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The purpose of this case analysis is to assess the 

consequences of a statewide effort to deinstitutionalize 

status offenders. l The Illinois Status Offender Service 

(ISOS) was primari~y an attempt to remove preadjudicated 

status offenders from secure detention through the provision of 

alternative community based services. It was also a 

limited effort to provide comprehensive se'rvice to chronic 

status offenders or Minors in Need of Supervision (MINS) 

violators. An'incremental institutional change strategy 

was employed by the project. Resources were made available 

to social agencies to develop certain types of services, 

and the courts were encouraged to use. them as alternatives 

to secure detention. 

The project was a partial success. Detention for 

status offenders was substantially reduced, but there were 

negative side effects: more youths were labelled as detain-

able and they penetrated more deeply into the justice and public 

social servfce. syste!!1s .. th.an the comparable preprogram group. ISOS 

failed to ~ffect lasting changes 'in detsntio~ 'practices, because it 

focussed on one elament of a h'ighly in.terrelated systsm. ISOS 

also relied almost exclusively on the provision of addition-

al services and was not aided with legal mandate or inter-

agency policy support for deinstitutionalization. Most 

important the analys.is l~s to the conclusion that a 

suucessful deinstitutionalization policy requires an effective 
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commitment to diversion as well, including removal of status offenses 

from the court's jurisdiction. 

The analysis describes the impact of ISOS in individual and 

aggregate terms, but also seeks to explain unanticipated and negative 

consequences as a result mainly of justice system jurisdiction and 

processing of the status offender. The following discussion is divided 

into sections on: Deinstitutionalization Strategy, Program Structure, 

Services, Individual Outcome, Changes in Detention, System Processing, 

Political Effects, and Implications for Policy. 

The findings are based on an evaluation of the Illinois Status 

Offender Services and associated research. The interrelated studies 

used different sources of data, including not only status offenders, 

but agency administrators, direct service workers, police, court officials, 

and adult residents in various communities and counties as well as an 

assortment of official records. The heart of the evaluation was 1) a 

comparison of preadjudicated youths served over a 12-month risk period 

by the ISOS crisis service betvleen July 1976 and January 1977 (N = 305) 

and youths placed in secure detention between July 1975 and January 1976 

(N = 222); and 2) a comparison of adjudicated Minors in Need of Supervision 

(MINS) violators served by a smaller Demonstration program of longer 

services (N = 68) and those served by the Illinois Department of Children 

and Family Services (DCFS) and the juvenile court (N = 68) a year earlier. 

Two different ISOS groups were compared with two respectively comparable pre-
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program groups over sL~ilar periods. Three of the groups 

received services and the fourth was in secure detention 

(Spergel, Korbelik, Reamer, Lynch, Alexander, 1980). 

Deinstitutionalization S'trategy 

The D,einstitionalization of Status Offenders (050) 

was a national strategy mandated ,in the Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968 and the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 as ame'nded 

in 1977. The Act required that states substantially reduce 

detention of status and non-offenders w.ithin three years of 

initial participation and totally eliminate the practice 

within five :z·ears. The start of 'the 'Illinois Status Offender 

Service (I505) Project in July 1976, and Illinois Senate Bill 

346, p~ohibiting secure detention for all non-delinquents, 

on January 1, 1980, may be viewed as steps toward compliance 

with federal legislation. 

The federal DSO strategy was largely an attempt to 

determine the values of 1) alternative to detention community -

based services for status offenders; 2) distinctions between 

categor'ies of status o'ffenders and delinquents; and 3) 

an emphasis on deinstitutionalization to the exclusion of 

diversion or prevention (Velde, 1975). The rationale for 

the strategy was labelling theory (Lemert, 1972; Kitsuse, 

1963), in particular the assumption that justice system 

processing, and especially detention, (Coates, Ohlin, and 
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Miller, 1978) stig!n3.tizes juveniles and is itself signifi

cantly responsible for the subsequent deviant careers 

of youths. It was important to "normalize" (Rosenheim, 

t m;sbehavJ.'ng J'uveniles by treating them 1976) responses 0 • 

within the community (but still under the jurisdiction of 

the court) ratiler than in secure detention. Further, 

subsequent status offenses and delinquencies could be impeded 

by a less intrusive approach by the juvenile justice system 

(Spergel and Reamer, 1980; Klein, 1979). 

The DSO strategy largely ignored theories such as 

d d Ohl ;n, 1960), Culture and Subcul-Opportunity (Clowar an • 

ture (Cohen, 1955; Block and Neiderhoffer, 1958; Miller, 

1959), and Community Prevention (Spergel, 1980). It did 

not attend to the possibility that the status ,0 ffender 

b'e located mainly in the lower income sector problem might 

of thE.. social structure, that basic cultural values might 

account for the assignment of a disproportionately large 

~ 1 as status offenders and males as delinquents; group of rema es 

also that blacks, particularly males, were relatively more 
-

likely to be classified as delinquents than status offenders. 

There was little or no attention to the effects of local 

community values, justice and social service system arrange

ments on the extent of the problem and ~vays of dealing ftlith 

it. 

The DSO strategy was not clear as to whe~~er it was 

L 

concerned with the status offense or the status offender. 

The status offender could be a minor or casual offender, 

a chronic offender, or a mixed status offender and delinquent. 

Social policies addressed to the status offense and the 

status offender could each be very different, particularly 

since in fact the detainable or adjudicated status offender 

is essentially a mixed offender. 

The DSO strategy may also have ignored the complex 

purposes for which detention of status offenders appeared 

to be an answer albeit confused -- including protection 

of the juvenile from his parents, protection of parents 

and community institutions from the juvenile, psychiatric 

examination, brief medical and educational services, social 

and emotional security, a taste of jail and punishment, 

deterrence· (Schultz and Cohen, 1976; Sarri, 1974), as well 

as emergency shelter care. These were less ex?licit but important 

values which affecte.d the implementation of the project. 

Program Structure 

ISOS had two major interrelated goals, only one of 

which it could reasonably achieve. The first was to create, 

through additional resources, a system of local services 

in lieu of secure detention and demonstrate that offenders 

could be suoervised and treated in a non-secure setting. The 

second was to persuade local juvenile court judges and 
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other key justice system officials to reduce and eliminate 

detention of status offenders, especially at the preadjudi

cated stage. 

The "bottom-line" for the project was "the total 

elimination of all detention of status offenders in jail 

and county facilities" and "sufficient in-place alternative 

services and an established network of effective treatment 

oriented community based services in the various sites .•. 

after trN'O years" (Illinois Department of Children and Family 

Services, 1975).2 

ISOS was more successful in the development of community 

services than in the persuasion of the justice system to 

reduce detention. Its parent agency, the Illinois Department 

of Children and Family Services {DCFS), was initially induced 

by fiscal pressures and by the state planning agency, the 

Illino·is Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) to spon:3or the 

project and establish a special office to implement a state

wide Alternative to Detention program and related Service 

Demonstration in trN'O (former) DCFS regions - Chicago South 

and Decatur. DCFS also did not provide explicit policy ~ 
support for deinstitutionalization of status offenders and . L/I 
would have preferred a more decentralized effort. ISOS 

developed no real leverage during the two year project over 

local justice systems either through state law or planning 

and funding policy requiring cooperation from local court 

jurisdictions. ISOS received considerable support, how-

ever, .fromlocal justice systems and private agencies for the 

general development of services for status offenders. 
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The service model for the Al terna ti ves program 'N'as 

based on the premise that most of the stat:us 

offenders who TN'ould normally b~ detained should 
_._-----

remain in their own homes and be "given a reasonable 

amount of daily contact with an interested and skilled 

adult ••• [and] .•• can be expected to remain 'trouble free' 

at least between the time of complaint and the court 

hearing[s]." (Illinois Department of Children and F~~ily 

Services, 1975) Where the law enforc.ement officer TN'ould 

have contacted a status offender and determined a you~~ 

should go to detention, he would now still arrest the youth 

but call the program which would provide an alternative 

non-secure community based service. Emergency shelter 

o.r foster care, advocacy and limited supervision services 

were to be made a"':lailable. They were to be provided on a 

crisis twenty-four hour a day basis f.or up to two weeks, 

from initial court intake or custody hearing to adjudication 

and disposit~on. ISOS was to have custody of the child 

during this period. 

The original expectation was that about 40 percent of 

7 

all youths referred would need placement services the first ni.gh t only. 

In fact, about 65 percent of all youths ended up in place-

ment the first night. The estimate also was ~hat 20 t percen 

of the youths served would require placement during the 

period from initial court contact to court adjudication. 

About 30 percent of the you~~s required shelter or mainly 
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foster care service in this periodo 

The Service Demonstration program was viewed as 

compl.ementary but separate from the Alternatives to Detention 

program. It was designed for the chronic offender. Its 

original goal was to Iidemonstrate the effectiveness of 

a full range of comprehensive se·rvices to status offenders 

in reduction of repeated offenses ••• II A Ilcomprehensive 

service system ll was to inc 1 ude I'needs assessment, . counseling, 

group home, home-maker service, alternative e~'1cation, 

specialized foster care, etc ••. II In operation, however, 

the program became mainly a follow-up service for selected 
. 

youths after the Alternatives program. It emphasized 

in-home counseling or advocacy service~.(Spergel, Korbelik, 

Reamer, Lynch, Alexander, 1980). 

At the end of twenty one months of operation:, ISOS 

was providing services in 15 of 18 (former) DCFS regions in Illinois. 

It had established arrangements with police, courts, and 

social agencies in 35 of 102 counties, particularly in 

the central and northern part of ·the state where the bulk 

of the detention of status offenders occurred. Special 

court orders were issued legitimizing !SOS and outlining 

procedures for program uS.e in each of these counties, but 

the court orders were almost all permissive. ISOS was 

another dispositional option. for law enforcement and justice 

system officers -- to be used either in place of, before, 

or even after detention. Only in Cook County f,yere all law 

enforcement officers prohibited from detaining status 
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offenders, except those from out-of-county and those local 

status offenders for whom a court warrant had been issued. 

ISOS a~~ieved its objectives in respect to the 

development of se~~,ices through use of purchase of 

service contracts with 246 social agencies, mainly private, 

some local community organizations, individual foster 

parents and advocates. The Alternatives program reached 

its( service objective of 2,750 status offender cases by 

the end of the first year and was "ftlell on th e way to serving 

a similar number by the end of the second program year. 

It also provided longer term services for approx~~ately 172 

you~~s in the Service Demonstration program, close to 

the original target 'number. 

ISOS only partially achieved its objective of in

fluencing the justice system to reduce detention for status 

offenders. In order to persuade judges to accept its progra.m, 

it had not only to assure the provision of additional 

services, but also that minimal disruption of court pro

cessing of status offenders would occur. There were usually 

no rec±procal requirements of the court, other than llse of the 

program. ISOS was a convenience for the police, and the discretion of 

court officers was not limited in any way by the ,roject. 

Services 

Our evaluation of ISOS (Spergel, Korbelik, Reamer, Lynch, 

Alexander, 1980) utilized four groups, Alternative to 
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Detention, a preprogram group in Secure Detention, Service 

Demonstration, and a comparison group served by DCFS and the 

courts a year earlier. 1'7e were able to compare three dif-

ferent service approaches. The Alternative to Detention 

program was characterized by brief crisis oriented service. 

~ouths entered -- mainly through the police -- an average 

of 1.3 times; they received 2.3 service units, mainly ad-

vocacy, some limited counseling, and foster care for an 

average period of 18.8 calendar days. The Service Demonstra-

tion was longer, mo re continuous, more explicitly needs 

oriented and focussed 'on in-home counseling or supervision. 

Youths entered -- mainly through the courts only once, 

by definition, since there were no inter~uptions of service 

despite rearrests for status offensesJ they received an 

average of 2.3 services, but over a period of 14,2.2 days. 

The comparison Service Demonstration program probably 

provided the most comprehensive or at least the most varied 

set of services, contrary to expectations, but they were 

discontinuous and emphasized residential treatment. Youths 

entered this program -- mainly through courts and ~CFS, 

a year earlier -- an average of 3.3 times, received 3.3 

services over a period of 135.7 days (Tables 1 and 2). 

Cultural, organizational and random factors appeared 

largely to determine the pattern of services individual 

youths received as opposed, for example, to individual 
.. -- ------.---- -------" 

~eeds based on age, family structure, or problem history. 
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ISOS developed two distinctive pro.grams for youth, Al ter-

natives to Detention and Service Demonstration, who according 

to the court and professional social workers were supposed 

to be different, but who turned out to be quite similar in 

social and demographic characteristics and even prior justice 

system history. There developed little relation between 

type of s.ervice provided and psychosocial needs of individual 

youths. A variety of legal and program patterns were created 

with little reference to d~fferences among youths. 

While ~~ere were clear distinctions among the three 

programs -- Alternatives, Service Demonstration, Comparison 

Demonstration -- there was at least as much variation by 

community or where the youth lived ~s to services recei~ed. 

Nhether a youth was a preadjudicated or adjudicated MI~TS, whether 

he was in an ISOS or in a pre-ISOS program, he received 

a placement service far more often in Cook County and a 

home based counseling service in the DCFS Decatur 

mid state -- region (Table 3). This undoubtedly was due 

to different traditions of services and placement resources 

in the various communi ties. But it w'as also due to organ-

izational and professional predispositions probably unrelated 

to individual client need. 

The major assumption of any social service program 

is that clients individually require and profit from the 

services provided to them. We would expect first of all 

that yout~, would be assigned different services related 

(I 
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somewhat to individual needs. This was clearly intended 

in the Ser"l,ice Demonstration, probably in t."le Comparison 

Demonstration, and we believe implicit in the Alternatives 

program where a decision had to be made as to whether a 

youth would be placed or returned home for service. Certain 

demographic or offense charge" criteria such as gender, race, and 

type of status offense, ther~fore, should not necessarily 

be more important than individual (or family) need or 

psychosocial problem. 

Our findings were in the opposite direction. Gender, 

race, and type of offense, rather than the youth's maturity, 

i.e. his age, family structure, or seriousness of his prab-

1 ems , at least as represented by prior justice system historj, 

determined the type of service provided across programs. 

More females were drawn into the program than expected: 

61.9 percent of the ISOS statewide population were females 

compared to 54.0 percent as detained status offenders before 

~~e project. Most youths in the programs were mixed offenders. 

More of the males than the females had histories of both 

delinquencies and status offenses. 

In our analysis we found females were somewhat more 

likely to be placed than males. Females received more foster 

and shelter or group home services. Males were more likely 

to receive service at home (Table 4). This pattern, generally 

held for youths in the Alternatives, Service Demonstratio~ and 

Comparison Demonstration programs in Cook County suburbs, 

------ --- -----------------
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Chicago, and the Decatur region. Th tt e pa ern was reversed only 

in Cook County for the Service D emonstration program, where wore 

females received counsling and b more oys placement, especially 

institutional services. In this latter group, we know that nales 

had particularly serious offense histories. 

Females were more often charged as runaways and pre

sumably stimulated greater community, especially police 

and court officer, concern that they vTould be sexually 

exploited or violated and therefore needed to be protected 

through secure detention or its equivalent. It was apparent

ly more important to get the famale status offender than 

the male status Offender "off the streets." 

R~ce_ w~~._ a_Iso, ~sso~~ated with type of service received. 

Blacks were more often ass,igned to fos~e~ care and whites to 

shelter care or group home services. The pattern was 

especially prevalent in Cook County, including the Chicago 

area (.Table 5). To what extent this represented some form of 

racism we do not know, although the practice did not affect 

outcome, as we will indicate below. 

Type of status offense was associated wi~h, ty~e of -:::' service, 

The runawaywas somewhat more likely to be' placed than the ungovern-

abJ.e youth (Table 6). However, t.l-J.is pattern "las part.icularly strong 

in Chicago (P = .008), but also was prevalent downstate. 

The pattern was less clear in the Cook County suburbs. 

Distincti~,e psychosocial factors, such as "we"'R:" ffu"11ily 

structure, in particular the single parent horne, was not 

.\ 
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associated at all, as popularly believed, with type of 

service received. In the Cook County Alternatives program, 

there was no association with type of family structure and 

service pattern (Table 7). There was a tendency, however, 

for youths in the Service Demonstration and Comparative 

Demonstration Programs from extremely "weak" families, i.e. 

where neither a father nor mother was present -- usually 

extended family arrangements -- to be placed in an in-

stitution. 

Contrary to pr.ofessional or clinical view, the younger 

child, i.e., under 15 years, was not necessarily assigned 

home based services more often than the older child. 

The older adolescent who is expected more often to profit 

from a residential treatment· experience was served at 

home and e1e ~ounger child was more often in placement 

regardless of program. The younger child was regarded as 

easier to manage in a foster home than the older, bigger, perhaps 

more threatening youth. 

It was also possible to test, to some extent, whether 

the more troubled or troublesome child was more likely to 

be placed in one type o.f service rather than another. We 

were also in~e.res.ted· L-r' \.vllather organization, at least in 

the Al ternatiiles program made a difference. We used number of 

previous offenses -- none, one or two, three or more 

as an indicator of degree of social problem and found no relation 

with type of service received or specific organization (Table 8). 

----~- -~-- - -----
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Regardless of prior history with the justice system, the 

youth was as likely to be assigned a home based counseling 

as a placement service. The pattern was the same across 

a variety of social agencies. 

Finally, we note that there was little to distinguish 

the chronic runaway or status offender from the more 

casual or preadjudicated offender, whether in the Alternatives, 

Service Demonstration and Comparison Demonstration programs, 

or even be~Neen repeaters and non-repeaters within the 

Alternatives program. They were similar in age, race, 

gender, family structure, and prior offense~history. 

In general, there seemed to be little individual basis 

for the assi~nrr.ent of a youth to a particular service. 

Cultural considerations, availability of servi.css in 

a particular county, general program orientation and specific 

organizational interest appeared to be ~~e primary criteria 

for service provision. 

Individual Outcome 

IS05 was concerned with the improved social 

adjustment of individual youths, including lowered rates 

of contact ~vit:h the juvenile justice system. We have 

dealt with various aspects of individual outcome elsewhere 

(Spergel and Reamer, 1980). We will briefly review 

these evaluation findings I b, ~t will emphasize subgroup 

analysis and the relation of types of service and agency 

f 
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orientation to individual outcome. 

The most important general outcome finding is that whether a 

status offender is placed in detention or in a community based service, 

~hether in a short-term crisis or longer term home based, or even a 

comprehensive program of service, makes no comparative difference in 

terms of subsequent numbers and types of contacts with the police or 

court. Status offenders generally had fewer subsequent contacts with 

the justice system in the six month period after the instant offense 

than in the six month period prior to it. There appears to'be no dif

ferential general effect for any of the approaches. Youths in each 

of the programs -- Alternatives, Service Demonstration, or Comparative 

Service Demonstration -- and in detention -- did about as well, 

controlling for a variety of factors. Each of the general approaches, 

probably along with maturation, lead to a modest reduction in subsequent 

contacts with the justice system. 

In a series of hierarchical regression analyses, the most sig

nificant predictors of subsequent justice system contact were, in all 

cases, age'and prior contacts with the justice system. The younger 

the youth and the more previous contacts with the police or court, 

the more likely he or she was to return to the justice system. The 

Alternatives program/detention variable was of little predictive value. 

It never accounted for more than one percent of the variance, once 

the control variables were considered. All of the independent and 
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control variables, including sex, race, prior detentions, 

county -- in addition to those already mentioned -

accounted for only 16 percent of the total variance 

(Table 9). These findings were consistent with findings 

from self-report and individual interview data collected 

over three time periods which indicated a general reduction 

in deviant behavior and an inprovement in social relation

ships with family, school, and law enforcement figures 

(Spergel and Reamer, 1980). 

Secure Detention or a particular kind of program 

also had little or no differential effect on type of offense 

subsequently cornmitted~ The strongest predictor of type of 

subsequent delinquent offense was gender, i.e. male, although 

race (black) and prior contacts as a delinquent were of 

some imp~rtance. wnile males were far more likely to 

become delinquents, females were more likely to continue 

as status offenders. In other words, while the total 

number of offenses was going down for almost all youths 

a partial sps,cialization effect was occurring: males were 

increasingly charged as delinquents, but females maintained 

their existing, mainly status offender, pattern. Younger 

youths generally were also more likely to be charged as 

status offenders. The predominant pattern, however, was 

the mixed offender. 3 

A striking subgroup effect, moreover, was not simply 

the disproportionately larger number of females drawn into 

t1 
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the program but that ~~ey were more likely than males also 

to be detained subsequently as status offenders, as we will 

describe below. One subgroup, the younger white 

females in fact had a slightly higher number of subsequent 

justice system contacts (n = 2.33) compared to p~ior 

contacts (n = 2.14). This was contrary to the general 

finding. All other female (and male) subgroups did sig

nificantly better I i· .• e. reduced their contacts with the 

justice system after detention or entry into the program 

(Table 10') . 

The increased categorization of females by the police 

as detainable status offenders, perhaps so ~~ey could obtain 

special services had an unintended negative effect. More 

were referred to court and relatively more younger white 

girls were given justice system records than was the case 

under a secure detention st t ra egy. 

services in Relation to Outcome 

It TNas important to determine not. only whether one 

general approach to dealing wi~~ status offenders was 

superior to another, i.e., detention, crisis intervention, 

long term home based or long term residential oriented 

service -- each approach yielded about the same result 

for the youth in terms of subsequent justice system 
- _._. -- --.-~ ----~--... ---~.- -... - .. -

contacts. But, it seemed importan t ~,J.:30 to assess t.1.e 

value of specific types of service per se and the community 
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influence of the social agency on the YOlli:21"S subsequent justice 

system hi.story. 

The'assumption which guided the creation of the dein

stitutionalization strategy, that the status offender 

would benefit more from service and supervision at home and 

in his own community than placement, particularly outside 

of his community, needed to be specifically tested. In 

other words, the principle to be examined was that the less 

intrusive the service, the more effective the outcome. 

ISOS did not avoid placement services. Foster home, shelter 

care, and group home constituted 29.0 ?ercent of all 

services provided in the Alternatives to Detention program 

and 22.5 percent o'f all· ~erv.ices pro\Tided in ~1.~ Serv.ice De.£l1on-

stration (Table 1). IS-OS was also much less interested in 

providing community based ~1.an alternatives to detention 

services. Few youngsters TNere served close to home, and in 

fact there was a practice, if not a preference, for placement 

of a yOu~1. in an adjoining community or county. In one 

analysis of physical distance between two large lSOS contract 

agency providers in Cook County only 15 percent of the status 

offenders (N = 96) who received advocacy/counseling lived 

within a two mile radius of the particular agency. 

We confined our test of the comparative value of 

specific home based versus non-home based services to the 

Alternativ@s program whic:.l had the largest number of cases. 

Hhile essentially all youths received crisis intervention, 
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a sizable number in addition received a placement service. 

A cross-tabulation analysis compared various types of 

status offenders who received one of b.'1.ree kinds of ser"'Tices 

,- advocacv / counseling versus foster care versus shel ter carel 

;roup horne -- on categories of subsequent contacts rN'ith the 

justice system, none, one or t"r,.;o, three or more; or 

iV'hether the yout was subsequently detained (yes or 

c:ach set of services was arranged along a continuum 

intrusiveness. Thus foster care services included: ) , 

on 

no) . 

of 

advocacy/counseling~ ,~hile shelter care/group home services 

included advocacy/counselin.; and sometimes foster ca,re, as 

well. 

the analysis were that status offenders The results of 

home based service -- advocacy/counseling who recei "'Ted only a 

t contacts than youths __ had fewer subsequent justice sys em 

h l .... er/group home services. ('~here receiving foster home or s e ~ 

outcome for you~~s receiving various was no difference in 

types of placement services.) These differences character-

ized almost all comparisons made. Chi square values 

. for Alternati"'Te youths approached st~tistical signif~cance 

in Cook Co'unty (p = .109), males (p = .078.); those over 

) Chi square values were significant 15 years (p = .081 • 

Of subsequent detention: Alternatives using the measure 

in Cook County (p = .019); females (p = .002), blacks 

(p = .012), whites (p = .049). The patterns were clear 

and consistent in Chicago and in the Cook County suburbs, 

d · the Decatur region. but were not clearly manifeste ~n 

The addition of two sets of controls -- numbers of prior con

tacts with the justice system (none, one or two, three or more) and 

either gender, race, or age -- revealed the same pattern. 
However, 

we also used a step-wise multiple regression analysis. Eight con-

trol variables were entered into the analysl·s.· b 
num er of priors, 

age, county/Chicago, number of prior detentl'ons, bl' . 
pu lC asslstance, 

race, gender. The independent variable was type of service: home-

based versus any other types. The service variable made almost no 

difference; it contributed less than one percent to the total vari-

ance (19 percent). The va . bl f . 
rla es 0 prlor contacts with justice system 

and age again were the most signl'fl'cant d' 

justice system contacts (Table 11). 
pre lctors of subsequent 

In other words, when we used a series of cross-tabulation analyses, 

based on limited statistical control,s, we found that the less intrusive 

the serVice, i.e., advocacy/counseling, the ,more effective the result. 

However, when we use~ a highly rigorous statistical analysis __ 

requiring various assumptions, including linearity __ we found that 

intrusiveness of service made no difference. 

Community Basedness of Agency 

A similar set of analyses was employed to d' 
lScover whether the 

community based character of the serVl'ce agency d 
rna e a difference in 

terms of individual outcome. 
We had already determined that community-

basedness could not be established by geographic criteria alone since 
most youths 
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were served outside of their neighborhoods, Ne employed 

a complicated process for ranking organizations in Cook 

County on community basedness, indicated by 18 measures, 

including the extent to which agencies served youths close 

to home; the use of volunteers; the education level of 

staff; the variety of agency goals, i.e., services orien

tation, community development, and community solidarity; 

f . communication,· degree of exchange formality 0 ~nteragency 

with other organizations inside or outside the local area; 

and agency executive commitment to client participation in 

decision making. (Spergel, Korbelik, Reamer, Lynch, Alexander, 

1980) . 

Outcome measures were established on an ordinal basis: 

..... 70, three or more subsequent contacts Ttlith the none, one or ,-,y 

justice system. A series of four simultaneous controls 

were established: prior court contact category, gender, 

race and se~. Only those five agencies with adequate 

numbe.rs of youths served (10 or more) in the various sets 

of control categories wer~ used. .r:". relationship between 

the ranks on community basedness and successful outcome 

for youth served by the organizations was found. 

The finding of the analysis was a perfect correspondence 

between community basedness and proportion of youths who 

did not return to the court. The more community-based 

the agency, the less likely youths '."ould recidi~late. Also, 

of the five agencies, the lowest ranked community based 

agency provided the bulk of placement services in Cook 
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County. The other four agencies were mainly concerned with the 

provision of home based advocacy/counseling services. This is 

consistent with our finding above, of the superior value of 

home-based services. 

However, again, a step-wise multiple regression analysis was 

carried out with these data. Each youth was assigned a score depend

ing on whether the agency providing the service was high or low on 

the community basedness index. The variables were entered in similar 

fashion as that described above. But once more, there was no re-

lation between an intervention variable, in this case, community 

basedness of the organization, and subsequent contacts with the 

justice system. Community basedness accounted for less than one 

percent of the variance. The two most important predictor variables 

were number of priors and age (Table 12) . 

Thus, there was little evidence using a rigorous linear 

analysis that service pattern or community based character of the 

service pattern or community based character of the service organiza

tion made any comparative' difference. No particular approach was more 

or less successful in contributing to reduced recidivism for detain-

able status offenders. However, using a less rigorous form of 

statisitcal analysis perhaps.more consistent with the quality of 

the data -- we found that home based services and community based 

character of the organization were more effective than primarily 

placement and less community based approaches, respectively. 

A conservative assessment would be that less intrusive i 
I 
I 
I 
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services from community oriented agencies were at least as effective 

as more intrusive services from noncommunity based agencies in the 

reduction of subsequent offenses by status offenders in the Alterna

tives program. A liberal interpretation of the data indicates that 

home-based and community oriented services may indeed have superior 

value. 

Changes in Detention 

ISOS was concerned primarily with the reduction of detention 

for status offenders throughout Illinois. Community based services 

was a means to achieve this end. The reduction of recidivism by 

youths in the program was in fact a secondary objective. Data from 

various sources indicated a clear and sUbstantial reduction of 

detention for status offenders with the start of ISOS. The analysis, 

using aggregate tallies of all status offenders in detention in 

four key counties (accounting for approximately 70 percent of the 

status offender detention population) showed a sharp reduction, 

mainly for in-county or resident status offenders, after the first 

program year compared with the preprogram year: 60.8 percent in 

Cook, 25.0 percent in Macon, and 68.2 percent in McClean, but an 

increase of 71.1 percent in La Salle County. The aggregate decline 
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for the four counties was from 1638 to 733" during ISOS 

first year of operation. In other words, there were almost 

1,000 fewer status offenders in detention, and most of the 

decline was accounted for by Cook County. The causal 

importance of ISOS in these raductions is underscored by 

the fa~ts that the numbers of out of county and out of stat-

status offenders, and also delinquents~ detained remained 
.-' 

stable throughout the period u~der consideration. 

During the second program year, there was an increase 

over the first program year of 17.9 percent in Cook, but 

a fu~ther decline of 59.0 percent in Macon and a reversal 

of trend in LaSalle, where there was a decline of 42.0 

percent, so that. detention of sta.tus offenders was back to 

preprogram levels. During the first nine or ten months 

of the third program year, through March and April 1979, 

detention patterns stabilized in each of the counties at 

a rate substantially lo\.;er than the preprogram year. Status 

offenders were still being detained in three of the counties. 

They were technically no longer being detained in Macon 

County, although delinquents who violated probation by com

mitting a status offense could still be detained there. 

The finding based on individual evaluation data was 

similar. All youths in the Secure Detention group were in 

detention at the instant offense -- by definition, but only 

24.S percent en = 76) of the youths in ~~e Alternatives 

group were placed in detention -- mainly by the judge at 
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the initial custody hearing. This represented a substantial decline in 

detention rate for the Alternatives group compared to the prior secure 

detention group at the instant offense. During the subsequent l2-month 

risk period, the decline in detention for status offenses by the Alterna

tives group was greater than for the secure detention group. The de

tention rate was 67.7 percent for youths in the secure detention, but 

less, 38.0 percent, for those in the Alternatives, or a 43.7 percent 

comparative improvement.· 

Furthermore, there is evidence based in part on a recent Illinois 

Law Enforcement Commission Report (ILEC, 1980) of a 50 percent reduction 

in the number of status offenders in detention in the thirteen Illinois 

Regional Detention Centers between 1973 and 1979. 4 Thus, analysis of 

aggregate tallies in four counties, individual evaluation samples, and the 

population of status offenders in all county detention centers indicates a 

clear trend of decline in the number of status offenders detained .. Much 

of the decline must be associated with the existence of IS0S. 

Other important changes in detention patterns for status offenders, 

in addition to the general rate decrease, was that the reduction was 

relatively smaller for females than for males. In other words, there were 

relatively more females compared to males detained as status offenders after 

the start of ISOS,at 1 :ast in .Cook County, than before (Table 14). Also, 

the stay in detention of all youths detained in Cook County was longer. 

Whereas the drop in detention rate for females at the custody hearing in 

the Alternative program compared to that in Secure Detention was from 87.8 

percent to 30.9 percent, it was even greater for males, from 82.7 percent 

to 18.7 percent .. In other words, the proportion of females in aetention 

---

had risen from 55.7 percent to 69.7 percent. Alternatives program females 

were also spending relatively longer periods of time in detention than 

males. This constituted a reversal of the pattern of the secure detention 

group at the instant offense (Table 13). Furthermore, based on Cook County 

aggregate detention data,r~latively more old:r white females, although 

fewer younger white females, were in detention after the start of ISOS than 

before. We have already observed that younger white females in ISOS had 

an increase in court contactt~: contrary to the pattern for other ISOS youths. 

The findings from several detention analyses were consistent in in

dicating an increase in the amount of time status offenders -- although 

fewer in number -- were spending in detention, particularly after the 

custody hearing. Analysis of aggregate data on detained Cook County 

status offenders showed an increase from 6.45 to 9.85 days from the pre

program year to the first program year. Also while time in detention for 

youths in the Alternative sample at the {nstant offense declined to 4.25 

days compared to that of the secure detention group, 6.13 days, time in 

detention for subsequent status offenses during the subsequent l2-month 

period by the Alternatives group rose to 9.10 days compared to 6.65 days 

for the secure detention group (see also Table 14). 

However, youths in the Alternatives group were spending more time in 

detention for a subsequent delinquent offense compared to the secure de

tention group (Tabl€ 15). Also, youths in both groups were likely to re

ceive more detention time for a subsequent delinquent than subsequent 

status offenses .. Further, we observe that while relatively more females 

were in detention than males compared to the earlier period, males wer~ 

spending longer periods of time in detention for status offenses in the 

:1 

. I 



f 

.r; 

. .1 

I' 

subsequent risk period. Yet overall, there appears to be a relative 

worsening detention situation for females compared to that for males. 

As a group, males appear to have profited relatively more from ISOS 

than females. Considerably more females were now being referred to court 

as detainable, relatively more were being processed beyond the custody 

hearing and detained (see also System.Processing Effects, below). While 

more females were obtaining social services through contacts with ISOS, 

this also meant for a subgroup of females a longer official record with 

the court. In the final a~alysis, while the proportion of status offenders 

in detention had dropped substantially, particularly for males, the number 

considered detainable had risen substantially. Absolutely more status 

offenders -- male and female -- were being processed by the co~rt. 

System Influence 

We cannot understand why ISOS had certain unintended effects, for 

example, why more youths became "detainable" status offenders, why more 

females, in particular, were classified as detainable and did not do as 

well as males because of the Alternatives program, unless we examine certain 

system processing effects that ISOS induced. In this somewhat extended 

section, we dis~uss changes which occurred in police, court, and social 

agency decision making in r~spect to status offenders and other deviants 

as a result of the development of ISOS in. the justice and social service 

systems. A major statewide program, such as ISOS, not only affected youths 

through services, but also through the decision patterns of agencies whose 

role was to process and serve juvenile offenders. Furthermore, the 

changes in the system in turn affected youths in ISOS in unintended ways. 

I •. -

I • 

ISOS stimulated four interrelated system changes which ultimately influenced 

individual outcome and aggregate detention rates for status offenders: 1) 

recategorization, 2) widening of the control net, 3) decrease in diversion, 

and 4) domain specialization. 

These system changes, we believe, were an expression of organiza

tional self-interest in the maintenance and "meaningfulll use of additional 

resources stimulated by ISOS. Redefinition of the problem and expansion of 

its scope were also attempts, particularly by justice system agencies, to 

continue to exercise control of the problem. Value issues of altruism or 

rationality, i.e., efficiency, were only secondary .. 

Recategorization 

RecategorJzation or relabelling of deviants refers to a change of 

classification of the offender because of a shift in an agency's practice 

based on increased (or decreased) 
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resources and a change in technology or idealogy (Perrow, 

1970). For example, ·it may refer to the relabelling of 

status offenders as dependent/neglect, delinquent or mentally 

ill youths requiring al ternativf.~ forms of processing. In 

the present instance, emphasis is on the results of change 

in the criteria used by the police to designate "detainable" 

status offenders. The term recategorization is preferred 

to relabelling, since resource availability, organizational 

interests, and interorganizational dependencies appear to 

be more important factors than professional ideologies 

(Kitsuse, 1963; Lemert, 1972). 

Despite the face that different types of court orders 

were in effect in Cook and Macon Counties, similar re-

categorization consequences occurred at the police or court 

intake levels. Whether the court order mandated the police 

to ref~~ detainable status offenders to ISOS -- as in Cook 

County -- or simply permitted the police to refer them to 

ISOS, the relative numbers of detainable status offenders 

increased during the year after the start of the program. 

Furthermore, this took place despite a general increase of 

contacts by the police with status offenders in Cook County 

(16.6 percent) and a general decrease in ~J!acon County (37.5 

percent). There was an increase of 5.5 percent in detainable 

status offenders in Cook County and an increase of 8.1 

percent in Macon County (Table 16). There ~.,as a cormnensurate 

decrease in almost all ot~er categories of disposition for 

status offenders. 
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The ci1ange in decision making at the court level was 

more complex. There was considerable shift in decision 

making about detainable status offenders, particularly at 

intake or the custody hearing, but in effect no change at 

final disposition. -The influence of the deinstitutionali-

zation process and the increase of temporary referral of 

status offenders to community based agencies was evident 

at the custody hearing. But the same proportion of youths 

were placed in some form of agency or i,nsti tutional custody 

at the final hearing. Since more youths were going through 

the court (see Widening of the Net)., a rarg_er absolute 

number were still in institutional custody. 

During t~e ISOS program year, fewer youths were in 

detention prior to their appearance before a judge. However, 

even before ISOS, the judge holding the custody hearing 

still had the option of sending ~~e detained yout~ back 

to detention until adjudication. After ISOS, the judge 

was much less likely to do so. Nhereas earlier 65.5 

percent of detained status offenders were sent back to 

detention, during the program year only 11.3 percent were 

returned to the detention center. There was a great in-

crease in referral of youth to ISOS/DCFS, from 5.0 percent 

to 48.8 percent, and a substantial increase in release of 

youths to parental custody, from 26.8 percent to 37.2 percent 

(Table 17). 

After adjudication, at the final dispositional hearing, 

however, ~~e previous pattern of court decision-making 
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was largely maintained. A few less status offenders were 

released to their parents, but a few more ',vere released to 

the custody of community based, mainly institutionally 

controlled -- DCFS facili ties. There ,,,,as a reduction in 

transfer of youths to other institutions, but this number 

had been exceedingly small to J:~)"egin with. 5 

Perhaps what is most important is that despite ISOS, 

which was available to the court principally as an alternative 

to detention resource at the preadjudicatory level, 

the same proportion as in the secure detention group 

about 21 percent -- were in ~~e custody of an institution 

at the adjudicatory o,r- dispo~iitional level. DCFS, itsE=:lf, 

mainly subcontracted with a variety of agencies for 

se~lices, including placement for thesa adjudicated offenders. 

The court had moderately accomodated to a deinstitu-

tionalization strategy in the early stage of processing, 

but it did not appear to be especially concerned with the 

objective at the final stage. It continued to do business 

as usual. 

At the same time there was a clear shift in the 

categorization or decisional process of DCFS, mainly at the 

termination of the court's processing of the status offender. 

More status off~nders were going throu~h ~~e court's various 

stages and the court had to make additional plans for them. 

DCFS was required by law to accept MINS violators. There 

was also some fur~!-J.er claim on DCFS seryices and j urisjiction 
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because most of the C'.ddi tional adjudicated MINS had been 

generated through ISOS which was DCFS' program, at least 

during ~,e demonstration period. 

DCFS apparently accommodated to the additional pressures 

by taking more MINS cases but fewer delinquency cases, 

at least in Cook County. Our data suggest 10 percent or 

11 percent more status offenders were reaching the court 

disposition stage, and .t~~~ .~~s __ e.~_~e~t~~lly the increase in 

proportion of f':I~.~1~. ~~s~s that DCFS began to accept. Between 

1975 and 1977 the total number of youths accepted by DCFS 

Cook County District Units from the court did not change, 

but the proportion of MINS accepted by DCFS rose 'from 

47.4 percent to 61.2 percent (Table 18). The proportion of 

delinquents declined from 25.6 percent to 15.5 percent. . -. . 

Where the additional or "overflow" delinquents might have 

been going we will indicate below. 

Widening of the Net 

Widening of the net suggests extension of justice and 

service system jurisdiction in dealing with deviants, 

including status offenders, who probably would have been 

ignored or provided with less attention earlier. It is 

a consequence of a particular type of categorization process. 

More yo·uths are defined or placed in a deviant category 

which requires additional system control. The increase 

of youths referred to the detaineable status offender 

category may have resulted in part from more seryices or 
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resources available to deal with this form of offender. 

The increase may also have been due to the greater con-

venience afforded to police who now did not have to "babysit" 

for status offenders as much, "reach out," and get involved 

in "nasty family disputes" or have to contact a variety 

of local agencies to help the youth. 

Additional services for status offenders meant that 

the police officer could now refer youths needing services, 

whom he wanted to protect and would not have considered 

detainable before. The detainable status offender no longer 

would be detained, al~~ough he or she would be processed 

by the court. More problems of the youth and his family 

could .be handled. 

However, while additional appearences of the youth in 

court and further exposure to its procedures may not be as 

restricti'lTe or trauma tic as secure detention it does create 

a bureaucratic or official history on which basis future 

decisions are made (Coates, Miller, Ohlin, 1978). Such 

a history can lead in a routine way to negative attention, 

restriction of personal freedom, and simply a "bad record." 

The most striking of all system change effects was the 

widening of the control net over status offenders. More 

yout...~s were classified as detainable and penetrated more 

deeply into the justice and public social service systems. 

The effect was salient at the level of preliminary court 

processing. We were able to measure this phenomenon through 

a widening of the net index based on the assw~ption that 
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compared to the pre-ISOS years not only should there have been fewer 

youths in detention/but that no additional youths should have been re

ferred to the justice system, if the program were working as expected. 

A "difference score" was computed: the number of status offenders 

(cases) in detention during the preprogram year minus the sum of the 

number during the program year and the number of ISOS cases from month 

to month. If the program were functioni ng perfectly, i. e., the ISOS 

detainable popUlation was the same as that inthe~rior period, the 

"difference score: would be zero. 

The fi ndi ngs indicate a 1 arge and pos iti ve "difference score" 

or a large widening of the net effect. More status offenders were 

classified as detainable considering the number detained the previous 

year: 24.7 percent more in Cook County and perhaps 75.0 more in Macon 

County (Tables 19 and 20). The control net was extended further in 

the. second and third years of the program, particularly in Cook 

County as the number of status offenders in ISOS stabilized, but the 

numbers in detention increased. 

The net widening effect indicated that youths who would earlier 

have been considered very minor offenders and who would not have been 

processed by the court were now swept up in its procedures through ISOS. 

The evidence is clear that status offenders defined as detainable and 

referred to ISOS had less prior involvement with the police and court 

~ 
-~---

than had detained status offenders a year earlier. For 
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example, while 21.1 percent of preprogram youths had no or 

one prior contact with the juvenile justice system, 40.6 percent 

of ISOS youths had such a contact; while 40.7 percent of 

preprogram youths had 5 or more prior contacts, only 24.7 

percent of ISOS youths had such extensive prior histories 

(Table 21 ) • 

Not only were there more detainable status offenders 

in the court system, but evidence indicates that prior 

~8 ISOS they would have been more likely to be released 

to their parents or community agencies without contact 

with the court (Table 16). They penetrated further than the 

preprogram group during a comparable subsequent risk period. 

This was so only for status offenses. In other words, the 

pattern of processing for delinquencies, in particular for 

property crimes, did not change for program or preprogram youths, 

but the status offense was now treated Qore severely -- or at 

least more fully in terms of additional court processing -- for 

ISOS youths than preprogram youths, subsequent to the instant 

offense (Tables 22, 23, 24). Relatively more ISOS you~~s 

penetrated from police to court intake and through court 

adjudication/disposition for status offenses than did the 

preprogram group during the comparable subsequent period. 

The difference in processing patterns was mainly 

attributed to the presence of more detainable female status 

offenders in the justice system. The processing pattern 

for males in ~~e preprogram and program groups did not vary, 

bu t Al terna ti ,les females were now: more likely to come to 

- .' 

the attention of the court and to penetrate more deeply 

into the justice system than had been the pattern for pre

program detained female status offenders (Table 25). ISOS 

meant additional negative labelling, especially for females. 

To what extent the court was more concerned or more punitive 

in respect to females because of the program and therefore 

deal t with them more extensively and severely after ISOS than 

before, we are not sure. There is a literature which 

indicates the court may be harsher ~~an the police in its 

treatment of females. (Adler, 1975; Pollack, 1950; Reckless 

and I-\ay, 1967; Crit.es, 1976; Sarri, 1974). 

Also, we observe that ISOS not only contributed to 

a widening of the net effect at police and court but also . . 
at ~~e pUblic social agency level. The'intake policies 

of DCFS seemed to have been affected in two ways: DCFS 

extended its jurisdiction 1) to more status offenders and 

2) to status offenders whom it might not have served at 

an earlier period, i. e., D.GFS was' nm-; c.ealing 

with less troubled or troublesome youths. A higher proportion 

of ISOS than preprogram youths became known to DCFS ~ 

after the instant offense: 76.3 percent of ISOS youths 

(N. = 224) but only 10.3 percent of preprogram you~~s (N. = 185) . 

Also, a far higher proportion of you~~ in the preprogram 

group Tl'lho e·nded- up ,,'lith. DeFS had prior histories i'Tith DCFS 

thanc,did the youth served by ISOS. 

Finally, a consequence of the widening of tlle control 

net may have been an overload on court procedures and a 
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weakening of legal due process for status offenders. ISOS 

youths were less likely to be represented by an attorney, 

especially a public attorney, than preprogram you~~s at 

the instant offense. wnile 23.4 percent of preprogram 

youths were without representation, 36.6 percent of ISOS 

youths were not represented by an attorney during the first 

program year (p = .01). In general, there was a tendency 

for program youths to be less often represented than 

preprogram youths by an attorney at the adjudication hearing. 

There was a clear difference in legal processing of ISOS youths 

at the instant offense, however (Table 26). It is possible 

that the attorneys -- guardians ad litum -- were unable 

to cope with the large influx of status offenders into the 

system and youths received less than usual legal assistance 

with their cases .. 

Decrease in Diversion 

Diversion signifies the referral of fewer youths by 

the police to the court and of more youths back to the 

community. It is the opposite of the widening of the 

net effect, but is usually consistent with a deinstitutional-

ization objective. ~le wider the net of control of official 

agencies, the narrower or more limited the diversion process, 

other things equal. If a strong diversion strategy had 

been in effect during the course of ISOS, the nurrber of 

status offenders fNho ftlere communi ty adjusted would have 

increased and the number of detainable status offenders 
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decreased. This was not desired or made possible. In 

general, there was little concern with a widening of the 

net effect. The police, the courts, the social agencies 

were mainly concerned that status offenders received services. 

The fact that youths would more likely be referred to court 

thereby seemed to be of little consequence. 

However, for some decision makers and particularly 

social reformers, the issue was not simply whether ISOS 

contributed to a reduct~on in the numbers of status offenders 

in secure detention and whether more community based alter

native services were made available, bllt whether status 

offenders were also being diverted from the court. In other 

wor.ds, the question-raised was whether as a consequence 

of the project more or fewer status offenders generally 

including detained and non-de~cained -- were being processed 

at the court. 

The findings in Cook County and Macon County appear 

to be contradictory. It was clear in Cook County that there 

was less diversion of status offenders during ~~e first 

year of the program conpared to the pre ISOS period. There 

was an increase of 4.8 percent in the relative numbers of 

status offenders sent by the police to the court, while 

in the same period, even with an overall increase in total 

delinquents contacted by police, there was a decrease of 3.5 

percent in the relative numbers of delinquents sent to court. 

We know there was a major effort through th Youth Ser~,ice Burea,us 

to divert delinquents in Chicago. We believe that ISOS 

did contribute to a decrease in diversion for status offenders, f 
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since the largest category of change 'lias the increase, 

5.5 percent, in number of status offenders who were considered 

detainable (Table 27). 

The effect of the program on police processing was less 

evident in Macon County, although it was very clear at the 

court level. There ~'las in fact diversion of status offenders 

by the police in Macon County_ About 3.0 percent fewer 

status offenders were being sent to juvenile court, i'7Ilila 

during the program period about the same proportion of 

delinquents were being referred. Overall there w~s con

siderably less contact by the police with status offenders 

(-37.5, percent) than during the preprogram period. But 

the seeming contradiction is resolved when we discover that 

only 30.5 percent of ~~e youths referred to ISOS in Macon 

County were from the police in comparison with 86.1 percent 

in Chicago and 90.2 percent in the Cook County suburbs. 

bulk of status offenders in Hacon County were sent to 
-

court apparently by social agencies, especially DCFS. 

The 

In other wor.ds, the widening of the net effect in Hacon 

County was largely due to the use of ISOS by social agencies, 

rather than by ~~e police. The police were narrowing the 

scope of their activities in respect to status offenders 

but its effect was counteracted particularly through the 

referral by DCFS of status offenders to ISOS, directly through 

the court. 

Finally, we note ~~at in bo~~ counties, there was a 

rel~tive increase in detained and detainable status offenders 

... 

/ . 

but a decrease in detained delinquents. In respect to 

detention patterns, there was indeed consistency between 

Cook and Macon Counties (Table 28) . 

Domain Special±zation 

Domain specialization refers to a tendency by 

organizations to focus and specialize in dealing with certain 

types of programs and clients, as they acquire more resources, 

or simply redirect their goals. It probably arises from the 

need of organizations to reduce uncertainty as they respond 

to changing environmental conditions (Thompson and Mcewen, 

1958; Thompson, 1967). There is a continuing struggle by 

justice system and social agencies to seek individually, 

interactively and interdependently, to 'adapt more efficiently 

to changing pressures and resources in their political, 

legal, fiscal, and idiological environment. The agency 

comes to focus on these tasks and r:lients with whom it 

believes it can do a better job and/or for which it can 

obtain additional resources. 

It is possible to speculate that ISOS contributed to 

a further process of justice and agency system specialization 

with deviants. This implies a centralization of decision 

making in the system resulting in a more categorical and 

less individualized way of dealing with deviants, despite 

intentions to the contrary. Youths may be more easily and 

'precisely" labelled and accorded a standardized response or 

form of "treat..."nent. II There was less need perhaps for 

'0 
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individual police officer and court intake worker decision 

making about \vhat to do with a status offender. The status 

offender needed services and should be processed through 

the court. More bureaucratic rationality was built into 

the system. 

Prior to ISOS, there may have been greater flexibility 

or more disposition options in dealing with a variety of the 

youth "s problems at the court level. Earlier youth with 

multiple charges, for example, running away, truancy, 

assaulting a parent, could have been referred initially on 

a MINS or delinquency petition, but the probation officer 

could have added a neglect petition and supported referral 

of the youth to DCFS, rather than to the Department of 

Corrections (DOC) • In 1977, the state's attorney's office 

in Cook County IItightened Upll screening procedures and the 

youth was processed on the basis of the most serious charge. 

In the example described, the you~~ would probably have 

been referred to DOC. 

With the advent of ISOS, a further sorting out of 

the deviant population occurred. There may have been a 

f ' ~ 1 more o~ten as status offenders and move to de ~n~ ~ema es ~ 

I , t The female runaway in need of services males as de ~nquen s. 

could now more readily be referred to court, particularly 

to ISOS. The liklihood of punishment through detention was 

reduced. The female would receive special treatillent. A 

somewhat similar process could have occurred in respect to 

males who could now be referred to ~~e Depart~ent of Correc-

;t 
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tions for new and more appropriate services, e.g., D.D.I.S. 

We know there was a sharp increase in disposition of males 

as delinquents, from 341 in 1976 to 528 in 1977. The number 

of males, particularly from Cook County increased at about 

the time of the start of ISOS. We have already indicated 

that fewer delinquents were accepted by DCFS as more status 

offenders had to be admitted. The majority of status 

offenders referred to DC~S were females. The ratio of 

boys to girls sentenced to DOC from Cook County went from 

26.2:1 to 42.1:1 and from Macon County from 6.3:1 to 12:1. 

The ratio of males to females as delinquents at t~e front 

end of the· system, at the point of police arrest, is more 

likely to be 3 or 4 to 1. The increased II rationality ll 

introduced by ISOS could have contributed to a processing 

of youth by gender rather than by offense. 

Our findings indicate t~at ISOS resulted in a large 

number of ultimately dysfunctional processing effects by 

the justice and public social service :system. They included 

such negative: outcomes as more youi-.hs in contact rtlith, and 
- . -- .. -----. - - --- - .. ,\ - -

/) 

further penetrationof, the justice system; ailiso relatively more detention 

for females. This is not to deny there ,..,ere also substantial 

reductions in the overall detained status offenders population. 

,'l11e issues we need to articulate are whether the positives of' 

a unitary deinstitutionalization approach outweigh its 

unanticipated negatives, and \vhether there might not be a 

better, more complete strategy embodying diversion, including 

preferably removal of the status offense entirely from court 
, 
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processing. 

political Effects 

ISOS was a project acceptable in principle to almost 

all interest groups. 
Tensions and operational conflicts 

the co"~se of the implementation of the 
that arose in UoIo 

project, with the private social agencies, police, and 

the probation officers, were largely resolved. 
especially -
Only the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services 

finally rejected the programs, particularly the Alternatives 

to Detention, mainly because of fear that insufficient 

state funds would be subsequently appropriated and that 

DCE'S also 
its other programs would have to be curtailed. 

had a traditional child welfare committment to 

Its staff was reluctant to 
work with younger children. 

deal with status offenders who were almost exclusively 

adolescents. 
. d es state's attorneys, and probation 

The JU g , 
d . th t.ile addition of 

officers and police were now please w~ 
The social 

resources 
especially placement resources. 

th large _private you~~ service agencies, 
agencies, particularly e 

were glad to expand and modify existing programs, if necessary, 

d The executive and legislative 
to work with status offen ers. 

. , reformers and community 
branches of government, soc~a-

hap
py that status offenders were less likely to 

groupS were _ 
and instead 

be in dIstention, treated as serious offenders, 

. There was continuing controversy, 
w.ere receiving serv~ces. 

h Id ' located admin.tstratively. 
however, as to where ISOS s ou oe 

" 

, 
,~ 

Since DCFS did not want the program it had generated, the 

governor decided to place ISOS in a reorganizaed Illinois 

Commission on Delinquency Prevention in July, 197b' at t.~e 

end of the second year demonstration period. Service to 

status offenders was now in the jurisdiction of ~NO public 

agencies, as weJ.~l as the courts, ' s~nce DCFS still had respor.-

sibility for MINS violators. 

Interorganizational or political concern with ISOS, 

in particular its remaining Alternatives program, continued 

in relation to two issues: efficiency and compliance. It 

was important to develop a program which was administered 

efficiently, i.e., meshed smoothly with existing justice 

and social agency interests and procedures. It was even 

more important to meet federal compliance standards apout 

the reduction of detention for status offenders. The first 

concern was met with the transfer of ISOS to the Commission 

on Delinquency Prevention. The second issue was only 

partially resolved through ISOS. The required 7S percent 

reduction of non-offenders, including status offenders, 

in secure detention was not met. ~ d ~e eral juvenile justice 

funds for Illinois were viewed as endangered. Illinois 

Senate Bill 346 was E=a,~sed mandating the elimination of 

secure detention for all non-offenders, including status 

offenders, as of January 1, 1980. The law, however, did 

not prohibit the detention of H!NS violators or status 

offenders in contempt of court, including those for whom 

a warrant had been issued, and of ,out-of-state status 

.. 
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offenders. To what extent judges as well as law enforce-

ment officers would be inhibited from detaining MINS violators 

remained unclear. Nevertheless, a further step in ~~e 

deinstitutionalization of status offenders was taken. 

The new law also made provision for the development of 

additional shelter care facilities in the community. 

Only limited concern was voiced, however, about the 

high level of court processing of a large number of status 

offenders. ISOS was increasingly concerned with the re-

duct ion of the status offender population in detention but 

also primarily with providing services. It was using guidelines 

to encourage some diversion along with deinstitutionalizationf 

as a condition for the provision of services. But public 

poli~I preferred ~~at the juvenile justice and public 

social service' system continue to deal with the "small" 

group of status offenders who "needed" secure detention. 

This "small" group amounted to 2164 status offenders in 

Regional Detention centers and 1297 in county and municipal 

jails (illegally) for a total of 3461 status offenders 

deta~ned in Illinois during 1979 (ILEC, 1980). The detained 

status offender group was in fact extremely large. 

The key question of whether a strategy of deinstitution-

alization could ever be successful without accompanying 

committment to diversion of status offenders from ~~e justice 

system, including removal of status offenders entirely from 

court processing, had not yet been addressed. 

'f I, 

) .' 

C'onclus·io·n and: Implicat·ion for Policy 

ISOS was a subs tan tial but partial step in the dein

stitutionalization of status offenders in Illinois. It was 

largely successful in demonstrating the viability of 

nonsecure treatment of status offenders and changing the 

practice of detention in local justice system~. Unfortun

ately, it contributed also to an expansion of justice 

system processing for status offen~es. Fewer status 

offenders were served on an informal basis in the local 

communities as they had been prior to ISOS. More youths 

now had court records. A basic flaw of the DSO strategy 

and of ,the idea of community based alternative services 

was the intermediation of court processing. The extension 

of. !court jurisdiction to more and more youths for status 

offenses itself resulted in a slowing of the rate of de

institutionalization. 

A successful juvenile justice reform strategy requires 

a plan to control for complex system effects (Lerman, 1972). 

The res earch indica ted that the extent of the problem of 

the status offender, including ~~e chronic offender, was 

largely aggravated because of the instrusive patterns 

developed by the court and social agenciies for dealing 

with it. It was possible that an approach which minimized, 

if not eliminated, justice system contact and emphasized 

informal and limited crisis oriented service to the youth 

in his horne and community would be more ~ffective. It 

- -- ;;-:-_ .. --;: ":.:.::r;:-" -.-::-:'-"~"::."'--:-- - . ---... ~-- __ M' ____ ~_, -.-' 
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meant also recognition of the distinction between the 

status offender and the status offense. It was necessary 

to cha.J:!ge or eliminate system processing of the "status 

offender" for a status offense, but not for a delinquency. 

We believe that fu.ture policy in Illinois in regard 

to status offenders, the~efore, should seek to: 

1. Eliminate the category of status offense from the 

justice sys~em thereby removing status offenders from 

detention and the jurisdiction of the court. 

2. Develop a series of community based programs in 

close cooperation wi~~ the police, for :crisis intervention, 

brief counseling, and the availability of emergency and 

limited shelter or foster care placement. Emphasis should 
• 

be on "outreach" ser.vice to the youth in his or her "fafnily 

environment. 

3. Continue to provide appropriate and necessary 

community based service:;:;; through DCFS to dependent, neglects'i, 

and abused children TNho also may have "acted out" through 

such behavior as running away, ungovernability, truancy, 

or curfew violation. 

4. Assign public responsibility for troublesome adolescents 

to a separate Youth Services Agency, comprising staff with 

special interests and skills. Treatment of difficultado1esce~~s 

required a different approach and set of priorities than that 

employed by most public child TN'elfare agencies in their TN'ork 

with younger children. 
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NOTES 

1. A status offender is defined in Illinois law as a juvenile 

under 18 years who is a runaway, ungoverable, a curfew 

violator, a truant, drug or alcohol user. He or she is 

charged therefore with an offense which may not be an 

offense if committed by an adult or someone older than 

18 years. 

2. The Service Demonstration program was funded for a one 

year period, 1976-1977 at $530,090, including $476,872 from 

Block Grant LEAA funds and $53,208 in state funds. The 

Alternatives to Detention award for a two year period was 

$1,659,222, including $1,493,300 from the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention and $165,922 in matching' 

state funds. The total two year costs of the project were 

$2,189,312. 

3. Most status offenders in fact had a prior and subsequent 

history of both status offenses and delinquencies: Preprogram 

Service Detention (64.6 percent) i Alternatives (57.1 percent) i 

Service Demonstration (65.7 percent); Comparison Demonstration 

(48.5 percent). Girls were more 1.i.~e1y to pursue "pure 

status" offense careers (18.6 percent) i boys (4.1 percent). 

A fairly high proportion of youth in each of the groups 

in fact had no prior or subsequent record as offenders: 

Secure Detention (7.6 percent) I· Alternatives (11 , ~ ~) . - t'ercen,- i 

Service Demonstration (9.0 percent) i Comparison Demonstration 
,\ 
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(11.8 percent) . 

While there was ample evidence of ~~e mixed, delinquent 

and status~offender history of the you~~s in our samples, 

there was very little evidence of an official history of 

neglect or dependency. At any l~vel of justice system 

processing police or court -- for any of the four 

sample groups there was almost no pattern of official 

dependency or neglect. (less than "t1/l0 percent) . 

On the other hand, of 423 youth in our four evaluated 

samples in Cook County known to DCFS, 26.5 percent had 

"case openings" for dependent, neglect or abuse: Secure 

Detention (28.6 percent); Alternatives (32.1 percent); 

Service'Demonstration (14.3 percent) i Comparison Demonstration 

(17.6 percent). Only 2.6 percent of these youths were 

categorized by DCFS as delinquent, although the police and 

courts categorized about 30-35 percent of the charges 

against these same youths as delinquent. There were 21 

"categories" or reasons that DCFS workers could list for 

opening a case. None of t.l1.ese reasons ~vere necessarily 

related to overt behavior or legal categories. Therefore, 

despite the court referral of a child to DCFS as a MINS, 

his or her "case opening" reason could be something el~. 

Thus, while the police and court were highly consistent 

in their pattern of labelling, it did not at all agree !/lith ti:'.at of 

the public social agency for the same you~~s. The criteria 

for categorizing youths under the various labels were very 

J; 

) 

different. 

4. We have not included in the 
discussion the problem 

of illegal detention of status ff 
o enders in Illinois. 

According 

Authority 

to a recent report of the Illi . L ~ 
no~s aw ~nforcement 

(ILEC, 1980), 41 of 98 county jails and 112 out 

of 244 municipal . '1 d 
Ja~ s etained 1297 status offenders in 

1979. Such detention is prohibited bv 1 • aw. In the original 
application for tunding th 

e Illinois Status Offender Project, 

it was noted that "over 84 percent 
of all operating jails 

violated the J '1 
uven~ e Court Act by confining minors under 

16 years of age." 
(Illinois Department of Children and 

Family Services, 1975, p. 2) 

5. In general, the Department 
of Mental Health and Develop-

mental Disabilities did not acc~pt t 
- s atus offenders from 

any source, either the Juvenile Court, or latQ_r 
from DCFS. 

DCFS was essentially the main, if not the 
Sole, rezource 

of institu~ional custody . 
or serv~ce arrangements for adjudi-

cated MINS. Other institutions to Which status 
o~fenders 

were generally not re - d' 
~erre ~ncluded statQ t . . '- ra~n~ng school. 

fore s trj! camp, p' t ~ 
r~va e mental ho~pital, and adult penal 

inst~tution. 

(( 
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TABLE 1 

Percent Distzibution of Service Units by Program 

t 

Compazison 

Alternatives SerTice Demonstration 
Service 

Demonstration 

t Crisis Intervention 57.9 3.8 0.3 
Shelter Home 2.8 0.6 4.7 
Group Home 2.9 2.8 19.0 

l!i Foster Home 23.3 19.1 22.8 
Outreach (Supervision} 12.8 46.3 32.2 
Counseling Only 0.1 20.6 9.6 

!t Other 0.2 6.9 11. 4 

Total Services (N2 3,710 320 342 
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TADLE 3 

Percent Type of Services Received by IndJ.vidllllls in A1.1 Progl~nmR by Area/OCrS Region 

T Y P E o F S E R V I C E.S Cris:f.s Intervention Area Nothin~ Counselin~ Foster Home (Shelter Care/Group Home) Total 

Cook County 1. 8 (18) 41.0 (41.9) 1,1,.0 (449) 13.2 (135) 83.2 (1021.) 

Decatur OCFS 
Reg:f.on 2.9 ( 6) 63.6 (131) 16.5 ( 34) 17.0 ( 35) 1.6.8 ( 206) 

TOTAt 2.0 (24) 44.8 (550) 39.4 (483) 13.8 (170) 100.0 (.1227) 

, i 

x
2 ~ 55.2310 D.F. ~ 3 

P ~ .0001 
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Gender 

Female 

Male 

TOTAL 

,-

•• 
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TABLE 4 

Ferc~nt Type of Serv~ces Received by Gender: 
Cook. COUllty, Alteznat:ives P't'ogra:m. 

T Y P E a F S E R iT I C E S 
Crisis 

Int ervent ion/ Shelter Care/ 
Not~ Counseling Foster Home Grou." Home . 

2.2 (10) 38.9 (1782 49.7 (227) 9.2 ( 42) 

1.5 ( 4) 48.9 (1321 41. 9 (113} 7.8 (212 

1. 9 (14) 42.6 (3101 46.8 (340) 8.7 (63) 

x2 ~ 6.9823 D.F.3 
P < .,0.72.5 

.-

Total -

62.9 (457) 

37.1 (270) 

100.0 (727) 

) 
I 

l
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TABLE 5 

Percent Type of Services oy Race: 
Cook County Alternatives Program 

Crisis. 

Race No thinS 
Inte-rvention! Shelter Carel 
Counseling Foster Home Group Home- Total 

Black 1.8 ( 8) 42.0 (1902 50 . .7 (229) 5.5 (25 ) 62.2 (452) 

White 2.7 ( 6) 41.3 ( 93} 40.9 ( 92) 1.5 .1 (34) 30.9 (225) 

Other O. a ( O} 54.0 ( 271 38.0 ( 19) 8. ° ( 4) 6.9 (50) 

TOTAL 1. 9 (14) 42.6 (3101 46.8 (340) 8.7 (632 100.0 (727) 

2 
X ~ 23.1924 D.F. 6 
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Tl~,BU: 6 

T e of Service Received oy Type of Status Offense of 
yp Alternatives to Detention Youths in Cook County 

T Y P E o F S E R i7 ICE S 
Crisis Intervention/ Shelter Carel 

T~e Status Offense Counselin:i!: Foster Rome ' Group Home -

40.4 (2011 49.4 (246) 10.2 (51) 
Runaway 

50.5 (1001 43.4 ( 86) 6.1 (12) 
Ungovernability 

-
60.0 ( 6) 0.0 ( 0) 

Other 40.0 ( 4j 

TOT~.L 
43.2 (3051 47.9 (338) 8.9 (63) 

x2 = 8.4419 D.F. 4 
P :s .0767 

, , ' 

Total 

70.5 (498) 

28.0 (198) 

1.4 ( 10) 

100.0 (706) 

,', 

i ., 

• 1 .. 

Type of Family 

Two Parent 

Single Parent 

Extended Family 

TOTAL 

TABLE 7 

Percent Foster Placement oy Type of Family: 
Alternatives to Detention Youths in Cook County 

F 0 S T. E R 1'- L A ·C E M E"'N 1: L 
No Yes Total 

46.3 (113) 53.7 . (131) 41.1 (244) 

49.2 (123 ) 50.8 (127) 42.1 (250) 

and Other 54.0 ( 541 46.0 C 46j 16.8 (100) 

48.8 (2901 51. 2 (304) 00.0 (594) 

2 X :s 1.]02 D.F. 2 
P = 0.4268 (N.S.) 
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TABLE 8 

Type of Program Service Received: 

Advocacy or Foster Placement --

Alternatives in Cook County (12 months risk group) 

Agency/Service Prior' Justice System Contacts
a 

Percentage (n) 

0 1 - 2 3+ 

BBE/Advocacy 84.6 (13) 78.4 (185) 77.7 (112) 

CAP/Advocacy 50.0 (4) 67.9 (28) 71.1 (38) 

CYC/Advocacy 76.2 (42) 67.0 (121) 69.9 (83) 

CYC/Foster 71.4 (14) 61.9 (63) 65.2 (23) 

Firman/Advocacy 73.4 (64) 74.7 (126) n.B (202) 

GAHZO/Advocacy 0.0 . 57.1 (21) 66.7 (3) 

Little People/Advocacy 

I MEBS/Advocacy 

0.0 66.7 (6 ) 71.0 (62) 

0.0 65.6 (32) 61.5 (13) 

I 

MEBS/Foster 
l 60.0 (50) 61.5 (179) 61. 3 (235) 

Socio Tech/Advocacy 100.0 (1) 62.5 (8) 75.0 (32) 

nola 65.1 (43) 73.6 (53) 66.0 (94) 

a Youths were counted each time he or she "HaS in a different agency program 
but only once regardless of number of times receiving the same agency 
serl/ice. 
The residual in the categories for each agency program are those youths 
who had received an alternate service pattern. Advocacy represents 
youth receiving only an advocacy/counseling service •. Foster care 
indicates usually both foster and advocacy/counseling. 

Thus in each cell, the percentage represents the 
receiving the particular sevvice by the agency. 
__ adding to 10e percent -- is the proportion of 
priors receiving another type of service by that 

proportion of youths 
The residual percent 
youths with the same 
or other agencies. 

I, 

, . 

, t 

Variable 

TABLE 9 

Summary Statistics for RegreSSion of Subsequent 
Justice Contacts on Alternatives to Detention and Secure 

Detention Groups and Control Variables 

R. Square Simple r Beta F 

1------------------------------------------------
Age 

Blacka 

.; T,.i"hi tea 

Sex b 

Chicago C 

Non-Chicago Cookd 

iN of Prior Contacts 

N of Prior Detentions 

Alternatives/Secure Det. e 

laResidual Category = Other Race 

bFemale = 1, Male .,. 0 

.08 -.27 

.08 .05 

.08 -.11 

.09 -.12 

.11 .18 

.11 -.13 

.15 .22 

.16 .06 

.16 -.01 

cResidua1 Category = -Non-Chicago ~ook Coun~, ... -J Macon County 

.dResidual Category = Chicago, Macon County 

eSecure Detention = 1, Alternative to Detention = 0 

/ 

-.24 34.40 

-.09 1. 67 

-.04 .34 

-.07 3.09 

.13 4.23 

-.04 .41 

.27 24.21 

-.12 4.72 

-.03 .49 
i~ 

,1 

, 
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T.~LE 10 

Contacts with the Juvenile Justice System: 

Females (Secure Detention and Alternatives) 

I 

n Prior X S.D. Subsequent X S.D. t-value 

f 
White, under IS years 

Secure Detention 14 3.50 2.79 1.S0 1. 74 2.94b 

Alternatives· 21 2.14 2.83 2.33 3.04 -0.24 d 

(: 

White, over 15 years 

I: Secure.Detention 23 2.48 2.39 0.32 0.79 3.82c 

Alternatives 37 2.41 3.07 1.19 2.03 2.44a 

.J 
a .02 p 

b .01 
\~I 

p 

i~·~ c ,; 'I 
t P .001 

d n.s. 

J • 

t • 

TABLE 11 

Summary Statistics For Regression 

of Subsequent Justice Contacts of Alternatives 

on Type of Service Received and Control Variables 

(N = 236) 

Variable R Square Simple r Beta F 

N of Priors .08 .29 .42 22.67 

Age .15 -.23 -.23 14.74 

-.17 S.89 Non-Chicago a Cook .16 -.16 

N of Detentions .17 .12 ,:".17 3.72 

Public Assistance •. 18 .03 -.08 1.48 

-.04 .S4 Service b 
.18 -.05 

Blackc 
.19 .05 -.08 .S8 

-.06 .26 White c 
.19 -.07 

Female .19 .09 -.03 .19 

a 
Residual category = Chicago 

b 
Residua~ = Foster care/institutional (shelter care and group home) 

c 
Residual = other races 

-. C~~"<"- _~.< s., _~."_~ ____ 0.,. , 

I 

f 
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TABLE 12 

Summary Statistics for Regression 

of Subsequent Justice Contacts of Alternatives 

on Community Basedness of Organization and Control Variables 

(N = 236) 

Variable R Square Simple r Beta 

N of Priors ~08 .29 .43 

Age .15 -.23 -.23 

Non-Chicago Cook a 
.16 -.16 -.18 

N of Detentions .18 ... 11 -.18 

Public Assistance .18 .03 -.08 

Com Based Organizations b 
.19 -.01 -.05 

Service c 
.19 -.05 -.04 

Female .19 .06 -.03 
d Black .19 .05 -.07 

Whited .19 -.07 -.06 

a Residual category = Chicago 

b 
Residual category = less community based organizations 

F 

22.84 

14.13 

6.38 

4.03 

1.55 

.59 

.47 

.30 

.42 

.27 

c 
Residual category = foster care/institutional (shelter care and 
group home) 

d Residual = other races 

.-
~~:_~.--.~.'7":-.-~.,-~.~~~:;.-.,,_;_,,~ . ...--,-~ ._. __ 7 •• __ ~_. __ _ 

- --- -~---~---~ ----- ---------------------------
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Priors 

mean days 

percent total 
cases (n) 

Instant 

mean da1s 

percent to tal 
cases en) 

SubseQuents 

mean days 

percent total 
cases (n) 

TABLE 13 

Detention fy: Status Offenses by Gender: 

Priors, Instan~Subsequents at Custody Hearing 

Secure Detention Alternatives 
Female Male Female Male 

7013 7079 B.30 5.B8 

48.5 (64) 40.6 (28) 31.4 (37) 45.4 (34) 

5.35 7014 4,74 3013 

87.B (lOB) 8207 (B6) 30.9 (53) IB.7 (23) 

7.16 5.96 8.B4 10.27 

64.0 (37) 39.6 (51) 
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Priors 

Mean 

Percent total 
cases (n) 

Subseauents 

Mean 

Percent total 
cases (n) 

TABLE 15 

Detention for Delinquent Offenses by Gender: 

Priors and Subsequents at Custody Hearing 

-Secure Detention Group Alternatives Group 

-Female Male - Female Male 

7.80 13.98 12.00 8.09 

37.7 (10) 40.2 (43) 29.4 (10) 35.5 (33) 

7.63 11.81 10.31 13.70 

74.0 (16) 62.6 (62) 69.6 (16) 59.5 (50) 

,\ 
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TABLE J6 

POLICE DISPOSITIONS OF STATUS OFFENDERS 1976 AND 1977: 

COOK AND HACQN COUNTIES 

Number Contactea Percent Released Percent Released 
to Parent Custody to Community Agency 

Cook County 

Time I (1976)a 1,002 11.8 34.2 

Ttllle II (1977)a 1,168 9.8 33.6 

% Change + 16.6 -2.0 -.6 

Percent Released 
Outright 

41.4 

38.6 

-2.8 

• 

Percent Referred 
to ISOS and/or 
Detention 

12.6 

18.1 

+5.5 

Hacon County 

a. 

b. 

Tillie I (1976)b 96 17.7 16.6 43.8 21. 9 

Tillie II (l977)b 60 6.6 23.3 40.0 30.0 

% Change -37.5 -11.1 +6.7 -3.8 +8.1 

Data based on average monthly flow of all status offenders. (in-county and out of county/state) for April, May, ; i 
June 1976 and 1977. If 
Datu based on total three 1II0nth flow of all status offenders (in-county and out of county/state) for April, Hay, 1/ 
June, 1976 and 1977. jl 

I ~~ 
Ii 

<to- ··n'"'=''''''-''::::'::''~ .. -,:::;:::;;:r,-,;--;,:::-.o;::;'.:-.;,.--~'.-" :. ~-;~.::7"'-:::>::: -::>--,";:',::--...,--:e 

.< 

, 

\ 

\ 



/ ( 

~" 

" 

" . ", 
{I / 

TABLE 17 

Court Processing and Disposition 

at Instant Offense (12 month risk group) 

Originally referred 
to Court 

; J Intake Custody Decisiona 
" ( 

not released (detention) 

released to parentsb 

released to foster/shelter 
care/group home 

ISOS/DCFS 

final Hearing Custody Decisiona 

released to parent 

release to foster/shelter 
care/group home 

release to DCFS 

release to institution· " 

Final Heari~ 

proportion of 
original group placed in 
institutional custody 

Secure Detention 

100.0 (226) 

65.5 (144) 

26.8 (59) 

2.7' (6) 

5.0 (11) 

72.4 (126) 

8.6 (15) 

16.7 (29) 

2.3 (4) 

21.2 (48) 

Alternatives 

100.0 (310) 

11. 3 (33) 

37.2 (109) 

2.7 (8) 

48.8 (143) 

66.0 (126) 

8.9 (17) 

24.6 (47) 

0.5 (1) 

21.0 (65) 

a Figures reflect 10ss·es at· earlier stages of processing, 1. e. youth leaving 
system at early stages are not included 

b Includes youths temporarily, as well as fully, released to custody of parents 
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Month 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

!OTAL 

1'.AELE 19 

ISOS PROGRAM EFFECT ON 
DETENTION IN COOK COUNTYa 

Secure Detention Program 
1975-76 1976-77 Cases 

126 79 2.S 

121 57 56 

127 25 111 

112 42 151 

131 34 107 

103 30 100 

116 49 143 

148 51 162 

174 49 196 

162 58 171 

132 66 178 

74 54 163 

1526 594 1563 

Detention Decrease ~ 

Increase in cases known 
to court 2 

Adjusted increase in 
cases known to court = 

Difference 
Score 0 

-22 

- 8 

9 

81 

10 

27 

"16 

65 

71 

67 

112 

143 

631 

61.1% 

41.3% 

24.7% c 

~ased on Cook County Juvenile Court Detention and Illinois Status Offender 
Services records. !he unit of analysis is cases, i.e., court and program 
contacts, not youths. ~~~ed status and delinquent, as well as delinquency, 
cases are excluded. Out-of-county and out-of-state cases are also eliminated 
~ince they were not served by 1SOS. 

'-:~"'===:::'=k'~~=="-:'"",:_;--Ol,,".=-~"'==:T""''''''.<_ ...... "",,_ .. """""",.=o<c=":.-:::~C,OB.J;'in1:1.g~~,,,., -"",.=="".~.: ... : .. ,-,==<==-:=~~".=-k='~"""'-r._~~'.,..~-=-c","::-."-;:--:1.1; _.', 

TABLE 19 (continued) 

b This score is computed by adding the number of youth in detention for 
1976-77 and program contzacts, then subtracting 1975-76 detention cases, on 
a monthly basis. 

c Adjustment is based on the estimated increase, 16.6 percent, of status 
offenders entering the justice system during the first program year (See 
Table 16). 
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Menth 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

Febr..lary 

March 

April 

May 

June 

TOT.U 

TABLE 20 

ISOS PROGRAM EFFECT ON 

DETENTION IN MACON COUNTYa 

Secure Decention 
1975-76 1976-77 

P1:'ogram 
Cases 

Di.fference 
ScoreD· 

1.3 

11 

4 

10 

7 

11 

22 

10 

14 

1.3 

1.3 

6 

134 

6 2 

9 6 

14 10 

7 

8 5 

9 5 

1 4 

2 2 

8 7 

4 9 

6 4 

5 6 

79 68 ' 

Detention Decrease 

Increase in cases 
known to Court 

Adjusted increase in 
cases known to court 

-5 

4 

20 

5 

6 

3 

-17 

-6 

1 

o 

-3 

5 

13 

s 41.0% 

.. 9.7% 

C 
a 75.5% 

~ased on Macon County Juvenile Court Detention and Illinois Status Offender 
Serlices records. The unit for analysis is cases, i.e., court and program 
contacts, not youths. Mixed status and delinquency, as well as delinquency, 
cases are excluded. Out-or-county and out-of-state cases are not eliminated, 
since they were serred by ISOS in this county. 

-continued-

TABLE 20 (continued) 

b
Th

, 
~s score is computed. by adding the number of youth in detention for 

1976-77 and program contacts, then subtracting 1975-76 detention cases 
on a monthly basis. ' 

CAdjustment is based on the 
offenders entering the justice 
Table: 16). 

estimated decrease, 37.5 percent, o,f status 
system during the first program year (See 
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'!'A!LE 21 

COMPARISON or 
SECURE DETENTION ~~ ALTER.~TIVES GR01J.PS: 

Prior Offense Histories 

I, 
Number of Pre-Program Program 
Prior Contacts % 7-

0 11.2 16.7 
t 21.1 40.6 

1 9.9 23.9 

2 15.7 17.0 
4.7 

I:~ 

38.2 

I 
'l- 3 11. 7 6.6 

I, '" 4 10.8 11.1 
It 

5 9.9 4.9 

6 9.0 4.9 24.7 
40.7 

If. 
7 4.0 3.0 

8 6.3 2.0 

9 3.1 2.0 
t 

10+ 8.4 7.9 

TOTAL 1_00.0 (223) 100.0 (305) 

it 
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TABLE 22 

MOvement of Cases of Evaluated Youth 

Through the Justice System: 

Quarter/Population 

First (12 men ths prio r) 

Secure Detention 

Al terna ti ves 

Second (6 months pt:ior) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

ISOS (Instant offense) 

Third (6 months after) 

Secure Detention 

AlternA.tives 

Fourth (12 months after) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

Status Offenses 

Police 

92 

102 

225 

278 

142 

205 

55 

85 

a 
Court Intake 

42 (45.6) 

38 (37.3) 

104 (46.2) 

100 (36.0) 

76 (52.8) 

125 (61.0) 

22 (40.0) 

49 (57.1) 

Court 
Adjudication/Dispo~itiona 

31 (73.8) 

20 (52.7) 

60 (57.7) 

49 (49.9) 

56 (73.7) 

88 (70.2) 

15 (68.2) 

37 (75.5) 

a Indicates the number of cases continued from the previous stage 
of p~ocessing' and the ptoportion it represents • 
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TABLE 23 

~~vem~nt of Cases of Evaluated Youth 

Through the Justice System: 

Quarter/Population 

First (12 months prior) 

Secure Detention 

Alterna tives 

Second (6 months p~ior) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

ISOS (Instant offense) 

Third (6 months after) 

Secure Detellt.ion 

Al terr..a. tives 

Fourth (12 months after) 

Secure Detention 

,Uternatives 

Property Crimes 

Police 

57 

50 

90 

92 

79 

82 

51 

57 

a 
Cour't Intake 

27 (47.4) 

15 (30.0) 

54 (60.0) 

46 (50 •. 0) 

53 (67.1) 

47 (57.3) 

39 (76.5) 

35 (61. 4) 

Court 
Adjudication/Dispo~it:iona 

24 (88.9) 

13 (86.7) 

42 (77.8) 

36 (78.3) 

46 (86.8) 

43 (91.5) 

39 (10C.0) 

30 (85.7) 

a Indicates the number of cases continued from the previous stage 
of p~ocessing' and the pr.oportion it r.epresents. 
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TABLE 24 

Movement of Cases of Evaluated Youth 

Through the Jus'tice System: 

Quar'ter/Population 

First (12 months prior) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

Second (6 months pr.ior) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

ISOS (Instant off~nse) 

Tnird (6 mo,nths after) 

Secure Detention 

Alternatives 

Fourth (12 months after) 

Secure Detention 

Al ternatives 

Person Crimes 

Police- a Court Intake 

16 

9 

13 

12 

19 

28 

9 

11. 

7 (43.8) 

8 (88.9) 

6 (46.2) 

8 (66.7) 

12 (63.2) 

23 (82.1) 

9(100.0) 

5(100.0) 

Court 
Adjudication/Dispo~itiona 

7 (100.0) 

5 (62.5) 

5 (83.3) 

6 05.0) 

9 (i5.0) 

23 (100.0) 

9 (100.0) 

5 (100.0) 

a Indicates the numb~r. of cases continued from the previous stage 
of pr.ocessing and the P1:opor.tion it represents • 
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TABLE 25 

COURT CASES PROCESSED 

BEFORE ~~ AFTER INSTANT OFFENSE~ 

MALES AND FEMALES 

Prior Instant Subsequent 

Males 

Secure Detention 512 (56.3) 104 (11.4) 293 (32.2) 

Alternatives 562. (58.9) 122 (12.8) 270 (28.3) 

2 
::a 3.616 d.f. 2 x 

probe .20 (n .. s. ) 

Females-

Secure Detention 477 (58.1) 122 (14.9) 222 (27.0) 

Alternatives 507 (49.2) 188 (18 .. 3) 335 (32.5) 
I 
II 

2 
14.477 x "" d.f. 2 

f:' 

r 
probe .001 t 

I' 

I~ 
(.J: 

If, 

T.<\BLE 26 

Representation by Attorney by Case Contact 
At Aajudication Hearing 

Tatal Prior Cases 

No* 

Yes* 

Private* 

Pub1ic* 

Total 

Instant Offense 

No*** 

Yes*** 

Private** 

Pub1ic** 

Total 

No* 

Yes* 

Private* 

Pub1ic* 

Total 

* Chi Square: 
** Chi Square: 

*** Chi Square: 

(12 Month Risk Group) 

Secure Detention 

4.6 (12) 

70.0 (182) 

3.5 (6) 

73.1 (125) 

3.9 (7) 

74.6 (135) 

25.4 (66) 

74.6 (194) 

100.0 (260) 

23.4· (40) 

76.6 (131) 

100.0 (171) 

21.5 (39) 

78.5 (142) 

100.0 (181) 

not significant 
s ignif ican t , .05 
s ignif ican t , .01 

Alternatives 

4.6 (10) 

63.4 (139) 

7.5 (14.) 

55.9 (104) 

6.3 (13) 

67.1 (139) 

3204 (70) 

68.6 (149) 

100.0 (219) 

36.6 (68) 

63.4 (118) 

100.0 (186) 

26.6 (55) 

73.4 (152) 

100.0 (207) 

• ~ :t.:.~ 
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County/Offender 

Llluk County 'f Change 
Over Time 1'2 

1 

Status 
Delinquent 

l-lacon County T2 Change 
Over time 'f1 

Status 
Delinquent 

TABLE 27 

POLICE DISPOSITIONS OF STATUS OFFENDERS 
AND DELINQUENTS 1976 AND 1977) COOK AND 

l-fACON COUNTIES: PER CENT CUANGE* 

Per Cent Released Per Cent Released 
Number Contacted To Parent Custody To Conullunity Custody 

+16.6 -2.0 -0.6 
+ 8.2 -0.9 +2.7 

... 37.5 ~11.1 +6.7 
,.. 4.0 + 4.2 +1l.5 

• e" 

Per Cent 
Referred tc 

Per Cent 1S0S and/QI 
Released Outright Detention 

-2.8 +5.5 
+0.8 -2.6 

-3,8 +8.1 
.-12.4 -3.4 

• iii , .. 

* See Table footnote (a.) 1:01;' data ba.se ;tn Cook County'; footnote (b) for data base in Macon County. 
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TABLE 28 

Countywide Detention (Detainability) Rates 

Status Offenders and Delinquents, 

1976 and 1977a 

1976 1977 

Cook County 

Status Offenders 12.6 

Delinquents 10.0 7.0 

Macon County 

Status Offenders 14.7 

Delinquents 5.8 2.3 

a Based on Juvenile Justice System flow data. See Table 16 footnotes. 

The rate is simply the proportion of all offenders arrested by the police 

referred to detention. 

b The percent includes youths detained as well as referred to ISOS. 

. ~ . 
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