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PARTNERSHIP FOR A DRUG-FREE AMERICA

The 1 Drug Pr in A

Drug abuse continues to be one of America’s major social problems. Illicit drug abuse
contributes to many ills plaguing society: violent crime, the spread of AIDS, poverty, homelessness,
teenage pregnancy, school dropouts, family violence and high healthcare costs.

Drug abuse is a process. Successfully reducing demand for drugs means keeping people from
starting to use drugs, stopping those who are already using drugs and treating people who are
addicted. Reducing demand for drugs is arguably the most cost effective approach to dealing with
the terrible impact drugs have on society.

Children are at the core of the drug issue. Of current adult cocaine abusers, 9 out of 10
started using drugs as teenagers; more than 50 percent before their 16" birthday. The earlier drug
use starts, the more likely serious problems - - including addiction - - are likely to occur. Every
day, in every city and town across America, millions of children - - one kid at a time - - are
deciding whether or not to try drugs. The Partnership believes that helping kids better understand

the dangers of drugs and the benefits of living drug-free can help children make better, healthier
. decisions for themselves.

There are three major, nationally projectible studies on drug use in the U.S.:

e the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ (HHS) National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse, which compiles drug-use data on persons aged 12 and over,

e the University of Michigan’s Monitoring the Future study, which surveys 8", 10" and 12"
graders;

e and the Partnership’s Attitude Tracking Study, which studies drug-related attitudes of parents,
teens and children.

In addition, two other studies track the end-results of drug abuse:

e HHS’ Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN), which tracks drug-related emergency-room
episodes;

e and the Justice Department’s Drug Use Forecasting Study (DUF), which surveys drug use
among arrestees. Following is a look at the topline findings of these studies.
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National Household Survey

(The National Household Survey on Drug Abuse is conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
‘ Services’ Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). This annual survey

provides estimates of the prevalence of use of a variety of illicit drugs, alcohol and tobacco based on a

representative sample of people aged 12 and over. In 1997, 24,505 persons were interviewed for this survey.)

Trends in Monthly Users of Illegal Drugs
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¢ Overall, the number of adults using illegal drugs regularly has dropped by 9.4 million since
1985. In 1997, an estimated 13.9 million Americans (6.4 percent of the U.S. population) used
illicit drugs in the past month. This number did not change between 1995-1997. The highest
number of abusers was 25 million, in 1979.

e Marijuana is the most commonly used illicit drug, used by 80 percent (or 11 million) of current
illicit drug users. Approximately 60 percent of current illicit drug users used marijuana only; 20
percent used marijuana and another illicit drug; the remaining 20 percent used an illicit drug
other than marijuana in the past month.

¢ 1.5 million Americans used cocaine in the past month - down 74 percent since 1985. According
to the Justice Department, this dramatic decrease in cocaine use may be a key reason for the
decline in violent crime since 1992.
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e 5.5 million Americans are current users of illicit drugs other than marijuana and hashish.

e An estimated 171,000 Americans tried heroin for the first time in 1996, and most of them were
under the age of 26.

e Most current illicit drug users are white. In 1997, there were an estimated 10.3 million white (74
percent of all users), 1.8 million African-American (13 percent) and 1.3 million Hispanic (9
percent) drug users.

e Most current illicit drug users are employed -- 73 percent of all illicit drug users (8.3 million
adults aged 18 and older) in 1997 were employed.

e Men have a higher rate of illicit drug use than women (8.5 percent vs. 4.5 percent, respectively).

For more information, contact http://www.samsha.gov



Monitoring the Future Study

(Monitoring the Future is conducted under a series of grants from the National Institute on Drug Abuse under
its principal investigator, Dr. Lloyd Johnston, Ph.D., distinguished senior research scientist, Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan. Self-administered questionnaires are given to 8", 10" and 12"
graders in this nationally representative sample. In 1998, approximately 50,000 students in 422 private and
public secondary schools were surveyed in this nationally representative sample.)

Trends in Annual Use of Illegal Drugs for 8th, 10th, and 12th Graders
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e As among the adult population, teenage drug use declined by about half during the 1980s.
However, adolescent drug use among teenagers turned around in 1991, and rose dramatically in
the first half of this decade. Particularly disturbing is the fact that current (past month) use
among 8" graders - - 13 and 14 year olds - - has doubled over the past five years. Researchers at
the University of Michigan have concluded that the trend of illicit drug use by American
secondary students has begun to level off after six years of steady increases.

e After several years of steady increases, the reported use of LSD and all other hallucinogens
showed a downward movement in 1998 in all three grades.

e The use of inhalants, which rose steadily in the early 1990s, has declined over the last few
years. Still, 21 percent of all 8" graders have used an inhalant at least once.

e Only 12" graders were surveyed regarding a form of methamphetamine (“ice”) use. Use

remained level in 1998. (3.0 percent, or one in 33 students, said they had used ice in the past
year.)

' e MDMA (Ecstasy) was first included in the survey in 1996. No increase was reported in 1998
among 8", 10" or 12" graders. For 1998, 1.8 percent, 3.3 percent and 3.6 percent of students,
respectively, reported using Ecstasy in the past year.



e The proportion of students who reported using cocaine powder in the past year was 2.4 percent
for grade 8; 4.0 percent for grade 10 and 4.9 percent for grade 12.

‘ e The use of crack cocaine increased significantly in grade 8 (1.7 percent in 1997 to 2.1 percent
in 1998) and remained stable in grades 10 (2.5 percent) and 12 (2.5 percent).

e The rates of heroin use in the student population are very low. Usage rates for 8", 10" and 12
graders are 1.3, 1.4 and 1.0 percent, respectively.

e Annual usage rates of marijuana for 8" and 12" graders remained stable: 16.9 percent and 37.5

percent, respectively. There was a significant decrease in use among 10" graders (34.8 to 31.3
percent).

Trends in Annual Use of Marijuana for 8th, 10th and 12th Graders
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. Among the most important and consistent findings of Monitoring the Future is the strong correlation

between two key anti-drug attitudes (perceived risk and social disapproval) and drug use. This
indicates that to reduce the number of kids who use drugs, perceptions that drug use is harmful and
socially unacceptable must increase.
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For more information, see http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/mtf/



Partnership Attitude Tracking Study

(The Partnership Attitude Tracking Study (PATS) monitors the drug-related behavior and attitudes of children,
teens and parents. It is the largest, on-going research on drug-related attitudes on children, teens and adults,
and the only ongoing drug survey to collect data on children as young as eight and nine. For the 1997 study,
1,922 children (age 9-12), 6,975 teenagers (age 13-17) and 815 parents completed self-administered,
anonymous questionnaires.)
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The 1997 PATS documents a dramatic gap between parents’ perceptions about their children
and drugs, and what teenagers and children are actually experiencing. Top line findings from the
‘ research include:

~e  Some 43 percent of parents believe it’s possible that their teenager could find marijuana easily.
Yet 58 percent of teens say the drug is easy to come by.

e 33 percent of parents said they believe their teenagers view marijuana as harmful. Yet only 18
percent of teens -- fewer than one in five -- view trying pot as risky.

o Just 21 percent of parents acknowledged the possibility that their teen might have tried
marijuana, significantly lower than the 44 percent of teens who say they’ve done so.

“Not My K id?”

Parents

My teen has
tried m arijuana

21%

T eens
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Source: Partnership A ttitude Tracking Survey



45 percent of parents believe their son or daughter may have friends who smoke pot. Yet 71
percent of teens say they have friends who use the drug.

38 percent of parents said their teenagers might have been offered drugs, when, in fact, 59
percent of teenagers reported being offered an illicit substance.

Six out of 10 teens (59 percent) were offered drugs in 1997, up significantly from 1995 (54
percent) and 1993 (46 percent). One third of all teens (33 percent) were offered drugs at school
in 1997, up from 32 percent in 1996 and 23 percent in 1993.

Almost three out of every 10 children (9- to 12-year olds, children in the 4th through 6th grades)
were offered drugs in 1997 - an increase of 47 percent since 1993 (28 percent were offered
drugs in 1997; 24 percent in 1996; 19 percent in 1993).

The number of 4" through 6" graders (9- to 12-year-olds) experimenting with marijuana
increased from 334,000 in 1993 to 571,000 in 1997.

Teen drug use: Marijuana use leveled off among younger teens at high levels. Older teens
showed an increase in marijuana use. Use of cocaine, crack, methamphetamine remained
unchanged.

For more information, see http://www.drugfreeamerica.org
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‘ (The Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) is conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services’ Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. DAWN tracks drug-related emergency
room episodes across the country. DAWN surveys hospitals in 21 Metropolitan areas: Atlanta, Baltimore,
Boston, Buffalo, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Los Angeles, Miami, Minneapolis-St. Paul, New Orleans,
New York City, Newark, Philadelphia, Phoenix, St. Louis, San Diego, San Francisco, Seattle and
Washington, DC.

The number of drug-related ER visits dropped from 518,500 episodes in 1994 to 487,600 in
1996. Between 1994 - 1996, drug-related episodes decreased by six percent. That decline occurred
primarily among adults aged 18-34.

e There was no significant change in the total number of cocaine- (138,000 in 1995; 144,200 in
1996) or heroin (72,200 in 1995; 70,500 in 1996)-related episodes. Heroin episodes between
1990 and 1996, however, increased 108 percent (33,900 in 1990).

e Methamphetamine-related episodes are also on the decline: 16,200 were reported in 1995;
10,800 in 1996. There was, however, a 71 percent increase in meth-related episodes between
the first half of 1996 and the second half of 1996 (from 4,000 to 6,800). Local experts believe
this may have been due to a shortage of methamphetamine in many western cities at the end of
1995 and into the beginning of 1996.

in 1994 to 50,000 in 1996. Since 1990, marijuana/hashish-related episodes have increased 219

. e Marijuana/hashish-related episodes, unlike other drugs, increased by 25 percent: from 40,200
percent.

For more information, see http://www.samhsa.gov
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(The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) data is compiled by the Justice Department’s National Institute of Justice.
The report presents drug use detected through urinalysis for adult male and female arrestees and juvenile
male arrestees/detainees (because of small sample sizes, female arrestees/detainees are nor included). In

1997, DUF program sites located in 23 major metropolitan areas™ collected data from 19,736 adult male
booked arrestees and 7,547 female booked arrestees at 21 of these sites and 3,686 juvenile male and 647
Jjuvenile female detainees at 12 sites and 8 sites, respectively.)

Although these data cannot resolve the question of causality regarding drugs and crime,
DUF’s report does find that the relationship between the two is strong and enduring. A median 61
percent of arrestees test positive for at least one drug at arrest. DUF data may actually understate
recent drug use by arrestees, as urinalysis can only reliably detect drugs for approximately 48 to 72
hours after use. The data also indicate that regional and local trends can depart substantially from
national trends.

Cocaine

The sharp declines in cocaine use that have occurred in some cities have been largely offset by
substantial increases in marijuana use: Marijuana appears to have broadly replaced cocaine as the
drug of choice among arrestees in some cities (Indianapolis, Atlanta, Cleveland and Birmingham).
Some cities (Omaha, Miami), however, did see significant increases in cocaine use. Almost without
exception, older age cohorts are testing positive for cocaine at two to 10 times the rate of the
younger cohorts (15-20). This suggests, at least with respect to the arrestees population, that

cocaine use is increasingly a problem of a group of long term users who developed their habits in
the early stages of the epidemic.

Opiates
Opiate (heroin) use also appears geographically concentrated in the largest DUF cities (Chicago,
Manhattan, Philadelphia, Portland, St. Louis and San Antonio). Growth in opiate use appears

strongly in the youngest adults, while older arrestees are slowly decreasing their use, particularly
with cocaine.

Marijuana

In contrast to cocaine and opiates, marijuana use among arrestees is disproportionately concentrated
among youthful arrestees. In most sites, youthful arrestees are far more likely than older arrestees
to test positive for marijuana. Compared, however, to the sharp increases in positive rates over the
past several years, 1997 data show that the recent wide expansion of marijuana use among youthful
arrestees is leveling off and in some cities decreasing noticeably.

eth hetamine

Regionally, methamphetamine use among arrestees still appears to be confined to Western states,
and, in most cases, has declined substantially. Females continue to be more frequent users of meth
and cocaine than males. Methamphetamine use is evident primarily among arrestees in ADAM cities
in the Western and Southwestern states. In contrast, sites outside of this area register rates of
positives that are close to zero.

* DUF collected data from the following cities: Atlanta, Birmingham, Chicago, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Ft.
Lauderdale, Houston, Indianapolis, Los Angeles, Manhattan, Miami, New Orleans, Omaha, Phlladelphla Phoenix,
Portland, St. Louis, San Antonio, San Diego, San Jose and Washington, DC.
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Parents Say They’re Talking, But Only 27% of Teens -- Just 1 in
4 -- Are Learning A Lot At Home About The Risks of Drugs

Drug use significantly lower among teens who learn dangers of drugs at home;
More African-American & Hispanic than white teens say parents talking frequently

NEW YORK, April 26th -- Although virtually all parents in America (98
percent) say they’ve talked with their children about drugs, only 27 percent of teens —
roughly one in four — say they’re learning a lot at home about the risks of drugs,

according to a new national study released today by the Partnership for a Drug-Free
America (PDFA).

“This percentage can be and should be much higher,” said James E. Burke,
chairman of the Partnership. “What’s truly complicated about this, however, is that
parents really believe they’re doing their job in this area, but the data suggest otherwise.”

The survey found drug use significantly lower among kids who’ve learned a great
deal about drugs at home. In fact, teens who report getting the anti-drug message at home
were 42 percent less likely to be using drugs. Released today via the Internet (at
www.drugfreeamerica.org), the 1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study (PATS)
surveyed 9,919 pre-teens, teenagers and parents.' The nationally-projectable study,
conducted for the Partnership by Audits & Surveys Worldwide Inc., found:

e Teens who learn at home about the dangers of drugs are less likely to use drugs. (For
example, among teens who learned nothing at home about the risks of drugs, 45
percent have used marijuana. Among teens who’ve learned a little, 33 percent have
used. Among those who’ve learned a lot, 26 percent reported using the drug).

e While virtually all parents (98 percent) say they’ve talked with their teenagers about
drugs at least once, fewer teens (65 percent) recall the conversation. Less than half of

all parents of teenagers (48 percent) reported talking with their teen about drugs
regularly’ in the past year.

''In 1998, the Partnership Attitude Tracking Study surveyed 2,258 pre-teens (9- to 12- year olds), 6,852 teenagers and
809 parents. Margin of error for pre-teen sample: +/- 2.8 %, for teens, 1.8 %; for parents, +/-3.9 %
? “Regularly” is defined as four or more times in the past year.



e 53 percent of parents with children in grades four through six talked with their child
about drugs regularly in the past year.

e Among parents of children this age who’ve talked with their children about drugs at

least once, only half (50 percent) said they felt they discussed the subject thoroughly,
a significant decline from 1997 (67 percent).

e As children pass from the 4th to the 8th grade, the percentage of kids who say they
want more guidance about drugs from their parents declines from 74 to 19 percent.
“Clearly, there’s a huge advantage in taking action when kids are most receptive to
the message,” Burke said.

e As children pass from the 4th through the 8th grade, with fewer and fewer wanting
their parent’s advice on drugs along the way, the number of children experimenting
with marijuana increases significantly, from three to 31 percent.

e African-American parents (57 percent) are more likely to say they’ve talked with their
children about drugs regularly than other parents (Hispanic, 45 percent; white, 44
percent). African American (31 percent) and Hispanic (29 percent) teens are more
likely to recall such conversations than white teens (19 percent).

Researchers believe a number of variables influence parent-child communication
about drugs — the most obvious of which is a parent’s willingness to broach the subject
regularly, as well as parents full engagement in all aspects of a child’s life. Other factors
include a parent’s ability to speak persuasively and credibly about drugs; a parent’s
capability to articulate clear expectations about drug use; and the frequency of such
communication. “Some parents may be covering this issue with their children in a one-
time conversation,” Burke said. “But it’s critical to understand that a child’s perceptions
about drugs and their exposure to drugs evolve dramatically from year to year, and kids
need — and want — on-going guidance each step of the way.”

Perhaps the greatest obstacle parents face is believing that their own children are
at risk. According to the data, just 14 percent of parents say it’s possible that their
teenager might have used marijuana (yet 42 percent of teens tried the drug). Thirty-seven
percent of parents say it’s likely that their teen has been offered marijuana (yet 53 percent
of teens were offered the drug.) “The problem isn’t that parents don’t care,” Burke said.
“Many simply don’t believe drugs are a problem facing their family.”

According to PATS, parents are struggling with the issue: 59 percent say they
want help communicating persuasively about drugs. Another factor may be the behavior
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of parents themselves. One recent study found that more than a third of parents set poor
examples for their children with risky health habits such as smoking and heavy drinking.’

This year’s survey confirmed an earlier PATS finding: Perhaps the most critical
transition a child experiences with his or her exposure to drugs occurs between the 6th
and 7th grade, when kids move from the relative safety of grammar school to middle
school. Marijuana experimentation rates jump from 8 to 22 percent during this time.

“With parents, we can cut drug use dramatically; without them, we cannot,”
Burke said. “If the number of teens who learn at home about the dangers of drugs
increased from 27 to 90 percent, this could help break the back of the drug problem.”

PATS is the largest study on drug-related attitudes in the US, and the only long-
standing drug survey that collects data on children as young as eight and nine. Margins of
error: for preteens: +/- 2.8 percent; for teens, 1.8 percent; for parents, +/-3.9 percent.

Parent-related projects underway by the Partnership for a Drug-Free America

e  The Partnership is participating in an unprecedented national media effort being coordinated
by the Office of National Drug Control Policy. The National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign — backed by $195 million in federal funds - is actively purchasing media
exposure for anti-drug advertising. Some 40 percent of the ads target parents. (PDFA
provides advertising to the effort pro bono and receives no federal funds for its role.)

e The Partnership recently completed Growing Up Drug-Free, A Parent’s Guide to Prevention
in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Education. The guide includes comprehensive
tips and an easy-to-read chart illustrating a variety of drugs. (The guide is available for free
by calling 1-877-4EDPUBS, or on-line at www.ed.gov/offices/OEOS/DFS/parents_ guide.)

o The Partnership operates one of the largest Web sites for parents on the issue of children and
drugs. See www.drugfreeamerica.org.

e The Partnership is in the initial phases of a new, parent-oriented initiative with the Public
Relations Society of America (PRSA). Some of PRSA’s 20,000 professional members and
120 chapters will launch local public relations campaigns designed to get parents to talk with
their children about substance abuse. (For more information, see www.k-i-d-s.org.)

The Partnership Attitude Tracking Study monitors drug-related behavior and attitudes among children, teens and
parents. Conducted since 1987, this is the 11th installment of PATS. For this installment, 2,258 children, 6,852 teenagers and 809
parents completed self-administered, anonymous questionnaires in 1998

The Partnership for a Drug-Free America is a private, non-profit coalition of professionals from the communications
industry. Best known for its national, anti-drug advertising campaign, the Partnership’s mission is to reduce demand for illicit
drugs through media communication. To date, approximately 83 billion in media exposure and some 600 ads have been donated to
the Partnership's national campaign, making this the single, largest, public service ad campaign in history. Beginning in 1998,
PDFA advertising began appearing in paid media exposure as part of the National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign, coordinated
by the Office of National Drug Control Policy. PDFA receives major funding from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and
financial support from more than 200 private sector corporations. PDFA accepts no money from alcohol or tobacco manufacturers.

* Analysis of National Center for Health Statistics by Child Trends, Inc., Nicholas Zill, lead author. Released April 8,
1999.



Key Findings: Parents

Overall, most parental attitudes towards drugs did not change significantly from 1997.

Perception of risk and social disapproval remained stable - agree to the
statement “Taking drugs scares me” remained at 79 percent; “Most people will
try marijuana sometimes” stayed at 68 percent

All parents feel “It is important to talk to their children about drugs” (99
percent) and the great majority say that their “Child knows exactly how they
feel about drugs” (76 percent), that “Parents should forbid their kids to use any
drugs at any time” (80 percent) and that they would “Be upset if their children
even tried marijuana” (77 percent).

Most parents report that they “Do_not feel like hypocrites in telling their
children not to use marijuana” (only 11 percent reported that they would feel
like a hypocrite).

Most parents do feel that what they say will have an impact on their _children
(only 28 percent agree that “What [ say will have little influence on whether my
child tries marijuana,” but a majority still “Wish they knew better what to say
to their child” (59 percent).

Parents of teens continue to incorrectly estimate the drug environment as it relates to
their children.

They seriously underestimate their teens’ trial of marijuana (parents estimate
14 percent, teens reported trial 42 percent).

They overestimate their teens’ percepti reat risk in trying marijuana
(parents estimate 39 percent, teens report 16 percent).

They underestimate the likelihood of their teens being offered drugs (parents
estimate 37 percent, teens report 53 percent).

Parents of teens underestimate whether their teens’ friends use of marijuana
(parents estimate 54 percent, teens report 68 percent), and to a lesser degree,

ease of obtaining the drug (parents estimate 40 percent, teens report 56
percent).

1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study



Parents can help accelerate the positive movement that is occurring among their
children by talking more frequently with them about drugs.

e Only half of all parents (53 percent) with children in grades four through six
talked with their child four or more times in the past year.

e Only 48 percent of parents of teens reported talking with their teen four or
more times in the past year.

o Of parents of children in grades four through six who have discussed drugs
with their children, fewer this year (50 percent) than last (67 percent) report
discussing the subject thoroughly.

e African American parents of teens (57 percent) are more likely to talk with
their teens about drugs four or more times in the past year than are white (44
percent) and Hispanic parents (45 percent).

This Partnership Attitude Tracking Study (PATS) monitors, on an on-going basis, the
drug-related behavior and attitudes of pre-teens, teens and adults. This is the eleventh
installment of PATS conducted since 1986; the last survey was completed in 1997. For

the 1998 study, 6,852 teenagers, 2,258 pre-teens and 809 parents completed self-
administered questionnaires, for a total sample of 9,919.

1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study



Key Findings: 9 - 12 Year-Olds

Indications are that anti-drug attitudes among children are beginning to move in the
right direction. '

e In the areas of tolerance and risks, although not significant changes, most attitudes
are moving back close to the levels reported five years ago.

For example, agree a lot to the statement “People on drugs act stupid” was
68 percent in 1993, it had a significant decrease to 63 percent in 1997, and
then went back up to 66 percent in 1998; agree a lot to the statement “I am
scared of taking drugs” was 73 percent in 1993, significantly decreased to
68 percent in 1997, and then went up to 70 percent in 1998; agree to the
statement “Smoking marijuana is ok sometimes” was 12 percent in 1993,
significantly increased to 16 percent in 1997 and then decreased to 14
percent in 1998; agree to the statement “Parties are more fun with drugs”
was 10 percent in 1993, significantly increased in 1997 to 14 percent, and
went down to 11 percent in 1998; agree to the statement “In my school, drug
users are popular” was 10 percent in 1993, significantly increased to 14
percent in 1997, and then went back to 11 percent in 1998.

The image of “kids who use drugs” became less positive - “good at sports”
significantly decreased from 11 percent in 1997 to 7 percent in 1998;

“friendly” significantly decreased from 12 percent in 1997 to 9 percent in
1998.

Perceived availability of marijuana significantly decreased from 1997 to
1998 - “easy for me to get marijuana” was 18 percent in 1997 and 13
percent in 1998.

Exposure to drugs also significantly decreased and is now back to the 1993
level - “anyone ever tried to sell you drugs” was 19 percent in 1993,

significantly increased to 28 percent in 1997, and significantly decreased in
1998 to 15 percent.

Parents can help accelerate this positive movement - The majority of children in
grades 4 to 6 (56 percent) wish that their parents would talk more about how drugs are

bad.

1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study



Key Findings: 13 - 17 Year-Olds

Marijuana usage, after showing a continuous upward trend since the early 90s, has
stabilized, and there are indications that it may be at the start of a downswing.

The softening of_attitudes that occurred in recent years has stopped - agree
strongly to the statement “Smoking marijuana is ok sometimes” was 11
percent in 1993, significantly increased to 18 percent in 1997, and then
significantly decreased in 1998 to 15 percent; agree strongly to “It seems
like marijuana is everywhere” was 56 percent in 1996, significantly
increased to 59 percent in 1997, and significantly decreased in 1998 to 52
percent; agree strongly to “I’m confident I could use marijuana without
letting it get out of hand” was 25 percent in 1996, significantly increased to
28 percent in 1997, and then significantly decreased to 25 percent in 1998.

In 1998 the perception of risk of regular use of marijuana has leveled out -
in 1993 the percent of teens saying there is a great risk in using marijuana
regularly was 65 percent, by 1997 it had significantly decreased to 59
percent, and then remained there (60 percent) in 1998.

Perceived availability of marijuana significantly decreased from 1997 to
1998 - “very easy for me to get marijuana” was 58 percent in 1997 and
significantly decreased to 56 percent in 1998.

Exposure to marijuana through friends’ use also significantly decreased from
1997 to 1998 — “have friends who get stoned or high on marijuana
regularly” was 62 percent in 1997 and then significantly declined in 1998 to
59 percent.

The data suggest that trial and use of marijuana may beginning a slight
downswing - lifetime trial of marijuana was 44 percent in 1997 and 42
percent in 1998; past year use was 36 percent in 1997 and 34 percent in
1998, past 30 days was 24 percent in 1997 and 23 percent in 1998.

e These findings are consistent with University of Michigan’s
Monitoring the Future. The 1998 national survey results conclude
that illicit drug use by secondary school students is finally heading
down after six years of steady increases. Marijuana, the most widely
used of the illicit drugs, accounted for most of the increase in overall

illicit drug use during the 90s and it now accounts for much of the
observed decrease.

1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study



There are several other positive indications.

Exposure to drugs significantly decreased - “anyone ever tried to sell or give
you drugs” was 59 percent in 1997 and significantly decreased to 53 percent
in 1998.

The perception that_popular culture makes drugs look inviting or glamorous
significantly decreased from 1997 to 1998 - agree to the statement “Many
rock or rap stars make drug use look tempting” was 54 percent in 1995,
significantly decreased in 1997 to 51 percent, and significantly declined
again in 1998 to 48 percent; agree to “Music that kids listen to makes
marijuana seem cool” also significantly decreased - 48 percent in 1995, 37
percent in 1997, and 33 percent in 1998.

Exposure 0 methamphetamine through friends’ use significantly decreased -
from 30 percent in 1997 to 26 percent in 1998.

Frequency of viewing anti-drug messages shows a positive correlation with
reports of a positive impact with respect to key information and likelihood of
using.
e Teens who viewed frequently viewed PDFA ads were twice as likely
as teens who did not view them frequently to agree a lot that the ads
“Made you more aware of the risks of using drugs,” “Made you
aware that America’s drug problem is a problem for you and your
Jamily,” “Gave you new information or told you things you didn’t
know about drugs,” and “Made you less likely to try or use drugs.”

Parents can help accelerate this positive movement - While nearly two out of three
teens report that their parents have spoken to them about drugs in the past year, there
seems to be a fall-off in such discussions among the younger teens.

e 1In 1998, 65 percent of 7"- and 8"-graders reported that their parents had

spoken to them about drugs. This was a significant decrease from 1997 (70
percent).

7"- and 8"-graders are more likely than older teens to wish that their parents
would talk to them more about how bad drugs are for you. - 24 percent of
7"- and 8"-graders, 15 percent of 9"- and 10™-graders, and 11 percent of
11"- and 12"-graders.

1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study



“How much have your
learned about the risks
of drugs at home? "

PARTNERSHIP FOR A DRUG-FREE AMERICA

1988 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study
Conducted by Audits & Surveys Worldwide Inc. for PDFA

Drug Use is Significantly Lower Among Teens
Who’ve Learned About Dangers of Drugs from Parents

% of Teens Who have Used

Marijuana Inhalants LSD Crack/Cocaine
Nothing 45 28 20 16
A little 33 22 11 9
A lot 26 14 7 | 7

Source: 1988 Partnership Attitude Tracking Study




How Much Have You Learned About
the Dangers of Drugs at Home?

I Nothing 1 A Little A Lot

Drug Use Among Teens:

] 45 %
Marijuana =

Inhalants [Eas

LSD

Cocaine/ P oo,

Crack 7% o .
Source: 1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Survey



Parental Involvement is Key
to Drug Prevention

Past Year Marijuana Use among Teens Who:

Learned nothing about
Learned a little about
risk from parents

Learned a lot about
risk from parents

Source: 1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Survey



“Talking the Talk”

Parents who talked to their
teens about drugs

Teens who’ve learned a lot
about risks of drugs at
home

Source: 1998 Partnership Attitude Tracking Survey
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE
: MARIJUANA USE
AMONG MINORITY YOUTHS :

LIVING [N PUBLIC e
HOUSINGC DEVELOPMENTS I

. CHRISTOPHER WILLIAMS, PuD, JENNIFER A, EPSTEIN, PuD,
{ GILBERT J, BOTVIN, PvD, AND MICHELLE IFILL-WILLIAMS, MPH
I

ABSYRACT Youlhs residing in public housing developments appear o be at markedly
heightened risk for drug use because of their canstant exposure ta violence, poverty, and
drug-related activity. The purpose of this study was to develop and test a model of
marijuana ctiology with adolescents (N = 624) residing in public housing. African-American
and Hispanic seventh graders completed questionnaires about their marijuana use, social
influences to smoke marijuana, and sociodemographic and psychosuocial characteristics.
Results indicated that social influences, such as fricnds’ marijuana use and perceived case
af availability of marijuana, significantly predicted both occasional and future use of
marijuana. Individual characteristics such as antimarijuana attitudes and drug refusal skills
also predicted marijuana use, The findings imply that effective prevention approaches that

target urban youths residing in public bousing developments should provide them with e ey
an awareness of social influences to use marijuana, correct misperceptions about the preva-
lence of marijuana smoking, and train adolescents in relevant psychosaocial skills.

Drug usc is a major public health concern. Ever-increasing numbers of the nation’s

youths are initiating precocious drug usc, with marijuana being the most preva-

lent illicit drug. Over the past 5 years, national surveys indicate that marijuana

KA

use has increased sharply and represents a reversal of the declines of the prior

e

decade.' Specifically, 1 in every 5 students in cighth grade has tried marijuana,

and 1 in every 11 has used marijuana in the prior month, and these numbers

are rising rapidly. Of all young pecople who smoke marijuana even once, an

..-
~

estimated 10% will progress to daily use of the drug.'

ooy

=~

Drs. Williams, Epstein, and Botvin, and Ms. Ifill-Williams are from the [nstitute (or
’ Prevention Rescarch, Department of Public Health, Comell University Medica) College.

Correspondence and reprints: Christopher Williams, PhD, Institute fur Prevention Re-
scarch, Department of Public Health, Comell University Medical College, 411 East 69th
Street, KB 201, New York, NY 10021,
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Adolescent drug use is associated with many negative consequences. Mari-

juana use affects cognition, judgment, mood, and interpersonal relationships

directly,” as well as family harmony, school attendance, and school achievement.*

Smoking marijuana also has been associated with involvement in motor vehicle '

accidents when the drivers were under the influence of marijuana, suicide at-

tempts, convincing a “marijuana-naive” younger sibling to smoke the drug,* as . -

well as minor and violent delinquency.’
Nationwide survey data obtained from secondary school students indicate

that there are higher rates of adolescent drug use in large metropolitan regions

compared to rural areas.' Prevalence rates for crime are highest in inner-city
regions,” and trend data for arrest records among inner cities show increases in
l all major crime categories, including drug-related crimes such as trafficking and
possession of illicit substances.” A growing literature suggests that there is an

association between residence in low-income, urban housing developments and

increased risk behaviors for delinquency™ and drug use'"” among adolescents. St
. Residents of public housing developments appear to be at markedly different
risk for drug use relative to their counterparts who do not live in housing projucts,
.- but who share similar demographic characteristics.

: Public housing residents perceive greater crime problemis and more risk expo-
sure,"™ have poorer social relationships,'" experience a higher level of psycholog-

ical strain,"” and are more likely to develop problem behaviors.s Recent statistics

from New York City reveal that residents of public housing developments are

exposed to more violent and drug-related crime than residents from adjacent
f 'J neighborhoods." In some carlier work on carly-stage drug use, adults and friends,
(;1 as well as individual psychosocial characteristics such as poor advertising skills
and problem behavior, were important predictors of alcohol and cigarette use
bsl among adolescents in public housing.”™" In another study,” using basic means
p' analyses, youths in public housing were similar to their peers not in public
o housing; however, results from multivariate tests revealed that residents of hous-
’ ing developments did have poorer academic performance and more alcohol
;‘)_ consumption than did participants not in housing developments. Taken together, :

these studies indicate that youths living in public housing developments may

be particularly vulnerable, Economically disadvantaged ethnic minority groups )

e dwell in congested residences within public housing developments characterized

by urban blight."™ Unfortunately, most marijuana ctiology rescarch has been
Y 4 Y 4

conducted among white and/or middle-class populations.**'* The present study
focuses on understudied adolescents, at high risk for marijuana use, living in

public housing developments in an inner-city region.

S e AR A
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Ethnicity and gender are important factors associated with adolescent drug

use. Many studies report racial-ethnic differences among adolescent marijuana

U2

users Among eighth graders, Hispanics reported higher lifetime prevalence

. of marijuana use (26%) relative to blacks (17%).} Rescarch on gender differences

in marijuana use is unequivocal. Compared to girls, boys use more marijuana>-* L
] } .

and more illicit drugs in general.' The differences tend to be the largest at higher

frequency levels.

Social influences for the individual to smoke marijuana are prevalent, particu- o ': L
. larly from relatives, peers, and friends. According to social learning theory,”
X adolescents learn through reinforcement and modeling. Thus, misperceptions
fre that drug use is a standard and widespread practice among relatives and age- o
| mates can promote marijuana smoking. Family members can serve as role models -
for drug use. Many studies have found parental drug use to be a strong predictor

132628

of adolescent marijuana use. Past rescarch conducted with predominantly

white samples indicates that peers and friends are prominent in influencing

adolescents to use marijuana.'™ Moreover, in more recent research with a predom.-
inantly ethnic-minority inner-city sample, [riends’ marijuana use predicted ado-
lescent marijuana use.”

Individual psychosocial charactecistics may serve as risk or protective factors

for adolescent marijuana use according to Jessor’s problem behavior thcory." o
The theory suggests that some adolescents find deviant behaviors (such as drug P B
use and drinking) functional because the acts help them achieve status and .
pcrsonal goals. Other adolescents who are efficacious in using life skills (social,
communication, and assertive skills) may be protected from drug use. Asscrtive-
ness and decision-making skills could have important predictive value. Psychoso-
cial characteristics such as drug refusal and advertising resistance skills are not
included in Jessor's model and have not been examined in drug etiology; they
may weigh heavily in predicting abstinence. Adolescents who currently use
drugs and who have poor resistance skills arc likely to increase drug use®
Positive attitudes toward drugs and lack of knowledge about drugs possibly
. might increase risk far use; therefore, we hypothesize that individual characteris-
tics such as marijuana knowledge and antimarijuana attitudes may also be salient
in the prediction of marijuana use. Problem behaviors, such as trouble at home

and school, are likely to predict drug use. In recent wark, Epstein and colleagues™

found that lack of knowledge about the prevalence and negative social conse-

s

ey
e o

quences of marijuana use, positive attitudes toward marijuana use, and inade-

. quate social, communication, and refusal skills increased the likelihood of using
_ ‘l marijuana.

-
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The purpose of this study was to examine several dimensions of risk, including
background factors (e.g., number of parents living at home, church attendance,
academic performance), social influences (e.g., adult norms, friends’ marijuana

use), and individual psychosocial factors (e.g., antimarijuana attitudes, drug

refusal skills, advertising resistance skills) in adolescents living in public housing.

The dimensions of risk included in this study were organized into conceptually
and theoretically meaningful clusters of risk factors based in part on the most
prominent theories of adolescent drug use.” To date, no research has concentrated o

on examining the determinants of marijuana use of youths in public housing.

This investigation is important because identification of the determinants of

# marijuana use in this population can guide the development of prevention ap- , L

G proaches for youths who generally arc regarded to be at high risk, but for whom \ _

i -
there is a paucity of research.

Y 5

. METHOD

k‘! \‘ --_.‘\“' 4
SamerLk

Data for the current study were obtained as part of a prospective investigation
of the ctiology and prevention of drug abuse. Using a top-down approach, a
project coordinator solicited participation in the study from district superinten-
dents, drug prevention specialists, principals, and then teachers. An affirmative
response was required at every level. The majority of thase invited to participate
accepted and envolled their schools to begin the study in spring 1994,

At the completion of data collection, using a complete list of housing develop-

ments provided by the Housing Authority of New York City, research assistants

designated participants’ home addresses as either a public housing development

or not. Based on federal guidelines (determined by resident’s income status),
u this sample (N = 624 seventh graders) included federally funded middle low-

income (n =268} and low-income housing residents (n = 356). Comparison of

:‘l'v

these two groups revealed few significant differences in any of the major demo-

3

-

graphic, psychological, and behavioral measures; therefore, they were collapsed
into one group for subsequent analyses. For purposes of this study, only baseline

data were used.

CATHLLIR -

The mean age of the sample was 12.87 years (standard deviation [SD] =.53).
The sample was 42% male, 27% Hispanic, and 73% black. The majority of these

youths lived in single-parent, female-headed houscholds (54%) and received free

R

or partially subsidized lunches while at school (64%). This sample was comprised

largely of adolescents from economicalty disadvantaged backgrounds. The major-

B
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ity of students were enrolled in schools that are recipients of a federal subsidy
known as the Title | Program. Only schools in which 66% of its students are
eligible for free lunch and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) are
eligible to receive funds from the Title [ Program. The median gross income of
a family of 2.5 members living in public housing developments was 5$12,619.

Furthermore, 1in 3 of all public housing residents have been found to be recipients

of public assistance.” Proportional analyses indicated no differential composition

based on gender for black or Hispanic youth. Passive parental consent procedures

were used, and less than 1% of the entire baseline pretest sample refused participa-

- tion.

?}",\‘_ ‘

o ProcebuRrte

Firie All students in the study completed a questionnaire in class during a regular !

o ‘ 40-minute period. A team of three to five data collectors, who were members of |
the same minority groups as the students participating in the study, administered
the questionnaire according to a standardized protocol. Classroom Leachers were

not involved in data collection. The data collectors read instructions aloud, which

stated in part: “The questionnaire is not a test; there are no right or wrong
answers. Just give the best answer you can. Also, there are a lot of questions,
and you may not finish all of them. That's okay. Do as many as you can, working S
quickly but carefully.” Seventh grade students in focus groups indicated that -
they were able to understand the questions. The questionnaire language is rated
at a sixth grade English reading level based on Thomdike-Lorge criteria. The
data collectors stressed confidentiality (a Certificate of Confidentiality was ob-

tained from the US Department of Health and Human Services), reassuring

students that their teachers, principals, and parents would not be allowed to sce

their responses. The students also provided a breath sample for carbon monoxide

&

(CO) testing. Although correlations between CO levels and self-reports of smok-
‘."-'.'-:'-4 ing behavior among students in this age group are typically too low to use as
! an independent validity check, collecting CO samples in conjunction with self-

report data has been found to increase the veracity of self-reported smoking
data.” Furthermore, data from the Monitoring the Future Study indicate a high
degree of reliability in a three-wave panel design for self-report measures of

smoking in adolescents.'

Megasurcs

The questionnaire included self-report measures of marijuana use, background

information, social environmental variables, and psychosocial characteristics rele-

’va‘\y'“’ "y"r.'- .a} '-I"A:.‘ § s
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vant to drug use. Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are indicated below in parenthe-

ses. All of the scales were found to have good reliabilities. Moreover, these scales

have been used extensively in previous rescarch with minority youth. ™

Marijuana use.  Frequency of marijuana use was assessed by the question: “About

how often (if ever) do you smoke marijuana (grass, pot) or hashish (hash)?”
Responses ranged from “never” (1) to “more than once a day” (9). Another item
assessed intentions to use marijuana in the future: “Do you think you will use
marijuana or hashish (pot, reefer, weed, blunts) within the next year?” Responses

ranged from “definitely not” (1) to “definitely will” (5).

Ii.

- Backgroumd variables.  Several items assessed sociodemographic characteristics ’

# and other background variables, including age, gender, nuclear family status

- (intact versus other), and ethnic (racial) self-identification. A single item asked

e students about their means of obtaining lunch (e.g., subsidized or free lunch)

¥ ~ and was used to assess socioeconomic status (SES). Academic achievement was ' "
Qf{ assessed by asking students to indicate the grades they usually received, with

responses ranging from “mostly A’s” (5) to “D’s or lower” (1). Attendance at v

church or religious services was rated on an 8-point scale, with responsces ranging

from “More than once a week” (8) to “Never” (1), Students also rated how
frequently they were absent from school in the last year, with responses ranging

from “Nonc” (1) to “16 or more days” (5).

Social environmental variables.  Perceived social influences, including friends’

marijuana use ("How many of your friends do you think smoke marijuana?”),

peer norms (“How many people your age do you think smoke marijuana?”), l . .

and adult norms (“How many adults do you think smoke marijuana?”) were

_S;.:.-i: rated on a 5-point scale ranging from "nonc” (1) to “all or almost all” (5). ' e
24 L AR
. Antinarijuana attitudes.  Respondents” attitudes about marijuana, the characteris-

~'l tics of users, and the perceived sacial benefits of smoking marijuana were as- - SRt
f‘ sessed.” Five items were used Lo assess attitudes about marijuana (Cronbach’s .

alpha =.79). Responses were indicated on five-point Likert scales and ranged

frum “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Items for this measure were re-

NG ATV

SRyt

versed to indicate antimarijuana smoking attitudes.

e
<
‘el

Marijuana knowledge. Using a true/false format, a four-item scale was used to

e
Ao
Py,

assess knowledge about the immediate/short-term consequences, prevalence,

and social acceptability of marijuana use.*
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Marijuana refusal.  Students indicated whether they would say “no” when some-

one tries to get them to use marijuana. The measure used was a five-point single
item with responses that ranged from “definitely would” to “definitely would R

not.” The marijuana refusal item was derived from prior research.”™*

T RN

R

Drug refusal skills.  With response categories identical to those for marijuana _ ) BT
refusal, a five-item {Cronbach’s alpha = .86) measure presented respondents with

ways of saying “no” to offers to smoke, drink, or use other drugs." Respondents

rated the probability that they would use a particular method (e.g. change the

subject, make up an excuse, and leave).

Assertiveness.  General assertiveness was assessed using 10 items derived from
Gambrill and Richey’s Assertion Inventory” (Cronbach’s alpha = .81). The re-
sponses were rated on five-point Likert scales and ranged from “definitely would”
to “definitely would not.” Examples of assertive behavior include returning

defective merchandise and speaking up when someone steps ahead in line.

e e e e - - ———— - ——

Decision-making skills.  Five items measured decision making (Cronbach’s alpha
= .B9), with responses on five-point scales ranging from “never” to “almost al-
ways.”" The decision-making measure assessed sound decision-making skills
{e.g., “When [ have a problem, [ get information that is needed to deal with the

problem”).

Advertising resistance skills. A five-item scale assessed students” skepticism about

F promotional advertising in general and specifically to alcohot and tobacco (Cron-

bach’s alpha = .81). A sample item was: “When 1 see or hear an advertisement,

[ think about whether what the ad says is true.” Response categories ranged

i from “never” (1) to “always” (5)."

P Y
! Trouble index. A three-item measure was used to assess the frequency of problem

behavior in the past month,™* Respondents rated how often they got into trouble
in cach of three domains (school. home, and with police); 5-point scales were

uscd, with responses ranging from “never” (1) to “more than four times” (5).

Data ANALYSIS PLAN
Correlations were computed to cxamine the relationship between each of the

marijuana use measures and the background variables, social environmental

variables, and individual psychosocial characteristics. Then, a scrics of logistic
regression analyses was conducted to determine which of the variables were the

) most salient predictors of marijuana use. Logistic regressions were conducted
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because the distributions were skewed due to the low levels of marijuana use

at this age.

: The two dependent (as well as the independent) measures were recoded for
;] the logistic regression analyses. The marijuana use item was recoded “0” for .
g;l;’ never having smoked marijuana or “1” for having smoked marijuana to compare
'2'-" students who never tried marijuana to students who had tried marijuana. The .
"’ item assessing future marijuana use was recoded “0” for no plans to smoke it
f- in the future or "1 for some plans to smoke marijuana in the future. For the e

psychosocial characturistics, items were dichotomized using median splits.

The logistic regression analyses were conducted as follows. For cach depen-

f; dent variable (experimental marijuana use and future marijuana smoking), three : : o
_.: preliminary logistic regressions were run that corresponded to each domain

! {(background variables, social environmental variables, and psychosacial vari- .

i ables). In the final logistic regression for each dependent variable, on a single

;i step, only significant predictors from each domain were entered. Individuals for ! T
. whom any of the variables in the equation were missing were omitted from the I .
o

analysis.

RESULTS

Table | includes the results of preliminary analyses that include mean values

and standard deviations for marijuana use and the predictor variables. The b . B

number of participants included in each analysis is also listed in this table,

g;

CORRELATES OF MaRIJUANA Usk

s 5 )

Correlations between marijuana use and background variables, social environ-

5 .

- mental factors, and individual characteristics are presented in Table If. Frequency

53 of marijuana use was related significantly to age and related marginally to family _ s it oSS Y

e structure (two-parent vs. single-parent housecholds). .lntention to use marijuana L E oy~ A
in the future was related significantly to family structure.

-'W Several of the social environmental variables were related significantly to

f." marijuana use. These include peer norms, perceived availability of marijuana, .

;‘:’: and friends’ marijuana usc. ANl of the social environmental variables were related

?:2 significantly to intentions to smoke marijuana in the future.

s
3
AT Wy

Significant carrelations were found between marijuana use and several indi-

vidual psychosocial characteristics. Less-frequent marijuana use was correlated !

marginally with more general assertiveness and advertising resistance skills and

~

significantly correlated with antimarijuana attitudes and more drug refusal skills.

Intention to use marijuana in the future was correlated significantly with antimari-

ool

v
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TasiLe | Mean Values for Marijuana Use and Predictor Variables

Variable N Mean SD

Manjuana use
Experimental marijuana smoking 624 Lu 65

Intentions to smoke in the future 613 1.14 .53

Predictor variables S i,
Abscntecism 624 2.85 1.06 L Y T

Church attendance 624 191 253 L
Academic performance 624 349 92 -
. Adult norms 615 377 1.17
e Pect norms 617 2.87 1.30
j.’.;-) Perceived availability of marijuana 597 231 119 e
- Friends’ marijuana use 616 211 1.22 :
Antimarijuana attitudes 591 8597 15.82 e '
Marijuana knowledge 590 31.69 19.70 '
I Marijuana refusal 475 2.56 1.69
he Drug refusal skills 5t4 7555 28.52 . o
e Assertiveness 475 7994 1689 el
. «/ _ Decision-making skills 428 74.10 2445
“ Advurtising resistance skills 395 67.14 26.99 !
Trouble in the past month 580 30.53 2194 . v

SD, standard deviation.

juana attitudes, higher drug refusal skills, more resistance to promotional adver-

tising, and less involvement in trouble.

CONCURRENTY PREDICTORS OF MaRJUANA Usg

Table Il presents the predictors of marijuana usc (ever use) in the final logistic

regression model. According to this modcl, significant predictors of marijuana

i use included school absentecism, perceived availability of marijuana, and friends’

. marijuana use, Examination of the odds ratios associated with the logistic regres-
Fke sion indicated that the odds of using marijuana were more than four times greater
Fos for adolescents who reported being absent from school for 16 or more days

compared to those who missed 15 or fewer days from school. The odds of ever
having tried marijuana were nearly 10 times greater for students who perceived
that obtaining marijuana was casy. Students who reported that at least half of
their fricnds used marijuana were more than 12 times likely to be marijuana

users themselves.

CONCURRENY PREDICTORS OF INTENTION TO Use MaRIJUANA (N THE FUTURK

Table IV presents predictors for the final logistic regression model for intention

to smoke marijuana in the future. According to this model, significant predictors

:'-;

l,. " "%‘
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TasLe 11 Relationship Between Marijuana Use and Predictor Variables

Frequency of Intentions
Marijuana to Smoke
Variable Smoking in Futurc
Background variables | )
Age 10 .07t N
Sociteconomic status (free lunch)t .05 01 - .
Two-parent houschold 07t 09°
Gender§ 00 02
Ethnicity( 02 00
Abscentecism 0 05
i Church attendance -0t -01 {
e l Academic performance -04 -05 !
oy | Social environmental variables
o Adult norms .05 A0°
E Peer norms BEY | 241
'.b_. Perceived availability of marijuana 131 209
',_‘,‘J Friends marijuana use A0 451 ' e N -
. ;',_"- : Individual psychosocial characteristic variables
“ ! Antimarijuana attitudes =219 -.381
. l Marijuana kmlm'lcdgc -07 -.03 |
L Marijuana refusal 02 .06 :
Druy refusal skills -151 -.219 |
Assertiveness =-.0ut -03 _ .
Decision-making skills -07 ~08t . ' . )
Advertising resistance skills -.09¢ -11 l
N Trouble in past month 04 171

8 &?‘

*P < .05

s tP < .10,
!, 33 $Positive indicates receipt of free or reduced lunch; negative indicates paid or :
brought lunch. !

%Y &Pusitive indicates that boys scored higher; negative indicates girls scored higher. oo e i )

IPositive indicates Hispanics scored higher; negative indicates African-Ameri-
;'.;.'.-'1 cans scored higher, : -

1P < .00l.

of intention to use marijuana in the future were perceived availability of mari- .

juana, fricnds’ marijuana use, antimarijuana attitudes, and drug refusal skills.

The odds of having intentions to smoke marijuana in the future were over 4.5

times greater for students who perceived that obtaining marijuana was casy.

Students who reported that at least half of their friends used marijuana were 28

times more likely to indicate that they intended to use marijuana in the future. ‘
Positive attitudes toward marijuana were associated with having intentions to I
smoke marijuana in the future. Students with low antimarijuana attitudes were 1
[
[
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95
TasLe 11 Predictors of Experimental Smoking (Ever Use):
Final Logistic Regression Model
95" Confidence
Variable Odds Ratio Interval
Absentevism (low*) :
High 114 1.29-13.29 _ e
B Perceived availability of marijuana (low*) ' S
High 9.84 1.29-75.26 R
Friends® marijuana use (none*) o
<50% to all or almost all 12.45 3.60-33.12
(".',-'- Marijuana knowledge thigh®)
' Low 240 .98-5.87 e
*Reference group.
2.5 times more likely to have intentions to use marijuana within the next year.
.-_‘;.s_' Finally, individuals who reported low drug refusal skills were over 4.5 times e T .
LR
*2 more likely to indicate that they intended to use marijuana in the future.
o
. DISCUSSION ,
= Factors that influence marijuana use among youths are of considerable impot-
g
tance as prevalence rates increase and initiation starts at younger ages.'™* Even C
though there is substantial evidence indicating that environmentat factors such P
as poverty and crime may increase drug use risk, few empirical studies examine
e adolescent marijuana use ctiology in such contexts. This study explored the
,' psychosocial determinants of adolescent marijuana use within a high-risk envi-
ronment (low-income public housing developments). Major strengths of this
‘ investigation are that it concentrated on young adolescents just at the point of
=
. TapLe IV Predictors of Intentions to Smoke Marijuana in Future:
€ Final Logistic Regression Model
1
B! 95% Confidence
o Variable Odds Ratio Interval
Percuived availability of marijuana (low*)
High 474 1.35-16.67
Fricnds’ marijuana use (nonce*)
<50% to all or almost all 2851 6.63-122.61
Anti-marijuana attitudes (high®) S r,ciq‘f‘;g,f&:‘
Low 249 1.03-6.06 T e
Drug refusal skills (high*) o LT eaNaA 3R
Low 162 1.66-12.84 o Tt
L \r_, Shopi Sy
*Reference group. " ‘.“5"-"" vt
EARPEYISE Rt
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initiation; included a sample of adolescents exposed to the most concentrated
poverty, violence, and drug use; and examined two measures of marijuana use

(use and intention to use in the future). The results of this study indicate which

factors were related to marijuana use for these youth. Social influences from

PN R

friends, as well as perceived availability of drugs. predicted initiation and plans

to use marijuana in the future. Furthermore, individual characteristics such as

LA IS

antimarijuana attitudes and drug refusal skills were associated with a lower

o

likelihood of using marijuana. S
} Public housing developments typically are characterized by high rates of

unemployment and crime.”"** Considerable rescarch has shown that continued

] stressors associated with these conditions may have negative effects on adolescent . LA
B l development, including poor competence, increased school dropout rates, vio-
lence, and inadequate social skills." All of these are known precursors of illicit
drug usc. It is essential, then, to leam if the adaptational skills of these youths
-’.-‘1 are influenced adversely by their exposure to a deleterious environment and ‘ N RS
i
]

whether prevention efforts can focus specifically on building resilience that can

"o

retard acquisition of carly-stage drug use.

In the present study, age, SES, family structure, gender, and cthnicity did

EYRTY

not reach significance among the background variables. Since this sample only

N
N

included students in one grade level, there was too little variation in age to detect .
the uffects of being older. SES also was restricted. That gender did not predict o o
marijuana usc¢ may be attributed to the fact that gender differences have been b

narrowing in recent times, and gender differentials are more pronounced for

more serious levels of drug use.' Altematively, gender differences may not have

?" developed yet, as shown in prior research with inner-city minority scventh

B graders.” [tis unclear why there were no ethnic differences. Although the students

= may differ in their cultural backgrounds, they share family and environmental

24 characteristics. Of the background variables, absentecism proved to be the sole

. predictor of marijuana use, adding support to Jessor's" work, which suggests

‘ that, for adolescents, truancy may function as a way to achicve status and personal

5, goals. .

{; Within the social environmental domain, use by friends predicted marijuana

?1 use and intention to use marijuana in the future. Students who perceived that ,

§j marijuana use was prevalent among their friends were more likely to have tried

'y marijuana and to intend to use marijuana in the future relative to students who

Eﬂ' reported that few of their friends use marijuana. Youths® perception that deviant ’ o
’?\ behaviors are standard practice among their peers may promote deviance through - "7"3‘"&‘-‘3
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establishment of negative normative beliefs.” These findings replicate those found
in prior studies with predominantly white samples*™ and minority samples.’**"
Friends’ marijuana use may be a particularly potent social influence among L

youths living in public housing developments who are at heightened risk for

drug use. The present findings provided further theoretical support for Band-

ura’s” social leaming theory, which posits that adolescence is characteristically
an impressionable point in development, and that children leam largely through
reinforcement and modeling. Interestingly, the perception that macijuana is casily - - .
available was a significant predictor of use, as well as intention to use, of mari- i

B juana in the future, lending support to the intcl:prctation that drug-entrenched
environments may heighten the risk of becoming involved with marijuana and !
other drugs. The perception by housing adolescents that they can procure mari- .
juana casily is a scrious risk factor and can be placed among a set of problem
behaviors that Jessors” postulates are functional for troubled adolescents who
v will become engaged in such behaviors to achieve social admiration. high esteem, ' o
and status among their age-mates.

Individual characteristics proved to have value in predicting marijuana use
among this urban minority sample. Students who had poor drug refusal skills
were more likely to report intentions to smoke marijuana in the future. Similarly,
individuals who had antimarijuana attitudes were less likely to have future
intentions to use marijuana. Students with poor drug refusal skills also were
more likely to have used marijuana in their lifetimes. These findings suggest
that students who are efficacious in using well-developed refusal skills (using
firm and varied rejections to offers to use drugs) were at decreased risk far using

marijuana.

CTRIGPONGATY

This study has limitations that should be considered. As this study focused

Y

oy
7 R
PR -

on a school-based sample, findings cannot be generalized to adolescents not in AR
school. However, this study was comprised of students in seventh grade, for B

whom dropout rates remain low. Absentee data were minimized by pursuing

absentees on at least one return data collection. Sccond, the cross-sectional nature

of these data prevent us from exploring developmental trends that might accentu-

AN

ate drug abuse. For instance, if housing developments are associated with height-

ened risk, it may be as the youths in them get older, they are forced to choose

N
Rk

between remaining in school or dropping out to peddle drugs and participate

in delinquent activities for cconomic gain. National educational statistics reveal

e
>

that between 15 and 18 years of age dropout rates increase dramatically.* Subjects

s

in our sample were 13 and 14 ycars old, which may have prevented us from L'-'f
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exploring some of the developmental processes that culminate in delinquent
behavior. Future studies are warranted that follow these youths over time to

track the development of conditions that promote marijuana use.

Preadolescent and adolescent youths in public housing are at particularly '

high risk for using drugs. In the social milicu of public housing developments,

RRGERh

several forces culminate to make the transition into young adulthood especially
pemicious for these impressionable youths. While adolescence can be challenging
for youths from even the most protected backgrounds, for adolescents in public ' T
housing, the risks of precocious drug use are heightened. Children living in

poverty must contend with and negotiate multiple problems. The probability of

t a child developing problems increases rapidly as the number of family problems ! T
or risk factors increases.” When children are afflicted persisiently by family and
environmental problems, their probability of using marijuana increases exponen-
’ tially >+

i The domains and variables that emerged from this study indicate that some
. of the same models and conceptualizations based on research with predominantly
white, suburban samples® can be employed meaningfully in developing preven-
tion models among ethnic minority youths living in low-income public housing
' developments. The results of this study have several implications for developing
effective drug prevention programs for cconomically disadvantaged minority
youths living in high-risk environments such as urban public housing develop-
ments. Such programs should provide these adolescents with an awareness of

the various social influences to smoke marijuana. For residents of public housing

a1,

developments, it is imperative to correct misperceptions about the prevalence

f of smoking among friends, peers, and adults and other high-risk centers. Further- ‘
more, adolescents living in housing devclopments nced to be provided with _
¢ positive non-drug-using role modcls and an awareness that negative influences A R
; can come from their most immediate surroundings. Having the competency,

) agency, and skills to refuse offers to use marijuana will prove to be most valuable

components of any prevention cfforts. Teaching adolescents to reject media influ-

4 cnces to smoke marijuana and to become more skeptical toward popular images

; of influence ranks chief among sound prevention efforts. Finally, as with all

;j adolescents, in the prevention of drug use, it is critical to target other problem .

; behaviors (e.g., absenteeism and getting in trouble).

§
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Marijuana use among minority youths living in public housing
developments

C Williams®*, JA Epstein, GJ Botin and M Ifill-Williams

Institute for Prevention Research, Department of Public Health, Cornell University

Medical College, 411 East 69th Street, KB 201, New York, NY 10021, USA,
*Corresponding author

Youths residing in public housing developments appear to be at markedly
heightened risk for drug use because of their constant exposure to violence,
poverty, and drug-related activity. The purpose of this study was to develop and
test a model of marijuana etiology with adolescents (N=624) residing in public
housing. African-American and Hispanic seventh graders completed
questionnaires about their marijuana use, social influences to smoke marijuana,
and sociodemographic and psychosocial characteristics. Results indicated that
social influences, such as friends' marijuana use and perceived ease of availability
of marijuana, significantly predicted both occasional and future use of marijuana.
Individual characteristics such as antimarijuana attitudes and drug refusal skills
also predicted marijuana use. The findings imply that effective prevention
approaches that target urban youths residing in public housing developments
should provide them with an awareness of social influences to use marijuana,
correct misperceptions about the prevalence of marijuana smoking, and train
adolescents in relevant psychosocial skills.

[ Oxford University Press] [ Oxford Journals] [ Comments & Feedback] Copyright© Oxford
University Press, 1999.
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STUDY SHOWS THREE CIGARETTE BRANDS DOMINATE YOUTH SMOKING

The Department of Health and Human Services today released findings indicating that Marlboro
(Philip Morris), Newport (Lorillard), and Camel (RIR/Nabisco) are by far the cigarette brands used most
by teens who are current smokers.

Some 88 percent of 12" graders, 86 percent of 10" graders, and 82 percent of 8" graders who
currently smoke cigarettes use these three brands, which have been among the most heavily advertised
and promoted brands.

The clearly dominant brand of the three is Marlboro. By the time they finish high school, nearly
two thirds (65.2 percent) of current smokers use Marlboro. And, despite the strong male orientation of its
advertising themes, Marlboro is as popular among girls as among boys. An additional 13 percent of
current smokers in 12" grade regularly use Newport and nearly 10 percent of 12" graders use Camel.

Vice President Al Gore along with HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala announced the survey
.ﬁndings at separate events in conjunction with the fourth annual Kick Butts Day, a nationwide initiative
designed to curb tobacco use among children and adalescents.

“Each day, nearly 3,000 children become regular smokers, and almost 1,000 of them will die
prematurely as a result of their cigarette smoking,” said Secretary Shalala, who participated in a Kick
Butts Day event in Washington, D.C. “For the past five years, the Clinton Administration has been
working hard to crack down on tobacco advertising aimed at children, and to protect our young people
from the dangers of tobacco. Now we need Congress to help us finish the job, by increasing the price of
tobacco products, and by devating new resources to anti-smoking pragrams across the country”

The cigarette brand findings are from the Moniroring the Future (MTF) study, an annual survey of
illicit drug, alcohol, and cigarette use among 8", 10", and 12" graders, which is conducted by the
University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research and funded by the National Institute on Drug
Abuse of the National Institutes of Health.

The data on brand preferences are fram the 1998 MTF survey, and are based on respandents who
smoked one or more cigarettes in the prior month. Some 50,000 students in over 400 public and private
secondary schools nationwide participated in the survey last spring, and more than 7,000 students were
asked about their brand usage.

The 1998 MTF survey also found notable preferences among African-American youth for
Newport, and among white students for Marlboro.

. - More -
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More than 80 percent of African-American 12 graders who were current smokers in 1998 used
Newport, and more than 70 percent of them in both the 8" and 10™ grades used Newport. Newport is a
mentholated cigarette heavily marketed to the African-American community.

Some 70 percent of white 12" graders who were current smokers in 1998 used Marlboro, and
more than 60 percent of white students in both the 8" and 10™ grades used this brand. In all three grades,
Newport and Marlboro were just as popular among girls as among bays.

The number of current smokers answering the brand preference question at each grade level was
2,050 at the 8" grade, 7,710 at the 10" grade, and 2,330 at the 12" grade. The brand preference question
asks, “What brand of cigarettes do you usually smoke?” Beginning in 1999, the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration will include questions about usual brand use for cigarettes, cigars
and smokeless tobacco products in their annual National Household Survey on Drug Abuse.

The MTF study also found that students who smoked more frequently during the past month are
more likely to have a usual brand of choice. Additionally, after the three most popular brands, each of the

other 20 cigarette brands listed on the survey i1s smoked by less than 2 percent of students, and most of
these, by much less.

Kick Butts Day is organized annually by the Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, a nonprofit

testifying before state legislatures, exposing tobacco sales to minors, and dumping merchandise

.organization, and involves young people nationwide staging a variety of anti-tobacco activities, such as

containing tobacco brand-name logos into garbage dumpsters.

The full Monitoring the Future report, including the survey on youth cigarette brand use, is
available on the Internet at hitp:./www, nida.nih.goyv.

Wit

Note: HHS press releases are available on the World Wide Web at htp:/Awww.dhhs.goy.
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APPENDIX A: TEXT OF QUESTIONS

THREE CIGARETTE BRANDS

‘ APPENDIX B: CONFIDENCE INTERVALS AND SELECTED SIGNIFICANCE TESTS FOR

BACKGROUND

Monitoring the Future is an ongoing study of American young people, based in part on annual surveys
of nationally representative samples of eighth, tenth, and twelfth-grade students attending public or
private secondary schools in the coterminous 48 states. Since its inception in 1975, it has been funded
through a series of investigator-initiated research grants from the National Institute on Drug Abuse to a
team of social scientists at the University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research. The
epidemiological results of these surveys are published in an annual series of monographs (see Johnston,
O'Malley, & Bachman, 1998). The most recent survey, conducted in the spring of 1998, involved nearly
50,000 respondents in 422 schools.

The 1998 survey contained a new question about the brand preferences of those respondents who
indicated smoking one or more cigarettes in the prior 30 days - that is, "current smokers." The question
read, "What brand of cigarettes do you usually smoke? (Brands are in alphabetical order. Mark only
one.)" This question was followed by a list of 23 of the largest-selling brands. The options of "Other"
brand and "No usual brand" were also provided to respondents. (See Appendix A for the question and
full answer set.) :

level (2,048 eighth graders, 2,708 tenth graders, and 2,335 twelfth graders). Not all participants in the
study were asked this question because it was contained on only three of the four questionnaire forms
used in eighth and tenth grade, and on three of the six questionnaire forms used in twelfth grade.

‘ Between two- and three-thousand current smokers answered the brand preference question at each grade

A number of interesting findings have emerged from the initial analyses of this question-particularly
those having to do with the degree of market concentration found, and the extent of differences among
subgroups. These findings are presented below. It should be noted that it is illegal in virtually all states
for young people below the age of 18 to purchase, or to be sold, cigarettes. While approximately half of
the twelfth graders had reached their 18th birthday by the time the survey was conducted, virtually none
of the eighth- or tenth graders had done so.

MAIN FINDINGS

Data are presented here for the total samples of current smokers at each of the three grade levels, as well
as for selected subgroups at each of the three grade levels. Some of the tables contain a column of data
labeled "all grades" which is a simple unweighted mean of the percentages observed at each of the three
grade levels. This is to provide at a glance a summary of relationships, but should not be interpreted as
representing all smokers in grades 8 through 12.

The numbers of cases in the analyses sometimes are small, particularly for certain subgroups, so the
reader is cautioned to attend to the sample sizes which are presented in each table and figure. Confidence

. intervals (95% level) around point estimates are given for each of the three grades in Appendix B,
separately for each of the three major brands smoked by young people.
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Levels of Cigarette Smoking

In 1998 the proportion of students reporting smoking any cigarettes in the prior 30 days was 19.1% of
the eighth graders, 27.6% of the tenth graders, and 35.1% of the twelfth graders. These comprise the
current smokers who answered the questions regarding brand preference. Other statistics on levels and
trends in smoking at the three grade levels are presented in Table 1.

Brand Preferences

By the time they finish high school, nearly two-thirds (65.2%) of American young people who are
current smokers say they usually smoke Marlboro. Two other brands account for most of the
remainder-Newport (13.3%) and Camel (9.6%). These three brands account for 88.1% of the current
smokers in twelfth grade (another 4.1% say they have "no usual brand"). Each of the other brands is
smoked by less than 2% of current smokers in twelfth grade, usually by much less. (Table 2 and Figure
3).

Among younger smokers (Figures 1 and 2) these three brands also predominated: They are the usual
brand for 81.6% of the current smokers in eighth grade (another 9.7% have no usual brand), and 86.1%
of current smokers in tenth grade (where 6.4% say they have no usual brand). Note that the proportion
saying they have no usual brand declines with age.

While Marlboro is the predominant brand at all three grade levels, it accounts for an increasing
proportion of smokers at each higher grade level: 53.7% of the eighth graders; 61.1% of the tenth
graders, and 65.2% of the twelfth graders. In part, this may be due to the increasing proportion of
students who have a brand preference at older ages.

The second most widely-used brand of cigarettes at all three grade levels is Newport. It accounts for
22.5% of the eighth-grade smokers, but its market share declines to 17.7% among tenth-grade smokers,
and 13.3% among twelfth-grade smokers.

The third-ranked brand in all three grades is Camel. Like Marlboro, Camel's share of the youth market
appears to increase with grade level: 5.4% of the current smokers in grade 8 say they usually smoke
Camel cigarettes, 7.3% in grade 10, and 9.6% in grade 12.

Level of Smoking

Among current smokers at all grade levels, those who have an established smoking habit are more likely
to have a brand that they usually smoke (Table 3). For example, among eighth graders, 15% of the
current smokers who do not yet smoke daily said they have no usual brand that they smoke, vs. only
2.5% of those who smoke one-half pack per day. Similar differences are found at grades 10 and 12. In
fact, by twelfth grade practically none of the daily (but less than half-pack a day) smokers (1.3%) and
half-pack-a-day smokers (0.7%) are without a usual brand of cigarettes. Thus, it appears that brand
loyalty begins to be established very early. This striking fact helps to show why tobacco companies
might have a strong motivation to induce young people to establish a preference for their brands at an
early age.

Purchasing Their Own Cigarettes

Whether a student purchases his or her own cigarettes was determined by answers to questions about the
source of the cigarettes they smoke. Those who indicated that they made any purchase in the past 30
days from any of the following sources were coded as having purchased their own cigarettes: from a
vending machine, through the mail, picked them up at a store, or was handed them in a store by a clerk.
(See Appendix A for the exact question wording.)

As would be expected, the proportion of adolescents who purchase their own cigarettes rises with age;

only 35% of the eighth graders who are current smokers report purchasing cigarettes in the prior 30
days, whereas 75% of twelfth graders do. (See the numerical distributions at the bottom of Table 4.)
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Students who purchase their own cigarettes are a bit more likely to report having a usual brand (Table 4).

For example, among eighth graders, only 6% of those who purchase their own cigarettes say they do not

have a usual brand, vs. 12% of those who do not purchase their own. A similar difference exists at the
. higher grades, as well (2% vs. 10% in tenth grade, respectively, and 2% vs. 13% in twelfth grade).

Age of Smoking Initiation

We examined the grade of initiation of smoking a first cigarette among current smokers in grades 10 and
12 to determine whether those who initiated smoking earlier were more or less likely to develop a
particular brand preference. There is no indication that the grade level at which a current smoker first
began smoking cigarettes affects his or her current brand preferences (see Table 5).

DIFFERENCES AMONG DEMOGRAPHIC SUBGROUPS

Differences among subgroups were examined across a number of demographic characteristics including
gender, race/ethnicity, region, population density, college plans, and level of parents' education. Tables 6
through 11 provide the brand preference data for the various subgroups defined on these dimensions, and
Appendix B present the confidence intervals around these estimates for the three predominant brands
(Marlboro, Newport, and Camel) along with significance tests for the differences observed among the
groups. Some very important differences were found, as well as some surprising similarities.

Gender Differences

among boys at all three grade levels, despite the virtually exclusively male depictions in Marlboro
advertising. Among current smokers at eighth grade, 55.4% of girls vs. 51.7% of boys say they smoke
Marlboro cigarettes; at tenth grade, 64.1% vs. 58.0%; and at twelfth grade, 66.2% of girls vs. 64.6% of
boys (Table 6). (None of these gender differences is statistically significant: See Appendix B.)

. One of the more surprising findings is that Marlboro appears to be at least as popular among girls as

Gender differences with respect to Camel cigarettes are more in line with conventional wisdom. In
eighth grade, 7.3% of boys who are current smokers vs. 4.2% of such girls say their usual brand is
Camel; in tenth grade, 9.9% vs. 5.0%; and in twelfth grade, 11.2% for boys vs. 8.3% for girls. Still,
considering the strong emphasis on male themes in the Camel ads, a significant proportion of girls say
that Camel is the brand they usually smoke. (The gender difference is statistically significant at tenth
grade only, but the consistency of the findings across all three grades increases our confidence in their
validity.)

Newport shows rather little gender difference. At all grades slightly more females than males report this
as their preferred brand, although none of these grade-specific differences reaches statistical
significance.

Racial/Ethnic Differences

The sample sizes for the two largest minority groups-African Americans and Hispanics-are quite small
at each grade level. The numbers of African American respondents reporting brand preference are only
166 at grade eight, 178 at grade ten, and 106 at grade twelve, for a total of 450 respondents. The
numbers of Hispanic respondents on the brand preference question are 257 in grade eight, 245 in grade
ten, and 156 in grade twelve, for a total of 658. (The numbers of African American respondents are
lower, because African American teens have much lower smoking rates than either whites or Hispanics.)

. The ethnic differences in brand preference are dramatic (see Table 7). While the great majority (from
61%-70%) of white adolescents at all three grade levels say they smoke Marlboro-as do a smaller, but
still substantial, majority of Hispanics (from 57%-65%)-fewer than 10% of the African American
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adolescents at any grade level smoke Marlboro. Instead, their predominant brand is Newport (from
71%-82%). Virtually none of the African American adolescents smoke Camels (1.7% at eighth grade
. and 0.0% at tenth and twelfth grade).

Hispanic students at all grade levels appear to be a bit more likely to smoke Newport than white student
respondents, but their preference rates for Newport are not nearly as high as among African Americans.
They also appear to be a bit less likely than white students to smoke Marlboro or Camel, although
Marlboro is still the choice of the majority of Hispanic students.

Among white respondents, fully 70.2% smoke Marlboro by twelfth grade. The proportion increases from
61.1% in eighth grade to 66.1% in tenth grade. This means that the overall increase by grades noted
earlier for the popularity of Marlboros is highly unlikely to be explained by differential dropout rates
among ethnic groups.

Of the three ethnic groups, whites are the most likely to smoke Camel cigarettes.
Region

Because of the limited numbers of cases, the regional differences presented here are not always
definitive. To the extent that a finding replicates across the three grades-the samples for which are drawn
independently of one another-it is considerably more credible.

Marlboro is the leading brand in all four regions, although at all grade levels it tends to account for a
lower percent of the brand choices in the Northeast than in the other three regions (see Table 8). (An
analysis of variance shows a significant difference among the regions at tenth and twelfth grades in
Marlboro use.)

At all grade levels the West shows the lowest proportion of students who report smoking Newport and
the Northeast shows the highest proportion. (The differences among regions in Newport use are

. significant in tenth and twelfth grades and very close to significant in eighth.) Additionally, from 3% to
7% of the students in the Northeast report smoking Parliament-far higher than any of the other three
regions (where less than 1% at any grade level smoke that brand).

Marlboro accounts for the majority of smokers in all grades for all regions, except the Northeast, where
it accounts for 40% of the eighth-grade current smokers, 47% in tenth grade, and 54% in twelfth grade.

Population Density

Marlboro is the most popular brand at all three population density levels, but it is most dominant in the
non-metropolitan areas (see Table 9). (The differences in Marlboro use are significant for grades 8 and
10.) Newport is more prevalent among the metropolitan areas at eighth and tenth grades, whereas
differences by urbanicity are rather small by twelfth grade. (These differences are significant at grade 10
and just short of significant at grade 8.)

There are not large or consistent differences in the use of Camel cigarettes associated with population
density.

College Plans
Among current smokers of the major brands, there is very little difference in brand preference at any of
-the three grade levels as a function of whether respondents expect to complete four years of college or
not (Table 10).
Parental Education

‘ Parental education is used as an indicator of socioeconomic status. An index based on the level of

education attained by both parents is used, or the level of education of the single parent if only one is
present. (For a full description of the question and procedures see Johnston et al., 1998.)
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Table 11 provides an overview of these findings based on a three-level index of parental education. The
analyses discussed below are based on the full five-level index of parental education and are presented in
Appendix B. Table B-3 shows that the use of Marlboro cigarettes tends to be negatively associated with
social class among twelfth graders (an analysis of variance is significant at the .05 level) with the only
exception being the relatively small lowest stratum where race composition is likely having an effect.
The rates array ordinally from 54% in the highest stratum to 71% in the next-to-lowest. (The lowest is at
63%.) There is much less of a differential at earlier grades, although Marlboro use appears to be lowest
in the top stratum even at earlier grades.

Newport shows high preference rates in the bottom two strata at twelfth grade-21% in the lowest stratum
and 15% in the next to lowest, vs. 9% to 11% in the other strata (Table B-6). (The analysis of variance is
significant. Again, racial composition is likely to account for much of this difference.) However, there is
much less variability at grades 8 and 10 except that the top stratum still has rates lower than the others.

Camel use also varies with social class, as represented by parental education level. In general, it is a
positive association, with the top one or two strata having the highest preference for Camel cigarettes at
all three grade levels. (The analysis of variance shows significant differences among the strata at all
grade levels, though they are not specifically testing for ordinality or linearity in the relationship.) Again,
the differences are most striking at twelfth grade, where 22% of the top stratum reports Camel use vs.
about 4% or 5% of the bottom two strata (Table B-9).

SUMMARY

In sum, the very high rates of cigarette smoking found among American teenagers in the late 1990s are
associated with the popularity of just three brands: Marlboro (a Philip Morris product), Newport (a
Lorillard product), and Camel (an RJR/Nabisco product). Perhaps not coincidentally, these have been
among the most heavily advertised and promoted cigarette brands, in particular Marlboro; and also
perhaps not coincidentally, two of them (Newport and Camel) have aggressively pursued youth-oriented
themes in their advertising-the "Alive with pleasure” theme and the Joe Camel theme, respectively.

The clearly dominant brand, however, is Marlboro, which has successfully identified itself with the
American icon of the Western cowboy, as well as with certain competitive sports, like Formula One
racing. By twelfth grade, nearly two-thirds of students who are current smokers (65%) smoke Marlboro.
Despite the strongly male orientation of the Marlboro advertising themes, however, Marlboro is at least
as popular among girls in their teens as among boys.

Just as there are dramatic racial/ethnic differences in rates of smoking among adolescents (with African
American teenagers having by far the lowest rates), there also are dramatic racial/ethnic differences in
brand preferences among those who do smoke. Newport, a mentholated cigarette, predominates among
African American teenage smokers to an even greater extent than Marlboro predominates among white
teenage smokers.

Finally, the fact that so few of the current smokers in their teen years do not already have a brand that
they usually smoke (10% of eighth graders, 6% of tenth graders, and 4% of twelfth- grade current
smokers) helps to illustrate why tobacco companies might have a compelling interest in having their
advertising and promotion reach underage children.
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Figure 3
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Table 1: Long Term Trends in Prevalence of Cigarettes for Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders

‘ Table 2: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference for Past Thirty-Day Smokers
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Table 3: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Smoking Frequency for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

‘ Table 4: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Self-Purchase for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 5: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Grade of Smoking First Cigarette for Past Thirty-Day
Smokers

Table 6: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Gender for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 7: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Race/Ethnicity for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 8: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Region for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 9: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Population Density for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 10: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Four-Year College Plans for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

Table 11: 1998 Cigarette Brand Preference by Parental Education for Past Thirty-Day Smokers

APPENDIX A: TEXT OF QUESTIONS
Appedix A (in PDF format)

APPENDIX B: CONFIDENCE INTERVALS AND SELECTED SIGNIFICANCE TESTS FOR
THREE CIGARETTE BRANDS

B-1: Marlboro use at 8th Grade, 1998

B-2: Marlboro use at 10th Grade, 1998

B-3: Marlboro use at 12th Grade, 1998

B-4: Newport use at 8th Grade, 1998

B-5: Newport use at 10th Grade, 1998

B-6: Newport use at 12th Grade, 1998

B-7: Camel use at 8th Grade, 1998

B-8: Camel use at 10th Grade, 1998

B-9: Camel use at 12th Grade, 1998

100of 11 4/20/99 3:26 PM



CNN - Teens favor heavily advertised cigarettes - April 14, 1999 http://www.cnn.com/HEALTH/9904/14/gore.teen.smoking.ap/

[%

| PR——_ S - T

‘ Click Here CNNn Danis

Teens favor heavily
advertised cigarettes

April 14, 1999
Web posted at: 1:14 PM EDT (1714 GMT)

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Three heavily advertised cigarette brands --
Marlboro, Newport and Camel -- are the most popular choice among
teen-agers who smoked last year, according to a study released

Wedineddpy.

The study, commissioned by the Department of Health and Human
Services, found that 88 percent of 12th-grade smokers puffed on those
three brands in 1998. Among 10th- and eighth-graders, the figures were
86 percent and 82 percent, respectively. It is illegal for anyone under 18
to buy tobacco products.

Vice President Al Gore was unveiling the study Wednesday at a "Kick
Butts Day" anti-smoking rally at Roswell Kent Middle School in
Akron, Ohio. He said the figures underscore the need to require tobacco
companies to bear the cost of teaching young people not to develop a
smoking habit.

"Our children are targets of a massive media campaign to hook them on
cigarettes," Gore said. "This study shows why Congress should stand
with our kids and stand up to the tobacco companies. Let's act now to
make sure tobacco settlement funds are used to reduce teen smoking."

Tobacco industry spokesman Scott Williams said tobacco companies
have not targeted young people, for doing so would violate the
settlement they reached with the states in 1997, which requires the
industry to devote $1.45 billion over five years to tobacco education.

He said young people are attracted to popular cigarettes just as they are
- A e drawn to any other popular product.

"You look at the most heavily advertised car, the most heavily
advertised sneaker, the most heavily advertised gum, and they would
lead the list," Williams said. "The industry's position is that kids should
not smoke, and they're doing what they can. These kinds of attacks
don't address the problem."

Among the teen smokers surveyed, Marlboro was the most popular of
= the three favorite brands. It was the cigarette of choice among 60
adlines
percent of smokers at all three grade levels.

Seventy percent of white 12th-grade smokers said they preferred
Marlboro, while about 80 percent of black 12th-grade smokers chose
Newport, a brand heavily marketed to black Americans.
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.4 The study was conducted among 2,048 eight-graders, 2,708
10th-graders and 2,335 12th-graders. A date for the study and margin
Fhelg R of error were not provided.

Gore also highlighted a study by the Campaign for Tobacco Free Kids
that showed 75 percent of children and 31 percent of adults indicated
they had seen tobacco advertising in the previous two weeks. Of those,
69 percent of children said they recalled seeing ads for Marlboro
cigarettes.

The campaign's study was conducted April 7-11 with 514 teen-agers
APPLY TODAY  and 1,008 adults, with margins of error of 4.4 percentage points and 3.1
Instant Credit percentage points, respectively.

3.9% APR Visa Copyright 1999 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. This material may not be published,
roadcast, rewritten, or redistributed.
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Student Reports of Availability, Peer Approval,
and Use of Alcohol, Marijuana, and
Other Drugs at School: 1993

Alcohol, marijuana, and other drug usc among children and adolescents is a major
public concem. Recent research on middle and senior high school students
showed a reversal of previous declines in smoking manjuana and using drugs
other than marnjuana, a decline 1n students' personal disapproval of marijuana, and
a high prevalence of alcohol use (Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman 1996; U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services 1996). Concem over this trend
surfaced in the popular press, rcsulting in calls for measures to prevent teen drug
use (Christian Science Monitor 1996; Friend 1996; Johnson 1996).

The use of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs has long been linked with several
negative outcomes for youth, including poor academic achievement and school
dropout (Jessor and Jessor 1977; Kolbe et al. 1986; Dryfoos 1990; Mensch and
Kandel 1981). Peer approval of the use of alcohol and other drugs and the
availability and use of these substances by other students at school are prominent
influences on students to use drugs (Dusck and Girdano 1987; Gelfand, Jenson,
and Drew 1982; Gottfredson 1988).

In this Bnef, student reports of peer approval, availability, and use at school of
alcohol, marjuana, and other drugs are examined in connection with school and
student charactenistics including participation in school alcohol/drug education
programs. Although student rcports reflect perceptions rather than objective
measures of substance availability, use, and peer approval, they provide valuable
information about the perceived presence of substances at school and the norms of
fellow students.  These findings based on the school environment lend
confirmation to the other recent findings about drugs and adolescents. They also
point to the potential value of the message perceived by students in school
alcohol/drug education as a preventative measure. The data in this Brief are from
the 1993 National Household Education Survey conducted by Westat for the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Data were collected in
telephone interviews with 6,504 students in grades 6 through 12.

Availability of Alcohol, Marijuana, and Other Drugs at School

The availability of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs at school i1s a major
contributing factor to the school leaming environment and to students'
opportunitics to use these substances. Students were asked how difficult 1t
would :

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement NCES 97-279




be for them to get alcohol,' marijuana, or other
drugs at school if they wanted to obtain thesc
substances. Their responses indicated whether
drugs were very easy, fairly easy, hard, or ncarly
impossible to obtain.  Table | shows the
percentages reporting that various substances
were very easy or fairly easy to obtain at school.
About 30 percent of U.S. students in grades 6
through 12 reported that alcohol and manjuana
were casily available at school, while fewer
students, about 20 percent, reported that other
drugs were casily available at school.

Differences in Student Reports of Alcohol,
Marijuana, and Other Drug Availability at
School by School and Student Characteristics

Student reports of the availability at school of
alcohol, maryjuana, and other drugs increased
between middle school/junior high school and
high school. Students in the 6th through 8th
grades were less likely than students in grades 9
and 10 or Il and 12 to report that alcohol,
marjuana, and other drugs wecre available at
school.  Reports of easy avalability from
students in the upper grades were two to three
times those of students in the 6th through 8th
grades (table 1 and figure 1). For example, less
than 20 percent of the 6th through 8th graders
reported easy availability of alcohol or drugs at
school, while about 40 percent of the students in
the upper grades reported casy access to alcohol

and manjuana and 30 percent reported ecasy
access to other drugs.

Students in public schools were twice as likely to
report easy access to marnjuana and other drugs
when compared to their contemporarics in private
schools; these differences occurred regardless of
whether the public school was one to which the
student was assigned or onc that had been chosen
by the family (table 1). For instance, about 15
percent of students in private schools reported
casy availability of marijuana compared to 30
percent of students in assigned public schools
and 34 percent in public schools of choice.
Although the differences between private school
students and public school students’ reports are
not quite as striking, they also occur when access
to alcohol is considered.

School size also was a factor in student reports
of easy availability of alcohol, manjuana, and
other drugs. Students attending larger schools
were more likely to report casy availability than
students in smaller schools (table 1). The most
striking difference in reports of casy availability
was formarjjuana. Fifteen percent of students at
schools with fewer than 300 students said this
substance was easily available at school versus
24 percent of students at schools enrolling 300 to
599 students, 29 percent at schools with 600 to
999 students, and 40 percent at schools of 1,000
or more.

Figure 1.—Percent of students who reported very easy or fairly easy availability of substances at school,

by student's grade level: 1993

60%

40%

20%

0%

Student grade level:
We.g Q910 B11-12

Alcohol

Marijuana  Other drugs

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Houschold Education Survey,
Youth interviews, spring 1993.



Peer Approval of Alcohol, Marijuana, or
Other Drug Use

The availability of alcohol, manjuana, and other
drugs at school is likely linked to the acceptance
of those substances by the students at the school.
In order to assecss peer approval, students were
asked whether their friends at school thought it
was all right to dnnk alcoholic beverages like
beer, wine coolers, or liquor, to smoke marijuana,
or to use drugs other than marijuana.
Percentages of students who answered "yes" to
these questions arc shown 1n table 1.

Peer approval varied by type of substance, with
more students saying their friends approved of
alcohol than marjjuana and more reporting
approval of both substances than of other drugs.
Forty-four percent of U.S. students in grades 6
through 12 said that their friends at school accept
drinking alcohol, about one in five students (20
percent) indicated peer acceptance of marijuana,
and approximately one in seven students (14
percent) reported peer acceptance of drugs other
than alcohol and marijjuana (table 1).

Differences in Student Reports of Peer
Approval by  School and  Student
Characteristics

As students advance through middle school and
high school, they arc more likely to report peer
approval of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs.
Reports of peer approval of alcohol use in the 9th
and 10th grades were over twice those in the 6th
through 8th grades for alcohol (57 percent versus
21 percent). While overall peer approval was
lower for marijuana and for other drugs than for
alcohol, the relative differences in approval level
between grades 6 through 8 versus grades 9 and
10 are greater. In addition, the reported peer
approval level of 1lth and 12th grade students
was over three times greater than that of 6th
through 8th grade students for alcohol, about five
times greater for marijuana, and about four times
greater for other drugs (table 1). Smaller
differences, but differences nevertheless, were
evident between 9th and 10th graders and 11th

and 12th graders in reports of peer approval of
alcohol and manjuana usc.

The percentage of students who reported peer
approval of substance use also vaned by the type
of school the students attended.  Students
attending private schools were less likely than
their contemporaries in assigned or chosen public
schools to report peer approval of manjuana use.
Similarly, private school students reported less
peer approval of the use of other drugs when
compared to students in assigned public schools.
Apparent differences in peer approval of alcohol
were not significant (table 1).

Students in the largest schools (1,000 or more
students) reported the highest levels of peer
approval of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs.
In these large schools, about 50 percent of the
students said their friends at school approved of
alcohol use, approximately 30 percent reported
peer approval of manjuana use, and about 20
percent said that their friends approve of the use
of other drugs (table 1).

Alcohol and Drug Use at School

Exposure to the use of alcohol or drugs other
than alcohol at school could affect both the
leaming environment and students' opportunities
to usc drugs and also may be related to students’
approval of alcohol and other drug use. Students
were asked whether or not they had seen any
students drunk or showing the effects of alcohol
or any students high on other drugs at school this
year. In this instance, "other drugs" includes
marjuana. Youths were not expected to be able
to discnminate among the cffects of different
drugs that other students might have taken.
Approximately one-third of students (33 percent)
reported seeing other students at their schools
showing the effects of alcohol, while about one-
quarter (27 percent) reported that other students
were at school while high on drugs other than
alcohol. It should be noted that use of alcohol or
other drugs by a small minornty may be observed
by many other students. Results are presented in
table 1.
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Differences in Student Reports of Alcohoi and
Drug Use at School by School and Student
Characteristics

Students in the 6th through 8th grades werc least
likely to report seeing other students under the
influence of alcohol (16 percent) or drugs other
than alcohol (11 percent). In comparison, reports
by students in the 9th and 10th grades werc
approximately three times greater than those by
students in the 6th through 8th grades for alcohol
(46 percent) and for other drugs (38 percent), and
reports of students in the 11th and 12th grades
were about three times those of 6th through 8th
grade students for alcohol (51 percent) and about
four times those of 6th through 8th grade
students for other drugs (44 percent). Eleventh
and [2th graders were also more likely than 9th
and 10th graders to report sceing students under
the influence of alcohol (table 1).

Differences between pnivate and public schools
are also evident in students' reports of substance
use at school. Students attending pnvate schools
were about half as likely to say that they had
witnessed other students under the influence of
alcohol or drugs other than alcohol than were
students in assigned public schools or chosen
public schools. For instance, 17 percent of
private school students versus 35 percent in
assigned public schools and 33 percent in public
schools of choice said they have seen students
under the influence of alcohol at their schools
(table 1).

In general, thc percentages of students who
reported seeing other students under the influence
of alcohol or drugs at school increased with
school size, with the reported incidence nearly
twice as high in schools with enrollments of
1,000 or more in comparnison with schools with
fewer than 300 students (alcohol, 43 percent
versus 23 percent, and other drugs, 37 percent
versus 16 percent).

Schootl Alcohol/Drug Education

Schools arc aware of the many influcnces on
students to usc alcohol and other drugs, and
alcohol/drug education curricula have been
developed to teach students about the dangers of
substance use and to help them develop strategies

to resist using alcohol and other drugs. In the
NHES:93, in addition to asking about peer
approval of alcohol and other drugs and their
availability and use at school, students were
asked 1f they had rcceived any alcohol/drug
education during the current school year.
Approximately 80 percent of the students
reported that they participated in some type of
alcohol/drug education in the current school year.
However, despite efforts by schools to provide
alcohol/drug education, about 30 percent of the
students participating in these programs reported
casy access to alcohol or manjuana at school,
and about 20 percent reported easy access to
other drugs. Reported easy access to alcohol,
marijuana, and other drugs is not appreciably
different among students who reported no
alcohol/drug education in the current school year.
The same pattern, no real differcnces between
students reporting current alcohol/drug education
and those who did not, also emerged for students
who reported witnessing other students under the
influence of alcohol or other drugs at school.

Reported peer approval of alcohol and other
drugs, which might be expected to be the most
closely associated with alcohol/drug education,
showed a similar pattern. Only small differences
between  students who reported alcohol/drug
cducation in school during the current year and
students who did not report such education were
found. Included under alcohol/drug education
were various types of programs ranging from
education integrated into the curriculum to one-
time brcf presentations.  Also, students may
participate in more extensive programs at some
grade levels and not at others. Therefore, these
findings, based on education of any type in the
current year only, should not be construed as
indicating that alcohol/drug education does not
have any beneficial impact on students.

The Main Message About Alcohol in School
Alcohol/Drug Education Programs

The absence of a clear and important impact by
cducation programs on alcohol and drugs at
school may be due to many factors. (See Silvia
and Thome 1997 for similar findings and a
discussion of some of those factors.) Students
who did not report receipt of alcohol/drug
education in the current school year may have



participated 1n such an cducational program in
recent past years. There may be differences in
the ways schools present alcohol/drug education,
and the length and intensity of programs may
have differing effects on students.  Another
important difference may be the main message
that students perceive in  their education
programs.

In an effort to better understand the possible
impact of e¢ducational cfforts, all students,
regardless of whether they reported receiving
alcohol/drug education in the current school year,
were asked to identify the main message about
alcohol they remember from school alcohol/drug
education programs. In a telephone survey, the
measure of the main message perceived from an
educational program is, of necessity, a simple
one and cannot capture important aspects of the
message such as the context in which it is
conveyed (e.g., a physiological context). The
Safc and Drug-Free Schools and Communites
Act mandates a “wrong and harmful” message in
alcohol/drug prevention programs, but schools

may include more than onc message, and students
may hear most or all of them. Also, it should be
noted that the measure is of students’ perceptions
of the main message. This study does not
capturc schools’ practices with regard to the
main message they are trying to convey.

Because drugs other than alcohol are illegal, 1t
was presumed that a strict “no use” message for
these substances would be imparted by educators
and heard clearly by students. However, alcohol
use, while illegal for minors, is not illegal for
adults, and the messages about alcohol perceived
by students may vary. Twenty-six percent of 6th
through 12 grade students chose the message "do
not drink" as the main message they heard in
school alcohol/drug education programs, while
62 percent reported the main message was "do
not dnnk and drive," and 12 percent said they
received another main message, including “do not
drink until you are legally old enough,” “do not
drink too much,” or an unspecified message
(figure 2).

Figure 2.—Percent of students who reported various main messages in school alcohol/drug education

programs: 1993

"Do not drink & drive"

Other message

"Do not drink"

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Household Education Survey,

Youth interviews, spring 1993.
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When the main message remembered from
alcohol/drug education is considered, some
potentially  interesting  relationships ~ with
availability and use of alcohol and other drugs at
school emerge. Students who reported receiving
the main message "do not drink" were less likely
to report casy avaiiability of alcohol, marijuana,
or other drugs than those who reported the "do
not drink and dnve" (table 1). Also, a smaller
percentage of students who said they received the
"do not drink" message reported seeing students
under the influence of alcohol or of drugs other
than alcohol than did other students.

Because students choose friends who likely hold
opinions similar to theirs, the relationship
between the message reccived in school
alcohol/drug education and peer approval of
substances s particularly interesting.  The
students who recalled a “do not drink" main
message were less likely than those reporting a

"do not dnnk and drive" message to say their
friends at school approved of alcohol, marjuana,
or other drugs and less likely than those reporting
some other message to say their fnends approve
of alcohol or marijuana (figure 3).

Summary

In this Bnef, items from the NHES:93 School
Safety and Discipline interview were used to
examine the reports of 6th through 12th grade
students about the availability and use of alcohol,
marijuana, and other drugs at school, as well as
peer approval of substance use. Results varied
by type of substance, students were more likely
to report pecr approval of alcohol than of
marijuana or of other drugs. Closc to one-third
of students reported easy availability of alcohol
and marjuana at school, and about one-third
reported seeing students at school under the
influence of alcohol. The availability of drugs
other than alcohol and their reported use at
school were less common.

Figure 3.— Percent of students who reported peer approval of alcohol use, by main message about
alcohol perceived in school alcohol/drug cducation programs: 1993

60%

40%

20%

0%

49%

"Do not "Do not Other
drink" drink message
& drive”

SOURCE: U.S. Department ol Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Household Education Survey,
Youth interviews, spring 1993.



Students in lower grade levels (6-8), in private
schools, and in schools with fewer than 1,000
students were less likely to report peer approval
of substance usc and easy availability at school
than students in higher grade levels (9-10 and 11-
12), in public schools, and in schools with 1,000
or more students. Although fewer students in
private schools reported easy availability of
alcohol or sceing students under the influence of
alcohol at school than students in public schools,
rclatively high percentages of students in private
and public schools alike reported peer approval
of alcohol use.

The wide acceptance of alcohol 1n our socicty is
reflected in the peer approval of alcohol use by
44 percent of 6th through 12th grade students.
However, the relationship between students
perceiving a "do not dnnk" message in
alcohol/drug education programs and lower peer
approval of alcohol use, as well as of marjuana
or other drug use, that emerges in thesc data
suggests the utility of further research to explore
the implications of this finding. Schools that
emphasize an explicit "no use" message in their
alcohol and drug education programs may be
quite different from schools that do not, and
further research is needed to explore this issue
also. Finally, differences in the perceived main
message and its effects may lie with students
themselves.  For instance, whether or not they
already use alcohol may affect the message they
hear. This is another arca of potentially fruitful
research.

In sum, results from the NHES:93 highlight the
problems of substance availability, peer approval
of substances, and seeing alcohol and drug use at
school and are suggestive in terms of
improvement. In particular, this study suggests
the potential importance of including a "do not
dnnk" message about alcohol in alcohol/drug
education programs and transmitting that
message clearly to students.

Survey Methodology and Data Reliability

The 1993 National Household Education Survey
is a tclephone survey conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. Data collection took place
from January through Apnl of 1993. The sample
was seclected using random-digit-dialing (RDD)
mcthods and is nationally representative of all
civilian, noninstitutionalized persons in the 50
states and the District of Columbia. Data were
collected using computer-assisted telephone
interviewing (CATI) technology.

The School Safety and Discipline (SS&D)
component of the NHES:93, which is the basis of
this report, inciuded a sample of students in
grades 3 through 12. Two instruments were used
to collect data on the school experiences of these
students. A screening interview (Screener),
administered to an adult member of the
household, was used to determine whether any
youth of the approprate ages lived in the
housechold, to collect information on each
housechold member, and to idenufy the
appropriate parent/guardian respondent. If onc or
two ecligible youth resided in the houschold,
interviews were conducted about each youth. If
more than two eligible youth resided in the
houschold, two youth were randomly sampled as
interview subjects. For houscholds with youth
who were sampled for the survey, SS&D
interviews ~ were  conducted  with  the
parent/guardian most knowledgeable about the
care and education of each youth. If an cligible
youth resided in a household in which no adult
was acting in a caretaking capacity for him or
her, then that "emancipated" youth responded to
the interview. A sample of youth in grades 6
through 12 was also interviewed following the
completion of the parent interview about the
youth. This report was based on the responses of
students in grades 6 through 12.



Response Rates

For the NHES:93 survey, Screeners were
completed with 63,844 houscholds, of which
12,829 contained at Icast one child sampled for
the SS&D component. The response rate for the
Screener was 82 percent. The completion rate
for the SS&D interview with parents of 6th
through 12th grade students, or the percentage of
interviews conducted with parents for sampled
youth in that grade range, was 90 percent, and
the completion rate for the youth in 6th through
12th grade who were sampled was 83 percent.
Thus, the overall response rate for the SS&D
interview with parents of students in grades 6
through 12 was 74 percent (the product of the
Screener response rate and the SS&D completion
rate). For youth, the overall response rate was
68 percent. For the NHES:93, item nonresponse
(the failurc to complete some items in an
otherwise completed interview) was very low.
The item nonresponse rates for variables in this
report arc generally less than 2 percent. Through
a procedure known as “hot-deck™ imputation
(Kalton and Kasprzyk 1986), responses were
imputed for missing values (i.c., “don’t know,”
“refused,” or “not ascertained”). As a rcsult, no
missing values remain.

Data Reliability

Estimates produced wusing data from the
NHES:93 are subject to two types of error,
sampling and nonsampling errors. Nonsampling
errors are crrors made in the collection and
processing of data. Sampling errors occur
becausc the data arc collected from a sample
rather than a census of the population.

Nonsampling Errors

Nonsampling error is the term used to describe
variations in the estimates that may be caused by
population coverage limitations and data
collection, processing, and reporting procedures.
The sources of nonsampling errors are typically
problems like unit and item nonresponse, the
differences 1n respondents' interpretations of the
meaning of the questions, response differences
related to the particular time the survey was
conducted, and mistakes in data preparation.

In gencral, 1t is difficult to identify and estimate
cither the amount of nonsampling error or the
bias caused by this error. In the NHES survey,
efforts were made to prevent such errors from
occurmng and to compensate for them where
possible. For instance, during the survey design
phase, focus groups and cognitive laboratory
interviews were conducted for the purpose of
assessing respondent knowledge of the topics,
comprchension of questions and terms, and the
sensitivity of items. The design phase also
cntailed over 500 staff hours of CATI instrument
testing and a pretest in which over 275 interviews
were conducted.

An mmportant nonsampling crror for a telephone
survey is the failure to include persons who do
not live in houscholds with telephones. About 92
percent of all students in grades 3 through 12 live
in houscholds with telephones.  Estimation
procedures were used to help reduce the bias in
the estimates associated with youth who do not
live in households with telephones.

Sampling Errors

The sample of houscholds with telephones
selected for the NHES:93 1s just one of many
possible samples that could have been selected.
Therefore, estimates produced from the
NHES:93 sample may differ from estimates that
would have been produced from other samples.
This type of vanability is called sampling error
because it anises from using a sample of
household with telephones, rather than all
houscholds with telephones.’

The standard crror is a measurc of the variability
due to sampling when ecstimating a statistic,
standard errors for estimates presented in this
report were computed using a replication method
known as “jackknife” replication (Wolter 1985).
Standard crrors can be used as a measure of the
precision expected from a particular sample. The
probability that a complete census count would
differ from the sample estimate by less than |
standard error is about 68 percent. The chance
that the difference would be less than 1.65
standard errors is about 90 percent; and that the
difference would be less than 1.96 standard
crrors, about 95 percent.



Standard errors for all of the estimates are
presented 1n the table. These standard errors can
be used to produce confidence intervals. For
example, an estimated 43.8 percent of students
reported peer approval of drnking alcohol
(rounded to 44 percent for this report). This
figure has an cstimated standard error of 0.8.
Therefore, the estimated 95 percent confidence
interval for this statistic 1s approximately 42.2 to
45 4 percent.

The tests of significance uscd in this analysis are
based on Student's ¢ statistics.  As the number of
comparisons at the same significance level
increases, it becomes morc likely that at least one
of the estimated differences will be significant
merely by chance, that is, it will be crroncously
identified as different from zero. Even when
there i1s no statistical difference between the
means or percentages being compared, there is a
5 percent chance of getting a significant ¢ value
of 196 from sampling error alone. As the
number of compansons increases, the chance of
making this type of error also increases.

A Bonferroni adjustment was used to correct
significance tests for multiple comparisons. This
method adjusts the significance level for the total
number of comparisons made with a particular
classification vanable. All the differences cited
in this report are significant at the .05 level of
significance after a Bonferroni adjustment.
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Endnotes

l. Students' answers to questions about beer or
wine and about liquor were combined into a new
vanable descnbing the availability of alcohol. If
cither beer or wine and/or liquor were reported to
be very easy or fairly easy to obtain at school,
alcohol was coded as ecasily available.
Otherwise, 1t was coded as not easily available.

2. For additional information on telephone
coverage 1ssues and cstimation procedures to
correct for coverage biases, sce J. M. Brick and
J. Burke, Telephone Coverage Bias of 14- 10 21-
year-olds and 3- 1o 5-year-olds. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, report number
NCES 92-101.
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Table 1—Percent of students who reported easy availability, peer approval of use, and evidence of use of substances at school, by studenl and school *
charactenstics: 1993 '

Number of Easy availability at school of Peer approval of use of Seeing students under the
students influence of
Charactenistic n grades 6 Alcohof Marijuana Other drugs Alcohol Marijuana Other drugs Alcohol O_lher dmgs
through 12 (including
marijuana)

(thousands)|Percent] s.e. |Percent| s.e. |Percent| s.e. [Percent s.e. |Percent| se. |Percent| se. |Percent| se. [|Percent| s.e.

Total 24,060 31 (16 29 0.7 22 0.9 44 0.8 20 0.9 14 0.7 33 1.0 27 0.7

Student grade level

6-8 11,017 16 1.1 12 1.1 12 0.9 21 1.5 7 0.6 6 0.3 i6 1.3 11

9.10 6.832 42 1.6 43 1.6 31 13 37 1.5 27 1.5 18 1.2 46 1.3 3 25

11-12 6,211 43 1.3 44 1.7 29 18 68 1.9 34 1.8 22 1.5 51 1.5 44 2.2
School type

Public, assigned 19,507 32 0.6 30 07 22 0.9 44 0.8 20 08 14 0.7 35 09 28 0.7

Public, chosen 2,683 32 43 34 4.1 25 35 43 4.7 24 32 14 20 33 4.1 29 37

Private 1.870 18 18 15 16 10 14 39 2.3 14 1.5 8 13 17 1.8 11 13
School size

Under 300 2.632 21 31 13 1.8 14 2.3 35 2.3 12 22 10 2.1 23 2.0 16 1.7

300 - 599 7.820 26 1.2 24 1.2 18 14 39 14 13 1.1 11 0.9 28 14 21 1.0

600 - 999 6,176 31 1.4 29 14 21 1.1 43 15 20 1.2 14 1.0 34 1.7 27 1.2

1,000 or more 7.433 38 1.1 40 14 29 1.1 52 1.2 28 13 18 1.1 43 1.2 37 1.3

Alcohol/drug education in thd
current school year

Yes 19,399 30 0. 28 08 21 0.9 43 1.2 19 0.9 13 0.7 33 0.9 26 0.8
No 4,661 33 23 33 2.0 24 1.9 48 25 24 1.3 17 1.3 34 1.9 30 1.8
Main message about alcoho
in school program$
Do not drink 6,297 21 1.2 18 1.6 15 1.4 31 2.1 12 1.4 9 1.2 24 1.5 17 1.6
Do not drink and drive 14,839 33 0.8 34 0.9 24 1.0 49 1.0 23 1.0 15 08 37 1.2 31 0.9
Other message 2,924 31 2.1 29 1.9 24 1.8 44 2.6 19 22 15 22 34 1.9 27 2.1

!"Easy availability” means that vouth reported the substance is verv easy or fairly easy to obtain at school.

*Alcohol refers to beer, wine, and/or liquor.

*From September until survey. Data were collected from January through April.

*Asked of all students; not limited to current alcohol/drug education programss. Included in the "other message” category were the other two messages offered, “do not drink until you are legally old enough” and "do n.
dnink too much,” and other messages.

NOTE: s.e. is standard error. Numbers mav not add to total due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center tor Education Statistics, National Household Education Survev, Youth interviews, spring 1993.
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Tobacco Use Among High School Students — United States, 1997

Tobacco use is the single leading preventable cause of death in the United States
(7). Approximately 80% of tobacco use occurs for the first time among youth aged
<18 years (2), and the prevalence of cigarette smoking among adolescents increased
during the early 1990s (3). To determine prevalence rates of cigarette, smokeless to-
bacco (chewing tobacco or snuff), and cigar use for U.S. high school students, CDC
analyzed data from the 1997 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS). This report summa-
rizes the results of the analysis, which indicate that the prevalence of current cigarette
smoking among U.S. high school students increased from 27.5% in 1991 to 36.4% in
1997 and that, in 1997, 42.7% of students used cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, or cigars
during the 30 days preceding the survey. _

YRBS, a component of CDC’s Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (4 ), bienni-
ally measures the prevalence of priority health-risk behaviors among youth through
representative national, state, and local surveys. The 1997 national YRBS used a three-
stage cluster sample design to obtain a representative sample of 16,262 students in
grades 9-12 in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The school response rate
was 79.1%, the student response rate was 87.2%, and the overall response rate was
69.0%. Data were weighted to provide national estimates, and SUDAANE® (Software
for the Statistical Analysis of Correlated Data) was used to calculate standard errors
for determining 95% confidence intervals.*

Students completed a self-administered questionnaire that included questions
about cigarette, smokeless tobacco, and cigar use. Lifetime cigarette smokers were
defined as students who had ever smoked cigarettes, even one or two puffs. Current
cigarette, smokeless tobacco, and cigar users were defined as students who reported
product use on 21 of the 30 days preceding the survey. Frequent cigarette use was
defined as smoking cigarettes on 220 of the 30 days preceding the survey. Any current
tobacco use was defined as use of cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, or cigars on 21 of
the 30 days preceding the survey. Data are presented only for non-Hispanic black,
non-Hispanic white, and Hispanic students because the humbers of students from
other racial/ethnic groups were too small for meaningful analysis.

*Differences between prevalence estimates were considered statistically significant if the 95%
confidence intervals did not overlap. Use of trade names and commercial sources is for
identification only and does not imply endorsement by CDC and the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
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Tobacco Use Among High School Students — Continued

Prevalence of Cigarette Use

The overall prevalences of lifetime, current, and frequent cigarette use were 70.2%,
36.4%, and 16.7%, respectively (Table 1). The prevalence of lifetime cigarette smoking
was higher among Hispanic male students (76.9%) than among white male students
(70.4%). The prevalence of current cigarette smoking was higher among white stu-
dents (39.7%) than Hispanic (34.0%) and black (22.7%) students, and Hispanic students
(34.0%) were more likely to report current cigarette smoking than black students
(22.7%). Among males, the prevalence of current cigarette smoking was higher
among white students (39.6%) than black students (28.2%). Among females, the
prevalence of current cigarette smoking was higher among white students (39.9%)
than Hispanic (32.3%) and black (17.4%) students, and Hispanic female students
(32.3%) were more likely to report current cigarette smoking than black female stu-
dents (17.4%). Among black students, males (28.2%) were more likely than females
(17.4%) to report current cigarette smoking.

The prevalence of frequent cigarette smoking was higher among white students
(19.9%) than among Hispanic (10.9%) and black (7.2%) students. Among males, the
prevalence of frequent cigarette smoking was higher among white students (19.8%)
than black students (10.1%). Among females, the prevalence of frequent cigarette
smoking was higher among white students (20.1%) than Hispanic (8.1%) and black
(4.3%) students. Among black students, males (10.1%) were more likely than females
(4.3%) to report frequent cigarette.smoking————-

— " Trend analyses of current cigarette smoking found significantly increasing trends
overall and among all racial/ethnic subgroups (p<0.001). The overall prevalence of
current cigarette smoking increased from 27.5% in 1991 to 36.4% in 1997. Among
white students, current cigarette smoking increased from 30.9% in 1991 to 39.7% in
1997. Among black students, current cigarette smoking increased from 12.6% in 1991
to 22.7% in 1997. Among Hispanic students, current cigarette smoking increased from
25.3% in 1991 to 34.0% in 1997.

—_— T T T —
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Prévalence of Smokeless Tobacco Use

The overall prevalence of current smokeless tobacco use was 9.3% (Table 1). The
prevalence of current smokeless tobacco use was higher among male students
(15.8%) than female students (1.5%) and among white students (12.2%) than black
(2.2%) and Hispanic (5.1%) students. White male students (20.6%) were more likely
than any other subgroup to report current smokeless tobacco use; Hispanic male stu-
dents (8.4%) were more likely than black male students (3.2%) to report this behavior.
Among Hispanic students, males (8.4%) were more likely than females (1.2%) to re-
port current smokeless tobacco use.

Prevalence of Cigar Use

The overall prevalence of current cigar use was 22.0% (Table 1). Male students
(31.2%) were more likely to use cigars than female students (10.8%). This difference
held within each racial/ethnic subgroup. Ninth-grade students (17.3%) were less likely
than 11th-grade students (24.2%) to use cigars.

Prevalence of Any Current Tobacco Use
The overall prevalence of any current tobacco use was 42.7% (Table 1). Male stu-
dents (48.2%) were more likely to report any current tobacco use than female students



TABLE 1. Percentage of high school students* who used cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, or cigars, by sex, race/ethnicity, and
grade — United States, Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 1997

Gi Current
Igarette use smokeless Current Any current
Lifetime! Current$ Frequent? tobacco use** cigar uselt tobacco use$$

Category % (95%CIY) %  (95%Cl) %  (95%ChH % (95%ChH % (95%Ch) %  (95% Cl)
Sex

Male 70.9 (£1.9) 377 (x2.7) 17.6 (£2.7) 15.8 (£3.7) 31.2 (£2.3) 48.2 (£2.8)

Female 69.3 (£2.6) 34.7 (x2.8) 15.7 (£2.1) 1.5 (x0.7) 10.8 (£2.4) 36.0 (£2.8)
Race/Ethnicity™***

White, non-Hispanic  70.4 (£2.3) 39.7 (£2.4) 19.9 (x2.2) 12.2 (x2.5) 22.5 (+2.6) 46.8 (+1.9)
Male - 70.4 (£2.4) 39.6 (+3.8) 19.8 (£3.3) 20.6 (x4.0) 32.5 {(+2.1) 51.5 (x2.4)
Female 70.3  (#3.3) 399  (#3.2) 201  (¥3.2) 1.6 (+0.9) 9.6 (+2.6) 40.8  (+3.1)

Black, non-Hispanic 68.4 (+4.4) 22.7 (£3.8) 7.2 (+1.8) 2.2 (£1.1) 19.4 (£3.2) 29.4 (+3.0)
Male 70.1 (+4.7) 282  (#5.5) 101 (¥3.1) 3.2 (#1.7) 281 (#5.3) 376  (+4.7)
Female 66.8 (£5.2) 17.4 (£3.9) 4.3 (£1.8) 1.3 (£1.2) 11.0 (x2.9) 21.5 (+4.2)

Hispanic 75.0 (+2.7) 34.0 (£2.7) 10.9 (+2.6) 5.1 (£2.3) 20.3 (£4.4) 36.8 (+3.4)
Male 76.9 (£3.6) 355 (£3.6) 13.2 (£3.7) 8.4 (£3.3) 26.3 (£7.0) 41.3 (£5.0)
Female 727 (#3.9) 323  (#¥3.7) 81 (2.7 12 @*1.0) 130 (+28) 314  (+3.8)

Grade
9 67.7 (£5.1) 334 (#5.1) 13.1 (£3.8) 9.7 (£2.7) 17.3 (£2.9) 38.0 (£5.3)

10 70.0 (£3.9) 353 (x4.1) 15.0 (£1.9) 6.8 (£1.7) 22.3 (£3.4) 40.9 (x4.1)

" 68.8 (£3.1) 36.6 (£3.6) 18.9 (£2.8) 10.0 (+2.5) 24.2 (£2.9) 44.2 (£3.1)

12 73.7 (£4.1) 39.6 (+4.9) 19.4 (£3.1) 10.5 (£3.6) 23.8 (£4.2) 47.0 (£6.1)

Total 70.2 (£1.9) 36.4 (+2.3) 16.7 (x1.9) 93 (x2.2) 22.0 (x2.1) 42.7 (x2.3)

*N=16,262.

T Ever tried cigarette smoking, even one or two puffs.
$ Smoked cigarettes on 21 of the 30 days preceding the survey.
1Smoked cigarettes on >20 of the 30 days preceding the survey.
**Used smokeless tobacco on 21 of the 30 days preceding the survey.
T Smoked cigars on 21 of the 30 days preceding the survey.
S Smoked cigarettes, used smokeless tobacco, or smoked cigars on >1 of the 30 days preceding the survey.
11 Confidence interval.
***Numbers for other racial/ethnic groups were too small for meaningful analysis.
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Tobacco Use Among High School Students — Continued

(36.0%), and this difference held within each racial/ethnic subgroup. The prevalence of
any current tobacco use was higher among white students (46.8%) than Hispanic
(36.8%) and black (29.4%) students. These differences held for both male and female
students. The prevalence of any current tobacco use was higher among Hispanic stu-
dents (36.8%) than black students (29.4%) overall and among female students (31.4%
of Hispanic females and 21.5% of black females).
Reported by: Office on Smoking and Health, and Div of Adolescent and School Health, Natlonal
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, CDC.
Editorial Note: This report is the first to include cigarette, smokeless tobacco, and
cigar use in a measure of current tobacco use and the first to report on past-month
cigar use among a nationally representative sample of high school students. The
increasing prevalence of cigarette smoking since 1991, the high rate of smokeless
tobacco and cigar use, and the high rate of any tobacco use suggest that a major
proportion of U.S. youth already have or are at risk for nicotine addiction (5,6 ) and the
subsequent health problems caused by tobaccouse (26). .
—""In 1997, the prevalence of current cigarette smoking was 32% higher than in 1991;
current cigarette smoking increased 80% among black students___B_tl‘_’/ggmong Hispanic
students, and 28% among white students. T_e—mfor the large differences in
overall prevalence of current cigarette smoking and the increases in cigarette smoking
among students in all the racial/ethnic groups are unclear and require further investi-
gation. CDC is conducting research to help explain these differences and the reasons
for continued increases in tobacco use among all youth.

The findings in this report are subject to at least two limitations. First, these data
apply only to youth who attend high school and, therefore, are not representative of
all persons in this age group. In 1996, only 6% of persons aged 16-17 years were not
enrolled in a high school program and had not completed high school (7). Second, the
measure of any current tobacco use described in this report might be an underesti-
mate, because it does not include measures of pipe and "roll-your-own” tobacco
smoking.
~ In 1994, CDC recommended that school-based tobacco-use prevention programs
begin in elementary school and continue through 12th grade, with intensive instruc-
tion for students in grades six through eight (i.e., up to 10 smoking-focused sessions
each year) (8). Data from the 1994 School Health Policies and Programs Study indi-
cated that only 55% of middle/junior high and 47% of senior high school health educa-
tion teachers taught tobacco-use prevention as a major topic (9). Of these teachers,
43% of middle/junior high and 42% of senior high school teachers taught only one or
two classes on the topic. Additional research findings indicate that school-based
tobacco-use prevention programs are most effective when supported by community-
wide programs that involve parents, peers, mass media, and community organiza-
tions (2).

Tobacco-use prevention activities should be designed to prevent the use of
all tobacco products. Such activities should include increasing tobacco prices, reduc-
ing access (e.g., by implementing and adequately enforcing minors’' access restric-
tions), reducing the appeal of tobacco products (e.g., by restricting advertising and
promotion), and conducting youth-oriented mass media campaigns and school-based
tobacco-use prevention programs (2,70). Establishing health-oriented social nhorms
(e.g.. by increasing provision of smoke-free indoor air and decreasing modeling of




Table 66 (page 1 of 2). Use of selected substances in the past month by persons 12 years of age and
over, according to age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin: United States, selected years 1979-95

[Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the population 12 years of age and over)

Substance, age, sex, race,
‘ and Hispanic origin 1979 1982 1985 1988 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Cigarettes Percent of population
1217vyears. . ......... .. .. ... --- --- 29 23 22 21 18 19 19 20
12—13years. . .............. 9 11
14-15years................ 20 21
16-17years................ 29 30
12-17 years:
Male . .................... --- .-- 31 24 24 23 18 18 20 21
Female.................... 28 22 21 19 18 19 18 20
White, non-Hispanic . ......... - --- 33 27 26 24 22 21 22 23
Black, non-Hispanic. . ... ...... --- .- 17 10 * 8 6 8 12 12
Hispanic. . ... .............. --- --- 21 15 21 17 14 16 14 16
18-25 years:
Male . ........ ... ... ...... 37 38
Female. ... ................ 32 32
White, non-Hispanic . ... ... ... --- --- 39 39
Black, non-Hispanic. . ......... --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 25 24
Hispanic. . .. ............... 28 28
Alcohol
12yearsandover ............. 63 57 60 55 53 52 49 51 54 52
12-17vyears................ 50 35 41 33 33 27 21 24 22 21
12-13vyears .............. 9 8
1415years . ............. 22 21
1617years .............. 36 34
18-25years. . .............. 75 67 70 65 63 63 59 59 63 61
26-34years................ 72 72 71 65 64 63 62 64 65 63
35yearsandover............ 60 53 58 63 50 50 47 50 54 53
12-17 years:
Male ..................... 52 36 44 36 34 30 22 24 22 22
Female. . ... ............... 47 34 38 31 K} 24 19 23 21 20
White, non-Hispanic . ......... 53 39 46 36 37 27 22 26 24 23
Black, non-Hispanic. . .. ....... --- --- 30 22 21 28 18 18 18 15
Hispanic. . ................. --- --- 27 32 24 28 20 22 18 19
18-25 years:
Male .............. ....... 71 68
Female. . .. ................ --- 55 55
White, non-Hispanic . ......... --- --- .- - --- --- --- --- 68 67
Black, non-Hispanic. . .. .. ... .. --- --- --- --- .- --- --- --- 52 48
Hispanic. . .. ............... 54 49
Binge alcohal®
12yearsandover ............. --- --- 20 15 14 16 15 15 17 16
1217vyears. ............... --- --- 22 15 15 13 10 11 8 8
12-13vyears .............. 2 2
14-15years . ... .......... 8 8
16-17years .............. 16 15
18-25years . . .. ... ... .-~ --- 34 28 30 31 30 29 34 30
26-34years................ --- --- 28 20 21 22 23 22 24 24
I5yearsandover. . .......... --- --- 13 10 8 10 9 10 12 12
12-17 years:
Male . .................... 29 19 19 17 13 15 10 9
Female. . .......... ........ 14 11 12 9 7 7 7 6
White, non-Hispanic . . ........ --- --- 26 18 18 16 11 13 10 9
Black, non-Hispanic. . ... ...... --- --- 6 3 : 6 6 3 4 3
Hispanic. . ... ......... ... .. 15 13 11 11 9 12 5 7
18-25 years:
Male ..................... --- 47 4
Female.................... 21 19
White, non-Hispanic . ... ...... --- --- --- --- --- --- .- --- 40 34
Black, non-Hispanic. . .. ....... --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 17 16
Hispanic. ... ....... Ceee e 26 23

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 66 (page 2 of 2). Use of selected substances in the past month by persons 12 years of age and
over, according to age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin: United States, selected years 1979-95

[Data are based on household interviews of a sample of the population 12 years of age and over]

Substance, age, sex, race,

and Hispanic origin 1979 1982 1985 1988 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Marijuana Percent of population
12yearsandover ............. 13 12 10 6 5 5 5 5 5 5
12-17years. . .............. 14 10 10 5 4 4 3 4 6 8
12-13years . ............. 2 2
14-15years .............. 5 10
16-17years . ............. --- .- --- --- --- --- --- --- 12 13
18-25years. . .............. 36 27 22 15 13 13 11 11 12 12
26-34years................ 20 19 19 12 10 8 9 8 7 7
35yearsandover. . .......... 3 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
12-17 years:
Male ................. .... 16 11 11 5 5 4 4 4 7 9
Female.................... 12 9 9 6 4 3 3 4 5 7
White, non-Hispanic .......... 16 1 12 6 5 4 4 4 6 8
Black, non-Hispanic. . . ... ... .. 10 7 6 3 2 3 2 3 6 8
Hispanic. . ................. 8 * 6 3 3 3 3 4 6 8
18-25 years.
Male ..................... 16 15
Female.................... --- .- --- --- --- --- --- 9 9
White, non-Hispanic .......... --- --- 13 13
Black, non-Hispanic. . ... .... .. 12 12
Hispanic. ... ............... --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 8 7
Cacaine
12yearsandover ............. 2.6 2.4 3.0 1.6 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
12-17years................ 1.5 1.9 1.5 1.2 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.8
18-25years................ 9.9 7.0 8.1 4.8 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.6 1.2 1.3
26-34years................ 3.0 35 6.3 2.8 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.0 1.3 1.2
35yearsandover. ........... 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.4
1217 years:
Male ..................... 2.2 2.4 1.9 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.8
Female. . .................. 0.8 1.5 1.1 1.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.7
White, non-Hispanic .. ........ 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.9
Black, non-Hispanic. . ... ... ... b h 1.3 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1
Hispanic. ... ............... 2.1 ' 2.6 1.4 2.0 1.4 1.3 1.1 0.8 08
18-25 years:
Male ............ ... ...... 0.9 1.7
Female.................... 0.6 0.8
White, non-Hispanic .. ........ 1.2 1.5
Black, non-Hispanic. . .. .. ... .. --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.7 0.7
Hispanic. ... ............... 2.2 1.1

- - - Data not available.

* Estimates with relative standard error greater than 17.5 percent of the log transformation of the proportion are not shown.

"Five or more drinks on the same occasion at least once in the past month.

NOTES: In 1994 the survey underwent major changes. Estimates for 1993 and earlier years are adjusted to be comparable with data from the redesigned survey. See
Appendix 1, Substance Abuse and Mental Heaith Services Administration. Estimates of the use of substances from the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse and

the Monitoring the Future Study differ because of different methodologies, sampling frames, and tabulation categories.

SOURCES: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, Office of Applied Studies: Preliminary Estimates from the 1995 National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse: Advance Report 18 and Preliminary Tables from the 1995 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse.

Click here to view source document at
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CDC's TIPS - Current Smoking by School Grade http://www.cde.gov/tobacco/smkne.htm

Trends in Current* Cigarette Smoking by Grade in School---United
‘ States, 1975-1998

12th Grade

Percent

15 1 8th Grade .--*"

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997

‘ Year

Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Monitoring the Future Project.
*Smoking 1 or more cigarettes during the previous 30 days.

‘ Tobacco Use in the United States- Overview

‘ Research, Data, Reports- Youth
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CDC's TIPS - Current Smoking Among High School Seniors by Race http://www.cde.gov/tobacco/hssrace him

LT FNFCSEIAN TN
IS TION SRHAH

. Trends in Current* Cigarette Smoking Among High School Seniors, by
Race---United States, 1977-1998
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Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Monitoring the Future Project
*Smoking 1 or more cigarettes during the previous 30 days

‘: Research, Data, Reports- Youth
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CDC's TIPS - Smoking Status of High School Seniors
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Smoking status of high school seniors---United States, Monitoring the Future

Project, 1976-1998

Percentage who smoked during the previous 30 days.

Females Whites

39.
39.
38.
37.
33.
31.
32.
31.
31.
31.
30.
31.
28.
29.
29.
27.
26.
28.
29.
32.
32.
35.
33.

WNDONNTIRFRFONOWOULSTD OO D RERFEORF

-1.4
-11.8
+3.1
+7.3

-3.7

-31.3
+12.0

Year Total Males
1976 38.8 37.7
1977 38.4 36.6
1978 36.7 34.5
1979 34.4 31.2
1980 30.5 26.8
1981 29.4 26.5
1982 30.0 26.8
1983 30.3 28.0
1984 29.3 25.9
1985 30.1 28.2
1986 29.6 27.9
1987 29.4 27.0
1988 28.7 28.0
1989 28.6 27.1
1990 29.4 29.1
1991 28.3 29.0
1992 27.8 29.2
1993 29.9 30.7
1994 31.2 32.9
1995 33.5 34.5
1996 34.0 34.9
1987 36.5 37.3
1998 35.1 36.3
Percentage point difference
1976-1998 -3.7
1976-1984 -9.5
1984-1991 -1.0
1991-1998 +6.8
Percentage change
1976-1998 -9.5
1976-1984 -24.5
1984-1991 -3.4
1991-1998 +24.0

+25.2

38.
37.
36.
33.
30.
30.
31.
31.
31.
31.
32.
32.
32.
32.
32.
31.
33.
35.
36.
38.
40.
41.

-5

=7.
-4.
+5.

NN OONNONWNNRPOWNW-ITOOOOONW

@ SN o

-14.
-18.
-13.
+21.

Race/Ethnicity*

= o D W

Blacks Hispanics
36.7 35.7
32.7 32.8
30.2 26.8
26.8 22.6
23.7 23.2
21.8 24.7
21.2 24.7
19.3 25.3
18.1 25.5
16.9 23.7
14.2 22.7
13.3 21.9
12.6 20.6
12.2 21.7
10.6 24.0
8.7 25.0
9.5 24.2
10.9 23.6
12.9 25.1
14.2 25.4
14.3 25.9
14.9 26.6
+3.4 -21.8 -9.1
-7.1 -17.4 -10.4
+1.0 -8.7 -1.3
+9.5 +4.3 +2.6
+8.9 -59.4 -25.5
-18.5 -47.4 -29.1
+3.2 -45.1 -5.1
+29.5 +40.6 +10.8

*To derive percentages for each racial/ethnic subgroup, data for the specified year and the previous year
have been combined to increase subgroup.sample sizes and thus provide more stable estimates. Thus, data

are available for race/ethnicity since 1977.

1 of 2
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CDC's TIPS - Smoking Status of High School Seniors http://www.cde.gov/tobacco/hssdata.htm

Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
Monitoring the Future Project.

‘ ‘ In the News

‘Research, Data, Reports- Youth
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Researchers have long acknowledged...ts rise from middle to high school http://www.prideusa.org/press99/978 4x6.htm

PRIDE NEWS RELEASE Contact: Doug Hall, 770-458-9900

April 6-10: 513-784-6010
Embargoed for
Mobile 404-229-4596
11 a.m., April 7, 1999

Study shows nine-year-olds already involved in drugs and alcohol;
Transition from fifth to sixth grade seen as vulnerable time

CINCINNATI, April 7 — By the time they reach nine years of age a small but significant percentage of
American students experiment with cigarettes, alcohol, deadly inhalants, marijuana, and other drugs, the
National Parents’ Resource Institute for Drug Education (PRIDE) reported today.

As students reach the sixth grade (ages 11 and 12), their involvement in alcohol, tobacco, and other drug
use as much as quadruples from the fourth grade, perhaps as a result of perceived peer use.

In the first national survey of drug use and violence among America’s youngest and most vulnerable
students — in grades 4 to 6 — PRIDE found that hundreds of thousands of fourth graders, mostly ages
nine and 10, have used cigarettes (4.1 percent), beer (7.7 percent), and inhalants (6.3 percent). The
survey represents the responses of 26,086 students in 22 states nationwide.

One in four fourth graders (27 percent) reports being hurt by a student at school. With more than 3.8
million fourth graders in public and private schools, that percentage represents more than a million
students,

Many fourth graders drink beer (2.1 percent) and wine coolers (2.2 percent), and "huff" inhalants (2.2
percent) on a monthly basis, the survey revealed. Monthly frequency of drug use is considered current
drug use. Even one-time use of some inhalants can produce brain damage or death.

Fourth graders are aware that drugs are prevalent in society. A quarter of them say cigarettes (24
percent) and beer (25 percent) are "easy to get," and 11 percent say marijuana is just as accessible.
Nearly one in five (19 percent) say they have already started smoking cigarettes or might someday. Yet
only 2 percent agree it 1s "OK for kids my age to smoke cigarettes."

Today’s study of students, mostly ages 9-12, dramatically demonstrates the increase in drug use that
occurs when children move from elementary to middle school. Previous research supported by the
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) indicates a vulnerability to drug use when students rise from
elementary to middle school and then from middle to high school (Sloboda & David, 1997).

The percentage of students reporting annual use of marijuana escalated from 0.8 percent among fourth
graders to 3.7 percent among sixth graders. (Annual reported use means the drug was consumed at least
once during the past year.)

The annual incidence of marijuana use triples (from 1.2 to 3.7 percent) after students leave the fifth
grade and go to the sixth grade, the study found. Cigarette smoking and beer drinking roughly doubled
between the fifth and sixth grades (cigarettes from 7 to 15 percent, and beer from 8 to 15 percent).

"It is clear from these numbers that, for 11- and 12-year-olds, the transition from the fifth to the sixth
grade is a critical moment as a child makes the decision whether to use drugs and engage in other bad
behaviors," said Thomas J. Gleaton, Ed.D., president of PRIDE.

Gleaton noted that social factors such as associating with new friends might explain the escalation in
drug use between the two grades. Sharp increases were seen in the number of students who said their
friends use drugs, known as perceived use.

1 of 3 4/9/99 9:57 AM



Researchers have long acknowledged...ts rise from middle to high school http://www.prideusa.org/press99/978_4x6.htm

Among fifth graders, 27 percent said "a few" or "a lot" of their friends smoke cigarettes compared to 43
percent among sixth graders. For beer, 19 percent of fifth graders said friends drink, versus 31 percent
for sixth graders. For marijuana, 6 percent versus 14 percent, respectively.

Students in all three grades were divided into two groups: those who said none of their friends use drugs,
and those who reported "a few" or "a lot" of their friends used drugs.

Among the group that believes none of their friends use drugs, beer use was 2 percent and cigarette use
was 0.9 percent. Among those who think some of their friends use drugs, beer use increased to 20
percent and cigarette use rose to 17 percent.

Other NIDA research (Hansen, 1997) placed drug use by peers as one of the strongest correlations in
predicting adolescent drug use — ahead of deviance (aggression, truancy, vandalism, dishonesty, etc.),
drug use by siblings, and drug use by parents.

However, students in all three grades greatly overestimated how many of their friends use drugs when
compared with actual personal reported use. While 27 percent of the fifth graders said "a few" or "a lot"
of their friends smoke cigarettes, only 7 percent actually self-reported any cigarette smoking. In the sixth
grade 14 percent believe their friends smoke marijuana, while only 4 percent of students reported any
marijuana use.

"This misperception alone — that everyone is doing it — can be a powerful motivator behind much of the
drug use we see," Gleaton said. "Youth need an accurate portrayal of drug use that begins with
correcting the misperception that everyone is doing it."

Attitudinal changes regarding drugs and violence were also detected in the transition from fifth to sixth
grade. The percentage of students reporting it is "OK for kids my age" to use drugs generally doubled
between the fifth and sixth grades--cigarettes (2.9 to 6.6 percent), beer (3.9 to 7.2 percent) and marijuana
(1.2 to 3.2 percent).

The percentage of students responding it is "OK for kids my age to carry a gun for protection" jumped
from 6 percent to 9 percent between the two grade levels. Similarly, 18 percent of fifth graders said it is
"OK for kids my age to beat up another student if it is a fair fight" compared to 27 percent in the sixth
grade.

Violence and the threat of violence is a real concern for students as young as nine years old. One third of

fourth graders (33 percent) said they have been threatened by another student at school, and more than a
quarter (27 percent) report they have been hurt by a student one or more times.

#Hi#
Frequency of use of drugs by US students in grades 4-6

4/9/99 9:57 AM
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h ~W’I;'l;t‘a‘quency X Gl';&e4 Grade5 ] Grade 6 i VVVVVVV Total

Cigarettes | Amuai% | 41 70 | 148 | 76
vortv® 18 28 | 70 3.3

________ - T R s —
Monthly 2.1 22 47 2.7

e — T e - | _____ L -
Monthly 0.7 0.8 3.0 1.2

TP o . ] — e
Monthly 0 0.4 0.6 17 0.8

[ inhatants Al | 6.3 60 | 73 64
| (Glue, Gas, etc) Monthly 2.2 2.3 2.7 2.4

Source: PRIDE Survey, 800-279-6361

‘More details: www.prideusa.org
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HEADLINE: Drug Survey of Children Finds That End of Grade School Is a Crucial
Time

BYLINE: By CHRISTOPHER S. WREN

BODY :

The first national drug-abuse survey to include elementary-school children
among the respondents suggests that youngsters become more vulnerable to the
lure of drugs once they leave the familiar environment of primary school and
strive to fit into middle school.

The new survey, by Pride, an organization based in Atlanta that counsels
schools and parents on ways to inhibit drug use among the young, also confirms
again what many researchers have long known: that cigarettes, alcohol (primarily
beer) and inhalants are used far more by children than are marijuana or harder
drugs.

Pride -- the name is an acronym for the National Parents' Resource Institute
for Drug Education -- issued its findings yesterday at its national conference
in Cincinnati. Until now, drug-abuse surveys among children did not focus on
those below the eighth grade. But Pride's survey questioned pupils from Grade 4
through Grade 6, and among the findings were these: :

The proportion of respondents who said they had smoked cigarettes in the last
month jumped to 7 percent of sixth graders from 1.6 percent of fourth graders.
Similarly 2.1 percent of fourth graders said they drank beer at least once a
month, fewer than half the 4.7 percent of sixth graders who reported doing so.
Monthly sniffing of glue and other inhalants also rose between the grades,
although less so: to 2.7 percent of sixth graders from 2.2 percent of fourth
graders. As for marijuana, only 0.4 percent of fourth-grade pupils acknowledged
having smoked it in the last month, as against 1.7 percent of sixth graders.

In discussing their findings, officials of Pride also cited previous
research, for the National Institute on Drug Abuse, indicating that children's
risk of engaging in drug use rises when they move from elementary school to
middle -- which, depending on the district, begins in Grade 5, 6 or 7 -- and
later from middle school to high school. Peer pressure and association with new
friends appear to be leading causes.

Although marijuana use among the survey's respondents was far less common
than their beer drinking or cigarette smoking, the director of the White House
Office of National Drug Control Policy noted a sharp jump in monthly marijuana
smoking from fifth graders (0.6 percent) to sixth (1.7 percent).
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"The reported dramatic increase of marijuana use between the fifth and sixth
grades," said the director, Gen. Barry R. McCaffrey, retired, "is a real wake-up
call to parents. We have got to get the word out that the pre-teen years are the
key transition period where parents can play a critical role."

The findings were based on responses from 26,086 pupils at public and private
schools in 22 states during the 1997-98 school year. Pride sent a questionnaire
to the participating schools with instructions for administering it, and all
answers were anonymous. Doug Hall, a Pride spokesman, said the researchers had
used a test-retest method in which the pupils were asked the same questions
twice within a two-week period to catch any statistical inconsistencies. But the
schools had all volunteered to participate in the survey, making them somewhat
less representative than a broader nationwide sample-would have been.

The researchers found that the children interviewed, who ranged in age from 9
to 12, seemed to overestimate the number of friends and classmates who smoked
cigarettes, drank beer or experimented with marijuana. For example, 14 percent
of sixth graders said they believed that their friends had smoked marijuana, but
fewer than 4 percent admitted having tried it themselves at some point.

"This misperception alone -- that everybody's doing it -- can be a powerful
motivator behind much of the drug use we see," said Thomas J. Gleaton, the
president of Pride. "Youth need an accurate portrayal of drug use that begins
with correcting the misperception that everyone is doing it."

The nation's foremost annual survey of drug use by the young, Monitoring the
Future, at the University of Michigan, questions eighth graders and up. It asks
when they first began using drugs, and their answers indicate the same leap in
experimentation between elementary school and middle school.

In 1997, the latest year measured, just 0.9 percent of eighth graders said
they had first tried marijuana in the fourth grade, 4.2 percent in the sixth
grade. Similarly 8.3 percent said they had begun drinking alcohol in the fourth
grade, and 12 percent in the sixth grade. And 7.8 percent said they had started
smoking cigarettes in the fourth grade, and 12.4 percent in the sixth grade.

In December, the Michigan survey reported that in 1997 marijuana use, after
rising for six years, began to decline slightly among 10th and 12th graders and
failed to increase among 8th graders. This raised hopes that prevention messages
were finally paying off.
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NIDA Media Advisory

Contact: Beverly Jackson or Sheryl Massaro
FOR RELEASE, Friday, December 18, 1998, 2 p.m. 301-443-6245

Drug Use Eases Among Teens for Second Consecutive Year
Secretary Shalala Also Announces NIDA Goes to School
Initiative

Illicit drug use among teenagers remained stable for the second year in a row, and 1n some cases
even decreased, according to the 24th annual Monitoring the Future Survey released today by the
Department of Health and Human Services.

The 1998 survey of drug use among adolescents found general stability among the proportion of
12th graders using most illicit drugs in the past year or past month, including the most frequently
used drug, marijuana. There were also important decreases this year in 10th graders' use of
marijuana, alcohol and cigarettes, and among 8th graders, the survey indicates evidence of a
gradual decline in drug use over the past two years.

‘ "These new findings are encouraging, since they seem to indicate a leveling off in teens' use of
illicit drugs, particularly marijuana, after years of dramatic increases," Secretary Shalala said. "It's
not easy to convince our young people that drug use 1s illegal, dangerous and wrong, but it 1s
absolutely critical to their future. We now have an opportunity to drive home this important
message."

Secretary Shalala also announced today that the NIDA Goes to School initiative will distribute
science-based education materials to 18,000 public and private middle schools in the country and
at U.S. military bases overseas. As part of HHS' ongoing outreach efforts, NIDA Goes to School
includes the latest information on how drugs damage children's minds and bodies.

"This progress is the second straight year without any significant increases in youth drug use," said
Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy Barry R. McCaffrey. "This consistent
progress not only gives reason for optimism that we have turned the tide, but also demonstrates
that our balanced approach - focusing on preventing children from turning to drugs, treating drug
addicts, and breaking trafficking organizations - works."

The decline in some measures from 1997 to 1998 appears to continue the leveling off in illicit drug
use noted cautiously in last year's Monitoring the Future survey. While other surveys showed a
shight increase from 1996 to 1997 in use of some drugs, a series of government reports have
confirmed that the nation is experiencing the first real slowdown in illicit drug use after years of
dramatic increases. In particular, use of marijuana, the drug most widely used by teens, appears to
be leveling off, with declines reported in this survey for the second year in a row. This year's study

‘ also reports an increase in perceived risk of harm in using marijuana, which generally is predictive
of a decline in marijuana use. This report is the first to find an increase in the perceived risk of
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marijuana use among 8th graders since 1991.

Daily cigarette smoking among 12th graders in 1998 is at 22.4 percent. Although down slightly
from the recent high of 24.6 percent in 1997, the 1998 rate 1s still above the low point of 17.2
percent in 1992. Since 1979, daily smoking decreased to 21.3 percent in 1980, remained level for
many years and increased between the early and mid-1990s.

"Increases in disapproval and perceived harm rates generally play out as less drug use," said NIDA
Director Dr. Alan 1. Leshner. "And the more that scientific research helps us understand what
addiction is and how illicit drugs change the brain and behavior, the better able students and others
will be to make informed decisions. The findings from this year's report suggest that many of our
educational efforts are beginning to pay off."

One disquieting increase in this year's survey noted that "crack” cocaine use among 8th graders
rose from 2.7 percent in 1997 for lifetime use to 3.2 percent in 1998.

The following are highlights from the 1998 Monitoring the Future survey. Unless otherwise noted,
all changes are statistically significant.

ANY ILLICIT DRUG USE - Past year use among 10th graders decreased from 38.5 percent in
1997 to 35.0 percent in 1998. Past year use among 8th graders decreased from 23.6 percent in 1996
to 21.0 percent in 1998.

MARIJUANA - Lifetime, past year, and past month use dropped among 10th graders: from 42.3
percent in 1997 to 39.6 percent in 1998 for lifetime use;, from 34.8 percent in 1997 to 31.1 percent
in 1998 for past year use; and from 20.5 percent in 1997 to 18.7 percent in 1998 for past month
use. Rates of marijuana use among 8th and 12th graders remained stable.

CRACK/COCAINE - Crack and cocaine use remained stable across the board for 10th and 12th
graders. Among 8th graders, however, increases were noted in lifetime use of crack (from 2.7
percent in 1997 to 3.2 percent in 1998) and in past year use (from 1.7 percent to 2.1 percent of 8th
graders).

HEROIN - Heroin use remained stable across the board for each grade.

INHALANTS - Past month inhalant use decreased among 8th graders, from 5.6 percent in 1997 to
4.8 percent in 1998. While inhalant use among 8th graders remains generally higher than for the
other grades, use has been declining gradually in all three grades since 1995.

LSD - Past month use of LSD decreased among 8th graders, from 1.5 percent in 1997 to 1.1
percent in 1998.

ALCOHOL - For a few years, alcohol use has remained stable among 8th and 10th graders.
Alcohol use among 12th graders had increased between 1996 and 1997, but remained stable from
1997 to 1998. In addition, some decreases were seen among 10th graders: lifetime use decreased
from 72.0 percent in 1997 to 69.8 percent in 1998; past year use decreased from 65.2 percent in
1997 to 62.7 percent in 1998.

CIGARETTES - Among 12th graders in 1997, daily use of cigarettes in the past month was at 1ts

highest level since 1979 (24.6 percent in 1997 vs. 25.4 percent in 1979). In 1998, the number of
12th graders' smoking daily decreased to 22.4 percent, and those smoking a half-pack or more of
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cigarettes per day decreased from 14.3 percent in 1997 to 12.6 percent in 1998. African American
students continue to have the lowest rates of smoking, with 14.9 percent of African American 12th
graders reporting past month smoking, compared to 41.7 percent of white and 26.6 percent of
Hispanic 12th graders.

ATTITUDES & PERCEPTIONS OF DRUG ABUSE - For the Monitoring the Future Study,
students are asked about their perceived harm/risk of using an illicit drug; personal disapproval of
those who use drugs; and their perceived availability of drugs.

The following data are encouraging:

The percentage of 8th graders reporting "great risk" in trying marijuana once or twice increased
from 25.3 percent in 1997 to 28.1 percent in 1998, and the percentage of those who perceived great
risk 1n occasional use increased from 43.1 percent in 1997 to 45.0 percent in 1998.

The percentage of 12th graders seeing great risk in trying amphetamines once or twice increased
from 31.0 percent in 1997 to 35.3 percent in 1998.

And, for alcohol, the perceived harm in trying one or two drinks increased among 8th graders, from
10.4 percent 1n 1997 to 12.1 percent in 1998, and 10th graders, from 9.0 percent in 1997 to 10.1
percent in 1998.

Among 8th and 10th graders, the perceived availability of several drugs decreased, including
marijuana, LSD, heroin and other opiates, amphetamines, barbiturates, tranquilizers, alcohol, and
cigarettes.

A few trends, however, appear to be moving in the wrong direction and may require particular
attention:

The only statistically significant change in personal disapproval of people who use drugs occurred
among 8th graders, fewer of whom reported disapproval of people taking LSD once or twice or
regularly. Also, fewer 8th graders saw great risk in regular use of LSD; this percentage decreased
from 64.1 percent in 1997 to 59.6 percent in 1998.

The perceived harm in taking cocaine powder occasionally decreased among 10th graders,
declining from 73.9 percent in 1997 to 71.8 percent in 1998.

Among 12th graders, perceived availability of opiates other than heroin increased from 1997 to
1998.

LONG-TERM TRENDS, 1975-1998 - Monitoring the Future has surveyed 12th graders
continuously since 1975, and notes some long-term trends for this group only.

From a peak in drug use that occurred in 1979, use of marijuana by 12th graders declined from
1980 to 1992, rose between 1993 and 1995, stabilized for a year, increased between 1996 and
1997, and remained unchanged in 1998. In 1979, past year marijuana use for 12th graders peaked
at 50.8 percent; in 1998, 37.5 percent of 12th graders have used marijuana at least once in the past
year.

The Monitoring the Future Study, conducted by the University of Michigan's Institute for Social
Research and funded by the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA), National Institutes of
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Health, has tracked 12th graders' illicit drug use and also attitudes towards drugs since 1975. In
1991, 8th and 10th graders were added to the study. For the 1998 study, 49,866 students were
surveyed from a representative sample of 422 public and private schools nationwide.

NOTE: respondent's lifetime. "Past year" refers to an individual's drug use at least once during the
year preceding their response to the survey. "Past month" refers to an individual's drug use at least
once during the month preceding their response to the survey.

hitp://www.health.org/pressrel/dec98/6.htm
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Juvenile Arrests 1997

Howard N. Snyder

In 1997, law enforcement agencies in
the United States made an estimated 2.8
million arrests of persons under age 18.*
According to the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI), juveniles accounted for
19% of all arrests and 17'% of all violent

rime arrests in 1997. The substantial

owth in juvenile violent crime arrests
that began in the late 1980's peaked in
1994. In 1997, for the third year in a row,
the total number of juvenile arrests for
Violent Crime Index offenses—murder,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault—declined. Even with these de-
clines (3% in 1995, 6% in 1996, and 4% in
1997), the number of juvenile Violent
Crime Index arrests in 1997 was 49%
above the 1988 level. In comparison, the
number of adult arrests for a Violent
Crime Index offense in 1997 was 19%
greater than in 1988,

These findings are derived from data
reported annually by local law enforce-
ment agencies across the country to the
FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Pro-
gram. Based on these data, the FBI pre-
pares its annual Crime in the United States
report, which summarizes crimes known
to the police and arrests made during the
reporting calendar year. This information
is used to characterize the extent and
nature of juvenile crime that comes to the
attention of the justice system. Other re-
cent findings from the UCR Program are:

* Of the 2,100 juveniles murdered in
1997, 56% were killed with a firearm.

* Throughout this Bulletin, persons under age 18 are
referred to as juveniles. See Notes on page 12.

g

*

*
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Juveniles were involved in 14% of all
murder and aggravated assault ar-
rests, 37% of burglary arrests, 30% of
robbery arrests, and 24% of weapons
arrests in 1997.

Juvenile murder arrests increased sub-
stantially between 1988 and 1993. In
the peak year of 1993, there were
about 3,800 juvenile arrests for mur-
der. Between 1993 and 1997, juvenile
arrests for murder declined 39%, with
the number of arrests in 1997 (2,500)
11% above the 1988 level.

Between 1993 and 1997, juvenile ar-
rests for burglary declined 9% and ju-
venile arrests for motor vehicle theft
declined 30%.

Juveniles were involved in 14% of all
drug abuse violation arrests in 1997.
Between 1993 and 1997, juvenile ar-
rests for drug abuse violations in-
creased 82%.

Juvenile arrests for curfew and loiter-
ing violations increased 87% between
1993 and 1997. In 1997, 28% of curfew
arrests involved juveniles under age 15
and 31% involved females.

In 1997, 58% of arrests for running
away from home involved females and
41% involved juveniles under age 15.

Arrests of juveniles accounted for 12%
of all violent crimes cleared by arrest
in 1997—specifically, 8% of murders,
11% of forcible rapes, 17% of robber-
ies, and 12% of aggravated assaults.
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11997, the U.S.
murder rate was the
lowest in 30 years

The primary focus of each Crime in the
United States report is the estimated num-
ber of crimes reported to law enforce-
ment agencies. While only a portion of all
crimes that occur are reported to law
enforcement, those that are provide an
assessment of the workloads of the crimi-
nal and juvenile justice systems.

The FBI estimates that in 1997,
7,726,000 larceny-thefts, 2,461,000 bur-
glaries, 1,354,000 motor vehicle thefts,
1,022,000 aggravated assaults, 498,000
robberies, 96,000 forcible rapes, and
18,200 murders were reported to law en-
forcement agencies. One would have to
go back to 1971 to find a lower annual
number of murder victims in the United
States and to 1967 to find a lower murder
rate (i.e., murders per 100,000 persons in
the population).

With one exception, the traditional
UCR program collects no information on
the victims of these crimes. The excep-
tion is murder.

Eighty-eight percent of murder victims
16,100) were 18 years of age or older.
Fewer adults were murdered in the
United States in 1997 than in any year
within the last 20 years.

In 1997, about 2,100 murder victims
were below the age of 18. This level was
27% below that of the peak year of 1993,
when 2,900 juveniles were murdered.
However, this decline only returned the
level to that of 1989. The number of juve-
niles murdered in the United States in
1997 was still over 300 more than in a
typical year in the 1980’s.

In 1997, 900 persons under age 13
were murdered. This figure has held rela-
tively constant for the last 20 years. The
last year in which fewer young juveniles
were murdered was 1987.

In 1997, 68% of all murder victims
were Killed with a firearm. Adults were
more likely to be killed with a firearm
(70%) than were juveniles (56%). How-
ever, the involvement of a firearm de-
pended greatly on the age of the juvenile
victim. While 18% of murdered juveniles
under age 13 were killed with a firearm in

197, 84% of murdered juveniles age 13
older were killed with a firearm. No
other age group in 1997 had a higher pro-

portion of firearm homicides.

While the number of juvenile arrests in 1997—2.8 million—was only
slightly below the 1996 level, juvenile arrests for murder dropped 16%

1997 Percent of Total
Estimated ~ Juvenile Arrests
Most Serious Number of Under Percent Change

Offense Juvenile Arrests Female Age15 1988-97 1993-97 1996-97
Total 2,838,300 26% 32% 35% 14% -1%
Crime Index total 824,900 26 38 6 -4 -6
Violent Crime Index 123,400 16 30 49 -6 -4
Murder and nonneglient 2,500 6 11 " -39 -16
manslaughter
Forcible rape 5,500 2 38 6 -16 -2
Robbery 39,500 9 26 56 -2 -8
Aggravated assault 75,900 21 33 51 -5 -2
Property Crime Index 701,500 28 40 1 -3 -6
Burglary 131,000 10 38 -15 -9 -6
Larceny-theft 493,900 34 42 9 4 -4
Motor vehicle theft 66,600 16 26 -17 -30 -14
Arson 10,000 11 67 22 -2 -4
Nonindex
Other assaults 241,800 29 41 84 17 0
Forgery and counterfeiting 8,500 39 12 2 3 -2
Fraud 11,300 35 16 58 3 —6
Embezzlement 1,400 45 5 6 74 0
Stolen property (buying, 39,500 13 27 -8 -15 -10
receiving, possessing)
Vandalism 136,500 12 45 20 -12 -6
Weapons (carrying, 52,200 9 31 44 -23 -4
possessing, eic.)
Prostitution and 1,400 56 15 -28 11 -8
commercialized vice
Sex offense (except forcible 18,500 9 51 1 -13 4
rape and prostitution)
Drug abuse violations 220,700 13 16 125 82 2
Gambling 2,600 3 13 166 -7 -6
Offenses against the 10,200 37 35 150 73 8
family and children
Driving under the influence 19,600 17 2 -21 35 4
Liquor law violations 158,500 30 11 1 33 1
Drunkenness 24,100 17 13 -9 31 -5
Disorderly conduct 215,100 26 34 86 31 0
Vagrancy 3,100 15 24 -7 2 1
All other offenses 468,000 24 28 55 29 4
(except traffic)
Suspicion 1,600 23 22 -38 -9 -26
Curfew and loitering 182,700 31 28 190 87 3
Runaways 196,100 58 4 19 -2 -4

¢ Between 1993 and 1997, juvenile arrests for murder declined 39%; during the
same period, juvenile arrests for a weapons law violation dropped 23%.

€ In about 15% of all juvenile arrests in 1997, the most serious charge was a drug
abuse violation, a liquor law violation, drunkenness, or driving under the influence.

¢ The proportion of juvenile arrests involving younger juveniles (under age 15) was
highest for the offense of arson (67%), followed by sex offenses (51%), vandalism
(45%), larceny-theft (42%), other (simple) assaults (41%), and runaways (41%).

& 12% of juveniles arrested for vandalism were female and 45% were age 14 or
younger.

Data source: Crime in the United States 1997 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1998), tables 29, 32, 34, 36, and 38. Arrest estimates were developed by the National
Center for Juvenile Justice.




Juveniles were involved in about 1 in 5 arrests made by law
enforcement agencies in 1997, 1 in 6 arrests for a violent crime, and 1 in
3 arrests for a property offense

All arrests
Violent Crime Index
Property Crime Index

Arson

Vandalism

Motor vehicle theft
Burglary
Larceny-theft
Robbery
Disorderly conduct
Stolen property
Liquor laws
Weapons

Sex offense

Other assaults
Forcible rape
Aggravated assault
Drug abuse
Murder

Vagrancy

Offenses against the family
Drunkenness

50%

s 3%
Prostitution ® 1%
Driving under the influence B 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Percent of arrests involving juveniles

Note: Running away from home and curfew and loitering violations are not presented in this
figure because, by definition, only juveniles can be arrested for these offenses.

Data source: Crime in the United States 1997 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1998), table 38.

The juvenile share of
the crime problem
decreased in 1997

The relative responsibility of juveniles
for the U.S. crime problem is hard to de-
termine. Studying the proportion of
crimes that are cleared by the arrest of
juveniles gives one estimate of the juve-
nile responsibility for crime.

The clearance data in the Crime in the
United States series show that the propor-
tion of violent crimes attributed to juve-
niles has declined in recent years. Juve-
nile involvement in violent crime grew
from 9% or 10% in the early-to-mid-1980's
to 14% in 1994. Since 1994, the proportion
of violent crimes cleared by juvenile ar-
rest has declined, reaching 12% in 1997.

The proportion of murders cleared by
juvenile arrests in 1997 (8%) was at its
lowest level since 1991, but still above
the 5% level of the mid-1980's. The juve-
nile proportion of cleared forcible rapes
peaked in 1995 (15%) and then fell, with
the 1997 rate (12%) the lowest in the de-
cade. The juvenile proportion of robbery
clearances in 1997 (17%) was below its
peak in 1995 (20%), but still far above the
levels of the early 1980’s (12%). Similarly,
the juvenile proportion of aggravated as-
sault clearances in 1997 (12%) was below
its peak in 1994 (13%), but still above the
levels of the early 1980’s (9%). The pro-
portion of Property Crime Index offenses
cleared by juvenile arrest in 1997 (23'%)
was equal to the average level between
1980 and 1996.

Over the last 25 years, changes in the number of juvenile arrests for violent crime have been unrelated to

changes in the size of the juvenile population

Population (in millions) of juveniles ages 1017

Juvenile Vialent Crime Index arrests

40 T . : 160,0007" puy
351t bl 140,000} ;
301 e = 120,0001" A N
: R " . A // :
25 R 10,0001 N /
20 : 80,000+
15 : : i ; 60,000
10414 ; ; : 40,000
511 20,000
SEEREEREREE ':' . | o it ;
1972 1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 1972 1977 1982 1987 1992 1997

¢ From 1987 to 1994, while the juvenile population increased 7%, juvenile arrests for violent crime increased 79%. Since 1994,

juvenile arrests have dropped 18%, while the juvenile population has increased 4%.

Data source: Arrest estimates were developed by the National Center for Juvenile Justice based on arrest data from the FBI; population data is

from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. /See data source note 1 on page 12 for detail.]




he Violent Crime
Index monitors
violence trends

The FBI assesses trends in the volume
of violent crimes by monitoring four of-
fenses that are consistently reported by
law enforcement agencies nationwide and
are pervasive in all geographical areas of
the country. These four crimes are mur-
der and nonnegligent manslaughter, forc-
ible rape, robbery, and aggravated as-
sault. Other crimes may be considered
violent by their nature or effect (e.g., kid-
naping, weapons possession, extortion,
drug selling), but the four crimes that to-
gether form the Violent Crime Index have
traditionally been used as the Nation’s
barometer of violent crime.

The juvenile violent
crime arrest rate
declined 23% from
1994 to 1997

The juvenile violent crime arrest rate
in 1988 was nearly identical to the rate in
1980; in fact, this rate had changed little

nce the early 1970's. However, between
+988 and 1994, the rate increased more
than 60%. This steady increase after
years of stability focused national atten-
tion on the juvenile violent crime problem.

After peaking in 1994, the juvenile vio-
lent crime arrest rate began to decline.
The declines in 1995, 1996, and again in
1997 resulted in a 1997 juvenile violent
crime arrest rate 23% below the peak
year of 1994, but still 25% above the 1988
level. Therefore, by 1997, the juvenile vio-
lent crime arrest rate decreased by half of
the increase it experienced between 1988
and 1994.

Few juveniles are
arrested for violent
crime

The juvenile Violent Crime Index arrest
rate tells us that in 1997, there were 407
arrests for these violent crimes for every
100,000 youth in the United States be-
tween 10 and 17 years of age. If each of
these arrests involved a different juvenile
(i.e., if each juvenile arrested in 1997 for a
Violent Crime Index offense were arrested

1ly once that year—which is unlikely),
aen 1 in about every 250 persons ages 10
through 17 in the United States was ar-
rested for a Violent Crime Index offense
in 1997.

After more than a decade of consistency, the juvenile Violent Crime
Index arrest rate increased from 1989 to 1994 and then fell, so that by
1997, it had nearly returned to the 1989 level

Arrests per 100,000 juveniles ages 10-17
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& Between 1994 and 1997, the juvenile Violent Crime Index arrest rate dropped
23%. Even with this decline, the 1997 rate was still about 30% greater than the
average rate of the years between 1380 and 1988.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for detail.]

Between 1980 and 1997, Violent Crime Index arrest rates increased
substantially for all ages—more for adults than juveniles

Violent Crime Index arrests per 100,000 population
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& Over the last several years, public attention has focused on increases in juve-
nile violent crime arrests. However, with the recent declines in this rate, the in-
crease in the arrest rate for juveniles between 1980 and 1997 (22%) is now less
than the increases found in most other age groups: 18- to 24-year-olds (23%),
25- to 29-year-olds (32%), 30- to 34-year-olds (60%), 35- to 39-year-olds
(66%), 40- to 44-year-olds (50%), and 45- to 43-year-olds (35%).

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See data source note 2 on page 12 for detail.]




In stark contrast to violent crimes, the juvenile arrest rate for property
crimes remained relatively constant between 1980 and 1997
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¢ The juvenile arrest rate for Property Crime Index offenses in 1997 was lower
than at any point in the previous 13 years.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for detail.]

In contrast to violent crimes, the property crime arrest rate for juveniles
and young adults in 1997 was actually at or below the corresponding
rate in 1980
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¢ Between 1980 and 1997, while property crime arrest rates for juveniles and
persons in their early twenties declined about 10%, the rates increased sub-
stantially for persons ages 30-34 (44%), ages 35-39 (67%), ages 40—44
(52%), and ages 45-49 (21%).

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See dala source note 2 on page 12 for detail.]
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Juvenile arrests for
property crimes
remain stable

As with violent crime, the FBI assesses
trends in the volume of property crimes
by monitoring four offenses that are con-
sistently reported by law enforcement
agencies nationwide and are pervasive in
all geographical areas of the country.
These four crimes, which form the Prop-
erty Crime Index, are burglary, larceny-
theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

For the period from 1988 through 1997,
during which juvenile violent crime ar-
rests rose precipitously, juvenile property
crime arrest rates (as measured by the
Property Crime Index) remained rela-
tively constant. In fact, the 1997 rate of
approximately 2,300 arrests for every
100,000 youth in the United States be-
tween 10 and 17 years of age is the lowest
since 1984,

Most arrested
juveniles are referred
to court

In most States, some persons below
the age of 18 are, due to their age, or by
statutory exclusion of certain offenses
from juvenile court jurisdiction, under
the jurisdiction of the criminal justice
system. For those persons under age 18
and under the original jurisdiction of
their State's juvenile justice system, the
FBI's UCR Program monitors what hap-
pens as a result of the arrest. This is the
only instance in the UCR Program in
which the statistics on arrests coincide
with State variations in the legal defini-
tion of a juvenile.

In 1997, 25% of arrests involving youth
that were eligible in their State for pro-
cessing in the juvenile justice system
were handled within the law enforcement
agency, and then the youth was released.
The FBI reports that 67°% of juvenile ar-
rests were referred to juvenile court, and
7% were referred directly to criminal
court. The others were referred to a wel-
fare agency or to another police agency.
The proportion of arrests sent to juvenile
court has gradually increased from 1980
to 1997. In 1997, the proportion of juve-
nile arrests sent to juvenile courts was
similar in cities and suburban areas (66%)
and somewhat greater in rural counties
(70%). The proportion of juvenile arrests
sent directly to criminal court in 1997
(7%) was the highest in the last two
decades.



11997, 26% of
juvenile arrests were
arrests of females

Law enforcement agencies made
748,000 arrests of females below the age
of 18 in 1997, Between 1993 and 1997,
arrests of juvenile females increased
more (or decreased less) than male ar-
rests in most offense categories.

Percent Change
in Juvenile Arrests

Most Serious 1993-1997
Offense Female Male
Violent Crime Index 12% -9%
Murder -36 -39
Robbery -3 7
Aggravated assault 15 -10
Property Crime Index 10 -8
Burglary -3 -10
Larceny-theft 14 -1
Motor vehicle theft -19 =31
Simple assault 30 12
Weapons -8 -24
Drug abuse violations 117 78
Liquor laws 41 30
Disorderly conduct 52 25
“urfew and loitering 102 81
anaways 0 —4

Data source: Crime in the United States 1997,
table 35.

Juvenile arrests
disproportionately
involved minorities

The racial composition of the juvenile
population in 1997 was approximately
80% white, 15% black, and 5% other
races, with juveniles of Hispanic
ethnicity being classified as white. In
1997, in contrast to the proportions in
the general population, 53% of juvenile
arrests for violent crimes involved white
youth and 44% involved black youth.

Most Serious White Proportion of

Offense Juvenile Arrests in 1997
Murder 40%
Forcible rape 56
Robbery 42
Aggravated assault 60
Burglary 73
Larceny-theft 70
Motor vehicle theft 59
Weapons 64
“rug abuse violations 64
arfew and loitering 75
Runaways 77

Data source: Crime in the United States 1997,
table 43.

The juvenile Violent Crime Index arrest rate for females more than
doubled between 1987 and 1995, then fell in each of the next 2 years
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Arrests per 100,000 females ages 10-17
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In addition to overall viclent crimes, female arrest rates in 1997 were substantially above
their 1987 levels in many offense categories: robbery (52% increase), aggravated as-
sault (101% increase), other assaults (142% increase), larceny-theft (22% increase),
motor vehicle theft (36% increase), vandalism (42% increase), weapons law violations
(100% increase), and drug abuse violations (131% increase).

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for detail.]

The growth in juvenile Violent Crime Index arrest rates between 1987
and 1994 was far greater for females than for males, while the decline in
rates after 1994 was less for females than males
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& Between 1981 and 1994, the female violent crime arrest rate increased twice
as much as the male rate (130% vs. 64%). Even with the recent declines, the
female violent crime arrest rate in 1997 was 103% above the 1981 rate, while
the male arrest rate was 27% above its 1981 level.
¢ Even with the large increase in female rates, the 1997 Violent Crime Index ar-

rest rate for juvenile males was five times the female arrest rate.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for detail.]




Of all Violent Crime Index offenses, the juvenile arrest rate for murder showed both the greatest increase and

the greatest decline in the period between 1988 and 1997
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Murder

¢ The juvenile arrest rate for murder more than doubled be-
tween 1987 and 1993.

¢ The decline in the juvenile murder arrest rate between
1993 and 1997 has nearly erased all of the increase expe-
rienced in the previous 7 years. The drop of more than 40%
in the juvenile murder arrest rate between 1993 and 1997
has brought the 1997 rate to a point 20% above the 1987
rate.

Forcible Rape

¢ More than any other Violent Crime Index offense, the juve-
nile arrest rate for forcible rape has been confined to a rela-
tively limited range from the early 1980’s through 1997.

& The juvenile arrest rate for forcible rape in 1997 was lower
than in any year since 1983 and 23% below the peak year
of 1991,

Robbery

¢ Juvenile arrests for robbery declined 30% between 1980
and 1988.

& Between 1988 and 1994, the rate at which juveniles were
arrested for robbery increased 70%, to a level 19% above
the 1980 rate.

¢ Between 1995 and 1997, the juvenile robbery arrest rate
fell substantially—down 33% in this short period. As a re-
sult, the 1997 rate was lower than at any point in the 1990's
and just 13% above its lowest level of the last two decades.

Aggravated Assault

€ The juvenile arrest rate for aggravated assault increased
steadily between 1983 and 1994—up more than 120%.
Similar increases (135%) were found in juvenile arrests for
other (i.e., simple) assaults over the same period.

& The arrest rate for aggravated assault declined 16% from
1994 through 1997, returning the rate to the 1991 level. In
contrast, the juvenile arrest rate for other assaults contin-
ued to increase, up 9% between 1994 and 1997.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for

detail.]
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The juvenile arrest trends in the four components of the Property Crime Index showed substantial differences
over the last two decades

Arrests per 100,000 juveniles ages 10—17
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Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. [See data source note 1 on page 12 for
detail. ]




Juvenile arrest rates for weapons law violations
followed a pattern similar to murder arrests,
doubling between 1987 and 1993
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4 Arrest rate trends for murder and weapons law violations
differed, however, between 1993 and 1997. While both
declined, the drop was greater for murder arrest rates
(43%) than for weapons law violation arrest rates (24%).

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population
data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. [See data source note 1
on page 12 for detail.]

After more than a decade of stability, the juvenile
arrest rate for drug abuse violations increased
more than 70% between 1993 and 1997
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& Between 1993 and 1997, the increase in juvenile drug
abuse arrest rates was greater for females (117%) than
for males (78%).

¢ Of juveniles arrested for drug abuse violations, 64%
were white, 16% were age 14 or younger, and 13%
were female.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population
data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. [See data source note 1
on page 12 for detail.]

The juvenile arrest rate for simple assault
increased consistently between the early 1980’s
and 1997
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& Like juvenile arrest rate trends for aggravated assault,
the simple assault rates increased consistently be-
tween 1980 and 1994.

& Unlike aggravated assault, however, the simple assault
arrest rate continued to increase between 1994 and
1997.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population
data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. [See data source note 1
on page 12 for detail.]

After years of stability, the juvenile arrest rate for
curfew and loitering violations nearly doubled
between 1993 and 1996, before falling in 1997
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& Between 1993 and 1997, the increase in the juvenile
arrest rate for curfew and loitering violations was
greater for females (103%) than for males (81%).

& Of juveniles arrested for curfew and loitering violations,
75% were white, 31% were female, and 28% were age
14 or younger.

Data source: Analysis of arrest data from the FBI and population
data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. /See data source note 1
on page 12 for detail.]




Some States have relatively high juvenile drug abuse arrest rates and relatively low alcohol arrest rates, and for
others the reverse is true

1997 Arrest Rate* 1997 Arrest Rate*
Violent Property Violent Property
Reporting Crime Crime Drug Alcohol Reporting Crime Crime Drug Alcohol
State Coverage Index Index Ahuse Violation' State Coverage Index Index Abuse Violation®
Total U.S. 68% 412 2,338 732 654 Missouri 60% 406 2,813 748 400
Alabama 94 218 1,385 329 310 Montana 39 105 1,608 466 1,844
Alaska 44 456 2,771 529 1,452 Nebraska 94 132 3,084 589 1,378
Arizona 85 438 3274 1,099 1,221 Nevada 46 418 3,415 1,091 975
Arkansas 89 288 2,039 412 442 New Hampshire 0 NA NA NA NA
California 99 575 2,096 731 341 New Jersey 96 576 1,943 1,227 501
Colorado 70 258 2,838 728 1,056 New Mexico 68 301 2,970 856 1,332
Connecticut 85 505 2,492 1,139 267 New York 46 332 1,935 624 189
Delaware 41 953 4,730 871 972 North Carolina 99 430 1,875 578 306
Dist. of Columbia 0 NA NA NA NA North Dakota 90 64 2,803 256 2,227
Florida 0 NA NA NA NA Ohio 55 367 1,838 600 662
Georgia 33 517 2,390 942 354 Oklahoma 100 289 2,667 465 550
Hawaii 97 347 3,161 592 275 Oregon 87 269 3,491 637 1,563
ldaho 98 226 3,504 540 1,304 Pennsylvania 47 301 1,632 334 886
llinois 23 1,015 2,964 3,259 318 Rhode Island 100 411 2,07 671 291
Indiana 57 491 2,283 491 833 South Carolina 99 432 2,094 747 377
lowa 82 256 2,282 361 1,098 South Dakota 45 227 4,377 668 3,888
Kansas 0 NA NA NA NA Tennessee 42 378 2,589 729 461
Kentucky 19 752 3,139 991 518 Texas 97 296 2,211 670 559
Louisiana 79 525 2,649 706 188 Utah 75 292 3,879 714 1,367
Maine 94 133 3,241 497 618 Vermont 0 NA NA NA NA
Maryland 100 739 2,792 1,674 362 Virginia 98 233 1,896 501 564
Massachusetts 83 542 963 521 411 Washington 61 416 4,259 656 1,171
Michigan 81 309 1,586 391 616 West Virginia 96 79 1,138 233 390
Minnesota 100 207 2,501 625 1,781 Wisconsin 76 404 4,429 791 2,147
Mississippi 37 283 2,445 676 457 Wyoming 98 131 2,675 621 2,691

* Throughout this Bulletin, juvenile arrest rates are calculated by dividing the number of arrests of persons ages 10-17 by the number of 10- through
17-year-olds in the population. In this table only, arrest rate is defined as the number of arrests of persons under age 18 for every 100,000 persons
ages 10-17. Juvenile arrests (arrests of youth under age 18) reported at the State level in Crime in the United States cannot be disaggregated into
more detailed age categories 50 that the arrest of persons under age 10 can be excluded in the rate calculation. Therefore, there is a slight
inconsistency in this table between the age range for the arrests (birth through age 17) and the age range for the population (ages 10-17) that are
the basis of a State's juvenile arrest rate. This inconsistency is slight because just 2% of all juvenile arrests involved youth under age 10. However,
this inconsistency is preferred to the distortion of arrest rates that would be introduced were the population base for the arrest rate 1o incorporate the
large volume of children in a State’s birth to 9-year-old population.

' Alcohol violations include liquor law violations, drunkenness, and driving under the influence.
NA = Crime in the United States 1997 reported no arrest counts for this State.

Interpretation cautions: Arrest rates are calculated by dividing the number of youth arrests made in the year by the number of youth living in
reporting jurisdictions. While juvenile arrest rates in part reflect juvenile behavior, many other factors can affect the size of these rates. For
example, jurisdictions that arrest a relatively large number of nonresident juveniles would have a higher arrest rate than a jurisdiction whose
resident youth behave in an identical manner, Therefore, jurisdictions that are vacation destinations or regional centers for economic activity may
have arrest rates that reflect more than the behavior of their resident youth. Other factors that influence the magnitude of arrest rates in a given
area include the attitudes of its citizens toward crime, the policies of the jurisdiction’'s law enforcement agencies, and the policies of other
components of the justice system. Consequently, comparisons of juvenile arrest rates across States, while Informative, should be made
with caution. In most States, not all law enforcement agencies report their arrest data to the FBI. Rates for these States are then necessarily
based on partial information. If the reporting law enforcement agencies in these States are not representative of the entire State, then the rates
will be biased. Therefore, reported arrest rates tor States with less than complete reporting coverage may not be accurate.

Data source: Anaiysis of arrest data from the FBIl's Crime in the United States 1997 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998),
tables 5 and 69, and population data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census’ Popuiation of the U.S. and States by Single Year of Age and Sex. 1997
[machine-readable data file released in August 1998].
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Notes

In this Bulletin “juvenile” refers to persons
below age 18. This definition is at odds
with the legal definition of juveniles in
1997 in 13 States—10 States where all
17-year-olds and 3 States where all 16- and
17-year-olds are defined as adults.

These FBI arrest data are counts of arrests
within age of arrestee and offense catego-
ries from all law enforcement agencies
that reported complete data for the calen-
dar year. The proportion of the U.S. popu-
lation covered by these reporting agencies
ranged from 68% to 86% between 1980 and
1997.

Estimates of the number of persons in
each age group in the reporting agencies’
resident population assume that their
population age profiles are like the
Nation's. Reporting agencies’ total popula-
tions were multiplied by the U.S. Bureau of

the Census’ most current estimate of the
proportion of the U.S. population for each
age group.

Data source notes

1. Analysis of arrest data from unpub-
lished FBI reports for 1972 through 1994
and from Crime in the United States re-
ports for 1995, 1996, and 1997 (Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1996, 1997, and 1998, respectively); popu-
lation data from the Bureau of the Census
for 1972 through 1979 from Current Popu-
lation Reports, P25-917 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1982), for 1980
through 1989 from Current Population Re-
ports, P25-1095 (Washington, DC; U.S.
Dept. of Commerce, 1993), and for 1990
through 1997 from Population of the U.S.
and States by Single Year of Age and Sex
[machine-readable data files released
August 1998].

2. Analysis of arrest data from an unpub-
lished FBI report for 1980 and from Crime
in the United States 1997 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998);
population data from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census for 1980 from Current Popula-
tion Reports, P25-1095, (Washington, DC:
U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1993), and for
1997 from Population of the U.S. and States
by Single Year of Age and Sex: 1997
[machine-readable data file released
August 1998].

This Bulletin was prepared under coopera-
tive agreement number 95-JN-FX-K008 from
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, U.S. Department of Justice.

Points of view or opinions expressed in
this document are those of the author and do
not necessarily represent the official position
or policies of OJIDP or the U.S. Department of
Justice.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is a component of the OF
fice of Justice Programs, which also includes
the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of
Justice, and the Office for Victims of Crime.
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Offenders in
Juvenile Court, 1995
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Juvenile courts in the United States

processed more than 1.7 million delin-

‘uency cases in 1995. This number

:presented a 7% increase over the 1994
caseload and a 45% increase over the
number of cases handled in 1986. More
than half (55%) of the delinquency cases
processed by U.S. courts with juvenile
jurisdiction in 1995 were handled formally
(that is, a petition was filed charging the
youth with delinquency). Of the cases
that were formally petitioned and sched-
uled for an adjudicatory or waiver hearing
in juvenile court, 56% were adjudicated
delinquent and 1% were judicially waived
to criminal (adult) court. Waivers to
criminal court were more common in
cases involving person offenses (2.1%)
and drug offenses (1.3%). Of all delinquency
cases adjudicated in juvenile court in
1995, 28% resulted in residential placement
and 53% were placed on the probation
caseload.

These statistics are among the findings
to be published in juvenile Court Statistics
1995, the latest in a series of annual reports
on cases handled by U.S. courts with juve-
nile jurisdiction. Although courts with
juvenile jurisdiction handle a variety of
cases, including abuse, neglect, adoption,
and traffic violations, the Juvenile Court

iistics series focuses on the disposition

. delinquency cases and formally pro-
cessed status offense cases. Each report
includes national estimates of the number
of cases handled by juvenile courts with

an appendix that lists caseload statistics
for individual States and jurisdictions
within each State.

Findings from Juvenile Court Statistics
1995 include:

4 The number of criminal homicide cases
processed dropped 6% between 1994
and 1995.

¢ In 22% of delinquency cases processed
in 1995, the most serious charge was
a person offense. Person offenses ac-
counted for 16% of all cases in 1986.

¢ The number of cases involving drug
offenses in 1995 was 145% greater than
the number of cases in 1991.

¢ Although property offense cases still
accounted for the greatest proportion
of delinquency cases in 1995 (51%), the
proportion was smaller than in 1986
(60%).

4 The number of delinquency cases in-
volving female juveniles increased 68%
between 1986 and 1995, while cases
involving males increased 40%.

® Juveniles were held in secure detention
facilities at some point between referral
and disposition in 19% of all delinquency
cases disposed in 1995, compared with
21% in 1986.

¢ Delinquency cases were more likely to
be processed formally with the filing of
a petition in 1995 than in 1986—55%
compared with 47%.
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In 1995, there were 33% more delin-
quency cases judicially waived to
criminal court than in 1986, but 10%
fewer than in 1994.

These national estimates of juvenile
court cases are based on data from nearly
1,800 courts that had jurisdiction over
67% of the U.S. juvenile population in
1995.' The unit of count in each Juvenile
Court Statistics report is a case disposed
during the calendar year by a court with
juvenile jurisdiction. It is possible for an
individual youth to have been involved in
more than one case during the calendar
year. Each case represents a youth pro-
cessed by a juvenile court on a new refer-
ral, regardless of the number of individual
offenses contained in that referral. Cases
involving multiple offenses are categorized
according to the most serious offense. For
example, a case involving both a charge of
vandalism and a charge of robbery would
be characterized as a robbery case. Simi-
larly, cases involving multiple dispositions
are categorized according to the most
restrictive disposition. A case that resulted
in both probation and placement in a resi-
dential facility would be coded as residen-

ial placement.

Delinquency Cases

Delinquency offenses are acts commit-
ted by a juvenile that, if committed by an
adult, could result in criminal prosecution.
Juvenile courts handled an estimated
1,714,300 delinquency cases in 1995 (table
1). The most serious charge was a property
offense (such as burglary, larceny, motor
vehicle theft, or vandalism) in 51% of
these cases, a person offense (such as
aggravated or simple assault, robbery,
violent sex offenses, or homicide) in 22%,
a public order offense (such as disorderly
conduct, weapons offenses, or obstruction
of justice) in 18%, and a drug offense (in-
cluding trafficking or possession of con-
trolled substances or paraphernalia) in 9%.

Number of Cases

Between 1986 and 1995, the total num-
ber of delinquency cases handled by juve-
nile courts in the United States increased
45%. There was a greater percent change
over 1986 numbers for person and drug
offense cases than for property and pub-
lic order offense cases. The growth in per-

n offense cases was relatively steady

.er the time period. In comparison, the
growth in the number of drug offense
cases occurred after 1991 (figure 1).

A,

Table 1: Delinquency Cases by Most Serious Offense, 1995

Most Serious Number Percent Change
Offense of Cases 1986-95 1991-95 1994-95
Total 1,714,300 45% 21% 7%
Person offense 377,300 98% 36% 8%
Criminal homicide 2,800 84 20 -6
Forcible rape 6.800 47 19 4
Robbery 39,600 53 27 6
Aggravated assault 93,200 137 33 6
Simple assault 205,500 103 47 12
Other violent sex offense 9,300 50 9 -3
Other person offense 20,100 72 -2 -4
Property offense 871,700 23% 3% 3%
Burglary 139,900 -2 -9 -2
Larceny-theft 418,800 28 10 10
Motor vehicle theft 53,400 23 -26 -13
Arson 10,400 78 42 10
Vandalism 121,700 40 9 -2
Trespassing 64,400 18 9 1
Stolen property offense 33,100 10 9 2
Other property offense 29,900 46 -5 6
Drug law violation 159,100 120% 145% 28%
Public order offense 306,300 48% 37% 6%
Obstruction of justice 110,100 53 45 8
Disorderly conduct 85,100 82 46 9
Weapons offense 47,000 132 38 -9
Liquor law violation 12,200 -39 -1 2
Nonviolent sex offense 10,500 =21 -8 -4
Other public order 41,300 19 31 17
Violent Crime Index* 142,400 99% 30% 5%
Property Crime Index* * 622,500 20% 1% 5%

* Includes criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assauit.

** Includes burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based

on unrounded numbers,

Figure 1: Delinquency Cases Processed in Juvenile Court, 1986-1995
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Table 4: Percent Change in Delinquency Cases and Case Rates

by Sex, 1986-1995

Most Serious Percent Change

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95

Number of cases

Male 955,900 1,146,900 1,338,600 40% 17%
Person 152,900 221,700 285,400 87 29
Property 580,100 686,900 676,300 17 -2
Drugs 60,000 57,200 137,000 128 140
Public order 163,000 181,100 239,900 47 32

Female 224,100 266,300 375,800 68% 41%
Person 37.400 55,900 91,900 146 64
Property 129,900 159,800 195,400 50 22
Drugs 12,400 7.900 22,200 80 180
Public order 44,400 42,700 66,300 49 55

Cases per 1,000 youth at risk

Male 71.9 85.8 92.4 28% 8%
Person 11.5 16.6 19.7 71 19
Property 43.6 51.4 46.7 7 -9
Drugs 4.5 4.3 9.5 109 121
Public order 12.3 13.5 16.6 35 22

Female 17.7 21.0 27.3 54% 30%
Person 3.0 4.4 6.7 126 52
Property 10.3 12.6 14.2 38 13
Drugs 1.0 0.6 1.6 65 159
Public order 3.5 3.4 4.8 37 43

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based

on unrounded numbers.

The delinquency case rate for black
youth was nearly 2.5 times the rate for
white youth in 1995 (123.7 compared with
50.0 per 1,000). The person offense case
rate for black youth was more than 3.5
times greater than the corresponding rate
for white youth. Similarly, the drug offense
and public order case rates for black
youth were nearly three times the rates
for whites. The property offense case rate
for blacks was nearly double the rate for
whites. In all offense categories, the case
rate for juveniles of other races was lower
than the corresponding rates for either
black or white juveniles.

Property offense cases accounted for
54% of all 1995 delinquency cases involv-
ing white youth, 43% of those involving
black youth, and 59% of those involving
youth of other races. The black caseload
involved a higher proportion of person
offense cases (28%) than either the white
"'9%) or other race caseloads (20%). Drug

v violations accounted for a somewhat
«arger proportion of delinquency cases
involving black youth (10%) and white
youth (9%) than cases involving youth
of other races (6%).

A .. [\

Source of Referral

A number of sources—law enforce-
ment agencies, social services, schools,
parents, probation officers, and victims—
referred delinquency cases to juvenile
courts. Although there were variations
across offense categories, 86% of all 1995
delinquency case referrals made to juve-
nile courts were by a law enforcement
agency (table 6). Law enforcement agen-
cies referred 87% of person offense cases,
91% of property offense cases, 94% of
drug law violation cases, and 70% of
public order offense cases.

Use of Detention

In some cases, juveniles are held in
secure detention facilities before adjudi-
cdtion and disposition. This serves to
protect the community and the juvenile,
ensure his or her appearance at sched-
uled hearings, and allow for evaluation if
needed. In the 1,714,300 delinquency cases
disposed by U.S. juvenile courts in 1995,
19% of the juvenile offenders were detained.
Because of their large volume, property
offense cases accounted for 41% of cases
in which the juvenile was detained, despite

the fact that the likelihood of detention
was lower for property offense cases (15%)
than for other types of cases (21% to 24%).

The number of delinquency cases in-
volving detention increased 31% between
1986 and 1995 (table 7). During the same
10-year period, the number of drug of-
fense cases involving detention increased
110%, the number of person offense cases
involving detention increased 75%. and
the number of public order cases involv-
ing detention increased 22%. The number
of juveniles detained in property offense
cases in 1995 was 7% greater than in 1986,
although property offense cases involving
detention fell 9% between 1991 and 1995.

The probability of detention for delin-
quency cases changed little between 1986
and 1995 (table 8). Overall, the use of de-
tention gradually rose and fell between
1986 and 1995, ranging from 19% to 23%
of delinquency cases, with the peak year
being 1990. The same pattern was seen in
each of the four major offense categories.
For drug offense cases, however, the
probability of detention was greater and
the range in the use of detention was
broader (from 24% to 38%). In general, the
use of detention was greater for males
than for females (20% versus 14%) in
1995. This was true for all offenses.

In 1995, the likelihood of detention in
delinquency cases involving white juve-
niles was 15%, while it was 27% for those
involving black juveniles and 20% for ju-
veniles of other races (table 9). Compared
with 1986, the use of detention in 1995
was slightly lower for all racial categories
and all offense categories within racial
groups.

Case Processing

When a delinquency case is referred
to juvenile court, an intake officer or
prosecutor determines whether to handle
the case formally or informally. Formal
handling involves the filing of a petition
requesting that the court hold an adjudi-
catory or waiver hearing. Informal case
handling is conducted entirely at the juve-
nile court intake level, without a petition
and without an adjudicatory or waiver
hearing.

In 1995, more than half of all delinquency
cases were handled formally (figure 3).
Formal processing for delinquency refer-
rals increased from 47% to 55% between
1986 and 1995. The increased number of
cases referred to juvenile court intake
and the greater likelihood of formal han-
dling of these cases resulted in a 69%



icrease in the number of petitioned de-
linquency cases disposed by U.S. juvenile
courts between 1986 and 1995 (table 10).
The largest percentage increase was in
the number of petitioned drug offense
cases, which increased 176% from 1986 to
1995. The number of petitioned person
offense cases increased 110%, petitioned
property offense cases increased 38%,
and petitioned public order offense cases
grew 91%.

Waiver to criminal court. One of the
first actions taken during the juvenile court
intake process is determining whether a
case should be processed in the criminal
justice system rather than in juvenile
court. Most States have more than one
mechanism for transferring cases to
criminal court. In an increasing number
of States, cases that meet certain age and
offense criteria are excluded by statute
from juvenile court jurisdiction and are
thus filed directly in criminal court. In
some States, statutes give prosecutors
discretion to file certain juvenile cases
directly in criminal court. In most States,
cases referred to juvenile court that meet
certain criteria may be transferred to

riminal court upon the authorization of

he juvenile court judge. In such cases,
the judge may waive the juvenile court's
jurisdiction over the case, thus referring
it to criminal court for prosecution. This
Bulletin analyzes only those cases trans-
ferred from juvenile court to criminal
court by judicial waiver.

The number of delinquency cases judi-
cially waived to criminal court grew 60%
between 1986 and 1994 and then declined
17% in 1995. Compared with 1986, there
were substantially more person and drug
offense cases waived to criminal court in
1995 (table 11). In comparison, there were
fewer property cases waived in 1995 than
in 1986, and there was only a slight in-
crease in public order cases.

Table 5: Percent Change in Delinquency Cases and Case Rates
by Race, 1986-1995

Most Serious Percent Change

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95

Number of cases

White 844,300 927,900 1,127,800 34% 22%
Person 109,900 156,700 219,600 100 40
Property 524,400 594,600 609,500 16 3
Drugs 53,700 32,100 102,100 90 218
Public order 156,300 144,600 196,600 26 36

Black 304,700 439,300 522,900 72% 19%
Person 76,000 112,400 145,000 91 29
Property 165,700 223,100 224,900 36 1
Drugs 17,100 31,600 53,500 214 69
Public order 46,000 72,300 99,600 116 38

Other races - 31,000 46,000 63,600 105% 38%
Person 4,400 8,500 12,700 187 50
Property 19,900 29,100 37.300 87 28
Drugs 1,600 1,400 3.500 120 155
Public order 5,100 7,000 10,100 98 44

Cases per 1,000 youth at risk

White 40.0 44 4 50.0 25% 13%
Person 5.2 7.5 9.7 87 30
Property 24.9 284 27.0 9 -5
Drugs 25 1.5 4.5 78 195
Public order 7.4 6.9 8.7 18 26

Black 79.3 112.0 123.7 56% 10%
Person 19.8 28.7 343 73 20
Property 43.2 56.9 53.2 23 -6
Drugs 4.4 8.1 12.7 185 57
Public order 12.0 18.4 23.6 97 28

Other races 30.7 37.2 44.0 43% 18%
Person 4.4 6.9 8.8 100 28
Property 19.7 23.6 25.8 31 9
Drugs 1.6 1.1 2.4 54 118
Public order 5.0 5.7 7.0 39 23

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based
on unrounded numbers.

Table 6: Percentage of
Delinquency Cases Referred
by Law Enforcement, 1986,
1991, and 1995

Most Serious

Offense 1986 1991 1995
Delinquency 84% 84% 86%
Person 81 81 87
Property 90 89 91
Drugs 91 88 94

Public order 67 69 70

Table 7: Percent Change in Detained Delinquency Cases,
1986-1995

Most Serious Number of Cases Percent Change

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95

Delinquency 244,000 293,900 320,800 31% 9%
Person 48,400 69,800 84,900 75 22
Property 123,800 145,400 132,300 7 -9
Drugs 18,400 23,900 38,600 110 61
Public order 53.300 54,800 64,900 22 18

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based
on unrounded numbers.




Table 8: Percentage of
Delinquency Cases Detained
by Sex, 1986, 1991, and 1995

Most Serious

Offense 1986 1991 1995
Delinquency  21% 21% 19%
Person 25 25 23
Property 17 17 15
Drugs 25 37 24
Public order 26 24 21
Male 22% 22% 20%
Person 27 27 24
Property 18 18 17
Drugs 26 38 25
Public order 25 25 22
Female 17% 15% 14%
Person 19 18 17
Property 13 12 10
Drugs 21 27 18
Public order 27 22 18

Table 9: Percentage of
Delinquency Cases Detained
by Race, 1986, 1991, and 1995

Most Serious

Offense 1986 1991 1995
White 18% 18% 15%
Person 21 22 19
Property 15 15 12
Drugs 20 25 15
Public order 24 23 17
Black 28%  2T%  271%
Person 31 30 28
Property 24 22 23
Drugs 43 49 42
Public order 32 27 29
Other races 25% 24% 20%
Person 34 29 26
Property 21 21 17
Drugs 20 34 17
Public order 32 27 21

Figure 3: Juvenile Court Processing of Delinquency Cases, 1995

Cases waived to criminal court in 1995
represented 1.0% of all petitioned delin-
quency cases (table 12). In 1986, the pro-
portion was 1.3%, and it reached 1.5% in
1991 before dropping to the 1995 level.
Generally, the cases most likely to be
waived were those involving person of-

1ses. However, from 1989 through 1992,
.rug offense cases were most likely to be
waived. In fact, the proportion of peti-
tioned drug offense cases waived reached
4.1% in 1991.

= — ¢

Waived
9,700 1%
Placed
148,900 28%
Petitioned Probation
529700  56% | Other sanction
71,600 14%
Dismissed
L Placed
11,000 3%
1,714,300 Cases Probation
Nonadjudicated M
399,000  43% | Gyner sanction
Placed 63,200 16%
6,300 1% Dismissed
Probation 238,900  60%
Nonpetitioned 239,900 31%
775,900 45% Other sanction
166,700 21%
Dismissed
363,000 47%
Intake Intake Judicial Judicial
Decision Disposition Decision Disposition
Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
Table 10: Percent Change in Petitioned Delinquency Cases,
1986-1995
Most Serious Number of Cases Percent Change
Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95
Delinquency 554,000 702,700 938,400 69% 34%
Person 104,300 152,000 219,100 110 44
Property 320,500 396,200 443,000 38 12
Drugs 35,300 43,800 97,400 176 122
Public order 93,800 110,800 178,800 91 61
Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based
on unrounded numbers.

The offense profile of cases waived to
criminal court changed considerably be-
tween 1986 and 1995 (figure 4). Prior to
1992, property offense cases made up the

largest share of waived cases. For example,

in 1987, property offense cases made up
55% of waived cases and person offense

cases made up the next largest share (28%).

In 1992, the tide began to turn, with per-
son and property cases waived in nearly
equal numbers. Since 1992, person offense
cases have been the largest group of
cases waived. In 1995, person offenses
accounted for nearly half of all delin-
quency cases waived to criminal court
(47%) and property offense cases dropped
to their lowest proportion ever (34%).




Most Serious

Number of Cases

Table 11: Percent Change in Petitioned Delinquency Cases
Waived to Criminal Court, 1986-1995

Percent Change

Table 12: Percentage of
Petitioned Delinquency

Cases Waived to Criminal

Court, 1986, 1991, and 1995

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95
Delinquency 7,300 10,800 9,700 33% ~10% Most Serious
Person 2,300 3,600 4,600 100 27 Offense 1986 1991 1995
Property 4.000 4,600 3.300 -18 -29 Delinquency 1.3% 1.5% 1.0%
Drugs 400 1.800 1,200 180 -32 Person 29 24 21
Public order 600 800 700 8 -13 Property 1.2 1.2 07
Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based Drugs 1.2 4.1 1.3
on unrounded numbers. Public order 0.7 0.7 04
Figure 4: Delinquency Cases Waived to Criminal Court, 1986-1995 Table 13: Percentage of
Number of Cases Judicially Waived to Criminal Court Pet'tloneq De.lmquency
Cases Adjudicated,
6,000 1986, 1991, and 1995
Person | Most Serious
5000 e N Offense 1986 1991 1995
T
7 T A Rt Delinquency 64% 59% 56%
4,000 |~ = —— Property| . Person 58 54 53
/ N Property 66 60 58
3,000 Drugs 68 58 57
Public order 66 60 57
2,000 T~ — —
D
[ —— T o B S Table 14: Percentage of
1,000 T Public orfor Adjudicated Delinquency
T Cases Placed Out of Home,
0
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1986’ 1991 ? and 1995
Most Serious
Offense 1986 1991 1995
Adjudlgau'on and dxsp.osu.lon. Geper- 'other.sanctlon. such as requiring the Delinquency  30% 30% 28%
ally, an adjudicatory hearing is held in juvenile to pay restitution or a fine, par- Person 33 34 31
all formally petitioned delinquency cases ticipate in some form of community ser- Propert 28 27 26
not judicially waived to criminal court.? vice, or enter a treatment or counseling Drups y 30 36 25
During the hearing, the court determines  program. In a small number of cases (5%). Pub%ic order 37 36 33

whether a youth will be adjudicated as a
delinquent. If so, the court then makes a
dispositional decision that may include a
fine, restitution, probation, commitment
to a residential facility, referral to a
treatment program, and/or community
service.

In 1995, 56% of all formally processed
delinquency cases resulted in adjudica-
tion (table 13). In 28% of these cases, the
youth was placed out of the home in a
residential facility (table 14). More than
half (53%) of all formally adjudicated de-

quency cases resulted in the juvenile

:ing placed on formal probation (table
15). In 14% of formally adjudicated delin-
quency cases, the court ordered some

the juvenile was adjudicated, but the case

was then dismissed or the youth was
otherwise released.

In 43% of the formally handled delin-
quency cases in 1995, the juvenile was
not subsequently adjudicated delinquent.

Most (60%) of these cases were dismissed

by the court, but in 22% of the cases, the
juvenile agreed to some form of proba-
tion. Approximately 3% of all nonadju-
dicated delinquency cases resulted in
voluntary out-of-home placement. In 16%
of nonadjudicated cases, the juvenile
agreed to another informal disposition
such as restitution, community service,
or referral to an agency for services.

Table 15: Percentage of

Adjudicated Delinquency
Cases Placed on Formal

Probation, 1986, 1991, and

1995

Most Serious

Offense 1986 1991 1995

Delinquency  55% 56% 53%
Person 55 53 53
Property 57 59 56
Drugs 58 51 53
Public order 49 52 48




‘Detitioned Status
Offense Cases

Status offenses are acts that are law
violations only for individuals of juvenile
status. The four major status offense cat-
egories analyzed here are running away,
truancy, ungovernability (sometimes
known as incorrigibility or being beyond
the control of one’s parents), and liquor
law violations (minor in possession of
alcohol, underage drinking).

Number of Cases

In 1995, U.S. juvenile courts petitioned
and formally disposed an estimated
146,400 status offense cases (table 16).5
In 37,400 of these cases, the most serious
charge was truancy. A liquor law violation
was the most serious charge in another

37.400 cases, running away in 23,900 cases,

and ungovernability in 18,300 cases. Other
miscellaneous status offenses (such as
curfew violations, tobacco offenses, viola-
tions of court orders in status offense
cases, and any status offenses coded as
“other” in a jurisdiction’s original data)
accounted for the remaining 29,300 cases.’

Between 1986 and 1995, the number of
etitioned status offense cases seen in
U.S. juvenile courts increased 77%. Status
cases involving truancy climbed 80%,
liquor law violation cases increased 54%,
and the number of cases involving charges
of running away grew 59%. The largest
proportionate increase in formally pro-
cessed status offense cases during that
10-year period was in the miscellaneous
category, probably reflecting an increase
in referrals for curfew violations, but pos-
sibly indicating growth in the other status
violations as well.

Case Rates

The Nation'’s juvenile courts processed
5.2 petitioned status offense cases for ev-
ery 1,000 youth at risk of referral in 1995
(table 16). The total status offense case
rate was 63% higher in 1995 than in 1986.
Between 1986 and 1995, the truancy case
rate increased 65%, the rate for cases
of running away increased 46%, and the
rate of status liquor law vioclation cases
increased 41%. The case rate for cases
involving ungovernability was virtually
the same in 1986 and 1995.

ge of Youth

Juveniles younger than 16 accounted
for a somewhat smaller proportion of sta-
tus offense cases in 1995 than in 1986. In
1995, 56% of the petitioned status offense

A — 3

Table 16: Percent Change in Petitioned Status Offense Cases and
Case Rates, 1986—-1995
Most Serious Percent Change
Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95
Number of cases
Status offense 82,600 89,700 146,400 77% 63%
Running away 15,000 15,500 23,900 59 54
Truancy 20,800 25,700 37.400 80 46
Ungovernability 16,000 11,500 18,300 14 59
Liquor law 24,300 28,200 37,400 54 33
violation
Miscellaneous 6,400 8,800 29,300 355 233
Cases per 1,000 youth at risk
Status offense 3.2 3.4 5.2 63% 51%
Running away 0.6 0.6 0.8 46 43
Truancy 0.8 1.0 1.3 65 34
Ungovernability 0.6 0.4 0.6 5 47
Liquor law 0.9 1.1 1.3 41 23
violation
Miscellaneous 0.2 0.3 1.0 318 207
Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based
on unrounded numbers.

cases disposed by juvenile courts involved
a youth under age 16, compared with 59%
of the 1986 caseload. For truancy cases,
the proportion of juveniles younger than
16 dropped from 87% to 77%, and among
cases of running away, the proportion
dropped from 67% to 64%. However, among
petitioned status liquor offense cases,
juveniles younger than 16 made up a
larger proportion of cases in 1995 (25%)
than in 1986 (23%); among ungovern-
ability cases, the proportion of younger
juveniles remained approximately 70%.

In 1995, the most common status of-
fense for youth younger than 16 was tru-
ancy (35%). Among older youth, the most
common status offense was a liquor law
violation, which accounted for 44% of all
cases involving a youth age 16 or older
(table 17).

Sex of Youth

Male juveniles were involved in 59% of
the petitioned status offense cases handled
by juvenile courts during 1995. Nearly 7
in 10 liquor law violation cases involved
males. On the other hand, 6 in 10 cases of
running away involved females. Males and
females were more equalily represented
in truancy and ungovernability cases. In
1995, 54% of truancy cases and 55% of
ungovernability cases involved male juve-
niles. These patterns in status offense
cases did not change much between 1986
and 1995.

Table 17: Offense Profile of
Petitioned Status Offense
Cases by Age at Referral,
1995

Most Serious Age 15 Age 16
Offense or Younger or Older
Running away 18% 14%
Truancy 35 14
Ungovernability 16 9
Liquor law 11 44
violation

Miscellaneous 20 21
Total 100 100

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

Race of Youth

White youth were involved in 78% of
the petitioned status offense cases dis-
posed by juvenile courts during 1995.
White youth were involved in 90% of
status liquor law violation cases, 76% of
cases of running away, 76% of ungovern-
ability cases, and 74% of truancy cases.
Truancy was the most common status
offense for black youth (32%), while a
liquor law violation was the most com-
mon status offense for white youth (29%)
and youth of other races (38%).



source of Referral

Law enforcement agencies referred
43% of the petitioned status offense
cases handled by juvenile courts in 1995.
However, the source of referral varied
according to the offense involved. Law
enforcement agencies referred 93% of
status liquor law violation cases, 28% of
cases of running away, 11% of ungovern-
ability cases, and 5% of truancy cases.

Use of Detention

Detention was used in 9,900 petitioned
status offense cases in 1995 (table 18).
There were 22% fewer status offense
cases involving detention in 1995 than in
1986, but 37% more than in 1991. Similar
drops in the number of cases involving
detention were seen in cases of running
away, truancy, and ungovernability. The
number of cases involving detention was
greater in 1995 than in 1986 for cases in-
volving liquor and miscellaneous status
offenses.

Cases of running away were the most
likely status offense matters to involve
detention in 1995. Detention was used in
12% of these cases, 7% of ungovernability

1ses, 6% of status liquor law violations,
and 2% of truancy cases. Of the estimated
9,900 petitioned status offense cases that
involved detention in 1995, 29% were cases
of running away, 25% involved liquor law
violations, 13% involved ungovernability
charges, 7% were truancy cases, and the
remaining 26% involved miscellaneous
status offenses.

Case Processing

During 1995, half of petitioned status
offense cases resulted in adjudication
(figure 5). Adjudication was more likely
in cases involving ungovernability (54%),

Figure 5: Juvenile Court Processing of Petitioned Status Offense

Cases, 1995

Adjudicated
73,000

146,400 Petitioned cases

73,400

Nonadjudicated

Intake Decision

Judicial Decision

Placed
11,500 16%
Probation
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50% | Other sanction
17,300 24%
Dismissed
2,900 4%
Placed
300 <1%
Probation
9,200 13%
0,
50% | Other sanction
16,400 22%
Dismissed
47,400 65%
Judicial Disposition

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

truancy (53%), and liquor law violations
{53%) than in cases of running away (42%).
Probation was the most common disposi-
tion for adjudicated status offenders.
Among adjudicated status offense cases,
56% resulted in probation; 16% resulted
in out-of-home placement; 24% resulted
in other sanctions, such as restitution
or community service; and 4% were
dismissed.

Endnotes

1. For information on the estimation pro-
cedure, see the methods section of this

Cases, 1986—1995

Most Serious

Number of Cases

Table 18: Percent Change in Detained Petitioned Status Offense

Percent Change

on unrounded numbers.

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95 1991-95
Status offense 12,700 7,200 9,900 -22% 37%
Running away 5,600 2,400 2,900 -48 21
Truancy 1,400 700 700 -51 0
Ungovernability 3,200 900 1,300 -60 45
Liquor law 1,700 1,500 2,400 47 63
violation
Miscellaneous 900 1,800 2,600 196 49

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based

Bulletin or in Juvenile Court Statistics 1995.
The national estimates for 1986 through
1994 described in this Bulletin include
revisions made after publication of previ-
ous Juvenile Court Statistics reports.

2. The population at risk of referral to ju-
venile court is controlled for State varia-
tions in the upper age of original juvenile
court jurisdiction. Juveniles at risk are
defined as youth ages 10 or older who
were at, or under, the upper age of origi-
nal jurisdiction of the juvenile court ac-
cording to the laws of their State. In most
States, the upper age of original jurisdic-
tion is 17, but the age ranged from 15 to
17 in 1995. (See youth population at risk
and upper age of original jurisdiction in the
glossary.)

3. Care should be exercised when inter-
preting age, sex, or racial differences in
the handling of juvenile delinquency
cases; reported statistics do not control
for the seriousness of the behavior lead-
ing to each charge or the extent of a
youth's court history.

4. Nearly all youth of Hispanic ethnicity
are included in the white racial category.

5. In a small number of cases, the petition
is withdrawn before an adjudicatory hear-
ing is held.
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6. In many communities, social service
agencies, rather than the juvenile courts,
have assumed responsibility for screening
and diverting alleged status offenders.
Because of great differences in intake and
screening procedures for informally
handled status offense cases, national
estimates are not calculated. The national
estimates presented here and in Juvenile
Court Statistics focus on formally handled,
or petitioned, status offense cases.

7. Due to the homogeneity of offenses
contained in the miscellaneous category,
these cases are not always discussed in-
dependently. All totals in the tables and
figures, however, include miscellaneous
status offenses.

This Bulletin was prepared under grant
number 95-JN-FX-0008 from the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
U.S. Department of Justice.

Points of view or opinions expressed in this
document are those of the author and do not
necessarily represent the official position or
policies of OJJDP or the U.S. Department of
Justice.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is a component of the Of
fice of Justice Programs, which also includes
the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of
Justice, and the Office for Victims of Crime.
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Most Serious

Table 2: Percent Change in Delinquency Case Rates, 1986—-1995
Cases per 1,000 Youth at Risk

Percent Change

on unrounded numbers.

Offense 1986 1991 1995 1986-95  1991-95

Delinquency 455 54.2 60.7 33% 12%
Person 7.3 10.6 13.4 82 26
Property 274 32.5 30.9 13 -5
Drugs 2.8 2.5 5.6 102 126
Public order 8.0 8.6 10.8 36 26

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are based

Case Rates

To examine changes in juvenile court

caseloads while controlling for changes
in the size of the juvenile population, re-
searchers calculate a case rate that repre-
sents the number of delinquency cases
processed by juvenile courts for every
1,000 youth at risk of referral to a juvenile
court.” Between 1986 and 1995, the total
delinquency case rate increased 33%, from
45.5 to 60.7 cases disposed per 1,000 youth
at risk (table 2). During the same time
period, the case rate for juveniles charged
with person offenses increased 82%, as

roperty offenses grew 13%, drug offenses
acreased 102%, and public order offenses
increased 36%.

Age of Youth

Of all delinquency cases processed by
the Nation's juvenile courts in 1995, 60%
involved a juvenile younger than the age
of 16. These younger juveniles were in-
volved in 64% of person offense cases,
64% of property offense cases, 42% of
drug law violations, and 54% of public
order offense cases. Compared with older
juveniles (16 and older), the caseloads of
younger juveniles involved a smaller pro-
portion of drug law violations and public
order offenses, but somewhat larger pro-
portions of person offenses and property
offenses (table 3).3

Delinquency case rates generally in-
crease with age (figure 2). For example,
the delinquency case rate for 15-year-olds
in 1995 was 29% higher than the rate for
14-year-olds. Similarly, the case rate for 16-
year-olds was 20% greater than that for
15-year-olds. The case rate for 17-year-olds
was an exception to this pattern, as it was
3% lower than the rate for 16-year-olds.

.ex of Youth
In 1995, juvenile courts disposed
1,338,600 delinquency cases involving
males, compared with 375,800 cases

involving females (table 4). The number
of delinquency cases involving females
increased 68% between 1986 and 1995,
while cases involving males increased
40%. The relatively greater increase in
cases involving females was due to changes
in person offense cases (up 146% for
females versus 87% for males) and prop-
erty offense cases (up 50% among females
compared with 17% among males). Drug
violation cases increased more among
males than among females between 1986
and 1995, although between 1991 and 1995,
the growth in cases involving females out-
paced males.

Between 1986 and 1995, the delinquency
case rate for males increased 28%, to 92.4
cases per 1,000 male youth. Among female
juveniles, the delinquency case rate grew
54% to 27.3 cases per 1,000 female youth.
The person offense case rate for females

Table 3: Offense Profile of
Delinquency Cases by Age at
Referral, 1995

Most Serious Age 15 Age 16
Offense or Younger or Older
Person 23% 20%
Property 54 46
Drugs 7 13
Public order 16 21
Total 100 100

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

was 126% higher in 1995 than in 1986,
while the person offense case rate for
males grew 71%. Still, the 1995 person
offense case rate was nearly three times
greater for males than for females (19.7
versus 6.7 cases per 1,000).

Race of Youth

Between 1986 and 1995, the number of
delinquency cases involving white youth
increased 34%, the number of cases in-
volving black youth increased 72%, and
the number involving youth of other races
increased 105% (table 5). In 1995, the
number of delinquency cases involving
white youth exceeded the number involv-
ing black youth by a margin of 2.2 to 1,
compared with a ratio of 2.8 to 1 in 1986.

Figure 2: Delinquency Case Rates by Age at Referral, 1995

Cases per 1,000 Youth in Age Group
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Justice System Fails Youth with Mental Health/Substance Abuse Needs

New Study Finds Lack of Detection, Poor Coordination of Service Systems,
Need for Legislation

Alexandria, Va. (February 24, 1999) A majority of youth in selected state and local juvenile
justice systems have mental health and substance abuse problems, and most do not receive
treatment, shows a new survey, Justice for Juveniles: How Communities Respond to Mental
Health and Substance Abuse Needs of Youth in the Juvenile Justice System.

The survey, conducted jointly by the National Mental Health Association (NMHA) and the
National GAINS Center for People with Co-Occurring Disorders in the Justice System,
found that mental health problems typically are not identified until after children are
involved in the juvenile justice system, if at all. Then, most of the children get little, if any,

. treatment.

Over the last eight months, NMHA and The GAINS Center conducted a multi-state case
study to identify the treatment needs of youth in the juvenile justice system. NMHA
affiliates collected information in 11 states. Some sites reported that between one-third and
three-fourths of youth in their juvenile justice systems had mental health and substance
abuse problems; many other sites had a poor sense of the number of youth that had such
problems.

"This survey provides one more compelling piece of evidence that we are failing kids with
mental and emotional problems, particularly poor, minority youth," said Michael M. Faenza,
President and CEO of the National Mental Health Association. "Not only do we fail to
provide services in schools and communities that can help prevent children from entering the
justice system, but we delay identifying and treating mental health problems once youth are
in the system." The survey found:

« An absence of programs in communities to proactively identify problems;

« A general absence of information on the prevalence of mental health and/or substance
abuse disorders among youth in the juvenile justice system;

A lack of routine standardized screenings and assessments;

» Fragmented services in the juvenile justice system for youth with treatment needs; and
« Poor communication between the mental health and juvenile justice systems.

Past studies, including those conducted by the U.S. Department of Justice, have documented
physical abuse and neglect of children's health care needs in the juvenile justice system.
Ninety-four percent of kids in the system are involved for non-violent offenses. Over half of

‘ all incarcerated juveniles have either a mental illness or a substance abuse disorder; many
have both.

"Communities need to formalize screening and assessment for mental health and substance

1 of2 3/23/99 2:05 PM
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abuse disorders for youth at all points of contact with the juvenile justice system," said
Faenza. "We also need to improve staff training and community education on these

‘ children's needs."

The NMHA/GAINS study found that while some community services are available, they
usually do not target the special needs of juveniles in the justice system. The report also cites
a serious lack of follow-up services. If youth in the juvenile justice system are found to have
mental illness or substance abuse problems, they are rarely linked to services in the
community when they are released.

The report supports the need for legislation offered by Senator Paul Wellstone (D-MN) to
improve mental health and substance abuse services for children in communities and in
juvenile facilities. Other research has shown that community programs that coordinate
individualized services for at-risk children can reduce youth contact with the juvenile justice
system by almost half.

"In too many communities, disadvantaged, at-risk kids are much more likely to receive
punitive treatment than substance abuse or mental health treatment," Faenza said. "Because
communities lack specific policies for screening and identifying youth for mental health and
substance abuse disorders, their problems typically go undetected until after they are
incarcerated. Then, if treatments are provided, most often they are inadequate."

This survey was supported through funding from: the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (and its Center for Substance Abuse Treatment and Center for
Mental Health Services), the National Institute of Corrections, and the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Established in 1909, the National Mental Health Association is America's leading mental
health advocacy organization with over 340 affiliates working to improve treatment,

‘ services, and understanding for the millions of children and adults with mental and
emotional disorders.
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Children With Emotional Disorders
In The Juvenile Justice System

Each year over one million children come into contact in some way with the juvenile justice
system. Over 100,000 of these youth are detained in a correctional facility.

Studies have consistently found the rate of mental disorders to be higher among the juvenile
justice population than among youths in the general population. In fact, federal studies
suggest that as many as 60 percent of incarcerated youth have a mental health disorder and
20 percent have a severe disorder. As many as half have substance abuse problems.!

What disorders are most common?

Along with substance abuse, the most common disorders among youth in the justice system
are conduct disorder, depression, attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder, learning
disabilities, post traumatic stress disorder, and developmental disabilities.2 Many youth in
the justice system have co-existing disorders, which compounds the challenges in
diagnosing and treating these youth.

Why are children with emotional disorders in the justice system?

While some of these children have committed serious crimes, many of them got in trouble
' because local communities failed to provide services to address their emotional and

behavioral problems. These children are disproportionately poor and children of color.

Along with their underlying mental disorder, many have histories of other problems that

have not been addressed, including: physical and/or sexual abuse; parental drug or alcohol

use; poor school performance or truancy; family discord, and learning disabilities.

What can be done to help children with emotional disorders in the justice system?
Mental health services can both prevent children from committing delinquent offenses and
from re-offending. These services include prevention, early identification and intervention,
assessment, outpatient treatment, home-based services, wrap-around services, family
support groups, day treatment, residential treatment, crisis services and inpatient
hospitalization. These services are most effective when integrated at the local level with
other services provided by schools, child welfare agencies, and community organizations. In
addition, intensive work with families at the early stages of their child’s problems can
strengthen the families’ ability to care for their children at home.

Children whose offenses are minor or non-violent should, whenever possible, be diverted
away from incarceration and towards treatment, services and supervision in their local
community. Because it is not possible to divert all children with emotional disorders, the
juvenile justice system and the mental health system should work together to develop
programs and services within juvenile systems for these children. These services should be
treatment-oriented, appropriate for the child’s age, gender and culture, individualized, and
family-focused.

! Cocozza J J (ed ) Respomlmg to Youth With Menm/ Dnoz (1(31.8 in the Juvemle Justice System Seattle WA
The National Coalition for the Mentally 111 in the Criminal Justice System, 1992,

2 Garfinkel, Lili F., Unique Challenges, Hopeful Responses: A Handbook for Professionals Working with
Youth With Disabilities in the Juvenile Justice System, PACER Center, 1997,
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Youth With Disabilities in the Juvenile Justice System, PACER Center, 1997.
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Executive Summary

‘ JUSTICE FOR JUVENILES:
How COMMUNITIES RESPOND TO MENTAL HEALTH AND SUBSTANCE
ABUSE NEEDS OF YOUTH IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Sponsored by the National GAINS Center and the National Mental Health Association

There is growing recognition of the high numbers of youth involved with the juvenile
justice system with co-occurring mental health and substance abuse problems. More than two
million youth under the age of 18 arc arrested cach year, and more than 100,000 of these youth
will be placed in juvenile detention and correction facilities on any day. Available research
indicates that approximately twenty percent of all youths who enter the juvenile justice system
experience serious mental disorders, with a much higher percentage experiencing some level of
mental health problems. Studies have consistently found the rate of mental disorders to be
higher among juvenile justice population than among youths in the general population. There is
also a growing recognition that many of these youths nearly 50 to 75 percent, have scrious
substance abuse problems. The growing awareness of the unmet needs of these youth had led to
a joint effort by the National Mental Health Association and the GAINS Center, known as the
Justice for Juveniles Initiative.

The GAINS Center, which is federally supported by the Center for Mental Health

' - Services, the Center for Substance Abuse Treatment, and the National Institute of Corrections,
provides information and practical assistance to communities, to promote systemic change and
improve service delivery for individuals with both substance abuse and menta) disorders in
contact with the justice system. The National Mental Health Association, with its 340 affiliates
nationwide, is dedicated to improving care and treatment for children and adults with mental
health problems. NMHA s mission includes advocacy, public education, research and
community aid for people with mental illnesses and their families.

The goal of the JFJ initiative is to highlight, at both the local and national levels, the
issues and service needs of youth with co-occurring mental health and substance abuse disorders
in contact with the juvenile justice system. The JF) represents an important first step to identify
these youth, their needs, the services available in communities around the country, and ways to
improve how systems respond to treatment needs of youth.

Information for the JFJ assessment was collected in communities through a series of
interviews with key stakeholders at both the state and local level, including: directors of mental
health, substance abuse, and juvenile justice agencies; family members; police; key service
providers; judges; and advocacy groups. These interviews were conducted by self-selected
Mental Health Association and Federation of Families affiliates who volunteered to collect data
in their community. The community assessment asked respondents about the policies and



programs in place to address the treatment needs of youth in the juvenile justice system in their
respective communities, and their perspective on how well services are provided to youth. The
final sample of communities included 15 countics and 9 states. A list of communities that
participated in the JFJ initiative is attached.

The report represents a summary of the cross-site findings from the communiry
assessments. Due to issues surrounding the collection of data, and the nature of the information

collected, there are a number of limitations to the information in this report. The limitations
include: '

) while we had hoped to have both state and Jocal data for all communities
participating in the initiative, information for both levels was not collected in all
sites; :

. while we had hoped to have consistency in the types of individuals interviewed
across the sites, the respondents in communities are not consistent:

. there are differences in the depth and quality of responses between sites;

. the information gathered is based on respondents’ perceptions.

The discrepancies between sites and limitations of the data make it difficult to make
comparisons between sites regarding the systems and types of services. Therefore, the repont
does not make any conclusions or generalizations about individual sites; comparisons or
generalizations by state or county; or comparisons by the type of respondent. The report is a
general cross-site summary of all 111 interviews completed by the 24 sites participating in the
initiative. While this report cannot give a complete picture of the how communities respond to
the mental health and substance abusc needs of youth involved in the Jjuventle justice system, it
docs provide a critical first step in an area where little or no information exists.

Some of the main findings concerning the mental health and substance abuse services
provided to youth involved in the juvenile justice system include:

Few communities are aware of the number of youth with mental health and/or substance
abuse problems involved in their juvenile justice system. Less than half of the sites
collect some data on youth, only a third of the sites can estimate the number of youth, and
in only four sites is there a formal analysis of juvenile justice data. The littl_e tono
information provided by sites indicates that few communities actually identify youth with
mental health and/or substance abuse problems.

i



For the majority of communities participating in the initiative, there are no routine
screening or assessments for youth involved in the justice system. Respondents
indicated that identification is provided in a hit or miss fashion and youth are not
generally identified until the problems result in a crisis and can no longer be ignored.

There are few specific services or programs in place for youth with mental health and/or
substance abuse problems involved with the juvenile justice system, Further, in
communities where services for youth are available, these are often provided in a
piecemeal fashion. In some communities there are programs that target youth in the
juvenile justice system, however these programs generally address only a piece of the
system. Additionally, there are few programs specifically targeting the needs of juvenile
justice youth, and even fewer communities have programming for co-occurring mental
health and substance abuse disorders.

Across the sites, it is clear that there is a lack of communication and coordination
between the involved systems. In a few sites there are joint endeavars in the form of
collaboratively funded programs and interagency committees, however, for most
communities this is clearly lacking. The absence of good comumunication means
restricted access to services and programs, duplication of services, missed identification
of youth, and philosophical barriers.

The community assessments illustrate that there are many steps that need to be taken by
communities to better meet the treatment needs of youth involved in the juvenile justice system.
The strategies to improve services that were most frequently identified in the community

assessments, include:

A critical piece in any community that seeks to respond to the mental health and .
substance abuse needs of youth in the juvenile justice system is a routine, formalized
screen and assessment. Sites identified this as a critical gap in serving youth and
recognized the necessity of this piece in any system that hopes to respond to the treatment

needs of youth.

. ities need to provide of services u

il



Justice for Juveniles Initiative
Participating Communities

S

County/ State

Jefferson County, Colorado

Colorado State

Metro Atlanta, Georgia

Georgia State

Marion County, Indiana

Jefferson County, Kentucky

Kentucky State

Jefferson Parish, Louisiana

New Orleans Parish, Louisiana

Louisiana State

Maryland State

Orange County, New York

Albany County, New York

Niagara County, New York

New York State

Charleston, South Carolina

Lexington, South Carolina

Oconee, South Carolina

South Carolina State

Houston/Haris County, Texas

Tarrant County, Texas

Texas State

Central Virginia

Washington State
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Justice for Juveniles: How Communities Respond to the Mental Health and
Substance Abuse Needs of Youth in the Juvenile Justice System

QUOTES FROM THE FIELD SURVEYS

“If services had been available in the community, many youth wouldn't have progressed 1o their delinquent
behavior to the paint that they needed to be incarcerated.” (director of juvenile justice agency)

“The juvenile court prefers the Department of Corrections to treatment.” “The court would rather place in
overcrowiled state boys’ school than provide treatment or supervision.” (substance abuse provider)

“Most are placed in programs based on racial status and financial status, not need.” (substance abuse
provider)

“Unfortunately, it takes an arrest for many families to gain access to services that either they didn’t know
they needed or had been avoiding all along.” (state office of mental health)

‘ “Children are not being identified early enough in the process.” (state department of probation)

“Unfortunately, there are many youth who have a high level of mental health need, and not enough
professional stafl to provide those services.” (state office of children's services)

“The svsicm denies substance abuse is a treatable illness.” (substance abuse provider)

“Turfand control issues continue to prohibit many of our key institutions and community stakeholders from
beiny able 1o cooperate and work together in an orchestrated fashion.” (office of family and children)

“Witlin the juvenile justice system on the whole, there doesn’t appear to be a very strong commitment that
mental health and substance abuse interventions are important or could contribute anything to youth
invelved in the svstem. The decision 10 involve mental health and substance abuse providers in the care of
you .. svvistor e rolely on the whims and recommendations of individual staff. There seems to be no
consisicitt ~ystemic policy or vision.” (office of family and children)

“Thero w2 insufticient resources for children suffering from mental illness or from problems with substance
abusc.” {county public defender)

“Treaument centers are available and judges do use them, however they are not adequate 1o meet all the
necd< or comprehensive enough.” (county sheriff)

“Additions! front end services may prevent some juveniles with significant problems from penetrating

dev o ato e sverem,” (director of youth services)
“My sonl s arres'od because he was accused of sexual harassment and stealing drugs [Ritalin]. No one
eval - im {ir .y mental health issues, even though he was diagnosed with ADHD and was taking
. medic. .. 0 lor it (parent)
, 1021 Prince Street, Alexandria. VA 22314-2971 e Phone (703) 684-7722 e Fax(703}684-5968 = TTY (800)433-5959 = www.nmha.org
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In order to meet the treatment needs of youth involved in the juvenile justice system,
targeted mental health and substance services must be available at all phases of
involvemnent with the juvenile justice system. Respondents indicated that communities
cannot continue to provide services to youth in the piece meal, stop gap approach that
currently exists. Sites felt that communities need to develop and implement new services
that target this population of youth, from early intervention and prevention programs,
diversion programs, services in detention, to aftercare treatment.

It is clear from the community assessments that agencies need to collaborate and integrate
services in order to better meet the needs of these multi-system youth. Respondents
identified the development of a task force or coordinating body as a strategy to involve all
relevant systems and agencies, and jointly address the needs of youth with mental health
and substance abuse problems involved in the juvenile justice system.

v



ADDITIONAL SURVEY FINDINGS

Additional findings of the survey included:
¢ Services generally do not become available to youth until they are detained or placed in a
residential setting. Only then are formal assessments of children done.

¢ The largest gap in services is at the front end of the juvenile justice system, when a youth first
becomes involved--at arrest or prior to formal arrest.

* Many sites lack services at the back end of the juvenile justice system when youth are released -
from custody. Formalized policies for linking released youth to services were available in only a
few sites.

¢ Communities lack resources and funds to serve these youth. Many sites cited problems with
insurance and managed care companics,

¢ In general there is an absence of early identification and early intervention programs.

* Some sites said that ideology and a8 “pumishment mentality™ toward youth in the juvenile
Justice systemn has made providing services difficult,

® Differences in treatment philosophy between agencies, restricted access to services,

confidentiality issues, and categorical funding were also cited as barriers to serving these youth
in communities.

. Survey respondents suggested additional priorities for action, including:
¢ providing services to children before they become involved with the law;
» allocating new funding or re-prioritizing current funds for this population;
¢ eliminating categorical funding and promoting interagency pooling of funds;
e raining and educating key stakeholdcrs, including judges;
. crosstraining for all players in communities; and
e establishing programs that address both mental health and substance abuse problems together.
For more information on Justice for Juveniles: How Communities Respond to the Mental Health and

Substance Abuse Needs of Youth in the Juvenile Justice System, contact Chris Siegfried at NMHA (817)
572-2033 or (703) 838-7510.
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Foreword
@

The appropriate treatiment of female offenders by the juvenile justice system is a
matter of increasing interest to policymakers, practitioners, and the public. The
issue merits our attention and our concern.

Female Offenders in the Juvenile Justice System analyzes patterns in the arrest,
judicial management, and correctional placement of female offenders. Citing
data from diverse sources, the study notes that females are entering the juvenile
justice system more frequently and at younger ages.

Although male juvenile offenders still account for most delinquent acts, the
relative growth in juvenile arrests involving females was more than double the
growth for males between 1989 and 1993. While juvenile arrests for violent
crimes increased 33 percent for males during that period, they increased 55
percent for females. In fact, the ratio of male juvenile arrests to female juvenile
arrests declined from eight to one in 1989 to six to one in 1993.

As the involvement of female offenders in delinquent behavior rises, we must
enhance our efforts to meet this challenge. Consideration of the changing
profile of female delinquency portrayed in this study is an excellent starting

point.

Shay Bilchik
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
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Introduction

One of the few indisputable facts in the study of juvenile crime is that young
females are far less likely than males to violate the law and become involved in
the juvenile justice system. In recent years, however, many people have come
to believe that the problem of female delinquency is growing faster than the
problem of male delinquency. This belief in the disproportionate growth of
female juvenile crime is often embraced by the public, the news media, elected
officials, and juvenile justice practitioners. Has there, in fact, been a disparate
increase in crime among juvenile females?

In response to these concerns, this study explores several questions: How many
females are arrested and processed by the juvenile justice system each year?
How does this number compare with that for males? Has the rate and severity
of female delinquency changed in recent years? What happens to female juve-
nile offenders once they are referred to the juvenile court? Are young females
handled differently than males, and has the population of females in out-of-
home placement changed? These questions are answered using data from the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI’s) Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR)

Program; the National Juvenile Court Data Archive; and the biannual Census of
Public Juvenile Detention, Correctional, and Shelter Facilities, more commonly

known as the Children in Custody (CIC) census.
Data from the study indicate the following:

B In 1993, U.S. law enforcement agencies made an estimated 570,100 arrests
involving females under the age of 18.

‘ B Between 1989 and 1993, the number of arrests involving female juveniles

increased by 23% compared with an 11% increase in arrests of male
juveniles.

B The female proportion of all juvenile arrests grew from 21% to 24%
between 1983 and 1993.

B Females were responsible for 17% of the growth in juvenile arrests for
Violent Crime Index offenses between 1989 and 1993.

B Juvenile courts in the United States handled an estimated 1,489,700
delinquency cases in 1993, 20% of which involved females.

M Between 1989 and 1993, the number of juvenile court cases involving
females charged with delinquency offenses increased by 31%, while the
number of cases involving males increased by 21%.

B Delinquency cases involving females were less likely than those involving
males to be processed formally, more likely to receive probation as the
most restrictive disposition, and less likely to result in detention or out-of-
home placement.

B Between 1989 and 1993, juveniles charged with person offenses increased
as a proportion of the female custody population, growing from 16% to
29% of detained females and from 23% to 31% of committed female
offenders.

w2kin 1993, U.S.
law enforcement
agencies made an
estimated 570,100
arrests involving
females under the

age of 18.



uvenile arrests for
Violent Crime Index
offenses increased by
55% for females.

Arrests of Female Juvenile Offenders

United States law enforcement agencies made an estimated 2.4 million arrests
of persons under the age of 18 in 1993 (table 1). Nearly one-fourth (24%) of
those arrests involved females. The relative involvement of females varied by
offense. Among Violent Crime Index offenses, females were responsible for 6%
of juvenile arrests for murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, 2% for forcible
rape, 9% for robbery, and 18% for aggravated assault.' Among Property Crime
Index offenses, females were involved in 10% of arrests for burglary, 31% for
larceny-theft, 14% for motor vehicle theft, and 12% for arson. The female pro-
portion of juvenile arrests for non-Index offenses varied substantially. Females
accounted for 4% of juvenile arrests for gambling, 8% for weapons offenses,
and 9% for sex offenses but were responsible for 57% of youth arrests for
running away from home and 55% for prostitution. Other offenses with high
proportions of female arrests included forgery and counterfeiting (35%), em-
bezzlement (41%), and offenses against family and children (36%).

Arrest Trends

Between 1989 and 1993, the relative growth in juvenile arrests involving fe-
males was more than double the growth for males (23% versus 11%). Juvenile
arrests for Violent Crime Index offenses increased by 55% for females versus
33% for males. As a result, the ratio of male arrests to female arrests for Violent
Crime Index offenses declined from 8:1 in 1989 to 6:1 in 1993. Overall, females
were responsible for 17% of the growth in the number of juvenile arrests for
Violent Crime Index offenses between 1989 and 1993.

Because relatively few juveniles are arrested for murder and rape, changes in
arrests for Violent Crime Index offenses are controlled by changes in the num-
ber of arrests for aggravated assault and robbery. More specifically, the dispar-
ate growth in female arrests for Violent Crime Index offenses is the result of the
large increase in the number of aggravated assault arrests for females. Growth
in female arrests for aggravated assault was almost double the growth for males,
while the growth in robbery arrests for females was only slightly greater than
the growth for males.

Arrests for Property Crime Index offenses involving females increased substan-
tially between 1989 and 1993, while the number of male arrests for Property
Crime Index offenses declined. Overall, female arrests for Property Crime In-
dex offenses increased by 22% between 1989 and 1993, although male arrests
declined by 3%.

For juveniles, female arrests increased more than male arrests in most of the
non-Index offense categories. For example, arrests for simple assault and weap-
ons violations increased substantially more among females than males between
1989 and 1993. Similar patterns were found in arrests for disorderly conduct
and vagrancy. However, increases in the number of male arrests outpaced the

1. Although this section uses the term “juvenile™ to mean all persons under the age of 18, States vary in their
legal definitions of juvenile status.




growth in female arrests in cases of fraud, gambling, drug abuse violations, and
offenses against family and children.

Table 1: Arrests of Persons Under 18 Years of Age, 1993

Estimated Juvenile Arrests* Percent Change
Percent 1989-1993

Most Serious Offense Total Female Female Female Male

Total 2,388,800 570,100 24% 23% 11%
Crime Index Total® 836,100 189,300 23 24 3
Violent Crime Index 138,600 18,800 14 55 33
Murder/nonnegligent manslaughter 3,800 200 6 35 45
Forcible rape 6,300 100 2 -10 10
Robbery 49,000 4,400 9 43 37
Aggravated assault 79,500 14,100 18 62 33
Property Crime Index 697,600 170,500 24 22 -3
Burglary 138.100 13.300 10 16 -6
Larceny-theft 462,400 144,200 31 21 -1
Motor vehicle theft 87,400 11,800 14 28 -8
Arson 9,600 1,200 12 53 21
Non-Index Offense 1,552,700 380,800 25 22 16
Simple assault 185.300 48,100 26 64 38
Forgery and counterfeiting 7,800 2,700 35 14 -1
Fraud 19,800 5,300 27 34 51
Embezzlement 700 300 41 -37 -38
Stolen property offense 42,700 4,700 11 22 -3
Vandalism 142,700 13,700 10 33 23
Weapons offense; possession, etc. 61,200 4,900 8 100 64
Prostitution/commercialized vice 1.100 600 55 -33 -12

Sex offense

(excluding rape, prostitution} 19,500 1,700 9 51 20
Drug abuse violation 108,500 12,000 11 -2 3
Gambling 1,300 100 4 47 70
Offense against family/children 4,800 1,700 36 62 75
Driving under the influence 13.300 1,900 14 -31 -33
Liquor laws 113,500 32.300 28 -18 -21
Drunkenness 16,700 2,700 16 -25 =22
Disorderly conduct 145,100 33,200 23 41 23
Vagrancy 3,700 600 17 59 37
All other offenses (except traffic) 384,300 82,700 22 23 21
Curfew and loitering law violation 100.200 28,200 28 48 29
Runaway 180,500 103,300 57 16 10

% The FBI does not calculate national estimates for arrests involving persons under the age of 18. The
estimates presented in this table were developed by applying the proportion of arrests for persons under the
age of 18 within each oftense category in the Uniform Crime Reporting sample to the Uniform Crime
Reporting’s national estimates of total arrests in each offense category. This method was demonstrated in
“Arrests of Youth 1990” by Howard Snyder, OJJDP Update on Statistics.

b Includes Violent Crime Index and Property Crime Index offenses.
Data Source: Federal Bureau ot Investigation. Crime in the United States 1993

Detail may not add to totais due to rounding. Percentages are calculated on unrounded numbers.




s uveniles were
responsible for 19%
of female arrests for
violent crimes.

Juvenile Versus Adult Arrests

Although females were responsible for a greater proportion of juvenile (24%)
than adult (19%) arrests in 1993, the female proportion of arrests for most Index
offenses was comparable between juveniles and adults (table 2). However, there
were variations across offense categories. The female proportion of juvenile
arrests was larger than the female proportion of adult arrests for aggravated
assault and motor vehicle theft. By contrast, females were responsible for a
smaller proportion of juvenile than adult arrests for murder and arson.

Nonetheless, the female proportion of arrests among both juveniles and adults
increased between 1983 and 1993. Although slight variations existed among
offenses, changes in the female proportions of juvenile and adult arrests were
similar for Violent Crime |ndex and Property Crime Index offenses.

Variations also occurred across offense categories in the overall proportion of
female and male arrests that involved juveniles. In 1993, 21% of all female
arrests involved youth under the age of 18 compared with 16% of male arrests
(figure 1). Juveniles were responsible for 19% of female arrests and 18% of
male arrests for Violent Crime Index offenses in 1993. The youth proportion of
female arrests for Property Crime Index offenses was slightly lower than the
corresponding proportion for males (31% versus 34%).

Table 2: Female Proportion of Juvenile and Adult Arrests,
1983, 1988. and 1993

Female Proportion of Female Proportion of
Arrests of Persons Under Age 18  Arrests of Persons Age 18 or Older
Most Serious Offense 1983 1988 1993 1983 1988 1993
Al Arrests® 21% 2%  24% 16% 17%  19%
Violent Crime Index 11 11 13 1n 1 13
Murder/nonnegligent
manslaughter 11 7 6 14 13 10
Forcible rape | 2 2 0 1 1
Robbery 7 7 9 8 9 9
Aggravated assault 16 15 18 13 13 15
Property Crime Index 20 20 24 24 26 27
Burglary 7 7 10 7 9 10
Larceny-theft 27 26 31 31 32 33
Motor vehicle theft 11 10 14 8 10 10
Arson 10 10 12 14 16 17
Weapons offense 6 7 8 8 8 8
Drug abuse offense 16 12 11 14 16 17

* Includes offenses not detailed below.

Data Sources: Federal Burcau of Investigation. Crime in the United States 1983, Crime in the United States
1988, and Crime in the United States 1993.




Figure 1: Juvenile Proportion of Arrests by Sex, 1993
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‘ Arrrest Rates

The juvenile population of the United States has changed substantially in recent
decades. Analyzing per capita arrest rates removes the effect of this changing
population and simplifies comparisons of arrest trends over time. During the
10-year period from 1983 through 1992, the Violent Crime Index arrest rate
generally increased for juveniles (figure 2).2 However, this rate increased more
than 80% for females versus slightly less than 50% for males. Nonetheless,
female arrest rates for Violent Crime Index offenses remained far lower than
male rates. For every 100,000 females age 10-17 in 1992, there were 121 fe-
male arrests for a Violent Crime Index offense. The male arrest rate was six
times higher (786 per 100,000).

Between 1983 and 1992 the Property Crime Index arrest rate increased 21% for
females while remaining relatively stable for males (2%). Still, the magnitude
of the female Property Crime Index arrest rate was less than one-third the rate
for males during the entire 10-year period.

2. At the time this analysis was prepared, the FBI had not released 1993 arrest rate statistics.




Figure 2: Percent Change in Juvenile Arrest Rates by Sex, 1983-1992
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Figure 2: continued
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offense cases in 1993.

In some offense categories, changes in female and male arrest rates were simi-
lar. For example, aggravated assault arrest rates for both females and males
nearly doubled between 1983 and 1992. Robbery arrest rates for both females
and males generally declined between 1983 and 1987, before increasing sharply
between 1988 and 1991 and then declining slightly in 1992.

For other offenses, the female arrest rate remained relatively flat while the male
arrest rate grew. For example, the arrest rate for murder more than doubled
among male juveniles between 1983 and 1992, while the female rate fluctuated
within a limited range during the entire 10-year period. Between 1983 and
1992 the drug arrest rate for females generally declined, while the rate for males
increased sharply between 1983 and 1989 and then declined to a level compa-
rable to that of the early 1980s.

For some offenses, changes in arrest rates were parallel for females and males
during much of the past 10 years and diverged only recently. For example, bur-
glary arrest rates generally declined from 1983 to 1988 for both females and
males. Since 1988, however, the male arrest rate for burglary continued to drop
while the arrest rate for females returned to the levels of the early 1980s. Arrest
rates for motor vehicle theft jumped sharply between 1983 and 1989 for both
females and males. Between 1989 and 1992, however, the male arrest rate be-
gan to decline but the female rate did not. Between 1983 and 1990 the increase
in arrest rates for weapons offenses was comparable for females and males
(59% and 63%). However, between 1990 and 1992 the weapons arrest rate in-
creased more sharply among females than males.

Arrest Rates by Age

Between 1983 and 1992, the Violent Crime Index arrest rate increased substan-
tially among individuals in nearly every age category (figure 3). In relative
terms, the increase in the Violent Crime Index arrest rate was almost always
greater among females than among males. While very few changes occurred in
the Property Crime Index arrest rate between 1983 and 1992 for males under the
age of 30, the arrest rate for females increased more markedly.

Female Offenders in the Juvenile Court

Juvenile courts in the United States handled an estimated 1,489,700 delin-
quency cases in 1993 (table 3). Females were involved in 20% of these cases,
which nearly equaled the female proportion of juvenile arrests that year (24%).
Female juveniles were responsible for 22% of all person offense cases, 20% of
property offense cases, 12% of drug law violation cases, and 20% of public
order offense cases (e.g., disorderly conduct, weapons offenses, liquor law vio-
lations). Females were most involved in cases of simple assault (28%) and lar-
ceny-theft (29%).

The female proportions of delinquency cases involving Violent and Property
Crime Index offenses were almost equal to the female proportions of arrests for
those offenses. In 1993, females were involved in 16% of juvenile court cases
involving Violent Crime Index offenses compared with 14% of juvenile arrests




for those charges. Females accounted for 22% of juvenile court cases involving
| Property Crime Index offenses versus 24% of juvenile arrests for those offenses.

Delinquency Case Trends

As found in the preceding analysis of arrest trends, the number of juvenile court of delinquency cases
cases involving females increased more in relative terms between 1989 and . .

1993 than did the number of cases involving males. The total number of delin- mVOlVan females
quency cases involving females increased by 31% between 1989 and 1993, increased by 31%
while cases involving males increased by 21%. Growth in the de.llnqqc-rlcy between 1989 and
caseload was greater among females than among males in cases involving per-
son offenses and property offenses. By contrast, the number of cases involving 1993.
drug law violations and public order offenses increased more among males than

among females. In general, the relative growth in female and male delinquency

cases paralleled the juvenile arrest trends shown above.

Figure 3: Arrest Rates by Sex and Age, 1983 and 1992
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Court Processing

At all stages of juvenile court processing, delinquency cases involving female
youth received less severe outcomes than cases involving males. For example,
females referred to juvenile court were less likely than males to be formally
processed with the filing of a delinquency petition (figure 4). Females were
most likely to be petitioned for cases involving public order offenses, while
cases involving males were petitioned most often for drug law violations (table 4).
Between 1989 and 1993, the likelihood of formal handling increased slightly for
both females (from 41% to 43%) and males (from 53% to 56%).

Table 3: Delinquency Cases by Most Serious Offense and
Sex, 1993

Percent Change

Number of Cases Percent 1989-1993

Most Serious Offense Total Female Female Female Male
Total Cases 1,489,700 297,400 20% N% 21%
Person Offense 318,800 70,400 22 68 49
Criminal homicide 2,800 200 8 6 49
Forcible rape 6,100 200 3 92 47
Robbery 35,600 3,200 9 62 55
Aggravated assault 77.500 16,200 21 84 53
Simple assault 166.400 46,300 28 66 46
Other violent sex offense 10,900 500 5 70 63
Other person offense 19,300 3.800 20 42 33
Property Offense 808,900 161,000 20 25 12
Burglary 149,700 13,300 9 20 13
Larceny-theft 353,700 102,800 29 24 7
Motor vehicle theft 61.100 10,200 17 10 -13
Arson 8.200 1,000 12 27 20
Vandalism 117.100 12,200 10 43 4]
Trespassing 60,500 10,000 16 23 22
Stolen property offense 27.400 3,000 11 22 15
Other property offense 31,300 8,500 27 52 23
Drug Law Violation 89,100 11,000 12 1 16
Public Order Offense 272,800 54,900 20 19 25
Obstruction of justice 96,000 22,100 23 12 19
Disorderly conduct 71,200 17,200 24 67 4
Weapons offense 47,200 4.300 9 120 85
Liquor law violation 13,200 3,500 27 -17 -16
Nonviolent sex offense 10,900 1,000 10 =21 -10
Other public order 34,400 6,800 20 -19 -3
Violent Crime Index 122,000 19,800 16 79 53
Property Crime Index 572,600 127,300 22 22 6

Note: National estimates of juvenile delinquency cases are generated annually for the Juvenile Court Statistics
series. For information on the procedures used to generate the estimates, see the methods section in this
Update or in Juvenile Court Statistics 1993. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding. Percentages are
calculated on unrounded numbers.

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data tiles].




Figure 4: Juvenile Court Processing of Delinquency Cases by Sex, 1993
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Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

Data Source: National Center for Juvenite Justice. Naional Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court Case Records 1993 [machine-readable data file].

Table 4: Juvenile Court Processing of Delinquency Cases by

Sex, 1993
Percent of
Percent of Petitioned Cases
Most Serious Offense Cases Petitioned Adjudicated
Female Male Female Male
Total Cases 43% 56% 53% 59%
Person 47 60 49 55
Property 38 53 51 60
Drugs 49 63 53 60
Public order 51 56 60 62

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1993 [machine-readable data file].
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females were more
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When handled formally, delinquency cases involving female juveniles were
also less likely to result in juvenile court adjudication. In 1993, 53% of peti-
tioned cases involving female juveniles were adjudicated compared with 59%
of cases involving males. For both females and males, the probability of adjudi-
cation was greatest in cases involving public order offenses. The probability of
adjudication decreased slightly between 1989 and 1993 for formally handled
cases involving females as well as for those involving males.

Offense Characteristics

Person offenses accounted for 24% of all female delinquency cases in 1993
compared with 21% of cases involving males (table 5). Both the female and
male caseloads included a higher proportion of person offenses in 1993 than
in 1989. Among all adjudicated cases between 1989 and 1993, person offense
cases grew from 18% to 24% of the female caseload and from 17% to 21% of
the male caseload.

Probation Caseloads

Adjudicated females were more likely than males to be placed on formal proba-
tion. Probation was the most restrictive disposition ordered by juvenile courts

in 60% of adjudicated delinquency cases involving females in 1993 compared
with 55% of cases involving males (table 6). This pattern occurred in all offense
categories. The likelihood of probation was virtually unchanged between 1989
and 1993 for both females and males.

Table 5: Offense Profile of Delinquency Cases at Various
Stages of Court Processing by Sex. 1989 and 1993

Female Male
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993
Total Cases
Person 18% 24% 17% 21%
Property 57 54 59 54
Drugs 5 4 7 7
Public order 20 18 18 18
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Petitioned
Person 20% 26% 19% 23%
Property 51 48 56 52
Drugs 6 4 8 8
Public order 23 22 17 18
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Adjudicated
Person 18% 24% 17% 21%
Property 50 46 57 52
Drugs 6 4 9 8
Public order 26 25 17 19
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].




In recent years, the female probation caseload increased more than that of male
probationers. Between 1989 and 1993, the number of adjudicated delinquency
cases in which probation was the most restrictive disposition increased by 26%
for females and 16% for males (table 7). Increases in the number of cases result-
ing in probation occurred in three of the four general offense categories for fe-
males, with person offense cases showing the greatest increase.

Criminal Court Transfers

Delinquency cases involving females were far less likely to be transferred to the
criminal (adult) courts than were cases involving males. In 1993, 0.3% of for-
mally processed cases involving females were judicially transferred to criminal
court compared with 1.7% of formal cases involving males. Between 1989 and
1993, relatively little change occurred in the likelihood of criminal court trans-
fer for either males or females.

Table 6: Percent of Adjudicated Delinquency Cases Result-
ing in Formal Probation by Sex. 1989 and 1993

Female Male
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993
Total Cases 60% 60% 56% 55%
Person 63 61 55 54
Property 62 62 58 58
Drugs 61 60 55 53
Public order 53 55 50 50

Data Source: National Center tor Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].

Table 7: Percent Change in Adjudicated Delinquency Cases
Resulting in Formal Probation by Sex, 1989 and

1993
Number of Cases Percent
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 Change
Female 31,900 40,300 26%
Person 6,200 10,000 62
Property 16,600 19,400 17
Drugs 1,900 1,700 -11
Public order 7.200 9,300 29
Male 185,100 214,500 16%
Person 31.000 43,900 42
Property 109,700 117,300 7
Drugs 15,700 15,800 1
Public order 28.700 37.500 30

Note: Detail may not add to totals because ot rounding. Percent change calculations are based on unrounded
numbers.

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].
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Female Juvenile Offenders in Custody

Females were less likely than males to be removed from their homes and taken
into custody either before or after juvenile court adjudication. In other words,
females were less likely than males to experience either short-term custody
(detention) or long-term custody (commitment and out-of-home placement).

Short-Term Custody (Detention)

In 1993, secure detention was used at some point between referral and disposi-
tion in 16% of delinquency cases involving females compared with 22% of
cases involving males (table 8). The likelihood of detention changed very little
between 1989 and 1993 for either sex. The largest relative change was in the
proportion of drug cases involving detention, which fell from 27% to 23% for
females and from 38% to 32% for males. Females and males were least likely to
be detained in cases involving property offenses. Males were most likely to be
detained in drug offense cases (32%), while the greatest use of detention for
females occurred in both drug offense and public order offense cases (23%).

Despite the lower likelihood of detention for female juvenile offenders, the
number of juvenile court cases involving detained females increased more in
relative terms than the number of detention cases involving males. The number
of female detention cases increased by 23% between 1989 and 1993, while the
corresponding increase for males was 18% (table 9). Growth in female property
offense cases involving detention was more than double the growth among male
cases. However, the number of drug offense cases involving detention declined
more among females than among males.

Offense Profiles. The offense profile of the juvenile detention population
changed slightly between 1989 and 1993. Person offenses increased both as a
proportion of delinquency cases involving detention and as a proportion of ju-
veniles held in public detention facilities. In 1993, person offenses accounted
for 25% of female delinquency cases involving detention, up from 21% in 1989
(table 10). Person offenses were also more common in the male detention
caseload, accounting for 25% of delinquency cases involving detention in 1993
versus 20% of detention cases in 1989.

Table 8: Percent of Delinquency Cases Detained by Sex,
1989 and 1993 _

Female Male
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993
Total Cases 17% 16% 22% 22%
Person 19 17 27 25
Property 12 12 18 18
Drugs 27 23 38 32
Public order 25 23 26 25

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].
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Table 9: Percent Change in Delinquency Cases Involving
Secure Detention by Sex. 1989 and 1993

Cases Percent
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 Change
Female 38.400 47,100 23%
Person 8.100 11,900 47
Property 15,900 20,000 26
Drugs 3,000 2,600 -13
Public order 11,400 12,700 11
Male 217.900 256,600 18%
Person 44,600 63,200 42
Property 102,400 114,300 12
Drugs 25,200 24,800 -2
Public order - 45,700 54.300 19

Note: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent change calculations are based on unrounded
numbers.

Data Source: National Center tor Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files).

Table 10: Offense Profile of Delinquency Cases Involving
Secure Detention and Juveniles Detained in
Public Facilities by Sex, 1989 and 1993

Female Male

Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993

Delinquency Cases

Involving Detention
Person 21% 25% 20% 25%
Property 41 43 47 45
Drugs 8 5 12 10
Public order* 30 27 21 21
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Juveniles Detained

in Public Facilities
Person 16% 29% 25% 37%
Property 33 28 39 30
Drugs 9 6 14 9
Public order 15 14 10 11
Probation/parole violation 26 24 13 12
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Includes probation/paroie violations.

Note: Ottense profiles ot detained juveniles are based on 1-day counts of juveniles charged with delinquent
offenses, excluding juveniles with “unknown” ottenses. Unknown oftenses accounted for 4% of juveniles
detained in public facilities in 1989 and 15% in 1993. Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding.

Data Sources: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files). Office of Juvenile Justice and Definquency
Prevention. Census of Private and Public Juvenile Detention, Correctional, and Shelter Facilities 1989 and
1993 [machine-readablie data files}.

15



"X emale offenders

were less likely than
males to be ordered
to an out-of-home
placement.

The same pattern was found in 1-day counts of youth detained in public correc-
tional facilities. Between 1989 and 1993, juveniles charged with person of-
fenses increased from 16% to 29% of females held under detention status in
public facilities. Person offenses also increased as a proportion of the detained
male population. On the other hand, juveniles charged with property offcnscs
declined as a proportion of detained females as well as males. One of the most
striking gender differences in the offense profiles of detained juveniles was the
percentage of cases in which the most serious alleged charge was a violation of
probation or parole (aftercare). In 1993, 24% of females detained were charged
with probation and parole violations compared with 12% of male juveniles.

Long-Term Custody (Commitment)

Female offenders were less likely than males to be ordered to an out-of-home
placement following juvenile court adjudication and disposition. Placement was
the most restrictive disposition in 23% of adjudicated delinquency cases involv-
ing females in 1993 compared with 29% of cases involving males (table 11).
Placement was. less common for females regardless of the seriousness of the
offense charged against the youth. The likelihood of placement declined slightly
between 1989 and 1993 for adjudicated females and males and across most
offense categories.

In 1993, the number of male delinquency cases that resulted in out-of-home
placement greatly outnumbered placement cases involving females. Although
the number of placement cases increased by 11% for both females and males
between 1989 and 1993, increases varied across offense categories (table 12).
The increase in the number of female person offense cases involving placement
was nearly double the increase among males. However, the decline in the num-
ber of drug offense cases involving placement was substantially greater for fe-
males than males.

Offense Profiles. The offense profiles of committed juveniles were similar to
those of the detained population discussed above. Among youth involved in
juvenile court placement cases, an increasing proportion was charged with

Table 11: Percent of Adjudicated Delinquency Cases
Resulting in Out-of-Home Placement by Sex,
1989 and 1993

Female Male
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993
Total Cases 26% 23% 31% 29%
Person 25 24 35 32
Property 20 18 26 26
Drugs 30 23 36 30
Public order 37 31 39 35

Data Source: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files).
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person offenses. Between 1989 and 1993, juveniles charged with person of-
fenses increased from 17% to 25% of all females involved in placement cases
and from 19% to 23% of males (table 13).

Table 12: Percent Change in Delinquency Cases Resulting
in Out-of-Home Placement by Sex, 1989 and 1993

Cases Percent
Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 Change
Female 13.700 15,300 1%
Person : 2400 3,800 60
Property 5,400 5.600 5
Drugs 1,000 700 -32
Public order 5.000 5.200 4
Male 101.900 113.400 11%
Person 19.600 26,200 34
Property 49.700 52,300 5
Drugs 10,400 9,000 -14
Public order 22,300 26,100 17

Note: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent change calculations are based on unrounded
numbers.

Data Source: National Center tor Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Iuvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].

Table 13: Offense Profile of Adjudicated Delinquency Cases
Resulting in Out-of-Home Placement and Juve-
niles Committed to Public and Private Facilities
by Sex, 1989 and 1993

Female Male

Most Serious Offense 1989 1993 1989 1993

Delinquency Cases

Involving Placement
Person 17% 25% 19% 23%
Property 39 37 49 46
Drugs 7 4 10 8
Public order* 36 34 22 23
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Juveniles Committed to

Public and Private Facilities
Person 23% 31% 28% 40%
Property 46 45 50 39
Drugs 8 8 11 11
Public order 11 9 6 6
Probation/parole violation 11 7 6 5
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Includes probation/parole violations.

Note: Offense profiles of committed juveniles are based on 1-day counts of juveniles charged with delinquent
oftenses, excluding juveniles with “unknown” offenses. Unknown offenses accounted for 3% of committed
juveniles in 1989 and 7% in 1993. Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding.

Data Sources: National Center for Juvenile Justice. National Juvenile Court Data Archive: Juvenile Court
Case Records 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files]. Oftice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Census of Private and Public Juvenile Detention, Correctional, and Shelter Facilities 1989 and
1993 [machine-readable data files).
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still predominantly a
male problem.

As reflected by 1-day counts of youth held in public and private facilities in
1989 and 1993, juveniles charged with person offenses also increased as a pro-
portion of all committed youth. Person offenscs grew from 23% to 31% of the
committed female population and from 28% to 40% of committed males. Juve-
niles charged with property offenses declined as a proportion of committed
juvenile offenders, both for females and males.

State Variations

In 1992, females represented 20% or more of juvenile detention admissions to
public facilities in 27 States and the District of Columbia (table 14).2 Overall,
the number of detention admissions involving female juvenile offenders in-
creased by 3% between 1988 and 1992. The largest relative increases in female
detention admissions were seen in Louisiana, Massachusetts, Montana, and
New York.* Substantial decreases (greater than 50%) were reported by several
other jurisdictions, including Delaware, the District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Rhode Island, and Wyoming.

Females were less prevalent among juvenile commitment admissions to public
facilities, accounting for 20% or more of the admissions in only nine jurisdic-
tions.’ Three States—Delaware, Massachusetts, and Vermont—reported no
female commitment admissions to public facilities in 1992. The highest propor-
tions of females among commitment admissions to public facilities were re-
ported by the District of Columbia (39%), Oklahoma (33%), Wyoming (33%),
and South Dakota (26%). The largest relative increases in female commitment
admissions were seen in the District of Columbia, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, and
Idaho, while the largest relative decreases occurred in Colorado, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, and South Dakota.

Conclusion

The findings of this study support the popular contention that female delin-
quency has increased relatively more than male delinquency in recent years. Of
course, juvenile crime is still predominantly a male problem. More than three-
quarters of juvenile arrests and juvenile court delinquency cases involve males.
If recent trends continue, however, female delinquents will occupy even more
of the time and attention of policymakers, service providers, court officials, law
enforcement agencies, and communities.

3. Information collected in the CIC census retlects the total number ot admissions for the preceding year.
Thus, data from the 1989 census are tor 1988 admissions, and the 1993 census reflects 1992 admissions.

4. Very large percentage increases in female admissions reported by smaller States are often the result of the
number of admissions being very low in 1989.

5. Admissions data retlect publicly operated facilities only. Because some jurisdictions employ private
providers for residential placement of juvenile offenders, these data may represent neither the entire
Jjuvenile correctional population of a given State nor its overall placement practices. See the methods
section of this Summary for further information.
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Table 14: Juvenile Detention and Commitment Admissions to Public Facilities by State,

1988-1992
’ Detention Admissions Commitment Admissions
Percent Change: Percent Change:

Percent 1988-1992 Percent 1988-1992
State (Number of Facilities) Total Female Female Female Male Total Female Female Female Male
Total U.S. (1,025) 532,683 99,571 19% 3% 8% 138,661 14,998 11% 3% 19%
Alabama (16) 7.986 1,462 18 -19 28 2,303 261 11 -29 1
Alaska (5) 1,350 355 26 7 -18 97 12 12 -48 4
Arizona (14) 15.312 3,004 20 63 15 2,115 292 14 50 41
Arkansas (10) 4.253 783 18 58 115 1,107 75 7 -35 -8
California (103) 128,974 17698 14 0 7 47.690 2,964 6 10 39
Colorado (9) 12,759 2,269 18 34 52 641 6 1 -73 180
Connecticut (4) 3,021 668 22 39 10 472 97 21 21 31
Delaware (3) 711 92 13 -53 -18 327 0 0 — 57
District of Columbia (4) 365 150 41 -84 -97 370 143 39 500+ -59
Florida (49) 33.498 4,857 14 -14 -12 3,397 372 11 -38 -14
Georgia (28) 19.723 4,539 23 10 22 1,430 250 17 -37 -50
Hawaii (2) 1.304 477 37 -62 -54 222 31 14 15 -6
Idaho (3) 686 114 17 -35 -16 536 117 22 244 79
Illinois (19) 11,786 1,447 12 -32 =21 7.275 341 5 -17 38
Indiana (31) 13.599 3,465 25 9 9 3,230 642 20 -34 0
[owa (13) 2431 762 31 -31 -35 1,086 243 2 51 55
Kansas (13) 5,703 1.502 26 39 78 778 88 11 -54 14
Kentucky (27) 4.361 926 21 -24 57 2,299 381 17 127 157
Louisiana (15) 7.425 1.305 18 102 134 1,195 75 6 -29 -16
Maine (1) 299 56 19 -3 -5 255 35 14 40 -11
Maryland (13) 5.364 723 13 -32 -12 1118 61 5 -59 =21
Massachusetts (10) 1,857 321 17 120 -20 609 0 0 -100 -63
Michigan (43) 15.936 3,189 20 10 8 1.995 279 14 -19 -2
Minnesota (18) 7,722 1,765 23 22 7 2.400 290 12 100 14
Mississippi (9) 3,045 1,047 34 -19 -42 1,587 156 10 81 75
Missouri (45) 8,962 2,221 25 -19 -7 1.878 266 14 8 54
Montana (6) 414 140 34 500+ 500+ 481 113 23 -16 7
Nebraska (4) 2,632 450 17 -32 24 456 71 16 -8 -15
Nevada (9) 8,201 2593 32 45 10 1.043 141 14 38 30
New Hampshire (2) 429 85 20 12 80 174 28 16 -15 -24
New Jersey (46) 12,224 1,874 15 -10 -14 2.362 78 3 -66 -15
New Mexico (14) 6,532 1,159 18 16 14 1,646 24] 15 59 21
New York (65) 6,566 1,845 28 107 =22 4499 534 12 -4 30
North Carolina (24) 5.668 1,844 33 -3 6 982 163 17 -46 43
North Dakota (3) 419 139 33 -8 23 390 57 15 8 152
Ohio (62) 35,956 9.075 25 -7 I 10,134 1.920 19 23 25
Oklahoma (16) 3,774 880 23 -25 3 1,889 622 33 368 456
Oregon (13) 7.992 1,380 17 -13 39 1,999 174 9 1 -10
Pennsylvania (34) 14,794 1.370 9 2 17 1.171 108 9 -1 =21
Rhode Island (1) 324 82 25 -59 -56 644 89 14 256 296
South Carolina (9) 2,776 489 18 =27 10 1.306 254 19 27 33
South Dakota (6) 2.327 723 31 29 37 347 91 26 -61 -8
Tennessee (23) 17,349 4214 24 -2 15 1.605 200 12 -30 =27
Texas (55) 34,316 5421 16 13 39 5,865 414 7 0 23
Utah (16) 8.405 1.877 22 45 51 1.630 296 18 164 146
Vermont (1) 285 50 18 25 40 4 0 0 — -71
Virginia (58) 16.277 3,197 20 17 31 2911 464 16 41 31
Washington (30) 15,153 2,794 18 44 -4 8,508 1,230 14 50 16
West Virginia (6) 801 131 16 -42 -19 563 53 9 18 8
Wisconsin (13) 10,631 2.556 24 91 84 1,406 102 7 45 81
Wyoming (2) 6 6 100 -63 -100 234 78 33 -43 -31

Note: Figures in parentheses are the numnber of public facilities reporting 1992 data in each jurisdiction in 1993.

Data Source: Ottice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Census of Private and Public Juvenile Detention, Correctional, and Shelter Facilities

‘ 1989 and 1993 [machine-readable data files].
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Related Reading

For more information about the National Center for Juvenile Justice, write to
710 Fifth Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA 15219-3000, or call 412-227-6950. To obtain
Juvenile Court Statistics, other publications using data from the National Juve-
nile Court Data Archive, or any reports that focus on juvenile justice statistics,
contact the Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse (related readings appear below).

For more information about juvenile justice issues, the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention offers many free (up to five) and fee titles that
can be ordered by juvenile justice professionals. Write the Juvenile Justice
Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20849-6000, call 800-638-8736,
or e-mail askncjrs@ncjrs.org.

Delinquency Prevention Works (Program Summary), November 1995,
NCJ 155006.

How Juveniles Get to Criminal Court (Update on Statistics), October 1994,
NCJ 150039.

Juvenile Court Statistics 1992 (Statistics Report), June 1996, NCJ 154168.

Juvenile Court’s Response to Violent Offenders: 19851989 (Update on Statis-
tics), April 1993, NCJ 139558.

Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National Report, August 1995, NCJ 153569.

Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1996 Update on Violence (Statistics Sum-
mary), February 1996, NCJ 159107.

Juveniles Taken Into Custody: Fiscal Year 1993 (Statistics Report),
September 1995, NCJ 154022.

Matrix of Community-Based Initiatives (Program Summary), Updated Septem-
ber 1995, NCJ 154816.

Offenders in Juvenile Court, 1993 (Update on Statistics), June 1996,
NCJ 160945.

What Works. Promising Interventions in Juvenile Justice (Program Report),
October 1994, NCJ 150858. $19.00 (U.S.), $23.00 (Canada), $30.00 (other
countries).

A topical literature search of the NCJRS data base on female juvenile
offenders is also available (TS 021529) for $5.00 (U.S./Canada) or $7.50
(other countries).
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Methods

. Juvenile Arrests

The FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program collects information on
arrests made by local law enforcement agencies throughout the United States.
The data can be separated into arrests involving persons under and over the age
of 18 and arrests involving males versus those involving females. The arrest
statistics generated by the UCR Program are based on the experience of a large
number of law enforcement agencies. However, not all agencies are able to
participate in the UCR. Furthermore, some agencies are unable to report data in
enough detail to support analyses of arrests by age and sex. In 1993, arrest data
by age and sex were reported by police agencies with jurisdiction over 83% of
the U.S. population.

This study presents national estimates of the number of arrests involving per-
sons under the age of 18. The FBI does not calculate national estimates for ar-
rests involving persons under the age of 18, but its annual publication Crime in
the United States provides nationa) estimates for the total number of arrests for
various offenses. The arrest estimates for persons under the age of 18 presented
in this study were developed by deriving the proportion of youth arrests in each
offense category from data reported by UCR-participating jurisdictions and
applying that proportion to the UCR national estimate of total arrests for that
offense.

Similarly, the FBI publishes arrest rates (see Age-Specific Arrest Rates and
Race-Specific Arrest Rates for Selected Offenses 1965-1992) that are calculated
as the number of juvenile arrests per 100,000 persons under the age of 18. The
arrest rates used in this study are based on rates published by the FBI but are
recalculated using a population base of persons ages 10-17. These rates are
preferred because very few arrests involve persons under the age of 10.

Juvenile Delinquency Cases

National estimates of juvenile delinquency cases are generated by the National
Juvenile Court Data Archive and published annually in a series of reports titled
Juvenile Court Statistics.® Sponsored by OJJDP, the National Juvenile Court
Data Archive collects data about juvenile court cases from State and local agen-
cies throughout the Nation. Data are collected in two forms—detailed case-level
data and aggregate court-level data. In 1993, case-level data describing each
case’s demographic and processing characteristics were obtained from 1,375
jurisdictions in 26 States. Combined, these jurisdictions contained 49% of the
Nation’s juvenile population (i.e., youth age 10 through the upper age of juve-
nile court junisdiction) and handled 689,505 delinquency cases in 1993. Aggre-
gate court-level data (e.g., number of cases handled per year) were collected

6. The latest report in the series is: Jetfrey A. Butts, Howard N. Snyder, Terrence A. Finnegan, Anne L.
Aughenbaugh, and Rowen S. Poole. Juvenile Court Statistics 1993. Washington, DC: Ottice of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 1996.
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from an additional 443 jurisdictions in 6 States. In all, the 1993 national esti-
mates of delinquency cases were based on data from 1,818 jurisdictions con-
taining 67% of the Nation’s juvenile population.

National estimates of juvenile court cases are developed by weighting the
archive's case-level and court-level data with weights that incorporate key char-
acteristics known to affect juvenile court cascloads—the upper age of the juve-
nile court’s jurisdiction in each State and the age and race composition of the
juvenile population in each U.S. county. The basic assumption underlying the
estimation procedure is that the volume and characteristics of juvenile court
caseloads are shaped by the same set of factors in reporting and nonreporting
jurisdictions of similar size and demographic profile. A more complete descrip-
tion of the estimation procedure appears in each Juvenile Court Statistics report.

Juvenile Correctional Populations

Sponsored by OJJDP, the Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention,
Correctional, and Shelter Facilities is conducted biannually by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census. More commonly known as Children in Custody (or CIC), the
census is designed to provide facility-based admissions and 1-day counts of
youth held in public and private residential centers, such as detention centers,
reception and/or diagnostic facilities, shelters, training schools, camps, ranches,
and group homes. Detention centers operated as part of adult jails, drug abuse
treatment centers, and foster homes are not included in the census. Data are
provided through questionnaires completed by facility administrators or other
personnel. The data analyzed in this study represent 1988 and 1992 juvenile
admissions to short-term and long-term public facilities and 1-day counts

of all youth held in either public or private facilities on the 1989 and 1993 cen-
sus reference dates (February 15 and 16, respectively). Only juveniles charged
with delinquency offenses were included in the analyses. Status offenders and
nonoffenders were excluded.
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Data Table 1: Juvenile Arrest Rates by Sex, 1973-1992

Violent Crime Index

Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Fem ale 57.9 68 .4 68 .1 65.9 64 .1 67 .8 68 .0 71.1 69 .9 69 .3
M ale 509.7 568.6 547.6 527.6 530.7 600.6 582.0 593.3 574.4 S61.2
Murder

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Female 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.0 .2 1.4 1.0 .3 1.1
M ule 121 121 10.0 10.7 111 11.0 1.2 11.6 12.6 11.9
Rape

Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Fem ale — 0.6 .4 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.6
M ale L 327 27.3 28.9 29.9 30.6 33 .4 30.8 31.2 33.7
Robbery

Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Fematle 211 24.8 25.1 219 1.6 231 22 .1 23.9 23 .4 20.9
M ale 276.6 310.5 293.0 2639 264.9 316.7 248 .4 307 .1 296 .2 279.7
Aggravated Assault

Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Female 35 .4 41.8 41 .4 42.2 40.9 42.9 44 .3 45.5 44 .8 46.9
M ale 189.3 213.3 217.3 223.9 224.5 242.5 248.8 243 .7 21342 235 .8
W eapons

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Femuale 8 .8 10.5 9.6 10.3 10.5 10.0 | I 10.6 1.3 13.0
Male 152.5 170.3 146.4 150.5 147.6 153.9 170.5 171.4 177.1 174.6 167.1 179.1 202.3 209.0 202.6 233.6 263.7 271.6 3294 3536

Note: Arrest rates are arrests per 100,000 males or females ages 10-17, based on data published by the FBI. FBI arrest rates. which use a base population of youth under age 18, have been
Statistics.
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Data Table 1: continued

Property Crime Index

Yeur 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
Female 8916 11435 10899 10349 10753 1082.7 1068.3 10053 976.9 978.0 955.8 960.7 1043.8 1049.5 10979 10472 10648 1177.4 12174 1154.7

M alte 3768.1 4670.0 4463.1 4263.0 4284.0 4403.0 4367.8 4234.2 4031.4 3onsg .7
Burglary

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Female 75 .4 94 .8 99 .4 3.9 104 .4 108 .8 113.8 107.5 101 .3 98 .1
M ale 1354.1 1 648.5 1683 .1 1552 .4 1560.7 1623.7 1540.8 1498.5 1420.8 1326.3
Larceny— Theft

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Female 775.7 1003 .7 946.7 896.2 916.2 916 .1 893.3 845.5 830 .4 836 .8
M ate 1 848.23 2443 4 2277 .4 22161 2201 .4 2248 .2 2308 .3 2291.0 2236.3 2250.2
M otor Vehicle Theft

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Female 35.6 39 .1 38 .2 39 .4 49 .3 51.8 54.8 46 .0 39.6 36 .7
M ale 516.5 523.8 450 .4 441.0 470.0 476.3 460.6 391 .8 320.0 286.5
Arson

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 19810 1981 1982
Fem atle 4.9 5.9 5.6 5.5 5.9 6 . 6 .2 5.7 6.4
M ale 49 .3 54.3 52.2 53 S1.8 54.7 58 .1 52.8 54 .2 45.6
Drugs

Y ear 1973 1974 1975 1976 1vYy77 1978 1979 1980 1981 1yg§g2
Fem ale 197.7 216.2 166.1 1 62.2 160.6 167 .8 140.0 130.4 119 .1 106.0
M ale 865 .2 tOo01 .6 805.2 800.9 785.9 §08 .2 682 . 2 627.0 596.8 524 .9
N ote: Arrestrates are arrests per 100,000 males or tem ales ages 10-17, based on data published by

recalculated w ith a base of youth adreestsdfBouwdiv90,5C 2B PwlUapd &Sta yodne § fatistics.
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Data Table 2: Arrest Rates by Sex and Age, 1983 and 1992

‘ Violent Crimes Index Property Crimes Index
Female Male Female Male
Ages 1983 I 1992 1983 1992 1983 I 1992 1983 1992
13-14 65.5 144.8 400.2 681.3 1071.5 14432 3560.2 40089
i5 110.5 214.1 783.1 12103 1456.0 18293 52987 5780.8
16 119.5 2174 1037.1 1620.6 1413.5 1858.2 58135 6272.7
17 114.8 1953 1196.1 1757.2 1293.4 1639.6 59054 57415
18 119.3 196.6 1231.3 1943.9 1145.2 1471.1 52147 5491.7
19 1275 1825 1183.7 1697.7 1019.6 1200.7 43479 4130.2
20 1275 178.0 11384 1499.7 939.6 10059 35695 32411
21 126.5 183.8 1102.8 1441 .1 8414 9199 31043 27939
22 121.8 185.0 1045.2 1384.8 7723 885.1 26786 24655
23 1209 189.1 987.0 1304.7 718.2 863.2 24065 2280.1
24 1159 188.2 929.8 1263.0 689.8 882.1 21837 21936
25-29 101.5 171.8 785.0 1071.6 585.7 740.7 1794 4 1905.2
30-34 711 137.7 567.6 810.8 419.0 5885 12659 15416
35-39 51.0 94.8 407.1 575.0 2957 426.4 8163 11545
40-44 39.6 51.5 302.5 374.8 2436 2753 596.1 7579
45-49 29.2 328 2148 2473 196.7 190.5 441.0 451.8
50-54 169 21.1 148.7 172.5 1640 144.5 336.9 300.7
55-59 104 12.1 97.1 112.7 123.7 107.0 2420 200.0
6064 6.2 6.1 66.0 71.8 93.9 82.6 173.8 140.6

‘ Note: Arrest rates are arrests per 100,000 population in each group.

Data Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. Age-Specific and Race-Specific Arrest Rates for Selected Offenses

1965-1992.
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Delinquency Pravention

Combating Violence and Delinquency: The
National Juvenile Justice Action Plan. 1996,
NCJ 157105 (36 pp.).

Combating Violence and Delinquency. The
National Juvenile Justice Action Plan {Full
Report). 1996, NCJ 157106 (200 pp.).

Delinquency Prevention Works. 1995,

NCJ 155006 (74 pp.).

Family Life, Delinquency, and Crime. A
Policymaker's Guide. 1994, NCJ 140517
(65 pp.).

Family Strengthening in Preventing
Delinquency—A Literalure Review. 1994,
NCJ 150222 (76 pp.), $13.00.
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NCJ 154816 (51 pp.).
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Parenting Strategies for Delinquency Preven-
tion. 1993, NCJ 140781 (105 pp.), $9.15.
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Juvenile Justice. 1994, NCJ 150858

(248 pp.), $19.00.

Missing and Exploited Children
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Searches for Missing Chiidren (Full Report).
1995, NCJ 155183 (284 pp.), $15.00.

The Compendium of the North American
Symposium on Intemational Child Abduction:
How To Handle Intemational Child Abduction
Cases. 1993, NCJ 148137 (928 pp.), $17.50.
Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and
Thrownaway Children in America, First
Report: Numbers and Characteristics,
National Incidence Studies (Full Report).
1990, NCJ 123668 (251 pp.), $14.40.

Obstacles to the Recovery and Relurn of
Parentally Abducted Children. 1994,

NCJ 143458 (21 pp.).

Obstacles to the Recovery and Return of
Parentally Abducted Children (Full Report).
1933, NCJ 144535 (877 pp.), $22.80.
Parental Abductors: Four Interviews (Video).
1993, NCJ 147866 (43 min.), $12.50.
Using A gencg/ Records to Find Missing
Children: A Guide for Law Enforcement.
1995, NCJ 154633 (20 pp.).

Status Offenders

Curfew: An Answer to Juvenile Delinquency
and Victirmization? 1996, NCJ 159533

(11 pp.).

Unlocking the Doors for Status Offenders.
The State of the States. 1995, NCJ 160803
(85 pp.), $16.50.

Law Enforcement

Law Enforcement Custody of Juveniles
Video). 1992, NCJ 137387 (31 min.}),
13.50.

Law Enforcement Policies and Praclices

Regarding Missing Children and Homeless
Youth. 1993, NCJ 145644 (25 pp.).

Law Enforcement Policies and Practices

Regarding Missing Chitdren and Homeless

Youth (Full Report). 1993, NCJ 143397

{217 pp.), $13.00.

Courts

The Child Victim as a Witness, Research
Report. 1994, NGJ 149172 (143 pp.).
Helping Victims and Witnesses in the Juve-
nile Justice System. A Program Handbook.
1991, NCJ 139731 (282 pp.), $15.00.

How Juveniles Get to Criminal Court. 1994,
NCJ 150309 (5 pp.).

Juvenite Court Statistics 1993, 1996, NCJ
159535 (98 pp.).

Offenders in Juvenile Court, 1993. 1996,
NCJ 160945 (12 pp.).

Gangs
Gang Suppression and Intervention:

An Assessment (Full Report). 1994,
NCJ 146494 (197 pp.), $15.00.

Gang Suppression and Intervention:
Community Models. 1994, NCJ 148202

(26 pp.).

Gang Suppression and Intervention: Problem
and Response. 1994, NCJ 149629 (21 pp.).
Rising Above Gangs and Drugs. How To
Start a Communily Reclamation Project.
1995, NCJ 133522 (264 pp.).

Corrections

American Probation and Parole Association’s
Drug Testing Guidelines and Practices for
Juvenile Probation and Parole Agencies.
1992, NCJ 136450 (163 pp.).

Conditions of Confinement: Juvenile
Detention and Corrections Facifities. 1994,
NCJ 141873 (16 pp.).

Deskiop Guide to Good Juvenile Probation
Practice. 1991, NCJ 128218 (141 pp.).

Effective Praclices in Juvenife Correctional
Education: A Study of the Literature and
Research 1980-1292. 1994, NCJ 150066
(194 pp.), $15.00.

Improving Literacy Skills of Juverile
Detainees. 1994, NCJ 150707 (5 pp.).
Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk Juveniles.
An Assessment (Full Report). 1994,

NCJ 144018 (195 pp.), $15.00.

Intensive Altercare for High-Risk Juveniles:

A Community Care Model. 1994, NCJ

147575 (20 pp.).

Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk Juveniles:

Policies and Procedures. 1994, NCJ 147712

(28 pp.}.

Juvenile Correctional Education: A Time for

Change. 1994, NCJ 150309 (3 pp.).

Juvenile Detention Training Needs Assess-

ment. 1996, NCJ 156833 (60 pp.).

Juvenile Intensive Supervision. An Assess-

ment (Full Report). 1994, NCJ 150064

(89 pp.). $13.00.

Juvenile Intensive Supervision: Planning

Guide. 1994, NCJ 150065 (80 pp.).

Juvenile Probation: The Workhorse of the

Juvenile Justice System. 1996, NCJ 158534

Spp.).

Juveniles Taken Into Custody. Fiscal Year

1993 Report. 1995, NCJ 154022 (195 pp.).

National Survey of Reading Programs for

Incarcerated Juvenile Offenders. 1993,

NCJ 144017 (51 pp.), $6.75.

OJJDP: Conditions of Confinement Tele-

conference (Video). 1993, NCJ 147531

{90 min.), $14.00.

A Resoume Manual for Juvenile Delention

and Corrections: Effective and Innovative

é’rograms. 1995, NCJ 155285 (164 pp.),
15.00.

General Juvenile Justice

Balanced and Restorative Justice. 1994,
NCJ 149727 (16 pp.).

Breaking the Code (Video). 1993,

NCJ 146604 (83 min.), $20.65.

Bridging the Child Welfare and Juvenile
Justice Systems. 1995, NCJ 152155 (4 pp.).

Guide for implementing the Comprehensive
Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic
Juvenite Offenders. 1995, NCJ 153571

(6 pp.).

Innovative Communily Partnerships: Working
Together for Change. 1994, NCJ 146483
(32pp.).

Juvenile Justice, Volume If, Number 2. 1995,
NCJ 152979 (30 pp.}.

Juvenile Offenders and Victims. 1996 Update
on Violence. 1996, NCJ 159107 (32 pp.).
Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National
Report (Full Report). 1995, NCJ 153569

(188 pp.).

Law-Related Education for Juvenile Justice
Settings. 1993, NCJ 147063 (173 pp.),
$13.20.

Minonlies and the Juvenile Justice System.
1993, NCJ 145849 (18 pp.).

Minorities and the Juvenile Justice System
Full Report). 1993, NCJ 139556 (176 pp.).
11.50.

Reducing Youth Gun Violence. An Overview

of Programs and Initiatives. 1996,

NCJ 154303 (74 pp.).

Study of Tribal and Alaska Native Juvenile

Justice Systems. 1992, NCJ 148217

(208 pp.), $17.20.

Title V Incentive Grants for Local Delin-
quency Prevention Programs. 1996,

NCJ 160942 (100 pp.).

Urban Delinquency and Substance Abuse.
Initial Findings. 1994, NCJ 143454 (27 pp.).
Urban Delinquency and Subslance Abuse.
Technical Report and Appendices. 1993,
NCJ 146416 (400 pp.), $25.60.

Through OJJDP's Clearinghouse, informa-
tion, publications, and resources are as close
as your phone, fax, computer, or mail box.
Phone:

800-638-8736

(Monday—Fnday, 8:30 a.m.-7:00 p.m. ET)

ax:

301-251-5212

Fax-on-Demand:

800-638-8736, select option 1 for automated
ordering services, select option 2 for Fax-on-
Demand instructions

Online:

Bulletin Board:

301-738-8895

{modem set at 3600 baud and 8-N-1)
NCJRS World Wide Web:
hitp://www.ncjrs.org

OJLJDP Home Page:
hitp://www.ncjrs.org/ojjhome.htmi

File Transfer Protocol (FTP):
fip://ncjrs.org.pub/nejrs

E-mail:

askncjrs @ncjrs.org

JUVIUST Mailing List:

g-mail folistproc @ncjrs.org, 1ype

subscribe juvjust (your name)

JUSTINFO Newsletter:

e-mail folistproc @ncjrs.org, type

subscribe justinfo (your name)

Mail:

Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse/NCJRS, P.O.
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 208496000

Visit:

Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse/NCJRS, 1600
Research Boulevard, Rockville, MD 20850
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National Estimates of
Delinquency Cases

Counts and Trends

In 1995, courts with juvenile jurisdiction handled an estimated 1,714,300 delinquency
cases, representing a 7% increase over the 1994 caseload (table 1). Delinquency offenses
are acts committed by juveniles that could result in criminal prosecution when committed
by an adult. Between 1986 and 1995, the number of delinquency cases processed by U.S.
juvenile courts increased 45%.

The number of person offense cases increased 98% between 1986 and 1995, property
offense cases increased 23%, drug law violation cases increased 120%, and public order
offense cases grew 48%. Compared with 1986, juvenile courts in 1995 handled 84% more
criminal homicide cases, 47% more rape cases, 53% more robbery cases, 137% more
aggravated assault cases, and 103% more simple assault cases. During the same time
period, juvenile courts saw their weapons offense caseloads climb 132% and cases
involving motor vehicle theft increase 23%. Several offense categories had drops in
caseloads between 1994 and 1995; criminal homicide cases dropped 6%, weapons offense
cases dropped 9%, and motor vehicle theft cases dropped 13%.

Table 1: Delinquency Cases, by Most Serious Offense, 1995
Most Serious Numbar Parcent Change
Offense of Cases 1986-95 1981-85 1994-95
Tolal 1,714,300 45% 21% 7%
Parson Oftense 377,300 88 38 8
Criminal Homicide 2,800 8 20 -5
Forcible Rape 6.800 47 19 4
Robbery 39,600 53 27 6
Aggravated Assaull 93,200 137 a3 8
Simple Assault 205,500 103 47 12
Olher Violent Sex Ollense 9,300 50 9 -3
Cther Person Olfense 20,100 72 -2 -4
Property Offense 871,700 3 3 3
Burglary 132,900 -2 -9 -2
Larceny-Thett 418,800 28 10 10
Molar Vehicla Thaett 53,400 23 -26 -13
Arson 10,400 78 42 10
Vandalism 121,700 10 9 -2
Trespassing 64,400 18 9 1
Stolen Property Offense 33.100 10 9 2
Otber Praperty Olenso 29,900 46 -5 6
Drug Law Violation 159,100 120 145 28
Public Order Offense 308,300 48 37 8
Chbstruction of Justice 110,100 53 45 8
Disgrdarly Conduct 85,100 82 46 9
Weapons Olfense 47.000 132 38 -9
Liquor Law Violation 12,200 ~39 -1 2
Nonviolent Sex Otfense 10,500 -21 -8 -4
Cther Public Qrder 41300 19 31 17
Violent Crime Index*® 142,400 oD 30 5
Property Crime Indox®® 822,500 20 1 5
* Violgnt Crimg Indox includes criminal homicido, 1or¢ibio rapo. robbary. and aggravated
assault.

http://ncjrs.org/ojjdp/juvctstats/estim-del.html
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Tt Property Crine Ingex Ingciucas purgiary, 1arceny-tnen, maoiar vanicie 1nen, ano arson.

Note: Dotail may not add to to1als bocause of rounding. Petcont change calculations
arg based en untounded numbers.

Examination of the caseloads of juvenile courts using the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) crime indexes indicates that juvenile courts handled substantially more Violent
Crime Index offense cases in 1995 than in 1986 (99%), while cases involving Property

Crime Index offenses increased 20%.1 The increases in juvenile court cases parallel the
increases in arrests of persons under the age of 18, as reported by the FBI. Between 1986
and 1995, the number of arrests involving persons under the age of 18 charged with
Violent Crime Index offenses increased 67%, while arrests of youth for Property Crime
Index offenses increased 8%. (See Crime in the United States 1995.) According to the
FBI, the number of juvenile arrests for homicide increased 90% between 1986 and 1995
but decreased 14% between 1994 and 1995, changes that closely correspond to the trends
in juvenile court cases involving homicide charges.

The offense profile of juvenile court caseloads changed

somewhat between 1986 and 1995 (table 2). The relative Table 2: Otfense Profile of
proportion of person offenses increased, while property Delinquency Cases, 1986,
offenses declined. A person offense, such as robery or 1951, 8nd 1995

assault, was the most serious charge in 22% of Most Serigus

delinquency cases in 1995 compared with 16% in 1986. A | Offense 1988 1991 1955
property offense, such as shoplifting, burglary, or Porson 16% 200 2%
vandalism, was the most serious charge in 51% of the Property 80 60 51
delinquency cases handled by juvenile courts in 1995 DMOS et 19 18 18
versus 60% in 1986. The proportion of drug law R ,
violations, such as possession or sale of controlled Totat 100% 100% 100%
substances, rose from 6% in 1986 to 9% in 1995. Public Nole: Delail may not total 100%
order offenses remained relatively unchanged between bocause of rounding.

1986 and 1995.

In 1995, juvenile courts processed 60.7 delinquency cases for every 1,000 juveniles who
resided in the United States and were at risk of referral -- those age 10 or older who were

under the jurisdiction of a juvenile court (table 3).2. Analysis of this case rate permits
comparisons of juvenile court activity over time while controlling for differences in the
population at risk of referral to the juvenile court.

The total delinquency case rate rose 33% from 1986 to 1995.3 During the same time
period, case rates increased in all offense categories. The case rate for person offenses
climbed 82%, the property case rate increased 13%, the rate of drug cases grew 102%, and
the rate of public order offense cases increased 36%. Over the more recent 5-year period,
however, the property case rate declined 5%.

11/20/98 6:16 PM
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Tabls 3: Percent Change in Delinquency Casas and Case Rales,

1886-1985
Most Serious Percenmt Change
Olfense 1986 1991 1595 1986-95 1991-95

Number of Cases

Delingquency 1,180,000 1,413.300 1,714,300 45% 21%
Person 180,300 277.500 377.300 ag 35
Property 710.000 846.800 871,700 23 3
Drugs 72,400 65,100 159,100 120 145
Putiic Order 207.300 223,900 306.300 48 37

Case Ratas

Delingquency 45.5 542 60.7 33% 12%
Person 73 10.8 134 az2 206
Praperty 27.4 325 30.9 13 -5
Drugs 248 25 5.6 102 128
Pubtic Order 80 8.6 10.8 36 26

Case Rata = Cases per 1,000 youth al risk.

Nots: Detail may not add to ioials because of rounding. Percent change calculalions
are basad on unrounded numbors.

1 The annual series of reports from the FBI, Crime in the United States, provides information on arrests in
offense categories that have become part of the common vocabulary of criminal justice statistics. The Crime
in the United States series tracks changes in the general nature of arrests through the use of two indexes, the
Violent Crime Index and the Property Crime Index. While not containing all violent or all property
offenses, the indexes serve as a barometer of criminal activity in the United States.

2 The upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction is defined by statute in each State. See the Glossary of Terms
section for a more detailed discussion on upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction. The case rates presented in
this report control for State variations in youth population at risk of referral to juvenile court.

3 The percent change in the number of cases disposed may not be equal to the percent change in case rates
due to the changing size of the juvenile population.

Previous Contents Next
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The juvenile share of the crime problem decreased in 1997

The relative responsibility of juveniles for the U.S. crime problem is hard to determine.
Studying the proportion of crimes that are cleared by the arrest of juveniles gives one
estimate of the juvenile responsibility for crime.

The clearance data in the Crime in the United States series show that the proportion of
violent crimes attributed to juveniles has declined in recent years. Juvenile involvement in
violent crime grew from 9% or 10% in the early-to-mid-1980's to 14% in 1994. Since 1994,
the proportion of violent crimes cleared by juvenile arrest has declined, reaching 12% in
1997.

The proportion of murders cleared by juvenile arrests in 1997 (8%) was at its lowest level
since 1991, but still above the 5% level of the mid-1980's. The juvenile proportion of cleared
forcible rapes peaked in 1995 (15%) and then fell, with the 1997 rate (12%) the lowest in
the decade. The juvenile proportion of robbery clearances in 1997 (17%) was below its peak
in 1995 (20%), but still far above the levels of the early 1980's (12%). Similarly, the juvenile
proportion of aggravated assault clearances in 1997 (12%) was below its peak in 1994
(13%), but still above the levels of the early 1980's (9%). The proportion of Property Crime
Index offenses cleared by juvenile arrest in 1997 (23%) was equal to the average level
between 1980 and 1996.

Juveniles were involved in about 1 in S arrests made by law
enforcement agencies in 1997, 1 in 6 arrests for a violent crime,
{ and 1 in 3 arrests for a property offense

All arrests
Victenl Ctema Ingdex
Fropacty Ceims index

Arson
Vandafism
Molor vehicte Bweh
Burglary
Larcany-thah
Robbery
Oiscrdesty contunt
Stolen proporty
Liquor taws
Vigapors
Sox offonse
Other assauhs
Fotcidla sape
Aggravated assault
] Diug abuse
! Murdar
3 Vagrancy
Offenses against the family
Orurienness : ;
: Prostiution 1% ' i

b Driving Lnder the niuence 1%y : : .

0% 10% 2% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Pergest ol srasts invoivng juversias

Neote: Running away from home and curfew and loitering violations are not
| presented in this figure because, by definition, only juveniles can be arrested for
{ these offenses.

1 Data source: Crime in the United States 1997 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government
1 Printing Officc, 1998), table 38.

http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/jjbulletin/9812_2/crime.html
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Over the last 25 years, changes in the number of juvenile arrests for violent
crime have been unrelated to changes in the size of the juvenile population

Poputaon {un miEons) o juvonlios daeg 10-17 Juverita iderg Crirna intlox arr eses
40 g gl E ; l 1 . i 160,000 T T N H
asfetalited o bl bbb L bt g 00t -+ ool -+
3 : 7T ; i ' : 120, o g !
BT - .k 1000901 A ) 4 ;
N IR e ;—
[0 T2 T [ 0 0 O ) S O Ot Y PO o 60,0001 . r o P AN Mg_... { S
i 2 | i ! 3 § i 4 4 i i
0= T 4D.000 P i T 3 i { ;
IEERREARANEREN SN IRRERE ERRRS RN RERE YN i
;s; | ANAN “°-“: YTV T
1972 1977 1882 1987 1992 1997 1072 1977 1962 1987 1992 1997

¢ From 1987 to 1994, while the juvenile population increased 7%, juvenile
arrests for violent crime increased 79%. Since 1994, juvenile arrests have
dropped 18%, while the juvenile population has increased 4%.

Data source: Arrest estimates were developed by the National Center for Juvenile Justice based
on arrest data from the FBI; population data is from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. /See data
source note | for detail. ]
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Study finds a pervasive trend to "crack down on juvenile crime' among

State legislatures

‘ Statutes analysis and phone

urvev used to assess changes in From 1992 through 1985, legislatures in 47 States end the District of
S is to i ie cri g Columbia enacted lews thet toughened their juvenile justice system
response to juvenile crime
Changes in Changes in
. State law or court rulg” Slate law Qr Cour rulg”
Researchers at the National Center _
. . Alsbama J Missoni J S [
for Juvenile Justice conducted an Alaska J G Momama S c
analysis of State laws enacted Asitona : € Nedaska c
Arkansas J Cc Novada J L
from 1992 thr.ough ]9?5 that Caitoria C  NawHampshire J s c
addressed serious or violent Colorado  J s C  NewJersoy s c
: : : : Connotticwt  J S G Now Moxico J S
Juvem!e offenders. The leglslgtwe bolawers S o6 NewYarx
analysis was supplemented with D.of Columbia J s Nosth Carolina 4 c
: 3 Florida J ] [ Narth Dakota J C
information gleaned 'from a Geong " s ¢ onm 3 s o
telephone survey of juvenile Hawaii C  Okanoma 3 c
justice specialists, juvenile fdaho J § € Omgon —J ¢
ds . 1 lingis: J S C Pemnsyvania = ) c
prosecutors, and State juvenile Indiana J s € Fnodelsland 4 s
corrections officials in each State. | lowa J C  SounCamtna J c
tet Kansas J c Soulh Daxota J
In addition, research and State Konuchy ) Yonnassea 4 ¢
task force reports were reviewed. | Lousiana 4 § ¢ Teas 34 s c
Maing Cc Utah J Cc
. Macylangd J c Vormont
Five areas of change emerged as | massachusons s Virginia 3 S c
States passed laws designed to Michigan S G Washingion J ¢
R . R Minnosola J s C Wit Virginia Jd
crack down on juvenile crime Mississippi J ¢ Wisconsin d s c
Wyoming J C
. The Study ldentlﬁed a clear pattem * J s Juradiction, S a Sentencing. C = Conlidantgidy
4 3 B These laws involve increasod eigiility lor criming! court processing and
Of Change n the followmg ﬁve odull corroctional soncioning and decteased canlidontiality for a subsot of
areas. juvanile altensers,
Sourm Authors' adaplation of P Tortol's Siale cespanses (o serous and viafenl juvonte
axng.
B Jurnisdictional authority --

Laws removed an increasing
number of serious and violent juvenile offenders from the system in favor of criminal
court prosecution (41 States).

W Sentencing authority -- Laws gave criminal and juvenile courts new sentencing
options (25 States).

# Confidentiality -- Laws modified or removed traditional juvenile court
confidentiality provisions to make records and proceedings more open (40 States).

B Victims' rights -- Laws increased the role of victims of juvenile crime in the juvenile
justice process (22 States).

B Correctional programming -- Adult and juvenile correctional administrators felt
pressure to develop programs as a result of new transfer and sentencing laws.

' The authors comment that the "dramatic shifts in [these] areas . . . " have resulted from a

1of2 3/8/99 10:22 PM
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"trend toward redefining the purpose of the juvenile justice system [that] represents a
fundamental philosophical departure . . . " The rationale for the changes is "to punish, hold
accountable, and incarcerate for longer periods of time those juveniles who, by history or
instant offense, passed a threshold of tolerated juvenile law violating behavior."
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Arrest and clearance trends differed across violent offenses

The juvenile arrest rate for murder peaked In

1893 and declined nearly 25% betwaen 1983 and
1995

Arrgsts por 100,000 juvenites agos 101D V7

U e o

N ; 3 : ! '. ; I
g v posppmaiomar ’ v re—p—s
1975 1877 1970 1981 1963 1985 19687 1509 1991 1993 1985

W Even wilh (e docting, tho 1895 juvenilo murdar arest
rate was still aouble the 1985 rate.

The juvenile proportion of murder arrests in 1995
was double the proportion of murders attributed
{o juveniles

Percost of st
200y~ e

1504
100

I
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o Ay Tt
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# The large dscrapancy batween juvanile arrest and
clearance proportions roflects the fact that juveniles
are mog likely than adulls 10 commit Crimas in groups.

The juvenile arrest rate for farcible rape peaked
in 1993 and declined nearly 20% belween 1893
and 198§

Arrasts por 100.000 suveniios ages 10 10 17
?5 poy crim " . .

o LRI ST R AN
1925 1977 1979 1581 1683 1085 1987 1959 1991 19573 1995

B Not since 1983 has the jusenile arrest rate Ior forcitie
fapa been a3 low as 4 was in 1995,

In 1895 juveniles were invalved in 15% of all

forcible rapes cleared by arrest, the highest level
in the past 20 years

Percom ot wotv

[
arrests

IR IR I AR I T L NI I
0% it
1975 1977 1979 1881 1963 1985 1987 1909 1991 1993 1595

B in stark coniras! to e juvente properticn of forcible
rape clearances, lhe juverile proportion of forcible
rape arests has changad litlo in the 1ast 15 years.

Source: Aulhors’ calculaton of arresl #3185 VsIng unpubhshed 19751995 arest counts and repoIkng Populatan sata from me FBI's Uni-
form Crima Roporting Piogram and tho U S. Burozu of the Consus oslimatos of the 1975-1995 residon? populaton of the U S. in single
yeirs of aga [machine-teadable dala lilgs) Juvenile &roH pIOPOITIONS werd dolived trom tha unpublished 1975-1955 arest cours. The
Rvenda CloIaNco RoPOTtons were laxon from tho FBI's Crime in the Ll Shiles sones.
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The juvenile a rale tor rahbery increased

nearly 70% beatween 1988 and 1934, betore

The juvenilo ai  rafe for agpravaled assault

- declined in 1885 atler increasing each year
P leveling off in 1985 between 1883 and 1984

Arrests piv 100.000 pvenios ages 10K 17 Arrests por 100000 juseniles nges 10 1o 17
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B The juvanila arregt rate 1or rotdery in 1995 wag 22%
nigher than the tate in 1975

Tha juvenila proporlion of robbery arresls in
1995 has retumed 1o lhe leveis of the late 1870's
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B The juvenile agguavated assaull areest ratg in 1995
was morg than doubla the rate in 1983

The juvenile praportion of aggravated assaull
arrests in 1995 was near the average of the last

1 1693 1095

20 yenrs
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B The juvenile propartion of robbery dearanzes in 1995

B Over the past 20 years, the juverse proparlicn of ag-
was al its highest levet in 20 years.

gravaled assault arrests was highest in 1976
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