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Criminal justice policymakers at all levels of government are
hampered by a lack of sound information on the effectiveness of various
programs and approaches. To help remedy the problem, the National
Institute sponsors a National Evaluation Program to provide practical
information on the costs, benefits and Timitations of selected criminal
justice programs now in use throughout the country.

Each NEP assessment concentrates on a specific "topic area” con-
sisting of groups of on-~going projects with similar objectives and
strategies. The initial step in the orocess is a "Phase I" study that
jdentifies the key issues, assesses what is currently known about them,
and develops methods for more jntensive evaluation at both the national
and Tocul level. Phase I studies are not meant to be definitive evaluations;
rather, they analyze what we presently know and what is still uncertain

or unknown. They offer a sound basis for planning further evaluation and
research.

Although Phase I studies are generally short-term (approximately
six to eight months), they examine many projects and collect and
analyze a great deal of information. To make this information available
to state and Tocal decision-makers and others, the National Institute
publishes a summary of the findings of each Phase I study. Microfiche
or Toan copies of the full report are made available through the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service, Evaluation Clearinghouse, P.0. Box
24036, S.W. Post Office, Washington, D.C. 20024,

These Phase I reports are now available:

Operation Identification Projects
Citizen Crime Reporting Projects

Specialized Police Patrol Operations
° Neighborhood Team Policing

Pre-Trial Screening

Pre-Trial Release

° Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)
Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects
DeTinquency Prevention

Alternatives to Incarceration of Juveniles
Juvenile Diversion

° Citizen Patrol

° Traditional Patrol
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ABSTRACT

Institutions for juvenile offenders, often large and isolated,
have come under increasing criticism in recent years. It is often
suggested that such places be closed and replaced by a range of
community-based alternative programs. A number of such programs have
been established and this study provides an assessment of some of their
problems and possibilities. Some definitional problems were encoun-
tered, not Teast the meaning of community-based, which might most
appropriately refer to the extent and quality of the linkages between
the youths, staff, program and the community. Programs were also
assessed along other dimensions, including the nature of the control
exercised over youths.

The study suggests that it is insufficient to assess individual
programs in isolation from the oveérall process of which they are a
part. A fundamental issue which must be addressed is whether these new
programs are in fact replacing incarceration, or merely providing a
supplementary appendage to the traditional system. The connections
between the new programs and the incarcerative settings which they
are said to be replacing require close scrutiny. It is hoped that
this study, based upon a review of the literature and a number of
site visits, will introduce a note of caution in an area where belief
in panaceas and the use of catchwords have often obscured the need
for careful scrutiny of what is actually taking place.
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FOREWORD

There have been many calls in recent years for the phasing out of
major juvenile institutions, which have been criticized for being
regimented, isolated, and ineffective in rehabilitating youth. In
their place, many advocate creation of less secure community-based
treatment facilities and programs.

Is the juvenile justice system actually moving in this direction?
According to this study, there has been a trend towards increased
use of community-based facilities but not a major decline in the

use of training or reform schools. The result is that many programs
are serving as a supplement to incarceration rather than replacing
secure institutional care. A major exception is the network of
community-based programs developed in Massachusetts since that State
closed its training schools in 1970-72.

The study highlights the need to assess community-based programs as
an integral part of the juvenile justice process. If not, these pro-
grams run the risk of "widening the net" -- a problem that has nagged
so many of our major reforms. The study also assesses a humber of
other aspects of community-based programs, including the extent and
quality of their clients' contacts with the community and the amount
of control they exert over the youth in their care.

A1l of these findings should be of immediate practical benefit to
planners at all levels who are facing difficult choices of how,
where, and for whom to develop programs.

Although funded by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, the NEP studies dealing with juveniles were monitored by

staff of the new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
Both offices look forward to more such cooperative ventures.

/u —Q-?M%‘y‘b
Milton Luger
Assistant Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Preverition
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PREFACE

is is part of a three volume report which assesses Community-
based X?lérnatgves to Juvenile Incqrcerat1on. The Stu%y_WQS ﬁon-
ducted by the Juvenile Justice_Proaect3 Department of 1g}§1naxt s
Justice Studies at the University of Minnesota during ! . JEes
commissioned by the National Institute of Law Enforcement an

Justice as part of its National Evaluation Programs.

Volume 1 Community-Based A1terqatives ﬁo Juvenile Incarceration:
Final Report has these main topic areas:

e historical review

¢ review of literature and identification of key issues
e description of community-based programs
e assessment of field research

® research design issues

e evaluation designs that address both program and process issues

i i ile Incarceration:
o Community-based Alternatives to Juveni :
gglgmsisit Reports contains the comp1ete.reports of the tw$;;§ site
Visits undertaken in this topic area during the summer of .

i i ile Incarceration:
Volume 3 Community-based Alternatives to Juven? .
Rg;ort Summary is a summary of the final report. It 1s schedu1e§iggt
distribution to juvenile Jjustice planners and others with respon

1ities in this field.

iX
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I. INTRODUCTION: PURPOSES AND QUTLINE OF REPORT

Training and reform schools for delinguent and other youth were
once viewed both with pride and optimism; today the view is considera-
bly less sanguine. The contemporary rhetoric and the recommendations
of recent national commissions have stressed the need to develop
community-based alternatives to incarcerative settings. The urgency
of this task was reflected in the recently enacted Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974, which created a national
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention within LEAA.

This study is one of a number of Phase I Assessments of the
National Evaluation Program within LEAA to focus specifically on a
topic within juvenile justice. The focus has been on alternatives
to the deep end of the juvenile justice system - alternatives in lieu
of incarceration after an adjudication of delinquency. The study has
been completed in eight months, which is the period of time established
by the NEP Phase I design. Clearly such a project cannot undertake
the in-depth and quantitative focus that is the aim of long-term
undertakings, such as the University of Michigan's National Assess-
ment of Juvenile Corrections. The intent of this study, rather, is
to provide an up-to-date description of the current level of practice
for policy makers and researchers concerned with issues that arise
in the use of community-based aiternatives to incarceration.

The focus of the study, and the object of this report,is to pro-
vide a qualitative perspective of community-based alternatives to
incarceration based upon 1) a review of the literature relating to the
key issues and research; and 2) findings from the field research
covering a range of community-based programs. The field research
specifically attempted to reflect the perspectives of key actors,

including whenever possible, youths being processed through the
system.

It is assumed from the outset that any examination of community-
based programs cannot be isolated from an examination of the wider
juvenile justice context within which the programs operated. This
consideration has been especially important for this study as its major
theme is the overail function that these programs serve in terms of
providing alternatives to incarceration. An important question in this

ST
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re in fact replacing or supp ent
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* A companion report prepared b

IT.  LITERATURE REVIEW - ISSUES AND RESEARCH

A. The Contemporary State of Affairs

In January, 1973, the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals published its report. In regard
to juvenile offenders the report stated in its standards that "Each
correctional agency administering state institutions for juvenile...
offenders should immediately adopt a policy of not bui{ding new major
institutions for juveniles under any circumstances..."! and "Al1
major instituticons for juveniles should be phased out over the five
year period."2 There are few indications that the Commission's five
year deadline for closing juvenile institutions is being taken
seriotisly anywhere in the !nited States. The National Assessment of
Juvenile Corrections finds that "the traditional training school or

public institution continues to be the dominant choice for disposition
of juvenile offenders."3

The one exception to the rule is Massachusetts, which closed all
of its state and county training schools. No other state has so
dramatically undertaken to decarcerate youths at the deep end of the
system. The Massachusetts reform is the subject of a major research
effort being undertaken by the Harvard Law School Center for Criminal
Justice for a seven year period* (1970-1977).% The research is docu-
menting and evaluating the consequences of the abandonment of training
schools in favor of a wide range of alternative programs. As such, it
is the most comprehensive research ever undertaken on community-based
alternatives to incarceration.t Preliminary findings indicate that
there is less evidence of delinquent subcultures in the alternative
programs as oppused to the training schools. The recidivism results
are less definitive at this time, but it does appear that the changes
which have occurred have not increased public risk from youthful crime.8

* The Harvard research design has five components: 1) political and
organizational changes at the state level and at the agency's central
office; 2) political and organizational analysis of regional offices;
3) program subculture study; 4) evaluation of program organization and
operation; 5) a cohort analysis.

+Though yet to be completed, the Harvard researchers have already pub-
Tished or otherwise made available many of the findings including a

detailed analysis of political and organizational changes,® and a number
of useful concept papers,b,/.
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B. Definitional Issues: Community-Based and Incarceration

There is general agreement that an alternative to incarceration
must at Teast differ in type from an incarcerative setting. One
recent study defined incarceration as "collective residential restraint."*
Generally, the central feature of incarceration is taken to be its con-
fining nature. Such incarcerative settings clearly include prisons,
jails, reformatories, training schools, and secure hospitals.

In contrast, the term "community-based" has produced considerable
confusion. Claims, for example, have been made that some training
schools are community-based by virtue of their location in a
"community". The most thorough conceptual work that has been done
on defining community-based focuses upon the nature of Tinkages
between programs and the community.9 Programs,according to this
definition can be differentiated on the basis of the "extent and
quality of relationships between pro%ram staff, clients and the community
in which the program is located...."10 In this manner, community-based
programs are viewed as being along a continuum ranging from the least
to the most community-based. "Generally, as the frequency, quality,
and duration.of communjty relationships increase the program becomes
more community-based."

Some research evidence suggests that community-based programs
may well be relatively unsuccessful in developing Tinkages with their
community. Empey and Lubeck in their study of The Silverlake Experiment,
drew attention to the shortcomings of the Silverlake program in this
regard despite the fact that the group home was located in a residential
neighborhood.12 Similarly, researchers involved in the National
Assessment of Juvenile Corrections caution that 'community treatment
can become semantic trivia for traditional programs whose physical
location in an urban community is_the sole basis for identifying
the program as community-based."13 One issue that has not been addressed
with respect to the community-basedness of programs is whether an
offender is placed in a program located in his own community, or else-
where. There are, again, some indications that residential community-
based programs may result in removal of the youth from his or her
own community, and in some instances involve being placed considerable
distances from home. !4

C. Program Issues and Research

1. Range of Programs

The most comprehensive information on the current range of
programs 1is being assembled by the National Assessment of Juvenile
Qorregt1ons. This study reports that community-based programs for
Juveniles can be found in every state, but that the number and pro-
portions of these programs are 1imited and highly skewed among the
states. NAJC finds a great variety of such programs ranging from
group homes, halfway_houses, day care, group foster care to open

residential centers.15 The study outlines a number of other provi-
sional findings:

(1) Programs vary in size with day treatment ranging
from 10 to 85 youth, and residential programs 3 to 54.

(2) Larger group homes and halfway houses are primarily
located in states that have made a determined effort
to move away from reliance upon the training school,
and are commonly found in urban metropolitan areas.

(3) In no state are there sufficient programs to handle
all of the juveniles who are available for referral
to such programs. The researchers comment: "There
is much discussion about community-based programs,
put at the present, they are not a viable alternative
in most of the country. Moreover, community-based
programs are often initiated with federal LEAA funds
on a short-term basis, and many fade away after a
year or less."16

(4) Day treatment centers and other types of non-residential
programs are very much in a minority, and do not exist
in some states at all.

2. Program Effectiveness

Non-residential milieu therapy as an alternative to incarceration
has been subjected to some evaluation. One of the most important of
these studies was an examination of the Provo program by Empey. 17
Youth in the Provo program were compared with two control groups: youth
on regular probation and youth incarcerated in a training school.
Empey's findings after a six-month follow-up were: a) the success
rate qf youth placed in Provo and on probation was similar (77 percent);
b) slightly more youth completed Provo than probation; c) training
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school graduates recidivated nearly twice as much as the other

two groups; d) after four years, the frequency of arrests (comparing
pre- and post-intervention periods) decreased for the experimental
group at more than twin: the rate of the control group; e) costs were
considerably less for the Provo program as compared with incarceration.

Another non-residential program subject to evaluation was
Essexfields. The findings here note that Essexfields has a higher
rate of recidivism than probation and did not differ significantly
in recidivism from_either group residential centers or from the
state reformatory.!8

In Tooking at these studies as a whole, Martinson concluded
that such programs are "neither more nor Tess successful than ?ther
currently available treatment programs for similar offenders."!9

With the exception of foster homes which have received Tittle
study, a number of residential programs have been evaluated. However,
the validity of many of the findings has been challenged on methodo-
logical grounds. Martinson again summarizes the known effectiveness
of such programs.

When recidivism is used as a criterion, the superiority
of residential... milieu therapy programs over other
forms of treatment is questionable, althoufh there

is some evidence that participants in such programs

do no worse than those in available alternative
programs. 2

A very comprehensive and methodologically sound study of a single
group home was Silverlake.2l Some of Empey and Lubeck's findings
were: a) the program became increasingly control-oriented over time;
b) less than half the youth completed the program; c) youth who com-
pleted the program were less likely to recidivate than those who
didn't; d) there was a similar reduction in delinquency between the
control group (in an open institutional program) and Silverlake;
e) the only difference between the control program and Silverlake was
in terms of cost - Silverlake youth remained in the program slightly
less than half the time the control group was incarcerated, making
Silverlake considerably cheaper. Finally, in commenting on the
residential aspect of the program, Empey states that there is no reason
to believe that "forced residence in a community group home is superior
to non-residential programming."22

3. Program Networks

Community-based programs can exist as part of a network of
alternative services. Some state agencies are becoming more sensitive
to arranging both simultaneous and sequential delivery of services
to youth. Research concerning program networks has been undertaken
by the Harvard Law School Center for Criminal Justice. Coates and
Miller have made a distinction between program sets and program
strategies.23 The total of all programs designed to fulfill a given
function is defined as a program set. Strategies are specific plans
which define goals on an operational Tevel and devise a general means
for attaining those goals. Specific programs are the means for imple-
menting strategies. Coates and Miller observe that this distinction
has important implications for evaluation, commenting: "Because of
the rapid turnover of specific programs in a changing correctional
system, the different strategies become the principal focus for evalua-
tion with the individual programs (strategy components) being secondary."24

Important as this conceptual work is, it is probably not applicable
to the current scene as described by NAJC and elsewhere. With the
exception of one or two states, community-based alternatives to in-
carceration appear to be operating in both isolation and ignorance
of other such programs, and there is Tittle evidence of intervention
strategies.

4. Discretionary Justice

An assumption which has guided the development and use of
community-based programs is that they can offer more humane care than
correctional institutions. It has, however, been argued that many
of the assumptions and procedures of prisons and training schools are
being manifested in alternative programs.2® An issue of particular
concern in this regard is the use of discretion and the lack of
distinction between the provision of rehabilitative services and control
programs. Treatment in a correctional context can be used as a form of
social control; it can be, and usually is, forced upon 1‘nmates/ch’ents.26
Paul Lerman, in his study of the California Community Treatment Project
(CTP), often found discretionary power being defended as necessary
for treatment. He noted that the heavy emphasis on treatment has almost
entirely obscured the.controlling activities of programs.
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__The policy of right to treat can, in practice, yield
morlhcoﬁtrOthhan tgeatment experiences for youth. With- .
out an alternative policy to confine and check the dominan
aspects of correctional programs, there 1s no assurance :
that community treatment programs will d1m1nwsh the soc1a__
costs to individuals nor will they automatically be assocl
ated with social benefits for society.

D. Policy Issues

1. The Parens Patrize Tradition

Juvenile justice has been dominated by.the notion of parenggpatrwae,
which was formalized by the creatjon of the juvenile cqurt ;n 1gee.
The primary function of the juvenile cqurt and corrections faih cﬂi]d .
to provide rehabilitative services in "the best interests o ) e hi 4 e
There are two major challenges to this ph1losophyi ”E1rs§i_t~?2?1ﬁ
who advocate a more legalistic system based upor a justice moze o
of intervention: Jjuvenile justice wog]d be primarily concerne %leatment
providing gpecific sanctions for criminal offenses while mak1ﬂg treatne
vo1untary.2B The second challenge comes from thqse who seg the JBE—
system as failing to protect the public from serious offen eri. es
servers such as Wilson stress the 1nqapac1tat1ve and deterren pu;ggon
of a justice system and argue for fairly Tong periods of wncarcg21Vists )
for youthful offenders who commit v1o1ent crimes or whodare recws vis .
Within this context, the manner in which community-based program
used becomes an important issue.

2. Dispositional Jurisdiction

:c concern over certain types of offenders has direct '
imp1ic2%?l;§ gor community-based a]terpat1ve programs, espec1al1y WT?h
regard to the dispositional process which determines ?he.tqrge pqgu
Tation for community-based programs. of pa(t1cu1ar 51gn1f1cince ; v
the conflict between the courts and corrections agencies as o]pr g
placement decisions. The Harvard kaw School study 1is payang itose
attention to the changing re]ationsh1p between the MaggacAuse tsa1
Department of Youth Services and the juvenile courts. cin ?d have
issue in Massachusetts is whether the courts or the agency stoud
the responsibility for program p1acement.31 The conflict eﬁ eqube
to include questions as to how certain types of offenders shou
handled.

3. Quality Control

The experience to date has been mixed regarding accountability
and quality control of correctional programs. There has, for example,
been considerable criticism and inadequate monitoring of the services
provided by private agencies to delinquent youth in New York.

While the situation is not universally poor, the overall state of
monitoring of services is best summed up by a commentator on the
national juvenile justice scene, who recently observed that "the most
important negative aspect...of our services for children is an almost

complete loss of accountability on the part of the juvenile justice
organization."33

4. Governmental Responsibility

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections reports a
trend toward centralized state responsibility for an increasing range
of juvenile juttice programs. This study reports:

Everyvwhere we have found major prokblems in achieving
closely meshed collaboration among services for youth
offenders and other youth with related problems or
characteristics. Furthermore, these problems persist

at all levels of government, and of administration or
operation.34

5. Replacing or Supplementing Incarceration?

A fundamental policy decision concerning the role of community-
based programs as alternatives to incarceration is: are community-
based programs intended to replace incarceration or merely supplement
its use?* If the latter option is chosen, the consequence may be
widening the net of services by placing juveniles in community programs
who otherwise would probably not have been incarcerated. The policy
ghoicedessentially concerns whether community-based programs should

e used for youths who are at the deepest end
youths who are incarcerated, and shou?d Targe ?xsgygu%¥gﬁgm5ef8Yo§Q8§e
or whether programs should be used for youth entering the system who
are shallow end or minor offenders. The limited experience of the
California Probation Subsidy program suggests that the shallow end
approach may not affect the total numbers of youth being incarcerated.35
The deep end approach taken in Massachusetts has been successful 1in
decarcerating juvenile offenders and vastly reducing the availability
of incarcerative facilities in the state.

* The same question is raised by Sarri and Selo in "Some Selected
Findings of the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections," paper pre-
sented at the American Correctional Association, August, 1975.
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111. FIELD RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

ite visi tions
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IV SITE VISIT FINDINGS

Introduction

There was often considerable disparity between program descrip-
tions studied prior to the visits and what was actually found to exist
during the course of the field research. Changes in legislation,
funding sources and key personnel sometimes result in radical altera-
tions of a program's demeanor. A recurrent finding at most locations
visited was a state of flux and the anticipation of yet further change.

During the course of the field work, several significant issues
arose which concerned program policy, funding, and research decision
making. These issues were critical where seen in the context of:

a) the placement process; b) program elements; and c) factors extrin-
sic to the operation of programs. This section examines client
selection processes; issues specific to the operatior of programs;
and issues which place community-based alternatives to incarceration
within the broader context of funding and political considerations.

A. Placement Process

1. Intervention Points

The report has stressed the importance of viewing programs within
the context of the juvenile justice process. The connections of each
program visited to the relevant decision making points in the juvenile
justice process were a major focus of the field research. The diagram
illustrates some existing but not necessarily typical points of inter-
vention within the juvenile justice process that were encountered as
alternatives to incarceration. The first two programs (PDCP and MSA)
might be termed dispositional advocacy programs and represent Strategies
rather than individual programs. Both programs illustrate unique
forms of intervention; they act as advocates for thier clients in pro~
viding sentencing alternatives at the dispositional hearing. The
remaining three programs provide direct services in the form of a
non-residential alternative school (METRO), an achievement home
(Ach;evement Model I), and a family group home (the Joe Blow Family
Home ) .

11
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The Public Defender's Counseling Program (PDCP) was developed
by the public defender and a group of ex-offenders to provide pre-
sentence counseling for indigent juvenile offenders. The initial
counsel/client relationship in the program is established upon a
referra’l from the public defender immediately upon his appointment at
the preliminary hearing. The counselor's responsibility is to provide
a 1link between the youth and possibie community-based alternatives
should s/he be adjudicated delinquent.* The written report is submitted
at the dispositional hearing, and once the youth is placed in a
community-based program, the counselor's formal relationship with the
youth ends.

. The Multiple Services Agency (MSA) was devéloped as a response
to the need for alternatives to incarceration for youths being sent
to DYS traihing schools from & Targe metropolitan area of the state.
Like the PDCP, MSA also provides dispositional advocacy but its in-
tervention occurs at a Tater stagsz in the court's proceedings against
the youth. The majority of referrals to the program are made following
the adjudicatory hearing by the probation officer. MSA then provides
an assessment of the youth's needs and submits a plan to the judge at
the dispositional hearing. The judge wmay then send the youth to
MSA. This agency utilizes individually oriented treatment plans
that continue to reflect the needs of the client. Other referrals to
the program come from the state department of juvenile corrections.

The METRO program is a non-residential program for delin-
quent youths with educational and emotional problems. Youths are
referred to METRO by the probation department following an adjudication
of delinquency and placement on probation. The major criteria for
referral is that the youth has fallen behind in school but is motivated
to work at raising his/her academic skills. Parents and youths to-
gether must consent to involvement in the program.

* If the youth is not found delinquent, this report is not filed with
the court and the PDCP ceases its contact with the client.
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. Achievement Model I is one of 56 replications of the Achieve-
ment Place Model developed in Lawrence, Kansas in 1967. The program
receives its referrals from the probation department. Youth must
be adjudicated delinquent or dependent and placed on formal proba-
tion. The goal of the home's behavior modification treatment pro-
gram is to establish, through reinforcement and instruction, impor-
tant behavioral competencies. The primary treatment technique used
is behavior modification through the means of a token economy.
Points are earned or lost based upon the youth's behavior, and are
used to purchase certain privileges including the eventual right
to return home.

. The Joe Blow Family Group Home is a licensed home that
recejves youth from the state Department of Youth Services. Mr.
and Mrs. Blow's basic concern is teaching the boys how to function
in a family setting. A DYS counselor provides support to the Blow
group home by operating group sessions five days a week for the
youths in the home. The groups use a form of reality therapy and
guided group interaction.

2. Placement Criteria

Though program placement criteria reflected the view that
youths should be placed in programs according to their specific
needs, the field investigations found that referral agencies (pro-
bation, DYS, etc.) depended on other factors when making their
placement decisions. These included organizational considerations
such as the availability of placements or the types of intervention
efforts at various phases of the juvenile justice process (see diagram
of intervention points in Chapter VI).

Placement criteria are also defined relative to the types of youth
that should be sent to incarcerative facilities and the types of youth
considered appropriate for community-based programs. In the twelve
sites visited, most juvenile justice officials expressed the view that
incarcerative facilities are appropriate and necessary for serious
offenders. However, there are widely varying opinions as to what
constitutes a serious offense. This is clearly illustrated by the
fact that one third of all incarcerated youth in the United States
(and in the case of girls alone, more than half) are status offenders.

The field research did reveal two broad strategies which de-

termine the, type of youth fox *whom community-based programs are being
used: a) shallow end; and b) deep end.
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a. Shallow end

. The most common criteria that was found (i i isi
nsured thg placement of relatively minor firs£ gng ggnlgei;§SSV1S1tS)
offenders into the community-based programs. Many of these community-
bgsgd programs for shallow end offenders exist in a correctional
m111eg in Wh?ch more youths are placed in incarcerative facilities
than 1n community-based programs. It appears that many youths
are being placed in community-based progruams for whom the chances
g;cgng?ggeratlon wgu]d have been slight. It may well be that

ement criteria are widenin ' "
do ot require any tme oF program.q the net to include youth who

b. Deep end

Two of the community-based programs visite i i
where the minimal use of incarcergtiSn necess;taiegxégémagiiyftate
baged programs for the vast majority of juvenile offenders.* Within
th1s_context, referral criteriato community-based programs are
cons1derab1y proaQer: In another state, MSA, an experimental brogram
has‘str1ct criteria in order to jnsure that only those youths 1in ’
Tmminent danger of being dncarcerated are referred. The program
director commented that the youths in the program were "hard core "

and implied that the program was pursyi
. u
field research found that: Pursuing a deep end strategy. The

because of the ...criteria, 55.6 percent of all t
clients of MSA were arrested for gajor felonies, 23.6
percent for minor felonies, 5.3 percent for major
misdemeanors, 2.8 percent for minor misdemeanors, and
2.8 percent for miscellaneous delinquency. (SVR 3)

3. Client Choice

_ A final important placement criterion involves the i
choice. Many‘program staff and juvenile justice persoZne$u$Z:}ozhgz
expressed desire to enter a program is a necessary prerequisite for
successful completion of the program. The nature of this choice
howevgr, Th many 1instances is affected by the consequences pspeéia11
when incarceration is held as the option to not choosing tﬁe'program.y

* Of approximately 2000 youths being handled b i
: y the state correcti
agency, less than 150 are being held in incarcerative facilities. onat




Despite the attempt to give the youth some say in the placement
process, the placement decision is commonly made by juvenile justice
personnel for the youth. Even where the explicit threat of incarcera-
tion is not used the authority of the court or correctional agency
%e??rally appears sufficient to ensure that the recommendations are
ollowed.

B. Program Issues K

1. Community-basedness

The extent, frequency and quality of linkages among program
staff, clients, and the local community provide a basis for
determining the degree to which programs are community-based relative
to incarceration.

a. Extent and Frequency of Linkages with the Community
One aspect of incarceration is its social separation from
the community. In this respect, the extent of linkages with the
community is extremely 1imited, if not in many cases non-existent.
One community-based program encountered during the field research
was similar to incarceration in that it did not allow any community
contact during the initial thirty days of residence.

The majority of programs visited placed varying iimits on the
extent and frequency of community linkages. This was particulariy i
the case with residential programs, many of which use an achievement |
system to regulate the extent of community contacts. One program i
example illustrates how this works: "Girls on the third level and ,
above can take 45 minute walks in the neighborhood after dinner." !
Attainment of a higher level brings increased contact in the form of :
weekend outings (SVR 2).

There is a great difference between programs which do and pro-
grams which do not 1imit the extent to which youths and staff interact
with the community. The extent and frequency of Tinkages with a com-
munity are not necessarily determined by whether a program is resi-
dential or non-residential. One non-residential progr-am which serves
as an alternative school, for example, has limited 1inkages with the
community during the enrollment period as most of the program's focus
is upon classroom related activities. In contrast, two residential
programs insisted on youth being present only for meals and hoysemeetings,
and that they must return to the house by a certain time at night. ;
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b. Quality of Community Linkages

The quality of linkages that a program has with a community is
a critical measure of community-basedness. Thoqgh.the extent and
frequency of community linkages might be‘high within a part1cu1ar
program, quality of Tinkages may be 1qck1ng. For example, 1in one
residential program examined in the f1e1d_researqh, the youths
attended the local public schools on a da1}y.bas?s. Apparently
the youths felt stigmatized by their jdentification w1th thg grﬁup
home; other students referred to them as the "San Qu@nt1n girls
and this had a profound effect on the quality of their relation-
ships at school.

Within this particular program, quality also depended upon
whether the youth was from the community in whjch the program was
located, or from another part of the state. Girls from other parts
of the state had to adjust to a new school situation and were not
able to see their families often. Similarly, in another program,
60 percent of the youths were from communities other than the one
in which the program was situated. Though the program emphasizes
community linkages, experiences take place outside of the community
to which the youth will eventually return.

The youth's own community is not 1nvo1yed in, nor
aware of the progress the youth is making anq con-
sequently, his reintegration into his community

(may) not be any easier because of his community
contacts while in the program. (Research team, SVR 9)

Other programs felt that it is sometimes necessary to remove
the youth from his/her own community in order to enable the youth
to experience new relationships, or to alleviate some of the pressures
that may have developed as a consequence of the offense that the '
youth committed. One interviewed youth, who 1is prasently incarcerated
in a state prison, felt that the nature of his offense made place-
ment within his own community detrimental to his chances for rghab1~
Titation. He stated that he was never able to overcome the stigma
the community had attached to him by virtue of the offense he had
committed.

Some programs which deal with older youths place a great_dea1
of emphasis upon the youth maintaining a Job within the community.
Finding quality employment for youths is difficult. As far as could
be determined in interviews with youth and staff in one program,
the jobs the youth could get were menial, low paying and unexciting;
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even these were rarely available. For those youth in job training
programs, there is no guarantee that their training will lead to
meaningful employment.

Sexist attitudes affect the quality of Tinkages; a discrepahcy
was noticed within one group home for girls, compared with group
homes for boys. Girls' needs for meaningful activity were not con-
sidered a priority. For example, while the boys in a similar program
in one state were encouraged to find jobs, the girls did volunteer
work. Despite the Tikely possibility of holding menial jobs the
girls in this particular program preferred to earn some money.

Though this study cannot draw firm conclusions on the relative
quality of community linkages between residential and non-residential
programs, the non-residential programs studied during this project

placed a strong emphasis on the quality of linkages with the community.

This was not equally true for all residential programs.

In summary, community-based programs exhibit varying degrees
of community-basedness along the dimensions of extent, frequency
and quality of linkages that the program has with a community. In
this respect, the programs can be placed on a continuum according
to their "community-basedness."

2. Control

Control 1in correctional programs can be examined from the
perspectives of: type; degree; duration; and the use of discretion.

a. Types of Controd

Incarceration, or physical confinement is one of the more
extreme types of control found in correctional programs.* In many
training schools visited, this type of control is manifested by
confinement in a locked cell or locked facility. In those training
schools where the majority of the population is not held behind Tocked
doors or high fences, surveillance and geographical distance can be
equally effective as controlling mechanisms.

* Physical abuse was reported by youths in some incarcerative facili-
ties but its extent could not be determined.
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In the field examination, only one alternative program (inves-
tigated during a site visit to a community-based program) used
physical confinement for control purposes. Though it only had 15
clients at a time, it had 25 full-time staff and was located on the
fourth floor of a thousand-bed public hespital. In addition to the
hig? degree of surveillance by staff, the youths were physically
confined.

A11 of the project-selected community-based programs used
five types of control to varying degrees: achievement systems;
the threat of incarceration; peer pressure; program regimentation;
and surveillance.

b. Degree of Control

In most of the state training schools studied during the
site visits, a high degree of control was maintained through constant
surveillance; the staff closely watched youths and controiled their
activities. In extreme cases, some of these incarcerative settings
used four hour lock-ups or confinement in a 6' by 4' steel cage for
38 days.

None of the community-based programs maintained either the
intensity or degree of control found in most of the state training
schools. Five major degrees of control were evidenced in these
programs and are as follows:

. Achievement Systems. The achievement system was used in
over half of the community-based programs visited. The staff feel
that the use of a point system compels the youth to be responsibie
for his/her behavior. With the accumulation of points comes privileges;
the final privilege being successful discharge from the program.
The point system in one program monitors the youth's behavior while
the youth attends public school during the day or when the youth
goes home for a weekend, by sending along activity report
cards which must be filled out by teacher or pdarent respectively.

Threat of Incarceration. In the majority of programs that
were examined, the threat of incarceration was used as a control
mechanism.* However, it was difficult to determine the extent to
which the "hammer" is used within individual programs. One program
did have extensive use of a detention facility on a weekend basis until
this activity was prohibited by a Tocal judge. More often, there was
an implicit awareness among youths that improper behavior on their part
could Tead to incarceration.

*Incarceration might invoive temporary placement in a local facility, or
transfer to a longer-term setting, such as a training school.
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. Peer Pressure. In programs which use peer pressure, the
responsibility for control rests with the youth. The daily group
meeting pressures individuals to conform to the dominant values of
the group. Groups can, as an aspect of controlling each other's
behavior, impose sanctions upon individual youths. The degree
of control maintained in such programs can be quite intense. While
the daily group meetings focus on establishing behavioral guidelines,
constant mutual vigilance throughout all program-related activities
insures a high degree of behavior control.

. Program Regimentatign. Rigid scheduling in two programs is
the basis for a high degree of control. One of these programs is a
modified therapeutic community. Intensive counseling and highly
controlled activities over an extended period of time are considered
necessary for rehabilitating clients who have usually been heavy
drug users for years.

Surveillance. The fifth type of control evidenced in
community~based programs is surveillance. A non-residential program
employs what it calls a client tracking system to supervise youth
"all the time." Counselors use detailed forms to log their efforts
with youth on a daily, weekly, and monthly basis. Such a high degree
of control over youths makes it a valued placement by the state Dapartment
of You'th Services.

Finally, two programs were noteworthy in functioning without
any overt control techniques. In these programs, a close relationship
between staff members and the youths appeared to be a more subtle
control device.

To some extent, the above types of control were manifested 1in
all the correctional programs visited, incarcerative and community-
based. Where the programs differ is their emphasis on one type of
control and the degree to which it is used.

c. Duration of Control

The existence of alternative community-based programs may be
in some instances increasing the duration of control that programs
have over youth. In one program, for example, all youth spent more
time under the direct control of the alternative progrem than they
would have in the state training school. Furthermore, the time the
youths spent in the alternative program was often not counted toward
their commitment period. Thus a youth could end up spending up to
four months in a community-based program and still run the risk of
being incarcerated without having committed any further offenses.
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In more than half the community-based programs visited, the possibility
existed that a youth might be incarcerated following completion or
termination from a community-based program, in some cases because

there was no other available placement. One youth who had com-

pleted a community-based program and was then sent to the state
training school commented bitterly on the difference between time
“dgne; in an alternative program and time "done" in a training

school:

Four months in the program (community-based) may
or may not get you out. (You) may just get sent
up after all with another four months to do. At
Teast (at the training school) you can do your

%gvs ¥;thout being afraid of another commitment

d. Discretion.

Discretionary decision making by program staff was evidenced in
two major areas: in the administration of controls and sanctions,
and in establishing criteria for program success and failure and
length of stay. Discretionary judgements can have both positive
and negative consequences. Particular sanctions can be applied by
staff based upon arbitrary definitions of unacceptable behavior.

In some programs, the accumulation of a record of poor behavior can
result in increased length of stay or termination. Termination in

two programs resulted in automatic incarceration for the youths

involved. In the other programs efforts were made to insure that the
administration of sanctions for specific behaviors were not capri-

ciogs. However, in some cases program staff have the authority to

def1ne certain types of behavior as delinquent, and then impose sanctions
which can increase the degree and duration of control over a youth.

It is of major concern that in many instances the imposition
of sanctions is justified as a form of treatment. Thus, for example,
in many programs increased length of stay in a program or restricting
community Tinkages is justified for reasons of treatment.

3. Staff

Program staff are largely responsible for maintaining a.balance
between a positive environment and the necessary degree of control
within a program. Staff background, in all programs, is considered
important for relating to the youths. The apparent trend in many
programs is toward a staff comprised of ex-offenders, former program
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graduates, and persons who have grown up in, or experienced, an
environment similar to that of the youths with whom they work.

The majority of the programs examined use a para-professional staff
instead of professionally trained social workers. In at least

one site visit, however, the use of paraprofessional staff caused
considerable controversy in the juvenile justice system which em-
phasized the use of probation staff and other workers with proper
professional training. Two other programs placed great emphasis on
a professional staff with masters degrees and formal job training
with classroom instruction and workshops. These programs tended to
be very structured in their approach towards youth.

An element common to all programs encountered was the high
level of staff commitment to the program and the youth. Staff work
extraordinary hours in the programs, feeling that their ability
to provide quality services depends upon "our being there when
(the youth) need us...." It was anticipated that the problem of the
staff "burning out” would be regularly encountered; this did not turn
out to be the case. Only once was it cited as a problem with respect
to staff commitment.

Finally, in a majority of programs, a favorable impression
was gained of staff-youth relationships. The best indication of
the kind of relationships that staff were able to maintain came from
the youth within a program. The intangible balance between caring
and control maintained by staff appears to have an important effect
upon the youth's view of the program. In many instances this
determines whether a youth feels s/he is being helped by the
program, or whether the youth primarily views the program as a control-

1ing experience.
C. Factors Extrinsic to Community-Based Alternatives to Incarceration

1. Single Programs versus Program Network Strategies

In nine of the twelve site visits individual community-based
programs operated in isolation from other programs. While individual
programs may use different treatment strategies, the program itself
is expected to provide the primary rehabilitative services.

The single program method of intervention can best be understood
when contrasted with the program network strategy of intervention.
The network strategy is used in only three of the twelve site visits.
In a network strategy a number of individual programs may be used
to provide several services for the individual youth either sequen-
tially or simultaneously. ‘
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An example is provided by one program which operates as a network
in itself. This program serves as a brokerage agency and uses the
network strategy to offer widely varying alternative settings from
minimal supervision by a voluntary advocate while @he youth 11ves
at home, to extended psychiatric treatment in a private hospital or
six weeks of wilderness training. The network strategy can 1ink
programs in sequence so that a youth may undergq shortTterm treat-
ment in a psychiatric hospital, followed by residence in a group
home, and then return to his own home under the supervision of a
community advocacy program.

2. Funding

Issues arise out of the differences between programs operated
by public agencies, and programs whose services are purchased by
the state and operated by private agencies. Privately operated
programs appear to provide a certain flexibility tacking in pup11c1y
operated programs. This flexibility is particularly apparent in
their ability to maintain staff on rigorous and unorthodox schedules.

Another area in which a privately operated program is seen as
advantageous is when it is associated with a well rgspected Tocal
organization. As illustrated in a number of site visits, such
relationships enable a program to become established and maintain
considerable community support.*

Juvenile justice officials in one state cited other pogitive .
aspects of privately operated programs: a) they allow more innovation
as they do not have to contend with a state bureaucracy; b) they can
hire and fire personnel on the basis of ability obviating ="
state civil service requirements; c) programs which do not work can
be more easily closed or changed. This is more difficult with public
programs which often continue, regardless of their effectiveness,
for years.

* One of the apparent disadvantages of state operated programs is the
difficulty they have in eliciting community involvement. Such programs
are sometimes seen as being the responsibility of the state and not

the community.
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community~based Programs, monitored the pro
case, operating procedures appeared to aid
relatively consistent Tevels of services.

grams closely. 1In this
in the maintenance of

5. The Political Context of Community~Based Alternatives to
Incarceration

During the field Visits, the overal] political context of each
programs was not always apparent. However, there were three
In one site Visit the development

handling juvenile offenders. I effect, the policy board provided
the mandate for the program's atte

mpts to provide a range of alterna-
tive programs for relatively serious offenders who otherwise would have
been incarcerated.

traditional forms of incarceration in favor of over 200 communi ty-
based programs. This policy has focused attention on the state
Department of Youth Services' plans for those youth who are in need
of secure custody. The Timited availability of secure settings (a
quota system Timits the number of youth who may be placed in such
facilities to a tota] of 100 state-wide)** js 3 constant source of

friction with juvenile court personnel who feel more
are needed. This controversy 1

A third state more clearly illustra
the fundamenta] question of how juvenile
This state has pursued a deliberate strategy of reducing the number
of youth within theip state training school system through the develop-
ment of community-based programs. The reforms initially did not

* Members of the Policy Board include representatives of the juvenile
court, police department, state child welfare agency, department of
youth services, and the state attorney general's office.

*f This state is one of the Targest in the nation.
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generate much controversy. However, eventually a battle ensued
between those supporting the reforms, and those with a more

punitive orientation who felt the new emphasis on community-based
programs was coddling youthful criminals. Eventually a reactionary
response to the department's policies resulted in a dramatic increase
in the numbers of youths being incarcerated throughout the state.

In short, the policy of this state was to slowly decrease the
population of its training schools while shifting to a community-based
approach. However, the training schools remained in use during the
attempted reforms even while community-based programs were being used
for an increasing number of offenders. It is the view of some correc-
tional observers that 1f training schools themselves are not closed
concurrent with the creation of alternatives, then such incarcerative
facilities will continue to be used at or near their full capacity
despite the availability of community-based programs. This appears
to have happened in this state as a consequence of its gradualist
policy of decarceration.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Despite the criticism that has been leveled at juvenile in-
stitutions and the training schools, and the demands for alternatives
to them, they have demonstrated great resilience. David Rothman
offers an insight as to why they continue to be the major strategy for
dealing with juvenile offenders, »

The history of the discovery of the asylum is not
without relevance that may be more Tiberating than
stifling for us. We still live with many of these
institutions, accepting their presence as inevitable.
Despite a personal revulsion, we think of them as always
having been with us, and therefore always toc be with us.
We tend to forget that they were the invention of one
generation to serve very special needs and not the only
possible reaction to social problems.36

This study has assessed the contemporary state of community-
based alternatives to incarceration. An attempt has been made to
focus upon issues which have relevance for research and policy
considerations. In particular, this has included immediate issues
concerning the day-to-day operation of community-based programs, and
extrinsic factors which place community-based programs within the con-
text of the Jjuvenile Jjustice process. Qualitative data has been obtained
using two techniques: 1) a review of the available literature; and 2)
field research to cover a range of programs in which interviews were
conducted with program participants, and juvenile justice personnel
from judges to state administrators.

The program issues examined in the field research have also
been raised in the research and other 1iterature concerning the use
of community-based programs. Several important findings relative
to program operation have been highlighted in this report. These
findings require considerably more attention from researchers and
administrators alike.

A. Community-Basedness
The field research was aided by the conceptual exploration
of community-based corrections undertaken by Robert Coates. 37 The

findings of this study indicate that programs differ in important
respects depending upon the Tinkages that are developed with the
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cept is not made, then the responsibility ot orgt ol

geaonarbitrary administration of sahctions 1s no

to occur.

C. Discretion

i ; t Lerman's
indi of this study @end to suppor
thi i;gd;?g: use of discretion by program personnilr
e king which has direct consequences

iscretionary
onsequences of q1scr .
e ) research included increased

Again
conclusion t .
results in ad hoc policyma

i 40 Some O
o o g obs d during the field '
gﬁ?&i}gﬂﬁﬂi§133g32292¥econtrow over youths fin programs for arbitrary

being incarcerated
£ amples were found of youths '
Euzgﬁiiséf §$§§;§$Cf§§1u$e, not because they had committed another

e

delinquent offense.
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Another study which has examined the effects of discretionary
decision-making found that the development of special juvenile
delinquency police units was associated with higher rates of
juvenile de]inquancy.4] The fact that juvenile justice personnel
exercise enormous discretion in making diversion decisions
was highlighted in a study by Cressey and McDermott.#2 Yet policies
and litigation attempting to reduce the use of arbitrary and capri-
cious discretion have not been common in the juvenile justice field,
especially compared to efforts being made in this regard in adult
corrections. The few efforts in this area of juvenile justice
have been almost entirely concerned with institutional and not community
settings. This study's field research strongly supports the impor-
tance of developing more precise conceptions of fairness and justice;
policies which place parameters around the use of discretion in programs;
and the monitoring and evaluation of programs in these terms. '

D. Costs

This research effort experienced considerable difficulty in
obtaining reliable cost information on programs. Fiscal data is
generally not recorded ina manner which allows for a careful analysis
of program costs. The cost issue is receiving attention from the
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections; hopefully the methodology
developed during the course of that study will aid in the development
of more sophisticated cost accounting measures. The NAJC researchers
have reported that states spend considerably less on community-basec
programs than on the operation of institutions, and that average

per-ozgender costs were less than half the average institutionalized
cost.

Careful accounting of fiscal costs is fimportant at both the
individual program level and with respect to their impact on policy
decisjons. Paul Lerman's reanalysis of the fiscal impact of probation
subsidy in California provides an important warning that there may

be unanticipated and unmeasured fiscal costs resulting from policy
decisions.44

E. Recidivism

Most research efforts in both juvenile and adult corrections
have centered upon attempts to measure programs in terms of their
impact upon recidivism. The accumulated research has underlined that
there is 1ittle empirical evidence to support the view that community-
based programs are more successful in this regard than incarceration.
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Comprehensive surveys of the research literature, most recently

by Martinson, show that such alternative programs are no less
successful than incarcerative programs.?5 Even if it is not possible
to demonstrate that alternative programs are more effective in reducing
crime, it is necessary to show that the public is not being exposed

to greater danger as a consequence of their operation. Measures

of recidivism are clearly important, but they should not be used

as the sole determinants of correctional policy.

F. The Central Policy Issue

This study has been concerned both with issues that arise
in viewing an individual program and in the broader context of which
programs are a part. Reference has been made to the important work
being undertaken at the Harvard Law School's Center for Criminal
Justice in this regard. The Center's researchers have made a
distinction between programs and the strategies that they might
be said to represent. This model allows for the state of flux which
characterizes individual programs, and for the possibility that youths
may be associated with more than one program, either simultaneously
or sequentially. The Harvard study is unique in addressing both
Tinkages between programs, and the relationship of a range of programs
to wider strategies for change.46

The role that community-based programs are playing as a
strategy to provide alternatives to incarceration has been a central
issue addressed by this report. The main question is whether community-
based programs are in fact serving to replace or to supplement juvenile
incarceration. In the majority of cases, the findings of the field
research strongly indicate that community-based programs appear to be
serving a supplementive rather than an alternative role. This is in
concert with recently published findings of the National Assessment
of Juvenile Corrections which has addressed the same issue. The
University of Michigan researchers state:

The development of community corrections is not
associated with reduced rates of institutional incar-
ceration. States that place more offenders in community-
based programs do not place fewer in training schools
although there are several exceptions. In general

as the number of offenders in community-based facilities
increases, the total number of youth incarcerated
increases.
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In eight of the twelve site visits conducted by this project,
community-based programs were found to be dealing with shallow end
offenders who in all likelihood would not have been incarcerated had
a community-based program not been available. It appears that the use
of community-based programs for shallow end offenders neither 1imits
the penetration of youth into incarcerative programs, nor reduces the
level of incarceration. In this regard, an important research question
tec be asked is: to what extent does the development of community-based

programs lead to a widening of the juvenile justice net? ATthough this
study did encounter instances of community-based programs being used
for deep end offenders as part of a strategy to reduce the number of
incarcerated youth, such programs were the exception.

Given the policy directions set by the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and by a series of national
commissions in favor of reducing the Tevel of incarceration and the
overall extent of control in the juvenile justice process, there
remains a critical policy decision that must be made with respect to
the funding and use of community-based alternatives to incarceration.
This policy decision revolves around a fundamental question: should
community-based programs be tied to a policy of decarcerati¢n? 1his
study has underlined the importance of making an explicit policy
decision, rather than allowing policies to develop through default,
which often results in a series of unanticipated or undesired con-
sequences. The present community-based programs might well become
sigrificant in providing alternatives to incarceration but this is
generally not the case at present. If such programs are to serve
that purpose, explicit policy decisions are required and the implemen-
tation of these decisions must be closely monitored.
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