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INTRODUCTION 

Considerable interest and attbntion has been given to juvenile detention 

in Jefferson County. In March of 1974, County Judge Todd Hollenbach appointed 
, , 

the Commission on Juveni1e Justice and Sl~v'vices. Among the pY'iority tasks 

assigned this commission were detention center planning and alternatives to 

detention plann'lng, The two tasks are closely interrelated as planning 

regarding the size Jor a new detent'fon facility is diY'8ctly related to the 

number of alternatives which are available. 

There ar~ two reasons for attempting to keep a new detention facility 

small and consequently the rate of detention low. The first reason is 

phil osophi ca 1. Whil e detenti on may have a thet'apeutic shocl< effect on some 

children, contact with the institution can frequently contribute to making 
, 

a confirmed criminal out of only a misbehaving youth. Detention by itSEI1f 
, . 

has potentially destructive psycho10gical effects. Sherwood Norman stat(1S 

three effects in the NCeD Handbook, J.b.i.rll r~Clc.§. ~£ yo~ JZJ.ll1£. E.t..Enlarru! 

a Detention Center: 

1) Holding the detained youngster' in forced (l.ssociation with other 
dQlinquents intensifies his hostility to society and exalts his 
status in the delinquent group. 

2) Separation from his home and familiar environment makes the child 
fee1 he has been abandoned: "If no one cares about me~ \lJhy should 
I care?" Most de1 inquent children have been rejected by their 
home, their school and their community. Confinement in detention 
heightens their sense of rejection and lowers their self-esteem--~ 
and self: .. esteem is one of the most valuable deterrents to delinqUf:ncy. 

3) Detention underscores fai1ure. It denies the child an opportunity 
to assume responsibility for his own behavior under close supervision 
in the cormlunity between adjudication and court disposition. 

The second reason for keeping a new detention facility small is the 

economic factor. Several months ago, the Commission on Juvenile Justice and 

.... 1 -
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and Services was given the figure of $28,QOO tf) $37 ~OOO per bed construction . , 

costs~ Obviously t~,e smaller the facility the cheaper the'construct'!on costs. 

An additional impo0tant cost factor is the operating cost. In fiscal 

year 73~74, operating cost per chi1d per day at the present Detention Center 

was $32.47. 

MSSD operates a :,r.: bed Detention Center for Jefferson County youths 

charged w'ith committing a public offens,e. As of January ,1.1975, the number 

and type of alternatives to detention was limited. MSSD operated an Alterna- ; 

tives to Detention (ATD) program which was designed to provide short-term 

shelter care to those children who committed a delinquent act and were in 

need of care and supervision but not secure detention. Under this program, 

private individuals in the community open their homes to these youths and 

are compensated by MSSD at the rate of $5.00 per child per day. As of 

~January 1, 1975, the ATD program had one staff social worker and space for 

eight children pendingadjudicat'ion. In September, the capacity for ATD 

was inqreased to sixteen. 

Other alternative programs were the Home of the Innocents for depenqent 

children and Shelter House which se}"ves runaways" 

Because of the success of the ATD program which demonstrated the 

feasibility of detaining some youths in a non-secure setting and also in 

light of the Jefferson County Commission on Juvenile Justice and Services' 

recommendations for a small fifty bed detention center, the need for addi­

tional 'altel"natives was indicated. The Commiss.ion's report emphasized that 

the construction of a small fifty (50) bed facility will only be feasible 

if a strong system of diversion and alternatives to detention can also "be 

developed. 

-2-
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On February 1, 1975 j an application was submitted by MSSD to LE,~A. 

through the KentUt;ky Crime Commission for a Home Detention'Program modeled 

after similar LEAA programs in St. Louis, Missour'! and Newport News, Virginia~ 

Thi~ program was designed to remove from secure detention children who 

could be released to their own homes 'if intensive supervision and suppo\t'ive 

servi ces to the pa rents coul d be prov i ded« Two types of chil dren were can .. 

sidered appropriate candidates for Home Detention: 1) children whose 

offenses are serious but who have a stable home and 2) those whose offenses 

are less serious but whose home is questiD~ably ad~quate. 

The youths \l/ere assigned to the Home Detention Program by the Juvenile 

Court Judge, usually at arraignment or detention hearing. The children were 

theh released to thei\'" own homes. Intensive supervision was pl~ovided by 

one of four home detention workers. Each of these workers had a maximum 

caseload of five children. Th~ first home detention worker began accepting 

acaseload in mid April, but the full staff was not operational until June. 

The goal of the Home Detention Program was to test a potentially viable 

alternative to detention so 'that money would not be wasted on an unnecessarily 

large Detention Center. The specific objectives of the Home Detention Program . 

wer.e: 

I to reduce the average daily population of the Detent.ion Center by six 
ch'j ldren per day, as compared to 1974; 

, to reduce the total number of childr-en detained by 100 per year; 

~ to detain in a non-secure setting 200 children who do not constitute 
'a clear danger to themselves or the community; 

{to provide care at a cost comparable to or less expensive than the 
, secure detent; on experi ence; and . 

.; to assist youths in remaining arrest free during the period of their 
adjudication through a program of supervision and personal support. 
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METHODOLOGY .. 
The primary methodology of this evaluation involves an examination of ' 

whether the Home Detention Program met its objectives as outlined in the 

grant application and cited in the introduction of this report. Since the 

stated objectives were for an entire year$ they had to be adjusteq as this 
. , 

evaltiation covers only those juveniles assigned to the Home Detention 

Program in the period from April, 1975 through the end of October f 1975. 

There were 109 ~uveni1es in this, the experimental population. 

Demographic, prior history, in-program offense, and court adjudication 

information on each child who entered the program was available in the 

Juvenile Court records~ In addition) the Home Detentio~ program maintained 

files on each child. Daily population figures on the Detention Center, ATD 

and Home Detention were also examined. 

As a further test of the effectiveness and success of the program and 

also as an attempt to distinguish a typology of those youths likely to 

recidivate during court pro~eedings a control group was selected. The con- . 

'trol population was made up of fifty juveniles released to the community 

without home supervision in a period prior to the beginning of the H9me 

Detention Program (Ja'1uary-September~ 1974). The sample was drawn from 

refert'a1s to court who were handled formally but released either before or 

after arraignment. The control sample was matched with the experimental 

population On sex) race, and type of offense. 

Wjth one exception, there were no statistically significant differences 

between the experimental and control populations. The exception was school . 

status as the Home Detention population had a lower rate of withdrawal from 

school than the control population (p~.05). 
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Th(~ sirnl1ariti.es between the experim~ntal a,nd contro1 91"oUps 'Indicate 

that valid infel"ences may· be drown. 

In this study the following two definitions are used: 

Non Hecidiv,.ists ,.. no detected offenses during court proceedings and 

Rec1divist~ M new detected offenses during court proceedings~ 
~ f • 
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OBJECTIVES 

The first objective of the Home Detention Program was to reduce the 

average daily population of the Detention Center by six as compared to 1974. 

In order to test this objective, the daily populations for detention, ATD 

and Home' Detenti on were exami ned for the peri od fY'om May through 0c;tober; 

1975. Li·kewise, daily populations for detention and ATL) from the same time 

period of 1974 were examined. The results are presented in Table 1. 

TABLE 1. 

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION FOR DETENTION, ATD AND HOME DETENTION 
. ~ . ~.'t-Oct'ober, 1974 .~ 1975"- -

-- 19/4 .- -
/ 

r~a'y, June July At/g. Sept. Oct. TOTAL 

DETENTION 66.4, 58.9 55.5 56.9 59.5 66.9 60.7 
A.T.D. 2.3 2.9 6.1 7.2 7.5 5.1 5.1 
HOME DETENTION 

--" 1975 
May_ June July ~. Sept. Oct. TOTAL 

.DETENTION 56.0 50.1 45 . .7 47.1 37.7 49~9 47.8 
A.T.D. 7.S 7.4 6.6 8.1 9.7 10.6 8.3 

'HOME DETENTION 9.3 9.3 11.5 18.6 16.3 15.7 14.1 . , ... 

The.a,veJW.gft. da1...ey popu.la;t{.on ,u'l. .the Veten:tLon CW-eJt de.cLLne.d: by oveJt. 

~ee.\le peJL6ono peIL da.y 6Jwm 1974 .to 1975. Not all' of t.he decl ine can be 

attributed to Home Detention as ATD increased its capacity. in 1975. Never­

theless, quite clearly this objective his been met and exceeded. ." , 

, The second object·ive \'1as to reduce the tota,l number of children detained 

by 100 per year. Accurate information on the number of children actually 

detained "in 1974 and 1975 is unavail~bleso this objective could not be te~ted. 

The third objective.was to p~ovide care at a cost comparable to or less 

- 6 -
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expensive than the detention experience~ In fiscal year 73-74 t the last 

yeal" for "'hieh accurate data is aVtdlablt~~ the ave\"ag(~ cost pet' child per 

day in secure detention wns $;J(~.4'l. The: t:ota1 cost for /'/OIllB Detention was 

$24,462. 

From April thro~gh the end of October. 109 youths spent 2,602 child/ 

days in the Home D~tantion Program. Therefore) tho average cost per child 

per day in "!ome Detention was $9.40. Qu,{,;(;e obv,~o(L6.ey ,1:IW.I1, ;tlt-U obJec.tLve 

iJa.6 be.elt ntc?-t a.& :the .cO!",t 06 hav,utg a. cAUd Oli home de.telvUon 1.4 at ,tM4.t 

ol1e.-t/UAd ,to (J1t(i .. ~oCtuJt,t:h a"s e"y.>e,f'I.~,tv(?" cU, kaepl.l1{J ,the. c.{1.Ud -t./t,.6(UJ.WtC'. de:tCU1-

. :tWit. 

• 'rAULE 2. 

SEX I\HO RAce ov OUTCOME 
-..!-;.--,..---"~-..---~ 

7nlr-----,-,._----
iI'21t~';-""-Slil)'Y:-~ . TOT A I. · .. -:r::lf(i; .... -r-;'1l9:-~r - ---

- ~_~L._ ~ .. .L-.--~ 
71 ... 1- r_L4~..'!J 64 59.0_ 

. 0 .. 4 ~.1 - -. 

. ..?i:i. 7 30.4 --"..- -LLl1.&. 
p g~ ._ 2~. 2b_t -

100.0 23 100.0 109 .99.9 

The final objective 'of the program related to assisting the youths to 

remain arrest free while on Home Detention. 

Successful co'mp1 etioll of the Home Detention Program was determined by 

two basic criteria: 1) that the child commit no new offenses while on Home . 
Detention and 2) availability of the ch'lld fot' court appearances. 

The results are presented in Table 2. As .the table shows, 64 juveniles 

-7-
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S\lccossfully cOlllp'letod th(:~ P\~ogt'\[)m, SI.W0111;oon wnro roturMd to SOOllN) 

detent'lou oith$r because the dn ldrcnls behnvlor or their family s1tuui:1on 

was Ut\WO)'I'.db'l~j or l1(!t,UUS(~ u Iwndl WtH')"tlnt wu~ 'Issued.. ')wwrty",four juve ... 

niles wm~(~ eU't'eS'I;(ld t'lhilo on hUIll(l d(Jt.OIltion~ Of 'tho 24 N\c'ic\'fvists charged 

with new o'rfonsce;» onc WL\S IWI~(wtQd for a tllkl:Jor offense ngll ~nst person, 

twelve Were charged w'lth Inajor property off'onS(Hh nine cOll1mHtod minor 

cr'Im1no.l offenses and two were chargod w'lth SOcHtl offenses (offenses which 

would no'C be criminal 'If committed b,Y an t\du'lt). 
, 

'rhe success t\nt(~ (no o'ffcnses/no w~u~rants) for nHll('H~ nnd fomalos W()s 

nearly 1dol'l'ticn1, Howeve\"~ mu'los W(H'O more likf.J1y 'CO comm1't now offenses 

th~n fam~l(~s. Wh'f"e very few 'fomu1os committee( new off(~nsas~ Marly u third 

ware returned on bench warrDnts-~~u rute three times that of males. 

The Director of the Homc Oetont'ion Program oxpressed concorn that the 

itrltia'i referrals tho program ~ece1vcd ware not appropriate rcfarrals but 

\~er(~ high AWOL ~'1 sks and calllO f,"om hi gh'l,Y unstabl (~ family s1 tua'ti ons. The 

re'ferra'is were accemtad at 'the 1:inm in an effort 'to bu'lld the ciHielonds j 

but 1;he high risk or many of. thfa youngsters was recognized. As a test of 

these observations. the HomB Oai;('mtion population was divided into t~/O sub 

samples based upon data of ontr'ance into Home Oe'ttmtion. The first group 

included those who entered the program in April ilnd May while the second 

group included those who entered from June through Octobaf'. The di str1bu ... 

tion for these two groups is presented in Table 3. 

As the table 'Indicates, there are considerable differences in'the two 

groups. The group which enter'ad the program 111 Apr'll and May had a success 

rate of only 37.5 per cent while two-thirds of those who ent~red the p~ogram . 
sfnce then were successes. This second group (from June to October) appears 

II 
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to more accurately reflect the output of ,the Home Detention Progl~am when it 

operates as designed. 

TABLE 3. 

OUTCOMe BY "rIME OF ENTRANCE IN PROGRAM 
,._. 4 .... 1' ,. ""''' 

, Apr. &!!!y. ~une ... Oct": -~1fT At No. % :_ No~· . %' o. % --,........--, -
Still Act'ive 0 2 2 .. 
NO Offenses/ 

. - . , 

No War\,lu.nts 9 37.5 55, 66.3 64 5.2.JL 
Returned to 

, 'If ,.. 

Center 3 12!.£L r-l. l.L 4 l 3.7 
Bench War\1 ant7 -
Returned to Cntr./ 
No Offense 4 16.7 11 13.3 15 14.0 

'!CommftTi:edNiW 
' .. , 

Offense 
-~'" 

",.n_ ~. 33:.3 ....... +6 19.3 24· 22.4 ----- --- - -,," 

TOT A L.S 24 100.0 85 100.1 109 99.9 
"'- , . 

'II'Percentages do not 'Include "Still Active ll
• 

Sinc.e no ~ pe.u6..tc. C/U;(;e}l,J..a ~'Xt.6 tillted .lfL .the obj e.o.:tLVe6 a..6 an. ctC.c.ep:ta.bR.e 

.tev(>..t 06 .6u.c.c.ell.6 01/.. 6a.UWLe, .u M l.mpo.64'(.b.e.e. ;to mafl,e. a. ju.dgment about .th,U 

obJ ec..tLve. Wf/JUe ,the . .6Uc.c.e.6.6 Ilate. fio/(. .the. 6iJt6:t month. and a ha£6 wa.o 

1 obv,wulI.eJj w/.(I.C.c,ep:ta.bR.y ,e.ow, .:t.fz"U wa.o an.tl(l"'<'pa;t~.d. rhp .. peJLc.ep:ta.bR.e. -lmplW v e.-. 
[I \ ' me.n,t in. .the. .6tW.c.(?.-6.6 Ir.ate. .!I.lnce :that ,t,£m~,.fA e.ncol)},ag,{,'1£) 1 bu:t pJwba.b.e.y .6:l:J...t.e 

not a6 It43h a6 had beel'!. hoped. 

Only in Tables 2 and 3 are d'istinctions maintained bet~/een an four 

categories of outcome. In all of the remaining tables and discussion, the 

juveniles returned to secure detention either on a bench warrant or by the 

worker have been removed from consideration. This was done because the 

reason for bench warrants being issued were not included in this study. 

Bench 'warrants do not necessarily reflect purposive non-appearance in court 

or 'behavior on the program. 
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In ardor to d1sMnfJu1Hh n typolnoy of youths l1ktlly to ro(rld1vu'to during 

COUI~'t rW()c,l.,wd1ngu botn tho Oxptn'lll1ontl,\l @d COIl'tY·ol populuthms wore dividod 

into twu ~llb OI~OUpSj n(,m"l<1oc:fdlVi!;1.!, wtwe t.hO~HJ \}UVun1Ies who cUd not commit 

noW of'Fcnsos during 'tho eouy''t; pr·t)CC~l!; t pm:hl1vhts worn th~e ur'rosted ntl now 

ch('Il'\g~}S during COUY't~ PI'Ioco(ld1nns. rIm purpo$o of this t'XftIl11nll1;1<H'1 wns two", 

! .fold; 1) to idonM'Fy 'tho~H) 'likely to Y'Qc'ld'fva1:a whot:l1tW they wor·o ro1eased 

\ 
j 
1 

or pl(\cod on homo dotonticm nnd 2) to soo whiH; 'types of ;Juvt'wflcs wert} loss 
• t 

l~keiy to rocidivate during homo dotention • 

. Tho oveN,11 out<.;OrltB of tile (.orJ't.t~o 1 gfOUp "s presonted 'f rJ 'Tab1 0 ~" In 

tho 'followino nna1ysost tho t\'10 youtlw rc,l'turrli~d on bench w:trrlwt5 have been 
(lxcludQd~ Stlmm~ry doscr1p't'lofltl of 'the Homo Dotcnt'ion and Control popu1at1ons. 

are prof/ented in Tables 113 and 1.6t 

No O(f(ml'l(:$/ 
",ugJI/lI,.l:~:jwt.f""F.'~r" ",..,*M .. ~,,,lJt·,Q., •. ",Ji.,,7J.!·l. ,JJ",..,~{l!i~P ". ~,O,.",fi,1:1.~~ -..,..1J9Q.e,Q ._~ •. _~ ,..J,,9_P.q·~ .. 
Il<.mc I flln""ll/h~ 
~~n~f~~~~rrw''''!- ._",.t,,:_!,~.Q,,, _ .... ,Q,_ •• "'_:; ... ,,,,,LJ,O,~,,Q, _,l,_!i~"t.,_A~ __ 9.--:', -2- .. 
.MLcwJ;~.~ ~!"<tH~~ ... :~ ,~~,_l~:J~~,lP_~~_ ~~.!!_~ .. ?~~~~~1 ... ~~~u1 .. ~ ;H1~ . .9_ ~~t?~~Q,L~ q~,,~_J!-. _____ ~~~ 11~~~l!~1. ~.~uL~J .. 

~-;;~~T ~~.~!~. ~~;,;!~~·;·~~~E~~~ ~l~T:;; '70~~:n] 
As wns noted 'In the previous S(~(:t1on1 very few females conm1tted new 

offenses 'While on Home Detention. The same hel:; true for'the control group. 

The ratio of recidivists to nonw rccid1v1sts·was much higher for males than 

females ,but the small number of female recidivists renders statistical infer­

ences invalid •. The racial differences between recidivists and non-recidivists 

were minimal in both the experimental and control populations. 
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TABLE' 5. 

J3tX ~Nn RACE flY. RlflS9.~_~EFI.R.3I~~J6R.OUPEDl 
"HOi'lE lJE,lENllOa PUPULAlltlN ... ----_..... : 

,-, __ ~.~'.,-,~._'~m __ ~_~ ~ ~ L ~1:r7iL t' -- ~·-t·-n:lll. L J 
Hhi te Black Su~ \':111 te . Bl ilC k I Suh T. 

No:· ., No . '. No. % Ho. <, Ut). % No. No. ~ '" 
,. 

" % t--- --.-~ ..... '"'-... --... " 

V'\ Bajol' VS. Parson 9 14.1 3 12.5 6 23.1 S 18.0 0 - 0 - 0 -~ HlIjor vs. f'I'opcrty 23 35.9 12 50.0 10 38.5 22 44.0 0 N 1 10.0 1 7.1 
~ ":ino; . 18 28.1 7 29.2 8 30.S 15 30.0 1 25.0 2 20.0 3 21.4 
§ Social 14 21.9 2 8.3 2 7.7 4 8.0 3 75.0 7 70.0 10 71.4 
l" w -, - . 
0: 

I 

4 1'00.0 5TOTALS 64 100.0 24 100.0 26 100.1 50 100.0 10 100.0 14 99.9 z , 

',lajor vs. Person 5 '20.8 2 18.2 3 27.3 ,5 22,7 0 ~ 0 - 0 -
V'\ Bajol' VS. Pl'opel'ty 13 54.2 7 63.6 6 54.5 13' 59:1 0 - 0 .. 0 -t- Hiner ' 4 16.7 2 18.2 1 9.1 3 13.6 1 50.0 0 1 50.0 Vl G - Social 2 8.3 0 - 1 9.1 1 4.5 1 &0.0, 0 1 50.0 > -.... 

" 0 .-- -u 
UJ 
¢ TOTALS 24 100;0 11 100.0 11 100.0 22 99.9 2 100.0 c - , 2 100.0 

-

The. next fa,ctor examined was the type of of~ense \vhich led to the court 

proceedings. In both the experimental and control groups, social offenders , 

were much less likely to recidivate than those charged with crim~nal offenses. 

TABLE 6 •. 

I'RE~HISrORV SCCRE BY SEX' AND RACE 0_- HOME DETENT! ON POPULATJ.Q!l ,-
f>1 ALE fEr'IAtE . TOT A L \{hite Black Sub T. \':hlte Black Sub i'-:--No. 0 

% 110. % No. % No. -'t No. % rio. '" No. <, 
II 

No Prior Offcnses ' . 9 14.1 4 16.7 1 3.8 5 10.0 1 25.0 3 30.0 4 28.6 
Prior Pcp. Only , 1 1.6- 0 - 0 - o- ft , 0 ft 1 10.0 1 7.1 

~ Ocr.r.r.d~nt/Oelinqucnt 1 1.6 1 4.2 0 - 1 2.0 0 - I) - 0 -
~ Prior Social 6 9.4 1 4.2 2 7.7 3 6.0 1 25.0 2 20.0 3 21.4 
~ Prior Hinor Offenses 10 15.6 2 8.3 4 15.4 6 12.0 2 50.0 2 20.0 4 28.6 
g At. Least One prior 
~ Major Offense 37 57.8 16 66.7 19 73.1 35 70.0 0 - 2 20.0 2 14.3 
ex: 
..!. .-b 

I 10-100.0 I~~ .. .. 
64 "100. i ' TOTALS 24 100.1 26'100.0 50100.0 4 100.0 

~-~ . -
110 PI'i or Offenses I 2 8.3 1 9.1 1 9.1 2 9.1 o . ~ 0 .. 0 .. 

VI Prior Social Offense.', 2 8.3 0 - ,0 .. 0 ' .. 2 100.0 0 -. 2 100.0 
:;; I'rior I'.inor .Offenses 5 20.8 3 27.3 2 18.2 5 22.7 0 - 0 - . O· I. 

;: At LeaH One Prior " -.. 
~:ajol' Offense ' 15 "2.5 7 63.6 8 72.7 15 68.2 0 0 0 (;) ft - . 

u ' 
[I/OTH~---- ,-. 

- I 

-- -
24 99.9 11 100.0 11 100.0 22 100.0 2, 100.0 0 2 100.0 

i' 

I 
" 

"j 

:,11 :! 

:1 



Because of the small number.of social offenderr~cidivists, the differences 

could not be statistically tested. Never~heless9 it is quite clear that " 

social offenders were very unlikely to commit 'new offenses'during the court 

process. Major property offenders appeared more likely to recidiviate in both 

the experimental and control populations. 

Th~ prior delinquent hist~tJf of the juvenile had an important effect on 
". " 

the control group but not on the experimental group. In the control group, " 

all thirteen of the recidivists had been previously arrested on at least one 

major offense while fewer than half of the non-recidivists had committed a 
\ 

prior majpr offense and nearly a third were first offenders. The differences 

with regard to type of pre-history between recidivists and non-recidivists in 

the experimental popu~ation were negligible. 

, 0 

When the non-recidivists from'the control and experimental groups,were 

compaY'ed. 'it was clear that the controls had a significantly higher rate of 

first offenders than the experimentals (p<'.05). S,imilar differences were 

-12-



apparent with regard to the mean number of prior offenses. The control group 

recidivists had a signif1cafltly higher me~n Ylumbet' of pl"ior offense,s than the 

control non-recidivists (pc~OOl). The Harne Detention nDn~rec1d1v1Bts had a 

higher mean number of prior offenses than the control non~recfdiv1sts (p<.05). 

On the other hand. the Home Detention recidivists had a lOWer mean number of 

prior offenses than CQntrol grollp y'ecid1vhts (p<.05). rhu~ the. datA. would 
. '" .4U9IJeA ;C .tha.t flame Vej;(!,Vt;(;,(.nl1. hall a. gJ{.eat(Vl. .impa-at an :the 4UC.a.(J..,64 DO mui.t.-lple 

o66endl'ZlU! tha.n a, ma:tc.he.d 9.1U1UP withtJut tha.6e 1:IeJ(.IJ.i.a.u. 

'fAntE 8. 

run: BV SEX MID RACE 
IIm·fEur: 'i'Er~T I @' Pof!ilLi\Tr ON 
.~_'<f~_ 

...... , ,. . --. -'·'·11~'U"'~~, ""'1'1"", V1 'X"'[' l"" , \.'./ "'........ J~I " r.. t. . Co J#j f\ r:. 

The Home VetfUt;u'aY/, P)w9)l.llm appealt,ed to prvt6a1an btll;,trt/l. than i;ht Cont),oi. 

!JIWUp v.u.t/t o.edM. juv(uLii..e.6 bl.d; ~J.gM61.Jw.n:tty WOlrAe w.(;th 'thO~fL 6.1..6,teen air. 

undeJr. (p<.05,. Home Detention tended to be particularly successful with 

seV~ni;eer. year olds as twel va youths were among the flcm ... recidfvi sts but only 

two were recidivists. 

, .. 13 ... 
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The design of the Home Detention Program la'id. emphasis on the adequacy . . , . 
'of the juvenile·s home s'itu(~tion as -It was felt 'that the intensive supervision .. ' 

of a home d~tention worker' d€;manded at 1 east some structure and particupation 

on the part of the child's fitll1rlly. The only available indicator of the home . ' 

sit~ation was living arrang€lment which 'is shown in Table 9. Overall * no dis·,. 

cernable differences in living arrangement wey's apparent b'etween non-recidi .. 

vists and recidivists in either the Home Detention Dr Control populations. 

l/on-Jte.cA.rU.v-U.u di.J.i have a. lUgltvr. Jw.te 06 .ei .. vhl:g with both pMe.n-tb ht the 

Nome. Ve,ten;ti..on popuJ..a,tlon. bId. ;tht ,u'nnelten,c.e. weu not. .6..{.gni6,i.cdn.t. 

TMLE 9. 

UVING ARfu\HGHIWT nv SEX, MID RACE 
-1IDI~tr"tillft'rlmjfn·U'pm.ATlllN ------'''--

."'"~----' ---'---·--~.--·-··"----I,iAC:t --;------ f:-r1fITl ._-
lOT II t· -wnfte . " lifiic-r-nub I. -i7lliile--' -13Tacr- J.t/I) 1. 
No. ,..- -Wo",-·----:;,-1[():'-'y-rfjO'"-,-- ,'"1iO:- % No-;----r'""r1"O-,-r 

.... 1' •• ,_,. .. ,. • Is _. f , , ... ...~__ _ • _ 

1
1InknOI'1Il '" 2 I 1 1 ~: 0 0 0 

VI Bother t. Stopfa. I) ~ 0 • 0 ... 0 .. 0 ~ 0 - 0 -
til,"lotttf'r Only 33 53,2 a 34.8 17 68.0 25 52.1 3 75.t) 5 50.0 8 57.1 
>jHelative 6 9.7 2 fl.7 '2 8.0 4 B~3 0 N 220.0 214.3 
tl Coih P,\I'cmts 18 29.0 10 43.S 6 24.0 16 33.3 0 ... 2 20.0 2: ltl.3 
::: Fat.her'Only 3,4.8 2 8.7 0 .. 2 4.2 1 25.0 0 " 1 7.1 
~ Independent 2 3.Z 1 4.3 0 .. 1 2.1 0 N 1 10.0 1 1.1 

I to: :=====~ _ ._ __, ____ 
~I~ 0 T A·t s~: 99~", 24 100.0 -;;;-00.0 50 100.0 4 100.0 10 !OO.O I~~ 

tNother & StQ~fb~~~ - 2 l8.it -----

tf.1other Only, 16 66.7 6 54.5 
I'!! Relative 1 4.2 1 9.1 
~ Both P~nH~ts 4 16.7 1 9.1 
~ Father Only 1 4.2 1 9.1 e 'Independent 0' - 0 ... 
'-I 

0 . 2 9,1 0 - 0 · 0 wo' 

9 81.8 15 68.2 1 50.0 0 * 1 50.0 
0 ~ 1 Ii ' 0 p 0 u 0 -.a 
2 18,2 3 13.& , 1 50.0 0 ... 1 .50.0 
0 .. 1 4,5 0 .. 0 .. 0 .. 
0 .. 0 .. 0 .. 0 · 0 .. 

~t--=-=-=====-=-==~~=-==~~~~======~====~==~===*=======F====~~P 
'1 24' lOu.l 11 1OU.O TOTALS 

- +" -- -; looa 11 100.0 22 99.9 2 100.0 0 · 
.... -

, Tables 10 and 11 present information on the financial status of the Home 

Detention anQ Control populations. Family income was unknown for a high percent 

age of both populations which renders interpretations questionable. For those 

.. 14 .. 



on \'Jhom in:format1on was av,dlabl~, non ... t·ecidivis.ts had a higher mean inG:ome 

than recidivists. This was true for both the Control and Experimental popu-

1~t1ons. Receipt of public assistance is another measure of financial status. 

The results were similar for the Home Detention population with rec1d1vi~ts 

having a higher rate of receiving public assistance thannon-rec1d1v1sts. 

The reverse was true for the Controls with the recidivists havlt\9 a sl'lghtly 

lower rate of recipience of publ'lc assistance. 
TABU' 10. 

m AND nACE BY INCOME 
Itllffir1)rtrrrmnrrtiJiliD\irON _ ... " .. ~--

.... 

'-U-----WA'TT-- ---r" F, HAC 'r~' ' I 
·.h til-lilac; ~'Sub-r:-- --miftc! 1iTIicTr' ..... "T"SU(;-r;-'l' 01 A I. 

~'""-----v No-:--Y"'-, o:~-""1-' n(i-;---~! 116~""""- '1lrr:-:r llo7'--rl'Tro",--' .. ---- ---- ---- --.-,..- ---.-
9 )0 19 0 4 4 

r.- .1 __ ....--_\ 

Unkno~o 23 
~ tUlls ThM $3.500 10 24.4 
!2i S 3.500-$5,499 10 "\.4 

Ii Z6,~ 3 la.O 7 22.6 2 50,0 1 16.7 3 30.0 
1 6.7 G :11.5 1 22.6 1 25.0 2 33.3 3 30.0 
4 26.7 3 18.0 7 22.6 1 25.0 3 50.0 4 40.0 
Z 13.3 3 lu.a ~ 16.1 0 0 0 

e; 5.500" 7,499 11 2G.e 
Ie 7,!;OO.$9,999 Ii 12.e. 
~ $10,000 &. Ovar !i 12.2 4 7.6.7 1 G.!! 5 16.1 0 0 0 I ___ _ 

"=:::t::_ --...,:,=.::= ----- :-_--=-:=. __ ... =-.....:.:,;;.:L:::::::_==l § -----------
- TOT A l. S 64 100.0 24 100.1 26 100.1 50 100,0 4 100.0 .10 100.0 14 100.0 

HMo ($5,1366) ($7,450) ($5,369) (S6.371) (S3,1375) ($4,&BJ) ($4,300) 
----=::::=_==_ .=::::--':'=-'- --=_ .=.:...:.":"'- ~-:;::::-..::.;.;.:::;: :==..r-=: :.-=-~=.::.- "!:==--~ , 
UnknQ~m 11 5 5l0, 1 U 1 
Less lhan $3,500 5 Sll.1i I l 33.3 3 60.0 5 41.1 () 0 0 

VI S 3.!lQO-~!i,499 4 30.e I 2 33.3 2 33.3 4 33.3 0 0 0 
Iii U,GOO-? ,4!J9 2 1&.4 I 1 l6.7 1 Hi.7 2 1('.1 0 MO· 0 M 
~ 1.5C10"S9,9~9 2 15.4 I 1 16.7 0 ~ 1 8.3 1 100.0 0 " 1 100.0 o ~lO,(JOO t. OYer 0 • 1 0 • 0 • 0 .. 0 • 0 w 0 -.... 
h1 ="==:=-,:;..."'":":' __ ... ~-=:-:::::::: .. .:".:!!!'';.:~ ~:-:..==-::: ':'==':'=--==', =~..-_ ~.;'==:..'- ~~-==: 
0: 

TOTALS 
~'I)"" 

24 1(" to. 1 '11 IOO.!) 11 100.0 i'!? 100.0 
($4.7~01 ($~,~33) (S3.500) (S4,417) 

2 )00.0 a 
(18,7(10) 

2 100.0 
($(1.151) ._--a ___ "' ___ ' ___ .~ ___ """"' ___ " ___ I 

~1'!lrccot.i\tJLS dQ IIO~ inc.lurlr: Ullktl(J~lrt 
lADLE 11. 

27 44.3 
34 55.7 
3 .. 

12 54.5 
10 45.S 
2 

24 100.0 

RtCE1VlNG rllOt.IC ",SSrSTfltICE flY sex MID MeE 
~. '. Ho"f.lflTE'fiJi't'mjpQ1iuDmOl'I " __ ~ 10 

8 34.0 
15 65.2 
1 

4 36.4 
1 63.6 
o 

11100.0 

12 48.0 
13 5i!.O 
1 

1 77.8 
2 ~2.2 
2 

11 100.0 

20 41.7 
26 SU.3 
2 

11 55.0 
9 45.0 
2 . 

22 100.0 

1 50.0 
1 50.0 
o 

2 100.0 

"Perccmlages do not include Unknowns, 

o 
o 
o 

o 

1 SO.O 
1 50.0 
o 

2 100.0 



} 
. ~ 
I 
\ 

The final demographic variable examined \'/as school status. The informa­

tion is presented in Table 12.. As was not,ed in the methodology, school status 

was the one factor Which differentiated the overall Home Detention population 

from the Control population as the Control group had a higher rate of school 

withdrawal. For the Control group, the recidivists were rnore likely to be 

'withdrawn from school than the non"reC'idivists. Inte,~st4,nglYJ the oPPo.site 

was true for the Home Detention population with those withdrawn from school 

more l'lkely to be non .. recidivists. WW-e the cU66elLeJw.e.6 WelLe, no.t ,6·.i.gYJ1.,6..l.c.ant, 
, ,I 

.the .imp'u,c.atum at .t11-U t.ime )A ;that. be,.(.ng w..i.thclJr4wn. ~Jtom .6c.hoo.e. .6houi.d not 

be. a kindtutnc.e tc admJ.A.6.io.n .into Home Ve:tenw]It. 

TOT A L 
,ffo. l 

~ Un~no\':n 3 II) -Attending 48 78.7 > .... Withclral~n 13 21.~ Q ... 
U ", c: . 

I TOTALS 64 100.0 a 
:..t!: 

~ Vnknol:in 0 
\I) Attending 21 87.5 ... 
>- Withdrawn :3 12.5 -Col .... 
~ - - -c: 

TOTALS 24 10u.0 

TASLE 12. 

SCHOOL STATUS tW SEX AND RACE 
~ HOt·1E O£llJl1 IOtCpoplJl7\fiOir' 
-~------ 1.r7\T't 

Hh~te B I!£..k Sub" 'r. 
Ilo, :r; No. }; _No, % 

2 1 3 
16 72.1 21 84.0 31 78.7 
6 27.3 4 16.0 lO 21..3 

24 100.0 26 100.0 50 100.0 

0, 0 0 
8 72.7 1.1 100.0 19 86.4 
3 27.3 0 - 3 13.6 
---

11 100.0 11 100.0 22 lUO.O 

·~ercentage$ do not include Unknowns. 

, 

Iq:R1\[E • 
1'fnte {liack Sub T. 

ND. % ,No. % No. i 
Cb 0 o· 
" 100.0 7 70.0 11 70.6 
C ... 3 30.0 3 21.4 

.. 100.0 10 100.0 14 100.0 

0 0 0 
:r 100.0 0 .. ~.100.0 
0 .. 0 - II .. 

..... . 
2 100.0 :2 ~oo.o 0 .. 
. 

As might have be!!n expected~ the length of time on Home Detention 

diffe.'ed greatly, 'for the recidivists and non-recidivists. The me~m length 
, , 

. 

oft1me on Home Detention for non~recidivists wa$ double that of the recidivist! 

l:t 4hotdd a,l.6o be. noted tJULt .6l?,.ve.J1.ty pelt c.e.n:t 06 .the. Jtec..i...cUv).IdA (!ommLtted new 

060 eM e.6 witlUn thtr.e.e we.ek4. 

...16-
I 

I 

J 



\ .. 

1 

I 
1 
I 
I 
! 
! 

! 
I 

I 
! 
I 
I 
'J 

l 
\ 
~ 
l 
j 

r. ..., .... ... .... 
Q .... 
frl 
p:; 

rl: 
,~ 

t1 ... 
>-.... 
Q .... 
Co) 

~ 

lADLE 13. 
!.F.NGTII 1M IllWmMI OY SFX Mo RACE 

1l0!Trl)t~LHTlWrn~t)'tilMn •. ~ ~_m~~_~ ___ 
TOTAL f-"itiTIit....- RflJ"L .. ""'I\"ili'1 __ -I...f:,J{..A~ .f 

DAY S "ro:---r- T.lL~s.;..... _.QJ~1£L_ hr~jL . J!tlltll ~I . .!i.lIb J. 'Tfo-:-:r o. T~o.!~ . ~c'_..L~ . ......L.. o. ~ ----- ~- . 
1-10 6 9.4 . 2 S.3 1 3.n 3 1),0 0 - 3 30.0 :1 21.4 

~ 11-20 18 28.1 9 37.5 5 19',2 14 28.0 0 .. 4 40.0 4 20.6 
.... 2) .. 30 18 20,1 I) 2!l.O 9 :)4.6 15 30.0 Z 50.0 1 10.0 3 21.4 
:>- 31 .. 40 6 9.4 2 a.3 4 15.4 6 12.0 0 .. 0 M 0 .. .... 
Q 41+ lG '25.0 5 20.8 7 2G.p 12 2~.O 2 50.0 Z .20.0 1\ 28.6 ..... 
(.) . ~ 

t! - -- - ~ • . . 
~ t' 0 l' A 1...$ 64 100.0 24 99.9 26 S19.9 SO 10Q,O 4 100.0 10 100.0 14 100.0 :;::; Naan (31.8) (24.9) (37.9) (31.7) (46.5) (26.6) (32.2) . • - --

1,"10 10 41.7 3 21.3 6 54.5 9 110.9 1 50.0 0 '" 1 50.0 . U-20 7 2~.2 3 27.3 3 27.3 . 6 -27.3 1 50.0 • 0 .. 1 50.V 

~ 21-30 5 20.8 3 21.3 2 18,2 5 22.1 . 0 - 0 ... 0 -
s: 31 .. 40 2 8.3 ·2 18.2 a .. 2 9.1 0 .. 0 .. 0 -.... 41+ o . .. () ... 0 .... '0 ~ '0 .. 0 ... 0 -Q .... -, - . --- --- -- --~ r- II l~:; TOTALS 24 100.0 11 100.0 22 100.0 2 100.0 0 .. 2 100.0 

(11,5) ~Iean l16.0) , ~20.2) (12.6) \16.4) (11.5) 

. 

Disposition Stn 1 Pending 
Dismissed/Filed AWilY , 
rostu~' Carc/P,'otective Servo 
Nen ta 1 Hen lth/Drug Ccntel' 
Probation/VPO 
Group Home 
Delinquent Institution 

TOT A L S 
" 

, 
Disposition Still Pending 
Dismissed/filed Away 
foster Care/Protective 5121''''. 
H~nta 1 Hea lth/(kug Center 
Proba tion/VPO . 
Group Home 
Dlllinqucnt rn~t{tut1on 

T 0 1 ,A'l S 

TABLE 14. 
counT OISPOSITlOH BY S£X AWl RACE 

lioi>1€.'-:orttlfffCHf1I(iflQI1itTOFf 

TOT A L 
----w7\T1 . 

White 131'nc1'. Sub T. 
No. ~ No. ~ 110. -~ -No. % 

2 1 1 2 
18 29.0 4 17.4 9 36.0' '13 ?1.1 
4 6.5 0 .. 1 4.0 1 z.l 
2, 3.2 2 8.1 a - 2 4.2 

26 41.9 12 52.2 11 44.0 23 4).9 
4 6.5 2 8.7 1 4.0 .3 6.3 
a 12.9 ~ 13.Q 3 12.0 6 12.5 

- ... 

I, M '100,0 
. 

24 100.0 26 100,'0 50 100.1 

4 o· 1\ 4 
4 20~O ~ 18.2 1 . 14.3 3 16.7' 
0 .. \l .. 0 - 0 -
0 - 0 , .. Q .. 0 ... 
9 45.0 6 54.5 3 42.9 9 50.0 
0 - 0 .. 0 - 0 .. 
1 35.0 3 27,3 3 42,9 6 33:3 

24 .100.0 11 100.6 11 100.1 22 109.0 

F~A'AL~--
Hh1tu Glad !ru!T'i 

flO. :G NO. %/;1C 

0 0 0 
2 50.0 3 30.0 $ 

~ . 
" 

0 .. 3 30.0 3 (-

0 .. 0 w 0 
1 25.0 2 20.0 3 

, 
( 

0 '" 1 10.0 l' 
1 25,1l 1 10.0 2 1 

~ 

w -
4 lOO.O 10 100.0 14 9 

. 
0 0 0 
1 50.0 0 - 1 
a .. 0 , .. a 
0 .. 0 . 0 
0 - 0 .. 0 
0 0 .. 0 -
1 50,0 0 .. 1 5 

- "" ~ -
2 100.0 0 .. 2 Jt 

--
·Perccnta9~S d~ not include Disposition Still Pendfng. 



, " 

The ultimate court disposition for both the Home Detention and the control 

populations was higbly related to whether the child committed a new offense 

during the court process~ ThoJ!>e. who c.ammU.te.d nw o66en6e& pendl..ng adjup;.c.a.:Ucn 

Mt bo.th popu£a.t<..ono We/£.e. mOJte Uke..e.y :to oe c.ommUted :to .a de1..Utqu.el'Vt -LM.tU:u:tWn 

'(p<.05}., Non-recidivists had a slightly higher rate of ~ving their cases filed 

, away or' d1smissed~, 

• I 
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SUMMARY DESCRU'TION 
HOME DETENTION POPULATION 
~~~"'"'-'tto'II'~ 

NON-RECIDIVISTS 
..-_.., .. , ". % Mean 

Majot' vs. PEn'son Off~nder$ 14,.1 
Major vs. Property Offenders 35.9 
Mi nOt' Off~nd.ers 28.1 
Social Offenders 21.9 

--
First Offenders 14.1 
Previous Major Offense 57.8 
Mean Number Prior Offenses 4.8 

~, . _ ........ "" .. . ---
Mean Age 15.2 
Age 14 and Under 28.1 
Age 15 nnd 16 53.1 
Age 17 18.8. 
-~ . " --~----...- -- .... -, 1\ ... " ..... -
Living with ~1other Only 53.2 
Living with Both Parents 29.0 

4 • J '._"'.' - ~----
Mean Income $5,866. 
Below $3,500 24.4 
Above $7,500 24.4 
Receiving Publ ic Ass1s.tance 44.3 

- --
Withdtawn from School 21.3 

-
DISPOSITION 
. f'il.ed MAway/Dismissed 29.0 

Probation/VPO 41.9 
Delinquent Institution 12.9 

-
Mean Number of Days in 
Home Detention 31.8 
.' - -

... 19-

RECIDTvrSTS --r- Mean 

20.8 
\ 54.2 

16.7 
8.3 

, 
8.3 

62.5 
• 6.6 

15.0 
29.2 

: 62.5 
8,,:1 

--
66.7 
16.7 

$4,750 
38.5 
15.4 
54~5 

12.5 

20.0 
45.0 
35.0 

16.0 



I 
I· .. 

',. 

", - , ...... , ..... , , ... 
. , 

SUNMARY DESCRIPTION 
CONTROL POP'ULATION 
~-... -- - .. 

NON-RECIDIVISTS 
e= .---... -- % Mean 

Major vs. Person Offenders 11.4 
Major vs. Property Offenders 48.6 
Mi nor Offendet's 17.1 
Social Offenders 22.9 

First Offenders 31.4 
, 'Previ DU:; Major Offense 45.,7 

Mean Number Prior Offenses 3.0 
.-~------ -

Mean Age 15.2 
.1\ge 14 and Undel" 25.7 
Age 15 and 16 60.0 
Age 17 14.3 

.--.'1._ .... , .... ~_. 04 

Living with Mother Only 42.9 
Liying with Both Parents 34.3 

Mean Income $6937~ 
Below $3,500 41.7 
Above $7,500 29.2 
Receiving Public Assi~tance 37.1 

-
Withdrawn from School 25.7 

- , r ........ a ---
DISPOSITION 

Filed Away!Di smhsed , 40.0 
, Probati on/VPO 37.1 
Delinq~ent Institution 2.9 

' . -- ...-,..~ 
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RECIDIVISTS 
% Mean 

\ 7.7 
53.8 
38.5 

-
... 

100.0 .. 
10.8 

" 

• 
15.7 

15.4 
53.8 
30.8 

38.5 
38~5 

$5,975 
30.0 
20.0 
30.8 

4·6.2 

23.1 
23.1 ' 
46.2 

. . 
, " ~ __ ~. 0 __ --' .!. ~_"---,--,_--",,. _ .. _ .... __ ~~ ...... _~ ........... ,.~ •• _,_~ ___ -.....-... __ ............. _. __ ~ ..... ~_~ __ ~~_ ... c __ ,~.~ __ ~ •• "".,_~"_,_~_. _ ~~_. __ .,..~~,.~_. __ ~. ~~ •• ,~.,.~~~ __ ,_. 



GENERAL FINDINGS: OUTCOME 

.; Home Detention has a greater' impact on the success of multiple 

offenders than a matched Control Group w:ithout those services • 

.; Initial program start .. up had a deleterious effect on the Home 

Detent.ion olltcome~ To fill the caseloads, juveniles who were hi,gher 

risks were accepted wh'ich may have aff.ected recidivism. 

i Home Detention had better success ~/ith social and minor' Offenders 

compared to other offense categories • 

.( Home Detention was more successful wi th older juveniles and ~t'ith 

. those wi,thdr'awn from sCh'ool than the Control Group • 

.; Females performed ~~11 in the pl"ogram • 

.; Home Detention did not do as wen wi th chil drenunder fifteen. 

I Those from families with higher incomes did better in both the 

Exp,er"ime'nta 1 and Contro i groups • 

.; Living arrangement had no significant effect on outcome. ,However, 

living arrangement 'is a quantitative measul"e and does not rate the 

qua 1i ty of the home anvi t~onment . 

. .; Juveni les who committed new offenses did so early in the program. 

• " ... ~, ....... ~ .................. L 

, . 

/. Recidivists,were mor'e 1 ikely to receive an institu:t"rona 1 disposition. 
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IMPRESSIONS AND RItCOMMENDATIONS· 

• It would appear that th~ program is we11 on its way to meeting 

the goals and objectives as stated in the grant application. ' 

<I The progress (success/recidivicim) ·should continue to be monitored 

. as the 'program gains expertise in determining those youths who are the 

optimum candidates for Home Detention • 

.. An improved measurement for the quality of the home situation 

should be ~mployed and mon; tared as to its impact on the success/failure 

rate of the program • 

... ".. -)."-'" 

." The majority of. referrals to Home Detention came from only a few 

assessment workers. Ongoing d'lscussion with the assessment staff should 

seek to encourage referral s of all youths ~>Jho might respond to' the program. 

er; In ,general, the project is operating w'ith1n reasonable expectations 

for a new program. 

I ' 
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