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THE FIRST OFFENDER IN JUVENILE COURT:
A STUDY OF THE MILWAUKEE COUNTY

, : CHIL.DREN'S COURT CENTER
' by

William E. Berg

The analysis underlying this publication was
supported by funds fron: the Wisconsin Council
on Criminal Justice, rirouch University of
. Wisconsin-Extension, fcr programs or pro-

- jects pursuant to Pait C, Title I of the

. Omnibus Crime Controi and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, The School of Social Welfare,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, supplied
the matching funds. The substance of the
research is dedicated to the public. The author
is solely responsible for the accuracy of siate-
ment or interpretations contained therein,

Milwaukee Urban Observatory
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PREFACE

The First Offender in Juvenile Court: A Study of the

Milwaukee County Children's Court Center is submitted by the Mil-

waukee Urban Observatory to the Wisconsin Council on Criminal
Justice, the Milwaukee County Children's Court Center, and the
Milwaukee Board of Fire and Police Commissioners in fulfillment
of Grant 72-10-01-05 from the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice
through University of Wisconsin-Extension for programs or projects
pursuant to Part C, Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, dated June 21, 1972, ' .

The need for a study of first offenders was initially suggested
to the Urban Observarory by the 1971 Law Enforcement Plan of the
City of Milwaukee, prepared by the Milwaukee Board of Firc and Police
Cornmissioners acting in the capacity of Kegional Criminal Justice
Planning Committce, We are grateful to Charles W, Mentkowski,
Assistant Dean, Marquette University LLaw School, and Chairman of
the £nard of Fire and Police Coinmissioners, and James Blumenberg,
Grants Coordinator and Analyst for the Board of Fire and Police
Commissioners, for their generous assistance in initiating the study,

Discussions were subsequently held with William H. Hewatt,
formerly Coordinator of the Criminal Justice Program, Schocl of '
Social Welfare, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and Robert L.
Stonek, also of the School of Social Welfare, now Executive Director
of the Wisconsin Council on Criininal justice. Messrs, Hewitt and
Stonek identified Professor William E. Berg as a highly qualified
project director, Their judgment was excellent. Professor Berg
proved to be not only a competent scholar, but a person deeply sensitive
to the values and interests of the people and organizations whom he
investigated. Assisting him in this endeavor was another qualified
scholar, Assistant Professor Richard Theado, also from the School
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INTRUDUCTION b

This report is divided into two parts. Part I provides a brief

o b Sy S

summary of the project and of the findings. It also includes (see

This project deals with a number of issues that are involved in the . Section 6, Part 1) some of the recommendations that have been made as

problem of juvenile delinquency and in the more specific problem of

how juvenile delinquents are handled within the juvenile justice system.

It focusses on the first offender and, in part at least, it tests the assump-
tion that the first offender is different from those offenders who have
been involved in the juvenile justice system for previous offenses. 1

Such differencés involve not only the lack of a prior juvenile record but
include such things as the socio-economic background of the offender,

the way that he or she is treated within the court systeni, and the rela-

L
[
£
b
4

e i g

a result of the project and our association with the Court Center. Part
Il examines the findings of the project in more detail and provides the
appropriate data, Finally, there are a number of appendices which
deal with specific areas of interest or concern that are related to the
project or that have emerged in the course of the project.

The project has been completed with the cooperation and the efforts
of a number of individuals and groups. Our own staff has included

rescarch and project assistants who have been able to grasp some of

tive impact of these treatments on subsequent delinquent behaviors. the complexities inherent both in the project and in the system that the

The goals of the project are to test some of these assumptions within a . EO project focusses on. In a very real sense, therefore, the project could

single court system, that is, within the Milwaukee County Children's not have been complered without the able assistance of Natalie Mitz

Court Center (now Palay), Maria Quiroga, and Judy Martin, Mary Prawdzik has

The framowork within which we have approached the juvenile } handled almost all of the problems of data gathering in a consistent and

2

court system assumes that these courts are social organizations. an unusually ckillful manner. And the staff of the Milwaukee Urben

vttt a1 V3 it i

They are neither isolated from their community and their socicty, nor Observatory has provided all the administrative support necessa., to

) arc they immune from the complexities and the problems that arise ’ the project,
within any bureaucratic organization. At every point in their operations : The project owes a special debt to the administr: tion and the staff
they are influenced by the values and the texture of the larger society. | of the Milwaukee County Children's Court Center. The patience and
‘ All of the presumptions about delinquents or delinquency which are % l the persistence of the staff has been one of the notable contributions to

present in the society are, in one degree or another, reflected in the the project and the cooperation of the administration and the judges -

court system. Thus each of the actions taken by the representatives ircluding the current and the previous ones - has insured the successful

' of this system need to be evaluated in terms of the values and beliefs completion of the work,

of the larger community.

L]
. PR % -
1. Sec Appendix A for a specification of the Goals and the design of the :
project. e S f
2. Aaron V. Cicourel, The Social Organizat.on of Juvenile Justice, J. E
Wiley and Sons, N, Y., 1908.
1 , .,
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PART ONE
PROJECT SUMMARY
o | . b ' real questions of individual rights and privacy. Such limitations are
Section I, Project Design , o perhaps inevitable and they do not, in our opinion. significantly limit
Although the project deals specifically with the first offender, the ' , the findings of the project.
questions that are raised have necessitated a much broader view of : | The operational goals and objectives of the project serve as the
* the Center's operations. When we ask, for example, "What are the o ‘ ® r framework for data collection and analysis, These include:
characteristics of those first offenders who are referred to the Center?)’ T i | (1) The identification of the offender in terms of:
’ we must assume that the answer invites a comparison with those offen- ' ' (a) His or her social and economic background,
ders who are not first offendsrs. To answer this type of. question in ' . ; , (b) The nature of the offcnse that precipitated the referral,
: any other manner - to simply define the first offender in relationship . | o (c) The circumstances thai were involved in this offensc.
) to a given range of variables and behaviors - would not provide a basis ' (2) The identification and specification of the decisions made in !
,’,-"'" for understanding what these figures might mean. Thus the study in- . ' the Court Center:
. cludes both the first offenders and those who have been referred to this ! | (a) Decisions made at Intake by the Probation staff,
Center, or to some other juvenile court, for a’previous offense. j i (b) Decisions made by the District Attorney's office,
. There are three essential questions raised by the project: : : (c) Decisions made by the Court itself.
(1) Who are the first offenders that are referred to the o (3) The identification and specification of the treatrent services
Center, . provided within the center and through community agencies or other
(2) How are they handled within the Center, and ‘ : i groups that may have become involved with the oifender as a result of
. (3) What kinds of treatment services do they receive - these decisions,
either in the Center or through the intorvention of the Center? |
Since the study involves both first offenders and repeaters, ecach of % Section 2, Data Collection
these questions must be asked abcut the latter group as well,
The dimensions of these questions become the operational concerns : | The relevant data were gathered on a random sample of referrals
of the project. Once we have specified, in other words, the critical ‘ made to the Court Center during the six month period from May through
9 * social ard economic dimensiors of the first offender then the problem ' Qctober of 1972, A total of 357 cascs are included in the sample; 155
becomes one of obtaining valid and reliable measures of these dimen- ' "‘ ' first offenders and 202 multiple or repearer offenders.
. sions. In defining these dimensions we have Leen able to rely upon a ' The initial data relating to objective 1 (above) and to question 1
. " number of earlier studies done in juvenile courts.2 Obviously not all ) ) {p.5) were gathered during the intake process. Data were gathered
of the information that we might like to have has been available, and ', : through interviews with the probation officers and through the examina-
in many instances the attempt to obtain such data would involve very , tion of court records.
) . [ - Each of the 357 cases were followed up on a monthly basis. The
;’_ Sszee 1;?;:?2:;62 data cbrained through thesc follow-ups inc?udcs information relating
. o, -5= ' : .
Preceding page blank . -6-
e : .
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to the decisions that were made at each point during the processing of

been maiz to community agencies,
patterns of contacts with the probation officer and types of servi

the case, the referrals that may have

ces
provided, subsequent offensecs that may have been co

mmitted by the
offender,

and general estimates of adjustment during the period in
question,
In cases where community

agencies became involved with the
offender, these

agencies were contacted and reley
A similar procedure was followed on those cases
was placed with either the Stare Dep

ant data were gathered,

where the offender
artment of Health and Social
Services or the Milwaukee County Department of Public Welfare.

All of the data were analyzed through the use of a variety of
statistical techniques. This analysi

work specified by the goals and objectives of the project. Thus the
findings reflect those conce r

§ was conducted within the frame-

ns enunciated in Section | above,

Section 3, Summary of Findings - Characteristics of the Offenders

The data indicate that there are some distinct diffe

rences between
first offenders and repeaters,

This is true in terms of their socio-

economic background. It is not true in relationship to the type of

offense committed and the circumstances surrounding these offenses,

The comparison between first offenders and repeaters reveals
that first

aucasian, that they tend to
om intact rather than broken homes, that the educational leve]
of the parents is higher, and that there is less r

assistance funds, There are also more fem

offenders are more likely to be C
come fr

eliance upon public
ales among the first oifen-

are fewer siblings who havye pre-
viously been referred to the Court Center,

ders than the repeaters, and there

When we examine the nature of the offense and the circumstances

surrounding this offense we find, on the other hand, that there. are
relatively few differences between these two groups. In both mstance.s
the number of misdemeanor offenses exceeds any of the other .categorles,
and in both instances the distribution of offenseg between f'elomes a;ld
child-only offenses is approximateiy the same. Both the first offenders
and the repeaters tend to be involved in offenses that ar-e related to
peex group activities, rather rhan in solitary acts, and in both g:‘nups
the precipitating referral was made by the local law e:nforcime: )
agency. The most noticeable diflerence in this area involves t.e us

of detention facilities at the time of the referral. Among the 1'epeaters
the use of detention is a fairly common occurrence (40, 6%), while

: .y O
among the first offenders it is a rather rare event (17. 4%).
o

Secrion 4, Summary of Findings - Court Center Decisions

The first offender is generally treated diffevently than thej re-
peater at intake. Cases that involve firs. offenders are more likely
to be closed at intake than those involving repeaters. Among the. casesd
that are closed, however, the first offender is less likely to be referre
to community agencies for services or treatment, -

It is apparent that these initial decisions are based upon a comp,-
interaction among a number of different factors. In most of t'he cases,
official court policies - or the probation officers’ interpretat'm.)n of
these policies - is offered as the primary reason for the dcc151<?x1. -
This holds, moreover, for both the first offenders and for the %epea . .
If we incorpérate the other reasons that are given for the‘d.ecisxo:}s(;nxt
becomes clear that there are diifercnces betwcen the decision-making
routines used for first offenders and for repeaters. |

The fact that the first offender has no prior record obviously

isi er's i bretation of the
plays a-part in these decisions. The worker's interpre
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: ' distinctions between first offenders and repeaters. First offenders
home situation is also a factor, and in these cases the workers are : ‘ are. for example, charactevistically placed on a "hold oper'' status
more likely to view the home situation of the first offender in favorable - by t,he Court. In contrast, the primary method of dealing with the
terms. [First offenders are also less likely to deny the charges than : a ) caters is to transfer custody to either the State or the County.
repeaters, and thus the repeaters are more likely to be referred for K o ;ehpus first offenders are generally kept within the Center (almost 75%
official court disposition, Repeaters are also more likely to have . : of the first offender dispositions involve Court Center supervision)
been involved with community agencies at some point prior to the . - ) while repeaters are more likely to be removed from the Court, {
referral, a factor which undoubtedly plays a part in the higher incid- : ‘ Co : ' In most cases the first offenders who ultimately reach the Court ‘
ence of community agency referrals among repeaters at imake (see ‘ . are charged with child-only offenses. One-half of the first offenders
above). Finally, there is also some indication that the probation ’ : ; cases that are heard in the Court involve such offenses as runaway,
’ officers are more apt to rely upon thelr impr?ssions of the offender. ' - : uncontrollable behavior, or truancy. This contrasts with the situation :
(e.g., his or her attitudes, and his or her susceptibility to intake v At intake where over half the offenses invol ved misdemeancrs and
counselling as the primary treatment) among the first offenders than less than one-fourth were child-only offensas. One of the corclusions o
they are among the repeal‘e‘rS. ‘ : . o that can be drawn is .. . those first offend2rs who are removed from :
In borh absolute and in xelarive terms there are more repeaters o o the Court system prior to court appcarance have been involved in
referred to the District Attorney's office than first offenders. Over ; e ' . L remeanor and/or felony offenses. The Lias of the oystem, including
one-half of the total sample is referzed to the District Attorney's 4 . -1 that of the law itself, tends to be against those wh. are referyed for 1 A
office (55.5%). Of this total, approximately one-third of the cases oo *: L roblems of behavior and sdaptation. That s, these offenders are .! ‘
are first offenders while two thirds are repeaters. Thus less than ! obviously more likely o be continued within the system heyond the :
one-half of the original first offenders are dealt with through the . intake point than are those offenders who are referred for crimes '
District Attorney's office, while almost two-thirds of the repeaters : . i : . - |
] . ) . ) , against persons or property. !
are involved in this decision-making process. ‘ . The final distinction between first offenders and repeaters is.
The decisions made by the District Attorney's office indicate that ‘ 10 reference to the transter of custody cases. The first offenders who
more than two-thirds of the cases referred by the probation staff are . - , are involved in transfor of custody are much more likely to be placed
ultimately prosecuted in the Court itself. Among the fiyst offenders, ' ‘ o R ‘ with ‘the County (66.6%) than are the repeaters (35.3%). If repeaters
65. 3% of those referred to the District Attorney are found to have . Lo | "I are more apt to be placed with the Statc, this implies zhat they are
prosecutive merit, while 72. 2 of the repeaters are placed in the same ; f ’ : * also more likely to be placed in one of the state institutions (e.g.,
catggory. : ' ’ ! ) Keitle Morraine, Wales, Orcgon). For the first offender who is
A total of 138 cases ultimately reach the Ccurt itself (38.7% of ‘ : \ placed with the County, on the other hand, the placement is more
tl'le total sample). .Approxlmately one-thu':d of these cases involved : "’_ “, likely to involve a residential treatment setting.
first offenders, slightly more than two-thirds of the cases repeaters. 3 i [
In its decision-making the Court clearly makes a number of 3 -
3
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Section 5, Summary of I'indings - Services and Recidivism

A range of services were provided for these offenders. Most
of these services involved the Court Center and its staff directly in
the treatment, while others were provided through a number of
community agencies that became involved with the individual cases
through the efforts of the probation staft.

In general, the services provided by the probation staff tended
to concentratc on those offenders who were maintained within the
system, That is, those offenders who were referred to the District

Attorney's office and to the Court received the major share of the
services,

The primary method of providing services involved counsclling
with the offender. Most of the services involved direct contact with

the offender (counselling, home visits, telephone contacts). Services

that grew out of the administrative functions of the probation officer

role (e.g., court appearances or preparation) were considerably below

the rate of direct contact services, as were services involving inter-

agency relationships around the specific needs of the offender.
The recidivism rate for the toral sample is high (45, 9%).

This means that within the year following the initial referral almost

one-half of the original 357 cases becamc involved in further delin-

quencies that were referred to the Court Center. The recidivism

rate for first offenders is considerably lower than that of the repeaters

(one-third versus one-half of cach group). Morecover, the recidivism
rate for those offenders who were referred for community agency

treatment or for placement is substantially below that of the recidivists

as a group and approximates that of the rotal sample. Thus one may

assume that those offenders whe were involved with community agencies

or with placement agencies tended to fare somewhat better than those
who did not receive this treatment.
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Section 6, Recommendations

'n making these recommendations the project recognizes that
it is approaching the operations of the Court Center and the larger
juvenile justice system from within a rather narrow and specialized
framework. What appears as obvious to us may be, for certain
practical considerations, an unnecessarily clumsy method for approach:-
ing th2 problems of the whole system. |

In spite of this we feel that these recommendations may be uselul
as considerations for planning in this area and, more importantlgy'
perhaps, as the basis for that ongoing dialogue that is the necessary
prelude to this planning.

The recommendations are not listed by any priority of importance
or impact. If anything, the order of presentation simply 1eflects the
temporal order of the project itself and the kinds of considerations that‘
arose as we moved through the various phases of the study.

(1) Case Records

The record-keeping system employed within the Center needs to

be subject to intensive re-assessment and reform. The existing records
contribute very little information about the offenders and consist,

almost entirely, of the subjéctive impressions of the staff, It is |
difficult to determine what precise function these records play in the
ongoing activities of the Center, but it is clear that they do not provide
the information necessary to an understanding of the individual offender.
Indeed, fhe tendency to cross-list cases and family members may have

a detrimental impact for the offender.

(2) Specialized Intake
" The project notes with approval the recent implementation of a
specialized intake unit within the Center. Such a unit should provide
a greater amount of control over intake decisions and should remove

these decisions from some of the problems that were inherent in the .
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previous system (e.g., variations in supervision, pressures from an

ongoing caseload, etc.). The operations of this unit should be subject

to periodic evaluation and assessment with the long-range goal of

obtaini ng more awareness of the relevant variables that are involved

in the decision-making process. Once these variables have been

identified it may be possible to achieve a greater uniformity and

equality in the intake process,

(3)_Inter-Agency Relations

It is apparent that the Center does not muke effective use of the

existing community agencies either at the intake point or during the

succeeding phases. The growing pressures towards comm unity

treatment of all offenders indicates 2 need to re-examine these
relationships between the Center and community agencies that are

capable of accepting fundamental responsibilities for these offenders.,

This may mean that community agencies should be involved in the

handling of the case at the point of intake with all cases, or with

selected types of cases (e.g., child-only crimes),
community agencies should be

I may mean that
invelved more Consistently and more

thoroughly in the treatment of these offenders.
relationships should be accornpanied by

In zny case, these
an ongoing evaluation process
that includes the assessment of the 1.:lative costs and benefits that
are involved in community-based treatment,
(4) Goals and Objectives
- The interuaction within the Center

between the legal concerns in-
volved in any court system and those social concerns that have tradi-
tionally

been a part of the juvenile court has not resulted in any clear
specification of goals and objectives of each area within the Center )

need to be re-examined and specified in terms that lend themselves

to operationalization, Foliowing this, the problem of the interplay

between these areas should be examined and potential or
areas should be corrected, Finally,

real problem
the fundamental goals and
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‘, r , objectives of the entire Center need to be re-examined in a rr-xanner ) \"\ :
. which insures, insofar as it is possible, that the proper legai franxfa\vor ) m’

and the necessary social concerns are both accounted for in a consxs‘tent | } '.
. and equitable manper. Such a re-examination would require the active ";';.’,
| cooperation and participation of each of the professional groups located 'I.;
P within the Center and all of the administrative levels. It should be '1'5,!‘
conducted, moreover, from the perspective of the needs of the total ; ;
& community, including the needs of the offenders, rather than from any | \; :,’
parochial or sectarian point of view. 4
.‘ i (5) Treatment Models and Contexts . . ' |
‘ If treatment of the offender is a viable objective, then it may be |
F 'V ? ‘ necessary to re-examine th; reliance upon individual counselling or -
| . \“'::. casework as the primary treatment method, The validity of the casework P»
‘ I .'i’; | model has been subject to a number of evaluative studies with results
l!;‘ l[’ - which are generally negative. The Center should tje prepared, there- .
,.~f'l A ‘Q"‘ fore, to offer a variety of differeut treatment services to all of the :

offenders rathev than just to those who arc selected for treatment in
community agencies. Group work models should be employed within
the Center, family therapy should be tested, and various conditioning

or behavioral therapies should be examined for their potejntial input
. into the treatment process. Furthermore, the Center might also ) ‘ E
. e / establish different trearment regimens for different types of offe.nc‘i’e-s. ? '
R ~ - Offenders who are more likely to become involved in further delinquen- |
.. cies may be treated differently, for example, than those who are | ,
' . unlikely to engage in these acts. | o
o Finally, the Center should consider the degree to which the'
current physical plant is the proper context within which th.e functions |
of the Center can or should be performed. In many cases it mzfy be. .
beneficial to have the probation staff housed closer to the area in which

the highest rates of delinquency occur. The opportunity to become | .
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immediately involved with the offender would presumably be much
greater if the Center were centrally located, and the opportunity to
undertake a wider range of treatment techniques might also be en-
hanced,
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PART TWO
PROJECT IFINDINGS

Section 1, Social and Economic Characteristics of the Offenders

The Total Sample (see Table 1)

Adolescents who are referrced to the Court Center form an

identifiable and, to some extent, a distinct population within the
universe of adolescents found in Milwaukee County. They are, for
example, generally males (77.9%) who are 15 years old (mecan=13, 2).
In absdlute terms, they.are more often Caucasian (58.3%), althouzh
the percentage of Blacks found in the sample (35, 6%) clearly exceeds
that found in the general population (10.1%).l To this extent, at least,
Blacks and other minority group members are over-represented in
the offender popularion,

Most of the offenders were born in the City of Milwaukee (71. 7%).

"3 Those who were not born in Milwaukee or in the State of Wisconsin

(22. 4%) tend to come from a variety of areas, with no single region -

the South, for example - accounting for more than 7.3% of the total.

One must assume, therefore, that the Center is not 'dealing with the

problems of other regions or states, but that it is, by and large,

"-‘ reacting to a purely local problem. *

ST Although these offenders resice in almost every area of the ‘

. County, it is apparent that a disproportionatély high number of them
' come from a relatively small geographical region.2 The most
intense area of activity occurs within a district which is bounded-by
Locust Street on the south, Capitol Drive on the north, 35th Street
to the west, and Holten Street on the east, This area includes a

1. Cf., F. Beverstock and R. Stuckert, Mectropolitan Milwaukee Fact
Book: 1970. Milwaukee Urban Observatory, 1972,
2. See Appendix B,
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. ! TABLE 1, Social and Economic Characteristics of Offenders: T ‘
o Referrals to the Children' : : N R
. - rrals to e Children’a Court Center » . ‘ - \ TABLE 1, continued
e Vartabl | A
gy - ariable . . o . \
o ? —— Number Percent ) , . 1 g Variable . Nurber Percent
L 1. Type of Offender: ' ! ‘ |
v, ‘\ y};‘ir:t offzgdzs 155 43, 67 : \ 8. Number of Children in Family: _
- Repeater 202 56. 6 ' One , 9 2.5
& 2. Sex: , ' / '11:0 gg 12.;
! Male , 278 IR NP ree .
s b Female 76 ;;'g i _ xi / . Four 64 17.9
3. Race: : . ; YA Five Si 14,3
3 . Six 5 14,3
;o Caucasian 20 7 . . .
LS Oriental . g 58'2 T B Seven 34 9.5
A ' Black 127 56 Do ' Eight : , 14 3.9
' /o American Indian 5 1'4 ) T Nine 21 5.2
Latin 15 i P - Ten or More .25 7.0
Lo 4, Age (Years): b2 . . s 9. Number of Siblings in Faaily
AF . 18 21 Cot Y Referred to Court Center:
o 17 , phs 15~9 . - None 144 41,4
Ny 16 7e '{-4 ' . One 93 26.7
- 15 o 21.3 ; Two 54 15.5
P 14 56 %5'2 i L Three ] 28 8,0
ot ' 13 20 5.7 j . RN o Four 15 4,3
‘ 12 2 8.1 { . . Five, or More 14 4.0
T 11 7 3.9 I 10, School of Referred Offender: .
- 10 0 2.0 L None (High School Graduate) . 12 ‘ 3.4
9 1 0 : g Public Elementary
oo 8 1 .3 3 s - Milwaukee -~ Northside 23 6.4
5, Place of Births .3 ; 4. Milwaukee = Southside 5 1.4
Wisconsin - Total 277 -, : Suburban 1 .3
(Milwaukee) (256) (7;-? ) ! 'Priva}te Elgmente_:ry 10 2.8
N ‘ Other Midwestern States 18 5'0 0o Public Junior High
/..".‘\{' North~East . . ) ' . Milwaukee = Nurthside 83 23,2
e Mid-Atlantic ." -8 ! P Milwaukee - Southside 44 12,3
L South 26 2.0 _ ' o * Suburban 0 0
v Southwest 5 . 7.3 "o L Public High School ’
YN Far West ' H 1-2 I A Milwaukee - Northside 77 21.6
e Not Ascertained . . b < Milwaukee - Southside 25 7.0
o P, ine 13 3.6 ol 1 " Suburban b4 12.3
N 6. Familv Status: ‘ 5 1.4 3 . o Private High School 13 3.6
- . Intact . . ot Institutions . 12 3.4
i’ : . 185 51.8 . : , Other . 8 2,2
‘? \ Broken 172 48,2 ! . ; .
BRI 7. If Broken, Which Pa : ‘ R
o \\‘ ! - Father ’ ch Parent Aboent 140 NPTEE N ' : Totalg: Milwaukee = Northside 183 51,3
o Mother ‘ 20 8L.4 I i Milwaukee =~ Southside 74 20,7 .
A ' Both L 11.6 : Lo ' . Suburban 45 12,6
v /G’. . ' 7.0 { ; I B¢ ‘ Private 23 6.4
Lo ' : ) A . . Other 20 5.6
. . [P N : .
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TABLE 1, continued . " .

? §
| ;
Variabl : ? total of 22 census tracts and lies to the north and west of the so-called
arisble Number P t i . . '
‘ ZSEcenz - . inner city. Almost one-third of all of the offenders referred to the
11. Occupation of Father: : , e .
H o4 - t é 0
Professional, Technical, ete. 10 2.8 i Center reside within this area,
?a;‘agerS. Officials, Proprietors 15 4,2 The families of these offenders are frequently one-parent
ales 14 3.9
Clerical and Kindred 16 households (48. 2%) maintained by the mother (40.9%). In general,
Craft F d Kind ' 2.3 0 5 0 g
raftsmen, Foreman an d ' - . :
Operativc; nere 181]; g; ‘ - the families are considerably larger than the norm for Milwaukec
Laborers 62 17.4 ; ; = 3 ¢
Service . 22 6o ! County (mean number of children =35, 3).
gn?ﬂplgyed : 27 7.6 The data indicate that these families tend to produce referrals
etire : ' 4 1.1 ) .
Other 12 3.4 to the Center. That is, in most cases (51.1%), the referred offender
Unknown . R sy
12. Occupation of Mother: 30 8.4 comes from a family in which at least one other sibling has been
Professional, Technical, etc 5 1.4 . ~thir ‘he ca ‘e i
Managers, Officials, ete. > 3 referred to the Center. In almost one-third of ti ses there is
S?les . 11 3.1 ; more than one sibling who has been referved, Since the referred
Clerica 35 . o
Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred 4 g:i; ! offende: also tends to be either the eldest or the second eldest child
Operatives 34 9.5 : : ; 3 5 ro : - this
Laborers 8 2:2 é in the family (46, 2%), it may be reasonable to assume that this
Service o 64 17.9 ’ developing pattern of delinquency may insure that the family will be
Housewife 181 50,7 i
Unemployed o 2 7 in contact with the Center for some time to come.
Student )
Othe;n g 2'; ; The fathers of these offenders tend to work in manual labor or
13. Education of Father: : : blue collar occupations rather than in the so-called white collar
Grade School ur Less 63 17.6 .
Some High School 112 3.4 occupations. Almost one-half the fathers (46.2%) are employed as
High School Graduate : <120 33,6 . . i . o . - .
Some College 12 34 operatives or as unskilled laberers, while relatively few of the fathei's
College Graduate 5 1.4 . . . . o am\ in -
Graduate Studias p 1 are employed in the professions (2. 8%), in managerial positions
geﬁh“ical 1 .3 (4.2%), or in sales (3. 8%). This contrasts with the general population
ther ¢
Unknown 3% 10'2 ; in which 11.5% of the male work force was employed in the professions,
14, Education of Mother: ) i ; -1 s an: ives mski
Grade School or Less 61 17.1 » | 6. 7% in managerial posts, and 3l. 4% as operatives or unskil led
Some High School 116 32.5 ' 4 laborers in 1970. 4
High School Graduate 124 34,7 i '
Some Jollege 14 3.9 i ! In most cases, the mothers of these offenders were employed as
College Giraduate : 5 1.4 ! ;
Graduate Studies : 0 o : housewives (50.7%). Mothers who were employed outside the home
Technical » , 5 1.4 ! .
Other ‘ 6 1.7
15 Fa“;"{“;’“ : 26 7.3 g, P 3. Median persons per household in Milwaukee County was 2. 4 in 1970,
. $esy ecelves Public Aid: } Cf, Beverstock ana Stuckert, op. cit.
No 119 33.3 / 4. Ibid -
238 66,7 g - . .
16, Family has Received Public Aid in Past: i ’
Yes 157 66,0 .
No ' 81 34,0 (-
A
p -2]-
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worked in service occupations (36. 4%), as clerical workers (20, 0%),
and in blue collar occupations {26.1%). Only 1.5% of the mothers were
emploved as professionals, This distribution contrasts with the gencral
population, of which 12. 3% of the employed female work force worked in
the professions, 34,5% in clerical position, 22,9% in blue collar
occupations, and 17.3% in service occupations in 1970,

It is apparent that in many cases the parents of the offenders
are emploved in occupations that require fewer skills and less cduca-
tion. This is reflected in the educational background of the parents.
One-third of the fathers had completed high school, another third some
high school, and approximately one-fifth only grade school or less.

A similar pattern is found among the mothers, with a slightly higher
percentage of them completing mgh school. Among both sets of
parent., however, the proportion who have attended or completed
college level institutions is substantially lower than that of the general
population (2. 8%, versus 7. 4%).6 Moreover, since these figures are
based upon self-reported claims, they may be vnreliabie and shouid
be interpreted with some degree of caution.

These families also show a pattern of dependency upon public
assistance funds. In one-third of the cases, the family is currently
receliving some type of public welfare, and in two-thirds of the cases
they are either receiving these funds at the present time or they have
received them in the past. It is apparent, therefore, that in many
instances these families occupy a marginal economic position,

The data on the families, taken as a whole, indicate that many
of the offenders come from tamilies that are unstable and depri;/ed.

In many cases they lack the stability of an intact marriage with two

parents in the horie, and also lack the economic resources necessary

S

5. Ibid.
6. Ibid,

-22-

S TR BN TN AT I K, FOT)

~

ik T s A i LAl T T R T
LA ALV e 2 SROABL IR & S B o0 5 4

/a

B LA S L AN A s ik

i
!
!

b e — Rt 4

for self-maintenance over a long period of time. The level of economic
demands made upon these familics is, given their size, presumably
higher than the norm. Thus we must assume that, in one degree or
another, many of them are unable to mecet the demands with any degree
of consistency or order.

The data on the current school of the referred offender reinforce
the geographical context of these referrals and suggest that what
we may be dealing with is a group rather than an individual phenomenon.
Slightly more than one-third of the offenders attend 10 schools within
the City of Milwaukee (Fulton, Parkman, Steuben, Wells, and Walker
Junior High Schools; Riverside, Rufus King, Washington, West, and
South Senior High Schools), Moreover, six of these schools account
for almost one-fourth of all referrals (Fulton, Parkman, Wells, and
Walker Junior High Schools; Rufus King and South High Schools).
Thus only 6.0% of the schools contained within the sample contribute
approximately 25. (¥} of all referrals, and 10. 0% of the schools include
over one-third of the total.

First Offenders vs. Repeaters (see Table 2)

When we compare the data on first offenders and repeaters, the
results indicate that there are significant differences between them.
While the ages of the two groups are roughly comparable, for example,
it is apparent that the repeaters are somewhat older as a group than.
the first offenders. The mean age of the first offenders is 14. 8 years,
while the mean for the repeaters is 15.5 years (the median for repeat-
ers is 16 years as opposed to 15. 3 for the first offenders).

Similarly, the percentage of males among the first offenders
(72.3%) is below that found among the repeaters (82. 29). We may
assume, therefore, that females are less likely to become involved in
patterns of delinquency that we associate with the recidivist offender.
The majority of the offenders in both groups are Caucasian, but the

percentage of minority group offenders increases among the repeaters.
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. i “{ e A TABLE 2, continued ‘ .
o TABLE 2, Social and Economic Tharacteristicn: First Offenders Repeaters
: , First Offenders and Repeaters :
' ' ‘ Percent Number Percent
First Offenders Repeaters ' Variable “umbe? <
' g . .
el Varlable Number Percent Number Percent : ol 8. Number of Children in Family
. — N IR o Referred to Center: 80 51.6 73 16.1
N 1. Sex: . , None 23,9 56 27.7
, 5 Male 112 72,39 166 82,2% FRE R One % 12.3 35 17.3
AU , Female . 45 27.7 36 17.8 I A : go : 11 7.1 17 8.4
o ' 2, Race: f Ve ree 2.6 11 5.4
A Lo Caucasian T 97 62,6 111 55,0 1 ' Four 2 2.6 10 4.9
“ Oriental , 1 .6 1 .5 ¥ L Five, or Mg":
' - Black 52 33,5 75 37.1 i : 9. School Attended: 3,2 7 3.5
I . American Indian 2 1.3 3 1.5 ; i : : Nogii(ﬂéih Sc}tvool Graduates) 5 .
Latin 3 1.9 1 5.9 RS B BT Public Flementary 5 2.5
3. Age: 2 > Py o Milwaukee = Northside 1: 9-2 H 1.9
18 8 5.2 13 6.4 I B Milwaukee - Southside 1 ‘6 0
17 18 11,6 44 21,8 oo, Suburban | 6 3.8 4 1.9
16 32 - 20.6 44 21,8 ; : R Private Elementary
‘ 15 4 25.8 50 24.8 N R Public Junior High 33 21,2 50 2.8
' 14 22 14,2 3 16.8 Milwaukee - Northsice 18 11,6 26 12.9
\ 13 18 11:6 11 5:4 H ‘ Milwaukee - Southside .
N 12 11 7.1 3 1.5 i Public High School . 49 18.7 48 23.8
Y 11 4 2.6 3 1.5 - Milwaukee - Northside 10 6.4 15 7.4
‘ 10 0 0 o o ‘< . Milwaukee = Southside 8 1606 26 12.9-
Y 9 1 © 6 o 0 : N ;! ] Suburban 10 6.4 3 1.5
e 8 1 .6 0 0 ! gt Private High School p o 12 5.9
: 4. Place of Birth: ¢ o Institutions ‘ ' 3.8 2 1.0 .
. Wisconsin 118 76.1 159 78.7 foi Other - ° ' :
S (Milvaukee) (107)  (69.0) (149)  (73.8) /NI '
Other Midwest 8 5.1 10 4.9 : S TOTALS: 80 51,6 103 50,9
Northeast 2 1.2 1 .5 M ' v Milwaukee = North 29 18.8 45 22.3
. Mid-Atlantic : 3 1.9 4 1.9 : ¢ Milwaukee = South 19 12.3 26 12,9
South ' 12 10.0 14 6.9 : .' Suburban 16 10,3 7 3.5
' Southwest 3 1.9 2 1.0 ] ' Pr}i‘VOte 6 38 14 6.9
L Far West 1 .6 2 1.0 i o ' Other : . ’ ’
s w Not Ascertajned 7 4,5 6 2,9 PN
: Other 1 .6 4 1.9 3 g : 10, Occupation of rather: 3 1.9 7 3.5
\ 5. Family Status: S i \ . Professional O 9 5.7 6 3.0 .
o Intact 92 50.4 93 6.0 H Managers, etc. "o 6 3.0 ¢
N Broken 63 40,6 109 gz.. 0 i Sales . 3 ;S, 5 9 4.5
, : 6. If Broken, Which Perent Abseat: : ; Clerical and Kindred 20 129 21 10.4
L Father TR 85  77.9 L Craftsmen 47 3004 56 27.7
'y ~ Mother 8 12,6 12 11,0 ; v Opgr»&.tivea A 14.8 39 19.3
o - Both 6 9.5 6 5.5 : o Laborers 7 13 6.4
. : 7. Number of Children in Family: . : : Service g 2:5 15 1.4 :
One ‘ 2 1.3 7 3,5 : . Unemplg)'e,d o 2 1.3 2 1.0 ;
e ‘ Tvo 14 9.0 15 7.4 ; T Retire 7 4,5 7 3.5 :
» | Three 3% 21,9 25 124 i: e Other o 13 8.4 17 8.4 i
T Four 27 17.4 37 18.3 i3 . Unknown . ;
o ‘ Five _ 21 13,5 30 14,9
L ) : Six 23 14,8 28 13,9 : i 4
e Seven 13 8.4 21 10,4 é # H
.‘ Eight s 3,2 9 4.5 :
v : Nine 5 3.2 16 7.9 % 4 , -25~
9 Ten or More . <11 7.1 14 6.9 i § o <
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b X TABLE 2, continued . " Thus 37. 4% of the first offenders are non-white as compared with
\\ £ First Offenders Repeaters . 45.0% of the repeaters,

. ’ ., .

. : 2 er differences betwee se groups foun ativ
e Variable Number Percent Numbar Percent & Further differences between these groups can be found reiative
NN . ) v to the structure and comnposition of the family. A majority of the

/ N\ 11, Occupation of Mother: : ’ g - , .

N Professional 1 .6 4 2,0 : ' first offenders come from families that are intact (59.4%), while a
B N Manager 2 1.3 0 () K .. ‘

i Sales 6 3.9 5 2.5 ‘ ‘ majority of the repeaters come from broken homes (54.0%). In both
T . Clerical 18 11.6 17 8.4 o T groups family size is relatively large, although there is some indication
o Craftsmen ' 2 1,3 2 1,0 i a
o Operatives 17 10.9 17 8,4 : - N that the families of repeaters are somewhat larger (mean nurnber of
o Laborers 3 1.9 5 2.5 L i in. famili £ if 3 ; 5.1f h i
R - Service 28 18,1 16 17.8 v ) children in.families of repeaters if 5.4 versus 5.1 for those of first
. Housewi fe 73 47,1 108 53.5 ! 5 -

‘ - B . e l .
L Unemployed 1 .6 1 5 P offenders)
" Student 0 0 2 1.0 : Lo by In both groups there is also a tendency for siblings to have had
Other 4 2.6 5 2,5 i Nod g o ) : '
) 12, Education of Father: : HY \‘ ‘*~\ prior contacts with the Center. Almost one-half the first offenders
)  Grade School or Less 19 12.5 44 21.8 H TNy v . . .
Some High School 49 31,6 63 31.2 ‘ -.‘ have had at least one sibling referred to the Center, and in almost
. o P . . .
SR High School Graduate 59 38.1 61 30.2 i - one-fourth of these cases there have been two or more siblings referred.
‘ / Some College S 3.2 7 3.5 1 o . ’
College Craduate 2 1.3 3 1,5 * With the repeaters the relationships between the family and the Center
Graduate School 2 1,3 4 2,0 . . ’
Pechnical 0 0 1 .5 becomne even more pronounced,  In approximately two-thirds of the
i Other 0 0 1 5 ‘ . 1 -
. : a he aters have £ ing who w ¢

y Unknown 19 12.5 18 5 : cases the repeaters have had at least one sibling who was referred to
. 13. Education of Nother: : . the Center, and in more than one-tliird of the cases there have been
' Grade School or Less 21 13,5 40 19.8 S\ e
' Some High School _ 45 29,0 71 35,1 . two or more siblings referred,

! High School Graduate 66 42,6 58 28,7 ) . ot Aats e f . o At

Some College 8 5.2 6 3.0 The employment data on the fathers of offenders reveal relatively
. College Graduate 1 .6 4 2,0 : few differences between the first offenders and the repeaters. In both
e Graduate School 0 0 0 0 . : . .

‘ Technical 3 1.9 2 1,0 0 instances, the fathers are employed primar.ly as operatives or unskilled
ool Other 0 0 6 3.0 ’ _ . . ) . .
it Unknown 11 7.1 15 7.4 A laborers, and the proportion employed in the professions or in manager-
Vo ‘ 14, Family Receives Public Aid: . , I :

T : , al positions is relatively low,

o Yes 37 23,9 82 40,6 : alp y
T . No 118 76.1 120 59.4 ‘ The mothers of repeaters are more likely tc be housewives (54, §%)
AN 15, Family has Received Public Aid in Past: : . .
K " i Yes . . 71 60,2 82 68.3 than the mothers of first offenders (48.3%). In both groups, the major
P . Yo _ &7 39.8 38 3L7 occupation of the working mothers is in the service occupations, and
. . in both there iz a relatively high proportion of mothers employed in
‘w .

. : traditional blue-collar fields.

& H i .

v Given the differences of family status of these two groups,

I @ one might expect to find similar differences in the reliance upon
e T - i ) .
!
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public funds. Slightly less than one-fourtt of the families of first

offenders are curr:ntly receiving public funds, while 40, 6% of the

families of repeaters are presently dependent upon public aid.
The first offender is, therefore, different from the repeater

in his personal characteristics (sex, race, age), and in terms of

certain dimensions of the family (status, dependency, siblings).
The Nature of the Offense (see Tables 3 and 4)

Almost half the referrals were for misdemeanor offenses. The
proportion of misdemeanor offenses is higher for the first offenders
than the repeaters, but in both groups these offensee form the largest
single category.

The second largest group of referrals was for child-only
offenses (26.3%). These include such things as uncontrollable school
behavior, running away and truancy. The rate of child-only offenses
among the repeaters was considerably higher than among the first
offenders (29. 7% versus 21.9%). This rnay indicate one of the effects
of the labelling that is associated with the juvenile justice process;
that is, the repeater may be subject to clogser scrutiny than the indivi-
dual who has never been officially labelled as a delinquent, and thus
any misbehavior on his part is more likely to come to the attention
of the authorities.

Approximately one-[ifth of the referrals involved felony offenses,
The percentage is slightly higher for first offenders than for repeaters
(23. 9% versus 19, 3%).

The ten most frequent offenses involved in these referrals include
six misdemeanors: theft involving less than $100.00, battery, disord-
erly conduct, shoplifting, loitering, and criminal damage to property.
Two on felonies, theft of more than $100 and burglary; and the remaining
two are child-only offenses, uncontrollable behavior and school hehavior
problems. Although the list includes the mast frequent offenses for
both first offenders and repeaters, the order or ranking diliers. In

-28-

s bt b L€t A b ae e e g
RS TR AR e N B e T L TR RRASRIA I o Al

ol

ST T A

i p Pt
Py ey

< san

. !
¥ 1 €
. : \ : \ .1
Co “"“\R S N
+ \ . R \: . ,
! . ' N R . ‘ AN [} ;

*
ke

T

e

» ﬂu
v

e St

+ i MR

TABLE 3, Characteristics of Offense Which Precipitated Referral

Sy

Variable

1. Nature of Offense:
Migdemeanor
Ordinance Violation
Felony

TABLE 4, Most Frequent Off.uses

Child=Only Offense

Other

Source of Referral:

Pclic

Public Welfare Department

Famil
Schoo
Other

e Department

y
1

Unknown

Child Acted Alone or With Others

in Commission of Offense:

Alone
With
With
Unkno

Child Detained at the Time

One Other
Tvio or More
wn

of Referral:

Yes
No

Offenre = Rank Order

1.
2,
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.
8.
9'
10.

*%

Theft (Less than $100)
School Behavior Problems
Uncontrollable
Theft (More than $100)
Disorderly Conduct
Burglary

Battery
Shoplifting
Loitering

Criminal Damage to Property

TOTAL

Refers
Refers
Refers

L
i

Number Percent

*

Total First Offenders Repeaters
Number Percent Number Percent —HRumber Peicent
176 49,3% 82 52,9% 9% 46.5%

5 1.4 2 1.3 3 1.5

76 21,3 37 23.9 - 39 19,3

9% 26,3 34 21,9 60 29,7

6 1,7 0 0 6 3,0
329 92,2 143 92.3 186 92,1 .

1 .2 G 0 1 .3

5 1.4 3 1.9 2 1.0

8 2,2 3 1.9 5 2,5

5 1.4 3 1,9 2 1.0

9 2,5 3 1.9 6 3,0

113 3L.,7 54 3.8 69 34,2

75 21,0 37 23.9 38 18,8

141 39.5 58 37.4 83 41,1

18 5.0 6 3.9 12 5,9

109 30.5 27 17.4 82 40,6

248 69.5 128 82,6 120 59.4

Total First Offenders Repeaters

Numbexr Percent.

Number Percent

53 14.8%
4 12,3
4 11,2
36 10,1
% 6.7
23 6.4
20 5.6
17 4.8
16 4.5

12 3.4

*

285  79.8

to Percent of Total Referrals
to Percent of Total Firust Offender Referrals
to Percent of Total Repeater Referrals

. > by
R ICREYRINPIEETE £ %
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both groups, theft of less than $100 is' the most prevalent offense.

. However, for the first offenders the second most prevalent offense

is theft of more than §100, followed by uncontrollable and school

behavior problems. Among the repeaters, school behavior problems

. are the second most frequent offense, followed by uncontrotlable

pehavior and theft of more than $100,

These ten offenses account for 79. 6% of all of the offenses in-
volved in the referrals. They include 80. 6% of all first otfender
referrals, and 78.7% for repeaters.

Circumstances Involved in the Offense (see Table 3)

It is apparent that the Court Center functions in large part as a

subsystem of the larger criminal justice system. The Center inter-
faces rather closely with local law enforcement agencies, and it
relies upon these agercies as the primary source for clients. Thus
92.29% of all referrals come from these agencies, a figure that is
consistent for both the first offender and the repeater.

It is also apparent that most of the offenders commit the offense
as a part of a social ritual or relationship. In two-thirds of the cases
the offenses were committed in the company of at ieast one other
adolescent, and in almost 40% the offense was committed along with
two or more associates. Thus the question of the influence of the
group on delinquent behavior becomes a real issue.

The only highly significant statistical difference between the
first offender and repeater groups is in the use of detention at the time
of the referral. Detention is used rather frequeitly for repeaters
(40.6%), but infrequently for first offenders (17.4%). A part of the
reason for this may be found in the greater proportion of repeater
offenses that involve child-only crimes, and particularly the uncon-
trollable offense. In such cases the oniy available recourse for the

Center may be detention. The fact that repeaters have committed
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prior offenzes may also indicate to the Center that they represent a
potential darger, cither to themselves or the community, and thus some
type of restraint is necessary. |

Summary and Conclusions

What emerges from this brief review of the characteristics of
the offenders is a picture that is consistent with most of our precon’-
ceptions of the juvenile oilender. The over-representation of Blacks
and other minority groups is a part of ihis collage, as is the concen-
tration of delinquency in certain areas of the City and certain schools
within these areas. The data on the families of these offenders appears
to present an inescapable link in the process. The relatively high
rates of broken homes, the single-parent families that are headed by
females, the lurger number of children in the family, and the high
rate of prior contact with the Center all combine to yield an al.xn;st
classic picture of the delinquency-prone family. When we add to
this the economic factors - the employment profiles of the parents
and the incidence of famnilies which are dependent upon public assis-
tance - the stereotype becomes virtually complete,

The statistical picture that emerges from this data is quite
clear in its implications for the work of the Center. That is, delin~
quency becomes identi‘fied as-a lover-class phenomonen in which the
problems that exist in the home and in the neighborhood are presumably
related to the problems that initiated the referral. But this is not

necessarily an accurate picture of the total range of delinquent behavior

-occurring in Milwaukee County, The discretionary activities of law

enforcement agencies may in part produce this bias, and the interaction
between law enforcement and other imstitutions in the community (e¢.g.,

schools) may reinforce it. . :

Thus while there is ample reason to believe that delinquency
may be just as common among suburban middle-class youth, the |
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J structure of the juvenile justice system is such that it creates a lower-
's-._ A, " class bias. This produces a number of problems for the Center,

; ' both in its decision-making processes (see Section 2) and in the types
of treatment that it employs. '
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Section 2, Decision Making at the Courr Center

Intake Decisions (see Tables 5 - 9)

Intake decisions are presumably derived from three areas of
concern or consideration, They include:

(1) The characteristics of the offender,

(2) The characteristics of the offense, and
(3) The priorities of the probation staff,

We have discussed the process of decision-making at some length in

a separate paper that is attached to this report.1 In this section we
will provide an over-view of these decisions and their i‘mpact on the

& | offenders,

NI For the offender, the intake decision represents the most

: impastant decision made in the Center. Essentially the probation

B officer has three alternatives available to him: he or she may close

' the case at intake, refer it to the District Attorney for a determination
of the prosecutive merits of the case, or hold the case open on super-
s vision without involving either the District Attorney or the Court.

R (1) What are the decisions made at intake,

(2) What differences, if any, exist between decisions about the

first offender and the repeater, and

(3) What is the basis for these decisions?

As Table 5 indicates, the majority of these cases are referred to
the District Attorney (55.5%). Approximately one-third of the cases
v ' are closed at intake, and only §,9% are closed with a referraltoa

community agency, The remainder of the cases are held on informal

o/ - supervision or are continued on supervision without a referral to the
/ Court.

1. Sec Appenlix C,
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q For the present project, this process raises three interrelated questions:
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TABLE 5, Probation Officer's Decisions at Intake
: TABLE 7, Social and Economic Characteristics of Offenders:
Total First Offenders Repeaters . Diverted end Continued Cases
i Decision Number Percent ~ Number Percent Number Percent » : ' Diverted Continued
)ﬁf~ 1, Case (losed 103 28,9% 62 40,07 41 20, 3% Variable . Number Perc.nt Number Percent
S 2. Case Closed with Referral to ;
Community Agency 21 5.9 7 4,5 14 6.9 Prior kecord:
3. Informal Supervision 16 4.5 10 - 6.5 6 3.0 First Offender _ 69 55.6 86 36,9 **
= 4, Refer to the District Attorney's , » Previously Referred : . 55 44,4 147 63,1
Office 198 55.5 72 46,5 126 62,4 ;
o . 5. Continue Supervision Without Court 12 3,5 0 12 5.9 ; { Sex: .
I 6. Other -1 2,0 & 2,6 3 1.5 Male ‘ 86 69.4 192 82,4 **
R ‘ “_ - : Female 38 30.6 41 17.6
TOTALS ‘ 357 155 202 $
[ : Race:
P ‘ White 78 62.9 130 55,8
t . . ; ! . Black 38 30.6 89 38,2
TABLE 6, Reasons for Frobation Officers' Decisions at Intake } American Indian 1 .8 4 1,7
. Latin 6 4.8 9 3.9
Total First Offenders Repeaters Oriental : 1 .8 1 b
Reason Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ' Age:
. ; 8-9 years 1 .8 1 N
1. Court Policy 97 27,2 L4 28,4 53 26,2 : 10-11 -rears 3 2.8 4 1.7
2. Denied Charges 34 9,5 8 5,2 26 12,9 12-13 years 16 12.9 27 11,9
3. Minor Offense 15 4,2 5 3.2 10 5.0 ! 14-15 years 47 37.¢ 29 42,5
4., Serious Offense 9 2.5 4 2.6 5 2,5 ! 16-17 yezrs 52 41.9 86 36.9
: 5. First Offense 17 4,8 17 11,0 0 18 + years 5 4,0 16 6.7
- 6. Adumits Charges 23 6.4 8 5.2 15 7.4 -
7. Previous Similar Offenses 15 4,2 1 .6 14 6.9 Family Status:
8. Conflicting Stories 4 1.1 3 1,9 1 .5 Parents Living Tegether 69 55.6 116 49.8
! 9, Active with Another Agency 13 3.6 0 13 6.4 Parents Separatec/Divorced 55 44,4 117 50,2
10, Unfavorable Home Situation 23 6.4 9 5,8 14 6.9 '
11, Favorable Home Situation v 5.3 16 10.3 3 1,5 Number “f Children in Femily:
12, Parental Reaction to Court 3 .8 1 "6 2 1.0 1-2 . 13 10.5 25 10,7
) 13. Good Attitude 26 7.8 14 9,0 14 6.9 34 49 39.5 74 3L.8
e e 14. P.0. Felt Counsecling was Enough 27 7.7 15 9.7 12 5.9 5-6 ' 30 24,2 72 30.9
15, Other FReasons . 30 8.4 10 6,5 20 9.9 \ 7-8 12 9.7 36 15,5
\ "9-10 ; 9 7.3 14 6,0
' . : 11-12 7 5.6 11 4,7
' 13 + 4 3.2 1 A
»? 3 L 4 Number of Siblings Referred to Center:
‘ ' . None 47 37.9 106 45,5
One . 40 32.3 53 22,7
bl : ‘ . Two 21 16,9 33 14,2
. & n Three 6 4,8 22 9.4
. : . Four . 4 3.2 11 4,7
1 " TFive 0 5 2,1
g Six : 1 .8 3 1.3
. N Seven 5 4,0 0
H i,
it Grade in School:
% ! K=6 ’ 13 10,5 21 9,0
. -34- k 7-8 _ 3 25,0 48 . 206
™ ‘ : 9-12 60 48,4 118 50,6
““ : i Other 20 16.1 45 14,3
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. o TABLE 7, continued
Diverted Continued
i Variable Number Percent Number Percent
: UL LS
A ‘ Occupation of Father: :
' Professional/Technical 3 2.4 7 3,0
Manager/Official 3 2.4 12 5.2
Sales 6 4,8 8 3.4
R Clerical 6 4,8 10 4,3
Y 3 Craftsman/Foreman a 7.3 32 13,7
i ) Farmer 0 1 A
, Operatives-Factory 43 34,7 60 25,8
Y - Laborers 21 16,9 41 17,6
' : Services 3 2.4 15 6.4
Unemployed 7 5.6 12 5.2
Other/Unknoun 13 10,5 35 15,0
Occupation of Mother:
Professional/Technical 2 1.6 3 1.3
Manager/0fficial 0 2 .9
Sales 4 3.2 7 3.0
T Clerical ) 17 13,7 18 7.8
; Craftsman/Foreman 2 1,6 2 .2
Operatives-Factory 12 9.7 22 9.5
Laborers ' 2 1,6 6 2,6
Services 21 16,9 43 18,5
Housewi.fe 60 48,4 120 51,7
Unemployed ’ 2 1,6 2 .9
Other/Unknown ) 2 1.6 7 3.0
Education of Father:
Grade School Graduste 20 16,1 43 18,5
Some High School - 46 37.1 65 28.0
High School Greduate : 39 31,5 81 34,9
Some College 5 4,0 7 3.0
College Graduate 3 2,4 3 1.3
Graduate School 1 .8 4 1.7
Technical Training 0 1 A
Other/Unknown 11 8.9 28 12,1
Education of Mocher: -
Grade School 17 13,7 44 18.9
, Some High School 41 33,1 74 31,9
S e : High School Graduste 45 36,3 79 35.1
v : Some Coliege 6 4,8 8 3.4
College Graduate 3 2.4 2 .9
Technical Training 1 .8 4 1,7
. Other/Unknown 11 8.9 21 9.1
c ® _ Family Receives Public Aid: :
P Yes : 35 28,2 83 35,8
9 : ' No ' 89 71,8 149 64,2
S ;
e * gig, ,001
- ** gig. 005
. ~36-
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TABLE 8, Social and Economic Characteristics in Closed Cases:

First Offenders and Repeaters

[P

First Offenders Repeaters
' N Variable Number Percent Number Percent
Sex: .
48 57.8% 63 82.9%
gﬁé:le 35 42,2 13 17.1
. Race: : ) 68.4
Caucasian 46 55.4 5 .
Black 33 39.8 19 Zi.g
. Oriental 1 1.2 3 L.
< American Indian 1 1.2 -
' Latin 2 2.4 4 .
hest ‘ 41 53.9
! 16-18 31 37.3 .
' 13-15 43 51.8 33 43,4
. 10-12 9 10.8 2 2.0
Place of Birth: , i
i i 63 75.9 .63 82,9
i Tmacec) (58)  (69.9) 6 oD
" Other Midwest 6 i.g { 3.9
.Wortheast 1 1. ) 2'6
"Mid-Atlantic 1 2 7.9
South 8 3.2 g 1.3
Southwest 2 . 5 L.
West 0 - . 0 -
Other/Unknown 2 2,
Fa?:tzczﬂatus: 49 59,0 40 52.6
e ‘ Broken 34 40,9 36 47,4
Noi-;f Children in Family: 10 12.0 8 10.5
3-4 33 39.8 24 44,7
: S or More 40 48,2 44 57.9
) i
; i £ d to Center:
. N one Lugs Referre 35 42,2 27 35,5
" One A\ 2 28.9 22 28,9
Two 13 15,7 12 15.8
i ; Three or More 11 13,3 15 19,7
» ! ;
i !
:;‘ )
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TABLE 8, continued i - d TABLE 9, Nature and Circumstances of the Offense:

3 L Diverted and Continued Cases

First Offenders Repeaters 13 ) " T e - Diverted Continued

Variable Number Percent Number Percent . - , ' Variable Namber Percent Number Percent
Current School: ’ . g [ £ Off

None 1 1.2 2 2.6 b . Nature o ense:

Elementary 3 - Misdemeanor . 80 64.5 92 ‘;]9”3
Milwaukee = Northside 12 14,5 1 1.3 ; Felony 8 6.5 _.935 15.1
Milwaukee « Southside 0 - 2 2,6 i . Child-Oniy 33 26.6 \9
Private 2 2.4 3 3.9 . Violation of Ordinance 3 2,4 2 30
Suburban 1 1,2 0 - P . Other .0 - 7 '

Junior High . . : ’

Milwaukee = Northside 17 20,5 17 22,4 - N Child Acted Alone or With Others: 28.0
Milwaukee - Southgide 10 12,0 10 13,2 T R Alone 57 46,0 ?5 19.0

Senior High b , v With One Other 31 25,0 (3 46.6
Milwaukee - Northside 19 22,9 10 13,2 Lo o With Two or More 33 26.6 1(;8 s
Milwaukee = Southside "0 - 3 3.9 : 3 Sl Other 2 2.4 -5 '
Private & 4,8 1 1,3 b :

Suburban 15 18,1 22 28,5 R S S Child Placed in Detention: .
Institutions ) 0 - 5 6.6 . R Yes v 31 25,0 ' 17 33'3
Other 2 2,4 0 - 3 No 93 75.0 . 155 66.8
Occupation of Father: N b

Blue Collar 51 61.4 52 68,4 ! _

White Collar 14 16.7 9 11,8 T (S

Unemployed 6 7.2 5 6,6 T B O\

Other 12 14,5 9 11,8 A

. bt i b ’T!-' A
Occupation of Mother: R

Blue Collar ‘ 12 14,5 10 13,2 : AN

White Collar 13 15,7 12 15.8 ! 1

Service 15 18,1 13 17.1 il :

Housewife 41 49,4 37 48,7 § Ve

Other _ 2 2,4 4 5.3 : \

H N A
Education of Father: ;

Grade School or Leas 9 10,8 16 21.1 3 N

Some High School 27 32,5 29 38,2 3 Ty

High School Graduate Lo 29 34.9 22 28.9 : ‘ /

Collere _ 5 6.0 3 3.9 N

Graduate Work ) 2 2.4 1 1.3 i RN,

Technical/Other .0 - 0 - !

Unknown 11 13,3 5 6.6 {3

Education of Mother: 1 i .

Grade School or Less 12 14,5 10 13,2 50T

Some High School 22 26,5 33 43,4 % : S

High School Graduate . : 36 43.4 20 26,3 % o

College 7 8.4 5 6,6 ' ‘

Graduate Work 0 - 0 - 51 :

Technical 1 1,2 0 - ?‘:

Unknown 5 6.0 8 10.5 3

Family Receives Public Aid: ' ' f 3
Yes - 25 30.1 25 32,9 i
No 58 69.9 51 67.1 G -39-
: ‘. & 5
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There are differences between the decisions made about first
offenders and those pertaining to repeaters. There are significantly
more first offender cases closed at intake than repeater cases (44.57,
versus 27.2%), and significantly fewer referred ro the District
Attorney's office (46.5% versus 62, 4%).

To this degree, at least, we must assume that the status of the
first offender plays a role in the decision-making process. However,
as Table 6 indicates, the most important reason offered by probation
officers in accounting for these decisions is that of "court policy"
(27.2%). The repeater is more likely to deny the charges (12.9%),

a péjsition that will insure that a referral to the District Attorney is
made, but the fact that he or she has committed previous offenses of
the same nature accounts for only 6.9% of the variance in these deci-
sions. The first offender is more likely to be considered amenable
to counselling (9.7%) or as having a "good attitude" (9.0%). The
home situation of the first offender is more often viewed as favorable
(10.3%) than is tue of the repeater (1.5%).

When we examine the cases that were closed at intake (Table 7),
we find that they are more likely to involve first offenders, and
Caucasians who come from intact families which are smailer, have
had fewer previous contacts with the Center, and are less dependent
upon public assistance funds. If we analyze the data in terms of first
offender versus repeater (Table 8), we find some rather interesting
differences. Among the first offenders, for example, cases involving
Blacks are much more likely to be closed at intake than those that
involve Caucdsians. While 47. 4% of the latter are clcsed at intake,
almost two-thirds (63.5%) involving Blacks are closed. The circum-
stances are reversed, however, for repeaters., Thus 46. 8% of the

repeater cases involving Caucasians are closed, but only 25, 3% of

those involving Blacks. In both groups, offenders who come from

intact families and from families in which the father works in a

.
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white-collar occupation are more likely to have their cases closed.

Community Agency Referrals ar [ntake (see Table 10)

The decisions made at intake can provide an indication of the
degree to which the Center utilizes the resources contained in the
network of agencies located in the community. In part, this reflects
an irter-organizational problem among the elements of the social
welfare system who are, directly or indirectly, involved in the treat-
ment of juvenile offenders, At the more immediate level, the patterns
of referrals reflecr the attempts that the Center has made to provide
treatment to these particular offenders.

In analyzing the data, we have made a distinction between cases
that are closed without referrals and those thar are closed with
recommendation for treatment through a community agency, Certain
cases are closed, in other words, with referral to communiry agencies,
while others are closed without referral,

Referrals can be made in a structured and formal manner or
casually and informally. The former mode characreristically involves
a direct contact with the agency by the probation officer, a contact .
that involves information on the offender, the reasons for the referral,
and other materials that may be of concern to the agency. An informal
referral, on the other hand, may involve nothing more than the prob. :ion

officer's suggestion that the offender might receive services from a
given agency or, in some cases, from a general class of agencies. In
our contacts with the agencies, we obtained some data relating to the
types of referrals made in these cases. Although the data refer to
all offenders who received treatment during the entire year of the
project, we may assume that the percentages hold for the cases referred
at intake, Moreover, since the data relate to offenders who actually
appear at the agency, one may assume that they represent a lower

figure than those who were actually referred from the Center. Given
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TABLE 10, Social and Economic Characteristics of Diverted Offendere:

Referred and Terminated Cases

Variable

Prior Record:

First Offender
Previously Referred

Sex:

Mle

Female

Race:

White

Black

American Indian
Latin

Oriental

Age:

8-9 years
10-11 years
12-13 years
14-15 years
16-17 years
18 + years

Farily Status:

Parents Together
Parents Separated/Divorced

Number of Children in Family:

1-2
3-4
5=6
7-8
9-10
11-12
13 +

Number of Siblings Referred té Center:

None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six

"~ Seven

A *‘«-vzmﬁ-ﬂa.@“ﬁg Al T s
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Referred Terminated
Number Percent Number Percent

7 33,32 62 60, 2%

14 66,7 41 39.8 *

17 81,0 69 67,0 :
4 19,0 3% 33,0 !
15 71.4 63 61,2

4 19,0 34 33,0

0 1 1.0

2 9,5 4 3,9

0 1. 1.0

0 1 1.0

1 4,8 2 1,9

3 14,3 13 12,6
11 52.4 36 34.9

5 23,8 47 45,6

1 4,8 4 3.9 .
11 52,4 58 56,3
10 47.6 45 43,7

0 13 12,6

9 42,9 40 38.8

6 28,6 24 23.3

2 9.5 10 9,7

2 9.5 7 6.8 i
0 7 6,8

2 9,5 2 1,9

5 23,8 42 40,8
10 47.6 30 29,1

4 19.0 17 16.5

1 4,8 5 4.9

0 4 3,9

0 0

0 1 1.0

1. . 4,8 &4 3.9

1

3 . . .
1 LRI

1
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TABLE 10, continued .
Referred Terminated E
Variable Runber Percent Number Percent
Grade in School: »
K=6 2 9.5 6 5.8 :
7-8 8 38.1 23 22,3 :
9-12 5 23.8 55 53.4 :
Other 6 28,6 19 18,4
Occupation of Father: *
Professiocnal/Technical 1 4,8 2 1.9 !
Manager/Official 0 3 2.9
Sales 0 "6 5.8
Clerical 1 4,8 S 4,9
Craftsman/Foreman 1 4.8 8 7.8
Factory Jperative 7 33.3 36 34.9
Laborers 5 23,8 16 15.5
Service 0 3 2.9
Unemployed 4 19,0 12 11,7
Uni"novn 2 9.5 12 11.7
Occupation of Mother: .
. Professional/Technical 1 4L 8 1 1,0
Sales 1 4.8 3 2.9
Clerical 2 9,6 15 14,6 i
Craftsman/Foreman 1] : 2 1.9
Factory Operative 2 9,6 10 2.7
Laborers 1 4.8 1 1.0
Service 2 9,6 19 18.4
Housewife 11 52.4 49 47,6
Unemployed 0 2 1.9
Unknowm 1 4,8 1 1,0
Education of Fsather:
Grade School Graduate 5 23,8 15 14,7
Some High School 7 - 33,3 39 36.9
High School Graduate 5 23,8 34 33,0 ,
Some College 1 4,8 4 3.9 :
College Greduate 1 4,8 2 1,9 1
Graduate School 0 1 1.0
Other/Unknown 2 9,& 8 7.8
Education of Mother:
Grade School Giaduate 4 19,0 13 12,6
Some. High School 5 23,8 36 34,9 .
High School Graduate 10 47,6 35 33.9 ;
Some College 0 6 5.8 s
- College Graduate 1 4.8 2 1.9 i
Technical School 0 1 1,0 :
Other/Unknown 1 4.8 10 ~ 9,7 i
o
:
!
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TABLE 10, continued : KR T
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Referred Terminated ) N N .. )
e OO\ these restrictions, we may assume, nevertheless, that approximately
Variable ‘ [ ' N
Humber ~ Percent  Number  Percent B BN one-half of these referrals were made on an informal basis.
Faﬁtly Receives Public Aid: , 33 : ‘ “\,” N The data indicate (Table 10) that relatively few cases were closed
' .3 28 27,2 | s N i i
No .14 66.7 75 72.8 ; ; \\ s with a referral - formal or informal - to an outside agency. Of the
Nature of Offense: . R 124 cases that were closed at intake, only 21 (5.9%) were referred.
Migdemeanor 7 : - . )
. Violation of Local Ordinence : 33.3 73 7(2).3 P - Among the first offenders, 10.1% of the cases that were closed at
gl;iii;omy Offenses 1: 61,9 20 19.4 *% B R intake involved a referral for community services, and among the
4,8 : . R .
. . 7 6.8 N N repeaters, 25.5% included referrals.
Offender Acted Alone or With Others: ' ' I AP : ;
Alone 16 76.2 01 19.8 : N The differences between [irst offenders and repeaters may be
With One Other 1 4,8. 30. 20,1 ik - k explained, in part, by the fact that the repeaters were more likely
With Two or More 2 9.6 a1 30.1 . ,
Other 2 9,6 1 1.0 to have had prior contacts with community agencies. Thus the
. [ v Ri k)
N . \ . = » .
Offender Placed in Detention: : 1o referral in these cases simply represents an official acknowledgement
Yes . : « c o : ’ _— . .
12 57.1 19 18.4 Sl [ of a pre-existing relationship.
No 9 42,9 84 Bl.6 #¥rk ‘ \ N
; R These data clearly suggest that there has been little attempt to
Probation Officera' Reasons for Action: ) s
Nature of the Offense 2 9.6 10 29.1 \ establish a coordinated pattern of referrals with community agencies.
Child's Attitudee and Attribut ' : . - . L . . . ,
Offenders' Home Situ‘ati‘ml utes Z 1‘9"8 ’1*; i*g-ﬁ S It is evident that the probation officers tend to rely upon their
. . S R . . s
‘c’g’:ﬁ;‘“;gi’iﬁf,”“m“ 1‘1) 47.6 3 2.9 L perceptions of the offender in making such decisious (45. 6% of the
: 4.8 0 : P . ‘ . N . S .
Other 3 14,3 6 5.8 _ 7 reasons for terminating without referrals involve offender attitudes
' ¢ “and attribute.s); and that the referrals which are made often involve
* sig., .025 : . ‘\ nothing more than a re-affirmation of the prior relationship between
** oq o . . | .
ok ;;g' ’ 'ggi oo the offender and the community agency (47. 6%).
b . .
v Decisions by the District Attorney (see Tables 9-14)
, ' ‘. Of the 198 cases referred to the District Attorney's office, 135
' ﬁ were acted upon by filing a‘petition with the Court (37. 8% of the total
b i .. ; sample). In 16.7% of these cases, the District Attorney's decision,
. : ‘ A . .
. ‘ R FE was that there was no prosecutive merit, and thus the case was closed
. [ B : ) R
SN with or without continuing supervision (Tables 9 and 10).
. \i ‘
i 1 . ' : Decisions n.ade at the District Attorney's office are made
- L primarily upon legal grounds. As we noted in the discussion of intake
i T [ ’{ decisions (see also Appendix C), decision-making by the probation
%_' | 'l staff frequently involves variables that go beyond the immediate legal
g ) '
&: ‘ -
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’ . TABLE 13, Social and Economic Characteristics of Offenders Referred to -
District Attorney: First Offenders and Repeuters i .
TASLE 11, Decisions by 1he District Attorney's Office \ ‘ First Offenders Repeaters : '
Total First Offenders Repeaters o - N Variable : Rumber Percent Number Percent :
" ' Numb t Number Percent Number Percent A 1. Sex: : b
Deciaion umber Percen er exrcen umber ercen : - Male 64 £8, 9% 103 81,79 .(
1. Has Prosecutive Merit 138 69.7% 47 65, 3% 91 72.2% S Fer:mle , 8 11.1 _ 23 18,3 :
2. Lacks Prosecutive Merit ~ Closed 30 15,2 16 22,2 14 11,1 : : 2. Race: ) s }.
3. Lacks Prosecutive Merit - . 3 1,5 0 - 3 2.4 | Caucasian . il 70.8 52 24-4 '
Continued Supervision : ﬁ:g‘i(can Indian g 2]6.'2 53 M
. 27 13,6 9 12,5 18 14,3 i . ! . . .
4. Other U - 4 Latin | ~ 1. 1.4 8 6.3
T : 3. Age:
18 6 8.3 9 7.1
' L ' 17 - 7 9,7 25 19.8
TABLE 12, Was Petition Filed? : . ' 16 14 19.4 26 20,6
RS A 15 19 26,4 32 25.4
Total First Offenders Repeaters L . 14 10 13,9 23 18,3
- ; o 13 8 11,1 7 5.6 :
Decision Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent . 12 6.9 2 1.6 .
TP 11 2 2,8 2 1.6 :
1. Yes 135  97,8% 46 97,9% 89  97.8% ) lg g - g - f
2. N 3 2,2 1 2,1 2 2,2 = - 3
° - ' 8 1 1.4 0 -
. ; L 4. Place of Birth: ' : :
. . . ' - Wicconsgin 55 76.4 96 76.2
concerns of the case to include a range of social and behavioral concerns. o : * (Milwaukee) (49) (68,1) (93) (73.8)
Since this is not generaliy the case in the District ‘ney's office P L Other Midueot 2 2.8 6 .
g y the Distr Atrorney's o ' - 4 Northeast 1 1.4 0 - .
the process of decision-making becomes less variable, P - Mid-Atlantic , 2 2.8 1 .8 3
, . . : : South 4 5.6 7 5.6 y
When we analyze the decisions made at this level in terms of the : ; Southwest 0 - 1 .8
s o . - X . . 7 West 3 4,2 1 .8
distinction between first offenders and repeaters (Tabie 11), we find . t . Other/Unlknown 5 6.9 12 9.3 :
certuin differences. Somewhat fewer first offender cases are deter- : 5. Family Status: :
) . . < Intact 43 59.7 53 42,1 ,
mined to have prosecutive merit (65, 3% of those referred) and twice ‘ o -Broken 29 40,3 73 57.9
: , ; . oy ) ' 6., If Brol Which Pavrent Abgent:
as many first offenders a;e closed without continued supervision : SR ' Fa::-hc:in’ ' pen 23 79.3 59 80,5
. (22,29 versus 11.1% for repeaters). If the parameters of decision- : ggg:‘“' ; 1;2 g g-g ;
making at this level involve primarily or exclusively legal concerns, Other/Unknowmn 0 - 3 bob A
oo . ' , . , : SR 7. Number of Children in Family: :
these differences suggest that the legal 'case’ against the first offender ; S\ One . 0 - 6 4,8
: - ;e - oh o ‘ Two : 6 8.3 8 6.3
may be less clear than is the case of the repeaters. e . \- Three 18 250 18 1.3
There are, moreover, a number of social and economic differ- ‘ \ Four 10 13,9 20 15.9
, : l Five 10 13,9 19 15,1
ences which can be found between these groups (Table 13), The first : ] ’ Six 14 19.4 16 12,7 i
i o . . . ; . Seven 5 6.9 14 11.1 :
offenders who are referred to the District Attorney are more likely g ¢ Eight , 3 4,2 6 4.8 ;
to be Caucasian (70. 8%), with relatively few Blacks or other minority & , . Nine 1 1.4 10 7.2
‘ : I B ' Ten or More 5 6.9 9 7.1 1.
: - -47- H
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TABLE 13, continued ' ‘ ' : ' TABLE 13, continued !n
i . bl
First Offendexs Repeaters ‘ First Offenders Repeaters b
Variable Number Percent  Number  Percent o Variable Number Percent Number Percent "
i
8. Number of Siblings Referred to Center: : 11, Occupation of Mother: i ‘ f
None 45 62,5 46 36.5 Professional 1 1.4 2 1.6 N
One : 13 18.1 34 27.0 Manager 2 2.8 0 - »
Two 6 8.3 23 18,3 Sales 3 4,2 4 3,2
Three 6 8.3 - 10 7.9 e Clerical 8 11,1 8 6.3
Four 1 1,4 7 5.6 Craftsman 0 - 2 1.6
Five or More 1 1.4 6 4,8 o . Operative 8 11,1 8 6,3 '
9, Current School: Laborers 2 2,8 4 3.2 :
None 4 5.6 5 6,3 Service 13 18,1 23 18.3
- Public Elementary Housewife 32 44,4 71 56,2
Milwavkee = North 6 8,3 4 3.2 Unemployed ¢ - 1 .8
Milwaukee = South 1 1,4 2 1.6 Other 3 4,2 3 2.4
Suburban 0 - 0 - 12, Education of Father: :
Private Elementary 4 5.6 1 .8 : Grade School or Less 10 13.9 " 28 21,9
Public Sunior High , . Py Some High School 22 30,6 34 27.0
Milwaukee ~ Horth 16 22,2 33 26,2 . High School Graduate 30 41,7 39 31,0
Milwaukee = South 8 11.1 16 12,7 ' Some College 2 2.8 5 4,0
Public High School : j College Graduate 0 - 2 1.6
Milwaukee =~ North 10 13,9 37 29.3 '~ Graduate Work 0 - 3 2,4
Milwaukee - South 10 13,9 11 8.7 Technical 0 - 1 .8
Suburban 3 4,2 4 3.2 ! Other 2 2.8 1 .8
Private High School 6 8.3 2 1.6 Unknown .6 8.3 13 10,3
Institutions 0 - 7 5.6 13, Education of Mothe;.
Other : 4 5.6 4 3.2 .  Grade School or Leus 9 12,5 30 23,2
TOTALS Some High School 23 31,9 38 30,2
Milwaukee - Northside 32 4t 4 74 58,7 High School Graduate 30 41,7 38 30,2
Milwaukee ~ Southslde 19 26,4 29 23,0 Some College 2 2,8 3 2.4
Suburban 3 4,1 4 3.2 College Graduate 0 - 2 1.6
Privite 10 13.8 3 2.4 Graduate School 0 - 0 -
Ingtitutions G - 7 5.6 lechnical 2 2,8 2 1.6
Other 4 5.6 4 3.2 Other 0 - 3 2.4
10, Occupation of Father: Unknown 6 8.3 10 7.9
Profeasional 0 - 5 4,0 14, Family Receives Public Afd:
Manager 5 6,9 5 4,0 Yes 12 16,7 57 45,2
Sales 3 4,2 5 4,0 No 60 83,3 69 54.8
Clerical 5 6.9 4 3,2 15. Family has Received Public Aid in the Past:
Craftsoman 11 15.3 17 13,5 Yes 26 43,3 10 14,5 .
' Operative 21 29,2 32 25,4 : No 34 56.7 59 85.5
Laborers 12 16,7 19 15.1
Service 4 5.6 11 8,7
Unemployed 1 1.4 10 7.9
Retired ) 2 2,8 1 .8 . !
Other 3 4,2 8 6,3 :
Unknown 5 6.9 8 6.3 b b
; j
" i
B
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group memters included. The repeaters, on the other hand, are
less often Caucasian (46, 8%) and more frequently Black (44. 4%) or
members of other minority groups.

‘ " First offenders are also more likely to come from intact homes
than repeaters (59.7% versus 42.1%), and there is little indication of
prior referrals from other siblings in the family. Both parents of the
first offenders are better educated than those of the repeaters, and

the families of first offenders are less dependent upon public funds
(16.7% versus 45.2%).

When we examine the rature of the offenses, however, we note
few differences between these groups (Table 14). In both groups,
child-only offenses account for the largest proportion, and in both
groups misdemeanors and felonies rank seccnd and third, respectively.
Both the first offenders and the repeaters were involved in offenses
with other adolescents, and in almost one-half of both groups there
were two or more other adolescents involved in the precipitating
offense. The only variable which reveals significant differences is
the use of detention, the repeaters clearly more often placed in
detention (45, 2% than the first offenders (15.3%).

When we analyzed the data within a regression framework, the
results indicated that no single variable was significantly associated
with the decision outcomes (see Appendix C, Table 5). Relatively high
associations were found, however, on the variables of prior record,
race, and the occupation of the father,

This suggests that the decisions made by the District Attorney
may not be madc exclusively in terms of legal criteria. The fact that
the repeater has a prior record may influence the decision and contribute
to the differences that we find in the outcomes of the first offenders

and the repeaters,
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Court Decisions (see Tables 15-19)

The Court represents the final decision-making level within the
Center. In a given case, the Court has a number of decision options
(Table 15) available to it. For purposes of analysis, however, we may
group these options into three alternatives, each one of which results
in a different outcome for the offender. Thus the Court may close the
case, it may continue supervision within the Center, or it may seek
treatment or rehabilitation through the transfer of custody to an out-
side agency."2

In most of these cases the Court may choose to retain supervision
within the Center (44.4%). Relatively few cases were closed at this
point (6.5%), although a number were either held open or held as
pending. In one-fourth of the cases the Court transferred custody, and
in almost half the transfer was made to the State Depaftment of Health
and Social Services (Table 16).

The data indicate (Table 15) that there are differences between
the decisions toward first offenders and repeaters, In almost twe-
thirds of the first offender cases, the Court decided to continue super-
vision within the Center, and in 44,79 of the cases this supervision '
was based upon a 'held open' decision. The first offenders were seldom
placed, or were rarely subject o a transfer of custody decision (6. 4%),
and their cases Were rarely closed without any form of supervision
(4.3%). '

The répeaters, on the other hand, were 'much more likely to be
involved in a transfer of custody decision (37.4%). The use of super-
vision within the Center was considerably lower than for first offenders
(37.4%), and in most cases the supervision was provided within the
framework of a 'formal supervision' decision. ‘

The groups referred to the Court display social and economic

2. The Court may, of course, decide not to make a decision but to hold
a case as 'pending'. At some point, however, such cases will presumably
be heard and subject to one of these decision outcomes.
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TABLE 14, Factors «elating to the precipitating offense:. , \ }‘ . . =
First Offenders and Repeaters Referred tow \ Y 2 ABLE 17. s :
—— ! U ocial d . *

First Offenders Repeaters o L v ’ to Courir-‘ g?onomm Characteristics of
A i ; : Y , : irst Offenders and Repeat Offenders Referred s
yariable Number Percent Nunber Percent i Sy ers 5
A e . [ .
3 ' Fir . :
A AR First 0 “snd -
1. Source of Referral: . . & : @, \  Yariable nders Repeaters .
Police Department 66 91,7% 11% 92-7 o \ : 3 . Numbor . eaters ,
Public Welfare Department g Z 2 1 8 i & . ‘t ’ Se§:1 ercent Number Percent
. . £ e ale
g;‘:gt{ 2 2.8 5 4.0 \ ‘.' ' Female 41
oOther 3 4.2 z 1.6 E .t 2. Race: 5 89.1% 69 77.5%
2. Nature of Offense: : R \ . Caucasian 10.9 20 22.5
Misdemeanor ' 27 37.5 43 34.1 P S Oriental 29 )
Ordinance Violation 1 1.4 1 .8 vy Black 4 63.0 m 49.4
Felony u 15.3 23 18.3 : . American Indien 15 > 0 :
Child-Only 32 44,4 55 43,7 C i r Latin 1 32.6 39 4;
other 1 1.4 4 3.2 M : 3. Age: 1 2,2 4 2-2
ted Alone or with Others: . C 4 18 2,2 4 .
3, Child Acte on ) ‘18 25.0 33 26.2 » é 5 s
e 23 18.3 : 2 4
With One Other 15 20.8 e 17.6 : K 16 4 8.3 8 9.0
With Two or More 35 48,6 e : 15 10 7 19 21.3
Unknown 4 5.6 10 7.9 ' 14 26 3:,; 20 22-5
. Child Held in Detention: : 13 34, 20 .
& ves 11 15.3 57 45,2 : 12 6 13.0 2 i9:2,5,
Yo 61 84,7 69 54,8 11 g 10,9 3 g.ll;
: l\' ; 10 4,3 1 *
. 4. p1;:e of Birth: X 2,2 1 i}
sconsin = o .'
TABLE 15, Court pigposition of Cases , é‘élilwaukee) 3 3.9
e ; her Midw . 69
Total Firat Offenders Repeaters \ - S;’gtheaﬁt est (22) (62,2, o) ('7/;_2)
~Atlanti . 7 '
Number Pexcent Number Percent Number Percent \ 1 South € (1) ; \ 0 3,9
o Southwest ” ‘ 0
1. Closed 9 6.5% 2 4, 3% 7 1.7% \ West ; 4,3 6 : ;
9. Tlield Open 26 18.8 21 44,7 : 5.5 Other 1 22,2 1 1-1
3, CHINS ~ 1 7.9 4 8.5 11T 5. Tamily Status: 3 2,2 0 o
4, TFormal Supexvision 33 23.9 11 23.4 22 26,2 Intact . 6.5 6 o
5, Transfer of Custody 37 26.8 2 12-2 i’g i'_’,-lé 6 IfB§°k0n 26 56.5 o
22 15.9 . . . roke .
6. Pendini’,‘ : Fathern, Which Parent Absent: 20 43.5 ?? gg;
Mother 1 .
. 7
TABLE 16 Agencies Involved in Cuptody Tranafers \ Both ! 85.0 42 8
’ Unlenowm 3 15.0 p S.A
Total First Offenders Repeaters . 7. gxum;)er of Children in Famil 0 - " 3.3
e ——— . ¢ Uding Of ford .A. ‘emily, - 2 .
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent One nder: 3.9
¢ No
0 -
1. Milwaukee Co. DPY 14 37,8% 2 66,6% 12 35.3% * | Three 4 ; 4 45
2, State DHSS 18 8.6 1 33.3 17 50.0 “ Four 12 .7 7 7-9
3, Both 5 13,5 o - 5 147 . e 6 e 1 12,4 '
. “, x . 14 1 07 ‘
"\ Seven ; 15.2 16 lg'(') x
N Eight 15,2 10 . .
y Nine g 6.5 10 %i'g ;
: Ten or tove 1 22 3 34
4 ’ 5 5.6 i
8.7 9 101 ;
%
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e TABLE 17, continued x ! :
, ) H ., TABLE 17, continued
| 1 : ‘ .
"‘* First Offenders Repeaters ' r’\ irst Offenders Repeaters
. Variable o - : o, ,
L b ‘ Nunber Rercent Number Percent P ! \'.‘ : Variable ° Number  Percent Number Percent
‘ 8. Number of Siblings Referred t : : RN b ‘
‘ Nome 8s Referred to Center: - 5. c e 11. Occupation of Mother:
Vo One 9 19.6 20 bl P Professional 1 2,2 1 1.1
| Two 3 6.5 16 ﬁ'g : S ! Manager 1 2,2 ¢ -
o Three 6 13.0 4 . B! I ‘ Sales 2 4,3 ] -
: L2 Four 1 2'2 4,5 gk : Clerical S 10,9 1 1.1
et . Five or More 0 il 2 6.7 : e Craftsman 0 - 2 2.2
Cob . 9., Current School: 6.7 i o gpgratives Z 13,3 g g.z
oo None (High School Graduate - . . . aborers A .2 3.
Vo . Public Elementary ate) 0 3 3.6 [ . Service 6 13,0 15 16.9
Y Milwaukee = Northsgide 5 10.9 3 - o l’{ouse.-wife z1 45,7 59 56.2
\ Milwaukee = Southside 1 2- 2 ° . ; R - Other -2 4,3 z 2,2
‘ Suburban 0 e > 14 o0 12, Education of Father:
Private Elementary 0 0 = ; ! , L o : Grade School or Less .8 17.2 19 21.3
Public Junior High B e - b A Some High School 16 34,8 26 29,2
Milwaukee « Northside 10 21.7 20 22 ‘ ' : » High School Graduate 1€ 34.8 28 31.5
Milwaukee - Southside 7 1s 2 1 .3 g . Some College o - 2 2,2
Public Senior High e ! 12.4 = . College Graduste 0 - 2 2.2
Milwaukee = Northside 8 . .3 . Graduate Work 0 - 1 1,1
Milwaukee = Southside 4 1;': 23 25°§ . " Technicel ) - 1 j].,,l
Suburban 6 130 7 8.9 P o Other 1 2,2 1 1.1
Private High School 2 4‘3 7.9 . s \‘ oo Tinknown 5 10,9 9 10,1
Institutions ¢ ¢ 1 1,1 3 R 13. Education of Mother: ‘
Other 0 " ? 7.9 : ! : Grade School cor Lees 8 17.4 23 25,8
Unknown 2 A 2 2,2 : P * Some High School 15 32,6 29 31,5
.3 2 2,2 o High School Graduate 17 37.0 24 27.0
. TOTALS - 3 . , Some College 1 2,2 2 2.2
P Milwaukee = Worth 22 . : oo Coll:ege Graduate 0 - 1 3.1
g ,,/ ‘ Miiwaukee = South 12 ;(6)(1) l{g Sl'z Py ' : Gra_uua_te Work 0 - 0 -
TR ' Suburban 6 130 ] 21.3 ! 1 Technical 0 - 2 2.2
Z Private .2 4'3 1 .9 Other 0 - 2 2.2
10. Occupation of Fathers * L1 3 Unknown 5 10,9 7 7.9
Professional 0 b \ 14, Family Receives Public Aid:
Manager 2 ) 3. 3.4 : IR Yes 10 21,7 41 46,1
Sales 5 b3 1 L1 : i " No ' 36 78.6 .48 53.9
Clerical . 4.3 1 11 : R 15. Family has Received Public Ald:
Crafteman 5 R 2 3.4 : : Yes 23 62.9 35 72.9
Operatives 15 32.6 92 ;gg - No 13 36,1 13 —~ 27.1
o ts..aborers 7 15,2 '16 17"> ( |
ervice 2 2.3 8 8”9’ :
Unemployed 2 ‘,;'3 6 6 .y
. Retired 1 2"2 1 1.; .
Vo ~ 83‘“ 4 8.7 7 7.9 I
# {nown 3 .
5 ~ 0 - : Y
g , 4 4,5 i BEE
: T -
i u MY |
L ' : 3
é \ 5.
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{ - TARLE 18, Factors Relating to Precipiating Offense:
E\ First Offenders and Repeaters Referred to Court
]
W First Offenders Repeaters
.*X.' Variable Number Percent Number Percent
.
; 1. Source of Referral:
‘ v Police Department 42 91,3% 80 89.9%
. Public Welfare 0 - 0 -
R Family 0 - 1 1.1
- School 3 6.5 5 5,6
- Other 1 2,2 3 3.3
oo 2, Nature of Offense:
C Misdemeanor 16 34,8 29 32,6
N Ordinance Violation 0 - 1 1.1
ot Felony 7 15,2 <21 23,6
SRR Child-Only 23 50.0 37 41,6
. ; Other 0 - 1 1,1
Loy 3., Child Acted Alone or With Others:
i Alone 13 28,3 27 30,3
\ ' "With One Other 6 13.0 17 19.1
;0 ' With Two or More 26 56.5 38 42.7
cts . Other 1 2,2 7 7.8
b 4. At Time of Offense, Child P!aced
5 in Detention: .
A Yes 8 17. 49 55.1
i, No 38 82,46 40 44,9
\ ‘ B
. TABLE 19, Referral Rates between Decision~Making Points within
K the Court Center, by Type of Uffense

Percent Referred From:
(2) 1Intake to DA
First

Otfend, Repeaters

ol ‘ , (1) Intake
' Firut
‘ Offense Offend. Repeaters

First

(3) DA to Court

Offond. Repeaters

Fivst

(4)Invake to Court

Offend, Repeaters

46,5%
19.3
29,7

32,9%
29,7
91‘1; 1

45,7%
58.9
91,7

59,3%
- 63,7
71,9

: . 1. Misdemeanor 52,9%
v 2. Felony 23.9
3. Child-Only 21,9

b . : -56-

67.4%
91.3
67.3

19.5%
18,9
67,6

30,9%
53,8
6.7
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characrteristics that are, for the most part, consistent with the findings
relevant to the earlier decision points in the Center. That is, the first
offenders are more likely tc be Caucasian, they are somewhat younger,

-7

they come from intact families, they have fewer siblings who have

been referred to the Court, and their families are less apt to be de- -
o ‘ pendent upon public assistance funds. Nevertheless, when we compare
' the group of first offenders with those who were referred to the District
, Attorney (Table 13), it is evident that the process of selection involved
in this series of decisions tends to produce a group of first offenders
P who resemble the repeaters, The initial differences between the
. first offendars and the repeaters has, by this time, narrowed to the
point where there are a number of similarities between them.
\ . o One possible e)\plzf‘mation'is that the selection process weeds out
\ offenders who do not resemble the repeaters and refers those who
are most like them. Of the first offenders who were referred to the
\ . District Attorney, for example, 58. &% of the Caucasians are in turn
' referred to the Court, versus 78. 9% of the Blacks: similarly, 60, 3%
of those from intact families are referred to the Court versus 68, 9%
LS of those frem broken homes; and, while 60. %, of those from families
who do not receive public funds are referred, 83, 3% whose families

do receive such funds are referred to the Court.

:\’\‘ . When we examine the nature of the offense and the circumstances

A surrounding it we find few differences between these two groups. Rela-

tively more first offenders are referred on child-only oftenses, and

\ \\u fewer are referred on felony charges. In most of these cases the
K \ offender acted in concert with two or more accomplices. The use of

\ detention ut the time of the intial referral does differ, once again,

\ ’ . :

" ' with mcre than one-half of the repeaters involved in detention as oppsed
coe to just 17. 4% of the first offenders The issue of the type of offense and
-\.‘ - its possible relationship to these decision-making processes will be

\
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explored in greater detail in the following sub-~section.

Summary and Conclusicas .

The data indicate that initial differences between the first offenders
and the repeaters are maintained throughout the decision-making
processes associated with the Court Center, It is also suggested,
however, that the distance between these two groups becomes narrower
as the cases move through each of the levels associated with the
decision processes, At the final decision-making point, therefore, the
first offenders begin to resemble the repeaters ¢ven though clear
differences remain,

One of the things that this implies is that, while the first
offenders are a distinct population within the total universe served
by the Cénter, they are not necessarily a single or a unitary popula-
tion, Within the population of first offenders there are relatively
distinct sub-groups. One of these sub-groups tends to resemble the
population of repeaters, and it is precisely this sub-group that becomes
involved in the process of referrals from intake to the District Attorney
and thence to the Court.

A second trend that is evident in the data relates to the types of
offenses that are involved in the internal referral process. As Table

19 indicates, first offenders who are confronted with & Court appear-

_ance heavily tend to be those who were initially referred on child-only

offenses. Two-thirds of thase who were initially referred on child-
oniy offenses remain within the system throughout the referral process
and ultimately reach the Court. On the other hand, only 19.5% of the
misdemeanor offenses and 18. 9%, of the original felony offenses are
subject to this process. A similar trend is evident among the re-
peaters, although in this case both felony offenses and child-only
offenses are subject to the full referral process, i.e., subject vo
Court appearance.
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- TABLE 20, Social and Feconomic Characteristics of Offenders: ' :
Section 3. Patterns of Service in the Center and In The C . ' Received and did not Receive Services from Court Probation Staff . H
) n omrnunity : :
: Received Did Not Receive ,
‘ N Services Services :
Services by Probation Officers (see Tables 20-24, Figure |) . - Variable {Percent) (Percent) ,
The probation staff provides a variety of services for the offender. ; i 1. Type of Offender: .
et : , : . First Offenders 40,1% 46,8% 1
We have analyzed these services in terms of eleven different and , Repeaters 59.9 53.2 3
resumably distinct types of contacts: : i 2. Sex:
P y P AR Male 81.2 75.0 ‘
a. Individual counselling s Female 18.8 25,0
: ) 3. Race:
b. Referrals f l Caucasian 57.8 59,3 oo
c. Home visi f Oriental .6 .5 !
s Black 36.5 34,0 ;
d. School contacts . American Indian 1,8 1.1 H
. . Latin 3,3 5.1 !
e.  Phone contacts with the offender or his family : ; 4. Age: ’
3 16-18 38,9 49,0 :
Court appearance . 13-15 55.3 43.3 ;
g. Court preparation T 5 11.2 amé Youn{;er 5.8 7.5
' . -~ ) . Place of Birth:
h. Placement planning , ' Wicconsin 80,2 76,1
: . \ R . i ‘ (Milwaukee) 72,9 71,3
. Arranging psychological evaluation . Other IMidwest 5,2 2,9 i
j. Liaison with the state or county ?’“Fh""“' Northeast ;3 gg ‘
out . . .
k. Detention visits . West and Southwest 1.5 1.9 :
. , . Other 6.4 9.8
These services are also analyzed in three general categories, the dis- Lol Jd . 6. Family Status: ‘
S e S . " . ' Intact 50,2 53.5
tinctions based on the objectives of the particular service and the oo Broken 49.8 46,5 .
person or persons involved. Thus we may refer to services that o & rg’nn};ez;f gt;iéldz:en i Fatlys :
. \ . reluding ender:
ir: olve direct contact with the offender, those that focus on the opera- i ' v 21.7 2€.3 4
. ‘ - . . . u=-6 45,2 50.5
tions and administrative procedures related to the Center, and those . i 69 20,4 18,1 :
that involve contact with community agenci institucions ' 10 or Mare 6.7 5.1
y agencies or Instituttons. ! . 8. Number of Siblings Referred to Center: ‘
Almost half the offenders included in the sample received one or . Nene 39-% 44,1 :
B . : ' One 27. 25,5 . '
more services from the probation staff during the course of the project. : ' Two 12,8 17.0 f
. . . . . ’ ) Three 13,7 5.3 .
In general, repeaters were more likely to receive these services, but o A Four or More 6.9 7.9 . :
the differences may be accounted for, in part at least, by the larger P o s F?ny Currently Recelves Publle Ald: 36,2 30,3
{ C .ol es . é
nurnber of repeaters who were included in the sample. Inthe same - S <4 ' No 63.8 69.7 :
sense, males were more likely to receive services than females, and . W ¥
younger offenders were more likely to receive them than older offenders. FR ;
% ’
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TABLE 20, continued » TARLE 21, Offense~Related Characteristics of Offenders:
Received Did Not Recelve Received and did not Receive Services from Court Probation Staff
Services Services : )

. P nt) Percent) i Received Did Not Receive
Jarisble {Bexce ¢ i =" Services Services
10. Current School: . ; ; Variable {Percent) (Percent)

| 2,1 4,5 g !

ggzxien*a - N q 1. Source of Original Referral: .

Milw;ull:ze - Northside 6.4 7.2 \ -4y L Police Department 91, 5% © 92,6%
Milwaukee = Southside 1.5 1,1 4 . II:U’HC Welfare ; .5
Private/Parochial 1.2 3.9 ™ Sml: ){ .8 1,1

Junior High School { Oihoo 123.9 , g
Milwaukce = Northside 24,9 20,7 ; ; er .7 S.
Milwaukee = Southside 16.7 8.2 . 2, Nature of Precipitating Offense:

High School ) i ) Misdemeanor 40,1 57.4
Milwaukee -~ Northside 23,1 T 23,7 : Orgxnance Jiolation .9 1.9
Milwaukee = Southside 8.8 9,8 ; g:i;g)-,o . %6 igi
Private/Parochiel 2.4 g.g ;, 0;:her nly 3.2 .5

Ini‘é‘;‘:ﬁzigns g'g 4:; 3. Child Acted Alone or With Others:

Other >0 3.2 ; Alone ~ 31,3 37.8

Unknown 1.5 5 \ With One Other Child ' 20,7 21.0

11. Occupation of Father: ’ ; With Two or More 43.2 36,2

White Collar 12,9 18.1 <. Other ) 4,9 5.1

Blue Collar 70.9 59,0 ! 4, Child Placed in Detention:

Unemployed 7.9 7.2 : ;29 23. g 22. g

Retired .9 1.3 | 70,2 2.

Other 8.3 14.4 1 :

12. Occupation of Mother: 1.2 18.6 : There is some indication that offenders from families in which the
White Collsar . B : ] i '
Blue Collar 16.1 ;/'. .9 ! ! father is employed in blue-collar occupations were more likely to
1 . 2 '3 : ! : : . PEY .
ls{::;i:ife 5[5: g 48,7 : receive services than those [rom white-collar families. Finally, offenders
13 EdOther ¢ Fat 2.4 3.3 ; | who were referred on child-only offenses were more likely to receive

. Education of Father: ' toE

Grade School or Less 17.9 17,0 b services than those referred for misdemeanors.

High School 64,1 66,2 t i . . ©,

Cullege 4,5 8,2 ‘ What this suggests -~ and the data tends to support the interpretation

14 Ed‘oxf:];‘é;on of Mother: 13.4 8.5 ’ -~ is that the offenders who received services were those whose cases

Grade S°h°‘1’1 or Less z&tg gg i were not closed at intake, The cases that were referred, in other words,

High Schioo 5, . ; ) ) .

College 5.7 15'(13 . to the District Attorney and to the Court would presumably require more

3 10.3 0, 3 ) L. . . ]
Othe . services because of the administrative work associated with them, and \
! because they were maintained within the system for a longer period of
-
time.
S .
j There were a total of 994 service contacts made during the months
' , following, the initial intake contacts, that is, between the second and the
M
. \ ,
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l TABLE 22, Sociz.al and Economic Characteristics of Cffenders Who Received _— TABLE 22, continued D
: Services from Probation Staff: First Offenders and Repeaters . First Offenders Repeaters 1
First Offendera Repeaters ‘ Variable Number Percent Number Percent ‘
Varisble Number Percent Number Percent . 7. Number of 3iblings Referred: i
1. Sex: ' o None 34 48,6 38 36,2 :
Male . ) One 21 30. 0 29 27.6
Female 54 77.1% 89 84,8% ) Two 6 8,6 14 13,3 }
2. TRaces 16 22,9 16 15,2 : Three 6 8.6 11 10,5 :
. ace: ° .
Caucasian ’ Four 2 2,9 6 5.7
Orient : 47 67.1 55 52,4 u - Five or More 1 1,4 7 6.7 :
al 0 - 1 : ° 8. Current School: ;
Black 22 - 31,4 40 Bé'(l) = ' None . ' 0 - ) 5 4,8 :
R ;\‘I:E:ican Indiar 1 1,4 2 1.9 : Public Elementary : :
\ 3. Age: S 0 - 7 6.7 3 s Milwaukee - Northside 8 11.4 2 1.9 . ;
! 18 E ! Milwaukee = Southside 1 1.4 1 1.0 ;
' 17 : 1 1.4 4 3.8 - Suburban 0 - 0 - H
16 7 10,0 20 19,0 ; Private Elementary ‘ 0 - 2 1,9
15 15 21.4 23 21.9 : Public Junior High IR
14 23 32,9 29 27.6 Milwaukee - Northside 18 25,7 26 24,8 ;
13 11 15,7 20 19,0 ) Milwaukee = Southside 10 14,3 19 18,1 :
12 8 11,4 6 5.7 - Public High School
11 3 4,3 2 1.9 Milwaukee ~ Northside 10 14,3 27 25,7 ;
10 1 L4 1 1,0 Milwaukee - Southside 7 10,0 9 8,6 j
9 0 - 0 - Suburban 8 11,4 2 1.9 .
4, Place of Birth: 1 1.4 0 - \ Private High School 4 5.7 1 1,0
Wisconsin , Institution 0 - 6 5.7 i
(Milwankee) 2> 78,6 83 7.0 : Other 0 - 2 L.9 :
Other Midw (48) (68,6) (78) (74.3) Unknown 3 4.3 3 2.9 !
r Midwest. 3 4.3 '3 9. Occupation of Father: | - H
Northeast 0 . 6 5.7 . upat atiers i
Mid-Atlantic - 1 1.9 “ Professional . 2 2,9 3 2.9 i
South 2 2,9 1 1.0 Manager 1 1.4 4 3.8 :
Southuest 2 2,9 5 4.8 . Sales 4 5.7 2 1.9 :
West 0 - 1 1.0 K“‘ Clerical 2 2.9 6 5.7
Other ¢ a6 S Yoo Operative 5 . % 2 f
. D . 7 6.7 N peratives . G .
> Faplly Status: Se7 Laborers 12 17,1 24 22,9
Broken o : 42 60.0 47 44,8 Service 3 4,3 8 7.6 3
6. Number of Children in Family 28 40.0 38 33.2 - Une.t{rployed 4 3.7 7 6.7 A
B{cluding Offendf‘r’ L .o . . Retlted 1 1 . 4 o . .- 7:‘:
One R : : . Other 4 5,7 4 3,8 i
" Two ‘ 2 2.9 4 3.8 Unknown - 2 2,9 6 5.7 .’
Three 4 5.7 11 10.5 10. Occupation of Mother: of
Four ' 18 25,7 13 12.4 Professional 1 1.4 3 2,9 ;
Five 13 18.6 17 16,2 ; Manager 1 1.4 0 - i
Six 9 12,9 16 15,2 = Sales 4 5.7 3 2.9 :
Seven 10 14,3 14 13,3 A Clerical 5 7.1 3 2,9 ;
4 eht 2 2,9 7 6.7 \ Craftsman 1 1.4 2 1,9 !
Nine 4 5.7 8 7.6 . Operative 12 17,1 9 8.6 1
Ten or More 3 4.3 8 7.6 Laborers 1 1.4 3 2,9 }
5 7.1 7 6.7 . Service 10 14,3 17 16,2 i
Housewife 32 45,7 61 58,1 1
Other 3 4,3 4 3.8 s
» i
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s i . TABLE 23, Social and Economic Characteristics of Offenders Who s
TABLE 22, continued ; S ¥ ’ Received No Services: First Oifenders and Repeaters 1
First Offenders Repeaters » First Oifenders Repeaters
PO i
Variable . Number Percent Number Percent : } .o Variable Number Percent Number Percent
11. Education of Father: 3 Lo 1. Sex: ‘
Grade School or Less 9 12.9 23 21,9 M ' :
Some High School 26 37.1 33 ;1:4 g : ::3,;:13 ;g ig'szs ;g ;gz
High School Graduate 22 31.4 29 27,6 | 2. Race: N .
Some College 1 1.4 3 2 i . ' iy
College Graduate 1 1.4 2 1.3 : - gaucasiin Sg Sg'g 58 SijVI
Graduate Work 1 1.4 1 1-0 : - rienta .
Technical 0 . 1 . ; : Black . 30 35.3 33 35.5
Other 1.0 R AR American Indian 1 1.2 1 1.1
2 2.8 2 1.9 ;oo Latin 3 3.5 5 5.4
Unknown 8 11,4 11 10,5 Ty 3. Age:
12, Education of Mother: ’ T I ' gu} B 7 8.2 9 9.7
Grade School or Less 8 11,4 21 20,0 3 ] 17 ' 11 12'9 29 23'7
Some High School 23 32,9 36 34, 3 s 16 ' BT 20.0 20 21,5
High School Graduate 29. 41,4 - 28 26,7 ! is 17 20.0 20 21.5
‘Some College 3 4,3 4 3.8 ; 14 11 1z.9 14 15.1
College Graduate 0 - 2 1.9 i 13 10 11.8 5 ‘¢.4
Graduate Work 0 - 0 - N 12 8 9'4 1 i.l
Technical 1 1.4 3 v ) )
Other 0 - ; ;‘3 3 i(]i g 3.5 (2) 3.2
Unknown 6 8.6 10 9.5 ) ' 9 0 - 0 - :
13, Family Receives Public Aid: ‘ s 8 1 1.2 0 - !
| 523 16 22.9 45 42,9 : 4. Place of Birth:
54 77.1 60 57.1 i ; Wisconsin : 63 74.1 74 79,3
, ; ¥ . (Milwaukee) (59) (69.4) (70) (75,3)
P L Other Midwest 2 2.4 3. 3.2 :
" twelfth month of th - se. 963 bt v -
1l Of the project (Table 24), Of these, 963 (96.9%) were : Northeast 1 1.2 0
‘e N . H Mid=Atlantic 1 1,2 1 1,1
made with cases thar were open after the intake decision. The bulk of ! South 6 7.1 7 7.3 :
hese services ij i o : H Southwest 0 - 1 1.1
t rvices involved direct contact with the offender (80.9%), and : West 2 2.4 0 -
the most frequent contact involved individual counselling (59.5%). In E o'ﬂ{ers ? 10.6 3 3.4 ‘
) _ i ;o 5. Femily Status:
9.6% of these contacts the purpose was court appearance or preparation P / Intact 30 >8,8 B4 47.
R 3 LA I SN Broken 35 41,2 49 52,7 Y
" . R . i - [}
for such appearance, and in 9, 4% the contacts involved community agencies 3 / ; / . 6. Number of Children in Family,
and the search for resources, { ' Excluding Offender:
3 v One 0 - 2 2,2
The mean number of contacts per case for the total sample is ! \ Two 10 1.8 4 4.3
, B ; Three 16 18,8 12 12,9
2.78 (Table24), Among cases that are referred to the District Attorney ¥ oot Four 14 16,5 20 21,5
. . § ' Five 12 14,1 14 15.1
or the Court, the mean number of contacts Increases proportionately, : ; Six - 15 15.3 13 14,0 :
4. 86 for cases referred to the District Attorney and 6.98 for those o sevﬁn | li li.g 11{ lgi i
- \ Eight . . .
referred to the Court. The apparent differences between first offender 38 . Nine 2 2.% 8 8.6 !
i. 3 Ten or More 6 7.1 § 3.4 i
13 3
;‘ k2 ;
3 i
-67- §
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TABLE 23, continued

Variable

7. Number of Siblings Referred:
None
One
Two
Three
Four
.+ Five or More
8. Present School:
None
Public Elementary
Milwaukee = Northside
Milwaukee = Southside
Suburban
Private Elementary
Public Junior High
.Milwaukee = Northside
Milwaukee = Southside
Publ ‘¢ High School
Milwaukee = Noxthside
‘Milypaukee = Southside
Suburban
Private High School
Institution
Other
9. Occupation of Father:
Professional
Manager
Sales
Clerical
Craftsman
Operatives
s.aborers
Service
Unemployed
Retired
Other
Unknown
10, Occupation of Mother:
- Professional
Manager
Q Saleg -
Clerical
Craftsman
Operatives
Laborers
Service
Housewife
Unemployed
Student
Other

First Offenders Repeaters
Number Percent Number Percent
46 54.1 KX} 35.5
16 18.8 27 29,0
13 15,3 20 21,5
5 5.9 6 6,5
2 2.4 4 4,3
5 5.9 3 3,2
5 5.9 2 2.2
9 10,6 5 5.4
1 1,2 2 2.2
0 - 0 -

5 5.8 2 2,2
14 16,5 23 24,7
9 10,6 4 4.3
17 20,0 23 24,7
7 8,2 11 11,8
8 9.4 8. 8.0
6 7.1 2 2.2
0 - 8 8,6
4 4.7 3 3.2
1 1,2 4 4.3
8 9.4 2 2,2
. b 4,7 4 4,3
5 5.9 3 3.2
10 11.8 7 75
22 25,9 27 29,0
11 12,9 18 19.3
3 3.5 3 3.2
5 5.9 10 10,7
1 1,2 2 2,2
6 7.1 8 8,6
9 10,6 5 5.4
0 - 1 1,1
1 1,2 0 -

2 2.4 2 2.2
13 15,3 14 15,1
1 1,2 0 -

5 5.9 8 8,6
2 2.4 2 2,2
18 21,2 19 20,4
41 48,2 43 46,2
1 1,2 1 1,1
0 - 1 1,1
1 1.2 1 1.1
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TABLE 23, continued

yariable

11, Education of Father:
Crade School or Less
Some High School
High School Graduate
Some College
College Graduate
Graduate School
Technical
Other
Unknown

12. Elucation of Mother:

Grade School or Less

Some High School
High School Graduate
Some College
College Graduate
Graduate School
Technical

Other

Unknowm

13, Femily Receives Public Aid:

Yes
No

First Gffenders

Repeaters

Number Percent Number Percent
10 11.8 19 20,4
23 27,1 30 32,3
37 43,5 30 32,5

4 4,7 4 4.3
1 1,2 1 1.1
1 1.2 3 3,2
0 - 0 -
3 3,5 1 1.1
6 7.1 5 5.4
.13 15.3 18 19.3
22 25,9 - 33 35,5
37 43,5 29 31,2
5 5.9 2 2,2
1 1,2 2 2,2
0 - 0 -
2 2.4 1 1,1
0 - 3 3.2
5 5.9 5 5.4
21 24,7 35 37.6
64 75.3 58 62,4

and repeater cases are primarily a function of size of sample; for both

groups the means'are similar at each of these case levels.

First offenders, however, are more likely to be the recipients
of services that involve direct contact (86.3%) than the repeaters (77.9%).

" On the other hand, the latter group is more often involved in services

relating to community contacts than the first offenders (12. 7% versus

3.7%).

The offenders who received services resemble those referred to

the District Attorney or the Court. That is, more males than females

are involved in services, younger offenders tend to receive services

more frequently than older ones, offenders from families in which the

father and mother are employed in blue-collar occupations receive
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i i FIGURE 1, fervices Involving Direct Cli -« Contacts by Probation StefS: f _J;

- TABLE 24, Probation Officer Services: Total, First Offender, and : i Total, First Offender and Rept¢ ..or Cases pals ol y
Repeater Cases 1 = j 1

H L] B .

' First : Frequency / :

' ‘ Total Offenders Repeaters - / : .

(- O Semvices 2,392 1,206 1,185 o ' E 08 8 5 w oo s p o :
SV No Services » ’ ) : = o S ~ v O o i ~ :
P - Counselling 26 10 16 e o S 2 e e e v & & & 5
L Referrals 3 2 1 : : * / 2 '

Y . Liaison 1 - 1 ; |
ERR Detention Visits 1 1 - : o - / .
e . Open Cases: ‘ ; . ol o - - ————— co
S Counselling — 565 208 357 ; A 7 ;
N Referrals / 24 3 21 P 4 | / ;
- Home Visigs 180 71 109 b - / Lo
o . Contacts with Schools 4 4 - ; ) wlh e / {
o Phone Contacts 35 23 12 S ;

! Court Apperances 69 25 : 44 o ' // :
Court Preparation 23 10 13 P / ;

. Placement Planning ‘ 2 - 2 T - &k e ( 3

\ Arranging Psychological Evaluation 16 3 13 R . - :
o Liaison with WDHSS, -MCDPW 45 3 42 AN ‘ ' \ :
None 570 133 437 e ' \ '

TOTAL 994 363 631

S
©
N

Total (Open Cases) 963 350 613

PUSU——

/S ;
. - T T T o © / / !
\.‘ Ty Mean (Total Sample) 2,78 2,34 3,12 : . -z
L \ : N
\“:\ Mean (Cases to DA) : 4,86 4,86 4,87 j / ‘
N . = , < o [ %
\\ ) Mean (Cases to Court) ' 6,98 7.45 6.74 k o ' D
= y & . " ) #
‘ Mean (Per Month) 90,36 33,00 57.36 / B
| o { .
I ; o - L4 I 4
S0 more services than those from professional families, and offenders v . : \ | :
{ whose initial offense .involved a child-only crime are more likely to _ ' , o 0 ) ' :
a receive services. 3 [ ' \ / o i T
\'\ B These same distinctions hold when we control for the initial status . . o . / . } l f j
- of the offender. Thus among the first offenders (Tables 22 and 23), ' o . ’ 0 |
/ * ) proportionately more males receive services, more Caucasians, more : / ’;:z 5 b 1

[ (24
offenders from families where siblings have had prior contact with the ' . =r e < "B R !
] o o » !

) Center, and more offenders from families which are blue-collar in S : / \ 5 5 B
. . _ . . ' o 1
- occupational status, Similar differences exist between the repeaters ey 8 . \ §. "y !
p ‘
’ j
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who receive services and those who do not receive them,.

As one might expect, there is a correlation between periods
of intense services and the progression of the offender through the
various levels associated with the Court Center. As Figure ] indicates,
the most intense period of service contacts occurs during the first
six months of contact with the Center. This holds, morcover, for
both first offenders and repeaters, The pattern is undoubtedly
connected with the decisions that are made about these cases during
this initial period, It is also related, as we will discuss in the follow-
ing section, to the rates of recidivism found among these offenders.

Community Agency and Placement Services (see Tables 25-30)

A total of 98 cases, 27.5% of the sample, were referred to various
community agencies for services. More than half these cases were
either not accepted or not seen at the agency. In 12, 2% of the cases
the agency had no record of the referral or the offender; in 10,29
the offender never appeared for treatment; and in 8.2% the offender
terminated treatment after the initiai contacts with the agency.

Of the 44 cases that received services from these agencies,
most of the referrals were made for school or school-related
problems (41. 2%). In 29.5% of the cases the referral was initiated
in order to-obtain parcicular types of treatment or of therapists, and
in 22.7% the referral was made because of the offenders’ delinquent
behaviors,

Eighty cases among the sarnple were involved with placement
services and treatment (22, 4%). In 28, 8% of these cases, the place-
ment was made for child-only offenses and the behaviors associated
wi™ ¢uch offenses. In 8, 8%, the placement was made because the
home situation was considered inadequate. The majority of placements
were made for either current or prior delinquency (63. 8%).

In general, these placements were made in residential treatment
centers (30.0%). Institutional placements were made in 27.5% of the

-72-
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" : TABLE 25, Patterns of Service from Communitv Agencies:

Variable

s

First Offenders and Repeaters

Total Referred by Court Center

1. Interview Status

. A,
B.

2. Type

Completed Interviews

Incomplete: Reasons

1, No Agency record of a referral
2. Client did not show

3. Client Terminated

4. Nonecooperation

5. Non-response

6. Pending

of Referral
Court Ordered

Voluntary
Other

°, 3. Reasons for Referral

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
FI
G.
H.

‘p A.
' . Bo
' C.

' ' ‘ D.

! E.

F.

i' G:
5., Case

- B,

School Behavior or Truancy
History of Delinquency
Needed Specific Treatment
Needed Specific Therapist
Prior Contacts

Specific Offense

Parents Request

P.0. Decision

4, Reasons for Agency Accepting Case

Inarplicable, Not Accepted
Court Order

Identified Problem Child
Needs of the Scliool
Agency Policy

Special Case

Felt Client was Receptive

Still Active

Yes
No

b * Percent of Total Referrals.

e e i

First Offenders Repeaters

Number Percent Number  Percent

23 14, 8%* 75 37, 2%%*
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. + Since the available data varies, percentages are computed in
I relationship to the variable under consideration,
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TABLE 25, continued : - TABLE 26, Patterns of Service Through Placement: Total
R ) i
. 3 . S
First Offenders Repeaters : : v o
\ : l[ ; i " Variable Numbear Percent g
Variable > Number Percent Number Percent - : ' - - e d
p : i o Total Offenders Placed 80 22,4%% :
vl B 5. Length of Contact : ‘ R \
aet i 1. Reason for Placement i
A. Inapplicable, No Contact 15 65,2 40 53,3 { :
B. One Month or'Less 1 4.3 2 2.7 ; A. Delinquent Behavior .o 48 60,0 <
; . €. Two through Four Months 4 17.4 10 13.3 s B. Prior Offenses 3 3.8 ./ .
' D, Five through Seven Months 2 8,7 13 17.3 : . C. Runawa).r 6 7.5 . :
 * E. Eight Months or Longer 1 4,3 10 13,3 \ ; D. Truancies 4 5.0
Y ' . { i E. Uncontrollable 13 16,3
7. Number c¢f Contact Hours per Week I : F, Poer iome Conditions 7 8.8
N ‘ ; G. Custody Extended 4 5.C .
N : A, Inapplicable, No Con:acts 16 69,7 43 57.3 P ) - H. Unknown, Records not Available at Department 12 15,0 ' N
B. One or Two Hours 5 21,7 - 12 16,0 ; ; S of Public Welfare AN
N C. Three or Four Hours 0 - 0 - i L T
. D. Five or More Hours 2 8.7 . 20 26,7 Do . 2. Custody Transferred
: , .
w o 8. Treatment Objectives : ; o A. Department of Public Welfare 25 31,3 ¢
ot B. State Department of Health and Social .
A. Buployment/Employability 1 4.3 8 10,7 o / Services 30 37.5 i
B. Behavior Change 1 4,3 9 12,0 St C. Both 9 11,3 .
C. Improved Self-Image 3 13,0 11 14.7 T D. T.r"ansfe}: of Custody ‘ 4 5,0 )
D. Academic Skills aund Resources 1 4.3 13 17.3 E. Unknown, Records not Aveilebie 12 15,0 )
E. Adjustment to School 1 4,3 11 14,7 L o . =
! F. Adjustment to Family & 3 13,0 3 4.0 ! oo 3. Type of Placement S
’ G. No Specified Objectives 2 8.7 6 8.0 ; R A Toster H . 50 '
H, Inappllcable, &5 Treatment 11 47.8 ‘. a . Foster Home .
rP ’ 14 18.7 i .0 B. Group Foster Home 3 3.8 .
9, Primary Treatment Methods ‘ C. Regidential Treatment 24 30,0 . »
P D. Seate Institution 22 27,5
A, Job Training 1 4.3 8 10.7 N : E, Placed in Own Home 10 12,5
B. Group Treatment 1 4,2 8 10:7 Ty, F. Placement Pending 2 2,?
o A C. Individual Treatment 4 17.4 19 25,3 T T G. Other 3 3.5 o
v 1. Academic Preparation 1 4.1 14 187 ) ] : H. Unknown, Recorda not Available 12 15,0 L7
. E. Family Treatment i 4,3 4 5,3 ; . .
" F. Work with the P.O. 1 4.3 3 4.0 : 4. Treatment Methods
G. Inappliceble, o Treatment 14 60,9 i Lo
o ' 19 25.3 : L2 A. Individual Treatment 25 31,3
10. Level of Rapport with Client A R B, Group Treatment ’ 4 5.0
' : h C. Psychotherapy 2 2,5
A. High 3 12.0 18 0 ! : D. Other Therspies 4 5,0
i B, Medium 2 5'7 12 ig'o : A . E. Vocational Guidance 11 13,8 '
¢ C. Low 1 4.3 3 40 i , F. Medical Care 4 5.0
. D. Unknown/Inapplicable ‘ 17 73 : : . G. Family Therapy 8 10.0 .
' -9 42 >6.0 N . H. Other , 8 10.0
‘ 11. Liklihood of Further Trouble ; ! N B : I. Unknown, Records not Avallable 12 15,0 v
& 5, Ursiket ! 4.3 15 20,0 H VY P g P
e . n & - i o ioovel
: c. Depenflsyon the Circums:ances g 21.7 12 12'(7) 2 } — T * Refers to the Percent of Total Referrals, LR
D. Unknown/Inapplicable 17 73.9 43 57.3 . ' i
) S
- 12. Contacts with the P.O. § % . %
‘ A, Yes 4 17.4 33 44,0 3 : i
B. No 4 17.4 2 2,7 g } i
C. Inapplicable 15 65,2 40 - 53,3 :é | '
-74- ‘i i i
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TABLE 26, continued

Variable Number Percent
5. Goals of Placement
. +
A, Personality Changes 17 20,7
B. Behavior Adjustment 15 18,3
C. Improve Relationships wiih Others 12 14,6
D. Increase Academic Skills 22 26,8
E. Other 4 4,9
F. Unknown, Records not Available 12 14,6
6. Liklihood of Further Trouble
A, High 19 23.8
B. Unlikely 24 30,0
C. Depends upon Specific Circumstances 15 18,8
D. Uncertain 10 12,5
E, Unknown, Records not Availabie 12 15,0

+ Since the agency may have more than o

ne primary treatment goal,
this figure exceeds the total,

cases and foster home placements account for 8. 8%.

In 12.5% of the
cases the placements were made in

home, either through
ement in the home,
her personality or
Improvement in basic

the offender's
the Early Release program or through direct plac

The primary goal in placement involved eit
behavioral changes in the offender (39.0%).
academic skills was the primary goal i
improvement in the offenders' ability to
persons was cited as the primar

. 26. 8%, of the placements, and
relate effectively with other

y goal in 14, 6%,

social and economic characteristics, the offenders

who were referred to Community agencies or lor placement tend to
resemble offenders who were originally refe

In terms of their

rred to the Court (Table

17). Placement was more likely to occur among repeaters than first

offenders, and the incidence of placenent among female was higher

S. There is some indication thar
misdemeanor offenses were handled thr

than referrals to comm unity agencie

ough communiry agency services,

-76-

S

x - 3
S v . ”~ . a2

IR A
i

s e

e P TP PP P

-

~teristics of Offeanders
TAB i and Economic Charac C =
LE 2T, agglgzceived services from Community Ageuncies

Varizble

1.

2,

lh

5'

Type of Offender:
First
Repeater

Sex:
Malie
Female

Race:
Caucasian
Oriental
Black
Americsan Indian
Latin

Age:
16-18
13«15
12 and Younger

Place of Birth:
Wisconsin
(Milwaukee)
Other liidwest
East and Hortheast
South
Southuest and Weat
Othier

Family Status:
Intact
Broken

Number of Children in the Fumily,

Excluding Offender:
13
4«6
7y
10 and More

Numi:er of Siblings Referrad:

None

One

Two

Three

Four or More

Family Receives Public Aid:

Yes
Ne

-77-

Number

21
58

- 68
11

39
1
33
3
3

31
42
6

59
(54)

[ Y =RC-N=R ]

37

21
26
19

5

28

13

37
42

Percent

26, 6%
73.4
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TABLE 27, continued . . ) :
S TABLE 28, Offense~Related Characteristics of Offenders Who ’
; . . . Received Services through Comrmunitv Ageancies C
Variable Number Percent ] 5 . S
10. Current School: . i . Variable Number Percent

None 2 2,5 ‘

Elementary ; 1. Source of Original Referral: .
Milwaukee = Northside 8 10,1 ! g Police Department 70 88, 6% :
Milwauhze = Southside 2 2.5 Public Welfare 0 - :
Private/Parochial 1 1,3 Family 2 2.5 K

Junior High School : School 4 5.1 S
Milwaukee = Northside 1¢ 24,1 Other 3 3.8 .
Milwaukee = Southside 7 8.9 2. Nature of Precipitating Offense: :

. High Schoal ° Misdemeanor . o 32 40.5 :
Milwaukee = Northside 22 27.8 i . Ordinance Violation : 1 ' 1.3
Milwaukee - Southside 7 7.6 : Y Felony | . . 17 . 21,5 '
Private/Parochial 1 1.3 R ' Child-Only Offense - 26 32.9

~ Suburban 4 5.1 Other 3 3.8 :

Institutions 4 5.1 3. Child Acted Alone or With Others: N

Other . 1 1.3 Alone 28 35.4 :

Unknewn 2 2.5 With One Other Child 17 21.5

11, Occupation of Father: ‘ . With Two or More Children 29 36,7 :

White Collar 10 12,7 ’ Other , 5 : . 6.3 i

Blue Collar 55 69,6 4, Child Held in Detention: :

Unemployed 6 7.6 ‘ . Yes 26 - 32,9 :

Retired 0 - B No 53 67.1 i

Other 8 10,1 : . _ ’

12, Occupation of Mother: A
1 11,4 ; : . - :

;”{if_."‘cggﬁir 12 16 ; while felonies wer » treated through placements., The offenders who :

Service . 15 18,9 : . were more likely to have committed the precipitating offenses by

Kousewife 41 51,¢ , s !

Other 1 1,3 ‘ themselves were placed, while those who committed offenses with

13, Educetion of Father: ' . ) . .

iGrade School or Less 17 21,5 others were more likely to receive community treatment. Finally,

']éi%‘ezzh“l "2 5?‘% there is a direct relationship between the use of detention at intake :

G . . _

Otaer 12 15,2 i and the ultimate mode of treatment. Offenders who were placed were j

14, Education of Mother: , ! e - ) . :
" Grade School or Less : 23 L 29,1 more likely to have been held in detent:ion (66. 7%) than those who were

E:ﬁegzhmﬂ "§ 52': treated through community agencies (32. 9%). :

) Other 1 11 13.9 What the data may suggest is that placenients are utilized in
cases where the behavior of the offender is viewed as abnormal or i
threatening. Such offenders are held in detention at intake and, after

“i. the Court processes, are placed in institutions that are geared roward
providing personality change therapies. Community treatment, on T
! . . i
* the other hand, is apparently used in cases where the offender has :

5
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TABLE 29, Social snd Economic Characteristics of Offenders

Placed with State or County

Variable -

1.

2.

9.

Type of Offender:
First
Repeater
Sex:
Male
. Female
Race:
Caucasian
Oriental
Black
American Indian
Latin
‘Age:
© 16+~18
13-15
12 and Youngor
Place of Birth:
Wisconsin
(Milwaukee)
Other Midw:st
East ond Fortheast
South
Southwreat and West
Other
Family Statug:
Intact
Broken
Nunber of Children in Femily,
Excluding Offender:
1-3
4=6
7=9
10 or More .
Number of Siblings Referred to Center:
None
One
M .
Three
Four or More
Family Recelves Public Aid:
Yes
No

-80-

Rumber

Percent

12,0%
88.0

76,0
24,0

56,0
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TABLE 29, continued

Variable

10. Current School:

None
Elementary

Milwaukee « NWorthside
Milwaukee = Southsgide

Private/Parochial
Junior High

Milwaukee = Northside
Milwaukee = Southside

High School

Milwaukee = Northside
Milwaukee = Southside

Private/Parochial
Suburban
Institution
Othey
Unkacwm

11, Occupation of Father:

12,

13.

White Collar
Blue Collar

Unemployed \

Retired
Other

Occupation of Mother:

White Collar
Blue Collar
Service
Housewife
Other

Education of Father:

Grade 8chool ox Lesso
High School

College

Other

14, Education of Mother:

Grade School or Less
High School

College

Other
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Number
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TABLE 30, Offense-Related Ch i ;
o aractorigti 3 - i I !
» with State or County cs of Offencers P.aced i :\; . o
thE Y Section 4, Recidivism Rates
Variable 5 :E A
‘_'“  Number Pe t P i
. . —_— reen by} 4 Fonees ; Ticure 2
e 1. Source of Referral: seteent % Rates and Types of Offenses (see Table 31 and Figure 2)
;&ﬁ?e ‘gexiartmenc ’ 65 . g o One of the goals of the services offered at or through the Center '
ic Welfare , 86.7% 2 '
Family : 0 - & i is the prevention of further delinquency, Indeed, one might rcasonably
School 2 I I ¥ I . -
« Other 3 ZZ, d i : assume that one of the geals of all of the operations conducted within
\ 2, N : . y ‘ . Lo .
‘*}i‘{;‘;‘m‘,’,fagfﬁe““- > 6.3 i e the Center is, directly or indirectly, to prevent these offenders from
gr;linunce Violation , 2;’ 30,1 S engazing in behaviors associated with delinquency. This is not the
elony 1,3 O .. . .
Child-Only : 26 3.7 foL ~only goal of the Center, but clearly it is an important one which under-
Other 24 32'0 . EIE CH ) .
. i N o . jio g . i ;.
3. Child Acted Alone or With Others: 1 1.3 I lies all of its other functions
Alone tofol During the year in which the cases were followed, a total of
With One Octher 33 44,0 A ; ,
With Two or More 11 14,7 ; P 164 offenders were involved in subscquent delinquent offenses. The-
Other 27 36.0 R ‘ ) ‘ :
« 20, H ¥ . Qe N3 . . . .
4. Child Flaced in Detention: 4 5.3 P {( recidivism rate for the sample is, therefore, a rather high 45, 9%,.
: 1 ! . 1. . ry~ . .
,’fjs 50 66 N S The recidivism rate for repeaters (Table 31) was considerably higher
.7 HE . ' :
25 33,3 i than for first offenders, 56, 49 versus 32, 39,; thus, while the repeaters
4 3 | ¢ (o] p
- ifi account for 56. 69 of the total sample, they include 69, 5% of the
specific problems in aduptatj - . A e -
. n adeptation - and particularly in adapting to the o recidivists found in this sample. Moreover, when we take into account
scnool system. ' A . . .
A R the number of offenses committed by the recidivists {291), we find
¥ “ " .
C ' that repeaters account for 72, 5% of them, compared with 27,5% for the
R first offenders.
i H 4
g The offenses: that were committed during this period range from
i : the most innocuous of misdemeancrs (e.g., loitering) to the most
P severe felonies (e.g., murder), The most prevalent offenses were
) I R i misdemeanors (36, 4%,), with child-only offenses (31, 67) and fclonies
: i 26, 5%) ranked somewhat lower in their relative incidence,
- é R The major offenses committed by first offenders were child-only
i 3 (51
) § E i??; T crimes (43.0%) with misdemeanors (28. 8%) and Zelonies (23. 8%))
] H i
- S j ranked in suceeding order. [For the repeaters, on the other hand,
\. § g ‘ . misdemeanors form the largest group of recidivise offenses (39, 69),
i 3 . with felonies (27.5%) and child-only offenses (26.5%) following in
P
& IR :
Y -82- 'i 3 SN -B3-
i3 .
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TABLE 31, Recidivism Rates by Type of Offense: . L‘ ' b. FIGURE 2, Recidivism Rates: First Offenders and Repeaters ‘
' Total, First Offender and Repecater Cases i A I (Adjusted for Sample Size) c
e 2 : b
Total First Offenders KRepeaters - i .
— & Offenses §
Type Number Percent Rumber Percent Number Percent ; & ‘\; : o o - 8 ‘
. v
1. Misdemeanor 106 36,47% 23 28,8% 83 39,37 : H
2. Felony 77 26,5 19 23.8 58 27,5 !
3. Child~Only 92 31,6 36 45,0 56 26,5 !
4, Ordinance Violation 4 1.4 0 - 4 1.9 ' . :
5. Other 1 4.1 _2 2.5 10 4,7 R o ;
TCTAL 291 80 211 '
Mean (Total Sample) .82
Mean (Recidivists) 1,77 :
Mean (Repeaters«Recidivists) 1,65 : h :
Mean (First Offender- ‘ :
Recidiviats) 1.60» :
decreasing order. The most common offense committed by both groups ‘ - 3
‘ . , 2 ,
is that of having been "uncontrollable'; one-fourth of all recidivism E o T
offenses committee by first offenders are included in this category. : : ¢ L
As Figure 2 indicates, there is a relationship between the annual ; : .
recidivism rates of the first offenders and the repeaters. Both groups 5 .
tend to begin the year with an initial burst of recidivist behavior, ; L
followed by a period of iower rates that remain somewhat stabie up to ; ;
oy {
the last month of the study.l In both groups the last month represents T Me ZEE omw :
- . _ . ) L 00 D ro !
a period of sudden activity and a marked increase in recidivism ratas Be 535 5% i
: s T e N
There is no apparent explanation for this pattern, One might . "o ’..'1;’?? o :": "
. . . P . . I3 .1 ’U "’ M :
assume that, for the first offenders, the initial burst of recidivism b 5’% ae 8- :
. . . ! - o ~ T [ :
represents an immediate reaction to the label and the role of delin- P ~he AR
! o v
quent -~ a kind of testing-out phase in which they explore same of ~ u T i
. . . [}
the boundaries of a new role. For the repeaters, on the other hand, : * o T
- W OO
this initial recidivism may represent a re-affirmation of the !abel, % * e ev :
LI i P
1. This is not, of course, a single twelve-rmonth perind. In each case f‘ : ' §
the year is measured from the point of referral and thus covers approxi- {0 ~ !
mately eightcen months in time. i
-84- § -85- :
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a deliberate attempt to establish the validity of the label and the role.
In both cases the levelling off in detinquent behaviors may represent

a reaction ro the services that arve provided during the perioc of initial
recidivism, or it may be a spontaneous remission which bears no

relationship to these services,

Social and Economic Characteristics of the Recidivists (see
(see Tables 32 and 33)

Generally the social and economic characteristics of the recidi-
vists do not differ significantly from those of the total sample (Table
32). However, what this implies is that, since the total sample
differs from those who were referred to the District Attorney and/or
the Court, the recidivists are also different from those referred to
the District Attorney and/or the Court. This similarity holds, move-
over, [or both the first offenders and the repeaters,

The only differences which occur between the total sample
and the recidivists are found in certain dimensions of the family,
Amng the first offenders, for example, the recidivists are more likely

to come from broken families than is true of the toral sample. The

educational levels of both parents of both types of offenders are
lower among the recidivists than among the total sample. Finally,

there is evidence to suggest that the families of recidivist first offen-
ders are more dependent upon public assistance fun

sample.

ds than the total

When we examine the initial offense and the circumstances

surrcunding it (Table 33), we do find certain differences both between

the recidivists and the total sample and between first offenders and

repeaters. Recidivists are, for example, more likely to be among

those who have committed misdemeanors at the intake point. Given

the fact that, among the first offenders, ar least, the recidivist offnses

are primarily child-only crimes, we must assume that there is no
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TABLE 32, Social and Economic Characteristics of Recidivists:

o m—NT

Total, First Offenders, and Repeaters

Variable

1. Type of Offender:
First
Repeater

2, Sex:
Male
Female

3. Race:
Caucasian
Oriental

" Black

American Indian
Latin

4, Age:
16-18 years
13«15 years
12 end younger

5. Place of Birth:
Wisconsin
(Milwaukee)
Other Midwest
Northeast
Mid-Atlantic
South
Southwest
West
Other
Unknown

6, TFamily Status:
Intact
Broken

Totel

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

First Offenders Repeaters

& ertng v ey

50
114

129

c
-

88
1
65
3
7

61
95
8

120
(111)

WO Oy

79
85

7. Number of Children in Family,

Excludivng Offender:
1-3
4=6
7-9
10 or more

8. Number of Siblings Referred

to Center:
None
One
Two
Three
Four or more

39
75
39
11

R, ,t::,?' 3.

30, 5% ‘
69,5 3
78.7 35  70,0% 9%  82,5%
21,3 15 30,0 20 17,5
i
53.7 29 58,0 59 51,8
.6 0 - 1 o3
39.6 20 40,0 45 39,5
1.8 0 - 3 2,6
4,3 1 2,0 6 5.3
37.2 16 32,0 45 39,5
57.9 29 58,0 66  57.9
4.9 5 10,0 3 2,6
73.3 34 68,0 86 5.4
67,7 (30) 60,0 (81) 71,1
3.7 1 2,0 £ 4,4 ‘
.6 0 - I .9 .
2,4 2 4,0 2 1.8
9.1 7 14,0 8 7.0
- 0 - 0 -
1.8 2 4.0 1 .9
2,4 0 - 4 3.5
6.7 4 8.0 7 6.1
48,2 37 54,0° 52 45,6
51,8 23 46,0 62 54,4
23,8 14 28,0 25  '21,¢ ,
45,7 21 42,0 56 47,4 ;
23,8 11 22,0 28 24,6 :
6.7 4 8.0 7 6.1 ;
39.0 25 50,0 39 34,2
26,2 14 28,0 29 25,4
17.7 6 12,0 23 20,2
8.5 2 4.0 12 10,5
8.5 3 6.0 11 9.7
i
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. S o TABLE 33, Offense~Related Characteristics of Recidiviscts: l !
» TABLE 32, continued ’ N ’ » Total, First Offenders, and Repeaters ‘ ‘
Total First Offenders Repeaters i = DI P
A w2 P R Total First Offenders Repeaters :
Numb P t Number Percent Number Percent R BN
Variable umber ércen = : i C Variable Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
) . 3 ; - - ;
> 9. o“;:gzt School: 2 1.2 2 1.8 ] 1. Source of Referral: Ly
l Elementary ] - . Police Departments 150 91.5% 45 90, 0% 105 92,1% “
' " Milwaukee - Northside 9 5.5 5 10,0 4 3.5 P - . l{ublic Welfare 0 - 0 - 0 - ,
Milwaukee - Southside 5 3.0 2 4,0 3 2,6 P T b Pafnily 3 1.8 2 4,0 1 .9
h Private/Parochial 4 2,4 4 3.5 0 - Do L, School 5 3.0 1 2.0 4 3.5
. v s Other 6 3,7 2 4.0 4 3.5
. Junior High School oL i 2 £ . . . .
Milwaukee - Northeide 42 25.6 11 22,0 31 27,2 SRR + Nature of Offense:
Milwaukee = Southeide 28 17.1 10 20,0 18 15,8 L o Misdemeanor 78 47,6 23 46,0 55 48,2
’ Senfor High School . " Ordinance Violation . 2 1.2 0 - 2 1.8
Milwaukee = Northside 44 26,8 15 30.0 29 25,4 o Felony e ) 40 24,4 19 38,0 21 18,4
l‘ . Miiwaukee - Southside 8 (‘.9 k] 6.0 5 4'(‘ 5 .“- N Y . Child'-Only \.I..fenﬂe : 39 23.8 8 16.0 31 27. 2 .
Ao Private/Parochial 3 1.8 1 .9 2 1.8 P Other 5 3.0 0 = 5 bot .
: Suburban 5 3,0 3 3,0 3 2.6 ) . 3. 1In Committing Offense, Child . . . :
Institutiona 9 5 5 0 - 9 7.9 P R Acted Alone or With Others:
Other 2 1.2 2 4,0 0 - i R Alone 59 35,9 18 36,0 41 36,0
Not Ascertained 3 1.8 1 .9 2 1.8 ‘ ! - With One Other ‘ 30 18,3 11 22,0 19 16,7
: 10. Occupation of Father: { With Two or More ‘ 65 39,6 17 34,0 48 42,1
White Collar 21 12.8 5 10,0 16 14,0 s Other 10 6.1 4 8.0 6 5.3
/. Blue Collar 108 65.9 34 68.0 84 73.7 o 4. Child Placed in Petention:
. Unemployed/Ret:ired 15 30{0 .3 6.0 12 10'5 . :e& 58 35.4 14 28.0 l(lb 38.6
' Other 26 40,9 8 16,0 1z 10,5 A | o 106 64,6 36 72,0 70 6l.4
11, Occupation of Mother: . 1.4 :
White Collar 18 10,9 5 10,0 3 1, . - . " N .
Blue Collas 20 12,2 7 140 13 1.4 : e, consistent pattery in the delinquencies committed by this group.
Service 21 12.8 7 14,0 14 12,3 S The initial referral may, in itself, create a climass<wiiich leads to the
Housewife 97 59.1 29 58.0 68 59.6 Lo ) , . .
Other 8 4,9 2 4,0 6 5.3 N R offender being suspect ard subject to closer supervision than if he were
. Fa?iiy Recetves Public Ald: 67 40,9 18 36,0 49 43.0 b ' A not referred, In this case, acts that may have been overlooked or
. FdM ¢ pac 97  59.1 32 64,0 65 57.0 PN '3}) treated as normal adolescent behaviors may be viewed as offenses
. Education of Father: b X ‘o . s
Grade Scheol or Less k)| 18.9 7 14,0 24 21,1 A / " that need to be brought to the attention of the authorities. 2 Thus the ;
Some High School 60 36,6 20 40,0 40 © 35,1 R R . . Crel e |
Hizﬁ SZEoolcégaduate 42 25,2 13 26,0 29 25,4 R ] child-only offenses that predominate among recidivist first offenders ‘
Seme College 5 3.0 1 2,0 4 3.5 P K ay be swollen ; ; : \ . f
5 ; : - ssibly even generated, by the fact that the ;
College Graduate 3 1,8 1 2,9 2 1.‘8 { ' S ' may ' p.O y ] g » Dy the ract that the Center ©d
Graduate Worlk 2 1.2 0 - 2 1.8 | SR has had contact with the offender, :
Technical 1 .6 0 - 1 .9 M LT, 1
Other . 20 12,2 8 16,0 i2 10,5 [ e :
- . 14, Education of Mother: v N
) Grade School or Less k)3 18,9 6 12,0 . 25 22,0 AR :
Some High School 59 35,9 18 36.0 41 36,0 § R .
. High School Graduate 49 29,6 19 38,0 30 26,3 y i o i
Some College 8 4.9 5 18.0 3 2.6 f P T e 2. The fact that the offender has a probation officer may, in itself, ’
b Coliege Graduate 3 1.8 ] - 3 2,6 A provide families or schools with a convenient resource that they would
: ' Graduate Work 0 - 0 - 0 - by not have had if the offender had not beeh in contact with the Center. !
giﬁg:u“l 1& 7'3 p 4.0 1% 9'3 - P Thus they may call upon the probation officer for acts that would have ’ % .
- ™ * Y ) * I BN P _ been dealt with in other ways prior to the initial referral, 1
[ R ST 3
TR |
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/ ‘ Services and Recidivism (see Table 24, FFigures 2 and 3)

There are ut least two frameworks for analyzing the relationship ¢
bertween recidivism and services. On one hand, we may begin with
the assumption that these services are designad as preventive measures.
B Any recidivism that occurs subsequent to these services would be
A cvaluated, therefore, as indicators of the failure of the services. On

the other hand, we may begin with the assumption that services are

designed to be provided after the recidivism and that they represent,
thercfore, corrective rather than preventive interventions,
There are a number of problems associated with both of these
-7 perspectives, problems which involve factors that liz beyond the
‘ defined boundaries of the current project. In the main, however,
we may assume that the latter, rather than the former, is the more
realistic framework for the «nalysis of this relationship. The pre-
ventive approach suggests, among other things, that it is possible to
identify offenders who are likely to become recidivists at some point
, prior to the fact. Our evidence indicates, however, :hat this is an
S unreakstic expectation and that the recidivists are, in fact, smiiar

g ;»: to the total population of offenders at intake, Regardless of the argu-

ments that may be made for reversal of this priority, therefore, the
. lacts of the matter indicate that the y:lationship between recidivism

and services must be approached within a corrective rather than a

preventive framework,
If this is the case, then we ghould expect to find that the recidivists
; . are provided more services and that these services occur after the '
_ '- inirial burst of recidivist activity. As Table 34 indicates, at least one-
' half this expectation is met. While recidivists account for less than
. half the total sarnpie, they receiveda aimost two-thirds the eervices ,
e provided through the probation staff. If we compare Figures 2 and 3, ;

however, it becomes evident that in many cases these services are
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TABLE 34, Probation Officer Services to Recidivists: 5
Total. First Offender, and Repeater Cases E
Total First Offenders Repeaters
-
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Closed Cases:
No Services 820 (34,3)* 281 (23.3) 539  (45,5) :
‘e Counselling 25 (96,2) 10  (100) 15  (93,8) .
Referrals 3 (100) 2 (100) 1 (100) oo
Liaison 1 (100) - 1 (100) ;
Detention Visits 0 - :
Open Cases: . .
Counselling 352 (£2,3) 102 (49,0) 250 (70.0) » .
Referrals 14 (58.3) 0 - 14 (66,7) i .-
) Home Vigits 99  (55.0) 32 (45.1) 67 (61.5) :
. Contacts with Schools 1 (25,0) 1 (25,0) 0 - :
Phone Contacts 12 (34,3) 3 (13.0) 9 {75,0) ’
Court Appearances 48 (69.6) 16 (64,0) 32 (72.7)
Court Preparation 15  (65,2) 6 (60,0) 9 (75,0)
Placement Planning 1 (50,0) 0 - 1 (50,0) ..
Arranging Psychological
Evaluation 13 (8L.3) 2 (66.7) 11 (84,6)
Lizison with WSDHSS/MCDEW 42 (93.3) 3 (100) 39 (92.9)
| TOTAL 626  (62.9) 177 (48.8) 449 (71,2)
Totsl = Open Cases 597 (61.9) 165  (47.1) 432 (70.5) SR
Mean - Total 3,32 ‘ 3,54 3,94
! z
. * Indicates percent of total services offered to total ;
sausle, See Table 24, Section 3 above, : N
provided prior to the initial outbreak of recidivism and that, in general, : N
they bear little relationship to the subsequent recidivist activity. SR
LI
The other element in the data which bears a relationship to this g
i
expectation is found in the nature of the services, One might expect
. : - . ; .
0 that the services provided to recidivists, if they are to be corrective, ;
would emphasize either direct contact with the offender or a search for . :
4
* ‘community treatment and resources on his behalf., What we find, how-
e ever, is that many of the services to the recidivists ‘involve administrative :
concerns. While most of the services do involve direct contacts with ‘
i
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FIGURE 3, Services Involving Direct Client Contacts by Probation Staff:

First Offenders and Repeaters (Adjusted for Sample Differences)

Frequency
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the offender (77.9%), the number is less than that for the total sample,
in which 81. 2%, of the services involved direct contacts.

Finally, we should note that the recidivism rate for offenders
who were referred to community agencies is considerably lower
than that found in other segments of the sample, e.g., those referred
to the District Attorney or the Court. The mean recidivism rate for
this group is . 84, which is comparable, as Table 3l indicates, to
that of the total sample. The recidivism rate for those in placement
during this period is similar (.93), and is also substantially lower
than the other portions of the sample.

This does not suggest, of course, that the services provided -
through these agencies or institutions are necessarily more effective
than those provided through the probation staff. Undoubt=dly there
is a selection process involved which may, in pért at least, account

for the differences.
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APPENDIX A

A Proposed Study

The First Offender in the Juvenile Court:

An Exploratory Study of Court Processes and Treatment Programs

~

Milwaukee Urban Observatory
(January, 1972)

(Omwibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 - as amended by the Dmnibus
Crime Control Act of 1970)

Project Director

William E. Berg, Assistant Professor,
School of Social Welfare, University

of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Co-Director

Richard Thedo, Assistant Professor,
Scliool of Social Welfare, University

of Wisconsin-Milwaukce
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CRAIDICIA I,

1. The Problem

In the literature deal ing with the treatment of juvenile delinquents and
in the “practice wisdom™ which serves as the basis for much of this work,
it is rather common to find a distinction made betweem the first offender
and those whe may be considered as repeated or multiple offenders.
Generally the distinction is made on the basis of certain qualitative rather
than quantitative differcnces: that is, the first offender is not necessarily
thought to be different in terms of the naturc of the offense that he or she
may have committed or the ciraimstances involved in the apprehension
of the referral, but they are instead considered to be more susceptible
to change, more amenable to treatment and intervention,

The logic behind this kind of distinction is rather straightforward.
A first offender can be treated because he or she is less apt to be firmly
committed to the delinquent role, They are generally less likely to view
themselves as delinquents and, at the same time, they are less likely to
be viewed as delinquents by their parents, peer groups, and those who
are in positions of control or authority,

If these assumptions arc true, if the first offender is actually differ-
ent from the multiple offender and if he is different because he can be
treated in a way which leads to changes in his bchavier, then it is obvious
that this should have some rather important implications for ongoing
juvenile delinquency programs and for program planning and development,
In a situation, for example, in which the available funds for such pro-
grams are limited, it may be that an investment in those programs which are
aimed exclusively art the first offender will provide substantially greater
returns than programs which deai with the multiple offender, or even
programs which attempt to include both of these groups. Or,in an ongoing
program where the number of treatment personnel is limited, it may be
that greater benefits would devive from an investment in these first offend-
ers, rather than attempring to handle all types of offenders in a uniform
manner,

The problem that we are dealing with, in other words, is essentially
a problem involving the assessment of a typology which has,at one level
or another, beén used in the treatment of juvenile offenders. This tvpo-
logy has assumed that not all offenders are the same, that they differ
according to certain critical dimensions, and that one of these dimensions
is contained in the comparison between first and multiple offenders.
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2. Inadequacy of Local Resources

This study is dependent upon the cooperation of certain state and local
bodics. It proposes to make its findings available to state and local
agencies to assist them in program planning and development. Local
funds are not available for a project such as this. The Milwaukee Crim-
inal Justice Plan for 1970 contained a provisicon for such a study, and the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee represents a statewide agency which
has the capacity to underiake such a study and, therefore, to do so.

The University resources include, in addition to personnel who have the
necessary knowledge of resource techniques and of the substantive area
of concern, a computer facility with the capacity 1o analyze any data
associared with the study, Cooperation of the MMilwaukee County Childrens'
Court will also be established and the findirzs of the study will provide
this institution with an opportunity to review and evaluate its processes
and its programs. Finally, other private and public agencies may be
involved in certain phases of the study. They represent additional local
reagurces which can supply otiier necessary data for the study, and
which may also benefit from the findings of the study through the assess-
ment of their treatment programs and through the recognition ¢f some of
the larger immplications of juvenile delinquency treatment programs.

3. Project Objecctives

The population included in this study are those juveniles who have
been referred to the Milwaukee County Children's Court on an original
referral. The control group which will be used includes the juveniles
who have been referred to this Court on the re-opening of an earlier case,

The popuiation and the control group will he studied in order to deter-
mine the fclowing:

1) To identify the first offender in terms of a numbxr of persconal
and/or demographic variables, e.g., age, race, sex, educational per-
formance, place of residence, family composition, etc,

2) To {denrify the first offender in terms of those events which have
led to his or her referral to the Court, e.g., the type of offense committed,
the referral source or sources, the circumstances surrounding the referral.

3) To deliniate the way in which the first offender is handled within
the Court, e.g., formal court hearings versus intetmal supervision,

placcment at Wales ov other residential institutions, cte.
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4) To explore the degree to which outside agencies and institutions
are involved in rhe treatment of the tirst offender.

i > [ai tivities.
5) To assess the relative success or failure of these acti

6) To make the findings available to proper state and local agencies
to assist them in program planning and development.

4. Project Merhodology

The first offender is defined as any juvenile who is ;efférred to t'hteo
Court without having any prior record of a 1.’c.=3fedrra;1f todthls: o::tt,h embther
The ltiple or repeated offender 1s, '
any other such court. The mu ' : ‘ |
ha?',\d any juvenile who has been referred to a juvenile court for an earlier
! .
offense or offenses.

These definitions assume thar the act of x;eferral. is meanmgfuleand
that the ultimate guilt or innocence of the mdw:dugl is ge?l%eoi'mii::o"enm
i iviti ‘he Court., The question o gul c
in terms of the activities of th ' of gu ¢
is. in adult as well as in juvenile courts, a matter which is Sifsalt :Cl\ﬂ;e
on’ly after a whole serics of decisions have been made by vax xo.usfp[hep
at various stages within the larger court rout;:es. T hrei &B:Z(lig;yoin A~

e indivi C therefore, be measured s ,
court upon the individual cannot, : . eas ly |
of guiltpor innocence, bur must be viewed from withii: the CONEXLs of
the total activities of the court.

The study will run for eighteen months from the date of appfpvzll\
and the release of the nccessary funds. It wili m‘_.'olvq WO prm'c_.xp:e_
investigarors on a onc-sixth time basis, a pl‘OJG‘Ct. assistant on drgsumes
third time basis, and a half-time greJuate research agsistant
are attached).

'The study will be divided into four relatively distinct phases:

1) Phase one will involve the identificatcion of a;sampl_e of t-t;feglmt
offender population and an equal sample of' flhir. mc;xmplcoglargggéom sl
' y These samples wi > drawn on
offender control group. These s . random b
Cwhich are referred to the Court during 8 thre
from thoss cascs which are r¢ . : N
i ' e of cach of the samples will be approxi )
eriod, The total size of cach o ' cly 251
gases or a sum total of approsimately 500 first and multiple offenders.
4 .

i 3 ey
On each of the identified cases, the probation worker who has bu;ge
assigned to the case will be asked to complete a form which contains

data necessary to identify the first offender. The information that is

i
'
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gathered on the control group wi i

group will be used in order to

_ . ' compa J ;
ggo;lps at the point of intake into the court system, A --eﬁ i tlzcse oy
of the form which will be used ig attached; | : sion of e sobY

will be construcred after consult o ynal version of the form

‘ _ ation with computer pe i
the staff of the Milwaukee County Childrens’ Ccl))urt persomnel and with

2 > > I3 .
The in)itif?iaj:t;wo Otf ”.m& study will consist of two separate activities
be analyzed Ozr%gg;etlcd or;( both the first and the multiple offenders.will
- g4 0 make the necessary ; -
w e s Jecessary comparisons, is 4 i
ill be conducted through the facilities of the Socl:)ial Scie11ce]£éz£;n:éivms
. 2S¢ 1

(o] 2 o} }e
U

A o me ¢ i
be fOI]togt:dsi?smti;;rnu.,Lhose cases which are included in the samples will
' progress through the cour ]
oo as ¢ g1 : t system, The di iti
ch case will be noted, the ievel of activity on each case wisl{)%semon

me S g 3 r & o

mont?l) g?f‘:f th”rle? of the study will begin at the end of the ful) twelve-

mon hai)d ; )1. 1. e first case involved in the samplk will, in other word
welve full months of exposure either to the Cbl.ll’t itself oflgc >

, Or to

any secondary agencies or instirusi
) age T institutions that ma i
a result of the initial referral to the Court v have become mvolved as

Duri ix & i
£ the o Sng ;:Ee E:’]llld [l)ha_m., dara will be gathered relating to the status
(o) € case d the re ative success or failure of the programs UtiliZ"Ed
o)

in working with rthe offe
ender. Success or faj i i
terms of the following criteria, . ) Hure will be measured In

a. ‘e ) .
Rclemdwxsm subsequent referrals to the court or tn
other law enforcement agencies,

b. Treat ) 5 -t
:atment Progress - the assessment of progress made by

c. :\dcjl ulstment to School and/or to Work Situ
o: hggco;;(-:hrtfi)r.rngxnc?rrc')f the individual either in school and,/or
E :r job, e latter will ke avai i
» r job Tatt vailable only in
cases where prior permission has been obtained fx‘gm t;lgoisrf-

dividual, and whe inqui
Svidual, e zre the inquiry would 1 j :
individual's status on tho j(l)b. ; 0t adverscly affect the

ations - the progress
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4) Phase four of the study will include the analysis of the data
obtained during phase three and the completion of a final written report
on the study, This report will be treated as a confidential document and
made available only to those partics who are immediately involved with
the study. Any publications which might accrue from the study will be
subject to prior appraoval by these agencies.

S. Project Evaluation

Ideally, a study of this nature should be evaluated through both
internal and external criteria, The present study, however, can be
evaluated only in terms of internal criteria since we cannot, at this time,
supplement these with comparisons to other studies; an exhaustive study
of the literature has failed to uncover any comparable work,

The internal criteria include such things as: Does the study
accomplish what it proposed to do? Doecs it meet its objectives? Does
it meet these objectives through the use of techniques which are valid
and may be used in other studies in the same area:

Project personnel will submit a report, separate from their
findings report, that will answer these kinds of questions, The report
will include their own evaluation and those of cooperating staff persons
in the Milwaukee County Childrens' Court Center and the Milwaukee
Urban Observatory. Preliminary firdings accompanied by supportive
data will be forwarded to rhesc persons for review and comment that
can be included in the evaluation report, ;

6. Fiscal Administration

Fiscal administrarion will be the responsibility of the Fiscal
Officer of the University of Wisconsin system,
budget will be conducted through the Milwaukee Urban Observatory.
University of Wisconsin procedures for budget control will be used to
maiatain the fiscal integrity of the program. The Fiscal Officer of the
University of Wisconsin is bonded in accordance -ith General Condition
stipulations.

7. Compatibility with Program Guidelines

Every effort has been made to conform with all requirements
that pertain to the eligibility of this project application as described
in the "Guidelines for Requesting Federal Assistance Under the Omni-
bus Crime Control Act.”
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Appendix A: ; i
: ; 9. Current School f
Intake Information Form - Preliminary Version : S :
- 9a. School attended prior to this 3
1. Case Number «2 H 9b, Grade !
Tt -_— ;
(. :
2. Sex L g 10. Occupation of father 5
3. Age f 11. Occupation of mother
: 4. Race 12. Does the family receive public assistance, or has it in thz past
! .
S. Address i received such assistance?
i 5a. Length of residence at the above ; 13. Source of court referral ,
: f
E S5b. If less than one year, prior address 14. Reason for the referral (specify) ’
3 ) ;
f 6. Place of birth !
f :
; 7. Family Composition: 15. If an offense was committed, was it a solo operation, or were others
‘ 7a. Are both the father and mother living in the home? { involved?
7b. If either father or mother are not in the home, indicate which and 16. Has the juvenile ever been in trouble bsfore which was not referred
the length of time they have becn absent to the court? i
7c. Identify any other adults living in the home, including their Specify the nature of the earlier trouble :
|
relationship to the case §
7d. List the age and sex of any siblings living in the home 17. Educational level of father (highest grade) f‘
18. Educational level of mother ;
: !
7e. List the age and sex of siblings living outside the home '
8. Have any other members of the family been referred to the Court? *
«
List the sex, age, and the nature of the offense
s b
4 {
B -100-
3
-101- 4
R e r - ;;
(RSP, i ¢ St 1 s s tn e et Sk ek e . ‘j
' \




r&*mmm.m._.._ﬁ__ o . ‘ R e —_
(B

160 R4

L R

3
2

AR AN YT (e TR T R BT AV BT T ST YRR ST CRTT ML Ry PHT RIS N T R P TR o

o (1% "

‘9 'Q g CHILDREN'S COURTY CENTER
)
RIANI A /

Y : o 6 i
& 3 Mﬁg wagkee JUHLY
“y ku‘ \‘%5 & GLORGE T FHOHMADLK » Ovector

ry W

January 24, 1972

William Berg, Ph. D.

School of Social Welfare
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 53201

Dear Dr. Berg:

At Mr. Theado's reguest, I am writing to let you know that
we ran furnish you the use of desks here at our facility in
connection with your proposed research project for which
you are seeking Safe Streets Act funding.

You may expect coope;aulon from our agency, providing, of
courgse, that there is no violation of confidentiality re-
garding our records, providi ng that you share with us the |
results of your research, and prov1dlng that it does not in-
terfere with the everyday operation of our agency.

We will cooperate in making available to you whatever re-
sources we have available.

Sincerely,

,"/1(9"—';/ . /»//a//(/\/

Gcorge T Frohmader
Director of Chlldren s Court Center
vE

cc: file

10201 WATERTOWN PLAN!{ ROAD +  MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 53226 »  TELEPHONE 258-9910

BNARD OF PUALIC WELTARE
WILLIAM F O BOANELL, Chanman « WiILLIS A ERASHUS
COWARD SCHROEDER « (RWIN A CRICHTA « JOHN A KUIDENREICH
R Xale]

LOWIN. A MUNDY. Duector
tnstitutions & Oepartevents

:
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JOB DESCRIPTIONS

(First Offender in the Juvenile Court)

Project Director and Co-Director

The project director and co-airector will, together, have primary
responsibility for the conduct of the study and will provide the nec-
essary liaison between project staff, the Milwaukee County Childrens’
Court Center and the Milwaukee Urban Observatory. They will
more explicitly detail the project design and supervise it through
its four distinct phases. They will supervise and coordinate the
work of the research assistants and insurc the cooperarion of
assistance necessary to the project from the Milwaukee County
Children's Court Center. They will be responsible for interim
reports and the completion and submission of both an evaluation
and final report to the Wisconsin Council on Criminal justice,

They will be responsible for the distribution of both reports to
private and public agencies in the Milwaukee community that are
directly involved in programs concerning juvenile offenders.

Persons with advanced degrees in the sccial sciences and plenous
research experience will be considered for the positions,

Research Assistants

Research Assistants will work with the project director and co-
director to collect and process data necessary to the project and
ready it for analysis and review. They will also assist in the prep-
aration of interim working papers and the final reports, as well,

Graduate students in social welfare or an associated field will be
considered for the positions. ‘
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MILWAUKEE APPENDIX L A

School of Social Welfare

FACULTY VITA

Name and Title:

William E . Berg
Assistant Professor

Education:

B.S. University of Wisconsin, Madisen, Wisconsin - American History
and Economics, June 1955

M.S.S.W, University of Wisconsin-Madison, June 1967

Ph.D. University of Wisconsin-Madison, Januaiy 1872

Professional Worlc Exnerience:

Assistant Professor, School of Social Welfare, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, September 1S 70 to present (Also Director, Research
Cesnter, September 1971 1o present)

Research Associate, Univeesity of Wisconsin, Behaviesal Disabilities
Center, September 1969 to January 1670

Teaching Assistant, Unjversity of Wisconsin, Schoot of Social Work
Academic VYear, 168~ 69

Froject Assistant, University of Wisconsin, School of Social Work,
January 1968 to January 1969

Psychiatric Social Workar, Dane County Rental Hoalth Gowter, Madison,
Wisconsin, January 1967 to September 1967, part-time

Research Assistant, University of Wisconsin, Schoot of Social Woek,
Academic year 1706667 ,

Senlor Social Worker, San Francisce County Bepartment of Sacial
Services, November 1963 to Sentamber 1965

Senior Social Worker, San Francisco County Department of Public
Welfare, April 1261 to December 1962

Social Worker, Mitwaukee County Department of Public Weffare,
September 1959 to April 1961

Professicnal Memberships and Activities:

American Political Scienca Association

American Sociological Association

National Association of Sogial Workers

Seciety for the Psycholagical Study of Social Issues
Soclety for the Study of Social Problems

-104-
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William E, Berg Vita (Continued) APPENDIX 1 A

Research, Publications and Profassional Papers:

Loeb, Mastin and Wiltiam Berg, "Social Structure, Secialization, and
Personality," Encyclopadia of Secial Work, New York, 1971

"Community and Qrgg.nlzauqnat Variablas in Interorganizational Relations:
A Comparative Study of Sccial Welfare Agencies in Four Wisconsin
Communittes," Unnublished Ph.D, Dissertation

"Wosking with C.hifd Abuse: A Comparative Study of Scclal Work Practice
in Seven Wisconsin Counties," Prepared for the Siate Department of
Health and Social Services,

Papers Clecutating for Publication:

"A Resea?ph Nc‘te: Responses of Schoois of Social Work to a Mailed
Questtoa‘masm --Some tmplications for Professionalism and Social
Woek Education,” Submitied for publication, Septembaor (971

"Fammesf Uﬁfﬁfﬁi: S;tn:ss:_ A Study of Parental Reactions to the Bisth of
a Child With Cleft Patate," Submitied for publicttion, November 19 7

>

2/72 Im
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MILWAUKEE APPENDIX I A

School of Social Welfare

FACULTY VITA

Name and Title:

Richard J. Theado
Assistant Professor

gq:zcatlan:

B.A. Aquinas College, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1964
M,S. W. Loyola of Chicago, 1966

Professional Work Experience:

Assistant Professor, Schos! of Social Woilk, University of Wisconsin=

Milvaukee, 1970 to present ‘ e
Case Waik Supf;wisor, Milwaukee County , July 1969 & Sep;iem?;e& 5970
Juvenile Social Warker , Milwaukee County, June 1966 to June 150

Professional Memberships and Activities:

Board Member and Board President of the ffilwaukee .En{‘om@.rg; f."v:.*.c.
(a not - for-profit private, non-sectarian, m&emastat o:rgamzt;zta a%
estzblished to provide counseling and direct service B0 youths an

their famities) .
Leadership and Supesvision Seminas, Milwaukee County, Janugsy (969

Aprit 1669 ) '
Midwest Conference on Schoo! Secial Wori
"Youth Advocacy" Seminar - Guadalupe Center

/72 Im
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Budget (April 15, 1972 - June 30, 1973)

Salaries (Inc. Fringe Benefits)

Project Director

I/6°of 31,488.89/mo. for 14 mos.
2 mos. (Summer, 1972) @$l, 488. 89/mo.
1/6 of §1,563. 33 for 9 mos.

1 mos. (Summer, 1973)@$1, 563. 33 /mo.
Fringe Benefits @13.1%, of salary

Co-Director

176 of §1,169. 83 for 14 mos.

1/6 of $1, 228 for 9 mos.

Fringe Benefits @13. 19, of salary

Research Assistants (2)
135 mos. @; of $655.20/mo.

Secretary (U.0.)
6 mos. @I/6 of $542/mo.
Fringe Benefits @16, 5%, of salary

General (In=l. computer tapes)

Travel (3,000 mi.@10¢/mi.)

Consultants and Serxvice Contracts

Consultation:Computer Programming
Social Science Research Facility

40 hrs.@avg. $10/hr,

UWM Computer Center

Computer Time ($hr.@$650/hr.)

Key Punching

Duplicating and Printing

UW Overhead (Services include
accounting, equipment, administration,
{®36% of salaries only-off campus rate)

Total Project Costs
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First Offender Project

Local March

LEAA UWM Total
$14, 613 $5 489 $20, 102
- 372 372
2,978 - 2,978
- 2,345 2, 345
1,563 - 1,563
505 346 . 95]
- 293 293
- 1,843 1, 843
- 280 280
8, 845 - 8, 845
542 - 542
90 - 90
105 - 105
105 - 105
300 - 300
6, 239 1,751 7,990
400 - 400
325 - 325
200 - 200
300 - 300
5,014 1,751 6,761
$21, 257 $7, 240 $28, 497
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Telephone Number :

' i AY
,,1/ ,\ I v ] N N ,:I ) i .\ R ' \
Fors.-ACT-1
Agglicant:
Name : Regents of the University of Wisconsin Svstem
Address: _University of Wisconsin - 1866 Van Hise tlall

Madisom, Wisconsin 53700
262-2324

Proiject Supervisor:

William P. Irwin, Director

Name:

€00 W, Kilbourn Ave. . Milw., 53203

Milwaukee Urban Observalinl,

963-4271

aAddress:

Telephone Number:

Beginning Date April 15, 1972
Ending Date june 30, 1973

1) Project Period:

al Justice Services

$ -

2) Expenditures for Crimin

Current Fiscal Year (Budgeted)

Two Previous Years (hctual)
Fiscal 192 __ @
Fiscal 19 __ _:

Three Year Average: -

3) Budget Summary: (From Supplementary Schedules)

; Enforcement $ -
sonnel: 1) Regular Law |
A. Per 2) Other 70,102
B. Equipment
105
¢, Travel
i 300
D. Supplies and Operating Expenses
E Consultants & cservice Contracts 7.990
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 28 497
., 240
less MATCHING SHARE 7. 24
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTED 21,257

55

i d:
4) Program Number Under Which Funds are Being Requeste
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5)

6)

TANGIIEATTIRLHT

ACT-1 (Continued)

Terms and Conditions:

A.

Gensral Conditions

It is understood and agreed by the undersigned that (1) funds
granted as a result of this request are to be expended for the
purposes set forth in this application and in accordance with all
applicable laws, regulations, policies and procedures of the State
of Wisconsin and the U. S. Department of Justice; (2) no expendi-
tures will be eligible for inclusion if occurring prior to the
effective date of the grant; and (3) funds awarded by the Wisconsin
Couwiicil on Criminal Justice may be términated at any time for
violations of any terms and requirements of this agreement.

Certification not to Supplant

The applicant for PFederal assistance under the provisions of
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
hereby certifie® that funds or other resources of the applicant
normally devoted to programs and activities designed to meet the
needs of criminal justice will not be diminished in any way as a
result of a grant award of Federal funds.

The applicant further certifies that the project for which
assistance is being requested will be in addition to, and not a
substitute for, criminal justice services previously provided
without Fecderal assistance.

Assurance Not to Discriminate

The applicant for Federal assistance under the provisions of
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control Act, hereby extends assurance
that he does not discriminate in his employment practices against
employees or applicants for employment because cf race, color,
<creed, or national origin.

Name and Title of Individual Legally Empowered to Commit Applicant to
this Agreement:

Name:-

Signature:

Title:
Date:
-109-
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Form ACT-2
Wisconsin Council on :
S atire Leccal Matching Share Summary
1. Name, Address and Tealephone of Fiscal Officer for the Project:
N : ick i .
Agrgiess: Rhggf\l':;fr\gfl'yggtlci}\;fggénIs)llnreszc-)irc, )Research and Administration
e e e , Peterson, Madison, Wis,
2. Cash Contribution:
]
(a) Name and Address of idi l
Name. £ Agency Providing Cash Contribution: K
Address: |
]
(attach schedule listi s |
. .sti a i
Tt aoplicanae) ng additional agencies, - %
i
(k) Amount of Local Share to be Contributed in' Cash: § o !
: !
1
)
3 . - . . ¢ i
In-Kind Contribution: (Attach Substantiating Statements) :
i
]
(a)  Amount of Loc !
al Share to be Contribut {4 :
tributed In-Kind: $ 7,990 ;
i
- " ‘: 3
4. Total Local Matching Share to be Contributed:
(a} PAmount {(Add 2(b) and 3(a) $ 7,9 |
s G
{(b) Percentags of Total Project Cost to b = |
Erov1ded i;y Local Share: (Divide Totil
ocal Matching Share by Total Project Cust) 28
28 %

5. Notes:

(a) Sub iati
Substantiating statements fully describing in-kind contribution

and method of arrivin ;
Form ACT-2. ng at its cost value must be attached to
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The University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee

MILWAUIKEE, WISCONGIN G3R0Y

$CHOOL OF SOCIAL WELFARE

February 18, 1972

Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice
State Capitol
Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Gentlemen:

The School of Social Welfare of the University of Wisconain-Milwaukee
will provide the {n-kind matching funds stipulated for the proposed
gstudy, "The First Offender in the Juveaile Court." The School of
Socisl Welfare will continue to pay full salarles to both the Project
pirector and the Co-Director while each is using cne ginth of his
usual University time for project purposes, for ten and one~half
months of projecct duration. (See budget attached to Yorm ACT-L for
method of srriving at cost value,)

Very _truly yours,

7 L8l ,
%, Fred DelliQuadri
Dean /

-
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represented and authorizes the Wisconsin Council on Criminal
Justice to extend assistance to the vproject -~miicant from

that share of available PFederal assistance funds that are

normally available to units of general local government of

Wisconsin.

Signature:

Date:
. P \ oy
{ N (SIS , S e . " .
g ‘ . N 1 % IS I “, N K - 2oty . “\ et
N . - ot ™ ‘: e - m——— . 8 ' " ! X ' \ -~ ‘\
X D i s - .
D i~ '-J \ .(l AR v -, : i l' N :"C "*‘-‘\L‘ ., = > . :"\‘?‘\

. .‘ '.-3."_.“ . g e — .l . v"‘ ~, -;\ . t x“. 4(.
A xoa R O
P oo ~.,(.,:_"’3
. el p, « s - L e — e
P -
—T NOT APPLICABLE
\ .! P "
- Form ACT-3
A h
\ ‘
N Wisconsin Council on Local G
) on s ovexrnme s
iw\ S e 5 ment Concurrence
T
SN
COON
R L)
ol
.“:\m’ " ‘;
JE The undersigned serving
y ol "
N (Name)
( - in the camnacity of
’ERT'g" {(Mayor, County Board Chairman, etc.)
‘s\-.\ .
?K‘ » and representing the concurs {
“.ﬁf‘f {County, City, Village, Town} ]
. ." - -.;l‘
o that the attached project aonlication by
e {Name of
R is of direct benefit to th i j
' e
NN 3 Applicant) : communi Ly ‘

VU S P

v N 1 R 4 .’\ - ' \ e !
.,‘i R . "/ 'I H // ,]
Bt APPENDIX B }
R ;
" i
e b
PN i
§
s it
i First Offenders Project: Characteristics of High Density Cennus Tracts i
R 4
8t 1
[ ;%
h In locking at the data that has been gathered for the First Offender 3
e study it is apparent that certain areas of the City are overrepresented ?
.. in our sample of 357 first and nultiple offenders. In terms of .
J;/ . census tracts this means that approximately 11,7% of the 188 %
“ \,ﬁ:“ census tracts represented in this sample contain approximately ‘
T, 30.5% of the offenders. (See attached map for the location of !
N . these 22 high density tracts). . %
o et These tracts are located in an area that forms a semi-circle
Mf“f around the inner core of the central city. They do not include
. T those tracts that are wtihin the inner core, but in demographic
d e terms they appear to represent those arcas of transition that
f__ have recently shifted from predominately white woriing class
' disericts to a mixture of white and blaek working class homes.
™~ Total Sample High Density fracts
. ' Characterigstic Number ~  Percent Numbzr  Dereeat
. SEX:  Males 278 77.9 87 79.8
- Femzales 7% 22,1 22 20,2
o ~\L S RACE:  Caucasian 205 57.4 27 24.8 ~
'f\:ﬂ' " Black 127 35.6 71 65.1 ;
AN Latin 15 4,2 5 4.6 :
IR American Indian 5 1.4 3 2.8 |
" Other 5 4,2 3, 2,8 ;
o ‘ AGE: (In Years) , i
A 18 21 5.9 5 4.6 *.
17 62 17.4 9 8.3 .
16 76 21.3 25 22.9 :
15 90 25.2 29 26.6 :
14 56 15.7 18 16.5 !
. 13 29 8.1 13 11.9 .
T 12 14 3.9 6 5.5 i
h 11 7 2.0 4 3.7 i
10 0 0 0 0 §
. 9 1 ] 0 0 i
8 1 .3 0 0
PLACE OF BIRTH:
Milwaukee 256 71.6 71 65.1
Other Wisconsin 20 6.0 k] 2.8
Other Miduest 18 5.4 6 5.6
South 14 4,2 9 8.3
Hest 4 1.2 2 1.8
East 4 1.2 2 1.8
othetr/Urknowvn 41 12.3 16 14.7
. -113-
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Total
FAMILY STATUS:
Iutact 184 51.5
Broken 171 47.9
NUMBER OF CHILDREN:
one . 9 2.5
tvo 29 8.1
three ~ 58 16,2
four 62 17.4
five 51 14.3
cix v 51 14.3
seven 34 9.5
eight 14 3.9
nine 21 5.9
ten 2 3.2
eleven 12 1.7
twelve 6 1.4
thirteen 5 .
NO. OF SIBLINGS REFERRED TO
CHYLDREN'S COURT:
148 41.5
None
022 ) 90 25,2
tvp 52 14.6
three 27 7.6
four 14 3.9
five 5 1.4
six 4 1.1
seven 5 1.4
GRADE IN SCHOOL:
None 12 3.4
k)
two 1 o-é
three ; '8
four 1.5
five 5 4
8ix 12 3.%
seven 29 8.1
eight 50 14.0
nine 64 17.9
ten 56 15,7
eleven 45 12‘2
tuelve 33 8.5
other/ not applicable 66 18.
DOES THE FAMILY RECEIVE
SSISTANCE
PUBL%%BA 111 Ll
no 222 62.2
Inapplicable 23 6.4
-114-
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High
Density
44 40.4
64 58.7
2 + 1.8
7 6.4
18 16.5
15 13.8
20 18.3
15 13.8
13 11.9
3 2.8
8 7.3
0 0
4 3.7
2 1.8
2 1.8
39 35.8
35 32,1
20 8.3
7 6.4
l‘ 3.7
2 1.8
2 1.8
0 0
5 4.6
0 0
0 0
2 1.8
1 .9
6 5.5
11 10.1
18 16.5
15 13.8
15 13.8
8 7.3
2 1.8
46 42,2
59 54.1
4 3.7

v Aot e e e
e -

-

OCCUPATION OF FATHER:

Not Applicable 12
Professional i0
Manager 11
Sales 12
Clerical 11
Craftsnan T34
Farmer 1
Operatives 84
Unsiilled Laborer 50
Service worker 15
Imprisoned 4
Unenployed 18
Unknwon 18
Not ascertained 68

EDUCATION OF FATHER

Grade School only 44
Some liigh Scheol 81
H.S. Grad 88
Some College 9
Collepe Grad 4
Some Graduate work 1
Graduace Degree 5
Other Technical ITraining 1
Don't Know 20
Not Ascertained 102

NATURE OF THE OFFENSE:

Misdemeanors:
Theft under $100 45
Battery 18
Shoplifting 14
Disorderly 17
Lewd and Lascivious
Vagrancy
Drunk
Possesslon{ use of drugs
Fornication -

Loitering

Criminal damage to property 1
Entry into locked vehicle
Receiving stolen property
Trespass

Prowling

Possession of Liqour

O WM NN WDSD M

Operating auto without license 2
Ordinauce Violations:
Curfew Violation 1
Obstructing and Officer 3
-15-
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Felonies: 3 1 .9 E ;Q These figures indicate that the children referred from the
Arson } .8 1 .9 ? high density tracts differ from the total sample in certain
Theft $10G0 + 3 ) 14 12.8 ; -r : characteristics of the family - {n the intact families, the
Burglary 34 9'2 3 *2.8 P C- ! number of children in the family, the number of siblings
Armed Robbery 65 1. 15 13.8 ; referred to the Court, the number receiving public aid, the
Operating WO Consent 37 10.4 1 9 i occupation and education of the father, There are also
Concezled Heapon 1 3 0 0 i some differences in the nature of the offense that precipates
Rape 1 'g 0 0 . ; the referral - that is, the high density tracts contain
Sex Perversions 1 ‘8 0 0 + E more referrals for felonies and foewer for children's only
Fraud 3 . iEC . crimes, and they tend to act with ovthers in the commission
’ iy of these offenses.
Children Culy Crimes: 8 §
2.2 2 1. :
Truancy 8 . 1.7 i
Runaway ?8 7'§ 2 3.7 ; These differences may indicate that the relatively high
Uncontrollsble 21 5-3 0 0 JE rates of referrals found in this area are the product of
School BRehavior 1 . ; : culture which sanctions th-nse acts which are nominally
. B delinquant. It would be difficult, however, to place
Others: 3 0 0 : over reliance upon this interpretation since the areas
Reckless Us¢ of Weapon 1 '3 1 .9 ; which adjoin thece tracts are, in many instances, more
Contempt of Court ! "5 0 o g deprived and more likely to be assoclated with this
Molesting 2 . : type of deviant culture. In terms of individual behaviors
6.8 14 12.8 one might postulate tha: this represents a classic
Other 66 16. ; . anomie situation and that the high levels found in
8 i - .9 ) . these areas reflects the transient nature of the
Rot Ascertained 3 . residents. Any interpretation is, however, purely
& conjectural at this point.
HATURE OF OFFENSE: ; 4 I II.  VWhen we look at what happens to these children within
7 25 22.9 ! ; the Court system our primary concern is with the decisions
Agalinst Persons 123 22'0 49 45.0 : ' made by probation officers and the bases for these decisions,
Agatust Property * 0 K !
Percons and Property 3 2 8 0 oo Fo Characteristic Total High Density
Property and Self ; " > 1.8 ! ok Nymber " Perceat Number Percent
Persons and Self ’ 4 3.7 i , o
OTher 20 2:6 115 11.9 } ' : : P.O. INTAKE DECISION: ) ,
Not Ascertained 19 5.3 16 Y4 7 ; ;
Self 84 23.3 \ s Closed - No action 103 28.9 20 18.3
! : Closed = referred to 21 5.9 5 4.6
3% 71.2 C ' ! Informal Supervision . .
yea 109 Zg'g 75 68.8 b i Referred to D.A. 198 55.5 75 68.8
no 248 : i . ) Supervision without Court 12 3.4 5 4.6
‘ ' Other 7 2.0 2 1.8
IN COMMITTING THE OFFENSE : .
DID THE CHILD ACT: ; . STATED REASON FOR P.0. DECISION:
3 30.3 ‘ ~ 3
Alone 123 34.5 3 - ] , Court Policy 97 27,2 3s 32,1
With one other chtld 75 21,0 16 e x . :; Denied Charges 34 9.5 18 16.5
with two or more 141 39.5 48 o1 Dok Minor Offense 15 4.2 4 3.7
Mot Ascertained 16 4.5 11 . ' ‘ ] First Offense 17 4.8 5 4.6
- Unfavorable Home Situation 23 6.4 6 5.5
i Favorable Hcme 19 5.3 3 2.8
i Parents Didn't want Court 3 .8 2 1.8
‘ ) Severity of Offense 9 ! 2.5 4 3.7
. 16 r Active with other agency 13 3.6 1 .5
: ? 117~ ,
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,‘\ ggnglicténg S:?iies 4 1.1 1 -9 . The informarlon indicates that there is considerabls difference E {
: ' S ?fi ~°u23h' ng was 27 7.6 3 2.8 ’ in the way In which the referrels from the high density tracts _ b
-r Goo: Atgigﬁde 78 7.8 7 6.4 T are treated within the Court. Proportionately more cases are, for 3
Frevious Similar Offenses 15 4'2 3 2.8 - . example, referved to the D.A. by the intake worke;i?ni f:zer are 3 .
. ) ’ ’ ’ closed at this point; the D.A,, in turn, is more tely i .
' gg:é:s the charges _ %2 g'g li 18'? refer these cases to the Court and more likely to fi%e a iﬁ ;
Not Ascertained 4 1.1 1 °9 petition of delinquency in the case; the Court is, finally, more W ——
o ot dsce ) ’ ’ . likely to traunsfer custody in these cases, When we lock for g
: . reasons what we find is that, at the point of Intakﬁ, c:g worker :
: THE . ’ relies upon wourt policy and a denial of charges. The evidence ]
DECISION OF THE D.A.: ' also indicates that in the worker's perceptions children from §
Not Referred 156 43.7 33 30.3 ; " these areas are seen more often and show less change than ;
Has Prosecutive Merit 138 38.7 52 47.7 : those from other tracts. f .
¥ - . . ; ) ;
tzgtz g::iz - :ioZ:iision 32 8 g i ’ g U : . Ome of the explanations for this differen;ial may be the fact f
Other P 13 3.6 ’ 6 ' .5'5 that more children from this area were referred for more !
Not Ascertained 37 4.8 n 10-1 serious crimes (see above). At this point it is diffi?ult to 5
ot Ascertain 3 . . . assess any other cause and the only probable ones wzuxd, b{ :
- e and ‘e thorough analysis (e.g., 1t -
. their very naturc, demand a more g -
PETITION FILED: \/ vill be useful to control for the serjousness of the offense). g
Inappicable "199 55.7 4t 40.4 “ |
Yes 135 37.8 51 46.8 e !
; : No 4 1.1 3 2.8 T :
H Not Ascertained 19 5.3 11 10.1 o :
) COURT DECISION: o ‘
Inapplicable 197 55.2 43 39.4 s
Case Closed 9 2.5 6 5.5
Held Open . 26 7.3 3 2.8 A
CHINS 11 3.1 3 2.8 Lot
Formal Supervisicn <33 9.2 10 4.2 o
Transfer of Custody. 37 10.4 17 15.6 T
Pending 22 6.2 15 13.8 '
Other 17 4.8 9 8.3
Not Ascertained 5 1.4 3 2.8 '\" *
ADJUSTMENT OF CHILD: PN .
Referred again 23 6.4 8 7.3 '
” Behavior Problems 7 2.0 2 1.8 \ . :
No Change 44 12.3 23 21,1 ' .
Improving 74 20,7 21 19.3
w Marked Improvement 9 2.5 2 1.8 .
. Poor 14 3.9 9 8.3 e .
» No Contact 174 48.7 41 37.6 weg *
Not Ascertained 12 3.4 3 2.8 S
B "’.:"/‘
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Diversion is frequently viewed as a formal process which involves
substantial planniag and which requires, in many instances; a supportive
administrative structure.1 This view has characterized much of the |
literature on Youth Service Bureaus where the problems of selection and
treatment planning have produced a highly structured approach to the
diversion process.

It is also possible, however, to maintain a somewhat broader and
less formal view of diversion. If we reduce the process to its essential
dimensions, diversion simply becomes the deliberate removal of a delin-
quent or a predelinquent from actual or potential involvement with the
Juvenile justice system. In this sense diversion is a specific decision
which can be made at several points within the juven.le justice process.
Law enforcement officers routinely divert offenders when they decide
not to pursue an investigation or not te make a. arrest in a particular
case. In the same sense probation officers may divert at intake by closing
the case on substantive or other grounds, and the District Attorney may
divert by deciding that the case does not merit »rosecution. In each
of these cases the impact is, from the point of view of the juvenile
Justice system itself, the sama; that is; the offender or the potential
offender has been removed from involvement with the system as a result
of a decision made by the agents of this system.

What this view of diversionvsuggests is simply that the decision
to divert is one of the alternatives that is availahble to those.whn nake

However, one of the things

.

decislons within the juvenile justice system.

-122-

SRR MR AR e,

'

Ten e
i

s

o et s Mt )

R Sy A S et e

Wikt

e e e AT S i

S P A ; S

o
[ , N A :
B .'\J'

PR L i.vc . . \

D T e T

i
H Vou
3 .
3 . .
¢ -
: S
.
b .
¥ ://(
S
y o
s .’ - \
e \
A} ’
=000
f T ‘,r’
s
y
AN
plid |
g i
i N
A
i N
E .\
PR
i .
' 3
L ‘.
i '
: e
v -
. .
‘ e
i .o
SN
N
[ R
[
] s
P '
AR
] N
H .o
! 3
.
.
.
.
'
L
3
‘o
- .
\
A
]
i
‘o
[
3 | N
: A
Ny N =
al,
.
i
.
N
A
3 \ ’
S
o
‘W :u‘ .//
f
P
B s ‘
| R S
:
H
f
i
N
.
-
.“ -\c * e
LN A N R
L
K

.

that we know about this process of decision-making is that it customarily

involves a considerable amount of discretion. Historically, the juvenile

court as an institution was founded on the idea that discretionary jus-
[
tice is a necessary part of working with delinquent youth, and more

recently a number of studies have indicated that decisions are freguently

based upon such things as the social and economic background of the

5
offender,” on the char :teristics of his or her family life, and on the

attitudes or the demeanor which the offender exhibits towards the repre-

sentatives of this system. Thus {f we view diversion as one of the alter-

natives in this decision-making process then presumably we would expect
to find that diversion becomes subject to the same discretionary activities
which characterize the other decisions made within this system.

This study represents an attempt to analyze some of the factors

that :re involved in diversion decisions. It focuses on the decisions

that are made by the probation officers during the intake process of the
juvenile court, &nd it assumes a general rather than a specific view of
That 1s, it analyzes these decisions in terms of two mutually

diversion.
exclusive types or classes of diversion. One of these includesg diversions

that are accompanied by a referral to community-based agencics, while

the other {avoives cases where diversion is accomplished by simply termi-

nating the case, From the court's perspective both of these diversions

produce the same effect - that is, they both terminate the offender's
felationship.wi:h the court system - however, from the point of view of
the offender these differences may be important and they may have certain
implications for future behavior and adjustment. These implications axe
beyond the scope of the present report; éhe larper study of which this

report is a part deals at some length with the question of the relative
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impacts of differenc decisions, not only in relationship toc those offenders

8
who have been diverted but with all types of offeaders.

e

If diversion is a general rather than a specific process then it
may occur at several points during the court process. We may find divercion
at intake, or when the district attorney decides on the merits of the case,

or when the court makes its ultimate decision on the case. Since the

bases for making each of these diversion decisions may vary, the distinctions

. between diversions that lead to referrals and diversions that are simply

terminations become important considerations in any analysis of these

decisions.

One of the distinctions that appears in much of the literature
associated with the Youth Service Bureau model cf diversion concerns the

9
nature of the offense. As Baron and his associates have recently indi-

cated, the class of offenses that diversion projects customarily deal

with involve non-criminal offenses. These include such things as truancy

and runaway and, as a class of offenses, they may be included within the
gencral category of "children-only" crimes. 1In the operations of the

Sacramento project, moreover, considerable stress is placed upon the rol
11 ’

of the family In providing an alternative to detention. Similar emphasis

can be found in the San Diego Youth Service Bureau program and in other

12

Youth Service Bureaus. To this extent at least we must assume that

the role of the family in diversion decisions is critical and that such
decisions may, in fact, be influenced by the courts perceptions of the

strengths or weaknesses of the family. Finally, much of this literature

and most of the Youth Service Bureau projects focus on the neighborhood
or the immediate community of the offender as the environment for treat-

- 13

ment. Thus we might expect to find that where the offender lives might

become an important variable in the diversion process.
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These variables have also been utilized in studies which have
analyzed the decision-naking processes within juvenile courts.lb To
sonme extent, therefore, this suggests that the variables used as a part
of the normal decision-making routines of the court are also involved
in this specialized type of decision-making.

If this 13 the case then
15
we will need to include such variables as the sex of the offender,
16 17

his or her race, the socio-economic background of the offender,

and

the probation officers' perceptions of the offenders' attitudes and
18

;demeanor.

Finally, since we are dealing with a process which aims at preventing
further involvement with the juvenile Justice sysxem-or subsequent delin-
quent behaviors~ there are certain varigbles that one would logically
expect to f£ind in the decision to divert. That is, one might assume that
those offenders who are diverted might te .younger than the other groups.
And we may anticipate that the first offeﬁder is more likely to be diverted
than those who have been referred to the court for earlier cffenses,

Each of these variables focuses upon the characteristics of the
offender and his or her offense in oruer to explain diversion decisions.

It would, of course, be naive to assume that these are the only variables
which enter into this decision-making process. The court is, after all,
a legal institution and, as such, it is subject to all of the procedures
and the resttictions'that apply to such agencies. To some extent this
may not have been the case prior to the Gault decision, but since this

decision it is apparent that juvenile courts have moved in a direction

that has given legal considerations a much higher priority in the decision-
19

making process. Thus we might expect to find that court policies,

or the local judges interpretations of these legal restrictions, will play
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. t
a critical role in determining the nature of decision-making in general,

and diversion decisions in particular,.
In addition to being a legal institution most large city juvenile
courts are bureaucratic organizations that employ a range of different

20
professional groups.

The constraints of organizational structures and
expectations - e.g., administrative demands, peer group pressures, super-
visory controls over such things as caseload size or composition, etc. -
may be viewed as a variable that jnfluences thizse decision-making processes.
This may be particularly true in the case of those organizations that

are composed of different profcnsidnal groups where, in addition to the
demands of the organizations itself, we find that the oftentimes competing
claims of the professional group will ;?fluence the way in which these
groups react to particular situations.

Since diversion assumes that some level of meaningful coordination
must exist between the juvenile cocurt and the commgnityobaséd treatment
agencies, we ghould also espect to find that the relationships between
the court and its environment will represent a constraint on the decision

9
to qivert.ZL In thosw: cases where the court has close relationchips
with other agencies, and where these relationships have existed for some-
time, it may be easier to establish diversion as a meaningful alternative.
On the other hand, in those instances where the court has remained rela~-
tively isolated from the environment there may be significant problems
linvolved in initiating an effective diversion system.

The problem that we are attempting to deal with here is obviously
a complex one., We have attempted to deal with some of this complexity

by restricting our focus to the activities of the probation staff and,

further, by viewing the decision to divert in terms of those variables

~126-

el

|, spcerens
i J

s

vl

RAUSTRY)

I i

.
PV

“;"_\_
P

LI .. = ", ., et . Y '\‘ L N s
o . Jie .- 7 KON AR ; s TN
PEE . R M A L RN N N TN
N : N e ~ . Pl . . .

-

]
which relate to the characteristics of the offender and his or her offense.

In later work we hope to deal with the impact of those variables that
focus on the court as a legal and as a bureaucratic institution, and on
those that emphasize the role played by the relationships between the

court and those other orpanizations found in its task environment.

STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study was conducted at the Milwaukee County Childrens' Court
Center. Thils Center represents an integrated service and court facility
that includes two full time judges, a district aétorncy and a publié
defenders staff, a detention center, and a probation staff of approximately
forty~five bachelor and master level social workers. The Center serves
Milwaukee County, a governmental unit which contains the City of Milwaukee
and its contiguous suturbs, The 1970 population of Milwaukee County was
slightly over cne-million. The City of Milwaukee itself has around |
720,000 population.

The Center receives referrals from individual citizens, from public
and private social agencies, :nd from local law enfor~ement agencies.
During 1971 the Center received‘approximately 12,000 delinquency referrals,
the gtea& majority of which came from law enforcement sources.

The population of the study includes all delinquency referrals made
during the period from May through October of 1972. The cample was drawn
through a stratified random designed with cuntrols implemented for geo-~
graphical variations in refeirals, and for variations that occur through-
out the weekly calender of the Center.  The final sample includes 357 cases

which were found, after preliminary analyses, to be representative of the

population.
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L:g%%%x Data has been gathered at intake and during each month followtng g . our goal is to identify which of the background variahles may be used
';x.ﬁif intake. Additfonal data has been gathered from those agencies that % DR I - ; in order to describe the parameters of those populations that are involved
.;'fi. ;ere involved in the referrals that were generated by the activities of . i B .f:.;‘ . in these three groups (i.e., continued offenders, terminated, and termi-
Z‘ the Center, and from the institutional placements that were a result of E , _ nated with 2 formal referral).
S Court activities and decisions. Data has alsc been gathered from the 1 ‘ ,i The first conparison (see Table 1) reveals cthat those offenders who
i ,.”:i probation staff. This data involves hoth their perceptions of the Center, : | - . B ere diverted ave more likely to be firsc offenders, females, who were
Y h and their perceptions of delinquency and the delinquent offender.23 . ,-f{ lavolved in misdemeanor or child-only offenses, and who tended to act
' o ] Diversion in the general sense of the term is a rather comnon f i ¢ alone rather than in a group in the commission of the offense. There
v occurrence. Of the 357 cases included in the sample a total of 176 (49.3%) ; is aleo some indication that the diverted offenders are more likely to
.\G-" weré diverted at some point during the court proccss. The majority of 3 be thte, to come from intact families, and that they come from families
\ !
i:_br' these diversions occur at the point of intake (72.2%); substantially fewer ? Y . that are less dependent upon public assistance funds. Thus the cases
h\:’: ' cases are diverted by the District Attorney's office (21.62); and relatively ; e . ¥hat ave continued tend to twvolve males wlio have been referred to the
.f' ' ' few cases are diverted hv the Court itself (6.2%). These figures also : ‘. \: court om at least one prior offemse. They are more likely to be favolved
thZ ' - suggest that formal diversion = or diversion that iz accompanied by a ' - e L in a felony offense, and they were more likely to have comnitted the
;;g ::, g referral to a community-based agency - is a rather uncommon occurrence., h offense in company with several assoctates.
ot : Only 21 cases were diverted in this manmer (5.9%), and all of these 7 | If we use these same variables in order to make the second comparison -
\u diversions occurred at the point of intake. the comparison of tevminated versus referred offenders - the remults are
RV , ) . som~what different (see Table 2). Significant differences between these
i?f:fi'. FINDINGS ' ' two groups of diverted offenders can be found only in terms of the prior
%' xan% ; In analyzing this data our basic objective 15 to deliniate the . - P _ ' record of the offender, t nature of the offense, and the degree to
,://:?3f relative importance of those factors or variables that are associated . R ‘ "which the offense was committed as an independent versus a group activity.
’fuil,y - with the decision to divert. Before we can identify which variables ) . . A Those casec that are formally referred to community agencies, in other
should be included in this process, however, it iz necessary to make - o words, involve offenders wﬁo have been referr;d to the court for previous
.:‘ . certain comparisons between those who are diverted versus those who are ; offenses, they are offenders whose currénc offense 1s more likely to be
lg"iéf continued as active cases within the court center, and between those who : . ;n a child-only crime (e.g., runaway, truancy), and these offenses are more
‘ ’E; are diverted through termination versus those who are diverted with a likely to have been committed as an independent rather than a group act.
;&A;< . referral to a community-based treatment agency. In making these comparisons - The emphasis on child-only crimes is consistent with the objectiveé of
'i‘t“‘
b : -128- RN -129-
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formal . R b Zutonatically require Court action (e.g., in one of these Courts it
al diversion Projgfta. and with the goals and objectives of th fé ; ’
Youth Service Bureau ' h ) € 1 ! was required that all truancy cases would be handled directly by the
. ‘nat 1o, the offender who is formally diverted L B / e
- , - H > Court).
tends to be involved in behavior which 4 " " g . ure)
. 8 not & "erime per se, but 5 i
implies instead probl . - 4 Among the diverted groups, on the other hand, the rationale differs
ems involving adaptation to the home or the school }
enviromment, oo .é ! ‘ according to the group involved (see Table 2). In those cases where
A : » :
L ¥ 1
. The lack of 3} : the diversion involves referrals to community agencies the most frequently
a diversion pProject or a Youth Service Bureau in the R 4
Milwaukee area h ; mentioned rationale is simply that the offender has been in contact with
a6 an impact that {s also predictable given this 11 §
- . That s, in 57.1% of th : . terature. 3 the community agency prior to his or her referral. Thus the probation
0se cases that were formally diverted the offend : g
was, prior to the di ver ¥ " officer is, through his or her action, simply confirming a relationship
version, placed in detention facilities.. Presu bl ? : ,
most of these cases invol ‘ mably ¢ : that had in fact existed prior to the referral. Those cases that are
nvolved runsways for whom no alternatives exist :
4 ¥ .
within the community T? ! closed without any referrals are, finally, rationalized in terms of either
¥+ This is the only cne of these groups in whicl ;
2 1
the gajori . b : f the attributes of the cffender (e.g. ood attitudes, no prior contacts
‘j ty of offenders were, in effect, incarcerated during thelr J ; ! e ‘ ’ ’
exposure to the court systen. ' ~ i 5 -i etc.), or the nature of the offeunse (e.g., first offense, minor offense,
In examinip .y - : ,f % atc.).
ning the differences between thesge three groups we are al ] ; ;
- d 80 { i
concerned with the rationale behind the probation offy ' ; 2 ! What these comparisouns suggest is that the decision to divert may
olilcer's decisions < . .
In a sens & . ' N i be related to three different types of data that 1s accumulated by the
e what we are lookirg at {n this comparison is the nature of 5 . X yp 12 y
the data R N ) L a robation staff. These: include the characteristics of the offender ~ his
ata that the probation officer uses in arriving at the decision ¢ ! \ o '
n to A .
treat the offendey in terms of these groups . ? ! ; .ocio-economlc background, family life, prior contacts, personal attitudes,
T
Those offend ‘ T ecc. - the nature of the offense, and the policies that are dictated by
ders who were not diverted vere, according to the probhatio ‘ i ;l , ’
officers, handled in this man b " s ' :l and through the Court. The final analysis fnvolves the attempt to specify,
( lanner because of the nature of the offense ¥ ; ) ,
e.g., ser : i ' through the use of correlation and regression equations, the relative
‘ ' lous offenses, Tepeaters), or - and this is the most frequentl %? { . g ) q '
ntly | : .
mentioned r - ~ ‘ ' impact of these areas on the decision to divert.
€ason - because of the policies of the Court and the legal syst s P
’ within which the Court f ¢ ystem ) 5 When ve analyze the data on those cases that were diverted at each
unctions (see Table 1). Thus if the offender i
claimed that he ! of the three levels within the Court we find considerable differences
oF ohe was not guilty of the offense the case was autonmaticall ; i -
referred to the District A aty ] s in the degree to which we can account for the variance of these decisions.
ttorney; similarly, cases that involved certain
types . . 3 : S : i he decisions made relative to diversion by the
yres of felonies would fnecessitate the continuance of the case, and finall ; " rias Sy £F ue dualyie e festetone v - ) ’
the Court itself may h ' natlys 3 i ' S probation staff, the District Attorney, and the Court in terms of the
¥ have dictated that certain types of offenses would 5 o
i
N )
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characteristics of the offender we account for different levels of variation
in each case. With the Court decisions, for example, the use of these
background variables - plus the prior record of the offender and the type
of offense - accounts for some 66.3% of all the variance (sea Table 5).
Using the game variables we may also account for 46.2% of the diversion
decisions made by the District Attorney. In the case of the probation

gtaff, however, these variables account for only 14.97% of the total variation.
These differences may indicate that by the time these cases reach the

Court they have been successfully narrowed down to the point where it is

possible to make a decision in terms of a relatively limited amount of

data. On the other hand, thay may also indicate that the different levels

within the Courl: utilize different decision routines in making their assess-

ment of the offender. In either case it is clear that the probation
officer uses data that is not used by the Court and may not be used by the
District Attorney in making the decision to divert the offender.

The data on probation officer's decisions shows that the prior
record of the offender and the type of offense account for the greatest
variation in these decisions to divert (see Teble 3), The coefficient’
of determination on these two variables is, however, only 107. Beyond
these there i1s some indication that the age, the educational level of the
father, and the sex of the offender all contribute to these decisions. If
we take these five variables we have, nevertheless, accounted for only
around 13% of the variance in these decisions.

In order to examine the influence of the prior record on this process
the data has been analyzed by comparing the first offenders wiin the
In both instanées the oifenders have

repeating offenders (see Table 4),

been diverted either through termimation, or througi termination with
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a referral to community agencies. With the first offenders the results

indicate that the nature of the offense increases its relative impact
on the decision to divert, and the education of the father and mother

and the number of children in the family are also fncreased. In additiom,

the total amount of variance accounted for by the remaining variables

increases to 27.6% of the variation. In the case of the repeaters, however,

the impacc of the offense itself decreases and the sex, age, and family

gituation 4ll increase. Again, the proportion of the variance accounted

for by all of the variables increases to 22.3% of the total.

What this suggests is that the probation officer utilizes a decision-
making routine {n which the relative weight of the variables differs
in relationship to the prior record of the offender. The decision to
divert the first offender is made, in other words, on the basis of his
or her offense and on the probation officer‘'s perceptions of his or her
heme environment. Presumably therefore, those offenders who are referred
on misdemeanors and child-only offenses will h» Aiverted if their home
situation indicates to the probation officer that the 1iklihood of committing
eubsequent offenses is minimal. On :he other hand, in those cases involving
the repeater the nature of the offense plays a lesser role and certain

characéeristics associated with the offerder himself serve as the basis

for the decision to divert,

SUMMARY

This study has attcmpted to analyze the decision to divert juvenile
offenders in a specific juvenile court center. Tf focuses on the decisions
made by the probation staff, in part because the logic of the situation,

and in part because the evidence of the study indicates that most diversion

decisions are made at this level.
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In the analysis of diversion we have assumed what might be called

a general approach to the nature of the procesg, That is, diversion may

be viewed as any action which results in the offender being removed from
the ongeing processes associated with the juvenile court system. For
'the purposes of our analysis, therefore, we have identified two types of
diversion; one of them is the diversion which is accompanied by a referral
to comunity-~based agencies, while the other is a diversion which simply
Ferminates the case without any referrals.

' The deta indicates that those who are diverted are different from
those who are continued, and that the cases diverted through termination
are different from those who are referred to soclal agencies. The gigni-
ficant differencea occur in the prior record of the offender, in the
nature of the offense, in the circumstances surrounding the offense, and
for certain classes in the sex of the offender.

When we analvze the relative impact of theue variables on the decision
to divert what we find is that the prior record of the offender and the
type of offense have the greatest impact. However, when we control %or
prior record there is a clear indication that different decision-making
routines are followed for first offenders when compared with repeaters.

What we are dealing with ;t the probation officer level, however, is
a relatively limited amount of the variance in these decisions. That is,

variables that relate to the offender and his offense account for from 15

to 27.6% of the total variance. Additional work needs to be done, therefore,

on the degree to which organizational factors may be involved i{n these

i

' decizions, and the degree to which the decision to divert is controlled by

the characteristics of the environment within which the court functions.
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Table 1: Characteristics of Offenders - Divertad Versus Continued Cases

Yg;iable

Prior Record

First Offender 69 55.6
Previously keferred 55 44 .4
SexHale 86 69.4
Female 38 30.6
Race
White 78 62.9
Black 38 30.6°
American Indian 1 .8
Latin 6 4.8
Oriental 1 .8
Age
8-9 years 1 .8
10-11 years 3 » 2.4
12-13 years 16 12.9
14-15 years 47 37.%
16--17 years 52 41.9
18 + years 5 4,0
Family Status
Parents livirg together 69 55.6
Parents separated/divorced 55 44,4
Nunber of Children in Fenmily
um1-2 13 105
3=4 49 39.5
5-6 30 24,2
7-8 12 9,7
9-10 9 7.3
11-12 7 5.6
13 + 4 3.2
Number of Siblings who have been referred tc Center
None 47 37.9
One 40 32.3
Two 21 16.9
Three 6 g.g
Four 4 .
Five 0 8
Six 1 a.o
Seven 5 .
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Diverted
Number Percent

Continued
Number Percent

86 36.9
147 63.1

192 82.4
41 17.6
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Table 1: Cont'd. Diverted versus Continucd Cases
Diverted Continued
Variable Number Percent Number Percent
Grade in School
K=-6 13 10.5 21 9.0
7-8 3 25.0 48 20.6
9-12 60 48.4 118 50.6
Other 20 16.1 4S 14.3
, Occupation of Father
Professional/Technical 3 2.4 7 3.0
Manager/0fficial 3 2.4 12 5.2
Sales 6 4.8 8 3.4
Clerical 6 4.8 10 4.3
Craftsman/Foreman 9 7.3 32 13.7
Farmer 0 1 4
. Operatives-Factory 43 34,7 60 25.8
' Laborers 21 16.9 41 17.6
Services 3 2.4 15 6.4
Unemployed 7 5.6 12 5.2
Other/Unknowm 13 10.5 35 15.0
Occupation of Mother
Professional/Technical 2 1.6 3 1.3
Manager/Official -0 2 9
Sales 4 3.2 7 3.0
Clerical 17 13.7 18 - 7.8
Craftsman/Foreman 2 1.6 2 .9
Operatives-Factory 12 9.7 22 9.5
Laborer 2 1.6 6 2.6
Service 21 16.9 43 18,5
. Housewife 60 48.4 120 51.7
Unemployed 2 1.6 2 .9
Other/Unknown 2 1.6 7 3.0
Education of Father (Highest Grade)
Grade School Graduate 20 16.1 43 18.5
Some High School 46 37.1 65 28.0
K.S. Graduate 39 31.5 81 34.9
Some College 5 4,0 7 3.0
College Crad 3 2.4 3 1.3
Graduate School 1 .8 4 1.7
Technical Training 0 1 4
. Other/Unknown 11 8.9 28 12.1
Education of Mother .
Grade School 17 13.7 44 18.9
Some High School 41 3.1 74 31.9
H.S. Graduate 45 36.3 79 35.1
Some College 6 4.8 8 3.4
College Grad 3 2.4 2 9
Technical Training 1 .8 4 1.7
Other/Unknown 11 8.9 21 9.1
. -136-
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Table 1: Cont'd.

variable

Does the Family Receive Public Aid
- Yes
No

Nature of the Offense
Misdemeaanor .
vioistion of Local! Ordinance
Child-Only Offense
Felony
Other

Did the Child Act Alone or with Others
Alone
With one more
with 2 +
Other

Was the Child Placed in Detention
Yes
No

Probaticon OFficera’ Reasons for Action

Nature of the Cifense
Offenders Attitudes/attributes
Offenders Home Situvation
Community Resources available
Court Policy

Other

* sig, .001
k% gig, .005

Diverted versus Continued Cases

Diverted Continued
Number Percent Number Percent
as 28.2 83 35.8
89 71.8 149 64,2
80 64.5 86 41.4
3 2.4 2 .9
33 26.6 35 15.1
8 6.5 92 9.7
(1] 7 1.0
57 46.0 65 28.0
31 25.0 44 15.0
33 26.6 108 46.6
3 2.4 i5 6.5
3l 25,0 77 33.2
93 75.0 155 66.8
32 5.8 51 21.9
48 587 7 3.0
21 16.9 24 10.3

i3 10.5 0
11 .8 130 55.8
9 7.3 21 9.0
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ot Table 2: Characteristics
SIS of Diverted Q€€ H
5 »> . d ®€fenders - Referred versus Terminated i Table 2: Cont'd. Referred versus Terminated Offenders
L . ; :
o Yacizble Nt perred Terminated v Referred Terminated
L Prior Record greent  Humbor  Percent LIS n‘i‘\ varisble . Number Percent ~Number ~FPercent
First Offender i N '
i.‘,'/."' Previously Referred 7 33.3 62 60.2 oot Gtaie;n schoot 2 9.5 6 5.8
Vo s w 66.7 41 3.8 " 1o 3-8 8 38.1 23 22.3
S, a1 ~ . ’ 9-12 s  23.8 55 53.4
o ena 1 ’ Other 6 28.6 19 18.4
‘ ' Female Z 81.0 69 67.0
H ' Race ‘ 9.0 . 34 33.0 Occupation of Pather
R white professional/Technical 1 4.8 2 1.9
T . i Manager/Official 0 3 2.9
A Llack 15 1.4 63 61.2 = : Sales o 6 5.8
AU Anerican Indian 4 19.0 % 1.0 e Clerical 1 4.8 5 4.9
g ' Latin 0 1 W
D Oriental ‘ 2 9.5 1.0 oo Craftsman/Foreman 1 4.8 8 7.8
NS 2 0 ’ 4 3.9 Factory Operative - o 7 33.3 36 34.9
Y Age 1 1.0 Laborer T TV 23.8 16 15.5
v o 8-9 ye service, 0 3 2.9
PO 10 ’lyyzei::' _ 0 i . . 8 . Unemploycd 4 19.0 12 11.7
TP o1 s 1.0 l‘ Unknown 2 9.5 12 11.7
LI S 12"13 1 l‘o 3 : * e
g 14-15 y:;t:a 3 14 g 3 1.9 : ' ‘
' 1617 years : 11 52.4 13 12.6 a Occupation of Mother ,
\\" 18 + bl 5 ' 36 34.9 Professicnal/'l‘cchnical 1 4.8 1 1.0
Ay years : 23.8 47 45.6 - ' Sales 1 4.8 3 2.9
. Family Stat 4.8 4 3.9 : , A Clerical 2 9.6 15 14.6 1_
S Parse t % os ’ P ' Craftsman/Foreman 0 2 1.9 '
i i Pa"e:tz; zzgsghtrdM 11 52.4 58 -3 el ' Factory Operative ' 2 9.6 10 9.7 :
\ re a fa . i i 0 :
3N parsted/fivorced 10 47.6 45 f?f,’ i 'é“bri"i’é ; 3'2 x}) 1}5 2 .
g e AN ervi . . t
ﬁ ™ Nulezr of Children {n Family i 5 Houseuife . 11 52.4 49 47.6
oot 3-4 0 ' e Unenployed 0 2 1.9 \
b W 5 6 9 13 12_6 ‘ . \\ unknm 1 l.ps 1 100 H
! \ 7-8 e oot 40 38.8 ‘ ‘ ‘
AR 9-10 2 zgg 24 23.3 X gducation of Father (Highest level attained) ) \
. , 11-12 2 o5 10 9.7 | GCrade School Graduate 5 23.8 15 b7 ‘
R b 13 + 0 ) ! 6.8 Some high school 7 33.3 39 36.9 L
Y . e 2 9.5 ; 6.8 High School Graduate 5 23-133 3’(: 33‘;
N Numbe , ‘ ) 1.9 Some College ' 1 4, . :
v Noncta of Siblings who have been referred to Center Colﬁege Grag‘uaie %, 4.8 i i?) . “
. "\{V{f . One 5 23.8 42 Graduate _Sc 00 3 7.8 |
L AU © Two 12 47.6 10 ‘z‘g-g Other /Unkrown 2 9.6 . |
TEN Four. 1 b 1 16.5 Fducation of Mother , ‘
NSO Five 0 ’ 3 4.9 Grade School Graduate & 19.0 13 12.6
/ A Six 0 ¢ 3.9 some Nigh School 5 23.8 16 4.9
V- Seven 0 - 0 Wigh School Graduate 10 47.6 35 13.9
e "1 1 4.8 1 1.0 some College 0. 6 5.8
s C ) 4 3.9 College Graduate 1 4.8 2 1.9
L Techaical School 0 ‘ 1 1.0
SR Other /Unknown 1 4.8 10 9.7
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Table Z2: Cont'd. Referred versus Terminated Offenders o ’ 1
,‘ o ¥
‘}/ B
Referred Terminated o '
Varigble Number Percent Number 'Percent -
—— ' N Table 3: Relationships Between Socio-economic Background Variables, Offense,
Doe;e:he Family receive Public Aid ; 3.3 - 27,2 o Related Variables, and Probation Officer's Decision to Divert R
No 14 66.7 75 72.8 i
Rature of the Offenge ‘ » £ : Regreasion Partial
Moo e ’ 2.3 - 70.9 4 Variable Coefficient Correlation
. D . . . i 1 +
zﬁzigté:;yoéflgzgisowLnance 12 61.9 23 15'2 ak \ ! 1. Prior Record of Offender . 203% .187
=Urt . . L 2. Sex -.136 -.129
Felony 1 4.8 7 6.8 i 3. Race 066 .062
£ 4, Age 149 -140
Did the Offender Act alone or with Others ) . §. Place of Residence .059 .059
3102‘3 N 16 6.2 41 39.8 s ' : 6. Family Intact .059 054
w1th one other 1 4.8 30 29,1  ®% e ./\ 7. Number of Siblings .102 .082
o th two or more 2 9.6 31 30.1 [ 8, Number of Siblings who have been
ther 2 9.6 1 1.0 . Referred to the Center .178 .016 .
9. Occupation of Father .001 01 :
Was-ythe Offender placed in Detention 10, Occupation of Mother .038 .035
Tes 12 57.1 19 18.4 : 11. Educaticun of Father 140 179
No 9 42.9 84 81,6 wne ‘ { 12, [Education of Hother .115 .108
1 ' . 13. DNoes the Family Receive Public Aid .024 021
T Nature of che otfemse o TN 2 g6 s 29 f 1. Nature of the Offense o e
Childfs Attitrdes and Attributes 1 4.8 47 45:6 ‘ ~
ggfeniizs'RHome iituation 18 132 1; lgg bk All regression coefficients are in Standard Form :
wpunity Resources . 2.
Court Policy 1 4.8 0 :
Other 3 14.3 6 5.8 *  F=1.930, sig., .05 3
k% Fx5,757, sig., .025 §
' 1
W !
. !
|
®  gig., .025 LW {
**  gig., .005 S {
w&% gio., .001 i .
— A '
= : !
i
:
S -140- 1t
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Table 4: Relationships Between Socilo-economic Varisblee, the Neture of the

: Offense, and Probation Ufficers' Deciacions to Divert Cases =
First Offenders and Repeaters
First

Variable Of fender Repeater
Sex .035 + 236
Race .069 .035
Age .076 .278
Place of Residence .086 .091
Family Intact or Separated «153 »209
Number of Siblings 171 .058
Number of Siblings who have been

Referred to the Center ~.027 .129
Occupation of Father 019 045
Occupatian of Mother .063 .012
Education of Father .282 .028
Education of Mother .187 086
BDoes the Family receive Public Ald .067 .053
Offense .302% .131

% P=4,4)2, sig., .05
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Table 5: Socilo-economic Variables, the Nature of the Offense, and Diversion
at the Court and the Dlstrict Attorney's Office
Court District Attorney

Variable Regression Coefficient Regreasion
Prior Record of Offender < 580% 401
Sex 147 - .022
Race .098 410
Age (54 .255

. Place of Residence .105 «203
Family Status .358 160
Number of children 141 «349
Number of siblings referred to Center .320 .213
Occupation of Father 012 .459
Occupation of Mother 054 013
Education of Father .096 070
Education of Mother .223 174
Does the Family Receive Public Ald 72 .2%99
Nature of che Offense .015 .290
* sig., .001
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