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Preface, 

The National Evaluation Program (NEP) was initiated by the National 

Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration (LEAA) in an effort to provide decision-makers 

at several levels of government with accurate information about specific 

topics so that they can make informed policy and program decisions. The 

NEP is divided into two phases. Phase I requires an assessment of what 

is known 'about the topic under study: the major issues; a framework for 

conceptualizing and analyzing the topic; a description of methods, outcomes, 

and effectiveness of projects and programs; a general assessment of existing' 

information; and strategies for a local and national evaluation. Should 

further evaluation appear useful and feasible, the local and national 

~valuation strategies are intended to assist policy makers in planning 

and funding decisions. The Phase I study also provides the basis for the 

LEAA decision about the appropriateness of conducting an in-depth, national 

evaluation of the topic as part of NEP-Phase II. 

!his Phase I study focuses on the operations of the police juvenile 

unit. Previous NEP-Phase I's, in their exploration of juvenile diversion, 

youth service bureaus, and delinquency prevention, reviewed some aspects of 

police work with juveniles. None, however, focused on the juvenile unit or 

considered the full range of juvenile officer responsibilities. 

This study was fortunate to have received direction and critical 

comments from an Advisory Board of individuals with. varying backgrounds 

and skills: 

Sylvia Bacon, Judge of' the 'Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia 

Jameson Doig, ~rofessor, Woodrow lVilson School, 
Princeton University 

- 'vii -
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Eddie Harrison, Director, Pretrial Intervention Project, 
Bal tfmo.re, ¥..ary land 

Malcolm Klein, Professor, Department of Soej,ology, 
University of Southern Cali.fo:mia 

Tom Sardino, Chief, Syracuse Police Department 

Lieutenant R.D. Wilson, Director, Youth Services Program, 
Dallas Police Department 

Sincere thanks are due Phyllis MOdley, Jan Hulla, and Dick Barnes of 

LEAA for their accessibility and consistent good judgment. Advice 

£rom the staff of the Police Foundation was helpful and su~portive. 

John Greacen, in particular, provided a unique experiential background 

against which ideas could be testec,and a genuine concern for juveniles 

-~hich forced staff regularly to question their observations and con-

elusions. The data gathering assistanca of Neil Bamberg, Karen Schwartz 

and Linda Patterson is g;atefnlly acknowledged. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

The role of the police in handling juvenile offenders is in a state 

of transition. Organizational changes in policing, which include the 

movement towards team policing and decentralization are minimizing the 

use of the specialist officer. Statutory changes are narrowing both the 

scope of police jurisdiction over classes of juveniles and the discretion 

available to police in reaching a disposition. Increasing juvenile crime 

and the perceived failure of the juvenile justice system has reopened a 

dormant philosophical debat2 which questions the need for a separate syst~ 

of justice for juveniles. 

The specialized police juvenile unit is particularly vulnerable to 

the changes taking place. Most ~uvenile units were established prior to 

1960, in response to theories which are now in question, and circumstances 

which may no longer exist. Further, intradepartme~tal support for these 

units has traditionally been weak; these utlits have ah7ays suffered the 

derision of non-juvenile officers. Since police departments are beginning 

to question whether their specialized juvenile units should exist, it is 

important to review and evaluate the available knowledge of these units. 

Objectives of the Study 

This document on police juvenile units is the result of a one-year 

Police Foundation study supported by the National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice and jointly monitored with the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, La~ Enforcement Assistance Adminis-

-
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tration, United States Department of Justice. The study has several 

objectives: 

1. To summarize the current state of knowledge on 
police juvenile units; 

2. To construct a framework for understanding police 
juvenile units which is useful for evaluation 
purposes; 

3. To conduct preliminary research tn significant 
policy-relevant questions related to police 
juvenile units; 

4. To indicate which questions and issues merit 
further study at both the local and national 
~evels; and~ 

5. To provide designs, where appropriate, for the 
evaluation of these questions. 

In order to achieve these objectives, several data collection activities 

were undertaken: (1) a review of the literature on police juvenile units; 

(2) a mail survey of middle and large-size police departments; (3) a 

telephone survey of a sample of mail survey respondents; (4) field visits 

to departments with and without juvenile units; and (5) preliminary research 

on a select number of questions in several police departments. 

This document is intended to aid potential evaluators of police 

operations. The data gathered and analyzed are not, however, intended to 

resolve the question of whether a specialized juvenile unit should exist 

in every police department. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, a police juvenile unit is defined as any 

organizationally definable unit within a police department with primary 

responsibility for handling juveniles or juvenile' cases • 
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According to this defin~tion, a department may have more than one juvenile 

unit. The unit which has traditionally been viewed as the juvenile unit is 

referr.ed to by most departments as the Youth Aid Bureau, Juvenile Division, 

Youth Section or Juvenile Bureau. This is the unit which, at a minimum, 

will be disposing of juvenile cases. In reality, however, many departments 

delegate authority over juveniles to units with differing functions. The 

Lincoln, Nebraska, Police Department, for example, has two juvenile units 

according to this study's definition: the Youth Aid Bureau, which investigates 

and screens alleged juvenile offenders, and the School Resource Program, 

which operates d~linquency prevention programs in the elementary and junior 

high schools. 

By distinguishing the term "juveniles" from "juvenile cases" in the 

definition above, we are highlighting the fact that not all juvenile units 

deal solely or primarily with the juvenile offender. On the contrary, a 

large percentage of juvenile units sponsor covJmunity programs fo~ the youth 

who is not, and may never be, an alleged offender, while other units deal 

with the juvenile who is the victim of an offense perpetrated by either a 

juvenile or adult. 

The juvenile offender may be judged delinquent by committing either a 

criminal or status offense. The age of majority, below which this document 

defines the juvenile population, is relative to the police department discussed 

and the age stand~~d under whi~~,h the department opera~es 0 

Scope of the Study 

Prior attempts by researchers to identify the universe of police 

departments with juvenile units were reviewed. According to responses to a 
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1970 Police-Juvenile Operations Survey undertaken by the International 

Asso~iation of Chiefs of Police' (IACP)~ all cities and counties with a 

police department of 300 or more sworn officers were likely to have a unit. l 

The data indicated that most, if not all, jurisdictio~s of more than 100,000 

inhabitants would have a police department with more than 75 sworn officers, 

and have either a juvenile unit or juvenile officers attached to a non

juvenile unit. The 1977 General Administrative Survey of MUnicipal Police 

Departments~ mailed to all departments serving a population of 250,000 or 

more, identified 41 departments (out of 47 respondents) as having units. 2 

Using these surveys as background information, a national mail survey 

was undertaken to identify the universe of departments with a juvenile unit. 

A questionnaire was mailed to all city and county police departments serving 

a population of 100,000 or more which provided data to the 1975 Uniform 

Crime Report of the Federal B\\1reau of Investigation or were listed in the 

1976 Municipal Yearbook. ·Following the survey, twelve visits were made to 

departments which differed in the size of populations they served, the 

specialized juvenile unit activities they perfo~ed and the jurisdiction over 

juveniles they had. For example, the smallest department visited policed a . 

population of 100,000 with 125 sworn officers; the largest served a population 

in excess of 800,000 with a force of 3410. One juvenile unit 'investigated 

only offenses of juveniles against juveniles; another, all alleged juvenile 

offenders or victims. The in-depth research in three departments which fol-

lowed these visits focused on those which served. jurisdictions of approximately 

150,000. Two of the departments had units which both investigated cases in-

vo1ving alleged juvenile perpetrators and screened cases for police disposition. 

The third department did not have a specialized unit for handling juveniles 0 . 
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Given the above attempt to gather data on quite different entities, 

each'called a juvenile unit, it'is difficult to pinpoint the universe of 

police departments or juvenile units which the information in this document 

represents. A realistic est.imate is that the data on which most of this 

report is based (excepting the findings of the national survey presented 

in Chapter II), represents the juvenile unit in a police department with 

approximately 150 to 600 full-time sworn officers, serving cities and 

counties with a population of from 100,000 to 500,000, which investigates 

and screens the alleged juvenile delinquent. 

Method of Data Gathering 

The methodology for gathering information on police juvenile units was 

designed so that the study would begin from a wide-based theoretical 

perspective and move steadily toward a more specific, concrete understanding 

of unit operations. This was accomplished by employing a series of research 

techniques in a particular chronology: 

• Literature review of police-juvenile operations 

• Mail survey of police departments 

• Telephone survey of police departments with and without 
a juvenile unit 

• Field visits to police departments with and without 
a juvenile unit 

'. Case studies of police departments with and without 
a ju~'enile unit 

Each research stage generated information on police departments without a 

juvenile unit, in addition to those with a unit, in order to highlight 

questions and issues about operating a unit which may have otherwise gon.e 
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unrecognized. The dearth of existing data on juvenile units precipitated 

an extensive data collection endeavor at each research stage. 

Literature Review 

TWo decades of literature were reviewed to provide a background for 

this study. The review focused on six issues which emerged as critical 

from a telephone survey of national authorities in the area of police-

juvenile relations (AppendixoA):* 

(1) Should juveniles be handled by generalist or specialist 
officers? 

(2) What should be the role of the police juvenile unit? 

(3) Should the police fol1ow oa legalistic or paternaiistic 
model in their handling of juveniles? 

(4) What role should the exercise of discretion play in 
handling juveniles? 

(5) What should be the relationship between the police and 
the other juvenile justice system components? 

(~) What should be the relationship between the police and 
the community? 

Most of the literature reviewed, with the exception of studies of discretion, 

was subjective, without a base of empirical research. 

Mail Questionnaire 

A national mail survey was designed to begin to fill the information gaps 

on police juvenile units (Appendix B). A questionnaire was mailed to each of 

the 165 city and county police departments serving a population of 100,000 or 

RTbe individuals telephoned were culled by staff from lists of teachers, researchers 
and program operators who have a national reputation in the police-juvenile area 
for holding a particular point of view, conducting an important study, or operating 
an interesting program. The reSUlting list of telephonees attempted to represent 
a wide spectrum of disciplines and opinions • 

·00 
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more which were listed in the 1976 MUnicipal Yearbook or the 1975 Uniform 

Crime Report. The questionnaire attempted to pinpoint police departments 

having a juvenile unit, pursue issues mentioned in the literature review 

and gather descriptive information o~ unit activities. The questions 

covered such topics as: 

• Department characteristics 

• Organization of juvenile specialization 

• Nature of offenses handled 

• Departmental status of juvenile officers 

• T;-(aining of juvenile officers 

• Juvenile unit operations and activities 

• Juvenile unit jurisdiction over juveniles 

• Processing the alleged delinquent 

• Reports and files used 

• Prior evaluation of the juvenile unit 

The mailing to the Chief or Sheriff of each department requested the 

department's parti(~ipation in the research endeavor and that the survey 

.questionnaire be turned over to the head of the unit for completion. Where 

DO unit existed, the planning and research staff was to complete the form. 

7he data gathered by the questionnaire are presented in Chapter II. 

Of the 165 questionnaires distributed, 137 replies were received (83%): 

84% of the city police departments and 73% of the county police departments 

returned the questionnaire.* 

*The response rate for cities and counties is as follows: 
Population Categories 'City County . 

1,000,000+ 
500,000-1,000,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 

83% 
60% 
88% 
79% 

67% 
80% 
79% 
67% 

There was no observable difference in the geographic spread of respondents 
and non-respondents. 

'. ' 
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Telephone Survey 

A telephone survey was conducted in 30 of the departments which 

responded to the mail questionnaire (Appendix C). Population categories 

originally constructed for the mail survey were sampled to insure a 

proportional distribution of departments of va=ying size. Where a juvenile 

unit existed, the commander of the unit was interviewed. This survey: (a) 

prov~ded detailed information in some areas covered briefly in the mail 

questionnaire; (b) validated some questions on the mail questionnaire which 

appeared, on prelfminar~ analysis, to be problematic; and (c) asked questions 

which were too sensitive to be asked or answered candidly in a mail survey 

instrument. 

This step brought the staff one step closer to understanding unit 

operations, but, more importantly, provided the needed data upon which to 

select departments for field visits. 

Field ViSits 

An assessment of responses to the mail and telephone surveys indicated 

that two variables were critical in understanding the operations of any PJU: 

the function of the unit (e.g., investigation, screening) and the scope of 

its jurisdiction over juveniles (i.e., all or some juveniles). These became 

the primary criteria for site selection. The 30 departments telephoned were 

characterized in terms of the unit's primary functions (investigation, 

screening, program operation) and jurisdictian (all juveniles, some juveniles). 

An attempt was made to select departments from within each of these categories. 

Secondary criteria were also considered: geographical locale, size of tha 

population served, size of the police department. 

Twelve departments were visited by two staff for a period of two days 
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each: Arlington County, Virginia; Baltimore, Maryland; Contra Costa County·, 

California; Duluth., Minnesota; Greensboro, North Carolina; Lincoln, Nebraska; 

Multnomah County, Oregon; Onondaga County, New York; Topeka, Kansas; Torratlce~ 

California; Tucson, Arizona; and Washington, D. C •• * In each department an 

effort was made to talk with juvenile and non-juvenile officers within the 

department, with juvenile justice personnel (prosecutors, probation officers, 

public defenders, judges) and with representatives of community-based treat-

ment services and facilities. Descriptive data were gathered on the unit's 

operations, with an. emphasis on its role within the dual contexts of the 

police department and juvenile justice system (Appendix D). Available unit 

statistics were gathered on reported offenses, clearances and arrests. Policy 

and procedural manuals were gathered, as were report forms used by the unit. 

Case Studies 

Although juvenile units perform a variety of activities, only the 

investigation and screening functions seemed suitable for intensive study. 

Programs operated by different departments differed enough to discourage 

comparisons. Departments also varied according to which division operated 

a particular program. Units which investigated cases in which juveniles 

were victims were frequently encountered, although this was generally a 

sub-specialty within a juvenile investigations unit, and did not involve 

all unit officers. Although administrative and public relations activities 

were also performed by juvenile officers, they were intermittant in nature 

and not a unit's primary function. Only the investigation and screening 

*A brief description of each field visit site appears in Chapter III • 

{ 
.' 

I. \. .' 
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functions seemed suitable for intensive aaalysis. In most departments 

Visit~~~one or ~Oth of these functions wer~ performed, they were. unit's 

prMresponsJ.bi1ity, and were performed by all unit officers. e 
Three departments were selected for in-depth study from those visited. 

They each served populations of similar size. Two of the departments had a 

juvenile unit which performed both the investigation and screeniDllIIUnctions 
'-'-4 

common to juvenile unit operations, but differed enough to make potential 

comparisons interesting. The juvenile unit in Greensboro, North Carolina, 

emphasized the investigation aspect of its work~ handling all alleged 

juvenile offenders; the unit in Torrance, California, emphasized tli screening 

aspect of its operation, receiving cases following investiga~ion by~ither or 

both patrol and detectives. The Mu1tnomah County, Oregon, police department 

was selected for the third case study to enable ~contrast to be made with 
''''''''l. V 

a department without a unit. Although the Mu1tnomah department performed 
rli""i'!.' 
~~~ 

both the investigation and screening functions it was organized according to 

a team policing model. 
~:'i 

Research in the cwo departments with units focused on questions~wh~ch 

staff considered critical for assessing investigation and screeni" operations. 

The investigation questions were ollows: 

(1) What kinds of information does the juvenile 
officer collect? 

(2) Does the information collected by juvenile 
officers add to that gathered b~ other police 
-officers? 

(3) Is the information collected by juvenile officers 
essential for case prosecution? >' 

.", 

T.be screening questions were: 

(1) What a1ternati',es are used ,by juvenile officers? 

I) 
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(2) What criteria are used by juvenile officers to 
dispose of a case? 

(3) Arc similar cases disposed of uniformly? 

In MUltnomah County, these questions were asked of patrol officers and 

investigators who handle alleged delinquents. 

The information gathered at each site focused on five typical offenses 

handled by these, and most, middle-sized depal:-tments:, assaults, burglaries, 

larcenies, vandalism and r~naways. ~igh~ peTson weeks were spent at each 

site, observing juvenile unit officers during their daily activities, de-

briefing these officers on cases closed during the on-site period, inter-

viewing non-juvenile officers and other officials in the juvenile justice 

system, and abstracting data from recently closed case files (Appendix E). 

Organization of the Report 

This report presents a description of the operations of police juvenile 

units in a framework which makes it possible to evaluate these operations on 

a local and national level. 

Chapter II presents an abridged history of the emergence of the juvenile' 

unit, an overview of existing literature on the unit, and the results of the 

national mail survey developed for this study. Chapter III presents the 

framework selected for understanding juvenile units (i.e., unit functions) 

and a discussion of goals and assumptions which are operationalized by these 

functions. Comparative information on the twelve departments visited by 

staff from which this framework was drawn, is also provided. Chapters IV, 

V, and VI assess, respective1YJ the investigation, screening and program 

operation functions of juvenile units. The chapters focus on what is known 
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about the ability of juvenile units to achieve their primary goals. and about 

the validity of the assumptions which underly these goals. The final chapter 

deals with the question of future evaluation and research needs which were 

uncovered during the course of the stuay. 

._ •... _-, . ... . - -_ .. _--.. ,-_ ... 

'" -, ' 
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Notes Chapter I 

1. Richard W. Kobetz, The Police Role and Juvenile Delinquency, 
Gaithersburg, Maryland: International Association of Chiefs of 
Police, 1971. 

2. General Administrative Survey of Municipal Police Departments, 
Washington, D. C.: The Police Foundation (to be published April 1978). 
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Chapter II 

The-Juvenile Unit: The National Perspective 

Historical Background 

Police specialization in handling juveniles developed as part of 

the emergence of a separate justice system for youth. Until the close of 

the 19th Century, laws, courts and correctional institutions did not 

differentiate between the juvenile and adult offender. By the turn of the 

century, however, refo~minded groups were instrumental in establishing 

the juvenile court as a new social institution. Influenced by thlE! concept 

ofyarens Eatriae, the new court was expected to take the role of parents 

and co~~~ct prior abuses of juveniles by: (1) separating children from ~he 

formality and harshness of adult criminal court proceedings; (2) p'roviding 

expertise in the diagnosis of the problems of youth; (3) providing treatment 

and rehabilitation instead of pun:tshment; and (4) helping the juvenile avoid 

the stigma of a criminal label. This was to be accomplished by removing 

juveniles from the adult court and creating special programs and trained 

personnel for the delinquent j dependent and neglected youth. 

The first law defining juvenile delinquency was passed by the Illinois 

legislature in April, :1.($99; the juvenile couZ't began functioning sfE!veral 

,months later. The first police juvenile officers appeared during that year 

in Chicago, IllinoiS, to service this Cook County juvenile court. Under the 

Illinois Juvenile Court Act af 1899, Illinois designated probation to be a 

~referred alternative to juvenile incarceration. Funds, however, were never 

Allocated for probation officers. The new juvenile justice system substituted 

an available commodj.ty - ~he police officer. Titled "police probation 
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officers," the5~gfficers served as liaison.betwe~n· the police· and the 

juvenile court. They ~ote delinquency petitions, set hearing dates, 

notified the involved partl~s, issued summonses, presented the case at 

the hearing, and offered recomme~datic"s for dispositions. They did not, 

however, supervise probationers. According to Sterling, in' his History of 

The Juvenile Bureau of The Chicago Police Department, the developme~t of 

the juvenile specialty may have been forced upon an un"illing police 

department: l 

It ~annot be assumed that with the establishment of the 
Juvenile Court and the detailing of patrolmen to the 
court as probation officers that the Chicago Police 
l>epartmelll:, in. toto, became interested in the juvenile 
problem nor did they act in accord with the spirit of 
the l~eislation •. 

The 20th century witnessed the rapid growth of cities and the problems 

~f slum environments. At the start of the century, a growing factory system 

pllls improvements in agricultural technology created "large" cities (i.e., 37 

cities with a population of 100,0002). World War II prompted additional 

hundreds of thousands ·of workers to·swell the populations of cities with war 

iudustry plants. An increase in juvenile delinquency accompanied these 

developments. Violent juvenile gangs appeared. Females were active in crime 

along with their male counterparts. 

Using the Chicago experience as a base, other departments instituted 

variations which typified the police response for more than one-half of a 

century: establishing juvenile bureaus, assigning women as juvenile officers, 

and assigning juvenile investigators to specialized squads and units • 

. Juveniles who were both perpetrators and victims of crime were the target 

groups for those officers. Big-city police attempted to prevent juvenile 
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crime in a variety of ways:3 

••• the New York City police assigned welfare officers 
to ~esidential precincts; the Cnicago police created 
an employment bureau for young men; and the Los Angeles 
police department detached officers to the juvenile 
courts ••• (St. Louis police) decorated the station houses 
with trees at Christmas, invited the neighborhood children 
to stop by, and loadlad them down with modest gifts on the' 
assumption that by w:tnning their affection the department 
was deterring juvenile delinquency. 

By 1950, juvenile units or juvenile officers were institutionalized in 

many police departments across ,the nation. 

,During the 1950' s policE~ departments with juvenile officers began to 

consolidate their juvenile specialists and services under one division and 

command. Police juvenile su'b-specialties developed (e. g., gang control) 

to meet department--specific needs. According to responses to the national 

~Ll survey undertaken for this study, 67% of the 98 reporting departments 

formed their juvenile unit after 1950. 

The police department (~nd juvenile unit) of the 1960's launched 

delInquency prevention programs (e.g., Police Athletic League, Officer 

Friendly Program), to combat the'continuallyincieasing number 'of' deliqquents. 

Positive police-community relations were stressed as a means of preventing 

deliquency. 

The irony of the 75 year development of a separat~ juvenile justice 

system has been tht~ growing indictment: of the assumptions, operations and 

consequences of this system as abusive to the individuals it was trying to 

protect. Paul Lerman, in Delinquency and Social Policy, has succinctly 

summarized the littany of unfulfilled promises: 4 
" 

Majo~ critics of ~he Court assert that the juvenile-
court reformers promised a g~eat deal more than they could 
possible accomplish. They promised that. the court would 
provide treatment and rehabilitation instead of punishment, 
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but they were never able to offer the variety of services 
that these intentions required. The court was supposed 
to deal with children parens patriae (in the role of parents), 
but it offered inferior substitutes: an untrained judiciary, 
uneven and inadequate probationary supervision, and congre
gate institutions. The court promised to take children away 
from the harshness and formality of adult criminal-court 
procedures, but it supplied arbitrary decision-1l'" .ing uncon
strained by the traditional andcons.titutional gu"rantees oi 
due process. The court promised expertise in the diagnosis 
and treatment of problem children, but it was unable to pro
vide the necessary kno'i1ledge; in fact, that knowledge does 
not yet exist. The court promised to do away with the old 
stigma of youthful criminality, but it could not offset the 
new stigma of youth delinquency. The court promised to 
keep pursuing its laudable goals, but critics kept setting 
them aside and insisted on examining the functioning and 
·outcomes of the court's actual operations. 

The juvenile unit of the l~/J's has had to respond: (1) to judicial 

rulings which h~qe extended to juveniles' du~ process rights previously 

accorded only to adults;5 (2) to a growth in juvenile crime which has been 

described as "a crisis of staggering dimensions;"P (3) to competing 

suggestions and se~s of standards developed by commis3ions and task forces 

to examine' the problem of police-juvenile relations;7' (4) to state legislatures 

which want to handle the violent juvenile off~nder as an adultS and decriminalize 

status'offenses (e.g., runaways)9; and, (5) to fundamental changes in police 

orga~ization and strategy which are questioning the need for specialized 

juvenile officers and units. IO 

Literature Overview 

The literature reviewed for this study covered police-juvenile operations, 

in general, and police juvenile units, in particular. The substantive findings 

and implications of the empirical research re~iewed are discussed throughout 

this document. At this point, an overview of the nature and methodological 

strengths '~md .weaknesses of this literature is appropriate. 
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Police Juvenile Operations 

One body of literature on police juvenile operations is highly 

polemical. The literature which argues for officer specialization in 

juvenile matters, for example, highlights the organizational efficiencies 

to be gained from specialized procedures, officer training, and routinization 

of operat1ons.lr In contrast, the literature which argues against special-

ization stresses organizational dysfunctions associated with the existence of 

a juvenile unit: unnecessary bureaucratization, distinct and inflexible 

jurisdictional boundaries, unwarranted unit autonomy, and a breakdown of the 

12 command structure. Empirically based data with which to test the merit of , 

these arguments is absent," as it is for many other topics in this area. 

The empirically-based literature on police juvenile operations covers 

several topics: (a) the use of discretion in the arrest decision; (b) the 

operation of diversion programs; (c) the operation of prevention programs; 

(d) legal rights accorded juveniles; and (e) relations with the community. 

Although a methodological review of all of this literature was not feasible, 

reviews done by others were read. The results were alway.s the same: indict-

ments of previous researchers on ambiguous definitions, unsound monitoring for 

base-line data, inadequate follow-up procedures and pE!riods, lack of control 

or comparison group comparability, and inappropriate generalization of findings}3 

Given reliability and validity questions raised by these studies, staff 

focused on identifying patterns· or trends in the findings themselves. The 

chapters which follow attempt to weave the substance of this research'into 

the discussion of this study's findings. 

, 
i, 
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The Police Juvenile Unit 

A 1968 review-of the literature on police juvenile units produced 

remarks which are equally valid today:l.4 

Although the literature presents a wide assortment of 
articles, pamphlets, and books that describe the organi
zation and administration of a juvenile unit and the 
definition of its role, there is a great deal of dupli
cation and repetition. It seems there are several 
outstanding sources that represent a main reservior of 
ideas and these ideas appear throughout the writings of 
others with little modification or change. 

The "outstanding sources" that produced the "reservoir of ideas" in 196815 

have been replaced by other individuals whose ideas are summarized in two 

recently promulgated sets of standards: one by the National·Task Force 

to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(Task Force)16; the other by a Joint Commission of the Institute for 

~udicial Administration and the American Bar Association (IJA/ABA):7 The 

~ask Force standards cover many aspects of police work with juveniles: 

refeTrals of juveniles to court; the use of alternative dispositions; the 

specificity of codes and policy guidelin£s; the selection, training and 

promotion of juvenile officers; coordination with public and private agencies; 

investigative practices; establishing the unit; and officer accountability. 

~e IJA/ABA standards deal with many of these areas, with additions on the 

police role in delinquency prevention, authority to arrest, and legal and 

procedural guidelines for police operations. 

Both the Task Force and IJA/ABA standards, however, have similar drawbacks: 

they rely heavily on value judgments which are presented in the absence of 

data to support the underlying assumptions. For example, Task Force Standard 

7-1, on the organization of police-juvenile operations, suggests that: "Every 
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police agency having more than 75 sworn officers should establish a 

juvenile investigations unit if community conditions warrant." 18 The 

standard continues to specify unit responsibilities, such as juvenile 

1nvestig~tions" assistance to field officers, and liaison with other 

agencies interested in juvenile matters. However, without data to assess 

the general effectiveness of such an organizational arrangement, it is 

difficult to assess the merits of competing arguments made by the departments 

which favor team policing or the generalist officer model • 

The most comprehensive data on police juvenile unit operations come, 

primarily, from a national survey of police practices involving juveniles 

undertaken by Richard Kobetz for the International Association of Chiefs of 

Police (IACP) in 1970}9 Kobetz mailed a questionnaire to approximately 

2,000 law enforcement administrators, including state, county, city, and 

municipal personnel. The survey attempted to gather data on variations in 

police juvenile unit organization and practice. The general area's reviewed 

were: initial police contact with juveniles; formal and informal dispositional 

alternativ~s for dealing with delinquents; select1on, qualifications and 

training of police juvenile officers; or.ganizational policies and staffing 

of police programs for handling juveniles. Although the study provides 

considerable information on the practices of departments in 1970, it is not 

comparable to the data gathered during the present study; 13% of the,respondents 

and the IACP survey came from departments serving jurisdictions of over 

100,000, while all of the departments surveyed and visited during this study 

served jurisdictions of that size. 

to 
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'fhe~a.LS..ijfi~ 

'file absenee af f:eeent~ compreqe~~~~ j.Q-fo~!=j.g!1 9]1 .p,.al1~ejuvenile 
,J... __ C __ ~ __ ............ ~~_ ... -.. ._-

ufi1te prempte~ the ~esigh and distrib~~fe?·gf t ~~~~g~~~tfl:~~ey. As 

itate~ 1n Chaptef: I~ the survey was condu~~~~ p!~!~ly _~o ~dentify the .'. __ t..._ : __ ~___ __ _ --

Universe af poliee Juvenlie units~ ~q take ~9X~~!=~g~ 9£ ~Pis national 
.. ".t"",t; c._~c;. __ G.=~ .. __ .... ----. 

malilng~ an attempt was made to ask questi~~~ ~~~~~ ~9alft ~so.place each 
• • .... ~ .... _ .. _ "' .. ___ .. _ t .. ___ ~ _ .. 

unit within its larger organization~l ~e~~j.!1g, ~!19 g?~~~y .~nfQrmation on 
. - .... _--.::::' Go. __ cCo __ -::. __ . -- .. 

unit aetivities.. The picture of police j~~~!1~l~ ~~~~ op~.!-"~tions which 
.. - .. '=- .... _- ~ _ .... -.. ..:- =- .:- -

@iilE!f:geEi fram the survey is presented below. e~!1~~ !=!1e f>.~.!-"Yey was designed 
• .. • ..,. • ------: --.. -= :::: -- .. 

prior ta fieia visits; as a way of gathe~i!1g ~ ~~ge !a~ge 9f in£ormation 
.. l~' : _.~:::. :;;.. It __ '; _";"'_:'= <00 •• 

ftulekiy aha. eeonaiiiieaii.y, the data p~e~~p.~e9- ~!1 !=!1j.$ ~!1~.p.ter should be 
. .l~t: ___ ......... _= _ .. .:.:--_,:-

~@fiBidefed preiiminary to the insigh~s ~Rff gggg~~~~g~~ ~~~fh app'e~r ~n later 

~haptefs.x 

beWittmenta~eeeialization** 

The survey attempted t first of ~~1, ~9 ~4~!1~~~Y ~ll d~partments with a 
~ - ... - ..... _ .... ..,.--p --- - ~ 

GfJecializea eapaM.i.ity for handling juveniles. R~~P9:n~es (N=124) indicated 
- " .' ... _.L.;:!~. : .. ;:.:: :-'~ ... ..::..: 

that: 

89% of the departments h~g ~~ Q~g?~~~~~j.Q~~l =_.~fity 
itt\\}WU as the Juvenile unit . '-_"c. .. ':"_.o. __ ,- __ -=-_ ... 

• 6% af the departments had juyepj.l~ officers p~~ no 
~uvefiiie unit ..... , t.: ........ t: c::: ::...c;,::o ~ 

S% af the depaf~ents h.ad n~it~~~ a juvenile unit 
ii5r juvenile officers - .... c .. Co _ uv€,:-.:'_= :'::-.: 

. .. .._9CMafiY qUestions were asked which were not ~~~~~~~sl g~ ~g!f~.ci.e:~~. Eumbers of 
.. "-~respandents 'to-be a.fieluded in this chaoter~"~" ~- <=- . 

fi~me absolute number of responses ~o ~acb'~~~s~~Q~ Q~ t:!le survey varied. Some 
~f the.variation was aUe to questio~~ ~hi~p~~~~e-99~-~ppl~cable to all departments •. 
Bema ?f tne !ari~f;~~n came from depaFtmei.1t~ N~~~l1··g~c}.':'p.Q~ 'Fespond to all applicable 
€lUe~U.On~l Tlie differing ~Ps used ~h~~~gm~~~··~fi~s-~e~~~Q!f 'represent the total 
fiymber of respondents to the part~~Y!e~-~R~~tfg~-~t2§~2~~g: 
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Accord!tig ~9 these stat~s€ie§; €lie laige propor€ion of aep&r~~nfs had 

lome t9~ 9£ speG~ai!zed juveniie eapa;iii€Y. 

The depa~Emefits w~ieh fiaa a juveniie unit were more i1k~iy to be 
§erv~ftg ~it1es than ~eufi€ies (§§% VS~ 73%; respeetiv~iy)~ 

Table i summarizes ~fifofm8€ien on €He number of 3~enii~ utile bfficers 

tOund in peiise depa~tmefiE§ of varying size. 

l2.ta1 

tAjitE t. NtiiiioeLO.f..J.ti.ii..eniie uflit_oilliers .bY--NUrit~~~ bf Sworn 
gff je ers. iILaJl.ep.ar.tment 

rul1~'.tifiie iMli;Iifu~§wQ~ofiiCers in-lfflit 
Swotn O~_fi¢e.t~_ " .. -r-rac ' 1;5 6;jO 16-:2G-·-i!LlL¢£attm~il t 13 :...15- ·-21+ 

Under' aOo r 
(N=13) 39% ';4% 8% 0 0 

200"399 ., "c 
(N=4i) 24% 39% ~ij% 10% 7% 

400"'S99 " --(Nsi4) 7% li% 
..., ... -

29% 14% ~9% 

600co799 
(N=lO) 39% i9% ~O% 10% 30% 

100 + r 
(Ns l?) 9 ~% i2% 0 76% 

== 93 = 

AEl Elhow On Table it a general trena emerges: as tlie s1.z~ bf fli~ it~partment 

iftefeases~ the numbet of juv@fiiie offieers in the unit tnc~~§~~~ Ih general, 

d~p~rtmenfS of less than 400 Sffisers are iiieiy to Have ig~~ tli~ft 10 juvenile 

otfi~ef~ in a unit~ w~11e deparfments Sf 4~O or mare dffitbt~ ~f~ iiR~1Y to 

have 11 Of more juvenile offieers~ 

.. , " 
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Juvenile units reported haying received less of an ~D§~@e§@ ~~ ~~eir 

budgets, relative to the rest of the department. Eighty~§@v@~ p@~g@n~ of 

the 112 responding departments noted an increase in the g@p~~~@g~'~ 

budget over the previous year, while only 70% of the re$p9ng@n~~ 

indicated an increase in the juvenile unit's budget. NQ ~nf~~~~9~ was 

gathered on the specific dollar amount of increases. 

The decades during which a juvenile unit was establ~§h@g ~g g~p~rtments 

are presented below: 

1970-77 
1960-69 
1950-59 
1940-49 
1930-39 
Before 1930 

21% 
13% 
33% 
18% 
13% 

2% 
(N=98) 

These figures indicate a surge in the estab1ishmen~ 9f ~Yv@ni~~ units 

in the 1930's which reached a peak in the 1950's. The gm@~~@n~@ ~f new 

units tapered off in the 1960's, but picked up again du~i~~ ~h@ 1?79's. The 

units established during the 1970's noted the following ~§~§Qn§ f9r ~heir 

creation: (1) an increase in crimes committed by and a~gin§t jyv@n~~es; 

(2) a perceived need for organizational efficiency throY~h §p@§~~!i?ation; 

and (3) a desire for an emphasis on prevention. 

Nineteen percent (19%) of the 92 departments respon4in~ t~ tn@ question 

currently receive some LEAA funds for their juvenile un1t~ ~1; ~ngi~ated that 

their units had. previously received funds (N=64)0 ACCQfgin~ t9 

respondents, funds were received for either the creation pf ~ jYv@n;~e unit 

(e.g., personnel, equipment); the expansion of a unit, ~~ tb@ g@V@!9pment of 

special unit programs (e.g., pre-trial diversion). 
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are organizationally placed within tli~ er1m1n~1 Inv~stigatlon Divisibn (7~%). 
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Admin~stration (4%), and other Divi§ions (3%)~ 

Characteristics of Juvenile uniES 

Personnel. Responses to question on the siirt~y i~ki~8 fbi: the rank 
. .. ~"j - .. 

of the commanding officer of the juvenlle unit ptbifut~a th~ fbllbwlrtg 

8tatistics: 

•••• 

. . 

" .' . 
Inspector 
Hajor 
captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Other •• 

of Lieutenant while 77% hold this rank or ati8~~:* 
A separate question revealed that almost h~lf of ii~lt tb~~nd~rs report 

'~J ~ 

'ii:/. 
to an officer who holds the rank of eaptain; in ~aaltlbti~l 27% t~Pbtt to a 

Deputy Chief. w 

Slightly more than half of the re§poRagnts iR~i~~t~~ th~t ~ti ~aucationa1 

requirement was established fore1igiBiiity gs ~ j~fiii~ bf.fif~t (N;105);-
... ... 1"'M'''- ... .:. ..... -;, _ •• _ ..... -- .... :. ... 

75% of 103 responding departments inaiEatea th&t i fi~~a numb~r of years 

experience in the department also e*istga as ~fi ~il~ibillty ~tit~rion. 

Eighty percent of the responding depirtmenes (N;i6S) s~la th~y ~ff~~ specialized 

training to juvenile officers; mof~ tRan nai~ iRai&it~eRit thi~ ttaining 

~s required. Responses to a questi6n 6h 18c~E18& 8f Et~itiiti~ itialtated th~t 

WIt should be noted that not all departmentS 
Game ranks may not exist in each dep~rtment; 
different things in different departm~nts~ 

r, '"t.... -~. ~ ........ ,....., ~ .,.. - - . . C;' - _. ~ 
h~v~ I eli~ ~aiiie tfink. s truc ture'?" (1) 
~tiu ~2) t~~ ~~~ fitik can mean 

(~ 

l~, 
.~ 

the 

,,)'1' 
.;' 
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--~~-.;-:': .. ::' -_.:.._-----=. ... _ .. " # 

the depaftm~nt pr~~ia~i ig~i 

providing a reiiti~~it I~~~~ 

of. the training, with colleges and universities 
_.. ~, ---- .. -., s:-• .s:-: as ·,,;c __ . * 

share as well. Two-third~ of the respondents 

al.o indicated th~t j~~~ii~ ~~ii ~~~i~~~~ ~~~~~~iPated in training non-

juvenile 6fficers~ 

Host juvenile bffig~~~ ~~~k ~~~ ~~ ~~~~~ 79% reported working in 
... E.:"' .. act: :::.::-,=-:. :~:: ;:.: -::-... .: .~:--= 

plainclothes; while an additional 19% of the units reported having a mix of 
.,' .~~·~:~~5 c~~~:s=s (~=::E . 

uniformed and plainclothes officers (N=108). Juvenile officers are not the 

. , .. - .. r .... 

are armed whiie brl a~E; (N~t08): 

Duty 
. • t ·t'\"'~"",:aC b\~ 1U'\~~:-.. :":'~ c:::..~~:-~ .. ,:-;' 

shifts covered by Juvenile officers vary considerably across units. 
~. ,~ 1~~ o~ t~e resDo~~i~; u~-~ 

to TaBie 2; jS% of the responding units work all shifts; in According 
." r v,c ... ~· on"'": one "ee:.c,s"· .".: . .:.':: ~ 

direct contrast~ 21% work oniy Qne weekday shift. 

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

witnJuvenile Units 

thity Shifts* 

Aii Shifts 

.?e;" .~:~-:--:.. 
Peiien:tase of Respondents 

_tHG ~~eekcic:~:- ·! .. ~ .... c S: ... :':-:': 
and Weekday-Two Shifts 
lnd ~eek6a~-Ore Shi~: 
and Weekday-One Shift 

, ....... ,t)::.~~ ::-0_'::. 
Weekdays-One shift 

dther boilihl~~fig~~ 

35% 

21% 

5% 

1:2% 

21% 

" 6% 
• ,,,,.,: " ... '\:"1'" ~., •• I' (N=107)-

*Excludes times iisted as "~ft':'" '-:c:":::~:';i";'i"'''------ -
"The survey .~~~~ ons~l~~~~~~ ~~d,:~~:~~~~~ :~~~~~ be reviewed along with the 
info~~tion tha~, fi~~~~~~~it~;p~QV~4~d~{pP.]2G). The field visit data lead 
'UI to question the validitY of survey responses. 

" ' 

"'_..l._~~ 
' ........ ...,.,. ....... "-. 
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Juvenile Offenses Handled. o Each state legislature defines the age of 

majority. Responses to a question asking for the age below which an 

individual was considered a juvenile under law indicate that most states 

use 18 years of age. Responses were as follows: 18 years of oage, 66.7%; 

17 years of age, 23.6% and 16 years of age, 9.8%. 

Departments were queried about the most frequent juvenile offenses 

°handled by the unit~ 0 The responses are presented below: 

Larceny 
Status Offenses 
Burglary 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Sexual Assault! 

Robbery/Murder 
Drug Violations 
Other Offenses 

29% 
24% 
18% 

7% 
6% 

3% 
3% 

10% 
(N=307)* 

According to these figures, larcenies, status offenses and burglaries 

most frequently handled by juvenile units. It is significant to note that 

only 9% of the responding departments reported that the units frequently 

handled assaultive crimes. 

Since the status offense label covers a variety of behaviors, a separate 

analysis of frequently handled status offenses was undertaken. As shown by 

the figures presented below, "runaway" and "incorrigible" are the most 

frequently handled status offenses: 

Run.away 
.Incorrigible 
Truant 

34% 
26% 
16% 

*The survey requested the three most frequent juvenile offenses handled by 
the unit. The number 307 represents the tabulation of all first, second, 
and third most frequently handled offenses of the 105 departments responding 
to this question. The rank ordering of offenses is based on the frequency 
with which an offense was mentioned. 

., 
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Qijffew vleiaElen 
Use af Aieeflei 
Other 

Two-thirds of the 117 responding aepar~menES inaleatea Ehat status offenders 

were handled differently Ehan erlmlnai offeftders~ Ten pere~nt of the 

responding departments teported having to aeai With gang probiems (N;121); 

53% reported having a seheei erime probiem (N=ii7). Eighty=s1x percent of 

89 responding departmefits hanaied eases invoiving aauit offenders in which 

a juvenile was a victim (e.g.; abuse ana negieet). 

~uvenile Unit Opera~. Responding to four separate questions on 

activities performed, 94% of the respenaants §tatea that the. unit investigated 

cases frequently (N=105); 46%; eeijnseied freqijentiy (Neioi); 32% conducted 

programs frequently (N=9i); ana 21% stated they paereiea fr~quently (N=98). 

Another series of quesEions a§Rea whether a unit sponsored or 
participated in programs 6f a §peeifle nature~ Re~pGnses ~ppear in Table 3. 

Unit 

TABLE 3: l'f6gfams_Sp...o.ns.orecL oUa£.Eielpai.ed..j:n 
By JuvenUe_l1ni.ts 

Safety P6iiee seft6ai R~creatioii 
Involvement Program Probation Pf6grmn Program 

. Sponsor 31.1% 39~4% a3;3% 22;7% 

Participate 68.9% 69;6% 86.7% 17~3% 

(Nra61) O~=~3) {J:i5gi) t~4~) 

piversion 
Program** 

40.0% 

60.0% 

(N=90) 

*The survey requested 'the fliree most freqij~nf §tatus 6ff~nses handled by the unit. 
The number 329 represents the tabuiation of aii first, second and third most 
frequently handled status offenses 01 the iis aeparEments responding to the qHestion. 
The rank order is based on eRe ffeqiieney with which a status offense was mentiol.-;,.ed. 
**Telephone interviews indicated that departmenes confused the operation of a 
diversion program with using alvers!on as a proeesa of screening 1uveniles out 
-of the system. The survey data may Be infiaeed~ 

" I. 
f: 
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• v§,~~@~r 9! ?~!'~~~ ~ yY.~ !IEW~~ §P~§9~ ~~§~ p~!,~:g§@~ ~ 

QY@§~~~§ eP!'Y~ ~~ be~g!!~~ 9! ~YV~~~!~ ~Y ~9~~Y~~~!1~ y~~~ ~t~icers 

iM:t.g!lt:~g. ~J:}.§.!: ~9~~y.y~~!!~ !,!!!g~!§ P~~!§l~ e ve.~~~!:r !'f. ~e§~ ~P.- ~¥-v~nile 

'fABLE g; Tasks Perfo:rmed by Non..-JuveniletJfffcers
!R ?uvenilel1;asesx 

. No~,ju:venile 
QFfiCer- Tasks 

~g~~~~~~ ?e~~~~§ 
iWl~§~iL~~~~~ 
i~!:~~~9g~!=~? 
ehe~g~§
f!,~g~:n>~~p.ts 
fbg~!'~F§'ph? 

(~;:~7) 
(~~9) 
(!:i~~7) 

~tF7') 
(~~n 
(tl:;:o7'9) 
,". , ., 

Yes' 
~ 

~!tA% 
~9 .. g.~ 
§~1'9fo 
~! .. ~% 
!+Pfj% 
!t~:9% 

!2. 

l~t§% 
1~ .. ~~ 
~g .. 9% 
A~I'!.; 
~g!~% 
ffi7f9% 

iDvglYi-~~ ~YV@~!I-~ &§§~& ~~j?gg,!e!!r §~~ &9!!!:eg.~!~~ !'! pe!g~~ (~1!M~ 9~ 

~ea9gp'~~g~~) e~~ ~h~ !~V~§!:!~e§!g~ @f. @ft@~~§ (~9:g% 9% ~@§~@~gg~;~). 

Og eg9~h~~ g~~§~;~ ~9~~' ~g~ 9f. th~ i~~ ~~~p~g~~~ g~p~~~~~P.t? stated 

tbat t:p~ ~YV~~~~~ y~~~ !~@~gg~~!r ~ggg!Vgg ~~f.§~~~1§ !~~ 9~~~~ ?9~~~e units. 

Wbgg .!"g§!?9~g.@.g~§ Wg~~ e§~~ !:!' ~e~g W~ !:rp~§ 9f. ~!,~yg!~'Y ~~.g~m;!.za tions 

to whigg. tngJ f.~~~ygn§!r ~~~~~~~ §e§g~l' ;j;].g f.91~!g~ §!:e~!§~!!.§g; ~~~ged: 

~9mmY~!!:Y ~~FV!!.§~ 9~g§.~!!.g~~!~ 
~@!!eF~ Ag~g~!g? -
Y@y~h §g~!~~ ~y~~gyg; 
~nte! ff~§.!th §!~~!g§ 
fi@!gh99~h99g ~~!,yp§ 
Mef§9~!g§ ,!,€get!l~~~ §~~!:g~§ 

~~I'l% 
~g:9% 
i§,9% 
ij,l% 

P:§% 
~I'§% 

(.~!§9)~*-

ili'R@liIp~m~g§ ~p !:Jji-§ !11,,\§§~;9n\-:~ ~!'!: P'f§~!~~@ !:"hg p~~f@~§'!t§~ ~g !:})g§t: !=asks by 
juvgpiJ~ 9~t~~~F§ §.!§9 ~ - - . 
IrwThg §YFY~Y ~~~yg§!:gg ~p"g ~})Fg~ §~yg!~~ ~g~~~!~§ ~~ -w~1-§~ P9!~§~ ~e£erred 
.juvgfl!l~§ m9g;~ !~ggyg~~~y~ ~g ~ym9~~ 199 ¥~p¥g§g~~§ ~h~ !:gPY!e~;!.9P 9£ all 
f;l,J'~tt ~g§@~g. ~~Q. ~~!¥~ w..lj)§~ ~~ggY:@n~!Y H§gg ¥~~~p~e1 !!g~p'-§~g§ 9~ t~~·87 
d@pg~tm~§~§ .F§§P9ngfng ~9 ~h~ qyg§t~9it ~g ¥e~~ 9~9g~- !§ 9~§~g 9~ ~he 
fr@qygng~ w!~h wh!gn ~ ~~~~ g~e~gn§7 Wee mg~~!~g9! 

.... : .' 



I 
I .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 

.. ~. 

I 
I 
I 
I .
I· 

Aceord1na to these figures. laf11mBt1111ty seiViee argaiiizaB.ons frequently 
r.co1v~d ~n1t refe~rals from the greater pereeiitage af r!spOuaents (38~1%), 

MA1nta~n1~g ReJtord~. Ascording to survey responaentSj boEh the unit 

and central records were equaliy likely to provide storage tor ,duveniie ,arrest 

racords. ~ihety~one pereent of the responaen~s (N=ii5) §t~ted that only 
juv~nile justice system personnel had aeeess to those r~coras~ 

When questioned about how long' ease reeoras were kept by both the 

department and the unit. the following responses were given, (Tabie 5): 

== 
/' 

TAntE 5 t ~eij.g~h of _Time Re_coJ:ds_--.ar.eJ1aiiiea±nea-by 
.!I!!i.t-11hCL£eil.tr.aLRecords 

Indefinitely 
Until Age of Majority 
~ Yeats +, But Not 

lhtleti.hi t ely 
Uhder 5 Years 

imte.iiiie-.tinit 

~~,6% 
~g.g% 

i3.S% 
S.7% 

(N=52) 

3g~~% 
-2q~q% 

2i~9% 

(~4i) 

PQr10d of time by central records than by the unit. §iighEiy more than half 

of the ~ep~rtihg ~epaftmefifs (5~,6%) §tstea tBat the central recbrd offices 

ma1nta1n Juvenile re~gfdB indefiftiteiy; in eeutrast; Baif of the units 
(50.0%) maintain feeerds eniy untii age of ma~eritY. 

More than half of the responding departments rePDrt~a tfiat arrest records 

Survel .!tatliLliJghljg:ht~ 

a.8poHses to the survey ifiaieafe that ehe ~ijveniie onit is ii~eiy to be 
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fe~~~ !~ ~~~; ~e!~:~ ~~r~~~~~~~ ~~~ing J?~~~~~~~~o~~ of ov~~lOO,OOO. -. ..-..: --- -_.- :-..... =.= - - .. 
lb!§ e~t~ ~~t!~~!~eE~~ EJffgf!!~! E~!=pose .. o~_ ~h~...§u~~¥:..,. ~!ti~l} .was to identify • . _ __ z ::"_ ~ .,... .... __ ... ~::: 

;n@ ~R!Y~!~~ ?~ ~l!-'Y~~f~~ ~!t~ f~ ~7diUlll: _and ).~_~ge:-:,i_z_e, ,p~ti~~ _ depcl'rtments. 
__ - - ;;.. -.-- - :" 'I. _ _ _ _ _ _: • 

,§@¥@!e! ~~~~y !!~~!~~~ ~~~~ !~oked _~nt~ . Elore, '~,l~sef.y during sub-
. - -- -- :: -... -=- .. --=~:.; .... 

. §@~~~!!t ;!~!g ~!~!t~ ~~~ ~~~~!~ ~~ ~laced ,in ~. br?a~e_~Y-~I'_sp.e.~!=ive which. 
--'''-. . .-- .. - -- - . - .' .......... -:;-.:.~-::--- -: 

~~~!~!f2~~~ '~~~2 Ef~~~~~~~ f~ ;~~ ~~aining Cha~ters,. First, the fact that most 
---_.- :.. ". ~- . . ~.:-£. ; .. :._ .. -=':_'" .. ,;-. 

. ~~V~~!=!~ ~~!;~ §lI.r~ org9-nization?11y situat'e-d in the Criminal Investigations --- ..... -c---------·-----. _:. _ .. " ;-=":":-.i.c. _ _ ::-.-='E: 

Division (BID) i~ cQntrarv·to th~ r~commendations of a working paper on police, __ ~ ___ ......... ,,\00' __ . __ '-'- ___ ._'-~." _ ..... __ • __ ... :,."_:':: ___ :' _..:.. _:::.::':":_;; ;.=-::;.. 

~~g~ elf ;h~ ?r§~id§nt'~ Cqmmi§?ion on Law Enforcement and Administration 
-------... - - -;,.;-------- - . _ .. '~---~-.:.=-:' ...-.:':-.:'-: .. -.::: 

e; JH§;!~~: ~~ ~~~~f ~~gg~g~~ ~~ ~uton~m3u~ ~e.:~~~oIJ'£~:.~~~~~~on on a line 

!@V~! W~;~ §~~~ ~~y~~~e~~ ~~ f~~fe!~ Traffic~ pe~e~~i~~~ a~~_v;ce;20 The . . .. - ~ .... '---- -- ::'-.'- . ..;..--=. 
Biacement of mO$t unit~ und~r GID ~nggests that de~artments accord units a 
.--------.... - -- ......... _ .. - .... --- .... - ... _-- .... _- -- . __ -;.. .. .:·" __ =-7 .. =E. 2.::.:..::-:. ...... 

This 

9P~~Bfee~!e~~! p'l~cgm§nt ~l~o m?Ximizes' the possibilities of intra-department 
:-------... -- ---'- ...... - .... --_. ': :'" . - __ ':..,: :: :';-.:'-:2.-.:.- . 

tensiqns b.etwg~n juy~nil§ ?nd nou=juvenile officers by subsuming a~nit 
- - .... - - ......... - ...... - . - --- - _. _._-- '" .... -" - -.-- -. .. .. : - : ''':=- :...... =- -' 

within a di¥ision which field ~isits indicated has incompatible goals and _ ......... __ .. - __ 0_-=-_'_'-- .... ___ ... __ ::.: __ ._::._~_ ~ .-::;..:.:.:_~ =::.:" 

e!!!@!@~~ ~~~~~~!e~~! ~~e~~?H~~~; 

!e!!9w!~~ Eh~r~~~~~ 

this problem is returned to in several 
'" ,.. _~__ ; 4 _ • ..:-:-: ~.:. : c. ~:-! ;5 ~\ .. 

§@@e~~? ~~~ ~~y~~~~ e!!~~~~~ ~and:::d.?}" mos.~ .un~t~.=~s :~~t .. ~~e violent, 

ba~dened crimi~al the mass media has given its attention. Although eabh city 
-----.... - ...... - .... ----.. ~- ....... !C .L4c,;..:--::-. L..!';.: __ G .. ~c...: :_: ~ :..._~ -. ::..:.::-.:~g;~~ c_ 

e~g E9~m;! he~~ ef8B!~ 8t ¥~~!P.~ deg~ee .. with the .. as_s.~~1;~y,,;juveni1e, the 
- .. - -~ - . - ~ - ~ ~... .. -" -... _-

~YV@~!!@ 9!;~~~~! 9~R~~~~ 9Y, ~9~ ~f~ is_~he iarceni~~~.~~rg!~~"and runaway. 
. --= - - - -'-:-"'-. ~."'- .. '. 

In §91!!@ ~~~~!~~~~;~ t~~~ ~~ ;FH~ 9~E~use.m.~~t j~ve~i;tes.~o~~f g~ts of 

.m!~!me! §@¥@=!~~: !~ 8EH~! a~~~Ft~~~ts ~t ~s ~ru~~~~c~~~e_~he~f:~ handles 



, tBi mate Seri0QS 1tiiTenl1.e bffenli~i-~·. The:'nature: o7t the- offens-e-=and the 

~Bi~&etarist1&s of the jtiiTen11.e '6f~~iider:.are~exPlored its pa~i of the 

&i§&iiss1on of ofH.eer tl1~PbSit1bn~1. bepavicr =(Chapter V). 

""'""".:._,,: _ .. _ .... -.. ,... ... .... c--·----- -- -'-~ - - - -- - ..... : 
Th1rd~ althongh responses to tlle suney--give the impression that 

1tt~en11e ~ff1eers reeei~e ~ gi-~at ~e'al of'spe-cialized-training, field 

¥i~its tin&o~~red greater ~ariatii>n in the -natUre- and extent-cii:--iraining 

Eflftn th~ su~ey data 1nd1eate~ This d±screpancy- may have, reiJited from the 
.. ... . . - " .. ,. 
l~~k bf a. st~nd~rd definition of "training"· and the rear organ'izational 

iB8ette1iTes ~1th1n the pOlice ~brid to hroadly -interpret the te~. The 

Reed for; a~d 8eeurr~nce of; training influence both the investigation and 

s~re~iiiiig (disposition) act:t.iTit1eS 0'£ officers; -discussed ~ ii~~r chapters. 

tSHrth; and i~st~ su~ey &~t~ ~ich:indicate 'that non~ju~~ii_~ officers 

~erfbtiii ft ~ari~ty Sf ta~kS in juit~nile cases (e. g-:- investiga-ti~t~ -contacting 

Sf pirants; ineert'ogaeibn) led tb field 'qUestions about lines of"author~ty 

ana elle dlvls10h bf i~bor {jith1n a department. Coupled with the.· survey 

fittding th~t the l~rg~st prbpbrtii>n of respondents state that~~it:s in~est:igate 

E&s~~ fr~qti~ii.tiY; the ~osS1B1iity ~f overlap of o'fficer functi~ti~ in the 

HH;~i~HgfitiSii. 8f & ~~~~ is ±88~~d into 'e-ldsely in Chapter IV • 

. '; . 
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@f!pt~r III 

A Funct~9pal f~amewo~k 

The data gathered through f~@!4 v;~!~~ ;9 ~~~V~ ~~r~=~~~~~ !~~ 

to the conclusion that the mQ~t useful analytic framework within which to ------ --~ __ • ______ ...... _ ... ~_: ... ,r. __ .. #_ .... " ... __ • 

understand the operations of ~Ql~~@ jYV~n!!~ y;!t~, ;~~~ ;~~ r?!!~! ~nd 

evaluation perspectives, is b~§@g 9n ~h~ !y;£~!Q~~ ~p~~~ ~~y~?!!~ ~~~s 

perform. Police officers tend t9 ~~n~ ~~ ~~~ Q~ p~!!~~ ~~~;!~~~. A 

question put to officers about ~9~!§ ~ng g9j~~~!V~~ ;~~~!y~~ 2~ ~~~w~: 

. about functions. Also, there !§ ~9n§!g@~~~1y mQ~~ e~~~~~~~ ~~~? ~;ts 

on what functions they perfo~ tb~n 9n W~! ;h~y ~~~;9~ ;~~~~ ¥~~!~Y, a 

functional framework opens. the wey f9~ ~ ~!@eP !~@~~~!!~~;!~~ ~~ ;~~ 

and measurement. 

of the larger departmental an4 jYv@n~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~!~~~~ ~~;~~~~~~ g~v~n this 

background, the second section ~g§nt!f;@~ whet ePP~e~~ ~~ e~ t~~ r~~~ry 

~e third section -.... ;. _ .... __ ..... .::. 

pinpoints those goals and unde~!yin~ 9p@~e;!~Be! e§~~~p.;!~~~ ~~!~~ ~!~sumably 

are achieved through unit fun~t~Qn§, ~@ eete yp~~ wh!~~ ;~!~ ~~~p~~r is 

based were synthesized from t~~ ~eth~~@g g~!!n~ ~!~!~ ~~!;~ ~~~ ;~~ 

telephone survey. A brief di~~y§§ign 9t th@ §!t@~ ¥!~!;~~ ~e~~!~~~~ ;~e 

chapter. 

The Unit Within the Juvenile J.ustiG~ System 
==== --

., 
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of a typical ~u~euiie justice system. The fi~~f~ r.f~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~t~ ~~tch 
deal. witR B6th the iiiegea Sffender and po~ential offen4er. According to 

. ... .••. l.~ : : a:1c. a:- • : .. C c =- :::- :. :..:. _ 
.... ~ "..- .:_,...:,;:;:-- ... ..! .... ':... ... 

chis n.gure; an 1t1~1aent w1'i;h a ~uvenile sqf?p'ect comes to the attention of 
\;r:-·~E :c ::l~ a:.:e.:,,_:. __ : 

che ~nit ia ~ ~&riety bf ~~ys~ through the complaint receiving desk, a 
.. : .: ~ ~ :. =.:' '\" :..:: ~.. :':. 5 ..... 

patrbl officer; or the investigative divisiqn. The f~gure a~so portrays 
.,,1 :=-gu::: c._s: ~:':-::-:-

che lact that a jlivenile case may bypass the unit altogether, with a 
., , _~oge~~~=, ~~:: ~ 

complaint against an aiiegea offender filed in court by an officer from 
'. ":' :.:." c..: .. c:::..:::: :-:". 

another dlvisi6n~ ~an this bccors the juvenile unit may not ~earn that 
; .: =:£:: =-.:.. -:.:=":::. 

a juveniie lias Been petiti8ne~ to court by a nqn-juveni~e officer. 
'. ;~'.'t.:.~.:._~_ :: :.=-:.== 

A @attea line E8nneets the non-offender ~ith the juven~~e unit. ~is 
... ~;,-C' ':1;-.. -e.::.:._=- .. ..:::.:.:.. 

represents ERe jU~~n±i~ ~h~ 1s involved with the unit through 4e~inquency 
, dl.l.~ t:r!ro'\2~= .. G-=_:"':.;.('.~ 

prevention progr&ms in the sEhool and comm~~~~y~ ~is non-offen4er group 
. j,..l~S non-:-==='::':E:"' .;::-. 

may include ~nown; prior bffenders and tho~e whom the po~ice fee~ may be 
.. II ". i.l:~ pc_:.c.t:. =e~_ =:E.: 

potentiai oi~enderS~ tfi~y ~re included in ~p~ ~on-o~fender category, 
oj II!-~,~~er~c..~:: Cc.:';';CI~: • 

ho~ever; because &n &ii~ged offense was not the F~ason for their F~Eticipation 
.H ....... :--• .:.=:' ::-.. oS=-= ~ . .;...._ ... __ 

1n the program. 

A case involving An a11eged offender ~~i R~ referred by the po~ice to 
rVlerre~ ~y ==e ?C_~:_ 

juveniie cdUrt; &i~R8Qgh &~t~ generated by ~p'is s~udy an4 presented in 
• I •• , .. \..ucy anc ?re.ser ... :~~ ::-. 

Chap~ef V ind1~ita ta~t m~hy ~iieged offenders are re~ease4 py the police to 
". ' .. r-e~ea.s..:c. :.:: =:1~ ~..:_~ 

• par~nt; ~~th i r~~8mm~tl&~t1Bn that a co~~nity agency pe contacted. ~n 
i, ••• " t!nc:.· ~E: co:-.. :a:::=-.:. 

COfl1Dluttlty;Bcised ~r8grfun~ 

A case ~Hi~R is re~erre& tb cburt by p~tro~, invest~gat~ons, or the -
t...""'~ 1.:1\7es~::.e;c.~:"c:" ... ~: c:- _. 

juve~le Unit is 8f£~B r~~ie~~a first by an intake unit of the court ~nd, 
• -." ' •.. d .. \; ~:::..:: 0= ':~e :.o~::-: 

IGcond. 8y tne pr8s~~llt1ng ~ttSrney. Case~ Which are prought to the attention 
.......... , are orou£:-:: to :.:1: 

of the cSUrE (jmli~j it~ i1ke1y tb have bee~ ~F.-F!:;R~~ g~ ~g±~g~~ ~~~:~:, and 

.. , " 
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judge or referee. 

prior to court appearance, so tb~~ ~~@ ~91~ g~~~tio~ pet~;~ the ~~~~~ ~s 
-- .. ---"-~"' ..... !:._ .... _'=" ::-.E: ......... _ ...... _ 

that of disposition. The cou~~ h~~ a variety ef disp'p~~~~9~~1 9P~~9~S ~rom ...... ~ __ t,... ... _ .... _ •• :_ .... _____ .. .:. __ :- ... ___ .~ 

which to select: parental cu§tgg.r~ pJ:e~~~~~ in a :8!!;:~tg~t~ tg~~~~~~ion, 

probation, or direct referral tg ~ ~!;¥, E9~~~Y e~ ~P~F; ~gg~~~ ~~~~~e 

agency. Placement in a correct~g~~~ ~e~~!~~! i~ ~~~~~~! ~;~~~~~ ~~~ ~he 

repeat and serious offender. 

Unit Functions 

Telephone interviews and f~@~g y!~!;~ ±~~ ~~ th~ ~9.~~1~~~~~ ~~~ ~ost, 
..... .Lt,: 1",,;._ .. A. ..... __ oj_v .... __ ~ ___ _ 

if not all, juvenile units perfg~ gn~ g~ ~9~~ e~ ~hF~~ EH~g~~g~~r 

• Investigation ~- gath~F!ng and acting on i~f9~~~Q~ 
relating to the comm~~~;gg ~f-aii-aiieged ~~li!l~!1{ll---' __ '-oi. .. ___ :::_.~"" ..... ______ ..:.-_ 

incident 

• Screening -- gathe~~~g ~n~ e~;!~g ?~ info~~~~o~ t9F 
tl}.e purpose of rea!;h~gg §. ~es~ 9-i~po~IB.op:-- - --'- - --- - - ._-- - -- .. --

• Program Operation .~ !mP~~~~~~f~g an actiyi~y ~i~~~~ 
the community designed to prev~nt ~~~~~quen~y 9~--'-" 
rehabilitate the deli,~qg~~t:' .. -. -

Figure 2 diagrams the operatiOP-e! !n~~Fe~t!e~ e~ th~;~ fg~g~fg~~: ~~~?~ding 

to this figure, the juvenile ge§g wh!gh ~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ gr~ gg~r !f~~ fhe 

patrol or investigative divis1(m§~ P@ ~ '!W~!~=!~!' ~ 8F g~ ~~tE t~t~t~~r~· 

~en a case comes from the inv§§t!~~S!V~ ~!¥±~!9~~ ER~ R~f~ m~r- g~t~ f~~ther 

investigative tasks. If the 1nv@§t!~e~f¥~ ~e~~ !~ ~R~~~g gg~~~~~r~ ~he 

When the ~ase is ·"ne: .. ;.:~= _ .. _~ 

unit-initiated, reported by pgtFg~, 9F ;~fe~g9 ~ ~~~~=~~~ ~~ RRt~ ~~~~ most 

likely perform both investigativ@ ~ng §~~~~~~~ !~?~!fg~~~ !¥g~ ~gt~~ ~elease 

to the community, referral to 3 p@~!S~9~@fat~~ ~tgg;~; g~ ~~Et~~g~ ~9 court 

may result. 
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FIGURE 2: PrimarXUnit Functions 

Unit Initiated 

Walk-In 

Primary Unit Function 

•. 

". 
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The dotted line oyer lapping tb~ ~py~~~~g?~ion and screening functions" 
-- --•• '- '-J .. ~~_c.::.~:,,"'_"'::: ........ __ ••• t: ___ :::.:. .... _ .• jl. 

• : I' t ~ • , 

indicates tlm1; ~h~~~ functiQn~ 9-~~ !lQ~ ~~~~!,~ly' distinct. Althciugli
i
. each 

-_ •• ___ Vl- .. _ G_t:: ............ t;. .... ___ ~_: I. ••• : .il_ . 

1\ i t i lilt t.. !. .' 

function has 4!ff~F~~~ ~e~~~ ~~~ gg~~~~~~~~: ~~~e ~~~ctions share some 
.:: l 

of the same al;t~y!.;~es, aJ,lcl ~~~ ~9JP~ Qf W~ ~?!Ile information. This "is .- . "-- ........ '"--- -"--.- "-- -... ::. :::~ ... 

more fully el~bo~~;~~ upo~ 1~ CP~p~~~~ VI ?~~V • 
...... ~ - ... _... - .. --:- - - _ - • _ Co. ... _ • 

Juvenilg~ m~Y particip9-t~ ill ~ ~!l~~-~PQgsored prevention program as ......... ___ ~c;.._c _ .... "- __ .. __ -!::"' ..... _~.~.: 

a result of th~ j~Y~~il~'~ i~iti~~1~e, 9.~ py ;eferral following: contact 
... - ___ ..... __ a ______ • _~ ... __ '.: _~ .... ',. 

• '111' •.•• j 

with the police~ ~?Y prev~Ptio~ P~9g!,~S, ~u~h as athletic leagues, summer 
~' _ c:.. • _ .... __ ...... :- _ '- ::. _ ::::.._.::. ~ :. \,... "_ •. 

camps, explor~~' ~P?~PS 
. I', ~. 

and pig QI9~he~ P;~~F~S, are operated primarily for 
c- ..... '- __ :; __ '-......... ::._ :-

40 
..... =_-=-__ . 

the potent;i.al 9g~~~~er. ~9.1;i.~~::~P9!1~9!'1?~ !'~!t?!'ilitation programs'vary from 
_-....J ____ _ : ...... .1,. .. :;;1",.. •• -=:... _:::..~ ... ::.. .. _ . 

a highly strt"lt;~u~~~ ~p'lQ~1!l~nt::p~;i.~J..1~~!i J?!"2g!"~ to inform~l';~ilce" probation. 
~-~'-.-- ...... - .. _.-_ ..... '--'- :"_ ..... ,::. ... c...._ .. , ." .'~. 

'. :'" 
Juveniles arg ~~f~F~~e fa tR~~ f.fg~~~~ ~~ ~g ~~~~~~~t~:~ ~~ a petition to 

. ~ ! '1.: ~ _ :. _ ' ; 
court. 

Unit Goals 

The prima~ goals of pol;i.c~ j~yeg;i.le ~n;i.F~ are presented below, based 
. .. - .-" ---- ... - . ..:.. ---~. ------

on the telepbon~ interYiews ¥~d ~~p~~~~~~~ visits. The order of presentation _ •• _-- _t.:.. .. :.. ..... ,. .... __ :- __ ~._ •• ____ • ____ .. 

does not indigg~@ JlF!e:~E~: R~~~h~F gg ~!: g~~~ft~e~t~ ascribe" to;'kach goal. 
.: ,.'! : d L -1., , .. d'. 

The list doe§, h9wever, CPX~~ the *~nge of operational goals found'across 
~ _. "--! \,......,., t;._ - ... ~ .;...c.~=-e :::: O~h.;:.:-::.. ..... 'i,.- ._ 

.. ..l ... !. ~ 0H'! 

departments n~tig~~!~~r ~;8~ ~~~ ¥~~~~~g~f~r g~ ~~~ ~~~icers. ' 
. ,', ; ... 

........ -

• Tp f~h~p!!~;e~~ ~~~ ~~~~g~~~~~ 

• TQ @n!9Fg~ !~~~ ~f8±~E~~ g~ ~R~~g~~~~ 

• To ~~@vent ~u~en;i.le delinguency 
- • - ..... '-. _ u. \0' !;;"._4 ___ C, c..:';'~-'-::-i'-:.""''::':"C.; 
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These goals are more likely to be informally understood by unit officers 
These ,S,;a.:"s 2~~ =_ 
than they are to be found written in departmental handbooks or unit manuals. 
than :hey are :~ ~ 
While officers within a given.unit can agree~~~.unit. goals, the conceptual 

distinction between goals, objectives,.proc~~~;es and functions --important 
C:'s ::':.::: ::,=::-. ':, ~ :-;.:,;.,. 
for evaluation purposes -- is.not made. 
!cr e~a_~a:~:~ =~: 

Several observations about thedifficul~~~in est~?lishing what are a 
Severa:" o~::~:-

unit's goals should be made. : First, there are as many versions of what unit 
u~i:'s £~~:~ S~: __ 
goals are as there are source~·to review •. ~i~~ distinct goal statements existed 
gca:"s ari:. a~ _ .. __ _ 
in the Washington, D .C.~, district office vi~i1:~d, depending upon whether 
i.n trl €: :.~ a.s::':..:-.. ::: :: 
handbooks were reviewed, juvenile officers ~~t~rvie~ed, juvenile officer 
.handboo"!:'E "'I"~:::= -:." 
activities and decisions ohs-erved, unit dat~:s.ath~ring forms analyzed, or 
.actiy:"::: c: a:,:: .:..;... * 
non-juvenile officers interviewed. Second~~~~:departments operationalize 

. . .. - . non-, t:7-S:-.~_~ ::.:. _. 
the same goal differently'. Delinquency preven~io~, for example, can be a .... --.. -. . ..._. 
thE. sa:;:€: £ea:" ~ __ ::: : 
summer camp experience for a-pte-delinquent:in Lincoln or the return of a -.... - : ,-. 

·sumrr:e!: :::.a::::: e::-:·:: .. 
truant to school (to prevent'burglaries) in:F~shingto~ .. D.C •• Third, unit goals 

change over time but officer activities do not necessarily reflect these --.- - - .. 
enG.;; Z -? (I~.-E:. 7" ::-

changes. For example, a reorganization of the.juvenile court in Topeka several 
- .... _-. ~ ... -'.. - . -

-:cha!'~gc.s. :' 0:- ~:..:' 
years ago established an'iritake division, a~d_~pa~iged the police juvenile 
:\I-ec.::-s 2.g;~ es:.,::: __ " _ .. _- ... - ....... :_-- - - .-
unit's role from screening to investigation •.... !1nit officers who were with .. _. .... '....... . 
un i-: 1 s '!.":::'=.. =:-.:- .. - .-"'" - -

the 

unit prior to the reorganization, however, ~pn~inue to spend their time --= .. . !.. 

uni~ 'j!:":.2~ :: :-: -
counseling juveniles; the newer officers investigate and take more of a ---... ". .. .. -:.::-.: . . 
counse:i::~ ".'U~,-~'... _ 

IIlaw enforcement" approach~ 'Fourth, confliGt:i,ng.goals co-exist within the 
"lay.T e::l=~=::e::=:- ---- - ...... -: i..':'.. -.. ,-

same unit. The goal of 'rehabilitation, th~;~l?~cia~_~~ovi~ce of the juvenile 
same u!".3..:'. ... ...... 

*In the site in question unit goals did not ~~~~a~:ln the department manual; 
u~i(:tl:9tf~£~rs: state'dthey- were investigator§.2.:a~d. p~pcessors; activities 
e~y~aJ.~~::.~~~~ unit officers screened and processed- 'cas\~s; unit reports 
~U~~~~~~d:~~~, 90% of. the unit's activities were patrol-related; non-juvenile 
.~~g~~~!~:f~~~:that the unit provided a hol~~n~~f~~f~~~~ a.~~ paper processing 
~ervice - . - ~ . . .' . 
t:'J .. ____ "'!~ :c2..: _...... ~:-::::;.~:-~ 

service. ~~ :';i~_·_ -- = .: ,- ... ~ - ... ~ .. 
;-.;:::-: ~ -:.:.:~ :.;. 

~;: .::..:..:.::: ; .. - - " .. :.. ';,.. --. 
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justice system, conflicts with the law enforcement orientation of tb~ 

department in which juvenile officers were trained as recruit~. 

It is not clear whether the goals listed above, with the g~g~J>tJon of 

law enforcement, are shared by the majority of non-juvenile off~~e~~. ~e 

goals of rehabilitation of the offender and minimal case penet~gtion into 

the juvenile justice system, for example, do not exist for the ~gy;1.t: ~ystem. 

Non-juvenile officers work in a system where an alleged perpet~~to~ J>~oceeds 

directly to court~ bail is set, and the case is prepared for p~o~ec~t~on. A 

system which values diversion from court, avoidance of detention, gnd ~ 

disposition which may be unrelated to the facts of a case is dec;rig!i by 

many non-juvenile officers.* Daily juvenile officer activitie~t §ych ~s 

c~seconferences with the juvenile and the juvenile's family, gnd gi~~yssions 

with social work agents are negatively evaluated as not be.ing "J;'ggl" police 

work. The "kiddie court" image of the juvenile justice system 199ds to the 

perception of the juvenile officer as working with less rigor ~nd lower 

standards. The operation of school, athletic or recreation p;rog~~s' by the 

unit, even when staffed part-time by non-juvenile officers, i~ gon§ide~ed 

less than police work. 

The juvenile unit is frequently viewed by non-juvenile offi~e~§ ~~ separate 

from other divisions. This separation stems from: (1) goals of ~be ~n~t which are 

not shared by non-juvenile officers; (2) case decisions made by IJn;i,t: off;(.cers 

which are resented by non-juvenile officers; (3) activities wh1~h ~omp;rise 

the unit functions which are demeaned by non-juvenile officers; gng, (4) 

actions and decisi,ons of the juvenile court which are mistakep,ly ~t:t;rib1,!.ted 

to jU'lrenile officers. 

*Egon Bittner has pointed out that non-juvenile officers may give §peciql 
treatment to classes of offenders in addition to juveniles: the ment~lly ill, 
residents of ethnic ghettos, certain types of bohemians and vagaPQnds. See 
"The Police on Skid-Row: A Study of Peace-Keeping" .;;.;'\ll1;;;.;;.;;e..;;;r;..;i;..;;;c;.;;;a;.;.;n;....;;;L_o",;c=~=o==l""0:!r!g~~=c,,;..~,..,.~,.,..,._R_e_v_i_ew_ t 
Vol. 32 1 °c tober 1967. 
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1-f ~m~h ~m4~~~z:.~):_~ "l~t;f:y~~=!:~~ ~~ h?ndling W,;i.P9b' 9f~enders '.(~l1o <:ould _ ... - ~ . -- ... _----_ .. -.:- .... _ ....... - '- --
be €!,~ young 9$ seven y.~~ of: ag~), in.vestigating minor offenses .(i'e-...:g. :a 

- ••.• -::. .: .. "-. '!.- .... "," --- - .. - .:..: ~.: -_ ... -:::::.. ... -=-~ -_ ... : :-.:.:...: ... .:::- .:.: 

b1eyc~e ~?eft), c~~~~~~~g ~~!=!:~~~ ~d d~~lipg ~;i.~h 19~al work-agencies ... -; ~ - - • .~- .... ----... ,t. T, _______ _ 

t 

epy.l~ be rest!:icted to a special group of j,1.\.v~.nile 9.f.fice:rs, the =t11inking goes, 
o • _ .------,-.7 -- - -:----- ;,---: ... - .. ,._.,;. ..... __ ~ \.--_:..;... .. 

the ~emaind~r of the officer~ can ~p~nd ~~r~ pi ~h~ir ~ime building:cases for ...... _- .......... _ ... - -------- --- -:---- - .. -~ - ... -..... :..--: -:.:~ ... 
. 

pt'P§ecution ~g9inst allege.d o££end~~. Alt.h.ough, .i_n .fact, the non~j'iivenile '" ~=c;.._ .... - ----_-- ---- .. ----- .. : __ .... __ :;:: .. _: __ a _:..::. • 

. - .... __ .. _--._ ... _- -'" 

off;lcer may be sp.ending most t:im~ r.?!S.p.o..n.ding _t9 ~c.iJ:,i.z.e_n j:'equests : for 
, ::::' ... _--', ... ---- --- ---.-_ ..... -_ ... :.: -.. '-- ... ---::~- ... ~ 

infQrmation, giving dir~ctions, and .p.r.av.i.ding _me.eli.c.al .~_s~istance, : the 
- -0 ......... c-"· . ------.... -- .. -. ---- :"- ... ·'---.--6 !",,':- __ '_=,,_ c..==-

dep~p':;:~el1-t ~iews, t~~ efficer a§l mor;.e fl'!l~il.ab~e .:(o_r }'l,<;W .~nforcemeftt""'work" 
• . ", ~~:..'" .... - ------ -- ---- -,---~--- __ .. _.::. .. , t;:.. 

1f the burden of handling juvenil~ cases .·is _r.emoyed • 
•• ",I..#.I • .:,.:!:-.. \.,0 ...... :.. ... --_ .... __ - ~ .... -.-- _:'-':',,:,: •• _-= _~ ..... c'-. .. ~'-

}:p, ~ee~t~gp. ~p t!!~ ~;~E~! ??p]:.s :..l:.~s.:~~d a~J~9.~~, :~~~~e . remain· :~fev:eral 

§eC!;)J1ga?=y ~:8~±~ ?f 2 ~@~~~~~~!= ~~_o~s~e 2.C:~1i-:.~~~~t l.~~ Gi~R:~dent upon::-ehe 

@x;t!'l~~nc~ ?~ ~ ~F'?~!l-~ ~!~? 

! tQ develop a :po.s.itive. v:hew ~()f . law ~eIl:fQ;:C;;~~~IJ:t .among 
j~yeniles - ~~ ~ -~. --" -- _c., t: •••. _. -~-.: .••• 

"u,,; ... 

~ 1:8 ~pp~~ ~.9E-~~1:Y ~!1~c:.:f:~'lls a?!~dr~~~g~2~~,¥e,:~o: the 
t8~~~~ ~y.:-~~ J.p..r~g~ .' , 

, E? F~~~~e ~~.~~~~~~d:~f:~~e:.j~y~~~~e~s~~~t 

, E8 p~ .e:f:f;i.,~~ ::.~~ :~e?~;e~~~~~rgc~f:J~¥~~~te~ cases 

~~ ~g~! 8~ g~~p~~g ,~qP=:.jJl,v.:~_~~e ~~!~f~~F.s~~~f~~n:5~:fr: ,law :nfot:eement duties 

empbe!'f~~s . t~r ph~.~q~q.p.!l_~'1.~l :r_~~t:;~~!~h: ~~~~le:z~f~Fsi!.n:::JP~ny uepatt!fil'ents over 

wbEl~ ~gn~~~~~p7s .~~e :p"t;in!.~~Y ::~~~<:;!en~ ~f?p~~~fec?!!ft~f~· 

'ml~ e8~~~ of A~'(~~~~~g ;~I?~:!-~~¥ea~~E-~!8~~s::~\?~:?Ed~;~re police..:~m.ong 

.1uV~fii-J.~~ eP.~ .ap~f7~~.~g ~p-C!.~~~~y:: ~eR-e£}~psa~E-d:,:lf~?:?p~.~.!e, to tha ~~unity 
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He SfBseiY reiafeci~ Sy ~orci &nclde€d £fi~ j~~iiii~ 6ffieer attempts to 

E8~tn2e these groapsffiaf poifce ai~ fi~fi; fh~Y ~t~ defenafng" the social 

Br4&r that fhe communitY deS±TeSj tn~y ~f~ ~~~ti~uiA~iy eoncernen with the 
luttrie of the probiem juven±ie; and fli~y ~~at tb ~b~k ont ~ solution to 

the probieni wliich is f£ir to 1l0t11 the jii~~liii~ ~b.a th~ t:olmnun:i."ty'. it is 

&ssiimed that tIle iroir=ciiiii6rm~d 6fficef~ =&lib ';~t>~iiiii~=e'i, i.n ~·uveni1.es and 

thefr famfiies; and ~ffempt to educaE~ ~na t1?e~~ ~~ :ib~h ~s they ~~orce 
the ia~; go a iBiig ~ay toward mciiting tli~~~ ~biOa:rs =a :-ri:e1!-l=iiy. 

." . 
Tlte iarge~t impact that the unit 1~s Qo"h "itfe :fti\1itfite ~jiiSti.=Ce ~ys:tem 

is thr80gh the c£~es ft §creens into ~iI~ cJit c6f :elfit "sYitem. ~ath :the 
~8iame fuld iiature of cases fianaied by ~Zoutfft :'illl~Ite :(-:fn~pirtfc~lar}, 7piose
SiltbrS grid jildges are rel&ted to decii:fciii~ :::n!~de :'in :tlie ~iin:h. 

§pe&f&iization; h6~e~er, is a ddJ5fe!~d~~d=~~6fd;;~thiie:'it~generates 
divisiveness withi~ a dep&rtment; it:dg~s:~A~~ie~hgn:jti~enii~:~£ficers:to 
-"' .... -.: ~. - .. - .. - -... ~.: ... - . ... .. .. -.. . - "~'''' .. -.~'" .... ::" - ,;.. .. . - - ~ _. _.. ... . ... .:; .. -. . 

perform their duties without the burden-of"nanaling-the-juvenile-offender. 

Tile jiivenfle iiiii:tj then; is assumed to:·fieC.~n:'6p~f.ittibfial:c:Oiiveni:ence,-if 

R8f &tt €ff±tfent pfBce~§6r; for the d~~~i~~ftt. ?~~st,t~he~~nit=reiteves 

tHe H8n=juvenfie bff±ter froin Elle unw~~E~d:<t~~kobihl=~iing>:~th- ~Y1ven~iles 

iRa EHeir f~ii±es; The ~utentie is :~~~~'ia~1:-~cf:-ub:-Pr~idifu1:>itf:a~dJ1>"i>ften:tiallY 

'iBtt§i~e by tile ii6n=jWentl:e offtcers, ':'~~c?t~~~iii~g=:'=i-If';'o-rvkcf-~n='Tam:lli :problems 

is s€~ii as anret;i£rd±ng and aggravating ..... ;1iJ~leyng:.:.c-ro~ei-ei{;;tth~ :juveni-:tes -and 

tHeir famj-i±es is s~eii is iitime=cons~ii~'~~ 'F::a=ntf~fi~1f:fn~F~u£,:offfcei-i-.i"way" from 

reai ~8i~ce ~6rk: Ii SHcii ±nvaivement" is:'int~ii~6~:fic!fUse:;--tht¥onon~uvenile 
8ffiSer; s fros Era Han ~itii tile sys tenf~1tcfecf€itr~ :::fo~Up-tt~:fsfimenf:or·:'the 

~iH;eRiie; 

','/ -. 
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Second, the unit takes responsibility fg~ ~~§~§ ~9~ w~~~ ~~e 

disadvantages outweigh the incentives fo~ m~~t P'@~jYV@fi!!~ pfficers. - '.. 

Holding a juvenile in the unit until custo4y ~~ ~h@ ~Yv@ni~~ ~~~ b~ F:~ns

ferred to a parent is given by such offic~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~p~~ of ~n unrewarding 

activity. Commendations for a felony ar~e~~ ~~~ ~9~ @X?@~~~~ ~hen ~he 

perpetrator turns out to be a juvenile. OV§~~~e p~y ~§ no~ anticipated 
" ~ - ..... O'.. -

from a court system which rarely requests tg~t!~o~y f~9m ~~ ?rresting or 
" .. .. _. .. 

investigating officer. Arrest satisfacti.on ~§ ~p.~~~ ~J'u~p. ~~e "bad guy" .. ...... ::-

turns out to be a juvenile who the law a§~Ym~ ~9 p~ ~@§~ ~~~ponsible for 
......... , .... _ 0.4 _ _ ... 

an act than is an adult. 

A third "convenience" stems from th~ e§§Yl!l~g ~Hlpg,n!§!:r~t!.y~ ~fficiencies 
....... - ... 

of having a focal point for juvenile matter§. R~£P~9~ ~y be ~a~~t~~ned 'and 

st~red in a central location. Special, 3ggit~9ne~ p~p@FW9r~ needed for the 
.. ~ - . .." - - ~ ... , ~ .. 

juv~nile court is completed with uniform~ty, ~n9 ~ py ~~ ~p~~juvenile -- . .. ... -~ .- ... 

officer. Time and, ultimately, manpower, ~he ~h~~~~p~ ~9~S, is saved by 

standardizing operating procedures and c~~at~pg ~. p~e~~ ?P9 group of officers 

who become responsible for holding juvenil§~ yp.t~~ per@n~~ ~?~ ~~ ~?~~~ied.* 

Goals, Functions, Assumptions 

The remainder of this document is eQHe@~~@g w~~h p~1m?F;Y ~~!~ ~?~ls 

listed previously (P.40) and the three m~jo~ ~YV~~!~@ Yn~~ gY~~;~8~~ through 

which goal achievement is attempted. @t gge~~ ~p.d functions ... - _ ........ 
is presented in Table 6. 

*Tbe data from Multnomah County, describ~d tn eb~Pt~~~ ;V ~n9 V, imply 
that the administrative efficiencies may ~~ g~~~~~~ wh@~@ no. ~pecial-' 
juvenile officers or unit exists, contra~ tg ~~~Y~e~ g@!!@~~ . -----
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TABLE 6: Unit Functions Intended 
To Achieve Unit Goals 

Unit Functions to Achieve Goals 
----------~~~----~~--~-.... -~ :.-= Unit Goals 

Investigation Screening Program. 
Operation 

Rehabilitation of 
the Delinquent 

Law Enforcement 

Delinquency 
Prevention 

Label Avoidance 

System Coordination 

x 

-:. -:.: :.. 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

According to the Table, the investigative function attempts to implement 
• .i t. I l!:.j::,".~ S 

the law enforcement goal, the screening function, the goa~s o~ rehabilitation, 
'I ::oc._£ :: 

label aVOidance and system coordination, and the program. operation function, 

the goals of rehabilitation and prevention. 

Underlying each goal is a series of operational assumptions about police, 

juven1les D and the juvenile justice system. The assumptions. discussed 
, . 

below are linked in chronological order, 

and were considered the most important ones dealing with police capability 
" ~jtr: ?c:..=-· 

and performance. Since a department's ability to work towards and reach a 

loal is dependent upon the validity of these assumptions, it is important to 
.' I ... ,.; -' ,.:~s, ~: :. 

make these assumptions visible. 

Rehabilitate the Delin~uent. The assumptions which underly any attempt 
• , WIIJC:r. t;ncie.:. 

to rehabilitate the juvenile are stronsly linked to the philosophy which 
• L!l t':'. ;:>i::":':: i;. 

rasulted in the creation of the juvenile court. According to this philosophy, 
'. 'urc.:'r:; :.:- . 

the immaturity and inexperience of children rende7 them not responsible for 
I :tl!I'J nc: ~ ;.,:. 
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their actions. Treatment and rehabilitation, then, are more appropriate 

goals than is punishment. The focus of the court's concern, the thinking 

continues, should be on the needs of the child, rather than on the child's 

deviant beha,,'ior. 

This philosophy, when translated into the activities and decisions of 

police juvenile officers, assumes that these officers can: (1) identify 

juveniles in need of treatment; (2) diagnose their specific treatment 

problems; (3) know which treatment alternatives are available; (4) select 

the treatment alternative which is best suited to the needs of a given 

juvenile; and (5) provide direct service to those juveniles for whom such 

service is the most appropriate alternative. In addition to these po1ice-

specific operational assumptions, the concept of rehabilitation also depends 

on assumptions about the nature of behavioral change, the ability of juveniles 

to change, and the. capability of a justice system to produce change. 

Enforce Laws Violated by Juveniles. The basic responsibility of law 

enforcement is the protection of society. With the increase in serious juvenile 

crime it is 'becoming increaSingly difficult to balance the juvenile's need for 

treatment against society's need for safety. The goals of law enforcement, 

and those of rehabilitation and deviant label avoidance are incompatible. 

The law enforcement goal is based on a model of crime control which stresses 

identification, apprehension, and prosecution of perpetrators of illegal acts. 

Rehabilitation, and label avoidance, in contrast, turn the attention of the 

police away from the particular case and towards the needs of the individual 

perpetrator, suggesting early diversion and as little contact with the system 

* as possible. 

*Although the movement back towards judging the offense, rather than the offender 
is currently underway in academic writings and state legislation, juvenile 
officers, in large part, still emphasize rehabilitation and label avoidance. 
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~~ ~~S~~P~~9P~ ~p~~~ ~p~~~ly ~~ l~W ~pfQ~~~e~~ goal are tailo~ed 
•• 1_ c1_S~_:-, .... _ ........ :: rI ..... __ ... _ ... _-= __ ." _ •• ';. _c::.;. t: .. __ '-' __ ~ •. ·';:a __ :;,." __ ~-: ::' __ .-::=.:' 

~g ~he t~~~ ~~~ j~X~p~l~ 9ff~~~~~ pl~y ~p ~py~§~~g~~~ye role in law 
••••• c..l,",,"~ __ 4':" __ ...... -::.----= _____ ';._:: ~-.:..' c. •• __ ..... c=: __ =~ __ .-_ :.-_:. _- _~ 

enforcement. P~~~Ql ~~~~y~~~§ pl~y' ~ small role in their work. -.... ~". ~.- ... 'o<=.:.. :c.. __ ... _ c.. ___ • ___ ;.:. :-_.:::.. c;. £=..~ __ :-:_: _=- ::.,,:_ ... 

giy~n ~he .~~y~~~~g~~~y~ ~9l~, ~9~~y~~, ~p~ ~~~~p~io~~ ~re similar for 
.. I '- •••• _ .... == ...... :;-.c __ ;.:. ____ : ... _0. ___ : _ ... ";:: ::'::':'_:- __ ._.:::. ::..~ :-.: ...... _=.: -

b9~~ ~~:r:~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~f ~~~~~~~rf?~~~ ~~~ g~~~~ ~;~;~:ved by :t~e_:~~i~/or 
~~y~stiga~~9~ are ~~c9~pl~~~; (2) ~pe ~pfQ~~~~9P ga~~e~ed by.j~v~nile _., ..... " .. -.-_\,.,,;,, .. c.:::: __ . ___ .. :-_=_::: \_;" _01. .. '; _____ 0 __ ::" __ \"'",. ::;:- _____ _. ' ...... ~. ~ 

offic~~s i§ ~slsl~~;L9!lal ~9 ~p~~ g~~pe!~sl py !lp!l-j~yepile office:.:-s; (3) the 
"-.... -.:. c:;. ___________ .... - .... .::.- t-~---:.--;;.- -. -.--.-_-.':..-.. --~ ........ : :: .. _ 

~~~ormation g~~lt~;r;~d by j~y~!l;Ll~ Qff;f.~~~~ ;f.~ !l~~9~d }:9 ;complete (ases; and 
........ -.... :-_ .. __ .... _ .... -_._ .... _-- ----- ... -- -- ------- -' .. - - - .:. 

(4) ~~~ ~~~~~~~g~ ~r~~~~~~ ~! 3~~~~~~r g~~~~[~r ~~ ~;;~~~ ~o_~~~secute 
cases. 
_ ....... o ... 

Prevent.ion is broadly defined by most 
... -~=-."':::::_.':': .. :..~ : !"::;E-:'_. :::.. _: .. -=:' :..:.=: 

j9¥~~~le o~f~~~;r;~ ~~ ~py ~~~~y~~y ~9~~h ~~~p~ ~pl~~ful ~ehav~~r ;from occuring . .. '- ______ ~ _____ • ____ ._~. , .... ____ ..... _____ ..... _c..,. ___ ... :. .. _ _ .. ': :'~'. 

P'~!~g ~ni~ g~;;f.~;f.~~9~, ~g~ ~QP~~P~~ 9f p~~xe!l~~9.p ~~~ !ehabilitation frequently . .... .. ,,_.: ...... c __ .... ___ '-' ....... __ .:::. _~ .... \",.o~:-_~ ... _ :-'_::,t: .. ___ ~ ... _ ~ ...... __ 0::. •• : • .- ___ :::.: ..... '::';:: 

~y~~~ap~ ~g~ ~P~9~~~~~n~ 9f ~~~p~y. Y~9l~~~9~§ p~co~~~ burglary-prevention; .... _ .. ~ c. ... _ .... __ ........ _..;. ..... _ ..J ____ -. ___ •• _~ _____ ..... :.: _:_ ...... _-:::.:. .... -: ... _-:::- _: .. _ .::..:.:_ 

the referral 9f ~ ~Q~f~§§~9 gel;f.pg~e!l~ ~9 ~ ~9~upi~y-based treatment program 
...... • --:-.:_ .. - - ..... _!. ...... '-; .... _-_. _ ... - -- :,.. _ .... __ ....... -. -- ... ': ... -:.~ :: 

~e~g ~~~e~~r ~~~f~ ~~~~~~~~~) ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ Qf g~~p~~~~~~; ~~~!~~:i~~. Some. 

jy¥~~~~~ ~~~ff~Ff rtrf; ~~rf ~~~ ~~~gF~~~~~~ 9f ~g~ l?~, ~~self, is a prevention - ... ~ -~" .. --!':.-:. : .. : ;:-

e~~;'yity. Tb~ ~?j9~ ~h;~§~ 9f P;~Y~P~~Q~ ~~~~y~~~~s ~n~e~taken by juvenile 
J.. ..... -..:. _~_""' __ .... _ ...... .::. ... __ • __ :. .. c •• __ v ... G ___ • ___ C:: ..... _..:.:.::.. ... ';.:. =: _ ... ~:-. - --.. 

th~ ~~~H~¥~!gg~ ~~~g~ Hg~~~~~ ~R~ ~F~~~g~fg~ 
eF~ ~tmil~~ ~Q ~bQ~~ Qf ~g~ !~~p~l~~~~~Q~ gQ~li 

--........ _.;.. ......... _ ...... ;;.-;;:, .... __ ...... _~ ... ~.J ___ ... ..::.. ___ .... -=--~~_. 

~~~~p~~ ot juvenile units 
c~_:..._! ... ~ :.: :.::,. ... :.:.~_-:. _:. 

(1) ~~~ po~ice are able to 
\-1 - ... ~ :""\:. __ :': ::.:~ l __ 

?F~=d~!f~g~~~~~ t9~~~9 ~ P!~y~P~~yr~~~~~~gy; ?P~ (4) ~~~y. ?r~ able to 
".'":~""'---- ... \.,. .... c;.. .. _ - :"'- .... ,-.... --\- ___ ..:. __ :.. •• G ..... _ .-. ~ ..... ;- •• c:.:':.: a.:_.'-.: . 

!mp,!~~~~ R~~g;~ ~E¥~f~~~~~: ~~ ~~~~~~ g~ ~~~~~g~~~: ~g~~gF~t~;~ ~;!i~~ral,. 



I .e. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

e 
I-
I 

- ,:,;;:- -
- 49 

~--.= _ 0:;._ -- !""a::E.::' __ .... o_ 

th_0~f rehabilitation, O' 

Xvoid the Delinguent Label. _ ~ ~Q. deCa~e$ .~g9 ~'labeliJlg- theory" emerged .-_. -' _ - _ v_ __ ............ -_ ..... - - .. 
as a:" .... :. ... ..::a~: .... ~:.:..-=---.-.' ....... -.- - ... ----- .. - - --
as an academic perspective which shift~d. t:lH~ fQCu~. Qt. concern. fr:om the 

.. . .,.~_' .. .:: . .:: e::~':':"£"~E :.: .:.:.. .. ~ .. :..:::.:: ... _ .. _-.. .:: -- _<:. .... - .- -- ..... .. 

gi~~~ifi~~~ion and analysis .of deviant forms. of behavior·.to.. the processes $' 
. ..: .... ··; .. ....:;.:.s:...s c..:= ::'':;'::':-:'':'~ :.:: :~=.'.,;.:. ~!; ~;,.":~~ •• - .... __ .... '-......... ', ,,-" 

by;h!ch individuals are defined by oth~~~ as.deyia~t. py~~:~h~ y~ars, 
n~ac:.: _ .. :~'-~' .or: ::':~'.:':. :,:."::' -::::..:.:....:-:...,. E:.:"' .. : ,- .-::. .... --~ - -.: .. - f,".:: 

practitioners in both the criminal and j~ve1);i.:!.e jy.st~ce .. systems ~ concluded 
.. • ~. :': .. ::'£-:' 2:·2:~:"_:: ::,,-=.z: ..... :._-=.-o'-~ .:.. ....... ~- •• __ ....... 

fki~ ~~~t~ct with those systems create Q~v~~nC~Lgn~Lothe~'i • .h.armful cons1!quence. 
:~.&.\.: _ I,.! .. :.:'I:..:.=:. .. ·-= :"E- :.:-.. ~ 5 .. ..:: ..... - .... - ------=...;..:.- "~$"'~-'" . 

The l~~el:~,~ .. p~~;~~~c:.t/'!=~:e ~s:._:~~~: ~?b~~~~":~t.:!~c:~~~~n~;.:'l~-e-s.tion as sO~!l 
con:.!.. ....... ' ' . 
concerns move back to the concept. of indiv~g~~l:responsibilit~ and evaluations 
0: C(~~·~:::t!n!~'·-~I .. ~._.:. :::-:..=..~:::.c:::.. :-:,,-.: .. -=-:: '. '--,:--- -~~--. ~-"':;... . 
of c.;>mmunity-based treatm~!l~ !t~gh.~~gJ:lt. pr9gX'?1Il.:.Jg.~lures ...Pol:b~~ j uyenile \. 
c:=~l"":". f ,~ I. ': •• s-:.:.. __ :--1\"~,- \....;..':;':. • -~ .. \. _ •• _ .. ---. ----- .. 

officers, though, still hold the view that referral of a juvenile to court 

i~ ~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~: :~:~::~ :~:~~~:~ ~oss~~~:~. ,. ,(/I .-------
• I .. ·.'::,p ... (~·- ~~.;.z...:. .. ~'.:' . .;.:-.:..-:.. .. ---:: ... .:.. -- ... ~ .... "'~"~".'" 

Til) . ",'" ~ ........ - - ~ 

This goal assumes th?-!=_j~ven::f.l~J)ffic~rs; .. (1) are concerned· about thap 
• .' I ••• ·.~-,:~· - _ :::t:._ ... __ ••. .::. .. • .. __ .. -"" --_ .. - . _. _. 

t1pr-o"i:J'" 

negative consequences of sending a juvenile.to court; (2) are able to identify 
r 1, =,".~' . (! .: ; I' . ~ I :.:-.:- :.3: :': . .: ..::. : - ,:-:-. ..:.::. - ~ ...... -'. 

those delinq~~~t~ _ ~r~~~;~a!.:~:~::.:?!!;-nE.~,rs. ~~,.r.~.e~~~:~O?!t w~l_ ~e. a .. negative 
(.)>:Pt"'t.:,'~! : 'I'" .. 

experience; and q~ .,c:~n ,,~~~~~,~~~.~~h~ y'e~~1.~~.~~9;~::o~:-the?~ ;i~v:~ni~es _into the 
;t

1
."r i ,"C ::, .... !I.J .• l ..... ~~C" c;. u.: __ ... _---

justice system. These ~~sump.t~ons areepitQm;l.~ed_:i.n the.fre~uently heard 

~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~~::~~: :~~~:::~~ ,,~: :~~ ::: :: gi~e -~~e' ~~d' a ~eb •. " 
..... :::: ::-:;.; Ju\~==:::~ ]:';::"!'~~e 5'''s:e::.. -

':i"uq"\ t". I 

t"oor'dinate with the Juvenile Justice. SX§P~. ~".By a:g.~~e~!1g: with ~the need 
••• ,f ,I.'! .l.;.~';.:. "' .... ~: ..... _,... ....... _ ,t... ... - .. - .. ~-- \0,0_... ~ 

t (". r.t" '1 l' .• I .' 

to coordinate police work with_the work.of 9th~r,~Qmpone~ts-of-.the Juvenile 
, • ~. 't .~" ... .: .:.. _ .. _ ... ,.. .'" - J ::1'.'.:....:..:. ,.;. __ '. .;:::. __ :. • '" - _ ........... .. 

• •• l' " :,;",":1 ."n~. \- .. jC .lll'll ~--.--- v ___ '- _. • 
, tl!. ~ j • 

justice system, t~e J.1;1ve~f!~ 2~fi~~.~ . .,~~tiHfttY, .. ~&~~Pts ,~~, impo.rtan.; . the 
, ..... - 1 t • ~ ,-' u-t::.~_ .... _ ..... - ... - ........... . 

f":,-s! ~.~:, "t.' . . 
system's desire to deal with the juveni~e_a§ ~~wp.ol~ person. •. The juvenile 

.. .. . I,}f ,"'l'tlt:S t!:(..l re\:E-''!'"'s.~·. G.s.sump\o.'::"'-~l.:"; ...... c,... ._. .. ..... _ ....... - ........ ., .. 
6-' . ,.,': .. ,. . 

officer als~ .~~7~~t~r;~;':~~~~~~~' a~~,?~p.t~~~~=~~~!:.n~~~o,?~di!1~~~<?n_~leads to 
s." ... tt'lU nh. .. . . 
sy~tem and service fragmentation, which ultimately leads to failure in worki~g 

• __ ~._. of ""~'1~. __ .. ____ -_ ..... ~-~ .. _1 ... _ .•• 

.~. ;~~ . 
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~9 ~~~@~ ;~~ ~ ~~~~!~ ~~!; ~~ ~~~~~~ ~90rdinatioh as a goal, it must 

(1) juvenile officers ar~'in contact with other juvenile 
.-~ _ ..... -.... _-- ... ------- -- . ' 

jy§~~~~ gr~;~~ ~~~~~~~~r €g? ;~~ e~;~~~~~ ?~~ aware of the goals and 

@p@~~;f~p.~ ~; ;?~~ ~~~~~;~~ 2~~ {e) ~~~ ~p~~ to work cooperatively with 

y~~~~!y;~~ ;?~~~ ~~$umptions which directly . - .. . 

Aft@~; ~9!~~~ ~~;;¥~;!~ !~~ ~~~~~!9P'~? !~ ~he, untested general assumption that 

tb@ §¥~t:~ f § ~e!!!;¥ ;9 ;H~~;!ep.- ~~ e ee~!"~i~ted manner lvill be more 

@ff;~!@~; !~ ~p.~!!~~ e~§~~ eP.~ w!!! !~¥~ ~9 positive change among juveniles. 

Jyvenile Units Visited - -
1H@ ~p.~!r~;~ e; 2~! ~~~~r ~!~~~!~~~ ju.risdictional variati~n by 

@S~p§ge;~~~ ~;~;~~;!e~ ;e ~~y~~! p.e;!e~~+ patterns. Reai differences which 

@~!~; ~~ ;h~ ;;~!~~ h~w~y~~? ~~~; ~~ ~~~og~ized in order to make assessment 

@~t@m~;§ ~~!P'!~~g~!! §99@~; ;R~~~ ~!;!~rences are displayed on Tables 7 

AnG §~ !8f tH@ tW~!¥@ e~~~F;~~P.;~ ¥!§!~~~ g~~ingthe course of this study. 

T@g;~ ~ r~~~~p.;~ pFime~!!~ e~~~p.f=~;!ep.~~ and jurisdictional information for 

~h@ e@~~~;~~~t ~~th!~ W~!~~ th~ ~~!t @~~s~s; Table 8 presents u~it characteristics 

@n@ !YHE;~eR~: ~~ ~W@!¥@ e~~e;;~@~;~ ¥;~;~ed indicate only some of the 

@~!!@f@ne@§ e~ ~~! ~!¥@H ¥2~!e9!~ Wh!Eh ~~~sts in the field. As stated in 

gb@~~@~ ~, ;R~~@ §!~~~ ;~~;@§~H; ;h~ ;~~ge of variation on the f~nction and 

J'n!!§e!et!~~ e~f;@~!~ §~;~!J!!~h~~ 9~ ;h~ bas~s of mail. survey and tel~phone 

f@§~9H§@~: g~Eh 9~ ~h@§~ §f;~~ We~ e ~~~ppnqent to themaii su~ey. 

'. 
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TA!L! 8. Juvefiil. Unit Charactariatica at SiCoo Vtatted • 

'. 

A~~%""C:~"'~"';~~"""~tJ.~"~~O" FUNI:TIONS OF UNIT %' v·· ... ~ ~ ~'b'll 04i 'IIQO 0' o\'\, ""t; 100"" !\.\e: ~'\ 
.... ~ ~flj 'b~ ",,,'I> ~ ~ <1;-" v' ..,,11> ~., 0 

':\ ~II> 0 Investigations,)' . Screentps / Progra." <;f> 
.:,~ ~~ '9'::; ~o .... 0 ... '" 0'" 0"- 100.... ,I, 0 ~"i ~ ... ~ ~.,fIj.;r1l> / Operation' .... 0'" 

~., ~~ .... .;. ~ ... 4"'''' .... '''' ;t ;t .:.411> :oil> 4f1i eo 0 'S''''' "" 4f1i~ / Cooes / Caoes / Caoea /~. ~ . 
,\" ~ .:;,~ ~ "' ... .:;,~ ~ ~ OS .~..:;,o$' \.:. ,,'Ii-!1' ~'II').:. / .Jlandled lIandled nandled / ~o':' v""~ 

~rUnston. VA 

Ba1tll11Ore. HD 

, areenMlero,IWC 

tlno>n'dtlB'a 
CO'm\t:y,'NY 

'ruco'8i1, AKz 

I •. !" ....... .. 

1950 488 CID Lt. OfUcer 19 Iunder 18 .arc~ny el I1sdemeanoro fieJAIl .'uvenUe Ye Scbool Pro- Daya Unifor. 
!unoway I:ess Serioua I Caoos Brall1E1,Crlme Eveo. PlaIn. 

1944 1,377 Opere 

!JT5 

111m 

'em 

Il'9-S6 I!O 'Team 

'ClD 

'ctll 

11'91'6 I1'S3 'ciu 

If963 'etn 

I 
'1'955 I 1.:241 'Ilp~r. ' 

Col. Officer 

1L't. Sgt. : 

I I 
, 'Officel I"'t. 

IUapt. 

I 
I 

DeP'uty: 
C:htef 

'OfUee 

I 
, ofUcef 

'NfA 

'Invedt 

'I\\veat 
! 

~andal. Feloniea Prnv"ntion Wkndo. 

Under 161.areeny t!1 Ilodemeanora ~e"Only Those Ye Diversion, Uaya 
Burglary Assaults and Inveotigated i..1miC;;-c! Ad-
Kobbery Robberies by the Unit Juatment 

60 

He tween Juvs ProBrsc 

Uniform 
l'loln. 

'6 I Ualler 16,!unaway at Serious Mls- e. "Cltlltion" , No ---
,L .. l.Mls./ demeanors" I . Gasea, Tbose /' ! 

, Dayo i Plo'1n. : 

'110 

I ~anila'1. j' ,Felonlcs"'''l111 • Coming 'Into I 
I : CrfmesAgslno I Utilt , I Juveniles 

Un'der '18l1ulIOIoIay : Vel All 'Cases c, AI1'066eo Vef S~,adJI!"dtsOl 

; i:i:'luor Juverilleo luverilles ~e'd14te 'It'lte 
I v~t~n 

IUOro 
'Eves. 
Wbtdo. 

\ Imrceny ~lnVOIVing II Inv.;llVlng I Progrllm~IIII-
!lrlder Il~ IJllreeny Ve All' Oases 'e. All' (lascs ye

l
, Sl:lIool ',sdft!t ''Days 

t Uurgl:ary I [nvdll/tng I l~lnVdl"1f18 ExplorerePoa 
i ~ariddl. • JuverlHes Juved!les ',LlttlUeague 
r 1 ~o~tb &'Low 

Urlder '16 Runaway ~'" ,I. !.',_A!'!!:~iles ' l!t!'~!!i:liUdr'tle ... "r "Days ValUoR 
I,aree!!y " I I 'llnVdlvlng I soureePrl?gra. 'Merlds. PM!'II. I Varirldl. I , JuverlUes I Summer'Comp, 

I I I Football '.,. '''''''l::1:rnl -- "ij --'~II -- "". '0,. 

'7 UriderlUoI;arceny I ye~ltSdemCB!\OrE etJAIl''Oasco Ye~I'duce'pro- "Days Pl!dtn. 

'7 

'1'8 

('I,il:Uls.! ' 'I InvolVing 'b,U!fon~SHlOdl 'Eves. 

nn'dGr 'Ii Illlrdh'p'Y\ 'leI HddcoC!a .... ors eIlOrlly'11loaa Yc,I'tIUce"AHlle 'Days ·Pl:di'll. 

\lIurlilllrYI I l'UVCdilCS ~I'~~~:~~::~~~~ I,tlkllds. 

·ll.llrcc\\y I ,'5tdtUS'"f- I~ .... veit!ig~ted I He'l.casao. 'Eves. 
I !!~'I'IlIlIay ',' renoes I Y'the'thI1t! I I:hool'Uall- I~fltllds. 

I son' Program 
WdGr I III Carceny ! Ye, Ils'delUliIBllora YellAIl 'VUvcdUe I ve['XPJorerSCJU ''Days ·Pbf.ton. 

Dilrdl'ary I CrtmesAgdno~ 'rasell I choolProgra'l' 'Wlhrldo. 
~ "hlea i . Iliverl fles 

'Ud4~r lit llill'd1'!IC ~o --- tfo -.' Ye Sl:hool 'tlayo Pl'din. 
! l;arccny I ~esource 

Mtdi1.. : Ii' fncero 

Rubbery oUee Youth Wkndo. 
'lubo 

Ufilcer '11 i Urider '16 Burglary ~o' -- YeflAU 'JuvetiUe vea~I'Ol1ce Atlile~ 'UaYD I Udlforat , ...... , r.,eo tie League, Eveo. I'loin. 

~ ____________ ~~ _____ • _____ • ____ ~ ____ ~ _____ A ____ -L~ __ ~ _____ ~~ __ ~ _____ u_ 

t; '!'lIe HultnoEUlh County Sheriff's Deparlment does nnt hnve Il Juvenile unit. 

** Includes ell Juvenile progrs.a operated by tbe department. 
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Department Characteristics 

T~ble 7 indicates the mix of city and county departments visited and 

the range of populations they serve (from Duluth's low of 100,000 'to 

Baltimore's high of 861,000). Eight of the twelve qualify as middle-

range cities/counties, with populations of betweeu 100,000 and 250,000. The 

ratio of sworn officers per population varies from a .55 officers per 1000 

in Contra Costa County to 6.17 officers per 1000 in Washington, D.C. 

Departmental organizational styles encountered include both centralized 

and decentralized arrangements, as well as several forms of team policing. 

Duluth, Minnesota, for example, is a traditionally organized, centralized 

department. The entire department is·-clivided into three divisions: patrol, 

criminal investigations (eID) and administration. The Juvenile Aid Bureau 
.. -." 

. is It,cated'in the CID. 'Washington, D. C., is one example of a decentralized 

department which c~ntains a Juvenile Division on the headquarters level and 

Youth Service Officers in each. of seven district stations. Functions are 

specialized: the Juvenile Division operates prevention programs and special 

investigations such as child abuse; Youth. Service Officers primarily screen 

and process cases handled by non-juvenile officers. Team policing in Lincoln 

is characterized by four teams permanently assigned to a particular shift -

with the ~xception of the Youth Aid Bureau which is responsible to the day 

team. 

The departments varied considerably on the number of juvenile arrests in 

the prior year. Baltimore and Washington, D. C., cities of relatively 

comparable size, had highly dissimilar arrest rates. This holds true for 

Greensboro and Lincoln as wello 

' .. 
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Tabie 8 inaieat~s that iii of tlie dep~rtments visited established 

their ufiit sinee i94a~ wn~n a uniE;s Sudg~t i~ g~~~~~~~ ~i~~ ~~~~ ~~ 
... ~ .' .. - .. 

... _~. ... __ -C;-"-.'~S =::-=':". G:. :::"2:. :-: .:.: 
its department (TaDle 1); tne r~sulH.ng r~tio ranges from a high of 5.6% 

of the ~epartmenEis budget in Ariington:co~nty ~~ a i~~ ~~ 6:~~ ~~ Li~~oln 
(which is understandabie; eon§iaerfng that Afilrig~~~ ·h~~ i~·}~~:~~i~ 

Most of the units 
.. ~.., .. _-t2.~' ::. ~.:c. :.i: : .. ~ c.::. "'~-:"E:"': :.' ... ' .:; 

are organizationally housed in the crimirtal investigations division, a 
l\.c.n.!:·. c= co:=:z:::':.-=-.
Rank of commanding 

~ff1cer of the unit ai§o parail~is survey firidiri~~~ ~h~ ~~3~~~~~ ~f unit 

~gmmanders hoia the rank of bieutenanE or above~ 
• .:: .,\,,-,~.""""""c. a. .... -::SE s:" ::::£. 

Rafik held By juvenile officers reveal diff~re~ces a~~oss sites. In 
... -, .. :::-£::e:-.. :::: -:.:-:. _. - .... -

m~st Jurisdictions; ineiua!ng BaiEfmbre, Duluth~ and Greensboro, the Juvenile 

offitet hoids the officer rank~ 
•• . ;~... ., l.r~ On":'!:1~r-: -::c.. (.01.:.::-. :0. .:.: 

Only in '1'opeY·;i and Onondaga County do 
t·, ur..:.::· 5 e.~::;..s-:e.:-::=- :.:-
A unit's existence in the 

,- :-:'::~'. ".::.. :..;. :...... :: '-

fOr its. officers; as can D~ §~~n by comparing officer rank with the .division 

".::!~-.i :.!~ acress c.e.~c.:--:::.-:::::: ~ 
The number of ~uvenile officers in a hhit varies across departments 

'. I. I Tne rc!:io of ~r .. :::. 
from two (2) in tincoln to 7i in Washington~ b~ c:: The ~atiD of unit 

~ -.. rar::'2E ::::.::::-. Go _:::: 

@ffi~ers (Tabie 8) ta aep~rtment officers (±abi~ 7): ranges from a low of 

,9 p~t hundred 6ffic~rs :tn bincolil to § per li~~a~~J ~£~i~~~~ i~·~i~~~~ 
.: ____ i" .. 'Oq' :i;~~: unit =uncr:ions:. G:-;:" 5~:-

Si~e of popuiation §ervea; size of department and unit functions are some 
."' ," 0' i, 1"'tt!/'~'! no:icics. =- 0:- C:·:~::-.:- ~ 

of the vafiabies which affect p~rSOniiEd deployment policies. For example, a 
... ' . ". ·"1" ·,.!!:~.is c~: !)oLJt:.la:.:.:.:-

~6mp~rlsQn betw~en Gr~~n§a6r6 ana ~incolh~ on the basis of population 
. • i "I~' b,··":JtlS£: t!1: Gl-eer:.E·:;:'::::-: 

Flitniiafities aiane (1~aBie 1) W6ti1.ci Be misiE;~aiiig because the Greensboro 
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~ ,!p'g ~!~c:C?!~ ~~~;~ giffer:..tn:~ of ~~~E;~??~ they perform. While a 

~~~~~!~~~~=~~~~~ ~9mpa~~~~~, :Qn the E~~~ 9~ population and functional 
• - -- -- - :. I' '. • I 

similarities seems more:.aPlH'~p_rJate, G~~~Jl~boro has a department:with ;: ___ c:;. ____ ,":.._ ... -~-'-'- ~.. • ... _'::~ .... .:... ~ 

twice the number of sworn::~f:f:f:,~~rs 80S d~~:; .T~peka (Table 7). The ·.fact.: .... _-';.. -_ .. ";... .. _-' .... .... .... _- - ... :-

that Gr~~nsboro' ~ routh O:i:Y~§~Qn also h,.as J;wice the number of swot:n officers ....... c._ 0...: ___ "' __ '''_' •• IZ....: .... '_ • 

a~ ~Q~~ th~ Tope~ ~nit,~t~g~,:..~s not~s ~~gnificant as it origin~lly c. __ ... ____ , .. __ . __ .... _:: .•• _ .. 

appears. 
C'._~::' t;...::., _ ~ • 

~ .. ~- -

~9~; ~~~;s v~sitedhav~j~risdi~~~~?:~~er anyone under 18, following 

~ut::v~y findings. ,!;reenspp):p ,:.L~~coln .. and .Q11-(;mdaga County are the ':'only units 
- ...... ~._. -_ ..... - •• -... - ..... 1-- _". __ ._ 

ll:L~,i.~ed in ~tates whichhaye2~s1:ablish.f:d ),6. years as the age 6f majority. 
't ____ "', c.... _.,. ___ .. • .. '- _ _... ..:... ,"" .. . 

. ;, 

" '., . 

reveals §ilIlilarities with.na:.t:i-o!lal .. st,atis.t:$.t;~: larcenies, burglaries, .t;:.\/t.::.G._':: _·_a .... _._.. .' ... __ ..::: ___ .:.. 

§t2tT~!? eg~I~:?~s, .and vaIl,dall~m.: a~count .:fQr_1JlQ~t of the units t "business." 
• _ .... , ... w'_.=._ 

' .. 
fh~ E~~~~ 9~ ~~bpery is iQ:kh~~ateg~ryc?f=~~~t. frequent offe~ses~~nly in 

t~~ ;W9 !~~~~ cities visit:e.d,;;·:·B.a~timo~e~~£ld:,~~~?~ngton, D. C.. -'" 

!~±e~~~:!-on on unit .fmtc..t.iQns reyz~d.s~.~~~e differences in the number 

~ne ~~tl!;-~ !?~ fU::1f.!~ions p-el::f.--omed· by .. ¥~.f£,~!,j:Pt. units. For example;. the - --.... - ._ ... 

l~$~ ~erious felonies4 
_l .. .;.;_ ~t.._~\o,.\ •. _ .. ' Wh:Ue.·:-.Ono11-daga·.Go.vn t:y .. inves tiga t~s' misdememlOrs, it 

'" """--~...... _ .. i ' , 

f~ F~§p?~~f~~e for screen;ng:.alJ. .j\.!.v~.!l_¥e.::Ef.f.:es (after an invest.1;g·ation of 
'. , . . 

!f:!8R!~~ ~~ E?nducted. by ·the::-¢'r.iminal~~?-y~est.;i,gations division) •. t:cIluluth both 
--::---_0#1,. ,; I' I • 

~ffi1~~t~§e;~§ ~nd ~~reens .alJ..uluv.e~~l~~'i:~~~:~r.s. ':,;, .uult:: 

Whg~ ~h~ majerity of7-sites_yis}!.:~e4,r~J'::_~r:.'1.t~, police programs, the' natures 
• -. t 

8! ~!HH~~ P~?g~ams vary considerably. ~ .Arlington County' ~ifers' se-qeral prevention 
• :.. .. _-_ ..... :,:0 .................... : 

~H~BF9ff~h~~ ~~~hin ;t:heir ju.nior::and. ~.~~l: .h.:i.glJ _school program' (e;g:, student 
"" - ... ,-::;- .. -- .. •• .. '1 F 

"I •• 

E8~m~~!!~~~ !~lformation p'~Dgr~s~, ~~~~t~<:p.:~~::o~). Baltimore~' in. ~ontrast, 
, '. ~ I I 

I 'JII •• , 

B~~f~;~§ ~ ~!P.1ited ~djustmen".t;.P.r:og~a~,J~ot;,,~.~1ll?n~l~s tak~n into ctlstody which 
.... \.,I - to. -- -" " II 1 ~. 

i II! "I 
e,,:.;t.0':: 
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may involve counseling or diversion to a community service ~ork program. 

Duty hours vary considerably among units, from a weekday-only shift 

in Baltimore, Contra Costa County, Greensboro and Tucson, to a weekday/ 

evenir.g/weekend shift in Arlington County, Duluth, Onondaga County, Topeka 

and Washington. 

Each unit has some of its officers in plainclothes, although Arlington 

County, Baltimore, Lincoln and Washington also use uniform officers. 

Although summary tables are helpful for comparisons across sites, they 

fragment our understanding of any given site. A short description of each 

of the twelve sites visited is presented in this section in an effort to 

reunify the parts. 

Arlingt~n County Police Department 
Arlington, Virginia 

Arlington County, Virginia, with a population of 175,000 and an area 

of 25 squa're miles, has three police departments within the same jurisdiction: 

the Arlington County Police Department, tpe Sheriff's Department and the 

Virginia State Police. The Sheriff's Department administers the County 

Jail, handles evictions and transports convicted aefendants to prison. The 

State Police agency is responsible for traffic patrol and maintaining laws 

and statutes on public thoroughfares. 

The }xlington County Police Department, with 287 sworn officers, is 

responsible fO'r the remainder of law enforcement functions in the county. 

The department has three divisions: Communication Services, Investigations 

and Operations. The juvenile unit is located in the Criminal Investigations 

Division. The unit is subdivided into two groups: (1) the Juvenile Offenses 

Unit (JOU), which is responsible for the investigation of incidents involYing 
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an alleged juuenile offender; ~?~ (2) the J~venile Resource Unit (JRU), 
C'-•• c... __ t;..:::~_ .. vv_ ... __ -= \".--~- ...... ';:.-: "-. - .. ~- - ... I , ..... _' : .. t:::...v\...!: , 

EBP.E2~~~?g ~~~2~~~~! ~~~ ~~2~ ~~!~~;!!¥ in non-l~w e~~orcement related 
........ ¥, t:. ... _ () 1. \,.. I"tlll It. 

actiuities • 
.. '- vi_1. .. ,._~ .. ~ ....... 

JOU offic~r~ ar~ ?~~igned throughout the county by junior high school ................. _---- ....... --- ----:=-._. --._ ....... :-- .. __ ..... . ~ 

Tbf.~ JOU offi.c~r typically in.vestigates all misdemeanor cases _ ...... - ..., ....... ------'" ... ;-----~ _ ..... -........ '-. - ... -. --
~~~ !~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~!~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~mm~~;~~ by a ju~~nile. On occasion, 

~ . -... --
the JOU offic~r will al~o be ?s~ign~d more serious felony cases, depending 
....... :: _ ...... ------- ,"--- --- .... -- ----,:: ..... _- - ... __ . ... :-:.._- .... = 

_ .... --- . 
F~!~!'!"~~ ~!!'!!~~!! ;~ ~~~ y~p~!'~e:~ ~~ !!?~~~ Resources. 

- -- . 
JRU p'~r~onn~l ?r~ a~eign~d to ~p'~cific elementary and junior high 
V_' .. _ r --_ ... __ ..... - -_ .... ~---:. ... -- -","' -.------ - .. " 

.. -.... ' .. lot. .' " 

In addition, JRU officers 

-... _- .... 

~~E!'~~~ ~e~~~ p.~!~~~ ~~~~9?~ e?~ f~~~~~~ ~~~uct~~~d4~~~ormation programs 

within the school on topics ~uch a~ drug use, shoplifting and driver safety. ".- ........ _. _ ... -_ ...... - ...... -~:--. "'--' -- ..... _-,,; --. ... ... --'-- -_ ...... 
.. --.. ~'-

~!E~!' ~~hp~! he~!'~ ~?~ ~~t~?~ ~ ~?!~=~p.e?~~~ed s~~r~;~mp for juveniles. 

?~~~9~~~! ~? ~?~h ~~~ j9~ ~?~ ~~¥ ~?~~~ work y~r~ closely, sharing 
.... - '--- .. .' ... 

!~!e~~~!e~ e~ ~~¥~~~!~~~ !e~~!~!!~ g~~ ~~~~~ity pr~~~;~~s. Since both 

H!!~;~ ~~~!p?- ~h~!~ ~~!~~!!!'~ 9~ t~~ ~gg~g ?~ ~l!nior __ ~~_g~ ..:~.chool districts, 

Typically, the JOU officer _ .. ~ .... -
w __ G. __ • - . 

~~ ~~~? !'~~~e?~!~~!!;! ~9!, th~ §~FF9~?'~~~ ~ommu~~t~_~~ile the JRU officers ...... ~-~ 
/. 
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Baltimore Police Department . 
Bal timore, Maryland 

Baltimore, Maryland, with an area of 78.3 square miles, is 

an industrial/commercial center and major seaport. The Baltimore Police 

Department is composed of 3,410 sworn personnel, providing a ratio to the 

population of"4.0 per 1,000 people. The department is divided into three 

major bureaus: Administration, Operations and Services. The patrol division 

within the Operations Bureau is geographically divided into three patrol 

areas, each consisting of three districts. 

The juvenile unit exists both at the headquarters and district levels. 

Located at police headquarters, the Youth Section, under the Community 

Services Division, is responsible for developing and conducting juvenile 

programs and summer camps, operating Police Boys Clubs, monitoring the 

District Youth Service Officers in matters relating to the Pre-Intake 

Adjustment Program, handling juvenile arrest warrants, conducting follow-

up investigations of assault and robbery cases of crimes perpetrated by 

juveniles on juveniles, and investigating both juvenile and adult missing 

persons. 

Within each police district, a Youth Services Unit exists under the 

Operations DiVision, composed of juvenile officers who review all juvenile 

reports completed by other officers, interview all juveniles that are recom

mended to the police-operated Limited Adjustment Program, and provide limited 

counseling to juveniles involved in this program. This program attempts to 

make an impact upon a juvenile's behavior prior to the commission of future 

c:iminal acts. The program's objective is to produce "socially acceptable 

beha'iJ'ior" and avoid the labeling process resulting from full entry into the 

juvenile justice system. The Youth Services Officer is authorized to decide 
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Offieer aiso has the aiternative of referring the juveniie to the nepartment 

ef juvenile SefViees Intake Office upon determining that program enrollment 

is not in the best interest of the child or the eommunity. Youth Services 

Officers; then; do nat investigate juvenile offenses but are limited to 

~~ufiseiifig and dispositional functions • 

in addition to Youth Service Qff~cers; eaeh District Commander has 

aiB~retioh to assign a designated number ef officers to the investigation 

~f juveniie cases. 

C"nt· a Costa Count' Sherlff:Coroner'§ be-a~tmertt ~~L. r. ___ . ...... y.- ... .. - .. ,p.. .. 
~i).t~ Costa. County;._Califr.!1::nia 

The Contra Costa Gounty sheriff~toroner;s Department is iocated about 

40 miies east of San Frahci§co~ The department serVes ail Unincorporated 

areas of the 73.5 square mile county area and provides contract police 

services to three incorporated toWnships. Th~ police department is centralized 

The 3uveniie unit eontains stK sworn offieers and is located within the 

Cf~irtai Investigations Division~ The unit shares an office with the crimes 

iftE!itients involving physical vioienee~ The two female officers in the unit 

gfe aiso utiiized by the aduit investigators in rape ar sex eases involving 

either adulEs or jUvefiiies~ Of the six posiE~efis in tne unit, two positions 

afe filled by trainees for a perieg of one year. sinee aii JUVEnile officers 
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promotion • .. . .. ~8~~ j~~~~~~; offi~~E~ ~~~ ~~P~!y~~~EY. personnel are rotated in • __ c __ C~_ ~_~=_._~~ __ : 
and out of 

'" ..... the !J.ll~t: ~~~~n" a.. ... _ .... ___ c· .. ,;;_. f;t"1C years. 
: .... e~=£ . 

~_: ____ i_~_~ _~_=-~ based on department philosophy 
_ :G.~ :.:: 

that ~l~ ~~~~er~~ ~~g~~~ ~~~~ ;(~~:~~~:;~~; r~~ ~~pertise in all facets 

of police ~ork. 

?a~r~~ ~~~~:r~f ~~~ ~ncou~~g~~ ~~ ~~~~l~ ~~~~e~ious charges to 
-- - _.. - ..... Ge':.~ - ....... :- .... --= .......... :. -::. .. 

completion~ Th~y b~y~ ~he option of sending these cases to the juvenile unit 
- .... ~.: .... .;..c:. _ ...... ', .... _:.:-. :-: 5-:;':.:':':-.. = ______ _ 

for di~p.o~~~~~~ g~ ~f~~~~~y to ~~~ rf~~rft~~ ~Z~~~~~ent. When a case is 

sent to the ju~~~il~ ~~i~, ~he patrol officer w~ll issue a citation to the 
....... - _1.... .. _ ....... _- _ .. ___ .. _ '0': ;:;.2.::=:':_ ::::...:~::. ; .. =-_ ... 

juveni~e to rep'o~~ ~9 the unit on a specified day. 
~ t;~:v_ - _ .... _ ... ;:: ..... ;:.. 0:-" G spc:':"':=--=-: :".:.' . 

'P.l~ Ju~~nil~ ~~!"~~\l is basj.~~lly ~ ~~E~e!l:t~g ~~d counseling unit, with .. - .. 0.---- ----- ... - _':'_"-'::;' __ . G ;:; __ c.~_ .. __ .. _ .. 

folloW-up investig~~i~~ ~espons~btlity only for particular crime categories 
... _LJ~''';' ___ :::-,:" __ ~,;,, -t.-'--':'J~L~~~:"_:.:.· ~: .. ~_:: :~= :..:.::-:-~_ 

that are not handled by patrol or other specialized units, Such investigations 
....... _.,--- ...... - -.. .... ~: :.. ~~: ... :,: ~ :- .. ,;..::.....:...- --- ... 

are q~~a~l! ~~~~~~ ~~ ~f~~~=~~g~~: ~~f~ ~~ ~~~~~~~es, reported child 

abuse and status offenses. Status offenders in the state of California cannot 
-..-~.~ -' .... c..._...:.:: ~:.==:r::..::.:..~. :~.'::.:.~ :-~:";:':-i::=:-:: _, ... __ ._ 

be forc~~ly detai~ed py police but must be dealt with on a voluntary basis. 
- ... '..:-- .... ;.:.- ~ .. - .. _- .. .J~: _ .. _::.. :"-;:' _.:.:.._: -... :, 

This limits the j~v~nil~ offic~r's ~b~li~y to gues~ion the juvenile at length, -. ----- --_~= ~ ~_____ ~w~ __ 

or h~v~ E!~~ E~ gg~EteE ~Ef~~:~~ 

¥~F~~ 8~~~~~~~~ ~F~ ~~~~}~~ ~~ tg!g~~~:~ ~~ ~?ssible by the unit through 

couns~~;~~ ~~ssio~s witp the parent ~~g ~~~lg. P~E~ng these sessions the 
---• .::.-""' •• ~ •• __ •• ~.4 .. ~arer.: c::.~,-__ .... __ .... 

juv~n~~~ 8!~~~~F EEE~~~E~ ~B g~f~~ ~~Z f~f:!- ~~~~f~er to figure out how to 

all~v!~~~ Eh~ eeFF~~~ ~F~~~~~ ~~ g!!t~~~ t~ ~t~~~ wide latitude in the 

hamlJ.~n~ ~~ ~ Eg~~~ ~~ !g~~ ~~ E~~ ~~~~g~g~ 2g;~ ~~f violate department 

rule~, 

that th~ J~~~~~~~ ~f~~~ ~ ggm~g~~~!~~ gg ~ ~~~~!~~:~r subject in ~ieu of more 

fo~alized action • . ~ ._-... ......... c.:.\".. __ '- L ... 
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Duluth Police Department 
1mlUth-·· Hin-neso-ta-_. "-

J.J ____ • ~ .... _ .............. ~--=:-

Duluth Minnesota is a smal1- §.M-pp.ing :R:OIt ·l.Q.q,a.1!.~d .Qn . Lake Superior with 
!,)t.:_ • ..:,:=-.. ~ _ .. ~::: .. :....:::2 :..: . - .. - ..... - ... ---- .... '- ... -. 

~ ~?~~~~E~~r ?~ ~~~:~~O~ Both ~~~~h ?nd:~~e_~~~~~~~~~g~~~. _~ouis County 

~r~~ ~~~ ~r:~~~?~r~f ;a~es ~nd .~l~~~ ~~~~~~~~~7s;~~!~~~ly non-violent 

crime. 
=.:- :. .. = ... ~ . 

~~ ~~~~f; ~;~f¥~~~~t is ~!~4~~~9~a~~Y~~~~f~:d~~~Eo:~~::e divisions: 

Op~!~~~9nS, A~mi~i~~!~~ion and Inye~~igation. A.t~n.Qfficer Juvenile Aid Bureau .... = - - _0 ... __ ... _ .. __ .... ______ .. ___ .. .. .. -- ... • -.. _ -::'-_. ... ____ .... 

e~): ~~f~~~tf~:~ ~~ ~?~~! is~~c;C!t;~d.l!~~~~n::E~e=_fJ!¥;~Et~~:~ons_division. The 

JAB ~9!f.~~~~S !:v19 P9l~sew9Flen, who .4~~l_priIparily .. w;tth. jpyenile.:sexual and 
....,~"-- ............ _..:.._ .... .:.. _*" ..... _ ... ____ .,:...... .._- ~ - •. _._ ....... --0 ____ .... _'" ..... 

assault cases as :well ~~ ~he tranl?P9~fa;ion;: of, all.: !.e~a1-e" prisoners. Two as£c. __ : :.:..~.: .. ..:.. .. .:...: ... t:. __ ..:....:. - -_.. - --.- - - .. _,-_ .. - : - -; '. • .. = 

school liaison officers are ~esponsible. f.or_main.ta.j.n"i~g. a wgrking relationship sC:-:O:: __ =-:::..::.~.~ :.:.:==-:~:-~ .:.:" . . .. -- - -. ;,.,.:,c._. __ -=- __ .. _ ... :. . .:. ... ::_ ... _: :-~ .. __ 

~~t~ ~~H~~~~ t~? !~~~~~! in two pu1?l:~c.£l~~h.s~.~?.?~}~. =·J11~.J.l,lte~ile, un~t's 

~F}~~~! ~~~:~t~~~ ~~~ f~rt of the:';-~!!l?i~~&:E:..f!:tf::e!~,~}s:~o_:~~ve~_tigate all 

j~Y~!f.ile 9-ases 9;,igi~ati~g from patrol or:..fIom. c.it.izen. phone calls. When 
... t~,~_ .. __ ,:: _.::..!_:. .. ____ .... .::. __ • . • --- .• ------•• :-- .......... _ ..... _._. 

the case :i~Y9Iyes §l j~y~~ile and. ~U:l:..§ls1~}..t~_~t;he. :c.~~e .. will ~b~ jointly handled t.r.t: ::s::~ _ ... __ : .::. _'_.~__ -- --_ .... '--- -- ...... _ ..... .. 

The head . .of- .. t;.,he. JAB,..J~oy!~~er"._I::.etains final 
.. _... ... - - .... - ...... ___ : .!\... "'w'=' \ ~_, .. :' _':'_ .. :.. .. 

... -' ... -
~HtRg~~~~ g~~~ f~~ g~~! ~~sposit:tops::.by"~~~~~ng __ :..~l~::!:~t:.~~~~ns:. t~,-~:~~~t. 

B~Rg~~~ ~~~ ~~t~' ~ ,secondary .. ~)J_Its.tj..0l!.~is.::.~hr::.~4,;~s~c:s:.~:~.on . of a. ~.uvenile - ... .... -
c~s~, X~!F)Jally all ~?-~e~ are pet.iJ~:i:-~I!e4. .. to . .jl!veni.I~.~~Q.\.!rt. _. This is ccsc: ~_._"-":" __ ... .:.. __ "-~:.::::.:- ... .J ..... - .... --- ........ ___ • _ .... _ .. __ 

d~!"~c~ly !~1~~1?Q. !:9 !:t>-~ ~nner in .~Q.~.c1!::l~he t.:j.u..v:en~l~ . .j.lJ.!?t;::!-c~ .. s~s tem operates. c __ c.c __ . _c. ___ ",, ___ ••• c... _ .-•• -._- _'-.'---" :: . .!_.!::' :~ ... : 

tR~ ggH¥~ gg~~~~~r g! ~? divisiqns::~~h~c~~t~~~~~~c~~~~~~~~~n~~i~.~~~ch all 

gf~fR~~ gff~~ ~~~ g~t~~ by a ju~~~~1~tii~ctgei:.::n~ ~e%EJ.?-:~~?:~~c~ ~~:-d~~on, . . - ... - -- . 
wh~r~ all neglect and dependencycases.,.are~beard .. by a _+~t.~l;'ee •.. Few services 
WLh,:::!."t: ~..:.._ ::~:..:..~.:: 2-: ... ;': ~=~ ._.- - ... - ... '-~-- .. : ...:.. :-=-':... ... ~:.. :-2, .... _~:: ••. 

~F~ ~~~f~~g~g ~~ ~ ~~~~~tle unless. hr-::-o!""n~h~~ i~e:!"~~~FEe?::b~:.~h~8~~~rt; 

€R~ ggHff R~~ ~~ gffj~~~fion tow~r~:~.o~~~it¥c~~~~~e~~~ne:..ft~F.:~~~ts. 
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Juvenile Qfficers are not requi.r.ed -to -send a cas,e to court :if the . --- __ ':"_l.:.- .... ____ ..... =.. ___ _ 

particularly runawa!~~ e~~ ~~;~p~~d ~o~~~~~alized center~~s~c~ as the 
.. , "-.; -. ""'. 

Immediate Intervent~o~ Program that uti1i~es crisis intervention techniques;;) - - ~-. -. -~ - .--_ .... 

for juveniles and t~~!~ ;~!!!~~~ ~~~~~~~i~g by the ~A3~i usually limited 

agency assistance. 

Greensboro Police Department 
Greensboro, North-'Gaiblinct -

The Greensbo~9~ ~9~~h g~~9!~~~,~~~~~~~ Department, within Guilford 

County, serves a P9?~~~~;~~ 9; ~pprox~~~~ly 154,000 in -a 54.4 square mile 

area. The down~o~ ~F~~ 9; ~h~ ~~ty _;5 -y~!tual1y unpopulateQ, containing i) 

mainly comme~c~~! 9~~~~;~~~ ~~~ F.~~;~~~ional offi~. 

The police d~p'~~~~~~~ !~ @F?~n~~~d_u~der a modified district system 

which consists of f9~~ g!V~~!9~~: Admi~istration, Community Services, 

Field Operations, ~mQ. !)J.v~~~~~c:L~ions. ~The Y<?uth Division is located within 

the Investigatiop~ £l!Y!§!9H-~ Th~ ju'{~~.:L!-e:.unit was origfnaily established 

in 1954 as a meane ;9P !m?F9Y!p'-~ ~he-J?9!-_ice department-'s -h~h(Uing of 

juvenile offender~~ §!n~~ a juvenile in North Carolina-is 'classified as ----'--_.- ~ 

- , 
a person under 16 7~~F§ 9f ~~~~ ~~~_~~i~ ~oes not handle the most ~erious 

crimes which are gg~!~~~~ by offenders 17-18 years of age:o~ -.. .." -..... --

The Youth P!.v!§ipn h~§ j~f~§l~,ict~on ~ver ~ll cases involving juveniles 

who are either ~y§p~~t~ 9F V!~~~~, ana~~ceive cases prim~rily from the 

Patrol DiViSiO~. ~~m §. ~~§~ !nV9,1~~~ b_oth' a juvenile a~d- an adult, '. 

i!lvestigati.ons w!.l.l. m;Y~J.~y h~n!:1J.~ .it_ a,nd _send only a r-eport :to the Youth 

Division. The Ufi!~ ~gng~~;§ ~!! ~~!lo~~up investigations', counseling and 

I' 
I 
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~ef@ffel~, §gy~§@!!~~!~ Y~Y~!~r ;~!~~@ ~~ gF!~!~ F~~?~~~~~~ ~t~~~ other 

e~yni.~y §~~~9!~~ ~~~ ~V§!;~9!~ ~~ ~!,,~ ~~F@ ~~~~~e4 se~~'~rf~ Juvenile 

to individual and 
a _.:.:.:.. "',"':'::"' ... :.._ 

9~ ~h~~~ ~ervices is 9n a -- ... , ... 

detgnt~9~ eng £e~P~ ~9~~~g~~~ 9~ ~ ~~=h9Y~ g~~!~, !~ needed. .. .. -. Unit 

off~~gf§ Wg~~ 9~~ W~~~9~r ~h!f~· 

A l@§§ v!§!g!~ !g~S;!9~ 9! ~h~ Y~~~ !~ ~g e~~~~~ the J~y~~~le Court 
O.J\..o>\. t::._ ........ _ . ..: 

%n@ ~gmmyn!~r ~~~!£~~ P-!y!~!g~ E£~!Y~!r ~~n~~~~s ~ ~~~r ~~~~~ of 

prO~fgms ~g~ jYY~n!~~~~ e §Y~~F ~F~~~~? !!;~!~ !~ague~ ~ ~g~g?~ ~~~ety 

~~h9~gh ~h~~~ programs ~~~ ~9~ . . . -~::;. ... '" '" 

8~gn§p~~~ ~y ~h~ g~!~, ;h~ ~9~~n!~Y ~~pv!~g~ ~;v!~!?n main~~~~s a close 
... • 0.- .... _..::.._ .... _ 

The unit will refer cases to this 
_._- _ ... _- u __ ._ ... :;'::'5f-_~ 

D~vi§~gn wh~n ~ m!~o~ !n~fge~~ !~ ~f9~~~t ~~ ~~ 9~;~cer's at~e~tio~ that . - -:....-... _ ... 

t~n~p~n Poli~e Depa~tment 
l;:fjlcgln, ~eora:ska' .-

According to 
.,.:. ............ __ .4 

...... _\0,.,."'. ___ •• 

th~ VDt'~ Vn!f9rm g¥~~ ~~~g¥~§J ~!H~9!H F~H~§ ~9~~ ?~~ of ~4 ~~~~es in 
- \..; - ~- --=..:. .. 

Tn@ PQ!!g~ @@P,e~~gn~ Yng@¥W@~~ ~ mejQ¥ ¥@gP~e~!~~~~~g ~g ~I~~~ ago, 

tmpl@m@nt~n~ e ~~~e~~m~H; Br gpJ~~~!Y@§ e??~geS~ ~~e p'art~g~p~t9~y' decision-
. ........... _"--:-.c:; _...... .....':..,.. .. 
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making throughout the ig~~t t~fi~: Thi§ t~bt~inization eliminated pr~ctically 

ell speelaH.zed UIiits ~ ~ifli fli~ ~~g~~figfi 6i fhe Youth Aid Bure3u. j.'he 
."".. •• -,.._ ... ,....-c: .. -.:-- ... - ..... ~~:: .... ~,. 

@epartment eaffently funcfions una~r a modified team policing e~neept; the 

@epaftment is aivided ifitb fg~t f~~~ p~rm~fi~fitly assigned to ~ P3fticular 

§hift~ The two o£fic~t§ in fli~ Y6cieli ira Bateau are responsible to ehe day 

In reality; two ju~~fiil~ units ~~i~t ifi the department, th~ Youth Aid 

Bureau (YAB) and the S~Hgbi k~~g~t~~ Offi~~t Program (SRO). The 19tter program 

nas hine offieers assigti~a flitbij~li6cit flie city's schools and i~ o~ganizationally 

plaeea ih the Adfuinistt~fi~~ s~~ti6fi bf tlie a~partment. The SROs: ~e~e as 

@eunseiors and sports ~g~~li~§ ~fia ft~~ij~fifiy p~rticipate in a!te~ §cnool youth 

pfagram§~ The Youth iiij ~cit~~a~ ~ifli f~6 fijii:fime juvenile offiee~~, is 

ba§ieaiiy ~ aispositibri~i lifilf: Th~ p6iig~ a~partment command perspnnel feel 

that ~liveniie iiwestig~tigri~ g~h h~ li~fi.~i~a totally by a genet"ali;?t 9Hicer and 

that speeiaiization in ja~~~iI~ ili~ff~t§ §Hbilra be limited to makin~ ease dispo

shions. 1'6 accomplish flii~ ~ fh~ jii~~iilre 6ffieer spends most of each shift ,

.interviewing and iriterro~~tiiig jh~~rili~~ ~iia tlieir parents, and providing 

iimitea eaunseiing wheh R~~~~~~~y: ±ti~ utile ~pbhsors some p~og~gmS fpr juveniles 

These prograffi$ COyut on the 

paftieipation of non-jli~~aii~ gffI~~f§; ~aa ~f~ based on the philo50phy that 

the pre grams enable the &~p~tf~~rie fb pfgj~~f ~ positive image to g juvenile. 

Ae~DrEiing to depaftrii~iif ~gii~y~ ~ii jij~~iij.ies 6Vlar 16 years of gge are 
. . 

ilfeUght Eiiree fly to ~8Utt; t;ft~ii a~~iii~a ij~pfb~fi~ te; by the of f.1.ce~ in charge of 
_ ••••• tl :-, ... -..c: .:..,'\,.OT'""···.::r~ ',....,";.0- ~,;. ........ ,. 

the ea§e~ !fie YAB handles juveniles unaer 16 y~ats of age, and t~nds to g~t those 

eases ef a less serio~s a~fijf~: bf ili~ g~~~~ f~~eived~ about 50% a~e handled 

t5€aiiy within the Unit~ ~1~IR~ fli~ gffi~~~ Eli~ aiscretion to h~ndl0 the case 

Approximately 
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16% of the remaining cases are referred to existing community agencies and 

~~&g~~~:-:~·:tiEf6.~:-'Yciuth Service SY~ten., whiCft:'funttions primarily as a referral 
--=- =:: ~~ ~:-.:. 

~igfi~fii~m':~d :~~ a.: iiason=betwe~n: police " and: all ~ community agencies. The 
.::..~::::.~: ~-

i~il.iiI~~ ~3% ~f the' cases':"ar'e~ped,tioned' to=.court intake with whom the YAB 

~_:"'i:.:...:: .. .: ... :...; . 

Multnomah County Sheriff's Office 

~!~l~~?~~~ ~~'!~ty, Or~~o~:: _ 

,', -.- --... 
. " .. .:.." 

"t~ •• _ .... ,..._ .... 

Miilf:nomah-County, Or.-egon, covering 423 square miles, surrounds the city 
"1\'1'" '", ___ .. _ .. ~:. r ~ •• _ •• 

of POl:l:laaa,:,c"'TIie-Mtiltnomah:Courity' Sheriff's' 0ffice j with 223 sworn personnel, .. __ ... 
--_._'- ..... - . 

~~ ~~a~f~ifie a~~~i~~s of:::the~Multi:ioritah County'Division of~ub.lic Safety. The 
-..: ,s",:.: ':':. .' 

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

cit:: iffi/Di~I~i&n;'6f PubllF'safei:y~reorgani2:ed the department over t".vo years ago, 
- .... r - ........ -.~ .... - .... - .. - - ... ____ .... 

initiating-team policing;--All-specialized tinits"including the juvenile unit, 
.. -- -":''".:'" -- -' -- -. 

::-.E: : .~\~-::-

~~f~eiit=§9~te~,cih~':'SheriffiFoffice consists of six teams: one generalist 
... :-.. : -:: ~ 

~~~-='f6r2e~~li:~6f-tfie five:-gebgr~phical zones into which the county is divided, 
..) :-.( ~ ... ~.:.. 

~~a:"a:i;ixfli:te~fu -&nich is tesponsible for conducting investigations in serious 
'''::01.::::' _~ 

~¥k~ss'~~~fi ~~aiioii~ide~3ana5dther:-~ajoi felunfes throughout the county. In 
. :":2. ::ie:::.:: ... 

,..,...;· ...... ·c Ct,,...·· .. -- ..... -.- ... ,.. " 
aaa'ftioii';~thrs team-also fi~ndies2cases of dii-ld abuse. 

adCi~Tli~'pi~~riai~sPoriSibitfty£of~the five-generalist 

activr£ie~:~~ri?m6iE:'ju.Jeti1ie :(;ases ~:·the first!' officer 

teams is for patrol 

involved in the case is 
:..s :.-:::- ~: .. 

~i~ijif~af:to. h~iidi'~!;fhe"cas~:"to~coiliilletion, 'fncluding any ne.eded f;ilow-up in-
'r-c. "- " •. 

ii~~i~~fic5~. haRt1:;:p6Iic~a~,his !B.~M;Xitnomah'are· -prioritiz~4, ;~ -~'~a~ calls 
.l.:.- _,.. .... _" 

~fii~;:~i~Oiiot ~-6~si~~~ea to:~eqtH:ri!~iinmediafe, police resp~~s~:-~~~~ as petty 
5C ::l£:.:. ':':.._ 

r~~g~nf~~, :::~ie':fi~~ar~d'8oriiPl(;E~!1:::ov~r the telephone or by a,I!- ttppointment 
• s ... c .. "";:- : 

'" .." mace tc taK.e t:1e r epu I L' a ~ a 1a t er cia 1 • 

Arcnough'juveniles account for a 
a?pc:::':.:.::-,:":.· 

"'tccoun~ -- ... 

" ' 
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large portion of crime in Multnomah County, offenses committed by j~v~~iles 

are given a relatively low priority for investigations by the'teams, 

The juvenile who is taken into custody will usually be refe~red ~o 

court. Pending court action the juvenile is either released by the officer 

to a parent, or sent to the juvenile detention home (JDH)~ Referral ~o the 

JDB is the only referral an officer can make, since the Sheriff's Off~ce does 
, , 

not maintain any direct association with community agencies. Most o~ the 

officers in the five teams attempt to give "storefront services" to juveniles 

t:Yithin their designated patrol area. 

The juvenile ~ourt has four juvenile judges and one court ref~ree who 

funct~on on a rotating basis. The Sheriff's Office stations one co~rt 

liaison officer at the court. This officer reviews, all incomin~ juvenile 
, 

reports for completeness and, if necessary, conducts further inquir~~s to 

obtain needed information. The officer responsible for the arrest is usually 

not required to give testimony in court. 

Onondaga County Sheriff's Department 
Onondaga County, Net., York 

Onondaga County, New York, with a population of 425,000 and an ~~~a of 

794 square miles, is composed of 19 townships and one city (Syract.1S~). The 

Onondaga County Sheriff's Department, with a total strength of 374 of~~cers, is 

physically located in the same building as the Syracuse Police Depa~tment, 

although both departments function independently. The 19 townships f~l~ under 

the County's jurisdiction. Although many of these townships maintain their own 

police departments, these departments do not have specialized juveni.l~ officers. 

The Onondaga County Sheriff's Department encourages all of these town~hips to use 

the County's services and resources, attempting to coordinate all PQJ.i~e-juvenile 

services in the county. 
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The Youth Aid Section consists gf EleVen juvenile investigators, and is 

. commanded by a Lieutenant who is direGttly respensibie to the head of the 

Criminal Investigations Division~ The youth seetien funetiofis primarily as a 

screening and dispositional agent, With inVestigative effort~ limited to some 

misdemeanor::l, status offenses, and missing persons· (both adult . and iuveni.1e) 'l 

The authority of the unit was diminished following a reeent unit reorgani-
.. 

zation. Several command level personnel outside the unit felt th&t there was 

a great deal of duplication of effort in investigat:l.ng jii'vefiile cases. Currently, 

patrol officers conduct preliminary investigations and detectives perform all 

follow-up activities. On occasion; aeteetives will aSK juvenile officers to 

aid ill an investigation. 

Certain cases are statutorily mandated to be sent to the .juvenile court, 

eog., !designated felony cases involving jtivemiles 14 years or elder. In cases 

which call for the exercise of disct'etion~ the Youth Aid Section relies heavily 

upon the case conference to help determine the appropriate ease disposition. 

The juvenile officer can consider a wide range of alternatives.. The officel:S 

are encouraged to deal with cases informal1y~ counseling juveniles and their 

parents and involving a juvenile in. the ilnit Is pfobat3:an progtam~ Police pro-

bation is typically implemen~ed for a §ix~week periods after which the ju-

venile officer evaluates the juveniie's ~rQgress and terminates or extends 

the program. One juvenile officer is desigfiaf:ell as the eaurt j,iaisoil officer, 

serving as a spokesman for the unit ang tes~if¥ing en ali eases whenever 

necessary. Testimony is rarely needed§ hawever~ §ifiee most eases reaching a 

judge are disposed of through a guilty piea. 

Topeka Police 'Department 
Topl:ka, Kansas 

Topeka, Kansas, a city serving a ~6~Ylat.ion sf 14o}QQOt retains a police 

force of 215 sworn personnel. 
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The Juvenile Bureau was organized in 1951 as a public relations effort. 

Today the Bureau is primarily an investigative unit handling certain juvenile 

offenses. Patrol officers are rl~sponsible for juvenile cases which they feeJL 

do not rt~quire further investigative effort; with increasing frequency patrol 

officers bypass the Bureau and sE!nd cases directly to juvenile court intalceo 

Specialized detec>tiv~ units, such as burglary and robbery, investigate th~ 

most serious juven:i.le cases, leaving the Juvenile Bureau misdameanors, status 

offenses, and missing persons. The Bureau always receives a copy of the 

report completed on any juvenile case sent directly to court intake T,yhich the 

Bureau does not handle. 

Most of ' "the Bureau's former cm.mseling and screenihg functions are now 

performed by juvenile .court in.take:~pproximately 85% of all juvenile. cases 

are sent on to court intake by the Juveuile Bureauo : .. :.::: 

This is a direct result of the policies of one juvenile court judge who has 

requested that the Bureau send to intake copies of all reports on juveniles who 

were not sent to intake,'but who 'were screened out by the unito Most juveniles 

who are not sent to intake receive brief lectures by the juvenile officers. 

The Juven.i.le Brueau interacts frequently with the lienninger Clinic. 

Psychologj;sts from this clinic routinely give advice and direction to juvenile 

officers on their handling of problem children. Court intake serves as the 

intel.-mediary for juvenile placements and referrals. 

The Public Relations Division ha.s responsibility fibr handling police 

programs, such as the Police Athletic League and a Schopl Liaison Programo 

.. ',", 



Torrance Police Department 
~Q~_ia~~eJ. California 

.... 69 ... 

Torrance, California, a small industrial eify south of los Angeies, 

is one of 46 cities located within Los Angeles ~etintY. The Torrance Police 

Department, with an authorized strength of 206 sworn officers, is divided into 

five divisions: Administrative, Operations Patrol, Traffic ana Emergency Services, 

Investigation, and Community Services. The investigative division is further divid-

ed into the crimes against person~ setti6h; the crimes against ptoperty section, 

and th~ juvenile sectior.!. All juvefiile fei6f1.Y eases and more seribus mis-

deme?nors, however, are investibated by the persons ahd property investigators. 

The Juvenile Sect~.on is primarily a d:I..§posltlonal unit, as a result of 

a department-~lide reorganization that occurred in i976. Although jlivenile 

officers do not 5.nvestigate all offenses invoiv:U.i.g an aiieged juvenile offender, 

the officers do screen all juvenile cases Eo deEeriilifle wnether they will be 

l'·~t,urned home, petitioned to court, ot referred to a communitY agency. To make 

this decision, the officers rely heavily upon the case cohference as a means of 

gaining insight into the juvenile, the juven:l.ie~s fainiiys and the particular 

lH'Qblem behi.nd the offense comttlitted. The linitis Investigat;ive authority is 

l:htlited to lesser misdemeanors and thUd abuse eases; blit it retaihs authority 

to conduct further invebcigatitjf!s oft afty cases wner.e it is n:eeded·. 

lO\tt' juvenile officers are each assigned to a geogra.phlc. area which surrounds 

a school district. In addition to tespon§~j)illEy for an area; each officel.' has a 

e.as.e specialty, such as child abuse, fi§.rcotic§ or gang p'i:'obiems~ A fifth offj.cer 

~QQt'd:1:nates the Explorer Pr.ogram t the Teenage Rtae::.aiong Program and develops 

1,ntell.:L.gence on gang activities. Another oi:B.cer has the specia.l role of 

?,;Qttnse.l:tng fi.rst offenders and tn8.k1rti cotmhuhity placements, w'ne.i.i. necessary. 
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The Juvenile Section ,ma.intains a c:J.OfJ§ !.!nl{, W'~;~ ~e~!=~ :f.n~ake via 

the Intercept Program. Every case a juven11~ Q;~;~~~ ~~~~~ has ~he potential 

for court referral is given to the lntercept og;~~~~ i.e., juvenile probation -. - ...... " -.. ~ .. 

officer, for review and approval. This indivigual ~~ physically stationed 

in the unit. TIle Intercept Officer will eith~r ~~n? t~e :~se ~? juvenile 

court or will reject it and return it to the juvenile officer. The juvenile . ~ .. -. -_. ... - ~ - - .... - . 

lmit alslo maintains a close relationship with the South Bay Diversion -. ~ ......... _ ... -- ...... -: . 

Project. This project is designed to h.ciJ..itatE? ~h~ placem~}.lt of juveniles 
~.- ...... -...... -...... -

in need of counseling or other services in the ~pp~opriate agency. A . .. - -- -.. .... ......... 

representative of this project is also st8tion~g f~ ;~~ ~~~~~ Juvenile 

officers refer cases to ~he S. Bay Diversion fr9jE?~;1 ~?!~~ ~~s hanoled ... ~~ .... 
all direct refera1s to community programs. 

!ucson Poli~ DeEartm~ 
~cson, Arizona 

Tucson, Arizona fias a ·population of 262 ,"933', §~~ a po~~ce force of 

554 sworn officers. The city's geographic locatio~ ~~~~s Tucson susceptible 

to the drug traffic coming fr.om Mexico. 

The department' s jlJvenile unit, design?1;~g th~ e£h?~~ ~~~?~fce Officer 

program (SRO), tvas establil~hed in 1963. W;f.t:h ~ §~!'@!!~;~ 9~ ~~~~~f~e~ SROs, 

this unit functions primarily within the SChQ9!. §~~;;!!~~ th~ ~ta~ed duties 
..... - - - ... ; I •• ~. 

of SROs are to patrol the school and surround~n~ ~F~~~ ~9 !~~~~~~~~~e indicents 

originating within the school, to attend SCh99! fHDSE~9~~? ~~d tP act as 
c .. ~... ~ _ 0>- .... ., iO- .. 

liaisDn between the police and school admin1§tr~~~F~~ 

In their liaison role, SROs facilitate the investigati.ve ~c;:tiyi~ies of 
.... - ...... --- ~ - ~ ~ ... -" \.. _ ........ - I ..... _' .. ' 

patrol and investigation by at"ranging intervi@yl§ wgh jH-'!Ti~~n.~~ Mld by 
.... ---- -....... 
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~~~~!EF~~~ ~~~t ~~~~~~ the sc~l.. bn tr~n, :sROs -. ..un :c:mtduct :interviews 

wttQ j'H~en.iles d~~;l.pg school :tWtil:'-s '-a--t :the =reque:s.t ~of :ather -o-ffice.t:s. Since 
...... ,- ~u.t:. ...... __ t::.~ ____ .... = 

~H~ ",nit! ~ f~!1c.tiop. is ~ pr:.t:mat;Lly ..j;"nv.e-sti;ga:tiv~, ~ :juv..enil.e -_who:is taken 
~ ... -- - -_ ... _--....... _ .. 

into c~st9dy by P?tbo1 or det-ec:t-ives -,\\rill :t:~ca.I.ly ;be :.l:.Eifen:ed :di1::ectly to - ......... -~- .... -. ·0 :-_ ..... -

court illt~~e, without any notificat,ion :to '_the:SRO. :In:mos.t ~cases, -_the 
.. <,.J.... _ ..... _.;;... .... ::.. •• __ 0 •• _._ 

~~,!e~~~~ ~~~~ ~:::~Y~~ copies :6£ :.the:r-eports :on.:a~juvenile, :completed by others. 

~~~~~~~r :?~~~ ~?take is=primarily:responsible:for_case_screening 

decisions • Status offenders aie'~usually :dealt:vrith: ~y :a~Special .Mobile . . :. - ~.. . ------ .. -. 
Diversion UI.1it: of intake. This:':unit::-:t=esponds :,to::requests:from_ the: Police 
..... ..:.. -....... ... --_.. ...~. ----
Department to take responsibility=for:the:juveniles. :In~criminal:offenses 
,. to. : _ ... _~_-.;.. .... __ \0, .... =..! ... -:. _ ._. 

~~e jJ..lyenil~ is o:rP1.lght to court:-::batake:.as2 soon? as::the:- paperwork: is completed 
..... t .... '- .. -~ .. -- -- "-'--::-

lW t~~ f.p:·~~~f~~ ~~~~7e officer, 

~~ 2~~~~~~~~~ ~oes not conduet' any: progr.ams ,.=. -o:ther::than:.._the, school 

P.F?g~~:h ~~ ~~~~~ 1~.os are invo-lved. ;', Recent;:ly ,::the:: r.ole: _of:. ,the.: SRO in the 

school has taken on the appearance- :Of~ 'dis cip lilrarian: :since many_ school .. ' .......... ~- .. .:..;.' _ ... : ... _ .. . 

fH~~~?~~~~?~?~~ ~~ye been utili.zing-:the pol-ice- :p.resence..:to: deal .with problem 

§H!~~?~~: ~'=~~?~ ~~~ summer mo-nt-hs, 'when- sch:'oo:ls:._are_not..:-:i.ns..ession, SROs are 

~ith~t' a§§igl1ed yandalism cas-es')':or:.:are- cfenipor-.a:i;tly..-;;r.eass1:gned. _to ,,'detective units 
~ \. ... _.. "'", ....... __ ............ 1_ ...... _· 

~~ r~place yacationers • 
.. -! ... .: ...... ~ \l..._ .. __ -. ...... -;..._ 

Metropolitan Police Depaibient 
@.:~~~ngt.0n ,- '0; de. 

!h~ ~~E~~P~~~~~~ Police D'epartiIiientse-r-"liing ~cpop.u.bition :':of :'.."111,000 people 

~§ Eut~~ntly composed of 4390 "'S'WG'rri :-officers. :".:-.TheEc;iepar_tment2.has. decreased in 
1r..1"_~"'''' __ .' I..,.\. .. -,-~L- .. 

§!~~ B¥-~~ ~~~~ !<:~~ ~~w years from cF€otal :st~et1gth:-of':52QO';·..;but:stiI1 maintains 

S: H~gh R91ice to population ratio: of· 6.2:-officer$:::pet::IOOe:.citi~e.ns.' The 
~-r."·· ~'"'--'-- '-- ... ' ..... 

e~~g~~~~?~ ~~ ~:s:?~~alized int6"'sevenpolice~,d1Stric t·s::and 'a,~ headquarters 

rli~isioo . 
.... .J... _'::'_', •. : ... , 

1'Hr. ~'C~t.?~!~ lJiv.ision-is.'lccated:at neadquartersq::and 
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This division is subaividea ihto Operations, Administration; and Delinquency 

Prevention branahes. The Operations Braneh is responsible for patrol, field 

§efVi~e§t ~he ifives~igafi6fi of ehtid ahuse and negieet eases~ jUvenile group 

aetivities~ missing persons, abseond.ers and bity~le thefts. The Delinquency 

Prevention Btanch is largely responsibie for operating boy's clubs throughout 

the city. Reereation programs are viewed as a major effort by the juvenile 

poiice to prevent cfime and deiinquency. Twenty~seven officers work in 

recreation and prevention programs through the Polite Youth Clubs. Patrol 

officers ate frequentiy used to aUgment this fuanpowet~ and may be detailed 

to the Youth Division for spe~ified periods. 

Eaeh of the seven distritts has its own Youth Service Bureau comprised 

6f eight to ten. officers who; depending Upon the Eiist'titt; are responsible to 

either the Detective Division or to the Community Relations Division. 

The primary function ef the district units is to screen and process 

eases investigated. by pattoi and detectives. Youth Service officers handle 

aii juvenile arrests made between 8:00 a.m. and midnight. Atrests between mid-

night ahd 8:00 a.m. are handled by the centralizea Juvehile Division. After the 

iipprehefisioiiof a Juvenile by a non-juveniie offi.cer, Ehe jllveniie officer is' 

re§ponsibie for compieting the appropriate juvenile report forms ahd deciding 

the dispOSition 6f Ehe case~ oniy EWO aitefnatives are available to the juvenile 

Officer. The jUvehiie is either warned and released tb a parent~ or petitioned 

tb the juveniie eeUft. The disposit3.6n is Usuaily reaehed after a case conference 

with the arresting 6ffiter~ JUveniie~ and tne Juvenile's pat~~t8. Under the 

@Kisting fi. C. cetie~ juvehiie officers tio not have the. authority to make 

direct referrals to commuhity agencies (with the exeeption of ine6trigibles, 

who are sefit t6 a Sociai Rehabiiitation Genter). 
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Chapter IV 

The Investii~~ Function 
: It I 

~!~ ~~~pter presents the infol~ation gathered on the investigation 

!~!!~~;~~ p~~~omed by juvenile unitsi::,a~~·l.ng:'fli~:·E~ai~e:fieia-·vi~its':- The 

reviews the literature orL inves tiga tions 

p p~esents a flow model ~f Eli~~i~~~~ti~~tive process 

~ ~Ynthesizes qua~tati~~ ~~frd~ij~~iiE~ti~~~d~t~:;~: inves
~igations gathered from 9,epa~tmep.ts_ yJ~i!=~d. 

-••.• , ,0" c... .. ~_ '-;-~-- ---- ~ -.:.-=- ::-. :..::.~.-:..::.-
, , 

'''. G.6:·r.::* :"::.-=.=--.:-.= .,- __ ;:.:::":. 
!R~ ~~~~~~~~ 9~ wh~ther t~e ~~vestigatiye goal is being achieved is aoproach-

~ ',~e t~~~~~~ ~~. ~ss~ssment of the iill.iii'fY 5f:'lh~s a~~trinpti6ii~\;'hicli= uitd~;ly 
•• , 0, - . .. . ... - .. :. ..... l.c.:\::'\" -0;:' :':Jt:' C .. -::,~'t!:.:-;:~:':):l:: .~¥:::.::'::.:-. t:~.:- ~.;'" .. 

Literature Review 

~~ w~~k of the 1967 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 

the ~~~~~~::>~r~tion of Justice beg~~" a::'~i~~~ak:"~it~se~~ch:' ~~: th~Cinv'estigative 

E~8S~~~:! Objective data, needed~'t~ i~hp~l i:'he::n~§tl~ue whi'chi~rto~nds the 
..." ~ I I 

...... '" "':js-.::." ...... ~ ..... ,tc .. ··c··-:, .... ~ ... .! ....... ::: •• --~ .••••. ': 

3:H¥.~§~~g2~~~! ~o~ ~xists on a varIety' o't-questi'o'ns-asKed' 'orp6ffce -departm(,!nts 
.... .. • j ••• l.:. 

act:Q~~ tht; country. Although no~f:bf°1:h~ui-~~~~~~hC.I~~~s~~ b~:'~h~ j'u;'ieh':i.1e 
c.'"-_ ...... _ ........ - ... - ...... • " I' 'l' 

!!!¥§§ ~~§~ ;~~ ~ several of the f inai~~s ::~~ckrt~2.1ij~p~'~~'.!ii~~'aat~':; pl:'~"~'e'n led in 
. -, 

These will be retu~%.~d!.'(ge.i~(: th~;:gg~~l~aihg~~~~tib~. ';':",::'-
.. I", • " '" I '" iJ to. 

W90 Solves Cases? 
-'-- ... -.. 

~~fh2~§ ~~~ ~os~ potentially significant conclusions about investigations 
• . .,.\ ill·.·.:.~,~ ~..;t;"_..;:..I~,.._-."..,""'T"I" ... "r:~""'--=- -:'r't"- "'-~~::;''r:::.''''' 

F~~eh~et ~~e~ ~~e point of view 0l:tlie-pol1ce~aQmlnlstrato~~-have"come-from 
. . ~." .. 

~ §HH!¥ 9¥ @~~r?:-:?~e on the ~rimin~~€ ih\,~~~lg~<£i~~~~~b~~:S~·. Z:'~B~s~~-:-'~n: 'data 
"I, lll';:' 

. -~al invcs:i;~:i~n ;:rocess. ~ . 
!:Jc:sec. '::. :.:: 
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from a two-year national study ~f pqlice investigative practices, Greenwood 

found than whether a case is solved:si~·.1a;gely determined by information 

the victim or witnesses supply to the immediately responding patrol 

officer. This finding led him to m.?l.c~~e~eral r~~~xmii~ndations;:to::'iiInit-

the jurisdiction and discretion of ~!1yestigators ;' .. '~- ':'. 

Several earlier studies provide supporting data for this finding. 

Isaacs, reviewing a sample of cases~from the Los Aftgeles Police Department, 

found that most case clearances invqAved a named~suspect or~an on-the-scene 

arrest. 3 Feeney, et al., studying ~~bbery cases~t~:~~kland,:CAiifornia, 
.. - . .,._ .... 

:. ~ .;:. .. -
concluded that citizen involv~nt played the most significant role in 

~- _~",".':. .. :~ :: :i:: .. : .. _:.-::..::. ..... c:,·:.5 .:.:-- ... 

criminal apprehension. 4 Conklin, in-t~~ separate studies, examined robbery 
:.S&U~-.. "- . ',~~ t·:.:' .. :..=..:-. -...:: .... ~ ~7 

and burglary cases in order to discover which police investigations resulted 

in case' clearances,S The data 
·i·1 

demonstrafe'd that when a case was solved, 
(;;, 

it was either at the time the o.ffense took place or shortly afterwards. 

GrE~enl)erg, in a study of robbery case$; 'found tha{:'p~trol:'~as::tespcnsible 

fOl: a much larger percentage of case clearances ti1~n':"was crind:nal::illvesti-

t · 6 ga ;~ons. :::...~ ... :.-:y£ ::....~ ._- ... -.,... -"--'" ................ ::; '- - - .... --... .. 

~!lC ~c:. ...... .= ~~.--,. ;.~ ............ 
The collective findings of these ~:tudies raise serious qtres-tfoI1s' about 

.r',. .. -::.;(,. _,...,, __ ..... __ ....... _ .. 
the value of the traditional patrol-investigator -6'rganizaHotla.t··~rrCIrigement 

,,;I ,': 

and the preliminary-follow-up inves tiga ti ve" divr~IgJ :~f i~bSf :£mc)ng= these 

offj.cers which is taken for g~~ted by :most depa:f€£Efrft:s.·;sHld£~S:'Which havl) 

specifically questioned these matters are iconoclastic in terms of the 

organizational changes they propose or imply need ,to J~e mad~, B~och, in 
.... .:. :::" ,;!"!..;..!..l!::._" ... 3LiOt;: :,,::\".:.::,:, ~ 

two Istudies of policing in Rochester, New York, .c_qIlC;~.l!.ded that neighborhood 
....... ~~ ~I ...... --......... := ... ~ *_=:. ~~c:.'\."~ ~.::--,: ~. 

~eam policing improved clearance rates for the of(enses of burglary and 
..... _'~:: I ... -:, prOi.... ~:s. .:.aSt2:.: 

robbE~ry. 7 Teams were comprised of dete·~'tives assigned to work with uniformed 

-. 
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officers in a one to five ratio, respectively. Wa~d, studying investiga~ve 

practices in San ~rancisco, Califcrnia, and New York City, New York, 

concluded that there was no significant difference j.n ef,fectiveness be-

tween police departments using a generalist approach and those using a 

specialist app~oach to criminal investigations. 8 Gr~berg et al. J in 

the robbery study previously mentioned, con~luded that the roles of patrol 

and detectives should not be distinct and separate. 9 Tien et al., 

evaluating an experiment which split the call-far-service response and 

crime prevention functions of patrol into two separately organized groups 

within' the police force found an increase in call-far-service response 

productivity and an increase in the patrol division's arrest-related 

productIvity. 10 

The attempt to discover which officer provides the information that 

clears cases, then, has led to findings which are uncomfortable to tradi-

tionally-minded departments. A critique of the iaitial Greenwood finding 

(i.e., victim supplies information to patrol) by Gates and Knowles questions 

the validity and reliability of the study's methodolQ~y.ll QuesLions were 

raised about the sufficiency of the data bases, errors in drruving conclusions, 

the use of inadequate measures of effectiveness, arbitra~J classifications, 

and unavailable data sources. Greenwood's response focused more on possible 

language excesses in the final report's conclusions, and unwarranted 

generalizations from limited data to departme~ts not studied than on 

12 
acknowledging or contesting claims of methodological flaws. Several additional 

problems limit the degree of confidence which can be placed in the findings 

qf these studies: the number of research studies on investigaLive 

practices is small, there has not been a replication of studies, differences 

(t;f~'; 
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exist among the cities and offenses studied, the validity and reliability 

of the research to date is untested. The fact that the findings are 

similar in the direction in which they point may show them to be fore-

runners of future research questions and organizational structures. 

Despite these methodological limitations, it is significant to under-

line the existence of a small but growing body of literature which raises 

new questions about the role of the investigator. 

How Are Cases Solved? 

Greenwoodfs study of the criminal investigation process also found 

that: (1) investigative time is largely consumed reviewing reports, docu-

menting files, and attempting to locate and interview victims on cases that 

will not be solved; (2) more than one-half of all serious reported crimes 

receive superficial attention from investigators; and (3) routine police 

13 procedures clear most cases not immediately cleared by patrol. This same 

author, in one of the first studies of investigative practices, found that 

arrests for property crimes by the New York City Police Department were 

made either at the scene of the crime or as a result of evidence that was 

present when the crime was reported. 14 Conklin reported that criminal 

investigations of robberies produced clearances in only one of fifty cases. lS 

Conclusions such as these lead to questions about the special skills 

departments have traditionally attributed to investigators. 

Juvenile Unit Investigators 

Where does the role of the juvenile investigator fit into the picture 

prior research presents? * According to field obesrvations, most juvenile 

.,_H 
'*It is difficult to rectify the mail survey finding that 20% of the responding 
departments never patrolled and the fact that none of the juvenile officers 
in the sites visited ever patrolled. The problem may have been caused hv ~ 
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officers do not spend time on patrol; many rarely spend time on-the-street' 

for any reason other than following a lead in a case. The juvenile officer, 

then, is as dependent upon the work of patrol as is the adult criminal 

investigator. The data presented later in the chapter also reveals that 

the juvenile officer in some departments is also dependent upon the adult 

criminal investigator. 

Several differences between the adult and juvenile investigator exist, 

which must be kept in mind when making direct comparisons between these 

groups. First, the purposes of investigation for the criminal and 

juvenile investigators differ in emphasis. Although both groups attempt 

to identify, apprehend and gather enough evidence to prosecute suspects, 

the juvenile officer is frequently requested to dispose of less serious 

cases other than by court referral. This objective places a burden on 

the juvenile officer to gather motivational and background data on the 

suspect in addition to legal evidence that the suspect is linked to the 

offense, in order to make an appropriate disposition. It is difficult then, 

to totally iscIlate the investigative aud screening activities performed 

by an officer. Second, the juvenile justice system with which juvenile 

investigators work differs from the criminal justice system in philosophy and 

legal requirements. The philosophy of most juvenile systems is the traditional 

one: "in the best interl;sts" of the child (although currently there is 

concern about focusing o,n the case and not the juvenile). The legal differences 

lie in the areas of bail and trial jury, both of which are denied juveniles. These 
-'--- -.---

differences in philosophy ar.d legal requirements are likely to have implications for 

the nature, type and a'mount of information ga'thered by juvenile officers. Third, and 

last, the juvenile iU\re~ttigator is interviewing and interrogating individuals whQ are. . 
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under the age of 18 years, and are under 16 years of age in many instances. 

By defining their potential suspects (and frequently victims and witnesses) 

by age, the juvenile officer is expected to adjust investigative procedure 

accordingly. Some constraints are placed upon this investigator by the 

local juvenile court, such as the need for a parent present during an 

interrogation. Suggestions for the use of techniques for juvenile 

interrogation which distinguish the juvenile investigator from the adult 

counterpart, are described in a training key disseminated by the International 
. 16 -----. 

Association of Chiefs of Police. To conclude, differences between the 

work of both investigator groups must be considered before conclusions 

rea,ched about the criminal investigator by other researchers can be gen-

era1ized to the juvenile specialist, or vice versa. Given this caveat, 

the l'lork of the investigator in the juvenile unit is discussed below. 

A Model of the Investigative Process 

Investigations are performed in every police department. Although 

nearly all officers are, to some degree, involved. in investigation, it 

is the' i.nvestigators a department considers its specialists. For purposes 

of uniformity of understanding, and because no universally accepted definition 

exists, investigations will be defined as the effort to gather facts that 

establish that a crime has been committed, lead to the identification and 

apprehension of an offender, and provide evidence of guilt for purposes of 

* prosecution. 

*This definit~n is based upon that found in Peter W. Greenwood et al., 
The Criminal Investigation Process, Vol. III: Observations and Analysis, 
Santa Honica, CA.: The Rand Corporation, 1975. 
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Figure 3 presents one way of capturing the components of investigation • 

Differing models can be constructed for any g~ven function, depending upon 

the type of statements one wants to be able to make once information is collected 

and analyzed. This case flow model focuses the prospective evaluator on the 
_______ ... ___ ... _. ___________ . __ . . ...... .. ... - __ ,.~ ____ .. _. ___ .... __ ...... ___ 0.- . ___ ... ___ .. ________________ . _ ..... - _ ...... -...- -. ---

investigation activities themselves (process), the cases which will be 

affected by the investigation (input), the expected case resolution (outcome), 

the long-range effects of the investigation (impact), the departmental 

variables which directly affect. the investigation (inputs to the process), 

and those variables in the larger justice system snd community environment 

(environment). The figure also achieves the following: (1) it identifies 

investigative activities which are performed by many iuvenile units; and, 

(2) it presents these activities in the or.der most frequently observed. 

As shown on Figure 3, the input into the investigative process is the 

juvenile case. A case is defined as any' law violation allegedly committed 

by a juvenile. Although there are various methods by which a case arrives 

at the juvenile unit, it.is most likely to have been sent by patrol or by 

the criminal investigators. A preliminaryt and possibly a follow-up, inves-

tigation have already been completed. A juvenile suspect may be in police 

custody. The offense in the middle-sized city, according to the sites visited 

is likely to be a misdemeanor property offense, such as larceny or burglary. 

Nevertheless. diffe1:ences in the size and composition of the jurisdicti.on 

served, and department task allocations, will vary the nature of the offenses 

brought to the unit. 

The investigative process begins upon receiving notification of a 

criminal incident with a. juvenile suspect. The unit supervisor assigns the 

case to a juvenile investigator (although screening at the supervisory 

level may exist). Following this investigator's review of previous reports~ 
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FIGURE 3: Flow Model for the Investigative Function 
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one or more of a number of discrete tasks are performed: a records" check, 

interviews, interrogation, and the collection of physical evidenc*:" •.. The ." 

reports reviewed by the juvenile officer, typically an incident report 

(containing th-a statement of the complaint or describing elements of the' 

offense), custody report (providing information about: a suspect), and 

supplementary report (detailing all information gathered); enable the 

officer: (1) to reconstruct the sequence of "events, and (2) to determine 

whether the existing information provides sufficient data to close the caseo 

Where a suspect has been identified, records maintained by the unit 

and the department are checked to determine the suspect~s past history of 

arrests and police contacts. The most frequently used juvenile records are: 

(1) the contact file -- a file on juveniles who have been stopped and 

questioned, but not arreste~and (2) the suspect file -- a file on juveniles 

who have previously been taken into-custody. Physical evidence may be 

collected by the juvenile officer. 

Whether or not a suspec~ has been identified, interviews are undertaken 

by the juvenile officer to close information gaps, gather new information, 

or verify information gathered by patrol and criminal investigators. !nterro-

gation* of the juvenile suspect is likely to require, by local court order, 

the presence of a parent 'or guardian and, if undertaken in the police 

department, a separate facility than that provided for the interrogation of 

an adult. As in the case of the alleged adult offender, Miranda Rights are 

are accorded the juvenile prior to any interrogation. 

*A definite line exists between interviewing a juvenile who may have information 
about the commission of a crime, and interrogating a juvenile suspected of a 
crime. The distinction is an important one because when an officer feels that 
there is' probable cause to link the juvenile to the commission of r;. crj.me, the· 
officer is obliged to give the juvenile the constitutional !-liranda rights warning. 
In some jurisdictions this necessitates contacting a parent or guardian if an 
interrogation is to take place. During the interrogatioIl, an effort is made to 
establish whether the juvenile: (1) did commit the alleged offense; (2) can 
provide additional information about the circumstances of the offense;. (3) is 
responsible for or has knowledge of other related offenses; and (4) can identify 
an accomplice or other possible suspects. 
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!he immediate, sought outcome of investigative activity is the completed 

case. If the case is cleared upon receipt, further investigation may 
. -- -._- _. _. . 

~e performed t.o strengthen the case. An investigative phase is completed 

when sufficient information has been gathered to identify, apprehend, or. 

prosecute a suspected j~veni1eoffender, or~ to indicate that the case is 

unfounded as a crime. A case is incomplete when the information gathered 

does not lead to a suspect or is insufficient to sustain a charge against 

a suspected juvenile. 

Goals and Assumptions of Investigation 

The discussion of goals in the preceding chapter pointed out that the 

goal of law enforcement is acco~plished in the juvenile unit through the 

investigative function. The assumptions which were posited as underlying 

upit operations are listed below: 

1. Cases received by the unit for investigation are 
incomplete; 

2. The information gathered by juvenile officers is 
additional to that gathered by non-juvenile officers; 

3. The information gathered by juvenile officers is 
needed to clear cases; and, 

4. The information gathered by juvenile officers is 
needed to prosecute cases. 

The approach taken in the following discussion assesses goal achievement 

through an exploration of underlying operational assumptions. The data for 

this chapter were gathered primarily during the field visits and case studies. 

1. Incomplete Cases Received 

The investigation goal of the' juvenile unit assumes that cases received 

by a unit are incomplete. Two department variables appear to affect whether 

this is true: (a) the stage of investigation at which a case is referred to 



" 

• I 

I ,-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I '. I 
,I 

- 84 

a unit; and, (b) the extent and nature of the work performed by non-unit 

officers before a case is referred. This study's focus on the juvenile 

unit allows us to say something about the stage of investigation at which 

a case is received, and the type of information g.r:':h~:r"" by juvenile officersc 

The quality of work of non-juvenile officers can only be deduced from 

juvenile officer behavior. 

A. Stage Case Received. Contrary to expectation, the stage at 

which a case is received by a juvenile unit for investigation is not 

necessarily related to whether additional case work is needed. It was 

initially assumed that cases referred to a unit'by patrol, with a preliminary 

investigatio~would be more incomplete than would cases referred by the 

criminal investigators, with all or ~ome of the follow-up investigation done. 

It is not clear that this is the case. When given a chance to investigRte~ 

juvenile officers investigate. This phenomenon appears to be largely 

explained by the fact that juvenile investigators, regardless of prior work 

done on a case, choose to reinvestigate (1) to feel comfortable in understanding 

all of the aspects of a case, and (2) to ultimately reach a case disposition 

(screening). Several unit operations are described below in order to give 

the sense of the variation which exists in the stage at which a case is 

received by a juvenile unit, and some of the reality of intra-departmental 

relations. 

In Lincoln, Nebraska, the Youth Aid Bureau investigates all cases 

involving juveniles under 16 years of age who receive a citation from patrol. 

The citation requests that the juvenile telephone the Youth Aid Bureau. 

Copies of the citation and offense reports are sent to the Bureau and the 

juvenile officer awaits the juvenile's telephone call in order to arrange a 
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case conference with the juvenile and parent. The prel~nary investigation 

by-patrol is expected to supply the bulk of the invest1gative information 

needed, except for information the juvenile officer gathers during the 

course of case conferenc~s with juveniles- and tlrrough telephone calls. 

Sixteen and seventeen year olds who are taken into custpdy by patrol are 

sent directly to the court. 

The Juvenile Aid Bureau in Duluth, Minnesota, has jurisdiction over 

most cases involving a juvenile victim or perpetrator, unless criminal 

investigation, vice or narcotics detectives begin an investigation ~nd 

later determine juvenile involvement. According to several sources, however, 

competition exists among these divisions for "serious" cases. 

Under a reorganization of the juvenile unit in 1976, the Ta~rance, 

California! juvenile unit became solely responsible for investigating cases 

of child abuse, unfit h0mes, and missing juveniles. All investigative 

activity relating to felonies and misdemeanors was assigned to the 

Investigative Division. Following case investigation, this division turns 

all paperwork over to the juvenile unit for case disposition. Although the 

departmental mandate is otherwise, these officers complete whatever inves

tigation they deem is needed to complete a case received from either patrol 

or adult investigations. Data gathered at the site revealed that juvenile 

officers conducted nn investigation on 80: of the 25 cases (primarily ois

demeanors) on which juvenile officers were debriefed. 
-= -.. -.. 

In Topeka. Kansas, the Juvenile Bureau receives mainly misdemeanor 

burglaries and larcenies from patrol to investigate. Although the department 

manual states that uniformed officers should take all cases, except for minor 

Offenses, to the Juvenile Bureau, in reality patrol routes these cases 
• 

which they determine do not need further investigation to the court; 



I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I .,-
;1' 

85 

investigators Irkeep" cases they want to investigate; the aut.o theft 

division handles all such theft.s~ regardless of age of the suspected 

offender. According to a professor from a local university who has been 
. '. _._----

d -r * oing research in the un_t, in 1975 approximat.ely 20% of all juvenile cases 

did not come t.hrough t.he unit; this.statistic increases each year. 

B. Quality of Prior Invest.igations. Assessing the quality of prior 

investigative act.ivity on a case has both an objective and subjective com-

ponent. The objective aspect can be partially inferred from the kind of 

information juvenile officers actually add to a case (which is discussed 

in the next section). The subjective component is discussed below, with the 

conclusion reached in the two sites studied in depth that juvenile officers 

did not feel that they received a case with sufficient information to send 

it to court. When a case is received by most juvenile units, it is assigned 

to a juvenile officer by a supervisor in the unit. In the exceptional case, 
. 
the supervisor thoroughly reviews the case and decides what is needed to cl~se 

the case. More typicallY, similQ~ to adult investigations, the case is 

cursorily reviewed by the supervisor for assignment purposes. 
. 

Juvenile officers in charge of the 25 cases debriefed in each site were ask-

ed whether they thought the information they received on the cases gathered by non

juvenile officers contained sufficient information to send the case to 

j~venile court. Table 9 presents the responses of these officers. 

TABLE 9: Cases Received by Juvenile Unit with 
Sufficient Information to Refer to Court, 
juvenile Officer Beliefs, Greensboro 
and Torrance 

Sufficient 
Information Greensboro 

Site 
Torrance 

Yes 

No 

40% 

60% 
(N=25) 

44% 

56% 
(N=25) 

* This information was imparted by Professor David Aday, of the Sociology 
Department of W3shburn University. 
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In both sites, according to Table 9, juvenile officers believed that the 

majority of cases they received from non-juvenile officers did not contain 

enough information to send to court. In Greensboro, juvenile office.rs 

found 60% of the cases lacking sufficient information; in Torrence, 56% 

of the cases. 

Staff experience in Torrance illustrated that juvenile officer beliefs 

ultimately determine, investigative decisions. In Torrance,. each juvenile 

officer decides individually whether the reports received from patrol and 

investigations are missing information and require further investigative work~ 

An officer's work on a case is reviewed only after a disposition is . reached 

and the case is turned over to the supervisor for a signature. Neither 

patrol nqr criminal investigations evidenced concenl about having the juvenile 

officer make the final case determinatien. A juver!ile officer's activities 

and case closing rates were neither Questioned nor reviewed by the supervisor. 

2. Additional Information Gathered 

A. New Information 

Data on "new" information was gathered durin.g the case studies in 

Greensboro and Terrance. The information focusesl on the offenses of larceny, 

burglary, vandalism and assault. These offenses were frequently handled in 

the units studied: and, according to the mail sun'ey data, are handled 

frequently by most units (except for assault). Conclusions are drawn following 

the data presentation. 

Do juvenile officers, in the course of their investigations, add new 

information to. that already gathered? Juvenile officers believe they do, 

according to Table 10. 

.I 
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TABLE 10: Information Believed Gathered in Cases. 
Juvenile Officers, Greensboro and Torrance* 

Officer 
Beliefs 
-
P=ovided Additional 

Information 
Yes 
No 

Verified Existing 
Information 

Yes 
No 

Site 
Greensboro Torrance 

88% 76% 
12% 24% 

(N=25) (N=25) 

92% 76% 
8% .'l4% 

(N==25) (N=25) 

As ShOfAn on Table 10, juvenile officers in Torrance felt th~t ~hey added 

new information to 76% of the 25 cases debriefed during the four week period 

that staff were on-site and verified existing infortnation in a similar 

pe:t'centage of cases; the juvenile officers in Greensboro claimed to have 

added additional information in 88% of the cases and verified existing 

i;nformatiou in 92% of the cases. Although percentages are high for both 

units, the Greensboro data. may be explained by the fact that the unit's 

incoming case reports come directly from patrol (vs. patrol and investigations 

in Torrance). 

In order to gather more objective information on the nature of 

information added to a case by juvenile officers, a random sample of the 

files of cases closed in 1976 in Torrance and in Greensboro was selected; 

a: review of 201 cases in Torrance and 197 in Greensboro.focused on five 

areas of information: 

II information desc:t'ibing a suspect; 

• information describing tne scene; 

• information describing persons' actions at the scene; 

*Answers given may have included social information needed for case deposition. 
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• laboratory tests performed; and~ 

• phvsica1 evidence gathered. 

After all reports contained in each case file were arranged in chronological 

order, every item of information in each of these five areas was coded as 

either: 

1. Nsw 7 information which has not previously appeared in 
any report; 

2. Repeat, information which has previously appeared in a 
report, which is gathered from the same source; or 

3. Verified, information which has previously appea~ed in a 
report~ which is gathered from a different source. 

The results of the tabulation of inform-'Jtion items appear in Table 11. 

TABLE 11: Nature of Items of Information Gathered by 
Juvenile and Non-Juvenile Officers, Greensboro 
and Torrance, 1976-77 

-
Site and Officer Type Site and Officer Type 

Nature of Nature of 
Information Greensboro Information Torrance 

Non-Juvenile Juvenile 
It 

Non-Juvenile 
.. -'!. 

New New 
(N=2575)* 78.8% 21.1% (N=1985)* 95.3% , 

Repeat Repeat . 
." 

(N=1432)* 32.9% 67.1% (N=783)* 87.7% 

Verified 
(N=98)* 15.3% 8407% Verified 

(t:{=992)* 87.1% 

*N= number of items of information in the 197 case files of Greensboro and 
the 201 case files of Torrance which were reviewed. 

Juvenile 

407% 

1203% 

12.9% 

According to Table 11, the Greensboro juvenile officers contributed 21.1% 

of all information categorized as new (N=2575). The larger percentages of 
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repeated info~tion (67.l%) and verifying information (84.7%) suggest 

that: much of the same "grouna" covered by patrol and detectives in the 

preliminary investigation is covered a second time by juvenile officers. 

Juvenile officers in Torrance contributed only 4.5% of the information 

classified as "newff
, an~ approximately 12% of both the repeat and verifying 

information. The small percentages in each of these three categories 

suggest a much more limited investigative effort than that undertaken by 

officers in Greensboro. This agrees with the Torrance unit's more primary 

concern with screening. The extremely small amount of new information 

gathered (4.5%) probably reflects the fact that many of the unit's ~ases 

come from criminal investigators. 

It is difficult to compare the information on officer beliefs (Table 

10), based on a small number of cases recently closed by juvenile officers, 

to the objective data gathered on a large number of randomly selected cases 

(Table 11). However, the offense categories are comparably represented in 

the two groups of cases (i.e., case debriefed and cases reviewed from the 

files). If the cases are comparable, then juvenile officers in both units 

appear to overestimate the amount of new information they gather in the 

course of an investigation. The caS2 file data from both sites point to the 

limited amount of new information actually gathered by juvenile officers in 

both sites. 

When the "non-juvenile officer" category is subdivided into patrol and 

criminal investigators, statistics indicate that almost all of the new 

information is gathered by patrol in both Torrance and Greensboro (Table 12). 
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TABLE 12: Source of New Information Items, 
Greensboro and Torrance! 1976 

Officer Site 
Type Greensboro Torrance 

Patrol 78.4% 8107% 

Investigations :5% 13 .. 6% 

Juvenile 21.1% 4.7% 
(N=2575)* (N=1985)* 

*N= number of items of new information appearing in the 197 case files of 
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance which were reviewed. 

As indicated on Table 12, investigators in Torrance provide 13.6% of the total 

items of new information gathered, with juvenile officers providing an additional 

4.7%. In Greensboro, where adult investj,gators do not handle juvenile cases, 

the juvenile officers play this role, adding 21.1% of the new informat~on. In 

both sites, patrol provides approximately 80% of the new .informatj.(m. 

To conclude, the data presented in Tables 11 and 12, for the juvenile units 

in Greensboro and Torrance, indicate that: (1) a small amount of new 

information is gathered by juvenile officers, and (2) regardless of the 

investigative stage at which a case is received by the unit, patrol has 

gathered four-fifths of the new information. This is a direct contrast to 

the beliefs of juvenile officers that they add information in most cases 

investigated. 

B, Investigative Process. Standard procedures for undertaking a. fo11ow-

up investigation are known to criminal and juvenile investigators throughout 

the country. The decision to apply those procedures to a particular case, 

however, may vary as much among officers within a unit as it does across units • 

Observations and interviews undertaken at the ten sites visited which conduct. 
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investigations uncovered many variables which are responsible for starting 

and stopping an investigation. The following list is not co~plete, but is 

intended to highlight what appear to be the major factors, as well as the 

diverse nature of those factors which influence juvenile investigations: 

• supervisor assignment and review 

• i~dividual officer interest in a particular 
j~~ile~c~e 

• individual officer assessment of the difficulties 
entailed in gathering needed ir.f.ormation 

• size of an officer's pending caseload 

• investigative resources available to the unit 

G in:ormal policies of unit 

• anticipated juvenile court actions on a case 

• statutes and case law 

The information presented below summarizes the data on investigative acti-ri-

ties of juvenile officers in the units visited. Most of the information 

is impressionistic, with objective data taken from the case studies. 

An investigation of a case by a juvenile officer usually-begins with 

the assignment of a case by the supervisor. The assignment process varies 

across units. In several units visited -- Arlington, Torrance and Tucson 

assignments were made according to scheol districts. These districts mayor 

may not parallel patrol assignments. Greensboro organizes its juvenile 

officers according to field operation assignments, so that cases originating 

in a specific patrol district are automatically assigned to the juvenile officer 

who works that district. In Torrance, a juv~nile officer has a geographic 

territory, in addition to a case specialty. The north district officer is 

also responsible for investigating all child abuse cases; the central district 

officer handles narcotics cases; the south district officer handles all problems 

with gangs. 
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These assignment systems, however, do not ne!cessarily replace the 

ability of the unit commander to assign a serious case to an officer he 

feels to be most capable, or to use the· assignment process to equaliz,e 

caseloads among officers. 

The juvenile officers in Torrance receiv,ed 61~~ of their larcency cases 

(N=66) and 53% of their burglary cases (N=60) on the same day the incident 

was reported to patrol. The corresponding figures for Greensboro are 59% 

(N=39) and 36% (N=7). These figures indicate that neither patrol in Greensboro, 

nor patrol/investigators in Torrance spend much time on these two offense 

categories before sending-them to their respective juvenile units. At the 

end of four days, approximately 80% of the larcenies have been passed to both 

juvenile units; the corresponding figure for burglaries is 60% in Greensboro, 

and 70% in Torrance. The figures indicate ,that burglary cases take longer 

than larcenies to reach the juvenile unit in both sites. The Similarity in 

the above trends is ~particularly interesting in that cases investigated in Torrance 

may be handled by both patrol and investigati9ns before arriving at the 

juvenile unit, while in Greensboro they are sent to the unit directly by 

patrol. One possible explanation for this came from site observations. 

Detectives would approach juvenile officers in Torrance and ask them to 

conduct an investigation for them on a juvenile case. This occurred when-

ever the detectives' caseload became unmanageable, when a detective felt that 

the juvenile officer was sufficiently familar with a particular juvenile or 

.case, or when a detective felt that the juvenile officer would be more 

productive during an interrogation. Juvenile officers were frequently 

requested to sit in on an interrogation being conducted by a criminal in-

.vestigator or to accompany the investigator into the field to help conduct 
\ 

". 
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interviews with juveniles. It seems that the Torrance juvenile unit, 

although supposedly a screening unit9 is doing more investigative work than 

formally structured for it by the department. 

The stage ~at which a unit receives a case was related to the number of 

reports completed in the case study sites: . the later the stage, the more 

the reports. In Greensboro, where a case goes directly from patrol to the 

unit, only one report was received for 65% of the cases (N=l28). In 

Torrance, where the unit receives a case following possible investigation 

-~------
by criminal inves tigators, 86% of the case5--1:'eceived-came-w-ith-t-h~ee -or 

'more reports (N=l9.'7). 

Juvenile officers use their own skills in deciding what additional 

information is needed to complete a case. Formal unit guidelines and 

supervision does not appear to play any significant role in this decision 

in most units visited. The most frequent investigative objectives, stated 

by juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance, were: 

o attempting to obtain a confession by the juvenile suspect 
through interrogation; 

@ attempting to determine the intent of the suspect; 

16) . verifying facts or statem,ents already made; and, 

o uncovering additional crimes or suspects. 

Informal communication occurs among the patrol. investigator and 

iuvenile officer beyond what is formally placed in a report, although it 

was not possible to discern the frequency., or nature of such, interaction. 

Caseload information which was s~aff generated in two sites indicates 

variation among juvenile officers~ Questions about their current pending 

caseload asked of juvenile officers in Torrance, revealed an average of five 

.cases~ with a range of zero to twelve. Juvenile officers in Greensboro averaged 

.... 
'. ' 

._-_._-_._._----------------------------
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six cases per officer, with a range of two to twenty. The lack of comparable 

info&mation for other units, or information on assignment turnover time, however, 

does not enable us to give general meaning to these figures. 

Police rEcords are always reviewed for information on a juvenile's 

prior contact with the department. Most police departments visited had 

centralized -their juvenile records so that a complete chronology of info~-

mation on a particular juvenile was accessible from one location. These 

records are usually separated from adult records, due to either departmental, 

judicial or legislative policy. The record keeping system is as likely 

to be manual, consisting of case folders and index files, as it is to be 

computerized, in which recor.ds are accessible through recall from a computer 

terminal. 

Each juvenile unit visited'maintained its own record keeping system. 

The degree of sophistication of this system varied by department, from a 

simple contact file to cross reference files of offense, location and 

nickname. In one unit, juveniles who have reached the age of majority had 

their records placed in separate cabinets within the unit; in another unit 

the files were sent to the department's centralized records division. In a 

third, the files were destroyed on age of majority. In few case&, however, 

were juvenile records destroyed. Information kept in unit files included 

more informal data than was found in the centralized files, collected through 

sources such as informants, or gathered during incidents which do not directly 

involve'the juvenile. 

Although the juvenile officer is usually aware of the existence of a 

file in a non-juvenile unit and the kinds of information it offers, the file's 

availability is a function of the working relationship between the juvenile 
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unit and the other unit or between individual officers. For example, a 

juvenile officer in one unit spent days searching department log books and 

files for similar crimes to the series of house burglaries he was trying to 

solve. The burglary investigative unit within the department had previously 

requested a master list of all burglaries from central records according to 

location of occurrence. The juvenile officer, lacking a good working 

relationship with burglary detectives, spent days duplicating an effort 

that had already been made. 

The juvenile officer uses all of the above mentioned information to link 

a juvenile to unsolved cases. ~1hen reviewing information on .the juveni1.e's 

method of operation, individual characteristics, friends or accomplices, and 

hangouts, the officer will differentially weigh certain items of information. 

For example, if a juvenile with an extens~ve arrest record for burglaries is 

arrested for a burglary, the juvenile officer may look closely at active 

burglary cases for a fixed period of weeks to possibly link the suspect to 

these '~nsolved cases. Very often, the mere fact that a juvenile has any prior 

recr-d for the same offense will alert the juvenile officer to be meticulous 

in the case workup. As a result, the officer may spend more time interrogating 

the suspect, investigating all leads, and talking with other police officers. 

The more serious the record, the greater the concern and effort on the part of 

the juvenile officer. 

The interview is considered by juvenile officers to be the most effective 

method of obtaining information. It is frequently the most time-consuming 

aspect of the investigation, requiring substantial effort to locate inter-

viewees and to set up convenient appointments. Most potential interviewees 

are identified by the juvenile officer from reports completed by patrol or 
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a criminal investigation. Interviews with juvenile suspects and parents 

were conducted with more frequency in both sites than were interviews with 

victims, witnesses, or other police officers. This may be partly due to 

the fact that some of the information gathered is for screening purposes. 

In Torrance, juvenile officers interviewed or interrogated juveniles in 

84% of the 25 cases closed during staff time on site, and par~nts, in 72% 

of the cases. The corresponding figures for Greensboro were 80%, with 

juveniles and 40%, with parents. 

Legislative, judicial and departmental rulings in the sites visited 

limit juvenile interrogations in a variety of ways. These limits included: 

(1) providing separate facilities for the juvenile interrogation than 

those provided for the adult; (2) requiring that a parent or guardian 

be present during the interrogation; and (3) requiring that a juvenile 

officer be present during an interrogation conducted by a non-juvenile 

officer. 

3. Information Gathered for C1osi~g Cases 

The question remains whether the small amount of new information gathered 

by juvenile officers during the investigations process is essential to 

closing a case by arrest. Unfortunately, data are not available for this 

assessment. Impressions tell us that many incident reports received by the 

juvenile unit (especially when coming from investigations) come with a 

juvenile already taken into custody, or have a .juy eni1esuspect listed. 

The only objective information gathered on-site which contributes to 
," 

our understanding of the case closing process is on the nature of the . . .... - .... 

information gathered (Table 13) • 
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TABLE 13: Nature of Information Gathered by Juvenile Officers, 
Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77 

Nature of 
Information 

Suspect 
Scene 
Persons at Scene 
Physical Evidence 
Laboratory Tests** 

Greensboro 

33.6% 
33.9% 
21.8% 

.2% 
10.4% 

(N=586)* 

Unit 

Torrance 

39.7% 
2808% 
11.0% 
20.5% 

° (N=46) * 
*N= Number of items of information appearing in the 197 case files of 
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance. 
**Refers to the utilization of information derived from laboratory tests. 

As shown on Table 13, both Greensboro and Torrance juvenile officers gather 

primarily suspect information (33.6% and 39.7%, respectively). PhYSical 

evidence is rarely collected i~ Greensboro, but comprises approximately 20% 

of the evidence gathered by the Tor~ance unit. Labora·t:ory tests comprise a 

small proportion of the Greensboro evidence (10.4%) and none of the Torrance 

evidence. 

Although the nature of the "suspe;ct" information is not available from 

the file review, when juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance were asked 

what was miSSing from the 25 debriefed cases when they received them, the most 

frequent item listed was confessions. According to these officers, they 

subsequently obtained confessions in 44% of the cases in Torrance, and 40% of 

the cases in Greensboro~ 

4. Information Gathered for Prosecuting Cases 

Information on case prosecution, and its relation to investigative work 

performed ~y juvenile officers, is sparse and difficult to interpret. Several 

~easons accoul~t for this. First, while the major objective of the criminal 

" 
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investigation is to gather evidence to prosecute an identified offender, 

the juvenile officer is requested by his superior or the court to dispose 

of less serious offenses and offenders other than by sending them to court 

(i.e., case screening). Greensboro petitioned only 40% (N=l97) of its 

cases to court; Torrance petitioned 30% (N=201). Those cases which are 

sent to court are less readily e~lained by the existence of legal evidence 

than by (1) court orders which affect officer behavior, (2) officer anti-

cipation of court actions, and (3) officer appraisal of the character of the 

juvenile and intra-familial relationships. Topeka, for example, sent 85% 

of its previous year's caselv~d to court. This latter unit is discouraged 

from screening more heavily by a juvenile court judge who let it be known 

that he expects court intake to serve the screening function. Notice of 

any juveniles released by the juvenile officers must be sent to intake for 

review. 

S~cond, a confession of guilt is needed in order to make a non-court 

disposition. In other words, (1) an incentive exists for a juvenile to 

admit violations of criminal or status laws~ and (2) other than for the 

confeSSion, there is no extra-departmental assessment of the "prosecutability" 

of the existing evidence. 

Third, investigation and s~reening concerns overlap. What an officer 

feels is "5,n the best interest of the juvenile" may determine decisions 

about whether or not to continue an investigation, or continue it in a ." 

certain manner. 

Fourth~ and last, intake, prosecution, and judicial decisions are not 

necessarily based on factors related to the legal sufficiency of a case. In 

Washington, D. C., for example, case dismissal statistics reflect personnel 
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shortages in the prosecutor's office rather than investigative faults of 

the police. In several other sites these decisions reflect the intake 

officers"social and philosophical concerns about minimizing system 

penetration for the juvenile. Evidence gathered which links a suspect 

to a crime is not one of those concerns. 

In short, the juvenile justice system does not offer many legal checks 

to measure the quality of evidence gathered by juvenile officers. In 

addition, statistics on court dispositions are infrequently known in the 

juvenile unit. Either a formal mechanism does not exist which provides 

the unit with case dispositions, or a disposition is sent to a central 

records division which only stores the information. 

A Department l07ithout A Unit 

This section outlines the juvenile investigative function as it is 

performed in Multnomah County, Oregon, by the Multnomah County Sheriff's 

Department. The data gathered during both the initial field visit and 

case study periods is meant to provide an impressionistic contrast to 

Greensboro and Torrance, where established units exist. 

The Multnomah County Division of Public Safety reorganized two years 

ago and initiated team policing to replace a more traditional organizational 

structure. The enforcement branch of the department now consists of six 

teams -- a team for each of the five zones into which the county is divided 

and a sixth team known as the Udetective team." Except for the detective 

team, which handles only the most serious offenses, the officers on the 

other teams are considered generalists. In theory, each team has one or 

two officers who work largely as investigators. In reality, this position 

has come to be treated as a reserve position, to be filled only when there 
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is not a manpower shortage elsewhere on the team or in the department. 

During staff time on-site, the team observed never had its two investigator 

positions filled. 

There are no juvenile officers or juvenile investigators. For a 

period of time after the department had reorganized ll ,there was a tendency, 

according to officers, to ask ex-youth officers to handle juvenile cases. 

This practj.ce has all but disappeared. 

Team officers estimated that 20% to 30% of their caseload consisted 

of juvenile-perpetrated offenses. Observations made on-site suggest that 

this is a reasonable, if not an underestimate. There are no Mu1tno~ 

figures available on juvenile arrests; all cases, whether adult or juvenile, 

are numbered in sequence and stored according to numerical order. 

A typical juvenile case is a shoplifting case (petty larceny). Several 

of the affected stores in the ar~~ employ security systems, and this results 

in a large number of arrests for this crime. The Multnomah officer frequently 

responds to a call from the store security ofticer. The entire investigation 

involves administering the Miranda Rights warning and questioning the suspect 

and the security officer. The Multnomah officer is usually able to obtain an 

admission to the act and enough background information to determine the 

advisability of releasing the juvenile to parents pending a juvenile inter-

view with the court intake. Little other investigative activity is performed. 

The Multnomah officer will call into the department to request a record check 

on the suspect, and then immediately notify the juvenile's parents. Due to 

the strength of the case, these cases are likely to be received and cleared 

on the same day. Most cases of t.his nature are sent to court • 

'" " ' 
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Other larcenies and burglaries are likely to receive the type of pre-

liminary investigation usually associated with the patrol function. 

Officers have to request to be taken off calls so that they can 

pursue investigations. While this request of the team leader is possible, 

it is discouraged. There seems to be an unspoken understanding that such 

a request should be made only in unusual circumstances. 

None of the 25 cases debriefed took longer than 1 week to complete; 

80% were completed in one day. Officers responding to calls had little or no 

case backlog: Most non-serious cases that cannot be solved in'a relatively short 

period of time by patro'l are not pursued further. Ser'ious cases may be sent 
--.,. ._, . 

to the detective team. 

In only seven of the 25 cases debriefed on site did the officers feel 

that the case was strong enough to send to court on the basis of the 

information they had. Reasons given for needed additional information 

being unsure about the circumstances surrounding the incident and needing 

physical ev~dence to support the case. 

The Multnomah officers completed approximately two reports per case, 

and five interviews per case. The majority of the interviews were in the 

field with suspects. The officers seemed to expect an admission of guilt 

as the norm, and perceived a case to be,problematic when an admission was 

not forthcoming. 

To conclude, there seems to be very little in-depth investigation of 

juvenile offenses; nine out of every ten juvenile cases were opened and 

closed within one day by the reporting officer. 
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Conclusion 

The growing body of literature on investigations has dealt primarily 

with the adult investigator. Although the number of empirically-based 

studies is small, data from these studies appear to support the same 

theses: (a) that a case is solved largely b~ information supplied to the 

responding patrol officer; and (2) that most cases are cleared by very 

routine investigative procedures. Such studies ult~ately raise questions 

about the effectiveness and efficiency of the traditional' patrol-investigation 

organizational arrangements, in the former case, and the need for specially 

skilled officers to investiga,te cases, in the latter. 

·Although the data presented in this chapter consists largely of the 

impressions gained by staff during twelve site viSits, with the addition of 

empirically based data gathered at two sites, it supports the pattern of 

findings which appears in the literature. While no statements can be made on 

the basis of our data which claim representativeness to the universe of 

police juvenile units, the overall impressions remain as follows: 

~ The investigative work, done by juvenile investigators 
is independent of the amount and nature of investigative 
work dOlte prior to receiving a ca,se. 

• Juvenile officers believe ,that ~portant information 
is missing from a large percentage of cases they receive 
(case studies). 

• The work a juvenile officer does on a case is not closely supervis
ed; the case is reviewed by a supervisor after it is closed. 

• Juvenile officers believe that their investigations add 
·new information and verify information already received 
(case studies). 

o Juvenile officers gather relatively few items of new 
information during their case investigations; patrol is 
responsible for most of the new information gathered 
(c~se studies). 

", 
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• The investigative process of juvenile officers in 
different departments is shaped by different operational 
constraints. 

• The juvenile officer's contribution to most cases lies 
in gathering suspect information (case studies). 

• Legal evidence plays a minor role in the decision of the 
juvenile officer to send a case to court. 

Is the goal of investigations being achieved? That is, in terms of 

the assu~ptions initially posed, are incomplete cases being received, are 

juvenile officers adding new information to cases, is the information added 

by juvenile officers needed to clear cases, is the information gathered 

needed to prosecute cases? The evidence which exists is persuasive of 

a response of "unclear" to the first two questions and "no" to the latter 

two questions. No empirical data exist on the nature of the evidence in a 

case prior to its assignment to a juvenile officer. Although juvenile officers 

do· add a small amount of new information to a case, it is unclear whether it 

is needed to either clear or prosecute a case. 

A more thorough look into the investigative process would have to include 

the role played by the other components of the juvenile justice system, 

especially that of the court. In many jurisdictions the philosophy of 

par~ patriae has filtered down to the police; investigative and screening 

concerns and decisions cannot always be differentiated. The juvenile court 

expects different things from the police handling the juvenile case, than does 

the criminal court in the adult case. These differing expectations influence 

the entire investigative process. It is particularly ~nteresting to note that 

ip one site visited which did not have a unit, little investigative activity 

beyond the preliminary work is done, and most juveniles taken into custody are 

referred to court. Although this is not necessarily the result of the absence 
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of a unit, the data do raise questions about the extent of the influence 

of the court where there is not a special police unit established to 

handle juveniles. 
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Chapter V 

The Screening FunctIQn 

This chapter presents information gathered on the screening function 

performed by juvenile officers. The chapter: 

• presents a flow model of the screening process 

e synthesizes quantitative and qualitative data gathered 
from departmentS 'visited 

• incorporates the literature on screening in the analyses 
of data 

Flow Hodel of the Screening Process 

The screening function was pre'\t"i .. ously defined as the juvenile officer's 

gathering of information:for the purpose of reaching a case disposition. A 

hidden "given" in this definition is that the juvenile officer has sufficient 

evidence to link a specific juvenile to a spec~fic crime. 

The components of the screening process are presented in Figure 4 in the 

form of a case flow model. The model focuses the prospective evaluator on the 

screening activities of officers (procese), the juveniles who will be affected 

by the screening activities (input), the immediate case disposition (outcome), 

other long-range effects of screening (impact), and the variables which directly 

affect screening (inputs to the process) and those in the larger environment 

(environment). The figure also achieves the following: (1) it identifies 

screening activities which are performed routinely by most juvenile units; and 

(2) it presents these activities in their most frequently observed order. 



, 
I 

'. I 
I 

... ·1 

Alleged 
Juvenile 
Offender ......,.--------.;:~I 
In ut) 

• 

- 109 -

FIGURE 4: Flow Model of the Screening Function 
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According to Figure 4, the input into the screening process is 

the alleged juvenile offender. Unlike the case concern of the investigation 

process -- the facts of the case, the amount of information already gathered 

screening focuses on the individual juvenile. How old is the juvenile? Is 

the juvenile disrespectful to the officers? Has the juvenile appeared in 

the juvenile unit on a previous complaint? 

Some of the discrete screening activities are identical to those 

of investigation. The first three steps are essentially the same for 

both processes: report review, records check, and interviews. The differ

ence lies, however, in the type of information being gathered and the 

purpose towards which all information is being gathered. Screening 

activities focus on information about the background and character of 

the accused in order to reach an appropriate disposition; investigative 

activities focus on information about the incident in order to solve the 

case through an identification, apprehension and possible prosecution 

of a juvenile. 

Professional consultation can be sought in order to gain more in-depth 

knowledge about the social behavior and personal attributes of the youth 

in question. This includes consultation with probation officers, mental 

health professionals, teachers, welfare workers, and program administrators. 

Contact is made with agencies offering a potential referral and placement 

to ascertain their availability and willingness to receive the juvenile 

in question. 

The case conference plays a particularly important role in reaching 

a case disposition. The conference is typically an interview conducted 

with the juvenile and the juvenile's parents in either the juvenile's home 

or the police station. It may take place at th~ ~ame time that the officer 
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is conducting the interrogation phase of the investigation function. It 

exists: (1) to make parents aware of their child's behavior problem; 

(2) to gain insight into the juvenile/family relationship; (3) to assess 

the nature and degree of supervision and control the parent exercises over 

the juvenile; and (4) to discuss disposition alternatives. Considerable 

emphasis is placed upon learning whether the parents are aware of their 

child's delinquent or status offender activities, what the parents think 

about those activities, and what the parents can and are willing to do 

to insure that the situation does not repeat itself. The conference is also 

used by juvenile officers as an educational tool; the officer advises 

the parents about child-management techniques and recommends'agencies 

and programs which can assist the parents in improving the home situation. 

The immediate outcome of screening is one of four types of case 

dispositions: (1) return of the juvenile to his/her home with a warning; 

(2) referral of the juvenile I s case to court;' (3) diversion of the juvenile 

into a ~ommunity-based program; and (4) provision of services to the juvenile 

by the police. The choice of one of these four involves two separate, 

but related decisions: 

• The penetration decision, whether or not tel send 
the juvenile to court 

• The diversion decision, which alternative 1;0 

select for the juvenile who is not sent to 
court 

These decisions are as much the product of the juvenile officer's assess-

ment of the juvenile's needs, as they are related to department-approved 

options, pressures and influence from the court, or available community 

resources which the police think are effective for juveniles. 

The long-range impact of the screening function sought by juvenile 

officers is a general decrease in delinquent and status offense behavior 

~ . . . 
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in a given community, the personal growth and development of a j,uvenile, 

and the betterment of family relationships. 

Constraints within the department and larger environment affect the 

decisions of juvenile officers. For example, department policy may limit 

the disposition ~ptions available to a juven~le officer. In Washington, D.C., 

the juvenile officers have only two alternatives: release to home or court 

referral. In Onondaga County, N.Y., the juvenile officers can use any of the 

alternatives depicted on Figure 4. The degree of availability of community 

programs which accept direct referrals from the police is a major constraint 

which a community places on the police department. 

Goals and Assumptions of Screenina 

An overall assessment of whether the screening process helps the 

juvenile unit achieve its goals is facilitated by discussing the extent to 

which the operational assumptions which this study suggests underly each 

goal are supported by the reality of unit operations. 

Table 14 presents the three goals mentioned in Chapter III, .one o! more 

of which a juvenile unit may depend upon ~he screening function to achieve. 

The major assumptions underlying each goal which pertain directly to 

police activities are also found on this Table. 

An important distinction exists between the goals of labeling avoidance 

and rehabilitation which are embodied in the difference between the terms 

diversion and referral. The term diversion is defined as the process of 

turning suspects or offenders away from the formal system. This term is 

conceptually linked to the labeling avoidance goals, and focuses attention 

on the operations of the traditional justice system .(Le., police, court, 

corrections).' The term referral is defined as a process by which police 

initiate the connection of the juvenile to a non-justice system agency, 

.. , .' 
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GOAL: Rehabilitation: to reha
bilitate the delinquent. 
Officers are able to: 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

identify juveniles in need 
of treatment 

diagnose the specific needs 
of juveniles 

know which treatment alter
natives are available 

4. select the treatment alter
native best suited to the 
needs of a juvenile 

5. provide direct services, when 
appropriate. 

GOAL: Label Avoidance: to help. GOAL: 
the juvenile avoid the 
delinquency label. 

System Coordination: to 
coordinate the work of 
police with other ju
venile justice system 
agencies. 

Officers: 

Off1c~rc; 

ASSUMPTIONS: ASSUMPTIONS: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

are concerned ahout the 1. 
negative consequences of 
court-applied labels 

can identify the juveniles 2. 
for whom court labeling will 
be a negative consequence 

attempt to minimize the 3. 
penetration of those juve
niles further into the 
juvenile justice system. 

are in contact with other 
juvenile justice agencies 

are aware of the manner in 
which these agencies work 
together 

are able to work cooper
atively with other system 
components. 
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private' or public.* This term is theoretically bound to the rehabilitation 

goal, and focuses attention on the juvenile's needs. This distinction also 

corresponds to our view that the juvenile officer makes two separate, 

but related, screening decisions: 
.~ 

(1) the diversion (or penetration) decision, 
whether or not the juvenile will be sent 
to court 

(2) the referral (treatment) decision (for those 
juveniles not sent to court), which alternative 
treatment should be selected 

This distinction is helpful analytically, as well as appearing to correspond 

to the mental processes of the juvenile officer. 

Rehabilitation 

An assessment of police juvenile units adhere tD a rehabili-

tation goal must co~sider w~at is known abou~ rehabilitation, in general. 

Recent research has cast serious doubts on the relative effectiveness of 

certain treatments. Both Robert Martinson and Edwin M. Schur have present.ed 

arguments for the abandonment of the individualized treatment philosophy which is 

inherent in the rehabilitation goal used by the juvenile justice system. Martinson 

reviewed adult and juvenile intervention program evaluations done between 1945 

and 19671 , and is currently undertaking a similar effort covering findings 

since 19672 • He concludes that evaluations of such programs show little impact 

on recidivism. Schur reviewed intervention programs directed solely at youth. 3 

His findings are consistent with those of Martinson. Although different policy 

implications are drawn by Martinson and Schur from these same conclusions 

. " --- ---- -y------ .. 

* These definitions were used by Malcolm W. Klein in "Issues in Police 
Diversion of Juvenile Offenders: A Guide for Discussion", in Gary 
Adams, et a1 (eds), Juvenile .Justice Hanagement, Springfield, Illinois: 
Charles C. Thomas, 1973. 
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(Martinson emphasized punishment as a deterrent to crime, Schur emphasized 

juvenile court referral for serious violations), both argue for abandoning 

the individualized treatment approach. In contras.t, Murray, in a recent study 

comparing a traditional institutional approach to corrections (residential 

treatment) with a referral service designed to handle juveniles by non-institu-

tionalized means, concluded that both alternatives were equal in reducing 

officially recorded criminal acts. 4 

These findings are significant when viewed in relation to the recommenda

tions of the IJA/ABA standards project that the least restrictive alternative 

be selected for juvenile matters involving minor criminal conduct, and that 

formal processing be avoided wherever alternatives exist. S In light of Murray's 

findings, either idealogical position (i.e., individualized treatment or 

institutionalization) can be taken. 

The discussion which follows explores the data available on the assump"tions 

which underly the g6al of re~abi1itation. 

1. Identify Juveniles in Need* 

2. Diagnose Problem 

At every stage in the screening process report review, records 

check, interview, professional and agency consultation, and case conference 

- juvenile officers sift and screen an ever increasing amount of information 

upon which the case disposition will be made. It is difficult to pinpoint 

which activity or which piece of information crystallizes the officer's ideas 

about the juvenile. The activities and information are part of a cumulative 

process whose end product - a correct identification and diagnosis of need 

is only as good as the officer's:ability, the nature of the information 

*Assumptions (1) and (2) are discussed together. 

", ,. 
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gathered by an officer and the manner in which it is used. 

A. Information Gathered and Manner Used. Both the gathering and the 

ulJie of information is a dynamic process which pales when viewed as discrete 

activities. The following discussion attempcs to present this reality. 

The report review is the first screening activity performed by a 

juvenile officer, after being ~ssigned a case by a supervisor. When a 

I 
unit, like that in Greensboro, is responsible for both case investigation 

and screening, the incident report completed by patrol will probably be the 

only report available for review. In a unit which is primarily responsible 

for case screening, such as Torrance's unit, the juvenile officer will 

receive several reports for review. In the first instance, the incident 

report is likely to contain no more information on the s~spected juvenile, 

if known, than his/her physical characteristics and demeanor at the time of 

contact by, patrol. In the latter instance, investigations already completed 

by non-juvenile officers will provide most of the information used by the 

juvenile officer. 

Information gathered during the records check includes data on the 

juvenile's previous handling by police: number of prior contact(s)/arrest(s), 

prior police disposition(s), and prior court disposition(s). 

The information gathered thus far -- from the report of the offense 

(and possibly its investigation) and the juvenile's prior record 

enables the officer to make an initial, gross determination of whether the 

juvenile is "geod" or "bad. II The "b~.dil label, applied on the basis of 
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information on these document~ means one of two things: (1) the offense is 

too sel~ious ~ to send to court; or (2) the offender is a repeater who 
.. -- . .... .- - --- -

deserves to be sanc,tioned severely. This label paves the way for a 

court referral, e1imina~ing the officer's responsibility to further 

diagnose a juvenile's "needs." 

A substantial amount of potentially diagnostic information is 

gathered through interviews with complainants, victims, witnesses and the 

police officer who responded to the scene of the crime. This information 

focuses on the precipitating circumstances of the incident, the juvenile's 

motive, the juvenile's attitude at time of arrest, the parents' attitudes 

at time of notification of arrest, and any obvious juvenile or family problems. 

If court referral is not almost automatically indicated on the basis of 

offense or prior record, as assessment of the juvenile's potential to 

avoid future deviant behavior is made by looking at the juveniles' and 

parents i attitudes 'and re1ationsh'ip. The case conference is a particularly 

valuable tool for this. The juvenile officer, attempts to learn whether 

the parents are aware of their child's activifies, what the parents think 

about those activities, and what the parents can and are willing to do to 

correct the situation. This conference is also used by the officer 

as an educational tool, as mentioned previously: to give advice about 

child-management techniques, and recommend agencies and programs which can 

help the home situation. By the end of the conference -- whether it occurs 

at t.he middle or end of the process of accumulating information for a 

screening decision -- the officer will have reached an opinion about the 

likelihood of future deviance. Since many officers feel that an admission 
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of wrong-doing is the first step in rehabilitation, they frequently use the 

case conference to elicit a statement of remorse or contrition about the 

unlawful act committed. 

The extent to which an officer goes beyond individuals related to 

the incident to consult professionals, and the nature of the professional 

consultation solicited are more related to officer inclination and unit 

policy than to ~ search for an individual diagnosis. The Topeka unit 

routinely involves a psychiatrist from the Menninger Clinic in evaluat-

iug the needs of a juvenile. In Torrance, juvenile officers regularly 

v.1sit local schools to discuss particular juveniles with teachers. In 

Greensboro, a psychologist from a family c011nseling agency meets weekly 

with the officers to discuss current cases. 

For the most part, the information gathered by juvenile officers is 

not used to assess needs. It is used primarily to determine: (1) whether 

the authority and coerciveness of the justice system should bear down upon 

the juvenile to indicate society I s displeasure with the juvenile's past or 

., , 

present behavior; (2) whether the appropriate level of remorse and contrition 

exists on the part of the juvenile and the juvenile's family; and (3) whether 

the juvenile's family is able to take the steps appropriate to control their 

child's future behavior. 

B. Officer .Abili~. The ability of juvenile officers to both identify 
.. -. ~ .-- - .. --.-- . ." --_.... . .. -- ... -.- -_ ... 

juveniles in need of tr.eatment and diagnose the specific needs can be gotten 

through a variety of mechanisms which are in the control of the department: 

(1) selection criteria and procedures for juvenile officer candidates 

which screen for off1.cers who already possess needed abilities; (2) specialized 
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training which is given to officers before or after they are selected to 

be a juvenile officer; (3) experience in working with juveniles over a 

period of time; and, (4) supervision of o~ficers concerning cases hand1e~. ------_ .. _-. --.. .. -----'-
The question becomes, then, what is known about each of these mechanisms • 

.. .. -_._-.............. _ .... 

•• ____ .~_ .•• "._ .. _ • __ .; .. _-____ 7" -=-_ .... ____ ... ____ •. _ .--:-: .. :.:~:_ . .:.:.._'o- -._ ,'... ~-.~ :-'~--- -
~- ._-
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Selection. There is no indication that eligibility criteria or 

selection procedures can identify officers with diagnostic abilities. The 

most typical criteria used to se1ect'a juvenile officer are: (1) the officer's 

expressed desire to work with juveniles; (2) a good work record within the 

department; (3) after-work activities which might indicate a special interest 

in youth (e.g., baseball coach); and (4) a department-established number of 

years of required service. In most units visited there could also be found 

some officer(s) whose selection was mandated by: (1) pressure placed by a 

high-ranking department official, or (2) performance on a test which qualified 

an officer for assignment to any departmental opening in a given rank. 

The selection process typically involves the revie~iT of an officer's 

application by the commander of the juvenile unit, a review of the officer's 

documented work history, and consultation with several of the applicant's 

prior supervisors. Minor variations exist: in Tucson, a three-person panel 

of supervisory officers reviews the application and interviews the candidate. 

In Topeka, the applicant undergoes an assessment by a psychiatrist. 

In Arlington, the aspiring juvenile officer is interviewed and evaluated 

by existing juvenile officers; the apparent ability of the individual to 

work with the other officers is particularly important. The members of 

this unit are equally likely to look into a candidate's reputation among 

juveniles who live in the officer's assigned work area. 

" .. 
' .. 
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According to a working paper. on Delinquency Prevention, "criminal . 

justice personnel who have respect for the juveniles that come into contact 

with them will have a greater chance of being respected."6 Interviews 

on-sit~ lead staff to believe that such individuals are sought by unit 

heads. Whether they are being selected, or whether respect towards juveniles 

bears any relation to rehabilitation, remain unknown. 

Training. Most juvenile officers learn on-the-job. Specialized 

training occurs when there is a fortuitous combination of support from 

a chief or juvenile unit head, available departmental resources or outside 

funding, and a desire for training in a specific area among unit officers. 

The nature and extent of formalized training given officers varies greatly 

from department to department, and within any unit. A review of the 

personnel records in Greensboro indicated that its unit officers had not 

received any structured juvenile-related training within the department. 

Training outside the department included university-sponsored crime-

specific seminars, general courses in delinquency, and attendance at national 

conferences or convention~ No two officers in the unit had a similar training 

background, and there seemed to be no systematic approach to offering training 

to officers. In contrast, juvenile officers in Washington receive a five-day 

course at the police academy which focuses on regulations, special orders 

and paperwork. Unfortunately, a new officer did not always receive this 

course until months after placement in the unit. 

Although some juvenile officers in some departments receive an eight 

week course from the Delinquency Control Institute of th~ University of 

Southern California or the University of Minnesota, such extensive training 

is atypical. Informal, on-the-job training is the principal training a 

juvenile officer receives. This generally consists of being introduced to 
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unit procedures by an exper~enced juvenile officer or supervisor in the 

unit, and being ob~erved and monitored by the unit's commander until. 

the commander gains confidence in the new juvenile officer's performance. Once 

confidence exists, degree of supervision and officer accountability depends 

upon the commander's style. 

The information gained through site visits led to the conclusion that 

the survey response to the training question may have exaggerated the 

amount of training given juvenile officers (Chapter III). 

Experience: There is no typical experiential profile of the juvenile 

officer. Officers in Greensboro, for example, are between 40 and 60 years of 

age (88% of the 14 juvenile officers), members of the department for 

longer than 15 years (80%), and in the unit for more than 6 years (60%). 

In contrast, most juvenile officers in Torrance are between 20 and 40 years 

of age (71% of the 7 juvenile officer~), members of the department for less 

than 15 years (85%), and in the unit for less than 5 yaars (85%). In neither 

unit did any pattern of pre-juvenile unit police experience emerge; juvenile 

officers came to each unit with very different work histories. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate the role experience 

plays in acquiring or sharpening diagnostic skills. An individual's ability 

to profit from experience is particularistic, by definition. From an 

assessment perspective, a unit which depends upon experience as the primary 

method by which juvenile officers are expected. to acquire these skills is 

leaving a great deal to chance. 

According to an in-depth study of one juvenile justice system, ~ndertaken 

by Cicourel, most police officers developed their own theories about the 

delinquency of particular individuals, groups, and communities, and made 
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their own decisions on the basis of how closely an individual "fitted" 

'lnto the categories established. 7 Staff visits to juvenile units confirmed 

the fact that officers held theories ab~ut delinquents and their needs, 

but that theories varied by individual, unit, and jurisdiction • 

.. ~upervision. Officer direction and supervision varies across 

juvenile units as it does across departments. In Greensboro, for example, 

the captain in charge of the juvenile unit is actively involved in every 

case: assigning cases, inspecting reports, and reviewing officers'decisions. 

Officer performance is evaluated every six months according to a highly 

structured evaluation format. In contrast, the sergeant in charge of the 

juvenile unit in Washington, D. C., routinely signs off on cases the officers 

present to him as "closed" on their books. 

Accepting the variability of supervisory styles, the impression was left 

that most superVisi~n given juve~ile officers is not oriented to inculcate 

skills needed to either identify juveniles in need of assistance or to 

diagnose the nature of the j-uvenile's problem. In light of this observation, 

the ABA/IJA's recommendation for the periodic evaluation of police juvenile 

e ti i . 1 1 . 8 op ra ons s part~cu ar y ~mportant. 

3. Know Available Treatment Alternatives. According to IACP, 

specialized police-juvenile operations should seek treatment 

9 alternatives to the referral of juvenile offenders to court. Little direct 

information exists, however, about whether juvenile officers have information 

about treatment alternatives in their city or county. Indirect information 

can be pieced together in a variety of ways, however, to conclude that 

most units consult with only a few groups on a regular basis. First, 

only 60% of ,the survey respondents answered a question which asked 

them to list the community agencies which receive juvenile referrals. 
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Second~ interviews with juvenile; officers indicated that most officers 

made almost all referrals to one or two treatment alternatives. This is 

appropriate for units which rely on diagnostic agencies which coordinate 

referrals to treatment agencies. In Lincoln, the Yo~th Services System 

(YSS) plays this role. The South Bay Diversion Programs plays the equivalent 

role for the Torrance unit. For most units t however, the agencies referred 

to were not diagnostic services. Third, units visited either did not have 

handbooks containing the names of potential referral agencies or had hand-

books which appeared never to have been read. 

4. Select the Appropriate Treatment Alternative. Data does 

not exist on an officer's ability to select the appropriate treatment 

alternative for a given juvenile. The quantitative data which this study 

generated from two units, however, does indicate that the major decision 

of the juvenile officers in these units is between whether to refer the 
, 

juvenile ~o court or home. Case dispositions in Greensboro and Torrance 

are presented in Table 15. 

Table Ii. Case DispOSitions, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77 

Site 

Disposition Greensboro Torrance 

Court 39.8% 30.6% 

Home 40.7% 58.9% 

Community-Based Program 19.4% 10.5% 

TOTALS (N=108) (N=20I) 

" 
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According to Table 15, the ma10rity of the juveniles screened in Torrance 

are released to a. parent or 2uardian and sent home (N=20l), while approxi

mately one-third are petitioned to court. Only ten percent of the cases are 

referred to a co~nunity-based program, primarily to a diversion program which 

screens each juvenile and makes an appropriate placement. In Greensboro, 

although an equal percentage of cases are sent home and to court by the 

juvenile officers, almost 20% of the cases receive an alternative disposition, 

the principal one being psychological counseling for the juvenile and family. 

Some evidence exists that for these two units, two factors consistently 

influence case dispositions. According to Tables 16 and 17, seriousness of 

the offense* and prior arrest history of the juvenile, respectively, are 

related to having the case sent to court. 

As shown on Table 16, larcenies in both Greensboro and Torrance are 

more likely to be sent home than are burglaries, although the likelihood of 

this occurring ~n Torrance is much greater than in Greensboro (71.7% vs. 

47.1%, respectively). Burglaries in both cities are likely to be referred 

to court (64.3% and 48.7%, respective1y~ Referrals to community-based 

programs are more frequently made in Greensboro (19.6%) than in Torrance 

(11.0%) for larcenies, although the percentages for burglaries are relative-

1y similar (7.1% vs. 11.8%, respectively). 

According to Table 17, prior record is also related to case 

disposition. In Greensboro, for example, 60.0% of the juveniles without 

any prior arrest record were sent home; this contrasts with 60.0% of the 

juveniles with one or more prior arrests which are petitioned to court. 

Although absolute numbers are smaller for juveniles with a prior arrest 

record in Torrance, the trend seems to be for the "no-priors" to be sent 

*Larceny and burglary cases were selected for analysis because of their 
large numbers at both sites. 
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TABLE 16: Charge and Disposition, Greensbo~. 
and Torrance, 1976-77 

Site and Charge 
Greensboro Torrance 

Larceny Burglary Larceny Burglary 

33.3% 

41.7% 

19.6% 
(N=51) 

64.3% 

28.3% 

7.1% 
(N=14) 

17 .. 3% 

71.7% 

11.0% 
(N=76) 

TABLE 17: Prior Record and Disposition~ 
Greensboro and Torrance, 1976 

Site and Prior Record 
Greensboro Torrance 

None One + None 

20.0% 60.0% 10.8% 

60.0% 20.0% 78.5% 

20.0% 20.0% 10.7% 

(N=55) (N=40) (N=65) 

48.7% 

39.5% 

11.8% 
(N=64) 

One + 

61.5% 

30.8% 

7.6% 

(N=13) 

" . 
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home (78.5%) and "priors" to be sent to court (61.5%). 

Although most of the available literature on diver~ion and referral 

speculates upon police referral decisions, Klein has. undertaken several 

empirical studies which look at officer diversion practices, In one study, 

department orders instructed officers to use referral agencies whenever 

10 possible with the beginning offender. An examination of records indicated 

.that two-thirds of all referred cases were fi~st offenders. Klein also 

found that while referrals to community agencies have increased significantly 

over th~ past five years, they remain relatively low. Without the infusion 

of federal and state funds, he believes, referral rates would recede to an 

earlier low level. Unfortunately, the data gathered in the course of this 

study cannot shed any light on these findings. 

5. Provide Direct Services. The "direct services" which the units 

visited provided for juveniles were attempts by juvenile officers to take 

a middleground between court and home release. '£hese programs allowed an 

pfficer to (1) retain some control over the juvenile, (2) impose a negative 

sanction, and (3) provide restitution to the community. Programs ranged 

from a one-officer probation program developed in Onondaga County without 

any written policies or guidelines, to a highly structured Limited Adjust-. , 

ment Program operated by the Baltimore juvenile unit with goals, policies, 

eligibility criteria, and program components written and defined. The 

Lincoln "program," one of the less formal ones, imposed sanctions on the 

juvenile of community service, restitution to the victim, and book re-

views and essays. 

Providing services was not necessarily related to police lack of 

confidence in community-based agencies. Skepticism of these agencies 

existed in most departments. TIle existence of these programo ru~s counter 
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to the recommendations of several groups which agree that police officers should not 

provide their own rehabilitative services to the juvenile. Olson and Shepard 
. . . ... .. . 

recommend that law enforcement officers not engage in the practice of 

informal probation, casework supervision, on-going counseling or recreational 

administration.1l This sentiment is also echoed in the IJA/ABA standards 

project recommendations, in which the authors state that police should not 

attempt to initiate their own deterrence or treatment programs. l2 Kobetz 

excludes rehabilitation from the juvenile unit's function, but views many of 

the prevention ?rograms as important police-community relations efforts. l3 

'Label Avoidance 

Any discussion of the assumptions which underly the goal of label 

avoidance must begin with an overview of labeling "theory." As pre-

vious1y noted, labeling theory shifts the focus of interest and resea~ch 

from the alleged offender to the process by which an individual is de-

fined as deviant. This process is viewed as being harmful to both the 

self-concept and future behavior of the labeled individual. When viewed from 

the labeling perspective, the juvenile justice system, with all intentions 

of helping, is unintentionally harming the juvenile by: (1) convincing 

the juvenile of deviant. ~~atus, which af~ects sp.J.f-'crmccr't; and (2) stigmatizing 

the juvenile, which affects ~uture behavior. 

The diversion of delinquents is an implied 'policy of the labeling 

approach, and was advocated by the 1967 President's Commission. Much of 

the empirical research of the 1960's was based on labeling theory, and 

focused on the differential application of the delinquent label by agents of 

the juvenile justice system. An assumption of most of these'studies was 

.' 

'. , 
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that middle-class values were being applied by officials of the juvenile 

justice system to the behavior of groups with different values.. Although 

the findings of many of these studies are woven throughout the fo110w~ng 

discussion, the following conclusion was reached by the Task F~rce to 

Develop Standards and Goals f,or Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 

in their" working paper, 'Preventing Delinquency: "There does not exist a 

strong empirical literature which has tested the major assertions of 

- - 14 
Llabeling theorz/." 

1. Concern About Negative Consequences 

Juvenile 'officers are concerned about "keeping the kid from getting a 

record." Since an arrest has been made by the time many juvenile officers 

receive a case, their concern lies with the possible application of the 

delinquent label the court can apply. To a large extent, their concern has 

little substance and may be most useful for "scare purposes." The deterrent 

power of the court rests largely with the threat of court action. Most , 

juvenile officers know that a large percentage of cases they petition to the 

court are not heard by a judge, but are disposed of informally by intake workers. 

National statistics for 1974 reveal that only S3% of the delinquency cases 

handled by juvenile courts were handled judicia1ly.1S 

The concern of the juvenile officer about helping the juvenile avoid 

a record is based more on ideas about the inappropriateness and inadequacy 

of the judicial system than about its potential negative consequences. 

First, officers believe that many cases they handle would never have reached 

even the point Q.f. an arrest when they were juveniles. They cite the 
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destruction of neighborhoods, the decline of the stable family, and the 

community 1 s growing dependence on formal"legal action as major causes 

for police arrests and prosecutions of juveniles who are guilty of re-

latively harmless "juvenile" behavior (e.g., destroying property through 

spray painting). Two studies of factors influencing the police disposition 

of juvenile offenders support this point indirectly. Hohenstein concluded 

on the basis of an analysis of 504 cases disposed of by police that 

attitude of the victim is one of the three most important factors 

in determining the police disposition; where victims. made statements to 

the police that they were against prosecution, offenders were "remedialed" 

in 96% of the cases (Le., no arrest). ~The victim~s attitude, in fact,_ w~s a 

more powerful determinant than' seriousness of offense.l6 Black and Reiss, 

exploring the situational aspects of policing juveniles in three large cities, 

also found that the imposition of an arrest sanction represents the preferences 

of complainants, among other variables~7 

Second, many juvenile officers believe that there ~s little the court 

is able to do for the juvenile that can and should not be attempted at the 

police level. One exception to this belief concerns the "hardened" juvenile, 

who is a community menace and "juvenile" only through an arbitrary age 

definition established by the state. The 15 year old robber of "mom and pop" 

shops in Washington, D.C., With a long record of petty theft, is not a 

"juvenilelO to officers. The second exception is found in jurisdictions in 

which municipal and state services are available to the juvenile only through 

court referral. This situation exists in Duluth, where the juvenile court 

is the only institution empowered to purchase services. Because payment 
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for most public services is contingent upon an order of the juvenile court, 

" signed by the judge, eligibility criteria established by many agencies 

screen out the police referral. In this case, not petitioning to court, 

as Cicourel points out in The Social Organization of the Court, can result 

i il . . d d . 18 n a juven e not rece1v1ng nee e serv1ces. 

2. Identify Inappropriate Court Cases. Tb."ere" 1.S no indication 

that juvenile officers can or attempt to identify those juveniles for whom 

petitioning to court will be a negative experience. Data from Greensboro' 

and Torrance indicate that legal and social var'iables are used by juvenile 

officers for their decision to petition a case to court, rather than a 

concern for consequences for the juvenile. When juvenile officers in 

Greensboro and Torrance were questj"oned about the factors which we're most 

important in the dispositon of recently closed cases, the same factors 

were mentioned most frequently in both places: 

• seriousness of the offense 

• prior record of the juvenile 

• the juvenile's attitude about the offense 

a parental attitude about the offense 

• ability of the parent to communicate with and control 
the juvenile in the future 

Each of these factors was mentioned in the sites visited. Other factors 

mentioned with less frequency were preference of the complainant 

regarding case 'disposition and opinions about the juvenile by professionals 

who have dealt with him/her previously. These findings are relatively 
'. 

compatible with several empirical studies on the use of police discretion 
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(by patrol) in the arrest decision. Data to suppor~.the importance of the 

variables of seriousness of offense, prior record, and demeanor at time of 
19 

arrest in police decisions are abundant in the empirical literature. 

Both juvenile officers and patrol use similar variables in decision-

making. The juvenile officer's a~ditional attention to family-related variables, 

however, probably results from work-related differences; the case conference, with 
.... - - --.-. -- - .. -_ .. -.... _---------

the juvenile and pare~ts preoent, is an important decision-making tool~fo~ the 

juvenile. officer. The "demeanor" variable takes on a different meaning for 

the juvenile and arresting officers. For the latter, an opinion of the 

juvenile's demeanor (respect to officer, 'contrition for offense) is formed at 

the scene of the incident; for the former, it is formed post-incident, in the 

presence of the juvenile's parents, after the emotions of the incident have 

settled. 

Although the variables mentioned above are used to reach a disposition, 

it appears that (1) they are not applied in a particular order, and that 

(2) one variable is not. more important than another. Rather, the entire 

constellation of variables is applied to each situation. Because of minimal 

documentation of attitudinal data, the use of easy-to-objectify data from 

case file statistics can give misleading results. 

In order to have another indication of unifo~nity of dispositions among 

officers in a unit, each juvenile officer in Greensboro and Torrance was 

asked to respond to a series of questions based on. two hypothetical cases. 

While numbers of respondents were small, the responses themselves reveal some 

uniformity in expected case dispositions. The hypothetical cases correspond 

to typical incidents uncovered in the case files reviewed in each site. 

The hypothetical cases were as follows: 
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Greensboro 

Larceny. A twelve year old black male was 
arrested for shoplifting some articles val
ued at $5.00 The juvenile had no previous 
arrest record and was cooperative with the 
patrol officer at the time of arrest. At 
the case conference with the juvenile 
officer the juvenile admitted committing 
the offense. His mother indicated that 
she has problems handling her son. 

Buq~lary. A· fourteen year old white male 
was arrested by patrol fO'r breaking and 
entering a residence; it was his second 
arrest for breaking and entering. The 
youth has previously been referred to a 
counseling program. At the case conference 
with the juvenile officer the youth 
admitted committing the offense (denied 
to the patrol officer); his parents 
were concerned and indicated that they 
will punish their son. 

; . . 
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Torrance 

Larceny. Two white females, thirteen and fourteen 
yea~s old, were apprehended in the parking lot of 
a department store by a security guard. TIle security 
guard had observed #1 suspect place various articles 
of cosmetics in her pocket, while #2 suspect had 
engaged the salesgirl in conversation. Both subjects 
exited the store without payini for said articles. 
Suspects were turned over to patrol with the appro
priate paperwork completed by the security officer. 
Upon a review of both juveni.le records. it was found 
that neither had any prior record. 

Burglary. During the hours of 0800 and 1300 a 
residential burglary was C!ommitted. One white male, 
fourteen years old, was apprehended by a patrol 
officer two blocks from the scene. The suspect was 
found with various articles of jewelry in his possession 
valued at approximately $100. Suspect was found to 
have one prior arrest for petty larceny within the last 
year. Juvenile was cooperative when questioned by 
patrol and detectives and furnished officers with all 
necessary information. 

' .. 
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Although Greensboro and Torrance varied somewhat in the range of 

possible dispositions a juvenile officer might impose (e.g., restitution 

was included in Greensboro only, referral to a diversion program, in 

Torrance), in each site (1) juvenile officers in the unit were more likely 

to be in agreement on the disposition for the offense of larceny than for 

that of burglary, and (2) the disposition for the larceny offense was more 

likely to be of a less coercive nature than the disposition 1;01;' the buglary 

offense. * 
Cases considered most appropriate for court are those in which the 

'po1ice feel that they have "failed" on previous occasions to "turn the kid 

around." Since it is the informal policy of juvenile units to give the 

juvenile several "chances" before petitioning a case to court -- release to 

home with a warning, police probation, suggested participation in community-

based program -- officers who petition a case to court want some negative 

sanctions applied to the juvenile. In short, it appears from staff experience 

that the decision to send a case to court, as Klein found in his study of 

diversion from court, is based more on police judgements and motives 
20 

than on identifying juveniles who should avoid court labeling. 

3. Minimize System Penetration. Data generated by revie\V'ing closed 

case records in Greensboro (Nn197) and Torrance (No20l) suggest that, in these 

two units, an attempt is made to minimize penetration of some juveniles in 

the system. In Greensboro, approximately 40% of those juveniles taken into 

custody were petitioned to court; in Torrance, approximately 30% were petitioned 

to court. 

* In Greensboro, eight of the ten responding juvenile officers chose release 
to home as the likely disposition for the larceny case; five of seven selected 
court referral for the burglary case. In Torrance, all five respondent juvenile 
officers selected "counsel and release" as the likely disposition for the larceny 
case - these officers were spli~ four ways, however, on the disposition in the 
burglary case. 
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Statistics generated in Greensboro and Torrance also indicate that 

seriousness of crime, prior arrest record and age of offender each correlate 

with sending a case to court (Tables 18, ,19, and 20). 

The data displayed on Table 18 indicate that older juveniles are 

more likely to be referred to court than are younger juveniles. In GreeUlsboro, 

where the unit only handles juveniles below the age of 16, approximately 50% 

of the 13-15 year age group is sent to court, while the respective figure for 

the 9-12 year old is 19%. A similar percentage of juveniles in both age groups 

are referred to community programs. In Torrance, where the unit handles 

juveniles up to the age of 18, the trend again is for cases sent to cou~t to 

consist of the older juveniles: 42% of the 16-17 year olds are sent to court, 

while only 12.5% of the 9-12 year olds are sent there. At least half of the 

juveniles in each age group, however, are sent home. 

Does the relationship between age, prior record and disposition explain 

the relationship observed for charge and disposition? Are larcenies in Torrance 

and Greensboro likely to be committed by the younger juveniles wi.thout a prior 

record? * According to Table 19, older juveniles charged with larcenies go to 

court with greater frequency than do younger juveniles. In Greensboro, only 

21. 2% of the 9-12 year olds are peti.tioned t.O cour .. t by the juvenile officers, 

while the corresponding figure for 13-15 year olds is 40.6%. In Torrance, 

32.6% of the 16-17 year olds are petitioned to court, as compared with 7.1% 

of the 9-12 year olds and 8.9% of the 13-15 year olds. 

* Only larceny cases existed in large 'enough numbers in the case file 
sample to explore • 
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Table 18. Age and Disposition, Greensboro 
and Torrance, 1976-77 

Site and Age 
Greensboro Torrance 

9-12 13-15 9-12 13-1S 16-17 

19.4% 49.2% 12.5% 23.7% 42.2% 

58.1% 30.S% 62.5% 63.3% 50.0% 

22.6% 20.3% 25.0% 12.8% 7.8% 
(N=3l) (N=S9) (N=24) (N=109) (N=90) 

Table 19. Age and Disposition, Larceny 
Offenses,.Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77 

Site and Age 
Greensboro 

9-12 13-15 

21.2% 

52.6% 

26.3% 
(N=19) 

40.6% 

43.8% 

1S.6% 
(N=32) 

Torrance 
9-12 13-1S 16-17 

7.1% 8.9% 32.6% 

8S.7% 77.6% 58.7% 

7.1% 
(N=14) 

13.4% 8.7% 
(N=67) (N=46) 

Table 20. Prior Arrest Record and Disposition, 
1arceny Offenses, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77 

Site and Prior Record 
,Disposition Greensboro Torrance 

None One+ None One+ 

Court 13.3% 66.7% 9.1% 60.0% 

Home 66.7% 13.3% 80.0% 40.,0% 

Community- 20.0% 20.0% 10.9% 
Based Program (N=30) (N=lS) (N=5S) (N=S) 
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Having a prior arrest history also appears related to going to court 

on a larceny comp1aint.* According to Table 20, 66.7% of the juveniles in 

Greensboro who do not have a prior record are sent home; only 13.3% with one 

prior arrest are sent home. The Torrance' data indicate, that (1) the juvenile 

against whom a larceny complaint has been levied is likely not to have a 

record (55 out of 60), and that (2) 80% of the juvenj,les without a record are 

sent home, in contrast to 40% with one or more arrests who are sent home. 

By looking within the offense of larceny a more refined understanding 

of variables important to case disposition takes shape. Although larcenies 

are less likely to go to court than burglaries~ the larcenest who does go to 

court is likely to be older and with a prior arrest record. The statistical 

picture for the disposition of the burglary charge reveals a similar pattern 

to that ~f larceny. Although numbers are small (N=14, Greensboro; N-14. 

Torrance), the juvenile sent to court for the offense of burglary in both sites 

is likely to be the older juvenile with a prior arrest record. 

These 'data indicate that these two departments seem to be following 

the standards for diversion from court established by the Task Force. The Task 

Force recommends that the referral of delinquents to court by police should be 
21 

limited to serious delinquent or criminal acts or repeat offenders. 

Although Greensboro and Torrance appear to attempt to minimize the 

juvenile's penetration of the system, this philosophy cannot and does not exist 

nationwide. Since the juvenile court in Topeka, for example, has indicated 

its desire to screen all cases taken into custody by the police, the unit has 

shifted its philosophy from rehabilitation to law enforcement; approximately 

85% of all cases handled by the unit, according to one juvenile officer, are 

currently petitioned to court. In Duluth, as previously noted, the facts that 

* Data on the variables of race, sex ot offender, and value of property 
taken were too limited to present. 
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(a) most public services ars'available only through court referral, and that 

(b) the court attempts to handle the juvenile as a dependent child, rather 

than a delinquent, result. in almost all police cases being sent to court. 

Unfortunately no information exists whicn looks at screening patterns across 

one or more systems, to determine whether, despite police and state philosophy, 

the same percentage of juveniles reach the court hearing stage. 

According to Klein, post-arrest decisions made by police vary considerably 
22 

across juvenile units. In a study of 49 police agencies in Los Angeles County 

it was found that the decision to divert from court ranged from 2% in one 

department to 82% in another. The author was unable t::." explain the variation 

by city size, population, police departm~nt size, crime rate or arrestee 

characteristics. Most standard-setting bodies agree that!formal policy guidelines 

23 
for basing disposition decisions should exist, although they presently do not. 

James Q. Wilson has pointed ou.t. an important advantage of the juvenile officer 

over patrol; if police (patrol) cannot decide whether to invoke the law, they 
. . 24 

(juvenile officers) at least can decide how to intervene. The extent to 
.. 

which the juvenile officer's decision maintains. police bias, however, has 

been question~d by Klein. 25 

In one particularly interesting study, Klein found that cohorts of 

offenders referred to agencies by the police received more treatment than 
26 

comparable groups for whom petitions were filed. This latter group was typically 

released at intake without treatment or given informal probation. Klein 

concluded that treatment outside the system may be more coercive than treatment 

within the system (i.e., court action). He and others also found that control 

over juveniles is being extended to a larger and less seriously involved sector 
27. 

of the juvenile population. He concluded that referred youngsters, rather 
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than being diverted from the justice system, are more commonly drawn from 

those ordinarily released without further action. Unfortunately, our study 

did not gather data on the "widening of the net" phenomenon. 

System Coordination 
<" ... 

1. In Contact With Other Justice Agencies. 

The extent and nature of contact between police juvenile officers and 

other juvenile justice agencies (i.e., courts, corrections, probation, welfare) 

is department-specific. Only two generalizations based on site visits are 

appropriate: 

• units are in contact with a limited number of 
justice agencies 

• units have little or no contact with correctional 
agencies 

Examples from units visited illustrate the extent to which the nature and 

degree of contact varies. 

Lincoln. A close personal relationship exists between the officers 

of the Youth Aid Bureau in Lincoln, and the intake staff. This can be 

explained, in part, by the following: (1) the unit is located in the 

building housing the court; (2) two juvenile officers are responsible for 

all screening activities (e.g., intake referrals); and (3) the juvenile. 

unit screens all juveniles who are under 16 years of age. 

Torrance. A representative of both the court intake staff and a 

community-based divers~on/referral agency are physically stationed in the' 

juvenile unit. Every case a juvenile officer wants to petition to juvenile 

court is sent to the Intercept Officer for evaluation before a petition is 

' .. 
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filed. Every case which is not petitioned to court or sent home, which 

meets the eligibility criteria of the South Bay Diversion Project, is referred 

to that staff representative for review before a final disposition is made. 

Washington, D.C. The juvenile officers in the district stations are not 

in contact with any system agencies, since officer discretion is limited to 

two dispositions, home or court. 

Contra Costa County. The officers in this unit, as in Washington, D.C., 

have no contact with other agencies. This situation, however, is a direct 

result of antipathy between unit officers and a lenient judge. Under a 

strict interpretation of a statute requiring the court intake ~nit to take 

responsibility for all juvenile detainees, the unit has totally stopped 

screening cases. All juvenile arrests result in an immediate call to intake, 

which then 'sends a mobile unit to pick up the juvenile. 

Where formal relationships exist between the unit and other agencies, 

they take varied forms. Greensboro has a juvenile justice coordinating 

council in which the head of the juvenile unit is very active. In Lincoln, 

a weekly meeting is sponsored by the judge to assemble representatives from 

all of the local youth-serving agencies. This meeting is regularly attended 

by a representative of the juvenile unit. In Duluth, the prosecuting attorney 

talks with the head of the unit every afternoon. 

None of the units visited had a close relationship with the juvenile 

court judge beyond an occasional meeting of a juvenile justice coordinating 

council. This may stem from the fact that unit officers -- and other officers 

are seldom called to testify in a case. MOst juveniles enter a statement 

admitting delinquency, negating the need for an adversary procedure which 

would require the police to testify to support the state's burden of proof. 
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For this reason, the unit officer probably interacts less frequently with the 

judge than with any other actor in the justice system. 

2. Awareness of How Agencies Work. 

The extent to which juvenile officers are aware of the manner in which 

juvenile justice agencies work together depends upon: (1) the extent to which 

the agencies do operate as a system; and (2) the type of feedback mechanisms 

which exist to keep the officers aware. 

A. "Sys tem" Oper.ations. 

The manner in which a judge influences system actions, and the extent 

to which the judge r s philosophy, policies and procedures impact on the other 

system agencies, varies considerably across sites. Although hard data is lacking, 

several of the courts visited on-site functioned in a coordinated manner because 

of a common denominator: a powerful judge. Through the exercise of the judge's 

authority, intake and prosecution learned which cases the judge thought were too 

trivial to be heard in court, and which juveniles the judge thought should have a 

particular type of sanction imposed. In Tucson, for example, a new judge 

decided to limit the number of juveniles being sent to state facilities. 

Although the former judge had sent approximately 380 juveniles in a recent 

year to state facilities, during the first four months of the new calendar year, 

the new judge sent only eleven juveniles to state facilities. In Topeka, one 
.. 

outspoken judge minimized police screening discretion by insisting that the 

unit forward reports of all juvenile incidents to the intake unit of the court, 

including those cases not referred to court. This had the effect of curtailing 

the use of police discretion and, supposedly, brought uniformity of treatment 

to the youth of the city through his tight control over intake. 
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In jurisdictions where the judge, by choice or design, took a less 

active role in dictating policy, other factors come to the fore. In Multnomah 

County, for example, the assistant prosecuting attorney took an aggressive 

role in determining which cases should appear before the court and his advice 

was followed by the judge. The power of the prosecuting attorney in Washington, 

D.C., derived primarily from the diffusion of power among criminal court judges 

who rotated through both the adult and juvenile courts. 

Although the intake unit of the court also plays ,an important role, 

its power is rarely distinct from that of the presiding judge. 

B. Case Knowledge. 

Units have varied ways of learning about which cases the court or 

community agencies want to see. In Torrance, as we have pointed out, a 

diversion program staff member maintains a desk within the unit. This diversion 

program worker, who is available several days a week, is used as au immediate 

resource when the police want to screen cases out of the system. The worker 

also provides feedback to the police on the success or failure of juveniles 

they have referred to outside agencies. Torrance also provides office space 

for a probation officer who gives the unit immediate feedback on the likelihood 

that a particular case will be accepted for prosecution. In LiIlcoln, the 

screening officer within the unit has dai~y contact with the director of the 

local youth service bureau, the community's diversion program. Through their 

informal communication, the police are able to refer the appropriate juvenile 

and monitor the juvenile's success. In another city, the prosecuting attorney 

assigns one of his assistants to work with the police, monitoring the course 
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of the investigation and advising the police OIl the prosecution's need for 

specific evidence to make the case. 

An extensive feedback system exists in Duluth, where the unit is in 

informal but regular contact with severaL system components. One member of 

the intake unit has daily contact with the head of the unit on every case 

that reaches intake. The lieutenant in charge of the unit receives daily 

visits from the prosecuting attorney in charge of the juvenile court. Dis-

cussion centers not only on cases before the court, but also on how the unit 

is handling its current open cases. A third feedback component at this site 

involves reports emanating from a Children's Service Division's caseworker 

placed in the juvenile court. Copies of this casewor~er's report of judicial 

actions are routinely sent to the unit, intake and probation. Given all of 

these systems, it was concluded that misunderstandings still exist between 

the unit and different system components about the nature of the cases each 

component 'vants to .receive and the cases each component wants to send to the other. 

Most units do not obtain complete or timely information on the disposition 

of a case which is referred to court. A review of most unit files indicates 
.... "'.' .... , ,- ... : ., ..... ~. :: ", 

the last entry to be the police disposition. Reasons why this occurs are unit-

specific. In Lincoln, the court is supposed to routinely notify the unit of 

each case disposition -- while this is accomplished, the notification is sent to 

central records. In Onondaga Countr, the same situation occurs although there may be. 

a six month lapse between court case disposition and police department notifi-

cation. In Washington, D.C. s no formal case feedback mechanism existed until 

recently, when the department assigned a police officer to gather disposition 

statistics. The statistics are aggregate numbers for each precinct, however, 

so that the spec~fic disposition of individual cases is still unknown to the 
I 

unit. 
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It should be noted, parenthetically, that little case feedback is 

received from the unit by patrol or detectives. In some cases this leads 

arresting or investigating officers to dissociate their respective functions 

from that of the juvenile officers. An attitude of "I do my job, you do 

your job" results once the case is passed to the unit. In some cases, 

the lack of feedback cau.ses confusion about which decisions are made by 

the juvenile officer and which are made by the court. The juvenile officer, 

then, is attributed with responsibility and blame for court actions which 

non-juvenile officers find unsatisfactory." 

3. Work CO'operatively With System Components. 

Multiple and overlapping screening layers exist in many jurisdictions. 

Although the existence of a police juvenile unit does not guarantee overlapp-

ing screening layers, the unit's existence increases the likelihood for 

this to occur. This layering effect can work as follows: the juvenile 

officer performs an initial screBning of all juveniles accused of a crime. 

The purpose is to eliminate those cases from the system that can be handled 

informally, by either a parent, the police, or a community-based program. 

The juvenile who is taken into custody for the first time is usually 

released by the juvenile unit with a warning. A second or third offense 

may result in participation in a police program, a community referr~~,"or 

a referral to the intake unit. 

Intake's purpose in screening cases is also to eliminate those that 

shl)uld not appear before a judge. Police and intake are likely to apply 

some of the same criteria -- seriousne~s of the offense, prior juvenile 

arrest record, family intra-relationships, and juvenile and family attitudes 

towards the offense. The intake unit, however, may have no prior record 

of their own on the juvenile; the fact that the juvenile may have had several 

police contacts may have little effect on their judgment. Intake may then 
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react in exactly the same way that the po~ice juvenile unit had Qn the 

first occasion. They treat the-juvenile as a "first-timer," with informal 

probation or with outright r~lease to parents. It is only after the ~uvenile 

fails to respond to the treatment alternative, or is referred to intake 

on another complaint, that intake sends the case along to the prosecutor 

and judge. 

The prosecuting attorney also rejects cases. Although the prosecutor 

must be concerned with questions of legal sufficiency, interviews led to 

the conclusion that the more typical concerns focused on office policies 

on handling specific types of cases in specific ways, and personal problems 

which forced the prosecution to prioritize cas'7s handled. -The c;:tse folder 

which arrives in front of the judge may receive the judge's quick review 

and a last attempt to eliminate a percentage of the cases from reaching 

the formal court hearing stage. 

The result of this layering effect is a paring process at each successive 

adjudicatory stage, which challenges the decision-making of all previous stages. 

A police juvenile unit that refers on~y forty percent of all its cases on to 

the intake unit of the court might see the intake unit eliminate sixty percent 

of those \_ .:l.ses, and the prosecutor another forty pe-rcent. If the ~udge follows 

the same procedure, the final number of --all juvenile cases that appE!ar before 

a judge for' a formal hearing is miniscule, compared to the original number of 

complaints .. 

Where theoverlap-- Q-ccurs, juvenile officers disagree with_ the process. 

In their opinion, they have eliminated the juveniles from the system who should 

have been eliminated. They feel that other actors in the system needlessly 
._t.."_~ . . _* 

redo their work, and fail to meet their obligation to deal more harshly 

with those juveniles the police have pinpointed as being a serious community 

problem. 
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A Department Without a Unit 

Juveniles in Multnomah County are not screened in the manner described 

in this chapter. ThE~re are only three decisions in the case available to 

the arresting officer: (1) release the juvenile without any formal action; 

(2) release to parents, but refer to court for formal action; or (3) take 

into cUS'itody and transport to the detention facility, aW'aiting 

formal court action. 

A decision is always made on-the-spot, at the time when the juvenile 

is under direct suspicion of having committed a crime. In direct contrast 

with the juvenile officers in depar~ments with a unitt the arresting officers 

in Multnomah made the screening decision, and made it quickly. In more than 

1/2 of the 25 cases debriefed on--site, the officer admitted that he knew 

what his' disposition ~>lOuld be before the preliminary investigation was complete. 

As far as the police officer is concerned, the information needed to 

screen most cases is elementary, and can be gained almost instantaneously. 

What this officer does is primarily a preliminary investigation; the officer 

discusses the case with the suspect to find out whether the suspect admits 

or denies the alleged deviant behavior; the. officer speaks to those individuals 

present at the scene to see if they can make any firm determination about the 

seriousness of the offense and the strength of the case; the officer will 

inquire into the juvenile's background -- with whom ar.e they living? How 

long have they been in the Portland area? In most cases the officer will ask 
~ . ..... . 

n juvenile about a past a=rest record, while a aioultaneous radio check is 

heine: made; a comparison of these two sourc'as is used by the officer as an 

indication of the trqstworthiness of the youth. By the time the records check 

has been run~ the officer has probably made up 'his mind about the disposition. 

The formal case conference which occurs in mos.t juvenile units is seldom held. 

~,,.... ",~~.- -~, ~, 
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A parent is never consulted with the idea of obtaining information that 

~ould affect the officer's decision; although a talk with a parent may 

influence the officer's decision of: whether to place a youth in a detention 

facility pending court action. Officers seldom speak ~ith other officers 

(one out of 25 cases) or other juvenile justice system personnel (one 

out of 25)'. Staff observations and case debriefings suggest that 90% 

of all case dispositions are arrived at'in a matter of three to four 

minutes. 

Officers were questioned on the likely disposition in two hypothetical 

cases, as was the case for Greensboro and Torrance. The hypotheticals were 

as follows: 

Larceny. Two white females, thirteen and fourteen 
years old, were apprehended in the parking 'lot of 
a department store by a security guard. The security 
guard had observed #1 suspect place various articles 
of cO,smetics in her pocket, while 112 suspect had engaged 
the salesgirl in conversation. Both subjects exited 
the store without paying for said articles. Suspects 
were turned over to patrol with the appropriate paper
work completed by the security ~fficer. Upon a review 
of both juvenile records, it was found that neither 
had any prior record. 

Burgla,ry. During the hours of 0800 and l300 a 
reSidential burglary was committed. 0ne white 
male, fourteen, years old, was apprehended by a 
patrol officer tylO blocks from the scene. The 
suspect was found with various articles of jewelry 
in his possession valued at approximately $100. 
Suspect was found to have one prior arrest for 
petty larceny within the last year. Juvenile 
was coopeJ:,ative when questioned by patrol and 
detectives and furnished officers with all 
necessary information. 

Contrasting with findings in Greensboro and Torrance, officers in Multnomah 

were not likely to be in greater agreement on the disposition of the larceny 

case than they were on the burglary case, although in all three sites the 
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disposition for burglary was more likely to be of a coercive nature~* 

Tnere are no agencies or groups in Multnomah County that take referrals 

from the Sheriff's Office. The court.'s intake staff ultimately decide on the 

wisdom of detention, formal court action, referral to a social service agency 

or program, probation, or release to home with no further action. 

The police have few options for handling a juvenile case, and little 

guidance on what criteria to use in reaching a disposition. In the 25 cases 

debriefed, the overwhelmingly important criterion was severity of offense. 

Other frequently cOllsidered factors were, in rank order of importance, the 

suspect's demeanor at time of police contact, prior arrest record, age, ~nd 

strength of evidence. In short, the most important factors used is reaching 

a disposition were those that could be instantly gleaned at the scene of the 

incident. 

Officers estimated that approximately 65% to 75% of the suspects were 

referred to court. Of the 25 debriefed cases, 16 cases, or 64% resulted 

in court referral. Only very minor problems -- simple assaults between 

young children where ther.e was no injury, neighborhood disturbances -

warranted less serious treatment than court'referral. A suspect caught 

taking anything of value (in several cases observed the property was worth less 

than $1.00) was arrested and referred to court. Several officers stated 

that if there were a corriplainant, the officers would proceed against the 

suspect regardless of other considerations. According to statements made, 

officers do not see themselves as social agents; their job is to proceed 

against suspects, to act on complaints,and to protect the commu~ity. This 

attitude is reinfor~ed by a formal court in~ake system which the team officers 

* EiGht of the eleven rcnponding officers 1n Mu1tnomClh said thay t.;rould 
counsel and relcaac the juvenile in the larceny case, while three of 
the eleven would refer the juvenile to court without detention. In 
contrast, seven of the eleven officers would select detention and 
court as the disposition for the burg1a.ry offense while four would 
release to home. 
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feel no compulsion to support. Both police and intake feel that the juvenile 

is not stigmatized (i.e., labeled) unless a formal court petition is filed. 

In all cases observed and debriefed, the disposition decision was made 

by the team officer without any supervisory review. Although a system 

exists whereby the duty sergeant is supposed to review each decision, in 

reality, an officer's decision was not questioned. 

Conclusions 

Although the preceding discussion reviewed the three potential 

( goals of the screening function as mutually exclusive, in many instances 

some of the same data was used when discussing each goal. The conclusions 

listed below, for efficiency of presen~ation, omit the goal classifications 

and summarize staff impressions and the objective data gathered during the 

case studies: 

C> , The ability of juvenile officers to diagnose 
juvenile needs and make appropriate treatment 
referrals is not insured by either selection 
procedures, training requirements or case 
supervision. 

o Whether or not a coercive sanction is imposed 
on a juvenile is only partially based on 
rehabilitation or labeling concerns. The 
factors generally used include the perceived 
seriousness of the offense, the prior arrest 
record of the juvenile, the attitude of the 
juvenile and the juvenile's parents to the 
incident, and the ability of the parents to 
communicate with the juvenile and control 
the future behavior of the juvenile. 

o The most frequently used dispositional 
alternatives are "home" and "court" (case 
studies) • 

e Juvenile officers are familiar and in contact 
with a small number of juvenile justi.ce agencies. 

~ The nature and extent to which juvenile 
officers provide direct services to 

. jmleni1es varies by site. 

o The attempt to minimize system penetl:ation 
for the alleged juvenile offender val:ies 
by site. 

" 

.. '. 
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Unif~rmity in case dispositions among 
officers in a given site may exist only 
for some types of ~~f~nses and offenders • 

Juvenile officers are not optimistic about 
the ability of the court to deal adequately 
with the juvenile. 

The operation of juvenile justice agencies 
as a '~system" is site-specific. Where a 
system does not exist, multiple and over
lapping screening layers frequently result. 

• Whether or not the juvenile unit receives 
feedback on cases petitioned to court or 
referred to a community agency is site
specific. However, the arresting patrol 
officer in most 'sites is unlikely to 
receive either police or court disposit
ion information. 

Are the goals of screening being achieved? The answer is generally 

"no" to each of the goals. This response, however, may have less to do 

with the ability of the juvenile officer than with the nature of the 

juvenile justice "system." It is our impression that the "will" for goal 

achievement is there. In many places, however, a system does not operate, 

so that the "way" has not yet been found. 

The three goals of rehabilitation, label avoidance and system 

coordination can be achieved only (1) where the goals are similarly de-

fined by all juvenile jU$tice agencies, and (~) where an operational 

system exists. In short, they are difficult goals to implement or evaluate 

when focusing only on the police level of operations. 
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Chapter VI 

The Program. Operation Function 

l~is chapter, like the two preceding it, presents information on 

the program operation function performed by juvenile officers. An at-

tempt is made to assess whether the juvenile unit is successful in 

accomplishing program goals by: 

e identifying the goals and underlying assumptions 
of the programs 

• displaying the components of the program oper
ation function 

• synthesizing qualitative data gathered from 
departments visited 

• reviewing the literature which already ad
dresses the topic 

This discussion of the program operation function is considerably briefer 

than those ~f the preceding chapters because the wide range of programs made 

intensive study of this area unfeasible within the time frame of this 

study. Consequently, more staff time was devoted to understanding the 

screening and investigation functions. 

Flow Model of the Pr.ogram Operation Process 

Police departments have taken the initiative to provide juveniles 

with programs designed (1) to prevent juvenile delinquency, and (2) to re-

habilitate the suspected youthful offender. Prevention programs are usually 

ambitious enough to offer participation to any interested juvenile. Re-

habilitation programs, in contrast, usually restrict eligibility to those 

juveniles who have been taken into custody. 

The flow di.agram in Figure 5 is general enough to be useful in de-

lineating the major components of most prevention and rehabilitation 

. , 
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FIGURE 5: Flow Model for the Program Operation Function 
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programs. The diagram focuses on program activities (process), the 

juveniles who participate in the program (input), completion of the 

program by these juveniles (outcome), the hoped for long-range effects 

of the'program (impact), and variables which directly affect program 

activities (inputs to the process) and those in the larger community 

(environment). 

According to Fig~'re 5, a program will be working with juveniles who 

are known to have cCi~itted deviant behavior, considered potential delin-

quents, or considered not likely to become involved in delinquent activities. 

Juveniles in each group can participate in a prevention program (e.g., mini

bikes in Lincoln), although police do target their resources to the potential 

law violators, as perceived by police officers, school officials, or social 

service ~'1orkers. Juveniles who participate in rehabilitation programs (e. g. , 

police probation in·Onondaga) have been taken into custody by the police for a 

specific offense and referred to the program as the case disposition. 

The immediate successful outcome of any program is its completion by 

the juvenile. For the police probation program :Ln Lincoln this might mean 

an essay on shoplifting; for the Limited Adjustment Program in Baltimore this 

could mean the juvenile's performing a part-time job. For both rehabilitation 

programs 9 however, a halt to the juvenile's delinquent behavior is one of the 

pr~maryn longer range objectives (impact). Inputs to the process will vary 

according to each program. For the athletic t.eam, it might be community 

contributed resources; for the school program, it might be school policies and 

teachC'r supports. The larger environment of connnunity programs and community 

concerns should be taken into account when assessing the role a particular 
~D 

police program plays in the community, such as its potential competition 

with other agencies for juvenile participants. 

• i 
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10 ...... Preventi.on Programs 

Most police prevention programs are school or connnunity·-based. The 

following programs are the t;pical ones operated by police departments. 

A. School Programs 

School Resource Officers. In a number of cities, officers of the 

juvenile unit are assigned to specific schools in a resource capacity. 

At the high school and junior high school levels, the officer acts as an 

educational aid to the teachers, conducting periodic classes on safEllty, law 

enforcement and drug education. The SRO also is available to help teachers 

deal with unruly or d.isruptive students, advising on strategfes to deal with 

the troublesome student. This officer is in personal contact with both 

problem and non-problem juveniles and is able to anticipate and minimize 

problems that are likely to occur. At the grade school J(:el, this officer 

is known as Officer Friendly, spending a great deal of time introducing 

the police function to youth. The offil~ers in this program are probably 

spending less tha.n full-time in any given school, but may be rotating among 

several schools. 

School Patrol Officers. Unlike the School ResQurce Officer, the School 

Patrol Offic·er is directly concerned with maintaining order within the 

school. This program seems to have originated in schools that suffered 

from classroom disruptit.m and vandalism and (:onsequently fel.t the need to 

augment their own disciplinary staff. The unit officer monitors the. halls 

and grounds, aids teachers directly when there are classroom problems and 

is available to help maintain order at school dismissal times. In this 

pr.ogram, the officer is less directly im;rolved in teaching or cO"lnselling 

activities, and more involved in enforcing laws applicable to t.he school 

setting" * 
;'rThis function is ofte:tl played by schoDI security officers who are employees of 
the school district, m)t loworn officers from the police departmen~. 
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B. Community R£ograms 

Athletic Leagues. The theory behind the police athletic program rests on 

the belief that vigoroQq activity is important for juveniles who have spare hours 

but insufficient interests or opportunities to expend their energies constructively. 

A juvenile whose spare time is constructively occupied~ the thinking goes, has less 

to become involved in destructive activity. In addition, athletic leagues also give 

juveniles the opportunity to participate, to compete and to achieve. One of the most 

traditional and popular polL:!e programs is the Police Athletic League. Through the 

League, the police sponsor and organize athletic teams s prov~de coaching, solicit 

community participation by obtaining donations for uniforms and trophies, recruit 

uarticipants, develop schedules and secure playing facilities allowing local 

juveniles to compete in numerous team and individual sports. Programs include 

baseball, football, basketball and soccer leagues as well as competition in swilTlming, 

wrestling, boxing and gymnastics. 

In most cases the leagues are organized by officers from the juvenile unit. 

Hany departments 'Which cannot sustain their own PAL program become involved in 

local youth athletics through the unit's sponsorship of teams in the community, 

such as the Little League, or Pop Warner League. The funds for this endeavor 

are frequently raised directly from the officers within the department, on a 

voluntary basis, or from the community. Non-juven.ile officers may volunteer 

to se~~e as ~eam coaches. 

Youth Centers. Youth Centers serve as cQlinIDun:Lty clubs where juveniles can 

congreg'3.te in the evenings. In Washington, D"C. t for example, the police department 

has 10 police Youth Clubs which are o~en from three in the afternoon 

until nine-thi.rty at night.· The clubs are opera,ted 'by the unit 

but are financed through contributions from the community and a grant from a 

local charity. Each club is manned by two officers from the juvenile unit whose 

permanent aS13ignment is to operate the club and monitor club activities. The 
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activities var.~f from basketball to movies) depending upon the adequacy of 

manpower; facilities, and budget. Departments which do not have the 

resources to develop local community centers sponsor more traditional 

community programs, such as boy scouts or motor bike clubs. 

Summer Camp. A large number of units or departments operate summ€.\r 

camps for local juveniles. With the assistance of non-juvenile officers, 

the unit sends groups of what are considered disadvantaged juveniles to a rural 

camp for a short period of time (e.g., one or two weeks). This gives the youth the 

opportunity to experience an alternative living situation and environment, and the 

chance for a close, personal relationship with a police officer. 

2. Rehabilitation Programs 

Police rehabilitation programs typically place a juvenile on proDa~~ou 

to the juvenile officer handling the case. The formality of these programs 

vary, as does the extent to which all juvenile officers participate in each 

program. For example: a police probation program was developed, and is 

predominantly used, by one juvenile officer in Onondaga County·. The proeram. 

(!onsists of this officer! s decision to request that any alleged juvenile offender 

meet with him regularly for counsel.ing, or to perform a specified activity, 

such as community or victim assistance. Program policies, eligibility 

criteria, and progra~ activities (i.e., conditions of probation) are left 

largely to the discretion of this officer. In contrast, a larger counseling/ 

. referral/employment program such as Baltimore's Limited Adjustment Program is 

formalized in its goals, procedures and approach, institutionalized within 

the unit, and known throughout the department and city. 

Goals and Assumptions of Program Operation: Prevention 

The remainder of this chapter deals with prevention programs operRten bv 

police juvenile units. T.ne reader is referred to Chapter V for a discussion of 
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Goal: to prevent juvenile delinquency 

Assumptions: 

1. Identify pre-delinquents and potential status 
offenders 

2. Know which prevention efforts exist 

3. Infonnally direct a pre-delinquent toward'a 
prevention program 

4. Provide a prevention effort, when appropriate 

An important distinction exists betHeen the goals of prevention and re-

habilitation. The term prevention indicates those program attempts by 

a juvenile unit to keep unlawful behavior from occurring. The term re-

habilitation indicates those pl'ograms which., ~ttempt to restore a delinquent 

to lawful behavior. The significant difference bet,.;een the two concepts is 

that rehabilitation pertains to the arrested juvenile against ,.;hom evidence 

of illegal behavior exists, while prevention pertains to the juvenile 

who has not yet been alleged delinquent. 

Two caveats are iwportant in attempting to apply the flow model, goals 

and assumptions to every prevention program. First, all programs do not 

operate with all assumptions. For example, a bicycle registration program 

,. cannot hope to identify pre-delinquents prior to program implementation. 

Second, many programs have secondary goals (e.g., community relations) 

which may be as important as the more typical "success" goals (e.g., lower 

reci~j,vism) • 

A variety of approachco to delinquency prevention have been iL'pleocnt-

ed by police juvenile units. The activities and programs which comprise these 

ap,Pl'oaches qualify as preventive only so far as they are labelled as such 

by police officers. No empirical data was generated by staff on the effect-
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iveness of police prevention programs. The discussion of underlying': 

ass~mptions, then, should be read in relation to quest.ions which have been 
, . 

asked about the effectiveness of prevention prog'rams, in general, and' the role 

of police iu operating. prevention prC?grams, ,_i~ specific. 

It is questionable whether prevention programs operated by police -...: or any 

other group -- do, in fact, prevent crimes by juveniles. A recent literature 

search by Lundman, McFarland and 'Scarpitti unearthed 6500 prevention pro~rams 
, 1 " ' . 

operated between 1936 and 1973. The researchers concluded that none of the 25 

programs which provided sufficient data for an evaluation actually prevented 

delinquency. Another study, by Dixon and Wright, focused on prevention programs 

2 
providing services to youth between 1965 and 1974. From a listing of 6600 

programs, the authors limited their concern to 95 programs with empirically-based 

information. .Of the 95 programs, only 50 were found to have conducted a rigorous 

evaluation. (e.g., used control groups). Hhen the 95 programs y7ere reevaluated by 

the researchers they. failed to show significant results in effectiveness, It 

should be hignlighted that not one of these 95 programs was initiated or operated 

by police. 

It is also questionable whether delinquency prevention, through a~y means 

other than law enforcement techniques, should be part of the police role. IACP, 

for example, has stated that while police should provide leadership in the fo~ation 

of needed youth-serving organizations they "should encourage non-police leaders 

to take over and carryon the activities rather than expending official department 

3 time and funds;" they have also stated that police officers with an interest in 

Boy Scouts, .Little League sports, Boys' Clubs and similar recreational and athletic 

programs "should be encouraged to participate in these activities - but· on their. 

f . h h 'bl i i .A a i ht 1 t own of -duty t~me t e same as ot er respons~ e c t zens. ne m g specu a e 

! 

" I 
I 
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that this line of. reasoning ",ould attach to any activities or programs which were 

not directly '~elated'to law enf.orcement although it is uncertain whether, or 

which, school-related programs would then be deemed tnappropriate for juvenile 

officers • 

The remainder of·this·chapter discusses the information gathered from 

field visits on prevention program~, rela~ing it to the assumptions underlying 

the prevention goal. 

1. Identify Pre-Delin.qu·ents and Potential Status Offenders. If police 

ever' made mt:.iltal,distinctions between "the good kid" and the pre-delinquent', 

; . the line between these two g'roups i,s becomirlg fuzzy. Although juvenile' 

officers can identify .t.he characteristics q£ t:hose juveniles within their 

distl'ict, city or county with whom they have more cont~ct than others, 5. officer 

cynicism about th~ nature and stability of today's family, what is and is not 
. . . 

going .o-~ in the schools, and the general condition of society frequently 

makes them hesita~t. to s~cond-guess the type of juvenile with whom they ~\'ill 

come in,to official contact. 

The target group for participation in prevention programs is usually the 

entire universe of juveniles within the given police district, city, or county. 
. . 

This is .true for the police programs which are an obligation for juveniles (e. g., 

. school seminars on crime-re~ated topics) as well as for those programs \.,rhich are 
., ........... _._ .... ________ ..... _____ -'.w..__ .. _' .... _____ .... _._ " ••• _ ..... __ ..... __ .. .. 

more voluntary in attendance (e.g., ath'letic clubs). In both of these "open" 

ty'pes of programs, the non-delinquent, potential 'delinquent, and previously 

labeled delinquent participate with equality and anonymity. Iro a la~ge extent, 

this minimizes the need for theorieS! of delinquency causation which are specific 

to categories of offenders. 
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Programs which screen juveniles for eligibility seem, from observation, to 

be both time-limited and highly restrictive in the number of youth they can serve 

(e.g., summer camp program in Lincoln.) Juveniles selected for community-based 
1 

programs are identified by police through previous contact, and by teachers, 

clergy and other professionals in contact with juveniles and their families. 

Eligibility criteria seem to be no more restrictive than having been referred 

to the program by a responsible adult. 

Data are generally not gathered by juvenile officers on the prior record 

of program participants, making it impossible to assess the proportion of 

pre-delinquents among the program's participants. In some cases, the 

collection of such data would be unnecessarily time consuming (e.g., 20,000 

participants in Hashington, D.C., youth clubs). For the most part, the 

police are not concerned with restricting a juvenile's access to programs 

which they ':ccl are in the general interest of the community. 

2. Know About Existing Prevention Efforts.* 

3. Direct a Youth Toward an Alternative. To a large extent, many of the 

'conclusions reached in the discussion of the rehabilitation goals' assumptions 

(Chapter' V) are appropriate here: many juvenile officers are neither selected 

nor trained nor supervised in diagnosis, and have little contact with other 

prevention efforts in the community. B~cause the pre-delinquent has not been 

f,(frmally charges with a delinquent act or a status offense; juvenile officers 

*Assumptions (2) and (3) are discussed toge.ther. 
I 

; 
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have less authority when requesting that a juvenile participate in a prevention 

th n ~~s the case for participation in a rehabilitation program,' in program a - .. -

the latter case, program participation was the equivalent of the polica 

"sentence." There is no data on whether or not the threat of an arrest and' 

a formal charge is used by juvenile officers to "encourage" some juveniles to 

participate in prevention programs, or on whether the pclice know about 

existing community prevention efforts •. 

4. Provide a Needed Prevention Effort. Most of the literature on prevention 

programs is descriptive, rather than evaluative. A program's success is typically 

defined by police as the number of participants in a program or the number of 

juveniles waiting to participate in a program. As in the case of rehabilitation 

programs, the literature does not focus on prevention programs operated by police. 

As a concept, prevention is more easily defined than operationalized. 

According to the Task Force ~vorking papers Preventing Delinquency: "Work in the 

field of prevention has, too often, proceeded according to whim or wish rather 

than from information."S On the basis of this position, the Task Force reviewed 

five major theories of delinquency from which policy -- and eventually prevention 

programs -- could be implied: social control theories (i.e., which link delinquency 

to a breakdown in adequate social controls); subcultural theories (i.e., which 

link delinquency to delinquent subcultures); psychological theories (Le., which 

link delinquency to processes occurring within the individual); biological theor:i.es 

(i.e., which link delinquency to biological constitution); and labeling theory 

(i.e., which links delinquency with the negative effects of identifying a juvenile 

as delinquent). Only some of these theories (e.g., social control, labeling) had 

direct implications for police activities. 
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Police prevention programs, from staff experience, do operate on the basis 

of theory: school programs for'the elementary level schools (e.g., Officer 

Friendly), attempt to develop 'a positive attitude in children toward the 

police officer" as an, individual Cl:nd towar<J.s_the, need for obeying the law. 

The theory goes that knowledge and a positive attitude will lead to 

~ositive behayior. Programs in th~ junior and s~nior high schools attempt 

to do much the same, wit~ the same theoretical rationale, but utilize 

non-uniformed- officers to minimize the teenager's likely problem with 

Most community-based programs (e.g., recreation, summer camp, clubs) are 

justified by juvenile officers on the merits of: (1) involving youth in construc-

tive activity; (2) filling the time the juveniles might othenvise spend in 

delinquent activity; (3) providing informal contact between juveniles ~nd police; 

and (4) involving juveniles in activities in which they can achieve. These 

rationales are based largely on social control, subcultural and psychological . . 
theories of delinquency. Implied in many statements by juvenile officers 

is the belief that these programs also are good for conununity relations, 

and indicate a social consciousness on the part of police. 

Police juvenile officers do feel that their prevention programs serve 

the aforementioned purposes. But they also seem to agree that there is no 

way to measure "prevention. 1I This opinion may give them license to operate 

program~' which cater to the interests of the police officer, satisfy community 

expectations, stabilize or expand a power base within the department, or 
. .. .. - .--_.- .. ----.. . ... --_ ... _- . ~. ~ 

continue tradition. The Chief of Police in Lincoln, for example, stated 

that the summer camp program may be better for the officers than for the 

juveniles. The Youth Clubs in Washington ~re an in~titution in themselves, 

" with success indicated by a card box of 20,000 "active" members. The 

School Resource Officer in Tucson is expected to play an educational role 

" --i 
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in one school and to scare juveniles out of criminal ten.dencies in another • 

An interest in boxing held by the head of the juvenile unit in Topeka will 

probably involve his officers with the officers in another police unit 

which traditionally sponsors programs for juveniles. 

Several arguments have been made in the literature about the inapprop-

riateness of the operation of prevention programs by police officers. 

Discussion by Bittner and Krantz in Standards Relating to Police Handling 

of Juvenile Problems summarizes most of the questions raised: 6 whether 

schools should allow themselves to be used by a police department for public 

'relations purposes; whether police manpower should be diverted from the 

police law enforcement function; w'hether school authorities should allow 

children to be under surveillance, interviewed and interrogated within the 

school setting; lvhether schools should encourage the visibility of police 

when they do not know how this influences the behavior of the youth. Most 

of these concerns, according to the authors, have not yet been addre.ssed by 

police departments. 

Opposition to police operated community-based programs, which is 

discussed in the literature is based on several arguments: (1) all officers 
"-

do not have the special training and skills needed to work with youth; (2) . 
although programs exist, there is usually a lack of sufficient department 

commitment to the program in terms of resources and manpower; (3) juveniles 

who have not displayed delinquent tendencies are usually the ones that 

are attracted to these programs; (4) expending public funds by two 

governmental agencies (the recreation department and the police department) 

to carry out similar programs is not sound; and (5) wh,~n police personnel 

operate a recreation program, they shirk their more appropriate role of law 

enforcement. 
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Lacking empirical data, i~ is not possible to evaluate the merit of any 

of the arguments advaflced for or against the operation of prevent.ion programs. 

At the moment, the philosophy, interest and resources of a department, unit 

or officer are of more concern to a department than tested effectiveness. 

Conclusions 

Little in the way of evaluation has been done with police prevention programs. 

To some degree, this is related to the real difficulties in measuring preve~tion; 

to some degree, th1~s is related to the fact that many prevention pro~rams are 

community relations programs in disguise. For the most part, however, little 

eyaluation of program operations occurs because the police are not oriented to 

research and evaluation, and place their limited resources in patrol-related 

statistics. 

An interesting parallel can be drawn between the earliest use of police 

officers as police probation officers (Chapter II) because of a lack of 

other available resources, and the operation of prevention programs by the 

police in an area in which little is knoWll by the community about preventing 

delinquency. If th!~ parallel is appropriate, it says more about the fluid 

nature of ·the polic'a role, than about expectations for program success. 
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Chapter VII 

Implications for Research and Analysis 

Responses to the mail survey (Chapter II) suggest that most city and 

county police departments servicing populations of over 100,000 currently 

operate juvenile units. Telephone interviews and field visits, concentrat-

ed in departments serving jurisdictions of from 100,000 to 500,000, revealed 

that most units perform one or more of three functions --- investigation, 

screening, and program operation through which the units attempt to 

achieve several primary goals.* The preceding chapters also show that little 

empirical data exist to validate the operating assumptions which underly 

these goals, making it difficult to make definitive statements about goal 

achievement. 

It is our conclusion that a national evaluation of the operation of 

police juvenile units which might gather more empirical data in an attempt 

to answer the question, "Should there be a police juvenile unit?" is un-

warranted. This conclusion is grounded in several reasons which have a 

negative cumulative impact. First, the organization of a police department 

to handle juveniles is a local matter. Because the juvenile unit does nothing 

which cannot be handled elsewhere in the department or ju.1tice system, 

whether or not to have a unit, and what duties to assign tt.. it, is an 

administrative decision for each police chief whieh involves a host of local 

~.~though juvenile officers perform a myriad of additional activities, 
ranging from addressing community groups to invest;i.gating child abuse 
handling missing person calls and tra.nsporttng juveniles from detention 
to court, most of the tasks which consume the officers' time can be 
subsumed as part of the investigation, screening or "program operation 
processes. 

i 
! 

. i 
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department and system variables. Wheth(~r the. unit) in fact, does accomplish 

the operational and administrative goals set for it by t.he department entails 

a management study which asks questions that artational evaluation is uQt 

suited to answer. Eecond, the more important questiona in policing juveniles 

deal with the efficacy of the functions th(:.\I1lselves (e.g., the productivity 

of investigations, the uniformity of screeni.ng, the effectiveness of pre-

vention programs), rather than with which. police unit performs these functions 

Third, it is our impression, from te1eph0ne interviews and field visits~ 

that current trends in policing -- team policing" departmental d~~centra1iz-

ation, the generalist officer -- are undennining the role and mltonomy 

of the juvenile unit. These trends are responses to intra'-organizationa1 

concerns (such as officer morale, arrest productivity, upward mobility) 

and would probably not be influenced by data resulting from a national 

evaluation of juvenile units. Fourth, tbe reality of juvenile unit'operat-

ions is that mcmy units currently have to compete for cases with other 

departmental divisions. For example, units which investigate reported 

delinquent behavior frequently have jurisdiction over the non-serious 

offender, while the felony case is assigned to the criminal investigations 

division. As juvenile offenders become increasingly r,esponsible for the 

more serious crimes in an area, a situaticln that already exists in the 

nation's largest cities, and is a trend in the medium-size cities, we would 

speculate that the criminal investigations division vlill investigate even 

more of these cases. Fifth, legislative tl.'ends previously referred to 

are further limiting unit jurisdiction. Although thein£luence is indirect, 

legislation which removes status offenders .crom the jurisdiction of the 

juvenile court, or m.:mdates that certain groups of juv/ani1e offenders, by 
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virtue of their offense and age, be handled by the courts as adults, are 

decreasing the unit's "business." Rather than investigating these cases, 

or counseling both juvenile and parent(s), juvenile officers would either 

ignore the occurrence (e.g., runaway, incorrigible) or transport the juvenile 

to an agency with jurisdiction. Sixth, and last, whether or not juvenile 

units can achieve their primary goals may be as, or more, dependent upon 

the l-10rkiugs of the other components of the juvenile justice system than 

upon any internal department changes which a national evaluation might 

suggest. The Earens patriae concept behind the juvenile justice system 

is still favored for the non-serious offender, but th.e successful implement-

atiQn of this concept depends upon the full cooperation of all system 

components, Any system change in philosophical orientation from labeling 

theor.y to deterrence theory may only influence the handling of the serious 

juvenile offender (in the direction of a greater number of juveniles being 

referred to adult criminal cour~,. In summation, the current realities of 

juvenile crime, policing, legislation and theory lead to tha conclusion 

that a national evaluation of police juvenile units at this time is un-

warranted. 

This does not mean, however, that existing juvenile units should not 

be monitored to determine whether, on the local level, they a~e operating 

efficiently or that reseerch is not needed to fill some important gaps of 

information which have been identified throughout this document. The follow-

ing sections (1) present one approach to unit monitoring which is derived 

from the functional framework used throughout this document, and (2) list 

additional areas of research that should receive priority attention in the 

future prior to formal unit impact evaluations. 

-- ----_. ------------~~.-.--------
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Monitoring the Juvenile Unit's Activities 

It is our conclusion that understanding what a unit and its officers 

~re doing (through a monitoring design) is a necessary step which precedes 

assessing how well they are doing (through an evaluation design). Program 

monitoring is a management tool which does the following: l 

••• provides current ~nformation on the implementation, 

operation and immediate output of a project while it 

is in progress. When any of these is judged inadequate, 

management can take corrective action to increase the 

chances that a project will satisfy ••• objectives and 

goals. 

The basis for monitoring is the description of the program or project. 

For example, the flow diagrams presented in Chapters IV and V, for the 

investigation and screening functions, respectively, display the inputs, 

outcomes and processes of these functions. Before any monitoring system 

can be implemented, there has to be a determination of .that information 

is needed, a development of procedures to produce the type and quality 

information needed, and a means of assuring that the monitoring inforrn-

ation is utilized. 

Although much of this document discussed the primary goals and oper-

ating assumptions of juvenile units, it was with the caveats that not all 

units ascribe to each goal, that some of the goals were in conflict, and 

that goals could be operationalized differently, depending upon site-specific 
. 

department, justice system and community factors. Under such circumstances 

it is impractical to select goals for all units, specify operational 
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objectives, or create a single evaluation design. 

A more useful approach is to begin by asking units to answer two' 

interrelated questions, which are a nc~ssary first step to an evaluatj.on 

and which can be answered even without full agreement on ultimate goals: 

• what activities are the officers performing; 

& what is the outcome of these activities. 

Establishing department and unit goals ,which are relevant and feasible 

for a specific jurisdiction can be done either prior to, during, or follow-

ing the monitoring process. 

The discussion which follows presents one approach to answering these 

questions for the investigation and screening functions discussed in preceding 

chapters.* Th.e apP:roach follows 'the flow of cases through the unit, and 

focuses on how officers handle these cases. Both the activities and outcomes 

of officeJ:' activities are of concern. 

Activities 

Few juvenile unit officers document all of their activities. While 

officer activities vary from public speaking to interrogating juveniles, 

it is suggested that units attempt to (1) distinguish the major functions, 

officers perform, (2) display the activities which comprise these functions, 

and (3) decide what information should be gathered on these activities.** 

. -._-.. _, Based.. on the approach taken in this document, Figures 6 and 7 synthesize ._ .... _-. 
the investigations and screening processes are known by staff.*** 

* 
** 

*** 

The reader may want to review the investigative and screening case'flow 
models (p. 175 and p. 176, respectively). 
The approach taken is based on analyzing officer activities and outcome 
of the flow of cases, in contrast to measuring opinions, attitudes and 
perceptions of juvenile and non-juvenile officers, system actors, or the 
community, which are not grounded in or stem from juvenile officer case 
handlinr· 
The measurement models display considerably more than the processes 'and 
outcomes of investigation and screening. The usefulness of the additional 
information will become clear as the discussion proceeds. 
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FIGURE 6. Measurement Hodel for Police Juvenile Unit Investigation Function 
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FICURE 7. Measurement Hodel for Police Juvenile Unit Sereenin! Punecion 
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These figures are more detailed than the flow diagrams presented in Chapters 

IV and V and are more appropriate for monitoring purposes. According to 

a these figures, the investigation proce~s (numbers 6 - 10 on Figure 6) includes 

the activities of report review, record check, interviews, interrogations, 

I and physican evidence collection; the screening process (numbers 6 - 11 on 

I 
Figure 7) includes the activities of report review, record check, interviews, 

professional consultation, agency contact and case conference. These diagrams 

I are for illustrative purposes; each unit which attempts to gather information 

on the investigative, screening or any other activities of its officers 

~ " should modify the figures presented to be most relevant to the needs of the 

.1 
unit. For example, the investigations diagram could be easily adapted to 

display the components of reported cases of child abuse by altering box (1) 

I from juvenile to adult violation, and adding whatever additional investigat-

ive activities juvenile officers perform (e.g., agency contact) as well as 

I any additional investigative outcomes. 

'I Once the activj.ties are outlined, decisions must be made about what 

the unit wants to kno'w about the activities. For examp:le, the unit may want 

I to know several things about interviews undertaken in the course of 

investigating a case: the number of interviews; the relationship of the 

0 interviewee to the case (e.g., victim, witness);. whether the information 

'I 
gained was additional~ verifying, repeat or worthless information; the time 

taken to conduct the interviews. This same information may be desired fO,r 

I the interviews undertaken for the screening function, although the information 

I 
gathered and the use to which the information is put will v'ary. 

., The information gathered on officer activities should have a clear .... 
... • r 

I 
• purpose. In one unit the purpose might be to compare unit officers; that 

I '. 

" 
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is, to determine which officers are doing the more thorough case investi-

gations. In another unit it may be to determine which interviews lead to 

new information, in an effort to more efficiently choose those interviewees 

with whom a great deal of time should be spent. In a third unit, information 

gathered on the investigative process will link investigative activities 

with investigative outcomes (e.g., to determine the amount of investigative 

effort which is put into cases which are not being cleared). 

This approach is also appropriate for understanding the screening 

function. For example, a unit may want to know several things about the 

agency contacts an officer makes in the course of reaching ~ case disposit-

ion: the number of contacts made; the type of agencies contacted (e.g., 

drug addiction center, mental health clinic); the nature of the information 

solicited; the responsiveness of the agency contacted. Ultimately, this 

information might pe used to determine the nature and extent of contact 

with different agencies, or the need to seek additional resource alter-

natives. 

Outcomes 

For each unit function, and component activities, there are several 

potential outcomes. The outcomes displayed on Figures 6 and 7 are, again, 

for illustrative purposes. 

According to Figure 6, there are several stages and outcomes of the 

investigative process: case not cleared, case cleared without arrest, 

case clear.ed by arrest and sent to intake, and case cleared and disposed of 

without recourse to court. Those cases sent to intake mayor may not reach 

the prosecuto~ for review, and those cases reaching the prosecutor mayor may 

.. 
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not be heard before a judge and"adjudicated. 

Similar to the" above discussion of "activities," the type of info~tion 

to be gathered and the use to which the information is to be put should 

be decided upon simultaneously. For example, a unit may want to know its 

clearance record and will attempt to gather information on the number 

of cases not cleared, to be compared with the number "of cases cleared. 

Or a unit may want to assess the relative effectiveness of sending different 

types of cases to court, and gather informa"tion on the number and types of 

cases sent to intake, those which reach tile prosoacutor, and those which 

are convicted by a judge. This kind of information can ultimately lead to 

unit decisions about the types of cases into which officers should put 

greater investigative effort. 

The screening function (Figure 7) has its own set of ~ossible outcomes: 

release to home, referral to community programs, petition to court, and 

participation in a police program. Beyond these outcomes we see that 

a petition to court intake can lead to several additional outcomes which 

return juveniles back to ~heir homes, place them in community progr~~, 

send their cases to the prosecutor, or provide them with intake services 

(i.e., some form of probation). As the Figure shows, the case mayor may 

not continue on to court, where several options (e.g., probation, institution-

alization home) are open to the judge. 

The most important question to ask, in terms of either of these functions, 

is whether the outcomes which result are the ones desired by the unit and 

the department. Our suggestions for particularly critical questions ab~ut the 

investigative and screening functions are as follows: 
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Investigations 

1. Is the information gathered by juvenile officers needed 
to clear cases? 

2. Is the information gathered by juvenile officers needed 
to prosecute cases? 

Screening 

1. Are similar cases disposed of similarly by all juvenile 
officers? 

2. Do cases referred to court by juvenile officers reach 
. the stage of a judicial hearing? 

Questions which are goal-specific, such as whether case disposition~ made 

by juveni.Le officers minimize system penetration for some offenders, 

are not addressed in this document, since they depend on whether or not a 

particular unit has such a goal. 

On a more basic level, however, a unit may merely want to summarize 

• 
case decisions ~ade by its officers during the year (e.g., the number 

released to home, referred to community programs, etc.). To add more 

complexity to the assessment, the unit may want to determine whether 

different types of offenses (e.g., burglary, larceny) are likely to receive 

different dispositions (e.g., most burglary offenses are sent to court, 

most larcenies are sent home). Finally, the unit may want to determine 

how those cases it deems "serious n (that is, those sent to court) are 

disposed of by intake, the prosecutor, and the judge. This information 

may ultimately lead to unit policy decisions about case dispositions or 

attempts to work in closer contact with the court components. 

Explanatory Variabl~ 

Gathering information on the processes and outcomes of case investi-

gation and screening is the first step in lear.ning how the unit and its 

officers operate. Trying to understand why the unit works as it does is 
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the second step, involving explanations which are uni.t- and depa1:'tment-specific. 

Let us return to an investigative question inferred in the previous dis-

cussions: which cases petitioned to court are not heard by a judge. Once 

data which are gathered on those cases which are screened out of the system so~ewhere 

after being sent to intake, the important question is "whr" this is occurring. 

Do intake work~rs ass .,.ss the quality of investigative. evidence in reaching 

their decisions and find such evidence lacking? Does the prosecutor have 

formal or infornal policies which dictate office adjudicatory priorities 

and result in additional screening? Are these policies related to the 

evidentiary soundness of the case? In other words, the assessment of 

activities and outcomes does not end until the ''why'' question is answered. 

The range of potential explanatorY variables is wide, from those 

which are related to department policies (over which unit officers may 

have some control), to those which are related to community attitudes (over 

which unit officers may have little control). These variables are site-

specific, and may include the following: 

Investigations 

Department Factors 

- Department policies on jurisdiction, procedure 
• Relations between juvenile and non-juvenile officers 
• Available and accurate· department records 
• Time interval between an incident and juvenile unit involvement 
• Quality of preliminary investigation by patrol or follow-up 

by investigators 

Unit Factors 

e Supervision of juvenile officers 
• Caseloads of juvenile officers 
• Juvenile officer attitude about the enforcement of 

a specific law 
• Resources available for juvenile unit investigations 
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Juvenile Justice System Factors 

• Knowledge of intake, prosecutor and judicial policies 
• Directives from other juvenile justice system agents 

Community Factors 

~ Tolerance for specific types of offenses 
e' Difficulties in investigating specific crimes or 

individuals 

Screening 

Department Factors 

e Department policy and goals 
~ Information gathered by non-juvenile officers 
• Opinions of or pressure from arresting officer 

Unit Factors 

c Nature of cases received 
e Belief in effectiveness of community programs 
e Informal disposition policies 
e Individual officer biases 

Juvenile Justice System Factors 

Q Court sentencing behavior 
e Intake c'ase disposition policy 
• Prosecutor priorities 
• -Feedback from community referrals 

: ~ Feedback from court 

-
Community Factors 

~ Existing community-based programs and alternatives 
e (number, type, availability, accessibility) 
G Existing spaces in secure detention facilities 
@ Reimbursement agreements for community and 

correctional placements 
,,- Victim concerns 

Using a Measurement Hodel 

The above discussion has relied on Figures 6 and 7, which arc meaSure-

ment models of the investiga.tion and screening processes. These measurement 

models attempt to accomplish three things: (1) to present a visual image of 
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the component processes of the investigation and screening functions; 

(2) to display the components with sufficient detail to allow a link-up 

between officer activities and case outcomes; and (3) to display the entire 

process ·in a manner which makes them conducive to measurement (in our case, 

for monitoring purposes). Although these models provide a relatively good 
-... _._--------- -- -

fit for the questions listed above, it is assumed that an evaluator would re-

structure each model to suit the specific questions of interest to a unit, 

and to display the specific components of a unit's activities.* 

The models go beyond activities and outcomes of investigation and 

screening, and look at inputs into the process. The inputs have been 

added to both models merely to indicate that a range of intra-organizational 

questions can also be asked about juvenile officer activities in relation 

to the stage at which ~ case is received and the department division from 

which a case is received. Although potential long-range outcomes of 

investigative and screening activities could also be displayed (e.g., 

judicial memorandum on suggested police investigative practices such as 

needed parental signatures on Miranda waivers, 0.1' recidivism of the juveniles 

received different dispositions by police), it was felt that this would be 

warranted only for a larger evaluation endeavor and not needed in a monitor-

ing design. 

The information needed to answer the qu~stions~posed above can all 

be taken from these measurement models. The numbers in the boxes on Figures 

6 and 7 correspond to points at which measurements can be taken;** which 

* 

** 

The construction of a measurement model is not· critical to the 
monitoring process. Its construction should be omitted if such 
a model is more confusing than edifying. 
These numbers are arbitrary and are used for ease of display and 
discussion. 
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measurements should be taken correspond to those specific questions an 

evaluation wants to ask of the investigative and s.creening functions. 

Measurement tables taken can be constructed to better organize the entire 

measurement process. Tables 21 and 2~ have been partially completed to 

s~rve as a guide for the use of the measurement models. These tables serve, 

again, merely to visually organize the steps- involved in selecting monitor-

ing points, o~tlining the information desired, stating the desired comparisons 

(if any) and speculating on potential explanatory variables. 

Several questions regarding the investigative process are being 

asked and answered in Table 21.* Question A asks about the investigative 

activities performed by unit officers. The first column on the table 

indicates that information on measurement point numbe~ six is requested; 

the second column notes that measurement point number six corresponds to 

the report review activity of juvenile officers. Column three specifies 

the type of information to be gathered about that activity. For example, 

the table incicates that for the report review a~tivity, measurement point 

six, information is desired on the nur~er of reports reviewed, the type 

of reports reviewed and the time spent reviewing reports. ** . The division 

from which a unit receives a case (the last column) may explain the number 

and type of reports reviewed, and time taken. If these same measures of 

interest are taken for measurement point~ se~en; eight, nine and ten, the 

result is a distribution of all investigative activities of juvenile 

officers. 

QuestionB focuses on information gathered by juvenile officers. As 

* Many more could have been included in tM.s table -- those that appear 
on the table are for illustrative purposes. 

** Not every unit may want each of these items of information. 
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tABu: 21. Ex:moles of Ouestions. ~ea.sur~ene ?oin1!s. Ac::!.V!.eies and 
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Record; ~s; Se:; Race; 
Fam1ly Stab:ll1::y; e.ec. 

" If 

". 

". 

?ro~Po~y; Pros~ 
.urailabillr:y 

Co,,", Polley 

.... 

; .' 
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it appears on Table 21, intervi.ew information is requeste'd (measurement 

point eight), and it has been arbitrarily categorized into "new", "repeat" 

or "verifying rt information, and again by topic (suspect, crime scene). The 

nature of the case work-up done by non-juvenile officers (patrol, investi

gators) is a potential explanatory variable for the type and nature of 

information gathered (or not gathered) by juvenile officers. These same 

measures of interest are indicated for measurement point nine, interrogat

ion. 

The information on the table under Question C indicates that co~ 

parisons between and among measurements are useful in responding to this 

question on case pr.osecution. According to the Table, both number and 

charge are requested for cases which are not cleared (11), cases which are 

cleared, but not by arrest (12), cases which are cleared by arrest and 

forwarded to intake (13), cases which are cleared but disposed of at the 

police level (14), cases sent by intake to the prosecutor for review (16), 

and cases sent by the prosecutor to a court hearing (18). The fourth 

column, labeled "Comparisons, If Desired," indicates two desired comparisons:, 

(1) a. comparison of uncleared cases (11) and uncleared cases (12, 13, 14); 

and (2) a comparison of cases sent by th,e unit to intake (13) with those cases 

that were seen by the prosecutor (16) and then by the judge (18). The first 

comparisoLl indicates the juvenile of.ficer's success in clearing cases; the 

second comparison, an indication of the "fall-out" rate of cases sent to the 

court by the unit. Some of the factors which might influence the process 

~nd outcome of investigations appear in the last (right hand) column of this 

table. Although these factors will always be Gpecific to a given site, those 

listed were important in the units visited • 
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Table 22 presents some questions asked previously about the screening 

function. Question A asks about the screening activities performed by 

unit officers. The first column, as was the case with the investigation 

table indicates that information is requested on measurement points six 

through eleven, which on the measurement model (Figure 6) correspond to 

the following activities: report review, record check, interviews, pro-

fessional consultation, agency contact, and case conference. The third 

column on Table 22 indicates what measures are of interest for each of 

these activities. The fourth column indicates that no comparisons among 

activity variables are of interest; the last column indicates some potential 

explanatory variables. 

Question B on Table 22 entails a comparison of those cases placed 

in a police program (measurement point fifteen) with cases receiving all 

other possible police dispositions (release to home, referral to community 

program, petition to court intake). By comparing several of the variables 

on which information is desired (e.g., column three: charge, prior record 

of juvenile, age of juvenile, age of juvenile), an approximation of whether 

similar cases receive uniform treatment can eventually be made. 

A MOnitoring Design 

It would be premature to detail a monitoring design gathering inform-

ation on investigative and screening functions, without knowing the data 

needs of the unit or department. A very thorough design might call for the 

type of data referred to in the above discussion to be gathered on evel~ 
• I 

case handled by the unit. A more practical approach to gathering such inform-

ation would be to sample cases on either a periodic basis (e.g., a . 

semi-annual review) or a continuing basis (e.g., 4 continuous 
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sampling of every nth case received by the unit). 

Future Research 

Although a national evaluation of police juvenile units is not suggested 

at this time, the data gathered during the ~ourse of this study illumiIlated 

several directions for future research. The remaining discussion outlines 

these areas and some of the important research questions. 

The Value of Investigators 

Prior research en the investigative proce~s, supported by the data this 

study generated, raises several questions about whether, and to what extent, 

the resources and manpower spent for investigators -- including specialized 

juvenile investigators -- are productive and cost effective. Past research 

on the adult investigator has led to suggestions about a more diminished 

role,for the investigator. Data from the two juvenile units researched, 

in this study suggestad that juvenile investigators add, little new inform-

ation to the cases reviewed. In fact, it was difficult to discern whether 

any of the information added to the case was necessary for case prosecution 

because ,a, large number of cases diverted ,from a judicial hearing by the 

police, intake and prosecution is done for social, rather than legal, 

reasons. Few cases reach the point of being tested legally in court. The 

following three question~ focused on juvenile investigators,deserve research 

attentio~, although each question could be asked of any group of investigators: 

• Are juvenile officers better able to investigate juvenile 
cases than are non-juvenile officers? 

• Is the information gathered by the juvenile unit needed for 
clearing cases? 

• Is ~he information gathered by the juvenile unit needed for 
case prosecution? 
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Based upon this study's o~o case studies~ it is our research hypothesis 

that: (a) little new information is .added by the juvenile utt.it to that 

-already gathered by.non-juvenile officers; (b) the clearing of most cases 

is not dependent upon information gathered by the juvenile t!Liit; and, 

(c) -the strength of the prosecutor's case is not dependent upo.'l investi-

gative activities of the juvenile unit. Rather, information gaL:lered by 

the juvenile unit plays a small role in the dpccision to prosecute a case. 

Support for these hypotheses would have imp: ,tions for department organizat-

ion (e.g., division of labor among officers, resource allocation) and 

officer morale, self-esteem and productivity. 

Uniformity of Case Disposition 

The question of uniformity in case decision-making has been researched 

over two decades. The focus, however, has always been on the arrest 

decision. That decision, however, may be of less importance than the 

"final" police disposition made by the juvenile officer. Not only does 

the juvenile officer make the decision to refer a case to court, but this 

officer also decides on community referrals which, according to research 

previously commented upon, may be widening the net of juveniles coerced 

into IItreatment." 

The following question is suggested for future research: 

• Are similar cases disposed of similarly by: 
the arresting officer; the juvenile officer; 

_intake; prosecutor; and judge? ~ 

• Are-police dispositions··which refer juveniles to 
community based programs widening the net of 
juveniles receiving an imposed sanction? 

offenders who are treated uniformly by the police, intake, prosecutor and 

j~dge, although the groups might differ for the system actors. We received 

some indication of this through the case study data presented in Chapter V 

(screening) : there was more variability in the disposit-ion of burglary cases 

among juvenile officers, than of larceny cases. It may b~~ for example, 
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that there is a core group of offenders and offenses upon which agreement 

can be reached by police about case disposition; cases not in this core will 

be less uniformly dealt with. Each system actor (e.g., intake, prosecutor). 

may define these "core" cases differently. Observations of police and intake 
.~ 

screening activities reve.aled that these two. system actors may be asking 

the same questions, using identical criteria, and selecting among similar 

options. 

Information on uniformity in case decision-making will necessarily 

have implications for guidelines for the use of discretion at several 

decision-making points and for supervisory practices and mechanisms. which 

hQld legal agents accQuntable for their decision. 
~ .... ~ .•• ~ ... ~~~ r.,::; ............. . 

Although data was not gathered duri:ng the course o~'this study on the 

widening-of-the-net phenomenon, the literature reviewed, and police practices 

observed suggest a closer look into this question~ 

Overlapping Decision-makin~ 

By discovering the multipl;:: points at which one case can be screened, 

and the overlapping functions and options which exist among system actors, 

it is clear that research on decision-making should extenu beyond the police 

role. The following question is suggested for future research: 

• What is the impact on the juvenile, the police, the 
system --, of juvenile officer activities and decisions 
which are duplicated by other agents of the juvenile 
justice system? 

It is our hypothesis, based on data gathered for this study, that where 

little coordination of effor1: take.s place among police, intake, prosecution 

and judge in their decision-making, repetition cf activities and decisions 

at several system levels results. This repetition, rather than contributing 

to a checks-and-balances s:'l'stem, results in: (a) a loss of respect for the 

system by the juvenile, (b) the inefficient use of justice system resources, 

and (c) a disillusicnment with the system by the police.. According to 
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interviews with police officers, the juvenile continues to lose respect 

for the justice establishment as he or she continues to have contact with. it. 

In addition, the police officer -- juvenile or non':·juveni.le officer - who 

refers a juvenile to court, only to find the. juvenile. "out on the. street 

before me"~ begins to lose respect for the system as well. 

The final irony in an uncoordinated juvenile justice system may be 

that regardless of the number of duplica~ions within any given system, a 

stable proportion of cases reaches the judge on a y~~rly basis. The natural 

policy implications which would flow from SUCQ research would be in the 

area of system coordination. 

Impact of Labeling and Deterrence 

It was difficult to gain a clear picture in the course of this study 

of the effects on the juvenile of minimizing sys.tem penetration or of using 

sanctions in a specific manner to deter delinquent behavior. Data from the 

two case studies suggest that juvenile officers invoke labeling theo~1 

for the less serious offenses and offenders they return home, and deterrence 

theory for those they petition to court. The impact of implementing each 

theory should be researched further: 

• What are the effects -- on the juvenile, the police, 
the system -- of implementing either or both labeling 
and deterrence theory? 

Research into this question should focus on both ~he anticipated and unanti

cipated consequences of implementing either theory. 

Baseline Data 

One thing was perfectly clear from this. study: current record keeping 
. 

practices must change if the community and nation are to understand the 

nature of the juvenile crime problem and the handling of the juveniles by 

the juvenile justice system. Data which currently g;roups descript.ively 

... ," 

I 
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dissimilar offenses does a disservice to policy makers. So does a com-

par.ison and/or aggregation of of~enses which are defined differently across 

jurisdictions. The fact that age of majority var~es for 16 to 18 years 

across jurj,sdictions further complicates: such, comparisons. 

Although this study did not attempt to systemetically assess police 

record keeping techltiques, several general observations have implications 

for future data gathering. For example, no in'formation currently exists 

on the handling of juveniles on-the-street by patrol, Where a daily log 

is kept by patrol, an entry will not indicata whether an incident may have involv-

ed a juvenile. In additi~n, no information exists on the informal contact(s) a 

juvenile officer has with a juvenile and his or her family~ The information 

which is included in case ja.ckets, or which is summarized by a juvenile 

unit on a monthly basis at the request of the sheriff or chief of police, 

may be done so to satisfy minimal state reporting and funding requirements 

rather than for internal policy planning. 

It is frequently difficult to tell from a system's record keeping 

sys~eru how~ or how well, the system is functioning. First, differing data 

bases may be used in one'system. In Onondaga County, for example, the police 

count juveniles and the eourt counts incidents; in Lincoln, the police use 

team policing sectors; their major referral point, the Youth Service System, 

uses. the census tract; the schools use school districts. Second~ the meaning 

of data categories is not always clear. In Washington, D.C., a case 

which is dismissed due to "lack of prosecutorial merit!! means that 

the prosecutor's manpower shortage required that the office give this. case 

low prosecutorial priority. Third, information'does not flow back and forth 

through the syst~m. Police records are incomplete regarding cases petition-

ed to court or referred to community agencies. In Lincoln, it may take six 
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months for central records to learn the disposition ofa court case; this. 

disposition may never reach the juvenile unit. Cases that are disposed of 

prior to a judicial hearing may have no entry in police files. Most juvenile 

units visited had case file information on police disposition only; even 

the outcomes of police-community referrals were not known. 

Several implications for data gathering' follow which might result in 

a more accurate picture of juvenile crime and the operation of the' juvenile 

justice system: 

• Descriptive information is needed on offenses for which 
juveniles are taken into custody, to give a more precise 
picture of the nature of juvenile offenses. This might 
result in the use of categorical dis,tinctions which arE~ 
more appropriate for disposition purposes. 

C National data should be collected" and analyzed according 
to offense, offender, and jurisdictional categories which 
would be more meaningful to policy or funding decisions 
on the local and national levels • 

• Longitudinal information is needed which tracks juveniles 
through the entire justice process. This ie the necessary 
first step to creating a justice "system", by analyzing 
necessary and unnecessary repetitions of activities and 
decisions. 
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Notes - Chapter VII 

1. John D. Waller et al., Monitoring the Criminal Justice Planning 
Agencies, Washington, D. C.; US Government Printi;ng Offi.ce, 
March 1975, p. 3. 
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Telephone Interview Guide, Survey of Experts 

Person Contacted ---------------------------------------------Address: Office _______________________________________ < _______ __ 

,Home ______________________________________________________ __ 

Telephone _______ Date of Interview _____ ·..;.,<~';\'Timeiegan ____ _ 
", ::. Time- Ended -------

I. What are three or four of the most important' issues in the area of 
police handling of juveniles which a national s,tudy should explore? 

a. What impact does each issue have on ~he handling of 
juveniles by the police? 

b. What impact does each issue have on the organizational 
structure, of the police department? 

c. From which groups does eacr:. issue recei'T'~ support? 

d. Is there any literature on these issues you feel merits 
our attention? 

1,1. ~fuat are important considerations to keep in mind when evaluating 
the effectiveness of a police department's handling of juveniles? 

a. What constitutes "effectiveness?" 

b. What might be some evidence of effectiveness? 

III. Do yoa know of any programs which we might study for our national 
evaluation? 
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Telephone Survey of Experts 

Al Andrews 
Chief, Peoria Police Department 
Peoria, Illinois 

Allen Bersin 
Special Counsel, Board of Police 

Commissioners 
Los Angeles, California 

Egon Bittner 

Lois Forer 
Judge, Criminal Court 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Cappy Gagnon 
Police Foundation 
Wash~gton, D.C. 

Don Gibbons 
Professor, Department of Sociology 
Portland State University Professor, Brandeis University 

Waltham, Massachusetts 

Richard Bongard 
Lee Burt Hawkins 
Director of Public Safety 
Lexington-Fayette County 
Lexington, Kentucky 

, 
Department 

Lieutenant, Los Angeles Police 
Department 

Los Angeles, Califdrnia 

Lee Brown 
Director, Multnomah County Division . 

of Public Safety 
Portland, Oregon 

Don Cawley 
University Research Corporation 
Chevy Chase, Maryland 

Francis ·A. Daley 
Captain, Youth Aid Division 
New York Police Department 
New York City, New' York . 

Floyd Feeney 
Director, Center on the Administration 

of Justice, National Urban League 
New York City, New York 

T. Ferd:f.nand 
Professor, Department of Sociology 
Northern Illinois University 

.DeKalb, Illinois 

Arthur J. Foehrenbach 
Director, Department of Youth Services 
Dade County, Florida 

John l{j.rby 
D~tective, Liaison to Youth Unit 
Kansas City Police Department 
Kansas City, Missouri 

Orman Ketcham 
Judge, Superior Court of D.C. 
Washington, D.C. 

Richard Kobetz 
International Association of Chiefs 

of Police 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 

Soloman Kotrin 
Social Science Research Institute 
University. of. Southern California 
Los Angeles, California 

William Kolendar 
Chief, San Diego Police Department 
San Diego, California 

David Larson 
Juvenile Justice Supervisor 
Anne Arundel Department of Justice 

Services 
.Ap~polis, Maryland 

,Robin Ford Roy McClaren 

. " 

Director, Kane County Diagnostic Center Chief, Arlington C()Unty Police Department 
Geneva, Ill~nois Arlington, Virgin:ta 

.:: .' 
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Survey of Experts (cont.) 

Marge McGreevy 
Research Analyst, Department ~or 
'. YQ!-1th, Rp!1nselai:r, County 
Troy, New York 

Walter Miller 
Center for Criminal Justice 
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, ~~ssachusetts 

Wilfred Nurenburger 
Judge, Juvenile Court 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

James Parsons 

r::: '-197 -, . 

Chief, Birmingham Police Department 
Birmingham, Alabama 

Alice Popkin 
Professor, Antioch School of Law 
Washington, D.C. 

Dan Pursuit 
Associate Director, Delinquency 

Control Institute 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, California 

Albert Reiss 
Professor, Department of Sociology 
Yale University 
New Haven, Connecticut 

Peter Ronstadt 
Captain, Tucson Police Department 
Tucson, Arizona 

Andrew Rutherford 
Profess,or, Yale Lalv School 
New Raven, Connecticut 

Rosemary Sarri 
Professor, University of 

Michigan . 
Ann Arbor, }tlchigan 

Lloyd Sealey 
Professor; John Jay Colleg.e of Criminal 

Justice 
~ew York City, New York 

Gertrude Shimmel 
Inspector, New YorK City Police 

Department Youth Diyision 
New York, New York 

H.L. Singer 
Major, Detective Bureau 
Dade County Public Safety 
Miami, Florida 

Alex Swan 
Chairman, Sociology and 

Anthropology Department 
Fisk University 
Nashville, Tennessee 

Terence Thornberry 
Center for Studies in Criminology 
University of Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Charles Wellford 
Office of Justice Policy and 

Planning 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C; 

Jerry Wilson 
Seaboard Securities 
Washington, D.C. , 

Robert Woodson 
Director, Administration of 

Justice, National Urban ~eague 
New York, New York 

James Zeman 
Juvenile Defenders Office 
Detroit, Michigan 

,Frank Zimring 
Professor, Center for Studies 

in Criminal Justice 
University of Chicago 
Chicago, Illinois 
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Appendix B 

National Mail Survey Questionnaire 
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Pollee Chiet: Name Telephone No. ~(_...:.. ___ _ 

Name ot Department ___________________ _ 

Address ot Department __________________ _ 

Survey 
Respondent: Nams/Rank 'l'itle 

'l'elephone No. 
*****************.********.********.* ••• * •• ****ve~*****.*.*** •• ****.****.****.~~~~***.*.***** 

Instructions:: Each respondent will not complete tIle entire questionnaire. 
Departments wit:.. .. JuVonrre Units shoule OMI'l' Sections !II 
MdV. ---
Departments without Juvenile Units, but with Juvenile Officers, 
should 2.!£! Sections II Md V. 
Departments without either Juvenile Units or Juvenile Officers 
should O~U'l' Sections II, III, Md V • 

• ************* .. ** ... ***.-;;;:;**_**'*********"' •• ********'**************'*****0********-'.-';-********'*. 

Section I DEPARTMEN'l' !NFORMA'l'!ON (to be answered !:y ALL respondents) * 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Jurisdiction Served by '.lepartment: 
(a) County :.::ity 
(b) Population ___ ---

Existence of Juvenile Specialization: 
Juvenile Unit 
Juvenile Officers, No Unit 
No Juvenile Unit or Officers-
Other, specify ----

Department Budget: 
(a) Current Amount S 
(b) OVer previous ye-ar-, -di:-:'-:d~bud-get: 

Increase, .-Decrease _ 
Same 

Definition of Juvenile: Under-----years 
(age) 

Juvenile Offenses Handled by Department: 

6. current Strength of Force: 
(a~ Sworn Officers ~ 

Full-time 
Salaried ~art-time 
Non-salaried Part-time 

(b) Civi"ians . 
Full-time 
Salaried Part-~e 
Non-salaried Part-time 

7. Juvenile Statistics (for most ::ecent yr.): 
(a) Arrests by Juvenile Oificers 

(if applicable) 
(b) Arrests by Other Oepart::lent 

. Officers 
(c) Referrals to JI.'VeJ1i-le CO~ 

by Juvenile Officers 
(if applicable) 

(d) Referrals to Juvenile Co~ 
by O~~er'Officers 

(a) Three Most Frequent Offensra TypelJ: 1. 
2. 
3. 

(b) Is there a gang problem? Yes No 
(c) Is there a s4j;hool crime probleiii?" Yes_NCI_ 

*Questions which are starred may be probed 
through a telephone interview • 
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Section II JtlV£NILE UNI'r INFORMl\'rION (to be answere<! by Drapartments with ONIT$ 

1. ColIIIII!L!<lJiing Officer: G. (continued) (a) Name _________ _ 
(b) Rank ________ _ 

2. To whom does CollllWlCiinq Officer report? 
(a) Rank of Offic:lilr, ______ _ 
(b) Di,,015ion 

3. Year Unit was Established: 

4. Reason(s) for Establishing Unit: 

s. Unit Budget: 
(a.) Current AIlxlunt $, ______ _ 

(b) OVer previous year, did budget: 
Increase 
Deerea&e 
Same 

(c) If a e:hatlqe in budget·, was it 
similar to rest of departme.~t? 

Yea No 
If No, e;cpIain: ______ _ 

. (d) Receiv~ LEAA funds: 
~~ ~ous.1Y 
Yes 
No 
Unsure 

(e) If received U!AA fu.'1.aing, purpose 
lUId .approximate dates: __ _ 

6. Current Strength of '(Jnit 
(ai Sworn Officers ~ 

Full-time • 
Salaried Part-time 
Non-salaried Pa--e-~ 

(bJ Civilians !!2:. 
Full-time 

(c; 

salaried Part-time 
Non-salaried Part-time 

Sex of SWOrn Ju~le Officers: 
No. HAle 
No. Female 

(d) Race and Ethnic Background of Sworn 
Juvenile Offieers: 
No.of: White 

Black 
Spanish Surname -
Amer. Indian -
Asian 
Other 

(e) Strength of Unit over Previous Yr. 
tio. Inc:-eased by: ____ _ 
No. Decreased by: 
No Change: _. ---

(f) Line Officers: 
~ 

7. Juvenil.G Officer Infor1!lation: 
(al Armed: Yes No 
(b) Clothes: unIfOrm -Plainelo1:.hes 

Bo'th 

(e) on Duty: Day Evening 
Night ---Weekend 

s. MinilIIUlII Requirlllllents for Juvenile Officers: 
(a) Education: Yes tio 

If Yes, wha.t: 

(b) ~rienc5: ~as No 
If Yes, ..mat: - -

(c) Other: 

9. SpeGidized Training tor Juvenile Of!ice..~: 
Yes No 
If ye;;-(a) Wheii eonductecls (Check one) 

pre-service 
In-se.rviCB = 

(h) Whw::e conducted; 

• 
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3. 

9. (c:ontinued) 
(c) Type of 'l'rai,niIlq _____ _ 

(d) Is tra.ininq a. requil:ement: for all? 
Yes No 

10. Three Most Frequ~t Juvenile Offenses 
HAndled by Unit: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

11. Do juvenile officers handle cases 
involving- adult offenders: Yes No 
If Yes, specify' (e.g., rape): -- --

• 14. Activities of Juvenile Unit: 
Sponsored 
by Unit 

COllllllunity Relations 
Safety Programs 
Police Probation 
Training Other Officers--' 
S~ol Progra.ms --
Crime Prev. Pq:rlllS. --
Recreation Proq~ams 
DiVersion Programs 
Child Abuse Inv~lstig. 
GaIlq Control 

Participated 
in by Unit 

15. Participation of Juvenile Unit in Research 
or Exper:Unental Program over last five yr5. 
Yes No -
If yes;-spec~ -------------------

• 16. Orientation of the Juv~~ile Unit 
(Rank order with l~primary concern) 
nehabilitation 

'" 12. 

13. 

...,. . , 

Officer Deploym~~t: 
Frequently Sometimes ~ 

Patrol 
Investigation 
Counseling 
Program operation -
Administration -
Other 

Ie there specialization w:i;thin your unit? 
Yes No 
If Yes, specify --------

(assistance after a juvenile has been 
officially identified): 
Law =:nforcement 
(identification, apprehension) 
Prevention 
(activities which keep unlau:::ul behavior 
from occw:rinq) 
Ad!ninistration 
(activities and prCi'SeCution activities 
associated with the processing of forms 
and records) 
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4. 

Section III .rovtNILE OFFI~~ INFORMATION (to be answe:red by departl:lents with Juvenile 
Officers) 

• 1. Personnel Information~ 

2. 

3. 

Uo. Officers "'Rank= ___ _ Division 

Strength of Juvenile Officer.! Over Previous 
Y1.\U; 

tlO. Increased. by: 
No. Decreased. by: 
No Change: 

Minimum Requirements for Juvenile Officers: 
(~) Education: Yes No 

If Yes, 

(1:» Sxperience: !les No 
If Yes, what: - ~ 

(c) Other: 

4. Specialized Trainj~q for Juvenile Officers: 
Yes No 
If y-;;S;-Ca) When conducted: (Check one) 

Pre .. service 
~-G~rvic:e 

Vb} Where conducted: 

s. 

6. 

Rank of Commandina ~f!i~er 

Juvenile Officer 
(a) Axmed: 'ies 

Information: 
No 
?lainclothes:::: (b) Clothas:uniform 

Both 

(c) On Duty: Day ~venin9' 

Night ~ Weekend = 
Juvenile Offense~ Handled by.Officerst 

1. 
-----------------~---.------------.... 

2. 

3. 

7. Do juvenile officers h~l@ case$ 
int'Olvinq Ddult offenci.ers: Yes No 
If Yes, sp~cif.y (e_g_, .rape): -- --



,Ie 

I 
I 

I 

I 
-I 

I . 
. 1 
I '. -I 

" .J.,\ 

~, 

- 203 

s. 

Section N DEL:rngonlCY CASE FLOW (to be answered by depi!lrtment5 with !.NIl'S or CFFICEBS.) 
(Exclude Status Offenses) 

• 1. Are MY juvenile, cases handled by Non-JI4-venile Officers? Yes No 
If yes, based on: Offen:u8 E..-plain~ 

Aqe 
Pr.evious Nec:ord 
Othcu: 

• 2. Actions taken by Non-JuvenUe Officers 
b«to~e caso is re~ved by Juvenile 
Otiicers: 

Charqe/petition 
Finqm:print 
Investigate 
Ctlnt.act Parent 
Report(s) 
Inter::oqate 
PhQtoqraph 
Other, specify 

• 3. Actions of Juvenile Officers .. ,hich 
typically result in takinq Ii juvenile 
inti:) cU.'Iti)dy: 

P"trol 
condu~t Investiqation 
Response of Dispatc~ 
Response to Walk-In 
Raferral from o~er Division 
Response to Call-in by Pa.:ent --
Referral by School -
Referral by COJl!ll1uni-!:y Aqency 
Other: 

«) 4. Juvenile Officer's use of alternatives to takifiq a juvenile into custody/arrest: 

Counsel and Release to l?arent/Guardi&n 
Referral to Soci~ Services 
l'olice Proqrama 
Outright. Release 
Other, specify ____ , __ _ 

s. Do jU·.1e.nile custodY/llrrest procedurll!s 
differ from adult arrest procedures? 
Yes No 

(a) When"-U; juvimiles accol!'ded 
'~1iranda riqhts? 

{hI Do juv .. ..niles exercise their 
riqh~s ~ a lawyer? 
F'&equenl'.lY_Sometilile!;_Never_ 

(e) '~e juv~niles questioned before 
PlU'eflts azorive? Yes No 

6. Do you accept a juvenile's waiver of 
r~'lhts? ~'es No 

(a) Must -pa:renes -agree to waiver? 
Yes No 

lb) Must lawyer agree tQ waiver? 
Yes No 

_1IIIILii 

F~e.auently Somet~es ~ 

7. Do Juven,ile Officers question or inter
roqate juveniles taken j.nto custody? 

Yes No 

(a) tine question~/inter:oqates? 

(c) Are parents present during in
terroqation of juveniles? 

Yes No 

(d) Is lawyer present during police 
intp~qation ()f juveniles? 

Yes No 
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6. 

• 8. Is a police hearing conducted in juvenile casas? :!"es No 
If yes, (a) Who conducts the hearing? 

(b) iiho is present at the hearing? 

(c) What are dispositions which can resUlt from a hearing? _______ _ 

Ce) Is inforllliltion obtained durinq the police he.uinq used in Court? 
Frequently _ Sometimes Never 

.. 9. iiho officially charges/petitions a 11. t'~der which c:ircl:.ms~ces is 
dl!tention used? juvenile' wi~~ an of!ense? 

Non~uvenile Office4 
Juvenile Office4 - ---------
Other, specify 

10. Who makes the detention decision? 
(check one) 

Police Police and Court 
C~urt Intake (probation) 
Other, specify: _, _____ ~ __ _ 

• 12. Characterize the relationship between the Juvenile Officers and the Non-Juvenile 

.. 13. 

Officers in the department: Freauently Sometimes ,~~ 

Exchange information on juveniles 
Cooperate in apprehensipns 
Cooperate in investigations 
Cooperate ir. determining appropriat~ 

case outcome 
Other, specify: 

Che.raeterize the relationship between the Juvenile Officers and the Juvenile Court: 

Notification of court 
Conference6/communic~tion W1~ 
Conferences/communication with 
Conferences with probation 
Other, specify: 

L"1take 
jlldqes 

Frequently Sometimes ~ 

-=-' 

.. 14. P.eli!.tionship wi~ comonunity Orqanizations: 

(a) Nama the three community organiza&ion~ which receive the-most juvenile referrals. 

1. 2. :J. 

(b) Do you cooperate with orqa.."1izations operated by individuals from \:he ':"lIU!Iunities 
in 'W)U.ch the pro.\)lec youth llve? Yes iio 

If ~es, speci.fy: 

15. Characterize the rel-atiot'.ship between Juvenile 'Of£icers ar.c1 COn'illlUnit'1 Organi:aticms: 

Referrals to Clrg'Mizfitions 
Participation in orc;ranizu.tiol".Ji!· proqrams 
Exchange case information 
Orqanizatio~' employees work in dept. 
Other, specify; 

,-

Frequently !ometimes ~ 

" -

• 
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7. 

Section V' DELINQUENCY CASE now (E"clud~ status Offenses) (To be answered by 
departments WITHOU'l' Juvenile 
Units or Officers) 

1. 

3. 

4. 

• 6. 

Do juvenile custody/arrest procedures 
differ from adult arrest proeedures? 

Yes No 
(a) -when are-jUveniles accorded 

Miranda rights? 

(b) Do juveniles exercise their 
rights to a lawyer? 
Frequently .... _Some~s .... _Never _____ 

(c) Are juveniles questioned before 
parents arrive at police station? 

Yes No 

2. Do you accept a juvenile's waiver 0::: 
rights? Yes No 

(a) Must parents agree to waiver? 
Yes 'No 

(b) Home lawyer agree to waiver? 
Yes No 

Is a police hearing conducted in juvenile cases~ 
If yes, (a) w"ho conducts the hearing? 

Yes No 

(b) What is the pilqlose of the hearing? _______ • _ __.:----

(c) WhQ i.a present at hearing? 

(d) What are dispositions which" can result from a hearing? 

(ej Is information obtained during the police hearing used in Court? 
Frequently Somet:~~s Never 

Who makes the detention decision? 
(Check one) 

Police Police and Court 
Court Int4\ke(probation) 
Other, Specify.: 

5. Under what circumstances is 
det.ention used? 

Describe the processinq of the typical juvenile case f~om initial contact to court 
referral: 

7. Does processing differ for felony and' misdemeanor cases? Yes No 
If yes, s?B~ify! 

-----~,~P-.... ----------~----.... ----.~ .... ------,----.... --------.... ------------
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• 8. Characteriz!! the relat.ionship beeween the officers; and the Juvenile Court: 

Notification of cou.."'t dispositions 
Conferences/communication with intzka 
Conferences/communication with judges 
Conferences with probation 
Other. specify: 

• 9. Rela-tionship tlith Community OrganizatiOnsl 

Frequently Sometimes ~ 

.. ' 
(&) Name the three colllll1Ulti.ty organizations which receive the lIIOst juvenile refel.-rals: 

1. 2 •. 

(b) 1)0 you cooperate with organizations operated by individuals froll! the 
coll1DlW1ities in which 'the problem youth live? Yes No 

If yes, specify: 

10. Characterize the relatioMhip between officers and community organizations: 

Referrals to organizations 
Participation in o:rganizations I procp:= 
Exchange case information 
Organizations I employees work in Depts. 
Other, Specify: 

Frequently ~etimes ~ 

.. .. ' 
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~onVI STATUS OETl::NSE OSE PLOW (To be a."lSWered by ALL survey respondents) 

Note: Status offenses artt illegal acts cclllllllitted by juveniles which would not be 
illegal if ~~ey were committed by adults. 

1. Are sta.tus offenses h.mdled by: 
Juvenile unit Yes 
Other police unit Yes 

No 
No 

• 3. Are status offenses handled dif
ferently from delinquency cases? 

Yes No 
If yes,explain: ----2. Three major status offenses handled 

by department last year: 

s. 

6. 

1. 

2. 4. Are due process procedl~es required? 

3. 

Referral of status Offenders ~ the Police by: 

Family 
Schools 
Other police units 
SOcial service agencies 
Other, specify: 

Frequently 

Referral of status Offenders to Court by police: 

Truants 
Runaways 
Incorrigibles 
Other, specify: 

Frequently 

~es No 
If yes;-explaIili" .. ____ _ 

Sometimes 

Sometimes 
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~I!;etion VII DATA AVlUIABII.IT:! (To be answered by ALL survey respondents) 

1. 'r"/pe of P.eports Maintained; 
Inc,ident: %:eport _ Referral report OtherCs)'-_______ _ 
Arrest report Investigative report 
Contact report Juvenile Court report _ 

• 2. Ju~ile Recoci and Report System: 

Arrest Record!!, Reports 

Whr.::e kept? 

Who has access? 

How long kept? 

Automated? 

Are they destroyed? 

3. Do ofiicer:s :naintain an activity 1:lg? 
Cal Juvenile Officers: Weekly _ Daily _ None 
(b) Non-Juvenile Officers: weekly _ Daily _ ~!one 

4. tva.luation in the last five years: 

Juvenile Unit Other Division or Unit 

Evaluation? Yes No' Yes No 

By whom? Yes No Yes No 

For What purpose? Yes No Yes No 

'l'HANK YOU FOR CO!@LE'l'nlG THE::lUES'l'IONNAIRE 
•••• ~.~* •• *******.v*~*****w*************** •• ***.*****c.***.~** •• ~**.**.~**********.****** •• *. 

, '.~, 

, . , 
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Appendix C 

Follow-up Telephone Survey: Respondents 



I 
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I 

----------------------------------------------------__________________ .. a. __ .. ~ ____ ~_ 

. -'-" 

Telephone Interviews, Cities and Counties 

Cobb County, GA Nassau County, NY 

Columbia,SC Onondaga County, NY 

Contra Costa County, CA Pinellas County, FL 

DeKalb County, GA Prince George's County, MD 

Duluth, MN Rochester, NY 

Essex County, NJ St. Paul, MN 

Fairfax County, VA San Bernadino, CA 

Greensboro, NC San Jose, CA 

Hialeah, FL Seattle, WA 

Houston, TX Topeka, KS 

Jacksonville, FL Torrance, CA 

Lincoln, NB Tucson, AZ 

Multnomah County; OR 

' .. 
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PROBE QUESTIONS FOR TELEPHONE SURVEY* 

Section II Juvenile Unit Information (for depart.men'cs with Units) 

,,2 12, OFFICER DEPLOYMENT 

. -'--Probe' only- tfiose -ftUlcti"ons-iiiarked' "Frequently, ,i If none were marked "Frequently," 
90 to those marked ;'Sometimes." 

Pat~ol: What activities constitute patrol? 
Is patrol coordinated with other divisions? 

Illvestigation.::., Are investigations mainJ;y.:seIf-inititated or are cases referred 
to the unit for investigation? 

Counseling: 

t~at activities compromisa th~ typcial investigation? 

Where are most investigations conducted ( e.g.~ outside station, 
homes)? 

Are investigations conducted in conjunction with other divisions? 

What is the objective{s) of counseling? 

Where'is counseling conducted? 

Does the Juvenile officer receive any training in counseling? 

To whom is counseling directed (·e.g. the juvenile, the famitY)? 

Program Operation: Dete~~ine whether the response to Q 14 adequately covers the 
matter. 

lldministration: Describe typical activities 

Q. 14, ACTIVITIES OF JUVENILE UNIT 

For each activity checked, ask respondent to describe the activity, state its 
goals; objectives. If there are more than 3 checked on each column, ask 
respondent to select 3 of each col~~ which involve most of the officers. )'. 'I ·t'lQues tions are keyed to the' national survey questionnaire. 

',I' , , '" " 
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.::.Q __ 16_,~ ___ O_RI_E_NT_~TION OF THE JUVENILE UNIT 

Is it fair to ask you to rank your unit this way? 

, .. Which activities in Q 14 are related to each orientation? Any additional ones? 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
.. 
I 

Would you characterize your units'objectives in another way? 

How would an officer outside the juvenile unit rank the unit on these orientations? 

How do you feel an officer outside the juvenile unit would r.ank the department 
as a whole on these orientations? 

Section III Juvenile Officer Information (for departments with. juvenile 
officers} 

2.. 1, PE~Ot~L INFORMATION 

Do 'juvenile officers perform only juvenile-related activities? 
other activities do they perform? 

If not, what , 
Describe the way in which they work within the different divisions. 

~lliy was a juvenile officer assigned to a specific division? 

Are the assignm~nts to a specific division of a sp~cific nature or a specified 
time length? 

. ' 

' .. , .. , " 
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Section IV Delinquency Case Flow. (for units and officers--exclude 
status offenses) 

Q 1, JUVENILE CASES HANDLED BY NON-JUVENILE OFEICERS 

If answered YES, probe each category to uncover the exact qualifying cOlldi tions 
and types of offenses (e.go, robbery) handled ~y non-juvenile officers. 

If age: what year, for what crimes? 

If previous record~ (a) how many prior convictions? 
(b) for which type of offenses? 
(c). Prior arrests? 

Q 2, ACTIm!S OF NON-JmTENILE OFFICERS 

Are these actions based on policy (e.g. ordersl manuals, memos, regulations)? 

At what point in case_processing do non-juvenile officers turn the case over to 
juvenile officers? 

What is the typical sequence of activities for a (1) felony~ (2) misdemeanor? 
(*Note--use the most frequent offenses noted in an earlier quesl:ion (e.g. 
robbery) to make the response specific.) 

Q 3, ACTIONS OF JUVENILE OFFICERS RESULTING IN CUSTODY 

Ar.e these actions based on policy? (e.g. orders,. manuals, memos, regulatiol¥S) 

Do specific types of offenses that come into the unit in a paz:ticular way ( e.g. 
robberies by dispatch)? 

Q 4, JUVENILE OFFICER'S USE OF ALTERNATIVES 

Probe those checked "!'.E..~ently." If none, go. to those marked "Sometimes." 
On what basis is that decision made? 

For each checked "Never," ask: 
Is there a ~pecific policy on this? Does policy forbid such actions? 

If'''Police Programs" was checked, ask which progrcuns • 

.0'-.. , " 
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Q 4. IS A POLICE HEARING CONDUCTED? 

When' is a hearing·-not conducted? 

Who decides to conduct a hearing? 

Is the decision to have a hearing left to the discretion of the officer? 

Is an official record of proceedings kept? 

Is the hearing more useful to your decision-making in some confrontations than 
in others? 

What factors are important in making decisions at the hearing (e.g. record of 
juvenile, family concern)? 

Q 9, OFFICIALLY CHARGING/PETITIONING A JUVENILE 

Does the authority of the juvenile and non-juvenile officer overlap at any time? 

Do juvenile officers charge/petition under specific circumstances? (e.g. 
case types, certain hours of operation) 

Q 12, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AlID NON-~JILE OFFICERS 

Review response given by respondent. 

For those checked "Frequently," ask with which divisions, under what c5.rcmnstances, 
describe a typical "coordination." If none checked "E3=equently," go to • 
"Sometimes." 

Why is cooperation/exhange better with some divisions? 'Which divisions? 

For those checked "Never" why not? 

What are the most frequent problem areas? 

, , 
9 13, e, RELA'rIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AND JUVENILE COURT 

For those checked "Frequently," describe the typical situation (circumstances, 
type of case). If none checked "Frequently," go to "Sometimes ~ " 

For those checked "Never," why not? 

Would the respondent describe the juvenile court as diffe~ing in philosophy or 
attitudes than the juve."lile officer (as pertains to juveni:ies)? 
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What are the most frequent problem areas? 

Is there an informal relationship with court personnel? Describe it. 

Q 14, RELATIONSHIP WITH COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

a. Describe the nature of their relationship to the specific organizations 
listed ( e.g. do police contact agency or visa versa, how frequently is 
contact made, how is contact made, who makes it, for specific crimes, types 
or kids). 

What does th,:! organization do? 

b. Describe tlle organization in~terrns of its locations, activities, clientele, 
staff. 

Q 15, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AND CO~IDNITY OR~~IZATIONS 

For those checked liFreauently," describe the typical sit-nation (circumstances, 
. cases, offenders). If none checked "Frequently," go to ·'Some:bimes. II 

For those checked "Never," why not? 

Section V Delinquen,cy Case Flow (Departments without unit or officers-- 'exclude 
status offenders) 

Q 6 a Q 7 PROCESSING OF JUVENILE CASE 

Ask respondent to take a typical felony and misdemeanor (using a specific offense) 
and describe the processing from point of contact with officer (e.g. thJ:ough 
dispatch, walk-in) through referrals, diversions, petition to court. K1aep .. asking 
about qualifications on this process ( e.g., age of juvenile, time of day/night, 
nature of off~nse, previous record of juvenile, etc.) 

You should be able to dra"., a process flow when respondellt is finished. 

R:ELATIONSHIP BETW'EEN OFFICERS AND JUVENILE COURT 
i 4. 

For those checked "Freql.1en.tly, II describe the typ.ical situation (Circumstances ~ 
type of case). If none checkeCl. "Frequentlx," go to " Sometimes. It 

For those checked "Never," why not? 

WOuld the respondent describe the juvenile court as differing in philosophy er 
attitudes than the juvenile officer (as pertains to jl1venile$)? 

'" " . 
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICERS AND" COMMUNITY ORGANIZAT~ 

a" -De"scrib-e the nature of their relationship to the specific organizations 
listed " (e·9· do police contact aqency or visa versa, how frequently is 
contact made, how is contact made, who makes it, for specific crimesg 
t.ypes or kids). 

What does the organization do? 

b. Describe the organization in terms of its locations, activities, clientele,' 
staff. 

Q 10, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICERS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

For" those" checked. IIFrequently," describe the typical situation (c:l.t:cumstances, 
cases, offenders). If none checked "Erequently," go to "Sometimes." 

For those checked nINe~ler,": why not? 

Section VI Status Offense Case Flow 

2....3, STATUS OFFENSES HANDLED DIFFEP.ENTLY 

Are there procedural differences in the typical case flow? What are they? 

Are the:r:'e program differences? What are they? . 

Are there regulation differences? What are they? 

Is the enforcement of status offenses a discretionary decision? 

~ DUE PROCESS 

Which elements of due process are required in handling juveniles and status 
offenders? 

How are they handled (e.g., when are Miranda warnings given, if applicable}? 

Is due process used for specific cases, or offenders, or circumstances? IZ 
so, exp lain. 

"' .. ' 
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Sect:.ion VJI Data Ava il ae.,ili ~ 

For each of the reports indicated in Q 1, ;make sure that all information asked 
for on Q 2 is completed. 

Unde~ what circumstances have different record~ on reports been requested 
by individuals outside the police department? 

Are there any regulations gov~rning sh~ring data wi~ non-police organizations 
or individuals? 

If reports are destroyed 

(a) what is the manner of thei;c"destruct:i.on il (e.g. expungement, sealing}? 

(l:i) who does it? 

(c) how frequently arel:ecords reviewed for destruction? 

Cd) is the destruction covered by policy ( e.g. regulations, memos)? 

RemE!lllber: Ask for . (1) organizational cha.l:t 
(2) annual report 
(3) manuals/orders regarding the handling of juveniles 
(4) blank report forms 

.. , " 
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I Field Visit Instruments 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-,I ,e 
I ," ", . 

..,.. . 



I 
B 

~. 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
'I 
I 
',I' " 

,I 
,I 

=1' , ' . • 

,;'1 
'I 
;1 

,

':',~"I~ 

" ;t".;,.>, 

~~f:~F~~'~ 

-219 
. .!' ... -.,.-

Twelve sites were visited, each by tWo 'staff 'for a period of 

two days. The sites visited were: 

Arlington, Virginia 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Contra Costa County, Calif.ornia 
Duluth, Hinnesota 
Greensboro, North Carolina 
Lincoln, Nebraska 
Multnomah County, Oregon 
Onondaga County, New York 
Topeka, Kansas 
Torrance, California 
Tucson, Arizona 
l-lashington, D. C. 

Attached are the topics and questions covered during the site 

visits. The following topics 'were focused upon: 

Goals and Objectives 
Organization 
Jurisdiction/Authority 
Units Functions 
Case FlotV' 
Case Types 
Discretion of Officers 
Due Process 
Officer Capability 
Impact of the Unit OIl Others 
Impact of Others on the Unit 
Data A,railable 
The Unit's Overall Obj ectives 

During the course of the site viSits, the following were interviewed: 

PoliQce Department Personnel 

9 Police Department Heads 
8 Juvenile Unit Heads 

21 Juvenile Unit Officers 
45 Non-·Juvenile Officers 

8 Records Officers 
5 Planning/Development Personnel 

Court Personnel -
4 Defense Attorneys 
1 Prosecutors 

19 Intake/Probation Personnel 
10 Judges 

, 

., ' 
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Community Agencies 

11 Community Programs 
6 Social Welfare Agencies 

153 TOTAL NUMBER OF INTE~VIEWS CONDUCTED 
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gOALS AND .. OBJECTIVES 

1. What are the Goals and Objectives: 
a~ Of the department in handling juveniles 
b. Of the Unit in handling juveniles 

2. In what ways do department and unit goals and objectives dj.ffer? 

3. How were the G & 0 developed? 

40 How are the G & 0 disseminated: 
a. Throughout the department (e.g. manuals~ orders) 
b. Throughout the Unit 

5. Does any mechanism exist for evaluating whether the depart.ment or Unit is 
achieving it~ G & 01 If so, what is it? 

6. Is there any sanctioning mechanism if G & 0 are not acheived? If so, 
what is it? 

7. Do the Goals and Objectives of the Unit d:tffer frmn those of: 
a. The Court? 
b. Corrections? 

If $0, what problems does this ('.ause for the police'? 

ORGANIZATION 

1. Get a copy of the organization chart for this discussion. 

2. To which division does the Juvenile Unit Report? Rank of Officer? 
(Review ENTIRE section II for response) 

3. How is officer allocation determined? And for the Juvenile Unit? 

4. Is the role of the officer defined anywhere? For the juvenile officer? 
( .. Tt'itten? where found?) Get a copy. 

5. Who determines the focus/activ:Lties of the Unit? 

6. Who determine.s the Juvenile O.f.ficer(s) workload, work allocation, etc? 

7. The Budget, Get a copy. 
a. Who prepares it for the Unit? (talk to person, if necessary) 
b. What ts taken into consl.deration? 
c. How is it established? 
d. ~bat additional costs are associated with the Unit~s existence? 

(e.g. time contributed by employees, merchan.t contzibutions) 
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JURISDICTION/AUTHORITY 

1. Over what types of cases and tasks docs the unit h1!· .. ~e jurisdiction? 

a. Over which does the Unit have sole jurisdiction? 
h. Over which is jurisdiction shared with other police 

divisions? Which ones? 
c. Over which cases, decisions, programs, or functions 

regarding juveniles doesn't the Unit have jurisdiction? 

\ 

2. What is the nature of the relationship (cooperation, coordination, hostility) 
between the Unit and: 

a. Patrol b. Detectives c. Community Relations d. Special Units 

3. Does the Juvenile Unit have policies and procedures which are different from 
the other police divisions? Get a copy. 

4. At what level(s) is juvenile unit, policy made? (Le. what policy at which 
levels). 

UNIT FUNCTIONS 

1. Describe, in detail, the major activities of the Unit (review survey data): 

a. Nature of the activity 
b. Amount of time devoted to it 
c. Amount of manpower devoted to it 
d. Role played by the police 
e. Role pla,yed by the juvenile 

2. Are the activities governed by departmental policies, orders s etc? 

3. ~~at aspects of these functions are coordinated with other police divisions? 
Nature of the coordination? 

4~ wl1at aspects of these functions are coordinated with others outside the 
police department? Which groups? 
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CASE FLOW 

10 Review the survey questions in this section and the responses given. 
(May want tQ repeat some to check on accuracy) 

2 •. Are delinquency problems handled differently than status offenses? 

3. Depict the typical case flow for handling delinquenc~' problems. 
Take examples from typically handled situations. 

a. Cases the Unit receives ~rom Patrol 
b. Cases the Unit rece·ives from Investigations or Others 
c. Cases the Unit originates 
d. Cases never handled by the Unit 

At each decision point (those below among others) ••• 

a. Decision to investigate 
b. Decision to have a case conference 
c. Decision to make a final police determination 
d. Decision to refer to detention 

••• highlight: a. the options available 
b. the criteria used in making the decision 
c. Who it is that makes the decision 

4. Depict the typical case flow for handling status offenses, if handled 
differently from delinquency cases. Follow the above. 

5. What are the procedures when the child is a victim? 

6. tfuat are the most significant ways in which processing the juvenile differs 
from processing the adult? 

CASE TYPES 

1. tfuat are the most frequent types of cases handled by the Unit? 
(Review survey response). By Others? By both? 

2. For each type of case, describe the situational elements (e.g., time of 
day, place, "7eapon, victim). 

3. For each type of case, describe the typical offenders (e.g., race, sex, age). 

4. Availability of statistics. (Review survey, Section I, question 7) 
______ ~# cases had contact with? 

"It _______ t cases investigated? 
____ II cases diverted to c:ommunity agency? 
____ " cases placed under informal police probation/counsel:i,pg?'" 
_______ II cases Unit not had contact ~ith (but other divisions did) 

II cases arrested? 
_______ II cases referred to court? 
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OFFICER CAPABILITY 

1. How are juvenile officers recruited? 

2. How are juvenile officers selected? 

a. Selection procedure? 
b. Special qualifications? 

3. Is specialized training received prior to assuming duties as a juvenile 
officer? If so, wha·t is the nature, frequency, etc. 

4. Is specialized training received after assuming duties as a juvenile officer? 
If so, what is the nature, frequency, etc. 

5. In general, 'in which ways do juvenile officers differ from non-juvenile officers: 

a. In work style 
b. In philosophy 
c. In attitudes 
d. In personality 

I IMPACT OF THE UNIT ON OTHERS 

e 
I 

·1 
m .-
I 

1. Does the· Unit's existence affect the work of other department divisions? 

a. The way they handle juveniles? 
b. FUDLctions they perform? 

2. Does the Unit's existence affect the work of other agencies? If so, 
in what ways: 

a. Of the court (e.g., workload) 
b .. Of 'intake (e.g., their decisions) 
c. Of community programs (e.g., their volume of clientele) 

3. Does the Unit's existence create a special relationship between the. department 
and the juvenile court which wouldn't exist otherwise? 

4. What is the relationship between the Unit officers and non-juvenile officers 
.(e.g., patrol, detectives, special divisions)? 
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IMPACT OF OTHERS ON THE UNIT 

1. In what ways do others (e.g., the court, political gr.oups, community pr.ograms) 
influence the operations of the Juvenile Unit? 

2. What types of demands are placed on the Unit by others? 

3. How does the Unit respond to this influence? 

4. What types of demands are placed on the department by others? 

5. How does the department respond to this influence? 

DATA AVAILABLE 

1. Review survey for type of reports maintained and records. For each listed: 

a. Get a clean copy (or better, a completed one, without a name) 
b. What is it used for (e.g., budgeting, manpower deployment, 

setting priorities and targets, annual report)? 
c. Who uses it? 
d. Where is it kept? 
e. How long is it dept? 
f. Is the information computerized? 
g. Is the information destroyed? ,Circumstances? 

2. Who determines what data should be gathered? 

3. What statistics exist in summary form (e.g., arrest)? 

a. What is it used for? 
b. Hho gathers it? 
c •. Who is it submitted to? 
d. What information is 'summarized? .' 

4. If any previous evaluation of the Unit (see survey). Get copy. 

Report Checklist: 

________ ~Incident Report ________ ~Referral Report 
________ ~Arrest Report __________ Investigative Report 
_________ Contact Report ~~ ______ Juvenile Court Report 
________ ~Activity Log (Patrol? Unit?) 
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DISCRErION OF OFFICERS 

1. What decisions of the Unit are 'discretionary? 

a. In terms of handling juveniles (processing them) 
b. In terms of programs and functions 

2. What decisions of the individual office~ are discretionary? 

For each decision, what options exist? 
how extensive is the discretion? 
what criteria are used to make the decision? 

3. What guidelines exist for the limitation of dis.cretion? Get copies. 

a. If court guidelines, what do they cover? 
b. If department policies, manuals, orders, what do they cover? 
c. If legislatj.ve statutes, wha.t do they cover? 

4. Are there any mechanisms for holding officers accountable for their 
decisions (e.g., supervisory control, appeals board)? 

5. vfuat impact does the exercise of discretion have on the court? 

6. To what extent are laws selectively enforced? 

DUE PROCESS 

1. Review Survey Section IV, Questions 5,6,7. 
/ 

2. ~~at is the nature of the constraints under which the Unit operates 
(e.g., department orders, court guidelines, legislative statutes). 

3. In what ways are juveniles treated differently than are adults? 

4. What is the attitude of the local courts on the question of due process 
for juveniles? How is the attitude made known (e.g., through their procedllres)? 

5. What is the attitude of most juvenile officers toward due process for 
juveniles? How is this attitude made known? 

6. How do you know if due process procedures are being followed? 

7. Are there any sanction for not following due process procedures' 
(within the department, through the court) ? 

8. Get a copy of any forms, statistics, waivers, etc. 
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The daota gathering techniques used for the three case studies invobled 

structured observation of the daily activities of juvenile officers, 

structured interviews with police, court, and community agency personnel, 

and a review of closed police juvenile files. The application of these 

techniques were site-spec~fic. A two-person team remained at each of 

the three sites for a period of four weeks to gather the data. 

Observation 

A coded activity sheet was developed, based upon preliminary visits 

to eleven police departments with juvenile units (and one department 

without a unit). During the case study period, staff used an Observation 

Log to record: officer activity, the time spent on that activity, and the 

activity's relevance for either the investigation or screening function. 

A total of five juvenile officers were observed in Greensboro, five in 

Torrance, (Multnomah had no juvenile unit). Approximately 40 hours of 

observation of juvenile officers took place in both Greensboro and Torrence, 

and 30 hours of non-juvenile officers in Multnomah. 

No attempt was made to obtain a complete description of all of the 

activities of the juvenile officer. Only those activities which were part 

of the investigative and screening functions were included in the observation 

categories. Other activities were recorded just so that gross generalizations 

about the work day were possible. 

Interviews 

Structured interviews were conducted with juvenile officers, non

juvenile officers, juvenile justice personnel and community agency .. 
representatives in each site. The absolute number of interviews conducted 
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at each site varied by size of juvenile .unit and particulars of the 

department, justice system, and community. Attempts to speak with 

juveniles were made at each site, although staff were successful in 

only two of the sites. The following interviews were conducted: 

Greensboro Torrance Multnomah 

Juvenile Officers 14 5 

Non-Juvenile Officers 4 7 9 

Intake 1 1 2 

Defense Counsel 1 4 1 

Prosecuting Attorney 1 5 2 

Judge 1 2 1 

Connnunity-Based 
Agencies/Programs 9 12 6 

Juveniles 9 3 

Interviews with juvenile officers consisted primarily of debriefing those 

officers on cases closed during the period staff were on-site. The 

interview consisted of an in-depth discussion of investigation and 

screening activities and decisions ~ade in that case. Twenty-five (25) 

case debriefings were completed at each site. All other interviews were 

structured to generate differing perspectives on the work of juvenile 

officers and on police juvenile specialization. 

Case File Review 

An attempt was made to take a systematic sample of 200 files of 

juvenile cases closed within a six-month period prior to the case study 

period. The sample consisted of offenses in five categories, chosen to 

combine frequency of police handling (larceny, burglary, runaway) with 

range of problems handled (assault, vandalism). ~ 
Modifications in sample 
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selection were made at each site to accommodate different record keeping 

systems. 

In Greensboro, the juvenile unit's log of incoming cases for 1976 

was used to identify the universe. Case numbers for the five offense 

categories were abstracted, and a systematic sample of tho$e cases were 

taken to reach a sample size of 197 •. 

In Torrance, a log of the previous 12 months of closed cases (1976-77) 

was used to identify the universe of cases. Case numbers for the five 

offense categories were abstracted~ and a systematic sample of those cases 

were taken to reach a sample size of 219. 

In Multnomah, where there was no juvenile unit, there was no source 

for juvenile cases available from the Sheriff's Department. The Records 

Office keeps track of incident reports by crime category and team area, with 

no separate numbering or identification system for juvenile cases. Two 

sources were used to piece together the 1976 flow of juvenile cases in 

this department: (1) a sample of case~ from the sheriff's records in 

which the suspect was a juvenile but had not been identified or arrested 

(N=55); (2) a sample of cases referred to intake (N=155). 



, . 
I 

Ie 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.1 

'--,-------_ .. ,-----

-231 

call1ll No. _____ _ Matitel!: No. ____ _ 

Date case Rec~ived ~ ____________ ~ 'Date caso Cempleted _______ _ 

J :- •• 

Clw:qe _v __ , __ _ , ....... \. 

c::u. De$lcrlption tiD brief) ______ • ________________ _ 

1. Did you Ll:.ake t.b,e a~'est in this ease? _Yes No 
~, at what point did you recei,,-a the caseO:;-

I)id you investiq4ta the case? _Yes _NO 

3. Upon inj,t,ial. review of this case, did you anticipate the final disposition? 

_YQS _NO 

4. Did tlds case contain sufficient: iJl£cll:mation to malce a disposition when you 
zeceived it? . 

Yea No 
~, What furtliu infcimatic;>n did you want? 

s. How did you go about obtaining the additional iDformation? 

6. What infol:l!1ation was obtained £=m each technique? 

Teclmiau~ 

Discussions with 
Non-Juv. Officu 

Disc:nssions with 
JJS Agency 
Penannel 

Ducuasions with 
Youth-Servine; 
.lgenc:y PersolUle.l_ 

CUe Confuence w1th 
Juvenile 
Juv. and?i"rent 
'&rent alone ---
Otber_ 

lnfor=ation Cbtainec 
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8. 11M!! factors did you teel VIIIH most important in making YOQ& d1.npoddoon 
daeLd.cm in t.llU cue? (I.1st mel R&a.kl 

s. What vas the disposition chosen for this cue? 
Home 

-Court 
- Raatitution 
-Public Aqency-Medical. 
-Public Agency-?sycholoqical 
-PubliC Agency-Druq/Alcohol &I!hab. 
=Public Aqenco,!-<Jt!1er 

Pl:ivate Aqency-MediC3.l 
----P%ivat8 Agency-Psychological 
----Private Agency-Druq/Alcohol &I!hab. 
_Privata Agone-rOther 

_Residential 
__ Non-Residential. 

10. 'l'o which. specific aqen~ 1IU the javenile referred? 

11. Were there other dispositions !"=lu con.tl!idu~ and rejected? _Yes' _No 
!f ves, why did you raj act theI1!1 

Dispositions conside~ 

FORM 1 (cgac:.) 

Reasons Rejected 

. ' .. 
' . 

.' 
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u. tlho JII:ds the f1Ml cU8positlon decision? 

~ Officer __ SUPflr:visOl:'_ Other_~ 

13. If you lIIlIIb t.'111 t'in!lJ, disposition, dJ.d anyone reviOtl it? _Yu _Nt) 
Il lfOlI, who reviewed it? 

15. lib&t: rastric:tiens· limit your disposition decisions in this t'A_' 

StatutOl:Yf _Yea _No Which~f ________________ _ 

o:mrt: RIllo:s. ~ycs _NO Which~' __________ ~ ______ .. ..-

Dtlpt. Orders'_l'M _NO Whi:::h • .:: _______ • _________ _ 

OI'.lwr: _Yes _~ Which: __________________ _ 

115. x. then any infcrmal aqreemant: l!lI!On<; officers in tha wU.1: about hDW' th:!.s 
;articular clLSe should be disposed of? _ Yes !lQ 

11. %11 there Im'/ infornal aqreement ~nq officers in tho Illlit about how a:J'f 
CUlt shol11d be disposed of? _ Yea _ No 

FORH 1 (CODC.) 
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CASE: DEBRIEFING FORI{ -- !NVESTI~TIONS 

Haster No. ______ _ 

IIBta c.ua Recllive~ _______ Date case Completed _' _____ _ 

~.--------
C&lUI Description (in brief) 

l. Approxi.o&tely how IIlAIlY CMes were you handlinq at tho time you received this 

2. 

3 • 

4. 

case? _______ _ 

What types of reports were completed by oeber officers before you received this ca:e7 

Inci,bnt/cas~ Report 
--- Arrost/Custody 
--- Juvenile == Supplementary 

Custody 
-Referral 

Vehicle 
ot:b.er (specify) 

l)id t!lis c:ase contain sufficient infoXIIIAtion to sonl1 to court whon you rec:ieV6d .i.t? 
Yes NO 

~: What Wtulm.issinq frcm it? 

Your investiqation: 

&. WhAt t!IPe of information did your invoatigaticlb supply? 

b. Wl-..at it additional? 

c. Waa it verifyinq information? Ye~ NO 

d. What reports did ~ complete for thill t:lI.se? 

---------------_.-----"'--------

e. IICv l!W1y interviowu w~e conduet~d with: 

_ tI!4 juvanile 

f. Hew IIlIUJy iDurviaws did you conduct durinq this investiqation? _________ _ 

___ By Tel.pboM _In person _ other (spac1.."Y1 

.... ,': ~ ..... ' .. 
,'. - , , 
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5. What contact With other pollee cineer.! iltvobed In this case were m::de? 

No. Contacts Unit Assigment ReMOna for Contact 

6. Approximately what percent~e of your time was spent in the field Cor thia investigation? 
____ Jpercentage 

What was the nature of the field activities? 

"I. DId you encounter any.,toolems (non-routine I during the course oC this investigation? 
~ describe tlu; problem and how dealt With: 

8. Did you work with 3I1Y other police diVisions 00 ~ case? 

Worked with on ease? Working RelSlioQships: 

2 

Divisions Yes No I Sattsiactorr Urtsatisf3etorv 

Patrol ml([sion 
Detective Div. 

Pln.nnLng and Res. 

Training Dlv. 

Trame Dlv. 

Records 

VlcelNarcotlcs 

Comlll'lnlty ReI. 

Other (specifY) 

rom 2 (cone.) 
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2. Do ~ iJ1Stru .. -t the juvenile.officen? _Yes _IIO 
Xf yelt. What. is tbo IlAt:W:1I of tllll iJ:lse.."'"I1ction? 

3. Do 10a monitor juvenile offiaers du::inq the COW:S0 of an invelltiqation? 
Yes No 

UYes. I,iiaespec:ific Udnqs do you look fo:z:1 

4. Do you monitor juvenile offiam:s dw:inq tlle sc:z:eeninq of cases? 
Yes NO 

If ves, wiiAt"specifiC tlu.nqs de you look for? 

s. Do you review ·eadI casEl upon tIm COlllPletion of the investigation? 
Yes No 

If:Ycs, def.Cribe the :z:evie~ prccesul 

6. III III case investiqation sdlject t:Q :::aview by any other police personnel? 
Yes :lo 
~-;~m? 

7. Xs case screen..nq sdlject to review by =y ct!ler pollce porsonnel? 
Yes No 

UYes. bywbom? 

S. Do you confer with supervisors from othel: units/divisions about tM work 
of your officers? Yes No 

If yss, with whom--aEOut wiiii:tcpics? 

9. Do you pllrticipate in allY phaso of the invast!qatirm? _'las _No 
If "'G!!, what activities atld deciaiOSUl are yott involveci in? 

FORM 3 
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11. Do you partic:ipal:B ill ur[ ;;:hAs"l of the. screaru..'1q process? Yes __ No 
If xes, villl~ a.c=.rities a:ui decisions =0 101.1 ilIvolved W-

U. If an investiqation of a c:ana does noe a.ppear to be satisfaceo:y, what seeps 
aro tz1kel1 eo correct it? 

13. Arc any Cl!l.!lell reeo.u:ned by tha prosecutor or intalca for evidentiary reasons? 
Yes No 

iTYes, lT~m7 

It yes, ~"hat are the typical c:!.rc-.mstances? 

14. Havo you had AllY proble= abol.1e juvenile case investiqatiollS with any 
~ pollce tml.ts/divisicn? "Ies No 
!!..!!!.' vha~ tml.ts and whae p~em.s? --

].5. 00 101.1 reviev !ir..al dispositions? __ Yes __ So 
If yes, what specific thinqs do you look for? 

It. ~f II dispos:f.ti.::ln does not seem to be appropriate, whae steps are taken to 
correC'7. it? 

17. If YOI.1 cow.d c:!:.ange an~q aboul: the tml.t's invostiqatiollll, "Mt wol.1ld it be? 

lB. If you col.1ld cil.anqe anything about the tml.t's screeni:lq process, vha~ wol.1ld 
it be? 

e' 

FORH 3 (COllt.) 
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Juvenile Officer Background Tnform:!.l:!on 
1. Age, __ _ 

2. Ra.ce_ 

3. Sex, __ _ 

4. Number of Ye= on Forca, ______ 5. No. Of Years fIl Juvenile Unlt. ____ _ 

6. Highest level of school completed: (check one) 

__ -..:some -high school/technical. school _some college 

___ 'pgraduated high schootltechnical school ----!radua.ted college 

_some graduate school 

"t. Current enrollment iII school: (check ocel 
No cUrn!nt enrollment 

--High school Graduate School 
-College Tech.aical school (spacify), __________ _ Ci:h;r.. ______________________________________________ ___ 

8. Prel'lous assignments ill police department: 

No. Years 
Scent 

Unit/Dlv{slon Rank 

9. Training Provided as a Recruit: 

a. In lavestlg:ltlons 

.b. In Juvenilo Wor!: 

10. TT'.iDitI~ Provided 
smce JOIning me 
c!eptll'tmel1t 

a. In lavese' gatlOl1lJ 

b. In Juvenile Work 

FORK It 

,Type of Training I Subject of Training 
de. g. SetnfllS,InBt. (e. g. theory of 
f Course deUnouencvl 

I , 

,Year :Length of 
I Given ;rr:1infllg e. g 
I e.z. hour9 
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.. 
1. What suvic •• do you provide for juvenll!!s lln4 their families7 

2. llbat aro Ule cha.H.ctaristU:s of tI1a juvanUofl you see (o.q •. aqa. preblellll? 

3. Do you have eliqibillty criteria7 Yes 
If yes, WhAt are they? 

4. What' of your .:llents arc refen~d by t:hn ________ Police Depar:::::ent7 

S. Aro the cases referred to you tho ________ Policu Dapart=ant appropriatQ 
for your services? Yell ~o 

~, Iiby are t.':eYbeillq reter.ed? 

If no. What do you do with th.am1 

6. Do the police COl1llult with you prior to makinq thoir referral. c!ecision? 
Yes No 
It yes, Onder ~ cir=stances (!io<t • ..men. where and why?): 

1. Houl4 you liko to have tho polic:o refer IIlOro of thoir CllSe:I to yea? Yos 
~, iIhich k1ndn of cases? 

rOllM S 

No 
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o. Do you p:ovid6 the pollce with feeclbacJ; on the proq=eSlI of the juvenile=s 
~ they have referred? Yes ~ 

If yes. Onder what: cil:c-.:mstanceD(How. Whon;-Where. ami li'4'I?) ? 

If co. Why not:? 

9. Do you think that the Pollee Depart::::ent IS jlNanilCl officers 
havo the ability to d1;lqnoso aJld screen cases well? Yes !lO 

ElIplllina 

10. Do you keep statistics on pollce referrZlJ.s to your 11gency? Yes 
(0=0 copies) 

FOIUt ~ (cont.) . 

No 
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INTERVIEW wrm PROS:eCUTING A'l"l'ORNEY /COURT INTAKE 
investigations PUBLIC DEFENDER 

1. Statl6tlcs let' the prior yeu: 
"110 Number or juvenile cases reierred !rom 

____ Department ___ _ 

b. Percentage of all juvenile C3.Sell referred h'om ____ D~pSl'tmet.lt 
which .ore proe8I1Sed to court 

IC. Rell;5Ons for which you decline to process to court {ami" percentage frequena:y) 
~ Percel1tne of cases 

2. In cases when you decline to prosecute, do you request addltlonallnvestigattoll? 
Yes NQ E;tplain: 

°3. Do the police gener:1llyprovide evidence that Is iegallysu£ficlene? Yes __ No_ 

"4. Do the police genet':1l!yprovlde evidence that Is admissible? Yes_No_ 

"5. Do you Inform policl':! of evidentiary ar legal. problems with their casell? 
Yes No 

!!....!!!.. v.~ ~ effect (has It lmproved Inve6ttgatiOllS?) 

°6. Do you h:r.vo any reco=eudatlona far. chlUlgeS In the =01' tn which tho poUco. and 
ospocinll)' tho juvenU9 unit oUicen, dll their !nvestlgzlve w0Tk.1 

·Starred quelltlons for Public Deienaer 
?OaK 6 
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:1 CASE FILE REVIEW- SCREENING 

ZO'aster # [Se Fi 1 e :j -___ ~ 

~harge: Assault 
Burglary g. Yanda 1 ; sm 
larceny 

r Runaway 

~SPosit·lon to Residential Facil ity: Yes 
-No 

~haroe Des~ripticn .,,# .. ···_·rs .... ·'.·- "?c' 

&.}/!l. of Victims: fJ --1--
~io. of Suspects: 

. lime of I~c;dent:" -Day ~Ute(6pm-6am) 
I (njUry to Victim: _Hosp._No Hospital ztn 

r . roperty Damage:·· $100-_$100+ 
I I type of Propty: Car Personal Passn 

Merchandise 

I~ __ Other (specify) __ _ 
I 

I~ 
; Victim/Defendant Rel ati onshi p: 
I , I Known Un known 

If Known: ~riend_Neighbar 

Parent Sibling - ---
~e1ative 

~isposition: ___ Court Public Agency-
Home ~edical 

; t 2 

Police Program Public Agency-
Restitution ---Psychological 

---Pvte Agency- Public Agency-
---Medical ---Drug/Alcohol Reh 
----pvte Agency- _Other (specify): 

Psychological 
P'Vte Agency

---Drug/Alcohol Rehab 

Weapon: ."., - Yes No 

Type \o/eapon: ._Gun Knife Fist Other -.J 

Location of Incident: 
Business Street I, 

---Pvte Residnce ---Juvenile's Home 
. __ School Grnds Other(specify) 

Source of Complaint: ___ Victim __ Witness 

Police Parent 

_Self __ Other(specify) 

Other Characteristics of Interest: ------

~ 
,g 

~:. ~Other (specify) ___ , ________ ~ 

Ebefendant Characteristics 

.", _.Jrs. Sex: 

'~. of Prior Arrests: 
I_I> 

'ORM 7 ~ 

,M F Race: -Y _B _Amer.lnd.2Chic _Asian 

Other (specify): ------------------
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Uo 0 of Pri or Contacts: -- Type of Prior Convictions: ___ Fel Misd -Y&M 

D No. of Prior Con',ictions: _ Prior Contacts or Arrests 
for Same Offense? Yes No 

~ll-tory Employment History 

Known Involvement with Harijuana: 

I Yes No 

Employed Full-Time at Time of Arrest: 

No 

I Known Involvement with Heroin: Employed Part-Time at Time of Arrest: 

Yes No - Yes No 

I Known Involvement with Alcohol: Reports 

Yes No 

I SChool~tory -

Documented ~hysical/medical problems: 

~Ye'$ No 

I Full-Time Student at Time of Arrest: Documented Psychological Problems: 

Yes No Yes No 

I Part-Time Student at Time of Arrest: Documented Schoo 1 Prob 1 ems ,: 

I Yes No 

~. GradeS~schoOl at Time of Arr~st: 
Yes No -

Prior Probation Report: 

I Good Poor N.A. Yes No -
Grade Completed at Time of Arrest: --.1 

Prior Intake Report: 

Yes No 

I ..... 
Defendant/Family Interaction 

ilp~ent Attendance at Case Conference: Attitude of Parent(s}: 

I ~Yes ____ No 

Parent Ability to Control Child: 

I 

Concerned _Unconcerned 

Parent Receptiveness to Suggestions of Pol ice_ 

Yes No 
Juvenile Resides With: 

I Two Parents One Parent 

I_ -Relatives -Foster Parent 
O""her (specify) ____ _ 

Family in Treatment Previously: 

No -
Family Willingness to Obta,in Treatment: 

'i1 

Yes No 

I :OR!1 7 (cont.) 
-
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.1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 

------. ~--.;I~'----_ .... --.... _______________ It_ __ 
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Defendant Character1st1.cs. 

Attitude at time of arrest: _____ Cooperative _____ Uncooperative 

Pr-lor Treatment by Service Agency: _Yes No 
If yes; Resid~tial OR ____ Non-residential 

If yes; Specify type of agency: 

____ Police Pr~gram 

Probation 

_____ Pvte Agency-Medical 

____ Pvte Agency-Psychological 

____ yvte Agency-Drug/Alcohol Rehabilitation 

____ Public Agency-Medical 

____ Public Agency-Psychological 

_, ___ Public Agency-Drug/Alcohol Rehabilitation 

_____ Other, Specify: 

.. 

FO~~ 7 (cont.) 
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J. 
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lI&II~tU: No. 

cu. Via No. _____ _ 

1. Name 
2. Sic~. Moniker 
l. hs1dencQ 
4. Possible loc~tion. hanqout 
~. PI,ys:'cal C!u!rac'.:erist:ics 
6. Clotilin.q 
7. i'aW.Uarit"j w:ll::h iJUSPOI,:t 
S. ~~son ~or suspect ~tir-"vior 
9. Sta~eanUi ::ado by SUllPOCUl 
10. ~\eon<l of Escape 
11. O~~e~. specify _, ________ ___ 

12. Location 
13. !}lnO or Tir.la 

.. .. 
Q .. .. 
" .. .. .. 
G 

" .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
« .. .. .. 

1~. ~lPa of crico : 
15. Pnysicl1l charac~oristics of !leona : 
16. Witnesses : 
17. Ose o£ =orc~ : 
10. Cescripcion of Weapon : 
19. PosseSS10n of illoqol goods. : 
20. "t"Opt'arey ciamllr:re : 
21. Injuries : 
22. VQhicl~ i.d. : 
23 ~er. spocify : 

C. Person's Actions at Scone 

24. Vict!ln' s AC.t:.ons 
2S. Wi~~oss' Actions 
26. Police ~ctions 
27. Suspect's Actions 
26. O~~er, specity _____________ _ 

::I. :.ab TO!lts 

29. Specify _____ _ 
lO. Specify _____ _ 

E. Physical Evidence 

31. Finqerprincs 
3l. Weapons. ~1tion 
33. C:!:e ':ools 
3-!.. :!3.rcotics 
35. Stol~n Prope~y 
34. Clotllinq 
37. Blood 
38. Vohiclo 
39. Ot!l.!ll:'. s~acifV _____ _ 

FOf2t Q 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. 
" .. .. 
G .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
G .. .. .. .. .. .. 
G .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
" Q .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
" .. 
G .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
Q .. 
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OA'Il'.:,= ___ _ 
RE?O~ ________ __ 

Cl1AltCi:E:_ .... YNIT_ ... __________ __ 

~ * ., co .. .. ... .. . .. 
.. g 

: : 
------------w~-- :- -----------.~--.. 

------------~~--i!-------------.--~:r-----------------
-----------------T!---------------~!r-~-----------. , 
------~----~----~:--------.~---.--------~:---.. 
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DAILY OBSERVATION LOG 

Date, ___ Tlme In, ___ Tlme Out. __ ......JP. __ 

Task T! Eta sed me D ~otes :md Comments . 

I 

I -

-
I 

FOIlH 9 

t' :,1 

'. 
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Initial Steps 
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OBSERVATION LOG 

INVESTIGATION Al.'ID SCREmUNG 

Review initial arrest report 
Create case file 
Review local police arrest records 
Review'records of other police departments 
Receive information on new case 
Arrest suspect , 

Analyze Reports 

Anz,lyze police im.Testigation reports (all but arrest records) 
Analyze police referral reports 
Analyze prior police custody/arrest reports 

,Analyze police incident report 
Analyze p'olice detention report 
Analyze police prior contact report 
Analyze other police reports 
AnalY2;e court reports" 
Analyze probation reports 
Analyze intake report 
Analyze prosecutor rep~rt 
Analyze school report 
Analyze disposition r.eports 
Analyze referral reports 
Analyze medical/psychiatric/psychological reports 

Interview/Interrogate Principals in Case 

Interview/interrogate juvenile suspects in the field (face-to-face) 
Interview/interrogate juvenile'suspects in the police facilities (face-to-face) 
1nte~l{ew/ineerrognte juvenile suspects over the phone 
Inter.ri'e°.o1!interrogate T..ntnesses ,in the field (face-to-face) 
Intervie~!interrogate witnesses in the police facilities (face-to-face) 
Interiiew!interrogate witnesses over the phone ' " 
Intervie'iT!interrogate the victim in the field (face-to-face)' 
Interview/interrogate the parents in the field (face-to-face) 
Interview/interrogate the parents ovcerthe phone 
Interview(interrogate the parents in the p'olice facilities (face-to-face) 
Int;erview/inter.rogate parent (not as witness or victim) in office 
tnterview/interrogate parent (not as witness or victim) in the home 
Interview/interrogate other sources of information (phone, 'field, office) 

Assist Other Officers 

i Assist 
Assist 
Assist 

FORM 10 

patrol'officers 
patrol officers 
patrol officers 

( 

in the fie~d 
~n police faciliti~s 
over the phone 
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Assist detectives in the field 
Assist detectives in police facilities 
Assist detectives ove~ the phone. 
Assist other officers in the field 
Assist other officers in police facilities 
Assist other officer over the phone 

ReQuest Assistance from Othe~ .. 
Request assistance from patrol 
Request assistance from detectives 
Request assistance fT-om other juvenile officers 
Request assistance from community relations o~ficers 
Request assistance from court liaison officers 
Request assistance from othar ju't'isdictio!1s 
Request assistanl:e from other officers 

Confer with Others 

. Confer with medical/psychiatrj.c services in. the office 
Confer with medica1/psychiatri~ services in the field (or their office) 
Confer with medi~al/psychiatric services over the phone 
Confer with Intake/Probation in the office 
Coufer with. Intake/Probation in the field 
Confer with Intake/Probation over the phone 
Confer with Prosecutor in the office 
Confer with Prosecutor in the field (his-her office) 
Confer with Prosecutor over the phone 
Confer with judge in the office 
Confer with judge over the phone 
Confer with judge in the field 
Confer with youth-serving agen~ies .io. the office 
Confer with yough-ser.ri.ng agencies in the field 
Confer with youth-serving agencies over the phone 
Confer with patrol on a case 
Coufer with head of a unit 
Confer with Investigations division (morning briefing) 

Case Conference 

Conduct case conference (specify actors) in the office 
Conduct case conference. (specify actors) not in the office 

~~plete Case Records 

Complete case report 
Complete other written records 
Transcribe/Record report on tape 
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Mail noeifications 

Testify in' court 

Gather evidence 
Gather juvenile and transport to court 
Gather witnesses and transpore to court 
Gather juvenile and transport to hall 
Transport evidence 
Pick up suspect in other jurisdiction 
Process a suspect in station (booking) 
Transport Probation Officer 
Views possible stolen property in field 

. I. 
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INTERVI.£l1l SCHEDULE - Patrol and Investiaation Supervisors 

What is the relationship between your unit and the juvenile'unit?~ 

2. What is the relationship between the work of your officers and the work of 
juvenile officers? 

I 
I 3. Do you or your officers know , in detail, what the juvenile unit does? ____ Yes _____ No 

If Yes, what is that: 

D 

I 
I 
I 4. 

e 
I 

Does the \'lOrk of your officers overlap in any way with that of the juvenile unit?_Y_N i 

If Y~, in which ways: 

I 
: I 5. What would be the impact on your officers if there was no juvenile unit? 

I 
I 
{' 
I Form .. 11 

'.1/' 

" 
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!mS'n:n tIJ.')., ______ _ 

CBiUlIZ _______ _ 

AG2 A~ 'tt.'!E OF ~. _____ _ 

1. Briefly explain the c:l.rCUlDStancee of your involvement with tlle police. 

2. 'Ilhat was the disposition in your case? 

3. Did you discuss your CD~e vith a juV'lllile officer? Waa 'A juvenile officer 
invol -.red in any a.spec'~ of your case? 

4. H&s the Juvenilo Officer any different from other police of!icers that 
you WGl:1S in contact vith? . 

S. Did you ~~ect ~~o disposition that you received? 

If not, why not? 

G. Did you feel that the disposition WIllI fair? 

1.f not, vhy not? 

7. ::0 you. baw any friends or acquaintancolll wbo haw ~.en involved with tho 
polic",? 

!'OM 12 
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