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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The history of juvenile court iagislation in the entire
world issglishtly less thaﬁ a half century old. Tho"tirat
two juvenile tribunals wnré’establiéhed~1n chiaago and Denver
in 1899, .Haryland'anantpd 1ts first juvenile court léw in
1902 in Baltimore City énq the law was to pertain to that
ares axgluaively.'"

The countiosﬁgr;Iariliﬁdéhuyé;oporated autoncmoualy and
since all of thp_propééed Juwiniie éourt logialation‘prior
%o 1.91;5’ianst::Vérxn.‘!.a;1:1!1.*!:"«3."5.:;""‘:'A"a'!;tft!'w,,‘l such laws were often re=-
jeoted by the local communities. ‘fhus, it is seen that even
when state-wide legislation was enasted, the automomy of the
caunty'wai.porﬁérQad and such laws iéhéréd;- The counties
explain their pqéit;on in rejeoting séﬁm of the State laws
on the basis of geographical lacation, esomomlc, osoupational,
socliel and oultutul d;rforancas. These ocuntiga.reel that
¥aryland is too,uniqnq;in=th§sa.consideratiana for over-all
blanket legislation. | |

The juvenile court in Maryland has had & history oharac-
teristic of this viewpoint. Individual counties have ploneer-
éd_in the field of Jjuvenile ecurt legislation, and the laws
they have sponsored, although similar in some respeots, vary
aocording to the emphasis placed on different phases of such
legislation, Further, the enactment of the 1945 State Juvenile



Jourt Law, although uniting eighteen countles in & standard
juvenile court act, found some countles asking exemption
since individual laws were p@ﬁding or were already in use
and one ocounty never having bad such a law showed no interest
in édopting one.

In appraising juvenile court practice in the counties
using the 1945 lew, it was seen that even though the law ime-
plies simllar proaedures to.ba followed in all countiles,
such uniformity was ngt being aghieved because of the inter-
pretation put upongthe act by various Judges end Magistrates,
There was also a differential 6r oémmunity services avalle
able to the Court, and a differential in amount of interpre~
tation given the public by the Oourt.

It, was known that there was wide dlsorepancy among the
counties in these reapects., Since the study was pointed to
an analysis of the social and hilstorical forces as they
operated in the communities, the differences in approach, in
practice and philosophy have been interpreted in terms of
the development of the Jjuvenile court as a sooial institu-

tion in Maryland,



CHAPTGR 11X

SUAPDSS ARD SO0rE O THa STUDYL HaTHUDCLOGY

This research was undartaken in order to present a devele
opnental history of the juvenlle court movement in Maryland
and to examine sounty participation as it was directed toward
the reception of or resisiance to Juvenils court lsglslation,
It was Turther direoted to an analysls of the forces which
stinulated and oreated Intereat in the Juvenile court as a
gocial and lesal agency interested in the welfare of the de-
linguent ohlld, the mentally defeotive ohild and the ohlild
without proper ocare and guardlianship.

The study wea also premised on the songept of the
children's oourt as & community process in which the needs,
understanding, attitudes and support of Juvenile oourt legise
latlon would bo defined within the {ramework of a soclal ine
stitution., Ihis definition outlined a soolsl inatitution as
“a ast of groupemade rules of behavior that senter around
the schievement of aome human end or purpose, "t

In an appralssl of Maryland's movement téward Juvenile
sourt leglalation, viewed both historloally and contempore
erily, 1t becomes apparent that,; wheresas some of the gountles
have shown 1lberally progrossive attitudes, others have row-

mained immutadble,  In the fortye-six year span between dSaltimore

lsutherland, ReL., and Woodword, J. L., Lot

Seglolory, p. 26.




City's first law which made distinction between the adult
criminal and the child offender, and the 1945 State Juvenile
Court Act, indorsement of such leglslation varied from county
to county., Because the laws proposed and enacted were per=
missive rather than mandatory, each community was free Lo
accept or reject the messures, depending upon loscal philoe
sophy and interest.

This study then, centered around the foroes operative
in ¢reating and stimulating interest in the Jjuvenile court
as a method of soclal and legal control. Further, the data
obtained was to demonstrate and descrlbe the concept of come
munity process; the Juvenile court was treated aas a soclal
institution rather than a&s a purely historical legal entity.
The emphasis in this work is upon social movement and impact
ag 1t relates to persons, institutions and agencles as well
as an analyais of the laws and the content of the statutes
themselves,

Three investigative procedures were followed in this
study, namely, the direot contact interview, the use of a
questionnaire and search of the literature, i.e,, the
Mapryland press and pertinent periodicals and reports.

In evaluating material gathered by the direot inters
view method, much material thet was given and predicsted on
& highly subjeotive base was eliminated. Valuable informa-
tion was glven by iay individuals and agency personnel who
had actively engaged in sponsoring or repressing Jjuvenile

court procedure and leglslation. Yet because of vested
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Virect contact interviews and communication Byvlatter
was made with one hundred and forty-six persons in a total
of eighty~aix social agencies, courts, schools and othsr
offices, Some material‘Waa sought by corraspondeﬁoe since
dooumentation was necessary in order to use the materlal.

The questionnalres were sent to soe;al agenocies, chambers
of commerce, fraternal‘drgan;zation and ofher-oommunity
functionaries, with whiohftimé and distance did not warrant
direct contact. The QQestibnnaire wes devised to learn the
nature of serv;ceslofféféd to children, elther on a casework
or reuregﬁionﬁlﬁpaqig, in order to gain a view of what was
being done in the remedial, protective and preventive areas
of child welfare. ’The,quéstibnna{re aé;ed specifioally 1t
the sgenoy had a wérk;ng rélatlonship;with the Juvenile ocourt
in the commun;ty anduit it had-pariioipated or cooperated in
any way in sponsorihgfﬁhe i§k5 3u§an11e Court Law.

The searéh of the Maryland press for information show-
in either'qommnnity awareness to proposed juvenile court
legislation or interpretation of such legislation was found
to be very scant. The Baltimore Gtty law of 1943 was given
some newspaper coverage, but there was nothing mentioned of
the 1902 Baltimore Gity‘legislatiOn.in two newspépers examined,
Only two county newspapers, one a bl-weekly, serving one
of the smaller counties, gave full and adequate interpretation
of the 1945 law immediately after the law was enacted. News
space devoted to a report of the activities of the Governor's

Juvenile Court Committee of 1931 was at a minimum in all of



the newspapers examined, The Governor's Commission on Juven-
1le Delinquency as set up in 1945 received wide coverage in
several newspapera, The press did, however, without exception,
devote much space to private effort in behalf of children as

it related to the charitable aspeots of child welfare. These
philanthropic endeavors of fraternal organizations received
notlice as did community plans and provisiona for recreation.

Jach oounty having a law library was visited for exami-
nation of local material as 1% related to Juvenile court leglse
lation, and jJjuvenile delinquency prevention and ocontrol., There
was also an effort made to find historical material that would
aid in giving insight into the past thinking of the localitles.
The early doockels of the Courts were also examined in order
to discern the simllarities and differences in handling chil-
dren's cases in the various jurisdictionas.

Since historical material was available in some counties
and scarce in others, there is & noted differentlal between
the length of write-up on the several counties. The same ie
true of the more contemporary material as it relates to social
action within the county in terms of interest in the Juvenlle
sourt movement. In several of the countles it was very dAiffi-
oult to obtain even the moast meager information, while in
others & well-~developed appralsal was achieved,

3ecause of the disparity of time between the individual
county's ascceptance of Juvenlile court law and its use of sush

legislation, the material 1s presented in hiastorieal sequence.



CHAPTER III

EARLY HISTORY OF CHILD WZLFARE IN MARYLAND

Under Haryland's early proprietory government there were
no laws enacted in behalf of the delinquent, dependent or
neglected ochild., The indenture pattern spread to Maryland
from Elizabeth's Poor Law of 1601, As in the parishes of
England, the needy child became the responsibllity of the
individual county and in order to save the county the finane-
c¢ial burden entailed in the child's care, the indenture sys-
tem was used, Under the indenture plan & ¢hild was put into
a family to work and to live in that family as & unit member
until he reached his majority, as set by the law. As he re-
viewed it historically, Thurston called indenture "a forward
step in child care" and he pointed out that it fulfilled two
ma jor purposes: one, the responsibility for the care of
ohildren who would live in and be & part of the family assum=-
ing responaiblility for that care and seoondly, the whole 1dea
of indenture was significant of a trend directed to care of
the neglected and dependent ohild. However, since indenture
grew out of early guild practices of "farming out" ohildren
under contract, to work for their maintenance, clothing and
education, it did not have real service to small children,

and the ocoupational &spect of indenture more often over-
ghadoved the placement than did the offering of & home &nd

adequate care of the chll&.l

lThurston, Heﬁry.




Maryland passed & bill of indenture in its first Assembly
in 1638, in which itnatatod the nxpeotatidna~and’l&mitatians
put. upon apyrent&asg,aomihglta Maryland as well as outlining
the obligations of th¢ §a#tios regpqnsibln for the indentured
child, The bill relating to children transported to Maryland
for the sole purpdse of indenture does not have the word
"oh114" in 1t, but rather speaks of "all persons under the
age of eighteen ye@#ﬁ v o s " The majority age at which
freedom could bﬁ,athainéd was agt‘atk&hw twenty-fourth birth-
dsy.1

The first mention 1§'nha Aseendly proceedinzgs regarding
the 1individual dependent ahild's welfare took place in the
“April 1650 meeting at St. Mary's. The 3111 involved “an
Order conoerning the charge of the two ohildren of Thomas
Allen, deceased.”® The Allen children had been taken captives
by the Indians and the General Assembly passed & law relative
to reclaiming and assuming responsibility for these children.

The first recognition of the faot of age relative to ap-
prenticeship is seen in the 1682 legislation in which the
etipulation was made that the Assembly would pay for the
maintenance of indentured children until they were self-sup-
porting in thelr role of apprentice. This was the first
plete of legislation pertaining to ohlldren in whioh there

was awareness in some degree of “"individual difrerence,™

1Aréh1v¢a of Maryland, Froceedings and Aots of the
Agaembly, Vol. 33, p. 498,

2Ib14, Vol. 1, p. 420 JIbid, Vel. II, p, 312.
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Under proprietory law then, there is no legislatlion rela-
tive to the delinguent, dependent or neglected child except
as indenture could absord the ohild who was dependent upon
the community.

It is apparent that all children did not accept inden-
ture even though it was rigldly lnoulaatad in the law, The
firat copy of the Gazette, an Anna-Arunﬁei newspaper, publishe
ed on January Tth, 1745, carried an advertisement in which &
reward was offered for the return of runaway indentured
¢hildren, : |

After 1781 when Maryland adopted the 3tate system of
government, indenture laws continued to be considered and in
1793 a strong lndenture bill was passed giving the Justioes
of the Orphans Courts the authority to bind out all pauper-
1zed orphan and 1llegitimate children, Parents were given
the opportunity to apprentice thelr children and poor children
in almshouses could be bound out by the County Trustees. Fure
ther, fines were levied agalnst the improper handling of ine
dentured ehildren.l

In the law of 1849 there is seen the first actual outline-
ing of the duties of the master toward the indentured child
but as in all previous provisions there 1s no mention of real
responsibility for the supervislon of the child, but merely
en outline of the oonditions of the oontraot,

The first three almshouses in the State were establizhed
in 1773 in Anne Arundel, 5t. Mary's and Baltimore Counties

lisaws of Maryland, 1793, Chap. 45,



1l

r»sgactlvély. The nlmshouse carrying over from the ..lizabe-
than Poor Law as did indenture, was the first institutional
faollity for the delinquent ohild and the first institution
too, to recelve the indigent, the soclally inadequate and
the mentally 11l person. <Children were bound from the almse
houses, but frequently there were many more children avelile
able for apprenticeship than there were homes, farms and
industries to absorb them and housing was necessary for then.
Some types of excentional ehildren were not 6xemptud from
almahouse care, however., They were the mentally defective

child, the epileptls and those who were dlaabled or d@fermaa.l

IL&wa of “aryland, 1886, Chap. 262,



CHAPTER IV
EARLY LA RE GROWEH OF INSTITOTIONS

The early laws of Maryland gave little consideration to
the delinquent shild and there 1s no statutory evidence that
children's cases were heard or disposed of any differently
than those of offending edults, exespt that penal authorities
were given the right %o bind out any child who became inoare
eomteé.l | M ”

The first contributory law was enscted in 1821; this
law stated very definitely that thefe was to be psnalty for
any sdult who contributed to the delinguemoy of a minor. The
lav read in part: “If any person shall entice any minor frem
the éu-u, direstion, service or employment of the father,
guardian or master of such minor, or shall induge oOr encoure
age any minor to disobey any lawful command of his or her
father, guardian or master, or am:li permit any minor to re-
sort %o, or enter or remain in any house, shop, store, apart.
ment or dwelling used or occcupied by such person, after notice
from the father, guardian or master of sguch minor prohibiting
the same, such person shall for every such offense, forfeit
the sum of twenty dollars, the one half 40 use of the state,
and the other half thereof to the use of the informer . . . "2

ltave of Maryland, 1814, Chap. 104,
aw, 1821. Chap. 219.
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A gecond such law followed in 1876 and indicated concern with
adults who contributed to the delingquency of & minor for pure
poséa of proastitution. Thls Law covered the child under
twelve years offage.l B
In 1831 a Law was enacted whioh had in it the first
essence of differential treatment for the child offender in
that there was lmplied in the law & recognition of the need
for removing the child from the immediate locale of his mise
behavior and binding him out to another Jurlsdiction. This
Law related to children under phé age of fifteen, who were
"guillty of any ind1ctab1e offense other than a felony." This
Law indicated téo; that a ah@iﬁ could regeive a suapended
sentenoce and thehvithurn be bound out by the Court, A child
was not to bévbeund out beyond her sixtaéhth birthday if a
girl or beyonﬁ the twentyufirct blrthdéj‘if & boy. The Law
further stated that "the xnranﬁjwaa not to be bound to any
gervice within the county from which he or she shall have
been convicted.">
The Aot of 1854 stated that all orimes committed by
persons under fifteen or over twelve years of age, which
would be felonies if charged to adults, would be prison of=
fenses for the child. The Law read: "All infants over 12
and under 15 who mey be convicted of mayhem, murder in the

2nd degree, mansiaughter,assault with intent to murder or

lLaws of Maryland, 1876, Ghap. 324.

2Ibid, 1831, Chap. 208.
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mayhem, or of sstting‘fxée to any building, tenement or proe
perty, the setting fire to which 1s punishable by oonfinement
in the case of adults, shall,be:§§§tan0@d to the penitentiary
for the aaia.erimsg~in the;saﬁo-mﬁnﬁér ag 1f they were of
full age,"l It wagfalaé 1ha£cated in this Law that "it shall
be the duty of every gourt having oriminal jurisdiotion to
exanine 1ntg“the charaoter Qf‘all‘infants oonvioted”of of~
fenses whether sald "prisener or transverser so convicted
should be bound out in aceordance with exlating or future
1&we. or should be sentenced to the penit@ntiary.“m’

Thus, although there were contributory laws involving
speclal protection to the child as far as adults were cone
cerned, there was no real consideration for the care and
treatment of delinquent children indicated in the early
statutes, Adults and children were commonly treated the
same in the courts and were incarcerated in like places for
like offenses, Beggars, regardless of age, were sent to the
county almshouse, and many, whether they were minpra or not,
were glven sentences in the county 3&113.3

Two additional laws enacted in 1890 and 1892 widened
the conslderations relative to ohlldren iln legislative thinke
ing. The 1890 Law was "An ast for the better protection of

the morals and health of minors." It was, in fact, a

lLave of Maryland, 1854, Chap., 155,
31014, 1814, Chap, 104,
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broadening of the 1821 Law and indicated that ". . , . no
person engaged in performing upon any musical instrument,

in, upon or near to any street, lane, alley, or highway, or
engaged in selling . +» » + N0t having a fixed place of Dbusie
ness . » » » shall have in his possesalon or company, while
g0 engaged, any boy or girl under the age of 8 years.”l The
idea of ohild exploitation ia indicated in this Law and it
might well be called one of the first laws involving ooncern
for the social health of the ohild,

It was not untll 1892 that "An set in relation to the
sentence of convict minors" was instituted, This was & law
which repealed all of the exlsting laws in relation to the
sentences of convioet minors, and it stated that minors under
the age of sixteen years upon sonvietion of any offense
punishable by imprisonment, might, at the discretlon of the
Court or Justice of the Peace, instead of imprisonment 1in
the place provided for offenders generally, be sentenced to
any Houge of Refuge or like inatitution in the State, under
police regulation, provided the term of 1mprieagmant does
not extend beyond minarity¢”2 In this revolutlonary turn
to institutionalization instead of incarceratlion, there 1s
81111 seen astrong elements of the punitive, sinsce the langu-
age of the Aot is that used in eriminal handling., Institu-

tionalization 1s referred to as "imprisonment" and the child

liawe of Maryland, 1890, Chap. 6.
21p1d, 1892, Ohap. 311.
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is being seen as "sentenced" rather than committed. However,
with this Law and its antecedents, the Houses of Refuge, lay
the generic foundations for the changed thinking and practice
in the treatment of the contemporsry delinquent in Maryland.
¥hile it is true that the early motivation was directed in
philantrophic channelas, there were evidences of & felt need
to change the rather rigid thinking of earller times.

The historical importance of the statute of 1830, whieh
gave authority for the establishment of the first House of
Refuge, appears to be one of the lmportant landmarks in the
developmental history of ooncern for the child's welfare in
Mavyland;l Although not materiallizing for nineteen years
after the enactment of the Law, 1t was the begimning of the
State's institutional program for the delinquent child.
Turning away from the use of the almshouse as & multiple
custodial device, the House of Refuge in Maryland followed
the plan of the House of Refuge as it originated in New York
and extended as a national pattern of institutional care for
delinquent children throughout many of the major American
cltles,

The original House of Refuge 1h ﬁaryianﬁ was renamed the
Maryland School for Boys in 1906.2 It remained at ite original
site in Baltimore until 1910 when the school was moved to Loch
Raven, 1ts present location, The Maryland School for Boys was

lLave of Maryland, 1830, Chap. 64,
21p1d, 1906, Chap., 28,
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given 1its present name, Maryland Training School for Boys, in
1918 when it was completely taken over by the atate.l Up to
this time the institutlon was under semli-state sponsorship
with private subsoription involved in its maintensance., In
1922 the school became a part of the general education systenm
under the Board of Eﬁuaation¢2
The history of the institutlons serving girls is slso

based on the House of HRefuge precedent. The !Maryland Indua~
trial Training School for Girls became an incorporated insti-
tution in 1866.3 and in 1880 it was renamed the Female House
of Retuga.# Renamed the Montrose 3chool for CGirls in 1922,
it had become as the Maryland Training School for Boys, a
direot responsibility of the State in 1918,5 and began to
funstion under the Board of Eluoation as a part of the general
education system in 1922.5

X Consideration was given to the delinquent and dependent
Hegro boys in the establishment of the House of Heformation
and Instruction for Colored Children, in 1870.7 Renamed
Cheltenham School for Boys, the State assumed responsibillity

for i%s ownership and management in 1937.8 The Industrial

liawa of Maryland, 1918, Chap. 300
gm’ 1922' Ch&p. 29, 3&&, 1866. Gh&po 156'
41via, 1880, Chap, 173, Ibid, 1818, Chap. 303. v

61b1d, 1922, Ohap. 29.
7ﬂhanaellar, G, W.. ﬂf‘f,t

Laws of Maryland, 1937, Chap. TO.
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School for Oolored Girls was established in 1882 and was the
firat such institution for Negroces in the United Statas.l

It was privately supported until 1931 when its mansgement
wag asgumed by the 3tate, It was then renamed the Maryland
Training School for Colored Glrla.e

Various private custodial facilitlies were made availe-
adle to the Baltimore Uity area, HMost prominent of these
facllities were the House of Good Shepherd for White Girls,
established in 1864° and the same kind of institution estab-
1ished for Negro girls in 1892.“ 3%, Mary's Industrial
Sohool, a proteotory for delinquent and dependent boys wes
established 1in 1866.5 These institutions were under Catholle
ausplees,

The institutlonal trend of this period was high-lighted
by the protest movement in regerd to the use of mixed almas-
house care for ohildren, By 1886 almshouses were no longer
permitted to shelter children of normal intelligence between
the ages of three and aixtaen.é erhaps the ons most pro-
gressive legal step was taken by a law in 1888 which allowed
the Court to commit & ochild to any cooperating agency designed
to meet the ochild's needs. This 1s the first law giving the
Court the prerogative to use a trbatment_tacility, rather than

& purely oustodial one.T

1laws of Maryland, 1882, Chap. 291.  -Ibid,1931,0hap.367.

3p Diresto gz of the Charitable and Benefloent Crganize
Baltimore and Mervland, Baltlmero, 1892, p. 41.

‘Laws of Maryland, 1894, Ohap. 187. -Ibid,1866,Chap.402.
' 7
61bid, 1886, Chap. 282. 1b4d,1888, Art.27, Sec.297.
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A mara'roeent &avéldpmént in the shperviaian of children
in 1nst1tutions was 1nveatad in the Maryland state Deépartment
of Publie WQlfare. Wich the establishmant ot & Bureau of
Child Welfare in 19$3. this arganization waa ahargad with
having responsihility for insuring proper standards of child
care for all ohildren in need thereof and .a Divislon of

Institutiona within the Bureau. nl

The Department of Publio
Welfere was to ”lt#. esaablish standerds of care, policles
of admission, transfer and disoharge, and from time to time
order such changes in the peliéies. oonduct or mansgement of
‘..,insﬁitutions....“z

.Ehe soclal welfare erganizaticn'of the sState has been
clogsely related to ﬁhe‘JuVunile court movement and to child
welfare legislation., The histortcal perspestive of juvenile
ocourt 1aw4and'1ta rélatianship to the legal and soolal weltﬁre
) struoture of the individualvaountias is handled in the
reilowing-ohaptara@

1 5 , L
Laws of Marylend, 1943, Chap. 797, Heo. 23.
2
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CHAPTER V

BALTIMCRE CITY

Baltimore Clty was established in 1728. As the hub of
the State's population, it grew into one of America's big
citles., As such, 1t was faced with & varlely of soclal proe-
blems unknown to the rural and less populated sections of
Maryland, It 1s logloal then, that Baltimore City would
seek early legislation in behalf of children and 1t 1s logi-
sal too, that 1t would seek to have 1lts own legislation, since
its problems were those peculiar to a growing urban section
of America.

Baltimore City instituted many laws relating to the poor
and to dependent and negleocted children. As in all Maryland
counties, its firet method of dealing with these children
was by use of the almshouse. In 1817 the Trustees of the
Poor and the Justices of the Orphan's Courts were given the
power to bind out female children who were being cared for
in almshouses. These children were to be bound out until
the age of elghteen or until they married.l Ten years pre-
viously, private 1nstitut1ansvhaé been permitted by atatute
to bind cut children committed to thelr care.a

In 1827 there was recognition of the fact that many
children were without proper care. Although the practice of

liawe of Maryland, 1817, Chap. 87.
m 1807, Chap. 32, Sec. 2.
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committing children to almshouses was the only method of pube
1ic child care in Meryland since 1768, Baltimore Oity had
greater problems in regard to children who were to be bound
out than other communities had., There was no place to detaln
indigent, homeless chlildren until they were bound out and
the child population needing care was fast beocoming & commune
ity problem, as chlldren roamed the atreets begging for a
living, 1In 1827, the Justliees of the Peace and the Trustees
of the Poor for Baltimore City and County were given the
power to arreast and detaln any poor child who was found bege
ging and who obviously appeared homeless and uncared for,
These children were then sent to the almshouse or the poors
house until such time as they would be bound aut.l The
Justices of the Peace ahd the Trustées of the Poor in
Baltlmaf& City were responsible for such placement until 1898
when the Supervisors of City Charitles, with the Mayor and
City Council, assumed responsibllity in placing dependent
and negleoted children in pﬁblie city-supported 1nstitutiona.a
Actually, almshouse care had been prohlbited in the State of
Maryland itself by legislation enacted in 1885.3

Of the problems that were becoming manifest in growing
Baltimere, the one Ainvolving children in the city Jalla was

fast becoming an iasue of concern for both the community and

+ the pollice., Increasing numbers of children were coming to

liaws of Maryland, 1827, Chap. 161.
EM’ 18981 Ghﬁp; 123, 3&&' 1886. Ch&p. 262,
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?the attention of the authorities, and with no other custodial
!facllity available, great numbers of children faced Jall and
. prigon experiences, As early as 1881, the Warden, in his
message to the Board of Visitors of the Jall of Baltimore
City stated: "I desire more forcibly than ever in this case
to call to your attentlon the necessity of further prison
acoommodations for minors, who are committed to the prison
and confined in Section Cne, charged with varlous offenses
sgainst the law. As the prison 1ls now arranged, these lads,
mere children, many of them charged with slight offenses, are
committed to the same section as male adults with no possi-
bility of preventing communlcation between them.s . . . .

No provision has or can be made in Baltimore City Jall to
separate different classes of priaonera.“l

Thus, the problem of children being kept in Jalils became
a serious consideration in the minds of interested Baltimore
persons. There waa, too, very shortly, to be oconcern for a
separate children's Court that could hear and dispose of
children's cases in a different way than had been done pre=-
viously.
Up to this time Juvenile delinquents had been heard by

Justices of the Peace sitting as Police Maglstrates, Children

were arrested and taken to the police station and treated as

adults; there was no separation of cases.
In 1901 in the Fall of the year, there began to be move=-
ment toward the establishment of & Juvenile Oourt for Baltimore

IMbrrison, J. F., Warden, To the 3oard of Visitors of the
Jail of Baltimore Gity, p. 20.
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Oity. This action was taken by the Bgard‘ot Managers of the
Qharity Orgenization Soclety.. The Committee on Law and Legls~-
lation of the Soclety h&d bo@n;dirécted_to prepers an Act to
provide ror'a.JuVEnileAGourt and to submit proposals to the
State Leglslature, and then to stimulate community action
for the Bill's adoption. The aims of the Bill were set by
the Committee oreating a separats Court for all delinquent
minors under sixteen years of age, to reoognizg probation
service as essential to such a Court, and to give the Court
the right to suspend its proceedings at any time iather than
before sentence or after conviction.

When the Fifth Conference of Charities and Corrections
was held in 1909, a prominent member of the Conference recall-
ed gome 0f the considerations that had been given to the mat-
ter of Juvenile Court legislation in 1901.

The first question then to be settled was the nature

of the tribunal to be established. No one was pre~

pared to recommend the immedlate oreation of an

additional court presided over by a judge who should

be & member of the Supreme Benoch of Baltimore City

and such a recommendation if made would surely have

failed, and i persisted in would have pestponed in-

definitely the initiation of the movement, Those

most interested in the movement in Baltimore hud

~then vegue 1deas of the practical work possible of
accomplishment by such a Court, and the community at
large had never had an opportunity_ of formulating

any 1deas whatever on the subjeot.

Thus it 13 seen that there was thinking and aoting
behind this early law, whioh was one of the plonesring

efforts in the legislation of children's cases in America.

Y |
Riggs, lawrason, Fifth Conference of Maryland Charities
end Corrections, Progeedings o » De . ‘
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This new facility was oreated to better handle children's
cases ags they came before the Court. The kind of prosedure
used previously can be seen by the fact that 1n 1902 some six
to seven hundred children were committed to B#ltimora Civy
Jails. Dellnquency had never been defined in the thinking
of the Pollice Magistrates and cases were disposed of merely
to clear the dcekat.l

The new Juvenlle Court was oreated from an Act to amend
& previous Article of the Code of Public Loocal Laws and it
was believed to be one of the first such courts in the world
devoted exclusively to the trial and dlsposition of cases
where children were the principals.

This new tribunal was actually not established as an
additional court since the General Assembly of Maryland was
without the authority under its Constitution to ereate another
kind of court., The Juvenile Court then, became a reallty
only by the appointment of an additional Justice of the Peace
who would sit on the Supreme Bench of the City of Baltimore
for the sole purpose of hearing children's cases, The 1902
Aet provided that the Governor of Maryland should make an
appointment of an additional Justice of the Peace whose offle

I

cial title would be "Maglstrate for Juvenlle Causes,"
olusive Jjurisdletion of minors under the age of sixteen was

to be gilven the Magistrate for Juvenile Causes in all cases

lrenort of the Juvenile Court of Baltimore City, April
39. 1913’ Pe .
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whirariarlsdleﬁianvhad been glven by law to Police Maglstrates
of Baltimore Gity.i The Aot also provided for the appoint-
mgnt_qr probation pfrieara or'oithnr sex. These officers
were to be appointed by the auprcma;gahah ar‘ﬁslii@arg Cisy
and were to serve without pay.”? #qtually, a Committee of
intereated Ealti&ora’paraena aﬁsqmnd'respoasibility,tar the
salaries of the probation officers. "As there were no funds
eppropriated to pay the selaries of the probation of ficers,
@ committee of men snd women with Honorable Cherles J.
Bonaparte as Chelrman assumed the responsibility for the
ssleries of these pasitiang,“3

The Magistrate for Juédéilslcausea was to be a member
of the Bar of the SQQrQanBngou,ot Baltimore City, and was
to re¢sive a salary of 321109 per annunm, from the Mayor and
City Council of’ Balttmano;k LT

The new Juvenile Court was situatnd in the Court House
and was informally oysneé an Iunt 2Ath. 1?62 by the Honorable
Judge charlen Eaululor. Thu caurt hald two seaslona daily
and one nasalon was h&ld on ﬂnnﬁays.s

In 1904 %hn Gongral Ausaubly q:paﬁéqﬁ the povers of the
Megistrate for Jﬁfﬁni;c,ﬁnuagﬂ byigkaktlng him the sdditional

lacts of 1902, Chap. 611, Seo. 623A.
Ibid. Seo, 886A.

bpots of 1502, Chap. 611, Sec. 623A.
: 5ngaa&le Court of ZBsltimors cztx.gaaﬂg , pe 1
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powers of pollce mazistrates and also provided for the appointe
ment of a sergeant and one police offiaor.l The sergeant was
to act in the bapaaity of bailiff and maintain order in the
Court and assuma.rsaponaibility for delivering children to in-
stitutions.

The 1904 Act also lndicated that the Magistrate's salary
would be raisad from $2,100 to $2,500 and additionsl proba-
tion officers were nuthorizea.a The new Act assured the pro-
bation officers a salary to be paid by the City of Baltlmore.3

In 1906 the Law authorized the appointment of two addi-
tional probation offlaara.a It was in 1906 that the ante-
cedents of the more modern Juvenlle Court Committee and the
Governor's Commission on Juvenlle Delinquency had its roots.
The persons interested in the Baltimore leglalation for
chlldren's cases were not convinoced that the most adequate
procedures were being followed in chlldren's cases and there
was movement to advise the leglslature to review the current
legislation. The legislature in turn empowered the Governor
to sppoint five commleslonera, who were to serve without pay
end who would concern themselves with the laws as they related
to child welfare. The Commissioners were to review and to
revise legislation as it pertained to the Juvenlle Court and

to children coming before the Court, The Commission was to

lpots of 1904, Ohap. 521.

3
2Inad. Ibid.
“Laws of Maryland, 1906, Chap. 263,
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serve for & two year term and make 1ts results known to the
1908 Aalumbly.l Th; Governor appointed a Board of five per-
sons in 1998_to\fu1f311‘mudh'tn¢ ﬁ#@e funetion as that of the
1906 éommieszoners.ﬁ .

The first annual report of the Haltimore Juvenile Court
was published in 1909, The report gives some pertinent in-
formation on purposed extension of jJjurisdiction, especially
as it related to adult responalbility and nonesupport, The
report read in part:

A large proportion of the cases of wrongdoling among
ghildren is trageeble %o the home and results from
the viclousnens, oarelessness and neglect of parents.
In pragtically none of the cases can the parents be
punished, becsuse we do not have adequate laws {ixe
ing their responsibllity and holding them liable.
The result is that innocent, little children must
suffer because parents 4o not reallize thelr respon-
eibllities or have no sense of obligation, to thelir
children, . . «» « What we need, and sinoerely trust
the next General Assembly will ensct, 18 an adult
responsibility or acontributory dalinquengy law such
as exlists in some of the statea, . . , .

1
!

The report also indicates the great need for an adequate
non-support law "gompelling the huaband and father, wherevér
posaible, to properly support and maintaln his wife and
childran.“& The report quotes from the resommendations of
the Grand Jury for the City or Baltimore for the September
1908 term as follows:

l1aws of Maryland, 1906, Chap,., 807.
21p1d, 1908, Chapter 486,

JOW S o 3‘»1“1‘3‘9:‘0’ Hdn s

*Ibig, pp. 10-11.
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A more effective law is needed to combat this ever-

growing evil of the non-support or desertion of wives

‘and childrensesses It 18, therefore, suggested that the

law be 30 amended as to confer upon the Juvenile Court

concurrent Jurlsdiction with the Criminal Court in non-
support end desertion cases, where the ascused does not
pray a Jury trial, aend that a per diem of fifty cents

be pald the wife or children of the delinquent husbani

for each day's work performed by him while in prison.

In these statements, the Grand Jury was using the Distriet
of Columbia non-support law as an example of desirable legis~
lation in dealing with this problem.

The Grand Jury further went on record as recommending
"that a 'detention school' be established, where youthful
delinquents may be sent pending trial or investigation.”

The need stressed was one for temporary=-custody housing while
investigations were being madee2

The volume of activity in the new Juvenile Court was great.
From 1908 to 1909, 2,443 children were heard by the Court.
This number involved 3,015 cases and the children involved
were charged with the commission of one or more of forty-six
different offenses. Indicative of the early methods of handl~
ing ohild offenders in Baltimore Jity is the ract that the
mogt fraquently reported offense was "disorderly conduct.®
Children were booked in that manner at the station houses
where all offenders were taken befors their hearing in the

dJuvenlle Court. Of the total number of children reported

1l .
Anngﬁ% %aggz& of the Juvenile Court, Baltimore, Md.,
1909' PP« wlie - '

2
Ibic’}. Pe 1ls
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in the first statistios released by the new Juvenils Gourt,
711 were reported as minors without proper stare and guardian-
ship. It was this number of neglected and dependent children
that caused great oondern over parental delinguency.

In 1910 the Governor was directed to appoint an additione
a1 Justice of the Pesce to hear children’'s cases, The new
Magistrate's salary was to bé\é},@ﬂﬂ per ya&r.l

The 1912 Law gave wider powers to the Magistrate for
Juvenile Ceuses in that he could now assess penslty for con-
tempt of courb.a This Law was levelled at parents who re-
fused to carry out the orders and recommendations of the
Hagistrate, Further additions in 1912 gave the Folice Come
missioner for the Uity of Baltimore authorization to appoint
two male and two female physiolans to give service to the
station houses and to the Juvenile Gourt.” Social treatment
as well as medioal treatment was extended when the Maglstrates
were authorized to place "any minor who may be on probation
as herein provided for in the custody of sush person or per-
sons for such perlod as deemed necessary, . . . o

Informal and private hearings were not inastituted until
1925, This change in prosedure was brought about by the
Honoredle J. T, C, Willlems who was then Chisef Judge of the

Juvenlile Court, At that time the press was also excluded from

liaws of Maryland, 1910, Chap. A1,
21p1d, 1912, Chap, 482,

3%: Chap. T33.

4;;;@, Chap. 618.
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the hearinszs of children, Court prooedure is desoribed in
this fashiorn in the Report of the Juvenile Court for 1926:
"The method of procedure in the Juvenile Court is dignified,
but informal., .+ . . » The hearinzs are held in the office
of the Judge and the acctused stand before hias desk, accom-
panied by thelr parents."l

Un Cotober lst, 1929, the Honorable T. J. 8, Waxter,
who was Judgze of the Juvenile Court, inastituted the services
of a psychiatrist and pediatrician for c¢hlldren coming be-
fore the Court, Thie service was maintained for one year by
private sources and during the year of 1930 1t was supported
by the Jewish Charities and the Catholis Charities with the
Community Fund also lending support. By January, 1931 the
money for this service was appropriated by the City of
ﬁaltimere.a

In 1931 another milestone in the history of modern Juven-
ile Jourt legislation was achieved in Baltimore City when
Judge Waxter made privete all records having to 4o with minors
under the age of sixteen, These reocords were to be closed %o
the publie but available to parents "or other authorized re-
presentatives of the person conocerned and in the discretion
of the Court by any other person having a legitimate interest

therein. ™

lreport of the Juvenile Court of the Gity of Baltimore,
m:. ngﬁy Pe 70'

aJuvsngle Qourt Manual, May, 1942, freface p. 2.
SArticle 52, Chap. 323, Sec. 81, Annotated Code,
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There was at this time a development of movement for a
more expansive Juvenile Court and in 1941 a Bill was introe
duced requesting a constitutional amendment whereby the Juven
1le Court would be made a court of record and have Jurlsdice
tion of minors up to the age of eighteen years, A Bill which
provided a constltutlonal amendment was subsequently passed
by the Leglslature, approved by the Governor, but was not
voted upon by the people of Baltimore City in November, 1942,

In 1943, however, the City of Baltimore enacted local
Juvenile court legisglation., In evaluasting the soclal moves
ment of thls Law, & former Juvenile Uourt Judge for the Clty
of Beltimore stated: B

The dominant motive behind the change brought about

by the 1943% law was that the Juvenile Court become

a court of record, This was brought about by the

interest of the lawyers and the legislaturs in give

ing more status to the Court. The social work group

was effective in having the Governor appoeint a spec-

18l coémmittee io g0 into the matter to stimulate

this interest,”

The new Law was to abolish the Juvenile Court and to
transfer jJurisdiction over ochildren’'s cases to an HEgulty
Gourt, An introduction to the lLaw reads:

An Act to amend the laws pertaining to juvealle

and related cases in Baltimore City, to confer

Jurdsdicetion in such cases upon the Circuit Uourt

of Baltimore City, to provide for the care and

treatment of children found by asald Court to be

dependent, delinquent or feeble-minded, and to

abolish the offices of Magistrate and Asslstant 2
Maglstrate for Juvenile Causes in Baltimore City.

lcorrespondence from Judge T. J, S, Waxter, Director of
the Depertment of Public Welfare, Baltlmore, Md., Aug.2,1949,

2lawe of Haryland, 1943, Chap. B18.
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All cases pending before the Maglistrates for Juvenile
Causes on May 6th, 1943 were to be transferred to the Circuit
Gourt for Baltimore City. "In additlon to the jurisdiction
now possessed and exerclsed by the Circuilt Court ., . . . sald
Court shall have jurisdiction in Juvenile causes,. . . ,"T
It was indloated in this seation that the Judge "need not be
subject to rotation.”™ This Judge was to be aasléned to the
Bupreme Bench of Baltimore City and was to have exolusive and
original jurisdiotion over dependent, neglected and delin-
quent ohildren, His Jurisdiction also extended to the feeble~
minded child and to the determination of paternity in disputed
cases, The Judge further had the power to try, sublect to the
right of trial by Jury, any parent or adult responsidle for
the child, who contributed to the condition'of the child, It
was clearly pointed out, however, that other Courts were to
retailn the right to determine oustody of children upon writs
of habeas corpus and to determine the custody and guardian-
ship of children.a

The Law pointed out that any child brought before the
Juvenile Court would be oharged only with being a dependent,
delinguent or a feeble-minded child., No child was to be
charged with "commission of any orime." If the child 1s
charged with a misdemeanor or felony-which would be a orimi-

nal charge if committed by an adult, the Judge, after

liaws of Maryland, 1943, Chap. 818, Sec. 420A.
eghig, Sec. 4200,
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investigation, may waive Jurisdiction and order the ohild
held for actlion under adult proaeduraa.l The terms of depen=
dency, neglect and delinquency are fully defined in the Law,

The delinquent ochlld was defined as one who violated
any law or ordinance, or who committed any act which, if com-
mitted by an adult, would beé a orime not punishable by death
or life imprisonment., It inocluded in its definrltion the ine
corrigible, ungovernable and habitually disobedient child,
"who 18 beyond the control of his parents, guardisn, ousto-
dian or other lawful authority." Delinquency was also defin-
ed as habitual truancy, desertion from home, engagement in
11legal ocoocupation or association “with immoral or vicious
persons.” The child would also be adjudged delinquent if he
behaved in such & way "as to injure wilfully or endanger the
morals of himself or others,"Z

The 1943 Baltimore City Law gave the Supreme Bench the
power to appoint, upon recommendation of the Judge, & suite
able person who would act as Master, and who would receive
& salary of‘ﬁa,pﬂﬁ per year, This position of Master, similar
to that of Referee in other gourts, was one of the innovations
to the Act, The Law stipulated that the case shall first be
heard by the Master, who in turn would transmit to the Judge
all material relating to the case together with findings and
recommendations, If a hearing were indicated it would be held

liaws of Maryland, 1943, Chap. 818, Sec. 420D,
21pid, Sec. 420B.
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with the Judge officiating. If a hearing was not conaldered
necesassary, the order of the Master would stand, when confirm-
ed by the Judge and would thereby become the judgment of the
Gourt.l

The Law stated that ohildren would be released to their
parents or custodians pending & Juvenile Court hearing, whenw
ever that was poasible.a If it was considered 111 adviged to
return a c¢hild to his own home the Judge was empowered to ar-
range temporary housing with the Department of Public Welfare
of Baltimore Glty.3 The Departiment of Public Welfare was to
use its diseretion in the selectlon of home for the child or
for its institutionalization.

If a child were in need of care or treatment by virtue
of 1ts dependency or neglect by parents or others, the Judge
was authorized to oommit such & child to the State Dep@rtmant
of Public Welfare, where it would be glven the sare the De~
partment of Public Welfare deemed best, The Law stated that
the Welfare Department was to submlt semi-annual progress re~
ports on each child committed to them, The Welfare Depart-
ment had the right to make changes of residence for the chlld
1f that was 1ndiuat§d.4 Parents were expected to pay for
such care if it were possiblo.xor them to‘do 80, In cases of

parents able to pay for such support and who wilfully refused
to accept responsibility for their children, the Judge had

liaws of Maryland, 1943, Chap. 818, Sec. 420F,
21bid, Sec. 420H, Ip1d, Sec. 420 I
41p1d, sec. 420k
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The first year of the Juvenile Court under the Cirocuit
Qourt indicated a deoline of 14-1/2% in delinquency osses
coming before the Couprt. This was acareditad, by the Supe

reme Benoh to the several aspects of the new law, Fost proe-

minently, it outlined:

Equity is the forum traditionally conastituted to
promote the ultimete welfare of children. In cone
trast o the Mazletrate's loss of jurisdiotion

after commitment of & shild to 2 training school,

the long-armed Squity Court's power to retain juris-
diction to bring about ohanges in the care and treat-~
ment as the need for them arises is historic and in-
herent. ‘

For the last several years of the old system, writs
of Haheas Corpus were souzht by aggrisved parents
in wholesale numbers to bring about the releaase of
ghildren committed to correctional sshools., 3ingg

ine b2 3 2§ pumoer ol Sush WIikLB A8 GwWindled
ta relatively nesiizible nroportlonss Parenta soon
sensed that the Court’s retention of jJurisdiotion
indloated & genuine and continuling interest in the
chlldren committed as they noted the innovation of
the Jourt's requiring from the tralning aschools
individual fﬂpﬂr%ﬁ s » « » QOVering the progress of
each ohlild,

The 1944 Report of the Circult Sourt of Baltimore Oity,
Division for Juvenile Causeas, pointed out in 1944, that one
of the 8ti1ll unsolved problems was the metter of providing
facilities for the care of shildren detained by the Court
peniing either investisation or psychiatrie study.e

In the matter of probation the 1944 Report indicates
somewhat how the new Law was belng used and interpreted by
the Judges.

lReport, of the Cireult Court of Baltimore Uity Division
for Juvenile Gauses for Lhe Ye&r 1044 p. 1.

21014, p. 5.




The emphasls which the Court has nlrged on soarohe
ing out the sauses of delinjuent behavior, through
comprehenaive, painstaking, socisl 1nventiga%ien

and psychiatrlo study, is evidense of ita clear

regogznition that the ochild and not the offense 1is

its most important consideration, o « « « During

1944, the Probation Staff made 1,126 soclial investi-

gations. . « « » Probation was granted in 684 cases,.

These ohildren were permitted to remain in thelr

own home under tga supervision of the Court's pro-

bation officera,

By 1947 more than 13,000 children had had hearings in
the new Juvenille Qour%.z to appeal had ever been made in
any of the Court's declsions, although the rizht to sppeal
wag ziven in the me.’

The 1947 Report of the Jirguit Sourt of Baltimore City,
Mvision for Juvenile Ususes, pointed osut five major noeds
in order to affect the beat service to ¢hlldren, Thers was
soncern ahown for the feeble-minded child, for the delinquent
and the mentally retarded ohild, The Repert indloeated that
because of laok of space only thirtyefive or eighty-one re-
ferrals were ziven service at the State institutions at Rosee
wood and ﬂruwnav&ll&,# A seoond sonsidsration was the need
of an enlarged Child 3tudy Home for both White and Negro
shildren, This faollity was seen by the Court as ilmperative
in a program of prevention and remeodiation in the prodlem of

delinqueney and pra~a911aqunncy.5 Another me jor soncern of

1Report of the Gircult Court of Baltimore Oity,Division
for Juvenlle CRuses Tor Ghe Year 1044, DBI6 5,

2&1&. 1%7. Ps 1. 3m; Pe 11,
‘g, ». 2, SibAd, e 4.
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the Court wes the high incident of delinguency among Negro
youth, The Report pointed out that although the Kegro child
population comprises only 2035 of ﬁho City's ohildren, the
Negro child was involved in 57% of 4its delinquenocy. These
children coming from the heavily populated areas of Zmst
Baltimore and Northwest Baltimore require attention by the
community in terms of services to thom.l The item of deten~
tion, which appeared in almost every annusl report of the
Juvenile Court, was presented in this one with forsefulness,

This Court detains children for social and psychia~
triec study and not as punighment, %nither eruslty
to children nor custody for ocustody'ssake is ever
tolerated, , . . . In Baltimore Clty the Jail ie
never used as a place of detention for Juveniles.

In 1947, we found it nnoaasary to detain 433 bays
and girls who had sady besn ad) ] nauent s
while they were being atudieﬁ and plans wera boing
made for them. Un thelir face, thelr offenses were
80 serious as seemingly to offer the least hope for
adjustment in the juvenlile's own homes. The three
week's study prompted the Court, however, to commit
only 132 of them and an additlonal 16 to schools
for the feeble~-minded. Seven were committed to the
Department of Fublic Welfare for foster home place~
ment and 231 were tried on probvation. . « . . only
29 were committed to training sochools., Forty-four
of the 433 studled were found by the Court's pay-
chiatrist to have 1.Q.'s of 65 or less. PURBENE
most of these were carried on probation.

3ince the child is detained on an average of three weeks for
gocial and psychiatrie study in Baltimore City, the consern
for custodial faeillitles is great.

lieport of the Olroult Court of Baltimore City, Division

for Juvenile Oauses, 1947, Ds Oe

21014, p. 8.
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Another concern of the Juvenlle Court in its Report was
the need to plan for slum clearance and more adequate housing,
Using the Housing Authority of Baltimore's estimate that twenty-
five percent of Baltimore's population were living in sube-
standard housing, the Report urges the Mayor and City Council
to again place the £10,000,000 bond issue before the voters,

1
The issue had been defeated in the last eleotion,

Thus was seen that the Court's own aprraisal of its work
was one which implied that auxiliary services were needed to
make the Court a more complete service to the community. The
1943 Baltimore City lLaw itself was getting recognition from
Jurists and was seemingly making imprint upon the thinking of
persong who were interested in seeing leglslation of this
kind on a State-wide hasis,

The Community's appralsal of the present law and of

its administretion by the Supreme Bench of Baltimore

City has resulted in a movement to have the handle

ing of Jjuvenile ¢ases in the counties of Maryland

patterned after our present setup in Baltimore City.

Upon the recommendation of the State Department of

Public Welfare, & Billl to effestuate the change has

already been introduced in the Legislature,?

In an appraisal of the social agtion other than that ine
volved in the creatlon of Juvenile Court legislation 1tself,
it was seen that there were many persons in Baltimore inter-

ested in the problems of youth and in the aspects of preven~

tion and control of Juvenile delinquency. In 1944, the

lreport of the Gircuit Court of Baltimore City, Division
for Juvenlle Causes, 1947, p. 7.

21bid, p. 2.
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Juvenile Court, the Baltimore Youth Commission, the Depart-
ment of Public Welfare and the Muniocipal Government of Baltle
more created two Area Projects, A third such projJect was set
up in 1947 in Northwest Baltimorae,

At the time of thls study, Baltimore had sc¢ores of organ-
izations for recreational service to children, The Girl
Seout Council of Baltimore and Baltimore County reported some
9,000 girls of all falths between the ages of 7 and 18 en=
rolled. No Negro glris were indiocated in the membership,
The Girl Scouts Executive served for five years on the Mayor's
Juvenile Delinquency Commis=zion and indicated an interest of
this Organization in Juvenile Court 1egialstion.1

The Glenn L. Martin's Boy's Oludb indicated a relation-
ship with the Juvenile Oourt, "“Ocseslonally we have a boy or
boys released on probation under guldance of the dlreator.“a
The MoXim Community Center, under the Presbyterian Board af
Hational Missionas and the Friends, had a reoreational service
for both boys and girls, In answer to the question: "Do you
have a working relationship with the Juvenile Court?", the
McKim Center indicated that it had no sush relationship at
present and that referrals were made by the Center to the
Department of Publio Wolfare.B

The Baltimore Area Oouncil of Boy Scoutes indlcated &

membership of approximately 14,000 boys from nine to eighteen

1Queatlonnalre, Carnline T. Lydee,

g@usationnalre material.

’ .
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years of age. The Boy Scouts of Baltimore had no working re-
laticonship with the Juvenlle Court unless a speciflo case vas
referred to them. The questionnalre stated that there was a
volunteer staff of 3,600 connected with the Baltimore Council,
plus some fifteen tralned ataff mambera.l
The Little Flower Youth Organization provided recreation
and "social, cultural, physical and religilous activities for
youth nine to twenty-five years of age." It served Catholic
ohildren predominately, but others were welcome as guests,
In answering the questionnalire on the matters of delinquency
the pastor stated; "If we seem to have been negligent in the
matter of publlic interest as regards leglslation on Juvenile
courts and Juvenile delinquency, it may be perhaps best ex=
plained by saying that we have very little problem in that
matter., Usual normal mischief there 1s aplenty, but nothing
serious that we cannot handle,"-
Desplte the great number of reoreational services for
children in Baltimore, there was 8tlll need for more such ser-
viceatso meet the needs of all children. The Juvenile Court
had taken action with the Police Commiseioner to develop a
Boy Seout Troop in every Police Distriot and a Boys' Club in
the Southwestern Police Seotion, The Juvenlle Protective
Bureau of the Follce Department hoped to enlarge its boys'

olub facllitles and to extend such service to Negro youth as

woll as White children,

lﬁuaatiennaira material.
2Ivid, material furnished by Rev. Frederick H. Duke,



42

In a further step in the appralsal of social action in
Baltimore, several of the major soclal welfare agencles should
be mentioned. The Maryland Children's Ald Sooliety, whose hlse-
tory has meant virtually the hlstory of child welfare in many
of the counties, has its "parent office" in Baltimore. The
activity throughout the years both in terms of chlld welfare
and Juvenile Court legislation is outlined in other chapters
of this study. In 1948 the Family and Children's Agency gave
service to the Juvenile Court and was active in the proposed
Juvenlile Court leglslation. The Catholic Charities of 38alti-
more, was working with Catholic children and their familles
and was a2 prominent community agency as well as other denomle
national agenciea, The Baltimore Urban League, although not
e service giving agency, but rather one of a community organi-
zation nature interested in interraclal aspects of cammunity
life, dealt with the problems of the Baltimore Kegro.

The study of the Juvenlile Court evolution in Baltimore
City was Been to center in the interest and stimulation of two
predominate groups: the legal profession and the social work-
ers. The developmental hlstory of the contemporary Juvenile
Court in Baltimore from its inception in 1902 on a Police
Magistrate's level to the 1943 Law on the Cirouit Court level
would seem to imply that both factions had compromized and
that in the debates that ensued, both interests had asome re-
presentation in the laws that were enacted,

At the 1909 Conference of Charities and Corrections a

very pertinent note was sounded. Seven years after the first
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Juvenile OGurt wus establiahed tn 1902 the Ghairman or the

cenrerenoc atuted.

sssse A VOIY &mporbant phase of Juven&le ocourt work .
ssese 18 the attitude of the yuhlxo towards the court,
In this respect it is unique. "No other ocourt depends
for the suoccessful working of its machinery upon publiec
‘opinion, a8 does this aourt. ..... Public opinion
approves the pxinaiplea upon whioch the Court is founded.

¥ifth Conference ot Mar Z&;gd Oharities aend 0 rrootions
1999, B+ 180, RAreationds




CHAPTER VI

The History of state Juvenile Court Legislation
In Maryland

The proposal of the 1916 Juvenile Court Law for the
Btate of Maryland was the first such legislation to be
introduoced on a State-wide basis. The new law was almost
identical in pattern to the Baltimore County Law in which
it was stipulated that the Juvenlle Court was to be put on
the Circult Court level. The legislation was to be permissive
in nature. 3ince the existing ohildren's ocourts of the State
had been operating on the basis of looal legislation, each
county having sueh a Court had written into its law those
items which would meet community need and give support and
recognition to the Court. It was hoped now to create a
uniform bi&nkat law for the entire State, yet the permissive
clause would insure individual county freedom 1in accepting or

rejeoting the law.
| The Board of State Ald and Charities advoocated the
adoption of a State~-wide law since 1t felt that the counties
having suoh legislation were handling children with greater
succesz and that the over-use of institutions as a means of
case disposal by counties not having an adequate Juvenile
oourt system or philosophy waa_harmrul to those ohildren.l
The full implication was that with a 3tate Juvenile
Court Law in opsration in every politiecal sub-division of the

T
3tate Ald end Charities Report, 1914-1915. p. 46,
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State Court polioles and progedures would be somewhat more
uniform and meaningful in terms of more adequate service %o
ohildren, |

‘ne year previcus to the ensotment of the 19516 law, the
fortyeseoccnd annual meeting of the Gonferemce of Charitles
and Corregtion had taken plege in Baltimore. At thls gone
ferense thore was very definite exprossion of the disparity
that often exists between the enaotmont of & plece of legls-
lation and the aaﬁhal pragtiae in an&ng this leglelation.
Although the aonforence did mt £0 on record ss resisting
the newly proposed Juvenlle Jourt law, the implication would
seen, beoause of tho title of the paper prosented "The Hoage
tion of Ohildren's Casework in the Development of the Cone
strugtive and Preventive Work of a Community in Law Inforces
ment,” to relate to leglslation regarding ohild welfare lesues.
The address delivered by John XAward Ransom, Juporlintendent
of the ‘ree Dispensary in Chiscago read in part:

sromoters of pudblic welfare are often want to feel

that visctory has come with the enastment of eone

struotive legislation. « « ¢« «+ The placing of a

law upon our atstute books todpy is nv guarentee of

ite enforeement, Constructive sccial legislation

is ususlly framed by & groupr of people interested

in & partioular soeial probdlem, It 1s introduced

as & bill by some leglalator for one or more of

divers reasons, Its passage often 1» accomplished

y legislative reci ity or political expediensy.

e oxsoutive dranch of the governnent now begomes
the puardian of thia newly nade law and upon the

astivity and integrity L the law enforeing power,
ita real vealue depends,

1mnm. John Z., Erosecdings
ties and Corrections, 1915, p. 26
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The 1916 Juvenile Court Law conferred additional powers
upon the Circuit Courts of Maryland and they were %0 have
Jurisdiction to hear cases involving dependent, neglected and
delinquent children., They were to try persons who engouraged
such gonditions and to adjudge the punishment of auch persons.

Under the 1915 Law the terms "dependent" child and "neg-
lected” child were of synonomous connotation, A male ohild
under twenty and female ohild under eightesn years of age
would be adjudged under these categories 1f he »r she were:

destitute, homeless or abandoned, or dependent upon

the publiec for support, or has not fit and proper

parental care or guardianship, or who is feeble~

minded or otherwise mentally agfieient, or who habie

tually begs for alms, or is foumd living with vio-

ious or depraved persons, or has a home, whioh, by

reason of nezlect, cruelty or depravity on the part

of its parent or parenta, guardian or other person

having oharge o{ it, is an unfit place for suoh &

Ghildi L 3 - L] -

The feeble~minded and mentally deficlent child, there-
fore, would come %0 the attention of the Court without medl-
ocal definition and by virtue of mental impalrment would be
ad judged negleoted or dependent, The child "who i3 habite
ually absent from school contrary to the public general or

"2 yauld also be heard as a

public looal laws of lMaryland,
dependent or neglected child, The law stated that a delin~-
quent ohild "shall be oonstrued as meaning any male or female

child under the ages » . . . speoifled, and who, while under

liaws of Maryland, 1916, Chapter 326, Seo. 1.

21mid.
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such age, may violate any oriminal law of the State, or is
incorrigible, or knowlngly assoclates wlth thleves, viclous
or depraved persons, or is growling up in idleness or corime,
or knowingly frequents any gambling places, poliey shops,
and patronizes or frequents liquor or beer saloons unaccome
panied by a parent or zuardian, or is gullty of indeceni,
imnmoral or lascivious aonduot.l

Under thls lLaw & Clrcult Court Judge would sit in Juvenw-
1le Causes and vhen that designation was made he would have
jurisdictlon of "any and all Justices of the Feace for sald
county in all cases of trial or commitment to any Juvenile
institution, and to "hear, try and determine all cases of
any . . . « dependent, neglected or delinquent children and
to provide for the custody, control and maintenance of such
child until it shall attein the age of twenty-one, and shall
have all other jurisdiction by this Act. . . . "

Any resident of the several counties or any égency in-
corporated under the laws of the State "for the care and pro-
teotlion of children” could assume responsibility for filing
a petition with the Olerk of the Circult Court in the interest
of any child who appeared to be delinquent, neglected or de-
pendent, The Clerk would then docket sush a petition wherein
the petitioner would be named as the plaintiff and the chilld
or its parent or guardian would be named as defendants in

1Laws of Maryland, 1916, Chap. 326, Sec. 1,
21014, Sec. 2.
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1
such caseas, The defendants would be served a summons and
they would appear before the Circuit Court sitting in Juvenile
Causes,

The Circuit Court, sitting in Juvenile Causes was to ap-
ncint one or more probatlon officers whose salaries were to
be paid by the County Commissloners, the salary to be fixed
by the said court, The duties of the probation officers were
outlined as follows:

It shall be the duty of such officer or officers to

inform himself or themselves when any child is to

be brought into said Court, and to make investiga-

tions of all such cases, to be present in Court to

represent the interest of the child when the case

18 heard and to furnish saild Court such information

and assistance as mald Uourt may require andto take

charge of such ohild before or after the trial as

saild Court may direct, and whenever such probation

officer shall have knowledge of any dependent,!neg-

lected or delinquent child, it shall be the duty

of such officer to bring the same to the attention b

of sald Court by petition, as hereinbefore provided.

The right to & jury trisl was assured any minor who was
charged with a criminal offense., The child was to appear
before the Circult Court for any county, sitting in Juvenile
Causes, ". . . . then sald Court shall diredt sald charge
againat said minor to be tried in like manner as other crimie-
nal cases are now or may hereafter be trled; and the sald
Gourt shall have and exeroise 1in such case all its ordinary
powers over the person of sald minor pending information,

indiotment or trial."*

1Law5 of Maryland, 1916, Chap. 326, Sec. 3.

Ipid, Sec. 4. % 1bid, Sec. 6.

%1pid, Seo. T.
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The Circuit Court sitting in Juvenile Causes wae to allow
any dependent, neglected or delinquent nmle child under twenty
years of age or eny female child under eighteen years of age,
to remaln in its home, subject to the supervision of*iké Proe=
bation Cfficer, The Judge could require that the chlld report
to the Court or to the Probation Officer when the Court so
ordered,

The ohlld was to be removed from his home,

e ¢+ o » 1f s8ld Court . . . . shall find the per-

ent, parents, guardian or custodisn of such child

an unfit or improper person or persons, or unwille

ing to care for, protaat,ltrain, educate or discie-

}Dline such child . . .

In such case the Court would be allowed to

pass an order committing the child to the custody

of some agency, or to some more sultable institu-

tion, dtate or otherwise, organized for the care

of children, until 1t becomes twenty-one years of

age and saild agency or institution may place such

children in the home of some sultable family.

Said Court, however, shall retain the right to

remove such children from such famlly, home, agency

or institutlon, for agch reasons as the Court may

determine sufficient.

Agencies or institutions responsible for the placement
of ehildren by Court direction were to supervise such place-
ments and to visit the child once every three months; the
Court also held such agencies responsible for s progress ree-
port on each child so.plaoed.3

Parents or persons charged with the reapansibility for

the care of a child so placed were to pay in full or in part

_lLawe of Maryland, 1916, Chap, 326, Sec. 8,
2rpd. >Ibig, Sec. 9.
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the cost of maintaining such ohild, and the Court was to
have the power to "assess the costs of such proceeding against
such parent . + + « OF Other persons 80 unargod.“l

The ¢hild under the age of fourteen years wﬁs not to be
conmitted to a jJaill or pollce etatlion but 1f the shild was
unable to give ball for the Court appearance, "he or she
shall be committed to the care of a Probation Officer for the
asid County, or to the custody of some society or Juvahlie
institution organized for the care of children, "2

Any person who wilfully neglested to care for or support
a c¢hild for whom he was legally responsible was to be charged
vith being gullty of a misdemeanor and was liable to im~
prisonment, fine or bath¢3 |

The 1916 Juvenlile Court lLaw was not to apply to Balti-
more 0lty and it was stated that ". . . . all laws or parts
of laws now in force . ., .« . in conflict with provisions of
this act, are hereby repealed to the extent of that oonfllet,
but no further,™

This Act was approved on April 18¢h, 1916 and was to be
effeotive on June lst, 1§16.5 |

The second State-wide Juvenile Gaurﬁ Law enaoted 1in 1931
was permissive in nature and progressive in soccpe, and it re-

lated to the hearing of cases involving dependent, delinquent

liaws of Maryland, 1916, Chapter 326, Ses. 10.
2144, ses. 12. SIbia, Ses. 13.

ml Sec. 160 EIHM. Sec. 18.
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and neglected ohildren. The Law atlpulated that the Governor
would appoint, with the advice and consent of the Senate, an
edditional Justice ef the Peace for emch County in the State.
This officer of the Court would bo known as the Magilstrate
for Juvenile Gauaan.l

The Maglstrate would have the same power as & Justice of
the Feace or Magistrate for oriminal causes and exclualve
Jurisdioction ". . . . in all cases of trial, or commitment
for trial, or commitment to any Juvenlle imstitution of any
minor under the age of alxteen years,"<

The Magistrate was empowered to diepose of cages involve
ing children by dismissal, postponement or probation “in the
care of and under the supervision and direction of one or
more probation afrieera.”3 Hearings were to be conducted

4 Records were to be kept and "all

informally and privately.
such records having to do with minore under the age of six-
teen shall be exempt from discriminate public inspection”
acoording to the Law,” Records would be available to "the
parents or other authorized representative of the persén gone
cerned and in the discretion of the Court. . . . 6
The Law allowed any reslident of the countiea or any

child incorporated protective agency, to file a petition, in

liaws of Maryland, 1931, Chap. 323, Sec. 81.
2mp1a. 3114,

#;ELQ, Sec, 84, Sgg;g. Sec, 81.
61n1d.
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writing and under é;zﬁiQ1£f5§nnzr of & aapcndunt, nogim«tnﬁ
or delinquent child., The petitioner would be named the rlaine
tiff and the ohild or ghildren and thelr parents or ocustodiane
would be named the defendant in such cases, A summons would
be served by the sheriff or constable and the defendants
would be ordered %0 appear before the ﬁaaittru&ﬁgl

The Magilstrates for Juvenlle Causes were empowered to ape
point a probation offiser, whose salary would be pald by the
County Commissioners of the several oountliea, The Law atipu=
lated that the probation officer was gu have at lesat one
year's experience in the field of scoial work,=

The duties of the probation offlcer were specifieally
defined, The officer was to be under the supervision of the
Magistrate and to be vested with the privileges and authorities
of aonstables, The probation officer was to meke investiga~
tions, supervise probationers and to have "the power to bring
any minor or minors who may be on probation . « « « before
the juvenile aourt, by a procesa of warrant duly sworn to
eharging him or them with violatlom of the terms or oonditions
of their probation. « . 2

The 1931 lLaw provided for & Juvenlle Court Committee in
eash of the sounties. The Committee was to be composed of
five members appointed by the Oovernor. It was to serve withe
out pay and to ast in an sdvisory capmolty to the Haglstrate

lraws of Maryland, 1931, Ghapter 323, sweg‘ss.
zmg, 3«.}8&"‘, " '.3‘&;5' Sea. 87.
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and meet with him four times each year. The Committee was to
make recommendations as to the appolntment of probation offi-
cers end to "confer with the Maglstrates for Juvenile Causes
of thelr respective counties and to render such servisce as
the Magistrates may require in their discretion.” The Com-
mittee was also to recommend to the Governor qualified condi-
dates for the position of Maglstrate for Juvenlle Oausaa.l

The 1931 State-wide Juvenile Court Law was approved on
April, 17th, 1931 and was made effsotive on June lst, 1931,2

In 1941, House Bill 785 was introduced, This Bill was
a repeal and re-ensctment with é&andmenta of Sections 83 and
84 of Artiale 52 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, 1939
Edition. ‘

These amendments, approved on May 2hﬁ,»1941, raised the
juvenile court age from aixteen_ta eightqénvyears,B and pro-
vided that the Maglstrate for Juvenile Causes "have concur--
rent jurisdiotion with the Cirouilt Géurgs for the several
counties in csses involving trial, or commitment for trial,
or commitment to any Jjuvenile institution, . . . .“*

In 1945 HMaryland enacted its firast State~wide mandatory
Juvenile Court Law, and its origins were deeply rooted in

the movement of interest in the Baltimore City Juvenile Court

law of 1943,

llawe of Maryland, 1931, Chap. 323, Sec. 85.
gznmg, Se0. 5.

31014, 1941, Chep. 807, Sec. 83.

41p1a,



54

One of the most important of the functlionaries working
in behalf of new legislatlion both for the State and for the
Baltimore City Law of 1943 was the Commlssion on Juvenile
Delinquency eppointed by the Governor in 1940. This Commis=
sion was to consider the whole field of Jjuvenile delinquency
and its treatment and to report its findings to the General
Assembly at the 1941 session. The Commission had its organie
zatlon meeting on October 31s%, 1940 and 1t met with repre-
sentatives of 3tate and private agenscles interested in, and
responsible for, caring for delinquent chlldren. These
agencles were, State and Public Departments of Welfare and
the law enforeement factione of the State and of Baltimore
City. The Juvenile Court of Baltimore City, the Probation
Department of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the 3tate
Department of Correstion, the State Departments of Parole and
Probation, the State's Attorney for Baltimore City, the Police
Magistrates for Baltimore and the 3tate Board of Mental Hyglene
were among those organizations meeting with the Govermor's Com-
mission on Juvenile Delinquency. The following statement was
made as an appraisal of this meeting:

It is significant that this is the first time that

the activities of all of these agenslies and indivie

duals in Maryland, all of whom are concerned with

the widely ramified prolem of dealing with or pre-.

venting delinguency in children, have been brought

into a single focus s¢ that their effortas ocsn be

considered as a whole, Perhaps the most useful

funetion of such & Commission 1s to make a begin-

ning in the directlon of integrating these now inde~

pendent activities into a unified program, so that

the State's jJob 1¥ this vital field can be more
effectively done.

lreport of the Juvenile Delinquency Commission, January
28th, L,
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The findings of the Commission on Juvenile Delinguency
can perhaps be designated as some of the most important both
in terms of local and 3tate leglslation. It was out of thie
study that the 1943 Baltimore City Juvenile Court Law became
a reality and upon which the State-wide Juvenile Court Law
was written two years later,

As the Commission saw it the Juvenile Court in Baltimore
City was handicapped because it was "seriously limited in
authority." This was directed to the Juvenile Court's inabile
ity to hear felonles.

All such cases have been heard under the charge of

being 'minors without proper care.' When children

have been committed in such cases to State Induse

trial Schools and a writ of habeas corpus is taken

before the Supreme Bench, that Court has usually

taken the position that the Juvenile Court had

acted beyond its lawful authority and has released

the child. The result has been the return of many

ehildren, partioularly after their commitment, with

the consequent lowering of prestige of the Juvenile

Court, and a bad effeot upon the chlldren and others

who know the situation,}

The Commission urged that the Juvenile Court be made a
Gourt of Record and be extended to hear all cases of relsny.a
The Commission pointed out that the Juvenile Courts are
handlcapped by the intake policies of institutions. Thelir
comments were directed especially to the child with serious
mental retardation., "Industrial schools do not wish to take

those with low mentality and the schools for defectives do

ggrt of the Juvenlle Delinquency Commiasion, January
aﬁth, ' pl jc

2In1d, p. 4.
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not wish to take the seriously delinquent. In eaoh case the

reason 1s that rshabilitation and training, and the discipli-

nary program of the institution are thereby interferred with‘"l

The Commission stated that the Juvenlle Court estimated an
accumulation of about one hundred children who cannot be in-
stitutionalized for these reasons and, therefore, ™must be

permitted to run the streata.”z

An earlier Commission on Juvenile Delinquenoy had can-
vassed the twenty-three counties with a questionnaire to attempt
an evaluetion of how the various county courts were handling
children's cases. Thé summaﬁion of the study revealed that

Juvenile Qelinqusnts were being heard in a variety‘or ways in

the Htate,

About one third (of the counties) have Juvenile
tourts, soms of whioch have taken sdvantage of the
1931 optional statute, while others merely desig-
nate an existing court to hear juvenile cases. A
few counties have a special arrangement between.
the Circuit Court and the public or private wel-
fare agency, and in some counties the cases are
handled by Justices of the Peace. Four counties
reported active Juvenile Court Committees appointed
by the Governor in 1931, « « + . Hany Judges and
County Court officials who replied seemed uneware
of the existence of such committees., It would ap=-
pear that there has been a lack of knowledge on the
part of these ocommittees as to what they were ap-
pointed for, and on the part of the Courts of the
existence of guch comml ttees and of their relation
to the Court.

The Commission pointed out that Beltimore City wes the only
large city in the United =States having its Juvenile Court

on a Justice of the Peasce level.

1

Report of the Juvenile Delinquenoy Commission, January
28'511, Ll, Ds b

2

3
Ibid, M. Ps é.



While Juvenile Courts are designed to be the ex~

clusive tribunal for dealing with juvenile offene

ders, the Baltimore Juvenlle Court actually has no

legal Jurisdiction over the type of offenses most

commonly committed., As & result, when commitments

are made in cases involving petty stealing, eto.,

‘the offender is frequently released by thﬂ‘ﬁupiﬁma

Bench of Baltimore on & writ of habeas corpus,

The work and recommendations of the Commission on Juven-
1le Delinquency was questioned by some members of the Bar.,
One group, known as the Judiclary Commission, headed by
Chief Judge Carroll T. Bond, studied plans for the reorgani~
zation of Maryland's judieial eystem. The results of the
“Bond Commisaion" atudy and its recommendations ran counter
to that of the Commission on Juvenile Delinquency.

The Bornd Commission recommended the rejestlion of the
proposed Juvenile Court amendment hecause it belleved that
Juvenile Oourts, with adeguate powers could be established
gonstitutionally and thet an amendment was not necessary.

The Bond Commission also felt that in order to avold

the multiplication of courts, & Juvenile Court in

Baltimore (ity should be & branch of the Supreme

Bench, and that a judge of that bench qualified

for such work should continue to serve in juvenile

matters without rotation in order to promote the

most effective administration,2

'The réoognltion given the Bond Commission by the Commis-
sion on Juvenile Delinquency is fully implied in the state-
ment made in the Report of the Maryland Commission on Juvenile

Delinguenacy.

1Repart of the Juvenile Delinguency Commission, January
ﬁBﬁh, MI, Ps 15. '

2Ipid, p. 86.




The present Commisslon d1d not publicly assume any
position wlth respeet to the defeated Constitutional
Amendment, nor has 1t yet done 80 with respect to
the Bond Commiassion proposal regarding a Juvenile
Court for Baltimore City. This may, prima facle,
appear to have been & mistake. However, the primary
reason for the present Commission's silence on the
subjeot has been 1ts fallure to receive until re-
cently from the Bond Commiselon & sufficlently clear
and ocomplete statement &8 to how and when that Come
mlssion anticipated the Juvenile Court for Baltimore
City m1§ht be made fully operative under that Come
mission’s proposal. In addition we have felt that
since, like the members of our predecessor Jommis-
slon, we are charged with the duty of viewing the
problem committed to us in a broad, State-wide as-
pect, and since the Bond Commission has seen fit

not to make any recommendations whatscever with
respect to Juvenlile Courts in the counties, we
gshould not recommend the repudiation of such & cone
structive plece of work as our predecessors had
done in recommending the Constitutional Amendment,
which was to have had State-wlde application, and
endorse in its place a plan, the ditaila of which
had not been made avallable to us,

In summarizing the pertinent pointas made by the Commis~
sion on Juvenlle Delinquency it must be poxnted out that
the group supported the fact that the Courts had inherent
jurisdiction to define such terms as “child," neglect,"
"dependency," and "delinquency." The objection of the Come
misalon, however, waa that theré was no adequate definition
of such terms in the Maryland Law, and likewlse

no adequate declaration of the right inherent in

the Courta to exerclse this Jurisdiction over the

child, because of the very unsatisfactory make« ,

shift system under the Maryland Law whereby Juvenile

Court Jurisdioction 15 given to so-called Maglstrates
for Juvenile Causes.

laaport of the Juvenile Delinquency Commission, January
28th, 1941, p. 72,

2Ipid, p. 74.


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































