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Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2014
National Report is the fourth edition
of a comprehensive report on juvenile
crime, victimization, and the juvenile
justice system. The report consists of
the most requested information on ju-
veniles and the juvenile justice system
in the U.S. Developed by the National
Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJ]J) for
the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), the
report draws on reliable data and rele-
vant research to provide a compre-
hensive and insightful view of young
offenders and victims, and what hap-
pens to those who enter the juvenile
justice system in the United States.
The report offers—to Congress, state
legislators, other state and local policy-
makers, educators, juvenile justice pro-
fessionals, and concerned citizens—
empirically based answers to frequently
asked questions about the nature of
juvenile crime and victimization and
about the justice system’s response.

The juvenile justice system must react
to the law-violating behaviors of youth
in a manner that not only protects the
community and holds youth account-
able but also enhances youth’s ability
to live productively and responsibly in
the community. The system must also
intervene in the lives of abused and
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neglected children who lack safe and
nurturing environments.

To respond to these complex issues,
juvenile justice practitioners, policy-
makers, and the public must have ac-
cess to useful and accurate information
about the system and the youth the
system serves. At times, the informa-
tion needed is not available or, when it
does exist, it is often too scattered or
inaccessible to be useful.

This report bridges that gap by pulling
together the most requested informa-
tion on juveniles and the juvenile jus-
tice system in the United States. The
report draws on numerous national
data collections to address the specific
information needs of those involved
with the juvenile justice system. The
report presents important and, at
times, complex information using
clear, nontechnical writing and easy-
to-understand graphics and tables. It is
designed as a series of briefing papers
on specific topics, short sections de-
signed to be read separately from
other parts of the report.

The material presented here represents
the most reliable information available
for the 2010 data year on juvenile
offending and victimization and the
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juvenile justice system. Given the
breadth of material covered in this
report, a data-year cutoff had to be
established. We elected 2010 as a com-
mon anchoring point because all the
major data sets required for the report
were current through 2010 at the time
we began writing. Although some
newer data are now available, the pat-
terns displayed in this report remain
accurate.

We expect that this report will be used
mainly as a reference document, with
readers turning to the pages on specif-
ic topics when the need arises. But we
encourage you to explore other sec-
tions when time permits. Each section
offers something new, something that
will expand your understanding, con-
firm your opinions, or raise questions
about what you believe to be true.

It has been nearly 20 years since the
first edition of this report. Since that
seminal publication, this report has be-
come a primary source of information
on juvenile crime, juvenile victimiza-
tion, and the juvenile justice system,
and it will provide a context for de-
bates over the direction we are taking
to respond to these important social
issues.

Charles Puzzanchera
Senior Research Associnte

Melissa Sickmund
Director
National Center for Juvenile Justice
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Population characteristics

Problems experienced by children
today are the products of multiple
and sometimes complex causes. Data
presented in this chapter indicate that
conditions for juveniles have improved
in recent years in some areas, and not
in others. For example, teenage birth
rates have declined to historically low
levels; however, the proportion of
teen births to unmarried females con-
tinues to rise. Fewer children are
being raised in two-parent families.
The proportion of juveniles living in
poverty has increased since the mid-
2000s, returning to the relatively high
levels of the early 1990s. Although
high school dropout rates have fallen
for most juvenile demographic groups,
the rates are still too high, especially
in an employment market where un-
skilled labor is needed less and less.

This chapter serves to document the
status of the U.S. youth population on
several indicators of child well-being
and presents an overview of some of
the more commonly requested demo-
graphic, economic, and sociological
statistics on juveniles. These statistics
pertain to factors that may be directly
or indirectly associated with juvenile
crime and victimization. Although
these factors may be correlated with
juvenile crime and/or victimization,
they may not be the immediate cause
but may be linked to the causal factor.
The sections in this chapter summarize
demographic, poverty, and living ar-
rangement data developed by the U.S.
Census Bureau, birth statistics from
the National Center for Health Statis-
tics, and education data from the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics.
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In 2010, 1 in 4 residents in the United States was under

age 18

The juvenile population is
increasing similarly to other
segments of the population

For 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau es-
timated that 74,181,500 persons in the
United States were under the age of
18, the age group commonly referred
to as juveniles. The juvenile population
reached a low point in 1984, at 62.5
million, then grew each year through
2010, increasing 19%.

Current projections indicate that the
juvenile population will continue to
grow throughout the 21st century.
The Census Bureau estimates that it
will increase 10% between 2010 and
2035—about one-half of one percent
per year. By 2050, the juvenile popula-
tion will be 16% larger than it was in
2010.

In 2010, juveniles were 24% of the
U.S. resident population. The Census
Bureau estimates that this proportion
will decline to 21% by 2050; i.c., the
relative increase in the adult population
will exceed the increase in the juvenile
population during the first half of the
21st century.

The racial character of the juvenile
population is changing

The Census Bureau changed its racial
classifications with the 2000 decennial
census. Prior to the 2000 census, re-
spondents were asked to classify them-
selves into a single racial group: (1)
white, (2) black or African American,
(3) American Indian or Alaska Native,
or (4) Asian or Pacific Islander. In the
2000 census, Asians were separated
from Native Hawaiians and Other Pa-
cific Islanders. In addition, respondents
could classify themselves into more
than one racial group. The number

of juveniles classifying themselves as
multiracial is expected to double be-
tween 2010 and 2030.

In 2010, Hispanic youth accounted for more than 25% of the juvenile
population in 7 states

Percentage of juvenile population

2010 - - Percent
juvenile Non-Hispanic change
population American 2000~
State ages 10-17 White Black Indian Asian Hispanic 2010
U.S. total 74,181,500 56% 15% 1% 5% 23% 2%
Alabama 1,132,500 61 31 1 1 6 1
Alaska 187,400 58 5 21 8 8 =2
Arizona 1,629,000 43 5 5 3 43 19
Arkansas 711,500 67 20 1 2 11 5
California 9,295,000 30 7 1 12 51 0
Colorado 1,225,600 60 5 1 8 31 11
Connecticut 817,000 63 12 0 B 20 -3
Delaware 205,800 55 27 0 4 13 6
Dist. of Columbia 100,800 19 67 0 2 12 -12
Florida 4,002,100 48 22 0 3 28 10
Georgia 2,491,600 49 35 0 4 13 14
Hawaii 303,800 20 8 0 62 15 3
Idaho 429,100 79 1 1 1 17 16
lllinois 3,129,200 54 18 0 B 23 -4
Indiana 1,608,300 76 13 0 2 10 2
lowa 728,000 83 6 0 2 9 -1
Kansas 726,900 71 8 1 3 17 2
Kentucky 1,023,400 83 10 0 2 5 8
Louisiana 1,118,000 54 39 1 2 5 -8
Maine 274,500 92 3 1 2 2 -9
Maryland 1,353,000 49 34 0 6 11 0
Massachusetts 1,418,900 70 9 0 6 15 -5
Michigan 2,344,100 71 18 1 3 7 -10
Minnesota 1,284,100 76 9 2 6 8 0
Mississippi 755,600 50 45 1 1 4 -2
Missouri 1,425,400 76 15 1 2 6 0
Montana 223,600 83 1 10 1 5 -3
Nebraska 459,200 74 7 1 2 15 2
Nevada 665,000 42 10 1 7 39 29
New Hampshire 287,200 90 2 0 S 5 -7
New Jersey 2,065,200 53 15 0 9 22 -1
New Mexico 518,700 27 2 11 1 58 2
New York 4,324,900 583 17 0 7 22 -8
North Carolina 2,281,600 57 25 1 3 13 16
North Dakota 149,900 84 3 9 1 4 -7
Ohio 2,730,800 76 17 0 2 5 -5
Oklahoma 929,700 60 10 i3 2 14 4
Oregon 866,500 69 8 2 5 21 2
Pennsylvania 2,792,200 73 14 0 3 9 —4
Rhode Island 224,000 67 9 1 3 21 -10
South Carolina 1,080,500 57 34 0 2 8 7
South Dakota 202,800 77 8 14 1 5 0
Tennessee 1,496,000 69 21 0 2 7 7
Texas 6,865,800 35 12 0 4 48 16
Utah 871,000 78 2 1 3 17 21
Vermont 129,200 98 2 1 2 2 -12
Virginia 1,853,700 59 23 0 6 11 6
Washington 1,581,400 65 6 2 9 19 4
West Virginia 387,400 92 5 0 1 2 -3
Wisconsin 1,339,500 75 10 1 8 10 -2
Wyoming 135,400 81 1 3 1 13 5

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analyses of Puzzanchera et al.’s. Easy Access to Juvenile Populations [online

analysis].
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Most national data systems have not
yet reached the Census Bureau’s level
of detail for racial coding—and histori-
cal data cannot support this new cod-
ing structure, especially the mixed-race
categories.* Therefore, this report gen-
erally uses the four-race coding struc-
ture. For ease of presentation, the
terms white, black, American Indian,
and Asian are used.

With that understood, in 2010, 76% of
the juvenile population was classified as
white, 17% black, 2% American Indian,
and 5% Asian. These proportions will
change in the near future if the antici-
pated differential growth of these sub-
groups comes to pass.

Percent change within racial segments of
the juvenile population (ages 0-17):

1990- 2010-
Race 2010 2030
White 10% -0.3%
Black 19 -0.9
American Indian 40 -3.3
Asian 40 19.9
Total 13 8.3

The Hispanic proportion of the
juvenile population will increase

In 2010, 23% of juveniles in the U.S.
were of Hispanic ethnicity. Ethnicity is
different from race. Nearly 9 of every
10 Hispanic juveniles were classified ra-
cially as white. More specifically, 89%
of Hispanic juveniles were white, 6%

* The National Center for Health Statistics
modifies the Census Bureau’s population data
to convert the detailed racial categories to the
traditional four-race categories. This bridging
is accomplished by estimating a single racial
group classification of mixed-race persons
based on responses to the National Health In-
terview Survey, which asked respondents to
classify themselves using both the old and new
racial coding structures.

black, 4% American Indian, and 2%
Asian.

The Census Bureau estimates that the
number of Hispanic juveniles in the
U.S. will increase 37% between 2010
and 2030. This growth will bring the
Hispanic proportion of the juvenile
population to nearly 30% by 2030 and
to 36% by 2050.

How useful are race/ethnicity
classifications

Using race and Hispanic origin as
characteristics to classify juveniles as-
sumes meaningful differences among
these subgroups. If Hispanic and non-
Hispanic juveniles have substantially
different characteristics, then such
comparisons could be useful. Further-
more, if Hispanic ethnicity is a more
telling demographic trait than race,
then a five-category classification
scheme that places all Hispanic youth
in their own category and then divides
other youth among the four racial cat-
egories may be useful—assuming avail-
able data support such groupings.

However, this is only one of many
race /ethnicity classification schemes.
For example, some argue that the His-
panic grouping is too broad—that data
should, for example, distinguish youth
whose ancestors came from Mexico,
Puerto Rico, Cuba, and other coun-
tries. Similar proposals make finer dis-
tinctions among juveniles with ancestry
in the various nations of Asia and the
Middle East as well as the various
American Indian nations.

In the 1920s, the Children’s Bureau
(then within the U.S. Department of

Labor) asked juvenile courts to classify
referred youth by their nativity, which
at the time distinguished primarily
among various European ancestries.
Today, the idea of presenting crime
and justice statistics that distinguish
among juveniles with Irish, Italian, and
German ancestry seems nonsensical.
The demographic classification of juve-
niles is not a scientific process but a
culturally related one that changes with
time and place. Those reading our re-
ports 100 years from now will likely
wonder about the reasons for our cur-
rent racial /ethnic categorizations.

Juvenile justice systems serve
populations that vary greatly in
racial/ethnic composition

In 2010, at least 9 of every 10 juve-
niles in Maine, New Hampshire, Ver-
mont, and West Virginia were non-
Hispanic and white. In contrast, more
than half of California’s and New Mex-
ico’s juvenile populations were Hispan-
ic (51% and 58%, respectively). Other
states with large Hispanic juvenile pop-
ulations were Arizona (43%), Nevada
(39%), and Texas (48%).

In 2010, five states had juvenile popu-
lations with more than 10% American
Indians or Alaska Natives. These states
were Alaska (21%), Montana (10%),
New Mexico (11%), Oklahoma (13%),
and South Dakota (14%).

The states with the greatest proportion
of black juveniles in their populations
in 2010 were Georgia (35%), Louisiana
(39%), Maryland (34%), Mississippi
(45%), and South Carolina (34%). The
black juvenile population was highest
in the District of Columbia (67%).
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Proportion of non-Hispanic white youth in the juvenile population (ages 0-17), 2010

Percent white,
non-Hispanic
] 0% to 65%

[ 65% to 85%
[ 85% to 95%
I 95% or more

Proportion of non-Hispanic black youth in the juvenile population (ages 0-17), 2010

1

Percent black,
non-Hispanic
[ 0% to2%
[ 2% to 5%
[ 5% to 25%

eg ° Bl 25% or more
. [N
S
4 4 D
s

Source: Authors’ adaptation of National Center for Health Statistics’ Vintage 2012 Postcensal Estimates of the Resident Population of the United States (April
2, 2010, July 1, 2010-July 1, 2012), by Year, County, Single-Year of Age (0, 1, 2, . . ., 85 Years and Over), Bridged Race, Hispanic Origin, and Sex [machine-
readable date file].
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Proportion of non-Hispanic American Indian/Alaska Native youth in the juvenile population (ages 0-17), 2010

11711

Percent American
Indian, non-Hispanic
] 0% to1%
B 1% to2%
[ 2% to 10%
o B 10% or more

o

>

Proportion of non-Hispanic Asian youth in the juvenile population (ages 0-17), 2010

|
Il
T
Percent Asian,
non-Hispanic
] 0% to1%
B 1% to2%
[ 2% to 4%
® ° I 4% or more
. L
o
“ 4 .
5

Source: Authors’ adaptation of National Center for Health Statistics’ Vintage 2012 Postcensal Estimates of the Resident Population of the United States (April

2, 2010, July 1, 2010-July 1, 2012), by Year, County, Single-Year of Age (0, 1, 2, . . ., 85 Years and Over), Bridged Race, Hispanic Origin, and Sex [machine-
readable date file].
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Proportion of Hispanic youth in the juvenile population (ages 0-17), 2010

1y,
TN L
AL YT x);
s :": ‘:?:?’
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Percent Hispanic
] 0% to 3%
B 3% to 10%
[ 10% to 25%
|

25% or more
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25 reuge s B -10% to 0%
e B 0% to 15%

A
\ N5
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o AT
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o ,
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Source: Authors’ adaptation of National Center for Health Statistics’ Vintage 2012 Postcensal Estimates of the Resident Population of the United States (April
2, 2010, July 1, 2010-July 1, 2012), by Year, County, Single-Year of Age (0, 1, 2, . . ., 85 Years and Over), Bridged Race, Hispanic Origin, and Sex [machine-
readable date file].
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In 2010, poverty was more common among children under
age 5 than any other age group

Exposure to poverty at an early
age is linked to delinquency

Research has often supported a con-
nection between poverty and involve-
ment in crime. Youth who grow up in
families or communities with limited
resources are at a higher risk of offend-
ing than those who are raised under
more privileged circumstances. Those
who are very poor or chronically poor
seem to be at an increased risk of seri-
ous delinquency. The timing of expo-
sure to poverty is especially important.
A meta-analysis by Hawkins et al. of
several studies found that family socio-
economic status at ages 6-11 is a
stronger predictor of serious and vio-
lent delinquency at ages 15-25 than
family socioeconomic status at ages
12-14.

The linkage between poverty and de-
linquency, however, may not be direct.
Some argue that the problems associat-
ed with low socioeconomic status (e.g.,
inability to meet basic needs, low ac-
cess to support resources) are stronger
predictors of delinquency than socio-
economic status alone. For example,
Agnew et al. found that self-reported
delinquency was highest among indi-
viduals who experienced several eco-
nomic problems.

The proportion of juveniles living
in poverty has grown

The U.S. Census Bureau assigns cach
person and family a poverty threshold
according to the size of the family and
ages of its members.* The national
poverty thresholds are used through-
out the U.S. and are updated for infla-
tion annually. In 2000, the poverty
threshold for a family of four with two
children was $17,463. In 2010, this
threshold was $22,113. In comparison,
the poverty threshold for a family of six
with four children was $29,137 in

* Family members are defined as being related
by birth, marriage, or adoption.

Over the past decade, the proportion of Americans under age 65 living
in poverty has increased, with the proportion of juveniles in poverty
considerably larger than that of adults

Percent in poverty

25%
Under age 18
20%

15% Age 65 and over

10%
Ages 18-64

5%

" 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
Year

B The proportion of juveniles living in poverty in 2010 (22%) is similar to the two previ-
ous peaks in 1983 (22%) and 1993 (23%).

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. Historical Poverty
Tables. Table 3: Poverty Status of People by Age, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1959-2010.
|

In 2010, non-Hispanic black juveniles and Hispanic juveniles were 3
times more likely to live in poverty than non-Hispanic white juveniles

Percent under age 18 in poverty

50%
Vi =~
7/ S PISET N
40%"_’ >
30%
Hispanic
TN
0, -
20% S ITFTT

o Asian
10% M

0,

76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
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B Regardless of race or Hispanic ethnicity, the proportion of juveniles living in poverty
in 2010 is the highest that it has been in the past decade.

Notes: The white racial category does not include persons of Hispanic ethnicity. The black and Asian
racial categories include persons of Hispanic ethnicity prior to 2002 (dashed line) and do not include
persons of Hispanic ethnicity beginning with 2002 data (solid line). The Asian racial category does not
include Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders, beginning with 2002 data. Statistics on American
Indians are not presented here because the small numbers produce unreliable trends.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. Historical Poverty
Tables. Table 3: Poverty Status of People by Age, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1959-2010.
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2010. Although the thresholds in some
sense reflect families’ needs, they are
not intended to be a complete descrip-
tion of what individuals and families
need to live.

In 2010, 15% of all persons in the U.S.
lived at or below their poverty thresh-
olds. This proportion was far greater
for persons under age 18 (22%) than
for those ages 18—-64 (14%) and those
above age 64 (9%). The youngest chil-
dren were the most likely to live in

poverty: while 21% of juveniles ages
5-17 lived in households with resourc-
es below established poverty thresh-
olds, 26% of children under age 5 did
$O.

Many children live far below poverty
thresholds in what is labeled as extreme
poverty. One technique for gaining a
perspective on the frequency of ex-
treme poverty is to look at the propor-
tion of children who are living below
50% of the poverty level—e.g., in

2010, how many children lived in
families of four with two children and
incomes less than $11,057, half the
poverty threshold. In 2010, 10% of
persons under age 18 were living
below 50% of the poverty level, com-
pared with 7% of persons ages 18—-64
and 3% of persons over age 64. This
proportion was once again highest for
children under age 6 (12%). In all,
more than 45% of juveniles living in
poverty lived in what can be character-
ized as extreme poverty.

In 2010, 22% of juveniles in the U.S. lived below the poverty level; 20 states had proportions greater than

the national average

Percent of persons living
below the poverty threshold, 2010

Percent of persons living
below the poverty threshold, 2010

All Ages Ages Over All Ages Ages Over

State ages 0-17 18-64 age 64 State ages 0-17 18-64  age 64
U.S. total 15.1% 22.0% 13.8% 8.9% Missouri 15.0% 21.0% 14.8% 6.0%
Alabama 17.2 24.7 15.9 10.3 Montana 14.5 22.2 12.8 10.4
Alaska 12.5 16.2 11.2 * Nebraska 10.2 138.8 9.2 7.6
Arizona 18.8 28.7 17.2 6.2 Nevada 16.6 23.9 15.1 9.4
Arkansas 153 21.9 183 12.4 New Hampshire 6.5 6.2 6.3 7.6
California 16.3 23.4 15.1 7.8 New Jersey 111 15.0 9.9 9.7
Colorado 12.3 19.0 10.6 7.6 New Mexico 18.3 26.9 16.7 9.8
Connecticut 8.6 11.9 8.1 51 New York 16.0 24.4 14.1 10.9
Delaware 12.2 18.6 10.9 7.6 North Carolina 17.4 28.2 14.8 9.7
Dist. of Columbia 19.5 33.9 16.5 * North Dakota 12.6 17.0 11.2 11.5
Florida 16.0 23.0 185 9.5 Ohio 15.4 23.9 13.8 7.8
Georgia 18.8 25.1 17.1 12.9 Oklahoma 16.3 253 141 9.4
Hawaii 12.4 20.3 10.3 8.5 Oregon 14.3 21.9 13.5 6.1
ldaho 13.8 18.9 12.9 6.8 Pennsylvania 12.2 17.3 11.5 8.3
lllinois 141 21.1 12.6 8.0 Rhode Island 14.0 21.5 12.6 9.1
Indiana 16.3 26.3 13.2 11.7 South Carolina 16.9 25.5 156.4 10.0
lowa 10.3 18.5 10.1 5.2 South Dakota 13.6 17.3 18.3 8.5
Kansas 14.5 23.8 12.2 6.7 Tennessee 16.7 23.6 151 11.9
Kentucky 17.7 24.9 16.9 8.5 Texas 18.4 26.8 16.1 10.0
Louisiana 21.5 30.3 18.1 19.9 Utah 10.0 18.7 8.7 6.7
Maine 12.6 18.9 1.7 8.5 Vermont 10.8 14.6 10.3 7.9
Maryland 10.9 14.0 10.3 7.6 Virginia 10.7 12.7 10.0 10.4
Massachusetts 10.9 14.4 10.9 5.7 Washington 11.6 16.8 10.8 6.3
Michigan 16.7 21.5 15.2 7.9 West Virginia 16.8 21.0 16.9 9.9
Minnesota 10.8 15.0 9.5 8.7 Wisconsin 10.1 13.8 9.7 6.1
Mississippi 22.5 34.4 19.9 11.7 Wyoming 9.6 13.6 8.4 *

* The percentage has been suppressed because the denominator (i.e., the total population in the age group) is less than 75,000, making it statistically

unreliable.

Source: Author’s adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau'’s Current Population Survey, 2011 Annual Social and Economic Supplement, POV46, Poverty

Status by State.
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In 2010, 2 in 5 black children were living in poverty, and 1 in 5 were living in extreme poverty (incomes less
than half the poverty threshold)

Living below the poverty level Living below 50% of the poverty level
Amer. Multiple Amer. Multiple

Age All  White Black Indian Asian races Hispanic All  White Black Indian Asian races Hispanic
All ages 15% 10% 27% 26% 12% 19% 27% 7% 4% 13% 14% 6% 9% 11%
Under age 18 22 12 39 35 14 23 35 10 5 20 19 5 12 15

Underage5 26 15 46 42 15 30 38 12 6 26 20 6 15 17

Ages 5-17 21 12 36 32 13 19 34 9 5 18 19 B 10 14
Ages 18-64 14 10 23 24 11 14 23 6 5 12 13 6 8 9
Over age 64 9 7 18 17 14 15 18 3 2 5 5 6 5 5

B There was little difference between the proportions of juveniles in poverty compared with adults ages 18-64 in poverty for either white
or Asian populations in 2010. Juveniles in poverty and adults ages 18-64 in poverty differed by 12 percentage points in the Hispanic popu-
lation and 16 percentage points in the black population.

Note: Racial categories (white, black, American Indian, Asian, and multiple) do not include persons of Hispanic ethnicity. The Asian racial category does
not include Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders.

Source: Author’s adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau'’s Current Population Survey, 2011 Annual Social and Economic Supplement, POV46, Poverty
Status by State.

Proportion of juveniles (ages 0-17) living in poverty, 2010

” Percent living
in poverty
SR oy ] 0% to 15%
LS Ty A I 15% to 25%
E LTS ! : VOGS [ 25% 0 35%
e j B 35% to 65%

Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates 2010 [machine-readable data file].
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The proportion of children living in single-parent homes
more than doubled between 1970 and 2010

Juveniles living with both parents
generally report less delinquency

A 2004 study by McCurley and Snyder
explored the relationship between fam-
ily structure and self-reported problem
behaviors. The central finding was that
youth ages 12-17 who lived in families
with both biological parents were, in
general, less likely than youth in other
families to report a variety of problem
behaviors, such as running away from
home, sexual activity, major theft, as-
sault, and arrest. The family structure
effect was seen within groups defined
by age, gender, or race/ethnicity. In
fact, this study found that family struc-
ture was a better predictor of these
problem behaviors than race or ethnici-
ty. The family structure effect emerged
among both youth who lived in neigh-
borhoods described as “well kept” and
those in neighborhoods described as
“fairly well kept” or “poorly kept.” For
these reasons, it is useful to understand
differences and trends in youth living
arrangements. However, it is important
to note that family structure may not
be the proximate cause of problem be-
haviors. Rather, conditions within the
family, such as poor supervision and
low levels of parental involvement, are
risk factors.

More than two-thirds of children
lived in two-parent families in
2010

Analysis of the 1960 decennial census
found that 88% of children under age
18 lived in two-parent families. The
Census Bureau’s Current Population
Survey found that the proportion of
children living in two-parent families
declined throughout the 1970s and the
1980s and through the first half of the
1990s. In 2010, 69% of children were
living in two-parent families—a level
that has held since the mid-1990s.
Most other children lived in one-
parent houscholds. The proportion

of children living in single-parent

The proportion of children under age 18 living in two-parent homes has

declined since 1970

Percent under age 18 living in two—parent households

90%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Black

80% M
Allraces EEm
70% —_—

Hispanic

70 74 78 82 86

90 94 98 02 06 10
Year

B Between 1970 and 2010, the proportion of children living in single-parent homes in-
creased from 9% to 22% for whites and from 32% to 53% for blacks. The propor-
tion of Hispanic children increased from 21% in 1980 to 29% in 2010.

Notes: Race proportions include persons of Hispanic ethnicity. Persons of Hispanic ethnicity may be of
any race; however, most are white. Beginning with 2007, estimates for two-parent homes include mar-
ried or unmarried parents (biological, step, or adoptive).

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. Families and Liv-

ing Arrangements, Historical Tables.

households increased from 9% in 1960
to 27% in 2010.

Beginning with the Census Bureau’s
2007 Current Population Survey, bet-
ter data are available to document the
proportion of children who live with
married or unmarried parents. In
2010, 4% of children under age 18
were living with unmarried parents.
This is a slight increase from the pro-
portion (2%) reported from the 1996
Survey of Income and Program Partici-
pation (SIPP). This proportion varied
with race and ethnicity: white non-
Hispanic (2%), black (5%), Asian (1%),
and Hispanic (6%). In 2010, two-
thirds (66%) of U.S. children under
age 18 lived with married parents.
This proportion was highest for Asian
(84%) and white non-Hispanic (75%)
children, lower for Hispanic (61%)
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children, and lowest for black children
(35%).

According to the Census Bureau, most
children who live in single-parent
households live with their mothers.
The proportion of children living with
their mothers in single-parent house-
holds grew from 8% of the juvenile
population in 1960 to 23% in 2010. In
1970, the mothers of 7% of the chil-
dren living in single-mother house-
holds had never been married; this
proportion grew to 44% in 2010.

The proportion of children living with
their fathers in one-parent households
grew from 1% in 1960 to 3% in 2010.
In 1970, the fathers of 4% of the chil-
dren living in single-father households
had never been married; this propor-

tion grew to 26% in 2010, a pattern

similar to the mother-only households.



The Census Bureau found a major
difference between mother-only and
father-only households: cohabitation
was much more common in father-only
households. A living arrangement is
considered to be cohabitation when
there is an unrelated adult of the oppo-
site gender, who is not one’s spouse,
living in the houschold. In 2010, chil-
dren living in single-parent households
were more likely to have a cohabiting
father (18%) than a cohabiting mother
(10%).

Some children live in households head-
ed by other relatives or by nonrelatives.
In 2010, 3% of children lived in house-
holds headed by other relatives, and
about half of these children were living
in the home of a grandparent. (Across
all household types, 10% of children

lived in households that included a
grandparent.) In 2010, 1% of all chil-
dren lived with nonrelatives.

Most children live in a household
with at least one parent in the
labor force

Opverall, 88% of children in 2010 lived
in families with one or both parents in
the labor force. (Being in the labor
force means that the person is em-
ployed or is actively looking for work.)
Of all children living with two parents,
97% had at least one parent in the
labor force, and 61% had both parents
in the labor force. When just one par-
ent in the two-parent families was in
the labor force, 87% of the time it was
the father. Among children living in
single-parent households, those living

In 2010, black children were the least likely to live with two parents
regardless of the marital status of the parents

All races

White

White
non-Hispanic

Black

Asian

Hispanic

23% 3%

18% 3%

16% 4%

4% 8%

10% 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

100%

Percent of children (ages 0-17), 2010

. Mother only

. Two parents, including unmarried parents

. Father only

. Neither parent

Note: Persons of Hispanic ethnicity may be of any race.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. 2010 Annual

Social and Economic Supplement.

with their fathers only were more likely
to have the parent in the labor force
than those living with their mothers
only (86% vs. 74%).

Almost half of children living with
only their mothers or neither
parent live in poverty

The economic well-being of children is
related to family structure. In 2010,
22% of all juveniles lived below the
poverty level. However, children living
in two-parent families were less likely
to live in poverty (13%) than children
living with only their fathers (22%),
only their mothers (43%), or neither
parent (43%).

Family structure is also related to the
proportion of children in households
receiving public assistance or food
stamps. Overall, 4% of children in
2010 lived in households receiving
public assistance and 19% lived in
households receiving food stamps,
but the proportions were far greater
for children living in single-mother
families.

Percent of children receiving assistance,
2010:

Food Public
Family structure stamps assistance
All types 19% 4%
Two parents 11 2
Married 10 2
Unmarried 31 7
Single parent 38 9
Mother only 41 10
Father only 17 3
Neither parent 26 10

In 2010, 57% of children receiving
public assistance and 50% receiving
food stamps lived in single-mother
families. Two-parent families accounted
for 31% of children receiving public as-
sistance and 41% of those receiving
food stamps.
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The teenage birth rate has seen an overall decrease
between 1970 and 2010

Teen birth rates continue to fall
through 2010

Kelley and her coauthors have stated
that having a baby as a teenager has
serious and often deleterious conse-
quences for the lives of both the young
mother and her baby. Teenage mothers
and fathers are often ill equipped to ef-
fectively parent and often draw heavily
on the resources of their extended
families and communities. For teenage
parents who themselves were raised in
dysfunctional or abusive families, par-
enting problems may be even more
evident and family support limited.

In 2010, the birth rate for older juve-
niles (i.e., females ages 15-17) was
17.3 live births for every 1,000 females
in the age group. In the same year, the
birth rate for young adults (i.c., women
ages 18 and 19) was more than 3 times
greater (58.2). The 2010 birth rate for
females ages 10-14 (0.4) was lower
than any time since 1970.

Birth rates for older juveniles and
young adults varied by race and His-
panic ethnicity.

Births per 1,000 females, 2010:

Ages Ages

Race/ethnicity 15-17 18-19
All races 17.3 58.2
White, non-Hispanic 10.0 42.5
Black, non-Hispanic 27.4 85.6
Hispanic 32.3 90.7

The birth rate for white non-Hispanic
females ages 15—17 in 2010 was about
one-third the rates of both Hispanic
and black non-Hispanic females of the
same age.

Between 1991 and 2010, birth rates
declined more for older juveniles (55%)
than young adults (38%). The decline
for older juveniles was greatest for
non-Hispanics blacks (68%), followed
by non-Hispanic whites (58%) and
Hispanics (53%).

Birth rates in 2010 for both older juveniles and young adults were about
half their 1970 rates

Births per 1,000 females in age group
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The birth rate for older female juveniles ages 15-17 saw a peak in 1991 (38.6 per

1,000 females) and then fell 55% to the 2010 rate of 17.3.
After falling from its 1970 peak (114.7), the birth rate for young adult females ages

18-19 peaked again in 1991 at 94.0. The 2010 birth rate for young adult females
was 38% lower than in 1991.

e annual birth rate for females ages 15-19 declined substantially

between 1955 and 2010, while the proportion of these births that were

to

unmarried women increased

Births per 1,000 females ages 15-19 Percent of births to females ages 15-19

100 100%
90 - 90%
Birth rate
80 80%
70 70%
60 60%
50 50%
40 40%
0,
80 Births|to unmarried females 80%
20 20%
10 10%
0 0%
55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 00 05 10
Year

In 1958, about 14% of births to females ages 15-19 were to unmarried women. By
2010, that proportion grew to 88%.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Martin et al.’s Births: Final Data for 2010, National Vital Statistics Re-
ports, 61(1); National Center for Health Statistics’ annual series, Births: Final Data, National Vital Statis-

tics

Reports, for the years 2000-2009; and Ventura et al.’s Births to Teenagers in the United States,

1940-2000, National Vital Statistics Reports, 49(10).
|
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Birth rates for females ages 15-17 varied greatly across states in The teenage birth rate in the
2010, ranging from 6.1 in New Hampshire to 30.6 in Mississippi U.S. is high compared with
Births per 1,000 females in age group, 2010 Ratio of ages ity e e FElens
State Age 15-19 Ages 15-17 Ages 18-19  15-17 to 18-19 Birth rates for a large number of
United States 34.2 17.3 58.2 30% countries are collected annually by
Alabama 43.6 22.9 71.8 32 the Statistics Division of the United
Alaska 38.3 16.3 73.4 22 A
Arizona 41.9 22.3 69.8 30 Natflorg)sl‘ ¥he.";°Sttr.e‘|3.enfjdata i
Arkansas 505 o1 7 014 57 available for industrialized countries
California 315 16.4 53.4 31 were not available for a common
Colorado 33.4 17.7 56.5 31 year but ranged from 2007 to 2010.
Connecticut 18.7 8.4 34.5 24
Delaware 30.5 16.0 48.9 88 :
Dist. of Columbia 45.4 35.7 520 69 Births per 1,000 females ages 15-19
Florida 32.0 15.5 55.2 28 Birth Data
Georgia 41.4 21.2 70.6 30
Hawali 325 12,9 62.6 21 o ity CICH. €5
Idaho 33.0 15.1 58.9 26 United States 39.1 2009
lllinois 33.0 17.2 56.9 30 Russian Federation 29.8 2009
Indiana 37.3 18.4 63.5 29 New Zealand 29.4 2009
lowa 28.6 1338 49.0 er United Kingdom 25.1 2009
Kansas 39.3 19.2 67.9 28 BeriueEl 15.6 2009
Kentucky 46.2 21.9 80.2 27 9 '
Louisiana 47.7 235 81.0 29 Australia 155 2010
Maine 21.4 8.3 40.3 21 Israel 14.3 2009
Maryland 27.3 16.5 47.6 35 Ireland 14.3 2009
Massachusetts 17.2 9.0 27.4 33 Canada 141 2008
Michigan 30.1 141 52.7 27 Spain 1.3 2007
Minnesota 22.5 10.0 41.8 24 France 11.9 2009
Mississippi 55.0 30.6 88.7 34
Missouri 37.1 17.0 65.1 26 Sr‘fe.ce 18'2 2882
Montana 35.0 12.9 67.0 19 elgium '
Nebraska 31.1 14.8 54.0 27 Austria 103 2010
Nevada 38.6 18.9 69.5 27 Norway 9.5 2010
New Hampshire 15.7 6.1 29.2 21 Germany 9.2 2009
New Jersey 20.1 9.6 37.6 26 Finland 8.4 2009
New Mexico 53.0 29.9 86.4 35 Italy 6.5 2010
New York 22.7 11.2 38.6 29
North Carolina 38.3 19.9 63.5 31 gwede”k o 2888
North Dakota 28.8 13.4 46.9 29 enmar 5.5
Ohio 341 16.0 60.2 27 Netherlands B8 2009
Oklahoma 50.4 25.9 83.8 31 Japan 4.9 2009
Oregon 28.2 13.3 48.9 27 Switzerland 4.1 2009
Pennsylvania 27.0 14.2 43.8 32 . , .
Rhode Island 203 13.7 31.6 43 SOPFCG. AU.thOI'S ad_aptatlop Of the
South Carolina 42.6 203 68.6 33 United Nations Statistics Division’s
South Dakota 34.9 15.9 61.6 26 Adolescent Birth Rate, per 1,000
Tennessee 43.2 20.3 75.4 27 Women [machine-readable data file].
Texas 52.2 29.3 86.5 34
Utah 27.9 14.0 46.4 30 Although decreasing since 2000,
Vermont 17.9 7.5 30.5 25 the birth rate for U.S. females ages
Virginia 274 125 47.8 26 15-19 still remained one of the
Washington 26.7 13.0 46.7 28 .
West Virginia 44.8 21.1 75.6 28 highest. In 2009, the U.S. had a
Wisconsin 26.2 11.7 47.2 25 teenage birth rate of 39.1, more
Wyoming 39.0 17.0 68.9 25 than twice the rates of Portugal and

B Comparing birth rates for older juveniles (age 15-17) with those of young adults Australia, 3 tlmgs the rate of Spain,
(ages 18 and 19) shows that the older juvenile rate ranged from 19% of the young and nearly 10 F'mes the rates of
adult rate in Montana to 43% of the young adult rate in Rhode Island and 69% in the Japan and Switzerland.

District of Columbia.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Martin et al.’s Births: Final Data for 2010, National Vital Statistics
Reports, 61(1).
| ]
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Although high school dropout rates declined over the past
20 years, more than 370,000 youth quit high school in 2009

The dropout rate varies across
demographic subgroups

The National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) develops annual esti-
mates of (1) the number of persons in
grades 10-12 who dropped out of
school in the preceding 12 months and
(2) the percent of persons ages 16-24
who were dropouts. The first statistic
(the event dropout rate) provides an
annual estimate of flow into the drop-
out pool. The second statistic (the sta-
tus dropout rate) provides an estimate
of the proportion of dropouts in the
young adult population. Event dropout
rates are based on data from the annual
October Current Population Survey
(CPS). The CPS and the American
Community Survey (ACS) are the
sources for status dropout estimates.

Almost 4 of every 100 persons (3.4%)
enrolled in high school in October
2008 left school before October 2009
without successfully completing a high
school program—in other words, in
the school year 2008 /2009, about
373,000 youth dropped out and the
event dropout rate was 3.4%. There
was little difference in the 2009 event
dropout rate for males (3.5%) and fe-
males (3.4%). The event dropout rates
did not differ statistically among the
various racial /ethnic groups: white
non-Hispanic (2.4%), black non-His-
panic (4.8%), and Hispanic (5.8%).
However, the event dropout rate was
far lower (1.4%) for youth living in
families with incomes in the top one-
fifth of all family incomes than for
youth living in families with incomes in
the bottom one-fifth of all family in-
comes (7.4%).

Educational failure is linked to
unemployment

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
estimates that 54% of the 2009 /2010

The average proportion of students who quit school without completing
a high school program was lower in the 2000s than in the 1990s

Percent of youth who dropped out of grades 10-12 in the preceding 12 months

14%
12% Low-income families
10%
8%
6% Middle-income families
4% Total
2%
)
O10991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

Note: Low income is defined as the bottom 20% of family incomes for the year, middle income is be-
tween 20% and 80% of all family incomes, and high income is the top 20% of all family incomes.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Chapman et al.’s Trends in High School Dropout and Completion Rates
in the United States: 1972-2009.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Dropout rates for white youth have remained below the rates of other

racial/ethnic groups

Percent of youth who dropped out of grades 10-12 in the preceding 12 months
14%

12%

Hispanic

10%

8%

6%:
Total

4% m
White

2%

0%

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
Note: Race proportions do not include persons of Hispanic ethnicity. Persons of Hispanic ethnicity can

be of any race.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Chapman et al.’s Trends in High School Dropout and Completion Rates
in the United States: 1972-2009.
|
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school year dropouts were in the labor
force (employed or actively looking for
work), and 43% of those dropouts in
the labor force were unemployed. In
comparison, 77% of the 2010 high
school graduates who were not in col-
lege were in the labor force, and a far
smaller proportion of this workforce
(33%) was unemployed.

Dropouts are more likely
than educated peers to be
institutionalized

Based on the 2006-2007 American
Community Survey, the Center for
Labor Market Studies at Northeastern
University estimated that 1.4% of the
nation’s 16- to 24-year-olds were insti-
tutionalized, with nearly 93% of these
young adults residing in correctional
facilities. The incidence of institutional-
ization among high school dropouts
was more than 63 times higher than
among four-year college graduates.

Dropouts generate lifelong
economic burdens on society

The Center for Labor Market Stud-
ies estimates the social and eco-
nomic costs of dropouts as a con-
sequence of lower earning power
and job opportunities, unemploy-
ment, incarceration, and govern-
ment assistance. High school drop-
outs are estimated to earn
$400,000 less than high school
graduates across their working
lives. The lifetime earning loss for
males can exceed $500,000. In ad-
dition, because of lower lifetime
earnings, dropouts contribute far
less in federal, state, and local
taxes than they receive in cash
benefits, in-kind transfer costs, and
incarceration costs as compared to
typical high school graduates.

The Center for Labor Market Studies
conducted a separate analysis of institu-
tionalization rates of 16- to 24-year-
old males by school enrollment and
educational attainment. Almost 1 of
every 10 male high school dropouts
was institutionalized on a given day in
2006-2007 versus less than 1 of 33
high school graduates. Only 1 of every
500 males who held a bachelor’s de-
gree were institutionalized. Further-
more, across all demographic sub-
groups, institutionalization rates were
highest among high school dropouts.

school (or received an equivalency cer-
tificate). The status dropout rate mea-
sure typically includes civilian, nonin-
stitutionalized 16- to 24-year-olds.
Youth, such as those who are incarcer-
ated or in the military, are not includ-
ed. However, the American Communi-
ty Survey allows for comparisons of
status dropout rates for 16- to 24-year-
olds residing in houscholds with those
living in noninstitutionalized and insti-
tutionalized group quarters. Regardless
of race/ethnicity, status dropout rates
were substantially higher for institu-
tionalized youth than for other youth.
In 2009, the status dropout rate was
40% for institutionalized youth and 8%
for those living in households and non-
institutional group quarters (e.g., col-
lege housing and military quarters). A
higher proportion of males (10%) than
females (7%) were status dropouts.

Over the years, demographic disparities
in annual event dropout rates have ac-
cumulated to produce noticeable dif-
ferences in status dropout rates—i.c.,
the proportion of young adults (per-
sons ages 16-24) who are not enrolled
in school and have not completed high

|
In 2009, status dropout rates were higher for males, minorities, and
institutionalized youth than for other youth
Status dropout rate, 2009

Total Noninstitutionalized Institutionalized

Race/ethnicity Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 9% 10% 7% 8% 9% 7% 40% 41% 31%
White 6 6 5 6 6 5 &l 32 29
Black 11 13 8 10 11 8 44 46 30
Hispanic 18 21 14 18 21 14 47 48 37
Asian 8 4 8 8 4 8 45 47 -
Al/AN 16 18 14 15 17 14 41 43 -
2 or more races,

not Hispanic 7 7 6 6 7 6 30 31 —

B Hispanic males had higher status dropout rates than all other racial/ethnic groups.

B Overall, Hispanic and American Indian/Alaska Native females had higher dropout
rates than females of other student groups.

— Too few cases to produce a reliable rate.

Note: Data are from the American Community Survey 2009 and include all dropouts, regardless of
when they last attended school, as well as individuals who may have never attended school in the
U.S., such as immigrants who did not complete a high school diploma in their home country. The
data represent status dropout rates for all 16- to 24-year-olds, including those who live in institu-
tional and noninstitutional group quarters and households.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Aud et al.’s The Conditions of Education 2011.
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Juvenile victims

This chapter summarizes what is
known about the prevalence and inci-
dence of juvenile victimizations. It an-
swers important questions to assist
policy makers, practitioners, research-
ers, and concerned citizens in devel-
oping policies and programs to ensure
the safety and well-being of children.
How many children are abused and
neglected? What are the trends in
child maltreatment? How often are
juveniles the victims of crime? How
many children are victims of crime at
school and what are the characteristics
of school crime? When and where are
juveniles most likely to become vic-
tims of crime? How many juveniles
are murdered each year? How often
are firearms involved in juvenile mur-
ders and who are their offenders?
How many youth commit suicide?

Research has shown that child victim-
ization and abuse are linked to prob-
lem behaviors that become evident
later in life. So an understanding of
childhood victimization and its trends

may lead to a better understanding of
juvenile offending.

Data sources include child maltreat-
ment data reported by the National
Incidence Study of Child Abuse and
Neglect and by the National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System, and
foster care and adoption information
from the Adoption and Foster Care
Analysis and Reporting System. Self-
reported victimization data are pre-
sented from the National Survey of
Children’s Exposure to Violence, the
Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National
Crime Victimization Survey and it’s
School Crime Supplement, the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics,
and the Youth Risk Behavior Survey.
Official victimization data is reported
by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion’s National Incident-Based Report-
ing System and its Supplementary Ho-
micide Reporting Program. Suicide
information is presented from the Na-
tional Center for Health Statistics.
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One child in every 25 in the United States is abused or

neglected

The fourth cycle of the National
Incidence Study of Child Abuse
and Neglect collected data in
2005-2006

The National Incidence Study of Child
Abuse and Neglect (NIS) reports in-
formation on children harmed or be-
lieved to be harmed by maltreatment.
Child maltreatment includes physical,
sexual, and emotional abuse, and phys-
ical, emotional, and educational ne-
glect by a caretaker.

While the NIS does include children
who were investigated by child protec-
tive services (CPS), it also represents
children who were recognized as mal-
treated by a wide array of community
professionals (called “sentinels”) who
are generally mandated reporters.

Combining these data sources, the NIS
describes both abused and neglected
children who are in the official CPS
statistics as well as those who were not
reported to CPS or who were screened
out of CPS investigations.

Most maltreated children were
neglected

Although the overall rates of children
either harmed or endangered by abuse
or neglect have not changed, there has
been a shift in the types of maltreat-
ment experienced by children. All cate-
gories of abuse declined, but the rate
of neglect, specifically emotional ne-
glect, increased. This increase largely
represents a dramatic increase in the
rate of children exposed to domestic
violence, which more than tripled from
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2 children per 1,000 in 1993 to 7 chil-
dren per 1,000 in 2005-2006.

Child maltreatment victims per 1,000
children:

NIS-3 NIS-4
Maltreatment type  (1993) (2005-2006)
All maltreatment 41.9 39.5
All abuse 18.2 11.3
Physical 9.1 6.5
Sexual 4.5 2.4
Emotional 7.9 4.1
All neglect 29.2 30.6
Physical 19.9 16.2
Emotional 8.7 15.9
Educational 5.9 4.9

Note: Children who experienced multiple types
of maltreatment are included in each applica-
ble category.

Girls and children not enrolled in
school have higher rates of sexual
abuse

Girls were sexually abused at a rate of
3.8 per 1,000, compared with boys’
rate of 1.0 per 1,000. School-age
children who were not enrolled in
school were harmed or endangered by
sexual abuse at a significantly higher
rate than enrolled children: 2.9 per
1,000 non-enrolled school-age chil-
dren compared with 1.8 per 1,000
enrolled children. The non-enrolled
children were also physically neglected
at a significantly higher rate: 19.3 per
1,000 non-enrolled children compared
with 11.4 per 1,000 enrolled children.

Younger children have lower rates
of physical and emotional abuse
but higher rates of physical
neglect

Age differences in maltreatment rates
occur across both abuse and neglect
categories. The youngest children (age
2 and younger) are physically and emo-
tionally abused at significantly lower
rates than children who are school-age
(age 6 or older). Among the youngest,
3.7 per 1,000 are physically abused



Two studies provide national
data on child abuse and
neglect

Congress mandates the National
Child Abuse and Neglect Data Sys-
tem (NCANDS) and the National In-
cidence Study of Child Abuse and
Neglect (NIS) in the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act.

Both are sponsored by the Chil-
dren’s Bureau in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Servic-
es. They use different methods and
data sources, apply different defini-
tions, and are conducted on differ-
ent timetables. The NCANDS uses
a census methodology and pro-
vides annual data on all cases re-
ferred to CPS, showing whether
CPS screened the referral in for an
agency response and, if so, wheth-
er the case was investigated or re-
ceived an alternative response other
than investigation. In NCANDS,
states use their own definitions of
abuse and neglect and map their
state codes into six categories by
agreed-upon rules. The NIS uses a
sampling methodology to represent
the incidence of child abuse and
neglect in the U.S. as recognized by
mandated reporters, showing how
many of these maltreated children
receive a CPS investigation. It is
conducted periodically, with only
four cycles to date. The latest cycle,
the NIS-4, collected data in 2005—
2006. The NIS applies standardized
definitions across all data sources,
classifying maltreatment into 60
specific types that group into 8
general categories.

compared with 6.2 or more per 1,000
school-age children; 1.6 in 1,000 in
the youngest age group are emotional-
ly abused compared with 4.1 or more
per 1,000 school-age children. In
contrast, rates of physical neglect are

highest at younger ages, 16.3 or more
per 1,000 of those ages 0-8, and de-
crease after age 8 to their lowest level
of 8.7 per 1,000 among ages 15-17.
Educational neglect rates are lowest
among 3- to 5-year-olds, when chil-
dren typically begin school (2.3 per
1,000) and increase to 7.5 per 1,000
by the time children are ages 9-11.

Black children have higher rates
of maltreatment

Unlike previous NIS cycles, the NIS-4
found strong and pervasive race differ-
ences in the incidence of maltreatment.
In most maltreatment categories, the
rates of maltreatment for black children
were significantly higher than those for
white and Hispanic children.

Child maltreatment victims per 1,000
children, 2005-2006:

Maltreatment

type White Black Hispanic

All maltreatment  28.6  49.6 30.2

All abuse 8.7 14.9 9.4
Physical 4.6 9.7 5.9
Emotional 3.5 4.5 2.4

All neglect 224  36.8 230
Physical 122 179 9.9
Emotional 12.1 17.9 13.2

Note: Children who experienced multiple types
of maltreatment are included in each applica-
ble category.

Children with disabilities are
maltreated at lower rates but
suffer more serious harm from
their maltreatment

Children with disabilities had signifi-
cantly lower rates of experiencing any
maltreatment, any abuse, or any ne-
glect that harmed or endangered them.
They had significantly lower rates of
physical abuse, sexual abuse, neglect,
physical neglect, and emotional ne-
glect. However, when children with
disabilities were maltreated, they were
significantly more likely to be seriously

injured or harmed. They experienced
serious injury or harm from maltreat-
ment at a rate of 9.1 per 1,000 com-
pared to a rate of 6.0 per 1,000 for
children without a confirmed disability.

Less than half of maltreated chil-
dren receive a CPS investigation

In the NIS-4, a minority of maltreated
children (43%) received a CPS investi-
gation; however, this was a significant
increase from the investigation rate in
the NIS-3 (33%). Even among children
with the highest rate of CPS investiga-
tion, those sexually abused, CPS inves-
tigated only slightly more than one-
half (56%). The remaining cases either
were not reported to CPS or were re-
ported but not investigated. Cases re-
ported but not investigated may have
received an alternative response from
their local CPS agency where the fami-
ly was assessed and provided services,
but there was no formal investigation
or finding of fault.

CPS would investigate or could
provide an alternative response to
over 90% of maltreated children if
all were reported

A combined total of 92% of maltreated
children either were investigated,
would have been investigated if they
had been reported, or might have re-
ceived an alternative agency response if
they were reported. The remaining 8%
of maltreated children include both
those who would not have received any
CPS response and those whose cases
could not be classified by the CPS
screening criteria. These findings imply
that CPS screening activities exclude
only a small percentage of maltreated
children from receiving CPS attention.
The primary reason maltreated chil-
dren are not investigated is that profes-
sionals who recognize their maltreat-
ment do not report them to CPS.

21
Chapter 2: Juvenile victims -




Family characteristics relate to rates of maltreatment

Maltreatment rates vary in relation
to the parents’ employment and
economic status

Children with an unemployed parent
and those with no parent in the labor
force have higher risk of experiencing
maltreatment. Children with no parent
in the labor force had the highest rate
of abuse (15.2 per 1,000), 2 or more
times higher than the rates for children
of working parents (5.8 per 1,000) or
with an unemployed parent (7.5 per
1,000). Neglect was significantly high-
er for children whose parents did not
have steady work, either because they
were unemployed or because they were
not in the labor force: 46.4 per 1,000
children with no parent in the labor
force were neglected, as were 35.0
children with an unemployed parent,
compared with 12.8 children whose
parents were steadily employed during
the study year.

Indicators of economic status have
consistently been the strongest predic-
tors of maltreatment rates. The NIS-4
defined children to be in low socio-
economic status (SES) families if their
houschold incomes were below
$15,000 per year, their parents did not
graduate high school, or any house-
hold member participated in a poverty-
related program, such as food stamps,
subsidized school breakfasts or lunches,
Temporary Assistance to Needy Fami-
lies, public housing, energy assistance,
or public assistance. Children in low-
SES families were at higher risk of all
types of abuse and neglect. They were
more than 5 times as likely to be mal-
treated in some way, 3 times as likely
to be abused, and 7 times as likely to
be neglected.

Children living with their two
married biological parents have
the lowest rates of maltreatment

Based on their family structure and liv-
ing arrangement, the NIS-4 classified
children into six categories: (1) living

with two married biological parents;
(2) living with other married parents
(not both biological but both having a
legal parental relationship to the child,
such as adoptive or step-parent); (3)
living with two unmarried parents (bi-
ological); (4) living with one parent
who had an unmarried partner (not
the child’s parent) in the household;
(5) living with one parent who had no
partner in the household; and (6) liv-
ing with no parent. Children living
with two married biological parents
had the lowest rates of maltreatment,
whereas children living with a single
parent who had a cohabitating partner
had the highest maltreatment rates.

Children in larger families have
greater risk of physical and
emotional abuse and neglect

Maltreatment varied with family size.
Children in larger households (four or
more children) experienced physical
neglect at rates more than 2 times that
for households with only one or two
children (31.1 per 1,000 vs. 13.3 and
10.0, respectively). A similar pattern

existed for emotional neglect; children
in larger households experienced emo-
tional neglect at a rate of 27.4, while
households with one or two children
experienced emotional neglect at lower
rates (13.9 and 10.0, respectively).
Rates of emotional abuse also increased
as the number of children in the
household increased; children in larger
households had twice ther rate of emo-
tional abuse observed for “only” chil-
dren (5.8 vs. 2.8). Similarly, the rate of
physical abuse for children in larger
households (7.8) was greater than the
rates for children with households of
one, two, or three children (6.6, 5.0,
and 6.7, respectively).

Children in rural counties are at
greater risk of neglect

The rate of physical neglect for rural
children (33.1 per 1,000) is significant-
ly higher than the rate for children in
urban or major urban counties (15.0
or less). Rural children are also signifi-
cantly more likely to experience emo-
tional neglect (27.9) than urban or
major urban children (16.9 or less).

Children’s risk of maltreatment varied across family structure and living

arrangements

Victims per 1,000 children ages 0-17

140 136.1
Il Married biological parents
120 Other married parents
Unmarried parents
100 ) )
88.9 Hl Single parent with a partner
80 [ Single parent, no partner 24a
I Neither parent
60
40
20

All maltreatment

All abuse

All neglect

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Sedlak and Ellis” Trends in Child Abuse Reporting, in Korbin and Krug-

man’s (Eds.), Handbook of Child Maltreatment.
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Most abuse and neglect cases enter the child welfare
system through child protective services agencies

What are child protective
services agencies?

Child protective services (CPS) agen-
cies are governmental agencies autho-
rized to act on behalf of a child when
parents are unable or unwilling to do
so. In all states, laws require these
agencies to receive referrals about cases
of suspected child abuse or neglect,
screen in those cases appropriate for a
CPS agency response, conduct assess-
ments or investigations of screened-in
reports, offer rehabilitative services to
families where maltreatment has oc-
curred or is likely to occur, and remove
children from the home when neces-
sary for their safety.

Although the primary responsibility for
responding to reports of child mal-
treatment rests with state and local
CPS agencies, prevention and treat-
ment of abuse and neglect can involve
professionals from many disciplines and
organizations in assisting with assess-
ments and case management and pro-
viding services. Juvenile and family
courts are always involved in the over-
all protective services system because of
their critical role in the processing of
cases when services must be mandated
or children must be removed.

States vary in the way child maltreat-
ment cases are handled and in their
terminology that describes that pro-
cessing. Although variations exist
among jurisdictions, CPS and commu-
nity responses to child maltreatment
generally share a common set of deci-
sion points and can thus be described
in a general way.

State laws require many
professions to notify CPS of
suspected maltreatment

Individuals likely to identify maltreat-
ment are often those in a position to
observe families and children on an
ongoing basis. This may include educa-
tors, law enforcement personnel, social

services personnel, medical profession-
als, probation officers, daycare workers,
mental health professionals, and the
clergy, in addition to family members,
friends, and neighbors. Professionals
who come into contact with children
as part of their jobs are generally re-
quired by law to notify CPS agencies
of suspicions of child maltreatment.
Some states require reporting by any
person having knowledge of child mal-
treatment, including the general public.

CPS or law enforcement agencies usu-
ally receive the initial referral alleging
abuse or neglect. The information pro-
vided varies but typically includes the
identity of the child, information about
the nature and extent of maltreatment,
and information about the parent or
other person responsible for the child.
The initial report may also contain in-
formation identifying the individual
suspected of causing the alleged mal-
treatment, the setting in which mal-
treatment occurred, other children in
the same environment, and the identity
of the person making the report.

CPS agencies “screen in”
most referrals as reports to
be investigated or assessed

CPS staff must determine whether the
referral constitutes an allegation of
abuse or neglect and how urgently a
response is needed. If the intake work-
er determines that the referral does not
constitute an allegation of abuse or ne-
glect, the case may be closed. If there
is substantial risk of serious physical or
emotional harm, severe neglect, or lack
of supervision, a child may be removed
from the home under provisions of
state law. Most states require that a
court hearing be held shortly after an
emergency removal to approve tempo-
rary custody by the CPS agency. In
some states, removal from the home
requires a court order.

Some referrals are out-of-scope for
CPS and may be referred to other

agencies. Other referrals lack sufficient
information to enable followup. For
these and other reasons, CPS agencies
“screen out” nearly two-fifths of all re-
ferrals. Once a referral is accepted or
“screened in,” CPS may initiate an in-
vestigation or assessment of the alleged
incident, or it may pursue an alterna-
tive response.

Many CPS agencies offer alternative
responses for cases that do not meet
standards for investigation. Alternative
response is a non-investigative approach
that allows CPS to respond to a refer-
ral that is determined to be “low risk”
by oftering services to the child and
family to address their needs. The in-
tent of alternative response is to pre-
vent the family from becoming a
“high-risk” case. This approach is also
referred to as family assessment, and
agencies who offer this approach as an
alternative to traditional investigation
are said to use a “dual track,” or to
provide a differential response. When
implementing an alternative response,
CPS focuses on assessing the needs of
the child and family and offering ser-
vices as opposed to a formal investiga-
tion or finding of fault. The policies,
practices, and availability of alternative
response vary greatly across agencies.

Whether the agency investigates or
uses another response, it must decide
if action is required to protect the
child. The CPS agency also determines
if the family is in need of services and
which services are appropriate. The
initial investigation involves gathering
and analyzing objective information
from and about the child and family
to determine if the allegations are sub-
stantiated, meaning that maltreatment
occurred or the child is at significant
risk of harm. Agencies generally decide
this by the preponderance of evidence,
or credible, reasonable evidence. CPS
agencies may work with law enforce-
ment and other agencies during this
period. Caseworkers generally respond
to reports of abuse and neglect within
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2 to 3 days. All states require that in-
vestigations start in a timely manner,
typically within 72 hours. Most require
investigations to start immediately (2—
24 hours), when there is reason to be-
lieve that a child is in imminent danger.

Following the initial investigation, the
CPS agency decides whether the evi-
dence substantiates the allegations.
Should sufficient evidence not exist to
support an allegation of maltreatment,
additional services may still be provid-
ed if it is believed there is risk of abuse
or neglect in the future. In a few states,
the agency may determine that mal-
treatment or the risk of maltreatment is
indicated even if sufficient evidence to
conclude or substantiate the allegation
does not exist. Agencies that use an al-
ternative response system can make de-
terminations other than substantiated,
indicated, and unsubstantiated and
may or may not classify the children
receiving an alternative response as
maltreatment victims.

CPS agencies assess child and
family needs before developing
case plans

Protective services staft attempt to
identify the factors that contributed to
the maltreatment and determine what
services would address the most critical
treatment needs. CPS staff then devel-
op case plans in conjunction with other
treatment providers and the family in
an attempt to alter the conditions and/
or behaviors resulting in child abuse or
neglect. All states require a written case
plan when a child is placed in out-of-
home care, and many states also re-
quire a plan when a child and family
are receiving any kind of in-home ser-
vices. Together with other treatment
providers, CPS staftf implement the
case plan for the family. If the family

is uncooperative, the case may be
referred for court action to mandate
services.

Protective services agencies are
also responsible for evaluating
and monitoring family progress

After the case plan has been imple-
mented, protective services and other
treatment providers evaluate and mea-
sure changes in family behavior and the
conditions that led to child abuse or
neglect, assess changes in the risk of
maltreatment, and determine when
services are no longer necessary. Case
managers often coordinate the infor-
mation from several service providers
when assessing a case’s progress.

CPS agencies provide preventive
and postresponse services

Preventive services are targeted toward
families with children at risk of mal-
treatment and are designed to improve
caregivers’ child-rearing competencies.
Types of preventive services include re-
spite care, parenting education, sub-
stance abuse treatment, home visits,

What are the stages of child maltreatment case processing in the child protective services and juvenile/family

court systems?

Protective custody of child outside the home (noncustodial parent, other relatives, foster care, shelter)

Professional
sources

Alternative
response

Voluntary
services

Law
enforcement

sources '

Case
closed

Screened
out

Other
sources

Informal
processing

Juvenile/
family
court intake

Dismissal

Dismissal

Dismissal
or closed

Permanency
planning: child
not returned
home

Permanency
determination

Permanency
review

Child returned

home: services

and protective
supervision

Termination of

parental rights R

Case closed

Protective supervision of family (services provided to child and family)

Note: This chart gives a simplified view of caseflow through these systems. Procedures may vary among jurisdictions.

Dependency
terminated:
case closed
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counseling, daycare, and homemaker
help. CPS agencies offer postresponse
(postinvestigation) services on a volun-
tary basis. Courts may also order ser-
vices to ensure children’s safety. Post-
investigation services are designed to
address the child’s safety and are typi-
cally based on an assessment of the
family’s strengths, weaknesses, and
needs. These services might include
counseling, in-home family preserva-
tion services, foster care services, or
other family-based or court services.

Some cases are closed without services
after an investigation because the child
is considered to be at low risk of harm.
Other cases are closed when it has
been determined that the risk of abuse
or neglect has been eliminated or suffi-
ciently reduced to a point where the
family can protect the child from mal-

treatment without further intervention.

If it is determined that the family will
not be able to protect the child, the
child may be removed from the home
and placed in foster care. The foster
care unit in the larger child welfare
agency will then assume case manage-
ment and develop and monitor the
family case plan. If the child cannot be
returned home within a reasonable
timeframe, parental rights may be ter-
minated so that a permanent alterna-
tive can be found. The adoption unit
in the child welfare agency will pursue
a permanent placement for the child.

One option available to CPS is
referral to juvenile court

Substantiated reports of abuse and
neglect may not lead to court in-
volvement if the family is willing to
participate in the CPS agency’s treat-
ment plan. The agency may, however,
file a complaint in juvenile court if it
thinks the child is at serious and immi-
nent risk of harm and an emergency
removal (without parental consent) is
warranted or if the parents are other-
wise uncooperative.

In the case of an emergency removal, a
preliminary protective hearing (shelter
care hearing) is required. Ideally, the
shelter care hearing would occur prior
to removal from the home; however,
states vary in their practices and regula-
tions for shelter care hearings, and
often the removal precedes the hearing.

If an emergency removal is not re-
quested, the timing of court proceed-
ings is more relaxed—often 10 days

or more after the filing of court docu-
ments alleging child maltreatment.
The juvenile court holds a preliminary
hearing to ensure that the child and
parent(s) are represented by counsel
and determine whether probable cause
exists, whether the child should be
placed or remain in protective custody,
the conditions under which the child
can return home while the trial is
pending, and the types of services (in-
cluding visitation) that should be pro-
vided in the interim. At this stage, the
parents may decide to cooperate, and
the court may agree to handle the case
informally.

Court hearings determine the
validity of allegations and
review case plans

If sufficient probable cause exists, the
petition is accepted. The court will
hold an adjudicatory hearing or trial to
determine whether the evidence sup-
ports the maltreatment allegations and
the child should be declared a depen-
dent of the court.

If petition allegations are sustained, the
court proceeds to the disposition stage
and determines who will have custody
of the child and under what condi-
tions. The disposition hearing may im-
mediately follow adjudication or may
be scheduled within a short time peri-
od (typically no longer than 30 days).
Although adjudication and disposition
are separate and distinct decisions, the
court can consider both at the same
hearing. Preferred practice in many ju-

risdictions is to hold a bifurcated hear-
ing where dispositional issues are ad-
dressed immediately after adjudication.

If the court finds that the child is
abused or neglected, typical disposi-
tional options address the basic issue of
whether the child should be returned
home and if not, where the child
should be placed. Reunification servic-
es are designed to enable the child to
return home safely—subject to specific
conditions including ongoing case in-
volvement and/or supervision by the
agency. If the court decides that re-
turning the child home could be dan-
gerous, custody may be granted to the
state child protective agency, the non-
custodial parent or other relative, or
foster care.

At the disposition hearing, the agency
presents its written case plan, which
addresses all aspects of the agency’s in-
volvement with the family. In many
states, statutes require the court to ap-
prove, disapprove, or modify provisions
contained in the plan. These include
changes in parental behavior that must
be achieved, services to be provided to
help achieve these changes, services to
be provided to meet the special needs
of the child, terms and conditions of
visitation, and the timelines and re-
sponsibilities of each party in achieving
individual case plan objectives.

Juvenile courts often maintain
case oversight responsibility
beyond the disposition hearing

Although not all abuse and neglect
cases come before the court, the juve-
nile court is playing an increasingly
significant role in determining case
outcomes. In the vast majority of in-
stances, the court will keep continuing
jurisdiction of the case after disposition
and monitor efforts by the agency to
reunify the family.

The Federal Adoption Assistance and
Child Welfare Act of 1980 (Public Law

25
Chapter 2: Juvenile victims -




96-272) required greater judicial over-
sight of CPS agency performance. This
legislation was passed in an attempt to
keep children from being needlessly
placed in foster care or left in foster
care indefinitely. The goal of the legis-
lation was to enable the child to have a
permanent living arrangement (e.g.,
return to family, adoption, or place-
ment with other relatives) as soon as
possible. More recently, the Federal
Adoption and Safe Families Act
(ASFA) of 1997 (Public Law 103-89)
amended the federal foster care law to
make safety and permanency the pri-
mary focus of the law. ASFA was en-
acted to remedy chronic problems with
the child welfare system. The regula-
tions went into effect in March 2000.

Courts routinely conduct review hear-
ings to revisit removal decisions and
assess progress with agency case plans
both before and after a permanency
plan has been developed. The court
must also decide whether to terminate
parental rights in cases involving chil-
dren unable to return home. Courts
maintain ongoing involvement until

the child either is returned home;
placed in a permanent, adoptive home;
or reaches the age of majority.

Federal law establishes
permanency preferences

After the initial disposition (placement
of the child, supervision of the child
and family, and services delivered to
the child and family), the court holds
review hearings to assess the case ser-
vice plan and determine if the case is
progressing. After 12 months, during
which time the child and family receive
services and the family must comply
with conditions set forth by the court,
the court must make a permanency de-
termination. The court considers five
basic permanency choices:

1. Reunification with the family is the
preferred choice.

2. Adoption is considered when family
reunification is not viable (termina-
tion of parental rights is required).

3. Permanent legal guardianship (a
judicially created relationship that
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includes certain parental rights) is
considered when neither reunifica-
tion nor adoption is possible.

4. Permanent placement with a fit and
willing relative is considered if reuni-
fication, adoption, and guardianship
are not feasible.

5. Another planned permanent living
arrangement (APPLA) may be
found, but the agency must docu-
ment “compelling reasons” why the
other four choices are not in the
best interests of the child.

APPLA placements may be indepen-
dent living arrangements that include
the child’s emancipation. Although
ASFA doesn’t define these types of
placements, they are nevertheless in-
tended to be permanent arrangements
for the child. APPLA placements are
not foster care placements that can be
extended indefinitely.

More recent federal legislation pro-
motes permanency with additional
strategies. The Fostering Connections
to Success and Increasing Adoptions
Act of 2008 aims to improve outcomes
for children in the child welfare system
through supporting kinship and family
connections, supporting older youth
who are in out-of-home placements
through transitional planning and edu-
cation and training vouchers, and by
requiring states to ensure the educa-
tional stability and coordinated health
care of children in foster care.

In many states, the juvenile court will
continue to conduct post-permanency
review hearings at periodic intervals to
ensure that the permanency plan re-
mains satistactory and that the child is
safe and secure. This is in addition to
any termination of parental rights,
guardianship, and /or adoption final-
ization hearings that may be required
to accomplish the selected permanency
goal. The final action the court makes
is to terminate the child’s status as a
dependent and close the case.



In 2010, child protective services agencies received about
63,500 maltreatment referrals weekly

The National Child Abuse and
Neglect Data System monitors
child protective services
caseloads

In response to the 1988 amendments
to the Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act, the Children’s Bureau
in the U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services developed the Nation-
al Child Abuse and Neglect Data Sys-
tem (NCANDS) to collect child mal-
treatment data from state child
protective services (CPS) agencies. The
Children’s Bureau annually collects and
analyzes both summary and case-level
data reported to NCANDS. For 2010,
49 states, the District of Columbia,

and Puerto Rico reported case-level
data on all children who received an
investigation or assessment by a CPS
agency. The case-level data provide
descriptive information on cases re-
ferred to CPS agencies during the
year, including:

B Characteristics of the referral of
abuse or neglect made to CPS.

B Characteristics of the victims.
B Alleged maltreatments.
B Disposition (or findings).

B Risk factors of the child and the
caregivers.

B Services provided.

B Characteristics of the perpetrators.

In 2010, referrals were made to
CPS agencies at a rate of 44 per
1,000 children

In 2010, CPS agencies in the U.S. re-
ceived an estimated 3.3 million refer-
rals alleging that children were abused
or neglected. An estimated 5.9 million
children were included in these refer-
rals. This translates into a rate of 44 re-
ferrals for every 1,000 children young-
er than 18 in the U.S. population. This
referral rate is similar to the referral
rates each year since 2004.

Professionals were the most
common source of maltreatment
reports

Professionals who come into contact
with children as a part of their occupa-
tion (e.g., teachers, police officers,
doctors, childcare providers) are re-
quired by law in most states to notify
CPS agencies of suspected maltreat-
ment. Thus, professionals are the
most common source of maltreatment
reports (59%).
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Percent of total maltreatment reports,
2010:

Source Percent
Professional 59%
Law enforcement 17
Educator 16
Social services 12
Medical 8
Mental health 5
Child daycare provider 1
Foster care provider 1

Family and community 27
Relative, not parent 7
Parent 7
Friend or neighbor 4
Anonymous 9

Other* 14

* Includes alleged victims, alleged perpetra-
tors, and sources not otherwise identified.

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

CPS response times vary but
average 3 days

CPS agencies receive referrals of vary-
ing degrees of urgency; therefore, the
time from referral to investigation var-
ies widely. State response time stan-
dards also vary. Some states set a single
standard and others set different stan-
dards depending on the priority or ur-
gency of the case. Many specify a high-
priority response as within 24 hours;
some specify 1 hour. Lower priority re-
sponses range from 24 hours to several
days. In 2010, the average response
time for states that reported this infor-
mation was 3.3 days.

CPS investigated or provided an
alternative response to nearly
two-thirds of referrals

In 2010, CPS agencies screened in
61% of all referrals received. Thus, CPS
agencies conducted investigations or
alternative responses for nearly 2 mil-
lion reports in 2010.

Once a report is investigated or as-
sessed and a determination is made as
to the likelihood that maltreatment

Although the child maltreatment victimization rate decreased over the
past decade, the child maltreatment response rate increased 14%

Number per 1,000 children ages 0-17

/\/\

CPS response recipients

50

40/

30

20

_f\Maltreatment victims
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N~ ]
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Year

B In 2010, CPS responded to reports involving 3.6 million children, or 47.7 per 1,000
children ages 0-17 in the United States. These responses included formal investiga-
tions, family assessments, and other alternative responses.

B An estimated 754,000 children were found to be victims—about 21% of all children
who received an investigation or assessment in 2010.

B In 2010, the national rate of maltreatment victimization was 10.0 victims per 1,000

children ages 0-17.

Note: A child was counted as a recipient of a CPS response (investigation or alternative response) each
time he or she was involved in a response. A child was counted as a victim each time he or she was

found to be a victim of maltreatment.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s Child Maltreatment 2010.
]

occurred or that the child is at risk of
maltreatment, CPS assigns a finding to
the report—known as a disposition.
States’ dispositions and terminology
vary but generally fall into the follow-
ing categories: substantiated, indicated,
alternative response (victim and non-
victim), and unsubstantiated (sce the
box on the previous page).

Most subjects of reports are found
to be nonvictims

Of children who were the subject of
at least one report of maltreatment,
most were found to be nonvictims:
58.2% had dispositions of unsubstanti-
ated, 9.1% had dispositions of no
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alleged maltreatment, and 8.5% had
dispositions of alternative response
nonvictims. One-fifth of children who
were the subject of at least one report
were found to be victims of maltreat-
ment. The most common disposition
for victims of maltreatment was sub-
stantiated (19.5%), followed by indicat-
ed (1%) and alternative response victim
(less than 1%).

The average CPS investigator
handled about 67 reports in 2010

In most sizable jurisdictions, different
CPS personnel perform screening and
investigation functions. In smaller
agencies, one staff person may perform



both functions. In 2010, the average
yearly number of investigations or as-
sessments per investigation worker was
67. Among states with specialized
screening and investigation workers,
the investigation workers outnumbered
the screening workers nearly 5 to 1.
Even in locations with specialized per-
sonnel, CPS staff typically perform nu-
merous other activities, and some CPS
workers may be responsible for more
than one function.

Neglect was the most common
type of maltreatment for victims
in 2010

Many children were the victims of
more than one type of maltreatment,
but if categories of maltreatment are
considered independently, 78% of vic-
tims experienced neglect (including
medical neglect), 18% were physically
abused, 9% were sexually abused, 8%
were emotionally or psychologically
maltreated, and 10% experienced other
forms of maltreatment such as threats
of harm, abandonment, and congenital
drug addiction. Forty-two states and
the District of Columbia reported that
more than 50% of victims experienced
neglect.

. _________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
State child maltreatment victimization rates varied considerably in 2010

Maltreatment victims per 1,000
children ages 0-17, 2010

[ 1.0 to 4.0 (9 states)

[ 4.1 t0 8.0 (12 states)

[ 8.1 to 12.0 (14 states)

I 12.1 to 16.0 (9 states)

I 16.1 and above (7 states)

State-level child maltreatment victimization rates ranged from a low of 1.3 per 1,000

children ages 0-17 to a high of 20.1.

Over half of states had child maltreatment victimization rates lower than 10 per

1,000 children ages 0-17.

Note: A child was counted as a victim each time he or she was found to be a victim of maltreatment.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau'’s Child Maltreatment 2010.
|
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Rates of child maltreatment victimization varied across
demographic groups

Girls’ victimization rate was

slightly higher than the rate One third of victims of child maltreatment in 2010 were younger than
for boys age 4

Just over 51% of victims of child mal- Percent of victims

treatment in 2010 were female. The 35% 34.0%

victimization rate for girls was 9.7 per

1,000 girls younger than age 18, and 80%
the rate for boys was 8.7 per 1,000 259% 23.4%
boys younger than age 18.

20% 18.7% 17.3%
Most victims of child maltreatment 15%
are white

10%
In 2010, most victims of child mal- 6.2%
treatment were white (44.8%), fol- 5% ._
lowed by black (21.9%) and Hispanic 0%

0-3 4-7

(21.4%). Children of multiple races 8- 12-15 16-17

(3.5%), American Indian/Alaska Na- Victim age

tives (1.1%), and Asian/Pacific Island-

ers (1.1%) accounted for a substantially B Children younger than age 1 accounted for 13% of victims, and 1-year-olds, 2-year-
smaller proportion of victims. olds, and 3-year-olds each accounted for 7% of victims.

Black children had the highest child B The rate of maltreatment victimization is inversely related to age—the youngest

maltreatment victimization rate (14.6 children had the highest rate of maltreatment.

per 1,000). The rate for black children B Infants younger than age 1 were victimized at a rate of 20.6 per 1,000 children.

was 1.9 times the ratc.for white chil- The victimization rate steadily decreased by age: 11.9 for age 1, 11.4 for age 2,
dren (7.8). Although in total they ac- 11.0 for age 3, 9.7 for ages 4-7, 8.0 for ages 8-11, 7.3 for ages 12-15, and 5.0
counted for less than 5% of child mal- for ages 16-17.

treatment victims, children of multiple
races, American Indian/Alaska Natives,
and Pacific Islanders all had victimiza-
tion rates greater than 10.

Note: A child was counted as a victim each time he or she was found to be a victim of maltreatment.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s Child Maltreatment 2010.
|

Victim race/ethnicity

Black

Multiple race
American Indian
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

White

Asian

0 5 10 15 20
Unique child maltreatment victims
per 1,000 in race/ethnicity group

30
- Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2014 National Report




The overwhelming majority of child maltreatment
perpetrators are parents of the victims

There were more than 510,000
known perpetrators in 2010

Child maltreatment is by definition an
act or omission by a parent or other
caregiver that results in harm or serious
risk of harm to a child. Incidents where
children are harmed by individuals who
are not their parents or caregivers gen-
erally do not come to the attention

of child protective services agencies,
but rather would be handled by law
enforcement.

In 2010, the National Child Abuse and
Neglect Data System (NCANDS) iden-
tified 510,824 unique perpetrators of
child maltreatment. A perpetrator was
counted once, regardless of the num-
ber of children the perpetrator was
associated with maltreating or the
number of records associated with a
perpetrator.

Women are overrepresented
among maltreatment perpetrators

Compared with their share of the pop-
ulation (51%), women are overrepre-
sented among child caregivers. Within
families, mothers usually are the prima-
ry caregivers, and women far outnum-
ber men in caregiver occupations.
Women account for more than 95% of
childcare providers and 98% of pre-
school and kindergarten teachers. They
also make up more than 89% of health-
care support occupations. In 2010, fe-
males made up more than half of mal-
treatment perpetrators (54%).

The vast majority of perpetrators were
young adults. More than two-thirds
(68%) of perpetrators were between
the ages of 20 and 39.

Profile of maltreatment perpetrators, 2010:

Percentage of

Perpetrator age perpetrators
Total 100%
Younger than 20 6
20-29 36
30-39 32
40-49 16

50 and older 7
Unknown 2

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Nearly half of perpetrators were white
(49%), one-fifth were black, and one-
fitth were Hispanic. This distribution is
similar to the race profile of victims of
child maltreatment.

Profile of maltreatment perpetrators, 2010:

Percentage of

Perpetrator race/ethnicity perpetrators
Total 100%
White 49
Black 20
Hispanic 19
Amer. Indian/Alaska Native 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1
Multiple race 1
Unknown/missing 9

Biological parents are the most
common perpetrators of abuse
and neglect

The majority of perpetrators (81%)
were parents. Of the parental perpetra-
tors, most were biological parents
(84%), 4% were stepparents, and less
than 1% were adoptive parents.

Profile of maltreatment perpetrators, 2010:

Percentage of

Relationship to victim perpetrators
Total 100%
Parents 81
Other relative 6
Unmarried partner of parent 4
Professional* 1
Other™ 4
Unknown 3

* Professional includes adults who care for
children as part of their employment duties,
such as child daycare providers, foster par-
ents, and group home staff, as well as other
professionals.

** Other includes scout leaders, sports coach-
es, clergy members, friends, neighbors, and
legal guardians.

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Most perpetrators were
associated with only one
type of maltreatment

More than half of perpetrators (62%)
were associated with neglect only, in-
cluding medical neglect. The second
greatest proportion of perpetrators was
reported to have caused only physical
abuse (10%). Only 15% of perpetrators
committed more than one type of
maltreatment to a child in a specific
record.

Profile of maltreatment perpetrators, 2010:

Percentage of

Type of maltreatment perpetrators
Total 100%
Neglect 61
Physical abuse 10
Sexual abuse 6
Psychological abuse 3
Medical neglect 1
Other 4

Two or more types 15
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Reported child maltreatment fatalities typically involve
infants and toddlers and result from neglect

The youngest children are
the most vulnerable child
maltreatment victims

Although children younger than 1 year
old were just 13% of all maltreatment
victims in 2010, they accounted for
48% of maltreatment fatalities. Similar-
ly, children younger than 4 were 34%
of all victims but 79% of maltreatment
fatalities.

Profile of maltreatment victims, 2010:

Victim age Fatalities All victims
Total 100% 100%
Younger than 1 48 13

1 14 7

2 12 7

3 6 7

4-7 11 23
8-11 4 19
12-17 6 24

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Several factors make infants and tod-
dlers younger than 4 particularly vul-
nerable, including their dependency,
small size, and inability to defend
themselves.

Boys had the highest maltreatment
fatality rate in 2010

Boys had a maltreatment fatality rate of
2.51 deaths per 100,000 boys of the
same age in the population. For girls,
the rate was 1.73 per 100,000. Al-
though most victims of maltreatment
fatalities were white (44%), black chil-
dren and multiracial children had the
highest fatality rates, 3.91 and 3.65 per
100,000, respectively. These rates are
more than double the fatality rate for
white children (1.68 per 100,000).

Mothers were the most common
perpetrators in child maltreatment
fatalities

Nearly 1 in 3 maltreatment fatalities
resulted from neglect alone. Physical
abuse accounted for 23% of fatalities,
and 40% of fatalities resulted from
multiple forms of maltreatment in
combination.

Mothers were involved in 61% of
maltreatment fatalities. Fathers were
involved in 41% of maltreatment
fatalities.
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Profile of fatality perpetrators, 2010:

Relationship to victim Percent
Total 100%
Mother alone 29
Mother and other than father 9
Mother and father 22
Father alone 17
Father and other than mother 2
Nonparent 13
Unknown 8

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Most maltreatment fatality victims
were previously unknown to the
CPS agency

Most child maltreatment fatalities in-
volved families without a recent history
with CPS. Of all child maltreatment fa-
talities, 12% involved children whose
families had received family preserva-
tion services from a CPS agency in the
previous 5 years and 1% involved chil-
dren who had been in foster care and
reunited with their families in the pre-
vious 5 years.



The number of children in foster care has decreased 29%

since 1999

AFCARS data track trends in
foster care and adoption

Foster care is defined in federal regula-
tions as 24-hour substitute care for
children outside their own homes. Fos-
ter care settings include, but are not
limited to, family foster homes, relative
foster homes (whether payments are
being made or not), group homes,
emergency shelters, residential facilities,
childcare institutions, and preadoptive
homes.

Under federal regulation, states and
tribal Title IV-E agencies are required
to submit data semi-annually to the
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and
Reporting System (AFCARS), which
collects case-level information on all
children in foster care for whom state
child welfare agencies have responsibil-
ity. AFCARS also collects data on chil-
dren who are adopted under the aus-
pices of state public child welfare
agencies, as well as information on fos-
ter and adoptive parents. Data are re-
ported for 12 months as of September
30th of each year.

Nearly half of all children entering
foster care were younger than 6

Children younger than 1 were the sin-
gle age that accounted for the greatest
share of children entering foster care—
16% in 2010. Children between the
ages of 1 and 5 were 31% of foster care
entries in 2010, making them the larg-
est age group of children entering fos-
ter care (of 5-year age groupings for
children ages 1-20). Prior to 2005, the
11-15 age group made up the greatest
share of youth entering foster care.
The median age of children who en-
tered foster care in 2010 was 6.7 years
and the average age was 7.7 years.
Logically, the average age of the stand-
ing foster care population is greater
than the average age of children enter-
ing foster care. The median age of chil-
dren in foster care in 2010 was 9.2
years and the average age was 9.4 years.

Both foster care entries and exits have decreased in recent years

Number of children during 12-month period
350,000

Entering foster care
300,000

250,000 Exiting foster care

200,000
150,000
100,000

50,000

0

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
In 2010, the number of children who exited foster care was almost exactly same as

the number of children entering care.

The number of children entering foster care has decreased 17% since its peak in
2005 of 307,000. The number of youth exiting foster care has also decreased and is
down 13% since its peak in 2007 of 295,000.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services) The
AFCARS Report: Final Estimates for FY 1998 through FY 2002 and Trends in Foster Care and Adoption
(FFY 2002-FFY 2012).

The number of youth in foster care has decreased steadily since 1999

Number on September 30th

600,000

Children in fostercare\
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An estimated 405,000 children were in foster care on September 30, 2010, a 29%
decrease from the 1999 peak of 567,000 and a 20% decrease in the past 5 years.

Along with the drop in the number of children in foster care, child welfare agencies
reported the number of children served during the year has also decreased.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services) The
AFCARS Report: Final Estimates for FY 1998 through FY 2002 and Trends in Foster Care and Adoption
(FFY 2002-FFY 2012).
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Age profile of children entering foster
care:

Age 2000 2005 2010
Total 100% 100% 100%
Younger than 1 13 15 16
1-5 24 28 31
6-10 20 18 18
11-15 30 27 23
16-20 11 11 12

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Minority youth are over-
represented in foster care

In 2010, racial and ethnic minorities
accounted for 44% of the U.S. popula-
tion ages 0-20. In comparison, 58% of
children in foster care in 2010 were
minority youth. While the proportion
of racial and ethnic minorities in the
general U.S. population has grown
over the past decade, the proportion of
minority youth in foster care has re-
mained relatively stable.

Race/ethnicity profile of children, 2010:

The number of black non-Hispanic youth in foster care decreased 46%

from 2000 to 2010
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B On September 30, 2000, 217,615 black youth were in foster care. This number de-

creased to 117,610 in 2010. While the

total number of youth overall in foster care

dropped 27% from 2000 to 2010, black youth made up two-thirds of this decrease.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services) The
AFCARS Report: Final Estimates for FY 1998 through FY 2002 and The AFCARS Report: Preliminary

Estimates for the years 2003-2010.

Profile of children in foster care:

Foster u.s. Length of stay
Race/ethnicity care population in foster care 2000 2005 2010
Total 100% 100% Total 100% 100% 100%
White 41 56 Less than 1 mo. 4 5 5
Minority 58 44 1-5 months 16 20 21
Black 29 15 6-11 months 15 17 19
Hispanic 21 23 12-17 months 12 12 13
American Indian 2 1 18-23 months 9 9 9
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 5 24-35 months 13 12 12
Notes: Youth of Hispanic ethnicity can be of 3-4 years 15 11 "
any race. Minority figures include children of 5years ormore 17 14 11

two or more races that are not detailed. Detall
may not total 100% because of rounding.

Half of children in foster care on
September 30, 2010, entered
before July 2009

On September 30, 2010, half of chil-
dren in foster care had been in care for
at least 14 months. This is down from
the median time in both 2005 (15.5
months) and 2000 (19.8 months).

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Reunification was the permanency
goal for most foster care children

In 2010, over half of children in foster
care (51%) had a permanency goal of
reunification with their parents and
one quarter had a goal of adoption.
The proportion of children without a
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permanency goal changed substantially
from 2000 to 2010. In 2000, 17% of
children in foster care did not yet have
permanency goals; by 2010, the figure
had dropped to 5%.

Profile of children in foster care:

Permanency
goal 2000 2005 2010
Total 100% 100% 100%
Reunification

with parent(s) 41 51 51
Adoption 21 20 25
Guardianship 3 3 4
Live with other

relative(s) 4 4 4
Long-term

foster care 8 7 6
Emancipation 6 6 6
Goal not yet

established 17 8 5
Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.



The most common outcome for children exiting foster care
was reunification with their parents

Although the most common
outcome, the proportion of foster
care exits resulting in reunification
has decreased since 1999

More than half of children who exit
foster care are reunified with their par-
ents or primary caretakers; however,
the frequency of this outcome has de-
creased in the past decade. In 1999, an
estimated 58% of children exiting fos-
ter care were reunified with their par-
ents or primary caretakers; by 2010,
this figure dropped to 51%. The sec-
ond most common outcome for youth
exiting foster care in 2010 was adop-
tion (21%). Other outcomes for chil-
dren include living with other relatives,
emancipation, guardianship, transfer to
another agency, and running away, all
of which accounted for less than a
third of exits.

Most children adopted from foster
care were adopted by their foster
parents

Most children adopted from foster care
(53%) in 2010 were adopted by foster
parents. About one-third (32%) were
adopted by relatives, and the remaining
15% were adopted by nonrelatives. The
proportion of children adopted by rela-
tives in 2010 (32%) was greater than in
2005 (25%) and 2000 (21%).

The family structure of adoptive fami-
lies has remained almost unchanged
since AFCARS data collection began in
1998. Married couples adopt the ma-
jority of children adopted from foster
care (67%), followed by single females
(28%). The remaining 5% of children
were adopted by unmarried couples
and single males.

In 2010, a total of 52,340 children were adopted from foster care—a
26% increase from the number in 1999

Number of children Percent of total exits from foster care

60,000 1 25% -
50,000 /__/‘A/\ 20% |
Adoptions ’./——-\/
40,000 1 P 15% 1 Adoptions
30,000
10%
20,000
10,000 1 5% 1
0 0%

20b0 ' 20b2 ' 20b4 ' 20b6 ' 20b8 ' 20'10 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

B The proportion of children exiting foster care to adoption has steadily increased,
from 17% in 1999 to 21% in 2010, despite a decrease in the number of total exits
from foster care.

B Adoption requires the termination of parental rights. On September 30, 2010, an es-
timated 64,084 children in foster care had their parental rights terminated.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Children’s Bureau’s (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services) The
AFCARS Report: Final Estimates for FY 1998 through FY 2002; Trends in Foster Care and Adoption
(FFY 2002-FFY 2012), and The AFCARS Report: Preliminary Estimates for the years 2003-2010.
|

Reunification was the most
common outcome for children
exiting foster care

For the past decade, over half of
children adopted from foster care
were minority youth

The proportion of minority youth in
foster care on September 30, 2010
(58%), was similar to the proportion
of minority youth adopted in 2010
(55%). The median age of children ad-
opted out of foster care has decreased
over the past decade from 6.3 in 2000,
to 5.6 in 2005, and 5.2 in 2010.

Of the children exiting foster care in
2010, 128,913 were reunited with
their parents and 52,340 were adopt-
ed. Compared with prior years, a
smaller proportion of children were re-
united with their parents upon exit
from foster care and a greater share
were adopted.

Profile of adopted children: Profile of children exiting foster care:

Characteristic 2000 2005 2010 Outcome 2000 2005 2010
Gender 100% 100% 100% Total 100% 100% 100%
Male 50 51 51 Reunification
Female 50 49 49 with parent(s) 57 54 51
Race 100% 100% 100% Adoption 17 18 21
White 38 43 43 Live with other
Black 38 30 24 relative(s) 10 11
Hispanic 15 18 21 Emancipation 7 9 11
Age 100% 100% 100% Guardianship 3 4
Less than 1 2 2 2 Transfer to other
1-5 45 51 54 agency 3 2 2
6-10 36 28 27 Runaway 2 2 1
11-15 16 16 14 Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
16-20 2 3 3 rounding.
Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.
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Youth in both the child welfare and juvenile justice systems
were found to have worse outcomes than other youth

Youth involved in both child
protection and juvenile justice
systems present challenges

Practitioners and policymakers are rec-
ognizing the overlap of child welfare
and juvenile justice systems. For exam-
ple, maltreated children, first in the
child welfare system, break the law and
enter the juvenile justice system. On
the other hand, offenders in the juve-
nile justice system are found to be mal-
treated at home. Some families have
histories with both systems over several
generations. Agencies face duplication
of services when program dollars are
increasingly scarce. Recognizing and
better responding to these youth can
improve public safety.

A growing body of research shows that
youth involved in both the child wel-
fare and juvenile justice systems present
an extraordinary range of challenges
compared with youth who are only in-
volved in one system. These challenges
generally include earlier onset of delin-
quent behavior, poor permanency out-
comes, substantially higher out-of-
home placement rates, more detention
stays and frequent placement changes,
and overall higher offending rates.

Youth who move between the child
welfare and juvenile justice systems,
often are involved in both concurrently
and are disproportionately girls and
minorities.

For example, findings from a study
in Seattle, Washington, included the
following.

B Two-thirds of youth referred for an
offense during the year had experi-
enced some form of child welfare
involvement.

B The likelihood of at least some his-
tory of child welfare involvement is
greater for youth with prior offender
referrals.

B 6 in 10 youth referred as first-time
offenders had at least some history
of child welfare involvement.

B 9 in 10 youth previously referred for
an offense had at least some history
of child welfare involvement.

B First-time offenders with records
of multisystem involvement have
much higher recidivism rates
than youth without child welfare
involvement.

B Youth with an extensive history of
child welfare involvement were
referred for an offense three times
as often as youth with no child
welfare involvement.

B Youth with no child welfare history
were less likely to be referred for a
new offense within 2 years (34%)
than youth with extensive child wel-
fare involvement (70%).

B Greater proportions of females and
minority youth were found among
youth with more extensive histories
of child welfare involvement.

System integration can improve
outcomes for youth

The Center for Juvenile Justice Reform
recently reported data from its Cross-
over Youth Practice Model (CYPM)
showing improved outcomes for dually
involved youth subject to CYPM prac-
tices. The CYPM involves jurisdictions
implementing specific multisystem
practices to reduce the “crossover” of
youth from one system to the other.
The study compared similar non-
CYPM youth to youth subject to
CYPM practices and found:

B CYPM youth were more likely to
show improvements in mental
health.

B The percentage of CYPM youth
experiencing academic or behavioral
problems decreased over time.
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B Contact with family and parents and
involvement in extracurricular activi-
ties increased for CYPM youth.

B CYPM youth were more likely to be
dismissed or receive diversion and
less likely to receive probation super-
vision or placement in corrections.

Youth may have various
involvement in the two
systems

Various terms are used to describe
youth who come into contact with
both the child welfare and juvenile
justice systems, including multi-
system youth, crossover youth,
dual-jurisdiction youth, and dual-
status youth. The Robert F. Kenne-
dy Children’s Action Corps recom-
mends the following definitions.

Dual-status youth: The overarching
term to describe youth who come
into contact with both the child wel-
fare and juvenile justice systems
and occupy various statuses in
terms of their relationship to the
two systems defined below.

Dually identified youth: Youth who
are currently involved with the juve-
nile justice system and have a his-

tory in the child welfare system but
no current involvement.

Dually involved youth: Youth who
have concurrent involvement (diver-
sionary, formal, or both) with both
the child welfare and juvenile justice
systems.

Dually adjudicated youth: Youth
who are concurrently adjudicated in
both the child welfare and juvenile
justice systems (i.e., both depen-
dent and delinquent).

Source: Author’s adaptation of Wiig and
Tuell’s Guidebook for Juvenile Justice &
Child Welfare System Coordination and
Integration: A Framework for Improved
Outcomes, 3rd Edition.



More than half of youth in the United States have been
exposed to violence in the past year

The NatSCEV documents the
incidence and prevalence of
children’s exposure to violence

The National Survey of Children’s Ex-
posure to Violence (NatSCEV) is a na-
tionally representative sample of more
than 4,500 youth ages 17 and younger
designed to capture the incidence and
prevalence of children’s exposure (di-
rect and indirect) to violence. Youth
ages 10-17 and caregivers of youth

younger than 9 were interviewed in
2008 to document exposure to vio-
lence during the past year and over
their lifetime. The NatSCEV delineates
several categories of violence: conven-
tional crime (e.g., kidnapping, robbery,
and theft), child maltreatment, peer
and sibling victimization, sexual victim-
ization, witnessing and indirect victim-
ization, school violence and threats,
and Internet violence and victimiza-
tion.

Reported exposure to violence
varied by type of violence

Overall, 61% of youth surveyed had
been either victims of or witnesses to
violence in the past year. The percent-
age of youth reporting exposure varied
by type of violence. Nearly half (46%)
of youth surveyed reported being vic-
tims of an assault in the past year. One
in four youth were victims of robbery,
vandalism, or theft. Approximately 10%

Boys were more likely to be the victim of assaults; girls were more likely to experience sexual victimization

Percentage exposed to violence in the past year

Youth ages 0-17 Age of youth

Type of violence All Male Female 0-1 2-5 6-9 10-13 14-17
Assaults and bullying

Any physical assault 46.3% 50.2% 42.1% 17.9%  46.0% 55.6% 49.8%  46.9%

Assault with injury 10.2 12.7 7.7 0.8 5.6 7.5 13.4 18.8

Assault, no weapon or injury 36.7 38.9 34.4 17.4 38.6 47.5 37.3 32.4

Bullying 13.2 16.7 12.8 NA 19.1 21.5 10.7 8.0

Teasing or emotional bullying 19.7 20.6 23.5 NA 13.5 30.4 27.8 15.8
Property victimization

Any property victimization 24.6 28.1 27.0 NA 27.8 30.1 24.8 27.6

Robbery (nonsibling) 4.8 6.4 4.2 NA 7.6 5.1 5.1 3.7

Vandalism (nonsibling) 6.0 7.2 6.2 NA 5.2 6.3 6.7 8.6

Theft (nonsibling) 6.9 7.8 7.8 NA 2.3 5.2 10.4 13.0
Sexual victimization

Any sexual victimization 6.1 4.8 7.4 NA 0.9 2.0 7.7 16.3

Sexual assault 1.8 1.3 2.3 0.0 0.4 0.8 1.4 5.3

Sexual harassment 2.6 1.4 4.4 NA 0.0 0.2 5.6 5.6
Maltreatment

Any maltreatment 10.2 9.7 10.6 2.2 8.1 7.8 12.0 16.6

Physical abuse 4.4 4.3 4.4 0.6 3.5 2.7 5.2 7.9

Psychological/emotional 6.4 03 8.8 NA 4.5 4.5 7.3 121
Witness to violence

Witness any violence (excludes indirect)  25.3 26.1 24.6 10.5 13.8 13.7 33.0 47.6

Witness family assault 9.8 9.0 10.7 7.6 9.6 6.4 11.0 101

Witness assault in community 19.2 20.4 17.9 NA 5.8 8.5 27.0 42.2

Exposure to shooting 5.3 5.4 5.1 1.9 2.2 3.1 7.2 10.2

B Maltreatment victimization increased with age: youth ages 14-17 were twice as likely to report maltreatment as were youth

ages 2-5.
NA: Violence type not applicable to age group.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Finkelhor et al.’s Violence, Abuse, and Crime Exposure in a National Sample of Children and Youth, Pediatrics.
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of youth witnessed an assault within
their family and nearly one-fifth (19%)
witnessed assault in their community.

More than one-fifth of youth
report being bullied at some
point in their lifetime

The NatSCEV separates bullying into
three subcategories: physical bullying,
emotional bullying, and Internet ha-
rassment. For all ages, 13% of youth
reported being physically bullied in the
past year, and 22% reported physical
bullying in their lifetime. Both physical
and emotional bullying were most like-
ly among youth ages 6-9, while Inter-
net harassment was more common in
older youth ages 14-17. Boys reported
higher rates of physical bullying, and
girls were more likely to report Inter-
net harassment.

One in 10 youth reported being
sexually victimized in their
lifetime

Overall, 6% of youth surveyed had
been sexually victimized in the past
year. Reports of this type of victimiza-
tion increased with age and were more
common among youth ages 14-17
(16%) than any other age group in the
past year. Girls were more likely than
boys to report sexual victimization—
nearly 1 in 8 girls (12%) reported sexu-
al victimization in their lifetime.

The NatSCEV also collected informa-
tion on maltreatment by an adult
caregiver, such as physical, psychologi-
cal, or emotional abuse, neglect, custo-
dial interference, or family abduction.
Eighteen percent (18%) of youth
reported experiencing some kind

of maltreatment in their lifetime.

Maltreatment was highest among
youth ages 14-17, as nearly one-third
(32%) of these youth reported some
form of maltreatment in their lifetime.
Girls were more likely to report psy-
chological or emotional abuse than
were boys.

The NatSCEV also surveyed youth
about indirect victimization or expo-
sure to violent acts upon others. Indi-
rect victimization includes events such

as an assault on a friend or family
member, theft or burglary, exposure to
shootings, or exposure to war or ethnic
contlict. One quarter (25%) of youth
surveyed said they had witnessed vio-
lence during the past year, and as much
as 38% had witnessed violence against
another person in their lifetime. Boys
were more likely to witness violence in
the community; however, there was no
gender difference for witnessing family
violence.

Polyvictimization is the exposure to multiple victimizations from various

types of violence or abuse

Victim demographics
Female
Male

Ages 2-5
Ages 6-9
Ages 10-13
Ages 14-17

White, non—Hispanic
Black, non—Hispanic
Other, non-Hispanic

Hispanic (any race)

13.0%

12.8%
7.9%

4.5%

0% 2% 4%

6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Percent of youth polyvictimized in the past year

B Past-year polyvictimization rates were highest among youth ages 14-17 (13.0%)

and non-Hispanic black youth (12.8%).

B Within the previous year, 38% of youth were directly polyvictimized —these youth
experienced 7 or more types of victimization. The lifetime incidence of direct poly-

victimization was 64%.

B Boys accounted for more than half (54%) of all child polyvictims, and two-fifths

(41%) were youth ages 14-17.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Finkelhor et al.’s Polyvictimization: Children’s Exposure to Multiple Types

of Violence, Crime, and Abuse, OJJDP Bulletin.
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The serious violent victimization rate of youth ages 12-17
in 2010 was less than one-quarter the rate in 1994

NCVS tracks crime levels

Since 1973, the Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics (BJS) has used the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
to monitor the level of violent crime in
the U.S. NCVS gathers information on
crimes against persons ages 12 and
older from a nationally representative
sample of households. NCVS is critical
for understanding the volume and na-
ture of crimes against juveniles ages
12-17 as well as trends in these crimes.
A major limitation, however, is that
crimes against youth younger than age
12 are not captured.

Juveniles are more likely than
adults to be victims of violence

NCVS monitors nonfatal violent vic-
timizations (i.e., the crimes of rape,
sexual assault, robbery, aggravated as-
sault, and simple assault). A 2012 BJS
report summarized NCVS data for the
years 1994-2010 to document trends
in nonfatal violent victimizations of
youth ages 12-17. The report found
that youth experienced relatively high
levels of violent crimes during the mid-
1990s but their rate of victimization
had declined substantially through
2010.

On average from 1994 through 2010,
youth ages 12-17 were about 2.2
times more likely than adults (i.e., ages
18 and older) to be victims of a seri-
ous* violent crime. That means, in
2010, in a typical group of 1,000
youth ages 12-17, 14 experienced seri-
ous violent victimizations, compared
with about 7 persons ages 18 and
older. Similarly, on average, youth were
2.6 times more likely than adults to be
victims of a simple assault.

In 1994, youth ages 12-17 experi-
enced comparable rates of serious
violence committed by strangers and

* Serious violence refers to rape, sexual as-
sault, robbery, and aggravated assault.

Between 1994 and 2010, victimization rates for serious violence and

simple assault declined for all youth
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B Most of the decline in both serious violence and simple assault victimization rates
took place between 1994 and 2002. During this period, the rate of serious violence
against youth ages 12-17 fell 69% and simple assault fell 61%, compared with
27% and 56%, respectively, between 2002 and 2010.

B The relative decline in simple assault victimization rates between 1994 and 2010
was the about the same for male (83%) and female (82%) youth, while the decline
in the serious violence rate for males (82%) outpaced that of females (69%).

B Among race/ethnicity groups, black non-Hispanic youth had the highest rates of
serious violence and simple assault in 2010. Black non-Hispanic youth were more
than twice as likely to be victims of serious violence in 2010 as were white non-
Hispanic or Hispanic youth and at least 30% more likely to be victims of simple

assault.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of White and Lauritsen’s Violent Crime Against Youth, 1994-2010.
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nonstrangers (28.2 vs. 32.4 per 1,000).
Between 1994 and 2010, the rate of
serious violent crimes committed by
strangers declined 84% while the rate
for nonstrangers declined 73% so that,
by 2010, the rate of serious violence
committed by nonstrangers was twice
the rate committed by strangers (8.9
vs. 4.5). In 2010, the rate of simple as-
sault committed by nonstrangers was
1.5 times the rate committed by
strangers, compared with 2.4 in 1994.

Male and female youth were
equally likely to be victims of
serious violence in 2010

In 1994, male juveniles were nearly
twice as likely to be victims of serious
violence as were females (79.4 per
1,000 vs. 43.6 per 1,000, respectively).
However, following the relatively larger
decline in the serious violence victim-
ization rate among male juveniles
(down 82%, compared with 69% for fe-
males), the difference in victimization
rates for male and female youth was
nearly erased by 2010 (14.3 vs. 13.7,
respectively). In contrast, 2010 victim-
ization rates for simple assault showed
greater gender disparity, as male youth
were 36% more likely to be victimized
than females (24.8 vs. 18.2).

The rates of serious violence against
male and female youth committed by a
nonintimate partner were higher than
the rates committed by an intimate
partner, and female youth were more
likely to be victimized by an intimate
partner than were males. The same
pattern held true for victims of simple
assault.

Between 1994 and 2010, rates of seri-
ous violence against youth that in-
volved a weapon (e.g., firearm, knife,
or club) decreased by 80% (from 40.7
per 1,000 to 8.1). During the same
time period, violent crime resulting in
serious injuries (broken bones, concus-
sions, or gunshot or stab wounds) de-
clined 63% (from 3.6 to 1.3).

Serious violence committed
against youth declined for all
locations

In 2010, youth living in urban areas
were at greater risk (19.1 per 1,000
youth) of serious violence than youth
in suburban (11.7) or rural (12.6)
areas. Between 1994 and 2010, the
rate of serious violence against juve-
niles declined 81% in suburban areas,
76% in urban areas, and 72% in rural
areas. Youth living in urban areas were
also at greater risk (25.2) of simple as-
sault than youth in suburban (22.0) or
rural (14.0) areas. The rate of simple
assaults decreased at least 80% for cach
area between 1994 and 2010.

The rate of serious violence at school
declined by nearly two-thirds (63%)
between 1994 and 2010 and the rate
committed in nonschool locations
(e.g., parks, playgrounds, or a resi-
dence) declined 83%. By 2010, the rate
of serious violence at school (6.6) was
comparable to the rate at nonschool
locations (7.4). Simple assault rates
decreased at a similar pace for both
school and nonschool locations during
the period (81% for school and 85% for
nonschool).

In 2010, youth ages 12-17 were at
greatest risk of both serious violence
and simple assault during the after-
school hours of 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. Dur-
ing this time period, youth were 11
times more likely to be victims of ei-
ther a serious violent act or a simple
assault than the period from 9 p.m. to
6 a.m.

Declines in serious violence were
similar for white, black, and
Hispanic youth

Over the 1994-2010 period, the rate
of serious violence declined for all
race/ethnicity groups, but the decline
was greater for Hispanic youth (87%)
than for white non-Hispanic (79%) and
black non-Hispanic (66%) youth.
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However, in 2010, the rate of serious
violence against black youth (25.4) was
twice the rate of white (11.7) and His-
panic (11.3) youth. In comparison,
black youth in 1994 were 30% more
likely to experience serious violence
than their white counterparts but 12%
less likely than Hispanic youth. The in-
creasing disparity in rates of serious vi-
olence against black youth and youth
of other racial or ethnic groups is pri-
marily associated with patterns of
change that occurred from 2002 to
2010. Specifically, rates of serious vio-
lence against white youth and Hispanic
youth generally declined throughout
the 1994-2010 period, but the rate for
black youth declined through 2002
and then increased through 2010. The
2010 simple assault rates for black non-
Hispanic youth (29.9) also were higher
than those for white non-Hispanic
(21.5) and Hispanic (19.0) youth.

Declines in serious violence were
similar for juveniles and adults

From 1994 to 2010, rates of serious
violence against youth declined across
all crime types, a pattern that was repli-
cated among adult victims. During this
period, rates of serious violence against
youth and adults experienced similar
declines (77% and 73%, respectively).
Similarly, rates of simple assault victim-
ization decreased (83% for juveniles
and 71% for adults).

Serious violent victimization rate (per
1,000 in age group):

Juveniles Adults
Offense 1994 2010 1994 2010
Serious violence 62.0 14.0 241 6.5
Rape/sexual
assault 7.0 22 33 1.0
Robbery 20.1 4.7 6.7 2.1
Aggravated
assault 34.8 7.1 141 3.3
Simple assault  125.2 21.6 43.3 12.8

Between 1994 and 2010, youth vic-
timization rates for rape/sexual assault
declined 68%, robbery declined 77%,
and aggravated assault declined 80%.



In 2010, students were safer in school and on their way to
and from school than they were in 1992

Crimes against juveniles fell
substantially between 1992 and
2010 both in and out of school

For more than 2 decades, a joint effort
by the National Center for Education
Statistics and the Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics has monitored the amount of
nonfatal crime that students, ages 12—
18, experience when they are in (or on
their way to and from) school and
when they are away from school. Find-
ings indicate that, between 1992 and
2010, the rates of violent crime and
theft each declined substantially both
in and away from school.

In 2010, more nonfatal victimizations
(theft and violent crime) were commit-
ted against students ages 12-18 at
school than away from school. Stu-
dents at school experienced about
828,400 nonfatal victimizations, com-
pared with about 652,500 away from
school. These figures represent total
crime victimization rates of 32 crimes
per 1,000 students at school and 26
victimizations per 1,000 students away
from school.

From 1992 to 2010, the rate of violent
crimes against students ages 12—-18 oc-
curring away from school fell about
85% (from 71 victimizations per 1,000
to 11), while the violent crime rate in
school fell about 70% (from 48 to 14).
In 2010, these youth experienced
roughly equal numbers of theft crimes
in and out of school. From 1992 to
2010, the rate of theft against students
ages 12-18 fell about 80% both in and
out of school. For most of these years,
the rate of theft at school was higher
than the rate of theft away from
school, but there were no measurable
differences between these rates in ei-
ther 2009 or 2010.

In 2010, students residing in urban
and suburban areas had higher rates of
violent victimization at school (18 and
14 per 1,000, respectively) than those
residing in rural areas (7).

Both male and female students ages 12-18 experienced far fewer
crimes of violence and theft in their schools in 2010 than in 1992
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B Male and female students also experienced large declines in victimization outside
of school between 1992 and 2010.

B In 2010, the violent crime and theft rates did not differ significantly for males and

females either

at or away from school.

Note: Due to changes in methodology, 2006 national crime victimization rates are not comparable to
other years and cannot be used for trend comparisons. Serious violent crimes include sexual assault,
robbery, and aggravated assault. Violent crimes include serious violent crimes plus simple assault.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of National Center for Education Statistics’ /ndicators of School Crime and

Safety: 2011.
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In 2011, about 1 in 5 students reported having been bullied
at school and 1 in 6 reported having been cyberbullied

Nationwide, 20% of high school
students said they were bullied at
school in 2011

The 2011 Youth Risk Behavior Survey
(YRBS) found that 20% of high school
students said they were bullied at
school one or more times during the
12 months before the survey. The
YRBS defines bullying as “when one or
more students tease, threaten, spread
rumors about, hit, shove, or hurt an-
other student over and over again.”
Regardless of grade level or race/
cthnicity, females were more likely than
males to be victims of bullying. Over-
all, a higher proportion of white stu-
dents than black or Hispanic students
were bullied at school. Bullying at
school decreased as grade level in-
creased.

Percent of students who report being

bullied on school property in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male  Female
Total 20.1% 18.2% 22.0%
9th grade 24.2 21.5 271
10th grade 22.4 20.4 24.6
11th grade 171 16.7 17.5
12th grade 15.2 13.4 17.2
White 22.9 20.7 25.2
Black 11.7 11.1 12.2
Hispanic 17.6 16.0 19.3

The prevalence of having been bullied
at school ranged from 14% to 27%
across state surveys (median: 20%) and
from 10% to 20% across large urban
school district surveys (median: 14%).
The proportion of students who were
bullied at school did not change from
2009 to 2011 .

Hallways and stairwells are the
most common locations of
bullying at school

The School Crime Supplement (SCS)
to the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) collects data from stu-
dents 12-18 years old and their reports
of being bullied at school. “At school”

includes the school building, on school
property, the school bus, or going to
and from school. “Bullying” includes
being made fun of; being the subject
of rumors; being threatened with
harm; being pressured into doing
things they did not want to do; exclud-
ed from activities on purpose; having
property destroyed on purpose; and
being pushed, shoved, tripped, or spit
on along with injury as a result of the
incident.

According to the National Center for
Education Statistics” analysis of the
SCS data, about 28% of students ages
12-18 reported being bullied at school
during the 2009 school year. A higher
percentage of females (20%) than males
(13%) reported being the subject of
rumors. However, a lower percentage
of females (8%) than males (10%) re-
ported being pushed, shoved, tripped,
or spit on. Nearly 22% of all students
who had been pushed, shoved, tripped,
or spit on at school during the school
year reported being injured.

Percent of students ages 12-18 bullied at
school in 2009:

Bullying
problem Total Male Female
Total 28.0% 26.6% 29.5%
Made fun of 18.8 18.4 19.2
Rumors 16.5 12.8 20.3
Threatened 5.7 5.6 5.8
Pressured 3.6 4.0 3.2
Excluded 4.7 3.8 5.7
Property

destroyed 3.3 3.4 3.2
Pushed 9.0 10.1 7.9

Bullying at school decreased for each
bullying problem as grade level in-
creased. A higher percentage of public
school students (29%) than private
school students (19%) reported being
bullied at school.

Students who were bullied in 2009
also reported the location in which
they had been victimized. A higher
percentage of females (52%) than males
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(44%) reported being bullied in the
hallway or stairwell, while a lower per-
centage of females (21%) than males
(27%) reported being bullied outside
on school grounds.

Percent of students ages 12-18 bullied at
school in 2009:

Bullying
location Total Male Female
Total 28.0% 26.6% 29.5%
In classroom 34.4 33.6 35.1
Hallway/

stairwell 48.2 44.3 51.9
Bathroom/

locker room 9.2 10.3 8.2
Cafeteria 6.5 5.3 7.7
Other school

area 3.3 2.8 3.8
School

grounds 24.2 271 21.4
School bus 6.5 71 5.9

Students from rural schools reported
higher rates of being bullied in the
hallway or stairwell (56%) than did stu-
dents from urban schools (47%) and
suburban schools (46%). In contrast, a
higher percentage of students from
urban schools (30%) than students
from suburban schools (23%) and rural
schools (18%) reported being bullied
outside on school grounds.

Youth who are cyberbullied are
often bullied in person as well

The U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) defines cyber-
bullying as bullying that takes place
using electronic devices and equipment
such as cell phones, computers, and
tablets along with communication
tools which include social media sites,
text messaging, chatrooms, and web-
sites. Often, victims do not know the
identity of the bully or why they are
being targeted.

Examples of cyberbullying include
mean or threatening text messages
or emails, rumors sent by email or
posted on social networking sites, and



embarrassing pictures, videos, and fake
profiles uploaded for the online audi-
ence to view, rate, tag, and discuss.
Technology enables bullies to expand
their reach and the extent of their
harm. A large number of people can be
involved in a cyber-attack on a victim,
and the audience includes all who have
access to cyberspace environments.

In 2011, 1 in 5 females were
cyberbully victims—1 in 9 males
were victims

In 2011, the YRBS found that, nation-
wide, 16% of students reported being
cyberbullied during the past year
through email, chat rooms, instant
messaging, websites, or texting. Re-
gardless of grade level or race/ethnici-
ty, females were more likely than males
to be victims of cyberbullying. Overall,
the prevalence of cyberbullying was

Victims of cyberbullying are
likely to report:
Being bullied in person

Being afraid or embarrassed to
go to school

Skipping school
Academic failure
Low self-esteem
Health problems
Alcohol and drug use

Family problems

Delinquent behavior

Suicidal thoughts or actions

Source: Authors’ adaptation of U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Services
online information, available at www.
Stopbullying.gov.

higher among sophomores than among
students at all other grade levels.

Percent of students who were cyber-
bullied in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 16.2% 10.8% 22.1%
9th grade 15.5 8.9 22.6
10th grade 18.1 12.6 24.2
11th grade 16.0 12.4 19.8
12th grade 15.0 8.8 21.5
White 18.6 11.8 25.9
Black 8.9 6.9 11.0
Hispanic 13.6 9.5 18.0

The prevalence of having been cyber-
bullied ranged from 12% to 22% across
state surveys (median: 16%) and from
8% to 16% across large urban school
district surveys (median: 11%).

In 2009, 6% of students responding to
the SCS reported being cyberbullied
anywhere during the school year. Fe-
males reported being cyberbullied at a
higher percentage than males overall
and by type of cyberbullying problem.

Percent of students cyberbullied
anywhere in 2009:

Cyberbullying

problem Total Male Female
Total 6.0% 49% 7.2%
Hurtful information

on Internet 2.0 1.1 2.9
Subject of harassing

instant messages 1.8 1.1 2.5
Subject of harassing

text messages 30 20 4.0

In 2009, about 9% of students
were targets of hate-related
words—29% saw hate-related
graffiti at school

The 2009 SCS collected data on stu-
dents’ reports of being targets of hate-
related words and seeing hate-related
graffiti at school. Higher percentages
of black and Hispanic students (11%
each) reported being targets of hate-
related words than white students
(7%). Higher percentages of Hispanic

students (32%) than white students
(28%) reported seeing hate-related
graffiti. A lower percentage of white
students (2%) reported being called a
hate-related word regarding their race,
compared with 8% each of black and
Hispanic students. Also, 1% of white
students reported being called a hate-
related word regarding their ethnicity,
compared with 4% of black and 7% of
Hispanic students.

In 2009, 23% of public schools
reported daily or weekly bullying
among their students

The School Survey on Crime and Safe-
ty collects data from public school
principals about the occurrence of cer-
tain disciplinary problems at their
schools. In the 2009-2010 school year,
23% of public schools reported that
student bullying occurred on a daily or
weekly basis.

Percent of schools reporting discipline
problems occurring by students:

Discipline problem Percent
Problems occurred daily or at
least once a week:
Ethnic tension 2.8%
Bullying 23.1
Cyberbullying 8.0
Sexual harassment 3.2
Verbal abuse of teachers 4.8
Classroom disorder 2.5
Other disrespect of teachers 8.6
Sexual harassment based on
sexual orientation 2.5
Problems ever occurred:
Gang activity 16.4
Cult activity 1.7

A greater percentage of city schools
(27%) than either rural (21%) or subur-
ban (20%) schools reported that bully-
ing occurred at least once a week. For
public schools, 8% reported that cyber-
bullying had occurred daily or at least
once a week at school or away from
school.
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Nearly 1 in 4 serious violent crime victims known to law
enforcement is a juvenile

Juvenile victims are common in

violent crimes handled by law The modal age for sexual assault victims was age 14 for female victims
enforcement and age 4 for male victims
. . Percent of total sexual assault victimizations

Not all crimes committed are reported 8%
to law enforcement. Those that are re- . Al victims Sexual assault
ported can be used to produce the 7%
portrait of crime as seen by the na- 6%
tion’s justice system. As noted earlier, 5o
based on the FBI’s Supplementary Ho- ?
micide Reports, 10% of all persons 4%
murdered in 2010 were under age 18 3%
and 30% of these murdered juveniles Female
were female. No other data source 2%
with comparable population coverage 1% Male
characterizes the victims of other vio- 0%

. () —
lent crimes reported to law enforcc.— 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
ment. However, data from the Nation- Victim age

al Incident-Based Reporting System

(NIBRS) covering incidents in 2009 Female juvenile victims of sexual assault outnumbered male juvenile victims by
and 2010 capture information on more 4to 1.

than 710,000 serious violent crime

(murder, sexual assault, robbery, and B In sexual assaults reported to law enforcement, 61% of female victims and 84% of
aggravated assault) victims known to male victims were younger than age 18.
law enforcement agencies in 35 states Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
and the District of Columbia. The years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].

number of reporting agencies and pro-

portion of the state reporting varied by

state; however, from these data an ar-

guably representative description of vi-

olent crime victims can be developed. The number of robbery victims known to law enforcement increased
with age through the juvenile years, peaking at age 19

Sexual assault victims accounted Percent of total robbery victimizations

for nearly two-thirds of the juve- 5%

nile victims of serious violent Robbery
crime known to law enforcement 4% All victims

NIBRS data indicate that 23% of the

victims of serious violent crime report- 3%

ed to law enforcement agencies in

2009 and 2010 were juveniles—per- 2%

sons under age 18. More specifically,

juveniles were the victims in 10% of 1%

murders, 64% of sexual assaults, 10% of Female

robberies, and 15% of aggravated as- 0% S
saults. Of all juvenile victims of serious 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
violent crime, less than one-half of 1% Victim age

were murder victims, 11% were rob-

bery victims, 36% were victims of B Persons younger than age 18 accounted for 12% of all male robbery victims and
aggravated assault, and 53% were vic- 7% of female robbery victims.

tims of sexual assault. Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the

years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
|
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Unlike the pattern for simple assault, more males than females were
victims of aggravated assault at each victim age

Percent of total aggravated assault victimizations
4%

Aggravated assault
All victims
3%

2%

1%
Female

0%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
Victim age

B In aggravated assaults reported to law enforcement, 16% of male and 14% of fe-
male victims were under age 18.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
______________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Until age 15, more simple assault victims were male; however, at age
19, twice as many females as males were simple assault victims

Percent of total simple assault victimizations
4%

Simple assault

3%

2%

1%

0%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
Victim age

B Female victims outhumber male victims until age 50.
B In simple assaults reported to law enforcement, a greater proportion of male victims
than female victims were under age 18 (22% vs. 13%).

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
|

Sexual assault accounted for
nearly 3 in 4 female juvenile
victims and 1 in 4 male juvenile
victims of serious violence

The majority (59%) of the juvenile vic-
tims of serious violent crimes known to
law enforcement in 2009 and 2010
were female. Victims under age 18 ac-
counted for 29% of all female victims
of serious violent crime but only 18%
of all male victims. The types of serious
violence committed against male and
female juvenile victims differed. For ju-
venile female victims, 73% of the seri-
ous violent crimes were sexual assaults,
23% were aggravated assaults, and just
4% were robberies. In contrast, for ju-
venile male victims, 54% of crimes were
aggravated assaults, 20% were robber-
ies, and 25% were sexual assaults.

Among both male and female juvenile
victims of sexual assault, forcible fon-
dling was the most common offense.

Offense profile of juvenile sexual assault
victims, 2009-2010:

Offense Male Female
Sex offense 100% 100%
Forcible rape 5 35
Forcible sodomy 30 5
Sex assault with an object 4 5
Forcible fondling 62 55

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding

More than one-third of the juvenile
victims of serious violence were
younger than 12

NIBRS data for 2009 and 2010 show
that 17% of the juvenile victims of seri-
ous violent crime were younger than 6,
21% were ages 6-11, 25% were ages
12-14, and 37% were ages 15-17. Vic-
tims younger than 12 represented 54%
of all juvenile murder victims, 47% of’
juvenile sexual assault victims, and 33%
of juvenile aggravated assault victims.
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As juveniles age, offenders who violently victimize them are
less likely to be family members

Offenders in juvenile victimizations
are likely to be adults

Analyses of the 2009 and 2010 NIBRS
data files provide an understanding of
the offenders who victimize juveniles
in violent crime incidents known to
law enforcement. Although these data
may not be nationally representative,
the NIBRS sample, which includes in-
cidents involving 430,000 juvenile vic-
tims of violent crime (murder, sexual
assault, robbery, aggravated assault,
and simple assault), is large enough to
give credence to patterns derived from
NIBRS data.

Based on NIBRS data, an adult (i.c., a
person over age 17) was the primary
offender against 53% of all juvenile vic-
tims of violent crime known to law en-
forcement in 2009 and 2010. Adult
offenders were more common in juve-
nile murders (84%), sexual assaults
(65%), and aggravated assaults (62%)
and less common in juvenile robberies
(52%) and simple assaults (47%).

The proportion of adult offenders in
juvenile victimizations varied with the
juvenile’s age. In general, the propor-
tion was greater for the youngest juve-
niles (under age 6) and the oldest juve-
niles (ages 15-17) than for those
between ages 6 and 14. This pattern
held for juvenile murder, aggravated
assault, simple assault, and robbery (al-
though robbery of the youngest juve-
niles was very rare). The pattern was
different for sexual assaults of juveniles
(the proportion of adult offenders gen-
erally increased with victim age). Due
in part to these age and offense varia-
tions, female juvenile violent crime vic-
tims were more likely than male victims
to have an adult offender.

Assaults of juvenile females are more likely to involve family
members than are assaults of juvenile males

Offender relationship profile

Victim-offender

relationship Age of victim Victim ages 0-17
by offense 0-17 0-5 6-11 12-14 1517 Male Female
Violent crime 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 32 64 44 24 22 28 35
Acquaintance 60 31 50 68 67 61 60
Stranger 8 5 6 8 10 11 6
Sexual assault 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 39 60 58 28 21 45 38
Acquaintance 57 39 45 68 73 52 58
Stranger 4 1 2 5 6 2 4
Robbery 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 1 * 2 1 0 1 2
Acquaintance 34 * 32 37 35 35 33
Stranger 65 * 66 62 65 64 66
Aggravated assault 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 32 63 42 26 20 28 37
Acquaintance 54 27 a7 63 63 56 52
Stranger 14 10 11 12 17 16 10
Simple assault 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 30 69 40 24 25 28 33
Acquaintance 64 26 55 70 69 64 63
Stranger 6 4 5 6 7 7 4

B In crimes known to law enforcement, the youngest juveniles (under age 6) are far
more likely than the oldest juveniles (ages 15-17) to be assaulted by a family mem-
ber: sexual assault (60% vs. 21%), aggravated assault (63% vs. 20%), and simple
assault (69% vs. 25%).

* Too few victims in sample to obtain reliable percentage.

Notes: Violent crime includes murder, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple as-
sault. Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for
the years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
]
|
Across violent crimes, juvenile males are more likely to be victimized
by a juvenile offender than are juvenile females

Percentage of victimizations involving juvenile offenders
Age of victim Victim ages 0-17

Offense 0-17 05 6-11 12-14 15-17 Male Female
Violent crime 47% 18% 46% 61% 45% 53% 41%
Sexual assault 35 38 43 36 23 47 32
Robbery 48 10 57 66 42 52 34
Aggravated assault 38 6 38 56 39 42 32
Simple assault 518 8 49 69 51 57 48

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for
the years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Violent crimes with juvenile victims are most common after

school

The risk of violence varies over a
24-hour period

To understand the nature of juvenile
victimization, it helps to study when
different types of crimes occur. To this
end, the authors analyzed the FBI’s
NIBRS data for the years 2009 and
2010 to study the date and time of day
that crimes known to law enforcement
occurred. Confirming prior analyses,
the daily timing of violent crimes (i.c.,
murder, sexual assault, robbery, aggra-
vated assault, and simple assault) dif-
fered for juvenile and adult victims. In
general, the number of violent crimes
with adult victims increased hourly
from morning through the evening
hours, peaking around 10 p.m. In con-
trast, violent crimes with juvenile vic-
tims peaked at 3 p.m., fell to a lower
level in the early evening hours, and
declined substantially after 8 p.m.

The 3 p.m. peak reflected a unique sit-
uational characteristic of juvenile vio-
lence and was similar for both male
and female victims. This situational
component was clarified when the
hourly patterns of violent crimes on
school and nonschool days were com-
pared. For adult victims, the school-
and nonschool-day patterns were es-
sentially the same. On nonschool days,
the juvenile victimization pattern mir-
rored the general adult pattern, with a
peak in the late evening hours. But on
school days, the number of juvenile vi-
olent crime victimizations peaked in
the afterschool hours between 3 and

4 p.m.

Based on violent crimes reported to
law enforcement, juveniles were more
than twice as likely to be victimized
between 3 and 4 p.m. on school days
as in the same time period on non-
school days (i.c., weekends and the
summer months). On school days, ju-
veniles were twice as likely to be the

The timing of violent crimes with juvenile victims differs on school and
nonschool days and varies with the victim’s relationship to the offender
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B Sexual assaults with juvenile victims followed a similar pattern on school and non-
school days, marked by mealtime peaks on both days. Unlike the timing of other vi-

olent crimes, sexual assaults exhibit a noon peak.

B Time-of-day patterns of robberies with juvenile victims increase steadily on non-
school days, reaching a peak between 9 and 10 p.m. On school days, however,
robberies involving juvenile victims show an afterschool peak.

B Unlike robbery offenders, sexual assault and aggravated assault offenders who are
strangers to their juvenile victims are far less common than offenders who are ac-
quaintances or family members.

B Sexual assaults by acquaintances or family members are most common at 8 a.m.
and noon (i.e., mealtimes) and in the hour after school (3 p.m.).

B For all violent crimes against juveniles, crimes by acquaintances peak in the hour
after school, while crimes by strangers peak around 8 p.m.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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The timing of crime with juvenile victims differs from that of crimes with
adult victims

Percent of total serious violent victimizations in age group Percent of total simple assault victimizations in age group

O/ 04
8% Serious violent crime 10%
7%

: Younger
6%1 than 18
5%

4%
3%
2%
1%

0% T T
6am. noon

Simple assault

8% Younger
than 18

6%

4%
Age 18/and older Age 18 and older
2%

T T T T d 0% T T T T T T J
6 p.m. midnight 6am 6am. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6am.
B The afterschool peak in juvenile victimizations is found in serious violent crimes

as well as simple assaults, while the adult patterns increase steadily through 9

and 10 p.m.
Note: Serious violent crimes include murder, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________|
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________|
The mealtimes of 8 a.m. and noon, children younger than age 6 are at
high risk of violent victimization by both family and nonfamily offenders

Percent of total violent victimizations in age group Percent of total violent victimizations in age group
7% 1 o 5% -
Victims younger than 6

6% A

5%
4% A
3%
2%
1% +

0% T T
6am. noon

Victims ages 6-11

4% 1
Y Nonfamily
Family 3%
2%

Nonfamily 1%

0%

6 p.m. midnight 6am. 6am. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6am.

Percent of total violent victimizations in age group Percent of total violent victimizations in age group

7% 7% -
6% Victims ages 12-14 Victims ages 15-17
0 6% B

5% 1
4% 1

5% 1
4% A

Nonfamil
3% 3% 1 Y
2% A Family 2% 1
T N, e e
ami
0% T T T T T T T 1 0% T T T y T T T 7
6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6am. 6am. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m.

B The afterschool peak in victimizations for juveniles ages 6-17 is a result of crimes
committed by nonfamily members.

B The timing of violent crimes with juvenile victims ages 15-17 reflects a transition
between the pattern of younger teens (with the afterschool peak) and adults (with
the 9 p.m. peak).

Note: Violent crimes include murder, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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victims of violence in the 4 hours be-
tween 3 and 7 p.m. as they were in the
4 hours between 8 p.m. and midnight.

Peak hours for juvenile victimization
varied with victim age. Violence against
older juveniles (ages 15-17) was most
common between the hours of 2 and

5 p.m., with a slight peak between 8
and 10 p.m. Violent crimes against ju-
venile victims ages 6-14 showed a clear
peak in the afterschool hour (3 p.m.).
For younger victims (under age 6), the
peaks were at 8 a.m. and noon.

The timing of juvenile violence is
linked to offender characteristics

It is informative to consider when vari-
ous types of offenders victimize juve-
niles. When the offenders of juvenile
victims are divided into three classes
(i.e., family members, acquaintances,
and strangers), different timing pat-
terns emerge. Most violent offenders
were acquaintances of their juvenile
victims. The timing of violent crimes
by acquaintances reflected the after-
school peak, indicating the importance
this time period (and probably unsu-
pervised interactions with other juve-
niles) has for these types of crimes. Vi-
olent crimes by family members were
most frequent at noon and in the
hours between 4 and 7 p.m., although,
unlike crimes committed by an ac-
quaintance, there was no obvious 3
p.m. peak. Violent crimes committed
by strangers showed no obvious peak
but were relatively frequent during the
3-9 p.m. period.



More than half of violent crimes with juvenile victims occur

in a residence

The location of juvenile violence
varies with crime and victim age

A portrait of violence against juveniles
requires an understanding of where
these crimes occur. The NIBRS data
capture locations of crimes reported to
law enforcement agencies. Data from
2009 and 2010 show that the location
of violent crime against juveniles varies
with the nature of the crime and the
age of the victim.

Opverall, 55% of violent crimes with a
juvenile victim occurred in a residence,
19% occurred outdoors, 8% in a com-
mercial area, and 18% in a school.
Most assaults occurred in a residence
—383% of sexual assaults, 53% of aggra-
vated assaults, and 48% of simple as-
saults—while more than half (56%) of
robberies occurred outdoors.

Location profile of juvenile victimizations,
2009 and 2010:

Sexual Aggravated
Location assault Robbery assault
Total 100%  100% 100%
Residence 83 19 53
Outdoors 6 56 29
Commercial 4 19 9
School 7 6 10

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

The location of juvenile violence varied
with victim age. For example, 84% of
violence against victims under age 6
occurred in residences, compared with
48% of crimes with victims ages 15-17.
Compared with other juveniles, victims
ages 12—-14 had the largest proportion
of crimes committed in schools.

Location profile of juvenile victimizations,
2009 and 2010:

Under Ages Ages Ages
Location age6 6-11 12-14 15-17

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Residence 84 67 45 48
QOutdoors 8 15 20 23
Commercial 6 5 6 11
School 2 12 28 19

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Violent crime with juvenile victims peaked in residences between the
hours of 3 p.m. and 7 p.m.

Percent of total juvenile violent crime victimizations
4%

3%
Residence

2%

1%

0%

6 a.m. noon 6 a.m.

6 p.m.

midnight

B Violent victimization of juveniles outdoors exhibited a distinct peak at 3 p.m., while
victimizations in commercial areas were relatively high from 3 p.m. to 9 p.m.

The proportion of juvenile victimizations occurring outdoors remained
relatively constant between 3 and 11 p.m.

Percent of violent crimes with juvenile victims within hour
100%

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

6 a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m.

M Residence [l Outdoors M School [ Commercial

Note: The detailed NIBRS coding structure of location can be simplified for analyses into four general
locations: a residence (the victim’s, the offender’s, or someone else’s); the outdoors (streets, highways,
roads, woods, fields, etc.); schools (including colleges); and commercial areas (parking lots, restau-
rants, government buildings, office buildings, motels, and stores).

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the
years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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On average, between 2001 and 2010, about 1,600 juveniles
were murdered annually in the U.S.

Homicide is one of the leading
causes of juvenile deaths

The National Center for Injury Pre-
vention and Control (within the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion) reports that homicide was the
fourth leading cause of death for chil-
dren ages 1-11 in 2010. Only deaths
caused by unintentional injury, cancer,
and congenital anomalies were more
common for these young juveniles.
That same year, homicide was the third
leading cause of death for juveniles
ages 12-17, with the more common
causes of death being unintentional in-
jury and suicide.

The FBI and NCHS maintain
detailed records of murders

The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
(FBI’s) Uniform Crime Reporting Pro-
gram asks local law enforcement agen-
cies to provide detailed information on
all homicides occurring within their ju-
risdictions. These Supplementary Ho-
micide Reports (SHR) contain infor-
mation on victim demographics and
the method of death. Also, when
known, SHR captures the circumstanc-
es surrounding the death, the offend-
er’s demographics, and the relationship
between the victim and the offender.
Although not all agencies report every
murder every year, for the years 1980
through 2010, the FBI received SHR
records on more than 90% of all homi-
cides in the U.S.

For 2010, the FBI reported that law
enforcement identified the offender in
69% of murders nationwide, which
means that for many of these crimes,
the offenders remain unknown. Based
on SHR data from 1980 through
2010, an offender was not identified
by law enforcement in 22% of the mur-
ders of persons under age 18, in 31%
of the murders of adults, and in 30% of
murders overall.

The number of juvenile homicide victims in 2010 was 49% below the

peak year of 1993 and near the level of the mid-1980s

B Between 1980 and 2010, juvenile offenders participated in 1 of every 4 homicides
of juveniles in which the offenders were known to law enforcement. In about one-
fifth of the juvenile homicides in which juvenile offenders participated, adult offend-
ers were also involved.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
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Between 2001 and 2010, there were 16,240 homicide victims—an average of 1,600
per year, compared with an annual average of 2,300 in the previous 10-year period.

2010 [machine-readable data files].

Between 1980 and 2010, the likelihood of being a murder victim peaked
for persons in their early twenties, although for females, the first year of

life was almost as dangerous

Homicide victims per 100,000 persons in age/sex group, 1980-2010
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B Until their teen years, boys and girls were equally likely to be homicide victims.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through

2010 [machine-readable data files].
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The large increase in juvenile homicides between 1984 and 1993 and
the subsequent decline were nearly all attributable to changes in
homicides of older juveniles

Homicide victims
1,600

1,400
1,200
1,000

800

Ages 15+17

Ages 0-5

600

400 Ages 12-14

200 &—M‘
0 Ages 6-11

80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
Year

B Murder is most common among the oldest and the youngest juveniles. Of the esti-
mated 1,450 juveniles murdered in 2010, 42% were under age 6, 6% were ages
6-11, 7% were ages 12-14, and 45% were ages 15-17.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
|
|
In terms of gender, the large increase in juvenile homicides between

1984 and 1993 and the subsequent decline were nearly all attributable
to changes in homicides of male juveniles
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B Unlike the number of male victims, the annual number of juvenile females murdered
was relatively stable between 1980 and 2010. Males accounted for 85% of the
growth in juvenile homicide victims between 1984 and 1993 and 82% of the decline
between 1993 and 2002.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
|

Within the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC), the National
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS)
maintains the National Vital Statistics
System. This system receives reports on
homicides from coroners and medical
examiners. Between 2000 and 2010,
annual estimates of juvenile homicides
by NCHS tend to be about 14% higher
than those from the FBI. The reasons
for this difference are unclear but are
probably related to inconsistent report-
ing and/or to differences in defini-
tions, updating procedures, and /or
imputation techniques.

A critical aspect of this report is the
delineation of patterns among victim
and offender characteristics. Because
the NCHS data do not capture offend-
er information, the discussion that
follows is based on the FBI’s SHR
data.

The likelihood of being murdered
in 2010 was at its lowest level
since the mid-1960s

According to FBI estimates, a histori-
cally low 14,750 murders occurred in
the U.S. in 2010. When compared
with trends since 1980, the number of
murders in the U.S. was relatively sta-
ble between 1999 and 2010, with the
2010 FBI estimate about 5% below the
estimate for 1999—when the FBI esti-
mated that 15,500 persons were mur-
dered.* Before 1999, 1969 is the most
recent year with as few murders as re-
ported in 2010.

However, the U.S. population grew
53% between 1969 and 2010. So, al-
though the number of murders in
1969 and 2010 was about the same,
the murder rate in 2010 was actually
about 30% lower than in 1969. Before

* The 3,047 victims (9 of whom were under
age 18) of the terrorist attacks on September
11, 2001, are not in the counts of murder
victims.
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1999, the most recent year with a mur-
der rate comparable to 2010 (4.7 mur-
ders /100,000 persons in the U.S. pop-
ulation) is 1963. This means the
probability that a U.S. resident would
be murdered was less in 2010 than in
nearly all of the previous 47 years.

In 2010, on average, 4 juveniles
were murdered daily in the U.S.

An estimated 1,450 persons under age
18 were murdered in the U.S. in
2010—10% of all persons murdered
that year. Three of every 10 (30%) of
these juvenile murder victims were fe-
male. More than 4 in 10 (42%) of
these victims were under age 6, less
than 1 in 10 (6%) were ages 6-11, less
than 1 in 10 (7%) were ages 12-14,
and more than 4 in 10 (45%) were
ages 15-17.

Nearly half (49%) of juvenile murder
victims in 2010 were black, 47% were
white, and 3% were either American
Indian or Asian. Given that white
youth constituted 76% of the U.S. resi-
dent juvenile population in 2010 and
black youth 17%, the murder rate for
black youth in 2010 was nearly 5 times
the white rate. This disparity was seen
across victim age groups and increased
with victim age.

Homicides per 100,000 juveniles in age
group, 2010:

Black
to white
Victim age White Black rate ratios
0-17 1.2 5.7 4.7
0-5 2.0 5.2 2.6
6-11 0.4 0.7 2.7
12-14 0.5 2.2 4.0
1517 2.2 18.9 8.6

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Between 1984 and 1993, while the number of homicides of white

juveniles increased 50%, homicides of black juveniles increased 150%
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B Black youth accounted for about 16% of the juvenile population between 1980 and
2010 but were the victims in 47% of juvenile homicides during the 31-year period.

B The disparity between black and white juvenile murder rates reached a peak in
1993, when the black rate was 6 times the white rate. The relatively greater decline
in black juvenile homicides between 1993 and 1999 (down 48%, compared with a
26% decline for whites) dropped the disparity in black-to-white homicide rate to
4-to-1. The disparity increased since 1999, approaching 5-to-1 in 2010.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through

2010 [machine-readable data files].

|

]
Of the 58,900 juveniles murdered between 1980 and 2010, most

victims under age 6 were killed by a parent, while parents were
rarely involved in the killing of juveniles ages 15-17

Offender relationship Age of victim Victim ages 0-17

to victim 0-17 0-5 6-11 12-14 15-17 Male Female

Offender known 67% 82% 60% 62% 58% 65% 71%
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Parent/stepparent 21 51 24 6 2 17 31
Other family member 4 5 8 6 3 4 6
Acquaintance 31 23 18 37 38 33 28
Stranger 10 2 10 13 16 12 7

Offender unknown 33 18 40 38 33 85 29

B Over the 31-year period, strangers were involved in at least 10% of the murders of
juveniles. This figure is probably greater than 10% because strangers are likely to ac-
count for a disproportionate share of crimes in which the offender is unknown.

B Female victims were far more likely than male victims to have been killed by a
parent/stepparent or other family member.

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980
through 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Between 1980 and 2010, 4 of every 5 murder victims ages
15-17 were killed with a firearm

Trends in the number of juvenile
homicides are tied to homicides
involving firearms

Nearly half (49%) of all juveniles mur-
dered in 2010 were killed with a fire-
arm, 20% were killed by the offender’s
hands or feet (e.g., beaten/kicked to
death or strangled), and 13% were
killed with a knife or blunt object. The
remaining 18% of juvenile murder vic-
tims were killed with another type of
weapon, or the type of weapon used
was unknown.

Firearms were used less often in the
killings of young children. In 2010,
firearms were used in 14% of murders
of juveniles under age 12 but in 82% of
the murders of juveniles ages 12-17.
In 2010, a greater percentage of black
than white juvenile murder victims
were killed with a firearm (63% vs.
36%). In 2010, firearms were used
more often in the murders of juvenile
males (59%) than in the murders of ju-
venile females (25%).

Between 1980 and 2010, the deadliest
year for juveniles was 1993, when an
estimated 2,840 were murdered. Dur-
ing this 31-year period, the early 1990s
included a relatively large proportion
of juveniles killed with a firearm; about
60% of juvenile homicide victims were
killed with a firearm each year from
1992 to 1995. In fact, across the peri-
od, the annual number of juveniles
murdered by means other than a fire-
arm generally declined—a remarkable
pattern when compared with the large
increase and subsequent decline in the
number of firecarm-related murders of
juveniles. Except for killings of young
children and killings of juveniles by
family members, murder trends in all
demographic segments of the juvenile
population between 1980 and 2010
were linked primarily to killings with
firearms.

The growth in the number of juveniles murdered using a firearm that

began in 2003 was reversed between 2006 and 2010 as the number fell
25% over the past 4 years
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The proportion of homicides committed with firearms differed with

victim demographics

Firearm percent of homicide victims
80% 1

Firearm percent of juvenile homicide victims
100% 1

1 Adutt ] Ages 15-17
0% __\—-—-/\_-\_\/"_-._ 809

] \\W 60% 1 Ages 12-14
40% ]

0/ 4
] 40% ] Ages 6-11
o/ 4

2o% | 20% 1 Ages 0-5

gy -— -
°80 82 84 86 88 90 92 9¢ 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10 °80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
ear ear

Firearm percent of juvenile homicide victims
80% 1

Firearm percent of juvenile homicide victims
80% 1

60%-\‘\/\/-@1;’\/\/\/\" 60% | Black
40% 1 40% A !
b W | White
20% | Female 20% |
oA o

80 82 84 86 88 90 92 9¢ 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
ear

B Between 1980 and 2010, large changes in the use of firearms was more apparent in
the murders of older juveniles than of adults.

B The proportions of firearm-related murders of male and female juveniles showed
similar growth and decline patterns over the period.

B Although firearms were involved in a greater proportion of black juvenile homicides
than white, trends in the proportion of firearm-related homicides were similar for the
racial groups.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].

53
Chapter 2: Juvenile victims -




Young children are killed by family
members—older juveniles by
acquaintances

In the 2010 SHR data, the offender
information is missing for 21% of juve-
nile murder victims cither because the
offender is unknown or because the in-
formation was not recorded on the
data form. The proportion of unknown
offenders in 2010 generally increased
with victim age: ages 0-5 (7%), ages
6-11 (5%), ages 12-14 (26%), and
ages 15-17 (36%).

Considering only murders in 2010 for
which the offender is known, a strang-
er killed 2% of murdered children
under age 6, while family members
killed 70% and acquaintances 28%.
Older juveniles were far more likely to
be murdered by nonfamily members.
Four percent (4%) of victims ages
15-17 were killed by family members,
32% by strangers, and 64% by acquain-
tances.

Differences in the characteristics of the
murders of juvenile males and juvenile
females are linked to the age profiles of
the victims. Between 1980 and 2010,
the annual numbers of male and female
victims were very similar for victims at
each age under 13. However, older
victims were disproportionately male.
For example, between 1980 and 2010,
84% of murdered 17-year-olds were
male. In general, therefore, a greater
proportion of female murder victims
were very young. So, while it is true
that female victims were more likely to
be killed by family members than were
male victims (51% vs. 33%), this differ-
ence goes away within specific age
groups. For example, between 1980
and 2010, for victims under age 6,
68% of males and 69% of females were
killed by a family member.

Between 1980 and 2010, 16- and 17-year-old murder victims were

among the most likely to be killed with firearms, regardless of gender

Firearm percent of homicide victims, 1980-2010
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B Boys and girls under age 5 were equally likely to be killed with a firearm. In the teen
years, however, boys were considerably more likely to be killed with a firearm: 83%
of boys ages 14-17 were killed with a firearm, compared with 56% of females in the
same age group.
Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Of the 58,900 juveniles murdered between 1980 and 2010, half were

murdered with a firearm

Age of victim Victim ages 0-17

Weapon 0-17 0-5 6-11 12-14 15-17 Male Female

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Firearm 50 10 42 66 78 60 30
Knife/blunt object 14 11 19 17 14 12 16
Personal* 19 48 11 5 2 16 28
Other/unknown 17 31 28 12 6 13 26

B Nearly half (48%) of murder victims under age 6 were killed by offenders using only
their hands, fists, or feet (personal).

B More than three-fourths (78%) of all victims ages 15-17 were killed with a firearm.

B Juvenile male victims were twice as likely as juvenile female victims to be murdered
with a firearm.

* Personal includes hands, fists, or feet.
Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980
through 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Persons ages 7-17 are about as likely to be victims of
suicide as they are to be victims of homicide

Since the early 1990s, for every 1
juvenile female suicide there were
more than 3 juvenile male suicides

Through its National Vital Statistics
System (NVSS), NCHS collects infor-
mation from death certificates filed in
state vital statistics offices, including
causes of death of juveniles. NVSS in-
dicates that 22,900 juveniles ages 7-17
died by suicide in the U.S. between
1990 and 2010. For all juveniles ages
7-17, suicide was the fourth leading
cause of death over this period, trailing
only unintentional injury (113,200),
homicide (29,800), and cancer
(25,000)—with the numbers of homi-
cide, cancer, and suicide deaths being
very similar. Suicide was the third lead-
ing cause of death for males and the
fourth for females ages 7-17.

Between 1990 and 2010, 78% of all ju-
venile suicide victims were male, with
the annual proportion remaining re-
markably stable over the period. Con-
sequently, suicide trends were similar
for juvenile males and females.

More than half (52%) of all juvenile
suicides between 1990 and 2010 were
committed with a firearm, 37% by
some form of suffocation (e.g., hang-
ing), and 6% by poisoning. The meth-
od of suicide differed for males and fe-
males, with males more likely than
females to use a firecarm and less likely
to use poison.

Method of suicide by persons ages 7-17,
1990-2010:

Method Male Female
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Firearm 56.5 37.6
Suffocation 35.5 42.0
Poisoning 3.5 14.8
Other 4.2 5.6

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding

Between 1990 and 2010, suicide was more prevalent than homicide for
non-Hispanic white juveniles; the reverse was true for Hispanic juveniles

and non-Hispanic black juveniles
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B Far more males than females ages 12-16 were victims of suicide or murder be-
tween 1990 and 2010. However, for each gender, the number of suicides was about
the same as the number of murders. Both males and females ages 18-24 were far
more likely to be victims of homicide than victims of suicide.

B At each age between 12 and 24, suicide was more common than murder for non-
Hispanic whites between 1990 and 2010, in sharp contrast to patterns for Hispan-
ics and non-Hispanic blacks. More specifically, for every 10 white homicide victims
ages 10-17, there were 26 suicide victims (a ratio of 10 to 26); the corresponding
ratio was 10 to 2 for black juveniles and 10 to 4 for Hispanic juveniles.

Note: White victims and black victims are not of Hispanic ethnicity.

Source: Authors’ analysis of National Center for Health Statistics’ WISQARS (Web-based Injury Statis-
tics Query and Reporting System) [interactive database system].
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1 — American |ndians have the hlgheSt

Between 1990 and 2010, juvenile suicide victims outnumbered juvenile suicide rate
juvenile murder victims in 27 states o .
Suicide/ Suicide/ ge gmnu}iv&;t? tlll.e .1930 d; ta,.N.VS,S
Suicide rate homicide Suicide rate homicide istinguished fatalitics by the victim’s
State 1990-2010 ratio State 1990-2010  ratio Hispanic ethnicity, enabling racial and
US. total 04.9 0.77 Missouri 580 0.65 ethnic comparisons of juvcnilc. suicifics.
Alabama 26.0 0.69 Montana 61.9 3.58 Between 1990 and 2010, the juvenile
Alaska 84.3 2.60 Nebraska 37.3 1.92 suicide rate for white non-Hispanic
Arizona 37.1 0.98 Nevada 33.9 1.02 youth (i.c., suicides per million persons
Arkansas 34.0 0.98 New Hampshire 28.9 * ages 7—17 in this race /ethnicity group)
California 17.4 0.37 New Jersey 11.9 0.60 was 28.3. The suicide rates were sub-
Colorado 43.0 2.13 New Mexico 57.1 1.49 stantially lower for Hispanic (17.3),
Connecticut 17.6 0.81 New York 14.4 0.45 black non-Hispanic (16.4), and Asian
Delaware 21.1 1.06 North Carolina 25.7 0.89 non-Hispanic (15.4) juveniles ages
Dist. of Columbia 15.4 0.05 North Dakota 57.3 * 7-17. In contrast, the suicide rate for
Florida 20.2 0.68 Ohio 24.7 1.18 American Indian juveniles (66.6) was
Georgia 22.2 0.69 Oklahoma 34.6 1.12 more than double the white non-
Hawaii 21.5 . Oregon 31.1 2.09 Hispanic rate and more than triple
ldaho 54.0 5.46 Pennsylvania 23.4 0.93 the rates for the other racial /ethnic
llinois 19.4 0.34 Rhode Island 15.2 0.76 groups.
Indiana 26.9 1.04 South Carolina 23.8 0.78
lowa 82.0 8.4 South Dakota 676 720 The juvenile suicide rate declined
Kansas 33.6 1.44 Tennessee 26.7 0.91 since the mid-1990s
Kentucky 26.3 1.65 Texas 27.3 0.80
kﬂo‘f's'a”a 22? ggg \L;tah ggg 3;78 Following a period of relative stability
ane : : t'arr.n(.)nt : through the mid-1990s, the juvenile
Maryland 19.2 0.39 Virginia 25.3 0.96 .. .
; suicide rate generally declined through-
Massachusetts 14.6 0.81 Washington 25.9 1.23
- s out the 2000s. By 2010, the overall
Michigan 25.6 0.71 West Virginia 291 1.71 N . .
. , . rate fell 31% from its 1994 peak. This
Minnesota 31.5 2.31 Wisconsin 32.0 1.49 | £ dedli a d
Mississippi 27.4 067 | Wyoming 64.7 3.80 general pattern of decline was reticcte

in the trends of white, black, and His-
panic juveniles as well as males and
females.

The proportion of juvenile suicides
committed with a firearm peaked in
1994 at 69% and then fell so that, by
2010, less than half (37%) of juvenile
‘Annual suicides per 1 million suicides involved a firearm. Firearm-
juveniles ages 7-17, 1990-2010 related suicides in 2010 were more

L] Less than 20 (9 states) common among male (43%) than fe-
[ 20 to 30 (22 states) . . o ..
[ 30 to 40 (11 states) male juveniles (21%), and suicides
[ 40 and above (9 states) among white non-Hispanic juveniles
- were more likely to involve a firecarm
*Too few homicides to calculate a reliable ratio. (44%) than were those of black non-
. i i ici _17 divi Hispanic (26%) or Hispanic (26%) ju-
Note: The suicide rate is the average annual number of suicides of youth ages 7-17 divided by the p p )
average annual population of youth ages 7-17 (in millions). The suicide/homicide ratio is the total veniles.

number of suicides of youth ages 7-17 divided by the total number of homicides of youth ages
7-17. A ratio of more than 1.0 indicates that the number of suicides was greater than the number
of homicides.

Source: Authors’ analysis of National Center for Health Statistics’ WISQARS (Web-based Injury
Statistics Query and Reporting System) [interactive database system].
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Juvenile offenders

High profile—often violent—inci-
dents tend to shape public percep-
tions of juvenile offending. It is im-
portant for the public, the media,
clected officials, and juvenile justice
professionals to have an accurate view
of (1) the crimes committed by juve-
niles, (2) the proportion and charac-
teristics of youth involved in law-
violating behaviors, and (3) trends in
these behaviors. This understanding
can come from studying juvenile self-
reports of offending behavior, victim
reports, and official records.

As documented in the following
pages, many juveniles who commit
crimes (even serious crimes) never
enter the juvenile justice system. Con-
sequently, developing a portrait of
juvenile law-violating behavior from
official records gives only a partial pic-
ture. This chapter presents what is
known about the prevalence and inci-
dence of juvenile offending prior to
the youth entering the juvenile justice
system. It relies on self-report and vic-
tim data developed by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics’ National Crime Vic-
timization Survey, the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention’s
Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Sur-
vey, the National Institute on Drug

Abuse’s Monitoring the Future Study,
the National Youth Gang Center’s
National Youth Gang Survey, and the
Univerity of Pittsburgh’s Pathways to
Desistance Study. Official data on ju-
venile offending are presented from
the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
Supplementary Homicide Reports and
its National Incident-Based Reporting
System.

In this chapter, readers can learn the
answers to many commonly asked
questions: What proportion of youth
are involved in crime at school? Is it
common for youth to carry weapons
to school? Are students fearful of
crime at school? How prevalent is
drug and alcohol use? What is known
about juveniles and gangs? How many
murders are committed by juveniles,
and whom do they murder? When are
crimes committed by juveniles most
likely to occur? Are there gender

and racial /ethnic differences in the
law-violating behaviors of juvenile
offenders?

Official statistics on juvenile offending
as it relates to law enforcement, juve-
nile and criminal courts, and correc-
tional facilities are presented in subse-
quent chapters in this report.
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Self-reports and official records are the primary sources of
information on juvenile offending

Self-report studies ask victims
or offenders to report on their
experiences and behaviors

There is an ongoing debate about the
relative ability of self-report studies and
official statistics to describe juvenile
crime and victimization. Self-report
studies can capture information on be-
havior that never comes to the atten-
tion of juvenile justice agencies. Com-
pared with official studies, self-report
studies find a much higher proportion
of the juvenile population involved in
delinquent behavior.

Self-report studies, however, have their
own limitations. A youth’s memory
limits the information that can be cap-
tured. This, along with other problems
associated with interviewing young
children, is the reason that the Nation-
al Crime Victimization Survey does not
attempt to interview children under
age 12. Some victims and offenders are
also unwilling to disclose all law viola-
tions. Finally, it is often difficult for
self-report studies to collect data from
large enough samples to develop a
sufficient understanding of relatively
rare events, such as serious violent
offending.

Official statistics describe cases
handled by the justice system

Official records underrepresent juvenile
delinquent behavior. Many crimes by
juveniles are never reported to authori-
ties. Many juveniles who commit of-
fenses are never arrested or are not ar-
rested for all of their delinquencies. As
a result, official records systematically
underestimate the scope of juvenile
crime. In addition, to the extent that
other factors may influence the types of
crimes or offenders that enter the jus-
tice system, official records may distort
the attributes of juvenile crime.

Official statistics are open to
multiple interpretations

Juvenile arrest rates for drug abuse vio-
lations have declined since their late
1990s peak. One interpretation of
these official statistics could be that ju-
veniles today are simply less likely to
violate drug laws than were youth in
the 1990s. National self-report studies
(e.g., Monitoring the Future), howev-
er, find that illicit drug use has in-
creased in recent years, approaching
the relatively high levels reported in
the late 1990s. If drug use is actually
on the rise, the declining juvenile arrest
rate for drug crimes may represent so-
cietal tolerance of such behavior and /
or an unwillingness to bring these
youth into the justice system for treat-
ment or punishment.

Although official records may be inad-
equate measures of the level of juvenile

offending, they do monitor justice sys-
tem activity. Analysis of variations in
official statistics across time and juris-
dictions provides an understanding of
justice system caseloads.

Carefully used, self-report and
official statistics provide insight
into crime and victimization

Delbert Elliott, founding director of
the Center for the Study and Preven-
tion of Violence, has argued that to
abandon either self-report or official
statistics in favor of the other is “rather
shortsighted; to systematically ignore
the findings of either is dangerous,
particularly when the two measures
provide apparently contradictory
findings.” Elliott stated that a full un-
derstanding of the etiology and devel-
opment of delinquent behavior is en-
hanced by using and integrating both
self-report and official record research.

Trends in self-report drug use and official records of drug arrest rates
are marked by periods of convergence and disagreement

Percent reporting use in the past year

Arrests per 100,000 juveniles age 17

30% - - 2,400
High school seniors
reporting illicit drug use
25% 2,000
20% Drug-law violation-arrest 1,600
rate for 17-year-olds
15% 1,200
10% 800
5% 400
0% 0

1990 1992 1994 1996

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

B Existing data sources send a mixed message regarding youth drug use. According
to self-reports (e.g., Monitoring the Future), the proportion of high school seniors
reporting drug use of any illicit drug in the past year has increased since 2006,
rising from about 21% to 25% in 2010. Conversely, the arrest rate for drug law
violations involving 17-year-olds has declined since 2006 (from 1,799 per 100,000

juveniles age 17 to 1,499 in 2010).

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al.'s Monitoring the Future National Survey on Drug Use,
1975-2010. Volume I: Secondary School Students; and authors’ analysis of Snyder and Mulako-

Wantota’s Arrest Data Analysis Tool [online analysis].
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In 2011, school crime was common—1 in 8 students were
in fights, 1 in 4 had property stolen or damaged

National survey monitors youth
health risk behaviors

The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s Youth Risk Behavior Sur-
vey (YRBS) monitors health risk be-
haviors that contribute to the leading
causes of death, injury, and social
problems among youth in the U.S.
Every 2 years, YRBS provides data rep-
resentative of 9th—12th graders in pub-
lic and private schools nationwide. The
2011 survey included responses from
15,425 students from 43 states and 21
large cities.

More than 3 in 10 high school
students were in a physical
fight—1 in 25 were injured

According to the 2011 survey, 33% of
high school students said they had
been in one or more physical fights
during the past 12 months. This is
consistent with data from the 2003
survey. Regardless of grade level or
race/cthnicity, males were more likely
than females to engage in fighting.
Fighting was more common among
black and Hispanic students than white
students.

Percent of students who were in a
physical fight in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 328% 40.7% 24.4%
9th grade 37.7 46.0 28.8
10th grade 35.3 44.2 25.5
11th grade 29.7 36.3 22.7
12th grade 26.9 341 19.4
White 29.4 37.7 20.4
Black 39.1 45.8 32.3
Hispanic 36.8 44.4 28.7

Although physical fighting was fairly
common among high school students,
the proportion of students treated by a
doctor or nurse was relatively small
(4%). Males were more likely than fe-
males to have been injured in a fight.
Black and Hispanic students were

more likely than white students to suf-
fer fight injuries.

Percent of students who were injured in a
physical fight in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 3.9% 51% 2.6%
9th grade 4.4 5.9 2.7
10th grade 4.1 51 3.0
11th grade 3.6 4.8 2.2
12th grade 3.3 4.3 2.1
White 2.8 3.5 1.9
Black 5.7 8.1 3.2
Hispanic 55 7.0 3.7

Nationwide, 12% of high school stu-
dents had been in a physical fight on
school property one or more times in
the 12 months preceding the survey,
down from 16% in 1993. Male stu-
dents were substantially more likely to
fight at school than female students at
all grade levels and across racial /ethnic
groups. Black and Hispanic students
were more likely to fight at school.
Fighting at school decreased as grade
level increased.

Percent of students who were in a physi-
cal fight in school in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 12.0% 16.0% 7.8%
9th grade 16.2 21.7 10.4
10th grade 12.8 17.0 8.0
11th grade 9.2 12.3 6.0
12th grade 8.8 11.4 6.1
White 9.9 13.8 5.6
Black 16.4 19.6 131
Hispanic 14.4 19.4 9.0

Fewer than 3 in 10 high school
students had property stolen or
vandalized at school

High school students were less likely to
experience property crime than fights
at school. Nationally, 26% said they
had property such as a car, clothing, or
books stolen or deliberately damaged
on school property one or more times
during the past 12 months. A greater

proportion of male than female stu-
dents experienced such property crimes
at school, regardless of grade level or
race /ethnicity.

Percent of students who had property
stolen or deliberately damaged at school
in the past year:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 26.1% 28.8% 23.4%
9th grade 26.6 27.7 25.5
10th grade 30.6 33.4 27.4
11th grade 23.5 26.7 20.1
12th grade 23.3 26.9 19.5
White 24.0 26.8 21.0
Black 27.3 28.7 259
Hispanic 30.7 33.3 27.8

Fear of school-related crime kept
6 in 100 high schoolers home at
least once in the past month

Nationwide in 2011, 6% of high school
students missed at least 1 day of school
in the past 30 days because they felt
unsafe at school or when traveling to
or from school, up from 4% in 1993.
Hispanic and black students were more
likely than white students to have
missed school because they felt unsafe.
Sophomores were more likely than
other high school students to miss
school because of safety concerns.

Percent of students who felt too unsafe to
go to school in the past 30 days:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 5.9% 5.8% 6.0%
9th grade 5.8 5.4 6.3
10th grade 6.8 6.4 71
11th grade 5.2 5.3 5.1
12th grade 5.5 5.9 5.1
White 4.4 4.0 4.7
Black 6.7 8.0 5.3
Hispanic 9.1 8.5 9.6

The proportion of high school stu-
dents who said they avoided school be-
cause of safety concerns ranged from
3% to 9% across state surveys.
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The proportion of high school students who carried a
weapon to school dropped to 5% in 2011

One-third of students who carried
a weapon took it to school Across reporting states, the proportion of high school students

carrying weapons to school in 2011 ranged from 3% to 11%
The 2011 Youth Risk Behavior Survey

- .- Percent reporting the
found that 5% of high school students Percent reporting they were threatef;ed o?injutyed
said they had carried a weapon (e.g., carried a weapon on school with a weapon on school
gun, knife, or club) on school property property in past 30 days property in the past year
in the past 30 days—down from 6% in Reporting states  Total Male Female Total Male Female
2003. Males were more likely than fe- U.S. Total 5.4% 8.29% 2.3% 7.4% 9.5% 5.2%
males to say they carried a weapon at Alabama 8.2 11.6 45 76 9.6 5.2
school. The proportion of students Alaska 5.7 8.0 3.3 5.6 7.6 3.2
who carried a weapon to school was Arizona 5.7 8.3 3.0 10.4 13.1 7.2
nearly one-third of those who said they Arkansas 6.5 10.6 2.3 6.3 7.3 4.5
had carried a weapon anywhere in the Colorad(? 5.5 7.6 3.3 6.7 9.3 4.0
past month (17%). In addition, the Connecticut 6.6 9.8 3.4 6.8 8.8 4.6
. Delaware 5.2 7.1 3.3 6.4 8.5 4.4
overall proportion of students report- i
. . . Florida = = = 7.2 8.4 5.8
ing carrying a gun (anywhcr@ in the Georgia 86 114 54 117 13.5 90
past month did not change significantly Hawai 4.0 6.0 03 6.3 79 47
between 1999 (49%) and 2011 (51%) ldaho 6.3 10.2 290 7.3 9.6 4.9
Percent of students who carried a weapon :Irﬁ?igza 23 g: fg ;g ?2 25
on school property in the past 30 days: : : : : ’ :
lowa 4.5 6.6 1.8 6.3 8.2 3.9
Demographic  Total Male Female Kansas 5.2 7.4 26 55 7.4 35
Total 5.4% 8.29% 2.3% Kentucky 7.4 1.6 3.1 7.4 8.7 5.1
9th grade 48 7.4 2.1 Louisiana 4.2 6.1 1.9 8.7 10.0 6.9
11th grade 4.7 75 18 Maryland 5.3 7.2 2.8 8.4 1.6 5.3
12th grade 5.6 8.0 28 mi?siachusetts 3.7 6.8 1.9 6.8 9.0 4.2
White 5.1 78 23 | .ga.n . 3.5 5.2 1.7 6.8 8.3 5.1
Black 46 6.7 o5 Mississippi 4.2 6.7 1.6 7.5 9.3 5.3
: ) Montana 9.3 14.7 3.5 7.5 9.7 5.0
Hispanic 58 88 26 Nebraska 3.8 6.1 1.2 6.4 8.3 42
New Hampshire = = = = = =
In 2011, 7% of high school New Jersey - = = 5.7 7.0 4.2
students were threatened or New Mexico 6.5 9.0 3.9 - - -
injured with a weapon at school New York 4.2 5.8 2.4 7.3 9.3 5.2
North Carolina 6.1 9.5 2.6 9.1 11.1 6.7
The overall proportion of students re- North Dakota 5.7 8.3 2.9 - - -
porting weapon-related threats or inju- Ohio - - - - - -
ries at school during the year decreased Chtionz o 100 2 o7 Gl )
from 2003 (9%) to 2011 (7%). Rhode Island 4.0 57 21 - > -
South Carolina 6.3 9.7 2.3 9.2 11.0 6.4
Percent of students threatened or injured South Dakota 5.7 8.9 2.2 6.0 8.2 3.7
with a weapon at school in the past year: Tennessee 5.2 8.4 1.8 5.8 6.6 4.9
. Texas 4.9 7.0 2.6 6.8 8.0 5.1
Demographic  Total Male Female Utah 5.9 9.3 20 7.0 9.0 45
Total 7.4% 9.5% 5.2% Vermont 9.1 141 3.7 5.5 6.6 4.4
oth grade 8.3 10.3 6.2 Virginia 5.7 8.3 2.8 7.0 8.0 5.5
10th grade 7.7 9.7 5.3 West Virginia 5.5 9.5 1.4 6.5 8.3 4.7
11th grade 7.3 9.2 5.3 Wisconsin 3.1 4.5 1.6 5.1 7.1 2.9
12th grade 59 8.3 3.4 Wyoming 10.5 16.8 3.9 73 9.0 5.9
White 6.1 8.0 4.2 Median 5.7 8.3 2.6 6.8 8.4 4.9
Black 8.9 1.2 6.6 — Data not available.
Hispanic 9.2 12.1 6.0 Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ‘s Youth Risk

Behavior Surveillance—United States, 2011.
)
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In 2010, nearly half of high school seniors reported they had

used an illicit drug

The Monitoring the Future Study
tracks the drug use of secondary
school students

Each year, the Monitoring the Future
(MTF) Study asks a nationally repre-
sentative sample of nearly 50,000 sec-
ondary school students in approxi-
mately 400 public and private schools
to describe their drug use patterns
through self-administered question-
naires. Surveying seniors since 1975,
the study expanded in 1991 to include
8th and 10th graders. By design, MTF
excludes dropouts and institutional-
ized, homeless, and runaway youth.

Half of seniors in 2010 said they
had used illicit drugs

In 2010, nearly half (48%) of all se-
niors said they had at least tried illicit
drugs. The figure was 37% for 10th
graders and 21% for 8th graders. Mari-
juana is by far the most commonly
used illicit drug. In 2010, 44% of high
school seniors said they had tried mari-
juana. About half of those in cach
grade who said they had used marijua-
na said they had not used any other il-
licit drug.

Put another way, about half of the 8th,
10th, and 12th graders who have ever
used an illicit drug have used some-
thing in addition to, or other than,
marijuana. About 1 in 4 seniors (25%)
(or half of seniors who used any illicit
drugs) used an illicit drug other than
marijuana. Almost half of high school
seniors had used marijuana at least
once, 35% used it in the past year, and
21% used it in the previous month.
MTF also asked students if they had
used marijuana on 20 or more occa-
sions in the previous 30 days. In 2010,
6% of high school seniors said they had
used marijuana that frequently.

In 2010, 13% of high school seniors
reported using a narcotic such as Vico-
din, Percocet, or OxyContin at least
once, making narcotics other than

at least once—more had used alcohol

heroin the second most prevalent illicit
drug after marijuana. Almost 4% of se-
niors reported using narcotics in the
past month. Amphetamines were the
next most prevalent drugs after narcot-
ics other than heroin: 11% of seniors
reported using amphetamines at least
once. Specifically, 2% had used meth-
amphetamine at least once and 2% had
used ice (crystal methamphetamine).
About 3% of high school seniors re-
ported using amphetamines in the past
month.

In 2010, 6% of seniors said they had
used cocaine at least once in their life.
More than half of this group (3% of all
seniors) said they used it in the previ-
ous year, and less than one-quarter of

users (1% of seniors) had used it in the
preceding 30 days. About 2% of seniors
reported previous use of crack cocaine:
1% in the previous year, and less than
1% in the previous month. Heroin was
the least commonly used illicit drug,
with less than 2% of seniors reporting
they had used it at least once. More
than half of seniors who reported hero-
in use said they used it only without a
needle.

Alcohol and tobacco use is
widespread at all grade levels

In 2010, 7 in 10 high school seniors
said they had tried alcohol at least
once; 2 in 5 said they used it in the
previous month. Even among 10th

More high school seniors use marijuana on a daily basis than drink

alcohol daily

Proportion of seniors in 2010 who used

Substance in lifetime in last year in last month daily*
Alcohol 71.0% 65.2% 41.2% 2.7%
Been drunk 541 44.0 26.8 1.6
Cigarettes 42.2 — 19.2 10.7
Marijuana/hashish 43.8 34.8 21.4 6.1
Amphetamines 11.1 7.4 8.8 0.3
Narcotics, not heroin 13.0 8.7 3.6 0.2
Inhalants 9.0 3.6 1.4 0.1
Tranquilizers 8.5 5.6 2.5 0.1
Sedatives 7.5 4.8 2.2 0.1
MDMA (ecstasy) 7.3 4.5 1.4 0.1
Cocaine, not crack 5.5 2.9 1.8 0.2
Methamphetamine 2.3 1.0 0.5 0.1
LSD 4.0 2.6 0.8 0.1
Crystal methamphetamine 1.8 0.9 0.6 0.1
Crack cocaine 2.4 1.4 0.7 0.2
Steroids 2.0 1.5 1.1 0.4
PCP 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.2
Heroin 1.6 0.9 0.4 0.1

B More than 1 in 4 seniors said they were drunk at least once in the past month.

* Used on 20 or more occasions in the last 30 days or had 1 or more cigarettes per day in the last

30 days.

— Not included in survey.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al.’s Monitoring the Future National Survey on Drug
Use, 1975-2010. Volume I: Secondary School Students.

63
Chapter 3: Juvenile offenders -




graders, the use of alcohol was
common: more than half had tried al-
cohol, and almost one-third used it in
the month prior to the survey.

Perhaps of greater concern are the ju-
veniles who indicated heavy drinking
(defined as five or more drinks in a
row) in the preceding 2 weeks. Twen-
ty-three percent (23%) of seniors, 16%
of 10th graders, and 7% of 8th graders
reported recent heavy drinking.

Tobacco use was less prevalent than al-
cohol use, but it was the most likely
substance to be used on a daily basis.
In 2010, 42% of 12th graders, 30% of
10th graders, and 18% of 8th graders
had tried cigarettes, and 19% of se-
niors, 12% of 10th graders, and 6% of
8th graders smoked in the preceding
month. In addition, 11% of seniors, 7%
of 10th graders, and 3% of 8th graders

reported currently smoking cigarettes
on a daily basis. Overall, based on vari-
ous measures, tobacco use is down
compared with use levels in the early
to mid-1990s.

Higher proportions of males than
females were involved in drug and
alcohol use, especially heavy use

In 2010, males were more likely than
females to drink alcohol at all and to
drink heavily. Among seniors, 44% of
males and 38% of females reported al-
cohol use in the past 30 days, and 28%
of males and 18% of females said they
had five or more drinks in a row in the
previous 2 weeks. Males were twice as
likely as females to report daily alcohol
use (4% vs. 2%).

Males were also more likely than fe-
males to have used marijuana in the

Drug use was more common among males than females and among

whites than blacks

Proportion of seniors who used in previous year

Substance Male Female White Black Hispanic
Alcohol* 44.2% 37.9% 45.4% 31.4% 40.1%
Been drunk* 31.2 21.8 31.6 14.7 20.5
Cigarettes™ 21.9 15.7 22.9 10.1 15.0
Marijuana/hashish 38.3 30.7 34.8 30.8 31.6
Narcotics, not heroin 9.9 7.4 111 4.0 51
Amphetamines 8.3 6.4 8.6 2.8 4.4
Tranquilizers 5.9 5.2 7.3 2.2 3.9
Sedatives 4.8 4.6 5.8 2.7 3.8
Cocaine, not crack 4.0 1.9 3.4 0.9 3.5
Inhalants 4.7 2.5 3.8 2.0 3.6
MDMA (ecstasy) 6.3 3.6 4.5 2.6 4.6
Steroids 2.5 0.3 1.5 1.7 1.8
LSD 3.6 1.4 2.7 0.8 0.9
Crack cocaine 1.9 0.9 1.2 0.7 1.8
Heroin 1.1 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.6

* Alcohol and cigarette proportions are for use in the last 30 days.

Note: Male and female proportions are for 2010. Race/ethnicity proportions include data for 2009
and 2010 to increase subgroup sample size and provide more stable estimates.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al.’s Monitoring the Future National Survey on Drug
Use, 1975-2010. Volume I: Secondary School Students.
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previous year (38% vs. 31%), in the
previous month (25% vs. 17%), and
daily during the previous month (9%
vs. 3%). The proportions of male and
female high school seniors reporting
overall use of illicit drugs other than
marijuana in the previous year were
more similar (19% and 15%), but there
are variations across drugs. Annual
prevalence rates for 12th-grade males,
compared with 12th-grade females, are
3 to 6 times greater for salvia, heroin
with a needle, Provigil, methamphet-
amine, Rohypnol, GHB, and steroids,
and more than twice as high for hallu-
cinogens, LSD, hallucinogens other
than LSD, cocaine, crack, cocaine pow-
der, heroin, heroin without a needle,
Ritalin, and ketamine. Male use rates
for inhalants, OxyContin, and crystal
methamphetamine (ice) are 1.5 to 2
times the rates among females. Fur-
thermore, males account for an even

Drinking and driving is a high-
risk teen behavior

The National Center for Health Sta-
tistics reports that motor vehicle
crashes are the leading cause of
death for high school students, ac-
counting for 63% of all unintention-
al deaths in 2010 among teens
ages 14-17.

According to the 2011 Youth Risk
Behavior Surveillance Survey, nearly
1 in 4 students said that in the past
month they rode in a vehicle with a
driver who had been drinking. The
proportion varied across states,
ranging from 14% to 32%.

In addition, 1 in 13 high school stu-
dents said that in the past month
they drove a vehicle after drinking
alcohol. The proportion was lower
for freshmen (who typically are not
yet of driving age) than for other
high school students. Across
states, the proportion ranged from
4% to 12%.



greater proportion of frequent or
heavy users of many of these drugs.

Blacks had lower tobacco,
alcohol, and drug use rates
than whites or Hispanics

In 2010, 10% of black seniors said they
had smoked cigarettes in the past 30
days, compared with 23% of whites and
15% of Hispanics. About one-third
(31%) of black seniors reported alcohol
use in the past 30 days, compared with
45% of white seniors and 40% of His-
panic seniors. Whites were more than
twice as likely as blacks to have been
drunk in the past month (32% vs.
15%). The figure for Hispanics was
21%.

For nearly all drugs, black seniors re-
port lifetime, annual, 30-day, and daily
prevalence rates that are lower than
those for their white and Hispanic
counterparts. The proportion of se-
niors who reported using amphet-
amines in the past year was lower
among blacks (3%) than whites (9%)
and Hispanics (4%). White and His-
panic seniors were 3 times more likely
than blacks to have used cocaine in the
previous year.

Fewer than 1 in 10 high school
students used alcohol or
marijuana at school

According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention’s 2010 Youth
Risk Behavior Survey, 5% of high
school students said they had at least
one drink of alcohol on school proper-
ty in the past month. During the same
time period, 6% said they had used
marijuana on school property.

Overall, males are more likely than fe-
males to drink alcohol or use marijuana
at school. This was true for most grades
and racial /ethnic groups. Females
showed more variations across grade
levels than males, with a greater pro-
portion of ninth graders drinking

alcohol at school than 12th graders.
Hispanic students were more likely
than white or black students to drink
alcohol or use marijuana at school.

Percent who used on school property in
the past 30 days:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Alcohol

Total 51% 54%  4.7%
9th grade 5.4 5.6 5.2
10th grade 4.4 4.2 4.5
11th grade 5.2 5.4 4.9
12th grade 5.1 6.4 3.8
White 4.0 4.2 3.8
Black 5.1 6.5 3.8
Hispanic 7.3 7.9 6.6
Marijuana

Total 5.9% 75% 41%
9th grade 5.4 7.0 3.7
10th grade 6.2 8.0 4.2
11th grade 6.2 7.5 4.7
12th grade 5.4 7.2 3.5
White 4.5 5.6 3.4
Black 6.7 9.3 4.1
Hispanic 7.7 9.6 5.7

Nationally, 26% of high school stu-
dents said they were offered, sold, or
given an illegal drug on school proper-
ty at least once during the past 12
months. The proportion was higher for
males than for females, especially
among black students and among 11th
grade students. Hispanic students were
more likely than white or black stu-
dents to report being offered, sold, or
given illegal drugs at school. Among
females, seniors were less likely than
9th, 10th, and 11th graders to say they
were offered, sold, or given an illegal
drug on school property.

Percent who were offered, sold, or given
an illegal drug on school property in the
past 12 months:

Demographic  Total Male Female
Total 256% 29.2% 21.7%
9th grade 23.7 25.9 21.3
10th grade 27.8 30.8 24.6
11th grade 27.0 32.5 21.3
12th grade 23.8 28.1 19.3
White 22.7 26.3 18.8
Black 22.8 28.7 17.0
Hispanic 33.2 35.8 30.5

High school seniors were more than twice as likely to use alcohol
than use marijuana before age 13

Percent who had used before age 13

Alcohol Marijuana

Demographic  Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 20.5% 23.3% 17.4% 8.1% 10.4% 5.7%
9th grade 26.6 28.9 241 9.7 12.7 6.6
10th grade 21.1 24.3 17.6 7.5 10.1 4.8
11th grade 17.6 20.9 14.2 7.6 9.6 5.6
12th grade 151 17.9 12.2 7.0 8.7 5.3
White 18.1 211 14.8 6.5 8.5 4.4
Black 21.8 241 19.4 10.5 14.2 6.9
Hispanic 25.2 27.2 23.0 9.4 11.6 71

B About 1 in 5 high school students said they had drunk alcohol (more than just a few

sips) before they turned 13; fewer than 1 in 10 high school students reported trying

marijuana before age 13.

Females were less likely than males to have used alcohol or marijuana before age 13,

and whites were less likely than blacks and Hispanics.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Youth Risk

Behavior Surveillance—United States, 2011.
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Across reporting states, the proportion of high school students who were offered, sold, or given an illegal
drug on school property during the past year ranged from 12% to 35%

Percent who were offered,

Percent who used Percent who used sold, or given illegal drug
alcohol on school marijuana on school on school property
property in past 30 days property in past 30 days in the past year
Reporting states Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
U.S. Total 51% 5.4% 4.7% 5.9% 7.5% 41% 25.6% 29.2% 21.7%
Alabama 5.7 6.9 4.5 4.0 4.9 3.1 20.3 23.2 17.3
Alaska 3.4 37 3al 4.3 4.5 4.0 23.1 26.0 20.2
Arizona 6.2 7.6 4.8 5.6 6.0 5.0 34.6 38.2 30.7
Arkansas 4.1 5.3 2.9 3.9 5.1 2.2 26.1 26.3 25.8
Colorado 5.3 5.4 4.6 6.0 6.8 4.7 17.2 19.0 15.0
Connecticut 4.6 5.8 3.4 5.2 7.0 8.8 27.8 828 23.3
Delaware 5.0 6.0 4.1 6.1 7.4 4.6 23.1 26.4 19.9
Florida 5.1 6.1 4.0 6.3 8.6 3.9 22.9 26.9 18.8
Georgia 5.4 6.4 3.9 5.6 6.9 41 32.1 33.1 30.8
Hawaii 5.0 4.7 5.2 7.6 7.2 7.8 31.7 35.6 28.1
|daho 4.1 4.9 3.2 4.9 5.8 3.8 24.4 27.9 20.9
lllinois 88 4.1 2.6 4.7 6.0 8rg) 27.3 31.2 23.4
Indiana 2.0 2.5 1.5 8.3 4.7 1.9 28.3 31.7 24.8
lowa 2.8 2.9 1.6 3.4 5.1 1.7 11.9 14.5 8.9
Kansas 2.9 3.3 2.4 2.9 4.0 1.7 24.8 271 22.4
Kentucky 4.1 5.3 2.7 4.2 5.3 3.0 24.4 26.6 22.1
Louisiana 6.0 7.1 4.6 4.1 6.5 1.7 25.1 29.6 20.9
Maine 34 3.8 2.8 - - - 21.7 24.6 18.5
Maryland 88 5.6 4.8 5.7 6.3 4.5 30.4 33.1 27.4
Massachusetts 3.6 4.5 2.6 6.3 8.9 3.6 271 31.4 22.8
Michigan 2.7 3.0 2.2 3.3 4.3 2.2 25.4 29.9 20.6
Mississippi 4.5 6.0 3.0 3.2 4.0 2.3 15.9 20.6 1.3
Montana 3.5 4.4 2.5 55 7.0 4.0 25.2 28.7 21.3
Nebraska 3.0 3.4 2.5 2.7 4.5 0.9 20.3 20.7 19.8
New Hampshire 5.6 6.3 4.9 7.3 9.4 4.7 23.1 27.4 18.5
New Jersey - - - - - - 27.3 34.3 20.1
New Mexico 6.4 6.7 6.0 9.7 11.0 8.3 34.5 36.9 32.0
New York - - - - - - - - -
North Carolina 5.5 7.1 3.7 5.2 8.1 2.4 29.8 35.5 24.0
North Dakota 3.1 3.4 2.8 3.4 5.8 1.4 20.8 21.5 20.2
Ohio - - - - - - 24.3 27.7 20.3
Oklahoma 2.6 3.0 2.3 2.4 4.0 0.9 17.2 19.4 14.8
Rhode Island - - - - - - 224 26.8 18.0
South Carolina 5.9 6.8 4.8 5.2 8.2 2.1 29.3 33.6 24.9
South Dakota - - - - - - 16.0 16.6 15.3
Tennessee 3.2 3.6 2.7 3.6 4.6 2.6 16.5 18.1 14.8
Texas 3.9 3.9 S 4.8 71 28 29.4 31.4 27.3
Utah 2.7 3.4 1.8 4.0 585 2.1 21.4 24.4 17.3
Vermont 3.3 4.2 2.2 6.0 7.9 3.9 17.6 22.2 12.6
Virginia 3.3 3.8 2.8 3.5 3.6 3.2 24.0 251 22.9
West Virginia 4.2 5.4 3.0 3.0 4.3 1.7 17.3 20.4 14.1
Wisconsin - - - - - - 20.9 25.5 15.9
Wyoming 5.1 6.0 4.1 4.7 6.3 3.0 252 26.3 23.8
Median 4.1 4.9 3.0 4.7 6.0 3.0 24.3 26.8 20.4

— Data not available.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention‘s Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance—United States, 2011.
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Juvenile illicit drug use declined during the 1980s and has
remained relatively constant since then

In 2010, the proportions of high school seniors who reported using illicit drugs in the previous month was
above levels of the early 1990s but well below the levels of the early 1980s

Percent of students reporting use in previous month Percent of students reporting use in previous month
40% - 25%
Marijuana IR 4

35% Any illicit drug except marijuana

209
20% - 12th grad

raders

259, 12th graders 15% g
20%
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[ /\—\_/\’_
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B After years of continuous decline, reported use of any illicit drugs by high school seniors rose sharply after 1992, as did reported
use by 8th and 10th graders. This pattern continued into the mid-1990s and beyond that for some drugs. In 1998, illicit drug use
by 8th graders began a gradual decline. By 2003, 8th and 10th grader use decreased significantly and use by seniors began to
drop. Then, in 2010, all grades reported increased use, although only the increase among 8th graders was significant.

B In recent years, the proportion of students reporting use of illicit drugs during the 30 days prior to the survey appears to have sta-
bilized or declined for many categories of drug use. However, for marijuana, the most widely used illicit drug, use declined from
1997 to 2007, then increased through 2010 for 12th graders (+14%), 10th graders (+18%), and 8th graders (+40%).

B In 2010, the proportion of seniors who said they used marijuana in the past month was more than double the proportion who re-
ported past-month use of illicit drugs other than marijuana (21% vs. 9%) but slightly greater than half the proportion who reported
past-month alcohol use (41%).

B Past-month cocaine use among seniors peaked in 1985 at nearly 7%. Use levels for cocaine increased between 1992 and 1999
(100% for seniors). Since 2006, proportions declined steadily to the current level of 1% for seniors.

B For all three grades, past-month alcohol use in 2010 was at its lowest level since the mid-1970s—41% for 12th graders, 29% for
10th graders, and 14% for 8th graders.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al.’s Monitoring the Future National Survey on Drug Use, 1975-2010. Volume I: Secondary School Students.
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Change in students’ use of
marijuana and alcohol is tied to
their perception of possible harm
from use

The annual Monitoring the Future
Study, in addition to collecting infor-
mation about students’ use of illicit
drugs, alcohol, and tobacco, also col-
lects data on students’ perceptions re-
garding the availability of these sub-
stances and the risk of harm from using
them.

Between 1975 and 2010, the propor-
tion of high school seniors reporting
use of marijuana in the 30 days prior
to the survey fluctuated, peaking in
1978 and then declining consistently
through 1992. After that, reported use
increased and then leveled off] al-
though the 2010 rate was still far
below the peak level of 1978. When
the perceived risk of harm (physical or
other) from cither regular or occasional
use increased, marijuana use declined;
when perceived risk declined, use in-
creased. The perception that obtaining
marijuana was “fairly easy” or “very
casy” remained relatively constant be-
tween 1975 and 2010.

Students’ reported use of alcohol also
shifted from 1975 to 2010. After
1978, alcohol use declined through
1993 and then rose slightly until 1997.
Since then, there has been a steady
downward drift, with a significant de-
cline in 30-day use to 41% in 2010,
compared with 53% in 1997 and 72%
in 1978. As with marijuana, when the
perceived risk of harm from either
weekend “binge” drinking or daily
drinking increased, use declined; when
perceived risk declined, use increased.

For more than three decades, while marijuana and alcohol availability
remained constant, changes in use reflected changes in perceived harm

Marijuana

Percent of seniors

100%

80% -
Marijuana
70%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Perceived risk

Past-month use
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Year
Perceived availability: Percent saying fairly easy or very easy to get.
Perceived risk: Percent saying great risk or harm in regular use.
Past-month use: Percent using once or more in the past 30 days.

Alcohol
Percent of seniors
80%
70%
60%
Alcohol Past-month use
50%

Perceived risk

40%
30%
20%
10%

%
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Year

Perceived risk: Percent saying great risk of harm in having five or more drinks in a row once
or twice each weekend.

Past-month use: Percent using once or more in the past 30 days. (The survey question
on alcohol use was revised in 1993 to indicate that a “drink” meant “more than a few
sips.” In 1993, half the sample responded to the original question and half to the re-
vised question. Beginning in 1994, all respondents were asked the revised question.)

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al.’s Monitoring the Future National Survey on Drug Use,
1975-2010. Volume I: Secondary School Students.
|
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The prevalence of gang activity remained stable between
2006 and 2010

The National Youth Gang Survey
is an in-depth authoritative source
for gang information

Gangs are often associated with vio-
lence and serious crimes. Accurately es-
timating the scope and breadth of the
youth gang problem is difficult because
of the lack of consensus on what de-
fines a gang and gang activity. The best
source on gangs and gang activity has
been the National Youth Gang Cen-
ter’s annual Gang Survey. The National
Youth Gang Center has collected gang
information since 1996, using a na-
tional survey to collect data. This na-
tional survey is based on a nationally
representative sample of law enforce-
ment agencies from cities, suburban
areas, and rural areas. The survey has
been conducted annually since 1996.

Based on the 2010 National Youth
Gang Survey (NYGS), there were an
estimated 29,400 gangs composed of
756,000 members in 3,500 jurisdic-
tions in the United States. Large cities
of over 50,000 residents and suburban
areas were the primary locations for
these gangs, with smaller cities and
rural areas accounting for just over
36% of gangs.

Participants in the NYGS reported on
the presence of gangs in their respec-
tive jurisdictions. Gang activity de-
clined from 40% to 24% between 1996
and 2001 and then increased to 34%
by 2005, and has stayed between 32%
and 35% from 2006 to 2010.

Gangs are defined differently by
the FBI, federal government, and
state statutes

A gang is defined by federal statute 18
USC § 521 as an ongoing group, club,
organization, or association of five or
more persons that has as one of its pri-
mary purposes conspiracy to commit
or the actual commission of a felony
involving a controlled substance or
crime of violence. The FBI National

Crime Information Center defines a
gang as three or more persons in an
organization, association, or group for
the purpose of criminal or illegal activi-
ty and behavior. State laws vary, but a
majority of them define a gang as three
or more people in an organization or
association. Every state definition in-
cludes criminal or illegal activity for a
gang. Gang members are specifically
defined by 14 states, and 7 states list
specific criteria that a person must
meet to be a gang member. Gang
crime and gang activity are defined by
24 states, and 19 states specifically list
crimes that are considered criminal
gang activity.

Youth gang members are
overwhelmingly male and
predominantly minorities

Law enforcement agencies responding
to NYGS over a number of years have
reported demographic details regard-
ing gang members in their jurisdic-
tions, including age, gender, and racial

and ethnic background. Although
reported characteristics varied consider-
ably by locality—with emergent gangs
in less populous areas tending to have
more white and more female mem-
bers—overall, gang demographics have
been fairly consistent from year to year.

Race/ethnicity profile of U.S. youth gang
members:

Race/ethnicity 2004 2008
Total 100% 100%
Hispanic 49 50
Black 37 32
White 8 10
All other 6 8
Gender profile of U.S. youth gang
members:

Year Male Female
1998 92.3% 7.7%
2000 93.6 6.4
2002 92.8 7.3
2004 93.9 6.1
2007 93.4 6.6
2009 92.6 7.4

Across locality types, the percentage of law enforcement agencies
reporting gang problems increased between 2002 and 2006 and then
remained relatively constant through 2010

Percent of law enforcement agencies reporting gang problems
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80%{_e———————"""_ | arge cities
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Suburban counties

50% /N
40% Small cities

30% /_\/_—/\

20%
| — | —_—
10% Rural-counties
0%
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Note: Large cities have populations of 50,000 or more. Small cities have populations between 2,500

and 49,999.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of National Gang Center’s National Youth Gang Survey Analysis.
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Gang-related offenses primarily
occur in large cities

Over 50% of all gang homicides be-
tween 2006 and 2010 occurred in cit-
ies with populations over 100,000.
Gang-related homicides increased more
than 10% from 2009 to 2010 in these
same cities. Of the more than 700 ho-
micides that occurred in Chicago and
Los Angeles, more than half were gang
related.

The composition of gangs also varies,
depending on the size of the residential
arca. The membership of gangs in larg-
er cities and suburban counties was
made up of 40% and 43% juveniles, re-
spectively. Smaller cities and rural
county gangs were composed of a ma-
jority of juveniles, with 61% of the
gangs’ members being juveniles.

Gang member migration is the
exception rather than the rule
outside of urban areas

Gang member migration refers to the
movement of actively involved youth
gang members from one U.S. jurisdic-
tion to another. Gang member migra-
tion was present in a majority (71%) of
jurisdictions that responded to the
NYGS. Gang members migrate for two
distinct reasons. The first is legitimate,
social decisions such as efforts to im-
prove quality of life, employment op-
portunities, and educational opportu-
nities. The second reason is illegitimate
purposes such as drug trafficking and
distribution or avoidance of law
enforcement.

Gang member migration was not com-
mon outside of large urban areas.
Based on NYGS data, 81% of non-
metro agencies responded that they
had experienced no gang member mi-
gration. Even when agencies experi-
enced gang member migration, it was
generally a small segment of the gang
as a whole, less than 25%.

A majority of agencies that had an on-
going gang problem reported gang
member migrants. Agencies serving
large cities and suburban areas were
more likely to report gang migrants
than agencies serving smaller areas.

Many large police departments
recently established specialized
gang units

In 2007, specialized gang units existed
in 365 of the nation’s largest police de-
partments and sheriff’s oftices. More
than 4,300 officers were employed by
these agencies to address gangs and
gang-related activities. Most of the
gang units (337) reported their year of
establishment, and 35% were formed
between 2004 and 2007.

Almost all (90%) of these gang units
had a formal definition in place to clas-
sify a group or individual as a gang or
gang member, and 77% of units had a
formal definition in place for both
gangs and gang members.

Specialized gang units
participated in youth gang
prevention programs

In 2007, 74% of gang units distributed
gang prevention literature to schools,
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parents, and other members of the
community. This was the most com-
mon gang prevention activity under-
taken by gang units. More than half
(56%) of gang units facilitated mentor-
ing and leadership programs. Almost
half of all units took part in gang pre-
vention activities with gang-involved
youth or in partnership with faith-
based organizations.

In 5 cities with a high prevalence
of gang homicides, more than
90% of gang homicides involved
firearms

The Center for Disease Control ana-
lyzed data for five cities from the Na-
tional Violent Death Report System
(NVDRS) for the years 2003-2008.
NVDRS collects violent death data
from sources such as death certificates,
coroner’s records, and law enforcement
reports, including Supplementary Ho-
micide Reports. These five cities met
the criteria of having high levels of ho-
micide: Oklahoma City (OK), Los An-
geles (CA), Long Beach (CA), Oak-
land (CA), and Newark (NJ). The
study examined gang and nongang
homicides in all five cities. Three times
as many gang homicide victims were
between the ages of 15 and 19 than
nongang homicide victims. Firearms
were involved in 57%-86% of nongang
homicides but were involved in over
90% of gang-related homicides. Gang
homicides were committed predomi-
nantly by males in all five cities, with a
mean age between 22 and 25.



Most serious juvenile offenders do not make a career of crime,
and original crimes do not predict future offending patterns

Pathways to Desistance followed
serious juvenile offenders

For 7 years, the Pathways to Desistance
study followed 1,354 serious juvenile
offenders (184 females and 1,170
males) from Maricopa County (Phoe-
nix), Arizona, and Philadelphia Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania. At the outset, youth
enrolled in the study were 14-17 years
old and were found guilty of at least
one serious (predominantly felony-
level) violent crime, property offense,
or drug offense. Data collection in-
cluded extensive interviews with of-
fenders at enrollment (between 2000
and 2003), followup interviews every 6
months for the first 3 years and annu-
ally thereafter, interviews following re-
lease from residential facilities, collater-
al interviews with family members and
friends, monthly documentation of sig-
nificant life events, and reviews of offi-
cial rearrest records.

Most serious juvenile offenders
reduced their offending over time
regardless of interventions

Despite their involvement in serious
crime, the youth were not uniformly
“bad” kids on the road to a lifetime of
criminal activity. In fact, most reported
engaging in few or no illegal activities
after court involvement. Based on self-
reports of antisocial activities, the ma-
jority (92%) of adolescent, serious of-
fenders decreased or limited illegal
activity during the first 3 years follow-
ing their court involvement. The de-
clining trend remained, even after ac-
counting for time incarcerated.

Institutional placement and type of set-
ting appeared to have little effect on
who will continue or escalate their an-
tisocial acts and who will desist. The
3-year follow-up study found that,
despite similar treatment by the juve-
nile justice system (detention, residen-
tial placement, supervision, and
community-based services), two groups
of serious male offenders had different

outcomes. Approximately 9% of male
youth reported continued high levels
of offending, while about 15% shifted
from high levels of offending at the
outset to very low levels of offending
over the intervening years.

Substance abuse is strongly related
to nondrug-related offending

Although it is difficult to determine a
youth’s future on the basis of the origi-
nal crime, the presence of a substance
use disorder and the level of substance
use were both strongly and indepen-
dently related to the level of self-
reported offending and number of

arrests. Youth with a substance use dis-
order were more likely to continue to
offend over the 7-year study period
and less likely to spend time working
or attending school than those with no
substance use issues. In addition,
heavier users were more likely to be ar-
rested than less frequent users, a pat-
tern that did not change over time.

Substance abuse treatment appeared to
reduce both substance use and offend-
ing. Interventions that showed sub-
stantial reduction in alcohol use, mari-
juana use, and nondrug-related
oftending included significant family
involvement and treatment lasting for

Five patterns emerged of youths’ self-reported offenses over the 7

years of data collection
Self-reported offending rate
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B More than one-half of the serious offenders were youth who start off with low levels
of offending and whose offending behavior changes little over time. The “low”
group accounted for 26% and the “mid” group for 31% of youth in the study.

B The offending pattern of the “desister” group shifted from high to low over the
study. This group accounted for 21% of youth in the study.

B Youth who reported persistently high offending rates were the “persister” group.
This group accounted for 10% of youth in the study.

B The final observed pattern represents youth who have relatively few offenses initial-
ly and who slightly increase antisocial activities over time. This “late onset” group
accounted for 12% of the study population.

Note: Results are based on data from 1,051 males only, with at least 70% of interviews administered.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Piquero et al.’s Does Time Matter? Comparing Trajectory Concordance
and Covariate Association Using Time-Based and Age-Based Assessments, Crime & Delinquency.
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more than 3 months. However, only
one-fourth of substance abuse treat-
ment programs included family partici-
pation in the treatment process.

Quality services and positive
experiences in institutions reduce
subsequent arrests

Longer lengths of stay (exceeding 3
months) in a juvenile facility did not
appear to reduce the rate of subse-
quent arrest. Further analyses suggest
several additional factors that influence
youth outcomes, including the quality
of youth services, the degree to which
services were matched to individual

youth’s needs, and a positive institu-
tional experience and facility environ-
ment. These results suggest that im-
proved institutional care could reduce
the chance of rearrest or return to an
institutional setting.

Increasing the duration of
community-based supervision
reduced reported reoffending

Investigators examined the effects of
aftercare services during the 6 months
after a court-ordered placement. Youth
who received community-based super-
vision and aftercare services following
residential placement were more likely

. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|]
Youth’s initial offenses do not predict whether they will be persisters or

desisters

Proportion of study sample at 84-month followup
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B A similar mix of offending patterns was found across all offense categories. This
finding means that offense alone is not a good predictor of which youth are good

candidates for diversion.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of MacArthur Foundation’s Models for Change: Research on Pathways to

Desistance.
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to attend school, go to work, and
avoid further involvement with the ju-
venile justice system. Youth contact
with aftercare prior to release and
extended availability of transitional
community-based support services in-
creased these benefits.




In 2010, the number of murders by juveniles reached its
lowest level since at least 1980

About one-third of murders in the
U.S. are not solved

In 2010, the FBI reported that 14,700
persons were murdered in the U.S. In
about 9,600 (65%) of these murders,
the incident was cleared by arrest or by
exceptional means—that is, either an
offender was arrested and turned over
to the court for prosecution or an of-
fender was identified but law enforce-
ment could not place formal charges
(e.g., the offender died). In the other
5,100 murders (35%) in 2010, the of-
fenders were not identified and their
demographic characteristics are not
known.

Estimating the demographic character-
istics of these unknown offenders is
difficult. The attributes of unknown
offenders probably differ from those of
known murder offenders. For example,
it is likely that a greater proportion of
known offenders have family ties to
their victims and that a larger propor-
tion of homicides committed by
strangers go unsolved. An alternative
to estimating characteristics of un-
known offenders is to trend only mur-
ders with known offenders. Either ap-
proach—to trend only murders with
known offenders or to estimate charac-
teristics for unknown offenders—cre-
ates its own interpretation problems.
For the purpose of this report, all anal-
yses of the FBI’s Supplementary Ho-
micide Reports (SHRs) focus solely on
known offenders and, therefore, known
juvenile offenders.

In 2010, 1 in 12 murders involved
a juvenile offender

Juvenile offenders were involved in an
estimated 800 murders in the U.S. in
2010—8% of all murders. The juvenile
offender acted alone in 48% of these
murders, acted with one or more other
juveniles in 9%, and acted with at least
one adult offender in 43%.

Between 1994 and 2010, the number of murders involving a juvenile
offender fell 67% to its lowest level in more than 3 decades
Homicide victims of juvenile offenders known to law enforcement
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B In the 1980s, one-fourth (25%) of the murders involving a juvenile offender also in-
volved an adult offender. This proportion grew to 31% in the 1990s and then in-
creased to 38% for the years 2000-2010.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Murders by juveniles in 2010 were less likely to be committed by a lone

juvenile offender than in any year since at least 1980

Homicide victims of juvenile offenders known to law enforcement
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B Between 1980 and 2010, the annual proportion of murders involving a juvenile of-
fender acting alone gradually declined, from 66% in the 1980s to 59% in the 1990s
to 52% between 2000 and 2010.

B Between 1993 and 2010, murders by juveniles acting alone fell 73% and murders
with multiple offenders declined 57%.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
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In 2010, 85% of the victims of juvenile
murderers were male, 45% were white,
and 53% were black. Most victims of
juvenile oftenders (76%) were killed
with a firearm. Family members ac-
counted for 12% of the victims of juve-
nile offenders, acquaintances 53%, and
strangers (i.e., no personal relationship
to the juvenile offenders) 36%.

From 1980 through 2010, the propor-
tion of murders with a juvenile offend-
er that also involved multiple offenders
gradually increased. In the 1980s,
about one-third of all murders with ju-
venile offenders involved more than
one offender; in 2010, this proportion
was more than half (52%). Similarly,
the proportion of murders with a juve-
nile offender that also involved an
adult gradually increased, from 25% in
the first half of the 1980s to 43% in
2010. Throughout this period, on av-
erage, 89% of these adult offenders
were under age 25.

Fewer juveniles were involved in
murder in 2010 than in the 1990s

During the 1990s, widespread concern
about juvenile violence resulted in a
number of changes in state laws with
the intent to send more juveniles into
the adult criminal justice system. The
focal point of this concern was the un-
precedented increase in murders by ju-
veniles between 1984 and 1994. Then,
just as quickly, the numbers reversed:
juvenile arrests for murder fell steadily
since 1994, reaching a level in 2010
that was at its lowest point since at
least 1980. Today’s youth are consider-
ably less likely to be implicated in mur-
der than youth in the 1990s. The
number of known juvenile homicide
offenders in 2010 was one-third the
number in the 1994 peak.

Between 1980 and 2010, half of all murder victims killed by juveniles
were ages 14-24
Homicide victims of juvenle offenders known to law enforcement, 1980-2010
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B Of all the murder victims of juvenile offenders, 29% were under age 18.

B Four percent (4%) of murder victims of juvenile offenders were over age 64.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Between 1980 and 2010, youth ages 13 and 14 were most likely to be

killed by a juvenile offender

Percent of all murder victims in age group, 1980-2010
(with offender known to law enforcement)
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B  Among all murder victims from 1980 through 2010, the proportion killed by juvenile
offenders dropped from 29% for victims ages 13 and 14 to 4% for victims age 25
and then remained at or near 4% for all victims older than 25.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
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The Overa" trend in murdeI'S by I —

juveniles is a composite of The number of male juvenile homicide offenders varied substantially

separate trends between 1980 and 2010, unlike the number of female offenders
Juvenile homicide offenders known to law enforcement

Specific types of murders drove the 3,000

decade-long rise in youth murder of-

fending between 1984 and 1994. Dur- 2,500

ing this period, the overall annual Male

number of juvenile homicide offenders 2,000

identified by law enforcement tripled.

However, the number of juvenile fe- 1,500

males identified in murder investiga- 1000

tions increased less than 40%, while the ’

number of juvenile males increased 500

more than 200%. Thus, the increase Female

between 1984 and 1994 was driven by 0

male offenders. 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10

Year

During the same period, the number
of juveniles who committed murder

with a firearm increased about 320%,

while murders committed without a Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
]
|

B After falling 29% between 2006 and 2010, the number of male juvenile murder of-
fenders known to law enforcement in 2010 was at its lowest level since 2003.

firearm increased about 30%. Thus, the
overall increase was also linked to fire-
arm murders.

Finally, from 1984 to 1994, the num- The number of juvenile homicide offenders in 2010 was about one-third
ber of juveniles who killed a family the number in 1994 for both white youth and black youth
member increased about 20%, while Juvenile homicide offenders known to law enforcement
the numbers of juveniles who killed an 1,800
acquaintance or a stranger both in- 1,600
creased about 220%. Therefore, the 1 400 Black
historic rise in juvenile murder offend- ’
ing between 1984 and 1994 was the 1,200
result of a growth in murders by male 1,000
juveniles, who committed their crime 800
with a firearm and whose victims were 600 White
nonfamily members.
400
By the early 2000s, the decade-long 200 .
increase in murder committed by juve- 0 Otirace
nile offenders had been erased, as the 80 82 84 86 83 90 92 94 96 98 00 02 04 06 08 10
number of known juvenile murder of- Year

fenders declined 67% between 1994

B Between 1984 and 1994, the number of known white juvenile murder offenders
and 2003. About 70% of the overall doubled and the number of black offenders quadrupled.
decline was attributable to the drop in
murders of nonfamily members by ju- B Following a 68% decline since 1994, the number of known white juvenile murder
venile males with a firearm. offenders in 2010 was at its lowest point since at least 1980. Similarly, the number

of known black juvenile murder offenders fell 67% during the same period; as a re-
sult, the number of known black juvenile homicide offenders in 2010 was at its low-
est point since 2004.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Despite a slight increase in the mid-
2000s, the number of juvenile homi-

cide offenders has been relatively stable

over the last decade. The number of
known juvenile murder offenders in
2010 returned to the level of 2003,
the lowest level since at least 1980.

Compared with the 1994 peak, the

2010 profile of homicide offenders has

a greater proportion of older juveniles
and females, and a smaller proportion

of firearm-related homicides.

Profile of juvenile homicide offenders
known to law enforcement:

Characteristic 1994 2010
Age 100% 100%
Younger than 15 12 9
Age 15 18 15
Age 16 29 30
Age 17 41 46
Gender 100% 100%
Male 94 91
Female 6 9
Race 100% 100%
White 36 35
Black 61 63
Other race 3 3
Weapon presence 100% 100%
Firearm 81 70
No firearm 19 30
Relationship to victim  100% 100%
Family 7 11
Acquaintance 55 48
Stranger 37 42

Note: 1994 was the peak year for number of
juvenile homicide offenders. Detail may not

total 100% because of rounding.

The number of juvenile offenders who committed their crime with a
firearm fell 30% between 2007 and 2010

Juvenile homicide offenders known to law enforcement
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Between 2001 and 2010, the number of nonfirearm-related homicides committed
by known juvenile offenders was relatively stable. However, murders by juveniles
with firearms increased between 2001 and 2007 and then declined through 2010.

B In 1994, about 80% of known juvenile homicide offenders committed their crime
with a firearm; this percentage fell to 70% in 2010.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through
2010 [machine-readable data files].
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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The number of juvenile offenders who killed acquaintances and
strangers varied considerably between 1980 and 2010

Juvenile homicide offenders known to law enforcement
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B The number of known juvenile homicide offenders who killed an acquaintance or
stranger rose dramatically between 1980 and 1994. The decline since 1994 has
been equally dramatic: by 2010, the number who killed an acquaintance was at its
lowest level since at least 1980, and the number that killed a stranger was at its
lowest level since 2003.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through

2010 [machine-readable data files].
|
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In the 10 years from 2001 through 2010, the characteristics of murders committed by juvenile offenders

varied with the age, gender, and race of the offenders

Juvenile offenders known to law enforcement, 2001-2010
Younger than

Characteristic All Male Female age 16 Age 16 Age 17 White Black
Victim age 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Younger than 13 4 3 18 8 3 3 6 4
13to 17 20 20 16 24 21 17 22 18
18 to 24 32 e 24 24 &3 & 31 &8
Older than 24 43 43 42 45 43 43 41 45
Victim gender 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Male 86 88 65 82 87 88 83 88
Female 14 12 35 18 13 12 17 12
Victim race 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
White 49 49 55 53 49 47 89 23
Black a7 a7 42 43 48 49 9 75
Other race 4 4 3 4 3 4 2 2
Victim/offender relationship 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Family 11 8 37 18 9 8 16 7
Acquaintance 50 51 45 48 49 52 50 50
Stranger 39 41 19 35 41 40 34 43
Firearm used 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Yes 69 71 38 61 69 72 57 77
No 31 29 62 39 31 28 43 23
Number of offenders 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
One 41 41 42 43 41 40 43 40
More than one 59 59 58 57 59 60 57 60

B Between 2001 and 2010, a greater percentage of the victims of male juvenile murder offenders were adults than were the vic-
tims of female offenders (76% vs. 66%). The juvenile victims of female offenders tended to be younger than the juvenile vic-
tims of male offenders.

Adults were the victims of 72% of white juvenile murder offenders and 78% of black juvenile murder offenders.

B Although 75% of the victims of black juvenile murder offenders were black, black murder offenders were much more likely
than white offenders to have victims of another race (25% vs. 11%).

B Female juvenile murder offenders were much more likely than male juvenile murder offenders to have female victims (35% vs.
12%) and to have victims who were family members (37% vs. 8%).

B Firearms were more likely to be involved in murders by male offenders than female offenders (71% vs. 38%) and in murders
by black offenders than white offenders (77% vs. 57%).

B Homicide victims of white juvenile offenders were more likely to be a family member than were homicide victims of black
offenders (16% vs. 7%).

B Younger murder offenders (younger than age 16) were somewhat more likely than older youth (age 17) to commit their crimes
alone (43% vs. 40%), and white offenders were more likely to act alone than were black offenders (43% vs. 40%). In contrast,
juvenile murder offenders’ gender was unrelated to the proportion of crimes committed with co-offenders.

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports for the years 1980 through 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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The daily patterns of juvenile violent, drug, and weapons
crimes differ on school and nonschool days

Peak time periods for juvenile
violent crime depend on the day

The FBI’s National Incident-Based Re-
porting System (NIBRS) collects infor-
mation on each crime reported to con-
tributing law enforcement agencies,
including the date and time of day the
crime occurred. For calendar years
2009 and 2010, agencies in 35 states
and the District of Columbia provided
information on the time of day of re-
ported crimes. Analyses of these data
show that for many offenses, juveniles
commit crimes at different times than
adults, and the juvenile patterns vary
on school and nonschool days.

The number of violent crimes (murder,
sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated
and simple assault) by adult offenders
increased hourly through the morning,
afternoon, and evening hours, peaking
around 10 p.m., then declining to a
low point at 6 a.m. In contrast, violent
crimes by juveniles peaked between 3
p.m. and 4 p.m. (the hour at the end
of the school day) and then generally
declined hour by hour until the low
point at 5 a.m. At 10 p.m. when the
number of adult violent crimes peaked,
the number of violent crimes involving
juvenile offenders was about half the
number at 3 p.m.

The importance of the afterschool peri-
od in juvenile violence is confirmed
when the days of the year are divided
into two groups: school days (Mondays
through Fridays in the months of Sep-
tember through May, excluding holi-
days) and nonschool days (the months
of June through August, all weekends,
and holidays). A comparison of the
school- and nonschool-day violent
crime patterns finds that the 3 p.m.
peak occurs only on school days and
only for juveniles. The timing of adult
violent crimes is similar on school and
nonschool days, with one exception:
the peak occurs later on nonschool
days (i.c., weekends and summer days).

Violent crime by juvenile offenders peaks in the afterschool hours on

school days

Percent of total violent crime offenders in age group
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B The small difference in the adult patterns on school and nonschool days probably
is related to the fact that nonschool days are also weekend or summer days.

Note: Violent crimes include murder, violent sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple

assault.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the

years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data file].
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Finally, the time pattern of juvenile vi-
olent crimes on nonschool days is simi-
lar to that of adults (but peaks a few
hours earlier than that of adults).

Afterschool programs have more
crime reduction potential than do
juvenile curfews

The number of school days in a year
is essentially equal to the number of
nonschool days in a year. Based on

2009-2010 NIBRS data, 62% of all vi-
olent crimes committed by juveniles
occurred on school days. In fact, nearly
1 of every 5 juvenile violent crimes
(19%) occurred in the 4 hours between
3 p.m. and 7 p.m. on school days. A
smaller proportion of juvenile violent
crime (14%) occurred during the stan-
dard juvenile curfew hours of 10 p.m.
to 6 a.m. However, the annual number
of hours in the curfew period (i.e., 8
hours every day in the year) is 4 times

greater than the number of hours in
the 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. period on school
days (i.e., 4 hours in half of the days
in the year). Therefore, the rate of ju-
venile violence in the afterschool peri-
od was more than 5 times the rate in
the juvenile curfew period. Conse-
quently, efforts to reduce juvenile
crime after school would appear to
have greater potential to decrease a
community’s violent crime rate than
do juvenile curfews.

I —————
The patterns of juvenile violent crime are similar for males and females and for whites and blacks on school

and nonschool days

Percent of total male juvenile violent crime offenders

Nonschool days

Percent of total female juvenile violent crime offenders

Female violent crime

7% 8%
Male violent crime

6% 7%
5% 6%
2% School days 5%
39 4%
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Note: Violent crimes include murder, violent sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System: Extract Files for the years 2009 and 2010 [machine-readable data file].
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Aggravated assault by juvenile offenders peaked at 3 p.m. on school days, coinciding with the end of the

school day

Percent of total aggravated assault offenders in age group
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