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FOREWORD 

Interdisciplinary research projects on policy problems 
are a distinguishing feature of the core program of the 
Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs. These projects 
involve both first and second year students enrolled in the 
School's Master of Public Affairs program and members of the 
faculty, generally in a ratio of about ten to two or about 
fifteen to three. They are designed, insofar as possible, 
to deal with issues of concern to a governmental agency. 
The Juvenile Justice Policy Research Project, supported by a 
grant from the Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's 
Office, has focused on a set of key problems and issues 
associated with complying with the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The LBJ School sees a special value in a client-oriented 
policy research project. It provides rich opportunities 
:fbr its graduate students to deal directly with governmental 
officials, administrators, legislators, voluntary organizations, 
and others involved in policy formulation, implementation, or 
evaluation. Moreover, it enables them to acquire or enhance 
nany of the critical skills, competences, and understandings 
required for effective work on policy issues and problems. 

This final report of the Juvenile Justice Policy Research 
Project was preceded by four working papers which were 
submitted to the Criminal Justice Division in December 1976 
to provide information for the Texas Criminal Justice Plan for 
1978. The papers examined these topics: Juvenile Justice 
System in Texas; Juvenile Justice System Effectiveness; the 
Nature of the Delinquency Problem; and Existing Programs for 
Youth. The information contained in these studies has been 
refined and amplified in this report and is interwoven with 
rrany additional rnaterials to constitute a report concerning 
the broad issue of youth in trouble. This research will aid 
rot only the Criminal Justice Division, but other state and 
local agencies having roles in the development of the State's 
youth, as well. 

Elspeth Rostow 
Dean 
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PREFACE 

The Juvenile Justice Research Project, which is the sub
ject of this report, was a logical outgrowth of a preceding 
project primarily concerned with status offenders in Texas, 
cnnducted by the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs 
for the Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's Off ice. 
In the earlier examination of the status of fender proble~, 
improved and more reliable estimates of the numbers of status 
of fenders were developed and the first systematic attempt 
was made to depict the resources available within the State 
of Texas for implementing the newly adopted method of deinsti
tutionalizing status offenders. Both the regional workshops 
and a statewide conference involving national experts provided 
further evidence that the status offender problem and policy 
cnuld not be adequately understood if it was abstracted from 
the larger set of problems creating a population of "youth in 
trouble" and of the variety of policies and programs designed, 
presumably, to help them. 

This consideration and the additional recognition by the 
Criminal Justice Division that it needed assistance in pre
paring the sections dealing with the Juvenile Justice System 
in the State's 1978 Criminal Justice Plan led the Criminal 
Justice Division to fund a continuing Juvenile Justice 
Research Project at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public 
Affairs for the academic year beginning September 1976. The 
broadened scope of this second research project derives from 
the focus upon "youth in trouble" and is, of course, reflected 
in the subject matter of this report. It should be noted, 
noreover, that the Project also prepar~d four working papers 
which were in large part incorporated in the State's 1978 
Criminal Justice Plan and further assisted the staff of the 
Criminal Justice Division in developing that Plan. 

It will be seen that the Project reviewed the current 
state of knowledge about the causes of delinquent and deviant 
l::ehavior; examined critically what is known or is alleged to 
be known about juvenile populations "at risk," provided a 
:realistic picture of the operations of the Juvenile Justice 
System in Texas; and developed for the first time an inventory 
of programs designed to help "youth in trouble" available in 
the State. A major effort of the Project was a statewide 
survey of the attitudes of Texas youth concerning their peers, 
their schools, their families, criminal and other offenses, and 
the police and other authority figures. No comparable state
wide attitudinal survey had been undertaken, and there is good 
reason to have a similar sample survey conducted in the future. 
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The highlights of the Project's findings were presented 
end discussed at the annual conference of the Texas Correction 
Association in Corpus Christi in May ]977. This provided the 
members of the project with an opportunity to check their 
conclusions with participants in the Juvenile Justice System 
from all parts of the State and to find, on balance, little 
reason for modifying them. 

This report, it will be seen, is modest in the reconunen
cations for action it sets forth, in contrast to the richness 
of the information, much of it new, that it proyided on Texas 
"youth in trouble." This outcome was not for want of intensive 
deliberation. It reflects, rather, the impoverished state of 
:reliable knowledge concerning the sources of juvenile delin
quent and deviant behavior and a formal decision to avoid 
hlilding policy and program recommendations upon infirm founda
tions. 

April 1978 

Henry David 
Project Director 
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CHAPTER I 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY: A PROBLEM 
IN SEARCH OF A SOLUTION 

Social scientists, criminologists and specialists in the 

juvenile justice field agree that policies of delinquency 

prevention should be guided by an understanding of what the 

causes of delinquency behavior are. The view is rational--

in order to prevent Johnny from stealing and convince him 

that such activity is not beneficial to either himself or 

others, it would help first to understand why Johnny is 

motivated to steal. If his impulse to act in violation of 

the law could be diminished or curbed by modifying, eradicat-

ing, or in some way altering the causes of Johnny's behavior, 

its occurrence could presumably be prevented. The general 

belief is that one must explore the "roots" of a problem in 

order to find a solution, and the other approach would only 

allay it for a short while and might even exacerbate it. 

For years researchers have been looking at the motiva-

tions and causal factors that underlie certain kinds of human 

behavior. In the case of causes of delinquent behavior, 

however, an accepted central theory remains to be achieved. 

Many theories have been elaborated, but each is under attack 

from some quarter. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 

Psyqhogenic theories state that delinquency is a solution 

to psychological problems stemming from unfavorable or even 

pathological family interaction. Researchers cite statistics 
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that indicate that nearly 50 percent of America's delinquents 

come from broken homes. This fact, as well as other indicators, 

leads many in the field of delinquency to agree about the 

family's fundamental importance in delinquency. 

Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck, the principal advocates of 

this theory, conclude that delinquents, far more than non

delinquents, are reared in a home atmosphere which is not 

conducive to development of emotionally integrated, happy 

youngsters who are conditioned to obey legitimate authority 

in school and society. 

SOCIOGENIC AND ECOLOGICAL THEORIES 

Sociogenic theories contend that the important causes of 

delinquency lie not with the family alone but in the larger 

cultural setting of the home, neighborhood, and community. 

Closely related are ecological theories which correlate the 

incidence of delinquency in certain areas with urbanization. 

Socio-economic and minority group status are cited as prominent 

indicators of delinquency in these areas. 

Contiguous to ecological theories is the explanation of 

delinquent behavior in terms of "subcultures" and garigs. Here, 

"culture" refers to a set of norms that direct the behavior of 

a group of individuals. In a "delinquent" subculture these 

values or norms tend to encourage delinquent behavior. The 

central line of argument is that the source of the delinquency 

problem can be found in the kind of social structure, neighbor

hood, and community environment in which the youth lives. The 
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formation of delinquent gangs or "subcultures" is a reaction 

to frustrations encountered by youth who have a low social 

status and little hope of ever achieving higher status. The 

youth feels little need for, or identification with, tradi

tional middle class values or norms, and the norms and values 

of the subculture encourage delinquent behavior. In this con

text, the quality of American life is seen as the instigator 

of delinquent behavior. 

AFFILIATION THEORIES 

Affiliation theories consider delinquent behavior to be 

a learned response. These theories hold that association with 

those whose values favor law violation predisposes juveniles 

to follow that example. It is assumed that organized school, 

social, or religious activities cultivate behavior which is 

favorable to legal norms, and that associations with peer 

groups which are likely to encourage violation of legal codes 

cultivate delinquent behavior. 

SITUATIONAL THEORIES 

Situational theories enunciate the idea that delinquency 

is not necessarily deep-rooted and the motives for delinquent 

behavior may be quite simple and controlled by situation or 

circumstance. One assumption of these theories is that youths 

are rarely driven into a specific behavior, but, rather, that 

they calculate the risks of alternative behaviors and justify 

their behavior on the basis of what they have learned about 

society. 
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Situational theories also assume that delinquent 

behavior is supported by the learning of traditions, rewards 

and motives. Many delinquents are aware of the law, but break 

it anyway, because their experiences have shown them rewards 

for doing so. They believe crime does indeed pay. Rewards 

may include status and esteem in the eyes of peers and family 

members, escape from the pressures of personal problems, or 

the demands made by family, job or society. For juveniles, 

the rewards are often fun and adventure. The youths make a 

conscious decision to e~gage in delinquent behavior because the 

risks are seen as relatively minor in comparison to possible 

gains. 

LABELING/SECONDARY DEVIATION 

At the heart of ~abeling theory is the assumption that 

public labeling not only defines youths as delinquents but may 

also heighten chances that the delinquent behavior will continue. 

Along with the new identity come revised expectations and treat

ment from peers, family and the public. The results of the 

label are seen as twofold: (1) it limits the delinquent's 

contacts with the legitimate world, and thereby makes contacts 

with the illegitimate world appear to be a more acceptable alter

native; and (2) the images projected on the youth by the label 

have the effect of altering the youth's self-concept. For some 

youth, the delinquent label may be a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

AFFINITY THEORIES 

Affinity theories cite a set of personal attributes or 
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conditions that in themselves increase the probability of 

delinquency. The "individual", rather than institutions 

or the environment, is predominantly characterized here 

and delinquent behavior is seen as a manifestation of an 

individual's physical and psychological chara~teristics. 

Physiological theories attempt to tie delinquency and 

criminal behavior to certain physical, biological, or genetic 

characteristics. These theories sometimes carry a fatalistic 

implication that certain individuals cannot escape their 

predestined fates. Genetic makeup, biological, or physical 

characteristics lock them into lives of crime or deviance. 

The physical affinity theories were generally abandoned 

in the mid-20th century and since then the emphasis has been 

placed on the intellectual and personality characteristics 

of delinquents. Efforts have been made to tie emotional 

disorders, low I.Q. scores, or distinctive personality patterns 

to delinquency. These studies, however, have been largely 

unsuccessful in providing any support for such a theory. 

INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS 

Crime and delinquency, along with other problems, are 
integral features of our social order and hence cannot 
be explained by reference to some external or abnormal 
phenomena or occurrence ... ; socially disturbing behavior 
may be grounded in aspects of the dominant social 
structure and prevailing value systems.! 

In this formulation, one leading researcher, Kassebaum, 

endorses the idea that the dominant social structure is 

responsible for delinquency, but, in contrast to the advocates 

of a "moral-structural change theory", does not believe that 
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general societal attitudes toward youthful misbehavior 

have altered appreciably during the last century and a half. 

"Each generation suspects its children and deplores a future 

to be ushered in by their evil ways. Time erases the recollec

tion of previous crusades and alarms. It is nearly beyond 

belief but nonetheless true that there is to be found a serious, 

if strident, literature from the 19th century on the ravages 

of sexual cavorting and public immodesty brought about by 

the popularity of a new social dance called the waltz." 2 

However, Kassebaum and others argue that institutions in 

society contribute to the rising delinquency rates. Dintz, 

Scarpitti and Reckless contend that their study, "Delinquency 

Vulnerability: A Cross Group and Longitudinal Analysis", 

provides evidence that "a good self-concept, undoubtedly a 

product of favorable socialization, veers slum boys away from 

delinquency, while a poor self-concept, a product of unfavorable 

socialization, gives the slum boy no resistance to deviancy, 

delinquent companions, or delinquent subculture. 113 

The acquisition of a "good" self-concept, or of a meaning

ful and personally gratifying "role" in society, is a result 

of positive "institutional design and procedure." 4 The Office 

of Youth Development (OYD), a part of the Department of Health, 

'Education, and Welfare, holds that "since obstruction to a 

favorable course of youth development arises from failures to 

provide roles creating legitimate identity, a rational strategy 

of delinquency reduction and control must address the task of 

institutional change. 115 
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The institution most often cited as the one which impeded 

the realization of an affirmative self-concept or role is the 

school. The argument is made that youth are forced to attend 

schools that often fail to provide them with meaningful educa

tional opportunities and that schools deny them any significant 

voice in decisions concerning educational direction or scope. 

"Schools sometimes engender self-perception of failure on the 

part of juveniles and push some toward dropping out of school 

and misconduct. 116 

The OYD also claims that the complexity of our institu

·tions bars youth from the opportunity to participate truly 

in society -- both economically and politically. A sense 

of powerlessness and alienation sets in and, consequently, so 

does an illegitimate role or identity and a negative self

concept. This process is augmented by society's insistence on 

"adult" or "mature" behavior from juveniles, while at the same 

time failing to provide them with the prerogatives, freedoms, 

or beneflts of adult status. 

Widespread unemployment among young people may be an 

indication of the inflexibility of our institutions and dominant 

social structure. Senator Bayh comments: "We can trace at 

least part of this unequal distribution of crime to the idle

ness of so many of our children. The rate of unemployment 

among teenagers is at an incredible 50 percent. 7 Teenagers 

are at the bottom rung of the employment ladder; in hard times 

they are the most expendable. 118 
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ALLEGED CAUSES 

Many other suggestions have been offered to explain 

delinquency, but they are often limited to individual, 

specific cases. America's emphasis on violence pictured 

in books, sports, movies, and the military; a diminishing 

value of work for work's sake and the desire to "make it" 

the easy way; and idle boredom.- - have all figured as possibili

ties. Large play has been given to genetic imbalances and 

"learning disabilities" a subject treated later -- as 

probable causes. These are strongly tied to much of the work 

and research now being conducted in the area of "prediction" 

the fine art of isolating "potential" delinquents. 

It should be noted that all of these other alleged causes 

are, perhaps, closely related to, if not part of, the major 

theories sketched earlier. 

CAUSATION AND POLICY FORMULATION 

Will a continued exploration of delinquency causation 

lead to viable policy choices for prevention? It was suggested 

earlier that the relationship between causation and prevention 

planning is basically sound; that, if one knows why youths 

are motivated toward delinquent behavior, one can prevent 

such misconduct. The premise is certainly reasonable, but it 

has failed as a strategy for prevention simply because none 

of the theories of causation has been proven to apply to all 

delinquents or even to a substantial majority of them. Speak

ing to the relationship between causation and prevention 

Lunden notes: "Even though there may be some plausible 
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relationship between the two ... the situation is improbable, 

because there is no valid theory of crime causation and 

crime prevention is not a theoretical pursuit. 119 

Policy Recommendation: The apparent lack of progress of 
research on theories of delinquency should not discourage 
future research. That this research . continues is 
evidence of the power of social and environmental 
factors in delinquency. The Juvenile Justice Policy 
Research Project recommends that the Criminal Justice 
Division request LEAA discretionary funds for systema
tic research on the causes of delinquency in Texas. 

Some light is thrown on this complex problem by the 

attitudes of youth in Texas toward a variety of dimensions. 

An attitudinal survey of youths' perceptions of the problem 

is reported in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 

ATTITUDES OF TEXAS YOUTH 

INTRODUCTION 

In order to have a better understanding of the general 

opinions held by Texas Youth concerning delinquent offenses, 

their families, schools, etc., the Project designed and con

ducted a statewide attitudinal survey covering almost 6,000 

young people across the state. These young people were between 

the ages of 9 and 18 and appear to representatypical cross 

section of Texas youth. 

The Project also hoped to be able to compare the attitudes 

of young people who seemed to get along in school and with 

their families and those who got into difficulties. In order 

to do this, it was assumed that elementary and secondary school 

children who were attending school regularly were by and large 

coping successfully. On the other hand, it was assumed that 

those young people who had been committed to the Texas Youth 

Council had not been able to cope in social terms and there~ 

fore represented a group significantly different from those 

not in trouble with the law. 

The survey instrument used was developed by the Juvenile 

Justice Research Project to ascertain opinions across six 

dimensions: (1) peer group; (2) school; (3) family; (4) , crim-

inal offenses; (5) police; and (6) authority in general. 

Statements were constructed to test the reactions of young 

people along each of these dimensions (see appendix A). 
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The instrument was subjected to test-retest procedures in 

the San Marcos and Sequin school district~ and factor analysis 

was used to judge how reliably the individual scales yielded 

juvenile attitudes concerning each of the six categories. 

Through the test-retest procedures, scales with any high degree 

of ambiguity were eliminated, and the final instrument of some 

40 statements was administered throughout the State. The de

sign of the sample insured adequate representation from the 

West Texas, South Texas, Deep East Texas, and the urban regions. 

By cross-validating the classification variables of the 

sample with those of the Texas census, the Project established 

that the first was a typical cross section of Texas youth. 

ANALYSIS OF ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 

The data obtained from the juvenile attitudinal survey 

provide a framework for discussing some general opinions held 

by Texas youth. The findings suggest broad areas within which 

new state programs and policies affecting youth may be accept

able to juveniles. For example, if one assumes that the 

conservative opinions held by the majority of Texas youth 

reflect in some measure the opinions held by adults, decriminal

ization of certain juvenile offenses may not be publicly accept

able. The majority of youth in the state hold conservative 

attitudes on questions of law and order. Their opinions, 

broadly speaking, are that the society does not have too many 

laws at present and that it is wrong to break laws. In addi

tion, most youth feel that criminals should be punished for 
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their crimes. It also appears that most youth have a great 

deal of respect for authority figures, including parents, 

school officials, and law enforcement officers. 

Positive feelings toward the family are also expressed 

by the majority of the population surveyed. Most youth enjoy 

participating in family activities and feel that their family 

life is good. Moreover, these youth do not see parents or 

the family as contributing to a juvenile's delinquent conduct. 

Rather, most believe that kids who get in trouble do so be

cause they have nothing better to do, and not because they 

have had a bad family life. 

The influence of a youth's peer group on his/her ·behavior 

and self perception is also very important to the majority of 

youth in this sample. Most of the youth surveyed express a 

strong need to be accepted by their peers. 

The survey attempted to determine how youth feel about 

certain offenses such as getting drunk, stealing things from 

department stores, paint sniffing, and using drugs. The 

findings are interesting, if not surprising. The majority of 

Texas youth reject or oppose such conduct. In addition, 

females express somewhat stronger feelings against breaking 

the law than do males. The data also suggest that white 

youth do not regard drinking to be as serious an offense as 

do black and Mexican/American youth. Approximately 20 per

cent of the white youth surveyed condone drinking. On the 

other hand, only 14 percent of the blacks and 15 percent of 

the chicane youth condone drinking. This difference in 
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attitudes may reflect differences in the value structures 

of the ethnic groups. In any event, the incidence of alleged 

alcohol-related offenses among referred white youth, accord~ 

ing to TJC statistics, is higher than that for black youth. 

However, the incidence of alleged alcohol-related offenses 

for referred Mexican/American youth is slightly higher than 

for either white or black juveniles. 

Juvenile attitudes on the importance of one's peer group 

to youth provide both "expected" responses and some surprises. 

Males appear to be more independent and self-confident than do 

females. In addition, lO·to 14-year-old adolescents seem to 

be more responsive to their peer group pressure than are 

older youths. It appears that individual independence is 

felt more strongly by the older youth surveyed. 

A surprising finding involves differences in attitudes 

between ethnic groups toward the importance of one's peers. 

The results suggest that minority youth are less conforming 

and feel more individualistic than do white youth. Moreover, 

blacks consistently give responses which indicate relatively 

stronger feelings of individual independence than do whites 

and Mexican/Americans. One question indicating feelings of 

individual independence showed that 40 percent of the black 

youth in the sample had a strong sense of individual independ

ence, while only 29 percent of the chicano and 25 percent of 

the white youth had similar feelings. 

The survey also shows that the majority of Texas youth 

have a great deal of respect for the law and for people in 

positions of authority. Younger children, particularly 
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13~and 14-year olds, feel more strongly than do older youths 

that laws should not be broken. Similarly, females have 

attitudes showing more respect for the law and for people in 

positions of authority than do males. 

There were no sharp differences in attitudes of respect 

toward people in positions of authority related to ethnicity, 

but it does seem that black children are slightly less respect

ful of the law than either chicano or white children. Black 

youth tend to regard existing laws as being somewhat less 

legitimate than do white or chicano youth. One might speculate 

that, if enforcement of these laws was believed as being 

equitable, the difference in ethnic group attitudes might 

disappear. 

The attitudinal survey also looked at how youth feel about 

getting in trouble with the law. In their pEnceptions, the 

several popularly cited reasons why children get into trouble 

are not supported. These widely believed reasons are: (1) 

because friends do; (2) because parents don't care; (3) be

cause youth are poor; and (4) because these youth have 

nothing better to do. The survey results show that juveniles 

do not share the first three beliefs, but that they do be-

lieve that kids get into trouble because they have nothing 

better to do and are just looking for kicks. 

A final comment is in order on juvenile attitudes re

garding youth getting involved with the law warrants special 

attention. Analysis of the responses shows that the 

majority of juveniles surveyed believe that kids should not 

be punished for conduct that does not constitute offenses 

-15-



when engaged in by adults--that is, for status offenses. 

They do not believe that children should be punished for 

truancy, running away from home, drinking liquor, and the 

like. 

The survey also inquired into youth attitudes toward school. 

The results indicate that younger children, male youth, and 

minority youth feel the most strongly that one's success in 

school has a significant bearing on one's success later in 

life. 

The survey also gathered information about the family 

settings of the sample. The majority of the respondents 

come from homes in which both parents are likely to work. 

However, this statement needs to be qualified. It appears 

that mothers of younger children tend to stay at home, while 

mothers of children aged 12 and above are more likely to 

work. It is interesting to note that the delinquent con

duct is most prevalent for these older youth. The data 

gathered by TJC show that delinquent conduct is most pre

valent for 13 to 16 year old youth. The survey results 

indicate that during these years both parents are most likely 

to be employed. 

The attitudes of juveniles revealed by our sample survey 

are, for the most part, neither contrary to expectations 

nor surprising. If we may assume that youth attitudes in 

some measure reflect the attitudes of the adult population, 

the survey results provide a broad framework for indicating 

which programs and policies impacting youth may be accepted 

in the State. For example, the majority of Texas youth feel 
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strongly that kids should not be punished for conduct that 

adults would not be punished for if they engaged in the same 

behavior. If the assumption holds that youth attitudes are a 

reflection of adult attitudes in Texas, it may be possible for 

the State legislature to· decriminalize status offenses in the 

near future. 

The analysis also implies that youth may get into trouble 

with the law because they have nothing better to do and are 

just looking for kicks. If this is true, then perhaps the 

greater availability of recreational facilities and employ

ment opportunities may serve to reduce the incidence of de

linquent behavior. 

The survey results pose a number of questions to which 

satisfactory answers are not at hand. For example, females 

consistently give responses indicating a lesser degree of 

individual independence, self-confidence, and self-assertion 

than do males. This evidence supports previous research con

ducted on· attitudinal differences between males and females. 

In addition, fewer females than males feel that success in 

school has a significant bearing on their later success in 

life. The reasons for these differences in male/female at

titudes are not well understood. 

The question may be asked, "Is the relatively higher 

degree of individual independence and self-assertion among 

~ale youth related to the higher incidence of delinquent 

conduct among male juveniles? One might speculate that this 

feeling of individual independence may induce male youth to 

take greater risks, which ultimately get them in trouble 

with the law. 
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Questions concerning ethnic and racial differences in 

attitudes also invite comment. Why is it that ethnic minor

ities appear to be less concerned with peer group pressures 

than white youth? Why do black youth seem to be the most 

self-assertive and individualistic among the three ethnic 

groupings? Is this merely a defensive reaction on the part 

of black youth to counteract the racial discrimination con

fronting them in today's society? Why do black youth regard 

existing laws as being less legitimate than do either white 

or chicano youth? Can discriminatory enforcement of the law 

in dealing with black youth alleged to have engaged in de

linquent conduct, contribute to this attitude? 

One might also ask why it is that minority youth believe 

that success in school has an important affect on one's later 

success in life. Is it possible, given the present social 

structure, that ethnic minority youth view education oppor

tunity to be the major if not the only mechanism for succes

ful competition with white youth and for social morality? 

These and still other questions arising from the juvenile 

attitudinal survey need further consideration. The survey 

results show commonly held attitudes among the majority of 

Texas youth, but do not explain why they hold these attitudes. 

However, the data do suggest important questions to be in

vestigated further, in order to learn about the attitudes 

held by the majority of Texas' youth. Continued investiga

tion of such issues will lead to a better understanding of 

juvenile behavior and, perhaps, contribute to an eventual 

reduction in the incidence of juvenile crime in Texas. 
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Texas Youth Council Survey 

It is interesting to note that the opinions expressed 

by the young people committed to the Texas Youth Council 

(TYC) and those attending the public school system and not 

in trouble with the law do not greatly differ along most of 

the six dimensions. There is, however, one dimension along 

which there is a great deal of difference_, mainly, that con

cerning offenses. The young people committed to TYC seem 

to condone, or at least be sympathetic with, persons commit

ing either status or criminal offenses. Paint-sniffing is 

one exception. It is not considered acceptable by the vast 

majority of young people. The following is a list of the 

scales that showed substantial differences between the 

TYC and public school groups: 

Getting stoned is a cool experience. 

Getting drunk is really O.K. 

Ripping off things from department stores is a lot of fun. 

Prison can make a bad person worse. 

It bothers me to know that some people don't like me. 

Murderers should be put to death. 

Death is too big a price for a criminal to have to pay. 

The young people at the TYC schools held almost the op-

posite view to those of public school students. Whether or 

not this is significant i5thowever, a matter of conjecture. 

Of some 40 attitudinal scales administered, these seven were 

the only ones reflecting any noticeable difference in out-

look. Moreover, five of these scales directly concern offenses. 
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As far as the outlook concerning these offenses, the vast 

majority of the juveniles condemned the commission of 

offenses and thought that murderers should be put to death. 

On the other side of the continuum, the TYC students seemed 

to consider smoking dope and drinking rather pedestrian 

acts and did not agree that murderers should be executed. 

Other differences exist that are worth mentioning. The 

number of black youth committed to TYC is disproportionally 

large when compared to the percentage of black youth 

present in the school age population, as the following shows: 

Race TYC Public Schools 

Caucasian 33.9% 52.0% 

Black 33.5% 13.5% 

Mexican-American 18.5% 27.5% 

This is not new; information of this sort has been avail

able for a long time. However, such should encourage an 

in-depth comparative analysis. This could be accomplished 

by selecting out groups of individuals from both the public 

and TYC samples who hold similar views across the six dimen

sions or across selected scales and cross-classifying them 

with all of the classification variables available. This 

type of analysis should provide a profile of the various 

groups of individuals within each of the samples surveyed. 

Comparison of these profiles may provide added insights into 

young people who have aberrant views of authority, family, 

school, etc. 

Much of what has been derived from the survey data is 

not new, but the survey itself represents the only empirical 
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measurement of juvenile opinion in Texas known to exist. It 

has indicated several areas of divergent opinions between 

youth who are presently going to school and those who have 

been committed to the Texas Youth Council schools. These 

differences are most pronounced in attitudes toward offenses. 
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CHAPTER III 

JUVENILE POPULATIONS "AT RISK" 

The LEAA requirements for the Texas Criminal Justice 

Plan reflect an assumption that more adequate information on 

certain juvenile populations is relevant to delinquency 

programming. In assisting the Criminal Justice Division's 

efforts to fulfill these requirements, the Project collected 

data on segments of the juvenile population commonly regarded 

"at risk" of becoming delinquent. This chapter addresses 

the nature of the delinquency problem within Texas by 

examining available data on the rates of juvenile mental 

retardation and mental illness, unemployment, school atten

dance, divorce and broken homes, alcohol and drug abuse, 

learning problems and disabilities, poverty levels, and 

alien juvenile delinquency. Throughout this study pains 

have been taken not to assume a priori that these variables 

operate as "causes" of deviancy and delinquency. 

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE PROBLEMS 

The argument has often been made that a relationship 

exists between youths' problems in school and juvenile crime. 

However, efforts to support or refute such an argument are 

stymied by the fact that the statewide data on school atten

dance collected by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) does not 

classify juveniles who leave school by their reason for 

leaving. 
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Accoraing to TEA, a "school leaver" is a pupil who 

leaves school during a given school year, and to the best 

knowledge of the school district will not enroll in another 

school. A total of 5,292 14-year-old students left Texas 

schools during the 1974-75 school year, 7.77 percent of the 

68,048 youth, aged 12 through 21, who were classified 
-

"school leavers" that year. For 15-year-olds, the number 

of school leavers increased to 10,426, or 15.26 percent of 

all school leavers from ages 13 through 21. (The State is 

responsible for the education of some students, such as the 

trainable mentally retarded, until they reach age 21.) 

For 16-year-olds, the total was 16,050, or 23.58 percent of 

the total. Seventeen-year-olds represent the largest number 

of school leavers, a total of 16,860, or 24.77 percent of 

all school leavers. For 18-year-olds, the total drops 

dramatically to 7, 567, or 11.1 percent of all school leavers. 

For 1974-75, school leavers represented 2.35 percent of the 

total student enrollment. It can be seen from this data 

that most of those who leave school do so during the ages 

of 15 through 17. It must be noted that many of these leavers 

are behind the normal grade level for their age. 

The TEA data also indicate that the largest enrollment 

drops occur from the eighth grade through the twelfth graGe. 

Enrollment data from the TEA's May 1974 "Estimates and 

Projections" reflect a declining enrollment from the time a 
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given statewide class begins the first grade until it 

graduates from high school. For example, of the 258,685 

students who entered the first grade in 1964, a TEA pro

jection of 171,454 remained when the class reached the 

twelfth grade, and 160,447 graduated from high school in 

1976. Sixty-two percent of those who began first grade 

in 1964 graduated in 1976. (The TEA projections were cal

culated in 1974 using historical trends as a base, and 

included adjustments for retentions based on historical 

data.) 

From these TEA data, it can be seen that school enroll

ment drops steadily between the time a given statewide class 

enters the first grade and eventually graduates from high 

school. This downward trend holds not only for the one class 

followed, but also, according to the TEA report, for other 

statewide classes and previous years. 

The Texas Judicial Council (TJC) also gathers data 

which throw light on school status and academic progress 

of children referred to the juvenile justice system. According 

to TJC data for 1976, 4,521 of the 27,708 CINS referrals 

were for alleged offenses related to school attendance. 

This figure represents 16 percent of all status offenses 

for that six-month period. Sixty-five percent of these 

truants were male and 35 percent were female. 
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Alleged school attendance problems among white children 

accounted for 14 percent of all white referrals for CINS. 

Among the black children, however, school attendance problems 

represented a much larger proportion of the children declared 

in need of supervision. Although the sex breakdowns were 

roughly the same among black referrals as white (50-65 percent 

male, 45-50 percent female), truancy represented 24 percent of 

the black CINS referrals. Truancy percentages among Spanis~1 

surnamed referrals in need of supervision showed nearly the 

same pattern as that of the white referrals. Spanish surnamed 

referrals for school attendance problems represented 13 percent 

of all Spanish surnamed status offense referrals. From this 

data it can be seen that school attendance is more frequently a 

status offense problem among black children than either white 

or Spanish surnamed children. 

Table 1 shows that 3,421 children were referred to the 

juvenile justice system by the schools in 1976. This 

represented seven percent of all referrals to the juvenile 

justice system. 

TABLE 1 

SOURCE OF REFERRED CHILDREN 

(1976) 

Police Social 
Agency Agency Parent School Other Total 

57,802 672 2,644 3,421 2,401 66,~40 

Source: Texas Juvenile Probation Report, Texas Judicial 
Council, 1976. 
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During the same period, approximately 80 percent of all 

youths referred to the juvenile justice system were still in 

school (Table 2). About three percent o.f all referred children 

had been suspended or expelled from school, while approximately 

16 percent were dropouts. Of the children in school referred 

to the juvenile justice system, relatively small proportions 

were either at the sixth grade level or below, or in the 11th 

and 12th grades. Eighth and ninth grade children were, it 

appears, far more likely to be among those referred to the 

juvenile justice system than those in lower or higher grades. 

Together, they account for 46 percent of all the referrals 

of juveniles in school. If seventh graders are added to 

that total, about 62 percent of all referrals of children in 

school are accounted for. Unfortunately, the data collected 

by TJC do not permit anything to be said about the relation

ship between school grade levels and types of alleged 

offenses--whether status or delinquent offenses. 

Of the suspended or expelled juveniles who were referred, 

those at the seventh through ninth grade levels accounted 

for 75 percent of the total. At the 11th and 12th grade 

levels, expelled and suspended students were a tiny fraction 

of those referred to the juvenile justice system. Amo~g the 

referred children who had dropped out of school a substantial 

proportion--about 70 percent--had not gone beyond the eighth 

grade in school. Again, nothing can be said about the kinds 
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In School 

Dropped Out 

Suspended or 
Exoelled 

TABLE 2 

SCHOOL STATUS AND GRADE COMPLETED 
OF REFERRED CHILDREN -- 1976 

Total 

No. Percent 

52,966 82 

10,162 16 

1,655 3 

6th Grade · 
or below 

No. Percent 

B,037 15 

968 10 

147 9 

7th Grade 

No. Percent 

8,497 16 

1,843 18 

315 19 

TOTAL 64,783 101* 9,152 14 110,655 16 

8th Grade 9th Grade 10th Grade 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

In School 12,045 23 12,114 3 7,688 5 

Dropped Out 2,562 25 2,629 6 1,238 2 

Suspended or 
Expelled · 519 31 465 8 172 10 

TOTAL 15,126 23 15,208 23 9,098 14 

11th Grade 12th Grade 

No. Percent No. Percent 

In School 2,468 5 2,117 4 

Dropped .Out 303 3 619 6 

Suspended or 
Expelled 35 2 2 O* 

TOTAL 2,806 4 2,738 4 

*Due to rounding error 

Source: Texas Juvenile Probation Reporti Texas Judicial Council, 
1976. 
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of offenses which brought dropouts and youths suspended and 

expelled from school into contact with the juvenile justice 

system. 

Data on the ages of children referred to the juvenile 

justice system for 1976 are congruent with the data on their 

school status and grade level characteristics. At the 

extremes of the juvenile age span, the numbers of children 

referred were relatively smaller than among the other age 

groups. Thus, 17-year-old children accounted for one percent 

of all referrals and 10-year-olds for almost two percent. 

By contrast, 13-year-old children accounted for 12 percent; 

14-year-olds for 19 percent; 15-year-olds for 27 percent; 

and 16-year-olds for 31 percent of all referrals. In short, 

youths 13 to 16 years of age accounted for 89 percent of all 

referrals, and may be identified as a "vulnerable" age group, 

so to speak, in terms of a propensity toward deviant and 

delinquent behavior. 

DRUG ABUSE 

According to information published by the State Program 

of Drug Abuse in the 1975 Texas State Plan for Drug Abuse 

Prevention, drug abuse among Texas juveniles is on the 

increase. This plan uses treatment program data gathered 

through the Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process and 

the data system of the Texas Department of Mental Health and 

Mental Retardation (TDMH-MR) to construct a profile of drug 
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abuse in Texas. These data sources provide information on all 

drug abusers who are being treated in programs which receive 

federal funds or are in state mental hospitals, community 

mental health centers, and other out-patient services affiliated 

with TDMH-MR. 

The Texas Department of Community Affairs (TDCA) 1975 

State Plan for Drug Abuse Prevention recognizes that use of 

opiates such as morphine, heroin, and the like is the major 

drug abuse in Texas. Data on juvenile opiate abuse (ages 

10-17) are not available. The high incidence of opiate 

abuse is reflected in the data received from treatment 

programs in which opiate users constituted the majority 

(66 percent) of the patient load. The data reveal that these 

opiate users are predominately male, accounting for 77 percent 

of the patients being treated for use of opiates. The majority 

of the opiate abusers in treatment are white, accounting for 

52 percent of the opiate patients, with blacks and Spanish

surnamed patients accounting for 29 and 19 percent, respectively. 

This information also indicates that opiate abusers are 

primarily young adults. 

Although opiate abuse continues to be the largest category 

of drug abuse treated in Texas, marijuana is involved in more 

arrests than any other drug (72 percent of all drug arrests 

involve marijuana) • Marijuana use is the second most frequent 

drug abuse problem seen in treatment facilities. The incidence 
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of marijuana use among young people is extremely high. 

Individuals who identify marijuana as their primary drug 

are very likely to be young--63 percent are under the age 

of 20. The majority of marijuana users in treatment programs 

are Anglo males--79 percent were male and 71 percent were 

Anglo. The data from treatment programs probably understates 

the use of marijuana. Arrest statistics and other indicators 

such as incarceration information suggest that marijuana use 

is greater than is indicated by treatment program data. The 

measured non-physically addictive nature of marijuana 

decreases the pressure to seek treatment, and marijuana users 

are reluctant to seek treatment for what they consider a 

"minor" drug offense. 

Prescription drugs comprise a iarge group of drugs not 

generally recognized as abused drugs. These drugs are usually 

obtained legally and many abusers are not arrested for 

possession of them. This major source of drug abuse through

out Texas includes barbiturates, tranquilizers, sedatives, 

and amphetamines. An overwhelming number of patients being 

treated for abuse of these drugs is Anglo, as Table 3 

illustrates. 
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TABLE 3 

1975 PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

Spanish 
Anglo Black Surname Other 

Barbiturates 81. 49% 11. 39% 6.40% 0.72% 

Tranquilizers/ 
Sedatives 92.65% 4.41% 2.94% 0.00% 

Amphetamines 79.03% 0.00% 17.74% 3.23% 

Source: 1975 Texas State Plan for Drug Abuse Prevention, 
Texas Department of Community Affairs. 

The proportion of females in prescription drug treatment 

is greater than that for other drugs, as indicated in Table 

Table 4. The data also reveal increased abuse of these drugs 

among juvenlles 10-19 years of age. In the past, most abuse 

occurred among young adults ages 20-29, or in adults 40-49. 

Table 5, which shows recent drug use by age group, makes 

clear the relatively heavy abuse of prescription drugs by 

the young, particularly of amphetamines. 

TABLE 4 

1975 PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE BY SEX 

Barbiturates 

Tranquilizers/ 
Sedatives 

Amphetamines 

Male 

59. 4 3% 

32.35% 

69.35% 

Female 

40.57% 

67.65% 

30.65% 

Source: 1975 Texas State Plan for Drug Abuse Prevention, 
Texas Department of Community Affairs. 
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TABLE 5 

1975 PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE BY AGE 

10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-up 

Barbiturates 32.0% 51. 6% 9.61% 4.25% 1. 78% 0.71% 

Tranquilizers/ 
Sedatives 25.0% 25.3% 25.0% 7.35% 7.35% 0.00% 

Amphetamines 43.5% 48.3% 8.0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Source: 1975 Texas State Plan for Drug Abuse Prevention, 
Texas Department of Community Affairs. 

. The increasing use of inhalants among juveniles is a cause 

for concern in Texas. Almost all users of inhalants fall within 

the juvenile age range. Data from one of the larger treatment 

programs in Austin show that referrals to the juvenile justice 

system for inhalant abuse increased 123 percent from 1971 to 1974. 

Statewide data from treatment programs in 1975 show that 73 

percent of the inhalant abuse patients were Spanish-surnamed males. 

Generally, inhalant abusers were found to be males (85 percent) 

between the ages of 13 and 18. 

TJC data indicate that drug abuse is found in all segments 

of the population, and was responsible for nine percent of all 

youth referred to the juvenile justice system during 1976. 
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ALCOHOLISM AND ALCOHOL ABUSE 

Alcoholism is found in all parts of the country, 

among all classes of people, and at all economic levels. 

Recently, increased attention has been given to the problem 

of juvenile alcoholism. The National Institute on Alcoholism 

and Alcohol Abuse estimates that seven percent of the nation's 

juvenile population has alcohol problems and re.ports a marked 

increase in the rates of alcohol abuse among juveniles. It 

is thought that the rising juvenile alcohol abuse rates may 

contribute to increases in other juvenile offenses such as 

truancy, theft, and violent crimes. 

Specific data on alcohol abuse rates among Texas 

juveniles are not available from the Texas Commission on 

Alcoholism (TCA) .. The reasons for this are several, including 

the absence of a systematic and consistent data collection 

method at the state level. The TCA applies the National 

Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse estimates of 

alcoholism rates to 1970 census data to develop estimates 

of the extent of alcoholism in Texas. Thus, the 1976 Texas 

State Plan for the Prevention, Treatment, and Control of 

Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism states that the "at risk" 

alcoholic population in Texas is estimated by using the 

formula .07 X the adult population. "At risk" is defined 

as all persons suffering impairment, recognizable by health 

professionals, but not necessarily in need of services. 

-33-



TABLE 6 

1976 ALCOHOLISM AND ALCOHOL ABUSE POPULATION ESTIMATES 

RISK POPULATION 
(1) 

1970 Populati~n _________ 1970 Population x 7% 

Total 
11,196,730 

Age 
1-12 

Age 
13-17 

(1,138,583) 

Age 
18-64 

(6,261,292) 

Age 
65+ 

(935,622) 

8,335,497 Total 
Population Age 13+ 

2,861,253 children 
not included in 
total 

79,700 

438,290 

65,494 

583,484 Total 
Population at Risk 

Male/Female (80-20%) 

Not applicable 

63,760/15,940 

350,632/87,658 

52,395/13,099 

466,787/116,697 

Source: 1976 Texas State Plan for the Prevention, Treatment, and Control of Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism. Texas Commission on Alcoholism. 

1) Risk is defined as all persons suffering impairment, recognizable by health pro
fessionals, but not necessarily in need of services. Risk population is derived 
by multiplying the population per age category by 7 percent. 

I 
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The "at risk" population for a given age group is derived 

by multiplying the total population of that age group by 

seven percent. This formula yields an estimate of 79,700 

juveniles ages 13-17 who were "at risk" of alcoholism in 

Texas in 1976. (See Table 6 for the TCA 1976 estimates of 

alcoholism and alcohol abuse.) 

It must be noted that the application of this formula 

assumes that the percentage of juveniles "at risk" is the 

same as the percentage of adults "at risk". However, both 

TCA and the Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental 

Retardation estimate that the incidence of alcohol abuse 

differs greatly between males and females and that there are 

four times as many male as female alcohol abusers. 

BROKEN HOMES 

Of all the juvenile referrals reported by the Texas 

Judicial Council for 1976, seven percent had lived with only 

one parent prior to referral. Fifty-three percent of the 

referrals (35,528) lived with both parents, and slightly 

over one percent (842) of the referrals were either adopted 

or living with foster families. The data presented in 

Table 7 show that while many of the youths in trouble in 

Texas come from broken families, the majority lived with 

both of their parents. 
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TABLE 7 

FAMILY STATUS OF REFERRED CHILDREN 

Total Percentage 

Lived with both parents 35,528 53% 

Lived with one parent 24,927 37% 

Lived with relative 2,447 4% 

Lived with adoptive family 298 1% 

Lived with foster family 544 1% 

Other 2,944 4% 

TOTAL 66,688 100% 

Source: Texas Juvenile Probation Report, Texas Judicial 
Council, 1976. 

In 1974, the national divorce rate was 4.8 per thousand 

population. The 1974 Texas divorce rate was 5.8 per thousand, 

significantly higher than the national average. The Texas 

divorce rate for 1975 shows a nine percent increase over 

the preceding year, to 6.3 per thousand. According to the 

1970 census, there were 14,185 divorced male heads of families 

living in Texas, 82,875 divorced female heads of families, 

and more than 150,000 children who lived with one divorced 

parent. 

As Table 8 shows, in 1970 there were ~,2~2 males in 

Texas who were separated heads of nouseholas, compared to 

37,334 such females, and more than 95,000 children under 18 

years of age lived with separated parents. An additional 
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TABLE 8 

HEADS OF FAMILIES BY MARITAL STA'.IUS, RACE, SEX, AND NUMBER OF CHilDREN UNDER 18:1970 

State Separated Widowed Divorced single . Z.-..arried, wife 
Total Male Female Male Female Male Fanale Male Female Other present I 

--
Families 2,818,123 5,282 37,334 20,442 117,312 14,185 82,875 19,935 26,363 51,578 2,442,817 

Percent 100 0.2 1.3 0.7 4.2 0.5 2.9 0.7 0.9 1.8 86.7 

Children 
Under 18 3,771,965 6,003 89,018 16,659 93~508 13,522 137,814 6,244 23,945 87,219 3,298,123 

White 

Families 2,500,767 3,465 20,871 16,227 91,407 12,187 64,644 17,168 17,866 43,352 2,213,580 

Percent 100 0.1 0.8 0.6 3.7 0.5 2.6 0.7 0.7 1. 7 88.5 
I 

Orildren I"'-
M 

Under 18 3,246,493 4,027 45,458 12,756 66,348 11,591 101,261 4,480 8,629 71,195 2,920,748 I 

Negro 

Families 306,658 1,793 16,339 4,161 25,532 1,932 17,873 2,584 8,358 7,754 220,332 

Percent 100 0.6 5.3 1.4 8.3 0.6 5.8 0.8 2.7 2.5 71.8 

Orlldren 
' Under 18 508,652 1,951 43,197 3,767 26,687 1,844 35,864 1,751 15,174 15,209 363,208 

Persons of ~sh 
Sumarre or Sparu.sh Language 

Frunilies 423,780 971 8,999 4,881 20,946 1,610 12, 158 4,920 6,566 10,564 352,165 

Percent 100 0.2 2.1 1.2 4.9 0.4 2.9 1.2 1.5 2.5 83.1 

Children 
Under 18 904,101 1,359 24,061 5,001 24,219 1,856 24,976 2,788 6,747 24,262 788,832 

Source: 1970 Census of Populatioo, u. s. Department of camerce. 



24,569 lived with parents classified as single. In all, 

386,713 children under 18, or slightly more than 10 percent 

of the total number of children in Texas lived in broken 

homes or one-parent families. Approximately eight percent 

of all white children in Texas lived with parents who were 

either separated, widowed, divorced, or single. Of Texas' 

black children under 18 years of age, more than 42 percent 

lived with parents classified as separated, widowed, divorced, 

or single. Thus, four out of every 10 black children in 

Texas in 1970 were from broken homes. According to the 1970 

census, children of Spanish surname and Spanish language 

belonging to parents separated, widowed, divorced, or single 

numbered 91,007, or some some 10 percent of the total number 

of children in that ethnic group. 

POVERTY LEVELS 

The 1970 census data presented in Table 9 show that 

almost 15 percent of lhe 2,818,123 families in Texas in 

1969 were living below the poverty level. Some 16 percent 

of those families had children under 18 years of age. About 

one out of three black families and almost as high a propor

tion of Spanish surnamed and Spanish language families were 

below the poverty level. 

Of the black children up to age 14, 45.8 percent were 

living under poverty conditions, and of those between 15 and 

19 years of age, 38.2 percent were. Among white children up 
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to age 14 and from 15 to 19, the percentages of those 

living in poverty were about nine and 10 percent, respectively. 

Thus, the jncidence of poverty was about four times higher 

among minority group children than among whites. 

TABLE 9 

POVERTY STATUS OF FA...MILIES IN TEXAS IN 1969 

No. of families Percent of 

Total below poverty families below 
level poverty level 

All families 2,818,123 413,804 14.7 

White 2,500,767 311,425 12.5 

Negro 306,658 100,3Q7 32.7 

Spanish language 
or surname 423,780 133,459 31.5 

Source: 1970 Census of Po9ulation, U. S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Census 

The question of the relationship of poverty conditions 

to juvenile deviant behavior and delinquent conduct is a 

source of controversy not examined here. There is, however, 

persuasive evidence that children from lower income level 

families are more likely to get caught in the juvenile justice 

system than those whose families rank higher on the income 

scale. 
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MENTAL ILLNESS AND MENTAL RETARDATION 

Recentl~ mentally ill and mentally retarded children 

have gained increased attention from officials in juvenile 

delinquency. Several problems face the juvenile justice 

system in relation to such children. One is whether the 

mentally disturbed or retarded delinquent should be treated 

through mental health and mental retardation services and 

programs, or referred to the juvenile justice system. 

Another question concerns the appropriate methods of treat

ment and rehabilitation for mentally ill and retarded youth 

who are referred to the juvenile justice system. 

The population of mentally ill or mentally retarded 

children may be divided into three categories. The largest 

group is that which is identified as "at risk", which consists 

of children suffering from mental problems recognizable to 

mental health officials. A second group, which may be 

considered a subgroup of the "at risk" group, is called the 

"in need" group. This group of children demonstrates 

sufficient mental problems to require professional treatment. 

The third and smallest group is the "under care" population, 

which consists of those children who are in schools for the 

mentally retarded, hospitals, private treatment facilities, 

or who receive outpatient services from public or private 

sources. 

The most easily quantifiable of these groups is the 

"under care" population. According to the Texas Department 
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of Mental Health and Mental Retardation Data Book for 1975, 

there were 312 mental hospital patients between the ages of 

10 and 17 during fiscal year 1975. Youth institutionalized 

in Texas mental hospitals were largely between the ages of 

15 and 17, white (71 percent), male (58 percent), and 

from four of the most populous counties in the state (Dallas, 

Harris, Tarrant, and Travis counties). The length of stay 

of these children in state mental institutions varies. For 

children up to 13 years old, the mean length of stay is 

approximately 230 days and the median is about 90 days. 

For children 13 to 17 years of age, the mean stay is around 

190 days and the median is 90 days. On the average, younger 

children te~d to stay institutionalized longer than older 

children. 

There were 2,867 mentally retarded children between 

the ages of 10 and 17 institutionalized in Texas in fiscal 

1975. The TDMH-MR Data Book for 1975 states that these 

children are for the most part 10 to 14 years old, male 

(54 percent), white (71 percent), and functioning at a 

severe to profound adaptive behavior level (67 percent) . 

Seventy-three percent of the children one through 12 

years of age have been in residence at state schools for 

longer than one year, while 90 percent of the children ages 

13 through 17 have been there longer than one year. 

The "at risk" and "in need" populations of mentally 

ill and mentally retarded children cannot be counted as 
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easily as the "under care" population, and therefore must 

be estimated. The Task Force on the Prevalence and Service 

Requirements for Mental Health-Mental Retardation estimates 

that a total of 489,880 Texas children, or 11.64 percent of 

the population between infancy and 17 years of age, are in 

need off mental health services. The Task Force Report 

classified this "in need" population as follows: 1,680 autistic, 

25,000 psychotic, and 105,000 severely disturbed children, 

and 368,000 children in need of professional treatment. 

The Task Force estimated that the "at risk" mental health 

population of 966,000 is almost twice as large as the "in 

need" population. The Task Force estimated the "in need" 

mentally retarded population in Texas by determining the size 

of the poverty and non-poverty groups and multiplying these 

figures by seven percent and two percent, respectively. No 

attempt was made in the course of this study to inquire into 

the soundness of this estimating procedure. 

The Task Force also made an estimate of the number of 

mentally ill criminal offenders (MICO) in Texas using data 

from state mental hospitals on patients with criminal histories. 

In 1976 there were 1,122 active cases of patients in Texas 

Department of Mental Health-Mental Retardation state hospitals 

who had been convicted of felonies, were under indictment, 

or had a history of trouble with the police. The mentally 

ill criminal offender group represented about five percent of 
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the State hospital admissions. Juveniles represented 23 percent, 

or 277, of these cases. 

The Task Force also estimated that 10 percent of all 

individuals coming into contact with the juvenile justice 

system are mentally retarded. On this assumption, it concluded 

that in 1976 there were 10,750 mentally retarded youth 14 

and under and 14,710 youth between 15 and 17 who were criminal 

offenders. 

UNEMPLOYMENT 

Juvenile unemployment data are not currently compiled 

by either the Texas Employment Commission (TEC) or the Texas 

Department of Community Affairs (TOCA). Such information is 

available in local offices of the TEC in individual case files, 

but it is not aggregated for the state as a whole in TEC's . 

data system. (According to TEC, very few juveniles attempt 

to utilize its services.) 

Unemployed youth over the age of 16 actively seeking 

work are considered to be part of the labor force. They 

do not appear in unemployment insurance statistics because 

few are eligible to collect unemployment benefits on the 

basis of previous employment. Data from other sources 

reporting on other forms of financial assistance to juveniles 

are not available, since most unemployed youths live at home 

and are ineligible to apply for financial assistance. 
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National figures presented in the Manpower Report of the 

President for 1975 and The Employment and Training Report of 

the President for 1976 indicate that the employment rates for 

all juveniles increased until 1976, when in most cases they 

dropped slightly as the country began to move somewhat out of 

its depressed state. Data from these two reports, displayed 

in Table 11, show .that unemployment rates for blacks and other 

minorities, especially in low income areas, are much greater 

than those for whites. 

The material available from these two reports, while of 

considerable value, must be interpreted with care for several 

reasons. First, high unemployment rates among young, new 

entrants into the labor force reflect, in part, a propensity 

toward job-change among the more ambitious and able new 

entrants, who seek to escape from dead-end jobs and search 

jobs with occupational or career ladders. Second, a 

substantial portion of youths counted as unemployed are full-

time students, a fact which substantially inflates the unemploy-

ment rate. Third, as mentioned before, the highest national 

unemployment rates for youths are those of black or other 

minority males in the central city, followed by black females, 

white females and white males. Fourth and last, young workers 

are defined as individuals 16 through 19 years old, and 

constitute an age group dissimilar from juveniles 10 through 

17 years of age. 
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TABLE 11 

UNEMPLOYED PERSONS 16-19 YEARS LIVING IN POVERTY* 
AND NON-POVERTY AREAS BY RACE, 1973-1975 

White, both sexes Black and Other, both sexes 
Poverty Non-poverty Poverty Non-poverty 

Total US 
1973 12.0 13.0 33.4 27.1 
1974 14.2 13.9 36.1 29.5 
1975 19.1 17.1 40.7 33.2 
1976 17.6 16.8 40.0 34.5 

Metro Areas 
1973 16.6 13.5 36.7 28.0 
1974 18.1 14.4 38.8 30.7 
1975 26.2 18.2 45.5 33.5 
1976 22.6 17.3 43.3 35.2 

Non-Metro Areas 
1973 10.2 11. 6 27.8 22.6 
1974 12.5 12.7 31. 8 23.9 
1975 16.4 16.3 32.9 31.4 
1976 J.5.7 15.3 33.8 30.8 

*Poverty ar~a classification consists of all census 
geographical divisions in which 20 percent or more of 
the residents were poor according to the 1970 census. 

Source: Data excerpted, Manpower Report of the President, 
1975 and The Employment and Training Report of the 
President, 1976. 

LEARNING PROBLEMS AND DISABILITIES 

Recognizable learning problems are present in a 

significant number of school children and may have enduring 

effects upon their behavior and long-term development. 

L~arning problems and disabilities, reflected in a child's 

inability to keep up with the achievements of his or her peers, 

may result not only in inadequate interpersonal relations 

with adults and other children, but also in disruptive and 
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anti-social behavior and dropping out of school. When a 

child's educational achievement is curtailed by learning 

problems or disabilities, the effects upon later employment 

opportunities and work experiences may be adverse. Defini-

tions of the most common learning problems follow: 

Learning Disabilities. Children with learning disabilities 

are those who are deficient in their ability to acquire 

learning skills including, but not limited to, the ability 

to listen, reason, think, speak, read, write, spell or make 

mathematical calculations. These disabilities are linked 

to neurological disorders and are usually idnetif ied by 

educational and/or psychological and/or medical diagnosis 
. 

and call for treatment through special educational services. 

Emotional Disturbances. The emotionally disturbed child is 

one whose general emotional condition is medically and/or 

psychologically determined to be such that he or she cannot 

be adequately and/or safely educated in the regular classes 

and curricula of the public schools. 

Minimally Brain-Damaged. The minimally brain-damaged are 

children who are normal or above normal in intelligence, but 

who have learning difficulties directly attributable to an 

organic defect caused by a neurological condition. Because 

of this condition, they are unable to adjust to, or profit 

from, a regular school program without the supervision of 

special education services. 
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Slow Learners. These are children whose IQ is approximately 

80 to 90, and whose mental age and academic progress are 

fairly compatible, but who are at least a year behind their 

chronological age and expected grade level. 

Research evidence presented at the 1974 Dallas Symposium 

on Youth in Trouble shows the following similarities between 

juvenile delinquents and the learning disabled: 

1. Both the learning disabled and juvenile delinquent 

populations evidence a negative self-concept and a low 

frustration tolerance. 

2. Both delinquency and learning disabilities have 

been problems primarily for males. Overall, males out-number 

females by a ratio of four to one. 

3. Directional orientation problems are common among 

both the delinquent and the learning disabled population. 

4. There is a greater occurrence of minimal brain 

dysfunction among both delinquent and learning disabled 

youth than in the population in general. 

5. Most delinquents and children with learning disabilities 

tend to have difficulties in school, beginning in the primary 

grades. 

Further, researchers reporting at the Dallas symposium 

stated that a significant percentage of youths who are 

repeatedly in trouble with the law have one or more of the 
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learning disabilities described earlier. The research 

literature supports the conclusion that at least half of 

the delinquent children who enter the juvenile justice system 

suffer from learning disabilities. 1 Chester Poremba, co

chairman of the Association for Children with Learning 

Disabilities and a noted researcher in the field, stated 

in a letter to the American Institutes of Reserach that 

there are indications that delinquents have these problems to 

a greater extent than realized by the general population. 

There is presently disagreement over the definition 

of learning disabilities. Some researchers reject phenomena 

which can be traced to environmental conditions and apply 

the term "learning disabilities" only to phenomena which 

have the characteristics of neurological disorders. 2 

As defined and treated in Texas, learning disabilities are 

considered part of the more general category of learning 

problems. A child is classified as having a learning disability 

by the Texas Education Agency when his or her symptoms 

include: 

1. Total intellectual functioning not more than two 

standard deviations below the norm, or an IQ of 80. 

2. Evidence of a deficit in one or more of the basic 

psychological learning processes (auditory, visual, or tactile), 

inter-sensory integration and/or concept formation. 
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3. A discrepancy between age level expectancy and current 

eduational performance. 

There were 136,296 Texas children classified as learning 

disabled by the Texas Education Agency for the 1975-76 school 

year, as Table 12 shows. Of these, 75,794 were between the 

ages of 10 and 17. The data available from the TEA are 

broken down by race and ethnicity, but not by sex or specific 

learning disability. According to TEA, more than half of 

all learning disabled children are white. 

TABLE 12 

LEARNING DISABLED CHILDREN 
SERVED BY TEA FOR THE 1975-76 SCHOOL YEAR 

Grade Age Ethnicity 

K 

1 

2. 

3 

14 

1: 
!1 
l8 
' '9 I . 
10 

11 

~ 12 

:Ungraded 
!Preschool 

1Ungraded 
1
Elemcntary 
' 
Ungraded 
Secondary 

TOT/\L 

3,273 

12,574 

14,599 

15,344 

15,592 

15,753 

13,780 

11,870 

9,368 

6,959 

5,163 

3,377 

2,852 

3,835 

998 

533 

136,230 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

io 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

769 

2,068 

3,853 

8,759 

12,561 

14,215 

15,389 

15,0S4 

14,295 

12,246 

10,467 

8,265 

6,464 

5,179 

3,826 

2,122 

592 

157 

15 

136,296 

Texas E~ucation Agency 
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Indian 

Oriental 

Spanish 

Other 

25 '7901 
141 

1741 
35,024 i 

75,111 I 

136,240 



The second largest group is Spanish surnamed,, who make up 

more than one-fourth of the learning disabled children. 

Black children make up the third largest group with 25,790 

children, or 19 percent of the learning disabled children. 

Oriental and Indian children together make up less than one 

percent of the learning disabled children. 

Eighty percent of these children are in the first through 

eighth grades, and 82 percent of them are between six and 14 

years of age. After age 14 and the eighth grade, the number 

of learning disabled children in school declines rapidly. 

This corresponds with other TEA data which indicate that the 

large~t number of children leave school between the ages of 

15 and 17. The learning disabled children may be frustrated 

by their failure in school and possiSly take advantage of their 

first legal opportunity to leave. It should be emphasized 

that learning disabled children are not mentally retarded 

and that their IQs may compare favorably with those of their 

peers. One problem in dealing with learning disabilities is 

the identification of the learning disabled population. 

Current guidelines for federally-aided special education 

programs require that school identify a very small percentage 

of the disabled children in their schools as learning disabled. 

Because the research in this area indicates that the present 

system of identification may overlook a significant number 

of children with learning disabilities, these guidelines are 

in the process of being revised. 
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It has been shown that some relationship exists between 

school achievement, learning disabilities and delinquency. 

One argument provides a four-step summary of events resulting 

in delinquency. First, the child gets the reputation of 

being a slow learner, a disciplinary problem and perhaps, an 

unattractive schoolmate. Second, the child accepts this 

negative labeling and develops a negative self-concept. In 

the third staqe the child feels an increased need to 

compensate for continued school failure and the likelihood 

of his or her absenteeism, suspension or dropout from school 

increases. In the fourth and final stage, the child has 

the emotional incentives and increased opportunity in the 

form of time on his or her hands to commit delinquent acts. 

Another argument is based on examining the learning 

disabled child's increased susceptibility to delinquent 

behavior. It argues that certain types of learning disabil

ities are associated with behavioral tendencies that can 

easily lead to delinquency. These tendencies can include the 

physical and social awkwardness that accompany many kinds of 

learning disabilities, as well as general impulsiveness, a 

limited ability to learn from experience and poor reception 

of social cues. These tendencies can cause a learning 

disabled child to back into a confrontation without knowing 

how he or she got there. The child has a limited responsive

ness to the usual systems of sanctions and rewards. Since 
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messages may not get through to the child in the way they 

are intended, some of the factors which might restrain a 

non-learning disabled child from committing a delinquent act 

will not restrain a learning disabled child. The learning 

disabled child confronts the opportunity for delinquent 

activity with at least one strike against him or her. 

Neither of these arguments presents a complete or 

conclusive link between learning disabilities, school failure 

and delinquency. The strength of these relationships and 

the mechanisms by which they operate are not completely 

understood. According to Youth in Trouble, the report of 

the 1974 Dallas symposium, not all delinquents are learning 

disabled and not all learning disabled child~en are delinquents. 

Among the speakers at that symposium who addressed the 

relationship between juvenile delinquency and learning 

disabilities was Chester Poremba, whose earlier research3 

led him to estimate that 50 percent of the juvenile delinquent 

youth referred to the courts exhibit a specific learning 

disability. In their 1970 study of the delinquent population 

at the Robert F. Kennedy Youth Center, Learning Disabilities 

of Juvenile Delinquents, F. Duling, S. Eddy, and V. Risko found 

that of the children who had average or above average IQs, 

32 percent , or almost one-third of this population, were 

identified as learning disabled. Their study also found that 

53 percent of their delinquent population had one or more 
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specific learning disability. A 1971 study of delinquents 

by Winston Ahlstrom and Robert Havighurst entitled 400 Losers, 

found juvenile delinquents to be three years behind in the 

basic skills of reading and mathematics. 

THE JUVENILE ALIEN DELINQUENT 

The problem of juvenile alien delinquency is an important 

one in Texas because of our proximity to Mexico. Delinquency 

problems in the border area are different from those elsewhere 

in the state simply because of the pressure of juvenile 

illegal aliens who commit crimes, particularly property 

crimes. 

The Juvenile Aliens Borderlands Conference Report of 

1975 shows that alien juveniles periodically cross the 

U.S.-Mexican border, engage in criminal activity, and then 

return to Mexico without being prosecuted. Because these 

juveniles are not United States citizens, they are often 

sent back across the border without any record of their 

offenses being filed. 

The economic and social conditions in the borderland 

areas are important contributors to the incidence of alien 

juvenile delinquency. The Mexican economy is characterized 

by unemployment, food shortages and overpopulation. Five 

percent of the Mexican population holds 40 percent of Mexico's 

income.
4 

The major attraction of the United States for the 

Mexican juvenile lies in its economic well-being relative to 
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that of Mexico, including a large demand for labor at 

comparatively high wages. 

The resulting strong migration movement towards the 

United States leads to overcrowded labor markets on both 

sides of the border. The migration to Mexican border towns 

produces an uprooted, estranged people no longer sustained 

by their own traditional cultural supports. The high 

proportion of juveniles among border town Mexicans reflects 

the relative youthfulness of the population of Mexico, almost 

55 percent of which was under 18 years of age in 1970, 

according to the Mexican census for that year. 

For the Mexican juvenile along the border, the attractions 

of the northern side involve rewards with light punishment. 

Signs of affluence such as television sets, automobiles, and 

radios are highly visible, and only the threat of deportation 

counters the temptation to commit crimes. 

The Conference report cites impressionistic estimates 

by businessmen, police officers, judges and others directly 

involved with the problem that as many as 10,000 juvenile 

alien offenses are conunitted yearly on the Texas border. 

Recorded apprehension figures for 1974 collected from police 

records and published in the report were 1,065, and estimates 

for 1975 were close to 1,500. The higher estimates run about 

nine times greater than recorded offenses. 

The results of a survey in 14 border counties also 

published in the Conference report show that of the 1,048 
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charges reported in 1974 and 1975, 36 percent were thefts. 

Burglary was the second largest category of charges, accounting 

for 28 percent of the total. Immigration violations accounted 

for the third highest percentage with 23 percent. The data 

used were collected from county probation and sheriffs' depart

ments and police records of the 14 border counties cooperating 

in the study. Estimates made by police and other officials 

of the number of offenses committed yearly suggest that few 

juvenile offenses are, in fact, reported. 

Several factors make it extremely difficult to determine 

the extent of juvenile alien crime along the Mexican-American 

border. For example, when an offender is not apprehended, 

there is no way of knowing whether he or she is a citizen of 

Mexico or the United States. When juveniles are apprehended 

by the police for property crimes, a very large proportion of 

them are simply released and the incident is not reported. 

Many adult alien offenders who are apprehended tell police 

that they are under eighteen in order to avoid being prosecuted 

as adults. Juveniles often use aliases, since prosecution 

often is more likely for repeat offenders than for first 

offenders. 

Of all these factors, the one that most probably causes 

the greatest discrepancy between estimates and recorded inci

dents is the large number of juvenile offenders who are 
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Rape Murder 

Bexar 2 2 

Brewster 

Cameron 

TABLE 13 

BREAKDOWN OF CHARGES 
FOR REPORTING COUNTIES 

- 1974 -

Assult Theft Burglary 

15 8 

1 

53 9 

Inunig. 
Violation Other Totals 

67 17 111 

1 

109 31 202 

El Paso 2 94 245 1 11 353 

I Hidalgo 99 19 60 19 197 

-

Hudspeth 11 11 

Maverick 54 2 1 57 

Starr 1 3 4 

Terrell 1 1 

Val Verde 15 15 

Webb 3 73 8 12 96 

Totals 2 2 5 405 292 248 94 1048 

NOTE: Data were obtained from county juvenile probation departments, city 
police departments and county sheriffs' departments (1975 charges 
were used when they were available. 

Immigration violation is sometimes used as a catch-all category for 
both legal and illegal aliens when it is thought that there may be 
difficulty in obtaining convictions for other offenses. 

Source: Juvenile Aliens Borderlands Conference Report of 1975. 
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released without official reports being made of their appre

hension. The practice of releasing juvenile aliens without 

referral to juvenile authorities seems to be a long-standing 

custom found in almost all of the United States border counties. 

This practice has been attributed to bureaucratic frustration, 

manpower constraints, historical precedent and, at times, to 

the youth of the offender and/or the nature of the offense. 

There are several deficiencies in the data .on offenses 

which were collected. They do not show seasonal variations 

even though migration is seasonal in nature, only a few of 

the reporting counties provided breakdowns of charges, and 

some reporting counties specified offenses, while other counties 

lumped various charges together under a category entitled 

"other charges." The available data, with all their deficien

cies, suggest that the juvenile alien delinquent is usually 

between eight and fourteen years of age, lives in Mexico, and 

crosses the Texas-Mexico border periodically near the highly 

populated border settlements for the express purpose of 

carrying out criminal activity. 

It has been estimated by border officials directly involved 

in the situation that these youth cross the border 20 to 25 

times per month and return to Mexico with valuables on 85 to 95 

percent of their trips. In 75 to 85 percent of the cases, 

enforcement officials will return the juvenile to the border 

without referral to the U. S. Immigration and Naturalization 

Service. After returning to the border, the youth is free 
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to repeat his or her illegal entry and its related criminal 

activities. The youth will usually continue this type of 

behavior until reaching 16 to 18 years of age, when prosecution 

against the alien under adult criminal charges is possible. 

People involved in compiling the county data believe that at 

times this activity is planned and controlled by adults who 

remain on the Mexican side of the border. 

In accordance with recent changes in the Texas Family 

Code, the Youth Council makes no distinction between adjudicated 

delinquent citizens and aliens. Alien youth are committed to 

the Texas Youth Council and remain there under the same 

restriction as Texas youth. 

Although reports and conferences on the alien juvenile 

delinquent problem in Texas usually sound a note of frustration 

and pessimism, there is a reason for optimism about a relatively 

new program introduced in Webb County. The Webb County Probation 

Off ice has worked out an informal arrangement with Mexican 

juvenile officials under which adjudicated alien delinquents 

are returned to the custody of Mexican officials. Once back 

in Mexico, they are usually placed in a Mexican juvenile 

facility. During 1976, approximately 400 juvenile aliens 

were returned to Mexico by the Webb County Juvenile Alien 

Project under this informal agreement. 
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CONCLUSION 

This chapter has addressed the nature of the delinquency 

problem in Texas by examining segments of the juvenile popu

lation commonly regarded as being "at risk" of becoming 

delinquent. 

The problems of the lack of data or of deficiencies and 

inadequacies in existing data emerged repeatedly during research 

for and collection of information. The Texas Education Agency, 

as has been seen, does not classify juveniles who leave school 

by their reason for leaving, i.e., expulsion, suspension, 

dropping out. The Texas Department of Mental Health and 

Mental Retardation dces not report drug abuse data by age 

gM1·up, a :):°'" Lhe Texas Commission on Alcoholism does not have 

data on alcohol abuse rates among Texas juveniles. Juvenile 

unemployment data is not currently compiled by either the 

Texas Bmployment Commission or the Texas Department of 

Community Affairs. These are a few of many data deficiencies 

that have been cited in the course of the study. How they 

might be economically remedied or compensated for remains to 

be given attention. 

A word of warning is necessary concerning the nature of 

the juvenile population predisposed toward delinquency by the 

conditions and variables in which quantitative information 

is presented in this study. It should not be thought, for 

instance, that there is evidence to support a conclusion 

that alleviating poverty, reducing the number of broken homes, 

or diminishing the school drop out rate would necessarily 
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result in "solving" the delinquency problem in the state of 

Texas. The most that can be said is that it is reasonable to 

believe that reductions in many of these conditions would be 

mirrored in some reductions in the incidence of juvenile 

deviant behaviors and delinquent conduct. 

However, in at least one instance, the area of learning 

disabilities, the relationship between the variable examined 

and juvenile offenses warrant further consideration. 

Policy Recommendation: The State of Texas is already making 
a serious effort to identify and treat learning disabilities 
in the public school system. The evidence is clear that 
a high proportion of adjudicated delinquents have 
learning disabilities, and that early identification 
and treatment of children with learning disabilities 
may have the potential to serve as a preventive measure 
for some juvenile delinquency. The Juvenile Justice 
Policy Research Project recommends that the Criminal 
Justice Division, the Texas Youth Council, and the 
Texas Education Agency jointly study the best methods 
of identifying and treating learning disabled children 
both inside and outside of the juvenile justice system. 

The problem of juvenile alien delinquency along the 

Texas-Mexico border is another serious problem where the 

potential for progress is high. 

Policy Recommendation: The Webb County Probation Office 
has worked out an informal arrangement with Mexican 
juvenile officials under which adjudicated alien 
delinquents are returned to the custody of Mexican 
officials for disposition. The Criminal Justice 
Division should investigate the feasibility of support
ing juvenile alien delinquent programs like the one 
in effect in Webb County all along the area. Parti
cular attention should be paid to ·the use of facilities 
available in Mexico, and the problems involved in 
working with foreign officials. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH 
COMMUNITY RESOURCES FOR YOUTH: AN OVERVIEW 

The information concerning programs for youth tliscussed 

in this chapter builds upon research accomplished during an 

earlier project that focused on status offenders.! Since 

September 1976, much effort has been directed toward expan-

ing and updating information about the facilities, services, 

and programs in Texas that may be viewed as responding to 

the needs of young people rather than just status offenders 

and, more particularly, to youths likely to get into trouble 

with the law or actually encountering the juvenile justice 

system. This study on existing programs for youth reports 

the results of that work. 

At present, there is no central agency in the State 

responsible for identifying, collecting information on, and 

monitoring the activities of youth-oriented services and 

facilities that either exist in the State or are in process 

of being established. The Juvenile Justice Policy Research 

Project has attempted to remedy that deficiency. Consequently, 

the information it has gathered provides a current account of 

the structure and substance of the facilities and supportive 

services available to juveniles in trouble and needing help. 

In addition, an expanded and updated version of the Texas 

Directory of Community Resources for Youth2 contains an 

inventory of facilities, services, and programs on a county 
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and, therefore, a regional planning area basis. While 

incomplete and partial because of unevenness in the reporting 

of information to the Juvenile Justice Project, it does 

provide a basis for ~ssessing the range and availability of 

locally-based resources. 

We are grateful to the directors of the 24 Councils 

of Government for their assistance in updating the directory. 

Each director was asked to designate a member of his/her 

staff, preferably the Criminal Justice Planner, to provide 

supplementary data. The Project hoped to gain two types of 

information: specific items not captured last year; and 

those programs, facilities and services opened in the Region 

since the previous year. Data items included the name, address, 

zip code and telephone number of individual projects; the 

numbers, age designations (juvenile or adult), and legal status 

of clients; and finally, types of services provided, budgets, 

and source of funds for these facilities, services or programs. 

What follows is an analysis of the information secured 

through the first and second survey efforts and follow-up 

inquiry by telephone, which constitutes the entries in the 

revised Directory. In classifying these entries ten service 

categories were used: Residential, Hotline, Crisis Care, 

Drug and Alcohol Abuse, Mental Health/Mental Retardation, 

Education, Employment, Recreation, Legal, Health, and Rehabili

tation. A program which lists crisis care, psychological 
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evaluation, legal and health services, therfore, is considered 

four units of service. The primary interest is to indicate 

what types, or discrete "units" of services for youth exist 

in a given area. 

There are discrepancies between what is entered in the 

Directory and the analysis presented here. The analysis 

omits some functions, such as counseling and referral, which 

are provided by practically all programs but it includes 

in-depth psychological evaluation in the Mental Health-Mental 

Retardation category. Directory entries include county probation 

departments. However, probation is a universal function in 

the juvenile justice system and so it is omitted from this 

analysis. Table 1 contains several typical entries extracted 

from the Directory. 

Eight hundred ninety-seven juvenile programs are listed 

in the Directory and yield varying amounts of information. 

Of this total, 717 programs provide enough data to perform the 

analysis by service units. For these 717 programs, the number 

of service units totals 1,456. 

Table 1 presents the distribution of these services by 

geographic areas with certain demographic characteristics: 

urban, sub-regional, regional and statewide. A service or 

facility serving the major city of county within a region 

is counted in the urban category. In the case of the Gulf 

Coast Region, this would be for Houston or Harris County as a 
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TABLE 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE UNITS 
BY AREA 

STATE-
URBAN SUB-REGIONAL REGIONAL WIDE TOTAL 

SERVICE (%) (%) ( % ) (%) (%) 

Residential 7.3 2.2 4.4 2.8 17.2 

Hotline 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.9 

Crisis Care 3.2 2.2 1. 6 0.8 7.8 

Alcohol/Drug Abuse 2.5 0.4 0.4 0.9 4.1 

MH-MR 8.2 3.1 3.3 2.9 16.6 

Employment 0.7 0.7 1. 3 0.0 2.7 

Education 8.9 2.4 4·. 0 2.0 17.3 

Recreation 8.2 3.2 3.3 2.0 16.7 

Legal 2.1 1.3 0.4 0.8 4.6 

Health and 
Rehabilitation 5.2 2.1 4.0 1.7 13.0 

TOTAL 47.0 17.7 22.7 13.0 100.9* 

*Due to rounding 

Source: Texas Directory of Community Resources for Youth 

whole. A sub-regional program serves one particular county 

other than one designated as urban, such as Galveston County 

in the Gulf Coast region. Such an area may or may not have a 

large population concentration, but service extends throughout 

the county and no farther. Regional refers to a program which 

receives clients from the entire State Planning Region, i.e., 

the whole of the Panhandle Region or the Heart of Texas 

Region. Finally, a statewide program provides services to 

youth referred from anywhere in the State. 
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These 1,456 service units and their geographical 

distribution as well as the service categories are presented 

as percentages of the total in the three charts. Analysis 

of these data indicates that almost half (47 percent) of 

all services are provided through programs which serve only 

the urban center. Services which serve a sub-regional area 

represent 17.7 percent of all units. Services with regional 

or state coverage make up 22.7 percent and 13.0 percent, 

respectively, of the total number of service units. 

The service categories of education, residential, mental 

health and mental retardation, and recreation each represent 

between 16 and 18 percent of all services recorded. Health 

and rehabilitation services constitute 13 percent, while 

alcohol and drug abuse, legal, employment, and hotline services 

each make up less than five percent of the total. 

Table 2 analyzes these services geographically. The 

ten service categories arranged on the horizontal axis are 

detailed by State Planning Regions and give a reasonably 

good reading of the distribution of juvenile services reported 

across the state. The largest percentage of services are 

concentrated in those regions with population centers; North 

Central Texas (Dallas-Fort Worth); Gulf Coast (Houston); 

Alamo (San Antonio), and the Capitol Area (Austin). In 

Table 3, service areas are plotted by State Planning Region. 

This also provides an indication of the geographic service 
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areas with certain demographic characteristics as distributed 

across the state. Services are again logically concentrated 

in more populous areas. To supplement the information in 

the three charts, the following item-by-item analysis of 

services is included below. 

RESIDENTIAL 

As the name implies, residential facilities provide 

temporary shelters for youth in transition from an institution, 

runaways and other youth needing housing services. The most 

prevalent type of residential services include group halfway 

houses, group homes and other community-based facilities. 

In addition, many communities provide emergency shelters for 

runaways to a maximum period of 30 days. 

Of the 1,456 units of service available to juveniles in 

the State, 17.2 percent are residential services. Not 

surprisingly, most of these residential facilities, 7.3 percent 

of the total, are located in urban centers throughout the state 

(See Table 1). 
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. TABLE 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICES BY STATE PLANNING REGIOU 

SERVICE CATEGORY 

STATE PLANNING RESIDENTIAL HOTLINE CRISIS CARE DRUG l-UI/MR 
REGION (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Panhandle .96 .00 .40 .00 .76 
South Plains .48 .07 .27 .00 . 34 
North Texas .13 .00 .00 .00 .14 
Ne>rth Central Texas 3.57 .21 .76 .55 3.43 
North East Texas .00 .07 .55 .14 .76 

East Texas .21 .00 .41 .00 .62 
West Central Texas .62 .14 .27 .07 .69 
Upper Rio Grande 

Valley .62 .07 .14 .27 .62 
Permian Basin .27 .07 .62 .07 .96 
Concho Valley .14 .00 .21 .oo .14 

Heart of Texas .69 .00 .27 .14 .27 
Capitol Area 1.79 .00 . 34 .48 .89 
Brazos Valley .. 21 .00 .07 .07 .55 
Deep East Texas .34 .00 .00 .00 .14 
South East Texas .48 .14 .27 .27 1.37 

Gulf Coast 3.43 .14 .48 .48 1.72 
Golden Crescent . 34 .00 .00 .00 .14 
Alamo 1.37 .00 .55 ~ss 1.72 
South Texas .07 .00 .07 .07 .07 
Coastal Bend . 34 .00 . 21 .21 .27 

Lower Rio Grande 
valley .62 .00 .00 .00 .34 

Texoma .27 .00 .00 .00 .27 
Central Texas . 21 .00 .14 .14 .14 
Middle Rio Grande 

Valley .00 .07 .00 .00 .27 

TOTAL 17.2 .90 7.80 4.10 16.60 
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HEALTH 
EMPLOY- EDU CA- REC RE- AND 

STATE PLANNING MENT TION AT ION LEGAL REHAB IL-
RF.GI ON (%) (%) (%) ( % ) I TAT ION TOTAL 

Panhandle .07 .55 .69 .07 .69 4.2 
South Plains .07 .07 .48 .27 .48 2.2 
North Texas .07 .34 .21 .00 .07 1.0 
North Central Texas .82 4.33 3.43 .55 2.40 20.1 
North East Texas .00 .44 . 21 .14 • 34 2.9 

East Texas .00 .41 .34 .34 .27 2.6 
West Central Texas 

I 
. 00 .21 .34 .14 .27 2.7 

Upper Rio Grande Valley .07 .14 .27 .07 .27 2.5 
Permian Basin . 34 .55 .41 . 34 .82 4.5 
Concho Valley .00 .76 .41 .27 .48 2.4 

Heart of Texas .07 .48 .62 .21 . 34 3.1 
Capitol Area .14 .17 1.24 .34 .89 7.3 
Brazos Valley .00 .41 .21 .07 .14 1. 7 
Deep East Texas .oo .41 .21 .14 .14 1.4 
South East Texas .14 .34 .55 .07 .27 4.2 

Gulf Coast .07 2.54 1.92 .41 1.24 12.7 
Golden Crescent .00 • 34 .27 .00 .14 1.3 
Alamo .07 1. 85 2.06 .76 1.79 11.2 
South Texas .07 .14 .14 .00 .07 .7 
Coastal Bend .00 .82 .69 .07 .55 3.2 

Lower Rio Grande Valley .07 .62 .76 .07 .34 3.1 
Tcxoma . 07. .34 .48 .00 .14 1.7 
Central Texas .00 .07 .14 .07 .14 1.0 
Middle Rio Grande Valley .00 .27 .34 .21 .69 2.3 

TOTAL 2.70 17.30 16.70 4.60 13.00 100.0 
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TABLE 3 

SERVICE AREAS WITHIN STATE PLANNING REGIONS 

STATE PLANNING 
REGION 

Panhandle 
South Plains 
North Texas 
North Central Texas 
North East Texas 

East Texas 
West Central Texas 
Upper Rio Grande 

Valley 
Permian Basin 
Concho Valley 

Heart of Texas 
Capitol Area 
Brazos Valley 
Deep East Texas 
South East Texas 

Gulf Coast 
Golden Crescent 
Alamo 
South Texas 
Coastal Bend 

Lower Rio Grande 
Valley 

Texoma 
Ct!1tral Texas 
Middle Rio Grande 

Valley 

TOTAL 

URBAN 
(%) 

0.5 
0.0 
0.5 

11.7 
1.6 

1. 0 
1.0 

1.6 
2.0 
1.1 

1.2 
2.1 
0.8 
0.1 
l.& 

7.2 
0.7 
8.0 
0.6 
1.8 

0.6 
0.6 
0.5 

0.1 

47.0 

SUB-REGIONAL 
(%} 

1.0 
1.0 
0.2 
1.4 
0.7 

1.2 
0.6 

0.2 
1.4 
0.3 

0.6 
0.4 
0.1 
0.8 
l ·.1 

1.4 
0.1 
1.0 
0.0 
0.5 

0.8 
0.6 
0.2 

2.1 

17.7 
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REGIONAL 
(%) 

2.2 
1.2 
0.3 
4.2 
0.6 

0.4 
0.8 

0.4 
0.5 
1.0 

0.4 
2.3 
0.7 
0.4 
1.2 

1.9 
0.5 
1.1 
0.0 
0.4 

1.7 
0.6 
0.2 

0.0 

22.7 

STATEWIDE 
(%) 

0.5 
0. o. 
0.0 
2.7 
0.0 

0.0 
0.5 

0.3 
0.6 
0.0 

0.9 
2.5 
0.1 
0.0 
0.1 

2.2 
0.1 
1.0 
0.0 
0.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.1 

o.o 

13.0 

TOTAL 
(%) 

4.2 
2.2 
1.0 

20.l 
2.9 

2.6 
2.7 

2.5 
4.5 
2.4 

3.1 
7.3 
1.7 
1.4 
4.2 

12.7 
1.3 

11.2 
0.7 
3.2 

3.1 
1.7 
1.0 

2.3 

100.0 



HOTLINE 

Another type of service for troubled youth, the hotline, 

generally provides counseling and information services. Some 

also relay messages between runaways and their families. 

Because of their recent je·1elopment and the fact that a small 

number of workers can serve an entire telephone exchange area, 

these services comprise only .9 percent of the total units 

of service. The largest hotline network, the First Lady's 

Volunteer Program, which operates throughout the State, did 

not turn up in the survey and is not included in the analysis. 

As in the previous category of service units, hotline 

services are concentrated in the urban areas (ten of the fourteen 

operating in the State). Since these areas are the most likely 

to attract runaway youth, it is reasonable for such services 

to be established there. In addition, the localized need for 

hotline services accounts for their limited geographical distri

bution among regions and sub-regional areas (0.1 percent each: 

See Table 1). Again, no state-wide programs turned up in the 

survey. 

CRISIS CARE 

The third functional area of youth services, crisis care, 

is offered primarily by the Department of Public Welfare. Under 

the Protective Services for Children program DPW has established 

state-wide, comprehensive Child-abuse Intervention and Prevention 

activities. A more limited program is the Emergency Homemaker 

Services, which enables youth to remain in the home during times 

-71-



of family crisis. A final service included in the crisis care area 

is the psychiatric crisis service provided by conununity Mental 

Health Centers and Mental Health/Mental Retardation Hospital 

Outreach programs. 

Of the total units of service available to juveniles in Texas 

only 7.8 percent consist of crisis care services. The largest 

proportion are again offered in urban centers (3.2 percent) 

and within an outlying county (2.2 percent). This evidence follows 

logically since the emergency nature of any situation requiring 

crisis care services necessitates focusing on youth within a 

restricted geographical area. 

DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE 

The prevalence of drug and alcohol abuse among youth has 

led to the inclusion of education and treatment programs as a 

distinct area of youth services. Only 3.9 percent of the total 

number of units of service available to youth consist of drug 

or alcohol related programs. Evidence indicates that the majority 

of these service units (2.5 percent) are concentrated in population 

centers. The urban environment, as represented by these population 

centers, seems more conducive to this type of conduct 

and its subsequent detection than does the rural environment. 

Our survey indicates that few drug and alcohol programs are 

offered on a sub-regional basis (0.4 percent) or on a regional 

basis (0.3 percent). A slightly higher percentage (0.9 percent) 

of such education and treatment programs are provided on a 

statewide basis. 
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MENTAL HEALTH-MENTAL RETARDATION 

Psychological counseling and testing are considered 

essential to understanding and aiding troubled juveniles. 

The services may be provided by licensed professionals or 

persons more informally trained in counseling techniques. 

Clients may receive service in a variety of ways ranging from 

individual counseling to group therapy. Since counseling is 

assumed to be a function of practically all programs, only 

those programs which indicate psychological testing, as 

opposed to just counseling, are recorded in the tabulation. 

Other services included in this category are care for the 

mentally handicapped and retarded. 

Services tabu.lated place this category among the most 

frequently reported as it ranks behind only educational, 

residential and recreational services. In terms of geographic

demographic distribution, services are most frequently found 

in urban areas (almost half) and rank second only to education 

among all programs located there. 

EDUCATION 

The Directory lists a variety of education programs 

outside the standard secondary curriculum. The Texas 

Association of Children with Learning Disabilities maintains 

special education projects in several cities. Residential 

facilities regularly list education among services offered. 

Alternative programs providing remedial education and assistance 
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in achieving a General Education Development (GED) certificate 

also turned up. Many Boys Clubs and other recreation services 

also list some form of supplemental education. 

Education ranks among the most frequently recorded 

(17.3 percent) of all services. In terms of distribution by 

the previous criteria half of all programs providing educa

tional services are located within urban areas across the 

State. Of all juvenile programs located in urban areas 

educational services are the most frequently listed. 

EMPLOYMENT 

Employment services constitute one of the smaller 

percentages (2.7 percent of the total). The bulk of these 

services are provided by private, non-profit agencies. The 

low incidence of these services reflects the exclusion of 

Texas Rehabilitation Commission and Texas Employment Commission 

employment services. Most federal programs funded under the 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act are also omitted. 

RECREATION 

In general, recreational services are offered by some 

permanent institutions within given communities, and fall into 

two basic types: those offered as a primary service {by such 

organizations as Boys' Clubs or YWCA) and those offered in 

conjunction with other programs, for example, residential care. 

They comprise 16.7 percent of the total service units and are 
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spread reasonably evenly in terms of regional, sub-regional 

and statewide programs, with a somewhat higher urban concentra

tion, almost half. Only education and residential services 

are more widespread. 

LEGAL 

Publicly funded legal services are provided to juveniles 

for two specific reasons. First, the Department of Public 

Welfare utilizes them as part of its Protective Services 

package when it becomes necessary to seek termination of parental 

rights for abused or neglected children. Since the Gault 

decision the state must furnish counsel to indigent juveniles 

during adjudication proceedings. 

is appointed by the county court. 

In both instances an attorney 

Although legal services 

constitute only 4.6 percent of the service total (ahead of 

drug abuse, employment, and hotline services), they are 

specifically targeted at youth in trouble, unlike some of the 

larger service categories. The target group includes potential 

status offenders, delinquents, and members of the dependent and 

neglected sub-population. Due to their provision by the county, 

legal services are more available in urban (2.1 percent) and 

sub-regional locations (1.3 percent) than on a regional or 

statewide basis (0.4 and 0.8 percent, respectively). 

HEALTH AND REHABILITATION 

Health programs providing screening, diagnosis, and 

treatment for disease are offered in two ways: as part of 

-75-



residential services or by county health departments funded 

by the Texas Department of Health Resources. Rehabilitation 

services are primarily provided to the mentally or physically 

handicapped through Department of Mental Health and Mental 

Retardation or Texas Rehabilitation Commission services. 

Together these categories comprise 14.1 percent of all services 

reported in the Directory. The preponderance of such services 

in urban areas (5.2 percent) exceeds those of regional programs 

(4.0 percent), sub-regional (2.1 percent) and statewide 

programs (1.7 percent). 

The Project also developed an empirical index for the 

Planning Regions which permits comparison of the existence 

of programs as a function of population. The index is a 

standardized continuum with a mean of 50 and a standard 

deviation of ten. On this continuum, Planning Regions are 

distributed by two sets of proportions: the number of 

programs (not service units) reported in a region compared 

to the total number of programs reported for the state, and 

the region's population relative to the entire state. A 

region with an index number of 50 is average or representative 

of the state norm. A region with a large share of the state's 

population and a large share of programs is above the state 

norm, and consequently has a higher index number. Conversely, 

a region with a low share of the population and a .small 

share of programs has a lower index number. 
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The resulting index numbers allow a comparison of 

State Planning Regions on the basis of service and population 

proportions, i.e., whether or not they are above or below 

the stat~ norm and how they compare relatively with one 

another. North Central Texas (the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex) 

has the highest index number at 90, almost double the less 

populous regions with fewer services. The Gulf Coast Region 

(Houston-Galveston) ranks second at 70, followed by the Alamo 

Region (San Antonio) and the Capitol Area (Austin). South 

East Texas, the Permian Basin and East Texas fall right at the 

mean, and the rest of the regions, generally more sparsely 

populated, fall below the mean within one standard deviation. 

Since there is reason to believe that there tends to be 

a relationship between programs and populatioa density in the 

State Planning Regions, the index does indicate certain 

characteristics which may warrant further investigation at a 

later time. For example Gulf Coast has a population greater 

than that of North Central Texas but a lower index number, 

suggesting that substantially fewer programs may have been 

reported. Further investigation might well show a significant 

increase in the number of programs actually serving the area 

or disprove or weaken the general relationship between program 

frequency and population density. 
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TABLE 4 

PLANNING REGION INDEX AS A FUNCTION 

OF SERVICES AND POPULATION 

PLANNING REGION 

North Central Texas 

Gulf Coast 

Alamo 

Capitol Area 

South East Texas 

Permian Basin 

East Texas 

Lower Rio Grande Valley 

Upper Rio Grande Valley 

Coastal Bend 

West Central Texas 

Panhandle 

South Plains 

Heart of Texas 

North East Texas 

Deep East Texas 

Texoma 

Central Texas 

Middle Rio Grande Valley 

Concho Valley 

Brazos Valley 

North Texas 

Golden Crescent 

South Texas 

INDEX 

90 

70 

59 

52 

51 

51 

50 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

46 

46 

46 

46 

45 

45 

45 

44 

44 

44 

42 

-78-

NUMBER 



THE STRUCTURE OF PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH: FEDERAL AND STATE 

Federal Departments and Agencies. At the federal level, 

three departments of the Executive Branch provide funds for 

. . 3 
most of the juvenile justice programs in Texas. It should 

be noted that of the federal agencies listed below only the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) expends funds 

specifically for the control and reduction of juvenile 

delinquency. 

1. u. S. Department of Justice. The Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968 and subsequent amendments specified 

that a fixed percentage of all LEAA funds should go into programs 

to combat juvenile crime. Within set guidel~nes, the LEAA 

provides funds to local governments by allocating these monies 

to the Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's Office. 

Additional funding provisions were enacted with the adoption 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

2. U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) funds 

educational programs for juveniles through two state planning 

agencies. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) uses HEW money 

to maintain alternative schools in the State, while the 

Texas Youth Council (TYC) applies such federal funds to 

educational programs in its state homes and state schools. 

A small amount of the Texas Department of Mental Health and 

Mental Retardation's administrative funds for state hospitals 
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also comes from the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare. 

The Social Security Administration in HEW is another 

source of funds for programs in Texas. StatR law delegates 

complete responsibility for the administration of Title XX 

funds from the Social Security Act of 1935, as amended, to 

the Texas Department of Public Welfare (DPW) . The Department 

of Public Welfare maintains various social service programs. 

In addition, the Department of Public Welfare purchases services 

through contracts with state agencies or through matching grants 

to local governments. 

3. u. s. Department of Labor. The Comprehensive Employ

ment and Training Act of 1974 (CETA) authorizes the Department 

of Labor to implement comprehensive manpower programs develop 

job skills among three segments of the population: the 

unemployed, the underemployed, and those living below the 

poverty level. Delivery of service is relegated to prime 

sponsors which include cities of 100,000 oi more, counties 

surrounding cities of 100,000 or more, and combinations of 

local governments containing at least the same minimum popu

lation. The prime sponsor for the balance of the State, 

the Texas Department of Community Affairs, serves 133 counties 

below the minimum population level. 

In addition, the Department of Labor channels funds to 

the Texas Employment Commission through the Employment and 

Training Administration. 
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State Agencies. Currently 11 State agencies are responsible 

for programs and services for youth. Included among them 

are those centering on the juvenile justice system, delinquency 

prevention and control, and the deinstitutionalization of 

status offenders. It should be noted that by and large these 

State agencies are engaged in planning and funding functions 

and not in the direct delivery of services on a local level. 

These are generally provided through contractual arrangements 

with units of government and private non-governmental organi

zations. 

1. Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's Office. 

This agency is responsible for criminal justice planning in 

the State. It works with state and local agencies to develop 

and evaluate programs to control juvenile crime. The Criminal 

Justice Division seeks to improve and strengthen the juvenile 

justice system by increasing regional planning capabilities. 

To this end, the Criminal Justice Division works through the 

24 regional and six metropo~itan criminal justice planning 

units to encourage coordination of local efforts. 

Funds allocated by LEAA and administered by the Criminal 

Justice Division have made possible the development of new 

programs in two state agencies, the Texas Youth Council (TYC}, 

and the Texas Department of Community Affairs (TDCA}. In 

addition, the Criminal Justice Division provides funds 

to support the First Lady's Volunteer Program. 
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2. Texas Youth Council. In 1953, the state legislature 

charged the TYC with the administration of state correctional 

facilities for delinquent youth. This task is now being 

accomplished through five state schools. TYC has also 

acquired responsibility for the care of dependent and 

neglected children in state homes and for active aftercare 

of its parolees. Subsequently, it has developed local 

community development programs designed to make possible 

the deinstitutionalization of offenders and juvenile delinquency 

prevention programs. Grants from the Criminal Justice Division 

have provided programs for more systematic staff development 

and a legal assistance program to safeguard the rights of 

juveniles committed to the TYC. An important source of support 

for TYC academic programs are Title I funds of the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965, allocated by the Depart

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

3. Texas Department of Public Welfare. By state law, 

sole responsibility for administering Title XX money from the 

Social Security Act is delegated to the Department of Public 

Welfare. This agency funds supportive, remedial, preventive, 

and rehabilitative services through inter-agency contracts. 

State agencies, such as the Texas Department of Conununity 

Affairs, the Texas Rehabilitation Commission, the Texas Youth 

Council, and the Texas Department of Mental Health and 

Retardation, as well as local communities, administer these 

DPW-financed services. However, TOCA also uses funds from 
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other sources to provide preventive and drug treatment 

programs which serve youths as well as adults. 

4. Texas Department of Community Affairs is a multi-

purpose agency which provides an array of services ranging 

from human resources to community development. Department of 
. 

Labor funds allow TOCA to contract for employment training 

and support services to the unemployed, underemployed, and 

to youth in poverty level families. Support is provided by 

the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior for TDCA's 

conservation and summer employment program for disadvantaged 

youth. TOCA also has considerable, but not exclusive, 

responsibility for drug abuse and indigent youth recreation 

programs. 

5. Texas Commission on Alcoholism. With federal and 

state funds the TCA supports alcohol abuse education projects 

and counseling services in several Texas cities. In conjunction 

with the Texas Education Agency, the TOCA, the National 

Education Commission, and several alcoholic beverage producer 

associations, TCA plans to implement a Model Study on Alcohol-

ism Prevention in the fall of 1977. 

6. Texas Rehabilitation Commission. Funded primarily 

by federal monies, the Texas Rehabilitation Commission attempts 

to train the mentally, physically, or behaviorally handicapped 

for useful employment. TRC delivers a variety of counseling 

and training services. By inter-agency agreement with the 
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Department of Public Welfare, TRC recently developed a pre

vocational training and recreation program for vocationally

handicapped juveniles from disadvantaged families. 

7. Texas Education Agency. As an alternative to long

term detention, the Texas Education Agency-funded Juvenile 

Detention Centers provides juveniles with short-term place

ment and care. In addition, funds allocated to TEA by the 

State legislature enable the agency to sponsor a truancy 

intervention service. This service is available to almost 

50 percent of the State's school-age population. ESEA Title 

IV money further enables the TEA to maintain a system of 

eight alternative schools to provide educational opportunities 

for youth for whom traditional education is inappropriate. 

Among the youth thus served are truants, dropouts, and the 

behaviorally disordered. 

8. Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental 

Retardation. This Department provides psychological support 

services for juveniles as well as for other segments of the 

State's population. Delivery of services is accomplished 

through 27 mental health and mental retardation Community 

Centers, State Hospital Outreach programs, and State hospitals 

and schools. Within the past year, programs in East Texas 

and Harris County have be2n developed for status offenders and 

mentally retarded juvenile offenders. The primary funding 

source of the Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental 
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Retardation is the State, through legislative appropriations. 

The U. S. bepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

however, also provides a small amount of funding for MH-MR 

program and staff development. 

9. Texas Department of Health Resources. The Department 

provides health examinations, screening, and limited treatment 

services through local health departments. TDHR draws upon 

State appropriations for program administration, and funds 

are also provided by HEW and the Department of Agriculture. 

10. Texas Employment Commission. TEC serves any person 

seeking employment, and therefore, 16- and 17-year-old 

juveniles in the labor force. It is also the recruitment 

and referral arm of Texas' Job Corps program and TDCA's Youth 

Conservation Corps programs. The Department of Labor is the 

source of funding. 

11. First Lady's Volunteer Program. The Houston mass 

murders of 1973 helped bring the First Lady's Volunteer Program 

into being first with private sponsorship and support. 

Since November 1974, it has been funded by the Criminal Justice 

Division. The Program currently funds supportive and remedial 

projects; a runaway hotline information system; and an 

alternative school for delinquents and children in need of 

supervision in Marshall, Texas. 

Key Features in the Development of Programs for Youth. A 

description of existing programs for youth in the State would 

be incomplete without the identification of several key 
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features of their development. First, it should be noted 

that innovative programs administered at the State level 

are focusing attention on the health and educational 

needs of delinquent youth. Second, State programs with re-

habilitative objectives have assumed increased importance 

in the array of services for youth. Third, these State-funded 

programs have been complemented by the creation of new, 

federally-funded programs. LEAA funds have been critical in 

the development of preventive and rehabilitative programs for 

young offenders. Fourth, there are programs aimed at other 

target populations which also serve juveniles. For example, 

public health and public education programs designed to serve 

individuals in all age groups and from varying socioeconomic 

backgrounds are also available to youth. Other programs which 

have more sharply defined target populations are also accessible 

to juveniles, as is the case with Planned Parenthood Centers, 

unwed mothers' homes, private health clinics, and still other 

services. Fifth, there are service programs of a general 

character conceived as contributing to the sound development 

of youth but not designed to meet the needs of children in 

trouble with the law or on other counts. Illustrations of 

this category are the youth services provided by such organizatio~~ 
I 

as Boy Scouts of America, the Boys' Clubs of America, the various 

"big brother" and "big sister" organizations in urban areas, 

and neighborhood athletic programs. 
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The last two types of programs are not described here 

only because they have functions that do not arise from a 

primary concern with juvenile deviant behavior or delinquent 

conduct. This is not to say that they lack merit on their 

own terms or that they may not help keep youth out of 

trouble, so to speak, or even incidentally contribute to 

reducing delinquent behavior. In other words, attention is 

primarily given here to those programs and services focused 

on juveniles actually or likely to be in contact with the 

juvenile justice system and to new programmatic developments. 

Recent Developments in Supportive Programs for Youth. A 

recent development in supportive programs for youth is the 

Transitional Service programs of the Department of Public 

Welfare. There are two categories of transitional services 

for youth maintained by this agency. One category of programs 

provides services to dependent and neglected children; the 

second focuses attention on truants, runaways, and children 

in need of supervision. The first set of programs sponsored 

through inter-agancy agreements with the Texas Youth Council 

and the Texas Department of Community Affairs, is intended to 

assist delinquents and dependent and n~glected children in the 

transition from an institution to the community. They also 

seek to prevent or reduce institutionalization of these 

youth. At present, the contracts awarded by DPW to TYC and 

TDCA total $456,000. 
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The Transitional Services for Juvenile-Age Youth, ad

ministered solely by DPW, are targeted at a different segment 

of the juvenile population. These projects assist children in 

need of supervision (CHINS) in the transition from an insti

tution to the conununity. In addition, they attempt to pre

vent or reduce institutionalization of these youth; to enable 

them to remain in the community; and to coordinate services 

available to youth in the local community. DPW currently 

sponsors transitional service projects in Fort Worth, Waco, 

El Paso, and Nacogdoches. The funds available for these 

pilot projects are $213,271; $70,761; $199,021; and $68,628, 

respectively for the four conununities. 

Perhaps the State agency most heavily engaged currently 

in designing supportive services to youth is the Texas 

Mental Health and Mental Retardation agency. Programs created 

by this agency attempt to offer more accurate evaluation tech

niques for diagnosing the problems of delinquent youth. The 

assumption is that better diagnoses will lead to better 

referrals of youth to specific treatment programs, and thus 

remedy more effectively the causes of individual delinquent 

behavior. 

One of the MH-MR diagnostic service programs for status 

offenders in the Deep East Texas region, with a center in 

Lufkin, began operations on August 1, 1976. The Deep East 

Texas Council of Governments contracts on a fee basis with 
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the MH-MR Center to provide the evaluation and diagnostic 

services. The COG awards the center $60 for each status 

of fender served. A similar program, for which the Deep 

East Texas COG contracts with the Stephen F. Austin University 

Psychology Clinic, was also implemented in Nacogdoches on 

August 1, 1976. Using specialized evaluation and diagnostic 

techniques with a distinctive segment of the juvenile population 

in trouble rests on the assumption that different kinds of 

deviant or delinquent behavior require different treatments . 

to be effective. 

The MH-MR Lufkin Center in Deep East Texas also initiated 

a program on August 9, 1976, to diagnose the problems of 

abused and neglected children in the region. A grant of 

$28,802 awarded by DPW to the center supports this program. 

The inter-agency agreement provides for the psychiatrist at 

the center to recommend treatment programs for these youth to 

DPW within 60 days. DPW, in turn, is to refer the youth to 

an appropriate program to deal with his or her needs. In 

addition, the psychiatrist is available to DPW to serve as an 

"expert witness" in court cases involving abused and neglected 

children. 

A program designed for mentally retarded juvenile offen

ders has been developed in Harris County through the cooper

ation of the County authority with the MH-MR authority of the 

County, the County Probation Department, and the County 
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Child Welfare Unit. The program center, located in Houston, 

provides diagnostic services, outpatient care, and residential 

treatment for these youth. The funding sources for this 

project include $200,000 from Title XX money allocated by 

DPW, as well as county funding through the sale of bonds. 

Recent Developments in Remedial Programs for Youth. New 

supportive programs for youth are not as numerous as the new 

remedial programs. Several state agencies have implemented 

remedial programs designed to meet the needs of particular 

categories of youth. For example, the Texas Youth Council 

has developed a Community Assistance Program and a Non-residen

tial Purchase of Services Program to offer services to "hard 

core" delinquents who would otherwise be placed in TYC insti

tutions. Under the Community Assistance Program, counties 

only receive funds from TYC when the number of juveniles 

committed to TYC institutions are held below an established 

base rate. In addition, a portion of Community Assistance 

funds is reserved for counties with no juvenile probation 

services and for programs sponsored by private organizations 

attempting to prevent commitment of juveniles to TYC institu

tions. The Non-residential Purchase of "Services Program like

wise strives to prevent the institutionalization of delinquent 

youth. 

Remedial programs for juveniles are also sponsored by 

other state agencies. DPW has created a drug abuse program, 
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under contract with TOCA, which provides treatment to juve

nile AFDC recipients. As of December 1, 1976, three drug 

treatment centers, funded by TOCA opened in Del Rio, Houston, 

and San Antonio. It is estimated that these centers will 

treat 214 juveniles between the ages of 10 and 17 years of 

age in the course of the year. The funding for the three 

centers is $412,718. 

TOCA has initiated other remedial programs to deal with 

other conditions thought to contribute to juvenile crime. 

The Youth Conservation Corps, administered by TOCA, is one 

example. This program, sponsored jointly by TOCA and the 

Texas Employment Commission, provides youth with gainful, 

outdoor employment on conservation projects on public lands. 

Eligibility criteria exclude some juvenile offenders from 

participating in it, but thought is being given to providing 

employment opportunities for youth in the juvenile justice 

system through other programs. 

A remedial program for delinquent youth has also been 

undertaken by the First Lady's Volunteer Program. A pilot 

project initiated in Marshall June 1, 1975, will essentially 

serve 35 delinquents and children in need of supervision 

because of severe behavioral, emotional, and learning problems 

which are linked with chronic truancy, dropping out of school, 

and permanent expulsion from the schools. With CJD funds 

totalling $38,453, the First Lady's Volunteer Program, in a 
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cooperative effort with the Marshall Independent School 

District, offers these youth a supplemental educational 

program. The objective is to re-involve youth excluded from 

the traditional academic structure into an educational process 

which will allow them to become self-supporting and fulfill 

socially acceptable roles. More specificially, the project 

enables these delinquent youth to complete a high school 

equivalency requirement, which presumably will improve their 

chances to find jobs. 

Recent Developments in Preventive Programs for Youth • 

Several agencies have initiated projects in this program 

area. The Texas Rehabilitation Commission currently sponsors 

Youth Service Projects to provide vocational training and 

recreational services to youth evidencing a mental, physical, 

or behavioral disability causing a vocational handicap. The 

innovative charact~ristic of this project is that it pro

vides services targeted at juveniles from families below 

the poverty level. An inter-agency arrangement with the 

DPW has enabled the Texas Rehabilitation Commission to initi

ate such projects in 11 urban areas in the State. Funding 

for these projects is provided by Title .XX monies received 

by DPW, which in turn, awards $6 million to TRC for program 

operations. 

TDCA has also initiated juvenile programs which seek 

to prevent subsequent delinquent acts and further contact 

with the juvenile justice system. Two pilot projects begun 

by TDCA include a Youth Services Project and a Parole After-
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care Project. The first aims at providing youth-oriented 

organizations with technical assistance for planning and 

developing manpower services to benefit youth eligible under 

the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Its primary 

objectives are the design and production of training materials 

for program development and the implementation of an infor

mation referral system on youth programs, with data on 

funding, services, and available resources. The project 

is currently funded by the u. s. Department of Labor under 

Section 105 of the Comprehensive Employment and Training 

Act. The project's operating budget from October 1, 1976 

through September 30, 1977, is $83,894. 

The Parole Aftercare Project, sponsored by TOCA, repre

sents another service available to youth in the juvenile 

justice system. This pilot project is designed to provide 

special employment assistance to youth paroled from the 

Texas Youth Council. The objective is to provide post

parole services to ex-TYC wards so as to prevent recidivism. 

At present, field staff consisting of peer counselors and 

job developers serve youth discharged from TYC parole to the 

Dallas, Fort Worth, and San Antonio areas. Funds awarded by 

the Criminal Justice Division to TOCA totalling $150,970 

are available for the project's duration for the period 

February 1, 197~ through January 31, 1977. 

Initiation of preventive services for dependent and 

neglected children has also been undertaken by the Texas 

Youth Council. TYC's Foster Care Projects are designed to 
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place such youth 12 years of age and under in family settings. 

The program is fully operational at the Waco State Home and 

is currently being implemented at the Corsicana and West 

Texas Children's Homes. Unlike traditional foster care 

services which arrange short-term placement for youth, 

these new programs are designed to provide long-term place

ment of dependent and neglected children. The 1978-79 ob

jective is to place approximately 150 of these youth in 

foster care facilities. (The operating budget required to 

achieve this objective cannot now be determined.) 

Recent Developments in Rehabilitative Programs for Youth. 

The pattern of development in rehabilitative programs 

offered to delinquent youth is exemplified by programs main

tained by the Texas Youth Council. This agency is responsible 

for maintaining services for hard-core delinquents, who ac

count, according to TYC, for about 2 percent of the juvenile 

population. It is assumed that these youth require a 

structured--i.e., an institutional--environment, and TYC has 

attemped to create institutionalized environments which 

simulate home-like settings. This rehabilitative approach 

is intended to facilitate the reintegration of delinquent 

youth into society. 

The Texas Youth Council is emphasizing the reintegration 

of delinquents into the society through its expanded community 

resource building program of the agency. More specifically, 

with the Governor's release of $5 million for TYC community 
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service programs, the agency is establishing four halfway 

homes for male delinquents between the ages of 10 and 17 in 

Austin, Dallas, Houston, and Corpus Christi. Each residen

tial facility is designed to serve 25 youth for an average 

stay of six months. In all cases, the youth are to be 

referred to the group homes by the State Reception Center 

in Brownwood, but it appears that the residential facilities 

will be maintained in different ways. The Union for Youth 

Group Home in Dallas is an interesting example of the poten

tialities of jointly-sponsored programs. TYC provided 

$27,000 to launch the project, and additional funds necessary 

for its operation are to be provided through arrangemeni::J with 

labor organizations, which are also responsible for providing 

vocational training for the resident youth and future employ

ment opportunities on their release. The co-sponsoring labor 

organizations include Dallas AFL-CIO unions and United Auto 

Workers and the Teamsters locals. 

TYC has also established a reception center and treat

ment program for CHINS under its Wilderness Camping Program 

as an alternative to the traditional institutional setting. 

By utilizing Crockett State School prop~rty and the Davy 

Crockett National Forest, the project enables CHINS to live 

in small groups, construct their living quarters and work on 

National Forest Service programs. 
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Concluding Observations on Recent Developments. The pattern 

of development of new juvenile programs shows a growing 

tendency to effect inter-agency arrangements in providing 

services. Such inter-agency arrangements hold the promise 

of coordination of services available to juveniles and their 

families and higher funding levels. This means a greater 

likelihood that the facilities and programs designed for 

young offenders may operate effectively. 

Another pattern emerging in recent developments is the 

increasing emphasis upon juvenile programs designed to serve 

specific segments of the juvenile deviant and delinquent 

population. It formally recognizes that different kinds of 

delinquent or deviant behavior require different treatments 

to deal adequately with their presumed causes. Whether the 

treatments adopted will be effective is, of course, another 

matter. Finally, the pattern of program development shows the 

extent of the commitment to removing youth from traditional, 

institutional environments, and not only in the case of 

CHINS. The effort to create environments which simulate 

home-like situations for delinquents already initiated may 

point the way to a much broader movement toward the deinsti

tutionalization of all but a small fraction of juvenile 

offenders. 
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CHAPTER V 

JUVENILES AND THE LAW IN TEXAS 

EVOLUTION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN TEXAS 

As is true for the criminal justice system as a whole, 

the juvenile justice system has undergone significant changes 

in the course of its evolution. Modifications in both systems 

have reflected change in social attitudes. 

During the nineteenth century, youth accused of certain 

offenses were subject to punishment under the provisions 

devised from the English System. The fundamental principle 

underlying the Common Law tradition is retribution, and in 

it most offenses were classified as felonies and the penalty 

was death. Juveniles convicted of such offenses were like-

wise subject to this sentence, and it was not uncommon for 

youth above the age of seven to be given the death penalty 

for petty theft and other minor offenses. It was not until 

1856 that the Texas State Legislature passed a statute forbid -
1 

ding the death penalty for youth under the age of 17. More-

over, it was not until the passage of the Juvenile Court Act 

(1907), 51 years later, that a unique system to handle juven-

ile offenders was created in the state. 

The origin of the juvenile justice system in the United 

States dates from 1899, when the first juvenile court sys-
2 

tern was established in the state of Illinois. Other states 

eventually followed this pattern, and a distinctive system 
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for handling juvenile offenders became widespread. Although 

the juvenile justice system established in each state had 

characteristics peculiar to that state, several common prin

ciples pervaded all state systems. The first of these in

volved the role of the family and its relationship to youth 

development. The prevalent (and still prevailing) attitude 

was that a strong nuclear family was essential to the pre

vention of delinquent conduct. If proper moral, religious, 

and societal values were ingrained in youth, the incidence 

of delinquent behavior would be reduced. In essence, it was 

assumed that the responsibility for preventing delinquent 

conduct fell upon the parents and the family. 

However, it was recognized that parents often fail to 

raise socially conscious children and assumed that delinquent 

behavior emerged because of the weakness of the family 

structure. Under these circumstances, the juvenile justice 

system interceded to assume responsibility for youth accused 

of criminal offenses. Thus, the concept of parens patriae, 

under which the government must protect and control minor 

children and guard their interests, emerged as the funda

mental principle of the juvenile court system. 

The notion of parens patriae, as it operates in the 

juvenile justice system, authorizes the juvenile judge con

ducting a hearing to determine the best interests of the 

child. It is within the judge's discretion to remove the 

youth from the home and place him/her under the jurisdiction 

of the state. At that time, the youth may be placed in 
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various treatment programs designed to rehabilitate juvenile 

offenders and prevent subsequent delinquent acts. Thus, 

juvenile courts with jurisdiction over young offenders pro

vide a means for transfroming juvenile delinquents into law

abiding citizens. Rehabilitation, consequently, is another 

common principle preserved in the juvenile justice systems 

of the diffs~ant states. 

It must also be mentioned that the courts' responsibility 

for protecting the best interest of the child frequently 

necessitate$the elimination of due process elements from the 

juvenile justice system. Although due process procedures 

are fundamental in adversary proceedings to protect individ

ual rights, they have been viewed as obstacles to rehabilitat

ing juvenile offenders.3 The notion of parens patriae over

rides considerations of due process in the administration of 

justice to youth. 

The juvenile justice system in Texas was intiated in 1907 

with the passage of the Juvenile Court Act,4 which 

a) provided that offenders less than 16 years old 

were to be known as delinquents; 

b) established juvenile delinquency courts; 

c) required notice to parents; 

d) permissively provided for probation officers; and 

e) did not imply punishment. 

Although the act went a long way toward eliminating the 

deficiencies of the judicial system of that time, several 

deficiencies remained in the administration of justice to 
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youth. These deficiencies included the following: 

a) children were still subject to older criminal laws; 

b) juvenile delinquency law was criminal and not 

equitable in nature; 

c) juvenile protection existed only where a special 

place was provided for punishment and few such 

facilities existed; 

d) criminal courts and juvenile courts shared juris

diction of felony cases; and 

e) guardianship was not granted. 

The Act was later amended to require the transfer of all 

youth cases to a juvenile delinquency court from all criminal 

courts, and the age of juvenile delinquency court jurisdiction 

was raised to 17 for boys and 18 for girls. However, the 

juvenile court system continued to stand upon the concept 

of parens patriae, with the virtual exclusion of due process 

regulations. 

The exclusion of due process guidelines from the 

juvenile justice system contributed to absuse of judicial 

discretion and the arbitrary administration of justice to 

delinquent youth. This system was tolerated because it 

was assumed that the"best interest of the child" would be 

protected under the theory of parens patriae. Serious 

questioning of this philosophy did not surf ace until the 

middle 1960s when the Supreme Court undertook an evaluation 

of the juvenile justice system operating under the parens 

patriae theory. 
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The first Supreme Court case which questioned the 

appropriateness of the parens patriae feature of the juven

ile justice system was Kent v. United States (1966). 5 In 

essence, the case rested upon the question of the "constitu~ 

tional rights" of juveniles and the application of due process 

regulations in criminal proceedings involving youth. The 

Supreme Court ruled that when a Juvenile Court waived juris

diction over a juvenile, the youth was entitled to a hearing 

on the waiver, including access by his/her counsel to the 

social records and probation records,or similar reports used 

by the Juvenile Court in making the waiver decision.6 Prev

iously, under the theory of parens patriae, such proceedings 

were considered to be civil in nature and not requiring 

adversary procedures. Similarly, youth were not entitled to 

bail; to indictment by a grand jury; to immunity against 

self-incrimination; to confrontation of his/her accusers; 

and under certain circumstances the juvenile was not entitled 

to counsel. In any event, the Court decided that "There 

is evidence that there may be grounds for concern than the 

child receives the worst of both worlds, that he gets neither 

the protection accorded to adults nor the solicitous care 

and regenerative treatment postulated for children . . 7 

The importance of due process regulations in the 

equitable administration of justice to youth was further 

enhanced in the 1967 Supreme Court decision, In re Gault. 

The importance of this case centers on the fact that the 

Supreme Court replaced the concept of parens patriae with 
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that of due process regulations in the administration of 

juvenile law. As a result, protection of the constitutional 

rights of juveniles was given a tremendous impetus. 

The defendant's appeal in this case rested upon the 

denial of procedural safeguards during the case's proceedings. 

The first due process regulation that was violated was that 

neither Gault nor his parents saw the petition filed by the 

probation officer accusing Gault of being a delinquent minor 

and in need of the Court's supervision. The Supreme Court 

ruled that adequate notice of charges must be given prior to 

scheduled court proceedings so that an opportunity to prepare 

for the defense is permitted. 

upheld by the Court included: 

Other procedural safeguards 

the right to consel in all 

juvenile proceedings pertaining to delinquent offenses; 

observance of the rule that a statement or confession could 

not be used against the youth at a subsequent trial or hear

ing, if he/she was not informed of the right to an attorney 

at a previous interrogation; and the constitutional right 

of the defending attorney to confront and cross-examine the 

witness against the juvenile in the absence of a valid con

fession of guilt by the youth. 

Although not formally considered by the Supreme Court 

in its decision in the Gault case, the issue of appellate 

review and transcript of proceedings was likewise at question. 

The Arizona Supreme Court had held that there was no right 

to a transcript because there was no right to appeal from a 

delinquency adjudication. The Supreme Court conceded that 

-102-



the Federal Constitution did not require a state to provide 

appellate courts or a right to appellate review in juvenile 

matters. However, the Court's written opinion did emphasize 

that failure to provide an appeal or to record the proceed

ings upon which the juvenile court determined conviction of 

accused youth, did place additional burden on other judges 

attempting to reconstruct the record of the youth's case. 

In any event, the Court's ruling in In re Gault insured that 

the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment became 

applicable to judicial proceedings involving youth. 

Subsequent decisions of the Supreme Court likewise mit

igated the influence of the parens patriae philosophy. In 

1970, the Court ruled in In re Winshop that "proof beyond 

a reasonable doubt" is required to convict a juvenile at the 

adjudicatory stage of a delinquency proceeding.B A New York 

judge had determined that such a standard of proof was not 

relevant in juvenile dispositions, and that conviction of 

a youth in an adjucicatory hearing could legitimately be 

based upon a "preponderance of the evidence," rather than 

the establishment of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. The 

U.S. Supreme Court reversed this decision, emphasizing the 

need for due process safeguards in juvenile courts, rather 

than the "good intentions" philosophy inherent in the theory 

of parens patriae. 

However, a total transition to due process safeguards 

in juvenile administration has not yet been accepted by the 

Supreme Court. The tradition of the juvenile courts assum

ing "parental responsibility" for delinquent youth remains 
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prevalent. Consequently, substantial sentiment exists to 

retain the non-adversary features of the juvenile justice 

system. This attitude is clearly reflected in the Supreme 

Court decision in McKeiver v. Pennsylvania {1971). In this 

case, the Court ruled that the constitutional right to a 

trial by jury accorded to adults in criminal proceedings 

did not apply in juvenile adjudication. In essence, the Court 

stated that not all rights constitutionally guaranteed to 

adults accused of criminal offenses were automatically con

ferred upon juveniles in his/her delinquency proceedings. The 

Court was thus emphasizing the importance of eliminating the 

discretionary nature of judicial administration under the 

parens patriae rule, while at the same time insuring the orig

inal benefits intended in creating a separate juvenile justice 

system. The Court stated: "There is a possiblilty that the 

ju·r ·y trial, if required as a matter of constitutional pre

cept, will remake the juvenile proceeding into a fully ad

versary process and will put an effective end to what has 

been the idealistic prospect of an intimate, informal pro

tective proceeding." {403 U.S. at 545, 91 S. Ct. at 1986.) 

The most recent Supreme Court decision substantially 

affecting the juvenile justice system is a 1975 case, Breed 

v. Jones. Once again, concern with implementing due process 

guarantees in the procedures of the juvenile justice system 

is evident in the Court's ruling. Essentially, the Court 

stated that the constitutional prohibition against double 

jeopardy likewise applied to juvenile proceedings.9 In 
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this case, a youth accused of robbery was initially found to 

be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. However, at 

subsequent proceedings, the juvenile court declared its in

tention to direct the District Attorney to prosecute Jones as 

an adult. The defense attorney immediately appealed this 

decision, claiming that Jones had already been adjudged a 

ward of the juvenile court and that to try him again as an 

adult constituted double jeopardy. The Supreme Court upheld 

this contention. However, the Court's decision was premised 

upon the fact that Jones' initial hearing in the California 

Court was an adjudicatory hearing. The Court made no claim 

to suggest that similar situations involved in waiver or 

transfer hearings would constitute double jeopardy. Thus, 

a juvenile proceeding could be followed by an adult trial · 

without violating due process regulations, provided that the 

initial proceeding was a hearing other than an adjudicatory 

hearing. 

The previous discussion delineates three stages of the 

legal evolution of the juvenile justice system in Texas. 

Initially, 19th Century common law tradition and emphasis on 

retribution characterized the state's treatment of juvenile 

offenders. The coming of the Twentieth Century brought with 

it a new philosophy in the treatment of delinquent youth. 

That is, a separate and distinctive juvenile justice system 

emerged which was premised upon the principle of parens 

patriae. The state assumed responsibility for delinquent 

youth and afforded them the prescribed treatment and control 
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deemed necessary to prevent subsequent delinquent behavior. 

This method of administering justice to juveniles prevailed 

through the middle of the 1960's, when the arbitrary judicial 

discretion inherent in the operations of the system under 

parens patriae came under careful scrutiny. As a result, 

the juvenile justice system in Texas, and throughout the 

nation, became oriented to due process safeguards and pro

tection of the constitutional rights of juveniles. This 

orientation has been reinforced over the past decade, and 

has been legitimated by major decisions of the U.S. Supreme 

Court. 

CURRENT LEGAL FEATURES OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN TEXAS 

The juvenile justice system in Texas is an amalgam of 

structural components and activities. Its diversity is a 

result of regional, social, cultural, and political variations 

throughout the 254 counties of the State. While the basic 

components of juvenile justice in Texas presently enjoy local 

autonomy, the State Legislature has attempted to establish 

a normative model labeled the Texas Juvenile Justice System. 

Figures 1 and 2 chart the system and help to show how it 

operates in fact. 

The population of Texas reached almost 13,000,000 in 1977. 

Approximately 35 percent of that number were under 18 years 

of age and of these roughly 2 percent will come in formal 

contact with the juvenile justice system. A formal contact 

in the technical sense used here is a referral of a young 

person by a police agency, social agency, parent, school, or 
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FIGUP..E I 
THE TEXAS JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM (WITH ESTIMATES FOR 1977) 
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someone else of concern to the court system responsible for 

him. It should be noted that rates of referral vary greatly 

throughout the State from a minimum of .7 percent of the 

juvenile population referred annually in Bexar County to a 

maximum of 3.4 percent in Harris County. What follows is 

a description and an analysis of the structural features of 

the system and the operational activities within the juven

ile system in Texas. 

Formally, "problem" juveniles between the ages of 5 and 

17 years consist of the following: criminal offenders, status 

offenders, and dependent and neglected children, all of which 

are described in Titles II and III of the Texas Family Code 

(1973). A number of law enforcement agencies primarily in 

the large metropolitan areas (FBI Uniform Crime report and 

Department of Public Safety Statistics) , report that in the 

past several years juvenile involvement in serious offenses 

(murder, rape, etc.) has increased, although the overall 

percentage of such offenses remains relatively low (less 

than .5 percent of the total offenses committed). In 

the past, higher participation by juveniles in lesser offenses, 

particularly theft and burglary, were the norm. Whether the 

actual percentage of juveniles committing crimes has out

paced increases in the juvenile population in recent years 

is not known, since methods of collecting and reporting of 

such offenses were not standardized before 1973.10 

The best available data (Texas Juvenile Court Statistics) 

show that slightly more than 100,000 juveniles currently 

come to the attention of those agencies or sources who . might 
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refer them to further stages in the juvenile justice system. 

Those making referrals include law enforcement personnel and/ 

or other members of the community. However, according to 

data gathered by the Texas Judicial Council for 1976, approx

imately 60,000 juveniles account for the total number of re

ferrals (67,047), as documented by the Texas Judicial Council, 

which means that some juveniles are referred more than one 

time to the juvenile justice system. The vast majority of 

these 60,000 are in the age range of 10 to 17 years of age, 

though dependent and neglected children may be younger than 

10. 

Of the 67,000 actual referrals, 50,000 are either released 

or diverted to services for treatment and/or prevention as 

unofficial dispositions. Services for diversion across the 

State include day care programs, physical and mental health 

retardation programs, crisis intervention and emergency 

services, recreation and/or employment programs, contract 

houser, and alternative education programs. This means that 

of the 100,000 referrals originally brought to the attention 

of the various juvenile intake units, only about 17,000 pro

ceed to a "juvenile court" of some kind. 

The Texas Judicial Council {TJC} conducted a survey dur

ing 1976, and produced the following information about law 

enforcement, prosecution, and defense in 228 counties: First, 

regarding law enforcement, only one out of every four counties 

(25 percent} reports at least one law enforcement officer 

is assigned full time to juvenile cases. Second, TJC found 
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that nearly three times as many county attorneys as dis-

trict attorneys prosecute juvenile cases. Of the 228 

counties responding, only Travis County has a special family 

court prosecutor. Finally, TJC reports that in most counties 

the court appoints attorneys to defend juveniles in 75-100 

precent of the cases. Only two counties, Travis and Zavala, 

utilize legal aid attorneys. Only Travis County provides 

public defenders. 

In nearly 74 percent of Texas counties, the district 

court serves as the juvenile court. Other courts serving 

as juvenile courts include constitutional-county courts, 

county courts at law, domestic relations courts, and stat-

utory juvenile courts. In some counties, acting under an 

existing provision of Texas law, an appointed "referee"--

a licensed attorney practicing law in the State of Texas 

who has been selected by either the juvenile board, or if 

none exists, the juvenile court of the county--recommends 

action to the juvenile judge disposing of juvenile adjudica-

tion. As of August 1976, 33 counties had at least one court-

appointed referee. Contrary to what one might expect, there 

was not a disproportionate number of these in rural and multi-

county judicial districts. However, judges in counties of 

all sizes have expressed the wish of hiring referee's to 

help with overcrowded dockets (Civil Judicial Council 

Survey). 

After disposition of juvenile proceedings by either the 

court or referee, the juvenile is released, placed on pro-
11 

bation, perhaps in a community-based resource, or declared 
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delinquent. Only a very small percentage of the proceedings 

involve adjudication of an action which is decided as "de

linquent conduct" and the juvenile actually declared "de

linquent" and sent to the Texas Youth Council (TYC) Brownwood 

Reception Center for institutionalization under TYC super

vision or remanded to a community-based treatment agency. 

While TYC handles relatively few of the juveniles annually 

referred to intake units of the justice system, it is an in

tegral part of the Texas Juvenile System and must be described 

in detail. 

The Texas Youth Council, authorized statutorily in 1957, 

consists of six members appointed by the Governor. TYC is 

charged primarily for prevention of juvenile delinquency and 

for rehabilitation of delinquents. Five subdivisions com-

prise the operational elements of TYC: (1) Institutional 

Services, (2) Community Services, (3) Human Resources, 

(4) Evaluation and Research, and (5) Office of Legal Counsel 

for Children. 

Training schools and homes for dependent and neglected 

children comprise the Institutional Services Division of the 

Texas Youth Council. The five training schools at Brownwood, 

Crockett, Gainsville, Gatesville, and Giddings, have received 

over 1,110 juveniles (including status offenders) within the 

last year. The second division includes homes for the de

pendent and neglected juveniles (Texas Children's Homes). 

There are three such facilities located at Corsicana, Pyote, 

and Waco. 
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The Community Services Division includes community treat

ment agencies. These treatment facilities are also divided 

into two categories. First, the residential treatment 

facilities which include foster homes, halfway houses, con

tract halfway houses, and contract group homes. Under __ ,preseilt 

conditions, these TYC agencies can absorb over 218 cases a 

day or a total of more than 710 juveniles per year. The 

second category includes non-residential treatment facilities, 

such as day programs and therapeutic wilderness camping pro

grams. 

Aside from maintaining its own facilities, the Texas 

Youth Council provides services and funds for, and negotiates 

contractual arrangements with, numerous local community agencies 

(Judicial District Juvenile Probation Departments, Special 

Public School education Programs, Community Mental Health/Men

tal Retardation Centers, Halfway Homes, Group Homes, Foster 

Families, etc.), and interacts with other State agencies 

including the Criminal Justice Division, the Texas Judicial 

Council, the Department of Public Welfare, and the Governor's 

Interagency Task Force on Youth Care and Rehabilitation. 

Institutionalization at TYC entails diagnosis, evaluation, 

orientation, and classification. Thereafter, the Reception 

Center determines . whether the juvenile will be sent to a 

facility supervised by either the TYC Institutional Services 

Division or the TYC Community Services Division, or released. 

Finally, in addition to the Institutional Services Divi · 

sion and the Community Services Division, the Texas Youth 

Council offers additional services through the TYC off ice of 
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Legal Counsel of Children. This office presently provides 

50 hearing-examiners who conduct revocation hearings on 

paroled juveniles The 1977 daily case load was over 1,500; 

the total annual number of delinquents handled by TYC in 

1977 exceeded 3,600. Many of these are dismissed, but a sig-

nificant number are reinstitutionalized. (See Figure 1.) 

After a period of institutionalization, the options of the 

TYC in dealing with the delinquents are after successful 

treatment, counseling, and training to place the juveniles 

under parole supervision or to return the juveniles to 

community-based facilities. 

The foregoing description of the juvenile justice system 

in Texas delineates the structure for dealing with delinquent--

or potentially delinquent--behavior of young people in the 

State. The subsequent discussion examines the system in 

action, using descriptive statistics collected on juvenile 

justice operations during 1976. This discussion is divided 

into sections on referral, offenses, adjudication, and 

institutionalization. 

Referrals. Our data sources disclose that law enforce-

ment personnel are responsible for the bulk (approximately 
12 

86 percent) of juvenile referrals. (Throughout this sec-

tion the statistics refer to the number of referrals to the 

system and not to the number of juvenii"es, since many in-

dividuals are referred more than once during the year.) 

Social agencies, parents, schools, etc., are responsible for 

the remaining 13 percent. Most counties do not have facili-
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ties to which to divert referred youth prior to entry into 

the juvenile justice system, though some utilize quite 

specialized mechanisms for deflecting referrals. A few 

counties have developed sophisticated mechanisms, such as, 

for example, Travis County's "impactunit," for receiving 

young people classified as "runaway," "truant," or other 

status offenders and dive.rli.ng them immediately into some 

community program for family counseling, treatment for paint

sniffing, or whatever is deemed appropriate. 

Of the total number of juveniles referred in 1975-76, 

it is estimated that the vast majority resided within the 

county in which they were referred. (See Table 1.) An 

analysis of the number of referrals accoroing to classif ica

tion by race and sex reveals that nearly two out of every 

five were Anglo males; that fewer than one out of four 

were black males ~ Mexican-American males; and that the 

number of Anglo females referred exceeds one out of every 

10. (See Table 2.) Moreover, of the total number of 

referred juveniles, four out of every five were in school 

at the time action was taken; less than one out of every 

four was classified a "dropout." (See Table 2.) Finally, 

it should be remembered that a number of those referred 

were later referred again for another offense. 
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TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF REFERRALS BY RESIDENCE 

Resided In: 

County Where Referred 

Other Counties 

Other States 

A Foreign Country 

Percent: 

90 

6 

3 

1 

Source: LBJ School of Public Affairs Survey, November 197614 

TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF REFERRALS BY SCHOOL STATUS 

Status: 

In School 

Drop-out 

Suspended/Expelled 

Percent: 

82 

16 

2 

Source: LBJ School of Public Affairs Survey, November 1976 

TABLE 3 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF REFERRALS BY ETHNICITY/SEX 

Referrals: 

Anglo Males 
Anglo Females 
Black Males 
Black Females 
Mexican-American Males 
Mexican-American Females 
Other Males 
Other Females 

Percent: 

37 
15 
15 

4 
21 

5 
2 
1 

Source: The Texas Judicial Council, September 1976 
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Offenses. An analysis of the types of offenses as de-

fined by the Texas Family Code (Title III), committed in 

1975-76 discloses that approximately three of every 10 were 
13 

classified as status offenses. (LBJ Survey) 

Status offenders are juveniles who have committed acts 

that are not punishable if committed by an adult (truancy, 

possession of alcoholic beverages, swearing in public, 

curfew, etc.). Approximately 20,247 referrals of status 

offenses per year come into contact with the juvenile justice 

system, and about one-third of these are handled by elements 

within the system (law enforcement personnel, the courts, 

local agencies, etc.) 

Both Travis and Bexar Counties have agencies operating 

to keep status offenders out of the juvenile justice system. 

These counties have established standardized guidelines for 

handling these juveniles, and presently provide treatments 

such as counseling and psychological testing. (As noted 

earlier, Travis County has a special "impact" unit that 

receives referrals from all agencies on children which are 

runaways and truants.) Both counties attempt to place these 

children in a residential treatment facility, where the 

child remains until a determination of the situation has been 

made, after which the child is either returned home or 

transferred to a specialized community-based organization 

for further treatment. 
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The more heavily populated and affluent urban areas 

can absorb the cost of specialized programs for diversion. 

One such program, the Youth Services Project in San Antonio, 

which was originally funded by the Department of Health, 

Education and Welfare (HEW), has since become locally funded. 

This project costs the City of San Antonio about $400,000 

annually and serves approximately 2,000 juveniles per year. 

However, Bexar County is presently the only county in Texas 

that is fully committed to the policy of diversion. Most 

counties and cities do not feel they can afford such programs. 

TABLE 4 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF REFERRALS BY ALLEGED OFFINSE 
DURING 1976 

Offenses: 

Homicide 

Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

Burglary 

Theft 

Controlled Substance 

School Attendance 

Liquor 

Inhalants 

Runaway 

All other delinquent offenses 

All other CINS 

Source: The Texas Judicial Council. 
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Percent: 

0.2 

0.3 

1.1 

2.0 

17.41 

18.16 

7.32 

6.70 

4.34 

1.58 

16.81 

12.06 

12.02 

100.00 



TABLE 5 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF ADJUDICATED 
REFERRALS BY ETHNICITY/SEX 

Referrals: Percent: 

Anglo Males 36 

Anglo Females 11 

Black Males 24 

Black Females 5 

Mexican-American Males 18 

Mexican-American Females 3 

Source: LBJ School of Public Affairs Survey, November 1976 

Adjudication 

Of the total number of juveniles who committed crimes 

in 1975-76, slightly less than two out of every five 

(36 percent) committed theft, burglary, or robbery. Such 

serious crimes as homicide and rape were committed by 

approximately one out of every 200 offenders. 

While Anglos make up more than two-thirds of the State's 

Court age population, they account for less than one-half of 

the total adjudications each year. On the other hand, black 

youth comprise one-eighth of this population and account 

for more than one-forth of all adjudications. The ratio 

of Mexican-American adjudicated and present in the Court age 

population are equal for all practical purposes. 

Of the total number of alleged offenders adjudicated, 

nearly eight out of 10 were in school at the time they 

conunitted the offense; only one in four was classified as 
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a "drop-out". The modal ages of those adjudicated were 

14, 15, and 16 years of age. (See Table 6.) 

TABLE 6 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF ADJUDICATED 
REFERRALS BY SCHOOL STATUS 

Status at time of offense: Percent: 

In School 78 

Dropped Out 20 

Suspended/Expelled 2 

Source: LBJ School of Public Affairs Survey, November 1976 

Finally, of the total number of alleged offenders who 

were adjudicated, approximately 17 percent appeared for 

re-adjudication. 

Institutionalization. The Texas Youth Council appears 

at first to loom disproportionately large in this description 

of the State's juvenile justice system, but it should be kept 

in mind that a total of only 2,590 (See Table 7) among 

the estimated 60,000 young people who came in contact with 

the system during the first nine months of 1976 proceed 

through referral and adjudication to parole on institution-

alization at TYC. Its high visibility, due in part to the 

fact that this corrections agency operates under a state 

mandate, is in a sense misleading. 
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'!'ABLE 7 

DELINQUENT YOUTH SERVED BY TYC, 1976 

Sex 
Male 
Female 
Total 

Ethnicity 
Anglo 
Black 
Mexican American 
Native American 

Age 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

School Grade Completed 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
Unreported 

Occupational History 
Trained, experienced 
Untrained, experier.ced 
Trained, no experience 
Untrained, no experince 
Unreported 
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Training 
School 

1,085 
117 

1,202 

418 
451 
330 

3 

1 
5 

13 
42 

158 
316 
420 
246 

1 

1 
.... 
' 
6 

12 
7 

42 
133 
260 
401 
243 

61 
7 
0 

27 

279 
556 

46 
288 

33 

On 
Parole 

1,214 
174 

1,388 = 2,590 total 

496 
527 
362 

3 

0 
0 
6 

2~ 

66 
198 
469 
569 

58 

2 
4 
2 
4 

21 
47 

164 
264 
334 
224 

41 
7 

268 

173 
638 

27 
281 
269 



TABLE 7 (Continued) 

DELINQUENT YOUTH SERVED BY TYC, 1976 

Family Income 
0 - $4,999.99 
$5,000 - $9,999.99 
$10,000 or more 
Unreported 

Conunitting Offense 
Homicide 
Sex Offenses 
Robbery 
Assault 
Arson 
Burglary 
Larceny and Theft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Property Offenses 
Drug Violations 
Drunk in Public 
Truancy Status 

Training 
School 

874 
195 
154 

29 

13 
25 
77 
74 

9 
352 
183 

19 
4 
7 

29 
6 

Runaway Of fenders 26} 62 
Ungovernable 
Violation of Probation 
Miscellaneous or Unreported 

Source: Texas Youth Council. 
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5 = 
45 

143 

On 
Parole 

93 total 

780 
188 
136 
284 

6 
5 

69 
44 

6 
318 
175 

13 
3 

14 
59 

5 

291 78 
23 -
46 

387 

130 total 



In addition to delinquent and dependent and neglected 

children, TYC houses status offenders in a facility for 

status offenders at the Crockett School. This is permiss

ible under the Texas Family Code, which requires TYC to re

ceive status offenders either on parole or in the facility 

at Crockett. 

From what has been said, it should be clear that it 

is relatively easy to describe the Texas juvenile justice 

system in formal terms and extremely difficult to do so 

in operational terms. Variations in practice, the effects 

of discretionary authority, and differences in the local 

resources of its component parts, together with the inade

quacies in data, explain why that is so. A striking feature 

of the system from the perspective of the youth involved in 

it is the contrast, as has been seen, between the large 

number of juveniles who make contact with it, the much smaller 

number who enter it, and the still smaller fraction who are 

processed through it. To this, it must be added that only 

one-half of one percent of the total number initially mak-

ing some form of contact with the Texas juvenile justice 

system finally require the services of the Texas Youth 

council. 
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EFFECTIVENESS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

At present no highly meaningful statement can be made 

about the overall effectiveness of the juvenile justice system 

in Texas. As has been seen, the components of the Texas system 

are many and have not generated the types of data that permit 

an empirical assessment of the kind desired by the Law Enforce-

ment Assistance Administration. Thus, most of the material 

presented indicates why a satisfactory analysis of the effect-

iveness of the juvenile justice system is not currently feasible. 

It is generally agreed that the main purposes of the 

juvenile justice system are to detect and deter and/or prevent 

delinquent behavior and juvenile crime. From Texas Youth 

Council data available over the past few years, it appears that 

the system's ability to detect juvenile crime has increased 

rapidly. However, this should not be taken to represent in-

creased effectiveness because the magnitude of actual juvenile 

crime in Texas has not been determined with any certainty. 

Similarly, no firm statements can be made about deterrence 

and prevention. As Anna Louise Simpson argues: 

Crime is age related. Most crimes are committed by 
people in their teens and twenties. Although many 
offenders who commit crimes as juveniles do not be
come adult criminals, the effect of intervention by 
the Juvenile Justice System in reducing criminal 
conduct is not clear. The proposition that by treat
ing juvenile offenders, the system aids in their 
return finds little empirical support; indeed, there 
is some support for the proposition that unapprehended 
offenders are as likely to reform as apprehended 
offenders.14 
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Simpson's remarks addressed juvenile crime as a national 

problem, but they apply to Texas. The statistics provided by 

the Texas Youth Council and the sample of probation records 

available to the Juvenile Justice Research Project indicate 

that only 9 percent of the individuals referred to the system 
15 

are re-referred at future times for other offenses. Of those 

referred for the first time, 16 percent are adjudicated. Within 

the population adjudicated a similar proportion--some 18 per-

cent--may be expected to be adjudicated again. This amounts 

to slightly less than 30 juveniles re-adjudicated for each 
16 

1,000 referred. However, being adjudicated does not necessar-

ily mean that the youth has been sent to TYC for treatment. 

TYC currently reports a return rate to them of young people 

they have treated of less than 7 percent. It is apparent 

from these figures that large numbers of young people have had 

only an initial contact with the juvenile justice sy~tem. 

What has occurred to them after this first contact is unknown. 

Thus, on the basis of the available hard data no assertion 

can be made with confidence about what difference the juvenile 

justice system makes to the incidence of juvenile crime. There 

is ground for assuming that many juvenile offenders abandon 

their law-breaking behavior as they grow older, but the avail-

able data do not reveal how many juvenile of fenders reform and 
17 

at what age. Most of the individuals whose conduct may be 

studied over time belong to that special group of people known 

as "habitual losers", i.e., people whose outlook. .. on life com-

peh them to be continuously at odds with the norms of society. 
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Usually, these individuals, who represent an estimated 0.5 

percent of the juvenile population, end in a TYC institution. 

Obviously, they are not representative of the larger juvenile 

population of concern to the juvenile justice system. 

TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES FOR JUVENILE OFFENDERS* 

Prior Adjudications Percent 

0 83 

1 13 

2 3 

3 1 

Source: LBJ School of Public Affairs Survey, November, 1976. 

*The estimates are based on a sample of 2,500 individual records 
selected from Bexar, Cameron, and Harris Counties. 

In addition to efforts at the deterrence of juvenile 

crimes, diversion is an approach that is thought to be of more 

immediate practicality. Diversion is the process of removing 

minor and first offenders from the juvenile justice system and 

sending them into a net of relevant community services. Diver-

sion occurs at two key points--during intitial contact with 

law enforcement officers and upon formal referral to the 

juvenile court. Diversion seems to be working well where it 

is the primary strategy employed by the juvenile justice author-

ities. The Bexar County Youth Service Project is a good ex-
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ample of diversion in practice. The police and juvenile 

court officials have discretion to settle juvenile cases 

informally at a number of points in the juvenile justice sys-

tern. This has resulted in the lowest referral rate in the 

State, which is almost one-fifth that of the highest referral 

rates in the State. While diversionary programs are success-

ful in reducing the numbers of formal referrals, there is little 

compelling evidence to support a conclusion that the services 

provided to the diverted young person have a positive impact 

on subsequent behavior, even though probation officers claim 
18 

that it does. 

The question still remains whether subsequent nondeviant 

or nondelinquent behavior is to be attributed to growing older--

to the maturation process. Again, it is unwise to be positive 

about the overall effectiveness of diversion, except as a 

means for keeping minor of fenders out of the juvenile justice 

system. However, if it is intended to serve also as a de-

terrent to further delinquent behavior, information is lack-

ing that demonstrates that it has this effect. Discretionary 

programs are too new and few in Texas to permit the in-depth 

analysis necessary for an adequate assessment of their effect-

iveness. 

Studies of other systems that have iooked closely at 

similar approaches are worth noting, for the one thing that 

these other systmes have in conunon with that of Texas is that 

they are based on the assumption that rehabilitation is their 

purpose and desired outcome. These studies (e.g., Simpson, 
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1976) make it clear that there is no evidence to show that 

treatments administered by correctional authorities prevent 

juveniles from committing offenses as adults. On the other 

hand, they do provide some evidence that juvenile offenders 

outgrow delinquent tendencies, and of course, this creates 

uncertainty about the efficacy of diversion. 

In order to make well-supported, reliable statements about 

the effectiveness of its juvenile justice system, the State 

might consider undertaking a massive, costly and time consum

ing prognunof data collection and analysis. One way to 

accomplish this would be to maintain an exhaustive, census-type 

data file on every individual coming into contact with the sys

tem for a period of years. However, legal barriers would have 

to be hurdled in an operation of this type. More important, 

it would probably turn out to be an exercise in futility, be

cause of the lack of uniformity in the Texas system, the 

size of the State, and the decentralized character of its govern

ment, assuming that the heavy costs of putting it into effect 

could be met. 

Much is currently going on in the State which should be 

encouraged and even preferred to launching ambitious schemes 

for determining effectiveness. The quality and quantity of 

information available from juvenile justice programs are im

proving. This can be demonstrated by comparing the data 

presently available through the Texas Youth Council, the Texas 

Judicial Council, and an ever-increasing number of juvenile 

probation departments across the State with what was available 
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last year and the year before that. In recent years, data 

concerning juvenile offenses from no more than 150 of Texas' 

254 counties were available on a regular basis and, more 

important, these counties contain approximately 95 percent of 

the juvenile population. With the present level of effort and 

competence available to both TJC and TYC, the quality of data 

should steadily improve. 

The classical measurement problems of reliability and 

validity of data will continue to be sources of concern, but 

not to the degrees that they were in the immediate past. How-

ever, information of a different nature will also be necessary 

if adequate evaluation is going to occur. A simple "Service 

Accountability Model," such as the one developed in Nevada by 

Mortillaro and Carmany, may assist policymakers in considering 
19 

what will work best in Texas. 

Basically, this model randomly assignsoffenders into 

cate:gories of treatment and non-treatment; it attempts pre-

and post-tests of creative decision-making; determines relative 

costs per offender; and keeps an anecdotal record of how each 

of fender is perceived as progressing by those close to him. 

This model is no panacea. It will not lay to rest the con-

troversy over rehabilitation. However, it should not be too 

difficult to implement in a number of the more well-established 

Texas projects and should allow the accumulation of time 

series data. 

What is evident from the information now available is 

that the Texas juvenile justice system has become more sophis-
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ticated in its understanding of the importance of data and in 

their generation and collection. This is a significant step 

forward. There is evidence that the incentives provided by 

the Criminal Justice Division to various localities for improved 

detection of juvenile offenses and diversion are responsible 

for enhancing these activities across the State. Bexar and 

Harris Counties are examples of such diversion and detection 

systems. Both of these systems produce statistics that can 

be used to determine recidivism rate. For both counties the 

rates are in the vicinity of 9 percent. However, these rates 

do not answer the question about what part, if any, the juven

ile justice system plays in the reformation of juvenile offend?rs. 

The rate of reformation in the absence of intervention by the 

juvenile justice system cannot, of course, be known. 

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS 

Since the causal roots of most offenses are not adequately 

known, most efforts to cope with the problems of "youth in 

trouble" are experiments which are critically constrained. One 

such constraint is that long term treatment and follow up 

is almost never feasible and thus practical data are never 

really available for analysis. These observations are relevant 

to the central point made earlier-- that no realistic assess

ment of the effectiveness of the Texas juvenile justice 

system can now be made. 
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CHAPTER VI 

JUVENILES AND THE LAW: PROCESSES AND COSTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The juvenile justice system is in part distinct from the 

criminal justice system, as has been seen, and not only in the 

way juvenile offenders are differentiated from adult offenders 

in the law but also in the allocation of resources for coping 

specifically with problems of deliquent conduct and deviant 

behaviors. However, resources allocated to the criminal justice 

system are also used for the juvenile justice system. Moreover, 

given the nature of the information available on the operations 

of both systems and on lack of uniformity in the juvenile justice 

system in the State of Texas, it is difficult to assert that 

decisions on resource allocation to the juvenile justice system 

are likely to be optimal or even satisfactory. 

Information on the dollar amounts budgeted annually for the 

different components of that system--the police, the courts, pro

bation services, detention facilities, etc.--is available or could 

be secured without too much trouble. But, whether such informa

tion provides an adequate appreciation of the costs of operating 

the Texas juvenile justice system and also helpful insights for 

improving decision-making with respect to resource allocations, 

is another question. 

These considerations led the Juvenile Justice Research Project 
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to attempt to provide a different and less impersonal percep

tion of those costs by imagining a small number of character

istic cases of youths who make contact with the juvenile justice 

system and have different experiences. It should be emphasized 

that the following pages describe a set of procedures that might 

be used to estimate the "full" costs of operating the Texas 

juvenile justice system in its present form. Dollar estimates 

were not attempted. 

The Project developed six scenarios depicting instances in 

which juveniles come into contact with the law. In depicting 

this step-by-step account of a child in contact with the system, 

the focus of interest is on those junctures which require a 

decision on the part of those in control. At times this will 

consist of the child, the parents, the system's authorities, or 

any combination except one--the child alone. At each juncture 

of decision and control a determination may be made on 

whether or not the juvenile remains in the system and on the 

form of presumed assistance to be offered the youth in trouble. 

The cost items considered cover, to the extent possible, 

all factors involved in providing service to the youth. Not 

itemized, however, are transportation and capital costs. 

The first scenario depicts the situation in which the child 

comes under the scrutiny of an adult but no formal action is takE 

The second describes the child in full contact with the system, 

but for a minor infraction and with minor ramifications. Each 

successive scenario depicts a child more deeply involved, to the 
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point where, finally, the system must use all its resources to 

deal with the child. The cost of each incident is depicted in 

outline form at the end of each scenario, but without assessing 

estimated dollar values. 

SCENARIO I 

Gary is eleven years old and in the fifth grade. He is 

frequently absent from school and his school counselor suspects 

he is playing hookey. The school alerted the truant officer and 

requested an investigation after Gary's fourth absence within 

three weeks. Gary was found to be playing hookey, but exhibited 

no concern about the seriousness of the situation. As a result 

the police were alerted. An officer spent some time with Gary 

and his parents and determined that taking Gary into custody 

was not necessary, but he did suggest that the authorities-i.e., 

school counselors or a truant officer-- get in touch with the 

police on the next unexcused absence. No further incidents were 

reported. 

Cost Items: 

1. School counselor's time 
2. Truant officer's time for investigation 
3. Police officer's time 
4. Parent's time 
5. Counselorsand truant officer's follow-up time 

SCENARIO II 

Mike, a twelve-year-old, was caught shoplifting by a store 

manager, who contacted the police. Mike was taken to the police 

officer to verify his identification, contact his parents, and 

prepare a report on the incident. Mike's parents are divorced 

and he is in the custody of his mother, who works as a secretary. 
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His mother was reached within thirty minutes of Mike's arrival 

at the police department and she took off from work to go to 

the station to talk to the officers. She took custody of her 

son and took him home. The store manager decided not to press 

charges. As a result, the police stipulated that Mike and his 

mother must make an appointment with the juvenile probation de

partment and advised them that Mike and his mother had agreed 

to contact the probation department. The police also told the 

probation department to begin to follow up on the case. The 

probation officer was sent a copy of the police report. Five 

days passed without any word, at which time the juvenile pro

bation office assigned a field worker to call and check out the 

situation. Mike's mother was contacted through information con

tained in the report sent over by the police and an appointment 

was set up to discuss Mike's probation. 

Within five days, the field worker visited with Mike and 

his mother during the evening and they worked out an arrangement 

whereby Mike and his mother would begin counseling sessions at 

the local MH/MR Center on Saturday mornings. At the MH/MR Center 

Mike and his mother were interviewed by an intake worker and the 

appropriate information forms were completed. Mike and his mother 

were assigned to work with a counselor. Counseling began and 

continued for three months until it was discontinued at the 

counselor's suggestion. The field worker kept in contact with 

the mother and the MH/MR Center periodically and was notified of 

the counselor's decision. The case was closed four months later. 
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Cost Items: 

1. Store manager's time 
2. Police officer's time to pick up, identify, and re

tain Mike until his mother's arrival, and to prepare 
a report to send to juvenile probation authorities 

3. Mother's time lost from work 
4. Probation department intake worker's time to prepare 

records 
5. Field worker's time to review, assess and contact 

Mike and his mother and set up counseling for them 
6. MH/MR intake worker's time 
7. Counselor's time for assessment and counseling 
8. Expense incurred by Mike and his mother to attend 

counseling sessions. 
9. Follow-up time by field worker 

SCENARIO III 

Debbie is a fourteen-year-old runaway from Houston. She 

was picked up by Austin police at 2:00 a.m., while walking the 

streets. Suspecting she was a runaway, the police officers took 

Debbie to the station to affirm her identification and contact 

her parents. Upon arriving at the station Debbie provided the 

officers with her vital statistics, a brief background history, 

and the phone number of her parents in Houston. The police were 

unable to reach her parents and decided to turn Debbie over to 

the Juvenile Probation authorities at Gardner House, the Travis 

County detention center for juveniles. A Gardner House intake 

worker signed a receipt, and received Debbie at 4:30 a.m. The 

worker immediately took her to a room for some rest. Debbie was 

now the total responsibility of Gardner House. 

At 9:00 the next morning, after breakfast, Debbie was re-

turned to the intake worker to complete the intake process by 

supplying additional information. Upon completion of this process 

the Houston Police Department was contacted to assist in locating 
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Debbie's parents. Debbie's parents had contacted the Houston 

Police Department to report Debbie missing, but were still not 

able to be contacted until the next day. At that time, her 

parents agreed to pick up Debbie in Austin under the stipula

tion that they and Debbie would contact juvenile probation 

authorities in Harris County to undergo assessment and possible 

follow-up. Gardner House contacted Harris County juvenile 

authorities prior to and following contact with Debbie's parents. 

Harris County authDrities assigned a field worker to contact 

Debbie's parents upon their return from Austin and set up an 

appointment with them. This was accomplished and Debbie and 

her parents came in within one week after their return to Houston. 

Processing by the intake worker was followed by assignment to a 

counselor, who interviewed Debbie and her parents three times, 

separately and then together. 

The counselor's assessment with the concurrence of Debbie's 

parents was to enroll Debbie in a TYC-funded community assistance 

program (CAP) which provides counseling to troubled youth arid 

their parents. The Harris County intake worker was responsible 

for follow-up to insure that Debbie and her parents contacted the 

CAP and received counseling as agreed. Upon contacting the CAP, 

the intake worker ref erred Debbie to a counselor who performed 

the initial intake processing and assessment. Counseling lasted 

four months and entailed eight visits by either Debbie, her 

parents, or both. 

Upon completion of the final counseling session, the CAP 
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counselor sent a standard written form notifying the Harris 

County Juvenile Probation Office field worker that in the opinion 

of the counselor, further treatment was not necessary. Debbie's 

case was closed. 

Cost Items: 

1. Arresting officer's time 
2. Intake time at police department 
3. Gardner House Detention: room, board, intake worker's 

time and phone calls to Houston Police Department and 
Harris County authorities 

4. Travel cost and phone calls for Debbie's parents--
Houston to Austin and return 

5. Harris County probation office field worker's time 
6. Harris County probation office intake worker's time 
7. Harris County probation office counselor's time 
8. Debbie's parents' time lost from work for counseling 
9. Intake and counselor's time at community assista.nce 

program 

SCENARIO IV 

Larry is a sixteen-year-old who resides in a rural community 

with a population of 1,500. Larry has never been in serious 

trouble with the law. However, he is no stranger to the county 

sheriff's deputies. He has been picked up for curfew violation 

and drinking, and warned numerous times for drag racing. Larry's 

latest contact with the law, however, involved car theft. Larry 

was taken into custody by sheriff's deputies for riding in a 

stolen car driven by another youth. Sheriff's deputies charged 

Larry as an accomplice to car theft, contacted his parents, and 

asked them to come to the sheriff's office to talk to the deputy 

about Larry's arrest. During the wait for Larry's parents the 

deputy filled out a report on the arrest. 

Larry's parents came immediately to the sheriff's office. 
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Following a lengthy conference it was determined by the deputy 

that Larry could leave in the custody of his parents on their 

promise that they would report with Larry within 3 days to the 

Juvenile Probation Off ice located at the county seat, approxi

mately 25 miles away. The sheriff's deputy called and notified 

the Juvenile Probation Office of the agreement with Larry and 

his parents. The deputy completed his report and sent a copy 

to the probation officer. 

Within two days, Larry's parents made an appointment, took 

off from work, and drove Larry to meet with the Juvenile Proba

tion Officer. The probation officer filled out the necessary 

intake forms and visited at length with Larry and his parents. 

The probation officer advised them that Larry would have to 

appear at a detention hearing in the near future to determine 

if Larry would have to appear at an adjudication hearing. The 

probation officer advised Larry and his parents of the need to 

obtain an attorney, as it appeared likely that Larry would be 

required to appear at an adjudication hearing. The officer re

quested that Larry agree to have a battery of tests administered 

by the MH/MR outreach worker who would be in town the next day. 

The officer also determined that Larry could remain in the custody 

of his parents until the detention · hearing. The officer would 

then notify the parents of the hearing date as soon as possible. 

The probation officer contacted the County Attorney's office 

and requested that a petition be filed against Larry. The pro

bation officer was given a date for a detention hearing with the 

county judge. The officer notified the parent~ who confirmed the 
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date and the fact that they had retained and visited with an 

attorney. The officer began his investigation of the situation 

immediately upon releasing Larry and continued to contact school 

authorities, family, friends and anyone else who might contribute 

significant information to Larry's case history. Larry, during 

this time, took the tests agreed on from the MH/MR outreach worker. 

At the detention hearing the judge, Larry, Larry's attorney 

and parents, the sheriff's deputy, the district attorney, and 

the juvenile probation officer were present. The judge concluded 

on the facts of the case that Larry would have to appear at an 

adjudication hearing. The date was set and all parties agreed 

to appear. 

All were present at the adjudication hearing. The judge 

determined that Larry was guilty of the charge and adjudicated 

him as a delinquent. The disposition hearing date was set for 

one week from this date and again it was agreed that all would 

appear. 

At the disposition hearing the judge, on the basis of MH/MR 

test results, the juvenile probation officer report, and advice 

from the County Attorney and Larry's attorney, decided to remand 

Larry to the custody of a group home for delinquent boys located 

in a neighboring county. It was also determined that Larry, with 

his parents, would report to the juvenile probation officer within 

48 hours. Larry reported as instructed and was transported to 

the conununity-based facility by the probation officer. 

At the group home, Larry was received and pertinent records 
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.transferred from the officer. Intake and assessment began 

immediately under the supervision of a staff counselor. Larry 

was assigned a room and given an orientation to his new envi-

ronment. Counseling continued under the supervision of staff 

counselors until an assessment of Larry's physical, mental, and 

vocational needs were completed and a needs profile developed. 

A physical and dental examination, tests both vocational and 

psychological in nature were administered during this process. 

Upon completion of this intake and assessment process Larry 

was assigned to specific academic and vocational activities, as 

well as work details. Room, board, clothing and other necessities 

were provided. Larry remained in the custody of the group home 

for 7 months, after which time he was allowed to return to the 

custody of his parents under supervised parole until he was 18 

years old. 

Upon release from the group home, Larry was required to 

report once a week to the Sheriff's Office and once every two 

weeks to the probation officer for the first four months. Follow-

ing this time period, he reported once a month to the probation 

officer until he was 18, when the case was closed. 

Cost Items: 

1. Deputy sheriff: arrest, intake, referral and release 
2. Call to Larry's parents 
3. Wrecker service to tow in stolen car, contact of owner 

and return of car 
4. Parents' loss of income to pick up Larry 
5. Deputy call to Juvenile Probation Officer (JPO) 
6. Transportation to Juvenile Probation Officer (25 miles) 
7. Loss of income to parents to see Jpo : 
8. JPA time for counseling, completion of intake 
9. JPO time to file petition and contact County Attorney 

and set detention hearing date 
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10. Call to Larry's parents on detention hearing date 
11. Cost of attorney's initial visit 
12. JPO investigation of Larry's case 
13. Various interviewees' time to help JPO complete his 

report on Larry's case 
14. MH/MR outreach worker's time to administer test 
15. Cost of test materials 
16. Judge's time at detention hearing 
17. Larry's parents' loss of time from work and income 

to attend detention hearing 
18. Larry's attorney's time and fees for detention hearing 
19. District Attorney's time at dention hearing 
20. Deputy sheriff's time at detention hearing 
21. JPO's time at detention hearing 
22. Judge's time at adjudication hearing 
23. Larry's parents' loss of time from work and income 

to attend adjudication hearing 
24. Larry's attorney's time and fees for adjudication 

hearing 
25. District Attorney's time at adjudication hearing 
26. Deputy Sheriff's time at adjudication hearing 
27. JPO time at adjudication hearing 
28. Judge's time at disposition hearing 
29. Larry's parents' loss of time from work and income 

to attend disposition hearing 
30. District Attorney's time at disposition hearing 
31. JPO time at disposition hearing 
32. Transportation to JPO and loss of time from work for 

Larry's parents 
33. Transportation of Larry and JPO time to comrnunity

based facility 
34. Intake worker (counselor), assessment time, and re-

port preparation · 
35. Room and board, clothing, etc. (necessities) 
36. Further assessment, medical exams, dental exam, testing 
37. Supervision, 24 hours/day 
38. Academic and vocational training 
39. Cost of the facilities 
40. Transportation to hometown 
41. Sheriff's office time for Larry's parole reporting 
42. JPO time for parole supervision 

SCENARIO V 

Henry, a fifteen-year-old with a history of minor infrac-

tions, had not been in trouble for the past two years. Henry's 

father is unemployed, and Henry had been working in the stock-

room of a local 7-11 store. He was picked up by law enforcement 

authorities while burglarizing the store, and taken immediately 
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to the police station. There he was detained pending affirma

tion of his identification and notification of his parents. 

The police were unable to contact his parents. After two hours, 

he was transferred to the Gardner House juvenile detention facility 

in Austin, where an intake worker signed a reciept for the youth 

and assumed custody of the child. Henry began intake processing 

by giving personal information regarding his background, while 

efforts were being made to reach his parents. Upon completion 

of the process, Henry was assigned to a room. When his parents 

were contacted, an appointment was made for them to meet with 

the juvenile probation counselor to discuss Henry's future. 

A juvenile court investigator was assigned to Henry's case 

by Gardner House officials. He began to investigate the events 

surrounding Henry's case. The Gardner House counselor and 

court investigator met with Henry's parents and outlined the 

upcoming process. They also advised Henry's parents of his 

rights and the need for an attorney. 

Due to the seriousness of the offense and the parent's 

attitude of helplessness toward Henry, authorities at Gardner 

House determined that Henry should remain in their custody until 

the detention hearing the next day. In the interim, Gardner 

House obtained an attorney for Henry, because his parents were 

too poor to employ one and it was probable that Henry would be 

held over for an adjudication hearing. In addition, with his 

parent's agreement, a series of tests and counseling sessions 

were administered to Henry to assist the court investigator in 

developing a profile of the youth. 
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The detention hearing was held by a court-appointed 

1eferee. Based on the case history and the information pro

vided by Henry, his parents, and his lawyer, the referee 

determined that there was probable cause to suspect Henry's 

guilt, and instructed the court investigator to have the 

legal unit of the Juvenile Probation Department set a date 

for Henry's adjudication hearing. The referee ordered Henry 

to remain in Gardner House until the trial, or ten days, 

whichever came first (after ten days, Henry would have to 

appear at another detention hearing to extend his time in 

<Etention). The court investigator continued to complete his 

report to be submitted to the judge at the time of the hearing. 

At the adjudication hearing, Henry was represented by an 

attorney. Henry was adjudicated delinquent by the judge, who 

crdered Henry sent to the Texas Youth Council (TYC) the 

following day. He remained at Gardner House that evening and 

was taken to 'IYC's B:rownwood Reception Center by his juvenile 

probation officer. 

Upon arrival at the B:rownwood Reception Center, an intake 

worker took custody of Henry and gave the probation officer a 

receipt for Henry. Henry was processed, which entailed complet

ing various forms. He was then taken to the nurse, who examined 

him. He was given a quick medical examination and placed in a room 

for twelve hours of observation. He was assigned a caseworker and 

a room in the dormitory. For the next four days, he was adminis

tered aptitude and psychological tests and was given complete 

nedical and dental examinations. He met with his caseworker and 
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psychologist for the next three days. A reconunendation was then 

made to TYC's internal conunittee at Brownwood that Henry be placed 

in a TYC training school. The conunittee determined that Henry 

be sent to TYC's Giddings Training School. Henry spent the next 

five days with his caseworker being oriented to TYC regulations. 

After this period he was taken by TYC personnel to Giddings. Upon 

his arrival, an intake worker gave a receipt for Henry to the 

personnel from Brownwood and assigned him to a cottage. Upon 

arrival at the cottage, he met his houseparents and was assigned 

a counselor. He was informed about cottage procedures, and given 

a room and his job assignments for the week. 

His caseworker and Giddings' school administrators deter

mined that Henry needed an intensive academic program for four 

hours daily. The rest of his day was to be spent in supervised 

recreational activities, as well as performing his cottage duties. 

After two months, Henry became hostile toward his cottage 

parents because of menial duties he was assigned, and attacked 

one of them with a baseball bat. Henry's caseworker and security 

officer were notified and Henry was inunediately taken to the 

security facility and placed in a secure room. The counselor 

was unable to deal with Henry due to Henry's state of mind. After 

hourly visits, Henry began to respond to the counselor. A re

port was completed by the school administrator, who reconunended 

that Henry be returned to the Brownwood Reception Center for a 

Hackberry hearing and possible transfer to TYC's Hackberry Unit. 

He was returned to the Brownwood Reception Center by Giddings 

personnel, for a Hackberry hearing. A receipt was given for 
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Henry to the Giddings personnel. Henry was checked by the 

nurse, assigned a room, and was seen by a caseworker. For the 

next three days he was visited by a caseworker and psychologist, 

who made a recommendation to TYC's internal committee that Henry 

be sent to the Hackberry Unit. The committee recommended that 

Henry be sent to the Hackberry Unit, where he was taken the next 

day by Brownwood officials, and assigned to a dormitory. It 

\'BS determined by Hackberry officials that Henry required an 

academic program and intensive counseling, and they assigned 

him a caseworker. 

For the next nine months, he spent half of each day in 

school, and three hours per day in counseling sessions. Based 

ai Henry's performance, a recommendation was made that Henry 

te released to his parents. A TYC juvenile parole officer met 

with Henry's parents, who were anxious for Henry's return. He 

was returned to his parents by Hackberry personnel. For the 

next six weeks, Henry reported weekly to his assigend local 

parole officer. During the next twelve ioonths, Henry reported 

en a monthly basis. Based on his performance, he was placed 

on inactive parole until he reached eighteen years of age. At 

that time his case was closed. 

Cost Items: 

1. Cost to the store 
2. Law enforcement officials' tirne--apprehension and 

processing of Henry 
3. Calls to parents 
4. Transportation to Gardner House 
5. Intake worker's time at Gardner House to interview 

and house Henry 
6. Poone calls to Henry's parents by Gardner House 

personnel 
7. Henry's room and board at Gardner House 
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8. Juvenile court investigator's time--phone calls, etc. 
9. Gardner House's legal staff 

10. Scheduling Henry's case on court docket 
11. Henry's stay in Gardner House (2 days) pending pre-

trial hearing 
12. Henry's attorney's fees prior to hearings 
13. Tests and counseling session for Henry's case 
14. Court-appointed referee's time 
15. Gardner House keeping Henry for one day after pre-

adjudication hearing 
16. Courtroom at adjudication hearing 
17. Judge's time at adjudication hearing 
18. Attorney's fee for Henry's lawyer at adjudication 

hearing 
19. Parents' loss of income while attending hearing 
20. 7-11 manager's time and loss of income from work to 

be a witness at adjudication hearing 
21. Police officer's time to attend adjudication hearing 
22. Henry's stay at Gardner House before transfer to TYC 
23. Transportation and time of juvenile probation officer 
24. Intake worker's time at Brownwood Reception Center 
25. Nurse's time at Brownwood Reception Center and costs 

of various tests given to Henry 
26. Henry's room and board at the Brownwood Reception 

Center 
27. Henry's dormitory room at the Brownwood Reception 

Center 
28. Psychological and medical examinations at the Brown

wood Reception Center 
29. Six days of the caseworker's time with Henry at the 

Brownwood Reception Center 
30. Henry's transportation to the Giddings training school 

(cost for Brownwood worker's time and gas) 
31. Housing Henry at Giddings cottage for two months 
32. Caseworker and houseparents' salary and time at Giddings 
33. Medical attention for houseparent's wounds 
34. Academic instructor's time at Giddings training school 
35. Henry's stay in the security unit at Giddings training 

school 
36. Counselor's time at Giddings 
37. Transportation and time lost by Giddings personnel 

w.ho returned Henry to the Brownwood Reception Center 
38. Nurse's time at the Brownwood Reception Center 
39. Three days ti~e of caseworker and psychologist at 

Brownwood Reception Center 
40. Transportation to Hackberry Unit by the Brownwood 

personnel 
41. Room and board at Hackberry Unit for nine months 
42. Caseworker's time at the Hackberry Unit 
43. Academic instructor's time at the Hackberry Unit 
44. TYC parole officer's time to meet with Henry's parents 
45. Henry's parents time and loss of his mother's income 

to pick up Henry 
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46. Transportation of Henry from Hackberry to Austin 
47. TYC parole officer's time for one year (monthly 

visits) 

SCENARIO VI 

Randy is a fourteen-year-old with a history of status 

offenses including drunkenness, curfew violation, and truancy. 

Randy's parents have had to discuss their concerns with school 

officials, probation officials, and counselors and have expressed 

a general lack of ability to maintain authority over Randy. 

After Randy's fourth day of unexcused absence from school 

within a three-week period, the school authorities contacted 

the juvenile probation officer and Randy's parents to request 

that some action be taken. Two days later at the request of 

the Travis County juvenile probation authorities (Gardner House) 

Randy and his parents met with probation authorities. It was 

determined that Randy would have to face charges of truancy. 

Probation intake personnel completed background information forms 

and assigned a court investigator to Randy's case. The court 

investigator determined that Randy could go home in his parentst 

custody until the pre-adjudication hearing. The court inves-

tigator contacted the legal officer of the juvenile probation 

division and requested a pre-adjudication or detention hearing 

date be set. Randy and his parents were notified by the court 

investigator of the date and the need to obtain the services of 

an attorney. During the interim the court investigator requested 

that Randy report to the local MH/MR center to undergo a series 

of psychological tests--to be completed as soon as possible. 

The court investigator also began his own investigation of Randy's 
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past record, which would be submitted to the court at the ad

judication hearing. Randy and his parents contacted the local 

MH/MR center and attended four sessions over the next two weeks. 

The pre-adjudication hearing was held one week after Randy's 

first contact with the juvenile justice system. The hearing 

was administered by a court-appointed referee and attended by 

the court investigator, Randy, his parents, and Randy's attorney. 

It was determined by the referee that Randy would have to appear 

at an adjudication hearing. The court investigator was instructed 

to contact the juvenile probation legal division to have them 

file a petition with the district attorney's office and set a 

date for the adjudication hearing. During the interim the court 

investigator continued to develop his case study for submission 

to the court. The district attorney's office assigned a member 

of its staff to prosecute the case and notify the court inves

tigator of the court date so he could notify Randy and parents. 

At the adjudication hearing the judge, Randy, his parents, 

Randy's attorney, the court investigator, and a member of the 

district attorney's office were present. It was determined that 

it would be in Randy's best inteiest if he was adjudicated a CHIN. 

The hearing was closed and immediately the judge opened a new 

hearing for disposition of the case. At the disposition hear

ing it was determined that Randy would be remanded to the custody 

of the Texas Youth Council (TYC). Randy was ordered to be de

tained at Gardner House until his transfer to TYC. Thirty-six 

hours later Randy was transferred to TYC's Crockett program by 

a field worker. 
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Upon arrival at TYC's Crockett Reception Center, the pro

bation .officer received a receipt for Randy from an intake worker. 

The intake worker then processed .Randy by filling out various 

forms. Randy was taken to the nurse who ordered him to shower 

and gave him a quick medical examination. Randy spent the next 

twenty-four hours in the infirmary under observation. The next 

day Randy was assigned a caseworker, given a room, and oriented 

to TYC policies. During the next ten days, Randy was adminis

tered a series of diagnostic aptitude and psychological tests 

by a psychologist and talked daily with his caseworker to develop 

a social history and discuss the various options for his place

ment. Also during this period, Randy was taken from the recep

tion center into the local community for a complete medical and 

dental examination by local practitioners. 

Based upon the results of the diagnostic tests, the medical 

examination, and the conversations with Randy, the caseworker re

commended to the Crockett internal committee that Randy be placed 

in Crockett's primitive camping program. The internal committee 

agreed with the caseworker's recommendation and ordered Randy 

sent to the primitive camping program. The next day, Randy was 

taken by the caseworker to the Davy Crockett National Forest. 

At the forest Randy met one of the three caseworkers and the 

teacher that would work with him and the eleven other boys in 

his group. For the next six months Randy lived in a tent that 

he constructed; cooked two of his three meals a day; talked with 

his caseworkers; and attended outdoor sessions with the teacher 

assigned to his group. 
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Based on Randy's performance in the camping program his 

caseworkers recommended that Randy be released and placed on 

parole from TYC. The Crockett program authorities accepted 

the recommendation of the caseworkers, and notified a TYC parole 

officer in Travi~ County to contact Randy's parents. TYC's 

parole officer talked with Randy's parents and determined that 

Randy should be released in their custody. The next Saturday, 

Randy's parents drove up to Crockett and picked Randy up. The 

following week Randy met with his parole officer and reported 

to him weekly for the next two months. After that Randy began 

to report to his parole officer on a monthly basis. 

Two months after Randy began to report to his parole officer 

on a monthly basis, Randy was picked up by police for stealing 

an elderly woman's purse. Randy was immediately taken to Gardner 

House, and his parents and TYC parole officer were contacted. 

After being processed by the Probation Department intake worker, 

Randy stayed at Gardner House. Since the elderly lady had had 

her purse returned without losing anything she said she would 

not press charges, but agreed to appear before a court if nec

essary. After consultation with Randy's parents, the TYC parole 

officer determined that Randy's parole should be revoked. The 

TYC parole officer contacted a hearing examiner and set the date 

for the parole revocation hearing. The parole officer had Randy 

released in the custody of his parents, told them of the need 

to have an attorney present at the hearing, and informed them 

of the hearing date. The TYC parole officer filed a report with 

the hearing examiner before the hearing and recommended that 
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Randy's parole be revoked. A week later the revocation hearing 

was held, with Randy, his parents, his attorney, his parole 

officer, the elderly woman, police officer, and the hearing ex-

aminer all present. The hearing examiner determined that Randy's 

parole should be revoked and ordered him to the Crockett primi-

tive camping program that he was in before. Immediately the 

parole officer returned Randy to the Crockett Reception Center, 

where he was given a receipt for Randy. Randy spent the night 

in the reception center, and was taken to a camp the next day. 

This time Randy spent seven and one-half months in the camp pro-

gram before he was released to his parents and placed on parole. 

He reported to his parole officer daily for the next three weeks, 

then weekly for the next two months. Randy reported to his parole 

officer monthly for the next twelve months. Based on Randy's 

progress, he was placed on inactive parole by his parole officer 

until he reached his eighteenth birthday, when his case was closed. 

Cost Items: 

1. School officials', probation officer's and counselor's 
time to discuss Randy's problem with his parents 

2. Randy's parents' time to request assistance and meet
ing probation authorities 

3. School authorities' time contacting Randy's parents 
and probation officer 

4. Probation officer's time contacting Randy's parents, 
meeting with them and contacting the court investigator 

5. Court investigator's time meeting with Randy's parents, 
contacting the legal division and developing a case 
history 

6. Parents' loss of income to attend counseling 
7. Tests and MH/MR outreach worker's time to administer 

tests 
8. MH/MR outreach worker's time to prepare report 
9. Court-appointed referee's time at pre-adjudication 

hearing 
10. Court administrator's time at pre-adjudication hearing 
11. Randy's parents' loss of income and time from work to 

attend pre-adjudication 
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12. Randy's attorney's time and fees at pre-adjudication 
hearing 

13. Legal division's time to file petition and contact 
district attorney's office and set adjudication hear
ing date 

14. Call to notify Randy's parents of adjudication hearing 
date 

15. Assignment of district attorney's staff to case 
16. District attorney's staff member's time to develop 

the case 
17. Judge's time at adjudication hearing 
18. Court investigator's time at adjudication hearing 
19. Randy's parents' loss of income and time to attend 

adjudication hearing 
20. Randy's attorney's time and fees for adjudication 

hearing 
21. District attorney's staff member's time for adjudi-

cation hearing 
22. Disposition hearing--same as 14 
23. Randy's room and board at Gardner House--one night 
24. Transportation and loss of time from work to juvenile 

probation officer to Crockett Reception Center 
25. Intake worker's time 
26. Nurse's time 
27. Caseworker's time for counseling 
28. Psychologist's time to administer tests and prepare 

reports 
29. Room and board, clothing, etc. (necessities) at 

Crockett Reception Center 
30. Further assessment, medical and dental examinations 
31. Crockett internal committee's member's time 
32. Transportation and caseworker's time to camping program 
33. Supervision of camp site--3 caseworkers' time 
34. Shelter and board, clothing, etc. (necessities) at 

camp site 
35. Academic training--teacher's time, materials, etc. 
36. Crockett authorities time to determine Randy's release 
37. Call to local TYC parole officer 
38. Parole officer's time meeting with Randy's parents 
39. Parents' time and cost of transportation to pick up 

Randy 
40. Parole officer's time--weekly and monthly visits with 

Randy 
41. Police officer's time to pick up Randy and take him 

to Gardner House 
42. Gardner House intake worker's time to process Randy 
43. Call to Randy's parents 
44. Call to TYC parole officer 
45. Randy's overnight stay at Gardner House 
46. Parole officer's time to consult with Randy's parents 
47. Randy's parents' loss of time and income from work to 

consult with parole officer 
48. Parole officer's time to contact hearing examiner, set 
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date for hearing and make his report to the hearing 
examiner 

49. Hearing examiner's time at revocation hearing 
50. Parole officer's time at revocation hearing 
51. Randy's parents' loss of time and income from work 

to attend revocation hearing 
52. Randy's attorney's time and fees for revocation hearing 
53. Elderly woman's time at revocation hearing 
54. Police officer's time at revocation hearing 
55. Transportation and TYC parole officer's time to trans-

port Randy to Crockett 
56. Intake worker's time at Crockett to process Randy 
57. Randy's overnight stay at the Crockett Reception Center 
58. Transportation and caseworker's time to transport 

Randy to campsite 
59. Supervision at campsite--3 caseworkers' time 
60. Shelter and board, clothing, etc. (necessities) at 

campsite 
61. Academic training--teacher's time, materials, etc. 
62. Crockett authorities' time to determine Randy's re-

lease a second time 
63. Call to local TYC parole officer 
64. Parole officer's time meeting with Randy's parents 
65. Parents' time and cost of transportation to pick up 

Randy 
66. Parole officer's time--daily, weekly and monthly 

visits with Randy for 15 months 
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CHAPTER VII 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMMING IN OTHER STATES 

The structure of juvenile justice policies and programs 

in Texas is set forth in the Criminal Justice Plan for Texas 

published annually by the Criminal Justice Division. An 

examination of this plan over the years reveals shifts in the 

state's priorities in juvenile justice. Further illumination 

of programming in Texas can be achieved by comparing the 

current Texas plan with juvenile justice efforts in other 

states. In an effort to assist the Criminal Justice Division 

in assessing the direction and emphasis of its juvenile 

justice programming, the Juvenile Justice Policy Research 

Project analyzed programs in eight states representing a 

variety of demographic and geographic characteristics. The 

major problem areas, types of crimes being committed by 

juvenile offenders, general program emphasis, and descriptive 

information on specific programs are presented for each state. 

MINNESOTA 

In 1976, the juvenile population of Minnesota, ages 10-17, 

was 648,145 youths. According to the arrest statistics of the 

Bureau of Criminal Apprehension, 35,427, or five percent, of 

those youths were arrested for crimes in 1976, accounting for 

more than 50 percent of the total arrests for robbery, larceny, 

auto theft, arson, vandalism, and liquor laws violations. 

-156-



The following program areas have been designated priority 

areas for funding in 1977: 

Program 1: Community Prevention Services. Projects funded 

under this program will develop and provide supportive 

services to prevent children from continued involvement in 

the criminal justice system, and will facilitate the coordina

tion of all youth-serving agencies within the community. 

The objectives of the program are: (1) to coordinate alterna

tive community services for juvenile offenders; (2) to reduce 

the number of juveniles detained and processed through the 

juvenile justice system; and (3) to provide alternative educa

tion programs for the youth who have come to the attention of 

the juvenile justice authorities and need a specialized 

program to achieve academic success: 

Program 2: Diversion. Projects under this program will have 

a co-ordinative aspect, in that school systems, the welfare 

department, as well as law enforcement agencies and courts, 

must cooperate for the diversion project to operate efficiently. 

Program 3: Family/Juvenile Court. These projects will be 

expected to improve the system of justice for juveniles by 

providing county attorneys with court services support by 

screening potential delinquency petitions, studying the 

effectiveness of court dispositions on juveniles' later 

behavior, by eliminating use of status offense as a cause for 

a juvenile court petition or as a reason for detention, and 
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by providing legal defense for youth and families meeting 

the established criteria. 

Program 4: Pre-Adjudication Alternatives. Projects funded 

in this program will lower the number of youth kept in secure 

detention by improving the counties' ability to provide 

alternatives to secure detention, particularly for status 

offenders, but also for other youths who do not need secure 

detention. The program is also expected to lower the numb8r 

of youth adjudicated delinquent by providing programs to be 

used by the court prior to an adjudication. 

Program 5: Post-Adjudication Alterna~ives. Projects funded 

in this program will improve residential and non-residential 

care for adjudicated juveniles and will promote programs which 

provide for these juveniles' learning disabilities. Institu

tional and community-based programs will be funded which 

provide for consistent supportive care, including programs 

which help make the transition back to the community successful. 

MARYLAND 

Juvenile crime is a large contributor to the total crime 

picture in Maryland. Approximately 57,000 cases, representing 

about 38,000 individuals, were referred to the Juvenile 

Services Administration in fiscal 1975, and over 60 percent of 

them were handled informally or disapproved at intake. 

Since 1967, the state's Juvenile Services Administration 

has, by law, had responsibility as the central administrative 
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agency to provide most of the services to delinquents and 

Children in Need of Supervision (CINS). Most of the problems 

outlined in the Maryland Criminal Justice Plan for 1977 and 

listed below pertain to this agency: 

(1) Need for improved staff recruitment and retention 

capabilities in the treatment of juvenile offenders. 

(2) Need to upgrade t~aining for staff of juvenile 

delinquency prevention and treatment programs (To deal with 

this problem, the State has significantly increased its 

training staff). 

(3) Inadequate juvenile detention and shelter-care 

capabilities (The development of regional detention facilities 

is one way the problem of inadequate juvenile detention and 

shelter-care facilities is being alreviated). 

(4) Inadequate community-based shelter facilities (One 

possible solution is to provide 24-hour, seven-days-a-week, 

intake coverage by Juvenile Services staff) . 

(5) Inadequate community-based treatment alternatives and 

provision of community services for juvenile offenders. 

(6) Inadequate "pre-arrest", "post-arrest", and 

"pre-adjudication" screening and diversion of juvenile cases. 

In addition to working on these problems, the juvenile 

justice system of Maryland also h0pes to implement a better 

data collection and statistics file, and improve screening, 

diagnostic and classification capabilities for juvenile 

offenders. Objectives are to establish· a state-wide juvenile 
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justice information and statistics system to be used for 

planning, operation, management and evaluation, and to 

provide diagnostic and/or short term treatment services to 

youths ref erred to the Juvenile Services Administration and 

the Juvenile Court. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

The Juvenile Justice Action Plan for North Carolina 

identifies the following three functional areas to be 

emphasized by the Commission on Law and Order: (1) Prevention, 

through the Community Non-Residential Services Program; 

(2) Diversion, Temporary Shelter Care and Non-Secure Detention 

Programs; and (3) Non-Institutional rehabilitation, through 

Group Homes and Specialized Foster ~are programs. 

Community Non-Residential Services Programs. Few community 

programs in North Carolina provide direct services on a 

non-residential basis to young people across the state who 

exhibit behavioral problems. The community non-residential 

services program will address the overall goal of reduction 

of crime by offering individual or group therapy, counseling, _ 

or other treatment for the entire family of the child with 

problematic behavior. In addition, the programs will provide 

services such as assistance with schoolwork, remedial academic 

instruction, health or dental care for the child, testing for 

inadequate vision, hearing, and other handicaps, and 

recreational activities geared to building social skills. 
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Temporary Shelter Care and Non-Secure Detention Program. 

Central to the concept of temporary shelter care and non-secure 

detention is the provision of a program, residential or 

non-residential, for the purpose of arranging a longer range 

plan for the young person. In cases where the youth must 

be taken out of his home, the services offer an alternative 

to secure custody in a jail or detention facility. Whenever 

possible, the objective would be to prevent further penetra

tion into the juvenile justice system. 

Non-Institutional Rehabilitation. This program specifically 

addresses the problem of the lack of resources for residential 

rehabilitation in the community. The programs do not address 

a specific crime, but will have an impact on the system by 

increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of rehabilitative 

services. The projects will serve youths identified as being 

in danger of becoming formally involved with the juvenile 

justice system, and alleged and adjudicated undisciplined and 

delinquent juveniles, and their immediate families. The 

projects will provide rehabilitative services, either as an 

alternative to being petitioned in Juvenile Court, or as a 

disposition ordered by the juvenile court after adjudication. 

NEW YORK 

During 1975, 94,329 arrests were made of juveniles (below 

the age of 16) in the state of New York. This number accounted 

for 17 percent of all arrests made in the state. New York 
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City accounted for 51.4 percent of the juvenile arrests. 

(Data excerpted from the 1977 Comprehensive Crime Control 

Plan, pp. 53-83.) 

An examination of the types of crime for which juveniles 

were arrested in New York State reveals that juvenile arrests 

for murder and rape were concentrated in New York City. For 

each of these offenses, New York City accounted for over 

90 percent of the state's total juvenile arrests. 

In regard to property crime arrests, New York City 

reported 42.5 percent of the state's juvenile arrests. 

Burglary was the property crime for which juveniles were most 

frequently arrested, comprising 31 percent of total juvenile 

arrests, followed by larceny and motor vehicle theft arrests. 

To combat these problems, New York will support 20 projects 

which will provide services to youths residing in high crime 

neighborhoods and who are not typically served by other 

organizations and agencies (e.g. 7 drop-outs). 

A second type of program which might be labeled as 

remedial is designed to expand and improve police services 

to youth. Projects under this program will aim at equipping 

neighborhood-based field units with specially trained youth 

officers; relieving juvenile bureaus of some of their paper 

work and record keeping duties to enable officers to work 

directly with youth in the community; recruiting and training 

paraprofessionals to assist juvenile officers and to provide 

needed services in high crime areas; and encouraging block, 
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neighborhood and community organizations to concentrate and 

coordinate their services to youth in high crime areas. 

ARIZONA 

In Arizona, as in many states, juveniles are defined 

as children aged eight to 17, inclusive . However, legislation 

is now under consideration that would lower the age limit 

for purely criminal (delinquent) acts. Legislation has been 

drafted to reduce the cutoff age for juveniles from 18 to 

16 or 14, and to permit longer sentences. This is the result 

of a reaction to the rise in violent crimes committed by 

juveniles and the belief that many juveniles are exploiting 

the system since they know they will be dealt with leniently. 

During 1975, approximately one-third (36,696) of the 

persons arrested in Arizona were juveniles. Approximately 

eight percent of the juvenile population had contacts with 

law enforcement officers resulting in apprehension, while 

approximately 9.5 percent of Arizona's youths have been 

referred to the juvenile court system. 

A major difficulty experienced by Arizona is the high 

number of out-of-state juvenile runaways. The deinstitution

alization mandate of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent~ 

Act has received strong opposition due to the large number 

of runaways in the state. A HEW study, cited in the Arizona 

Criminal Justice Plan, indicates a national average of 1.7 

percent of all households experience a runaway problem, while 
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Arizona has a 3.4 percent average. For example, in 1976 

the Coconino County Juvenile Court handled 305 runaway 

referrals. Of these, only 26 were residents of the county 

and approximately 75 percent of the remaining 279 were 

nonresidents of the state. 

Arizona also has a school dropout rate that compounds 

its problems. The 1975-76 dropout rate was 12.4 percent with 

approximately 63,500 Arizona youths dropping out of school. 

This problem is concentrated in counties with large Indian 

populations. 

Arizona spent its first year of JJDP funds on two 

program areas: deinstitutionalization of status offenders 

and juvenile delinquency prevention-diversionary programs. 

The deinstitutionalization program focus was to provide 

non-secure alternatives to incarceration, while the prevention

diversionary program was designed to be i@plemented by placing 

referral and diversionary services at the point of entry into 

the system. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

In 1975, the Committee on Criminal Justice conducted a 

youth needs assessment _survey in the seven major cities of 

the Commonwealth (i.e. Boston, Cambridge/Somerville, Springfiel 

Worchester, Fall River, New Bedford and Lyon). The largest 

problem encountered by the state in the juvenile justice area 

was that crimes committed by youth continue to increase in 
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most areas even in the face of occasional downturns in 

overall crime rates. The Committee believed that in the long 

run, even in their present stage of development, delinquency 

prevention efforts were more cost effective than later 

corrections programs, and that both prevention and rehabilitation 

were best accomplished through conununity-based, locally oriented 

programs whenever their use did not endanger public safety. 

In addition to more systematic approaches to local delinquency 

problems, efforts were attempting to concentrate more on 

serious offenders, and to encourage greater program involvement 

with the formal criminal justice system. Using the results of 

this survey and other information, the Conunittee decided to 

concentrate on achieving the following objectives: 

(1) To prevent the involvement of juveniles in the 

juvenile justice system wherever possible. 

(2) To divert as many youth as possible away from 

the formal juvenile justice system. 

(3) To increase the quality and range of conununity-based 

resources to troubled youth. 

(4) To increase the ability of conununity-based personnel 

to serve delinquent youth by providing needed in-service 

training skills. 

(5) To encourage the involve~ent of troubled youth in 

the planning and implementation of programs designed to reduce 

the incidence of delinquent behavior. At the state level, 
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the Committee decided to assist the Department of Youth 

Services in developing an effective system of community-base 

care for youthful of fenders offering a wide variety of 

services in small, secure and non-secure settings. 

The Division of Youth Services (DYS) was most frequent: 

criticized for its lack of programs for rehabilitating 

dangerous and severely disturbed youth. To remedy this 

situation, the Committee and DYS developed a variety of 

structured treatment programs which dealt with serious offenders 

in small, secure settings. In 1976, the Committee supported 

seven such programs including two developed jointly with the 

Department of Mental Health which deal with youth with 

serious psychiatric and behavior problems. 

The Committee also funded several projects which attempted 

to divert minor offenders from the criminal justice system 

to community services, and to provide intensive community 

services to more serious off enders who might otherwise be 

institutionalized. An example of this was the New Bedford 

Juvenile Intervention Project, which attempted to work 

directly with the Police Department and the Juvenile Court 

in diverting first-time and multiple offenders into a diagnostic 

and counseling program with recreational and structured 

athletic components. The project was designed to provide 

supportive counseling, job training, tutoring, educational 

orientation, diagnostic referral and recreational opportunities 
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to 65 program participants. 

OHIO 

Ohio's 1976 Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan outlines 

several program areas that will be emphasized and funded by 

the Administration of Justice. Ohio's delinquency efforts 

for 1977 will be concentrated in the following areas: 

Upgrading Juvenile Services Personnel. Of major importance 

to effective programs and services within the juvenile justice 

system are both the quality and quantity of appropriately 

trained personnel. The objective of this program is to 

reduce juvenile delinquency by upgrading the quality of 

personnel serving juveniles through improved recruitment 

and training programs. 

Delinquency Prevention. The concept of juvenile delinquency 

prevention is not new but it remains somewhat vague and non

standardized as an operational reality. The objective of this 

program is to prevent juveniles from committing delinquent or 

unruly acts by supporting community services which address 

the needs and problems of troubled youth before they have 

contact with the juvenile justice system. Youth Service 

Bureaus, volunteer services, and education and counseling 

programs will be funded efforts in delinquency prevention. 

Juvenile Diversion. The fragmentation of juvenile services 

and a lack of diversionary or alternative programs continues 

to be a real problem in a number of Ohio's communities. 
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The objective of this program is to divert youth from the 

juvenile justice system through the funding of police 

juvenile bureaus, services for unruly youth, and alternative 

education programs. 

Community Treatment for Delinquent Youth. It is a continuing 

problem that far too many juveniles are unnecessarily 

institutionalized to their obvious detriment. The objective 

of this program is to prevent recurrent juvenile delinquency 

by providing community-based services of sufficient number 

and quality so as to handle juvenile offenders for whom 

institutionalization is not absolutely necessary. This will 

be attempted through the funding of group homes and residential 

care, probation services, and volunteer services. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

The guidelines deveioped by the Governor's Justice 

Commission Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention for implementing programs place special 

emphasis in three areas: alternatives to detention and post

adjudicative treatment of status offenders in secure facilities, 

alternatives to the detention of all youth in adult county 

jails, and programs to routinely divert status offenders from 

the juvenile justice system. 

Alternatives to secure detention in the community have 

proved to meet the needs of secure detention by assuring that 

youth are available to the court for hearings, and by protecting 
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youtb from danger to themselves or others. Community-based 

detention services can provide the necessary short-term 

intervention, problem resolution and supervision on a case 

by case basis at a significantly lower cost than secure 

detention. Comprehensive services can mitigate the factors 

which usually dictate the detention decision -- the youth, 

his home situation, prior referrals and offenses, community 

concerns -- through established daily contact, crisis 

intervention, problem assessment and temporary placement 

outside the home when necessary. 

Another objective of the Governor's Commission is to 

develop alternatives to institutional commitment of status 

offenders. Alternative programs which can adequately meet 

status off ender needs should work with the youth and f arnily 

at home whenever possible. Alternative schools provide a 

wide range of educational opportunities outside of the regular 

public school setting. Through use of innovative curriculum, 

teaching methods, individual planning and scheduling, and 

intensive counseling, these programs offer a viable learning 

experience for youth who have become alienated in traditional 

high schools. 

Diversion programs are designed to intervene with youth 

at the point of their official contact with the formal juvenile 

justice system. These programs aim to prevent youth from 

further contact with the system through informal, immediate 

problem resolution, referral to appropriate community service 
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agencies, or placement in appropriate treatment programs. 

Youth referred to diversion programs have usually committed minor 

offenses or status offenses and can often be prevented from 

becoming more seriously involved as delinquents. ~any programs 

appropriate to diversion of status offenders have been described 

as commitment and detention alternatives. As diversio~ pro

grams, their point of impact would be just prior to formal 

court intake. Intake and referral services, advocacy progiams, 

alternative schools, employment programs and some shelter 

care residential services which intervene at any point prior 

to court involvement can be effective diversion programs. 

CONCLUSION 

This study examines the efforts of other states in 

their attempts to effectively cope with the problems of 

juvenile delinquency. The study indicates that these state

level efforts encompass a broad range of strategies and 

programs aimed at the prevention and treatment of delinquency. 

A few trends in the programmatic approach of the states 

examined in this section can be identified and a few comments 

on these trends are in order. 

The major trend that can be identified is that all the 

states examined in this study are dedicating a large part 

of their resources to community-based programs. The 

basic assumption seems to be that rehabilitation can be 

best accomplished at the community level. These programs 
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generally of fer a wide array of services ranging from 

counseling to treatment of specific problems, such as 

alcoholism. This may be attributed, in part, to the encourage

ment of such programs by LEAA,and in part, to the general 

feeling that the problems of delinquency can be most effectively 

dealt with at the local level. 

The programmatic approaches adopted by the various states 

examined here also place heavy emphasis on the development of 

programs in the areas of diversion, prevention, and treat

ment. The proliferation of diversionary programs is observable 

in the program priorities set forth by the states in this 

study. These programs are often directed at diverting status 

offenders. Secondary prevention programs appear to be more 

widely accepted than primary prevention aimed at the entire 

juvenile population. These programs focus their efforts on 

juveniles already identified as being in trouble and attempt 

to prevent subsequent delinquent behavior. 

A final trend worth noting has been the efforts aimed 

at improving the operation of the juvenile justice system. 

The problems in this area can be largely attributed to the 

increase in the number of juveniles being processed by the 

system and the rapid growth of the system trying to combat 

this problem. Juvenile justice systems, due to the marked 

increase in funding levels, are suffering growing pains much 

like those experienced by other systems in the 1960s. 
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Solutions directed at resolving these problems have been 

in the areas of improved training of personnel, increased 

utilization of volunteers, and imorovement of information 

gathering systems. 

It should be noted that none of the information gained 

by examining these eight states' programs is surprising in 

its content. There is a remarkable consistency between these 

states and Texas in the kinds of programs funded, and the 

goals of the programming. However, significant differences 

do appear in the relative priorities placed on different 

programs. It is comparison of the current priorities, as 

they are reflected in the funding and structure of the 

juvenile justice system in Texas, with knowledge of the nature 

of the delinquency problem in Texas and the attitudes of Texas 

youth that offers potential for improvement of the Texas 

juvenile justice system. 
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Appendix A 

JUVENILE ATTITUDE SURVEY 

VARIABLE: Grade 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Freguency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

Fifth 767 13.5 13.7 13.7 
Sixth 767 13.5 13.7 27.4 
Seventh 673 11. 9 12.0 39.4 
Eighth 744 13.1 13.3 52.7 
Ninth 608 10.7 10.8 63.5 
Tenth 668 11. 8 11.9 75.4 
Eleventh 707 12.5 12.6 88.0 
Twelfth 670 11.8 12.0 100.0 
Missing data 67 1.2 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Year Born 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

1958 274 4.8 5.0 5.0 
1959 670 11.8 12.1 17.1 
1960 726 12.8 13.2 30.3 
1961 657 11. 6 11. 9 42.2 
1962 688 12.1 12.5 54.6 
1963 705 12.4 12.8 67.4 
1964 678 12.0 12.3 79.7 
1965 695 12.3 12.6 92.3 
1966 413 7.3 7.5 99.8 
1967 12 .2 . 2 100.0 
Missing data 72 1. 3 100.0 
Out of Range 81 1.4 100.00 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

-173-



VARIABLE: Sex 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Male 2,591 45.7 47.4 47.4 
Female 2,871 50.6 52.6 100.0 
Missing data 209 3.7 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids get into trouble because their friends do. 11 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate2ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 543 9.6 9.6 9.6 
Somewhat Agree 1,934 34.1 34.1 43.7 
No Opinion 403 7.1 7.1 50.8 
Disagree Somewhat 1,473 26.0 26.0 76.8 
Strongly Disagree 1,316 23.2 23.2 100.0 
Missing Data 2 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Getting stoned is a cool experience. 11 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 560 9.9 9.9 9.9 
Somewhat Agree 483 8.5 8.5 18.4 
No Opinion 1,431 25.2 25.3 43.7 
Disagree Somewhat 520 9.2 9.2 52.9 
Strongly Disagree 2,668 47.0 47.1 100.0 
Missing data 5 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 4 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "We have too many laws. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,012 17.8 17.9 17.9 
Somewhat Agree 1,194 21.1 21.1 39.0 
No Opinion 787 13.9 13.9 52.9 
Disagree Somewhat 1,296 22.9 22.9 75.8 
Strongly Disagree 1,367 24.1 24.2 100.0 
Missing Data 14 .2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .o 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids should obey their big brothers and sisters." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,301 22.9 23.0 23.0 
Somewhat Agree 1,540 27.2 27.2 50.2 
No Opinion 336 5.9 5.9 56.2 
Disagree Somewhat 1,090 19.2 19.3 75.4 
Strongly Disagree 1,390 24.5 24.6 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 
Out of aange 7 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "I always feel sure of myself. 
,, 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Categ:ory Label Freguericy (Percent) · (Percent} (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 677 11. 9 12.0 12.0 
Somewhat Agree 1,776 31.3 31.4 43.3 
No Opinion 740 13.0 13.1 56.4 
Disagree Somewhat 1,711 30.2 30.2 86.6 
Strongly Disagree 756 13.3 13.4 100.0 
Missing Data 10 .2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .o 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Parents usually try to be fair." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 2,752 48.5 48.6 48.6 
Somewhat Agree 1,803 31.8 31.9 80.5 
No Opinion 274 4.8 4.8 85.3 
Disagree Somewhat 447 7.9 7.9 93.2 
Strongly Disagree 383 6.8 6.8 100.0 
Missing Data 9 .2 100.0 
Out of Range 3 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Getting drunk is really OK." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 417 7.4 7.4 7.4 
Somewhat Agree 597 10.5 10.5 17.9 
No Opinion 720 12.7 12.7 30.6 
Disagree Somewhat 761 13.4 13.4 44.1 
Strongly Disagree 3,166 55.8 55.9 100.0 
Missing Data 10 .2 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Some laws were made to be broken. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency. Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 598 10.5 10.6 10.6 
Somewhat Agree 942 16.6 16.6 27.2 
No Opinion 884 15.6 15.6 42.8 
Disagree Somewhat 919 16.2 16.2 59.0 
Strongly Disagree 2,320 40.9 41.0 100.0 
Missing Data 5 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 3 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Policemen try to protect you and things that 
belong to you. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 3,350 59.1 59.1 59.1 
Somewhat Agree 1,284 22.6 22.7 81.8 
No Opinion 246 4.3 4.3 86.1 
Disagree Somewhat 382 6.7 6.7 92.9 
Strongly Disagree 403 7.1 7.1 100.0 
Missing Data 5 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids want to be like --- their big brothers and sisters. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Freg:uency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,043 18.4 18.4 18.4 
Somewhat Agree 1,829 32.3 32.3 50.7 
No .Opinion 793 14.0 14.0 64.8 
Disagree Somewhat 976 17.2 17.2 82.0 
Strongly Disagree 1,019 18.0 18.0 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 4 .1 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Ripping off things from department stores is a lot 
of fun. " 

Relative · Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 272 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Somewhat Agree 282 5.0 5.0 9.8 
No Opinion 649 11. 4 11.5 21.2 
Disagree Somewhat 532 9.4 9.4 30.6 
Strongly Disagree 3,931 69.3 69.4 100.0 
Missing Data 5 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "I feel bad when I find out I've hurt someone." 

Category Label 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree Somewhat 
Strongly Disagree 
Missing Data 
Out of Range 

TOTAL 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 

3,350 
1,275 

315 
332 
385 

10 
4 

5,671 

59.1 
22.5 
5.6 
5.9 
6.8 

• 2 
.1 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

59.2 
22.5 
5.6 
5.9 
6.8 

100.0 

SCALE: "Glue sniffing is a real neat way to pass 

Relative Adjusted 
Absolute Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 267 4.7 4.7 
Somewhat Agree 135 2.4 2.4 
No Opinion 1,097 19.3 19.4 
Disagree Somewhat 309 5.4 5.5 
Strongly Disagree 3,855 68.0 68.1 
Missing Data 6 .1 
Out of Range 2 . 0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids get in trouble because their parents 

Relative Adjusted 
Absolute Frequency· Frequency 

Cate9ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 959 16.9 16.9 
Somewhat Agree 1,336 23.6 23.6 
No Opinion 498 8.8 8.8 
Disagree Somewhat 974 17.2 17.2 
Strongly Disagree 1,894 33.4 33.5 
Missing Data 8 .1 
Out of Range 2 . 0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

away 

59.2 
81.8 
87.3 
93.2 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

time." 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

4.7 
7.1 

26.5 
31. 9 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

don't care. 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

16.9 
40.5 
49.3 
66.5 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

II 



SCALE: "Even though they do bad things sometimes, people 
really want to be good to each other. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,881 33.2 33.2 33.2 
Somewhat Agree 2,306 40.7 40.7 73.9 
No Opinion 607 10.7 10.7 84.7 
Disagree Somewhat 553 9.8 9.8 94.4 
Strongly Disagree 315 5.6 5.6 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 2 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids get in trouble because they don't have anything 
better to do. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent.) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,236 21. 8 21. 8 21.8 
Somewhat Agree 1,872 33.0 33.1 54.9 
No Opinion 527 9.3 9.3 64.2 
Disagree Somewhat 992 17.5 17.5 81.7 
Strongly Disagree 1,036 18.3 18.3 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100~0 

SCALE: "I need to find someone to help me with my troubles. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency· Frequency Adg Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,611 28.4 28.4 28.4 
Somewhat Agree 1,536 27.1 27.1 55.5 
No Opinion 916 16.2 16.2 71.7 
Disagree Somewhat 708 12.5 12.5 84.2 
Strongly Disagree 896 15.8 15.8 100.0 
Missing Data 4 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Home life for some people I know is so bad that they 
have to run away from home." 

Category Label 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree Somewhat 
Strongly Disagree 
Missing Data 
Out of Range 

TOTAL 

SCALE: "Kids look 

Category Label 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree Somewhat 
Strongly Disagree 
Missing Data 
Out of Range 

TOTAL 

Absolute 
Frequency 

1,632 
1,317 
1,189 

690 
834 

8 
1 

5,671 

up to kids 

Absolute 
Frequency 

528 
1,017 

750 
1,117 
2,253 

3 
3 

5,671 

Relative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

28.8 
23.2 
21.0 
12.2 
14.7 

.1 

.0 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

28.8 
23.3 
21.0 
12.2 
14.7 

100.0 

who get into trouble. 

Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency 
(Percent) (Percent) 

9.3 9.3 
17.9 18.0 
13.2 13~2 

19.7 19.7 
39.7 39.8 

.1 

.1 

100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "I often run away from my problems." 

Relative Adjusted 
Absolute Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent)· {Percent) 

Strongly Agree 591 10.4 10.4 
Somewhat Agree 1,357 23.9 23.9 
No Opinion 729 12.9 12.9 
Disagree Somewhat 1,297 22.9 22.9 
Strongly Disagree 1,692 29.8 29.9 
Missing Data 5 .1 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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II 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

28.8 
52.l 
73.1 
85.3 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

9.3 
27.3 
40.5 
60.2 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
{Percent) 

10.4 
34.4 
47.2 
70.1 

100.0 
100.0 



SCALE: "People who break the law almost always get caught. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent} (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 2,019 35.6 35.6 35.6 
Somewhat Agree 1,568 27.6 27.7 63.3 
No Opinion 405 7.1 7.1 70.5 
Disagree Somewhat 984 17.4 17.4 87.8 
Strongly Disagree 690 12.2 12.2 100.0 
Missing Data 3 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 2 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "The things you learn in school are not important. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent} (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 299 5.3 5.3 5.3 
Somewhat Agree 359 6.3 6.3 11.6 
No Opinion 201 3.5 3.6 15.2 
Disagree Somewhat 801 14.1 14.1 29.3 
Strongly Disagree 4, 001- 70.6 70.7 100.0 
Missing Data 5 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 5 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Most people who break into people's houses and steal 
things are doing this just for kicks. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent} (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 905 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Somewhat Agree 1,391 24.5 24.6 40.5 
No Opinion 882 15.6 15.6 56.1 
Disagree Somewhat 1,187 20.9 21.0 77.1 
Strongly Disagree 1,299 22.9 22.9 100.0 
Missing Data 6 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "I think of myself as different from my friends. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,717 30.3 30.3 30.3 
Somewhat Agree 1,723 30.4 30.4 60.7 
No Opinion 718 12.7 12.7 73.4 
Disagree Somewhat 812 14.3 14.3 87.8 
Strongly Disagree 693 12.2 12.2 100.0 
Missing Data 8 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids shouldn't be punished for things adults wouldn't 
be punished for." 

Category Label 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree Somewhat 
Strongly Disagree 
Missing Data 

TOTAL 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 

1,861 
1,230 

779 
871 
925 

5 

5,671 

32.8 
21. 7 
13.7 
15.4 
16.3 

.1 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
. (Percent) 

32.8 
21. 7 
13.7 
15.4 
16.3 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Adj Freq 
(Percent) 

32.8 
54.6 
68.3 
83.7 

100.0 
100.0 

SCALE: "People who break into people's houses and steal things 
probably have to do this to support themselves." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) · (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,146 20.2 20.2 20.2 
Somewhat Agree 1,743 30.7 30.8 51.0 
No Opinion 769 13.6 13.6 64.6 
Disagree Somewhat 1,011 17.8 17.8 82.4 
Strongly Disagree 995 17.5 17.6 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "I don't like the way some of my friends dress, act, 
or think." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,409 24.8 24.9 24.9 
Somewhat Agree 1,537 27.1 27.1 52.0 
No Opinion 818 14.4 14.4 66.5 
Disagree Somewhat 819 14.4 14.5 80.9 
Strongly Disagree 1,081 19.1 19.1 100.0 
Missing Data 6 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Sometimes I am too busy to want close friends. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 563 9.9 9.9 9.9 
Somewhat Agree 883 15.6 15.6 25.5 
No Opinion 530 9.3 9.4 34.9 
Disagree Somewhat 1,095 19.3 19.3 54.2 
Strongly Disagree 2,594 45.7 45.8 100.0 
Missing Data 6 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Some people I know are bullies and really enjoy 
beating up others." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency . Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 2,506 44.2 44.3 44.3 
Somewhat Agree 1,504 26.5 26.6 70.8 
No Opinion 572 10.1 10.1 80.9 
Disagree Somewhat 508 9.0 9.0 89.9 
Strongly Disagree 572 10.1 10.1 100.0 
Missing Data 8 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Bad times bring a family closer together. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,591 28.1 28.1 28.1 
Somewhat Agree 1,592 28.1 28.1 56.2 
No Opinion 632 11.1 11.2 67.4 
Disagree Somewhat 649 11.4 11.5 78.8 
Strongly Disagree 1,198 21.l 21.2 100.0 
Missing Data 7 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 2 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100~0 100.0 

SCALE: "Prison can make a bad person worse. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent.) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,452 25.6 25.7 25.7 
Somewhat Agree 1,466 25.9 25.9 51 6 
No Opinion 1,121 19.8 19.8 71.4 
Disagree Somewhat 843 14.9 14.9 86.3 
Strongly Disagree 777 13.7 13.7 100.0 
Missing Data 11 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 ----

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Kids like doing things with their families." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) · (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 2,329 41.1 41. 2 41. 2 
Somewhat Agree 1,852 32.7 32.7 73.9 
No Opinion 414 7.3 7.3 81.2 
Disagree Somewhat 724 12.8 12.8 94.0 
Strongly Disagree 338 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Missing Data 11 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 3 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "It bothers me to kno·,11 that some people don't 
like me." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,808 31. 9 31.9 31.9 
Somewhat Agree 1,577 27.8 27.9 59.8 
No Opinion 655 11.5 11.6 71.4 
Disagree Somewhat 793 14.0 14.0 85.4 
Strongly Disagree 827 14.6 14.6 100.0 
Missing Data 9 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 2 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "People who have a good time beating on others 
are really sick. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 3,236 57.1 57.1 57.1 
Somewhat Agree 1,080 19.0 19.1 76.2 
No Opinion 539 9.5 9.5 85.7 
Disagree Somewhat 354 6.2 6.2 92.0 
Strongly Disagree 455 8.0 8.0 100.0 
Missing Data 6 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Families are too nosey about what kids do." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Cate9ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,193 21. 0 21. l 21.1 
Somewhat Agree 1,550 27.3 27.4 48.5 
No Opinion 650 11. 5 11.5 60.0 
Disagree Somewhat 1,167 20.6 20.6 80.6 
Strongly Disagree 1,096 19.3 19.4 100.0 
Missing Data 14 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Everybody likes the kids who get in trouble." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 237 4.2 4.2 4.2 
Somewhat Agree 347 6.1 6.1 10.3 
No Opinion 492 8.7 8.7 19.0 
Disagree Somewhat 1,198 21.1 21.2 40.2 
Strongly Disagree 3,385 59.7 59.8 100.0 
Missing Data 8 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 4 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "I often tell people what to do when there're having 
troubles. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,222 21.5 '21. 6 21.6 
Somewhat Agree 2,436 43.0 43.0 64.6 
No Opinion 803 14.2 12. 2 78.8 
Disagree Somewhat 703 12.4 12.4 91.2 
Strongly Disagree 498 8.8 8.8 100.0 
Missing Data 8 .1 100.0 
Out of Range 1 . 0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Murderers should be put to death. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 2,515 44.3 44.4 44.4 
Somewhat Agree 1, 146 20.2 20.2 64.7 
No Opinion 675 11.9 11.9 76.6 
Disagree Somewhat 679 12.0 12.0 88.6 
Strongly Disagree 645 11.4 11. 4 100.0 
Missing Data 10 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 

5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Kids get in trouble because they are poor. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 468 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Somewhat Agree 1,061 18.7 18.7 27.0 
No Opinion 783 13.8 13.8 40.8 
Disagree Somewhat 1,251 22.1 22.1 63.0 
Strongly Disagree 2,097 37.0 37.0 100.0 
Missing Data 10 .2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .0 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "People get uncomfortable when police are around. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Pei cent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,766 31.1 31.2 31.2 
Somewhat Agree 2,187 38.6 38.7 69.9 
No Opinion 515 9.1 9.1 79.0 
Disagree Somewhat 642 11.3 11. 3 90.3 
Strongly Disagree 548 9.7 9.7 100.0 
Missing Data 12 . 2 100.0 
Out of Range 1 .o 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "I really don't believe people when they say nice 
things about me." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 669 11.8 11. 8 11.8 
Somewhat Agree 1,430 25.2 25.3 37.1 
No Opinion 899 15.9 15.9 53.0 
Disagree Somewhat 1,612 28.4 28.5 81.5 
Strongly Disagree 1,048 18.5 18.5 100.0 
Missing Data 13 . 2 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Death is too big a price for a criminal to have to 
pay." 

Category Label 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree Somewhat 
Strongly Disagree 
Missing Data 
Out of Range 

TOTAL 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 
Frequency (Percent} 

961 
932 
989 

1,027 
1,750 

11 
1 

5,671 

16.9 
16.4 
17.4 
18.1 
30.9 

• 2 
.0 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

17.0 
16.5 
17.5 
18.l 
30.9 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

17.0 
33.5 
50.9 
69.1 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

SCALE: "Kids who don't do well in school won't do well 
in life." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (:?ercent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 1,298 22.9 22.9 22.9 
Somewhat Agree 1,250 22.0 22.l 45.0 
No Opinion 566 10.0 10.0 55.0 
Disagree Somewhat 1,210 21.3 21.4 76.4 
Strongly Disagree 1,334 23.5 23.6 100.0 
Missing Data 13 . 2 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Running away from home is a good way of getting even 
with my parents when they don't let me have my way." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Agree 268 4.7 4.7 4.7 
Somewhat Agree 270 4.8 4.8 9.5 
No Opinion 479 8.4 8.5 18.0 
Disagree Somewhat 842 14.8 14.9 32.9 
Strongly Disagree 3,799 67.0 67.1 100.0 
Missing Data 11 .2 100.0 
Out of Range 2 .o 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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VARIABLE: Race 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Other 263 4.6 4.7 4.7 
Oriental-Indian 117 2.1 2.1 6.7 
Mexican-American 1,557 27.5 27.6 34.3 
Black 765 13.5 13.5 47.8 
Caucasian 2,947 52.0 52.2 100.0 
Missing Data 17 • 3 100.0 
Out of Range 5 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: People in House 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Lable Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent 

More than 5 2,107 37.2 37.3 37.3 
5 1,374 24.2 24.3 61. 6 
4 1,370 24.2 24.3 85.9 
3 657 11. 6 11. 6 97.5 
2 139 2.5 2.5 100.0 
Missing Data 22 . 4 100.0 
Out of Range 2 .o 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: People in Family 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

More than 5 2,712 47.8 48.1 48.1 
5 1,363 24.0 24.2 72.3 
4 1,082 19.1 19.2 91.5 
3 360 6.3 6.4 97.9 
2 120 2.1 2.1 100.0 
Missing Data 31 . 5 100.0 
Out of Range 3 .1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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VARIABLE: Parents Work 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Other 494 8.7 8.9 8.9 
Both Work 2,348 41.4 42.1 51.0 
Father 2,165 38.2 38.8 89.8 
Mother 568 10.0 10.2 100.0 
Missing Data 32 .6 100.0 
Out of Range 64 1.1 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Live with Parents 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Freg:uency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Someone Else 232 4.1 4.2 4.2 
Both 4,355 76.8 .. 78.8 83.0 
One 939 16.6 17.0 100.0 
Missing Data 19 .3 100.0 
Out of Range 126 2.2 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Parent at Home 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Adj Freq 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

No 848 15.0 15.6 15.6 
Yes 4,601 81. l 84.4 100.0 
Missing Data 93 1.6 100.0 
Out of Range 129 2.3 100.0 

TOTAL 5,671 100.0 100.0 
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VARIABLE: Age 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Under 20 37 6.7 8.9 9.0 
21-30 131 23.8 31.8 40.8 
31-40 93 16.8 22.5 63.3 
41-50 75 13.6 18.2 81. 6 
51-60 34 6.0 8.3 89.8 
Over 60 42 7.8 10.1 100.0 
Missing Data 141 25.5 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Sex 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Male 147 26.6 37.0 37.0 
Female 250 45.2 63.0 100.0 
Missing Data 156 28.2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Race 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Caucasian 310 56.1 78.1 78.1 
Black 37 6.7 9.3 87.4 
Mexican-American 47 8.5 11.8 99.2 
Oriental-Indian 1 .2 . 3 99.5 
Other 2 . 4 . 5 100.0 
Missing Data 156 28.2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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VARIABLE: People in House 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Cate9ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

One 30 5.4 7.5 7.5 
Two 118 21.3 29.6 37.2 
Three 91 16.5 22.9 60.1 
Four 88 15.9 22.1 82.2 
Five 43 7.8 10.8 93.0 
Six 13 2.4 3.3 96.2 
Seven 8 1. 4 2.0 98.2 
Eight 5 . 9 1.3 99.5 
Nine 2 . 4 . 5 . 100.0 
Missing Data 154 27.8 100.0 

1 .2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: People in Family 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freg:uency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

One 24 4.3 6.0 6.0 
Two 57 10.3 14.4 20.4 
Three 59 10.7 14.9 35.3 
Four 95 17.2 23.9 59.2 
Five 71 12.8 17.9 77.1 
Six 49 8.9 12.3 89.4 
Seven 25 4.5 6.3 95.7 
Eight 4 . 7 1.0 96.7 
Nine 13 2.4 3.3 100.0 
Missing Data 156 28.2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Husband Works 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freg:uency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Yes 313 56.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing Data 240 43.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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VARIABLE: Wife Works 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

No 246 44.5 100.0 100.0 
Missing Data 307 55.5 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Children Work 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freg:uency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Yes 1 . 2 1.2 1.2 
No 1 .2 1. 2 2.3 

82 14.8 95.3 97.7 
1 . 2 1.2 98.8 
1 . 2 1. 2 100.0 

Missing Data 467 84.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

VARIABLE: Number of Children Working 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Cate9:ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

One 37 6.7 45.7 45.7 
Two 23 4.2 28.4 74.1 
Three 11 2.0 13.6 87.7 
Four 6 1.1 7.4 95.1 
Five 1 .2 1.2 96.3 
Six 3 . 5 3.7 100.0 
Missing Data 472 85.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "The majority of juveniles who are imprisoned will 
eventually be returned to prison if released." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent} (Percent} (Percent} 

Strongly Disagree 47 8.5 8.6 8.6 
Disagree Somewhat 179 32.4 32.6 41.2 
No Opinion 16 2.9 2.9 44.1 
Somewhat Agree 241 43.6 43.9 88.0 
Strongly Agree 66 11. 9 12.0 100.0 
Missing Data 4 .7 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Most policemen try to help teenagers who get into 
trouble. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
, Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Freguency (Percent} (Percent)' (Percent} 

Strongly Disagree 38 6.9 6.9 6.9 
Disagree Somewhat 84 15.2 15.2 22.1 
No Opinion 34 6.1 6.2 28.3 
Somewhat Agree 238 43.0 43.1 71.4 
Strongly Agree 158 28.6 28.6 100.0 
Missing Data 1 .2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "We would have less juvenile crime if our laws were 
more strict. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Fregqency (Percent} (Percent} (Percent} 

Strongly Disagree 57 10.3 10.4 10.4 
Disagree Somewhat 120 21.7 21.9 32.3 
No Opinion 22 4.0 4.0 36.3 
Somewhat Agree 130 23.5 23.7 60.0 
Strongly Agree 219 39.6 40.0 100.0 
Missing Data 5 . 9 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Parents generally know what is best for their children." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Cate9_ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 36 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Disagree Somewhat 152 27.5 27.6 34.2 
No Opinion 14 2.5 2.5 36.7 
Somewhat Agree 243 43.9 44.2 80.9 
Strongly Agree 105 19.0 19.l 100.0 
Missing Data 3 . 5 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Where ideas are concerned, parents and children 
live in different worlds." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 55 9.9 10.0 10.0 
Disagree Somewhat 143 25.9 26.1 36.1 
No Opinion 29 5.2 5.3 41.4 
Somewhat Asree 231 41. 8 42.2 83.6 
Strongly Agree 90 16.3 16.4 100.0 
Missing r::ata 5 ' .9 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Programs which allow juvenile delinquents to live in 
a residential setting with adults or college students 
acting as foster parents are effective in helping them. 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 22 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Disagree Somewhat 45 8.1 8.2 12.2 
No Opinion 95 17.2 17.3 29.5 
Somewhat Agree 256 46.3 46.5 76.0 
Strongly Agree 132 23.9 24.0 100.0 
Missing Data 3 . 5 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Law breakers are nearly always caught and punished. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 187 33.8 34.0 34.0 
Disagree Somewhat 181 32.7 32.9 66.9 
No Opinion 16 2.9 2.9 69.8 
Somewhat Agree 107 19.3 19.5 89.3 
Strongly Agree 59 10.7 10.7 100.0 
Missing Data 3 . 5 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "If the schools were stricter, there would be fewer 
children who get in trouble with the law. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

, Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 74 13.4 13.5 13.5 
Disagree Somewhat 114 20.6 20.8 34.3 
No Opinion 24 4.3 4.4 38.7 
Somewhat Asree 151 27.3 27.6 66.2 
Strongly Agree 185 33.5 33.8 100.0 
Missing l)ata 5 . 9 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Reform school has proven to be the most expensive and 
least effective method of reforming juvenile 
delinquents." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 35 6.3 6.4 6.4 
Disagree Somewhat 111 20.1 20.3 26.7 
No Opinion 124 22.4 22.7 49.5 
Somewhat Agree 156 28.2 28.6 78.0 
Strongly Agree 120 21.7 22.0 100.0 
Missing Data 7 1. 3 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Most teenagers aren't that difficult to understand; 
they just want to be treated with respect." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 22 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Disagree Somewhat 49 8.9 8.9 12.9 
No Opinion 18 3.3 3.3 16.2 
Somewhat Agree. 216 39.1 39.3 55.6 
Strongly Agree 244 44.1 44.4 100.0 
Missing Data 4 .7 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "There are enough special programs available in the 
schools to reform juvenile delinquents." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 208 37.6 38.l 38.1 
Disagree Somewhat 167 30.2 30.6 68.7 
No Opinion 47 8.5 8.6 77.3 
Somewhat Agree 86 15.6 15.8 93.0 
Strongly Agree 38 6.9 7.0 100.0 
Missing Data 7 1.3 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "First-time juvenile offenders should be imprisoned 
only when they present a serious threat to society." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 46 8.3 8.4 8.4 
Disagree Somewhat 82 14.8 15.0 23.4 
No Opinion 27 4.9 4.9 28.3 
Somewhat Agree 185 33.5 33.8 62.0 
Strongly Agree 208 37.6 38.0 100.0 
Missing Data 5 .9 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "We would have far less juvenile crime if the 
courts moved faster." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Cate9:ory Label Freguenci (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 44 8.0 8.0 8.0 
Disagree Somewhat 57 10.3 10.4 18.5 
No Opinion 57 10.3 10.4 28.9 
Somewhat Agree· 152 27.5 27.8 56.7 
Strongly Agree 237 42.9 43.3 100.0 
Missing Data 6 1.1 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "A bad home is responsible for most iuvenile delinquency." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 42 7.6 7.7 7.7 
Disagree Somewhat 82 14.8 15.0 22.7 
No Opinion 18 3.3 3.3 26.0 
Somewhat Agree 203 36.7 37.1 63.1 
Strongly Agree 202 36.5 36.9 100.0 
Missing Data 6 1.1 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "The increase in juvenile crime rates indicates that 
government programs for juvenile delinquents are a 
waste of taxpayers' money." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Cate9:ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 105 19.0 19.2 19.2 
Disagree Somewhat 205 37.1 37.5 56.7 
No Opinion 87 15.7 15.9 72.6 
Somewhat Agree 101 18.3 18.5 91.0 
Strongly Agree 49 8.9 9.0 100.0 
Missinq Data 6 1.1 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Juveniles who repeatedly commit serious crimes 
should be turned over to an adult court for 
prosecution." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 46 8.3 8.4 8.4 
Disagree Somewhat 49 8.9 9.0 17.4 
No Opinion 35 6.3 6.4 23.8 
Somewhat Agree 154 27.8 28.2 51.9 
Strongly Agree 263 47.6 48.1 100.0 
Missing Data 6 1.1 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Experimenting with alcohol is a part of growing up." 

Category Label 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
No Opinion 
Somewhat Agree 
Strongly Agree 
Missing Data 

TOTAL 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 

122 22.1 
84 15.2 
17 3.1 

211 38.2 
111 20.1 

8 1.4 

553 100.0 

SCALE: "Texas offers an adequate range -- with juvenile delinquency." 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 85 15.4 
Disagree Somewhat 134 24.2 
No Opinion 185 33.5 
Somewhat Agree 112 20.3 
Strongly Agree 29 5.2 
Missing Data 8 1.4 

TOTAL 553 100.0 
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Adjusted Cumulative 
Freqquency Frequency 
(Percent) (Percent) 

22.4 
15.4 

3.1 
38.7 
20.4 

100.0 

of programs 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

15.6 
24.6 
33.9 
20.6 
5.3 

100.0 

22.4 
37.8 
40.9 
79.6 

100.0 
100.0 

to deal 

Cumulative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

15.6 
40.2 
74.1 
94.7 

100.0 
100.0 



SCALE: "Poverty is responsible for most juvenile delinquency. II 

Relative Adjusted Curnulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 127 23.0 23.3 23.3 
Disagree Somewhat 193 34.9 35.4 58.7 
No Opinion 39 7.1 7.2 65.9 
Somewhat Agree 137 24.8 25.l 91. 0 
Strongly Agree. 49 8.9 9.0 100.0 
Missing Data 8 1.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "No juvenile should ever be turned over to an adult 
court. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 204 36.9 37.5 37.5 
Disagree Somewhat 181 32.7 33.3 70.8 
No Opinion 38 6.9 7.0 77.8 
Somewhat Agree 70 12.7 12.9 90.6 
Strongly Agree 51 9.2 9.4 100.0 
Missing Data 9 1.6 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "A person should obey only those laws that seem 
reasonable. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 406 73.4 74.8 74.8 
Disagree Somewhat 57 10.3 10.5 85.3 
No Opinion 18 3.3 3.3 88.6 
Somewhat Agree 27 4.9 5.0 93.6 
Strongly 1'gree 35 6.3 6.4 100.0 
Missing Data 10 1. 8 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "It is natural that kids will test their parents 
to see how much they can get away with." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency {Percent) {Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 17 3.1 3.1 3.1 
Disagree Somewhat 23 4.2 4.2 7.3 
No Opinion 7 1.3 1.3 8.6 
Somewhat Agree . 149 26.9 27.3 36.0 
Strongly Agree 349 63.1 64.0 100.0 
Missing Data 8 1.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Lack of strong religious ties in our society is most 
responsible for juvenile delinquency." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency {Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 74 13.4 13.6 13.6 
Disagree Somewhat 100 18.1 18.3 31.9 
No Opinion 44 8.0 8.1 40.0 
Somewhat Agree 188 34.0 34.5 74.5 
Strongly Agree 139 25.l 25.5 100.0 
Missing Data 8 1.4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Too many students are suspended or expelled from 
school for unimportant reasons. " 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) {Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 135 24.4 24.8 24.8 
Disagree Somewhat 120 21. 7 22.0 46.8 
No Opinio11 45 8.1 8.3 55.0 
Somewhat Agree 142 25.7 26.l 81.1 
Stronqly Aqree 103 18.6 18.9 100.0 
Missing Data 8 1. 4 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "I would be more upset if I found out my child 
were smoking marijuana than if I found out my 
child were drinking alcohol." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 92 16.6 17.0 17.0 
Disagree Somewhat 91 16.5 16.8 33.8 
No Opinion 65 11.8 12.0 45.8 
Somewhat Agree 136 24.6 25.l 70.8 
Strongly Agree 158 28.6 29.2 100.0 
Missing Data 11 2.0 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Schools should provide special programs for children 
who are unable to function in a regular classroom." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 16 2.9 2.9 2.9 
Disagree Somewhat 21 3.8 3.9 6.8 
No Opinion 9 1.6 1.7 8.5 
Somewhat Agree 117 21.2 21.5 30.0 
Strongly Agree 381 68.9 70.0 100.0 
Missing Data 9 1.6 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Most juvenile delinquents can be reformed. ti 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 7 1. 3 1.3 1.3 
Disagree Somewhat 53 9.6 9.7 11.0 
No Opinion 1 30 5.4 5.5 16.5 
Somewhat Agree 286 51. 7 52.6 69.1 
Strongly Agree 168 30.4 30.9 100.0 
Missing Data 9 1.6 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "To most young people, drinking indicates that they 
are growing up. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Freguency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 86 15.6 15.8 15.8 
Disagree Somewhat 77 13.9 14.2 30.0 
No Opinion 21 3.8 3.9 33.9 
Somewhat Agree . 247 44.7 45.5 79.4 
Strongly Agree 112 20.3 20.6 100.0 
Missing Data 10 18 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Vandalism is something that should be expected of 
young people." 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 339 61.3 62.3 62.3 
Disagree Somewhat 127 23.0 23.3 85.7 
No Opinion 18 3.3 3.3 89 . 0 
Somewhat Agree 41 7.4 7.5 96.5 
Strongly Agree 19 3.4 3.5 100.0 
Missing Data 9 1. 6 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Stealing should be excused when it is done as a prank. 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Categ:ory Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 409 74.0 75.3 75.3 
Disagree Somewhat 77 13.9 14.2 89.5 
No Opinion 16 2.9 2.9 92.4 
Somewhat Agree 23 4.2 4.2 96.7 
Strongly Agree 18 3.3 3.3 100.0 
Missing Data 10 1.8 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "Using hard drugs leads to robbery and murder." 

Category Label 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
No Opinion 
Somewhat Agree 
Stronqly Aqree. 
Missing Data 

TOTAL 

Relative 
Absolute Frequency 
Frequency (Percent) 

58 10.5 
51 9.2 
39 7.1 

123 22.2 
272 49.2 

10 1. 8 

553 100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

10.7 
9.4 
7.2 

22.7 
50.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 

10.7 
20.1 
27.3 
49.9 

100.0 
100.0 

SCALE: "Skipping school should be handled by suspending the 
pupil. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 211 38.2 38.8 38.8 
Disagree Somewhat 182 32.9 33.5 72.2 
No Opinion 28 5.1 5.1 77.4 
Somewhat Agree 89 16.1 16.4 93.7 
Strongly Agree 34 6.1 6.2 100.0 
Missing Data 9 1.6 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Fighting at school is a way for yourig people to 
assert themselves. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 221 40.0 40.7 40.7 
Disagree Somewhat 135 24.4 24.9 65.6 
No Opinion 44 8.0 8.1 73.7 
Somewhat Agree 118 21. 3 21.7 95.4 
Strongly Agree 25 4.5 4.6 100.0 
Missing Data 10 1. 8 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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SCALE: "We can expect young people to repeatedly disrupt 
classes. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 271 49.0 49.9 49.9 
Disagree Somewhat 133 24.1 24.5 74.4 
No Opinion 34 6.1 6.3 80.7 
Somewhat Agree 83 15.0 15.3 95.9 
Strongly Agree 22 4.0 4.1 100.0 
Missing Data 10 1. 8 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 

SCALE: "Smoking marijuana is not serious anymore. II 

Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Category Label Frequency (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Strongly Disagree 324 58.6 59.9 59.9 
Disagree Somewhat 101 18.3 18.7 78.6 
No Opinion 27 4.9 5.0 83.5 
Somewhat Agree 48 8.7 8.9 92.4 
Strongly Agree 41 7.4 7.6 100.-
Missing Data 12 2.2 100.0 

TOTAL 553 100.0 100.0 
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Survey respondents were asked to rank common juvenile offenses 
in the following four groups in order of the seriousness of 
the offense . . Items in each group are ranked on a scale 
of Most Serious (1) to Least Serious ( 5) , by percentage. 

(1) ( 2) (3) (4) (5) 

Shoplifting 8 41 29 19 9 
Glue sniffing 24 18 26 19 13 
Repeatedly running 

away from home 7 7 13 25 48 
Drinking 14 10 21 32 26 
Burglary 47 24 10 5 4 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Using hard drugs 73 10 2 1 3 
Vandalism 12 68 13 5 6 
Repeatedly running 

away from home 6 8 34 30 25 
Skipping school 4 4 13 36 43 
Fighting constantly 5 10 38 28 23 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Repeatedly disrupting 6 11 28 28 31 
classes 

Smoking marijuana 22 44 18 12 6 
Repeatedly running 

away from home 8 13 23 35 24 
Having sexual 8 15 23 20 34 

relations 
Carrying a weapon 56 17 8 5 5 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Getting pregnant 9 6 11 24 52 
Carrying a weapon 23 29 24 17 8 
Using hard drugs 44 24 16 4 2 
Smoking marijuana 8 19 19 34 25 
Stealing a car for 

a ride 16 22 30 21 13 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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NUMBER OF ADJUDICATIONS 

NUMBER 
OF ROW 
REFERRALS 0 1 2 3 TOTAL 

ONE 533 82 17 1 
84.2 13 : 0 2.7 . 2 
91.9 90.1 85.0 25.0 633 
76.7 11.8 2.4 .1 91.1 

TWO 42 9 2 3 
75.0 16.1 3.6 5.4 

7.2 9.9 10.0 75.0 56 
6.0 1. 3 . 3 .4 8.1 

THREE 4 0 1 0 
80.0 0 20.0 0 

. 7 0 5.0 0 5 

. 6 0 .1 0 . 7 

FOUR 1 0 0 0 I 100.0 0 0 0 
. 2 0 0 0 I 1 
.1 0 0 0 .1 

COLUMN 580 91 20 4 695 
TOTAL 83.5 13.1 2.9 .6 100.0 
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SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

NUMBER Law 
OF Enforce- Social ROW 
REFERRALS rnent Aqencv Parent School TOTAL 

ONE 611 8 11 4 
96.4 1.3 1.7 .6 
90.9 88.9 100.0 100.0 634 
87.8 1.1 1.6 . 6 91. l 

TWO 55 1 0 0 
98.2 1.8 0 0 

8.2 11.1 0 0 56 
7.9 .1 0 0 8.0 

THREE 5 0 0 0 
100.0 0 0 0 

.7 0 0 0 5 

. 7 0 0 0 .7 

FOUR 1 0 0 0 
100.0 0 0 0 

. 7 0 0 0 1 

. 7 0 0 0 .1 . 
COLUMN 672 9 11 4 696 
TOTAL 96.6 1.3 1.6 .6 100.0 
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FAMILY STATUS 

Lived with Lived with Lived with ROW 
REFERRAL Both Parents One Parent Relative TOTAL 

ONE 233 176 1 410 
56.8 42.9 • 2 88.9 
90.7 86.7 100.0 
50.5 38.2 . 2 

TWO 21 24 0 45 
46.7 53.3 0 9.8 
8.2 11. 8 0 
4.6 5.2 0 

THREE 2 3 0 5 
40.0 60.0 0 1.1 

.8 1.5 0 

. 4 .7 0 

FOUR 1 0 0 1 
100.0 0 0 . 2 

.4 0 0 

. 2 0 0 

COLUMN 257 203 1 461 
TOTAL 55.7 44.0 . 2 100.l 
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RESIDENCE 

County Out of Out of Out of ROW 
REFERRAL Resident County State U.S. TOTAL 

ONE 573 33 20 8 634 
90.4 5.2 3.2 1.3 91.l 
90.5 100.0 90.9 100.0 
82.3 4.7 2.9 1.1 

TWO 55 0 1 0 56 
98.2 0 1.8 0 8.0 
8.7 0 4.5 0 
7.9 0 .1 0 

THREE 4 0 1 0 5 
80.0 0 20.0 0 .7 

. 6 0 4.5 0 

.6 0 .1 0 

FOUR 1 0 0 0 1 
100.0 0 0 0 .1 

. 2 0 0 0 

.1 0 0 0 

COLUMN 633 33 22 8 696 
TOTAL 90.9 4.7 3.2 1.1 100.0 

-211-



SCHOOL STATUS 

In Dropped Suspended or ROW 
REFERRAL School Out Expelled TOTAL 

ONE 428 132 12 572 
74.8 23.l 2.1 90.8 
90.1 93.6 85.7 
67.9 21.0 1. 9 

TWO 42 8 2 52 
80.8 20.0 3.8 8.3 
8.8 5.7 14.3 
6.7 1.3 . 3 

THREE 4 1 0 5 
80.0 20.0 0 . 8 

. 8 . 7 0 

. 6 . 2 0 

FOUR 1 0 0 1 
100.0 0 0 .2 

. 2 0 0 

. 2 0 0 

COLUMN 475 141 14 630 
TOTAL 75.4 22.4 2.2 100.0 
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GRADE COMPLETED 
ROW 

REFERRAL Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh Eighth Ninth Tenth Eleventh TOTAL 

ONE 2 6 14 46 97 . 128 156 74 ' 24 547 
.4 1.1 2.6 8.4 17.7 23.4 28.5 13.5 4.4 90.3 

100.0 100.0 93.3 88.5 88.2 88.9 90.2 94.9 92.3 
. 3 1. 0 2.3 7.6 16.0 21.1 25.7 12.2 4.0 

TWO 0 0 1 
0 0 1.9 11. 3 20.8 26.4 28.3 7.5 3.8 53 
0 0 6.7 11. 5 10.0 9.7 8.7 5.1 7.7 8.7 
0 0 . 2 1.0 1.8 2.3 2.5 . 7 . 3 

THREE 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 
0 0 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 0 0 .8 
0 0 0 0 . 9 1. 4 1.2 0 0 
0 0 0 0 . 2 . 3 . 3 0 0 

I 
M 

FOUR 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 r-1 
N 

0 0 0 0 100.0 0 0 0 0 . 2 I 

0 0 0 0 . 9 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 . 2 0 0 0 0 

COLUMN 2 6 15 52 110 144 173 78 26 606 
TOTAL . 3 1.0 2.5 8.6 . 18. 2 23.8 28.5 12.9 4.3 100.0 



AGE 
ROW 

REFERRAL TEN ELEVEN TWELVE THIRTEEN FOURTEEN FIFTEEN SIXTEEN SEVENTEEN TOTAL 

ONE 10 19 36 83 114 183 188 1 634 
1.6 3.0 5.7 13.1 18.0 28.9 29.7 . 2 91.1 

100.0 95.0 87.8 89.2 89.8 90.1 93.5 100.0 
1. 4 2.7 5.2 11.9 16.4 26.3 27.0 .1 

TWO 0 1 4 10 12 17 12 0 56 
0 1. 8 7.1 17.9 21. 4 30.4 21.4 0 8.0 
0 5.0 9.8 10.8 9.4 8.4 6.0 0 
0 .1 . 6 1. 4 1. 7 2.4 1.7 0 

THREE 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 5 
0 0 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 0 .7 
0 0 0 0 . 8 1.5 . 5 0 
0 0 0 0 .1 . 4 .1 0 

I 

FOUR 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 "<:2' 
.-I 

0 0 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 .1 N 
I 

0 0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 .1 0 0 0 0 0 

COLUMN 10 20 41 93 127 203 201 1 696 
TOTAL 1.4 2.9 5.9 13.4 18.2 29.2 28.9 .1 100.0 



RACE 

Nhite White Black Black Spanish Spanish ROW 
REFERRAL Male Female Male Female Surname Surname TOTAL 

ONE 235 83 153 43 91 29 634 
37.1 13.1 24.1 6.8 14.4 4.6 91.1 
90.7 88.3 95.6 91.5 87.5 90.6 
33.8 11. 9 22.0 6.2 13.1 4.2 

TWO 20 10 6 4 13 3 56 
35.7 17.9 10.7 7.1 23.2 5.4 8.0 
7.7 10.6 3.8 8.5 12.5 9.4 
2.9 1.4 . 9 . 6 1.9 .4 

THREE 3 1 1 0 0 0 5 
60.0 20.0 20.0 0 0 0 .7 
1.2 1.1 . 6 0 0 0 I 

. 4 .1 .1 0 0 0 it) 
~ 
N 

FOUR 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 

100.0 0 0 0 0 0 
• 4 0 0 0 0 0 
.1 0 0 0 0 0 

COLUMN 259 . 94 160 47 104 32 696 
TOTAL 37.2 13.5 23.0 6.8 14.9 4.6 100.0 



OFFENSE 
Aggra- Con- All Other School Liquor 
vated trolled Del in- Atten- Law Vi- R 

lEFERRAL Homicide Rape Ro berry Assault Burglary Theft Substance quents dance lation T 

ONE 1 1 11 20 88 189 28 57 44 32 
. 2 . 2 1. 7 3.2 13.9 29.8 4.4 9.0 6.9 5.0 

100.0 100.0 91.7 95.2 91. 7 87.5 87.5 95.0 91.7 91.4 
.1 .1 1.6 2.9 12.6 27.2 4.0 8.2 6.3 4.6 

TWO 0 0 1 1 7 23 4 3 3 3 56 
0 0 1. 8 1.8 12.5 41.1 7.1 5.4 5.4 5.4 8.0 
0 0 8.3 4.8 7.3 10.6 12.5 5.0 6.3 8.6 
0 0 .1 .1 1.0 3.3 . 6 . 4 • 4 . 4 

THREE 0 0 0 0 1 3 . 0 0 1 0 5 
0 0 0 0 20.0 60.0 0 0 20.0 0 . 7 
0 0 0 0 1.0 1.4 0 0 2.1 0 I 
0 0 0 0 .1 • 4 0 0 .1 0 \0 

d 
N 

FOUR 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 l' 
0 0 0 0 0 100.0 0 0 0 0 .1 
0 0 0 0 0 . 5 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 .1 0 0 0 0 

COLUMN 1 1. 12 21 96 216 32 60 48 35 696 
TOTAL .1 .1 1. 7 3.0 13.8 31.8 4.6 8.6 6.9 5.0 100.0 



OFFENSE (Continued) 
ROW 

REFERRAL Inhalant Runaway All Other CINS TOTAL 

ONE 5 129 29 634 
. 8 20.3 4.6 91.1 

100.0 93.5 93.5 
• 7 18.5 4.2 

TWO 0 9 2 56 
0 16.1 3.6 8.0 
0 6.5 6.5 
0 1. 3 . 3 

THREE 0 0 0 5 
0 0 0 • 7 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

FOUR 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 .1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

COLUMN 5 138 31 696 
TOTAL • 7 19.8 4.5 100.0 
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