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Abstract

This study tests the explanatory power of two prominent public administration
theories—political control and representative bureaucracy—in understanding dis-
parities in public service provision. While prior research focused on street-level
bureaucracy, we study here how political and group identities of top elected law
enforcement officials affect the distribution of youth arrests, alternatives, and prosecu-
tions among minority groups. Data from Florida's 67 counties between 2015 and
2020 demonstrate that sheriff's and state attorney’s party affiliation, race, and ethnicity
do affect street-level outcomes. However, the effects are more pronounced for race
than ideology. Also, representative bureaucracy appears more relevant for race than
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Prior research has extensively studied unequal justice out-
comes among social groups, including police encounters,
arrests, prosecutions, and court decisions (Headley &
Wright 1, 2020; Mitchell & Caudy, 2015; Stolzenberg
et al,, 2013). Scholars agree that social and contextual fac-
tors alone cannot explain these disparities (Bishop, 2005).
Research on representative bureaucracy has provided
valuable insights into how street-level officers could pro-
duce favorable justice outcomes for social groups with
whom they identify (Ding et al., 2021; Meier & Nicholson-
Crotty, 2006; Theobald & Haider-Markel, 2009; Wilkins &
Williams, 2008, 2009). Less understood is whether and
how the characteristics of elected law enforcement offi-
cials influence street-level outcomes. This group of public
officials warrants investigation because sheriffs and state
attorneys belong to a class of officials known as elected

minority groups better than political control. Yet, the partisanship of state attor-
neys explains prosecutions better than their group identity does.

« Race appears more salient than ethnicity as a mechanism of representation
among minority sheriffs.

+ Minorities are not monolithic—Black and Hispanic juveniles are subject to differ-
ential treatment and see disparate justice outcomes.

executives (Miller, 2013). While selected by a popular
vote, they perform administrative functions. As agency
heads, they can influence street-level bureaucrats directly
through the chain of command and indirectly through
their political and social identities. Focusing on elected
executives in law enforcement allows us to investigate
how their partisanship and race/ethnicity affect bureau-
cratic behavior on the ground and assess two prominent
public administration theories—political control of the
bureaucracy and representative bureaucracy.

We examine these effects within the juvenile justice
system, where outcomes often have life-changing conse-
quences, and disparities among social groups at this level
are perpetuated in the adult criminal justice system. To
assess the distribution of justice among social groups, we
study the overrepresentation of Blacks and Hispanics in

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the

original work is properly cited.

© 2022 The Authors. Public Administration Review published by Wiley Periodicals LLC on behalf of American Society for Public Administration.

Public Admin Rev. 2023;1-20.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/puar 1

85U80|7 SUOWILLOD 3AIIERID 8|(edl|dde ay3 Aq pausenob aJe Sa[onle O ‘8SN JO SN 10 A%eIq1T8UIIUO A8]1/V UO (SUORIPUOD-PpUe-SWB}/W0o A8 | 1M Aeiq 1 Bulu0//SANY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWe L 84} 89S *[£202/T0/TE] uo AriqiTauliuo 411 ‘009ET end/TTTT 0T/I0p/N0D A8 | 1M AReiq1jeut|uoy/:Sdny Wwouy papeoiumod ‘0 ‘0TZ90VST


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4862-0260
mailto:wjackson@american.edu
mailto:kmeier@american.edu
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/puar
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fpuar.13600&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-01-30

POLITICAL CONTROL AND REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

arrests, alternatives (that is, diversion to other programs
to avoid arrest), and prosecutions. Data are from all
67 counties in Florida (2015-2020), a state with signifi-
cant racial diversity and differences in group political
mobilization (Bishin & Klofstad, 2012; Meier & Stewart
Jr, 1991; Rocha & Hawes, 2009).

The analysis shows that Black youth experience dispa-
rate justice outcomes compared to Hispanic youth. Demo-
graphic characteristics of the sheriff, especially their race,
have a more pronounced effect on the disparities in Black
youth arrests than the sheriff's ideology. Having a Black
sheriff mitigates disparities in Black youth arrests; however,
we document increasing disparities in Black youth prosecu-
tions among counties with Black state attorneys.

The study makes three main contributions. First, it exam-
ines an important but understudied question about the
impact of top elected officials’ identities and whether these
predict street-level bureaucratic outcomes in an essential
local government service—justice provision. Specifically, the
political affiliation and race/ethnicity of the most powerful
law enforcement actors at the local level—the sheriff and
state attorney—are associated with outcomes for minority
youth. Although police officers make the actual arrests, their
behavior corresponds with the messages they receive from
the upper echelons of their agencies.

Second, top law enforcement officials are principals
within their respective agencies and can affect the behav-
iors of their subordinates in direct and indirect ways.
Studying elected executives allows us to compare the rel-
ative explanatory power of political control and represen-
tative bureaucracy. While the former assumes that the
outcomes produced by frontline officers will reflect the
political preferences of elected principals, the latter posits
that the social identities of office holders will generate
benefits for clients with similar social identities. Our analy-
sis suggests that representative bureaucracy explains the
distribution of Black youth arrests better than political
control, and race appears more salient than ethnicity as a
mechanism of representation among minority sheriffs. In
contrast, the partisanship of state attorneys explains Black
youth prosecutions better than their group identity does.

Third, the research examines the disparities by compar-
ing the justice outcomes of the two main minority groups—
Blacks and Hispanics—rather than between minority and
majority groups. Our findings reveal that minorities are far
from being monolithic—Black and Hispanic juveniles are
treated differently and experience disparate outcomes in
arrests, alternatives, and prosecutions. Such differences likely
also reflect other differences in political power and social
status. In this sense, our work speaks to the comparability of
minority groups’ experiences, with important implications
for the provision of public services.

We next discuss the elected executive status of
sheriffs and state attorneys and the power structure
in Florida. The following section outlines the tenets of
the two theories—political control and representative
bureaucracy—identifies the potential pathways of

influence for each theory, and presents hypotheses for
the empirical tests. We continue with the research setting
and why Florida is an appropriate test ground. After
reporting the results, we discuss the implications of our
findings and avenues for future research.

ELECTED EXECUTIVES IN LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT

Sheriffs and state attorneys belong to a class of public
officials elected through a direct vote but charged with
administrative responsibilities (Miller, 2013). Like legisla-
tors, they run for office and feel the pressure of electoral
accountability, yet they administer public agencies like
other top-level managers.

In Florida, sheriffs and state attorneys are part of the
judicial branch. County sheriffs are responsible for enfor-
cing the Florida Constitution, state laws, and statutes.
Their role is to provide for citizens’ security, safety, and
well-being. According to Chapter 30 of Florida Statutes,
the sheriff has exclusive power to appoint, promote, and
terminate a deputy sheriff. The sheriff and the sheriff's
deputies execute all processes of the Supreme Court, cir-
cuit courts, county courts, and boards of the county
commissioners.

Florida's state attorneys are local officials responsible
for appearing in circuit and county courts within their
jurisdictions to prosecute or defend on behalf of the state
all suits, applications, or motions, civil or criminal, in
which the state is a party. Chief prosecutors appoint assis-
tant state attorneys (state prosecutors) to serve at their
pleasure. The assistant state attorney assumes all the
powers and duties of the appointing state attorney.

In the juvenile justice system, when a minor violates the
law, there are three possible outcomes of their encounter
with a sheriff or sheriff's deputy. Depending on the crime’s
severity and the officer’s discretion, the youth can receive a
warning, an arrest, or a civil citation (an alternative to an
arrest). States utilize various pre-arrest diversion initiatives.
Prior research uses “alternative” as an umbrella term (Nadel
et al,, 2021). In Florida, an alternative equates to a civil cita-
tion. As Smith, Visher, and Davidson (1984, 234) explain, “[t]
he discretionary nature of policing, coupled with the power-
ful implications of police discretion in the justice system,
defines the primary issue of concern: whether decisions to
arrest are influenced by suspect characteristics such as race,
sex, and age.”

If the minor is arrested, the case is referred to the
state attorney’s office. The state attorney (or assistant
state attorney) then decides whether or not to prosecute.
Because prosecutors possess vast discretion, they are con-
sidered the most powerful actors within the justice sys-
tem (Baker & Hassan, 2021). As Gordon and Huber (2009)
put it, “criminal prosecutors exercise enormous discretion
in coordinating investigations with law enforcement
agencies, deciding which cases to bring to trial and
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conducting plea negotiations with defendants. They also
enjoy considerable autonomy in setting the law enforce-
ment priorities for the jurisdictions in which they operate”
(136). Davis (2005) shares a similar sentiment about the
prosecutors’ role in the system, contending that life-and-
death decisions are “totally discretionary and virtually
unreviewable” (56).

The two agencies constantly interact and influence
one another. The State Attorney’s Office can only prose-
cute the offenders referred by the Sheriff's Office and,
thus, depends on who gets arrested. On the other hand,
state attorneys send strong signals to law enforcement
within their jurisdictions by deciding who to prosecute
(Baker & Hassan, 2021). If the sheriff and sheriff's deputies
know that the State Attorney’s Office will not prosecute
certain crimes, they will put less effort into arresting
offenders for such violations.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Both political control and representative bureaucracy are
mechanisms to reconcile public bureaucracies with demo-
cratic principles. Yet, they stem from different philosophies,
follow distinct paths, and produce disparate predictions.

Political control of the bureaucracy

Political control of the bureaucracy, known also as over-
head democracy, focuses on how elected officials can
control the bureaucrats’ actions. In a democracy, citizens
elect representatives who set the policies and appoint or
oversee agents (bureaucrats) to implement them. Political
principals devise various mechanisms and procedures to
ensure that agents enforce the policies congruent with
the principals’ preferences. The theory builds on the con-
cept of political power, where elected representatives
direct street-level bureaucrats to produce outputs and
outcomes they might not otherwise (Calvert et al., 1989;
Ringquist, 1995).

Bureaucrats who implement the policies on the ground,
however, develop specialized knowledge that principals
usually lack. This information advantage can be used to
limit political control or hide actions from elected officials.
In a study of the Environment Protection Agency enforce-
ment activity after Reagan’s inauguration, Ringquist (1995)
demonstrates that political control can affect the agency's
outputs—and seemingly make administrative actions
compatible with the preferences of political principals—but
cannot alter agency values. Overall, scholars find that
administrative agencies do not necessarily operate as the
theory of political control postulates (e.g., Balla, 1998; Meier
and O'Toole, Jr,, 2006; Wood & Waterman, 1991).

Studies of the police have documented some support
for political control. Chaney and Saltzstein (1998) examine
police responsiveness to direct orders and find that

political principals influence the agents’ behavior, even in
settings that are hard to control. They found that state
and local laws requiring an arrest for domestic violence
effectively altered police practice. In this case, however,
bureaucratic discretion coexisted with political control.
Meier (1994) reports similar findings for drug enforce-
ment, where principals led the bureaucracy in the direc-
tion it wanted to go anyway.

Because the county sheriff and chief prosecutor run for
office, they are political actors with specific policy prefer-
ences and agendas. They are both principals and agents
(Gordon & Huber, 2009)—principals to subordinates in the
organization and agents to voters. Their subordinates—
sheriff's deputies and state prosecutors—are typical street-
level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980), with vast discretion to
implement laws. They operate “at the boundary between
citizens and the state, and they profoundly shape the defi-
nitions of both through the actions they take and the
norms they invoke” (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000,
332). In the juvenile justice system, the frontline workers
act as gatekeepers (Jackson, 2022). When deciding on the
appropriate action, they consider the circumstances of the
crime against the letter of the law. Their actions are also
shaped by the organization’s rules, informal culture, and
their own beliefs (Scott, 1997). How do elected law
enforcement officials affect justice outcomes on the
ground? We argue that influence goes through direct and
indirect channels. Figure 1 illustrates these pathways.

County sheriff’s offices are hierarchical, often depicted
as paramilitary organizations where sheriffs influence the
rank and file directly through the chain of command. The
same applies to state attorney offices, albeit the military
comparison is less relevant. The direct orders of the
elected executives in law enforcement agencies establish
priorities that likely reflect their ideological positions pre-
viously expressed in their campaigns. Political control can
also indirectly influence street-level justice outcomes
through the partisan cues that deputies receive regarding
the approach to crime.

Florida sheriffs and state attorneys are elected on par-
tisan ballots. The two political parties have clearly marked
out different approaches to law enforcement. Republicans
are more likely to support a more punitive approach to
juvenile delinquency, whereas Democrats subscribe to a
more preventive and rehabilitative approach to juveniles.
Republicans place a greater emphasis on individual
responsibility (Farris, 2017), which translates to more
arrests and prosecutions for those who violate the laws.
Democrats emphasize societal issues that may lead to
delinquent behavior. Electing a Democrat suggests that
the community leans liberal, which translates into provid-
ing more alternatives to arrests investing in preventive
measures such as after school programs and youth
employment (Pickerell, 2020). In Florida, most sheriffs and
state attorneys identify as Republicans.

Drawing on principal-agent theory, we expect non-
Republican sheriffs and Democrat state attorneys to
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FIGURE 1

directly advocate for or indirectly signal a less punitive
approach to crime to frontline workers than Republican
sheriffs and state attorneys.' Thus, our political control
hypotheses explore the party differences in crime control
for Black and Hispanic youth. The justice outcomes reflect
the decisions made by law enforcement officers on
whether to arrest a juvenile or issue a civil citation and by
state prosecutors on whether to prosecute the detained
youth. In effect, we have six hypotheses, organized by
outcome and minority group:

Hypothesis 1A,. Counties with non-Republican
sheriffs will experience fewer disparities in
arrests among Black youth than counties with
Republican sheriffs.

Hypothesis 1A,. Counties with non-Republican
sheriffs will experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Hispanic youth than counties with
Republican sheriffs.

Hypothesis 1B,. Counties with non-Republican
sheriffs will experience fewer disparities in alterna-
tives among Black youth than counties with
Republican sheriffs.

Hypothesis 1B,. Counties with non-Republican
sheriffs will experience fewer disparities in the
alternatives among Hispanic youth than counties
with Republican sheriffs.

Hypothesis 1C,. Counties with Democrat state
attorneys will experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Black youth than counties
with Republican state attorneys.

Hypothesis 1C,. Counties with Democrat state
attorneys will experience fewer disparities in pros-
ecutions among Hispanic youth than counties
with Republican state attorneys.

Representative bureaucracy

Representative bureaucracy is another mechanism to
ensure that administrators promote the public interest.
The theory posits that the citizenry is better served when
administrators share similar demographic characteristics
(Kingsley, 1944). Representation is passive (descriptive)
when it comes from shared demographic features such as

Political control of the bureaucracy: Direct and indirect pathways

sex, race, income, class, and religion, and active (substan-
tive) when bureaucrats purposefully advance the interests
of the group with which they identify (Mosher, 1968).
Prior research has documented benefits for clients who
share similar characteristics with frontline staff (Maynard-
Moody & Musheno, 2003; Riccucci, 2005; Rutherford &
Mee, 2022; Scott, 1997; Selden et al., 1998; Wilkins &
Keiser, 2004). Representative bureaucracy provides a
counterpoint to the principal-agent theory because it pre-
dicts how the bureaucracy would act in the absence of
political pressure (Meier & O'Toole Jr, 2006). Long (1952)
depicts it as a mechanism that heals a constitutional
defect in representation and advances democratic princi-
ples (Selden et al.,, 1998).

Besides active and passive representation, symbolic
representation reflects how others perceive the official.
Theobald and Haider-Markel (2009) contend symbolic
representation occurs at the cognitive level and affects
the attitudes of and outcomes for the represented group
just by the official holding a public post. Blacks perceive
police actions as more legitimate if conducted by Black
officers, and Whites consider police actions more legiti-
mate when performed by White officers. Similarly, Black
citizens consider the police to be better performing, trust-
worthy, and fair when the police force is composed
mainly of Black officers (Riccucci et al, 2018; but see
Headley et al., 2021).

In this study, we contend that the same signaling
effect occurs for street-level bureaucrats and how they
perceive their leaders. Sheriffs’ and state attorneys’ social
identities serve as cues for the behavior of deputies and
prosecutors on the ground.

Similar to political control, representative bureaucracy
has direct and indirect pathways (Figure 2). In this
case, the direct orders of agency heads would reflect their
social identity preferences (minority representation)
rather than ideological ones. Specifically, sheriffs and
state attorneys can actively represent the groups with
whom they identify by issuing directives or setting proce-
dures that benefit those groups.

Indirectly, as suggested above, the social identities of
agency heads send signals about the preferences of the
communities that directly elected them. The election of
a minority sheriff or state attorney indicates a commu-
nity preference for greater inclusiveness and equity and
has a symbolic impact at the street level without any
deliberate actions on the part of elected officials.
Instead, they stem from how street-level officers read
the signal of their minority status. Thus, deputies and
state prosecutors may be less rigid when deciding
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FIGURE 2 Representative bureaucracy: Direct and indirect pathways

whether to arrest or whether to prosecute a youth from
the same racial/ethnic background as the respective
county sheriff or chief prosecutor. In turn, this may miti-
gate disparities in justice outcomes for minorities
(Gunderson, 2022). The six hypotheses test the premises
of representative bureaucracy, organized again by out-
come and minority group:

Hypothesis 2A,. Counties with Black sheriffs
will experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Black youth than other counties.

Hypothesis 2A,. Counties with Hispanic sher-
iffs will experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Hispanic youth than other counties.

Hypothesis 2B,. Counties with Black sheriffs
will experience fewer disparities in alternatives
among Black youth than other counties.

Hypothesis 2B,. Counties with Hispanic sher-
iffs will experience fewer disparities in alterna-
tives among Hispanic youth than other
counties.

Hypothesis 2C,. Counties with Black state attor-
neys will experience fewer disparities in prosecu-
tions among Black youth than other counties.

Hypothesis 2C,. Counties with Hispanic state
attorneys will experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Hispanic youth than other
counties.

The case for the null hypothesis

Although both the political control and representative
bureaucracy literatures are well established and provide
credible hypotheses, each considers a variety of factors
that facilitate or limit the impact of each process. This
section proposes that the case of juvenile justice in Flor-
ida involving sheriffs and state attorneys is a hard case for
either demonstrating political control or finding the
impact of bureaucratic representation. While hard cases
are important to establish the generality of any theory,
they also showcase the myriad other factors that can
influence bureaucratic behavior.

Hypothesis 1 holds only if the street-level bureaucrats—
sheriff's deputies and state prosecutors in our case—are

receptive to signals from their political bosses. A line of
research paints street-level bureaucrats as rather autono-
mous from their superiors in the exercise of discretion
(Brehm & Gates, 1999; Riccucci, 2005). Frontline workers
often pursue their own goals, which might run contrary to
the goals of their superiors (Lipsky, 1980). May and Win-
ter (2009), for example, register only a weak influence of
politicians and managers on policy implementation.
They find frontline workers act in a way consistent with
their own policy goals, professional knowledge, and policy
predispositions.

The extant evidence regarding the effect of representa-
tive bureaucracy (Hypothesis 2) is even more nuanced. Sub-
stantively, the area of criminal justice and law enforcement
has consistently found evidence of representative bureau-
cracy in the case of gender (Meier & Nicholson-Crotty, 2006;
Shoub et al,, 2021) but decidedly mixed or even negative
findings for race (Gilad & Dahan, 2021; Headley & Wright
I, 2020; Hong, 2017; Kennedy et al, 2017; Wilkins &
Williams, 2008, 2009; Wright et al., 2022) except at very high
levels of representation (Nicholson-Crotty et al., 2017). Few
studies have examined the impact of law enforcement
leadership, the focus of this study, and those have shown
little impact (Johnston & Houston, 2018). How and when
leadership matters remain an open question, particularly in
the area of juvenile justice.

The literature on representative bureaucracy among
prosecutors is significantly less extensive than that on law
enforcement. While many studies show that Black and
other minority defendants fare worse in prosecutorial
decisions (McCoy et al., 2012), the results often reflect the
disproportionate prior contacts with the criminal justice
system (e.g., arrests, prior records). An experimental
vignette study using several hundred actual prosecutors
(Robertson et al., 2019) found no racial or class biases. We
could not locate a single study that related the race of
the prosecutor with racial outcomes; one study (Baker &
Hassan, 2021) did show that more experienced female
prosecutors were more likely to prosecute cases of
domestic violence and sex offenses.

Several theoretical reasons suggest that sheriffs
and state attorneys are cases where the race of the top
individual might have limited impact. Minority elected
officials face multiple cross-pressures that affect their
ability to act as a racial representative. We identify
several:

« Identity pressures. Minority leaders face expectations
to represent the group they come from, but as elected
officials, they need to represent everyone.
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics

Variables Observ Mean SD Min Max

Dependent variables

Black Youth Arrests 335 0.37 0.20 0 0.95
Hispanic Youth Arrests 335 0.12 0.13 0 0.60
Black Youth Alternatives 280 0.29 0.20 0 1.00
Hispanic Youth Alternatives 280 0.13 0.15 0 0.67
Black Youth Prosecutions 335 0.37 0.20 0 0.94
Hispanic Youth Prosecutions 335 0.12 0.13 0 0.58
Explanatory variables

Black Youth 335 0.17 0.11 0.04 0.66
Hispanic Youth 335 0.20 0.16 0.03 0.68
Black Sheriff 335 0.05 0 1
Non-Black Sheriff 318

Black Sheriff 17

Hispanic Sheriff 335 0.01 0 1
Non-Hispanic Sheriff 331

Hispanic Sheriff 4

Non-Republican Sheriff 335 0.37 0 1
Republican 211

Non-Republican 124

Black State Attorney 335 0.02 0 1
Non-Black State Attorney 329

Black State Attorney 6

Hispanic State Attorney 335 0.01 0 1
Non-Hispanic State Attorney 330

Hispanic State Attorney 5

Democrat State Attorney 335 0.18 0 1
Republican 275

Democrat 60

Control variables

Female Sheriff 335 0.02 0 1
Male 328

Female 7

Young Sheriff 335 0.73 0 1
Tenure 210 years 91

Tenure <10 years 244

Female State Attorney 335 0.10 0 1
Male 302

Female 33

Young State Attorney 335 0.50 0 1
Tenure 210 years 166

Tenure <10 years 169

Trump Vote 0.62 0.13 0.30 0.88
Education 0.85 0.06 0.63 0.95
Poverty 0.17 0.05 0.08 0.32
Ln (Crime) 7.66 0.46 4.67 8.64
Black Population 0.14 0.09 0.03 0.56
Hispanic Population 0.14 0.13 0.02 0.69
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« Electoral pressures. As elected officials, sheriffs and
state attorneys are also constrained by the need to
win elections, often from a conservative electorate
voting in local races. Voters expect sheriffs to enforce
laws against all violators and prosecutors to win
convictions.

- Organizational and socialization pressures. Law
enforcement agencies rely heavily on organizational
socialization for uniformity in policy implementation.
Socialization has been a long-acknowledged counter-
weight to the development of a representative bureau-
cracy (Wilkins & Williams, 2009). Sheriffs generally come
through the ranks and may have spent decades in law
enforcement, adopting the norms of the organization
and profession. Similarly, state attorneys are trained as
lawyers, and their professional reputation is linked to
successfully prosecuting cases. Herbert (1974) indicates
that minority managers must conform to the organiza-
tion’s demands, such as mission and orientation, to
move up into leadership. Carroll et al. (2019) argue
these organizational pressures are why minority school
superintendents hold values and take actions similar to
White superintendents.

All these factors, combined with the relative rarity of
minority sheriffs and state attorneys (see Table 1), might
only affect the racial distribution of outcomes at the mar-
gins, if at all, and support the null hypothesis credibility.

DATA AND METHODS
Research setting

Florida has had one of the most volatile records on race
relations over the last 200 years. Examples include the Sem-
inole Indian Wars, the enslavement of African Americans,
school segregation, and, currently, mass incarceration of
Black and Brown people (Alexander, 2012; Hankerson, 2003;
Jackson, 2022; Rivers, 2000; Shofner, 1976; Work, 2001).
Florida is the third-largest populated state, and in the last
5 years, saw an increase in the youth population, particu-
larly among the Hispanic and Black populations. Whereas
Black youth represent about 21% of Florida’s youth in
2019-2020, they accounted for 46% of arrests and 49%
of prosecutions. Prior research has acknowledged the
overrepresentation of Black and Brown youth prose-
cuted after a police encounter. Per Stevenson (2014),
“by 2010, Florida had sentenced more than a hundred
children to life imprisonment without parole for non-
homicide offenses, several of whom were thirteen years
old at the time of the crime. All of the youngest con-
demned children were thirteen or fourteen years of age
and were Black or Latino, with Florida having the largest
population in the world of children condemned to die in
prison for non-homicides” (154).

Dependent variables

The study has three dependent variables—one for each
outcome for the two main minority groups, Black, and
Hispanic. The Florida Department of Juvenile Justice data
reflect the main decisional junctures in the justice system:
Whether a youth receives an arrest or an alternative, and
whether the arrest results in prosecution or not. The first
pair of dependent variables, Black Youth Arrests and His-
panic Youth Arrests, reflects the proportion of Black and
Hispanic youth arrested by a county sheriff's office,
respectively. For instance, in Black Youth Arrests, the
numerator is the number of Black minors that received an
arrest, and the denominator is the total number of youth
arrests in a county. The second pair, Black Youth Alterna-
tives and Hispanic Youth Alternatives, represents the pro-
portion of Black and Hispanic youth receiving civil
citations by a county sheriff's office. The third pair, Black
Youth Prosecutions and Hispanic Youth Prosecutions, cap-
tures the proportion of Black and Hispanic youth prose-
cuted by a county/circuit state attorney’s office.

Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics for all vari-
ables. Appendix A provides racial/ethnic groups as per
the U.S. Census. Appendix B outlines the decisions of law
enforcement and state attorneys when a minor is taken
into custody. Appendix C contains the variables’ names,
operationalizations, and sources. Appendix D lists Florida
counties and judicial circuits.

Main explanatory variables

To test the association of political control and representa-
tive bureaucracy with the distribution of outcomes, we
code the party and racial/ethnic identity of county sheriffs
and state attorneys. Specifically, Non-Republican Sheriff
equals 1 when the sheriff identifies as a Democrat or
Independent, is appointed, or has no party affiliation, and
zero otherwise. Democrat State Attorney is 1, when the
state attorney runs on a Democratic ticket, and zero
otherwise.

Race/ethnicity are operationalized as dichotomous
variables. Black Sheriff and Black State Attorney is 1 if these
officials identify as Black, and zero otherwise. Similarly,
Hispanic Sheriff and the Hispanic State Attorney take on a
value of 1 if officials identify as Hispanic.

Control variables

To ensure that the effects of party and group identities
on the distribution of justice outcomes are not driven by
other factors, the models include a set of control vari-
ables. Prior research shows that bureaucrats’ gender
affects their behavior (Meier & Nicholson-Crotty, 2006).
This may also be the case for women in leadership roles
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within law enforcement agencies or state attorney's
offices. Thus, the models include two dichotomous vari-
ables: Female Sheriff and Female State Attorney. Although
the examination of intersectionality and representative
bureaucracy has produced significant findings in recent
years (see Fay et al., 2021; Whitebread et al,, 2022), there
are too few female officials in Florida to examine the com-
bined impact of race and sex. To account for organiza-
tional socialization of top law enforcement officials
(Oberfield, 2010), we use Young Sheriff and Young State
Attorney, indicators equal to 1 for job tenure less than
10 years and zero otherwise.

Minority groups might face disparate outcomes if the
median voter shares a conservative ideology that pre-
scribes a tougher approach to crime. To tap the median
voter preference (Clifford 2019), we use the percent of
Trump Vote in the 2016 election. Prior research also
shows that communities with lower educational attain-
ment are likely to experience more crime (Claus
et al.,, 2018). Education reflects the percentage of adults
above 25 with a high school diploma. Relatedly, racial
disparities in arrests increase in high-poverty areas
(Wilkins & Williams, 2008). Our models include the Pov-
erty Rate, measured as the percent of individuals below
the poverty line. Extant research also links the area’s
crime rate with more instances of racial profiling
(Smith & Petrocelli, 2001). Thus, we add to the model the
natural logarithm of the number of crimes per 100,000
residents (Crime Rate).

Finally, we control the community makeup. Earlier
research demonstrates that the racial composition of the
population affects the perceptions, attitudes, and behav-
ior of police officers (Meier & Nicholson-Crotty, 2006). To
account for these effects, we include the percent of Black
and Hispanic residents in a county—Black Population and
Hispanic Population.

Estimation routine

Our analyses use data from the 67 Florida counties from
2015 to 2020 for a total of 335 county-year observations.
Panel data sets can violate the assumptions of ordinary
least squares due to both serial correlation and heterosce-
dasticity. We include year fixed effects in all models to
account for any trends in the data. Heteroscedasticity can
be particularly problematic in cross-sectional dominant
panels with highly divergent units. Florida counties vary
greatly by population, racial composition, urbanicity, and
a variety of other factors, which could potentially produce
a non-Gaussian distribution that is susceptible to outliers
and high leverage points that might bias our inferences.
To deal with this concern, we employ a robust regression
estimator in STATA that uses an iterative weighting pro-
cess that combines Huber weights and biweights. The
results converge to OLS estimates if the data distribution
meets the assumptions of the latter.

RESULTS

Disparities in justice outcomes among
minority groups

To assess the disparities in the distribution of arrests,
alternatives, and prosecutions among minorities, we
regress the justice system outcomes for each youth group
on its respective population in a county (Black Youth and
Hispanic Youth). If the coefficient is close to or equal to
1, the outcomes are proportional to the population. A
slope coefficient greater than 1 suggests that the group
over-experiences the outcome, while a slope less than
1 means that the group under-experiences that outcome.
The process implicitly assumes an equal rate of offenses
among social groups. We denote the difference between
1 and the point estimate of the coefficient as disparity
and interpret our results using this term.

The results point to significant disparities in justice
outcomes among minority groups. Table 2 shows the
overrepresentation of Black youth in arrests, alternatives,
and prosecutions, in Models 1, 2, and 3, respectively.
Model 1 demonstrates that, all else equal, a 1% point
increase in Black Youth is associated with a 1.54 percent-
age point increase in Black Youth Arrests. In other words,
the disparity for Black youth is 54% in terms of arrests.
Model 2 shows that all else equal, a one percentage point
increase in Black Youth is associated with a 1.80 percent-
age point increase in Black Youth Alternatives, that is,
Black youth are 80% more likely to experience alterna-
tives than their population proportion would suggest.
Finally, Model 3 probes for disparities in prosecutions of
arrested Black youth and indicates that, all else equal, a
one percentage point increase in Black Youth is associated
with a 1.63 percentage point increase in Black Youth
Prosecutions.

Models 1-3 in Table 3 examine disparities in the justice
outcomes for Hispanic youth. Unlike for Blacks, the results
show that Hispanic youth are underrepresented along all
three outcomes—the point estimates of the coefficients of
Hispanic Youth are less than 1 in all three models. Specifi-
cally, Model 1 reveals that for each percentage point
increase in Hispanic Youth there is a 0.67 percentage point
increase in Hispanic Youth Arrests, an underrepresentation
of 33% relative to their population. Hispanic juveniles also
receive disproportionately fewer civil citations (Model 2).
The coefficient of 0.49 implies underrepresentation by 51%
in terms of alternatives. Finally, Hispanic juveniles are
underrepresented in prosecutions, as the coefficient for
Hispanic Youth in Model 3 is 0.73.

Testing the effects of political control and
representative bureaucracy

To compare the explanatory power of political control
theory and representative bureaucracy, we test if the
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TABLE 2 Predicting justice outcomes for Black youth

Disparities Identities
Arrest Alternative Prosecute Arrest Alternative Prosecute
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
BlackYouth 1.54%%* 1.80%** 1.63%** 1.79%** 1.76%%* 1.871%**
(0.213) (0.306) (0.222) (0.210) (0.315) (0.227)
BlackSheriff —0.01 0.04 —0.06** 0.20%** 0.04 —0.03
(0.025) (0.034) (0.025) (0.050) (0.079) (0.027)
BlackSA 0.07* —0.23**
(0.040) (0.103)
BlackYouth x BlackSheriff —0.65%** —0.02
(0.136) (0.262)
BlackYouth x BlackSA 1.57%%*
(0.530)
NonRepublicanSheriff —0.01 —0.05** 0.01 —0.02 —0.08** 0.00
(0.013) (0.019) (0.013) (0.023) (0.037) (0.012)
DemocratSA —0.05%** 0.05
(0.018) (0.029)
BlackYouth x NonRepublicanSheriff —0.03 0.18
(0.118) (0.183)
BlackYouth x DemocratSA —0.43%**
(0.108)
FemaleSheriff 0.72%** 0.12** 0.09** 0.09** 0.11** 0.07*
(0.037) (0.049) (0.036) (0.036) (0.049) (0.035)
FemaleSA —0.03* —0.05%**
(0.018) (0.018)
YoungSheriff 0.00 —-.03 0.00 —0.01 —0.03 0.00
(0.012) (0.017) (0.011) (0.012) (0.017) (0.011)
YoungSA 0.01 0.01
(0.011) (0.010)
TrumpVote —0.20%** —0.03 —0.20%** —0.28*** —0.02 —0.28%**
(0.059) (0.080) (0.064) (0.058) (0.082) (0.063)
Education 0.03 0.21 0.24 0.10 0.17 0.26*
(0.154) (0.023) (0.149) (0.153) (0.232) (0.146)
Poverty —0.36** —0.02 —-0.18 —0.06 —0.07 —0.03
(0.178) (0.277) (0.172) (0.182) (0.290) (0.166)
InCrimeRate 0.06*** 0.03 0.06*** 0.01 0.03 0.03**
(0.014) (0.020) (0.014) (0.014) (0.021) (0.014)
BlackPopulation —0.24 —0.33 —0.11 —0.33 —0.39 —-0.19
(0.236) (0.348) (0.250) (0.227) (0.351) (0.242)
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant —0.16 —0.34 —0.38** 0.1 —0.32 —0.20
(0.185) (0.269) (0.182) (0.184) (0.274) (0.184)
N 331 276 331 331 276 331
Adjusted R? 0.80 0.66 0.84 0.82 0.66 0.86
Note: The table contains the coefficients from a robust regression estimation, standard errors in parentheses.
*Ep<<.1.(.)5.
*%p < 01.
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TABLE 3 Predicting justice outcomes for Hispanic youth

Disparities Identities
Arrest Alternative Prosecute Arrest Alternative Prosecute
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
HispanicYouth 0.67*** 0.49%** 0.73*** 0.66%** 0.54%** 0.73%**
(0.056) (0.092) (0.053) (0.056) (0.090) (0.056)
HispanicSheriff 0.05* 0.02 0.02 0.34 0.89 0.01
(0.026) (0.040) (0.037) (2.087) (3.048) (0.048)
HispanicSA 0.05 —0.20
(0.037) (1.691)
HispanicYouth x HispanicSheriff —043 —1.30
(3.170) (4.630)
HispanicYouth x HispanicSA 0.38
(2.614)
NonRepublicanSheriff —0.00 0.03%** —0.01 0.00 —0.01 —0.01
(0.006) (0.010) (0.005) (0.009) (0.016) (0.005)
DemocratSA 0.01 0.01
(0.007) (0.010)
HispanicYouth x NonRepublicanSheriff —0.03 0.22%*%*
(0.033) (0.056)
HispanicYouth x DemocratSA 0.00
(0.037)
FemaleSheriff —0.01 —0.01 0.00 —0.01 —0.01 0.00
(0.017) (0.026) (0.014) (0.017) (0.026) (0.014)
FemaleSA 0.00 0.00
(0.007) (0.008)
YoungSheriff —0.01 0.01 —0.00 —0.01 0.01 —0.00
(0.005) (0.009) (0.005) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005)
YoungSA —0.01 —0.01
(0.004) (0.004)
TrumpVote 0.10%** 0.13%** 0.12%** 0.10*** 0.11** 0.12***
(0.027) (0.050) (0.025) (0.028) (0.049) (0.026)
Education 0.29%** 0.18 0.07 0.29%** 0.24* 0.07
(0.073) (0.136) (0.061) (0.073) (0.135) (0.064)
Poverty 0.18** —-0.15 —0.00 0.17** —0.09 0.00
(0.080) (0.154) (0.067) (0.080) (0.151) (0.067)
InCrimeRate —0.01 0.02** 0.01 —0.01 0.02** 0.01
(0.006) (0.010) (0.005) (0.006) (0.010) (0.005)
HispanicPopulation 0.12 0.45%** —0.01 0.15* 0.20 —0.01
(0.076) (0.123) (0.072) (0.079) (0.129) (0.083)
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant —0.32%** —0.45%** —0.22%** —0.33%** —0.47%%* —0.22%%*
(0.087) (0.161) (0.075) (0.088) (0.159) (0.077)
N 331 276 331 331 276 331
Adjusted R? 0.89 0.81 0.92 0.89 0.81 0.92
Note: The table contains the coefficients from a robust regression estimation, standard errors in parentheses.
*Ep<<.1.(.)5.
*xp < 01,
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Predictive Margins with 95% Cls
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FIGURE 3 Predicted Black youth arrests at the county level

outcomes for minority groups are conditional on political
and group identities of top law enforcement officials. We
interact Black Youth and Hispanic Youth with the variables
capturing the sheriff's and state attorney’s party affiliation
and race/ethnicity. Models 4-6 in Tables 2 and 3 report
the results for Black and Hispanic youth, respectively.

Starting with Black youth (Table 2), the sheriff's politi-
cal affiliation is not related to disparities in Black youth
arrests and alternatives—neither of the coefficients of the
interaction terms Black Youth x Non-Republican Sheriff in
Models 4 and 5 is significant. Yet, we document a statisti-
cally significant effect for state attorneys (Model 6) in the
expected direction. The coefficient of Black Youth x Dem-
ocrat SA is —0.43, indicating a 43% decrease in the dispar-
ity of Black youth prosecutions when the state attorney is
a Democrat. In other words, in counties with a Democrat
state attorney, the prosecution rate for Blacks drops to
1.38 versus 1.81 elsewhere.

Regarding the effects of representative bureaucracy,
our estimations show a strong representative effect for
Black sheriffs and the opposite effect for Black state attor-
neys. The interaction coefficient of Black Youth x Black
Sheriff indicates that counties with a Black sheriff have a
statistically significant lower arrest rate. Specifically, in
counties with a Black sheriff, Black youth are only 14%
more likely to be arrested relative to their representation
in the overall population, compared to 79% in other
counties. Figure 3 illustrates this effect.

Having a Black sheriff does not affect the distribution
of alternatives to Black youth—the interaction coefficient
fails to reach significance at conventional levels. Yet, hav-
ing a Black state attorney has a significant impact on the
rate of prosecution of Black youth that runs contrary to
the expectations of representative bureaucracy theory. In
Model 6, the coefficient of the interaction term Black

Youth x Black SA is 1.57 and significant at the 1% level;
Black youth are 57% more likely to be prosecuted if there
is a Black state attorney than in other counties. Figure 4
visualizes the effect.

The results in Table 3 allow us to compare the explan-
atory power of agency theory and representative bureau-
cracy for Hispanic youth. Having a non-Republican sheriff
does not affect the rate of Hispanic youth arrests, as sug-
gested by the insignificant, albeit negative, interaction
term coefficient in Model 4. Yet in counties with a non-
Republican sheriff, Hispanic juveniles receive alternatives
at a higher rate than in counties with other sheriffs. The
interaction coefficient Hispanic Youth x Non-Republican
Sheriff in Model 5 is 0.22. Counties with a non-Republican
sheriff have an alternative rate for Hispanic youth of 0.76
versus 0.54 in other counties. Finally, having a Democrat
state attorney does not affect the prosecution rate of His-
panic youth—the coefficient of the interaction term in
Model 6 is positive but not significant.

We find no support for representative bureaucracy
based on Hispanic identity. None of the interaction coeffi-
cients for Hispanic Sheriff or Hispanic SA in Models 4-6 is
significant.

Given that state attorneys can prosecute only already
arrested youth, we estimate the prosecution models while
controlling for arrests within each minority group. Table 4
reports the baseline specification and the models with
interactions for Black youth (Models 1 and 2) and Hispanic
youth (Models 3 and 4). These estimations allow us to
focus on the discretion of state attorneys in the justice
process. The results paint a slightly different picture than
those in Tables 2 and 3. Now the coefficient for Black
Youth in model 1 is 0.83, indicating that a one percent
increase in Black Youth is associated with 0.83% Black
Youth Prosecutions, which is an underrepresentation of
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FIGURE 4 Predicted Black youth prosecutions at the county level

17%. For Hispanic youth, the underrepresentation in pros-
ecutions is 77% when controlling for arrests (Model 3).

From Model 2, we infer that Democrat state attorneys
exhibit a significant effect on the rate of prosecutions
experienced by Black youth. The coefficient of —0.15 on
the interaction term Black Youth x Democratic SA (statisti-
cally significant at the 10% level) shows the rate decreas-
ing to 0.77. The rate of Hispanic youth prosecutions is
also lower when the state attorney is a Democrat, as indi-
cated by the negative and statistically significant coeffi-
cient of —0.07 on the interaction term Hispanic Youth x
Democrat SA in Model 4, a reduction from 0.20 to 0.13.

In terms of representative bureaucracy, we note again
significant effect of having a Black state attorney, which
runs contrary to the theoretical expectations. In Model
2, the interaction term Black Youth x Black SA is 0.75, indi-
cating a higher prosecution rate, 1.67 versus 0.92 in other
counties. Figure 5 depicts this effect in graphical form. As
with the previous models, we find no support for a repre-
sentative bureaucracy for Hispanic youth, as indicated by
the insignificant coefficient of the interaction term
Hispanic Youth x Hispanic SA in Model 4.

Among the control variables, counties with female
sheriffs exhibit statistically significant higher rates on the
three justice outcomes for Black youth in Table 2. This
result indicates no reduction in disparities among sheriffs
based on gender. Table 5 summarizes the main findings.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Florida has a challenging past in race relations and ineqg-
uities among people of color. Our analysis demonstrates
the presence of significant disparities for Black youth in
arrests and prosecutions. This group also receives more

alternatives in the form of civil citations. In contrast, His-
panic youth are not over-represented in the three out-
comes compared to their population numbers. Overall,
the distribution of justice outcomes varies among minor-
ity youth, with Black juveniles seeing more pronounced
disparities.

The data also provide more support for representative
bureaucracy than political control for the outcomes pro-
duced by the Sheriff's Office, but not for the State Attor-
ney’s Office. Black sheriffs are associated with fewer
arrests of Black youth and their presence in the county
continues through the judicial process with fewer prose-
cutions for Black youth. Interestingly, the effect of Black
state attorneys works in the opposite direction—Black
youth get prosecuted at a higher rate, which persists even
after controlling for the arrests, indicating that the higher
prosecution rate is attributable to the Black state
attorney.

We find some effect of political control. Counties with
Democrat state attorneys experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Black youth than counties with
Republican state attorneys. This effect remains after con-
trolling for Black youth arrests. We also register a similar
impact for Hispanic youth—Democrat state attorneys
decrease the rate of prosecutions, but only after control-
ling for the arrests. Thus, the evidence supports
Hypotheses 1C; and 1C, about the effect of the state
attorney’s party affiliation.

Although the evidence supports only one out of the
six hypotheses about the effect of the sheriff's and state
attorney’s race/ethnicity on disparities in youth justice
outcomes (Hypothesis 2A;), it is solid and consistent.
Counties with Black sheriffs experience fewer disparities
in arrests among Black youth than other counties, consis-
tent with the expectations of representative bureaucracy.
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TABLE 4 Predicting prosecutions while controlling for arrests

Black youth Hispanic youth
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)
BlackYouth 0.83%*** 0.92%**
(0.173) (0.185)
BlackSheriff —0.04** —0.04*
(0.019) (0.021)
BlackSA 0.04 —0.10
(0.030) (0.082)
BlackYouth x BlackSA 0.75*
(0.423)
HispanicYouth 0.23%** 0.20%**
(0.043) (0.043)
HispanicSheriff —0.02 —0.03
(0.027) (0.033)
HispanicSA 0.02 —0.46
(0.027) (1.170)
HispanicYouth x HispanicSA 0.77
(1.808)
NonRepublicanSheriff 0.01 0.01 —0.01%** —0.01**
(0.010) (0.010) (0.004) (0.004)
DemocratSA —0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01*
(0.014) (0.023) (0.005) (0.007)
BlackYouth x DemocratSA —0.15%
(0.087)
HispanicYouth x DemocratSA —0.07***
(0.026)
FemaleSheriff 0.05* 0.05* —0.00 —0.01
(0.028) (0.028) (0.010) (0.010)
FemaleSA —0.03** —0.04*** —0.00 —0.00
(0.014) (0.014) (0.005) (0.005)
YoungSheriff 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.009) (0.009) (0.003) (0.003)
YoungSA 0.01 0.01 —0.01* —0.00
(0.008) (0.008) (0.003) (0.003)
TrumpVote —0.04 —0.07 0.06%** 0.07%**
(0.050) (0.052) (0.019) (0.018)
Education 0.17 0.15 0.08* 0.13%**
(0.114) (0.116) (0.046) (0.045)
Poverty —0.04 —0.03 0.09* 0.12%**
(0.132) (0.133) (0.049) (0.048)
InCrimeRate 0.04%*** 0.03** 0.01** 0.00
(0.011) (0.011) (0.004) (0.004)
BlackPopulation —0.07 —0.10
(0.191) (0.192)
HispanicPopulation 0.17** 0.19***
(0.052) (0.057)
BlackYouthArrests 0.54%** 0.53%**
(0.034) (0.034)

(Continues)
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

Black youth Hispanic youth
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)
HispanicYouthArrests 0.58%** 0.59%**
(0.028) (0.027)
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant —0.36%* —0.25% —0.19%** —0.27%%*
(0.139) (0.147) (0.056) (0.055)
N 331 331 331 331
Adjusted R? 0.90 0.91 0.96 0.96
Note: The table contains the coefficients from a robust regression estimation, standard errors in parentheses.
*p <.1.
**p < .05.
®rp < 01,

Predictive Margins with 95% Cls

150 200
1 1

Fitted Values
100
1
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FIGURE 5 Predicted Black youth prosecutions at the county level when controlling for Black youth arrests

Given that top law enforcement officials need to repre- analysis also produced null results for Hispanic state attor-
sent everyone in the community, demonstrate consider- neys. Representation does not work the same way for all
able output before the electorate, and adapt to the social groups, and being Hispanic is not the same politi-
organizational norms of their agencies, it is unlikely that cally as being Black (Meier et al, 2004; Rocha &
the effect of their social identity occurs through direct Hawes, 2009). Minorities experience differential treat-
pathways. Pursuing policies that benefit specific groups ment, and the justice outcomes between Hispanics and
might cost them the office in the next election. In this Blacks are far from similar. Yet, much of the extant litera-

sense, our finding that counties with Black sheriffs experi- ture on justice provision among Blacks and Hispanics
ence fewer Black youth arrests is more consistent with treats minorities as monolithic (Stevens & Morash, 2015).
indirect pathways. While disentangling the specific under- Blacks are more cohesive as a social group. They are more
lying mechanism remains an avenue for future research, likely to share similar values and have a stronger sense of

the effect on Black sheriffs likely occurs through symbolic linked fate (Dawson, 1994). Politically, they have been
representation, whereby deputies alter their behavior more active in pressing their concerns (Meier & Stewart

based on the identity of the sheriff. Jr, 1991).

Finally, representative bureaucracy appears more rele- Hispanics are less cohesive as a social group; many
vant for race than ethnicity. While Black sheriffs are asso- are first-generation immigrants, with their values reflect-
ciated with lower Black youth arrests rates, there is no ing the different national origins and processes of arrival

association for Hispanic sheriffs and Hispanic youth. The in the United States (Monforti & Sanchez, 2010). In this
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TABLE 5 Summary of findings

Hypotheses

H1A;  Counties with non-Republican sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Black youth than counties with
Republican sheriffs.

Supported

H1A,  Counties with non-Republican sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Hispanic youth than counties
with Republican sheriffs.

Supported

H1B;  Counties with non-Republican sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in
alternatives among Black youth than
counties with Republican sheriffs.

Supported

H1B,  Counties with non-Republican sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in the
alternatives among Hispanic youth than
counties with Republican sheriffs.

Supported

H1C;,  Counties with Democrat state attorneys will ~ Supported
experience fewer disparities in

prosecutions among Black youth than

counties with Republican state

attorneys.

Partially
Supported

H1C,  Counties with Democrat state attorneys will
experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Hispanic youth
than counties with Republican state
attorneys.

H2A;  Counties with Black sheriffs will experience
fewer disparities in arrests among Black
youth than other counties.

Supported

H2A,  Counties with Hispanic sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in arrests
among Hispanic youth than other
counties.

Supported

H2B;  Counties with Black sheriffs will experience Not
fewer disparities in alternatives among
Black youth than other counties.

Supported

H2B,  Counties with Hispanic sheriffs will Not
experience fewer disparities in
alternatives among Hispanic youth than
other counties.

Supported

H2C;  Counties with Black state attorneys will Not
experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Black youth than
other counties.

Supported

H2C,  Counties with Hispanic state attorneys will Not
experience fewer disparities in
prosecutions among Hispanic youth
than other counties.

Supported

sense, the Hispanic community is much more heteroge-
neous, consisting of multiple populations with Cuban,
Puerto Rican, Mexican, South American, or Central Ameri-
can origins (U.S. Census, 2020). At the same time, the
Cuban American community is especially prominent, con-
servative, and rapidly moved into positions of political
power (Bishin & Klofstad, 2012). The lack of outcome dis-
parities is likely to lessen representation pressures, whether
from representative bureaucracy or political control.

This study has implications for the theory and practice
of public administration. First, the finding that the race of
top elected officials affects the outcomes of the juvenile
justice system indicates the need to account also for prin-
cipals’ identity as well as agents’ identity. Such studies
likely have ramifications for other government agencies
and for non-profit organizations that deliver public ser-
vices (LeRoux & Medina, 2022). Second, we find that
sheriffs affect street-level outcomes more through race
than ideology; that is, the theory of representative
bureaucracy explains street level arrests better than
political control. Yet, the state attorney’s partisanship
influences frontline workers’ behavior more than their
racial/ethnic identity. Further research is warranted to
understand why the effect changes at different points in
the juvenile justice system. Third, race appears to be
more salient than ethnicity as a mechanism of represen-
tation among minority sheriffs in Florida. Future studies
could verify these inferences within other policy and
geographical settings. Lastly, our results show that the
minorities are not a monolithic group. Rather, minority
groups are subject to different experiences and dispa-
rate outcomes. In justice provision, Hispanics share more
similar experiences with Whites than Blacks, likely due to
Florida politics. Our findings underscore the need for
practitioners to balance the scales in service provision
and for scholars to explain better the disparate dynamics
across minority groups.

ORCID
William T. Jackson
0260

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4862-

ENDNOTE

" Non-Republican sheriffs are those who identify as Democrats, Indepen-

dents, are appointed, or have no party affiliation. Within our sample,
there are three independent sheriffs, one appointed sheriff, and four
with no party affiliation. All state attorneys are politically affiliated and
identify as either Democrat or Republican.
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APPENDICES

POLITICAL CONTROL AND REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

Appendix A. Description of race/ethnicity

Race/ethnicity Description
Black or African A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa.
American
White A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa.
Hispanic or Latino The heritage, nationality, lineage, or country of birth of the person or the person’s parents or ancestors before arriving in the

United States. People who identify as Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish; may be any race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Appendix B. Types of juvenile justice outcomes

Decisions Description

Civil Citation Addresses a youth’s behavior at his or her first encounter with the juvenile justice system and provides an
alternative to arrest for that child.

Arrest A law enforcement officer takes a youth into custody based on probable cause and charges the youth with a

Misdemeanor
Felony
Diversion

Probation

Nonsecure—Residential
Commitment

High Secure—Residential
Commitment

Maximum Secure—Residential
Commitment

Direct File/Adult Transfer

law violation.
Misdemeanors are less serious crimes.
Felonies are more serious crimes.
A program designed to keep a youth from entering the juvenile justice system through the legal process.

The status of a delinquent youth placed on community supervision. Youth are supervised by a Juvenile
Probation Officer based on the order of the court.

Programs or program models at this commitment level are residential but may allow youth to have supervised
access to the community.

Programs or program models at this commitment level are residential and do not allow youth to have access to
the community.

Programs or program models at this commitment level include juvenile correctional facilities and juvenile
prisons.

Direct file to adult court is mandated for habitual juvenile offenders age 16 or 17 who have three prior felony
adjudications withheld occurring at least 45 days apart.

Source: Florida Statute 985 and Department of Juvenile Justice.
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Appendix C. Variable operationalization and sources

Variables Operationalization Data source

BlackYouthArrests Percent Black youth arrests by the Sheriff's Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

HispanicYouthArrests Percent Hispanic youth arrests by the Sheriff's Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

BlackYouthAlternatives Percent Black youth alternatives by the Sheriff's Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

HispanicYouthAlternatives Percent Hispanic youth alternatives by the Sheriff's Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

BlackYouthProsecutions Percent Black youth prosecuted by the State Attorney’s Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

HispanicYouthProsecutions  Percent Hispanic youth prosecuted by the State Attorney’s Office Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

BlackYouth Percent Black youth population Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

HispanicYouth Percent Hispanic youth population Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice

BlackSheriff Black sheriff = 1, zero otherwise Florida Sheriffs Association

HispanicSheriff Hispanic sheriff = 1, zero otherwise Florida Sheriffs Association

NonRepublicanSheriff Democrat, Independent, No party affiliation, or Appointed Sheriff = 1, zero Florida Sheriffs Association

otherwise

FemaleSheriff Female sheriff = 1, zero otherwise Florida Sheriffs Association

YoungSheriff Tenure less than 10 years = 1, zero otherwise Florida Sheriffs Association

BlackSA Black state attorney = 1, zero otherwise Florida Prosecuting Attorneys
Association

HispanicSA Hispanic state attorney = 1, zero otherwise Florida Prosecuting Attorneys
Association

DemocratSA Democrat state attorney = 1, zero otherwise Florida Prosecuting Attorneys
Association

FemaleSA Female state attorney = 1, zero otherwise Florida Prosecuting Attorneys
Association

YoungSA Tenure less than 10 years = 1, zero otherwise Florida Prosecuting Attorneys
Association

TrumpVote Percent votes for the Republican candidate in the 2016 Election New York Times

Education Percent residents above 25 with at least a high school diploma U.S. Census Bureau

Poverty Percent residents below the poverty level U.S. Census Bureau

CrimeRate Number of crimes per 100,000 people Florida Department of Law
Enforcement

BlackPopulation Percent Black or African American residents U.S. Census Bureau

HispanicPopulation Percent Hispanic residents U.S. Census Bureau
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POLITICAL CONTROL AND REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

Appendix D. Florida counties by judicial circuit

Judicial

circuit Counties

1 Escambia, Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, Walton
Franklin, Gadsden, Jefferson, Leon, Liberty, Wakulla

3 Columbia, Dixie, Hamilton, Lafayette, Madison,

Suwannee, Taylor

4 Clay, Duval, Nassau

5 Citrus, Hernando, Lake, Marion, Sumter

6 Pasco, Pinellas

7 Flagler, Putnam, St. Johns, Volusia

8 Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Gilchrist, Levy, Union

9 Orange, Osceola

10 Hardee, Highlands, Polk

1 Miami-Dade

12 Desoto, Manatee, Sarasota

13 Hillsborough

14 Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, Holmes, Jackson, Washington

15 Palm Beach

16 Monroe

17 Broward

18 Brevard, Seminole

19 Indian River, Martin, Okeechobee, St. Lucie

20 Charlotte, Collier, Glades, Hendry, Lee

Source: Florida Prosecuting Attorneys Association.
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