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I. INTRODUCTION 

The study that is reported on he:r.e resulted from the interest of the Juvenil 

Services Division of the North Carolina Administrative Office of the Courts 

in evaluating the Division's Juvenile Defender Project and in gaining a better 

understanding about how juvenile court decisions are made. The Juvenile 

Defender Project consisted of providing attorneys to represent indigent children 

in the juvenile courts of North Carolina's 21st and 26th Judicial Districts (Forsyth 

and Mecklenburg counties, respectively). Before the project began, indigent 

youngsters charged with juvenile offenses for which they could be committed 

to training school had been represented by private counsel assigned by the 

court from a list of names of available local attorneys. The Juvenile Services 

Di vision thought that service might be improved by employing a single specialized 

attorney in each district (part-time in the 21st and full-time in the 26th) . 

The desire to provide counsel to children petitioned in juvenile court and to 

improve the quality of their defense emerged from an increaser! awareness 

of the importance of due process protection in the juvenile court. This awareness 

is exemplified by the report of the President's Crime Commission in 1967. 

The President's Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime found 

that informal juvenile court procedures contributed to a "sense of injustice" 

that was detrimental to treatment of the delinquent. 1 It also found that the 

functions of juvenile court and the criminal court were similar in that both 

courts provide protection to the community through" deterrence, condemnation, 

an d incapaci tation," even though the juvenile court had the uniq ue respon

sibility of protecting the child. 2 It therefore recommended that the child in 

juvenile court proceedings be given more of the procedural due process rights 

that adult criminal defendants have. The Task Force found that counsel was 

an especially important right: 

I 
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The rights to confront one's accusers, to cross-examine witnesses, 
to present evidence and testimony of one's own, to be free of prejudicial 
and, u,nreliable evidence, to participate meaningfully in the dispositional 
deClslOn, to take an appeal--all have substantial meaning for the majority 
of, persons brought before the juvenile court only if they are progrided 
wlth competent lawyers who can invoke those rights effectively, 

The same year that the President's Crime Commission's report appeared, the U.S. 

Supreme Court decided In re Gault, 4 The Court took about the same position 

as the President's Commission, holding that the child subject to juvenile court 

proceedings is entitled to the privilege against self-incrimination (unless he 

makes a valid confession) and has a right to notice of the charges against him 

and confrontation and cross-examination of adverse witnesses. The Court 

also held that the child has a right to be represented by counsel--and if indigent 

to be represented by counsel provided by the state--if the proceeding may 

result in commitment to a correctional institution. North Carolina's response 

to Gault was to enact a statute requiring assignment of counsel at the state's 

expense to represent indigent juveniles. 5 (The assigned-counsel system, 

as well as other forms of counsel, is described in the next section. ) 

The purpose of the Juvenile Defender Project was to determine whether 

providing a single speciaEzed lawyer to indigent children in juvenile court 

would give better service than assigning a different lawyer for each case. 

The Administrati ve Office of the Courts and others who planned the project 

thought it likely that a specialized attorney would be more effective in bringing 

relevant information to the attention of the juvenile court, thus promoting a 

more appropriate disposition, than an assigned attorney. The planners expected 

that a specialized lawyer would be a more effective advocate for tbe child, 

in that he would have a better chance than assigned counsel of both avoiding 

a commitment of his client to training school and obtaining a disposition such 

as probation that would allow the child to remain at home and receive some 

sort of treatment in the community. The planners also thought that, to the 
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extent that the child's indigency put him at a disadvantage in defending himself 

in juvenile court, the specialized lawyer would reduce this advantage. 

One purpose of this study was to compare the Juvenile Defender Project 

with other forms of legal representation in juvenile court in terms of effecti' .mess. 

Another purpose was to try to understand better how a variety of factors influenced 

juvenile court dispositions and, in particular, to obtain some rough measure-

ment of the quality of justice in juvenile court by comparing the influence of 

legally relevant factors with the influence of legally irrelevant factors like 

ra()e and income. 

II. THE JUVENILE DEFENDER PROJECT: 
BACKGROUND, DESCRIPTION, AND SERVICE DELIVERY 

A. North Carolina's Juvenile Court Counsel System 

To be subject to the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, a child ("child" 

is used interchangeably with "juvenile" here) must be under 16 years of age 

if he (or she) is alleged to be delinquent because he committed a criminal 

act; or under 18 if he is alleged to have committed an II un dis ciplinedli or IIjuvenile 

status" offense, such as truancy or running away from home, or to have violated 

juvenile probation or conditional release from training school (N.C. Gen. Stat. 

§ 7A-278). Any child has the right to be represented by counsel in juvenile 

court, but not necessarily by counsel furnished free of charge (N. C. Gen. 

Stat. § 7A-285) . 

Under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-451(a) (8), indigent children are entitled 

to free counsel at hearings that may result in either II commitmen t to an institution"--

usually a training school operated by the Department of Human Resources--

or transfer to superior court to be tried for a felony. (Transfer to superior 

court is allowed, in the discretion of the juvenile court judge, if the child is 

14 years or older and the judge finds probable cause that he has committed 
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a f()lony; N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-280). The child may be committed to training 

school if the court finds him II delinquent" (i. €'. , finds that he has committed 

a criminal offense or violated probatIon conditions already imposed by the 

court in an earlier case) , or finds that he has violated terms of conditional 

release from a training school commitment imposed for an earlier offense. 

Thus, only indigent juveniles alleged to be delinquent or in violation of conditional 

release have the right to free counsel. Under N. C. Gen. Stat. § 7 A-450 (a) , 

an I!indigent" juvenile is one who is "financially unable to secure legal represen-

tation and to provide all other necessary expenses of representation. II 

The assigned-counsel system is used to provide counsel to indigent 

children in juvenile courts throughout the state, including the 21st and 26th 

Judicial Districts. It operates as follows: After the juvenile court judge--

or, more often, the clerk of court acting on the judge's authority--has found 

that the child is indigent and does not waive the right to counsel, he assigns 

an attorney to represent the child from a list prepared by the district bar association, 

pursuant to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-459 and the regulations of the State Bar Councn 

(N .C. Gen. Stat. Vol. 4A, Appendix VIII), The list consists of the names 

of all local attorneys who want the opportunity to serve as assigned counsel. 

Normally J the assigned attorney is not a specialist in juvenile law and juvenile 

court practice J althou.gh he may obtain experience through repeated service. 

In Charlotte (which, with the rest of Mecklenburg County, constitutes the 

26th Judicial District) , a separate list is kept of lawyers interested in serving 

in juvenile cases. During the period studied, about 20 attorneys were on this 

list and were assigned in turn. In Winston-Salem (which, with the rest of 

Forsyth County, makes up the 21st Judicial District) , there was one list of 

about 50 attorneys who were willing to be assigned in either juvenile or adult 

(c.riminal) court. The fees received by assigned counsel were fixed by the 
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court; they ranged from $75 to $125 per case in Charlotte and from $50 to $150 

per case in Winston-Salem, depending on how mu('h time the attorney spent. 

There were several other forms of counsel representation in the Char 

and Winston-Salem juvenile courts during the study period (1975-76). During 

the 1976 period, most indigent juveniles were represented by an attorney hired 

on salary as part of the Juvenile Defender Project, described in the next section. 

A few indigent children--primarily during the 1975 study period--were represented 

either by a legal aid pr.ojed in Winston-Salem or by the regular staff of the 

Charlotte Public Defender Office (who normally handled criminal cases) . 

Juveniles who were not indigent had the right to be represented by Ilprivate 

counsel"--i, e " lawyers paid by their parents. Finally, whether or not a 

child was indigent, he (or his parents) could waive the right to counsel and 

be unrepresented. Thus, the present study recognizes five types of counsel 

representation: assigned counsel, Juvenile Defender Project, legal aid or 

public defender, private counsel, and no counsel. 

When the Juvenile Defender Project began operating in late 1975, it 

was necessary for the assigned-counsel system to continue. Groups of two 

or more children were often brought into court charged with offenses arising 

out of the same occurrence. It would often mean a conflict of interest for the 

Juvenile Defender to represent more than one such child, even though all 

might be indigent. The arrangement worked out for such situations by the 

Administrative Office and the courts was that the court would randomly assi~n 

members of the group to either the Juvenile Defender or a lawyer chosen from 

the list described earlier. Thus, although the Juvenile Defender was the most 

common form of counsel for those who had counsel, assigned counsel continued 

to handle cases-12 per cent of the total in Winston-Salem and 17 per cent in 

Charlotte--during the project's existence. 

- _________________ f, 
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B. ThE';' Juvenile Defender Project in Winston-Salem and Charlotte 

The Juvenile Defender Project was undertaken by the North Carolina 

Administrative Office of the Courts with (federal) Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration funds granted by the Governor's Crime Commission. 'rhe project 

consisted of hiring attorneys to serve as specialized counsel for juveniles in 

the Charlotte and Winston-Salem juvenile courts, providing secretarial assistance 

and other support, and collecting and analyzing evaluative data. 

The four attorneys directly involved in the project we shall call W, C1, 

C2, and C3. W was hired as the Juvenile Defender in Winston-Salem beginning 

in November 1975. Since the caseload was expected to be too small to require 

a full-time attorney, he was hired to work as many hours as needed to represent 

indigent juveniles. During the 1976 study period (January through June) , 

Attorney W worked at this task from 2.23 to 9.51 hours per week, averaging 

5.97 hours per week. (He also had a private law practice.) 

In Charlotte, the Juvenile Defender was a full-time attorney. Attorney 

C1 began work on November 10,1975, and resigned on April 30,1976. She 

had considerable difficulty in handling a caseload that amounted to about 15 

cases per week, and it became apparent about March 1, 1976, that she would 

soon resign. During March 1976, the Administrative Office of the Courts arranged 

for the Public Defender's office in Charlotte to take over the project. Attorney 

C1 continued to represent juveniles in March, but her responsibilities were 

gradually transferred to Attorney C2, who had been working in criminal courts 

as an Assistant Public Defender. During April, Attorney C2 acted as Juvenile 

Defender full-time. On May 1, 1976, Attorney C3 (also a former Assistant 

Public Defender) took over as full-time Juvenile Defender, a responsibility 

he kept through the end of the year. (Because of this change in project personnel 

in Charlotte, we decided that no study data would be collected on Charlotte 
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juvenile court cases for the period November 1975 through February 1976, 

when Attorney C1 was the sole Juvenile Defender. Thus the study periods 

in Charlotte were March through August 1975 and March through August 197", 

whereas in Winston-Salem, where no personnel change occurred, the st.udy 

periods were January through June 1975 and January through June 1976.) 

The Juvenile Defender Project was strictly limited to providing counsel. 

Although lawyers usually learn little about juvenile law and procedure in :J.w 

school--and the attorneys hired for the project were no exception--no training 

in these subjects was provided because of lack of funds. (Other similar projects, 

like a recent one conducted in Chicago and Cleveland, provided orientation 

to juvenile justice and instruction in relevant law.) 6 Also J no lawyer with 

juvenile court experience was designated to supervise the project's attorneys. 

When the Charlotte Public Defender Office took over the project, the Juvenile 

Defender did act under the general supervision of the Public Defender, but 

the Public Defender had a number of other lawyers to supervise in defending 

adult clients in criminal courts and, in any case, was not a juvenile court 

speciaUst. 

C. Delivery of Counsel Service 

1. Difficulties ,in defining "indigen9Y"; measurement of ircome. 

The Juvenile Defender Project was intended primarily to serve the indigent 

child who was the subject of a delinquency petition or motion to revoke probation 

in juvenile court. It was impossible to determine which children were indigent. 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-450(a) says that an "indigent person is a person who 

is financially unable to secure legal representation and to provide all other 

necessary expenses of representation." Court decisions provide little help 

. . t ti 7 
In m erpre' ng this statute. It is not clear whether the test of indigency applies 
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to the child or to his parents, nor is it clear whether "financially unable" means 

that to be indigent one must be completely without money, or simply' that paying 

for counsel will involve hardship. The North Carolina court system has established 

no guidelines for determining indigency of juveniles. 

To show how the project's se..:vice was being distributed, we decided 

to describe how the form of counsel that juveniles had related to their families' 

incomes. HeX'8 we encountered another measurement problem. For the first 

(1975) period studied, before the project began, no information existed on 

the juveniles' family income. During the second (1976) study period, this 

information was collected on most children who came into court. As an income 

measure applicable to all children in the study, these data were inadequate 

since they were unavailable for more than half the children. Therefore, we 

used the median 1969 income of the census tract of the chfd's home address 

as a proxy for family income. This measure, which was available for 75 per 

cent of the children (those who address could be located in a specific census 

tract) , is an ol:v)ecti ve index that has been used in other delinquency research. 8 

By comparing census tract income with individual family income reported by 

the child for the 458 cases for which both were available, we found that while 

the tract income averaged about $747 more than the individual annual family 

income, the two were positively and significantly correlated. 9 

2. Various income groups' repre.sentation by the Juvenile Defender 

Project and other types of counsel. The census tract income of juveniles' 

families was divided into four groups: the "unknown" group (the 25 per cent 

whose address could not be located in a census tract), the "low-income" group 

($3,117 to $5,953 per year); the "medium-income" group ($6,013 to $8,545 

per year); and the "high-income" group ($8,563 to $20,652 per year) . 
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Although a large proportion of the Juvenile Defender Project's clients 

were in the low-income group, a substantial number were in the medium- and 

high-income groups. Among project clients whose income was known (from 

their census tract), the breab":down was as follows: Winston-Salem--55 pe. 

cent low, 30 per cent medium, 15 per cent high; Charlotte--35 per cent low J 

34 per cent medi urn J 31 per cent high. The fact that a good many project clients 

were in the higher-income groups may have meant that the juvenile courts J 

with the acquiescence of the children and their parents J tended to rely on the 

Juvenile Defender as a convenience. (Even when parent::: could afford to hire 

a lawyer J selecting the lawyer and engaging him on the case might have resulted 

in more court delay than assigning the case to the Juvenile Defender.) Another 

possi.ble explanation for the project clients' having higher incomes is that 

the court may have tended to accept parents' claims of indigency without much 

challenge after the project began. These explanations are supported by the 

data shown in Graph 1. A high-income juvenile in the Charlotte court had 

only a 9.4 per cent chance of being represented by assigned counsel during 

March through August 1975, before the JUVI.. '.ile Defender Project began; after 

the project began, he had a 39.3 per cent chance of being represented by the 

Juvenile Defender and a 9.4 per cent chance of being represented by assigned 

counsel. Evidently J indigency criteria were relaxed in Charlotte in 1976. 

Much less relaxing seems to have occurred in Winston-Salem; before the project 

(January through June 1975) J 14.3 per cent of the high-income group received 

assigned ,"ounsel J and after the project (January through June 1976), 11.3 

per cent received the Juvenile Defender's services and 4.8 per cent received 

assigned counsel (a total of 15.8 per cent) . 

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

Insert Graphs 1 ar,d 2 about here 

---------------------------- ---------~-------------------------
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Graphs 1 and 2 show how counsel service was distributed with respect 

to income in the two judicial districts studied. The pairs of bars on the graph 

show the percentages of children in each income group and for all incomes 

together that had the indicated type of counsel before and after the Juvenile 

Defender Project began. In Charlotte (Graph 1), 45.8 per cent of all juveniles 

became clients of the project during the" after" period (March through August 

1976). This percentage was about the same jn all income groups except that 

it was a bit lower (39.1 per cent) in the high -income group. The court rejected 

no families' claim of indigf;Y).cy J and very few families waived their right to 

free counsel once they had been found indigent. Before the project began, 

more than a third of the children (36.5 per cent) apparently did not exercise 

their right to counsel; court records contained no indication of any counsel 

in their case or of any affidavit of indigency filed. After the project began J 

this proportion dropped from 36.5 to 22.9 per cent. 1'he reduction was greatest 

in the low- and medi urn-income groups (from 26.2 to 11.9 per cent and from 

41.6 to 22.0 per cent, respectively) but also appeared in the high-income group. 

These figures suggest that the project in Charlotte had the effect of increasing 

the exercise by juveniles and their families of their right to counsel. How 

did the project affect other forms of counsel? The role of assigned counsel 

in Charlotte declined from representing 50.5 per cent of juveniles before the 

project began to 7.0 per cent after it began. Surprisingly J privately paid 

lawyers' share of the total decreased little--from 13.0 to 10.7 per cent. :Sven 

more surprisingly, this reduction occurred only in the high- and unknown

income groups; lower-income groups actually showed a slight increase in the 

proportion of those who used pri vate counsel. 

In Winston-Salem (Graph 2), the Juvenile Defender handled only about 

half the proportion of the total cases that the Charlotte Juvenile Defender handled 
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(22.3 per cent comparee.. with 45.8 per cent in the 1976 study period). This 

differ.ence is somewhat exaggerated by the fact that about twice as many children 

and their families did not exercise their right to counsel in Winston-Salem in 

1976 (46.4 per cent, compared with 22.9 per cent in Charlotte). In terms of 

the proportion of the total number of cases represented by any kind of counsel, 

the Winston-Salem Juvenile Defender still handled only about two-thirds as 

large a proportion of the total as the Charlotte Juvenile Defender (41.6 per 

cent, compared with 59.4 per cent). In absolute terms, the Winston-Salem 

Defender handled one-third as many cases &s the Charlotte Defender (61 versus 

180). But the former averaged only six hours per week of work on the project, 

thus costing the state only about one-sixth of what the full-time Defender in 

Charlotte cost. Perhaps because of these limited working hours, the proportion 

of families that did not exercise 1,hAir right to counsel showed no substantial 

decline when the project began (-L~le percentages were 48.1 and 46.4. before 

and after). As in Charlotte, the proportion of families who were found indigent 

but waived their right to free counsel was negligible. In contrast with the 

Charlotte court, the Winston-Salem court did apparently reject some claims 

of indigency by those in the medium- and high-income groups. Such rejected 

cases accounted for 4.8 per cent of the total high-income cases both before 

and after the project began; they accounted for 5.4 per cent of the medium

income cases before the project but ncne afterward, which suggests a relaxing 

of criteria. As in Charlotte, the role of assigned counsel declined considerably 

(from 25.3 to 12.0 per cent of the total cases). Private counsel's role did not 

decline substantially overall but was reduced from 7.7 per cent to zero per 

cent with respect to the low-income group. 

It has already been noted that the proportion of juveniles and their families 

who were unrepresented by counsel dropped substantially in Charlotte after 

" 
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the Juvenile Defender Project began. Another surprising fact about juveniles 

without counsel has not been mentioned: In both Winston -Salem and Charlotte, 

a child of medi um or high income was more likely to be unrepresented than 

one of low income, both before and after the project began. This greater 

frequency of representation among low-income juveniles may have occurred 

because more low-income parents a.nd juveniles believed that they ran a risk 

of a punitive court disposition, such as training school, and therefore feJt 

that they needed counsel. (There is some support in the data for such a belief; 

the proportion in a "high risk" group, defined in terms of seriousness of offenses 

charged and prior juvenile court record, was 49.2 per cent for the low-income 

group [175 out of 356] , and 35.2 per cent for other income groups [381 out 

of 1,081].) Also, the greater frequency of non representation in the high-income 

b~OUP may have occurred because it was more difficult for high--income parents 

to obtain counsel free of charge or because they believed that their children 

did not need the assistance of counsel. (As will be shown later, the study 

data support the latter belief. ) 

To sUni up 'the findings on counsel and income, the following points 

can be made: 

The Juvenile Defender Project became the most comm011 form of counsel 
representation during the 1976 study period, accounting for 22.3 per 
cent of the total cases in Winston-Salem and 45.8 per cent in Charlotte. 

As a result of the project in Charlotte, the proportion of families that 
did not exercise their right to counsel dropped sharply (from 36.5 to 
22.9 per cent); the same result did not occur in Winston-Salem J possibly 
because the Juvenile Defender there worked only six hours per week 
on the project. 

While most Juvenile Defender Project clients were of low or middle incomes, 
a substantial proportion of high-income clients (31 per cent in Charlotte 
and 15 per cent in Winst0n-Salem) were represented by the project. 
The data suggest that standards of determining eligibility for free counsel 
became considerably less strict in the Charlotte Juvenile Court after 
the project began; this may have been due to the convenience of llsing 
the project's services. . 
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The use of assigned counsel to represent indigent children dropped 
very sharply, as expected, in both courts after the project began, but 
assigned counsel continued to represent 7 to 12 per cent of the cases 
because of the Juvenile Defenders' conflict of interest in representing 
more than one member of a group of juvenile II co-defendants ." 

The role of private counsel declined, but only slightly, after the proj .ct 
began; 10.7 per cent of juveniles continued to be represented by private 
counsel in Charlotte and 14.6 per cent in Winston-Salem. 

III. DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Bei'ore-and-After Design 

Since one objective of the study was to evaluate the Juvenile Defender 

Project and in particular to compare it with other forms of counsel, the first 

study design considered was one in which indigent juveniles would be randomly 

selected to receive the services of either the project or assigned counsel. 

This design was rej ected by the Administrative Office of the Courts because 

of the added expense to the public of' having two counsel systems functioning 

at the same time. (Actually, as explained earlier, the assigned-counsel system 

did continue when the project began, but only to supplement the project's 

services. ) 

Thus, it was necessary to use a historical study design. Rather than 

trying to match Juvenile Defender Project cases with other cases from the 1H75 

("before") sample, we decided to perform a multivariate analysis in which 

the type of counsel in a case would be just one of a number of factors studied. 

The "before" and" after" samples from both the 21st and 26th Judicial Districts 

(W,nston-Salem and Charlotte) were merged to form one sample for analysis. 

This approach served to give us both a general picture of how dispositions 

occurred and a way to estimate how much the type of counsel a child had (including 

no counsel at all) influenced the disposition of his case, apart from other factors 

that might influence it. 
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B. Sample Selection; Source and Unit of Data 

'l'he Juvenile Defender Project was in operation by December 1975. 

The study periods were selected as follows. In Winston -Salem, the" before" 

period was January through June 1975 and the "after" period was January 

through June 1976. In Charlotte, the" before" period was March through August 

1975 and the" after" period was March through August 1976.
10 

All juvenile cases filed during the "before" (1975) and" after" (1976) 

study periods in both courts studied--i, e. , all cases that began by delinquency 

petitions or motions to review probation or conditional release (for the purpose 

of revocation) filed during those periods--were included in the sample. These 

cases were identified from court docket sheets (Charlotte, 1975 period), cumula-

tive court case folders (Winston-Salem, 1975 period), and from lists kept by 

the clerks of court (Charlotte and Winston-Balem, 1976 periods) that were 

checked by research data collectors. All data for the study were taken from 

police and court files. 

The event for which one data form was prepared--i .e., the unit of data 

in the stud.f--was a single involvement of an individual child in juvenile court. 

(For simplicity, this unit is referred to here as a "child" or "case.") If a child 

was brought to court more than once during the study periods, a separate 

form was prepared for each involvement; each form was updated to show the 

prior juvenile court involvement and the circumstances and disposition of 

the current charge. When a child came into court with several delinquency 

petitions or revocation motions filed against him within five days of each 

other, all petitions and motions were considered to constitute one" case," 

and a single form was filled out that showed the most serious type of charge 

filed, a seriousness score :.mmming the seriousness values for all charges, 

and the court's disposition of all charges. In the entire sample, 1,437 cases 
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were included. 11 Eighty-two per cent of these involved only one petition or 

motion filed against the child; 12 per cent involved two petitions or motions; 

and 6 per cent involved three. The data collection form is shown in Appen I'{ A. 

C. Statistical Method 

The statistical analysis began with a 1\ screening" of factors to select 

those that produced the greatest variation in the likelihood of particular 

court dispositions, especially commitment to training school and transfer to 

superior court. After the two factors that seemed to exert a predominant influence--

court record and offense seriousness--were selected, a further analysis was 

performed to find effects that other factors might have on court disposition 

apart from the effects of record and offense. The statistical method is described 

further in Appendix B. 

IV. JUVENILE COURT DISPOSITION 

A. Juvenile Court Procedure 

For the purposes of the study. the first step in juvenile court procedure 

is the issuance of a petition--a formal accusation"--against the child. 12 After 

a petition has been filed, the case may be disposed of without a formal court 

hearing. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-281 provides that the juvenile court judge 

may arrange for "evaluation" of the case by the chief court counselor. the 

county director of social services. or "such other personnel as may be available 

to the court." The purpose of such "evaluation,1I the statute says, is "to use 

available community resources for the diagnosis or treatment or protection 

of a child in cases where it is in the best interest of the child or the community 

to adjust the matter without a formal hearing." The statute thus gives implicit 
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authority for a practice known as "informal handling"--dismissal of the case 

without any courtroom appearance. One hundred ninety-seven of the 1,437 

cases studied were "informally handled." 

If a case proceeds to a formal court appearance, the case may still be 

dismissed without a full hearing if the state, represented by the assistant 

district attorney, enters a motion for a voluntary dismissal (101 of the cases 

studied were dismissed in this way). If the child is at least 14 years of age 

and charged with a felony, N . C. Gen. Stat. § 7 A-2BO provides that the judge 

may conduct a preliminary hearing and, if he finds probable cause to believe 

that the child committed the felony, may transfer him to superior court for 

trial and possible punishment as an adult. Otherwise, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-

285 provides a two-step court procedure. The first step is adjudication, in 

which "the judge shall find the facts and shall protect the rights of the child 

and his parents in order to assure due process of law." The youngster receives 

a hearing at which the judge decides whether he committed the alleged delinquent 

act or violated probation or conditional release. The judge may dismiss the 

case even though he finds that the child committed the offense. if he concludes 

"that the child is not in need of the care, protection or discipline of the State." 

(Court records usually did not distinguish this sort of dismissal from a dismissal 

entered because the judge found that the alleged offense had not been committed.) 

If the court finds that the child has committed some offense within its 

. 'di t· 13 . t th JurIs c lOn, 1 en goes on to the second step--disposition. In doing so, 

it. may hold the disposition hearing immediately--the most common practice-

or postpone it while needed information is obtained. The disposition hearing 

is informal, and the court may consider such social or psychological information 

"as may be needed for the court to develop a disposition related to the needs 

of the child or in the best interest of the State" (N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-285) . 

The kinds of dispositions the court may make are discussed below. 
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Because of the two-step nature of the juvenile court hearing, we considered 

treating court outcome in two phases: adjudication (the guilty/not guilty decision) 

and disposition (what the court does with those found guilty of the offense 

charged). We decided against this approach for several reasons. One was 

that it was difficult to distinguish between adjudicative fact-finding and disposition, 

since they were usually merged in one hearing and not treated distinctly in 

court records. Another was that, as already explained, a dismissal by the 

court did not necessarily mean that the judge had found the child not guilty. 

Instead, we distinguished dismissal (including "informal handling," voluntary 

dtsmi.ssal by the prosecutor, and dismissal by the judge) from dispositions 

in which the court imposed some form of control, such as training school or 

probation. 

B. Frequency of Various Dispositions 

Table 1 shows the frequency of various kinds of court dispositions in 

the entire sample of 1,437 juvenile court cases. Dismissals of the three kinds 

already mentioned, including "informal handling," account for 38.2 per cent 

of the total. The most common disposition was leaving the child in the custody 

of his parents (including relatives acting as pa.rents) --in other words, allowing 

the child.to continue living at home; 95 per cent of such dispositions also involved 

probation. The court could remove the child from his home and place him in 

the custody of the local department of social services (DSS) , which would in 

turn place him in a foster home or group home in the community (4.4 per cent 

of the cases were handled in this way) , or the court could place the child in 

some other local residential program for delinquents (the latter accounted for 

only 1.9 per cent of the cases, probably because the available programs were 

very small). Commitments to training school constituted 8.0 per cent of the 
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cases. Training school commitment is always for an indefinite period of time, 

since th'e Youth Services Division of the State Department of Human Resources 

has the final authority to decide how long the child must stay (N. C. Gen. Stat. 

§ 7 A-286); the usual length of confinement is six to nine months. Transfer 

to superior court for trial as an adult occurred in only 24 (1.7 per cent) of 

the cases. In later stages of the analysis, transfer to superior court was combined 

with commitment to training school as a disposition category on the assumption 

that if the court had not been authorized to transfer certain children to superior 

court, it probably would have committed them to training school. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Figures on the courts I use of probation appear at the bottom of Table 

1. Forty-five and eight-tenths per cent of the juveniles were placed on probation 

or were allowed to continue on probation imposed for previous juvenile offenses. 

(About one-fourth of the 45.8 per cent were continuations and three-fourth,s 

were new probations. ) 

It is important to note that the court disposition variable was regrouped 

and redefined, as shown in Table 2, and that the redefined variable was used 

in the Jtatistical analysis. The dispositions of commitment to training school 

and tr ansfer to superior court (Items 1 and 2 of Table 2) were considered separately. 

The combination of the two--that is, the proportion of the cases receiving either 

disposition--was also used in the analysis, because we assumed that if the 

courts had lacked the power to transfer certain children to superior cour.t 
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for felony trials, they probably would have committed them to training school. 

The combined training school-superior court rate was computed in two ways: 

(1) as a proportion of all cases (Table 2, Item 9) , and (2) as a proportion of 

cases that were not dismissed (Table 2, Item 10). The first computation is 

an estimate of the probability that a child would be sent to training school 

or superior court, given that he had been petitioned in juvenile court. The 

second computation is an estimate of the probability that a child would be sent 

to training school or superior court, given that he had been petitioned and 

his case was not dismissed--i. e ., given that the court found him" guilty" an d 

decided to take some positive action. The" dismissed" category (Table 2, 

Item 6) includes cases in which the juvenile was sent home in the custody of 

his parents without probation supervision (there were 33 such cases) as well 

as cases that were "handled informally," dismissed by tbe state, or dismissed 

by the judge. "Probation at home" (Table 2, Item 5) means that the juvenile 

was sent home but also placed under the supervision of a court counselor (juvenile 

probation officer) sur~ .;t to conditions of probation. (Typical conditions were 

attending school, abiding by a curfew, and obeying parents.) "Custody change" 

(Table 2, Item :1.1) includes any disposition that takes the child from his parents' 

custody--commitment to training school or placement in a foster home or other 

residential program. It is shown as a fraction of all cases minus the few (23) 

cases that were transferred to sU~jerior court. Otherwise, the disposition 

categories in Table 2 are the samt:. as those in Table 1. 

-------------------------

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Summarizing court dispositions, we can say that the most common disposi

tions were dismissal (40.6 per cent) and probation while continuing to reside 

at home (40.1 per cent). Placement in a foster home, group home, or other 

residential program--sometimes with probation added--accounted for 6.4 per 

cent of the dispositions. Commitment to training school (8.0 per cent) and 

transfer to superior court (1.7 per cent) were infrequent. These low percentages 

reflect th·e prevailing view that training school and criminal court handling 

of juveniles are strong medicine, to be used only when othe:r remedies fail. 

They also reflect compliance with N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-286 (5) , which requires 

that before committing a child to training school, the court must find that (1) 

his behavior constitutes a threat to persons or property or to his own welfare, 

and (2) probation and other local services are inadequate to deal with the threat. 

V. FACTORS STUDIED AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON COURT DISPOSITION 

The study dealt with the relationships of a number of factors, including 

type of counsel, to court disposition. These factors can be grouped into six 

categories: (1) the extent and nature of the child's juvenile court record before 

his Qurrent case; (2) the offense charged and its seriousness; (3) the streng'~h 

of the case against the child, insofar as this could be measured from available 

data; (4) the child's demographic characteristics (age, sex, income, and race); 

(5) family-related factors, including the child's home situation an d paren tal 

attendance at the court hearing; and (6) administrative factors controlled at 

least partly by the court or some other agency of state government, including 

the type of counsel a child had, whether the child was held in detention pending 

his hearing, and who the judge was. For convenience, we have included two 

other factors in the "administrative" category: the district where the case 
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was heard (either the L::1st or the 26th Judicial District) , and when it was heard 

(during either the 19'(5 study period before the JUdicial Defender Project began 

or the 1976 study period when the project was in operation) . 

A. Juvenile Court Record 

1. Measurement and hypotheses. We expected that the extent. and nature 

of a child's record of prior involvement with juvenile court would be related 

to the court's disposition of his current case. The court's record was based 

on a search of court files in the judicial district where the child's current 

case was heard and was measured in terms of previous delinquency petitions 

(delinquency is either a criminal act or a violation of juvenile probation); 

previous "undisciplined" petitions ("undisciplined" behavior is an offense 

that only a juvenile can commit, such as running away from home or truancy); 

previous commitments of the child to training school; and whether he was on 

probation or conditional release from training school when his alleged offense 

occurred. The frequency distributions of these juvenile record variables 

appear in Table 3. Table 3 also shows a juvenile record index combining all 

four of the record variables, which increases in severity from Levell to Level 

5. (The development of the index is explained in Appendix B.) 

Insert Table 3 about here 

.. 
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Although the majority of children in the study fell into the "None" category 

with respect to our various measures of juvenile record, 41 per cent had one 

or more previous delinquency petitions on their record. Three hundred thirty

nine (23.6 per cent) of the youngsters who came before the courts during the 

study period were already on juvenile probation for earlier offenses, and 71 

(5.0 per cent) were subject to conditions of conditional release from training 

school imposed for earlier offenses. These 410 children were, of course, the 

only ones in the study who could be charged with violations of probation and 

conditional release. About half (216) of them were charged with ·such violations 

(for example, repeated truancy or running away from home) , and the rest 

(194) were charged with criminal offenses. 

2. Relationship of juvenile court record to disposition. Every measure 

of juvenile court record was positively related to severity of disposition and 

negati vely related to leniency (see Table 4). As each juvenile court recOl d 

variable increased, the rates of training school, transfer to superior court, 

and custody change increased while the dismissal rate decreased. On the 

other hand, rates of probation at home generally decreased as measures of 

juvenile record increased. This may seem odd in view of the fact that--as 

shown later--probation rates increased as offense seriousness increased. 

However, if probation at home is seen as being given a "second chance J " then 

it is not surprising that it decreased with the extent of a juvenile's past record. 

Probation at home can be seen as either severe or lenient treatment--severe 

(compared with dismissal) for an offender with little or no record, and lenient 

(compared with training school) for an offender '\vith a record. 

The fOUl' measures of juvenile record--previous delinquency petitions, 

previous" un disciplinedI'I petitions, whether the youngster was on probation 

or conditional release at the time of his current alleged offense, and the number 



-23-

of his previous commitments to training school--were combined to form .3 juvenile 

record index (Item 5 of Table ·1). The record i.ndex was defined so that as 

it increased from 1 to 5, all of the measures of juvenile record incl'eased. 

(For a precise definition, see Appendix B.) Levell consisted of children 

with no prior petitions (none of whom had had ahy previous training school 

comhlitments or had been on probation or conditional release), and Level 5 

consisted of children with numerous prior delinquency petitions, many of 

whom were on probation or conditional release at the time of the study and 

had been previously committed to training school. Comparing successive levels 

of the record index, we see that in general as the levels increased, so did 

the rates of commitment to training school, transfer to superior court, training 

school and superior court as a fraction of nondismissa.1s, and cusk'':ly chauge, 

while the rates of dismissal and probation at home declined. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

-------------------------

3. Selection of juvenile court record as most important factor. Juvenile 

rec(>l.l was selected as the factor most importantly related to juvenile court 

disposition. This was done by comparing the figu~es in Table 5. Columns 

2 through 6 of Table 5 represent various ways of looking at juvenile court 

dispositions. Column 2 concerns a two-category variable: (l) training school 

and superior court, and (2) all other dispositions. Column 3 concerns another 

two-category variable: dismlssal versus all other dispositions. Column 4 

I 
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concerns custody change versus all other dispositions. and Column 5 concerns 

training school or superior court versus all others i excluding dismissed cases. 

Column 6 concerns the" overall" disposition, which can be anyone of the ~3even 

dispositions listed in Table 2, Itews 1 through 7. For each of these disposition 

variables, the figure shown in Table 5 is the Pearson chi-square 01 the relationship 

of the factor named on the left to that disposition variable, divided by its degreE3s 

of freedom. This figure, as well as the total chi-square, is used as a measure 

of the strength of the relationship. 

Insert Table 5 about here 

Of the factors listed in Table 5, detention status--i. e. , whether the 

child was held :'n detention pending the outcome of his case--had the highest 

values of chi-square per degree of freedom with rega:.cd to all the disposition 

variables. However, we did not select detention status as the factor most 

strongly related to disposition for two reasons: (1) Its total chi-squares (for 

example, 174.19 with respect to commitment to training school and transfer 

to superior court) were less than those of some of the juvenile re~o:r.d variabLes 

(for example, 241.80 for the relat.ionship of previous delinquency petitions 

to training school and superior court disposition); and (2) as explained later, 

detention status is a co-dependellt variable as well as an independent variable-

that is. it should be considered both a :r.esult and a potential cause. We will 

return later to the question whether being held in detention had an independent 

influence on court dislJosition when other relevant factors were controlled for. 
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The highest total chi-squares and chi-squares per degree of freedom 

occurred among the juvenile court record factors, including ?revious delinque 

petitions, previous "undisciplined" (status offense) petitions, predous com 

ments to training school, and whethe.t.' the child was on probation or cond . onal 

release when his alleged offense occurred. To su,mmarize the information in 

the various measures of juvenile court record and to make it easier to adjust 

for juvenile record in considering other factors, we constructed a juvenile 

record index (Item 1 (e) of Table 5). This index had high chi-squares per 

degree of freedom with rngard to all disposition variables and the highest 

total chi-sqUares of any factor except the record-offense index. 

Item 3 of Table 5 concerns the record-offense index, which was developed 

after we selected the offense charged (as explained later) as the second most 

important disposition-related factor. The record-offense index is included 

in Table 5 simply to show that its total chi-squares were larger than those 

of any other factor with regard to training school and superior court, dismissal, 

and custody change and among the largest with respect to the overall seven-

Qategory disposition. 

B. The Offense Charged 

1. Measurement and h;y£otheses. We hypothesized that the more serious 

the offense or offenses charged, the mor!) severe the court's disposition would 

be. In other words, we expected that the child charged with a more serious 

offense would be either more likely to be found guilty of the charge than a 

child charged with a less serious offense or more likely to receive a severe 

disposition when found guilty, or both. 

A child could become eligible for inclusion in this study in two ways. 

(1) He could be brought before the juvenile court on a delinquency petition 
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alleging a criminal offense; this could be either a misdemeanor (punishable 

by a fine or a maximum imprisonment of two years if committed by an adult) . 

(2) He could be charged with violating conditions of juvenile probation (imposed 

for an earlier offense) or conditional release from training school. 14 Typical 

violations of probation and conditional release were running away from home 

and failure to attend school. Criminal acts by youngsters on probation or 

conditional release were sometimes charged as violations of conditions of probation 

or conditional release, but for our purposes they were recorded as charges 

of the specific criminal acts themselves, If there were several charges, only 

one was recorded on the data form. The type of the charge was recorded by 

selecting the first of the following four categories into which any of the child I s 

charges fell: felony, misdemeanor, violation of probation, and violation of 

conditional release. 

The frequency of the general offense categories is shown in Table 6, 

along with the frequency of the more detailed specific offense categories. 

Serious criminal charges were rare. There were, for example, only 12 felonious 

assaults, rapes, and homicides (more specifically, seven felonious assaults, 

fou'r rapes, and cl·ne homicide). Thirty-five per cent of the charges were felonies; 

two-thirds yf the felony charges (25 per cent of all charges) were breaking 

or entering. Half the cases involved misdemeanor charges, the largest categories 

being misdemeanor larceny (including concealment of merchandise-- If shoplifting") 

and simple assault. 

Insert Table 6 about here 
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Besides capturing the type of offense charged, we thought it necessary 

to include some kind of one-dimensional measure of the seriousness of the 

offense or offenses alleged. Seriousness scores were assigned to various s ecific 

offenses as shown on Page 3 of the data collection form (see Appendix A); 

frequencies are shown in Table 6. The Wolfgang-Sellin Index15 was consulted 

to set scores of 25 and 10 fOl' murder and rape, respectively. Lacking the 

specific injury and damage information necessary to apply that scale to other 

offenses, we assigned values of 1 to 20 on the basis of our experience with 

the relative severity of the offenses as :·~rceived by court officials and the 

public. At first we gave charges of violating probation and conditional releasE: 

a score of 1. Latel we decided that it was more appropriate to assign these 

offenses to a single category with regard to seriousness than to include them 

in the seriousness scale applied to criminal offenses. 16 If a child was charged 

with several offenses, the total seriousness score was used. 

The general offense category and the offense-seriousness score were 

used jointly to form an offense-seriousness index consisting of six levels, 

shown in Table 6. The index increased in seriousness from Levell to Level 

4; Levels 5 and 6 J involving violations of probation and conditional release, 

were treated apart from other offenses. (The derivation of this indE::x is explained 

in Appendix B.) 

Table 6 displays two other aspects-ef.t.h€:'-O.ff~nse charged: the number 

of" companion cases" (i. e. , other youngsters charged with offenses arising 

out of the same circumstances) , and the total number of petitions and motions 

filed against the child. As will be shown, the presence or absence of companions 

did not seem to affect the court's disposition, but the number of petitions and 

motions did. 
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2. Relationship of offense seriousness to disposition. Table 7 shows 

the relationship of the various measures of offense seriousness to court disposition, 

From Item 1, it is clear that youngsters charged with felonies were much more 

likely to receive a severe disposition than those charged with misdemeanors, 

We see this by comparing the overall proportions of commitment to training 

school and transfer to superior court in column 9 (15.3 per cent versus 3.8 

per cent) and by comparing training school and superior court as a fraction 

of cases not dismissed (20,2 per cent versus 8,7 per cent; see column 10) . 

In other words, even when we adj ust for the fact that there were more dismissals 

(56.6 per cent) in misdemeanor cases than in felony cases (24.,4 per cent) , 

the difference in the training school-superior court disposition rate remains. 

Children charged with felonies were less likely to have their cases dismissed 

than those charged with misdemeanors (24.4 versus 56.6 per cent) , more likely 

to be placed on probation at home (52.0 versus 34.1 per cent), and more likely 

to receive a "custody change" disposition (1'1.5 versus 6.9 per cent). 

Insert Table 7 about here 

Surprisingly, children charged with violating probation were somewhat 

more likely than those charged with felonies to be sent to training school, 

whether or not dismissed cases are considered in the calculation (see Table 

7, Item 1, Columns 1 and 10). Probation violation involved repeated truancy, 

running away from home, and the like but not criminal acts that directly inflicted 

or threatened property damage or personal injury. 17 This suggests that the 
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reason for the relatively severe treatment of probation violation was something 

other than the direct harmfulness of the act itself. The juvenile courts' treatmen· 

of probation violation seems to reflect concern for both punishment and protec' .on. 

Probation violators had already committed at least one juvenile offense (in 

many cases a criminal one) for which they had been given a "second chance"; 

thus they may have been thought to deserve punishment more than, say, children 

charged with a criminal offense for the first time. Another reason for a punitive 

tendency may have been that the courts considered probation violators to have 

defied their supervisory authority. A protective aspect of the courts' handling 

of probation violations is suggested by the fact that the courts took more than 

one-third of the violators from their parents' custody (16.1 per cent went 

to training school, 11. 4 per cent to foster homes, and 8.3 per cent to other 

residential programs). This is twice as high as the custody-change rate for 

felonies and five times as large as the custody-change rate for misdemeanors. 

Apparently the courts felt that many probation violators were inadequately 

cared for and supervised at home. 

So far we have not mentioned the 23 juveniles on conditional release 

from training school who were charged with violating conditions of their release. 

More than half of these cases (56.5 per cent) were dismissed; of the rest, 

30 per cent were sent back to training school, 30 per cent were placed on probation 

at home, and 10 per cent were placed in foster homes. 

The information in Table 7 on specific offense categories (Item 2) showb 

in more detail what has just been said. Remarkably, none of the 12 juveniles 

charged with felonious assault, rape, and homicide was sent to training school 

or transferred to superior court; two-thirds of them were placed on probation, 

which suggests that the initial charges were exaggerated or inappropriate. 

,I 
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Seriousness score (Item 3 of Table 7) was clearly and positively associated 

with severity of disposition. Training school as a fraction of total dispositions 

increased from the lowest point category to the highest shown; the same was 

true of transfer to superior court, probation, custody change, and training 

school and superior court as a fraction of dispositions other than dismissals. 

The proportion of cases dismissed decreased as the seriousness score increased. 

As explained earlier, violations of probation and conditional release were grouped 

separately from criminal offenses, but an examination of Item 3 (e) will show 

that the various disposition rates for children charged with such violations 

were comparable with those for children at the higher end of the seriousness 

point scale. 

The total number of petitions and motions filed concurrently against 

the child (Item 4 of Table 7) --i, e. , the total number of separate offenses alleged-

was very strongly related to the various disposition rates. As the number 

of petitions and motions inureased, the training school and superior court 

disposition rate increased and the custody-change and dismissal rates both 

decreased. This partly results from the fact that the seriousness score, being 

cumulati ve, tended to be higher when more offenses were charged. Also, 

however, the presence of multiple charges apparently had an influence on 

the court's disposition that was independent of seriousness score. While on 

the one hand, the training school and superior court disposition rate increases 

when total petitions are held constant and seriousness score is allowed to increase, 

the reverse is also true--the rate increases when seriousness is held constant 

and the number of petitions is allowed to increase. 

For reasons explained in Appendix B, offense-seriousness score was 

used jointly with general offense category to form an offense-seriousness index 

consisting of six levels (see Table 7, item 6). Misdemeanors of one or two 
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points constituted Level 1. Misdemeanors with more points were combined 

with felonies that had low scores (one to four points) to form Level 2. Levels 

3 and 4 consisted of felonies with five to eight and nine to 88 points, respect' 'ely. 

Level 5 consisted of cases involving single probation violations, and Level 

6 consisted of cases involving multiple probation violations; conditional release 

violation cases were combined with probation violation cases in Levels 5 and 

6 because there were very few (23) of them and they were more similar to 

probation violation cases than to criminal cases. As expected, the rates of 

commitment to training school, transfer to superior court, placement on probation, 

and change of custody generally increased from Levell to Level 4, while dismissal 

rates declined. Children in Levels 5 and 6 (primarily probation violation) 

showed about the same training school and superior court disposition rates 

as the criminal offense cases in Levels 3 and 4, respectively; however, their 

custody-change rates were higher and their rates of placement on probation 

at home were lower, which ma.y have reflected a tendency on the court's part 

to find their natural homes ina.dequate. 

3. Selection of offense seriousness as second most important factor. 

In order to select the factor most strongly related to disposition after juvenile 

court record had been taken into account, joint variables were formed consisting 

of all possible combinations of each factor' s categories with the five categories 

of the juvenile record index (JRI). For example, the joint variable called 

"General Offense Category x JRI" in Table 8 [Item 1 (a)] consisted of the 

20 combinations of the four categories of offenses (felony, misdemeanor, violation 

of probation, and violation of conditional release) with the five levels of the 

juvenile record index. Of these 20 combinations, five turned out to be empty 

categories (i. e., had no cases in them); the number.of categories of the joint 
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variable was thus 15. The joint variables were then cross-tabulated with 

court disposition (commitment to training school and transfer to superior court 

versus all other dispositions), and the Pearson chi-square was computed. 

(For example, for General Offense Category x JRI, the total chi-square was 

387.43 with 14 degrees of freedom, and the chi-square per degree of freedom 

was 27.67.) The total chi-square and chi-square per degree of freedom were 

then used as measures of strength of relationship of each factor to court disposition 

adjusting for juvenile record. 

Insert Table 8 about here 

The "contribution statistic" in column 4 of Table 8 indicated which 

factors contributed significantly to the likelihood of commitment to training 

school or transfer to superior court, after juvenile record was taken into account. 

The value of this statistic was not significant with respect to juvenile court 

record (Item 2) , which merely confirmed that the juvenile record index incorporated 

all the important information contained in the various measures of juvenile 

court record. The statistic also was not significant with respect to demographic 

and family-related factors (Items 5 and 6), and they were therefore eliminated 

from consideration in our choice of the second most important factor. Detention 

status, judge, and type of counsel [Items 7 (a), (b), and (c)] all had significant 

contribution statistic values but were not chosen for two reasons: \~1) their 

total chi-squares (378.07, 321.43, and 376.85) were less than those of most 
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of the offense factors, and (2) the influence on disposition of offense and strength 

of case factors presumably made itself felt earlier in the juvenile court process 

than the influence of detention, counsel, or judge. 

We had to choose between offense severity and" strength of case" as 

the factor with the strongest relationship to court disposition after juvenile 

record was adj usted for. This was a difficult choice because both groups of 

factors (Items 1 and 4 of Table 8) showed a strong and significant influence 

on court disposition independent of juvenile record. We chose by comparing 

the offense- seriousness index [Item 1 (e)] and the strength-of-case index 

[Item 4 (e)], which were developed to summarize the relevant information in 

the two groups of factors. Both indices had significant contribution statistics. 

The strength-of-case index had a higher joint chi-square per degree of freedom 

than the offense- seriousness index, but the offense-seriousness index had 

a higher total joint chi-square (421. 70 J compared with 375.54), Because we 

considered total joint chi-sq'uare a better measure of strength of relationship 

in this situation, in which unnecessary degrees of freedom had been eliminated 

from both factors, we chose offense seriousness as the more important factor. 18 

C. Combining Juvenile Record and Offense 

The next step in the screening procedure was to adjust fOT the effects 

of juvenile court record and offense seriousness, which were selected as having 

the strongest association with court disposition, and look for any remaining 

effects of other variables. To adjust for record and offense withOut thinning 

the data too greatly, we constructed a record-offense index that combined informa

tion about both factors (see Appendix B), The record-offense index had six 

levels. For the lowest to the highest levels respectively (see Item 7 of Table 

7) , the training school- superior court disposition rates were 0.3, 6.0, 20.8, 
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34.4, 44.4, and 89.3 per cent. The custody-change rate increased from 2.0 

to 89.5 per cent as the levels of the index increased, and the dismissal rate 

dropped from 57.3 to zero per cent. The record-offense index was strongly 

associated with all of these disposition categories, as shown by its high fi.:cst

order chi -square per de gree of freedom (Table 5, Item 3). Its association 

remained strong after juvenile record was adj usted for, as the significance 

of its contribution statistic (Table 8, Item 3) shows. When the record~offense 

index was controlled for, the juvenile record and offense factors no longer 

had a significant association with court disposition (see Table 11, Items 1 and 

2); this confirmed that the index contained most of the relevant record and 

offense information. 

D. "Strength of the Case" 

1. Measurement and hypotheses. Another hypothesis of the study was 

that the kinds of evidence adduced to prove that the child had committed an 

offense would affect the likelihood that he would be found guilty and might 

also affect the disposition the court made. Court records offered very little 

information from which the weight of the evidence could be measured. However, 

data were collected on several indirect measures of "strength of the case," 

(The frequencies are shown in Table 9.) One measure was whether there 

was an eyewitness to the child's alleged offense, which could be determined 

only indirectly from the court records, We also thought that the type of person-

policeman, court counselor, parent, school official, or private citizen--who 

signed the petition or motion against the child might be related to the court 

disposition. Some complainants, we hypothesized, might carry more weight 

than others, either because of their greater authority over the child or their 

greater knowledge of his activities or both. Also, we thought that if a police 
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officer appeared and testified at the court hearing, the chance of a finding 

of guilt and/or a severe disposition would be greater, because of both the 

officer l s authority and the possibility that he might have witnessed the offense 

01' investigated it she>rtly after it occu:r:red. We developed a IIstrength of ca~. 

index" by combining complainant and police testimony inform8.tion into three 

groups. Group 1 contained cases in which the complainant was neithe:r a 

parent nor a court counselor and no policeman testified; Group 2 contained 

cases in which a policeman testified but the complainant was neither a parent 

nor a court counselorj and Group 3 contained cases in which the complainant 

was a parent or court counselor. 

Insert Table 9 about here 

2. Relationship of "strength of case" factors to disposition. The 

relationship of the "strength of case" variables to court disposition appears 

in Table 10. If a court counselor or the child's parent was the complainant 

in the case (i. e. , signed the petition or motion) , the rate of commitment to 

training school (about 20 per cent) was higher than if the petition was signed 

by a policeman I school official, or other person; the same was true of the custody

change rate and the rate of commitment to training school after the court had 

decided not to dismiss the case (see Column 10). Dismissal rates were relatively 

low for petitions filed by court counselors, parents, and school officials. 

The type of person who signed the petition or motion was strongly correlated 

with type of offense charged: most (88.5 per cent) of the cases initiated by 
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oou:rt counselors or parents involved violations of probation or conditional 

release; most probation violation cases were filed by counselors (82.9 per 

cent) and parents (5.2 per cent) , and all conditional release violation cases 

were filed by court counselors. Almost all (98.1 per cent) of the cases initiated 

by policemen, school officials, and private citizens involved criminal offenses. 

Insert Table 10 about here 

Whether there was an eyewitness to the alleged offense (Item 2 of Table 

10) had little relationship to disposition rates. Since this information came 

from court records, not from direct observation of juvenile court hearings I 

we concluded that it was too unreliable to support any conclusion about the 

importance of eyewitness testimony. 

Testimony by a police officer at the court hearing (Item 3 of Table 10) 

showed some relation!:>hip to the court's disposition. The training school and 

superior court disposition rate was somewhat higher when a policeman testified. 

Most (82.6 per cent) of the 821 cases involving police testimony had been initiated 

by a petition signed by a policeman I and most (76.9 per cent) of the 882 cases 

initiated by a policeman's petition were ones in which a policeman testified. 

3. Effect of "strength of case" factors when juvenile record and 

offense seriousness are controlled for. The type of person who filed the complaint 

in the case and whether a policeman testified at the court hearing had some 
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relationship to court disposition. In Table 11, we see that although none of 

the individual strength-of-case factors had a significant contribution statistic, 

the strength-of-case index did, suggesting a weak but consistent contribution 

of the complainant and police testimony factors to court disposition independen 

of the effects of record and offense seriousness. As Table 12 indicates, this 

contribution occurred in the intermediate levels (Levels 2, 3, 4, and 5) of 

the record-offense index. The training school-superior court rate generally 

increased from Group 1 to Group 3 within each of these levels. The weakness 

of the relationship is revealed by the fact that the groups did not differ significantly 

in terms of chi-square tests computed within each record-offense leve1. 

Insert Tables 11 and 12 about here 

E. Demographic Characteristics of the Child 

1. Measurement and hypotheses. In designing the study, we felt that 

we had to consider the possibility that the child's age, race, sex, and income 

might influence the court's disposition of his case. The distributions of these 

demographic variables are shown in Table 13. Most (89 per cent) of the youngsters 

in the study were from 12 to 15 years of age, and most of them were boys (76.1 

per cent). A majority (57.6 per cent) were black; this meant that black children 

were disproportionately represented with respect to their numbers in the general 

1 ti 19 popu a on. 
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It waS explained earlier that the family income of the youngsters in the 

study was measured indirectly as the median 1969 family income of their census 

tract of residence. The total range of such incomes ($3,117 to $20,652; was 

di vided into intervals of $3,117 to $5,953, $6,013 to $8,545, and $8,563 to $20,652 

to create low, medium, and high income groups of approximately eq ual size. 

(Incomes outside these intervals did not exist among the children studied.) 

The incomes of one-fourth of the children were classified as "unknown" because 

the children's residences could not be located in a census tract (most such 

children lived in the suburbs of Forsyth and Mecklenburg counties outside 

Winston-Salem and Charlotte, beyond the reach of address-tract number directories 

maintained by local planning departments) . 

Insert Table 13 about here 

2. Relationship of demographic characteristics to disposition. The 

disposition rates for various demographic factors appear in Table 14. We see 

that, as age increased (Item 1), the training school and superior court rates 

increased and dismissal rates declined. This was apparently because juvenile 

court record increased with age. The proportions of children with an extensive 

court record--i. e. , with juvenile record index values of 4 or 5-were 8.8, 

14.5,17.9,19.1, 25.5, and 50.0 per cent for the six respective age groups. 

After adjustihg for juvenile record and offense seriousness, we could not measure 

any statistically significant effect of age on the probability of commitment to 

training school or transfer to superior court. 
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Insert Table 14 about here 

With respect to race (Item 2 of Table 14), 11.7 per cent of the black children 

were committed to training school or transferred to superior court, compared 

with 7.0 per cent of others; the rates when dismissed cases were excluded 

were 19.2 and 12.1 per cent respectively. The custody-change rate was also 

somewhat higher for blacks. However, most of this apparent race effect could 

be explained in terms of juvenile record and offense seriousness. The proportion 

of blacks at the high end of the record-offense index (Levels 4, 5, and 6) was 

18 per cent, more than twice that of whites (7 per cent) . 

The child's sex (Item 3) seems to have had little to do with the court's 

disposition. Far more boys than girls appeared in the courts studied, but 

boys' and girls' combined rate of commitment to training school and transfer 

to superior court and their rate of custody change were about the same. All 

of the 23 youngsters transferred to superior court for trial as adults were boys. 

Boys' dismissal rate was somewhat lower than girls' , and their rate of probati-':'11 

at home was somewhat higher. When juvenile record and offense seriousness 

were adjusted for, no significant difference in training school-superior court 

disposition rates was found between boys and girls. 

Item 4 of Table 14 shows the relationship of family income to court disposi

tion. This is an important variable in the study, because the Juvenile Defender 

Project was designed to reduce the disadvantage of the indigent youngster 

in juvenile court. The training school-superior court disposition rate was 
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14.6 per cent for low-income children and between 6 and 7 per cent for medium

and high-income children; for those of medium, high, and unknown income 

grouped together, it was 8.0 per cent. The traini.ng school--superior court 

disposition rate as a fraction of nondismissals was 23.0 per cent for low--income 

children and 13.7 per c€:.nt for all others. Custody change rates were 20.6 

per cent for low-income children and 12.7 per cent for other children, although 

probation and dismissal rates were nearly the same for the two groups. Thus, 

low-income youngsters were treated somewhat more severely than others by 

the juvenile courts studied; however', the difference in treatment can be explained 

by the fact that low-income children were more likely to have extensive records 

and/or serious offenses. Twenty-four and two-tenths per cent of the low-income 

children were in the highest three levels of the record-offense index, compared 

with 9.5 per cent of other children. 

3. Effect of demographic factors when juvenile record and offense 

seriousness are controlled for. Race did not have a consistent relationship 

to court disposition when record and offense were taken into account; this 

is shown by the nonsignificant value of its contribution statistic [see Table 

11, Item 4 (b) ]. As Table 15 indicates, in some levels of record-offense seriousness, 

blacks were more likely than whites to be sent to training school or superior 

court, and in some levels they were less likely. Th@ only statistically significant 

difference within record-offense levels was within Level 6, where 96.0 per 

cent of the 25 blacks at that level went to training school or superior court, 

compared with 33.3 per cent of the three whites. (Here, Fisher's exact test 

yielded a significance level of .02.) Thus the data did not indicate that race 

had any substantial influence on court disposition, except possibly in cases 

involving children with very serious records and offenses. 
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Insert Table 15 about here 

-------------------------

When all four income groups were considered separately, income was 

found to have a significant relationship to the training school-superior court 

rate over and above the effects of record and offens·e [see Table 11, Item 5 (d) ] . 

However, when low-income children were compared with all others, no significant 

contribution was found [Table 11, Item 5 (e) ]; in other words, low income 

was not associated with any consistent advantage or disadvantage with regard 

to commitment to training school and transfer to sl.t-Ierior court. Table 15 illustrates 

this finding. Within Levels 1, 2, and 5 of the record-offense index, the training 

school-superior court rates were not significantly different for the four income 

categories. Within Level 3, the difference was significant at the .06 level, 

but the relationship was "U-shaped: the rates were high for children of low 

and high incomes and low for children of medium incomes. Within Level 4, 

the rates were significantly different, but only because the rate of the unknown

income group (57.7 per cent) was much higher than that of the other three 

income categories .. which were not significantly different from each other. 

Within level 5, the rates were not significantly different, but we see again 

a suggestion of the "U-shaped" relationship. Within Level 6, the court rates 

were not significantly different with respect to the four income categories considered 

separately. However, when the rates for low-income children (100.0 per cent) 

and for all other children (70.0 per cent) were compared, the difference was 

significant (Fisher's exact test showed a probability of .04). As with race, 
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the only significant effect of income apparently occurred within the highest 

level of juvenile record and offense seriousness. We conclude that income, 

like race, was not an important determinant of court disposition. 

4. The effect of income before and after the Juvenile Defender Project. 

As explained earlier, one assumption of those who planned the Juvenile Defender 

Project was that children from low-income families were at a disadvantage 

in juvenile court and that better legal representation (i.e., the Juvenile Defender) 

would help them overcome the disadvantage. The study data indicated that 

no such disadvantage existed before the project began and therefore there 

was none for the project to overcome. Comparing training school-superior 

court rates within levels of the record-offense index for the study period before 

the project began, we found no significant differences with regard to low and 

other income. (The figures for this comparison are not shown here.) The 

same was true for the study period after the project began, except that within 

the highest level of record and offense seriousness, 100.0 per cent of the 14 

low-income children received a training school or superior court disposition, 

compared with 33.3 per cent of the three children of other incomes {Fisher's 

exact test showed the difference to be significant at .02} . 

F. Family-Related Factors 

1. Measurement and hypotheses. The court counselors who helped 

design the study believed that the child's relationship with his parents would 

influence the court's disposition, over and above any effect of the child's offense 

or record. Data were collected on how many parents (including foster parents 

and relati ves acting in loco parentis) attended the court's hearlng--this was 
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thought to be a measure of how much support the parents gave a child in trou 

and on whether the child Ii ved with both natural parents, a single parent, 

a relative, or foster parents. The frequency distributions of these ... a.~" .. ''-> 

appear in Table 16. Although 42.4 per cent of the youngsters lived with both 

parents, an equal proportion (44.9 per cent) lived with a single parent. Most 

(88.4 per cent) of the hearings were attended by one or both parents. 

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

Insert Table 16 about here 

-------------------------

A "home-parent index" was defined to combine information on parental 

attendance and home structure. Group 1 of the index consisted of youngsters 

who lived with both natural parents, at least one of whom attended the hearing, 

and also children who lived with only one natural parent but whose hearing 

was attended by two parents. Group 2 consisted of those who lived with one 

natural parent whose hearings were attended by one or an unknown number 

of parents, as well as those who lived with a relative other than their natural 

parents whose hearings were attended by at least one parent. Group 3 of 

the index .consisted of children whose hearings were attended by no parents 

or relatives, and children who did not live with natural parents or relatives--

e. g., those who lived with foster parents. The three groups of the home-parent 

index were thus ordered from the most conventional home situation and the 

g.reatest degree of parental support to the child in trouble--as the court may 

have pe:.'ceived it--to the least conventional home situation and the least parental 

support. 
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2. Relationship of family-related factors to disposition. The training 

school rate was lowest for children who lived with both natural parents, higher 

for those who lived with one natural parent, still higher for those who lived 
\ 

with a relative other than a natural parent, and highest for those who lived 

with foster parents or in other arrangements such as group homes (Table 17, 

Item 1). The same was true of the rate of transfer to superior court, except 

that the rate was zero for children who lived with foster parents. The rates 

of placement in a foster home and custody change also rose very sharply, following 

20 
the same pattern. The dismissal rate was 46.3 per cent for children who 

lived with both natural parents, somewhat lower (39.3 per cent) for those 

who lived with one natural parent, and still lower for those who lived with 

relatives or foster parents (24. 7 a;:.~~ 26.9 per cent, respectively). These 

figures suggest that the courts were influenced by the degree to which a child's 

home was a conventional one--i. e. , with both natural parents'''-in deciding 

whether a Change of custody was needed. However, this relati.onship between 

"conventionality" of home structure and court disposition was partly explained 

by differences in juvenile court record and offense seriousness. For example, 

of the youngsters who Ii ved with both natural parents, only 9.2 per cent were 

in the highest three levels of the record-offense index, compared with mOre 

than twice that fraction--23. 6 per cent--of those who lived with persons other 

than their natural parents. 

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

Insert Table 17 about here 

-------------------------



-45-

The number of parents (including stepparents, foster parents, and relatives 

acting as parents) who came to court for. their child's hearing (Table 17, Item 

2) was also related to court disposition rates. The training school rate decre 

from 12.8 per cent for those cases in which no parent attended to 9.3 per 

for those in which one parent attended and 4.3 per cent for those in which 

both attended. rfhe custody-change rate declined in the same way. Here again, 

the relationship between the variable and court disposition was partly explained 

by juvenile court record and offense seriousness; 6.2 per cent of the children 

whose parents both attended were in the highest three levels of the record

offense index, compared with 23.4 per cent of those with no parents attending. 

3. Effect of family-related factors when juvenile record and offense 

serLo ',:;-.;ess are controlled for. Family-related factors, as measured by the 

"home-parent index," were significantly associated with the likelihood of being 

committed to training school or transferred to superior court, apart from the 

effects of record and offense; this is shown by the significant value of the contri

bution statistic [see Table 11, Item 6 (c)]. Table 18 shows this association 

in more detail. Although there was no significant difference in the training 

school-superior court disposition rate among the three home-parent groups 

within Levell of the record-offense index, there was a difference significant 

at the. 03 level within Level 2 (with rates of 2.4 for children whose parents 

both attended their hearing [Group 1], 8.9 for those with one parent attending 

[Group 2], and 9.5 per cent for those with no parent attending [Group 3]) . 

Within r,evel 3 of the record-offense index, the rates were 20.4, 13.0 ,and 

31. 7 per cent for the respective groups; this was not a significant overall 

difference, but the <:lifference between the rates of Groups 1 and 2 (16.5 per 

cent) and Group 3 (31. 7 per cent) was significant at .08. Within Level 4 of 
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the record-offense index, training school-superior court disposition rates 

did not differ significantly with regard to the home-parent index, although 

the rates did increase in the expected direction (26.3, 35.9, and 43.5 per 

cent for the respective groups). Within Levels 5 and 6 of the record-offense 

index, there were no significant differences among the three groups taken 

separately or between Groups 1 and 2 combined and Group 3. Our interpretation 

of these figures is that home situation and parental attendance at the hearing 

did not influence court disposition when the child's record and offense were 

at either the least serious level or the most serious levels but did influence 

the disposition consistently J although not strongly, when the record and offense 

were at intermediate levels of seriousness. 

Insert Table 18 about here 

G. Administrati ve Factors J Including Type of Counsel 

1. Measurement and hypotheses. Judicial district was included as 

a variable because of the possibility that there might be significant differences 

between juvenile court dispositions in Winston-Salem and Charlotte--perhaps 

because of differences in the personalities of court officials or in the two commun

ities' values. 

Thirteen judges were represented in hearing the cases studied in the 

two districts; five of these handled less than 10 cases each (Judges 1, 3, 4, 
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10, and 11), while most (80 per cent) of the cases were handled by Judges 

5,6, and 12. We hypothesized that the attitudes and personality of individual 

judges would strongly influence the disposition of the case independently of 

other factors. (We were wrong; the analysis showed little difference amo .g 

judges' disposition patterns.) 

Insert Table 19 about here 

Whether the child was held in detention pending his juvenile court hearing 

was included in the study because we thought it would be statistically related 

to the severity of the court's disposition. Detention is a factor unlike others 

in the study. Like the final disposition of the case J detention resulted from 

a decision by the court and was based on criteria similar to those applicable 

to the decision to commit a child to training school [see Section IV (A) above] . 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-286(3) authorizes detention when the court finds it necessary 

"for the protection of the community or in the best interest of the child before 

or after a hearing on the merits of the case"; a hearing must be held within 

five days of detaining the child, and detention may be continued if the judge 

makes a written finding that it is necessary. 21 Thus to some extent detention 

should be considered a result rather than a cause--a result of the same factors 

that lead to court disposition--and treated as a co-dependent rather than an 

independent variable. On the other hand, the fact that a child is detained, 

entirely apart from other factors J may have some influence on the court's disposition, 

in that it makes defense more difficult than if he were free. 22 
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2. Relationship of detention status to disposition. Detention of a child 

before his case was finally disposed of by the juvenile court was associated 

with higher rates of commitment to training school, transfer to superior court, 

and custody change and lower rates of dismissal and probation (Table 20, 

Item 1). This does not necessarily mean that being detained caused training 

school to be more likely and dismissal to be less likely, because, as explained 

earlier, the decision to detain a child is based on the same kinds of criteria 

as the decision to commit him to training school. Perhaps the best measures 

that the present study provides of the need for protection J as perceived by 

the juvenile court, are juvenile court record and seriousness of offense. Of 

the children detained, 32.3 per cent were in the highest three levels of the 

record-offense index, compared with only 6.9 per cent of those not detained. 

This difference explains much of the relationship between detention and disposition. 

However, detention contributed significantly to the likelihood of commitment 

to training school or transfer to superior court, entirely apart from the effects 

of record and offense seriousness, as shown by the highly significant value 

of its contribution statistic [see Table 11, Item 7(a)]. The influence of detention 

was strong enough to hold up within intermediate levels of the record-offense 

index. As Table 21 shows J detention was associated with a substantially larger 

probability of being sent to training school or superior court within Levels 

2, 3, 4, and 5; the association was significant at .01 within Level 3, at .05 

within Level 4, and at .10 (using Fisher's exact test) within Level 5. In other 

words, except when his l'ecord and offense seriousness was very low or very 

high, a child was more likely to be sent to training school or transferred to 

superior court if he was detained pending his hearing than if he was not detained. 
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Insert Tables 20 and 21 about here 

3. Relationship of judge to disposition. In North Carolina, juvenile 

court is a division of district court, the lower trial court whose jurisdiction 

includes misdemeanor trials, felony preliminary hearings, civil suits involving 

$5,000 or less, and divorce and nonsupport proceedings, as well as juvenile 

matters (N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-272, -243, -244). While any district judge 

may be assigned to preside in juvenile court, the statutory policy is to encourage 

specialization by certification of those judges specially qualified to hear juvenile 

cases (N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-146, -147). As Table 19 shows, three of the 

13 judges in the study (Judges 5, 6, and 12) --the specialized judges--handled 

most of the juvenile cases in the two courts, although five others (Judges 2, 

7, 8, 9, and 13) also handled substantial numbers. 

The disposition rates for the various judges in the study are shown in 

Item 2 of Table 20. The figures for Judges 1, 3, 4, 10, and 11 cannot be considered 

individually representative because those judges handled so few cases. For 

the other eight judges, the highest combined training school-supel"ior court 

disposition rate (Column 9) was 14.8 per cent for Judge 13 and the lowest 

was zero per cent for Judge 7; the remaining judges had combined rates of 

from 7.4 to 11.1 per cent, which were very close to the overall comhined rate 

of 9.6 per cent. In other words, there was little variation in the combined 

training school-superior court disposition rate except for Judges 7 and 13. 

Judge 71s low rate was evidently due to the types of cases he heard; 16 of 
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his 17 were in the lowest three levels of the record-offense index, and half 

(nine) were in the lowest level. Judge 13 1s high rate was not explainable 

in this way. Most (81) of his 88 cases were in the lowest three levels of the 

record-offense index, and more than half (54) were in Level 1. It does not 

seem remarkable that one or two judges I clisposition patterns should stand 

out; what does seem remarkable is that the judges did not greatly vary in their 

combined training school-superior court disposition rates. Nor was there 

much variation in othel" rates. For example, the eight judges (not counting 

Judges 1, 3, 4, 10, and 11, who handled very few cases) had custody-change 

rates between 5.2 and 17. () per cent compared with 14.6 per cen t, the rate 

for the entire sample. Five of those eight had rates between 10.3 and 15.6 

per cent. 

Some further analysis was done to check our tentative conclusion that 

variation among judges in the training school-superior court disposition rate 

was insubstantial. This further analysis did not consider all 13 judges separately, 

because of the difficulty caused by the resultant thinning of the data; it was 

limited to verifying whether ,Tudge 13 and Judge 7--the judges with the highest 

and lowest rates--differed from other judges when record and offense seriousness 

were controlled for. Whether the hearing judge was Judge 13, Judge 7, or 

some other judge did prove to contribute significantly to the likelihood of a 

training school or superior court disposition, as the contribution statistic shows 

(see Table 11, Item 7 (b)]. This contribution was primarily due to Judge 13 

rather than Judge 7. Table 21 shows how the training school-superior court 

rates of Judge 13 and Judge 7 compared with those of all the other judges combined 

within each level of the record-offense index. Within Levell, the differences 

were not substantial. Within Level 2, the training school-superior court rates 

were 15.4, 0.0, and 5.7 per cent for Judge 13, Judge 7, and other judges, 
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respectively; when Judge 13 and Judge 7 were each compared with others, 

the differences were not significant. Within Level 3, Judge 7 had too few cases 

to be compared with others, but the difference in rates between Judge 13 and 

others (57.1 versus 17.3 per cent) was significant at .01. Within Level 4, 

there was no significant difference between the rates of Judge 13 and others 

(Judge 7 had only one case at this level). Levels 5 and 6 of the record-offense 

index can be excluded from consideration, since Judge 13 had only one case 

in each level and Judge 7 had none. Our conclusion is that (1) these data 

afford no clear indication that Judge 7 was more lenient than other jUdges when 

juvenile record and offense seriousness are taken into account; and (2) they 

do indicate that Judge 13 was stricter than other judges, but only with regard 

to youngsters whose records and offenses were at intermediate levels of seriousness. 

4. Relationship of form of counsel to disposition. The disposition 

rates of children with various forms of counsel, including no counsel, are 

shown in Item 3 of Table 20. The jl6 children represented by the Legal Aid 

program in Winston-Salem and the 12 children represented by the Charlotte 

Public Defender's Office before it took over the Juvenile Defender Project are 

combined in Item 3 (e); this group of 28 cases is too small and heterogeneous 

with regard to counsel representation for its rates to be meaningful. When 

we look at the four other forms of counsel, it is clear that children without 

counsel received the most lenient dispositions; their rates of commitment to 

training school, transfer to superior court, and custody change (see Item 22 (a» 

were the lowest of any group, and their dismissal rate was the highest of any 

group except the private-counsel group. One reason for their lenient treatment 

was that their juvenile records were not extensive and their offenses were 

usually not serious. As Table 22 indicates, children without counsel had the 

lowest proportions in Levels 4, 5, and 6 of the record-offense index of all 

-52-

of the five groups except for the private-counsel group. The children whose 

parents were willing and able to pay for a lawyer's services (the private-counsel 

group) were very similar to th~J "no counsel" group with respect to records 

and offenses; both groups were at the lowest levels of the record-offense index, 

'l'he disposition rates of the "no counsel" and p:dvate-counsel groups were 

very similar (see Items 3 (a) and 3 (b) of Table 20); the private-counsel group 

fared slightly better than the" no counsel" group in terms of dismissal and 

custody-change rates, but slightly worse in terms of the training school-superior 

court rate. These findings suggest that those who paid for counsel did not 

get their money's worth, in that they probably would have been about as likely 

to receive lenient dispositions without counsel. 

The Juvenile Defenders and assigned counsel generally had harder 

cases to defend than private counsel did; their clients usually had more 

extensive records and more serious charges than the "no counsel" and private 

counsel groups. Their clients I disposition rates were also very similar 

('l'able 20, Items 3 (c) and (d» . 

Insert Table 22 about here 

Form of counsel had a significant contribution statistic with respect 

to court diaposition when counsel was treated as a five-category factor 

(Table 11, Item 6 (c») but not when it was treated as a two-cate(~,)ry factor 

(Juvenile Defender versus assigned counsel, excluding all cases with other 
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form.,; of counsel). The significant value of this statistic for the five-category 

counsel factor was evidently due to the fact that the training school-superior 

court rate was lower for youngsters with no counsel than for those with counsel 

within Levels 2, 3, and 4 of the record-offense index (see Table 21). When 

children without counsel wer~ compared with all others, their training school

superior court rates were found to be 2.5 and 9.8 per cent, 13.6 and 25.9 

per cent, and 22.7 and 36.9 per cent within Levels 2,3, and 4, respectively. 

These individual differences were not statistically significant. Comparing 

the rates for different forms of counsel within each level of the record-offense 

index, we also found no significant differences. Within Levell, the rates 

were zero or nearly zero for all forms of counsel. Within Levels 2 and 3, the 

rates for private counsel, Juvenile Defender, and assigned counsel were not 

significantly different. (For Public Defender and Legal Aid, there were too 

few cases in Levels 2 through 6 for meaningful comparisons.) Nothing can 

be said about the efficacy of pri vate counsel for children classified in Levels 

4, 5, and 6 of the record-offense index since so few had private counsel. 

The rates for Juvenile Defender and assigned counsel were very close within 

Levels 4 and 6; their difference within Level 5 (60.0 and 39.1 per cent, respectively) 

was not l,ignificant. 

To sum up these findings, the form of counsel a (~hild had apparently 

made no difference in his likelihood of being committed to training school or 

transferred to superior court--or at least no difference that could be detected 

in our data. Children with private counsel--almost all were in the lowest 

three levels of record and offense seriousne~B--fared neither better nor worse 

than those represented by the Juvenile Defender or assigned counsel. Juvenile 

Defender clients did not do significantly better or worse than clients of assigned 

counsel S' .. 1 . LlrprlSmg y. youngsters who were represented by lawyers were 
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somewhat more likely to be sent to training school or superior court, when 

their records and offenses were at intermediate levels of seriousness, than 
I 

those who were not represented. One interpretation of this finding is that 

having a lawyer was a positive disadvantage. Another interpretation, which 

we find more plausible, is that those who did without counsel chose to do so 

because they were aware of circumstances that would make dismissal or some 

other lenient disposition of their cases very likely. These circumstances may 

have been other factors measured in our study but not controlled for in this 

section of the analysis, such as a conventional home structure, parents who 

were willing to attend the hearing, and a complainant other than a probation 

officer, all of which may have been known to raise the probability of avoiding 

commitment to training school and transfer to superior court. These circumstances 

may have also been factors that could not have been measured in our study; 

for example, parents may have sometimes been told by court personnel or 

police that the case against their child was weak and would probably be dismissed, 

leading them to conclude they needed no lawyer. 

5. Relationship of judicial district to disposition. Judicial district 

had a significant contribution statistic, indicating some relationship with court 

disposition after record and offense seriousness was adjusted for [eee Table 

11, Item 7(e)]. This probably results from the fact that the training school

superior court rate was higher in the 21st Judicial District (Winston-Salem 

and Forsyth County) than in the 26th Judicial District (Charlotte and Mecklenburg 

County) with regard to cases at Levels 2, 3, and 5 of the record-offense index. 

The only significant difference in training school-superior court rates within 

levels of the record-offense index was in Level 2; the rates there were 11.9 

and 3.8 per cent for the 21st and 26th districts, respectively (see Table 21). 
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The data thus provide some evidence that the 21st District tended to be sJightly 

more severe than the 26th in its dispositions of juvenile court cases that wer 

at intermediate levels of record and offense seriousness. 

6. Relationship of time period to disposition. To check for possible 

dlfferences between the two study periods--the 1975 period, before the Juvenile 

Defender Project began, and the 1976 period, while the project was in operation-

we compared disposition rates and record-offense index distributions in the 

two periods. Item 5 of Table 20 shows that dispositions were slightly more 

severe in 1976; the trai.ning school rate, combined training school-superior 

court rate, and custody change rate were all slightly higher. This difference 

was explainable in terms of the reGords and offenses of the children who came 

before the courts in the two years. While the tW0 courts' total case intake 

dropped substantially from the 1975 to the 1976 study period (from 770 to 667) , 

the cases become somewhat more serious. The proportion of cases at the lowest 

level of the record-offense index decreased from 56.5 per cent in 1975 to 45.1 

per cent in 1976. This suggests that eith','l' the courts themselves or those 

who brought cases to the courts (court counselors, policemen, etc.) were 

screening out nonserious cases in 1976 more than they had in 1975. 

VI. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

This analysis concerned the cases of 1,437 children who appeared in 

1975 and 1976 in the juvenile courts of Winston-Salem and Charlotte, North 

Carolina, on charges of criminal acts or violations of juvenile probation OT 

con~tional release. The principal questions considered were whether North 

Carolina's Juvenile Defender Project was more or less effective than other 
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forms of counsel and, in general, what factors had an important influence on 

the juvenile courts in reaching their dispositions. The study emphasized the 

dispositions of commitment to training school and transfer to superior court 

for trial as an adult, but dismissal, placement on probation at home, and placement 

in a foster home or other residential program were also considered. 

Because the study was in part an evaluation of the Juvenile Defender 

Project, the first step was to compare the service the project provided with 

other types of counsel. In 1976, the year tho project began, the Juvenile Defenders 

became the most common form of counsel, handling 45.8 per cent of all cases 

studied in Charlotte and 22.3 per cent in Winston-Salem. (The lower percen tage 

in Winston-Salem resulted partly from the fact that the part-time Defender 

there worked an average of only six hours per week in juvenile court, in contrast 

to the Defender in Charlotte, who worked full-time.) The project served not 

only low-income children but also a good many middle- and high-income children. 

This fact suggests a relaxing of indigency criteria by the courts. It may have 

been more convenient to assign cases to the Defenders because they were available 

in court more often than other a.ttorneys. The project seemed to encourage 

children and parents to exercise their right to counsel in Charlotte, where 

the percentage who did not exercise the right dropped from 36.5 in 1975 to 

22.9 in 1976, but not in Winston-Salem, where the percentage remained about 

47. As expected, the use of assigned counsel decreased sharply when the 

project began. Assigned counsel continued to represent from 7 to 12 per cent 

of the children most of whom were "co-defendants" of children represented 

by the Juvenile Defenders and could not be represented by the Defenders due 

to conflict of interest. The role of privately paid counsel, which had not been 

large before the Juvenile Defender Project began, declined only slightly after 

it was under way. 
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Several factors were examined to determine the strength of their relationsh 

to juvenile court dispusition. The child's juvenile court record--measured 

in terms of prior court petitions, training school commitments, and current 

probation/ conditional release status--had the strongest relationship to court 

dispositions of all kinds, including commitment to training school, transfer 

to superior court, probation, dismissal, and custody change (the latter combined 

commitment to training school with placement in a foster home or residential 

program.) When juvenile court record was controlled for, the next most important 

factor in the child's likelihood of being sent to training school or superior 

court proved to be the seriousness of the offense he was charged with. Seriousness 

was measured in terms of type of offense (felony, misdemeanor, probation 

violation, or conditional release violation), "seriousness score" of all offenses 

charged, and the number of petitions and motions filed against the child. 

To condense relevant information on record and offense seriousness, 

a "record-offense index" was developed that had six levels, ranked from least 

serious to most serious combinations of record and offense factors. For Levels 

1 through 6 of this index, the percentage of children committed to training 

school or transferred to superior court was 0.3,6.0,20.8,34.4,44.4, and 

89.3 respecti vely. The index was used in determining whether other factors 

had effects that were indepe::dent of record and offense. 

When juvenile record and offense were taken into account, the influence 

of most other factors proved to be minor. Sex had no significant relationship 

to the likelihood of being sent to training school 01' superior court, and age 

had none independent of record (which tended to increase somewhat with age) . 

The training school-superior court disposition rate (11.7 per cent) was hi~'iel' 

for black children than for other children (7.0 per cent). However, on the 

average, blacks had more serious court records and/or charges than others. 
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When blacks and whites with the same level of record and offense seriousness 

were compared, no significant differences in the training school-superior 

court disposition rate were found, except among children in the most serious 

category of record and offense; there, the rate was 96.0 per cent for blacks 

J 
and 33 . ., per cent for others. The finding with regard to income was similar. 

Children from low-income families had a higher training school-superior court 

disposition rate than others (14.6 versus 8.0 per cent) , but after record and 

offense were controlled for, no significant differences were found except at 

the highest record-offense level; there the rate was 100.0 per cent for low-

income children and 70.0 per cent for others. At intermediate levels of record 

and offense seriousness, the distribution of the training school-superior court 

rate apparently was "U-shaped," with low-income and high-income children 

having higher rates than medium-income children. 

The Juvenile Defender Project was based on an assumption that low-income 

children were at a disadvantage in juvenile court--i. e. , had a greater likelihood 

of being sent to training school or superior court--than others. The data indicated 

that, when juvenile record and offense seriousness were taken into account, 

the training school-superior court rate was not significantly different for lo-:v-

income and other children during the six-month study period before the project 

began. Thus, the income discrimination the pro:eGt was intended to overcome 

apparently did not exist. 

Whether there was an eyewitness to the child'~ alleged offense apparently 

had no relationship to court disposition, but this finding may have been due 

to inaccurate data. If a law enforcement officer testified in the case, the child 

was more likely to be sent to training school or superior court. The same 

was true if the complainant who initiated the case was a court counselor (juvenile 

probation officer) or parent rather than a policeman, school official, or private 
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citizen. These two factors (police testimony and whether the complainant 

was a court counselor or parent) had a weak but significant influence on whether 

the child went to training school or superior court if his juvenile court record 

and offense seriousness were at intermediate levels (i. e. , neither very min " 

nor very serious) . 

Independent of record and offense, family-related factors had some effect 

on the probabihty of a training school or superior court disposition. When 

the child's record and offense were at intermediate levels of seriousness, his 

likelihood of not being sent to training school or superior court was improved 

if he lived with one or two of his natural parents (rather than with some other 

relative or foster parents) and if his parents attended the court hearing. 

When the record and the offense were at extremes--very minor or very serious-

the courts were evidently not influenced by the degree of parental support 

shown by parents' appearance or by the home structure. 

Whether the child was held in detention pen(~ing his court hearing p~oved 

to have a fairly strong relationship to court disposition independent of record 

and offense. Except at the lowest and highest levels of record and offense 

seriousness, detained children were significantly more likely than others to 

be sent to training school or transferred to superior court. This finding supports 

the view that being detained put the child at a disadvantage with respect to 

court disposition. 

Surprisingly little variation was found in disposition rates among the 

judges included in the study. No conclusion could be reached about the five 

judges who handled only seven juvenile cases or less each. For the other 

eight judges, the training school-superior court disposition rate varied little 

(from 7.4 to 11. 1 per cent) except for two judges, one of whom had a zero 

rate and the other a 14.8 per cent rate. The zero rate was explainable in terms 
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of the type of cases handled (for the judge with the zero rate, 16 of his 17 cases 

were at low levels of record and offense seriousness) , but the 14.8 per cent 

rate was not (81 out of 88 of that judge's cases were at low record-offense levels) . 

The data indicated that the judge with the high rate was somewhat more likely 

to impose training school than other judges, but only when the record and 

offense were at intermediate levels and not at extremes. 

The two judicial districts studied were compared with respect to the 

training school-superior court disposition rate, taking record and offense 

into account. The Winston-Salem court was apparently somewhat more severe 

in its dispositions than the Charlotte court, but only in cases at middling levels 

of record and offense seriousness. Whether a case was filed in 1975 (before 

the Juvenile Defender Project) or 1976 (after the project began) made no signifi

cant difference in the likelihood of going to training school or superior court, 

when juvenile record and offense seriousness were taken into account. The 

cases filed in 1976 tended to be somewhat more serious, in terms of record 

and offense J than those filed in 1975. This finding suggests that efforts to 

di vert nons erious cases from court intake were succeeding in 1976. 

The data provided no evidence that the type of counsel youngsters had 

in juvenile court (assigned counsel, Juvenile Defender J private counsel) affected 

their probability of being committed to training school or transferred to superior 

court. When cases involving private counsel--most of whkh were in the lowest 

three levels of the record-offense index--were compared with assigned-counsel 

and Juvenile Defender cases within the same index levels J no significant dif

ferences were found in the training school-superior court disposition rates 

for the two groups. There were also no significant differences in the training 

school-superior court rates of children represented by assigned counsel and 

children represented by the Juvenile Defender, at any level of record and 
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offense seriousness. The data indicated that a youngster with a record and 

an offense of moderate seriousness~-i. e. , neither trivial nor extremely serious--

was somewhat more likely to go to training school or be transferred to superi 

~ourt if he had a lawyer than if he had none. This finding may mean that 

with moderate records and offenses were actually handicapped by having a 

lawyer; a more plausible interpretation is that they (or their parents) were 

(1,ware of some special circumstances--other than the child's record and alleged 

offense--that they knew would make a lenient disposition very likely, and 

therefore chose to do without counsel. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, (U. S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., p. 31, 1967) . 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid,p.32. 

4. 387 U.S. 1 (1967) . 

5. In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1,561,33,56,34-42 (1967). 

6. W. Vaughn Stapleton, and Lee E. Teitelbaum, In Defense of Youth 
(New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1972), pp. 58-60. 

7. In several cases, North Carolina appellate courts have held that 
defendants in specific financial circumstances were indigent within the meaning 
of N . C. Gen. Stat. § 7 A -450, but their reasoning indicates that indigency is 
determined on a case-by-case basis rather than under a uniform standard [State 
v. Cradle, 281N.C. 198, 188S.E.2d296 (1972); Statev. Wright, 281N.C. 
38, 187 S .E. 2d 761 (1972); State v. Haire, 19 N .C. App. 89, 198 S.E. 2d 31 
(1973)] . 

8. Marvin E. Wolfgang, Robert M. Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin, Delinquency 
in a Birth Cohort (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972), pp. 47-52. ----

9. The regression equation was: Individual Income = (1.007) (Tract Income) 
- $747. The F value for the regression was 132.89 with degrees of freedom 1 and 
456, and was significant at .0001. R was. 475 and R2 was. 226. 

10. 'rhe reason for delaying data collection until March in Charlotte is 
explained in Section II (B) above. 

11. Not every complaint about a juvenile brought to the juvenile court 
results in the filing of a petition (formal accusation) against the child. N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 7A-289. 7 provides for a preliminary inquiry by "intake per
sonnel" of the juvenile court to determine whether filing a petition is in the 
child's best interests. (If they decide against filing a petition, the complainant 
may request the juvenile court judge to review that decision.) Obviously, 
the intake decision is an important stage in the processing of a complaint; many 
factors, including the assistance of counsel, may influence it. This study 
did not include the intake decision. 

12. Many of these tables show total figures of somewhat less than 1,437 
because some items of data were missing from official records or coded wrong. 

13. This offense may be not the offense first alleged but a lesser included 
offense. Beca,use there was no reliable information on what offense the court 
found had been committed, only the original offense and its seriousness were 
coded on the data form. 
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14. The study did not include cases in which the child was alleged to be 
"undisciplined" (truant, a runaway, etc.) ... "dependent", or "neglected" (the 
latter terms refer to inadequate home condihons, abandonment or abuse by 
parents, and the like). even though these types of cases are also within the 
juvenile courts' jurisdiction (N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-279, -278) . 

15. Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang, The !VIeasurement of 
Delinguen~ (New York: Wiley, 1964) i p. 402. 

16. One reason for this decision was that these offenses turned out to 
carry a much greater risk of commitment to training school than one-point 
criminal offenses. Another ~ priori reason was that violation of probation and 
conditional release differ qualitatively from criminal offenses in that they involve 
direct insubordination to the court's authority imposed for earlier offenses. 
(Both probationers and conditional releasees are supervised by juvenile court 
couns elors . ) 

17. As noted earlier. criminal acts allegedly committed by children on 
probation or conditional release were sometimes charged as violations of probation 
or conditional release; however, in this study such charges were counted as 
felony or misdemeanor charges. 

18. The strength-of-case and offense-seriousness factors are highly 
correlated. For example, the proportion of cases in the highest offense-seriousness 
index levels (4,5, and 6) is 9.8 per cent for Group 1 of the strength-of-case 
index, 16.3 per cent for Group 2. and 91.7 per cent for Group 3. Looking 
just at Group 3 of the strength-of-case index--the "worst" group, in which 
the complainant was a court counselor or parent-we found that record and 
offense still made a big difference; the rate of commitment to training school 
or transfer to superior court was 16.3 per cent for cases in Levels 1, 2, and 
3 of the combined record-offense index and 45.5 per cent for cases in Levels 
4, 5, and 6. On the other hand, within the highest three levels of the record
offense index, whether the complainant was a court counselor or parent 
seemed immaterial; in the cases initiated by a court counselor or parent, the 
training school-superior court disposition rate was 45.5 per cent, compared 
with 44.3 per cent for other cases. Another reason for considering offense 
seriousness as more important in determining court disposition than our strength
of-case factors is that the former was causally prior to the latter. That is, 
it was the nature of the offense that causes the court counselor or parent (rather 
than some other person) to file the petition and the police officer to testify in 
court. 

19. Of all persons age 12 through 15 in 1970 in Forsyth County, 25.6 
per cent were black; the comparable figure for Mecklenburg County was 
28.3 per cent. U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Vol. 
.!' Characteristics of the Population, Part 35, North Carolina, pp. 135, 14r 

20. One may ask why children in the "other" home category--item 1 (d) 
of Table 18--had a high rate (23.7 per cent) of placement in foster or group 
homes. These placements included shifting a child from one foster or group 
home to another as well as placing a child on probation and then sending him 
back to the same (or a different) foster or group home. 
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21. No information was collected on how long the child's detention lasted, 
although our impression is that usually it lasted the entire time the child's case 
was pending in juvenile court. The median disposition time (from filing of 
petition to juvenile court disposition) was 36 days among the cases studied 
(N = 1,430). The median for cases involving detained youngsters would probably 
have been somewhat less. 

22. On the subject of detention's influence on criminal court dispositions, 
see Stevens H. Clarke and Gary G. Koch, "The Influence of Income and Other 
Factors on Whether Criminal Defendants Go to Prison," Law! Society Review, 
11 (:1.976), 57, 60-61, 69-71, 83-84, and sources cited therein. 
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APPENDIX A 

Data Collection Form 

-A-2-

Data Collection Fonn - AOC JII'/enlle Defender Project 

I, I --'.........J Judicial district ("21''' or "26") Page 1 

3 0 Period: B - before, A - after 

IF AFFI'OAVIT OF 
INDIGENCY FIL.ED, .,.. D 
ENTER II X" HERE 

4 Identification number - TO B,"- ASSIGNED ElY DATA CONTROLLER 
(MS, JACKIE GOVAN OR MRS, JUDY ADAMS) 

NAME OF JUVENILE (last, comma, first and middle) 

mo. day Y6ar 

/ 
DATE 01= BIRTH 

8 LJ - I File (docket) number, Enter year at left and 
nUf'lber right-Justified at right, 

Note: If more than one petition 
or motion are filed pertaining to 
this child on one day, or within 
five conseoutlve days, or are 
adjudicated together by the court, 
all SUch petitions and motions 
are covered by one form, 

16 L..J-L...J-~j Date petltlori or motion for review Is,>oed, 
Right-Justify month and date, If multiple 
petitions, usa earllost da!ei, 

rilo, day year 

22 0 ~,ex of juveni Ie (male -1, female -2) 

23 L-.J Age When allel/utl olfense occurred (right-jus lily) 

Mailing Address (It not In county, Indicate city and state). 

25 ~L...' ...... --'''--...... ..J CL,lSUS tract - NOT TO BE FI LLED IN BY COURT PERSONNEL 

=lace of luvehi Ie (black -1, ot.her -2) 

Indicate number of companion cases (other Juveniles Involved In alleged ottensv) (0 -none, ,-one, 2 -'IWO, etc: 
!J -nine or more) 

'33 I , Monthly Income of JUVenile'S Immediate family, Indicate total of~! .Iources tlf Income to neartlst dollar. 
Right-Justify In space provided, 

37 W Number of children under 18 } 
39 ~ Number of persons 18 and over 

Indicate number of persons 
living on th Is Income. 
(rlght-justl'y) 

41 ~ Number of prevIous delinquency petitions (right-Justify) 

.43 LJ Number of previous undisciplined pet!tlonl:i (right-Justify) 

45 ~ Number of previous CO":iinltments to training school (right-Justify) 

Who requested the petition or motion fOI review? (1-law enforcement ofilcer, 2-court counselor, 3-parent or guai'dlan, 
4-school personntil, 5-other) 

EyeWitness: If there was a wl~i1ess who personally observed the alleged felony or misdemeanor, entar'1", To 
determine Whether such ~ wltn~ss e)(lsts, check police offense report. If there ~as no such witness, or it prob)tlon 
vlolatton wi thaut a criminal ollense Is alleged, enter "2". If unknown or uncertain, enter "3", 

THIS FORM IS TO BE COMPLETED FOR ALL JUVENILeS ALLEGED'TO BE DELINQUENT OR IN VIQLATION OF PROBATION 
OR CONDITIONAL RELEASE, BUT NOT FOR UNDISCIPLINED, DEPENDENT, AND NEGLECTED JUVENILES. 

PLEASE USE !RASEABLE PENCIl,. AND PRINT NEATLY 
I! difficulty arises In completing form, cal! Mr. Edward F. Taylor, AOC, Raleigh. --'2450. 
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Indicate total number o( pelltions and motions nOW beIng adjudicated with respect to this child 
I·j I1l1ltl or more, enter "9"). 

\",IJllel ill LlffenRe code 
ul IlIosl serious offense: 

F-telony 
M -misdemeanor 

P - probation violation 
C -conditional release violation 

11 Mlsd. assault Specific offense code 
of most serious offens.e 
charged. IF ANY FELONIE3 
ARE CHARGED, enter code 
at most s::>rlous telony. 

;;1"/ Homicide 
02 Rape 

07 Motor vehicle theft 
or unauthori zed use 12 Motor veh Icle offlse 

:;~ Fei. assault 
04 Robbery 

68 
09 

Forgery or worthless check 
Larceny except motor 

13 Other criminal ense 
14 Truancy 
15 Running aw vehicle 

10 to.:arcotlcs 16 Other nonc Iminal offense 
05 Kidnapping 
06 Burglary, B & E 

:-':1 ~ Total seriousness score. Count af I offenses and violations now being adjudicatea'; Compute to!al as sum of 
individual offense scores on page 3 of fon 

55 0 Committed t(, detention pending hearing? (1 -yes, 2 -no) 

[iIi 0 COIJosel code. If child DID NOT have counsel at any hearing, enter one of these codes: 
i-No affidavit of indlgency IIled 

5"10 
'580 
590 
600 

2- Affidavit filed, judge found Indigent, but right to counsel was waived. 
~-Alfidavit filed, judg'3 DID NOT find Indigent. 

If child DID have CDur 31 at ar.y hearing, enter one of these codes: 
4·Prlvately paid counsel 
S-Juvenlle defender 
6-Publlc defender or legal aid . 
7"Court-asslgned counsel other than the above 

Old assistant district attorney appeai ior state? (1-yes, 2 -no) 

Did law enforcement officer testify at hearing? (1-yes, 2-no) 

Did parents attend hearing? (0 - no parents, 1 - one parent, 2 - two parents) 

Did c.blld admit offense? (1-admitted, 2-denled t'lr mute) 

61 ~ - I . I - I I Date of final disposition. Right-justify month and date. if multipl(,\ petitions, use latest date. 
mo. ~ ~ 

670 Was probation !'lupervlslon ImposeJ? (1 - yes. 2· no l 

68 0 Enter code tor flnai disposition, wbether or not probation was Imposed. (Tempclary commitment to DYS for testing 
Is not "final".) 1-No supervision ordered ("handled informally") 

2-Voluntary dismissal by assistant district attorney 
3-Dismlssed by judge 

t19 0 Community program? 

4-Chlld left in custody of parents or relatives 
s-PleJCement In residential program other than DSS 
6-Custody given to DSS (foster or group home operated by DSS) 
7-Transferred to !".uperlof court (felony only) 
a-Committed te.. -raining school (Div. of Youth Devel. or Youth Services) 
g·Other (Includes change of venue) 

1·None mentioned In dl;,,Josition 
2·Judge made participation a condition of probation 
3-Judge made voluntary referral 

70 LJ First and last initials of judge who made disposition. 

72U 

73LJ 

• 
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Was child on probation or conditional release at 
time of offense? 

1 - Neither 
2 - Probation 
3 - Conditional release 

Home situation of child 

1 - Lives with father and mother 
2 - Lives with one parent only 
3 - Lives with other relatives 
4 - Other 

Page 2A 
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OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS SCORES 

(F - Felony, M - Mi sdemeanor) 

Type of Offense Score 

Arson or other burning ............................. 5 
M - Assault .................................... 2 
F - Assaul t . , .................................. 5 
F -Burglary or B & E ...........................•... 4 
M-B&E .. , .. , ................................ 2 
M - Carrying concealed weapon ........................ 3 
Damage to property (other than burning) .................. 2 
Disorderly conduct ............................... 1 
Forgery ...................................... 4 
Gamblln~ ..................................... 1 

Kidnapping ................. , ............... , .. 5 

F - Larceny .... , ............................... 4 
M - Larceny. , ............................ , ..... 2 

M-Liquor law .... , ., .............. , ............ 1 
F - Manslaughter ........... " ............. j .••.•• 20 
F - Murder .................................... 25 
Moral s offense ................................. 2 
MOTOR VEHICLE: 

Driving without license or registration .............. .2 
Other license offense .......................... 1 
Fai lure to stop for blue light. .................... 1 
Equipment violation ............... , .... ! •••••• 1 

Driving without Insurance ........................ 1 

Accident & fail to stop or provide Info. or assistance· .... 2 
DUI - alcohol or drugs ......................... 2 
Reckless driving ............................. 2 
Speeding .................................. 1 
Racing ................................... 2 
Other moving violation .................. ' ....... 1 

F - Narcotics ................................... 5 

M-Narcotics or glue .............................. 2 
Prostitution .................................... 3 
Publ I c drunkenness .................. , ............ 1 
Rape. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ................ 10 
Robbery ...... , . , ... , .... , ... , ......... , .... , . 5 
Resisting arrest. , ............................... 2 

Trespassl n9 ..... ' .............................. 1 
Unlawful Concealment (shoplifting) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. 2 
UNDISCIPLINED OFFENSE (truancy, running away from 

home. etc.) ................................ 1 
Worthless check. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 

NOTE: If an offense is not on this list find the offense most like 
it on the Ii 5t and use U.e score for that offense. 
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T tal Number of Offenses 
of This Type (Sc e X Number) 

GRAND,TOTAL 
(ENTER ]rHIS AS 
"TOTAL:SERIOUSNESS SCORE" 
ON PAGE 2.) 
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APPENDIX B: FURTHER DISCUSSION OF STATISTICAL METHOD 

There are two phases to the statistical analysis. The first phase consists 

of screening the factors to select those responsible for the greatest amount 

of variation in the rates of various court dispositions. (Commitment to training 

school and transfer to superior court are treated a8 the most important dispositions.) 

The sflcond phase consists of looking for effects of remaining factors after the 

most important factors are controlled for. 

The first, or screening, phase of the analysis is similar to forward stepwise 

regression. Certain Pearson chi-square statistics, similar to t..~e "F to enter" 

statistic in multiple regression, are used as measures of relative importance 

of factors in a multivariate relationship. The total value of this chi-square 

is treated as the most important measure of strength of relationship, but no 

factor would be selected unless its chi-square divided by its degrees of freedom 

were also quite high (this serves as a check on a chi-square that might be 

inflated due to unnecessary categories of the factor). The first factor selected 

is the one with the largest total chi-square with regard to its first-order relation-

ship to the probability of training school or superior court. The next factor 

is selected by examining each joint variable consisting of all possible combinations 

of the categories of each factor not previously selected with the categories 

of the first factor selected, and selecting the factor whose joint variable has 

the largest chi-square with respect to the probability of training school or 

superior court (as long as its chi-square per degree of freedom is also very 

high). The next factor is selected in a similar manner by forming joint 

variables consisting of all possible combinations of the categories of each 

factor not previously selected with the categories of the first and second 

factors selected. 
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The result of the screening process is the selection of juvenile court 

record and offense seriousness as the most important factors influencing court 

disposition. We decided not to continue the selection process further becaus" 

the bulk of the variation explainable by the study factors had apparently already 

been explained by juvenile record and offense seriousness, as indicated by 

the very large chi-square (443.25) with respect to the relationship of the combined 

record-offense index to the training school-superior court rate. (This was 

by far the highest such chi-square of any of the factors studied.) 

An indexing process is carried on concurrently with the other steps 

performed during the screening phase. Indexing, which consists of merging 

related factors and factor categories, is important for two reasons: (1) to 

deal with multicollinearity where, as in this study, there are several related 

measures of each source of potential influencfl on the dependent variable (court 

disposition); and (2) to reduce the data thinning that occurs when the indexed 

factor is selected and later adjusted for while other factors are considered. 

As an example of indexing I we can consider the construction of the juvenile 

record index. The measures of juvenile record are previous delinquency petitions, 

previous" undisciplined" petitions. previous commitments to training school, 

and probation/ conditional release status. The first three of these factors were 

"collapsed" to some extent for convenience of handling the data; e. g. I children 

with 6. 7 I or 8 prior delinquency petitions were merged into one category. 

The four record factors were crosstabulated with court disposition (training 

school and superior court versus other dispositions); the resulting training 

school-superior court rates are shown in Table B-1. (The size of each subpopu

lation formed from crosstabulating the four factors is shown underneath each 
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rate.) The levels of the juvenile record index were defined by inspection 

of Table B-1. The rationale for the index construction is partly ~ priori and 

partly ~ posteriori. In terms of initial hypotheses I it makes sense to think 

of juvenile record of increasing as all of the record factors increase, or in 

a "northwest to southeast" direction in Table B-1. More specific assignments 

of subpopulations to index levels were made by inspecting the actual training 

school-superior court rates; the objective was to combine sUbpopulations with 

the same rates in the same level and at the same time to try to make the levels 

contiguous within Table B-1. ThiE? is the same kind of smoothing process that 

one would use in drawing a continuous curve freehand through a set of disjoint 

points on a grid. except that the "points" (subpopulations) with a large !!. 

carry more weight than others. To the extent that this is an ~ posteriori process, 

we feel that it is justified in that we are developing a tentative model of juvenile 

cou:r·t decision-making, using our data in descriptive fashion I rather than 

testing a previously-developed model. The definition of the juvenile record 

index was confirmed by determining that each of its component factors ceased 

to contribute significantly to court disposition when the index was controlled 

for (see Table 8, Item 2) . 

Insert Table B-1 about here 

A similar process was used to develop the offense seriousness index, 

whose component factors were general offense category and offense serious

ness score (Table 6 gives the precise definition). When it became necessary 
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to control for both record and offense seriousness in examining effects of other 

factors, a record-offense index was formed whose components were the juvenile 

record index, the offense seriousness index, and the total number of petitions 

and motions filed against the child. The last factor was included because it 

turned out that in some combinations of levels of the offense seriousness in dex 

and juvenile record index, the number of separate petitions filed against the 

child had an independent relationship to the training school-superior court 

rate; in other words, there were situations in which two offenses of four seriousness 

points each were "worse" than one offense of eight seriousness points. The 

resulting definition of the record-offense index is shown in Table B-2. The 

definition was confirmed by the fact that each of the component factors of the 

record-offense index ceased to show a significant relationship to court disposition 

when the index was controlled for (see Table 11 below, Items 1 and 2) . 

Insert Table B-2 about here 

In the second phase of the analysis (and also to some extent in the first 

phase) , a "contribution statistic" is used to indicate when a factor has a signifi

cant relationship to court disposition independent of the effects of juvenile 

record and offense seriousness. The statistic was developed by Cochran a 

a. Cochran, William G., Some Methods for Strengthening the Common Chi

Square Test, 10 Biometrics 417 (1954) . 
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and by Mantel and Haenszel, b and subsequently modified by Campbell
c 

and 

by Koch and Reinfurl. d It has a chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom 

equal to one less than the number of categories of the factor it is associated 

with. The contribution statistic combines information across all combinations 

of previously selected factors and is thus resistant to "thinning" of data. 

It is highly sensitive to weak but consistent relationships that factors not yet 

selected may have with court disposition. 

The final step in the analysis is to consider those factors whose contri-

bution statistics are significant after controlling for juvenile record and offense 

seriousness. Chi-square and Fisher's exact test are used to determine the 

significance of differences in training school-superior court rates within each 

level of the record-offense index. 

b. 

c. 

Mantel, Nathan, and William Haenszel, Statistical Aspects of the Analysis 

of Data from Retrospective Studl,es of Disease, 22 Journal of the National 

Cancer Institute 719 (1959). 

Campbell, Robert, Driver Injury in Automobile Accidentb lldolving 

Certain Car Models (N. C. Highway Research Center, University of 

North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1970) . 

d. Koch, Gary G., and Donald Reinfurt, An Analysis of the Relationship 

between Driver Injury and Vehicle Age for Automobiles Involved in 

North Carolina Accidents During 1966-1970 (N.C. Highway Safety Research 

Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1973) . 
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26TH TRICT (CHARLOTTE AND M~CKLENBURG COUNTY): 
PercentagE) of Children in Each Income Group Having Vari()us Types of Counsel Representation, 

Before and After Juvenile Defender Project' Began 
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21ST DISTRICT (WINSTON-SALEM AND FORSYTH COUNTY): 

Percentage of Children in Each Income Group Having Various Types of Counsel Representation, 
Before and After Juvenile Defender Project Began 

No counsel: No No counsel: No counsel: Privately retained Juvenile defender Public defender Counsel assioned 
offldo vit of Found indigent Court found counsel project or leool aid by court 
indio. filed but waived right not Indioent 
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Table 1. Juvenile Court Dispositions 

"Handled informally" 
(no supervision ordered) 

Voluntary dismissal 
by assistant D. A . 

Dismissed by judge 

Child left in custody 
of parents or relatives 

Placement in residential 
program othel' than D. S . S . 
foster or group home 

Custody given to Dept. of 
Social Services (D. S. S .) 

Transferred to superior 
court (only possible for 14-
and 15-year-olds charged 
with felonies) 

Committed to training school 
(Div. of Youth Services, Dept. 
of Human Resources) 

Other (inc].u(~es change of 
venue. dea.th, and restitution 
order by judge) 

Total 

Pl.aced or continued on probation 

Not placed on probation 

Total 

Total 

197 

101 

251 

608 

28 

63 

24 

115 

50 

1,437 

657 (45.8%) 

778 (54.2%) 

1,435~' (100.0%) 

*Total not 1,437 due to missing data. 

Percent 

13.7% 

7.0 

17.5 

42.3 

1.9 

4.4 

1.7 

8.0 

3.5 

100.0 

\' 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Table 2. Regrouped J~enile Court Dispositions 

Training school 

Transfer to superior court 

D . S . S. foster or group home 

Other residential program 

Probation at home 

Dismissed (include!!l "handled 
info rm ally II ) 

Other 

TOTAL 

Total 

1.15 

23 

63 

28 

575 

582 

49 

Training school and (138) 
superior court combined 

Training school and super. ct. (138) 
as per cent of the 853 cases not 
dismissed 

Custody change (training school. (206) 
foster home, and residenhal program) 
as per cent of all ca.ses excluding super. 
ct. (total 1,412) 

~'Total less than 1 J 437 due to missing data.. 

Percent 
~A 

8.0% 

1.6% 

4.4% 

2.0% 

40.1% 

40.6% 

3.4% 

100.0% 

(9.6%; 

(16.2%) 

(14.6%) 
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Table 3. Frequency of Juvenile Record
1 

Variables 

PREVIOUS DELINQUENCY PETITIONS 

None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-8 
9-·1a 
Total 

846 
251 
133 
70 
47 
28 
38 
22 

l,435>!< 

59.0% 
17.5 
9.3 
':l.9 
3.3 
2.0 
2.6 
1.5 

100.0 

fREVI0US "UNDISCIPLINED" PETITIONS 

None 
1 
2 
3-6 
Total 

1,10? 76.8% 
252 17,6 
48 3.3 
33 2.3 

1,435* 100.0 

PRI!, VIOUS COMMITMENTS TO 
TF.AlNING SCHOOL . 

None 
1 
2-3 
Total 

1,327 92.5% 
77 ;j. 4 
31 2.2 

1,435* 100.0 

PROBATION 1 CONDITION AL RELEASE 
STA TUS AT TIME OF CURRENT OFFENSE 

Not on pr0b. or 
condo reI. 

On probation 
On condo reI. 
Total 

1,024 '71.4% 
339 23.6 
71 5.0 

1,434* 100.0 

*Total less than 1,437 due to missing data. 

JUVENILB RECORD INDEX2 
(COMBINES PREVIOUS PETITI. S, 
COMMITMENTS J AND PRO~ :001 
CONDITION AL RELEASE S US) 

Level 1 
Level 2 
Level 3 
Level 4 
Level 5 
Total 

732 
179 
224 
171 
129 

1,435* 

, 
51. 0% 
12.5 
15.6 
11.9 
9.0 

100.0 

lJuvenHe COUl.,t recurd information was limited to the judicial district 
(i.e., county) in which the child's current case was filed. 

2See staiistical methods seeD.or! of report for definition of levels. 



Table 4. First-Orde R~tio~sQiB _of Juvenile Record to Court DisEosition 

10. 11. 
Training Custody 

2. 3. 9. School & Change 
1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. (% of 

Training to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases total 
School Court Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other B. Super. Ct. not except 
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) TOTAL (% of total) dismissed) SUE· Ct.) 

1. Previous Delinquency 
Petitions in this 
Judicial District 

(a) None 2.1% 0.4% 2.5% 1.1% 41. 6% 49.4% 3.0% 846 2.5% 4.9% 5.n 
(b) 1 7.2 0.8 7.2 4.0 49.8 27.9 3.2 251 8.0 11. 0 IB.5 
(c) 2 15.8 1.5 7.5 3.0 39.1 29.3 3.8 133 17.3 24.5 26.7 
(d) 3 21. 4 2.9 10.0 1.4 2B.6 32.9 2.9 70 24.3 36.2 33.8 
(e) 4-18 31. 9 10.4 5.2 3.0 19.3 23.7 6.7 135 42.2 55.3 4<l,6 

2. Previous Undisciplined 
Petitions in this 
Judicial District 

(a) None 4.7 1.5 3.4 1.0 41.5 45.6 2.4 1,102 6,2 11. 4 9.2 
(b) 1 15.9 1.2 6.7 4.8 41. 7 22.6 7.1 252 17.1 22.1 27,7 
(c) 2-6 28.~ 4.9 11.1 6.2 16.0 27,2 6.2 81 33,3 45.B 4B.1 

3. Previo".3 Commitments to 
Training School by 
Juvenile Court in this 
Judicial District 

(a) None 6.4 1.0 4.6 2.0 41. 6 41. 2 3.2 1,327 7.4 12.6 13.2 
(b) 1, 2, or 3 27.8 9,3 1.9 0.9 21. 3 32,4 6.5 lOB 37.0 54.8 33.7 

4. Probation/Conditional 
Release Status at Ti.me 
of Offense 

(a) Not on probation or 
conditional r,lease 2.3 1.2 2.8 0.7 42.8 47,9 2.<l 1,024 3.5 6.8 5.9 

(b) On probation 20.4 1.2 9.7 5.9 36,6 20.1 6.2 339 21. 5 26.9 36.4 
(c) On conditional release 31. 0 9.9 1.4 1.4 16.9 32.4 7.0 71 40,B 60.4 37,5 

5. Juvenile Hecord Index 
(combines prior peti-
tions, commitments ill) d 
probation/condo re1. 
status) 

(a) Levell 0.4 0.3 1.9 0.4 40.8 54.0 2.2 732 0.7 1.5 2.7 
(b) Level 2 3.4 1.7 4.5 1.7 55,3 31.8 1.7 179 5.0 7.4 9.7 
(c) Level 3 9.4 " . U." 7,6 4.0 4f,.5 25,9 7.1 224 9.8 13.3 21.1 
(d) Level 4 22.8 2.9 10.5 5.8 31. 6 24.0 2.3 171 25.7 33.8 40.4 
(e) LevelS 35.7 0.3 4,7 2.3 16.3 24.0 7.B 129 45.0 59.2 47,0 

*Custody change includes training school, foster home, and :r~sidelltial program dispositi-ns; percentage shown is percentage 
of all cases except those transferred to st;.f)erior court. 

,,--.------~. 



'rab1p. 5. Strength of First-Order Re1ationshi12 
of Factors to Court Dis12osition 

Chi-Square Divided by Degrees of Freedom 

T 5 .. rromng 
School & 
Super. CL/ 

2. 4. Other 
1- Training School 3. Custody (Excluding 6. 

Degrees of and Super. CL/ Dismissal/ Change/ Dismissed Overall 
Freedom Other Other Other Cases) Disposition 

1- Juveni.1e Court l'kcord 
(a) Previous Delinquency 4 60.45 17.20 44.96 44.68 13.83 

Petitions 
(b) Previous Undisciplined 2 41. 78 25.75 64.42 26.66 14.83 

Petitions 
(c) Previous Commitments 1 97.64 2.86 29.16 84.70 19.5;B 

to Training School 
(d) Probation/Conditional 2 89.40 42.12 107.92 63.60 27.13 

Release Status 
(e) Juvenile Record Index 4 77. 01 28.57 70.09 56.31 19.49 

2. 'I'ype and Severity 
of Offense 

(a) General Offense 3 18.73 54.53 35.68 6.91 17.12 
L: ale gory 

(b) Specific Offense 17 '1.05 10.88 7.70 1. 89 4.44 
Category 

(c) Seriousness Score 4 18.14 50.75 29.00 6.15 15.56 
(ill NumberoCPetitions 2 41. 46 48. '16 39.16 15.B8 14.83 

and Motions 
(e) Number of Co- . -:lion 3 3.27 0.22 B.07 3.61 3.B1 

Cases 
(f) Offense Seriousness 5 18.67 43.25 20.46 7.52 13.50 

Index 

3. Record-Offense Index 5 88.65 37.04 70.82 38.50 17.00 

4. "Strength of Case" Factors 
(a) Complainant 4 8.06 13. 'i3 21.30 4.04 8.18 
(b) Eyewitness 2 5.54 30.82 10.16 1.19 6.13 
(c) Police Testimony G 3.23 8.24 1. 75 1.21 7.08 

(Yes /No/Unknown) 
(cl) P oli ce Tes timony 1 6.01 15.71 1. 62 2.09 11. 43 
(e) S lrengUl of Case Index 2 23.29 46.75 45.50 10.32 18.05 

5. Demographic Factors 
(a) Age 5 3.48 5.48 1. 41 2.95 3.48 
(b) Race 1 8.47 1. 66 2.69 7.08 4.54 
(c) Sex 1 0.10 6.5'1 0.36 0.04 2.93 
(d) Income (Low/Medium/ 3 5.90 1. 28 7.68 5.17 2.94 

High/Unknown) 
(e) Income (Low/All other) 12.81 2.9B 12.52 9.90 5.37 

1'1'he chi-square for Ule overall 7-category disposition has six times the degrees of freedom shown in 
column 1 of the table. The chi-square values in column 6 are equal to the chi-square for the overall 
disposition divided by its degrees of freedom. 

1 

Table 5 (contI d) 

Chi-Square Divided by Degrees of Freedom 

6. Family-Related 
Factors 

Degrees 
Freedom 

(a) Parents in I-lome 
(b) Number of Parents 

Who Attended Hearing 
(c) Home-Parent Index 

7. Administrative Factors 

3 
3 

2 

(a) Detention Status 1 
(b) Judge (13 judges) 12 
(c) Judge (Judge 13/ 2 

Judge 7/0Ulers) 
(d) Counsel (5 forms) 4 
(e) Counsel (Juvenile 1 

De fende I' ~Assigned 
Counsel) 

(f) Judicial District 1 
(g) Year Petilion Filed 1 

of 

2. 
Training School 3. 
and Super. CL/ Dismissal/ 
Other Oilier 

10.01 8.42 
4.74 6.83 

15.52 7.56 

174.19 80.49 
1. 82 1. 61 
4.57 3.00 

18.34 8.95 
0: 42 1.91 

0.66 7.72 
2.94 0.32 

2The chi-square for this entry had 11 degrees of freedom. 

3Excludes cases with other forms of counsel. 

5. 
Training 
School 
Super. 

4. Oilier 
Custody (Excluding 6. 
Change/ Dismissed Overall 1 
Oilier Cases) Disposition 

38.94 6.02 10.11 
15.36 6.35 7.60 

47.94 10.84 11.60 

236.41 104.622 49.21 
1. 40 1.20" 1. 78 
1.46 3.47 1. 51 

20.79 12.05 6.17 
1. 52 1. 36 5.29 

0.78 0.00 6.93 
2.74 2.58 3.03 
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Table 6. Frequency of Offenses, Offense Seriousness, 
and Related Variabl~~ 

GENERAL OFFENSE CATEGORY 
Felony 504 35. 1% 
Misdemeanor 715 49.8 
Probation violation 193 13.4 
'Conditional 

release violation 23 1. 6 
Total 1,435* 100.0 

SPECIFIC OFFENSE CATEGORY 
Felonious assault I rape, 

and homicide 12 
Robbery (felony) 43 
Burglary and breaking 

or entering (felony) 356 
Felonious larceny of 

motor vehicle 38 
Felonious larceny--not 

motor vehicle 31 
Narcotics felony 11 
Other felony 13 
Misdemeanor breaking 

or entering 37 
Unauthorized use of 

vehicle (misd.) 18 
Misdemeanor larceny 

(includes shoplifting) 289 
Narcotics misdemeanor 25 
Simple assault (misd.) 145 
Traffic offense (misd.) 48 
Other misdemeanor 153 
Probation violation--

0.8% 
3.0 

24.8 

2.6 

2.2 
0.8 
0.9 

2.6 

1.3 

20.1 
1.7 

10.1 
::'.3 

10.7 

truancy 53 3.7 
Probation violation-

running away from 
home 

Probation violation-
other 

Conditional release 
violation 

Total 

104 7.2 

36 2.5 

23 1. 6 
1,435* 100.0 

NUMBER OF PETITIONS OR MOTIONS 
FILED TOGETHER AGAINST CHILD 

1 1,182 82.4% 
2 175 12.2 
3 53 3.7 
4,-9 25 1. 7 
Total 1,435* 100.0 

SERIOUSNESS SCORE 
1 poinf 44 
2 points 523 
3" 45 
4 tI 188 
5 It 53 
6" 34 
7-8 II 173 
9-10 " 41 

11-12 " 33 
13-16" 29 
17-24 " 31 
25-88 " 24 
Single prob . 
or con d. reI. 
violation 188 
Multiple 
prob. or 
condo reI. 
violation 
Total 

29 
1,435* 

3.1% 
36.4 
3.1 

13.1 
3.7 
2.4 

12.1 
2.9 
2.3 
2.0 
2.2 
1.7 

13.1 

2.0 
100.0 

NUMBER OF COMPANION CASES 
(JUVENILE "CO-DEFFJNDANTS") 

None 800 55.7% 
1 289 20.1 
2 149 10.4 
3 99 6.9 
4 48 3.3 
5 or more 50 3. 5 
Total 1,435# 100.0 

OFFENSES SERIOUSNESS INDEX 
(COMBINES SERIOUSNESS SCORE 
AND GENERAL OFFENSE CATEGORY 

Level 1 (misdemeanor, 
1-2 points) 567 39.5% 

Level 2 (misd., 3 or 
more points, or 
felony, 1-4 points) 274 19.1 

Level 3 (felony, 5- 8 
points) 226 15.7 

Level 4 (felony I 9-88 
points) 151 10.5 

Level 5 (prob. or 
cond. reI. viol., 
one offense) 188 13.1 

Level 6 (prob. or 
cond. reI. viol., 
2, 3, or 4 offenses) 29 2.0 

Total 1,435* 100.0 

*Totalless than 1,437 because of missing data. 
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Table 7. Flrst-Order RelationshiE of Offense Charged and Record-Offense Index 
to Court Disposition 

10. 11. 
Training Custody 

2. 3. 9. School & Change 
1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. (% of 

Training to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases total 
School Court Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other B. Super. Cl. not except 
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total)TOTAL (% of total) dismissed) SUE· Ct.) 

1. General Offense Categol'Y 

(a) Felony 10.7% 4.6% 4.4% 1. 6% 52.0% 24.4% 2. 4(~ 504 15.3% 20. 2~<i 17.5% 
(b) Misdemeanor 3.8 0.0 2.5 0.0 34.1 56.6 2.4 715 3.B 8.7 6.9 
(c) Probation Violation 16.1 0.0 11. 4 0.3 34.2 21.2 8.B 193 16.1 20.4 3f).8 
(d) Conditional Release 

Violation 13.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 13.0 56.5 13.0 23 13.0 30.0 17. /1 

2. Specific Offense Category 

(a) FOl, F02, F03--Felonious 
assault, rape and 
homicide 0.0 0.0 B.3 0.0 66.7 16.7 8.3 12 0.0 0.0 8.0 

(b) F04--Robbery 7.0 14.0 9.3 0.0 37.2 30.2 2.3 13 20.9 30.0 18.9 
(e) F06--Burglary and feloni-

ous breaking and 
entering 10.4 4.5 4.2 2.0 5a.9 23.3 1.7 356 14.9 19.4 17.4 

(d) F07--FeloniQus larceny 
of motor vehicle 18.4 2.6 5.3 2.6 52.6 13.2 5.3 38 21.1 24.2 27.0 

(e) F09--Felonicms larceny 
(not mcto:r vehicle) 16.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 41. 9 38.7 3.2 31 16.1 26.3 16.1 

(f) F10--Narcoti.cs felony 18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 54.5 18.2 9.1 11 18.2 22.2 18.2 
(g) F13--0ther felony 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.8 46.2 0.0 13 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(h) M06--Misdemeanor, 

breaking and entering 5.4 0.0 2.7 0.0 51.4 40.5 0.0 37 5.4 0.1 B.l 
(i) M07--Unau!.horized use of 

vehicle 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 33.3 44.4 0.0 18 11.1 20.0 22.2 
(j) M09--Misdemeanor larceny 2.8 0.0 3.8 0.7 35.6 54.8 2.4 289 2.8 6.1 7.3 
(k) MI0--Narcotics misde-

meanor 4.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 40.0 52.0 4.0 25 4.0 8.3 4.0 
(1) Mll--Misdemeanor assault 4.1 0.0 2.8 0.7 35.2 54.5 2.8 145 4.1 ILl 7.6 
(m) M12--Traffic offense 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.1 64.6 2.1 48 6.3 17.Et 6.3 
(n) M13--0ther misdemeanor 3.3 n.O 0,7 0.0 27.5 66.0 2.6 153 3.3 9.B 3.9 
(0) P14--Truancy as probation 

22.6 violation 13.2 0.0 1.9 7.5 49.1 22.6 57 53 13.2 17.1 



.. ) 10. 11. 
Training Custody 

2. 3. 9. School & Chonge 
1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. (% of 

Tl'oinhlg to Superior Group Residen tial Probation fl. '{ . School & (% of cases total 
School Court Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other 8. Super. Cl. not except 
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of lotol) (% of toh,l)TO'l'AL i% of total) dismissed) Bup. Ct.) 

(p) P15--Running away from 
home liS probll Hon 
violation 17.3% 0.0% 19.2% A.7% 29.8% 20.2% 6.7% 104 17.3% 21.796 43.3% 

(q) Pl6--0ther probation 
violalion 16.7 0.0 2.8 13.9 25.0 22.2 19.4 36 16.7 21. 4 33.3 

(1') Cll, Cl4, Ci5, Cl6--
Conditional release 
violation 13.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 13.0 56.5 13.0 23 13.0 30.0 17.4 

3. Seriousness Score 

(a) 1-2 points 3.5 0.0 1.8 0.3 30.8 61. 3 2.2 595 3.5 9.1 5.7 
(b) 3-4 points B.2 0.9 3.9 2.1 46.8 35.6 2.6 233 9.0 14.0 1<1.3 
(c) 5-8 points 8.5 3.1 3.1 1.5 54.2 26.2 3.5 260 11.5 15.6 13.5 
(d) 9-88 points 16.5 U.2 8.9 0.6 51. 9 12.7 1.3 158 24.7 28.3 28.3 
(e) Single probation or con-

ditional rf!lease 
violation 1<1.3 0.0 11.1 B.5 31.7 24.3 10.1 18~ 14.3 IB.9 33.9 

4. Number of Petitions and Motions 
Fil(~d Against Child 

(a) 1 petition 5.9 0.8 3.2 1.9 38.3 46.3 3.6 1,lB2 6.7 12.4 11. 2 
(b) 2 petitione 14.9 3.4 B.O 2.3 50." IB.9 2.3 175 18.3 22.5 26.0 
(c) 3-9 petitions 24.4 10.3 14.1 1.3 43.6 2.6 3.B 7B 34.6 35.5 44.3 

5. Number of Companion Cases 

(a) None 10.6 0.9 5.4 2.4 35.4 40.6 4.8 BOO 11. 5 19.4 1B.5 
(b) 1 3.5 3.8 4.2 2.1 44.6 38.8 3.1 289 7.3 11. 9 10.1 
(c) 2 6.7 3.4 4.0 0.7 42.3 42.3 0.7 149 10.1 17.4 11.8 
(ell 3-'( 5.1 0.0 1.0 1.0 50.8 41. 6 0.5 197 5.1 8.7 7.1 

6. Offense SeriQusness Index 
(combines seriousness 
score and general offense 
category) 

(a) Levell (Misdemeanor, 1-2 
points) 2.5 0.0 1.8 O. '1 30.3 63.0 2.1 567 2.5 6.7 4.6 





10. 11. 
Training Custody 2. 3. 9. School & Change 1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. {% of 'I'raining to Superior GrC'up Residen tial Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases total School (" Jrt Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other B. Super. CL not except (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) TOTAL (% of total) dismissed} Sup. CL} (b) Level 2 (Misldemeanor, 3 

or more points; or 
felony, 1-4 points) 7.7 0.7 3.6 loB 49.3 83.9 2.9 274. B.4 12.7 13.2 (c) Level 3 (Felony, 5-B 
points) B.B 3.5 3.1 1.B 52.7 27.0 3.1 226 12.4 17.0 14.2 (d) Level 4 (Felony, 9-BB 
points) 17.2 B.6 B.6 0.7 52.3 11.3 La 151 25.8 29.1 29.0 (e) Level 5 (Probation 01.' 

conditional reJ.:lase 
violation; one offense) 14.4 0.0 11.2 B.5 31. 4 24.5 10.1 1B8 14.4 19.0 34.0 (f) Level 6 (Probation or 
conditional release 
violation; 2, 3, or 4 
offenses) 24.1 0.0 6.9 0.0 37.9 27.6 3.4 29 24.1 33.3 31. 0 

7. Il.ecord-Offense Index 
(combines juvenile record 
index, offense seriousness 
index, and total petitions 
against child) 

(a) Group 1 (lowest risk) 0.3 0.0 1.4 0.4 3B.4 57.3 2.3 735 0.3 0.6 2.0 (b) Group 2 5.4 0.5 6.0 3.0 54.0 26.7 4.4 367 6.0 8.2 14.5 (c) Group 3 1B.8 2.1 13.2 6.9 27.B 24.3 6.9 144 20.B 27.5 30.7 (d) Group 4 29.6 4.B 4.0 3.2 36.B 17.6 4.0 125 34.4 41. 7 3B.7 (e) Group 5 36.1 B.3 16.7 0.0 22.2 16.7 0.0 36 44.4 53.3 57.6 (f) GrQup 6 (highest risk) 57.1 32.1 3.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 3.6 2B B9.3 B9.3 B9.5 

~ .. ----------------------------------------------------------------



Table 8. 
to Court Dis 

NOTE: In this table, court disposition is a single outcome variable with two categories: (1) training school and 
transfer to superior court; and (2) foster home, residential program, probation at home, dismissal, and other. 

Two-Way Combinations 
of Factors with 
Juvenile Record Index 

1 1. Type and Severity of Offense 

(a) General Offense Category x JRI2 
(b) Seriousness Score x JRI 
(c) Number of Petitions and Motions x JRI 
(d) Number of Companion Cases x JRI 
(e) Offense Seliousness Index x JRI 

2. Juvenile Court Record 

(a) Prev. Delinquency Petitiont... x JrJ: 
(b) Prevo Undisciplined Pet. J{ ,1RI 
(c) Prevo Training School ;x JRI 
(d) Probation/Conditional Rele!lP,e 

Status ;x JRI 

3. Record-Offense Index x JRI 

4. "Strength of Case" Factors 

(a) Complainant x JRI 
(b) Eyewitness x JRI 
(c) Police Testimony (Yes/No/Unknown) x JRI 
(d) Police Testimony (Yes/No and 

Unknown) x JRI 
(e) Strength of Case Index x JRI 

--------.. -----
SSigniJicant at .05 or less. 

Statistics Regarding Relationship 
1. 2. 

Chi-Square Degrees 
for Joint of 
Variable Freedom 

387.43 
411.95 
395.96 
349.87 
421.70 

* 
* 
* 
* 

.' 
369.44 
310.63 
391. 68 
380.24 

375.54 

14 
22 
14 
19 
25 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

23 
14 
14 
9 

14 

of Factor to Disposition 
3. 4. 

Joint 
Chi-Square 
Divided by 
D.F. 

27.67 
18.72 
28.28 
18.41 
16.87 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 

16.06 
22.19 
27.98 
42.25 

26.82 

Man tel-Haenszel 
"Contribution Statistic" 
Chi.-Sq. D.F. 

40.45s 

49.60s 

45.90s 

2.03 
54.73s 

2.07 
0.81 
1. 02 
0.44 

5.38 
1. 49 

26.32s 

26.23s 

21.43s 

3 
4 
2 
3 
5 

4 
2 
1 
2 

5 

4 
2 
1 
1 

2 

*Missing because the Juvenile Record Index incorporates all or part of the information in these factors by definition. 

ISpecific Offense Category is omitted because its large number of levels made chi-squares meaningless. 

2"JRI" refers to the Juvenile Record Index. 



Two-Way Combinations 
of Factors with 
Juvenile Record Index 

5. Demo graphic Factors 

(a) Age x JRI 
(b) Race x JRI 
(e) Sex x JRI 
(d) Income (Low/Medium/High/Unknown) 

xJRI 
(e) Income (Low/All Other) x JRI 

6. Family-Related Factors 

(a) Parents in Home x JRI 
(b) Number Parents Attending Hearing x JRI 
(e) nome-Parent Index x JRI 

7. Administrative Factors 

(a) Deten!=!fn Status x JRI 
(b) Judge (Judge 13/Judge7/0thers) x JRI 
(c) Counsel

4
(5 forms) x JRI 

(d) Counsel (Juvenile Defender/Assigned 
Counsel) x JRl 

(e) Judicial District x JRI 
(f) Year Petition Filed x Jill 

1. 
Chi-Sq are 
for Joint 
Variable 

319.37 
317.99 
312.52 
5'57.25 

321. 09 

340.75 
333.09 
333.46 

378.07 
321. 43 
376.85 
167.99 

317.02 
310.17 

2. 
Degrees 

of 
Freedom 

29 
9 
9 

19 

9 

19 
19 
14 

9 
14 
24 

9 

9 
9 

3. 
Joint 
Chi-Square 
Divided by 
D.F. 

11. 01 
35.33 
34.72 
18.80 

35.68 

17.93 
17.53 
23.82 

42.01 
22.96 
15.70 
18.67 

35.22 
34.46 

4-
Mantel-Haenszel 
"C::ontribution Statistic" 
Chi.-Sq. D.F. 

3.20 
2.25 
0.20 

7.25 

0.71 

5.22 
1. 46 
4.75 

38.39s 

6.89s 

29.2f 
0.00 

2.84 
0.13 

5 
1 
1 
3 

1 

3 
3 
2 

1 
2 
4 
1 

1 
1 

3The full judge variable including all 13 judges separately is omitted because its large number of levels made chi-squares meaningless. 

4N=670; excludes 765 cases with forms of counsel other than Juvenile Defender and assigned counsel. 



Table 9. Frequency of "Strength of Case" Variables 

COMPLAINANT WHO SIGNED PETITION OR MOTION 

Police Officer 
Court counselor (prooaHoq. officer) 
Child's parent 
School official 
Other (includes private citizen 

other than parent) 

882 61. 5% 
201 14.0 

17 1.2 
63 4.4 

272 19.0 
Total 1,435"~ 100.0 

WAS THERE EYEWITNESS TO ALLEGED OFFENSE? 

Yes 670 
No 565 
Unknown 200 
Total 1,435* 

46.7% 
39.4 
13.9 

100.0 

DID POLICE OFFICER TESTIFY AT HEARING? 

Yes 
No 
Unknown 
Total 

821 
585 

29 
1, 435~' 

"STRENGTH OF CASE" INDEX 

57.2% 
40.8 
2.0 

100.0 

Group 1 (No pOlice testimony or 
unknown, and complainant 
was not parent or court counselor) 

Group 2 (Police officer testified, 
and complainant was not parent 
or court counselor) 

408 28.4% 

809 56.4 
Group 3 (Complainant was parent 

or court counselor) 
Total 

218 15.2 
1,435* 100.0 

*Totalless than 1,437 due to missing data. 



'rable 10, of IIStrength of Case" 
osition 

10. 11. 
Training Custody 

2, 3. 9, School & Change 
1. Transfer Foster or 4, 5. 'rraining Super, Ct. (% of 

'l'rai.nin g to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7, School & (% of cases total 
School Court Home (DSS) Program at rlome Dismissed Other 8. Super, Ct. not except 
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of to tal) 'l'OT AL (% of to tal) dismissed) SUE. Ct.) 

1. Complainant Who Signed 
Petition or Motion 

(a) Law enforcement officer 6.1% 2.5% 3.4% 1. 0% 39.8% 45.5% 1. 7% 882 8.0% 15.8% 10.8% 
(b) Court counselor 

(probation officer) 18.9 0.0 10.0 6.0 32,3 21. 9 10.9 201 18.9 24.2 34.8 
(c) Parent 23.5 0,0 0.0 11.8 41. 2 23.5 0.0 17 23.5 30.8 35.3 
(d) School official 11.1 0.0 0.0 1.6 68.3 19.0 o . a 63 11 .1 13.7 12.7 
(e) Other (includes private 

citizen other than 
parent) 4.4 0.4 4,8 1.5 40.1 44.5 4.4 272 4.8 8.6 10.7 

2. Was there an eyewitness 
to alleged offense? 

(a) Yes 6.1 1.0 3.6 1.5 37.5 48.2 2.1 670 7.2 13.8 11. 3 
(b) No 10.8 1.9 5.8 2.8 46,2 28.0 4.4 565 12.7 17.7 19.9 
(c) Unknown 6.5 2.5 3.0 1.0 31. 5 50.5 5.0 200 9.0 18,2 10.8 

3. 01 ct police officer testify 
at hearing? 

(a) Yes 8.9 2.4 3.3 1.0 46.5 36.1 1.8 821 11.3 17.7 13.5 
(b) No 7.2 0.2 6.2 3.1 31.3 46.8 5.3 585 7.4 13.8 16.4 
(c) Unknown 0.0 6.9 0.0 6.9 34.5 41.4 10.3 29 6.9 11.8 7.4 
(d) No and unknown 

combined 6.8 0.5 5.9 3.3 31.4 46.6 5.5 614 7.3 13.7 16.0 

4. Strength of Case Index 

(a) Group 1 (E£ police testi-
mony or unknown, and 
complainant was not 
parent or cOurt 
counselor) 2.0 0.7 3.9 1.5 29.9 58.8 3.2 408 2.7 B.5 7.4 

(b) Group 2 (police officer 
testified, and com-
plainant was not parent 
or court counselor) 8.0 2.5 3.3 1.0 47.1 36.3 1.7 809 10.5 16,5 12.7 

(c) Group 3 (complainant 
was parent or court 
counselor) 19.3 0.0 9.2 6.4 33. a 22.0 10.1 218 19.3 24.7 34.9 

.. 
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Table 11. r'.rength of Second-Oreler Relationships of Factors 
to Court Disposition, Adjusting for Record-Orfense 
Index. 

NO'fE: In this table, court disposition is a single 
OUlC'Ome '. ~~'iable with two categories: (1) lrnining 
school and transfer to superior court; and (2) foster 
home, resid9ntiol program, probation at home, 
dismissal, and other. 

Two-Way Combinations Man tel- Hnenszel 
of Factors with "Contribution Statistic" 
Record-Offense Index Chi-Sg. Q.:E..:. 

1. Type n1,d Severity of Offense 1 

(a) General Offense Category x ROT 2 1. 50 3 
(b) Seriousness Score x ROI 1. 67 4 
(c) Number of Petitions and lVlotions x ROI 0.76 2 
(d) Number of Comptmion Cases x ROI 3.20 3 
(e) Offense Seriousness Index x ROT 1. 71 5 

2. Juvenile Court Record 

(a) Prev. Delinquency Petitions x ROI 1.18 4 
(b) Prev. Undisciplined Petitions x ROI 1. 58 2 
(c) Prev. Trnining School x ROI 0.29 1 
(d) Probation/Conditional Release 1. 70 2 

Status x ROI 

3. "Strength of Case" Factors 

(a) Complainant x ROI 5.68 4 
(b) Eyewitness x HOI Z.09 2 
(c) Police Testimony (Yes/No/Unknown) x ROI 3.51 2 
(d) Police Testimony (Yes/No and Unknown) 3.48 1 

x HOI 
(e) Strength of Case Index x HOI 8.19s 2 

'1. Demographic l~actors 
(a) Age x HOI 4.19 5 
(b) Race x HOI 0.17 1 
(c) Sex x HOI 2.56s 1 
(d) Income (Low/Medium/High/Unknown) x ROI B. '19 3 
(e) Income (Low/All other) x HOI 0.39 1 

5. I"amily-Related Factors 

(a) Parents in Home x HOI 7 .17 J 
(b) Number Parents Attending 1. 06 3 

Bearing x ROI 
6.67s (c) Home-Parent Index x ROI 2 

U. Administrative Factors 

(a) D(!tent~on Status x ROI s 1 16.69s (b) Judge (Judge 13/ Judge 71 Olhers) x ROI 9.B4 2 
(c) Counse1 4(5 forms) x ROI lo.95s 4 
(d) Counsel (Juvenile Defender/ Assigned 0.33 1 

Counsel) x HOI 
(e) Judicial District x ROI 4.56s 1 
(f) Year Petition Filed x ROI 0.43 1 

SSignificant at .05 or less. 

lSpecific Offense Category is omitted because its large number of levels made 
chi-squares meuningless. 

2"HOI" refers to the Hecord-Offense Index. 

3The full judge variable incluc\i.lJ.g all 13 judges separately is omitted 
because its lurge number of \.Nels made chi-squares meaningless. 

'1 
N=070;. excludes Cases with I'orms of counsel other than Juvenile Defender 

and asslgned counsel. 

6'Jj,~ :1.2 I RelationshiE of Strength of Case Index to 
Court Disf>Os~tion Within Levels of Record-Offense Index 

Proportion of Children 
Strength of Receiving Training School 

Record-Offense Index Case Index or SUEer. Ct. DisEosition N 

Levell Group 1 0.0% 281 
Group 2 0.4 451 
Group 3 0.0 3 

Level 2 Group 1 2.5 80 
Group 2 6.1 197 
Group 3 8.9 90 

Level 3 Group 1 11. 8 17 
Group 2 16.7 24 
Group 3 23.3 103 

Level 4 Group 1 21.7 23 
Group 2 37.6 85 
Group 3 35.3 17 

Level 5 Group 1 16.7 6 
Group 2 46.4 28 
Group 3 100.0 2 

Level 6 Group 1 100.u 1 
Group 2 91. 7 24 
Group 3 66.7 3 

.. 
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Table 13. Frequency !)f Demographic Variables 

CHILDIS AGE AT TIME OF OFFENSE 

7-8 years 9 0.6% 
9 II 18 1.3 

10 " 35 2.4 
11 II 51 3.6 
12 II 117 8.2 
13 II 234 16.4 
14 !t 383 26.8 
15 II 546 38.2 
16-17 II 36 2.5 
rrot~l 1,429* 100.0 

RACE OF CHILD 

Black 818 57.6% 
Other 603 4'1.4 
Total 1, 421~( 100.0 

CHILDIS SEX 

Male 1,091 76.1% 
Female 343 23.9% 
Total 1,434):< 100.0% 

ANNUAL INCOME1 OF CHILDIS FAMILY 

Low ($3,117-5,953) 
Medium ($6,013-8,545 
High ($8,563-20,652) 
Unknown (suburban 

residence) 
Total 

356 24.8% 
358 24.9 
360 25.1 

361 25.2 
1,435~~ 100.0 

~~Totalless than 1,437 due to missing data. 

1Income is median 1969 family income of child1s census tract of 
residence; see text. 



Table 14. First-Order RelationshiQ of Child's DemograQhic 
Characteristics to Court DisQosition 

10. 11. 
Training Custody 2. 3. 9. School & Change 1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. (% of Training to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases total 

School Court Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other 8. Super. Ct. not eXl:ept (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) TOTAL (% of total) dismissed) SUQ. Ct.) 

1. Age at Time of Offense 

(a) 7-11 years 3.5% 0.0% 11.5% 0.9% 22.1% 60.2% 1. 8% 113 3.5% 8.9% 15.9% (b) 12 years 6.8 0.0 1.7 0.9 39.3 44.6 1.7 117 6.8 13.6 9.4 (c) 13 years 6.0 0.4 7.7 2.1 43.2 37.6 3. r· 234 6.4 10.3 15.9 (d) 14 years 7.3 1.6 3.7 1.8 46.5 35.5 3.7 383 8.9 13.8 13.0 (e) 15 years 9.9 2.9 2.7 2.0 39.6 39.6 3.3 546 12.8 21.2 15.1 (f) 16-17 years 16.7 0.0 2.8 5.B 22.2 36.1 16.7 36 16.7 26.1 25.0 

2. Race r.f r:hild 

(a) Black 9.4 2.3 5.3 1.1 40.8 38.8 2.3 818 11. 7 19.2 16.1 (b) Other 6.3 0.7 3.3 3.2 39.6 42.3 4.6 603 7.0 12.1 12.9 

3. Sex. of Child 

(a) Male 7.7 2.1 4.4 1.8 42.1 38.7 3.2 1,091 B.8 16.0 14.2 (b) Female 9.0 0.0 4.4 2.3 33.5 46.6 4.1 343 9.0 16.9 15.7 

4. Income of Child's Family 

(a) Low ($3,117-5.953) 11.5 3.1 7.3 1.1 39.(l 36.5 1.4 356 14.6 23.0 20.6 (b) Medium ($6.013-8,545.) 5.6 1..4 4.2 1..1 43.11 40.2 3.9 358 7.0 11.7 11.0 (c) High ($8,563-20,652) 5.6 0.8 2.5 1.4 42.5 42.8 4.4 360 6.4 11. 2 9.5 (d) Unknown 9.4 1.1 3.6 2.4 35.2 42.7 3.9 361 10.5 18.4 17.4 (e) Medltlm, high, and 
unknown combined 6.9 1.1 3.4 :l. 2 40.4 41. 9 4.1 1,079 8.0 13.7 12.7 



Table 15. Relationship of Rac;e and Income to Court Disposition 
Within Levels of Record' Offense Index 

Proportion of Children 

Record-Offense Index Race/Income 
Receiving Training School 
or Super. Ct. Disposition 

Levell Black 0.5% 
Other 0.0 

Level 2 Black 7.9 
Other 4.0 

Level 3 Black 17.4 
Other 24.0 

Level 4 Black 32.6 
Other 41. 4 

Level I'; Black 44.4 oJ 

Other 44.4 

Level 6 Black 96.0 
Other 33.3 

Levell Low income 0.0 
Medium income 0.0 
High income 0.5 
Unknown income 0.5 

Level 2 Low income 5.9 
Medi um income 6.5 
High income 4.7 
Unknown income 7.3 

Level 3 Low income 21.1 
Medium income 5.7 
High income 30.0 
Unknown income 26.8 

Level 4 Low income 26.0 
Mf'dium income 33.3 
High income 26.3 
Unknown income 57.7 

Level 5 Low income 44.4 
Medium income 33.3 
Hig'h income 66.7 
Unknown income 50.0 

Level 6 Low income 100.0 
Medium income 80.0 
High income 33.3 
Unknown income 100.0 

N 

41? 
3· 

190 
1'/6 

69 
75 

95 
29 

27 
9 

25 
3 

147 
186 
198 
204 

85 
93 

107 
82 

38 
35 
30 
41 

50 
/' 

30 
19 
26 

18 
9 
3 
6 

18 
5 
3 
2 

Table 16. Frequency of Family-Related Variables 

PARENTS IN HOME 

Both father and mother 609 
One parent (father or mother) 644 
Relative other than father 

or mother 89 
Other (includes foster parents) 93 
Total 1,435* 

42.4% 
44.9 

6.2 
6.5 

100.0 

NUMBER OF PARENTS WHO ATTENDED COURT HEARING 

None 
1 
2 
Unknown 
Total 

14) . 
851 
417 

26 
1,435* 

......... 9.8·% 
59.3 
29.1 
1.8 

100.0 

HOME-PARENT INDEX 

Group 1 (father and mother in home and at 
least one parent attends hearing or number 
attending is unknown, or one parent in 
home but two parents attend) 

Group 2 (one parent in home and one or 
unknown number attend, or relative in 
home and one, two, or unknown number 
of parents or relatives attend) 

645 

606 

44.9% 

42.2 
Group 3 (no parents or relatives att.:md 

or child does not live with natural 
parents or relatives) 

Total 184 12.8 
1,435~~ 100.0 

*Totalless than 1,437 due to missing data. 
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Table 17. t-Order Relationshi of Famil,l-Related FactorR 
to Court DisEosition 

10. 11. 
Training Custody 

2. 3. 9. School & Change 
1. Transfer Foster or 4. 5. Training Super. Ct. (% of 

Training to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases total 
School Court Home (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other 8. Super. ct. not except 
(% of tolal) (ll; of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of lotal) Cll; of total) (% of total) TOTAL (% of total) dismissed) SUE' Ct. ) 

1. Parents in Home 

(a) Both father & mother 4.8% 1.1% 1. 6% 2.3% 40.7% 46.396 3.1% 609 5.9% 11. 0% 8.8% 
(b) One parent (father or 

mother) 8.7 2.0 3.4 1.4 42.5 39.3 2.6 644 10.7 17.6 13.8 
(c) Relative other than father 

or mother 10.1 3.4 10.1 1.1 44.9 24.7 5.6 89 13.5 17.9 22.1 
(d) Other (includes foster 

parents) 22.6 0.0 23.7 4.3 14.0 26.9 8.6 93 22.6 30.9 50.5 

2. Number of Parents who 
attended hearing 

(a) None 12.8 1.4 17.0 1.4 24.1 36.2 7.1 141 14.2 22.2 31.7 
(b) 1 9.3 1.6 3.5 1.8 41. 5 38.9 3.4 851 10.9 17.9 14 .8 
(c) 2 4.3 1.0 2.2 2.6 45.1 42.9 1.9 417 5.3 9.2 9.2 
(d) Unknown 0.0 11. 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.B 7.7 26 11. 5 60.0 0.0 

3. Home-Parent Index 

Group 1 (father and mother 
in home and at least 
one parent attends or 
number attending is un-
known, or only one 
parent irlhome but two 
parents attend) 4.5 1.2 1.6 2.2 41.6 45.9 3.1 645 5.7 10.6 8.3 

Group 2 (One parent in 
home and one or un-
known number attend. 
or relative in home and 
one, two, or unknown 
number of parents or 
relatives attend) 3.7 2.1 3.8 1.5 43.7 37.3 2.8 606 10.9 17.4 14.3 

Group 3 (No parents or 
relatives attend or 
child does not live with 
natural parents or 
relatives) 17.9 1.1 16.3 2.7 22.8 32.6 6.5 184 19.0 28.2 37.4 



Table 18. Relationship of Home-Parent Index to Court Disposition 
Within Levels of Record-Offense Index 

Proportion of Children 
Receiving 'l'raining School 

Record-Offense Ind_~x Home-Parent Index or Super. Ct. Disposition 

Levell Group 1 0.5% 
Group 2 0.0 
Group 3 0.0 

Level 2 Group 1 2.4 
Group 2 8.9 
Group 3 9.5 

Level 3 Group 1 20.4 
Group 2 13.0 
Group 3 31.7 

Level 4 Group 1 26.3 
Group 2 35.9 
Group 3 43.5 

Level 5 Group 1 22.2 
Group 2 60.0 
Group 3 41.7 

Level 6 Group 1 100.0 
Group 2 81.3 
Group 3 100.0 

N 

373 
299 

63 

167 
158 

42 

49 
54 
41 

38 
64 
23 

9 
15 
12 

9 
16 

3 

Table 19. Frequency of Administrative Variables 

DETENTION STATUS 

Held in detention before 
court disposition 

Not held in detention 
Total 

353 
1,080 
1, 433~' 

JUDGE WHO HELD 

21st (Winston-Salem 
and Forsyth County) 511 35.6% 

26th (Charlotte and 
Mecklenburg County) 924 64.4 

Total 1,435* 100.0 

YEAR PETITION OR MOTION FILED 

1975 (before a Juvenile 
Defender Project) 

1976 (during Juvenile 
Defender Project) 

Total 

770 53.7% 

665 46.3 
1,435* 100.0 

*Total les s than 1,437 due to missing data. 

24.6% 
75.4 

100.0 

TYPE OF COUNSEL 



10. 11. 
Training Cuslody 

2. 3. 9. School & Change 
1. 'l'ransfer Foster or 4. 5. Trai.ning Super. Ct. (% of 

Training to Superior Group Residential Probation 6. 7. School & (% of cases lotal 
School Court I-lome (DSS) Program at Home Dismissed Other 8. Super. Ct. not except 
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of lotal) (% of total) TOTAL (% of tolal) dismissed) SUE· Ct.) 

1. Delention Status 

(a) Held in detention before 
court disposition 22.4% 5.4% 12.2% 4.09,; 31.4% 20.1% 4.5% 353 27.8% 34.0% 40.7% 

(b) Not held in de ten tion 3.3 0.4 1.9 1.3 42.9 47.3 3.0 1,080 3.7 7.0 6.5 

2. Judge 

(u) Judge 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.0 0.0 6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(b) Judge 2 3.2 6.5 0.0 1.6 51.6 35.5 1.6 62 9.7 15.0 5.2 
(c) Judge 3 0.0 _0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 
(d) Judge 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(e) Judge 5 7.1 1.8 6.9 0.0 36.2 43.5 3.7 735 8.8 15.7 15.1 
(f) Judge 6 9.0 0.0 3.4 2.8 37.3 43.5 4.0 177 9.0 16.0 15.3 
(g) Judge 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 29.4 58.8 5.9 17 0.0 0.0 5.9 
(h) Judge 8 8.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 36.0 4B.O 4.0 25 !3. 0 15.4 12.0 
(i) J\\dge 9 7.4 0.0 1.5 1.5 61. 8 27.9 0.0 6B 7. '1 10.2 10.3 
(j) Judge 10 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 5 40.0 50.0 40.0 
(k) Judge 11 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 42.9 14.3 7 1'1. 3 25.0 14.3 
(1) Judge 12 B.6 2.5 1.6 4.9 44.9 34.2 3.3 2'13 11.1 16.9 15.6 
(m) Judge 13 14.8 0.0 0.0 2.3 44.3 36.4 2.3 88 14.8 23.2 17.0 

3. Type of Counsel 

(a) No counsfll 3.3 0.0 2.0 2.2 41. 6 46.4 4.5 539 3.3 6.2 7.6 
(b) P:dvately retained counsel 3.5 1.5 1.0 0.5 40.9 51.0 1.5 19B 5.1 10.3 5.1 
(c) Juvenile Defender 15.2 2.5 7.8 2.9 28.4 36.2 7.0 243 17.7 27.7 26.6 
(d) Counsel assigned by 

court 12.4 3.0 7.3 1.6 44.0 30.7 0.9 427 15.5 22.3 22.0 
(e) Public Defender or 

Legal Aid 0.0 3.6 0.0 3.6 46.4 42.9 3.6 28 :;.0 6.3 3.7 

4. Judicial District 

(a) 21st (Winston-Salem and 
Forsyth County) B.6 2.0 1.2 3.3 46.6 35.6 2.7 511 10.6 16.4 13.4 

(b) 26th (Charlotte and 
Mecklenburcr County) 7.7 1.4 6.2 1.2 36.5 43.3 3.8 924 9.1 16.0 15.3 

5. Year Petition Filed 

(a) 1975 (Before Juvenile 
Defender Project 
begall) 6.6 1.7 5.1 1.2 41.8 41. 3 2.3 770 B.3 14.2 13.1 

(b) 1976 (i"~'Ue Juvenile 
Def~ .. ~r:'1r Project was 
in operation) 9.6 1.5 3.6 2.9 38.0 39.7 4.7 665 11.1 18.5 16.3 

• '.' 
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Table 21 (cont'd~ 
Table 21. Relationship of Administr~tive Factors to C~ 

Disposition Within Levels of Record-Offense Index 
Proportion of Children 

Proportion of ChHdren Record-Offense Index 
Receiving Training School 
or Super. Ct. Disposition N 

Receiving Training School Level 3 No counsel 13.6 59 Record-Offense Index or Super, Ct. Dis position N 
Pri vate counsel 33.3 12 
Public Defender or 0.0 2 Level 1 In detention 1.6% 61 

Legal Aid Free 0.1 673 
Juvenile Defender 28.6 28 1 Level 2 In detention 9.8 92 
Assigned counsel 23.3 43 Free 4.7 274 , Level 3 In detention 29.1 86 Level 4 No counsel 22.7 22 Free 8.6 58 
Pri vate counsel 50.0 2 Level 4 In detention 43.5 62 
Public Defender or 50.0 2 Free 25.4 63 

Legal Aid Level 5 In detention 51.9 27 
Juvenile Defender 33.3 36 Free 22.2 9 
Assigned counsel 38.1 63 Level 6 In detention 88.0 25 

F'ree 100.0 3 Level 5 No counsel 50.0 2 
Pri vate counsel 0 
Public Defender or 0.0 1 

1.9 54 Legal Aid Levell Judge 13 
Juvenile Defender 60.0 10 Judge 7 0.0 9 
Assigned Counsel 39.1 23 Other judges 0.1 672 

Level 2 Judge 1.3 15.4 13 Level 6 No counsel 100.0 1 Judge 7 0.0 4 Pri vate counsel 0.0 1 Other judges 5.7 350 
Public Defender or 0 Level 3 Judge 13 57.1 14 

Legal Aid Judge 7 0.0 3 Juvenile Defender 90.9 11 Other judges 17.3 127 
Assigned counsel 93.3 15 Level 4 Judge 13 40.0 5 

Judge 7 0.0 1 
Other judges 34.5 119 

Level 5 Judge 13 0.0 1 Level 1 21st Judicial District 0.3 300 Judge 7 0 
26th Judicial District 0.2 435 Other judges 45.7 35 

Level 6 Judge 13 0.0 1 Level 2 21st Judicial District 11. 9 HH Judge 7 0 26th JUdicial District 3.8 266 Other judges 92.6 27 
Level 3 21st Judicial District l~5. 5 55 

26th JUdicial District 18.0 89 , ,.. 
Levell No counsel 0.0 333 Level 4 21st Judicial District 33.3 33 Private counsel 0.8 133 26th JUdicial District 34.8 92 Public Defender or 0.0 14 

Legal Aid r Level 5 21st JUdicial District 60.0 10 Juvenile Defender 1.1 88 26th JUdicial District 38.5 26 Assigned counsel 0.0 167 

Level 6 21st Judicial District 83.3 12 Level 2 No counsel 2.5 122 26th JUdicial District 93.8 16 Pri vate counsel 8.0 50 
Public Defender or 0.0 9 

Legal Aid 
Juvenile Defender 8.6 70 
Assigned Counsel 7.8 116 



Table 22. Recor Offense Index Distribution 
for Children with Various Types of Counsel 

Record-Offense Index 
T~l~e of Counsel Levell Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 (Total.! 

(least (most (100.0%) 
serious) serious) 

1. No Counsel 61.8% 22.6% 10.9% 4.1% 0.4% 0.2% (539) 

2. Privately retained 
counsel 67.2 25.3 6.1 1.0 0.0 0.5 (198) 

3. Juvenile Defender 
Project 36.2 28.8 11. 5 14.8 4.1 4.5 (243) 

4. Counsel assigned 
by court 39.1 27.2 10 .1 14.8 5.4 3.5 ( 427) 

5. Public Defender or 
Legal Aid 50.0 32.1 7.1 7.1 3.6 0.0 (28) 

.... 



Table B-1. Corres ondenc of Levels of Juvenile Record Index 
to Various Co inations of Record Factors 

Previous Previous Not on Prob. or C.R. On Probation On Conditional Release 
Delinquency Undisciplined Previous Training Sch . Previous Training Sch. Previous Training Sch . 
Petitions Petitions 0 1-3 0 1-3 0 1-3 

0 0 1.007 
732 0 0 0 0 0 

0 1 2.038 3. 092 3. 000 
26 0 65 1 0 0 

0 2-6 2. 250 4.444 
4 0 18 0 0 0 

1 0 2.047 3. 075 
129 0 53 0 0 0 

1 1 2.067 2.000 3. 147 4.000 
15 1 34 0 0 1 

1 2-6 2.000 2.000 4.308 
3 1 13 0 0 0 

2 0 3. 152 4. 220 4.000 4.000 
33 0 50 1 0 3 

2 1 3. 000 3. 000 4. 125 4.500 
9 2 24 0 0 2 

2 2-6 3. 000 3. 000 4.750 4.000 
2 2 4 1 0 0 

3 0 ~167 3. 000 4. 235 5. 250 
12 1 17 0 0 4 

3 1 3. 000 3,000 4.308 5.500 
7 1 13 0 0 2 

3 2-6 3. 000 51. 000 5. 000 5. 286 
0 2 3 1 0 7 

4-18 0 4. 278 5. 375 5. 444 5. 500 5. 650 
18 8 18 2 0 20 

4-18 1 4. 167 51. 000 5.500 5.500 5. 400 
6 2 12 4 0 25 

4-18 2-6 5.500 5.500 5. 250 5. 000 5. 143 
2 6 4 1 0 7 

Note: Superscript numbers at left of decimal numbers are levels of Juvenile Record I d D' 
numbers are training school-superior court rates. Numbers below decimal nu~b~is ar~cA~~f 
sub~pulations. .~ .. 

~ 



Table B-2. CorresEondence of Levels of Record-Offense Index 
to Various Combinations of Record and Offense Factors 

'rotal J'.lvenile Record Index 
Offense Petitions 
Seriousness and 
Index Motions Levell Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Levell 1 1.000 1.014 2.047 2.074 4.333 
396 69 43 27 24 

2 1 1.000 2.500 2.000 4.000 • 0 3 2 1 2 

• 3-9 
0 0 0 0 0 

Level 2 1 1.000 2.061 2.056 4.300 4.444 
118 33 18 10 9 

2 1.000 2.000 2. 182 4.455 4.455 
25 12 11 11 11 

3-9 1.000 3. 000 3. 500 5. 000 
9 4 2 1 0 

Level 3 1 1.011 2. 125 2.080 4. 250 5. 438 
95 32 25 16 16 

2 1.000 2.000 2.000 4.333 61. 000 
15 5 4 3 5 

3-9 1.000 3. 00 {l 51. 000 61.000 
5 0 1 1 3 

Level 4 1 2.000 2. 167 4.500 4. 4GO 5. 333 
27 6 4 5 3 

2 2.036 2.000 4. 200 4.333 61. 000 
28 7 5 9 6 

3-9 3. 214 3. 125 5. 400 5. 600 6. 780 
14 8 10 5 14 

Level 5 1 2.047 3. 232 3. 200 
0 0 85 69 30 

:), 2.000 3. 500 3. 000 
0 0 1 2 1 

3-9 
0 0 0 0 0 

Level 6 1 3. 143 4.300 4.400 
0 0 7 10 5 

,J. 
2 3. 200 4.000 

0 0 5 1 0 

3-9 31.000 , 0 0 1 0 0 

Note: Supers cript n umbers at left of decimal numbers are levels of Record-Offense Index. 
Decimal numLers are training school-superior court rates. Numbers below decimal 
numbers are !'!.'s of sub populations . 




