% *81%
6% MN% 715% 16% 6% 8% 80%
51% S51% S52% 61% 66% 69% 11%:

2% 26% 30% 44% 37% 38% 44%
8% 61% 6% TN% 170% TN% 13%

33 4%

Across

Al
Referral
Points

71%
7%
72%
3%
70%
66%
54%
30%

56%

5%
1%
8%
9%
%
2%
60%
33%

61%

49%
52%
55%
57%
54%
46%
32%
15%

40%




Table 3-14

Percéntage of Youth That Recidivated Within Two Years at Eac} Referral Point
Controlling for Age at Referral

Across
. . ) All
X ] Ageat : ~---Number of Court Referrals reomees Referral
E Referral 1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Points
10 5% 55% 1% 8% 91% 93% *80% *90% *95% 41%
1 29% 60% 7% 83% 8% 94% 95% 88% 7% 41%
; 12 3% 6% 6% 8% 93% 90% 91% _ 95% 95% 55%:
b 13 41% % 81% 8% 9% 953% 9B% 94% 95% 61%
o 14 B% 6% % 8% 8% 0% 953% 91% RN% 63%
15 QL% 6% 1% &% 8% 8% N% 9% 9N2% 63%
Males
10 21% 51% 19% 8% 91% 93% *82% *90% *95%. 45%
11 31% 61% 16% 84% 89% 93% 94% 88% *97%  51%
- 12 9% 66% 6% 9% 9B3% 92% 91% 96% 95% 59% -
13 % 2% 8% 90% 9% 93% 95% 95% 96% 66%
14 8V% N%B 8% 8% K% 92% 95% 94% 94% 68%
-15 B/% N% 81% 8% 9% 9% R% 93% 93% .69%
Females
5 10 16% *31% - - -- - - = - 20%
. 1 20% 54% *81% = - - - ] - 30%
2 - 2% 6% 81% 80% - - - - = 39%
13 4% 66% 15% 8% 91% 91% *82% *93% -  48%
14 4% 62% 0% 1% 9% -82% 8% 11% *83% 48%
15 29% 51% 63% 69% 3% 4% 4% 81% 80% 44%

* Baseéd on les: than 50 observations pér cell.

-- Less than 20 obsérvations.per cell.




the probability of recidivating within two years increased with age. Fifteen-years-olds were more
likely to recidivate within the following two year period-than were 10-year-olds (63 compared to 41
percent recidivism rates); while, as Table 3-13 shows, their probabilities of returning to juvenile court
at anytime in the future were more equal (71 compared to 66 percent).. But applying the Wolfgang et
al deﬁmtlon ‘of a chronic offender (a 72 percent probability of recidivating) to the two-year
recrdxvnsm time period, the data clearly show that youth referred to juvenile court for a third time
before thcrr sixteenth birthday could be classified as chronic offenders. Even those with two referrals
nearly fnade the cut.
- ‘What are the implications of these findings for. the juvenile court? First, the recidivism
probabilities of most youth who come béfore the juvenile court for a second or, éspécially, a third
time are very lugh - at the chronic offender- level. These data show that this is true for those under
'sixteen years of age and would probably be true for older youth if réferrals to the adult-system could
be mcluded If a court kriows that it is likely to handle a youth again and again, the court should not
delay in providing interventions and sanctions. In many court systéms dispositions progress in
severity and cost in small steps. But’ if a court adopts the position early in a career that a youth is
likely to consume much more court time and resources and to continue the law-violating behavior,
the progression in d18p051t10n severity could be accelerated. Earlier substantial involvement in the
court careers of both yoiing and old offenders should-present the best opportunity.for ir fhiencing
future bchavwr by dealing with youth who are more amenable to juvenile court treatment.

'leng versus Short Careers

1In the 1945 Phrladelphra cohort 18 percent of the males arrested (those with five or more
arrésts).were responsible for over 50 percent of all arrests. The court data also indicate that asmall
percent of youth were responsﬂ)le for.a large proportion of the court activity. Sixteen percent of all
youth refeired, those with four or more referrals in their careers, generated 51 percent of all the
juvenile court cases. In other words, one-sixth of all youth referred were involved in more than one-
half of all the courts’ delinquency.and status offense referrals. Males were.far.more likely to have
careers with four or more referrals than were females. The 20 percent ¢ of all male careers that
contamed four or more referrals were responsible for-56 percent of all male referrals. In comparison,
only 8 percent of all females referred had four or more referrals but-they were responsible for.29
percentof all female referrals For females the 29 percent that- rec1d1vated (those with more than one
ret'erral in their court career) were responsible for 58 percent of all female referrals.

If the caféteria modél of delinquent behavior were correct, if youth commit a wide range of
law-violating behavior in no partlcular pattern, then shoit careers should contain the same types of
offenses as long careers. If the ¢afeteria model accurately reflects the behavxor of youth then youth
with four or:more ret'erralswhould be expected to generate 51 percent of the cases in each offense
group. Howéver, there were clear variations from this pattern (see Table 3-15). 5 YoutH with four or
more referrals in their careers were responsxble for a disproportionate number of cases involving a
charge of motor vehicle theft (70 percent), robbery (67 percent), burglary (66 percent), rape (64
percent), murder (61 percént), and aggravated assault (61 percent) and less responsible for cases
involving a shoplifting charge (31 percent) or a statu< liquor law violation (40 percent).

STt is helpful in.studying this table to use the 51 percent point as a benchmark to assess which offense
categorics were more or less likely to be found in short and iong careers.
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Table 3-15
Proportion of All Referrals Génerated by Youth with Four or More Referrals

Maricopa Utah Combined

ALL CASES. ) 45.7% 54.8% 50.8%
INDEX VIOLENT CASES 614 676 633
Murder & non-negligent manslaughter 544 27 61.1
Forcible rapé 59.4 68.3 643
Robbery 643 721 66.7
Aggravated assault. 59.8 63.7 60.9
- INDEX PROPERTY CASES- 443 56.5 50.1
Burglary : 610 749 65.8
Larceny-theft 359 484 417
~Shoplifting 25.8 378 314
-Other larceny-theft 49.0 619 55.1
Motor vehicle-theft 62.2 753 703
Arson 49.8 59.0 515
NONINDEX DELINQUENCY CASES 74 556 52.2
Person 489 54.8 51.6
Property 433 56.2 50.1
Drugs 439 58.0 516
Public.Order 54.1 54.6 544
. STATUS CASES 42.6 515 43.1
Running away 45.1 545 488
Truancy 49.2 539 532
Incorrigibility 68.2 585 59.6

Liquor offenses 303 449 400 -
Curfew violation 48.1 542 50.0

Differences in the content of short versus long careers are evidence against the cafeteria
model of delinquent behavior. The nature of a juvenile’s delinquent career.is related to its length.
The finding that longer careers contained a larger proportion of serious offenses is consistent with a
developmerital model of career progression, although:this finding alone is not sufficient evidénce to
support the model. (A developmental model would also predict that within a career the probability
- -of serious offending increases with.referral number: The sequentialordering of offenses Withiii a:
career will. bé studied in the next chapter.)




Conclusions : o
: = One-thlrd of all youth in the birth cohort were referred to juvenile court at least once before
LT their clghteenth birthday for a delinquent or status offense. More specifically;:nearly one-half of all
males and one-fifth of all femalés in the birth cohort had a delinquent or status offense record with
the juvenile courts in tlus study. Only 5 percent of all juvenile court careers contained a referral for
an index violent offense, about half of all careers contained a referral for an index property offense,
-and nearly 40 percent of all careers contained a status offense referral. If ayouth recidivated, he or
: she was most likely to return to court for a similar. offense. The only exception was youth whose first
g referral was for the relatively rare index violent offense; these youth were most likely to return
charged thh an index property.offense, but the most likely of all first referral groups to have another
index vnolcnt offense in their careers. These findings indicate that juvemle court careers reflect a
degree.of specialization in law-violating behavior.
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The probability of | beginning a juvenile-court career increased with age throughout the
juvenile years for males and peaked at age 16 for females. Most court careers ended with the first
referral, but about 4 of every 10 youth recidivated. Youth who began their careers at younger ages
had careers containing a larger-number of referrals and a higher percentage. of serious offenses. The
larger mimber of referrals for these youth appears to be the direct result of having more time at risk
of juvenile court referral and not that they were more cnmmally active, since the yearly rates of
referral were.constant across all age ot' onset groups.

The recidivism probabilities were extremely high for most youth with two or more referrals
.In fact, recidivism probabilities were in the "chronic offender" range for all.youth below the age of 16
who had at least one prior referral to juvenile court. This rugh level of recidivism is emphasized by
the ﬁndmg that the only youth whe were likely to-desist (i.c., recidivism probabilities less than 50
‘percent) were 15- and 16-year olds referred for the first time and most 17-year-olds. Therefore,
juvenile court personnel can be reasonably certain that most of the younger youth they process,
regardless of the youth’s number. of prior referrals, will return to the juvenile court.

The higher percentage of serious offenses+in the longer careers supports a developmental
_model of delinquent behavior. As other studies have found, a smail percentage of youth were
responsnble for a majority of the ofﬁclally recognized law-violations. In the junsdlctxons under study,
one-sixth of all youth referred (those with 4 or more court referrals) were involved in over half of all
juvemle court cases. These offeriders were also disproportionately responsnble for the motor vehicle
theft, robbery, burgiary, rape, murder, and aggravated assault cases handled by the courts.
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Chapter 4

Development of Juvenile Court Careers

A frustration in working with large longitudinal data bases is the inability of available

“Statistical techniques'to handle the interrelationships of the various components of a career

simultaneously. When reviewing the court history of a single youth, his or her court referrals (their

-characteristics, order and timing) can be assimilated to develop a detailed picture of this court career.

But transferring this approach to the study of a large niimber of careers so that generalizations can be
developed is, as Bursik (1980) points out, far from a clean process and loses the rich flavor of the case
study. ‘Instead those who work with jarge numbers of case histories are forced to study various

-aspects of a career indepéndently. These results can be combined-into a composite picture, but the

researcher (and the reader) is often left wishing that more satisfactory téchniques were available..

In this section various dimensions of a court career will be studied. The analyses will address
the following questions:

Did the reasons for referral to juvenile court'charige as the career developed? Were
offenses referred early in a court.career different from those later in the career? Did
‘the Likclihood'of an index violent referral increase as the career.progressed?

Is there any indication of specialization within a career? Did youth tend to commit
the.same.types of offenses.or is a cafeteria model of law-violating indicated?

Is the likelihood of a court referral for a specific offense affected by the number of
prior court referrals in a career? For example, is a youth with four prior referrals
(regardless of the actual nature of these referrals) more likely to be referred next for
an index violent offense than a youth with only one prior referral?

If a violent offense referral was part of a career, did the first violent offense occur
early or late in-the career or was there no pattein?
Offense Progression in Juvenile Court.Careers
To study offense progressions in delinquent careers, Wolfgang et al. (1972) calculated the

conditional probabilities that a youth arresied at time k-1 would be rearrested at time k for a specific
offense or would desist from further arrests (see Table 4-1). Regression equations predicting offense-

‘specific. conditional probabilities (for the second through fifteenth oifense) were developed using-

offense number as'the indepeiident variable. Results showed that the actual regression slopes were
small compared to the absolute magnitudes of the conditional probabilities, but the overall
probability of rearrect did increase significantly with the numbér-of prior réferrals. Within specific
offense categories the probabilities of arrest for an injury (primarily index violent), theft or damage
(together primarily index property) offense did.not incréase with the length of the youth’s prior arrest
record, while the arrest probabilities for a nonindex offense or a combination (more.than one indéx
or an indexdnd nonindex) offerse did. Wolfgang et al. concluded that, because of the "near-zero

-regression coefficients," the probability of committing-ary specific type of oiiénse was virtually
-unchanged from the second to the fifteenth arrest.
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Numbeér of

Offenses  Nonindex Injury  Theft ~ Damage  Combination  Offenses

0576
0458
0499
0503
0668
0622
0796
0734
0887
0622
1022
0952
0937
127
0921

AR oS vomua e wN =

Offense
Nonindex
Injury

Theft -
Damage
Combination
All Offenses-

Tabie 4-1

Conditionzl Probability of Committing a Kth Offense by Type of Offense
Given that'a Youth Committed a K-1 Offense

(Abstracted from Delinquency in a Birth Cohort, p. 162)

6547
3430
4044
4439
4320
4705
4409
4511
4787
4489
4624

- 4830
4068

5233

4474

of Conditional Probabilities with Referral Number

0760
0455
0483
0736
0657

0526

0925
0815
0887
111
0645

.0816.

0593
1163
0263

1393
079
1246
1238
1313
1435
1398
1440
1241
1956
1559
0884
1441
0814
1316

Probability

0725
0222
0236
0248
0264
0128
0387
{0163
0177
L0089
0054

- 0544

0254
0349
.0000

LI IA LI Al ] ]

Results of Regression Analyses

Average

Conditional
Probability

04454
0.0720
0.1291
00222
00778
0.7466

Slope

0.00593
0.00133
0.00065

-0.00019
0.00485
0.01257

Pearson

Qbrre‘latipn

0.5847
0.2188
0.0879
-0.0571
0.8651
0.6210

All

5359
6508
7164
7222
7416
7915
7663
1979
8267
7904
8026
7288
8838
6974

Significance
Level
0.028
0.452
0.765
0.846,
0.000
0.018




Wolfgang et al. ended their analyses of conditional probabilities of arrest by statirig:

- The probability of committing an offense, when classified by type, changed very
little over offense number. The variations in the probability distributions by offense
type was surprisingly small.

This finding was unexpected, for one would thirk that, if more serious
offenses (index offenses) are likely to appear among the later offenses ina:
delinquent career, the probability distributions of property and bodily offenses
would shift noticeably as the number of offenses increases, thereby reflecting a
propensity toward the commission of more serious offenses. In she:t, one might
expect the probability of committing an index offense to increase more or less
directly with offense number. -Particularly for index ofenses such was not the case.
Thus, we may suggest that tais process which generates these offense-specific (by
type) probability distributions. sperates essentially in the same manner at each
offense number. This suggestion is an important ore, for, if it is true, we are
implying that the probability of being involved in a particular type of offensive
‘behavior is independent of the number of offenses that a juvenile has committed.
We may say simply, as an example, that a boy is 1o more likely at, say, the eleventh
offense to be involved in a violent:act than he was at the fifih. (pages 174-175)

In contrast, as the following will show, the patterns found in the juvenile court careers are what
Wol fgang et al. had expected. i

_ The 69,504 court careers were analyzed to investigate changes in the nature of referral
" .offense as a career lengthaned. Paralleling the Wolfgang et al. analyses, Table 4-2 reports (except for
the first referral) the conditional probability of being referred for.a kth referra! for a specific offense
given that the youth had been referred for a k-1 referral. (The fiist referral figures are'simply the
proportion of first referrals that fell into each offensé category.) Correlations of the overall (the
-compliment of desistance) and the offense-specific conditional probabilities with referral number
were developed. As with the arrest data, the overall probability of court referral (the compliment of
desist~nce) increased significantly with referral number; for example, a youth with five prior court
refefrals was nearly twice as likely to recidivate as a first-time offender. But unlike the arrest results,
the offense-specific conditional probabilities of recidivatirig increased significantly for each of the
three delinquency categories: index violent, index property and nonindex'de]”  2ncy: This pattern
was observed independently in both jurisdictions. In contrast, the probability of a status offense
referral did not increase with reférral number. However, a jurisdictional difference was observed; the
probability of a status offense referral did increase in Maricopa County but not in Utah, reflecting the
Utah court’s greater involvement with status offense behaviors throughout a career.*

The relative change in the cond:*'onal probabilities with increasing referrals was most

- dramatic for index violent offenses. A youth with cight prior referrals was more than 3 timeés as likely
to be referred for an index violent offense as was a youth with only one referral (0.0316 versus 0.0093)
and twice as likely as a youth with two prior referrals (0.0316 versus 0.0160). A youth with eight prior
referrals was about twice as likely to be referred for arindex property offense as was‘a youth with
only one referal (0.2801 versus 0.1479) but only 40 percent more likely than a youth with two prior
referrals (0.2801 versus 0.2040). In comparison, after th--second referral the probability that a youth
would be referred.for.a status offense remaine J-relatively constant. ‘

© Each analysis rcportcdrin this clﬁnpter included a test for jurisdictional differences. Qther than the
one noted here, no meaningful jurisdictional differences were found.
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Table 4-2

Conditicnal Probability of a Kth Court Referral by Type of Offense
Given that a Youth had a K-1 Referral: All Offenders

A 2= . -2-e-2----- Probability--
Referral “Index Index -Nonindex
Number Violent Property Delinquency Status: Desistance
1 10162: 4236 3029 2573
2 0093 .1479 1377 .1169 5883
3 0160 2040. 1952 1737 4112
4 0213 2336 2322 1880 3249
5 0228 2434 2545 .1938 2856
6 0236 2574 2748 .1890 2551
7 0274 2579 2941 .1900 2306
8 0298 :2691 2931 ;1823 2257
9 0316 .2801 2848 1925 2110
10 0341 2914 2844 1779 2123
EERRERRRERERERRRRRER
Results of Correélational Analyses _
of Conditional Probabilities with Referral Number (2-10)
Average o
- Conditional Pearson. Significance
ffense Probability Cotrelation Level
Index Violent 0.0240 09735 0.000
Index Property 0.2428 09211 0.000
Nonindex Delinquency 0.2501 0 8702 0. 002
Status ' 0.1782 0.5432 0.131
Desistance 0.3050 -0.8643 0.003-

A study of the actual magnitude of the condltlonal probabilities shows tht the likelihood of
a subsequent juvenile court referral for an index wolent offense was nevér very high. In fact, it was
the least probable of any of the five events under study. Even after nine previous ‘referrals.thé_odds

-that a youth would be referred for an index.violent-offense was: less than 1in-30. Throughout a court

career the most likely referrals were for either an index prope:ty or a nonmdex delmquency offense.
After a third referral the odds stayed about 1 in 4 that the youth would return charged with index
property. The same odds. heid for a nonindex delmquency offe:se. After the second referral the
odds of a youth being referred for a status offense stayed réiatively constant at about 1in S.
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Table 4-3-

Profile of the Types of Offenses Referred
at Each Referral Level: All Offenders

Number and Pereentage of Referrals in Each Offerise Category

Referral Index Index Nonindex ,
Number Violent Property Delinquency. Status Total
1 1,127 29,444 21,052 17,881 69,504
1.6% 42.4% 303% 2571% ..
2 643 10,277 9,569 8,124 28,613
22 359 334 284
3 457 5,836 5,585 4969 16,847
7 27 346 332 295 )
4 359 3,936 3912 3,167 11,374
7 . 32 346 344 278
- 5 259 2,768 2,895 2,204 8,126
: 32 34.1 356 271
6 192 2092 2233 1,536 6,053
32 346 369 254
7 166 1,561 1,780 1,150 4,657
36. 335 382 24.7
8 139 1,253 1,365 849 3,606
39 347 379: 235
9 114 1,161 1,027 694 2,845
4.0- 355 361 244
10 97 829 809 506 2,241
43 370 36.1 226

‘Homogeneity of Offense Distributions: All Offenders
-(First Versus Second to Ninth Versiis Tenth Referral)

~ “Transition- Significance -
Comparison Chi-square at 0.05 Level
1st-2nd 370.98 Yes
2nd-3rd 19.11 Yes
3rd-4th 14.16. Yes
4th-5th 338 No
Sth-6th 5.80 No
6th-7th 3.78 No.
7th-8th 255 No-
: ) 8th-9th : 2.15: " Neo
. - 9th-10th- 2.83 No

2 k 2 96
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Table 4-4A:

Conditional Probability of a Kth Court Referral by Type of Offense
Given that a Youth had a K-1 Referral: Male Offenders

- : . ~-Probability
e Referral Index Index Nonindex o
‘Number Violent Property Delinquency Status Desistance
1 0207 4072 3512 2209 -
2 0119 1737 1643 1140 5361
3 0185 2243 2107 .1638 3827
4 0244 2529 2427 1758 ...3042
5 0249 2624 2617 1834. 2676
6 0262 2736 2797 1795 2410
7 0291 2724. 2965 177% 2248
8 .0;‘13' -2&59 2933 1731 2164
9 0329 2959 2824 .1855 2033
10 0344 3058 2822 1714 2062
SEEERE LS REESE RS S
Results of Correlational Analyses
of Conditional Probabilitiés with Referral Number (2-10)
Average. )
) _ Conditional ‘Pearson- Significance
ffense Probability Correlation Level
Index-Violent 0.0260 -0.9285 0.000
Index Property 02603 -0.9216: 0.000
.Nonindex Délinquency 0. 2571 0.8494 0.000
Status 0. 1693 0.5946- 0. 091
Desistance 0.2869 -0. 8634~ 0. 003

To explore the changes in the nature of referrals with increasing- referral number-in more
detail, the differences between offense profiles within consecutive pairs of refer.al points were tested.
Table 4-3 represents the number and proportion of court referrals at each referral level- tliat fellinto
each of the four general offense categories. The profile of cases at the kth referral l"Vcl was
compared with profile of cases at the next (the k+1) level using the chi-square statistic to assess
changes in the offense profile with increasing referral number. The chi-square statistic shows that the
offense profiles did not differ significantly above the fourth referral, while first referrals dlffered from
second, second from third, and third from fourth. The trends seen within each category show a
-relatively consistent pattern. With i increasing referral number, the proportion of cases charged with.
an index violc it offense iticreases monotonically. After aninitial decline between the first and
second refcrrals, the proportion of index property cases remained relatlvely constant. The. proportion
of nonindeéx delinquency cases gradually increased with referral number, while status offénse
_proportions peaked at the third referral and gradually decreased thereafter. Index v:o!ent and
nonindex delinquent offenses made.up.a greater proportion of referrals for youth with 4 or more

:0‘ o e
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Table 4-4B

Conditional Probability of a Kth Referral by Type of Offense-
Given that a Youth had a K-1 Referral: Female Offenders

“eevees: o ---- Probability
Referral Index Index ‘Nonindex
Number Violent  -- -Property Délinquency Statis Desistance
1 0061 4610 1927 3402 e
2 0032 0890 0770 1234 7074
) 0068 1303 1390 2095 5144
4 0070 1451 1840 2441 4198
S 0109 1385 2152 2507 3847
6 0065 1516 2428 2512 3479
7 0143 1469 2753 2882 2753
8 0177 1319 2913 2579 3012
9 0197 1352 3070 2563 2817
10 0314 1451 3059 2431 2745
LTI PR PR T T P
. Results of Correlational Analyses o
of Condnional Piobabilities with Referrai Nurmber-(2:10)
_Average ) o
- Conditional -Pearson Significance
Offense Probability Correlation- Level:
Index Violeiit 0.0131 09109 0.001
Index Property -0.1348 0.5413. 0.132
‘Nonindéx Delinquency -0.2264 0.9632. 0.000
Status 02360 0.6667 -0.050
Desistance -0.3897 -0.8823. 0.002

referrals, while. the relative proportions of index propcrty and status offense reférrals were gréater in
the earlier stagés of a career.

~ Sex differencesin the developmental characteristics of court careers were investigated. The
conditional probabilities of subsequent court referral were developed for malés and females
independently (see Tables 4-4A and 4-4B). The significance patteriis in the correlations of the

-conditional probabilities of referral for index vioient, nonindex delinquent, and status offenses with.

referral:number were shared by both males and females. Unlike females (and unlike the findings in
the arrest data) the probability that males would be reférred for an index property offense also
increased significantly with career length. More specifically, both males and females displayed large
increases'in the hs!ihood of referral for an index violent offense; i fact, the female incréase was-
even more dramatic. A ynale with eighit prior referrals was more than 3 times as likely to be referred
for an index violent offense as was a male with only one referral (0.0344 versus 0.0119) and about
twice as likely as a male with two prior referrals (0.0344 versis.0.0185). In comparison a female with
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eight prior referrals was more than 6 t'mes as likely to be referred for an index violent offensé as was
a femalé with only one referral (0. 0197 versus 0. 0032) and 3 times as hkely as a female with two prior.

referrals (0.0197 versus 0.0068). For both sexes the likelihood.of a subsequent index property or

status offense referral leveled out around the thud or fourth referral

The profile of male and female referral offenses also changed with referral number (see
Tables 4-5A and 4-5B) After the first few referrals the offense profiles .- ‘malés and females

-remained constant. For both males and females, index violent referrals were proportionally more

common as the number of referrals in the career incréased. Male and,. -especially, female first
referzals contair:ed the hrghest proportion of mdex property offenses of any offense level. Tied to the
large declme in the propettion of index property offenses from the first to the second referral,

.females showed a large increase in the proportions of nonindex: delmquent and status offense

refe:rals. The. decrease in the proportion of female index property offenses is somewhat ambiguous
given. she large range of offenses that fall within this category, but it is clear that tite impact of the
number of prior referrals on the nature of subsequent referrals is found in both male and female-
career patterns.

In summary, while both the arrest and court data found that the probability of recidivating
increased with referral number, increases in the condmonal probabilities of subsequent dehnquency
offenses and changes in the types of offenses referred asa career. lengthened were much greater in
the court. than in'the arrest data. What could catise these differences? The fact that status offense
referrals were included in the court data did not affect the comparabrllty of the ﬁndmgs, because the

_probabilities and proportions of subsequent referrals for a status offense did not change significantly

mth referral number. The court and the arrest data also differ in that the court data contain

'mt~ Mation on female careérs, but mele and female careers shared many srgmt' cant developmental

charactenstrcs. Consequently, neither thé inclusion of Status offenses nor sex differences can explain
thc dfiﬂrences found in the arrest and the court data. Unl’ke the patterns found by Wolfgang et al.

: (1972) in the arrest data, the court data showed changes in the nature of recidivism with increasin.

career length. The reasons for thé different patterns in the two data sets femain unknown.

Offense i'ransitlon aiid Specialization

The previous section considered the impact of the number of court refeirals on the nature of

‘the subsequent referral. In this section the impact of referral offense on the probablhty and nature of

suhsequent referral will be investigated, In a major breakthrough in delinquency, research, Wolfgang
et al. (1972) introduced the techniqués of stochastic modeling to assess the interaction of the nunber
of prior arrests and the nature of the arrest at offénse niimber-k-1-on the nature of the arrest at
offense k. W .h these techriques it is possible to determine whether the’ type of offense at arrest k is
related to ¢ type of offense at arrest k-1 and whether this relationship changes with the number of
prior refer: s in the career. Wolfgang et al. dmded offenses into five groups: personal injury; theft,

damage, combination and nonindex. A trarsition matrix was constructed containing the probability

of committing offense j at time t given that offcnse i had been committed at time t-1 for each of the
first eight transitions (i.., Ist to 2nd referral, 2nd to 3rd referral, etc.). If these transition matrices
were not. significantly different from one another, if they were random-variations of a single transition

-probability matrix, then it could be said that the transition probability of bemg arrested for a
-particular type of offense was independent of the previous number of arrests. :In addition, if the

transition probabllmes in each row of the generatlng (or-average- transition) matrix could be shown to
be sxgmficantly different from each of the other 4 rows, then it could be concluded that the nature of
the next referral depends on the nature of-the preceding séferral.




Table 4-5A

Profile of the Types of OfYenses Referred
at Each-Referral Level: ‘Male On’enders

Number and Percentage of Referrals in Each Offense Category

Referral Index Index Nonindex:
Number. Violent Property Delinquency Status Total
1 998 19,674 - 16968 10,671 48311
21% 40.7% 35.1% 22.1%

2 575 8,390 7,938 5,509 22,412
2.6 374 35.4 246

3 415 5,028 4,723 3,670 13,836
30 363 341 265

4. 338 3499 3,358 ~ 2,432 9,627
35 363 349 253

5 240 2,526 2,519- 1,766 7,051
34 358 357 25.0

6 i85 1,929 1972 1,266 5352
35 36.0 368 - 237

7 156 1,458 1,587 948 4,149
38 35.1 383 228

8 130 1,186 1217 718 3251
4.0 365 374 22.1

9 107 962 918 . 603 2,590
41 37.1 354 233

10 89 792 731 444 2,056

43 385 35.6 216

Homogeneity of Offense Distributions: Male Oﬂenders
(First Versiis Second to Ninth-Versus Tenth Referral)

Trafisition Significance
Comparison. Chi-square 4t 0.05 Level
1st-2nd 100.87 Yes
2nd-3rd 2547 Yes
3rd-4th 9.03 Yes
4th:5th- : 134 No
5th-6th 353 No
6th-7th 301 No
7th-8th 1.98 No-
8th-9th . 271 No

9th:10th 213 No
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Table 4-5B-
Profile of the Types of Offenses Referred
at Each Referral Lével: -Female Offenders
L _Number and Percentage cf Referrals in Each Offense Category
Referral Index Index Nonindex - -
Number Violent Property Delinquency Status Total
1 129 9,770 4,084 7,210 21,193
0.6% 46.1% 19.3%. 34.0%
2 " 68 1,887 1,631 2,615, 6,26*
11 304 263 422
3 42 808 £62 1,299 3,011
14 268 286 431
4 21 437 554 735 1,747
12 250 3.7 42.1
5 19 242 376 438 1,075
18 225 350 407
6 7 © 163 261 270 701.
10 233 372 385
7 10 103: 193 202 508
20 203 38.0 39.8
8 9 67 148" 131 355
25 189: 417 369
9 7 48 109- . 91 255.
27 188. 427 357
10 8 37 78 62 185
43 20.0: 22 335
Homogeneity of Offenseé Distributions: Female Offenders
(First-Versus Second'to Ninth Versus Ternth Referral):
Transition Significance
“Comparison -Chi-square at 0.05-Level
1st-2nd 495.23 Yes
2nd-3rd 1497 Yes
3rd-4th 554 No
4th-5th 561 No
5th-6th 295 No
6th-7th. 332 No
Tth-8th 1.68 N6
-8th-9th 0.12 No-
9th-i0th 1.02 No

47 64

I
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Techmques to test for the stationarity of the transition matrices were outlined in Goodman
(1962). Briefly, the procédure compares the correspondmg rows in each consecutive pair of
‘transition matricés using the chi-square statistic and sums the statistics for each row pair to
deternune if the two transition matrices are sngmficantly different. This process is then repéated for
-each matrrx pair. If no differences are found; then the transition matrices are said to be independent
of oﬁense number. If,in addrtlon, it weré found ‘that the column proportions within the generating,
or.averagé, transition matrix were different (for example, that the probability of an index violent
offense followmg an index violent offence was greater than an index violent offense following an-
mdex property offense), then it could be’ toncluded that the probability of a subsequent referral for a
»specrﬁc offense is dependent on the nature of the precedmg offenses but not on-the number-of prior
réferrals in the career. If, however, it was found that the transition matrices are not equal, then the
transition probablhtles are dependent on the number.of prior offenses 1n a career, since the transition
process cannot be modeled by a single matrix. If such is the case, then individual row pairs from'
-these contingency tables can be tested to study changes in the offense probablhtles across a caréer
and a developmental model of delinquent c.zeers is indicated.

Wolfgang et al. (1972) found that the offense transition matricés based on arrest data could
be modeled by a constant generatmg matrix, 1nd|cat1ng that the probablllty of commlttlng offense j
after: offense iis unrelated to the number of prior arrésts in a career., In i Tteviewing the generating
matrix, Wolfgang et al. (1972) felt that there were soime indications of specialization, since for all
offense’ types the condltlonal probabrhty was greatest when it was préceded by a similar offense:(e.g.,
-those most lrkely t6 be arrested for an.injury.offense were those who had just previously been
arrested for an‘injury offense). Similar ﬁndmgs were also obtamed in Bursik (1980) using court data-
on 750 adJudlcated delinquents from Cook County, Tilinois, in Ro]ek and Erickson (1982) using
arrest data on 1,180 youth from Pima County, Arizona; and i in Smith and Smith (1984) who studied
the arrest records of 767 institutionalized youth.

Bursik (1980) introduced to delinquency research a technique which tests the strength of
specialization observed in a transition matrix. This procedure compares the number of youth that
made a ¢ertain transition to the number of youth that would be expected to make the iransition on.
the basrs of chance alone. Though this appears to be a tradltlonal chi-square compar-son, Hauser
(1978) has shown that the highly skewed marginal distributions (as is the case in offense transition
matrices) con ¢onfound the statistic. Bursik (1980) and Rojek and Erickson (1982) both solvéd this-
Aproblem by using a techmque suggested by Haberiman (1973). Haberman suggested that an analysis
of cell probabilities could bé improved by computing the adjusted standardized residual (ASR) for
each cell:

ASR = [(observed - expected)/SQRT(expected))/SQRTI(1 - a)(1 - b)]
where a =(row total)/(table total)
and. ‘b= (column total)/(table total)
The ASR statistic contains the traditional chl-square statistic pius an unbiased éstimate of the

standard deviation of the cell. The ASR, théiefore, represents a standardized normal deviate which
.can be used to measure. each cell’s departure from-independence. 7 When Bursik.( (1980).and Rojek

"1t must. be remembered that thls procedure for measuring specialization is a very conservative
appioach,-only testing for specnahzatlon in consecutive events. The actual level.of specialization, if
the offense patterns of the entire career could be assessed sxmultaneously, would, no doubt, be much
stronger than this method would 1nd1cate
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and: Enckson (1982) applied this procedure to their data, they found evidence of specialization for

‘property offenders, but not for the nonindex delinquency category: Rojek and Erickson also found

evidence of specialization by runaways.

Offense Transition and Specialization in'Court Careers

The juvenile:court data were analyzed using the procedures described aboveé to assess the

- -joint impact of the number and nature of prior referrals on a subsequent referral and to test for

speclalrzatlon in court careers. Table 4:6 contains the court referral transition’ matrices for the first
through ninth #ansitions. Direct observation of these matrices reveals patterns similar to those
found in'the arrest data. Across all nine transitions the least common referral at time k was a referral.
for an index violént offense. However, the most likely to be referred for an‘index violent offense at
time k were those youth who had been referred for an index violent offense at time k-1: In fact, this
apparent spécialization was seen within each offense grouping.across all transitions. With minor
deviations; those youth most: likely to be-referred for an index: violent, index propetty, nomndex
delmquency, or status offense were youth whose previous réferral was for a similar offense: The least

likely. youth to be. referred at tine k for.an index-violent offense were ¢ those who were referred at k-1

for-a status offense and the least likely to be referred for a status offerise were those whose previous

. referral was for an ‘index violent offense. Across all nine transitions vouth charged at time k-1 for an
‘index property offense or-a nonmdex delmquency offense were équalty likely't. be referred attime k

for an index violent offense

Using the analysis procedure developed by Haberman (1973)-the question of offense
specialization within a delinquent career was tested by studying the deviation from mdependence of
the diagonal cells in each of the nine transmon matrices. The diagonal elements i in every transition
matrix proved to be larger. than expected by chance (see Table 4-7). Therefore specialization of
offenses within fourt careers is strongly suggested These broad patterns of f specialization-across all
offense categories, while consistent with the fiadings of Smith and Smith (1984), differ from the
results of Wolfgang et al. (1972) which found only a weak indication of speclallzatlon in.the arrest
data. And while Bursik (1980)and Rojek and Erickson’ (1982) also found some évidence for
speclahzatron in property and runaway referrals, they did not find the significant specialization in all
the general offense categories.

There is a probable explanation for the greater.degree of specializatidn in the court career
data. The Wolfgang et al. data included a large percentage.of.arrests for relatively minor offenses:
(Over 40 percent of the arrests in-the Wolfgang et al. data set fell into the All othér offenses category.)
Many.of these police contacts would never.be referred to juvenile court. Therefore, the string of
offenses in the arrest career would contam a relatively large percentage of minor offenses scattered-

-throughout the caréer. Since these offenses do not appear in the court career, the court career data

would be more- homogeneous and speclallzatlon in the more serious offenses would be more

‘apparent; especially ¢ smce the statlstlcal procedures measure specialization by comparing only
.contiguous offenses within the career.

To lnvestlgate changes in the likelihood of offense-to-offense transitions as careers
lengthened, contiguous pairs of transition matrices Were compared (see Table 4-8) Unlike the
pattern found in the arrest. data, the nature of the court referral transition matrices varied with the
number of prior referrals These differences were concentrated in the earlier transitions. After the
s:xth court referral the offense-to-offense transitions showed no slonlficant differences, indicating
that the offense transition patterns stablllzed after that point.




= Table 4-6
Court Referral Transition Probabilities: All Careers
Matrix 1: First Transition:. - , :
; o Index. Index Nonindex ‘ % that
i K-1/K Number  Violent Property.  Delinquency Status Desisted
Index Violent 521 096 359 378, 167 53.8
; Index Property 12,584 .025 443 . 315 217 573
Nonindex Delinquency 8,645 022 329 400 249 58.9
. Status 6863 013 243 284 459 616
: Matrix 2:. Second Transition )
;o ‘ Index Index Nonindex - % that :
: KVK Number  Violent Property Deling‘qeng’ j Status ‘Desisted
- Index Violent 375 104 365 357 173 417 e =
- Index Property 6,487- 030 452 304 213. 36.9 ’
3 ‘Nonindex Delinquency- 5354 028 316 392 264 4.0
f -Status 4,631 015 232 298 455 43.0
Matrix 3: Third Transition' v
N - Index _ Index ‘Nonindex - % that
K-1/K ‘Number  Violent Property  Delinguency Status Desisted :
f Index Violent 298 144 315 372 168 3458 :
Index Property. 4,233 030 470 312 .188 275 !
Nonindex Delinquency 3,620 036 304 404 .256 352
. Status- 3223 017 233 316 433 35.1
Matrix 4: Fourth Transition _ \
. o Index . Index- Nonindex % that
K:1/K Number 'Violenﬁ Property peling‘ uency Status Desisted .
f Index Violént 254 .69 335 354 142 292
\ Index Property 2,982 025 465 310 199 24.2 :
: Nonindex Délinquency  -2,664. 033 292 421 254 319 .
: Status 2,226 023 233, 341 403 29.7 \
Matrix 5: Fifth Transition , ’ | :
Index Index Nonindex % that
K-1/K ‘Number  Violent Property.  Delinquency Status Desisted
Index Violent 183 126° 328 383 164- 29.3.
. . Index-Property 2,195 036 469 333 162 20.7 o
; Nonindéx Deliiquency 2,082 029 311 421 239 28.1 BT
' Status 1,593 018 223 348 410 277 :

50 64
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Table 4-6
(continued)

Court Referral Transition Probabilities:- All Careers

Matrix 6; Sixth Transition

Status ) 544

Index Index Nonindex
K-1K Number  Violent  Property  Delinquency
Index Violent - 138; 101 391 .348-
Index Property 1,684 .038 454 3os
Nonmdex Delinquency 1,686 035 288 454
Status 1,149 025 223 356
Matrix 7: ‘Severith Transition
) Index Index Nonindex
K-1K Number  Violent Property  Delinquency
Index Violent 110 127 282 409
Index Property 1,272 .036 483 322
Nonindex Delinquency 1,351 044 292 449
Status - 873 1023 245 347
Matrix 8: Eighth Transition
‘ Index Index Nonindex
K-1K Number  Violent.  -Property  Delinquency.
Indeéx-Violent 94 128 309 426
Index Property 1,042 042 464 31
Nonindex Delinquency 1,034 041 320 414
* Status 675 024 247 348
Matrix.9: Ninth Transition ‘

B Index Index ‘Nonindex
K-1K Number  Violent  Property Delinquency
Index Violent 76 118 289 395
Index Property. 833 042 480 318
Nonindex Delinquency 788 049 313 426

026 294: 327

Status

159
176
223
396

tatus

182
159
215
:385.

tatus

138
.183
225
381,

Status

197
.160
211
353

% that

28.1
19.5
24.5
252

% that

Desisted

337
185
24.1
241

% that

Desisted

324
1638.
242
205

% that

Dgsisted

333
17.5
233
216

It is possible that the first few transition matrices differ fromone another because of | the
changing combmatlon of career lengths across the matrices. For example, the fifst tiansition matrix
contains information from all court careers with two or. more referrals, the second. transition matrix
contains information from all court careers with thrée or-more refertals, the third transition matrix
contains information from all court careers with four or more referrals, and.so on. It:i is possible that
the shorter careers contained different transition patterns-than theé longer careers; and by combining
them in varymg proportions. over the first few transition matrices, an artificial mixture of transition




Table 4-7

Analyses ol the Diagonal Structures of Transition Matrices:
All.Careers
(Adjusted Standardized Residuals)

Index Index Nonindex

Transition Violent Property Deiiiigueng

st 1142 26.15 15.36
2nd 927 22.89 11.36
3rd 11.28 2146 9.19
4th 12.67 18.03 848
Sth 7.36 15.02 6.05
6th 423 1296 7.57
7th 491 12.59 6.78
8th 4:40 920 444
9th 328 832 475

Table 4-8

Comparison of Transition Matrix Pairs: All Gareirs
(First versus Second through Eighth versus Nirith Trazsiiiofis)

Transition 7 Significance
Comparison Chi-square at 0.05 Level
1st-2nd 2292 Yes
2nd-3rd- 25.75 Yes
3rd-4th 13.58. No
4th-Sth 23.01 Yes
"5th-6th 11.22 No
6th-7th- 9.28 No
7th-8th 1.67 No
8th-9th 7.90° No

probabilities may have béen created which appears to change when, in fact, the individual underlying
processes did not. To test for this possibility, offense-to-offense transition:matrices were developed
-using only information from careers containing five or more referrals (se¢ Table 4-9). “Comparisons
of the pairs of transition matrices (se¢ Table 4-10) show that for-this select group the transition
probabilitic's also changed significantly with the number of prior referrals during the early stages.of
the caree; ‘ '
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' Tabie 4-9
Transition Probabilities: All Careers with § or More Referrals

Matrix 1:- First Transition

Index Index Nonindex
K-1/K ‘Number  Violent  Property lemg_c_n_cx
Index Violent 161 093 385
Intiex Property 3911 024 496 .294-
Nonindex Delinguency 2410 019 408 344
Status 1,644 015 280 254
T ‘ Index Index Nonindex
KUK Number ~ Violent.  Property Delinguency
Index Violent 178 090 376 354
‘Index Property 3,446 027 484 287
Nonindex Delinquency 2,456 "0 364 364
Status. o 2,046 T} 2.3 283
- ’ Index Index Nonindex
K-1K Number  Violent Property  Delinquency
Index Viclent 212 JA32 an 363
Index Property 3,166 032 483 299
Nonindex Delinquency- 2,528. +034 325 391
Status ‘ 2,220 018 255 293
Matrix 4: Fourth Transition
. ' » Index. ~ Index Nonindex
K-1K Number  Vidlent  Property  Delinquency
Index Violent 254 169 335 354
‘Index Property 2,982 025 465 310-
Nonindex.Delinquency 2,664 033 292 421
Status 2,226 023 233 341
Table 4-10-

Comparison of Transition Matrix Pairs:.
‘Al Careers with S or More Refer»als Only

(First versus Second * gh Third versus Fourth Transitions)
Transition ‘ Significance
Comparison :Chi-square at 0.05 Level
- 1Ist-2nd 2319 " Yes
2nd-3rd 17.37 No
3rd-4th 30.20 Yes

53

6

Status.
J43.
187

228
451

Status
.180
202
242
438

Status

199
676
898




The source of the differences in the transition matrices can'be studied by comparing
corresponding rows within the transition matrices. Variations betwee~ corresponc*ag (same offense)
rows of the nine transition matrices can be tested by converting the conditional transition
probabilities to case counts and by conducting a chi-square test.on theé resulting 9-by-4 matrix. The
nonsignificant chi-square value for the transitions which began with an index violent offense indicated
that youth who recidivated following an index violent referral were no n;ore (or less) likely to be
referred for an index violent, index property, nonindex delinquency or status offenseé if they ha ! one
or more prior referrals to juvenile court. But this was not true for the three.other offense categories.
Each of their transition patterns varied significantly with the number of prior referralsa thie court
career. In general, youth charged with either an index property, nonindex delinquen-=y, or status
offense were more likely to follow this referral with an index violent offense, and less likely to follow
it with a status offense, as the number of prior referrals in their careers increased. This finding is
consistent with the general pattern documented earlier that index violerit referrals were more likely
to occur.in a career after a number of prior s ferzals.

Exploring this point more fully, Table 4-11 shows for index violent careers of various lengtks
the percentage of referrals at each referral point that involved an index violent offense. The general
- pattern in each row shows that as the careers developed, a greater perccntage of referrals were for an
index violent offense. Therefore, index violent referrals were more likely to occur later in a carect.
Hamparian et al./(1978) reported that the first violent arrest tended te occur éarly in the youth’s
officially recognized delinquent career. Analyses of court data contradict this finding. Table 4-12
shows the position of the first index violent offense referral in court careers of various lengths. The
first occurrence of an index violent referral was more likely to be found toward the end of a court
career. Without exception, a greater perceéntage of first referrals for an index violent offense were
found in the last half of the court career._.:n addition, for most of tlie career lengths, the last iéferral
was the most likely to be for an index violent offense. These data give strong support to a
developmental model of delinquent behavior and contradict, to some extent, the cafeteria model of.
-delinquent behavior.

Conduslons .

The oifense transition patterns found in the juvenile court careers in this study do not
support a cafeteria model of delinquent careers. The court careers showed some degree of offense
specialization. Even the relatively conservative test of the comparison of « ontiguous referrals showed
‘that.the youth most likely to be referred for any offense type was the youth who had just previously
been referred for that offense. In addition, the more prior referrals in a careeér the greater-was the
likelihood that the youth would be veferred for a delinquency. offense and the more likely it was to be
an index violent offense. Offense transition probabilities varied with the number of prior court
referrals consistent with the pattern that court careers involve more serious of’enses as they coatinue.
‘The probability of being referred for an index violent; index property, nonindex delinquent or status-
offense following an index violent referral did not change with referral number. This, however, was
not true for the threc other offense categories. Youth charged-with either an index.property,
nonindex delinquent, or status offense were more likely to foliow this referral with an index violent
offense, and less likely to follnw it with a status offense, as the number of prior referrals in their
careers increased.

_ In summary, the study of jivénile court referral offense. patterns presents a picture of

officially recognized delinquency which prugresses from less to more serious behaviors in which the
youth specializes in various types of behavior as'iheir careez unfolds.
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Table 4-11

Occurrence of Index Violent Referrals within Index Vlolent Careers
(Petcentage of Cases Referred for.an Indéx Violent Offense)

Number
of Seeesereinanivest . =--- Referral Number---:--- tesmnst
Careers 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
606  100.0

454 456 .59.0. ,

356 2718 357 447

272 199 257 316 386

247 178 215 227 215 308

206 150 141 199 296 233 262

194 93 175 160 175 186 222 289 .
136 96 88 118 169 184 118 184 331
127 94 79 M8 142 181 142 165 157
701 6.1 57 7.6 7.1 73 87 91 106

Table 4-12

Position in Career of. the Fll‘St Referral ror an-Index Violent.Offense
(Percentage of Cuf“’Cl‘S)

ISPV-N- IS I~ NV I N Y S

P

‘Numbér '
of . s3ieTuerisieeneeimensini- Referral Number: . "oes
Careers 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8
606 100.U )

454 456 544

356 278 331 390

22 199 23C 268 294

247 178 182 194 243 2.

26 150 131 170 228 150 170

194 93 160 155 124 119 134 216

136 96 88 103 140 154 81 140 199
127 94 71 1100 94 142 102 110 110
110 64 82 55 82 91 118 82 118

55 65




“Chapter.5

Juvenilé:Court Career Types

A Typology of Juvenile Court Careers

Througliout this report the study of delinquency court careers has focused on specific
attributes of the cafeers: the effect of age of ciset on career length and seriousness; the nature of the
ffénse-to-offense transitions; and-changes in.fie types of offenses referred as the career continues..
In this chapter the overall composition of a juvenile court career will be studied by classifying court
‘careers jnto one of fifteen career categories. This classification scheme translates the complete set of
referral offenses in a career into a four-character binary code. The classification systém enables the
study of the overall offense character-of juvenile court careers, although it does not retain
information or the number and position of the individual offenses.

A four-character biriary code summarizes the types of offenses referred within each juvenile
court career. The first character $tands for the éxistence in the career of oné of more referrals for an
index violent offense; the second binary character stands for the existerice of one or more referrals
for.an'index property offense; the third for the existence of ong or-more referrals for mon-index
‘Qe’linq‘uency offénse; and.the fourth for. the existence of one or moré referrals for-a'status offense.
Therefore, a career with a binary code of ‘0101’ would contain no index vi..lent offense referrals, one
or fnore index property referrals, no non-index delinquency-referrals, afid one or more status offerise
referrals; By definition this career contains at I€ast two réferrals (though it could contain many
more) with the nature of the first ot the last referral unknown, but limited to either anindex property
or status offense referral. i

Frequency of Carcer Types

_ With this background Table S-1 pgssents the careeér types for all youth'in this stiidy ordered-
from the most to the least common. White there were some juriédic;tidngl,and'scx differences in their
order, the-three most common care€r types ir: each instance were careers which contained only one
offense type, either only index property offenses (0100), only non-index delinquency offenses (0010),
or oniy status offenses (0001). This high proportion of single offensetype careés is, however,
expected given that more than half of all youth referred to the juvenile courts wer: referred only-

“once.

None of the seven most comimon caréer types included an index violent offeiise; careers.
containing an index violent referral vere-the I¢ast commoii of all juvenile court careers. Unlike the
other three offénse iypes,~¢::rgérs containing only.index violent offenses (one or moré) weré 'not-the,
most common example of an index violent offense career. Thé most common career containing an
index violent ofiense was the career profile. with the widest range of offenses, career.type 1111 : the
violent generalist. This pattern was found in both jurisdictior. : and for.both sexes. To.pnt-thisin'
perspective, if a gambler were forced to bst on the character-of the delinquent court care......nowing
only that the youth was-referred.at:sofme time for an index property offense, the most reasonable bet
would be.that.the youth’s career-was limited to only index property referrals (career. type 0100). The
same holds true knowing only-that.the careér contained a non-index delinqué:.cy (career type 0010)
or status offénse-(career type 0001); the most reasonable bet would be:that the youth’s court career
did not extend beyond the . nele offense category. -But knowing a youth was referred at some time in.




Table 5-1

Frequencies of Offense Profiles for All Careers
Using-a Four Column Classlfication Schéme
«(Index Violent/ Indéx Property/ Non-Index Delinquency / Status)

‘ Maricopa _ Utah. Combined
Index Male Female Towal Male Female Total Male Female Total
-~ 0100 7285 4903 12,188 4374 2994 7368 1,659 7,897 19556
00i0 4903 1633 6,536 6,336 1537 7873 11239 3370 14,409
0001 3199 7506 5,705 4012 3203 7215 7211 5709 12920
0110- 2,804 510 3314 2,331 458 2,789 5135 968 6,103
0111 1,808 303 2,111 2,887 601 3,488 4,695. 904 5599
0011 995 297 1292 2,036 765 2801 - 3031 1062 4,093
G101 1265 508 1773 1,079 675 1,752 2344, 1181 3525
1111 335 37 572 - 34 19 396 912 56 968
1101 440 30 470 151 12 163- 591 42 633
1000 365 67 432 181 18 192 546 85 631
1100 254 31 285 58 5 63 312 36 348
1010 181 21 202 68 8 76 249 29 278
T 10l 97 15 112 76 9 85 173, 4 197
1101 12 100 12 27 4 31 129 14 143
1001 60 19: 70 25 6 31 85 16 101

his career for an index violent. offense, 1ae gambler’s best bet would bé that the youth was a law-
vnolatmg;generahst and referred to court for a Wwide- range of offenses.

Table 52 presents an ordered fist of career types for careers with two or more referrals. By
removing the one-time offenders, the pattern of career. types changes markedly: All carésrs.
containing an index violent referral were still less comimon than any of the- nonviolent careers, but
within thése two divisions the least common career type was the youth who specnahzed in only one
offense type. “The three ieast frequent nonviolent career typés for recidivists were 0100, 0010 and

- 0001; and- t‘xe least frequent index nolent career-type was 1009 - or the youth who did only index
violent offenses Therefore, specialization, careers in which a youth was reféxred for only one type of
'nfense -was comparatively rare in.these juvenilé court careers:,

Table 5-3 presents an ordered list of vareer types for ;"uth with four.or more court referrals,
-the 16 percent of youth who ha' :.been shown to be responsxble for over half of all court refeirals. By.
far the most common career contamed a referral in every offense category except’ mdex violent
(career type 0111) - the nonvnolent generalist. Thus, there was a tendency for these youth to be:
involved in‘a wide rangé of nonvrolent law-violating behavior. True specialization was rare for youth-
with four or more referrals. Careers containing only index property, or only non:index dehnquency,
or: only status offense referrais were. not-common for youth with four-of-more referrals. But these:
caréer types were each far more common than careers contammg only ndex violent referrals. In fact
within the 69,504 court-careers studied; riot dne-youth with four or more referrals had a‘car.cr that
contained only indexviolent referrals As noted earlier, the most common carecr containing an ‘ndex
violent offense referral was the career profile of the violent generalist; career-type 1111. This index

,5‘7




Table 5-2
Frequericies o7 Offense Promes for All Careers with Two or More Referrals
Using a Four Column Classification Scheme. )
(Index Violent /. Index Property / Nonindex Delinquency / Statis) ;
T Maricopa Utah Combined
Index Malé Female Total Male Female Total Male Fémale. Total
0110 2804 5100 3314 2,331 458 2,789 5135 968 6,103 i
o111 — 1,805 303 2111 2,887 601 3,488 4,695 904 5599 :
0012 - - 995 297 1.292 2,036 765- 2,801 3031 1,062 4,093 -
0101 1 265 508 1,773 1,079 673 1,752 2344 1,181 3525 T
6100 1,365 463 1,828 617 251 868 1,982 714 2,696 :
“0010- 668 126 794 1,054 154 1,208 1,722 280: 2,002 )
00T 314 263 577 717 608 1325 1,031 871 1902 :
1111 535 37 572 3717 19 396 912 56. 968 2z
-1110+- -440 30 470 151 12 163 591 42 -~ 633 3
1100 254 31 285 58 5 63— 312 36 348 B
1010: 181 2L 202 68 8 76 249 29 278 T
1011 97 15 112 76 9 -85 173 24 197 T
1101 102 ] 112 27 4 3t 129 14 143 -
1001. - 60 10 70 25 6 31 -85 16 101 5
1000 ~ 15 4 19 6 0 6 .21 4 25 T
Table 5-3
Frequencies of Offenise Profiles for All Caréers with Four or More Referrals g
' Usmg a Four Column Classnf'catnon Scheme
(IndexViolent /Ir * x: Property ‘Nonindex Delinquency / Status)
Maricopa. LA Combined .
Index Male Female Tota ~ Male Female Total Mde Fémale Total :
0111 1,530 2400 1,770 2577 Si1 3,088 4107 751 4858 -
0110 991 89 1,080 81 105 996 1,882 194 2,076 o
0011 198 71 269 701 2400 941 899 311 1210 L
111r 535 37 572 377 19 396 912 56 968
0101 - 300 9 396 287 136. 423 587 232 819
1110 3n 23 394 136 9 145 507 32 539
0100- 156 20 176 51 15 66 207 35 242 -
0001 13 20 33 .63 76 139 76 96 172
011 70 10 80 57 8 65 127 18 145
0010» 34 1 35 75 4 79 109 5 114
1 101 72 6 78 17 3 20 :89- 9 98-
- 1100 59 3 62 10 1 11 69 4 73
e 1010 35 2 37 16 1 17 51 3 ‘54
1001 3 T 4 2 0 2 5 1 6
1000 : °) 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0:
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violent career was followed in frequency of occurrence by index violent careers containing referrals
from three of thc-four offense categories (career types 1110, 1011 and 1101), then by careers.
containing two of the four offense categories (career types 1100, 1010, and.1001). The same relative
pattern held for-che nonviolent careers. Careers with at least one referral from each of the three
nonviolent offense categories were the most common, followed by nonviolent careers containing
referrals from two of the three nonviolént offense categories and, finally, careers which specialized in
each nonviolent category.

; Therefore, the youth who recidivated were involveéd in a wide range of law-vrolatmg behavior.
Offense-specific specialization was rare for youth with moze than one referral. ‘For youth with four or
:more referrals, the most:common carecr contained at least one référral from each of the three
nonviolent offense categories, while the most conimon career type containing an index violent
referral also contained referrals in each of the three nonvrolent offense categories. Active juveniles
tend to be generalists rather than specialists; but some- specrahzatron is indicated.

Comparisons of Expected and Observed Probabilities of Career Types

Considering both the fact that-an index violent offense referrai'was a relatrvc’y rare event.in
:these court careers and that many careers were Very long, the finding that a 1111 caree, was the most
common index violent career would be expected under the cafeteria (or random be! iavior). model of
delmquency Evin if there were a moderate level of specialization; +his would still:ve true. Under the
-cafeteria model of delinquent behavior, the probabrhty of a youth committing-a specific.act is
independent of the number of prior. referrals Therefore, given enough opportunities (enough
referrals) eventually every youth would be referred for an indéx violent offense; and, if pure random
chance.is operating, this caréer is very likely to contain offenses from each of the other offénse
groups, even given. the low ptoba blhty of an ifidex violent referral.

However, ir-there were a;degree of specrahzatron, the occurrence of 1111 carc~rs would be
less than predlcted by.a pure random behavior model. In fact, if there were true specialization, the
1111 caréer type wotild never be obsérved. The actual degree of specrahzanon probably exists
somewhere along the contintium from pure random behavior-to pure specialization. The further the
,actual level of specialization is away from the. point of pure random behavior on'this continuum, the
smailer will be-the observed proportion-of- 1111 careers. If i i§ as.umed that'the probabrlrty of being
referred.for any one of the four general offense categories is constant across referral number for
careers of various Iengths, then the proportion of carcérs that fall into each of the fifteen career.
categories can be computed by, calculatmg the independent joint probabllmes of each career type
For example, in ¢areers with four referrals the data showed the probability’ that any. smgle réferral for
an index violént offense was 0.0242, for an- mdex property referral ( 8,fora non-index delmquency
offense 0.3368 and for a status offerise 0.2831. Under4 ...~ ™ ependent joint probabilities, . 1.97
percent of caréers with four referrals should:fall into the career typé:’ 1undir delinquent- -behavior is

‘not random, then the proportion'of 1111. referrals should-be less thian predicted by.the joint.
probabrhty of mdependent events.

7] For careers with on! y four referrals, there are 24 offerise sequences that reld a career type of 1111.
These 24 sequences have a total probability of occurrence urder a random bLhawor model af

24% (0.0242 x 03558 x 0.3368 x 0.2831) = 0.01970

In.other words, under a random behavior model 1.97 percent of all careers.containing 4 referrals
shoiild be classified as 1111 careers.
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Table 5-4 and Figuire 5-1 present sepatately the observed and expected probabilities of a
1111 career for c~*eers having from four (the shortest career in which this career type could occur) to
fifteen referrals. As the data show the actual occurrence of 1111 careers was, in each instance,
significantly less than predicted by a model based on the independent joint probabilities of - >
Qfg'éﬂsp-speciﬁc referrals. The differences werz-substantial with the observed proportion averaging
only ahout 60 percent of the expected proportion of 1111 careers. Theérefore, the offense
characteristics of a court caréer did not follow.a pattern of random occurrence.

The variations from the random occurrence model of delinquent behavior can be studied-
more.completely by comparing the observed and expected probabilities of the other 14 career types.
Table 5-5 presents the expécted probability of occurrence for each career type under amodel of

Tandom occuiterice using the observed proportion of offense-specific referrals found in careers of
various lengths. Obviously some career types are theoretically very unlikely, such-as specialization in
index violent offenses (career. type 1000) given their.low probability of occurrence: Specialization in
each of the three nonviolent offerise categories becomes very.unlikely for careers containing more
than four referrals. The most likely nonviolént career becornes the career containing at least one
referral from each of the three nonviolent offense categoriés (career type 0111) for careers as shott as
fout referrals. -For careers with four or more referrals the most common index violent career is
predicted to be the 1111 career type, with ifs likelihiood of occurrence increasing to almost 1 in every
2 'careers for. careers with fifteeni referrals. ‘In fact, it is predicted under the random occuirencé model

that the two (areer types 0113 anid 1111 will dominate the career pattems for careers containing five

or more réferrals. Theoreétically, 71 percent of careers containing six referrals should fall.into one of
these two career types, with the perceptage incréasing gradually t6 96 perceat for careers with fifteen

- referrals.

With the éxpecied probabilities of career types for ¢areers of various lengths, it is possible to
apply these proportions to the actual number of careers of various lengths in the cohort and calculate
‘the number of careers of each type that should exist. By totaling these figures, the expected number
of careers of each'type can be developed. This was done and career types were rank ordered by their
expected frequencies: The rank orderizz under a random behavior model ¢oincided with the
observed rank ordering. In fact, the . ‘rman rank-order correlation of the expected and observed
‘frequencies of each carzer type for careers,conitaining moré than one referral was 0.98 and for careers

with four. or more referrals 0.94: Thetefore, a random behavior model of delinquent beh: ior fits the

court feferral data i terins of the s¢lative occurrence of career types. However, the differefices in the-

magnitude of the ot')Sér‘ycd'and expected prqurtions indj;:atc‘situations where the random model of
delinquent behavior fell shoft.of predicting the actual frequency of specific career types.

The éxpected probability of each career type was developed individually for careers
-containing from two to fifteen referrals using each career length’s proportion of referrals in each of
the four.offense categories as the generating baés. Theseéxpected probabilities were compared to
the observed probabilities of careers falfing into each career type. The observed probabilities and the
result gﬁeach t-test are presented in Table 5-6. By considering the sign and significance of the t-

taistic and the value of the observed probability of career. type, the data’s variations from a true
randoim occurrence.madel can be studied.

_Focusing fiist on the shorter careers, specialization in all but index violent offerises (careers
0001, 0010, and 0100) was.moie predominant than expected; the t-tests are ali:positive with the
-observed values signiticantly greater-than expécted. This spécialization reduced the observed

_ probabilities of the more multiple-offense car~er types in the shorter careers. -For careers which.

contain only two refertals, the probabilities of each of the three possible thsdiffe“reht-bffensc careers

o
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Career Length
Number of Referrals)

*

“Table 5:4

Probability of a 1111 Career for
Careers of Various Lengths

‘Number of e~sseee-Probabilities s--<e-s--

Careérs Qbiserved Expécted —t-Statistic‘

3,248 0.0111 0.0197 -3.53
2,013 0.0294 0.0574 -5.48
1,396 0.0559 0.1026. -5.75-
1,051 0.0904 10.1520 556
761: 10.0999 0:1649 -4.83.
604 0.1325 02173 -5.05
469 0.1535 02512 -4.89
354 0.1864 02833 -4.05
253 02174 03117 324
226 02212 03464 -3.96
188 0.2340. . -03638. 370
146 02740. 04699 -4.74

All't-Statistics have p<0.005

s - - - [ —

¢ Proboblllfy

) ‘1111'
4 -~ Carver

-9.404
'0.38+4
0.4
0.3+
5
0.204
0.10

o Sy

F'gure 5 1
Probabiiity of a ‘1111* Career
for Various Career Lengths:
Observed and Expected Values
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Table 5-5:

Expected Probabilities of Offense Profiles Within Careers:of.
Various Lengths under a Random Occurence Model

not involving an index violent offense (0011, 0101, 0110) were all less than expécted: -For the short
careers, the small probabllmes for careers containing an iridex violent offénse madé the study of their
probabilities dlfﬁcult but within their scale of magnitude, thére is some evidence for spécialization
beyorid what would be expected by chance, thotigh only-the combination of an index- violent and:
status offense wrthm a career proved to be less likely than chance, unliké the.iiiore general pattern
found in nonwolent careers.

True Specialization became rare as the carcer length increased. Howéver, the pattern of
significances for. the longer careers shows that they did not contain as heterogeneous a mix of
offenses as expected, which could be mterpreteu ds speclahzatron within a broader, thotigh restricted,

:range of behaviors. For example; for:careers.containing elght referrals, careers with a mix of ali four
~ offense types.( 1111) occurred less often thati: éxpected - a pattern found in careers of all lengths, but

also. occurring Iess than expected were careers containing referrals from all three nonviclent offense
categories (0111) -In comparison, theé other caréer probabrhtles showed that youth.wese more. hkely
than expected to restrict their. behaviors to a smaller set of law-viola, ..z behavrors, four of the six
possible careers contammg two types of referrals occurred more often.than chance, with the two
which contained an index and a status offensé. occurrmg at expected levels. This restnctlon, or

' ‘speclalrzatlon wnhm a set of oﬁenses, is al$o séen in the fact that careers containing.all but status

offenses (1110) occu.redm 3 i often than cxpected

For extremely long careers, essentially:only-four career tvpes ‘were observed. The nonviolent
career (0111) was the. most common and occurred at chance levels. The_ next most common was the
career-that contained atleast one referral t'rom each offense group (1111) which occurred much Tess

-
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000
000
020
057

102
152

165

217
251
283

312
346

364

, Career Types
Career Length (Index Violent /Index Property / Nonindex Delinquency / Status)
(# of Referrals) 0001 :0010 0011 0100 0101 011(} Q111 1060 1001 1010 101 1100 1101 1170 1111
2 077 112 185 .36 .204 246 000 :000 .011 .014 000 .015 000 .000
3 025 .036. .179- .045 201 .241° 205 000 .007 .008 .014 010 .015 .016
4. 006. .013- .128 .016. A4 201 397 060 .003 004 018 .005 .019 .025
5 002 .004 .082 .006 .097 .48 .526 000 .001 .002 019 003 .022 .031
6. 000 .002 .050 .002° 054 .120 597" :000 .000 .001 .017 001 018 .035
7 000: .001 07 001 033 094 628 .000 000 001 .013 .001 .0i5 036
8 000 000 ~19 000 020 071 .682 .000 .000 000 .008 .000 .009 .026
9 000 .000: .010 .000° .013 .050- .672 000 .000 .000. .006 .000 008, -024
10 000 000 .007 000 .008 .032. 674 .000 .000 .000 005 000 075 .018.
.- ~-$00-..000:.002. —.000: .005--.043- -.635- -.000. <000 .000 602 .000 .004 .027
12 000 000 .001 0000 005 .020 .643 000 .000. :000 .001 .000 .004 .014
13 000 .000 .001 .000 .0()2 020, 612 000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .002 .016
14 000 .000 .000 .000. .002 .015 .604 .000 .000 .000° .000 .000 .002 013
15 000 .000- .000 .000 .001 .015 490 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 :002 .021

A70
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E Tablé 5:6 3
Observed Probabilities of Orfense Profiles Within Careers ol' Various Lengths and
Their Differences from Expected Probabilities Under a Random Ouurence Model
o ~ Career Types
G Career Length (Index Violent / Index Property/ Nonindex Delinquenicy / Status) '
i (# of Referrals):0001. 0010 0011 0100 r101 -0110- 0111 1000 1001 1010 1011 1100 1101 ‘1110 1111
2 116 135 158 .i69 .157 226 000 .0C2 .007 .014 000 016 .000° .006 Q0
+ 4+ - + - - na % - 0 na 0 na na n/a :
3 066 055 .187 084 157 251 135 001 003 010 .010 016 .008 .017 090
i + + = + B = - + . = = + - = n/a
i*:'; 4 036 026 .163 .043 121 250 278 .000 .02 009 013 010 .007 .032 .011 -
St X T « + + + + - + - = = + = + - = - ;
5 015 008 231 024 104 216 380 000 000 .005 0i6 .009 015 .043 029
é-f- + = + + = L . . = = + 3 + = + - £
i 6: 009 .004 .121 016 .064 .202 436 .000 .000 .004 019 .006 .013 .050 056
J:x : + = + + = + - = = + = + = + -
7 003 005 081 .015 043 .66 .503 .000 000 .002 .014 005 .005 .069 .090
© ] + + +. 0+ = + - = = = = + = + -
8 007° .005 .084 .007 .030 .138 .551 .000. .000 .003: .013 .005 .005 .053 .100
+ + + + = + - = = + = +- = + -
9 000 000 .060- 003 .036- .116 575 .000 :000 .002 :0i2 .0000 .010 .055 .13Z
= = + + + - = = + = = = + ~
10 004 002 051 006 -026 .107 .569- .000 .000- :002 .015 002 .006 .055 .154
+ + * + + + s = = -+ + + = + -
1t 000 .000 017 .006 .014 .124 562 .000 .000 .000 003 .003 .011 .073 .i86
= = + + = + = = = = = + = + - :
12 000 .000 043 .008 .32 071 .553 .000. .000 000 .004 .004 :000 067 .217
i = = + + + + = = = = = + = + - H
- 13 000 .000 004 .000 :000 .106 .593' :000. :000° :000 .004: .000- :004 :066 .221 -
:“‘/j = = £ = = + = = = = = = = + -
'\ 14 1,000 .0000 011 005 .011 .074 .601 .000 .000 011 .005 €00 .000 .048 234
_ : = = + + = + = = = + - « - = + - )
15 000 000 .007 .000 .000 062 568 .000 .000 .000 .000 060 .007 .082 274 ?
= = + = = + = = = = =. = = + - .

+ observed probability signifi cantly greater thin expected value:(p < 0.01)
Ll observed probab;hty sngmt' cantly less than expected value (p-<0.01)
=":  observed and expected probabilities were not significantly different-(p > 0. 01)
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than ehance would predict. The other two (0110 and 1110) both occurred much more often-than.
chance would predict, one being a career that could bé charactenzed as ) nonviolent/nonstatus career

*with the other bemg a nonstatus careér:

These patterns of differences between expected and observed- probabilities point.to the
conclusion that youth tend to specialize-more than predicted by.a pure mdependent joint probablllty
imodel-of delinqiient behavior. In short careers this specalization is séen in careers containing-only
.One offense type. Inlonger careers, the speclallzatnon is found in the restricted ranges of offense
mixes within the Careers. Added to thisisa pattern which indicates a tendéncy for youth with status
offense féférrals to e less mvolved in delmquent behavior, especially index violent offenses, than
were. youth without status offenses in their careers.

-Conclusions

The structure of court careers indicates that (1) youth were likely to be involved in a wide
range of law-violating behavior; (2) specnahzatlon within a single offense category was relatively
uncommon for-youth with- three or more referrals; but.(3) specialization, either within an incividual

offense category or especnally a linited s&t'of categories, was more common than would be predicted

by apure random chance model of delinquent behavior. ‘Looking only at the overall content of the
-court careers, it is fair to say that.the cafeteria fhodel of délinquent behawor is very predictive of the
relatlve frequencies (the rank-order) of the various career types, but it fails to prédict the actual
proportlons of career types within tte cohort because it falls to incorporate a level of specnallzatlon in
law-violating behavior:




Chapter-6

Summary and Conclusions

The juvenilé court careers of 69,504 youth wefe studied to develop an understanding of the
prevaiénce, content, and pattern: of juvenile court careers. In part, this work found:
4 - Approximately oné-third of all youth:residing within the courts’ jurisdictions were
: referred to juvenile court for a delinquency or status offense before their 18th birthday.
-More specifically, 46 percent of all males and 21 percent of ail females had juvenile court
careers.

- The majority of youth referred to court were referred at least once for a delinquency
l offense (i.e., a criminal law vrolatron) Eighty-one percent of all court careers (85 percent
7 ‘of male careers and 73.percént of female careers) contained a delinquency referral.

£ - Ahigh percentage of the juvenile court careers mcluded at least one status offense

: _referral (i.e., running away, truancy,. curfewuvrolatlon,Jncomglbrlrty, and underage liquor _
law vrolatrons) Overall, 40 percent of the court careers (8 percent of male careers and-
42 percent of female careers) contained at-least one status offense referral.

- Over half of all youth with a status offense in-their career also were referred for-a
. delinquency offense; one-quarter of all youth with a delinquency offense in théir career
- also were referred at some time in their career for a status offense.

- Anindex violent offénsé was found in-5 percent of all court careers. However, only a very
small-percentage of juveniles tiad mot 2 than one index violent.offense in their career; 84
percent of juveniles teferred.to court for an index violent offense were never referred for
a second index violent offefise.

- A drug offénse was found in 11 percent of all juvenile court careers.and 19 percent of all
juvenilé court careers contained an' inderage liquor law violation.

- More than 7-per:ent of all youth ini the cohort were.charged at least.once in their careers
with running away from home:

- The likelihood that a male would begin a court career increased with age throughout his ,/1
‘juvenile years, whlle the lrkelrhood that a fumale would begin a-court career decreased 2
efter the age of 16.

- Fifty-nine perce  f all'youth 1eferted to juvenile court were refetred only once; 54
percent of males and 71 percent- -of females referred to_court for the first time riever ’
returned.

- First offenders who were most likely-to.be subsequently charged with an index violent
offense were those charged ‘with robbcry, arson, aggravated assault, and burglary First
offénders least likely:to be charged with a suosequent index violent offense were those
charged wrth status liquar law violations, public order violations, truancy,, drug law
violations, ard shoplifting.
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Sixteen percent of all youth i&féired to court, those with four or more referrals, were :
responsible for. over-half of all juvenile court cases. f:g

The-probability that a youth would recidivate was related to both the age at refefral and
‘the number of prior referra’s in the career. Youth referred to court for a second time’
before age:16 recidivated at a rate commonly attributed to a chronic or persistent
offender.

~« - Compared to youth who began thelr careers at an older age, youth with earlier ages of
P onset tended to"have more referrals in their careers and these care€. .. were more likely to- 3
contain an index violent réferral.

As the number of referrals i1 1 career increased; the youth was more likely to be referred
:U for an index violent offense.

Youth referred for an index violent offense were very likely to be generalists. That is,
they were involved in a wide range of Iaw-wolatmg behawor over thelr court careers.
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- Tre spec1ahz¢mon was very uncominon, but sdme specialization, either within a single
‘offense category or within a limited set of offense categories, was more common than
predlcted by a random behavior model.

0 Juvenile courts have the opportunity of intérvening in. the lives of.a large percentage of youth

‘ at'a time when problems are apparent and withi the authority to affect change. The finding of

developmental offense patterns in court-careers supports the search for indicators of future law-

violating behavior (€.g, risk-screening.inst- “ents). If these indicatory could be identified, programs .
could be developed to concentrate spccnahzed resources on the youth most in need of these services .
very early in the court career. Most importantly, the fi inding that a youth referred to court for a ,
secorid time could, with a-+"h degree of certainty, be considered a chronic offender implies that the

courts should not-wait until a youth has returned a fourth of ﬁfth time before taking strong action.

. Most of these youth will. cycle through the dispositional altermtlves consuming more and more court

v ‘resources. Greater expenditures earlier in a career should have more impact on these younger youth,

should reduce future court workloads, and.should provide greater protection to the community:

Epilogue

For researchers and court personnel, it is hoped that this study can serve as an example of
the research potential of the data found if the automated information systems of juvenile courts
across the country. These. data are developed primarily to serve the operatxonal needs of:the modern
juvenile court. The research  potential of such information resources are largely untapped. With
-proper handling juvemle court data sets can address important issues and: research questions and,
through this work, can iric:ease the effectivéness of our juvenile courts.
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‘Murder & non-negiigent manslaughter
Homicide, general
Manslaughter
‘Mutder, first degree
‘Murder, second degree

Forcible rape
Rape

Robbery
Aggiavated robbery
Purse snatching, forcible
Robbery with weapon
Robbery, general
Robbery, strong ai 1

Aggravated assault
" Aggravated assault
.Assault, aggravated deadly weapon

Burglary
" Burglary, general
Burglary, first degree
Burglary, second degree
Commercial burglary-

Larceny-theft
Burglary from auto )
Burglary from coin operated machine
Larceny from mails
‘Larceny, bicycle
Larceny, grand-or petty, géneral
Larceny, grand theft
Larceny, petty theft
"Larceny, petty theft from automobile
Purse snatching, no force
Theft from a person
Theft of credit card-
Theft with firearm
Theft, $100 or more

- Shoplifting
Shoplifting

Motor vehicle theft
Grand theft auto o »
Unauthorized use of vekicle,.joyride

Recoding of Maricopa County's Offense Codes‘into Reporting Codas




© Arsor
Arson, géneral ]
Arson, nonstructural’
Arson, structural
Arson, unoccupied structure

Simple assauilt
Assault and battery, genéral
Assault, simple
'Endangermtnt
Intimidation
Resist an officer

Sexual offenseés against persons
Child molesting
Rape, statutory, no force
-Sexual abuse
‘Sexual assault general
Sodomy with minor,

Kidnapping
Custodial'interférence
Kidnap for sexual assault
Kidriapping

Vandalism
Criminal- damage, $1,000 or mofe
Criniibal damage, $1,500 or: ‘more
Cnmmal damage, over $10,000
Crnmmal damage, petty.
'Damage property, general
Malicint, mischief
Vanda'mu

iPossession of stolen property
‘Burglary.tools, possess
Stolen, |, property, possess
Stolenproperty, sell
Stolen vehicle, possess
Trafficking in stolen property, first
-Trafficking, in stolen. property, second

: Fraud, forgery and embezzlement

W : ‘Extortjon; general’

- ‘ \ Forgery of checks

. ’ -Forgery, counterfeltmg, general
c Fraud general

Fraud use of:credit cards

Fraudulent ‘schemies




Trespassing
:Cnmmal tresspass, fenced yard
:Cnmmal tresspass, residence
Criminal tresspass, sé¢or degree
Criminal tresspass,thi  egree
Invasion of privacy-
Trespassing, other

Drugs

'Dangerr'us drugs, narcotics, general-
Danger..  drugs, other
Dangerou. drugs, posse*s
Dangerous drugs, sell’
Hallucinogen, ¢ other
Marijuana, other
Marnuana, possess
Man]u..na, sell.

Smfﬁng, glue

Smfﬁng, paint, ~

S -iffing, stibstdiice unknown

3 Weapons

Firéworks; usé 1llegally
Weapon, other, use illegally
We"non use illegally:
Weapons misconduct

Indecerit exposure

Indecent exposure
Lewd and lacmous acts

Prostitution
Prostltutnon
Pros'ntutnon, procure for
‘Sex, commiercialized; general

Dnsomerly conduct
Dlsorderly c¢onduct
Disturbing the peace
Drmkmg from open container.
_ Diunk<angss from vapors, drugs, not alcoho.
- Drunkenness, gene-al
Interf: Tence; sChools
‘Liquor, general
Loxtermg
Lontenng, drugs
Public peace, general
R‘ot
Telephon ;use. unlawtully
lUn;awful assembly
'Vulga: obscene langtage
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Obsiruction. of police
-Give falsé réport
Hmdenrg prosecutlon, first dégree
‘Hindering prosecution, second degree
- -Obstruct criminal investigition
Obstruct, destroying eviderice.
Obstructing pollce, general

Obstruction of judiciary

Contempt of court.

Influencing a witness

‘Interfering w1th ]udlclal proceedings
Obstructmg ]udlclary, general’
Perjurv

Pi obauun violation

Escape

Escape from-institution

Escape frum mstltutlon, second degree
Escé ipe f'om mstltutlon, third degree
thht to avoid, court, placement
Flight, escape, general

Délinquent traffic
Dnvmg ufider the influerice of hquor
Leave acc1dent with death orinjury
Manslaughter, neghgent ‘vehicié
‘Reckless: dgw.ng, no intoxicasion

Other pubhc order oﬂ'enses
Conservatlon, ammals cruelty-
-Conservation, general:

_Running'away.

Runayyay, within county

‘Runaway, outside.county
Truaiicy

“Truancy,habitually. from school

‘Incf,‘)r_rigiblity

Incorrigivle, refuse-to obey pareént/guardian

Status liquor offenses
-Liquor; mlarepresent age’in purchase
Liquor, possess. unlawfully

~Curfew violation

Violation of curfev
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Recoding of Utah’s Offense Codes into Reportiiig Codes

Murder & non-negligent mansiaughter
‘Murder - first degree-
Murder -second degrée
Manslaughter

Forcible rape
Aggravated Sexual assault
Forcible sodomy victim over 14
Forcible sodony.victim-under 14
" Rape of a person under 14 yrs:
'Rape; vrctrm 14°or over

- ‘Robbery -
: Aggravated. robbery 1st degree felony
Robbery "nd < dree felony

Aggravated assault
Aggravated assault |
Aggravated assaul( ty. prisoner
Assault by prisorer _
Assault of peace officer
Intentronal ‘child assault
Negligent: child-assault
Neglrgent child assault, injurn

Burglary
JAggravated. burglary, armed
Jggravated burglary, threat or.causes injury
Burglary,‘ dwelling, §econd degree
‘Burglary, non-dwelling, third degree

Larceny-theft
Bike: theft, 3rd degree- feloiiy
'Erke theft, class A mrsdemeanor

. Bike: theft class B misdémeanor.

- Burglary of vehicle .
Gas theft, $100-$250 class A- misdemeanor
Gas theft $250-$1000 3rd-degree:
Gas theft under $100 “class.B misdemeanor
Theft of.gas'
Theft of marl
Theft $100 orless, class B misdemeanor
Théft, $101-$250 class:A misdemeanor
‘Theft; $251-$1000, 3rd: degree felony-
Theft; over, $1000 2nd degree felony
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-Shoplifting
Shoplift, SZSI-SJ“"O, 24 degree felony
Shoplift, SIOI-SZSC class A misdémeanor
Shoplift, $100 or less, class B misdemeanor

Motor vehicle thel't
Carrtheft 2nd degree felony
J oyrrde, dnver returns under 24 hours
Joyriding accomplice
Motor bike theft, 3rd degreé felony

Aggravated arson

Arson, bummg ﬁelde
Afson-damage $250' or less:
.Arson-valé exceeds $5,000

Simple assault
Assault
Assault fight by mutual consént with no harm
Attempt 1st degree felony person
Attempt:2nd degree felony person
Attempt 3rd oegree felony person
Inju’y by vicious animal
Telephone harassment
‘Threat

Sexual ol'l'enses against persons
Forcrble séxual abuse
Incest
oex with one unide 16 & 3 years younger | than offender

: ) Krdnapprng

" . Aggravated kronapplng, victim »~t released-
= o Aggravated kidnapping, victin  éased -

. ) “Gustodial interference

I Unlawful deténtion

Vandalism

: Damage to place of conﬁnement
: A Damagmg a road sign- )

CL - Destruction of property '
. :Destructlon of p property under $250-
‘Des \ctlon of property, $250 t0'$499.
‘% ‘ Dest uction of property, $500 to $1000
:} ’ - Destructlcn of property, crrmmal ‘mischief
s Destructlon of property, over Sl 000 :
Destructlon of property; public-utility PRI
;Mahcrous damage to schools. f
. Propellmg object at vehlcle, over $250 . g
e SO Propellmg object-at-véhicle, under.$250
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Possession of stolén property
Obtain lost, mis-laid property, $100-$250
Posscssnon of burglary tools
Possessnon of forgery.device
Recerve stolen property $100-$250"
Recelve stolen property $250-$1000‘
Receive stoleft property.over 151000
Recervmg stolén property, motor vehicle
Receiving. stole‘* oroperty
Receiving : stolen property under $100
“Transporting stolen vehicle

Fraud, forgery and embezzlément
Extorting victim of crime
‘Extortion, '$101-$250, person
. ‘Forgery
Forgery felony.
‘Forgery.misdemeanor
Forgery 6£.8100 or more.

Forgery, check, less than $100 ,

Fraud of value over $50:

‘Fraudulent crédit card, $100 or under
sFraudulent credit-card, $101-$250
*Fraudulent credit card, $251-$1,000°
Fraudulent handlmg records, writings
Issuing a bad check; oveér $1,000

Isstiing a-bad cbeck, under $100

Theft by deceptlon, class B misdemtanor

Trespassing:
) Criminal-trespass
Trespas$ with-a vehicle

Drugs

" Distribute for. value-narcotic
sttrx ute ~cl‘edule 1V non-narcotic for value
Dlstrxbutmg marijuana-novalue
Drug dealmg
:Drug possessnon or use
-Drug possessmn wnth intentto sell
Marijuana possession-or usé
Marijuana sale
Narcotlc possessmn
Posses.. on of a non-narcoti¢ drug
Possessxon of psychotoxxc chemical
;Present where marijuana used
Producmg [growmg] matijuana-
Sniffing glue or psychotoxic chemical
‘Substance abuse

75-
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Q.. Carrying a conc=aled weapon.

Weapons
Bomb'possession or construction .

-Carrying loaded firearm, vehicle
Concealed weapon, not ﬁrearm
“ N Eth.'bltmg a dangerous weapon
. ) Possession of dangerous wéapon: ‘
: l?ossessnon of dangerous weapon to assault-
" = Possession of weapon.

Shooting from a vehicle

‘Shooting in restricted area

“Using-a dangerous weapon

;ﬁ—@' "~ -Indecent exposure

e Indecent acts

. Prostitution ‘
» Offering sex acts for hire
Patronizing a prostituté

Disorderly eonduct
Drsorderly conduct -
Disorderly. conduct to'annoy another
Disorderly coaduct, fighting continues
Disorderly conduct, fighting, desnats
Disorderly conduct fightmg;loud noise:
Disorderly conduct foul,-abuse language
. Dlsorderly conduct }.azardous condition continues
‘Diso:d..ly conduct, noisé in public place
- . Farlure’to disperse
P Fighting

. . ‘Foul laniguage-

Loitering:
‘Public intoxication
Unreasonable noise - public place

S Obstructlon of police
Altermg éviderice
h Flee policé officer, over 90 mphior out of state:
° . Interfere with arrest:
& L Resrstmg arrest.

"Obstruction of judiciary,

. 25 g, <'C0hteﬁ1§t

-Contempt, non-pecumary order
T Contemipt, pecuniary order

. * ‘Destroy, dter, conceal evidence

Obstructmg justice, caplta. or-1Ist oegree felony
.- Tampering wnth witness
“ N Techmcal ‘parole v:olatlon

NS
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Escape
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- :Aiding in an escape

‘Conceal escape from youth custody
Escape from custody

.~ Escape fmm custody, force

Youith in agency custody funs away again

=Delinquent tralﬂc
~Dnvmg under. mﬂuence ot' alcohol

Fleeing a police ofﬁcer, no damage or injury-

3 Leavmg accndent scene, damagc:c

Negllgent homncnde

-Other piiblic order ffenses
' Boating violation

-Conspiracy - cavital felony

Conispiracy, ( class A misdemeanor, pubhc order
Consplracy, classB mlsdemeanor -public order
Cruélty to animals

False id,:namé, address only

False: report .

fFalse report, false alarm

.Falsely reportmg an offense

Freworks;use possession, salé

Fnsh & gamc:avxolatnon

Ha.ass, wnt:s:z threat:

Klllmg an’ ammal 1llegally

thtcrmg

Mlsusc of: recrcatlonal vehjcle

Parks and recrcatlon offense

Possession of drug paraplienela

School mterference

‘ “Smokmg ina publlc place

Suborning

Supplymg alcohol to. minors
Tampermg with mail boxas
Terroristic threat, emergency’

_ Terroristic-threat, fear bodily.injury-
) Terronstlc threat prevent occupancy

'I‘hreatenmg a pubhc servant or-vc*er

Running away

‘Runaway }
Runaway, out of state youith-
Runaway.of Utah résident’

& Truancy

Habitual truancy

§};i
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TIncorrigiblity
"Othier-statis-
Possession of tobacco:
Ungovernable Utah youth

Status liquor offenses.
Alcohol possession-
‘Minoi .in tavern.

‘Ciitfew violation
Curfew
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