Juvenile Crime, Graffiti and Gang Violence Task Force
Report of Dean Hall

While I appreciate the work accomplished by other Task Force members in preparation for the
final report, I cannot fully agree with the facts as presented and the recommendations as made.
Therefore, I am adding my report as an independent Task Force Member.

One of the charges to the Task Force, by the Mayor, was t0 «Research and identify best practices
for addressing Juvenile Crime, Graffiti and Gang Violence from cities in the Valley and
throughout the United States”. The report as written is mainly based upon the effects of juvenile
crime on Harlingen and is short on causes.

Juvenile crime is not new and there are literally hundreds of reports from Federal, State and
Cities throughout the United States. ‘While each is written 10 satisfy the commissioning body,
most contain commonality of content and thought as to the risk factors that influence juvenile
crime. While almost all contain recommendations that diminish crime, they all recognize that
conditions may never exist that will eliminate the violence. It is my belief that our
recommendations need to address the primary causes if we are to reverse current trends as
described in the Task Force’s Report. 1 fully appreciate that there are short and long-term actions
that can be taken to address both causes and effects. However, actions that only address the
“effects” of juvenile would be short sighted and not cost effective in the long-run.

Four common risk factors associated with juvenile crime are:

s poverty,
e unstable family life and repeated exposure to family violence,
o drugs,

e and, media violence.

Not surprising then, we would find the highest levels of gang violence in Harlingen’s Districts
130 and 131 where the 2000 census figures for poverty; single parent households; the number of
children per household are the highest in the City and literacy the lowest. It is within District 130
where Officer Diaz was shot. And, while no statistics were included to identify drug activity, 1

have repeatedly reported on drug activity in District 130.

Poverty :

Findings from several studies on the causes of juvenile violence affirm the link between juvenile
delinquency and poverty. Youth who reside in underclass areas face a significantly greater risk
of engaging in delinquent and violent behavior irrespective of race and the quality of parental
supervision. According to several studies, these problems become exacerbated when occurring in
areas characterized by extreme poverty and high unemployment rates. Poverty appears 10
function as a critical nexus, Or catalyst, for a multitude of other behavioral problems, problems
which are also significantly correlated with crime and delinquency. Children who display
antisocial and problematic behavior, as well as reside in economically deprived communities, are
more likely to develop problems with school dropout, teen pregnancys, alcohol and substance
abuse, and future adult criminality.
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Unstable Family Life

The most common risk factor is the demise of the family life and the increase in family
violence. Many of these juvenile criminals have been abused or neglected and they also grew up
in a single-parent household. Research indicates that these children are more likely to be
arrested, and more likely to commit a violent crime as an adult, then their counterparts who did
not suffer such abuse. The symptoms of child abuse are "high levels of aggression and antisocial
behavior" and these children are twice as likely to become juvenile offenders.

Drugs :

Gangs undertake a variety of criminal pursuits, and the level of violence that is perpetrated by
the gang is directly related to the particular crimes that are committed. Most studies suggest that
the drug trade is the primary involvement of the gangs. Gangs are also involved in intimidation,
robbery, and other acts of violence as well. The disturbing phenomenon of gang violence in the
inner American cities has been a major concern of parents, communities, and the law-enforcing
agencies for many years. Of late, several studies indicate that the nature of gang violence has
changed, with lethal violence being more likely related to the drug trade than to gang rivalries.
One such study shows that drug related violence represents between a third and half of all gang
violence.

Media Violence

Another risk factor is the effect of the media on the juveniles of today. Before the time a child
has reached seventh grade, the average child has witnessed 8,000 murders and 100,000 acts of
violence on the television. There is no doubt that heavy exposure t0 televised violence is one of
the causes of aggressive behavior, crime and violence in society. Television violence affects
youngsters of all ages, of both genders, at all economic levels, and all levels of intelligence.
Long-term childhood exposure t0 television is a casual factor be ind one half of the homicides
committed by juveniles in the United States.

Recommendations

In considering recommendations t0 the City, to mitigate both causes and effects of juvenile
crime, the above risk factors on juvenile crime should be considered. I've attached a portion of
Chapter 3 from a 2006 National Report by the U.S. Department of Justice on Juvenile Offenders.

These “daily patterns of juvenile violent, drug, and weapons crimes” are relevant 10 any
recommendation dealing with helping our at risk juveniles that are still in school.

HCISD Board President George McShan throughout our meetings has emphasized the need for
our schools to be proactive In their response to reduce juvenile risk factors. Specifically,
increasing graduation rates and providing in and after school programs that will engage our
youth in programs that will have an effect in lowering drug use and engaging their minds in a

positive direction.

Rather than provide a litany of recommendations without a consensus of stakeholders (i.e. school
officials, city administrators and concerned citizens), I suggest that the following serve as
possibilities in each of the four “risk factor” areas described above and targeted to District 130
and 131.
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Poverty:
1. Target CDBG funding to support programs that will improve infrastructure in these
Districts.
2. Ensure all District 130 and 131 households are educated on all social programs
available to “at or near poverty level” households.
3. Look for educational programs that will engage the youth of these Districts.

Example: Loaves & Fishes has several programs that are targeted at households'at or
near the poverty level. Have Loaves & Fishes present what programs are available
through cooperation with local schools located within Districts 130 and 131.

Unstable Family Life: _ :
1. Look for programs that support and educate single parent families on reducing family
violence.

Example: Loaves & Fishes currently has several educational programs targeted toward
households at or near poverty level. These can be added, or modified, to target single
family households.

Drugs:
1. Focus enforcement on finding and reducing drug sale and use in these Districts.

Example: Announce that local law enforcement will concentrate their efforts to eliminate
drug access and use Districts 130 and 131.

Media Violence: (Probably the most difficult to reduce)
1. Team with TSTC and to provide District youth with opportunities fo create non-
violent computer games that can be used by younger kids within their neighborhoods.

Example: Loaves & Fishes computer classroom can be used after school or in the
evenings to provide youth with computer programming skills (web page creation,
computer game development, etc.).

%}Z»)\q’r&w«

Dean G. Hall
Task Force Member
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Chapter 3: Juvenile offenders
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8% of 17-year-olds reported ever belonging to a
gang., 16% sold drugs, and 16% carried a handgun

Survey provides a portrait of
law-violating behavior of youth

Most juvenile crime does not come
to the attention of the juvenile jus-
tice system. To understand the
amount of violent crime committed
by juveniles, one could ask their
victims. However, to understand the
proportion of youth who commit
various types of crimes (i.e., violent
and nonviolent crime), one must
ask the youth themselves.

To provide this and other informa-
tion about youth, in 1997 the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics mounted
the National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth (NLSY97). Between 1997 and
2001, the NLSY97 annually inter-
viewed a nationally representative
sample of nearly 9,000 youth who
were ages 12-16 on December 31,
1996, asking them about many as-
pects of their lives—including law-
violating behaviors. Results from
the first five waves of interviews
(through 2001) provide a detailed
portrait of the law-violating behav-
iors of youth ages 12-17 at the be-
ginning of the 21st century.

For most law-violating behaviors
studied, males were significantly
more likely than females to report
engaging in the behavior by age 17.
The one exception was running
away from home. The differences
among white, black, and Hispanic
youth were not as consistent. For
some behaviors (i.e., running away
and carrying guns) there were no
differences among the three racial
groups. White youth were signifi-
cantly more likely than black or His-
panic youth to report committing
vandalism. Black youth were signifi-
cantly more likely than white or His-
panic youth to report committing
an assault. Black youth at age 17
were significantly less likely than
white or Hispanic youth to report
having sold drugs.

The prevalence of problem behavior among juveniles differs by
gender, race, and age

Proportion of youth reporting ever
engaging in the behavior by age 17

Behavior Allyouth Male Female White Black Hispanic
Suspended from school 33% 42% 24% 28% 56% 38%
Ran away from home 18 17 20 18 21 17
Belonged to a gang 8 11 6 7 12 12
Vandalized 37 47 27 39 33 34
Theft less than $50 43 47 38 44 38 41
Theft more than $50 13 16 10 12 15 14
Assaulted with intent

to seriously hurt 27 33 21 25 36 28
Sold drugs 16 19 12 17 13 16
Carried a handgun 16 25 6 16 15 15

Proportion of youth reporting
behavior at specific ages

Behavior Age 12 Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 Age 16 Age 17
Suspended from school 6% 9% 14% 13% 12% 10%
Ran away from home na na 5 6 7 6
Belonged to a gang 2 2 2 2 2 2
Vandalized 14 17 16 14 13 9
Theft less than $50 0 13 14 13 12 11
Theft more than $50 3 3 4 5 5 4
Assaulted with intent

to seriously hurt 9 10 11 11 11 9
Sold drugs 1 2 5 6 8 8
Carried a handgun 5 4 5 6 5 4
B By age 17, 33% of all youth said they had been suspended from school at least

once, 18% had run away from home (i.e., had at least once left home and
stayed away overnight without a parent's prior knowledge or permission), and
8% had belonged to a gang.

By age 17, a greater proportion of juveniles reported that they had committed
an assault with the intent of seriously hurting the person than reported ever
having run away from home, sold drugs, carried a handgun, stolen something
worth more than $50, or belonged to a gang.

Males were significantly more likely than females to report ever being suspend-
ed from school (42% vs. 24%) or ever belonging to a gang (11% vs. 6%) and
were 4 times more likely to report ever carrying a handgun (25% vs. 6%).

White youth were significantly less likely than black or Hispanic youth to report
ever belonging to a gang.

With the exception of selling drugs, the proportions of youth who reported com-
mitting the above behaviors at age 17 are either the same or less than the pro-
portions reporting the same behaviors at earlier ages.

Note: As a general rule, the confidence interval around the above percentages is about
plus or minus 2 percentage points. Readers should consider figures to differ only when
their confidence intervals do not overlap (i.e., a difference of at least 4 percentage points).

Source: Authors’ adaptation of McCurley’s Self-reported law-violating behavior from ado-
lescence to early adulthood in a modern cohort.
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Chapter 3: Juvenile offenders

About one-quarter of juveniles who offended at ages
16-17 also offended as adults at ages 18-19

Many juvenile offenders do not
continue their law-violating
behaviors into adulthood

Some persons commit crimes when
they are juveniles and continue to
do so into their adult years. Others
commit crimes only as juveniles,
while others begin their offending
careers as adults. The analysis that
follows summarizes the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth data
for all youth who were interviewed
at ages 16, 17, 18, and 19 during the
first five waves of data collection
(1997-2001) to study the continuity
in offending from the juvenile years

(ages 16-17) to the early adult years
(ages 18-19).

Although the details vary somewhat
with the type of offending behavior,
the general pattern is consistent.
For example, when interviewers
asked youth at ages 16, 17, 18, and
19 if they had assaulted someone
since the last interview with the in-
tent of seriously hurting them, most
(78%) reported never committing
such a crime. Among the other 22%
of youth who reported an assault in
at least one of the four interviews,
most (74%) reported the behavior
at ages 16-17 and fewer (54%) re-

ported assaulting someone at ages
18-19; about one-quarter (27%) re-
ported the behavior at least once in
both the juvenile period (ages
16-17) and the adult period (ages
18-19). This means that most of the
youth who reported committing an
assault in the later juvenile years
stopped the behavior, reporting
none in the early adult years. It also
implies that half of the respondents
who reported committing an assault
as young adults did not do so as
older juveniles. (The accompanying
table provides similar details on
other types of offenses and for sub-
groups of offenders.)

report doing so at ages 18 or 19

Of all youth reporting the behavior at
ages 16-19, the percent reporting:

About two-thirds of juveniles who reported committing specific offenses at ages 16 or 17 did not

Of all youth reporting the behavior at
ages 16—19, the percent reporting:

[machine-readable data files].

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

Behavior/ Only at ages In both Only at ages Behavior/ Only at ages In both Only at ages
demographic 16-17 age groups 18-19 demographic 16-17 age groups 18-19
Vandalized 57% 24% 20% Assaulted to seriously hurt 46% 27% 26%
Male 55 27 18 Male 44 28 29
Female 59 17 24 Female 51 27 23
White 60 21 19 White 47 29 24
Black 45 30 25 Black 39 28 33
Hispanic 57 21 22 Hispanic 45 27 27
Theft less than $50 58 23 19 Sold drugs 40 29 31
Male 55 25 20 Male 37 31 32
Female 62 20 18 Female 46 26 27
White 61 23 16 White 42 30 28
Black 50 22 29 Black 29 28 44
Hispanic 53 21 26 Hispanic 35 27 37
Theft more than $50 57 14 29 Carried a handgun 46 24 30
Male 57 14 29 Male 44 27 29
Female 58 14 29 Female 56 6 37
White 59 14 27 White 52 27 21
Black 49 14 37 Black 33 14 53
Hispanic 60 12 28 Hispanic 28 26 46

B Among black youth ages 16—19 who reported assaulting someone with the intent to seriously injure, 39% reported the behav-
ior only in the older juvenile years (ages 16—17), 33% only in the young adult years (ages 18—19), and 28% in both the older
juvenile and young adult years. Among the 67% of black offenders who reported assaulting someone as older juveniles, less
than half (28%) also reported assaulting someone as young adults.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 cohort, 1997-2001 (rounds 1-5)

A A4
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Chapter 3: Juvenile offenders

Juvenile law-violating behavior is linked to family
structure and to school/work involvement

Juveniles’ self-reported law-
violating behavior is related to
their family structure

A recent study using data from
NLSY97 explored the factors associ-
ated with a youth’s self-reported
law-violating behaviors. One signifi-
cant factor was a youth’s family
structure. In general, the research
showed that juveniles who lived
with both biological parents had
lower lifetime prevalence of law-
violating behaviors than did juve-
niles who lived in other family

types.

For example, the study found that
5% of youth age 17 who lived with
both biological parents reported
ever being in a gang, compared with
12% of youth who lived in other

family arrangements. Similarly,
youth at age 17 living with both bio-
logical parents reported a lower life-
time prevalence, compared with
youth living in other types of fami-
lies, for a wide range of problem
behaviors: marijuana use (30% vs.
40%), hard drug use (9% vs. 13%),
drug selling (13% vs. 19%), running
away from home (13% vs. 25%), van-
dalism (34% vs. 41%), theft of some-
thing worth more than $50 (19% vs.
17%), assault with the intent to seri-
ously injure (20% vs. 35%).

Family structure is correlated with
a youth’s race and ethnicity; that is,
white non-Hispanic youth are more
likely to live in families with two
biological parents than are black

or Hispanic youth. Therefore, pat-
terns that indicate racial or ethnic

females and males

Female respondents

Family structure is linked to problem behavior similarly for

Male respondents

males.

types of family structures for males.

structure.

Both All Both All
biological  other biological  other

Experience All parents families All parents families
Suspended ever 17% 9% 26% 33% 23% 45%
Runaway ever* 12 7 17 1] 7 15
Sex in past year* 28 20 35 30 22 40
Smoke in past month* 21 17 25 20 17 23
Drink in past month* 23 21 26 23 23 24
Marijuana in past month* 9 6 il 10 8 13
Vandalize in pastyear’ 10 8 13 19 18 21
Petty theft ever 30 25 34 38 33 43
Major theft in past year 3 2 4 6 4 8
Assault in past year 8 5 12 14 11 18
Gang in past year 1 1 2 3 2 4
Handgun in past year 2 1 2 9 9 10
Sell drugs in past year 4 3 5 7 5 9
Arrested in past year 4 2 5 7 4 10

* Not significantly different at the 95% level of confidence for comparisons of females and
t Not significantly different at the 95% level of confidence for comparisons of the two

* Not significantly different at the 95% level of confidence for comparisons of the two
types of family structures for females or males.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of McCurley and Snyder’s Risk, protection, and family
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differences in self-reported behavior
may in reality be reflecting differ-
ences in family structure.

Many other factors influence a
youth’s involvement in law-
violating behaviors

The study also found other factors
related to juveniles’ self-reported in-
volvement in law-violating behav-
iors. The most closely related factor
was the presence of friends or fami-
ly members in gangs. For example,
compared with juveniles who did
not have friends or families in
gangs, those who did were at least 3
times more likely to report having
engaged in vandalism, a major theft,
a serious assault, carrying a hand-
gun, and selling drugs. They were
also about 3 times more likely to
use hard drugs and to run away
from home.

Connectedness to school and/or
work also was related to juveniles’
self-reported law-violating behavior.
Juveniles who were neither in
school nor working had a signifi-
cantly greater risk of engaging in a
wide range of problem behaviors—
using marijuana and hard drugs,
running away from home, belonging
to a gang, committing a major theft
or a serious assault, selling drugs,
and carrying a handgun.

Some problem behaviors cluster

Analyses of NLSY97 data also found
that involvement in some problem
behaviors predicted elevated in-
volvement in other problem behav-
iors. For example, juveniles who re-
ported belonging to a gang were
twice as likely as other juveniles to
have committed a major theft, 3
times more likely to have sold
drugs, 4 times more likely to have
committed a serious assault, and 5
times more likely to have carried a
handgun.
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School crime was common in 2003—1 in 8 students

were in fights, 1 in 3 had property stolen or damaged

National survey monitors youth
health risk behaviors

The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s Youth Risk Behavior
Survey (YRBS) monitors health risk
behaviors that contribute to the
leading causes of death, injury, and
social problems among youth in the
U.S. Every 2 years, YRBS provides
data representative of 9th-12th
graders in public and private schools
nationwide. The 2003 survey includ-
ed responses from 15,214 students
from 32 states and 18 large cities.

Fewer than 4 in 10 high school
students were in a physical
fight—4 in 100 were injured

According to the 2003 survey, 33%
of high school students said they
had been in one or more physical
fights during the past 12 months,
down from 43% in 1993. Regardless
of grade level or race/ethnicity,
males were more likely than females
to engage in fighting. Fighting was
more common among black and His-
panic students than white students.

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

Total Male Female
Total 33.0% 40.5% 25.1%
9th grade 38.6 44.8 31.9
10th grade 33.5 41.8 25.0
11th grade  30.9 38.5 23.0
12th grade 26.5 35.0 17.7
White 30.5 38.4 221
Black 39.7 45.6 34.0
Hispanic 36.1 42.6 29.5

Although physical fighting was fair-
ly common among high school stu-
dents, the proportion of students
injured and treated by a doctor or
nurse was relatively small (4%).
Males were more likely than females
to have been injured in a fight.
Black and Hispanic students were
more likely than white students to
suffer fight injuries.

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

Total Male Female
Total 42% 5.7% 2.6%
9th grade 5.0 6.4 3.6
10th grade 4.2 6.2 2.2
11th grade 3.6 4.9 2.4
12th grade 3.1 4.3 1.8
White 2.9 4.0 1.7
Black 5.5 7.3 3.7
Hispanic 5.2 6.5 3.9

Nationwide, 13% of high school stu-
dents had been in a physical fight
on school property one or more
times in the 12 months preceding
the survey, down from 16% in 1993.
Male students were substantially
more likely to fight at school than
female students at all grade levels
and across racial/ethnic groups. His-
panic and black students were more
likely than white students to fight at
school. Fighting at school decreased
as grade level increased.

Percent who were in a physical fight at
school in the past year:

Total Male Female
Total 12.8% 17.1% 8.0%
9th grade 18.0 233 12.2
10th grade 12.8 18.1 7.3
11th grade 10.4 14.2 6.4
12th grade 7.3 9.6 4.7
White 10.0 14.3 5.3
Black 171 21.5 12.6

Hispanic 16.7 19.3 13.8

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

High school students were more
likely to experience property crime
than fights at school. Nationally,
30% said they had property such as
a car, clothing, or books stolen or
deliberately damaged on school
property one or more times during
the past 12 months. A greater pro-
portion of male than female stu-
dents experienced such property

crimes at school, regardless of
grade level or race/ethnicity. Stu-
dents’ reports of school property
crime decreased as grade level
increased.

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

Total Male Female
Total 29.8% 33.1% 26.2%
9th grade  34.8 37.4 31.9
10th grade 30.5 34.3 26.6
11th grade 27.2 30.5 23.9
12th grade 24.2 27.9 20.2
White 28.2 30.6 25.6
Black 30.4 33.9 27.0
Hispanic 32.3 37.0 27.6

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

Nationwide in 2003, 5% of high
school students missed at least 1
day of school in the past 30 days
because they felt unsafe at school
or when traveling to or from school,
up from 4% in 1993. Hispanic and
black students were more likely
than white students to have missed
school because they felt unsafe.
Freshmen were more likely than
other high school students to miss
school because of safety concerns.

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

Total Male Female
Total 54% 5.5% 5.3%
9th grade 6.9 7451 6.6
10th grade 5.2 5.3 5.1
11th grade 4.5 4.3 4.6
12th grade 3.8 3.8 3.9
White 3.1 3.3 29
Black 8.4 7.9 9.0

Hispanic 9.4 8.9 10.0

The proportion of high school stu-
dents who said they had avoided
school because of safety concerns
ranged from 3% to 9% across stet@sq
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Chapter 3: Juvenile offenders

Juvenile illicit drug use has been relatively constant
since the mid-1990s after declining during the 1980s

In 2004, the proportion of high school seniors who reported using illicit drugs in the previous month
was above levels of the early 1990s but well below levels of the early 1980s

Percent of students reporting use in previous month Percent of students reporting use in previous month
40% 1 25% 7T
35% Any illicit drug except marijuana
Marijuana 20% , il
30%
25% ] v 15% S i ) 2
20% itk i d | 12th graders B
10% 10th graders : 5% b 10th graders /‘\,___\_\
5% =114 : PEbtitt it 8th graders
0% L—o e : 0%
1976 80 84 88 92 96 00 2004 1976 80 84 88 92 96 00 2004
Percent of students reporting use in previous month Percent of students reporting use in previous month
7% TTTTTTT] TIT 80%
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B After years of continuous decline, reported drug use by high school seniors grew in several categories after 1992. Simi-
lar increases in drug use were reported by 8th and 10th graders, although their levels of use were below those of 12th
graders.

B In recent years, the proportion of students reporting use of illicit drugs during the 30 days prior to the survey appears to
have stabilized or declined for many categories of drug use. For marijuana, the most widely used illicit drug, use de-
clined from 1997 to 2004 for 12th graders (—16%), 10th graders (—22%), and 8th graders (-37%).

B [n 2004, the proportion of seniors who said they used marijuana in the past month was nearly double the proportion
who reported past-month use of illicit drugs other than marijuana (20% vs. 11%) but less than half the proportion who
reported past-month alcohol use (48%).

B Past-month cocaine use among seniors peaked in 1985 at nearly 7%. Although use levels for cocaine increased be-
tween 1992 and 1999 (100% for seniors), levels have stabilized recently (at around 2% for seniors).

B For all three grades, past-month alcohol use in 2004 was at or near its lowest levels since the mid-1970s—48% for 12th
graders, 35% for 10th graders, and 19% for 8th graders.

* The survey question on alcohol use was revised in 1993 to indicate that a “drink” meant “more than a few sips.” In 1993, half the sample
responded to the original question and half to the revised question. Beginning in 1994, all respondents were asked the revised question.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al’s Overall teen drug use continues gradual decline; but use of inhalants rises. Monitoring the
Future press release.
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Change in students' use of mari-
juana and alcohol is tied to their
perception of possible harm
from use

The annual Monitoring the Future
Study, in addition to collecting infor-
mation about students’ use of illicit
drugs, alcohol, and tobacco, also
collects data on students’ percep-
tions regarding the availability of
these substances and the risk of
harm from using them.

Between 1975 and 2004, the propor-
tion of high school seniors report-
ing use of marijuana in the 30 days
prior to the survey fluctuated, peak-
ing in 1978 and then declining con-
sistently through 1992. After that,
reported use increased then leveled
off, although the 2004 rate was still
far below the peak level of 1978.
When the perceived risk of harm
(physical or other) from either regu-
lar or occasional use of marijuana
increased, use declined; when per-
ceived risk declined, use increased.
The perception that obtaining mari-
juana was “fairly easy” or “very
easy” remained relatively constant
between 1975 and 2004.

Students’ reported use of alcohol
also shifted from 1975 to 2004. After
1978, alcohol use declined through
1993. Alcohol use fluctuated within
a limited range thereafter, although
the 2004 rate was far lower than the
1978 rate. As with marijuana, when
the perceived risk of harm from ei-
ther weekend “binge” drinking or
daily drinking increased, use de-
clined; when perceived risk de-
clined, use increased.

m Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2006 National Report

Over the past 3 decades, while marijuana and alcohol availability
remained constant, changes in use reflected changes in perceived

harm

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

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

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

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Johnston et al’s Overall teen drug use continues gradual
decline; but use of inhalants rises. Monitoring the Future press release.
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|

Youth who use alcohol are more likely than other

youth to report using marijuana and selling drugs

Juveniles report co-occurrence
of substance use behaviors

The National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth asked a representative sam-
ple of youth ages 12-17 in 1997 and
1998 to report if in the last 30 days
they had (1) consumed alcohol, (2)
used marijuana, and (3) sold or
helped to sell any of a wide range of
drugs. Analyses found that if one
substance-related behavior was re-
ported, others were much more
likely.

More specifically, among youth ages
12-17 who used alcohol in the past
30 days, 32% reported using mari-
juana and 23% reported selling
drugs; among youth who did not re-
port using alcohol, just 2% reported
using marijuana and 3% reported
selling drugs. This pattern was seen
in both older and younger youth. Of
all youth ages 15-17 who reported
alcohol use (35% of youth in this
age group), 34% said they used mar-
ijjuana and 25% reported selling
drugs. Of youth ages 15-17 who re-
ported they did not use alcohol in
the past 30 days, just 4% used mari-
juana and 6% sold drugs. Of youth
ages 12-14 who reported alcohol
use (11% of youth in this age
group), 27% said they used marijua-
na and 17% reported selling drugs.
Of youth ages 12-14 who reported
they did not use alcohol in the past
30 days, just 1% used marijuana and
1% sold drugs.

Although a significantly larger pro-
portion of non-Hispanic white youth
(26%) reported recent alcohol use
than did non-Hispanic black (14%)
and Hispanic (22%) youth, the pro-
portion of these youth who also re-
ported marijuana use and drug sell-
ing was the same across the three
groups. Regardless of race/ethnicity,
that proportion was greater among
youth who used alcohol than among
those who did not.

Most youth who either used marijuana in the past 30 days or
reported selling drugs in the past 30 days also reported drinking
alcohol in the period

Youth ages 12-17

Used
marijuana:
" 9%

Used alcohol and marijuana: 7%
Used alcohol and sold drugs: 5%
Used marijuana and sold drugs: 4%
Used alcohol and marijuana

and sold drugs: 4%

B Most youth ages 12-17 who reported using alcohol in the past 30 days did
not report using marijuana or selling drugs in the past 30 days, although
they were more likely to do so than youth who did not use alcohol.

Patterns of substance-related behavior co-occurrence were
similar among males and females ages 12-17

Male youth
ages 12-17

Female youth
ages 12-17

Used
marijuana:

Used
marijuana:
B 10%

Sold drugs:
9%

Used alcohol and marijuana: 7%
Used alcohol and sold drugs: 4%
Used marijuana and sold drugs: 3%
Used alcohol and marijuana

and sold drugs: 3%

Used alcohol and marijuana: 8%
Used alcohol and sold drugs: 6%
Used marijuana and sold drugs: 5%
Used alcohol and marijuana

and sold drugs: 4%

B Although recent drug selling was more prevalent among males than fe-
males, the levels of alcohol and marijuana use did not differ significantly.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of McCurley and Snyder’s Co-occurrence of substance use

behaviors. 1 2 q
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The prevalence of youth gangs declined in nonurban
areas, but gangs remain a substantial urban problem

Law enforcement agencies are
the primary source for data on
youth gangs nationwide

Accurately estimating the scope of
the youth gang problem is difficult
in part because of the lack of con-
sensus about what “counts”—what
combination of size, stability, hierar-
chy, symbolic communication, and
ongoing criminal activity distin-
guishes a true gang from a transito-
ry collection of individuals, not to
mention what level of involvement
in and adherence to the gang distin-
guishes a real member from a hanger-
on or “wannabe.” In addition, the
available sources of information on
gangs are unreliable. Gangs are,
after all, inherently secret groups.
Outsiders are apt to miss or misin-
terpret signs of their presence. In-
siders are liable to distort the signs.

Nevertheless, based on surveys of
local authorities, it appears that
the overall number of communities
with active youth gangs grew
sharply during the last few decades

of the 20th century, peaked in the
mid-1990s, and recently declined
somewhat.

A comparison of the number of lo-
calities reporting problems with
youth gangs during the 1970s with
the number reporting gang prob-
lems in the 1990s found a tenfold in-
crease in gang jurisdictions—includ-
ing more suburban, small-town, and
rural jurisdictions with reported
gang problems than ever before. On
the basis of law enforcement agency
responses to the 1996 National
Youth Gang Survey, which gathered
data on gangs from a representative
sample of police and sheriff depart-
ments across the country, the na-
tion’s total youth gang membership
was estimated at more than 846,000,
with 31,000 gangs operating in 4,824
local jurisdictions. Estimates based
on subsequent surveys have steadi-
ly receded from those highs. Based
on the 2004 survey, youth gang
membership was estimated at
760,000 and total youth gangs at
24,000. Youth gangs were estimated

100% 1

80% 1

60%

40% Small cities !

20% 1" Rural counties

0,

The number of law enforcement agencies reporting gang
problems appears to have stabilized

Percent of law enforcement agencies reporting gang problems

; __Large cities

Suburban counties

—

Survey.

. |
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Notes: Large cities have populations of 50,000 or more. Small cities have populations of
2,500 to 49,999. The observed changes in the percentage of agencies in small cities and
rural counties reporting gang problems between 2000 and 2004 are within the range at-
tributable to sample error and, thus, do not indicate actual change.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Egley and Ritz's Highlights of the 2004 National Youth Gang
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to be active in more than 2,900 juris-
dictions served by city (population
of 2,500 or more) and county law
enforcement agencies.

The drop between 1996 and 2004 in
the number of localities reporting
gang problems was almost entirely
attributable to small cities and sub-
urban and rural jurisdictions—
where gang problems had tended to
be relatively minor and less persist-
ent. Nearly 8 in 10 cities with popu-
lations of 50,000 or more continued
to report gang problems. Thus,
most Americans still live in or near
areas that have problems with
youth gangs.

A third of public high school and
middle school principals report
gang activity in their schools

In a 1999-2000 survey of a national-
ly representative sample of public
school principals, 18% reported “un-
desirable gang activities” in their
schools—including 31% of the mid-
dle school and 37% of the second-
ary school principals. Apart from
being more common in schools lo-
cated in urban areas, in poor com-
munities, and in communities with
large minority populations, gang ac-
tivity was strongly linked with
school size: principals of schools
with enrollments of 1,000 or more
were about 4 times more likely to
report gang activity than those with
enrollments of less than 500.

In 2001 and again in 2003, as part of
the School Crime Supplement to the
National Crime Victimization Sur-
vey, students ages 12-18 were asked
about the presence of gangs in their
schools during the prior 6 months.
In both years, about 1 in 5 reported
that gangs were present. Among mi-
nority students, students in city
schools, and those in upper grades,
much higher proportions reported
gang presence. For instance, in 2001’, 25
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42% of urban Hispanic students said
they attended schools in which
gangs were present.

Youth gang members are
overwhelmingly male and
predominantly minorities

Law enforcement agencies respond-
ing to National Youth Gang Surveys
over a number of years have report-
ed demographic details regarding
gang members in their jurisdictions,
including age, gender, and racial
and ethnic background. Although
reported characteristics varied con-
siderably by locality—with emer-
gent gangs in less populous areas
tending to have more white and
more female members—overall,
gang demographics have been fairly
consistent from year to year.

Estimated race/ethnicity of U.S. youth
gang members, 2004:

Hispanic 49%
Black 37
White 8
Asian 5
Other 1
Total 100%

On the basis of responses to the
2004 survey, gang membership was
estimated to be 94% male. Youth
gang membership was estimated to
consist of 41% juveniles and 59%
young adults (18 or older).

Gang demographic profiles based
on law enforcement estimates differ
from profiles emerging from youth
surveys. Self-reported gang mem-
bers tend to include many more fe-
males and nonminority males. For
example, in one large-scale 1995 sur-
vey of public school 8th graders,
25% of self-reported gang members
were white and 38% were female.
Even when more restrictive criteria
for gang membership were applied
to these self-report results—in an

effort to filter out fringe or inactive
members and isolate only the most
active core gang members—signifi-
cant demographic differences from
law enforcement estimates persisted.

Sustained gang membership is
rare even among high-risk youth

Law enforcement estimates of na-
tionwide juvenile gang membership
suggest that no more than about 1%
of all youth ages 10-17 are gang
members. Self-reports, such as the
1997 National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth (NLSY97), find that 2% of
youth ages 12-17 (3% of males and
1% of females) say they were in a
gang in the past year. NLSY97 also
found that 8% of 17-year-olds (11%
of males and 6% of females) said
they had ever belonged to a gang.
These proportions obviously vary
considerably from place to place.
For example, researchers tracking a
sample of high-risk youth in Roches-
ter, NY, reported that 30% joined
gangs between the ages of 14 and
18.

Gang membership tends to be
short-lived, even among high-risk
youth. Among the Rochester gang
members, half of the males and two-
thirds of the females stayed in
gangs for a year or less, with very
few youth remaining gang members
throughout their adolescent years.

Many factors are related to
whether youth join gangs

When asked directly what led them
to join gangs, 54% of Rochester
gang members said they had fol-
lowed the lead of friends or family
members who preceded them, 19%
said they did it for protection, and
15% said it was for fun or excite-
ment. Younger gang members were
somewhat more likely to cite protec-
tion as the primary motivation.

However they may characterize
their own motivations, gang
members’ backgrounds commonly
include certain features that may
make them more inclined to join
gangs. The following risk factors
have been found to predict gang
membership:

H Individual factors: early delin-
quency (especially violence and
drug use) and early dating and
precocious sexual activity.

B Family factors: non-two-parent
structure, poverty, and other
gang-involved members.

B School factors: low achievement,
commitment, and aspirations;
truancy; negative labeling by
teachers; and lack of a sense of
safety in school.

B Peer factors: associations with
delinquent or aggressive peers.

B Community factors: poverty, drug
availability, gang presence, lack
of a sense of safety and attach-
ment.

Some risk factors are more predic-
tive than others. In a longitudinal
study of youth living in high-crime
neighborhoods in Seattle, for exam-
ple, pre-adolescents (ages 10-12)
who later joined gangs were distin-
guished most markedly by very
early marijuana use, neighborhood
conditions making marijuana readily
available, and learning disabilities.
The presence of any of these factors
in a juvenile’s background more
than tripled the odds of his or her
later becoming a gang member.
Childhood risk factors that were
predictive of later sustained (as op-
posed to transient) gang member-
ship included early violence, acting
out, and association with antisocial
peers.
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The more risk factors present in a
youth’s background, the more likely
that youth is to join a gang. In Seattle,
for example, those with two or
three identified risk factors at ages
10-12 were 3 times more likely to go
on to join a gang than those with
none or one, those with four to six
risk factors were 5 times more like-
ly, and those with seven or more
were 13 times more likely. Having
background risk factors in more
than one area of life—that is, indi-
vidual, family, community, etc.—
increases the likelihood of gang in-
volvement even more than a general
accumulation of factors. The
Rochester study, which divided risk
factors into seven general domains,
found that 61% of the boys and 40%
of the girls with problems in all
seven areas were gang members.

Gang members are responsible
for a disproportionate share of
violent and nonviolent offenses

By their own account, gang mem-
bers are more likely to engage in
criminal activity than their peers. In
response to interview questions re-
garding their activities in the prior
month, Seattle gang members were
3 times more likely than nongang
members to report committing
break-ins and assaults, 4 times more
likely to report committing felony
thefts, and 8 times more likely to re-
port committing robberies. When
asked about their activities during
the prior year, gang members were
3 times more likely to say they had
been arrested, and 5 times more
likely to say they had sold drugs.

In surveys of high-risk youth, gang
members represent a minority of
these youth but account for most
of the reported crime. In the
Rochester study, gang members
made up 30% of the sample but
accounted for 54% of the arrests,

68% of the property crimes, 69%

of the violent offenses, 70% of the
drug sales, and 82% of the serious
delinquencies. A similar study of
high-risk Denver youth found that
gang members constituted just 14%
of the sample but committed 80% of
the serious and violent crimes.

Guns are a key factor in gang
members’ heightened criminality

A body of longitudinal research dis-
credits the notion that gangs are
simply collections of antisocial indi-
viduals who would be offending at
the same rates even if they were not
organized into gangs. For one thing,
gang members have been found to
be more criminally active and vio-
lent than delinquents who are not
gang affiliated, even those who as-
sociate to the same extent with
other delinquents. Furthermore,
this heightened criminality and vio-
lence occur only during periods of
gang membership—not before or
after. Rochester juveniles who were
gang members during only 1 year
between ages 14 and 18 committed
more offenses during that 1 gang
year than they did in any of the re-
maining 3 years. Denver youth in-
volved in gangs over some part of a
5-year period committed 85% of
their serious violent offenses, 86%
of their serious property offenses,
and 80% of their drug sales while
gang-involved. All of these findings
strongly suggest that the gang
structure itself tends to facilitate or
even demand increased involve-
ment in delinquency.

A significant factor may be the
strong association between gang
membership and gun possession.
Gang members are far more likely
than nonmembers to own or have
access to guns, to carry them on
the street, and to use them to com-
mit crimes. Gang membership both
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facilitates juveniles’ access to
guns—through illegal markets and
through borrowing—and provides
strong and constant incentives for
being armed in public. Rochester
gang members’ rates of gun-carry-
ing were 10 times higher than those
of nonmembers. For these youth,
gun-carrying not only multiplies
opportunities to commit violent
crimes and raises the risk that ordi-
nary disputes will escalate into vio-
lence—it may increase a youth'’s
crime-readiness by supplying an all-
purpose, aggressive confidence that
unarmed youth do not have.

Gang membership has lasting
negative consequences for gang
members themselves

Being a member of a gang sharply
raises a young person’s risk of being
a victim of violence, not just a per-
petrator. Gangs may harm members
in subtle as well as obvious ways,
cutting them off from people and
opportunities that could help them
with the transition to adulthood and
disrupting their lives even after
they have moved beyond the gang.

Researchers tracking the lives of
Rochester gang members to age 22
found evidence of serious adult dys-
function that could not be explained
by other factors. Young adults who
had been in gangs were more likely
to have ended their education pre-
maturely, become pregnant or had
children early, and failed to estab-
lish stable work lives—all of which
were associated with an increased
likelihood of being arrested as
adults. The differences were more
notable among those who had been
in gangs for a long time and persist-
ed even when gang members were
compared with nonmembers who
had histories of delinquency and as-
sociation with delinquent peers.
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The daily patterns of juvenile violent, drug, and
weapons crimes differ on school and nonschool days

Peak time periods for juvenile
violent crime depend on the day

The FBI's National Incident-Based
Reporting System (NIBRS) collects
information on each crime reported
to contributing law enforcement
agencies, including the date and
time of day the crime occurred. For
calendar year 2001, agencies in 20
states and the District of Columbia
reported information on the time of
day of reported crimes. Analyses of
these data show that for many of-
fenses juveniles commit crimes at
different times than do adults, and
the juvenile patterns vary on school
and nonschool days.

The number of violent crimes by
adult offenders increased hourly
through the morning, afternoon,
and evening hours, peaking around
10 p.m., then declining to a low
point at 6 a.m. In contrast, violent
crimes by juveniles peaked between
3 p.m. and 4 p.m. (the hour at the
end of the school day) and then
generally declined hour by hour
until the low point at 6 a.m. At 10
p-m. when the number of adult vio-
lent crimes peaked, the number of
violent crimes involving juvenile of-
fenders was about half the number
at 3 p.m.

The importance of the afterschool
period in juvenile violence is con-
firmed when the days of the year
are divided into two groups: school
days (Mondays through Fridays in
the months of September through
May, excluding holidays) and non-
school days (the months of June
through August, all weekends, and
holidays). A comparison of the
school- and nonschool-day violent
crime patterns finds that the 3 p.m.
peak occurs only on school days
and only for juveniles. The timing of
adult violent crimes is similar on
school and nonschool days, with
one exception: the peak occurs a

Unlike violent crime by adult offenders, violent crime by juvenile
offenders peaks in the afterschool hours on school days

Offenders (per 1,000 violent crime offenders in age group)
120 T
Violent crime
100

80
Under age 18

60

. Age 18 and older

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

Offenders (per 1,000 juvenile violent crime offenders)
80

70
60 |
50 1
40
30

Pl Juvenile violent crime
- School days 7 1]

20
Nonschool days
10
0
6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m.

Offenders (per 1,000 adult violent crime offenders)
40

35
30
25
20
15

Adult violent crime.

Nonschool days

School ?idays

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

B The small difference in the adult patterns on school and nonschool days
probably is related to the fact that nonschool days are also weekend or
summer days.

Notes: Violent crimes include murder, violent sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault,
and simple assault. Data are from 20 states and the District of Columbia.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI’s National Incident-Based Reporting System master
file for the year 2001 [machine-readable data file].
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little later on nonschool days (i.e.,
weekends and summer days). Final-
ly, the time pattern of juvenile vio-
lent crimes on nonschool days is
similar to that of adults.

Afterschool programs have more
crime reduction potential than
do juvenile curfews

The number of school days in a
year is essentially equal to the num-
ber of nonschool days in a year.
Based on 2001 NIBRS data, 61% of

all violent crimes (i.e., murder,
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, and simple assault) commit-
ted by juveniles occur on school
days. In fact, 1 of every 5 juvenile
violent crimes (20%) occurs in the 4
hours between 3 p.m. and 7 p.m. on
school days. A smaller proportion of
juvenile violent crime (14%) occurs
during the standard juvenile curfew
hours of 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. However,
the annual number of hours in the
curfew period (i.e., 8 hours every
day in the year) is 4 times greater

than the number of hours in the 3
p.m. to 7 p.m. period on school
days (i.e., 4 hours in half of the days
in the year). Therefore, the rate of
juvenile violence in the afterschool
period is almost 6 times the rate in
the juvenile curfew period. Conse-
quently, efforts to reduce juvenile
crime after school would appear to
have greater potential to decrease a
community’s violent crime rate than
do juvenile curfews.

Offenders (per 1,000 male juvenile violent crime offenders)

80 1
70 1
60 1
50
40
30
20
10

~ School days

Nkohschboi days

Offenders (per 1,000 white juvenile violent cri

Offenders (per 1,000

The daily patterns of juvenile violent crimes (including the afterschool peak on school days) are similar
for males and females and for whites and blacks

female juvenile violent crime offenders)

Female

Nonschool days

me offenders)
SSL 80 1
70
60
50
40 1
30
20
10

White

80 1 80 .
60 B8 60

School days School days
BT O T
40 40 1
30 30
20 =111 20

Nonschool days

10 1 ‘ 10
0 0
6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m. 6 a.m. noon

Offenders (per 1,000 black juvenile violent crime offenders)

;thool_tifzaysf

i Nonsjch‘bol days

6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m.

| Black

0

6a.m. noon 6 p.m.

the District of Columbia.

midnight

0
6 a.m.

6 a.m.

noon

Note: Violent crimes include murder, violent sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault. Data are from 20 states and

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System master file for the year 2001 [machine-readable data file].

6 p.m. midnight 6 a.m.
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Aggravated assaults by juvenile offenders peak at 3 p.m. on school days, coinciding with the end of

the school day

Offenders (per 1,000 aggravated assault offenders in age group)
100

! Aggravated assault

60 dnder age 18

40 S
‘Age 18 and older

Offenders (per 1,000 sexual assault offenders in age group)
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40
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20
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6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.

Offenders (per 1 000 robbery offenders in age group)
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6 a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.
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70

60
50
40
30
20
10

0
6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.

Juvemle aggravated assault;
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Offenders (per 1 000 Juvem!e sexual assault offenders)
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| School days
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Offenders (per 1,000 juvenile robbery offenders)
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Juvemle robbery |
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School days

40 'w
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5 % Nonschool days 1
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B Sexual assaults by juvenile offenders spike at 8 a.m. and 3 p.m. on both school and nonschool days and at noon on

nonschool days.

B Unlike other violent crimes, the daily timing of robberies by juvenile offenders is similar to the adult patterns, peaking in

the late evening hours on both school and nonschool days.

B Juveniles are most likely to commit a violent sexual assault between 2 p.m. and 5 p.m., especially on school days.

B Before 8 p.m., persons are more at risk of becoming an aggravated assault victim of a juvenile offender on school days

than on nonschool days (i.e., weekends and all summer days).

Note: Data are from 20 states and the District of Columbia.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI’s National Incident-Based Reporting System master file for the year 2001 [machine-readable data fi1‘]3q
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Violent crime that results in injury to the victim is most likely in the afterschool hours on school days
for juvenile offenders, between 9 p.m. and midnight for adult offenders

Offenders (per 1,000 violent crime offenders in age group) Offenders (per 1,000 juvenile violent crime offenders)
120 T 80 17 : . T
Violent crime with injury 70 - Juvenile violent crime

100 5 T B - with
80 — School days

Under age 18 Lol 50
60 1 ¢ - 40

30

40
20

bl { 10
0 ' 0
6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m. 6a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.

Age18andolder Y AmEmim S
5 Nonschool days

In a pattern similar to that for adults, juveniles are most likely to commit a crime with a firearm
between 9 p.m. and 10 p.m.—although there is also a minor peak in the afterschool hours
Offenders (per 1,000 violent crime offenders in age group) Offenders (per 1,000 juvenile violent crime offenders)

120 TT71 i G 60117
Violent crime with firearm | | Juvenile violent crime

100 50 T'with a firearm
80 40 111
L8 I 30
i Under age 18 4 School days
i 20 | | ,,Nonschool,days;,‘f

Age 18 and older

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

The afterschool peak in juvenile violent crime largely involves crimes with victims who are
acquaintances of the offenders

Offenders (per 1,000 juvenile violent crime offenders) Offenders (per 1,000 adult violent crime offenders)
80 : oL AR ATttt B k

70 Juvenile violent crime | o5 Adult violent crime

60 : e 30 P

50 g - : k\cq:ualn’tance .

40 20

30 15

20 10

10 1, o - 5 . 4.

o B ; Stranger , : Stranger | b
6am. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m. 6 a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.

B The timing of violent crimes by adult offenders differs substantially from the juvenile pattern. For adult offenders, violent
crimes against strangers peak in the hours after midnight; for victims who are family members, the most dangerous
hours are between 8 p.m. and 11 p.m.

Note: Violent crimes include murder, violent sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault. Data are from 20 states and
the District of Columbia.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI’'s National Incident-Based Reporting System master file for the year 2001 [machine-readable data file]. 1 31
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Unlike violent offending, the time patterns of shoplifting are similar on school and nonschool days for
both male and female juvenile offenders—peaking between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m.

Offenders (per 1,000 male juvenile shoplifting offenders) Offenders (per 1,000 female juvenile shoplifting offenders)
Male juvenile i L1 Female juvenile

60 | shoplifting 60 [shaplifting

50 f 50 1

40 40

30 30

20

nschodJ dajs i

10 10
> —_—
0 — o | | f]
6am. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6am. 6 a.m. noon 6 p.m. midnight 6a.m.

The time and day patterns of drug law violations known to law enforcement for both male and female
juveniles indicate how often schools are a setting for drug crimes and their detection

Offenders (per 1,000 male juvenile drug law violation offenders) Offenders (per 1,000 female juvenile drug law violation offenders)

50 Male juvenile b EEARSNY
drug law violation 50 | Female juvenile
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B Drug law violations by both male and female juveniles peak during school hours on school days and in the late evening
hours on both school and nonschool days.

The time and day patterns of juvenile weapons law violations by males and especially by females
reflect the major role schools play in bringing these matters to the attention of law enforcement

Offenders (per 1,000 male juvenile weapons law violation offenders) Offenders (per 1,000 female juvenile weapons law violation offenders)
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Note: Data are from 20 states and the District of Columbia.

Source: Authors’ analyses of the FBI's National Incident-Based Reporting System master file for the year 2001 [machine-readable data ﬂisd
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