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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
COMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTION REVIEW

There is evidence: in fact, that there may be grounds for concern that
children receive the worst of both worlds: that they ger neither the protections accorded

to adults nor the solicitous care and regenerative treutment postulated for children
Kenrv. United States, 1966

The Pumose Of This Study

The study was untaken to examine the recidivism rates of juvenile offenders who
participate in a diversion program called first-time offenders program. In 1998, more
than 4,763 juvenile arrestees in Oklahoma were assigned (o these programs. First-time
offenders programs have become an increasingly popular way of handling juvenile {irst-
time and status offenders due to growing concerns about recidivism. Status offenders arc
behaviors that are illegal because of the offender’s age (Feld, 1993). Examples include
underage drinking, underagc tobacco use, truancy, and curfew violations. Recidivism
refers to the continnation of law-breaking behavior afler being arrested, processed, and
released following some sort of legal intervention. In this regard, it is generally believed
that full involvement with the juvenile justice sysiem for first-time and status offenders
often perpetuates rather than prevents reoccurrences of the offending behavior (Butts and
Harrell, 1998; Godwin, 1996; Knisberg and Austin, 1993).

The purpose of this study is to examine the benefits of Community-based correction
preventior/intervention, more specifically, First Offenders Programs as an altemative to
the traditional incarceration of juvenile offenders. Furthermore, this study was

undertaken to examine the issue of recidivism among young offenders. For this research,



a model based upon the theories of Labcling Perspective and Community-Based

Correction/Diversion Programs will provide a foundation to the study in order (o descnbe

the proliferation of new programs and the tremendous influx of tax dollars. The [ abeling

Perspective provides a theoretical foundation for juvenile diversion by calling attention to

the potentially dangerous effects of formal system processing. The author will review

different models of community-based programs and related examples in an attempt to

demoustrate the current paradigm of individualized justice, and, finally narrowing the

scope of this study, the author will focus on two First-Offender programs in Oklahoma:

Tulsa’s Misdemeanant Altemnative Program (MAP) and Oklahoma City's First Offender

Program (Skill). The following rcsearch questions will guide this study:

Do juvenile offenders in Community-based programs show lower recidivism rates
as compared to custodial juvenile offenders?

Does the county (Tulsa or Oklahoma) impact the level of recidivism rates of first-
time offenders?

Is there a significant difference in recidivisin rates between racial groups?

Do female juvenile offenders show lower recidivism rates than male juvenile
offenders?

Does the county have an impact on recidivism when controlling for type of
program?”’

Do older juvenile offenders show a higher recidivism rates than younger juvenile
offenders?

Using the benchmark of recidivism, the author will compare Oktahoma and Tulsa

counties’ recidivism rates for juveniles in the First-offenders programs. Furthermore, the

author will assess the impacts of community-based model program and of juvenile

secured detention, by comparing their recidivism rates. Lastly, the author will examine



the correlations between recidivism rales and the years in which the programs were
admitnistered and offender characteristics. The results will serve as a guide for local
government agencies, law enforcement, and surrounding Juvenile Bureaus (o ensure that
adequate allocation of funding and resources are given to Community-Based Correctional
initiatives. Chapter 2 begins with a chronological review of deinstitutionalization,
which led to the implementation and creation of diversionary programs. Chapter 3
presents an outline of the theoretical framework of the labeling and community-based
perspectives, followed by the review of community-based diversionary modcls in chapter
4. Chapter 5 outlines the methodology of the research designs; concluding with a
discussion of chi-square, and research questions to be tested; furthermore, presents the
findings of analysis, beginning with bi-vaniate effects of each of the variables on
recidivism. Finally, concluding with a summary and conclusion of the resulls
representing the analysis of effects.

In order to understand alternatives (o custody in a contemporary sense and
appreciate attempts currently made by governments, it is necessary to explore the
historical antecedents that led to the emergence of alternatives and the prison institution
(Bailey, 1981; Cohen, 198S; Foucault, 1977; Garland, 1985; Ignatieff, 1978, 1983;
Rothman, 1971; Scull, 1977; Vass, 1984: 6-41; Vass, 1990).

Over a century ago, the juvenile justice systermn was created because children were
subjected to unspeakable atrocities in adult jails and retumed to society as hardened
criminals. As the prison system developed, it became clear that housing young offenders
and adult inmates together was seif-destructive and self-defeating (Ziedemberg &

Schaeradi, 1998).



However, it was not until early 1961, as an oulgrowth of the White House
Conference on Children and Youth, was the President’s Commission on Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Crime established. The Commission was able to recommend
and secure enactraent of the Juvenile Definquency and Youth Offenses Control ACT of
1961 and its amendments of 1964 and 1965. This statute authorized the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to provide grants to sfate, local, and private agencies to
conduct various projects in search of improved methods for the prevention and control of
juvenile delinquency (Bartol and Bartol, 1989).

Historically, juvenile justice policy has oscillated between rehabilitative and
punitive approaches to managing young offenders. For example, policy and practice in
the 1970’s and 1980s emphasized individual treatment for young offenders in non-secure,
community-based programs. However, increases in vioicnt youth cnme durning the past
two decades have renewed interest in punishing delinquent youths (Jenson and Howard,
1998).

Overcrowding has been pervasive in juvenile facilities across the country. In
1987, 36 percent of the confined juveniles were in overcrowded facilities. By 1991, that
number had risen to 47 percent. A 1993 report issued by the United States Department of
Justice found that nearly half of all youthful offenders were housed in facilitics that were
too crowded. The daily average populations of juvenile facilities had increased by 30
percent to 65,000 between 1979 and 1991. According to Forst 1995 more than 570,000
youth spent at least some time in detention in 1990. Forst conciuded that crowded
conditions at many juvenile facilities have led to higher rates of violence, more suicide

attempts, reduced health care, and declining safety and secunity (Forst, p. 228).



Juvenile justice policies have again moved to the center of public attention and
political debate in recenl years. An increase in youth crime, stories of frustrated parents
seeking help for their troubled children, and criticisms of juvenile justice programs have
led to demands for change in the way youny offenders are charged. punished and treated
(Howell, Krisberg, & Jones, 1995; Jenson, Howard, 1998).

Public concern about violent juvenile crime is at an unprecedented high
(Butterfield, 1996). The increasingly violent nature of contemporary youth crime and the
escalating number of young people involved with the juveniie justice system have
challenged established beliefs guiding policy and practice with offenders.

The needs of all troubled youth should be considered while a policy change in the
juvenile justice system is debated. Crimes have been one of the top issues on the public
agenda now for a quarter-century. Over the course of that period, the public responses
have been to progressively increase the rate at which criminals were sent to prison and
the length of time they stay there. The 1980°s saw the Jargest growth in the U.S. prison
population since the penitentiary was invented, as legislatures around the country passed
a flurry of new bills establishing mandatory minimum sentences for various crimes. In
most states, the number of prison inmates more than tnpled (Greenwood, Model, Rydell,
& Chesi, 1996). The number of juveniles referred to the juvenile justice systemn each year
has decreased 13.4 percent from 19,168 in FY 1996 10 16,590 in FY2; due in part to
prevention and intervention program, such as the First Offender Program. Overall, arrcst
rates of persons under age 18 (per 100,000 persons age 10 to 17) in Oklahoma for the

total crimes reported in 1996 were 7,454, total crimes for 1997 were 7,915 total crimes



for 1998 were 7.685; total crimes for 1992 were 2,781 and total crimes for 2000 werc
6123.

Given the scope of the problem, it was surprising that incarceration was the only
remedy evoking widespread endorsement. Incarceration’s main goal was to incapacitate
criminals so they can commit no further crimes for a period of time and to deter those
who might contemplate criminal activity. However, incarceration also served as a
breeding ground for more crime, not less, by exposing the naive offender to the more
sophisticated and hardened criminal elements (Friday & Petersen, 1973). Hence the
argument was that incarceration contaminated the juvenile and thus impeded any chance
of reform. Also, incarceration carried such a severe social stigma that it frequently
hinders the rehabilitation of juvenile offenders. The primary stimulus invoking this
concern is the cost of incarceration. For instancc, the estimated cost ranges rom $10,000

to $15,000 per inimate annually (Allen, l.atessa, and Vito, 1986; Sudipta, R., 1990).

History of mishandling of juvenile detention centers

Because of growing soctal problems and shrinking budgets for social programs,
overcrowding in detention facilities has worsened in virually all jurisdictions (Ghezzi
and Loughran, 1996). When Young and Pappenfort (1977) searched the literature on the
usefulness of detaining children, they concluded that the main issue was what they had
always been detained. Detention was misused for large numbers of youths awaiting
hearings before the nation’s juvenile courts.

Some of the ways detention was misused happencd within the many jurisdictions
that were unable to mobilize the resources necessary for attending to children with

neurological and psychiatric needs. These chitdren were often detained, sometimes for



excessive lengths of time. Use of secure detention for dependent and neglected children
appeared to be on the decline as more jurisdictions developed either shelter-carc facilities
or shont-term foster home programs. Some jurisdictions, however, misclassified
dependant and neglected children as youths in need of supervision and placed them in
secure detention. The extent of this practice is unknown (Smykla, 1981).

Status offenders tended to be detained at a higher rate and for longer peniods than
youth apprehended for adult-type criminal offences. Youth of racial and ethnic
minorities tended to be detained at higher rates and for longer periods than whites;
females were detained at higher rates and longer peniods than males (Smykla, 1981).

Jenson and Howard (1998) asserted that contemporary juvenile justice policy
stresses punishment and control of young offenders. Policies itmplemented since 1985
have Jowered the age at which juveniles can be tried as adults, enacted stricter
punishments for drug- and gang- related offenses, and introduced stringent treatments
such as boot camps for all juvenile oftenders (OfTice of Juvenile Justice Depariment
Prevention, 1996).

Without meaningful involvement by the local community and the public
addressing the problem, detention centers will continue releasing children who are worse
when they Jeave than when they first entered. It may be that today’s urban, industrial
society, with its small, geographically mobile, isolated family units and the de-emphasis
of meaningful community involvement and responsibility has created the potential for

increasing, not decreasing, child abuse in our nation’s juvenile detention (Smykla, 1981).



CHAPTER 2

RATIONALE FOR DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION

To fully understand the purpose of this study and its significance to the juvenile
justice community, it is important to look at the factors that led to the
deinstitutionalization of status offenders reform movement as well as the controversies
that surrounded it. Chapter two will provide groundwork in which to understand
deinstitutionalization. In layman’s term deinstitutionalization, simply means total
removal of status offenders from institutions where serious and violent youthful offenders
are housed, thereby providing community-based alternatives that permit status offenders
to receive treatment and remain within the community.

The treatment of status offenders, youths who have been charged with violations
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, for example, had long been a
contested 1ssue (Speirs, 1989). Several theornists have assessed philosophical and
institutional development in juvenile justice policy. Traditional or orthodox explanations
for developing total institutions and juvenile institutions in particular, emphasized the
evolutionary progression from traditional forms of corporal punishment to the
development of correctional institutions, separate juvenile institutions, and eventually a
separate juvenile justice system (Hawes, 1971; Pickett, 1969; Mack, 1909; McGarell,
1988).

The first juvenile court in the United States was established in Chicago in 1899.
In the long history of law and justice, juvenile justice was a relatively new development.

The juvenile justice system has weathered significant modifications in the past 30 years,



resulting from Supreme Court decisions, Federal legislation, and changes in state
legisiation (Juvenile Qffenders and Victims: 1999 National Report). Such modifications
were the decline of juvenile correction institutions, particularly training schools for the
purpose of detaining and incapacitating to a reinicgration juvenile justice system, by
providing treatment/intervention through diversion. Most impontantly. it has evolved
from a debilitating kind of system 10 a reintegration system due to the Office of Juvenile
Justice Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, This important act eliminated the old Youth
Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration and replaced it with the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention within Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration. In 1980, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was phased
out the Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention and became an independent
agency in the Department of Justice, Attorney General’s Office.

Nationwide, the number of juveniles committed to or detained in public
correctional facilities for status offenses has currently declined. The Office Juvenile
Justice Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 mandated that status offenders, dependent
and neglected youth, and abused youth be removed from adult jails, detention centers,
and training schools. In other words it ordered that juveniles could not be housed in
facilities where they would have regular contact with adult criminals. The Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention coordinated all federal delinquency
prevention and control efforts. In addition, the Office of Juvenile Justice led and
supported research, provided training for juvenile justice professionals, and gave
technical assistance to state and local policymakers and practitioners. The ACT also

encouraged the development of community-based altematives to the institutionalization



of nonviolent and non-dangerous delinguent youth. Although participation in the federal
juvenile delinquency program was voluntary on the part of the states, their receipt of
federal funds was tied to the achievement of specified objectives (Schwartz, 1989).

One of the most important juvenile justice policy initiatives had been to remove
status offenders from secure detention facilities that also house delinquents. Along with
removing all juveniles from adult jails, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 made the deinstitutionalization of status offenders a comnerstone of its policy.
The purpose of removing status offenders from secure detention facilities was two-fold:
to reduce their interface and personal relationships with senous delinquent offenders and
to insulate them from the stigma and negative labels associated with being a detainee in a
locked facility. Deinstitutionalization was rooted in freeing juveniles from forced
restrictive contact with more serious offenders, thus countering the primary causes of
delinquent careers (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The 1970’s witnessed phenomenal growth in community-based corrections.
Often this growth was poorly planned and /or implemented. When research began to
demonstrate that community-based correctional straicgies were valuable, but not always
effective, program growth slowed. Speaking on behalf of legislation, Birch Bayh (1971)
summed up the sentiments of the early and middle 197Q’s:

Today, too many young people are thrown into custodial institutions that should

be handled in the community. We wanted to find ways o established meaningful

alternatives to incarceration.. .punishment isolation, neglect, and abuse seems to

be the hallmarks of institutional life. This includes harassment, injury to human
dignity, and the gross denial of human rights.
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These sentiments were then translated into legislation. The Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and subsequent revisions of 1, made federa)
funds available to states in order to encourage dcinstitutionalization, the Act also
required recipients to remove all status offenders, but not delinquent offenders,
from secure places of pre-courl detention and post adjudication incarceration.
(Senate & House of Representative, 1974; Empey, 1982). The federal objective
with regard to status offenders and deinstitutionalization implied at Jeast 2 partial
acceptance of a non-interventionist labeling philosophy toward juvenile justice
(Korbin and Klein, 1983).

Passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDP) of 1574
marked the beginning of the major federal efforts to prohibit the incarceration of juvenile
status offenders in our jails, detention centers, correctional facilities, and other
institutional settings. Status offenders were youths who had been charged with violations
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult (Korbin and Ktlein, 1983).

A basic tenet of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as
amended, 1s the development of community-based alternatives to incarceration in lieu of
large congregate institutions. The Act states:

{I]t is the declared policy of Congress to provide the neccssary resources,
leadership, and coordination . . . to develop and conduct effective programs to
prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice
system, and to provide critically needed alternatives to Institutionalization. (42
U.S.C. 5602, sec. 102 (b)(2)).

It defines a community-based facility, program, or service as:
[A] small, open group home or other suitable place located near the

juvgnilc's home or family and programs of community supervision and service
which maintain community and consumer participation in the planning, operation,

1]



and evaluation of their program which may include, but not be limited to,

medical. educational, vacational, social, and psychological guidance, training,

special education, counseling, alcohol treatment, and other rehabilitative services

(42 U.S.C. 5603, sec. 103 (1))

Pressures from the legislative reform of the nation’s juvenile detention centers
were building. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act provided federal
funds to states and local communities to set up new programs for juvenile offenders
instead of detention (Smykla, 1981). A major goal of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention Administration overall was the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and,
if at all possible, all non-serious delinquents. Some members of Congress felt that none
but the most serious offenders should be incarcerated, but, as it turned out, only status
offenders were protected from jnstitutionalization (Bartol and Bartol, 1994).

Deinstitutionalization simply meant avoiding the placement of juveniles in
correctional institutions. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
called for developing a series of deinstitutionalization programs for status offenders
(Rojek, 1982; Bynum and Thompson, 1996). The most convincing argument for
community-based corrections lies in the failure of prisons and other custodial institutions.
Prisons have incurable problems: rjots, assaults, homicides, suicides, rapes,
homosexuality, gambling, loan sharking, drug abuse, corruption, and alienation. Prison is
not a place for correction. Prison is a place of coercion where compliance was obtained
by force (Sandu, 1981).

The political conservatism and economic recession of the 1980°s also contributed
to the decline in the program growth. The slow growth of programs could best be viewed

as an opportunity for reassessment and improvement (McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984).
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Although what constituted the community was oflen not well defined, community-
oriented interventions have been at the forefront of policy and program innovation in a
wide range of areas relevant to understanding, preventing, and controlling juvenile crime
(McCord, Wisdom, and Crowell, 2001).

In 1980, Congress specified that status offenders and non-offenders be removed
from “secure” juvenile detention and correctional facilities and, as part of the continuing
effort to reduce the number of juvenile offenders who becorne adult offenders, added a
third mandate that prohibited states from detaining juveniles in jails and local lockups.
Community-based correctional programs have many rationales, but their principal
correctional goal is to reintegrate offenders into the community (McCarthy and
McCarthy, 1984).

The federal government traditionally has preferred to leave the subject of juvenile
crime to the states. The policy of deinstitutionalization was made explicit in the overhaul
of federal statutes pertaining to crime in the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984.
Nevertheless, the federal government did and continues to maintain control over state
practices by making receipt of federal funding contingent upon meeting the provisions of
the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act. Therefore, if a state receives federal
funds for its delinquency-related programs, it was mandated to deinstitutionalize status
offenders. The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act also strongly encouraged
developing altematives to incarceration for dealing with delinquent youth (Krisberg and
Schwartz, 1983; Bartol and Bartol, 1994)

Deinstitutionalization included both “decarceration” and diversion to non-

institutional programs or nonpunitive facilities. Deinstitutionalization did not mean that
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juvenile status offenders could not be placed in group homes or residential treatment
programs. They were to be diverted from juvenile justice processing to alternative
services and treatment facilities (Hellum, 1979). Since these facilities could be
residential, some status offenders were in effect still confined, though not incarcerated.

While the juvenilc court was founded upon the philosophy of protection and
rehabilitation and viewed its foremost goal as preventing juvenile offenders from
becoming adult criminals, many actions taken by the juvenile justice court have, until
recently, been viewed as punitive in nature. Consequently, as the freatment and
prevention ideologies have gained support in juvenile corrections, we have experienced a
noticeable trend toward deinstitutionalization and the diversion of youths from the formal
juvenile justice system (Bartol and Bartol, 1994).

A local precedent for the deinstitutionalization status offenders mandate was
established in 1972. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts closed the last of its juvenile
institutions after years of failed reforms had been proven inadequate. This came at a time
when Jerome Miller was commissioner of Massachusetts' Department of Youth Services
(Holden and Kopler, 1995).

Massachusetts led the movement to kecp juvenile offenders in the community.
Massachusetts’ juvenile correctiona) sysiem is invariably cited as the “founding father”
of deinstitutionalization, having accomplished wide-scale reforms that began in 1970.
The Massachusetts Department of Youth Services’ closure of its large-scale training
schools for youths in 1970-71 predated the events that are now unfolding jn some siates.

The history of the Massachusetts juvenile justice system reveals a cyclical process that



has repeated itsell over the 126 year existence of the reform schools (Guarino-Ghezzi and
Loughran, 1996).

At first, reformers such as Jerome Miller revealed the futility of exposing youths
to the hardships of high-securily institutions. Miller knew that the success of
Massachusetts' experiment with deinstitutionalization status offenders would depend on
his ability to transform an institution-centered juvenile justice program into a community-
based network of programs and services for troubled youth. Before closing the
stitutions, Miller decentralized Department Youth Services by creating seven regional
offices and a program through which it could purchase beds, equipment, and services
from private companies.

Then in 1974, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act tied the
receipt of federal funds for programs 1o the removal of status offenders from institutions.
Consequently, many states removed their juvenile offenders from institutions. Most
states now have provisions banning the institutionalization of status offenders with
delinquents (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The Deinstitutionalization of status offenders provision was one of the Act's
original mandates. As enacted in 1974, it required States to "provide within two years
that juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult shall not be placed in Juvenile detention or correctional
facilities, but must be placed in shelter facilities." The Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention Act also mandated that juveniles be separated by sight and sound from adult

offenders in detention and correctional facilities (Holden and Kopler, 1995).



In 1976, the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders mandate was clarified
through the formulation of a substantial compliance standard, which required States 1o
reduce the number of status offenders and nonoffenders confined in their detention and
correctional institutions by 75 percent over a 2-year period (Holden and Kopier, 1995).
Congress amended the Juvem)e Justice Delinquency Prevention Act in 1977 to bning
"nonoffenders" such as dependent and neglected youths under the Deinstitutionalization
of Status Offender provision and to provide States with broader aliernative placement
options for status offenders and nonoffenders. including nonplacement. The amendment
accomplished this goal by removing the requirement that deinstitutionalized youths be
placed in shelter facilities. The 1977 amendments also gave states an additional 3
years- -up to a total of 5 years—in which to comply with the Deinstitutionalization of
Status Offenders mandate (Holden and Kopler, 1995).

Initrally, many of the early programs suffered from residential isolation and
limited services. Over time, however, many of the group homes and unlocked structured
residential settings were relocated in residential community environments and became
highly successful in addressing the needs of juveniles whiling presenting little or no
security risk to themselves or others. Early examples of community-based programs
were established through private agencies (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The impetus for correctional reform in Massachusetls at that time was an
outgrowth of various public scandals and governmental investigations of the corrupt and
deplorable conditions that pervaded some of the state's secure correctional institutions for

Juveniles (Miller and Ohlin, 1981). Miller deseribes in his 1991 book, an environment
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filled with open toilets, the stench of urine, rules of silence, the frequent use of solitary
confinement, and staff brutality.

The private sector was a critical player in expanding placement options. In
Massachusetts, over 60 percent of the total Department Youth Services budget was
allocated to purchasing services from private vendors in the communitly. Forty-five
private, nonprofit companies account for approximately ninety individual accounts
(Guarino-Ghezzi-Loughran, 1996). Roxbury YouthWorks, an inner-city program in
Boston, MA was just such a private commuaity-based agency controlling juvenile
delinquency through a comprehensive range of resources that incfuded: (1) evaluation
and counseling at a local court level; (2) employment and traming; (3) detention
diversion; and (4) outreach and tracking 1o help youth re-enter the community.
YouthWorks was one of twenty-four independent programs, both residential and non-
residential, contracted with the state’s Youth Services Department Lo provide intensive
community supervision for almost 90 percent of all youth under its jurisdiction (Siegel
and Senna, 1991).

The success of the Massachuselts experiment has been tied to the network of
communily-based altenatives that it spawned (Hamm, 1993). Proponents of
deinstitutionalization and community-based corrections believe that, through carefully
designed programs and employment of quality staff, most delinguent youths could be
handled 1 the community without jeopardizing public safety. According to Robert
Coates (1981:481), placement decisions regarding youths “Should be guided by the

principle that the best choice is the least restrictive alternative appropriate for a particular
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youth.” Clearly, secure corrcctions remain necessary for some offenders, cspecially those
who have demonstrated a capacity for violence (Coates, 1981).

Responding to the call for deinstitutionalization, California passed a law in 1977
that included an article on home supervision. Rather than being sent to a detention home,
youths were allowed to remain in their homes during court disposition and probation
officers were to make daily checks (Johnson and Elmer, 1987).

There were other dramatic exampies of jurisdiction that had attempted to reduce
the need for high-security institutions in treating delinquent offenders. Similar to the
Massachusetts experience, Vermont closed Weeks School- -the only training school in
the state in 1979—and moved to a non-institutional system. As of 1985, Vermont did not
operate a Juvenile facility. In 1975, Pennsylvania removed youths from the Camp Hill
Penitentiary, which had been used to house the most hard-core juvenile offenders. In
1978, Utah established a systemn of seven community-based programs as an alternative to
traditional institutionalization in the states’ Youth Development Center (Siege), and
Scnna, 1991).

Traditionally, the juvenile courts have strived to maintain a balance between
rehabilitating and punishing offenders. The extent to which policy with influence over
young offenders had emphasized rchabilitation versus punishment had changed
intermittently over the past 30 years. Influenced by principles of deinstitutionalization,
practice in the 1970s and 1980s was based on individual treatment models, encouraging
the placement of offenders in non-secure, community-based programs. Since 1990 these
practices have been de-cmphasized in favor of strict sanctions and incarceration (Office

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency prevention (QJJDP, 1996).
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Juvenile justice policies emplhasizing decriminalization and deinstitutionalization
were adopted by all states between 1975 and 1985. Public policy encouraged
rehabilitation and individualized treatment over punishment and incarceration of
offenders. Although several studies found that community-based treatment reduced
recidivismn and did not pose a significant threat to public safety, widespread application of
community-based and other rehabilitative interventions was short-lived. (Coates, Miller,
& Ohlin, 1982; Krisberg, Austin, Joe, & Steele, 1988; Jenson and Howard, 1598).
Changes in the nature of youth application of crime and in the political climate during the
mid-1980s signaled a retum to policies of punishment and criminalization. These
included an increase in violence, youth involvement in crack cocaine use and distnibution,
and highly publicized incidents of gang activity led to a gradual reduction in treatment
oriented policies and services between 1985 and 1990 (Jenson and Howard, 1998).

In 1992, Congress added a fourth mandate requiring that States receiving Office
of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act formula grants provide assurances that
they would develop and implement plans to reduce the overrcpresentation of minorities in
the juvenile justice system. A state was subject to the Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention Act's disproportionate minority confinement mandate if the proportion of
minonty juveniles confined in that State's detention and correctional facilitics exceeds the
aggregate proportion of minority groups in the general population (Holden and Kopler,
1995).

Juvenile delinquency prevention programs rest on the premise of humanely
putting a stop to delinquency, before it occurs rather than react to it, punitively, after it

occurs- -a view bolstered by sociological theory (Empey, 1982), concern for victims



(NCJISS, 1979). and, occasionally, economic analysis (Falkin, 1979). Though the
humane benefits of a prevention strategy maybe apparent, these 1imes of strmgent human
service budget necessitate a more probing analysis (Lipsey, 1984). Deinstitutionalization
policies must be broadened to take into account the interrelatedness of the juvenile
justice, child welfare, mental health, and the many new chemical dependency and private

youth residential systems (Thompson and Bynum, 1991).



CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Development

In this chapter the practical and theoretical foundation of this study are examined.
A brief history of the diversion movement will be discussed to provide an understanding
of the first-time offenders program. A rich body of historical literature provided the
theoretical groundwork for tracing the evolution of the penitentiary, house of refuge,
asylum, reformatory. and the juvenile court. The concept of diversion was based on the
theoretical framework of the Labeling Theory, which argues that processing certain
youths through the juvemle justice system may do more harm than good (Lundman,
1993; Shelden, 1999).

When an individual commits an offense, it 1s assumed that law enforcement
officials will take all possible measures to apprehend the offender and process themn
through the Criminal Justice System. Rooted in this assumption, is yet another, which
assumes that state intervention reduces crime, either through punjshment, rehabilitation,
or simply locking up the offender, so they are no longer free to reoffend.

Labeling theorists argue that, rather than reducing crime, statc intervention can
have the unanticipated and even ironic consequences of {ostering the very behavjor it was
ultimately meant to deter. In other words, form a labeling perspective, the criminal
justice system is not only limited in it’s capacity to deter and prevent crime, but in fact
plays a major role in creating more cime. Processing offenders through the system

creates more crime, not less (Lilly, Cullen and Ball, 1989).
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The labeling perspective was the first 1o dispute the notion that behaviors were
somehow inherently criminal. Prior to the emergence of the labeling theory, many
criminologists defined crime simply as behavior that violales laws (Lilly, Cullen and
Ball, 1989). However, what labeling theorists argue is that many of these criminologists
failed to take into account the fact that crime is a socially constructed phenomenon.
Therefore, labeling theorists argue that societal reactions cannot be ignored in the
analysis of crime, especially when it is the state acting as the labeling agent.

Frank Tannenbaum (1938) was one of the first sociologists to recognize the
negative impact of the application of stigmatizing labels. Tannenbaum (1938) coined the
tenn “dramatization of evil”, in which he argued that “*officially labeling someone as a
delinquent can result in the person becoming the very thing he 1s described as being (p.
19).” Not all youths who commit an offence are caught, although all offenders are
equally guilty. Central to his argument is the consequences of being caught. Once a
youth is caught, he or she is forced to participate in “ritualistic confrontations.”
Ritualistic confrontations are the events that follow being canght and are experiences
other youths do not share, such as possible institutionalization. As a result of this initial
dramatization of evil, the youths self-identity begins to change. The youth is so
overwhelmed by the response to his or her actions that he or she begins to internalize the
delinquent stigma. The youth becomes bad because he or she is defined as bad
(Tannenbaum, 1938).

It was not until the 1950’s that any systematic attempt was made to develop what is
currently known as the labeling perspective. Edwin Lemert developed the concepts of

primary and secondary deviance.
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Lemert's (1951) labeling theory took into account the fact that most adolescents
occasionally experiment with delinquent behaviors of status offenses. This initial
experimentation is analogous to what Lemert called primary deviance. Primary deviance
refers to initial acts of deviance that go undetected by others. Primary deviancc 1s
behavior that violates social norms or laws but does not affect an individual’s
performance in social roles or psychological structure. These behaviors are considered
transitory and may be maintained until reacted to, or disposed of for seemingly arbitrary
reasons. However, when a youth was arrested and convicted for delinquent behavior, he
or she becomes publicly labeled. The youth may react to this label by continuing to
engage in illegal activities. The individual’s deviant reaction to this abel is called
secondary deviance. The impact a label has upon the offender’s identity, social
relationships, and employment opportunities (now that he or she has a record) limit his or
her ability to assume a conventional role in society (Lemert, 1951).

Some individuals may self-label by merely refliecting on social expectations in
relation to their behavior. These self-labels can reinforce perceived inappropriate
behaviors and ascribed public labels and result in a self-fulfilling prophecy. If people
think they are “‘bad” then why try to behave differently (Schur, 1971). In other words,
these self-labels can carry the same consequences as public labeling thereby increase the
likelihood of continued delinquent status (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951).

A renewed interest in the labeling theory arose nearly a decade later when
Howard Becker (1963) proposed that deviance was created by rule enforces.

“Social group create deviance, by making the rules whose infraction constitutes

deviance, and by applying those rules to particular people and labeling them as
outsiders (Becker, 1963, p.9).”



Becker (1963) argues that deviance is not a quality ol the act an individual commits,
rather it ts a consequence of the application of rules and sanctions by others. Thus,
deviance is created by social groups who make and enforce rules and a deviant is one (o
whom a stigmatizing label has successfully been applied (Becker, 1963).

Becker (1963) distinguishes between rule breaking behavior and deviant behavior. He
argues that rule breaking behavior was simply the act breaking rules Whereas, deviant
behavior is seen as unfolding in a career-like progression, where “one of the most crucial
steps in the process of building a stable pattern of deviant behavior was likely to be the
experience of being caught and publicly labeled as deviant (Becker, 1963, p. 31). Thus
the application of a stigmatization label has a direct and significant effect on subsequent
deviant behavior. This is further emphasized by those who apply these labels, namely the
police, the courts, and the agents of social control. The theoretical and empirncal bases of
labeling have been evaluated extensively in past research. Punitive social responses
have been associated with subsequent internalization of a deviant identity and conformity
to deviant roles. Gold and Williams (1969) found that apprehended youths commit more
subsequent offenses than non apprchended youth.

A brief history of the diversion movement is important for understanding the
First-offender program. Juvenile delinquency has its roots in both the delinquents
themselves and the community of which they are a parl. A comprehensive intervention
must be responsive to both sources. [t must work towards developing the youth’s optimal
repertoire of pro-social proficiencies, that js, the collection of competencies that permit
him or her to lead a satisfying and effective life without resorting to illegal avenues of

reward.
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A youngsier’s delinquent behavior most typically has muitiple community roots
and is influencea by all of the main actors in his or her interpersonal world- peers,
parents, classmates, siblings, and others. Each may model antisocial behavior, reward it
when it is displayed by others, and show indifference or hoslility when pro-social
alternatives are employed. For many delinquent youths, schooling in the diverse
antisocial proficiencies that constitute delinquency may thus be very much of a “‘total-
immersion” matter, with the lessons, models, and rewards for delinquency being
displayed by a great many of these actors a great deal of the time. The youth, in short,
may spend most of his or her life as member of a culture that teaches and reinforces
delinquent behavior with great consistency. For this very reason, the juvenile justice
system must allow first offenders to be treated in the community through diversion
programs (Goldstein, Glick, Irwim, McCartey, Rubene, 1989).

Diversion refers to an attempt to divert, or channel out, youthful offenders from
the juvenile justice system. Like deinstitutionalization, diversion was primarily intended
for status and non-serious property offenders. Richard L.undman (1993} argred that
diversiop should be the standard response for juveniles who have committed status
offenses and non-violent crimes (Bynum and Thompson, 1996).

The term “diversion” was commonly applicd to the employment of non-justice
centered resources in responding to juvenile offenders. They are also diverted “10"
service and treatment alternatives available within the community. However, with regard
to status offenders, recent emphasis have been given to “front-end” diversion where

police, schools, parents, and others were encouraged to bypass the juvenile justice system
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completely and refer incidents involving status violations directly to the appropnate
community-based series agency (Korbin and Klein, 1983).

Community-based correction was a by-production of attempts to improve juvenile
detention and to divert non-violent juveniles away from a life of crime. Diversion
implied more than simply screening out cases that were trivial or unimportant and for
which no additional treatment was needed. Diversion encourages an individual to
participate in some specific program or activily by express or implied threat of further
prosecutions (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The fundamental goals of diversion programs have been to contain recidivism.
Recidivism is a term often used 10 refer to some absolute measurement of tnvolvement in
post-program illegal or morally disapproved acttvity or behavior. In the case of juvenile
offenders, data regarding recidivism reinforces the “criminal’ labe] (Regoli and Hewitt,
1991).

Programs that do not make lowering recidivism an explicit goal ordinarily depend
on control or recidivism to achieve other goals. Diversion recidivism often culminates in
forrnalized processing, thereby nullifying certain other goals, such as conserving
resources, minimizing system penetrations, and avoiding stigma (Kammer and Minor,
1997).

Outcome studies of diversion programs have produced findings ranging from
promising to bleak. Studies examining the recidivism of diverting juveniles relative to
that of juveniles in comparison conditions have reported lower recidivism for divertees
(e.g., Baron and Feeney, 1976; Bohnstedt, 1978; Davidson, et al., 1990; MetaMetrics,

1984; Pogrebin et al., 1984; Quay & Love, 1977), more recidivism among diveriees

26



(Brown et al,., 1989; Lincoln, 1976), and no difference (Dunford et al., 198); Rausch,
1983). This mixed pattern of findings is not surprising when one considers variation
among juveniles involved, among the program and among the research method employed
to study them (Kammer and Minor, 1997).

Developing community-based programs in the field of juvenile corrections had
been encouraged not only because traditional institutionalization, fraught with predatory
violence, manipulation, and exploitation of inmates, may have done more harm than
good, but because of the serious problem of strained resources. Problems such as these,
coupled with high rates of recidivism, have overburdened correctional systems in states
and rassed important questions about the feasibility of cost-effective altermatives for
addressing the problem of juvenile definquency (Krisberg, Austin and Steele, 1989).

In Oklahoma, the Community-Based Youth Services Unit (CBYSU) administers and
manages the OkJahoma Juvenile Affairs’ contracting process with designated Youth
Services Agencies. Youth Services Agencies develop, implement, and opevate
community-based delinquency prevention, diversion, and treatment programs. CBYSU’s
mission 1s to ensure thal contracted services are accessible and that they meet the needs
of children, adolescents, and families in their local communities. Mandates of The
Community-Based Youth Scrvices Unit are authonized under O.S. Title 10, § 7302-3.2, -
3.5 and -3.6 to enter into agreements for establishing and managing community-based
delinquency prevention, diversionary, and treatment youth services programs.
Designated “Youth Service Agencies” contract with the Community-Based Youth
Services Unit to establish and maintain locally governed emergency shelters, diagnosis

services, crisis intervention, counseling (individual and group) services, case supervision,



job placement services, first time offender programs, recruitment and training of
volunteers, consultation, brokerage of services, and agency coordination

(http://www state.ok. us/~0ja/#EXEC).

The use of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent accused adjudicated
offenders must be increased. Most nonviolent offenders, including minor offenders, first-
time serious offenders, repeat property offenders and drug-involved juveniles, can be
rehabilitated successfully and controlled without adjudicating youths. A combination of
non-residential and residential sanctions should be used (Wilson, 1994).

The majority of diversion programs handle status and minor delinquent offenders,
and diversion was frequently justified as a way of precluding escalation into more senous
patterns of offending (Kammer and Minor, 1997). Community treatment referred to a
wide vanety of efforts to provide care, protection, and treatment for children in need.
These efforts included probation, diverse treatment services such as social casework,
group work, and the use of volunteers in probation, as well as restitution and other
appropriate programs. The term community treatment also referred generatly to the usc
of non-secure and non-institutional residences, such as foster homes, small group homes,
boarding schools, or semi-institutional cottages, living programs, forestry camps or
outdoor camps and non-residential programs. In community treatment, youth generally
remain in their own homes and receive counseling, education, family assistance,
diagnostic services, case work services or vocational training (Siege) and Senna, 1991).

The early innovative diversion programs shared the common goals of attempting
to intervene with youthful first offenders prior to court processing or possible

commitment to a cortection facility and to keep the youth in a local communily treatment
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programs if at all possible. Robert (1989a:82-84) had tdentified three such early
programs worthy of special attention because of their innovations and effectiveness;
Project Crossroads, St. Louis Diversion and the Baltimore Diversion Program.

The first, Project Crossroads, was a highly structured community treatment
program established in Washington, D.C., in the late 1960s. Project Crossroads
combined counseling, vocational training, and academic development to enhance the
youth's feeling of self-worth and, thereby, to increase the likelihood of the juvenile’s
ability to become a productive member of society. Secondly, the St. Louis Diversion
Program was established in 1971. The St. Louis Diversion program was aimed at
providing home detention as an alternative to placing juveniles in the city’s already
overcrowded detention center. Finally, as in Project Crossroads, Baltimore’s diversion
program was funded by the U.S. Department of Labor. Drawing upon the unique
experience and expertise of adult ex-offenders, Project Crossroads focused its efforts on
Job counseling and placement (Regoli and Hewitt, 1991).

Rehabilitation was implicit in the call for an “individual program plan” (oflen
called an individualized treatment plan). An individual program plan also implied that
each person’s needs were different, and the juvenile court and correctional establishment
must take those jndividual needs into account (Forst, 1995). Observers of the juvenile
court system argue that we have expected 100 much of it, overloading it with cases and
calling on 1t to deal with difficult and complex behavioral and social problems, without
equipping the system with the resources for achieving those goals.

Diversion of minor offenders may be viewed as a way to negate the adolescent’s

transition from primary to secondary deviance (Frazier, 1983). Community-based
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intervention programs designed for youngsters designated as juvenile delinquents were
largely a phenomenon that began in the late 1960's and early 1970s. The phenomenon
arose from several converging influences. During this period, the movement toward
deinstitutionalization gathered strength and nearly 800 community mental health centers
were established in the United States (Goldstein, et al, 1989).

Some sociological thinker began to call attention to the stigmatizing effects of the
label *juvenile delinquent,” and many began to call not only for deinstitutionalization for
such youth, but also for diversion from the juvenile justice system altogether. According
to Feldman, Caplinger, and Woodarski (1983):

The factors that interfere with effective treatment in closed correctional

institutions are myriad and potent: They include severe manpower deficiencies,

multiple and conflicting organizational goals, overpopulation and accompanying
social control problems, prisonization, the emergence of negative inmate sub-
cultures, homogenization of inmate populations, adverse labeling and
stigmatization, inadequate generalization and stabilization of desired behavior
changes, and finally, excessive cost in comparison with virtually all other

treatment alternatives (p. 26).

A number of suggestions have been made regarding candidates for diversion.
Sarri (1975:12) argued that diversion should be automatic for *first offenders charged
with status offenses, minor misdemeanors, repeated status offenders, or youth known to
have received services [treatment] in community agencies™ (Sarri, 1975), Despite
differences in specific aspects of diversionary programs, they all share some common
goals. The most important of these goals is to divert juveniles from official adjudication
procedures in an effort to avoid the stigma associated with being labeled a juvenile

delinquent. Moreover, these programs were designed to ease the caseloads of

overcrowded juvenile courts and overworked correctional officials so that their efforts
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could be focused on more serious chronic juvenile offenders (Bynum and Thompson,
1996).

Who is to be screened out, diverted, or sent on to court referral will most probably
differ among communities. The nature of the delinquency problem varies widely from
community to community, from the level of community concemns to the patterns of
juvenile misconduct (Regoli and Hewitt, 1991).

The great variety of community-based correctional programs for youths should
make it possible to appropriately meet the needs of all juveniles, but most communities
have established only a few programs. A lack of resources, as well as a lack of
agreement regarding program objectives, often results in the misuse of community
corrections programs. Much planning and conscientious program implementation were
required if the juvenile justice system is to help prevent youthful offenders from
becoming adult criminals (McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984).

Community-based programs were preventive rather thun simply reactive; they
emphasized building the strengths and capabilities of young people and their families,
rather than simply treating their deficiencies or preaching virtuc at them. They
encouraged productivily and responsibility, and they tackled concrete, real-world
problems that undercut Jife chances and bred hostility, stress, and demoralization. Most
of the successful programs were comprehensive or what some would call “ecological®.
They addressed the multiple problems of children, youths, or families wherever they
arose: 1n the family, the community, the health-care and school systems, and the housing

and labor markets. Many of the best programs were quite modest and ofteu inexpensive,
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Each type of community-based correctional program has its own urnuque history.
Some programs, such as halfway houses and restitution, have been in existence for
centuries. Others, such as alcohol detoxification programs and citizen dispute settlements
centers, were relatively new developments, although the desirability of such efforts has
long been recognized. In the late 1950’s and 1960°’s, however, the general concept of
community-based corrections began to gain recognition and support. Gradually, the
diverse programs now known under the umbrella term community-based corrections
began to be viewed as distinct and essential components of the correctional policy of
reintegration (McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984). A brief history of diversion models is
undertaken in the next section. It is important to explore new approaches for providing
effective services to juvenile offenders. Then the discussion turns and examines youth

scrvices agencjes and the implementation of First Offenders Programs.
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CHAPTER 4

MODELS OF COMMI™NITY-BASED CORRECTIONS

Models of Diversions

There were many strategies for diverting offenders from the juvenile justice
process, Many diversion programs differ slightly in their approaches; however, their
efforts to treat juveniles while in the community remains the same. Theoretically, their
goals were to rehabilitate the general offender by treatment, guidance, support and
supplemental programs while the child remains in the community. In this section, three
areas of community-based correctional treatment programs for status offenders and first-
ume offenders will be presented: Short-term Residential, Long-term Residential, and
Non-Residential. Several vanations of these three program areas will be presented as
well. Furthermore, included in this discussion are previous outcome studies of
community-based correction.

Short-Temmn Residential programs

A number of factors have affected the placement of juvenile offenders in non-
secure community-based facilities. In some instances, it may be beneficial to treat the
child outside the context of the family when that environment is momentarily inadequate
or threatening. For example, situations of “‘family crisis” may dictate the temporary
removal of the child from the home until the crisis wus resolved. Residential programs
allow children to be placed outside the home without the more destructive and
stigmatizing outcorne of institutionalization (Berger, 1996).

Short-term residential programs for children include shelter care, small group

homes, emergency foster care, and runaway services. Shelter care facilities, also called
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altention homes. are public or private non-secure facilities designated to provide
ternporary placeiment for alleged or adjudicated status offenders prior to the issnance of a
dispositional order. A stay of three weeks is about average, but it 1s not uncommon to
find that some children are neglected by juvenile court and lefl in thesc facilitics for five
or six months while the count deliberates (Smykla, 1981). Generally, shelter care
facilities were used to house youths awaiting trial on charges that do not warrant secure
confinement. Such programs provided five hours of academics daily, interim group
counseling, vocational training, medical and recreational services (Guarino-Ghezzi and
Lougham, 1996).

Shelter care centers should not to be confused with group homes, long-term
residential facilities that will be discussed later. On the surface, they seem similar, and
quite often the children they serve are similar. Costs of the two are also often comparable
since both must furnish transportation and living, sleeping and eating facilities. The
difference, however, is that shelter care provides shori-term residential care prior to the
juveniie court’s disposition; while group homes provide long-term residential care for
adjudicate children (Guarino-Ghezzi and Lougham, 1996).

Shelter care facilities were especially useful in situations calling for short-term,
non-secure placements. Normally, shelter care facilities were used for dependent and
neglected children and status offenders who may be runaways or truants or who are oflen
the victims of sexual or physical abuse (Siegel and Senna, 1991). These facilities, which
may provide care for a small group (5 to 10) of youngsters, are particularly sujtable for

runaways and /or abused children. Short-term shelters have been established in some
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communijties through the efforts of private groups and organizations and many depend on
private funding or donations (Rogers and Mays, 1991).

One noteworthy short-term residential program is the “* Altention Home” in
Anaconda, Montana. The home was first developed as an alternative 1o jail. Most
referrals were from the court probation department. Two-thirds of the admissions (forty-
seven in all) 1n 1975 were alleged status offenders. However, the Attention Home
received juveniles whose problems differed greatly. At one extreme were youths who
stayed for short periods, an average of less than four days and no more than two weeks.
At the other extreme were a small number of youths with complicated personal problems
for which it was difficult to find solutions. These adolescents may remain in residence

for periods as long as two to {ive months (Smykla, 1981).

Long-tertn Residential Programs

Other examples of cffective models of community-based correctional are long-
term residential programs. Long-term residential programs can be divided into four
major categories: (1) group homes, including boarding schools and apariment type

seluings, (2) foster homes, (3) family group homes, and (4) rural programs.

Group Homes
The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (1 993) recommended

that effective treatment be facilitated by small programs as opposed to large institutions.
Group homes are non-secure, structured residences that provide counseling, education,
Job training, and family living for children in trouble; group homes are staffed by a small
number of qualified persons. and they generally hold twelve to fifteen youngsters. The

institutional quality of the environment is minimized, emphasizing family-style living
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home atmosphere. Children are given the opportunity for a close but controlled
interaction and relationship with the staff. Children reside in the home, attend public
schools, and participate in community activities in the area.

Group homes for children generally provide a structured living environment and
personal and social services to youth who have usually been placed there through court
commitment or as a condition of probation. Group homes are also used as transitional
living facilities for those juveniles reentering the community after having been
institutionalized. In practice, however, juvenile justice officials must wonder to what
extent group homes meet these idealized goals and are truly meaningful community
corrections.

During the 1980’s and 1990’s extensive work was done on group home settings.
Two proneering community-based residential treatment programs in the field of juvenile
corrections served as models for many other programs: The Silverlake experiment and
the Highfields project (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The Silveriake experiment presented the opportunity to consider in microcosm
some of the hopes expressed by the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Aduainistration of Justice for research and experimentation in corrections (Empey and
Lubeck, 1971). The Silverlake experiment occurred in Los Angeles County in the Mid-
1960’s. Seriously delinquent youths were placed in a large family residence in 2 middle-
school neighborhood. Some of them attended local high schools. Only twenty boys at a
time lived in the residence. They were responsible for maintaining the residence and for
participating in daily group interaction meetings. The Silverlake program sought to

structure a social sysiem with positive norms by discussing the youths’ problems and
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offering positive altematives to delinquent behavior in the group sessions (Siegel and
Senna, 1991).

Research on the impact of the Silverlake community-based program indicated that
boys freely shared information about their problem behavior with each other and that the
effectiveness of the boys’ peer culture as a social control measure increased over time.
However, very little difference was found after one year between the Silverlake project
youths and those jn the control group. Yet, the cost for the Silverlake program was one-
third of what the cost would have been for institutionalizing these youth (Bynum &
Thompson, 1996).

Not all sociologically oriented treatment and prevention programs involved such
ambitious attempts at mobilizing and focusing community resources as these two
programs, Highfields Project and Sliverlake Project. One of the classic small group
treatment programs in a sociological framework, the Highfields Project, began in New
Jersey in 1950. The Highfields Project took boys who had been placed on probation by
the court and assigned them to a facility where they lived, worked, and played in
supervised, small social groups. The Highfields project was a short-term residential non-
secured program for boys. The boys were kepl for periods of three or four months. The
recidivism rates were lower for the Highfields participants, but not dramatically. Still,
the project was viewed as having been effective with a large number of boys and was
much [ess expensive to operate (Bynum and Thompson, 1996). The Highfields project
was evaluated by using a controlled group of boys sent 10 Annadale, a juvenile reform
school in the same state. One year after release, Highfields boys had a lower recidivism

rate than Annadale boys. However, the validity of the recidivism rates was questioned
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because of the difficulties associated with matching the control treatment groups (Siegel
and Senna, 1991).

Group homes offer several advantages to their residents. First, they typically
provide fewer restrictions and more freedom than do state correctional institutions.
Second, residential programs based on the group-home concept may offer educational,
course, remedial, vocational, or academic, and individual and small group counseling
(Rogers & Mays, 1991).

Because many centers now view treatment of a child apart from his or her family
as artificial or upnatural, many group homes have implemented some form of family
counseling or psychotherapy as part of the treatment strategy. The purposes of such a
family-oriented approach are threefold. First, parental involvement helps the parents to
identify the agency as being therapeutically valuable for the child. Apparcntly, this may
increase parent-staff cooperation, which in tum could benefit the child’s treatment.
Second, it 1s hoped that greater contact with agency staff will make the parents
themselves more responsive, empathetic, and caring. Finally, the family’s involvernent
in the treatrment process may make the child’s return to home much faster and his or her

retegration into the family and community much casier (Berger, 1996).

The final historical review of group homes is the Vision Quest. Vision Quest is a
diversion program created as an alternative to sending juvenilc delinquents to
correclional institution. Vision Quest operates nine residential treatment centers in
Tucson, staffed by house-parents who are assisted by two counselors. Several youngsters
live together in these homes, located unobtrusively in comfortable middle-class

neighborhoods (Regoli and Hewitt, 1991).
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Group homes take many forms in order to meet the growing need for alicrnative
treatment today. The historical precedents of group homes warrant the mentioning of
several variations of group homes in Oklahoma that are imperative to addressing

individual needs.

Rogers State University contracts with group homes to provide community
residential care programs ranging from Level C to Leve] E. Level care is a step down
from secured detention. Level C programs are for juveniles who do not require 24-hour
supervision. Levels D, D+, and E programs provide around-the-clock supervision.
Educational services are provided at Level D+ and E programs, while Level D+ and E
programs are considered staff-intense, because of the higher staff-to-resident ratio

required (http:/www.state.ok.us/~0ja/#EXEC).

In Oklahoma, Rogers State University operates four group hornes: a seven-bed male
facility in Enid , a ten-bed male facility in Lawton, and two eight-bed facilities in Tulsa,
one for males and the other for females. Each of these homes focuses on assisting
juveniles in obtaining an education or developing employment skills, or both, while

concentrating on the individual needs of each juvenile

(http:.//www.state.ok.us/~o0i{a/§EXEC).

Foster Care

Another example of long-term Residential Programs is Foster Care Programs.
Foster care refers to the placement of a youth in an alternative home in which the adult or
adults maintaining the home serve as surtogatc or substitute parents. The parental
surrogate(s) may care for the child for a period as short as a few days or for as long as

several years. The length of the stay depends upon the youth’s need, as determined by
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his or his lcgal status, family circumstances, and, finally, the success of the child-foster
parent relationship. Children who demonstrate a strong desire to break free of parental
authority and achieve independence are generally poor candidates for foster care. In most
cases, youths placed in foster homes require individual attention and are capable of
responding to affection; they are normally not delinquents and do nol usually have
extensive prior criminal records (McCarthy & McCarthy, 1994). Foster homes are most
often used for younger juveniles, 10 to 14 years old, and providc closer supervision and
greater support (Rogers & Mays, 1991).

The first systematic use of foster care for delinquent children occurred in
Massachusetts in 1866. In return for taking youths into their homes, these New England
foster parents were paid for the child’s board. The use of foster carc grew with the
juvenile court movement. Placing a child in an improved family environment seemed to
most reformers an ideal solution to the problem of a troubled child in a troubled family
(McCarthy, and McCarthy, 1984).

The low cost of foster care relative to other out-of-home placements, as well as its
intrinsic benefits, makes it an appealing corrcctional alternattve. Typically, one or two
juveniles live with a family, usually a husband and wife, who serve as surrogate parents.
The juveniles enter into a close relationship with the foster parents and receive the
attention, guidance and care that they did not receive before. The quality of the foster
home experience depends on the foster parents and their emotional relationship with the
children. Foster care for adjudicated juvenile offenders has not been extensive in the
United States. It is most often used for orphans or for children whose parents cannot care

for them. Welfare departments generally handle foster placements and funding has been
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a problem for the Juvenile Justice System. However, foster home services for delinquent
children and status offenders have expanded as an approach in the area of community
treatment (Siegel and Senna, [991)

A number of foster homes may even work together in clusters to better develop
the sense of a caring community of which the child can feel a part. To insure even
greater supervision and individual treatment, “intensive” foster care such as Kaleidoscope
Inc. in Chicago, IL, usually requires that no more than two children be housed with any
married couple (Berger, 1996). A comprehensive, national study of children’s
community-based programs published in 1976 by the University Of Michigan National
Assessment Of Juvenile Corrections found that foster homes in the United States have
not been part of states’ efforts to deinstitutionalization children in prison. This major
study recomumended that foster homes be a viable option in states’ deinstitutionalization
policies since they constitute a promising direction for extending community corrections
at less than $2,500 per child per year. The fosier home is a vital part of meaningful
community corrections. A foster child struggling with past experiences and present
adjustments can be reassured by the presence of an accepting family that offers the
emotional and material resources to sustain him or her during the difficulties of
adolescence (Smykla, 1981).

In Oklahoma, Rogers State University (RSU), contracts with families in the local
community to provide foster care so a juvenile can live in a family's home and be part of
the family. Foster care provides an option for juveniles who need to Jearn to form
healthy relationships with others, benefiting from the family environment but not posing

a threat to public safety or requiring additional services to achieve treatment goals.
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Therapeutic foster care is contracted through other agencies authorized hy the state to
recruil, train, and license foster homes. The foster homes are designed for juveniles who
require a home-like environment but also need access to additional (rearment programs
available in the community for the placement to be succcssful

(http://www.state.ok.us/~oja/#EXEC).

Family Group Homes

Family group homes combine elements of both foster care and group home
placements. Emphasizing the family environment, a single family rather than
professional staff rmembers run group homes. This model can help troubled youth learmn
to get along in family-type situations and at the same time help the state avoid the start-up
cost and neighborhood opposition often associated with public institutions (Siegel and
Senna, 1991). Surprisingly, almost two-thirds of the residents can be categorized as
middle or upper class, based on their parents’ occupation. This finding may be at least
partially explained by explaining the types of offenses the youth committed: fifty-seven
percent were status offenses; 20 percent were property crimes; and only 7 percent were
crimes against the person (McCarthy & McCarthy, 1984). Family group homes can bc
found in many jurisdictions throughout the United States, while group homes are

frequently privately run facilities located in the older residential sections of the cities.

Rural Programs

Rural programs include forestry camps, ranches, and farms that provide specific
recreational activities or work in a rural setting. Farm, ranch and camp programs are
based on the philosophy found frequently in early juvenile corrections programs, namely,

that the child can best be treated if he or she is removed from the perceived city’s



corrupting influences. Although there is no clear distinction among these programs,
camp programs generally work with older youths in conservation or forestry, and ranches
combine half-days of work with half-days of school (Rogers &Mays, 1991). An
individual program handles from thirty to fifty children. A more popular diversion
program in recent years has been the Wilderness program. The purpose of the wilderncss
program is to teach youths how to be self-reliant, interdependent, and confident of their
own abilities. High-risk youth are removed from their familiar home environments and
placed in a situation where they must learn to deal with the basic needs and problems
associated with camping, hiking, and living off the land for a considerable amount of
time and engaging in required activities. While the philosophy behind the wildemess
programs has been well received in the literature, very little carefully designed research
has examined their effects on delinquency (Bartol & Bartol, 1984).

In Oklahoma, the Foss Lake Youth Residential Program provides a wildermess program
for 12 delinquent boys at Foss Lake, using a 12-bed fucility for boys who rotate through
the program every 60 days, accommodating 72 juveniles per year. Furthermore. Lake
Tenkiller Youth Camp in Cherokee County also operates a 12-bed facility for boys who
rotate through the program every 60 days, again accommodating 72 juveniles per year

(bttp://www slate.ok.us/~o0ja/§EXEC).

Rural and wildemess programs undoubtedly have been effective in helping many
Juveniles deal with their problems. However, such programs have the disadvantage of
isolating children from the community, but reintegration can be achieved if the child’s
stay is short and if family and friends can visit. Most residentjal programs use group

counseling techniques as the major treatment tool. Although group facilities have been
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used less often than institutional placements in the years past, there is deftnitely a trend

toward developing community-based residential facilities (Seigel & Senna, 1991).

Criticism of Residential programs

Although residential treatment may provide shori-term benefits in situations of
“family crisis,” many practitioners since the 1960's have believed that residential
intervention strategies provide an artificial or unnatural environment in which to treat
children, Because a child’s behavior could be influenced by the novelty of the treatment
setting, it could not be determined whether deviant behaviors were, in fact, “normal” or

an artifact of the unfamiliar treatment surroundings (Berger, 1990).

Non-Residential Community-Based Correction Programs

Restitution

One of the most well-known non-residential community-based correction
treatment models is restitution. The use of restitution as a sanction for juvenile
delinquents was one of the most marked changes in juvenile justice during the decades.
The recent growth of interest in the United States in the use of restitution as a
dispositional option for the courts was tied to a number of factors: efforts in the 1960’s
and 1970’s to introduce major reforms in the juvenile justice system, the continuing
search for innovative correctional programs, and concern for the plight of victims. The
steps to deinstitutionalize and divert adolescent offenders during the 1960°s and 1970’s

represented the emergence of a correctional ideology that was a reaction to the excesses

and failure of institutional, custodial care. (Galaway, 1983)
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The history of monetary restitution could be traced from Babylonian codes,
through Hebrew, Greek and Roman law and the codes of the ancient German and the
English (Smykla, 1981). The goal of restitution/community service was to establish a
plan whereby youths were assigned a community service or job to reimburse their
victims, as well as serve justice and instill a sense of accountability in the offenders
(Guanino-Ghezzi and Loughran, 1996). In most jurisdictions, restitution was part of a
probationary sentence and administered by the county probation staff. In some
jurisdictions, such as Oklahoma City and Prince George’s County, Maryland,
independent restitution programs have been set up by loca! governments, while in others,
such as Covington, Loutsiana, and Charleston, South Carolina, restitution is administered
by private, non-profit organizations (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

Restitution presents a nurnber of justifications. It provided the court with
alternative sentencing options. It offers direct monetary compensation or services to the
victims of a crime. It is rehabilitative, because it gave the juvenile the opportunity to
compensate the victim and take steps toward becoming a productive member of society.
It also relieved overcrowded juveniles courts, probation caseloads, and detention
faciiiues. Finally, it has the potential for allowing a vast savings in the operation of the
juvenile justice system (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The criticism of juvenile training schools led to the evolution of 2 new set of1deas
about the appropriate treatment of juvenile offenders and favored the use of community-
based altematives as a major alternative to jnstitutionalization, Community-based
services were less expensive than institutional services and, since program staff and

clients were closer to meaningful community contacts, community-based alternatives
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were expected to improve the probability of client reintegration. Restitution as
alternative sentencing appeared to fit well with all these assertions. Restitutive
sentencing was designed to “emphasize accountability on the part of the offender, and
responsibility for one’s actions, could have an effect on the offender’s behavior”
(Regnery, 1986). This sentencing also provided the opportunity for potential recovery of
losses for victims (Sudipta, 1990).

The public called for total justice for victims complicated the quest for
altematives to incarceration. Advocates of restitution argued that this sentence would
meet the demands of the public. It would address victims’ right to compensation by their
young offenders and reduce the justice system cost associated with incarceration (Conrad,
1985), thereby improving the image of the juvenile justice system. Consequently,
restitutive sentencing has been incorporated into the juvenile justice systerm.

Juvenile restitution served as an important deterrent to repcated offenses. Youths
who were held accountable for their actions were given the chance to accept personal
responsibility for their lives. To the community, restitution offered a juvenilc justice
response, which made sense. It was an understandable, observable, tangible, logical
consequence to unlawful behavior (Rubin, 1988).

Restitution programs for juveniles invariably offered assistance in locating a part-
time job so the juvenile could make financial restitution. Community service activities
were similar to those for adults although there was a greater effort to include direct

service to the victim as part of the youth’s service 1o the community (McCarthy and

McCarthy, 1984).



An example of a successful restitution program was developed in the Quincy
Massachusetts District Court in 1975. The Alilemative Work Sentencing Program, or
Eam-It. handled juvenile cases referred by the court, the county probation department.
and the district attorney’s office. The program brought the child together with the victim
of the crime in order to develop an equitable work program. During its first yeer of
operation, in 1975, the program retumed $36,000 in restitution payments. Well over
$100,000 was returned to victims, the courts, and the community each year. While it was
difficult to assess the total impact of programs like Earn-Jt on a national level, a federal
government evaluation of eighty-five projects over a two-year period found that they had
collected $2,593,581 in monetary restitution and had assigned 355,408 community
service hours and 6,052 victim service hours (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

The success of Eam-It and similar programs has encouraged the development of
restitution programs in other communities. The fundarnental goals of corrections were to
find effective and inexpensive alternatives to incarceration. Restitution had been warmly
received by the proponents of the suspending of prison construction as well as prison
abolitionists in the United States. Many citizens felt that restitution provided a civilized
alternative 1o prison, which they considered an unjust punishment in this progressive
society (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

What was the effect of restitution on the juvenile system and how successful were
restitution programs? The evidence does indicate that restitution was an inexpensive
altemative, that it avoids juvenile stigmatization, and helped compensate victims of crime
(Siegel and Senna, 1991). It is possible that restitution programs were important

alternatives to incarceration, benefiting the child, the victim, and the juvenile justice
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system. H. Ted Rubin, a leading juvenile justice expert, even advocated that courts place
juveniles in day-treatment and community-based residential programs and also included

restitution requirements be fulfilled during placement (Rubin, 1988).

Criticisms of Restitution

A problem restitution programs must deal with is the charge that they foster
involuntary servitude. For the most part, the courts have upheld the legality of restitution
even though it bas a coercive clement. A person who is unable to make restitution
payments can have probation revoked and thus face incarceration. Finally, restitution
orders are subject 1o the same abuse of discretion as traditional sentencing methods. The
restitution orders a delinquent offender receives may be quite different than those given
another, similarly situated youth (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

Lastly, cntiques of restitution suggested juvenile offenders often found it difficult
to make monetary restitution without securing new or additional employment. William
Staples, say who he is, stated that making restitution secemed almost absurd at a time
when unemployment rates for youth were “(ragically high™. Since most members of such
programs have been convicted of a crime, many employers were reluctant to hire them.
Problems also arose when offenders who needed jobs suffered from drinking, drugs or
emotional problers (Siegel and Senna, 1991). Public and private agencies were likely
sifes for community service restitution, but their directors were sometimes reluctant to

allow delinquent youth access to their organizations.
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First Time Offenders Program

The last community-based correctional model is the First Time Offenders non-
residential Program, which is the focus of this study. Non-residential programs for
children, also referred to as day treatment centers, are expected (o provide intensive
services to youth who live at home and report to the program on a daily basis. The theory
underlying the need for non-residential programs is based on the finding that since there
are many different kinds of children in trouble, there must be a mulaplicity of program
options available for these children (Smykla, 1981).

Some communities have come to rely more and more on these programs to meet
the specific needs of offenders who do not reguire secure incarceration or high levels of
supervision. Typical of these programs arc storefront operations in high delinquency-risk
neighborhoods, teen centers, day-care programs and out-patient counseling and substance
abuse programs. Another kind of non-residential program is individual and family
counseling service delivered directly to the home (Rogers & Mays, 1991).

Juvenile delinquents living in their own homes benefit from programs developed
specifically as alternatives to residential treatment and Lo incarceration. For example,
parental involvement in treatment is more likely to be realized when the treatment setting
is the home rather than an officc or other facilities located away from the family’s
residence (Berger, 1996).

Non-residential programs have multiplied very quickly around the country
because of federal and state monies. A strong casc could be made for non-residential
centers inasmuch as most children do not ueed the security of a residential program.

Another benefit of non-residential treatment is that it makes parental participation easier



since programs are generally in areas of high population density. Such programs are also
less expensive, since they do not provide living and sleeping quarters, and school lunch
programs generally provide meals. Also, fewer staff is needed than for residential
seftings (Smykla, 1981).

Non-residential programs are often associated with the Provo Program, which
begun in 1959 in Utah and the Essex({ields Rehabilitation Project, which started in the
early 1960's (Siegel and Senna, 1991). Non-residential or day treatment setlings consist
of all-day, or much of the day, alternative education and psychologically oriented
treatment. The programs may include recreation, cultural enrichment, and job skill
orientation. Today, the most well-known approach is the New Pride, Inc., in Denver CO,
that serving 12-18 year old delinquent youths referred by the court as an altemative to
residential or institutional placement (Thompson and Bynum, 1991). New Pride, begun in
1973, goals were to work hard-core youth back into the mainstream of their communities
and to reduce the number of re-arrests. Generally, reintegration into the community

means reenrolling in school, getting a job or both (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

Youth Services Apencies/Youth Services Bureau
YSB: The Creation of First Time Offenders Program

The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
(1967) suggested the creation of Youth Service Bureaus (YS Bs) to work with juvenile
offenders in local communities. These bureaus were primarily designed to work with
non-serious juvenile offenders, but, depending upon the particular community, provided a

wide range of service to youthful law violators (McCord, Wisdom, and Crowell, 2001).
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The Youth Services Bureau (YSB) originated in urban centers in the Midwestern
United States in the 1950’s. The program generated considerable support and after
receiving an enthusiastic endorsement from the 1967 president’s commission on Law
Enforcement and Adminsstration of Justice, the bureau expanded throughout the nation.
Although the discontinuation of federal funds in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s led to
the closing of many programs, YSBs still operate across the United States. Their names
vary; some are known as Youth Assistance Centers, other as Youth Resource Bureaus but
they all share a single aim---meeting the needs of troubled youth (McCarthy &
McCarthy, 1984).

Youth Services Agencies provide prevention, diversion and intervention programs
to keep juveniles from entering or further penetrating into the juvenile justice system.
Y SAs are non-profit and are governed by local boards of directors who are made up of
volunteers from the community. Youth Service Bureaus are publicly or privately
administered agencies, developed to address a broad range of youth problems. Their
most immediate objective, however, is often diverting delinquents and pre-delinquents
from the juvenile justice system, especially when the bureau is administered by a police

or juvenile probation deparmment. The basic functions of YSBs include

(1) Identifying community problems affecting juveniles

(2) Developing, monitoring, and strengthcning community response to youth

(3) Improviog the attitudes and practices of social services and juvenile Justice agencies through youth
advocacy (system medication)

(4) Referring youths to appropriate community resources and monitoring thesc referrals (service

brokerage)



{6) Gathering and distributing jnformation  (Smykla, 1081).

Previous succcss with community-based alternatives to address juvenile
delinquency, coupled with enormous budgetary constraints, prompted Oklahoma and
Tulsa county Juvenile Affairs Office to sub-contract a community-based program First
Time Offenders, with Youth Service Agencies. Furthermore, this program is in response
to community needs and meets the requirements in the Oklahoma Juvenile Reform Act of
1994 (House Bill 2640).

A First Time Offender Program is defined in Oklahoma Statues as follows:
“Alternative diversion programs for first time offenders means programs for juveniles
who have been 1dentified by law enforcement personnel, the Director Attomey or the
Court as having committed acts which are not serious enough to warrant adjudication
through the Juvenile Court process, but which do indicate a need for intervention to
prevent further development toward juvenile delinquency.” Youth who meet the above
definition may be referred to the program. We wil] now examine these two programs in
Oklahoma and Tulsa counties (House Bill 2640).

Operated in every county by youth services agencies, the First Time Offender
Program i1s designed for juveniles who have committed a first-time misdemeanor or
nonviolent felony and are referred to the program by local Jaw enforcement, OJA staff,
juvenile bureau staff and the juvenile courts, The program involves juveniles and theijr
parents i 12 hours of skills development assistance with communication, anger

management, problem solving, decision making, values, and understanding the

consequences of criminal conduct.
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Tulsa’s Misdemeanant Allemative Program (MAP) began through a grant in
November of 1989. At that time, Youth Services of Tulsa entered into an agreement with
the Juvenile Burcau of thc Tulsa County District Court to work together on first time
misdemeanant offenders. The MAP program was designed to relieve JBDC of those
referrals that might not otherwise have received personalized attention due to the large
number of intake referrals. The referrals to MAP come through the intake supervisor.
He/she reviews all polential referrals to insure that they are appropriate concerning age
(12-17), residence (child must restde within reasonable driving distance of Tulsa), and
type of offense (misdemeanor offense excluding violence, weapons, and sexual offenses).
All referrals are first time offcnses.

The family referred to MAP has the option of declining the program and having
the matter referred back to JBDC for disposition. The goal of the MAP is to offer youth,
ages 12-17, and their parents services to add and correct the negative behavior of these
youths at the time of their first offenses, thus preventing further involvement in the
juvenile justice system. Professiopals who specialize in prevention services and child
advocacy can assist many of these juvenile offenders and their famtlies. The objectives
of the program are to divert early offenders from further involvement in the juvenile
justice system. Working in coordination with the Juvenile Bureau of the District Court of
Tulsa County and Broken Arrow, Owasso, and Bixby municipal Courts, counselors
assesses clients, and when appropriate, direct youth and parents to the Misdemeanant
Alternative skill-building classes. Any youth 12-17 who has committed a first-time, non-
violent offense is eligible. Youth may also be referred to Tulsa Youth Court or any

appropriate YST program (Youth Services Bureau Communication).



Oklahoma's Youth Services program, the Skills Education Program/First Time
Offender Program, is based on the premise that “an ounce of prevention is worth a pound
of cure.” A fast, effective, and positive intervention can keep a youth from becoming a
more serious offender. Through this form of special attention, the community and the
juvenile justice system can fulfill its obligation to insure an immediate consequence for
the youths and their parents (o help them become more responsible and productive
members of the community. (Youth Services Bureau Communication)

The Skills Education Program provides a service to first-time juvenile offenders
and their parents. The curniculum was designed to teach youth the skills they need to
prevent further involvement in juvenile delinquent activity. The program consists of
twelve (12) hours of educational group services delivered in two-hour sessions twice each
week for three weeks. Groups are divided into age appropriate categories: 8 to 12 years
old, 13 to 15 years old, and 16 to 17 years old. The sessions teach pro-social skills in
problem-solving, communication, anger management, and conflict values.

Classroom participation and completion of homework assignments are required
for successful completion of the program. Youth and parents must attend all scssions.
Parents and their children are together twice during the six sessions to practice skills
techniques in problem solving and communication. All participants must complete
evaluations on each session and the total program. Instructors complete evaluations on
each participant. When the course is completed, a dispositional report is sent to the
referming entity informing them of the status of the youth’s participation.

Referrals are received from local law enforcement agencies, the Oklahoma count

Juvenile Bureau, the Oklahoma County District Court, the Oklahoma City Municipal
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Court, and other Youth Service Agencies. Local school systems can also refer youth as
an altermative to suspension. When a referral is received, an intake appointment is made.
During the intake process, the child’s physical, mental and emotional development, as
well as age, sex, and offense, are considered in determining a youth’s eligibility and
appropnateness for errollment in the program (Youth Services Bureau Communication).

Statement Of Problem

Detention facility and training school populations must be decreased to their
design capacity. Abt Associates, a research firm which applies rigorous research and
consulting techniques to a wide range of issues in social and economic policy,
international development, business research and consulting and clinical trials and
registries, funded an Office of Juvenile Justice Delinguency Prevention study that found
more than 75 percent of the confined juvenile populations were housed in facilities that
violate one or more standards related to living space. Further, crowding is associated
with higher rates of institutional violence, suicidal behavior and a greater reliance on
short-term isolation (Wilson, 1994).

The need for positive youth development programs is especially significant
among urban youth whose environments, characterized by substantial risk factors,
generally resulted in approaches that focused on their deficits rather than their strengths
(U.S. Department of Education & U.S. Department of Justice, 1998).

While the juvenile court was founded upon the philosophy of protection and
rehabilitation, and viewed its foremost goal as preventing juvenile offenders from
becoming adult criminals, many of the actions of the juvenile justice system have been

viewed as punitive in nature (McCord, Wisdom, and Crowell, 2001). Too many juvenile



Justice experts have suggested that institutionalizing even the most serious delinquent
youths in a training school, reform school, or industrial institution was and is a great
mistake. A period of confinement in a high-security juvenile institution usuatly cannot
solve the problems (hat brought a youth into a delinquent way of life, and the experience
may actually help to amplify delinquency once the youth returned to the community
(Stegel, L and Senna, J, 1991). Previous surveys indicated thal about 30 percent to 40
percent of adult prison inmates had been juvenile delinguents and many had been
institutionalized as youths. There is little reason to believe that an institutional
experience could have a beneficial effect or reduce recidivism.

However, communities have not always been viewed as holding the answers to
offender problems. In fact, for many years, the community was viewed only as harboring
the causes of crime; the evil influences of dnnk and bad companions were seen as the
principal sources of crminal behavior. Not surprisingly, correctional institutions seemed
to offer a respite from temptation. Removed from a corrupling environment and placed
in solitary confinement, an offender supposedly could repent and change his ways
(McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984).

Preventing the delinquent behavior is one means of avoiding the expense and
difficulties of treating adult offenders. 1f delinquents could be deterred or deflected from
their careers, many basic problems of adult crime would be solved. Prevention and early
intervention programs for non-offenders and firsi-time offenders were the most cost-
effective strategies for deterring youths who were at risk of becoming serious, violent or

chronic career criminals (Wilson, 1994). If we do not adopt strategies to address juveniie

cr



violence, these children will become tomorrow’s adult inmates, draining more and more
of society’s resources.

Research Questions

* Do juvenile offenders in Community-based programs show lower recidivism rates
as compared to custodial juvenile offenders?

» Does the county (Tulsa or Oklahoma) impact the level of recidivisin rates of first-
time offenders?

o Is there a significant difference in recidivism rates between racial groups?

e Do female juvenile offenders show lower recidivism rates than male juvenile
offenders?

* Does the county have an impact on recidivism when controlling for type of

program?”

e Do older juvenile offenders show a higher recidivism rates than younger juvenile
offenders?

Assunmiption

This study assumes that FOP participants hgve a lower recidivism rate than custodial
juvenile offenders. This study surmises that the FOP has a positive influence on juvenile
offenders who were involved in the program. Furthermore, juventle offenders are
successfully diverted from a life of crime, thereby saving tax dollars. This study will be
perfonned under the belief that the information provided by the Juventle On-Line
Tracking System (JOLT’s) data-base was accurate. The following chapler will discuss

the data set in this study and cxplain the method of analysis used.



CHAPTER 5

METHODOLOGY

First-ime offenders programs continue to grow in popularity under the conviction
that they help to divert youth from future deviance, by being given a second chance, it is
believed that offenders will re-evaluation their mistake and grow in a posilive direction
from the experience. A senes of research questions were formulated based on what the
literature seeks to indicate concemning delinquency and recidivism. Research questions
rather than hypotheses were used to emphasize the exploratory rather than the conclusive
nature of this research. The study is a non-experimenta), descriptive survey design that
used data collected from the Juvenile On-Line Tracking system.

For this study the dependent vanable is recidivism. Recidivism is measured for all
juveniles who complete program services. Recidivism is defined as the occurence of a
new referral or arrest for a criminal offense within a year of completion of services
followed by revocation of parole; or placement on informal probation ;or by adjudication
as a delinguent or as a youth{u] offender; or by conviction as an adult. For the purpose of
this research recidivism rates arc determined by coding the data set; O means (Did not
recidivate), and 1 (Was re-referred for a felony or misdemeanor within 1 year of date of
discharge from the program and was re-referred for a felony or misdemeanor within 1
year of date of discharge from the program and was subsequently adjudicated as a
delinquent for that new referral or was convicted as an adult for that ncw referral or
stipulated to the new charge and was placed on terms and conditions related to a deferred
prosecution agreement, deferred filing agreement or deferred adjudication. The

dependent variable is treated as a continuous variable for the purpose of this study and



analysis. The independent variables for this research are the county and type of
residential environment for juvenile offenders. Each of the research questions will be

analyzed using the SPSS-PC (V11.0) for Windows.

Data Source

The study utilized secondary data made available from Oklahoma Juvenile
Affairs. Documentation of clients” characteristics and disposition of services come from
the client records maintained. The data provided was obtained through using JOLTS,
Juvenile On-line Tracking System. It was developed by Maricopy County in Arizona
around 1984 and sold to Oklahoma Juvenile Affairs by Anderson Consulting.

Sam Dawvis, MIS director for the Oklahoma Juvenile Affairs, provided the data
entry manual. The JOLTS system has separate modules for data entry regarding intakes,
court history, custody placement, detention and services. Intake data entry regarding
referrals, demographic information, and court history and cusiody placements are
performed by field staff and by the juvenile burcau staff. The juvenile bureau staff input
unprotected data. The staffs at the 42 youth services agencies participate in the system
and input protected data for their own clients and services such as shelter stays, First
Offender Program and the other services they provide to their communities. Youth
services staff also input services data for services they provide for OJA under contractl
and this data is not protected from view by the field staff. Of course, MIS staff and the
staff of these units are able to access all data in JOLTS.

The samples analyzed are juvenile offenders in Oklahoma and Tulsa counties.
The selected sample consisted of juventles that received services between the years 1998

to 2001. This analysis indicated there were 1484 juveniles arrested during 1998; 1473



juveniles arrested during 1999; 1627 juveniles were arrested during 2000 and 1655
juveniles were arrested during 2001. The characteristics of this sample arc broken down
into categories of gender, race and age. In addition, statistics related to this study will

come from reports by OJA’s annual 2001 report.

Sample Demographics

Table 1 displays the frequency counts for the demographic varables.
In this study, 5269 of the juveniles were classified as first offenders, 487 were custodial
juveniles, 425 were long-term Residential and 58 were group home residential program.
Two-thirds of the total juveniles included in this research were 4043 (64.8%) male, with a
total number of female juvenile offenders being 2196 (35.2%). The ages for the juveniles
ranged between 7 to greater than 18 years old, with a median age of 15.86 years old. In
this study, the racial break down of the juvenile offenders is, 1556 of the total juvenile
offenders were African American; 3950 of the total juvenile offenders were Caucasian
and 733 of the total juvenile offenders were considered other. The racial make-up of the
other category includes, Asian, Hispanic, Native American and Other as shown in (Table

1).

Measurc

In addition to frequencies distribution, the author will employ the use of chi-square
statistic. Chi-square is a non-parametric test. A non-parametric test is one that is used
when the assumptions about a normal population can not be met or when the level of

measurement is ordinal. The variables are nominal and ordinal level. A cross-tabular



analysis will show proportional distribution of the dependent variable for each of the
independent variables of the study. The proportional distribution shows the percentage of

respondents with different charactenistics.

Limitation

The accuracy of human data input of the JOLTs is questioned in the area of
recidivism rate of offenders identified as 18 and older. Also, this research did not take
into account the offenses of the juvenile offenders included in this research. More
specially, the author did not take into account the increasing number of drug offenses of
juvenile offenders in recent years. One of the most difficult aspects of evaluating
cormmunity intervention programs is to devise an appropriate contro) group (McCord,
Wisdom and Crowell, 2001, Hollister and Hill, 1995) It is much more difficult o use
random assignment with neighborhoods or communities than with individuals. All the

other methods of establishing comparison groups are problematic.

61



FINDINGS

As noted before in previous chapters, the intent of this study was (o vxamine the
benefits of community-based prevention/intervention and more specifically, first-
offenders programs as an alternative to traditional incarceration of juvenile offenders.
The section is to discuss the findings and their significance within the theoretical
framework of Labeling and Community-based diversion models. Data for 6239 juvenile
offenders were tabulated and sumimanzed. The demographics of the samplc are
displayed in Table 1.

In the sample, 64.8% of the offenders were male. Data were gathered across four
program years between 1998 and 2001. These numbers were gathered in two counties in
the state of Oklahoma: Oklahoma County (62.5% of the sample), and Tulsa County
(37.5%). Four program types were examined: the First Offender program (84.5%);
secure institutional setting (7.8%); group home setting (0.9%); and long-term care
(6.8%). Fifteen percent of the offenders showed recidivism within one year. The
racial/ethnic background for the offenders was 24.9% A frican-American, 63.3%
Caucasian, and 11.7% were from other groups. The median age was 16.5 years (Table

).
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Demographics of

Table 1

f the Sample (N= 6,239

Charactenstics

Gendcr
Female
Male
Fiscal Year
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1999
2000
200}
Caunty
Oklahoma
Tulsa
Program Type
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Sceoure insutution
Group home
Long-term carc
Recidivism Rate
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Offended

African-Ameican
Caucasian
Other
Age
7-12 years
13- 15 years
16 - 17 years
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n
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Reseurch Question One _ _
Research Question One asked, “Do juvenile defenders in community based

programs show a lower recidivism rate, when compared to custodial juvenile offenders?”
Table 2 displays the chi-square comparison for the four types of programs, based on
recidivism. Overall, 15.3% of the offenders committed another crime, with only 9.3% of
those in the First Offender program, compared to higher amounts for secure institutional
(44.8%), group home setting (43.1%), and Jong-term care (51.5%). The chi-square test
was significant, x* (3, N = 6,239) = 938.02, p = .001. A cross-tabulation was run 1o
determine the effect of disposition on recidivism. Overall, results from these analyses
suggest that the quality of the First-time Offenders Program has a great impact on
preventing subsequent offending behavior. The results of the research question are in
accordance with previous research. One reason may be that the initial disposition
operates as a strong deterrent for youths who do not internalize the delinquent identity.
Nonetheless, this variable alone is not significant in predicting recidivism.
Research Question Two

Rescarch Question Two asked, “Does the county (Oklahoma or Tulsa) impact the
level of recidivism rate of first-time offenders?”* Table 2 displays the chi-square
cornparison based on the recidivism rate, based on the counly where the services were
provided. Oklahoma County had a lower rate (14.7%) than did Tulsa County (16.3%).
This difference just failed to reach significance, )[2 (1, N = 6,239) =~ 3.01, p — .08 (Table
3). Although the observed differences between countics were not statistically significant,
there still a visible difference betwcen counties. Reasons for this may include; difference

in handling juvenile according 1o their age level.



Table 2

Recidivism Rate, Based on Type of Program (N - 6,239)

No Offense Offended
n=5286 n: 953
Type of Program ° n % n %
First Offender 4778 90.7 491 9.3
Secure Institution 269 55.2 218 44.8
Group Home 33 56.9 25 43.1
Long-term Care 206 48.5 219 51.5
*y* (3, N = 6,239) = 938.02, p = .001.
Table 3
Recidivism Rate, Based on County (N = 6,239)
No Offense Offended
n 5.286 n 953
County ? n % n %
Oklahoma 3329 85.3 572 14.7
Tulsa 1,957 83.7 381 16.3

* %’ (1, N=6,239) =301, p=.08.
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Research Question Three

Research Question Three asked, “Is there a significant difference in recidivism
rates between racial groups?” Table 4 displays the chi-square comparison based on
racial/ethnic background and recidivism rate. The African-American juveniles in this
study had a recidivism rate of 24.2%, as compared to a rate of 11.6% for Caucasian
offenders, and 15.8% for offenders from other racial/ethnic groups. This difference was
significant, xz (2, N=6,239) =136.76, p -- .001. Table 5 displays the recidivism rate,
based on county, controlling for race/ethnicity. For Afncan-American offenders,
Oklahoma County (22.2%) had a lower recidivism rate than Tulsa County (29.1%). This
difference was significant at the p =.003 level. For Caucasian offenders, no significant
differences were found in the recidivism rate between the two counties (p: .27). For
other racial/ethnic groups, Oklahoma County (]14.3%) was found to have a lower rate

than Tulsa County (19.6%) (p = .08) (Table 5).

Table 4

Recidivism Rate, Based on Race/Ethnicity (N = 6,239)

‘No Offense Offended
n=57286 n=953
Ethnicity * n % n %
African-American 1,179 75.8 377 242
Caucasian 3,490 88.4 460 11.6
Other 617 84.2 116 15.8

* %’ (2, N=6,239)=136.76, p = 001.
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Table 5

Recidivism Rate, Based on County, Controlling for Race/Ethnicity (N = 6,239)

No Offense Offended

County—Controlling for n=57286 n=953

For Race/Ethmcity n % n %
African-American Only *

Oklahoma 850 77.8 242 22.2

Tulsa 329 70.9 135 29.1
Caucasian Only ®

Oklahoma 2,030 88.8 255 12.2

Tulsa 1,460 87.7 205 12.3
Other Race/Ethnicity Only

Oklahoma 449 85.7 75 14.3

Tulsa 168 80.4 41 19.6

*y* (1, N=1,556) = 8.52, p = .003.
* %' (1,N=13,950)=124,p=27.

%' (1I,N=733)=3.16,p= .08,
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Reseurch Question Four

Research Question Four asked “Do female juvenile offenders show a lower
recidivism rate than male juvenile offenders?” Table 6 displays the chi-square
comparison of recidivism rate, based on gender. Female offenders had a recidivism rate
of 6.4%, as compared to male offenders with a rate of 20.1%. This difference was
significant, x2 (1, N = 6,239) = 207.40, p = .001. Table 7 displays the recidivism rate by
county, controlling for gender. For female offenders, the recidivism rate for Oklahoma
County was significantly lower than for Tulsa County, %° (1, n = 2,196) = 3.94, p = .05.
However, no significant difference in the recidivism rate was found for male offenders,
based on their county (p = .20). The results of research question four are consist with
previous outcome studies. Table 6 show that compared 10 females, males showed a
significantly higher proportion of males were rearrested. Reasons for these differences
between the sexes may include the fact that males and females are socialized differently
(Midementer, 1992; Wheeler; Verdi, 1992; Beary, Bacon and Child, 1957). Nonetheless,
this issue is could be an entire thesis on its own.

Table 6

Recidivism Rate, Based on Gender (N = 6,239)

No Offense Offended
n = 5,286 n =953
Gender * n % " %o
Female 2056 93¢ 140 6.4
Male 3,230 79.9 813 20.1

¥ (1, N--6,239) = 207.40, p ~ 001, o
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Table 7

Recidivism Rate. By County, Controlling for Gend = 6,239
No Offense Offended

County Controlling n=5286 n =953

For Gender n % n %
Females Only *

Oklahoma 1,275 94.4 75 5.6

Tulsa 781 92.3 65 7.7
Males Only °

Oklahoma 2,054 80.5 497 19.5

Tulsa 1,176 78.8 316 2]1.2

%} (1, N=2,196)=3.94, p= 05.

%’ (1, N=4,043) = 1.69, p = .20.



Research Question Five

Research Question Five asked “*Does the counly have an impact on recidivism
when controlling for type of program?™ In Table 8, recidivism rate is examined, based on
county, controlling for type of program. For the First Offender programs, those who are
in Oklahoma County (8.7%) had a significantly lower recidivism rate than did those from
Tulsa County (10.4%). This difference was significant (p -~ .04). No differences were
found between the two counties for offenders in secure institutional seitings (p - .66),
group home scttings (p = .16), and long term care settings (p = .55) (Table 8).
Reducing recidivism, treatment and rehabilitation are more likely to be successful than
surveillance and expernience.

Table 8

Recidivism Rate, By County. Controlling for Type of Program (N — 6,.239)

No Offense Offended

County—Controlling For n: 5,286 n: 953

Type of Program n Yo " %
First Offender Only °

Oklahoma 3.020 91.3 287 8.7

Tulsa 1,758 89.6 204 10.4
Secure Institution Onlyb

Oklahoma 165 54.5 138 45.5

Tulsa 104 56.5 80 435
Group Home Only ¢

Oklahoma 15 48 4 16 51.6
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Tulsa 18 66.7

Long-term Care Only °
Oklahoma 129 49.6

Tulsa 77 46.7

131

38

333

50.4

533

*x? (1, N=5,269)=431, p=.04,
*x’ (1, N=487)=0.20,p = .66,
“y2 (LN=58)=197, p=.16

4yt (I, N=425)=0.35, p = .55.
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Research Question Six

Resecarch Question Six asked, “Does age have an impact on the [cvel of
recidivism rates among juvenile offenders?” Offenders in this program were broken into
four age groups: 7-12 years, 13-15 years, 16-17 vears, and 18 and older. The recidivism
rates were lowest for the 7- to 12-year-old offenders (6.6%), and highest for the offenders
in the 16- to 17-year-old group (18.6%). This difference was significant, v (3. N=
6,239) — 93.90, p = .001. Interestingly enough category “‘age 18 and older” showed a
slight Jower recidivism. One reasons for this may be that the majority of youth are
reaching the point where they are no longer classified as young offenders, but adult
offenders. Nevertheless there has been an increasing trend appear to be occurring as
youth become older, the frequency of reoffending increases. Perhaps this may deter
older youth from taking another step into the adult justice system.
One step further in the analyses reveals in table 10 a dramatic difference between age 7-
12 and counties. Table 10 displays the recidivism rate by county, controlling for the age
of the child. For juvenile offenders who were 7-12 years of age, a lower recidivism rate
was found in Oklahoma County (4.9%), as compared 1o Tulsa County (15.4%). This
difference was significant (p = .006). No significant differences between counties in the
recidivism rate was found for offenders in the 13- to 15-year-old category (p = .42), the

16- to 1 7-year-old category (p = .91), and for the 18 and over category (p == .98).



Table 9

Recidivisrn Rate, Based on Age ON = 6,239)

No Offense Offended
n=57286 n=2953
Age® n % n %
7 — 12 Years 295 93.4 21 6.6
13- 15 Years 1,644 83.4 327 16.6
16 — 17 Years 2,234 81.4 509 18.6
18 Years or Older 1,113 92.1 96 7.9
*x? (3, N=6,239) = 93.90, p = .001.
Table 10

Recidivism Rate, By County, Controlling for Age of Child (N =6.239)

No Offense Offended

County—Controlling n=235,286 n=953

For Age n % " %
7—-12 Years Only *

Oklahoma 251 95.1 13 49

Tulsa 44 84.6 8 154
13 - 15 Years Only®

Oklahoma 1,044 83.9 200 16.1

Tulsa 600 82.5 127 17.5
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16— 17 Years Only €
Oklahoma 1,305 81.5 296 18.5
Tulsa 929 31.3 213 18.7
18 Years and Older Only *
OkJahoma 729 92.0 63 8.0

Tulsa 384 92.1 33 7.9

“y% (1, N=316)=7.66, p = .006.
by? (1, N=1,971)= 0.64, p = .42.
<y? (1, N=2,743)=0.01,p = .91.

442 (1, N=1,209)=0.01, p == .98.

Criticism

Diversion has been viewed as a promising alternative to official procedures, but
over the years its basic premises have been questioned by a number of experts. The most
damaging criticism has been that diversion programs, rather than reducing or eliminating
stigma and system penetration, actually involved children in the justice system who
previously would have been released without official notice. This phenomenon is
referred to as widening the net. Various studies indicate that police and court personnel
arc likely to used diversion program services for youth who ordinarily would have been
tumned loose at the intake or arrcst stage. Diversion has also been crilicized as ineffective:
and unproductive that is youth being diverted make no better adjustment in the

cornmunity than those who go through official channels (Siegel and Senna, 1991).
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Moreover, the community freatment approach has limitations. A word of caution
is that, while thc movement 1o place juveniles in non-restrictive, commurnty-based
programs continues, the actual number of incarcerated youths has increased in recent
years. A community correction truly has supplemented butnot replaced
institutionalization.

Much of the early criticism of community treatment was based on poor delivery
of services, shabby operation, and haphazard management, follow-up and planning. In
the early 1970’s when Massachusetts demnstitutionalized its juvenile correction system,
there was a torrent of reports about the inadequate operation of commurity treatment
programs. This was caused by the absence of uniform policies, different procedures in
various programs were hampered, and available resources were misplaced (Siegel and
Senna, 1991).

[f the clients of community-based corrections are offenders who don’t really need
help, instead of persons who would otherwise be formally preceded or institutionalized,
then community-based corrections can become a costly luxury rather than a low-cost
reform, in the end, social contro] rather than reintegration will become the program’s
function (McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984).

There is no absolute answer to how effective community-based programs are;
there are three reasons for the lack of demonstrable program results. The complex
phenomena of children in trouble or delinquency have too many causes to be prevented
by any one program. Second, some children’s misbehavior may stmply requirc

community tolerance until the children mature rather than bombardment with program



intervention. Third, the state of the art of evaluation research is not an exact science and
is heavily influenced by politics (Smykla, 1981).

Some experimental programs indicate that young people can be treated in the
community as safely and as effectively as children placed in institution. However,
commitment to an institution guarantees that the community will be protected against
further crime, at least during the time of the child’s placement. More research is essential

to evaluate the success of community treatment programs (Siegel and Senna, 1991).

Proponents

Not all delinquency experts are critical of diversion. Amold Binder and Gilbert
Geis claim that there are many benefits to diversion that more than balancc its negative
qualities. They challenge the net-widening concept as being naive—how do we know
that diverted youths would have had fewer interfaces with the justice system if diversion
didn’t exist? They suggest that even if juveniles had escaped official labels for their
current offense, it may be inevitable thal they would cventually fall into the hands of the
police and juvenile court. They also point out that the rehabilitative potential of diversion
should not be overlooked. Although diversion programs are not the cure-al) their
originator believed them to be. At least they offer an altemative to official processing.
They can help the justice system devote its energies to more serious offenders while
providing counseling and other rehabilitative services to needy youths (Siegel and Senna,
1991).

Beyond criticisms, has community treatment generally proven successfully?
Some research efforts have shown success. Lloyd Ohlin and his associates found that

youths in non-secure institutions were Jess likely to recidivate than those placed in more
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secure institutions. The greatest advantage community corrections have been its cost. A
national survey of the costs of treating youths found that the average annual expenditure
per child in a training school was $27, 000, while community-based programs may cost
half as much. If community-based correction were only equally successful as secure
institutional care, it could be justified on the basis of savings to the taxpayer alone
(Siegel, L and Senna, J, 1991).

Identification of treatment necds must be improved. Advanced techniques are
available to assist juvenile justice professionals in assessing their clients’ treatment needs.
Needs-assessment technology, which helps officials allocate and target scarce resources
more effectively and efficiently, has improved greatly over the past few years (Wilson,

1993).
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION

We're Drowning
Take a trip in my mind
See all that I've seen,
And you'd be cull me a
Beast, not a human being...
Fuck ir. cause there’s
not much I can do,
Therc's no way out. my
Screams have no voice no
Matrer how loud I shout..
] could be called a
Low life, bur life ain 't
As low as me. I'm
In juvenile hall headed

For the penitentiary.
George Tevino, sixteen, “Who Am ]2 (Humas, 1997)

The poemn that opens this chapter raises a question about the real value of
developing and expanding traditional correctional programs. The world changes minute
by minute, some changes are hardly noticcable, while others can alter the course of
intemational relationship and the world itself. It has been said that 80 to 90 percent of
what a person must know to be successful in corrections actually is happening outside of
corrections. That is why adult and juvenile correctional employees and volunteers must
be committed to lifelong Jearning and increasing their knowledge based in correctional
and in a broader range of subjects as well (Keho, 2001).

A sociologically informed approach to delinquency prevention requires a
comprehensive strategy that focuses on a number of fronts, including the family, schools,
peer groups, the economy and the community. While simply “Lthrowing money’ to

address problems in these areas is no solution, most observes agrec that tack of adequate
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funds is “a major obstacle to implementing effective programs™ (Waegel 1989:250;
Lundman et al. 1976; Williams and Komblum 1985). Our society must establish
priorities and invest in its people. Those of us who do not live in high crime areas may
try to run, but as the saying goes, we cannot hide. Invesiment in prevention will save
money in the long run, if we have the foresight to sacrifice short-lerm tax cuts for long

term societal gains.

Research findings have presented vital information pertaining (o general
characteristics associated with juveniie delinquency, few investigations have included
females in their participant pool. This may largely be attributed to the predominance of
males involved in juvenile delinquency. A review of recent trends in the juvenile justice
system indicate that males continue to account for an overwhelming majonty (76%) of
the offenses committed by youths under age 18 in the United States (Poe-Yamagata and
Butts, 1996). Similarly the results of this studied yielded the same results, as shown in
the data (table 1) twice as many males were arrested during 1998 through 2001. Morc
males than females have traditionally been involved in the juvenile justice system
(Budnick and Shields, 1998). Furthermore, table 6 revealed findings that show a lower
recidivism ratc of 6.4 % as compared to male offender with a rate of 20.1%, which is
three times higher. However receutly, girls are showing significantly higher numbers of
offense. This increase is due to drug related offenses.

Based on the evidence present in table 2 there were significant difference between
community-based programs and secure detention, group home settings, and long-term
care residential setlings. First Offender Programs appear to be working. The information

presented would suggest there should be more concentration of prevention effort through
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alternative sanclions, before it becomes necessary to use more stringent sanctions, such a,
secured detention.

Surprisingly, the results of table 7 revealed a slight difference in recidivism
between Oklahoma and Tulsa counties. The results were not statistically significant.
However, given the difference in the number of juvenile offenders treated, it is inleresting
that Oklahoma county served almost twice as many juveniles than Tulsa county, and stil}
revealed a slightly lower recidivism rate than Tulsa county. When looking at the
recidivism rate based on county and controlling for race/ethnicity, there 1s an area of
statistic significance regarding African-Americans. Again, based on recidivism rates,
Oklahoma county had Jower recidivism rates than Tulsa county; there was a chi-square
significance of .003. It is becoming evident that Oklahoma counly is doing a better job in
reducing recidivism rates for juvenile offenders.

Again, surprisingly enough, when examining recidivism rates by counties
controlling for ages of children; Oklahoma again, for the age category of 7-12 showed the
largest difference between the two counties. Future research is needed 1o examine the
reason for large difference in recidivism. A possible explanation of the difference could
mvolve categorizations of the nature of offense for this age group.

Does Oklahoma County justify 2 separate program from older status and first time

offenders, due the large number of status and first-time offender?

Current literature, suggests that First Offender Program overwhelmingly consist
of juveniles initially referred for less serious delinquent offenses. This was built into the
design of the program. It is rare that repeat offenders or serious felony offenders are

referred to this program. Generally, first time felony offenders are placed on deferred
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prosecution or deferred filing agreements with terms and conditions that 2o beyond 2
hour didactic programs provided by most First Offendur programs. Furthermore, much
of the research on the incidence and prevalence of delinquency has found that most first
timers don’t repcat even in the absence of intervention. The significance of this is that 1)
it’s an expectation that First Offender Programs and others like it would have low
recidivism rates and 2) it’s difficult to detenmine whether the low recidivism is due o the
program or other factors in the absence of data or risk factors for the program
participants.

In contrast custody juvenile population overwhelmingly consists of juveniles who
have serious offending histories. Some are first timers who committed a violent crime,
but most are habitual offenders. Most of the custody population has been court involved
multiple times and has previously been on probation and on deferred prosecution of filing
agreements. In addition, the treatment costs and recidivism rates for the custody
population are higher. Since Oklahoma and Tulsa counties youth comprise significant
proportions of the First-time Offender Program population and the custody population, if
further research was conducted, it would be very surprising o see if the statewide
pattems for these programs differed when all counties but Tulsa and Oklahoma countics
are excluded.

The effective use of community-based correctional prograrms requires planning.
Policy, program, and operational planning are necessary if community-based programs
are to accomplish the goal of reintegration and overcome the current prison crisis
(McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984). The cost associated with juvenile corrections must be

reduced. The annual cost of confining juveniles in public facilities alone exceeds $2
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billion. The use of Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention’s strategy, coupled
with the use of sophisticated risk assessmients to identify juveniles who do not require
secure confinement and who can be safely treated in community-based programs, would
result in substantial savings nationwide.

Cost Effectiveness

There are many reasons to utilize community-based correctional programs as
dispositions for large numbers of criminal offenders. These programs facilitate
reintegration, can be {ess expensive than institutional programs, and can be more
humanitarian than incarceration. These advantages become significantly more important
when one considers the crisis confronting American prisons (McCarthy and McCarthy,
1984).

The cost to Tulsa and Oklahoma county taxpayers for removing children from
their homes has rapidly increased, reaching an alarming $14 million. At a cost of $34.72
per day to provide services to first offenders, this community-based model does not place
a substantially higher cost burden on Tulsa or Oklahoma county taxpayers. Not only 18
the program cost-effective, but also statistics indicating reduced recidivism. These
figures show that community-based programs are the most economical to operate,
especially since it costs Tulsa and Oklahoma counties $12,762,788 annuoally and on an
average of § 186.00 per day for institutional placement of juvenile offenders. Research
findings indicate that community-based correctional programs for juveniles are as
effective as institutional programs, which are more costly. The success rate of a

delinquency prevention program is the relative amount of those clients with delinquent

82



potential who have one or more arrests prevented by the treatment intervention (Lipsey,
1984).

The strength of the juvenile justice system lics in tts ability (o balance policies of
prevention, rehabilitation, and punishment. History suggests that reform based on anyone
of these policies cannot be interdependent. The underlying premise is that better lopg-
term outcomes evolve from increasing developmental supports and opportunities
available to young people. In the coming years, we may anticipate the continued growth
of community-based programs for youth both residential and nonresidential programs can
serve as viable alternatives to institutionalization (McCarthy and McCarthy, 1984).
Juvenile delinquency prevention is rather like the old story about the man standing on the
street corner snapping his finders to keep elephants away. When his skeptical friend
says, “there aren't any elephants around here,” the man replies, “See, jt works.” A
prevention program expends tangible resources in doing its work, but must measure its
success in terms of the absence of something that might not have occurred anyway

(Lipsey, 1984).

RECOMMENDATIONS

Social Significance

This section presents topics for further consideration and discussion. Program
evaluations often produce as many questions as they answer. In light of the growing
theoretical and practical interest on juvenile community-based corrections, especially its
probable impact on reducing the number of juvenile offenders that re-offends becomes

increasingly significant; What impact does providing community treatment and lowering
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the recidivism rates of juvenile offenders have on the global economy? What are the
cognitive, affective and behavjoral consequences that impact the juvenile justice system?

Societal factors

The present study, hopefully, expanded the interest in exploring further the
consequences of juvenile incarceration that can also lead to social problems. The obvious
societal problems are the increase number of violent offenses committed by juvenile
offenders. There are trends that show little signs of abating juvenile involvement, such as
drug relation offenses and sexual assaults. Furthermore, the need to treat juvenile
offenders with mental health 1ssues is on the rise. The impetus for articulating the social
implications of juvenile delinquency becomes more complex to address given the
continued demands on education, which remain competitive with less manpower and
financial resources. This cost associated with juvenife corrections must be reduced. An
estimated $2 billion a year is spent on housing costs and treatment of juvenile offenders.
This creates further strains not only on the rehabilitation and drug treatment for juveniles.
but also a struggle to provide adequate training/ programming for parents. Eftective
prevention, at this level, is more likely to come from governmental regulavions and social
policy decisions that emphasize preservices and training along with preparing the

Juvenile justice system practitioner to cope with the multitude of juvenilc risk factors.

Recommendations for Practitioners

There must be 2 commitment from the community. Local officials need to make

an active commitment to the goals of community-based alternatives 1o incarceration if the

program is to succeed. Whenever youth are taken into custody, they come in contact with
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law enforcement officials, juvenile judges, probation officers, detention center directors,
and inlake personnel. Law enforcement participation is vspecially critical because it is the
responsibility of the referring officer to notify intake personnel when a youth is taken into
custody and may be placed in jail. Any breakdown in intake services increases the
likelihood of juvenile incarceration.

Written policies and procedures are critical in the sustainability of community-based
initiative programs. Carefully written policics and procedures do not prevent juvenile
jailing, since formal gutdelines can be ignored. But written policies and procedures
represent a commitment to an efficient and consistent program that is effectively
administered. Written guidelines also convey a commitment to a philosophy and
articulate the program's methodology. With specific guidelines to follow, personnel can
avoid problems that would otherwise arise. Local funding; using local funds and
personnel to administer community-based alternatives to incarceration ensure that those
most directly affected by the program will understand and support it, which will
contnbute to the program's success. Local funding also increases the community's
incentive to support the program and to provide sced money, without which the program
could not begin. An overdependence on non-local funding may lcad to the failure of the
program. While these elements are important factors in building a continuum of
community-based altemnatives to incarceration, the most significant is the development of
a specific and objective set of criteria for placement.

The essential role of specific and objective criteria for placement expanding the use
of alternatives to incarceration requires that key players in the juvenile juslice system

agree to a viable mix of programs. They must also agree on which juveniles are suited for



which options, based on specific and objective placement criterta. Al parts of the
juvenile justice system must work together to produce the desired results. The failure of
the juvenile justice system to achieve these goals stems from three causes. First, key
players in the justice system do not agree on which juvenile offenders are best suited for a
particular placement option. Second, agency personnel do not understand how the various
components of the systemn work and do not have adequate information about the juvenile
offenders who go through the system. Third, agency personnel fail to communicate
clearly with each other about organizational capabilities or about the limitations of
specific programs and placement options.

The State must provide a legislative framework for community-based services and
high-quality care and custody; objective and specific critena for placement in the
continuum; a process for the efficient delivery of services; training to avord local
duplication; and, in some cases, funding support to ensure comprehensive coverage in all
counties address the disproportionate confinement of minority youth provides the criteria
for developing and assessing the continuum of community-based altemnatives to
incarceration.

Many research studics examine the prevention of juvenile delinquency. This study is
no exception. [t attempted to take a more integrated look at recidivism rates and
community-based program models. The juvenile justice reform literature has primarily
examined punishment in relation to the offense; however, this study showed that there is
need for further investigation of the main effect of community-based program models.
Hopefully, the present research will encourage other researchers to further explore best

practice. Whereas this study focused on first-time offenders jn community-based
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programs, more controversial research, such as the disproportionate confinement of
minoritics must be brought to the forefront. Disproportionate representation of minorities
in secure juvenile facilities must be eradicated. Most of the previous studies have
involved predominantly Caucasian participants; further research is necded among a more

diverse population and with emphasis on the importance of cultural sensttivity.
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Research Limitation

As an intervention, the First Offender Program could hardly be descnbed as
minimal. At the same time, though, it is by no means the end all. There were several
research limitation. The author did not control for the type of offense. The type of
Jjuvenile offense was included in the data that was obtained from the JOLT’s system.
Other factors the author did not control for was social class. It was unknown the social
class of the juveniles included in the study. Furthermore, The author only analyzed those
who completed or were released from a program; thereby, inflating the success rate of
program participation. The author did not examine the difference between the different
types of program. By grouping all community based programs together the audience can
not tell if restitution, boot camps are better than community service, ete.. Finally, the
regional himitation should be noted; many states differ in the use of these programs,
thereby, questioning their effectiveness. This line of argument suggests that the question
of who needs intervention should be given as much consideration as the issue of what
intervention is needed. Futurc diversion programs that have a similar slanied emphasis

are likely to reinforce the long-standing contention of critics.

&3



BIBLOGRAPHY

Allen, H.E., Latessa, E., Vito, G.T (1986) Corrections in the year 2000, A:D. Revisited,
paper present at the Western Society of Criminology Annual Meeting. Newport
Beach, Ca.

Bartol, Curt and Bartol, Anne (1989) Juvenile Delinguency: A System Approach. .
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffss, New Jersey 07632.

Baynum, Jack E; Thompson, William E. (1992) Juvenile Delinquency: A
Sociological Approach -2™ Edition. Allyn and Bacon Needham Heights,
Mass.

Baynum, Jack E; Thompson, William E. (1996) Juvenile Delinquency: A Sociological
Approach -3 Edition. Allyn and Bacon: ASimon and Schuster Company,
Needham Heights, Mass.

Becker, H.S (1963) Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance. New York: Free
Press.

Berger, Ronald (editor) (1996) The Sociology of Juvenile Delinquency 2" Edition.
Nelson-Hall; Chicago, lllinois.

Butt, J.A and Harrell, A. V (1998) Dehnquents or criminals: Policy options for young
offenders. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.

Butterfield, F (1996, May 12) States Revamping Youth Crime Laws. The New York
Times. p. |

Coates, R.B (1981) Community Based services for Juvenile Delinquent. Concept and
Implications for Practice. Joumnal of Social Issues, vol. 37, p. 87-101.

Conrad, J.D (1985) A state of the correctional art. In Cohen et. a. (Ed.) Parole restitution:
Developing guidelines for the New Jersey State Parole Board. Trenton, NJ: NJ
State Parole Board.

Empey, Lamar (1982) Amecrican Delinguency: [ts Meaning and Construction.
Dorsy Press, Homewood, TL.

Empey, L.T., & Lubeck. S. G. (1991). The Silverlake Experiment: Testing delinquency

8Y



theory and community intervention. Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company.

Feld, B.C (1993) Juvenile (in)Justice and the ciminal court altemmative. Crime and
Delinquency. vol. 39, issues 4, p. 402-424,

Feldman, Coplinger, Woodarski (1983) the St, Lowis Conumdrum: The Effective
Treatment of Antisocial Youth. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Printicc —Hall.

Forst, Martin (1995) The New Juvenile Justice. Nelson-Hall Publishers: Chicago,
[1linois p. 228.

Frazier, C (1983) Evaluation of Youth Services Programs: Problems and Prospective
from a case study. Youth and Society, vol. 14 (3), p, 335-362

Friday, P.C and Petersen, D.M (1973) Shock imprisonment. Short-term incarceration as a
treatrent technique. In Sagarm and MacNamra (Eds.), Corrections: Problems of
punishment and rehabilitation. New York: Praeger.

Gallaway, B (1983) Use restitution as a penal measure in the United States. The Howard
Joumal, vol. 22, 8-18.

Ghezzi, S and Loughran. E J. (1996) Balancing Juvenile Justice. New
Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishers.

Goldstein, Glick, Iron, McCartney, Rubanu, (1989) Psychology Practitioner Guide

Book: Reducing Delinquency Intervention in the Community. Perganon
Press.

Gold, M. and Williams, J.R. (1969) The Effect of Getting Caught: Apprehenston of the
Juvenile Offender as a Cause of Subsequent Delinquency. Prospectus, 3, p. 1-12.

Greenwood, Peter, Model, K; Rydell,C and Chiese.J. (1996) Diverting Children
from A Life of Crime: Measurnng Costs & Benefits. Santa Monica,
CA:RAND.
Hamm, M.S (1993) Reforming Juveniles Corrections. Justice Quarterly vol, 10, 697-708.

Hellum (1979) Juvenile Justice: The Second Revolution. Crime and Delinguency
vol. 25, p. 299-317.

Holden, C and Kopler, R (1995) Deinstitutionalization Status Offenders: A Record of
Progress. Juvenile Justice, vol. 2, p. 3-10

Howell, James and Hawkins, D. J. {1998) Prevention of Youth Violence. Joumal of
Crime and Justice, vol.24, issue 268, p.

a0



Humas, Edward (1997) No Matter How Loud | Shout: A year in the life of Juvenile
Court. New York, NY: A Touchstone Book Published by Simon and Schuster.

Jenson, J, M and Howard, M.O. (1998) Youth Crime, Public Policy, and practice in the
juvenile justice system: Recent trends and needs reforms. Social Work, July, vol.
43, issue, 4 p. 324-335.

Johnson, Elmer (1987) Handbook on Cnme and Delinquency Prevention.
New York Westport, Connecticut and London: Greenwood Press.

Kanumer, J; Minor, Kevin (1997) An Outcome study of the Diversion Plus Program.
Federal Probation, June, vol. 61, issue 2, p.51-57

Keno, Charles (2001) Juvenile Correction in a Changing American Landscape:
Understanding how our country and the world are changing is very umportant in
anticipating the trends that are shaping juvenile and adult corrections.
Corrections Today, Dec, vol. 63, issue 7, p.6.

Kobrin, Solomon and Klein, Malcolm (1983) Community Treatment of Juvenile
Offenders, Beverly Hills, CA* London* New Delhi: Sage Publications,

Krsberg, B., Austin, J., & Stecle, P.A. (1989). Unlocking juvenile corrections:
Evaluating the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services. San Francisco, CA:

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

Lemert, E. (1951) Social Pathology: A Systematic Approach to the Theory of
Sociopathic Behaviors. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Lilly, I.R, Cullen, F. T, and Ball, R. A (1989) Criminology Theory: Contex! and
Consequences. Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

Lipsey, Mark (1984) Is delinquency Prevention A Cost-Effective Strategy? A
California Perspective. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency. Nov,
vol. 21, issue, 4 p.279-302.

Lundman, R.]. (1993) Prevention and Control of Delinquency. 2d ¢d. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

McCarthy-Rodgers, Belinda and McCarthy, Bemard (1 984) Community-Based
Corrections. Monterey, CA. Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.

McCord, Joan, Spatz, Cathy and Crowell, Nancy (2000) Juvenile Crime, Juvenile

91



Justice. National Academy Press 2101 Constitution Avenue, N.W. Washington,
D.C. 20418

McCord, Joan, Spatz, Cathy and Crowell, Nancy (2001) Juvenile Crime, ngcm’le
Justice. National Rescarch Council and Institute of Medicine. National Academy
Press 2101 Constitution Avenue, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20418

McGarell, Edmund (1988) Juvenile Correctional Reform: Two Decades of Policy &
Procedural Change. Albany, NY: State University Press of New York,.

Miller and Ohlin (1981) Consequences of Restitutions. Law and Human Behavior, vol.
S,p.- 1-8.

Office Juvenile Justice Delinguency Prevention (1993) Children in Custody Census of
public and private juvenile detention, correction, and shelter facilitics:
Washington, DC: United Stales.

Office Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention (1996) Annual report: Washington, DC:
United States.

Oklahoma Statute (2001) Title 10, Section 7302-3.2-3.7
Oklahoma Session Laws (1994) Chapter 250

Regnery, (1986) A Federal perspective on Juvenile Justice Reform. Crime and
Delinquency, vol. 32, p. 39-51.

Regoli, R & Hewitt, J.D.(1991) Delinquency In Society: A Child Centered
Approached. McGraw-Hill, Inc.

Roberts, (1989) The Emergence and Proliferation of Juvenile Diversion Programs.
Juvenile Justice. Chicago: The Dorsey Press,

Rogers, Joseph and Mays, Larry (1987) Juvenile Delinquent & Juvenile Justice. John
Willey and Sons. New York, NY.

Rosenbaum, Dennis editor (1989) Community Crime Prevention Does it Work? Sage
Cnminal Justice System annua). Sage Publications.

Roy, § (1990) Offender-Oriented Restitution Bills: Bringing total justice for Victims?
Federal Probation, Vol. 54, issue, 3. p. 30-37.

Rubin, H.T. (1988) Fulfilling Juvenile Restitution Requirements in Community
Correctional Programs. Federal Probation, September), 32-42.

Schawartz, Ira, 1989) (In) Justice For Juveniles: Rethinking the Best Intercsts of the

92



Child. Lexington Books, D.C. Health and Company, Lexington, MA.

Sandu, Harjit S. (1981) Community Based Correction. Charles C Thomas Publisher.
Springfield, Illinois.

Sarri, R.C and Roser, D.V (1975) Juvenile Justice and Injustice. Resolution,
vol. 18, p. 43-51.

Sheldon,R (1999) Detention Diversion Advocacy: An Evaluation. Juvenile Justice
Bulletin. Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention.

Siegel, Larry and Senna, Joseph (1991) Juvenile Delinquency: Theory, Practice and
Law-4"™ Edition. West Publishing Company.

Smykla, John (1981). Community-Based Corrections: Principles and Practices.
Macmillan
Publishing Co., Inc New York, NY.

Synder, H and Sickmund (1999, September) Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999
National Report. P. 1-212.
hitp://www .ncirs.org/html/oijdp/nationalreport99/frontmatter. pdf

Speir, Verne (1989) Assessing the Effects of the Deinstitutionalization of Status
Offenders. Juvenile Justice Bulletin. Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention.

Tannenbaum (1938) Crime and the Community. New York: Columbia University Press.

Thompson, W.E. and Bynum, J.E (1991) Juvenile Delinquency: Classic and
Contemporary Reading. Allyn and Bacon: A Simon and Schister Company:
Needham Heights, MA.

Vass, Anthony A. (1990) Alternative to Prison: Punishment, Custody and the
Community. Sage Publications, London, Newbury Park, New Delhi.

Waegel,W. B. (1989) Delinquency and Juvenile Control: A Sociological Perspective.
Englewood, Cliff, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Wilson, John. (1994) OJIDP develops strategy to reduce juvenile violence. Corrections
Today, August, vol. 56 1ssues 5, P118, 4p.

Ziedemberg and Schaeradi, (1998) The Risk’s Juvenile faces: Housing Juveniles in

Adult Institutions 1s Self-destructive and Sellf-Defecting. Correction Today, vol.
60, n5 p. 22 (4).

93



Young, T. and Pappenfort, D.M (1977) Secure Detention for Juvenile and Alternative to
its Use. —Executive Summary. Washington, DC: Presented findings of a
national study of alternatives to secure detention.



VITA
Corinice Lynn Cephus-Wilson
Candidate for the Degree of
Master of Sciences

Thesis: Catch’em Early Before They Get Caught Up- First-Time Offender
Program A Deterrent To A Life Of Crime

Major Field: Sociology
Biographical:

Personal Data: Bom in Tulsa, OK on June 27, 1972, The youngest child of Ruby Mae
Wilson and the mother of one child.

Education: Graduated from McLain High School, Tulsa, Oklahoma in May 1990,
received a Bachelor of Arts in Social Science in July 1994 from Northeastern
State Universily in Tahlequah, OK and a Master of Human Relations at the
University of Oklahoma in Tulsa, OK in May 1997. Completed the
requirements for the Master of Science Degree in Sociology at Oklahoma
State University in August 2003.

Experience: Employed as an Adjunct Professor at Rogers State University, Liberal
Studies Department 1997-present. Internship and volunteered at Tulsa
Community Correctional Facility 1996-1997. Upward Bound Counselor at
Rogers State University 1994-2000; Project Coordinator Family & Children’
Services 2000-2002; Director of 21" Community Learning Center 2001

-2002; currently employed as a Community Qutreach Coordinator 2002-
present.

Professional Memberships: Member of Delta Sigma Theta since 1991. The American
Sociology Association, Family &Children Service IRB
Board Member, Co-Chair Westside Coalition for Youth,
Member of the Tulsa north side Coordinating Committee.



