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ABSTRACT 

This repOrt presents a summary of the current state of knowledge on 

police juvenile units by briefly tracing the historical development of 

juvenile units, presenting the results of a national survey of juvenile 

units, discussing the primary goals of these units, and outlining a frame-

work within which the operation of such units can be understood and evalu-

ated. The report does not purport, however, to prescribe how a police 

juvenile unit should be organized and operated. 

Along with the limited prior evaluative literature on juvenile unit 

effectiveness, the results of new research sponsored by this study are 

presented. Research on the investigative function of two juvenile units, 

for example, suggests that police j~venile officers gather relatively few 

items of new information during their case investigations. Research on 

the screening function of these same units suggests that uniformity in 

case dispositions among officers in a given unit may exist only for a 

small number of offenders and offenses. 

The report recommends gathering baseline data on juvenile units and 

developing a plan for monitoring unit operations. It offers several 

recommendations for future research within the unit and the juvenile jus-

tice system as a whole, although it discourages' an,in-depth national evalu-

ation of police juvenile units. 

The report should be of interest to police chiefs concerned with the 

internal management of their organizations and to juvenile justice ad-

ministrators concerned with efficient operation of the juvenile justice 

system. 

., 

PREFACE 

In August 1976 the Police Foundation was awarded a one-year, Na-

tional Evaluation Program (NEP) grant by the National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) of the Law Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration (LEAA) United States Department of Justice, to con-

duct a study of police juvenile units. This first phase of a possible 

~No-phase assessment required an analysis of the information available 

about police juvenile units: the major issues; a framework in which to 

consider these units; a description of the methods, the results, and the 

effectiveness of projects and programs; and strategies for a local and 

national evaluation, if further evaluation seemed useful. 

This NEP Phase I study focuses.on the operations of police juvenile 

units. Previous studies, in their exploration of juvenile diversion, 

youth service bureaus, and delinquency prevention, reviewed Dome aspects 

of police work with juveniles, but none focused on the juvenile unit or 

considered the full range of juvenile officer responsibilities. This 

summary report of unit activities should be considered an abridged ver-

sion of the final report. 

The study was fortunate to have received direction and critical com-

ments from an advisory board of individuals having. varying backgrounds 

and skills: 

Syl"lria Bacon, Judge, Superior Court of the District of 
Columbia 

Jameson Doig, Professor, Woodrow Wilson School of Public 
and International Affairs, Princeton University 

Eddie Harrison, Director, Pretrial Intervention Project, 
Baltimore, Maryland 

., 
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Ma1e.olm Klein, Professor, Department of Sociology, Uni­
versity of Southern California 

Thomas Sardino, Chief, Syracuse, New York, Police 
Department 

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

Sincere thanks are due Phyllis Mod1ey, Jan Hu11a, and Dick Barnes of LEAA 

for their accessibility and consistent good judgment, and to Joseph Nay 

of the Urban Institute, whose ideas on program evaluation were instru-

mental in forming the approach taken by this study. Advice from the staff 

of the Police Foundation was helpful and supportive. John Greacen, former 

director of program, in particular, provided a unique experiential back-

ground a.gainst which ideas could be tested, and a genuine concern for 

juveniles which forced staff regularly to question their observations and 

conclusions. The data-gathering assistance of Neil Bomberg, Karen Schwartz, 

and Linda Patterson is gratefully acknowledged. 

Roberta Rovner-Pieczenik 
Project Director 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The role of the .po1ice in handling juvenile offenders is in a state 

of transition. Organizational changes in policing, which include the 

movement toward team policing and decentralization are minimizing the 

use of the specialist officer. Statutory c,hanges a:re narrowing both the 

scope of police jurisdiction over classes of juveniles (e.g., through laws 

decriminalizing status offenses) and the d:iscretion available to police 

in reaching a disposition (e.g., through laws requiring that d.esignated 

cases be referred to the adult criminal court). Increasing serious juve-

nile crime, and the perceived failure of the juvenile justice system 

either to prevent or to control it, ·has r:eopened a dormant philosophical 

debate in which the issue is the need fo'c a separate system of justice 

for juveniles. 

The specialized police juvenile unit is particularly vulnerable to 

the changes taking place. Most juvenile units were established before 

1960 in response to theories now in question and circumstances that may 

no longer exist. Further, department support for these units has been 

weak; these units have suffered the derision of nonjuveni1e officers. 

Because police. departments are beginning to question whether their spe-

cialized juvenile units make a contribution to the handling of juveniles 

and juvenile cases, it is importar.Lt to review and evaluate the knowledge 

available on these units. 

-2-

National Evaluation P~ogram 

Criminal Justice po1icymakers often have been hampered by a lack 

of sound information on the effectiveness of various approaches and 

programs. The NatioO:a1 Evaluation Program (NEP), sponsored by the Na­

tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) of 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) , has attempted to 

provide decisionmakers with practical information on the benefits and 

limitations of selected criminal justice programs currently in use 

throughout the country. 

Each NEP assessment co t t ncen ra es on a specific topic consisting 

of groups of continuing programs having similar objectives and strate­

gies. The evaluations attempt to identify key issues, develop a context 

in which to analyze the progr~s, describe the operations and outcomes 

of these programs, and generally assess their effectiveness. The ini-

tia1 phase of any NEP is expected to assist policymakers in planning 

and funding decisions and to provide the basis for LEAA to decide whether 

to conduct a more rigorous national eva1uatJ."on f h o t e topic as part of 

a second phase of the program. 

This;Jeport of a one-year study by the Police Foundation is the re-

sult of an NEP focusing on th t" f e opera J.ons 0 the police juvenile tmit. 

Previous NEPs, in their exploration of juvenile diversion , youth service 

bureaus, and delinquency prevention, were limited in their review of 

Police work with J",uvenJ."les. N f d h one ocuse on t e juvenile unit nor con-

sidered the full range of juvenile officer responsibilities. Because 

most city and county police agencies serving midd1e- and large-sized 

cities maintain such a unit, and because this unit is responsible for 

f , 
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deciding whether suspected juvenile offenders should continue through 

the juvenile justice system, knowledge about the unit's operations is 

essential to both the police department housing the unit and to the 

juvenile justice system of which it is a component. 

This report differs from previous NEPs in several ways. First, 

before this study was conducted, there was no way of knowing how many 

police juvenile units were in operation. Previous NEPs focused on juris-

dictions operating programs known to, and, in many cases, funded only by, 

LEAA. Second, police juvenile units operating within different depa~t-

ments have evolved according to individual department needs and chau,'j;.tug 

community mores, whereas previous NEP studies were concerned with ~ 

group of programs having similar objectives and operations. Third, and 

perhaps most. important, a body of evaluations does not exist for police 

juvenile units as it does for other topic areas. Unlike other criminal 

justice programs developed in the past fifteen years, in tandem with the 

increasing sophistication of evaluation techniques and external require-

ments for assessing program effectiveness, police juvenile units were 

created by police departments themselves and have not been subject to 

rigorous examination from external agencies. Recently, however, police 

departments have begun to look more closely at the role of the juvenile 

unit within the department. 

This study paid particular attention to identifying existing 

police juvenile units and describing their operations. Because so little 

information about such units is available, the research team had to explore 

aspects of unit operation common among police juvenile units around the 

nation. As a result, the staff developed a body of descriptive 
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information about police juvenile units rather than simply assessing 

already existing information. 

Scope of Study 

The goals of thi'S" study of police juvenile units were 

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

2. To construct a framework for comparing police juvenile units; 

3. To conduct preliminary research on selected policy questions 
related to police juvenile unit functions; 

4. To indicate the issues that merit further study at the local 
and national levels; and 

5. To recommend future research and evaluation designs. 

The final report addresses each of these objectives. This document sum-

marizes the final report, presenting a context for understanding police 

juvenile unit operations, the conclusions of a national survey of juve-

nile units, some of the results of research on two major unit functions, 

and several judgments of national trends based on contact with many 

police departments. 

This study defined a police juvenile unit as any organizationally 

definable unit within a police department having primary responsibility 

for handling juveniles or juvenile cases. 

According to this definition, a department" may have more than one 

juvenile unit. Most agencies consider the youth aid bureau, the juvenile , 
division, the youth section, or the juvenile bureau to be the primary 

juvenile unit, but many departments delegate authority ov~r juveniles to 

more than one unit. For example, the Lincoln, Nebraska, Police Depart-

ment has two juvenile units according to this study's definition: the 

Youth Aid Bureau, which investigates and screens alleged juvenile 
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offenders, and the School Resource Program, which operates delinquency 

prevention programs in the elementary and junior high schools. 

Distinguishing the terms, "juveniles" and "juvenile cases," in the 

definition indicates 'that not all juvenile units deal solely or primarily 

with juvenile offenders. On the contrary, many juvenile units sponsor 

community programs for youths who are not, and may never be, alleged of-

fenders, and other units deal with juveniles who are the victims of of-

fenses perpetrated by either juveniles or adults. In most states, juve-

niles may be judged delinquent for committing either a criminal or a 

status offense. The age of majority used in the study reflected the age 

standard under which each police department operated. 

The quantitative and qualitative data presented, with the exception 

of the national survey results, are most representative of police de-

partments having between 150 and 600 full-time sworn officers, serving 

middle-sized cities and counties with populations of between 100,000 

and 250,000. 

Methods of Data Gathering 

The data collection methods used for this study involved a research 

strategy that followed a particular chronology: 

• Literature review of police-juvenile op,erations 

• 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 juvenile 
unit 
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The reason for including departments that did not have a juvenile 

unit was to highlight questions and issues about operating such a unit 

that might otherwise have gone unrecognized. The dearth of existing 

data on juvenile unics' precipitated original data collection endeavors 

at each research stage. 

Literature Review 

The literature review focused on issues that emerged from a tele­

phone survey of 42 national authorities in the area of police-juvenile 

relations. The individuals telephoned were selected from lists of pro-

fessors, researchers, and police officers having a national reputation 

for holding a particular point of view, conducting an important study,' 

or operating an interesting program.* The six key issues reviewed were: 

(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 follow a legalistic or paternalistic 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? 

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

Most of the literature reviewed, with the exception of studies of dis-

cretion, was based on subjective data, without an empirical base. 

*The final report contains the names of the individuals interviewed 
and the results of the literature review. 
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Mail Questionnaire 

Staff conducted a national survey that consisted of mailing ques-

tionnaires to city and county police departments serving a population 

of 100,000 or more, as listed in the 1976 Municipal Yearbook or the 1975 

Uniform Crime Report (N = 165). The questionn,aire attempted to pinpoint 

police departments having a juvenile unit, pursue issues mentioned in 

the lite~ature review, and gather descriptive information on unit ac-

tivities. The questions covered such topics as: 

• department characteristics 
• organization of juvenile specialization 
• nature of offenses handled 
• status of juvenile officers 
• training of juvenile officers 
• juvenile unit operations and activities 
• juvenile unit jurisdiction 
• processing the alleged delinquent 
• reports and files used 

The covering letter requested the department's participation in the re-

search endeavor and asked that the survey questionnaire be completed by 

the head of the juvenile unit. Where no unit existed, the planning and 

research staff was to complete the form. 

Of the 165 questionnaires distributed, 137 replies were received 

(83 percent): 84 percent of the city police departments and 73 percent 

of the county police departments returned the questionnaire.* 

*The response rate for cities and counties is as follows: 

Population Categories City Cbunty 

1,000,000+ 83% 67% 
500,000-1,000,000 60 80 
250,000-500,000 88 79 
100,000-250,000 79 67 

There was no observable difference in the geographic spread of respondents 
and nonl:espondents. 

-8-

Telephone Survey 

A telephone survey was conducted in 30 of the departments that re­

sponded to the questiOl1naire. Sampling departments within population 

categories ensured a proportional distribution of departments of vary­

ing size. Where a juvenile unit existed, the commander of the unit was 

interviewed. This survey provided detailed information in some areas 

covered briefly in the mail questionnaire; validated some questions on 

the mail questionnaire which appeared, on preliminary analysis, to be 

problematic; and asked questions 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 and provided the data necessary to select departments for 

field visits. 

Field Visits 

The function of the juvenile unit and the scope of its jurisdiction 

over juveniles became the primary criteria for selecting sites to visit. 

Staff categorized the 30 departments surveyed by telephone according to 

the unit's primary functions (investigation, screening, program opera­

tion) and jurisdiction (al], juveniles, some juveniles), and made an 

effort to select departments for site visits from within each of these 

categories. Secondary criteria included geographi~al locale, size of the 

population served, and size of the police department. 

Two staff members visited 12 departments for a period of t'to70 days 

each: Arlington County, Virginia; Baltimore, Maryland; Contra Costa 

County, California; Duluth, Minnesota; Greensboro, North Carolina; 

Lincoln, Nebraska; Multnomah County, Oregon; Onondaga County, NeW' York; 

, 
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Topeka, Kansas; Torrance, California; Tucson, Arizona; and Washington, 

D.C.* In each department staff members talked with juvenile and non-

juvenile police officers, with juvenile justice personnel (prosecutors, 

probation officers, public defenders, judges), and with representatives 

of community-based treatment services and facilities. During the visit, 

the staff members gathered information about the uni~'s operations, em-

phasizing its role in both the departme.nt and the juvenile justice sys-

tem; collected statistics on reported offenses, clearances, and arrests; 

and reviewed policy and procedural manuals and report forms used in the 

unit. 

Case Studies 

Although juvenile units perform a variety of activities, the investi-

gation and screening functions were the primary responsibility of most 
,-- .. ~ 

units and seemed suitable for intensive study. Specific juvenile pro-

-10-

the investigation aspect of its work, handling all alleged juvenile 

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

aspect of its operation, receiving cases after investigation by either 

or both patrol and deb=ctives. The Multnomah County, Oregon~ police 

department, a department organized according to a team polici.\g model, 

was selected for the third case study so that staff could make compari-

sons between the departments that did have a unit and the one that did 

not. 

Research in the two departments that had juvenile units focused on 

questions about investigation and screening operations. The investiga-

tion questions were~ 

(1) What kinds of information do juvenile officers collect? 

(2) Does the information juvenile officers collect add to that 
gathered by other police officers? 

(3) Is the information juvenile officers collect essential for 
grams operated by different departments varied enough to discourage de- case prosecution? 

tailed exploration. Departments also varied according to which division 

operated a particular program. Although juvenile officers also were in-

volved in administration and public relations, these activities were not 

usually a unit's primary function. 

Staff chose three departments for further .study, each serving 

populations of similar size. In two of the departments a juvenile unit 

performed the investigation and screening functions·common to juvenile 

unit operations, but the units differed enough to make comparisons in-

teresting. The juvenile unit in Greensboro, North Carolina, emphasized 

*A description of each field visit site appears in Chapter III of 
the final reJ.>::>rt. 

The screening questions were: 

(1) What alternatives do juvenile officers use? 

(2) What c:dteria do juvenile officers use to dispose of a 
case? 

(3) Are similar cases disposed of uniformly? 

In Multno~h County these questions were asked ~f patrol officers and in-

vestigators who handle alleged delinquents in the course of their routine 

police work. 

The information gathered at each site focused on five common offen' 

ses: assaults, burglaries, larcenies, vandalism, and runaways. Staff 

members spent a total of eight weeks at each site, observing juvenile 
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unit officers,during their daily activities, debriefing these officers CHAPTER II 

on cases closed during the on-site period, interviewing nonjuvenile offi- THE JUVENILE UNIT IN NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

cers and other officials in the juvenile justice system, and abstracting 

data from recently closed case files. Historical Background -

Organization of the Report Police specialization in handling juveniles developed in tandem 

This report presents a summary of the information found in greater with the emergence of a separate justice system for youth. Until the 

detail in the final report .. It describes the operations of police juve- close of the 19th century, laws, courts, and correctional institutions 

nile units in an analytical framework that will enable a later evalua- did not differentiate between juvenile and adult offenders. By the turn 

tion of their operations on a local and nation.al level. of the century, however, reform-minded groups were instrumental in es-

Chapter II provides a perspective for looking at police juvenile tablishing the juvenile court as a new social institution. Influenced 

units. It presents an abridged history of the emergence of the juvenile by the concept of parens patriae, the new court was expected to take the 

unit, a review of the existing literature on the juvenile unit, and a role of parents and correct previous crimin.al justice system abuses of 

tabulation of the responses to some of the questions asked in the na- juveniles by: (1) separating children from the formality and harshness 

tional mail survey, and recommends a fr~ffiework for future research and of adult criminal court proceedings; (2) diagnosing the problems of 

evaluation. Chapters III and IV assess, respectively, specified research youth; (3) providing treatment and rehabilitation instead of punishment; 

questions on the investigation and screening functions. Information on and (4) helping the juvenile avoid the stigma of a criminal label. This 

the program operation function of juvenile units is found in Chapter V. was to be accomplished by removing juveniles from the adult court and 

The final chapter, Chapter VI, discusses future evaluation and research creating special programs and trained personnel for the delinquent, de-

needs uncovered during the course of the study. pendent, and neglected youth. 

The first law defining juvenile delinquen~y was passed by the Illi-

nois legislature in April 1899; the juvenile court began functioning 

several months later. The first police juvenile officers appeared during 

that year in Chicago to service the Cook County juvenile court. Under 

the Illinois Juvenile Court Act of 1899, Illinois designated probation 

a preferred alternative to incarceration of juveniles, but funds were 

never allocated for probation officers. The new juvenile justice system 
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substituted an available commodity--the police officer. Titled "police 

probation officers," these officers served as liaison between the po-

lice and the juvenile court. They wrote delinquency petitions, set 

hearing dates, notif~ed the involved parties, issued summonses, presented 

the case at the hearing, and offered recommendations for dispositions. 

They did not supervise probationers. According to Sterling, in his 

History of The Juvenile Bureau of The Chicago Police Department, the de-

ve10pment of the juvenile specialty may have been forced upon an unwi11-

ing police department. 

Using the Chicago experience as a base, other departments insti-

tuted variations that typified the police response to problem juveniles 

for more than half 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 crime in a variety of ways: 

• • • the New York City police assigned welfare 
officers to residential precincts; the Chicago po­
lice created an employment bureau for young men; 
and the Los Angeles police department detached of­
ficers to the juvenile courts. •• . .• Commis­
sioner Woods of New York City • • • even decorated 
the station houses with trees at Christmas, invited 
the neighborhood children to stop by; and loaded 
them down with modest gifts on the assumption that 
by winning their affection the department was de­
terring juvenile delinquency. 1 

By 1950, juvenile units or juvenile officers were institutionalized in 

many police departments ae~oss the nation. 

During the 1950s, police departments with juvenile officers began 

to consolidate their juvenile specialists and services under one division 

-14-

and command. Police juvenile sub specialties developed (e.g., gang con­

trol) to meet specific needs. The police juvenile unit of the 1960s 

launched delinquency prevention programs (e.g;, Police Athletic League, 

Officer Friendly Program), to combat the continually increasing number 

of delinquents. Positive police-community relations were stressed as .a 

means of preventing delinquency. According to responses to the national 

mail survey undertaken for this study, 67 percent of the 98 reporting 

departments formed their juvenile unit after 1950. 

The irony of the 75-year development of a separate juvenile j~stice 

system has been the growing skepticism of the assumptions, operations, 

and consequences of this system. Many observers believe it is abusive 

to the individuals it was established to protect. Paul Lerman, in 

Delinquency and Social Policy, has succinctly summarized the litany of 

unfulfilled promises: 

Major critics of the Court assert that the juvenile­
court reformers promised a great deal more than they 
could possibly accomplish. They promised that the 
court would provide treatment and rehabilitation in­
stead of punishment, but they were never able to offer 
the variety of services that these intentions re­
quired. 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 forma1iti of.adu1t crimina1-
court procedures" but it supplied arbitrary decision­
making unconstrained by the traditional and constitu­
tional guarantees of due process. The court promised 
expertise in the diagnosis and treatment of problem 
children, but it was unable to provide the necessary 
knowledge; 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 func­
tioning and outcomes of the court's actual operations. 2 
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The juvenile unit of the 19j'Os has had to respond to judicial rul-

ings which have extended to juveniles due process rights previously ac­

corded only to adults;3 to a growth in juvenile crime which has been 

described as "a crisi·s of staggering dimensions"; 4 to competing sugges-

tions and sets of standards developed by commissions and task forces to 

examine the problem of police-juvenile relations;5 to state legislatures 

that want to handle the violent juvenile offender as an adult 6 and de-

criminalize status offenses (e.g., runaways);7 and to fundamental changes 

in police organization and strategy that open to question the need for 

specialized juvenile officers and units. S 

Juvenile Unit Literature 

There is a dearth of useful literature that focuses directly on the 

police juvenile unit.* One review of the literature on police juvenile 

units undertaken in 1967 produced remarks which are equally valid 

today: 

Although the literature presents a wide assortment of 
articles, pamphlets, and books that describe the or­
ganization and administration of a juvenile unit and 
the definition of its role, there is a great deal of 
duplication and repetition. It seems there are several 
outstanding sources that represent a main reservoir of 
ideas and these ideas appear through the writings of 
others with little modification or change. 9 

The "outstanding sources" that produced the "re·servoir of ideas" in 

10 1967 have been replaced by others 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 

*An expanded review of literature on police work with juveniles 
can be found in the final report. 
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Prevention (Task Force);ll the other by a Joint Commission of the In-

stitute for Judicial Administration and the American Bar Association 

(IJA/ABA).12 The Task Force standards cover many aspects of police work 

with juveniles: referrals of juveniles to court; the use of alterna-

tive dispositions; the specificity of codes and policy guidelines; the 

selection, training, and promotion of juvenile officers; coordination 

with public and private agencies; investigative practices; establishing 

the unit; and officer accountability. The IJA/ABA standards deal with 

many of these areas, as well as with the police role in delinquency pre-

vention, police authority to arrest, and legal and procedural guidelines 

for police operations. 

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

they rely heavily on value judgments ·whiclt are presented in the absence 

of data to support underlying assumptions. For example, Task Force 

Standard 7-1, on the organization of police-juvenile operations, suggests, 

"Every police agency having more than 75 sworn officers should establish 

a juvenile investigation unit, and every smaller police agency should 

establish a juvenile investigation unit if community conditions war-

t 
,,13 ran • The standard also specifies unit responsibilities, such as 

juvenile investigations, assistance to field officers, and liaison with 

other agencies interested in juvenile matters. But without data to 

support the assumption of the general effectiveness of such an organi-

zational arrangement, it is difficult to assess the merits of competing 

arguments.made by departments that favor team policing or the generalist 

officer model. 

,(1 
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The most comprehensive data on police Juvenile unit operations re-

suIted from a national survey of Police practices involVing juveniles 

undertaken by Richard Kobetz for the International Association of Chiefs 

of POlice (IACP) in rg70,14 Kobetz mailed a questionnaire to approxi-

mately 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 practices, The 

general areas reviewed were: initial police contact with juveniles; 

formal and info_l dispOSitional alternatives for dealing With de-

linquents; selection, qualifications, and training of police juvenile 

officers; organizational Policies and staffing of police programs for 

handling juveniles, Although the study provides considerable info __ 

tion on the practices of departments in 1970, it is not comparable to 

the data gathered for the ,present study; only 13 percent of the respon_ 

dents from the Kobetz survey Came from departments serving populations 

of more than 100,000; all of the departments surveyed and visited during 

this study served jurisdictions of that size. 

National Survey of Juvenile Units: Results 

The absence of recent, comprehensive information on police juvenile 

units prompted the design and distribution of ~ national mail survey, 

The survey Was conducted primarily to identify existing police juvenile 

units, to ask questions which would place each unit Within its larger 

organizational Setting, and to gather info_tion on unit activities, 

The picture of Police juvenile unit operations that emerged from the 

survey is presented below, Because the survey was designed before the 

staff made field visits, as a way of gathering a Wide range of info_tion 
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quickly an d economically, this chapter should be the data presented in 

to the 'dered preliminary cons~ that appear in ' hts and conclusions ins~g 

* later chapters. 

Spe
cialization** tments hav-Department - 'dentify all depar 

t of all, to ""-attempted, firs 124) 
The survey , *** Responses (N = 

'h dling' j uven~les . d 
't for an, . t

4 

ty 
specialize un~ organizational en • 

departments had an 
percent of the , h d juvenile 

ing a 

indicated that 89 

known as the J' uvenile unit; 6 percent of t e h departments a 

officers, 

neither a 

, nile unit; but no Juve '. departments had and 5 percent of the 

juven~le un , it nor juvenile According to these sta­officers. 

tistics, the large , f departments had proport~on 0 fo rm of specialized some 

ability to deal with juveniles. which had a juvenile The departments 

be serving cities unit were more likely to , , (93 percent vs. than count~es 

73 percent of respon en , d ts respectively). 

information on the Table 1 summarizes , 'Ie unit Qffi­number of juven~ 

cers foun ~n d ' police f varying s~ze. departments 0 ding to statistics Accor 

As the size 1 trend emerges: 
in Table 1, a genera increases, 

of the department in-

creases, t he number of 'Ie officers in the unit juven~ In gen-

of fewer than 400 eral, departments officers are likely to have fewer 

l td questions; ts data for only se ec e h ter presen t 
*This c ap in the fina,l repor . 1 sis is available 'anay 

the complete 

uestion on the survey 
b r of responses to each q licable to all depart-**The absolute num e estions were not app h t did not respond 

1 because some qu e from departments tha 'hout this sec-varied, part y , tion cam d t roug , 
Some of the var~a h d'ffering Ns use , lar quest~on ments. I' ble questions. T e ~ ndents to the part~cu to all app ~ca 1 number of respo tion represen t the tota 

discussed. 

***The survey instrum police departments. ent was mailed to 165 
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than 10 juvenile officers in a unit; departments of 400 or more officers 

are likely to have 11 or more juvenile officers. 

In comparison with the rest of the units in the departments, the 

juvenile units report"ed smaller budget increases. Of the 112 responding 

departments, 87 percent noted an increase in the department's budget 

over the previous year, but only 70 percent of the respondents indicated 

an increase in the juvenile unit's budget. 

The data indicate an upward trend in the establishment of juvenile 

units since the 1930s, which reached a peak in the 1950s. The emergence 

of new units tapered off in the 1960s, but picked up again during the 

1970s. The units established during the 1970s noted the following reasons 

for their creation: (1) an increase in crimes committed by and against 

juveniles; (2) a perceived neer for organizational efficiency through 

specialization; and (3) a desire to emphasize prevention. 

Date Juvenile Unit Established 

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

21% 
13 
33 
18 
13 

2 
(N=98) 

Of the 92 departments responding to a question on funding, 19 per-

cent currently receive some LEAA funds for their juvenile unit; 37 percent 

of 64 responding departments indicated that their unit£>, had ,previously 

received such funds. These respondents report that they received funds 

for either the creation of a juvenile unit (e.g., personnel, equipment); 

the expansion of a unit; or the development of special unit programs 

(e.g., pretrial diversion). 

'1 i 

------------- - -~ 
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Of 99 departments responding to a question on departmental organi­

zation, 77 departments (78 percent) reported that juvenile units are 

organizationally placed within the criminal investigation divi.sion. The 

remaining units are p'laced with patrol (11 percent), community relations 

(4 percent), administration (4 percent), and other divisions (3 percent). 

Characteristics of Juvenile Units 

Personnel. Responses to a question a$king for the rank of the com-

manding officer of the juve.nile unit produced the following statistics: 

Insp1actor 
Major 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Other 

1.9% 
3.7 

24.3 
46.7 
16.8 
6.5 

(N=107) 

According to these statistics, almost half of unit commanders hold the 

rank of lieutenant, and another 30 percent hold ranks higher than 

lieutenant.* A separate question revealed that almost half of the unit 

commanders report to an officer who holds the rank of captain; an addi­

tional 27 percent report to a deputy chief.* 

Slightly more than half of 10~ respondents indicated an educational 

requirement for eligibility as a juvenile officer; of 103 responding de­

partments, 75 percent required a fixed number of years' experience in 

the department. Of 105 responding departments, 80 percent said they 

offer specialized training to juvenile officers and more than half stated 

that this training is required. Responses to a question on location of 

*It should be noted that not all departments have the same rank 
str~cture: The same ranks may not exist in each department; and the same 
rank can mean different things in different departments. 
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training indicated that the department provides most of the trai~ing, 

with colleges and universities providing a relatively large share as 

well. * 'rwo-thirds of the respondents also indicated that juvenile unit 

officers participateain training nonjuvenile officers. 

Most juvenile officers work out of uniform: 79 percent reported 

working in plain clothes, and an additional 19 percent of the units re-

ported having a. mix of uniformed and plainclothes officers (N = lOB). 

Juvenile officers are not the exception to the standard rule that police 

carry guns; officers in all units are armed while on duty (N = lOB). 

Duty shifts covered by juvenile officers vary considerably across 

units. According to Table 2, 35 percent of the responding units work 

all shifts; in direct contrast, 21 percent work only one weekday shift. 

TABLE 2: Distribution of Police Departments 
with Juvenile Units 

Duty Shiftsa Percentage of Respondents 

All Shifts 
Weekends and Weekday--Two Shifts 
Weekends and Weekday--One Shift 
Weekdays--Two Shifts 
Weekdays--One Shift 
Other Combinations 

~xcludes times listed as "on call." 

35 
21 

5 
12 
21 

6 
(N=107) 

:~'rhe survey data on selection and training should be reviewed along 
with the information that field visits provided. The field visit data 
lead staff to question the validity of survey responses. 
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Juvenile Offenses Handled. Each state legislature defines the age 

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

state considered an individual a juvenile indicate that most states use 

lB years of age as the age of majority. Responses were as follows: lB 

years of age, 66.7 percent of the respondents; 17 years of age; 23.6 per-

cent; and 16 years of age, 9.B percent. 

In response to questions about the juvenile offenses most often 

handled by the unit, the departments replied: 

Larceny 
Status Offenses 
Burglary 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Sexual Assault/Robbery/Murder 
Drug Violations 
Other Offenses 

29% 
24 
lB 

7 
6 
3 
3 

10 
(N=307) * 

Accord~ng to these fig~res, larcenies, status offenses, and burglaries are 

most frequently handled by juvenile units. It is significant that only 

9 percent of the responding departments reported that the units frequently 

handled assault.ive c.rimes. 

Because the status offense label covers a variety of behavior, staff 

undertook a separate analysis of frequently handled status offenses. As 

shown by the figures presented below, "runaway" and "incorrigible" are 

the most frequently handled status offenses: 

*The survey requested the three juvenile offenses handled most often 
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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Incorrigible 
Truant 
Curfew Violation 
Use of Alcohol 
Other 

-24-

34% 
26 
16 
11 

6 
7 

(N=329)* 

Of the responding departments, 10 percent reported having to deal with 

gang problems (N = 121); 53 percent reported having a school crime p~ob­

lem (N = 117); and 86 percent of 89 responding departments handled cases 

involving adult offenders in which a juvenile was a victim (e.g., abuse 

and neglect). 

Juvenile Unit Operations. Responding to four separate questions on 

activities performed, 94 percent of the respondents stated that the unit 

investigated cases frequently (N = 105); 46 percent counseled frequently 

(N = 101); 32 percent conducted programs frequently (N = 91); and 27 per-

cent patroled frequently (N = 98). 

Another series of questions asked whether a unit sponsored or par-

ticipated in programs of a specific nature. Responses appear in Table 3. 

Data in Table 3 suggest that most of the responding departments partici-

pate in a variety of programs, but fewer sponsor these programs.** 

*The survey requested the three status offenses most often handled 
by the unit. The number 329 represents the tabulation of all first, 
second, and- third most frequently handled status offenses by the 115 
departments responding to the question. The rank-corder is based on the 
frequency with which a status offense was mentioned. 

**The relatively small number of responses to these questions 
leaves theirgeneralizability in question. 

Unit 
Involvement 

Sponsor 
Participate 
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TABLE 3: Programs Sponsored or Participated in 
by Juvenile Units 

Safety Police School Recreation 
Program Probation _.Program Program 

31.1% 30.4%_ 33.3% 22.7% 
68.9. 69.6 66.7 77 .3 

(N=6l) (N=23) (N=9l) (N=44) 

Diversion 
Programa 

40.0% 
60.0 

(N=90) 

aTelephone interviews indicated that departments confused the operation 
of a diversion program with using diversion. as a process of screening 
juveniles out of the system; the percentage, then, may be inflated. 

Questions about the handling of juveniles by nonjuvenile unit offi-

cers indicated that nonjuvenile officers perform a variety of tasks in 

juvenile cases (Table 4). These da4a suggest that nonjuvenile officers 

are particularly -involved in contacting parents (81.4 percent of respon-

dents) and investigating offenses (80.2 percent of respondents). 

TABLE 4: Tasks Performed by Nonjuvenile Officers 
in Juvenile Casesa 

Nonjuvenile 
Officer Tasks Yes 

Contacts Parents (N=97) 8l.4%" 
Investigates (N=96) 80.2 
Interrogates (N=97) 68.0 
Charges (N=79) 51. 9 
Fingerprints (N=8l) 45.7 
Photographs (N=79) 43.0 

No 

18.6% 
19.8 
32.0 
48.1 
54.3 
57.0 

~esponses to this question do not preclude the performance of these tasks 
by juvenile officers. 

, 
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On another question asked, 94 percent of the 133 responding depart-

ments stated that the juvenile unit often received referrals from other 

police units. 

When respondents were asked to name the types of community organi-

zations to which they often· referred cases, the following statistics 

emerged: 

Community Service Organizations 
Welfare Agencies 
Youth Service Bureaus 
Mental Health Clinics 
Neighborhood Groups 
Narcotics Treatment Centers 

38.1% 
25.0 
15.0 
13.1 
5.6 
2.5 

(N=160)* 

According to these figures, community service organizations frequently 

received unit referrals from the greater percentage of respondents 

(38.1 percent), seconded by welfare agencies (25 percent). 

Survey Data Qualifications 

During subsequent field visits, staff examined several survey find-

ings more closely. Readers should view the survey findings from a per-

spectivc that will enable them to anticipate data presented in the re-

maining chapters of this report. First, the fact that most juvenile 

units are organizationally situated in the criminal investigations di-

vision (CID) is contrary tQ the recommendation~ of a working paper on 

police made by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin-

istration of Justice. The paper suggests an autonomous operational 

*The survey requested the three community agencies to whj.ch police 
referred juveniles most frequently. The number 160 represents the tabu­
lation of all first, second, and third mosf'. frequently used referral 
agencies of the 87 departments responding 'to the question. The rank­
order is based on the frequency with which a type of agency was 
mentioned. 
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division on a line level with such divisions as patrol, traffic, detec-

. d' 15 t~ ves, an VJ.ce. The placement of most units under CID suggests that 

departments accord units a lower level of status than that recommended 

by the commission. This organizational placement also increases the 

possibility of tensions between juvenile and nonjuvenile officers be-

cause it subsumes a unit under a division which, field visits indicated, 

has incompatible goals and different operational procedures. 

Second, the jqvenile offender handled by most units responding to 

the survey is not the violent, hardened criminal to whom the mass media 

have given attention. Although each city and county has a problem of 

varying degree with the assaulti~e juvenile, the juvenile offender 

handled by most units is the larcenist, burglar, and runaway. In some 

departments this is true because most juveniles in its jurisdiction com-

mit acts of minimal severity. In other departments it is true because 

the CID handles the more serious juvenile offenders. 

Third, although responses to the survey give the impression that 

juvenile officers receive a great deal of specialized training, field 

visits uncovered great variation in the nature and extent of training 

received. This discrepancy may have resulted from the lack of a standard 

definition of "training" and organizational incentives within the police 

world to interpret the term, "training," broadly. 

Fourth, survey data that indicated that nonjuvenile officers per-

form a variety of tasks in juvenile cases (e.g., investigation, contact-

ing parents, interrogation) led to field questions about lines of au-

thority and the division of labor within a department. Staff found 

that there is a large overlap between juvenile and nonjuvenile officer 

functions in the investigation of a case. 



- -~~~~~~-- ----

"" 
' __ ,"4~ ___ • __ •• ~ .. ~,~ -- ~ -.----- "~~.- • 

-28-

Juvenile Unit Site Visi~* 

The analysis of any survey disguises jurisdictional variation by 

aggregating statistics to reveal national patterns. Real differences, 

which exist in the f~eld, influence assessment attempts. Some of these 

differences are displayed in Tables 5 and 6 for the 12 departments 

visited during the course of this study.* Table 5 presents primarily 

organizational and jurisdictional information for the department within 

which the unit exists'; Table 6 presents unit cha!:acteristics and func-

tions. As stated previously, these sites represent the range of varia-

tion on unit function (i.e.:, investigation, screening, program operation) 

and jurisdiction (Le., all juveniles, some juveniles) criteria estab-

lished on the basis of mail survey and telephone responses. Geography, 

population, and department size were ,secondary criteria used. Each of 

these sites responded to the mail survey. 

Department Characteristics 

Table 5 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. Of the 12 agencies, 8 qualify as 

middle-range cities or counties, with populations of between 100,000 

and 250,000. The ratio of sworn officers to population varies from .55 

officers per 1,000 in Contra Costa County to 6.17 officers per 1,000 in 

Washington, D.C. 

*A detailed description of each field visit site appears in Chap­
ter III of the final report. 
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TABLE 5: Department Characterist.ics of Sites Visited 

,§ 
:: 
{rJ 

.~ 
Sites 

Visited 
§ 
~ 

0 

rlington, VA County 1-75,000; 25. 8,656 278 Central. 886 

altimore, MD City 861,000 78.3 93,317 3,410 Decen- 21,322 
tralized. 

Contra Costa County 60a, DOt:} 73.5 12,000 330 Central. 1,469 
ounty, CA 

uluth, MN City 100~00O 67.3 3,200 125 Central. 1,913 

NC -City 154,000 54.4 7,437 418 Central. 1,272 

incoln, NB City 150,000. 49.3 4,909 223 Team 2,455 

County 168,000 423.0 7,144 223 Team 2,200 

nondaga County 425,000 794.0 4,500 347 Central. 496 
NY 

KS City 140,000 47.5 4,~17 215 Central. 2,151 

orrance, CA City 140,000 23.3 8,600 206 Central. 2,363 

City 262,933 80.0 15,200 554 Central. 8,055 

ashington, DC City 711,000 68.2 32,257 4,390 Decen- 9,711 
tralized. 

a The Multnomah County Sheriff's Department does not have a juvenile unit. 
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The departments' organization included both centralized and de-

centralized arrangements, as well as several forms of team policing. 

Duluth, for example, is a traditionally organized, centralized depart-

ment, divided into ttiree divisions: patrol, criminal investigations 

(CID) , ann administration. The juvenile aid bureau is located in the 

CID. Washington, D.C., is one example of a decentralized department 

which contains a juvenile division at the headquarters level and youth 

service officers in each of seven district stations. Functions are 

specialized: The juvenile division operates prevention programs. and 

special investigatj.ons such as child abuse; youth service officers pri-

mari1y screen and process cases handled by nonjuveni1e officers. Team 

policing in Lincoln is characterized by four teams permanently assigned 

to a particular shift, with the exception of the youth aid bureau, 

which is responsible to the day team. 

The number of juveniles arrested in the year preceding this study 

varied considerably among departments, without appaLent reference to 

the size of the jurisdiction. Washington, D.C., and Baltimore, although 

they are comparable in size, did not have comparable annual arrest rates 

for juveniles: Washington listed 9,711 for 1977, and Baltimore listed 

21,522. The same dissimilarity existed in Greensboro and Lincoln. 

Unit Characteristics 

Table 6 indicates that all of the departments visited had estab-

lished their units since 1940. Comparison of a unit's budget with that 

of its department (Table 5) resulted in ratios ranging from a high of 

5.6 percent of the department's budget in Arlington County to a low of 

0.6 percent in Lincoln. Most of the units are located in the criminal 
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investigations division, a finding that parallels the mail survey re-

sponses. The rank of the unit's commanding officer also parallels sur-

vey findings; the majority of unit commanders hold the rank of lieutenant 

or above. 

Rank held by juvenile officers reveals differences across sites. 

In most jurisdictions, including Baltimore, Duluth, and Greensboro, the 

juvenile officer holds the officer rank. In Topeka and Onondaga County 

juvenile officers hold the rank of investigator. A unit's existence in 

the criminal investigations division does not ensure the rank of investi-

gator for its officers, as comparison of officer rank with the division 

to which the unit responds shows. 

The number of juvenile officers in a unit varies across departments 

from 2 in Lincoln to 71 in Washington, D.C. The ratio of unit officers 

(Table 6) to department officers (Table 5) ranges from a low of .9 per 

hundred officers in Lincoln to 8 per hundred officers in Duluth. Size 
j 

of population served, size of department, and unit functions are some of 

the variables affecting personnel dep.i.oyment policies. For example, a 

cumparison between Greensboro and Lincoln on the basis of population 

similarities alone (Table 5) would be misleading, because the Greensboro 

and Lincoln units differ in the functions they .perform. A Greensboro-

Topeka comparison on the basis of population and functional similarities 

seems more appropriate, but Greensboro has twice the number of sworn 

officers as does Topeka (Table 5). The fact that Greensboro's youth 

division also has twice the number of sworn officers as the Topeka unit, 

then, is not so significant as it originally appears. 
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Most units visited have jurisdiction over anyone under 18, follow-

ing survey findings. Greensboro, Lincoln, and Onondaga County are the 

only agencies for which the state has established 16 years as the age 

of majority. 

A review of the juvenile offenses most often handled by the units 

reveals similarities with national statistics: larcenies, burglaries, 

status offenses, and vandalism account for most of the units' "business." 

Robbery shows up in this category only in the two large cities visited, 

Baltimore and Washington, D.C. 

Information on unit functions reveals wide differences in their num-

ber and nature. For example, the Arlington County juvenile offenses unit 

investigates and screens misdemeanors and less serious felonies. On on-

daga County investigates misdemeanors, but is responsible only for screen-

ing juvenile cases-af~e~_the criminal investigations division conducts 

an investigation of felonies. Duluth both investigates and screens all 

juvenile offenses. 

Most of the agencies visited operate police programs: The nature 

of these programs varies considerably. Arlington County offers several 

prevention approaches within its junior and senior high school programs 

(e.g., student counseling, information programs., safety patrol). Balti-

more, in contrast, operates a Limited Adjustment Program for juveniles 

taken into custody which may involve counseling or diversion of the 

juvenile to a community service work program. 

Duty hours vary considerably among units, from a weekday-only shift 

in Baltimore, Contra Costa County, Greensboro, and Tucson, to a weekday/ 
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evening/weekend shift in Arlington County, Duluth, Onondaga County, 

Topeka, and Washington, D.C. 

Eac.h unit has some of its officers in plain clothes. 

Unit Goals 

Using the telephone interviews and site visits as a baSiS, staff 

compiled a list of the primary goals of police juvenile units. The list 

is neither exhaustive nor arranged ill order of priority, but 'Lt does 

cover the goals officers in departments nationwide mentioned most often. 

These goals are: 

• To rehabilitate the delinquent 

• To enforce laws violated by juveniles 

• To prevent juvenile delinquency 

• To help the juvenile avoid the delinquent label 

e· To coordinate polj.ce work with that of other juvenile justice 
system' agencies. 

These goals are more likely to be informally understood by unit officers 

than they are to be found written in department handbooks or unit manuals. 

Although officers within a given unit usually can agree on the unit's 

goals, they do not make conceptual distinctions between goals, objectives, 

procedures, and functions that are important for evaluation purposes. 

It is important to make several observations about the difficulty 

of establishing a unit's goals. First, there are as many versions of 

what unit goals are as there are sources in a department. As an example, 

when staff visited a district station in Washington, D.C., they identi-

'fied five distinct goal statements. The statements varied depending on 

whether staff reviewed handbooks, interviewed juvenile office~s, ob-

served juvenile officer activities and deciSions, analyzed unit 
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data-gathering forms, or interviewed nonjuvenile officers. Second, many 

departments go about achieving the saroe goal in different ways. De-

linquency prevention, for example, can be a summer camp experience for 

a predelinquent in L~ricoln or the return of a tr.lant to school (to pre-

vent burglaries) in Washington, D.C. Third, unit goals change over time 

but officer activities do not necessarily reflect these changes. For 

example, a reorganization of the juvenile court in Topeka several years 

ago established an in take di-..,ision and changed the police j uverLile unit's 

role from screening to investigation. But officers assigned to the unit 

before the reorganization continue to spend their time counseling juve-

niles; the newer officers investigate and take more of a "law enforcement" 

approach. Fourth, conflicting goals can coexist within a unit. The goal 

of rehabilitation, the special province of the juvenile justice system, 

conflicts with the law enforcement orientation of the department in which 

juvenile officers were trained as recruits. 

It is not clear whether the majority of nonjuvenile officers share 

these goals, with the exception of law enforcement. The goals of re-

habilitating an offender and trying to avoid putting an offender through 

the juvenile justice system, for example, do not exist for the'adult 

criminal justice system. Nonjuvenile officers work in a system in which 

an alleged perpetrator proceeds directly to court, bail is set, and the 

case is prepared for prosecution. The juvenile justice system, which 

values diversion from court, avoidance of detention, and a disposition 

that may be unrelated to the facts of a case, is decried by many 
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nonjuvenile officers.* They tend to view a juvenile officer's daily 

activities, such as case conferences with the juvenile and the juvenile's 

family and discussions with social work agents, as not being "real" po-

lice work. The. "kidd"ie court'" image of the juvenile justice system 

leads to the percepti()n of the juvenile officer as working with less 

rigor' and Imler standards. A unit I s operation of school, athletic, or 

recreation programs is considered less than police work, even when non-

juvenile officers gi:ve part of their time to these programs. 

In short, nonjuvenile officers often treat the juvenile unit as 

separate from other divisions. This separation appears to stem from: 

(1) goals of the unit th~t nonjuvenile officers do not share; (2) case 

decisions unit officers make that nonjuvenile officers may resent; 

(3) activities that nonjuvenile officers may consider insignificant; 

and (4) actions and decisions of the juvenile court which are mistLKenly 

attributed to juvenile officers. 

Yet some nonjuvenile officers think that if such "undesirable" ac-

tivities as handling minor offenders (who could be as young as seven 

years of age), investigating minor offenses (e.g., a bicycle theft), 

counseling families, and dealing with social work agencies could be re-

str-icted to a special group of juvenile office~s, the remainder of the 

officers could spend more of their time building cases for prosecution 

against alleged offenders. Although, in fact, nonj~:enile officers 

*Egon Bittner has pointed out that nonjuvenile officers may give 
special treatment to classes of offenders in addition to juveniles: the 
mentally ill, residents of ethnic ghettos, certain types of bohemians, 
and vagabonds. See "The Police on Skid-Row: A Study of Peace-Keeping," 
American Sociological Review 32, October 1967. 
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may be spending most of their time responding to citizen requests for 

information, giving directions, and providing medical assistance, the 

department views these officers as more available for "law enforcement 

work" if the burden o"f handling juvenile cases is removed. 

In addition to the primary goals listed above, there remain several 

secondary goals, the attainment of which depends on the existence of a 

juvenile unit: 

• To enable nonjuvenile officers to devote their time to law 
enforcement duties 

• To develop a positive view of law enforcement among juveniles 

• To appear socially conscious and responsive to the community 

• To reduce the workload of the juvenile court 

• To be efficient in processing juvenile cases 

The goal of helping nonjuvenile officers maintain their law enforce-

ment duties emphasizes the philosophical rift that still exists in many 

departments over what constitutes the primary function of police offi-

cers. The goals of developing positive attit'udes toward the police among 

juveniles and appearing socially conscious and responsive to the community 

are closely related. By word and deed, juvenile officers attempt to 

demonstrate that police are human, that they are defending the social 

order the community desires, that they are particularly concerned with 

the future of the problem juvenile, and that they want to work out a 

solution that is fair to both the juvenile and the community. Depart-

ment administrators assume that the nonuniformed officers who "special-

ize" in juveniles and their families, who attempt to educate and treat 

as much as to enforce the law, go a long way toward making these goals 

a reality. 

-38-

They also assume the unit has an important impact on the juvenile 

justice system through the cases it screens into and out of the juvenile 

court. Both the volume and the nature of cases handled by court intake 

(in particular), pros'ecutors, and judges are related to decisions made 

in the juvenile unit. 

Specialization, however, is a double-edged sword: It seems to 

generate divisiveness within a department, but it does enable nonjuvenile 

officers to perform their duties without the burden of handling juvenile 

offenders. The juvenile unit, then, appears to be an operation1;l.1 con-

venience, if not an efficient processor, for the department. First, the 

unit relieves the nonjuvenile officer from the unwanted task of dealing 

with juveniles and their families, a task that is likely to increase 

the nonjuvenile officers' frustration with the system and desire for 

punishment of the juvenile. 

Second, the unit takes responsibility for tasks fbr which the dis-

advantages outweigh the incentives for most nonjuvenile officers. Hold-

ing a juvenile in the unit until a parent arrives to assume custody is 

an example such officers give of an unrewarding activity. Officers do 

not expect commendations for a felony arrest when the perpetrator turns 

out to be a juvenile, nor can they expect overtime pay from a court sys-

tem which rarely requests testimony from an arresting or investigating 

officer. Arrest satisfaction is minimal when the "bad guy" turns out 

to be a juvenile whom the law assumes to be less responsible for his or 

her actions than an adult. 

Third, records may be maintained and stored in a central location, 

and nonjuvenile officers need not worry about completing special, 
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additional paperwork needed. for the juvenile court. Time, and u1ti-

mate1y manpower, is thus saved by standardizing operating procedures and' 

creating a place and group of officers who become responsible for ho1d-

ing juveniles until p'arents can be notified.* 

Functional Framework 

The data gathered through field visits to 12 departments led to the 

conclusion that the most useful analytic framework for understanding the 

operations of police juvenile units, from the policy and evaluation per-

spectives, is based on the functions juvenile units perform. Police 

officers tend to think in terms of police functions: A question put to 

officers about goals and objectives a1icits an answer about functions. 

There is considerably more agreement among units on what functions they 

perform than on why they perform them. Finally, a functional framework 

opens the way for a clear identification of the significant aspects of 

a unit's operations, which is conducive to evaluation and measurement. 

The Unit Within the Juvenile Justice System 

Figure 1 presents a model of a case flowing through a typical juve-

nile unit and juvenile justice system. The model was synthesized from 

information gathered during the field visits and from the telephone sur-

vey. According to this figure, an incident in~olving a juvenile suspect 

comes to the attention of the unit in a variety of ways: through the 

agency's complaint receiving desk, from a patrol officer, from the in-

vestigations division, or directly to the unit. The figure also shows 

*Data from Multnomah County, where the police department is or­
ganized around a team policing model, imply that the administrative 
efficiencies may be greater where no special juvenile officers or unit 
exists, contrary to popular belief. 
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how a juvenile case may bypass the unit altogether, and a complaint 

against an alleged offender filed in Gourt by an officer from another 

division. In this instance, the juvenile unit may never learn that a 

juvenile has been pet,itioned to court by a nonjuvenile officer. 

The dotted line connecting the nonoffender with the juvenile unit 

represents the juvenile who is involved with the unit through delinquency 

prevention programs in the school and community. This group of juve­

niles includes those whom the police feel may be potential offenders. 

They are included in the nonoffender category, however, because an al-

leged offense was not the reason for their participation in the program. 

, _A case referred to court by patrol, investigations, or the juvenile 

unit often is reviewed first by an intake unit of the court, and, second 

by the prosecuting attorney. Cases brought to the attention of the 

court (judge) are likely to have been screened by police, intake, and 

prosecution. 

In juvenile court, a case is formally presented before a judge or 

referee. The juvenile has most likely admitted to the offense before 

appearing in court, so the only question is what disposition the court 

will choose from the variety of options available: parental custody; 

plac~ent in a correctional institution; probation; or direct referral 

to a city, county, or state social service agency. Placement in a cor-

rectional facility is usually reserved for the repeat and. serious 

offender. 
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Unit Functions* 

Telephone interviews and field visits led to the conclusion that 

most, if not all, juvenile units have one or more of three primary 

functions: 

• Investigation--gathering and acting on information relating to 
the commission of an alleged criminal incident 

• Screening--gathering and acting on information for the purpose 
of reaching a case disposition 

.' Program Operation--implementing an activity within the com­
munity designed to prevent delinquency or rehabilitate 
delinquents 

Figure 2 diagrams the operational interaction of these functions. When 

a case comes from the investigative division, the unit may Gmit further 

investigative tasks if the investigat~.\7e work is judged complete; the 

juvenile officers will perform only screening activities. When the case 

is unit-initiated or reported by patrol, or if the case is a "walk-in," 

the unit will most likely perform both investigative and screening func-

tions, from which release to the community, referral to a police-operated 

program, or petition to court may result. 

Investigation and screening functions are not entirely distinct. 

Although each has different goals and objectives, these functions share 

some of the same activities, and use some of the same information for 

their decisionmaking. 

Juveniles may participate in a unit-sponsored prevention program as 

a result of the juvenile's initiative (i.e., nonalleged offender) or by 

*The final report includes a discussion of the interaction of goals, 
functions, and assumptions which, for brevity, has been omitted from 
this summary. 
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referral following contact with the police. Many prevention programs, 

such as athletic leagues, summer camps, explorer groups, and big brother 

programs, are operated primarily for the potential offender. Police­

sponsored r~habilitation programs usually represent an alternative to a 

petition to court, .:and they vary from a highly s.tructured, employment-

oriented program to informal police probation. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION 

This chapter presents the information gathered during the 12 field 

visits on the investigative function performed by juvenile units. It 

reviews the literature on investigations, presents a flow model of the 

investigative process, and synthesizes quantitative and qualitative data 

on investigations. Two statistics drawn from responses to the national 

mail survey highlight the importance of the investigative function of 

police juvenile units: (1) 78 percent of the police departments with 

juvenile units stated that their unit was located within the criminal 

investigations division (N = 99); (2) 94 percent of the respondents 

statp-d that the unit investigated cases "frequently" eN = 104). 

Previous Studies* 

The work of the 1967 'President" s Commission on Law Enforcement and 

the Administration of Justic.e began a decade of research on the investi­

gative process. 16 Objective data, needed to dispel the mystique surround-

ing investigators, now exists on a variety of questions asked of police 

departments across the country. Although none of the resea.rch focused 

on juvenile investigators, several of the findings receive support from 

data presented in this chapter. 

*See Chapter IV of the final report for a more complete discussion 
of the literature cited. 
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Who Solves Cases? 

Perhaps the most potentially significant conclusions about investi-

gations, from the point of view of the police ad"'lli.nistrator, have come 

from a study by Greenwood and Petersilia on the criminal investigation 

17 process. Based on data from a two-year n.ational study of police in-

vestigative practices, they found that whether a case is solved is largely 

determined by information the victim or witnesses supply to the immedi-

ately responding patrol officer. This finding led them to make several 

recommendations tCI limit the jurisdiction and discretion of investigators. 

Several earlier studies provide supporting data for this finding.
18 

The 

collective conclusions raise serious questions about the value of the 

traditional patrol-investigator organizational arrangement and the pre-

liminary follow-up investigative division of labor among these officers, 

which is taken for granted by most departments. Several studies have 

19 'specifically questioned the value of such traditional arrangements. 

How Are Cases Solved? 

Greenwood and Petersilia's study of the criminal investigation process 

also found that: (1) investigative time is largely consumed reviewing 

reports, documenting files, and attempting to locate and interview vic-

tims on cases that w'i.ll not be sobred; (2) more than half of all serious 

reported crimes receive superficial attention from investigators; and 

(3) routine police procedures clear most cases not immediately cleared 

20 by patrol. In one of the first studies of investigative practices, 

Greenwood found that New York City Police Department arrests for property 

crimes were made either at the scene of the crime or as a result of evi-

21 dence present when the crime was reported. Conklin reported that 
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criminal investigations of robberies produced clearances in only one of 

f 'f 22 1 ~ ty cases. Conc usions such as these have led to questions about 

the existence of the special skills departments traditionally have at-

tributed to investigators. 

Juvenile Unit Investigators 

Where does the role of the juvenile investigator fit into the pic-

ture previous research presents? According to field obse~vations,* most 

juvenile 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. Juvenile 

officers depend as heavily on the work of patrol officers as do other in-

vestigators. The data presented later in the chapter reveal that juve-

nile officers in some departments also depend on criminal investigators. 

Several differences exist between adult and juvenile investigators, 

and they must be considered in making direct comparisons between these 

groups. First, the purposes of investigation differ in emphasis for the 

criminal and juvenile investigators. Although both groups attempt to 

identify, apprehend, and gather enough evidence to prosecute suspects, 

juvenile officers often must dispose of less serious cases by means other 

than court referral. This objective places a burden on juvenile officers 

to gather motivational and background data on suspects, in addition to 

legal evidence that the suspect is linked to the offense, in order to 

make an appropriate disposition. It is therefore difficult to isolate 

*It is difficult to rectify the mail survey finding that only 20 
percent of the responding departments reported never patroling and the 
fact that none of the juvenile officers in the 12 sites visited ever 
patrolled. The problem may have been caused by a lack of clear defini­
tion of patrol. 
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t'he investigative and screening activities performed by an officer. 

Second, the juvenile justice system, with which juvenile investigators 

work, differs from the adult criminal justice system in philosophy and 

legal requirements. The philosophY of most juvenile systems is the tradi-' 

tional one: to act "in the best interests" of the child (although cur-

rently there is concern about focusing on the case and not on the juve-

nile). The legal differences lie in the areas of bail and trial by jury, 

both of which are denied juveniles. These differences in philosophy and 

legal requirements are likely to have implications for the nature, type, 

and amount of information gathered by juvenile officers. Finally, juve-

nile investigators interview and interrogate individuals who are under 

the age of 18 years--under 16 years of age, in many instances. Because 

their potential suspects (and frequently victims and witnesses) are de-

fined by age, juvenile officers must adjust investigative procedures ac-

cordingly. Juvenile courts sometimes place restraints, such as the need 

to have a parent present during an interrogation, on these investigators. 

A training k~y developed by the International Association of Chiefs of 

Police (IACP) suggests some techniques for interrogating juveniles tha.t 

are distinct from those used by officers interrogating adults.
23 

The 

point is that one must be very cautious in trying to generalize the find-

ings of studies of criminal investigation to the work of juvenile units. 

Flow Model of the Investigative Process 

Every police department conducts investigations. Although nearly 

all officers are involved in investigation to some degree, most depart-

ments consider .investigators to be their specialists. For clarity, and 

because no universally accepted definition exists, investigation is 
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defined in this report 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.* 

The case flow model in Figure 3 identifies the typical investigative 

activities performed by the juvenile units stud'ied and presents them in 

the most frequently observed order. The model focuses on the investiga-

tive activities themselves (process), the cases affected by the investi-

gation (input), the expected case resolution (outcome), the potential 

long-range effects of the investigation (impact), the departmental vari-

abIes directly affecting the investigation (inputs to the process), and 

those variables in the larger justice system and community environment 

(environment). 

As shown on Figure 3, the input into the investigative process is 

the juvenile case. A case is defined as any law violation allegedly com-

mitted 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 criminal investigators. A preliminary, and possibly a 

follow-up, investigation have already been completed. A juvenile suspect 

mayor may not be in police custody. 

The investigative process begins when the unit receives notification 

of a criminal incident involving a juvenile. The unit supervisor assigns 

the case to a juvenilt: investigator, although screening and case dismis-

sal at the supervisory level may occur. Following the investigator's 

*This definition is based upon that found in Peter W. Greenwood 
and Joan Petersilia, The Criminal Investigation Process, Vol. III: Ob­
servations and Analysis (Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, 1975). 
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review of previous reports, one or more of several discrete tasks is 

performed: a records check, interviews, interrogation, and the collec-

tion of physica.l evidence. A juvenile officer reviews the reports, typi-

cally an incident report (containing the statement of the complaint or 

describing elements of the offense), a custody report (providing infor­

mation about a suspect), and a supplementary report (detailing all in­

formation gathered), These reports enable the officer to reconstruct 

the sequence of events and to determine whether the existing information 

provides sufficient data to close the case. 

Ifa suspect has been identified, unit and department records are 

checked to determine the suspect's past history of arrests or police 

contacts. The most frequently used juvenile records are (1) th(~ contact 

file--a file on juveniles who have been stopped and questioned, but not 

arrested, and (2) the suspect file--a file on juveniles who have previ­

ously been taken into custody. Juvenile officers may collect physical' 

evidence. 

Whether or not a suspect has been identified, juvenile offic.ers 

conduct interviews to close information gaps, gather new information, or 

verify information gathered by patrol and criminal investigators. Inter-

rogation* of a juvenile suspect is likely to require the presence or a 

*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 a crime, the officer is obliged to give the juvenile the 
Miranda warning. In some jurisdictions this necessitates contacting a 
parent or guardian if an interrogation is to take place. During thE~ in­
terrogation, 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 kno1illedge 
of other related offenses; and (4) can identify an accomplice or other 
possible suspects. 
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parent or guardian and, if undertaken in the police department, a separate 

facility from that provided for the interrogation of an adult. As in the 

case of the alleged adult offender, Miranda rights are accorded juveniles 

before any interrogation. 

Investigators seek to clear cases; that is, to gather enough infor-

mation to identify, apprehend, or prosecute a suspected juvenile offender, 

or to indicate that the case is unfounded as a crime. A case is incom-

plete (i.e., not cleared) when the information gathered does not lead 

to a suspect or is insufficient to sustain a charge against a suspected 

juvenile. * 

Questions Researche~ 

The most significant questions involving the assignment of the in-

vestigative function to the juvenile unit are operational and organiza-

tional in nature. The operational questions researched were case-related, 

and focused on both the process (question 1) and the outcomes (questions 

2 and 3) of the investigative activities and decisions of juvenile unit 

officers.** The organizational question is a management issue which 

concerns the efficient use of a department's investigative resources 

(question 4).*** 

*It should be noted that the juvenile investigative unit may not 
handle all cases involving juveniles. In some sites visited, nonjuvenile 
officers sent suspected felony offenders directly to the prosecutor's 
office for prosecution in either the juvenile or the adult criminal court. 
The juvenile unit may not receive any information on these cases • 

**Except for the observations presented below, no comparative data 
were gathered on the differences and similarities between the juvenile 
and nonjuvenile officers in their manner of case investigation. 

***Discussidn of the investigative function is organized in the final 
report according to goals and assumptions underlying these goals. An at­
tempt is made in that document to validate assumptions. 
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1. Does the juvenile officer gather investigative information in 
addition to that gathered by nonjuvenile officers? 

2. Is the information gathered by juvenile officers needed to clear 
cases? 

3. Is the information gathered. by juvenile officers needed to 
prosecute cases? 

4. Do the investigative activities performed by juvenile officers 
contribute to the efficiency of case investigation? 

1. Additional Investigative Information 

According to the brief review of research on investigative functions, 

several studies have provided data to support the finding that whether a 

case is solved is largely determined by information the victim or wit-

nesses supply to the immediately responding patrol officer, although none 

of that research focused on juvenile investigators. 

In order to gather more objective information on the nature of in-

formation juvenile officers add to a case, staff took a random sample of 

the files of cases closed in 1976 in Torrance and in Greensboro.* The 

review of 201 cases in Torrance and 197 cases in Greensboro focused on 

five information items: 

• description of a suspect; 

• description of the scene; 

• description of persons' actions at the scene; 

• laboratory tests; and 

• physical evidence. 

Staff arranged all reports in each case file in chronological order, and 

coded every item of information in each of these five areas as either 

new (information that had not previously appeared in any report); 

*These sites are comparable in several important ways: they both 
investigate cases, report to the annual investigations division, handle 
a large percentage of larcenies and burglaries, and serve cities of 
similar size. 
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repeat (information that had previously appeared in a report, that had 

been gathered from the same source); or verified (information that had 

pr.eviously appeared in a report, that had been gathered from a different 

source). The results of the tabulation of information items appear in 

Table 7. 

Nature of 
Information 

New 
(N=2575)a. 

Repeat 
(N=1432)a 

Verified 
(N=98) a 

TABLE 7: Nature of Information Items Gathered by 
Juvenile and Nonj uvenilla Officers 

Site and Officer Type 
Greensboro 

Nonjuvenile Juvenile 

78.8% 21.1% 

32.9 67.1 

15.3 84.7 

Nat.ure of 
Ini:ormation 

Ne';y 
(N=1985)a 

Re!peat 
(N=783)a 

V'erified 
(N=992)a 

Site and Officer Type 
Torrance 

Nonjuvenile Juvenile 

95.3% 4.7% 

87.7 12.3 

87.1 12.9 

~ = number of information items in the 197 case files of Greensboro and 
the 201 case files of Torrance. 

SOURCE: Case files, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-1977. 

According toTable 7, the Greensbl.:>ro juvenile officers contributed 

21.1 percent of all information categolrized as "new" (N = 2575). The 

larger percentages of "repeat" information (67.1 percent) and "verified" 

information (84.7 percent) suggest that much of the same ground covered 

by patrol and detectives in the preliminary investigation is covered a 

second time by juvenile officers. Juvenile officers in Torrance con-

tributed only 4.5 percent of the information classified as "new," and 
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approximately 12 percent of both the "repeat" and "verified" informa-

tion. The small percentages in each of these three categories suggest 

a much more limited investigative effort than that undertaken by offi-

cers in Greensboro. This finding agrees with the Torrance unit's empha-

sis on screening. The extremely small amount of new information gathered 

(4.5 percent) probably reflects the fact that many of the unit's cases 

are transmitted by the criminal investigations unit. 

This information presents a striking contrast to officer beliefs. 

Staff interviewed juvenile officers in each site about 25 selected cases 

that had been closed during the site visit or within the previous month. 

As Table 8 shows, juvenile officers in Torrance believed that they added 

"new" information to 76 percent of the 25 cases handled during the period 

and "verified" existing infol:mation in 76 percent of cases; the juvenile 

officers in Greensboro claimlad to have added "new" information in 88 per-

cent of the cases and "verified" existing information in 92 percent of 

the cases. These beliefs arise because juvenile investigators, regard-

less of previous work dor.e on a case, choose to reinvestigate: (1) to 

feel comfortable in understanding all the aspects of a case, (2) to 

reach a case disposition. 

When the "nonjuvenile 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 9). Table 9 indicates that investigators in Torrance provide 

13.6 percent of the total items of "new" information gathered, and juve-

nile officers provide an additional 4.7 percent. In Greensboro, where 

adult investigators do not handle juvenile cases, the juvenile officers 
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No 
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Officer Beliefs About Information Gathered 

Greensboro 

88% 
.. _ l~. ___ . 

(N=25) 

92% 
8 

(N=25) 

Site 

TABLE 9: Source of New Information Items 

Officer Site 
Type Greensboro 

Patrol 78.4% 

Investigations .5 

Juvenile 21.1 a 
(N=2575)' 

Torrance 

76% 
24 

(N=25) 

76% 
24 

(N=25) 

Torrance 

81.7% 

13.6 

4.7 
(N=1985)a 

~ = number of new i.nformation items appearing in the 197 case files of 
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance. 

SOURCE: Case files, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-1977. 
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fill this role, adding 21.1 percent of the "new ll information. In both 

sites, patrol provides approximately 80 percent of the "newll information. 

2. Information Gathered to Clear Cases 

Is the small amount of IInew" information juvenile officers gather 

during the investigations process essential to clearing a case? Unfor-

tunately, empirical data are not available for a complete assessment. 

Juvenile officers make their own decisions as to whether and what 

additional information is needed to complete a case. Formal unit guide-

lines and supervision do not appear to play any significant role in this 

decision in most units visited. According to juvenile officers in Greens-

boro and Torrance, the most frequent investigative objectives are: 

• to obtain a confession by the juvenile suspect through 
investigation; 

• to determine the intent of the suspect; 

• to verify facts of statements already made; and 

• to uncover additional crimes or suspects. 

Incident reports--especially if they come from investigations--often 

come with a juvenile already in custody or a juvenile suspect listed. 

Objective data gathered onsite (Table 10) indicate that much of 

the information juvenile officers gather is suspect-related, indirectly 

validating the first two points. 

Table 10 shows that juvenile officers in both departments gather 

primar,i.ly suspect information (33.6 percent and 39.7 percent, respective-

ly). They rarely collect physical evidence in Greensboro, but it com-

prise~ approximately 20 percent of the information gathered by the Tor-

~ance unit. Laboratory tests comprise a small proportion of the 

Greensboro information (10.4 percent) and none of the Torrance information. 
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TABLE 10: Nature of Information Juvenile Officers Gather 

Nature of 
Information 

Suspect 
Scene 
Persons at scene 
Physical eV.idence 
Laboratory tests 

Greensboro 

33.6% 
33.9 
21. 8 

.2 
10.4 

(N=586)a 

Unit 
Torrance 

39.7% 
28.8 
11.0 
20.5 

(N=46)a 

~ = number of information items appearing in the 197 case files of 
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance. 

SOURCE: Case files, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-1977. 

Although the substance of the "suspect" information is not known, 

when juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance were asked what was 

missing from the 25 cases when the officers received them, the most 

frequently mentioned item was a "confession." According to these offi-

cers, they obtained confessions in 44 percent of the 25 cases in Torrance, 

and in 40 percent of the 25 cases in Greensboro. 

3. Information ~athered to Prosecute Cases 

Staff asked juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance whether 

they thought the information they received on the cases, gathered by 

nonjuvenile officers, was sufficient to send the case to juvenile court. 

According to Table 11, juvenile officers believed that the majority 

of cases they received from nonjuvenile officers did not contain enough 

information to send the case to court. In Greensboro, juvenile officers 

believed that 60 percent of the cases lacked sufficient information; in 

Torrance, 56 percent of the cases. 
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TABLE 11: Cases Having Sufficient Information to Refer to Court 

Sufficient 
Information 

Yes 

Greensboro 

40% 

No 60 
(N=25) 

SOURCE: Juvenile officers, Greensboro and Torrance. 

Site 
Torrance 

44% 

56 
(N=25) 

However, information on case prosecution and its relationship to in-

vestigative work performed by juvenile officers is sparse and difficult 

to interpret for several reasons. First, although the major objective 

of the criminal investigation is to gether evidence to prosecute an 

identified offender, supervisors and court personnel often ask juvenile 

officers to dispose of less serious offenses and offenders by means other 

than court petition. Case file statistics reveal that Greensboro peti-

tioned only 40 percent of its cases (N = 197) to court; Torrance peti-

tioned 30 percent (N = 201). Second, a confession of guilt is needed in 

order to make a disposition other than prosecution. An incentive exists 

for a juvenile to admit minor violations of criminal or status laws 

(i.e., he will not have to go to court), and, other than the confession, 

there is no extradepartmental assessment of the iiprosecutability" of the 

existing evidence. Third, investigation and screening concerns overlap. 

What an officer believes is "in the best interest of the juvenile" may 

determine decisions more typically associated with undertaking investi-

gative activities. Finally, intake, prosecution, and judicial decisions 
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are not always based on factors related to the legal sufficiency of a 

case. In one site visited, for example, case dismissal statistics re-

flect personnel shortages in the prosecutor's office rather than in-

t o to f Its of the pol~ce In several other sites these decisions ves ~ga ~ve au • ~. 

reflect the intake officers' social and philosophical concerns about 

trying to help juveniles avoid becoming entangled in the juvenile jus-

tice system. 

4. Efficiency of the Investigative Process 

Because important data on these topics are missing, it is imp08Si-

ble to assess whether it is efficient for a police department to have ~ 

separate juvenile investigation unit. The data that have been presented 

leave the impression that a certain amount of duplication of effort ex-

ists. In addition to this duplication may be inefficiency resulting 

from competition for cases. 

Competition among divisions to handle juvenile cases does not exist 

in every department--in many departments, nonjuvenile officers avoid con-

tact with juveniles whenever possible--but competition for cases was 

evident in some departments in which the juvenile unit was relegated 

to investigate only minor offenses, or where jurisdictional boundaries 

among divisions overlapped and heightened already existing tensions. 

° f " d" "0" In several departments, officers v~ed or goo, meaning ser~ous, 

cases. In Arlington County, for example, lieutenants in several divi-

sions rotate a pre-roll call responsibility for distributing cases coming 

into the department during the night shift. The juvenile unit investi-

gators receive felony cases to investigate only when the lieutenant in 

charge of that unit has the morning duty. In Duluth, where the juvenile 
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aid bureau shares jurisdiction for some types of cases with both the 

detectives and the narcotics/vice unit, officers in all three units 

indicated that competition exists over cases. In Topeka, patrol has the 

option to turn certain cases over to either the juvenile unit or investi-

gations (e.g., burglary) depending on their assessment of potential 

seriousness of the complaint. In shoplifting cases, patrol can release 

the suspect to a parent, send the case directly to court, or refer the 

case to the juvenile unit. Annual statistics indicate that each year 

patrol is referring a smaller percentage of cases to the unit. 

The lack of a clear line between the investigative and screening 

functions, in terms of activities and decisions, complicates any attempt 

to assess efficiency of either the organization of investigative work or 

specific investigative activities. 

The Qrganization of a department, however, is only one aspect of 
. 

bringing efficiency to the investigative process. Because efficiency is 

also related to officer morale, the operational conveniences the juvenile 

unit offers the department and its officers may outweigh any small in-
[ 

efficiencies uncovered by future research. The juvenile unit relieves 

the nonjuvenile division and officers from the unwanted task of spending 

lengthy amounts of time with juveniles and their families; it takes 

responsibility for tasks for which the disadvantages outweigh the in-

centives for most nonjuvenile officers (e.g., holding a juvenile until 

custody of the juvenile can be transferred to a parent); and it is 

assumed to be administratively efficient by providing a focal point for 

juvenile matters. Although no objective information exists to support 

the efficiency of these alleged conveniences, their existence in the 
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minds -of nonjuvenile officers may be transmitted into the operational 

realm. 

A Department Without 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 

the case study periods is meant to prov'ide an impressionistiG. contrast 

to Greensboro and Torrance, where established units exist. 

The Multnomah County Division of Public Safety reorganized in 1975 

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 "detective 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 posi-

tion has come to be treated as a reserve positioIl, to be fill€\d only 

when there j.s not a personnel shortage elsewhere on the team or in the 

department. When project staff visited Multnomah County, they noted 

that the team they observed never had its two investigator positions 

filled. 

There are no juvenile officers or juvenile invE:stigators. For a 

period of time after the department reorganized, officers report that 

there was a tendency to ask former youth officers to handle juvenile 

cases. This practice has all but disappeared. 

Team officers estimated that 20 percent to 30 percent of their 

caseload consisted of juvenile-perpetrated offenses. Staff observations 
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suggest that this is reasonable, if not an underestimate. There are no 

figures available on juvenile arrests in Multnomah County; all cases, 

whether adult or juvenile, are numbered in sequence and stored in numeri-

cal order. 

A typical juvenile case is a shoplifting case (petty larceny). Sev-

eral o:f the affected stores in the area employ security systems, and this 

results in a.large number of arrests for this crime. Officers in Mult-

nomah County often respond to calls from store security officers. The 

entire investigation of such a call involves administering the Miranda 

1varning and questioning the suspect and the security officer. The 

Multnomah County officer usually is able to obtain an admission to the 

act and enough background information to determine the advisability of 

releasing the juvenile to parents pending a juvenil\;: interview with the 

court intake, and usually calls the department to request a record check 

on the suspect. Because these cases are strong, they are likely to be 

cleared on the. same day they are received. Most cases of this nature 

are sent to c'ourt. 

Other larcenies and burglaries are likely to receive the type of 

prelimina;y investigation us' 'l..Li.'," ~\ssociated with the patrol function. 

Officers have to ask to be taken off calls so that they can pursue 

investigations, and such requests are discouraged. There seems to be 

an unspoken understanding that such a request should be made only in 

unusual circumstances. 

According to the officers in charge of the 25 cases debriefed, no ,J 

case took longer than one week to complete (i.e., decide to clear or 

remain uncleared); 80 percent were completed in one day. Officers 

rl 
\ 1 

\ I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
~ 
lj 
1 
j 

1 

-64-

responding to calls had little or no case backlog. Most minor cases 

that cannot be solved in a relatively short time by patrol are not pur-

sued further. Serious cases may be sent to the detective team. 

In only seven of the 25 cases officers believed the evidence was 

strong enough to send the case to court. Reasons given for needing 

additional information were uncertainty about the circumstances sur-

rounding the incident and needing physical evidence to support the case. 

The Multnomah County officers completed an average of two reports 

and five interviews per case. Most of the interviews were with suspects 

on the street. The officers seemed to expect an admission of guilt and 

perceived a case as a problem when such 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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CHAPTER IV 

THE SCREENING FUNCTION 

This chapter presents information gathered on the screening func-

tion performed by juvenile officers. It presents a flow model of the 

screening process; synthesizes quantitative and qualitative data gathered 

from departments visited; and incorporates the literature on screening 

in the analysis of data. 

Two national commissions studying. the role of police in handling 

juveniles have suggested that the least restrictive alternative be used 

for juveniles, and that the police referral of delinquents to court be 

limited to the repeat offender or the juvenile who has committed a 

24 serious criminal act. This relatively liberal approach to juveniles 

does not prevail nationwide. Its existence is bound up with a variety 

of factors, from the orgru1ization of the local juvenile justice system 

to the philosophy of each of the components of the juvenile justice sys-

tem, to the fiscal arrangements for community-based programs. 

Flow Model of the Screening Process 

The screening function is the juvenile officer's gathering of in-

formation for the purpose of reaching a case disposition. A hidden 

"given" in th:L3 definition is that the juvenile officer has sufficient 

evidence to link a specific juv~nile to a specific crime. 

The components of the screening process are presented in Figure 4 

in the form of a case flow model. The model focuses on the screening 

activities of officers (process), the juveniles affected by the screen-

ing activities (input), the immediate case disposition (outcome), other 
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FIGURE 4: Flow Model for the Screening Function of the Juvenile Unit* 
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long-range effects of screening (impact), and the variables directly 

affecting screening (inputs to the process) and those in the larger com-

munity (environment). The figure also identifies screening activities 

performed routinely by most juvenile units contacted during this study 

and it presents those activities in their most frequently observed 

order. 

According to Figure 4, one 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? Was the juvenile disrespectful to the arresting officers? 

Has the juvenile appeared in the juvenile unit on a previous complaint? 

Some of the discrete screening acti vi ties of the j uvenile offi(~ers 

are identical to those of investigation. The first three steps are es-

sentially the same for both processes: report review, records check, 

and interviews. The difference lies in the type of information being 

gathered and the purpose toward which it is being gathered. ScreeniI1lg 

activities focus on information about the background and character of 

the accused in order to re~::h an appropriate disposition; investigative 

activities focus on information about the incident in order to solve the 

case through identification, apprehension, and possible prosecution of 

a juvenile. 

Juvenile officers may seek professional consultation to increase 

their knowledge about the social behavior and personal attributes of 

the youth, including consultation with probation officers, mental health 

professionals, teachers, welfare workers, and program administrators. 
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Officers also consult agencies offering potential referral and place­

ment to ascertain their availability and willingness to receive the 

juvenile. 

In contrast to consultations with professionals, which do not occur 

in every case, a case conference is held for a],most every case and plays 

a particularly important role in reaching a cas€.\ disposition. The. con­

ference is typically an interview conducted by the juvenile officer with 

the juvenile and the juvenile r s parrmts in either the juvenile's home 

or the police station. It may take place at the same time that the of­

ficer is conducting the interrogation phase of the investigation. Among 

the reasons for holding such a conference are these: (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. Officers place considerable 

emphaSis on learning whether the parents are aware of their child's de­

linquent or status offender activities, what the parents think about 

those activities, and what the parents can and are w:Llling to do to 

prevent further unlawful activity. Juvenile officers also use the con­

ference as an educational tool. The officer advises the parents about 

child-management techniques and rel:;mnmends agencies and programs that 

can help the parents improve. the home situation. 

The immediate outcome of screening is usually one of four types 

of case dispositions: (1) return of the juvenile to his or her home 

with a warning; (2) referral to court; (3) diver$ion to a community­

based program; and (4) provision of services by the police. The choice 



- ---,-----

-69-

of one of these four outcomes· involves two separate but related decisions: 

• The penetration decision--whether or not to send the juvenile 
to court 

• The diversion decision-~which alternative to select for the 
juvenile who is fiat sent to court. 

These decisions are as much the product of ~he juvenile officer's as-

sessment of the juvenile's needs as they are related to department-

approved options, pressures and influence from the court, ruld available 

community resources which the police think are effective for juveniles. 

The desirable long-range impact of the scr~ening fUnction is a gen-

eral decrease in delinquent and status offense behavior in a given com-

munity, the persmlal growth and development of a juvenile, and the bet-

terment of family relationships. 

Constraints within the department and the community affect the 

decisions of juvenile officers. For example, department policy may 

limit the disposition options available to a juvenile officer. In 

~ashington, I.S., the juvenile officers have only two alternatives: 

release to hume or court referral. In Onondaga County, N.Y., the juve-

nile officers can use any of the alternatives depicted in Figure 4. The 

availability of cOllIlII1unity programs that accept direct referrals from the 

police can be a major constraint which a community places on the police 

department. 

Questions Res~arched 

The questions researched for the screening function, as for investi-

gations, ~re operational and organizational in nature. The operational 

questions are case-related and focus on both the process (question 1) 

and the outcomes (questions 2 and 3) of the screening activities and 
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decisions of juvenile officers. The organizational question goes beyond 

the jurisdiction of the police department and focuses on the components 

of the juvenile justice system (question 4).* 

1. Is the dispositional alternative selected by the juveniie 
officer related to the individual needs of a juvenile? 

2. Are similar cases disposed of uniformly by juvenile officers? 

3. Do police referrals to community-based and police-sponsored 
programs result in a·more punitive sanction than sending a 
juvenile to court? 

4. Are police activities and decisions duplicated by other 
juvenile justice system agencies? 

1. Disposition Re]~ted to Needs 

At every stage in the screening process--report review, records 

check, interview, professional and agency consultation, and case con-

ference--juvenile officers sift and screen an ever-increasing amount of 

information on which they will make the case disposition. It is diffi~ 

cult to pinpoint which activity or which piece of information crystal-

l;,i.z~s the officer's ideas about the juvenile. The activities and infor-

mation 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 and personal attitudes, the nature of the information gathered 

by an officer, and the manner in which it is used. 

Information Gathered and Manner Used 

The report review is the first screening activity a juvenile offi-

cer performs after being assigned a case. When a unit (like that in 

.. 
*Discussion of the screening function is organized in the final re­

port according to goals and assumptions underlying these goals. That 
report attempts to validate assumptions. 

\ , 
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Greensboro) is responsible for both case investigation and screening, 

the incident report completed by patrol probably will be the only re­

port available. 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 suspected juvenile than 

his or her physical characteristics and demeanor at the time of contact. 

In the latter instance, investigations already completed by nonjuvenile 

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 contact(s) or ar­

rest(s), police disposition(s), and court disposition(s). 

The information gathered from the report of the offense (and pos­

sibly its investigation) and the juvenile's prior recorj enables the 

officer to make a rough determination of whether the juvenile is "good" 

or "bad." The "bad" label, applied on the basis of information on these 

documents, means one of two things: (1) the offense is too serious not 

to send to court; or (2) the offender is a repeater who deserves to be 

sanctioned sever'ely. ThJ.·s label pa th f f ves e way or a court re erral, 

eliminating the officer's responsibility to diagnose further a juvenile's 

"needs. " 

A substantial amount of potentially ciiagnostic information is ga­

thered 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 
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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 automatically indicated on the basis 

of offense or prior record, officers look at the juveniles' and parents' 

attitudes and relationship to decide whether the juvenile can avoid fu-

ture deviant behavior. The case conference is a particularly valuable 

tool for this. By the end of the conference--whether it occurs at the 

middle or the end of the process of accumulating information for a 

screening decision--the officer will have ~eached an opinion about the 

likelihood of future deviance. Because officers feel that an admission 

of wrongdoing is the first step in rehabilitation, they often 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 profes-

sional consultation solicited, are more related to officer inclination 

and unit policy than to a search for an individual diagnosis. For ex-

ample, the Topeka unit routinely involves a psychiatrist from the Men-

ninger Clinic in evaluating the needs of a juvenile. In Torrance, 

juvenile officers regularly visit local schools to discuss particular 

juveniles with teachers. In Greensboro, a psychologist from a family 

counseling agency meets weekly with the officers to discuss current 

cases. 

For the most part, the information gathered by juvenile officers is 

not used to address needs. It is used primarily to determine (1) whether 

the authority and coerciveness of the justice system should bear d,)wu 
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upon the juvenile to indicate society's displeasure with the juvenile's The selection process usually involves review of the officer's 

past or present behavior; (2) whether the appropriate level of rem.orse application by the commander of the juvenile unit, review of the offi-

and contrition exists on the part of the juvenile and the juvenile's cer's documented work history, and consultation with several of the 

family; and (3) whether the juvenileis family is able to take the steps applicant's supervisors. Minor variations exist. In Tucson, a three-

appropriate to control their child's future behavior. person panel of supervisory officers reviews the application and inter-

Officer Ability views the candidate. In Topeka, the applir,ant undergoes an assessment 

The abilit~ of juvenile officers to identify juveniles in need of by a psychiatrist. In Arlington, the aspiring juvenile officer is 

treatment and to diagnose an individual's specific needs is a function interviewed and evaluated by existing juvenile officers. Apparent 

of a variety of mechanisms in the control of the department: (1) selec- ability to work with the other officers· is a sought-after characteristic. 

tion criteria and procedures for juvenile officer candidates which screen The members of this unit are also likely to look into a candidate's repu-

for officers who already possess needed abilities; (2) specialized train-

ing given to officers before or after they are selected; (3) experience 

in working with juveniles over a period of time; and (4) supervision of 

officers concerning cases handled. 

I 
Ii. 

11 

I 

tation among juveniles who live in the officer's assigned work area. 

Interviews onsite led staff to believe that unit heads generally 

seek such individuals. Whether the selection process or whether respect 

for juveniles bears any relation to the potential for rehabilitation 

Selection of Juvenile Officers. There is no indication that eli- remains unknown. 

gibility criteria or selection procedures identify officers with diag- Training of Juvenile Officers. Most juvenile officers learn on 

nostic abilities. The most typical criteria used to select a juvenile the job. Specialized training occurs when there is a fortuitous combi-

officer are: (1) the officer's expressed desire to work with juveniles; nation of support from a chief or juvenile unit he~:., available depart-

(2) a good work record within the department; (3) after-work activities ment resources or outside funding, and desire for training in a specific 

that indicate a special interest in youth (e.g., baseball coach); and area among unit officers. The nature and extent of formal training 

(4) a department-established number of years of required service. In given officers varies greatly among departments, and within any unit. 

most units visited there were some officer(s) who were selected because A review of the personnel records in Greensboro indicated that its unit 

of (1) pressure from a high-ranking department official, or (2) per-

formance on a test that qualified an officer for assi$Ument to any open- I' 
officers had not received any structured juvenile-related training 

within the department. Training outside the department included 

ing in a given rank. university-sponsored crime-specific seminars, general courses in de-

linquency, and attendance at national conferences or conventions. No ~ 

, 
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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, D.C., receive a five-day 

course at the police academy that focuses on regulations t special orders, 

and paperwork. Unfortunately, a new officer does not always receive this 

course until months after placement in the unit. Although some juvenile 

officers in some departments receive an eight-we~k course from the De-

linquency Control Institute of the 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 unit 

procedures by an experienced juvenile officer or supervisor in the unit, 

and being observed and monitored by the unit's commander until the com-

mander gains confidence in the ne;w juvenile officer's performance. 

Once confidellce exists, degree of supervision and officer accountability 

depends on 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. 

Experience of Juvenile 0fficers. There is no typical experiential 

profile of the juvenile officer. Of the 14 juvl.:mile officers who com-

prise the juvenile unit'in GreensborCi, for example, 88.percent are be-

tween 40 and 6.0 years of age; 80. percent have been members of the de-

partment for longer than 15 years; and 60 percent were in the unit for 

more than six years. In contrast, most juvenile officers in Torrance 

are between 20 and 40 years of age (71 percent of the seven juvenile 
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officers), members of the department for less th&l 15 years (85 percent), 

and in the unit for less than five yea.rs (85 percent). Neither unit 

showed any pattern of pre-J'uven4 le un4 t pol;ce e' , 'I • • • xper~ence; Juven~ e 

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. From an assessment 

perspective, a unit that depends on experience as the primary method by 

which juvenile officers are expected to acquire these skills is leaving 

a great deal to chance. 

According to a study oE one juvenile justice system, undertaken by 

Cicourel, most police officers developed their own theories about the 

delinquency of' particular individuals, groups, and communities, and made 

their own decisions on the basis of how closely an individual "fitted" 

into the categories established. 25 Staff visits to juvenile units sup­

ported Cicourel's findings. 

Supervision of Juvenile Officers. Officer direction and super­

vision 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, staff had the im-

pression, following the 12 site visits, that most supervision given 

.. 
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juvenile officers is not oriented to inculcate skills needed either to 

identify juveniles in need of assistance or to diagnose the nature of 

the juvenile's problem. In light of this observation, the ABA/IJA's 

recommendation for the periodic evaluation of police juven~le operations 

. . 1 1 . 26 1S part1cu ar y 1mportant. 

Selecting Dispositions 

Knowing Available Treatment Alternatives. According to Kobetz, 

specialized police-juvenile operations should seek treatment alternatives 

27 to the referral of juvenile offenders to court. Little direct infor-

mation exists, however, about whether juvenile officers have information 

about treatment alternatives in their city or county. Indirect informa-

tion, pieced together, led to the conclusion that most units consult 

with only a few groups on a regular basis. First, only 60 percent of 

the survey respondents answered a question asking them to list the com-

munity agencies trlat receive juvenile referrals. Second, interviews 

with juvenile officers indicated that most officers made almu§t all re-

ferrals to one or two treatment alternatives. This seems appropriate 

for units that rely on diagnostic agencies to coordinate referrals to 

treatment agencies. In Lincoln, the Youth Services System (YSS) plays 

this role. The South Bay Diversion Programs play the equivalent role 

for the Torrance unit~ For most units, however, the agencies were not 

diagnostic services. Third, units visited either did not have handbooks 

containing the names of potential referral agencies or had handbooks 

which appeared never to have been read. 

Selecting the Appropriate Treatment Alternative. There are no data 

on an officer's ability to select the appropriate treatment altenlative 
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for a given juvenile. 
The quantitative data which 

f this study generated rom two units howe d' 
, ver, 01ndiCate that the 

major decision of the juvenile officers in 
these units is whether to refer the juvenile to 

court or to send h';m 
... or her home. 

Case dispOsitions 
Torrance are preSented in Table 12. 

of the 

in Greensboro and 

According to Table 12 
. . , the maj ori ty Juven1les screened ';n T 

... orrance (58.9 
parent or g d' percent), are released to a 

uar 1an and sent home (N ~ 201) d 
,an about 

petitioned to COurt. one-third are 
Only 10 percent of the cases 

are referred to a community-based program, primarily 
to a diversion program which screens 

each juvenile and makes an 
appropriate placement. 

somewhat smaller percentage f 
o cases are sent home 

In Greensboro, a 

_

T_AB~L_E~1~2~:~~c~a~s~e~D~i~SllP~0~S~i~t~i~0~n~s~~G~~~~~~~-!~~~~~-!~~ . , reensboro and Torrance 
_ , 1976-1977 -

DispOsition 

Court 
Home 

CommunitY-Based Program 

TOTALS 

Although most of the available 

Greensboro 

39.8% 
40.7 
19.4 

(N=108) 

Site 

literature on diversio~l and 

Torrance 

30.6% 
58.9 
10.5 

(N-20l) 

., referral speculates upon police f 
, . re erral decisions, Klein has undertaken 

emp 1 several 1r~ca studies of off' d' , 
~cer 1vers~on practices. 

In one study. department 
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orders instructed officers to use referral agencies whenever possible 

with the beginning offender. 28 
An examination of records indicated that 

two-thirds of all referred cases were first offenders. Klein also found 

that, although referrals to community agencies have increased signifi-

cantly over the past five years, they remained 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 do not shed any light on these findings. 

2. Uniformity in Case Disposition 

It is difficult to ascertain uniformity of case disposition. This 

study's research on the issue concluded that a "pool" of similar varia-

bles are applied within a unit, and possibly across units, in order to 

reach a disposition. When juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance 

were questioned about the factors most important in the disposition of 

recently closed cases, the same factors were mentioned most frequently 

in both places: 

• s~~riousness of the offense 

• p]~ior record of the juvenile 

• the juvenile's attitude about the offense 

• parental attitude about the offense 

• ability of the parent to communicate with and control the 
juvenile in the future. 

Most of these factors were mentioned in the other sites visited as well. 

Others mentioned with less frequency were preference of the complainant 

regarding case disposition, and opinions about the juvenile by profes-

sionals who have dealt with him or her previously. These findings are 
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compatible with several empirical studies on the use of police discretion 

(by patrol) in the arrest decision. 29 However, staff also concluded, 

from data gathered in site visits, that although the variables are ap-

plied as a group, the relative weight given to a particular variable 

will vary according to the context of the situation. For example, in 

one case the nature of the offense may be given overwhelming priority in 

reaching a case disposition. In another case, given the same offense, 

a difference in family attitude may alte.r the chosen disposition. Because 

of minimal. documentation of attitudinal data in case files, however, 

the use of such data without onsite observation and interviews can give 

misleading results. 

In order to have another indication of uniformity of dispositions 

among officers in a unit, each juvenile officer in Greensboro and Tor-

rance was asked to re~pond to a series of questions based on two hypo-

thetical cases. The hypothetical cases corresponded-to typical incidents 

uncovered in the case files reviewed in each site.* The number of re-

spondents was small (N = 25), but the responses thems~dves revealed 

some uniformity in expected case dispositions. In each site, juvenile 

officers in the unit were more likely to be in agreement on the disposi-

tion of one of the cases than the other. Based on this observation, 

staff hypothesized that there is an identifiable group of offenses and 

offenders who are treated unifol~ly by the officers in a given unit; 

the remaining group receives widely varying dispositions from different 

officers. Research to determine which are the "uniform" and "nonuniform" 

*The hypothetical cases may be found in the final report. 

, 
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cases is desirable, as is empirical research focusing on the attitudinal 

dimensions used in reaching a case disposition. 

Some quantitative evidence exists that, for the Greensboro and Tor-

ranee units, two factors consistently influence case dispositions. Ac-

cording to Tables 13 and 14, seriousness of the offense* and arrest his-

tory of the juvenile are related to having the case sent to court. As 

shown on Table 13, larcenies in both Greensboro and Torrance are more 

likely to be sent home than are burglaries, although the likelihood of 

this occurring in Torrance is much greater than in Greensboro (71.7 per-

cent and 47.1 percent, l'espectively). Burglaries in both cities are 

more likely to be refened to court (64.3 percent and 48.7 percent, re-

spectively) than to receive any other single disposition. Referrals to 

community-based programs are more frequently made in Greensboro (19.6 

percent) than in Torrance (11.0 percent) for larcenies, although the 

percentages for burglaries are relatively similar (7.1 percent and 11.8 

percent, respectively). 

TABLE 13: Charge and Disposition, Greensboro 
and Torrance, 1976-1977 

Site and Charge 
Greensboro Torrance 

Disposit,ion Larceny Burglary Larceny Burglary 

Court 
Home 
Community-Based Program 

33.3% 
47.1 
19.6 

(N=5l) 

64.3% 
28.3 

7.1 
(N=14) 

17.3% 
71. 7 
11.0 

(N=76) 

48.7% 
39.5 
U.8 

(N=64) 

*Larceny and burglary cases were selected for analysis because of 
their large numbers at both sites. 
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According to Table 14, the juvenil.e' s record also is related to 

case disposition. In Greensboro, for example? 60 percent of the juve-

niles without any &rrest record were sent home; 60 percent of the juve-

niles with one or mote arrests are petitioned to court. Although in 

Torrance, absolute numbers are smaller for juveniles with an arrest 

record':; the tr.end seems to be for the "no-priors" to be sent home 

(78.5 percent) and "priors" to be sent to court (61.5 percent). 

TABLE 14: Prior Record. and Disposition, Greensboro 
and Torrance, 1976-1977 

Site and Record 
Greensboro Torrance 

DispOSition None One + None 

Court 20.0% 60.0% 10.8% 
Home 60.0 20.0 78.5 
Community-Based 

Program 20.0 20.0 10.7 
(N=55) (N=40) (N=65) 

One + 

61.5% 
30.8 

7.6 
(N=13) 

Age of offender also correlates with sending an offender to court 

(Table 15). The data displayed in Table 15 indicate that older juveniles 

are more likely to be referred to court than are younger juveniles. In 

Greensboro, where the unit handles only juveniles below the age of 16, 

approxj"mately 50 percent of the 13-l5-year age group is sent to court; 

the figure for the 9-l2-year age group is 19 percent. A similar per-

centage of juveniles in both age groups is referred to community programs. 

In Torrance, where the unit handles juveniles up to the age of 18, the 

trend again is that court cases involve the older juveniles: 42 percent 
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of the l6-l7-year-olds are sent to court; only 12.5 percent of the 9-12-

year-olds are. At least half of the juveniles in each age group are 

sent home.* 

Disposition 

Court 
Home 

TABLE 15: Age and Disposition, Greensboro 
and Torr&1ce, 1976-1977 

Site and Age 
Greensboro 

9-12 13-15 9-12 

19.4% 49.2% 12.5% 
58.1 30.5 62.5 

Community-Based PrograJD1. 22.6 20.3 25.0 
(N=3l) (N=59) (N=24) 

Torrance 
13-15 16-17 

23.7% 42.2% 
63.3 50.0 
12.8 7.8 

(N=109) (N=90) 

Based upon observations and interviews, cases considered most ap-

propriate for court are those in which the police believe that they have 

"failed" on previous occasions to "turn the kid around." Because it is 

the informal policy of juvenile units to give a juvenile several "chances" 

before petitioning a case to court--release to home with a warning, po-

lice probation, suggested participation in community-based program--

officers who petition a case to court definitely hope for some negative 

sanction to be applied to the juvenile. 

To conclude, 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 judgments and motives than on identifying 

juveniles who should avoid court labeling. 30 

*Numbers were too small in some cells to undertake multiple factor 
analysis. 



= 

_~___ _~ __________ ~~ ________ ~------~~--------------------------------__ --------~m"~~~<'>~. ______________ __ ..,. 

-84-

3. More Punitive Sanctions 

Although this study omitted the question of whether the police de-

cision not to petition a case to court results in a more punitive sanc-

tion than if the case were petitioned, it is a serious issue that war-

rants further research. According to case file data, approximately 20 

percent of the cases disposed of in Greensboro and 10 percent in Torrance 

were diverted into community-based programs. An attempt to reduce the 

juveniles' involvement in the ju~enile justice system seems to occur to 

, t d t t 'th' '1 ' t What "treatmel'lt" some extent ~n mos epar. men s w~ Juven~ e un~ s. 

these cases receive is unknown, and deserves further research. 

In one studJ of the issue, Klein found that cohorts of offenders 

referred to agencies by the police received more treatment than compara­

ble groups for whom petitions were filed. 3l 
As a rule, this latter 

group was typically released at intake without treatment, or given in-

formal 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 of the juvenile popula­

tion. 32 These researchers concluded that referred youngsters, rather 

than being diverted from the justice system, are more commonly drawn 

from those ord.inarily released without further action. 

Juvenile officers interviewed for this study were concerned about 

"keeping the kid from getting a record." This concern seems to be 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 
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point of an arrest when they themselves were juveniles. They cite the 

destruction of neighborhoods, the decline of the stable family, and the 

community'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 disposi-

tion of juvenile offenders support this point indirectly. Hohenstein 

concluded, on the basis of an analysis of police dispositions of 504 

cases, that 'attitude of the vic tim is one of the three mos t important 

factors in determining the police disposition; where victims made state-

ments to the police that they were against prosecu'tion, offenders were 

"remedialed" in 96 percent of the cases (Le., no arrest). The victim's 

attitude, in fact, was a more powerful determinant than seriousness of 

33 
offense. Black and Reiss~ exploring the situational aspects of polic-

ing juveniles in three large cities, also found that the imposition of 

an arrest sanction represents the preferences of complainants, among 

other variables. 3,4 

Second, many juvenile officers believe that the court can do little 

for the juvenile that the police themselves could not do. One exception 

to this belief concerns the "hardened" juvenile, who is a community 

menace and considered a "juvenile" only because of an arbitrary age defi-

nition 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 "juvenile" to police officers . He or she is a danger to the 

community. The second exception is found in jurisdictions in which 

nunicipal and state services are available to the juvenile only through 

~ 
I 



- -~..-....----,--........-~----------------.....-----------'-:-----.----- ---,--- poo;o 

-86-

court referral. This situation exists in Duluth, for example, where the 

juvenile court is the only institution empowered to purchase services. 

Because payment for most public services is contingent on an order of 

the juvenile court, signed by a judge, eligibility criteria established 

by many agencies ~creen out police referrals. In this case, not peti-

tioning to court, as Cicourel points out in The Social Organization of 

h C h ' 'I 'II ' d d ' 35 t e ourt, can mean t at a Juven~ e w~ not rece~ve nee e se~ces. 

4. Duplication of Effort 

The extent to which other juvenile justice system agencies dupli-

cate or counteract the activities and decisions of both juvenile and 

nonjuvenile police officers is site-specific, but it was uncovered often 

enough to be considered a critical issue for further research. The ex-

istence of a police juvenile unit does not guarantee overlapping screen-

ing layers, but the unit's existence increases the likelihood of its 

occurrence. This layering effect, taken to the extreme, works as fol-

lows: The juvenile officer performs an initial screening of all juveniles 

accused of a crime. The purpose is to eliminate from the system those 

cases 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 usually is relee.sed by the juvenile unit with a warn-

ing. A second or third offense may result in participation in a police 

program, a community referraJ., or a referral to the court intake unit. 

Court intake's purpose in screening cases is also to eliminate 

those that should not appear before a judge. Police and court intake 

are likely to apply some of the same criteria--seriousness of the of-

fense, arrest record, family relationships, and juvenile and family 
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attitudes toward the offense. The intake unit, however, may have no 

prior record of its own on the juvenile; the fact that the juvenile may 

have had several police contacts may have little effect on their judg-

ment. The court intake unit may then react in exactly the same way as 

the police juvenile unit on its first contact with the juvenile: It 

may treat the juvenile as a "first-timer," with informal probation or 

outright release to parents. Only after the juvenile fails to respond 

to the treatment, alternative, or is referred to intake on another com-

plaint, does the case go to the prosecutor and judge. 

The prosecuting attorney may also reject cases. Although the 

prosecutor must be concerned with questions of legal sufficiency, inter-

views led to the conclusion that the more typical concerns focus on 

office policies for handling specific types of cases in sp,ecific ways, 

and on personnel problems that forced the prosecution to handle only 

the most urgent cases. The case folder that arrives in front of the 

judge may receive only a quick review and a last attempt to eliminate 

a percentage of the cases from reaching the formal court hl:aring stage. 

The result of this layering effect is a paring process at each 

successive pre-adjudicatory stage, which challenges the decisionmaking 

of all previous stages. The number of, cases appearing before a judge 

for a formal hearing is minuscule compared to the number of juveniles 

taken into custody. 

Juvenile officers are outraged by this screening process. In 

their opinion, they have eliminated from the system the juveniles who 

should have been eliminated, and they believf: that other actors in the 

system needlessly,redo their work and fail to meet their obligation to 
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deal more harshly with juveniles the police have pinpointed as a serious attorney in Washington, D.C., derives primarily from the diffusion of 

community problems. power among criminal court judges who rotate through both the adult and 

Two variables are particularly important in determining whether ef- juvenile courts. Although the intake unit of the court also plays an 

forts are duplica,ted: (1) the extent to which the justice agencies important role, its power is rarely distinct from that of the presid.ing 

operate as a system; and (2) the type of case feedback mechanisms which judge. 

exist to serve these agencies. Several of the sites visited functioned Units have varied feedback mechanisms for learning about which cases 

in a coordinated manner because of a common denominator: a powerful the court and community agencies want to see. In Torrance, a div'ersion 

judge. Through the exercise of the judge's authority, intake and prose- program staff member maintains a desk within the unit. This d;i;'lersion pro-

cution learned which cases the judge thought were too trivial to be heard gram worker, who is available several days a week, helps the police screen 

in court and which juveniles the judge thought should have a particular cases out of the system. The worker also lets the police know about the 

type of sanction imposed. In Tucson, for example, a new judge decided success or failure of juveniles they have referred to outside agencies. 

to limit the number of juveniles being sent to state facilities. Al- In Lincoln, the screening officer within the unit has daily contact with 

though the former judge had sent approximately 380 juveniles in a recent the director of the local youth service bureau, the community's major 

year to state facilities, during the first four months of the new calen- referral program. Through this informal communication, the police are 

dar year, the new judge sent only 11 juveniles to state facilities. In able to refer juveniles for whom services are appropriate and available. 

Topeka, one outspoken judge minimized police screening discretion by In Duluth, the unit is in .informal, but regular, contact with several 

insistiILg that the unit forward reports of all juvenile incidents to the system components. One member of the intake unit has daily contact with 

intake unit of the court, including cases not referred to court. This the head of the juvenile unit on every case sent to intake. The 1ieu-

order had the effect of curtailing the use of police discretion and, tenant in charge of the unit receives daily visits from the prosecuting 

supposedly, brought uniformity of treatment to the youth of the city attorney in charge of the juvenile court. Discussion centers not only 

through tight control over intake. on cases before the court, but also on how the unit is handling its 

In jurisdictions where the judge, by choice or design, takes a less current open cases. In addition, a Children's Service Division case-

active role in dictating policy, other factors come to the fore. In worker stationed in the juvenile court routinely sends copies of reports 

Mu1tnomah County, for example, the assistant prosecuting attorney takes of judicial actions to the! juvenile unit, intake, and probation. 

an aggressive role in determining ~Yhich cases should appear before the Juvenile off~cers seldom report case outcomes to patrol officers 

court and the judge follows his advice. The power of the prosecuting or detectives. As a result, arresting or investigating officers often 

, 
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dissociate their functions from those of the juvenile officers. An at-

titude of "I do my job, you do your job" results once the case is passed 

to the unit. In some cases, the lack of communication causes confusion 

about which decisions are made by the juvenile officer and which are 

made by the court. Juvenile officers often get the responsibility or 

blame for court actions which nonjuvenile officers find unsatisfactory. 

Most juvenile units do not obtain complete or timely information on 

the disposition of a case referred to court. A review of unit files 

usually revealed the last entry to be the police disposition, not that 

of the court. Reasons why this occurs vary among units. In Lincoln, 

the court routinely is supposed to notify the unit of each case disposi-

tion; but the notification is sent to central records, rather than to 

the unit. In Onondaga County the same situation occurs, with a six-

month lapse between court case disposition and police department notifi­

cation. In Washington, D.C., no formal case feedback mechanism existed 

until recently, when the department assigned a police officer to gather 

disposition stati~tics. Th~~ statistics involve aggregate numbers of 

cases referred to the court by each precinct; the specific disposition 

of individual cases is still unY~own to the unit. 

A Department Without a Unit 

Juveniles in Multnomah County are not screened in the manner de-

scribed in this chapter. There are only three decisions in the case 

°1 bl t th st4ng team off;cer' (1) release the JOuvenile with-ava~ a e 0 e arre. ~ •. 

out any formal action; (2) release to parents, but refer to court for 

formal action; or (3) take into custody and transport to the detention 

facility to await formal cou~t action. 
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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 ccn-

trast to the juvenile officers in departments that have a juvenile unit, 

the arresting officers in Multnomah County made the screening decision, 

and made it quickly., In more than half of 25 selected cases, officers 

admitted that they knew what the disposition would be before the pre-

liminary investigation was complete. 

As far as the police officer is concerned, the information needed to 

screen most cases is elementary. What this officer does is primarily a 

preliminary investigation. The officer discusses the case with the 

suspect to find out whethe:t: the suspect admits or denies the alleged 

deviant behavior; speaks to 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; inquires into the juvenile's background--

with whom is he or she'living? How long has he or she been in the area? 

In most cases the officer will ask a juvenile about a past arrest record, 

while a simultaneous radio check is being made; the officer compares 

these two sources to determine the trustworthiness of the youth. By 

the time the record,s check is run, the officer h:3.s decided about the 

disposition. The formal case conference which occurs in most juvenile 

units is seldom held. A parent is never consulted with the idea of 

obtaining information that would affect the officer's deCision, although 

a talk with a parent may inf~uence the officer's decision about whether 

to place a youth in a detention facility pending court action~ Officers 

seldom speak with other officers (one out of 25 cases) or other juvenile 

justice system personnel (one out of 25) regarding a particular juvenile. 
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Staff observations and case discussions suggest that 90 percent of all 

case dispositions are decided in a matter of three to four. minutes. 

Officers were questioued on the likely disposition in two hypotheti­

cal cases, as was the case, for Greensboro and T.orrance. The hypotheti.,. 

cals were as follows: 

Larceny. T.wo white females, 13 and 14 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 cos­
metics in her pocket, while #2 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 ap­
propriate paperwork completed by the security of­
ficer. Upon a review of both juvenile records,'" 
was found that neither had any prior record. 

Burglary. Between the hours ~f 0800 and l3?0 a 
residential burglary was cOmm1tted. One wh~te 
male" 14 years old, was apprehended by a patrol 
officer tw·o blocks from the scene. The suspect was 
found with various articles of jewelry in his pos­
sesr,don 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 fur­
nished officers with all necessary information. 

Contrasting with findings in Greensboro and Torrance, officers in Mult­

nomah Coun.ty were not likely to be in greater agreement on the disposi­

tion of the larceny case then they were in the burglary case, although 

in all three sites the disposition for burglary was more likely to be 

of a coercive nature.* 

*E:lLght of the eleven responding officers in Multnomah County said 
they would counsel and release the juveniles in the la:rceny case, and 
three of the eleven would refer them to court without detention. In 
contrast, seven of the eleven officers would select detention and court 
as the disposition for the burglary offense, and four would release to 
home. 

I I 
; I 

I 

-93-

There are no agencies or groups in Multnomah County that take re-

ferrals from the sheriff's office. The court's intake staff ultimately 

decides 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 

selected cases, the overwhelmingly important criterion was severity of 

offense. Other frequen.tly considered factors were, in order of importance, 

the suspect's demeanor at time of police contact, arrest record, age, and 

strength of evidence. In short, the most important factors used in 

reaching a disposition were those that could, be instantly gleaned at the 

scene of the incident. 

Officers estimated that approximately 65 percent to 75 percent of 

the suspects were referred to court. Of the 25 cases, 16 cases, or 

64 percent, resulted in court referral. Only very minor problems--simple 

assaults between young children where there was no injury, or neighbor-

hood 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 a dollar) was arrested and referred to 

court. Several officers stated that if there were a complainant, the 

officers would proceed against the suspect regardless of other considera-

tions. According to statements made, officers do not see themselves as 

social agents; their job is to proceed against suspects, to act on com-

plaints, and to protect the community. This attitude is reinforced by 

a formal court intake system. Both police and intake believe that the 
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juvenile is not stigmatized (i.e., labeled) unless a formal court pe-

tition is filed. 

In all cases observed and discussed, the disposition dee:ision was 

made by the team officer without any supervisory review. Although a sys-

tem exists in which the duty sergeant is supposed to review each decision, 

in reality an officer's decision was not questioned. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE PROGRAM OPERATION FUNCTION 

This chapter presents information on the program operation function 

of juveI;l.ile officers., This discussion is considerably briefer than 

those of the preceding chapters; the wide range of programs sponsored 

by juvenile units precluded intensive study of this area within the time 

frame of this study. Consequently, more staff time was devoted to under-

standing the screening and investigation functions. In many departments, 

the department--and not the juvenile unit--sponsors the program. A 

given program may even be staffed entirely by nonjuvenile officers. 

The follo~rlng discussion attempts to: 

o r.lisplay the components of the program operation function; 
o identify the more typical police programs; and 
o review the literature that addresses the topic. 

Flow Model of the Program Op~ration Process 

Police departments have taken the initiative in providing programs 

designed to prevent juvenile delinquency and to rehabilitate the sus-

pected youthful offender. Prevention programs usually offer participa-

tion to any interested juvenile. Rehabilitation programs, in contrast, 

typically restrict eligibility to those juvenill9.s who have been taken 

into custody. 

The flow diagram in Figure 5 is general enough to be useful in de-

lineating the major components of most prevention and rehabilitation 

programs. The diagram focuses on program,'.I.ctivities (process), the 
.. , 

juveniles who participate in the program' i(input), completion of the 

program by these juveniles (outcome), the desired long-range effects of 
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FIGURE 5: Flow Model for the Program Operation Function of the Police Department 
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the program (impact), and variables directly affecting program activi- Prevention Programs 

ties (inputs to the process) and those in the larger community Most police prevention programs are school or community-based. The 

(environment) . following programs are the typical ones operated by police departments, 

According to Figure 5, police-sponsored programs work with juveniles although not necessarily by the juvenile unit. 

who are known to have committed illegal acts, are considered potential School Programs 

delinquents, or are considered not likely to become involved in delin- School Resource Officers (SROs). In a number of cities, officers 

quent activities. Although juveniles in each group can participate in of the juvenile unit are assigned to specific schools in a resource 

prevention programs (e.g., minibikes in Lincoln), police do aim their capacity. At the high school and junior high school levels, the officer 

resources at the potential law violators, as perceived by police offi- acts as an educational aide to the teachers, conducting periodic classes 

cers, school officials, or social service workers. Juveniles who par- on safety, law enforcement, and drug education. The SRO also is avail-

ticipate in rehabilitation programs (e.g., police probation in Onondaga) able as an advtsor to help teachers deal with unruly or disruptive stu-

usually have been taken into custody for a specific offense and referred dents. TIlis officer is in personal contact with both problem and well-

to the program as the case disposition. adjusted juveniles and is able to anticipate and minimize problems likely 

The immediate successful outcome of any program is its completion by to occur. At the grade school level, this officer is known as Officer 

the juvenile. For the police probation program in Lincoln, success Friendly, spending a great deal of time introducing the police function 

might mean an essay on shoplifting; for the Limited Adjustment Program to youth. The officers Ul this program are probably spending less than 

in Baltimore, it could mean the juvenile's maintaining a part-time job. full t'i.me in any given school, but may be rotating among several schools. 

For both rehabilitation programs, however, a halt to the juvenile's de- School Patrol Officers. Unlike the School Resource Officer, the 

linquent behavior is one of the primary, longer range objectives (impact). School Patrol Officer is directly concerned with maintaining order within 

Inputs to the process vary according to each program. For the athletic the school. This program seems to originate in schools that have suf-

team, it might be community-contributed resources; for the school pro- fered from classroom disruptiun and vandalism and consequently felt the 

gram, it might be school policies and teacher support. In assessing need to augment their own disciplinary staff. The unit officer monitors 

the role a particular police program plays in the community, the larger the halls and grounds, aids teachers directly when there are classroom 

environment of commutlity programs and community concerns should be taken problems and is available to help maintain order at school dismissal 

into account, such as the program's potential c~mpetition with other times. In this program, the officer is less directly involved in 

agencies for juvenile participants. 

l 
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teaching or counseling activities, and more involved in enforcing laws 

applicable to the school setting.* 

Community Programs 

Athletic Leagues. The theory behind the police athletic program is 

that vigorous 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 time and energy to become involved in de-

structive activity. In addition, athletic leagues giv~ juveniles the 

opportunity to participate, to compete, and to achieve. One of the most 

traditional and popular police programs is the Police Athletic League. 

Through the lea.gue, the police sponsor and organize athletic teams, pro-

vide coaching, solicit community participation by obtaining donations 

for uniforms and trophies, recruit participants, and 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 competitions in swimming, wrest-

ling, boxing, and gymnastics. 

The leagues mayor may not be organized by officers from the juvenile 

unit. Many 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 

*This function often is performed by school security officers who 
are employees of the school district, not sworn officers from the police 
department. 
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funds for this endeavor often are raised directly from the officers 

within the department, on a voluntary basis, or. from the community. 

Youth Centers. Youth centers serv'e as community clubs where juve-

niles can congregate ~n the evenings. In Washington, D.C., for example, 

the police department spons(lrs ten youth clubs which are open from three 
~ 

in the afternoon until nine-thirty at night. The clubs are operated by . , 

the unit but are financed through contributions from the community and a 

grant from a local charity. Each club is staffed by two officers from 

the juvenile unit whose permanent assignment is to operate the club and 

monitor club activities. The a.ctivities v,ary from basketball to movies, 

depending upon the adequacy of staff, facilities, and budget. Depart-

ments that do not have the resources to develop local community centers 

may sponsor more traditional community programs, such as Boy Scouts or 

motor bike clubs. 

Summer Camp. A large number of departments operate summer camps 

for local juveniles. With the assistance of nonjuvenile officers, for 

example, the unit may send groups of disadvantaged juveniles to a rural 

camp for a short period (e.g., one or two weeks). This gives the youth 

the opportunity to experience an alternative living situation and envi-

ronment, and the chance for a close, personal relationship with a police 

officer. 

Rehabilitation Programs 

Police rehabilitation programs are typically the province of the 

juvenile unit and place a juvenile on probation in the charge of the 

juvenile officer handling the case. The formality of these programs 

varies, as does the extent to which all juvenile officers participate 

....1 
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in each program. For example, a police probation program was developed, 

and is predominantly used, by one juvenile officer in Onondaga County. 

The program consists of this officer's decision to request that any al-

leged juvenile offender meet with him regularly for counseling, or per­

form a specified activity, such as community or victim assistance. .Pro­

gram policies, eligibility criteria, and program activities (i.e., con-

ditions 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 the city. 

Police rehabilitation programs often allow an officer to retain 

some control over'the juveniles, impose a negative sanction, and/or 

provide restriction in the community. 

Questions for Future Research 

Regardless of the specifics of any police-operated program, there 

are two broad questions to ask: 

1. Do prevention programs prevent juveniles from committing 
crimes? 

2. Do rehabilitation programs keep delinquents from recidivating? 

No empirical data were available on these questions at the sites visited. 

According to the existing, evaluation literature, it is difficult to 

ascertain 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 6,500 prevention 

t d b t 1936 d 1973 36 The researchers concluded programs opera e e ween an • 

that none of the 25 programs which provided sufficient data for an 
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evaluation actually prevented delinquency. Another study, by Dixon and 

Wright, focused on prevention programs providing services to youth be-
. 37 

tween 1965 and 1974. From a listing of 6,600 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). When the researchers reevalu-

ated the 95 programs, they failed to show significant results in effec-

tiveness. Not one of these 95 programs was initiated or operated by 

police. 

It is also questionable whether the operation of delinquency pre-

vention programs, through any means other than law enforcement strate-

gies and tactics, should be part of the police role. Kobetz has stated 

that, although police would provide leadership in the formation of needed 

youth-serving organizations, they "should encourage non-police leaders to 

take over and carryon the activities rather than expending official de­

partment time and funds,,;38 he has 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 off-duty time--the same as other re­

sponsible citizens.,,39 

Recent research has cast serious doubts on the relative effective-

ness of rehabilitation endeavors. Both Martinson and Wilks and Schur 

have presented arguments for the abandonment of the individualized 

treatment philosophy inherent in the goal of rehabilitation programs. 

Martinson and Willes reviewed evaluations of adult and juvenile inter-

40 vention programs done between 1945 and 1967. They concluded that 

.. ~ 
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evaluations of such programs show li.ttle program impact on recidivism. 

Schur reviewed intervention programs directed solely at youth. 41 His 

findings are consistent with those of Martinson and Wilks. Although the 

authors draw different policy implications from these same ~onclusions 

(Martinson and Wilks emphasized punishment as a deterrent to crime; 

Schur emphasized juvenile court referral .for serious violations), all 

argue for abandoning the individualized treatment (rehabilitation) 

approach. 

Until methodological flaws in the eva.luation of prevention and 

rehabilitation programs can be corrected, it will be difficult to know 

whether the programs or the evaluation methodologies have produced the 

findings recorded. 
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CHAPTER VI 

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

Responses to the mail survey (Chapter II) suggested that most city 

and county police departments servicing populations of more than 100,000 

currently operate juvenile units. Telephone interviews and field visits, 

concentrated in departments serving populations 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. Yet our review of the litera­

ture has revealed that little empirical data on the effectiveness of 

juvenile unit operations exist. 

The following sections provide an assessment of baseline data needs 

within the unit and the juvenile justice system; describe one approach 

to monitoring unit operations derived from the functional framework used 

throughout this report; present several reasons for not undertaking an 

in-depth national evaluation of juvenile units; and list additional 

areas of research that should receive priority attention in the future. 

Baseline Data Needs 

This study clarified one aspect of police-juvenile relationships: 

Current recordkeeping practices must change if the community and the 

nation are to understand the nature of the juvenile crime problem and 

the handling of juveniles by the police and the juvenile justice system. 

Grouping descriptively dissimilar offenses does a disservice to policy­

makers. So does a comparison and/or aggregation of offenses defined 

differently across jurisdictions. The variation of the age of majority 
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between 16 and 18 years of age across jurisdictions further complicates 

such comparisons. 

Although this study did not attempt to. assess police recordkeeping 

techniques systematically, several general observations have 'implications 

for future data gathering. For example, no information currently exists 

on patrol officers' handling of juveniles on the street. Where a daily 

log is kept by patrol, an entry will not indicate wh~ther an incident 

involved a juvenile or an adult. In addition, no information exists on 

the informal contact(s) a juvenile officer has with a juvenile and his 

or her family. The information included in case jackets, or summarized 

by a juvenile unit on a monthly basis at the request of the sheriff or 

chief of police, may satisfy only minimal state reporting and funding 

requiremelits rather than enable internal policy planning. 

It is c;ften difficult to tell from a recordkeeping system how, or 

how well, that system is functioning. First, differing data bases may 

be used in one system. In Onondaga County, for example, the police 

count juveniles and the court counts incidents. In Lincoln, the police 

use team policin~ sectors, their major referral agency, the Youth Ser-

vice System, uses the census tract; the schools use school districts. 

Second, the ~eaning of qata categories is not always clear. In Washing-

ton, D.C., a case dismissed for "lack of prosecutorial merit" may mean 

that the prosecutor's staff shortage required that the office give this 

case low prosecutorial priority. Third, information does not flow back 

and forth through the system. Police records regarding cases petitioned 

to court or referred to community agencies are incomplete. In Lincoln, 

it may take six months for central records to learn the disposition of 
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a court case; this dispOSition may never reach the juvenile unit. Cases 

that are disposed of before a judicial hearing may have no entry in po-

lice files. Most juvenil,e units visited had case file information on 

police disposition only; even the outcomes of police-community referrals 

were unknown. 

Several implications for data gathering might result in a more 

accurate picture of juvenile crime and the operation of the juvenile 

justice system: 

• Descriptive information is needed within offense categories 
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 new categorical distinctions 
more appropriate for disposition purposes than are the 
current code distinctions. 

• National data should be collected and analyzed according to 
offense, offender, and jurisdictional categories that would 
be more helpful for policy or funding decisions on the local 
and national levels. . 

• Longitudinal information is needed which tracks juveniles 
through the entire justice process. This is the necessary 
first step to creating a justice "system," by analyzing neces­
sary and unnecessary repetitions of a.ctivities and decisions. 

Monitoring Unit Activities 

A monitoring design that maintains infonnation on what a juvenile 

unit and its officers are doing is a necessary step which precedes evalu-

ating how well they are doing. Program monitoring should be viewed as a 

management tool which 

provides current information on the implementa­
tion, 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. 42 
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The basis for monitoring is the description of the program or proj-

ect. For example, the flow diagrams presented for the investigation and 

screening function display the inputs, outcomes, and processes of these 

functions. Before any monitoring system can be implemented, there has 

to be a determination of what information is needed, a development of 

procedures to produce the type and quality of information needed, and a 

means of assuring that the monitoring information is used. 

It would be premature to detail a monitoring design gathering in-

formation on unit functions without knowing the data needs of the unit 

or department. The following discussion briefly indicates a general ap-

proach that might be used for monitoring; the final repo'ct contains a 

more detailed-discussion. 

A useful approach is to begin by asking units to answer two inter-

related questions (which are a necessary first step to any evaluation 

and which can be answered without full agreement on ultimate goals): 

• what activities are the officers performing; 
• what are the outcomes of these activities. 

Activities 

Few juvenile unit officers document all of their activities. Al-

though the variety of officer activities is great--from public speaking 

to interrogating juveniles--units should try to: (1) distinguish the 

major functions officers perform; (2) isolate the activities involved 

in each function; and (3) decide what information unit supervisors 

should have about these activities. 

Once the activities are outlined, the unit mU9t decide what it wants 

to know about the activities. For example, the unit may want to know 

several things about interviews undertaken in the course of investigating 
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a case: the number of interviews; the relationship of the interviewee 

to the case (e.g., victim, witness); whether the information gained was 

additional, verifying, repeat, or worthless; the time taken to conduct 

the interviews. This same information may be desirable for the inter-

views tmdertaken for the screening function, although the information 

gathere~ and the use to which the information is put will vary. 

Thla information gathered on officer activities should have a clear 

purpose,. In one unit the purpose might be to compare un.it officers; that 

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 choose more efficiently interviewees 

who can provide good information. In a third unit, information gathered 

on the investigative process mj.ght 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 applicable to the screening function. For 

example, a unit may want to know several things about the agency con­

tacts an officer makes in the course of reaching a case disposition: 

the number of contacts made; agencies contacted (e.g., drug addiction 

center, mental health clinic); the nature of the information solicited; 

the agency's responsiveness. Ultimately, officers might use this in­

formation to evaluate their contact with community service agencies or 

to support developing new community resources. Throughout, attention 

should be given to the possible discrepancy between what officers report 

they do and what they actually do. 
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Outcomes 

For each unit function and component activities, there are severa.l 

potential outcomes. For example, outcomes of the investigative process 

may be' that a case is not cleared, is cleared without arrest, is cleared 

by arrest and sent to intake, or is cleared and disposed of without re-

course to court. Cases sent to intake mayor may not reach the prose-

cutor for review, and cases reaching the prosecutor mayor may not be 

heard before a judge and adjudicated. 

The type of information to be gathered on outcomes of the investi-

gative function and the use to which the information is to be put should 

be decided simultaneously. For example, if a unit wants to know its 

clearance record, it will attempt to gather information on the number 

of cases not cleared and ,ompare it with the number of cases cleared. 

A unit wanting to assess the relative effectiveness of sending different 

types of cases to court would gather information on the number and types 

of cases sent to intake, reaching the prosecutor, and heard by a judge. 

This kind of information can lead to unit decisions about the types of 

cases into which officers should put greater investigative effort. 

The screening function has its own set of possible outcomes: re-

lease to hom~, referral to community programs, petition to court, and 

participation in a police program. Beyond these outcomes, a petit:on 

to court intake can lead to several additional outcomes which return 
. 

juveniles to their homes, place them in community programs, send their 

I .. I 
1 I 

cases to the prosecutor, or provide them with intake services (i.e., 

some form of probation). 

1
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An important question to ask about both of th8se functions is 

whether the outcomes are the ones the unit and the department desire. 

To answer. this question, it is necessary to have the answers to the 

following questions: 

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? 

ScreenilJJ!:. 

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? 

On a basic level, a unit may want to summarize the case decisions 

its officers have made during the year (e.g., the number released to 

home, referred to community programs, etc.). To add more complexity 

to the assessmen.t', the unit may want to determine whether different 

types of offenses (e.g., burglary, larceny) are likely to receive d.if-

ferent dispositions (e.g., most burglary offenses are sent to court, 

most larcenies are sent home). Finally, the unit may want to determine 

how intake, the prosecutor, and the judge dispose of those cases it deems 

"serious".(that is, those sent to court). This information can lead to 

unit policy decisions about case dispositions or attempts to work in 

closer contact wj_th the court components. 

Explanatory Variables 

Gathering information on the processes and outcomes of case in-

vestigation and screening is the first step in learning how the unit and 

'r 
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its officers operate. Trying to understand why the unit works as it 

does is the second step, involving specific explorations for. each unit 

and department. The range of potential explanatclry variables is wide, 

from those related to department policies (over which unit officers may 

have some control), to those related to community attitudes (over which 

unit officers may have little control). 

The final report contains a listing of variables which are par-

ticularly relevant for these purposes. In addition~ it presents mea-

surement models of the investigation and screening process. 

National Evaluation Concerns 

A national evaluation of the operation of police juvenile units 

that might gather mo:re empirical data in an. attempt to answer the ques-

tion, "Should there be a police juvenile unit?" is unwarranted. This 

conclusion is grounded in several reasons which have a negative cumula-

tive impact. First, the organization of a police department to handle 

juveniles is a local matter. Because the juvenile unit does nothing 

that cannot be handled elsewhere in the department or justice system, 

whether or not to have a unit and what duties to assign to it are ad-

ministrative decisions for each police chief which involve a host of 

local department and system variables. Whether the unit, in fact, does 

accomplish the operational and administrative goals set for it by the 

department enta.ils a management study which asks questions that a na-

tional evaluation is not suited to an~wer. 

Second, the more important questions in policing juveniles deal 

with the efficacy of the functions themselves (e.g., the productivity 

of investigations, the uniformity of screening, the effectiveness of 

,\ 
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prevention programs), rather than with which po11ce unit performs these 

functions. 

Third, telephone interviews and field visits indicate that current 

trends in policing--team policing, department decentralization, gen-

eralist officers--are undermining the role and autonomy of the juvenile 

unit. These trends' are responses to organiz,ational concerns such as 

officer morale, arrest productivity, upward mobility, and probably would 

not be influenced by data reSUlting from a national evaluation of juve-

nile units. 

Fourth, the reality of juvenile unit operations is that many units 

currently have to compete for cases with other department divisions. 

For example, units that investigate reported delinquent behavior fre-

quently have jurisdiction over the less serious offender, while the 

felony case is assigned to the criminal investigations division. As 

juvenile offenders become increasingly responsible for the more serious 

crimes in an area, a situation that already exists in the nation's 

largest cities " and l,s now a trend in the medium-sized cities, the 

criminal investigations division probably will investigate even more of 

these cases. 

Fifth, legislative trends are further limiting unit jurisdiction. 

Although the influence is indirect, legislation removing status offend-

ers from the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, or mandating that cer-

tain groups of juvenile offenders, by 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 may either ignore the occurrence (e.g~, 
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runaway, incorrigible) or transport the juvenile to an agency with 

jurisdiction. 

Sixth, whether or not juvenile units can achieve their primary goals 

may be as, or more, dependent on the workings of the other components of 

the juvenile justice system than on any internal department changes which 

a national evaluation might suggest. The parens patriae concept behind 

the juvenile justice system is still favored for less serious offenders, 

but the successful implementation of this concept depends on the full 

cooperation of all system components. Any system change in phi1osophi-

cal orientation from labeling theory to deterrence theory may influence 

the handling of only the serious juvenile offender (in the direction of 

a greater number of juveniles being referred to adult criminal court). 

The current realities of juvenile crime, po1i.cing, legislation, and theory 

lead to the conclusion that a national evaluation of police juvenile 

units at this time is unwarranted. 

Futl.lre Research 

The data gathered during the course of this study illuminated sev-

eral directions for future research. The remaining discussion outlines 

these areas and some of the important research questions. 

The Value of Juvenile Investigations 

Previous research on the investigative process, supported by the 

data this study generated, raises several questions about whether, and 

to what: extent, the resources and staff time spent for investigators--

including specialized juvenile investigators--are productive and cost-

effective. Past research on the adtut investigator has led to suggestions 

of a diminished role for the inve:;tigator. Data from the two juvenile 
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units on which this study conducted empirical research suggested that 

juvenile investigators add little new information 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 are diverted from a judiCial hearing by police, intake, 

and prosecution for social, rather than legal, reasons. Few cases reach 

the poiilt- of being tested legally in court. The following three ques-

tions focused on juvenile investigators, deserve research attention: 

• Are juvenile officers better able to investigate juvenile 
cases than nonjuveni1e officers? 

• Is the information gathered by the juvenile 'mit needed for 
clearing cases? 

• ~s the information gathered by the juvenile unit needed for 
case prosecution? 

Based on this report's two case studies, it is our research hypotheses 

that: (a) little new information is added by the juvenile unit to that 

already gathered by nonjuvenile officers; (b) the clearing of most cases 

does not depend on information gathered by the juvenile unit; and (c) the 

strength of the prosecutor's case does not depend on investigative ac-

tivities of the juvenile unit. Rather, information gathered by the 

juvenile unit plays a small role in the decision to prosecute a case. 

Support for these hypotheses would have implications for department or-

ganization (e.g., division of labor among officers, resource allocation) 

and officer morale, self-esteem, and productivity. 

It is also suggested that research be undertaken on several factors 

that appear to influence the extensiveness and outcome of juvenile in-

vestigations. These include: 

,~,~- ""-......---~- --. -~ 
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• case assignment and review process 
• officer's pending caseload 
5 anticipated action by the prosecutor and court 
• accuracy of officer knowledge of court disposition 

Such research would highlight the relationship between the investigative 

process and variables that are not case-specific. 

Uniformity of C~se Disposition 

The question of uniformity in case decisionmaking has been researched 

over two decades. The focus always has been on the arrest decision, but 

that decision may be less important than the "final" police dispositio'n 

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, may be increasing the 

number of juveniles coerced into "treatment." 

The following questions are 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 incr~asing the number of juveniles receiving 
an imposed sanction? 

It is our hypothesis that there is an identifiable group of offenses and 

offenders who are treated uniformly by the police, intake, prosecutor, 

and judge, although the groups might differ for the various components 

of the system. However, cases not in this core will be dealt with less 

uniformly. In addition, each system component (e.g., intake, prosecutor) 

may define these "core" cases differently. 

Information on each of these issues that focuses on uniformity in 

case decisionmaking, will necessarily have implications for guidelines 

--~---~ -~--
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for the use of discretion at several decisionmaking points and for super-

visory practices and mechanisms that hold legal agents accountable for 

their decisions. 

This study was not concerned with the number of juveniles coerced 

into treatment, but the litera'cure reviewed and police practices observed 

suggest a closer look into this question. 

It is also suggested that research be undertaken on several factors 

that appear to influence screening decisions. These include: 

• training received by the juvenile officer 
• supervision of the juvenile officer 
• formal and informal unit policies 
• knowledge of treatment alternatives 
• formal and informal court policies 

Such research would highlight the relationship between screening de-

cisions and organizational systemic matters. 

Overlapping Decisionmaking 

In discovering the multiple points at which one case can be screened 

and the overlapping functions and options which exist among system com-

ponents, it becomes clear that research on decisionmaking should extend 

beyond the police role. The fol~owing 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 dupli­
cated by other agents of the juvenile justice system? 

It is our hypothesis, based on data gathered for this study, that where 

little coordination of effort takes place among police, intake, prosecu-

tion, and judge in their decisionmaking, repetition of activities and 

decisions at several system levels results. This repetition, rather 

than contributing to a checks-and-balances systems, results in a 
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juvenile's loss of respect for the system; the inefficient use of jus-

tice system resources; and police disillusionment with the system. Ac-

cording to 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-

juvenile--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 duplications within any given system, 

a stable proportion of cases reaches the judge on a yearly basis. The 

natural policy implications which would flow from such research would be 

in the area of system coordination. 

Impact of Labeling and Deterrence 

In the course of this study it was difficult to gain a clear pic-

ture of the effects on the juvenile of trying to keep him or her out of 

the system or of using sanctions in a specific manner to deter delinquent 

behavior. Data from the two case studies suggest that juvenile officers 

invoke labeling theory 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 sys­
tem--of implementing either or both labeling and deterrence 
theory? 

Research into this question should focus on both the anticipated and un-

anticipated consequences of implementing either theory. 
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