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\ INTRODUCTION

Considerable interest and attention has been given to juvenile detention

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

the Comnission on Juvenile dustice and Services. Among the priority tasks

assigned this commission were detention center planning and alternatives to

detention planning, The two tasks are closely interrelated as planning
regarding the size for a new detention faciTify is directly related to the
number of alternatives which are available, - , |
’ There are two reasons for attempting to keep a new detention facility
small and consequently the rate of detention low. The first reason is
philosophical, While detention may have a therapeutic shock effect on some

children, contact with the institution can frequently contribute to making

~a confirmed criminal out of any a misbehaving youth. Detention by itself

has potént1a11y destructive psychological effects. Sherwood Norman states

three effects in the NCCD Handbook, Think Twice Before You Build or Enlarge

o At o g T Ry e e T S T T

a Detention Center:

1) Holding the detained youngster in forced association with other
delinguents intensifies his hostility to society and exalts his
status in the delinguent group.

2) Separation from his home and famiiiar environment makes the child
feel he has been abandoned: "If no one cares about me, why should
I care?” Most delinquent children have been rejected by their
home, their school and their community. Confinement in detention
heightens their sense of rejection and Towers their self-esteem--«

and self-esteem is one of the most valuable deterrents to delinquency.

3) Detention underscores failure. It denies the child an opportunity

to assume responsibility for his own behavior under close superv1sion

in the community between adjudication and court disposition,

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

' ecénomic factor. Several months ago, the Commission on Juvenile Justice and
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and Services was given the figure of $28,000 to $37,000 per bed construction
costs. Obviously the smaller the facility the cheaper the construction costs.
An additional important cost factor is the operating cost. In fiscal

year 73-74, operating cost pevr child per day at the present Detention Center

" was §$32.47.

MSSD operates a v« bed Detention Center for Jefferson County youfhs

charged with committing a public offense. As of January‘;, 1975, the number

and tyhe of a?ternaﬁives 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 thefr 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 pending‘anudicaﬁion. In September, the capacity for ATD
was ingreased to $ixteen. ‘

Other alternative programs were the Home of the Innocents for dependent

. children and Shelter House which serves runaways.

Because of the success of the ATD program which demonstrated the
feasibility of détaining.some youths in a non-secure setting and also in
1ight of the Jefferson County Commission on Juvenile Justice and Services'
recommendations for a small fifty bed détention center, the need for addi;
tional‘éTternatives was indicated. Thé Commission's veport 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.
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On February 1, 1975, an application was submitted by MSSD to LEAR
through the Kgntuuky Crime Commission for a Home Detention Program modeled
after‘simi]ar LEAA programs in St. Louis, Missouri and Newport News, Virginia;

This program was designed to remove from secure detention children who
could be released to their own homes if intensive supervision and supbottive
services to the pareﬁts could be provided. Two %ypes of children were con- °
sidered appropriate candidates for Home Detantion: 1) children whose
offenses are serious but who have a stable home and Z) those whose offenses
are fess serious bdt whose home is questicnably adéquate.

The youths were assigned to the Home Detention Pfogram by the Juventle |
Court Judge, usually a; arraignment or'détention hearing. The children were
then released to their own homes. Intensive supervision was provided by
one of four home detention workers. Each of these workeré had a maximum
caseload of five children. The first home detention worker began accepting
a caseload in mid April, but the full staff was not oberationa] until Jdune.

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

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

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

were:

Y to reduce the average daily population of the Detention Center by six
children per day, as compared to 1974;

¥ to reduce the total number of children detained by 100 per year;

v to detain in a non-secure setting 200 children who do not constitute
"a ¢lear danger to themselves or the community:

Y to provide care a%t a cost comparable to or less expensive than the
- secure detention experience; and

Y to assist youths in remaining arrest free durwng the period of their
adjudication through a program of supervision and personal support.

“3n
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METHODOLOGY

The primary meéhodo]dgy of this evaluation invoives 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 adjusted as this
evaluation coveré only those juveniles assigne& to the Home Detention
Program in the period from April, 1975 through the end of October, 1975. B

There were 109 juveniies in this, the experimental popu?atioﬁ.

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

information on each child who entered the program was available in the
Juvenite Court records. In addition, the Home Detention program maintained
files.on each child. Daily population figures on the Detention Center, ATD
and Home Détention were also axamined.

As a further test of the effectiveness and success of‘thelprogram and

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

recidivate during court proceedings a control group was selected. The con- .

trol population was made up of Tifty juveniles released to tﬁe community

without home supervision in a period prior to the beginning of the Home
Detention Program (January-séptember, 1974). The saﬁp]e was drawn from
referrals to court who were handled formally but ve]eased.either before or'
after arraignment. The control sample was matched with the experimental
population on sex, racé,'and type of‘dffense.

With one exception, there were no statistfcaTIy significant differénces

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

status as the Home Detention populationihad a lower rate of withdrawal from

school than the control population (p%.05).

-4 .
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_ ~ The similarities between the experimental and controt groups Indicate :
71‘4{ that valid inferences may be drawn. ’ |
| In this study the following two definitions are used:

Non Recidivists ~ no detected offenses during court proceedings and
Recidivists - new detected offenses during court proceedings.

~ i
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OBJECTIVES

The first objective df the Home Detention Program was to reduce the
average daily population of the Detention Center by six as compared to 1974,
In order to tes? this objective, the daily populations for detention, ATD
and Home Detention were examined for the period from May through October,
1975, Likewise, daily populations for detention and ATU from the same time

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

1

TABLE 1.

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION FOR DETENTION, ATD AND HOME DETENTION
May-October, 1974 & 1975

- . 1574 -1
) May { June | July | Aug. | Sept. ] Oct. | TOTAL
DETENTION 66.4| 58.9 | 55.5 | 56.9 | 59.5 | 66.9 | 60.7
AT.D. 23| 2291 6.1 7.21 7.5 | 5.1 5.1
HOME DETENTION : : .
1975
May | dune | July | Aug. | Sept. { Oct. || TOTAL
DETENTION 56.0] 50.1 | 45.7 | 47.1 | 37.7 | 49.,9| 47.8
A.T.D. . 7.5 7.4 | 6.6 | 81| 8.7 |10.6] 8.3
HOME DETENTION | 9:3| 9.3 { 11.5'| 18.6

16.3 15.7 14.1 %

The .average daily popuﬁation‘in the Detention Center declined by oven
Awelve persons per day gfrom 1974 Lo 1975. Not all of the decline can be
attributed to Home Deteniion as ATD increased its capacity in 1975. Never-
theless, quite clearly thisvobjective haé been met and exceeded.

. The second objective was to reduce the total number of children detained

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

detained ‘in 1974 and 1975 is unavéilabTeAsofthis objective could not be tested.

‘The third objective?was to provide care at a cost comparable to or less

-6 -
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exbensive than the detention experience, In fiscal year 73-74, the last
year for which accurate data is availabley the average cost per child per
day in sécure dotention was §52.47. The total cost for Home Détentfcn was
$24,462. *

From April through the end of October, 109 youths spent 2,602 child/
days in the Homé Detention Program. Therefore, the average cost per child
per day in Home Detention was 9,40, Quite obulously then, this objective
has heen med ad the cost of having a ahild on home. detention Ls at Least

one~thind to one~fownth as expensdve as keepdng the child in, secure deten~
on,

 TABLE 2,
SEX_AHD RACE BY_OUTCOME

NALE A FIHNALTE
L Whlte T Black T Sab 1, it flark Sub 7. FTOTAL

_ I T P N 1Nn."""” w0y F Vo, % pflo, 5
Stitl Active 1 1 2 0 ) 1 2
o Of fenses/ '
o Warrants 24 68,51 26 60.5( 50 49,571 A4 44,4 10 71,41 14 60,91 64 59,8
Returnwi to
Centoy 2 491 2 471 4 481 0 -] O -1 0 -f 4 3.7

Bench Warrant]
Returned to Cntr,/

He Offceuse 4, 9.8 4 9,318 9,58 33.3 4 28.6 7 30,47 15 14,0
Coaeny Lted Hew

L]

Offense - 1 2680 11 25.6) 22 26,2 2 2221 0 .| 2 870 20 22.4

-

TOTALS ' 42 100,0| 44 360.1] 86 100.0 | 9 99,9 | 14 100.0| 23 100.0f 109 .99.9

T ’

The final objective of the program related to Assfsting the youths to
remain arvest free while on Home Detention. .

chcessfu] ccmp1et10n of the Home Detention Program was determined by
two ba§ic criteria: 1) that the'chiid commit no new offenses while on Home
Detention and 2) availability of the child for éourt appearances.

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

T
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successtully completed the program, seventaon ware weturned to secure
detention either because the chiidren's behavior or their family situation
was unworkable or Lecause a benoh warrant was issued.  Jwenty-Tour Juyes
niles were arvested white on home dateation,  Of the 24 recldivists charged
with new offanses; one was arvested for a major offense against person,
twelve were charged with wajor property offenses, nine commitied minor
criminal offenses and two were charged with social offenses (offenses which
wouTd not be criminal 1f comwitied by an adu1t)i

The success rate (no offenses/no warrants) for males and females was
nearly identical. Howaver, males weve more Tikely to commit now offenses
than females. While very few females committed new offenses, nearly a third
Were returned on bench warrants-~-~a rate three times that of males.

The Diractor of the Home Detention Program expressed concern that the
inttial referrals the program received were not appropriate referrals but
were high AWOL visks and came from highly unstable family situations, The
referrals were accepted at the time in an effort to build the caseloads,

but the high risk of many of the youngsters was recognized, As a test of

these observations, the Home Detention population was divided into two sub

samples based upon date of entrance into Home Detention. The first group
{ncluded those who entered the program fn April uhd May while the second
group included those who entered from June through October., The distribu-
tion for these two groups 1s presented in Table 3. '

As the table indicates, there are considerable differences in' the two
grbups" The group which entered the program in_Apr11 énd May had a success
rate of only 37.5 per cent while two-thirds of those who entered the program
since then were successes. This second group (from June to October) appears

-8 -
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to more accurately reflect the output of the Home Detentfcn Program when it
6perates as designed.
| TABLE 3,
OUTCOME BY TIME OF ENTRANCE IN PROGRAM

Apr. & May 1 June~Qct, TOTAL
No. %1 No. %1 _No. Z

Still Active 0 2 2

No Offenses/

No Warvants 9 37.5 55. 66,3 | 64 59.8
Returned to '

Center 3 12.5 1 1.2 4. 3.7

Bench Warvant/
Returned to Cntr./

No Offense 4 16,7 11 13,3 i5 14,0
1 Committed New ‘ '
| Offense 8__ 3% 16 19.3 24  22.4
TOTALS 24 100.0 85 100.1 ¢ 109 99,9

*Percentages do not include "Still Active".

Since no specifde endtenia was Listed in Lhe objectives a4 an acceptable

Level of success on failune, Lt 48 Ampossible to make « judgment about this
obfective, While the success nate for Lthe §inst month and a half was

obviousliy unacceptably Low, this was antiodpated. The perceptable dmprove-,

“ment in the success rate since that time i4 encouwndging, but probably SLELL

not as high as had been hoped. ,

Only in Tables 2 and 3 are distinctions maintained between all four
categories of outcome. In all of the remaining tables and discussion, thé
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.

i s A e T g
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' | REGADLVES T, YERWDUS BON-BECIGIVIST TYPOLOGY

In ovdor to distinguish a typology of youths Tikely to recldivate during
court procecdings both the expertnental and control populations were divided
fnto two sub groupss nen-vecidivisty were those Juveniites who did not commit
new offensoes duﬁ1ng the court process, vecidivists were thoge arvested on now
charges during court procondings, The purpose of this examination was two-
Agolds 1) to 1dentity those Tkely to recldivate whether they were roleased
or placed on home detention and 2) to see what types of Juvenlles were less

~ Hkeiy to recidivate during home detention,

Tha overall outcorma of the control group 15 prasented 1n Table 4. In

i
%)
¥
i
i
H
2
{

4 the followlng analysas, the two youths returned on bench warrants have been

' axcluded, Sumnary descriptions of the Home Dotentlon and Control populations.
| are presented in Tables 15 and 16,

TAULE 4,

b SEX M) RACE DY, OUTCONE = CONTROL GROUE

- H
!ﬂyzzw,iﬂwy
o

PR R N

i

N FEMALE
Y I TTE0 S  13 1

ol NN 5 (DN 3 LS 1705
Ho, e T o, e, R e

23 ot ] o
)y i 0.
et e L Dl U b Sl AL IR SRR

No Offenses/ ,
m“qu v}'a!:»‘r‘lpt?m i 'rmﬂkmg!;,m Wrer ?nu"‘tg-' B G mg &r:’s—»z;z“r?:ﬁ 1 :"l-..jv'tz.wmﬁ ﬁfpv e ?,r,{imrivq!/!:\! dec a 100‘ ﬁ ﬁ 65 £ 7 10 b ,g,o. 9

Borch Waveants7™ ,

"&v»gwr {w"‘;"ﬁq S » l s ? . “ $ 0 R 0 ” wqy gﬂ?r“w}xq:ﬁg:‘ 2 5 ! 1 258 M"o - 0 “ () -
ot tied Hew™ \ " T ' ) T ‘ '
Offenses. ' 33 2600 5 2630 7 0|12 308 |0 ol 1 Al 1 9.1

oo =4 WPt g e KR -
) @ EAIOTY R S b R et o]

Fe e O R ey

S

CTOTALS | 60 1000 29100,0| 201000 | 39 100,60 | 4 100,6| 7 100.0| 11 100,

As was noted 1n the previous section, very few females committed new

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

The ratio of rectdivists td non-recidivists -was much higher for males than

females but the small number of female recidivists renders statistical infer-
] ences 1nvalid. . The racial differences between recidivists and non-recidivists

were minimal in both the exparimental and control populations.
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TABLE §.
SEX_AND RACE RY REASON REFERRED (BROUPED)
“HUME DETENTION POPULATION

RO E s

. e T AL FEWATE

TOTAL ite ek SRR WhTte T Black ST
o % fo. @ IRo. % tfle. @ No. % Wb, % lho. %
ofpajor vs. Person | 9 141§ 3 1250 6 232] 9180 ] o -] o -] o -
: Ylkajor vs. Property | 23 35,9 12 50.0§ 10 38.5] 22 44,0 0 -t 1 10,0 1 7.1
: - =1 tinor . 18 28.1 7 25.21 8 30.8| 15 30.0 1 25.0] 2 20.0| 3 21.4
i alsocial 14 219 2 8.3{ 2 7.7 8.0 3 75.0| 7 70.0| 10 71.4
; (9]
: BiTOTALS 64 100.0 24 100,0 | 26 100.1 ] 50 100.0 4 100.0 | .10 100.0| 14 99.9
Kajor vs. Person 5 '20.8 2 18.2) 3 27.31 .5 22.7 0 -1 0 -1 0 -
e nl Hajor vs. Property § 13 54.2 7 63.6 & 54,53 13 591 ¢ - 0 - 0 -
’ S dinor 4§ 16.7 2 18,2 1 8.1} 3 13.6 t 50,01 © -1 1 50.0
X S| social 2 8.3 0 -1 1 91} 1 4.5 1 50.0) 0 -] 1 50.0
i (=] . . . J
E N
ElTOTALS 24 300:0 § 11 100.0{ 11 100.0{ 22 99.9 2100.0f © -1 2100.0

The next factor examined was the type of offense which led to the court

proceedinés, In both the experimental and control groups, social offenders

were much 1éss 1ike1y to recidivate than those charged with criminal offenses..

TABLE 6. -

PRE-HISTORY SCCRE BY SEX AND RACE
HOME DETEHVION POPULATION

- "MALE FEMALE
L BTOTAL wite Black U5 1% White Black $0b Ts
No. % Ho. % | o, % | Ho, 4 No ., % | Ho. ¥ [ HNo. %
No Prior Offenses -9 141 4 16.7{ 1 3.8} & 10.0 1 25.0 3 30.¢0 4 28.6
Prior Dep. Only 1 1.6 0 - 0 - 0 = » 0 - 1 10.0 1 7.1
21 pependent/Oel inquent i 1.6 1 4.2 0 - 1 2.0 0 - 0 - | -
% Prior Social 6 9.4 1 4.2 2 1.7 3 6.0 1 25.0 2 20.0 3 21.4
é Prior Minor Offenses§ 10 15,6 2 8.3 4 15.4 6 12.0 2 50.0 2 20.0 4 28.6
51 At Least Ore Prior
g Major Offense 37 57,8 16 66,71 19 73.1) 3% 70.0 0 - 2 20,0 2 14.3
] . . »
2 =
TOTALS . 64 “100.1 24 100.1 | 26°100.01 50 100.0 4 100.0 | 10 100.0 14 100.0
No Prior Offenses 2 83{ 1 91| 1 91| 2 91 0. ~f o -} 0. -«
Prior Social Offensef 2 8.3 0 -1 .0 - 0 - -2 100.0 0 -1 2100.0
Sibrior Kinor 0ffenses 5 20.8 3. 27.3 2 18.2 5 22,7 0 - 0 al . 0 e
o At Least One Prior ' ‘. .
§ Kajor Offense 15 R2.5 7 63.6} 8 72.71] 15 €8B.2 0 - 0 - 0 -
§—.m - T i 0 ) ‘ : y N .
TOTALS Z4 99,9 ¢4 11 100,01 1 100.0. 22 100.0 2 100.0 0 - 2 100.0
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‘Because of the small number of social offender recidivists, the differences

could not be statist1ca11y tested. Neverthe‘lesss it is quite clear that

social offenders were very unlikely to commwt new foenses during the court '

process. Major property offenders appeared more 11ke!y to rec1div1ate in both.

the experimental and control popuiations.

The prior deiinquent histary of the juvenile had an important effect on
the control group but not on the experimental group. In the contrbl group,
all thirteen of the recidivists had»been previously arrested on at least one
major offense while fewer than half of the non—recidivisés had committed a
pribr‘majpr offense and nearly a third were first offenders.‘ The differences
with regard td type of pre-history between recidivist§ and non-recidivists 1n'
éhe experimental population were negligible.

‘ TABLE 7.,

SEX_AND RACE BY THE MUNBER OF PRIOR OFTEMSES -
- TTOME_DetENTUR POPOLATTON

g : - "WATE ERKIT
TOTAL T WRite Tlack Sab T, WAl T BYadk Wb T
PRICR OFFENSES . T P L A S W S IR, T e TR
0 3 1441 4 16.7{ 1 3.8y 5 10.0 1 25.6{ 3 30.0( 4 20.6
1 16 25.0 5 20,81 5 19.2} 10 20.0 1 25.00 & 80.0f G 42.9
v 2-5 17 26.5] 10 47| 6 23.1} 16,32.0 0 -} 1160} 1 71
“al o 6-10 S 14 219 4 16,74 7 26.9f 11 22.0 2 60,0 1 10.00 3 21.4
= 11-15 6 9.4 14.2)] 5 19,2} 6 12.0 0 - 0 -] 0 -
S 16-20 ‘1 L6 0 -] 1 3.9f 1 20 0 =-f 9. ={ 0 -
g 1" 1.6 ¢ ~§ 1} 390 1 20 ¢ -}l 0o -7 0 - -
o .
§ - . ot ol
TOYALS 64 100.1 J| 24 100.1} 26 100,1 | 50 100.0 y  4.100.0{ 10 100.0} 34 100.0
Hean (%.8) (5.5 | (.2 | (5.4) ;} a3 | o) )
S = : .
0 2 8.3 1 9.1) 1 93 2 9.3 o -l o -1 0 -
1 & 167 ) 1 91; 2 .27 3 136 1 50,00 0 -1 1 50.0
vl 2-5 8 33.3 5 45,54 2 16.2] 7 318 1 50.0( 0 -} 1 $0.0
il 6-10 5 20.8 2 .2l 3 273 5 27 0 -1 o -f 0 -
S ST 2 8.3 ¢ -1 2 13,2] 2 81 D I B S
Bl 16-20 1 4.2 1 91 0 -} 1 4.5 G -1 ¢ -1 Q -
gl e 2 8.3 1 91} 1,811 2 9. o -y 0 -0 -
) 3 - n : - TR
TOTALS - 24 99.9 |1 112001} 12100.1| 22 99.9 2100.0{ 0 -} 21000
Mean (6.6} (6.7) (7.3 (7.6 (2.3 {.) (2.3)

When the non-recidivists from the control and exper1mentar groups. were
compared, it was clear that the centrois had a sign1f1cantly higher rate of
first offenders than the experimentais (p<.05). Similar differences were
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apparent with vegard to the mean yumber of prior offenses, The cdntrol group

recidivists had a significantly higher mear number of prior offenses thah the_ 

aontrol non-recidivists (p<.001). The Home Detantion non-recidivists had &
higher mean number of prior offenses than the contyrol non-recidivists (p<,05).
On the other hand, the Home Detention recidivists had a Tower mean number of
prior offenses than control group recidivists (p«.08), Thus the data would
auggest that Home Detention has a greaten dmpact on the ;aaaeéé 04 muliiple

offenders than a matehed group without those senvines,

TABLE 8.

RGE BY SEX AND RACE
HOME _DETENT [ON POPUCATION

£ R . White BTack - sub ¥, khite Black Sub T,
A No. % " ¥Wo. — - Tha, W IHe. . % Ho, 4 Tho. i [Ne. &
10 1 L6 0« 1 38{ 1 20 6. =~ 0 {0 -
1 & - (4] © ] - i) ™ 0 - v} ™ ¥} .
%} 13 2 301 1 442 1 3-& a 4’10 0 g 0 Al Q »
W13 © 4 6.3 1 421 6 1 1 2.0 1 25.0] 2 20.0f 3 21.4
B T 1 4.2 A 1671 2 791 6 12,0 1 25,01 4 40,0 5 357
al 15 16 25.0 6 25.0| G 30.8| 14 2.0 2 50,00 0 | 2 143
gl o6 18 28,1 6 25,01 9 34,6] 15 30,0 0 -] 3 3.0 3 2.4
g 12 18,8 6 25.0) 5 18,2} 11 22,0 6« 110,0[ 1 7.
TOTALSE 64 1001 | 24100001 26 99,91 60 100,0 4 100,0 | 10 100.0 | 14 99,9
Hean (18.2) -} (15.4) ) (15.3) | (15.4) (14.3) | (4.7) | (14.6)
la l “.12 l‘ga’r 0 o 1 415: G - [} » O -~
13 1 A 0 - 1 91l 1 4% 0 1 0 Al 0 .
- 14 5 20,8 1 91| 3 27,3 4 18.2 1 50,00 0 - 1 50,0
IR 9 .36 § 4 364 4 3641 B 36,4 4 1 60,01 0 .| 1 50.0
a6 b 25.0 3 2730 3 27.3) 6 2.3 10 w1 0 . A| 0 -
Bow, 2 oed 2wzl 0 - 2ol oo o-j0 -j 0 -
AToTALSE 24 10,0 111001 | 01 100,10 | 22 100.0 g z1000| 0 -1 21000
Hean (16,0) b (15.3) (14,8} (15,0} i (14.5) {14.5)

The Home Detention Program appeated 2o pesgorm betten Lhan the Control
ghoup with olden fuveniles but signlfleantly wonse with those f4fteen on
unden (p<.05). Home Detention tended to be particularly successful with

seventeen year olds as twelve youths were among the non-recidivists but only
two were recidivists,



* The degign of the Home Detﬁntfon Program taid. emphasis on fhe adequacy -
‘of the juvenile's home situation as 1t was %&1t that the intensive supervision.
of.8 home detention worker demanded at least some structure and particupation
on the part of the chfld's family. The only ayai?ab1e indicator of the home
situation was 1iving arrangement which is shown in Table 9, Overall, no dis-
cérnabIe differences in 1%v1ng arrangement were appavent hetween non-recidi-
vists and recidivists in either the Home Detentfon or Control bopu1ations.
- Mon-necidivists did have a higher nate of Living with both parents in the
’ Home 0e£e¢z£on popubation but the difference was noit significant.

TABLE 9.
LIVIBG ARRANGENENT BY SEX AND RACE
TOME UETIRVIGH POPTLATTON
" WAL FERRLE
TOTAL pmee BTack 05 T W1 Black T
I He, %t lo. % VWo, W VMo, % ¥ lo, & [Hoo % Tio. %
Unknowin * 2 1 1 z ) o 0
ol Hother & Stepfa. | © - 0 -0 “i-0 - G -1 0 -1 0 -
Gitlother Only 33 532 8 30.8| 17 68,01 25 52.1 3 75.6{ 5 50.0f 8 57.1
SiRelative 6 9.7 2 8702 801 4 8.3 0 -1 2 20,01 2 14,3
& Both Parents 18 29.0 10 43.5| 6 24.01 16 33.3 0 ~ .2 20,0 2 14.3
vl Father-Cnly 3 4.8 2 B.J| O© -} 2 4.2 1 25.0] 0 -1 1 74
1l Independent 2 3.2 1 4.3 i} - 1 2.1 0 " 1 10.0 1 7.1
qrToTaALsS 64 99.9 24 100,0 | 26 100,0 | 50 100.0 4 100.0 | 10 100,01 14 99.9
|Mother & Stepfa. §f 2 8.3 E 2 18.2) o -1 2 94 0 -1 0 -1 0 “
Hother Only . 16 66,7 F 6 54.8! 9 81,8 15 68.2 T s50,0] o -1 1 50.0
;{" REIaNVe x 4:2 3 1 9&1 0 - 1 40!) 0 A 0 .“ 0 -,
oy Both Parents 4 16.7 1 921 ¢ 8,2¢ 3 13.6 ¢ .1 800} 0 ~{ 1 50,0
&f Father Only 1,42 fF 1 9.3 0 -1 1 45 o -1 0 -1 0 -
S'Independent 0" -3 0 -1 0 o] 6 . o -1 0 -1 0 -
s ; x
, ) ! ‘
TO0TALS 24 7 100.1 11 100.0} 11 100.0{ 22 99.9 210001 © -} 2 100.0

*Percentages do not include "Unknowns®.

Tables 10 and 11 present information on the financial status of the Home
Detention and Control populations. Family income was unknown for a high percent

age of both popuiations‘which renders interpretations questionable. For those
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on whom information was available, non-recidivists had a higher mean income
than recidivists.‘ This was true for both the Control and Experimental pbpu-
Tations. Receipt of public assistance 1s‘anothér measure of financial status.
The results were similar for the Home Detention population'with recidivists
having a higher ate of veceiving public assistance than non-recidivists.

The veverse was true for the Controls with the recidfvistslhaving a slightly

Tower rate of recipience of public assistance. A e
» TABLE 10, AN
SEX_AND RACE BY TNCOME N
HORE DETE T TOPILAT Ty
] 4
4| TELY FERNTE
i TOYAL I WRfe T Wisck SUbT R T Blhck SR
K Ro, 4 No., A Ho, RN 4 No, la, 4 _)lo, 4
i Unknown 23 9 10 19 0 4 4
fofLass Than 53,500 § 10 2.4 b 26,71 3 1| 7 22.6 2 50.0| 1 16.7| 3 30,0
‘:»z nl5°3,600+95,499 10 244 1 67| 6 4.5] 7 226 L o250 2 33,3 3 30,0
| 2| 8,500~ 7,409 11 26,8 4 26.7] 3 188 7 226 1 25.0) 3 50.0| 4 40,0
§ @l 7,500-$9,999 § 12.2.4 2 13.3] 3 18.8| 5 161 6 -l o - 0 -
; | $10,000 & Over & 12.2 4 2671 1 62| 5 161 o -]l 0o -{ 0 -
g ' 2 TOTALS 64 100,0 f 24 300.1 | 26 1001 | 50 100,0 41000 | 10 100.0 | 14 100.0
i Hean ($5,866) ($7,450) | (56,269) | (56,371} | (53,875 | (54,583) | (34,300)
| Unknaun 1 5 5 {w . |1 0 1
Less Than $3,500 £ 5 3u.b 2 33.3) 3 50,0 5 417 g -} 0 -] 0 -
' w] § 3,500-$5,499 4 30.8 z 3330 2 93.3] 4 33.3 ¢ -{ 0 {0 -
f Bl 5,600~ 7,499 2 16,4 1167 1367 2 16 0 -f o -0 -
; S 7,500-59,9909 2 16,4 1 1671 0 -] 1 83 P00} 0 | 1100.0
{ 5| $10,000 & vor 0 - R B T I 0 ~f 0 -f 0
] s Tasz St oo
- o '
% ~ TOTALS 26 100,10 |7 13 00.0f 11 100.0{ 22 100,0 21000( 0 -] 21000
1 Nean (54,750} ($9,393) | (33,500} | (4,417} | (30,750) ' ($8,750)
s *Parcentages da not include Unknown .
} TASLE 11, \
i RECEIVING PUDLIC ASSISTAHCE DY SCX AND RACE
5 ' ' HOWME DEVERTION POPULATION
! . v :
WALE . ' FEHALEL
| TOTAL White Black Sub 1. Hhite Black Sub T,
! Row B o, & 1No. & 1o — & {Wo. & |Wo. & [fo. %
! o YES 27 443 | 8 34.81 12 48,0 20 41,7 2 50,0| 5 65.6] 7 53.8
L N0 34 95,7 ; 15 65.2] 13 52.07 28 58,3 2 50.0 4 44.4 6 46.2
#=1 Unknown 3 - 1 1 2 (1] 1 1
G e
".’ TOTALS 64 1C0,0 24 10,01 26 100.0 | 50 100.0 4 100.0} 10 100,0| 14 100.C
wlves 12 54,5 4 36.4 7 17,81 11 55.0 1. 50.0 0 - 1 50,0
w0 10 45,5 7 63.6 2 2.2 g 45.0 1 50.0 0 - 1 50.0
| & Unknown 2 0 2 - 2, 0 0 0
“ltoraL S 24 100,0 11-100.0{ 11 100,0¢ ) 22 100.0 . 2 100.0 0 . 2 100.0
; *Percentages do not inciude Unknowns., -15




The final demographic variable examined Qas schoo} status. The informa-
tion is presented in Table 12. As was noted in the methodology, scﬁool status
was the 6ne factor which differentiated the o?erall Howe Detentfon population
from the Control population as the Control group had a higher rate of school |
withdrawal. For the Control group, the recidivists were more 11kely to be
‘withdrawn from school than the non-vecidivists. Interestingly, the opposite
was true for the Home Detention popuiation with those withdrawn from school
move Tikely to be nos-recidivists. wh&tg Zhe differences were not significant,
the Amplication at this Lime is That being withdrawn faom school shoutd not

be a hindrance ;o admnisslon {nto Home Detention.

YABLE 12,

SCHOOL STATUS BY SEX AND RACE
{OME_DETENTION POPULATION

WETE FERATE ;

TOTAL White Black ST nte Black ST

Mo % " Ho. % |No. % 1No, 4 Wb % 1No. % |No. ‘
1 Unknown 3 2 ) I ) 0 0. :
2 Attending 48 78,7 | 16 72.71 21 ea.0l 3 187 £100.0] 7 70.01 11 78.6
Zl uithdrawn 13 21.3 6 22.3} 4 16.0( 10 213 @ ~| 3 30.0] 3 21.4
ZITOTALS 64 100.0 | 24 100.0| 26 100.0| 50 100,0 4 100,0 | 10 100.0{ 14 100.0
@} Unkrown 0 0. 0 0 o 0 ¢
2t Attending 21 875 8 72.7] 11 100.0] 19 86.4 #3000 0 -] 2.100.0
£ Withdrawn 1 12.5 3 2230 o -1 3 13.8 8 «f 0 -1 0
o
“IToTALS 24 100.0 | 11 100.0} 13 100.0] 22 100.0 200.0f 0 -} 21000

*Percentages do not fnclude Unknowns., : ' , '

As hight have been expected, the length of time on Home Detention
differed greatly, -for the recidivists gnd non-recidivists. The mean Tength
of time on Home Detention for n0n~recidivi§ts was doudble that of the recidivist:
1t 4hdu£d afso be noted that seventy per cent of the secidivists commnitied new
cfdenses within thiee weeks. ' '
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TABLE 13,

LENOTH TN PROGRAM BY séx AND.RAGE
L“*n*m"mcm JON PHOURAY
. o HALT ' ‘ FEMALE
onvs JrOTAL WRECTT R TN WNEE T Mack.— T SiET:
‘ oo & fNs, & W6 " A No, R v, R I New T Mo, %
l"‘o 6 : glf! ¥ 2 B'S 1 3-8 3 Gvo 0 - 3 30.0 3 21.4
a 11-20 18 28.1 9 37.5 5 19,21 14 28,0 D “ 4 40.0 4 28.6
al 2130 18 8.1 6 25,00 9 4.6{ 15 30,0 2 80,00 1 10.0] 3 21.4
& 31-40 6 9.4 2 8,31 4 154} & 12.0 ¢ -1 0 «1 0 -
B A 16 '25.0 5 28] 7 29112 24,0 2 50,0] 2.20.0) 4 28.6
}? . ) v
§§ TOTALSE 64 1000 24 99,9] 26 99.9] 50 100.0 4100,0 ] 10 160,01 14 100.0
Mean (31.8) (24.9) (37.9) (31.7) {46.5) {26.6) (32.2)
110 10 AL7 3 22,31 b6 5451 9 0.9 1 80,00 o = 1 50,0
' 11-20 7 2%.2 3 22.3( 3 2731 6 27,3 1 50,0{:0 «{ 1 50.0 ‘
g} 2§-30 5 20.8 3 273} 2 8.2 8 22 0 -{ 0 -] 0 -
o] 31-40 2 8.3 2 18.21 0 -1 2 91 0 -] 0 ~1 0 -
gg A%+ 0.« 0 0 0 L=!0 - 0 -1 0 -1 0 -
§§
TOTALS Y 24 1000 1 100.¢ | 11 100,01 22 100,0 2100,0f 0 ~ | 2100,0
Mean (16.0) - 120.2) (12.6) (16.4) {11.5) (11,5)
: b
_ TABLE 14,
COURT DISPOSITION BY SEX AND RACE
HOME “GETEHTION POPOCATTON
NALE FEMALE
TOTAL I—yhye Mack T Sub T, 1 Tihite Black ST
No. % No., 2 1N, % 1 No. % 4No, % 1No, 3 1.
Disposition Sti1] Pending 2 1 1 .2 0 0 ¢
2| Dismissed/Filed Avay  ° 18 29,0 4 17.41 9 36.01°13 27.i) 2 50.0| 3 30,04 5 3
@ Foster Care/Protective Serv, 4 6.5 ] - i 4.0 S 0 - 3 30.0( 3 2
=1 Mental Health/Drug Center 2 3.2 2 8.7 0 ~1 2 4,2F5 0 «1 0 -1 9
Bl probation/VPO 26 4.9 % 12 52.2] 11 440} 23 42.9%F 1 2.0 2 20.0f 3 ¢
31 Group Home 4 6.5 2 8.7 1 4,0 3 6.3 ¢ » 1 10,0 1
o1 Delinquent Institution 8 12.9 3 13.0{ 3 12,0] 6 325§ 1 250} 1 10,0y 21
TOTALS 64 -100.0 | 24 100.0 | 26 100.0 | 50 160.1{ 4 100.0 | 10.100.0 | 14 0
Disposition Still Pending ' 0. 4 ' 0 0
Dismissed/Filed Away 4 20,0 2 18,21 1°14.31 3 16774 1 s0,0f O -~ 1 %
Foster Care/Protective Serv., 0 - v - 0 - D - 0 - 0, = 0
£1 Henta) Health/Drug Center 0 -t o «l o 10 «8o0o <} o0 -] O
5t Probation/VPO . 9 45,0 & 54.5 3 42.9 9 50.0 0 - 0 - 0
= Group Home 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0
| Definquent Institution 7 350 [ 3 22.3) 3 42,9 6 33:3) 1 5004 0 ~-| 15
& ‘ : : x
TOTALS 24 100.0 ! 11 200,06 31 100.1 | 22 200.0 % 21000 O -} 21

AJKJi

*Parcentages ds not fnclude Disﬁositfou Sti11 Pending.
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The ultamate court disposition for both the %ome Detent1on and the contwol
populat1ons was highly related to whether the child committed a new offense '.
during the court process. Those who commitied new offenses pending adfudication
dr both populations were more Likely Zo be committed fo a delinquent institution
{p<.05).  Non-recidivists had a slightly higher rate of -having their cases f11er

'away or dism1534do
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SUMMARY DESCRIPTION

HOHE DETENTION POPULATION

NON-RECIDIVISTS RECIDIVISTS
% Mean & Mean
Major vs. Person Offenders 14.1 20.8
Major vs. Property Offenders 35.9 54,2
Minor Offenders 28.1 16.7
Social Offerders 21.9 8.3
First Offenders 14.1 8.3
Previous Major Offense 57.8 62.5
Mean Number Prior Offanses 4.8 Lo 6.6
Mean Age ' 15.2 15.0
Age 14 and Under 28.1 : 29,2
Age 15 and 18 53.1 “62.5
Age 17 18.8 8.3
Living with Mother Only 53.2 66.7
Living with Both Parents 29.0 . 16.7
Mean Income $5,866, -1 $4.750
Below $3,500 24,4 ' - 38.5
Above $7,500 24.4 15.4
Receiving Public Assistance 44.3 54,5
Withdrawn from School 21.3 12.5
DISPOSITION |
| TFiTed Away/Dismissed 29.0 I 20.0
Probation/Vp0 41.9 ‘ 456.0
Delinquent Institution 12.9 35.0
Mean Number of Days in 3
Home Detention 31.8 li 16.0

-19~
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SUMMARY DESCRIPTION
CONTROL. POPULATION

NON-RECIDIVISTS RECIDIVISTS

% Mean % Mean
Major vs. Person Offenders 11.4 V7.7
Major vs. Property Offenders | 48.6 53.8
Minor Offenders 17.1 38.5
Social Offenders 22.9 -
First 0ffenders 31.4 -

. Previous Major Offense 45,7 100.0}
Mean Number Prior Offenses ; 3.0 . 10.8
Mean Age ‘ L ' 15.2 15,7
Age 14 and Undep 25,7 , 15.4
Age 15 and 16 60.0 ‘ 53.8
Age 17 14.3 ' 30.8
Living with Mother Only 42.9 38.5
Living with Both Parents 34.3 ‘ | 38.5

| Mean Income | $6,375 “ $5,975

Below $3,500 41.7 ‘ 30.0 ~
Above $7,500 29.2 20.0
Receiving Public Assistance 3.1 30.8
withdrgwn from School . 25,7 1 482

| DISPOSITION .

| T FiTed Away/Dismissed 40.0 © 23,1
*Probation/VPO 37.1 23.1
~ Delinquent Institution 2.9 46,2
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GENERAL FINDINGS: OUTCOME

Y Home aetentfen has a greater impact on the success of muttiple
offenders than a matched Control Group without those services.

Y Initial pﬁogram stérﬁuup had a deleterious effect on the Home
Detention ouytcome. To Ti11 the caseloads, juveniles who were higher
risks were accepted which may have affected recidivism.

¥ Home Detention had hetter success with social and'minor otfenders

compared to ather offense categories.

¥ Home Detention was more successful with older‘juveniles and with

“those withdrawn from school than the Control Group.

/ Females performed 7211 in the pregram.
v Home Detention did not do as well with children under fifteen.

/-Those from families with higher incomes did better in both the

'Expérimahtai and Controt groups. .

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

living arrangement is a quantitative measure and does not rate the

quality of the home environment.

% Juveniles who committed new offenses did so ea??y in the program,

V. Recidivists were more Tikely to receive an institutional disposition.

“21-
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IMPRESSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

‘@ It would appear that the program 1s well on 1ts way to meeting

the goals and objectives as stated in the grant application.

@ The progress (success/recidivism) should corttinue to be wonitored

“as the program gains expertise in determining these youths who are the '

optimum candidates for Home Detention.

e An improved measurement for the quality of the home situation

“should be employed and monitored as to its fmpact on the success/failure

rate of the program.

@ The majority of referrals to Home Detention came from only a few
assessment workers. Ongoing discussion with the assessment staff should
seek to encourage referrals of all youths who might respond to the program.

o In general, the project is operating within reasonable expectations

‘for a new program.
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