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CHARLES P. MciNTOSH 
BUDGET SeCRETARY 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

HARRISBURG 

I am pleased to present this evaluation of the State's Juvenile Corrections System. 

A thorough and continuing evaluation of programs for juvenile offenders is essential if 
we are to improve the level of effectiveness in reducing anti·social behavior. 

This study represents the first comprehensive tabulation of recidivism among tho 
various components of juvenile corrections. As such, it must be regarded as an initial base 
line, a starting point, from which to conduct more detailed inquires int\) the n'!ationship 
between rates of recidivism and program content. 

It is my hope that this study will stimulate such on·going assessments of thn 
Commonwealth's efforts in this area. 

Sincerely, 

Charles P. Mcintosh 
Budget Secretary f , , . 
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EXECUl'lVE SUMMARY 

Part' . Title of Study 

Juvenile Corrections Recidivism Evaluation 

Part II . Program Title and Responsible Agencies 

Programs and Responsible Agencies! 
1. Reintegration of Juvenile Delinquents-Department of Justice, Juvenile Court Judges' 

Commission 
2. Youth Development Services-Department of Public Welfare, Office of Chiklren and Youth 

Part III - Purpose of Study 

To evaluate the relative effectiveness of the various components of Pennsylvania's juvenile correctional 
system by means of their respective recidivism rates. 

The term correctional system component is used in this study to designate the form of correctional services 
rather than their substance, e.g., institutional services versus vocational training. Information concerning the 
programmatic content of the various components was not collected and is not presented here. 

For the purposes of this study, recidivism is defined as a subsequent contact with the juvenile or aelult 
justice system which results in the substantiation of a complaint within three years of release from a juvenile 
institution or placement on probation by a juvenile court in Pennsylvania. A substantiated case may result in 
probation, institutional pla~ement or dismissal. 

Part IV - Conclusions and Justifications 

Conclusion A: No component of the juvenile corrections system was more effective (or ineffective) than 
any other at reducing recidivism among male juvenile offenders, with the exception of the 
Philadelphia Day Treatment Center. The relative success of the Day Treatment Center is 
attributed to factors such as screening and transferring out of high risk offenders and 
participation of non-adjudicated juveniles in the Center's program rather than to any 
inherent rehabilitative effect of the Center . 

Justification: As stated above, no significant differences in recidivism rates could be found among the 
components of the juvenile corr'llctions system for males. Taking the analysis a step further I the 
juvenile population studied Was stratified according to characteristics such as age, number 
of prior offenses, type of offens(l together with family structure and income. The purpose 
was to determine the effects on recidivism of the different correctional components 
within specific age groups, types of offense, and so on. In spite of these controlled 
factors, no consistent pattern of statistically significant differences in recidivism among 
the correctional components was found. A similar finding resulted when the data were 
aggregated into Statewide rates. Hence, any differences found must be attributed to 
chance, i.e., random differences rather than differences caused by diverse abilities of the 
components to rehabilitate juveniles. The apparent lone exception to this finding, the 
Philadelphia Day Treatment Center, was examined to discover if any biasing factors could 
account for its relative success. Discussions with the Center's staff revealed that (1) a 
substantial percentage of the Center's population (approximately 20%) are referred to 
other programs by the court for new complaints before completion of the Center's 
program, and (2) up to 50% of the Center's population are non-court referrals. Thus, the 
study population for the Center probably consisted mainly of those who were most likely 
to succeed. It is felt that those factors are sufficient to account for a substantial measure 
of the Day Treatment Center's apparent effectiveness rather than something inherent in 
the Center's program . 
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Conclusion B: Institutional placement was more effective than placement on probation for female 
juvenile offenders with the following characteristics: non·white, first-time offender, or 
juvenile status offender. 

Justification: Statistically significant differences were found betweel) t:,!·; institutional <H1d probation 
recidivism rates for non-white females, first-time off<,.~,\'~.1 j females adjudicated for 
juvenile status offenses (e.g., truancy, runaway, etc.). 'n,,,; ri1\11S for institutional placement 
were significantly lower than rates for placemetH 011 proOilt>m for each of these U'ilT!e 
categories of females. 

Part V • Caveats 

Compiling recidivism data involves a process of tracking released offenders through separate segments of 
the system. In many cases, these segments themselves are a conglomeration of autonomous agencies such as the 
county probation offices. Consequently, the tracking process results in a data bank which may be imprecise 
because of diffetences in record keeping, varied interpte~mlons of termr. and divergent classification schemes 
between agencies. The tracking pr0cess used here, hc)wl)v~t·, is believed to have resulted in recidivism data which 
are more accurate than any yet developed in thIS Sta l /I for mleased juvenile offenders. 

Part VI . Corroboration 

Since this was the first attr,',pc to obtall1 Ie divism fate!; for r·:.~l',l!\ed juvenile offenders in Pennsylv"lnia by 
tracking individuals through the \i"ric"~ sub-units of the juv.:nile iU5t1ce system, it was somewhat difficult to find 
corroborating eVidence tor the Stll{h'S <indi ';5. A study by the (,Jew Y(lrk State Division for Youth employed a 
similar tracking procedure for released "Jveniles and arrived at rate.· t1<,;It were quite comparable to the rates in 
this study. 

Other corroborating evidence of a general nature was obtained in a report put out by the Urban Institute, 
"Det;lstitutionalization-Delinquent Children," in which tittle difference in rehabiHtative effectiveness was reported 
for correctional methods ranging frClm community treatment to incarceration. 
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ABSTRACT 

Society has had great difficulty in understar "ing and dealing with juvllnilE) delinquency, a pmssing lIml 
complex problem believed by somo to be "inherontly a part of our social system." 

Because of a lack in the development of alternative programs for dealing with delinqulH1cy, juvtmill' 
corrections has traditionally centered around two basic methods of correctional treatment: institlltionalilution 
and prubdtion. 

At present (Septemher. 1975). the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is in tho pr,-,' ~s of dl!vHloping 
alternative correctional mnthods for juveniles. While thn immadiata purpos(J of this study is to evaludttl tlw 
rehabilitative effectivnness of the different components of the existing juvenile correctional system, tlw 
information hem is particularly valuable as baseline data for latHr evaluatioM of new programs i!nd methods. 
The term correctional system component is used in this study to designate the fmm of correctional servicet. 
rather than thHir substance, C.g., institutional services versus vocational training. Information concerning the 
programmatic content of the variou components was not collected and is not presented hert;. 

In order to evaluate the rehabiljt~tive effectiveness of juvenilu corrections in Pennsylvania, roddivism (idta 
were! develop£ld by trtlcking youths either rHlUilSlld durmg t~.fJ lnst SIX months of 1970 from a Stm(!,owIlNI or 
State-supported institution for juveniles or placed on probation during the first six months cf 1971_ Any of 
th!l5e youths who were again referred to a juvenil!l or criminal court in the State by December 31, 1973, were 
considered recidivists if th!l complaint against th!lm was substantiated. 

In order to control for factors that might bias the results, information on selected offt>nde( oharacteristics 
(e.g., age, race, numbe) of prior referrals, etc.) was obtained. This evaluation assumed that each component wns 
equallv rospot,sible for the rehabilitation of similar types of jllvenil(l~ 10 that direct comparisons could be made 
betwlllm the reCidivism rates of the different componants within any particular category of the control variables. 

For the malt! study population, no consistent pattern of statistically significant differences could be found 
among thH tll<:idivism ratlls of the different components; this /Eld to the conclusion that no component of the 
juv(!llihl corrections system in PenMylvania is any more effective than any other at rehabilitating juveniles. There 
was SClITW t)vichlllce, howflvllr, th<1t particular institutions wem more succossful than others at rllhabilitating 
juvtmilfJ!'. 

Some specific fil1dings for the male study population were: 

Based all recidiVism datu for othHt States somewhat compardbln ill sile ilnd programmin!) fo; juvenile 
offondt!rs, Pm1rlsylvania's rate of recidivism for juvllniles is about average. 

Recidivisr" and, pos'lib{y. criminal activity in general, <1ppear to decline with incrt'using agt! for 
juvunil!!s. 

The State Corrt!ctional Institution at Camp Hill may be effective at lowering the recidivism i'iltt for 
certain first-timo offenders but the data here are inconclusive and not always statistically significant . 

By the time a youth has two or more referrals in the juvenile system, the pmbability of his lHJing 
referred again in the future is between 40% and 60%, depending on where he lived . 

There is some evidence that, as a general approach, institutionalization was more eHective than 
probation for youths from lower income (under $5,000) families although this finding was not 
statih .• " 'HlY significant and was somewhat offset by the related finding that institutionalization was no 
better than probation regardless of the presence or absence of both natural parents, 

Although youths once involved With the juvenile system and later With the adult system can be traced 
to all components, Camp Hill and the YDC's had the highest rates of recidivists over 1 G years of age 
entering the adult system . 

A youth placed on probation was more likely to be white, from a family where both natural parents 
were present or from a family with a yearly income of more than $5,000 (in 1970): a youth released 
from an institution was more likely to be non-white, from a family where at least one Ilatuml parent 
was missing or from a family with a yearly income of less than $5,000 . 
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Youth Development Day Treatment Center had significantly lower recidivism rates for almost 

every category of juvenile offender. This apparent success, however, was attributed to such factors as 
the likelihood that mostly low risk youths eventually graduate l,'om the program, and the participation 
of non-adjudicated youths in the program (up to 50%) rather than to some inherent rehabilitative 
effect of the Center's program. 

The problem of female juvenile delinquency has usually received much less attention than male delinquency; 
primarily because both the relative size and nature of female delinquency have appeared insignificant in comparison 
to male delinquency. 

The analysis of the study data, however, led to several noteworthy findings: 

As a general correctional approach, institutionalization was more effective than probation for female 
delinquents although this was only statistically significant for females who (1) had had no prior 
referrals in the juvenile system, (2) were adjudicated for a juvenile (non-criminal) offense, or (3) were 
non-white. 

Some of the particular components (private and semi-private institutions) were more successful than 
others (YDC, probation) at rehabilitating female juvenile delinquents. 

While over 50% of the total female population studied had been involved in juvenile-type (non
criminal) offenses, 71% of those released from institutions had been adjudicated for juvenile offenses. 

-2-

THE PROBLEM-REHABILITATION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENTS 

Juvenile delinquency is one of the most pressing and complex problems facing society today. A complete 
study of the problem would require consideration of its social, psychological, economic and biological causes 
which, even then, might leave the investigator with an insufficient understanding of the etiology of juvenile 
delinquency. As Reckless and Dinitz point out after many years of study and research: 

"There is, of course, no specific explanation, in the usual sense of that word, for delinquency. 
Instead, it is necessary to view delinquency, and more broadly, various forms of deviancy, as 
inherently a part of our social system." 1 

Faced with an incomplete understanding of the causes of juver,ile delinquency, societY is seriously 

hampered in its efforts to deal wi th the problem. 
This is especially apparent for Juvenile authorities who are e}(pected to change youths who come from and 

most likely will return to environments that may well have contributed to the development of deviant behavior 

and who, perhaps, have no desire to be "rehabilitated" or "treated." By the time many youths come into the 

custody of juvenile correctional authorities, it may well be too late to bring about any real change in their 
attitudes and behnvior through rehabilitation. 

Ideally thtin, the problem should be handled in the communitY by programs aimed at the factors known to 
be associated with juvenile crime so that youths are prevented from ever having to enter the juvenile justice system. 
Such programs, however, are often expensive, politically disadvantageous and sometimes unworkable. A brief 
review of the literature 0tl the causes of juvenile crime indicates that dealing with the problem at its roots would 

be a profound and probably unattainable task, at least for the immediate future. 
The many prohlems arising in attempts at prevention programs have been well documented by Schafer and 

Knudten. Citing several SOI..;rccs, these twc.. authors p~int to problems encountered by contemporary prevention 

ilnd control programs: 

"Any attempt at control is, however, frustrated by doubts among practitioners, researchers, jurists 
and lawyers over precisely what should be controlled. Even the preliminary questions of 'what 
assistance communities need in preventing juvenile delinquency' and how potential delinquents may 
be identified before they commit their antisocial acts cannot be answered with au thority. Programs 
developed to define the particular needs that must be met if delinqucilcy is to be prevented have 
not yielded encouraging reSUlts." 2 

Finally, Reckless and Dinitz sum up the near impossibility of instituting a workable, systematic prevention 

approach: 

"To prevent and control the problem, substantial alterations in the social structure would be 
required-changes few of us would be willing to accept. Delinquency, along with other social 
pathologies, is the stiff price exacted for the modern, affluent, twentieth-century life style." 3 

Much research and experimentation as well as change in public thinking on delinquency is needed before 

prevention programs become a working reality. The present approach to juvenile delinquency involving arrest and 

processing through the juvenile justice system after ail offense has been committed is, therefore, the program which 

receives the most attention and resources at this time. 
In 1974, the total population of juveniles committed to training schools or other juvenile correctional facilities 

in Pennsylvania was 2,742 according to the PennsylVania Department of Public Welfare. This does not include the 

370 youths admitted to the State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill (SCIC) in 1974. 

1 Reckless, Walter C. and Simon Dinitz, The Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency: An Experiment, Ohio State Press: 
Columbus (1972), p. 4. 

2 Schafer, Stephen and Richard D. Knudten, Juvenile Delinquency: An Introduction (New York: 1970), Random Houso, p. 350. 

3 Op. Cit., Reckless, Walter C. and Simon Dinitz. 

-3-



The training schools include five Youth Development Centers (YDC's) and three Youth Forestry Camps 
(YFC's). The other facilities are mainly private juvenile institutions to which the State reimbursef. 50% of the 
cost per youth committed. A more complete description of the place of these facilities in the overall system is 
provided in the Appendix. 

The juvenile corrections system in Pennsylvania may be on the brink of a complete restructuring. The 
Department of Publ ic Welfare has recently received Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
funds from the Office of National Priority Programs, U. S. Department of Justice, in order to imp~ement a 
"Reintegrative Offenders Project for Youth." The objectives of the project as stated in the funding proposal are 
twofold: 

1." . to Immediately develop an alternative network of rehabilitative and treatment services for 392 
Juvonile offanders presently incarcerated in an adult medium security penitentiary and to effect their 
immediate transfer to the programs of the community-based alternative network consistent with the 
public safotY." This objective was specifically designed to bring the State into conformity with the 
Juvenile Court Act of 1972. Section 27, which states that, "A child (under 18 years) shall not be 
committed or transferred to a penal institution 01' other facility used primarily for the execution of 
sentences of adults convicted of a crime unless there is no appropriate facilitY available, in which case 
the child shall be kept separate at all times." 

2. "The project, through an expansion of (the) network of services, will deVtllop m(,r0 eff()~(ive and less 
expensive alternative rehabilitation and treatment services for the majority of l'ernwlVl'n!a's juvenile 
offenders presently incarcerated in large juvenile correction institutions in the Commn!lwdalth of 
Pennsylvania." This project was designed to meet the lack of alternative programs ;~)r court 
adjudicated you th in Pennsylvania. 

As this project is implemented, juvenile corrections in Pennsylvania may be radically altered. 
I t is implied throughout the proposal that the present juvenile correctional system has been unable to mako 

any serious headway in the rehabilitation of juvenile offenders. Indeed, for many years, the present system has 
been open to similar criticisms from many others both within and outside of it, although few alternatives have 
been proposed until now. 

The analysis that follows describes the present system * in term!; of its effects on juvenile offenders in 
order to provide both an evaluation of the present system and baseline performance data for evaluations of 
future programs. 

Recidivism rates are used as a measure of the efficacy of the system's performance. While they may not be 
ideal measures of the ability of the system to rehabilitate offenders, recidivism rates do provide indicators of this 
ability by measuring the capacity of the system to prevent those once processed from returning to the system. 

• Although the study involves those originally in the system in 19'70.71, It should be noted that the system has not changod 
much since then. 
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EVALUATION DESIGN 

Introduction 

One of the biggest gaps in the body of knowledge concerning the juvenile justice system in Pennsylvania is 
information on the effectiveness of juvenile corrections. 

This study is one of the first attempts to fill this gap by examining recidivism rates of youths either released 
from one of the Statn's institutions (public or private) for juveniles during the last six months of 1970, or plncod 
on probation by the court during the first six months of 1971. 

The components of the juvf)nile correctional system examined arn: 

1. Youth Developmnnt Centers (YDC's) 
2, Youth Forestry Cnmps (YFC's) 
3. Youth Devolopment Day Treatment Center (Philadelphia only) 
4. Maximum Security Prison (State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill) 
5. Private institutions 

. 6. ProbntiOI1 

The "Program Backgl'oLlI1d and Description" section of this study (See Appendix) provides a description of 
thn juvenile justice system in Pennsylvania outlining the differences and similarities among these system 
components. 

The Commonwnalth of Pennsylvania is committed to a policy of rehabilitation for juvenile offenders as 
indicated in the objective statement for the program subcategory. "Reintegration of Juvenile Delinquents," found 
in the 1975-76 Commonweilllh budget document: 

"To rrduce the recurrence of juvenile delinquency through replacement of criminal behavior with 
socially acceptable behavior." (p. 439) 

Recidivism rates measure the ability of the juvenile corrnctional system to achieve this obiective in the 
l1f!g&ti\'lt sense that they indicatn the degree to which the system is failing to achieve it. In other words, 
recidhlls.m rates reflect the percentages of youths who do not demonstrate socially acceptable behavior subsequent 
to reledse from a correctional institution or placemen t on probation. Note that the word "reflect" is used here. 
Clearly, recidivism rates do not givn a "pure" measure of all released youths who have not demonstrated socially 
acceptable behavior nor have all youths given subsequent referrals to juvenile cOLirt necessarily failed to 
dnmonstrate socially acceptable bnhavior. In the final analysis, however, recidivism rates provide the most easily 
accessible and objective measure of the failure of a correctional system to rehabilitate offenders. 

In addition, the developmen t of recidivism data in sllch a way that thB resulting product provides a credible 
measure of the phenomenon of recidivism, as well as a meaSUf'n of thn rehabilitative abili ty of juvenile corrections, 
is usnful for establishing a baseline for evaluations of future correctional programs. 

Hypothesis 

Sincn this study is basically exploratory in nature, it would, perhaps, seem inappropriate to make hypotheses 
on the anticipated differencns in recidivism ratns between the correctional components examined. Even if one 
desired to formulate hypotheses, the lack of information on the programmatic differences of the diverse 
components would preclude credible a priori statements since there would be no basis for them. Hencn, no 
hypotheses on the expr.wted outcome of the analysis have been formulated. Instead, the study probes 
an area that has. until thr present, I'emdined virtually unexplowd in hopes of shedding some light on the 
performance of th\! juvenile correctional system in Pennsylvania . 

The methodology employed is straightforward . 
Comparisons of recidivism rates for each correctional component C1re made in order to assess the relative 

effectiveness of each component at rehabilitating juvenile offendnrs. 
In order to introduce some degree of control for differences in the populations of the components, as well 

as environmental differences, the following variables are introduced at different points of the analysis: 
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Primary Variables-

1. Sex 
2. Residentinl location 

Secondary Variables-

1. Age 
2. Number of prior juvenile court or adult court referrals 
3. Reason for referral (type of offense) 
4. Race 
5. Family I iving arrangements 
6. Family income 

The analysis is structured around these sets of variables. The two main subdivisions are according to se)(. 
The analysis for the male youths is then subdivided by the secondary variables and each of these subdivisions is 
further divided by residential location: Philadelphia County, Allegheny County, Other Urban Areas and Other 
Rural and Suburban Areas. 

The necessity of controlling for a variable such as residential location is due to the desire to account for 
those factors that are thought to vary between different environments (e.g" degree of urbanization, chance of 
gang membership, etc.) and that might bias the recidivism rates. For example, if factors occurring in a heavily 
urban environment contribute to increased rates, and adjudicated youths from Philadelphia are more likely to be 
referred to a YDC, then YDC's may show unusually large rates for the whole State when, in reality, th is only 
applies for YDC's receiving adjudicated youths from Philadelphia. 

A similar rationall! exists for each of the other control variables. 
Essentially, then, control variables are used in the analysis to compare recidivism rates between 

correctional components for youths similar in those characteristcs that might increase (or decrease) the 
tendency to recidivate. 

No one control variable can lead to complete comparability among the populations in the different 
components since no single variable can account for all possible sources of bias. The use of control variables, 
however, reduces the chances that any differences in recidivism rates among components are attributable to factors 
extraneous to the components themselves. Using the "prior referrals" variable to illustrate this: each component 
is assumed to be equally responsible for the rehabilitation of those youths committed to it who have two or more 
prior referrals; hence, each component should, theoretically, have similar rates unless real differences in the 
components' effectiveness exist. 

Under this methodology, a component can legitimately be evaluated according to the sizes of its recidivism 
rates relative to the sizes of rates for the other components without being overly concerned with uncontrollable 
differences in population characteristics between components. 

The analysis of the female data proceeds along slightly different lines. The residential location control 
variable is not introduced and only certain of the other variables are selected for the analysis. The primary 
rationale for this different analytical approach is that by the time both an elwironmental and secondary variable 
are introduced into the analysis, the numbers become too small and insignificant for most of the data displays. 

Finally, less attention is given to the analysis of the female data simply because the total number of females 
in the study popUlation makes up only a small part of the total. The reader will note that only three 
cOl'rectional components are used for handling female delinquents: 

1. YDC's (only one in the State) 
2. Private institutions (6 private, 1 semi-private) 
3. Probation 

In order to allow for a greater number of data tables with significant numbers of cases, the first two 
components are combined so that recidivism rates are compared between institutional (YDC or Private insti tutions) 
and non·institutional (Probation) components. 

The Data 

This jUvenile recidivism study officially began on January 9, 1974, with a letter of intent from the Budget 
Secretary to the Bureau of Correction, the Governor's Justice Commission (GJCl. the Juvenile Court Judges 
Commission and the Department of Public Welfare, announcing an eVfJluation of the State's attempt to rehabilitate 
juvenile offenders. 
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After consultation with the Department of Public Welfam, twenty-four delinquency institutions were contacted 
in January, 1974, requesting a list of youths released from cLlstody during the last six months of 1970. In addition to 
each youth's name, (late of birth, race, sex and date of commitment were also requested. By April, 1974, a list of 
over 1,500 youths had been compiled from responses to the original request. In addition to youths institutionalized 
in delinquency facilities, a separate effort was made to develop a comparable list of young offendE)rs reltlased from 
the State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, a mdximum security facility for juvenile offenders. 

In order to provide a non-institutionalized population for comparison, tl second list consisting of all youths 
placed on probation was also developed. The source of this study popultltion was the Governor's Justice Commission's 
(GJC) computerized reports of juvenile court reftnrals. 

Providing a comparable list of youths on probation for the same six months of 1970 proved to be impOSSible, 
huwever, due to the absence of names on the GJC '1970 tapes. Fortunately, GJC hael resolved most of the 
confidentiality controversy by 1971 and names were reported. Consequently, a probation population of about 4,000 
youths was drawn from the first six months of 1971. 

The different time frame for the institutionalized and probationary populations was not believed to be critical 
to thp question of reGidivism. All youths in the study WHre rllturned to the communitY during til£) ~ilrnr onO'Yf!,rr PlHI()(1. 

Data collection consisted of several different tasks. Initially, a data record was compiled for each member of 
the study popUlations containing both demographic data and information I'llievant to the particular referral that led 
either to institutionalization followed by release in the last six months of 1970 or to the youth's being on probation 
during the first six months of 1971. This baseline data included: 

1. Name 7. Number of prior referrals 
2. County court number 8. Living arrangements at the time of the referral 
3. Sex 9. Family income (except Philadelphia probationers) 
4. Race 10. Location of resid!'I1c(! (urban-rural-suburban) 
5. Date of birth 11. School and/or employment status 
6. Offense that led to the referral 12. Educational ability (relative to age) 

For those on probation, this data was immediately available for all but Allegheny County on the GJC's Juvenile 
Court Statistical Card files. For those released from institutions, the first five items above were obtained from the 
releasing institution and the rest from county probation offices. Again, these items were obtained from Juvenile 
Court Statistical Cards. 

In two instances, special field trips were necessary to collect additional baseline data because of the differences 
in record keeping in several of the county juvenile courts. Since Allegheny County does not normally report 
supplementary demographic and offense data on the Juvenile Court Sttltistical Card, case paper records had to be 
read for both probation and institutionalized youths. 

Philadelphia case records had to be read for the institutionalized cases in order to obtain the additional data 
because case numbers had been assigned in such a way as to make it impossible to match the records obtained from 
the institutions to Philadelphia Family Court records. 

Finally, since some of the counties did not record certain items, these are missing for many cases. For instance, 
family income is not reported for Philadelphia County probationers and is, therefore, missing from the analysis. 

Juvenile lecidivists were identified by a computer matching of last names in the study population against 
juvenile court referral records and adult court conviction records for 1971, 1972 and 1973. POSitive identification of 
recidivists was made by manually checking first names, dates of birth, race, sex <H1d county. 

Recidivism is defined for purposes of this study as ne~ offenses indicated on the Juvenile Court 
Statistical Card as a coml1la(nt substantiated either with or without a petition (official or unofficial handling, 
respectively). Cases substantiated with a petition are assumed to be adjudications of delinquency and, therefore, 
meet legal requirements of recidivism. Cases substantiated without a petition represent de facto recidivists for this 
study because they are treated informally, but require further supervision or services. 

A final important dimension of recidivism is represented by those in the study population who were 
subsequently convicted of adult offenses after they had reached legal maturity in terms of age (18 years old). 

The data bank that resulted contained a listing of each study population record (the baseline data record) 
followed by any subsequent GJC records for the same person (trailer record) found either in the Juvenile Court 
Referral Records (Juvenile Court Statistical Cards) or Adult Conviction Records for the years 1971, 1972 and 1973. 

1See Appendix: Program Background and Description for discussion of methods of handling eaSEls. (page 39) 
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Eacf-> case in the study population was then given a rel~jdivism designation according to the Ilumber and type of 
subsequent trailer records found fol!owing the baseline dat,11 record. These designations and II description of each 
were as follows: 

1. Non-recidivist-no trailer records found 
2. Unofficial Juvenile Recidivist--the only trailer record(s) found Was a Juvenile Court Referral 

and indicated that the person was handled withou t a petition 
3. Official Juvenile Recidivist-only Juvenile Court Referral trailer records were found and ot 

least one indicateH that the person was handled with a petition 
4. Adul t Recidivist-at least one of the trailer records fOLlnd for a person was an adult 

conviction record 

Finally, a second data bank was created by transferring all of those pieces of baseline data as well (15 O<lch 
person's recidivism designation to a separate computer tape. This data was then processed using the Statisticol 
Package for the Sodal Sciences (SPSS) in order to obtain crosstabulation displays and significance levels (Chi squilre). 

It is in tillS form that the data are analyzed here. 
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THE ANALYSIS-THE MALE STUDY POPULATION 

An Overview 

The following table summarizes the cG-rrectional experience in terms of recidivism of 5,272 male Pennsyl· 
vania youths either placed on probation during the first six months of 1971 or released from a juvenile in
stitution during the last <;ix months of 1970. The rtlcidivism rales give some indication of the rehabilitative 
effectiveness of the different components which constitute the State's juvenile correctional system. 

Correctional 

JUVENILE RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS 
BY TYPE OF RECIDIVISM 

Summary Table: Pennsylvania 
Type of Recidivism 

Juvenile Juvenile 
Study Population {with a (without a 

Component Size petition) petition) Adult Total Rate 

496 21.0% 3.8% 21.7% 46.5% 
88 13.6% 6.8% 23.8% 44.2% 

Hill 240 0.8% 0.8~a 36.3% 37.9% 
Private Institutions 286 24.8~:' 4.5% 15.4% 44.7% 
Youth Development Dey Treatment Canter 103 15.5";, 0.0% 16.5% 32.0% 

(Philadelphia) 
Probation 4,059 25.3% 6.8~;, 9.7% 41.8% 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp 

Total 5,272 23.3% 6.0% 12.7% 42.0% 

No significant differences are apparent between the overall rates for each component except in the case of the 
Youth Development Day Treatment Center which cannot be validly compared to other correctional programs for 
reasons that will be explored below. The 42% overall recidivism rate for the entire study population is close to the 
rate reported by other States, although data from these States are sketchy, Compared to recidivism data reported by 
other States. 42% is neither a significantly large nor significantly small rate. 1 

The following tables contain the recidivism rates by resiclentiallocation, tYpe of recidivism (juvenile or adult) 
and correctional component for the entire male population either released from an institution for juveniles during 
the last six months of 1970 or placed on probation sometime during the first six months of 1971: 

Table 1 : Philadelphia County 

Type of Recidivism 
Juvonile Juvenile 

Study Population (with a (without a 
Correctional Component Size petition) petition) Adult Total Rate 

175 24.6% 1.1 ~G 31.4% 57.1% 
12 16.7':0 0.0% 58.3% 75.0% 

Hill 92 2.2~:' 0.5% 44.6% 47.3% 
Private Institutions 131 31.3% 3.1% 23.0% 57.3% 
Youth Development Day Treatment Center 102 14.7% 0.0% 16.7~~ 

Probation 1,319 28.0% 3.5% 16.4% 

1 A report, "Deinstltutlonalization-Delinquent Children," The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C .. December 1973, mentions 
recidivism information on several States Including U toh, Massacnllsetts and California. Additional recidivism data wore also 
obtained from New York, Ohio and California. 
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YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 

Correctional Component 

Private Institutions 
Probation 

Table 2: 

Study Population 
Sile 

128 
16 
22 
\ 1 

409 

Table 3: 

Allegheny County 

Type of Recidivism 
Juvenile Juvenile 
{with a (without a 
petition) petition) Adult 

20.3% 5.5% 14.1% 
18.8~,' 0.0% 18.8~o 
0.0";. 4,5% 31.8% 
9.1"0 27.3% 9.1% 

30.3% 8.3% 4.2% 

Other Urban Areas 

Type of Recidivism 

YDC 
YF'G 
Cnmp Hill 

Correctional Component 

PriVilW Institutions 
PtObiition 

YDC; 
YFC 
Cillnp Hill 

Correctional Component 

PrlVilte Institutions 
Probation 

Juvenile Juvonile 
Study Population (with a (without a 

Size petition) petition) 

125 16,8":, 6.4% 
3" 13.5'.';, 10.8% 
64 O.O~~ 1.6% 
tlO 21.1°~ 4.4% 

1.449 27.3";. 10.1~:' 

Table 4: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

Type 
Juvenile Juvenile 

Study Population (with a (without a 
SilO petition) petition) 

68 20.69:, 2.9~;) 

23 8.7",) 8.7% 
61 0.0% 0.0% 
54 18.5',':t 3.7% 

882 15.5~:' 5~417;t 

The overall total I ates fot' each residHntiallocation were as follows: 

Residential Location 

PhiJndelphia CountY 
Allegheny CountY 
Other Urban Areas 
Other Rur.)1 and Suburban 

Areas 
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Recidivism Rate 

48.6% 
41.9°:, 
44.2% 

27.3% 

Adult 

16.8~;' 

21.6% 
37.5% 
11.1% 
7.8°~ 

of Recidivism 

Adult 

20.6% 
13.0% 
23.0% 

5.6% 
6.7% 

Total Rate 

39,8"" 
37.5~i) 

36,4':;, 
45.5'!" 
42.8'::, 

Total Rate 

40.0% 
45.9~i) 

39.1°;, 
36.7''\, 
45.3", 

Total Rate 

44.10;, 
30.4'~:, 

23.0~o 
2'l.8°;, 
~) 7.0";, 
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YDC 
YFC 

A uelll1o<tlieln of the most noticeabln results in these tables is provided bolow: 

1. Few recidivists ,1m handilld unofficially or "without a pr,tition" as (lVldenced by the consistently low 
percenIHgl'" under this heading in air of tl1(~ tables. 

2. Th050 rpledsed on probation who recidivated within 2 to 3 YE'(1I"S were more likelY to recidivate os ,1 

juvenile typn offondHr than as an udul t typn offondor for each residential location. In mlation to the 
rates for tilt.! otlwt cornponot) IS, thos(! e)tl probation consistently had relativoly larger juvenile ratos and 
relatively lower ndul t I ute'). 

3. ThO'ie comph:tmy their probation period, in the Youth Developnwnt Day Treatment program In 
Philadelphlil ~how(!cI rolatively lelW£Jr recidivism ratns aCloss the board (T dble 1) • 

4. For tllOSH relH<lsnd from <1 YDC, till! totul ratn~ wore oither substan titlily highor or abou t average in 
c()mpari~on to thp. ratns for athor compOI1£Jnts. Looking buck to pay£J n of this analysis, thouoh, the 
YDC'~ hncJ tlw hiqhost ovelall rnciclivism nltn I)f all of the component~. In regard to tlH! types of 
recidivism d~sociawd with thn YDC's, not!! that thr.rn arn dbout equul propottions of adult ilnd 
juv(!lliln recidivatlOm throllgholl t the five tablns shown so far. 

5. Those releusec! from u Youth Forestry C(lmp (YFCI also had large rates for both adult and juvenilll 
type recidivatiol1s, although thn rosliits diffnr by residontiallocl,ltion, and small sample si/!!s throw 
some doubt on tile significilnc(! of the,e I;J[(>S. 

6. The rdtes for tho~e released from private or semi-private institutions also diffored by t£Jsidential 
location with relativoly largPr rates in Phil,l(lelphia <lnd Other Urban Areds for both juvenile and adult 
tyP!! recidivations, and relativ(!ly moderate rates in Other Suburban 01 Rural Areas, and Allegheny 
County With juvenile type r£Jcidivations being in the majmity in both instances. 

7. ThoSll released from the juvenil£J facility ot the Stale Correctional Institution at Camp Hill (SeIC) 
show a tendency to recidiv<lWlllmost r.xclusively 11S adult type offenders. 

These seven findings give a summary view or description of thn corr£Jctional segment of Pennsylvania's juvenill! 
justice system in regard to the differing components' abilities to treat juvenile offendNs and return them to the 
community in such (1 munn!!r thut thl'Y do not re'£Jnter thn syst!!m. 

The Age Variable 

The inclusion of dn age variable (age at release from an institution 01 at beginning of probation) W<lS believed 
to be important both bnCUlIse of the anticipated reduction of recidivism rates brought on by the matmation process 
and because of the conttlbution such a dplinration might add to a description of thn system. 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY AGE CATEGORIES 

Summary Table A: Pennsylvania 

13 and Under 14-15 16-17 18 and 

41.7";' (12) " 60,2~" (123) 43.8% (261) 37.2% 
60.0% (5) 48.29'; (56) 33.3% 

Camp HIli 41.9~;' (43) 36.7% 
Youth Development Day Treatment Center 

(Philadelph in) 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

50.0% (24) 
44.8°" (669) 

45.0% (7011) 

O,O'!:, 

47.0";, 
46.7~" 

47.6% 

(6) 35.5% (93) 0.0% 

(100) 41.9% (154) 37.5% 
11.505) 37.0% (1,814) 27,1~;' 

(1,739) 38.4% (2,4271 34.6% 

Over 

(94) 
(27) 
(196) 
(4) 

(8) 
(70) 

(399) 

• Each cell in the tables contaorls 11 rocidivism ratu followod In parenthesos bV the lotal numbor of indIvidualS in thOl cutegory, 
For OX ample, 41.7% of tho 12 mdivlduals who wore 13 and undor when released from n voe in Pennsylvania during the la~t 

SIX months of 1970. recidivated, 
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YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hili 
PrJv~tI) Institutions 
Youth Developrllflnt Day TlIlatment Center 

Probation 

YDC 
YFC 

Owrall 

Camp Hill 
Pnv"te Institutl!lns 
Probation 

YDC 
yrC 

Ovcrnll 

Camp Hili 
Private Institu tions 
Probation 

YDC 
YFC 
C,lnlP Hill 
f'rivaW Institutions 
Proll.llion 

Table 5: Philadelphia County 

13 and Under 

50.0"u (6) 

64.3';, (14) 

48.6% (243) 

49.4":, (263) 

14-15 

67.4~'J (43) 
100.0"'0 (1) 

61.9% (42) 
0.0";, (6) 

53.5% (465) 

54.S';.. (557) 

Table 6: Allegheny County 

13 and Under 14-15 

0.0'\, (2) 51.3'!0 (39) 
100.0"~ (1) 

40.0~:, (5) 

51.BS:. (164) 

52.7% (551 51.7"6 (208) 

Table 7: Other Urban Areas 

13 and Under 

1000"!, (2) 

33.3~o (6) 

48.8'\, (258) 

48.9':~ (266) 

14·15 

55.2');, (29) 
flO.O% (2) 

41.2% (34) 
48.2% (548) 

48.1% (613) 

Table 8: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

13 and Under 

0.0'.':, (2) 

25.0~;' (4) 
23.5'~o (115) 

23.1% (121) 

14-15 

75.0% (12) 
0.0% (1) 

26.3~" (19) 
32.0% (328) 

33.1% (360) 

16·17 

52.5% (99) 
BO.O% (10) 
42.9~;, (21) 
53.3'}" (75) 
34.8% (92) 
44.1"0 (572) 

45.2% (869) 

16-17 

39.m (64) 
30.0% (10) 

0.0% (1) 
50.0";, (6) 
31.7% (189) 

33.9% (271l 

16·17 

37.3% (67) 
55.0% (20) 
53.8% (13) 
31.8% (44) 
41.9% (627) 

41.5~i, (771) 

16·17 

40.5% (37) 
31.3~o (16) 
25.0% (S) 
31.0% (29) 
22.5% (426) 

24.6% (516) 

18 and Over 

59.3'::, (27) 
0.0';,) (1) 

4 7 .9'~" (711 

0.0% (4) 

30.8"0 (39) 

43.1% (142) 

18 and Over 

261'~:, (nl 
40.0", Hi) 
38.1', (211 

33.3":. (31 

18 and Ovor 

26.0'::, (271 
33.3'\, (lh) 

35.3"" (51) 
50.0'\, [6) 

18.8':;, (161 

313"" (115) 

18 and Over 

35.3"" (Ill 
33.3':" (6) 
22.6'), (53) 

(1.0";, (2) 
25.0':;, (12) 

25.6", 1901 

A gl~neral association between age and recidivism is apparent from the "overall" rates in the above foul: tables. 
The rates are higher for the two younger categories with the peak generally in tht! 14·15 year group after which tht! 
rates drop off somewhat until they seem to reach the lowest level in the 18 and over group. The "16-17/1 categories 
consistently hod the largest sample sizes. This conforms to the preceding finding since many of the 14 or 15· 
year-olds who recidivated will be in the 16·17 grollp upon release from a subsequent term. It is also possible 
that many 16 and 17·year-old, first-timp offenders entered the system ot this point." 

'Somo dogroo of coution mllst be used throughout this OtltilO analysis interpreting the sample sizos in parenthesos sll\ctl they oro 
only indirect indicators of ontrnncos II1tO the system. This stems from the foct thot thn institutional sample sizes ore eXits from 
tho syslem nnd may be unropros~ntnt;v" of lilo numbers of entrants. 
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The fact that the recidivism rates progressively falloff after the peak for the '14·15" year group as well as the 
consistently smaller sample sizes for the "18 alld over" groups seem to point to a reduction of juvenile crime activity 
with approaching adulthood. While this might be generally attributed to the effects 0f maturation, it also should be 
kept in mind that the COnSllrjUenCes of being apprehended flir criminal activities become increasingly more serious as 
one approaches legal adulthood (18 years old). At that point one receives a criminal record and can fac9 more stringent 
punishment if arrested and found gUilty of a criminal offense. One possible intcrpretatioll of this reductiol1 in the 
rates, then, is that it is evidence of a deterrent effect caused by the threat of adult imprisonment_ 

As performance indicators, the recidivism rates shown here indicate little difference between the rehabilitative 
effectiveness of the different components. Within anyone oge category, no leal pattern of statistically significant' 
differences appears. Whele there am large enough numbers to make comparisons, tht: probation rates are, in most 
cases, consistently lower than tho~e for the YDC's, YFC's, private institutions and Camp Hill (except in Other Urban 
Areas). although these difference'i arc not statistically significant. The only noticeable and statistically significant 
difference appears in the "16-17" year group for the Philadelphia Day Treatment Center (See Table 6), but, as will be 
discllssed later, this result can be attributed to extraneous factors involving the type of offenders received and 
released from this Center. 

Number of Prior Juvenile or Adult Court Referrals 

Prior involvement in the justice system has usually been considered a reliable predictor of further involvement 
in the system.2 Hence, this control variable has been included here. 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS 
BY NUMBER OF PRIOR COURT REFERRALS 

Summary Table B: Pennsylvania 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Youth Development Day Treatment ('enter 

(Philadelphia) 
Pri vate Insti tu lions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 

Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 

Table 9: 

You th Development Day Trentment Center 
Probation 

Overall 

o Prior 

42.0':, (169) 
29.6'\, (27) 
23.5~;, {68} 
18.3":' (71) 

44.0':;, (109) 
33.4 ';" ( 1 ,699) 

33.8';Z, (2.144) 

Prior 

39.8')':' (88) 
40.0~;, (15) 
25.0°:' (28) 
73.3% (151 

30.2% (53) 
42.5% (1,505) 

42.0";. (1.704) 

Philadelphia County 

o Prior 1 Prior 

47.4% (57) 
50.0% (2) 
25.0% (20) 
54.9% (51) 
18.3~;' (71) 
16.7% (6) 

36.2% (207) 

55.6% (27) 
50.0~o (2) 
25.0% (4) 
57.9% (79) 
73.3~;' (15) 
41.2% (894) 

42.4% (961) 

2 or More 
Priors 

52.3"Z, (239) 
54.3';" (46) 
47 .2~:, (144) 
50.0';:, (16) 

51.6% (124) 
56.7% (855) 

54.4'\, (1,424) 

2 or More 
Prior$ 

63.7% (91) 
87 .5~o (8) 
55.1% (691 
59.0~';, (61) 
50m" (16) 
62.6% (419) 

61.6% (664) 

• Chi.square Statistic was used for 011 significance tasts In this Analysis. For a discussion of this statistic, seo; Hubert M. Blalock, 
Social Statistics, New YOrk: McGraw·HIII Book Co. (Second Edition, 1972). pp. 275287. 

2 Soe Motznev. R.; "Predicting Recidivism: Base Retesfor Massachusotts Correctional Institutions-Concord," Journal of Crimlnol 
Law, Criminology and Polico Science (1963). Vol. 54. 
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YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
fir iVJ tll I nstt IU t I tinS 

['rolli/tlo" 

YDC 
Yf-C 
Camp HIli 
PtlV'ltE! Instltutiuns 
f'rob,ltilln 

Yl)C 
YFC 
Camp ~:i11 

f'riv.ltt! Ins!llUtions 
Prub,Hion 

Clvornll 

Table 10: Allegheny County 

o Prior 

387% 1751 
33.3% (9) 
30u'';, (10) 
51.1'~;, (7) 

3D4~:, !HiDl 

Table 11: Other Urban Areas 

o Prior 

43,0";, (21) 

286"·. U) 
50,0";, lfl) 

32.1";, (28) 
40,7";, ID 1 0) 

405";, (~1'l4) 

1 Prior 

36.8';' (19) 
33.3";. (3) 
~'OO"· (b) 

Q.O' .. (1) 
44.'l';, (179) 

43.0" f)'OIl 

1 Prior 

26.9';;, (26) 
44.4", (9) 
22,2", 19i 
21.1"" (19) 
50.4".', (274) 

46.0'':, (337) 

Table 12: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

o Prior 1 f<ri~r 

3HY:;, (161 3'1,5'" (16) 
22.2? (9) 0.0':;' (1) 
13.3~o (30) 30.0":. (10) 
3().4% (23) 7.1"<', (14) 
21.8% (624) 34.2'!;, (158) 

22.1% (702) 32.2% (199) 

2 or More 
Priors 

44.1% (34) 
bQ.0%(4) 
51,1% (7) 
33.3% (3) 
47.9% (71) 

41.1";, IllS) 

2 or More 
Priors 

43.6% (78) 
&2.4"0 (21) 
40.4'\, (47) 
~6.5% (43) 
55,8':" (26t;) 

51.1"" (454) 

2 or More 
Priors 

50,0% (36) 
38.5% (13) 
33.3% (21) 
41.2% (17) 
41.0~;, 1100) 

41.l% (187) 

The predictive ability of the numb(;r of priul referrals variable is quite evident from these tables. The overall 
recidivism rates consistently increase wi th increa~ing number of prior referrals. 

The distribution of the sample sizes in the table cells provides a picture of commitment patterns in which 
th05(\ with fcwer previous records are more likely to be put on probation than be committed to an institution, 
al though there are noticeable deviations in certain residential locations. For instance, in some residential locations, 
rather substantial numbers of offenders with no previous jLlvenile records were apparently being committed to 
institutions while only a relatively small number were being put on probation. The most plausible explanation of 
this finding is that in certain jurisdictions first-time offenders arc either dismissl~d or institutionalized depending 
on the seriousness of the offense and home background of the offender; whereas, in other jurisdictions the courts 
are more likely to impose a probationary sentence on first-time offenders. Apparently, some jurisdictions are 
more committed to diverting youths from ever entering the system and, thus, are more il'lclined to dismiss first-time 
lass S(ll iells offenders. 

The rather sizable numbers of first or second-time offenders released from the maximum security Facility at 
Camp Hill would seem to counter any belief that commitment to this type of facility is, as some juvenile 
authorities seem to believe, strictly a last resort measure when all else has failed. Relatively low recidivism rates 
for these Camp Hill releases may indicate that some degree of success has been achieved by committing certain 
offenders to a I'TInximum security facility before they have time to d(!velop into a system's veteran. 
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More general el/idencf! of the JciV,lI1tllges of institlitioruiizil1[J "!lew" offnncilll's as opposed LO pu tting them 
on probation is indicated by tlw rates for lhostl with orw priol m(I'lTul who W(!tll tnleased from juvctlilo institutions. 
These rates are generally lowHr than tht~ rates for those [)la(;l:cI on probatiot1 in thr(H! of thn foUl tables above 
(Tables 10, 11 and 12). Thi~, pOint r(lquires much furtiwl ~tlJdy d~, it may rnful ttl only a eet tain clllsS of juvllnil(l 
offenders, 

The importance of div(!l'tillg new offenders from thE! system or preventing nElWcomers from bpcomin~J 
system's veterans is indicated by thE! almost consistently large incl!!iJs£!S in tile rr.cidivism rates for each component 
as the numbers 01 prior referrals increas!l. It seems uvicJ(Hlt that til£! motn contact an offenclnt has had with tlw 
system in the past, tlw Illmu likely will Ill! his chances of future irlVolvpment no matter which nrnpOl1ent hu is 
placed in, By the timl' ;j youth hus two or more referrals in the ]uvnniln system, the probability of his being 
rtlferred again is anywhf!1'l! from about 40°0 to 60%, dnpenrJing on whenl hn lived. 

Finally, the PhilaJHlphia DllY Treatment Center agall1 appears to haVE! had morEl succoss than any of the 
other components, but tIp datu here show ciellrly th'lt this success was limited to only those with no prior 
records. 

Two major points must be raised in reference to the youths eVlmtually released from the Day Treatment Center. 
The first is that only those who have completed the program are included in the '>tudy population. Since the Center's 
pi ogrum is a non-residential one, situated ill the community, youths who might be in need of closeI' supervision 
can bEl idontified and rElferred to other agnncios either by the Center's staff or other alithoritiElS (e,g., the polico) 
so that transfers out of the Center may tend to lower the recidivism rate for this llPproacl1. The second is that 
many of the youths in the study popultltion who completed the program at the Center had never boen referred 
to juvenile cour;. out carne to the program through a transfer by the Philadelphia School District. Hence, () 
portion of the Center's study population (up to 50%) does not qualify as adjudicated dHlinqullnts and, thol'efol'l', 

may be less likely to recidivatf!. 

Type of Offense 

Several past studies of adult off(mders3 haVEl demonstrated some relationship between type of offense ann 
recidivism rates. Then)forn, offensl~ type is used as a control val'iable in this study. 

3 S09 for 1)xample! "Communlw Service Center Statisttcs and Ana!Vsis--1914," Po. 6uro3l1 of Correction, Planning and Research 
Division ROr,lort, unpublishod mlmeo; and. "A 20·Yoar Comparison of f'!eloases and Recirlivists from Juno 1. 1946 to 
June 30, 1966," Po. Bourd of Purolo, Statistical Unit Report (1£"0£», 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY OFFENSE TYPE 

I ..... 
...... 
f 

• 

I ..... 
Cl'l 
I 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Youth Development Day 

Treatment Center 
(Philadelphia) 

Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Youth Development Day 

Treatment Center 
Probation 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 

Overall 

Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private I nstitu ti ons 
Probation 

Overall 

Homicide 

33.3% (3) 

33.3% (3) 

0.0% (2) 

50.0% (14) 

41.0% (22) 

Homicide 

100.0% (1) 

0.0% (2) 

0.0% (2) 

50.0% (14) 

42.1% (19) 

Homicide 

Homicide 

0.0% (2) 

0.0% (2) 

Homicide 

100.0% (1) 

100.0% (1) 

Assault 

61.5";' (39) 
0.0% (5) 

52.0% (54) 

50.0% (6) 
38.5% ~26) 
39.9"0 (361) 

42.6% (491) 

Assault 

66.7% (21) 

56.8% (37) 
43.0% (14) 

50.0% (6) 
42.5% (207) 

46.3% (285) 

I 

Assault 

37.5% (8) 

0.0% (3) 

50.0% (2) 
0.0% (1) 

21.1% (38) 

23.1% (52) 

Assault 

75.0% (8) 
0.0% (1) 

36.4% (11) 
50.0% (8) 
43.8% (96) 

45.2% (124) 

Assault 

50.0% (2) 
0.0% (1) 

50.0% (4) 
0.0% (3) 

30.Cl% (20) 

30.0% (30) 

Summary Table C: Pennsylvania 

Theft 

463';;, (216) 

52.5se. (40) 
47.1~(' 187) 

47.0~~ (32) 
50.4% {119\ 
44.2% (1,980) 

45.0% (2,474) 

Anti-Social, 
Destructive 

Behav<or 

52.0"0177: 
61.1"0(18) 
36.7';, {301 

44.4% (S) 

47.2% (36\ 
38.8% ml7l 

40.7% (907) 

Drugs 

33.3% (12) 

60.0';(, (5) 

O,O~~ (2) 

O.O?" (1) 

37.5% (8) 

39.6% (270) 

39.3% (298) 

Table 13: Philadelphia County 

Theft 

60,3% (78) 
75.0% (8) 
55.2% (29) 
59.6% (52) 

• 46.9~o (32) 

50.0% (807) 

51.';% (1,006) 

Anti-Social, 
Destructive 

Behavior 

69.2"" (13) 
100.0% (2) 

50.0% (6) 
76.9% (13) 

44.4% (9) 
51.0% (108) 

55.0% (151) 

Drugs 

100.0% (1) 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (1) 
50.0% (72) 

48.7% (76) 

IIII 
Table 14: Allegheny County 

Theft 

43.0% (56) 
100.0% (2) 
44.4% (9) 

100.0% (3) 
51.7% (143) 

50.2% (213) 

Anti·Social, 
Destructive 
Behavior 

45.2% (31) 
75.0% (4) 
50.0% (2) 

0.0% (1) 
37.0% (1351 

39.3% (173) 

Table 15: Other Urban Areas 

Theft 

32.1% (56) 
42.1% (19) 
46.7% (30) 
43.2% (44) 
46.8% (632) 

45.5% (781) 

Anti-Social. 
Destruc~ive 

Behavior 

42.1% (191 
55.6% (9) 

31.3% (16) 
33.3% (18) 
44.9% (303) 

43.8% (365) 

Drugs 

16.7% (6) 

100.0% (1) 

40.5% (42) 

38.8% (49) 

Drugs 

66.7% (3) 
60.0% (5) 

0.0% (1) 

50.0% (4) 
41.2% (102) 

42.6% (1151 

Table 16: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

Theft 

42.3% (26) 
45.5% (11) 
36.8% (19) 
35.0% (20) 
25.9% (398) 

28.1% (474) 

Anti·Social, 
Destructive 
Behavior 

64.3% (14) 
33.3% (3) 
33.3% (6) 

25.0% (4) 
23.6% (191) 

26.6% (218) 

Drugs 

0.0% (2) 

0.0% (2) 

22.2% (54) 

20.7% (58) 

Sex 
Offenses 

16.7';· (6) 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (3) 
36.8% (38) 

31.3% (48) 

Sex 
Offenses 

0.0% (2) 

50.0% 18i 

40,0% (10) 

Sex 
Offenses 

50.0% (4) 

50.0% (4) 

Sex 
Offenses 

33.3% (3) 

0.0% (1) 
36.8% (19) 

34.8% (23) 

Sex 
Offenses 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (2) 

14.3% (7) 

9.1% (11) 

Juventle 
Oftenses 

36.5'?0 (85) 
23.1'0 (13) 
13,3,,, (15) 

20.0% (10) 
32.5% (40) 
42.1% (534) 

39.6% (697) 

Juvenile 
Offenses 

38.5% (13) 

0.0% (1) 

58.3% (12l 

20.0% (10) 

38.4% (991 

38.5% (135) 

Juvenile 
Offenses 

21.1% (19) 
20.0% (5) 
0,0% (1) 

33.3% (3) 

56.1% (47) 

42.0% (69) 

Juvenile 
Offenses 

44.1% (34) 
33.3% (3) 
33.3% (6) 
13.3% (15) 
46.3% (244) 

44.0% (302) 

Juvenile 
Offenses 

36.8% (19) 
20.0% (1) 

0.0% (7) 

30.0% (10) 
34.0% (150) 

32.5% (191) 

Traffic 

27.2% (1251 

27.2% {125} 

Traffic 

0.0% (41 

0.0% (4) 

Tr3ffic 

16.7%(6) 

16.7% (6) 

Traffic 

37.7% (53) 

37.7% (53) 

Traffic 

21.0% (62) 

21.0% (62) 



Assaul t, theft, anti-social or destructive behavior (e.g., vandalism, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, etc.l. 
juvenile oHenses (e.g., funning away, truancy, etc.l. and drug law violations ar<~ the major offense categories for 
which juvl:lniles enter the system according to these data. 

The distributions of the parenthesized sample sizes in these tables seem to differ little between offense 
categories in terms of the relative proportions of institutionalized and prob,Hionary youths, which may ,,~ a result 
of the philosophy of the State Juvenile Court: " ... the child's total situation, rather than the specific delinquent 
conduct, is given primary consideration in determining dispositions." (See 58th Annual Report of the Family 
Court Division of the Court of Common Please of Philadelphia, p. 20). 

Within the different offense categories, there were no significant differences between the recidivism rates of 
the diff(~rent components. Apparently, there is little, if any relationship between type of offense and the 
effectiveness of correctional programs, i.e., particular programs do not work better with offenders who have 
committed a particular tyPH of offense. 

Race 

Race was included as a control variable ill order to examine the possibility that differential treatment, ill 
terms of both the manner in which ca.p~ are handled and the way in which dispositions are determined, may 
occur between racial groups. This situation might occur because of the weight placed on the family or socio
economic background during the processing of juvenile offenders through the courts. Since minority racial oroups, 
in particular, blacks, are more likely to be faced with conditiofls associated with poverty and social and family 
disorganization; it might be reasonable to expect both their commitment patterns and recidivism rates to differ 
from wh ites. 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY RACE 

Summary Table D: Pennsylvania 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Youth Development Day Treatment Center 

(Philadelphia) 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

White 

39.3% (2191 
38.6% (57) 
29.8% (114) 
16.7% (12) 

46.2% (91) 

38.7% (2.616) 

38.5% (3,1091 

Table 17: Philadelphia County 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Youth Development Day Treatment Center 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

White 

16.7% (6) 

27,3% (11) 
9.1% (11) 

64.1% (39) 
45.7% (269) 

45.5% (3361 

Other 

52.3% (277) 
54.8?o (31) 
45.2% (126) 
34.1% (91) 

52.2% (115) 
47.3% (1,440) 

47,6% (2.080) 

Other 

58.6% (169) 
75.0% (12) 
50.0% (82) 
34.1% (971 
55.0% (871 
48.4% (1,049) 

49.4% (1,4901 

• According to U.S. Census estimates: in 1972 about 10% of white individuals under 65 and 33.5% of black indiViduals 
under 65, in the entire country, lived below the poverty level; in 1973, 12.2% of white families and 36.8% of bl~ck 
families had at least one parent missing. 
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YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

Table 18: Allegheny County 

White 

40.0% (65) 
25.0% (8) 
18.2% (11) 
50.0% (4) 
40.1% (2841 

39.4% (372) 

Table 19: Other Urban Arl:las 

White 

38.8% (85) 
50.0% (28) 
39.0% (411 
46.2% (26) 
45.5% (1,210) 

45.0% (1.39n) 

Othef 

39.7% (63) 
50m:, (8) 
54.4% (11) 
33.3% (3) 
48.8% (125) 

46.2% (210) 

Other 

42.5% (40) 
33.3% (9) 
39.1% (23) 
38.1% (21) 
44.3% (237) 

43.0% (330) 

Table 20: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

White 

41.3% (63) 
28.6% (211 
25.5% (51) 
13.6% (22) 
26.3% (853) 

26.9% (1.010) 

Other 

80.0% (5) 
50.0% (2) 
10.0% (10) 
75.0% (4) 
24.1% (29) 

32.0% (50) 

The only significant evidence of differential treatment between races indicated in these tables is the 
consistently smaller proportion of the total populations in the "Other" categories who were on probation as 
compared to these proportions for those in the "White" categories. This could well indicate that bl9ck and 
other minority offenders are more likely to be incarcerated in an institution than white offenders. The evidence 
on this point is far from conclusive, however. 

Comparisons of recidivism rates between the different correctional components within the race categories 
again fail to demonstrate any consistent patterns of differences in the effectiveness of the col'!' ;.e,.,, ;nts. Hence, it 
appears that for both white and non-white juvenile offenders al!!~e, the particular correctional component used 
makes no difference in the chances of their being rehabilitated. 

The one exception to this is indicated by the relatively smaller rates for the Day Treatment Center in 
Philadelphia Which, again, demonstrates some indication that this component may be more effective than the 
others and the data here shows that this occurs for whites and non-whites alike (particularly for whites). The 
above discussion on outside factors that might bias the findings in favor of the Center should, again, be kept in 
mind while considering this evidence . 
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m~g· ................................ ----------------------------------------

Family Living Arrangements 

The juvenile cOlJrr\ emphasis on social and family background Ir1 determining case dispositions makes it 
important to examine these variables. Also, as pointed Ollt in a study of juvElnile correctional methods by The 
UrlJijn Institute in Washington, "The appropriateness of particular altHrnatives, Elspecially probation, correctional 
day Gale, specinlizfld foster hOtnflS and group homps may be based largely on the family structure of the 
dolinquent.,,4 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 

Summary Table E: Pennsylvania 

One Parent & Relatives or 
Both Parents One Stepparent One Parent Foster Home 

YDC 45.0% (176) 367% (42) 48.8% (1£32) 40.0% (35) 

YFC 36.4% (33) 69.2~o (13) 55.2% (29) 25.Q9;, (4) 

Camp HIli 42.2"0 (64) 37.5% (16) 43.5% (85) 41.2% (17) 

Youth Devolopmnnt Day 
Treatment Center 
(Philadelphia) 47.8~Q (23) 14.3% (7) 39.3% (28) 33.3% (3) 

Private Instttutions 43.5% (85) 40.5% (37) 44.0% (9l) 46.7~;, (15) 

Probation 39.8% (2,228) 46.8% (312) 45.2% (1,266) 38.6% (197) 

OVllrJII 40.3"" (2,609) 45.0'~;' (427) 45.5~o (1,661) 39.1% (271) 

Table 21(a): Philadelphia County 

One Parent & Relatives or 
Both Parents One Stepparent One Parent Foster Hurile 

YDC 56.S~~ (37) 18.8% (16) 66.2% (65) 62.5% (8) 

YFC 100.0% (2) 100.0% (3) 100.0% (3) 0.0% (1) 

Camp Hill 68.8% (6) 50.0";' (8) 46.3~:' (41 ) 44.4% (9) 

Youth Developmunt Day 
Treatment Center 47.8% (23) 14.3% (7) 39.3% (2S) 33.3% (3) 

Private Institutions 64.3% (28) 53.8% (13) 53.5% (43) 55.6% (9) 

Probation 48.1% (620) 45.5% (77) 48.2% (533) 49.4% (77) 

Overall 49.7% (726) 42.9% (124) 49.9% (713) 49.5% (107) 

Table 22(a): Allegheny County 

One Parent & Relatives or 
Both Parents One Stepparent One Parent Foster H olne 

YDC 34.5% (55) 61.5% (13) 38.2% (34) 22.2% (9) 
YFC 66.7% (3) 0.0% (1) 44.4% (9) . . . . 
Camp Hili 50.0% (6) . . . ! . 37.5% (8) . . . . 
Private Institutions 60.0% (5) . . . . 50.0% (2) 100.0% (1) 

Probation 36.4% (206) 55.6% (45) 47.4% (137) 40.0% (15) 

Overnll 37.1% (275) 55.9% (59) 45.3% (190) 36.0% (25) 

4 Op, Cit., "Deinstitutionalization ··Delinquent Children," 
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Institutionalized 

77.0% (13) 
0.0% (1) 

71.4% (7) 

. 
60.0% (5) 

7.1°;, (14) 

47.5% (40) 

Institutionalized 

100.0% (3) 
0.0% (11 

100.0% (2) 

. . . 
50.0% (2) 

0.0% (2) 

60.0% (10) 

Institutionalized 

66.7% (3) 

66.7% (3) 

Independent 
01' Other 

0.0% (4) 

33.3'::', (3) 

50.0% (2) 

16.7% (301 

1 } .9';,; (39) 

Independent 
or Other 

30.0% (10 

30.0% (10) 

Independent 
or Other 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (1) 

0.0% (2) 

~ 
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-
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Table 23(a): Other Urban Areas 

One Parent & Relatives or Independent 
Both Parents One Stepparent One Parent Foster Home Institutionalized or Other 

YDC 42.3% (52) 37,5% (8) 37.0% (54) 42.9% (7) 100.0% (2) 0.0% (2) 
YFC 29.4J

, (17) 83.3% (6) 50.0% (12) 50.0°," (2) . . . . . 
Camp Hill 31.8% (22) 33.3% (6) 40.0% (25) 60.0% (5) 66.7% (3) 33.3% (3) 
Private Institutions 37.1% (35) 40.0% (15) 33.3% (33) 25.0% (4) 50.0% (2) 100.0% (1) 
Probation 45.0% (828) 51.3% (117) 46.5% (428) 36.1% (61) 0.0% (3) 9.0% (11) 

Overall 44.0% (954) 50.0% (152) 44.6% (552) 38.0% (79) 50,0% (10) 176% (17) 

Table 24(a): Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

One Parent & Relatives or Independent 

Both Parents One Stepparent Ole Parent Foster Home Institutionalized or Other 

YDC 53.1% (32) 20.0% (5) 33,3% (9) 36.4% (11) 60.0% (5) 0.0% (2) 

YFC 27.3% (11) 33.3% (3) 60.0% (5) 0.0% (1) - . . 
Camp Hill 30.0% (20) 0.0% (2) 45.5% (11) 0.0% (3) 50.0% (2) . 
Private Institutions 17.6% (17) 22.2% (9) 38.5% (13) 0.0% (11 100.0% (l) . . . . . 
Probation 24.4% (574) 35.6% (73) 30.4% (168) 22.7% (44) 11.1% (9) 12.5% (8) 

Overall 25.8% (654) 32.6% (92) 32.5% (206) 23.3% (60) 35.3% (17) 10.0% (10) 

Note that by combining "Family Living Arrangement" categories and comparing percentages of the two 
general dispositional categories, institutional·probation, some significant information on commitment patterns 
arises: 

Table 25: Comparison of Population Sizes in General 
Dispositional Categories for Dichotomized 

Family Living Arrangements Categories 

Study Population Sizes (%) 

Both Parents 

Overall 
Institutional" " 358 (39%) 
Probation 2,228 (55%) 

Philadelphia County 
Institutional ** 83 (27%) 
Probation 620 (47%) 

Allegheny County 
I nsti tutional 69 (47%) 
Probation 206 (51%) 

Other Urban Areas 
Institutional 126 (41%) 
ProbatIOn 828 (57%) 

Rural and Other Suburban 
Areas 

Institutional 
Probation 

80 (52%) 
574 (66%) 

Other Arrangements" 

555 (61%) 
1,805 (45%) 

227 (73%) 
697 (53%) 

78 (53%) 
198 (49%) 

183 (59%) 
617 (43%) 

75 (48%) 
293 (34%) 

• Does not include juveniles under The Family Living Arrangement Category. "Institutionalized." 
•• Does not ir elude t"ose released from The Day Treatment Center program. 

-21-

I 
I 
1 
Ii 
II 
I, 
I: 
I 

I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
! 

------------------------



A somewhat consistent pattern appears here in which youths releaspd from institutions were n10nl likely to 

I.m from homes where both parents were not PI esent while tlw reverse is true for you ths placed on probation. 
Apparently, family structure has some relationship to dispositional outcome and this relationship is in the 
direction indicated by the above table, i.e., both pafflnts ptesont·probation; both parents not present· 
institutionalization. Possibly, this pattern results from the emphasis placed on a youth's "whole situation" in 
determining dispositions. 

These relationship~ may indicate! that a juvenile living at home with both parents has more of a chance Of 

being plac()d on probation rathnr than in an institution as compared to those with other tYpes of living 
arrangements. 

A comparison of thtl rl'ci(/ivism rates for each correctional component again leads to no significant diffnr<'nces 
in effectlVflness of the components. The differences between components that are apparent usually occur in 
isolation within a singl,' location and are not consistent throughout the fOllr areas. For instance, note that in 
Table 24(a), under the "Both Palfmts" category, YDC had, by far, the highest rate (53.1%), Private Institutio'1s, 
the lowl!st (17,6%) and Probation wa, in between these other two (24.4%)' while in Table 22(a), under the 
"Both Parents" category, the oreler of these rates is completely reversed. 

If both Family Living Arrangements and Correctional Component categories are, again, combined so that 
two dichotomous variables are fmn1ud, similar rflsults are obtained for comparisons between the rehabilitiltive 
effectiveness of in$titutionalization and the rellabilitative effectiveness for probation. 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR DICHOTOMIZED CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS 
BY DICHOTOMIZED FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENT CATEGORIES 

Summary Table E(b): Pennsylvania 

Released from on Institution' • 
Placed on Probation 

Both Parents 

43.3% (358) 
39.8% (2,228) 

Other Arrangements" 

44.7% (555) 
44.3% (1.805) 

Table 24(b): Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

Released from an Institution 
Placed on Probation 

Both Parents 

36.0% (80) 
24.4% 1574) 

Other Arrangernon ts" 

32.0% (75) 
30.0% (293) 

Checking for statistically significant differences here shows that for each resident:al location as well as for 
the aggregate State data, there are no significant differences between the rates for probation and thost! for 
institutionalization within either category of the "Dichotomized Family Living Arrangement:;" v(]riable Hence, 
there is no basis, according to this data, on which to accept the proposition that there is a difference in 
rehabilitative effectiveness between institutionalization and probation either for youths from traditional family 
situations (both parents) or youths from other types of family situations (at least one parent absant). In other 
words, these findings indicate that, regardless of the family structure from which a juvenile comes, institutionalization 
cannot be viewed as any more effective (or ineffective) than probation in affecting his chances of being 
rehabilitated. 

Family Income 

FamilY income appears in this analysis as an indicator of socio-economic backgl'ound_ The usefulness of 
this measure as an indicator of social or family background lies in its close relationship to the demographic 
differences subsumed by socio-economic designations. The relationship between such things as poverty and crime 
rates is well documented. 5 and leads to an expectation that a similar relationship exists between recidivism rates 
and levels of poverty, or more generally, between recidivism and income (eva Is. 

RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY FAMILY INCOME 

Table 21 (b): Philadelphia County Summary Table F: Pennsylvania (except Philadelphia County) 

Both Parents Other Arrangements* 

Releastld from an Illstitution" 
Placed on Probation 

61.1% (83) 
48.1% (620) 

Table 22(b): Allegheny County 

Released from an Institution 
Placed on Probation 

Both Parents 

39.1% (69) 
36.4% (206) 

Table 23(b): Other Urban Areas 

Released from an Institution 
Placed on Probation 

Both Parents 

37.3% (126) 
45.0% (828) 

54.3% (227) 
47.8% (697) 

Other Arrangements* 

41.0% (78) 
48.5% (198) 

Other Arrangements* 

39.9% (183) 
45.7% (617) 

• Does not include juveniles under the Family Living Arrangement Category. "Institutionalized." 

•• Does not include those released from the DaY Treatment program. 
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Publ ic Assistance Under $3,000 $3,000..$5,000 $5,000..$10,000 $10,000 and Over 

YDC 49.0% (135) 52.4% (21) 47.4% (78) 50.8% (124) 34.4% (32) 

YFC 61.5%(13) 100.0% (3) 33.3% (12) 30.4% (23) 57.1% (7) 

Camp Hill 39.3% (56) 36.4% (11) 59.5% (37) 37.5% (40) 12.5% (8) 

Youth Development Day 
Treatment Center 
(Philadelphia) 34.8% (23) 0.0% (2) 50.0% (14) 37.5% (16) 0.0% (1) 

Private Institutions 46.0% (63) 0.0% (6) 52.6% (38) 42.3% (71) 33.3% (21) 

Probation 46.3% (307) 46.3% (41) 37.1% (291) 36.6% (934) 37.7% (385) 

Overall 46.1% (597) 44.0% (84) 42.1% (470) 38.3% (1,208) 37.0% (454) 

Table 26: Philadelphia County 

(Data Not Available) 

• Does net include juvoniles under the Family Living Arrangement CategorY. "Institutionalized." 

•• Does not include those released from the Day Treatment program . 

5 See for example! Nye, Ivan F., James F. Short and Virgil J. Olson, "Socio-economic Status and Delinquent Behavior." 
American Journal of Sociology (January 1958); and Lamar T. Empry and Maynard Erickson. "Hidden Delinquency and 
Social Status." Social Forces (1966). 
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Table 27: Allegheny County 

Public Assistllnce Under $3,000 $3,000·$5,000 $5,000,$10,000 $10,000 and Over 

YDC 36,0"" (361 100,0'~ (4) 60.0e" (15) 51.5°(, (33) 15.4~o (13) 
YFe 75,0''1, (4) 100.0":i (1) 0.0"; (1) 25.0% (4) 50.0'!" (2) 
Camp Hill 28.6' U) ,,00.0"0 \1} 66.7% (3) 0.0% (2) 
PrivJt!! Institutions . O.OS':' (1) 100.0": (1) 50.0% (4) 50.0% (62) 
Probation 45.5";, (99) 50,0':, tG) 41,1}'" (29) 43.8% (137) 29.0% 162\ 

Overall 43,2'{, (146) 66.7"{, (12) 4:' ,6':;, (41) 45.3% \181) 27.2% (81) 

Table 28: Other Urban Areas 

Public Assistance Under S3,000 $3,000'$5,000 $5,000-$10,000 $10,000 and Over 

YDC 46.0"1> (371 50.0'!;, (2) 35.7'!;, (28) 39.5% (38) 44.4% (9) 
yrC 66.7'~;, (3) 100,0~',) (1) 0.0"" (4) 27.3% \11) 100.0% (2) 
Camp Hill 35.7';" (14) 50.0~';, (4) 36.4":, (11) 39.0% (18) 0.0~.i (2) 
Privat.) InstitutIOns 33.3"0 (18) 0.0% (4) 33.3";, (12) 36.7% 13C 37.5% (8) 
Prob.ltion 53.4'::, (148) 61.0~:, (23) 43.1% (168) 43.5% {446} 52.0% (175) 

Overall 49.5'7" (220) 53.0':;, (34) 40.5'?" (215) 42.4% (543) 51.0% {le6} 

Table 29: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

Public Assistance Und(lr $3,000 $3,000·$5,000 $5,000·$10,000 $10,000 and Over 

YDC 37.5~:, (8) 43.0% (7) 60.0~:, (10) 57.1 % {21l 33.3% (6) 
YFC 33.3% (3) 33.3';', (31 16.7% 16\ 33.3% (31 
Camp Hili 0.0% (4) 0.0% (2) 62.5% (8) 33.3~r, (9) 0.0% {2} 
Private· InstItutIons 14.3% (7) - . . - 6u.7% (3) 27.3% (11) 12.5% IS) 
f'tOtliltlOll 29.3~,; (58) 16.7~o (12) 27.0% (100) 25.1% (3471 23.3% (1461 

Ovorall 27.5"" (80) 23.S% 1211 33.1% <1241 26.8% {3941 23.0% (165) 

An examination of the distribution of the probation population sample sizes in each of these three tables 
reveals that the majority of those placed on probation were from familirs with incomes of $5,000 or more, while 
11 comparison of sample sizes of those released from institutions shows that a majority of these juveniles were 
hom families with incomes of less thd11 $5,000, except in Table 29 where a slight majority was from families with 
incomes of more than $5,000. This may be an indication that in deciding dispositional outcomes, probation is a 
preferred method for youths from middle and upper income families while institutionalization is preferable for 
youths from 10ll'Jer income and poverty families. Again, this may be a refl!lction of the courts' manner of 
deCiding dispositional outcome. 

By comparing recidivism rates for probation with those for the overall populations under each "Family 
In(;ome" category in these tables, some evidence of the rehabilitative effectiveness of institutionalization appears. 
The fact that the rates for probation are higher than the overall rates for the "Public Assistance" categories in all 
three tables and in the "Under $3,000" and "$3,000·$5,000" categories in Table 28 indicates that, as a group, 
thosp. released from institutions in these categories had lower recidivism rates than those in these categories 
placed on probation although the differences are not statistically significant. For the higher income categories 
("$5.000·$10,000" and "Over $10,000")' the differences between the overall rates and probation rates are 
inconsistent and usually smaller. 

The evidence here would seem to indicate that institutionalization may have been somewhat effective with 
juveniles from lower income families (under $5,000) relative to the alten:ative use of probation al though chance 
cannot be ruled out as the factor explaining this difference. 

-24-

I 

~I 
I .i 
~. 
•• •• T 

i 

~ •• 

-; -.~ 

•• .. 
.. 

The Institutions 

So far in this analysis, differences between the recidivism rates for the different cOllectional components 
have been somewhat vague and insignificant. This may very well result from the grouping of institutions which 
actually differ in rehabilitative effectiveness. For example, some YDG's may be highly effective (low recidivism) 
while others are highly ineffective (high recidivism), and grouping them causes something of an tlaveraging out" 
with the YDG's with the larger population contributing more to this average rate than the YDG's with smaller 
populations. 

While controlling for residential location may lessen this undesired effect, an investigation of each 
institLltion's rates is necessary in order to totally eliminate it. 

TABLE 30: RECIDIVISM RATES FOR INSTITUTIONS 
AND PROBATION BY TYPE OF RECIDIVISM 

Institutions (Study Juvenile {with Juvenile (without 
Population Size) a petition) a !letition) Adult Overall 

Youth Development Centers 
Cornwell Heights (130) 26.5% 2.6% 26.5% 55.6% 
Loysville (59) 22.0% 3.4% 17.0% 42.4% 
New Castle (1711 10.5% 3.5% 21.0% 35.0% 
Philadelphia (32) 18.8% 0.0% 50.1% 68.9% 
Warrandale (83) 32.5% S.4% 7.2% 48.1% 

Camp Hill (240) 0.8% O.S% 36.3% 37.9% 

Somi'?rivate Institutions 
Glenn Mills (95) 29.5% 3.2% 17.9% 50.6% 

Private Institutions 
Berks County Boys' Home (8) 37.5% 0.0% 12.5% 50.0% 
New Life BOYS' Ranch (11) 36.4% 0.0% 9.1% 45.5% 
Harborcreek School for Boys (16) 6.3% 6.3% 0.0% 12.6% 
George Junior Republic (85) 18.8% 5.9% 8.2% 32.9% 
Saint Gabriel's Hall (70) 27.1% 5.7% 25.7% 58.5% 

Youth Forestry Camps 
Camp # 1 • Raccoon Creek (30) 16.7% 6.7% 13.3% 36.7% 
Camp # 2 • Hickory Run (45) 8.9% 6.7% 35.6% 51.2% 
Camp # 3 • Trough Creek (13) 23.190 7.7% 7~7% 38,5% 

Youth Development Day 
Treatment Center {103} 15.5% 0.0% 16.5% 32.0% 

Probation (4,059) 25.3% 6.8% 9.7% 41.8% 

A comparison of the rates under the "Overall" heading fOl' those Categories containing several institutions 
shows clearly that there are, indeed, sizable and statistically significant differences between the rates of similar 
types of institutions. Differences are also apparent between the distributiol1s of the rates in the three "Types of 
Recidivism" categories for similar types of institutions. This latter finding may point to differences in offender 
characteristics and, in particular, age distributions of the populations received by similar types of institutions with 
those having larger "AdUlt" rates receiving a larger proportion of 16, 17 and 18-year-olds than those with smaller 
"Adu I t" rates. 

As points of reference, the rates for probation, which supposedly handles the "least" serious offenders in 
the study population with the least stringent measures, and the rates for Gamp Hill, which supposedly handles the 
"most" serious offenders in the study population with the most stringent measures, can be viewed as benchmarks 
to which the rates of the other institutions can be compared. The interpretation of comparisons between 
these two benchmarks and the rates for the other institutions is as follows: 
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1. If an institution hurl an overall recidIvism fate smaller tha'1 these two bi'nchmarks, it can be 
considenld a relattvoly Pf(U(;lIVe rl'llrlbilitutive program. 

2. If an institution had an overall recidivism rate larger than thP$r' two benchmarks, it can be 
considered a relatively ineffecbvp IdldbJlit<ltlOn proqr"m" 

:3. I f an in~ti tutJOr1 hi1d an overall recidivism I,IIP that ft!1I sonwwhere betweHn thHse two 
bundunarks, it C,JI) bn ClHlsicJl'lInt "up to tlw 'iwndarcl" uf If>hubiliHltiv(' nff(!ctiveness relativE! 
to tht! other !nstl tlltions. 

U~ing thp,p intl!rpretati(llis, it I~ dndl that the mujollty of institutiolls overall and wIthin the different 
catcgorit!; (Excl. YFC) Gan Ill' cnn;;idpru(i n"ativply less uffm:thE f('habilitativp programs. 

Adult Recidivism 

JUVUlllitl (lffenciE'rs who havn spl'nt time eithm on probation or in dn Itv;till1tion i'tx juvenilns and later arc 
cotlviGt(ld of un offense in tilt) udult justice svstt'm (criminal cour t) H!pH!s£mt the final failuresfrotn th(~ Juv(lnrln 
COl rectlOIl<l1 Sys tem and, in a sense, of tl1£: Juvenile COl mctional System. 

Thnm df(! four general criteria by which il juv!lni/e can be rrfnrred to erirnin<.ll court according to the Juvenile 
Comt Handbook (p. 8): 

1. If th!> welfare of the public lequires disposition of cac,t!S in tlw criminal courts when the juvcnile 
hils previously becn declared delinquent and thC! pr(1(:nSS f!S of thn jllvenih~ COLlrt have been tried 
without beneficial result; 

2. If tlw offens!! with which the juvenilu is chalgf~d is of unu5ual magnItude; 

3. If then' ale ';omp. unu,ual circumstances which requin' the processes of anothHr court; ancl, 

4. If it IS apparent that the child will need the formal control of Statc resources beyond his 
minority. 

ThH recidivi~ts in the following tables include both juveniles cOl,victed in criminal court because of onll of 
!t1CS(1 criteria as well as those who were arrestCld for offenses after they turned 18 years of age. 

ADULT RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS BY AGE CATEGORIES 

Summary Table G: Pennsylvania 

Under 14 14·15 16·17 18 and Over 

YDC 0.0% (12) 8.1% (123) 24.7"0 (267) 34.0% (94) 
YFC 20.0% (5) 19.6% (56) 33.3% (27) 
Camp Hill . . . . . - . 37.2% (43) 35.7% (196) 
Youth Development Day 

Treatment Center 
(Philadelphia) . . . 0.0% (6) 18.5% (92) 0.0% (4) 

Private Institutions 4.2% (24) 8.090 (100) 21.4% (154) 37.5% (8) 
Probation 0.9% (669) 4.0% (1,505) 17.Ha (1,814) 22.9% (70) 

Overall 1.0% (705) 4.5% (1,739) 18.7% (2,426) 32.6% (399) 
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YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Youth Development Day 

Treatment Center 
(Philadelphio) 

Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Pl'ivotc Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private lnstitu lions 
Probation 

Overall 

YDC 
YFC 
Camp Hill 
Private Institutions 
Probation 

Overall 

Table 31: Philadelphia County 

Undor 14 

0.0% (6) 

0.0':0 t14} 
0.8% (243) 

0.8% (263) 

14·15 

9.3% (43) 
100m;, (1) 
. . . . 

0.0% (6) 

16.7% (42) 
7.7% (465) 

8.6% (557) 

16·17 

37.4% (99) 
60.0% (10) 
38.1% (21) 

18.5% (92) 
30.6% (75) 
29.4% (572) 

29.tiS'!, (869) 

Ta.ble 32: Allegheny County 

Undor 14 

0.0% (2) 

1.9% (53) 

1.8% (55) 

14·15 

7.7% (391 
0.0% 11) 

0.0% (5) 
0.6% (164) 

1.9% (209) 

16·17 

15.7% (64) 
10.0% (10) 
0.0% (1l 

16.7% (6) 

7.9% (189) 

9.9% (271) 

Table 33: Other Urb,lO Areas 

Under 14 

0.0% (2) 

0.0% (6) 
0,8% (258) 

0.8% (266) 

14·15 

10.3% (2!Jl 
0.0% (21 

0.0% (34) 
2.5% (548) 

2.7% (613) 

16·17 

16.4% (57) 
15.0% (201 
46.2% (13) 
16.0% (44) 
15.0% (62'1) 

15.7~o (771) 

Table 34: Rural and Other Suburban Areas 

Under 14 

0,0% (2) 

0.0% (4) 
0.9% (115) 

0.8% (121) 

0.0% (12) 
O.O? (1) 

5.3% (19) 
2.7% (328) 

2.8% (360) 

16·17 

21.6% (37) 
6.3% (16) 

25.0% (8) 
7.0% (29) 
8.0% (426) 

9.1~o (516) 

18 und OvaI' 

52.0% (27) 
0.0% (1) 

46.5% (21) 

0.0% (4) 

25.6% (39) 

32.1% (142) 

18 and Ovor 

21.7% (23) 
40.0% (5) 
33.3% (21) 

0.0% (3) 

26.9% (52) 

18 and avo I' 

26.0% (27) 
33.3% (15) 
35.3% (51) 
50.0% (6) 
18.8% (16) 

31.3% (115) 

18 and Ovor 

35.3% (17) 
33.3% (6) 
22.7% (53) 

0.0% (2) 
25.0% "2) 

25.5% (901 

As one might expect, and as these tables show clearly f the vast majority of juvenile releasees who recidivated 
(\; adults (i.e., had conviction records in a State Criminal Court with in three years of release) were 16 years or 
older at release. It is difficult to determine exactly how many of the recidivists in the 16·17·year grollp were 
actual adult offenders (i.e., offenders whose cases went directly to criminal court because of the offenders' ages) 
and how many were juveniles whose cases were transferred to criminal court from juvenile COllrt. Since over 2/3 
of these recidivists had only adult conviction records after release, most were probably actual adult offenders. It 
is almost certain that most, if not all. of those in the 18 and over group were actual adult offenders who were no 
longer considered juveniles. 
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Tht! adult rHcidivi5rn ratfl" tOt thE! "16·17" and "18 and Over" groups indicate that all of the components 
reltHl'i\! offencltm who f!verttulllly Imd up in the adult system although the YDC's and Camp Hill have the highest 
rates. 8(!cause these two eomporl!!l1h ,HI! eharged with handling offenders who are judOl'd til be in need 
of th(~ most strmgent GOrrectiot1al rneiJ5ures, their highur rates are probably to be exppcted. 

Fit1ully, looking flt adult teGIejivism system·wide, 671, or 12.7%, of the 5,212 youths in thf! study 
population rn(:idivuted ,IS (j(llIlt (jff,mtlar~. These figures aro probubly the most significant of all thn figures on 
adult r!'cieJivism because It i~, in d S/H1S(!, trw whole systnm rath(lr than pdrticular componr!l1ts that fail to prevent 
,(JIn!! pOrCfHlti.ltl" of Its "qradlJ<ltt!'," from entnl ing the adult justice systmn whmoin u pnrsoll\ CI iminal statlls, and 
all tim entail·., otficlillly lJt'(jIflS. 
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THE ANALYSIS-THE FEMALE STUDY POPULATION 

Introduction 

Until recently, little attuntion has been focused up:.m the issue of female delinquency simply because no 
serious problem was believer! to ('xist. Female involvnment in crime has been viewed as bning concentrated 
primarily in a limitnci number of uffullsn categories, and the total number of fmnale delinquents C1m!sted ,mel 
irlstitlltionalizod for the commiss!(ln of crimllS has been vnry small in comparison to the number of male 
delinquents process(ld. Hencr, thn most serious problems were seen to exist among mains. 

In Pennsylvania, of 25 SwtNUtl or Stnle·supportHd institutions for juveniles, five receivod female 
commi tments. The percnnt of juvtll1iles processed by juvel1lle courts in Pennsylvania who wert! fElmale has. sinc(! 
1970, buon l!onsisten tly just below 20%, and about 40% of the females processed yearly wen! referred to juvenile 
court for offenses pnrtaining to juveniles only (non·criminal offenses) as compal'lld to a figuro of around 13% for 
malns. 1 

Tlwsn figures support tho tIlll(\ency to viflw female delinquency as u second(lry problflm in comparison to 
male delmqulmcy. Not only are thE) numbers much smaller as compared to numbers of m<lln delin<lunnts, but the 
natu!p of thn problf!m is also Inss seVflre as t!vidflnced by the smaller proportions of females processed for criminal· 
ty PH offpl1 ~es. 

The problum of female delinquflncy when viewed next to mall'. delinquency may appear insignificant, but 
When vH'!w(ld in tmms of the rflsources, both human and monetary, expflnclec! on the procflssing of the nearly 
8,000 female juvenilos who pass through thn systflm each year, the problem suddflnly b(lCOmeS a real concern. 

According to the study data, 212 females were released from juvenile institutions in Pennsylvania during the 
last ~IX months of"1970, whilfl 761 worfl placed I')n probation during thtl first six months of 1971. Out of thesll 
973 youths. 296, or 25.8%, had subso<luent referrals to a juvenilfl court within three yours. The brnakdown by 
GOItPctior1al t;omponents was as follows: 

RECIDIVISM RATES BY CORRECTIONAL COMPONENTS 

Summary Table 

Correctional Component Sumple Size Recidivism Rate 

YDC 
Privato Institutions' 
Semi·Private InstItution 

($Ieighton Farms) 
Probation 

Overall 
Signi ficllncll Level 

95 
73 

44 
761 

973 

27.4% 
13.7% 

11.4% 
27.6"{, 

25.8'!0 
p<.Q5 

'Incilldos tho following institutions: GannonJole School for 
Girls, Gilmory S.:hool for Girls. (,Clod Shl!phord (Lourdosmont 
and St. Josoph'sl, Potor Clover School, and Tekokawitho HIlls 
8~hot)1. 

Note that there are apparent differences between the recidivism fates which are Significant at 
the .05 IClVel (i.o., p=.05j·· according to tho Chi·Square Statistic.2 The fact that probation had the highest rate 
may be preliminary evidence that institutionalization may be more effective for delinquent females than a program 
of supervision in the communitY such as provided by probation. 

This, and othflr points, will be flxamined in the tables that follow. Each of these tables contains recidiVism 
data on female delinquents with a particular control variable introduced for tbdSons already discussed (Sefl the 
"Evaluation Design" section). In order to obtain significant numbers in each cell of these tables. the data for 
thos!! released frQm institutions <"0 grouped together into a category, "Institutional," and atl comparisons made 
here are between this category and "Probation." 

1 Sourco' Pennsylvonia Department of Justice. Office of Crlmine, Justice Statistics. 

2 For 0 dlsuussion of Chi,Square, seo Blalock, Hubert M., Sociol Statistics, Now York, MeG row HIli Book Co, ISacond E:dition, 

19721, pp. 275287 • 

• , In this ontoro analysis, 011 p's loss than or oQunl to .05 oro considered significant. 
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RECIDIVISM RATES FOR CORRECTIONAL APPROACHES BY OFFENSE TYPE CATEGORIES 

Table 4 

Anti,S(Jciill. 
DIl~trllct,V(' Juvenile Drug Law 

B(ltWVHlt A~"'lult Offenses Violation Theft 

tf1~;tllutH1Il.jllb'rt 14 t 1 '1,~ 1 h.l' t()} 1~t:l(:"J 113~'1 /.I.',lY,; fH) ~)b,O'I, (16) 
Prllb;r1lrm ~'> f . (:'{hi ~1,·t/l ti4! :'Hfj", i'JIll :'1<1, I'] <8fj) i1.3 1 

(. (122) 1G "., II)! 

t IVt'/ ,;!! ;;40 lWU' >' I '.,' I:;lli ~J(j.l' .. 150n) ~14,51\) (94) ;~1.l'., (1:38) lG.r (iii 
:J-t F II til. (~'lCt' t .. · ... '1 p f' or-. p'"Ob p,-,m) p:",O!1 

'[tit' '.u:! Ihd! tilt· (JVdull tdt.':, lillHlt: frorn 34,0':" to 10.fi";') may I~!d,catl! ;1 >;Igll,fic;ml a«,t,11:IdtI01i ,HId, 

,llth.lIlqh:1I1 P>(dfl1HldtlOtl of lill', ,",,",.'1,,1111" IS not intl'rHlne!. it is impol (dn) to notp thil! til"", ll'dV I"~ 
;j,tfl'tI'IH",- In ttw tpndf'rli'Y t .. IPI:lrliva1e lJ!'twmm Oftpl1 CiP cdtl'\JC.ril'~ for 'i.'rnal!' jIIVt'nrItH;. 

Wh' (I'n 
~I • <O~) 

Whd{! fllI"i! ditf,!tl'rH'f'" ;1', 'dIp,> hptwPI'n thr, instltutH'(ldl .Hld ptobi,ltiol1 r)(lpUlatl[lIl~, fOI tIl!' ()/ti'i\:;' l~pl' 
':dtr'q\Hip~, ell!' flot ',td!htl(:dll".lqr'.ficant due Pfuh,rbly to 'imall institutional pOpUliltitllls, ttlP ';1tl') do ',1',,1'1 r,.! 

ddt'.'1 r:PlhHl!:ralllv h .. "(.11,,, OUt'IL,t' typPI" psp.,ci;Jlly undp! the "Al1tISuGial. [)e5trlJ1~tivp Bt:hdVltlt" :md "f\', ,HI:'" 
Cdlr:qnrlP';, 

Thl' UIlIY;!dtl',llCi,llv ',l(jliihl'c·nt dl~t"I'm(;p b,·tWllfHl thp tGtHs of tht! two approadH"; '.'LnUI, tllldp: 11>" 

"JuvPf1Ilt' Offr:nsf"," CdkWH'y, Wflldl lS IhltPWO! thy ~.!ncf' llvn hall of thl' Pl1tlW f"ll1dh, sludy pnllo!.'! "Il ,'.11' 1 I" 

fo)LHld !lPft', APPiHfllltly. 1J1"titllb(l!!al,,'dtlon workpd siqnlflcJl1tly tlt'ttt'r thaft prnbati(lll di IflhJ!l'llldfllHl rho 

ll'mall' jUVlHltlc', rIC ljud;"Jtf'(j I'll nOIl'GIHTlinal,typ" ofh!l1ses (e.~l" truanc.y, runnin(J aVlldY, f!tC.), 

It ':hfJlIid tit, "tipt ,,, nlll1d that tlw ';iqf1lfic;Jnt drfft'lElnr:p III raWs may be dlW to many nf !11t i'1\{Ptll lp 

Iype fnolll:rI!1llllal) otf"lldp,., 1/1 ttw probation population bf'inq und.!r 13 year, old ami. till'"'I"",, Idlqlnlil",d 

fpt HP;tltlltlnnJii,'dtioIL Sill('" thf!," YOllllHt!I iuwnilt's dtt' known 1\1 hi! more likely to iI'crdiv,lt!, ttl.rtl ,.!d"t ntlt", 

-h., pmll,ltlOtl I dll' flLIV he IIltlatf:d by tlw Plt!polH!prancp of YPIH1(Jt'I' juVt!niles un probutl(lll, 

Althollflh till' IPt1'rbilitdtlVt' efff'ctlvpn.">s £1f in";tItLJtiol1ulizdtion on fmnalf! illVt'nilt·~, lImh'! 13 I, 1111kfhl'Ati 

~h'fn! I': til.· flo"sil!llity that th.! siUllificalit difft:lt!t\Ci' !!luld disappear If SOl11e youn<Jf'1 ft'm.1l<' juvf·ndt> tv p" 
ujft'tHjPP; wmp ill,titlitionalllfHl Il1st!';ld of pfact'd rHl !lrobatinn, 

F %tlly. it Jl(luld lit) l1ot[~d thdt whtl" sliqhtly Dvm ntH! hdlf (509 out of 97:3) of th .. entitt' 1,ludV 

PlIPul.lt!On Wf'tp Juvt'nill' ty[.l'~ ufft'ndl'ts, 'l1"~, 11.3:'> (Jut nt18fil of tlw Ills11tutional wlt,;j',t~ POPllfiltllHI WPIP 

jllvf'rllit' typ,! tlffl'nd'cl';, ApPdrpl1t!y. till' GOIlt b ~'clW iTll)!1' of il rHwrI to tn~titLJtiutlcltilP tlflublf'd tf'nldio'" li1dll 

dt>linqllt'IH (crimmil!) lprnalo"" 
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APPENDIX: PROGRAM BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

The juvenile justice Jystem in Pennsylvania is made up of two segments: juvenile court services and juvenile 
correctional institutions. 

The juvenile cou rts regulate all matters wh ich fall into the following three categories: (1) adjudication, 
(2) administration, and (3) probation. 

There are five types of juvenile correctional institutions concerned primarily with the administration andlor 
operation of public and non-pllblic institutions: (1) Youth Development Centers, (2) Youth Forestry Camps, 
(3) Youth Development Day Treatment Center (Philadelphia only), (4) Private or semi-private institutions, and 
(5) State Correctional I nstitution at Camp H ill.~ 

Juvenile Court and Juvenile Probation 

The juvenile cou rt judge acts as both the first judicial and the first administrative officer of the juvenile 
court. He (or she) is concerned primarily with adjudicating juvenile cases and administering juvenile probation. 

The jurisdiction of the juvenile court extends over all cases involving youths under the age of eighteen 
alleged to be dependent, neglected or delinquent. The court may transfer a youth between the ages of fourteen 
and eighteen to criminal court if it believes that the offender could not benefit from treatment as a juvenile. i he 
case of murder is the one exception which almost always comes under criminal court jurisdiction. 

A juvenile's case may be handled either in the home county of the offender or the county in which the 
offense was committed. However, it is general practice for probation services to be provided in the offender's 
county of residence regardless of the location of the committed offense. 

Juvenile Probation 

The provision and administration of probation services to youths is one of the major responsibilities of the 
juvenile court. Juvenile probation services, unlike those provided to adults, are not provided by the State. The 
State's influence in regard to juvenile probation services is applied through the Juvenile Court Judges'Commission, 
which is a part of the Department of JUstice, and through the financial and technical assistance provided the 
county probation offices by the State. The Commission, primarily an advisory council, is composed of nine 
judges appointed by the Governor and staffed by an Executive Director and five ,collSultants. 

The services made available by juvenile probation departments to youths vary from one coun tv to the next. 
The county's size and wealth determine the staff's size and the caseload per staff member. 

The juvenile probation office plays a dual role. First, it serves as a social agency through which youths are 
counseled and referred to other agencies, and second, it acts as an extension of the court which provides 
supervision to youths after adjudication. 

Juvenile probation officers can be vital forces contributing much to the overall effectiveness of the court 
system through investigation, supervision and counseling of juvenile clients. 

Processing 

A youth's entry into the juvenile court system commences with the intake interview held-at the probation 
office. To arrive at this interview the jUvenile must have a complaint filed again;:t him. A complaint can 
originate from the police department or from such non·police sources as schoolS, parents or social agencies. 

During the intake interview, the probation officer chooses the manner in which the juvenile's case should be 
handled. To deal with the varying degrees of immediacy or gravity of cases and complaints, the probation officer 
has two alternative ways of handling juvenile cases: officially or unofficially. 

An unofficial case is handled by the probation office and is not petitioned for a juvenile court hearing. Such 
a case is either given services within the office itself or referred to another social agency. 

• It should be noted that, although probation Is administered within the Juvenile court services segment of the system, it is a 
correctional alternativo; so that, conceptually, the two segments of the system con be viewed as overlapping on the motter 
of probation. 
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Because an unofficial case is not adjudicated, it is the judge's policies that must guarantee and protect the 
legal and constitutional rights of a juvenile and his parents. The judge's policies in such cases are governed by 
criteria approved by the Juvenile Court Judges' Commission as set forth in the Juvenile Court Handbook and 
Directory. 

If it is decided that a case should be handled officially, then the youth must appear before the court for 
formal disposition. Prior to the hearing, the juvenile can exercise the right to legal counsel. 

Detention 

The discussion of manners of handling juvenile cases is incomplete without mention of the temporary 
placement (detention) of a juvenile in a facility designated for that purpose. Detention is employed when 
one or more of the following conditions exist: 

1. A jUvenile is a runaway risk, 
2. A juvenile is likely to become involved in additional offenses, 
3. A juvenile needs secure custody to insure his own protection and welfare. 

Because detention is a limitation of the child's rights, a number of recommendations have been made to 
prevent the unwarranted use of this procedure. The most important of these recommendations, developed by the 
Juvenile COllrt Judges' Commission, states that a child should not be held longer than twenty-four hours unless a 
petition has been filed against him (or her) with the cour". 

Dispositions 

Basically, a judge has three alternatives when deciding a juvenile case. He may dismiss the case, place the 
youth on probation, or commit the youth to a correctional institution. 

A case is dismissed if the court finds either that the juvenile is innocent of any wrongdoing or that a 
juvenile who has actually committed a delinquent act would benefit more from a reprimand than from 
formal adjudication as a delinquent. 

Juveniles are placed on probation when the court believes that they need supervision and counseling and 
can benefit from such services without being removed from their home surroundings. 

The court commits to correctional institutions juveniles twelve years and older who demonstrate through 
overly aggressive behavior or repeated involvement in unlawful activity, a need for structured environments. Section 
II of the Juvenile Court Act prohibit~ the commitment of a youth under the age of twelve years unless the child 
has failed to respond to the probation program. 

Juvenile Corrections 

Responsibility for the correctional component of the juvenile justice system rests with both the Department 
of Public Welfare and the Department of Justice, Bureau of Correction. The Secretary of Public Welfare, working 
through the Bureau of Youth Services in the Office of Children and Youth, enforces standards in all institutions 
which provide care for adjudicated delinquents in Pennsylvania and makes available technical, professional and 
financial assistance to community programs offering services to juveniles. 

Presently, there are twenty-five State·funded juvenile correctional institutions in Pennsylvania. Ten of 
these institutions are State-owned, two are semi-private, and thirteen are privately-owned, but State-supportt>d, 

In the case of public institutions, youths are committed by a county juvenile court. To be released, a youth 
must receive a favorable recommendation from the administrator of the institution which must be approved by 
the court. Counties now share the cost of public facilities with the State. . 

Youths may be committed to semi-private and private facilities either by the State or by their own parents. 
When juveniles are committed by the court, the State and county each pay one half of the cost if the parents 
cannot assume financial responsibility. 

The ten State-owned juvenile correctional facilities include: six Youth Development Centers, three Youth 
Forestry Camps, and one Day Treatment Center. 
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Youth Development Centers 

Youth Development Centers, or "YDC's", resemble boarding schools. These facilities provide ruhabilitation 
services to youths both male and female of varying ages who have ,m intelligence quotient of seventy and above . 

The YDC's are organized on a cottage plan, with small numbers of youths living together with a houseparent 
in each cottage. Three cottages make up one lInit which is supervised by a social worKer or a counselor. Situated 
in remote rural areas, YDC's attempt to promote an "open door" concept within cottages as much as possible. 

Through the educational and counseling services that are made available, YDC's encourage t,w development 
of non-delinquent behaVior patterns. Length of stay in a YDC usually varies from eight to twelve months. 

Youth Forestry Camps 

The approach at Youth Forestry Camps is based upon the correctional philosophy that a program of hard 
work in a rural environment can lead to some degree of rehabilitation. Male youths from fifteen to Highteen years 
of age who are in top physical condition work in cooperation with the Department of Environmental Resources, 
the Game Commission and the Fish Commission to help improve and maintain parks and other lands owned by 
the State. The work details assigned include such tasks as planting and trimming trees, cleanin~l up recrtlational 
sites and building dams. 

Youth Development Day Treatment Center 

The one Youth Development Day Treatment Center in the State, located in Philadelphia, has a dual role: 
it serves as a non-residential school for Philadelphia boys fifteen and one-half through seventeen years of age who 
have been referred from either the juvenile division of the police department, the school district, or th!) court; and 
it serves as short-term residential diagnostic center for those youths for whom no treatment plan has been devised. 

Referral to the Center by the school di~trict or by the police juvenile division may precede adjudication by 
the court. Referrals of this type are freque1tly made for truants or youths who are believed to be heading for 
involvement in delinquent acts. 

The court refers youths who have been adjudicated delinquent and placed on probation. These youths are 
required to attend the Center as a condition of probation. 

The approach employed at the Center places much emphasis upon education. Youths are required to attend 
school for 120 days, which includes six hours of vocational and academic instruction each day. Following the 
successful completion of this program, youths graduate and are given certificates which attest to the youths' 
qualification for employment at training levels in certain trades. 

Semi-Private and Private Institutions 

The categorization of semi-private and private institutions by different treatment approaches is virtually 
impossible since there are no easily identifiable differences b-atwr.en these non-pUblic institutions. Each 
institution sets its awn admission policies, education programs and treatment philosophies. 

The non-public facilities can, however, be grouped by the sex of their residents. Of the two semi-private 
institutions, one, Glen Mills, is run exclusively for males and the othel', Sieighton Farms, is for females. Among 
the eleven private institutions, there are three facilities for females and the remaining eight provide services for 
males. 

State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill 

The final component of juvenile corrections is the State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, included also 
in the adult correctional system. Cal"lp Hill, serving male offenders between the ages of 15 and 21, is a maximum 
security facilitY for both adult offE'nders committed by criminal courts under general sentences and juveniles 
sentenced by a juvenile court fol' an indeterminate period. 

After the date at which the Juvenile Court Act came into effect (February, 1973), it was declared unlawful 
to commit jUvenile offpnders to this institution unless no other secure facility were available. 
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