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INTRODUCTION 

One of the most controversial issues facing the juvenile justice system 

today is the problem of the status offender. Traditionally these juveniles, 

~who have not broken any laws, have been processed through the juvenile justice 

~ystem in much the same way as criminal offenders. The generally accepted defi

nition of a status offense is any offense that would not be criminal if committed 

by a person who has attained a certain age. This age varies from 14 to 21, 
..{ 

depending on the individual state laws. In ~outh Carolina juveniles, or minors, 
,.:":; 

are defined by law as youth who are under seventeen years of age. However, no 

juveniles under ten years of age may be committed to the Department of Youth 

Services. '.' 

The trend in recent years in the .field cif juvenile delinquency prevention 

and rehabilitation apparently has been to remove status offenders from the 

juvenne justice system. In 1967, the United~ations Congtess on the Prevention 

of Crime issued a statement of principle on juvenile delinquency: liThe meaning 

of the term juvenile delinquency should be restricted as far as possible to 

violations of the criminal law. Juveniles should not be prosecuted for mjnor 

irregularities or maladjusted behavibr and sho~~d not be prosecuted for behavior 

Which, if exhibited by adults, would not be a m~tter of legal concern." A 

number of states have passed legislati.on \'o/hich bars the commitment of status 

offenders to state juvenile delinquency institu-tions. The National Advisory 

Commission on C)'iminal Justice Standards and Goals has urged each state to 

prohibit the commitment of these youngsters to delinquency institutions. 



The movement to limit the ability of the juvenile court to commit ~,tatu? 
)' ',' \" 

offenders to ins tituti ons rece; ved support in 1974 from theU'nited States 
'.~ 

Conqress, The passage of ~Jle Juvenile Oelinr'juency Justice and:Jprevention Ac~ 
:'. 

has .. given inc.;entive to states woo do not already have SUd1 leqislative prov; , 
" ir~J;~~" ;:~f~:'~:, 

sions to b~~,~~pt~O:~.veloP:~;hg nevI programs and alternatives to the processing of 
'~i.·' -<,j.,\, 

statGs offehders in the j~venile justice system~ 

Not all authorities, hO\'Jever, agree that the removal of stat'us offenses 

from the jurisdiction of the courts would be in the best interests of the child, 

Those who favor retaining status offenders in the juvenile justice system point 

to the fact that there are few alternatives for aiding runaways and incorrigibles 

who need help. Since there are so few other facilities for treating these 

children, authorities suggest that status offenders may be better off in insti-

tutions than out on their own. 

The problem of the status offender has been one of great concern to the 

S. C. Department of Youth Services for many years. This agency has attempted 

to.'provide s~r'vices to assist courts and 1aw enfo~~cement in finding alternatives 

to i ncarcer~:t; on such as foster pl acement and Youth Bu)~eau counsel; ng for the 
;',i:, 

g\~eater perc'entage of status offender,s •. The two recepti on and evaluation 

centers operated by the agency have been instrumental in diverting status 

offenders from our opeN.ti ng faeil i ti es. 

South Carolina statutes governing delinquency state that no juvenile can 

be committed to the Department of Youth Servi ces on a permanent basis \'Jithout 

fil'st haying been temporarily conunitted to one of th~ two diagnostic centel's: 

fat' evaluation. The \~nHam J. Gold'smith Reception and EValuation Center, a 

res.idential facility, is located in Columbia and the non-residential facility, 

";,.,, . 

I 
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the Charleston Diagnostic Center, is part of the Charleston Youth Bur:;~a:.u Field 
~ , ," .;,'i·· •• ~~;i'c:' 

tnflce operations. (These two centers provide evaluatio~I"~itd testi~~"~'~~rVices 
to clients who are then returned wl'th th C t I " e en er s recommendations either t~ 

the court or the source of referral.) lhe majority of those clients coming to 

the William J. Goldsmith Center are court commitments, whereas the greater 

lar es on enter are referrals from schools and percentage of those at the CI 1 t C 

social agenc~es as well as court commitments. 

In an effort to determine the scope Of the problem of status Offender in 

South Carolina, the Division of Planning, Research and Grants initiated a study 

to chart basic statistical and demographic information about the populations 

in our evaluation centers and i~stitutions. Aside from revealing characteristics 

of numbers, race, sex, and age, it \'/aS f 11- th ~'IJ at an exami nati on of family back-

ground, socioeconomic characteristics, educational development and prior com

mitment records \'wuld be helpful in isolating similarities and differences 

between status and criminal offenders. 

Another concern in the study was th~ origin of clients, in terms of indivi

dual counties and court syste.ms. Of p' 'f' , s eCl lC lnterest were the differences in 

commitment patterns that cou1d be discer~ed between different population sized 

counties, as wel1 as between family and probate cOllrts. 

II ,Q accommodate these Therefore, the study was developed ,,',n two sectl'o"'S' t 

two approaches. Section I presents stati~tical data gathered from the counties 

and the courts. It will be seen from the tab 1 es ; nth; s secti on of the study 

that the counties in South Carolina vary greatly in terms of population numbet's, 

percentages of juvenile population and proportionate numbers committed. Dif

fer-ences are also apparent in the kinds of courts avai1able ac.ross the state. 
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':'. 

Section II presents statistical and demographic data based on a 10% random 

sampl~ng of the two segments of the committed populatiori) both criminal and 
'''-\ 

status, in the two diagnos ti c centers a.nd four' operating facil ities duri ng 

1972-1974. This data has been analyzed in an attempt to develop an understanding 

of the differences in general characteristics of the status and criminal offenders 

commi Usq to the facil i ti es of the Oepa t'tment of Youth Services. 

-------------------------------~. 

PART I 

COMMITMENT COMPARISON BY COUNTIES 

• I 
I 

::} 
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INTRODUCTION· 

An important aspect that cannot be overlooked in the comparison study of 

status and criminal offendets,as indicated by the Department of Youth Services 

commitment statistics, is the analysis of these various commitments in terms of 

county and juvenile popl~lation ratios as well as differences attributable to 

the presence of a Family Court: System. Many factors are to be considered in 

this analysis, including: 

Are the juvenile populations proportionately equal to the 
total population in all of the counties? 

In relat;onsh;~ to the.si~e of the juvenile population, 
are some countles commlttlng proportionately more or fewer 
children than others? 

Are there signif"icant differences in the R&E commitments 
only as compared to the school commitments between the 
counti es.? 

Is therel,l large difference in the percentage of status 
offenders committed in some counties when compared to 
criminal offenders? 

Does th~ fact that a county has a Family court indicate 
any, significant differences in their commitment data? 

Do those counties with Family courts show similarities 
that do not occur in counties without Family Courts? 

In South Carolina, at the present time, thirty (30) counties are involved 

in 24 funct.ioning Family Courts, with three (3) addit;o~al counties having re

ceived approval recently to institute such a system. It is expected th~twith 

the eventual emergence of a unified state court system which will, of course /' s 
\,.' 

include Family Courts for each county, some of the disparities between counties 

in the treatment and processing of juveniles \~ill be remedied. 
1,(' 

I 

.; 

...... '''·W 
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Information for this section of the status and criminal offender study is 

based on a computer management report of the Department of Youth Services 

Division of Planning and Research, covering commitments over a 2-year period 

of fiscal years 1973 and 1974. In addition, population figures were utilized 

from the 1970 Census. Both segments of the committed population (criminal and 

status) were then analyzed by each type of commitment as well as a total base. 

Furthermore, those in final commitment were analyzed in proportion to their own 

population segment. Juvenile population figures were utilized to compare pro~ 

portionate rates of commitment for indiVidual counties. 

The significance of the impact on commitments attributable to differences 

bewteen rural and urban county populations was not examined per se in this 

section of the study. It must be assumed, however, that counties with larger 

populations would be considered generally urban, althQugh large rural areas do 

exist in such locales. 

ANALYZATION --, 
Table I examines those counties \~ith Family Court Systems in comparison to 

their individual cdmmitment data. It should be noted that four of these counties, 

Georqetown (an individual Family Court) a~d Barnwell-Samberg-Allendale (a Tri-
,/ 

County Family Court), have only recently been established; and, thet"efar'e, the 

commitment data examined partially covers the period of time when these counties 

did not have established Family Courts. 

The counties are listed in descending order of popul~tion size although 

this does not always reflect the corresponding size of the juvenile p1opulation. 
. , 

(Refer to Table IV fo.· population ranks.) Proportionately, the range of juvenile 

population of these counties ranges from 18.7% of the total population in 

I.' 
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Richland County to 25.9% in Georgetown, with an average juvenile population 

corresponding to 21% of the total population. 

In referring to the information regarding R&E commitments only, it should 

be noted that this data only reflects those children Whose last source of com

mitm~nts according to the data bank,was the Reception and Evaluation Center. 

In tot~t)numbers of children committed to R&E only, as would be expected~ the 

counties with the largest juvenile population have committed the greatest number 

of children, although not necessarily in the same rank as their juvenile popula

tion \'Iould indicate. It would be more pertinent, therefore,. to consider the 

percentage of their juvenile population that these counties have committed to 

the Reception and Evaluation Center. According to these particular statistics, 

it will be noted that Colleton County, followed by Lancaster, Anderson, Saluda 

and McCormick have committed proportionately the largest numbers of children .. 

Union, Bamberg, Greenville and Sumter have committed proportiohately the least 

number of children in ratio to their juvenile populations. 

In examining the proportion of status to criminal offenders as committed to 

R&E only by the individual counties, there appears to be a large disparity among 

the various counties having little to do with size of juvenile population. For 

»c~-cinstance, Greenville committed very few status offenders, in proportion to the 

number of criminal offenders, which corresponds fairly well to Richland County 

as well as Horry, Cherokee and Fairfield. In several counties, there \'Ias an 

equal or almost equal distribution between the percentages of status and criminal 

offenders committed slIch as noted in Spartanburg, Lexington, Beaufort, Greem'lood 

and Chester. Some counties committed to the Reception and Evaluation Center a 

larger proportion of status offenderF::-.9S compared to criminal offenders, su'ch as 

, 
! 

! 
It 

1\ 
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in Aiken, Oconee and Colleton. On an overall base, the percentage of status 

offenders committed in relationship to all R&E commitments averaged about 38?~ 

and criminal offenders, 62%. 

In analyzing school commitments, it is assumed that these children have 

already been to either the Reception and Evaluation Center or the Charleston 

Center since by South Carolina law, they could not be committed on a final basis 

without first being processed through a temporary c:omrn'ltment. It wi1.1 be noted 

also that the Charleston percentage figures for commitments in ratio to the 

juvenile population appear somewhat larger than the rest of the counties. This 

probably is accounted for by the fact that many of these children went to the 

Charleston Non-Residential R&E Center prior to commitment to a school. The 

percentages of juvenile population committed by the individual counties is 

notably smaller than for R&E commitments, or an average of .26% when comoared to 

the .39% overall percentage of the juvenile population committed to the Recep-

tion and Evaluation Center. This pattern is also reflected by the individual 

county percentages of juvenile population committed to a scnool, with the 

exception of Charleston, York, Greenwood, and Chester. These counties indicated 

little disparity in the percentage of juvenile population committed to schools 

as compared to the percentage of the juvenile populatioQ committed only to the 

Reception and Evaluation Center. 

In examining the percentages of status and criminal offenders committed tCI 

schools by the individual counties, it is apparent that on an overall base, the 

counties are committing proportionately fewer status offenders than criminal 

offenders as evidenced by the overall commitment percentages of 25% for status 

offenders and 75% for criminal offenders. This wduld indicate that these counties 
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with Family Courts are utilizing the Reception and Evaluation Center as a 

diillgnostic tool in far greater proportion than as a means of entry to a fiMl 

commitment to a correctional school. On an individual county base, the per

centages of criminal commitmen~to the school far outweigh the percentages of 

status offenders committed in every county. In,some counties--Union) Bamberg, 

Edgefield. and Allendale--no status offenders we~~ committed. In many other 

counties, notably Greenville, Sumter, Cherokee~ Kershaw, Georgetown, Chester 

and Colleton, over 85% of the school commitments were for criminal offenses. 

Although in no individual county was the percentage of status offender's committed 

higher than that of criminal offenders, several, such as Spartanburg, Greenwood 

and ~lcCormick, comm"itted a proportionately notable percentage of status offenders. 

It is important to also compar~ the percentages of both status and criminal 

offenders committed to schools in terms of the total number of commitments who 

are assumed to have gone through the Reception and Evaluation Center. It \~ill 

b~ noted that on a total base of all status offenders committed to the Reception 

and Evaluation Center, 34% resulted in final commitment to a school, while 48% 

of.~ll criminal offenders have been committed. This would indicate that of all 

children committed to the Reception and Evaluation Center during these two years, 

0\" 2,811 commitments, 1223 or 43.5% V/ere committed to sShools. 

In most counties, the percentages of criminal offenders committed finally 

to a school far exceed the percentage of status offenders committed, with the 

except; on of Greenvi 11 e, Ri ch 1 and, Fl orence~, Hot'ry, and Laurens, Where the propor

tionate percentage of status offenders committed is higher than the corresponding 

percentage of criminal offenders committed. In several counties, the ratio is 

about equal as in McCormick, Fairfield, Greenwood. 

-10-

In considering the total number of commitments both to the Reception and 

Evaluation Center and to schools t by the individual counties, it will be noted 

that several counties have proportionately co~nitted at some time a far larger 

percentage of their juvenile population than have others irrespective of raw 

number size of the juvenile population. Reference is directed in particular to 

Charleston, Anderson, York, and especially Colleton. Several counties also 

di spl ay a di sproportionately sma 11 percentage of juvenil e pt.;fJul at·j on comm; tted 

on either base such as is noted in Bamberg, Sumter, and Florence. It would 

appear from this data that size oJ the county, either' on a total popUlation, or' 

a juvenile population base, does not by itself contribute significantly to the 

differences in either the percentages of children committed to the Reception 

and Evaluation Center or to a correctional school. It must be concluded, there

fore, that the individual Family Court system and charactetistics of the county 

itself playa far greater role in determining whether a juvenile is committed 

under any conditions to the Department of Youth Services. 

Refer to Table I 

.. Table II examines the sixteen counties without Family Court systems in 

relationship to commitment data and the juvenile population over a 2-year period. 

It will be noted that several counties with rather large populations are still 

functioning \~ithout Family Courts, notably Pickens, Berkeley and Darlington. 

However, at the same time; attenti on ; s di rected to the fact that although 

Berkeley County does not have a Family Court system, only the Probate Court in 

that county processes juveniles; therefore, for practical purposes, it functions 

as a Family Court. In these sixteen counties, the range of percentage of 

juvenile population is from 18% in Pickens to 26.5% in Williamsburg with an 

" 



-.. 

~c=----' 

I 
.-f 
.-f 

I 

o 
~ 

~ 
s:: 
'r-
+' 
til 
Q) 
s..... 
Q) 
+' 
s:: 

'r-

til 
'r-

+' ..... 

til 
ClJ 
'r-
+' 
s:: 
::::l 
o 
U 

ClJ 
Vl 
ClJ 

..c 
+> 
s:: 

c 
o 
+' 
rt1 

.--
::l 
a. 
o 
a. 
aJ 
r-

s:: 
Q) 
:> 
::::l 

." 
4-
o 
~ 
«:::" 

M 
N 

4-
o 
Q) 
01 
to 
s..... 
ClJ 
:> 
to 

e 

...... 
Ie 
s
ClJ 
:> 
ClJ 
Vl 

Vl 
-r-

Vl 
ClJ 

+> s:: 
::::; 
o 
U Vl 

+' 
Q) s..... 
(/) ::l 
Q) 0 

..c u 
+' 

>, 
s:: 
'r-

E 
s:: rt1 
o I.L. 
'r-
+' ..c 
to +' 

..... 'r-
::l 3: 
a. 
o Vl 
D.. ClJ 

'r-
ClJ +> 
r- s:: 
'r- ::l 
s:: 0 
aJ U 
> 
::l aJ 
." til o 
4- ..c 
o +-> 
t:: s:: 
o 'r'-
'r-
+' s:: 
s- to 
o ..c 
a. +' 
o s- s-
a. ClJ 

..c 
aJ 01 
01 'r-
n:I .. ..c 
s
aJVl 
:> +' 
!tS s:: 
aJ 

..c 
+' 

+' 
to 

..c 
+' 

Q) 
+' 
o 
s:: 

'r-
o 
D... 

ClJ 
01 
rt1 
+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
U 
s
ClJ 
c.. 

s:: 
o .,... 
+' 
rt1 
::l 
r-
rt1 
:> 

W 

'"0 
s:: 
'" s:: 
o 
+' 
D.. 
ClJ 
U 
aJ 
~ 

aJ 
..c 
+' 

o 
+' 

Vl 
+' 
~ 
aJ 
E 
+' 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

til 
aJ 
'r-
+' 
s:: 
::l 
o 
U 

aJ 
Vl 
ClJ 

..c 
+' 

CJ) 

s:: 
'r-
s:: 
'r-

Vl 

Vl 
rt1 
.0 

~ 
rt1 
s
o 
0-
E 
aJ 
+' 

rt1 

s:: 
o 
-0 
aJ 
+' 
+> .,.. 

~ 
o 
U 

s:: 
o 
+' 
rcJ 
r
::l 
Cl. 
o 
c.. 

aJ 

s:: 
ClJ 
:> 
::l 

." 
4-
o 
ClJ 
01 
rt1 
+' 
s:: 
aJ 
U 
s
aJ 
c.. 

ClJ 
..c 
+.> 

E ' 

~ ,:~~,~ 
o 

s:: ..... s-
ClJ 
+' 
s:: 
aJ 

U 

Vl 
ClJ 
01 
rt:l 
.fJ 
s:: 
aJ 
U 
s.... 
ClJ 
c.. 

-I-' 
Vl 
aJ 
01 
s
to 

ClJ 
..c 
I--

s.... 
ClJ 
a. 
Vl 
rt1 

OJ 

s:: 
'r-

~ 
r-... 
l!') 

o 
+' 

s:: 
o 

.--
''-
o 
c 

~ 
1.0 
o 

3: 
o 

~ 
ClJ 
:::-
to 

E 
o 
~ 
4-

til 
ClJ 
0) 
s:: 
to s.... 

I 
s.... 

,aJ 
+> 
Vl 
ClJ 

..c 
u 

s:: 
o 
+' 
01 
s:: 
'r
..-
s.... 
to 
Cl 

til 
s:: 
Q) 
~ 
U .,... 
e.. 
s:: .,... 
-0 

ClJ 
+' 
to 
U .,... 
-0 
s:: 

or-

ClJ 
s
ra 

-0 
Q) 

+' 
+' 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

s:;; 
o 
'r-
+' 
ttl 

.-
~ 
a. 
o 
a. 
ClJ 
r-.,... 
s:: 
Q) 
:> 
::::l 

." 
4-
o 

s:: 
o 
'r-
+' 
to 
r-
::l 
c.. 
o 
c.. 
aJ 

s:: 
W 
>
::l ." 
ClJ 

..c 
+' 

lI
o 
~ 
<:> 
M 

4-
o 
Q) 
en 
m 
+' 
s:: 
aJ 
U 
s
ClJ 
c.. 

r-" 

r-
ra s
aJ 
:> 
o 
s:: 
ttl 

.c: 
+' 
'r-
3: 

s
aJ 
0-
Vl 
ra 

OJ 

-0 
s:: 
to 

-0 
r-" 

ClJ ..... 
4-

tI'i 
ClJ 
'r-
+-> 
s:: 
::l 
o 
U 

s:: 
aJ 
ClJ 
+' 
X 
'r-
til 

m 
Vl 
aJ 

..c 
+-> 
s.... 
o 
4-

-0 
ClJ 

+-> 
+-' 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

o 
+-' 

-0 
aJ 
+' 
+' 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

Vl 
S
ClJ 
-0 
C 
ClJ 
4-
4-
o 
r-
rt1 
C .... 
E 
'r-
S
U 

-0 
t:: 
ItS 

Vl 
::l 
+' ro 
+' 
til 

4-
o 
s:: 
o 
'r-
+' 
::l 
.0 

s
+' 
Vl 
'r-
-0 

ClJ 
-C 
+> 
01 
s:: 
'r-
N 
>, 
r-
ro 
s:: 
to 

C ..... 

til .... 
+' ..... 
Vl 
+' 
s
:::l 
o 

U 

>, 

'E 
rt1 

I.L. 

+' 
:::l 
o 

.£:: 
+' 

3: 

til 
ClJ .... 
+' 
s:: 
::I 
o 
U 

>, 
.0 

s
ClJ 
+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
u 
s:: 
o 

+> ro 
::l 
r-
to 
:> 
w 

-0 
s:: 
to 

s:: 
o 
'r-
+' 
a. 
ClJ 
U 
aJ 
~ 

ClJ 
.£:: 
+-> 

s
!tS 
4-

Vl 
'r-

-0 
m 

+-> 
~ 
''-

1== 
E 
o 
U 

til 
s.... 
ClJ 

-0 
s:: 
ClJ 
4-
4-
o 
r-
ro 
s:: 
'r-

i;> 
s:: 
:::l 
o 

U 

til 
£:: 
ClJ 
~ 
U 
'r-
e.. 
s:::: 
'r-

-0 
aJ 
+' 
o 
s:: 
til 
'r-

~ 
.-f 
1.0 

4-
o 
ClJ 
en 
m 
+' 
s:: 
Q) 

U 
s.... 
IV 
0-

ClJ 
Vl 
s:: 
QJ 
4-
4-
o 

,~ .. ~ 
" 

L} .,..,. 
ClJ oj.' 
r- ..s:: 
r- +' 
'r-
:> 'c 
Q) -r-
.0 
..0 til 
ex:: s.... 

Q) 
-0 -0 
s:: s:: 
ttl Q) 

4-
t:: 4-
o 0 
+' 
Ol r-
s:: to 
'r- s:: .... 
s.... E 
to 
Cl s.... 

U 

>, -0 
Q) s:: 
r- to 

til 
to 

Vl 
s..... 
(!) 

-0 
s:: 
ClJ 
4-
4-
o 
til 
::l 
+' 
to 
+' 
til 

o 
s:: 
+' 

I 
E 
o 
U 

W 
0<:5 
~ 

'C 
'r-

til 
ClJ 
(/) 

s:: 
ClJ 
4-
4-
,0 

r-
to 
,s:: 
~E 

til 
Q) -,.... ~. 
+' 
s:: 
::l 
o 
U 

s:: 
aJ 
aJ 
+' 
X 
'r-
VI 

Q) 
til 
aJ 

-C: 
F 

"" 
til 
Q) 

-0 
I:: 
m 
s:: 
o 

'r-
+' 

~ 
.-f 
-=:t" 

s
o 

c.. {"') 
aJ ";.~' 
0,_ .-f 
aJ 
~ 

Q) 

..c 
-4J 

o 
+' 

Vl 
ClJ 
Vl 
n::I 
U 

.--f 
l!') 
(Y) 

-0 
s:: 
ra 
(/) 

Q) 
Vl, 

~' 
4-
o 
r-
ra 
s:: 

'r-
E 

E .... s:: 
.0 
'r-

til 
:::I 
+' 
rt1 
+' 
til 

ClJ 
.u til 

,~, 

-t·;.:.,.~ 
u;';::§. 
4- 0 
o u 

-0 
ClJ 

.,... 
s
U s.... 

U 

4-
o 
OJ 
01 
rt1 
+' 
s:: 
Q) 
U 
s
ClJ 
a. 
ClJ 

..c 
+' 

Vl 
Q) 
Vl 
n:I 
U 

+' 
til 
o 
E 

s:: 

+' 
rt1 

-r= 
+' 

+' 
s:: 
Q) 
s.... 
rt1 
a. 
a. 
rt1 

+' 
a. 
QJ 
U x 
IV 

s:: 
0:::( 

Vl 
s.... 
ev 

-0 
s:: 
ClJ 
4-
4-
o 
Vl 
::l 
+' 
to 
+' 
Vl 

4-
o 

+-> 
to 

..s:: 
+' 

s:: 
rt1 

..c 
+' 

s
Q) 

..c 
01 

'r-
..c 

e'·~ 

to 

Vl 
r-
to 
ClJ 
:> 
aJ 
s-

W 
0<:5 
0:: 

o 
+' 

til 
+' 
C 
ev 
E 
+.> 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

en 
l!') 

,... 
rd 
+' 
o 

+J 

rtI 

Q) 
s.... 
QJ 

..c 
3: 

TABLE I 

s.... '"'.::f ClJ ',:-R 
co to 

~ 
en 
(Y) 

4-
o 
ClJ 
01 
to 
+' 
t:: 
Q) 
U 
s.... 
Q) 
a. 
r-
to 
t:: 

'E 
'r-s
U 

to 

o 
+' 

-0 
ClJ 
til 
o 
a. 
a. 
o 
til 
to 

+' 
til 

4-
o 
s.... 
(j) 

~ 
::::; 
s:: 
r-
to 
::l ' 
cr 
aJ 

!:: 
rtI 

>, 
r-

ClJ 
+' 
rtI 
E 
'r-
x 
o 
s
a. 
a. 
to 

-0 
Q) 

+' 
+' 
'r-

~ 
o 
U 

COUNTIES WITH FM1ILY COURTS 

E 
r-
ttl ClJ 

01 
-0 rt1 

ClJ +' 
+' t: 

-+l Q) 
·,.;.:':',,:",U 
~"~ 
o a. 
U 

til 
ClJ 

+' 
t:: 
;::, 
o 
U 

r-
to 
s
(!) 
:> 
(IJ 
V) 

til 
+-> 
s:: 
aJ 
E 
+' 
'r-
E 
E 
o 
U 

W 
0<:5 
~ 

..s::: 
01 

'r-
..c 
>, 
r-" 

OJ 
:> 

+' 
rcJ 
s.... 
to 
0-
E 
o 
U 

Q) 
..t:: 
+' 

>, 
..0 

-0 
OJ 
U 
r: 
ClJ 
-0 
'r-
:>
QJ 

,+> 
ClJ<·;.p s-
Q)y::~':;" 0 
--l ... ':E" 4-
-0' 5 
s:: U 
rt1 

o 
s
o 
.0 
r-

So.. 
to 

Z 

s:: 
o 
.
r-
'r-
Cl 

s:: 
o 
'r-
s
et! 

:is 

s
o 
4-

til 
+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
E 
+' 
'F" 

E 

ClJ ,.... 
o 

..c 
3: 

to 

til 
ra 

III 
E 
aJ 
+J 
til 

(;? 
+J 
So.. 
::J 
o 

U 

>, .--
'e 
rt1 

I.L. 

+' 
::::l 
o 

..t:: 
+' 
'r-
::t 

Q) 
s
Q) 

3: 
'(:-.'a 
0'1 
l!') 

s
o 

00 
<:> 
N 

..c 
U .,... 

..s::: 
3: 
~ 
o 
s
ClJ 
+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
u 
c 
o 
+' 
ra 
::l 

VI 
Q) 
til 
s:: 
aJ 
4-
4-
o 
Vl 
::l 
+' 

~ 
VI 

S
o 
4-

r- .; Q) 

rt1 s.... 
:> Q) 

W 3: .. 

C0l114ITI1ENT COMPARISON BY COUNTY AND JUVENILE POPULATION* 
Fiscal '73 and '74 

Vl 
aJ 
Vl 
o 
.-
u 
Vl .,... 
-0 

IJ] 

OJ 
'r-
+' c: 
:::J 
o 
U 

Q) 
1/1 

,<lJ 
..t: 
+J 

s
o 
4-

to 
+' 
rt1 
-0 

.J.3 
t:: 
ClJ 
E 
+' 

'E 
E 
o 
U 

,.... 
o 
o 

... .c: 
u 
Vl 

ClJ 
..c: 
+' 

4-
o 
s:: 
o ..... 
+' 
rt1 
t:: ..... 
E 
ra x 
Q) 

!:: 
<. 

Vl 
ClJ 

'r-
.+J 
t::: 
:l 
o 
U 

.... 
res 
:::::I 
-0 .,... 
:> .,... 
-0 
s:: .,... 
Q) 

..c 
+' 

~ 
.£:l 

-0 
Q) 

-I-' 
+J ..... 
E 
E 
o 
u 
e 
o .,.... 
+' 
to 

r-" 

::l 
a. 
o 
a. 
OJ ..-
'r-
s:: 
ClJ 
> 
::l ." 
4-
o 
ClJ 
01 
ra 
+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
U s
OJ c. 
Cll 

.t:: 
+-> 
+J 
rt1 

..c: 
+' 

R&E Commitment Only School Commitment All Commitments 

~ 
;:J 
0: .,... 
4-

+' 
s:: 
ClJ 
E 
+l 
'r-
E 
E o 
u 
~~ 
l!') 
.-f 

Q) 
..c 
+' 

>, 
..0 

-0 
<I.l 
I.) 
t: 
(lJ 
~ .,.. 
::> 
ClJ 

til 
'r-

til 
ra 

,.... 
r-" 

ra 
E 
til 

>, 
r-" 
Q) 

E 
ClJ s
+' 
X 
aJ 

til 
'r-

aJ 
r-
o ,... 
~-
ra 

til 
ra 

e 

All Commitments 
Total _""'VO-

Juvenile 
Pop(;la I,",,..."".U % of ....... % of .- -- % Committed to Schools % 01' 

!; 

* 

* 
* 

* 

County_ 

:harleston 
;reenville 
Hchland' 
:;partanburg 
\nderson 
~iken 
=1orence 
_exingtun 
~Ot-k 
:;umter 
-forry 
Jrangeburg 
3eaufort 
Laurens 
Greenwood 
Lancaster 
::Jconee 
Cherokee 
Kershaw' 
Georgetown 
Chester 
lJnicln 
ColTeton 
Fairfield 
BarrMell 
Bamberg 
Edge:field 
Saluda 
~llendale 
l'icConnick 

TOTAL 

Popu-
lation 

247,650 
240,546 
233,868 
173,724 
105,474 
91,023 
89,636 
89,012 
85,216 
79,425 
69,992 

-, 69,789 
51,136 
49,713 
49,686 
43,328 
40,728 
36,791 
'34,727 
33,500 
29,811 
29,230 
27,622 
19,999 
17,176 
15,950 
15,692 
14,528 
9,692 
7,955 

t2 ,102 ,61,9 " 

ti,:m 
No. % 

53;237 21.5% 
48,561 20.2 
43,660 18.7 
34,033 19.6 
20,792 19.7 
2()A80 22.5 
20,591 22.9 
18,887 21.2 
17,813 20.9 
19,217 24.2 
15,731 22.5 
16,322 23.4 
9,885 19.3 

10,095 20.3 
9,964 20. 
9,327 2f.5 
8,220 20.2 
7,392 20.0 
8,010 23.0 
8,696 25.9 
6,412 21.5 
5,934 20.3 
6,426 23.2 
4,798 23.9 
4,034 23.4 
3,589 22.5 
3,755 23.9 
3,270 22.5 
2,119 21.8 
1,958 24.6 

443,208 21.Dh 

Status Criminal Total Juv. Status 
No. % I No. % No. POD. No. % 

65 ,34% 129 66% 194 .36~ 78 28% 
11 10 103 90 114 .23 10 11 
18 13 116 87 134 .30 25 24 
62 50 61 50 123 .36 33 41 
50 45 61 55 111 .53 27 34 
42 54 35 46 77 .38 15 29 
16 27 43 73 59 .28 . 7 30 
40 53 36 47 76 .40 6 19 
37 43 50 57 87 .49 22 31 
27 55 I 22 45 49 .25 4 13 
9 16 46 84 55 .35 6 19 

41 55 33 45 74 .45 10 32 
14 49 15 51 29 .29 5 36 
11 3D 26 70 37 .36 9 30 
18 46 21 54 39 .39 18 44 
13 25 39 75 52 .55 5 20 
22 58 16 42 38 .46 6 32 
4 14 25 86 29 .39 2 09 

11 41 16 5St 27 .33 2 13. 
9 27 24 73 33 .38 2 ,1:i~: 

14 52 13 (/8 27 .42 4 15' 
4 ~3 8 67 12 .20 0 0 

29 60 19 40 48 .74 . 2 10 
4 20 16 80 20 .42 2 17 
9 45 11 55 20 .49 3 23 
2 25 6 75 8 .22 0 0 
3 30 .' 7 70 10 .27 0 0 
6 35 11 65 17 .52 1 17 
3 33_

0
•1 

6 67 9 .42 0 0 
4 40: .. ,'.' 6 60 10 .51 2 40 

598 38'.; I 990 62% 1588 .39% 306 25% 

",~,N!=w Family Courts - Commitment Data partiaHy covet's period when not Family Court 
,?;;;i~~~ncludes only age groups 7-16 who could be inducted into the juvenile justice slstem 

\. 

~~~'~:t~£;"0f~5::. 

-~~. 
':.~ 

~~~ 

Z8li 

e 
- '_:'., ·:.-i~~~\!:.,:_ 

') 

..... 

-- :~.:~ , 

Crimina'1 Total Juv. I 
No. % No. PoP. Status Criminal Total .. "". • JIJ· 

205 72% 283 .53% 54% 61% 59% 477 .89% 
85 89 95 .20 ':-<'48 45 45 209 .43 
81 76 106 .24 58 41 44 240 .54 
47 59 80 .23 35 43 39 203 .59 
53 66 80 .38 35 46 42 191 .91 
37 71 52 .25 26, . 51 40 129 .62 
16 70 23 .11 30 c: 27 28 82 .39 
25 81 31 .16 13 41 29 107 .56 
50 69 72 .40 38 

-
50 45 ,'159 .89 

26 87 30 .16 13 54 38 79 .41 
25 81 31 .20 40 35 36 86 .·54 
21 68 31 .19 19 39 30 105 .64 
9 64 14 .14 .26 38 33 43 .43 

21 70 30 .30 45 44 45 67 .66 
23 56 41 .41 50 52 51 80 .80 
20 BO 25 ~27 28 34 32 77 .82 
13 68 19 .23 . 21 45 33 57 .6?, 
21 91 23 .31 33 45 44 52 .70 
13 87 15 .19 15 . 45 36 42- .52 
16 89 18 .20 18 40 35 51 .58 
22 85 26 .40 22 63 49 53 .82 
18 100 18 .30 0 69 60 30 .50 
18 90 20 .31 6 49 29 68 1.05 
10 83 12 .25 33 38 37 32 -.67 
10 71 13 .32 25 48 39 33 .81 
4 100 4 .11 0 40 33 12 .33 

13 100 13 .34 0 65 56 23 .61 
5 83 6 .18 14 31 26 23 .70 
7 100 7 .33 0 54 43 16 .75 
~. 60 5 .25 33 33 33 15 .76 

.-

917 75% 1223 .26% j<l% 48% 43.5' 2811 .63% 

c;::::;. 

"" 
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In no individual county '~as there a higher percentage of,s~~tus 

than criminal commitments to the correctio~:~l schOdM~~i: al;fhJ~9h 
" 

commi.tmerlts 
:~}~'.:' '.' :,~~(, -:' '~/ 

Pickens, Williams-

burg and Hampton Countie:s did commit a siieable percentage of status offenders. 
';',; t 
':;" 

In general, however, the percentage of statia~ offenders as compared to criminal 

offenders was very sma 1 f, and in some cases, was zero. 

A co.mparisQln of the percentage of bo~h:,~tatus and criminal offenders in:":final 
~.:,~yl:~',\ "\\'" "i\;~',. 

commitment to the correctional schools, based on all com~ii~ents at some time, 
')'.: ":;.: 

indicates that only in two counties--Wi1\liamsbUrg and Marion--~id thep~i~centage 
of total status offenders commi tted exceed that for crimi na 1 Dffenders . In mas t 

of the counties, the percentage of status offenders who underwent a final com

mitment to a school \'/aS very small. The dataqn<,the criminal offenders reveal 

a somewhat higher figure. In several counties, notably Abbeville, Marlboro 

and Dillon, the proportion exceeds 50% of those children first committed on a 

temporary commitment. On an overall base for these si xteen count; es, the 

percentage of status offenders who had ever been committed on a temporary basis 

and were then committed to correctional schools totals approximately 20%, and 

for criminal offenders~ 39%. For all counties without Family Courts, it is evident 

that of the 523 children who experienced any commitment ovel' this blO··yeat' period 

of time, 33% wet'e finally committed to a correctional schoo'i. The highest 

percentages of juvenile population committed by a county for all commitments 

is evidenced by ~ickens, Darlington and Jasper. 
> '<I 

Refer to Table II 
"./ .. 

Table III t'eflects the commitment data fOI' the entire state as a whole, 

blllsed of1\""the information in both Tables I and II. From these figures, it is 
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apparent that the percentage of juvenile population in comparison~:;'to the total 

population of South Carolina is 21.5%. During the two-year time beriod con

sidered, all counties committed an average of .35% of that juveni~e population 

to the R&E Center only, .25% to the correctional schools, or a tri:tal of .60% 

committed at some time to the Department of Youth Services. 
\ <~~~~',!:.,)~: . 
il'!:·;ir/·:(!i "Of those 1 ,939 cases commi tted to the R&E Center only duri ng the 2-year 

span, 38% were status and 62% criminal offenders. The school commitments data 

reflects a distribution of 25% status and 75% criminal offenders. 

Of all 3,333 children committed to the Department of Youth ~ervii~s 

thi s time per; od, 32% of the status and 47% of the ... cri m; na 1 offenders who went 

to R&E were finally committed to a correctional school, or a.total final commit

ment figure of 42%. 

Refer to Table III 

COMPARISON 

A comparison of Tables I and II reflect a variety of pertinent data, when 

consideration is given to the fact that the analysis is made in terms of per

centages rather than raw figures. In the sixteen counties without Family Courts, 

detailed in Table II, it is apparent that the percentage of juvenile popula-

tion is higher than in those counties with Family Courts (23:.4%:as ... QPposed 

to 21.0%). 

In considering R&E commitments only, it will also be noted that the per

centage of juvenile population as (".'i)itted by the counties without Family 
--. \ 

Courts is somewhat l~ss. proportionately than those committed by the counties 

. with .,.family Courts as detai 1 ed':in.1Tqb] e 1. Although the number of R&E comm; t-
'," I 

mentsfor th'e::"cOlJrities \'/ithout Family Cout?:ts is appreciably smaller percentage 
"?1\::.:t '-, 

,~,~;," 
.,: 

'I,t, 

I 
.. ~ 
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wise than f~r those with the Family Court system, the former are committing 

slightly more status and fewar criminal offenders to the R&E Center. 

In analyzing the s:Shool commitment figures for both county categories, it 
.'.:, ::~"r'~¥l' , 

will be'Anoted that the percentage of juvenile popu1ation actually committ'e~r''''t'6''i;, 
c· \ 

a corrJctional school is almost twice as large in those~counties with Family 

Courts as' in those without them. On an overall base, the percentage of status 

offenders committed to a school is' also less in those counties without a Family 

Court than those counties who do have such a system. 

In considering all commitments in the two categories of status and criminal 

offenses, interest is directed to the fact that proportionately, only 20% of 

status offenders who have ever been committed to the Reception and Evaluation 

Cent~r are finally committed to a school in those counties without Family, Courts, 

as opposed to 34% for those \'Iho do have Fami ly Courts. The percentage of cr'1~i:il'a\1 

offenders who are committed to a s~hool is also appreciably less as evidenced by 

39% in counties without Family Courts.and 48% in those where the Family Court 

system is prevalent. On a total base" of:. the 522 ch~{~~;ai~en committed either to 
.'~I~~~ 

J.,;,.:,"~' 

the Reception and Evaluation Se~ter and/or to a school, only 33% or one-third 

(1/3) have been committed to a school from the,~ixteen counties without Family 

Courts', The total number of ;~drrUNftments;'refle~t .45% of the juvenile population 

of those counties. In counties with Family Courts, 2,811 were committed at 
'·,:';·"i";" 

some time with about 43.5% co'111ni'iitted finally to a correctional school. The 
, ,'i'~' 

~;;~.', ' '" ~'!I{t.\:~~:~!;·-,,; , 

percentag:e of juvenile population c'O'fiim,i,<tted on a total base for these cOltri.tle's··" . 
, , '\\,i,j·'>"~"~~~~~<'~)'~;;\;'.'~I.l,,, " \:',:-,: 

·,::.::);;also'.reflects a much higher percentage (.63%r'th~lllfor the counties Witl1but 

Family Courts. 

',' ,'.; 

. '~'. 
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Total Population 

Chayq eston 
Greenvi.r1J e 
Richland 
Spartanburg 
Ande/f,son 
FlO:rence 
,Ai,:ken 
Sumter 
,Lexington 
York 
Orangeburg 
Horry 
Berkeley 
Darlington 
Pickens 
Laurens 
Greenwood 
Beaufort 
Lancaster 
Williamsburg 
Georgetown 
Oconee 
Kershaw'" " 
Dorchester 
Chesterfield 
Di 11 on 
Cherokee 
Marion 
Clarendon 
Col1eton 
Chester 
Marl boro 
Union 
Newb~ .rr.x:,~ 
Lee "';';i/' 

Fa; rfiel d 
Abbevi 11 e 
Bar'm~e 11 
Edgefi e 1 d 
Hamptbn,'.~< 

,Bamberg ':~f,~ 
Sa 1 ucla,.;"\' 
Jasper:, 
Ca 1 houh 
Allendale 
McCorn'!ick 

TABLE IV 

COUNTIES RANK ORDER BY POPULATION 

"-';,,' 

Juvenile Population 

Charleston 
G reenv'ill e 
Richland 
Spartanburg 
Anderson 
Aiken 
,Florence 
Lexington 
YOI~k 
Sumter 
Hot'ry 
Orangeburg 
Pickens 
Berkeley 
Da'rl ington 
Beaufort 
Laurens 
Greenwood 
Lancaster 
Oconee 
Cherokee 
Kershaw 
Wi 11 i amsburg 
Ches terfi e 1 d 
(1eorgetown 
Dorches ter, 
Marion 
Chester 
Newberry 
Union 
Di 11 on 
Colleton 
Marlboro 

. Clarendon 
Abbeville 
Fairfield 
Lee 
Barm'Jell 
Bamberg 
Hampton 
Edgefield 
Saluda 
Jaspet' 
Calhoun 
All enda 1 e 
~1cCo~'mi ck 
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',,: 
c' 

ie 
I 

-15- . 
j' 

The percentag~s in almost every category for the entire state reflect a 

close proximity to the findings revealed from those counties with Family 

Courts. That wpuld not be unexpected, based upon the 1arge number of counties 

in that classification (30) as well as the disproportionately large number of 

youth represented in all commitment figures (2,811 to 522). 

SU~1~1ARY 

A cursory revi ew of the data generated 'i.n these tab 1 as mi ght 1 ead to the 
;'/:'t'il<,; 

i mpyie'ss10n that juveniles who live in counties without Family Courts experience 

;":"l,e,ss opportunity for commitment than those living in a county with the Family 

Court system, as evidenced by ,the lower commitment figures for those counties. 

However, one must also consi~~~ that the introduction of a Family Court system 

into a county also promotes mqte utilization of t~at facility by law enfo'rce

ment agencies and the community in:g~~eral. As has been experienced at the 

Reception and Evaluation Centfar, the mere establishment of that facility en

couraged more counties to commit larger percentages of their papulation than 

noted previously. 
"l 

It is further evident that certain counties commit more children both on 

a temporary base to the Reception and Evaluation Center and on a fin(ll commit

ment base to a correctional'school than other counties with a compar~ble 

juvenile population. It would be invalid to'~~aluate this data on a statistical 

base only without further investlgating the law enforcement statistics and the 

court stati sti cs .fl~oH('ithose counti'~:s' to comoare thei r carrel ations. 
""":",,, . , 

The p~E~ortions of status and criminal offenders committed both to R&E 
:".;>", 

and to the schools also varies individual1y by county. In general, however, 
'~\ 

statui~ffenders are co~nitted to R&E at a higher rate than to the schools. 
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From this repor~, it is apparent ih~~ neither the total or juvenile 
.. ) l,-)' :I,l:,,::.:~./.: 

population si.ze.,'8f"'the :Founty nor the pr'evalence of'aJamily Court system 

=ar~by ,themselves significant factors in the propensity for commitments of 

j:::.rven.,J}J/~s, but rather individual factors that must be considered along with 

other relevant information pertaining to that county's criminal justice system. 

It does appear, however, that presently a juvenile experiences far less risk of 

being committed to a school, generally, if he is a status offender and resides 

in a fairly small county without a Family Court. 

,', 

~ : 
'. ~j I 

'f, " 

. ,'~ 
·"II .' ' 

PART II 

SAMPLE STUDY OF STATUS AND CRIMINAL 

OFFENDERS BY fACILITY 

1972 - 1974 



"i: 

, . 
\1.,_; . 

-17-

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents an analysis of a sampling of the population of the 

two diagnostic centers and four operating facilities covering commitments 

during the tv/o·,year period from July 1, 1972 to June 30, 1974. During that 

period the total population of the four operating facilities and two diagnostic 

centers ~ilS 3,580. Of this total population, 1,210, or 33%, were found to 

have been commi tted as status offendet·s. For the purposes of thi s, study, the 
. , 

definition of status offender given in the general introduction is fOt-ther 

refined to include only those juvehiles who have never been committed to the 

Department of Youth Se.·vices on criminal charge,S. 

In addition to describing the different percentages of the two popula

tions present in the facilities, this section o~ the study also provides an 
" . 

analysis of demographic information about the students in an effort to deter

mine whether or not there are appreciable differences apparent bet\~een the 

background and development of status and crimi nil offenders. To make such a 

detailed analysis feasible, a Im~ random sample, of the two populations (crimi-
~', -' . 

'i 
nal;~l'ld status) was taken. A 10% sampllhif Y'andomly selected, would be 

reflective of our total population and would insure accuracy to a .05 signi-

"ficance level. Because the percentag~ Of status offenders differed at each 
'" . 

facility, the sample was designed to reflect the individual population 

variations. '.,' . 
• ' ! :,'~ 

The info~'nation presented in this study \'Jas'~,!e,~sed on the microfische data 

bank of students of the agency_ Since no interv:i'ews weretb'ndu't't:ed either ... 

with Clients or personnel in connection with this research, these findings 

;,,1 
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reflect only the official record of the offenses committed. In many instances 

the official charge is not indicative of the actual case. The discretionary 

powers allocated to the judge in the juvenile justice system allow great 

latitude in determining the charge for which a juvenile II/il1 be committed. 

Sometimes, el/en though a cl~imina 1 offense has been committed, the judge con

siders commitment as a status offender to be in the best interests of the 

child. Consequently, it cannot be assumed that an juveniles committed as 

status offenders have in fact been guilty of such an offense • 

The analysis of this section is p~'esentedin six parts, by individual 

facility. Uniform tables have been utilized fair both status and criminal of .. 

fenders. Three of these tables require some addition?l explanation. 

The family configuration tables analyze the family gt"oup in which the 

child was living pdor to commitment. Based on information available from 

our Personal Data forms, six family configuration categories were established. 

The first of these, "Natural Parents," implies that the child is living with 

both his biological parents. The second category pertains to a child living 

only with either his natural mother or his natural father. The third and fourth 

categot'ies refer to a t\~o-parent family situation \oJhere one of the parents has' 

been added by a second marriage. The last two categori7s at'e for stUdents 
/ '~ 

living il a family situation \~ithout either biological parent. 
" 

The IIGrade Placement" tables analyze the student's progress in the public 

school. The figures revealed in these tab1es wel'e obtained by compat'ing the 

child's age to the last grade completed as indicated on the studentts teco)"d. 

For example, if the student's age is eleven, it is expected that he should 

have completed at least the fifth grade, depending upon his birthdate. 



-19-

If his record indicates that he has only completed the third grade, then he 

is charted on the IIGrade Placement ll table as being two grades belO\~ the ex

pected level. No attempt was made in this study to ascertain the functional 

educational level of the sample population. 

In the tables analyzing the socio-economic distribution of the two popu

lations, .the section entitled "Home Location ll is not based on any standardil~d 

definition of urban, suburban, or rural. These statistics were taken from 

the students' Family Data forms, and the category of location was decided by 

social worker's who I"/ere sometimes familiar w'ith the particular areas. It must 

be remembered, however, that the students in this population come from towns 

of varying sizes throughout the state; therefore, lI urban ll on this table could 

signify that the chi.ld comes from a to\~n of 1,000 or 100,000 people. These 

variations apply to the rural and suburban categories as well. 

I 

I 
~ ); 

I. 
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WILLIAt1 J. GOLDSr~ITH RECERTION AND EVALUATION CENTER 

The Department of Youth Services operates a residential reception and 

evaluation center in Columbia. No juvenile may be connitted to one of the 

four operating facilities without being first sent to this centel" or to the 

non-residential center in Charleston for evaluation. Students may be committed 

to the Goldsmith Center by a court or referred by other state agencies or public 

schools. The greater percentage of those stUdents at the Columbia center, 

however, are court commitments. 

The students remain at the Goldsmith Center for a time period not to ex

ceed 45 days. While at the Center, they receive the services of social workers, 

psychologists, and medical personnel who work together to prepare the most 

thorough evaluation and recommendations for the client. At the end of the 

eval uation period, they are returned to the court or referNl agency a'iong 

with the recommendations of the personnel of this Center .. 

The Goldsmith Center began operation in 1969 and its population has in

creased steadily since then. Dlll"ing the two-year period of this study, 1,847 

cl i ents were admi tted to this Center \,;'10 \t/ere not subsequently commi tted to 

one of the institutions. A breakdown ~f the population at the Reception and 
,/ ... 

Evaluation Center for this b/o-ye~r period sholtiS that there were 730 status 

offenders and 1,117 criminal offenders. Our ten (10%) percent sample yielded 

73 status offenders and 117 criminal offenders. FOb" the purposes of this study, 

only those stUdents were taken in the random sampling who had no· record of a 

pri or commi tment to the Center. 

Table! analyz~J5 the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation 
,( 

Center in terms of age, race, and six distribution. Since the Reception and 

,e 
J 
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/' ,",\>", -
Evaluation Center is a co-educationaf"'facility, both sexes are represented in 

all of t~ese tables. 

Of the status offenders committ~~.,t9 thiS Center, ~~' or 34.2~, were white 

fema 1 es bet\'Jeen the ages of 12 and 16. 
';,,'\,,'\ 

White males between the ages .of 11 an,9.,,;::,' 
"";.' -

16 comprise the second'",rnost populous group. 
",\\ : 

Only 15.1% of the statu's·,·,'offenderi 

were black m51es, and 20.6% were black females. The largest age group in the" 

population of the Center were the fifteen year"Oolds, with 22 students or 30.2% 

of the total in this age bracket. The second largest group were the sixteen 

year olds, who accounted for '27.4% of the tota1. 

sent to the Reception and Ev;~ 1 uation ,<Center as status offenders were under 
~:".! " 

thirteen years of age. 

Refer to Table I 

" '\ \1'~ 
"1-:. 

In':Table ,:IL the age,"'r~ce and sex distribution of criminal offenders is ;.:.\ 
~-:~':;l. " ." ,,< :':;":.;,:.; :\ . .., , ~ , 

ana,lyzed. The la'rgest group of status offenders were white femaies, whereas 

bl~'ck males are predominant among the criminal offenders. A total pf 55 students 

or 47% of the sample poplllation of criminal offenders were black males beh'/een 
, 

the ages of 10 and 16. As with the status offenders, the second largest group 

of ct~iminal offenders were.\'Jhite males between the ag'es ()f 12 and 16. In this 

group were 49 students or 41.9% of the total population. ~'Jhite females accounted 

for only 6.8% of the sample of crirIlinal offenders, while black females \'Jere even 

less numet'ous representing only 4.3% of the total. Again, as with the stKtus 

offenders, fifteen and si'xteen jt~ear olds accounted for the largest portioL'l, 

65.9%, of the total population. 

/' ..... ) ~efer to Table II 
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Table III analyzes the status offenders by a~e and the four major status 

offenses. Runaways appear to account for the greatest percentage of status 

offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Center. This is to be expected since 
.'," 

th~;"'fargest number of status offenders at the Center are white females. Other 

research fi nd; ngs have indi ca ted that the majority of runm'lays are "'~hite females. 

rrua>ricyaccounted for 35.6% of the total sample population. A slightly smaller 

percentage of the students were committed a~\incorrigibles, and only bne (1) 

for Violation of curfew. 

;:. Truancy seems to occur mor~ frequently in the 14-year-old age group. Twenty

six (26) students w~~e':/,committed fOr truancy, 10 of whom were fourteen years old. 

The most populous age group for both runaways and inco:}1rigibles were fifteen and 

sixteen. 

Refer to Tab le ... \:~ilI 

The age and offense distribution for the criminal offenders is analyzed in 

Table IV. A wide range of criminal offenses is repre~ented in the sample popula

tion of the Reception ari'd'!!Evaluation Center. The largest number of students 

considered as criminal offehaers, 37 of the total of 117, or 31.6%, was com-
," 

mitted on 1 at'ceny charges. The next most frequently occurring offense \'1as 

break ing and enter; ng with fdLlrteen students, ~r."ll. 9%, of the popul ati on com

mitted on that charge. Drug abuse and auto th~ft accounted for thirte~n (13) 

students each. 
, ' ;! , : ... :~ 

This table indicates that the majority of criminal offenders al'!e between 

the ages of fourteen and sixteen. Of the -total sample po"pu,lation,. 82.2% fall 

within that age range. 

Refer to Table IV 

I" Iii 



Offense 
Age 10 

No. % 
Age 11 

No. % 

Assault 0 0 

AUtp.Theft " 0 0 

B&E 0 0 

Burgl ary;~; 0 1 100. % 
"10;.~ 

Disorderly Conduct~ 0 0 
,;....-

.. Drug Abuse .~~ 0 o '. 
.:: 

larceny 
:~ : 

2 66.7% 0 

Hanslaughter 0 0 

Possessi on of 
Heapons 0 0 

Robbery 0 0 

Sex Offense~':- 1 33.3% 0 ... 
~~ .-
~"/ 

Vandalism":;' 0 0 . 

~ 
Totals 3 2.6% 1 0.8% 

j 

.e 

A ,:}- 1 I ------ -. - ---- % .. - - -_. - -- .. _. 

Il a 1 

12 .. ~) 1 16.7% 3 
. ' 

13 4 36.4% 2 

14 1 8.3% 1 

Tr-_:l 5 22.7% 11 

16 8 40. % 9 

Totals 19 26.0% 27 

e 

Aoe 12 
No-:--% 

O~'· 

1 'c: 14.3% 

0 

1 14.3% 

0 

0 

4 57.1% 

0 
.' 

0 

0 

0 

1 14.3% 

-,--

Reception.a:nd Evaluati.on Center 
-:'-." 

Table IV 

.... :.-;., Criminal Offenders 
Age' and Offense Distribution 

Age 13 
No. % 

Age 14 
No. % 

1 10. % 1 ~5r3% 
. ::-··~L~ 

2 20. % 2 -1lf;5% 

" 2 20. % 2 10.5% 

0 3 15.8% 

1 10. % 0 

0 2 10.5% 

3 30. % 9/?iJ:;? .4% 
0 0 

-'-" -:~ ~:.... ' . -. .::. ." 

0 0 

0 0 

1 10. % 0 

.0 0 

Age 15 
No. % 

5 . 13.2% 

3 7.9% 

5 13.3% 

2 5.3% 

1 3. % 

4 10.5% 

11 28.9% . 

1 2.6% 

1 2.6% 

2 5.3% 

1 2.6% 

2 5.3% 

7' 5.9% 10 8.5% 19 16.3% . 38 32.6% 

\, 

,---

e 

Reception and Evaluation Center 

Table III 
Status Offenders 

Age and Offense Distribution 

~, 

-:-~. 

Age 16 
No. % Totals ..... -_.-
4 10.3% 11 

5 1~.3% 13 

5 12.8% 14 

4 10.3% 11 

3 7.7% 5 

7 17.8% 13 

8 20.5% 37 
-:: --' k:::'. : .,: 

"';1' 2.6%' 2 

0 1 

1 1.6% 3 

0 3 

1 2.6% 4 

'i39 3i3% 117 

~ 

.- , , .. ~ .. . -_. __ ._ .. _. --_ . .. .. w _ _ • 

50. % 1 50. % a 2 

50. % 2 33.3% a 
~ ;~~ . 

6 

18~2% 15 45.6% a ':, 11 
:;, . '.~ :, .-

8.3% 10 83.4% a 12 

50. % 5 22.7% 1 4.6% 22 

45. % 3 15. % a n20 

36.9% 26 35.6% 1 1.4% 73 

e 

% -
9.4% I 

:) ~ 

11.1% 

11.9% , 
9.4% 

4.3% 

11.1% 

31.6% .. 
-. - ~ -' .: ".--, 

1.8% 

0.8% 

2.6% 

2.6% 

c 3.4% 

100.0% 

," 
o 

• 

\\ 
'~ 

0-

2.7% 

8.2% 

15.1% 

16.4% 

30.2% 

27.4% 

100.0% 

e 
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Table V analyzes the race, sex, and offense distribution 6'f the status of

fenders. As noted previous1y, the majority of the runaways were white females.;:, 
. ,:Y.;.:('li \\ ":" 
,;iPf the t;9tal 27 runaways, 11 were white females and 10 \'Jere white males. 

',~;, , 
T~.e 

.~! 

,( maJor; tY,::.bf the 
\\ " 

students committed for incorrigibility were black females, a'nd 
Ii "';" 

~/hite mal es were committed mOi~~: often for truancy than were any others. 
'iL:, 

Refer to Table V 

In-t~~ble VI, the rClce, sex, and offense distribution of ct:iminal offenders 
"IJ1" 

" ~, 

is examined. This analysis reveals that the majority of those students charged 
.. \'; 

with 1 arceny Wel'e b 1 a'tk mal es. 

males, and 14 were white males. 

Seventeen (17) 0f/:the 37 students were black 
;_,1, 

It1s.'·interesting to note that while thet'e, 

were 11 white males and 2w!i"ite females cpmm;,~;~~d on charges of drug abuse, 

Stati sti cs shO\J:~: no black males or females were commi.tted on this charge. 
.~' 

that most juvenile offenders tend ttl commit crimes against property more~bften 
(,!(,,;, - ,*~\ 

than crimes against persons. The data on those/f~:tudents considered as ~.Nminal 
I', "';.~ ::'~:·l,l.' 1 

.' I '{~f) ~'!~,.( I: 
offenders at the Recep.:t1oii and Evaluation Center;;a:ppears to corroborate 'th.is 

" :,,' ,': ,.1, ,j" "'~:~,,: 

finding. Only 13.8~& Qf the total sample populatiQr,were involved in crime~\ 

against peb'sons, such as assault, manslaughter ancf::sex offenses. 
,': !,;:\;~: 
",' .. \', 

Refer to Table VI}: 
.J,,'. 

\';':~ , 

The analysis of the family configuration shown\,tn Table V.II reveals tha;t:?// 
,'''':}t;;,>: ~ , :r\;'::, .~, 

the large majority of status offenders came from famf1,\~ units in which ,either 

both or at least one of the natural parents was prese~t Howe:v.e.r",on'fY'27, 
J ,,11,",';1' ' , 

students, or 37% of the total sample population, were Hvin9~:r~g':th both natural 
" 

parents at the time of commitment, and an additional 30 students, or 41.'1% of 

the populatton t were living with one of their natural parents. More stuBents 
l /1 

Viet's living with relatives or in foster homes than were in family units with 

one natural parent and a stepparent. 
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This table s,uggests that more white students, 70.3%, than black students, 

29.7%, \>Jere living Hfth their natural parents. T\·/icc as many bluck students 

were living with relatives as \,/ere·Y/hite students, but there "/ere more white 

students living in a gu~rdian or foster home environment. 

.: ~ ~~ . 
. :,: ,:.~]t':: 

:': i,.~ ~ ,: 
, ,'.' ,,_.; ~ 

Refer to Table VII 
Ii 

f1ble VIII 
;':, 

reflects a somewhat different pattern in living. ar~~J\gements for 

crimina1 offenders. Eighty-eight (88%) percent of the criminal offenders,Cls 

compare~ to 70.3% of the status offenders, were living with one or more of their 

natural parents. The majority of criminal offenders, tl5.3%, \'Iere l'iVing with 

bot~ natUl'al parents, and 42.7% were living with one natural parent priot' to 
", 

commitment. 

This data reflects a reverse of .racial dist~'ibut;on than that of status of" 

fenders. Twenty-eight (28) students or 52.8% of the sample,living with natural 

parents \'/ere black as compared to 47% who were white. 

Refer to Table VIII 
:" 

Table IX analyzes the grade p1acemertOf the status offenders. It is in-
, , .. -.or: " 

teresting to note that of the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation 

Center, 69.9% were at their normal grade level or just on~ grade b~low. Of the 

remaining 30.1%, the majority \'/ere only two grades belo\" their normal grade level. 
II, 

No status offenders at the Reception and Ev~a-ruation Cet1~er \'Jere found tel be more 

than four grades below their normal grade level. This finding is a bit surprising 

in vie\'1 of the fact that 70.5% of the status offendel's viera- runa~/ays and tt'uants. 

The survey revealed that black females \'Iere the lo\"est achievers grade wise 

of any segment of the status offender population at the Reception and EV~lua-
\' 

tion Centel'. Only 20% of the blaCK fema1e status offenders in the sample' 

population had been plafed. at their normal grade level, while 36.3% of the 



.. , ... .-

Natu}~al Parents 24 45.3% 
-

38. % One Pat~ent 1° J:-. 

Hothe t~/ Stepfa ther 0 

Father/Stepmother -' 0 

Relatives 3 33.3% 

Guardian/Foster Home 3 60. % 
-------

Totals 49 41.9% 

Reception and Evaluation Center 

Table VIn 

Criminal Offenders 
Family Configuration 

.. , .. .- -I· . 

1 1.9% 24 

6 12. % 25 

0 0 

0 0 

1- 11.1% 4 

0 2 

8 6.8% 55 

.-
--
>~ 

45.3% 

50. % 

44.5% 

40. % 

47.0% 

e _~, _- ___ =~--~=~=-= __ -""'~~ e 

-., .. 
! 

:1a tut~a 1 Pa i~en ts 11 

One Parent 9 

Hothel~/Stepfather ,JJ 

Fath~r/Stepmother 1 

Relatives 1 
"':-'~1~ 

Guardian/Foster Home 0 

Totals 22 

e 

.-

40.7% 

30. % 

33.3% 

'i;E-16.7% 
~ ~: ,-, 

Reception and Evaluation Center 

Table VII 

Status Offenders 
Family Configuration 

,. , .- -I' • 

8 29.6% 5 

9 30. % 4 

2 100. % 0 

2 66.7% 0 

1 16.7% 2 

3 60. % I 0 
.i 

'" 

18.5% 

13.3% 

33.3% 

30.1% -. J 25 34.3% 
I 

11 15.1% 

e 

1 

- . .- ._-- -- .- -
4 7.5% 5} 45.3% 

0 50 42.7% 
,-

0 0 

0 0 

1 11.1% 9 7.7% 

0 5 4.3% 

5 4.3% 117 100.0% 

c:::==- =.:: 

e 

Uf' '" • U \.\A.J.;;J r; 

3 . 11.1% 27 37. % 

8 26.7% : 30 41.1% 

0 
I 

2 2.7% 
~ ". 

0 -' 3 4.1% 

2 ' 33.3% 6 8.3% 

2 40. % 5 6.8% 

15 20.5% 73 100.0% 

Ce· 

".- : : ;-. ~ 

e 
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black males, 40% of the white females, and 45.4% of the white males were at 

their normal grade level. 
~'. 

Refe)' to Table IX .,;,,",, 

The grade placement of the cr; m; na 1 0 ffende rs ; s .".1 yzed :A'~';::Tab 1 e X and 

reflects some interesting differ.ences ,from' that, of stai~sO"f'r~;'i.~!~~s. A larger 
'! .... t'~ -I , ,,' " • 

percentage of the students, 58 or 49.6% of the total of 117 ,'cohsi'di:H'tld as 

criminal offenders had been placed at,the normal grade level. A small per

centage of crimi na 1 offenders, 2.6% of the total, were more t,han four grades 

below their normal grade level. 

Interestingly enough, 100% of the black female criminal offenders \'Jere at 

their' nor-mal grade level prior to comm,·jiment. Only 50% of the \\/hite females, 

36% of the white males, and 48;~. of the blacJ< males \'Iere at their normal grade 
'f,-.'" ,_ 

level. Those students who were two grades beib\{'th~ir normal grade level ac-
"h ' 

counted for the next 1 arges t portion of the popul a.tlon. In thi s group ,were 26 

students or 22.2% of the population. Each of the race/sex categorie~, with the 

exception of black females, vias repl'esented in this group, the majority of them 

being white males. 

Refer to Table X 

Table XI analyzes the s(lcioeconomic environment of the status offenders, 

inc'1uding economic status, home location, and ''Ielfare status. ~1ore than one-

half (~)t or 52.1% of the total sample, came from families whose annual income 

was between $5,000 and $10,000. The other 48% indicates an even distribution, 

with 24.7% coming from families with incomes under $5,000, and 23.3% from families 

\'ihose annual income was ove~' $10,000. More ,,,hite females were ft'om the higher 

income bracket than wet'e any othel·. 
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Although many of the students were from urban areas, little difference" 
"'\\~i.). ~ 

was noted in the distribution of students between urban and rural areas. Of th~? 

73 students, 

urban areas. 

29 were from urban and 28 fl~~phl rural areas. Only 16 v/ere from sub

Few of the status offenders, only l1%if.;."/ere from families who re-
. :. (~:f.~~·f' '.'/: 

ceived welfare assistance. 
I;\!ij;;:~.: 

Refer to Table XI 

Table XII analyzes .for the criminal offenders the same three aspects of 
.g~~~~;: " 

socioeconomic data as in Table XI. The pattern refl~~'ted among the status of-
"', 

fenders is repeated among the criminal offenders at the Reception and Evaluation 

Center, though there were slightly fewer students fro'ri:t the higher income bracket. 
:; 

A greater number of crimirial offenders, 43.6%, were f~om families whose annual 

income was between $5,000 and $10,000; 29,;':lT% were from families with annual in

comes of less than $5,000; and 27.4% were from families with more than $10,000. 

An unusual and interesting finding is revealed in the analysis of the home 

location of the criminal offenders. An equal number, 45 or 38.5%, were from 

urban ~nd su~ufban areas, while only 27 or 23% were from rural areas. 

Welfare recipients were more freq~ent among the families of criminal offenders 

than among the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Centers. Non

recipients accounted for 77.8% of the total population, while recipients com

prised 22.2% of the population. Families of black males constituted the 

majority of reci pients. 

Refer to Table XII 

.1 
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Economic Status 

Under $5,000 
55,000 - SlO~OOO 
Ovel~ $10 ,00O:~E 

Totals (~~. 
--':,-:." 

~~' ~'-

Home Locati oh;::c-~. 

'~~:::Urban 
Rw~a 1 
Suburban ' , 

Totals 

Helfare Status 

Yes 
No 

Totals 
-- ------ ~-.~. 

e 

Economic Status 

Under $5,000 
$5,000 - $10,000 
Over $10,000 

Totals ~':,::: 

Home Location 

UI'ban 
Rural 
Subw'ban 

Totals 

Helfare Status 

Yes 
No 

Totals 

e 

8 
21 
20 

49 

13 
'12 

'24" 

49 

4 
45 

49 

!\s~p'gi()n and Eval uation Center 
~,"..,:~ -, 

lP:-' , ~~], '\table XII 

'::.:.;-- Cri mi na 1 Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

16.3% 2 25. % 23 41.8% 
42.9% 5 62.5%· 21 38.2% 
40.8% 1 12.5% 11 20. % 

41.9% 8 6.8% 55 47. % 

26.5% 2 25. % 27 49.1% 
24.5% 1 12.5% 12 21.8% 
49. % 5 62.5% 16 29. % 

" . 

41.9% 8 6.8% 55 47. % 

8.2% 2 25. % 19 34.5% 
91.8% 6 75. % 36 65.5% 

41.9% 8 6.8% 55 47. % 

1 
4 
0 

5 

3 
2 
0 

5 

1 
4 

5 ' 
____ _ __ L _____ , __ , __ --

e 

Reception and Evaluation Center 

n/II 

4 18.2% 
:1a _59. % 
'5" 22.7% 

I/ii"22" -.' 30~J%, -

7 31.8% 
13 59. % 
2 9.2% 

22 30.1% 

1 4.5% 
21 95.5% 

22 30.1% 

.,ij?7 

Table XI 

Status Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

n/ I IV • .. fJl •• 

1" .3 12~ % 6 54.5% 
14 56. % :4 36.4% 
8 32. % :1 9.1% 

25; 34.3% 11 15.1% 

7 28. % 5 45.4% 
10 40. % 3 27.3% 
8 32. % 3 27.3% 

25 34.3% 11 15.1% 

0 4 36.4% 
25 100. % 7 63.6% 

25 34.3% 11 15.1% 

e 

~.L • 

5 
7 
3 

15 

10 
2 
3 

15 

3 
12 

15 

.- --.-

20. % 34 29.1% 
80. % 51 43.6% 

32 27.4% 

4.3% 117 100.0% 

60. % 45 38.5% 
40. % 27 23.0% 

45 38.5% 
:~:~":~ 

4.3% 117 100.0% 

20. % 26 22.2% 
80. % 91 77.8% 

4.3% 117 100.0% 
---

e 
o 

- - -- -

33.3% 18 24.7% 
4Q\7% 38 52.1% 
20. % 17 23.3% 

20.5% 73 100.0% ;1 

... 

66.7% 29 '~~\;;;:. 39 8% 
13.3% 28 ·~"·38: 3% 
20. % 16 iL9% 

20.5% 73 ::100 .0% 
~~:-'-:' 

20. % 8 11. % 
80. % 65 89. % 

20.5% 73 100.0% 
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$UMr~ARY 

The majority of those juveniles admitted to the Reception and Evaluation 

Center during this two-year period were crimin~l offenders. Of the 1,847 stu

dents admitted, 1,117 or 60.5% were considered as criminal offenders, and 730 or 

39.5% as status offenders. 

status offenders tended to be predominantly white, 64.3%, and female, 54.8%. 

Their average age was 14.5. Only slightly more than one-third (1/3),37%, had 

been placed at their normal grade level. 

Criminal offenders, on the other hand, appeared to be fairly evenly divided 

between black and white at the Reception and Evaluation Center. However, there 

Viere slightly fewer whites, 48.7%, than blacks, 51.3%, in this population 

sample. Males far outnumbered females among the criminal offenders, accounting 

for 88.9% of the sample. The average age for criminal offenders was 14.7, 

quite similar to that of status offenders. Criminal offenders were found to be 

at their normal grade level more often than status offenders. 

Larceny was the charge on which the greatest number of cY'iminal ,offenders 

were committed. More than a fourth, 28.6%, \'1ere admitted on this charge. Among 

the status offenders running a\."ay \"'~,;~i.)hemost frequen'tlYioccurring offense 

with 37~S of the status offenders hav'i:~g been committed on this charge. .. 
Criminal offenders tended~ to come from homes in which both parents were 

present more often than di d status offenders., Forty-fix~ (45~~) pet"cent of 

the cri mi na 1 offenders had been 1 i vi ng \."ith bot~ pa·rent~:".'pri or ~o C'Ont~litment 
whereas only 37~':', of the status offehder.s:9~me ft"olll a similar situation. 

I 
\ I ' 
\e , 
, 
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CHARLESTON ~ION-RESIDENTIAl DIAGNOSTIC CENTER 

The Charleston Non-Residential Diagnostic Center, which op.ened in November 

of 1971, is the facility operated by the Charleston Youth Bureau .. Althougll 

the commitment ratio is not as heavtly skewed here as at the William J. Gold

smith Center in Columbia, the Charleston Center also accepts both commitments 

from the -Courts and referra 1 s from other agenci eS ~ 
, ".:':'.')' " ,! \;',;:r/' 

During the two-year period,1973~74 there were 719 admissions to the 

Charleston Center who were not subse~uently committed to an institution.:Of 
;, ~," 

this total numb~t 444 or 62% \~ere commitments from the Family Court whilg\'275 

or 38% were refe'~yi'a;l'§'::;::~rom other agenci es, i ndi cati ng a commi tment-refer:~k 
. "I'. ;'<.: 

ratio of 3-2. For the purposes of this study, only the 44 commitments will~}' 
,i" , 

be considered. Of these, 288 or 65% were criminal offenders while 156 or ,35% 

were status offenders. This study reflects a 10% random sample consistin'g of 

16 status and 29 criminal offenders. 

Table XIII anal)lies the status offenders sampled in terms of age, race, 

and sex. The average age of the youth committed for status offenses was 13.5. 

Ages 14 and 15 accounted for 50%/of the samplE~d status population. 
",' 

El even': 

(11) or 69% of the status offenders committed were white while 5 or 31% were 

black: Males accounted for 56% of the whites and 20% of the blacks while 
" .. :>: ' 

females accounted for 44% of the whites and 80% of the black status offenders. 

Of the 16 status offenders sampled, 9 or 56% were females, while 7 or 44% were 

ma les., 

Refer to Table XIII 

Table XIV analyzes the criminal offenders in terms of age, race, and sex. 

The average age for the criminal offenders sampled was 14.0. Age 16 alone 

accounted for 38:~ of the criminal offenders. The average age of criminal of

fenders was 3% higher than that of the status offenders samnled. 

I~ ___ -
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Nine (9) or 31% of the total criminal offenders sampled were white, while 
'. 

20 or 69% were black. Thi s v/h i te-b 1 ack rati 0 is di ametri ca lly opposed to that 

of the status offenders. All of the \'/hite criminal offenders \'/ere male, v/hile 

85% of the black criminals were male and 15% were females. 

Of the criminal offenders sampled, 26 or 90% were male while 3 or 10% were 

females. Note that as criminal offenders males are committed at a much higher 

rate than they are as status offender~. 

Refer to Table XIV 

The~ge and offense of status offenders are analyzed in Table XV. Eight 

(8) or 50% of the status offenders were categorized as incorrigible. Of these 

8,4 or 50% were 15 and 16 year olds. Five (5) or 31.2% of the status ,offenders 

were runaways, and 3 or 18.8% were truants. Sixty (60%) percent of the runaways 

were fifteen year olds, and 67% of the truants were 13 and 14 year olds. 

Refer tp','::tab 1 e XV 
,i

'
'''1 

'i"iYI 
Table XVI analyzes criminal of,~l~'t1ders in terms of age and offense. Breaking 

:~,) 

and entering accounted for 8 or 27.~% of the criminal offenders. Eleven (11) 

and 12 year olds alone accounted for 6~.5% of the total committed for this 

offense. Larceny was the next most committed offense, with 7 or 24.1% followed 

by assault with 4 or 13.8%. Of the total number committed for larceny, 57% were 

15 and 16 year olds. Sixteen year olds alone accounted for 75% of the total 

committed for assaul t. 

Refer to, Table XVI 

In Table XVII, the race, sex and I ffense of status offenders is examined. 

As noted from previous tables, 69% of ! he status offenders were white. It;s 

also apparent from this sample catego I that in each offense, \~hites constituted 
I 
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C~arleston Youth Bureau 

Table XV 

Status Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

" R % -~-- - - ---- ----_ ... ~.-.- N • • UUII\"oJ /0 IUI-al!> h 

9 o c 0 1 100.0% 1 6.2% 

10 0 0 0 0 

11 0 2 . 100.0% 0 2 12.5% 

12 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 2 12.5% 

JiB 0 0 1 100.0% 1 6.2% 

14 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3· 18.8% . 
15 3 60.0% 2 40.0% 0 

'-.' 
5 31.2% 

16 0 2 100.0% 0 2 12.5% 
.~~;:.-

-;...:~~ 

Totals 5 31.2% 8 50.0% 3 18.8% 16 99.9% 

;:::::-:"~..::: 

e e e 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

Table XIV. 

Criminal Offenders 
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution 

AQO ~r~ Ji·1 % .- W/F --, . % .- . B/t1 -, .. % .- B/F -, . % .- Totals % .-

9 0 0 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 6.9% 

10 0 0 ... 0 . 0 0 

I 
, 

11 0 0 3 100.0% 0 3 10.3% 

12 {) 0 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 6.9% 

13 1 20.0% 0 4 80.0% 0 5 17.4% 

14 1 33.3% 0 2 66.7% 0 3 10.3% 

15 2 66;'7% 0 0 1 33.3% 3 10.3% 

16 5 45.4% 0 6 54.6% 0 11 37.9% 

Totah 9 31.0% 0 17 58.6% f 3 10.4% 29 100.0% 

e - e "' ,J 
F 

" 
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the majority. Of the total number of incorrigibles, 62.5% were white. Fifty 

(50%) percent of the incorrigJlbles \'Iere males and 50% weY'e females. Eighty 

(80%) percent of the runaways were white. Females accounted for 80% of the 

5 runaY/ays. For truancy, Whl te mal as constituted the majority. 

Refer to Table XVII 

Table XVIII examines criminal offenders in terms of race, sex and offense. 

It was fo'undthat 69% of the criminal offenders we're black. In examining each 

offense separately, it was found that in every category except auto theft blacks 

constituted the majority of the sample. Of those charged with cri mi na 1 offenses".:.' 
I~';:;.~' :. 

blacks accounted for 75% of the breaking and entering, 71% of the larceny, and (::?, 

75% of the assault. Sixty-seven (67%) percent of those charged with auto thef~fi~; 
v/ere whites. 

';~~:~t 

Refer to Table XVIII 

The family configuration of status offenders is examined in Table XIX. The 

majority of the status offenders committed to the Charleston Center, 10 or 62.5%, 

\'/ere living with both natural parents while 5, or 31.2%, were living with one 

parent and 1, or 6.2%, was living \'lith other relatives. Of the total living 

with their natural parents, 7 or 70% \~ere \t/hite \vhile 3, or 30%, \~ere black. 

Three (3), or 60%, of the status offenders living with one parent were white 
. 

while 2 or 40% were black. 

Refer to Table XIX 

Table XX examines the family configuration of criminal offenders. Fourteen 

(14) or 48.3% of the criminal offenders were living with both natural parents, 

\llhile 15 or 51.7% have some other family art'angelllent. Nine (9) or 31% were 

living with one parent, while 1 or 3.4% lived with his mother and stepfather, 

.. ~:; --



.' 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

Table XVIII 

Criminal Offenders 
Race" Sex and Offense Distribution 

Offense \4/f4 % W/F ~ -, . % .- BIM~~ ___ % _ _BLF---'. 

Larceny . 2 28.6% 0 5 71.4% 0 

Bt"eakingc & Enteri ng 2 25.0% 0 5 62.5% 1 

Assault 1 25.0% 0 3 75.0% 0 

Auto Theft 2 66.7% 0 1 33.3% 0 

Vandalism 0 0 0 1 

Robbery 1 50.0% 0 1 50.0% o · 
DisOl"derly Conduct 0 0 1 100.0% 0 

Other 1 33.3% 0 1 33.3% 1 

-

Totals 9 31.0% 0 17 58.6% 3 

e II 

Charl eston Youth Bureau 

Tabl e XVII 

Status Offenders 
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution 

Race/S _ .. I • • b 1 
- - - - - - - - - - % .' R .--- ... % .- .. 

l~hi te/Nal e 4 50.0% 1 20.0% 1 

Hhite/Female 1 12.5% 3 60.0% 1 . 
Black/Hale 0 0 1 

Black/Female 3 37.5% 1 20 001 .:; I;;"" 0 ":'-•. 1~ . 

Totals- '.- 8 100.0% 5 100.0% 3 

c; 

e e 

,": 

% Tetals 
., 

7 

12.5% 8 

4 

3 

100.0% 1 

2 

I, 1 

33.3% 3 

10.4% 29 

'?l 

\. ' 

\. t 

/:-. 
.1/ 

,\.1 
, "L 

.-;; 

" 

r l 
J! 

r'j, 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

99.9% 

100.0% 

e 

-:;' 

..- . .- - - -- % 
,> 

33.3% 6 37 .6~-

33 <:j~~ .':'~l'::, 5 31.2% 

33~:3% 1 6.2% 

4 25.0% 

99 .. 9% 16 100.0% 
'.-----' 

e 

-~...., 

.~ 

1 
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e and 5 or 17.3% lived with relatives. Note that a smaller percentage of cdminal 

offenders lived with their natural parents than did status offenders. Of the 

total criminal offenders living with their natural parents, 8 or 57% were black 

while6-o,nA3% Vlere white. ,For those with other family arrangements, 12 or 80% 

of the criminal offenders were black, while 3 or 20% were white. 

e 

Refer to Table XX 

Tabl~ XXI reflects the grade placement of status offenders. Seven (7) or 

43.8% of the status offenders were in their normal grade level, vlhit'e"g,:,,9.,r 56~~ 
~:,.' . ·'i(:(~~: 

were below the; r nm'ma 1 g~"ade 1 eve 1 . Of the status offenders in norma,l'!'gH{de 

level, 4 or 57% were white \'/hile 3, or 43%, were black. <Of the status offenders' 

below their normal grade level, 7 o)~ 78% were wh'ite while 2, or 22%, VJere black. 

Refer to Table XXI 

In Table XXII, the grade placements of the criminal offenders is analyzed. 

Two (2), or 6.9%, of the criminal offenqers were in the normal grade level 

while 27 or 93.1% were below their normal grade level. It is important to 

note the extreme disparity in grade placement between status and criminal of

fenders. 

Refer to Table XXII 

Table XXIII analyzps status offenders in terms of their socioeconomic 

environment. Six (6) or 37.6% of the status'offenders came from families \·,ith 

incomes between $5,000 and $10,000 annually. Five (5) or 31.2% came from 

families with incomes of less than $5,000 and over $10,000. As may well be 

expected, the preponderance of whites in the upper income level exceeds the 

proportionate white/black ratio. 



Normal Grade Level 

One Grade Below 

T\'JQ Grades Bel 0\'1 

Three Grades Below 

Four Grades Below 

More Than Four Grades 
Be 1 O\.J 

Totals 

e 

Natural Parents 

One ParQnt 

l-1other/Stepfather . 

Father/Steomother 

Relatives 
.0 

.,--

Totals 

e 

W/f1 % 

2 28.6% 

1 20.0% 

2 66.7% 

1 100.0% 

a 

a 

6 37.6% 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

W/F 

2 

3 

a 

a 

a 

a 

5 

Table XXI 

Status Offenders 
Grade Placement 

% B/r~ 

28.6% a 

60.0% a 

1 

a 

a 

0 

31.2% 1 

e 

% 

33.3% 

6.2% . 

------~-------.-=-. ------.-~~ 

W/fv1 % 

6 42.9% 

2 22.2% 

a 

a 

1 20.0% 

9 31.0% 

;:" 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

Table XX 

Criminal Offenders 
Family Configuration 

W/F % B/r~ 

a 7 

a 6 

% 

50.0% 

66.7% 

a 1 100.0% 

a a 

0 3 60.0% 

0 17 58.6% 

e 

B/F % Totals % 

3 . 42.8% 7 43.8% 

1 20.0% 5 31.2% 

a 3 18.8% 

a 1 6.2% 

a a 

0 0 

4 25.0% 16 100.0% 

e 

B/F % Totals % 

1 7.1% 14 48.3% 

1 11.1% 9 31.0% 

0 1 3.4% 

a a 

1 20.0% 5 17.3% 
;:0~ 
~ 

3 10.3% 29 100.0% 

A'-',' .,-
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Nine (9) or 56.2~ of the status offenders lived in suburban areas, while 

6 or 37.6% lived in urban, and 1 or 6.2% lived in rural areas. Note that all 

suburban residents are white. 

Twelve (12) or 75% of the status offenders were not receiving Welfare 

assistance, while 4 or 25% were. Of the 11 whites in the sample, only 1 was 

receiving Welfare assistance while of the 5 blacks, 3 were receiving assistance. 

Refer to Table XXIII 

The socioeconomic environment of the criminal offenders is analyzed in 

Table XXIV. Fifteen (15) or 51.8% of the criminal offenders lived~~n families 

with incomes under $5,000. 7 or 24.1% within incomes between $5,000 and $10,000, 

and the sa'me number v.Jith incomes over $10 ,000. Of the crimi na 1 offendersi: sar.ml ed, 

17 or 58.6% were from families who were receiving Welfare assistance, \'Ihile 12 or 

41. 4% were not. 

Note that the income in the homes of criminal offenders is much lower than 

that in the homes of the status offenders. A majority of criminal offenders, 

16 or 55.2%, lived in urban areas while 3 or 10% lived in rural, and 10 or 34.5% 

lived in suburban areas. On the other hand, most of the status offenders com

mitted to the Center lived in the suburbs. 

Refer to Table XXIV 

In Table XXV, prior commitments of the status offenders sampled are examined. 

Only 1 or 6.2% of the status offenders had been previously committed, while 15 or 

93.8% had not. 

Refer to Table XXV 

( l, 



~ H/H % 

Economic Status 

Under $5,000 2 22.2% 
$5,000 - $10,000 3 33.3% 
Over $10 ,000 4 44.5% 

Totals 9 100.0% 

Home Location 
..:::..=:-----.--.-

==.o:c=-_~ 

0 Urban 
Rural ° SubUl'ban 9 100.0% 

Totals 9 100.0% 

__ fare Status 

Yes 2 22.2% 
He 7 77.8% 

Totals 9 100.0% 

e 

.. / .. 

Economic Status 

Under $5,000 1 16.7% 
$5,000 - $10,000 3 50.0% 
Over $10,000 2 33.3% 

Totals 6 100.0% 

Home Location 

UI'ban 1 16.7% 
RUl'a 1 0 
Suburban 5 83.3% 

Totals 6 100.0% 

\.,re 1 fa I'e Sta tus 

Yes 1 16.7% 
flo 5 83.3% 

Totals .6 100.0% 

e 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

Table XXIV 

Criminal Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

./ 

W/F % B/N % 

° 11 64.8% 
0 3 17.6% 
0 3 17.6% 

° 17 100.0% 

° 14 82.4% 
0 2 11.8% 
0 1 5.8% 

.0 17 100.0% . 

° 13 76.5% 
0 4 23.5% 

0 17 100.0% 

e 

Charleston Youth Bureau 

Table XXIII 

Status Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

.. , . IV Utl"1 10 

1 20.0% 1 100.0% 
2 40.0% 0 
2 40.0% 0 

5 100.0% 1 100.0% 

1 20.0% 1 100.0% 
0 0 
4 80.0% 0 

5 100.0% 1 100.0% 

0 1 100.0% 
5 100.0% 0 

5 100.0% 1 100.0% 

e 

B/F % 

2 66.7% 
1 33.3% 
0 

3 100.0% 

2 66.7% 
1 33.3% 

° 
3 100~0% 

2 66.7% 
1 33.3% 

3 100.0% 

Ufl /'J 

2 50.0% 
1 25.0% 
1 25.0% 

4 100.0% 

3 75.0% 
1 25.0% 
0 

4 100.0% 

2 50.0% 
2 50.0% 

4 100.0% 

Totals 

15 
7 
7 

29 

. 16 
, 3 

10 

29 

17 
12 

')/ 
g 

51.a;~ 
24.1% 
24.1% 

100.0% 

55.2% 
10.3% 
34.5% 

100.0% 

58.6% 
41.4% 

29:" 100.0% 

e 

IUt-ell::> h 

5 31.2% 
6 37.6% 
5 31.2% 

16 100.0% 

6 37.6% 
1 6.2% 
9 56.2% 

16 100.0% 

4 25.0% 
12 75.0% 

16 100.0% 

e 

-;-.. 
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Table XXVI examines prior cOnlmitments of criminal offenders. Five (5) or 

17.2% of the criminal offenders had had prior commitments, ~Jhile 24 or 82.8Z 

had not. Of those with prior commitments, 3 or 60% had been committed as un

governable, while 1 or 20% had been committed for breaking and entering, and 

the same number had been committed for larceny. Note that more criminal of

fenders had prior commitments as compared to status offenders. 

Refer to Table XXVI 

sUr~MARY 

This study reflects some important findings on the commitments to the 

Charleston Youth Bureau. It should be noted that although the Charleston 

Youth Bureau handled more status offenders than criminal offendel"s during this 

two-year period, the commitment population contained a greater number of criminal 

offenders, 65%, than status offenders. The data indicates that white;a.ccounted 

for the majority of the status offenders, 69~~, while blacks accounted for ,the 

same percentage, 69~~, of the criminal offenders. These majorities \~ere also 

true for each offense. 

In terms of sex, females accounted for 56% of the s ta tus offender's and for 

only 10% of the criminal offenders. Hence, males appear to be involved Illore 

often than females in the more serious crimes. An examination of the family 

configuration reveals that mote status offenders, 62.5%, live with both natural 

parents whil e a small er percentage, 48.3%, of the criminal offenders 1 ive \'/ith 

both natural parents. 

The grade placement levels of criminal offenders tended to be below na.-mal 

level more often than those of status offenders; 93.1~ of the criminal offenders 
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e had been placed belm·J their normal grade level, while 56% of the status offenders 

were below their normal grade level. It was also found that the economic level 

of criminal offenders vias much lovler than that of status offenders. Fifty-b/o 

(52%) percent of the cri mi na 1 offenders came from famil i es wi til incomes under 

$5,000, while 3g~ of the status offenders were from families in the same income 

bracket. More criminal offenders, 58.6%, were recipients of Welfare assistance 

than were status offenders, 25%. 
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WILLOW LANE SCHOOL 

Wil10w Lane School is located on Broad River Road in Columbia. Although 

it is primarily a girls' school, a small number of male students are assigned 

there. During the tVIO-year period covered by this study, the total population 

for the school was 330. The daily population for thi.s facility in 1972-74 

averaged 125. The ten (10%) percent random sampling taken from Willow Lane 

for this study was composed of 21 status offenders and 12 criminal offenders. 

A number' of reasons account for the large difference between status and 

criminal offenders in this institution. Traditionally, Family Courts have 

sentenced females as status offenders more often than males. The rationaliza-

tion seems to be that these girls need supervision and since there are few 

alternatives available, they are institutionalized. The girls usually have 

shorter sentences than boys, however, so the population turnover is more fre

quent. 

Table XXVII provides an analysis of the status offenders by age, race, 

and sex. The larger proportion of the status offenders fall in the 14-year-old' 

age bracket, 80% of whom are black females. Ten (10) students or 47.6% of the 

status offenders were fourteen years of age. An additional 23.8% were fifteen, 

and 14~3% were in both the sixteen-and thirteen-year-old age group. 

The race and sex di stri but; on for the status offenders at Wi 11 ow Lane shows 

that the greater number of them are black females. A total of twelve (12) 

stUdents or 57.1% of the sample were black females, while 8 students or 38.1% 

were white females, and 1 student or 4.8% of the sample \~as a \'Jhite ma1e. The 

sample revealed no black male status offenders at Willo\'/ Lane School. 

Refer to Table XXVII 
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Table XXVIII analyzes the criminal offenders confined at Willow Lane during 

this two-year period in terms of age, race and sex. While the criminal of

fenders' sample was almost evenly distributed as to age, there were more in 

the fifteen-year-old age bracket than any of the others. Four (4) students 

or 33.3% were fifteen years of age, and there were 3 students each in the 

fourteen- and sixteen-year-old categories. The youngest age group represented 

in the sample were thirteen years old. This group contained 2 students or 

16.7% of the sample. 

As with the status offenders, the criminal offender distribution shows 

that the greater number of students at Willow Lane are black females. In the 

sample taken for this study, 7 students or 58.3% of the total were black fe

males committed for criminal offenses. White females accounted for 16.7%, 

and white males for 8.3%. The sample revealed that there \'/ere 2 black males. 

Refer to Table XXVIII 

Status offenders are analyzed by age and offense in Table XXIX. Runaways 

accounted for the largest nu~ber of students committed to Willow Lane for 

status offenses. A total of 9 students or 43% were committed on this offense. 

This finding coincides with the trend observ~d at the Reception and Evaluation 

Center. where the majoritY of ferna 1 e status offenders were found to be runaways. 

An additional 8 students or 38~~ were committed as incorrigibles, and 4 students 

or 19% for truancy. The age distribution shows that the greatest number of 

runaways, 4 of the 9, fell in the fourteen-year-old age bracket while the if 

greatest number of the incorrigibles, 4 of the 8, were fifteen years old. 

Refer to Table XXIX 
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The criminal offenders are analyzed by age and offense in Table XXX. There 

were seven criminal offenses represented in the sample taken from the Willow 

Lane population. Four (4) of the 12 students in this samoler.33.4% of the total, 

were committed for larceny. This also reflects the trend observed in the Re

ception and Evaluation Center population where the majority of criminal cffenders 

were committed for larceny. 

Assault accounted for 2, or 15.7%, of the students as did breaking and 

entering. The remaining four offenses, auto theft, burglary, possession of 

weapons, and robbery, \'/ere r'epresented by one (1) student each or 8.3% of the 

population. 

Refer to Table XXX 

Table XXXI analyzes the status offenders in terms of race, sex, and offense. 

As noted earlier, the random sampling revealed that the greater number of stu

dents confined at Willow Lane are black females. Of this group, 6 or 50% were 

committed as incorrigibles, 4 or 33.3% as runaways, and 2 or 17.7% as truants. 

The distribution by offenses for white females reveals that the greater number 

of this group, 5 or 62.5%, were committed as runaways while only 2 or 25% were 

committed as incorrigible, and 1 or 12.5% as truants. This figure is in keeping 

with the findings indicated in two studies of runaway juveniles in South Carolina 

conducted by this division. Both these studies revealed that the>majority of 

runaways are white females. National surveys have also indicated a similar 

trend. The one 0) . white male revealed by the sample as a status offender at 

Willow Lane was committed as a truant. 

Refer to Table XXXI 
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-- Willow Lane School 

Table XXXI 

Status Offenders 
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution 

Race/S I . . - 1 _ .. 
------ - -'-1---- -- 1' ..... 'IY"Uy 10 I IUClII!. 70 IOLals ? 

Hhite/f.1ale 0 0 1 100.0% 1 4.8% 
Hhi te/Femal e 2 25.0% 5 62.5% 1 12.5% 8 38.1% 
Black/Hale 0 0 0 0 
Black/Female 6 50.0% 4 33.3% 2 - 16.7% 12 57.1% 

Totals .8 38.1% 9 42.9% 19.0% 21 100.0% 

e e e 

Willow Lane School 

Table XXX 

Criminal Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 Age 16 
Offense No. % No. % No. % No. % Totals r.. - - - - --

Assaul t 1 50.0% 1 33.3% 0 o - 2 16.7% 
~.-

"Auto Theft 0 0 1 25.0% 0 1 8.3% 

Breaking & Entering 1 50.0% 0 1 25.0% 0 2 16.7% 

Burglary 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3% 
/- " 

Larceny 0 2 66.7% 2 50.0% 0 4 33.4% 

Possession of Weapons 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3% 

Robbet'Y 0 0 0 1 33.3% 1 8.3% 

Totals 2 16.7% 3 25.0% 4 33.3% 3 25.0% 12 100.0% 

e e e 
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In Table XXXII, the criminal offenders are analyzed in terms of race, sex 

and offense. As previously noted~ the larger number of students were black 

females. Members of this group wete represented in all of the offense cate

gories with the exception of robbe~y and auto theft. The greatest number of 

black females, 3 or 42.8%, were committed on larceny charges. Assault, breaking 

and entering, burglary, and possession of weapons accounted for 1 black female 

or 14.3% each. Of the 2 white females in the sample of criminal offenders at 

Wi 11 ow Lane, 1 was committed for btOeaki ng and enter; ng and the other for robbery. 

The 2 black males in this sample were committed for assault and larceny, and 

the 1 white male was committed for auto theft. No patticular pattern of 

offenses is evidenced in these findings. 

Refer to Table xXXII 

Table XXXIII analyzes the family configuration of status offendets. Of the 

sa~ple of 21 status offenders at Willow Lane, two-thirds (2/3) came from a home 

in which at lea~t one of the natural parents was present. There appears to be 

a slight difference, however, between black and white females in terms of 

family configuration. More than half (~) of the white female status offenders 

were living with their natural parents at the time of commitment, as compared 

to only 42.9% of the black females. Thirty-three (33%) percent of the black 

females were living with relatives at' foster parents, whereas none of the wWite 

females in the sample \."ere in similar placements. 

Refer to Table XXXIII 

The analysis of the family configuration of criminal off~Cl~rs is shO\."n in 
J( , 
II 

Table XXXIV. These findings reveal a somewhat different picture in the case of 

black females. 
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parents prior to commitment. None of the criminal offenders, black or \'/hite, 

were in foster placement. The majority of the criminal offenders came from 

one-parent families. 

Refer to Table XXXIV 

Table XXXV analyzes the grade placement by sex and race of status offenders. 

Findings in this table indicate that slightly more than one-third (1/3) of the 

status offenders were in the normal grade level for their age group. Fifty 

(50%) percent of the black females were in their normal grade level, while 

only 12.5% of the white females were at the same level. Of the eight (8) 

students who were two grades or more below their normal grade level, 6 were 

white females and 2 were black females. 

Refer to Table XXXV 

Table XXXVI analyzes the grade placement in terms of sex and race for 

criminal offenders. A higher percentage of criminal offenders, 58~, were per

forming at their normal grade level. This difference between grade placements 

for status and criminal offenders can perhaps be accounted for in part by the .. 
fact that runaways and truants comprised 62.3% of the sample of status offenders 

at Hillm'i Lane. Blacks again appeared to be more often in their normal gl~ade 

placements than whites. Of the 7 students in the criminal offender sample who 

had been placed at their normal grade level, 5 were black, 2 males and 3 females, 

and 2 were white females. 

Refer to Table XXXVI 

In Table XXXVII, the status offendel's at Hillow Lane at'e analyzed in tel'IlIS 

of socioeconomic envil'onment. The first b'lo categories of the economic status 

accounted fo)' 95.2% of the total salliple. Of the ten (10) students in the sample 



l:Irdut= Lt=Vt=1 ·'/1"1 ,<> 

ilorma 1 G11ade Level 1 12.5% 

One Grade Bel 0\" 0 

T\·/O Grades Below 0 

Th t'ee Grades Bel 0\'1 0 

Four Gl'ades Bel 0\'/ 0 

I·jore Than FOUl1 Grades 
Be 10\" 0 

Totals 1 4.8% 

e 
-=====~ ___ ~~o •• _.~._._~ •• _. 

W/N % 

NatUl'al Parent 1 25.0% 

One Pat'ent 0 

j':other/Stepfather 0 

Father/Stepmother 0 

Relatives 0 

'Guardian/Foster Home 0 

Totals 1 8.3% 
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Willow lane School 

Table XXXV 

Status Offenders 
Grade Placement 

10 &J /1 ~ 

12.5% 0 

20.0% 0 
/ 

71.4% 0 

100.0% 0 

0 

0 

38.1% o 

e 

IV 

Willow Lane School 

Table XXXIV 

Criminal Offenders 
Family Configuration 

% .. B/H -, -- % .. 

25.0% 0 

16.7% 2 33.3% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16.7% 2 16<7% 

e 

LJ I • ~~ ---- -- -

6 75.0% 8 38.L 

4 80.0% 5 23.8;; 

2 28.6% 7 33.3% 

0 1 4 .8~f 

0 0 

0 0 

12 57.1 ?1 1nn.m: 

e 

'~ 

B/F % Totals -, . .- -
~, 

2 50.0% 4 33.4g 

3 50.0% 6 50.0% 

2 100.0% 2 16.6% 

0 0 
u 

0 0 

0 0 

7 58.3% 12 IOO.OX 

e 
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who were families receiving less than $5,000 annual income, 7 were black females 

and the remaining three (3) were white females. Black females accounted for 

half of the students in the $5,000-$10,000 annual income bracket. Only 1 student 

in the sample, a white female, was from a family whose annual income was more 

than $10 ,000. 

The majority of trle students sampled, 15 or 71.4%, were found to be from 

urban areas. Black females accounted for the majority of those from urban areas. 

Three (3) students or 14.3% were from each of the remaining categories, rural and 

suburban . 

The majority of the status offenders at \~illow lane taken for the sample 

population of this study were not Welfare recipients; only 4 or 19% of those 

sampled \~ere receiving Welfare assistance. The 4 students listed as ~Jelfare 

recipients were evenly divided between white females and black females wit!l 

2 each in this category. 

Refer to Table XXXVII 

Table XXXVIII analyzes criminal offenders in terms of socioeconomic environ

ment. The findings reflected in this table are similar to those for status of

fenders. Half of the students sampled were from families with less' than $5,000 

annual income. Four (4) students or 33.3% were from families whose income was 

between $5,000 and $10,000 annually, and 2 students or 16.7% were from families 

with more than $10,000 annual income. 

The majority of the students sampled, 7 01' 58.3~~, \'Iere ft'om urban areas 

while 4 students or 33.4% were from rural areas, and only 1 student or 8.3' was 

from a subuI'ban area. As \'Jith status offenders, the majot'ity of the ct';minal 

offenders sampled \'Iere not \~elfare recipientsl\~ 
'-. ~( 

Refer to Table XXXVIII 
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l-J/H % 

Economic Status 

Undel~ $5,000 1 100.0% 
$5,000 - $10,000 ° Over $10 ,000 0 

Totals 1 8.3% 

Home Location 

Urban ° Rural 1 100.0% 
Suburban 0 

Totals 1 8.3% 

Helfare Status 

Yes 0 
No 1 100.0% 

Totals 1 8.3% 

e 

H/I·1 % 

Economic Status 

Under 55,000 
55,000 - $10,000 1 100.0% _ 
Ovel~ $10 ,000 0 

Totals 1 4.8% 

Home Location 

Ul~ban 1 100.0% 
RUI"a 1 0 
Suburban 0 

Totals 1 4,.8% 

Hel faTe Status 

Yes 0 
No 1 100.0% 

Totals 1 4.8% 
L ___ ~ __ . _ _ .. _ 

e 

Willow Lane School 

Table XXXVIII 

Criminal Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

~J/F % B/r~ % 

0 ° 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
1 . 50.0% 0 

2 16.7% . 2 16.7% 

1 50.0% 1 50.0% 
1 50.0% 1 50.0% 
0 0 

2 16.7% 2 16.7% 

0 1 50.0% 
2 100.0% 1 50.0% 

2 16.7% 2 16.7% 

e 

Willow Lane School 

Table XXXVII 

Status Offenders 
SDcioeconomic Environment 

H/F % BIN % 

3 37.5% 0 
4 50.0% 0 
1 12.5% 0 

8 -38.1% 0 

5 62.5% 0 
2 25.0% 0 
1 12.5% 0 

8 38.1% 0 

2 25.0% 0 
6 75.0% 0 

8 38.1% 0 

e 

B/F - % --

5 71.4% 
1 14.3% 
1 14.3% 

7 58.3% 

5 71.4% 
1 14.3% 
1 14.3% 

7 58.3% 

1 14.3% 
6 85.7% 

7 58.3% 

B/F % 

7 58.3% 
5 41. 7% 
0 

12 57.1% 

9 75.0% 
1 8.3% 
2 16.7% 

12 57.1% 

2 16.7% 
10 83.3% 

12 57.1% 

Total . - - --

6 
4 
2 

12 

7 
4 
1 

12 

2 
10 

12 

Totals 

10 
10 
1 

21 

15· 
3 
3 

21 

4-
17 

21 

% 

50.0% 
33.3% 
16.7% 

100.0% 

. 58.3% 
33.4% 
8.3% 

100.0% 

16.7% 
83.3% 

100.0% 

e 

~, 

h 

47.6:{ 
47.6% 
4.8% 

100 .O;~ 

71.4% . 
14.3;;' 
14.3% 

100.0% 

19.0% 
81.0% 

100.0% 

-

~-

.... 



• Table XXXIX analyzes the status offenders in terms of prior commitments. 

Of the total of 21 status offenders sampled in this study, only 5 had had a 

prior commitment. Of these 5, tvlO had been committed before as runa\·/ays and 

three as incorrigible. Both of the students committed as runaways were white 

females. Of the three prior commitments for incorrigibility, 1 was a white 

female and 2 were black females. The \·,hite male represented in this status 

offender sample had not had a prior commitment. 

Refer to Table XXXIX 

Table XL reveals approximately the same ratio of prior commitments for 

criminal offenders as that shown for status offenders. Of the 3 students \~ith 

a prior commitment, 1 was a white male, 1 a black male, and 1 a black female. 

The 2 males had been committed for breaking and entering, and the black female 

for incorrigibility. The female was subsequently committed for breaking and 

entering,and the 2 males for assault and auto theft. 

Refer to Table XL 

SUMMARY 

The sample taken from the two-year population of Willow Lane revealed that 

the majority of students VJere status offenders, most of wham \'lere black females. 

The majori.ty of the black status offenders were fourteen years old, l'lhereas the 

larger proportion of whites \,/ere fifteen years old. Criminal offenders at 

Willow Lane also app~ar to be more frequently black and slightly older. 

Little difference was evident in the family configuration of black and 

white status and criminal offenders. In grade placements, however, blacks 

tended to be ahead of whites and criminal offenders ahead of status offenders. 
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An analysis of the economic status of criminal and status offenders re

vealed few significant differences in the lower income bracket. Approximately 

half (~) of the status offenders and the criminal offenders were from families 

who receive less than $5 q OOO annual income. A slightly higher percentage of 

criminal offenders were from the upper income bracket than were the status 

offender~. No significant difference was evident in the prior commitment 

records of status and criminal offenders in the sample taken from the Willow 

Lane population. 

r 
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JOHN G. RICHARDS SCHOOL FOR BOYS 

John G. Rfchards School for Boys is located on Broad River Road in 

Columbia. While the majority of the boys confined here are fifteen or older, 

there are a few younger boys as well. 

During the two years with which this study is concerned, the total popula

tion of the school was 420. Daily population averaged 225. Of the total 

population, 40 or,9.5%, were status offenders and 380, or 90.5%, were criminal 

offenders. A ten (10%) percent random sample taken for this study yielded 4 

status offenders and 38 criminal offenders. The distribution of the criminal 

and status offenders in this sampling reflects the same proportion and distri

bution of the actual population. It must be noted, however, that our study will 

undoubtedly reveal a more valid picture of the criminal offenders than the 

status offenders at John G. Richards School due to the numbers involved. 

Many of the boys committed to John G. Richards School are recidivists with 

a past record of several commitments. It has been traditionally true that boys 

tend to be perpetrators of violent or criminal activities more often. 

While some authorities have observed that there is an alarming increase 

of violent crimes by girls, national statistics continue to reflect the tradi

tional' pattern. 

Table XLI ~nalyzes the age, race, and sexual distribution of status of

fenders at John G. Richards School for Boys. In the sample of 4 status offenders, 

racial distribution was equal with 50% white and 50% black. All of the status 

offenders are fifteen and sixteen years old, \'Iith the majority being sixteen 

years old. 

Refer to Table XLI 
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The analysis of criminal offenders in Table XLII shows a somewhat different 

racial breakdown than fot status offenders. This table indicates that the 

black population is more heavily represented among the criminal offenders. Of 

the total of 38 students taken for the sample, 21 or 55.3% were black while 17 

or 44.7% were white. Unlike the status offenders, there are criminal offenders 

as young as thirteen at this institution. Only a small percentage, 7.8%, of the 

total number of criminal offenders were under fifteen, however. Criminal of

fender's 'Ilere primarily sixteen years old. That age group accounted for 65.8% 

of the total sample. 

Refer to Table XLII 

Table XLIII analyzes the age and offense distribution of the status of

fenders. The data suggests that the majority of the status offenders at John 

G. Richards School for Boys are runaways. Of the remaining 2 status offenders, 

1 was charged as an incorrigible and the other as a truant. 

Refer to Table XLIII 

The data in Table XLIV suggests that the pattern observed in the analysis 

of the Reception and Evaluation Center population is also present in the 

population of th)s facility. Larceny was the most prevalent charge for which 

crimi nal offenders were cOlllmi tted ; n every age category. El even (11) stUdents 

or 28.9~~ of the population were charged with larceny. Robbery, breaking and 

entering, and auto theft were the next most frequently occurring crimes, 

accounting for 6 students or 15.8% of the population each. 

Refer to Table XLIV 

Table XLV analyzes the race, sex, and offense distribution of the status 

offenders. As was noted previously, the distribution among the status of

fenders was equal for black and white. It is interesting to note that both 
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John G. Richards School 

Table XLIV 

Criminal Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 
Offense Ho. % No. % . ~ . -- £10. % ~ - --

Assault I 0 I 0 1 10.0% 

A-.Jto Theft 0 0 1 10.0% 

B & E 0 0 2 20.0% 

Drunk Driving 0 0 0 

\\ Dt"unkenness 0 0 1 10.0% 

Larceny 0 1 50.0% 3 30.0% 

Possession of 
Heaoons 0 0 0 

Robbet"y 0 0 2 20.0% 

Sex Offenses 1 100.0% 0 0 

Vandalism 0 1 50.0% 0 

Totals 1 2.6% 2 5.4% 10 26.3% 

e e 

John G. Richards School 

Table XLIII 

Status Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

A I . "bl - - - % .~ R % .. 

15 0 0 

16 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 

Totals 1 ?!i.O'Z: 0.0% 

e e 

Age 16 
flo. % 

~ -

2 8.0% 

5 20.0% 

4 16.0% 

1 4.0% 

1 4. O~~ 

7 28.0% 

1 4.0% 

4 16.0% 

0 

0 

25 65.8% 

J J UUIJ I. /0 

1 100.0% 

0 

1 25.0% 

Totals . - ~ 

3 

6 

6 

1 

2 

11 

1 

6 

1 

1 

38 

JUI.UI;) 

.. 1 

3 

4 

':1 

" 

7.9% 

15.8% 

15.8% 

2.6% 

5.4% 

28.9% 

2.6% 

15.8% 

2.6% 

2.6% 

100.0% 

e 

h 

25.0% 

75.0% 

100.0% 

e 

:::::::: 
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the runaways were white. This finding concurs with national and local statistics 

which suggests that the majority of runaway juveniles are white. 

Refer to Table XLV 

In Table XLVI, race, sex and offense of the criminal OIfferders is analyzed. 

With the exception of four offenses, black and white males are represented in 

all the categories of criminal offenders shown in this table. There were no 

blacks charged with drunk driving, and no whites were charged with possession 

of weapons, sex offenses, or vandalism. Twice as many blacks were com

mitted for robbery as ''1hi tes, whil e an equal number of each was commi tted 

for auto theft, breaking and entering, and drunkenness. Commitments for larceny, 

the most frequently occurri ng offense, \~ers a lrnost equally di stri buted bet\'/een 

black and white, with 6 black males sentenced o~ this charge as compared to 5 

white males. 

Refer to Table XLVI 

In Table XLVII, the family configuration of the status offenders is shown. 

All of the status offenders in this sample came from a family unit in which at 

least one of the natural parents was present. The two white males in the sample 

came from homes in \'1hi ch both natural patents \'1ere present. One of the black 

males was from a one-rnrent home, \'1hile the othet' \'1as from a ll1othel~/stepfather 

home. 

Refer to Table XLVII 

Table XLVIII ana 11yzes the family configut'ation of the criminal offendcl's. 

Wit~ the exception of 2 black males who ''1ere living with relatives at the time 

of cOllunitlllent, this table reflects almost the same findings as the analysis of 

the status offendel's. Not all of the \oJhite male cl'imini.1l offenders CJme fl'om 

I 
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Assault 

Auto Theft 
-J.';;~ , 
R'& E 

Drunk Driving 

Drunkenness 

Larceny 

Possess;';n of 
~'Jeap(}lJs 

" :~i~{l~~-
Robbery 

.~ex Offenses 

Vanda 1 ism 

Totals 

e 

" 97~-' 

Race/Sex 

White/Male 

Black/Male 

Totals 

'.~J "j-~: .. ~~:~.~.":..: :-' 
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John G. Richards School 

Table XLVI 

-':'P Criminal Offenders 
Race~ Sex and Offense Distribution 

-~Jhi te/r~a 1 e % % _____ 1il~ckJ'r'1a 1 e r----;---- -----. 

5.9% 2 9.5% 

3 17.6% 3 14.3% 

3 17.6% 3 14.3% 

1 5.9% 0 

1 5.9% 1 4.8% 

6 35.3% 5 23.8% 

0 1 4.8% __ 
.... ~ i ~ ". _':.' 

2 - 11.8% ' - . ~;:., ~ 4 19.0% 

O' 1 4.8% 

0 1 4.8%' 

F 44.7% 21 55.3% .... -

e 

John G. Richards School 

Table XLV 

Status Offenders 
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution 

Incorrigible % Runaway % 

o 

1 

1 

50.0% 

25.0% 

2 

o 

2 

-

100.0% 

50.0% 

Truant 

o 

1 

1 

,=-'i~~", __ ---,-___ _ 

Totals % 

3 7.9% 

6 15.8% 

6 15.8% 

1 2.6% 

2 5.4% 

11 28.9% 

1 2.6% 

6 15.8% 

1 2.6% 

1 2.6% 
i 

I 38 100.0% 
-~ 

-

% Totals % 
l 

2 50.0% 

50.0% 2 50.0% 

25.0% 4 100.0% 
(l 

. ',- . 
,~, 

() 

>a. 
:! '.: ~ • 
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homes in which the natural parents were present, however. Of the 17 white males 

takenj;n this sample, 12 were living v/ith their natural parents, 4 with one of 

their parents, and 1 with his mother and stepfather. Attention is directed to 

the fact that twice as many whites as blacksvlere living vlith their natural 

parents at the time of commitment. However, three times as many blacks as 

whites were living with one parent. 

Refer to Table XLVIII 

The grade placement of status offenders is analyzed in Table XLIX. It 

should be noted that the grade placement of a student at John G. Richards School 

for Boys is considerably lower than that of the students at WillOl'l Lane or at 

the Reception and Evaluation Center. Of the 4 status offenders in the sample 

of the John G. Richards School for Boys population, only 1 was functioning at 

his normal grade level. The sample population is too small, however, to permit 

any conclusions. 

Refer to Table XLIX 

The analysis of the grade placements of criminal offenders is shown in 

Table l. Of the 38, 11 or 28.9% were at their normal grade level, while 13 or 

34.2% were t\'JO grades below. In general, the majority of the blacks have been 

placed at a higher level than the whites. Almost 62% of the blacks were 

functioning at their normal grade placement level or one grade below; whereas, 

only 41% of the whites were at the same levels. 

Refer to Table L 

Table LI analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status offenders at 

John G. Richards School for Boys. The 2 blacks in the sample came .from families 

whose income was less than $5,000 per year. The 2 whites in the study \'1ere from 

families 1'Il1ose annual income \'las between S5 t OOO and $10,000. 



,,' 

John G. Richards School 

Table XLIX 

Status Offenders 
Grade Placement 

Grade Level White/Hale % B1 ack/r~a 1 e % Totals % 

Normal Grade Level 0 1 100.0% 1 25.0% 
. , -. 

One Grade Below 2 100.0% a 2 50.0% 

Two Gt"ades Bel 0\'/ a 0 a 

Three Brades Below 0 1 100.0% 1 25.0% ,:; 

Four Gt"ades Below 0 0 a 

More Than Four Grades 
Be 10\'/ 0 0 a 

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 

e e e 
-,~=-===---=-==~======--~----~---------------------------= 

John G. Richards School 

Table XLVIII 

Criminal Offenders 
Family Configuration 

White/Hale % Black/i'-'lale % Totals CJ 
" 

- ·Natura 1 Parents' 12 66.7% 6 33.3% 18 47.4% 

One Parent 4 25.0% 12 75.0% 16 42.1% 

Mother/Stepfather 1 50~O% 1 50.0% 2 5.3% 

Father/Stepmother 0 0 a 

Relatives 0 2 100.0% 2 5.3% 

Guardian/Foster Home 0 0 a 
--.".. 

Totals (' 17 44.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0% 

e e e 
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This sample shows that the students are equally distributed be-

tween urban and rural home locations. tlone of the status offenders were from 

suburban homes. The same pattern that is shown in the economic status is. as 

was to be expected, reflected in the Welfare status. The 2 white males were 

from families who are not Welfare recioients . 

Refer to Table LI 

.Table LII analyzes the socioeconomic environment of the cri~inal offenders . 

Withthe exception of the first category--those families receiving less than 

$5,000 annual income--there was an equal distribution of black and white in the 

economic status columns. Two-thirds (2/3) of those whose annual income was less 

than $5,000 were black. The majority pf' both the black and the white were found 

to be from urban areas, with only a small percentage of each, 17.7% of the white 

and 9.5:b of the black, from suburban areas. The 1,'/elfare status reflected the 

pattern suggested by the economic status distribution. The majority of both 

blacks and whites were not Welfare recipients. 

Refer to Table LII 

The data in Table LIII shows that only one (1) of the 4 status offenders 

in this sample had had a prior commitment. This status offender tad been com

mitted previously as a runaway. 

Refet' to Tab 1 e LI I I 

As \'las to be expected, a largel' pel'centage of the criminal offendet's had 

records of prior commitments as is shO\~n in Table LIV. Eleven (11) students 

or 28.9% of the total sample population had been previously cOllllnitted to one 

of the agency's facilities other than a diagnostic center. Of this number, 5 

were \'Ihite and 6 \~eY'e black. It is interesting to note that alllong those 
(/ 
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John G. Richards School 

Table LII 

Criminal Offenders 
Socioeconomic Environment 

White/Male % Black/Male % Totals % 

Economic Status 

Under $5,000 4 23.5% 8 38.1% 12 31.6% 
), $5,000 - $10,000 10 58.8% 10 47.6% 20 52.6% 

. Over SlO ,000 3 17.6% .. ~ 14.3% 6 15.8% 

Totals 17 44.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0% 

Home Location 

Urban 9 52.9% 12 57.1% 21 55.3% 
Rural 5 29.4% 7 33.3% 12 31.6% 
Suburban 3 17.6% 2 9.5% 5 13.2% 

Totals 17 44.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0% 
. ' '~-.' -"-' 

Helfare Status 

Yes 1 5.9% 6 28.6% 7 18.4% 
No 16 94.1% 15 71.4% 31 81.6% 

Totals I . 17 44.7% 21 55.3% 38 100.0% 

-=, 

e • e 

John G. Richards School 

Table LI 

Status Offenders ~ .. 
Socioeconomic Environment 

Whi te/~1a 1 e % Black/Nale % Totals % 
- - -- ----- ---- r-

Economic Status 

Undel~ $5,000 0 2 100.0% 2 50.0% 
$5,000 - $10,000 2 100.0% 0 2 50.0% 
Ovel~ SlO ,000 0 0 0 

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 

Home Location 

Urban 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 50.0% 
Rural 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 50.0% 
Suburban 0 0 a 

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 

Hel fare Status 

u Yes 0 2 100.0% 2 50.0~ 
No 2 100.0% 0 2 50.0% 

Totals 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 

'I:, 

1\ 

e e e 
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students with a record of prior commitments, a larqe 
-~ "1 

perccntaqe--45.5%--had been 
-l ;:0 -l :z: -< 
0 c: 0 0 oro ("') 

III 0 ri- ::l 41 H' 

§ 
committed as status offenders, 3 for incorrigibility and 2 for truancy. The 

OJ OJ ~ OJ 
-.j ~ ..... 

~ ::s III ..... III 
III H' 

3 

remaining 6 students had been previously comnitted for criminal offenses in~ 

ro 
ro 
::l 
H' 

eluding auto theft ~ burglary, and larc;eny. 

Refer to Table LIV :E: 
::r-
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The sample population of the John G. Richards School for BoyS reflects an ...... 
tn tn U'\ almost equal distribution between blacks and whites for both criminal and status 

0 
0 0 00 

~ . · · . 
0 0, 00 

offenders, although b1acks \'/ere more numerous among the criminal offenders. The 

~ ~ ~~ c.... 
0 
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students at John G. R i cha.rds School appear' to be lowe r in g\'ade placements than 
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the students at the Reception and Evaluation Center or at l'/illo\-1 Lane School, 
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SOUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL FOR BOYS 

The South Carolina School for Boys is located in Florence, S. C. The 

school provides residential facilities for juvenile offenders between the ages 

of ten (10) and fi fteen (15). For the two-year pet; od of thi s study, there 

\'If!re 50 status offenders committed to the school and 310 criminal offenders. 

The average daily population was 200. The 10% random sample take~ for this 

study yielded 5 status offendel~s and 31 criminal offenders. 

Table LV analyzes the age, race, and sex distribution of the status of

fenders. The majority of the students, or 60%t were black ma1es, ages 12 to 14. 

The 2 white males reprasented in the sample population were ages 10 and 15. The 

distribution among the age brackets represented was nearly even. Each group 

accounted for 20% of the total. 

Refer to Table LV 

The age, race, and sex distribution of criminal offenders is analyzed in 

Table LVI. As \'las evident \'1ith the criminal offenders at the John G. Richards 

School, the majority, 64.5%, of the criminal offenders at the S. C. School for 

Boys \'Iere black . 

The age t'ange among the criminal offenders at the school :ifas from 10 to 15. 

The thirteen and fourteen year olds accounted for 61.3% of the samole population, 

however. 

Refer to Table LVI 

Table LVII analyzes the age ~nd offense distribution of the status offenders . 

Interesti ngly enough, n~una\'/ays accounted for' only 20% of the s tatu~ offendet's at 

the S. C. School for Boys. The remaining 80% of the status offendet's were 

evenly distdbuted bet\'1een incordgibles and truants. 

Refer to Table LVII 

I I; 
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Age 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Totals 

I 
!. 

-"!'<.Si!1 

Age 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Totals 

- . - ~ . 

,''".-

e 
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S. C. School for Boys 

Table LVI 

Criminal Offenders 
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution 

-~"'-:'-

;};~: 
j.)t"·: 

,;;; 
Hhite/Mrll~ 'oL .. __ , " ._. _ Bl ack.~!'1~~ e % ~~. Totals % 

0 

1 

1 

3 

5 

1 

11 

White/Hale 

1 

0 

0 

0 ,< . 
", 

. '.~-' 

~ ,,---,-.' 0 -~ .. ,:.:.~.~-

1 

2 

33.3% 

25.0% 

33.3% 

50 . O%:,,:~.'" . .;:=~: 

25.0% 

35.5% 

• 

1 

2 

3 

6 

5 

3 

20 

100.0% lff' 
66.7% ' 

cc;:~~~jl?~O% 
~i' 66.7% 

::~.: 

;~::'. 50.0% 

75.0% 

64.5% 

1 3.2% 

3 9.7% 

4 12.9% 

9 29.0% 

10 32.3% 

4 12.9% 

31 100.0% 

-
_ .. ~ -.It ,...::=--'"'";..>':"...==========;===""' ____________________ -,. ______ -""""'''-"',"'=,.... 

' ... '~ ,-," .. S. C. School for Boys 

Table LV 

Sta tus'Wffenders 
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution 

~. 

'.:'.-;.-'::-!~ 

'% "::: ,.' . Black/Male % Totals % 

100.0% 0 1 "' , '-.. ./ 20.0% 

0 0 

1 100.0% 1 20.0% 

1 100.0% 1 20.0% .L 

1 100.0% 1 20.0% 

100.0% 0 1 20.0% 
-/ 

40.0% 3 60.0% ,.. 100.0% :J 

.... :;~.;.~ r;::' 

'/ ::' 

e 
.~;~?;/' 
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The analysis of criminal offenders by age and offense presented in Table 

LVIII reflects a Smaller array of offenses than did the Similar table for 

John G. Richards School. However, larceny is again the most frequent offense. 

Note that more than ha 1f the total sample, 17 or 54.8%, 'lere committed on th i s 
one charge. 

Br-eaking and entering and assault are the next two most popular 
. /:'I'i~'-offenses, accounting for 4 each, or 25.8%, of the total sample. 

Refer to Table LVIII. ., 
:' 

'"'..-

Tab Ie L 1 X ana 1 yzes the s ta tus a ffende r by race, sex, and offense. -An:' 

interesting variation was evident in this sample in that the one (1) runa"IaY 
represented was black. 

Refer to Table LIX 

Tab 1 e LX exam i nes the Nce, sex, and offense of the cri m; na 1, -offenders. 

The 11 Whites in the sampl e popul ati on were commi tted on four di fferent cha rges: 
."':,;,', 

assa u It, break i n9 and en te ri ng, 1 a rceny, and vanda 11 sm. The offens es of the 

20 blacks were distributed among these four charges and three additional ones: 

possessi on of "Ieapons, robbery, and auto theft. - Of the 11 whites, almost ha I f 

were commi tted on 1 arceny charges "hil e nearly two-th i rds of -the blacks I,ere 
committed for larceny. 

Refer to Table LX 

The family configuration of status offenders at the S. c. School'for 80ys 

analyzed jn Table LXI reflects much the same picture as the analYsis for status 

offenders at John G. Richards School. All of the students came from a family 

unit in which at least one of the natural parents was present. 

Refer to Tablo LXI 

,," , 
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White/Hale 

Black/Hale 

Totals 

-

Offense 

Assault 

Auto Theft 

B& E 

Lal"ceny 

Possession of 
Heaoons 

Robbery 

Vandalism 

otals 

e 

./ 

S. C. School for Boys 

Table LIX 

Status Offenders 
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution 

_ •• _--. r J ---- .- ..---._.-- .- - ... ~- .. - .-

2 100.0% 0 0 

0 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 

2 40.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 

;. 

'i 

~-::~. 

e 
'.' 

S. C. School for Boys 

Table LVIII 

Criminal Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

Age 10 
No. % 

Age 11 
No. % 

Age 12 
N(f~ % 

Age 13~,.Age 14 
No. % No. % 

0 0 0 3 33.3% 1 10.0% 
-

0 1 33.3% ····0 1 11.1% 0 

0 0 2 50.0% 0 2 20i()% 

1 100.0% 0 2 50.0% 5 55.6% 7 70.0% 

0 1 33.3% 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 1 33.3% f' 
~, a 0 

1 3.2% 3 9.7% 4 12.9% 9 29.0% I 10 32.3% 

·.!~~~i··~ 

e 

~-~-=====--=----===~=--= ::::..=-===-= 

w ___ .. _ .-

2 . 40.0% 

. 3 60.0% 

5 100.0% 

e 

Age 15 
No. % Totals % .. 

0 4 12.9% 

1 25.0% 3 9.8%: 

0 4 12.9% 

2 50.0% 17 54.8% 

0 1 3.2% 
.: 

1 25.0% 1 3.2% 

0 1 3.2% 

4 12.9% 31 100.0% 

. ". ~. 

e 
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tJatural Parents 

One Parent 

r'1other / Stepfa ther 

Father/Stepmother 

Re 1 ativ.es 

Guard; an/Foster Home' 

Totals 

e 
-:: ~ .- .. ' 

Offen~ 
-' 

\' 
Assaul t 

Auto Theft 

B & E 

Larceny 

Possession of 
Heapons 

Robbery 

Vandalism 

Totals 

e 

'" 

:~;.;..:::. 

S. C. _ 2 QhOo 1 for Boys _ 
, '-'~~ :'~,:-~~ 

Table LXI 

Sta,:pus Q.ffenders 
FamilY Configuration 

White/Nale % Black/Hale % 

0 2 100.0% 

0 1 100.0% 

1 100.0% 0 

1 100.0% 0 

O,ol;, 0 

0 
.::;.;::.:;:,;,., .. , ..... 

0 

2 40.0% 3 60.0% 

e 

S. C. School for Boys 

Table LX .' 
Criminal Offenders ~ . 

. . Race, Sex, and Offense DistributiQi'! 
.}{t: 

Hhi te/f·1a 1 e % 

2 18.2% 

Q:c 
..... ~.~-

-~, -

3 27.3% 

5 45.5% 

0 

0 

1 9.1% 

11 35~5% 

'" 

Bl ack/f·1a 1 e % 

2 10.0% 

3 15.0% . 

e 

1 

12 

1 

1 

o 

20 

5.0% 

60.0% 

5.0% 

5.0% 

64.5%-' . 

Totals % 

2 40.0% 

1 20.0% 

1 20.0% 

1 20.0% 

0 

0 

5 100.0% 

e 

~~ 

:!"~. 

T6tals % 

4 12.9% 

3 9.8% 
-. :-;. 

4 /12.9% 

17 
I> 

54.8% 
-~. 

:;? 
1 -:. 3.2% II 

1 3.2% 

1 3.2% 

31 100.0% 

Co 

e 
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"'$ pj ;:;r t::: 

1'"+ 0- M' ro ro "0 ""S 
pj ...I, ...II '"'l -s pj pj 

The findings of the family configuration of criminal offenders shown in 
..... til <:: ....... ....... ""S .... 
. III ::s ro I./l I./l (t) ...... III 1'"+ 1'"+ ::l ." 

Table LXII are mu~h ,more varied, however. Both Y/h ite rna 1 es and bi'ack males 
.." ro ro M- w 
0 "0 "'C -s 
Vl 8 -h f1) 
c+ pj ::s ro 1'"+ 1'"+ c-t 

are represented in almost every category. The largest percentage of the criminal '"'l :r ::r VI ro ro 
:x: -s ""S 
0 

offenders, 13 or 41.9%f ten of whom were black, came from family units ; n \'Ihi ch 3 ro 

only.oQe parent was present. 
jf ::-: 

;:;r 

Refer to Table LXII ...I. 

1'"+ ..... 
I /< 

ro 

Table LXI II analyzes the grade placements of status offenders. Eighty 
..... ..... 0 ..... N W .f::>o ...... :s: 

pj ..... 
(80%) percent' of the status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys .have been 

ro 

placed at their normal grade level. Olrly one (1) white male was one grade ..... 
w 01 0 0'1 N .,c::. 
0'1 0 0 0 w .,c::. 

below his normal grade 1 evel at the time of commitment. Thi sis a hi gher pel'- · · . · • · ~ tn 0 0 0 ..... .,c::. 
~ ~ ~ ~ Q~ ~ 

" (J') 
pjC"") . 

centage than has been indicated at any of the dther facil it; es . 3-; 
...... ...J, ("") 
..... 3 . 

t...::: .... -l 
Refer to Table LXIII ::1 pj (J') 

("")pj 0'" (") 

e e 0 ..... ..... ;:;r 

Table LXIV reflects the same information for the crimi na 1 offenders. 
::l en 0 

o:l -h0 0 ..... -t. -h ..... 
pj 1.O-h r-

, ~) Approximately half (~) of the criminal offender~ have been placed at their 
n ero X ~ N ..... 7' ""S::1 }-01 

0 I-' N 0 N 0 0'1 ....... pjo.. ..... ... 
The majority of the~e students, 66.7%, were black. I 

::: rtro 

normal grade level. Five 
PI -,,~ o:l 
-' OVI ~ (U) ::l 

VI 

(5) students, 2 whites and 3 blacks f were three or more grades belO\'I the level Ii 
I! 

, , 

~ 
..... 

,,":; .. 

expected for their age group. Sixty-five'(~5%) pe~'cent of>the blacks v/ere at 
0'\ 0'1 0 0'1 "'oJ 0'1 
~ 0 .0 0 O"! 0'1 · · . · · · ~ 
0'1 0 0 0 1.0 0'\ 

their normal grade levels; \'Ihereas, 54~~ of the whites \'Iel'e at their normal 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

ij 
level. 

~ 
Refer to Table LXiV 

~ Table LXV analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status offenders. 
r:L,At., ... .l- """",~~""~ 

The'se findings reflect a fairly even distribution of all students in the three 
-l 

,_~/ 

0 
W ~ c+ 
i>-' N N ..... +=a w 1.0 w ..... 

income brackets. Fi fty (50f;) percent of the students were from urban areas, til 

" 

and 80% of the students did not receive \~e}fal'e a.ssistance. ..... 
0 ..... +=a N 
0 0'\ 0'\ ('tJ N ..... 1.0 · · • . · · · Refer to Table LXV e e 0 0'1 tn N 1.0 1.0 0 ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~'t ~ ~ ~ 

:1 
I 
I 
I 

, ~-

" , 



Grade level 

ilormal Grade Level 

One Grade BelO\·[ 

T\"o Grades Below 

Three Grades Below 

Four Grades Below 

Hare Than Four 
Grades Below 

Totals 

e 

Grade Level 

;Jorma 1 Grade Level 

One G}~ade Below 

T\-IO GI"ades Be low 

Three Grades Below 

Four Grades Below 

i·lore Than Four 
GI"ades Bel 0\'1 

Totals 

e 

Hhite/Hale 

5 

1 

3 

2 

0 

0 

11 

t~h i teLMa 1 e 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

S. C. School for Boys 

Table LXIV 

Criminal Offenders 
Grade Placement 

% Black/Hale 

33.3% 10 

25.0% 3 

42~9% 4 

66.7% 1 

2 

0 

35.5% 20 

e 

S. C School for Boys 

Table LXIII 

Status Offenders 
Grade Placement 

% BlackLHale 

25.0% 3 

100.0% 0 

0 

a 

0 

a 

40.0% 3 

~:;:---'" 

e 

% Totals M 
J~ 

66.7% 15 48.4% 

75.0% 4 12.9% 

57.1% c!J 22.6% 

33.3% 3 9.7% 

100.0% 2 6.5% 

a 

64.5% 31 100.0% 

4ft 

i 
~ 
7:' 

% Totals % 

~ 75.0% . 4 80.0% 

1 20.0% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60.0% 5 100.0% 

',/ 

e 
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The criminal offenders I socioeconomic environment is analyzed in Table LXVI. 

A greater percentage of the criminal offender~ are found to be from a lower 

income, under $5,000 annually. While the analysis of the status offenders re

vealed that 40% were from families whose annual income exceeded $10,000, only 

12.9% of the criminal offenders were in this bracket. Unlike the status of-

fenders, ~ large proportion of the criminal offenders, 42%, both black and 

whi te, were from suburban homes, while only 29% I'/ere from each ot' the urban 

and rUt~al categories. The majority of the criminal offenders, 74.2;~, were 

not Welfare recipients. A larger percentage, 25.8% of the criminals, as com

pared to 20% of the status offenders, I'lere Helfate recipients. 

Refer to Table LXVI 

Table LXVII and LXVIII analyze the prior commitments for criminal and status 

offenders. Only 1 of the status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys had a 

record of priol~ commitment. This student had been committed as an incorrigible. 

The prior commitment records of the criminal offenders at the S. C. School 

for Boys reveal that 32.3% of th~ sampled population had had a priOl' commitment. 

Of these 10 students, 70% had been cOI~lJ1itted previously on a vat'iety of criminai 

charges. The 30;~ committed prev; ous 1 yas status offenders I'lere all runavrays. 

Refer to 1able LXVII and LXVIII 

SU~tr.tARY 

The racial distribution of the status and criminal offenders at the S. C. 

Schoo i for Boys shO\~s a higher pt'oporti on of b 1 ack~ than was found at the 

John G. Richatds School for Boys. Of the status offenders, 60% t'lere black 

while 64.5% of the criminal offenders were black. 

/,' .... -----------','-------~ 
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S. C. School for Boys 

Table LXVII 

'~~q~{:~~~ .. ~~:,r. Status Offenders 
Prior Commitment 

_c,%,C-_" _. 

_1_-

Bl ack/l1a 1 e 
,.- ~ - ,"" ~'-r,-,~·- . 

_, .. ;i~~~~~:\':~~'. c,~ • ,- ,--
.:;;;~~ -~ - . ." '-_.- / < 

0 ·.:::,-::;t.'" 1 
2 100.0% 2 

2 40.01¥ 3 

0 1 

0 1 

% ----. 

33.3% 
66.7% . 

60.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

,,-,;;;e-
,.'~ -; ·7;~??:.~~~~~~~:!:Zf.~~·: -. 

e 
.. -~. -~::'i:.~~'~:.,:~-,:: 

, -.:::: 

'- -
...... 

, ..... ;:. 

S. C. School tor-Boys 
_:i:.;.::~t~~·r.": I ,~~,: ;;-

0',,-,,-: Tab 1 e LXV! 

Criminal Offenders 
Sociceconomic Envlronment 

'''~'''''!''-~-. -- - ~ 

~, Whi te/Ma 1 e % B1 ack/Ma 1 e -;\; % 
~~:.-. 
'Economi c Status 

Under $5,000 
$5~000 - $10,000 
Over $10,000 
~ .' 

T(ftals 

Home Location 

Urban 
Rural 

/'Suburban 

Totals 

14elfare Status 

- Yes 
No 

Totals 

e 

->;~;-:~~ . 

5 
4 
2 

11 

2 
4 
5 

11 

2 
9 

~!::' 

45.5% 
36.4% 
18.2% 

35.5% 

18.2% 
36.4% 
45.5% 

35.5% 

18.2% 
81.8% 

=.:.:..: .. 

:3S:
c

S% 

:--

_9 
9 
2 

20 

7 
5 
8 

20 

6 
14 

20 

45.0% 
45 .• 0%-
10-.0% 

64.5% 

! 

35.0% 
25.0% 
40.0% 

64.5% 

30.0% 
70.0% 

;.~'''. 

64.5% 

j 
. ! 

of 
f-

""'-~. 

? 

Totals 

1 
4 

5 

1 

1 

,'7 j .- ~ .. 

-:£~ -

d;,!.i--,.,_ 

t 
i 
(. 

~-' 

J 

14 
13 
4 

31 

9 
:g 

13' 

31. 

8 
23. 

31 

(f 

% 

20.0% 
80.0% 

100.0% 

100:.0% 

10'0.0% 

e 

!J"W~' 

% 

(: 

45.2% 
41.9% 
12.9% 

100.0% 

29.0% 
29.0% 
42.0% 

-.100~0% '-;-;-,;:-. 

.. 

25.8% 
74.2% 

<ioo.O% 
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Yes 
No 

Totals 

Pri or Of~~~\~,~,,~~,y"~':' . 

B &<E 
Burglary 
Larceny 
R6bbet~y 

. RunavlaY 

Totals 

:e 

" . .,..~~~ 
,. 

White/Hale 

4 
7 

... 1..-

;~ 
: .•. 11 

~ilil~':', 

2 
1 
0 
0 
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S. C School for Boys 

/~Tab 1 e LXV II I 
<.->' 

Criminal Offenders 
Pri Ot~ Comm; tment 

% B1 ack/f1a 1 e 

36.4% 6 
63.6% 14 

35.5% 20 

50.0% 0 
25.0% 0 

3 
1 

25.0% 2 

40.0% 6 
~ - ~ 

. -

e 

'':;:', 

% 

30.0% 
70.0% 

64.5% 

50.0% 
16.7% 
33.3% 

60.0% 

j 
• 

~ j 
, :.-~.~ .. 

. ! 
~. '1 
. ~ 

J 
! 

.'t 
~ 
¢ 

" 

". 

Totals 

10 
21 

31 

c;;:? 

2 
1 
3 
1 
3 

10,,;. 
-~~';:.:' 

.~ 

;.f::::~1,.~ .. :.-. 

·:'-~:.._t., 

:.::~\ 

e 

,.';:;-

% 

32.3% 
. .". 6]!~]%. ~. 

100.0% 

20.0% 
10.0% 
30.0% 
10.0% 
30~'M{:~:c 

100.0% 

.-;. 
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The,,Intensive Care Units (ICU) are located on the campus of the John G. 
';':.c:;~%ji~ .,' ,\/\~,/::.'.' ':'::." .'. :,',.,', 

Richards 'School for Boys and WillOl'l Lane School i~ Columbi'ii~S. G:~:>"\ ICU operates 

as all independent facility, however,_ with separa'H~~ personnel and progra~s. 
Students are sometimes committed directly to the Intensive Care Unit from 

t ,,~:. ,', ' ; , ' " 

the Court. 't~ore oftJ'h t however, they are t'ransferr~d from the open campus 
~ " . 

because ofb'ehaviorproblems. 
','" .' 

The charge on,:.~,~ich the student is commi tted 

. is not the deciding factor of~his placement in ICU. 
'~(rii' ~"'\~~'\"::"' . 

A ~\~;~f~ram of beha'l-ior 

modification is the tniaatment approach used in ICU. 
'." '. 

During the two-year::peri od cO,yeredby thi 5 situdy, there were 20 status . , ~,r '\~/.'f>~I~,,;,\l>::' ;.::<, ,~.' ';0 , 

o'ffend~rs and 110 crimin'al offenders in the POpt:l~;~;tion of this unit. The 
. ~ 

behavi~r modification pr6~ram was not included as part of ICU when these 
';~ 

fjgure~ were compiled. The 10% sample yielded 2 status offenders and 11 
o'J: 

J!' 
criminal offenders.', The;'~Willow Lane ICU and the John G.Richards ICU are, 

treated as one facility in this study. Because of the small sample, the 

criminal and status off~!rders are analyzed together. 
',~a'f 

The sample of status;:offenders in the ICU population revealed,no blacks. 
, ,;;,'" 

There were 2 \>/111 tes, one a fi fteen-year-ol d mal e and the;~othe,r a fOllrteen
'~;h;~1i~~~\ " 

\ 

year-o 1 d female. 

In the leu population sample of criminal offenders, there'iw~:'0eonly males: 
;[';\1,,1 

4 white males and 7 black males, ages fif.teen and sixteen. T~~ majority of . ~.. ..' 

these sampled, or 81.8%, '>Jere sixteen years ofa9.~" 

Refer to Ta'ble LXIX'~A~~>;;;' 
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'1,1:-::;" 
Table LXX analy~es the age ,and offense 

distribution pf the Intensive Care 
':.' 

Unit. This table~~6ws that aIS",year-old was committed':~.~·bause of truancy and 
:1~':' .,~i~:f·:~;:'. . .. 

a 14-year-old beca~use of violation q,;f)'cuffew. ,', .It~·~:~ 

TheH1a:ha 1 ys is of race, sex an d &If;f'ense di s tri but; on of cri mi na 1 offenders 
,.,' ,,' ::: 

indicates that the r~~ge of offenses~s similar to the pattern seen in the 
'J\ik~ .,,:~W 

other institutions. »~~rceny 1slag~~)) the most frequent charge. Of the eleven 
, ~'.t~(t~) tt~'.~· 
,HI criminal offenders in, the sample, over 50% were committed on this charge. 

Refer to 'Table LXX-A&B 

Table LXXI analyzes the race, sex and offense distribution of status and 
I ~. 

criminal offenders. The data in this table suggests that the population of ICU 

is similar to those of the other in~titutions, in that the male in the sample 

was committed for truancy and the female for violation of curfew. 

Twice as many blacks as whites were found in the ICU population who had 

been committed on larceny charges. Only white males were confined on manslaughter 

and robbery charges, v/hil e onl,y bl acks had been committed for auto theft and 

vandalism. .,:,.. ...... 

Refer to, ~a~ ]i;~~l\;~'XX I -A&B 

The family confi gurati on of the students in the Intensi ve Care Uni tis 

analyzed in Table LXXII. \According to our sample, none.of the status offenders 
?ff~ 

came from families in whi'qh both natural parents were present. The \oJhite female 
~:.;/ 

had been living with one~~rparent prior to incarceration, and>the white male had 
: !.;.;:::.' , .• ),~'''' 

been living with his moti1~r and stepfather. 
,:: .. ~~~~, 

A di fferent pi cture'~iperges wi th the crimi na 1 offen~l.~rs in leU, however. 
;1~· ;> .. '. 

A s i zeab 1 e proporti on of ttese students, 45.8%, came from fami 1 i es ; n whi;~h . ! 
both natural parents were pre~;~~m'~,'\'~~;~s t as man~?~QSij~s, 45ceen '\ 
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living with one parent. None of these students came from family units con

taining a stepparent. 

Refer to Table LXXII-A&B 

Table LXXIII analyzes the grade placement of status and criminal offenders. 

Of the 2 status offenders, neither have been placed in the normal grade level. 

The white female was two grades below her normal grade level, and the white 

male was more than four grades below the level expected for his age group. 

Refer to Table LXXIII-A&B 

Table LXXIV analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status and criminal 

offenders. Both status offenders came from the lowest economic bracket. The 

white male was from an urban ~rea and the white female from a suburban area. 

Neither ,were from families who received Welfare assistance. 

The criminal offenders I socioeconomic distribution revealed that more 

blacks than whites were from lower economic levels; 71.4% of the black males 

were from famil i es whose annual income \'Ias 1 ess than $5,000. None of the white 

males wet"e from this economic group. The 4 whites in this sample population 

were from the $5,000 to $10,000 annual income bracket. Again, the majority 

of the c}~iminal offenders, 45,4%. \'/ere from urban areas. The majority of 

the criminal offenders. 72.7%, !'Iere from famnies \'/ho did not receive any 

Welfare assistance. 

Refer to Table LXXIV-A&B 

The analysis of priot" commitment records of the sample population of status 

and criminal offenders is presented in Table LXXV. Of the 2 status offenders, 

one had been committed prey; ous 1 y as a runaway. Three (3), or 27.3%, of the 



Intensive Care Units 

Table LXXIII 

Grade Placement 

A. Status Offenders 

_. -- -_. - , - -- --, . .- - .. .- -, ' ,- ~ - -_ .. - .-

Normal Grade Level 0 0 0 I 0 0 

One Gl-ade Below a .0 a ~-:-- .0 0 ,-:.. 

~"" 

T\\Io Grades Bel m'l 0 1 100.0% 0 0 1 50.0% ... 
-', 

Three Grades Below 0 0 0 0 0 

Four Grades Bel 0\'1 0 0 0 0 0 

Nore Than Four Gra·des 1 100.0% 0 0 a 1 50.0% 
Bel 0\'1 

Totals . 1 50.0% 1 50.0% a 0 2 100.0% 

e e e 
J#.: 

Intensive Care Units 

Table LXXII 

Family Configuration 

B. Criminal Offenders 

.. / .. '" r'l/1 /0 0/1'1 h /j.L l- n lotaJs % 

Natural Parents 1 20.0% a 4 80.0% 0 5 45.5% 
One Parent 2 40.0% .0 3' 60.0% 0 5 45.5% 
Mother/Stepfather a· 0 0 0 0 - .. 
Father/Stepmother 0 . 0 0 0 0 

" .. 
:-.;;-

Relatives 1 100.0% 
" 

0 a a 1 9.0% (:' 

Guardian/Foster Home 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 4 36.4% 0 7 63.6% I 0 11 100.0% 

e - -



----------------~~-.~----~----------~ 

Intensive Care Units 

Table LXXIV 

Socioeconomic Environment 

A. Status Offenders 

H/H % W/F % B/r~ % B/F % Totals % 

Ecnnomic Status 

Under $5,000 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0 2 100.0% 
$5,000 - $10,000 0 0 0 a 0 
Over $10,000 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 

Totals 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 100.0% 
~ 

Home Location 

Urban 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 50.0% 
Rural 0 a 0 0 0 
Suburban a 1 100.0% 0 a 1 50.0% 

Totals 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 100.0% 

Helfare Status 

Yes 0 0 a a 0 
No 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 a 2 100.0% 

Totals 1 50.0% 1 50.0% a a 2 100.0% 
_ .. - -

e e e 
-;,:-> 

Intensive Care Units 

Tabl e LXXIII 

Grade Placement 

B. Criminal Offenders 

_.::;.a __ .... _ .. 1Icoo. 
, •• & ;u "II IU U/I"I /D U/I JO IVI.QI;:) /0 

Normal Grade Level 3 50.0% a 3 50.0% a 6 54.5% 

One Grade 8elo\'1 . a a a 0 a 
T\.,.o GY'ades Below 0 0 2 100.0% 0 2 18.2% ,.. 
Three Grades Below a a 2 100.0% a 2 18.2% 

Four Grades Below a a a a 0 

Hore Than Four Grades Below 1 100.0% a 0 a 1 9.1% -;::.' 

- . 

Totals 4 36.4% a 7 63.6% a 11 100.0% 

"> 

-' e e e 
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Table LXXIV 

So'ci oeconomi c Envi ronment 
.:'" 

w/r 70 Jj/M 10 B/F % Totals % 

. -'.' '0 
~ . '.: 

·····0 5 71.4% 0 5 45.5% '0 2 28.6% 0 '6 54.5% 0 0 0 0 

0 . 7 63.6% 0 11 100.0% :.!. 

"'0. 3 42.9% 0 5 45.4% 0' 2 28.6% 0 3 27.3% 
0 2 28.6% 0 3 27.3% 

, , ~ .. - ,. 
0 7 ' 63.6% ' 0 11 100.0% 

0 2 28.6% 0 " 

3 '. 27.3% 
0 5 71.4% 0 8 72.7% 

" 

0 I 7 63.6% 0 ff~ 100.0% 

- '-:"''':.~~ e 0, 



8. Criminal Offenders 

Prior Commitment 

Yes 
No 

Totals 

Prior Offense 
~-

Larceny 
Truancy 

Totals 

_c· _ . ., 

A. Status Offenders 

Prior Commitment 

Yes 
No 

Totals 

Prior Offense 

Runaway 

Totals 

~~'':''-:-.....: 

e 

:.~ 

Intensive Care Units 

Table LXXV 

Prior Commitment 

% W/F % 8/M 
. ;. ~ 

2 50.0% 0 1 
2 50.0% 0 6 

.~~' :'::'. 4 36.4% 0 7 

1 50.0% 0 1 
1 50.0% 0 0 

2 66.7% 0 1 

;~~ffY~-:o; :" 

• 

% BLF % 

14.3% a 
85.7% 0 

64.6% a 

100.0% 0 
a 

-33~ 3% a ;.;:; 

Totals 

··;3 
,-8 

11 

2 
1 

3 

% 

27.3% 
72.7% 

100.0% 

66.7% 
33.3% 

100.0% 

-
~::/ 

>iT 
~1~:' 

;~:. 
.:,-~ 

-- . ~-
2 
f 
~ 

: <.,.p> 

Intensive Care Units 

Table LXXV 

Prior Commitment 

.' 

~J[f·1 % W/F % 8/M % 8/F % Totals % 

"~i 
II' 

1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 50.0% 
0 1 100.0% 0 a 1 50.0% 

1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 100.0% 

1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 100.0% 

1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 100.0% 

-. 

-: ~ 

• '" ·.~;i_ 
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sUr~MARY 

The following fourteen tables reflect the combined statistics of the pre

ceding six (6) instHutiona'l analyses and offer more detailed comparisons of 

the two groups of offenders. The same format is used for the tables in the 

conclusion that was used in the separate institutional analyses. 

Table LXXVI shows the age, race, and sex distribution of status offenders 

committed to the S. C. Department of Youth Services from 1972-1974. The majority 

of the status offenders were primarily females; 70 or 57.8% of"~he tot~l sampled 

po~ulation of 121 status offenders were females. R~cially, whites acco6nted for 

60.3% of the total sample populatiori. 

Most of the status offenders were between the ages of 13 and 16, with 15 
r 

being the rredian age. Only 12.3% of the total population fell between the ages 

of 9 and 13. The greater number of female status offenders were fOund to be 

15 years of age, while more males I'lere committed as status offenders at age 16. 

Refer to Table LXXVI 

In Table LXXVII~ the age, race, and seX distribution of criminal offenders., 

is analyzed. As to be expected, the reverse of the distribution sexually holds 

true in this table. The majority of the criminal offenders committed to the 

Department of Youth Services were male, and, racially, the majority were black. 

The age distribution for crinrinal offenders was somewhat similar to that of 

status offenders. Only 5.3% of the criminal offenders in the institutionsan~' 
.. ~ 

Evaluation CI!mters\~ere under thirteen years of age. 

;,;, Refer, to Tal?,le LXXVII 
.. 

Table LXXVIII shO\~s that 'the three major status offenses--incorrigibi1i,ty, , " ..... 

running away, and truancy--\</et·e~J.most equally distributed among the status 
~2~ .. 

,rr' 

w 
.a::> 

N 
CP . 

w 
~) 
o 

N 
~ 

W ..... 

N 
<..n . 

N N 

I-' 
W N N ..... N '-J 0 
N CP <.n N N (J1 0 
• • • • III .. • 

..... 0'1 I.D <..n N 0 0 
~ ~ ~ ~ 'a~ Ct.a ~ 

N 

N .;::.. N .;::.. N 
00 0 I.D W N 
CI • • • • 

0'\ 0 O'l co N 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

o 

..... N W N 

.;::.. <..n ~ <..n w <..n . . . . . . 
w~.;::..owo 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

o 

o 

..... 0:1 
~ I.D 0 W N 0 0 0 ~ 

N 
<..n . 

w 
<..n 

W 
~ . ..... N 

co N . . 
co N 
~ '~ 

..... 
0'1 

" 

::OVl PIn
njll 
roM-

e 
Q::>Vl 

(.I) 0 
Cll-h 
X-h 

Cll 
O:::S 
->.0-
Vl ro 
M-'l 
'l Vl 
-J • 

o 
:::s 

",' 



-i ...... ...... ...... ...... f-4"::'~IIt-' 
0 0'\ U1 .j:::o W t'iJ~l~·:.t , 
.-+ ~,,~'}Z\~~.' ~ 
PJ .. .. i"r4~q,\J;" 

-i 

VI 

\0 W N ...... ...... "-J 0'\ 0'\ "-J .j:::o ...... 

w .j:::o +=- .j:::o N W ...... 
CO W N W U1 0 .j:::o 

· · · · · · · N 0 0 I'\) 1.0 ..... 1 W 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

...... , 
0 w w ...... N 0 0 

..;::. W ..;::. N '-I · · · · · N <..n CO "'-J ..;::. 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

I-Il 
N .j:::o N ...... I-' 
N U1 "-J "'-J "-J "-J 0'\ 

U1 U1 .j:::o +=- O'l U1 CO ...... N W 0'\ W W U1 · · · · · · · W W U1 0 0 CO "'-J 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

... 
...... 
U1 N U1 W ...... N 0 

...... 
0'\ ...... \0 CO W U1 · · · · · · W N "-J 

"""" 
"-J <..n 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

\::'>(;: 

N 
tAl CO 0'\ tAl N I-' 
CO ""'-I ...... ....... ....... tAl ....... 

.... 
W 0 .. !\.') .... t-i 

0 0'\ '.CJ:l U1 I-' t.11 w · · ~~W~:;~ · · · 0 0'\ (.oJ U1 0 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

f-4 ~ 0 \0 
ro 

0 0 
::g: 

........ 
3: 

~ 

tS ...... 0 
"T1 

N » 
U1 c.c · ~ ro 
0 ~ 

Ct-\"( 
~n 
PJ ""'l 
n ...... 
ro 3 

~. 

Ro~ 
PJ 

(./) -' , ro 
CO >< 0 

N ...... ........ oot, 
3: ooot, 

...... (1) 
VI ~ 
.-+ 0.. 
""'l CD 
..... "'$ 

U1 ~ 0 
C" VI 
s:: · · ~ .-+ 

0 0 .... 
~ ~ 0 

::l 

...... ...... CO 

tn 
. 

N U1 
U1 0 · · ~ 
0 0 
~. ~ 

-f 
0 
.-+ 

.j:::o N PJ 
-' 
VI 

.... 0 · · ~ 
0'\ CO 
U~ ~ 

-i 
PJ 
C" 
-i (./) 
ro. c::: 

3: ::s: 
r- )::> 

>< ;;0 
>< -< <: ....... 
H 

.-

-59-

offenders committed to the Department of Youth Services during this two-year 

period. The p·nedominant offense for which youths were committed for status 
~~:~r' 

offenses, how~y~r, was running away. A little more than one-third (1/3), 36.4%, 
,',' 

of the total iample population were runaways. A small percentage of the status 

offenders, 1.6%, were committed for violation of curfew. 

Refer to Table LXXV I II 

The analysis of the age and offense distribution of the criminal offenders 

committed to the institutions and Evaluation Centers shown in Table LXXIX suggests 

that more than one-third (1/3) of them, 34.5%, were committed on larceny charges. 

Breaking and entering accounted for 14.3% of the population while 11.3% were 

committed for other thefts, and 10.1% for assault. Robbery accounted for 6.4% 

of those criminal offenders sampled, drug abuse for 5.5% and burglary for 

5%. 

It is interesting to note that 75% of the criminal offenders committed for 

sex. offenses were thirteen years of age or younger. For only one other offense, 

breaking and entering, were there more pre-teens committed. The greatest number 

of criminal offenders we~e sixteen years of age; this hold~ true not only for 

the total figures, but for each separate offense as well . 

Refer to Table LXXIX 

Table LXXX reflects the summary of the race) sex and offe:nse distribution 

of status offendel"s. Almost half the students, 19 of the total 44, committed 

as runaways were \'1hite females; only 9 \'/ere black females. lhese figures reflect 

the (~ndings reported instudies.of runaway teenagers in South Carolina and the 
. '" ',' .; 

nation • 

J 
1/ 



~ 
Offense No. % 

Assault 0 

Auto Theft 0 

B & E 1 50.0% 

Burglary 0 

Disorderly Conduct 0 

Drug Abuse 0 -
Drunk Driving 0 

Drunkenness 0 

Larceny 0 

Nanslaughter 0 

Poss. of Weapons 0 

Robbery 0 

Sex Offense 0 

Vandalism 1 50.0% 

Other 0 

Totals 2 0.8% 

-,/ 

e, 

A ''1- 1 _ .. _- .. . ~. --

9 0 

10 1 

11 2 

12 2 

13 5 

14 5 

15 12 

16 11 

Totals 38 

e 

Age 10 
No. % 

0 

0 

0 

0 .:/":"" ':-. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 75.0% 

0 

0 

0 

1 25.0% 

0 

0 

4 1.6% 

_ ... 'i.r;;-·~~:-;..: 
~:"... ., 
.:,.-;~ + 

. 

. 

Age 11 
No. % 

0 

1 14.3:~: 
3 42.8% 

1 14.3% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 14.3% 

0 

0 

1 14.3% 

0 

7 : 2.9% 

/--'~~~'~"':'c'oc-~_ 

SU!414ARY 

Table LXXIX 

Criminal Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 

Age 12 Age 13 
No. % No. % 

0 5 18.5% 

1 7.7% 4 14.8% 

4 30.7% 3 11.1% 

1 7.7% 0 

0 1 3.7% 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

6 46.2% 11 40.8% 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 2 7.4% 

1 7.7% 0 

0 1 3.7% 

13 5.6% 27 11.3% 

,. 

'" 

e 

SUNf1ARY 

.'<'TI&6\~ LXXV I I I . " <~i_~";; 

Status Offenders 

Age 14 
'lo '" ...... - " 

4 10.8% 

3 '8.1% 

4 10.8% 

3 8.1% 

0 

2 5.4% 

0 

0 

19 51.4% 

0 

0 

1 t.7% 

0 

1 2.7% 

0 

37 15.6% 

Age and Offense Distribution 

Age 15 Age 16 
No. % No. ~ 

6 9.8% 9 10.3% 

7 11.5% 11 12.6% 

8 13.1% 11 12.6% 

2 3.3% I 5 5.7% 

1 1.6% 4 4.6% 

4 6.6% 7 8.0% 

0 1 1.1% 

1 1.6% 1 1.1% 

21 34.5% 22 25~3% 

1 1.6% 2 2.3% 

1 1.6% 2 2.3% 

5 8.2% 9 10.3X 

1 1.6% -tf 
2 3.3% 2 2.3% 

1 1.6% 1_,0 1 1.1% 

61 25.6% 87 36.6% 

-:~. 

Totals . ...,"' ..... -
24 

27 

34 

12 

6 

13 

1 

2 

82 
3 

4 

15 
4 

8 

3 

238 

40 

e 

a 
'" 

10.1% 

11.3% 

~3% ,), .... --0/ .. : 

""B. 0% 

2.5% 

5.5% 

0.4% 

0.8% 

34.5% 

1.2% 

1.7% 

6.4% 

1.7% 

3.4% 
1.2% 

100.0% 

/' 
( 

% ,- ..... _ .. - .- .. -_ .. - 'v .. "". _...,. _I. "'" _ ... ,. _I' ,~ ._ ..... _.- .-

0 1 100.0% 0 :1 0.8% 

100.0% 0 0 0 ¥~f:fk"" 0.8% 

50.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 4 3.3% 

22.3% 4 44.4% 3 33.3% 0 9 ;{:? .4% -, 
~"~-

31.2% 3' "::"1'8:;8% 8 50.0% 0 16 13.2% 

18.5% 7 25.9%" , 14 51.8% 1 3.8% 27 0);7,'7-/:" 22.3% 
. ..... ·t~ 

34.3% 15 42.8~, 7 20.0% 1 2.9% «:c 30.0% 

39.3% 14 50.0% 3 10.7% 
"'/"'::"'-" 

0 23.2% 
. .~ ... ~': I~/~}·~~""-- -.. "; ,~ ~t~:.~ 

31.4% 44 36.4% 37 30.6% 2 1.6% 121 100.0% -

e -

., 

I 

~ 

I rl 
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These percentages are almost exactly reversed in the case of those status 

offenders committed for incorrigibility. The greater number; 18 of 38, were 

black females, while only 8 were ~/hite females. Black males were committed 

less often fot~ each of the four offenses, with the exception of truancy. Under 

this category~ more blag~,males \~ere committed than black females. 

Refer to Table LXXX 

The data in Table LXXXI suggests that more than one-third (1/3) of the 

sample population of criminal offenders were committed for larceny; 34.5% of the 

total were committed on larceny charges. The greater proportion of these were 

black males who accounted for 44 of the total of 82. Breaking and entering, 

the next most popular category was almost evenly divided between black males 

and white males. Fifteen boys from each race were committed to the various 

institutions on breaking and entering charges. 

Refer to Table LXXX I 

Table LXXXII analyzes the family configuration. of status offenders. The 

majority of status offenders, or 76.9%, came from family units in \'Jhich one or 

both natural parents were presel1t. The remaining status offenders were fairly 

equally distributed among the remaining four categories. 

Refer to Table LXXXII 

The data in Table LXXXIII reflects a similar pattern; however, a greater 

Pt~opot't;on of criminal offendets came ftom family units in \'Jhich one or both 

natural pal'ants were present. Of the total of 238 students \'Jho were taken as 

a sample population of criminal offendet's, 202 or 84.9%, \'Iere living w;1;\11 their 

natural parents or with one of their natural parents prior to incarCeriJ.tinn. 

Of the remaining students, 8% were living with relatives prior to incarceration. 

Refel' to Table LXXXIII 
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W/fr1 % --

Natural Parents 16 33.3% 

One Parent 12 26.7% 

Mother/Stepfather 2 28.6% 

Father/Stepmother 2 40.0% 

Relatives 2 22.2% 
, 

Guardian/Foster Home 0 
-

Totals 34 28.1% 

.. 

:-1"~ 

e 

VI __ ,1 __ 
"'[ .. ,~ 

Assault 6 6.6% 

Auto Theft 15 16.5% 

B & E 15 16.5% 

Burglary 2 2.2% 

Disorderly Conduct 2 2.2% 

Drug Abuse 11 12.1% 

Drunk Driving 1 1.1% 

Drunkenness 1 1.1% 

Larceny ~ ~.' 29 31.8% 
Hanslaughter . 2 2.2% 

Possession of Weapons . 0 

Robbery ':' 4 4.4% 

Sex Offense 0 

Vandalism 2 2.2% 

Other 1 1.1% 

s % 

e 

SUf4f1ARY 

Table LXXXII 

Status Offenders 
Family Configuration 

W/ --, . . - -, .. '" 

16 33.3% 7 14.6% 

14 31.1% 7 15.5% 

2 . 28.6% 1 14.3% 

3 60.0% < 0 

1 11.2% 2 22.2% 

3 42.9% 0 

39 32.2% 17 14.1% 

e 

SUHHARY 

Table LXXXI 

Criminal Offenders 
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution 

"'1 I 'v -, " .. <~ 

1 10.0% 16 13.1% 

a 12 9.8% 

1 10.0% 15 12.3% 

0 9 7.4% 

2 20.0% 2 1.6% 

2 20.0% 0 

0 0 

0 1 0.8% 

3 30.0% 44 36.1% 

0 1 0.8% 

0 3 2.SX 

1 10.0% 9 7.4% 

0 4 3.3% 

0 5 4.1% 

0 1 0.8% 

10 iL2% 51 

e 

"'I. N IU\,UI.;J N 

. 
9 18.8% 48 39.7% 

12 26.7% 45 37.2% 

2 28.6% 7 5.8% 

0 5 4.1% 

4 44.4% 9 7.4% 

4 57.1% 7 5.8% 

31 25.6% 121 100.0% 

e 

- . .V l' ____ ,._ .-
1 <6.'6% 24 10.1% 
0 27 11.3% 

3 20.2% 34 14.3% 

1 6.6% 12 5.m; 

0 6 2.5% 

0 13 5.5% 

0 1 0.4% 
I--

0 2 0.8% -

6 40.2% 82 34.5% 

0 3 1.2% 

1 6.6% 4 1.7% 

1 6.6% 15 6.4% 

'"' 4 1.7% v 

1 6.6% 8 3.4% 
<. 

1 6.6% 3 1.2% 

15 6.3% 1 238 100.0% 

e 
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The data in Table LXXXIV suggests that the majority of status offenders 

confined in the institutions and evaluation centers had been placed at their 

normal grade level or only one grade below their normal grade level; of the 

total sample population of status offenders, 69% were found in these two 

categories. A significant number, 23.1%, were found to be two grades below 

their normal grade level, while only 7.5% \'1ere more than' two grades below their 
.tJ\.\~' t',', 

normal grade level. 

Very little difference was seen between white females and black females 

as far as grade placement in the first two categories;:;,.~, However, a slight 

difference was evident between black males and white males in these statistics. 

Black males were found to have been placed ~t their normal grade level more 

often than whites . 

Refer to Table LXXXIV 

Table LXXXV reflects the grade placement levels of the criminal offenders 

incarcerated in the institutions, and reveals some strikingly different statis

tical information. While criminal offenders appeared to be a little less 

advanced in grade placement than the status offenders, the distribution between 

white and black is somewhat different. Of the criminal offenders, only 62.2% 

were found in the fi rst t\~O categori es--those bei ng the normal grade 1 evel or 

one grade below--as compared to the 69.4% of the status offenders who were in 

these same two categories. Black females represented 8% of those criminal of

fenders placed at their normal grade level, as compared to 6.1% rep'resented by 

white females. Black males accounted for over half of the criminal offenders 

placed at their, normal grade level. Of the total of 99 students in this 

category, 51.6% \'1ere black males as compared to·34.3~~ \oJhite males. A greater 

percentage of the black males were found to be one grade below theii' normal 

grade level, also. 
';I 

Refer to Table LXXXV 
'.\ 
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Tab1e LXXXV 

Criminal Offenders 
Grade Placement 
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6.1% 51 

2.0% 26 

5.5% 26 
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Table LXXXIV 

Status Offenders 
Grade Placement 

% BIM 

27.7% 8 

37.8% 2 

39.2% 5 

16.7% 1 

1 

0 

32.2% 17 
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6 12.2% 49 20.6% 
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0 26 10.9% 
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Table LXXXVI analyzes the socioeconomic distribution of the status offenders. 

The major; ty of status offenders were from famil i es whose total annual income 

was between $5,000 and $10,000. Of the 121 status offenders who comprised the 

sample population~ 58, or 47.9%, were from this middle income group. Almost 

one-third (1/3), or 31.4% of the sam'ple population, were from the l,ower economic 

bracket .. 

More than half of the black males were in the lower economic bracket, whi"l:; 

only 17.6% of the white males were from this group. Fewer black females, 45.2% 

of the total black female sample of status offenders, were from the lowest 

economic group. 

The greater proportion of status offenders were from urban areas. More 

than half of the black males, or 52.9%, were from urban' homes, while an even 

greater proportion of the black females, 71%, were from urban areas. The white 

females represented in the sample population were fairly evenly distributed 

among the three home locations. The white males tended to be from rural areas. 

As reflected in each of the separate institutions, the majority of status 

offenders were from families who did not receive \'1elfare assistance. Of those 

who comprised the 15.7% who did receive welfare assistance, more than two-

third~ (2/3) were black. 

Refer to Table LXXXVI 

Table LXXXVII analyzes the socioeconomic distribution for the criminal 

offenders confined in the institutions and Evaluation Centert~ of the S. C. 

Department of Youth Services. The summary table reflects generally the same 

findings that the analysis of status offenders revealed. Approximately one

thiY'd (1/3) of the criminal offenders in the sample populati~n \'1ere from the 
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lower economic income bracket, receiving less than $5,000 annually. Slightly 

fewer of the criminal offenders were from the middle bracket, the $5,000 to 

$10,000 annual income group, than were the statusnffenders. Again, ·the black 

students appeared to be from the lower economic income group: 

The home location analysis shows that more of the criminal offenders were 

from urban areas than from either of the other two. Criminal offenders tended 

to be from suburban areas more often than did status offenders, however. This 

category accounted for 32.3% of the criminal offenders in the sample population. 

More than half of the black males, 52.4%, and two-thirds (2/3) of the black 

females, 66.7%, were from urban areas. White females and white males tended 

to be more often. from suburban areas. 

More criminal offenders are found in the welfare recipient category than 

\~as the case wi th stat'Us offenders. A 1i ttl e over one-fourth (~) of the total 

sa~ple population, 26.5%, were from families who received welfare assistance. 
Ii 

Refer to Table LXXXVII 

The summary tables for the analysis of prior commitments for both status 

and criminal off~nders do not include students at the Reception and Evaluation 

Center, since only students \~ith no prior record of commitment were taken in 

that sample. 

Table LXXXVIII analyzes the prior commitment record of status offenders. 

The great majority of the status offenders sampled in this study had no record 

of prior commitment. Of those students from the four institutions and the 

Charleston Non-Residential Diagnostic Center, 81.2% had no record of prior 

commitment. Of the 9 students who had been committed prior to their present 

commitment, 2/3 \'Iere female, 3 being white females and thE:1 other 3 being black 

fema les. 
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Status offenses--incorrigibility, running away, and violation of 

curfew--accounted for 77.7% of the prior commitments. Of the students who 

Jj had a record of prior commitment, 8 were equally divided between incorrigibility' 

and runa~/ays; the remaining student had ~~ prior conviction for violation of 

curfew. 

Refer to Table LXXXVIII 

The prior commitment records for the ct'iminal offenders are analyzed in 

Table LXXXIX. A greater percentage of the criminal offenders had ~ record of 

prior commitment. The largest proportion of those students having been pre

viously committed to the Department of Youth Services were male. Of the total 

of 32 students with prior commitments, 12 were white males, 19 were black males, 

and 1 was a black female. Status offenses, running away, truancy, and incor

rigibility, accounted for 40.7% of the total prior commitmehts. 

Refer to Table LXXXrX 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The majority of those students who go from the Reception and EValuation 

Center to the agency's operating facilities by \~ay of the court are usually 

criminal offenders. The exception to this is, of course, the Willow Lane 

population where 63.6% of the girls are status offenders. Of the total sampled 

population of 358 taken for this study, only 27% are females. However, females 

account for more than half, 58%, of those students committed as status offend

ers. Fewer than 7% of the students committed on criminal charges are females. 

The summary tables suggest that there are some general characteristics 

for both status and criminal offenders that hold true for ins~itutional popu

lations. It will be seen from these tables, for example, that status offenders 

committed to the Department of Youth Services tend to be 15-year-old \~hite 

females, \"hereas criminal offenders found in the institutions are more often 

16-year-old black males. These figures vary, of course, according to the 

characteristics of the particular institution; i.e., there are no females at 

John G. Ri chards or S. C. School for Boys, and few rna 1 es at Wi 11 ow Lane-

Other di fferences bet\'/een status and crimi na 1 offenders i ncl ude charac

teristics of family configuration and grade placement levels. A slightly higher 

percentage of the criminal offenders, 43.3%, were found to have come from un

broken homes than had the status offenders, only 39.7% of whom were f\"om this 

category. It is interesting to note that more than half (12) of the criminal 

offenders from unbroken homes were black, whereas only one-third (1/3) of the 

status Offenders 'in this category \vere black. For both criminal and status 

offenders, blacks came from foster homes or relatives 1II0t'e often than did \"hites . 
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One finding of particular interest in this study is reflected in the grade 

placement summary tables. Contrary to eXpectations, blacks were found to be 

more advanced in grade placements than whites for both status and criminal 

offenders. As explained in the introduction, this table is aesigned to reflect 

only the student's position in the grade structure of the school system. No 

attempt was made in this study to ascertain the student's actual level of 

educational development or functioning. A future study is projected that 

will attempt to evaluate the educational development of the students committed 

to our institutions. 

In order to dev~lop alternatives to incarceration, it is necessary to 

have an understanding of the population to be dealt .. with. The information 

gathered in this study will be useful in ,developing plans for removing status 

offenders from the institutional programs and for new Youth Bureau programs 

to aid status offenders in the community. 

1.·\ 

I' ,\ 




