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PREFACE

The genesis of this publication is found in the concern of a number of
persons that the major focus of federal justice policy has been understandably
urban. As a result, a certain vacuum has been created in regard to the
clear identification of rural justice issues and the gathering of usable informa-
tion as to how those issues can best be addressed.

The National Rural Center first initiated a response to this vacuum in
planning an invitational conference, "A Beginning Assessment of the Justice
System in Rural America" held in Austin, Texas, October, 1977. One of the
results of this effort was pressure to hold an open conference on rural justice
in an attempt to identify and link those from various disciplines who are
currently working on rural justice issues. Based on this pressure, the
National Rural Center contacted the University of Tennessee School of Social
Work's Office of Continuing Social Work Education to help initiate such a
conference which resulted in the National Symposium on Rural Justice held
June 20-22, 1979, in Knoxville, Tennessee.

Recognizing that one of the problems in the rural justice field was a lack
of organized literature, the symposium was planned with the thought of or-
ganizing papers prepared for presentation into a series of publications deal-
ings with rural justice.  This publication and a companion publication,
Criminal Justice in Rural America, supported by the National Institute of
Justice, represent this effort.

The juvenile justice papers available from the symposium were reviewed
to identify those dealing with issues, current changes, program responses or
planning models for the future. Where these were not available from the
symposium, the literature was reviewed to secure papers already available
and/or potential authors were asked to produce relevant material on the
subject needed. Thus, this publication draws together the current "state of
the art" in rural juvenile justice with the objective of providing an initial
attempt at producing an organized body of literature in this area.

The material in this book has been organized in a logical sequence of
identifying current issues through a review of current research in the area;
identifying those forces causing changes in the current systems; reviewing a
broad number of program responses to rural juvenile justice problems; and
providing planning models on which current and future decision making re-
garding rural juvenile justice can be based.

Each major section is prefaced by an introductory statement which pro-
vides a review of the material contained therein and should enable the reader
to locate specific material when required.

This book is not seen as the final statement in rural juvenile justice but
rather as an initial statement, hopefully as a stimulus to others, to help
organize the literature in this field so it can be available to help influence the
shape of rural juvenile justice policy and programming in the decade to follow.
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introduction

Generally, little is known about the status of the juvenile justice system
in rural America. However, considering the unique characteristics of rural
areas, one could surmise that local practices would differ from those in most
urban areas, in that: (1) the volume of delinquency activity tends tc be
less; (2) types of offenses differ due to rurality and economic make-up of an
area; (3) local police agencies, courts and community resources would be less
formalized than metropolitan areas; and (4) based on available dispositional
resources, judicial decision-making patterns differ from jurisdiction to juris-
diction.

Additionally, due to increased emphasis by ‘the federal government on

developing and upgrading local law enforcement and court’ practices, certain

issues arise which have considerable implications for many rural/nonmetropo-
litan communities. First, the quest for uniformity and consistency in prac-
tices and better reporting usually requires the development of new programs
or an increase in the formalization of certain agency services such as adding
special juvenile aid bureaus to existing police departments or creating specia-
lized court intake units. For a rural community, this becomes a costly en-
deavor because design of programs which usually have urban origins cost
more on a per capita basis.

Second, the mandate for new programs and practices often does not take
into consideration the local nature of delinquency activity or needs of children
in a particular area. For instance, legislative reforms which require that
children no longer be held in adult jails or lock-up facilities usually result in
the development of a system of juvenile detention facilities. However, such
facilities may not be actually needed in a particular area because most de-
linquency activity may be of a non-serious nature. Moreover, the true need
may be for a regional shelter for children with family problems, which does
not necessarily require the intervention of juvenile justice agencies.

Readings in the chapters that foliow serve a twofold purpose. First, we
have attempted to acquaint the reader with a thorough discussion of issues
affecting the delivery of rural juvenile justice services, both from a policy
and programmatic perspective. Second, we have identified past and present
research attempts which identify rural/urban differences in delinquency
activity and how these problems are treated comparatively.

Joseph DeJames discusses the particular issues which affect rural pro-
gramming for juveniles. Considering the various elements which ce&nstitute
the juvenile justice system--~policé, courts, probation and dispositional alter-
natives--he notes the difficulty in implementing urban-oriented standards in
rural areas. These issues are discussed in consideration of geographic areas
served by rural justice agencies as opposea to population density. For
instance, the unit of juvenile justice administration is the county--2,463 of
the nation's 3,099 counties are outside Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
Thirty-one to 42 percent of this country's citizens live in rural/non-
metropolitan areas. This represents approximately 89 percent of the total
area of the United States. :
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DedJames suggests there are several explanations for lower juvenile arrest
rates in rural areas: generally, there is less crime, more stable populations,
less alienation and more controls exerted by community institutions.. Addi-
tionally, there are less opportunities for certain crimes, and fewer persons
are apprehended for actual crimes committed.

Also, in certain rural areas, the majority of juvenile crimes are committed
not by rural residents, but by their urban counterparts. Last, DeJames
discusses the implications of certain major juvenile justice policy issues as
they affect rural areas, particularly separation of adult and juvenile offenders
in pre-dispositional care facilities.

John Warner presents an historical overview of research into rural crime
and delinquency during the period 1930-1979, and offers suggestions for
future research. He distinguishes between 'rural" and "small town" crime
and notes there are distinct differences in the types of crime reported for
each area. Crimes which are reported most often in rural areas are offenses
against family and children, fraud, manslaughter by negligence and driving
while intoxicated. He notes that manslaughter is more often due to traffic
deaths and hunting accidents--this is related to location rather than resi-
dence. With particular regard to rural delinquency, Warner reported the
research suggests delinquent behavior among rural youths develops late in
their youth, and gangs are not significant factors in rural juvenile offenders’
lives.

Criminological theory which explains crime and crime rates has essentially
evolved from the urban setting. Its only use to rural areas is that it ex-
plains why crime does not occur--the more urban the area, the more crime
that occurs. Warner notes that rural areas are distinctly different from
urban areas; there tends to be an'absence of a criminal/delinquent subculture
in rural areas, and offenses are of an individual type rather than group

type.

Pawlak, in comparing differences between urban and rural juvenile court
practices, fouid certain factors to be consistent among rural jurisdictions.
First, rural courts process more first offenders than urban courts, which
deal more with recidivists. This seems largely due to the fact that rural
areas have less diversion resources, and as a result, the court is looked
upon as a primary agent of intervention. Second, types of crimes varied
from rural to urban, with rural areas having more property crimes; on the
other hand, urban areas reported more crimes against persons. Third, rural
courts use formal hearings more often than urban courts; however, urban
courts .utilize diagnostic services more often--this again illustrates the greater
availability of resources. Lastly, Pawlak found no significant differences
between rural and urban courts in their use of institutional commitments other
than the fact that rural areas reported both highest and lowest rates for
commitments. Two basic explanations were offered: (1) that rural areas try
to keep children from being committed since they were known to the commu-
nity; and (2) since there was a lack of resources, institutional commitments
are sometimes used more heavily.

Johnson, in his article on "Crime, Delinquency, and Criminal Justice in
Rural America," offers several suggestions to deal with problems of rural
programming for juvenile offenders. First, rather than develop an elaborate
system of detention facilities, which tend to be over-utilized, consideration

s

ought to be given to developing regional facilities, shelter homes and tempo-
rary foster homes. Second, in keeping with the emphasis to reduce the use
of detention facilities, general efforts should be toward deinstitutionalization
and development of community alternatives, which are affordable to small
cpmmunities such as group homes, and of preventative programs which empha-
size in-home intervention, rather than alternative placements.




CHAPTER |
ISSUES IN RURAL JUVENILE JUSTICE

by Joseph DeJames

It certainly was no coincidence that the first juvenile court, established
in Chicago in 1899, was developed in a large city rather than'a rural county
in Tennessee or Montana. At the turn of the century, delinquency was
synonymous with urban poverty, the squalor of slum life and the massive
waves of East European immigrants to the cities. Rural areas, on the other
hand, were viewed as panaceas for delinquency, and it was thought by refor-
mers that delinquents would be best treated "if they were removed from their
homes and placed in a more healthful countryside, preferably in a western
state, where they would be exposed to the virtues of middle-class life:
sobriety, thrift, industry, prudence and piety."!

Since then, delinquency has been thought of as an urban phenomenon,
and as a result, most criminological theory has been developed Iin urban
areas. In the 1920's and early 1930's, delinquency studies were an important
part of the "Chicago School" of developing urban sociology. Beginning in the
1950's sociologists studied elements of "deiinquent subcultures" and "juveniie
gangs" to find causes of delinquency. Because of the traditionally close
association between urbanism and delinquency, urban models have been devel-
oped for delinquency prevention and juvenile justice processing of juvenile
offenders through law enforcement, judicial and correctional agencies. Nation-
al juvenile justice standards, developed by groups such as the Institute of
Judicial Administration/American Bar Association (IJA/ABA) and the National
Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, alsc have an
"urban flavor" to them. .

Clearly, the incidence of juvenile crime is lower in rural areas, and the
offenses  committed by delinquents from rural areas are not as serious as
those in urban areas. Nevertheless, rural delinquency is becoming an in-
creasingly important issue with delinquency rates increasing at a faster rate
in rural than urban areas. The recent development of several rural juvenile
justice programs is also the result of the federal Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974. Rural states, counties and local
communities are now receiving federal funds for such programs. The proces-
sing of juvenile offenders through rural juvenile justice agencies and the
development of rural intervention strategies must reflect the unique charac-
teristics of the rural environment. Accordingly, this chapter analyzes some
of the issues faced by rural juvenile justice agencies in handling juvenile
offenders.

Urban-Rural Differentials

Although there is broad general consensus that the term "rural" refers

1J. Lawrence Schultz, "The Cycle of Juvenile Court History,"” Crime and
Delinquency (1973), pp. 457-476.
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to populations living in areas of low density and small towns, there are wide
variations in the distinctions between "rural," "urban" and "suburban." De-
pending on one's definition of the imprecise terms "rural" and "nonmetropoli-
tan," 31 to 42 percent of Americans (62 to 82 million persons) live in these
areas, which constitute 89 percent of the total area of the United States.

[Note: The Census Bureau defines "rural" as a place with a popula-
tion under 2,500. Other federal agencies define "rural" as "nonme-
tropolitan," referring to an area outside a Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (SMSA)--an area whose central city has a population
of at least 50,000.]

Since the basic unit of juvenile justice administration is the county, it should
also be noted that of the country's 3,099 counties, 2,463 are outside Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas.? Rural areas are diverse rather than homo-
geneous in nature and may include farming communities, resort areas, lumber
or mining towns, small factory towns and satellites of larger metropolitan
centers. The twentieth century migration from rural to urban areas has been
reversed since 1970, and nonmetropolitan areas are now growing at a more
rapid rate than metropolitan ones. During the period 1970-73, nonmetro-
politan areas increased by 4.2 percent; metropolitan areas grew by only 2.9
percent.3

What are the characteristics of rural America that influence juvenile
justice processing and the development (or lack) of programs? Obviously,
major characteristics which differentiate rural from urban areas are low popu-
lation and geographic isolation. These are strongly related to another cha-
racteristic of rural areas which significantly impacts on juvenile justice--a
lack of resources such as social services, health care, public transportation
and alternative schools. This lack of resources, however, also stems from
the reality of rural America being a poor and depressed economic area with a
meager tax base and little financial support for such services.

Schultz notes many rural families "cling tenaciously to such early Ameri-
can values as extreme self-reliance, traditionalism, familism, fundamentalism,
and fatalism."? A traditional conservative ideology, a distrust of state and
federal government, and a lack of anonymity also differentiate rural from
urban communities. Such values and attitudes color a family's and commu-
nity's perception of juvenile offenders and the juvenile justice system and
must be accounted for when developing programs. However, while some
urban-rural differences are clear, others are gradually disappearing. The
interchange of people between rural and urban areas through large-scale
migration, the influence of urban-centered mass media, greater interdepen-
dence of rural and urban economics, and improved transportation are all
gradually changing urban-rural differences.

2Theodore J. Fetter and E. Keith Stott, Jr., "Rural Courts:
Implications," State Court Journal (1977), pp. 35-39.
3calvin L. Beale, The Revival of Pppulation Growth in Nonmetropolitan America,
(wWashington, DC: Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service,
Economic Research Division, 1975).

4Leroy G. Schultz, "Criminal Justice in Rural America," Social Casework
(1970), pp. 151-156.
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There still remain, however, substantial differences in crime and delin-
quency rates between rural and urban areas, because of the dir‘ect. r‘e!ation—
ship between urbanization and juvenile delinquency. Although it is not
always true urban areas with the largest populations and highest densities
have the highest delinquency rates, urban areas tend to have higher rates
than do suburban areas, and these areas, in turn, have higher rates than do
rural areas.  Table 1 shows the arrest rates for persons under 18 for cities,
suburbs and rural areas in the United States for 1978. The table, using data
from the 1972 FBI| Uniform Crime Reports, notes the rate of arrests in cities
is slightly higher than in suburban areas, yet is almost three times thg rural
arrest rate for persons under 18. Many explanations exist to explain why
there is less crime in rural areas: stable populations, more closely knit
families, greater church and school controls and people who are less alienated
frem their communities than their city counterparts. From a criminal justice
perspective, there is less opportunity for certain kinds of crime i.n rural
areas, less accurate records kept by rural law enforcement agencies and
fewer persons apprehended for crimes committed.

TABLE 1

Arrest Rates for Persons Under 18 in
Cities, Suburban and Rural Areas - United States
1972 and 1978

Arrest Rates Per 100,000 Population

Area 1972 1978 Percent Change
City 1,322 1,254 - 5.1
Suburban 1,069 1,132 + 5.9
Rural 380 441 +16.1

Source: FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, 1972: 135, 144, 152; and 1978: 202,
211, 220.

Table 1 also shows the change in arrest rates for cities, suburbs and
rural areas from 1972 to 1978. The arrest rate for cities decreased slightly,
5.1 percent, while the arrest rate for suburban areas increase_d slightly, 5.9
percent. However, the arrest rate for persons under 18 in rural areas
increased significantly to 16.1 percent. Part of this increase may be. related
to older juveniles from urban and suburban areas committing offenses in rural

communities. Phillips notes that of all persons apprehended by sheriff depart-

¢

ments in sampled rural areas in Ohio, 60 percent were urban residents.5
Obviously, this factor must be taken into account in any program planning
effort.

Table 2 (on the following page) analyzes differantials among urban,
suburban and rural areas arrest rates of persons under 18 by offense type.
In cities, the arrest rates for specific offenses are generally between two and
four times higher than comparable rates in rural areas. The only offenses
with comparable rates among cities, suburbs and rural areas are "driving
under the influence" and "drunkenness." Generally, most juvenile crime in
rural areas is of a different character than urban areas. Crimes against
persons are mainly an urban phenomenon. Most juvenile offenses in rural
areas are minor property offenses. Phillips, in a victimization survey of
rural Ohio residents, notes that vandalism is the ieading crime in rural Ohio
(38 percent of all crimes committed in rural areas) and that vandalism of
mailboxes is the property most affected.® The same survey noted that larceny
was the second leading crime in rural areas.

Characteristics of rural areas such as low population, lack of resources
and relative isolation, help to shape a juvenile justice system which is vastly
different from juvenile justice systems in urban areas. The following sections
discuss practices and issues in rural juvenile justice.

Police

Partially due to the efforts of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (LEAA), wvarious national standard-setting groups and technological
advances, police departments have become more professional and efficient over
the past decade. The use of computers and sophisticated communications
hardware, specialization of job responsibilities, training programs and the
development of written policies, guidelines, and procedures, are all relatively
commonplace in police departments. However, these advancements in police
practices have been largely confined to urban and suburban police jurisdic-
tions since many rural police departments do not have a sufficiently large
police force, tax base or serious crime problem to warrant such "frills."

Three law enforcement jurisdictions are generally responsible for police
functions in rural communities--the state police, county sheriff departments
and municipal peolice departments. Sheriff departments play a more significant
role in rural rather than in urban law enforcement since many rural police
departments are limited to a few police officers. A number of national stan-
dard-setting groups have advocated the development of specialized juvenile
units in police departments. Groups advocating this position include the
Institute of Judicial Administration/American Bar Association (IJA/ABA), the
National Advisory Ccmmittee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, and the
International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP). However, the small size
of many rural police departments often precludes any specialization. To deal
with juvenile offenders, urban and suburban areas are making more use of
social workers in police departments and muiti-service Youth Service Bureaus.

5G. Howard Phillips, Crime in Rural Dhio (Columbus, Ohio: Department of
Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociclogy, Ohio State University, 1975),
p. 10.

$Ibid., p. 6.

TS R <5



oF
. .
T £

TABLE 2

Arrest Rates Per 100,000 Population for Persons Under 18
for Selected Offenses in Cities, Suburban and Rural Areas
United States, 1978

Area
Offense Type City Suburban Rural
Homicide .9 7 .5
Forcible Rape 2.4 1. 1.0
Robbery 25.5 19.4 2.8
Aggravated Assault 21.3 20.8 6.3
Burglary 127.7 123.7 64.4
Larceny 267.5 206.8 50.1
Auto Theft 40.3 34.7 20.3
Other Assauits 46.9 39.5 9.3
Stolen Property 20.5 20.3 6.1
Vandalism 7.1 77.5 23.5
Drug Abuse Violations 76.6 76.1 32.5
Driving Under the Influence 12.8 13.7 14.8
Liquor Law Violations 71.3 71.4 42.9
Drunkenness 23.4 19.4 13.9
Disorderly Conduct 77.8 62.2 12.3
Runaways 88.5 85.2 55.5

Source: FBI, Uniform Crime Report, 1978: 202, 211, 220.

Again, even though the use of such services has been advocated by national
standard-setting groups, the population base and size of individual police
departments in rural areas often do not warrant their development. However,
multi-jurisdiction programs could be developed. A police officer or social
worker specializing in juvenile matters could be shared among a number of
rural jurisdictions.
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Police officers in rural areas usually do not specialize in any particular
facet of police work. They are generalists, and in the juvenile justice
sphere, they often must perform social work functions in addition to their
crime-control functisns. Since social services and crisis intervention services
are more limited in rural areas, rural police officers are often called upon to
address these needs. Their urban counterparts are seldom in this situation.
Another major difference between urban and rural police departments stems
from the character of the community. In many rural communities "everyone
knows everyone eise." This raises a major issue, not only in police work,
but in the administration of rural justice. The issue is assessing the prob-
lems and benefits associated with a police officer's close familiarity with
juveniles and their families. On one hand, it can mean greater personal at-
tention to each case, informal resclution of the problem and working with the
family and school to prevent future delinquency. In this context, it would
mean many status offenders and minor delinquent offenders would be dealt
with informally by nonintervention or mediation by the police officer, or by
informal referral to a helping agency in the community. On the other hand,
increased personal acquaintance in a rural community can lead to favoritism
and unequal treatment, especially for juveniles who come from families per-
ceived by the community to be "bad," or for out-of-town juveniles. Thus,
there may be more discretion on the part of rural police officers.

Since police policy is often an expression of community standards, the
maintenance of "law and order" is an important issue in traditionally conser-
vative rural communities. Since rural police are not confronted with many
violent offenses, the standard for a "serious" offense changes when one
moves from an urban to a rural community. Vandalism is generally thought to
be a minor offense in urban areas, since police by necessity must spend a
higher proportion of their time dealing with FB! index offenses--homicide,

rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny and auto theft. In a
rural area, however, vandalism takes on a different character and the com-
munity may demand a "crackdown" on vandals. In practice, this means juve-

niles may be arrested in rural areas for offenses which in urban areas would
result in a reprimand and notification of the parents. This also means that in
the name of "law and order" juveniles may be placed in the county jail for re-
latively minor offenses.

Detention and Jailing of Youth

Perhaps the most significant problem facing rural juvenile justice adminis-
tration is the routine jailing of youth in rural municipal lockups and county
jails. It is estimated that during the mid-1970's approximately 120,000
juveniles per year were held in adult jails, and ten states, most of them
rural--ldaho, lilinois, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon,
Texas, Virginia and Wisconsin--accounted for over 50 percent of the jail
admissions. Further, reliance on adult jails for detaining juvenile offenders
during the mid-1970's was greatest in the western United States.?

Community Research Forum, Removing Children from Adult Jails: A Guide
to Action (Champaign, lllinois, University of Illinois, 1980), p. 5.
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Although dependent or neglected children, status offenders and delin-
quent youth have been housed in jails for decades, recognition of this as a
national problem has been most pronounced in the 1970's, fueled partly by the
passage of the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. Rural states and counties are having the most difficulty in complying
with the two most significant provisions of the Act:

Juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that
would not be criminal if committed by an adult, or such nonoffend-
ers as dependent or neglected children, shall not be placed in
juvenile detention or correctional facilities.

Juveniles alleged or found to be delinquent and status and nonof-
fenders shall not be detained or confined in any institution in which
they have regular contact with adult persons incarcerated because
they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges.

Many urban jurisdictions had little difficulty complying with the provision
requiring separation of adults and juveniles when the JJDP Act was passed in
1974. Higher populations bring with them specialization--county jails for
adults, juvenile detention facilities for delinquents and shelter care facilities
for dependent or neglected children. Many rural areas, on the other hand,
have no such specialization in facilities. Often, the only facility available is
the county jail--and, in addition to its use for adult criminals, it is also used
for both serious and minor delinquent offenders, status offenders or even for
children wiho have been abused by their parents.

One response by rural areas to the "sight and sound" separation require-
ment of the federal government has been to isolate juveniles from the adults
in the jails, literally placing them in solitary confinement and thereby exclud-
ing them from the most basic services. Clearly, this arrangement does not
fulfill the spirit of the federal law. In response to the dismal failure in many
areas to address adequately the jailing of youth, a number of groups are
proposing that no juvenile should be held in an adult jail, regardless of the
degree of separation. In 1979, for example, the National Coalition for Jail
Reform, made up of such diverse groups as the National Sheriff's Association,
the American Correctional Association, the National Association of Counties
and the American Civil Liberties Union, adopted the position that no person
under 18 should be held_in an adult jail.

The total prohibition of the jailing of juveniles would certainly be more
difficult to achieve in rural areas because of the lack of alternative facilities
or resources, and the often vast distances between population centers. How-
ever, rural counties have a number of options aside from building juvenile
detention facilities. The first is simply not to detain as many juveniles. The
Community Research Forum of the University of Illinois, in providing technical
assistance for the federal government, collected data on juveniles detained in
adult jails and juvenile detention centers in 187 counties in 10 states, most of
them rural, in 1978-79. Approximately 55 percent of the children detained in
juvenile detention centers and adult jails in these counties were found to be
ineligible for detention according to the detention criteria established by the
Advisory Committee to the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
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quency Prevention.® Focusing solely on children in adult jails, comparable
findings were reported by the Children's Defense Fund® in a nine-state
survey. Only 12 percent of the jailed youth were charged with serious
offenses against persons. Of the remaining 88 percent whe were jailed for
property or minor offenses, 18 percent had been charged with a status of-
fense, and four percent had committed no offense at all.

Since relatively few violent or serious offenses are committed by rural
delinquents, it is evident that these placed in detention facilities or jails have
committed relatively minor offenses: This is partially explained by local
community standards--a nonserious delinquent offense in an urban area may
be viewed as a serious offense in a rural area, warranting detention or jail.
When New Jersey's 1977 detention rates were analyzed by county, it was
found that of the five counties with the highest detention rates, four were
among the most rural counties in the State.1©

[NOTE: The number of juveniles admitted to the county detention
center divided by the number of delinquency complaints filed in
court].

Since many detained or jailed juveniles in rural areas pose no threat to
the safety of the community, they could simply be released to parents or
guardians pending disposition of their cases. Other options available to rural
counties for compliance with the federal Act including the following:

Home Detention: In lieu of placement in secure detention, juveniles
in this program remain in their homes and their behavior is moni-
tored on a regular basis, usually every day, by youth workers
from the probation office. Use of this program reduces the need
for secure detention beds.

Regional Detention Facilities: Since the population base in many
rural counties does not warrant the construction of juvenile deten-
tion facilities, regional facilities could be built serving a number of
rural counties.

Emergency Foster Homes: Status offenders and minor delinquent
offenders who cannot be returned home could be placed in foster
homes in lieu of secure alternatives.

Shelter Care Facilities: These facilities may be used for dependent
or neglected children, status offenders and delinquents. Depending
on the area's population base, these facilities could also be re-
gionalized. Because most delinquents do not require secure custody
and these facilities serve a wide range of children, rural areas

8Robert C. Kihm, Prohibiting Secure Juvenile Detention: Assessing the Ef-
fectiveness of National Standards Detention Criteria, (Champaign, !llinois:

Community Research Forum, University of lllinois, 1980), p. 28.
9Children's Defense Fund, Children in Adult Jails (Washington, DC:
ren's Defense Fund, 1976), pp. 3-4.

10pale Dannefer and Joseph DeJames, Juvenile Justice in New Jersey: An
Assessment of the New Juvenile Code, (Trenton, New Jersey: Department

Child-

of Human Services, 1979), p. 63.
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would bfe. t?etter served by the development of nonrestrictive shelter
care facilities than secure alternatives.

Juvenile Court

' As npted earlier, both the incidence and character of juvenile crime is
d!ffer‘ent In rural America than in urban areas: juvenile arrest rates for
v;rtua.lly every offense type are much higher in urban and suburban areas
than in rur.‘al areas. This, combined with low population, means that some
rural juvenile courts may only hear one or two hundred cases a year, where-
as urban courts may hear several thsusand juvenile cases each year. ’Cer‘tain—
ly, the 'number and types of crimes committed by juveniles affects the needs
and avajlable resources of the juvenile court. "Although all rural courts are
not the same, many have common characteristics including part-time personnel
small, often i.nadequately trained staffs; shortage of court-related services/
lack of specialization of judges, informality of procedures, isolation fr‘onl1
p‘r'ofessmnal colleagues; inadequate court facilities and more personal familia-
rity among criminal justice personnel and with litigants before the court."11

It is interesting that many of today's "reforms" in the juvenile justice
s.ystem such as nonintervention, restitution and dispute settlement have been
t|me.3—hong'red.practices in rural America. In many rural areas, a frontier
ethic .of Justice which dictates a reluctance to resort to legal sol,utions still
prevails. For example, in a system where 'everyone knows everyone Zalse "
there may bg a general reluctance to file a complaint against a neighbor's so’n
for a nonserious delinquent offense, when restitution, worked out among the
parties, may_be all that's needed. However, when a case is forwarded to
court, there is a higher likelihood the juvenile will receive more individualized
treatment and increased personal contact than in urban areas, due, in part
to'the smaller volume of cases, informatity of proceedings, and sometimes,
prior kpowlegﬂge of the juvenile's history. In many rural areas, judges ma;,/
be familiar with the juveniles and their families through social contacts, school
or chur‘ch.' As noted earlier, in the context of police, there are buth ,positive
and negatlve elements to this situation. However, this familiarity may be
.decr'eas.lng due to increased migration between urban and rural areas and the
Increasing number of juvenile offenders from outside the community.

In many states, more juvenile cases are heard by nonlawyer referees
masters or commissioners who have been appointed to serve as judicial hear‘iné
officers, than by judges. In fact, many of the judges themselves are not
Iawyer;, and relatively few handle juvenile cases exclusively. Some juvenile
court Jques are part-time; others are responsible for a multi-county area and
are required to '"ride the circuit." A number of rural courts are two-person
departmepts--one judge and one probation officer. From a rural judicial
per‘specttve{ .ther'e is lack of specialization in juvenile matters and often, a
lack gf tram!ng in such matters. The adequacy of defense counsel is allso
questionable in rural areas. There are very few public defender systems in
rural areas; rather, the courts must rely on a system of assigned counsel

T1E. Keith Stott, Jr., Theodore J. Fetter, and Laura L. Crites, Rural Courts:
The Effect of Space and Distance on the Administration of Justice, (Dénver‘,
Colorado: National Center for State Courts, 1977), p. 4.
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when a juvenile needs legal counsel. Assigned attorneys receive relatively
low pay, usually are not well trained in juvenile matters and often are not
well prepared to present an adequate defense.

As in the case with police, a number of national standard-setting groups
have recommended a variety of specialized juvenile court related services,
including diagnostic and counseling services, juvenile court intake services,
diversion programs and specialized probation services. Although the volume
of juvenile cases often does not warrant the development of formal programs,
such services sometimes exist in another context. Although the court may
not have at its disposal a juvenile offender counseling program, a generic
youth counseling program may be available in the child welfare sector.

Social Services and Corrections

Since relatively few court-related specialized juvenile services exist in
rural areas, there is a higher likelihood that such services would be provided
through the child welfare or mental health system. In regard to dispositional
alternatives, most national standards advocate a wide rarige of residential and
nonresidential programs, including treatment facilities and secure institutions.
Also advocated are the least restrictive alternative as a disposition and com-
munity-based alternatives to secure facilities.

Certainly, rural areas do not have the population to warrant such a wide
array of services. However, in terms of program development, resources
already in existence in the community should be utilized as much as possible,
recognizing the alternatives will not always be specialized or for "problem"
children. In many areas the church is an important part of rural culture and
could be tapped for such services as counseling, volunteers and emergency
foster homes. In this regard, contact could also be made with various rural
civic organizations. Volunteerism may be an untapped resource in - rural
areas, specially considering rural residents take great pride in their com-
munities. The use of volunteers could develop an increased awareness on the
part of the citizens for the youth needs of the community, in addiZion to
providing a strong link between the community, the child and the juvenile
justice system.

When agencies or programs for youth are developed in rural areas, the
services could be. extended to both juvenile offenders and "trouble-=free"
youth. Normalization -and lack of stigma are inherent in program models of
this type and such services also have a higher likelihood of receiving both
political and financial support. A multi-services agency could provide coun-
seling and crisis intervention services, recreation services, alternative educa-
tion and some job training.

When specialized juvenile justice services--such as counseling programs,

day treatment, or group homes--are warranted, it may be important to develop

such services on a multi-county or community basis. Such arrangements
would increase the likelihood of receiving feder