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COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS, LAlv ENFORCEMENT PRACTICES AND 

REFERRAL RATES TO FLORIDA'S DIVISION OF YOUTH SERVICES 

Introduction 

This report is based on an exploratory research project designed to in-

vestigate the relationship between selected community characteristics and the 

rates of referral of juveniles to the Florida Division of Youth Services. The 

project was initiated in response to the Division's ooncern w:Hh differential 

referral rates in different counties of the state. Differential referral rates 

may be due to actual differences in the amount of delinquency and other mis-

behavior committed in the different counties of the state. However, differen-

tial referral rates may also indicate that different communities enforce dif-

ferent standards of behavior for youth. Thus, behavior that is tolerated or 

.ignored in one community may lead to a complaint to the police and subsequent 

referral to DYS in another. This means failure to provide equal justice for 

all under the law. It means that the system of juvenile justice is not admin-

istered equally throughout the state. The magnitude of this problem can be 

seen in the fact that arrest rates per 1000 juveniles range from 10.5 in 

Highlands County to 78.6 in Sarasota County. Since other studies have shown 

that only a small percentage of delinquent behavior is officially processed, 

the total volume of delinquency could undoubtedly be much higher in all coun-

ties. The amount that is processed is no doubt affected by numerous social 

factors in the community or characteristics of law enforcement agencies. 

The development of strategies by DYS to correct the possible inequality 

in the administration of juvenile justice requires some understanding of the 

social factors which may lead to differential referral rates. ~'or example, 

do large, densely populated metropolitan communities have higher referral rates, 
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proportionately, than do smaller communities? Do communities which have ex-

perienced rapid population growth have higher referral rates than more stable 

ones? To what extent do police officers follow different policies in their 

surveillance of youth? To what extent do they differ i~ their decisions on 

whether or not to refer a youth to DYS? Do these differences reflect differ-

ing community standards as evidenced, for example, by the proportion of re-

tired persons in the community? Providing answers to these and similar ques-

tions can be a first step in enabling officials of the Division of Youth Services 

to work toward greater unifornrl.ty in the administration of juvenile justice. 

It can help show the types of communities vlhere appropriate special action 

needs to be taken and perhaps suggest the directions such action mi.ght take. 

Our analysis of the ~elationship between community characteristics and 

DYS refer~al rates will be divided in 4 major parts. First, we shall inves-

tigate the relationships between several demographic and social clas$ charac-

teristics provided in the U.S. Census and referral rates. With counties as the 

unit of analysis, this stage will provide state~vide coverage. Second, ~ve shall 

examine the referral policies of a sample of the law enforcement agencies in 

a set of eight counties selected for field work. To select the sample counties 

all counties were ranked on the basis of the percentage of their juvenile popu-

lation referred to DYS, and the sample of eight counties was selected to in-

clude counties with high, medium, and low referral rates. These counties also 

differed in terms of several other potentially significant social characteris-

tics. The analysis of referral policies will be based on interviews with chiefs 

of police or sheriffs or their assistants. The third part of this report is 

based on. a questionnaire survey of a sample of the law enforcement officers 

in the selected counties. The purpose of the survey is to determine the opera-

ting practices of patrolmen (as opposed to official agency policy) with respect 

to juveniles, as well as their attitudes and orientations towa:cd several issues 
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related to their work with juveniles. The goal of the second and third parts 

will be to explore whether there is any relationship between referral rates 

and law enforcement agencies' policies or operating practices or attitudes of 

law enforcement personnel. The fourth and final portion of this report ~vill 

be to suggest policy implications implied by the findings, as well as to sug-

gest some areas where more research is needed. One obvious area where addi-

tional research will be needed is in evaluating any strategies developed to 

correct the problem of differential referral rates. 

Statewide Gensus Data Analysis 

U.S. Gensus tapes, which provide county-wide da.ta, ,vere the major source 

of data for this part of the analysis. The raw data were converted into the 

appropriate proportions $ and these \Vere correl'ated with rates of referral to 

DYS for delinquency offenses and other forms of juvenile misbehavior (GINS 

offenses) separately. There are 4 major categories of variables which were 

related to referral rates: (I} basic demographic vari~bles, (2) social class 

(3) family structure, and (4) educational experiences of juveniles. The re-

lationship between each specific variable and referral rates is expressed in . 
terms of a correlation coefficient. This coefficient theoretically ranges 

from -1. 0 to ";,-1. O. A score close to -1. 0 would indicate a strong i-n-verse re-

lation; a score close to -1"1.0 would indicate a strong positive relation, and 

a score close to 0 would indicate no significant relation with referral rates. 

In addition to the correlation coefficients, cross-classification tables will 

be presented where appropriate to show the nature of the relationships discussed. 

D~mographic characteristics and referral rates. -,-

Table 1 (page 5) shows several demographic variables which are significant-

ly related to delinquency rates. None of these are significantly related to 

CINS rates, however; that is, none of the correlation coefficients in the GINS 
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column are large enough to differ significantly from a chance occurrence. 

The signific.;mt relationships in Table 1 show that delinquency referral 

rates are highest in counties in which a large proportion moved into the state 

since 1965, which have a high proportion of the population living in urban 

areas, and which have high net migration rates. Referral rates are also high 

in counties in which a large proportion of the ~o?ulation is over 65 years of 

age. On the other hand, referral rates are low in counties with a high pro-

portion who are Florida born,a high proportion whose residence has been un-

changed since 1950, and in which a large proportion of domiciles are single 

family d~vellings. Referral rates ure also lower in counties with a large pro-

portion of the population engaged in agriculture. 

These relationships are portrayed in tabular form in Table 2 (page 6) (for 

delinquency referral rates) and Table 3 (page 7) (for GINS referral rates). The 

results are consistent with the analysis of the correlation coefficients. For 

example, in Table 2 almost 6 percent (5.9) of the counties with low density 

have high referral rates while almost 59 percent (58.8) of those with high den-

sHy have high referral rates. On the other hand, almost 48 percent (L17. 8) of 

the counties with a low proportion of Florida born inhabitants have high refer-

raJ rates! while none of those with a high proportion of Florida born do. 

The relationships for GINS referral rates, shown in Table 3 for comparative 

purposes, are not nearly as consistent. In ~everal cases these relationships 

are not linear; that is, the proportions do not increase or decrease consistently 

across rows. This would explain why the correlation coefficients in Table 1 

are not statistically significant. Of course, all of these relationships 

may reflect the influence of other factors rather than being genuine rela-

tionships. After we examine these preliminary relationships, we shall in-

troduce several variables. as controls. If these relationships ar ' maintained 

in the control variable analysis, we shall be on firmer ground in drawing con-

clusions regarding county characteristics which are related to referral rates. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics and Referral Rates 

Demographic 
variables 

Density 
(number of persons per square mile) 

Percent of population 
in urban areas 

Net in-migration 
rate: 1960-1970 

Proportion of population 
F:Lorida born 

Proportion who moved 
from outside Florida since 1965 

Proportion of persons who lived 
in same house since 1950 

Proportion employed 
in agriculture 

Proportion retired 
(over 65) 

Proportion of single 
family dwellings 
, 

Proportion who speak 
Spanish 

Significance Level 
* .05 level 

** .01 level 

*** .001 level 

Correlation coefficients 

Delinquency CINS referral 
referral rates rates 

.2175* -.0129 

.5356*** .1030 

,lf915*** .0515 

-.7023*** -.1892 

.5626*** .1405 

-,6'033**)\: -.0954 

-.2860** .002 

.3969*** .2003 

-.5744*** -.0683 

.1914 -.1031 

Table 2 

Demographic Characteristics of High Delinquency Referral Counties* 

Proportion of Counties with high delinquency 
referral rates** 

Low' Med. low :Hed. high High 
Density 5:9(17) 12.5(16) 23.5(17) 58.8(17) 

Net migration 5.0(20) 14.3(ll.) 37.5(16) 47.1(17) 

Percent urban 0(15) 16.7(18) 17.6(17) 64.7(17) 

Percent retired 23.5(17) 14.3(14) 27.3(22) 35.7(14) 

Percent of single 43.8(16) 47.1(17) 9.5(21) 0(13) 
family dwellings 

Low Medium High 

Proportion Florida bo:cn 47.8(23) 25.0(24) 0(20) 

Proportion from outside Florida 0(27) 47.8(23) 35.3(17) 

Proportion stable since 1950 44.8(29) 14.8(27) 0(11) 

Proportion in agri:!u1ture 40(20) 23.3(30) 11. 8(17) 

*High refer'ral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

**Numbers in parentheses show N on which percentage is based 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categorieD for each variable was based on an 

analysis of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 

--------------------------------.. 
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Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics of High CINS Referral Counties** 

Density 

Net migration 

Percent urban 

Percent retired 

Percent of single 
family dwellings 

Proportion Florida born 

Proportion from outside 

Proportion stable since 

Proportion of Counties with high CINS 
referral rates* 

Low Med. lOvl Ned. high 

17.6 (17) 43.8(16) 29.4(17) 

30(20) 14.3(14) 37.5(16) 

26.7(15) 16.7(18) 35.3(17) 

11. 8(17) 28.6(14) 27.3(22) 

12.5(16) 47.1(17) 14.3(21) 

I,ow Medium 

26.1(23) 25 (24) 

Florida 29.6(27) 30. Lf(23) 

1950 24.1(29) 29.6(27) 

Proportion in agriculture 20(20) 26.7(30) 

Hiah 

11. 8(17) 

17.6(17) 

23.5(17) 

35.7(14) 

30.8(13) 

High 

25(20) 

11. 8(17) 

18.2(11) 

29.4(17) 

*High referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

• **Numbers in parentheses show N on which percentage is based, 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an 

analysis of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 
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Social class and rbferra1 rates. 

The relationship between several indicators of social class and de1in-

quency and CINS referral rates is portrayed in Table 4 (page 9). The results 

are surprising, to say the least. While almost all of the literature on social 

class and delinquency shmvs the lower class to be more likely to be involved 

in delinquent behavior as reflected in offir::tal statistics, the correlation co-

efficients in Table 4 sho" just the opposite. Almost without exception, the re-

lationships between the indicators of low 80cial class and delinquency refer-

ra1s were inverse. Similarly, the relationships between the indicators of high 

social class and delinquency referrals were positive. Thus, for example, the 

higher the proportion of families with children belotv the poverty level, the 

lower the delinquency referral rates. Further, the higher the proportion of 

families with incomes greater than $15,000 annually, the higher the referral 

rate. 

The one exception to this pattern is when proportion of low cost rental 

units is used as the indicator of low social class standj.ng of counties. l'here 

is a positive relationship between the proportion of rental units lower than 

$6P per month and delinquency referral rates . 

All the patteJ:ns are much less consistent with CINS referral rates, however. 

The only significant relation is that between pro'f'l)rtion of owner-occupied hous-

ing valued at less than $10,000 and CINS referral rates. l'his relation is in-

verse, meaning that the higher the proportion of this price housing, the lower 

the CINS referral rate. 

In interpreting these results it should be borne in mind that the unit of 

analysis is counties, :cather than individuals or families. This mean!:;; that 

the above statements should not be taken to imply that persons with a high class 

standing are more likely to be referred to DYS for delinquent behavior or that 

persons with a low class stakding are less likely to be referred. Rathe~) the 
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Table 4 

Social Class Composition and Referral Rates 

Social Class 
variables 

Proportion of juveniles in families 
below poverty lavel 

Proportion of families with 
children on public welfara 

Proportion of families with 
children below poverty level 

Proportion of female heads of 
household with children below poverty level 

Proportion of families with incomes 
less than $5000 

Proportion of owner occupied housing 
valued at less than $10,000 

Proportion of rental units lower 
than $60 

Proportion of housing units with 
occupancy greater than 1.01 per room 

Proportion of households with no autos 

Proportion of families with incomes 
more than $15,000 

Proportion of rental units more than 
$150 

Proportion of persons over 25 with 
1-3 years college 

Proportion of persons over 25 with 
B.A. 

Significance Level 
*.05 level 

**.01 level 

*** • 001 level 

Correlation coefficients 

Delinquency 
referral rates 

-.1,653*** 

-.5631*** 

-.5771*** 

-.3985*** 

-.3934*** 

.0163 

.5679*** 

-.4524*** 

-.3992*** 

.5111*** 

-.0353 

.5974*** 

.4384*** 

CINS referral 
rates 

.0827 

-.1273 

.0206 

-.0512 

.1942 

-.2030* 

.1320 

-.1638 

-.0867 

-.0981 

.1432 

.0822 

• 0585 
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term social class refers to the class composition of counties, not the class 

~nding of individuals or families. It is possible, for example, that the 

high delinquency rates in "high class" counties are actually due to the delin-

quency committed by persons with a relatively low social class standing. (Our 

data do not justify such an assertion, however, since we do not have data on 

individuals within the counties.) 

The relationships between the social class indicators and referral rates 

are portrayed in tabular form in Tables 5 and 6 (pages 11 and 12, respectively). 

The results shown are consistent \vith our interpretation of the correlation co-

efficients in Table 4. Table 5 shmvs that counties which score high on indica-

tors of low social class tend to have 1m., delinquency referral rates. For ex-

ample, almost half of the counties \vith a low proportion of families with chil-

dren below the poverty level have high referral rates, while none of the counties 

with a high proportion of poverty families with children do. On the other hand, 

for example, none of the counties where the proportion of "over $15,000 per year ll 

families is low have high referral rates, while half of those counties with a 

high proportion of these high income families have high rates of delinquency 

referrals. 

This pattern is not so consistent for CINS referral rates, however. A major 

reason is that many of the relationships are curvilinear. Nevertheless, in a 

couple of cases, the pattern seems to change, with CINS referral rates increasing 

as the proportion of low class families increases. (See 1st and 7th r01\1 of Table 

6.) This is not a consistent change, however. 

Family patterns and referral rates . 

The relationship between several family variables and referral rates is 

given in Table 7 (page' 13). Only one of the relationships is statistically sig-

nifican~, however: that between fertility rates and referral rates. This rela-

tionship is inverse, which means that the higher the fertility rate, the lower the 
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Table 5 

Social Class Characteristics of High Delinquency Referral Counties* 

Proportion of juveniles in 
families below poverty level 

Proportion of families with 
children on public welfare 

Proportion of families with 
children below poverty level 

Proportion of families with 
incomE!s under $5000 

Proportion of owner-occupied 
housing valued at less than $10,000 

Proportion of rental units 
lower than $60 

Proportion of £~ilies with 
incomes over $15,000 

Proportion of rental units 
more than $150 

Proportion of persons over 25 
with 1-3 years of college 

Proportion of persons over 25 
with B.A. 

Proportion of households with 
no autos 

Proportion of housing with 
occupancy greater then 1.01 per room 

Proportion of female heads of house­
hold with children below poverty level 

Proportion of counties with high 
delinquency referral rates** 

Low Med. High 

45(20) 26.9(26) 4.8(21) 

44(25) 22.2(27) 0(15) 

48(25) 16.1(31) O(ll) 

38.1(21) 37.5(24) 0(22) 

21. 7(23) 30(20) 25 (2 /1) 

4.3(23) 34.8(23) 38.1(21) 

0(21) 31. 3 (32) 50 (14) 

25(24) 23.8(21) 27.3(22) 

0(22) 22.7(22) 52.2(23) 

4.2(24) 28.6(21) 45.5(22) 

Low Med. low Med. high 

29.4(17) 41.2(17) 25 (16) 

Low 

36.1(36) 12.9(31) 

28.6(49) 16.7(18) 

High 

5.9(17) 

*High referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

**Number in parentheses show N on which percentage is based. 

Note: 
The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an analysis 

of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 

---....,.---------"'. 
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Table 6 

Social Class Characteristics of High CINS Referral Counties* 

Proportion of juveniles in families 
below poverty level 

Proportion of families with 
children on public welfare 

Proportion of families with 
children below poverty level 

Proportion of families with 
incomes under: $5000 

Proportion of owner-occupied 
housing valued at less than $10,000 

Proportion of rental units 
lower than $60 

Proport ion of families with 
incomes over $15,000 

Proportion of rental units 
more than $150 

Proportion of persons over 25 
with 1-3 years of college 

Proportion of persons over 25 
with B.A. 

Proportion of households w'ith . 
no autos 

Proportion of housing with 
occupancy greater than 1.01 per room 

Proportion of female heads of house-
hold with children below poverty level 

Proportion of counties with high 
CINS referral rates** 

Low Hed. High 
10(20) 34.6(26) 28.6(21) 

24(25) 29.6(27) 20(15) 

24(25) 25.8(31) 27.3(11) 

9.5(21) 37.5(24) 27.3(22) 

26.1(23) 35(20) 16.7(24) 

21. 7 (23) 39.1(23) 14.3(21) 

33.3(21) 31. 3(32) 0(14) 

8.3(24) 42.9(21) 27.3(22) 

27.3(22) 31.8(22) 17.4(23) 

25(24) 33.3(21) 18.2(22) 

Low Med 10"7 Med. high 

35.3(17) 17.6(17) 25(16) 

Low Hig~ 

25(36) 25.8(31) 

30.6(49) 11.1(18) 

High 

23.5(17) 

*High referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

**Numbers in parentheses show N on which percentage is based. 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an analysis 

of the range and distribution pattern for that va~iable. 



(13) 

Table 7 

Family Patterns and Referral Rates 

Proportion of female headed 
households with juveniles 

Proportion of population 
divorced or separated 

Proportion of mothers with 
children 6-17 who are employed 

Proportion of children under 18 
without 1 parent 

Proportion of children under 18 
without both parents 

Fertility rate for married 
females 25-44 years of age 

**Sig. at .001 level 

Correlation Coc" 

Delinquency 
referral rates 

-.0023 

-.0955 

-.1333 

.1522 

-.1664 

-.3960** 

(14) 

delinquency referral rate. While the other relationships are not statistically 

significant,it might be noted that the direction of the relationship between 

proportion of children without one parent and referral rates (both delinquency 

and GINS) is positive. That is, that the higher the proportion. of children with-

out one parent, the higher the referral rate. However, the relation is inverse 

'for proportion of children without both parents and referral for delinquency of-

fenses. The relationship between proportion of mothers employed and referral 

rates is also negative; that is, the higher the proportion of mothers who 'i'lork, 

the lower the referral rate. 

Tables 8 and 9 (pages 15 and 16, respectively) provide the percentages with 

high referral rates (for delinquency and GINS offenses, respectively) in the v.ari-

ous categories of family variables. Although for the most part these relationships 

were not strong enough to be statistically significant, it is nevertheless worth 

noting that the relationship bet,.;reen delinquency referral rates and proportion 

of female headed hou.seholds with juveniles is positive. So is that betwee.n de-

linquency referral rates and proportion divorced or separated and proportion with-

out one parent. This positive pattern appears onl~ for those counties with high 

referral rates; for a:l counties, the relations w'ere inverse for the most part. 

Those counties with high CINS referral rates also show a positive relation-

ship between these rates and proportion divorced or separated. Again, this pat-

tern does not hold when all counties were considered. 

School patterns and referral rates. 

The final set of statewide variables to be related to DYS referral rates have 

to do with the school system. Like social class composition of community and 

family patterns" one might reasonably expect juvenile misbehavior to be affected 

by school patterns since the school is such a dominant institution in the lives 

of juveniles. 

The variables listed in TaLle 10 (page 17) (compiled from the Census tapes 
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Table 8 

Family Patterns of High Delinquency Referral Gounties* 

Family 
variables 

Proportion of female headed 
households with juveniles 

Proportion of population 
divorced or separated 

Proportion of mothers with 
children 6-17 who are employed 

Proportion of children under 18 
without 1 parent 

Proportion of children under 
18 without both parents 

Fertility rate for married 
females 25-44 years of age 

Proportion of counties with high 
delinquency r~f~rral rates** 

Low 

18.2(22) 

12.5(24) 

21.7(23) 

15.4(26) 

38.5(26) 

Lo~v 

29.2(24) 

25.9(27) 

40.9(22) 

28.6(21) 

21. 7 (23) 

High 

28.6(21) 

43.8(16) 

13.6(22) 

35(20) 

11.1(18) 

Med. low Med. hi8£ 

47.1(17) 29.4(17) 18.8(16) 5.9(17) 

*High referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

**Numbers in parentheses sho\v N on which percentage is based. 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an 

analysis of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 
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Table 9 

Family Patterns of High GINS Referral Gounties* 

Family 
variables 

Proportion of counties with high 
·GINS referral rates** 

Proportion of female headed 
households with juveniles 

Proportion of population 
divorced or separated 

Proportion of mothers with 
children 6-17 who are employed 

Proportion of children under 18 
without 1 parent 

Proportion of children under J.8 
without hoth parents 

Fertility rate for married 
females 25-44 years of age 

Low _Med. High 

22.7(22) 35.5(24) 14.3(21) 

20.8(24) 25.9(27) 31. 3(16) 

26 ... 1(23) 18.2(22) 31. 8(22) 

15.4(26) 28.6(21) 35(20) 

J.9 .2(26) 43.5(23) 11.1 (18) 

LO\v Ned. low Med. low 

17.6(17) 23.5(17) 37.5(17) 23.5(17) 

. quartile of referral rates. *High referral counti~s are those in approx~ate upper 

h t is based. **Numbers in parentheses show N on whic percen age 

Note: 

for each variable was based on an analysis The decisions on number of categories 

of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 
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Table 10 

School Patterns and Referral Rates 

Proportion of persons age 14-15 in school 

Proportion of persons age 16-17 in school 

Estimated absenteeism rate in 
grades 7-9, 1972-73 

Estimated absenteeism rate in 
grades 10-12, 1972-73 

Proportion of students in grades 
7-9 promoted in 1972-73 

Proportion of students in grades 
10-12 promoted in 1972-73 

Proportion of high school gl:aduates 
~lho did not continue their education 
i.n 1972-73 

*Significant at .05 level 

**Significant at .01 level 

***Si~nificant at .005 level 

Correlation Coefficients 

Delinquency CINS 
referral rates referral 

-.0750 -.1548 

.0354 .0186 

.3205* .0232 

.1225 .0293 

.1724 -.0499 

-.1672 .0091 

-.5412*** -.2842** 
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and from Florida Department of Education publications) show few significant rela-

tionships with referral rates. The strongest relationships are between referral 

rates and proportion of graduating seniors who continued their education. However, 

rates 
contral? to common sense predictions, this relation is inverse. That is, the 

higher the proportion who did not continue their education, the lower the propor-

tion of juveniles referred to DYS. This relation is stronger for delinquency re-

ferral rates than CINS referral rates. The only other significant relationship in 

Table 10 is that between delinquency referral rates and absenteeism of students in 

grades 7-9. As one might expect, the higher the absentee rate, the higHer the pro-

portion of delinquency referrals. None of the remaining variables is significantly 

related to referral rates, whether delinquency or CINS. 

These school patterns were also cross-tabulated with delinquency and CINS re-

ferral rates, and a portion of the results is presented in Tables 11 and 12 (pages 

19 and 20, for delinquency and CINS rates, respectively). The proportions shown 

are generally consistent with the relationships in Table 10. For example, over half 

(57.9%) of the counties in which relatively few high school seniors did not continue 

their education had high delinquency referral rates, while only 6.3% of the counties 

where a high proportion did not continue had high delinquency referral rates. Hhile 

the percentage differences are not as marked for CINS referral rates, the pattern 

is the same. 

Hith respect to absentee rates in grades 7-9, almost 14 % of the counties with 

low absentee rates had high delinquency referral rates, while almost 39% of the coun-

ties with high absentee rates had high delinquency referral rates. There is practi-

cally no difference with CINS rates, h~wever. It might also be noted from Table 11 

that the same positive relationship between absences and delinquency referrals is 

evident for students in grades 10-12, although it is not strong enough to be sta-

tistically significant. One other relationship from Table 12, not statistically 
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Table 11 

School Patterns of High Delinquency Referral Counties* 

School Patterns 

Proportion of persons age 
14-15 in school 

Estimated school absentee 
rates in grades 7-9,1972-73 

Proportion of students 1~ grades 
7-9 promoted in 1972-73 

Proportion of students in grades 
10-12 promoted in 1972-73 

Estimated school absentee rates 
in grades 10-12, 1972-73 

Proportion of high school graduates 
who did not continue their education 
in 1972-73 

Proportion of persons age 
16-17 in school 

Proportion of counties with high 
delinquency referral rates** 

Low High 

20.8(24) 27.9(43) 

13.9(36) 38.7(31) 

25(32) 15.7(35) 

29 (31) 22.2(36) 

Low Hed. High 

8(25) 34.5(29) 38.5(13) 

57.9(19) 15.6(32) 6.3(16) 

Hed. low 

13.3(15) 33.3(15) 23.1(13) 

*High referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referral rates. 

**Numbers in parentheses show N on which percentage is based. 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an 

analysis of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 
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Table 12 

School Patterns of High CINS Referral COllnties* 

School Patterns 

Proportion of persons age 
14-15 in school 

Estimated school absentee rates 
in grades 7-9, 1972-73 

Proportion of students in grades 
7-9 promoted in 1972-73 

Proportion of students in grades 
10-12 promoted in 1972-73 

Estimated sche,::-l absentee rates 
in gradeslO-12, 1972-73 

Proportion of high school graduates 
who did not continue their education 
in 1972-73 

Proportion of persons age 
16-17 ,in school 

Proportion of Counties with high 
_CINS referral rates'~* 

Low High 

20.8(24) 27.9(43) 

25(36) 25.8(31) 

25(32) 25.7(35) 

35.5(31) 16.7(36) 

Low Hed. 

20(25) 34.5(29) 15.4(13) 

31. 6 (19) 25 (32) 18.8(16) 

Low ,Med. low Med. high 

26.7(15) 33.3(15) 12.5(24) 38.5(13) 

*High'referral counties are those in approximate upper quartile of referra~ rates. 

**Nuf,lbers in parentheses show N on ~vhich percentage is based. 

Note: 

The decisions on number of categories for each variable was based on an analysis 

of the range and distribution pattern for that variable. 
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significant but worth noting anyway, is that br.~tween promotion of students in grades 

lO-l~ and CINS referrals. \fuere promotion rates are low, the proportion of counties 

with high CINS referrals is twice that of counties i"here promotion ratp.s are high 

(35.5% vs. 16.7%). 

Control variable analysis. 

For all of the county characteristics discussed above, the relationships with 

referral rates mayor may not be genuine relationships. It is possible, for example, 

that the strong relationships shown between several demographic and social class 

variables and referral rates are due to the influence of some other factor, in which 

case the relationship shown would be spurious. Similarly, the lack of many signi­

ficant relationships with family patterns or school factors ma..y be due to the mask­

ing influence of some other factor. The analysis in this section will re-examine 

several of the relationships presented earlier vlhile controlling for the effects 

of other potentially relevant factors. If the relationships a.re not changed dras­

tically as a result of introducing controls, this will strengthen the authenticity 

of the relationship. 

The relationship between some selected demographic variables and referral rates 

with controls is sho,vu in Table 13 (page 22). The first r(1," presents the relation­

ships without controls. The control variables are listed in the left margin. To 

determine the effect of each of these contruls on the original relationship, the 

correlations at the top of each column can be compared with the appropriate cor­

relations listed below. 

Among the demographic variables significantly related to referral rates are 

Some which reflect the size of the county (~.g. percent urban and density) and others 

which reflect extent of community growth (e.g. net migration and proportion of pop­

ulation who moved to Florida). Since size and growth may themselves be related, we 

need to control for each while looking at the other's relation to referral rates. 

Table 13 shows that the relation between percent urban and delinquency referral rates 



Control Variables 

NONE 

Other Demographic controls 

Percent urban 
Density 
Net migration 
Proportion Florida born 
Proportion moved since 

1969 

Social Class controls 

Families with Children on 
welfare 
Juveniles below poverty 
level 
Families with less than 
$15,000 
Families with more than 
$15~000 
Persons with college 
degree 

Family Pattern controls 

Female-headed households 
rroportion divorced or 
separated 
Hothers employed 
Fertility 

School controls 

9th grade absenteeism 
12th grade absenteeism 
Proportion not continuing 
education 

"* 5 ;J111'( I t. ~t j \"f' ,'~- • v·: .... (t.: '- :.: L 

* :- .) I 1'\ i ,'. ~ ~ "C ;~ r "l .. J t'( \. C \~ 
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Table 13 

Demographic Variables Related to Referral Rates 

Percent urban 
Delinq. CINS 
.54*** .10 

.47*** 

.15 
.09 

-.02 

.06 

.32* .04 

.25, .28 

.36*** .09 

.56*** .10 

. 54*~~* .11 

.53*** .10 
• 42'~'~ .1S 

.53*** .10 

.53*** .10 

-.07 

Density 
Delinq. CINS 
.22* -.01 

.17 

.15 

.22* 

.08 

.05 

.08 

.03 

.12 

.22* 

.21* 

.07 

.21 

.21* 

.06 

-.02 
-.02 

-.02 

-.04 

.02 

.07 

.03 

-.03 

-.01 

-.01 
-.02 
-.01 

-.02 
-.01 

-.ll 

. I 

Net Higration 
Delinq. CINS 
.49·H'~ .05 

.41*** 

.48*** 
,--

.02 

.05 

.31** .12 

.42*** .12 

.34** .11 

• 5Si~*'>'( .07 

.48*** .02 

. Lf9*** .05 

.39*** .06 

.47*)'(* 

.49*** 
.05 
.05 

.39M~~ -.05 

~roportion Florida born 
Delinq. CINS 
-.70*** -.19 

-.5S*** -.16 
-.69*** -.21* 

-.Sl*** -.lS 

-.60*** -.38*** 

-.63*** -.35** 

-.57*** -.31** 

-.62*** -.18 

-.70*** -.19 

-.70*** -.17 
-.70*** -.18 
-.6St.** -.2ll* 

-.70*** -.19 
-.70*** -.19 

-.58*** -.04 
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is consistently reduced by the introduction of social class control variables. How-

ever, the relations continue to be significant. However, the inverse relation be-

tween proportion Florida born and CINS referrals increases with three social class 

control variables, representing both lower class and upper class controls (-.19 vs. 

-.38, -.35, and -.31). Thi3 strengthens the relevance of proportion Florida born as 

a variable inversely related to referral rates. Also, the relation between CINS re-

ferrals and percent urban increases with several social class variables, controlled 

and in one case becomes statistically significant. Hhile it is not entirely clear 

why these changes occur differently for delinquency referrals and CINS referrals, 

it may be that in high referral counties the relative importance of delinquency vs. 

CINS referrals is somehow related to social class. This could be a result of dif-

ferences in the type of delinquency behavior in "middle class" vs. "lower class" 

counties. The controls for family patterns and school experiences result-in very 

little change in the original relationships between the demographic variables and 

referral rates. 

Table 14 (page 24) shows the effect of several control variables on the rela-

tionship between some selected social class variables and referral rates. Overall, 

the result.s appear to be comparable to those in Table 13. Controlling for demogra-

phic variables reduces some~hat the relationships between delinquency referrals and 

social class variables and increases in some cases the relationships between CINS 

referrals and social class. (Many of the relations with CINS rates continue to be 

low, however.) Family patterns and school controls have no significant effect on 

the original relationships except for fertility. This is due to the inverse rela-

tion between fertility and social class. 

We also re-examined the relationship between the family patterns and school 

• experiences with controls for the various demographic and social class variables. 

However, the results do not differ substantially from the analysis without controls 

so the tables will not be presented or discussed further. 
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Table 14 

Social Class Variables Related to Referral Rates 

Families with Juveniles Families with less Families with more Persons with 
Control Variables children on welfare below Eovert:z than $.5000 income than $15000 income college degree 

Delinq. CINS Delinq. CINS Delinq. CINS Delinq. CINS Delinq. CINS 

NONE -.56*** -.13 -.47*** .08 -.39**)'r .19 .51*** -.10 .44*** .06 

Demographic controls 

Percent prban -.37*)h~ -.08 -.20 .19 --.02 .39*** .18 -.28* .13 -.01 
Density -.54*** -.14 -.42*** .08 -'.34** .20* .47*** -.10 .41*** .06 
Net migration -. 38*'~* -.12 -. 25*)~ .14 -.29** .22* .37*** -.14 .34** .04 
Proportion Fla. born -.01 .04 .12 .34*)'< -.02 • 3 6*)~ .16 -.27** .15 -.04 
Proportion moved since 

1969 -.49*** .06 -.36''<* .21** -.28** • 3l*1t .44*** -.17 .35** .002 
Proportion in agriculture -.54*** -.13 -. 39)~** .10 -.30** .23* .44*** -.11 .36** .07 
Proportion retired -.50*** -.06 ,-.45*** .11 -.57)'<** .15 . 59*'~* -.08 .49*** .07 

Family Pattern controls 

Female-headed households -.57*** -.13 -.47*it* .08 -.41*** .20* .52*** -.10 .45*** .06 
Proportion divorced 

or separated -.56*** -.10 -.47*'k* .08 -.41*** .17 .52*** -.09 .43~** .03 
Mothers employed -.56*** -.12 -.45*-/0'< .10 -,38)'0'0'< .21* .51*** -.11 .44*** .06 
Fertility -.47*** -,15 -.30** .13 -.21* .25* .38*** -.13 .28* .08 

School controls 

9th grade absenteeism -.53*** -.13 -.44*** .09 -.37*** .20 .51*** -.10 .48*** .06 
12th grade absenteeism -.55*** -.12 -.45*** .09 -.38*** .21* .50*** -.10 • 43**+: .05 
Proportion not continuing 

education -.49*** -.04 -.28** .26* .22rc .36*** .34** -.28* .25* -.09 

*Significant at .05 level 

**Significant at .01 level 

***Significant at .001 level 
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Summary of statewide analysis. 

The results of our statewide analysis enable us to construct a profile of the 

types of counties where referral rates are high. In terms of demographic character­

istics, the high referral counties tend to have a low proportion of native Floridans, 

a low proportion of persons whose residences have remained stable over a long period 

of time, a low proportion of single family dwellings, and a low proportion of the 

population engaged in agriculture. They have a high proportion of inhabitants who 

moved into their communities from outside Florida and live in urban areas, with high 

density, and with a fairly high proportion retired. 

The social class composition of the counties with high referral rates appears 

to be solidly middle class rather than lower class. High referral counties have a 

low proportion of inhabitants on welfare, a low percentage of families with children 

below the poverty level, a low proportion earning less than $5000 per year, a low 

proportion of families with no automobiles, and a low proportion of over-crOivcled hous­

ing. Further, these high referral counties have a large proportion of families earn­

ing more than $15,000 per year and of individuals with a college education. Somewhat 

inconsistent with this pattern is the fact that high referral counties also have a 

high proportion of housing which is lOvl cost rental housing. 

Hardly any of the family variables for which we were able to obtain measures 

were significru1tly related to referral rates. There is a significant inverse rela­

tion between fertility rates and delinquency referrals; that is, the higher the fer­

tility rates, the lower the referral rate. This is consistent with the social class 

analysis, since fertility rates are generally lower in the middle class than the 

lower class. Although the other family variables were not statistically significant 

in their relation to referral rates, it is nevertheless worth noting that proportion 

of employed mothers is inversely related to referral rates (that is, the larger the 

proportion employed, the lower the referral rate). 

Finally, with respect to school patterns, the high referral counties are counties 

(26) 

in which the proportion of young people who did not continue their education be­

yond high school is low. In other words, in counties where a large proportion 

of young people continue their education referral rates are high. Again, this 

is consistent with the social class analysis, since middle class young people 

are more likely to continue their education beyond high school than lower class. 

Somewhat inconsistent with this, however, is the fact that 7th through 9th grade 

absentee rates are positively related to delinquency referral rates. 

In short, then, high referral counties appear to be relatively affluent coun­

ties. They are urban and rapidly growing and have a high proportion of mobile 

families. This pattern emerges much more clearly from analysis of delinquency 

referrals than CINS referrals. 

It is important to point that the conclusions reached above regarding the 

social class composition of high referral counties should not be taken to imply 

that the juvenile misbehavior which leads to high referral rates is necessarily 

committed by the affluent and mobile newcomers to the community. The conclusions 

reached here have to do with county composition, not individual or family class 

level. In fact, it may be that the delinquency is committed by the lower-class 

people living in these communities, 

Nevertheless, the contrast between the conclusions dra~rn from our statelvide 

analysis and those of previous studies of delinquency differ markedly. Host 

studies show that delinquent behavior, particularly as reflected in official 

statistics, is predominantly a phenomenon of lower class communities. Some 

possible explanations for this discrepancy, and policy implications, will be 

suggested in the final part of this report. 
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Law Enforcement in Selected Counties 

The next stage of this study involved selecting a sample of counties for field 

work. The primary focus of our field investigations was with the police and sheriffs' 

departments, since the decisions made by these agents of social control should be 

expected to determine to a significant degree the number of juvenile referrals to 

DYS Intake Counsellors. 

The primary factor considered in selection of sample counties was the relative 

proportion of the juvenile population referred to DYS. Specifically, it was deci-

ded to select counties with high, moderate, and low referral rates so as to provide 

a meaningful basis for comparison. In addition, an effort was made to select coun-

ties which varied in terms of other significant factors, such as size, region, and 

so on, again ror purposes of comparison. The counties selected, ranked from high 

to low in referral rates, are as follows: Sarasota, Hillsborough, Duval, B~y, 

Broward, Brevard, Polk, and Highlands. These represent 6 of the DYS regions as 

well as the major geographical sectio~s of the state. Also, these counties provide 

a good cross-section of size categories, with 1972 population ranging from 36,245 

in Highlands Count.y to 722,659 in Broward County. 

Wi~hin each county, the sheriff's department as well as the police department 

of the largest municipality '"ere selected for study. In addition, other municipal 

police departments '''hich reflected the same demographic patterns as the county as 

a whole were selected (to the extent feasible), with the only limitation being that 

police departments with fewer than 10 officers were excluded. The table on the fol-

lowing page lists the counties selected, the municipalities within each county, and 

several salient characteristics of each. 

Field work in the target comnlunities was initiated by a phone call to the police 

chief or sheriff to schedule an interview. For departments with juvenile officers 

or a juvenile division, the officer in charge of this division was also interviewed. 

At the time of the interview, arrangements were made to distribute the Pa.trolmen's 
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Questionnaire to a sample of the patrolmen in the Department. Copies of the inter­

view schedule for Police Chiefs and of the Patrolmen's Questionnaire are included 

in the appendix to this report. 

The number of Patrolmen's Questionnaires dist·ributed in each department varied 

according to the department's size. The sampling ratio desired ranged from nearly 

100% of the patrolmen or deputies in the smaller departments to 33% in the larger 

ones. However, the lilnited resources available did not make adequate follow-up 

feaSible, so the final sample obtained was considerably less than that desired. 

Usable questionnaires were completed by a total of 418 patrolmen, with county to­

tals ranging from 16 in Brevard County to 171 in Hillsborough County. These ques­

tionnaires, together with 26 personal interviews conducted with police chiefs and 

sheriffs (or their assistants) and with juvenile officers, constitute the pri.mary 

data on which our analysis in this section is based. 

It must be borne in mind that the high and unevenly distributed non-response 

rate limits the representativeness of our sample and introduces possible bias into 

our data. For example, one might reasonably assume that those patrolmen who agreed 

to complete the questionnaire are less negative in their attitudes toward DYS than 

those who refused, since they were all aware that the study was sponsored by DYS. 

Such biases can be pa.rtial1y offset by comparing the questionnaire responses of 

patrolmen with the information provided in the personal interviews. Even so, thIs 

study should be regarded as exploratory in nature. 

As noted earlier, the sample counties were deliberately selected to represent 

a wide range of DYS referral rates. Our basic strategy will be to compare high re­

ferral counties with low referral counties to see if there are systematic differences 

in police policies, operating practices or attitudes. Specifically, we shall 

focus on t~ questions: (1) Do the law enforcement agencies of high referral and 

low referral counties differ in their organizational policies or practical decisions 

on referrals? (2) Do the basic attitudes and orientations of officers toward 

youth, the law, DYS, and related matters, differ in high referral vs. low referral 

counties? To answer these questions, we shall focus first on the organizational 

policies as revealed in the lnterviews with agency heads. Second, we shall deal 

with the practices and the attitudes of the patrolmen as revealed in the question­

naire responses. 

Organizational Policy Differences: A Comparative Analysis 

High referral counties. 

The counties selected as high referral counties include Sarasota, Hillsborough, 

Duval, and Bay. Information was gathered from 81mV' enforcement agencies in these 

counties, lncluding (in all cases but 1) the sheriff's department and the police 

department of the largest city. The one exception was Duval County, where almost 

the entire county is included in the corporate llmits of Jacksonville. The infor­

mation obtained through personal interviews will not be linked with specific de­

partments in our discussion in order to protect the anonymity of respondents and 

confidentiality of their responses. 

Based on the information provided by agency heads (or their assistants), 

there appears to be conside.rab1e heterogeneity in referral policies. Some depart­

ments (typically sheriffs' departments with large rural areas to cover) refer only 

10 to 15 percent of the juveniles which come to the attention of officers for mis­

behavior. In the 8 agencies being considered, 4 routinely refer almost all cases, 

and 2 more refer well over half. In those departments where not all are routinely 

referred, the decision on whether to refer is determined most often by the serious­

ness of the offense. For example, felonies are almost always referred. In some 

cases, narcotics offenses, larceny and trespassing are also referred. The referral 

decision is sometimes based also on consideration of the juvenile's home environ­

ment. In one county" CINS offenses are referred to school authorities. 

Police officers serve as intermediaries between the public and DYS officials. 

Thus, it is worth noting that all of the agency representdtives interviewed in the 

high referral counties perceived that the public would like to see juvenile behavior 
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controlled more closely than it is. Also, 6 of the 8 law enforcement agency spokes-

men reported diffic~lties in their relations with DYS. Poor communication was blamed 

in some cases, while others felt that a juvenile brought to DYS should be retained 

until the hearing. Examples were often cited of juveniles brought in for serious 

offenses who were released within a short time by DYS. This undermines the author-

ity of the police and gives juveniles the impression that the law can be broken 

with impunity. Police morale obviously suffers thereby, but even more important, 

the social control system of the community loses its effectiveness. 

Hoderate and low referral counties. 

The moderate and low referral counties selected for field work include: Brmvard, 

Brevard, Polk, and Highlands. There were. 16 different departments from which data 

were obtained, again including the sherif.fls office and the police department of 

the largest city in each county. 

Like the high referral cOllllties, the moderate and low referral counties also 

exhibited considerable heterogeneity in their referral policies. However, it ap-

pears that only two of these 16 departments routinely refer almost all juveniles 

contacted for misbehavior to DYS, although several others almost ah~ays fot1l1ard 

a "for information only" report. At the other extreme, in two departments referral 

to DYS is used only as a last resort. One of these departments has a juvenile of­

ficer who is extremely effective in working \vith juveniles, even to the point of 

assisting DYS counsel2.ors because parents request that he work with their children. 

Five other departments also make very few referrals (perhaps 10%), with release 

to parents mentioned as a typical strategy. 

In between these policy extremes of routine referral of all cases and refer-

ral only as a last resort, other departments make the decision on whether to refer 

on the basis of the nature of the case. The most frequently mentioned factor taken 

into consideration is the seriousness of the offense. Felonies are generally refer­

red. Crime5 of violence or against persons were also mentioned as requiring refer-

ral. Misdemeanors may be referred or not, depending on such factors as age and 
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attitude of the child, cooperativeness of par.ents, and prior record of juvenile. 

C~NS offenses appear to be rarely referred. Several departments in these moderate 

and low referral counties deliberately give their officers considerable discretion 

to make an appropriate decision based on the circumstances of the case. An effort 

is seemingly made in these flexible departments to "give the kids a break" by not 

referring unless the juvenile's behavior or attitude is such that there is a com-

pelling need to refer. 
I 

To what extent do the referral policies of these moderate and low referral 

counties reflect community attitudes of tolerance toward juvenile misbehavior? 

As was the case with the high referral counties, a majority of the agency spokes-

men reported that the public would like to see juvenile behavior controlled more 

strictly. However, while all 8 of the agency spokesmen in the high referral counties 

indicated this, there \vere some exceptions in the moderate and low referral counties. 

Specifically, for 5 of the 16 agencies in these counties, their representatives did 

not feel that the public wanted juveniles controlled more closely. In both of the 

departments where referrals are made only as a last resort, the public was per-

ceived as not wishing juvenile behavior controlled more strictly. While these dif-

ferel').ces are not conclusive, they nevertheless are suggestive of the role that 

public attitudes may have on law enforcement agency referral policies. 

Reported relations with DYS also vary in these moderate and low referral 

counties. On the whole DYS relations it~ these counties appear to be better than 

in the low referral counties. While 6 of the 8 departments in the high referral 

counties reportee strained relations, only 3 of 16 departments in the moderate 

and low referral counties reported strained relations with DYS. Perceived reasons 

for the diffic~lties with DYS are that DYS has too much discretion in handling 

• juveniles and often releases juveniles too quickly. In spite of these problems, 

several of the departments in these counties reported "very good t or"excellent" 

re:ations with DYS. The contrast with the high referral counties is striking. 
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In sum, the information obtained 
from the law enforcement agency heads sug-

gests that in high referral counties, ' 
routlne referral of all juveniles is more 

common than in mode~at~ and ,. low referral counties. 
In the moderate and low re-

ferral counties, by way f 
o contrast, there is more likely b to e a policy of en-

couraging officers to exercise discretion , and to refrain from making a referral 
unless there is a compelling reason. Of course 0 Ii' , ur mlted data base does not 
permit a firm conclusion of this kind 

, and there are exceptions to the pattern 
described. N h 1 evert e ess, our results 

are suggestive, and point to the need for 
further research. 

Of course, official poli ' 
cles, as articulated by agency heads, are not neces-

sarily mirrored in the 1 
aay-by-day practices of the patrolnlen 

on the street. Ac-

cordingly, we turn now to a descriptive analysis of the practl'ces and 
attitudes 

of our sample of patrolmen in h 
t e selected departments as revealed l'n h t eir ques-

tionnaire responses. 
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Patrolmens' Criteria for Referral: A Comparative Analysis 

In looking at t,he day to day activities of patrolmen it should be noted first 

of all that dealing with juveniles appears to occupy a very small part of patrol-

mens' time. Almost 85 percent of the patr.olmen reported contacting less than 6 

juveniles per working day. Although the most frequent juvenile contact was re-

ported in the county with the highest referral rates, for all counties the rela-

tionship between referral rates and numb.er of juveniles contacted was only slightly 

positive and not statistically significant. 

Of th= juveniles ",ho do come to police officers I attention for misbehavior, 

it appears that the pattern of their decisions is not at all related to the pat-

tern of referral rates characteristic of the county as a whole. Officers were 

asked to indicate the proportion of juveniles they dealt with in each of the fol-

10\07ing ways: (1) warning and release, (2) warning and taken home to parents, 

(3) referral to prevention program or social service agency, and (4) referral to 

DYS Intake. Their responses to these options were then ranked, with a rank of 

9 arbitrarily assigned if an option was not used at all. Mean rank scores were 

then computed for each county separately, and the results are presented in Table 

16', If the decisions of indiv.idual officers were consistent with the county-\vide 

referral rates, we should expect the mean ranks in the 4th row ("Referred to DYSI!) 

to shift systematically from high to low (i.e., from a low score, indicating a high 

rank, to a high rank score) as we move from left to right acrosu the table. Cor-

respondingly, the ranks for the other three options should reflect a.n opposite pat-

tern. However, this is not the case. The mean ranks shift erratically and reveal 

no clear pattern, 

We also grouped the counties into high referral counties and low referral 

counties and then cross-classified the rank scores with the resulting two groups 

of counties. Again, the findings were inconclusive, and the relationship was not 

statistically significant. It should be pointed out, however, that in the overall 
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Decision 

Warning and release 
Warning and taken home 

to parents 
Referred to prevention 
program or service 

agency 
Referred to DYS 

N~:* 

Table 16 

Mean Ranks of Alternative Decisions regarding Juvenile Cases by County* 
(on scale of 1 to 5) 

County 
(Arrayed from high to low DYS referral rates2 

Overall High Low 
mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

4.53 4.5 4.6 4.0 4.9 l~. 4 5.4 6.1 2.6 

4.32 3.7 4.6 3.3 6.0 4.4 4.3 3.6 4.7 

7.22 6.9 7.2 7.6 '7.4 7.2 6.7 7.5 6.1 
5.74 6.5 5.9 6.3 3.6 5.8 4.4 6.1 4.4 
409 38 165 LlO 21 76 . 16 32 21 

*Low number indicates relatively high rank for a particular decision. 

**N's may vary slightly for individual items due to non-response to some items. 

sample slightly over half of the patrolmen did not report making any referrals at 

all to DYS. Further, in response to a question on the number referred to DYS each 

week, 90 percent of the respondents indicated that they refer less than 3. 

Even though each individual patrolman may make relatively few referrals to 

DYS, the total number referred in a county may still be considerable. Thus it is 

important to learn what kinds of juvenile misbehavior are likely to lead to a re-

ferral. Tbe patrolmen in our sample ·..,ere asked to indicate whether they 'Ylo..lld or 

would not take a juvenile to DYS Intake in each of 12 specified situations. Their 

responses to a selected set of these conditions is portrayed in Table 17, broken 

down by county. 

The results show that patrolmen's referral decisions do not appear to vary 

systematically by county. While there is considerable heterogeneity between coun-

ties, it is not the case that patrolmen in high referral counties consistently 

follow stricter referral policies, at least according to their reports. (This 

is evident from the data in that the county scores do not systematically decline 

from the left to the right of each row.) It is clear that more serious offenses 

(felonies and distributing narcotics) are referred more consistently than less 

serious offenses (misdemeanors and CINS offenses), but beyond this there does not 

seem to be a consistent pattern. 

This same lack of systematic variation by county is also evident in patrol-

men's rating of the importance of several factors in influencing their decisions 

regarding juvenile cases. Patrolmen were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale 

how important each of 9 different factors was in influencing their decisions 

(ranging from "always very important" to "never important"). Their responses 

concerning a selected set of factors are su~narized in Table 18. 

Again, if the importance of these various factors in influencing patrolmen's 

decisions varied systematically according to county referral rate, we should ex~ 

pect the mean rating scores to change consistently across each row. Inspection 
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Table 17 

~onditions for Taking Juvenile to DYS by County 
(Mean scores on 0 to 1 scale)* 

County 
(Arrayed from hi h to low DYS referral rates) 

Overall Hi&h Low 
Conditions mean I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Non-violent felony .77 .71 .79 .90 .90 .73 .87 .56 .78 
Misdemeanor .19 .05 .16 .20 .62 .12 .lf4 .31 .17 
Juvenile offense 

(CINS) .27 .15 .22 .20 .57 .25 .69 .22 .56 
Uncooperative attitude .57 .50 .50 .50 .36 .50 .40 .51 .49 
Aggressiveness .37 .37 .33 .40 .62 .31 .62 .25 .50 
Smokes mariuana .32 .16 .30 .30 .70 .23 .81 .31 .43 
Distributes narcotics .74 .71 .70 .77 .90 .69 1.0 .75 .83 
Incapable or uncooperative 

parents .82 .82 .80 .85 .86 .83 .81 .75 .91 
N** 414 38 169 40 21 75 16 32 23 

*A score of "0" ~"ould mean no officers would refer juveniles for the reason indicated; 
a "I" would indicate that all of them would. 

**N's may vary slightly for individual items due to non-responses to some items. 

(38) 

Table 18 

Relative Importance of Selected Discretionary Factors by County** 
(mean scores on 1 to 5 scale)* 

County 
~Arrayed from high to low DYS referral rates2 

Discretionary Overall High Low 
Factors Hean I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Juvenilels attitude 1. 72 1.54 1. 96 1.42 1. 37 1. 49 1. 37 2.0 1.57 
Seriousness of offense 1. 27 1.05 1. 35 1.17 1.10 1. 38 1.06 1.22 1.30 
Time of day 3.32 3.24 3.39 2.78 2.95 3.45 3.18 4.03 3.0 
Alone or with others 3.16 3.10 3.22 3.10 2.84 3.llf 3.0 3.32 3.17 
Type of neighborhood 3.39 3.29 3.46 3.25 2.95 3.51 3.06 3.45 3.48 
Age of juvenile 1. 99 1. 95 2.0 . 1.90 1. 74 2.25 1.47 1.90 1. 87 
Sex of juvenile 3.42 3.39 3.46 3.42 3.10 3.36 2.81 3.97 3.30 
Family situation 1.96 1. 68 2.05 2.02 1. 63 1. 91 1.56 2.16 2.13 
Prior record 2.28 2.26 2.40 2.22 1. 47 2.37 2.25 2A 10 2.13 

N** 411 38 168 40 19 76 16 31 21 

*Ranked on 1 to 5 scale, with score of "I" indicating "always very important", and "5" 
indicating "never important". 

**N's may vary slightly for individual items due to non-responses to some items. 

, 
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of the table reveals that this is not the case. The only recognizable pattern in 

the table is based on comparison of the various factors themselves. For example, 

seriousness of offense is very important as a criterion in all counties while 

type of neighborhood is of much less importance. 

Comparison of PatroJ.mens' Beliefs and Attitudes 
in High Referral vs. Low Referral Counties 

Our original hypothesis 'vas that differences in referral rates between high 

referral counties and low referral counties might be related to differences in the 

perceptions and attitudes of individual patrolmen~ However, since the differences 

in patrolmen's referral decisions are not systematically related to county-wide 

differences in referral rates, it seems unlikely that we should find systematic 

differences in the perceptions and attitudes of individual officers in the dif-

ferent counties. Nevertheless, we examined differences in patrolmen's perceptions 

of seriousness of juvenile misbehavior problem, integration of police in the 

community, evaluations of relations with DYS, and some selected dimensions of 

authoritarianism, to see if any systematic differences between counties existed. 

As it turned out, few did, as we shall see briefly below. 
, 

Communit¥ orientations of patrolmen. 

Perception of seriousness of juvenile behavior problems was determined by 

asking patrolmen to indicate on a scale of 1 to 7 the extent to which (1) juvenile 

crime and (2) juvenile misbehavior other than crime were. a maj or problem in the 

community. Responses were summed, and the resulting distribution divided into 

high, medium, and low categories. These were then cross-tabulated with "high re-

ferral counties" vs. "moderate and low' referral counties". The resulting rela-

tionship was erratic and not statistically significant, indicating no significant , 

difference between counties in patrolmen's perceptions of extent of juvenile mis-

behavior proble.m 

Patrolmen in the different counties also did not vary significantly in their 
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closely. 

perceptions of the pUblic's desire 
to see juvenile misbehavior controlled more 

Mean scores 5 on a -point scale ( , f 
rang~ng rom "strongly disagree" to 

" strongly agree") for h t e eight counties d 
range from 3.6 to 4.0, indicating a 

tendency for the average patrolman 

see juvenile behavior 
to perceive that the public '~ould like to 

controlled much more closely". 
The county with the high­

est referral rate was t' d 

highest mean 
~e with the next to the lowest county 

in having the 
scores on this variable. Obviously rhe f , . re ore, perceptions of 

public. intolerance of juvenile misbehavior 

ferral rates. 
cannot account for differential re-

In spite of the lack of significant differences in 
patrolmen's perceptions 

of public attitudes, there appears to b 

the high referral counties to be less 
e a slight tendency for patrolmen in 

integrated ~nto the community. EVidttnce 

following two statements: 

for this Lons;sts f ~ 0 patrolmen's t 
ex ent of agreement or disagreement with the 

(1) IIFor the most part the police are respected in 
this community", and (2) 

IIPolicemenin this community 
don't differ greatly from 

others in the community in their 
attitudes and opinions b a out juvenile delin-

quency". Patrolmen responded to each item 
on a 5-point scale, ranging from 

"stro'ngly d' " ~sagree to "strongly agree" 
Responses were summed to provide a 

community integration scale, and the mean 

are shown in Table 19 below. 
scores on this scale for each county 

Community 
integration* 

N 

Overall 
mean 

7.0 
417 

Table 19 

Community Integration of Patrolmen by Count::z. 
(Mean s -core on scale of 2 to 10)*' 

.Q9unty 
(Arranged from high to low 

High 
1 

7.0 
38 

2 

6.7 
171 

3 

7.1 
40 

4 

6.6 
21 

5 

6.9 
76 

DYS referral rates) 

~ 
678 

7.4 
16 

7.7 
32 

7.4 
23 

*High score indicates high commun;ty , t 
~ ~n egration. 



(41) 

While the scores do not change consistentfy across the row, it is of in-

terest that three of the four lowest referral counties have mean scores above 

the overall mean. This suggests that patrolmen in low referral counties may be 

more highly integrated into their communities. 

In order to test: further this possibility, counties and community integra-

tion scores were grouped into low and high categories and then cross-tabulated. 

The results are presented in Table 20 below. While the relationship is not quite 

strong enough to be statistically significant (at the .05 level), the pattern sug-

gests that 1mi' referral counties are more likely to have high levels of iiltegra-

tion of patrolmen in the communj.ty than high referral counties (53.1 percent vs. 

43.7 percent respectively). 

Table 20 

County Referral Rates and Community Integration of Patrolmen 

County Referrals 

Community Low High 
integration 

Low 46.9(69) 56.3(152) 
High 53.1(78) 43.7(196) 

N. 147 270 

Chi-squc-re = 2.98; d£ = 1, not significant 

Relations with DYS. 

Next, we compare the different counties in terms of patrolmen's perceptions 

of their relations with DYS. Patrolmen were asked to indicate on a scale of 1 

to 5 (ranging from "very good" to "poor") the kind of working relationship they 

had with DYS. Hean scores for the eight counties are shown in Table 21 on page 42. 

While some differences are apparent, these do not vary systematically with 

county referral rates. However, when the counties are grouped into 2 categories 

based on referral rates, there is a tendency for the high referral counties to be 

characterized by more negative evaluations of DYS. (See Table 22 pg. 42.) For 

example, 20 percent of the patrolmen in the high referral counties had negative 
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evaluations of their relations with DYS, while ~ 8 a~most percent had these negative 

evaluations in the low referral counties. 

Overall 
mean 

Table 21 

Evaluation of Relationship with DYS by' County 
(Hean score on 1 to 5 scale)* 

County 
(Arranged from high to low DYS referral rates) 

High Low 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8-

Relation 
with DYS* 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.1 2.3 2.7 1.9 2.7 2.1 

N 412 38 168 40 21 75 16 31 23 

*1 = very good; 5 ::: poor 

Table 22 

County Referral Rates and Evaluation of Relations with DYS 

County Re£erra1s 
Evaluation of 

relation 'with DYS Low High 

Good 42.8(62) 40.1(107) 
Average 49.7(72) 39.3(105) 
Not good 7.6(11) 20.6(55) 

N 145 267 

Chi-square::: 12.4, df ::: 2; significant at .05 level 

Patrolmen also did not vary systematically by county in their evaluation of 

DYS intake criteria. In all counties but one, more than' half felt these criteria 

were inadequate; in the one exception almost half did. Again, however, when coun­

ties were grouped into high referral vs. low referral counties, patrolmen in the 

high referral counties were somewhat mote likely to see DYS intake criteria as 

inadequate (77.9 perc,ent vs. 64.8 percent; see Table 23 on page 43). 

This negative evaluation of DYS intake criteria undoubtedly affects patrol­

men's decisions on whether to refer. Over half of the patrolmen in all counties 

indicated that th~y ~QIDetimes release juveniles because they know they will be 
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released by DYS anyway. This appears to occur somewhat more often in the high re-

ferral counties. (See Table 24 below.) The difference is not statistically sig-

nificant however. 

Table 23 

County Referral Rates, and Evaluation of DYS Intake Criteria 

County Referrals 
Evaluation of DYS 
intake criteria 

Adequate 
Inadequate 

N 

Low 

35.2(50) 
64.8(92) 

142 

Chi-square = 7.5; df = 1, significant at .01 level. 

Table 24 

County Referral Rates and Decision to Release 
Juvenile because DYS will Release Him 

22.1(58) 
77.9(205) 

263 

"Do you soemtimes rele~~e:,.~ 
juvenile because you know 
he will be released by DYS 
anyway?" 

County Referrals 

Yes 
No 

N 

'-, 

Chi-square = 2 .ff; df = 1, not significant 

Low High 

56.2(82) 
43.8(64) 

146 

64.4(172) 
35.6(95) 

267 
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and sense of victimization. (The items used to measure these dimensions were all 

taken from scales used elsewhere. Compulsiveness was measured by responSes to 

questions 31 through 37; punitive morality by questions 38 through 43, and victi­

mization by questions 48 and 49; all these items are in Part II of the Patrolmen's 

Questionnaire.) 

Mean scores for these dimensions of authoritarianism are presented in Table 

25 (below) for each county separately. If referral rates were affected by the 

degree of authoritarianism of patrolmen, we should eA~ect to find that mean scores 

would be higher in the high referral c.ounties. This is not the cas'e, however. 

The data in Table 25 show that the variation between counties is very low and 

does not appear to be related systematically to referral rates. 

Table 25 

Mean Authoritarianism Scores by County 

County 
(Arranged from high to low DYS referral rates) 

Dimension of Overall High Low--
Authoritarianism mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Compulsiveness 21.2 21.2 21.2 22.4 20.6 20.6 20.9 21. 7 21.3 
Punitive morality 23.4 23.4 23.3 22.8 22.5 23.1 22.4 25.9 23.7 
Victimization 5.6 5.8 5.7 5.3 5.6 5.2 5.7 6.3 5.6 

N 417 .38 171 40 21 76 16 32 23 

Authoritariantsm. We also grouped the counties into high referral vs. low referral counties and 

The final aspect of patrolmens' perceptions and attitudes we shall examine 

is the general personality characteristic of authoritarianism. Previous studies 

have shown that the police tend to score high on authoritarianism. Our concern 

is whether the police in different counties vary systematically in term~ of au­

thoritarian attitudes. If so, this might help eA-plain the differences in refer-

'ral rates between counties. 

The authoritarianism scale we developed included three different dimensions 

of authoritarianism. These are as follows: compulsiveness, punitive mora1.ity, 

compared the distribution of lo~y, medium, and high authoritarianism scores in the 

two groups of counties. The results were not statistically significant. Thus, on 

the basis of this preliminary analysis it :;l.s not possible to explain differential 

referral rates in terms of differential degrees of authoritarianism of patrolmen 

in. different counties. 

In sum, then, our comparison of patrolmen's attitudes and orientations in the 

different sample counties failed to demonstrate many clear differences which might 

help account for differential referra.l rates. Practically no differences existed 

_____ ____ .. ________ .-i. ___________________________ 'ilit _________ ~ ____________ _ 
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in the factors which influence patrolmen's decisions regarding the handling \.' 

juvenile cases, in t1:teir perceptions of community attitudes toward juvenile r 

behavior, or in degree of authoritarian attitudes. However, patrolman in th l 

high referral counties tended more frequently to have negative attitudes to,·:,!. 

their relation with DYS and to be somewhat less integrated into their communi 
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Discussion and Implications 

Summary of findings. 

The major conclusions drawn from this study are as follows: 

1. On a state\vide basis the high referral counties tend to be densely populated, 

urban counties which have experienced rapid population gr01vth and which have a 

large proportion of affluent, middle class families. Low referral counties, on 

the other hand, are likely to be less dense, rural, and more stable in populati.on 

and to have a relatively larger number of poorer families. 

2. Among the 8 sample counties there is some evidence of policy differences be-

tween the law enforcement agencies of high referral counties and those of moderate 

or low referral counties. The agencies in high referral counties tend to follow a 

policy of routinely referring all cases of juveniles appreh~nded for misbehavior 

to DYS. In the moderate and low referral counties law enforcement agencies tend 

to e,ncourage greater discretion in making the decision on whether or not to refer, 

and thus they refer only a fraction of the cases they handle. There are excep-

tions to these patterns. For example, some of the sheriffs' departments in the 

high:refe1'ral counties resemble the lovi' referral counties in referring only a 

fraction of their cases. In all counties, the most important factor affecting 

the decision on whether or not to refer is sel:iousness of the offense. 

3. Law enforcement personnel in the sample high referral counties tend to have 

more negative attitudes toward DYS than those in the sample moderate and low refer-

ral counties. This difference is evid'ent both from the interviews with agency heads 

(1. e. police chiefs and sheriffs) and from the questionnaire responses of patrol-

men. There are axceptions to this pattern, but the pattern is clear and consistent. 

The negative feelings toward DYS grow out of perceived communication gaps, exces-

sive discretionary power of DYS Intake Counsellors, and the belief that DYS grants . 
juveniles a quick release too frequently. Th.ts latter complaint appears to be 

a major source of bitter complaints by law enforcement personnel. In. both the 

high and low refernal counties a majority of law enforcement personnel felt 

.~-
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that DYS intake criteria are inadequate, and a sizeable minority of patrolmen' re­

ported that they sometimes release juveniles because they know DYS will release 

them any\vay. 

The differences between the high referral counties and low referral counties 

in police officers' perceptions of public attitudes or integration into the com­

munity appear to be minimal. The law enforcement agency heads in the high refer­

ral counties reported somewhat more frequently that they believe the public would 

like to see juvenile behavior controlled more strictly (although many in the low 

referral counties concurred). Also, there was a slight tendency for the patrolmen 

in the moderate and low referral counties to be more highly integrated into their 

community. These differences wer~ not extensive, however. 

Our data did not show any ~. f£erences be.tHeen the high referral and low refer­

ral counties in the operating practices of patrolmen with respect to DYS referrals), 

or the criteria utilized in deciding whether or not to refer. In all counties the 

single most important factor affecting referral deci.sion is seriousness of offense. 

Thus, on the basis of our limi.ted sample, we cannot conclude that the policy dif­

ferences described earlier resulted in actual behavioral differences between patrol-

men in dealing with juveniles. 

Patrolmen in the high referral counties did not differ from those in the lmv 

referral counties in tenns of an authoritarian personality pattern. Thus it is not 

possible to attribute differential referral rates to a greater degree of authori­

tarianism of patrolmen in the high referral counties. 

Interpretation of findings. 

While our findings suggest several different kinds of unanswered questions, we 

nevertheless offer in this section a tentative interpretive model which focuses on 

the rapid growth experienr.e of several Florida counties and the social and political 

background of the enlarged functions of DYS. 

The rapid population growth wh:i.ch several Florida counties have experienced 

is a well-known fact. The effect of rapid growth on local community institutions 

(48) 

is not as obvious. Communities which are fairly stable tend to evolve an institu­

tional structure by which members can deal with local problems and meet community 

needs. Among these institutional patterns are mechanisms of social control where­

by juvenile misbehavior is dealt ~vith. These mechanisms may take a variety of forms 

ranging from neighborhood surveillance of juveniles to police cooperation with a 

juvenile's parents when misbehavior is observed. These patterns depend on shared 

community standards and extensive interpersonal linkages among community members 

and with representatives of community institutions. 

When a community experiences rapid growth, due to massive in-migration of peo­

ple with a wide vari(~ty of backgrounds, the effect may be to disrupt these local 

institutional patterns. This disruption adds to the strain caused by the population 

increase itself, anu the community soon finds its problems outstripping its ability 

to solve them at the local level. The result is likely to be a demand for state 

or federal assistance in dealing with community problems plus increased utiliza­

tion of such outside assistance as is available. 

This process may help explain the high referral rates of urban, densely popu­

lated counties which have experienced high rates of population growth in recent years. 

It may ,also explain why the social class composition of the high referral counties 

tends to be middle class, rather than lower class, since a large proportion of the 

newcomers to Florida are affluent, middle class families. 

This same decrease in the relative self-sufficiency of local communities in the 

face of population growth and accompanying social change may also be related to the 

political pressu· .. :es which led to the re-organization of DYS and expansion of its 

As a state organization, DYS is called upon to perform social control 

The use of DYS as a substitute for local resources is consistent with our 

findings regarding the law enforcement policy differences between high referral 

and low referral counties. As noted earlier, law enforcement personnel in low 
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referral counties frequent y use 1 alternatives to DYS referral in their handling of 

juvenile cases. Also, ' the 10Tyer level of community integration of the police in 

, ;s consistent with our analysis of the effects of rapid high referral count~es • 

growth in disrupting community institutions. 

Since its reorganization DYS has not been a passive participant in the process 

described above. In an effort to prevent repeated delinquent behavior rather than 

merely punish it, ~ DYS has Cnttempted to create a public image as a service organiza-

tion ,vith a non-pun~ ~ve, • ..L 't' non-stigmat;z;ng orientation toward the juveniles they 

process. This kind of image, together with the day-by-day decisions which it sti-

Ululates, no doubt contributes to the strains in the relations between DYS and law 

enforcement agenc~es. ~ , The effo'"ts of DYS to be non-punitive are interpreted by 

law enforcement personnel as excessive leniency. 

, hOT.Tever, result in more middle class juveniles This service agency ~mage may, \V 

being referred than ,'!ould otherwise be the case. ~liddle class families are no doubt 

see the importance 0 f the k.inds of services more likely than lower class families to 

offered by a service organizat~on. c . TllUS ':.hey may he more likely to utilize DYS as 

b h . from eVI)lving into more serious behavior prob­an aid to prevent minor mis e av~or 

lems .. Our data, of course, 0 not ena e us d hi t o tell whether referrals hy parents 

or others outside the aw en orcemen sys m 1 f t te are greater for middle class juveniles. 

This and several other questions which merit further research will be listed briefly 

in the next section. 

Questions for further research. 

Since this study was deplgned as an eA~loratory study, a definitive explanatory 

model which accounts for differential referral rates in different counties is not 

possible at tn s po~nt. ~ _ . i ' Wh~le our results are perhaps suggesUve in explaining 

differential referral rates, they are even more suggestive of additi9nal questions 

listed briefly below. 

Are there actual differences in the extent of delinquency or other forms of 
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juvenile misbehavior between the high referral counties and the lo,'! referral countie;;. 

This, of course, is the big unanswered question in any study based solely on offi-

cial statistics, since these statistics represent only a fraction of the total vol-

ume of delinquent behavior. It is tempting to speculat~ that actual delinquency 

" 

rates may be higher in high referral counties due to the. partial breakdown of com-

munity integration resulting from rapid populatj,on grm'7th. This possibility needs 

to be investigated, so that if necessary appropriate preventive action can be taken 

where it is needed. 

2. What are the socio-economic characteristics of those juveniles referred to 

DYS in high referral counties? As noted earlier, the fact that referrals are higher 

in rapidly growing, middle class counties does not mean that middle class new ar-

rivals are necessarily the ones most likely to be referred. Specifically, then, 

are middle class or lo~'!er class youth more likely to be referred? And, are the 

ones refern~d more 'likely to be new residents or long-term residents in their com-

munities? Again, obtaining ansv;'ers to these questions can provide guidance in' the, 

development of appropriate strategies for coping with high referral rates. 

3. Relat6d to the above is the question of whether delinquent behavior is more 

likely. to be committed in middle class conununities or lower class communities. 

Counties are much too large and heterogeneous to be appropriate for an investi-

gation of community characteristics. Counties include many _ifferent kinds of 

communities and it. is entirely possible for youths to travel to adjacent communi-

ties and there get involved in delinquent behavior. For high referral counties 

it is important to be able to pinpoint more pre~isely than we have done the types 

of neighborhoods where delinquent behavior is a problem. For example, is delin-

quent behavior more likely to be committed in the new middle class suburban com-

munities, or in older and more stable lower class communities? 

4. Are there significant sources of referrals other than from law enforcement 

personnel, and if so, is the frequency of referrals from such sources higher in 
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the high referral counties? For example, in view of the efforts of DYS to create 

a public image as a service organization, do parents in middle class commu.nities 

sometiules refer their children themselves for counselling or to reinforce their 

own authority? 

5. Are there differences in the referral practices.of patrolmen in high refer-

ral vs. low referral counties which w<.: were unable to detect? As noted earlier, 

our sample of patrolmen was not necessarily a representative sample. Althou.gh we 

were unable to show any differences, this may be due to the lack of representative­

ness of our sample. There should be at least some differences between counties due 

to the differences in policies which we shmved. Also, whether these policy differ­

ences would be maintained for a larger sample of h;i.gh referral vs.lmV' referral 

counties should also be investigated further. 

Policy recommenda_tions. 

In spite of the limitations of our study and the unanswered questions raised 

above, our findings and our analysis may nevertheless provide a sufficient basis 

for consideration of the following policy recommendations. 

1. We recommend that the DYS record system be evaluated and revised to enable 

more complete information to be pr.ovided on juveniles referred and to facilitate 

retrieval df information for purposes of analysis. Developing a record system 

should never be an end in itself, of course. We would notvant the processing 

of records to occupy so much staff time and euergy that personal contact with 

juveniles is undermined. Nevertheless, an adequate record system should provide 

sufficient information on the juveniles referred that meaningful analysis of their 

characteristics could be undertaken. For example, information on social class 

background and type of neighborhood could be of great value in answering some of 

the questions raised above. 

2. We recommend that a series of seminars be held with law enforcement personnel 

in high referral counties to explore alternative strategies for improving working 
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relationships. These should be sponsored by an independent agency. While the for­

mat of these seminars would need to be developed at some length, we suggest that 

communication of a summary of the results of this study could be a meaningful start­

ing point for disc'lssion. One of the functions of the seminars would be to enable 

DYS personnel and law enforcement personnel to develop a better mutual understanding 

of one another's divergent perspectives in coping with their common problems. The 

ultimate goal would be to develop mutually acceptable procedures for working to­

gether in dealing ~V'ith various types of juvenile problems. 

3. In view of the criticisms of DYS, especially by law enforcement personnel in 

the high referral counties, we recotlLrnend that DYS initiate the establishment oj:' 

special independent, limited term complaint offices in the high referral counties. 

These should be organized in such a way that input is sought. from local law en­

forcement personnel and from the public in the local community. These offices 

should be responsible for receiving complaints about DYS policies or procedures, 

and DYS should be prepared after a set time to initi.ate changes in procedures when 

appropriate. 

4. We recoUlUlend thatDYS undertake an extensive study to determine the criteria 

utilized by Intake Counsellors in deciding ~vhether or not to take official action 

with j uveni,les brought to them by la~" enforcement personnel. Such a study should 

assess the influence of various pressures and constraints (such as limited facili­

ties) which may prevent DYS staff from making what they feel is the best decision 

in some cases. Following deternlination of the criteria used by Intake Counsellors 

in making their decision, these criteria should be evaluated in consultation with 

law enforcement personnel and others involved in working with youth or in the ju­

venile justice system. The ultimate goal is to develop criteria for official 

action which are workabl'e and can be accepted by all involved in the juvenile jus tice 

system. A similar study should also be undertaken to develop workable criteria for 

detention. 
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While these recommendations won't necessarily solve all the problems, they may 

nevertheless contribute to improving the relationships between DYS and others in-

"If'oIVed in the juvnile justice system and to insuring that all juveniles throughout 

the state are dealt ~ith in the most equitable and effective way Possible. 
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