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Preface

The National Evaluation Program (NEP) was initiated by the Natiomal
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) in an effort to provide decision-makers
at several levels of government with accurate information about specific
topics so that they can make informed policy and program decisioms. The
NEP is divided into two phases.' Phase 1 requires an assessment of what
is known about the topic under study: the major issues; a framework for
conceptualizing and analyzing the topic; a description of methods, outcomes,
and effectiveness of projects and programs; a general assessment of existing
information; and strategiés for a local and national evaluation. Should
further evaluation appear useful and feasible, the local and mational
evaluation strategies are intended to assist policy makers in planning
and funding decisions. The Phase I study also provides the basis for the
LEAA ?ecision about the appropriateness of conducting an in-depth, national
evaluation of the topic as part of NEP-Phase II.

This Phase I study focuses on the oper;£ions of the police juvenile
unit. Previous NEP-Phase I's, in their exploration of juvenile diversion,
youth service bureaus, and delinquency prevention, reviewed some aspects of
police work with juveniles. None, however, focused on the juvenile unit or
considered the full range of juvenile officer responsibilities. |

This study was fortunate to have received direction and critical

comments from an Advisory Board of individuals with varying backgrounds

and skills: ’ -

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

Jameson Doig, Professor, Woodrow Wilson School,
Princeton University

- yii =
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Eddie Harrison, Director, Pretrial Intervention Project,
Baltimore, Maryland

Malcolm Klein, Professor, Department of Sociology,
University of Southern Czlifornia

Tom Sardino, Chief, Syracuse Police Department

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

Sinéere thanks are due Phyllis Modley, Jan Hulla, and Dick Barnes of
LEAA for their accessibility and consistent good judgment. Advice

from the staff of the Police Foundation was helpful and supportive.

John Greacen, in particular, provided a unique experientiai background
agaiﬁst which ideas could be tested, and a genuine concern fér juveniles
-which forced staff regularly to question their observations and con-
clusions. The data gathering assistance of Neil Bemberg, Karen Schwartz

and Linda Patterson is g%atefully acknowledged.

[ 4

- vili -



-1 -

Chapter I

Introduction

The role of the police in handling juvenile offenders is in a state
of transition. Organizational changes in policing, which include the
movement towards team policing and décentralization are minimizing the
use of the specialist officer. S3tatutory chénges are narrowing both the
scope of police jurisdiction over classes of juveniles and the discretion
available to police in reaching é disposition. Increasing juvenile crime
and the perceived failure of the juvenile justice system has reopened a
dormant philosophical debate which questions the need for a separate system
of justice for juvemiies.

The specialized police juvenile unit is particﬁlarly vulnerable to
the changes taking place. Most ‘juvenile units were established prior to
1960, in response to theories which are now in question, anﬁ circumstances
which may no longef exist. Further, intradepartmental support for these
units has traditionally been weak; these units have always suffered the
derision of non-juvenile officers. Since police departments are beginning
to question whether their specialized juvenile units should exist, it is

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

Objectives of the Study

This document on police juvenile units is the reéult of a one-year
Police Foundation study supported by the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice and jointly monitored with the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enfcrcement Assistance Adminis-
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tration, United States Department of Justice. The study has several
objectives:

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

2. To construct a framework for understanding police
Juvenile units which is useful for evaluation
purposes;
3. To conduct preliminary research in significant
policy~-relevant questions related to police
juvenile units;
4. To lndicate which questions and issues merit
further study at both the local and national
levels; and,
5. To provide designs, where appropriate, for the
evaluation of these questions.
In order to achieve these objectives, several data collection activities
were undertaken: (1) a review of the literature on police juvenile units;
(2) a mail survey of middle and large-size police departments; (3) a
telephone survey of a sample of mail survey respondents; (4) field visits
to departments with and without juvenile units; and (5) preliminary re;earch
on a select number of questions in several police departments.
This document is intended to aid potential eﬁaluators of police
operations. The data gathered and analyzed are not, however, intended to

resolve the question of whether a specialized juvenile unit should exist

in every police department.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, a police juvenile unit is defined as any -
organizationally definable unit within a police department with primary

responsibility for handling juveniles or juvenile: cases.
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According to this defin:tion, a department may have more than one juvenile
unit. The unit which has traditionally been viewed as the juvenile umnit is
referred to by most departments as the Youth Aid Bureau, Juvenile Division,
Youth Section or Juvenile Bureau. This is the unit which, at a minimum,
will be disposing of juvenile cases. Iﬁ reality, however, many departments
delégate authority over juveniles to units with differing functioms. The
Liﬁcoln, Nebraska, Police Department, for example, has two juvenile units
according to this study's.definition: the Youth Aid Bureau, which investigates
and screens alleged juvenile offenders, and the School Resource Program,
which operates delinquency prevention programs in the elementary and junior
‘high schools.

By distinguishing the term "juveniles™ from "juvenile cases"” in the
definition above, we are highlighting the fact that not all juvenile units
deal solely or primarily wifh the juvenile offender. On the contrary, a
iarge perceuntage of juvenile units sponsor community programs for the youth
who is not, and may never be, an alleged offender, while other units dezli
with the juvenile who is the victim of an offense perpetrated by either a
juvenile or adult.
| The juvenile offender may be judged delinquent by committing either a
criminal or status offense. The age of majority, below which this docuﬁent
- defines the juvenile population, is relative to the police department discussed

and the age standard under which the department operates.

Scope of the Study

Prior attempts by researchers to identify ihe universe of police

departments with juvenile units were reviewed. According to responses to a
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1970 Police~Juvenile Operafians Survey undertaken by the International
Assoxiation of Chiefs of Police (IACP), all cities and counties with #
police department of 300 or more sworn officers were likely to have a unit.i
The data indicated that most, if not all, jurisdictions of more than 100,000
inhabitants would have a police department with more than 75 sworn officers,
and have either a juvenile unit or juvenile officers attached to a non-
juvenile unit. The 1977 General Administrative Survey of Municipal Police
Departments, mailed to all departments Serving a population of 250,000 or
more, identified 41 departments (out of 47 respondents) as having units .2
Using these surveys as background information, a nmational mail survey
was undertaken to identify the universe of departments with a juvenile unit.
A questionnaire was mailed to all city and county police departments serving
a population of 100,000 or more which provided data to the 1975 Uniform
Crime Report of the Federal Bureau of Investigation or were listed in the
1976 Municipal Yearbook. ;Following the survey, twelve visits were made to
departments which differed in the size of populations they éerved, the
specialized juvenile unit éctivities they performed and the jurisdictioa over
juveniles they had. For example, the smallest department visited policed a
population of 100,000 with 125 sworn officers; the largest served a population
in éxcess of 800,000 with a force of 3410. One juvenile unit - investigated
only offenses of juveniles against juveniles; another, all alleged juvenile
offenders or victims. The in-depth research in three'departments which fol-

lowed these visits focused on those which served jurisdictions of approximately

lSO,OOOF Two of the departments had units which both investigated cases in-

volving alleged juvenile perpetrators and screened cases for polibe disposition.

The third department did not have a spécialized unit for handling juveuiles,"
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Giﬁen the above attemptvto gather data on quite different entities,
each'called a juvenile unit, iﬁ'is difficult to pinpoint the universe of
police departments'or juvenile units which the information in this document
represents. A realistic estimate is that the data on which most of this
report is based (excepting the findings of the national survey presented
in Chapter II), represents the juvenile unit in a police department with
aﬁproximately 150 to 600 full-time sworn cfficers, serving cities and'

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

and screens the alleged juvenile delinquent.

Method of Data Gathering

The methodology for gathering information on police juvenile units was
designed so that the study would begin from a wide-based theoretical
perspective and move steadily toward a more specific, concrete understanding
of unit operations. This was accomplished by employing a series of research
techniques in a particular chromology:

® Literature review of police~juvenile operations
® Mail survey of police‘departments

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

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

@ Case studies of police departments with and without
a juvenile unit

Each research stage generated information on police departmeﬁts without a
Juvenile unit, in addition to those with a unit, in order to highlight

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

an extensive data collection endeavor at each research stage.

Literature Review

Two decades of literature were reviewed to provide a background for
" this study. The review focused on six issues which emerged as critical
from a telephone survey of national authorities in the area of police~
juvenile relations (Appendix:A):*

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

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

(3) Should the police follow a legalistic or paternalistic
model in their handling of juveniles?

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

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

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

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

was subjective, without a base of empirical research.

Mail Questionnaire

A national mail survey was designed to begin to fill the information gaps
on police juvenile units (Appendix B). A questionnaire was mailed to each of

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

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

a wide spectrum of disciplines and opinions.
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more vhich were listed in the 1976 Municipal Yearbook or the 1975 Uniform
Crime Report. The questionnaire attempted to pinpoint police departments
having a 5uvenile unit, pursue issues menticned in the literature review
and gather descriptive information on unit activities. The questions
covered such topics as:

® Department characteristics

® Organization of juvenile specialization

@ Nature of offenses handled

® Departmental status of juvenile officers

® Training of juvenile officers

® Juvenile unit operations and activities

® Juvenile unit jurisdiction over juveniles

® Processing the alleged delinquent

® Reports and files used

© Prior evaluation of the juvenile unit
The mailiﬁg to the Chief or Sheriff of each department requested the
department's participation in the research endeavor and that the survey
.questionnaire be turned over to the head of the unit for completion. Where
no unit existed, the planning and research staff was to complete the form.
The data gathered by the questionnaire are presented in 6hapter II.

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

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

returned the questionnaire.*

. wema— e

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

Population Categories City County
1,000,000+ 83%Z 677
500,000~1,000,000 60% 80%
250,000-500,000 88% . 792
100,000-250,000 79% ' 67%

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

A telephone §ufvey was conducted ;n 36 of the departments which
responded to the mail quéstionnaire (Appendix C). Population categories
originally constructed for the mail survey were sampled to insure a
proportional distribution of departments of varying size. Whexre a juvenile
unit existed, the commander of the unit was interviewed. This survey: (a)
provided detailed information in some areas covered briefly in the mail
questionnaire; (b) validated some questions on the mail questionnaire which
appeared, on preliminary analysis, to be problematic; and (¢) asked quesfions
which were too sensitive to be asked or answered candidly in a mail survey
instrument.

This step brought the staff one step closer to understanding unit
operations, but, more importantly, provided the needed data upom which to

select departments for field visits.

Field Visits

An assessment of responses to the mail and telephone surveys indicated
that two variables were critical in understanding the operations of any PJU:
the function of the unit (e.g., investigation, screening) and the scope of
its jurisdiction over juveniles (i.e., all or some juveniles). These became
the primary criteria for site selection. The 30 departments telephoned were
characterized in terms of the unit's primary functions (investigation,
screening, program operation) and jurisdiction (all juveniles, some juveniles).
An attempt was made to select depariments from within each of these categories.
Secondary criteria were also considered: geographical locale, size of the
iopulation served, size of the police department.

Twelve departments were visited by two staff for a period of two days
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each: Arlington County, Virginia; Baltimore,Maryland; Contra Costa County,
California; Duluth, Minnesota; Gréensbo.ro, North Carolina; Lincoln, Nebraska;
Multnomah County, Oregon; Onondaga County, New York; Topeka, Kansas; Torrance,
California; Tucson, Arizona; and Washington, D. C..* 1In each department an
effort was made to talk with juvenile and non-juvenile officers within the
department, with juvenile justice personnel (prosecutors, probation officers,
public defenders, judges) and with representatives of community-based treat-
ment services and facilities. Descriptive data were gathered om the unit's
operations, with an.emphasis on its role within the dual contexts of the
police department and juvenile justice system (Appendix D). Available unit
statistics were gathered on reported offenses, clearances ana arrests. Policy

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

Case Studies

Although juvenile units pe;form a variety of activities, only the
investigation and screening functions seemed suitable for intensive study.
Programs operated by different departments differed enough to discourage
comparisons. Departments also varied according to which division operated
a particular program. Units which investigated cases in which juveniles
were victims were frequently encountered, although this was generally a
sub-specialty within a juvenile investigations unit, and did not involve
all unit officers. Although administrative and public relations activities
were also performed by juvenile officers, they were intermittant in nature

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

®A brief description of each field visit site appears in Chapter III.
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functions seemed suitable for intensive analysis. In most departmenés
visitgq one or béth of these functions were performed, they were &; unit's

Three departments were selected for in-depth study from those visited.

priﬁresponsibility, and were performed by all unit officers.‘

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

juvenile unit which performed both the investigation and screeninh“"f

common to juvenile unit operations, but differed egbugh to make potential
comparisons interesting. The juvénile unit in Greensboro, North Carolina,
emphasized the investigation aspect of its work, handling all alleged

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

aspect of its operation, receiving cases following investigation by\,
both patrol and detectives. The Multnomah County, Oregon, police department

was selected for the third case study to enable gicontrast to be made with
a department without a unit. Although the Multnomah department performed

both the investigation and screening functions it was organized according to

a team policing model.

a2

&
. . . b .
Research in the two departments with units focused on questions which

staff considered critical for assessing investigation and screening operations.

The investigation questions were @;follows: )
£ Sy t

(1) What kinds of information does the ju;lenile B
officer collect?

(2) Does the information collected by juvenile €3
officers add to that gathered by other police : *
officers?

(3) 1Is the information collected by juvenile officers

essential for case prosecution?. ‘.
The screening questions were: o - -
(1) What alternatives are used by juvenile officers? m
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. _ . (2) What criteria are used by juvenile officers to
c ' dispose of a case?

(3) Are similar cases disposed of uniformly?
In Multnomah County, these questions were asked of patrol officers and
investigators who handle alleged delinqueants.
The information gathered at each site focused on five typical offenses
handled by these, and most, middle-sized depértments:~ assaults, burglaries,
larcenies, vandalism and runaways. Eight person weeks were spent at each

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

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

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

DOrganization of the Report

|
i
i
|
-
i
l
l - briefing these officers on cases closed during the on-site period, inter-
I,
|
This report presents a description of the operations of police juvenile
' units in a framework which makes it possible to evaluate these operations on
l & local and national level.
Chapter 1I présents an abridged history of the emergence of the juvenile
l unit, an overview of existing literature on the unit, and the results of the
"national mail survey developed for this study. Chapter III presents the
I framework selected for understanding juvenile units (i.e., unit functions)
I and a discussion of goals and assumptions which are operationalized by these
functions. Comparative information on the twelve departments visited by
I staff from which this framework was drawn, is also provided. Chapters 1V,

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

l operation functions of juvenile units. The chapters focus on what is known
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about the ability of juvenile units to achieve their primary goals, and about
the validity of the assumptions which underly these goals. The final chapter
deals with the question of future evaluation and research needs which were

uncovered during the course of the study.
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Notes Chapter I

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

General Administrative Survey of Municipal Police Departments,

Washington, D. C.: The Police Foundation (to be published April 1978).
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Chapter IT

The -Juvenile Unit: The National Perspective

Historical Background

Police specialization in handling juveniles developed as part of
the emergence of a separate justice system for youth. Until the close of ;
the 19th Century, laws, courts and correctional institutions did not
differentiate between the juvenile and adult offender. By the turn of the
century, however, reform-minded groups were instrumental in establishing
the juvenile court as a new social institution. Influenced py the'cdhcépt

of parens patriae, the new court was expected to take the role of parents

and sorrect prior abuses of juveniies by: (1) separating children from the
formality and harshness of adult criminal court proceedings; (2) providing
expertise in the diagnosis of the problems of youth; (3) providing treatment
and rehabilitation instead of punishment; and (4) helping the juvenile avoid
the stigma of a criminal label. This wﬁs to be accomplished by removing
juveniles from the adult court and creating special programs and trained
personnel for the delinquent; dependent and neglected youth.

The first law defining juvenile delinquency was passed by the Illinois ';
legislature in April, 1499; the juvenile court began functioning several |
-months later. The first police juvenile officers appeared during that year
in Chicago, Illinois, to service this Cook County juvenile court. Under the
Illinois Juvenile Court Act of 1899, Illinois designated probation to be a
preferred alternative to juvenile incarceration. Funds, however, were never
allocated for probation officers. The new juvenile justice system substituted

an available commodity -- the police officer. Titled "police probation
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officers,” thésafgfficers served as liaison.betwéﬂn'the police-and the
juvenile court. They wrote delinquency petitions, set hearing dates,
notified the involved pa;gigs, issued summonses, presented the case at
the ﬁearing, and offered rec;mﬁeﬁgaticns for dispositions. They did not,

however, supervise prcbationers. According to Sterling, in his History of

The Juvenile Puresu of The Chicago Police Department, the developmeut of

the juvenile specialty may have been forced ubon an unwilling police
department:l

It cannot be assumed that with the establishment of the

Juvenile Court and the detailing of patrolmen to the

court as probation officers that the Chicago Police

Department, in toto, became interested in the juvenile

problen nor did they act in accord with the spirit of

the legislaticn. -

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

of slum enviromments. At the start of the ceatury, a growing factory system
plus improvements in agricultural technology created "large'" cities (i.e., 37

cities with a population of 100,0002). World War I1II prompted additional

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

' industry plants. An increase in juvenile delinquency accompanied these

developments. Vidlent juvenile gangs appeared. Females were active in crime
along with their male counterparts.

Using the Chicago experience as a base, other departments instituted
variations which typified the police response for more than one—haif of a
century: establishing juvenile bureaus, assigning woien as juvenile officers,_
and assigning juvenile investigatoré to specialized squads and units.

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

groups for those officers. Big-city police attempted to prevent juvenile
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crime in a variety of ways:3
««othe New York City police assigned welfare officers
to residential precincts; the Chicago police created
an employment bureau for young men; and the Los Angeles
police department detached officers to the juvenile
courts...(St. Louis police) decorated the station houses
with trees at Christmas, invited the neighborhood children
" to stop by, and loaded them down with modest gifts on the
assumption that by winning their affection the department
was deterring juvenile delinquency.
By 1950, juvenile units or juvenile officers were institutionalized in
many police departments across the nation.

During the 1950's police departments with juvenile officers began to
consolidate their juvenile specialists and services under one division and
command, Police juvenile sub-specialties developed (e.g., gang control)
to meet department-specific needs. According to responses to the national
mail survey undertaken for this study, 677 of the 98 reporting departments
formed their juvenmile unit after 1950.

The police deéartment (and juvenile unit) of the 1960's launched
delinquency prevention programs (e.g., Police Athletic League, Officer
Friendly Program), to combat the’continually'incfeasing number of delinquents.
Positive police-community relations were stressed as a means of preventing
deliquency.

The irony of the 75 year development of a separate juvenile justice
system has been the growing indictment of the assumptions, operations and

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

protect. Paul Lerman, in Delinquency and Social Policy, has succinctly
4

summarized the littany of unfulfilled promises:

Major critics of the Court assert that the juvenile~

court reformers promised a great deal more than they could
possible accomplish. They promised that the court would
provide treatment and rehabilitation instead of punishment,
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but they were never able to offer the variety of services
that these intentions required. The court was supposed
to deal with children parens patriae (in the role of parents),
. but it offered inferior substitutes: an untrained judiciary,
uneven and inadequate probatiocmary supervision, and congre-
gate institutions. The court promised to take children away
from the harshness and formality of adult criminal-court
procedures, but it supplied arbitrary decision-r -’ .ing uncon-
strained by the traditiomal and constitutional guzrantees ox
due process. The court promised expertise in the diagnosis
and treatment of problem children, but it was unable to pro-
vide the necessary knowledge; in fact, that knowledge does
not yet exist. The court promised to do away with the old
stigma of youthful criminality, but it could not offset the
new stigma of youth delinquency. The court promised to
keep pursuing its laudable goals, but critics kept setting
them aside and insisted on examining the functioning and
.outcomes of the court's actual operatioms.

The juvenile unit of the 19,J's has had to respond: (1) to judicial
rulings which have ektended to juvenilés' due process rights previously
a;corded only to adults;s (2) to a growth in juvenile crime which has been
described as "a crisis of staggering dimens:?._ons;"'6 (3) to competing
suggestions and sets of standards developed by commissions and task forces
to examine the problem of police-~juvenile relations;7.(4) to state legislatures
which want to handle the violent juvenile offender as an adu1t® and decriminalize
status -offenses (e.g., runaways)g; and, (5) to fundamental changes in éolice
brgaqization and strategy which are questioning the need for specialized

juvenile officers and units.lo

Literature Overview

The literature reviewed for this study covered police~juvenile operatioms,
in general, and police juvenile‘units, in particular. The substantive findings
and implications of the empirical research reviewed are discussed throughout
this document. At this point, an overview of the nature and methodological

strengths and weaknesses of this literature is appropriate.
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Police Juvenile Operations

Oce body of iiterature on pclice juvenile operations is_highly
polemical. The literature which argues for officer specialization in
juvenile matters, for example, highlights the organizational efficiencies
to be gained from specialized procedures, officer training, and routinization:

of operatibns.lr

In contrast, the literature which argues against special-
ization stresses organizational dysfunctions associated with the existence of

a juvenilé unit: unnecessary bureaucratization, distinct and inflexible

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

command structure.12 Empirically based data with which to test thélmerit of
these arguments is absent, as it is for many other topics in this area.
The empirically-based literature on police juvenile operations covers
several topics: {a) the use of discretion in the arrest decision; (b) the
operation of diversion programs; (c) the operation of prevention programs;

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

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

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

ments of previous researchers on ambiguous definitions, unsound monitoring for’
base-line data, inadequate follow-up procedures and periods, lack of control

or comparison group comparability, and inappropriate generalization of f:h:lcl:f.ngs.l'3 J
Given reliability and validity questions raised by these studies, staff e
focused on identifying patterns- or trends in .t:he findings .themselves. The |

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

the discussion of this study's findings.
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The Police Juvenile Unit
A 1968 review. of the literature on police juvenile units produced
remarks which are equally valid today:lA

Although the literature presents a wide assortment of

articles, pamphlets, and books that describe the organi-

zation and administration of a juvenile unit and the

definition of its role, there is a great deal of dupli-

cation and repetition. It seems there are several

outstanding sources that represent a main reservior of

ideas and these ideas appear throughout the writings of

others with little modification or change.
The "outstanding sources” that produced the "reservoir of ideas" in 196813
have been replaced by other individuals whose ideas are summarized in two
recently promulgated sets of standards: one by the National -Task Force
to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(Task Force)la; the other by a Joint Commission of the Institute for

17

Judicial Administration and the American Bar Association (IJA/ABA). The

Task Force standards cover many aspects of police work with juveniles:

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

specificity of codes and policy guideline¢s; the selection, training and

promotion of juvenile officers; coordination with public and private agencies;
investigative practices; establishing the uniﬁ; and officer accountability.

The IJA/ABA standards deal with many of these areas, with additions on the
police role in delinquency prevention, authority to arrest, and legal and
procedural guidelines for police operations.

| foih thé T;$£“F0£cé ﬁnd IJA/ABA standardé, however, have similar drawbacks:
they rely heavily on value judgmegts which are presented in the absence of

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

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

juvenile investigations unit ifAcommunity conditions warrant." 18 The
standard continues to specify unit responsibilities, such as juvenile
investigations, assistance to field officers, and liaison with other

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

the genera; effectiveness of such an organizational arrangement, it is
difficult to assess the merits of competing aiguments made by the departments
which favor_teém policing or the generalist officer model.

The most comprehensive data on police juvenile unit operations come,
primarily, from a national survey of police practices involving juveniles
undertaken by Richard Kobetz for the International Association of Chiefs of
Police (IACP) in l970.l9 Kobetz mailed a questionnaire to approximately
2,000 law enforcement administrators, including state, county, city, and
municipal personnel. The survey attempted to gather data on variations in
police juvenile unit organization and practice. The general areas reviewed
were: Iinitial police contact with juveniles; formal and informal dispositional
alternatives for dealing with delinquents; selection, qualifications and -
training of police juvenile officers; organizational policies and staffing
of police programs for handling juveniles. Although the study provides'
cohsiderable information on the practices of departments in 1970, it is not
comparable to the data gathered during the present study; 13% of the.respondents
and the IACP survey came from departments éerving jurisdictions of over

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

-
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eohBidered preliminafy £6 the insights and conclusions which appear in later
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aftmental St ecialization**

The survey attempted, first of all, to identify all departments with a
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gpecialized eapability for handling Juveniles. Responses (N=124) _indicated

that:

o 89% of the departments had an organizational entity
kinewn as the juvenile unit T OSTTTTEIoYEES S

¢ 6% of Ené departments had juvenile o offlcers but no
juvenile uait HEEE BeosEERSy v

¢ 5% of the departments had neither a Juvenile unit
¥ juvenile officers = W 7T ¢ LEYEeomE oEe-

_*Many questions were asked which were not answered by sufficient numbers of

%*The abselute number of responses to each’ question on the survey varied. Some

of Ene variation was due ko questions which weré not dpplicable to all departments..
Bome of the va¥iatioh came from depayx tments wﬁlch ‘did not ‘respond to all applicable

quéstioﬁs; The differing N's used chrougﬁout tﬁlS Séction’ represenc the total
fuimber of veapondents o the particular quesﬁ
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Aceording €6 these seatisEies; thé laFge proportion of départments Had
some form 6f specialized juvenile eapadbility.

The departments which had a 3uvenxle init WéFé more ii§3i§ £6 ba
serving eities ehan eounties (937 vs. 73%; respectivély).

Table 1 summarizes infofmatlen on Ehe numbef of Juventls GAlt officers

found ia ?éliéé.déﬁétéﬁéﬁéé 6f vaFying Size.

—— m———

FABLE 1. Mumbsf of Juvenile Uait O0ffiférs by Nomber o6f Sworn
E Officérs in a Department :
| FullsTine Fuli=Tina Siorn 0FF1d8r6 i Unit
Sworn Officeérs o - - -
in Degjat;gmgg_t =5 6=10 131=15 16~290 — 214
? - Under 200 o ~ i . .
(N=13) 38% 54% 8% 0 0
ﬁ 200=399 . - .
(N=41) 24% 38% 26% 102 7%
400=599 i . oa-
(N=14) 7% 21% 297 29% 14%
600=799 N B »
(N=16) 36% 16% 20% 10Z . 30%
800 + A . . .
(N=17) ) 3y i3% 0 76%
Total = 95

As shown on Table 1, a gpencral Eénd emérges: a8 thé §4%8 SF tHé départment

inereases, the number 6f juvenile sfficé¥s in thé unit inct838ES. In general,

- -

departments of lass than 400 sffisers are iikely o have 1885 tH3n 10 juvenile

offiecers in a unit, while départments of 400 6% more offistis & IIKbly to

have 1l or mere juvenile offieé¥s.
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Q Juvenile units reported having received less of an inerease in their
budgets, relative to the rest of the department. Eighty-seyea percent of
the 112 responding departments noted an increase in the department's
budget over the previous year, while only 70Z of the respondents
indicated an increase in the juvenile unit'’s budget. No infermation was
gathered on the specific dollar amount of increases.

The decades during which a juvenile unit was established in departments

are preseﬂted below:

1970-77 217

'1960-69 132
1950-59 332
1940-49 187
1930-39 13%
Before 1930 2%
(N=98)

These figures indicate a surge in the establishment of juvenile units

in the 1930's which reached a peak in the 1950's. The emergence of new

‘D

~J
o
m.c
°
H
(1

units tapered off in the 1960's, but picked up again during the 197(

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

(2) a perceived need for organizational efficiency through speeialization;

=gt e

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

Nineteen percent (19Z) of the 92 departments responding te th

question

currently receive some LEAA funds for their juvenile unit; 377 indicated that
their units had previously received funds (N=64). Aéc@r-iﬂg to
respondents, funds were received for either the creation of a juvenile unit

(e.g., personnel, equipment); the expansion of a unit, er the development of

special unit programs (e.g., pre-trial diversion).
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Administration (4%), and other DiviSions (37)
oy
Characteristics of Juvenile Units T

Personnel. Responses to questidn on the Strvey asking for the rank
A SR g £

of the commanding officer of the juvenilé unit produced Eié To1lowing

statistics: ;ﬁf@
Inspector 1:3%
Major .3.7%
Captain 24.32
Lieutenant 46,72
Sergeant 16.8%
Other 6.5%
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According to these statistics, alid§t Balf of unit Eommanaers hola tﬁe ggnk

of Lieutenant while 77% hold this fank or abové.
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A separate question revealed that almost half of unit cotimanders report
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Deputy Chief,* |

S1ightly more than half of the FeSpoRdEnts 1BaiRatsés that 3% Edgcational
requirement was established for eligiBility 35 & Sﬁﬁﬁiiié SEF1IEEF (N=105);~ .

75% of 103 responding departments imfated FR4E & Fiked m
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Eighty percent of the responding depaFtmerts fﬁ— §) £51

training to juvenile officers; moré than haif i%&i%%ié%%é?i“ this training

-

18 required. Responses to a questifii 8n 1B6&AE1SH SF Eréihi § ihdicated that

Structurd¥ (1) the

*It should be noted that not all departments have £REF§%W§”§§ k
same ranks may not exist in each department, dfia (2) €hié 35mé rank can mean
different things in different departméits. £
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the departmeit proviaes most of,the training, w1th colleges and univer51ties
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- providing a relatively iarge share as well.* Two-thirdg,of the respondents
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also indicatsd that 3 juvenile unit officers participated in training non-

juvenile officers. -
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Mbst juvenile officers work out of uniform: 79% reported working in
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uniformed and plainclothes officers (N=108) Juvenile officers are not the
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exception to the stanaara ru iE that police carry guns; officers in all units

‘=;C N
are armed whilé on éuty (\=10 8).
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8T s juvenl-S CIZTLCEDS

ed b¥
Duty shifts cové ed by juvenile ofticers vary considerably across units.
g

£ ghe rasponcin Un-

o] 185, by
Aecording to Taﬁie 2, ﬁ/ 8f the responding units work  all shifts; in

ave ork onlT One weesds ALl
direct contfast; 21% work only one weekday shift.
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buty Shifrs; Fr}centage of Respondents
Ail shifts ) 35%
weekaids 254 WEEKdS) o shifee 217
weskatids 209 WeSkdZTone Shire 5%
Weeiddys-Tus ShiZs 12%
Weekﬂaye-aae éiiéé 217
Othiér ComLinati;;; : < 6%
¢ ar Mon zalll (N=107) — —_—

*Excludes times iisted‘ﬁs“""n call"
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#The survey data on selection and -training should be reviewed along with the
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information that field. visits. prov1ded {pp. ]20) The field visit data lead
ue to question the validity of survey responses.
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Juvenile Offenses Handled. - Each state legislature defines the age of

majority. Responses to a question asking for the age below which an
individual was considered a2 juvenile under law indicate that most states
use 18 years of age. Responses were as follows: 18 years of age, 66.7%;
17 years of age, 23.6% and 16 years of age, 9.8Z.

Departments were queried about the most frequent juvenile offenses

"handled by the unit. ' The responses are presented below:

Larceny 29%
Status Offenses 247
Burglary 18%
Vandalism 7%
Assault 6%
Sexual Assault/
Robbery/Murder 3%
Drug Violations . 3%
Other Offenses 102
(N=307)*

Acéording to these figures, larcenies,v status offenses and burglaries
most frequently handled by juvenile units. It is significant to note that
only 9% of the responding departments reported that the units frequently
handled assaultive crimes.

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

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

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

frequently handled status offenses:

Runaway 347
B Incorrigible 26%

Truant . 162”

.

R ot et
. -

*The survey requested the three most frequent juvenile offenses handled by
the unit., The number 307 represents the tabulation of all first, second,
and third most frequently handled offenses of the 105 departments responding
to this question. The rank ordering of offenses is based on the frequency
with which an offense was mentioned.
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537 reported having a sehéél érime preblem (N¥=117). Eighty=sik pércent of
89 responding departments handled ez8es invelviag adult offénders in which
a juvenile was a victim (&:3.; abusé and néglest).

o o wm P A Pl S

Juvenile Unit Qgefagiﬁﬁs; Respending Eo feut Separate quéstions on

activities performed, 94% 6f thé raspsndants Statea that the unit investigated
cases frequently (N=105), 46%; epunseled frequently (M=101); 32% Gonducted

programs frequently (N“91), d 37% stated they patrelsd fraquéntly (N=98).
Another series of quéSEisns asked whethér a unit Sponsored or
participated in programs 6% & §peeifis nature. REspEnSes appear in Table 3.

TABLE 3: Progitams _ Sppnsored_o:_Paiiieinated"In
By Juvenile Unifs

Unit Safety ?Siiéé' géhéai géEEEa?iSB b;version
Involvement Prograin Probaticn Pregram P¥ogram Program**
- Sponsorx 31.12 36:4% 33.3% 22.7% 40.0%
Participate 68.97 69:6% 85.7% 77.3% 60.0%
(N=61) (§=23) (ii=81) (is42) (N=90)

~r e e e e

*The survey requested the th¥ée most freQuent 8tatus pffenses handied by the unit.
The number 329 represents thé tabiilatish of all Fi¥st; Sécond and third most
frequently handled status 6ffensés by the 115 départménts responding to the question.
The rank order is based cit the F¥équéney with whiech a status offense was mentioned.
**Telephone interviews indieated Ehat depattments eonfused the operacion of a

Rl

diversion program with usiig aivexsion as a process ; of §eteening juveniles out

-of the system. The survey data may b& inflatad.
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Dats on Table 3 suggest that most of the responding departments participate in

8 verlety of programs, but fewer spemser these programs.
Questions about the handiiag of juveniles by nom-juvenile unit efficers
indicated that non=juvenile officers perform a yariety of tasks ia juvenile

b sl —— e ——— i
TABLE 4: Tasks Performed by Non-Juvenile Officers

in Juvenile Cases¥® ,
A .

. Non=Juvenile

“OEficer Tasks Yes' Yo

Contacts Parents (N=97) 81.5% i8,6%

Investigates (¥=96) 80.2% 19.8%

Interrogates (N=97)  68.0% 32,0%

Charges (B=79) 51.9% 48,1%

Fingerprints (N=81) 45.7% 54,3%
3 Photographs M=79)  43.0% 57.0%

The data suggest that nen~juvenile officers are imveolved in 2 number of tasks

SIS0z

involving juvenile cases especially the contacting of parents (81.4% of
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respondents) and the imvestigation of eoffemses (80.2% of responden
On another question asked, 94% of the 133 respending depariments stated

P

me the types of community organizatioms

When respondents yere

a
to which. they frequently referred cases, the follewing statistics emerged:

Sommunity Serviece Organizationms 38.1%
¥Helfare Agencies 25.0%
Youth Service Bureaus 15,07
Mental Health €linies 13.1%
Nedghborhoed Groups 5.6%
Narcotics Treatment Centers 2,5%
. (N=160) *#
Respenses to this question 4o mot preclude the performance of these tasks by
juvenile officers also, ) ' .
#The survey requested the three community agemcies to which police referred
juveniles most freguently, The number 160 represents the tabulation of all
first, second and third mest frequently used referral agencies of the 87
departments responding te the guestion. The rank order is based on the
yith which a type of agenmey was mentiemed,

frequency wi
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According to these figures, eeommunity se¥vice o¥ganizatitns frequeatly

received unit referrals from the greatsF perecntage 6f t&spon ndénts (38.1%),

gseconded by welfare agencies (25%).

Aceording to Survey respsndents, both the unit

and eentral records were equally likely to previde Staragé for .javeénile arrest

records. Ninety-one pereent of the respsndents (¥=115) §tatéd that only

" juvenile justiee syatem perseonnel had aeeess te those rTécords.

When questioned about how long easé reedrds were képt by both the

department and the uait, the follswing respenses were given:(Tabié 5):

=
TABLE 5: 1Length of Time Reeeids afe Maintainéd by
Unit_and Central Records

Records Maintained - Juvenile Unit BBRtFai Records
Indefinitely 33.6% 53.6%
Uneil Age of Majority 50.0% 8%, 4%

5 Years +, But Not = .~ e
Indefinitely 13.5% 23.9%

Under 5 Years , . 3.7% _ e
(N=52) (N=41)

According to data on Table 5, juvenile reed¥ds are maintained for a longer
period of time by eentral resords than by Ehée unik: éiigﬁii§ moTe than half

maintain juvenile reesrds indefimitely; in eontrast, half of thé units
(50.0%) maintain records enly until age of majovrity:

More than half of the respendiip departménts reported that ATTeSt records

were not automated (58.5%7, N=106).

§ 11%ely to be



found in wmost police departments serving Jurisdlctions of over 100 000.

e e e e oI T -

This data satisfied the griginal purpose of the _survey, which was to identify

[ - eaie
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the universe of Juyenile units in medium and large--~ize police departments.
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ggg;cggages data EF%?S“??d in the remalnlng chapters. First, the fact that most

Juvenile units are organlzationally situated in ‘the Crlminal Investigations

Fm U e E e e e me
'-‘-~—=.— ——— -

g;y;§;g§ (€3D) is contrary-to the recommendatlons of a working paper on police,

.---_"J - - - 'v---—--— ———§

made by the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration

- - ——— T e it oo

of Jgstice. Ehe paper suggests an autonomous qperational d1v151on on a line

PR
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ievel with such dluisions as Eatrol Traffic, Detectives and Vice.20 The

p; ement of most units under €ID suggests that (departments accord units a

————— — = 2 TI=TIE 2T L

lgwer lgvel of status than recoumended by the Pr°sidentos Commission. This

———ae = e 2 \4 MMl li.

ccccc
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grganizational placement also maximizes- the poss1b111ties of intra—department

tensions between guyenlle and non-Juvenlle offlcers by, subsumlng a-uhit

lﬂa

ivision which field yisits indicated has 1ncompat1b1e goals and

different operational procedures: Ihis problem is returmed to in several

- st
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£olloying chahters,

un

geond, the 3uyenile offender handled by most units is not the v1olent,

=
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hardened r;ginal the mass ggla has given its attention._ Although each city

e — -——— SO ;_....

ol

and county has a groglem of varying degree with ‘the assaultive Juvenlie, the

-— ‘-—_.-.i\ reni.

3uygnile offender handled by the ynit is the larcenist, burglar, and Tunaway.

ro-guadreng ot
o ———— Py Sl anc

In some departments this is true because most juveniles commlt acts of

R QUND I - -

—— - SL3S G

[,

@inimal severity. In gther departments it is true because. the _CID handles

s



5, The:iéfﬁréfofttﬁé;offéhéé-and the
8ﬁﬁ§53§§§i§tiﬁé 5f thé javeniis bff%nder areexplored as part of the

S s =S e

: Spb51tLbnal behav1or’(Chapter V).
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than thé Burvey data in
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§8TEGAINE (d18positidn) AGtivitlds of officers; “discussed in ldter chapters.

?Sﬁrth &nd ii t; survey 3Ea bhich-lndlcate that non—Juved--e officers

-zc
- lunlls = Rergrme -

Bgrfbrm & variety 5f tAERS in JdVénile cases (e.g. investigation, contacting

o =

3% parénts; intertogatiOn) 1ed tb'field questions about lines of authority

&nd the division of labor within & department. Coupled with the»survey

S e m -

f1d&1ing thac the Iargest proportion of respondents state that unlts investlgate

E588&% fESﬁﬁgﬁEi§; the "8@§1§iiii§ 8t overlap of officer functions in the

1AVESE1RaT10n 8F & #35& 1§ 1B5kEd 1Bto cldsely in Chapter IV.



1.

ety BN

10.

11.

- 32 -

Notes Chapter II

-
-~
-~

e

b

James W. Sterling, History of the Juvehile-ﬁé%éeu of the Chicage Police
Department, Chicago, Illinois: Chicago Police Department, 1965
(unpublished paper). Loar

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract
of the United States, 1957. =

o

Robert M. Fogelson, Big-City Police, Cambridéé; Meeeechusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1977. L vesn

Paul Lerman (ed), Delinquency and Social Po;icy, New York, New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1970, p. 153.

ks
P

Rent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 86 S:Ct. 1045, 16 L. Ed. 2d-84 (1966);

‘Inte Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 87 S.Ct. 1428, 18 L. Ed. 2d 527 (1967);

In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 90 S.Ct. 1068, 25 L, Ed. 2d 368 (1970);
McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S. 528, 91 S.Ct. 1976, 29 L. Ed. 2d 647
(1970).

|

Clarence Kelly, "Message from the Director," Faw Enforcement News ,

.November 1976. R

Egon Bittner and Sheldon Krantz, Standards Relafing to Police Hah&ling of

" Juvenile Problems, Washington, D. C.: National Institute of Juvenile

-~ sstice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, March 1976; Task Force_to

Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
Standards on Police, Washington, D. C.: National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Dellnquency Prevention, LEAA, March 1976,

See the New York Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1976.

See the California Assembly Bill 3121, effective January 1, 1977.-.
The legislatures of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Maine, North Carolina
and Utah have also revised their juvenile codes, adding new provisions
related to the legal handling of status offenders. e T

Richard V. Ericson, "Police Bureaucracy and Deelsion—MEking. The;Function
of Discretion in Maintaining the Police System," in Jack Goldsmith and
Sharon S. Goldsmith, The Police Community, Pacific Palisades, Calif:
Palisades Publishers, 1974, ) tones

[

I ETE L '
Richard W. Kobetz, The Police Role and Juvenile Delinquency, Gaithersburg,
Md; International Association of Chiefs of Police, 1971; Allen P.. Bristow,
Effective Police Manpower Utilization, Springfield, Ill: Charles C. Thomas,
1969; Charles R. Guthrie, Law Enforcement and the Juvenile: A Study of
Police Interaction with Delinquents, Ann Arbor, Mich: University Microfilms

" International, 1963.



=0

-tt».;f - -,"{w -

v

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

- 33 -

P. B. Block and C. Ulberg, Auditing Clearance Rates, Washingtom, D. C.:
The Police Foundation, December 1974. Natiomal Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (NACCJSG) Police Task Force Report,
Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, Jammary 23, 1973.
National Commission on Productivity (NCOP). Report of the Advisory
Group on Productivity in Law Enforcement on Opportunities fotrihproving
Productivity in Police Services. Washington, D. C.: National Commission
on Productivity, 1973. Joseph Fink and Lloyd G.. Sealy. Team Policing
The Community and the Police -~ Conflict or Cooperation? New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1974, pp 149-182. P.B. Block and David :Sprecht, '
Neighborhood Team Policing, Washington, D. C.: U.S. Department .of
Justice, LEAA, 1973. .

National Institute of Mental Health, Diversion from -the Griminal Justice
System, Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971;

Paul Nejelski, "Diversion: The Promise and the Danger," .Crime .and
Delinquency, Vol. 22, No. 4, October, 1976; National Council:on

Crime and Delinquency, "Diversion in the Juvenile Justice:System,"

Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 22, No. 4, October 1976; Malcolm:Klein,

"Tssues in Diversion of Juvenile Offenders: A Guide -fer-Diversion,"

in Juvenile Justice Management (Gary Adams, Robert Carter, John:Gerletti,
Dan Pursuit, and Percy Rogers), Springfield, Illinois: _Charles:C. Thomas,
1973; Robert McDermott and Andrew Rutherford, "Juvenile_ Riversion, Final
Report," National Evaluation Program (NEP): Phase :I_.Assessment, Department
of Criminal Justice Studies, University of Minnesota, December, 1975;
Malcolm Klein, Kathie S. Teilmann, Joseph A. Styles, :Suzanne.Bugas Lincoln,
Susan Labin Rosenweig, The Explosion in Police Diversion: Programs:
Evaluating the Structural Dimensions of a Social Fad, Beverly:Hills, CA:
Sage Publizations, 1976; Malcolm Klein, Final Report: Police -Juvenile
Diversion Programs, Nationmal Institute of Juvenile Justice_and Delinquency
Prevention (NIJJDP), U.S. Department of Justice, December,. 1975; Don C.
Gibbons and Gerald F. Blake, "Evaluating the Impact -of Juvenile Diversion
Programs,'” Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 22, No. 4, October, 1976.

C. Pizzuto, The Police Juvenile Unit: A Study:in Role Consensus.
University Microfilms International: Ann Arbor, Michigan, :1968 (Ph.D. thesis).

0. W, Wilson, Police Administration, New York: McGraw-~Hil% Book .Co., Inc.,
1950; John Kenney and Dan Pursuit, Police Work With Juveniles,

Springfield, Ill; Charles C. Thomas, 1954; Children's Bureau; U.S.
Departumcnc of Health, Education, and Welfare, Police Services -for Juveniles,
Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,. 1954;:Richard A. Myren
and Lynn D, Swanson, Police Work with Children-Perspectives-and Principles,
Children's Bureau Publication 399, Washington, D. C.: ..U.Sc-Government
Printing Office, 1962.

The Nationdl Task Force to Develop Standards and GoalSrfor:Juiﬁnile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Police~Juvenile Operations;,.Washington,

D. C., Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S.:Department of Justice,
1977.




e

- 34 -

17. Egon Bittner and Sheldon Kraﬁtib Standards Relating to Police Handling of
i7. Eo-Juvenile Problems,-Boston,-Mass:--Institule_for Judicial.Administration,

:American Bgr Assoclatlon Joint Tommissien on- Juvenile Justce Standards,

, . c—— 2 oo Cee . - -
s A TAR ﬁdrégtlzsac;;:;on Joine COmmiESIiOon Oh SUVuL. .. Justise Lol
':0-.’ .”v——:—
L2/C

18. "National Task Force, op.cit.

Hul

18, P
19. Kobet op e

[E RN

20. Pres1dent s Commlssion on Law Enforcement and Admlnistration of Justice,
Ts z-Task Force Report: ._The Pollce,.washlnthn, D. C.: .U.S. .Government

S

Pl

¥

el g

-

. I v * M

o T

rd

;. .

-
4

~ Printing Offlce, 1967.3.:-__:5 CESRAInITIT, S. . 0. Lawewee T
VV~"‘“¢ SIS as o




ggggter 111 .

A Functional Framework

The data gathered through field wvisits to twelve ggpgrtments led

- PR

to the conclusion that the most useful analytic framework within which to

et £ 5 gt erpu iy

understand the operations of police juvenile units, from the E?%ESY and
evaluation perspectives, is based on the functions which juvenile units
perform. Police officers tend te think in terms of police functions. A

== OF

question put to officers about geals and objectives receives an answer

‘about functionms. Also, there is comsiderably more agreement among units

— _—— T = e e -

on what functions they perform than e¢m why they perform them, Finally, a

furictional framework opens. the way for a clear identification of the

significant aspects of a unit's operations, which is cpnducive to evaluation
and measurement,

The first section of this e

of the larger departmental apd juvenile justice system networks. §§vgn this
background, the second section identifies what appears to be the primary

functions performed by juvenile units acress the country. The third section

pinpoints those goals and underlying eperatienal a

sur ptions which presumably

are achieved through unit fumetiens, The data upom which this chapter is

based were synthesized from that gathered during field yisits and the

telephone survey. A brief diseussion of the sites visited cencludes the

chapter.

The Unit Within the Juvenile Justice System

Figure 1 places a mythical juvenile unit within the case flaow structure

o g~ -t
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of a typicai 36%3&%&8 jaSt1eé System. The figure presents the unit which
‘TESEnTE tne unit o

¢oIiencer. AgToToIL

deals with Both thé &tt 3&3 8ffender and potential offender. According to
this figufe; &R 1ReHAERE wilh 4 mes to the attent
the unif if & VArt&ty of ways: hrough the complaint receiv1ng desk, a

fogughaiy
L TelelNillzoltE..

patrol efficer; or thé tnvestigative division. Ihe figure also portrays

LIEYTIe &850 TCoTITC i
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the fact that a juvéntle 2asé may bypass the unit altogetner, with a

s e o
LRSS TLAT .

- e

complaint against an aIleged dffender filed in court by an officer from

.....
Comen U.-——-\-- -

another division. Wﬂen this becurs the juvenile un1t may not learn thaL

L. —2E2TLOC.

a juvenile fas B&&n pStitioned to court by a non—juvenile officer.
VRIS IiizEzT.

A dotted 1iRE £BhR&RLS thé hon-offender with the juvenile unit. Ihis

Srvenios Uit

represents the jUVEA1E YhS 1§ involved with the unit through delinquency
Vhbea o L_....\'.’L"_ L_-.__--\-'

-

preventisn programs th thé §&hool and commypity. This non-offender group

itls pon~srf=nier a7
may fincliide known, prior offénders and those whom the police feel may be
Lites pC.lCE fael ookt

-~

87& included in the non—offender category,
WmLLIencel CaTaioY

potential sffenders. They

>

however; because £ ﬁlieged 5ffbnse was not the reason for their partlciuatlon

T s
- - i -~

in the program.

A cdase involving an aileged offender may be referred by the police to

vierred oV The SoLLT.

juvenile éourt; a1EHSURH 35td ESnerated by rhis study and presgnted in
oy and presencsEl Lo

—s = e

Chapter ¥ indicitd that many iiieged offenders are released by the police to

reLeasec oW ThOe Tl.s

a pareit; With & TEEOEMERAATIBH that a commupity agency be contacted. In

...~‘

many listainces,; the 3 veniié agrées. to partlcipate in a police-sponsored or

pied . PRERAR e SRORDOUCI

community=based Progtam.

A ease Which 1S FREETTEE 16 Bourt by patrol, investigations, or the - -

— . e

1OVesSTIZaTionE, .

juveniie ﬁnit 15 BEEER TEVIEVEX first by an intake unit of the court and,

UNLT 0 Toe ZouTrt Lo,
socond, By the proS&fiting 2ttdfney. Cases which are brought to the aprention

e Qe brougnt Lo as

df the ésift (jﬁﬁgai ard iiﬁ%i? td have been sereened by police, intake, and

“vHe. DY poilcs, ITTl...
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prosecution.. In juvenile court, the case is formally 2;§§eg;eg before a
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judgé or referee. The juvenile ha
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prior to court appearance, so that the sole question before the court is

sae SoUTT oo

that of disposition. The court has a variety of dispositi gpgl opfions from

which to select: parental custody, placemeqt in a correctional instltution,

y~- —-.---a--&_ —res - - -

probation, or dlrect referral to a eity, gounty or state social serv1ce
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agency. Placement in a correctional facility is usually rgggrved for the
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repeat and serious offender.

Unit Functions

Telepnone interviews and field visits led to the conclusion that most,

RSN SJRI2D
s COLIL8LCn izl .

if not all, juvenile units perform one er more of three functions:

wleoe JUTLITCTES

relating to the comm;§§;on of an alleged crnmlnal
incident o-. SZITITIT

the purpose of reaching a ease dlsQOS}tlon e

e —2T

e Program Operation ==~ implementing an activity within
the community designed to prevent dellnquency or~TT
rehabilitate the delingquent

Figure 2 diagrams the operatiopal interaction of t

to this figure, the juvenile case which enters the ynit can come fr°m the

patrol or investigative divisiems, be a "walk-in", or be unit initiated.

UL oLl

CINEE 0L

When a case comes from the investigative division, the unit may omit further

nls Cc.T

- b b - m— 1 -

investigative tasks. If the imvestigative work is judged complete; the

juvenile officers will only pezform ser eening acttw ties. When the case is

=T P WwWOel, ot

o o - -

X

unit-initiated, reported by patrel, eor ch:ough a wal ~in, the unit will most

likely perform both investigative and scre ning functions, from which release

~wueeaCLE O WL l:

to the community, referral to & pelice=operated program, or Rgtition ro court

PR Y -~

may result.
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" - The dotted line overlapplng the investigation and screening functions -
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indicates that these functions are n
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entirely distinc\. Although each
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ves, these functions share some
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function has different goals and ob
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of the same activities, apd uge some of
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e same 1nformat10n. “This is

more fully elaborated upon in Chapters VI and. V.,
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Juveniles may participate in a unit-sponsored preventlon program as
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a result of the Juvenile s initiative, or by referral following contact

o,

. with the police, Many prevention programs, such as athletic‘leagues, summer

e saSes s Lol
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camps, explorer groups and big brother programs, are operated primarily for

cIGule” ol o e Do .

the potential offender., Ppllce~$ponsored rehabllitation programs Vary from
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a highly structured employment-prlented program to informal pollce probation.
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Juveniles are referred to these programs as an alternatlve to a petltlon to

......

court.

Unit Goals

The primary goals of pol;;e Juvenlle unlts are presented below, based

on the telephone 1nterv1ews and department v1sits. ‘The order of presentation

=% L deeew . LTS WTLD —l— .

does not indicate priorlty, neither do all departments ascribe ‘to' 2ach’ goal.
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The list does, however, coyer the range of gperatlonal goals found across
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spegtlve of the offlcers. i
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departments pationwide, frem the per
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e To enfgrce law glglate E\ Juveniles
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e To prevent guven;le delinguency
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e I@ help the guvenile avoid the delinquent label

4 atlves

Te gggrdinate police work with that of other juvenile
FOoSTE WRRX STEN CRET U L.

. Justice system agencies
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These goals are more likely to be informally understood by unit officers
These zczls ars
than they are to be found written in departmental handbooks or unit manuals.
.than thsv are o ¢

While officers within a given.unit can agree.on. unit goals, the conceptual

H
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ot i nsYes ee- -

Wniile cfiizers

distinction between goals, objectives, procedures and functions -- important
digginczion TaTvz- - o

for evaluation purposes =-- is.not made. on

Lo o o e e — . —

- - Cvc-..»-«.--_.

Several observations about the difficulty. in establishlng what are a

Severz. ols=r
unit's goals should be made. : First, there are as many versions of what unit
uniz's gecale sholl

goals are as there are sources:‘to review, -Five distinct goal statements existed

Ca_.g &ari 28 ToaTl

in the Washington, D. C., district office visited, depending upon whether

a ™ 7-.-; “ac - . e -

-—ai waif S e - -

handbooks were reviewed, juvenile officers interviewed, juvenile officer

handboons were T
activities and decisions observed, unit data-gathering forms analyzed, or

activizzes znd C-.

non-juvenile officers interviewed.* Seconiﬁjnangfdepartments operationalize

non-~juvenils <I:
the same goal differently. Delinquency prevention, for euample, can be a

the same goal IiIl:
summer camp experience for a-pre~delinquent: 1n L1ncoln or the return of a

Sumpey 2ET7 exTiil - - |
truant to school (to prevent burglaries) in-washingtom D.C.. Third, unit goals f

- -~ D .- -

traant =z
change over time but officer act1v1t1es do not necessarlly reflect these

changes. uFor example, a reorganization of the Juvenlle court in Topeka several

tna&.gcv. -f\'- ES
years ago establlshed an intake division, and. changed the POlice juvenile

vears ago aszar .-
unit'’s role from screenlng to investigation,...Unit officers who were w1th the

rni=ls vsle Evi-

Ah e U ewaT oo

unit prior to the reorganization, however, continue to spend their time
un'l" "7‘“ "\V - - = -

counseling Juvenlles- the newer officers investigate and take more of a

counse-ing suvd R
"law enforcement" approach. ~Fourth, conflicting. goals co-exist within the

"iaw enforcemsn CPE
same unit. The goal of rehabilitation, the: special province of the juvenile
same uniz. Too o : - -

ooz

*In the site in question unit goals did not appear inm the department manual;
unit.gificers.stated they were investigators.-and, processors; activities
gevealed that unit officers screened and processed tases; unit reports :
indéggggdbthgt 90% of the unit's activities were patrol-related; non~3uvenile
officers-felt-that the unit provided a holding. facility and paper processing -
gervice. =z:1- : . . . . 12l

-
a - - - . -
~
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justice system, conflicts with the law enforcement orientation of the
department in which juvenile officers were trained as recruits.

It {s not clear whether the goals listed above, with the exception of
law enforcement, are shared by the majority of non=~juvenile officers., The
goals of rehabilitation of the offender and minimal case penetration into
fhe juvenile justice system, for example, do not exist for the adult system.
Non~-juvenile officers work in a system where en alleged perpetrator proceeds
directly to court, bail is set, and the case is prepared for prosecution. A

- system which values diversion from court, avoidance of detention, and a |

' disPQSi;ion which may be unrelated to the facts of a case is decried by
nany nenrjuvenile officers.” Daily juvenile officer activities, such as
case conferences with the juvenile and the juvenile's family, and discussions
with social work agents are negatively evaluated as not being "real" police
wofk° The "kiddie court" image of the juvenile justice system leads to the
perception of the juvenile officer as working with less rigor apnd lower
standards. The operation of school, athletic or recreation progxams'by the
unit, even when staffeé part-time by non-juvenile officers, is econsidered
less than police work. |

The juvenile unit is frequently viewed by non-juvenile offiecers as separate

from other divisions. This separation stems from: (1) goals of the unit which are

not shared by non~-juvenile officers; (2) case decisions made by unit efficers
which are resented by non-juvenile officers; (3) activities which eomprise
the unit functions which are demeaned by non;juvenile officers; and, (4)
actions and decisions of the juvenile court which are mistakenly attributed

to iuvenile officers.

* —

*Egon Bittner has pointed out that non-juvenile officers may give special
treatment to classes of offenders in addition to juveniles: the mentally ill,
residents of ethnic ghettos, certain types of bohemians and vagabonds, See

"The Police on Skid-Row: A Study of Peace-Keeping" American Sociological Review,
Vol. 32, Octcber 1967.
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if such undes1zeable,activities as handling minor offenders :(who could

——a —-———e eeemest o w e -

be as young as seven years.oi age) inyestigatlng nineor offenses ‘fedg. a

ek
o T e, ceewmea o

bicycle theft)! counseting families, and dealing vlfh local work -agéncies

-

could be restrlcted to a special group of juvenile officers, the ‘thinking goes,

the rema1n§er Qf the officers can spend more of their time building ‘cases for

- - - ——— S mree e T oo - .- - ——-

prosecution against alleged offenders. Although in fact, the norn=juvenile

[ - e e AR

officer may be epegg}gg ggg; g;gg 55‘”&1ng Xo citlzen requests - £or

- e e amee T

information, giv;hg directions, and providing medical assistance,-the

- e e S &Z D -

department views. the efficer as more available for 'law enforcementwwork"

P L~

eoren tm s O

In agdit;on to the §r1mary gnals listed above, there .remain- gevaral

vvc “LEYE

secondary goals of a department whose attainment .is dependent upon-‘the

PO RS $ 7L - L3

existence of a Juvenile unit:

¢ to enable non-juvenile officers _to devote their time

v STEmmeT LS oo LeVvile el

g to develop a positive.view of- law_enforcement among
Juveniles | SITITEIREY

® Fo appear socially comsciaus de zesponsive_to, the
8mmunity:§t:13rge SR

® 19 reduce the workload .of .the. gnvenxle court

Srr T e -

# o be efficient din thep g§§§gng of juyenile cases

Thg goal of helping nonrjuvenile -.off ég Is.m malntain thelr jaw enfortement duties

s nd -G-.... el

.gmpha51zes the phllqsophlcal.rift which_still exists 1n_pany uepariments over

—mee  Ddem S S

what constitutes the pnimary functlon ofupollce officers,

--------- S CLILTETE

[SSpuRestn 58 4}

juveniles gz:}d appeacing seeeae%ly:999§sé~9;lsasan . Iesponsive to the ety
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4Fé &i&éé"“' Féiatéd: By word and ded he {9vEAilE Sfficér aELémpes to
EBRVIncE théSé groups that poiicé are human. Ehey 5re §afénding the social
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thé 14w, 86 & t6mg WAy toward making these godls a 'f?a‘afl‘i:iy.
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ést impact that thé unit has on the - "ven‘:tl“e ‘fistide 'system
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pErform their dutiés without thé burden” of ﬁanallng the’ juvenile®offender.

in’ dperational” convenience,- if

The juvéniié ontt; thén; 15 asSumed to be
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ROt & &Fficiént procaSS6Y; £67 the department. - First, the'init® Feliaves
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téal pbitce Work:" Stch involvement is Likely to incréase théNon-fivenile
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disadvantages outweigh the incentives for mest mem~juveanile officers.
Holding a juvenile in the unit until custedy eof the juvenile can be trans-

ferred to a parent is given by such officers as an example of an unrewarding

activity. Commendations for a felony arrest are net expected when the

perpetrator turns out to be a juvenile. Overtime pay
from a court system which rarely requests testimony from an arresting or
investigating officer. Arrest satisfaction is minimal when the "bad guy"

turns out tc be a juvenile who the law assumes to be less responsible for

an act than is an adult.

A third "convenience" stems from the assumed administrative efficiencies

Records may be maintained and

of having a focal point for juvenile matters,

= gt

stored in a central location. Special, additienal paperwork needed for the

juvenile court is completed with uniformity, and not by the non-juvenile
officer. Time and, ultimately, manpower, the thinking goes, is saved by
standardizing operating procedures and creating a place and group of officers

who become responsible for holding juveniles until parents can be 9951fied'*

Goals, Functions, Assumptions

The remainder of this document is ceneernmed with primary unit goals

listed previously (p.40 ) and the three majoer juvemile umit functions through

Ko

£ goals apd functions

e o

which goal achievement is attempted. The justapesitien

is presented in Table 6.

*The data from Multnomah County, described in Ehapters IV and V, imply
that the administrative efficiencies may be greater where ne.§9g9§§1“
Juvenile officers or unit exists, contrary te pepular beldef, B



TABLE 6: Unit Functions Intended
To Achieve Unit Goals

Unit Functions to Achieve Goals

M =T
Investigation Screening Program
Operation

Rehabilitation of :
the Delinquent X i X

Law Enforcement X )
Delinquency

Prevention X
Label Avoidance X )
System Coordination X

According to the Table, the investigative function attempts to implement

Sleentis T

the law enforcement goal, the sc¢reening function, the goals oﬁ rehabilitation,

*oe_f T

label avoidance and system coordination, and the program operation function,
©othltan Oper:

the goals of rehabilitation and prevention.

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

B8 UTT T

Juveniles, and the juvenile justice system. The aSSumptlonS discussed

B Ry i e

below are linked in chronological order,

and were considered the most important ones dealing with pollce capability

wite ¢

o G

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

‘i, COWETL.
goal is dependent upon the validity of these assumptioms, it is important to
Tetaens, LT

make these assumptions visible.

Rehabilitate the Delinquent. The assumptions which underly any attempt
© Wulen under,

to rehabilitate the juvenile are strongly linked to the philosophy which
tolle D..._.,:

resulted in the creation of the juvenile court. According to this philosophy,
oourding To o

-~

the immaturity and inexperience of echildren render them uot responsible for
Yhem net Yo
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their actions. Treatment and rehabilitation, them, are more appropriate
goals than is punishment. The focus of the ccurt's concern, the thinking
continues, should be on the needs of the child, rather than on the child's
deviant behavior.

This philosophy, when translated into the activities and decisions of
police juvenile officers, assumes that these officers cam: (1) identify
juveniles in need of treatment; (2) diagnoée their specific treatment
problems; (3) know which treatment alternatives are available; (4) select
the treatment alternative which is best suited to the needs of a given
juvenile; and (5) provide direct service to those juveniles for whom such
service is the most appropriate altermative. In addition to these police-
specific operational assumptions, the concept of rehabilitation also depends
on assumptions about the nature of behavioral change, the ability of juveniles

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

Enforce Laws Violated by Juveniles. The basic responsibility of law

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

crime it is ‘becoming increasingly difficult to balance the juvenile's need for
treatment against society's need for safety. The goals of law enforcement,
and those of rehabilitation and deviant label avoidance are incompatible.

The law enforcement goal is based on a model of crime control which stresses
identification, apprehension, and prosecution of perpetrators of illegal acts.
Rehabilitation, and label avoidance, in contrast, turn the attention of the
police away from the particular case and tow;rds the needs of the individual
perpetrator, suggesting early diversion and as little contact with the system

%
as possible.

*Although the movement back towards judging the offense, rather than the offender

is currently underway in academic writings and state legislation, juvenile
officers, in large part, still emphasize rehabilitation and label avoidance.
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to the fact that juvenile officers

M

inyestigatlve role in 1aw
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enforcement. Patrol activities play

a small role in their work
SETELOT EIITRIIINED IIES ZosIEIll TIlE T I

Given the~inyg§tiggtiye role, however, the assumptions are 51m11ar for
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both juvenile and adult investigators: (l) cases received by the unit for

Cmmrar e mer? Tl el e e - sl -
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investigation are incomplete; (2) the information gathered by Juvenile

“rteemli. &
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officers is additional to that gathered by non-;uvenile officers' 3) the

information gathered by Juvenile officers is needed to ,complete gsses, ‘and

R N R i

(4) the information gathered by Juvenile officers is needed to prosecute

il dinli-Thuiilie 2ol e T T o~ Lol L TL.LTZel: L ltwt -

cages,
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grevent Juvenile Delinquency. Prevertion 1s p; adly defined by most

- e T . —_——

jgvenile officers as any activity which kegps unlawful behavior from occurlng.

A -

Using this definition, the concepts of preyv

Chaa pepibe RADIDIR oo oL= CCO T - . . Ceeenm s ol L

gverlap: the enforcement of truancy viola ions becomes burglary-prevention,

the referral of a confessed delinguent to a gommunity—based treatment program

prevents the next delinquent act or status offense pollce work with local

- e s S newt . .~ -

Bang mgmygrs limits (prevents) t h

("fD

gnitude of destructive actlvities. Some,

meleml S (BTEVETLLL Lezllllils S SR ITUTLLY

juyenile off icers state that the enforcement of the 1aw, 1tself is a prevention

acetivity. The major thrust of prevention acti v1t1es undertaken by Juvenile
el . LeoD cl_vh s el . e e s T, ©

STLVLILEs UlleTialen

n the area of neighborhood and school programs.
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ghg assum tions which gndgrly the prgwentign attempts of juvenile units
are sipilar to those of the rehabilitation goal: (1) the police are able to
et KL TR -~ —ee ST N - bt a TheaNatf w - - —— e T ) ....: _”'___~__ 2T .o

who is likely to commit delinquent acts or status offenses'
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ggtion strategies exist; (3) they are able to direet
re=lee BLTELEILTT SNIZL SORSE]” zre znlsz ot -

pre=gelinquents toward a preventivestrategy; and (4) they are able to
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implement needed strategies. The skills of diagnosis,
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appear again in the prevention assumptions.
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ﬁvoid’tﬁe Delinguent Label.  Two_ decades ago [labeling. theory" emerged
ig ZQ acade;ic.oerspectrvewmich shifted-tnekfocusigg,concern,f:om the
élérsitication ;nd an;lysis of deviant forms of oehavior -to- the processes &
%; ;;ich individuéls'are defined by . othersﬁas_deviant. Qveruthe years,
Sriééiélo;é;s in ootnrthe crininal and j:venile instice systems concluded
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that contact Wlth those systems create d viance and_ othiégharmful consﬁquence.
- 3

e
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The labeling perspective 1s the .subJect .of. increasing question as sog,
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concerns move back to t@e concept. of indiv1dual resPQnSlb%l%st and evaluations
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of community-based treatment hlghlight program_ fgllures. aPOlige'juvenile )
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officers, though still hold the view that referral of a juvenile to court
PRI e ZVOICED WO R
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is an actlon to be avoided whenever _possible,, B < S
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fna e
This goal assumes that Juvenile officers; (1) are concerned about then
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negative consequences of sending a juvenile_to court; (2) are able to identify
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those delinquents or status offenders for whom court wé;l be a negative
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experlence~ and (3) can minimize the,PenettatlQn of _these juveniles into the
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justice system. These assumptions are epitomi;ed in the .frequently heard
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statement made by juvenile officers: "we try not to give the kid a recﬁ M
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Coordinate with the Juvenil J stlce System._ By agreeing. with the need
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to coordinate police work .with_the work of other components_ofwthe Juvenile
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Justice system, the juvenile officer impligitly“a;cepts as important the
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avels

system's desire to deal with the jggen le,as .whole person. .The juvenile
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officer also accepts the reverse assumptiouns_ ggatvnogﬁcoordination leads to
AT Srarmantation, Wil U o Vieel
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system and service fragmentation, which ultimately leads to failure in working
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with youth, Those who do ot view coordination as an impéTtant goal stress
the separate purpeses of police, court, gnd eorrections, and the impoééance
of the sequential order in which these agencies deal with the juvenile.

" in order for 2 juvenile unit to pursue coordination as a goal, it must
be assumed that: (1) juvenile officers are in contact With other juvenile
m agencies; (2) the gfficefs are aware of the goals and

-~ - - <

eperations of these agencies, and (3) are able to work cooperatively with

other system components, Underlying these assumptions which directly
the system's gbility to function in a coordinated mamner will be more

efficient in handling cases and will lead to positive change among juveniles.

Juvenile Units Visited

The gnalysis of any survey disguises jurisdictional vatiation by
aggregating statistics to reveal national patterns. Real differences which
exist in the field, however, must be recognized in order to make assessment

-el

sttempts meaningful, Some of these differences are displayed on Tables 7

and 8, for the twelve departments visited duringthe coursé of this study.

Table 7 presents primarily organizational and jurisdictional ihfo%métién for

the department within which the unit exists; Table é presetits unit cﬁafacteristics
and functions. %he twelve departments visited indicate only some of the
differences on any given variable which exists in the field. As stated fn
Ghapter I, these sites represent the range of variation oii the Function and
jurisdiction criteria gstgblished on the basis of mail siivey and teléphone

respenses: Each of these sites was a respondent to the mail survey.
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BABKR 7:  Depaitment Characeeriseics

8f Sires Visited

4 A
3 N Q\ 4 @%‘»o
/ 5& S 4 > 6&\'
) & ab 90 QO 4 5.
Sités N 4"0319:@‘) & 00 og’.cbg‘pf)
3ites o r 2
- (& ST IS oV
léi-i‘iﬁgéaﬁ; va 25, 8,656 278 [Eentral. 886
Baitimete, WD 8.3 [93,317 | 3610 | Decen- 21,522
kralized|
gontia €dsta- gounty | 600;000] 73.5 12,000 |} 330 [entral.] 1,469
county; CA
Buitith; MN gity |100;000] 7.3 | 3,200 | 125 [Eentral. 1,913
fcreensboro; Ne | €ity | 154;800] 5.6 | 7,437 | 218  Pentral.] 1,272
tincoin; NB eity |150;000{ 49.3 | 4,909 | 223 | Team 2,455
[thidEasia, * Eatnty | 168,000(423.0 | 7,144 | 223 [Team | 2,200
{edtnty; OR
|GHGREaRa, Edunty | 425,000 794.0 | 4,300 | 347 [feneral.] 496
€ounty; NY
Topaka; KS eity |140;000] 47.5 | 4,117 | 215 |fentral.] 2,151
Tortance; CA €1ty | 140;000{ 23.3 | 8,600 | 206 [central.] 2,363
TuEstn; Az gity |262;933| 80,0 |[15,200 | 554 ([Cenmeral.| 8,055
waShington, DE €1ty | 7i1,000( €3.2 32,257 | 4356 | Decen-
kralized] 9,711

#The Maltnomah County Shariff's Depactment does mot have a juvenile unict.



4 The Multnomsh County Sheriff's Department doec not have a juvenile unit,
#8 Includes all juvenile programs operated by the department.
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TABLE 8. Juvenile Unit Charactaristics of Sitco Visited .
. T g
V4
FUNCTIONS OF UNIT S
. " q’d
Investigations, . Screening Program
/ / Operation & .'o*
Casce Cases " Canea & o
Mandled flandled Handled 49 [
Ariington, VA 1950 488 | cIp Lt. Offfcer] 19 tnder 18{Larceny L!: 1isdemennors jtesAll Juvenile YeJ;c'anl Pro- | pays Uniform
tunavay Less Ser{ious Capes graog,Crime | Eves. {Plain.
andal. Felenies Pravention | tknds.
|Beltimore, MD 1944 1,377 Oper. Col. | Officer| 60 Under 18Jlarceny [Yesiisdemeanors jfesUnly Those YeyqDiversion, Vays Uniforn
Burglary Assaults and Investigated flLimited Ad- Platin.
Robbery Robberies by the Unit fustment
Between Juvs J IProgran
jComra Costa 1959 175 ‘CID Tt. Sgt. k3 Undex 18[Runaway {YedSerious Mis- les"Citation" o | ———— Days Plain, |
Qounty., 'CA al.Mis. demeanors, |l |Cases, Those !
JVandal. JFelonies All)] !lComing Into I
: Urimesl\galns’ Uit
} Juveriles
fiailath, HHN 1341 1946 (g 101D e, ‘Offtecert 110 Under "18{Runaway ;fledAll Cases eqAllCaces YessthaodlLidlaodlipayo Pldin,
tjlareeny Invilving lav3dlving Programim~ |l|'Eves.
Liquor Juveriles luveriiles ddiate 'Tated| Wkiids.
4{ vention
'IGreensboro, 1HC 11931 2289 |{ c1o Qapt. {} 0fftce 114 Udder 16juarceny |{YedAll' Cases NeAll Casey YeHdSthod) “Sdfery] i Days Pldin.
i jBurglary Invdlving lnvdlving ExplorersPos
iNanddl. [Juver{les Juvediles jLittléLeague . o
i outh &'Law [} TR
rlll'ncﬂln,'m 119%6 130 {§ 'Team r9ge. {1 Offflcer 12 Urider 't6[Runaway {poi] | -== .. i¥edAllifages - DYosCikedl'Re~ T([Days  |[udifo
larceny 1 Alavdlving sourcéPrograg) Wkrds. | {Prdin.
t Vanddl, Juvediles Summer* Camp,
* Foofbdll
ML enombt s noafl mm | owm | e || nwa || o Hudser éfuargrary o8 - fhg - W wipa | A
Cou by, ‘OR ! f.arceny
. . l Runaway
:
tenldaga 1119%4 Iyzo0 |[{ ‘ctp ee. || 'Invedt 17 Under '10{Lareeny |{YesMiddeneanors| [fesAll Qagen Yedpdiice!Pro- j|'Days Pldtn.
Cotity, 'WY }lunil’.ma M favdlving tbat fonSthod]|! Fves.,
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Department Characteristics

Tzble 7 indicates the mix of city and county departments visited and
the range of populations they serve (from Duluth's low of 100,000~to
Baltimore's high of 861,000). Eight of the twelve qualify as middle-
range cities/counties, with populations of between 100,000 and 250,090. The
ratio of sworn officers per population varies from a .55 officers per 1000
in Contra Costa County to 6.17 officgrs per 1000 in Washinéton, D.C.

Departmental organizational styles encountered include foth centralized
and decentralized arrangements, as well as several forms of team policing.
Duluth,'Minnesota, for example, is a traditionally orgaﬁiéed, centralized
department. The entire department issdividéé into three divisioms: patrol,

criminal investigations {CID) and administration. The Juvenile Aid Bureau

- i85 lbéaté&“iﬁ the CID. Washington, D. C., is one example of a decentralized

department which contains a2 Juvenile Division on the headquarters level and

Youth Service Officers in each of seven district stations. Functions are

specialized: the Juvenile Di&ision operates prevention programs and special
investigations such as child abuse; Youth Service Officers primarily screen
and process cases handled by non-juvenile officers. Team policing in Lincoln
is characterized by four teams permanently assigned to a particular shift ~-
with the exception of the Youth Aid Bureau which is responsible to the day

team.

[

The departwments varied considerably on the number of juvenile arrests in’

the prior year. Baltimore and Washington, D. C., cities of relatively
comparable size, had highly dissimilar arrest rates. This holds true for

Greensboro and Lincolan as well.
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and Lincoln units differ.in :tems of fupg;ions they perform. While a
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Greensboro-Topeka c¢omparisen, -on the basis of population and functional

1T e

similarities seems more:appropriate, Greens boro has a department'W1th
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twice the number of sworn:gfficers as does T peka (Table 7). The ‘fact.

gngg Green sboro s Youth Dlvis1nn also has twice the number of sworn officers
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as does he Topeka unit, then, :is not as significant as it originally
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ost units visitedAhaye-jprisdiction,gyer anyone under 18, following

gurvey findings. Greensborp,_Lincoln _and .Onondaga County are the.only units
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A review of the most:frequent Juvenile offenses handred by the units

2.
Tl

reyeals similarities with patiopal statistics: Alarcenies, burglaries,

D e - e

status gffe ses, end vandalism: account -for_most of the units' "business.”

[ -~ - -a L a L

Y4

e crime of robbery is in;;he“gategoryﬁofﬁmgst.frequent offenses;only in

two large cities visited, Baltimore andAWashington, D. C., ==l

———— YL

Information on unit functions reyeals wide differences in the number

Mo

~apg nature of functions perxformed by differs nt units. For example,. the

>

Ariington Juvenile Offenseg Unit . investig an nd screens mifdemearors and

tes

&r

legs gerious felonies., WhilerOrondaga- County 1nvestigates mlsdemeanors, it

1s regponsible for screening all juvenile cases (after an investigation of

DA

f@lonies is conducted. by thevvtimrnal.investigatlons drv181on).n=Duluth both

T
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tes ané sereens allujuvenile offenders. Yeie Ll

igat
While the majority ofisites_visited, operate police programs, the natures

e

rograms vary considerably. _. Arlzngton County ‘offers several preventlon

M - e

§?B;Q§g§9§ within their jupdior:and senior. high school program ‘(evg., student

ggungeling, information p;pgramsa~_g§ety pa;rol) Baltimore;‘in-gontrast,
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may involve counseling or diversion to a community service work program.

e

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

in Baltimore, Contra Costa Countj, Greensboro and Tucson, to a weekday/

evenirg/weekend shift in Arlington County, Duluth, Onondaga County, Topeka

and Washington.

Each unit has some of its officers in plainclothes, although Arlington

County, Baltimore, Lincoln and Washington also use uniform officers.

Although summary tables are helpful for comparisons across sites, they

fragment our understanding of any given site. A short description of each

£
3
k-

of the twelve sites visited is presented in this section in an effort to

reunify the parts.

B Arlingten County Police Department
3 Arlington, Virginia

Arlington County, Virginia, with a population of 175,000 and an area

of 25 square miles, has three police departments within the same jurisdiction:

»

the Arlington County Police Department, the Sheriff's Department and the

Virginia State Police. The Sheriff's Department administers the County
Jail, handles evictions and transports convicted Hefendants to prison. The
State Police agency is responsible for traffic patrol and maintaining laws
and statutes on public thoroughfareé.

The Arlington County Police Department, with 287 sworn officers, is

responsible for the remainder of law enforcement functions in the county.
The department has three divisions: Communication Services, Investigations
and Operations. The juvenile unit is located in the Criminal Investigationms

Division. The unit is subdivided into two groups: (1) the Juvenile Offenses

Unit (JOU), which is responsible for the investigation of incidents invol¥ing



EE O

p
é.
N

e

R

1

TS

S

5~/ R~ 1

-
KGR

=57 =

\

an alleged juuenile offender, and (2) the Juvenile Resource Unit (JRU),

Con e e & Tow Y VRrmaT

ER N AT

Egptaining personnel who deal primarlly in non-law enrorcement related

~dv wTLl (g ey,

aetivities.

JoU officers are assigned throughout the c0unty by junior high school

B e R -

district. Thg JOU officer typlcally investigates all misdemeanor cases

R

and less serious felony offenses commltted by a Juvenlle. On occasion,

Caree T ol T Te - ——-.? - - ee—

the JOU officer will also be assigned more serious felony cases, depending

masT MmN e e e e Ve e S S D —_— e

- Tl

pn the caseload of the spec alized detective units. Child abuse cases are

-y

referred directly to the Lepartmeht of Human Resources.

- e e e o _——

JRU personnel are a331gned to spec1f1c elementary and junior high

_..-. aeti

gchools, and are primarily responsible for preventlng and handllng potential

[y L P — el -

. &I0
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delinquent activities within a partlcular school. In addltlon, JRU officers

-5 &t

cpunsel students who are invglved in gcboolnrelatedklncldents that do not

Warrant formal police action, and present structured 1nformation programs

B s 4 -

Tl Ll o

within the school on toplcs such as drug use, shopllftlng and driver safety.

. Ll

$hese officers are also frequently 1nyolved in athletlc programs for students

- —— e e Tia b Mmoo

agfter school hours and attend a unitwsponsored summer camp for juveniles.
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Personnel in both the JOU and JRU uvnits work very closely, sharing
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information on guvenlles families and community problems. Since both
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pnits a331gn their officers on the basis of junior high school districts,
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gach district has a complement of bgth officers. Typically, the JOU officer
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}5 giyen responsiblllty for the sgrrgundlng community while the JRU officers

ggrk within the gchools, )
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Baltimore Police Department
Baltimore, Maryland

Baltimore, Maryland, with an area of 78.3 square miles, is
an industrial/commercial center and major seaport. The Baltimore Police
Department is composed of 3,410 sworn personngl, providing a ratio to the
population of 4.0 per 1,000 people. The department is divided into three
major bureaus: Administration, Operations and Services. The patrol division
within the Operations Bureau is geographically divided into three patrol
areas, each consisting of three districts.

The juvenile unit exists both at the headquarters and district levels.
Located at police headquarters, the Youth Section, under the Community
Services Division, is responsible for developing and conducting juvenile
programs and summer camps, operating Police Boys Clubs, monitoring the
District Youth Service Officers in matters relating to the Pre-Intake
Adjustment Program, handling juvenile arrest warrants, conducting follow-
up investigations of assault and robbery cases of crimes peréetrated by
juveniles on juveniles, and investigating both juvenile and adult missing
persons,

Within eacﬁ police district, a Youth Services Unit exists under the
Operations Division, composed of juvenile officers who review all juvenile
reports completed by other officers, interview all juveniles that are recom=-
mended to the police-~operated Limited Adjustment Program, and provide limited
counseling to juveniles involved in this progfém. This program attempts to
make an impact upon a juvenile's behavior prior to the commission of future
criminal acts. The program's objective is to produce "socially acceptable
behavior" and avoid the labeling process resulting from full entry into the

juvenile justice system. The Youth Services Officer is authorized to decide
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which diseretionary altefnative 15 appropfiate in saeh saset warn and
release, limited écounseling, diversion to approved éesmmunity se¥vices or
diversion to approved community Sefvice wotk prog¥ams. The Yauth Services
Officer alse has the alternative &f féféffiﬁg the juvenile to6 the Department
of Juvenile Services Intake Office upoh détermining that program enrollment
is not in the best interest of the child ot the community. Youth Services
Officers, then, do not investigate juvenilé offenses but are limited to

In addition to Veuth Serviee 6f£;eets; each Distriet Commander has
diseretion to assign a designated number of officers to the imvestigation

of juvenile cases.

Contra Costa County Sheriff=Coroner's Department

Contra Costa County, Califprnia

The Contra Costa County Shetiff=loroner's Department is located about
40 miles east of San Franeised, The depattment Serves all unincorporated
areas of the 73.5 square mile édunty area and provides eéntract police

8érvices to three ineérporated téwnships. Thé police department is centralized

in ies operatiens, with a swo¥n foree of 330.

The juvenile unit contains sik sworn officers and is loeated within the
Gfiminal Investigatiens Division., The unit Sha¥es an o6ffice with the crimes
againef persons (assault Eeam) iAvestigato¥s whe are responsible for all
ipeidents invelving physical vislenee., The Ewe female sffieers in the unit
are alsd utilized by the adult investipgators in ¥ape oF Bex ecases involving

either adules ot juveniles. OFf the six poesitiens im the unit, Ewd positions

ot

a¥e filled by trainees fer a perisd of sneé year. 8inee all juvenile officers

veeeive Ehe rank of Hergeant, appsintment Ed Ehe unit may earyy an automatic
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promotion. Both Juvenile officers and supervisory personnel are rotated in
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and out of the unit gvery tfwo years. This is based on department philosophy
TN el Wl BVEST Le YegTe .13 I3 rcessac
that all officers should gain equal knowledge and expertise in all facets
-l TIS SACUaC Jua. edla~ sT.OWoECIe 2o &l

of police work.

Patrol officers are encouraged to handle nonserious charges to

Crm—ad S-= -&Cc-s -~ T e T een ..: =.

completion. They have the optlon of sendlng these cases to the juvenile unit

- m. e et T

for disposition or directly to the probation department. When a case is

sent to the juvenile unit the patrol officer will issue a citation to the

Seeoamme e lmene SELTLL TIILTeXl VL. -

juvenile to report to the unlt on a specified day.
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The Juvenile Bureau 1s basically a screenlng and counseling unit, with

PRI AEIGE —S
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follow-up 1nvestigative responsibility only for particular crime categories
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that are not handled by patrol or other specialized units, Such investigations

N
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are usually limited to misdemeanors, such as larcenies, reported child
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abuse and status offenses. Status offenders in the state of California cannot

cew-ws LooTiizol CLETUE TIoUemLET: LT Ulis

be forc1b1y detained by police but must be dealt w1th on a voluntary basis,

- - OUT Llil D= ooflat

This limits the Juvenlle officer s ability to question the juvenile at length,

- Tl .o .
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or have time fo contact parents.
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First gffenders are handled a
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n

1nforma11y as 90551b1e by the unit through

counseling sessions with the parent and child Dgring these sessions the

S e
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juvenile officer a;:empts to bring the family together to figure out how to
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alleyiate the current p;oblem. The officer is given wide latitude in the

s R Y LDE GIZLZET

handling of a case, as lgng as the agproach does not violate department

~e oo
e tne 2 rCELh ==

rules, This ip l ide eg the imposition of pol ig sanctions, such as requesting

€8 Jae lmbosizien oI IooloE EEnTT

that the Juvenile ritg a composition on a ggrticular subject in lieu of more

es = e -

Miabidadales b N Y JOu.......u-. o

er §pgnsers mor participgggg io prevention programs.
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Duluth Police Department
-Buiuth——-i‘h.nneSot a—-—
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Duluth Minnesota is a small shipping_pqrt -located. on. Lake Superior with

~~.'—-s—--- P . =

a population of 100 000 Both Duluth and _the sukxounding St Louis County

P T R A —_—— e~ TS e —
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ave low unemployment rates and Duluth experiences_primarily non-violent

oo

3

rime.

The police department is traditionally divided.into _three div131ons.

P T u»-»-— —e T s e R

Operations, Adminlstration and Investigation. A ten. officer Juvenile Ald Bureau

=Rt Py atoiogy

JAB), established in 1941 is located within.the- Investigations division. The

SV-—— E [SIORE S NS - ——re = - —

JAB contains two policewomen, who deal primarily.. w1th Juvenile sexual and

o Lot \.\..-5—.-...- - -v._.-_u~- Taeme Ce

I PP~ SV A K

asgsault cases as well as the transportation.of, all. female prisoners. Two
Etgs -

e - loz. [ty *~_~_ —_—

gghpol.liaisonofflcers are responsible. for.mainta}ning a worklng relationshlp
gith gtudent and faculty in two public_ high,schpols. -TheJuvenlle unit s

L

-—— e T o - -

g;¢ gry functlon, and that of the. remaining'officers, 1s to 1nvestigate all

TULLCTLIN all Ti.d -

juvenile cases originating from patrol on.from.c1tlzen phone calls. When

o e T el UL C e i mmeaT e e Pt . e e

ths case involves a Juvenlle and an adult, the case will be Jointly handled

ectives. The head.of .the JAB however& retains flnal

el

e s e

rity over all case dispositions.-by. . Sicning all_petitions to court.
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Although the ‘glt s secondary function is_the disp031tion of a Juvenile

2400

. LYRCENNE . SURG. v

se, virtually all cases are petitigned. to. .Juvenile court. .. This is
<y CE&er

Vol el e R, it ——

tly related to the manner in which: the Juvenlle lustice system operates‘

e e T

- Can T

court consists of two divisioms:.;the. linquency div131on in which all
LSO 20 QHENE (O T O

ard by a Juvenile.ludge' and a dependency divi51on,
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and de ependency caseg are e heard. by a_re feree.u Few services

(SPREESS rav e

by the court,

are available to a juven s _he. he 1
are avellaefle Ic & :juve. ile unless he-ogyg BeFE i}»-g d L€ Doy
Egg gourt hag an pgiepggtion toward .community geryices and~placements.
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victim or complainant agrees on an acceptahle alternative. Status offenses,

E-S el
particularly runaways, are referred to.pecialized centers such. as the

Immediate Intervention Program that utilizes crisis intervention techniquesi¥

for juveniles and their families, qu§§§;ihg by the JAEﬁ%E'usually limiced

ETT SN

o

agency assistance.

Greensboro Police Department &
Greensboro, North Cdrolind ~ RS

The Greensboro, North €arolina, -Police Department, within Guilford
County, serves a population of approximately 154,000 in a 54.4 square mile

area. The downtown area of the city .is .virtually unpopuiaféﬁ, containing &

mainly commercial buildings and professional offiag?.

The police department is organized under a modified district system
which consists of four divisions: Administration, Community Services,
Field Operations, and Investigations. -The Youth Division is located within
the Investigations Division, %The juvenile unit was origiﬁéily established

in 1954 as a means for improving the.police department}s'ﬁéialing of

Juvenile offenders, Since a juvenile in North Carolina is classified as

a person under 16 years of age, the unit does not handle the most serious

-

crimes which are committed by offenders 17-18 years of age.’
The Youth Diyisicn has jurisdiction over all cases involving juveniles

ot ot 94

who are either suspects or victims, and receive cases primarily from the

investigations will usuaily handle it and send only a report to the Youth

Division. The unit conducts all follow-up investiga;ions} counseling and

s — :
z
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officers work one weekday shift.
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The Community Services Bivisier
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programs for juveniles: a2 summer pro

program, and an explorer program. Al

ess visible function of the unit is te ass

i)
i
i
<
:(D
«
[{2]

U]
o
wy

i

ited to crisis resolution since other
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ive more extended services. Juvenile
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hese services is on a

t is responsible for all juvenile

.st the Juvenile Court
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though these programs are not

gponsored by the vait, the Community Services Division maintains a close

relationship with the Youth Division.

The unit will refer cases to this

Division when a minor incident is brought to an officer's attention that

indicates a potential for future erim
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Linceln Police Department
Tincoln, Nebraska
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implementing 2 management by ebjectiv

inal offenses, e.,g., a bad home life.

on of 150,000 people. According to

ein ranks 80th out of 84 citles in
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elatively low crime city. Unemployment
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aking threugheéiit the Iower Fafiks. THiIS téor rga dnization eliminated practically

- - Seramm e e

11 speeialized units; With Ehé &%ception of the Youth Aid Bureau., The

»
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deparEment é&?réntly functloﬁs ﬁnaer 3 fiodified team policing concept; the

S mrenr e mmem g v meme e e e
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deparEment 1s divided 1fitd four toams permanently assigned to a particular
shift, The Ewo officéPs in EHe Youth ALa Bﬁ%één are responsible to the day
team.

In reality, two jGVSRIlS GHLEs S415¢ If the department, the Youth Ald

Bureau (VAB) and the SSHSSI RESSurce OFFiGSr Program (SRO). The latter program

has nine o6ffieers assxgnea thr “Lﬁéﬁ

£ Eﬁé éii}'s schools and is organizationally

plased in the Administrative Section of thée départment. The SROs: serve as

gdunselers and sports Gdachas and frequently partic1pate in after school youth

bagieally a aisp051tiona1 Gn %: Thé Eéliéé égbaftment command personnel feel
that juvenile 1nvestigaﬁ10né &in Be ﬁg'é éa gotally by a generalist officer and
Ehat Bpeeialization in JuveniIe Hatters should be limited to making case dispo-

§iEishs. To accomplish EHiS, the juvernile é%fi&er spends most of each shift. .

e mm e e < gseemen S A PR

interviewing and interrogating juveniles $d Eheir parents, and providing

0“3“‘::“‘" [ B} [ it

limited esunseiing wheii necessary. ie unit §§6nsora some programs for juveniles
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the programs enable the Jepartment Eo progeé% i positive image to a juvenile.

EETISNT !

Aéeetaing to department policy, %Il 3§5$ﬁilés over 16 years of age are

.“,'ﬁa,. GeEmas zmovoamre

I ST T

en deeméd approprlate, by the officer im charge of

(

breught direetly to Courk;
fuaveril s under o

the ease. The VAR handlfl JiVERIIES §Rast 16 yeirs of age, and tends to get those

peas Ad s Rama L alaot’l DATUTE, I the gzses Too. L
eaBés af a 1e8s serlous nature. OF the cases recelved, abcut 50% are handled

totally withia the Unik, + ERE discrerion to handle the case

g
informally. Inforhdl 918PS51EISHE Ray iRc18ae iéé%itutionp community service,
. . - NTTIY a lea 0 & paren
the weitdng of an 8dsdy; OF & 1618286 ED & Ditent with a warning, Approximately

e i e v



Gl

> m

5 EER T )

- 65 =

16%2 of the remaining cases are referred to existing community agencies and

85 o0f =he remziti-

programs V12 tﬁe"Yéuth Sétvice System, whiéh-funetions prlmarily as a referral

PP
=~3F ags

&ecﬁéiiéﬁ";ha'éé a liason'between'police .and “all: communitz agenc1e The

-

remaining 337 ot the cases”are petitioned to:court intake with whom the YAB

-l S . =

offlcers have a

close relationship.- PRt

r" -2 P e e e
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Multnomah County Sheriff's Offlce
ﬁultnomah County, Oregon ‘

Mﬁitﬁbﬁah_Coﬁnty, Oregon, covering 423 square miles, surrounds the city

of Portlana Tﬁe"Mnltnomah County’ Sheriff's 0ffice, with 223 sworn personnel,

[ hahal SN -
A
..-,.

iz ﬁﬁaér the ausblces of~the Multnomah County Division of Public Safety° The

- Wl
ic uﬁ;p o 2

cicy of” PGFElaad has its owh poilce department.

R [ S
Tawe and

air Tﬁe Dlvlsion "6f PubliE™ Safety reorganized the department over two years ago,

initiating team pollcing“'Ali specialized anits, - includlng the Juvenlle unit,

~—e o w
el -
2 .

q.o.~--—.~...., R

Were abolished” and pollce responsibllltles delegated to teams. Under the

TLE Tohve-

-é“Eé,ﬁfhe‘Sheriff' 6ffice consists of six teams: one generalist

v -
[epbdapnit=A

feam for each of “the five’ geogtaphical zones into which the eounty is divided,

ST .

and~a 51xtﬁ team which 13 résponsible for conductlng investigations in serious
—vL:: ' -

imés'§ﬁch 58 homlcides and*s

ther” maJor felonfes throughout the county. In

Ty e el

k=

;:%his team also fizndias“¢ases of child abuse.

& primary résponsibilir§Sofithe five generalist teams is for patrol

activ?tfegf’mfnlmggg Juvenile cases; the first officer invoived in the case is
cTiviiies, [ In 2T seeaost oo T

requiréd “to handle the case-to &dfipletion, including any needed follow-up in-

reopiras o hangle th. ~zss - ) e

vestigation. AII Oll e%84115 in“Multnomah~are-prioritized so that calls

£ _s-.....——

éSnsiaered to- require*immedlate police response, such as petty
5C TaaT .

‘are han&Ied completely &ver the télephone or by an appomntment

« Sucl =l

shich are
arcen es,

larcepnics g
made £o take- the report CHEFa°18cér9dite. AYthough juveniles account for a
L 2ppeliniois -

made te take the repuri asz z

fis

ter dat. . .im._ e

i
-
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large porticn of crime in Multnomah County, offenses committed by juveniles
are given a relatively low priority for investigations by the teams,

The juvenile who is taken into custody will usually be referred to

“wr

court. Pending court action the juvenile is either released by the‘officer
to a parent, or sent to the juvenile detention home (JDH). Referral to the
JDH is the only referral an officer can make, since the Sheriff's 0ffice does
not maintain any direct association with commtnity agenties. Most of the
officers in the five teams attempt to give "storefront services" to juveniles
within their designated patrol area. |
The juvenile court has four juvenile judges and one court referee who
function on a rotating basis. The Sheriff's Office stations one court
liaison officer at the court. This officer reviews. allrincoming juvenile
reports for completeness and; if necessary, conducts further inquiries to
oBtain needed information. The officer responsible for the arrest is usually

not required to give testimony in court.

Onondaga County Sheriff's Department
Onondaga County, New York

Onondaga County, New York, with a population of 425,000 and an area of
794 square miles, is composed of 19 townships and one city (Syracuse). The
Onondaga County Sh?rift's Dgﬁartment; with a total strength of'374.officers,-i;
physically located in the same building as the Syracuse Police Depatt;ént, .

although both departments function independently. The 19 townships fall under

" the County's jurisdiction. Although many of these townships maintain their own

police departments, these departments do not have spec1allzed juvenile officers°

The Onondaga County Sheriff s Department encourages all of these townships to use

—-

the County's services and resources, attempting to coordinate all polige—guvenile

services in the county.
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‘commanded by a Lieutenant who is direetly re‘p gible to the head of the

Criminal Investigatlons Division“ The youth section functions primarily as a

screenlng and alsp051tional agent, with 1nvestigat1ve effbits liﬁited _to some

misdemeanorQ, status offenses, and mlssing persons (beth adult and luvenu.le)q

The authority of the unit was diminished follawzng a reeent unlt reorganl-

L3

.......

zation. Several command level perSanel butgide the unit felt that there was

a great deal of duplication of effort in investigating juvenile cases. bCurrently,

. patrol officers conduct preliminary investigations and detectives perform all

follow-up activities. On occasion, datectivées will ask jﬁVéﬁiié officers to
aid in an investigation.

Certain cases are statutorily mafndated &6 bée sént £6 the juvenile court,
e.g., designated felony cases involving juveniles 14 years ot older. In cases
which tall for the exercise of discretisn, thé Youth Aid Sectidsn relies heavily
upon the case conference to help determine the apprépriate éasSe disposition.
The juvenile officer can consider a wide range of alte¥natives. The officers
are encouraged to deal with cases infe¥mally, éoéunseling juveniles and their
parents aﬁd involving a juvenile in the unit's probatisn prog¥am. Police pro-
bation is typitally implemented for a 8ix=week pe¥isd, aftetr which the ju-
venile officer evaluates the juvenile's progress and ééfmiﬁétés 8% extends
the program. One juvenile officer is desipgnated as the eourt liaison officer,,

necessary. Testimony is rarely needed, hewWavef, 8ifeé mos8E eages ¥Feaching a

judge are disposed of through a guilty plea.

Topeka Police Department
Topeka, Kansas

Topeka, Kansas, a city serving & population af 146,000, zetains a police

force of 215 sworn personnel.
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The Juvenile Bureau was organized in 1951 as a public relations effort.

Today the Bureau is primarily an investigative unit handling certain juvenile

-

atrol officers are riesponsibie for juvenile cases which they feel

do not require further investlgative effort, Wlth increasing frequency patrol

e - mew - —— e e

.offlcers bypass the Bureau and send cases dlrectly to Juvenile court inrake.

Speciallzed detectlvg unlts, such as burglary-and robbery,‘investigaﬁé the
most serious juveniletéases, legving the Juvenile Bureau misdemeanors, status
offenses, and missing persons. The Bureau alwayé receives a copy of the
report completed on any juvenile case sent directly to court intake which the
Bureau does not handle.

Most of the Bureau's former éaunseling and screenihg functions are now
performed by juvenile court intake: n§pproximately 85% of all juvenile cases
are sent on to court intake by the Juvénile Bureau. . .22
This is a direct result of the policies 6qune juvenile court judge who has
requested that the Bureau send to'intake copigs of ali feportsyon juveniles who
were not sent to intake,but who were screeﬁéd out by the unit. Most juveniles
who are not sent to intake receive brief lecturés bj<the juvenile officers.

The Juvenile Brueau 1nteracts frequently with the Mennlnber Clinic,

Psycholog:sts from this clinic routinely give adv1¢e and dlrectlon to Juvenlle

officers on their handling of problem children. Court intake serves as the

.as - . e [ . - . © eae

intermediary for juvenile placements and referrals.

The Public Relations Division has responsibility for handling police

programs, such as the Police Aghletic League and a Schopl Liaison Program.



Torrance Police Department
Toxrrance, California

Torrance, California, a small industrial &ify south of Los Ampeles,
is one of 46 cities located within Los Angeles ééﬁﬁﬁ?; The Torranéé Police
Department, with an authorized strength of 206 sworh officers, is divided into
five divisions: Administrative, Operations Pat¥el, Traffic and Eme¥gency Services,

Investigation, and Community Services. The investigative division 1s further divid-

ed Into the crimes against persons saction; Ehe erimed against property sectionm,

and the juvenile section. All juvenile felohy éases and mere serious mis-

demeanors, however, are investlgated by the persons and prope¥ty investigators.

The Juvenile Section is primarily a dispositienal unilt, as a result of
a department—wide reorganization that océur¥ed in 1976. Altheough juvenile
officers do not investigate all offenses inV61ving ah alleged juvenile offender,
the‘officers do screen all juvenile ¢asés t6 datetrminhe whéethe¥ they will be
returned home, petitioned to court, or réeferred ido a eommunify agency. To make
this decision, the officers rely heavily upon thé &ase conference as a means of
gaining insight into the juvenile, the juvénile’s family, and the particular
problem behind the offense committed. The wait's imvestigative authority is
linmited to lesser misdemeanors and child abuse eases, but it Fétains authority

Four juvenile officers are each assignéd té a gedgriphic a¥ea which surrounds

a2 school district. In addition te¢ re sponsgibility fet an avea, each officer has a

case speciaity, such as child abuse, narcoties oF gang problems. A fifth officer

intelligence on gang activities. Another offiee¥ hag the special role of

counseling first offenders and makini community plaecéments when necessary.
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The Juvenile Section maintains a close link with court intake via
the Intercept Program. Every case a juvenile officer feels has the poteatial
for court referral is given to the Intercept Officer, i,e, juvenile probation

officer, for review and approval. This individual is phy51ca11y stationed

in the unit. The Intercept Officer will either send the case to juvenile

court or will reject it and return it to the juvenile offlcer. The juvenile

wnit also maintains a close relatiomship with the South Bay Diversion
Project. This project is designed to facilitate the placement of juveniles
in need of counseling or other services in the appropriate agency. A

representative of this project is also statiomed in the umit. Juvenile

officers refer cases to the S. Bay Diversiom Project, which has handled

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

all direct referals to community progranms,

Tucson Police Department
Tucson, Arizona

Tucson, Arizona has a ‘populatiod of 262,933, and a police force of
554 sworn officers. The city's geographic location makes Tucson susceptible
to the drug traffic coming from Mexico.

The department's juvenile unit, designated the School Resource Officer

R S,

program (SRO), was established in 1963. With a gtrength of eighteen SROs,

this unit functions primarily within the school setting, The stated duties

& e

of SROs are to patrol the school and surroundlné area, to inxestigate 1ndicnnts

L -

originatlng wmthin the school, to attend scho o. functions, apd to act as , 1

st !

liaison betW¢=n the police and school adminis rators,

In their liaison role, SROs facilitate the investigative activities of

. < Ve lan

patrol and investigation by arranging interviews with juveniles and by
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gathering data within the school. On occasion, SKOs will conduct dnterviews

- ———

with juveniles during school ‘hours at the xequest of ofher officers. Since

e
[

the unit s function is not primarily-investlgatlve za “juvenile -who :is taken

R T S S

jgyep{%g unit receiyge copies :6f ‘the:reports :on:a:juvenile, :completed by others.

Juveni;e court intake is -primarily:responsible:for case.screening

R T

dec@g?ggsr Status offenders arewusually:dealt:with:by:a:Special Mobile

Diversion Unit of intake. Thisv@nit-responds:torrequests:from.the Police

L

Department to take responsibility- for the: juveniles. “In:criminal:offenses

P v . e

the juvenile is brought to colirt-intake:as:soon:as:the.paperwork: is completed

B R ..-«...._

py the g§§g§tégg pclice officer,

The ge partment does mnot condilet’ any’ programs,:other:than. the school
siic =

programs, ip which SROs are involved. I Recently,-therrole: of. thel SRO in the
school has taken on the appearance: of- disciplinarian: since many. school
gdministrators have been utilizing--the police presence.to: deal with problem

students. During the summer months , when schools..are.not -in session, SROs are

to replace vacatloners.

PEPURRRTEN

Megropolitan Police Department
Hgsirington, D. C.

The Metropolitan Police Départmeént -Sérving acpoputdtion:of 111,000 people

is Eurxently composed of 4390%8%61n - officers.--The_aepartment zhas. decreased in
gize gver the last few years from é?ﬁoéaliééﬁeﬁgthfonSZQO}:but:still maintains
2 high pglice to population raﬁidfof-6.25éffiCers:pet?lOOQ;cinizens.‘ The
Qggg;ggggg is deceptralized intd“seven 'policé- éiszrletSﬁand a-headquarters

divigion,

The Juvenile y§gisioﬁ‘isflo&ated:at‘headQﬁhttersg:and
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This divisien is subdivided into Operations, Administration, and Delinquency
Prevention branches. The Operations Branch is responsible for patrol, field
sBerviees, the invesetigation of ehild abuse and negleet eases, juvenile group
aétivities, missing persons, abseonders and bicycle théfts. The Delinquency
Preventien Branch is largely tresponsible for operating boy's élubs throughout
the eity. Reereation programs até viewed ag a major effort by the juvenile
police €6 prevent é¥ime and delinquency. Twenty=seven officers work in
fecreation and prevention programs through the Police Youth Clubs. Patrol

pfficers are frequently used td augment this manpower, and may be detailed

&b the Youth Division for speeifiéd periods.

Eash of the séven districEs has its own Youth Se¥vice Bufeau comprised
of eight to ten o6fficers who, depending upon the distriét, are retponsible to
The p¥imafy funétion of the dist¥ict uhlEs i5 to Se¥een and process
eages investigated by patrol and detectives. Youth Service o0ffieefs handle
all juvenile atrests made between 8:00 a.m: and midnight. Arrests between mid-
night and 8:00 a.m. afe handled by the %ént¥alized Juvenile Division. After the
apptehensioir of a juvehile by a non=juvenile officer, Ehe juvenile officer is:
responsible for completing the apprspriate juvenile report forms and deciding
the disposition of the case. Only EWo alternatives a¥e available to the juvenile
effieer, The juvenile 15 eithef warned and Feleased to a paFent, or petitioned
tb the juvVenile cou¥t., The disposition is usually reached aftef a case conference
with the arresting officer, juvenile, and Ehe jﬁVéﬁiié'é parentd. Under the
gxisting D. €. eoade, juvenile sffise¥s 4o not have the auths¥ity to make
direct referrals €6 éemmunity agenscies (wWith the exceptison of ineorrigibles,

Wwho are sent td a Soaial Rehabilitation Genter).
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uring the twelve f1e1d ¥isits.™ The

function performed by juvenile un nits

O
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LIE CuTinE Tns

chapter:

reviews the literature on investigations

EEEd
r®

- et o - -

-3 - - e

# presents a flow model oF The investi igative process

PRRERS

¢ synthesizes quamitatiVé and qualltatlve data on inves-
tlgations gathered from departments visited .

- Toeem N — e - e mZe b ee ey T

mastg s mae T g e s o

- R Ag-]
ed through an assessment of the validity oF~ the® aséﬁﬁutlons which' underly

DY

- SE2LACLTV 0@ ThE &SEUmDTLOoR: wolan umoor o

the goal,

e (EEE

Literature Review

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

=

the Administration of Justice began a decade of fesearch on the investigative

E?BE§§§:; bJectlve data, needed to 61Spel the mys tique whiﬁh.éﬁffoands the

I"‘E’g

+ . K
—ra e At

investigator, now exists on a varl%t?'o questions asked of poli

'
co4 e

. nae

[

7
i

# QUESLIons, agies LIoTolize gETIT
. aergss the country. Although noid o2 thd" eSearch focuseés on”the juvenile
, , the researin
% inyestigator, several of the findlng eceive support “from data presented in
. oy —noe recedve support.ivor ZoTs Traliniio
this ghapter. These will be returied to in the” concluding section,

i

Yoo, e

Who Solves Cases?

————v e o o

Egrhaps the most potentially significant conclusions about investigations

NS
[FTRRER
N
gipmd Snmam

reached, from the point of view of $he bolice” 2dmi

[

a gtudy by Greenwood on the crim n

TR, iy L“(’.
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from a two-year national study of paglice investigative practices, Greenwood

found than whether a case is solved.ds-largely determined by information
d-a .

‘the victim or witnesses supply to the immediately responding patrol

officer. This finding led him to make:several regémﬁéndeiioﬁsEioiiiﬁiﬁ'

) =" ~
- c"' S — Y oam m. - ¢ -

the jurisdiction and discretion of ;nvestlgators. T
Several earlier studies provide supporting data for this finding.

Isaacs, reviewing a sample of cases.from the Los'ﬁﬁgeles Police Department,

found that most case clearances involved a named” suspect or®an on~the-scene

arrest:.3 Feeney, et al,, studying robbery cases’ 1n Oakland -Gatifornia,

R R i

concluded that citizen involve;ent played the most s;gnlflcant role in

&l cnLnevel -s neo--
e - .ooLCShLevel LE: T

A =

criminal apprehension.4 Conklin, in two separate studles, examined robbery

PR LOAE Wrton umezew

and burglary cases in order to discover which police investigations resulted

; W
in case clearances.5 The data demonstratéd that when a case was solved,
‘ s
it was either at the time the offense took place or shortly afterwards.

Greenberg, in a study of robbery cases; found that patrol was Fesponsible

= o S

for a much larger percentage of case clearances thid“was criminal-investi-

A\TE T fem ey Ve
6 S mey e -'.\""’"‘.‘ [ YN TN O G

gations.

“

, E'..
The collective findings of these studies raife %Sériods qﬁestioﬁs -about

the value of the traditional patrol-investigatofcgrgéﬁdzéEigﬁaf:érfﬁﬁéement

@ L
and the preliminary-follow-up investigative divisfon of 1absf “among’ theése

officers which is taken for gfa‘ted by -most departments. -“SEfidfas which hauﬂ&%
specifically questioned these matters are iconoclastic in terms of the

organizational changes they propose or imply need to be made. Bloch, in

i g -
- - L - A ss..\.--

two studies of policing in Rochester, New York, concluded that nelghborhood

Gl nLE T

'l

LEaEV T \....

4team policing improved clearance rates for the offenses of burglary and

Lroc. - SE5eT oo
- I

robbery.7 Teams were comprised of detectives assigned to work with uniformed
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4 officers in a one to five raF?o, respectively, Ward, studying investigagive
r‘3. practices in San Francisco, Califcrnia, and New York City, New York,
v
-h concluded that there was no significant difference in effectiveness be-
_; tween police departments using a generalist approach and those using a
™ specialist appfoach to criminal investigations.8 Gr%ggberg et al., in
= the robbery study previously mentioned, concluded that the roles of patrol
h and detectives should not be distinct and separate.9 Tien et al.,
- evaluating an experiment which split the call-for-service response and
. crime prevention functions of patrol into two separately organized groups
"~ within the police force found an increase in call-for-service response
= productivity and an increase in the patrol division's arrest;related
o productivity.lo
L
.. The attempt to discover which officer provides the information that
; clears cases, then, has led to findings which are uncomfortable to tradi-
™ tionally-minded departments. A critique of the initial Greenwood finding
- (i.e., victim supplies information to patrol) by Gates and Knowles questions
" the validity and relizbility of the study's methodolggy. !t Ques:ions were
[
- raised about the sufficiency of the data bases, errors in drawing conclusions,
id the use of inadequate measures of effectiveness, arbitrary classifications,
rs and unavailable data sources. Greenwood's response focused more on possible
H language excesses in the final report's conclusions, and unwarranted
E generalizations from limited data to departments not studied than on
- acknowledging or contesting claims of methodological flaws.12 Several additional
H problems limit the degree of confidence which can be placed in the findings

of these studies: the number of research studies on investigative

practices is small, there has not been a feplication of studies, differences
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exist among the cities and offenses studied, the validity and reliability
of the research to date is untested. The fact that the findings are
similar in the direction in which they point may show them to be fore-

runners of future research questions and organizational structures.

Despite these methodological limitations, it is significant to under-
line the existence of a small but growing body of literature which raises

new questions about the role of the investigator.

How Are Cases Solvead?

Greenwood's study of the criminal investigation process also found
that: (1) investigative time is largely consumed reviewing reports, docu-
menting files, and attempting to locateand interview victims on cases that
will not be solved; (2) more than one-half of all serious reported crimes
receive superficial attention from investigators; and (3) routine police

procedures clear most cases not immediately cleared by patrol.l3 This same

*author, in one of the first studies of investigative practices, found that

arrests for property crimes by the New York City Police Department were

made either at the scene of the crime or as a result of evidence that was
present when the crime was reported.14 Conkiin reported that criminal
investigations of robberies produced clearances in only one of fifty cases.15
Conclusions such as these lead to questions about the special skills

departments have traditionally attributed to investigators.

Juvenile Unit Investigators

Where does the role of the juvenile Investigator fit into the picture

*
prior research presents? According to field obesrvations, most juvenile

—

%It is difficult to rectify the mail survey finding that 20% of the responding
departments never patrolled and the fact that none of the juvenile officers
in the sites visited ever patrolled. The problem mavy have been caused hv a
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officers do not speﬁd'time on patrol; many rarely spend time on-the-street
fér any reason other than following a lead in a case. The juvenile officer,
then, is as dependent upon the work of patrol as is the adult criminal
investigator. The data presented later in the chapter also reveals that
the juvenile officer in some departments is also dependent upon the adult
criminal in%estigator. |

Several differences between the adult and juvenile investigator exist,
which must be kept in mind when making direct comparisons between these
groups. First, the purposes of investigation for the criminal and
juvenile investigators differ in emphasis. Although both groups attempt
to identify, apprehend and gather enough evidence to prosecute suspects,
the juvenile officer is frequently requested to dispose of less serious
cases other than by court referral. This objective places a burden on
the juvenile officer to gather motivational and background data on the
suspect in addition to legal evidence that the suspect is linked to the
offense, in oxrder to make an appropriate disposition. It is difficult then,
&o totally isolate the investigative and screening activities performed
by an officer. Second, the juvenile justice system with which juvenile
investigators work differs from the criminal justice system in philosophy and
legal requirements. The philosophy of most juvenile systems is the traditional
one: "in the best interests" of the child (although currently there is
concern about focusing on the case and not the juvenile;. The legal differences
lie in the areas of bail and trial jury, both of which are denied juveniles. These

differences in philosophy ard legal requirements are likely to have implications for

the nature, type and amount of information gathered by juvenile officers. Third, and

i
i
|

last, the juvenile investigator is interviewing and intexrogating individuals who are
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under the age of 18 years, and are under 16 years of age in many instances.
By defining their potential suspects (and frequently victims and witnesses)
by age, the juvenile officer is expected to adjust investigative proéedure
accordingly. Some constraints are placed uéon this investigator by the
local juvenile court, such as the need for a parent present during an
interrogation. Suggestions for the use of technlques for juvenile

interrogation which distinguish the juvenile 1nvest1gator from the adult

counterpart, are described in a training key disseminated by the International

Association of Chiefs of Poiice.l6 Ta conclude, dlfferences between the
work of both investigator groups must be considered before.conclusions
reached about the criminal investigator by other researchers can be gen-
eralized to the juvenile specialist, or vice versa. Given this caveat,

the work of the investigator in the juvenile unit is discussed below.

A Model of the Investigative Process

Investigations are performed in every police department. Although
nearly all officers are, fo some degree, involved. in investigation, it
is the investigators a depértment considers itg specialists. For purposes
of uniformity of understanding, and because no universally accepted definition
exists, investigations will be defined as the effort to gathgr facts that
establish that a crime has been committed, lead ﬁo the identification and
apprehension of an offender, and provide evidence of guilt for purposes of

%
prosecution.

*This definitiorn is based upon that found in Peter W. Greenwood et al.,
The Criminal Investigation Process, Vol., III: Observations and Analysis,
Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporatiom, 1975.

——— o —z L



- 80 - -

l ' Figure 3 presents one way of capturing the components of investigation.
Differing models can be constructed for any given function, depending upon
the type of statements one wants to be able to make once information is collected

and.analyzed.‘ This case flow model focuses the prospective evaluator on the
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investigatiori activities themselves (process), the cases which will be

i e

affected by the investigation (input), the expected case ressclution (outcome),

=

the long-range effects of the investigation (impact), the departmental
variables which directly affect the investigation (inputs to the process),
and those wariables in the larger justice system and community environment ‘
{(environment). The figure also achieves the following: (1) it identifies
investigative activities which are performed by many juvenile unitsj; and,
(2) it presents these activities in the order most frequently observed.

As shown on Figure 3, the input into the investigative process is the
juvenile case. A case is defined as any' law violation allegedly committed
by a juvenile. Although there are various methods by which a case arrives
at the juvenile uﬁit, it is most likely to have been sent by patrol or by
the criminal investigators. A preliminary, and possibly a follow-up, inves-
tigation have already been completed. A juvenile suspect may be in police

custody., The offense in the middle-sized city, according to the sites visited

is likely to be a misdemeanor property offense, such as larceny or burglary.

T S =W =R B B BEm S

Nevertheless, differences in the size and composition of the jurisdiction

==

served, and department task allocations, will vary the nature of the offenses

brought to the unit.

el

The investigative process begins upon receiving notificatioen of a

criminal incident with a juvenile suspect. The unit supervisor assigns the .

%

case to a juvenile investigator (although screening at the supervisory

level may exist). Following this investigator's review of previous reports,
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FIGURE 3: Flow Model for the Investigative Function
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one or more of a number of discrete tasks are performed: a recordsjéheck,i
interviews, interrogation, and the collection of physical evidené??f i$e :;
reﬁorts reviewed by the juvenile officer, typically an incident-fgpéft'.az"
{(containing the statement of the complaint or describing eleﬁéhté of the":
offense), custody report (providing information abqutfavsuspect), and
supplementary report (detailing all information gathered); enable the.
officer: (1) to reconstruct the sequence of events, and (2) éo deférmine‘
whether the existing Information provides sufficient data to close the case.

Where a suspect has been identified, records maintained by the ﬁnit
and the department are checked to determine the suspect's past history of
arrests and police contacts. The most frequently uéed juvenile records are:
(1) the contact file -- a file on juv;qiles who have been stopped and
questioned, but not arreste@»and‘(2)>the suspect file -- a file on juveniles
who have previously been taken into‘custody._.Physi;al evidence may be
collected by the juvenile officer.

Whether or not a suspect‘bas been identified, interviews are undertaken
by the juvenile officer to close information gaps, gather new information,
or verify information gathered by patrol and criminai investigators. inferro;
gation* of the juvenile suspect is likely to require, by local court order,
the presence of a parent or guardian and, if undertﬁken in the police
department, a separate facility than that provided for ghe inﬁerrogatioﬁ of -
an adult. As in the case of the alleged adult offender, Miranda Rights are

are accorded the juvenile prior to any interrogaticm.

*A definite line exists between interviewing a juvenile who may have information
about the commission of a crime, and interrogating a juvenile suspected of a
crime. The distinction is an important one because when an officer feels that
there is probable cause to link the juvenile to the commission of r crime, the:
officer is obliged to give the juvenile the constitutional Miranda rights warning.
In some jurisdictions this necessitates contacting a parent or guardian if an
interrogation is to take place. During the interrogation, an effort is made to
establish whether the juvenile: (1) did commit the alleged offense; (2) can
provide additional information about the circumstances of the offense;, (3) is
responsible for or has knowledge of other related offenses; and (4) can identify
an accomplice or other possible suspects.
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The immediate, sought outcome of investigative activity is the completed

& -

. S

Eéwﬁerfdfhéd tduééféngiién the case. An investigative phase is completed
when sufficient information has been gathersd to identify, apprehend, or.
prosecute a suspected juvenileoffeﬁder, or. to indicate that the case is

unfounded as a crime. A case is incomplete when the information gathered

does not lead to a suspect or is insufficient to sustain a charge against

. a suspected juvenile.

Goals and Assumptions of Investigation

The discussion of goals in the preceding chapter pointed out that the
goal of law enforcément is accomplished in the juvenile unit through the
investigative function. The assumptions which were posited as underlying
unit operations are listed below:

1. Cases received by the unit for investigation are
incomplete;

2. The information gathered by juvenile officers is
additional to that gathered by non-~juvenile officers;

‘3. The information gathered by juvenile officers is
needed to clear cases; and,

4, The information gathered by juvenile officers is
needed to prosecute cases.

The approach taken in the following discussion assesses goal achievement

through an exploration of underlying operational assumptions. The data for

this chapter were gathered primarily during the field visits and case studies.

1. Incomplete Cases Received

The investigation goal of the juvenile unit assumes that cases received
by a unit are incomplete. Two department variables appear to affect whether

this is true: (a) the stage of investigation at which a case is referred to
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a unit; and, (b) the extent and nature of the work performed by non-unit
officers before a Ease is referred. This study's focus on the juvenile

unit allows us to say something about the stage of investigation at which

a case is received, and the type of information gz-her-’ by juvenile officers.
The quality of work of ncn-juvenile officers Ean only be deduced from
juvenile officer behavior,

A, Stage Case Recesived. Contrary to expectation, the stage at

which a case is received by a juvenile unit for investigation is not .
necessarily related to whether additional case work is needed. It was
initially assumed that caséé referred to a unit by patrol, with a preliminary
investigation, would be more incomplete than would cases referred by the
criminal investigators, with all or some of the follow-up investigation done.
It is not clear that this is the case. When given a chance to investigate,
juvenile officers investigate. This phenomenon appears to be largely
explained by the fact that juvenile investigators, regardless of prior work
done on a case, choose to reinvestigate (1) to feel comfortable in understanding
all of the aspects of a case, and (2) to ultimately reach a case disposition
{screening). Several unit operations are described below in order to give
the sense of the variation which exists in the stage at which a case is
recelved by a juvenile unit, and some of the reality of intra-departmental
relations.

In Lincoln, Nebraska, the Youth Aid Bureéu investigates all cases
involving juveniles under 16 years of age who receive a citation from patrol.
The citation requests that the juvenile telepﬁone the Youth Aid Bureau.

Copies of the citation and offense reports are sent to the Bureau and the

juvenile officer awaits the juvenile's telephone call in order to arrange a
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case conference with the juvenile and parent. The preliminary investigation
by -patrol is expected to supply the bulk of the investigative infoémation .
needed, except fog information the juvenile officer gathers during the
course of case conferences with juveniles and through telephone célls.
Sixteen and seventeen year olds who are taken into custody by patrol are
sent directly to the court.

The Juvenile Aid Bureau in Duluth, Minnesota, has jurisdicgion over
most cases involving a juvenile victim or perpetrator, unless criminal
investigation, vice or narcotics detectives begin an investigation and
later detarmine juvenile involvement. According to several scurces, however,
competition exists among these divisions for "serious' cases.

Under a reorganization of the juvenile unit in 1976, the Texrance,
California, juvenile unit became solely responsible for investigating cases
of ¢hild abuse, unfit homes, and missing juveniles. All investigative
activity relating to felonies and misdemeanors was assigned to the
Investigative Division. Féllowing case investigation, this division turms
all paperwork over to the juvenile unit for case dispositiom. Although the
departmental mandate is otherwise, these officers complete whatever inves=-
tigation they deem is needed to complete a case received from either patrol
or adult investigaticns. Data gathered at the site revealed that juvenile
officers conducted an investigation on 80% of the 25 cases (primarily mis-

demeanors) on which juvenile officers were debriefed.

In Topeka, Kansas,

éhe Juvenii; Bureau receives mainly misdemeénor
burglaries and larcenies from patrol to investigate. Although the department
manual states that uniformed officers should take all cases, except for minor
offenses, to the Juvenile Bureau, {p reality patrol routes these cases

which they determine do not need further investigation to the court;
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investigators "keep" cases they want to investigate; the auto theft

division handles all such thefts, regardless of age of the suspected

offender. According to a professor from a local university who has been

doing research in the uni:,* in 1975 approximately 20% of all juvenile cases

_ did not come through the unit; this statistic increases each year.

B. Quality of Prior Investigations. Assessing the quality of'prior

investigative activity on a case has both an objective and subjective com-
ponent. The objective aspect can be partially inferred from the kind of

information juvenile officers actually add to a case (which is discussed

in the next section). The subjective component is discussed below, with the

conclugion reached in the two sites studied in depth that juvenile officers
did not feel that they received a casze with sufficient information to send

it to court. When a case is received by most juvenile units, it is assigned
to a juvenile officer by a supervisor in the unit. In the exceptional case,
Ehe supervisor thoroughly reviews the case and decides what is needed to close
the case. More typically, similar to adult investigations, the case is
cursorily reviewed by the supervisor for assignment purposes.

Juvenile officers in charge of the 25 cases debriefed in each site were ask-

ed whether they thought the information they received on the cases gathered by non-

juvenile officers contained sufficient information to send the case to

juvenile court. Table 9 presents the responses of these officers.

TABLE 9: Cases Received bv Juvenile Unit with
Sufficient Information to Refer to Court,
Juvenile Officer Beliefs, Greensboro
and Torrance

Sufficient Site
Information Greensboro Torrance
Yes 40% 447
No 602 ' 56%
{N=25) {N=25)

* This information was imparted by Professor David Aday, of the Sociclogy
Department of Washburn University.
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In bqth‘sites, acéording to Table 9, juvenile officers believed that the
majority of cases they received from non-juvenile officers did not contain
enough information to send to court. In Greensboro, juvenile officers
fournd 607 of the cases lacking sufficient information; in Torrence, 56%

of the cases.

Staff experience in Torrance illustrated that juvenile officer beliefs
ultimately determine  investigative decisions. In Torrance, each juvenile
officer decides individually whether the reports received from patrol and
investigations are missing infbrmation and require further investigative work.
An officer's work on a case is reviewed only after a disposition is - reached
and the case 1is turned over to the supervisor for a signature. Neither

patrol nar criminal investigations evidenced concern about having the juvenile

officer make the final case determinaticn. A juvenile officer's activities

- and case closing rates were neither questioned nor reviewed by the supervisor.

2. Additional Information Gathered -

A. YMew Information

Data on "new" information was gathered during the case studies in
Greensboro and Tcrrance. The information focuses on the offenses of larceny,
burglary, vandalism and assault. These offenses were frequently handled in
the units studied: and, according to the mail survey data, are handled
frequently by most units (except for assault). Conclusions are drawn following
the data presentation.

Do juvenile officers, in the course of their investigations, add new

information to_that already gathered? Juvenile officers believe they do,

according to Table 10.
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TABLE 10: Information Believed Gathersd in Cases,
* Juvenile Officers, Greensboro and Torrance¥*

Officer Site
Beliefs Greensboro Torrance

Provided Additional

Information
Yes 887 76%
No 12% 242
(N=25) . (N=25)

Verified Existing

Information
Yes 92% 76%
No 8% 24%
{N=25) {N=25)

As showm on Table 10, juvenile officers in Torrance felt th=t they added
new information to 767 of the 25 cases debriefed during the four week period
that staff were on-site and verified existing information in a similar
percentage of cases; the juvenile officers in Greensboro claimed to have
added additional information in 887% of the cases and verified existing
information in 927 of the cases. Although percentages are high for both
units, the Greensboro data. may be explained by the fact that the unit's
incoming case reports come directly from patrol (&s. patrol and investigationg
in Torrance).

In order to éather more objective information on the nature of
information added to a case by juvenile officers, a random sample of the
files of cases closed in 1976 in Torrance and in Greensboro was selected;

a: review of 201 cases in Torrance and 197 in Greensboro.focused on five
areas of information:

& 1Information describing a suspect;

o information describing the scene;

o information describing persons' actions at the scene;

*Answers given may have included social information needed for case deposition.
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¢ laboratory tests performed; and,
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® physical evidence gathered.

After all reports contained in each case file were arranged in chronological

order, every item of information in each of these five areas was coded as

either:

1.

2.

30

The results

New, information which has not previously appeared in

any report;

Repeat, information which has previously appeared in a
report, which is gathered from the same source; or

Verified, information which has previouslvy appeared in a
report, which is gathered from a different source.

of the tabulation of information items appear in Table 1l.

Nature of
Information

New
(N=2575)*

Repeat
(N=1432)*

Verified
(N=98)*

TABLE 11: Nature of Items of Information Gathered by

Juvenile and Non~Juvenile Officers, Greensboro

and Torrance, 1976-77

Site and Qfficer Type

Greensboro
_Non~-Juvenile Juvenile

78.82 21.1%

32.9% 67.1%

15.37% 84.77

Site and Officer Type

Nature of

Information Torrance
Non-Juvenile Juvenile

New : o

(N=1985)* 95.3% 4.7%

Repeat . ’

(N=783)*% 87.7% 12.3%

Verified

{N=992)* 87.1% 12.9%

*N= number of items of information in the 197 case files of Greemsboro and
the 201 case files of Torrance which were reviewed. '

. According to Table 11, the Greensboro juvenile officers contributed 21.1%

of all information categorized as new (N=2575). The larger percentages of
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repeated information (67.17%) and verifying information (84.7Z) suggest
that much of the s;me "eround" covered by patrol and detectives in the
preliminary investigation is covered a second time by juvenile officers.
Juvenile officers in Torrance contributed only 4.57 of the information
classified as "new", and approximately 12Z of both the repeat and verifying
information. The small percentages in each of these three categories
suggest a much more limited investigative effort than that undertaken by
officers in Greensboro. This agrees with the Torrance unit's more primary
concern with screening. The extremely small amount of new information
gathered (4.5%) probably reflects the fact that many of the unit's cases
come from criminal investigators.

It is difficult to cowpare the information on officer beliefs (Table
10), based on a small number of cases recently closed by juvenile officers,
to the objective data gathered on a large number of randomly selected cases
(Table 11). However, the offense categories are comparably represented in
the two groups of cases (i.e., case debriefed and cases reviewed from the
files). If the cases are comparable, then juvenile officers in both units
appear to overestimate the amount of new information they gather in the
course of an investigation. The casz file data from both sites point to the
limited amount of new information actually gathered by juvenile officers in
both sites.

When the "non-juvenile officer" category.is subdivided into patrol and
criminal investigators, statistics indicate that almost all of the new

information is gathered by patrol in both Torrance and Greensboro (Table 12).
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TABLE 12: Source of New Information Items,
: Greensboro and Torrance, 1976

Officer ‘Site

Type Greensboro Torrance

Patrol 78.4% , 81.7%

Investigations - 5% 13.6%

Juvenile 21.1% 4,77
(N=2575)*% (N=1985)*

*N= number of items of new information appearing in the 197 case files of
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance which were reviewed.

As indicated on Taﬁle 12, investigators in Torrance provide ;3.6% of the total
items of new information gathered, with juvenile officers providing an additional
4.7%. In Greensboro, where adult investigators do not handle juvenile cases,
the juvenile officers play this role, adding 21.1% of the new information. In
both sites, patrol provides approximately 80% of the new information.

To conclude, the data presented in Tables'li and 12, for the juvenile units .
in Greensboro and Torrance, indicate that: (1) a small amount of new
information is gathered by juvenile officers, and (2) regardless of the
investigative stage at which a case is received ﬁy the unit, patrol has
gathered four-fifths of the new information. This is a direct contrast to
the beliefs of juvenile officers that they add irnformation in most cases

investigated.

B, Investigative Process. Standard procedurses for undertaking a. follow-

up investigation are known to criminal and juvenile investigators throughout
the country. The decision to apply those procedures to a particular case,
however, may vary as much among officers within a unit as it does across units.

Observations and interviews undertaken at the ten sites visited which conduct
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investigations uncovered many variables which are responsible for starting

and stopping an investigation. The following list is not compléte, but is

intended to highlizht what appear to be the major factors, as well as the

diverse nature of those factors which 'ﬁfluence juvenile investigations:
® supervisor assignment and review.

e individual officer interest in a particular
juvenile or case

@ individual officer assessment of the difficulties
entailed in gathering needed ipformation

e size of an officer's pending caseload

® investigative resources available to the unit

¢ 1inormal policies of unit

e anticipated juvenile court actions on a case

® statutes and case law
The information presented below summarizes the data on investigative acti-i-
ties of juvenile officers in the units visited. Most of the information
is impressionistic, with objective data taken from the case studies.

An investigation of a case by a juvenilé officer usually begins with
the assignment of a case by the supervisor. The assignment process varies
across units. In several units visited -- Arlington, Torrance and Tucson --
assignments were made according to schcol districts. These districts may or

may not parallel patrol assignments. Greensboro organizes its juvenile

officers according to field operation assignments, so that cases originating

in a specific patrol district are automatically assigned to the juvenile officer

who works that district. In Torrance, a juvenile officer has a geographic

territory, in addition to a case specialty. The north district officer is

also responsible for investigating all child abuse cases; the central district

officer handles narcotics cases; the south district officer handles all problems

with gangs.
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These assignment systems, however, do not necessarily replace the
ability of the unit commander to assign a serious case to an officer he
feels to be most capable, or to use the assignment process to equalize
caseloéds among officer;.

The juvenile officers in Torrance received 617 of their larcency caces
{N=66) and 53% of their burglary cases (N=60) on the same day the incident
was reported to patrol. The corresponding figures for Greensboro are 59%
(N=39) and 36% (N¥7). These figures indicate that neither patrol in Greensboro,
nor patrol/investigators”in Torrance spend much time on these two offense

categories before sending  them to their respective juvenile units. At the

. end of four days, approximately 80% of the larcenies have been passed to both

juvenile units; the corresponding figure for burglaries is 60% in Greensboro,
and 707 in Torrance. The figures indicate that burglary cases take longer
than larcenies to reach the juvenile uﬂ;t in both site's° The similarity in
the above trends is.particularly interesting in that cases iﬁvestigated in Torrance
may be handled by both patrol and investigations before arriving at the
juvenile unit, while in Greensboro they are sent to the unit directly By
patrol. One possible explanation for this came from site observatioms.
Detectives would approach juvenile officers in Torrance and ask them to
conduct an investigation for them on a juvenile case. This occurred when-
ever the detectives' caseload became unmanageable, when a detective felt that
the juvenile officer was sufficiently familar with a particulaf juvenile or
case, or when a detective felt that the juvenile officer would be more
productive during an iaterrogation. Juvenile officers were frequently

requested to sit in on an interrogation being conducted by a criminal in-

vestigator or to accompany the investigator into the fie%d to help conduct

t
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interviews with juveniles. Ii seems that the Torrance juvenile unit,
although supposedly a screening unit, is doing more investigative work than
formally structured for it by the department.

The stage at which a unit receive; a case was related to the number of
reports completed in the case study sites: . the later the stage, the more
the reports. In Greensboro, where a case goes directly from patrol to the
unit, only one report was received for 65% of the cases (N=128). 1In
Torrance, where the unit receives a case following possible investigation

—

~\~\ . . s
by criminal investigators, 86%Z of the cases received-came -with -three.or

more reports (N=1g7).

Juvenile officers use their own skills in deciding what additional
information is needed to complete a case. Formal unit guidelines and
supervision does not appear to play any significant role in this aecision
in most units visited. The most frequent inéestigative objectives, stated
by juveni}e officérs in Greensboro and Torrance, were:

© attempting to obtain a confession by the juvenile suspect
through interrogation;

© attempting to determine the intent of the suspect;
® " verifying facts or statements already made; and,
¢ uncovering additional crimes or suspects.

Informal communication occurs among the patrol, investigator and
1uvénile officer bevond what is formallv placed in a report, although it
was not possible to discern the freduencyﬂor nature of such interaction.

Caseload information which was staff generated in two sites indicates
;ariation among juvenile officers. Question; about their current pending

caseload asked of juvenile officers in Torrance, revealed an average of five

.cases, with a range of zero to twelve. Juvenile officers in Greensboro averaged
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six cases per officer, with a range of two to twenty. The lack of comparable
information for other units, or information on assignment turnover time, however,
does noﬁ enahle us to give general meaning to these figures.

Police records are always reviewed for information on a juvenile's
prior contact with the department. Most police departments visited had
centralized ‘their juvenile records so that a complete chronology of infor-
mation on a particular juvenile was accessiblé from éne location. These
records are usually separated from adult records, due to either departmental,
judicial or legislative policy. The record keeping system is as likely
to be manual, consisting of case folders and index files, as it is to be
computerized, in which records are accessible through recall from a computer
terminal.

Each juvenile unit visited maintained its own record keeping system.
Tﬁe degree of sophistication of this system varied by department, from a
simple contact file to cross reference files of offense, location and
nickname. In one unit, juveniles who have reached the age of majority had

their records placed in separate cabinets within the unit; in another unit

the files were sent to the department’s centralized records division. In a
P

third, the files were destroyed on age of majority. In few cases, howefer,
were juvenile records destroyed. Information kept in unit files included
more informal data than was found in the centralized files, collected through
sources such as informants, or gathered during incidents which do not directly
involve' the juvenile. |
Although the juvenile officer is usually aware of the existence of a
'

file in a non-juvenile unit and the kinds of information it offers, the file's

availability is a function of the working relationship between the juvenile
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unig and the other unit or betweeq.individual officers. For exampie, a
juvenile officer iﬁ one unit spent days searching departmeQ& log books and
files for similar crimes to the series of house burglaries he was trying to
solve. The burglary investigative unit within the department had previously
requested a master list of all burglaries froi central records according to
location of ocecurrence. The‘juvenile officer, lacking a goéd working
relationship with burglary detectives, spent days duplicating an effort

that had already been made.

The juvenile officer uses all of the above mentioned information to link

~a juvenile to unsolved cases. When reviewing information on the juvenile's

method of operation, individual characteristics, friends or accomplices, and

hangouts, the officer will differentially weigh certain items of informatiom.
For example, if a juvenile with an extensive arrest record for burglaries is
arrested for a burglary, the juvenile officer may look closely at active
burglary cases for a fixed period of weeks to possibly link the suspect td
these insolved cases., Very often, the mere fact that a juvenile has any prior
recr~d for the same offense will alert the juvenile officer to be meticulous
in the case workup. As a result, the officer may spend more time interrogating
the suspect, investigating all leads, and talking with other police officers.
The more serious the record, the greater the concern and effort on the part of
the juvenile officer.

The interview is considered by juﬁenile officers to be the most effective
method of obtaining infermation. It is frequently the most time-consuming
aépect of the investigation, requiring substaﬁtial effort to locate inter-

I

~viewees and to set up convenient appointments. Most potential interviewees

are identified by the juvenile officer from reports completed by patrol or

T WS G N e N R EeR EA Es



R

o d

P

-97 =

a criminal investigation. Interviews with juvenile suspects and parents
were conducted with more frequency in both sites than were interviews with
victims, witnesses, or other police officers. This may be partly due to
the fact that some of the information gathered is for screening purposes.
In Torrance, juvenile officers interviewed ar interrogated juveniles in
84% of the 25 cases closed during staff time on site, and parents, in 72%
of the cases. The corresponding figures for Greensboro were 807, with
juveniles and 40%, with parents.

Legislative, judicial and departmental rulings in the sites visited

1imit juvenile interrogations in a vdriety of ways. These limits included:

(1) providing separate facilities for the juavenile interrogation than

those provided for the adult; (2) requiring that a parent or guardian
be present during the interrogation; and (3) requiring that a juvenile
officer be present during an interrogation conducted by a non-juvenile
officer.

3. Ianformation Gathered for Closing Cases

The question remains whether the small amount of new information gathered

by juvenile officers during the investigations process is essential to

closing a case by arrest. Unfortunately, data are not available for this
assessment. Impressions tell us that many incident reports received by the
juvenile unit (especially when coming froﬁ investigations) come with a
juvenile already taken into custody, or have a'juvenile.suspect listed.

The only objective information gathered on-site which contributes to

our understanding of the case closing process is on the nature of the

information gathered (Table 13).
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TABLE 13: Nature of Information Gathered bv Juvenile Officers,
Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77

Unit
Nature of
Inforwation Greensboro Torrance
" Suspect 33.6% 39.7%
Scene 33.9% » 28.8%
Persons at Scene 21.8% 11.0%
Physical Evidence 2% 20.5%
Laboratory Tests*%* 10.47% —
(N=586)* (N=46)%

*N= Number of items of information appearing in the 197 case files of
Greensboro and the 201 case files of Torrance.
¥%*Refers to the utilization of information derived from laboratory tests.

As shown on Table 13, both Greensboro and Torrance juvenile officers gather
primarily suspect information (33.67% and 39.77, vespectively). Physical
evidence is rarely collected in Greensboro, but comprises approximately ZO%
of the evidence gathered by the Tor;énce unit. Laboratory tests comprise a
smali proportion of the Greensboro evidence (10.4%) and none of the Torrance
evidence. |

Although the nature of the "suspest" information is not available from
the file review, when juvenile officers in Greensboro and Torrance were asked
what was'missing from the 25 debriefed cases when they receive& them, the most
frequent item listed was confessions. According to these officers, they
subsequently obtained confessions in 44% of the cases in Torrance, and 40% of
the cases in Greensboro,

4. Information Gathered for Prosecuting Cases

Information on case prosecution, and ité relation to investigative work
performed vy juvenile officers, is sparse and difficult to interpret. Several

reasons account for this. First, while the major cbjective of the criminal
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investigation is to gather evidence to prosecute an identified offender,
the juvenile officer is requested by his superior or the court to dispose
of less serious offenses and offenders other than by éending them to court
(i.e., case screening). Greensboro petitioned bnly 40% {(N=197) of its
cases to court; Torrance petitioned 307 (N=201). Those cases which are
sent to court are less readily explained by the existence of legal evidence

than by (1) court orders which affect officer behavior, (2) officer anti-

cipation of court actions, and (3) officer appraisal of the character of the

juvenile and intra-familial relationships. Topeka, for example, sent 85%
of its previous year's caselcad to court. This latter unit is discouraged
from screening more heavily by a juvenile court judge who 1e£ it be known
that he expects court intake to serve the screening function. Notice of
any juveniles released by the juvenile officers must be sent to intake for
review.

Sécond, a confession of guilt is needed in order to make a non-court
disposition. 1In other words, (1) an incentive exists fbr a juvenile to
admit violations of criminal or status laws, and (2) other than for the
confession, there is no extra-departmental assessment of the "prosecutability"
of the existing evidence.

Third, investigation and screening concerns overlap. What an officer
feels is "in the best interest of the juvenile" may determine decisions
about whether or not to continue an investigation, or continue it in a .
certain manner.

Fourth, and last, intake, prosecution, and judicial decisions are not
recessarily based on factors related to the legal sufficiency of a case. 1In

Washington, D. C., for example, case dismissal statistics reflect personnel
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shortages in the prosecuﬁor's office rather than investigative faults of
the police. 1In several other sites these decisions reflect the intake
officers'social and philosophical concerns about minimizing system
penetration for the juvenile. Evidence gathered which links a suspect
to a crime is not one of those concerns.

In short, the juvenile justice system does not offer many legal checks
to measure the quality of evidence gathered b& juvenile officers. In
addition, statistics on court dispo;itions are infrequently known in the
juvenile unit. Either a formal mechanism does not exist which provides
the unit with case dispositions, or a disposition is sent to a central

records division which only stores the information.

A Department Without A Unit

This section outlines the juvenile investigative function as it is
performed in Multnomah County, Oregon, by the Multnomah County Sheriff's
Department. The data gathered during both the initial field visit and
case study periods is meént to provide an impressionistic contrast to
Greensboro and Torrance, where established units exist.

The Multnomah County Division of Public Safety reorganized two years
ago and initiated team policing to replace a more traditional organizational
structure. The enforcement branch of the department now consists of six
teams -~ a team for each of the five zones into which the county is divided
and a sixth team known as the "detective team." Exceﬁt for the detective
team, which handles only the most serious offenses, the officers on the
other teams are considered generalists. In theory, each team has one or
two officers who work largely as investigators. In reality, this positién

has come to be treated as a reserve position, to be filled only when there
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is not a manpower shortage elsewhere on the team or in the department.
During staff time on-site, the team observed never had its two investigator
positions filled.

There are no juvenile officers or juvenile investigators. For a
period of time after the department had reofganized,,there was a tendency,
according to officers, to ask ex-youth officers to handle juvenile cases.
This practice has all but disappeared.

Team officers estimated that 207 to 307% of their caseload consisted
of juvenile-perpetrated offenses. Observations made on-site suggest that
this is a reasonable, if not an underestimate. There are no Multnomah
figures available on juvenile arrests; all cases, whether adult or juvenile,
are numbered in sequence and stored according to numerical order.

A typical juvenile case is a shoplifting case (petty larceny). Several
of the affected stores in the area employ security systems, and this results
in a large number of arrests for this crime. The Multnomah officer frequently
responds to a call from the store security officer. The entire investigation
involves administering the Miranda Rights ﬁarning and questioning the suspect
and the security officer. The Multnomah officer is usually able to obtain an
admission to the act and enough backgrcund information to determinme the
advisability of ieleasing the juvenile to parents pending a juvenile inter-
view with the court intake. Little other investigative activity is performed.
The Multnomal; officer will call into the department to request a record check
on the suspect, and then immediately notify the juvenile's parents. Due to
the strength of the case, these cases are likely to be received and cleared

on the same day. Most cases of this nature are sent to court.
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Other larcenies and burgléries are likely to receive the type of pre-
liminary investigation usually associated with the patrol function,

Officers have to request to be taken off calls so that they can .
pursue investigations. While this requegt of the team leader is possible,
it is discouraged. There seems to be an unspoken understanding that such
a request should be made only in unusual circumstances.

None of the 25 cases debriefed took longer than 1 week to complete;

80% Weré completed in omne day. Officers responding to calls had little or no
éase backlog. Most non-serious cases that cannot be solved in a relatively short
period ofvtime by patrol are not pursued further, Serious cases may be sent

to the detective team. -

In only seven of the 25 cases debriefed on site did tﬁe officers feel
that the case was strong enough to send to court on the basis of the
information they had. Reasons given for needed additional information
being unsure about the cifcumstances surrounding the incident and needing

physical evidence to support the case.

The Multnomah officers completed approximately two rgports per case,
and five interviews per case. The majority of the interviews were in the
field with suspects. The officers seemed to expect an admission of guilt
as the norm, and perceived a case to be problematic when an admission was
not forthcoming.

To conclude, there seems to be very little in-depth investigation of
juvenile offenses; nine out of every ten juvenile cases were opened and

closed within one day by the reporting officer.
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Conclusion . |

The growing body of literature on investigations has dealt primarily
with the adult investigator. Although the number of empirically-based
studies is small, data from these studiés appear to support the same
theses: (a) that a case is solved largely by information supplied to the
responding patrol officer; and (2) that most cases are cleared by very

routine investigative procedures. Such studies ultimately raise questions

about the effectiveness and efficiency of the traditional patrol-investigation

orgaﬁizational arrangements, in the former case, and the need for specially
skilled officers to investigate Eas&s, in the latter.

-Although the data presented in'this chapter consists largely of the
impressions gained by staff during twel;e site visits, with the addition of
empirically based déta gathéred at two sites, it supports the pattern of
findings which appears.in‘the‘literature. While no statements can be made on
the basis of our data which.c;aim representativenesé to the universe of
police juvenile units, the ovérail impressions remain as follows:

¢ The investigative work,daﬁe by juvenile investigators
is independent of the amount and nature of investigative
work done prior to receiving a case.

o Juvenile officérs believe .that important information
is missing from a large pgrcentage of cases they receive

(case studies).

o The work a juvenile officer does on a case is not closely supervis-
ed; the case is reviewed by a supervisor after it is closed.

- @ Juvenile officers believe that their investigations add
- -new Information and verify information already received
{case studies),

@ Juvenile officers gather relatively few items of new
information during their case investigations; patrol is
responsible for most of the new information gathered

“{case studies).
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e The investigative process of juvenile officers in
different departments is shaped by different operational
constraints.

e The juvenile officer’s contribution to most cases lies
in gathering suspect information (case studies).

e Legal evidence plays a minor vole in the decision of the
juvenile officer to send a case to court.

Is the goal of investigations being achieved? That is, in terms of
fhe assumptions initially posed, are incomplete cases being received, are
juvenile officers adding new information to cases, is the information added
by juvenile officers needed to clear cases, is the information gethered
needed to prosecute cases? The evidence which exists is persuasive of
a response of "unclear" to the first two questions and "no" to the latter
two questions. No empirical data exist on the nature of the evidence in a

case prior to its assignment to a juvenile officer. Although juvenile officers

- d¢- add a small amount of new information to a case, it is unclear whether it

is needed to either clear or prosecute a case.

A more thorough look into the investigative process would have to include
the role played by the other components of the juvenile justice system,
especially that of the court. In many jurisdictions the philosophy of

parens patriae has filtered down to the police; investigative and screening

concerns and decisions cannot always be differentiated. The juvenile court
expects different things from the police handling the juvenile case, than does
the criminal court in the adult case. These differing expectations influence
the entire investigative process, It is particularly interesting to note that
in one site visited which did not have a unit, little investigative activity
beyond the preliminary work is done, and most juveniles taken into custody are

referred to court. Although this is not necessarily the result of the absence
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of a unit, the data do raise questions about the extent of the influence
of the court where there is not a special police unit established to

handle juveniles.
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% ‘ ' Chapter V
. The Screening Function
% This chapter presents information gathered on the screening function
E performed by juvenile officers. The chapter: .

e presents a flow model of the screening process

E , e synthesizes quantitative and qualitative data gathered
from departments visited

¢ incorporates the literature on screening in the analyses
of data '

Flow Model of the Screening Process

’

The screening function was previously defined as the juvenile officer's

-
SHP

gathering of information ‘for the purpose of reaching a case disposition. A

hidden "given" in this definition is that the juvenile officer has sufficient
evidence to link a specific juvenile to a specific crime.
’ The components of the screening process are presented in Figure 4 in the

form of a case flow model. The model focuses the prospective evaluator on the

screening activities of officers (process), the juveniles who will be affected

& by the screening activities (input), the immediate case disposition (cutcome),
°

other long-range effects of screening (impact), and the variables which directly
affect screening (inputs to the process) and those in the 1arge1; environment -
(environment). The figure also achieves the following: (i) it identifies

screening activities which are performed routinely by most juvenile units; and

“ ﬁ (2) it presents these activities in their most frequently observed order.
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FIGURE 4: Flow Model of the Screening Function
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According to Figure 4, the input into tbe screening process is
the alleged juvenile offender. Unlike the case concern of the investigation
process -~ the facts of the case, the amount of information already gathered —-
screening focuses on the individual juvenile. How old is the juvenile? Is
the juvenile disrespectful to the officers? _Has the juvenile appeared in
the juvenile unit on a previous complaint?

Some of the discrete screening activities are identical to those
of investigation. The first three steps are essentially the same for
both processes: report review, records check, and interviews. The differ-
ence lies, however, in the type of information being gathered and the
purpose towards which all information is being gathered. Screening
activities focus on information about the background and character of
the accused in order to reach an appropriate disposition; investigative
activities focus on information about the incident in order to solve the
case through an identification, apprehension and possible prosecution
of a juvenile.

Professional consult;tion can be sought in oraer to gain more in-depth
knowledge about the social behavior and personal attributes of the youth
in question. This includes consultation with probation officers, mental
health professionals, teachers, welfare workers, and program administrators.
Contact is made with agencies offering a potential referral and placement
to ascertain their availability and willingness to receive the juvenile
in question. .

The case conference plays a particularly important role in reaching
a case disposition. The conference is typically an interview conducted
with the juvenile and the juvenile's parents in either the juvenile's home

or the police station. It may take place at the same time that the officer

.
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" 18 conducting the interrogation phase of the investigation function. It

exists: (1) to make parents aware of their child's behavior problem;

(2) to gain insigﬁt into the juvenile/family relationship; (3) to assess

the nature and degree of supervision and control the parent exercises over

the juvenile; and (4) to discuss disposition alternatives. Considerable

emphasis is placed upon learning whether the‘parents are aware of their

child's delinquent or status offender activities, what the parents think

about those activities, and what the parents can and are willing to do

to insure that the situation does not repeat itself. The conference is aléo

used by juvenile officers as an educational tool; the officer advises

the parents about child-management technlques and recommends' agencies

and programs which can assist the parents in improving the home situation.
The immediate outcome of screening is one of four types of case

dispositions;. (1) return of the juvenile to his/her home with a warning;

(2) referral 6f the juvenile's case to court;y (3) diversion of the juvenile

into a community-based program; and (4) provision of services to the juvenile

by the police. The choice of one of these four involves two separate,

but related decisions:

e The penetration decision, whether or not tc send
the juvenile to court

e The diversion decision, which alternative to
select for the juvenile who is not sent to
court
These decisions are as much the product of the juvenile officer's assess-
ment of the juvenile's needs, as they are related to department-approved
options, pressures and influence from the court, or available community
resources which the police think are effective for juveniles.

The long~range impact of the screening function sought by juvenile

officers is a general decrease in delinquent and status offense behavior
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in a given community, the personal growth and development of a juvenile,
and the betterment of family relationships.

Constraints within the department and larger environment affect the
decisions of juvenile officers. For exaﬁple, department policy may limit
the disposition cptions available to a juvenile officer. In Washington, D.C.,
the juvenile officers have only two altérnatives: vrelease to home or court
referral. In Onondaga County, N.Y., the juvenile officers can use any of the
alternatives depicted on Figure 4., The degree of availability of community
programs which accept direct referrals from the police is a major comstraint

which a community places on the police department.

Goals and Assumptions of Screening

An overall assessment of whether the screening process helps the
jJuvenile unit achieve its goals is facilitated by discussing the extent to
which the operational assumptions which this study suggests underly each
goal are supported by the reality of unit operations.

Table 14 presents the three goals mentiongd in Chapter III, one or more
of which a juvenile unit may depend upon the screening function to achieve.
The major assumptions underlying each.goél which pertain directly to
police activities are also found on this Table.

An important distinction exists between the goals of labeling avoidance
and rehabilitation which are embodied in the difference between the terms
diversion and referral. The term diversion is defined as the process of
turning suspects or offenders away from the formal sjstem. This term is
conceptually linked to the labeling avoidancé goals, and focuses attention
on the operations of the traditional justice system (i.e., police, court,

corrections). The term referral is defined as a process by which police

initiate the connection of the juvenile to a non-justice system agency,
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Goals and Assumptions of Screening

GOAL: Rehabilltation: to reha-
bilitate the delinquent.
Officers are able to:

ASSUMPTIONS :

1. d1identify juveniles in need
of treatment

2., diagnose the specific needs
of juveniles

3. know which treatment alter-
natives are availabile

4, select the treatment alter-
native best suited to the
needs of a juvenile

5. provide direct services, when
appropriate.

GOAL: Label Avoldance: to help.
the juvenile avoid the
delinquency label.
Officers:

ASSUMPTIONS :

1. are conceraed avout the
negative consequences of
court—applied labels

2. can identify the juveniles
for whom court labeling will
be a negative consequence

3. attempt to minimize the
penetration of those juve-
niles further into the
juvenlle justice system.

GOAL: System Coordination: to
coordinate the work of
police with other ju-~
venlle justice system
agencies,

Officerc:

ASSUMPTIONS:

1. are in contact with other
juvenile justice agencies

2. are aware of the manner in
which these agencles work
together

3. are able to work cooper~-
atively with other system
components.
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private or public.* This term is theoretically bound to the rehabilitation
goal; and focuses aﬁtention on the juvenile's needs. This distinction also
corresponds to our view that the juvenile officer makes two separate,

but related, screening decisions: .

(1) the diversion (or penetration) 5écision,
whether or not the juvenile will be sent
to court N

{(2) the referral (treatment) decision (for those
juveniles not sent to court), which alternative
treatment should be selected

This dlstinctlon is helpful analytically, as well as appearing to correspond

to the mental processes of the juvenile offlcer.

Rehébilitation

An assessment of police juvenile unitsadhere to a rehabili-

tation goal must consider what is known about rehcbilltation, in general.

Recent research has.cast serious doubts'on the relative effectiveness of

certain treatments. Both Robert Martinson and Edwin M. Schur have presented
arguments for the abandonment of the indi v1duallzed treatment philosophy which is
inheren; in the rehabilitation goal used by the juvenile justice system. Martinson
reviewed adult and juvenile intervention program evaluations done between 1945

and 19671, and is currently undertaking a similar effort covering findings

since 19672. He concludes that evaluations of such programs show little impact

on recidivism. Schur reviewed intervention pragrams directed solely at yout:h.3
His findings are consistent with those of Martinson. Although different policy

implications are drawn by Martinson and Schur from these same conclusions

——

* These definitions were used by Malcolm W. Klein in "Issues in Police
Diversion of Juvenile Offenders: A Guide for Discussion", in Gary
Adams, et al (eds), Juvenile Justice Management, Springfield, Illinois:
Charles C. Thomas, 1973. B ' ’
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(ﬁartinSOn emphasized puﬁishmeht as a deterrent to crime, Schur emphasized
juvenile court referral for serious violations), both argue for abandoning
the individualized treatment approack. In contrast, Murray, in a‘recent study
comparing a traditional institutioqal approach to corrections (residential
treatment) with a referral service désigned to handle juveniles by non-institu-
tionalized means, concluded that both alternatives were equal in reducing
officially recorded criminal acts.é
These findings are significant ﬁhen viewed in relation to the recommenda-
tions of the IJA/ABA standards project that the least restrictive altermative
be selected for juvenile matters involving minor criminal conduct, and that
formal processing be avoided wherever alternatives exist.? In light of Murray's
findings, either idealogical position (ife., individualized treatment or
institutionalization) can be taken.

The discussion which follows explores the data available on the assumptions

which underly the goal of rehabilitation.

1. Identify Juveniles in Need*

2. Diagnose Problem

At every stage in the screening process —- report review, records
check, interview, professional and agency consultation, and case conference
== juvenile officers sift and screen an ever increasing amount of informatioh
upon which the case disposition wiil be made. It is difficult to pinpoint
which activity or which piece of information crystallizes the officer's ideas
about the juvenile. The activities and information are part of a cumulative
process whose end product -- a cérrect identification and diagnosis of need ==

is only as good as the officer's .ability, the nature of the information

*Assumptions (1) and (2) are discussed together.
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gathered by an officer and the manner in which it is used.

A. Information Gathered and Manner Used. Both the éathering and the

ute of information is a dynamic process which pales when viewed as discrete
activities. The following discussion attempts to present this reality.
AThe report reQiew is the first screening activity performed by a

juvenile officer, after being assigned a case by a supervisor. When a

unit, like that in Greensboro{ is responsible for both case investigation
and screening, the incident report completed by patrol will probably be the

/ A

only report available for review. In a unit which is primarily responsible

for case screening, such as Torrance's unit, the juvenile officer will

receive several reports for review. In the first instance, the incident

report is likely to contain mno more information on the suspected juvenile,
if known, than Eis/her physical characteristics and demeanor at the time of
contact by patrol. In the latter instance, investigations already completed
by non-juvenile officers will provide most of the information used by the
juvenile officer.

Information gathered during the records check includes data on the

juvenile's previoﬁs handling by police: number of prior contact(s)/arrest(s),

piior police disposition(s), and prior court disposition(s).

The information gathered thus far -- from the report of the cffense
(and possibly its investigation) and the juvenile's prior record --
enables the officer to make‘an initial, gross determination of whether the

— B - - p—

juvenile is "good" or "bzd." The "bad" label, applied on the basis of
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T4,
information on these documents, means one of two things: (1) the offensg is_

-——— - — PR

too serious not to send to court; or (2) the offender is a repeater who

deserves to be sénctioned severelf. Thié label paves the way for a
court referral, eliminacting the officer's responsibility to further
diagnose a juvenile's "needs."

A substantial amount of potentially diagnostic information is
gathered through interviews with complainants, victims, witnesses andAtﬁe
police officer who responded to the sceme of the crime. This information
focuses on the precipitating circumstances of the incident, the juvenile's
motive, the juvenile's attitude at time of arrest, the parents’' attitudes

at time of notification of arrest, and any obvious juvenile or family problems.

If court referral is not almost automatically indicated on the basis»of
offense or prior record, as assessment of the juvenile's potential td.
;void future deviant behgvior is made by looking at the juveniles' and
parents' attitudes and relationship. The case conference is a particularly
valuable tsol for this. The juvenile officer. attempts to learn whether
the parents are aware of their child's activities, what the parents think
about those activities, and what the parents can and are willing to do to
correct the situation. This conference is also used by the officer

as an educational tool, as mentioned previously: td give édvice about
child-management techniques, and recommend agepcies and programs which can
help the home situation. By the end of the conference -- whether it occurs
at the middle or end of the %rocess of accumulating information for a
screeﬁing decision =~ the officer will have reached aﬁ opinioﬁ about the

likelihood of future deviance. Since many officers feel that an admission
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of wrong-doing is the first step in rehabilitation, they frequently use the
case conference to elicit a statement of remorse or contrition about thé
unlawful act committed.

The extent to which an officer goes beyond individuals related to
the incident to consult professionals, and the.nature of the professional
consultation solicited are more related to officer inclination and unit
policy than to a search for an individual diagnosis. The Topeka unit
routinely involves a psychiatrist from tﬁe Menninger Clinic in evaluat-
ing the needs of a juvenile. In Torrance, juvenile officers regularly
visit local schools to discuss particular juveniles with teachers. In
Greensboro, a psychologist from a family connseling agency meets weekly
with the officers to discuss current cases.

For the Post part, the information gathered by juvenile officers is
not used to assess needs. It is used primarily to determine: (1) whether

the authority and coerciveness of the justice system should bear down upon

~ the juvenile to indicate society's displeasure with the juvenile's past or

present behavior; (2) whether the appropriate level of remorse and contrition
exists on the part of the juvenile and the juvenile's family; and (3) whether
the juvenile's family is able to take the steps appropriate to control their

child'’s future behavior.

-

B. Officer Ability. The ability of juvenile officers to both identify

juveniles in need of treatment and diagnose the specific needs can be gotten
through a variety of mechanisms which are ir tiie control of the department:
(1) selection criteria and procedures for juvenile officer candidates

which screen for officers who already possess needed abilities; (2) specialized



- 119 -

o training which is given to officers before or after they are selected to’

be a juvenile officer; (3) experience in working with juveniles over a

L4 ..

period of time, and (4) superv151on of officers concerning cases handled

- et mmeeccare aridbn o .

The question becomes, then, what is known about each of these mechanisms.

bt T e e e ve e w am ey
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Selection., There is no indication that eligibility criteria or

e |

selection procedures can identify officers with diagnostic abilities. The

most typical criteria used to select a juvenile officer are: (1) the officer's

expressed desire to work with juveniles; (2) a good work record within the

department; (3) after-work activities which might indicate a special interest

i

in youth (e.g., baseball coach); and (4) a department-established number of

years of required service. In most units visited there could also he found

some officer(s) whose selection was mandated by: (1) pressure placed by a

(=

high-ranking department official, or (2) performance on a test which qualified

an officer for assignment to any departmental opening in a glven rank.

A

The selectlon process typically involves the review of an officer's

application by the commander of the juvenile unit, a review of the officer's

documented work history, and consultation with several of the applicant's

B BEE S

prior supervisors. Minor variations exist: in Tucson, a three-person panel

of supervisory officers reviews the application and interviews the candidate.

TURDL

In Topeka, the applicant undergoes an assessment by a psychiatrist.

In Arllngton, ‘the asplring Juvenile officer is interviewed and evaluated

by existing juvenile officers; the apparent ability of the individual to

work with the other officers is particularly important. The members of

this unit are equally likely to look into a candidate's reputation among

juveniles who live in the officer's assigned work area.

=
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According to a working paper. on Delinquency Prevention, "eriminal -

justice personnel who have respect for the juveniles that come into contact
with them will have a greater chance of being respected."6 Interviews
on-site lead staff to believe tﬁa; such individuals are sought by unit
heads. Whether they are being selected, or whether respect towards juveniles
bears any relétion to rehabilitation, remain unknown.

Training. Most juvenile officers learn on-the-job. Specialized

training occurs when there is a fortuitous combination of support from

a chief or juvenile unit head, available departmental resources or outside

funding; and a desire for training in a specific area among unit officers.

The nature and éxtent of formalized training given officers varies greatly
from dgpartment to department, and within any unit; A review of the
personnel records in Greensboro indicated that its unit officers had not
received any structured juvenile-related training within thé department.
Training outside the department included university-sponsored crime-

specific seminars, general courses in delinquency, and attendance at national

conferences or conventions, No two éfficers in the unit had a similar training .
background, and there seemed to be no systematic approach to offering training
to officers. In contrast, juvenile officers in Washington receive a five-day
course at the police academy which focuses on regulations, special orders
and paperwork. Unfortunately, a new officer did not always receive this
course until months after placement in the unit.

Although some juvenile officers in some departments receive an eight
week course from the Delinquency Control Institute of the University of
Southern California or the University of Minnesota, such extensive training
is atypical. Informal, on-the-job training is the principal training a

juvenile officer receives. This generally consists of being introduced to



Ty

i

NS

P pasvgreny yoymeaoy po

- 121 .
unit procedures by an experienced juvenile officer or supervisor in the
unit, and being observed and monitored by the unit's commander until,

the commander gains confidence in the new juvenile officer's performance. Once
confideﬁce gxists, degree of supé;;;sion and officer accountability depends
upon the céﬁméné;fis stylé. o - |

The information gained through site visits led to the conclusion that
the survey response to the training question may @ave exaggerated the
amount of training given juvenile officers (Chapter III).

Experience. There is no typical experiential profile of the juvenile
officer. Officers in Greensboro, for example, are between 40 and 60 years of
age (88% of the 14 juvenile officers), members of the departmént for

longer than 15 years (80%), and in the unit for more than 6 years (607).

In contrast, most juvenile officers in Torrance are between 20 and 40 years

- of age (71% of the 7 juvenile officers), members of the department for less

than 15 years (857%), and in the unit for less than 5 years (85%). In neither
unit did any pattern of pre—juvenile unit police experience emerge; juvenile
éfficers came to each unit with very different work histories.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate the role experience
plays in acquiring or sharpening diagnostic skills. An individual's ability
to profit from experience is particularistic, by definition. From an
assessment perspective, a unit which depends upon experience as the primary
method by which juvenile officers are expected_to acquire tﬁese skills is
leaving a great deal to chance.

According to an in-depth study of one juvenile justice system, undertaken
by Cicourel, most police officers developed their own theories about the

delinquency of particular individuals, groups, and communities, and made
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their.own decisions on the basis of how closely an individual "fitted"

"into the categories established.’ Staff visits to juvenile units confirmed

the fact that officers held theories about delinquents and their needs,

but that theories varied by individual, unit, and jurisdictdion.

Supervision. Officer direction and supervision varies across

juvenile units as it does across departments. In Greensboro, for example,
the captain in charge of the juvenile unit is actively involved in every
case: assigning cases, inspecting reports, and reviewing officers' decisions.
Officer performance is evaluated every six months according to a highly

structured evaluation format. In contrast, the sergeant in charge of the

juvenile unit in Washington, D. C., routinely signs off on cases the officers
present to him as "closed" on their books.

Accepting the variability of supervisory styles, the impression was left
that most superﬁisipn given juvenile officers is not oriented to inculcate
skills needed to either identify juveniles in need of assistance or to |
diagnose the nature of the juvenile's preblem. In light of this observatiom,
the ABA/IJA's recommendation for the periodic evaluation of police juvenile

operations is particularly important.8

3. Know Available Treatment Alternatives. According to IACP,

specialized police—juvenile operations should seek treatment

alternatives to the referral of juvenile offenders to'court.9 Little direct
information exists, however, about whether juvenile officers have information
about treatment alternatives in their city or county. Indirect information
can be pieced together in a variety of ways, ﬁowever, to conclude that

most units consult with only a few groups on a regular basis. First,

only 607 of phé éurvey respondents answered a question which asked

them to list the community agencies which receive juvenile referrals.



- 123 -

‘ Second, interviews with juvehile: officers indicated that most officers

B

made almost all referrals to one or two treatment alternatives. This is

appropriate for units which rely on diagnostic agencies which coordinate

referrals to treatment agencies. In Lincoln, the Youth Services System

(¥YSS) plays this role. The South Bay Diversion Programs plays the equivalent

role for the Torrance unit. For most units, however, the agencies referred

B to were not diagnostic services. Third, units visited either did not have

handbooks containing the names of potential referral agencies or had hand=-

books which appeared never to have been read.

not exist on an officer's ability to select the appropriate treatment

alternative for a given juvenile. The quantitative data which this study
generated from two units, however, does indicate that the major decision
of the juvenile officers in these units is between whether to refer thé

juvenile to court sr home. Case dispositions in Greemsboro and Torrance

are presented in Table 15,

Table 15.. Case Dispositions, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77

R ERE O B N O

Site
Disposition - Greensboro Torrance
Court 39.8% 30.6%
Home ' 40.7% 58.9%
bommunit&-Based Program 19.4% ' 10.5%
TOTALS (N=108) (N=201)
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According to Table 15, thé ma1prity of the juveniles screened in Torrance
are released to a parent or guardian and sent home (N=20l), while approxi-
mately one-third are petitioned to court. Only ten percent of the cases are
referred to a comunity-based program, primarily to a diversion program which
screens each juvenile and makes an appropriate placement. In Greensboro,
although én equal percentage of cases are sent home and to court by the
juvenile officers, almost 20% of the cases receive an alternative dispositionm,
the principal one being psychological counseling for the juvenile and family.

Some evidence exists that for these two units, two factors consistently
influence case dispositions. According to Tables 16 and 17, seriousness of
the offense* and prior arrest history of the juvenile, respecﬁively, are
related to having the case sent to court.

As shown on Table 16, larcenies in both Greensboro and Torrance are '
more likely to be sent home than are burglaries, although the likelihood of
this occurring in Torrance is much greater than in Greensboro (71.7% vs.
47.1%, respectively). Burglaries in both cities are likely to be referred
to court (64.3% and 48.7%, respectively) Referrals to community-based
programs are more frequently made in Greemsboro (19.67%) than in Torrance
(11.0%) for larcenies, although the percentages for burglaries are relative-
ly similar (7.1% vs. 11.8%, respectively).

According to Table 17, prior record is also related to case
dispositionf In Greensboro, for example, 60.0% of the juveniles ﬁithout
any prior arrest record were sent home; this contrasts with 60.9% of the
Jjuveniles with one or more prior arrests which are petitioned to court.
Although absolute numbers are smaller for juveniles with a prior arrest

record in Torrance, the trend seems to be for the "mo-priors™ to be sent

*Larceny and burglary cases were selected for analysis because of their
large numbers at both sites.
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' ' TABLE 16: Charge and Disposition, Greensboro
and Torrance, 1976-77

. Site and Charge

Disposition Greensboro ) Torrance
Larceny Burglary Larceny Burglary
Court 33.3%  64.3% . 17.3% 48.7%2
' Home 41.7% 28.3% 71.72 39,5%
% Community- 19.6% 7.12 11.0% 11.8%
Based Program (N=51) | (N=14) (N=76) (N=64)

&
%

TABLE 17: Prior Record and Disposition,
Greensboro and Torrance, 1976

Site and Prior Record

Disposition Greensbhoro Torrance
» None One -+ None One +
Court . 20.0% 60.0% 10.8% 61.5%
Home 60.0% 20.07% 7_8.5% 30.8%
5

Community- .
a Based Program 20.0% 20.0% 10.7% 7.6%
(N=55) (N=40) (¥=65) (N=13)

.V
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home (78.5%) and "priors" to be sent to court (61.57%).

Although most of the available literature on diversion and referral

speculates upon police referral decisions, Klein has undertaken several

empirical studies which look at officer diversion practices. In one study,
department orders instructed officers to use referral agencies whenever

0
possible with the beginning offender.l' An examination of records indicated

that two-thirds of all referred cases were first offenders. Klein also

found that while referrals to community agencies have increased significantly

over the past five years, they remain relatively low. Without the #nfusion

of federal and state funds, he believes, referral rates would recede to an

- earlier low level. Unfortunately, the data gathered in the course of this

study cannot shed any light on these findings.

‘5. Provide Direct Services. The "direct services" which the units

visited provided for juveniles were attempts by juvenile officers to take
a ﬁiddleground between court and home release. ‘These programs allowed an
officer to (1) retain some control over the juvenile, (2) impose a negative
sanction, and (3) provide restitution to the community. Programs ranged
from a one-officer probation program developed in Onondaga County without
any written policies or guidelines, to a highly structured Limited Adjust-
ment Program operated by the Baltimore juvenile unit with goals, policies,
eligibility criteria, and program components written and defined. The
Lincoln "program," one of the less formal ones, imposed sanctions on the
juvenile of community service, restitution to the victim, and book re-
views and essays.

Providing services was not necessarily related to police lack of
confidence in community-based agencies. Skepticism of these agencies

existed in most departments. The existence of these programs runs couater
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to the recommendatious of several groups which agree that police officers should not

provide their own rehabilitative services to the juvenile. Olson and Shepard

recommend that law enforcement officers not engage in the practice of

informal probation, casework supervision, on-going counseling or recreational

administration.l1 This sentiment is also echoed in the IJA/ABA standards

project recommendations, in which the authors state that police should not

34|

attempt to initiate their own deterrence or treatment programs.12 Kobetz

excludes rehabilitation from the -juvenile unit's function, but views many of

13

the prevention jrograms as important police-community relations efforts.

-

‘Label Avoidance

Any discussion of the assumptions which underly the goal of label

P

avoidance must begin with an overview of labeling "theory," As pre-

viously noted, labeling theory shifts the focus of interest and research

fEHEE

- from the alleged offender to the process by which an individual is de-

fined as deviant. This process is viewed as being harmful to both the

self-concept and future behavior of the labeled individual..When viewed from

=3

the labeling perspective, the juvenile justice system, with all intentions

_of helping, is unintentionally harming the juvenile by: (1) convincing

:
5
(k"v

the juvenile of deviant,status, which affects seli-concept; and (2) stigmatizing

-t ne

" the juvenile, which affects future behavior. ‘ . e

The diversion of delinquents is an implied policy of the labeling -

appreoach, and was advocated by the 1967 Presidgnt's'Commission. Much of
the empirical research of the 1960's was based on labeling ;beory, and

focused on the differential application of the delinquent.labeL by agents of

Ehé jﬁQenile justice system. An assumption of most of thésé&studies was
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that middle-class values were being applied by officials of the juvenile
justice system to the behavior of groups with different values. Although
the findings of many of these studies are woven throughout the following

discussion, the following conclusion was reached by the Task Force to

‘Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,

in their working paper, Preventing Delinquency: "There does not exist a

strong empirical literature which has tested the major assertions of
— - 14
/labeling theo;z/."l

1. Concern About Negative Consequences

Juvenile officers are concerned about "keeping the kid from getting a
record." Since an arrest has been made by the time many juvenile officers
receive a case, their concern lies with the possible application of the
delinquent label the court can apply. To a large extent, their concern has
little substance énd may be most useful for "scare purposes.” The deterrent
power of the court rests largely with the threat of court action. Most
juvenile officers know that a large percentage'of cases they petition to the
court are not heard by a judge, but are dispbsed of informally by intake workers.
National statistics for 1974 reveal that only 537% of the delinquency cases
handled by juvenile courts were handled judicially.15 )

The concern of the juvenile officer about helping the juvenile avoid
a record is based more on ideas about the inappropriateness and inadequacy
Bf the judicial system than about its potential negative consequences.
First, officers believe that many cases they handle wouid never have reached

even the point of an arrest when they were juveniles. They cite the
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destruction of neighborhoods, the decline of the stable family, and the

community’s growing dependence on formai-legal action as major causes

s

for police arrests and prosecutions of juveniles who are guilty of re-

latively harmless "juvenile" behavior {e.g., destroying property through

spray painting). 1Iwo studies of factors influencing the police disposition

kg
:

of juvenile offenders support this point indirectly. Hohenstein concluded

on the basis of an analysis of 504 cases disposed of by police that

? attitude of the victim is one of the three most important factors
in determining the police disposition; where victims. mad;a statements to
g the police that they were against prosecution, offenders were ''remedialed"
in 967 of the cases (i.e., no arrest). -The victim's attitude, invfact,‘wgs a

L3 .
more powerful determinant than seriousness of offe-nse.]'6 Black and Reiss, -

exploring the situational aspects of policing juveniles in three large cities,

also found that the imposition of an arrest sanction represents the preferences

of complainants, among other va::iables.l7

Secohd, many juvenile officers believe that there is little the court

i

is able to do for the juvenile that can and should not be attempted at the

police level. One exception to this belief concerns the "hardened" juvenile,

who is a community menace and "juvenile" only through an arbitrary age

definition established by the state. The 15 year old robber of "mom and pop"

=he

shops in Washington, D.C., with a long record of petty theft, is not a

il
'

"juvenile" to officers. The second exception is found in jurisdictions in

which municipal and state services are available to the juvenile only through
court referral. This situation exists in Duluth, where the juvenile court

is the only institution empowered to purchase services. Because payment
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for most public services is continéent upon an order of the juvenile court,
signed by the judge, eligibility criteria established by many agencies
screen out the police referral. In this case, not petitioning to court,

as Cicourel points out in The Social Organization of the Court, can result

.. . 13
in a juvenile not receiving meeded services.

2. Tdentify Inappropriate Court Cases. Théreéis;no indication

that juvenile officers can or attempt to identify those juveniles for whom

petitioning to court will be a negative experience. Data from Greensboro:

and Torrance indicate that legal and social variables are used by juvenile
officers for their decision to petition a case to court, rather than a
concern for consequences for the juvenile. When juvenile officers in
Greensboro and Torrance were questioned about the factors which were most
important in the dispositon of recently closed cases, the same factors

were mentioned most frequently in both places:

e seriousness of the offense

e prior record of the juvenile

® the juvenile's attitude about the offense
e pavrental attitude about the offense

© @ ability of the parent to communicate with and c¢ontrol
‘ the juvenile in the future

Each.of,these factors was mentioned in the sites visited. Other factors

mentioned with less frequency were preference of the complainant

regarding case‘d§§position and opinilons about the juvenile by professionals

who have dealt with him/her previously. These findings are relatively

~

compatible with several empirical studies on the use of police discretion
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(by patrol) in the arrest decision. Data to suppbrq,the importance of the

variables of seriousness of offense, prior record, and demeanor at time of

arrest in police decisions are abundant in the empirical literature. o
Both juvenile officers and patrol use similar variables in decision-

making. The juvenile officer's additional attention to family-related variables,

however, probably results from work-related differences; the case conference, with

{
‘.- 1

the juvenile and parégts present, is an important decision-making tooiﬁfoF the
juvenile officer. The "demeanor" variable takes on a different meaning for
the juvenile and arresting officers. For the latter, an opinion of the
juvenile's demeanor (respect to officer, ‘contrition for offense) is formed at
the scene of the incident; for the former, it is formed ﬁost-incident, in the
presence of the juvenile's parents, after the emotions of the incident have
settled.

Although the variables mentioned above are used to reach a disposition,
it appears that (1) they are not applied in a particular order, and that
(2) one variable is not.more.important than another. Rather, the entire
constellation of variables is applied to each situation. Because of minimal
documentation of attitudinal daéa, the use of e;sy-to~objectify data from
case file statistics ‘can give misleading results. . -

In ordef to have another indication of uniformity of dispositions amoﬁg
officers in a unit, each juvenile officer in‘Greensboro and Torraﬁce was
asked to respond to a series of questions based on two hypothetical cases.
While numbers of respondents were small, the responses themselves reveal some’
uniformity in expected case dispositions. The hypothetical_cases coxrrespond
to typicél incidents uncovered in the case-files reviewed in each site.

The hypothetical cases were as follows:
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Greensboro

Larceny. A twelve year old black male was
arrested for shopliifting some articles val-
ued at $5.00 The juvenile had no previous
arrest record and was cooperative with the
patrol officer at the time of arrest. At
the case conference with the juvenile
officer the juvenile admitted committing
the offense, His mother indicated that
she has problems handling her son.

Burglary. A.fourteen year old white male
was arrested by patrol for breaking and
entering a residence; it was his second
arrest for breaking and entering. The
youth has previously been referred to a
counseling program. At the case conference
with the juvenile officer the youth
admitted committing the offense (denied
to the patrol officer); his parents

were concerned and indicated that they
will punish their son,

1327

Torrance

Larceny. Two white females, thirteen and fourteen
years old, were apprehended in the parking lot of

a department store by a security guard. The security
guard had observed #1 suspect place various articles
of cosmetics in her pocket, while #2 suspect had
engaged the salesgirl in conversation. Both subjects
exited the store without paying for said articles.
Suspects were turned over to patrol with the appro-
priate paperwork completed by the security officer.
Upon a review of both juvenile records, it was found
that neither had anyv prior record.

Burglary. During the hours of 0800 and 1300 a
residential burglary was committed. One white male,
fourteen years old, was apprehended by a patrol

officer two blocks from the scene. The suspect was
found with various articles of jewelry in his possession
valued at approximately $100. Suspect was found to

have one prior arrest for petty larceny within the last
year. Juvenile was cooperative when questioned by
patrol and detectives and furnished officers with all
necessary information,
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Although Greensboro and Torrance varied somewhat in the range of
possible dispositions a juvenile officer might impose (e.g., restitution

was Included in Greensboro only, referral to a diversion program, in

- Torrance), in each site (1) juvenile officers in the unit were more likely

to be in agreement on the disposition for thé offense of larceny than for
that of burglary, and (2) the disposition for the larceny offense was more
likely to be of a less coercive nature than the disposition for the buglary

offense. *

Cases considered most appropriate for court are those in which the
police feel that they have "failed" on previous occasioms to "turn the kid
around." Since it is the informal policy of juvenile units to give the
juvenile several "chances" before petitioning a case to court -- release to
home with a warning, police probation, suggested participation in community-
based program ~— officers who petition a case to court want some negative
sanctions applied to the juvenile. 1In short, it appears from staff experience
that the decision to send a case to court, as Klein found in his study of
diversion from court, is based more on police judgements and motives

20
than on identifying juveniles who should avoid court labeling.

3. Minimize System Penetration. Data generated by reviewing closed
case records in Greensboro (N=197) and Torrance (N=20l) suggest that, in these
two units, an attempt is made to minimize penetration of some juveniles in
the system. In Greensboro, approximately 40% of those juveniles taken into

custody were petitioned to court; in Torrance, approximately 30% were petitioned

to court.

* In Greensboro, eight of the ten responding juvenile officers chose release
to home as the likely disposition for the larceny case; five of seven selected

court referral for the burglary case. In Torrance, all five respondent juvenile
officers selected "counsel and release'" as the likely disposition for the larceny

case -~ these officers were split four ways, however, on the disposition in the
burglary case.
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Statistics generated in Greensboro and Torrance also indicate that
seriousness of crime, prior arrest record ahd age of offender each correlate
with sending a case to court (Tables 18, 19, and 20).

The data displayed on Table 18 indicate that older juveniles are
more likely to be referred to court than are younger juveniles. In Greepsboro,
where the unit only handles juveniles below the age of 16, approximately 50%
of the 13-15 year age group is sent to coﬁrt, while the respective figure for
the 9-12 year old is 19%. A similar percentage of juveniles in both age groups
are referred to community programs. In Torrance, where the unit handles
juveniles up to the age of 18, the trend again is for cases sent to court to
consist of the older juveniles: 42% of the 16-17 year olds are sent to court,
while only 12.57% of the 9-12 year olds are sent there. At least half of the
juveniles in each age group, however, are sent home.

Does the relationship between age, prior record and disposition explain
the relationship observed for charge and disposition? Are larcenies in Torrancé
and Greensboro likely to be committed by the younger juveniles without a prior
record? * According to Table 19, older juveniles charged with larcenies go to
court with greater frequency than do younger juveniles. Ia Greensboro, only
21.2% of the 9-12 year olds are petitioned to court by the juvenile officers,
while the corresponding figure for 13-15 year olds is 40.67%. 1In Torrance,
32.6% of the 16~17 year olds are petitioned to court, as compared with 7.1%

of the 9-12 year olds and 8.9% of the 13-15 year olds.

* Only larceny cases existed in large ‘enough numbers in the case file
sample to explore.
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Table 18. Age and Disvosition, Greensboro
and Torrance, 1976-77
. Site and Age
: Disposition Greensboro Torrance
9-12 13-15 9-12 13-15 16-17
g Court 19.47 49,27 12.5%2 | 23.7%Z 1 42.2%
I Home 58.1%Z 30.5% 62.5Z2 ]| 63.3%Z1 50.0%
£
: Communi ty- 22.6% 20.3% 25.0%2 | 12.821 7.8%
Based Program (N=31) (N=59) (N=24)1 (¥=109){ (N=90)
'g
% Table 19, Age and Disposition, Larceny
Offenses, .Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77
E ' ‘ 4 Site and Age
‘ Disposition Greensboro Torrance
' 9-12 13-15 9-12 13-15 16-17
i
l Court 21.2% 40.67 7.1% 8.9% 1 32.6%
E Home 52.6% 43.8% 85.7% | 77.6% | 58.7%
| Community~ 26.3% 15.6% 7.12 | 13.47] 8.7%
% Based Program (N=19) (N=32) (N=14) | (N=67) |(N=46)
Table 20, Prior Arrest Record and Disposition,

Larceny Offenses, Greensboro and Torrance, 1976-77

Site and Prior Record

; Disposition Greensboro Torrance
None One+ None One+
Y Court 13.3% 66.7% 9.1% 60.0%
4 .
Home 66,7% 13.3% 80.0% 40.0%
Community- 20,07 20.0% 10.9% -
Based Program (N=30) (N=15) (N=55) (N=5)
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Having a prior arrest history also appears related to going to court
on a larceny complaint.* According to Table 20, 66.7% of the juveniles in
Greensboro who do not have a prior record are sent home; only 13.37Z with one
prior arrest are sent home. The Torrance data indicate. that (1) the juvenile
against whom a larceny complaint has been levied is likely not to have a
record (55 out of 60), and that (2) 80% of thé juveniles without a record are
sent home, in contrast to 407 with one or more arrests who are sent home.

By looking within the offense of larceny a more refined understanding
of variables important to case disposition takes shape., Although larcenies
are less likely to go to court than burglaries, the larcenest who does go to
court is likely to be older and with a prior arrest record. The statistical
picture for the disposition of the burglary charge reveals a similar pattern
to that f larceny. Although numbers are small (N=14, Greensboro; Nelé,
Torrance), the juvenile sent to court for the offense of burglary in both sites
is likely to be the older juvenile with a prior arrest record.

These ‘'data indicate that these two departments seem to be following
the standards for divérsion from court established by the Task Force. The Task
Force recommends that the referral of delinquents to court by police should be
limited to serious delinquent or criminal acts or repeat offenders.21

Although Greensboro and Torrance appear to attempt to minimize the
juvenile's penetration of the system, this philosophy cannot and does not exist
nationwide. Since the juvenile court in Topeka, for example, has indicated
its desire to screen all cases taken into custody by the police, the unit has
shifted its philosophy from rehabilitation to law enforcement; approximately
85%Z of all cases handled by the unit,'accordiné to one juvenile officer, are

currently petitioned to court. In Duluth, as previously noted, the facts that

* Data on the variables of race, sex of offender, and value of property
taken were too limited to present.
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(a) most public services are'availablé only through court referral, and that
(b) the court attempts to handle the juvenile as a dependent child, rather
than a delinquent, result. in almost all police cases being sent to court.
Unfortunately no information exists which looks at screening patterns across
one or more systems, to determine whether, despite police and state philosophy,
the same percentage of juveniles reach the coﬁrt hearing stage.

According to Klein, post-arrest decisions made by police vary considerably
across juvenile units.z2 In a study of 49 police agencies in Los Angeles County
it was found that the decision to divert from court ranged from 2% in one
department to 827% in another. The author was unable v+ explain the variation
by city size, population, police departmant size, crime rate or arrestee
characteristics. Most standard-setting bodies agree that!formal policy guidelines

23 ’
for basing disposition decisions should exist, although they presently do not.

James Q. Wilson has pointed ouf an important advantage of the juvenile officer

over patrol; if police (patrol) cannot decide whether to invoke the law, they
’ ) 24

(juvenile officers) at least can decide how to intervene. The extent to

which the juvenile officer's decision m;intains,police bias, however, has

been questionéd by Klein.25

In one particularly interesting study, Klein found that cohorts of
offenders referred to agencies by the police received more treatment than
comparable groups for whom petitions were filed.sthis latter group was typically
released at intake without treatment or given informal probation. Klein
concluded that treatment outside the system may be more coercive than treatment
within the system (i.e., court action). He and others also found that control
over juveniles 1s being extended to a larger aﬁd less seriously involved sector

27
of the juvenile population. He concluded that referred youngsters, rather
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than being diverted from the justice system, are more commonly drawn from

those ordinarily released without further action. Unfortunately, our study

did not gather data on the "widening of the net" phencmenon.

System Coordination

- 1l. In Contact With Other Justice Agencies.

The extent and nature of contact between police juvenile officers and

other juvenile justice agencies (i.e., courts, corrections, probation, welfare)

is department-specific. Only two generalizations based on site visits are
appropriate:
® units are in contact with a limited number of
justice agencies

® units have little or no contact with correctional
agencies

Examples from units visited illustrate the extent to which the nature and
degree of contact varies.

Lincoln. A close personal relationship exists between the qfficérs
of the Youth Aid Bureau in Lincoln, and the intake staff. This can be
explained, in part, by the following: (1) the unit is located in the
building housing the court; (2) two juvenile officers are responsible for
all screening activities (e.g., intake referrals); and (3) the juvenile .

unit screens all juveniles who afe under 16 years of age.

Torrance. A representative of both the court intake staff and a
community-based diversion/referral agency are physically stationed in the’
juvenile unit. Every case a juvenile officer wants to petition to Juvenile

court is sent to the Intercept Officer for evaluation before a petition is
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filed. Every case which is not petitioned to court or sent home, which
meets the eligibility criteria of the South Bay Diversion Project, is referred
to that staff representative for review before a final disposition is made.

Washington, D.C. The juvenile officers in the district stations are not

in contact with any system agencies, since officer discretion is limited to
two dispositions, home or court.

Contra Costa County.  The officers in this unit, as in Washington, D.C.,

have no contact with other agencies. This‘situation, however, is a direct
result of antipathy between unit cfficers and a 1enient4judge. Under a
strict interpretation of a statute requiring the court intake unit to take
responsibility for all juvenile detainees, the unit‘has totally stopped
screening cases. All juvenile arrests result in an immediate call to intake,
which then 'sends a mobile unit to pick up the juvenile,

Where formal relationships exist between the unit and other agencies,
they take varied forms. Greensbqro has a juvenile justice coordinating
council in which the head of the juvenile unit is very active, In Lincoln,

a weekly meeting is sponsored by the judge to assemble representatives from
all of the local youth-serving agencies. This meeting is regularly attended
by a representative of the juvenile unit. 1In buluth, the prosecuting attorney
talks with the head of the unit every afternoon.

None of the units visited had a close relationship with the juvenile
court judge beyond an occasional meeting of a juvenile justice coordinating
council. This may stem from the fact that unit officers -~ and other officers --
are seldom called to testify in a case. Most juveniles enter a statement
admitting delinquency, negating the need for an adQersary procedure which

would require the police to testify to support the state's burden of proof.



ieacs U o]

STREE

"&% Paix

m

%3

+-¥
T3

- 140 =
For this reason, the unit officer probably interacts less frequently with the
judge than with any other actor in the justice system.

2. Awareness of How Agencies Work.

The extent to which juvenile officers are aware of the manner in which
juvenile justice agencies work together'depends upon: (1) the extent to which
the agencies do operate as a system; and (2) ﬁhe type of feedback mechanisms
which exist to keep the officers aware.

A, "System" Operations.

The manner in which a judge influences system actions, and the extent
to which the judge's philosophy, policies and procedures impact on the other
system agencies, varies considerably across sites. Although hard data is lacking,
several of the courts visited on-site functioned in a coordinated manner becau;e
of a common denominator: a powerful judge. Through the exercise of the judge's
authority, intake and prosecution learned which cases the judge thought were too
trivial to be heard in court, and which juveniles the judge thought should have a
particular type of sanction imposed. In Tucson, for example, a new judge
decided to limit the number of juveniles being sent to state facilities.
Although the former judge had sent approximately 380 juveniles in a recent
year to state facilities, during the first four months of the new calendar year,
the new judge sent only eleven juveniles to state facilities. In Topeka, one
outspoken judge minimized police screening discretion by insisting that the
unit forward reports of all juvenile incidents to the intake unit of the court,
including those cases not referred to court. This had the effect of curtailing
the use of police discretion and, supposedly, brought uniformity of treatment

to the youth of the city through his tight control over intake.
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In jurisdictions where the judge, by choice or design, took a less
active role in dictating policy, other factors come to the fore. In Multnomah
County, for example, the assistant prosecuting attorney took an aggressive
role in determining which cases should appear before the court and his advice
was followed by the judge. The power of the prosecuting attorney in Washington,

D.C., derived primarily from the diffusion of power among criminal court judges

" who rotated through both the adult and juvenile courts.

Although the intake unit of the court also plays,én important role,
its power is rarely distinct from that of the presiding judge.

B. Case Knowledge.

Units have varied ways of learning about which cases the court or
community agencies want to see. In Torrance, as we have pointed out, a
diversion program staff member maintains a desk within the unit. This diversion
program worker, who is available several days a week, is used as an immediate
resource when the police want to screen cases out of the systeg. The worker
also provides feedback to the police on the success or failure of juvegilesd
they have referred to outside agencies. Torrance also provides office space
for a probation officer who gives the unit immediate feedback on the likelihood
that a particular case will be accepted for prosecution. In Lincoln, the
screening officer within the unit has daily contact with the director of the
local youth service bureau, the community's diversion program. Through their
informal communication, the police are able to refer the appropriate juvenile
and monitor the juvenile's success. In another city, the prosecuting attorney

[y

assigns one of his assistants to work with the police, monitoring the course
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of the investigation and advising the police on the prosecution's need for
specific evidence to make the case.

An extensive feedback system exists in Duluth, where the unit is in
informal but regular contact with several system components. One member of
the intake unit has daily comtact with the head of the unit on every case
that reaches intake. The lieutenant in charge of the unit receives daily
visits from the prosecuting attorney in charge of the juvenile court. Dis-
cussion centers not only on cases before the court, but also on how the unit
is handling ité current open cases. A third feedback component at this site
involves reports emanating from a Children's Service Division's caseworker
placed in the juvenile court. Copies of this caseworker's report of judicial
actions are routinely sent to the unit, intake and probation. Given all of

these systems, it was concluded that misunderstandings still exist between

the unit and different system components about the nature of the cases each

- component wants to receive and the cases each component wants to send to the other.

Most units do not obtain complete or timely information on the disposition
of a case which is referred to court. A review of most unit files indicatg;
the 1ést entry to be the police &isﬁbsition;”fRéaé;ﬁs wﬁy‘this oécﬁ¥§iaf;{ﬁ£i£;
specific. In Lincoln, the court is supposed to routinely notify the unit of
each case disposition -~ while this is accomplished, the notification is sent to
central records. In Onondaga County, the same situation occurs although there may be
a six month lapse between court case disposition and police department notifi—~
cation. In Washington, DTC" no formal case feedback mechanism existed until
recently, when the department assigned a police officer to gather disposition

statistics., The statistics are aggregate numbers for each precinct, however,

so that the specific disposition of individual cases is still unknown to the
/

unit.
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It should be noted, parenthetically, that little case feedback is
received from the unit by patrol or detectives. In some cases this leads
arresting or investigating officers to dissociate theif respective functions
from that of the juvenile officers. An attitude of "I do my job, you do
your job" results once the case is passed to the unit. In some cases,
the lack of feedback causes confusién about which decisions are made by
the juvenile officer and which are made By the court. The juvénile officer,
then, is attributed with responsibility and blame for.c0urt actions which
non-juvenile officers find unsatisfactory.’

3. Work Cooperatively With System Components,.

Multiple and overlapping screening layexrs exist in many jurisdictions,
Although the existence of a police juvenile unit does not guarantee overlapp-
ing screening layers, the unit's existence increases the likelihood for
this to occur. This layering gffect»can work as follows: the juvenile
officer performs an initial'séfeening of all juveniles accused of a crime.
The‘pu:pcse"is £o eliminate those cases from the system that can be handled
informally, by either a parent, fhe police, or a community-based program.
The juvenile who is taken into custody for the first time is usually
released by the juvenile unit with a warning. A second or thifd offense
may result in participation in a police program, a community referrdi,ior
a referral to the intake unit.

Intake's purpose in screening cases is also to eliminate those that
should not appear before a judge. Police and intake are likely to apply
some of the same criteria -=- seriousness of the offense, prior juvenile
arrest record, family intra-relationships, and juvenile and family attitudes

towards the offense. The intake unit, however, may have no prior record

- of their own on the juvenile; the fact that the juvenile may have had several

police contacts may have little effect on their judgment. Intake may then
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react in exactly the same way that the police juvénile unit had on the

first occasion. They treat the.juvenile as a "first-timer,” with informal
probation or with outright release to parents. It is only after tﬁe jgvenile
fails to respond to the treatment altermative, or is referred to intake

on another complaint, that intake sends the.case along to the prosecutor

and judge.

The prosecuting attorney also rejects cases. Although the prosecutor
must be concerned with questions of legal sufficiency, interviews led to’
the conclusion that the more typical concerns focused on office policies
on handling specific types of cases in specific ways, and personalvproblems
which forced the prosecution to prioritize cases handled. The case folder
which‘arrives in front of the judge may receive the judge's quick review
and a last attempt to eliminate a percentage of the cases from reaching
the formal court hearing stage.

The result of this layering effect is a paring process at each Successivé
adjudicatory stage, which challenges the decision-making of all previous stages.
A police juvenile unit that refers on;y forty percent of all its cases on to
the intake unit of the court might see the intake unit eliminate siity-percent
of those \ises, and the prosecutor another forty percent. If the judge féllows
the same procedure, the final'gumber of~all juvenile cases that appear before
a judge for a formal hearing is miniscule, compared fo tﬁé original number of
complaints, ‘

Where the overlap-occurs, juvenile offgcers disagree with the process,
In their opinion, they have eliminated the‘juveniles from the syétem who should

hqve been eliminated. They feel that other actors in the system needlessly

redo their work, and fail to meet their obligation to deal more harshly
with those juveniles the poiice have pinpointed as being a serious community

problen.



E-A 15'»? ni'

A Department Without a Unit

Juveniles in Multnomah County are not screened in the manner described
in this chapter. There are only three décisions in the case available to
the arresting officer: (1) release the juvenile without any formal action;

(2) release to parents, but refer to court for formal action; or (3) take
into custody and transport to the detention facility, awaiting
formal court action.

A decision is always made on~the-~spot, at the time when the juvenile
is under direct suspicion of having committed a crime., In direct contrast
with the juvenile officers in departments with a unit, the arresting officers
in Multnomah made the screening decision, and made it quickly. Inm more than
1/2 of the 25 cases debriefed on~site, the officer admitted that he knew
what his disposition would be before the preliminary investigation was complete.

As far as Fhe police officer is concerned, the information needed to
screen most cases is elementary, and can be gained almdést instantaneously,
What this officer does is primarily a preli@inary investigation} the officer
discusses the case Qith the SLSpect to find out whethér the suspect admits
or denies the alleged deviant behavior; the officer speaks to those individuals
present at the scene to see if they can make any firm determination about the
seriousness of the offense and the strength of the case; the officer will

inquire into the juvenile's background -- with whom are they living? How

long have they been in the Portland area? In most cases the officer will ask

'a juvenile about a past arrest record, while a simultaneous radio check is

being made; a comparison of these two sources is used by the officer as an
indication of the trustworthiness of the youth. By the time the records check
has been run, the officer has probably made up his mind about the disposition.

The formal case conference which occurs in most juvenile units is seldom held.
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A parent is never consulted with the idea of obtaining information that
would affect the officer's decision; although a talk with a parent may
influence the officer's decision of whether to place a youth in a detention
facility pending court action. Offieers seldom speak with other officers
(one out of 25 cases) or other juvenile justice system personnel (one
out of 25). Staff observations and case debriefings suggest that 90%
of all case dispositions are arrived at in a matter of three to four
minutes.

Officers were questioned on the likely disposition in two hypothetical
cases, as was the case for Greensboro and Torrance. The hypotheticals were

as follows:

Larceny. Two white females, thirteen and fourteen
years old, were apprehended in the parking lot of

a department store by a security guard. The security
guard had observed #l suspect place various articles
of cosmetics in her pocket, while #2 suspect had engaged
the salesgirl in conversation. Both subjects exited
the store without paying for said articles. Suspects
were turned over to patrol with the appropriate paper-
work completed by the security officer. Upon a review
of both juvenile records, it was found that neither
had any prior record.

Burglary. During the hours of 0800 and 1300 a
residential burglary was committed. One white
male, fourteen years old, was apprehended by a
patrol officer two blocks from the scene. The
suspect was found with various articles of jewelry
in his possession valued at approximately $100,
Suspect was found to have one prior arrest for
petty larceny within the last year., Juvenile
was coopevative when questioned by patrol and
detectives and furnished officers with all
necessary information.

Contrasting with findings in Greensboro and Torrance, officers in Multnomah
were not likely to be in greater agreement on the disposition of the larceny

case than they were on the burglary case, although in all three sites the
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disposition for burglary was more likely to be of a coexrcive nature.*

There are no agencies or groups in Multnomah County that take referrals
from the Sheriff's Office. Tbe court's intake staff ultimately decide on the
wisdom of detention, formal court action, referral to a social service agency
or program, probation, or release ta home with no further actiom.

The police have few options for handling a juvenile case, and little
guidance on what criteria to use in reaching a disposition. In thé 25 cases
debriefed, the overwheimingly important criterion was severity of offense,
Other frequently cousidered factors were, in rank order of importance, the
suspect's demeanor at time of pelice contact, prior arrest record, age, ond
strength of evidence. In short, the most important factors used is reaching
a disposition were those that could be instantly gleaned at the scene of the

incident.

Officers estimated that approximately 65% to 75% of the suspecté were

referred to court. Of the 25 debriefed cases, 16 cases, or 64% resulted

in court referral., Only very minor problems -- simple assaults between
young cﬁildren where there was no injury, neighborhood disturbances -~
warranted less serious treatment than court referral. A suspect caught

taking anything of value (in several cases observed the property was worth less

than $1.00) was arrested and referred to court. Several officers stated

that if there were a coéplainant, the officers would proceed against the
suspect regardless of other conéiderations. According to statements made,
officers do not see themselves as social agents; their job is to proceed
against suspects, to act on complaints, and to protect the commwrity. This

attitude is reinforced by a formal court intake system which the team officers

* Eipght of the eleven responding officers in Multnomah said they would
counsel and relcase the juvenile in the larceny case, while three of
the eleven would refer the juvenile to court without detention. In
contrast, seven of the eleven officers would select detention and

court as the disposition for the burglary offense while four would
release to home.,
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feel no'éomﬁﬁlsion to support. Both police and intake feel that the juvenile

is noﬁ stigmatized (i.e., labeled) unless a formal court petition is filed.
In all cases observed‘and debriefed, the disposition decision was made

by the team offiéer withéﬁt any supervisory review. Although a system

exists whereby the duty sergeant is ;upp;sed to review each decision, in

reality, an officer's decision was not questioned.

Conclusions

Although the preceding discussion reviewed the three potential

goals of the screening function as mutually exclusive, in many instances

some of the same data was used when discussing each goal. The conclusions

listed below, for efficiency of presentation, omit the goal classificatiomns
and summarize staff impressions and the objective data gathered during the

case studies:

© , The ability of juvenile officers to diagnose
juvenile needs and make appropriate treatment
referrals is not insured by either selection
procedures, training requirements or case
supervision.

o Whether or not a coercive sanction is imposed
on a juvenile is only partially based on
rehabilitation or labeling concerns. The
factors generally used Iinclude the perceived
seriousness of the offense, the prior arrest
record of the juvenile, the attitude of the
juvenile and the juvenile's parents to the
incident, and the ability of the parents to
communicate with the juvenile and control
the future behavior of the juvenile.

© The most frequently used dispositional
alternatives are "home" and "court" (case
studies). :

@ Juvenile officers are familiar and in contact
with a small number of juvenile justice agencies.

¢ The nature and extent to which juvenile
officers preovide direct services to
" juveniles varies by site.

¢ The attempt to minimize system penetration - |
for the alleged juvenile offender varies |

by site. : . - :
- v !
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e Uniformity in case dispositions among X
officers in a given site may exist only N
for some types of offenses and offenders.

e Juvenile officers are not optimistic about
the ability of the court to deal adequately
with the juvenile.

e The operation of juvenile justice agencies
as a “system" is site-specific. Where a
system does not exist, multiple and over-
lapping screening layers frequently result.

e Whether or not the juvenile unit receives
feedback on cases petitioned to court or
referred to a community agency is site-
specific, Howevér, the arresting patrol
officer in most sites is unlikely to

receive either police or court disposit-
ion information.

Are the goals of screening being achieved? The answer is generally
"no" to each of the goals. This response, however, may have less to do
with the ability of the juvenile officer than with the nature of the
juvenile justice "system." It is our impression that the "will" for goal
achievement is thére. In many places, however, a system does not operate,
so that the "way" has not yet been found.

The three goals of rehabilitation, label avoidance and system
coordination can be achieved only (1) where the goals are similarly de-
fined by all juvenile justice agencies, and (2) where an operational
system exists. In short, they are difficult goals to implement or evaluate

when focusing only on the police level of operations.
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Chapter VI

The Program Operation Function

This chapter, like the two preceding it, presents information on
the program operation function performed by juvenile officers. An at-

tempt is made to assess whether the jdvenile unit is successful in

accomplishing program goals by:

e identifying the goals and underlying assumptions
of the programs

e displaying the components of the program oper-
ation function

o synthesizing qualitative data gathered from
departments visited

e reviewing the literature which already ad-
dresses the topic

This discussion of the program operation function is considerably briefer
than those of the preceding chapters because the wide range of programs made
intensive study of this area unfeasible within the time frame of this

study. Consequently, more staff time was devoted to understanding the

screening and investigation functions.

Flow Model of the Program Operation Process

Police departments have taken the-initiative to provide juveniles
with programs designed (1) to prevent juvenile delinquency, and (2) to re-
habilitate the suspected youthful offender. Prevention programs are usﬁally
ambitious enough to offer p;rticipation to any intereéted juvenile. Re-
habilitation programs, in contrast, usually restrict eligibility to those
Juveniles who have been taken into custody.

The flow diagram in Figure 5 is general enough to be useful in de-

lineating the major components of most prevention and rehabilitation
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FIGURE 5: Flow Model for the Program Operation Function
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programs. The diagram focuses on program activities (process), the
juveniles who participéte in tﬁe program (input), completion of the
program by these juveniles (outcome), the hoped for long-range effects
of the program (impact), and variables which directly affect program
activities (inputs to the process) and those in the larger community
(environment).

‘Accérding to Figure 5, a program will be working with juveniles who
are known to have ccamitted deviant behavior, considered potential delin-
quents, or considered not likely to become involved in delinquent activities.
Juveniles in each groué can participate in a prevention program (e.g., mini-

bikes in Lincoln), although police do target their resources to the potential

- law violators, as perceived by police officers, school officials, or social

servicé workers. Juveniles who participate in rehabilitation programs (e.g.,
police probation in .Onondaga) have been taken into custody by the police for a
specific offense and referred to the program as the case disposition.

The immediate successful outcome of any program is its completion by
the juvenile. For the police probation program in Lincoln this might mean
an essay on shoplifting; for the Limited Adjustment Program in Baltimore this
could mean tﬂe juvenile's performing a part-time job. For both rehabilitation
programs, however, a halt to the juvenile's delinquent behavior is one of the
primary, longer range objectives (impact)._ Inputs to the process will vary
according to each program. For the athletic team, it might be community
contributed resources; for the school program, it might be school policies and
teacher supports. The larger environment of community programs and community

concerns should be taken into account when assessing the role a particular

\RD

- police program plays in the community, such as its potential competition

" with other agencies for juvenile participants.
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1, . Prevention Programs

Most police prevention prdgrams are school or community-based. The

et

following programs are the t;pical ones operated by police departments.

B

A. School Programs

School Resource Officers. In a number of cities, officers of the

juvenile unit are assigned to specific schools in a resource capacity.

oYy

e

At the high school and junior high school levels, the officer acts as an

educational aid to the teachers, conducting periodic classes on safety, law

BE

enforcement and drug education. The SRO alsc is available to help teachers

deal with unruly or disruptive students, advising on strategies to deal with

E‘g‘féhl

the troublesome student. This officer is in personal contact with both

problem and non-problem juveniles and is able to anticipate and minimize

problems that are likely to occur. At the grade school 1r rel, this officer

is known as Officer Friendly, spending a great deal of time introducing

the police function to youth. The officers in this program are probably

spending less than full-time in any given school, but may be rotating among

several schools.

B

School Patrol Officers. Unlike the Scheool Resource Officer, the School‘

o)

Patrol Officer is directly concerned with maintaining order within the

school. This program seems to have originated in schools that suffered

e

from classroom disruption and vandalism and consequently felt the need to

M‘_:"ﬁg

augment their own disciplinary staff. The unit officer monitors the halls

2

and grounds, aids teachers directly when there are classroom problems and

B

is available to help maintain order at school dismissal times. In this
. program, the officer is less directly involved in teaching or counselling

activities, and more involved in enforcing laws applicable to the school
setting,¥

" %This function is often played by schonl security officers who are employees of
@ i the school district, not sworn officers from the police department.
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B. Community Programs

Athletic Leagues. The theory behind the police athletic program rests on

~

the belief that vigorous activity 1s important for juveniles who have spare hours

but insufficient interests or opportunities to expend their energies constructively.

A juvenile whose spare time is constructively occupied; the thinking goes, has less

to become involved in destructive activity. In addition, athletic leagues also give

CEdER
lfg -4’~[

juveniles the opportunity to participate, to compete and to achieve. One of the most

traditional and popular poli:ze programs is the Police Athletic League. Through the

League, the police sponsor and organize athletic teams, provide coaching, solicit

e

community participation by obtaining donations for uniforms and trophies, recruit
varticipants, develop schedules and secure playing facilities allowing local

juveniles to compete in numerous team and individuwal sports. Programs include

baseball, football, basketball and soccer leagues as well as competition in swimming,

3

wrestling, boxing and gymnastics.

3

3

In most cases the leagues are organized by officers from the juvenile unit.

Many departments which cannot sustain their own PAL program become involved in

P
3

local youth_athletics through the unit's sponsorship of teams in the community,

such as the Little League, or Pop Warner League. The funds for this endeavor
are frequently raised directly from the officers within the department, on a
voluntary basis, or from the community. Non-juvenile officers may volunteer

to serve as team coaches,

e

Youth Centers. Youth Centers serve as community clubs where juveniles can

congregate in the evenings. In Washington, D.C., for example, the police department
5 has 10 police Youth Clubs which are open from three in the afternoon
until nine-thirty at night. The clubs are operated by the unit

but are financad through contributions from the commuriity and a grant from a

local charity. Each club is maunned by two officers from the juvenile unit whose

permanent assignment is ¢

o operate the club and monitor club activities. The
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activities vary from basketball to movies, depending upon the adequacy of
manpower; facilities, and budget. Departments which do not have the
resources to develop local community centers sponsor more traditional
community programs, such as boy scouts or motor bike clubs.

Summer Camp. A large number of units or departments operate summer
camps for local juveniles. With the assistance of non-juvenile officers,
the unit sends groups of what are considered disadvantaged juveniles to a rural '
camp for a short period of time (e.g., one or two weeks). This gives the youth the
oﬁportunity to experience an alternative living situation and environment, and the
chance for a close, personal relationship with a police officer,

2, Rehabilitation Programs

Police rehabilitation programs typically place a juvenile on probation
to the juvenile officer handling the case. The formality of these programs
vary, as does the extent to which all juvenile officers participate in each
program. For example, a police probation program was developed, apd is
predominantly used, by one juvenile officer in Onondaga County. The program
consists of this officer's decision to request that any alleged juvenile offender
meet with him regularly for counseling, or to perform a specified activity,
such as community or victim assistance. Program policies, eligibility
criteria, and program activities (i.e., conditions of probation) are left

largely to the discretion of this officer. In contrast, a larger counseling/

-ieférral/employment program such as Baltimore's Limited Adjustment Program is

formalized in its goals, procedures and approach, imnstitutionalized within

the unit, and known throughout the department and city.

Goals and Assumptions of Program Operation: Prevention

The remainder of this chapter deals with prevention proerams operated bv-

police juvenile units. The reader is referred to Chapter V for a discussion of
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Goal: to prevent juvenile delinquency

Assumptions:

1. Identify pre-delinquents and potential status
offenders

2. Know which prevention efforts exist

3. Informally direct a pre-delinquent toward'a
prevention program

4, Provide a prevention effort, when appropriate

An important distinction exists betireen the goals of prevention and re-

habilitation. The term prevention indicates those program attempts by

’

a juvenile unit to keep unlawful behavior from occurring. The term re-
habilitation indicates those programs which. attempt to restore a delinquent

to lawful behavior. The significant difference between the two concepts is

that rehabilitation pertains to the arrested juvenile against whom evidence

of illegal behavior exists, while prevention pertains to the juvenile

who has not yet been alleged delinquent.

Two caveats are important in attempting to apply the flow model, goals

and assumptions to every prevention program. First, all programs do not

operate with all assumptions. For example, a bicycle registration program

cannot hope to identify pre~delinquents prior to program implementation.

Second, many programs have secondary goals (e.g., community relations)

-

which may be as important as the more typical "success" goals (e.g., lower

recidivism).

A variety of approaches to delinquency prevention have been implement-

ed by police juvenile units. The activities and programs which comprise these

approaches qualify as preventive only so far as they are labelled as such

by police officers. No empirical data was generated by staff on the effect-
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E iveness of police prevenﬁion programs. The discussion of underlying
’ - assumptions, then, should be read in relation to quest.iox;s which have been

asked about the effectiveness of prevention programs, in general, and the role

of police im operating prevention programs, in specific.

It is questidnabie whether prevention programs operated by police -- or any

other group -~ do, in fact, prevent crimes by juveniles. A recent literature

search by Lundman, McFarland and ‘Scarpitti unearthed 6500 prevention progréms

N

operated between 1936 and 1973.1' The researchers concluded-that none of the 25

programs which provided sufficient data for an evaluation actually prevented

delinquency. Another study, by Dixon and Wright, focused on prevention programs

providing services to youth between 1965 and 1974.2 From a listing of 6600

programs, the authors limited their concern to 95 programs with empirically-based

BEESR

information. Of the 95 programs, only 50 were found to have conducted a rigorous

evaluation (e.g. used control groups). When the 95 programs were reevaluated by

BEA

the researchers they failed to show significant results in effectiveness. It

should be highlighted that not one of these 95 programs was initiated or operated

by police.

It is alsoc questionable whether delinquency prevention, through any means

&

3 other than law enforcement techniques, should be part of the police role. TACP,.

for example, has stated that while police should provide leadership im the formation"

=S

of needed youth-~serving organizations they ''should encourage non-police leaders

to take over and carry on the activities rather than expending official department

=R

time and funds;"~  they have also stated that police oificers with an interest in

Boy Scouts, Little League sports, Boys' Clubs and similar recreational and athletic

programs ''should be encouraged to participate in these activities - but: on their .

own off-duty time the same as other responsible citizens.”4 One might speculate

e
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» ' that this line of . reasoning would attach to any activities or programs which were
not directly 'related to law enforcement although it is uncertain whether, or

which, school-related programs would then be deemed inappropriate for juvenile

=

officers.

=3

The remainder of ‘this chapter discusses the information gathered from

field visits on prevention programs, relating it to the assumptions underlying

7

the ﬁrevention goal.

1. Identify Pre-Delinquents and Potential Status Offenders.

ome
-
T

If police

i ever made meﬂtal/distinctioné between "the good kid" and the pre~delinquent,

_ ‘“the line between these two groups is oecoming fuzzy. Although juvenile-

CHEEE

officers can ideutif] the characterlstlcs of thoqe Juveniles within their

: dlStliCt, city or county with whom Lhey have more contact than others,s_officer

i)

cyniclsm abiout the nature and stability of today' s family, what is and is not

P .

;going_on.in the‘schools, and the general condition of society freéquently

makes them hesitant to second-guess the type of juvenile with whom they will

C

come into officidl contact.

N

.'The target group for participation in prevention progfams is usually the

entire universe of juveniles within the given police district, city, or county.

.
B3 ==

Thio is true for the police programs which are'an obligation for juveniles (e.g.,

v e
S s,

.school seminars on crime-rolated topics) as well as for those programs whlch are

B Ty

S P Crmas amentees e e

more voluntary in attendance (e.g., athletic clubs) In both of these "open"

I

types of programs, the non-delinquent, potential delinquent, and previously

labeled delinquent participate with equality and anonymity. To a large extent,

~ this minimizes the need for theories of delinquency causation which are specific

to cétegories of offenders. '

tA!_
£x
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Programs which screen juveniles for eligibility seem, from observation, to

be both time~limited and highly restrictive in the number of youth they can serve

(e.g., summer camp program in Lincoln.) Juveniles selected for community-based

programs are id;ntified by police through previous contact, and by teachers,
clergy and other professionals in contact with juveniles and their families.
Eligibility criteria seem to be no more restrictive than having been referred
to the program by a responsible adult.

Data are generally not gathered by juvenile officers on the prior record
of program participants, making it impossible to assess the proportion of
pre-delinquents among the program's participants. In some cases, the
collection of such data would be unnecessarily time consuming (e.g., 20,000
participants in Washington, D.C., youth clubs). For the most part, the
police are not concerned with restricting a juvenile's access to programs

which they Zeel are in the general interest of the community.

2. Know About Existing Prevention Efforts.*

3. Direct a Youth Toward an Alternative. To a large extent, many of the

[}

‘conclusions reached in the discussion of the rehabilitation goals' assumptions

(Chapter V) are appropriate here: many juvenile officers are neither selected
nor trained nor supervised in diagnosis, and have little contact with other
prevention efforts in the community. Because the pre-delinquent has not been

formally charges with a delinquent act or a status.offense; juvenile officers

_ *Assumptions (2) and (3) are discussed together,
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have less authority when requesting that a juvenile participate in a prevention
program than was the case for participation in a rehabilitation program; in

the latter case, program participation was ghe equivalent of the polica
“"sentence." There is no data on whether or not the threat of an arrest and-

a formal charge is used by juvenile officers to "encourage" some juveniles to
participate in prevention programs, or on whether the police know about

existing community prevention efforts.

4, Provide a Needed Prevention Effort. Most of the literature on prevention

programs is descriptive, rather than evaluative. A program's success is typically

defined by police as the number of participants in a program or the number of

juveniles waiting to participate in a program. As in the case of rehabilitation

programs, the liéerature does not focus on prevention programs operated by police.
As a concept, prevention is more easily defined than operatiomalized.

According to the Task Force working papers Preventing Delinquency: 'Work in the

field of prevention has, too often, proceeded according to whim or wish rather

than from information."5 On the basis of this position, the Task Force reviewad
five major theories of delinquency from which policy -- and eventually prevention
programs ~~ could be implied: éocial control theories (i.e., which link delinquency
to a breakdown in adequate social controls); subcultural theories (i.e{, which

link delinquency to delinquent subcultures); psychological theories (i.e., which
link delinquency to processes occurring within the individual); biological theories
(i.e., which link delinquency to biologicél conétitution); and labeling theory
(i.e., which links delinquency with the negative effects of identifying a juvenile'

as delinquent). Only some of these theories (e.g., social control, labeling) had

direct implications for police activities.
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Police prevention programs, from staff experience, do operate on the basis
of theory: school programs for the elementary level schools (e.g., Officer
Friendly), attempt to develop a positive attitude in children toward the

police officer as an.indiéidual and towards the need for obeying the law.

The theory goes that knowledge and a positive attitude will lead to

poéitive'behévior. Prégrams in the junior and senior high schools attempt
to_do much the same, with the same theoretical rationale, but utilize
non-uniformed' officers to minimize the teenager's likely problem with
authority figures.

Most c;ému;i£y—b;;ed‘;;ograms (e.g., recreation, summer camp, clubs) are
justified by juvenile officers on the merits of: (1) involving youth in construc~
tive activity; (2).filling the time the juveniles might otherwise spend in
delinquent activity; (3) providing informal contact between juveniles and police;

and (4) involving juveniles in activities in which they can achieve. These

rationales are based largely on social control, subcultural and psychological

theories of delinquency. Implied in many statements by juvenile officers
is the belief that these ﬁrograms also are good for community relatiouns,
and indicate a social consciousness on the part of police.
Police juvenile officers do feel that their prevention programs serve
the aforementioned purposes. But they also seem to agree that there is no
way to measure "prevention.“' This opinion may give them license to operate
program® which cater to the interests of the police officer, satisfy community

expectations, stabilize or expand a power base within the department, or

PSS e .

Eontinue tradition. The Chief of §aiicé“iﬁ'Lin¢51n, for éxample;-ééated
that the summer‘camb program may be better for the officers than for the
juveniles. The Youth Clubs in Washington are an ingtitution in themselves,
with success indicated by a card box of 20,000 "active" &embers. The

School Resource Officer in Tucson is expected to play an educational role

A
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in one school and to scare juveniles out of criminal tendencies in annther.
An interest in boxing held by the head of the juvenile unit in Topeka will
probably involve his officers with the officers in another police unit
which traditionally sponsors programs for juveniles,

Several arguments have been made in the literature about the inapprop-

riateness of the operation of prevention programs by police officers.

Discussion by Bittner and Krantz in Standards Relating to Police Handling

of Juvenile Problems summarizes most of the questions raised:6 whether

schools should allow themselves to be used by a police department for public

" relations purposes; whether police manpower should be diverted from the

police law enforcement function; whether school authorities should allow
children to be under surveillance, interviewed and interrogated within the
school setting; whether schools should encourage the visibility of police
when they do not know how this influences the behavior of the youth. Most
of these concerns, according to the authors, have not yet been addressed by
police departments,
Opposition to police operated commuﬁity-based'proérams, which is

discussed in the literature is based on several arguments: (1) all officers
do not have the special training and skills needed to work with youth; (é;

although programs exist, there is usually a lack of sufficient department

commitment to the program in terms of resources and manpower; (3) juveniles

who have not displayed delinﬁuenﬁ tendencies Are usually the ones that

are attracted to these programs; (4) expending public funds by two
governmental agencies (the recreation department and the police department)
to carry out similar programs is not sound; and (5) whon police personnel

operate & recreation program, they shirk their more appropriate role of law

enforcement,
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Lacking empirical data, it is not possible to evaluate the merit of any
of the arguments advanced for or against the operation of prevention programs.
At the moment, the philosophy, interest and resources of a department, unit

or officer are of more concern to a department than tested effectiveness.

Conclusions

Little in the way of evéluation has been done with police pre?ention programs.
To some degree, this is related to the real difficulties in measuring pre?eption;
to some degree, this is related to the fact that many prevention pfogréms are
community relatioms programs in disguise. For the most part, however,.little
eyaluafion of program operations occurs because the police are not oriented to

research and evaluation, and place their limited resources in patrol-related

statistics,

An interesting parallel can bé drawn between the earliest use of police
officers as police probation officers (Chapter II) becausé of a lack of
other available resources, and the operation of preventién programs by the
ﬁolicé in an area in which little is known by the community about preventing
delinquency. If the parallel is appropriate, it says more about the fluid

nature of -the police role, than about expectations for program success.
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Chapter VII

Implications for Research and Analysis

Responses to the mail survey (Chapter II) suggest that most city and
county police departments servicing populations of over 100,000 currently
operate juvenile units. Telephone inter&iews and field visits, concentrat=-
ed in departments serving jurisdictions of from 100,600 to 500,000, revealed
that most units perform one or more of three functions =--- investigation,
screening,.and program operation =--- through which the units attempt to
achieve several primary goals.* The preceding chapters also show that little ;
empirical data exist to validate the operating assumptions which underly
these goals, making it difficult to make definitive statements about goal
achievement. |

It is our conclusion that a national evaluation of the oéeration of
police juvenile units which might gather moré empirical data in an attewpt
to answer the question, "Should there be a police juvenile unit?" is un-
warranted. This conclusion is grounded in.several reasons which have a
negative cumulative impact. First, the organization of a police department
to handle juveniles is a local matter. Because the juvenile unit does nothing
which cannot be handled elsewhere in the department or justice system,
whether or not to havé a unit, and what duties to assign t¢ it, is an

administrative decision for each police chief which involves a host of local

4lthough juvenile officers perform a myriad of additional activities,
ranging from addressing community groups to investigating child abuse
handling missing person calls and transporting juveniles from detention
to court, most of the tasks which consume the officers' time can be
subsumed as part of the investigation, screening or ‘program cperation
processes. :
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department and system variables. Whether the,unit,:in fact, does accomplish
the operational and administrative goals set for it by the department entails
a management study wﬁich asks questions that a national evaluation is not
suited to answer. Second, the more important questions in policing juveniles
deal with the efficacy of the functions themselves (e.g., the productivity

of investigations, the uniformity of screeniﬁg, the effectiveness of pre-
vention programs), rather than with which police unit performs these functions
Third, it is our impression, from telephone interviews and field visits,

that current trends in policing -- team policing, departmental decentraliz-
ation, the generalist officer =— are undermining the role and autonomy

of the juvenile unit. These trends are responses to intra~organizational
concerns (such as officer morale, arrest productivity, upward mobility)

and would probably not be influenced by data resulting from a national
evaluation of juvenile units. Fourth, the reality of juvenile unit' operat-
ions is that many units currently have to com@ete for cases with other
departmental divisions. For example, units which investigate reported
delinquent behavior frequently have jurisdiction over the non-serious
offender; while the felony case is assigned to the criminal investigations
division. As juvenile offenders become increasingly responsible for the

more serious crimes in an area, a situation that already exists in the
nation's largest cities, and is a trend in the medium-size cities, we would
speculate that the criminal investigations division will investigate even

more of these cases. Fifth, legislative trends previously referred to

are further limiting unit jurisdiction. Although the influence is indirect,

legislation which removes status offenders from the jurisdiction of the

juvenile tourt, or mandates that certain groups of juvenile offenders, by
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virtue of their offense and age, be handled by the courts as adults, are

decreasing the unit's "business.'" Rather than investigating these cases,

or counseling both juvenile and parent(s), juvenile officers would either

ignore the occurrence (e.g., runaway, incorrigible) or transport the juvenile

B3

to an agency with jurisdiction. Sixth, and last, whether or not juvenile

units can achieve their primary goals may be as, or more, dependent upon

the workings of the other components of the juvenile justice system than

upon any internal department changes which a national evaluation might

| s

suggest. The parens patriae concept behind the juvenile justice system

e
&
¥ad

is still favofed for the non-serious offender, but the successful implement-
ation of this concept depends upon the full cooperatién of all system
components. Any system change in philosophical orientation from labeling
‘theory to deterrence theory may only influence the handliﬁg of the serious

 juvenile offender (in the direction of a greater number of juveniles being

referred to adult criminal court), In summation, the current realities of

juvenile crime, policing, legislation and theory lead to the conclusion

that a national evaluation of police juvenile units at this time is un-

warranted.

This does not mean, however, that existing juvenile units should not

‘be monitored to détermine whether, on the local level, they ave operating

" efficiently or that resezrch is not needed to fill some important gaps of
information which have be;n identified ﬁhrougﬁout this document. The follow-~

‘ ing sections (1) preseat one approach to unit momitoring which is derived

frbm the functional framework used throughouf this document, and (2) list

additional areas of research that should receive priority attention in the

future prior to formal unit impact evaluaticns.
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Monitoring the Juvenile Unit's Activities

It is our conclusion that understanding what a unit and its officers

are doing (through a monitoring design) is a necessary step which precedes

assessing how well they are doing (through an evaluation design). Program

&
=

monitoring is a management tool which does the following:1

«s.provides current information on the implementation,

AR

operation and immediate output of a project while it
is in progress. When any of these is judged inadequate,

management can take corrective action to increase the

U

chances that a project will satisfy ... objectives and
goals,

The basis for monitoring is the description of the program or project.

; .for example, the flow diagrams presented in Chapters IV and V, for the

i % investigation and screening functions, respectively, display the inputs,

. outcomes and processes of these functions. Before any ﬁonitoring system
can be implemented, there has to be a determination of what information

is needed, a development of procedures to produce the type and quality

information needed, and a means of assuring that the monitoring inform-

'~. ation is utilized.
iE! " Although much of this document discussed the primary goals and oper-

ating assumptions of juvenile units, it.was with the caveats that not all
i f units ascribe to each goal, that some of the goals were in conflict, and
i that goals could be operationalized differentiy, depending upon site-specific
‘ départmént, justice system and community factors. Under such circumstances

it is impractical to select goals for all units, specify operational
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objectives, or create a single evaluation design.
A more useful approach is to begin by asking units to answer two'
interrelated questions, which are a ncessary first step to an evaluation

and which can be answered even without full agreemeént on ultimate goals:

e what activities are the officers performing;

e what is the outcome of these activities.

Establishing department and unit geals‘which_are ;elevant and feasib;e
fqr a specific jurisdiction can be done either prior to, during, or follow-
ing the monitoring process.

The discussion which fdllcws'presents one approach to answering these
questions for the investigaﬁion and screening functions discussed in préceding
chapters.* The approach follows ‘the flow of cases through the unit, and
focuses on how officers handle these cases. Both the activities and outcomes

of officer activities are of concern.

Activities

Few juvenile unit officeré document all of their activities. ile
officer activities vary from public speaking to interrogating juveniles,
it is suggested that units attempt to (1) distinguish the major functions
officers perform, (2) display the activities which comprise these functionms,
and (3) decide what information should be gathered on these activities.#**

~~—- Based.on the approach taken in this document, Figures 6 and 7 synthesize

" ——

the investigations and screening processes are known by staff,**%

* The reader may want to review the investigative and screening case flow

models (p. 175and p. 176, respectively).

The approach taken is based on analyzing officer activities and outcome
of the flow of cases, in contrast to measuring opinions, attitudes and
perceptions of juvenile and non-juvenile officers, system actors, or the
community, which are not grounded in or stem from juvenile officer case
handling.

The measurement models display considerably more than the processes -and
outcomes of investigation and screening. The usefulness of the additional
information will become clear as the discussion proceeds.

k%

dkk
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Measurement Model for Police Juvenile Unit Investigation Function
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These figures are more detailed than the flow diagrams presented in Chapters
IV and V and are more appropriate for monitoring purposes. According to
these figures, the investigation process (numbers 6 -~ 10 on Figure 6) includes
the activities of report review, record check, interviews, interrogations,
and physican evidence collection; the screening process (numbers 6 - 11 on
Figure 7) includes the activities of report review, record check, interviews,
professional consultation, agency contact and case conference. These diagrams
are for illustrative purposes; each unit which attempts to gather information
on the investigative, screening or any other activities of its officers
should modify the figures presented to be most relevant to the needs of the
unit, For example, the investigations diagram could be easily adapted to
display the components of reported cases of child abuse by altering box (1)
from juvenile to adult violation, and adding whatever additional investigat-
ive activities juvenile cfficers perform te.g., agency contact) as well as
any additional investigative outcomes. )
Once the activities are outlined, decisions must be made about what
the unit wants to know about the activitieé.’ For example, the unit may want
to know several things about interviews undertaken in the course of
investigating a case: the number of interviews; the relationship of the
interviewee to the case (e.g., victim, witness); whether the information
gained was additional; verifying, repeat or worthless ipfprmation; the time

taken to conduct the interviews. This same information may be desired for

the interviews undertaken for the screening function, although the information

gathered and the use to which the information is put will vary.
The information gathered on officer activities should have a clear

purpose. In one unit the purpose might be to compare unit officers; that
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is, to determine which officers are doing the more thorough case investi-
gations. In another unit it may be to determine which interviews lead to

new information, in an effort to more efficiently choose those interviewees

with whom a great deal of time should be spent. In a third unit, information

gathered on the investigativé process will link iﬁ%estigative activities
with investigative outcomes (e.g., to determine the amount of investigative
effort which is put into cases which are not being cleared).

This approach is also appropriate for understanding the screening
function. For example, a unit may want to know several things about the

agency contacts an officer makes in the course of reaching a case disposit-

e e o ——— - -

ion: the numﬁerhoé coﬁtacts'ﬁ;ée; the type.of‘agéncies co;;écted (é.g.,
drugmédAi;tion center, mentai healthw;linic); the ﬁéture.of the information
selicited; the responsiveness of the agency contacted. Ultimately, this
information might be used to determine the nature and extent of contact

with different agencies, or the need to seek additional resource alter-

natives.

Outcomes

For each unit function, and component activities, there are several
potential outcomes. The outcomes di;played on Figures 6 and 7 are, again,
for illustrative purposes.

According to Figure 6, there are several stages and outcomes of the
investigative process: ‘case not cleared, case cleared wiqhout arrest,
case cleared by arrest and sent to intake, agd case cleared and disposed of

without recourse to court. Those cases sent to intake may or may not reach

the prosecutor for review, and those cases reaching the prosecutor may or may
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not be heard before a judge and-adjudicated. -
Similar to the above discussion of‘"activities," the type of information
to be gathered and the use to which the information is to be put should

be decided upon simultaneously. For example, a unit may want to know its

cleérance record and will attempt t9~gather information on the number

of cases not cleared, to be compared with the number of caées cleared.

Or a unit may want to assess the relative effectiveness of sending different
types of cases to court, and gather information on the number and types of
cases sént to intake, those which reach tie prosecutor, and those which

are convicted by a judge. This kind of information can ultimately lead to

unit decisions about the types of cases into which officers should put

.greater investigative effort.

The screening function (Figure 7) has its own set of possible outcomes:

release to home, referral to community programs, petition to court, and

participation in a police program. Beyond these outcomes we see that

a petition to court intake can lead to several additional ocutcomes which
return juveniles back to their homes, place them in commuﬁity pregrams,
send their cases to the prosecutor, or provide them with intake services-
(i.e., some form of probation). As the Figure shows, the case may or may
not continue on to court, where several options (e.g., probation, institution-
alization home) are open to the judge.
The most important question to ask, in terms of either of these functions,
is whether the outcomes which result are the ones desired by the unit and
the department. Our suggestions for particularly critical questipns about the

investigative and screening functions are as follows:
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Investigations

1. 1Is the information gathered by juvenile officers needed
to clear cases?

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

Screening

l. Are similar éases disposed of similarly by all juvenile
officers?

2. Do cases referred to court by juvenile officers reach
. the stage of a judicial hearing?
Questions which are goal-specific, such as whether case dispositions made
by juvenile officers minimize syétem penetration for some offenders,
are not addressed in this document, since they depend on whether or not a
particular unit has such a goal.

On 2 more basic level, however, a unit may merely want to summarize
case deciéions,made by its officers during the year (e.g., the number
released to home, referred to community programs, etc.). To add more
complexity to the assessment, the unit may want to determine whether
different types of offenses (e.g., burglary, larceny) are likely to receive
different dispositions (e.g., most burglary offenses are sent to court,
most larcenies are sent home). Finally, the unit may want to determine
how those cases it deems "serious® (that is, those sent to court) are
disposed of by intake, the prosecutor, and the judge. This information
may ultimately lead to unit policy decisions about case dispositions or
attempts to work in closer contact with the ;ourt components.

Explanatory Variables

Gathering information on the processes and outcomes of case invesgti-
gation and screening is the first step in learning how the unit and its

officers operate. Trying to understand why the unit works as it does is
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the second step, involving explanations which are unit— and department-specific.

Let us return to an investigative question inferred in the previous dis-

cussions: which cases petitioned to court are not heard by a judge. Once

data which are gathered on those cases which are screened out of the system sorewhere

after being sent to intake; the important qﬁestion is "why" this is occurring.
Do intake workers ass->ss the quality of investigatiye evidence in reaching
their decisions and find such evidence lacking? Does the prosecutor have
formal or informal policies which dictate office adjudicatory priorities

and result in additional screening? Are these policies related to the

evidentiary soundness of the case? In other words, the assessment of

activities and outcomes does not end until the "why" question is answered.

The range of potential explanatory variables is wide, from those
which are related to department policies (over which unit officers may
have some control), to those which are related to community attitudes (over
which unit officers may have little control). These variables are site-~

specific, and may include the following:

Investigations

Department Factors

Department policies on jurisdiction, procedure

Relations between juvenile and non-juvenileée officers

Available and accurate-department records

Time interval between an incident and juvenile unit involvement

Quality of preliminary investigation by patrol or follow-up
by investigators

_Unit Factors

® Supervision of juvenile officers
@ (aseloads of juvenile officers

¢ Juvenile officer attitude about the enforcement of
a specific law

Resources available for juvenile unit investigations
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‘ Juvenile Justice System Factors

¢ Knowledge of intake, prosecutor and Judic1al policies
g Directlves from other juvenile justice system agents

¥
3 Community Factors
& Tolerance for specific types of offenses
g ® Difficulties in investigating specific crimes or
individuals
g : Screening

Department Factors

® Department policy and goals
¢ Information gathered by non-juvenile offlcers
¢ Opinions of or pressure from arresting officer

H
H

Unit Factors

tals

Nature of cases received

Belief in effectiveness of community programs
Informal disposition policies

Individual offlcer biases

® %2 0 o

+ ERALY

Juvenile Justice System Factors

Court sentencing behavior

Intake case disposition policy
Prosecutor priorities

-Feedback from community referrals
Feedback from court

v S
2 9060 0

o

Commdhity Factors

Existing community-based programs and alternmatives
(number, type, availability, accessibility)
Existing spaces in secure detention facilities
Reimbursement agreements for community and
correctional placements

Victim - concerns

[+ QO @ ©

Using a Measurement Model

2

The above discussion has relied on Figuwes 6 and 7, which are measu

‘ment models of the investigation and screening processes. These measurement

models attempt to accomplish three things: (1) to present a visual image of
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the component processes of the investigation and screening functions;

(2) to display the cdmponents with sufficient detail to allow a link-up

between officer activities and case outcomes; and (3) to display the entire

process in a manner which makes them conducive to measurement (in our case,

for monitoring purposes). Although these models provide a relatively good

fit for the questions listed above, it is assumed that an evaluator would re-

structure each model to suit the specific questions of interest to a unit,

and to display the specific components of a unitis activities.®

The‘models go beyond activities and outcomes of investigation and
screening, and look atlinputs into the process. The inputs ﬁave been
added to both models merely to indicate that a range of intra-organizational
questidns can élso be asked about juvenile officer activities in relation
to the stage at which a case is received and the department division from
which a case i1s received. Although potential long-range outcomes of
in&estigative and screening activities could also be displayed (e.g.,
judigié} memorandum on suggested police investigative practices such as
needed  parental signatures on Mirandé waivers, or recidivism of the juveniles

received different dispositions by police), it was felt that this would be

warranted only for a larger evaluation endeavor and not needed in a monitor-

ing design.

The information needed to answer the qugstionsfposed above can all
be taken from these measurement models. The numbers in the boxes on Figures

6 and 7 correspond to points at which measurements can be takenj;** which

* The construction of a measurement model is not critical to the
monitoring process. Its construction should be omitted if such
a model is more confusing than edifying.

k%

These numbers are arbitrary and are used for ease of display and
discussion. - '
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measurements should be taken correspond to those specific questions an

evaluation wants to ask of the investigative and screening functioms.

s R |
- ®

Measurement tables taken can be constructed to better organize the entire

measurement process. Tables 21 and 22 have been partially completed to

=
54
1

serve as a guide for the use of the measurement models. These tables serve,

again, merely to visually organize the steps- involved in selecting monitor-

ing points, outlining the informatién desired, stating the desired comparisons
% (if any) and speculating on potential explanatory variables.

Several qﬁestions regarding fhe investigative process are being
% asked and answered in Table 21.% Question A asks about the investigative

activities performed by unit officers. The first column on the table

indicates that information on measurement point number six is requested;

the second column notes that measurement point number six corresponds to

the report review activity of juvenile officers. Column three specifies

e

the type of information to be gathered about that activity. For example,
E. ) the table indicates that for the report review activity, measurement point
six, information is desired on the nurher of reports reviewed, the type

of reports reviewed and the time spent reviewing reports.** ' The division

from which a unit receives a case (the last column) may explain the number
and type of reports reviewed, and time taken. If these same measures of

interest are taken for measurement poini:é se\;én,' eight, nine and ten, the

result is a distribution of all investigative activities of juvenile

S

officers.

‘ QuestionB focuses on information gathered by juvenile officers. As
‘ * Many more could have been included in this table -~ those that appear

E on the table ave for illustrative purposes.

** Not every unit may want each of these items of information.
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| TABLE 21. FExamples of Ouestions, Weasurement Doints, dcsivieies and
Measures or I[acersst ia ¥onizoring the Investizative funcstion

%8
1";‘ OUESTION A: What investigacive activities are the unit officers performing?

» . 2otential
8. B Megsursmente Acglrity Measures of Comparisons, Explanicory
j . 2oint Inceresc I£ Desirsd Variables
a 6 2epore Revisw Nunmbar of Reporecs; Iype Division from which
ﬁ : ' of Raports; Tine Spent case i3 recedved
. Raviswing Reports- .
" T Hecord Chack Numbar of Racords Departent Recoxd
b Chacked; Sourca Used; Kaaping System
-k Time Spent on Racords )
Chack
M 8 Iacezviews Number of Iaterviews Coa~ — Unit Resources
y : duccad; Subject of Intez-
o views (witness, com-
S plainane); Time Spent
;, on Inzerviews
3 .
; - 9 Incerrogations Number of Interwogacions; o Daparrmenc Policy;
Locition; Parenc Presenc; Deparzmeac Foras
” Time Spent
: 10 Physical Zvidence Number; Nacure of Infor- — Uait Resources
- Collection aacion; Casa Dasezipcion

QUESTION 3: What informacion is gathersd in the course of an investigacion?

8 Inéarvicws Nature of Infaormacicufnew, — Natura of Work by
‘ rapeat, verifying); Type of Yon=juvenila 0fficers
- i{nformacion (suspeez, crime

sceae, parsons’ actions)
. 9 In:ui:-rgga:ians Yumher per casae; Location; — Qualiry of Work b7 Yom=
.- Confession Given juvanile Officers; cours
. . policies

" 4. . .
‘ 3,7 QUESTION C: Does the informacion gathared laad to case prosecuczion?

11 Cage Not Cleared Number; Charge — —
- 12 Case Cleared, Yo Yumber; Charge —— —
: Arrest

f} 13 Case Cleared, Intake Yumber; Ciarge o D Incaka 2eview 2olicy

g Raview

. 16 Case Clesrad, Nouw Numter; Charge Coupara 11 wizh 12,

court Dispasision 13, 14 Strengelh of Evidancas
B Prosecucion Jolicy:

Iotzke Review 2alicy
N ;6 " Prosacuticn Raviww Numbars Charge e . —
18 Couzrt Hearing Numbar; Charga Compars 13 «ith 16, e
g 18 ’

¢ @31
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TABLE 22.

Exarples of Questiorns. MYessurement Poines.

Activicies and

Mensyrenents of Incsrest.-in Yonitaoring tie Sereening Funesion

TESTION A: %hag screening activigies are the unit officers performing?
. . Poeencial
Xeasurenent Acetrity Mezsures. of Comparisons, Explanacor?
Paine : Inceresc - 3£ Desizad Variables
6 Report Raview Sumbar of Rsnorts; Type —— Division from which
i of Reporzs: Tize Spent case is zecedlved
Raviewing 2epores
7 Racozd Check Number of Records Checkad; e Department Racozd
Source Used; Timg Spent Redping System
on Records Check
]
8 Inzerviesm Yumber of Interviews Con— e Uniz Resources
ducted; Subject of Inter-
viewg (witness, complain-
ane); Tize Speas on
Interviews
2 Professional Consul-- Numbar of Profesaionals; o . Unig Rascurcas
tatcion Nacurs of Profession:
10 Agency Contacy Yumber, Typa of Agencys ——— Agencies ivailable
Raturs of Contacs; Sourta
of Tonowiedge 1Ss Agz:*;
11 Case Conference Number of Conferences; —cae - B i
Individuals Presenc; Tima
Spent on Conference
QUESTION 3: Whae discizsuisnes juveni.as @te ars placed. in poucc programs frem those given anocher
dispoaicion?
12 Raleass o Home Number; Charge; Prisr o i
Recozd; Ags; Sex; Raceg
Family Stabilicy; =tc.
13 Referral to Communicy " " o uvzm Policy; Progranm
Programs ! Avai.lam‘.li:y
14 Pacitfon o Couxt . " - ' i Couzt. Poidcy
Incake.
15 -Parzicipata in Polica .= Campnxa 15 with 14, Deparsuent Pclicy
Zrograns 13, 12
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it appears on Table 21, interview informati?n is requested (measurement
point eight), and it has been arbitrarily categorized into "new", "repeat"
or "verifying” information, and again by topic (suspect, crime scene). The
nature of the case work-up done by non-juvenile officers (patrol, investi-
gators) is a potential explanatory variable for the type ana nature of
information gathered (or not gathered) by juvenile officers. These same
measures of interest are indicated for measurement point nine, interrogat-
ion.

The information on the table under Question C indicates that com-
parisons between and among measurements are useful in responding to this
question on case prosecution. According to the Table, both number and
charge are requested for cases which are not cleared (11), cases which are
cleared, but not by arrest (iZ), cases which are cleared by arrest and
forwarded to intake (lé), cases which are cleared but disposed of at the
police }evel (14), cases sent by intake to the prosecutor for review (16),
and cases sent by the prosecutor to a court hearing (18). The fourth
column, labeled "Comparisons, If Desired,” indicates two desirad comparisoms:,
(1) a comparison of uncleared cases (11) and uncleared cases (12, 13, 14);
and (2) a comparison of cases sent by the unit to intake (13) with those cases
that were seen by the prosecutor (16} and then by the judge (18). The first
comparison indicates the juvenile officer's success in clearing cases; the
second comparison, an indication of the "fall-out" rate of cases sent to the
court by the unit. Some of the factors which might influence the process
and outcome of investigations appear in the last (right hand) column of this
table. Although these factors will always be cpecific to a given site, those

listed were important in the units visited.
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Table 22 presents some ﬁ&estions asked previously about the screening
function. Question A asks about the screening activities performed by
unit officers. The first column, as was the case with the investigation
table indicates that information is requested on measurement points six
_th;;ué; eleven, which on the measurement model (Figure 6) correspond to
the following activities: report review, rc;ord check, interviews, pro-
fessional consultation, agency contact, and case conference, The third
column on Table 22 indicates what measures are of interest for each of
these activities. The fourth column indicates that no comparisons among
activity va;iables are of interest; the last column indicates some potential
explanatory variables.

Question B on Table 22 entails a comparison of those cases placed
iﬁ a police program (measurement point fifteen) with cases receiving all
other possible police dispositions (release to home, referral to community
program, pétition to court intake). By coaparing several of the variabies
on which information is desired (e.g., column three: charge, prior record
of juvenile, age of juvenile, age of juvenile), an approximation of whether
similar cases receive uniform treatment can eventually be made.

A Monitoring Design

It would be premature to detail a monitoring design gathering inform-
ation on investigative and screening functions, without knowing the data
needs of the unit or department. A very thorough design might call for the
type of data referred to in the aﬁove discussion to be gathered on every
case handled by the unit. A more pradtical approach to gathering such idformr

ation would be to sample cases on either a periodic basis (e.g., a .

semi-annual review) or a continuing basis (e.g., a continuous
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sampling of every n case received by the unit).

Future Research

Although a national evaluation oé police juvenile unité is not suggested
at this time, the data gathered during the course of this study illuminated
several directions for future research. The remaining discussion outlines
these areas and some of the important research questions.

The Value of Investigators

Prior research on the investigative‘proce§s, supported by the data this
study generated, raises several questions about whether, and to what extent,
the resources and manpower spent for investigators =- including specialized
juvenile investigators -- are productive and cost effective., Past research
on the adult investigator has led to suggecstions about a more diminished
role.for the investigator, Data from the two juvenile units researched-
in this sFudy sugéestad that juvenile investigators add. 1little new inform— -
ation to the cases reviewed. In fact, it was difficult to discern whether
any of the information added to the case was'necessary for case prosecution
because .3 . large number of cases diverted from a judicial hearing by the
police, intake and prosecution is done for social, rather than legal,
reasons. Few cases reach the point of being tested legally in court. The
following three questions, focused on juvenile investigators,deserve research
attention, although each question could be asked of any group of 1nvest1gators.

-

l«Are juvenile officers better able to investigate juvenile
' cases than are non-juvenile officers?

_ ® Is the information gathered by the juvenile unit needed for
clearing cases?

¢ Is the information gathered by the juvenile unit needed for
. case prosecution?
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Based upon this study's two case studies, it 15 asur research hypothesis
that: (a) little new information i{s added by the juvenile unit éo that
.already gathered by .non-juvenile officers; (b) the clearing of most cases
is not dependent ﬁbon information gathered by the juvenile uzit; and,

(c) -the strength of the prosecutor's case is not dependent upon investi-

gative activities of the juvenile unit. Rather, ianformation gaiizered by

the juvenile unit plays a small role in the decision to prosecute a case.

Support for these hypotheses would have imp: (tions for department organizat-

ion (e.g., division of labor among officers, resource zllocation) and
officer morale, self-esteem and productivity.

Uniformity of Case Disposition

The question of uniformity in case decision-making has been researched

over two decades. The focus, however, has always been on the arrest

decision. That decision, however, may be of less importance than the

"final" police disposition made by the juvenile officer. Not only does

the juvenile officer make the decision to refer a case to court, but this
officer also decides on community referrals which, according to research

previously commented upon, may be widening the net of juveniles coerced

into "treatment,"

The following question is suggested for future research:

& Are similar cases disposed of similarly by:

the arresting officer; the juvenile officer;
_intake; prosecutor: and judge?

@ Aré police dispositions which refer juveniles to
) community based programs widening the net of
- 2 juveniles receiving an imposed sanction? )

K
.

e ]

It is our hyéogﬁééié that there is an identifiable grbup of offenses and
offenders who are treated uniformly by the poiice, intake, prosecutor and i
jﬁdge,‘although the groups might differ for the system actors. We received
some indication of this through the case study d;ta presented in Chapter V
(screening): there was more variability in thé disposition of burglary cases

among juvenile officers, than of larceny cases. It may ba, for example,
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that tﬁere is a core group of offenders and offenses upon which agreement
can be reached by police about case disposition; cases not in this core Will‘
be less uniformly dealt with. Each system actor (e.é., intake, prosecutor)
may define these "coreh cases differentiy. Observations of police and intake
sé;eening activities revealed that these two system actors may be asking
the same questions, using identical criteria, and selecting among similar
options.,

Information on uniformity in case decision-making will necessarily
havé implications for guidelines for the use of discretion at several
decision-making points and for supervisory practices and mechanisms. which

hold legal agents acrountable for their decision.

PRRYCTHC I PN

Although data was not gathered during the course of this study on the
widening-of~the-net phenomenon, the literature reviewed, and police practices
observed suggest a closer look into this question,

Overlapping Decision-making

By dlscoverlng the multlp : points at which one case can be screened,
and the overlapping functions and options which exist among system actors,
it is clear that research on decision-making should extend beyond the police
role. The following question is suggested for future research:

4 What is the impact -- on the juvenile, the police, the

system -~ of juvenile officer activities and decisioms

which are duplicated by other agents of the juvenile

Justice system?
It is our hypothesis, based on data gatheied for this study, that where
little coordination of effort takes place among police, intake, prosecution
and judge in their decision-making, repetition cf activities and decisions
at several system levels results., This repetition, rather than contributing
to a checks-and~balances system, results in: (a) a loss of respect for the

system by the juvenile, (b) the inefficient use of justice system regsources,

and (c) a disillusionment with the system by the police. According to
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intervie&s with police officers, the juvenile continues to lose respect
for the justice establishment as he ¢r she contirues to have coﬁtact with.it;
In addition, the police officer -—= juvenile or non-~juvenile officer =- who
refers a juvenile to court, only to find the juvenile ''out on the street
before me", begins to lose respect for the system as well.

' The final irony in an unccordinated juvenile justice system may be
that regardless of the number of duplications within any given system, a
stable proportion of cases reaches the judge on a yearly basis. The natural
policy implications which would flow from such research would be in the

area of system coordination.

Impact of Labeling and Deterrence '

It was difficult to gain a clear picture in the course of this study
of the effects on the juvenile of minimizing system pemnetration or of using
sanctions in a specific manner to deter delinquent behavior. Data from the
two case gtudies éuggest that juvenile officers invoke labeling theory
for the less serious offenses and offenders they return home, and deterrence
theory for those they petition to court. Thé impact of implementing each

theory should be researched further:

® What are the effects -~ on the juvenile, the police,
the system -- of implementing either or both labeling
and deterrence theory?

Research into this question should focus on both the anticipated and unanti-

cipated consequences of implementing either theory.

Baseline Data

One thing was perfectly clear from this study: current record keeping
practices must change if the community and nation are to underétand the
nature of the juvenile crime problem and the handling of the juveniles by

the juvenile justice system. Data which currently groups descriptively




-191 -

dissimilar offenses does a disservice to policy makers. So does a com-

’ parison and/or aggregation of offenses which are defined differently across

jurisdictions. The fact that age of majority varies for 16 to 18 years

across jurisdictions further complicates such comparisons.
Although this study did not attempt to systemetically assess police
record keeping techniques, several general observations have implications

for future data gathering. For example, ano information currently exists

w_E s

on the handling of juveniles on-the-street by’patfols Where a daily log

is kept by patrol, an entry will not indicate whether an incident may have involv-

- - r—— — - .

ed_a juvenile. In addition, no information exists on the informal contact(s) a

& 3% S

Buv;ﬁii; 6fficer has with a juvenile and his or her family, The information

which is included in case jackets, or which is summarized by a juvenile

unit on a monthly basis at the regquest of the sheriff ox chief of police,

may- be done so to satisfy minimali state reporting and funding requirements

rather than for internal policy planning.

It is frequently difficult to tell from a system's record keeping

LA

system how, or how well, the system is functioning. First, differing data
bases may be used in one system. In Onondaga County, for example, the police
count juveniles and the eourt counts incidents; in Lincoln; the police use '
‘team policing sectors; theilr major referral point, the Youth Service System,
uses the census'tract; the schools use school districts. Second, the meaning
of data categories is not always clear. In Washiﬁgton, D.C.; a c;se

which is dismissed due to "lack of prosecutorial merit” means that

the prosecutor's manpower shortage required that the office give this case

low prosecutorial priority. Third, information dces not flow back and forth

through the system, Police records are incomplete regarding cases petition-

ed to court or referred to community agencies. In Lincoln, it may take six
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months for central records to learn the disposition of a court case; this,

disposition may never reach the juvenile unit. Cases that are disposed of

[0t

prior to a judicial hearing may have no entry in police files. Most juvenile

units visited had case file information on police disposition only; even

‘graas,

the outcomes of police-community referrals ware not known.
Several implications for data gathering follow which might result in
a more accurate picture of juvenile crime and the operation of the juvenile
justice system:
® Descriptive information is needed on offenses for which
juveniles are taken into custody, to give a more precise
picture of the nature of juvenile offenses, This might

result in the use of categorical distinctions which are
more appropriate for disposition purposes.

R

@ National daia should be collected and analyzed according
to offense, offender, and jurisdictional categories which
would be more meaningful to policy or funding decisions
on the local and national levels.

® longitudinal information is needed which tracks juveniles
through the entire justice process., This is the necessary
first step to creating a justice 'system", by analyzing
necessary and unnecessary repetitions of activities and
decisions.

;

R
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l. John D. Waller et al,, Monitoring the Criminal Justice Planning
Agencies, Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing Office,
March 1975, p. 3.
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Appendix A
S Telephone Survey of Experts
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Telephone Interview Guide, Survey of Experts

Person Contacted
Address: Office
' -Home

“.Time Began
Time Ended

Telephone Date of Interview

I. What aré three or four of the most importaﬁf issues in the area of
police handling of juveniles which a national study should explore?

a. What impact does each issue have on the handllng of
juveniles by the police?

b. What impact does each issue have on the organizational
structure of the police department?

c. From which groups does each issue receir support?
d. Is there any literature on these issues you feel merits
our attention?
I1. What are important considerations to keep in mind when evaluating
the effectiveness of a police department's handling of juveniles?
a. What constitutes "effectiveness?"
b. What might be some evidence of effectiveness?

ITI. Do you know of any programs which we mlght ‘'study for our national
evaluation?
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Telephone Survey of Experts

Al Andrews Lois Forer
Chief, Peoria Police Department ' Judge, Criminal Court

ﬁ Peoria, Illinois Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .

? '

- Allen Bersin ~ Cappy Gagnon

, Special Counsel, Board of Police Police Foundation
‘ , Commissioners Washington, D.C.
i Los Angeles, California ' :

- N ‘ Don Gibbons

Egon Bittner . Professor, Department of Sociology -
B Professor, Brandeis University Portland State University
Waltham, Massachusetts
: Lee Burt Hawkins '
g Richard Bongard Director of Public Safety Department
. Lieutenant, Los Angeles Pollce Lexington-Fayette County
Department Lexington, Kentucky
% Los Angeles, California
. John Kirby
Lee Brown Detective, Liaison to Youth Unit
g Director, Multnomah County Division . Kansas City Police Department
of Public Safety Kansas City, Missouri
Portland, Oregon
. Orman Ketcham
Don Cawley ~ Judge, Superior Court of D.C.
University Research Corporation Washington, D.C.
i Chevy Chase, Maryland P
% ) o Richard Kobetz
; Francis '‘A. Daley o International Association of Chiefs
Captain, Youth Aid Division of Police
New York Police Department Gaithersburg, Maryland
New York City, New York
) Soloman Kotrin
5 Floyd Feeney Social Science Research Institute
E Director, Center on the Administration ypiversity of.Southern California
of Justice, National Urban League Los Angeles, California
_ New York City, New York
E . William Kolendar :
‘ T. Ferdinand . Chief, San Diego Police Department
: Professor, Department of Soclology San Diego, Cnlifornia
g Northern Illinois University e s -
¥ .DeKalb, Illinois David Larson _ :
Juvenile Justice Supervisor
Arthur J. Foehrenbach Anne Arundel Department of Justice
Director, Department of Youth Services Services
Dade County, Florida Anapolis, Maryland
g ’wRebinQFord Roy McClaren
I Director, Kane County Diagnostic Center Chief, Arlington County Police Department
. Geneva, Illinois ' Arlington, Virginza
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Survey of Experts (conf.)

Marge McGreevy

Research Analyst, Department for
‘. Youth, Bonpselair. County
Troy, New York -

Walter Miller

Center for Criminal Justice
Harvard Law School
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Wilfred Nurenburger
Judge, Juvenile Court
Lincoln, Nebraska

James Parsons
Chief, Birmingham Police Department
Birmingham, Alabama

Alice Popkin
Professor, Antioch School of Law

- Washington, D.C.

Dan Pursuit

Associate Director, Delinquency
Control Institute

University of Southern California

Loe Angeles, California

Albert Reiss

Professor, Department of Sociology
Yale University

New Haven, Comnecticut

Peter Ronstadt
Captain, Tucson Police Department

Tucson, Arizona

Andrew Rutherford
Professor, Yale Law School
New Haven, Connecticut

Rosemary Sarri
Professor, University of
Michigan '

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Lloyd Sealey

Professor,; John Jay College oﬁ Criminal

Justice
New York City, New York

Gertrude Shimmel

Inspector, New York City Police
Department Youth Division

New York, New York

H.L. Singer

Major, Detective Bureau
Dade County Public Safety
Miami, Florida

Alex Swan

Chairman, Sociology and
Anthropology Department

Fisk University

Nashville, Tennessee

Terence Thormberry

Center for Studies in Criminology
University of Pennsylvania
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Charles Wellford

Office of Justice Policy and
Planning

U.S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C.

Jerry Wilson
Seaboard Securities
Washington, D.C.

Robert Woodson

Virector, Administration of
Justice, National Urban League

New York, New York

Jameé Zeman
Juvenile Defenders Office
Detroit, Michigan

Frank Zimring

Professor, Center for Studies
in Criminal Justice

University of Chicago

Chicago, Illinois
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Police Chief: Name Telephone No. ( )

S ———————————

Name of Department

Addregs of Department

E‘ : POLICE SUVENSLE ACTIVIZIZS INFORMATION SURVEY

Survey ’
Respondent: Nama/Rank Title
Telephone No. )
it'ﬁ.itﬁ*ﬁtt.'ti'ﬁi.ti'i'ﬁti***iilittttwitw**tttnﬂ*ttit.tl'tttIttt*Q*t'ii*!iiiﬁ#ﬂ’*tt*it*iti*
L
Instructions:: Each respondent will not complete the entire questionnaire.
Departments with Juvenile Unlts should OMIT Sections IIX
and V.
T Departments without Juvenile Units, but with Juvenile Officers,
& should OMIT Sections II and V.

Departments without either Juvenile Units or Juvenile Officers
should OMIT Sections I, III, and V.

l . ER L2 132222221 s 222 e el ez i el T2l s 2Rt as-s s ide ek o a sy st
*
3
l Section I DEPARTMENT INFORMATION (to be answered by ALL respondents) %
l. Jurisdiction Served by ‘lepartment: 6. Current Strength of Force:
(a) County Sity (a) Sworn Officers 0.
(b) Population Full-tima
Salaried Part-time
' : 2. Existence of Juvenile Specialization: Non=-salaried Part=-time
Juvenile Unit
E e Juvenile Officers, No Unit (b} Civiiiang
No Juvenile Unit or Officers Full-time
Other, specify Salaried Part~time
Non~-salaried Part-time
* 3. Department: Budget:
i - (a) Current Amount § 7. Juvenile Statistics (for most recent yr.):
! (b} Over previous year, did budget: (a) Arrests by Juvenile Officers
. Increase: - (if applicable)
£ Decrease . (b) Arrests by Other Department
Same _ L. " Officers
. {c} Referrals to Juvenile Court
4. Definition of Juvenile: Under years by Juvenile Officers
(age) (if applicable)

(d) Referrals to Juvenile Court
by Other Officers

5. Juvenile Offenses Handled by Department:
(a) Three Most Frequent Offensa Types: L.
2.
3.

(b) Is there a gang problem? Yes _No

(c) Is there a sghool crime problem? Yes No

*Questions which are starred may be probed
through a telephone interview.
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Section II JUVENILE UNIT INFORMATION (to be answered by Dapartments with UNITS

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

Comman:ding Officer: 6.
(a) Name
(b) Rank

To whom does Commanding Officar report?
{(a) Rank of Officer
(b) Division

Year Unit was Established:

Reason(s) for Establishing Unit:

Unit Budget:
(2) Current Amount $
(b} Over previous year, did budget:
Increase
Decreasa
Same
{c} IXf a change in budget, was it
similar to rest of department?
Yes No 7.
If No, explain:

(d) Receive LEAA funds:
Currently
Yes
No -
Unsure __

2revieusly 8.

(e) If received LEAA funding, purposs
and approximate dates:

Current Strength of Ynit
(a] Sworn Officers
Full~-time
Salaried Part-time
Non=salaried Paxt-tima

§

9.

11

(b) civiliang
Fulli-time
Salarxied Part-time
Non-salaried Part-time

g
]

!

L]

(ci Sex of Sworn Juvenile Officers:
No. Male
No. Female

'l

(continued)
(d) Race and Ethnic Background of Sworn
Juvenile Officers:

No.of: White
Black
Spanish Surname
Amer. Indian
Asian
Other

1111

(a) Strength of Unit over Previous Yr.
tio. Increased by:
No. pecreased by: _
No Change:

(f) Line Officers:
Rank

g‘

Juvenilzs officer Information:
(2) Armed: Yes ___ No

{b) Clothes: Uniform _ Plainclothes
Both

{c) O©On Duty: Day —_ Evening
Night Weaiend

Minimum Requiraments for Juvenile Officers:
(a) Educaticn: Yes Yo
If Yeg, what:

(b) Experiencs: Yas No
If Yes, what:

(c) Other:s

Sperialized Training for Juvenile Jffipows:
Yes No
If Yes, (a) When conducted: (Check one)
Pre-gservice
In=-sexvicn

(b) Whexe conducted:
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3.
® .
' 10.
1.
& 12,
B
13,

{continued) .
{(e) Type of Tralning

(d) 1Is training a requirement for all?

Yes No

Three Most Frequent JSuvenile Offenses
Handled by Unit: .

1.

2.

3.

Do juvenile officers handle cases
involving. adult offenders: Yes No
If Yes, specify (e.g., rape):

Officer Deployment:
Frequently Sometimes Never

* 14.

15.

* 16,

Activities of Juvenile Unit:
Participated
in by Onit

Conrmunity Relations
Safety Programs
Police Probation
Training Other QOfficers
Schonl prograwms
Crime Prev. Pgrms.
Racreation Programs
Diversion Programs
Child Abuse Invuestig.
Gang Control

T

Participation of Juvenile Unit in Research
or Experimental Program over last five yrs.
Yes No

I£ Yes, speciiy

QOrientation of the Juvenile Unit
(Rank order with l=primary comcern)
Rehabilitation

Patrol
Investigation
Counseling
Program Operation

Administration

(assistance after a juvenile has been
officially identified):
Law_Snfprcement

(identification, agprenension)
Prevention

QOthar

Is thera specialization within your unit?

Yes No :
If Yes, specify

(activities which keep unlawul behavior
from occuzring)
Administration
(activities and
associated with
and records)

prosecution zectivities
the processing of forms
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4.

. Officers)
#+ 1. Persomnel Information:
MNo. Qfficers Rank Division

Section III JUVENILE OFFICER INFCRMATION (to be answered by departments with Juvenile

Rank of Commanding Officer

2. Strength of Juvenile Officers Over Previous 5.
Year:
Ho. Increased by:
No. Dacreased by:
No Changa:

3. Minimum Requirements for Juvenile Officers:
(a) Education: Yes No
If Yes, 2 6.

mmwmm%m

(b) Experience: Yes No
If Yes, what:

NS
-
:

{c) Other:

4. Specialized Training for Juvenlle Officezs:
Yos No
1f Yes, (a) When conducted: (Check one)
Pre-~service
In~zervica
{b} wWhere conducted:

———t,

Juvenile 0fficer Information:
{a) Axmed: Yes No

{b) Clothas:Uniform Plainclothes

Both

{(c) On Duty: Day . Evening _____
Night Weakend

Juvenile Offenses Handled by .0fficers:

Do juvenile officers handle cases
involving edult cffendery: Yes No
if Yes, specify {e.g., vape}:
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Section IV DELINQUENCY CASE FLOW (to be answered by departments with INITS or QFFICERS.)
‘o (Exclude Status Offenses)
- # 1. Are any juvenile cases handled by Non-Juvenile Officers? Yes No __
If yes, based on: Offense . Explains
i iﬁ Age . )
Previous Record
Other
# 2. Actions takan by Non-Juvenile Officers #* 3. Actions of Juvenile Officers which
before case i3 recsived by Juvenile typically result in taking a juvenile
Officers: into custody:
. ) Charge/Petition ____ Patrol
; Fingerprint condust Investigation
g Invégtigate - Response of Dispatch
Contact Parent Response to Walk-In -
Report(s) - Referral from other Division
Integrogate Response to Call-in by Parsnt
Photograph Referral by School
Othez, specify Referral by Community Agency
Other:
- ¢ 4. Juvenile Officer's use of alternatives to taking a juvenile into custody/arrest:
"o Frequently Sometimes Naver

w Counsel and Release to Parent/Guardian
Referral to Socizl Services

Folice Programs

OQutright Release '
Othar, specify

W,
] ' | I

’ 5. Do juvenile custody/arrest procedures 7. Do Juvenile Officers question or intex=-
: diffar from adult arrest procedures? rogate juveniles taken jinto cugtody?
Yes Ko Yes No
) . (a) when are juveniles accorded
" ‘Miranda rights? . (a)} Who guestionz/interrogates?
E
(¢) Arxe parents present during in-
{b} Do juveniles exercise their terrogation of juveniles?
il rights to a lawver? . Yes No
- Frequently_ _Sometimes Never
{d) Is lawyer present during police
(c) 2Axe juveniles questicned befoxae interrogation of juveniles?
" . pareiits arrive? Yes No Yes No
N
3 6. Do you aczept a juvenile's waiver of

rights? Yus No

(a) Must parents agree to waiver?

\ll Tes No

(b) Must lawyer agree to waiver?
Yos No
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6.
# 8. Is a police hearing conducted in juvenile casag? Yes No
If yes, (a) wWho conducts the hearing?
(b) who is present at the hearing?
(¢) What are dispositions which can result from a hearing?
{e} Is information obtained during the police hearing used in Court?
Prequently Sometimes Never
+ 9. Who officially charges/petitions a 11. Undexr which circumstances is

juvenile with an offense? detention used?
Non=-Juvenile Officexr
Juvenile Officer
Other, specify

10. Who makes the detention decision?

{check one)
Police Police and Court
Court Intake (probation) __

QOthex, specify:

# 12. Characterize the relationship between the Juvenile Officers and the Non-Juvenils
Officers in the department: Freguently Sometimesg

Exchange information on juveniles

Cooperate in appoehensions

Cooperate in investigations

Cooperate in determining agppropriatz
case outcome

Gther, specify:

1]
| TH
| L

#+ 13. Characteriza the relationship hetween the Juvenile Officers and the Juvenile Court:
. Freguently Sometines

b4
3
-3
o
3]

Notification of court
Conferences/compuinication with intake
Conferences/communication with judgesg
Conferences with probation

Other, specify:

[
|

# 14, PRelationship with Community Organizations:

(a) Nama the three community orcanizatione which receive the most juvenile referrals.

1. 2. 3.

() Do yocu cooperate with organizations operated by individuals from the sommunities
in which the problem youth live? ¥es Ho

If yes, specify:

15. cCharacterize the relationship batwean Juvenile Officers and Community Organizations:

. Frequently Someiimes llever
Raferrals to crganizations R —
Particlpation in organizationz' programs —— —— ——
Exchange case information S ——— ——
Organizations' employees work in dept. — —— ——

Other, specify:

- . o,



Section V DELINQUENCY CASE FLOW (Excluding Status Offenses) (To be answexed by

departmenty WITHOUT Juvenile
Units or Cfficers)

1. Do juvenile custody/arrest procedures 2. Do vou accept a juvenile's waiver of
differ from adult arrest procedures? rights? Yes No
Yes No
{a) When are juveniles accorded (a) Must parents agree to waiver?

Miranda rights? Yes No

(b) HMust lawyer agree to waiver?

Yes No

(b) Do juveniles exercise their

rights to a lawyex?

Frequently Sometimes  Never
(c) Are juveniles questioned before

parents arrive at police station?

Yes No
3. Is a police hearing conducted in juvenile cases: Yes No

If yes, (a) Who conducts the hearing?

(b) >What is the purpose of the hearing?

(c) Who is present at hearing?

(d) what are dispositions which &an result from a hearing?

-

(e} Is information obtained during the police hearing used in Court?
Frequently Sometimes Never

4. Who makes the detention decision? 5. Under what circumstances is
(Check one) detention used?
Police Police aad Court
court Intake (probaticn)
Othex, Specify:

# 6. Describe the processing of the typical juwysnile case from initial contact to court
referral: :

[3

7. Does processing differ for felony and misdemeanor cases? Yes _ __ No
1f£ yes, speoify:
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# B. Charactsrize the relaticnship between the officers and the Juvenile Court:
Frequently Sometimes Never

Notification of court dispogitions
Conferences/comnunication with intzke
Conferences/communication with judges
Conferences with probation

Other, specify:

|11
[T
T

# 9, Relarionship with Community 'Organizations:

wet

{a) Name the three comunitf oxganizations which receive the most juvenile

1. 2.

2

referrals:

{o} Do you cooperate with organizations operated by individuals from the
compunities in which the problem youth live? Yeg No

If yes, specify:

10. Characterize the relationship between officers and community organizations:
Frequeritly Sometimes Nevexr

Referrals to organizations
Participation in organizations' programs
Exchange case information

Organizations' employees work in Depts.
Other, Specify:

|11

1]
[T
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Section VI STATUS OFFENSE CASE FLOW (To be answered by ALL survey respondents)

Nota: Status offenses are illegal acts committed by juveniles which would not be
i{llegal if they wers committed by adults. ’

1. Are status offenses handled by: # 3. Are status offenses handled dif-
Juvenile Unit Yes No ferently from delinquency cases?
Other police unit Yes No Yes No
1f yes, explain:

2. Three major status offenses handled
by department last year:

1.
2. 4. Are due process procedures required?
Tes No
3. If yes, explain:
5. Referral of sStatus Offenders toc the Police by:
Frequently Sometimes Never
Family
Schools
Other police units
Social service agencies
Other, specify:
6. Referral of Status Offenders to Court by police:
. Frequently Sometimes Never
Truants
Runaways
Incorrigibles

Other, specify:




- e
[
\
’

;

10

Section VII DATA AVAIIABILITY (To be answered by ALL survey respondents)

1. Type of Reports Maintained:
Incident report Referral report ’ Other(s)
Avrest report Investigative report
Contact repoxt __ _ Juvenile Court report

# 2. Juvenile Reconrd and Report System:

Arrest Records N Reports

Whars kept?

Who has access?

How long kept?

Automated?

Are they destroyed?

3. Do officers maintain an activity log? -
{(a} Juvenile Officers: Weekly __ Daily __ None ___
{b) Non-Juvenile Officers: Weekly _ Daily ___ None ___

4. Evaluation in the last f£ive years:

Juvenile Unit Other Division or Unit
Evaluation? ¥ag __No' __ ‘ Yes __ No __
By whom? . Yes _ No __ Yes __ RNo _
E‘or_what purpose? Yes __ No ___ Yes __ No _
4
R é B AN S R R A TN AR Y AR R AR AR N AT AR A R R AN AR R I AR AN R AP A R AN R RGN AR PR RARARA AN RREAR AR

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE ‘

AR R R R N P T R AR R W R R P A AN AR AR R R Y AR AN L AR A ARG AN ARSI R R LA AR RSN RN AARRAC AT AR AR R NN
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Appendix C

Follow-up Telephone Survey:

Respondents

{
o
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Telephone Inter&iews, Cities and Counties

Cobb County, GA 2 | Naésauvéounty, NY
Columbia, -SC A Onondaga County, NY
Contra Costa County, CA Pinellas County, FL
DeRalb County, GA - Prince George's County, MD
Duluth, MN o Rochester, NY : i
Essex County, NJ St. Paul, MN

I Fairfax County, VA | San Bernadino, CA

@ Greensggro, NC San Jose, CA

% Hialeah, FL Seattle, WA

. Houston, TX A Topeka, KS

% Jacksonville, FL Torrance, CA
ALincoln, NB | Tucson,lAZ

Multnomah County, OR

B E§ﬁ3 =R
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PROBE QUESTIONS FOR TELEPHONE SURVEY *

L

= ‘Iial‘ziir': (e B = F

Section II Juvenile Unit Information {(for departments with Units)

;'“”Prbbe“onIY'tﬁé§e'fuﬁéti6h§"ﬁ5§ﬁéd""Freggentlx,“ If none were mavked "Frequently,"
go to those marked "Sometimes."

Patrol: What activities constitute patrol?
Is patrol coordinated with other divisions?

o

=]

Investigatidn:. Are investigations mainly..self-inititated or are cases referred
to the unit for investigation?

g
ke

What activities compromise the typcial investigation?

Where are most investigations conducted ( e.g., outside station,
homes) ?

=

Are investigations conducted in conjuncticn with other divisions?
" Counseling: What is the objective(s) of ccunseling?

Where is counseling conducted?

Does the Juvenile officer receive any training in counseling?

To whom is counseling directed ( e.g. the juvenile, the famil¥y)?

Program Operatibn:__Determine whether the response to Q 14 adequately covers the
matter.

Administration: Describe typical activities

Q. 14, ACTIVITIES OF JUVENILE UNIT

For each activity checked, ask respondent to describe the activity, state its
goals; objectives. If there are more than 3 checked on each column, ask
respondent to select 3 of each column which invalve most of the officers.

3 ' e
. . .

E - %Questions are keyed to the national survey questionmnaire.

;l.
.

- W N R b




1

2ie,
0 16, ORIENTATION OF THE JUVENILE UNIT "
Is it fair to ask you to rank your unit this way?

Which activities in Q 14 are related to each orientation? Any additional ones?
Would you characterize your units'objectives in another way?

How would an officer outside the juvenile unit rank the uvnit on these orientations?

vt

How do you feel an officer outside the juvenile unit would rank the department
as a whole on these orientations?

peeTTen
Ty

Secticn III Juvenile Officer Information (for departments with juvenile
g officers)
* 01, ~ PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Do juvenile officers perform only juvenile-related activities? If not, what
other activities do they perform? y

B
2

Describe the way in which they work within the different divisions.
Why was a juvenile officer assigned to a specific division?

Are the assignments to a specific division of a specific nature or a specified
time length?

P
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Section IV Delingquency Case Flow. (for units and officers=--exclude
- status offenses)

91, JUVENILE CASES HANDLED BY NON~-JUVENILE OFEICERS

P R . -- . . - PR L e e s - ——

If answered YES, probe each category to uncover the exact qualifying conditions
and types of offenses (e.g., robbery) handled by non-juvenile officers.

If age: what year, for what crimes?
If previous record: (a) how many prior convictions?

(b) for which type of offenses?
(c) Prior arrests?

9 2, ACTIOMS OF NON-JUVENILE OFFICERS

Are these actions based on policy (e.g. orders, manuals, memos, regulations)?

At what point in case .processing do non-juvenile officers turn the case over to
juvenile officers?

What is the typical sequence of activities for a (1) felony; (2) misdemeanor?
{*Note-~use the most frequent offenses noted in an earlier ques-ion (e.g.
robbery) to make the response specific.)

o 3, ACTIONS OF JUVENILE OFFICERS RESULTING IN CUSTODY

Are these actions based on policy? (e.g. orders, manuals, memos, regulatiois)

Gz Sau Gme NEW UGN BME U MON GOR DWW K

Do specific types of offenses that come into the unit in a particular way { e.g.
robberies by dispatch)?

v

Q 4, JUVENILE OFFICER'S USE OF ALTERNATIVES
Probe those checked "Freguently." If none, go to those marked "Sometimes."

On what basis is that decision made?

For each checked "Never,” ask:
Is there a specific policy on this? Does policy forbid such actions?

If “Police Programs" was checked, ask which programs.




Q 4, IS A POLICE HEARING CONDUCTED?

When is a hearing -not conducted?
Who decides to conduct a hearing?
Is the decision to have a hearing left tc the discretion of the officer?
Is an official record of proceedings kept?

Is the hearing more useful to your decision-making in some confrontations than
in others?

What factors are important in making decisions at the hearing (e.g. record of
juvenile, family concern)?

Q2 9, OFFICIALLY CHARGING/PETITIONING A JUVENILE

Does the authority of the juvenile and non-juvenile officer overlap at any time?

Do juvenile officers charge/petition under specific circumstances? (e.g.
case types, certain hours of operxration)

Q 12, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AND NON-JUVENILE OFFICERS

Review response given by respondent.

For those checked "Frequently," ask with which divisions, under what circumstances,
describe a typical "coordination.” If none checked "Freguently,” go to

. &
“Sometimes."

Why is cooperation/exhange better with some divisions? ' Which divisions?
For those checked "Never" why not?

What are the most frequent problem areas?

013, = - RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AND JUVENILE COURT

For those checked "Frequently," describe the typical situation (circumstances,
type of case). If none checked "Erequently,"” go to “"Sometimes.”

For those checked "Never," why not?

Would the respondent describe the juvenile court as differing in philosophy or
attitudes than the juvenile officer (as pertains to juveniles)?

mﬁﬂ—_mmm-—ummmm—mmm
'
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What are the most frequent problem areas?

Is there an lnformal relationship wzth court personnel? Describe it.

Q 14, RELATIONSHIP WITH COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

a. Describe the nature of their relationship to the specific organizations
listed ( e.g. do police contact agency or visa versa, how frequently is
contact made, how is contact made, who makes it, for specific crimes, types

. oxr kids).

What does the organization do?
b. Describe the organization in:terms of its locations, activities, clientele,

staff.

@ 15, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JUVENILE OFFICERS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

For those checked “Freguently," describe the typical sitwpation (circumstances,

. cases, offenders). If none checked "Frequently," go to “Sometimes."

For those checked "Never," why not?

Section V Delinquency Case Flow . (Departments without unit or officers-- exclude
status offenders)

.

Q 6 a 0 7 PROCESSING OF JUVENILE CASE

Ask respondent to take a typical felony and misdemeanor (using a specific offense)
and describe the processing from point of contact with officer (e.g. through
dispatch, walk-in) through referrals, diversions, petition to court. Keep,asking
about qualifications on this process ( e.g., age of juvenile, time of day/night,
nature of offense, previous record of juvenile, etc.)

You should be able to draw a process flow when respondent is finished.

o8, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICERS AND JUVENILE COURT
For those checked "Frequently,” describe the typical situation (circumstances,
type of case). If none checked "Fregquently," go to " Sometimes."

For those checked "Never," why not?

Would the rebpoqdent describe the juvenile court as differing in philosophy cr
attitudes than the juvenile officer (as pertains to juveniles)?
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99, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFICERS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

a. Describe the nature of their relationship to the specific organizations

listed .(e.g. do police contact agency or visa versa, how frequently is
contact made, how is contact made, who makes it, for specific crimes,
types or kids). :

what dees the organization do?

b. Describe the organization in terms of its locations, activities, clientele,’
staff.

© 10, RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN CFFICERS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

For those checked "Frequently," describe the typical situation {cizxcumstances,
cases, offenders). If none checked "Frequently," go to "Sometimes."

For those checked "Never,": why not?

- e e - e amem & et m s Gimpseme me eueem s

Section VI Status Offense Case Flow

9 3, STATUS OFFENSES HANDLED DIFFERENTLY

Are there procedural differences in the typical case flow? What are they?
Are there program differences? What are they? .
&re there requlation differences? What are they?

Is the enforcement of status offenses a discretionary decision?

94, DUE PROCESS ‘ ‘ °

Which elements of due process are required in handling juveniles and status
offenders?

How are they handled f{e.g., when are Miranda warnings given, if applicable}?

Is due process used for specific cases, or offenders, or circumstances? 1IZ
so, explain. \
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Section VIT Data Availability

Q2 JUVENILE RECORD AND REPORT SYSTEM

For each of the zeports zndlcated in Q 1, make sure that all information asked
for on Q 2 ig completed. .

Under what circumstances have different records on reports been requested
by individuals outside the police department?

Are there any regulatxons qovernmng sharing Jdata wlth.non—pollce organizations
ox individéuals? )

If reports are destroyed

{a) what is the manner of their’destruction" ( e.g. expungement, sealing)?
{(bj] who does it?

{c) how freguently are records reviewed for destruction?

(d) is the destruction covered by policy ( e.g. regulations, memos)?

Remember: Ask for (1) organizational chart
(2) annual report .
(3) manuals/orders regarding the handling of juveniles
{4) blank repcrt forms
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Fleld Visit Instruments
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Twelve sites were visited, each by two staff for a period of

~

two days. The sites visited were:

Arlington, Virginia
Baltimore, Maryland

Contra Costa County, California
Duluth, Minnesota
Greensboro, North Carolina
Lincoln, Nebraska
Multnomah County, Oregon
Onondaga County, New York
Topeka, Kansas

Torrance, California
Tucson, Arizona
Washington, D.C.

Attached are the topics and questions covered during the site
visits. The following topics were focused upon:

Goals and Objectives
Organization
Jurisdiction/Authority

Units Functions

Case Flow

Case Types

Discretion of Officers

Due Process

Officer Capability

Impact of the Unit on Others
Impact of Others on the Unit
Data Available

The Unit's Overall Objectives

During the course of the site visits, the following were interviewed:

Police Department Personnel

9 Police Department Heads

8 Juvenile Unit Heads

21  Juvenile Unit Officers

45 Non~Juvenlle Officers )
8 Records Officers

5 Planning/Development Personnel

Court Personnel

4 Defense Attorneys

7 Prosecutors

19 Intake/Probatiom Personnel
10 Judges
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Community Agencies

i1l  Community Programs
6 Social Welfare Agencies

153 TOTAL NUMBEKR OF INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED

wE R N
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

1. Whaﬁ are the Goals and Objectives:
a. 0Of the department in handling juveniles
b. Of the Unit in handling juveniles
2. In what ways do department and unit goals and objectives differ?
3. How were the G & O deveioped?
4, How are the G & O disseminated:
a. Throughout the department (e.g. manuvals, orders) .
b. Throughout the Unit
5. Does any mechanism exist for evaluating whether the department or Uuit is
achieving its G & 0?7 If so, what is it?
€. Is there any sanctioning mechanism if G & 0 are not acheived? If so,
what is it?
7. Do the Goals and Objectives of the Unit differ from those of:
a. The Court?
b. Corrections? .
If s0, what problems does this cause for the police?
ORGANIZATION
1. Get a copy of the organization chart for this discussion.
2. To which division does the Juvenile Unit Report? Rank of Officer?
(Review ENTIRE section II for response)
3. How is officer allocation determined? And for the Juvenile Unit?
4. 1Is the role of the officer defined anywhere? For the juvenile officer?
(written? where found?) Get a copy.
5. Who determines the focus/activities of the Unit?
6. Who determines the Juvenile Officer(s) workload, work allocation, etc?
7. The Budget, Get a copy.

a. Who prepares it for the Unit? (talk to person, if necessary)

b. What is taken into consideration?

¢. How is it established? '

d. What additional costs are associated with the Unit's existence?
(e.g. time contributed by emplovees, merchant contributions)
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JURISDICTION/AUTHORITY

1. Over what types of cases and tasks docs the unit have jurisdiction? A

a. Over which does the Unit have sole jurisdiction?

b. Over which is jurisdiction shared with other police
divisions? Which ones?

c. Over which cases, decisions, programs, or functions
regarding juveniles doesn't the Unit have jurisdiction?

2. What is the nature of the relationship (cooperationm, coordination, hostility)
between the Unit and:

a. Patrol ©b. Detectives <c. Community Relations d. Special Units
3. Does the Juvenile Unit have policies and procedures which are different from
the other pclice divisions? Get a copy.
4. At what level(s) is juvenile unit. pollcy made? (i.e. what pollcy at which

levels).

UNIT FUNCTIONS

1. Describe, in detail, the major activities of the Unit (review survey data):

a. Nature of the activity

b. Amount of time devoted to it

c. Amount cf manpower devoted to it
d. Role played by the police

e. Role played by the juvenile

2. Are the activities governad by departmental policies, orders; etc?

3. What aspects of thaese functions are coordinated with other police divisions?
Nature of the coordination?

4, What aspects of these functions are coordinated with others outside the
police department? Which groups?
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CASE FLOW

1. Review the survey questions in this section and the responses given.
(May want to repeat some to check on accuracy)

2. Are delinquency problems handled differently than status offenses?

3. Depict the typical case flow for handling delinquency problems.
Take examples from typically handled situatioms.

a. Cases the Unit receives from Patrol

b. Cases the Unit receives from Investigations or Others
“¢c. Cases the Unit originates

d. Cases never handled by the Unit

At each decision point (those below among others)...

a. Decision to investigate

b. Decision to have a case conference

c. Decision to make a final police determination
d. Decision to refer to detention

...highlight: a. the options available

b. the criteria used in making the decision
c. Who it is that makes the decision

4. Depict the typical case flow for handling status offemses, if handled
differently from delinquency cases. Follow the above.
5. What are the procedures when the child is a wvietim?

6. What are the most significant ways-in which processing the juvenile differs
from processing the adult?

CASE TYPES

1. What are the most frequent types of cases handled by the Unit?
(Review survey response). By Others? By both?

2. For each type of case, describe the situational elements (e.g., time of
day, place, weapon, victim).

3. For each type of case, describe the typical offenders (e.g., race, sex, age).

4. Availability of statistics. (Review survey, Section I, question 7)

# cases had contact with?
# cases investigated?

. # cases diverted to community agency? .
# cases placed under informal police probation/counseling?
# cases Unit not had contact with (but other divisions did)

# cases arrested?

———

# cases referred to court?
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OFFICER CAPABILITY

1.

2.

How are juvenile officers recruited?
How are juvenile officers selected?

a. Selection procedure?
b. Special qualifications?

'Is specialized training received prior to assuming duties as a juvenile

officer? If so, what is the nature, frequency, etc.

Is specialized training received after assuming duties as a juvenile officer?
If so, what is the nature, frequency, etc.

In gereral, in which ways do juvenile officers differ from non~-juvenile officers:

a. In work style
b. In philosophy
c. In attitudes

d. In personality

IMPACT OF THE UNIT ON OTHERS

1.

Does the Unit's existence affect the work of other department divisions?
a. The way they handle juveniles?
b. Functions they perform?

Does the Unit's existence affect the work of other agencies? If so,

in what ways:
a. Of the court (e.g., workload)

b. Of intake (e.g., their decisions)
c. Of community programs (e.g., their volume of clientele)

Does the Unit's existence create a special relationship between the department

_and the juvenile court which wouldn't exist otherwise?

What is the relationship between the Unit officers and non-juvenile officers
(e.g., patrol, detectives, special divisions)?
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TMPACT OF OTHERS ON THE UNIT

1. In what ways do others (e.g., the court, political groups, community programs)
‘influence the operations of the Juvenile Unijt?

2. What types of demands are placed on the Unit by others?

3. How does the Unit respond to this influence?

4. What types of demands are placed on the department by others?

5. How does the department respond to this influence?

DATA AVAILABLE

1. Review survey for type of reports maintained and records. For each listed:

a'
b.

c.
d.
e.
f.

g.

Get a clean copy (or better, a completed one, without a name)
What is it used for (e.g., budgeting, manpower deployment,

setting priorities and targets, annual report) ?
Who uses it?

Where is it kept?

How long is it dept?

Is the information computerized?

Is the information destroyed? Circumstances?

2. Who determines what data shouvld be garhered?

3. What statistics exist in summary form (e.g., arrest)?

a.
b.
c.
d.

4. 1f any previous evaluation of the Unit (see survey).

What is it used for?

Who gathers it?

Who is it submitted to?

What information is summarized?

Report Checklist:

Incident Report

Arrest Report

Contact Report

Activity Log (Patrol? Unit?)

G et copy.

Referral Report
Investigative Report
Juvenile Court Report
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DISCRETION OF OFFICERS

1.

6.

What decisions of the Unit are :discretionary?
a. In terms of handling juveniles (processing them)
b. In terms of programs and functioms
What decisions of the individual officer are discretionary?
For each decision, what options exist?
how extensive is the discretion?
what criteria are used to make the decision?
What guidelines exist for the limitation of discretion? Get copies.
a. If court guidelines, what do they cover?

b. If department policies, manuals, orders, what do they cover?
c. If legislative statutes, what do they cover?

Are there any mechanisms for holding officers accountable for their
decisions (e.g., supervisory control, appeals board)?
What impact does the exercise of discretion have on the court?

To what extent are laws selectively enforced?

DUE PROCESS

1.

Review Survey Section IV, Questions 5,6,7.

7

. What is the nature of the constraints under which the Unit operates

(e.g., department orders, court guidelines, legislative statutes).
In what ways are juveniles treated differently than are adults?

What is the attitude of the local courts on the gquestion of due process
for juveniles? How is the attitude made known (e.g., through their procedures)?

What is the attitude of most juvenile officers toward due process for
juveniles? How is this attitude made known?

How do you know if due process procedures are being followed?

Are there any sanction for not following due process procedures’
(within the department, through the court) ?

Get a copy of any forms, statistics, waivers, etc.

-
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Appendix E

Case Study Methodology
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The data gathering techniques used for the three case studies involved
structured observétion of the daily activities of juvenile officers,
structured interviews with police, court, and community agency personnel,
and 2 review of closed police juvenile files. The application of these
techniques were sité—specific. A two-person-team remained at each of

the three sites for a period of four weeks to gather the data.

Observation

A ceded activity sheet was developed, based upon preliminary visits
to eleven police departments with juvenile units (and one department
without a unit). During the case study period, staff used ;n Observation
Log to record: officer activity, the time spent on that activity, and the
activity's relevance for either the investigation or screening function.
A total of five juvenile officers were observed in Greensboro, five in
Torrance, (Multnomah had no juvenile unit). Approximately 40 hours of
observation of juvenile officers took place in both Greensboro and Torrence,
and 30 hours of non-juvenile officers in Multnomah.

No attempt was made to obtain a complete description of all of the
activities of the juvenile officer. Only those activities which were part
of the investigative and screening functions were included in the observation
categories. Other activities were recorded just so that gross generalization§

about the work day were possible.

Interviews
Structured interviews were conducted with juvenilé officers, non-
juvenile officers, juvenile justice personnel and community agency
-»

representatives in each site. The absolute number of interviews conducted
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at each site varied by size of juvenile unit and particulars of the
department, justice system, and community. Attempts to speak with

juveniles were made at each site, although staff were successful in

only two of the sites. The following interviews were conducted:

Greensboro Torrance Multnomah

Juvenile Officers 14 5 . -
Non-Juvenile Officers 4 . 7 9
Intake 1 1 2
Defense Counsel 1 4 1
Prosecuting Attormey 1 5 2
Judge 1 2 1
Community-Based

Agencies/Programs 9 12 6
Juveniles 9 3 -

Interviews with juvenile officers consisted primarily of debriefing those
officers on cases closed during the period staff were on-site. The
interview consisted of aﬁ in-depth discussion of investigation and
screening activitiés and decisions made in that case. Twenty-five (25)
case debriefings were completed at each site. All other interviews were
structured to generate differing perspectives on the work of juvenile

officers and on police juvenile specialization.

Case File Review

An attempt was made to take a systematic sample of 200 files of
Juvenile cases closed within a six-month period prior to the case study
period. The sample consisted of offenses in five categories, chosen to
combine frequency of police handling (larceny, burglary, runaway) with

range of problems handled (assault, vandalism). Modifications iﬁ'sample
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selection were made at each site to accommodate different record keeping
systems.

In Greensboro, the juvenile unit's log of incoming cases for 1976
was used to identify the universe. Case numbers for the five offense
categories were abstracted, and a systematic sample of those cases were
taken to reach a sample size of 197. -

In Torraﬁce, a log of the previous 12 months of closed cases (1976-77)
was used to identify the universe of cases. Case numbers for the five
offense categories were abstracted, and a systematic sample of those cases
were taken to reach a sample size of 219.

In Multnomah, where there was no juvenile unit, there was no source
for juvenile cases available from the Sheriff's Department. The Records
Office keeps track of incident reports by crime category and team area, with
no separate numbering or identification system for juvenile cases. Two
sources wvere uéed to piece together the 1976 flow of juvenile cases in
this department: (1) a sample of cases from the sheriff's records in
which the suspect was a ﬁuvenile but had not heen identified or arrested

(N=55); (2) a sample of cases referred to intake (N=155).
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Case Debriefing = Scresning

Pate Casa Completed

mq‘ Vet e

Case Description {in brief}

L

2.

3.

4.

Dpid you make the agrust in this case? Yes ___ No
If no, at what point did you receive the case?

pid you investigata the cage? Yes No

Upon injtial review of this ca;sa, did you anticipate the f£inal disposition?

Yas No

Did this case contain sufficient mfumatian to make a dispositicn when you
received it?

—Yea __ No
1f no, What further informaticn did you want?

Eow did ynu go about cbtaining the additional information?

“hat information was cbtained from each techniqua?

.

Technicue Source Information Chtained
Interviews
File Checks

Discussions with
Kon~Juv. Qfficer

Discussions with

JIS Agency
Perscnnel

Discuasions with

Youth-Sexving
Agency Personnel

Case Conference with

Juvenile
Juv. and Parent

Parent alone
Other .
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% », At vhich point did you decide upon the disposition you finally made?

¥

8. Whast factors did you feel were most important in making your disposition
: dacizion in this case? (List and Rank)

Pecters . Rank

£
£

e &

¢. What was the disposition chosen for this case?
Home
e OUTt
Ragtitution
Public Agency~Medical
Public Agency-Psychological
Public Agency-Druy/Alcchol Rehab.
Public Agencw-Other
Private Agency-Medical
Private Agency-Psychological
Private Agency-Drug/Alcohol Rehab.
Privata Agency~Qther

Residential
Non-Residential

10. To which.specific agency was the juvenile referred?

1l. Were there other dispositions you considarad and rejected? Yes' No
2Z ves, why did you reject ther? -

Dispoesitions Consideresd Reagons Reijected

e ——" et

IO
-

FORM 1 (cent.)



| -233 -

12, Vho neds the fipal disposition decision?

Juvenile Officex_ __ Supervisor__ _ Other

13. If you mada the finsl dispowition, did anyone revicw it? Yoz No
If yas, wio reviewed it?

14, 7o vhat extant did the juvenile particpste in the digsposition decision?

15. what restrictiens. limit your disposition dacisions in this cara?

Statutory: __Yes _ No  Which;

Court Rules: __ _Yes ___ No Whichs

Dept. Orders: _Yes _ No Which:

Cther: ___Yes Ne Which:

16, Is thera any informal agreemant among cffice.:s in tha unie about how this
particular case should he disposed of?

Yea 6]

17. I3 there any informal adgreement among officars Iin the vailt about how any
Susa should be disposed of?

Yeg No

Exarplass

FORM 1 {conc.)
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Case Ho. ___ Master No.
Twte C3sa Raceived
Chargs
Case Description (in brief}

CASE DEBRIEFING FORM -- INVESTIGATIONS

Date Casa Completed

i.

2, What types of reports were completed hy other officars before you received this case?
Incidant/Casa Report Custody
Arzest/Custody —_ Raferral
Juvenils Vehicle
Supplementary Other (specify)
3. Rid this case contain sufficient information to send to court whan you recieved it?
Yes No -
If No: What was nissing from it?
4, Your investigation:
a. What type of information did your investigaticn supply?
b. %hat it additional? Yes No
¢. Waz it verifying information? Yes No
d. WUhat reports did vou complete for this esse?
6. How many interviews wuxe conducted with:
— Th8 juvenile vha victim vignesses e, Other (spacily)
f. How many interviews did you conduct during this investigation?
By Talephons Sy Mail In person ——r. Othar(spacify)
, .
PORM 2

Approxinately how many cases were you handling at tho tima you zeceived this
case? '




.

2
. B 8, What contact with other police officers involved in this case were madeg?
l No, Contacts Unit Assigment Reasons for Contact
6. Approximately what percentage of your time wag spent in the field for this investigation?
percentage
What was the nature of the field activities ? .
) g 7. Dt you encountsr any problems (noa~routine) during the course of thig investigation?
I yes describe ths problem apd how dealt with:
4
i 8, Did you work with any other police divisions on this case?
) Worked with oo case? Working Relazionships:
Divis{ong Yeg No Satisfactory Unsatisfsctory

Patrol Division
Detective Div,

Planning and Res.

Training Div,

Traffic Div,

l Records

- Vice/Narcotics
= CTommunity Rel.
i Other {(specifyy

FORM 2 (coat.)
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TITERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR HEAD OF JUVENILE UNIT

1. #Zow do you assign cases(e.g. geography, casaload)?

2. Do you ipstruct the juvenile officexs? Yes Ko
%Z vag, What is the nature of the instruction?

3. Do you monitor juvenile officers duxing the course of an invehtiqauon?
Yes Ho
I¢ yes, What specific things do you look fox?

4. Do you monitor juvenile officers during the screening of cases?
Yes N

17 ves, What spacific things do you lock for?

5, Do you zeview each case upon tha completion of tha investigation?
Yes No
If yes. dezcyibe the raview procesgs

8. Io a case invastigation subject to review by any other police personnel?
Yes o .
If Yes, by whom?

7. Is casa screen.ng subject to review by any other pol;.ce parsonnel?
Yes _ _ No
I£ Yes. by whom?

8. Do you confer with suparvisors from other units/divisionﬁ about the work
of your officars? Yes No
1£ yes, with whom about what topics?

.

9. Bo you participate in any phasc of tha investigatica? Yos Ho
If ves, what activitios and decigions are you involved in?

FORM 3
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11. 5o you par-ticipaca in any thase of the.screcning process? Yes No

I¢ yea, vhat activities and decisions aro you involved ia?
1£ yes,

&=

12. I an investigation of a cage does not appear to ba satisfactory, wvhat steps
2ro taken =0 correct it? .

g

13. Are any cases returned by tha prosecutor or intake for evidentiary reasons?
Yeg Yo
1f yes, b whom?

SR e

If yes, What are the typical circumstances?

3

Hava you had any problems about juvenile case investigations with any
ovzher police units/divisicon? feg No
1f ves, what vnits and what problems?

g

15. Do you review final disposirions? Yes No
. If yes, what specific things do you locck for?

il
fut
#*y
.

1f a disposition does not seem to be appropriate, what steps are taken to
correct it?

SR

17. 1If you could change anything about the unit's invostigations, what would it ba?

,

18. 1f you could change anything about the unit’s screening process, what would
it ba?

FORM 3 (vomt.)
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Juvenile Officer Backeyound Information

1. Age
2, Race

3. Sex

4. Number of Years on Force 5., No. Of Years in Juvenile Unit
6. Highest level cf school completed: (check one)
some -high school/technical schoal some collegs

graduated high school/technical achool graduated college

some graduate school

7. Current enrollment in school: (check ore)
No current enrollment .
High school Graduate School
College Technical school (spacify)
Other:
8. Previoug asgignments in police department:
No. Years Unit/Division Rank

Spent

! 1
|

t
H

9, Training Provided as a Recruit:

Type of Training | Subject of Training Year Length of
(e.g. Seminar,Inst, | (e.g. theory of Glven Traininge.g
Course delinquencyi 'a.z. hours

3. In Investigations

.b. In Juvesilo Work

10. Trainipg Provided
since joining Wa

departmant

a. Io Investigations

b. In Juvenile Work

FORK &
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INTEXVIEW SCHEDULE - REPERRAL AGENCY PERSCIMEL

*
What services do you provide for juveniles ind thair families?

What arc the characteristics of the juveniles you see (a.g. aga, preblem)?

3. Do you have eligibility criteria? Yes ___ _  No _
If yes, What arxa they?

4. What % of your clients aro referred by thas Polica Department?

5. Aro the cases referred to you tha Police Departzmant appropriacae

for your services? Yes No___ |

1f ro, Why are they be.i.nq Teferred?
1f no, What do you do with tham?

6. Do tho police consult with you prior to making thoir referral decision?
Yoo Bo
1f yes, res, Under what ci:ctm.,tances (8ov, vhen, vhera and why?):

7. touid you liko ts have tha poliecn refer wora oﬂ thair cases to you? Yas No
i1f yes, Which kinds of casan?
If yos, vhy aron't they referring then nou?

TORM S
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8. Do you provide ths police with feedback on the progzess of the juveniles
wiign they have referred? Yes No
If yes, Under what circumstances (How, Whon, Where, and Wxy?) ?

1£ po, Why aot? .

9. Do you think that the Police Department's juvanile officors
havo the ability to diagnosa and screen cases wall? Yes No
Bxplains "

10. Do you keep statistics on police referrals to your agency?  Yes Yo
(cceuro copies)

FORM 5 (cont.)
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INTERVIEW WITH PROSECUTING ATTORNEY /COURT INTAKE
Investigationa PUBLIC DEFENDER

Stat{stles for the prior year:

¢a, Number of juvenile cases referred from Department

b. Percentage of all juvenile c:fsos relerred from Department
which are processed to court —

e. Reasons for which you decline to process to court (and percentage frequency)
Rezsons Berceutage of cases

In cases when you declina to progecuta, do you request additional invasdgnﬁ;:n?
Yes Ne Explain:

Do the police generally provide evidence that is legally sufficient? Yes No

Do the police generally provide evidence that is admissgible? Tes No

Do you inform police of evidentiary or legal problems with their cases?
Yes No
B_Yes, what has been the effect (has it improved lnvestigationa?)

Do you hove any recommendations for chacges n the mauner in which the police, and
especially tho juvenils unit officers, do their investigasive work?

°5tarred qQuestions {or Public Defender
PORYM 6
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% CASE FILE REVIEW- SCREENING
%aster $__
se File ¢
harge Assault __ Disposition: Court Public Agency-
Burgiary _ ___ﬂome edical
@Q Vandalism ___ ___Police Program __ Public Agency-
Larceny ___ ___Restitution ~ Psychological
"~ Runaway ___ __Pvte Agency- Public Agency-
E% Medical ~ Drug/Alcohcl Reh
spositicn to Residential Facility :_ Yes __Pvte Agency- __ Other (specify):
__No ~ Psychological
___Pvte Agency-
l ~ Drug/Alcohol Rehab
g‘harc;e Descr1pt1cn
g‘m f Victims: Weapon: -Yes __ No
i A
do. of Suspects Type Weapon:. __ Gun __ Knife ___ Fist __ Other _|
5
5 ime of Incident: Day Nite(6pm-6am) Location of Incident:

___Business Street |
mnjury to Victim: ___ Hosp.__ No Hospitalzin ___Pvte Residnce __Juvenile's Home
g __School Grnds ___ Other(specify)

sroperty Damage: <__ $100-__ 5100+
E}ype of Propty: Car __ Personal Possn
' . Merchandise - Source of éomp]aint __Victim___ Witness
5 Other (specify) ___Police___ Parent
| ___Self Other(specify)w_

1
i

m

Yictim/Defendant Relationship:

,E Known Unknown
51 Known: ____Friend__ NMeighbor
‘% _Parent__ Sibling
‘ Relative
|

% . :. -Other (specify)

Other Characteristics of Interest:

glefendant Characteristics

Sex:

Race: W B Amer.Ind.

___Other (specify):

__&Chic

__Asian




Hlo. of Prior Contacts:

Eﬁo. of Prior Convictions: __

: E’g__}ﬁ story

Known Involvement with Marijuana:
Yes No
gknown Involvement with Heroin:

Yes No

iKnown Involvement with Alcohol:
Yes Mo

l School History

HFuH-Time Student at Time of Arrest:

Yes No

Part-Time Student at Time of Arrest:

; I Yes No

1

Grades at School at Time of Arrést:

Good Poor N.A.

Grade Completed at Time of Arrest:

- 243~

Type of Prior Convictions: Fel Misd

FaM

Prior Contacts or Arrests
for Same Qffense? Yes No

Employment History

Employed Full-Time at Time of Arrest:

Yes No

Employed Part-Time at Time of Arrest:

Yes No

Reports

Documented Bhysical/medical Problems:

. Yes No

Documented Psychological Problems:

Yes No

Documented School Problems:
| __Yes __No
Prior Probaticn Report:
___Yes No
Prior Intake Report:

Yes MNo

Defendant/Family Interaction

Parent Attendance at Case Conference:

‘Yes No

——zee.  em—

Parent Ability to Control Child:
! Yes No

Juvenile Resides With:

Two Parents
Relatives
O*her (specify)

One Parent

Foster Parent

gFORM 7 (cont.)

Attitude of Parent(s):

Concerned Unconcerned

Parent Receptiveness to Suggestions of Police_

Yes No

Family in Treatment Previously:

Yes No

Family Willingness to Obtain Treatment:
|4

Yes No




=284 -
Defendant Characteristics ‘

Attitude at time of arrest: Cooperative Uncooperative

Prior Treatment by Service Agency: Yes No
If ves; Residential OR Non=-residential -

If yes; Specify type of agency:
Police Program

Probation

Pvte Agency-Medical

Pvte Agency-Psychological
Pvte Agency-Drug/Alcohol Rehabilitation
Public Agency-Medical

Public Agency-Psychological

15y R cesics

____Public Agency-Drug/Alcohol Rehabilitation

Other, Specify:

R EEm =

FORM 7 (cont.)
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CASE PILE NEVIEW FORM - INVESTIGATIONS

raseer Xo.

Case File No.

rm——r e T

A. Info. describing Suspect

1. Kans

2. Yickname, Monikor

3. Rasidence

4. Possible location, hangout
£. Physical Characterisetics

6. Clothing

7. Pamiliarity with auspect

. Rezson for suspect hehavier
9. Statemsnts zade by suspects

10.
11,

Means of Escape
Othew, specify

8. Infoc. descyibing scens

12,
13.
12,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,

2] Orhar, specify

Location
Dats or Time
~ype of crima

physical charactoristics of sccna

Witnesses

CUse of Foree

Description of Weoapon
Possession of illegal goods.
Proparcy damage

Injuries

Vehicla f.d.

C. Person's Actions at Scene

24.
25,
26.
27.

a8.

Vicein's Aczions
Witness' Accions
Police Actions

Suspect's Actions
Other, specify

9. Zab Tests

29.
30.

Specify
Specify

£. Physical Evidence

3.
3.
33.
3.
35,
3.
7.
Js.
39.

Fingerprines
Weapons, Atmunitien
Crime Tools
tlarcosics

Stolan Froperty
Clothing

8lood

Vahicle

Sther, spocify

roFx 8

- 245~
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DATE DATE DATE

REPORT REFCHT REPORT

CHARGE___ CHARGE CHARGE_ .
NI TNIT,

G0ABGAAROODLBONRCAABCAADABA0AAGANANRNAANNOAKANANAAGCAGAANLORNANNAAROAGARANNARARANAADAORAGASRORANABAARARGARENNOARARADOLANAONOOAGABE g
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DAILY OBSERVATION LOG

Date Time In Time Out, P.
1! sl Task Time Elavsed Notes and Comments
]
t
'!
{

FORM 9



OBSERVATION LOG
INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING

Initial Steps

Review initial arrest report

Create case file

Review local police arrest records

Review records of other police departments
Receive information on new case

Arrest suspect

Anglyze police investigation reports (all but arrest records)
Anaiyze police referral reports
Analyze prior police custody/arrest reports
Analyze police incident report
Analyze police deteantion report
Analyze police prior contact report
Analyze other police reports
Analyze court reports,
Analyze probation reports
Analyze intake report
E Analyze prosecutor repert

Analyze school report

. -Analyze disposition reports

i; Analyze referral reports
lf* Analyze medical/psychiatric/psychological reports

E Analyze Reports

J Interview/Interrogate Princinals in Case

Interview/interrogate juvenile suspects in the field (face-to-face)
Interview/interrogate juvenile suspects in the police facil;tmes (face—to~face)
In:gryiewllnrerrogate juvenile suspects over the phone
Interview/interrogate witnesses . in the field (face-to-face)
Interview/interrogate witnesses in the police facilities (face-to-face)
Interview/interrogate witnesses over the phone '
Interview/interrogate the victim in the field (face-to-face)’

.. Interview/interrogate the parents in the field (face-to-face)
Interview/interrogate the parents over the phone
Interview/interrogate the parents in the police fac171ties (faca—to-face)
Interview/interrogate parent (not as witness or victim) in office
Interview/interrogate parent (not as witness or victim) in the home
Igterview/interrogate other sources of information (phone, field, 6ffice)

. Assist Other Offic