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Despite an early s.uggestion that criminology should be

~concerned with ''the process of making laws, of breaking laws,

and of reacting toward thae breaking of laws," (Sutherland, 1938:
3) the majority of the significant developments in the field
have generally been in more restrictive areas than these. For

example, the development of theoretical models that attempt to

~account for either the forces that push individuals toward crim-

inaiity and delinquency or that make such behavior an attrac-
tive alternative to conformity has drawn much attention (cf.

Coheh; 1955; Glaser, 195¢; Merton, 1957: 131-160; Miller, 1958;

' Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Matza, 1964; Downes, 1966; Bﬁrgess and

AKers, 1966; Quinney, 1970; Sutherland.and Cressey, 1970: 71
93).

Attention has also increasingly focused on correctional

organizations and the corsequences of confinement in various

This manuscript is a substantial revision of a paper

that was originally presented to the 1973 convention of the North
Central Sociological Association in Cincinnati, Ohio. The
authors gratefully acknowledge the critical comments made on that
earlier version of our work by Professor Harwin L. Voss of the
University of Kentucky and Professor Charles M. McCaghy of
Bowling Green State University, We are also most appreciative

of the assistance provided by Drs. Ineke Haen, a research asso-
ciate with the Metropolitan Criminal Justice Center of the

" College of William and Mary.
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at this level of processing. First, their decisions could

2

types of correctional settings (cf. Sykes;'1958;<CIemmer,5
1958; Cloward, et gl;, 1960; Cressey, 1961; Wheeler, 1961;
Glaser, 1964; Ward and kassebaum, .1965; Giallombardo,v1966;
Street, et al., 1966; Weilford,*1967; Hazelrigg, 1968;’Irwih’
1970; Hefferman, 1972; Thomas and Foster, 1972, 1973; ThomaS;
1973). This is all well and good. We are developing some
reasonably good ideas atout the causes of’crime,and delin-
Quency, and we ére begirning to better'uhderstand the'lqng‘and
short-term conseduences of confinemént.‘ But we are*a1so Con—‘
fronted with a paradéx: despite our incréasihg‘khowiedge about
the céuses of crime and the operation of the correctibnal ?roe
cess, we know’very'little about the ﬁanner in whichflaw is
created‘and applied.

This study represerts an attempt to extend our understand;

ing of the factofs.that influence the'application of the law.

~Based on an analysis of records data obtained from a juvenile’

court system, we attempt to evaluate the criteria employed in

détermining-whéther é juvenile should be referred for a formal

- juvenile court hearings. This decision is generally the re- .

~sponsibility of intake or probation officers (Gibbons, 19§7),

Given the rather considerable discretionary deer”thatfmany
jurisdictions invest in these positions, it is surprising that

so little.attentidh‘has been focused on the determinants of

~their behavior. Still, it can reasonably be assumed that at

+ least two basic sets'of ihfluences are of potential relevance
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result from a consideration of variabies directiy related to
the alleged offenses. These we will refer tOVAS "legal fac-
fdrs.” Seéond; it is-also possible'that these decisions are
rélated-to extra-legél iactors_associatéd with the personal
characteristics of the zlleged delinquent and his social back-

gropnd.’ Thése we will term "social factors." The goal of our

analysis is to determine the extent of which social factors

may alter the degree of association between legal factors and

case dispositions.

~Related Research

Although a considerable increase in the quantity and
quality of research on 1eactions to devianée has followed the

surge of interest in the labeling or interactionist perspec- .

’tive, sound research on the operation of the juvenile court

sysfem is far from extersive. Sound research on the deter-
mingnfs of probation officers' decisions to refer juveniles
for cburt-hearings is perticularly scarce. Nevertﬁeless, a
number of relévant findings are pertineht.

First, it seems clear that a considerable volume of delin-

‘quent and criminal behavior never even becomes known to social

control agencies (cf. Pcrterfield, 1943; Short and Nye, 1958;

Akers, 1964; Voss, 1966; Ennis, 1967; Farrington, 1973)., Even

among those juveniles whose delinquency comes to the attention
of the police, relatively few will find themselves referred

~for further processing (GibBons and Griswold, 1957; Sheridan,

1962; Goldman, 1969 McEachern and Bauzer, 1964; Piliavin

‘-ﬁ-h - wf -‘ mm fm w e — - ﬂ-ﬁ
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‘and Briar, 1964; Terry, 1967a, 1967b; Wheeler, 1968; Wilson,
1968; Whéeler, Bonacich, Cramer, and Zola, 1968; Hohenstein,

1869; Ferdinand and Luchterhand, 1970; FerSter, Courtless, and

Snethen, 1970; Black and Reiss, 1970; Weiner and Willie, 1971;

Arnold, 1971; Ferster, ard Courtless, 1971; Williams and Gold,

'1972; Chused, 1973; Kiekbusch, 1973; Thornberry, 1973). At-

tempts to account for the considerable selectivity of this

screening process have related the probability of reaction to

such legal factors as the seriousness of thé offense committed;
extent of harm or damage assbciafed with the offenSe, and the
prior offense record of the offender. In additidn, however,
the attitude of the offerder towards those reacting to his be-
havior, his social class béckground, age, Sex, race,‘religion;
reéidence, family status,~aﬁd so on all represent soéiallfactors
thaf have been associatec with the decision fo_fefer cases for
further review, |

Second, even a superficial review of the relevant litera-
ture leaves one with the rather unbomfdftable.feeling thaf thé'
onlyvconsistént findingvcf'prior reseérch is that theie-gre no
consistencies in'the_determinants‘of the decigion?making pfo;
cess. Given fhe general thrust, and pérhéps the ideplogical

orientation, of labeling perspectives, it has often been as-

sumed that such factors es sex, race, and social class are re--

lated to the selectivity of the‘screeﬁing process. Althoﬁgh '

some studies provide empirical support for such an assumption,

an equal number have fourd little if any assoéidtion betwéen

,xhése;attributes‘and'the decision to react. A subétantiat’
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number of methodological explanations for these contradictory
findings are entertainable (type of sample drawn, source(s)
of data, sophistication of analytical techniques employed,
systematic differences betweeﬁ the criteria deemed appropriate
in various court jurisdictions, and so pn). In addition,
there is substantial reason to believe that the level at
Which the processing is being done is a major determinant.of
which:qriteria will aésume salience. Recent research; for

example, has shown that as cases move from the domain of the

police to that of the probation officer to that of the court,

the types of criteria that are employed vary considerably
(Williams and Gold, 1972).
Unfortunately,‘this‘still does not account for the fact

that the available analyses of the decisions made by probation

; officers provide grossly different depictions of the kinds of

faétors that influence processing of delinquents. Part of the
problem seems ﬁo be tied to the multiple duties that probation
officers typically éarry out. In man} jurisdictions they de-
cide on whether a juvenile should be referred to court, they
make recommendations on the appropriate dispositions for the
cases that are referred, and they evaluate the degree of pro-

gress made by juveniles who are under the formal or informal

supervision of the juvenile court. Thus, just as the criteria

that are employed at the various stages of processing may be
quite different, the criteria being used by the probation

officer may well vary in accordance with the speecific func-

tion he is fﬁlfillihg (Cohn, 19635.

6
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Given the increasing consensus in the field on the notlg?/

that referral to the juvenile court is of considerable social

2y

7/

relevance in and of itseclf, the focus of this paper is only on

the analysis of the detorminants of cdurt‘referrale Even on
that restrictive topic ve findkinconsistent leads from a re-
view of the pertinent 1l.terature. Gross (1967), for‘examplé,
attempted to determine the criteria that probation officers
preferred to use in mék;né their decisions. The four most.
preferred criteria were therjuvenile's attitude'tOWard‘his
offense, famiiy background information, delinquency récord,‘

and present offense datu. We have been unable to find any re- .

Search evidence on the ittitude variable in this specific stage

of processing, but the other criteria have not been consis~
tently reported as relevant. Williams and Gold (1972) found
that among those with prior offense recofds, blacks were;moré
likely to be referred ta court than were whites. This associaf
tioﬁ between ethnicity tnd case disposition has also been noted
by Cohn (1963) and by Goldman (1969). Terry:(1967a, 196753,; h
however, found that ethuicity was uncorrelated with the dis=-
positions made by probation officers and that the only statis-
tically significant predictors of réferral,were'offense, off
fense history, and age of the juveniie.»

Conceptual Orientation

The contradictory findings that are reported in the a-
vailable studies of factors that influence the deciSibné of

probation officers renders the deyeloppeht of an gdequate

@
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'conoeptual model a difficult task.

‘ been &dvanced by proponents of the labellng approach provide 3

support for some initial prop051t10ns.

‘tion of juvenile cases is typically accomplished with consider-

‘ably more flexibility than is true with adult criminal proceed-

"primary function is the orotection of the child and the pro- v
“vision of assistance for juveniles deemed in need of help.
‘More than a few professionals in the fields of law,
”socioiogy, and related disciplines have argued that the pursuit
often led to inappropriate encroachments on the principles of

United States Sypreme Court decisions in such cases as Kent,

-Lemert,

~ Siegel,

ska

7
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Still, research on other

aspects of legal processing and the basxc framework that has

.

r

Initially, there is clearly no question that the disposi-

ings. 1Indeed, the explicit rationale upon which our juvenile

court system is based holds that the adversary system of crim-

inal proceedings is inappropriate for juvenile courts whose

criminology,
of individualized treatment by the juvenile justice system has

equity, equel protection, and due process. The thrust of the

Gault, and Winship notwithstanding (cf. Carver and White, 1968;

1970;), formal procedures throughout the juvenile court
system remaih reiatively relaxed and flexible rather than con-
strained by strlct 1nterpretae10ns of constitutional and pro-
cedural law (Lefsteln, et al., 1969;

Reasons, 1970; Duffee and

1971). While this flexibility may be viewed as a
necessaly condition for progress toward a more effective system

of 1nd1v1dua11zed justice, 1t also leaves the door open for the

Cohn, 1963).

ceive,
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utilization of screeniny criteria that are far removed from

what we ‘have termed leg1l factors. Given these observations,

several points dre clear. First, the probation officer has

considerable power in the decision-making process becaﬁse
typically he determines who will be referred for formal court
hearings.

Second, for better or worse, JUV8n118 proceedlngs

are not conducted under the same procedural constraints as are
typical in criminal courts. Third,
are formally defined as officers of the court,

and prefessional training tends to be much more oriented to-

ward social work than toward law. they ¢an be expected

Thus,

to place considerable 1vportance on extra- 1ega1 varlables (cf.
Finally, ©he data upon whlch thelr de0151ons are

made (police reports, intake records, individual interviews,

background investigations, and so on) typically provide them
with a good deal of infermation, only a fraction of which is
specifically related to such legal factors as the nature of

the offense and prior offense record.

‘In brief, both our observations and the available litera-

‘ture suggests that probation officers excercise considerable

decision-making power.

by strict procedural rules, but by traditional expectations

that ence
the Juvenlle Presumably striving for the goal of prov1d1ng

such 1nd1v1duallzed Justlce

solicit, or collect information on a substantial number

their academic

Their power is typically nogigovernef@

probation offlcerg typlcally red

although probation officers

P

N

rage them to tailor thelr dec151ons "to the needs of _
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of,extra-legal fectors. Under these c1rcumstances the real
questlon is not whether extra- legal data is used 1n the ren-
derlng of dec151ons, but how it is used.

‘Notw1thstahd1ng thoughtful criticisms of the present
,etetus of labeling mode s (cf. BordUa; 1967; Akers, 1968;
Gibbs; 1972;fScherviSh 1973), examinations of court process—
‘ing can profit from the logic of this approach Although
neither a rev1ew of the labeling perspectlve nor the develop-
ment of a labeling model is W1th1n the ‘scope of this brief
essay, a few fundamenta] points are relevant First, there‘is
”:nothlng 1nherent 1n the nature of the alleged dellnquent act
that necessarlly leads to formal reactions to that behavior
by the police, prbbatior offioers or courts. IhSteed, the
behav1or itself is 51mp1y a varlable which, together w1th
,knowledge of the extent of prior dellquency, prov1des a cue
to the commltment of the Juvenlle to a delinquent career. 1
All other.thlngs being equal, the greater the degree of de~
’v1ance that is perceived to be represented by the behav1or and
the greater the perceived commitment to dellnquency, the
;_greeter,the probability of a formal court referral. But all

other things are not equal. The juvenile enters this stage of

lReaders who are unflmlllar with the development of label-
ing models would profit from.a review of such basic sources on
‘the topic as Lemert (1951, 1972); Erickson (1962), Becker (19633

%§g$§§ (1966), Matza (1939), Douglas (1970), Scott and Douglas

==
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- processing as considerably more than an individual who is,

for example, aiieged to;have stolen a car andeho has:beenr
warned about truancy violations twice ih the past. tOn,the
contrary, amohg other things; the available data might depict'
him as a bright 17 year old white‘male who reeently dropped
out of school fOllOWlng the divorce of his parents and who has‘
been questloned by the folice about his truancy on two occee
sions prior to his arrest for auto theft.

The basic point is that there are‘contingencies that are
not directly associated with a speCific delinquent act that

will alter the probability of further proceedings. The~types

~of contingencies are numerous. Some tend to affect the under-

standibility of the behevior. 1In the ekample cited earlier,
for ekample, the arrest for car theft is more understandabief '
if it can be viewed as a reactlon to the stress created by the
divorce of the Juvenlle S parents. Other contingencies would
effect the ascrlptlon of culpability to the Juvenlle. For .

example, Juvenlles from some social class backgrounds may be‘

‘excused from respon51b111ty because ”they 51mp1y weren‘t
'taught to know that steallng is wrong." Still other'contin-

~gencies define status differentials between theujuvenilefahd

those reacting to his behavior, degrees of sociaildistance,

relatlve access to legltnmate power, and so on. At‘thiS‘time,

’however, our goal is not to develop a typology of 1nfluent1a1

cont1ngenc1es that may increase or decrease the probablllty

of formal reactions to dev1ance,' We 51mp1y w1sh to po;nt out‘
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~the fact that important cdhtingenqies do exist, and that they

must be taken into consi-leration.if the screening process in
the juvenile justice sys:em is to be better understood and
utilized.

Researc1 Methodology

In order to assess -he influence of several theoretically
signifiéant social factor;, we abgtracted information from the
foense records of all jiveniles whose most recent offense had
come to the attention of the juvenile court in a small south-

eastern city not in the Pilot City area between January 1, 1966

‘and December 31, 1969. Only the most recent offenses and dis-

positions that had been recorded for those in this sample were
included in our analysis. This proéovided us with data on the

most recent offenses that had allegedly been committed by an

“initial sample of 352 juveniles. Six juveniles charged with

minor traffic violations were removed from the sample. Our
analysis is based on the remaining 346 cases.

The independent variables for our analysis are serious-

ness of the current offense and frequency of prior delinquency.

The offense variable wa: trichotomized into felony offenses,
'misdeméanors, and‘stricily juﬁenile offenses.. The pribr of-
fense variable was dichotomized into no prior offenses‘and one
or more prior offenses. The prior offense variable is used as
an‘indicator of degree of commitment.fo delinquency.

Our conceptual model suggests that the level of associa-

tion between these independent variables and case disposition

.1#"
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will vary between categories of variables that are not,direétly‘
related to either the offense or the offense histo%y of the |
juvehile. This led us 1o introduce sex of the'juvénile,
éthnicity, social class of origin, age at first and age‘at
last offense, number of co-offenders, and degrée of family

stability and unity as the control variables. With the excépé_‘

“tion of the social class variables, all of our indicators

were directly‘derivéd f--om formal case records that werebmain—,
tained on the 352 juven.les. When the occupatioﬂ‘of the ju—"
venile's father was not contained in these records, the local
city directory was consilted. The occupational scale of the
Hollingshead Two Factor Index of Social Position was uséd to
categorize the social class position of each juvenile
(Hollingshead, 1957). {n those cases where the mbther was the
head of the household, the mother's occupation was used.

Our exbectation was that the associations between the two
independent variables aad case dispbsition'WOQId be stronger
among those cases involving black offenders than"émong :hdse'
involving whites. Similarly, we hypothesized that the associa-
tions would be stronger for cases involving lower‘class ju-
veniles than middle or upper class juveniies.‘ Sex aﬁd age at
both the timerf the first and at the most receﬁtboffense were
used as control vériables because of the«ascriptive ﬂéture‘éf
sex and age roles in this society. In particular, the sugges-

tion has been made by other researchers that females are less -

. likely to reach this level of processing thah are’%a1es, but o




and case disposition.

‘that they are more likeiy to be referred to &ourt than are
males when they do come to the attention of the juvenile

i
Thus, we vould expect a stronger association

éuthérities,
betwééﬁ tﬁé i£dependent variables and disposition among the
cases involving females than among those involving males.
Young children are also treated by the juveniie‘legal system
in a manner similar to females given that a child may be con-
sidered to be too young to realize the consequences of his be-
havior. The juvenile avthorities will not readily subject a
younger child to officiasl court attention unless the alleged
deviancy is particularly severe, but we would expect that the
relationship between the independent and depeﬁdent variables
will become stronger as age of the juvenile increases. For
similar reasons, the court can be expected to intervene in

cases where the juvenile is living in what it defines as an

unstable home or family situation. In the stable home, it is

offenvexpecféd that the juvenile is receiving adequéte super-
Vision and is, therefore, not in need of official supervision
by the juvenile‘court. "he number of co-defendants shouid also
influence the relationship between the independent variables

Jiavenile delinquency may be a manifesta-

tion of status seeking behavior among peers and, therefore,

may bring about increased visibility of potential delinquency.

‘As a result of this incrcased visibility, the juvenile author-

ities may be more iikely to process the case. Thus, among

juveniles with one or more co-defendants or correspondents we

14

expoct a stonger degree of association betwegn the independehf

variable and the depend2nt variables.

Analysis and Findings i

i

The initial questio>n that must be raised in our analysis
pertains to the relativ: importance of legal and social factors
in the prediction of ca.e dispositions. The relevant statis-

tical data are summariz>sd in Table 1.
(INSERT TASLE 1 ABOUT HERE)

Two points scem cliar. First, the rank order of the

several predictors can te established by the levels of assOcia—’ 

tion between each of the independent variables and case dis-
position. Their order cf importance was seriousness of the
most recent offense comnitted (gamma = .527), age at the time

of the juvenile's first offense (gamma = .389), age at thi time
of the most recent offerse (gamma =.323), number of co-de}én—
dants (gamma = -.299), racec (gamma = .288), family stability‘
(gamma = .219), and sex (gamma = .113).  Thefe was no associa-
tion between social class and case disposition (gamma = -3006)
and number of priof offenses (gamma = -.054). Although thes§
zero-order measures of association must be intérpréted with
caution because of the_o;Vious interactions bétwééﬁ several\df

the variables, they do provide some initial‘suPport for the -

hypothesis that social fictors are influential in the decision-

making process. Second, however, the levels of association

show that no single varinble other than seriousness of the

b
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most recent offense accounts for more than a ;elatively small
proportion of the variation in the dependent bariable. Indeed,
despite the common belief that social factors exert a major
influence in legal dispcsitions, these data show only low to
modefate correlations between social factors and case disposi-
tion. Still, because 0i the intercorrelations between several
of the independent varisbles, it seems probabie that a more
thofough understanding ¢f the determinants of case dispositions
can be achieved by takirg additional contingencies into con-
sideration.

Controlled Analysis

The logic which prcvides the foundation for our multivar-
iate analysis can be stated in a fairly simple fashion. The
zero-order associations show that the most powerful predictor

of case dispositions is the seriousness of the most recent

offense. Indeed, the nction of equal protection under the

law would lead one to predict sucb a relationship if all other
things are equal. Obviously, however, all other things are
never equal. Thus, the question we are posing relates to
whether or not this type of relationship will remain constant
when other poténtially relevant factofS’are not allbwed to
vary. For example, is it possible that the importance of the
seriousness of the offense will alter when ﬁhe'alleged offender
is a femalé rather than a male, when he is black rather than

white, when is from a broken home rather than one which is in-

. tact? To resolve these and related questions one need only

held a third variable constant and then examine the conditional

3
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associations which can be derived from the multivariate treat-
ment of the available Jduta. Tables 2 and 3 ﬁrovide a summary.

of these conditional aszociations.

(INSERT TABLE 2 AND TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE)

s

In Table 2 we have presented the conditional aSSOCiatiohs

between seriousness of cffense and case dispositions when sex,

prior offense record, age at first offehse, age at moﬁt recent
offense, ethnicity, social class of origin, f@hily $tabilitya
and number of co-defendents are held constant. A review of
these findings reveals that the relative:impoftance of sefﬁouSQ

ness of offense in the determination of case dispositions is

greatest when the alleged offender is male,'hés a prior offense

record, is black, comes from a lower social ¢lass backgroﬁnd,

is in an unstable family setting, had one or more co-defen-
dants, and when the age 41t first and most recent offense was
between 16-17. Under all other conditions the seriousness of

the offense was not so v2levant in the determination of the

appropriate case dispositionm. This does not necessarily imply
~the conclusion that one :ategory of juveniles will be treated

more or less harshly than another. It does indicate, however,

that the social meaning of the ﬁype of offense Whiéh had
allegedly been committed was quité‘different ﬁhen the alleged
offender was, fér example, from a‘$£ab1e fathér tﬁén an un}@
stable home, male rathér feméle,,and S0 on. Thus;‘it is',H‘

(=)

e
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quite clear that,variables not directly related to the alleged

violation of state staties are being taken into consideration

in the disposition of jivenile cases.

Similarly, Table 3 provides an overview of the conditional

associations obtained when prior offense record, our measure

-of degree of commitment to delinquency, is used as the indepen-

dent variable rather thin seriousness of the offense. These
findings show that the salience of a prior offense record is
greater when the alleged offender is black, from a lower social
class background,{when i felony level offense is involved,

when the juvenile comes from an unstable family background,

‘when there are one or more co-defendants, and when the juve-

nile's age'at both his rnost recent and his first offense are
16-17. Generally speaking, however, prior offense records do
not appear to be nearly so powerful a predictor in either the
bivariate or the multiveriate analysis as we had expected

given the findings of previous research. Although we do feel
that we can provide a meaningful interpretation of this finding,

its ex post facto character should be kept in mind. Specifi-

cally, in this jurisdiction the volume of cases that are
handled is generally quite low, and thdse responsible for
screening the juvenile caées frequently have considerabie
knoWlédge about the ﬁfevious behavior of a given juvenile, in-
cluding behavior that is not a matter of formal record. While
a prior record might be taken as an importanf indicator in a

court with a much heavier docket of cases, it probably is not

18
interpreted in that fashion in localities where the informal

information on each case is often extensive. e LT

. //Z‘\ ‘
Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to
which variables not immediately relatéd to an alleged offense
may alter the probability that variables that are tied tohthe :
offense will be predictors of case dispositions. The juvenile
court system is a particularly good setting within which to ex-
amine such relationships given that it is.chargeg;with a num-
ber of respensibilities, some of which may run c;ﬁnter to one
another. The overall operation of the éourt system,'for

example, is intended to provide protection for the community

while also providing just and equitable treatment of an alleged

offender. In addition, however, the philosophy of the juvenile

court system in this country dictates that it tailor its
decision-making processes in such a way as to providé support
and assiétance for juveriles who are deemed to require such
aid. |

In ourvanalysis we examined the relatiénship between” two

”iegal variables," type of offense and prior offense record,

~and the decision to refer cases for a formal hearing in the

juvenile court. While cur initial analysis shows that blacks

are more likely to be re¢ferred than whites, older juveniles.
more than younger juveniles, those from unstable family back-
gtounds'more than those from stable family backgrounds, those

who had co-defendants more than those without co-defendants,
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and those who wetre relatively older at the point of both their

first and their most recent oifense more than those in younger

_age categories, the seriosness of the most recent offense was

clearly shown to be the bast predictor of case disposition.

On the other hand, the relative importance of the seriousness

_of the most recent offense was shown to vary considerably when

the other variables in the analysis were held coastant.

These findings lead us fo conclude that both legal and
etié-legal factors are being taken into consideration in the
‘determination of whether to refer a given case for a formal
heaping in the juvénile court. ‘indeed,vsome social factors
appear to provide an "insulation' which may inhibit such re-
férrals. The inte£pretation of whether such differvntials are
appropriate or inappropriate depends largely on one's perspec-
tive on juvenile céﬁrt oyerations., If, however, one is respon-
sive to the numerous criticisms that are presently being directed
at ju?enile court operaﬁ:ons, it is clear that the "due process
model'" 1is béing challenged in jurisdictionsvsuch,as the'one in
which this study was conducted. This challenge may very well
not be a function of diScriminatory‘processing, but instead,
through the inclusion o variables in the decision-making pro-
cess that are far removel from the specifics of aﬁ alieged delin-
queﬁt act, a decision-macing process within which the discre-

tionary actions of responsible officials are largely uncontrbiled

~and not subject to either review or challenge.
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Table 2
Levels of Association (Gamma) between Seriousness of Offense

and Case Dispositions with and without Relevant Control Variables

‘Indépendent Variable Dependent Variable Bivariate Association Condition&i Association
-Females =  ,304
Males = W§90 -
No Prior = ,516
1 + Prior = ,602
Blacks = .671
Whites = .446
Hi SES = .358
Lo SES = ,481
' Offense Disposition 527 Family Stable = .534
' ' Family Unstable- . = ,540
Age last offense = .005
6-12
Age last offense = ,533
- 13-15 ' _ _
Age last offense .= ,.786 .
16-17 g
Age first offense“‘=‘ .331
- 6-12 ‘
Age first offense = .580
‘ 13-15 o
Age first offense = 819
16-17
No;Cdidefendants = ,490
= .575

1 + Co-denfendants




Table 3
‘Levels of'Assqciation (Gamma).bétweén Prior Offense Recérd and

. Case Disposition with and without Relevant Control Variables

Independent Variable Dependent Variable Bivariate Association  Conditional Association

-.045

Female =
Males = -,066
Blacks = -,278
Whites =  ,017
Hi SES = -.074
Lo SES = «,2068
Prior Offense Record Disposition , : -;054 R Juvenile Off., =" -,253
) ) ' Misdemeanors = -,050

Felony Offense ~1.000
!1074;

Family Stable _
-.117~

Family Unstable

wou

L7

Agellast‘offenséﬁ =

Age last offense: -,034
. 13-15 e e
- Age last offense

C16-17 '

[|%

W

Age first offense = -,041
6-12 i

Age first offense

o 13-15
- Age first offense

0 16-17
No‘Co-d;fendants 
.1 + Co-defendants

-.073

s |

1.000

-.156  5
Coe221 0

R
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