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RESPONSE

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
R R R

HOWARD N. SNYDER'

Iv the United States, the legal definition of a juvenile varies from state to state. As a
result, the United States does not have a unified juvenile justice system, and what
constitutes a juvenile crime in one state may not be a juvenile crime in another.
A person as young as seven in some states can be taken into custody (i.e., arrested)
for a law-violating behavior. In most states the juvenile courts have original juris-
diction over youths up to the age of 18, while in other states youths ages 16 and/or 17
are always processed as adults in the criminal justice system. In fact, as we shall
detail later, about two of every five 17-year-olds in the United States have no oppor-
tunity to be processed in a juvenile court. And all states have legislation that enables
o ons of juvenile age charged with a law-violating behavior to be tried as an adult
0 their criminal justice system. It is important to keep in mind these legal varia-
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fo(ijns n the definition of juvenile when reviewing the statistical information that
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| The goal of this chapter is to present an empirically based profile of
violating behavior of youth and the juvenile justice system’s resPOn:e t
behaviors over the last generation. First, trends in juvenile violent crime w they,
abuse behavior will be documented using reports on or by victims anda?fvdmg
en:

offender self-reports. Next, trends in these and other juvenile law-violatin be
iors known to law enforcement will be described using arrest statistics, Thegn hay.

juvenile court caseload and juvenile corrections statistics, trends in the jm,en;lus,i"g

tice system’s responses to these officially recognized behaviors will be exp10re£ Jus.
statistical resources that will be use

d to build this picture have their ownp un;
-y 1
characteristics that need to be understood (at Que

least to a minimum extent) to in
pret their findings properly. When necessary, therefore, the relevant characterist;r.
of the data systems will be briefly discussed. "

he Iy,

juvenile offending can be constructed through the yse
urders by juveniles can be inferred from the

Supplementary Homicide Reports provided to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
by law enforcement agencies. The Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Criminal
Victimization Survey can be used to document trends in juvenile offending for
crimes in which the victim sees the offender. For most other behaviors (e.g., burglary,
shoplifting, drug selling, curfew violations), the only possible sources for incident
and trending information on juvenile offending are self-reports from the juveniles
themselves, and such data collection efforts are not common in the United States.

An understanding of trends in
of several data resources. Trends 1n m

A. Lethal Violence

Annually the FBI’s Suppleme
on about 90% of the estimate

ntary Homicide Reports (SHR) collects information
d number of murders that occur in the United States.

These data describe the demographic characteristics of homicide victims and the

weapons used 1n the crimes. In addition, and when known, the SHR contains the
demographics of the offenders and their relationships to the victims. Between 1955
and 200s, the SHR contained no information on offenders in 36% of reported mur
ders. This proportion is composed of (1) those murders for which law enforcemen!
was unable to identify an offender and (2) those murders for which an offendt?r wa;
: dentified but the information was not reported to the FBI. This large propofnon icl)c
missing information presents a problem when attempting to describe !uven

offending trends. If it could be assumed that the offender characteristics 11 hes:
murders were similar to those for which offender information was kn
would be a simple process of extrapolating from the knowns tO the

However, this assumption is likely to be false. As a result, we arc left wi
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the murders that are known to be caused by juvenile offenders (i.e., persons under
age 18). This certainly undercounts the number of these murders; however, if the
nature of the unknowns has remained constant over the time period, then the trend
:n murders caused by known juvenile offenders should be a good approximation for
the trend in the actual number of murders with juvenile offenders.

Eleven percent (11%) of all murders that occurred between 1985 and 2005 for
which an offender was known involved a juvenile offender (i.e.. a person under age 18).
This prOPOI'tiOn grew from 7% in 1985 to its peak in 1994 at 16% and then fell there-
after, reaching 9% by 2005. Over this period, about 30% of all murders involving a
juvenile offender also involved an adult offender, with this proportion generally
increasing across the time period (from 25% in 1985 to 38% in 2005). The annual
number of murders attributed to juvenile offenders increased nearly 140% from
1985 t0 1994 (see Figure 1.1). Following this sharp increase, the number of murders
attributed to juvenile offenders fell as sharply through 200s, erasing all of the
increase. In fact, the number of murders attributed to juvenile offenders in 2005 was
8% below the 1985 figure. If we take into account the fact that the SHR data contained
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Figure 1.1. Murders Attributed to Juveniles: 1985 to 2005 -
Notes: Estimates were developed by the author using data reported to the FBI's Supplemer.\tar.y
HOmiCide RCPOI'tS Program. [Umted States Department of ]UStiCC, Fedeml .BUTCGU OfanEStlgnhOl\,
Uniform Crime Reporting Program. Various years. Supplementary Homicide chort; for the years
1985 through 2005.] ' e L35
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violating behavior of youth and the juvenile justice system’s response tq tl-?w‘
behaviors over the last generation. First, trends in juvenile violent crime ang dese

rug

abuse behavior will be documented using reports on or by victims and Juvenj)
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offender self-reports. Next, trends 1n these and other juvenile law-violating e},
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juvenile court caseload and juvenile corrections statistics, trends in the juvepj] iy
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statistical resources that will be used to build this picture have their own m;i .
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An understanding of trends in juvenile offending can be constructed through the yge

of several data resources. Trends in murders by juveniles can be inferred from the

Supplementary Homicide Reports provided to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
by law enforcement agencies. The Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crimina]

Victimization Survey can be used to
crimes in which the victim sees the offender. For most other behaviors (e.g., burglary,

shoplifting, drug selling, curfew violations), the only possible sources for incident

and trending information on juvenile offending are self-reports from the juveniles

themselves, and such data collection efforts are not common in the United States.

A. Lethal Violence

Annually the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports (SHR) collects in
on about 90% of the estimated number of murders that occur in the United States.

These data describe the demographic characteristics of homicide victims and the
weapons used in the crimes. In addition, and when known, the SHR contains the
demographics of the offenders and their relationships to the victims. Between 1935
and 2005, the SHR contained no information on offenders in 36% of reported mur
ders. This proportion is composed of (1) those murders for which law enforcement
was unable to identify an offender and (2) those murders for which an offender W&
: dentified but the information was not reported to the FBIL. This large proportion f)f
missing information presents a problem when attempting to describe juveﬂﬂe
offending trends. If it could be assumed that the offender characte :
murders were similar to those for which offender information was known, the” '
would be a simple process of extrapolating from the knowns 10 the unknow™
However, this assumption is likely to be false. As a result, we are left with trendinb




age 18)- This certainly Uﬂdercoun.ts the number of these murders; however, if the
nature of the unknowns has r.emamcd constant over the time period, then the trend

the trend in the actual number of murders with juvenile offenders.

Eleven percent (11%) of all murders that occurred between 1985 and 2005 for
whichan offender was known involved a juvenile offender (i.e., a person under age 18).
This propOl'ﬁOn grew from 7% in 1985 to its peak in 1994 at 16% and then fell there-
after, reaching 9% by 2905. Over this period, about 30% of all murders involving a
juvenile offender also .mvolved an adult offender, with this proportion generally
increasing across the time period (from 25% in 1985 to 38% in 2005). The annual
qumber of murders attributed to juvenile offenders increased nearly 140% from
1985 10 1994 (see Figure 1.1). Following this sharp increase, the number of murders
sttributed to juvenile offenders fell as sharply through 2005, erasing all of the
:crease. In fact, the number of murders attributed to juvenile offenders in 2005 was
89 below the 1985 figure. If we take into account the fact that the SHR data contained
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fie dﬁ::f:ﬁ’:g :yf tlllllaltrtc]l-lers in 2005 than in 1985 for w.hich no .offen.der was identi-

oy — e number ?f ml.u'ders committed by juveniles in 2005 was

- Yy €équal to .the number committed in 1985.

murd:rilz(:r?;e )u(;renile trend in context, it is useful to compare it to the trend in

i uted to adult offenders. Murders attributable to adult offenders
ased 13% between 1985 and its peak in 1991 (a few years prior to the juvenile

peak). Between 1991 and 2005, the number of these murders fell 31%; so that by

2005, the number of murders attributable to adult offenders was below its 1985

level—even after taking into account larger numbers of murders for which no

offender was identified. Finally, over this period, while adult offenders were involved

u? a substantial proportion of murders attributed to juvenile offenders (30%), juve-
nile offenders were involved in just 4% of murders attributable to adult offenders.

In summary, over the period from 1985 through 2005, murders by both juveniles
and adults increased into the early 1990s and then declined by 2005 to near their
twenty-year lows; the difference was that the amplitude of the juvenile trend was far

more pronounced than the adult trend. . _
p a better understanding of the nature

With the SHR data it is possible to develo
of murders by juveniles and the factors related to the substantial changes in their

annual counts over the twenty-year period. Over the period from 1985 t0 2005 over
half (55%) of all murder victims of juvenile offenders were classified as acquain-

tances of the offender, one-third (32%) were strangers, and the remainder (15%)
were family members. During the period when the annual number of juvenile mur-

ders increased substantially, the sumber of murders of family members remained

constant; and when the overall number of murders fell dramatically, murders of

1985 and 1994 was limited to murd

and strangers). However,
murders of strangers had returne

had fallen to below their 1985 level. Whatever factors were driving the

acquaintances
increase in juvenile murders through the mid-1990s differentially affected the mur-

der of family and non-family victims.
Another aspect of the juvenile murder trend is the relationship to firearms.

Between 1985 and 1994, the annual number of murder victims killed by weapons
other than a firearm ( including hands, feet, and fists) remained constant. All of the
growth In juvenile murders between 1985 and 1994 was limited to firearm-related
crimes. Similarly, nearly the entire decline after 1994 was linked to the drop In
firearm-related murders. The implication of this finding is interesting to consider.
The speculation that juveniles became more violent from the mid-1980s through
the mid-1990s was a COmmon reason used by state legislators to revise laws making
.« easier to transfer juveniles to the adult criminal justice system. However, if juve-
niles had become more violent, it would be logical to predict that murders with and
without firearms would have both increased. The fact that only firearm-related
murders increased points not to a change in juveniles’ propensity for violence but to
a change in juveniles’ access to (or willingness to use) firearms.
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Another aspect of the trend in my T
portion of these crimes that involved :::I:l;); }:f;zglcli::sulfh gl
pcrcentag.e of murders attributed to juveniles that invo]v;d ZT::?:\:: ;?fos,dthc
8ene,-auy increased f.rom 34% to 48%. Over this period, an average of thre fen el::
(73%) of these mtfltlple qffender crimes involved an adult offender w'thet.h‘ourt
portion gradually increasing over the period. Caviantapd

[n summary, while roughly the same in 1985 and 2005, the annual ber
qurders attributed to juvenile offenders spiked in the mid-l;gos. This larn:g: "
wras limited t0 crimes against non-family members and crimes involving ﬁrecarre:lsse
Over the period, a large proportion of murders attributed to juvenile offender;
savolved multiple offenders. In most multiple offender murders, juveniles commit-

ted their Crimes with adults.

B. Non-lethal Violent Crime

The National Criminal Victimization Survey (NCVS) is the primary source of
formation on the frequency, characteristics, and consequences of non-lethal
criminal victimization in the United States. Each year a large sample of persons ages
5 and above are asked about the personal and property victimizations they have
experienced. For serious violent crimes (i.e., sexual assault, aggravated assault, and
robbery), the victims are asked for their perception of the age, sex, race, and Hispanic
ethnicity of the offenders. Clearly, unless the offenders are known by the victims,
the accuracy of victims’ assessments of offenders’ ages are questionable (i.e., it 1s
difficult to distinguish between a 17-year-old and an 18-year-old). However, if there
.« a bias in the perception of offender age, it is likely that the bias has been constant
over the years; so while the actual value of the incidence rate of juvenile offending
within a year may be questioned, the NCVS trend in serious violent juvenile offend-
ing can be studied with greater confidence. Also it should be noted that, by not

interviewing (or using surrogate responders for) persons under the age of 12, crimes
against these persons are excluded from the NCVS, which may be a meaningful por-

tion of the total amount of juvenile serious violent offending.
Based on victim reports to the NCVS, the period from the mid-1980s through
the mid-1990s experienced a substantial growth in serious violent juvenile crime

(Figure 1.2). Between 1985 and its peak in 1993, the rate of serious violent crimes
committed by juvenile offenders increased 58%.2 The growth was greater for aggra-
vated assaults (65%) than for robberies (49%) and forcible rape (43%). To place
these changes in perspective, victim reports . dicate that the adult offending rate

for serious violent crime increased just 2% between 1935 and 1993, with the rate of
tobbery by adults increasing 9%, adult aggravated assaults increasing 6%, and forc-

ble rape by adults falling 28%. -
After its peak in 1993, juvenile violence plummeted. Between 1993 and 2007, the
ate of serious violent juvenile offending fell 74%. This decline wiped out all of the
In 2007, the juvenile serious

In .
Viclrease experienced between 1985 and 1993—and more. . |
olent offending rate based on victim reports was 58% below what it was 1n 1935.



8
NATURE AND PATTERNS OF JUVENILE OFFENDING

Forcible Rape

Serious Violent Crime
Incidents with offenders under age 18/100,000 populstion

Incidents with offenders under age 18/100,000 population
- 120

2000
| i
s i N T
TN 5

oo FAITLLLL LTI LA .lllil!% Ill
TITTTTTTTINODR = S !!rll‘ i

~ T AN NIV Y TINALL
o T = o v
” 1 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 20086 2007

1985 1987 1989 199

1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007

Robbery
Incidents with offenders under age 18/100,000 gp_polation

Incidents with offenders under age 18/100,000 population
w TR
T E
‘ |

R
TN
TV

200 '
pnnnmn
o .

rious Violent Crimes: 1985 to 2007
robbery and aggravated assault. Estimates were
ers in BJS’ National Crime Victimization

: he readable data file Age of offenders in serious violent crime,
). Annual estimates of juvenile forcible rape offending

ported to the NCVS.
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1973—2007 by number of offenders (B]S, 2009
are unstable due to the small number of such incidents re

lent juvenile offend

Similar patterns were found in forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault, with their
9% below their 1985 levels. For whatever reasons, the overall decline

2007 rates at least 45
in the rate of juvenile serious violent crime following its peak in 1993 drove the rate 1n

first century to levels not seen since at least the beginning

ct, the juvenile serious violent offending rate in 2007 Was
so it is very likely the low rates in 2007 rivaled (or even
It is important to note that the general trend

first century in juvenile non-lethal violent
urvey is remarkably

of the NCVS in 1973; in fa
about one-third of the 1973 rate,
surpassed) those of the 1950s and 1960s.

from the mid-1980s into the early twenty-
offending documented by the National Criminal Victimization S

similar to the trend in lethal juvenile offending documented by the Supplementary
Homicide Report data. It is also important to consider that adult serious violent offend-
ing also fell markedly after the mid-1990s. By 2007, the adult serious violent offending
rate was 64% below its 1985 level and just one-third of its 1973 level. Therefore, whatevel
the factors were that drove down the levels of serious violent offending in the United
States after the mid-1990s, they had large effects on both juveniles and adults.

Other NCVS analyses (e.g., Lynch and Snyder 2007) have compared juvenile V1O~
lence trends for males and females and for whites and blacks over this period. This
work found that serious violent offending by both juvenile males and juvenile females

. .
G A s o i s . W PP S R———




JUVENILE DELINQUENTS AND JUVENILE JUSTICE CLIENTELE 9
’—/——-——_-___—__-——_—\——-_—
. creased substantially from the mid-1980s through the mid-1990s and then dr d
substantially through the mid-2000s; however, the juvenile female increase was ozapti
than the juvenile male increase in the earlier period, and the juvenile female grecli j
was less than the male decline in the latter period. Turning to race, the trends in wh?t:
and black juvenile offending were similar over the period, with both rising from the
mid-19808 through the mid-1990s and then declining sharply and equally through the
mid-2000s. In all, the factors driving the trends in juvenile violence appear to have
Jffected male and female youths and white and black youths similarly.

C. Self-Reported Drug Use

Another crime type for which available data provide a general understanding of trends
in juvenile offending is the use of illicit drugs. One of these efforts (i.e., Monitoring the
Future, or MTF) annually measures drug use in a national sample of high school stu-
dents (Johnston et al. 2008). While MTF delves into many aspects of illicit drug use,
for our purposes, it is sufficient to document the general trends for various popula-
tion subgroups. Between 1985 and 1992, the proportion of twelfth graders who indi-
cated they had used illicit drugs in the prior year fell from 46% to 27% (Figure 1.3).

All Youth, Males and Females All Youth, Males and Females
Percent of 12th Graders Who Used in Last 12 Months
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Otes: Self-reported illicit drug use prevalence percentages come from the Monitoring the Future

S
Ucull{'ve)' (Johnston et al. 2008). Arrest rate estimates were develope
arrest data (USDOJ, FBI UCRP, 2009) adjusted to reflect the FBI’s national estimates of arrests.

d by the author from analysis of
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Between 1992 and 1997, this proportion increased to 42%; and .th.en gradually
nd was similar for maleg

declined th h to 36%. The one-year prevalence tre :
rough 2007 to 36% e one-year p -t throughout the perind. I

and females, with the male percentage marginally grea ¥ e
contrast, the levels of white and black reported ‘licit drug use varied greatly over

the period, while the general trend was similar for both. :I'he rep
illicit drug use in 1985 was substantially higher for white (48%) than black (33%)

youths. Both white and black rates declined to their relative low po.mtls 1)n b19f92 (:}o%
versus 16%), then rose into the late 19905 (44% versus 33% res?eawetl);s’ rz 0; its all;
ing back somewhat through 2007 (39% versus 29%). Hlspanlff youost ofIt)he 1 g

illicit drug use remained in between the white and black rates- or m 985

to 2007 period.*
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reported to law enforcement in 2005. And while

it is highly likely that the propor-
.g., drug use, drug selling,
weapons possession, .olations) is much lower. Therefore the justice system
' ' s committed, sometimes referred to

simple assault, a less serious pers
crimes with person victims were

as the dark figure of crime.
Information on crimes kn

arrest trends can be found in th

own to law enforcement, crimes cleared by arrest, and
e data reported by law enforcement agencies to the

FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting ( UCR) Program. From these data it is known thata
Jarge portion of crimes known to law enforcement is never cleared by arrest or other
exceptional means (e.g., the death of the offender, the victim’s refusal to cooperate)-
In 2007 the FBI reported that 45% of reported violent crimes and 16% of reported
property crimes were cleared by arrest or other exceptional means. Murder had the
highest clearance rate (61%), while just 12% of reported burglaries and 13% of
reported motor vehicle thefts were cleared. Therefore, while it is likely that a large
percentage of (especially repeat) offenders are eventually arrested for some crime,
there is no guarantee that arrest trends reflect crime trends or offending behavior.
Arrest trends reflect a complex combination of crime trends, victims’” willing-
ness to report crime, police behavior, offenders’ ability to elude arrest, and the pub-
lic’§ demand for enforcement. Comparing victim reports and self-reports of
delinquent behavior with law enforcement reports of clearances and juvenile arrests
leads t.o an unde.rstanding of how these factors might interact, and how delinquent
behavior results in entry into the Justice system. The following table below proVidﬁ
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Table 1.1. What Percent of Violent Crimes were Committed by Juveniles in 2007?¢
Victim Reports Law Enforcement Reports

_—

Offense Victim Report  Victim Report Law Enforcement  Law Enforcement

of Incidents of Incidents  Reports of Offenses R
| . eports of Juvenile
with All . wu‘h Any Cleared by Juvenile Percent of All
Offenders Offender Arrest Arrests
Under Age18  Under Age 18 ‘
/____—————-———__-___—-___—_—_——————————-———
Violent Crime . 19% 22% 12% 16%
RapeISCX Assault 13% , 13% ‘ 1% 15%
Robbery 28% .. 29% 15% 27%
ravated Assault 15% 18% 12% 13%

Aol ot -
Note: Author’s analyses of NCVS and UCR data. ' .

A

Jssessments of the relative volume of serious violent crime committed by juveniles
(i.e., persons under age 18) in 2007 based on three separate data sources: victim
reports, clearance statistics, and arrest statistics. !~ ' ¢ | ‘

Victim reports in 2007 indicate that about one in five serious violent crimes was
committed by juveniles. Law enforcement in 2007 reported that closer to one in ten
serious violent crimes for which an offender was identified was cleared by the arrest
of a juvenile. From these two statistics it appears that many crimes committed by
juveniles are never reported to law enforcement (or juveniles are very good at avoid-
ing detection). Some juvenile crimes (e.g., a fight between two neighborhood
youths) may be handled informally by parents or school officials without reporting
the incident to law enforcement, while many others may never be reported to any
authority. Consequently, each year there is a large pool of serious violent juvenile
crime that could be reported to law enforcement. Therefore, if the factors related to
crime reporting were to change (e.g., victim’s willingness to report increased, com-
munity’s willingness to cooperate with law enforcement increased, mandatory
reporting/arrest laws were implemented), the number of serious violent juvenile
.crimes reported to law enforcement and the number of juvenile arrests could
increase without any actual increase in juvenile crime. Also note that the juvenile
proportion of arrests for serious violent crime is much larger than the proportion
of crimes cleared by juvenile arrests (e.g., for robbery 15% of crimes cleared and
27% of arrests). This difference reflects the well-known fact that juveniles are more
i‘:‘;(l));tz}:iatn ladults to commit .crirnes i.n groups; therefore, one juvenile rqbbery
Bnshd r(; bell)w enforcen.lent will result in multiple arrests more often tl.lan Wl]..l one
nile Crimes ¢ ery §omm1tted by an adult. Cons‘equently, if the prc.)portlon.of juve-
it Cl'ilne(:I)nItIlllltt‘ed by. groups of .offenders increased (.e.g., an increase in gang-

, the juvenile proportion of arrests would increase, while the actual

Numbe : - . : .
Is of crimes committed by juveniles remained constant.
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A clear example of the disconnect between ju

entry into the justice system via arrest is seen in t .
: : les report simj
reports of juvenile drug use find that juvenile males and fema P Milay

ioure 1.3); ho
levels and trends in drug use between 1985 and 2(:)07 Eii‘; = zl:ug arr’:v(er
throughout that period, females accounted for only 14 % ol } sts,

Throughout the period, white juveniles reported drug. use lf;el:zf:srsir;:z:;goﬁs
than did black juveniles, while the arrest rate for b.l?Ck Juvlf.r;; edm—— us: 01
higher than the white juvenile arrest rate. In addition, wll e el 2508, T e
drugs by black juveniles declined substantially betweennd9arrest e frenda u
responding arrest rate soared. Obviously, ar.res.t ratles ; ot o ol i erime |
not always good indicators of either the relat}ve anCl)1 ve’or -
or changes in prevalence/incidence of criminal be. avi C(.,mmitted by fuvenile
statistics may not yield a good portrait of the crimes ’

i the juvenile justice
they are an excellent measure of the flow of youth 1nto ) )

system.

[II. JUVENILE ARREST TRENDS

.......
...........
...........
..................................
.....
................

In 2007 an estimated 2,171,200 arrests were made of youths under age 13. Half of

. : bretia
all these juvenile arrests fell in offen ny-theft, sin
assault, disorderly conduct, drug abuse violations, and curfew/loitering violations

(Table 1.2). If it can be assumed the FBI’s All Other Oﬁ'enfe category contains pri-
marily public order offenses, then 15% of juvenile arrests in 2007 were fox: offe.nses
against a person, 21% were for property offenses, 9% were for drug law.v1olat10ns,
43% were for public order offenses, and 12% were for status offenses (i.e., curfew

and running away from home). |
Between 1985 and 2007, the annual number of juvenile arrests controlling for

variations in population (i.e., the juvenile arrest rate) peaked in 1996 (Figure 1.4).
The juvenile arrest rate generally increased from 1985 to 1996, and then generally
declined through 2007. The 24% increase between 1985 and 1996 was more than
erased between 1996 and 2007, so that the juvenile arrest rate in 2007 was 10% below
its 1985 level. Over the 1985 to 2007 period, the adult arrest rate followed a somewhat
similar pattern of growth and decline, with the peak year being significantly
earlier—in 1989. For adults. the 17% growth in the total arrest rate between 1985 and
1989 was also erased by its gradual decline between 1989 and 2007, falling to a level
in 2007 7% below its 1985 level. ' ‘ | -

To unde.rstand the dynamics underlying the juvenile arrest rate trend, its
c?ffense-s.peaﬁc components must be explored. The period of the 1990s saw pub-
tion focused on the issue of violent juvenile crime. Newspaper headlines

. |
five offense categories: larceny-theft, simple |

i
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/—_—_—_—__——_—_-_-__—-____\*
Table 1.2. Juvenile Arrests by Gender and Race in 2007

Percent

/—-—_—_——-—___-———_——__—————_—___———_——_——-_—

Estimated . Percentof Female White Black Native  Asjan/
Number  Total American Pacific

Islander
‘___,__——-——_—"—__—_—__-_-———_——_—_————_————————-____
All offenses 2,171,200 100.0% 29% 67%  30% 1% 2%
Murder 1,340 0.1% 8% 40%  57% 1% 1%

u
Forcible rape 3,580 0.2% 2% 62%  36% 1% 1%
RO bbery 34,350 1.6% 10% 30% 68% <1% 1%
0
Aggravated assault 57,230 2.6% 23% 57%  41% 1% 1%
Burglary 81,700 3.8% 11% 65%  33% 1% 1%
Larceny-theft 298,500 13.7% 43% 66%  31% 1% 2%
Motor vehicle theft 29,400 1.4% 17% 54%  42% " 204 2%
Arson 7,200 0.3% 12% 77%  21% 1% 2%
Other assaults 241,200 11.1% 34% 59%  39% 1% 1%
Forgery 3,100 0.1% 32% 72%  25% 1% 2%
Fraud 7,200 0.3% 36% 64%  33% 1% 1%
Embezzlement 1,700 0.1% 41% 58%  39% 1% 2%
Stolen property 22,200 1.0% 18% 55%  43% 1% 1%
offenses
Vandalism 111,300 5.1% 13% 79% 19% 1% 1%
Weapons offense 43,600 2.0% 10% 61%  37% 1% 1%
Commercialized 1,500 0.1% 77% 41% 57% 1% 1%
vice | )
Other sex offenses 15,500 0.7% 10% 70% 28% 1% 100
Drug offense 195,400 9.0% 16%  69% - 29% 1% 1%
Gamgbling 2,000 0.1% 2% 5%  95% <1% 1%
’ 0
Family offenses 5,800 0.3% 39% 73%  24% 2% 1%
Driving under the 18,100 0.8% 24% 93% 4% 2% 1%
influence
% 1%
Liquor law 139,100 6.4% 37% 91% 5% 370
violations
2% 1%
Drunkenness 16,900 0.8% 26% 89% 8:’0 . .
0
Disorderly conduct 203,000 9.3% 33% 58%  40% k= ‘
1
Vagrancy 3,800  0.2% 29% 78% 21% 1% .
' . <1
Suspicion 400 <0.1% 25% 66% 33% 1:: o
1
Curfew/loitering 143,000 6.6% 31% 64% 34% - -
Runaways 108,900 5.0% 56% 67% 26% "
2
All other offenses 6% 70%  27% 1%

374,200 17.2% 2
—_— R e e —

: SN ' , 2007.
Note: Estimates developed by author from data reported in Crime in the United States, 2007.
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carried stories of incidents of juvenile violence, and com-
The empirical
nile

and magazine covers
mentators speculated about a new breed of juvenile offenders.

support for this focus came in part from the substantial increases in juve
violent crime arrests, especially arrests for murder and weapon law violations. It
was common practice during this period to summarize violent crime pattern$
using the Violent Crime Index. The Violent Crime Index is the sum of four
crimes (i.e., murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery and
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Figure 1.4. Juvenile and Adult Arrest Rates: 1985 to 2007

Notes: Arrest rate estimates were developed by the author from analysis of UCR arrest dflt:\
(USDOJ, FBI UCRP, 2009) adjusted to reflect the FBI’s national estimat.es of arrests. The Vlodent
Crime Index includes murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, r obber}', e ,
aggravated assault. The Property Crime Index : 1 cludes arrests for burglary, larceny-theft, mo (c)ll;r

vehicle theft and arson. Juvenile arrest rate is 100,000 times the number of ar.rests of per SO’;S “nf
age 18 divided by the population under age 18. Adult arrest rate is 100,000 times the x;lumhcr gu“
arrests of persons age 18 and over divided by the population over age 17. For .some sr AP, the &
* " arrest rate is divided by two to improve the quality of the display. .
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aggravated assault) and was first used by the FBI in the late 1950s.° The juvenile
arrest rate for crimes of murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault increased substantially (by 53%) between 198;

and their peak in 1993. More specifically, over this eight-year period, the juvenile
for robbery, 74% for aggravated assault, and 133% for

crest rate for forcible rape showed little change,
ime arrest rate was in reality not that
ent crime arrest rate (i.e., 53% versus

arrest rate increased 31%
murder; in contrast, the juvenile a
The large increase in the juvenile violent cr

different from the increase in the adult viol
36%). The juvenile and adult arrest trends were very similar for the high-volume

violent crime of aggravated assault (as well as for simple assault). However, the
public focused on the fact that the adult arrest rate for murder had increased
very little (6%) in the eight-year period, while the uvenile arrest rate for murder
had more than doubled. In addition, over this eight-year period, the increase in
the juvenile arrest rate for weapon law violations (a violence-related crime to
most persons) was more than four times the adult arrest rate increase (91% ver-

sus 21%).
The large increases in juvenile violent crime arrests were also in contrast to the
for property crimes over the period. In

relative stability of the juvenile arrest rate
rime Index offenses (i.e., burglary, lar-

fact, the juvenile arrest rate for Property C
ceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson) actually declined 4% over the period.
The Property Crime Index trend masks the differing trends in the major offenses

within it. Over the period from 1985 t0 1993, the juvenile arrest rate for burglary
declined 25%, fell for larceny-theft just 4%, and increased for motor vehicle theft

59%—which 1s a perfect example of the major weakness of such broad crime

indices.
To the public, juveniles in the 1990s had become more violent, so changes

needed to be made. And changes were made. In the last half of the 1990s, most states
Hodified their legislation to make it easier to process juveniles charged with a vio-
lent crime as adults. In the mid-1990s, the juvenile “superpredator” became the
national caricature of the typical juvenile offender.

The juvenile violent crime arrest rate fell precipitously after its 1993 peak. By
2001, the juvenile arrest rate for Violent Crime Index offenses had fallen below its
1985 level. After its highly publicized peak in 1993, the juvenile arrest rate for mur-
der fell to below its 1985 level in 1999 and remained near this low level through
2007. The juvenile arrest rate of robbery also fell in 1998 to its lowest level since
1985 and continued to decline for several years thereafter. By the early years of the
twenty-first century, the juvenile arrest rates for murder, forcible rape, robbery:.
burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft were all well below thei; 198 lev-,
els, and the juvenile arrest rate for weapon law violations had returned t 9't5 8
level. By the early twenty-first century, juvenile law-violati oy e
perspective of law enforcement had ., o Vl(?latlng behavior from the

reached a generational low for most crime

types, with the notable excepti
: ions of dr olat;
and simple assault. ’ ug abuse violations, aggravated assault,
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A. Gender-Specific Arrest Trends

Between the mid-1980s and the rr.nid-199os, female arrest rates (though smaller in
absolute terms) increased proport.lonately more than the corresponding male arrest
ates (Figure 1.5). Both rates .declmed after reaching their peaks in the mid-1990s,
but the male rate fell propprtnonately more than th.e female rate. Consequently, the
juvenile male arrest rate in 2007 was 18?6 below its 1985 level, while the juvenile
female arrest rate in 2007 was 20% above its 1985 level. Comparing these arrest rates
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directly, in 1985 the female arrest rate was 30% of the male rate; in 2007 it had grown

to 44% of the male rate. The gender difference in arrests was numwmg-
Earlier we discussed factors other than juvenile law-violating behavior that have

likely contributed to the juvenile drug arrest trends. It is likely that some of these
factors are also involved in the narrowing of the gender difference in arrests. Victim
reports from the National Criminal Victimization Survey show that assaults by
juveniles peaked in 1993 and declined substantially through 2007; between 1993 and
2007, victims reported an 80% decline in the rate of aggravat !

by juveniles. While the juvenile arrest rate for aggravated assault and victim reports
between 1985 and 1993 both show substantial increases, the large decline in aggra-

vated assaults reported by victims after 1993 was not seen in the )'U"eflile ifﬂ‘eSt rate.
A study of the juvenile male and female arrest rates provides insight into these

differences.
A comparison of juvenile male and female arrest trends for robbery shows that
milar pattern of growth and

between 1985 and 1993, the arrests rates followed a sl .
tenth the male rate. Similar

decline—albeit the female rate averaged about one- . . |
arrest rate trends were not found for aggravated assaults. While both juvenile male

and female rates increased equally through the early 19905,

From 1991 through 1995, the juvenile female arrest

more than the male rate. As a result, between 1985 and 1995
rate for aggravated assault grew 70% while the female rate grew 1299%0. After 1995,

both rates fell, but the male rate fell proportionately more (39% versus 26%). As a
result, the male arrest rate for aggravated assault in 2007 was just 4% above 1ts 1985

level, while the 2007 female rate was 70% a
Why were there gender differences in the arrest trends for aggravated assault

and not robbery? Some clues may be found in the arrest trend for simple assault.
’ female and the male arrest rates for aggravated

91 and 1995, the

juvenile female arrest rate increased more than the male rate for both offenses.
Then, after 1995, the juvenile male and female arrest rates for aggravated assault
both declined, but the female rate declined less. In stark contrast, after 1995, while
the juvenile male arrest rate for simple assault held constant, the juvenile female
arrest increased substantially. As a result, between 1985 and 2007, the simple assault
Jrrest rate for juvenile males increased 78% and the female rate more than tripled.
So what can explain these differing patterns of juvenile and female arrest rates for
robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault?
One cannot argue that the narrowing of the gender gap in juvenile arrest rates
s because juvenile females became more violent, because that argument is not sup-
ported by (1) victim reports of declining violence by female offenders and (2) the
fact the robbery arrest trends are nearly identical for males and females over the
period. A clue to a possible explanation may be in the large divergence in male and
f?ala:':eif;?;:;t:oﬁrtll)lc;tll:BaIig:;atedala;ld a(iimple assault and not robbery arrests.
i r——r— ional Inci ent-based Repartmg System find that
: por 0 )avealle female than male violent crimes reported to law
enforcement involves victims who are family members. Over the period we are
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) onsidering public policy.and. law enforcement agencies became
harm caused by domestic violence; as a result, intervention olici
Because of these changes, more of these incidents were likely to be re les changed.
enforcement and more were lnkely.to result in arrest. Even if j“Veni}]):ne:l to law
females would be arrested equally in these domestic incidents, such . f:h es ax?d
arrest policy would have a greater effect on the relatively low assault arre sta:agt: :}

- venile temales than on the much higher arrest rate of juvenile males (Feld 2009;

,S yder and Si@md 2006). This explanation for these trends fits the data.
G peciﬁcan)” while the number of such dome.stic violence incidents had not increased
(as evidenced by the NCVS data),.a change in law enforcement’s response to domes-
tic violence incidents caused a disproportionate increase in the arrests of juvenile
cenales for aggravated and simple assault (the most common charges in domestic
wiolence :ncidents). At the same time, male and female arrest trends for robbery (a
rime largely unrelated to domestic violence) was unaffected. This argument may
help to explain the narrowing of the gender gap in juvenile violent crime arrest pat-
terns, but it does not explain the narrowing gender gap in other crime types. That
s it does not explain why the juvenile male arrest rate for property offenses declined

more after the mid-1990s than did the juvenile female arrest rate.

so much

B. Race-Specific Arrest Trends

Between 1985 and 2007, the average total arrest rate for black youths (6,083) was
twice the rate of white youth (3,130) and Native American youth (3,137) and four
tmes the rate of Asian youth (1,411), where arrest rate is defined as the number of
arrests per 100,000 youth ages 0 t0 17 in the racial group. The arrest rate trends for
each of the four racial groups followed a similar pattern over the period, with an
crease from the mid-1980s through the mid-1990s, and then a decline thereafter
(Figure 1.6). At its peak in the mid-1990s, the total arrest rate was 22% above its 1985
level for white youth, 36% above for black youth, 40% above for Native American
youth, and 49% above for Asian youth. By 2007, the total arrest rates for black and
Native American youth had returned to very near their 1985 levels (3% and 7% above
their 1985 levels respectively), while white and Asian youth ended the period with
arrest rates below their 1985 levels (14% and 26% respectively). As a result of their
similar arrest trends, the relative size of the total arrest rates for each racial group
changed little annually over the period.

As with arrests for all offenses, the black arrest rate for Property Crime Index
offenses annually remained near twice the white arrest rate between 1985 and 2007.
grcsfltlrast, over the period, the black arrest rate averaged five times tl.le. white rate
'y x“z ent Crime I.ndex offenses, with the disparity in the rates declining for the
Perio(La']I*l}:l fo.r for?lbl.e rape, robbery, and aggravated as§ault) through most of the
then decl ¢ dlspaflty in the black and white arrest rates u.lcrea.sed substantially and
violation “éd durmg the period for murder, drug abuse violations, and weapon law
that the ; hanges in the ratio of black-to-white arrest rates over th.e period 1mp!y

actors influencing the arrest of white and black youth differed, a topic

which wi
ch will be explored in more detail later in this volume.




urder
All Offenses A,,,,tgwo,OOOPmO"’:"o'" in Group
Arrests/100,000Persons Ages 0-17 In Group . 25 | ‘
o.ooo“ SIEARY | ‘%‘ ',"‘,.-.-.
7000 | | b ;/""s,'..* 20 + * l '.,',i\;l ‘\"
6000 | | PO R S | :w e ARV EARTRS f_\ $8'% Twn mmnd
o ' . "
4

Y ‘1991 1993 1995 1997 19992001 200320052007

198519871989
Robbery

-

52007

.' ' \ _--___.,.—.—.——.‘——’
> ',,,’,_—.-——.

19;3 1995 1997 19992001 2003 200

919911993 1995 1997 19992001 20 -5—2007

1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003200 . .
e me rty Crime Index Black-to-White Rate Ratios
rope ri

Rates for AgesO-17

—

S

| | == Violent Crime Index
I : 4- T L Dmgs

-« Weapons

— Property Crime Index .

N ? ! ‘
i 2
N [ | ' ¥ Y 3 ! ! | Y
: R SRS T
|

—g Ww M —y

1 -:--#- ;~-+~-'~-v —b= 6-~v-~--:--—7~-f - T'-':' T 1l :
RERREASEEEE 220 20000

|

. ~

...
3
.
‘e
-
°
S —— - ——.
o .
v -
v
.
o ——— - - pra— - "
.
M
.
.
- — -
M
o s .

o ——, g —
- —y— o A g g ———_ P >~

o - — - -— — e~ - 9o - - * - .~
- T‘ - - o
: - > - - . . § —y

4“_ ! ' L e o l——————— —— - >

Figure 1.6. Juvenile Arrest Rates by Race: 1985 to 2007
Note. Arrest rate estimates were developed by the author from analysis of UCR arrest data (USDOJ,
FBI UCRP, 2009) adjusted to reflect the FBI's national estimates of arrests.
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Even though most delinquency cases are referred to juvenile court intake by law
enforcement, juvenile court referral trends do not mirror juvenile arrest trends. The
annual rate of delinquency cases disposed by juvenile courts increased from the
mid-1980s to the mid-1990s (Figure 1.7). The rate increase from 1985 through 1996
was greater for juvenile court cases than for juvenile arrests (43% versus 24%). Then,
after increasing more, juvenile court case rates decreased less than juvenile arrest
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6 to 2005 (-15% versus -28%). As a result, while the juvenile arrest rate
below its 1985 level, the juvenile court case rate in 2005 was 22%

above 1ts 1985 level. . . ;
There are many reasons juvenile arrest and juvenile court case trends might

Jiffer. First they cover somewhat different populations; that is, while juvenile
ests COVer al] arrests of persons under age 18, many of these youth are not

" . , -
juvenile but In adult criminal courts due to the variations in state

All Cases Disposed by Gender All Cases Disposed by Offense
956 per 1,000 Youth Ages 10 to Upperage Age

cyses per 1,000 Youth Ages 10 to Upperage Age

100 1 | T T B i S B [ s = = Property

90 |11 - ~ oo 4B BN M 1) il el SR OO oo :eublicom:r
Ll le T i i a7 i} s g — Person

w ‘ = 1 n s - [ . - -\ \ oo Drugs
AT

' : | e —t—1T"1"L g ' — 1 decdec qdo vy b e A .

40 . .. e ’—H" — . gl lacae L ocose, Savless -

0 + - Male o = = B o o B e

20 4 ' . . - — All Youth , I (51 () [ 1 P

o ‘._-.. b et . 2 chalc.z = eedecdoeeolreode, :. o : '.. ' 2

! HEEE T (8 I b 0 44 L

1 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005

1985 1987 1989|1-991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 . 1985 1987 1989 198
Female Cases by Offense

¢ ... MaleCases by Offense 5 Lo
Cases per 1,000 Males Ages 10 to Upperage Age » Cases per 1,000 Females Ages 10 to Upperage Age
O+ TT T T TTITT T TT ey T T T T T T T T T T =<Foperty
’{ g;oupfcngrdﬂ 14 A~ |- "L J—4 wggb‘l’icOrdcr
' - - - - « PersoN |
w ! o : X - _&mn 12 bt | o { -~ - Y _ S\ i3 e Dmgs :
# e Drugs ‘ L T - !
40 ' l [0 S S S o o It I I A
i : ; f
e 30 3 A= - 8 : - —— S Sengy mehi DERS 55 ‘ 7
= il s LT
S =TT HA HEEETT - 2 T Lttt
| YT FXX L1 Add AL 0.*00 009’ o f‘: ..' oo :..- : ." i ,.- o" REY RN . : 5
oms.ﬂwa_; 1;8; | 195.1 1993 :99;"1997 | 1999 2001 2003 2005 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005
White Cases by Offense ol o it vbem Black Cases by Offense
Cases per 1,000 White Youth Ages 10 to Upperage Age Cases per 1,000 Black Yqugh (\.gc.:svw-to Upperage Age
25 e T ] O TTTTTTLIL] [== Proerty |
‘ — Publpiec Order ! y "= A : geubhc Order
30 r s T 171 e Person 50 ~t2Y1"T 1T 1T g # - 0'50" :
| S - soe Dmgs ' N rugs
2 oo Wi - o 52y N ; - [ I . e LM &
5 r " 40 _r - = a !!
20 +- —t I~ » I ' A
| o AT LR
15 +- B P T B (. (i . | "I . ~
wi. i [ ) 8 =T 11l 20‘,.' I | U T1rT!
5 ¢ - . : g oopact)oopocpe? sl G i sy 10 o .‘. et et Rl KPS ool s edoedecse
o LTttt L L)L) L) g " g 10 I O O O O O I e
19851987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005

Figure 1.7. Juvenile Court Case Rates: 1985 to 2005 .
Notes: The unit of count is case disposed. A case is all of the offenses referred on a single day.

A referral may be linked to one of more criminal incidents and/or one or more arrests. A refe.rral

la::z;‘(’t be the result of an arrest and may be referred to juvenile cc.>urt intake by othe.r than

Case rat:l; ce.ment (e.8., a victim, a parent, a school official or a probation officer). Juvenile court
stimates were developed using data reported in Puzzanchera, C. and Kang, W. (2008).

Juvenile Court Statistics Databook.”Online. Available: http://ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/ ojstatbb/jcsdb/. -
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statutes described earlier in this chapter. To place these differences in Perspe.. |
tive, it is helpful to know that in 2005, 10% of the 16-year-olds and 399 of t}:. |
17-year-olds in the United States lived in states in which any law'violatine
behaviors they allegedly committed were under the original jurisdiction of 2
adult criminal court (not a juvenile court). Another possible reason for thn
trend differences in juvenile arrest rates and juvenile court case rates is tha:
about one in every six juvenile court cases is referred to the court by Persong
other than law enforcement (e.g., by victims, parents, school officials, and Pro-
bation officers). However, even with these two differences, there is still substap,
tial overlap in the juvenile arrest and juvenile court populations. So what coy|g
have caused the large difference in juvenile arrest and juvenile court trends?
One possibility lies in the fact that a referral to juvenile court is a decision made
by individuals. Over time, the likelihood of referral may vary with extra-legy]
factors such as community concerns about the threat of juvenile delinquency or
the decision makers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of juvenile court. Whatever
the reason, it is fair to say that between 1985 and 2005, the juvenile justice system
widened its net, bringing a greater proportion of arrested youth into the juve-

nile court system.
The offense-specific trends in juvenile court cases during the period from 198

to 2005 fell into two general patterns. The juvenile court case rates increased from
1985 to 1995 in each of the four general delinquency offense categories, with the
increases in person (95%), drugs (112%), and public order (73%) case rates substan-
tially greater than the increase in the property case rate (14%). After its peak in the
mid-1990s, the property offense case rate fell substantially, so that by 2005 it was
30% below its 1985 level. In contrast, between the mid-1990s and 20035, the other
three case rates displayed a different pattern than the property case rate. Instead of
declining, the juvenile court rates for person and drug cases held relatively constant
while the juvenile court case rate for public order offenses displayed a moderate
increase. Comparatively, the trends in juvenile arrests and juvenile court cases
between 1985 to 2005 were roughly similar for person, property, and drug offenses,
with the exception that the juvenile court case rates increased more or decreased
less (i.e., demonstrating the effect of net widening). Given that a substantial portion
of public order cases in juvenile court involve the crimes that are referred by sources
other of law enforcement (e.g., obstruction of justice and probation/parole viola-
tions), there is no simple direct comparison in arrest statistics for public order cases
in juvenile courts. |

Juvenile court case trends differed for males and females as reflected by the
increase in the proportion of females in the court caseloads (Puzzanchera and Kang
2008). Between 1985 and 2005, the female proportion of the juvenile court delin-

o s o a e:
quency caseloads increased from 19% to 27%, with an increase in each case tyP

% to 30%), property (19% to 27%), drug (17% to 20%), and public order
the female case rate increas-
ncy

person (20
(22% to 28%). These percent increases were the result of

ing substantially more than the male case rate over the period for all delinque
cases and within specific offense categories. % ~ '
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Change in case rates from

1985 to 2005

e o
Offense Male Female
-—____——___—--—-—___——_———_—___-_'*
All delinquency cases 9% 73%
Person offenses 70% 189%
Property offenses -37% . 3%
Drug offense - 104% o 143%
public order offense 87% 167%

__—_————_—__-_-——————__—_-—_—_—-
e court case trends differed for white and black youth between 1985 and

uvcnil . .
I Across the period, the overall delinquency case rate increased more for black
zozih than white youth, primarily because of larger increases in drug and public
yoder cases and a smaller decline in property cases. As a result, the disparity in the
ortio of the black-to-white case rates increased over the period. In 1985, the overall
:elinquenc)’ case rate for black youth was 1.9 times the white rate; by 2005, this ratio
had increased t0 2.4. -
F
| ‘ Change in case rates
from 1985 to 2005
Offense White Black
S e
All delinquency cases 129 . -4t 45%
Person offenses . 97% | 80%
Property offenses . =34% ~18%
Drug offense | 108% 137%
Public order offense 76% 200%

-

V. JuveNIiLE COURT CASE PROCESSING TRENDS

................................
0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

The nature of juvenile court case processing varies across the country. However, in
general, soon after a case is referred to juvenile court intake, two key decisions are
fnade. One is whether the youth should be detained in a secure facility while await-
ing case disposition. Over the period from 1985 to 2005, 20% of delinquency cases
disposed by juvenile courts were securely detained for some time between referral
:z“’“’f intake and case disposition. This proportion changed relatively little over
aniipler lod. However, given the large increase in juvenile court referrals between .1985
(53% )9 9: ’ ltlhe ‘;‘Ctual.number of delinquency cases detained increase.d substantially
detain.edof ﬁm.ng this peak through 2005, the annual number of delinquency cases
Fr omel :]‘ghﬂ)’: maintaining its relatively high levels of the late 1990s.

Were k,c“rj ii to 200, Y?uth in 16% of property and 24% of person offcnsc cases
tragt, g, lik);l‘etamed’ with this proportion changing little over the period. In con-

thood that a youth charged with a public order offense would be
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detained fell from 28% in 1985 to 20% In the mid-1990s and then increased to 24%
in 2005. In comparison, the trend in the likelihood of detention in drug offens,

cases was unique. In 1985, the proportion of drug offense cases detained (22%) y,,

lower than the proportion of person (24%) and public order offense (28%) cage
detained. After 1985, as detention rates for the other three delinquency offense cjt.

egories either held constant or declined, an
detained increased substantially. By 1990, a youth referred for a drug offense was f,,

more likely to be detained (35%) than were youths referred to juvenile court fo;
public order (25%), person (24%), or property (17%) offenses. However, this djs.
parity in detention rates in drug offense cases was short-lived. By the mid-1990s, the
likelihood of detention in drug offense cases had returned to its 1985 level, and by
2005, drug offense cases were once again less likely to be detained (18%) than person

(25%) or public order (24%) cases.

The unique detention trend pattern
the period from 1985 to 2005, 2 black you
more likely to be detained than a white youth

(26% versus 17%). This general disparity was
property (21% versus 14%), drug (38% versus 17%), and public order (28% versus

22%) offense cases. Consistent with this pattern, black youths charged with a drug
offense in 1985 were far more likely than white youths to be securely detained during
the processing of their cases (33% versus 19% respectively). However, the unique
growth in the likelihood of detention in drug cases during the late 1980s was dispro-

portionately borne by black youth. More specifically, between 1985 and 1990, the
drug case detention rat

e for white youth grew from 19% to 23%, while the black rate
increased from 33% to 53%.

By the mid-1990s, both the white and black detention
rates in drug offense cases had returned tot

heir (still disparate) 1985 levels, but these
ten years saw an example of the juvenile justice system's race-specific response to

in drug offense cases 1s linked to race. Over
th referred to juvenile court intake was far
between referral and case disposition
found in person (28% versus 21%),

crime. g S
The other decision made soon after intake is whether the case should be han-

dled informally (i.e., without the filing of a petition) or formally (i.e., with the filing
of a petition asking a judge to make a formal ruling in the case). In 1985, most (54%)
delinquency cases disposed were handled informally, with informal processing less
likely 1n person (46%) than in property (56%), drug (57%), and public order (54%)
cases. The proportion of delinquency cases handled informally decreased from 54%
in 1985 to 44% 1n 1996 and remained essentially constant through 2005. This general
pattern held for all but drug offense cases, which saw a substantial decline in infor-
mal handling between 1985 and 1991 (from 57% to 34%), followed by an increase to
41% in 1994, and then stability thereafter. In other words, over this period, the juve-

nile justice decision makers decided that a smaller proportion of all delinquency

{;

cases should be handled informally. © -0 mmis . | |
in the formal }f

;

|
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-
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The flip side of this trend is the growth during the same period
ads doubled

processing of delinquency cases in juvenile court. Formal court caselo
between 1985 and 1997. This increase in formally handled cases was greater for drug
cases (242%), public order ( 169% ), and person (149%) cases than for property (51%) *

|
:
|
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cases. Between 1997 and 2005, the number of formall
tor all but property cases, which fell back

cases in 1985.

0 be a delinquent and, if the youth is adjudicated '

and/or treatment. During the period froril 1985 to 2125,11622; :)r;'tt’}:: : rder. sa“Ct.ions
delinquency petition was filed resulted in a formal adjudication of ;:leis o which
general, the likelihood of adjudication declined from 1985 to 1995 (fallinn(}':ency' !
to 57%), and then quickly returned by 1998 to near its 1985 level and renfai: '3 o
there through 2005. Over that period, the likelihood that a youth would be zd'nf;r
cated delinquent once a petitioned had been filed was similar for property (Jitrlu &
and public order cases and lower for person offense case. A possible explanati,on fog;
this latter finding is that court intake workers became less willing to informall
process person offense cases and decided to pass the decision of how to handle thesz
high-profile matters to judges in the formal court setting. , _

At disposition, a judge may order a youth to out-of-home placement or to a
term of probation, or may order some other sanction (e.g., fine or restitution).
Between 1985 and 2005, the number of cases in which youths were adjudicated
delinquent increased 85%, undoubtedly placing a strain on service delivery within
the juvenile justice system. The number of adjudicated delinquency cases that
resulted in out-of-home placement increased about 30% over the period, while the
number of cases placed on probation doubled and those given other formal sanc-
tion nearly tripled. This means that over this period, the probability that an adjudi-
cated delinquent would be placed out of the home declined, from 32% in 1985 to
2% in 2005. So while out-of-home placements increased over the period, the
increase (1) was due primarily to the growth in the court caseloads and (2) was not

nearly as great as the increase in adjudicated delinquency cases.
Looking more closely, the number of adjudicated delinquency cases that

resulted in out-of-home placement peaked in 1997, increasing from 1985 by about
70%, while adjudicated delinquency cases increased about 90%. Then, between 1997
and 2005, while adjudicated delinquency cases remained essentially constant, the
number of adjudicated delinquency cases placed out of the home declined about
20%. The smaller increase in out-of-home placements between 1935 and 1997 might
by itself reflect a lack of resources in which to place these youth; but the fact that th.e
number of out-of-home placements declined between 1997 and 2005, while adjudi-
Cated delinquency caseloads were stable, indicates the juvenile justice system was

seeking (and increasingly using) alternatives to placement during this twenty-year
period.

wh In 2005, youth in 58% of the cases adjudicated a
- €,39% were black, 2% were Native American, and 1
. CZse Proportions had changed noticeably since 1985,

ted cases placed out of the home were white, 31% black, 2%

:lr: o As ian/Pacific Islander. One method to understand th
"8615 to comppare the handling of white and black youth across the key stages

nd placed out of home were
0% was Asian/Pacific Islander.

when youth in 67% of adju-
Native American,

e nature of these
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of juvenile court processing. Over the 1985-t0-2005 period, the black juvenile arres

rate averaged about twice the white rate (Figure 1.8). The ratio of the black-to-whj, -

arrest rates varied over the period and was mirrored very closely by the ratio of the
black-to-white juvenile court case rates, with the court case ratio being somewhg
larger (i.e., somewhat more racially disparate). In other words, black youth wer,
arrested at about twice the rate of white youth and, once arrested, were somewhg;
more likely than white youth to be referred to juvenile court.

Once in juvenile court, the disparity in the processing of black and white youth,
‘ncreased when a decision was made to formally process the case, declined at the

|

|

\
J

|

point of adjudication, and increased at the placement decision. Across the period
from 1985 to 2005, delinquency cases referred to juvenile court with black youth were

more likely to be processed formally than were those involving white youth. On aver.

age, over the period, 50 .
compared with 62% of black delinquency referrals—making it more likely that black

youth would face a formal adjudication of delinquency and a formal court disposi-
tion. Once petitioned, however, the cases of white youth were more likely to result in

: - -

Percent of Referrals Petitioned

" Percent of Referrals Petitioned
- 70% ‘ ‘ . .

At Arrest and Court Referral
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Figure 1.8. Racial Disparity in Juvenile Court Processing: 1985 to 2005
developed by the author from analysis of UCR arrest data
flect the FBI’s national estimates of arrests. Juvenile couf {
ported in Puzzanchera, C. and Kang, W. (2008)-
dp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/jcsdb/-

Notes: Arrest rate estimates were

(USDOJ, FBI UCRP, 2009) adjusted to re
case rate estimates were developed using data re c
“Juvenile Court Statistics Databook.” Online. Available: http://0j)
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% of white delinquency referrals were formally processed |

o'
:

|
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of-home placement than were white youth (329 versys 269).
In 2005, the population-based rate of Juvenile cou
niles was 2.4 times the white referral rate, ‘

There are many possible reasons for this growth in disparity during juvenile court.
processing, an 1ssue that will be discussed in more detaijl later in this book.

VI. TRANSFERS TO CRIMINAL COURT TRENDS

................................................................................................................
......

Arguably, the most severe sanction a juvenile court can impose is the transfer of the
youth's case to criminal court for possible sanctioning as an adult. This is a rare
event. In 2005, juvenile courts in the United States processed 1,697,900 delinquency
cases, of which 6,900 (or 0.4%) were transferred by a juvenile court judge to a crim-
mal court. The number of cases transferred to criminal court (or waived) increased
80% between 1985 and 1994, from 7,200 to 13,000. After this peak, the number of
waived cases declined so that by 2005, the juvenile court waived an estimated 6,900
Cases, equivalent to the number waived in 1985. 6 YO S S LR Rl
Much of this decline could arguably be attributed to changes in juvenile legisla-
tion that occurred during the mid-1990s. As mentioned earlier, these legislative
changes increased the number of youth at risk for transfer to criminal court and the
Pathways these cases could follow. Younger youth were at risk of transfer. An
“Xpanded list of alleged crimes was made eligible for transfer. Many states increased
- authority of the prosecutor to file some “juvenile” cases directly in criminal
wourt, while other legislation required that a “juvenile” case be filed in criminal
i These latter two changes reduced the juvenile court’s role in the process of
gﬂhi‘;glm@& In the criminal justice system. This is likely a primary reason juye-
vy Ut waivers declined so substantially after 1994. Why should prosecutors bring
Q‘imi?;fncy Cases before juvenile court judges asking for the cases to be waived to
the juven;"“n when they could file the cases directly in criminal court, bypassing
© courts completely? In addition, the increase in mandatory exclusions
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ous juvenile cases be filed directly in Crimip,
juvenile court might have waived if gjyep, the

opportunity. Therefore, it must be clearly understood that the decline in jyya nile
court waivers to criminal court does not mean that fewer youths were going intq the

(i.e., the requirement that certain seri
court) skimmed off many cases that a

criminal justice system; it just means that fewer youths were going to crimina] coury
There are no hard statistics on the number of juveniles whose age alone woy g
place the law-violating behavior in the juvenile justice system but who are inste,q
those juvenile cases that ended up in criminal court that never passed throygy, |
juvenile court. (i.e., those that state .
he discretion of the prosecutor). A
very rough guess, based on personal experience alone, would be that these nop.
juvenile court pathways may process two to
chanism dwarfs all of these transfer
|
mechanismes. - ~8 S odRar AV | - J
As noted earlier, many states in the United States give their criminal justice _1
the age of 18. While these youth are not typically labeled as transfers to criminal }
court (since they never had the option of having their cases handled in a juvenile |
niles handled in the criminal justice system.” It is possible to develop an annual
estimate of the number of criminal court cases there are involving these “age-
states where they are under the sole jurisdiction of the criminal justice system is
calculated. Then, if it can be assumed that they come to criminal court at the same
the original jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system, an estimate can be produced.
Using this method, it is estimated that in 2005, criminal courts in states with “age-
This figure increased by over 60% between 1985 and 200s. Clearly, this “transfer”
mechanism contributes the greatest number of persons under age 18 to the UsS.

via the juvenile court.
processed as adults in criminal court. The 6,900 cases waived in 2005 do not inclyq, |
law requires to be handled in criminal coyr
and those that were filed in criminal court at t
hree times the cases waived by juve- |
nile courts. Regardless, another “transfer” me
systems original jurisdiction over the law-violating behaviors of many youth below
court), to many (especially those outside the United States), these youth are “juve- :
excluded” juveniles. First, the annual number of youth ages 16 and 17 who live in
rates as youth ages 16 and 17 come to juvenile court in states in which they are under
excluded” youth processed 257,000 criminal cases involving persons under age 18.
criminal justice system.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

oooooooooooooooooooooo
ooooooooooooo
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
ooooooooooooooooooooo

Juvenile crime trends do not always mirror juvenile arrest, juvenile court referral
and juvenile out-of-home placement trends. There are many decision makers along
the way. Will the victim report the juvenile crime to law enforcement? Will the la¥
enf.orcen.aent officer arrest the youth? Will law enforcement refer the arrested youth
to juvenile court intake? Will juvenile court intake recommend formal processing
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] the prosecutor file formal charges? Will the judge adjudicate the youth a
Jelinquent? will probation recomme.n.d and/or the jt{dge decide to place the adju-
sicated youth in an out-of-home facility? At each point, a decision is made that is
A yenced by a large number of leg:al and extr:a-legal factors. The relative impor-
ance of these factors can vary over time and W.lth .the decision maker. The juvenile
. ctice system’s response to la.w.-wolatmg b?havm.r Is not a mechanical process. This
chapter has provided an empirical foundation of juvenile crime and juvenile justice

rends. The validity of any explanation or insight found in the chapters that follow
should be judged by how well its predictions match these trends.

and W1
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1. Howard N. Snyder is Chief of Recidivism, Reentry and Special Projects at the
Bureau of Justice Statistics within U.S. Department of Justice. The findings, opinions, or
points of view contained in this chapter do not necessarily represent the official position or

policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
2. The juvenile rate of serious violent crime is equal to the number of murder,

forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault incidents involving juvenile offenders per
100,000 persons under age 18 in the U.S. population for that year. The corresponding
2dult rate is the number of such incidents per 100,000 persons over the age of 18 in the

U.S. population.
3. A similar pattern was found when twelfth graders were asked about their illicit drug

use in the prior thirty-day period, although the levels were understandably lower, ranging
from 30% in 1985 to 22% in 2007. '

4. If the white and Hispanic groups were combined, their joint rate would still be
greater than the black rate throughout this time period. This point will be important when
comparing self-report and arrest data; the FBI does not report arrest data for Hispanic

youth, so most Hispanic youth are found in the white racial category.

5. Recently, questions have been raised about the utility and value of the Violent
Crime Index, the Property Crime Index, and their combination, the Crime Index. The
8€ﬂ€r6}1 problem with these indices is that all crimes are weighted equally and that they can
mask important trends in their components. Currently, crime analysts are focusing more

on the offense-specific trends rather than the indices.
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BEGINNING with the early quantitative research by Quetelet (1841), transitioning
to the qualitative life narratives documented by Shaw (1931) and most recently by
Laub and Sampson (2003), and culminating in the first (Wolfgang, Figlio, and
Sellin 1972) and second (Tracy, Wolfgang, and Figlio 1990; Tracy and Kempf-
Leonard 1996) Philadelphia Birth Cohort Studies, research on criminal careers
has generated an important amount of empirical knowledge about the longitudi-
nal patterning of crime over the life course (see reviews in Blumstein et al. 1986;
Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein 2003). Collectively, these and other studies
have revealed several facts about the heterogeneous nature of offenders and their
criminal careers (see Farrington 2003), including: ( 1) some individuals offend, but
others do not (prevalence); (2) among those that do offend, some begin offending
early in the life course, while others start offending later in the life course (onset
age); (3) some offend at low rates, while others offend at high rates (frequency,
or A); (4) some offenders engage in all types of crimes, while others specialize in
4 more narrow subset (crime type mix); (5) some offenders increase the severity
of their crimes as they progress in their careers, while most others do not escalate
(escalation); (6) some offend due to personal and familial characteristics such as

iroeo * sel-control, neuropsychological problems, inept parenting, academic fail-
» and compromised socioeconomic environments, while others offend with



32~ 00 NATUREAND PATTERNS OF JUVERPLR D PR

the aid and comfort of peers; (7) most offenders commit crimes with other offend-

ers (co-offending), while a handful offend by themselves; (8) most offenders desist
from crime in early adulthood—sometimes as 2 result of some life event (mar-
riage, job, child, incarceration), but a small select few persist throughout the life

course (career length). |
These are but just a few “facts” about the nature of delinquency .and Crime
hin the offender population. Given

that underscore the heterogeneity evident wit .
f these facts, what explains the

that there is little ambiguity in the empiricism O .
d offenses? In this chapter,

above-referenced heterogeneity between offenders an

we provide an overview of the heterogeneity that 1s often observ.ed in de.hn-
th a discussion of the classic age—crime

quency and criminal careers. We begin wi . -
relationship, which has formed the basis for much of the theoretlca.l, émpmcal,
Is. Following this introduc-

and policy discussion regarding crime and crimina
framework that parcels

tion, we then turn our attention to the criminal career. . .
the longitudinal patterning of criminal offending 1nto different dimensions, and

then turn to an overview of the theories it helped to generate. Third, we then
review some of the key empirical investigations that have assessed hypofheses
emerging from these theories. Using the information generated from these inves-
tigations, the chapter then highlights several promising future research dlre.c-
tions that should help fill some of the gaps :n understanding the heterogeneity
among offenders. Finally, the chapter presents a brief but poignant discussi?n
regarding the policy implications emerging from theoretical and empirical lit-

erature surrounding offender heterogeneity.

II. AGE—CRIME CURVE

000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

A classic criminological lesson begins with the relationship between age and crime.
Commonly depicted at the aggregate level, this relationship rises from early adoles-
cence to a peak in middle to late adolescence, and then begins a precipitous drop
throughout the 20s and 30s. This age—crime curve has been observed in countless
studies, from different locations throughout the world, and with a variety of differ-
ent methods for measuring crime. .

Yet, the age—crime relationship is one based on aggregate- and not individual-
level offending information, thereby potentially obfuscating the variation that
exists within criminal careers generally, and the clouding of distinct offender
trajectories—frach with their own patterning and etiology—in particular. In an
e e B i o
including, in particular, the various d’ongm'l ina patterr.un.g Gk CriminiG Sroers
section, we provide an ,overview " l1]11.11c3f1r131ons of the criminal career. In th.e ne1ft
attributes specific importance to s framework and the career dimensions 1t
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III. CRIMINAL CAREER FRAMEWORK
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Blumstein and his colleagues (1986) presented the first systemic overvi

criminal career concept and its encompassing dimensions in a two-v:::,'ew of the
published by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) entitled Criming;c (;':Port
and “Career Criminals.” They define a criminal career as the “longitudinal reers
of crimes committed by an individual offender” (p.12). The criminal career : CQUencc;
divides the aggregate offending rate into two primary components: panigl’; 3a
or the distinction between individuals who offend and those who do not; aﬁd lf(r)::
quency; or the level of activity of active offenders.

In addition .to th.ese primary components, the criminal career framework
includes other dimensions such as career length, crime-type mix and seriousness,
and desistance. Career length is defined as the interval between the initial offense
and the termination of criminal offending. Crime-type mix and seriousness refers
to the pattern of offenses committed during a criminal career. This dimension
addresses issues of specialization, or the degree to which offenders concentrate their
offending on one type of crime or a certain class of crimes, and escalation, whether
offenders move on to commit more serious offenses as their career progresses.
Despite its exclusion from the original NAS report, desistance is another key dimen-
sion of criminal careers (see Laub and Boonstoppel, Chapter 17 in this volume).
Compared to the other criminal career dimensions, it has been considerably more
difficult to measure and define desistance (Bushway et al. 2001). |

Research on these criminal career dimensions has already produced a substan-
tial body of knowledge regarding offending patterns and the demographic charac-
teristics of age, gender, and race (Blumstein et al. 1986). While the results obtained
depend in part on a number of methodological factors such as sample characteris-
tics, reporting method (official records versus self-reports), crime type(s) under
study, and study length, several consistent findings have emerged.

Regardless of methodological differences, studies consistently demonstrate that
males are more likely to participate in serious crime than females at any age (Piquero,
Farrington, and Blumstein 2003 ). Gender differences in participation are at their
greatest for the most serious offenses and are relatively smaller for less serious
offenses, and these gaps grow larger over time. Similar to the relationship between

gender and participation, most studies suggest a strong association between race

and participation and that the difference is greatest f .
ve explored the relationship

and also grows over time. Although most studies that ha
between race and participation have relied on official records, self-report studies

alsto suggest that minorities (especially blacks) report greater involvement in violent
crime than whites (Elliott 1994). However, rates of participation in minor delin-
quency tend to be similar among whites and blacks. Finally, there 1s a strong rela-
onship between age and participation. Participation in criminal activity tends to
be greatest between the age range of 13 and 18, on the low end for self-report studies
and the higher end for official records (Moffitt et al. 2001). In addition, onset age



ous crime tending to occur g, l
i

rious offenses (Loeber and Hay 1994; Piquel
1'0"

varies b icipation in less ser!
than participation 1

Farrington, and Blumstein | |
Research on the frequency of offending has produced less consistent resul,

than studies on participation due to differences in the definition and Operationg
ization of offense rates (Spelman 1994). Differences in offending frequencies Canb; '
Jttributed to differences in the population sampled and the stage in the crimjy,
ich offenders are sampled (Canela-Cacho, Blumstein, 4, g

y of offending has provided ¢y;. |

justice system in whic
Cohen 1997). Nonetheless, research on the frequenc |
ds of intermittent offending and thy,
y skewed, with a small group of

dence that many offenders g0 through perio
the distribution of offending frequencies 18 highl

ch higher rates. In his review of research o'
offending from the Rand Inmat,

offenders committing crimes at mu
offending frequencies and with self-reports of

e offender commits eight crimes
heir career commit betweey

Survey, Spelman (1994) estimates that the averag
while those incarcerated at some point in t

member of incoming prison cohort

d one hundred offenses per year.

ration is also greatly influenced by methodolog-
:cal differences between studies including whether self-reports or official records
are used to measure initiation and termination; the types of crimes being measured
(e.g., property, violent); the length of the study period; how career termination or
desistance is defined; and different assumptions regarding the offender population.
In their review of studies on career duration, Piquero and his colleagues (2003)
found that most studies estimate criminal career duration to be between five and
ten years. These estimates are likely to be biased downward, |
period may end before offenders desist (Blumstein, Cohen, and Hsieh 1982). Studies t
on career duration and demographic characteristics have found that males have

i(:ll:igt: (cla;irceli:lresr ;h;nalfe:noz:)l;s ga;;'l:;gelggz,), non-whites l.lave longer careers than
_ - ; arlier age of onset is associated with longer
careers (Kazemian and Farrington 2006).
Other research on the criminal career paradigm has focused on patterns of
offending in criminal careers such as the seriousness of the types of crimle)s commit-
ted and whether offenders specialize in committing certain types of crime. Most
research on.the severity of offending has been based on official records and su. ests
tl.la}t thf: seriousness of offending increases somewhat throughout adol encggsta- ‘
la):ll;zcglm earl.y adulthood, a.nd declines during the adult yeari ( PiquerC; e;;rrinétom !
o t:::is,::cr; ?;):le.c it::hes o.f spec.lahzation in offending indicate that there 58
yet few criminal careers di cc1esswe crime to be similar to the one committed befor
- mong sex offenders (Zi niP. 3y patterns of specialization, and this is especially T
that specialization in offe ring, !enmngs, and Piquero 2007). Studies also sugges
1 in offending increases as criminal in
et al. 1986), that it is greater among whites f; nal careers progress (Blumste!”
(Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin 1972; Blum és for some crime types such as frat
gsth Pl (Bfusnteis ot 4. o83} ’Oth stein et al. 1988), but not for others such ®
- Uther research suggests that adult offenders and.

2003).
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" rated juveniles are more likely to cor.nmit offenses within an offending clus-
cer (€.8 violent, property, drug) than to switch to offenses outside a cluster (Cohen
19865 Visher . ‘
Having been described as a “watershed event” (Osgood 2005), the National
cience’s criminal career report spurred much debate and criticism
fredson and Hirschi 1990) and led in part to the development of several crimi-
cal theories that took the criminal career dimensions and related research
ccount in articulating more formal crime-engendering processes and
theoretical models have done much to invigorate theoretical work in
d, as a result, have led to several empirical studies that have provided
new information on life-course patterns of crime. The next section presents a brief
overview of some of these theories, collected under the rubric of developmental/

life-course criminology (Farrington 2003).

2000).
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IV. THEORIES INFORMED BY THE
CRIMINAL CAREER PARADIGM

...“.“...Q....O..... “......Q.......‘.............I‘........“ .......................................................................................................

The emergence of the criminal career paradigm steered the focus of criminological
research on offending away from between-group differences and shifted it to the
study of within-individual differences and changes in offending. Because early
criminological theories were based on between-group differences in offending, this
change in emphasis required the development of new theoretical explanations,
simed at the individual-level unit of analysis and with a focus on change.

Loeber and Le Blanc (1990) were among the first set of scholars to suggest that
the field of criminology adopt a developmental approach to the study of offending.
Building off the criminal career framework, Loeber and Le Blanc proposed three
primary developmental processes to explain changes in offending over the life span:
activation, aggravation, and desistance. Activation refers to the manner in which
offending behavior is first initiated and consists of three sub-processes including
acceleration (increased frequency of offending over time), stabilization (increased
continuity in offending over time), and diversification (the propensity to become
involved in different criminal activities). Aggravation refers to the developmental
sequence in offending that escalates in seriousness Over time. Desistance consists of
:E“f sub-processes that indicate the winding down of criminal activity including

: df:celeration in the frequency of offending, specialization, de-escalation, and

fCaChmg a Celllng | ‘ e ,
menmhgsnl.t;eber and Le Blanc view individuals as being arrayed along a develop-
mental thec 'uum of some sort of individual criminal propensity, other develop-
offenders MUStS Propose the idea that there are qualitatively distinct groups of
- Moffitt’s (1993) taxonomy divides the offending population into two
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4 adolescent-limited offenders. Life-course perg;..
€rsist.

groups: life-course persisters an
ly in life, have a high offending frequency, copy...

ers initiate antisocial behavior ear
including violence, and are unlikely to deg;
St i

many different types of crimes—Inc
adulthood. According to the taxonomy, individuals who follow this patterp -
of -

offending suffer from an interaction between neuropsychological deficits and far, |
ily adversity early in life. These individuals demonstrate behaviors such as hype?m‘ |
tivity and conduct disorder in childhood, delinquency in adolescence, and crimiao i
and related antisocial behavior in adulthood. Because this disposition 1s establis}?:cll
early in life and such individuals have not developed important interpersonal skiljs |

life-course persisters are unlikely to desist from crime. |
Unlike their more serious counterparts, the second group—adolescent-limiteq

offenders—initiate their foray :nto delinquency and crime in adolescence, offend at
a2 lower rate, commit only certain types of offenses, and are likely to desist in early
adulthood. The origins of offending for this group are found in the maturity gap ‘

and the peer social context. The maturity gap 15 result of the disjunction between
. logical maturity and their limited access to adult privileges and

r adolescent-limited offenders, delinquency is a way to assert

from parents and other authority figures and win peer approval.
s, offending 18 normative behavior and is restricted to

provide money; goods, and adult-like status. Since the
¢ established early 1n life, and because they do not suf-

fer the neuropsychological impairments and injurious childhoods that life-course -
persisters do, adolescent-limited offenders usually desist from crime when they °
enter young adulthood and take on adult roles. HoweVer, their offending careers |
can extend beyond adolescence because of snares, such as a criminal record or sub- |
stance abuse problems, which encapsulate them into an antisocial trajectory and
which makeit difficult to makea successful transition into adulthood. (Note: Moffitt |
(2006) has recently revised her taxonomy to include a third group; low-level chronic
offenders, who offend at stable but lower levels throughout adolescence and early

adulthood.)

Patterson and

Moffitt’s (1993) In thatt
late starters—each of whom originate from two
starters resemble Moffitt’s life-course-persisters. These individuals display temper

tantrums and aggression 1n childhood. In addition to these problem behaviors;
poor interpersonal skills cause these :ndividuals to form weak social bonds with
parents, peers, and school. The poor (familial) socialization of these individuaJs
early in the life course helps to develop a time stable propensity to offend through”
out life. The second group of offenders in Patterson’s typology—late starters—ar°
similar to Moffitt’s adolescent-limited offenders on two specific fronts: the princiPaJ

cause of offending for this group 1s the deviant peer group rather than a “matuf ity
gap,” while their offending 18 constrained to the adolescent period and 18 relatlvel)'

non-serious in nature.

responsibilities. Fo
their independence
Among these individua
instrumental offenses that
cause of their offending is NO

hat of

ental theory is similar to t
sand

ps of offenders—early starter
different causal processes- Early



The final Jevelopmental theory reviewed here is from Loeber and Hay (1994)
ythors outline a three-pathway model beginning in childhood, in whicl';
,Is follow an orderly progression from less to more serious problem behav-
inquency from childhood to adolescence and for a small subset, into
p follows an “authority conflict pathway” prior to the age
1 stubborn behavior, morphs into defiance at the second stage,

and then progresses o authority avoidance (e.g., truancy) as a third stage. The sec-
ond group follows 3 “covert pathway” prior to age 15 that starts with minor covert
into property damage in the second stage, and then to moderate to

Hous delinquency as the third stage. The third group follows an “overt pathway”
s with minor aggression, segues into physical fighting in the second stage,

ond then progresses to More serious violence in the third stage.
In contrast to these developmental perspectives that posit multiple pathways to
delinquency, some life-course theories of offending advance a general explanation

hat applies for all offenders. The one specific theory that has received the most
attention is Sampson and Laub’s (1993; Laub and Sampson 2003) age-graded theory
of informal social control. Their theory argues that continuity and (especially)
function of the strength of an individual’s social bonds

change In offending 1s a
the life course and then to marriage and employment

(to parents and peers early in
later in the life course), as well as an individual’s purposeful choice, or human

agency. According to this perspective, continuity and change in offending reflects
changes in the accumulation of social bonds, and especially the strength and attach-
bonds. Within-individual changes in social bonds, especially in adult-
hood—i.e., getting married and being invested in a good marriage—are believed to

be implicated in desistance from crime. Importantly, the general process underlying
continuity and change is similar for most offenders such that offender typologies

are unwarranted and unnecessary in their tramework. For Sampson and Laub, all

offenders desist by middle adulthood regardless of their level of offending or the
individual differences or childhood/adolescence variables that relate to their initial

and continued offending patterns. »
Our review of these developmental/life-course criminological theories shows

that there is both overlap and disagreement about the variation within offenders.

Some theories strictly adhere to group-based expectations (Patterson, Crosby, and
plicated theories advance both a

Vuchinich 1992; Moffitt 1993). Other more com
ion of antisocial behav-

group-based hypothesis as well as a developmental progresst
ior from childhood to adolescence and then onto adulthood (Loeber and Hay 1994),

while other theories argue against offender typologies but adhere to the importance
of a lif?-course-oriented perspective that allows both continuity and especially
;lil;nge in Offel.ld.ing patterns (Sampson and Laub 1993). T hese theories make vastly
2 n:;nai pfrfedlc.txons about the nature and patterning of criminal. offenders afld
e valid(') ending, and several empirical tests.have starfed t.o examine the veracity
- ity of .the.se nTodels. In the next section, we highlight some of the more
portant studies in this area that have carefully assessed key hypotheses.

SC
that begm

ment of such
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f offending has usually focused
ther these dynamic theories
ver the life course and are
hout the life span. The

Research on developmental and life-course theories O
on three key hypotheses. The first hypothesis is whe
offer more complete accounts of antisocial behavior O

superior to static theories in explaining offending throug .
second hypothesis pertains to whether different causal processes lead to a different

progression and pattern of offending for different subgroups of offenders, as sug-
gested by developmental theories, or whether the sameé causal procejs Oper.ates for
all offenders. In addition to this question, researchers have sought to determine how

many grou d patt .t (D’Unger et al. 1998). The third hypothesis focuses
y groups and patterns €xis (D’Unge . 199 o e ced i

on whether and, if so how, changes in local T
. 1 living situations affect all

population 1s composed of distinct sub-
groups of o Jifferent causes and causal pro-
for all offenders has

cesses, or whether the same general cause an
of typological theor1€s, such as those of

long existed in criminology. The e
Moffitt (1993) and Patterson an
advances, such as the advent of se

hether the offending
used by

ling (Nagin and Land 1993),
dies in particular sought to
rior to general

mi-parametric mode
. Two stu

explanations.
Paternoster an

Survey (NYS),a Jarge sam

d Brame (1997) used self-report data from the National Youth
' ly adulthood, to deter-

mine whether the effects of dynamic factors, such as delinquent peer exposure and
prior offending, operate differently in groups of individuals who differ in their
offending propensity as predicted by typological theories. Their results suggest that
such factors have the same effect on both participation in delinquency and the fre-

quency of offending regardless of offending propensity. They also find strong, posi-
tive effects of these dynamic factors on whether and how often :ndividuals offend,

even after observed and unobserved individual differences are taken into account.
Bartusch and colleagues (1997) also find greater support for dynamic theories
f’f offending (such as Moffitt’s developmental taxonomy) than stai’il:: lanations
in the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Development Study, a bi e;lp alllla : f
over one thomfsand males and females in Dunedin, New Zealy’ 3 irth coho 0
chxldh.ood antisocial behavior was related more strm;gl o dali In Pal’t.lcul.aarl.
behavior to low verbal ability, hyperactivity, and ne i)l,tive/' a 31 e§cent antisoc!
whereas adolech?nt antisocial behavior was related nglore :rmp sive personah.t)',
3‘;31?'(-) :\:1 :3:;20?, Chi.ldhood antisocial behavior was m:)r: 1:?:;’;‘; o d'eh:ci
e or \flo!ence, while adolescent antisocial b cad associat
gly related to convictions for nonviolent offenses ehavior was more
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que®? e—crime curve. Usi
the aggregate 48 rve. Using conviction records f
" males participating in the Cambridge Study in Delin S for 411 South

ndon i , | . quent Developm
gcy 3 entified four distinct offending trajectories: the never-convicted, adolefcene?et-’

smited high-level chronics, and lqw-levd chronics. This four-group finding has been
el ated in other samples of serious young offenders (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson
1998; Piquero €t al. 2002), altho'ugh some studies using a more general sample of youth
have found as many as five trajectories (Chung et al. 2002; Moffitt 2006). - -

While trajectory studies have differed in the number of offending patterns, they
hare some findings in common. For instance, most studies identify a small group
of offenders who begin early in life and persist well into adulthood. This group
exhibits the features of early onset and persistence throughout life that are predicted
by Moffitt’s (1993) and Patterson et al.'s (1992) developmental theories. Most trajec-
tory studies also identify the adolescent-peaked pattern predicted by both of these
theories (see Piquero 2008). Regardless of the number of groups identified, how-
ever, each of these studies demonstrates considerable heterogeneity in the offending
population where the vast majority of offenders desist by early (Piquero 2008) or
middle (Laub and Sampson 2003) adulthood. o prsshiemalii

The third area of research that has received considerable attention has been the
manner in which changes in life circumstances influence offender trajectories. In an

early important study, Horney and colleagues (1995) examined short-term varia-
tions in offending and life circumstances in a group of 658 incarcerated male offend-
ers. They found that changes in living arrangements, such as living with their wives,
school attendance, and cessation of substance use, reduces the probability of oftend-
ing at those particular times regardless of an individual’s overall level of offending,
Further, these circumstances produced the greatest effects in the most serious

offenders, fusgj 48 | : o ) ) GRLAETT o
| Laub, Nagin, and Sampson (1998) used data from the five hundred Boston-area
d"hnfluents included in Glueck’s study of criminal careers to study the effect of
marriage on offending trajectories to age 32. They found that early marriages char-
:;ftenzed by social cohesiveness promoted desistance from offending, and that the
sp ce:xts:ln offending of these “good” marriages, which were characterized by strong

. attachment, became stronger over time.- . ...« '/

cumg t;l:er 0 and colleagues (2002) examined the relationship between local llfe. cir-
°ff€nder:efi and Offenf.ling in emerging adulthood among a group of 524 serious
post'PQI'Oleo';'I}ll the California Youth Authority whom they f:ol.lowec.l for seven years
Of persiste . founfl four offending trajectories that exhibited dlff.erent patterns
Study v Nce and desistance from crime. Another significant finding from this
2 that although those who ranked low on violent arrests also ranked low on




nonviolent arrests, this association did not hold for all groups. For instance th
mean number of nonviolent arrests for one group declined with age at the same
¢

time that the average number of arrests for violent offenses increased. Inconsist

findings were obtained for the effects of local life circumstances on offending partn
terns. For example, a measure of stakes in conformity that included the presence 0;
a marriage had a significant, negative effect on violent arrests in one group anq,
negative effect on nonviolent arrests for another group- In addition, heroin depey,

dence had a significant and positive effect O Honviolent arrests for some group,
but not for others. A number of other stu ned similar issues and hay,

dies have examl
yielded similar findings (Paternoster
ents. First, although less par.

The above research highligh .
' lanations of crime, dynamic theories of offending appear to provide more
—- the nature of offending over the life

At the same time, there still remains mixed

with respect to the nature of the pro-dynamic conclusion, as the dynamic/gen-

eral theory of Sampson and Laub provides a very good portrayal of crime over the life
exity of offender groups which are characteristic of

course without the added compl '
Second, studies that have used the trajectory method

dynamic/ developmental theores. il
life course suggest there is greater hetero geneity in the offend-
ories would predict. While all of these

ing population than curren

studies identify a small group of early-onset offenders who persist throughout life, and a

¢+ onset offenders who desist In early adulthood, other patterns
the evidence on whether

that remain to be explained. Further,
' jologi d causal process at work or

ity of the same risk factors is inconsis-

. Chung et al. 2002).
ts several summary statemn

these different trajectories rep
whether they reflect differences in
tent. It may be that methodological

sible for these conflicting results. These In

sample size and the pop

_reports, or multi-agent reports are used; the types of crime under study; the length of

the study period; and the life stage(s) that the study focuses on (e.g., childhood, adoles-
cence, adulthood). Nonetheless, these differences in offending trajectories suggest there
may be multiple pathways to offending. Finally, changes in life circumstances beyond
2dolescence can alter offending trajectories regardless of offending propensity; although

not all offenders may be affected in the same manner.

VI. FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

..............................
................
.................
................
................
..................
..........................
......................................

T i ooy i i i he g
o er frarmework and a;:‘%e.nt ajmd criminal careers. Beginning with the criminal
the various criminal car . Z;—‘i:’]l]emr.lg some of the findings associated with research OF

eer dimensions, we turned to a brief overview of some of the
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theories that emerged s a r.csult of the articulation of the criminal career paradi
qnd its focus on the longitudinal pattcrx'ﬂng of criminal activity. This was then followgen;
by short summary. of somf of lhe.mam research studies designed to assess the merits
ofdynamic and static thef)rles c?f crime, as well as the differences within dynamic theo-
ries, some of which attribute importance to distinct offender typologies. Clearly, a
detailed review of the theories and research studies is beyond the scope of this Chapt’cr
but fortunately, detailed treatments of this literature already exist (Moffitt et al. zom:
Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein 2003, 2007; Farrington 200s; Loeber et al. 2003):
Thus, while much has been recently learned about offenders and offending over the life
course—especially as longitudinal studies continue to gather such information, there
remains much more to uncover about the nature and progression of offenders and
their offending. We close out this chapter with an identification of some of the most
pressing and emerging areas of research that will help fill some of the important gaps
i both theory and research on the longitudinal patterning of criminal activity and the
heterogeneity that 1s evidence in delinquent and criminal careers. .
First, due to a constellation of historical factors, much of the empirical data and
subsequent research findings have been based on samples mainly comprising white
ales. This has had the unfortunate consequence of limiting our knowledge about
offenders and offending over the life course with respect to race/ethnic (Piquero and
Brame 2008; Maldonado-Molina et al. 2009) and gender differences (Moffitt et al.
2001; D’Unger, Land, and McCall 2002; Piquero, Brame, and Mofhtt 2005). Whether
findings based on white male samples replicate to other demographic groups is not
only an empirical question, but also highly relevant for existing theories and the extent
to which current explanations are applicable across individual characteristics. ~
Second, many of the older longitudinal studies were based on official data and
thus only contain information on offending that emerges from police contact,
arrest, and/or conviction files. Only recently have studies begun the expansive and
expensive task of collecting self-report records (Loeber et al. 1999; Mulvey et al.
2004). The collection and analysis of offenders and their offending that compares
official and self-report records is an important issue in the effort to examine how
study conclusions vary according to instruments of data collection (Nagin,
Farrington, and Moffitt 1995; Brame et al. 2004; Farrington et al. 2007). frcs
 Third, although significant findings have emerged with respect to the relation-
shxg of local life circumstances to persistence and desistance from crime, data con-
straints have limited attention to events like marriage and employment. Other life
;:ef‘ts’ particularly incarceration experiences and neighborhood changes, appear to
important life circumstances worthy of examination (Bhati and Piquero 2008;

Nieuwbeerta, Nagin, and Blokland 2009).

thro v e .
tion:g}; t.he use of sophisticated methodological techniques that permit investiga-
QUalitnf ld.ent‘ﬁcation of distinct typologies. Yet there is much to be gained from

alive investigations of crime over the life course. As a case in point, Laub and

Sam )
PSOn's (2003) recent life history narratives identified and highlighted important
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factors and decision-making styles among Very active offenders with respect to hoy,

various life circumstances influenced their offen
would not have been uncovered with traditional empirl
grating both quantitative and qualitative data for the $
investigation of important crime over the life-course questions.

techniques has permitted researchers to examine the heterogeneity among offend.
: : d for methodologica|
derlying these methods and

d limitations unl
bout offenders and their

investigations into the assumptions an
lusions drawn @

the implications these 1ssues have for conc
offending over the life course (Nagin 2005). - -

Sixth, for the most part, there ch recent theoretical development in
this area since the introduction of ulated by Mo‘i"'ﬁtt, I,’attersc.)n, Loeber,
and Sampson and Laub. Of course, reason that new’ dleor}es need to
be developed, however, there is a need for unpacking the sequence and meaning of how

from crime. For example, why is it

life circumstances relate to persistence and desistance
that an incarceration stint serves as & deterrent to some offenders but backfires for other
‘ imi (Laub and Sampson 2003)? Further,

the theories artiC

) and others. An additional point with respect
' rs in the genesis of criminal

lume). Only recently has the knowledge base on

activity (Peskin et al, Chapter 4 in this vO
. o cia] characteristics made headway 1nto criminology, and this infor-

mation has generated important insight into some of the origins of particular types of
. s into criminal career research may

prove beneficial as criminologists continue to understand the heterogeneity 1n delin-

quency and crime Over the life course. . rit e | o En e IR
Lastly, all of the directions outlined above and the research that will hopefully

ensue as a result should be considered in light of current developmental/ life-course
theories, and any challenges to existing theories should be carefully considered and
lead to modifications of the theories as results are replicated. Moffitt (2006) in par-
ticular has revised her developmental taxonomy in light of extant research findings
identifying other typologies (i.e., low-level chronic) that were not originally antici-
pated in the original exposition of the theory. . . 1 e |

“VII. PorLicy IMPLICATIONS
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d related negative outcomes over the life course, In this regard

ome programs have attained mode§t success at addressing risk factors early in the
lfe cOUTse: and these efforts }.1ave paid dividends across several life-course domains
(GreenWOOd 2006). One particular strategy revolves around early family and parent
raining efforts, including nurse home visitation programs. A recent meta-analysis
of these programs showed that participation in such programs early in the life
course evinced significant reductions in delinquency and crime in adolescence and
positive gains In other, noncrime life-course domains (Piquero et al. 2009). Given
the cost associated with serious and lengthy criminal careers (Cohen and Piquero
2009), it remains important to continue basic research on offenders and their
offending over the life course, as the information generated will serve as the back-
bone to the development and implementation of successful programs designed to
turn offenders away from their initial and continued involvement in criminal activ-
ity. Further, policy makers must recognize that addressing the correlates of delin-
quent and criminal activity as early as possible in the life course will pay more
dividends than dealing with delinquents well after they have accumulated a healthy
stock of offending experience. The classic Quaker State “you can pay me now, or
you can pay me later” adage holds true not only for motor oil, but for juvenile delin-

quency and adult crime as well.
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