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INTRODUCTION

Senate Bill Number 15, enacted into law by the 69th Missouri
General Assembly, had for its stated purpose "to faciliate the care,
protection and discipline of children who come within the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court."' Referring to this legislation, prior to its en-
actment, an article in the Washington University Law Quwrterly
stated that if adopted it would replace the forty-six year old juvenile
court act and would write into our statute law the changes in juvenile
couit procedure brought about by judicial construction over the years;
also, that it would recognize the substantial progress accompihed
in the specialized field of handling neglected and delinquent children in
modern times. And, as was further stated, the new law would for the
first time in Missouri's history eliminate a dichotomous legal system
which distinguished or discriminated between Missouris children in
class one and two counties and those in class three and four counties.

It should be noted that the discussion of Senate Bill Number 15 in
the above mentioned article was written prior to its passage and cer-
tain changes were written into the law as subsequently enacted:

t Circuit Judge, St. Louis County, Missouri.
tI Research Assistant Professor, Department of Psychiatry and Neurology,

Washington University Medical School and Lecturer in Sociolog Department
of Sociology and Anthropology, Washington University. The survey, which
is substantially drawn upon herein, was directed by Dr. Robins who wrote
the results. Lester Glick, ALS.A., was the field investigator. The conclusions are
those of the first named author.

1. Effective August 29, 1957; Mo. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 211l-.611 (Vernon
Supp. 1959). Unless otherwise indicated, textual references and footnote citations
to specific sections will hereinafter refer to sections of Vernon's Missouri Revised
Statutes Annotated, 1959 Supplement.

. § 211.011. "The purpose of the Juvenile Act is not to convict of criminal
offenses but is to safeguard and reform erring children and to protect and
provide for neglected children. Indubitably, a juvenile p is not a
criminal case.... ." In re C-, $14 S.W.2d 756, 760 (Mo. Ct App. tS5}.

3. Weinstein, The Juvenile Court Concept in Missouri: Its Historical Develop-
mnwt-The Need for New Legislation, 1957 Wash. U.L.Q. 17, cited in u re
V-, $Q06 S.W.2d 461 (Mo. 1957); State v. Taylor, 323 S.W24 54 (Ma Ct.
App. 1959); Minor Children of F.B, v. Caruthers, 32$ S.W. $07 (Mo, Ct.
App, 199); In re C-, $14 SW,d 756 (Mo, Ct. App, 10W),
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1. The juvenile court's jurisdiction was restricted to children under
seventeen years of age instead of eighteen as originally proposed.4

2. The judge was given additional discretionary power to transfer
traffic law violators to the adult courts for trial under the appropriate
general law.5

S. Reference to the adoption code was eliminated in the section
dealing with matching religious faith in placing or committing a child
to the custody of an individual, private agency or institution. The
matching of religious faith does apply to the placement of children
under the provisions of Chapter 211.

4. Changes also occurred in the statutory prescription for juvenile
officers' salaries. The ceiling of $8,000 per annum for Chief Juvenile
Officer in the first class counties was reduced to $6,900, and in other
counties the maximum was reduced from $6,000 to $5,000. The pro-
vision permitting the court to establish the salaries of deputy juvenile
officers was eliminated and fixed maximums were set out in the law.7

5. The beneficent provision contained in the original draft of the
law which would have provided state assistance to the extent of one-
half of the salaries of juvenile officers and of not more than ten depu-
ties was eliminated from the law although, as noted above, the state
legislature established maximum ceilings on the salaries of juvenile
officers and their deputies.

6. The legislature also deemed it wise to provide that a juvenile
should have the opportunity to be represented by counsel at a hearing
before he is comnmitted to a state training school.

Two years under the new law have given a fairly substantial body
of experience which should enable us to determine whether or not the
fine words of the statute have produced action of the same high order
by those persons entrusted with its execution. Since the proper pur-
pose of a sound juvenile court law is to make a combined legal-social-
medical approach to the enormous problem of delinquency control, a
review of the effectiveness of the new law requires a consideration not
only of its legal interpretation as contained in appellate court decisions
but also of the actual practices and procedures developed by the juve-
nile courts thereunder.

The constitutionality of the 1957 Juvenile Code was ruled upon
by the St. Louis Court of Appeals in Minor Children of F. B. v.
Caruthers., This was an original proceeding in habeas corpus brought
by the mother of three minor children to obtain their custody from a

4. § 211.021 (2).
5. § 211.071.
6. § 211.221.
7. §§ 211.381, 211.391.
8. 323 S.W.2d 397 (Mo. Ct. App. 1959)..
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county director of welfare in whose custody they had been placed by
the juvenile court upon a finding that they were neglected under the
provisions of Section 211.031. Sub-paragraph 1- (b) vests the juvenile
court with jurisdiction over a child who is alleged to be in need of care
and treatment because "the child is otherwise without proper care,
custody or support." The petitioner contended that Section 211.031
is violative of the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of
the Constitution of the United States and of Article 1, Section 10 of
the Constitution of Missouri, in that the statute is so vague, indefinite
and uncertain that no ascertainable standard of conduct regarding
the care of children is fixed by it. Judge Wolfe concluded that this
language "is indeed broad, but it cannot be said that it is more exten-
sive than the jurisdiction that vested in equity for many years.", The
opinion considered the "juvenile court" not as a new tribunal, but as a
division of the circuit court which exercises broad chancery powers as
originally described in Article V, Section 10 of the Missouri Constitu-
tion of 1820. The decision found the broad provision of the statute
acceptable for the reason that it deals with children in need of care
which they may not in fact be receiving, and this condition may arise
in so many ways that it would be impossible to state them with great
exactitude. The words used were held to have acquired an accepted
legal meaning and therefore were not "vague and indefinite."0

Another aspect of the new Juvenile Code was considered by the
Springfield Court of Appeals in State v. Taylor." This case involved
a hearing to determine whether a child was neglected under the pro-
visions of the Code. The proceedings in the juvenile court were in-
stituted by an information filed by a prosecuting attorney. The ap-
pellate court held the judgment of the juvenile court making the child
a ward of the court and committing her to the custody of the county
director of welfare to be void for the reason that Section 211.081
requires that the petition be filed by the "juvenile officer." The filing
by the prosecuting attorney rather than by the juvenile officer ren-
dered the proceeding a nullity.

Perhaps a matter of vital concern in the proper administration of
the Juvenile Code was pointed up in this court's opinion on the motion
for rehearing when it indicated that its opinion did not hold that the
same person may not hold the position of prosecuting attorney and
juvenile officer. As will appear later, it has become not uncommon for
juvenile courts to appoint prosecuting attorneys, sheriffs and deputy
sheriffs as juvenile officers in the courts' efforts to comply with the

.. Id. at 400.
10. Id. at 401.
11. :323 S.W.2d 534 (Mo. Ct. App. 1959).
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provisions of Section 211.351. There is no doubt that one of the most
salutary achievements of the 1957 Juvenile Code was the provision
requiring the appointment of juvenile officers to serve in all juvenile
courts. However, the appointment of prosecuting attorneys, sheriffs
and deputy sheriffs to act in a dual capacity appears to be a violent
subversion of the purposes the act attempted to accomplish.

It should be noted that neither the reference by this appellate court
to the possibility of a dual appointment nor two prior opinions of the
Attorney General of the State of Missouri to Circuit Judges 12 even
remotely implied that the qualifications for the office of prosecuting
attorney, sheriff or deputy sheriff per se satisfied the requirements for
qualification as juvenile officer.13 It is submitted that a fair evaluation
of the qualifications outlined for a juvenile officer under 211.361-1- (2)
would disqualify most prosecuting attorneys, sheriffs and deputy
sheriffs, however well qualified they may be to discharge their duties
as prosecuting attorneys, sheriffs or deputy sheriffs.

The effort to create a "loophole" in the statutory qualification re-
quirements for juvenile officers is directed at the last clause in Section
211.361-1-(2), which reads: ". . . or who, in lieu of such academic
training, has had four years or more experience in social work with
juveniles in probation or allied services." The attempt to interpret
"or allied services" as modifying "social work with juveniles in pro-
bation" would open the door to everyone except perhaps a recluse
bachelor. But it appears far more reasonable to assume that "or
allied services" was intended by the legislature to refer to "probation,"
the intent being to make available to the juvenile court persons ex-
perienced in "social work" orientated towards juveniles, either in
probation services or services allied with probation. Such proper con-
struction of 211.361-1- (2) would, in most instances, eliminate the
prosecuting attorney, sheriff or deputy sheriff, and vest this vital
function in social workers experienced or trained with juveniles.

There is serious doubt, too, about the position in which a person may
be placed when he attempts simultaneously to occupy the office of
juvenile officer and prosecuting attorney or sheriff or deputy sheriff.
It is accepted under the common law that one public officer may not
hold two incompatible offices at the same time.14 It appears possible
that under many circumstances this joint office holder may be com-
mitted to one course of conduct as a prosecuting attorney, sheriff or
deputy sheriff, which would be entirely inconsistent with his obliga-

12. Ops. Att'y Gen. Oct. 29, 1957 & Feb. 3, 1958.
13. § 211.361-1-(1)-(2).
14. State ex rel. Gragg v. Barrett, 352 Mo. 1076, 180 S.W.2d 730 (1944).
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tions as a juvenile officer attempting to discharge his duties under
the Juvenile Code.

The legislative effort to eliminate all distinctions between urban and
rural sections in the treatment of juveniles in Missouri's courts is
particularly emphasized by the provisions of Section 211.351 which
required the juvenile courts to appoint juvenile officers in all circuits
of the state, with an option to adjoining circuits, comprised of third
and fourth class counties, to make a joint appointment. An opinion
of the Attorney General of the State of Missouri to Circuit Judges'1

concluded that it was mandatory for the judge of each judicial circuit
comprised of third and fourth class counties to appoint a juvenile
officer for his circuit or enter into an agreement for a joint appoint-
ment with one or more adjoining circuits. The correctness of this
opinion was borne out by the decision in the Taylor case which de-
termined that a juvenile officer is the only official authorized under
the law to institute proceedings in the juvenile court under Section
211.081.

In this connection it is interesting to note that in practice some
effort has apparently been made to avoid the legislative purpose of
establishing uniformity in administration within the juvenile court in
a single multiple-county circuit by the appointment of a different
juvenile officer for each county within a circuit. That this violates the
intent of the legislature becomes evident upon an examination of the
provisions of Section 211.351, as finally enacted, and the language
contained in Senate Bill Number 15, as originally introduced (Section
211.340 of Senate Bill Number 15). Initially, provision was made for
the appointment of a juvenile officer in each county subject to an
option which permitted the appointee to serve two or more counties.
But as finally enacted (Section 211.351), this provision was eliminated
and the language changed to require the appointee to serve the "ju-
dicial circuit" or "two or more adjoining circuits." Thus it is obvious
that the legislature made the change to eliminate the possibility of
appointments on a single-county basis in multiple-county circuits.16

One other section (211.271) of the Juvenile Code of 1957 has been
referred to in an appellate decision. This section provides that no
adjudication by the Juvenile Court shall be deemed a "conviction."
The supreme court, in State v. Tolias,17 considered a claim of error by
a defendant in a criminal case based on the refusal of the trial court
to permit defendant to show that a state's witness had been "con-
victed" in a juvenile proceeding of "stealing" and that at the time of

15. Op. Att'y Gen. Oct. 29, 1957.
16. Op. Att'y Gen. Jan. 10, 1959. The opinion was to the Prosecuting Attorney

of Henry County.
17. 326 S.W.2d 329 (Mo. 1959).
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the trial, at which he testified, the witness was confined in the juvenile
institution in Boonville. In considering the effect of Section 211.271
the court stated: "Under our statutes the disposition of a case in
juvenile court is not deemed a conviction of a crime by the child
charged and is not admissible to affect his credibility as a witness."

Because of the many changes and additions brought about by the
provisions of the 1957 Juvenile Code in the procedures and practices
of the juvenile courts of Missouri, the only valid method by which its
full impact can be determined is through a factual study and analysis
of the uses the various courts are in fact making of the new law.
Because there are forty-one juvenile courts in Missouri," presided
over by forty-one' , different judges (forty circuit judges and the
judge of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas), it is not un-
reasonable to assume that there may be varying interpretations of the
applicability of the new law. Although the statute is state-wide in its
effect and should be interpreted and enforced uniformly throughout
the state, the only existing method of securing such uniformity is
through decisions of the appellate courts. But appellate court decisions
result only when justiciable controversies are presented to the courts.
The few decisions handed down by the appellate courts during the two
years the law has been in effect will, as to the specific matters covered
by those appellate rulings, result in uniformity throughout the state.
But these matters constitute only a minute portion of the entire body
of the new law.

The importance of the juvenile court in its bearing upon the social
or anti-social behavior of children cannot be overestimated. It repre-
sents the authority of the state in protecting the state's interest in a
very important segment of society. It is the major state-wide au-
thority dealing with the youth of our state. That the action of the
juvenile courts of Missouri should be of a non-discriminatory nature
would seem to be fundamental, but with the multi-facet system of
enforcement and primary interpretation the possibility of discrimina-
tion is a real and existing danger.

The opportunity to make a survey of the practices and procedures
of the juvenile courts in Missouri was presented upon occasion of the
planning of the Sub-Committee on Juvenile Problems of the Missouri
Committee for the 1960 White House Conference on Children and
Youth. This subcommittee, with the cooperation of the Missouri
Council of Juvenile Court Judges, the Missouri Bar Association, the
Missouri Council on Children and Youth, and The Social Science Insti-

18. This was the condition prior to the revision of judicial circuits in the 1959
legislative session.

19. Actually forty-eight when the six-month rotating system in effect in St.
Louis County is considered.
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tute of Washington University, undertook the task of such a survey in
the summer of 1959.

The methods used were personal interviews with twenty-eight of
the forty-one judges of the juvenile courts, personal interviews with
twenty-five juvenile officers, twenty-five law enforcement officers and
twenty-four representatives of the child welfare services of the State
Division of Welfare, written questionnaires returned by nine judges
not personally interviewed, and examination of one hundred twenty
case records from twenty-four juvenile courts.

The survey considered only the function of the juvenile court in its
relation to children involved in anti-social behavior. Its purpose was
to describe the practices in use and the scope of operation under the
new law, and to obtain the personal evaluation of those involved in the
juvenile courts' operation of requirements for future operations.

The results of this work have a two-fold value. First, by establish-
ing a lack of uniformity in interpreting and implementing the new
juvenile code, they could well be used as a guide post by all the courts
in an effort to establish a more integrated system of handling juve-
niles under the law. Second, by the results' demonstration of existing
inadequacies, efforts to correct them can be specifically and intelli-
gently directed.

THE SURVEY

Dimensions of the Problem of Juvenile Delinquency.
Official statistics are available for the number of cases handled by

the juvenile courts of Missouri through the reports regularly sub-
mitted to the State Department of Public Welfare. But for a number
of reasons, such statistics are unsatisfactory estimates of the volume
of anti-social behavior among the youth of Missouri and even of the
volume of cases handled by the juvenile courts.

Referrals to juvenile courts are not a satisfactory estimate of the
amount of anti-social behavior among children because referral to
court is only one alternative among several available to the community
in handling the anti-social behavior of its children. In some communi-
ties, informal social pressures brought to bear by neighbors, teachers
and ministers are potent in curbing delinquent acts, and few ever be-
come a matter for official action. In other communities, the police may
work on an informal level with the child and his family and refer very
few children to juvenile court. Children referred to the juvenile court
in such communities would be serious offenders or those whose anti-
social behavior repeatedly recurs despite informal pressures. Where
the informal pressures are less, a higher proportion of the children
who show anti-social behavior may be referred to juvenile courts.

But even if one is interested only in the number of children who
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actually appear in juvenile court, rather than in the number who
might potentially benefit from juvenile court services, the official sta-
tistics are not very satisfactory. The State Department of Public
Welfare requests statistics for both the formal and informal handling
of juveniles by the juvenile courts. But records of informal contacts
are rarely kept very systematically.

Estimates by the juvenile officer of the number of formal and in-
formal cases handled by him are consistently higher than the number
of cases reported to the State Department of Public Welfare. In only
six circuits was the number of cases reported even 75% of that esti-
mated by the juvenile officer, and of these six circuits, five were urban
ones. In six rural circuits, the reported number of cases was not even
10 % of the estimated figure.

If delinquency rates are computed on the basis of the estimated
child population aged 10 to 1620 in each circuit in which a juvenile
officer was interviewed, results based on reports sent to the State De-
partment of Public Welfare show a startlingly higher rate of delin-
quency in urban than in rural areas. The average urban rate is 50.5
per 1000 children, while the average for the rural circuits is only 9.3
per 1000, a fivefold difference. If for the same circuits the estimates
given in the interviews are used, both rates are higher, but the differ-
ences between urban and rural rates decrease markedly. On the basis
of estimates given in the interview, the average urban rate is 68.9 per
1000 children, and the rural rate is 37.4 per 1000. This suggests that
some of the extreme differences that have been reported in delin-
quency rates in rural as compared with urban areas may largely re-
flect a difference in the accuracy with which records are kept.

If one accepts the estimates of the juvenile officer, the total yearly
referrals to the juvenile courts of Missouri, as projected, would be
17,643 cases.21

The delinquency rates which we have computed to estimate the ex-
tent of referrals to juvenile courts in Missouri were based on child
populations aged 10 to 16. These limits were selected because most
referrals to juvenile court occur within these ages. The juvenile

20. Estimates of the population of children aged 10 to 16 were furnished by
the State Department of Welfare. These figures are projections for 1958, based
on the 1950 census.

21. The statistical report of juvenile court cases for 1958, recently issued by
the Division of Welfare of the State of Missouri, estimates the 10 to 17 age
population for the State of Missouri at 510,828. The report indicates that juvenile
delinquency referrals rose 23.1% from 9,953 cases in 1957 to an all-time high of
12,248 in 1958, or an eleven-year consecutive increase. The number of referrals
reported in rural counties nearly doubled, which the report states may be caused
by the 1957 Juvenile Code and particularly the new code's requirement for the
appointment of juvenile officers.
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courts of Missouri have jurisdiction over all children who commit an
offense before reaching the age of 17. Rates of referral to juvenile
court, however, increase markedly among older as compared with
younger children. In the official records examined, children under 14
constituted less than one-fifth of the total official cases and less than
one-third of the total unofficial cases. Consequently, if we were to
compute the rates of referral for children 14 through 16, the rates
would be considerably higher than 69 per 1000 in the urban circuits
and 37 per 1000 in the rural circuits.

The juvenile courts of Missouri are thus confronted with a heavy
workload. In the next year they will handle approximately 18,000
children, many of whom will commit serious offenses such as burglary
and car theft. Most of these children will be 14 years of age or older
and will be referred through a law enforcement officer. Who handles
the children referred to juvenile court and what is done with them?
These are the questions which the survey attempts to answer.

Juvenile Court Staff and Facilities.

1. The Judge. In Missouri juvenile offenses are handled by the
juvenile court, which is a division of the circuit court in every in-
stance except one, where it is a division of the Court of Common Pleas
at Cape Girardeau. The juvenile court is presided over by the circuit
judge acting as judge of the juvenile court. Circuit court judges are
elected by popular vote for a six-year term. To be eligible for election,
circuit court judges must be eligible to practice law in Missouri, must
be Missouri residents for at least three years, and must be at least 30
years of age.

In circuits made up of third and fourth class counties which we will
refer to as "rural circuits," there is a single circuit court judge who
presides over the juvenile court simultaneously with his other func-
tions. In circuits composed of first and second class counties (the
urban circuits), there is more than one circuit court judge, but only
one judge handles the juvenile court at any one time. In 6 out of the 7
multiple-judge circuits, the role of juvenile court judge is permanent;
in one circuit it is a rotating office. In three of the multiple-judge
circuits, the juvenile court judge acts in this capacity on a full-time
basis. In the other four circuits, he is a part-time juvenile judge, per-
forming other circuit court functions simultaneously.

2. The Juvenile Officer. The 1957 Juvenile Code directed that the
juvenile court appoint a juvenile officer to serve under the direction
of the juvenile court judge in each circuit. Maximum salaries for the
juvenile officer were set at $5,000,' except in first class counties,

22. §§ 211.381, 211.391.
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where the maximum salary was set at $6,900. Maximum salaries for
deputy juvenile officers were set at $4,400, except in first class coun-
ties, where they were set at $6,000 for the chief deputy and $5,000 for
the deputy. The Juvenile Code provides that two circuits may appoint
a joint juvenile officer. The code does not mention the possibility of
appointing a part-time juvenile officer.

The educational qualifications for a juvenile officer 23 established by
the code are that he have a four-year college education with a major
in sociology or related subjects, or in lieu of this college education,
four years or more experience in social work with juveniles in proba-
tion or allied services.

Of the 25 juvenile officers interviewed, 15 were employed full-time,
10 only part-time. Of the fifteen full-time juvenile officers, two served
two juvenile courts each. One of these was a joint appointment with
another circuit; the other was a juvenile officer who served both the
Court of Common Pleas and the juvenile court in the surrounding
circuit. All urban circuits have a full-time juvenile officer, but of the
18 rural circuits, only 6 have a full-time officer with no responsibilities
outside that circuit, 2 share a full-time juvenile officer with another
circuit, and 10 have a part-time juvenile officer.

In addition to a full-time juvenile officer, all urban circuits also have
full-time deputy juvenile officers, ranging in number from 2 to 26, and
full-time secretarial help. In six rural circuits, there are no deputies
at all, and in half of these, the juvenile officer is only part-time. Only
three rural circuits have both a full-time juvenile officer and a full-
time deputy juvenile officer, and in one of these the full-time juvenile
officer is shared by two juvenile courts. In urban circuits, there was
always a clearly designated chief juvenile officer. However, in multi-
ple-county rural circuits, a juvenile officer has sometimes been ap-
pointed for each county, and it is not clear whether one has any
administrative authority over the others.

In urban juvenile courts, 4 out of 7 (57%) juvenile officers meet
the educational qualifications of a college degree in social science (3)
or experience as a probation officer (1). The three remaining urban
juvenile officers have all attended college, but one has a degree in law
rather than social science, and the other two have not completed col-
lege. In rural circuits, 23 % meet the educational requirements, and an
additional two had been truant officers, which may fulfill the experi-
ence requirements. A high proportion of the rural juvenile officers
have degrees in law (49%). More of the rural juvenile officers have
completed college than have the urban juvenile officers (80% vs.
57%).

23. § 211.361.
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While most of the urban circuits have had juvenile officers for some
time, many of the rural circuits have appointed juvenile officers only
since the enactment of the new Juvenile Code. The chief sources of
juvenile court personnel in the rural circuits have been prosecuting
attorneys (38%) and sheriffs (24%). A few have been selected from
ministers (7%) and 10% were hired directly on graduation from
college. Urban juvenile officers have had quite different prior occupa-
tions. Three of the urban juvenile officers were previously probation
and parole officers, one was a social worker. Only one was previously
a lawyer and one a minister.

Since many of the rural juvenile officers are part-time, it is of inter-
est to know what their concurrent jobs are. About half of the part-
time juvenile officers are simultaneously prosecuting attorneys, one-
fifth are practicing lawyers, one-fifth are truant officers, one is a
police chief, and one is a minister.

The selection of deputy juvenile officers reveals similar differences
between urban and rural courts as does the selection of juvenile offi-
cers. The major previous occupation of urban deputy juvenile officers
is social work (42%), while in rural circuits, 55% of the deputy
juvenile officers were previously law enforcement officers, and 23%
were presecuting attorneys. About half of the part-time deputy juve-
nile officers are currently serving as sheriffs, half as prosecuting at-
torneys.

Since many of the juvenile officers are found not to have met the
educational or experience qualifications specified by the Juvenile Code,
it is interesting to note the extent to which opportunities are provided
for them to get on-the-job training that might compensate for any
educational deficiency. Available to some of the juvenile officers in
Missouri are special courses, professional meetings, visits to other
juvenile courts and staff training. However, 40% of the juvenile offi-
cers said that they had not participated in any on-the-job training.
And those who had participated were largely the juvenile officers who
already met the educational or experience requirements. Of those who
had received on-the-job training, 60% met the educational require-
ments specified in the code. Of those who had not received on-the-job
training, only 20% met the educational requirements. Consequently,
on-the-job training tends to increase the disparity in the training of
juvenile officers, rather than to compensate for the differences.

More urban than rural juvenile officers received on-the-job training.
Among rural juvenile officers, only 50% had received such training,
while 86% of the urban officers had. A higher proportion of urban
juvenile officers had received all kinds of on-the-job training except
opportunities to visit other courts.

The salaries of part-time juvenile officers were calculated by com-
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puting how much they would have been paid if they had worked full-
time at the same rate. In the first class counties, where the maximum
salary stipulated in the code is $6,900, a majority of the chief juvenile
officers are paid more than the stipulated rate. This occurs because
they hold more than one position in the juvenile court. They were
previously described as "full-time" juvenile officers because they have
no occupation outside the juvenile court, but within the court they
serve as well in some administrative role such as assistant to the judge
or head of the detention home. In the twenty-two second, third, and
fourth class counties, where the stipulated limit is $5,000, about one-
third of the circuits pay their juvenile officers more than this. In two
of the second class circuits, this occurs in the same way as in the first
class circuits-the chief juvenile officer simultaneously holds an ad-
ministrative post in the juvenile court. In the third and fourth class
circuits, higher salaries are paid in that the chief juvenile officer is
only part-time, and therefore appears on the books at less than the
maximum salary, but does not give as much time to the job as would
be required if he were paid proportionately at the stipulated limit.

The median salary now received in circuits made up of second,
third, and fourth class counties is just at the maximum specified by
the code, and in circuits made up of first class counties, the median is
well above the limit set by the code for juvenile officers.

That the current legal limits are felt to be too low by the juvenile
officers is reflected in their answer to the question, "What would you
consider a competitive starting salary for a juvenile officer?" In cir-
cuits where the stipulated limit is now $5,000, the median desirable
starting salary was thought to be $6,000.

Case loads carried by juvenile officers vary greatly from circuit to
circuit. Case loads were computed by adding together the number of
new cases which the juvenile officer sees a month and the number he
carries in a supervisory capacity. The range in case loads is from 0 to
167, with a median of approximately 70 cases. Interestingly enough,
the largest load is carried by a part-time juvenile officer without a
deputy to assist him. With such a range in the number of cases, the
amount of attention available for each case must vary greatly. The
average case load in Missouri is considerably higher than the standard
set by the National Probation and Parole Association, which is fifty
units, counting new cases as five units and supervisory cases as one
unit.

Since one of the important functions of the juvenile officer is super-
vision, he needs an office to which the child placed on supervision can
report. While most of the juvenile officers had some sort of office at
their disposal, 20% had either to use the office of the judge or the
prosecuting attorney, the jury room, or a private office which had been
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rented in connection with the job the juvenile officer held concurrently.
In urban circuits, all juvenile officers had some sort of personal office
provided.

Juvenile Court Procedures.

1. Taking Juveniles into Custody. In general, in Missouri, it is the
responsibility of the law enforcement officer to apprehend children who
have committed an offense. Circuits vary, however, in whether or not
this responsibility is shared with the juvenile officer and in whether
the apprehension of children is delegated to a particular division or
individual within the police department or sheriff's office. In only one
circuit does the juvenile officer have the major responsibility for ap-
prehension. Juvenile officers, however, do on occasion take children
into custody in about half the circuits. Even where the law enforce-
ment officer is the only one who initiates apprehension, juvenile offi-
cers accept referrals from schools, parents, and others.

Within the seven urban circuits there is either a special juvenile
division or a specially designated officer within the police department
who handles the majority of juvenile cases. There is no special juve-
nile division in any of the rural circuits, although occasionally one law
enforcement officer does make juvenile cases his special province.

In the records of official cases collected from each circuit, a law en-
forcement officer had apprehended the child in 83% of the cases, in
8% the juvenile officer had apprehended the child, and in 7% he had
accepted a direct referral of the child. In 2%, the juvenile officer had
assisted the law enforcement officer in taking the child into custody.
These results indicate that even in those circuits where the juvenile
officer is considered to have apprehension as one of his potential func-
tions, he rarely exercises this function.

When the law enforcement officer apprehends a child, he questions
him about the offense, notifies the child's family, and notifies the juve-
nile officer. This usually ends his contact with the child. In less than
half the circuits does he prepare a written report of the offense. In
less than half the circuits does he appear at the juvenile court hearing,
unless the case should be contested. In only two circuits does he have
any contact with the child after disposition of the case.

2. Referral to Juvenile Court. Not all cases where custody is taken
by law enforcement officers are referred to juvenile court. In only
three circuits did the sheriff say that every child he took into custody
was referred to juvenile court. Estimates by other law enforcement
officers of the proportion they dismiss without referral varied from
none to 905, but on an average, the estimated dismissals ran about
17%. There are no differences found in the rate of dismissals between
urban and rural courts. In some circuits, the juvenile court and the
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law enforcement officers have discussed the problem together and
formulated a policy concerning the types of cases to be referred and
those to be released by law enforcement officers. A child who is dis-
missed without referral is almost always released on the same day he
is apprehended. However, release seems to be more rapid in rural
than in urban areas. In about half the cases released by sheriffs, the
release is within an hour of the time the child is apprehended. In
urban circuits, the child is often held for most of the day.

When a decision is made to refer a case to juvenile court, the code
says the court should be notified "immediately. ' ' 24 In most rural cir-
cuits, the law enforcement officer notifies the juvenile officer or judge
within an hour of the time he apprehends the child, and in no rural
circuit is the interval longer than a day. In less than a third of the
urban circuits are children turned over to the juvenile court within
an hour, and in some instances several days may elapse.

The more immediate attention that rural children receive from the
law enforcement officer may reflect the fact that the juvenile offender
is much rarer in rural areas and is treated as a special emergency,
while in urban circuits, he must take his place in the busy schedule of
the special police division.

3. Detention. At the discretion of the court, a juvenile offender may
be returned to his own home or placed in detention to insure his being
available for a hearing or to prevent his committing further offenses
before disposition which would endanger himself or others.25 The
variation in the proportion of children detained in one circuit as com-
pared with another is very striking. In three circuits, less than 2%
of the children who are referred to juvenile court are detained over-
night. In another circuit, approximately half of all children referred
are detained. In general, the urban circuits detain a considerably
higher proportion of the children referred to them than do the rural
juvenile courts.

The striking difference in the proportion detained in urban as com-
pared with rural circuits can probably be explained to a large extent
by the availability of special detention facilities for children. Only
five circuits regularly have access to detention homes.20 Four of these
are urban circuits and one is a rural circuit which uses the detention
home in a neighboring urban circuit. The four urban circuits which
have detention homes have the highest proportion of children detained
in Missouri, and the one rural circuit which has access to a detention
home has one of the highest proportions of children detained in rural
Missouri.

24. § 211.061-1.
25. § 211.141.
26. § 211.151.
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Another factor which may explain the differences in the use of
detention by urban as compared with rural circuits is that the rural
juvenile officer may feel that he knows the families in the rural area
and can count on them to bring the child to court as requested.

Where there is no separate detention home, the usual pattern is to
use part of the county jail.2- In some cases a considerable amount of
separation from the remainder of the jail is achieved by placing juve-
niles on a separate floor, but in most cases segregation from adult
prisoners is less complete. Of 26 detention facilities examined, 7 had
no real spatial segregation from adult prisoners and in 17 there
was no noise segregation. Many were found to be dirty, to have no
linens provided, to be in poor repair, to have poor ventilation, and at
least 5 provided no mattresses. Except in the special detention homes,
there are no recreation or school programs provided. The monotony
is broken only by visits from the juvenile officer, sometimes daily,
sometimes every three or four days.

Although the juvenile courts return most of the children to their
homes to await action by the court rather than placing them in deten-
tion, when the number of child days per year spent in detention are
totaled, the sum is impressive. In the seven urban circuits, approxi-
mately 21,000 child days were spent in detention last year. In the
eighteen rural circuits, a total of about 725 child days were spent in
detention in the same period. Since the child population in the rural
circuits not included in the sample is approximately equal to that in
the sample circuits, it is estimated that the total number of child days
,spent in detention in rural Missouri is about 1,450, making a grand
total of 22,450 child days per year in detention.

It was found that one important factor in whether a child is de-
tained or not is the detention facilities available to the juvenile court.
Other important factors may be sought in characteristics that distin-
guish children who have been detained from those who have not. For
this purpose the records of five consecutive cases obtained from each
circuit were examined. These cases were all children who had received
a formal hearing. Of this group, 46% had been detained after appre-
hension. The median estimate by juvenile officers of the percent of
cases detained was only 8%. The high rate of detention among chil-
dren whose records were read suggests that children who receive
formal court hearings are more frequently detained than children
who come to the court's attention but are dismissed without formal
court action, probably in part to insure their being present for the
court hearing and in part because they have committed more serious
offenses. Age did not appear to be an important factor: no higher
a proportion of fifteen and sixteen-year-olds were detained than of

27. § 211.151 (4).
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thirteen and fourteen-year-olds. However, there were striking differ-
ences in the kinds of offenses committed by juveniles who were de-
tained and the kinds of offenses committed by those who were not.
Children who committed burglaries, sex offenses or car theft were
often detained. Children apprehended for running away, truancy or
drinking were seldom detained. It appears that offenses which are
considered more serious are more likely to result in detention.

4. Levels of Official Action. When a child commits an offense, he
may or may not come to the attention of the official bodies in whose
care lies the preservation of law and order. If his offense does come
to their attention, he enters a hierarchical system of official action.
Like petroleum entering a fractionating tower, he may be released
from the system at a variety of points, or he may stay in the system
until the highest point is reached. The levels of this "fractionating
tower" of legal action begin with the apprehending officer, who may
dismiss the child, thus releasing him from the system. If he is not
released by the apprehending officer, he moves on to the next step,
referral to juvenile court. The juvenile officer may then dismiss him
without further action. If not, he is referred to the juvenile court
judge. The judge may then dismiss him. If the judge is uncertain
about doing this, he may hold an informal hearing to obtain more
facts. After the informal hearing, the child may then be dismissed.
If he remains in the "tower," a formal petition is filed and he receives
a formal hearing. This hearing may again result in his dismissal or
in his becoming a ward of the court, in which case the judge decides
on an appropriate disposition for him. Those who reach the final
level, that of the formal hearing, are frequently the only ones included
when "juvenile delinquents" are discussed. In certain courts, some of
these steps may be omitted.

The juvenile courts of Missouri differ enormously in the proportion
of children referred to them which they handle at various levels of
official action. Estimates of what percentage of cases law enforcement
officers dispose of without referral to the juvenile court varied from
none to 85 %. At the other end of the "tower," estimates of the per
cent of juvenile offenders who receive formal hearings varied from
five to 95%. These large differences in estimates suggest that prac-
tices are not at all uniform from one circuit to another.

If the estimates made by the judges are averaged, we find that the
levels at which juveniles are most frequently disposed of are dismissal
by the juvenile officer and formal hearings. Fewer are dismissed by
the judge with or without an informal hearing. However, only about
one-third of the children referred to a juvenile court are estimated to
receive a formal hearing. The estimate of 19% dismissed by law
enforcement officers is considerably lower than estimates that have
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been published elsewhere. For instance, in recent hearings on juvenile
delinquency before the House of Representatives Sub-Committee, Mrs.
Oettinger, Chief of the Children's Bureau, estimated that police refer
only one-fourth of the children they apprehend to the juvenile court.
It is difficult to say whether policies of law enforcement officers are
different in Missouri than in the remainder of the country, or whether
the difference between these two estimates merely indicates how poor
available statistics are on the informal handling of juveniles. Esti-
mates given by the judges in Missouri are remarkably similar to those
given by the law enforcement officers themselves, who estimated that
they dismissed 17% of the juveniles they apprehended without re-
ferral to the juvenile court.

Although judges varied greatly in the percentage of cases in which
they held formal hearings, an attempt was made to determine whether
they tended to use similar or different criteria to decide which children
should have a formal hearing. Both judges and juvenile officers were
asked what factors they considered in making a decision as to whether
to file a formal petition. The only factors mentioned by more than
half were the nature of the offense which brought the child to juvenile
court and his previous offense history. Age was mentioned infre-
quently, which would suggest that the higher incidence of adjudicated
juvenile delinquency among 14 to 16-year-olds than among 10 to 13-
year-olds results either from their more frequent referral to juvenile
court, the greater seriousness of the offense they commit, or the fact
that they are more likely to appear for a second or third offense than
younger children. Judges apparently do not often avoid filing peti-
tions for younger children simply on the basis of their youth.

A comparison was made between the cases collected in each circuit
which had received a formal hearing and those which had been
handled informally to discover whether there were differences in the
nature of the offense committed and in the ages of children who re-
ceived formal or informal handling. The other factors mentioned by
the judges and juvenile officers could not be investigated because in-
sufficient information was available about the informal cases. All
cases of car theft and destruction of property by auto accident re-
ceived formal hearings. A high proportion of sex offenses, bad checks
and drinking cases received a formal hearing. Speeding was more
frequently handled informally than by formal hearing. Fewer very
young children, aged 13 and under, received formal hearings but a
high proportion of 16-year-olds occurred in both groups of children,
indicating that the older children get into more total difficulties than
the younger ones, rather than being more likely to have their offenses
treated officially.

5. The Formal Hearing. A. Preparation. "The juvenile offcer
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shall, under direction of the juvenile court, make such investigations
and furnish the court with such information and assistance as the
judge may require.."28 The Juvenile Code thus directs the juvenile
officer to obtain information about the case before the child appears
at a formal hearing. To learn what information was ordinarily ob-
tained by the juvenile officer before the hearing, judges were asked,
"What information do you normally have at the time of formal hear-
ing?" Almost all the judges said that they had available an offense
history and a description of the family situation. School reports were
frequently available and in about two-thirds of the circuits a social
history was normally obtained. In less than one-quarter of the circuits
is there ordinarily available information about the child's psychologi-
cal status, his physical health, or his intellectual capacities. Actual
tabulation was as follows:

Information Available to Judge at Time of
Formal Hearing (N-37)

Offense History 92%
Family Situation 89
School Report 78
Social History 68
Social Agency Reports 35
Religious Affiliation 30
Psychological Evaluation 24
Physical Exam 19
I.Q. 16
Attitude of Family 14
Work Record 11

There appears to be little emphasis placed on information about the
mental and physical status of the young offender, although the juve-
nile code specifically suggests that the court may have any child
examined by a physician, psychiatrist, or psychologist. However, only
6 out of 37 circuits are routinely able to obtain diagnostic workups for
the children appearing, while an additional 13 circuits obtain occa-
sional diagnostic workups.

Judges who were interviewed personally were asked to what sources
they might go for information about juvenile court cases. Four out
of five mentioned the Child Welfare Services as a resource. Schools
and mental hospitals were mentioned by about one-third. Not more
than one in six mentioned other social agencies, psychiatric clinics,
and doctors. When the child welfare workers were asked what re-
sources were available in their communities to provide information

28. § 211.401.
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about juvenile offenders, they mentioned considerably more resources
than the judge, reflecting their greater familiarity with the local social
agencies. Since the judges rely heavily on the child welfare workers
as a resource, the child welfare worker has an opportunity to gather
information from the many resources in the community on behalf of
the court or to direct the juvenile officer to these resources.

The amount of time which the juvenile officer will have to obtain
information about the child varies greatly from circuit to circuit.
Judges were asked what the usual interval was between the time the
child was taken into custody and the time when he appears for a
formal hearing. In some circuits the judge thought the usual interval
was as little as 1 to 3 days after apprehension, in others as much as
three to four weeks after apprehension. The great majority of the
judges (86%) thought that the usual interval was 10 days or less.
However, data from the records read in each circuit suggest that the
usual interval is longer than that estimated by the judges. The aver-
age length of time between apprehension and hearing was estimated
by taking the median interval for the five cases read in each circuit.

Average Time Lapse between Apprehension
and Formal Hearing

As Reported by Judge Median of 5 Records
(N-37) (N-21)

1 to 3 days 35% 10%
4 to 6 days 19 14
7 to 10 days 32 19
11 to 14 days 3 5
2 to 3 weeks 8 19
3 to 4 weeks 3 23
More than 1 month 0 10

100% 100%

In only 43% of the circuits was the median interval reported in the
records ten days or less. The average estimate of the judges was
about six days; but the average estimate obtained from the records
was about two weeks. From both judges' estimates and medians ob-
tained from the records read, urban courts were found to have a
longer interval between apprehension and hearing than rural courts.
Rural juvenile officers, therefore, tend to have less time in which to
prepare investigations of cases than do urban juvenile officers.

B. Scheduling Hearings. In the three courts in which the judge is
a full-time juvenile court judge, there is no problem of how juvenile
cases shall be fitted into the regular circuit court docket. In the re-
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maining courts, however, where the judge handles adult as well as
juvenile cases, special arrangements may be made for hearing juve-
nile court cases or they may be fitted into the regular adult docket.
Judges have used various methods of scheduling juvenile court hear-
ings. About one-quarter of them have set aside special days in the
week or the month on which they handle only juvenile court cases.
The remainder are divided among those who fit the juvenile cases into
their regular court docket, and those who see juvenile cases by ap-
pointment only. Because the judges are deeply impressed with the
importance of the juvenile court cases they handle, almost all of them
see cases by appointment if some emergency arises, even if they have
made arrangements to see juvenile cases routinely at some other time.
The usual pattern in urban courts, probably reflecting the greater
volume of cases, is to set aside a special day of the week for juvenile
cases.

C. The Hearing. In all the urban circuits and in about half the
rural circuits, preparation for the formal hearing is normally the first
time the judge learns any details about the juvenile offender, unless
the child has been detained or the juvenile officer has asked for a con-
ference about him.

In about two-thirds of the juvenile courts, the juvenile offender has
his hearing in the judge's chambers. In urban courts, there is usually
a special court room for juvenile cases, but only one rural circuit has
such a special court room. Half of the judges who hold juvenile
hearings in the regular court room hold them on the same days that
they are holding adult hearings, so that it is difficult to have a com-
plete separation of time and space between juvenile and adult cases.
Most of the judges who see juveniles on regular "law days" do not
see them in the regular court room but move into their chambers, a
jury room or in one case the sheriff's office to separate them from
adult cases.

According to the Juvenile Code, "The general public shall be ex-
cluded and only such persons admitted as have a direct interest in
the case or in the work of the court.2 9 This provision is intended to
protect the child against public knowledge of his offense and handling.
Persons considered to have a direct interest in the case or in the
work of the court, however, may include a variety of personnel. In
all cases, the judge, the juvenile officer, the child, and his parents are
normally present. In addition, in about one-third of the circuits, the
apprehending officer is also there. In about one-quarter, the com-
plainant is present, or the prosecuting attorney, or the clerk of court.
In a number of circuits, the bailiff or the child welfare worker may
be present.

29. § 211.171-5.
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Juvenile offenders are seldom represented by a lawyer at hearings.
While in all but one circuit, lawyers representing juvenile offenders
are sometimes present at the hearings, in half the circuits judges
estimate that this occurs in less than 5% of the juvenile cases they
hear. There are five rural circuits out of thirty in which a juvenile
offender is usually represented by a lawyer.

6. Disposition. The purpose of the formal hearing is to decide what
disposition shall be made of the child. He can be dismissed and have
no further contact with the court. He may be placed under the super-
vision of the juvenile officer for a determinate or an indeterminate
period. He may be removed from his own home and placed in a foster
home, a private institution, a county or city-operated institution, a
mental hospital, or one of the state training schools. Supervision by
the juvenile officer is the only form of disposition used frequently in
every circuit. The four urban communities which have available small
public institutions all use them frequently. About one in twelve
judges uses private institutions or foster homes frequently, and only
5% said that they use the state training schools frequently. The state
hospitals are used frequently by only one judge.

Private institutions are rarely used for disposition. The state train-
ing schools are not a popular form of disposition with the judges, but
on the other hand, few feel that they can avoid using them a good deal.

Dispositions Used for Juveniles
Frequently Rarely

(N-37) (N-37)
Supervision ------------------------------------------ 100% 0 %
Small public institutions ------------------------ 11 0
Private institutions ----------------------------- 8 43
Foster homes ---------------------------------------- 8 27
State training schools ------------------------- 5 5
Mental hospitals ---------------------------------- 3 11

These findings suggest that supervision is the disposition favored
heavily by the judges. When supervision alone is not an adequate dis-
position, and the judge feels the child must be removed from his
home, he prefers to send him to a small public institution, rather than
to a private institution, a foster home, or a state training school.

An examination of the dispositions actually used in the five cases
examined from each circuit permits us to see how the preferences of
the judges work out in practice. The preference for supervision as
the disposition is illustrated by the fact that over half the cases were
placed on supervision and an additional 10% were given suspended
sentences to the state training school, which in a sense is equivalent
to supervision. The child given a suspended order of disposition is
placed under supervision with the understanding that if he does not
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live up to the terms of his supervision he can be sent to the training
school. The preferences of judges for small public institutions over
the training schools can be seen in the fact that in circuits where the
small public institutions are available, five children were sent to them
as compared with only two sent to training schools. Of the two sent
to training schools, one had already been to a smaller institution in
connection with a previous offense. Private institutions do not serve
as an alternative to the state training schools in rural circuits. No
higher proportion was sent to private institutions in circuits where
small public institutions were not available than where they were
available, but more children were sent to the state training schools.
Except for the fact that the small public institutions are used in
place of the state training schools, no striking differences are found
in the dispositions used in urban as compared with rural circuits.

The reasons for the reluctance of judges to use the state training
schools may be sought in their spontaneous comments about them.
While half the judges who commented on the training schools pointed
to the tremendous improvements made in recent years, an equal
number felt that children sent there would be exposed to other, more
hardened juvenile offenders who might be a bad influence, and that
the institutions are overcrowded and understaffed because of budget
limitations. Two judges also objected to the loss of control over the
child after he is sent to a state school because he is not returned to
the juvenile officer for parole supervision. A wide variety of dispo-
sitions are available to the juvenile court judge. Some will have
momentous impact on the life of the juvenile offender; others will
change his life very little. Perhaps the most important decision the
judge is called upon to make is whether or not the child shall be re-
moved from his home. The records of cases from each circuit were
examined to see what factors seemed to be important in determining
whether the child would be left in his own home under supervision,
or removed from his home. Five factors were considered: the nature
of his offense, the number of previous offenses, previous dispositions,
the family situation, and the family breadwinner's occupation.

The first factor considered was the nature of the offense that led
to the child's appearance in juvenile court. The offense most likely
to result in his removal from home was a sexual offense. Children
who ran away from home or committed a major theft were also likely
to be removed. The number of previous offenses committed by the
child was considered next. Few first offenders were removed from
their homes as a result of their court appearance, and none of those
removed were sent to the state training school. More children were
removed from their homes when they committed a third or fourth
offense than when they committed a second offense.
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When children have committed previous offenses, they must have
experienced some type of previous disposition. When the previous
disposition was dismissal, the child was more likely to be placed under
supervision at the hearing for his second offense, rather than to be
removed from home. When supervision had already been tried and
failed, he was more likely to be removed from home. If he had already
had institutional experience, he was very likely to be returned to an
institution.

The possibility was considered that the removal of the child from
the family was related to his family situation as well as to his own
behavior. When the child lived in a family composed of his own two
parents of good reputation, it was found he was very unlikely to be
removed from home. When the parents were not of good reputation
or when the home was broken, he was more likely to be removed. If
he lived in a foster home, he was very likely to be removed, but in
half the cases the move involved only change of foster homes.

The possibility next considered was that the economic situation
of the family might be related to whether the child was removed from
home. Where the family's breadwinner had a white-collar occupation,
few children were removed from home. Where the family was depen-
dent on social agencies or extremely impoverished, more of the chil-
dren were removed.

The five factors considered above were all found to be related to
whether or not the child was removed from his home at the time of
formal hearing. But these five factors are also interrelated in many
ways. Other studies have shown, for example, that families dependent
on social agencies also have a high rate of broken homes as well as
a high rate of delinquent children. Children from such homes are
more likely to have committed more frequent and serious delinquent
acts than children from well-to-do homes, and therefore have experi-
enced more severe previous dispositions. Without controlling the
interrelationships between these variables, we cannot say which of
them truly explain why some children are removed from their homes
and others are not. However, we can observe that children who are
sent to institutions will differ from children placed on supervision
with respect to their family situations, the offenses they have com-
mitted, and the number of previous appearances in juvenile court.
We can therefore validate the opinions of the judges that if they
refer a child to a state training school, they are exposing him to con-
tact with seriously delinquent children from inadequate homes who
have had many previous clashes with the law.

7. Supervision. Since the majority of cases handled formally by
the juvenile courts are placed under the supervision of the juvenile
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officer, it is of interest to know the kinds of plans made for these
children by the juvenile officer.

In about half the circuits, a child placed under supervision remains
under the jurisdiction of the court until supervision is terminated by
court order. He then is discharged. But in other courts, there is either
no provision for termination of supervision or no provision for dis-
charge. In approximately one-third of the courts, there is no plan
for termination; the child is technically under supervision until he
reaches the age of 21, although in practice his contacts with the juve-
nile officer may dwindle to nothing long before he reaches this age. In
the remaining courts (18%), supervision is terminated by the court.
However, the child is not discharged but remains a ward of the court
until his twenty-first birthday. Urban courts all terminate supervision
by order, although one of them does not discharge the child.

In circuits where supervision is terminated by court order, the
length of supervision usually varies from six months to two years,
with the most usual interval being one year. In urban courts, the
supervisory period is shorter, averaging one year or less.

The usual pattern of supervision is one of rather intense contact
between the child and the juvenile officer immediately after the
hearing, with a decrease in frequency of contacts after the first month
or so. After this, the child usually reports anywhere between once
a month and three times a year to the juvenile officer. In only four
circuits is no provision made by the juvenile officer for routine visits.

8. Court Records. The records of the juvenile court are of two
kinds. First, there is the record of the proceedings of the juvenile
court 0 which is kept by the clerk of the circuit court acting as clerk
of the juvenile court. This is essentially a log of petitions filed, listing
only the name of the child, his age, the date of hearing and the dispo-
sition. These records concern only children who appear before the
court for a formal hearing. Secondly, the Juvenile Code directs the
juvenile officer to keep a written record of investigations carried out
on behalf of the court.3 1 These are known as social records. Such
records may be kept for children referred to juvenile court for whom
a petition is not filed as well as for those who appear in a formal
hearing.

There are many pressures on the juvenile officer which make the
keeping of complete social records difficult. In many circuits, the case
load of the juvenile officer is heavy and the secretarial help inadequate.
Since the keeping of records is one aspect of his job which provides
no immediate satisfaction either to the juvenile officer or to the child
with whom he works, this is the responsibility most likely to be

30. § 211.321.
31. § 211.401.



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY

slighted under pressure of time. In addition, many of the juvenile
officers work so closely with the judge that they do not feel a need
to communicate with him by means of written records. Records in
such a situation are not useful as part of the day-to-day business of
the juvenile court, but only in completing the court's archives. It is
not surprising, therefore, that the social records of the juvenile court
in Missouri often are very sketchy.

To evaluate the level of record-keeping, the contents of written
records in the five formal cases examined per circuit were analyzed.
In four circuits, the only records were those of proceedings kept by
the clerk of the circuit court. As a result, in these cases the only
information available was the age, the offense, and the disposition of
the child. In other circuits, where the juvenile officer did keep some
sort of social record, the information available varied widely:

Content of Written Records, Based on
5 Records per Circuit

Total Urban
(N-120) (N-35)

Age ------------------------------------------------------ 95% 100%
Nature of offense ------------------------------- 93 100
Disposition ------------------------------------------ 92 98
Place of offense ---------------------------------- 83 98
Source of referral ----------------------------- 75 89
Date of offense ------------------------------------ 74 89
Family composition --------------------------- 71 98
Offense committed alone or with others 65 91
Home address -------------------------------------- 59 89
Family history ------------------------------------ 54 83
Previous problem behavior --------- 54 69
School history ------------------------------------ 52 83
Estimate of I.Q .............--------------------- 50 83
Religious affiliation --------------------------- 49 74
Location pending disposition --------------- 47 74
Physical status ------------------------------------ 43 74
Rationale for disposition --------------------- 37 63
Medical history ---------------------------------- 27 51
Ethnic background --------------------------- 6 14

Rural
(N-85)

93%
91
91
76
69
68
60
52
47
42
48
39
36
39
35
29
26
18
2

More of the records contain a description of the particular offense in
the instant case than an evaluation of personal and social history.
Few records describe current mental or physical status. The records
kept in urban circuits are obviously considerably more complete than
those kept in rural circuits, but the kinds of information included
most and least often are very similar in urban and rural records. The
fact that many of the items listed are recorded very infrequently in
records of rural circuits does not mean that the juvenile officer and
the judge do not have this information available at the time of the
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hearing. It simply means that much of the business of the juvenile
court in rural areas is handled orally.

Lack of adequate records kept by the juvenile courts have practical
consequences both in the care of juvenile offenders and in the develop-
ment of better techniques for the handling of juvenile offenders. On
the practical level, since juvenile offenders are often recidivists,
judges and juvenile officers who were not part of the juvenile court
personnel at the time of an earlier offense will not have available the
background material about a young recidivist which exists only in
the memory of the previous juvenile court staff. To develop better
techniques for handling juvenile offenders, it is necessary to have
baseline statistics with which to compare results when changes are
introduced. The great discrepancies reported between figures turned
in to the State Department of Public Welfare by juvenile officers and
the figures they offered in interview as estimates of their average
rate of new cases demonstrate that statistics on juvenile delinquency
in Missouri at present are unreliable.

Recent Changes in Juvenile Court Procedures.
Perhaps the chief changes in juvenile court procedure as outlined

in the 1957 Juvenile Code were: (1) The specification that juvenile
court action with respect to a juvenile offender shall not constitute
a conviction, that taking him into custody shall not constitute an
arrest, and that he cannot be charged with a crime. (2) Each juvenile
court was ordered to appoint a juvenile officer to investigate cases
and to handle supervision. (3) The confidentiality of juvenile cases
was ensured by prohibiting fingerprinting and photographing, by
excluding the public from juvenile court hearings, by separating
police and court records and keeping them confidential, and by de-
stroying records when the child reaches the age of 21.

About half of the judges, juvenile officers, and law enforcement
officers interviewed felt that somewhat more cases have been referred
to the juvenile court since the enactment of the new law. They agreed
that little change had occurred in the proportion of children placed on
supervision or sent to correctional institutions, although where change
was cited, it was in the direction of more cases placed on supervision.
Juvenile officers and law enforcement officers tended to feel that a
higher proportion of referrals now reach a formal hearing, while
judges think the rate has stayed about the same.

Most striking is the high rate of all groups who feel there has been
little or no change in the last few years, despite the passage of the
new code. Such changes as are noted seem to result from the expan-
sion of the juvenile court staff as a consequence of the new code. An
expansion of the juvenile court staff could be expected to increase
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referrals and the use of supervision as a disposition, since both the
increased case loads and more supervision of cases after hearings
require more personnel.

Attitudes toward the New Juvenile Code.

Although changes in juvenile court procedures since the enactment
of the new code have not been very striking, most of the judges,
juvenile officers, and law enforcement officers feel that the new code
is very definitely an improvement over the pre-existing statutes.
While a few judges have reservations about some of the provisions,
only 3% of the judges and 16% of the law enforcement officers really
disapprove of it.

An examination of the reasons offered for favoring and opposing
the new code indicate that support for it is a support of the principles
it expresses, while criticisms of it are most often criticisms of specific
provisions where changes from pre-existing statutes have not been
sufficiently drastic to put the principles the code expresses into action.

Reasons offered for favoring the new code center on the juvenile
officer provisions which expand the court personnel, the giving of
broad discretion to the judge, and the emphasis on prevention and
rehabilitation rather than on punishment.

Criticisms of the code are largely that its provisions are not suffi-
ciently implemented. This is particularly true with regard to com-
plaints about the financial provisions. The salaries set for juvenile
officers are considered too low, and the funds available to the court
from the counties are also considered insufficient. There is some sen-
timent for tightening up the requirements for the juvenile officer by
putting his position under civil service and making the educational
requirements more strict. Improved on-the-job training is desired
through improved supervision.

There are two specific provisions of the new Juvenile Code which
have been the subject of some public controversy: the confidentiality
provision and the provision that traffic offenses committed by juveniles
should be handled in juvenile court. Judges were asked how they
felt about these two provisions.

1. Confidentialty. The great majority of juvenile court judges sup-
port the protecting of the juvenile offender from public stigmatization
through the confidentiality provision. However, two questions have
been raised; first, about the efficacy of the provision, and second, about
the advisability of applying it to all juvenile offenders. Some of the
rural judges feel that the confidentiality provisions are not efficacious
in rural areas. While they support confidentiality in principle, they
feel that in rural communities knowledge of a child's involvement in
an offense is immediately spread by word of mouth. Since the press
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would like to print the names of offenders, the confidentiality provi-
sions of the juvenile code might put the judges in the position of with-
holding names from the press without a belief that they have really
achieved anonymity for the child.

The second question arises out of a feeling that the publication of
names in some cases has a deterrent effect on other juveniles and in
some cases may even be an efficient method of punishment for the
juvenile offender. When offenses are serious or habitual, some judges
feel that the child does not deserve the protection of confidentiality.
From the point of view of these few judges, confidentiality becomes a
kind of mollycoddling.

2. Traffic Violations. The Juvenile Code specifies that the juvenile
court shall have "exclusive original jurisdiction in proceedings . . .
for the suspension or revocation of a state or local license or authority
of a child to operate a motor vehicle" ;32 as well as in proceedings
dealing with the violation of any state law or municipal ordinance by
a child. All traffic offenses by children, therefore, fall within the
purview of the juvenile court.

Judges are about evenly divided as to whether juvenile traffic
offenders should be handled in juvenile court or referred to police or
magistrate's court, but even those judges who feel that juvenile traffic
offenses should be sent to the police court, seldom waive jurisdiction
in favor of the police court. Most law enforcement officers (60%)
would prefer to refer juvenile traffic cases to police court rather than
to juvenile court.

Traffic cases that come to juvenile court are usually handled infor-
mally by the juvenile officer. A wide variety of dispositions have been
used by various juvenile courts in handling traffic offenses. The most
common method used is suspension of the driver's license, which has
been used by all courts handling juvenile traffic offenders.

The wider variety of dispositions available to the juvenile court
judge is the argument most frequently offered by judges who favor the
handling of traffic offenses in juvenile court. The juvenile court judge
is not restricted by established sentencing procedure which specifies
the amount of fine or the circumstances under which the judge may
suspend a license, as is the police court judge. A few judges also men-
tioned that confidentiality is preserved by handling the traffic offender
in juvenile court.

Those judges who disapprove handling traffic offenses in juvenile
court center their arguments on the added burden the numerous traffic
cases create and their feeling that driving an automobile is a pre-
rogative of adults, and therefore, traffic offenses should be handled
uniformly for all licensed drivers. Some law enforcement officers

32. § 211.031 (3).
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who feel traffic offenders should not be treated as juveniles say that
police court would handle them more strictly than juvenile court, but
few judges feel that police court is any stricter With traffic offenders
than is the juvenile court.

Directions for the Future.
In order to learn the directions which members of Missouri juvenile

court staffs believe should be taken in future developments, judges
and juvenile officers were asked about current needs for improving
the juvenile courts. Their reactions were also sought regarding three
proposed changes: joint juvenile officers, joint detention facilities,
and regional juvenile court judges.

To learn what needs are now felt by juvenile court staffs, judges
and juvenile officers were asked first, what facilities for disposition
they would like to see expanded or added, and second, what other
current needs they felt to improve handling of juveniles.

About three-quarters of both judges and juvenile officers cited the
need for small public residential units as their chief need in new
disposition facilities. About one-third mentioned a need for outpatient
psychiatric care, and one-fifth asked for special services for retarded
juvenile offenders. Juvenile officers frequently expressed a need for
more supervisory personnel.

The sentiment for smaller state-operated residential units was so
striking that all judges were asked how they would feel about having
such units opened. Whereas three-quarters spontaneously expressed
the need for such facilities, 92% of the judges said, when questioned
directly, that they would like to have them available. They offered
many reasons for wanting them, principal ones being better classifica-
tion, improved diagnostic services and smaller size. The intense inter-
est in small state-operated residential units is obviously closely related
to the feeling of the judges that children sent to the state training
schools are exposed to contamination by more hardened inmates.
Rural judges are aware of the use of the training schools as a last
resort by urban judges who have available small city-operated units.
As one urban judge said, "When everything has failed, we use Boon-
ville." The diagnostic and psychological services necessary to allocate
children to the proper small unit are considered useful to the juvenile
court in planning after-institution care as well.

The suggestion most often made was that small residential units
should be organized on a state-wide basis, i.e., that considerations of
classification should determine to which unit the child is sent rather
than his place of residence. But many judges would also like to see
them organized on some sort of regional basis, so that children would
be sent to units relatively near their homes.

Judges and juvenile officers stated their other current needs, aside
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from disposition facilities, were for improved detention and diagnostic
facilities. In the two years since the enactment of the new code, little
use has been made of the provisions for a joint juvenile officer and
joint detention facilities. Only two circuits now share a juvenile officer
and only two share a detention home.

The two circuits which share a juvenile officer feel that this plan
has worked well for them, but only 23% of those who have not tried
it think that it would be a good arrangement. Objections to the plan
are that the juvenile officer's work load would be too heavy and he
would have to travel too far to cover the two circuits. The judges
who favor the plan feel that they would then be able to have a full-
time rather than a part-time juvenile officer and thus he might be
better trained.

Concerning joint detention facilities, only 27% of the judges who
do not now have them thought they might be a good idea, 7% were
undecided, and 66% were not interested. The chief objections to the
joint facilities were that present arrangements were adequate or that
the circuits detained so few children that no special arrangements
were necessary. A third objection was that the children would be too
far from home. This was also a concern of those who favored joint
detention facilities. They were interested only if the detention home
would be close to them.

The final proposal that the judges were asked to consider was
whether they would approve having full-time regional juvenile court
judges in place of the present arrangement in which the circuit judge
acts as juvenile judge on a part-time basis. The judges were almost
equally divided on whether or not they believed this would be an im-
provement.

Judges' Attitude Toward Regional Juvenile Court Judge
(N-37)

Favorable -------------------------------- 46%
Unfavorable --------------------------- 51
No answer ---------------------------------- 3

Those who favored this change saw it as an opportunity to ob-
tain judges who are specialists in juvenile problems and therefore
more expert in handling juvenile offenders. A few also saw the change
as a means of reducing the work load of the circuit judge. Those who
did not favor this change thought the major disadvantage to be that
the judge, in covering a larger area, would not know the community
as well as the circuit judge now does. A second objection was that
the greater geographic area covered by the regional judge would
create administrative problems because of the time spent in travel
and difficulties in contacting the juvenile officer.
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Problems of the Juvenile Court Judge.
One primary objective of the juvenile court is to prevent the com-

mission of future delinquent acts by the juvenile rather than merely
to punish him for the act he has already committed. The personnel
of the juvenile courts accept this objective, but there is little infor-
mation available to them about kinds of handling which are likely to
create desirable changes in the child and kinds which will damage
him, or at least leave him no better off than before.

Many of the judges are keenly aware that the child is not an isolated
unit, but is part of the social unit that is his family. They realize they
may be able to do little for a child within a disturbed family, and
yet they are reluctant to remove him for fear of creating even more
serious problems. They frequently express the feeling that they have
no means for getting at the problem of the juvenile offender early
enough to achieve a preventive purpose, since by the time the child
comes to them, the patterns of anti-social behavior may be firmly set.

Several of the judges feel that the problems of juvenile delinquency
are really not closely enough related to their training as lawyers.
They contrast their experience with adults, where statutes and legal
precedents arbitrarily establish the penalties for a given violation.
With adults, they say their chief problem is to establish that the
person has, or has not, under the law committed the violation. They
indicate that directives as to the proper sentence are readily available.
With children, on the other hand, the disposition is the key problem;
the question of guilt is rarely an issue. The interest of some of the
judges in turning over the juvenile offender to an "expert" in the
form of a regional juvenile court judge expresses this feeling that
their experience with the law does not give them the specialized expe-
rience required for handling the juvenile offender.

But despite the feeling of inadequacy that many judges have in the
face of the awesome problems of the juvenile offender, they are bring-
ing to the juvenile court a tremendous interest and sense of respon-
sibility. Many of the rural judges devote a very high proportion of
their time to a rather small number of juvenile offenders because they
feel so keenly that the juvenile problem is the one that really matters,
that this is the most important part of their job.

COMMENTS ON THE FINDINGS

The juvenile courts of Missouri for two years have been operating
under the new Juvenile Code. The provisions of this new code are still
in the process of being put into effect. Many of the rural circuits
have only very recently added a juvenile officer. These circuits are
still in a period of transition in which the judge and child welfare
workers are learning how to make use of the new personnel, and the
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juvenile officer is trying to make a satisfactory adjustment to a role
that sometimes simultaneously calls upon him for law enforcing and
rehabilitative functions.

The new Juvenile Code has the support of the large majority of
juvenile court personnel. The chief changes it has brought so far are
an increase in the juvenile court staffs, particularly in rural areas,
and as a result the placing of a larger proportion of juveniles under
supervision.

Not all the aims of the new code have been carried out. One inten-
tion was to introduce into the juvenile court staff officers with educa-
tion in the social sciences or training in social work with juveniles,
who would bring this special knowledge to bear on the problems of
juvenile delinquency. In part because of the low salary levels set up
in the code and in part because the financial burden of the juvenile
court staff falls upon the county rather than upon the state, this kind
of personnel has seldom been recruited for the juvenile court in rural
areas. In this respect, the intentions of the framers of the new Juve-
nile Code have not been carried out.

It was also the intention of the code to institute careful record-
keeping, which could produce accurate reporting of juvenile court
statistics as well as complete files on individual cases. Record-keeping
in many circuits is minimal. As a result, juvenile court statistics are
extremely unreliable, particularly with respect to unofficial cases.
Failure to institute successful record-keeping procedures probably
stems largely from the lack of full-time personnel, which in turn arises
from the lack of funds and the inadequate salaries established by the
code. A large proportion of the rural circuits do not have a full-time
juvenile officer. Since the established salary level for juvenile officers
is low and many of the part-time officers are lawyers, the role of
juvenile officer is probably not the more remunerative of the juvenile
officer's two or more occupational roles, so that his major expenditure
of effort quite naturally tends to lie elsewhere. Nor is the juvenile
officer usually provided with adequate office space or secretarial help
to allow accurate record-keeping. Another factor is that juvenile
offenders in rural areas tend to be few. This provides a temptation
to handle cases informally between the juvenile officer and the judge.
The very volume of the load in urban circuits imposes some need for
organization and written records.

The 1957 Code leaves a great deal of discretion with the judge in
his handling of juvenile offenders. As a result, juvenile court pro-
cedures in Missouri are almost as varied as the number of juvenile
court judges. Nowhere is this more conspicuous than in the range
of methods for handling juvenile offenders. In some circuits, every
or almost every juvenile offender receives a formal juvenile court



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY

hearing. In other circuits, all juvenile offenses are handled by the
community or by law enforcement officers, and none is referred to the
juvenile court. Such variation means that the consequences of a
delinquent act are very different for a child who commits it in one
circuit rather than in another. For the same offense, one child is
returned home by the police, another talked to informally by the juve-
nile officer, and another brought before the judge in a formal hearing
and possibly institutionalized. When the offense is a traffic violation,
the child may be handled in a juvenile court in one circuit and in a
police court in another.

A striking difference exists between rural and urban juvenile
courts. In urban courts the personnel tend to meet the special educa-
tional and training requirements set up in the code, detailed records
are kept, on-the-job training is available, traffic cases are not referred
to the police court, and hearings are conducted privately. Detention
homes and small public institutions are frequently available. Offices
and secretarial help are provided for juvenile officers. But while
urban courts come closer than rural courts to fulfilling many of the
needs expressed by rural judges for the improvement of juvenile
courts, rural courts also have some singular advantages. Judges often
have a long-time familiarity with the child and his family before the
child appears as an offender. In addition, the judge acts more quickly
in rural circuits, so that there is little delay between the child's com-
mitting the offense and feeling its consequences. This probably pro-
vides a better learning situation for the child than the longer interval
between offenses and action in urban courts. Finally, the judge enters
the case at an earlier stage and maintains an interest in it longer.
He is usually notified that the child is in trouble at least at the point
the petition is filed, and often at the time the child is referred to the
juvenile court. The urban judge seldom knows about a case until it
appears on his docket, since the filing of the petition in urban circuits
has been almost completely delegated to the juvenile officer. Perhaps
because of his familiarity with the child and his family or because
there is less pressure of business in rural courts, the rural judge is
more likely to maintain a personal supervisory role with the child
after the hearing. His more extensive relationship with the child in
rural circuits may to some extent compensate for the frequent lack
of a full-time juvenile court staff.

The chief needs that the juvenile judges of Missouri feel are: (1)
enough well trained juvenile officers, (2) adequate detention homes,
(3) diagnostic services, and (4) small public residential units for
juveniles. Except in four urban circuits, the only detention facilities
available are more or less segregated cells in the local jail. There are
no programs of study or recreation for children detained in these
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cells. Judges want small residential units in order to have a place to
send offenders whose homes are so damaging that it appears essential
to remove the child. Since most juvenile offenders are older children,
foster homes are not often a satisfactory solution. Yet judges fear
they will do the child more harm than good by removing him from
an inadequate home only to send him to an understaffed, overcrowded
institution, where he will come into contact with more hardened and
experienced delinquents than himself. Judges would like to see the
development of an adequate classification center f9r children and the
assignment of the child to the proper small institution on the basis
of that classification.

Juvenile court personnel feel that a step forward was taken in
enacting the 1957 Code, but the provisions of that code have not yet
been fully implemented. Nor does the code provide solutions for the
financing of a staff, for mitigating the gross disparity in the ways
juveniles are handled in various circuits, for providing routine diag-
nostic services, for providing adequate detention homes, for providing
adequate institutional post-hearing care, or for the development of
research in effective methods of handling juvenile offenders. A first
step has been taken, but the remaining needs are great . 3

FUTURE NEEDS
It may appropriately be said that the juvenile court in Missouri is

at the cross-roads. It can hardly be disputed that the'1957 Juvenile
Code presents a fine basic plan for the development of effective ser-
vices for the control of delinquency, but the record of two years'
experience indicates that its effectiveness is being hampered by the
failure to put into effect fundamental principles of the law. Proce-
dures to circumvent not only the letter but the spirit of the law have
sprung up in different areas, particularly in the matter of appoint-
ment of qualified juvenile officers. These attempts to frustrate the
proper operation of a good code of juvenile laws and the inequities
created by such efforts are well documented by the survey. It is sub-
mitted that appropriate action must be taken in the following areas
if we are to succeed in the fundamental purpose of the law-the con-
trol and reduction of juvenile delinquency:

First. There should be established an office of "Coordinator" for
the juvenile courts of Missouri. The job of such an official would be
to secure uniform implementation of the Juvenile Code over the state
and to establish the basis for cooperation between:

1. the juvenile courts of the state;
2. the juvenile courts and law enforcement officials;

33. Tables supporting the findings of the survey are available in mimeograph.
Address requests to the authors.
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3. the juvenile courts and the State Division of Welfare;
4. the juvenile courts and the school systems;
5. the juvenile courts and the State Mental Health Commission;
6. the juvenile courts and the Board of State Training Schools;
7. the juvenile courts and private agencies;
8. the juvenile officers throughout the state.
Second. A realistic, uniform and accurate system of reporting de-

linquency by courts and law enforcement agencies must be established
on a state-wide basis.

'Third. A "handbook" of procedures and practices for juvenile court
personnel is needed as an item of utmost importance in securing more
uniform treatment of children before the juvenile courts throughout
Missouri and in utilizing to a greater extent the facilities available
to the Courts.

Fourth. Practical training courses for juvenile court personnel and
law enforcement officers specializing in juvenile work should be estab-
lished on a permanent state-supported basis.

Fifth. State subsidies should be given to counties to support an
effective program in the juvenile courts. The first item necessary
would seem to be appropriations by the state for the salary to be
paid a qualified juvenile officer in each rural circuit.

Sixth. A complete revision should be made of disposition facilities,
directed towards strengthening the state training schools and state
mental institutions. Of particular importance is the establishment of
properly staffed diagnostic facilities for all children referred to the
State Training School Board and the formation of regional schools
of limited and selective occupancy with vocationally oriented thera-
peutic programs. Development of a program in the state mental
institutions adequate for the treatment of severe cases of emotionally
disturbed children is of equal importance.
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