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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The continuing debate over what constitutes appropriate responses by the jusjzlce
system to serious juvenile crime has produced two major schools of 'ghought. First,
there are those who are committed to the control/punishment model of justice and feel
that more severe sanections should be imposed on these offenders; second,. thgre are
those who adhere to the more traditional rehabilitation/treatment model in Ju\{emle
justice and argue that community-based care should be extended to some .categomes of
serious juvenile offenders, especially those not posing any apparent physical threat to
their own communities.

Proponents of the latter position—inspired by the assumptions. and precepts of
the diversion/deinstitutionalization movement—have endeavored to 1mp1qment altgr—
native programming at various stages in juvenile. justice processi_ng: the point of police
apprehension, court intake, detention, adjudication, and correcthnal cugtody. For the
most part these efforts have in the past focused upon so-called ".hghtwelght“ offenders
who were thought to have exhibited only mildly delinquent behavior.

Not surprisingly, the extension of community-based services to more severely
delinquent youngsters has been slow in ecoming. Only within thg past several years
have certain jurisdictions begun to consider the advantage of placing such offer}ders in
the least restrictive settings available. These programs may be characterized as
seeking to provide more humane care and to maximize reintegrative potential while
minimizing present and future involvement in illieit forn}s of social behavior and
conduct. An equally important feature of these programs is the gradual phasing and
transition to open community living. Although a vnluminous literature has been
emerging on the topic of the serious juvenile offender, little has l?een written about
those community-based programs which are handling offenders of this type.

Thus the research we undertook was based upon the desire to locate programs
providing services for serious juvenile offenders in such set.tin.gs, to de_termme how
these programs originated and developed, to discern the prlnqlples, phllosopl}y,' and
reasons underlying program practices and operation, and to discover what kinds of
clients were being admitted to them.

We began our search for programs with the assumption that botp resider}tial a_md
nonresidential programs would be working with this difficult populat_lon: This notl_on
was, in faet, confirmed by our search. We also found support for the fmdl_ngs of egrher
research which indicated a pauecity of programs exclusively serving juveniles convieted
of violent crimes against persons. In addition, we discovered that in spite gf ‘the
recent surge of legislation enabling the transfer of many youthful offenders to criminal
courts, a number of states are still strongly committed to the prmcl_ple of
rehabilitation/reintegration of severely delinquent youngsters within the confines of
the juvenile justice system.

The Issue of "Effectiveness”

The movement toward the development of alterngtives for youthful serious
offenders is in its early, developmental stage. The relatively few programs clearly

-

designed for such youth differ widely in the characteristics of the populations they
serve, in their methodologies, and in their goals with respect to their clientele. Pre-
occupied as they are with issues of their fundamental structure and their very exis-
tence, almost none has engaged in rigorous research caleulated to finally demonstrate
a relationship between specific endeavors and precisely defined and measurable out-
comes. The assessment of the ultimate worth of a given design strategy remains, then,
largely a matter of professional judgment resting on issues of values. Consequently, in
this monograph we are concerned with how these programs operate. It is not our
intention to develop an evaluative or summative study of cornmunity-based programs
for serious juvenile offenders but rather to provide an in~-depth description and analysis
of how these programs are organized, who participates in them, and how these clients
progress through the various program components. We supplement this by providing in
Appendix C an annotated bibliography of program evaluations, assessments, monitoring
reports, and program-related correspondence to which we were given access at the
various program sites we visited.

It should be recognized that expectations concerning success rates must be
tempered by the realization of how severely many of these youthful offenders have
been physically and psychologically damaged. As a result of childhood experiences
some of these youngsters are potentially among the most dangerous and chronically
delinquent of all juvenile offenders. This situation was constantly mentioned by pro-

gram directors who stated that they anticipated a relatively high level of failure
among clients in their programs.

While the available data do not provide to the policymaker a means for precisely
assessing the degree of "success" to be expected by a given program in achieving a
particular goal, the national experience to date does suggest that:

1. For both serious and less serious offenders, community-based programs can
exert quite bigh levels of control and supervision and are capable of transmitting to
their clients a very clear sense that serious consequences follow from both further
criminal transgressions and continued inappropriate soeial behavior. Such programs
have often succeeded in enhancing responsibility on the part of youth and their fami-

lies to a meaningful degree. They do so, however, by avoiding unnecessary pain, suf-
fering, and degradation.

2. It appears that some programs have been successful in providing care to
severely delinquent youngsters with no greater risk to their communities than would
result from traditional ecorrectional incapacitation. Such programs have demonstrated
that they can find a place in the community, ean gain acceptance on a continuing
basis, and are not considered by the communities in which they are located to
represent unacceptable threats to publie safety.

3. As we note in Chapter IV, the finanecial eost of achieving the above tasks
varies widely, as would be expected from programs with differing organizing frame-
works and intervention strategies. Nonetheless, among the programs we studied, a
number provided care at considerably lower dollar cost than correctional institutions
serving the same jurisdictions.

Although we have not attempted to provide an exhaustive survey of all alterna-
tives for severely delinquent youngsters, we believe the selective sample which we




examine in some detail will present the reader with an excellent sense o.f the _vario_us
types of programs providing community-based treatment for the serious juvenile
offender.

THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER: STATUTORY CONCERNS,
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES, AND INCIDENCE

Over the past several years much has been said, writtep, and debated apout the
serious juvenile offender. Although periodic sensational.izmg .o.f youth crime hgs
occurred throughout this country's history, the present mtenmf%ed lev.el.of publie
eoncern is in part a product of an apparently increased level of serious cmmmgl activ-
ity among American youth during the past decade. The resu.ltant controversies over
the serious juvenile offender have ranged across a number .of important theoretical as
well as practical issues: Given the precepts of the juvenile court_ movement, should
such an offender category be established for the purposes of processing and tx_'eatment?
Given the various definitional dilemmas entailed in conceptualizing the notion of tige
serious offender, how can such a category be derived? What would be the demographie
characteristies of such a group? How should this offender population be _prqeessed
within the juvenile justice system? These matters of legality, definition, incidence,
and treatment/control constitute principal dimensions of inquiry for those schol_ars,
researchers, and practitioners who are currently addressing the problem of serious
crime among juvenile offenders.

LEGAL AND STATUTORY CONCERNS

Legally and philosophically, the debate over the ser_ious :]'uvenile offem_ier h_as
posed a fundamental problem for the juvenile court. The juvenile court ha§ since its
inception related to the youthful offender as if he were a wayward child in need of
nurturance. Theoretically, acting as a benevolent parent, the court has championed
the eoncept of "parens patriae,” which identifies one of the ecourt's primary concerns as
sympathetieally responding to the unfulfilled needs of the troubled youth.

Several procedural consequences have followed from this stance. First, the court
has established a tradition of looking at the circumstances lying behind the offender's
miseonduet, rather than attending only to the nature of the crimina} act. Iq essence,
the tendenecy has been to seek the cause of difficulty in the wider sociocultural
environment in which the youth has resided, in order to prescribe the appropriate
rehabilitative measures. Second, in order to provide help for misguided_ chlldre_n the
court has operated with a rehabilitative/treatment model of justice in which a primary
goal has been to provide therapeutic measures "designed to effect changes in the
behavior of the convieted person in the interest of his own happiness, health, and
satisfaction" (Allen, 1964: 26).

The call for establishing a special category of offender—the serious juvenile
offender—runs contrary to the underlying spirit of the entire juvenile court movement.
As Conrad (1978: 228) has pointed out,

. « « this order of classification [the Serious Juvenile ‘Offender]
is new and inconsistent with the traditional suppositions of the

juvenile court in the years before Gault. ... The juvenile
delinquent was by definition a child in trouble—a far different
matter from a determination of guilt for an offense, as Gault
was to show. ... The juvenile court in this country will no
longer rely on the concept of parens patriae but will beecome a
specialized criminal court for small adults.

Once the emphasis is shifted to the concept of an offender fully responsible for a
particular ciminal act, steps may be taken to impose harsher penalties, often borrowed

from the more severe control/punishment model operating in the eriminal justice
system.

With the decision having been made to establish a serious juvenile offender
category, a variety of strategies are commonly used for processing individuals drawn
from it. These strategies include: (1) waiver/certification/transfer, (2) inclusionary
subclassification, and (3) legislative exclusion. Each of these alternatives provides a

specialized procedure for imposing more severe restraints on the behavior of the
youths in question.

As a traditional last resort or pressure valve measure, waiver has long been
available to various institutional actors in the juvenile justice arenas throughout this
country. The procedure is based on a rather simple notion:

Waiver of jurisdiction by a juvenile court is the process whereby
the court relinquishes its jurisdietion over a child and transfers
the case to a court of eriminal jurisdiction for prosecution as in
the case of an adult (quoted in Smith et al. 1979: 127).

The key to waiver is the concept that diseretion is fundamental to deeision making.
Implieit in this procedure is the continued recognition that the person being considered
for adult processing is still a juvenile and that this fact must be carefully weighed
before jurisdietion over him is relinquished. Criteria which are frequently cited as
factors entering into this decision include (1) a determination of resistance to treat-
ment under juvenile auspices, or that appropriate treatment resources are not avail-
able to the juvenile court, (2) the severity and cirecumstances of the presenting offense,

(3) previous offense history, {4) the family situation, and (5) extenuating social and/or
psychological factors.

Historieally, there has always been considerable reluctance to use the waiver
mechanism freely. Based upon a recent national survey, Smith (1980: 87) has esti-
mated that during the period between 1975 and 1977 only about 1 or 2 pereent of all
referrals to juvenile court were transferred to the jurisdiction of the adult courts.
Waiver assumes two prineipal forms: judicial hearing and prosecutorial waiver. In the
case of the former a formal hearing is seheduled during which a juvenile eourt judge,
magistrate, or referee hears the evidence for and against the removal of the youth
from juvenile jurisdietion. In the latter case, the prosecutor or state's attorney
intervenes at some point in the filing-of-a-petition process and decides whether or not
the case should be transferred to criminal court. In this form of waiver there is
generally much less input from other actors such as court intake workers, probation
officers, and judges in the decision-making process.
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Another option for singling out the serious juvenile offender, one not resorting to
the drastic step of removing these offenders from juvenile jurisdiction, is inclusionary
subelassification. This approach has been experimented with in several states. As

McDermott and Joppich (1980: 46) indicate

A few states (for example, Colorado and Minnesota) have
created "an inclusionary subelassification of juveniles which
defines violent or hard-core juvenile offenders, places them
within the juvenile system, and treats them differently by
placement or other methods. ..." (Biele et al. 1977).

This mechanism usually involves the determinate sentencing of serious offenders
within the juvenile system. It is most notable for the fact that those youths being
processed in this fashion are still being defined as juveniles and are recipients, at least
in some ways, of those benefits that characterize the juvenile justice system.
However, sanctions may be quite severe, with youths being placed in secure settings
for a fixed number of years. Sentences are often to closed facilities, without any
chance of parole until the youth has achieved his majority.

At the extreme end of the continuum for removing juveniles from juvenile court
jurisdiction is legislative exclusion. This procedure is commonly referred to as auto-
matic or mandatory waiver. Absolutely no judicial diseretion is involved in this pro-
cedure, which entails having certain offenses statutorily excluded from juvenile court
jurisdiction. For example, some states require that once juveniles reach a specified
minimum age and have been charged with certain crimes of violence against persons
such as murder, rape, aggravated assault, or kidnapping, they must be prosecuted in
criminal court. With the recent surge of coneern over violent crime, a number of state
legislatures have enacted statutes either establishing or enlarging the list of major
felonies which result in the automatic removal of youthful offenders from juvenile
court jurisdiction.

The spirit of justice manifested in this group of waiver mechanisms reflects, in
the main, the desire to redefine some set of youths as adults and to relinquish any
special considerations with respect to treatment and control that might derive from
their age and immaturity. Only in the case of determinate sentenecing is the serious
juvenile offender retained under the supervision of the juvenile system. And even
here, the critical eoncern is the imposition of more severe sanctions and the exercise
of tighter controls. But the debate over the selection of the appropriate coneeptual
categories for labeling and treating youngsters who commit serious erimes and commit
them repeatedly has not been resolved. Our research into the use of ecommunity-based,
alternative programming for offenders labeled seriously delinquent suggests an array
of possible alternative responses to some of the problems posed by this difficult
populaticn.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES

The controversy which has raged the past few years over the processing and
treatment of habitual and hardcore youthful offenders naturally raises a crucial
definitional question: Who is the serious juvenile offender? An answer to this question
logically precedes attempts to develop specific interventions for dealing with this

R

diffic}xlt population. As one might imagine, no single, unequivocal answer to this
question appears. Most recent efforts to come to grips with this problem have resulted
in the construction of a set of definitional categories ranging across a broad spectrum
of eriminal acts and behavioral factors.

In a very basic sense the management of troublesome youngsters by the courts
and correctional officials has always been & rather arbitrary process. As Zimring
(1978b: 276) has insightfully observed,

Juvenile crime is not a species of behavior restricted to a
particular age group, nor is it etiologically different from all
other forms of crime; rather, it is the invention of the
legislature in the fifty-one jurisdictions in the United States
that create boundary ages between juveniles and adult courts.

The decision to create a special legal status and to provide special treatment for
youthfu} offenders under a specified age is undoubtedly rooted in the Western belief
that ch1}dho_od is a state of unreadiness (Conrad 1981). One consequence of this social
perception is that the factor of age as a primary determinant of delinquent status
varies yv1c§ely across jurisdietions. Although all major proposed reform standards call
for' Ju'rls.dlction in the juvenile justice arena until the age of 18, the upper limit of
Jur1§d1ctlona1 age, in fact, varies in the U.S. from the 16th to the 19th birthday. This
variation is critical in the classification process, as will become apparent when we
examine the age distribution for the most serious, assaultive erimes.

Although few conceptual problems of current interest in criminology have been
lesg grpenable to clear solution than the formulation of an acceptable, operational
definition of the serious juvenile offender, McDermott and Joppich (1980: 2) have
recently brought considerable clarity to these efforts by suggesting that

the task of defining the "serious juvenile offender" would be
simplified if by "serious offender" we simply meant "a juvenile
offender who has committed (or is alleged to have committed) a
serious offense."” If this were the case we would only need to
specify in some way the meaning of "serinus offense." How-
ever, a review of the literature quickly reveals that "serious
juvenile offender" is not always defined as a juvenile offender
who commits a serious offense; chronicity or repetitiveness of
gffending is often a defining characteristic of the "serious
juvenile offender.” Thus, we are concerned here with two
conceptually distinet questions:

(1) What is a serious juvenile offense? and
(2) Who is the serious juvenile offender?

By posipg these two separate, yet clearly related questions McDermott and Joppich
have §k111fu11y demonstrated the need to consider two essential dimensions, namely the
sgverl_ty of the individual criminal act and the repetitiveness, or chronicity, of law-
violating behavior, in attempting to define the serious juvenile offender.
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i i i iminal offense usually
Anv attempt to determine the severity of a pa-rtlcular erimina
entails a¥1 evaluagtion of the characteristies (a premeditated or spontaneous actj, degrzg
of malicious intent, use of a weapon) and the consequ:ﬁc}:]es (\}rlalue ;fs[;;%%il:c‘;yofaszlg% o
xtent of injury to the vietim) of the act. ough man . _
gf‘i?ntglzr:c’eleude from tllleixy: lists all erimes other than felonious acts of violence agall?sg
persons (the FBI index crimes of nonnegligent hofmiciide, arir:neg' ;gbtzgrfr,l as;ggrgl\‘rfmzs
i i ive definition extendi
assault, and foreible rape), a more inelusive g A rarhy made to
inst property can easily be justified. Only when the decfsxon is a
?ggtrisctpthg de%‘inition of serious crime to those acts which physically threaten or

actually harm persons is violence the key determinant. Certainly, the act of stealing,

i i tter posing a
i or destro valuable property can be seen as a serious ma
(rina;?:rg 1‘ctrll1g1',eat to the 3crzlonglmunity. Several such property crimes (b_urglary, }archem]ri,”?r:)ctl‘
motor vehiele theft) were thought to be sufficiently serious to be included in the lis

FBI index erimes.

Ultimately, the scaling of criminal behavior must involve some valuational
scheme. In this regard Zimring (1976: 16) has noted

. - e e vree itrary, the
If the definition of juvenile criminality 1s largely arbi ’
definition of serious erime invites the analyst to embark on a
difficult and ultimately illusive search for an acceptable
standard of severity.

The possible avenues suggested by Zimring for pursuing this gqal-mclude: (13:1% gglflrf}}z
subjective approach based upon a sense qf loss felt by the vietim as attl;eseollective
inflietion of eriminal harm, (2) an objectlve_approach' depending upon de@ ligetive
judgment of a particular audience to &stabhsh. a seriousness scale, 'an 8 vaue
informed" selection of seriousfcrimes ‘ivhichf iFEhZSs up;r;rtl; Hzla:i?llgua&gg :egs\:\;x; ]ilrlw?)lving
i ining the severity of particular oiienses. y !
lsrllxb‘i(:;i?ir;mt?lgreats to ].ifey or ti) a sense of personal safety and sec:jlsll’[;y ar:n crlmgrl:
serious than the burglary of unoccupied dwellings, most forms of vandalism,

vast majority of all larcenies" (1976: 17).

i i i ior for inclusion in the cate-
The selection of particular kinds of unlavyful behavior clu
gory of serious offenses has ranged over a variety of dlfferept criminal acés and hg!s1
reflected a number of philosophical positions. For gxample, ina bagkgroug _[;%pe;' o
the serious juvenile offender prepared by the American Justice Ir_tst1t13te_ ( m1f seer iou;
1979) the decision was made in trying to develop %h cogl;irel;enS{veegs(téng ounarmed
rimes to exclude certain FBI index erimes—both violent crim «Bes »

:obbery) and property crimes (e.g., petty theft)—and to add some other crimes to the

list. In terms of specifying single eriminal acts which should qualify as serious juvenile
offenses these authors listed the following offenses:

(1) homiecide or voluntary manslaughter
(2) foreible sexual intercourse
(3) aggravated assault .
(4) burglary of an occupied residence
(5) larceny-theft of more than $1,000 ‘
(6) auto theft without recovery of the vehicle
(7) arson of an occupied building
(8) kidnapping
(9) extortion
(10) illegal sale of dangerous drugs

This list contains index crimes against both persons and property. However, as both
Zimring suggests in reaching his own definition of serious crime and MeDermott and
Joppich point out in their discussion of the topie, the seriousness of crime generally

tends to be equated with violence, aggression, or the causing of actual or potential
physical harm.

If one's principal conecern in framing an appropriate definition of serious juvenile
erime is violent eriminal behavior and the potential physical threat the offender poses
for his/her community, two interrelated issues must be addressed: dangerousness and
predietion of future behavior. Among assaultive youths labeled serious juvenile
offenders is a small group who wiil occupy a spot at the most violent end of any
continuum of aggressive behsvior. These individuals are those offenders who have
been repeatedly arrested and adjudicated for assaultive acts against persons and ean be
appropriately labeled as chronically violent juvenile offenders. It is youngsters such as
these who are responsible, in large part, for stimulating national eoncern about the
imposition of tighter controls and more severe sanctions on dangerous juvenile
offenders. Yet, numerous authorities on youth erime have pointed out that the number
of juvenile offenders who are chronically violent is extremely small

The reported infrequency of chronic violent behavior among youngsters raises the
critical point as to the number of acts of violence necessary to labeling as dangerous.
There must be some convineing indication that a pattern of violent behavior has
already been established or will over time become established. As Mann (1976) sug-
gests, a single incidence of violent behavior on the part of a juvenile offender hardly
qualifies that individual as a dangerous offender. The vast majority of juveniles who
are arrested for a violent act never commit another index erime against persons. Two
important sets of research findings support this assertion. In a Vera Institute study
cited by Strasburg (1978), 29 percent of a sample of delinquent youngsters from three
counties in New York State had been charged at least once with a serious violent
erime. However, the proportion charged with serious violence on more than one
occasion was much smaller, amounting only to 6 percent of the total sample. These
figures parallel the earlier findings of Wolfgang and his colleagues (1972) in their
classic Philadelphia cohort study. Consequently, great caution must be exercised in
trying to prediet future violent behavior based upon one prior act. In fact, although
the mathematical odds favoring future violent behavior increase with subsequent
violent crimes, even in those cases prediction is a risky matter. Wenk (1972) asserts
that when using the very best predictor of future violence—a record of past violent
behavior-—predictions of violence are still incorreet in nineteen of twenty cases.

If the decision is made to set aside the problem of prediction and to proceed in
terms of the youth's presenting offense and arrest history in order to formulate an
official response to criminal misconduet, chronicity—the other key variable for
developing the serious juvenile offender category—becomes crucial. On the basis of
previous arrests, offenders are frequently classified into three groups: first offenders,
recidivists (two to four contacts), and chronies (five or more contacts). The last of
these categories, the chronie, is frequently used as a major part of the justification for
judging a-youth to be a serious offender. In discussing the utility of including the

eriterion of prior unlawful econduct, MecDermott and Joppich (1980: 9-10) have offered
the following observations:
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The inclusion of repetitiveness in the definition of the serious
juvenile offender serves several purposes. One is to focus
attention on the very small numbers of offenders that research
(e.g., Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin 1972) indicates are responsible
for a very large number of crimes. In this sense, centering
attention on repeat offenders can be viewed as logical solution
to the problem of the distribution of searce resources (e.g.,
treatment personnel and facilities), or as the way of getting the
greatest return (in terms of crime reduction) on an investment
(e.g., police efforts). Another purpose served by including the
repetitiveness criterion is that many one-time offenders, even
some who commit relatively serious crime, are excluded; only
offenders who pose a continuing threat to their communities are
labeled as serious juvenile offenders.

Several additional points should be made about the importance of the inclusicn of
repetitive criminal behavior in defining the serious juvenile offender. In a recent
cohort study (Hamparian et al. 1978), it was discovered that at least one-third of the
identified chronic offenders "presented no serious threat to the world around them.”
These youngsters were habitually engaged in petty criminal acts which continually led
to their being involved with the courts. Frequently, they were simply chronic status
offenders. This possibility points up the fact that there is no necessary acceleration in
the seriousness of crimes committed over time by a particular delinquent youth. As
Strasburg (1978) has suggested, when violent acts oceur, they are, for the most part,
occasional events within a random pattern of delinquent behavior.

In contrast to the kind of chronie, petty offender (e.g., the perennial status
offender or petty criminal) just described is that youth who as a first-time offender
has committed a relatively serious crime but has not yet established a clear pattern of
criminal behavior. The question which automatically presents itself in this situation is
where should the cutoff be imposed for designating the perpetrator of a single unlawful
act as a serious juvenile offender. Many authorities would argue that the commission
of any of the four FBI index crimes against persons should qualify a youth for that
status, but some argue that two instances of unlawful behavior of this magnitude
should be required before classifying a youth as a serious juvenile offender.

As we suggested earlier, both chronicity and offense severity are usually used
together to define the serious juvenile offender. MecDermott and Joppich (1980: 10)
have pointed out that, in theory, these two defining criteria for the serious juvenile
offender produce four possible offender types exemplified as follows:

(1) offenders who eommit five or more serious erimes and perhaps one or more
nonsericus erimes

(2) offenders who commit less than five serious crimes and perhaps one or
more nonserious erimes

(3) offenders who commit five or more nonserious erimes and no serious erimes

(4) offenders who ecommit less than five nonserious crimes and no serious
erimes

Based on this scheme, these authors conclude that Type 1 offenders are clearly serious
juvenile offenders, that at least some Type 2 offenders should be regarded as serious

number _of youngsters who qualify
Ppose no immediate threat to the safety of their communities.

this topic to raise a number of important questions abo
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juvenile offenders, and that some of T
] 1 ! ype 3 and 4 offenders ecould possibly b
%z ;:réoug Ju::éuf gggzngers. tFurltl'ln)exi, they suggest in any attemptpto detzrn?igzg;lf'lcilgg
s 3, al nders to label as serious juvenile offend i
Wolfgang seriousness seale (see A i = soale permits o Sellin-
. ppendix A) be used. Such a scale permit i
Seriousness to be the guide for any classifieation of off imilar SolHaYS
e th : ] ders. A similar soluti
soine of the definitional dilemmas surrounding th rous § i *has boen
: € serious juvenile offender has b
suggested by other students of serious crimeg F o i nerioan
{ ) _ : - I'or example, in one of t i
Justice Institute's reports on serious juvenile erime Smith e% a,l (1979: 38) ;ISggexgte I‘;Lcaicn

_ A serious juvenile offender is one whose i
mcll_xdes adjudication for five or more serious o?gi::: sztggz
Sellin-Wolfgang scale), or one who is adjudicated for one or
more o_ffenses whose severity is equal to homicide or forecible
sexual intercourse as measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang sé&le.

both (a) retained under the auspi j ile justi
(@) retain pices of the juvenil

gax:thlpgtlon In eccmmunity-based prog'ram;. ceb 17
Jur1§qlguon or being given determinate sentenec
facilities fall outside the scope of our inquiry.
Jfche_ tc‘i%cii that the precise kinds of juvenile offen
urisdiction, especially with the pa

some states’. d passage of new

tice system and (b) targeted for
Those juveniles being waived to adult
es to be served in juvenile correctional
We accept the ambiguity presented by
ders Waived varies from jurisdietion to
"serious juvenile offender" statutes in

The kind of juvenile offender who falls i
i into MeDermott and Joppich!
category would rarely, if ever, be found in the kind of relatively operll),plccc?nfm’It‘,lsrrll.;‘?yE

E_)ased setting with which we are concerned. Rather, our study of programmatic

Interventions with the serious juvenile offender foeuses largely on the kinds of offend-

ers who might be drawn from g Type 2 or Type 3 delinquent population. This group

would be selected fro i
Coatas (1961 o m a somewhat larger offender population recently identified by

_That there is a small minority of juvenile offenders who
fequire secure corrections placement because of overriding
community protection needs seems quite evident and reasonable
to this observer. ... Thus, the real debate, in my view
concerns how we view those majority of ‘delinquents who ;u'é
neither status offenders nor the most serious offenders.

Undoubtedly, within the boundaries specified by Coates ean be located a substantial

as seriously delinquent by existing standards but who

FREQUENCY AND DISTRIBUTION OF SERI
AMONG JUVENILE OFFENDERS R CRIME

Alarm over the current level of serious juvenile erime has led many students of

ut the scale of such serious
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i ini i ilable on the sub-
misconduct and to serutinize very closely thos_e data Whlc_h are avall

jeet. Among the crucial questions which we will examine in this seetion of the report
are:

(1) Has the level of serious crime committed by juvenile offenders increased
over the past several decades? ‘ _ .
(2) How muc?l serious crime is cusrently com mltted_by Jpvenlle.offenders?
(3) How much serious crime is committed by juveniles in relation to other age
roups? o ) ]
(4) imoglg which segments of the juvenile offender population s serious crime
concentrated?

resolve these questions several sources of information must be Qrobgd.
If-{lroc;;di;etoarray of possiblg1 sources (officia}l police and court records, v1ct1m§za?on
surveys, cohort studies, and self-report studies), we have selected_two for exgmma 10111:
in some detail: official police and court records, and cohort studies. These bear ;nghs
directly on matters with which we will be concepnegi. (For a detailed coverage of the
significance of self-report studies and vietimization surveys for the study o e
serious juvenile offender, see McDermott and Joppich 1980.)

Arrest Rates

The most important source of aggregated arrest data bearing on serious ]uveml_e
erime is national golice records published annually by the Federal But:egu of. Inveitl-
gation in its Uniform Crime Reports (UCRs). The UCR data are d1v1defi into .v;:'o
categories, Partl and PartII Offenses, which, toggtber, sgbdlv’}de all oftensest mbz
twenty-nine categories. PartI includes all of tl.me "index crimes" and has come to
synonymous with serious offenses. This group is ecomposed of_the four 1ndbe[;< crlme;
against persons: homicide and nonnegligent.manslaug_'hter, foreible rape, ro elry, an
aggravated assault; and the three index crimes against property: burglary, arcetpy
over fifty dollars, and motor vehicle theft. These seven offenses generally .represetrll) a
descending seale of seriousness. Another important featqre of these data is tha; eyf
are counts of arrests, not offenders. Thus, the data .prov1de a count of -the number o
arrests of juveniles for various erimes, but there is no way of knowing how many
separate juvenile offenders contributed to this total.

i i t of arrest
Although representing the most broadly based and widely ‘co;lected se C
data availab%e, wgen put to use the UCRs pose a number of difficult and sometimes
insurmountable problems. As McDermott and Joppiceh (1980: 16) suggest

As measures of arrests of persons under 18, the UCR data
present three major difficulties. First, because of the vast
amount of erime not reported to the police and the vast amount
of erime not cleared by arrest, these data greatly underesti~
mate the "true" amount of erime. Second, because arrest data
say nothing sabout later judieial processing,- they are more
correctly interpreted as measures of alleged juvenile offenges
than actual juvenile offenses. Third, because.these are po].1ce
arrest data, and because of the widespread notion that Ju\{enlles
may be easier to "eateh" than adults, the proportionate
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contribution of juvenile arrests to total arrests may overesti-

mate the proportion of the total crime that is committed by
juveniles.

In addition to these difficulties another major problem in interpreting UCR data has
been pointed out by Zimring (1979: 279), who states, "It is well known, for example,
that estimating youth crime rates from arrest statisties is misleading, because young
offenders are more often arrested in groups, and an extrapolation from arrest
statistics to crime statisties would thus substantially overestimate the number of
offenses committed by young offenders."” To further complicate these issues, Zimring
(1976: 12), in commenting elsewhere on the problems associated with caleulating crime
rates, notes that "the census is acknowledged to undercount young black males, and
thus overestimate the crime rate attributable to that group in any given year." Many
other criticisms—too detailed to mention here~-concerning the validity and reliability

of these data have been raised and continue to cloud the significance of all studies
relying totally upon the UCRs.

In spite of these shoricomings, the UCRs do provide the researcher with some
sense of larger arrest trends and patterns. For example, based on his analysis of these
data, Strasburg (1978: 13) notes that, "between 1960 and 1975, juvenile arrests for
violent crimes have risen 293%." Although this fact can be partially attributed to an
unprecedented 52 percent increase in the size of the adolescent population in this
country during the 1960s, the arrest rates per 100,000 population of juveniles at risk
show clearly that violent criminal activity among juveniles has greatly intensified over

this period. Figure 1 documents this indisputable esecalation. In discussing this critical
period, Zimring (1978a: 42) states

The fifteen years from 1960 to 1975 were characterized
by three demographic shifts that constitute an ideal presecrip-
tion for explosive increases in youth crime: a large increase in
the youth population, an increased concentration of the young in
urban areas, and a huge increase in the minority youth
population in core cities. These population changes occurred in
a social setting where crime rates for all significant age groups
were increasing. Given generally higher crime rates as well as
large increases in the populaticn-at-risk, a substantial increase
in youth crime was predictable,

Great care should be exercised, however, in drawing conclusions from the appar-
ently clear trend of increasing violence among juvenile offenders. While the aggre-
gated data for the four index crimes against persons suggest that juveniles have
become increasingly involved in violent crimes over the past several decades, a de-
tailed examination of the pattern presented by each of these four crime categories
over time paints a quite different picture. Although the UCRs indicate a sizeable
increase in youth violence during the 1960s across most of these categories, this
escalation has been followed in the 1970s by a period of relative stability in the rates
of three of the four index crimes against persons. The only category which has con-
tinued to show large increases in the 1970s is aggravated assauit. The extensive
analysis of UCR data by Smith et al. (1975: 91) supports this assertion by showing,
"arrests for index violent offenses accounted for 7% of all juvenile erime in 1964,
compared to 10% in 1976 . . . and most of this increase took place during the 1960s."
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ARREST RATES FOR ALL VIOLENT CRIME* BY JUVENILES

FIGURE 1

UNDER 18 YEARS OLD

Avrrest+s per 100,000
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*The violent offenses included are murder and nonnegligent manslaughter,

foreible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

**Total arrests by age are not available for 1962.

Sources:

U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform

Crime Reports, 1960-77; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25. See Appendix B

for a discussion of procedures necessary for developing these rates.
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Equally interesting is the fact that aggravated assault, along with robbery, seem
to be the special domain of young offenders. Of the 152,000 index violent crimes
committed by 20 years old and younger and reported for inclusion in the UCRs, 133,000
were crimes of robbery or aggravated assault. This ratio is comparable to the one
discerned by Smith et al. (1975: 97) in their analysis: "aggravated assault and robbery
aceount for over 90% of all juvenile arrests for violent index erimes during every year
from 1964 to 1976." Yet, these two categories of officially labeled eriminal violence
(robbery and aggravated assault) tend to tell one relatively little about the degree of
seriousness of the offense. For example, aggravated assaults can range from spur-of-
the-moment fistfights to coldly calculated shootings. Similarly, robberies can range
from the unarmed extortion of lunch money in the schoolyard to armed, life-
threatening encounters. As Rubin (1979: 4) has observed:

One robbery may involve a juvenile running into an old lady,
grabbing her purse, and knocking her to the ground with the
consequence of a broken hip. In a second robbery, a twelve-
year-old may threaten an acquaintance with a fight unless the
acquaintance turns over his forty-cent lunch money. If both
offenders are arrested, they become two equal robbery statis-
ties, though their oifenses and the consequences are substan-
tially different.

The point is that within these two categories the difference between two individual
crimes may be as great as the difference between violent and nonviolent erime. This
faet has led Zimring (1979: 81) to label these categories as "heterogeneous" since the
characteristies of such crimes may vary enormously. In addition, Zimring (1978a)
argues that most offenders under the age of 20 who engage in robbery are unarmed and
that arrests for both robbery and assault often involve a large number of accessories as
well as prineipal offenders.

Based upon these faets and insights, several tentative conclusions can be offered.
First, where the offense category is extremely serious and involves the crimes of
homicide/nonnegligent manslaughter and foreible rape, the number of under 18 year
olds arrested is small., The UCRs indicate no dramatic increase over any extended
period of time in the number of juvenile murderers and rapists since the collecting of
these data began. Second, those juveniles who are engaging in violent erimes are being
arrested mainly for robbery and aggravated assault, but in the commission of these
acts are less likely to be armed with a deadly weapon than are adult offenders and are
more likely to ecommit such acts with co-offenders, thus exaggerating the rates
derived from UCR data at which such crimes are committed by juveniles.
Consequently, great care must be exercised in interpreting the UCR data both in
regard to the severity of violent acts among juvenile offenders and in caleulating
incidence of such acts.

Youthful age groups, espeecially juveniles, seem to pose the greatest threat to
society, not in terms of index crimes of violence, but rather of index crimes against
property. In contrast to violent erimes, where young adults (18 to 25 years of age)
have consistently shown a greater involvement than have either juveniles (under 18
years of age) or older adults (25 years of age and up), serious property erimes are
committed in the greatest numbers by juvenile offenders. Strasburg (1978) cites 1975
UCR data showing that among all juveniles arrested for serious index crimes that year,
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90 percent were arrested for index offenses against property and only 10 percent for
index erimes against persons. Supporting this position are the findings of Smith et al.
(1979: 91), indicating that following the rapid increase in arrests of juvenile offenders
for violent erimes during the 1960s, the proportion of serious property to violent erime
arrests stabilized at about a 9 to 1 ratio.

The peak ages for arrests in the seven categories of index crime provide an
interesting glimpse at the relative role of juvenile offenders in the commission of
serious erime. In a very general sense, crime is largely committed by individuals in
their mid to late teens and early twenties. After that age eriminal behavior decreases
markedly. Specifieally for burglary, larceny, and auto theft, the three index crimes
against property, the peak years are mid adolescence (16 years of age for all three
categories), with an ensuing dramatic dropoff in rates from that age to young
adulthood. In contrast, the pattern for violent offenses is substantially different.
Robbery, assault, and rape arrests peak later in adolescence, at age 18. Homicide
peaks later in young adulthood, at age 20. In Table 1, Zimring (1978a: 37) has graph-
ically illustrated the distribution of peak ages for all arrests for index erimes and the
frequency of ocecurrence.

TABLE 1

PEAK ARREST AGE AND ANNUAL ARREST RATE
PER 100,000 MALES BY CRIME*

Annual Peak Rate of

Offense Category Peak Arrest Age Arrest per 100,000
Homicide 20 25.4
Rape 18 41.8
Aggravated Assault 18 297.0
Robbery 18 338.2
Burglary 16 1,476.4
Larceny 16 2,407.0
Auto Theft 16 497.8

*Sources: FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1973; and Census Estimates
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The fact that violent juvenile crime is concentrated in the upper reaches of that
group of persons under the age of 18 is illustrated vividly in Figure 2 (see p. 18). It
should be reiterated that these patterns represent an aggregation of all four index
crimes against persons &nd, as a result, will implicitly reflect the disproportionate
incidence of arrests for robbery and aggravated assault among juvenile offenders as
opposed to arrests for murder/nonnegligent manslaughter and rape.

Finally, the UCR data provide insights into two other important demographic
dimensions of the distribution and frequency of the seven index erimes among juvenile
offenders: race and sex. In terms of the factor of race, Strasburg (1978) points out
that according to the 1975 UCR report, blacks represented 4 percent of the total
population under 18 years of age, but they accounted for 22 percent of all juvenile
arrests and 52 percent of juvenile arrests for violence. In the latter category this
included 56 percent of all juvenile arrests for homicide; 51 percent of all juvenile
arrests for rape; 63 percent of all juvenile arrests for robbery; and 40 percent of all
juvenile arrests for aggravated assault. This overrepresentation of arrests of black
youths for crimes of violence is illustrated by Figure 3, comparing arrest rates for
violent erimes committed by white and black youths under the age of 18 years.

In discussing the geographical distribution of serious crime among juvenile
offenders, Zimring (1978a: 38) also touches briefly upon the issue of race.

Serious youth crime occurs more often in cities than
nonurban aresas, involves boys far more frequently than girls,
and is concentrated particularly for offenses of violence-among
low-social-status, ghe: o~dwelling urban youth. The self-report
studies convey the impression that youth erime is an adolescent
cultural universal, but FBI-collected police statisties indieate
that serious youth crime is concentrated among urban minority
group males and that the more serious the crime the more
pronounced the pattern of concentration.

The overrepresentation of minority youth among arrestees may, of course, result
at least in part from the fact of the concentraiion of serious erime in large urban
areas—the same areas in which minority youth tend to be concentrated. The roles of
these two sorts of variables in the generation of youth crime rates may well be
inextrieably confounded. Thus, Zimring (1978a) demonstrates in the following table
the concentration of serious erime in large urban areas.
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TABLE 2

SERIOUS CRIME BY CITY SIZE, U.S., 1975, BY TYPE OF CRIME

(Arrests per 100,000)

2500,000+ All Other Ratio of

City Size Areas City/Other
Homieide 21.3 6.7 3.2
Rape 55.5 19.9 2.8
Aggravated Assault 369.0 . 187.0 2.1
Robbery 678.0 110.0 6.2
Burglary 2,368.0 1,344.0 1.8
Larceny 3,612.0 2,690.0 1.3
Auto Theft 1,015.0 342.0 3.0

Another important comment regarding the importance and future role of race
and urban-related faetors in shaping the serious juvenile offender population comes

from Strasburg (1978: 182):

. . . in spite of the general decline in birthrates in the U.S., that
group which produces the largest number of violent delinquents,
minority-group males living in lower-class or slum neighbor-
hoods of large urban centers, will continue to increase in
numbers. ... the number of all males aged 15 through 20 years
will be down about 17% in 1990 from a peak in 1975, but urban
nonwhite males in the same age range will increase in number

by about 3%.

One possible scenario arising from these population trends might be a smaller volume
of total youth crime in the future with a sharp drop in index erimes against proparty
but a much less substantial decline in the various index crimes against persons. Inner-
city neighborhoods would probably experience further increases in violent crimes
against persons during this period.

Serious youth crime, as defined in terms of severity by the seven index erimes
against persons and property, has not until recently been an active arena of misconduct

for female juvenile offenders.

predominantly masculine phenomenon.

data over the past several decades. However,

Certainly, juvenile violence has long been a
This faet has been clearly documented by UCR
during the past several years arrests of

FIGURE 2

UCR ARREST RATES FOR ALL VIOLENT CRIMES BY AGE:
UNDER 18; 17-15; 14 YEARS OLD AND UNDER (1960-77)

Avrrests per 100,000
_ Under 18 —————
60 |5~17
CBO =1 |thond Under mmamns

357

3q7

474

48¢

597

444

$a3

340_— 330

300 —-—:‘ 297

a0 ——i 269

3o —- 236
A0 s aas 230

alo — 2011

78
NGHE

50— b4 f L4

u.o ek ST

7

=

86 1

o = v o

a7

- o oy o

1os T ==

e o

la"-r— - o
)19 ===

I1S7
131

55

577

54

153

519

40

g w o ouf

sH

129

hor o

*1962 figures for arrests were not available by age group.

Sources:

[960 1551 1962%1963 1964 1965 [n66 1‘167.}%8 LY L] 170 71 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1377

U.S. Department of Justice, FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, 1960-1977;

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Popu-

lation Repcrts, Series P-25,

-18~




Ty IR

7

S Ty

ey

-

600
5904
580=
570~
560
550

| G40
£30 =
5o
510~

| 5004
HA0 s

U B0 s
470w
U0 i
Y50+
10—
bgo=
I 20
%10
1L OO
390 =
380
370 4

3 360-
) 350 =
3 4o
330 -
A0 -
3io
3 00 -
o 240 =
230 w
RIE -
Q60
. RA50 ™
ﬁ Q40 =
B 230 o
Q30 =

alo™

QOO du

ﬁ e
’ |80 =
170
]‘0 o
150 ™
J4G =
{30 ™
RO ==
1O
|0C =
g0 =

O =l
8 70 =
£
50 -
4O =
30

FIGURE 3

UCR ARREST RATES FOR ALL VIOLENT CRIMES BY RACE:

WHITES AND BLACKS UNDER 18 YEARS OLD

Arrests per 100,000

ad

W04

p s oy

Whites mmmss
BlacKs mmu=

309

56 sy

—--1---_

q
g2 |25 12

rn---'

353

32

e

419

prt oC W gknay

35

413

b wa om vl

36

503

ph st v W

u78

b w0 2 o

us7

e o2 e

56
B pS =

*’

548

L e

4aq

471

.--1?

419

oot o

80

[grera=ty

Sources:

U.S. Department of Justice, FBI,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censt

lation Reports, Series P-25."

-19-

20
0
o 1964 1765 1366 1967 1968 1961 [a70 1971 1272 1273 174 475 1976 1977

Uniform Crime Reports, 1964-1977;
s, Current Popu-

~20-

female juvenile offenders for serious crimes have increased at a faster rate than

arrests for males. Part of this abrupt, detected shift may simply reflect statistical
distortion.

In trying to summarize briefly the main findings derived from analyses of UCR
data with regard to the serious juvenile offender, MeDermott and Joppich (1980: 21)
made the following suecinet points:

In sum, the UCR arrest data illustrate three important
factors about serious juvenile offending. First, in terms of the
ages at which arrests for various crimes peak, serious crime is
clearly a phenomenon of older teenagers and young adults.
Second, juveniles are rarely arrested for the most serious index
erimes: murder and rape. Third, juveniles make up a
substantial proportion of the offenders arrested for burglary,
larceny, motor vehicle theft, and robbery.

With reference to some of the other probable demographic characteristics of this
population Hudson and Mack (1977: 270), in discussing the lack of definitional preeision
in many studies of serious juvenile offender, provide an excellent sense of this segment
of the wider delinquent population when they suggest "that the relative proportion of
serious juvenile~aged offenders in different jurisdictions is quite small, and is
composed predominantly of males at the upper limits of juvenile eourt jurisdiction,
from inner city areas, and disproporticnately of minority group youth."

Cohort Studies

In addition to the UCRs, the other principal source of information on the serious
juvenile offender is a small set of cohort studies produced in this country over the past
ten years. The recent attention focused on the serious juvenile offender as a distinct
and separate group can be traced in large part to the publication of the Philadelphia
cohort study by Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin in 1972. The youth cohort selected for
study consisted of all boys born in 1945 who lived in Philadelphia at least between their
10th and 18th birthdays. This work, Delinquency in a Birth Cohort, was among the
first to distinguish from the larger probiem of delinquency the special threat posed to
the community by a smaller group of "chronie offenders.”

The group of chronie recidivists identified by Wolfgang et al. constituted only
6.3 percent of the entire cohort and 18 percent of those in the cohort adjudicated for
Gelinquent behavior, but were responsible for a disproportionate amount (51.9 percent)
of the cohort's delinquent acts. In addition, this small number of chronic offenders
were responsible for 61 percent of all violent erime committed by the entire ecohort.
The Wolfgang group also found that among the chronic offenders, ecrimes committed by
those in the lower range of the socioeconomie status scale (SES) seored much higher in
seriousness, as measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang Scale, than those committed by
chronic offenders at the higher SES levels. Somewhat startling was the faet that
among the chronie offenders who were involved in violent erime nonwhites committed
100 percent of the murders, 90.6 percent of the rape, 82.6 percent of the robberies,
and 87.5 percent of the aggravated assaults.
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In a more recent study conducted in Columbus, Ohio, by Hamparian et al. (1978)
additional information was collected and analyzed concerning violent crimes com-
mitted by a youth cohort of juvenile offenders born in Columbus between 1956 and
1960 and arrested for at least one violent offense.

Among the findings of this study were those to the effect that males arrested for
violence outnumbered females by almost six to one (84.3 percent to 15.7 percent),
blacks were overrepresented by four times their proportion of the general youth
population, offenders tended strongly to come from homes with income less than the
county median, and a considerable number of youths (12.2 percent) had siblings who
were also part of the cohort. Black youths were more frequently robbers, both armed
and unarmed, while white youths were arrested a little more often for assaults, rape,
and sexual imposition. The vast majority of youths (83.5 percent) who were arrested
for a violent crime were arrested only once on a charge of violence. In addition, those
youths who were arrested more than once for a violent crime were not specialists, in
that second arrests for violence were seldom for the same offense as the first. Only
3.8 percent of the cohort were arrested for violent acts on three or more ocecasions. It
should be noted at this point that out of a total of 985 arrests of members of this
cohort for violent misconduet, 270 (27.4 percent) were for major crimes against
persons:  murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, rape and sexual imposition, armed
robbery, aggravated robbery, and aggravated assault. In contrast to these "serious
violent crimes," the majority of arrests for "violent" offenses were for lesser charges
such as assault and battery.

In this eohort, violent girls were significantly different from their male counter-
parts. The overwhelming majority (73.3 percent) of the 135 girls arrested for violent
crime were arrested for assault and battery, as compared with not quite one-third
(32.6 percent) of the boys. The notion that delinquent girls are increasingly engaged in
forms of serious criminality previously limited to delinquent males was not borne out
in the study. Only 13 percent of the females in the cohort become chronic offenders,
while 34 percent of the males qualified for this designation.

Summarizing the broader demographies of this violent youthful offender cohert,
Hamparian et al. noted that the population was predominantly male, black, and of a
lower socioeconomie status. They suggest that this profile of youngsters in a cohort
defined principally by at least one arrest for violent misconduct is consistent with that
in nearly every recent study of seriously delinquent juveniles in this ecountry.

Strasburg (1978) reports a third cohort study providing some insight into the
delinquent population. This study undertaken by the Vera Institute of Justice was
based on a sample of delinquency petitions filed in 1974 in three jurisdictions in New
York State: Mercer County, Westchester County, and New York County (Manhat*an).
Among the findings was the fact that only a small number of chronically violent
juvenile offenders were present in the cohort; this coineides with the findings of other
cohort studies. Other observed facts included (1) when committing a violent act, a
delinquent is more likely to do so in company with at least one other juvenile, (2) older
juveniles tend to be more seriously violent than the younger juveniles, and (3) .minority
youths (espeecially black youths) tend to be both more delinquent and more violent than
white youths.
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_ In regard to the racial factor, the overall arrest rate of black juveniles for
violent crimes was seven times as high as the white rate, with the black rate for
robbery surpassing the white rate by a ratio of 11 to 1. However, extreme overrepre-
sentation of black youths in crimes of violenee occurred in only one of the jurisdie-
t1.ons, Manhattan. In contrast, black youths were underrepresented in crimes of
violence in Westchester County. This geographie variation in the association between
race and violence suggests that some other factor (or factors) in the environment,
linked to race through circumstance, contributes to the violence of these youngsters.
One powerful candidate, of course, is socioeconomie status. As had earlier been
discovered in the Philadelphia cohort study, the Vera Institute researchers demon-
strated that both on the basis of the seriousness of offenses and average seriousness

per offense, lower-class delinquents had a higher mean score than middle~-class
delinquents.

) In pointing out some of the major findings of these eohort studies as a g. ¥1p, one
finds, for the most part, eonfirmation and reinforecement of many of the coi._iusions
reached earlier in discussing the UCR data and analyses. However, the cohort
research does provide some insight into the nature and role of repetitive eriminal
behavior in defining the serious juvenile offender. Although most juvenile offenders
are .not chronic, those who are chronically delinquent are responsible for dispro-
portionate amounts of youth crime. Yet, even when juvenile offenders do establish
patterns of chronie miseconduct, this fact does not necessarily qualify them for inclu-
sion in the category of the serious juvenile offender. As we suggested earlicr and as
MeDermott and Joppich (1980: 32) insightfully observed,

. « . chronicity is not usually the sole criterion for identifying
which. juvenile offenders are serious juvenile offenders. Some
ch.romc juvenile offenders may have offense histories of only
minor assaults and petty thefts. Thus, it is necessary to con-
sider the qualitative dimensions, or patterns of crime-mix, in
the offense histories of chronic offenders. When that is done, it
is apparent that a substantial proportion of the chronie juvenile
offenders cannot be considered serious juvenile offenders.
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

SITE SELECTION

Given the basic purpose of the study, the limitations in funding, and the time
constraints, we decided at the outset to seek a nonprobability, purposive sample of
twelve programs. We wanted this sample to reflect as wide ranging a set of
community-based, serious juvenile offender programs as we could locate. _We_began
our program search by contacting the designated youth planner or juvenile justice
specialist in each of the fifty State Planning Agencies (SPAs) throughout the U‘.S.
These youth planners/juvenile justice speecialists were asked to suggest programs wh}ch
they believed offered promising, commendable, or innovative approaches to handling
serious juvenile offenders. Approximately twenty-five candidate programs were
identified through this procedure. Additional serious offender programs were
identified through published literature, federal agencies, private research organiza-
tions, and the Assessment Center's own collection of fugitive literature.

Based upon this program search, we discovered that only a few states were
pushing forward with the development of community-based alternatives for serious
juvenile offenders. Preliminary screening had already revealed that some of the
initially identified programs were either not dealing with a "serious offender" popu-
lation (in terms of our two key indicators: severity of the presenting offense or
chronicity of unlawful behavior) or were, in fact, institution-based, secure facilities
unlikely to yield meaningful observations on the nature of community-based alterna-
tives. -

_ Each program still remaining in our sample was then profiled aceording to fogr-
teen distinet characteristies which we felt would be critieal in our subsequent descrip-
tion and analysis of the twelve selected programs. These characteristies were:

1.  residential/nonresidential
2. area served
3. auspice
.  date of program origination
.  intake criteria and the reasons for referral of currently serviced clients
. current clients' demographic information
. average length of stay
.  sources of referral
9.  definition of "serious"
10. program goals and conception of what the program is an alternative to
11. services provided
12. method of treatment and clinical techniques stressed
13.  kind of follow~up and aftercare provided
14. staff makeup

o0 ~1 O O

We decided to exclude programs not engaged in direct service provision as distinet
from service brokerage and case management in order to obtain a purposive sample

consisting of primary service providers.
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Once the twelve potential site-visit programs were selected, Assessment Center
staff contacted them to verify the information we had already collected. At this time,
each program was asked if a site visit by our research team would be welcomed.
Without exception, the programs agreed to participate in the study. Arrangements

_were then made for our visits. Eventually, one of the six residential programs was

dropped from the sample when it became apparent during our visit that it was almost
entirely devoid of any funectioning programmatic components, possessed few, if any,
community-based characteristics, and closely resembled, in fact, a closed correctional
institution. Consequently, our final sample consisted of eleven programs which
exhibited the widest range of programmatic possibilities across the key characteristies
we had earlier identified. Tables 3 and 4 summarize the programs' locations and sizes
(in terms of number of clients) as well as the clients' average age, age range, sex, and
racial/ethnic background.

Between May and November of 1980, our three-person research team traveled
more than 16,000 miles across the country. Among the residential programs we visited
the number of clients ranged from 4 to 40, the average age extended from 13.8 to 16.3
years, staff size varied from 2 to 18, and direct supervision was maintained over
clients from 3.7 to 18 months. The per diem costs in these five programs ranged from
a low of $23 to a high of $80. Among the nonresidential programs we visited the
number of clients ranged from 11 to 31, the average age extended from 14.1 to 16.3
years, staff size varied from 5 to 27, and direet supervision was maintained over
clients from 4.8 to 12 months. The per diem costs in these six nonresidential programs
ranged from a low of $7 to a high of $43.

INSTRUMENTATION

The data we gathered at each program was obtained during a three-day site visit.
Four sets of questionnaires were designed and administered at every program site to
program directors, key staff dealing directly with clients, clients themselves, and a
court or correctional agency representative knowledgeable about the local juvenile
justice system. Separate versions were prepared for both the residential and
nonresidential formats. The director questionnaire queried policy and operational
matters in such areas as referral, admission criteria, intake, client assessment, staff-
ing, and funding. The staff questionnaire focused on procedures used in practice, such
as job responsibilities; program activities; community relations; degree of contact with
families, peer group, and schools; views on handling clients; conceptions of program
goals; ete. The client questionnaire was designed to document youths' perceptions of
the kinds of program activities in which they were invelved, to discover what they
believed their problems were, to have them deseribe their interactions with staff, and
to identify their sense of the extent to which sources of support from the community
were involved. The client data are not considered separately in this monograph but are
incorporated into the overall discussion of program services and components. The
overview questionnaire concerned options available to police, courts, and corrections
in processing juvenile offenders, how the local juvenile justice system was structured
in terms of the exercise of authority over delinquent youngsters, and how the "serious
juvenile offender" was legally and/or customarily defined in the loecal jurisdiction.




TABLE 3

CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Total
Kumbers Sex Race
of Age | Average
Name Location Clients | Range Age M w B

Key Tracking Plus Springfield, Mass. 11 15-17 15.9 11 11
Katahdin: A Workshop for

Youth Minneapolis, Minn. 13 12-17 15.2 10 6 6
Copper Mountain Adolescent

Day Treatment Center Murray, Utah 14 14-18 16.3 13 12
Project Yision New Haven, Conn. 28 12-16 14.1 27 27
Transitional Center Gretna, La. 31 13-17 15.2 28 20 11
Viable Alternatives to

Institutionalization St. Petersburg, Fla. NA 13-18 15.8 NA
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CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS:

TABLE 4

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Total
Numbers Sex Race
of Age | Average
Name Location Clients | Range Age M w B

Esperanza Para Manana Salt Lake City, Utah 4 11-15 13.8 4
Port Boys Group Home Rochester, Minn. 7 13-16 14.3 7 6
Alternative Rehabilitation

Communities, Ine. Harrisburg, Pa. 10 15-18 16.3 10 8 2
Florida Keys Marine

Institute Key West, Fla. 18 14-17 15.6 18 12 6
Vindicate Society Newark, N.d. 40 14-17 16 40 3 36
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CHAPTER III
APPROACHES AND TECHNIQUES FOR INTERVENTION

STRATEGIES WITH SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDERS:

AN OVERVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE

1978) has astutely observed that the way soci_ety reacts to delinquent
behavi?%?;h( reﬂ;cts and influyences our explanat.ions of de].mquenc.y, our asse}s]sment
of its gravity, and the degree to which we treat delinquent children .dlfferentgy 11:1 an v;ﬁ:
do adults. The assumptions which lay behind various .ex.plan;atlons for detnqu('ene
behavior (e.g., inborn tendencies, a rational response, sgclahzatlon) large}y F etl:'l’l’[l‘l e
the ways we attempt to prevent, control, and remedy it. Thg copfouqdmg as( c; :
the juvenile justice system's attempts (in the fprm of retribution, incapacita ﬁ?cﬁ
deterrence, rehabilitation, and reintegration) to s1mgltaneous}y pursue pohclesliw ;:es
both logically and practically appear to many to be incompatible further comp c% s
our attempts to seek answers to a seemingly endless.htany.of qgesthns conc%rnmg o]
we can most effectively and acceptably intervene with serious juvenile offenders.

Our entry point into the topic will be through a revigw of some of the more
recently propozeg frameworks and typologies. Our 'searc_h is for-a '{. .o cc;xlllcept?g:
framework within which practitioners can develop mte]_hg:ent criteria to t<‘)w i
evaluation of the countless modes of treatment and strategies of intervention <1)ir i}
purpose of choosing the particular ecombination of help that best flt§ .the clien 15
problems" (Whittaker 1974: 50). Our desire is not to arrive at oyers1mphf1ed %enex;a -
izations. It is, rather, to extract those factors and condl_tlons which best deseri 1e w ad
the critieal ingredients might be and how they can be juxtaposed to best develop an
implement a program.

CATEGORIES OF INTERVENTION STRATEGIES: THE MANN STUDY

are a number of well-known books and articles which discuss treatment
modalril;:rilzgeand programs for more serious juvenilg offende?s. A numben;j of ot@ger
publications are not specifically directed tovyard this populatmn per se butoo pr?v;he
valuable insights on various approaches to mtervenqon and f.reatment,. gifo q
earlier efforts is Dsgle Mann's Intervening with Convieted Serious Juvenile enders
(1976).

this study, Mann defined serious juvenile offenses as nonneghg_er}t homicide,
ai‘medmrobberv, gégravated assault, foreible rape, and arson. phrop%cltytwas 'rézt
incorporated into his definition. Among all the programs he could identify na 10{1&71 ,
not one concentrated specifically on serious offenders. Therefore, he had to settle gn
programs with as high a proportion of such offenders as could be located.' Even so,f the
number of qualifying offenders included in the programs Mann studied wats Qerw,
apparently because of the small number of youths actually fallmg. into thls ca:i eg zé
low public tolerance for expensive or extensive programs for this group, and, mo t
important, lack of agreed-upon treatment-related behavioral characteristics commo
to serious juvenile offenders.
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Regarding this last point, in a recent article on serious offenders Taylor
(1980: 32) notes that differences in causation ean generate similar overt behaviors and
therefore still require specialized and individualized forms of treatment:

A child who sets fires because he is stimulating himself to
compensate for severe emotional impoverishment and under-
stimulation wili need a program which supplies emotional
nourishment and rechannelling of aggressive drives through
work and play activities; a child who sets fires because he is
angry with his father for being overcontrolling and unavailable
will need a program which strives for family restructuring.

Mann also suggests that even if there were common treatment requirements, an undif-
ferentiated program (i.e., with a mixed population in terms of offense types) might
still be preferential by virtue of its ability to reduce a deviation-amplifying process by
minimizing possible negative labeling effeets and by allowing functional peer teaching
and role modeling. Taylor, in essence, provides further support for such a mix when
she points out, as does Mann, that confounding the proper selection of clients suitable
for particular kinds of treatment are children who express the same basie confliets
through the exercise of very different problem behaviors. For example:

although both of two children are responding to feelings of loss
and abandonment, one may express that feeling by aggressively
assaulting a teacher, the other by passively stealing hubeaps in
the company of his peers; would it not make more sense to
place both children in a group designed to focus on feelings of
rejection, rather than to put one child in a behavior modifica~-

tion group, the other in a transactional analysis group?
(1980: 32)

The Mann study found limited success with some offenders within each treatment
approach studied but encountered no evidence to support the contention that any single
treatment modality was effective for all serious juvenile offenders. In addition, he
found that many programs did not maintain offense profiles on their past or present
clients; some did not monitor for outcomes following termination. In short, he
concludes that "the data adequate to support finely grained judgements about the
relative efficacy of the various treatment modalities do not exist" (1976: viii).

Four main treatment types are identified by Mann. The first is intervention

based on clinical psychology and psychiatry. This type is further subdivided into four
categories:

1) psychotherapy, including psychoanalytic methods, transactional analysis,

and gestalt therapy (i.e.. an emphasis on motivations and feelings) on a
group or individual basis;

2) behavioralistie, ineluding behavioral modifieation with its emphasis on
changing behavior directly without going into psychodynamies, and the
application of behavioral principles;

3)  that primarily concerned with the treatment of physiological factors,
thought to be eriminogenic; and
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4) eclectie, in which numerous causes are considered to be associated with
violence and thus lead to treatment approaches not clearly encompassed by

one category.

Mann points out that, while clear theoretical differences exist among the various
schools of practitioners, these differences are generally not reflected in practice.
Behavioral modification was often used as an adjunct to psychotherapy. Techniques

were freely borrowed across theoretical lines, and the components of a good treatment -

program were generally conceded to inelude health services, counseling or psycho-
therapy of some sort, education, family counseling, arts and crafts, and recreation.
Outpatients may additionally require housing, remedial education, job training and
plazement, and financial aid. :

Mann's seecond major treatment type consists of intervention based on sociology
and social work. Both of these disciplines tend to emphasize use of the social environ-
ment, group intervention techniques, and the peer group. Whether located in an
institution or the ecommunity, particular programs in this eategory may emphasize to
varying degrees a number of specific techniques or general approaches, including
guided group interaction, positive peer culture, behavioristic management, milieu
therapy, shared decision making, reality therapy, and case management.

A third type of treatment is that emphasizing educationally based programs.
These rest upon the observation that many serious offenders have shared the ecommon
experience of school failure and the subsequent bilockage of social and voeational
advancement. Features likely to be incorporated into approaches to this problem
inelude smali group instruction, team teaching, and individually prescribed instruction.

A final, fourth treatment type is vocational education. These programs attempt
to provide the means for achieving access to legitimate job opportunities and to
reinforce the idea of acguiring and maintaining a career. Given a particular level of
cognitive skills and proper affective functioning (e.g., adequate self-image), vocational
education for offenders involves job-seeking and interviewing techniques, career
exploration, skill training, close communication between the job and the training
agency or referral source, and follow-up and support services following placement.

Although Mann observes that the practitioners tended to use whatever they
believed worked, regardless of what they were trained in or even what their grant
proposal promised, he does note certain features ecommon to the "people-changing
endeavor" seemingly associated with successful practice irrespective of treatment

modality.

1 Client choice. The ideal is to maximize choice about whether to enter a
program, which program, and for how long. This is based on the idea that
there is little likelihood of successful and authentie behavioral change
under compulsory participation. (It should be pointed out, however, that
some choices such as that between incarceration and an alternative pro-
gram may prove illusory, and that the range of choices may be limited.)

2)  Participation. Investment in or ownership of a program is believed to
engender an individual's acceptance of a new behavior. Investing personal
resources is likely to increase commitment and enhance the chances of

success.
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Strasburg first describes three general psychiatric categories of delinquents
committing or attempting such acts as homicide, foreible rape (or sodomy), robbery,
and assault. Psychotic delinquents, numerically the smallest of the three groups, are
youths with a marked degree of disorganization of mental processes (schizophrenia
being the most ecommon). Disturbed delinquents include those who either commit or
attempt frequent or serious violent acts (i.e., homicide, foreible rape, robbery with a
weapon or victim injury committed, and assault where the victim requires a doctor's
treatment) but who are not psychotic. While this category is larger than that
composed of psychoties, it is still relatively small, It includes antisoecial psychopathie
personalities or any of the interchangeable labels for this group: sociopath, character
disorder, untisocial personality, ete. Such psychopaths are technically neither
psyehotie nor neurotic.

Finally in Strasburg's framework, there is the largest numerical category of
juveniles who occasionally commit violent aets but who are not seriously disturbed.
These offenders are variously labeled as manifesting "adjustment reaction," "acting-
out," "unsocialized aggressive reaction," ete. Strasburg notes that some authorities
report that this third group may include youngsters with neurotie character disorders
who are either "sociosyntonic" (i.e., offenders with no appreciable defects of impulse
control but whose cultural status, environment, and social milieu enable or influence
them to engage in antisoeial, assaultive activity expressing their inner neurotic con-
fliets), or "impulsive," with brittle ego defenses and likely to react assaultively when
their defenses are threatened.

Strasburg notes that, regardless of classification, certain characteristies fre-
quently appear in psychiatrie deseriptions of violent delinquents: repressed feelings of
rage, low self-esteem, inability to form bonds or empathize with others, low impulse
control, low frustration thresholds, and difficulty in communicating verbally. Refer-
ring to environmental influences and situational pressures as triggering the expression
of violenece in most cases, Strasburg (1978: 70-71) concludes "the psychology of
viclence appears to involve a complex interaction between internal impulses and
controls, on the one hand, and external factors on the other."

According to Strasburg, the most common model for many intervention tech-
niques remains the treatment of psychiatrie disorders, in spite of the rarity of its
demonstrated success in dealing with adolescent violence. Psychiatric treatment must
contend with the impediment of the "normal insanity" of adolescence, characterized by
emotional turmoil, impulsivity, fluctuating identity, and limited capacity for intro-
spection and self-appraisal. These factors clearly place one-to-one psychotherapeutic
treatment on preearious grounds at the outset. Moreover, the personality disorders
most often found in violent adolesecents (Strasburg's third and numerically largest
category) are neither grounded in clinically detectable mental illness, nor are they
perceived by the youngsters as a problem. In addition, much of the destructive and
antisocial behavior comprising the second and numerically smaller category (i.e.,
psychopathic) is not amenable to the standard techniques of psychiatrie intervention.
Consequently, Strasburg suggests three limited but vital functions psychiatrists and
psychotherapists can play: 1) assessment and diagnosis, 2) treatment of the mentally
ill, and 3) providers of psychotherapy in cases in which antisocial impulses are under
control, other basic needs are met, and youngsters are, in fact, suitable for such
demanding treatment.
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Various forms of individual psychotherapy, according to Whittaker (1974), draw
from an eclectic theory base. Many, though not classically psychoanalytie in nature,
still rely heavily on a psychoanalytic framework. But, precisely because of the present
tremendously wide range of associated methods and individual therapies, and the
richness of the theory, problems arise when it comes to definitive evaluation. There
are numerous ways to explain behavior, and operational definitions for inner person-
ality states are not easily derived. Heavy reliance on insight, causality, and latent
meanings can result in an excessively time-consuming process and require a high
degree of intelligence and verbal ability on the part of the client. In addition, psycho~
therapy has been considered by many to so overly emphasize individual change that the
inescapable inference all too frequently drawn is that the client must be "sick." Thus,
attention is all too readily and too frequently withdrawn from handieapping or
crippling factors in the sociocultural environment—factors that may be both more
criminogenic and more accessible to change than is the client's personality structure.

As a response to these kinds of limitations, numerous other strategies have
evolved. Some remain basically psychodynamie, though disearding particular tenets
(e.g., Gestalt psychology snubs the illness/medical model to focus on the here-and-now
while still relying on dream and fantasy interpretation and reflection), and others
entirely reject the importance of any unconscious confliets or reasons for them.
William Glasser (1965), the creator of reality therapy, believes, for example, that all
people obviously have reasons of which they are unaware for behaving as they do.
Nonetheless, he claims that in therapy (rather than research) knowledge of cause has
no relevance, and recourse to unconscious motivations can only serve as a means for
clients to evade personal responsibility:

Emphasis upon the unconscious sidetracks the main issue of the
patient's irresponsibility and gives him another exuse to avoid
facing reality., We cannot emphasize enough that delving into a
man's unconscious mind is detrimental to therapy (1965: 53).

In much the same vein, Haley (1980: 1), the widely acknowledged authority and
theoretician-practitioner of family therapy, has written that how an individual is
evaluated (e.g., schizophrenie, depressive, acting-out) may have importance for those

interested in devising differential diagnostic systems and in conducting research, but

"for the -clinician, the differences are largely irrelevant, unless the diagnosis
determines a special way of doing therapy (which certainly has not been so in the
past)." Haley goes on to say that the "metaphorie funetion" (i.e., exploring multiple
meanings or interpretations for behavior and feelings), while valuable for research, is
likely to antagonize key participants, impede change, and encourage the shifting of
responsibility to other people or circumstances. Haley, like Glasser, advocates that
the therapist take a forceful, highly directive, and structured role, 2) acknowledge that
the client and perhaps others as well are behaving irresponsibly, 3) focus on the
problem person and his behavior, not on family relations, 4) ignore, not explore the
past and past causes of problems, and 5) ignore and minimize confliet between parents
or among other family members.

We wish here to stress the fact that there are literally countless variations in
ways to perform various modes (i.e., individual, group, and family) of counseling or
therapy. It remains essential that discussions about the different therapeutic
approaches or strategies used in ongoing programmatic efforts describe their use as
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they are actually reflected in practice, not as they may be ideally envisioned or even
spelled out in grant proposals. If a number of different techniques are used
conecurrently with a particular client, this needs to be carefully spelled out and re-
corded. If trial-and-error switeching among various methods is practiced, then we need
to know this. While the pure application of a particular theoretical approach may
oceur in some programs, there are sure to be many others which typieally respond in
more individually tailored ways. It is important to move away from pat labels and
toward the use of specifie and conerete descriptions of what actually takes place and
how it takes place. There are discernible differences between programs which can be
identified and described, though it will not always be the case that any particular
component (e.g., counseling) will be either highly differentiated aceording to a specific
theory or knowledge base, or that the strategies will represent only one orientation.
Techniques utilized may not even be linked by staff and administration to identifiable
schools of thought in which some professionals may be highly trained and about which
they tend to talk.

GROUP THERAPY

Strasburg desecribes selected group-based techniques, commenting that while the
objectives of some are to produce insight or the understanding of causes, others are
used to directly alter behavior. He begins with the "umbrella concept" gf group
therapy, a term referring to a variety of techniques employing periodic meetings of a
fixed group of peers, nearly always guided by professional or paraprofessional staff.
Goals may inelude coming to grips with internal conflict, venting emotions,
understanding how behavior affects others and hinders the development of close
personal attachments, and/or impulse eontrol. Objectives are often mixed, although
development of self-awareness and internal controls or more straightforward training
to improve behavior may be emphasized.

Guided Group Interaction (GGI) is a somewhat more specifically delineated type
of group therapy used in a number of well-known juvenile correctional programs (e.g.,
Highfields in New Jersey, Silverlake in Los Angeles, the Provo Experiment in Utah,
Red Wing Juvenile Correctional Institution in Minnesota, ete.). It is a method
originally developed after World War II for work with recaleitrant prisoners in army
disciplinary barracks. According to Whittaker (1979: 67-71), a GGI group leader
alternately supports, confronts, interprets, and summarizes, but the peer group serves
as the primary vehicle for change. The group meets daily and is typically composed of
seven to eleven adolesecent members, all facing each other in a semieirele. Sessions
begin by each member reporting their problems. Individual problems are considered
group problems and the leader foreces the group to develop solutions. "Conning" or
refusing to aceept responsibility for one's actions, and other negative behaviors (e.g.,
running away, physical aggression) are punished by the group. The group is also
involved in making decisions on rewards or progress for individual members. Following
problem solving, the leader summarizes, recapitulates, and defines the effort.
Whittaker reports that GGI is less effective with the younger troubled child who tends
to be less dependent on the peer group, and with psychotic or severely emotionally
disturbed juveniles.
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BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

Behavioral modification, as employed in corrections, involves the provision of
positive and negative reinforcements to encourage prosocial behavior and discourage
expression of antisocial impulses. It deals quite directly and actively with visible
behaviors, considering them the primary problem. Its basic tenets are rooted in social
learning theory. Occupying one end of the theoretical intervention spectrum and in
direct contrast with psychodynamic theory, behavioral approaches assume that
behavior has been learned and therefore is susceptible to change through the use of
learning techniques and principles. It disregards the notion of "inner states" and
"drives," believing observable and measurable actions constitute personality. This
should not be taken to mean, however, that aspects of behavioral modification are not
used in combination with other techniques that focus on insight and self-awareness;
they are, in fact, frequently so intermingled. As Strasburg points out, behavioral
modification techniques can be found in nearly all correectional programs, but in the
more formal and refined applications the strategies are packaged into elaborate
systems (see, for example, Levitt et al. 1979).

Contracts may be written detailing exactly what behavior is
desired and how it will be rewarded. Group roles may be highly
stratified and regimented to permit visible movement up (or
down) the ladder of responsibility and authority, as progress
dictates. The basic point is to make all expectations and all
consequences as explicit as possible (Strasburg 1978: 137).

Whittaker (1979: 65) notes that individual behavioral programs can be difficult to
establish, particularly those calculated to deal with complex interpersonal behaviors,
and that the transition to the home community can pose further obstacles. Strasburg
adds that in the opinion of one child psychoanalyst the technique appeared effective in
bringing under control aggressive antisocial impulses, but only to a point at which a
supportive environment may be expected to sustain changed conduet. Subsequent to
this, additional individualized psychotherapy might usefully be applied in preparation
for eventual autonomy.

MILIEU THERAPY

"Milieu therapy" is seen by some as the ultimate in group techniques. Regarding
it as a catchall category, Strasburg identifies two common features: twenty-four hour
residential ecare and reliance on intensive peer pressure. Some well-known examples
(e.g., Synanon) have been largely self-contained, remaining rather removed from
contact with the outside community. These so-called "therapeutic communities" differ
widely. Whittaker (1974: 221) explains, for example, that some milieu approaches may
stress individual psychotherapy and others rely on dealing with behavioral and
emotional problems in a group context. Still others may use sophisticated token
economy systems or engage in various forms of highly confrontational and abusive

attack therapy. Not surprisingly, none is likely to admit to having a nontherapeutic
milieu.

While behavioral modification techniques (e.g., highly stratified organizational
structures and systems of rewards and punishments through which residents progress)
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are almost universally employed, milieu therapy can differ along numerous dimen51qns
ineluding: 1) nature and variety of therapy techniques, 2) amount of authority
accorded the peer group, 3) nature of rewards and punishmen!;, 4)' formahty and rigidity
of organizational structure, 5) level of involvement by psychiatric and social work pro-
fessionals, 6) degree to which autonomous functioning outside the group as cont.rasted
with adjustment to the group itself, is a goal, 7) amount of contact pc.ermftted with the
ecommunity outside the program, and 8) amount and nature of suppgrtl_"e inputs such as
eduecation and vocational training. In spite of these enormous di?‘erences, h_owevgr,
Strasburg considers there to be a widely shared viewpoint among people working with
hard-core violent offenders that milieu therapy affords the best chance for suceess.of
all methodologies. However, he does comment that some problems or persona.}xty
types may respond better than others, and that variation on each of the possible
dimensions needs to be controlled for the purposes of research.

BROADER SOCIAL SERVICE PROVISION AND
OTHER INTERVENTION APPROACHES

Strasburg concludes that both group therapy and individgal.psyehot}}erggeutlc
techniques tend to locate the source of antisocial behavior inside the individual.
Therefore changes are sought within the individual. In cont.ra}st, however, broader
soeial service provision reflects the viewpoint that the provision gf shelte? or su[:)—
stitute family care, income and jobs, and basic education and .vocatlonal training will
best meet problems that may often be rooted in a deficient social structure. $trasburg
observes that most of the social services probably necessary are insufficient inputs by
themselves:

By the time a child's life situation has deteriorated to the Qoiqt
where he or she resorts to violent antisocial behavior, it is
reasonable to assume that the task of rehabilitation involves
more than replacing missing material necessities. Perhaps the
most convineing evidence of this comes from the self-report
studies ... which point out the limited correlation between
delinquency and social class. . . . At the same time, con_cex-ltra-
tion on psychologieal, moral, or spiritual reconstruction is likely
to be wasted effort if nothing is done tc improve the basic
resources available to a child (and his or her family) for
surviving and advaneing in the real world (1978: 148).

The existence of situational stresses prior to delinquent behavior, aecor_ding' to
Strasburg, may partially explain why some success is achieved by so many chffgrer}t
kinds of intervention. It may also explain why the temporary gains registered while in
treatment programs are frequently lost when the youngster leaves (see, for example,
Coates, Miller, and Ohlin 1978: 109-145).

Finally, we would be remiss not to mention two other intervention approacl}es
discussed by Strasburg: conflict resolution and restitution. Rather tl:nan assuming
there is a deficieney in the individual or that resources are lacking, "cox_lfllct reso%utlon
attempts simply to create an atmosphere that produces alternatives to violent
behavior as a solution to problems, while restitution aims to develop a more relevant,
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equitable, and efficient response to crime" (1978: 153). Some already existing treat-
ment programs do incorporate aspects of these approaches in their constellation of
service offerings. Recently, these approaches have begun to receive much more
attention and study (see, for example, Armstrong 1981).

In recognition of the many methods referred to above and the complex interplay
between environmental foreces and an individual's behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
makeup, Whittaker (1974) advocates change efforts directed at macro systems (i.e.,
organizations, communities, society) as well as miero systems (i.e., individuals,
families, and small groups). Moreover, and most important for programs pursuing goals
concerned primarily with the latter, Whittaker espouses techniques of interpersonal
helping which emphasize both direct, face-to-face, client-worker encounters, and
indirect activities undertaken on behalf of the client.

These indirect goals subsume two basic roles and include a number of functions.
As advocate-ombudsman, Whittaker includes anything from championing eivil rights to
helping the client negotiate various bureaucratie systems (e.g., obtain legal services, in
seeking or nolding a job, going to ecourt, entering a school, procure public assistance).
Active involvement with other persons in the youngster's real world, whether it be with
the family around discharge planning, home visits, or progress reports or with court
intake staff to discuss overfrequent use of secure detention, is clearly extremely
important in trying to affect postprogram transition and adaptation. In the second role
of resource broker, workers might undertake a variety of collateral contacts for the
client. This may involve referrals elsewhere for some kind of specialized service
during program participation or for aftercare. It might be comprehensive case
management such as the type Strasburg recommends or that which the Illinois Unified
Delinquency Intervention Service practices (Reamer, MeKeon, and Shireman 1981).

Both direct and indirect helping programs may defy easy and clear-cut cate-
gorization based on pure theoretical models and distinet staff roles. At the same time,
however, care must be exercised in not simply haphazardly concocting "a bit of
everything conceivable" for each client. Noting that shotgun approaches which try to
do everything are no better than single shots expected to hit multiple targets,
Strasburg (1978: 195) suggests that programs should be "putting together combination
of inputs based on ihe best available diagnosis of individual problems and needs."
Similarly, while cautioning not to fall prey to theoretical pluralism based on bits and
pieces of theory, research practice. isolated techniques, and highly personalized
approaches, Whittaker (1974: 108) recommmends "use of as many theoretical models as

possible in order to ensure a broad range of interventive strategies to fit the particular
problems of the client."

KEY CHARACTERISTICS FOR "PEOPLE-CHANGING" PROGRAMS

This brings us to the question of what features or operating principles should be
combined when designing programs for offender populations. Leaving aside the issue
of what kind of offender (e.g., personality traits, degree of psychopathology, the roots
of causation) would potentially be helped the most by partieular approaches, a recent
review (Romig 1978) of 170 evaluation studies on treatment programs for all kinds of
juvenile offenders attempted to identify the effective ingredients common to those
efforts appearing successful. All selected studies met the criteria of utilizing either a
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randomly assigned control group or a matched comparison group. A number of Romig's
conclusions and some of the individual studies are particularly interesting and worthy
of diseussion,

Based -on fourteen behavioral modification studies involving 2,000 delinquent
youths, Romig concludes that differential reinforcement and contingency contracting
(e.g., written contracts with specified rewards for improved behavior) can be used to
change unacceptable behavior if the desired alternative is fairly eonerete, behaviorally
simple and observable, and realistically "do-able." While behavioral modification was
not found to specifically reduce delinquency or arrest rates, it did appear useful in
changing such behaviors as school attendance, test scores, promptness, and classroom
behavior. It therefore can be viewed as an approach helpful in motivating youths to
change.

An overall "positive relationship" (e.g., empathetie counselor) with the youths not
accompanied by some form of contingenecy contracting (i.e., ™oncontingent con-
tracting”) was deemed inadequate in bringing about behavior change. Informing the
youth of the behavior targeted for change and the desired alternative was thought
crucial both on ethical grounds and as a means of maximizing the client's involvement
and support. Romig concludes from one of the studies that getting the youth involved
in constructive activities (with rewards for achievement) can be expected, at that
particular point, to leave no time or energy for delinquency. Also, at the beginning of
a program youngsters are more likely to be responsive to external or material
reinforcement (e.g., cigarettes, candy bars, cash) rather than social approval aione.

Academically oriented education in which understanding instruetors teach basie
academic skills was found effective in increasing classroom learning. This draws on
Romig's observation in the behavicral modification studies where the pursuit of a
concrete goal by way of differential reinforcement is considered beneficial. However,
Romig predicets that such education will not, by itself, reduce recidivism. In sixteen
studies utilizing academic education as a primary method, he notes that three
ingredients consistently appear not to have made much measurable difference:
1) manipulation of teacher expectanecies, 2) behavioral modification techniques to
improve grades when the behavior or task is clearly neither achievable nor within the
student's behavioral repertoire, and 3) understanding teachers providing problem-
solving type discussion groups.

The various studies reviewed by Romig suggest a number of reasons for these
observations. While educational gains can be made when youngsters are exposed to
curriculum which is systematic and sequential and when rewards are provided for
appropriate behavior and educational performance, subsequent delinquency or arrests
is a more "global" goal, subject to many more influences anc¢ muech more variability.
Nonspecifie approaches involving teacher expectancy focus neither on a youth's defi-
ciencies nor upon remediating them; therefore, no substantial changes will result.
Large group discussions about relevant issues were deemed insufficient as a means to
learn how to deal effectively with those issues outside the classroom; this requires
social and practical skills of varying sorts. However, the acquisition of a diploma or
certificate provides the concrete means to improve employment potential. In short,
behavioral modification techniques combined with quality teaching could probably
increase achievement. Romig isolates ten composite program ingredients for effective
correctional education: an understanding teacher, individualized diagnosis, a specific
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lgarning goal, indivi.dualized program, basie academiec skills, multi-sensory teaching,
h}g:h:-mterest mgterlal, .sequentlal material, rewards for attention and persistence
(initially), and differential reinforcement of learning performance. Romig believes

that classroom education combining at least four of the ingredients is likely to
suceeed.

Romig revie_wed twelve studies of vocational and work programs involving 3,300
you_ths. Once again, common themes emerge. Employment, by itself, will not prevent
delinquency, b}lt employment can provide strong hope for movement up a career
ladder._ Vocat_lonally trained youth in better jobs with some possibility for upward
promotion are in a better position to stay free from continued delinquent behavior.

The i'mplication is, of course, that when an individual finds
meaning, s.tatus, and the opportunity for learning and advance-
ment in a job, negative behaviors such as delinquency decresse.
J<_)bs and job placement do not necessarily make a significant
dlffqrence. However, jobs that have value to the individual and
prov1de. an opportunity for advancement can help reduce crime
and delinqueney. The goal is to utilize career decision-making
skills that help the youths relate their values t» potential jobs.
The second goal is to initiate career ladder training that

teaches the individual how to advance on a job i
1978: 47). ! (Romig

However, while understanding and empathetic supervisors (much like the "warm"
teacher).can provide a positive reiationship for a youth, such relationships do not
necessarily mean that skills necessary to success in the community are being imparted.
A.s with schoohpg, vocational training and work programs cannot by themselves reduce
V}olatwe behavior, but clients provided with requisite skills (job advancement, educa-
tional, money management and saving, vocational, interpersonal), a career-ladder
fran}e c_)f refez_'enee, the opportunity for advancement, and follow-up may acquire
mot1vat19n to Improve and not recidivate. The importance of follow-up eannot be
underestimated, since support after job placement is vital in order to facilitate the
transfer of the effectiveness of the program to the real world.

After reviewing twenty-eight group counseling studies involving over
youths, ten studieq on individual psychotherapy, and t%velve on family thgt;rapy, R%glgg
concludqs that_v.vhlle each approach has some value in getting input from the youths
(and their fg,mlhes when involved) regarding the problem, it is then essential to take
the next logical steps of 1) specifying problems (i.e., diagnosis}, 2) devising individual-
ized _mtervenjuons, and most important, 3) allowing the client to practice, test out, and
receive continued support and advice in the problem setting. The group therapy
program Romig found most successful was one possessing the following ingredients:

1)  Group therapy with teaching foeus

2)  Individual therapy

3) Therap@st initially supportive then gradually more conditional in praise
4) Therapgst used verbal praise and criticism to shape behavior

5) Therapist focused on the youth's past and present self-defeating behavior
6)  Role playing used by therapist and group

7 Slgnifigant foeus upon community adjustment

8) Attention given to helping the youth develop interpersonal skills
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It ineorporates behavioral principles, teaching requisite ski_lls, an pverall framework
which is specifie and comprehensive, and a focus on community readjustment.

The most successful applieation of individual counseling and psyghotherapy was
also one in which the youths' own view of their problems and experliences was one
element in a program which additionally emphasized setting behaviorgl ggals, prgctlce
in the problem setting, close observation, and evaluation and mpdiﬁcatmn. Finally,
Romig recommends family therapy when it is determined that it is actually a part gf a
client's delinquency problem, and when it focuses upon teaching improvgd communica-
tion, erisis intervention as a means to impart systematic problem solving, and parent
education in the areas of diseipline and decision making. In short, common .to all the
approaches recommended are: 1) diagnosis on specific interpersonal, educ_atlonal, and
vocational needs, 2)systematie instruction and praectice in the skills needed,
3) reinforcement for success, and 4) transitional opportunities to practice new behav-
iors in the actual or approximate problem setting.

CONSTRUCTIVELY INTEGRATING "CONTROL" AND
"SUPPORT": A PROGRAM ILLUSTRATION

One of the problems in developing a continuum of alternative program types and
varied orientations for juvenile offenders in general and more sericus offenders in
particular is the widely held notion that programs are, on the one I'{and, qommun}ty
based and therefore unable to exert high levels of control and supervision (i.e., main-
tain order, impose limits, encourage respect for authority), or, on the cther ljand,
institution based (i.e., closed and mechanically secure) and consequently un_abxe to
generate a supportive atmosphere, impart empathy, increase a sense ot: security, and
resolve emotional problems. In fact, however, a well designed, appropr{ately. staffed,
and carefully monitored program for juvenile offenders ean be one in which clients are
gradually weaned from a more structured and restrictive envn*ox}ment to. one_of
increasing responsibility, independence, and freedom. There are myrlad ways in which
programs can be designed, organized, and implemented fo.r this purpose. Here,
however, we discuss only a selection of the more useful writings on serious offender
programs and the principles underlying them.

Agee (1979) reports on the Closed Adolescent Treatment Center (CATC) in
Colorado. Designed specifically for the so-called aversive treatment evader (ATE),
this program, like many of those we visited, was initially funded by the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA). Since Agee thoroughly describes the actual
workings of the program, we will confine ourselves to discussing principles qnd
observations which bear on some of the issues referred to above. The ATE, according
to Agee (1979: 1), are those youths:

that combine hostile, aggressive, acting-out behaviors with an
amazing resistance to change, usually to the point that some
frustrated treater terms them "incorrigible" or "untreatable"
.« . . They hurt, and occasionally kill, people. They steal and/or
destroy a great deal of property, and they repeatedly harm
themselves. At the very least, they are extremely disruptive to
the people they are around—in their homes, in schools, in
placements, and in institutions.
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While they cross all psychiatrie categories and other differential diagnostic systems,
the mejority are labeled as "character" or "personality disordered" (Strasburg's middle
category). "Aversive" refers to the effect these youths have on people, and "treatment
evader" describes their ability to sabotage or resist attempts at intervention. Unlike
the "emotionally disturbed" offender, who may be psychotic or neurotie, the character
disordered youth "are generally thought of as having no conscience, little if any human
emotion such as warmth and caring, an inability to profit from experience, illogical
thinking, and a deep resistance to treatment" (Agee 1978: 15-16). Agee writes that
many mental health professionals are inclined to prescribe a correctional setting for
these youngsters, believing that firm controls, structure, and custody rather than more
subtle treatment are needed. In addition, ATEs are often lower-class or minority
group youths who are more likely to be labeled "not motivated or amenable for
treatment.” Some of the youth in CATC had essentially never broken the law,

although their case histories are replete with assaultive, belligerent, uncontrollable,
and dangerous behavior.

iven though all ATEs are very definitely not alike, they are a fairly small pro-
portion of the adolescent population needing treatment, and it is thus most feasible to
place them in one treatment setting. Youth of varying interpersonal maturity levels
are then placed in one of two groups: "expressive" or "instrumental." Diagnosis for
this purpose is bassed on the I-level classification system devised in California's
Community Treatment Projeet (Warren 1961; Palmer 1974; Lerman 1975) and the work
of Parsons (1951). Each diagnostic grouping reflects similar "sets" of responses to the
environment. "Expressives" are youths who are overtly vulnerable, hurting, dependent,
hypersensitive, and amenable to circumspection and self-appraisal. (In spite of the
capacity for circumspection, it is seldom utilized by these youth for behavioral
change.) "Instrumentals" appear cool, tough, independent, and nontrusting; blame is
frequently externalized. Both groupings have poor self-images, expressives manifest-

ing it through feelings of worthlessness and distress, and instrumentals appearing hard
and autonomous.

Agee points out that in this program matching youth and workers on this same
dichotomy has been effective. While, ideally, workers should demonstrate high levels
of interpersonal maturity, Agee believes most, reared themselves as one or the other,
will generally feel more comfortable and work better with youths with their own
general tendencies. Thus, expressive staff are open with their own feelings and offer
support and nurturance while expecting youth to accept personal responsibility for
their feelings and behavior. Instrumental staff are more alert to behavioral issues and
even though they can be quite critical and pointed, they tend not to violate the ATE's
need for autonomy. While both ATE groups can benefit from being around the other,
they do not have to be together for therapy, education, or other endeavors. Some
degree of staff mixture also has its benefits:

Although staff should be matched with youth, it is extremely
difficult to have a well-run treatment setting without both
instrumental and expressive staff. Very simply, it is very
difficult to have structure and organization without instru-
mentals, or group processing without expressives. When these
natural groupings work through their conflicts, they gain a great
deal from each other (Agee: 30).
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ing the issue of control versus support, Agee reject§ tpe: view that the
preserﬁigz?lllirrlgits, structure, and control requires thc? apsence gf. 1nd1v1dt}11a1 Eejpegéti r?r
caring, and vice versa. The two concep.ts are not dleilnct entities, ea{: at h Ep Thg
ends of the disciplinary technique continuum; they, in faet, "merge lsogeP i ziiffer-
objective is to apply "eoncerned" controls ar_ld ngt "1mpersona1_ contro. t.' nlé C diffe
ently, given a decision on the level of security (i.e., he_avy to light) tha 1fs ogesse Z%
the critical determination is the manner and method in whiech the specifie
security is reached.

eport on security issues prepared for the Massachugetts Department pf ngth
Servictsr(£977) observes 3;hat the most desirable. and effective method of magn:;al?ﬁgﬁ
security is through program size, adequate stafffng, and program contell; , rl? * thar
dependence on- high-level mechanical and physxqal constraints, e.g., brie ’t'me "t ﬁ
locks, and bars. High staff-to-client ratios permit staff the time to stay act§v with
the youngsters while simultaneously keepit}g close tabs on .dev_elopmg éu;ga X"I?Es "
cultures and abuse. Agee suggests that while a secure building is needed for ffeetive
cannot be relied upon to prevent escapes. She, therefc_)re, recommengist an e e
program plus a sufficient number of quality ~staff. ‘Thg importance of in en:u::ade !
ing for the exercise of control in a program is highlighted in a statemen y
Vachss (1979: 318):

i i i ity. In
We're talking about people security not mechanical securi !
other words,g we believe, like take a homosgxual rape—-—_that is
not going to go down if personnel are on tpe job. Tl}ose kinds of
things happen because you rely on mechanical security.

i leader in a closely
Thus, daily structured peer therapy controlled by a group
supervised’ milie}l,x lies at the heart of the CATC. Group participants are matcrged on
the expressive-instrumental continuum. The' leader who controls the sessmr'lr hlS
similarly mateched. The entire program is organized to suppprt the group process. e
therapeutic peer milieu is predicated on the idea that the clients, because of their poor
self-images, are more easily influenced by peers:

One of the keys is to temporarily bypass the confliet with
authority and approach him through tho_se he most yvgnts to
impress—his peers. That involves creating a peer milieu ...
one in which peers can show open caring, can confront _ha?mful,
self-destructive behavior, can teach each other self-discipline,
and can have fun (Agee 1979: 43).

liminary changes in clients in this relatively long-:cerm program (avgrage
lengthpg? sl‘:lay isyfourtegn months) are viewed as initially behavioral. Interqa?zatmn ﬁ
the changes requires a longer time of acting the part and receiving the rein f)rcemeed
from others. The program maintains a series of .promotlonal levels with 1ncreasal
responsibility and privileges, and advancement requires peer "Ereatment groui '?pprot\;l ex.-
There is also an early warning system whereby peers can ghgck and bpo ?ino'des
youth. If validated by a staff member, a staff and peer dxscgphne committee gcé e
on the sanction (e.g., writing assignment, work detail). This process is mte:cn ense-
assure early identification of any developing pro_blems and to provide prompt co 2o
quences. If peers do not "check and book" an acting-out youth and have no reasons
not doing so, they all can be penalized.

-49-

There is also a "time-out" room typically used for ten-minute intervals allowing
youths time to regain control. Use of the room is predicated on the assumption that it
is the frequenecy of "time-outs," not duration, which affects the learning of eontrol
over impulsivity. The purpose is to remove social reinforeement and decrease impul-
sive behavior. A point system is employed, with pointe /0 to 13) assigned twice a day
in seven areas. The absence of negative peints, while not ruling out negative
reinforecement, keeps students from "getting in the hole" and emphasized a positive
orientation. Concrete reinforcements (edibles and privileges) and social ones (praise)
are used. This is based on the idea that conerete reinforeements initially convinee the
student to behave differently. As new behaviors are practiced they are reinforced
socially and, hopefully, are internalized, The daily points are applied toward privileges
unique to each level as well as to level promotions. Interestingly, youth begin the
program in the middle of three levels. This is to provide an initial message that they
are OK and will have a chance to prove they ean act responsibly, and that there are
privileges which can be lost if they are demoted to a lower level,

Students attend two hours of school daily in separate groups (instrumental and
expressive) and receive points which can be exchanged for money. Occupational (i.e.,
erafts) and recreationsal therapy is provided in order to work on perceptual and sensory
problems, build self-esteem, work cooperatively, teach basic skills, channel aggres-
sions, and motivate avocational interests. Life skills are part of the structured time
and they include consumerism, hygiene, nutrition, job hunting, budgeting, etec.

Individual therapists are assigned to each of the approximately twenty-six
clients. The individual therapist decides whether or not to have regularly scheduled
meetings. Sessions are ordinarily problem solving or "rapping"; this is in keeping with
the assumption that the youths' major problems are interpersonal and best dealt with in
group. The therapist is responsible for seeing that the treatment plan is completed and

carried out. Family therapy is attempted with all families, though the goal may be to
facilitate a positive termination.

One staff member at the program is assigned the job of facilitating reintegration
(e.g., community survival skills, placement in a job or school) and providing follow-up
crisis intervention and ongoing counseling for six months. Termination from the group
involves dealing with separation from close friends, fear of the unknown, and possible
behavioral regression. The program tries to provide opportunities for test situations
and continuing pressure so that maladaptive behavioral reactions will emerge and can
be dealt with promptly. There are inereasingly longer community visits, and attempts
are made to minimize separation anxiety from the program by encouraging calls,
letters, or visits; letting students know that if possible they can see others who have
been released; and scheduling periodie returns to attend group sessions.

ALTERNATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS AND SETTINGS

Thus far, we have seen a number of different ways to eclassify and understand
variations in the techniques and methods used in the treatment of more serious offend-
ers. We have examined their assumptions and reviewed some opposing formulations.
Briefly, we will now turn to several attempts which have been made to differentiate
among facilities on the basis of overall goals and more generalized means, as opposed
to the specifie methods already discussed. These will later be incorporated into
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sorting out some of the significant similarities and differences encountered in the
services provided by the programs visited.

Street, Vinter, and Perrow (1966), in a study of six institutions for delinquents,
distinguished between three major organizational goals: obedience and conformity,
reeducation and development, and treatments.. A fourth model, a mixed goal type
whieh emphasizes custody and treatment goals simultaneously was not clearly identi-
fied with any of the institutions studied. It should also be noted that exposure to the
outside community (e.g., sehool coff grounds) was not a dimension specifically reflected
in the various models.

Characteristic features of obedience and conformity ineluded surveillance,
frequent use of negative sanctions, discipline, hard work, order and econformity, high
level of staff domination, and other corollaries of custody. Reeducation and devel-
opment involves change through training, the acquisition of skills, involvement in work,
study, and recreation, and the development of personal resources and new social
behaviors. Treatment, both individual and milieu, focuses on psychological reconstitu-
tion and more thoroughgoing personality change.

Encompassed by these three models are five sets of beliefs which ean imply
causes and certainly implies change strategies. They are incarceration and depriva-
tion, authority and obedience, learning, socialization, and therapy. Learning assumes
that change will emerge from the acquisition of skills, knowledge, mental diseipline,
and responsible hard work. This is accomplished in the context of a structured
environment and is best illustrated by the examples of military academies and religious
orders. Socialization is built around the notion of nurturance. The idealized example
is the family whereby little mass handling, individualization of reward and punishment,
and normal development in & secure, supportive, patterned environment (with a well-
rounded variety of activities in the company of house parents) can take place. In
therapy, rehabilitation takes place through extensive changes in character and person-
glity. The therapy model is highly dependent upon psychologically or psychiatrically
trained professionals.

Ohlin (1974) distinguishes between three models: protective custody, clinical
treatment, and therapeutic community. Protective custody merges Street's obedi-
ence/conformity and reeducation/development categories, because of their common
paternalistic styles. Street's subtypes of treatment comprise separate categories in
Ohlin's formulation. This is intended to emphasize the distinetion between individual
and group forms of treatment ideology and practices.

Feld's (1977) typology incorporates Ohlin's treatment-organization distinetion and
Street's custody-institution dichotomy. This typology identifies four different types of
organizations.
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TABLE 5

TYPOLOGY OF CORRECTIONAL STRATEGIES

Custody Treatment
Group-Oriented Obedience/Conformit
] y Treatment (Group)
Intervention Protective Custod i i
Stratony y Therapeutic Community
Individual.—Oriented Reeducation/Development Treatment
Intervention Strategy Protective Custody (Individual)

The typology reflects the relationship between organizational goals (ends) and inter-

vention strategies (means). The four types of organizational alternati
viewed in a historieal context. d natives can also be

The group-custody or maximum-security model is based on
assumptions of inmate free-will and deterrence, with historical
ana@ogues _to the earliest institutional response to juvenile
dev1a{1ce In the nineteenth century. The individual-custody
organization or industrial training school model, based on the
assumptions of inadequate socialization, can be traced to the
juvenile _reformatories of the last third of the nineteenth cen-
tury, which were organized around the cottage plan and empha-
sized moral development and voeational education. The indi-
vidual treatment institutions, based on assumptions of individual
pathology and a medieal model, ean be traced to the influence
of Freudian psychology and the emergence of professional social
work at the beginning of the twentieth century. The group-
treatment model, based on assumptions of peer group dynamies,

has only gained prominence within the past half-cent
1977: 40-41). pa century (Feld

Finally, in a study of residential institutions for emotionally disturbed chil
S_m_ucker (1975) points to two major categories of residential pr:{)grams, one emd;:;l:
sizing "treatment"_ goals and the other focusing on "soeialization." While both give
primacy to behayloral change goals, the means for accomplishing them are quite
dlstlpct. According to Smucker there are two major philosophies out of which resi-
den.tl.al "treatment" emerges, clinical service and milieu. In the former, group living
facilitates and supplements an individual therapeutie relationship. In milieu treat-
ment, t_he. total_ th(?rapeutic environment (e.g., counseling, education, recreation
meals, limit setting) is utilized as the decisive treatment variable. Residential "soeial-,-
1zation," on the other hand, also relies on a milieu, except that
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the socialization milieu consists of concerned adults who are
good role models and who balance kind discipline with helpful
instruction and guidance. The residents spend most of their
time in school, studying, and participating in "eonstructive"
activities including both work and recreation. The therapeutie
effort of the eclinical staff in socialization institutions is
directed toward helping the residents adapt to the institutional
environment. Thus, the clinical program serves to facilitate the
operation of the socialization milieu (Smucker 1975: 7-8).

In conclusion, we have looked at a variety of theoretical perspectives and typolo-
gies. They ean be used singly or in various combinations as a means to analytically
sort out what is taking place in particular correctional settings and why. In recog-
nizing that real practice tends toward the eclectie, these different frame_works can
only serve as guides for understanding what may be most appropriate for a given young
offender under a particular set of eircumstances. To the extent that these frameworl_cs
and principles ean help in differentiating among the many methods carried out in
various efforts—those currently contemplated, ongoing, or defunet-——we can perhaps
begin to more knowledgeably and systematically approach the formidable task of
distinguishing what settings and approaches might best be used with distinet kinds of
offenders.
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CHAPTER IV

MODES OF ARTICULATION: ISSUES IN THE ORIGINS
AND FUNDING OF PROGRAMS

A topiecal area crucial for understanding the nature of human service program-
ming-—one especially germane for developing a sense of the problems and issues
associated with planning and implementation—is the larger environment within which
specific programs emerge. In order to convey the idea that this area of inquiry entails
the identification and exploration of a wide variety of interrelated factors which have
played some role in shaping all eleven programs, we have coined the term "modes of
articulation" to describe the overarching framework for this section of the report.

Contained within this framework are two primary sets of variables. First, there
are those factors which are directly involved with the social ecology of these pro-
grams. They inelude: (1) dates of origin, (2) principal actors, (3) the support environ-
ment, and {(4) the catechment area. Second, there are those factors which are directly
involved with program financing, including: (1) annual operating budget, (2) sources of
funding, and (3) publie/private status of programs.

For purposes of comparison we have decided in our discussion of modes of articu-
lation to examine key variables by program grouping. Each variable will be considered
in terms of its relevance for, first, residential programs and, second, nonresidential
programs. If we feel that additional comparison of particular variables across the
total range of programs might be valuable, such analysis will be ineluded following the
two initial comparisons of each variable. This wider comparison of variables will only
occur in some cases.

START-UP DATES

The first variable we will examine in this section of the report is dates of pro-
gram origins. This initial step should provide the reader with some sense of the com-
parstive time frames when various programs were being developed and implemented.

DATES OF ORIGIN: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

The dates when the five residential programs we visited were established and
began to accept clients ranged from as early as 1973 to as late as 1979. Two began in
1976 and one in 1978.

S
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TABLE 6

START-UP DATES AND LOCATIONS: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Residential Programs Location Start-up Date
1. Vindieate Society Newark, New Jersey July 1973
2. ARC Residential Treatment Harrisburg, Pennsylvania January 1976
3. PORT Boys' Group Home Rochester, Minnesota May 1976
4, Esperanza Para Manana Salt Lake City, Utah Mareh 1978
5. Florida Keys Marine Key West, Florida July 1979
Institute

Other than in New Jersey, none of these efforts was initiated early in the widesgread
move to develop community-based programs for juvenile offenders who were either
being removed from correctional institutions or being diverted from further penetra-
tion into the system. This fact suggests an early reluctance by most program planners
and administrators to allow this diffieult juvenile population to be pl.aced in
community-based settings. Most early programming of this sort was designed to
provide services for so-called "lightweight" youngsters such as status offenders, yvho
were generally thought to be more manageable. Not until later in the "alternatives
movement" did programs for serious offenders begin to come into being.

DATES OF ORIGIN: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

The period during which the six nonresidential programs were being initiat.:ed
ranged only from 1977 to 1978. One program began early in 1977, and the other five
programs were launched at various times in 1978.

S o S B £ T L S e e i T
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TABLE 7

START-UP DATES AND LOCATIONS: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Nonresidential Programs Loeation Starting Date
1. Project Vision New Haven, Connecticut February 1977
2. Copper Mountain Adolescent | Murray, Utah January 1978
Day Treatment Center
3. Key Tracking Plus Springfield, Massachusetts February 1978
4. Katahdin: A Workshop for Minneapolis, Minnesota May 1978
Youth
5. Transitional Center Gretna, Louisiana June 1978
6. Viable Alternatives to St. Petersburg, Florida October 1978
Institutionalization

It is obvious that the six nonresidential programs selected for our visits were all
established within a remarkably short period of time—Iless than twenty-one months.
Both they and the residential centers were opened rather late in the nationwide move
to develop ecommunity-based programs, again reflecting the early priorities placed
upon the alternative treatment of less serious offenders.

Our sample of both residential and nonresidential programs for serious juvenile
offenders suggests that, as a group, the nonresidential programs were launched several
years after the residential programs had already been established. This pattern sug-
gests that the treatment of this difficult population was early thought to require close
supervision and a rather intense level of control best achieved in residential settings.
Only quite recently has it been decided that certain such offenders could be retained in
their own family settings and be placed in day treatment programs.

PRINCIPAL ACTORS IN SERIOUS OFFENDER PROGRAMS

The second important variable which will be considered in the context of the
development and implementation of alternatives is those actors directly involved in
the creation of specifie programs. These individuals will be examined primarily with
respeet to the roles they played in the emergence of serious offender programs in
specific settings. In general, the efforts to create new programs assumed one of two
forms in terms of the particular set/s of actors involved in planning, development, and
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i ion. occasion, there occurred collaborati.ons represen@lng. the
E?ﬁlei%igtfé%%ns o? r'Zwo or mor’e groups of individuals with different orgax;;zgt}og?;
interests and allegiances. At other times, the emergence of a prpgradm res&tll1 A :rnagive
the largely isolated activity of one or severa} persons.who designed an

program without much direct outside collaboration or assistance.

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT,
AND IMPLEMENTATION

f the five residential programs, only Vindicate.So.ci'eL\[ was la}mcped as a non-
collabgrative endeavor through the work of a single md1v;dual, Ben]amlnhAg};\:;lséAéikrs1
early as 1971, Amos, who had worked earlier_as a community worker for.f e YM .
Newark's inner city, developed Vindicate Soplety's esgentlal .elemenfcs whi %’V ;unmIrJ]gAA
precursor for two years without funding in a pu_bhc housing project. eﬁ A8
initiated the High Impact Anti-Crime Legislation in 1973 and sc_alecteq Il\lletwar tas ne
of the eight target cities, Amos obtained a three-year grant with w;uc o i‘e upthe
incorporated program. Although Amos did receive te_chmcal asswta?ce thrOIEEAA
Newark Office of Criminal Justice Planning in developing a proposal for 1e o
grant program, the creation of the Vindicate Society model and its actual'lrcr]l'p %meln
tion in the inner city of Newark was largely the result of the work of one individual.

four remaining residential programs all involved some degree of collabo-
rationTg:tween individugls who wanted to put together an operatlopal program s:nd
other sets of persons who had professional intgrest§ in seeing alternatlye progra;ﬂnmilgg
set up; for example, the development of a residential program by FlorldadKltz'a"y?1 bgll:ta—
Institute (FKMI) involved collaboration with the Department of Health and Re aFlKlMI
tive Services (HRS), which has authority over juvenile corrections in 'Florldail o r;
one of seven statewide agencies affiliated with Associated Marine Insptutelsa, a een
operating as an alternative school since 1976 and was mter_ested in en rg?gg and
further consolidating its operations. HRS wanted.to establish a small r.estl 'efcl 8
program to serve as an alternative for seriously delinquent youngsters in l?ls r}f th,
which consisted of Monroe County (the Florida Keys) and Dade County. ([:»1'1m:au}1l y1 1e
city of Miami). HRS was willing to close a cottage at the State Training School in
order to provide money to fund the new program.

development of Esperanza Para Manana reprqsented a clo_se c911aborat10n
betwe?r;etws welli)-known and respected Hispanic community organizations in SaltdL?c.l;e
City, the Institute of Human Resource Development (IHRD) and SOC_IQ, an \ oe1
Division of Family Services (DFS), the branch of state government exercising corl; r 1
over youth corrections in Utah. IHRD and SOCIQ, which hagl for several. years ! ee1
active in procuring social services for the Hisp.amc corpmumty, beqame 1{71cr§asutl§tz
involved in developing a role as an actual service provider. 'When in 197f t 1e Snile
received a large LEAA grant with which to creatq an alternat}ve network for éu\{{e e
offenders, DFS developed a mechanism, Community Alternatives fgr Trouble O_lé h
(CATY) to dispense this funding. When bids were issued for establishing cgmdmuptlhya
based placements for severely delinquent youths, ITHRD anq SOCIO respon et w1&1
proposal for the creation of a Hispanic group home for delinquent adolescent males,
namely Esperanza Para Manana.

In the case of ARC (Alternative Rehabilitation Communities) Residential Treat-
ment Program, the collaboration inveolved two sets of actors. Two young men from

-50-

Harrisburg with entrepreneurial spirits and an interest in human services, Daniel Elby
and Robert MeKendrick, responded to a public announcement issued by the Center for
Community Alternatives (CCA) for the development of community-based alternatives
for inearcerated juvenile offenders who were being removed from a large, secure
faecility, Camp Hill Penitentiary. CCA had been created by Jerome Miller, who was
serving as commissioner of the Office of Children and Youth (the agency having
responsibility for youth correections in the state), for the purpose of relocating youths
who had been incarcerated at Camp Hill into a network of community-based programs.
This particular effort represented part of Miller's greater strategy to deinstitutionalize
Pennsylvania's juvenile correctional facilities. Elby and MeKendrick met with Miller
about the possibility of establishing a program to be funded by CCA.

PORT, likewise, represented the collaboration of various actors from the private
sector and the loecal justice system who were interested in seeing the development of
community-based alternatives for delinquent youngsters. Although the Boys Grou
Home, whieh is our primary concern, was started in 1976, largely through the individ-
ual efforts of the PORT corporation, the establishment in 1969 of the larger umbrella
was a truly collective endeavor. The move to create the parent corporation repre-
sented a recognition on the part of a number of prominent citizens in Rochester,
Minnesota, that a need existed for community-based programs to provide alternatives
to incarceration for juvenile offenders. At this point in time—the late 1960s—-the

deinstitutionalization movement was only beginning to have an impaet on the thinking
of concerned eitizens in Minnesota,

Initial efforts to generate interest in this kind of juvenile justice programming
were made in 1967 by two local judges. Once PORT was launched with private founda-
tion money, a very prominent eriminal justice expert, Kenneth Schoen, was chosen to
be the first executive director of the agency. Within a few years he was to serve as
commissioner of the Department of Corrections for the state of Minnesota during a

period of major reform and to be instrumental in the passage of the Minnesota
Community Corrections Aect of 1973.

In comparing the role of various actors in planning, developing,

the five residential programs, several issues other than that four of
involved collaborative efforts

comment. First, there is an
whether the efforts to organize

and implementing

the five programs
present themselves readily and seem to be worthy of

apparent dichotomy which seems to revolve around

these programs relied primarily upon persons who were
prominent and/or held key positions in the local community and constituted some sort
of social service elite or relied primarily upon persons who had strong ties to local
neighborhoods and could best be deseribed as "grass roots" organizers. This opposition

between an elitist orientation and a grass-roots orientation for program development
was sharply drawn in most of the programs.

Both PORT and Florida K
ties to elite elements, either i
themselves or in terms of
justice/human services estab
was widespread community
judges, FKMI was part of
Institute, which worked close

eys Marine Institute were examples of programs having
n terms of the prominence of the program organizers
professional ties with important actors in the eriminal
lishment. While PORT originated in a setting where there
support among prominent eitizens such as businessmen and
a large human service corporation, Associated Marine
ly with that ageney of state government, the Department
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of Health and Rehabilitation Services, responsible for developing alternative program-
ming for youthful offenders.

In contrast, both Vindicate Society and ARC were examples of programs with
strong grass-roots orientations. In the case of Vindicate Society, one perceives a
situation where the director not only was almost solely responsible for his program's
existence but also strongly identified with the inner city of Newark from which he
himself had sprung. Likewise, ARC was a program which depended for survival upon
the grass-roots efforts of its two founders, one of whom also had strong ties with the
ghetto neighborhoods of Harrisburg. The emergence and persistence of ARC resulted
from the ability of these individuals to develop ecommunity support and professional
credibility, based upon their suceess with a difficult delinquent population. Before this
program enlarged its scope of operation and moved to a middle-class neighborhood, it
operated in a merginal fashion for a number of months in a small apartment above a
neighborhood bar in one of the city's worse ghetto areas.

Finally with respect to the dichotomy we have been discussing, Esperanza fits
into a separate category in that it exhibits qualities of both elitist and grass-roots
orientations. Although the intention behind organizing Esperanza was clearly tied to
the goal of providing badly needed services to a minority group population in Salt Lake
City and was part of a larger community organizing strategy, those actors (IHRD and
SOCIO) who represented the Hispanic community in planning and developing the
program were representatives of the social and intellectual elite of that ecommunity.
The kind of social hierarchical mix present in the origins of Esperanza is not especially
surprising, since elite segments of ethnic minorities frequently assume brokerage roles
as grass-roots managers for human service delivery. For the purposes of our analysis,
we will refer to Esperanza as a program with an elite orientation in origins.

NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAM PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT,
AND IMPLEMENTATION

Of the six nonresidential programs, only Katahdin and Transitional Center were
largely noncollaborative endeavors. In the case of Katahdin, five outreach workers for
various youth-serving agencies in Minneapolis had decided there was a need to develop
a day treatment program for severely delinquent youngsters in the loeal area, since no
such services were available at that time. They were able to obtain planning funds
from two local foundations. Eventually, implementation monies were obtained through
the state planning agency, the Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board. This
endeavor did not involve in any significant way collaboration between the founders of
Katahdin and any of the important organizational actors from the local juvenile justice
arena. Nor did the establishment of Katahdin entail any support activities on the part
of the prominent citizens in the city of Minneapolis.

Although the development of Jefferson Parish Juvenile Court Transitional Center
was also a rather isolated undertaking in terms of the surrounding social environment,
the circumstances for the creation of this program were quite different from
Katahdin. The idea for establishing the program originated with Lois Foxall, Director
of Juvenile Court Services in Jefferson Parish, who wanted to initiate a day treatment
program providing a wide array of services for youths who had been adjudicated
delinquent but would benefit from not being placed in secure, custodial care. In 1976,
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when the idea for this program was inati i
o 1 . germinating, no alternat ms £
adjudicated delinquents in Jefferson Parish existed. & ative programs for

A.ided by her staff, Foxall undertook an extensive surve of da -
grams in operatipn in the U.S. for delinquent youngsters. Bassz uponytﬁ‘izast:ziglﬁ ptI:.l;)e
Foxall. tgan} c{emgned what they felt was an appropriate model for the needs o:fZ the
local Jurisdiction. Fqnfis for launching the program were obtained through the state
plqnn}ng ageney (poulszana Commission bn Law Enforcement and Administration of
Criminal Justice) in the form of a threecyear federal grant. Although Transitional
Center was developed by Jefferson Parish Court Services as an alternative resource
for the cour_'t system and operates as a public agency, the founder did not rely upon
other organizational actors in the local juvenile justice system or upon communit
support in the form of prominent eitizens to achieve her ends. Although both sourceZ

of su i ; 1
fashigg?r t were easily available, she chose not to use them, at least not in any obvious

The origins of the four remaining nonresidential pro rams can

collaboratlvg act1v1ty._ The founding of Project Visionpdegended upor{;ll i:hbee ctg?l?zctiisg
wor:k of various organizational actors including the Youth Division of the New Haven
Pohcg Depgrtment, the South Central Criminal Justice Supervisory Board (the local
Elanmng unit for I:,EAA), and the New Haven Boys' Clubs. The police and the planning
"oard had“rgcogqlzed the lack of any community-based, day treatment services for
hardcore, Juvemlg offenders under the active supervision of the juvenile court or the
Depgu-tment qf Children and Youth Services. Up to that point in time, loeal youth-
serving agencies focused their attention on less severely delinquent offem’iers.

The administrator of the Boys' Clubs agreed to operate a da
for youthful offenders who had traditionallsgr been plaged in resigeg‘teiglt ?eeagnpg{‘; gggg:
quently even in secure, custodial facilities. An appropriate model was locat’ed in
Massachusetts, the Community Advancement Program (CAP), which had been used as
an outrea?h mechanism in that state's deinstitutionalization efforts. Funds for
Implementing the model were obtained from the city of New Haven through the

Community Development Aect, a federally fund j idi i
with delinauent youths s y lunded project providing grants for working

As a collaborative effort, the origination of Key Tracki i
coz}lbmed work of representatives of the Key Program Ich., thi I:lgr:ntl:’rl:flaegggftitggﬁ
g{vhmh de51gned the program, and staff members from Region I of the Department of

outh Services (DYS), tpe stgte agency responsible for operating youth eorrections in
Massachusetts. The. discussions between these two sets of organizational aetors
centered upon DYS's interest in developing a highly supervised nonresidential program
as a Iast.step before ordering secure institutional care for Region I's most difficult
:ases. Since DYS relies exc}uswely upon a purchase-of-service model for providing
reatment for the state's entire population of adjudicated delinquents who have been
com{r(xiltted to its care by the juvenile courts, it was necessary to locate a service
gml)iw er who could develop an innovative day treatment program for severely
d:vglc‘l)u?gt youths. i The Key Program Ine._ possessed considerable expertise in
eve ping commun;ty-—based programs of various types, dating back to the initial
closing of Mgssachusetts' training schools in the early 1970s. Consequently, DYS
contrgcted th1§ large-scale vendor to develop such a program namely Key Tr;ckin
Plus, in the Springfield/Holyoke metropolitan area. ’ ¢
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The nature of collaborative activity in the creation of Viable Alternatives to
Institutionalization of Juveniles Program (VAP) closely resembled that which oceurred
in the development of another Florida-based program, Florida Keys Marine Institute,
discussed earlier under the heading of residential programs. As was the case with
FKMI, the process of program development was based upon a negotiation between a
parent vendor corporation—in this instance Juvenile Services Program Ine., which
operates six other youth programs under a single administrative umbrella in
St. Petersburg, Florida—and the Department of Health and Rehabilitation Services,
which frequently sought to enlarge its network of community-based alternatives for
delinquent youngsters committed to its custody. In 1978, HRS had decided that there
was a gap in its array of services, specifically in its day treatment programming for
seriously delinquent offenders. The program was launched as a pilot project with
LEAA funding made available through the state planning agency.

Another example of collaborative program planning and development within the
same state occurs with the Copper Mountain Mental Health Adolescent Day Treatment
Center. Here the similarity traces to Esperanza Para Manana, a residential program
discussed earlier, which is also located in the state of Utah. As with Esperanza, a call
for alternative programming issued by the Division of Family Services through the
granting mechanism of Community Alternatives for Troubled Youth led a group to
respond and to a request for the development of a broad-based ecommunity program
utilizing as many already existing public and private resources as possible and offering
a variety of services.

In responding to the DFS announcement, several individuals at Copper Mountain
Mental Health Center (CMMH), a public agency falling under the auspice of the County
Department of Social Services, developed a proposal entailing the participation of
several other service providers. In addition to CMMH, Odyssey House and the YMCA
of Utah were to be involved. CMMH offered to serve as the primary contractor with
DYS and in that role to take responsibility for the day-to-day administrative
operations and to provide psychological/psychiatric services. Further, CMMH would
subcontract with Odyssey for the provision of educational and tracking components and
with the YMCA for recreation. This service framework was unlike any other we
encountered in our site visits in that it combined both public and private agencies
within a single vendor format. This structure was negotiated with DFS and eventually
agreed upon as an acceptable model for implementation. The day treatment program
began in January of 1978 as one of CATY's pilot projects.

In comparing the nonresidential programs with respect to the elite/grass-roots
dichotomy, five of the six programs clearly had their origins rooted in an elite orienta-
tion. Only Katahdin emerged as an essentially grass-roots effort. In that program, all
five founders had occupied line staff roles as outreach workers for various youth-
serving agencies and had minimal contact with the higher echelons of the juvenile
justice/human service hierarchy in their local community. Although aided by planning
grants from local foundations, they had to depend entirely upon their own ingenuity
and competence in order to sustain the program.

In contrast to Katahdin, the five other programs had support from elite elements
in their environments in terms of linkages with larger, parent corporations already
engaged in service delivery for delinquent youngsters and/or in terms of established
channels of communication with important organizational actors in the juvenile justice
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arena. Two of these programs, Transitional Center and Co er Mountai in-
offs of public agencies. This fact placed them in a somewll)ll;t advantaggélysegzssi?ilgn
w1t.h. respect to obtaining funding and clients. In addition, their organizational
afflllatfons provided them with some degree of credibility prior to and during imple-
mentat.lon. The prir}cipal difference between the public affiliation of the two pro-
grams is that Transitional Center is tied to a juvenile justice auspice, Jefferson Parish

g:l\lr?nile Court Services, whereas Copper Mountain is linked to a county mental health
er.

tl‘he three remaining nonresidential programs with elite ties Project Visi
Tracking P_lus, and Viable Alternatives) are all linked to larger ((:orpjorate 3:3&’-:1{12
ea}ch. of wh1.eh hgd lpng‘-established, working relationships with key bureaucratie actors
within the juvenile justice system. In the case of Project Vision, the affiliation is with
tl}e New Haven Boys' Clubs; Key Tracking Plus is affiliated with Key Program Ine.; and
Viable Alternatives is affiliated with Juvenile Serviees Program Inc. ’

THE SUPPORTIVE ENVIRONMENT

The next variable to be examined in terms of all eleven pr rams is the n
the support .environment. Essentially, this will be an inquir[;r ?Eto certain ima;g::arolf
characteristies of the social ecology of the jurisdictions in whieh these programs are
lgcated. By sup_port environment we are referring specifically to those organiza-
tional/bureaucratie forees, individual actors, historical patterns, and regional demo-

graphics molding that sociocultural elimate in which all juvenile justice iviti
particular jurisdiction take place. : : aetivities fora

A number of the more general characteristics of the local support envi

have already been described in some detail in the preceding discussiglr)l of fh: gﬁﬁggﬁ
ge‘?or.s. These aceounts have touched upon most of the factors listed above. However
it is Important to extend this desecription to include doeumentation of the relative timé
frames in vyhlc.h th.ese programs were put into place. Was a particular program created
v./vhfan.a deinstitutionalization strategy was initially being implemented in a specifie
JUI:ISdlctlon; .at a later date when some sort of alternative network was already in
existence; with no reference to any such broad program development?

A sense of the relationship between the launching of an individual
:che. stage of evaluation of the deinstitutionalization progess in the jwisdicgzc:lggr? th?grdl
it is 51tuat.ed can be helpful in understanding the internal/external dynamies of the
programs In question. Insight into programs' structures, procedures, goals, and
artlculaj:lon_s with the wider systems can thus be facilitated. For purposzas of
categorization we will talk about this temporal relationship through the use of the

terms, first- and second-generation programs, although these desi . .
; : esignations will, t
some degree, distort the intricacies of the proce’ss. d en i, to

THE GENERATIONAL FACTOR IN RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Of the residential programs, three (Vindicate Societ
_ . Vs, ARC, and Esperanza) were
fn'st-generatlor_l programs, and two (PORT and Florida Keys M’arine Institute) were
second-generation programs. Of course, within these groupings are a number of
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interesting and important patterns, especially with respect to variation, or lack of it,
in each of the categories.

i indi i in July of 1973 was a venture into
cceptance of clients by Vindicate Society in . sen
largelgl:;(?hart%d waters in New Jersey. Money. and planning were ?]51:31’& Zeg&?nénlg n;cgo)a[():i
channeled into deinstitution(alizati.zrﬁ prtojefr::s 1r;{ tgll'let si'tc:aggiec’{gg o juvenigle s
Anti-Crime grant program (especially to the e ; rteineed programe
major stimulus for the development of community

?;‘i?ll}ga) Zeffm; of ;lternative programs for various kn.qu. of Juven!le offenders were
funded in Newark simultaneously with the beginning of Vindicate Society.

i i i deavor and reflected the
tablishment of ARC was a first-generational enc _ ¢
impac-’{hoef jsérome Miller in his swing through threée nolrtt;Iern, machesr’:gxall :t:;zhs—o-éVI?;::e
inoi i i ange .
chusetts and Illinois being the other two—as a radical ¢ !  CaCh 08 ohose
i inti iti % rtain aspects of ¢ W
states he held a crucial appoeintive position overseeing ce : O hane
i these vantage points he attempte : >
in state governmental bureaugracy. jf"rom - O e the biate Juvanile
fundamental change in juvenile justice praf:tlces, namely, ; th ! e
i i t of community-based progra
reformatories and offering as an alternative a se hased programs
i jori i t youngsters. The response o
serving the vast majority of del.mqqen tors; Norin ted to the program’s
ARC to Miller's deinstitutionalization effox_'t in Pennsy I e et
in January of 1976. Although a first-generation pr ogram,
gi‘n ztggnggnlgﬁted frgm the learnings from the Massachusetts experiment several years
earlier.

i le of a pilot project
A first-generation program, Esperanza was also an example t
being lzuxalched -151 a state where se;'ious attempts ;co_demstltté‘gexl?ré%ltztﬁe%o;xtt:t :Sorrrle‘}(lee
i i i num .
tions had begun quite late in relation to deyelopmen sina : S it
twork did not begin unti ’
move to develop a broad-based altematlve_ ne di _unti e
i i funding) to the Division o \
LEAA's awarding an $800,000 grant (diseretionary the s
i i k of ecommunity-based program
Services for the purpose of constructing a networ ) _ S e
j ith ARC in Pennsylvania, those person
CATY project). Yet, as was the case Wlt. .
i i i s such as Esperanza were
were actually involved in the plannmg. of pilot program ! : D e
i i i they could readily build on the exp
to proceed with a sense of dmectmp, since 11d read: uild . Xperionces
i hich the deinstitutionalization mov
of programmers in other states_ nw : ooty 1o the eary
i f Jerome Miller was felt direetly i
begun much earlier. In fact, the 1‘mpact o) / e e i the cato
the Utah experiment, since he spent conmderg e ti '
iﬁﬁtggg with officia?s in DFS’ on the subject of developing an alternative network for
delinquent youngsters.

The two second-generation, residential programs (PORT qus' C_%rqlitp Horx:)ii aix;d
Florida Keys Marine Institute) were in some 1r1111[?o;t%n1(:i waygqtl)xelgi Si:lr\x/ltl)l?/l; c;nin tﬁei{'
art of large corporate umbrellas which had ear ) )

?gs?ecx;:‘: jll)xrisdic’cionsg in the arena of alternative programming té);l 1]u\{)%1§§ oﬁg %ngzt;sr;
i ora ’ ’
In the case of PORT Boys' Group Home, its sponsoring corp _ : .
i i initi duce alternative programming
founded in 1969 in the initial effort to intro e
I i he Boys' Group Hom¢ followed a fairly
Rochnester, Minnesota. The development of t ) 't oungstora - Likowive
dition of community-based programs for d.elmquen 'y .?- . <
i@;’(’gmltﬁvi; affiliated with a larger corporation, ‘Assocmte.d Ma:'ln:, i%’tézlxﬁ(rf&n‘q,gggaggg
operations at a time (1969) when the fl{'st experiments with 1
ggggamening for delinquents were being tested in Florida. Perhaps the most important
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departure for FKMI from previous AMI experiences was that it was the first residential
program developed within the framework of this umbrella,

In looking for patterns in this distribution of residential programs, one notes that
among the first-generation programs two (Vindicate Society and ARC) were grass-
roots, noncollaborative effort. Both of the second-generation programs (PORT Boys'

Group Home and Florida Keys Marine Institute) had been elite, collaborative
endeavors.

THE GENERATIONAL FACTOR IN NONRESIDENTIAL FROGRAMS

Of the nonresidential programs, two (Copper Mountain Mental Health Adolescent
Day Treatment Center and Transitional Center) were first-generation programs, and
four (Project Vision, Key Tracking Plus, Katahdin, and Viable Alternatives) were
second-generation programs. As was the case with the residential programs, inter-
esting variations occurred within the two generational groupings.

The appearance of Copper Mountain as a first-generation program in Utah
occurred essentially under the same cireumstances which led to the ereation of Espe-
ranza. To avoid redundaney, one can simply say that Copper Mountain was one of the
pilot programs funded by CATY in the first wave of deinstitutionalization efforts for
juvenile offenders in the state of Utah. Transitional Center represents another
endeavor (similar in this aspect to Copper Mountain and Esperanza) which started in
the vanguard of deinstitutionalization efforts in its own jurisdietion but was launched,
comparatively, quite late in terms of the evoiution of community-based programs
nationwide. In faet, Transitional Center, which was opened in June of 1978, is appar-

Parish. At the time of our site visit, the use of such programs for delinquents was
apparently not widespread in Louisiana.

Of the four nonresidential programs which were second generation in origins, two
(Katahdin and Key Tracking Plus) emerged in states (Minnesota and Massachusetts,
respeetively) which have developed national reputations as forerunners in the early
effots to develop community-based alternatives for juvenile offenders. Katahdin was-
developed in Minneapolis in 1978 in response to a perceived gap in community-based
services already in existence. In that loeality most alternative programming had been
designed to provide residential placement for delinquents. The appearance of Key
Tracking Plus as a second generation in Massachusetts' alternative programming
experiment resulted from a collaborative effort between the program's pearent

corporation and the Department of Youth Serviees with the goal of adding an innova-
tive element.

The two remaining nonresidential programs with second-generation origins
(Viable Alternatives and Project Vision) also arose in states (Florida and Connecticut,
respectively) where deinstitutionalization efforts can be traced to the end of the
1960s. These states were part of that group which were involved in the first wave of
deinstitutionalization experiments. In the case of Viable Alternatives, the parent
corporation was already operating six other community-based programs for delinquent
youngsters, representing a wide range of services and distinet offender populations.
The effort to develop such networking originated with the Department of Health and
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The development of Projeet Vision in New Haven,
cireumstance just cited in the discussion of Katahdin.

organizational actors that a gap in al
remedied with the creation of a day treatment prog
lation set the stage for Project Vision's emergence. Although a number of residential
alternatives for seriously delinquent youngs
program treating these kinds of offenders bu
homes had been designed. In this instance a very
ment Program) from the neighboring state of Massachusetts wa

implementation.

In looking at the genera
perspective of two other aspects of their origins
dichotomy and the elite/grass-roots dichotomy,
Of the two first-generation programs, Copper M
origins while Transitional Center was noncollaborative
second-generation programs, three (Project Vision,
Alternatives) were ecollaborative and elite in origins while the fourth program

y-based experiments as early as 1969.
Connecticut, was fied to a

The reeognition by various
ternative services existed and could best be
ram designed for a speecial popu-

ters had arisen in the local jurisdietion, no
t allowing them to remain in their own
early model (Community Advance-
s selected for

tional pattern of these nonresidential programs from the
: the collaborative/noncollaborative
we found the following distribution:
ountain was collaborative and elite in
and elite in origins. Of the four
Key Tracking Plus, and Viable

(Katahdin) was both noneollaborative and grass roots in origins.

COMPARISON OF FACTORS IN THE ORIGINS OF THE ELEVEN PROGRAMS

In looking at all eleven programs with re
variables in origins discussed to this point,

characteristies.

TABLE 8

speect to the distribution of the principal
one finds the following distribution of

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL CHARACTERISTICS
ACROSS THE GENERATIONAL FACTOR

First Generation

Second Generation

Total Number of Programs
Residential/Nonresidential
Dichotomy

Elite/Grass Roots
Dichotomy

Collaborative/Noneol-
laborative Dichotomy

5 programs

3 residential programs
2 nonresidential
programs

2 elite, collaborative
programs

2 grass roots, noneol-
laborative programs

1 elite, noncollabora-
tive program

6 programs

2 residential programs
4 nonresidential
programs

5 elite, collaborative
programs

1 grass roots, noncol-
laborative program
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Probably th.e most interesting aspect of this distribution of characteristies concerns
the patterning of the elite grass-roots and collaborative/noncollaborative dichotomies
across the genex:ational factor. Clearly, a wider range in combination of character-
isties oceurred in first-generation programs. Although the two elite, collaborative
effc_)rts in the first generation were divided into a residential (Esperanza) and a non-
residential program (Copper Mountain), both were alternatives launched in the state of
Utah. .In contrast, both of the grass-roots, noncollaborative efforts in the first
generation (Vindicate Society and ARC) were residential. In terms of second-
generation efforts, five programs were elite, collaborative efforts, and only one
program was a grass-roots, noncollaborative effort. Of the five collaborative efforts,
two were residential programs (PORT and Florida Keys Marine Institute—the only
residential programs in the second-generation grouping), and three were nonresidential
programs (Key Tracking Plus, Viable Alternatives, and Project Vision). The second-

gfeneration program which fell outside of both patterns (grass roots and noncollabora-
tive) was nonresidential (Katahdin).

. ‘Fix_lally, 1n discussing the origins of these programs from a generational perspec-
tive, it is cruclgl to realize that in most instances, whether the program was a first-or
second-generation effort, it was usually the only alternative designed for the serious
juvenile offender to have been introduced in its jurisdiction. This fact caused most
such efforts to have a pilot project aura about their emergence. Cnly in the case of
the development of two second-generation serious offender programs were there clear
antecgdents in }he local support environment, namely Katahdin in Minnesota and Key
Trackmg. Plgs in Massachusetts. Yet, the fact that both were nonresidential and
neces_sarlly mnm_/ative in nature also produced an air of experimentation about their
crea.tlon. Qertamly the lateness in emergence of all nonresidential programs points to
the innovative quality which must have characterized all of these efforts.

THE CATCHMENT AREA

The next variable to be examined from the realm of issues regarding these
programs’ env;rpnments and origins is the nature of the catehment area. In each
program we visited, we found, not surprisingly, the presence of guidelines governing
where clients could be drawn from. For our purposes we will label this as the formal
catehment area. Sometimes programs will receive clients from all parts of these
carefully Qelmeated zones of origin, but often, referrals are regularly received from
only certain parts. of the total catechment area. We are labeling this area of actual
referral as the primary service area. In the two following tables are presented the
nature of these arrangements foi both residential and nonresidential programs.

sttt 1
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TABLE 9

THE GEOGRAPHIC STRUCTURING OF REFERRALS:

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Primary Service Area

1.

Program Formal Catchment Area
Florida Keys Marine Dade and Monroe
Institute Counties

State of Utah

Dade County, espgcially
the Greater Miami Metro-
politan Area

Salt Lake City, Ogden,
5 ﬁsgnearsgza e and Provo
26 counties in The 8 coun.ties which have
3. ARC Central Pennsylvania been referring regularly
since 1978
indi i State of New Jerse Urban areas in New Jersey
#. Vindieate Soclety : Y outside of Essex County
(city of Newark)
i d County, espe-
. PORT Boys' Group Dodge Flllmore_, and O.Imstea C ’
° Home Y Olmstéad Counties cially the city of
Rochester
TABLE 10
THE GEOGRAPHIC STRUCTURING OF REFERRALS:
NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS
Program Formal Catchment Area Primary Service Area
j isi New Haven Count The Hill and Dixwell.
1. Project Vision 4 communities in the city
of New Haven
2. [Katahdin Hennepin County Inner city Minneapolis

Fmmme A s <
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TABLE 10 (Continued)

Program Formal Catchment Area Primary Service Area

3. Copper Mountain State of Utah Salt Lake County which

consists primarily of
Salt Lake City and Murray

4. Viable Alternatives Pinellas County The 10 square miles of

St. Petersburg surrounding
the program site

5. Key Tracking Plus Region I of DYS's

Statewide Organi-
zation (Western
Massachusetts)

Greater Springfield/Holyoke
Metropolitan Area

6. Transitional Center Jefferson Parish Jefferson Parish

THE FORMAL AREA: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

With respect to the size of the formal catechment areas, the residential programs
varied enormously. Two of the programs (Esperanza and Vindieate Society) had
mandates to aceept juvenile offenders from anywhere in their respective states of
Utah and New Jersey. ARC also possessed a large formal catechment area consisting of
twenty-six counties in eentral Pennsylvania. This area was isomorphie with the central
region of the state's Department of Publie Welfare, which exercised authority over
juvenile correctional facilities and programs. Florida Keys Marine Institute and PORT
Boys' Group Home had considerably smaller formal eatchment areas, with the former
theoretically drawing youngsters from Dade and Monroe Counties in south Florida and
the latter from Dodge, Fillmore, and Olmstead Counties in southeast Minnesota.

Each of the formal catehment areas for the five residential programs contained a
mix of urban and rural settings. Four of these programs (Esperanza in Salt Lake City,
ARC in Harrisburg, Vindicate Society in Newark, and PORT in Rochester) were
actually located within the city boundaries of the largest urban loeality in the formal
catchment area. The remaining program, Florida Keys Marine Institute, was located in
the city of Key West, but the largest metropolitan area from which clients were
drawn, the city of Miami, was located 160 miles north at the head of the Keys.

THE PRIMARY SERVICE AREA: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

None of the residential programs had primary service aress which corresponded
exactly with the formal catchment areas. In the case of the two programs which had
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statewide formal catechment areas (Esperanza and Vindicate Society), clients were
drawn overwhelmingly from a smaller set of geographical locations within these states.
Ninety percent of Esperanza's clients come from the cities of Salt Lake and Ogden,
and the remaining 10 percent came from the city of Provo. Most of the severely
delinquent Hispanie youths in Utah resided in these three urban areas. The vast
majority of Vindicate Society's clients come from urban settings in New Jgrsgy otl}er
than Essex County, which consists primarily of the city of Newark. ] This situation
represents a radical change from the initial geographical mix of elients frorp the
primary service area, which coincided closely with the referral pattern specified in the
definition of the formal catchment area. The original mix of clients consisted
approximately of 57 percent from Newark, 23 percent from elsewhere in Esseg (_3c?unty,
and 20 percent from elsewhere in New Jersey. Reasons behind a mgrked shift in the
primary service area will be discussed in more detail later in this section.

The remaining three residential programs, which had smaller formal gatchment
areas consisting of specified numbers of counties, tended to draw most clients frpm
only one or several areas within the larger county designations. For example, qurlda
Keys Marine Institute's primary service area consisted of only Dade County (especially
the Greater Miami Metropolitan Area) in spite of the fact that Monroe County had
been included in the formal catchment area. This divergence in referrals primarily
reflected the fact that the juvenile courts in Monroe County (consisting of all the
Florida Keys) adjudicated as delinquent only those youngsters whose cases were
extremely severe in terms of presenting offenses. Based upon the degree of
seriousness of these cases, most adjudicated juvenile offenders in Monroe County who
had been ecommitted to the custody of HRS were only eligible for placement in the
state's juvenile training sechool. This situation represents an example of regional values
and customary court practices affecting dramatically the structuring of the primary
service area of one of the programs in cur sample.

ARC's primary service area consists of those eight counties (Dauphin, Lancester,
Cumberland, Lehigh, York, Franklin, Lackawanna, and Centre) from which all clients
have been referred over the past several years (1978 to 1980). Prior to that time (1976
to 1978) a few clients had been drawn from some of the other counties in the formal
catehment area. Clients currently participating in the program come from a mix of
urban, small-town, and rural settings.

In the case of PORT, the primary service area is Olmstead County where the city

of Rochester is located. In faet, at the time of our site visit all clients had been
residents of Rochester prior to their placement in PORT.

THE FORMAL AREA: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

With respect to the size of the formal catechment areas, the nonresidential pro-
grams also varied enormously. Only one of the programs (Copper Mountain Adolescent
Day Treatment Center) had a mandate to accept clients from anywhere in the entire
state. In addition, only one of the programs (Key Tracking Plus) had a formal
catchment area designated as multicounty. This area corresponded to the boundaries
of Region I of DYS.
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The other four nonresidential programs possessed formal catchment areas con-
sisting of a single county (or, as in the case of Transition Center, its equivalent under
the Napoleonic code, the parish). The formal catchment area of Project Vision was
New Haven County; Katahdin's was Hennepin County; Viable 2 ‘%ernatives' was Pinellas
County; and Transitional Center's was Jefferson Parish. It i& {;nportant to note that
with the vast majority of the programs—both residential and nonresidential—the
defining unit for the catchment area is the county, a fact suggesting that in almost ail
programs the judicial machinery for processing delinquent youngsters was also defined
by county. Juvenile courts tend to be embedded in some apparatus of the county level
of government, although there are exceptions.

Formal catechment areas for only two (Copper Mountain and Key Tracking Plus)
of the six nonresidential programs contained a mix of urban and rural settings; in both
instances clients were referred to the programs from rural areas only on rare
occasions. The remaining four programs (Project Vision in New Haven, Katahdin in
Minneapolis, Key Tracking Plus in Springfield, and Transitional Center in the Greater
New Orleans Metropolitan Area) were located within the city boundaries of the largest
urban locality in the formal catchment arsa. It should be noted, however, that Transi-
tional Center is, technically, located in a satellite community of New Orleans directly
across the Mississippi River on "the West Bank." Demographically, this locality is

essentially identical with New Orleans with respect to violative behavior on the part of
juveniles. .

THE PRIMARY SERVICE AREA: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

None of the nonresidential programs had primary service areas which corre-
sponded exactly with the formal catchment areas although Transitional Center seemed
to draw clients from most of Jefferson Parish. This service area included neighbor-
hoods on both the east and west sides of the Mississippi River. Clients who were
coming from the east side of the river were eligible for participation, however, only if
they resided in those parts of the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan Area lying outside
of Orleans Parish, which contains most of the city proper. Of the other nonresidential
programs which possessed single-county formal catchment areas (Project Vision,
Katahdin, and Viable Alternatives), all seemed to draw their clients primarily from
small surrounding areas not extending more than several miles in radius. For example,
the primary service area for Project Vision is the Hill and Dixwell neighborhoods in the
city of New Haven. They are both economically deprived, inner-city areas lying side
by side, with the program's being located in the northwest sector of the Hill
community. In the case of Katahdin, the primary service area is two inner-city
neighborhoods on the near south side and north side of Minneapolis within several miles
of the location of the program. The primary service area for Viable Alternatives is the
ten-square-mile zcne of St. Petersburg surrounding the program.

The two remaining nonresidential programs which had larger formal catchment
areas (Copper Mountain and Key Tracking Plus) possessed primary service areas which,
in each instance, consisted of several urban localities. In the case of Copper Mountain,
clients were usually drawn from either Salt Lake City or Murray, Utah. In the case of
Key Tracking Plus, clients were usually drawn from Springfield or Holyoke. These two

localities were contiguous and together constituted the Greater Springfield/Holyoke
Metropolitan Ares.

.
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COMPARISON OF FORMAL CATCHMENT AREAS AND PRIMARY

SERVICE AREAS FOR THE ELEVEN PROGRAMS

In comparing the total array of programs With respect to theff%rmale :ﬁgﬂrﬁzril;
area, one quickly discerns a striking pattern. With the exception acil ggph O er
and i{ey Tracking Plus, the nonresidential pr:%gri{rﬁ t;gcg‘g, nfsyplcThgs’ Lo have St the

hment areas than did the residen ! . : 1
fi?ggfblutci:g;cin size of catehment area across the two major program types is shown in

the following table.
TABLE 11

SIZE OF FORMAL CATCHMENT AREA

Scale of Referral Residential Program Nonresidential Programs
Statewide 1. Esperanza . 1. Copper Mountain
2. Vindicate Society
Multicounty 1. Florida Keys Marine 1. Key Tracking Plus
Institute
2. ARC
3. PORT
Single County 1. Project Vision
ingle

2. Katahdin .
3. Viable Alternatives
4. Transitional Center

The pattern is perfectly logical when one considers the fact that clients for non-

residential programs have to commute daily between their homes and the program asv

opposed to clients of residential programs who have no travel problems.

In looking at all eleven programs with respeet to the size of the primary service
area, one sees the following distribution.

-64-~

TABLE 12

SIZE OF PRIMARY SERVICE AREA

Scale of Referral Residential Programs Nonresidential Programs

Statewide 1. Vindicate Society

Multicounty 1. Esperanza 1. Copper Mountain

2. ARC

Single County 1. Florida Keys Marine 1. Key Tracking Plus
Institute 2. Transitional Center

Smaller Units 1. Project Vision

(such as imme-~ 2. Katahdin

diate neighbor- 3. Viable Alternative

hoods)

The nonresidential programs tended, typically, to have smaller primary service areas
than did the residential programs. Furthermore, in the case of the primary service
area the size of the referral zone was even smaller for the nonresidential programs. In

half of these programs the referral zone consisted of those neighborhoods immediately
surrounding or within several miles of the program site.

A final substantive comment concerning these matters of formal catechment/pri-
mary service areas must be made. Only in the case of one program, Vindicate Society,
did a marked change occur in the dimensions of the primary service area between the
time of the program's founding and our site visit. This change alluded to earlier seems
to have been the result of a dispute between the program's administrators and juvenile
justice officials from Essex County; the dispute led to the program's not receiving

referrals from its own home base of Newark. The original mandate, consequently,
seems largely unrealizable,

FISCAL ISSUES IN PROGRAM PLANNING AND OPEEATION

The next set of variables to be compared across both residential and nonresi-
dential programs are derived from the sphere of program start-up and operation
related to fiscal affairs. Variables which will be examined include (1) annual operating
budgets, (2) sources of funding, and (3) publie/private status of programs.
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THE ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET

First in this set of variables is the annual operating budget. Wheng:fc' pg;ixl;l:s,'

we will present the operating budgets folrl- the cglindggﬁz::é :rf ;1?;7383111;(: tha a3171 ar was
A ine in data :
selected as our prinecipal temporal basg ne in _ g o irelude per oo
i isi i inati budgets will be extende
site visits. This examination of operating ; : s of the toa Lo
i i 3 the comparative costs ;
costs. In this way one can gain some sense o . e o te. Glver o
ith respect to the rate of expendltux.'e or in L th

gvfid%'o‘%‘;grgéovy in nullanber of clients served by different programs, that analysis is
essential.

Residential Programs

iation i idential programs both in
is a broad range of variation in the costs of resi : progra i
termsTgt? r§)t1§1aannual buggets and per diem expenditures. This variation is shown in
the following table.

TABLE 13

ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Yearly Budget Per Diem
Program for 1979 Costs
1. PORT Boys' Group Home $ 52,360 $23.05
2. Esperanza Para Manana $ 100,000 $36.00
3. ARC $ 240,667 $80.00
.62

4. Florida Keys Marine $ 254,711 $40

Institute

0.00

5. Vindicate Society $ 530,000 $3

i i indiecator of how expensive an
i r diem cost is the most acceurate indiea ) <
?ﬁggﬁdﬁzl program is, ARC was, by fgr, the_tmos'; costli% g:s;gsgﬁlzldpgggxg
isited. Given the number and intensity of serv .
gz?og‘:r;m, this fact is not surprising. The per diem costs in the other four
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residential programs varied only by a total of

expensive and Florida Keys Marine Institute being the most expensive next to ARC,

Nonresidential Programs

As was the case with the set of residential programs,
variation in the costs of nonresidential programs both in ter

and per diem expenditures. This variation is shown in the following table.

TABLE 14

ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS'

Yearly Budget Per Diem

Program for 1979 Costs
1. Projeet Vision $ 84,500 $ 4.22
2. Viable Alternatives $ 93,776 $ 6.93
3. Xatahdin $ 123,800 $42.00
4. Transitional Center $ 142,739 $24.00
5. Key Tracking Plus $ 185,000 $42.00
6. Copper Mountain $ 210,000 $31.94

In terms of per diem costs, Katahdin and Key Tracking Plus were the most expensive
nonresidential programs, a not surprising faet given the range of services offered by
these programs. Of the total set of six nonresidential programs, two (Project Vision
and Viable Alternatives) had extraordinarily low per diem costs. In the case of Viable
Alternatives, this could be explained in large part by the fact that a number of
services were made available to clients free of charge from other programs in the

ervices Program Ine., operating out of the
ect Vision, it is difficult to understand how
1d be provided with a very intense level of

same facility. However, in the case of Proj
a severely delinquent client population eou
services at such a low per diem cost,

$17.57 with Port being the least

there is a broad range of
ms of total annual budgets
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SOURCES OF FUNDING

The next budgetary variable to be e:gamined i§ sources of funf(‘htr‘lfr;di;% giz;m:ag}t;

this variable we are concerned primarily with the prineipal sourcle] ouxillary g for each

f the eleven programs during the calendar year of 1979, although a Fy Souroes o

(f) d'e will also be noted. In addition, we will explore the extent to whlc nd the
wu;ysmii which the principal sources of funding for these programs have change

their inceptions.

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

During 1979, three (Florida Keys Marine Institiute,.ARC, and Viridicz;cli i?cslf;%z;
of the five residential prog'rams(were supp)orted p;;xgg:;ley(i bt{) tsaoligetﬁr?)glgh O ate
;i ile one program (Esperanza) was supp '
gx?;x?:,r u;lneél th‘gl:'emaining? or%e (PORT) was suppogtedpggir?:é'lg‘ ggr:g :g%r;gg[ IofW Elhse gggl:;agl
nt. Of the state government-sy » FKN i
ggggg gx?lvr:;?:?; by the Florida Department of Health and Rehabl(ljltatltve gggécest,‘
whieﬁ provided 77 percent ($196,127) of the total bud_ggt; the ; %I:JI;:O}:‘S o ided
Education paid 16 percent ($40,754) of the total, and private fczr;{ 1(-:1 utors provided
7 percent ($17,830) of the total through donations. ‘In the case o 1, Li)a g
se[x)'vfice arranéement with the eight counties in central Pennfsy :ilfm oot
e Fomsyivanic Dopariment of Public Welfare relmoursed these counties for 75 per.
ia Department of Public We thes e
22?11-Pilflnigi‘;ran::ists,pso that state government was the prlpm{:al so?rcgegf Ifr;g?:;s!
Durfng 1979, the state's share amounted to $180,500. The third ;.tgtt_a;nur;f Yguth - é
Vindicate Society, received $480,000 from the New Jersey WISclame e oeouth and
Family Services out of a total budgeiii ocf] gggodggo.antsiriﬁgeéost;?; e e B
ivate foundations, which supplie ,000, °
ig;anl%n?rrslgd the program ir; the amount of $30,000 for meals served to clients.

ini ted entirely by a grant
remaining programs, Esperanza was suppor

from 8]£‘.Atgeir§“:;?1e amountgof $100,006. This money had bgen chaqnﬁlzq tl;::glztttg
state planning agenecy to the Utah Division of Family Services, whic l'spthe am e
the program through the mechanism of CATY. 'In t1.979,fEsgr>:_a;ﬁntzhae ggastclangovernment
s three-yesr LEAA grant upon the expiration of whi :
S\fr\r‘i:x[ic? fh?:e to m"{ake some decision abolt)xzz) R\crrhether Jgp g‘?e dtgri?gzsaﬁirg :vrilsh gzig i r?g

. last residential program, , Was sup C
g:gf;ggf abyT’c};li Olmstead County Departmenlti: gf $igc§2]b Set"rvl:gei.e mgilrlx?ngf fﬁn ;c]clﬁg}

360 in 1979, this agency supplie 8,360. ; :
gzdog;ot, zgrr?es 2f’rom state gc;vernment through the Minnesota Community Corrections
’

Act.

Among the five residential programs, three .(ARC, Vind.ics.xte Sos:iety,os;.lnedol?‘s%:
ranza) had been funded by LEAA grants at the time ”of t.helr.mcep.tlor}. ndeg b the
rograms (Esperanza), which is quite new (March 1978) is Stlnbbeﬁ%%; Auwere Dy e
[i'?ederal government. The other two prograrr;s pt;e\gogslls; é‘tll{r}g:crll : 3; Doridn Kaps Marine
agencies of state government. In con rast, bot ;
lIlnpstbii,utg havs continued to be supported by their original funding sources.

G-
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NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

During 1979, five (Transitional Center, Viable Alternatives, Copper Mountain,
Katahdin, and Project Vision) of the six nonresidential programs were supported
primarily through federal, LEAA funding, and the remaining program (Key Tracking
Plus) was supported totally through funding from an agency of state government. Of
the LEAA-supported programs, Transitional Center was operating on the second year
of a three-year grant. Of the total budget of $142,739 in 1979, LEAA provided
$79,437; state government provided matching funds in the amount of $50,326; and

»976 in matching funds. Viable Alternatives was receiving
$74,476 from LEAA out of a total budget of $93,776. The County Juvenile Welfare
Board provided matching funds in the amount of $3,800; the County Board of Education
provided $12,000 in in-kind teaching services; and CETA supplied $3,500. Federal,
LEAA monies were only available for the program through the end of 1979, and in 1980

state planning ageney to the Utah Division of Family Services. In a budget of $210,000
the LEAA grant provided 77 percent ($161,700) of the total; the county mental health
system provided matching funds in the amount of $8,400; and the State Board of
Edueation provided $40,000. Likewise, Katahdin was being supported primarily by an
LEAA grant. This grant provided approximately 99 percent ($118,334) of the total
budget of $123,000. The remainder of the funding came from small donations from
individuals, fund raisers, and private foundations. In 1979, Projeet Vision was also
being supported primarily by an LEAA grant. In the second year of a three-year grant,
federal monies amounted to $54,000 in a total budget of $84,500. The city of New
Haven provided $19,000 in matehing funds which came from the Community
Development Act, another federal granting program. A local private source, the New
Haven Foundation, provided $12,500 to pay the salary of one teacher.

The one nonresidential program supported by funding other than federal was Key
Tracking Plus. This program received its entire operating budget from a purchase-of-

service arrangement with an agency of state government, the Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Youth Services. This budget amounted to $189,000 in 1979.

Sinee the nonresidential programs as a group had emerged quite recently, most
(Key Tracking Plus being the only exception) were still being funded by the same
source, namely the federal government, as at their inception. Important decisions
about the future funding of these programs will occur within several years following
the expiration of the LEAA grants. In fact, one program (Viable Alternatives) had
already been foreed to close onee LEAA monies were no longer available.

PUBLIC/PRIVATE STATUS OF PROGRAMS

The last fiseal variable to be examined is the public/private status of these
programs. In looking at this variable, we will be especially concerned about whether
the programs are autonomous organizations or are part of larger, umbrella operations.
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RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

All five of the residential programs are private, nonprofit corporations. In
addition, four (PORT Boys' Group Home, Florida Keys Marine Institute, Esperanza Para
Manana, and ARC) of the five programs are part of a larger corporate umbrella. In the
case of one of these programs, Florida Keys Marine Institute, this affiliation is with a
quite large, statewide corporation, Associated Marine Institutes. The remaining three
programs which operate under larger organizational umbrellas (PORT Boys' Group
Home under the auspices of the PORT Programs Inc., Esperanza Para Manana under
the auspices of the Institute of Human Resource Development, ARC Residential
Treatment at Woodlawn under the auspices of Alternative Rehabilitative Communities)
are part of corporations currently operating only in the local communities in whieh
these programs are located. None are operating as part of a system on the scale of
Associated Marine Institutes in Florida.

NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Five (Key Tracking Plus, Copper Mountain Adolescent Day Treatment Center,
Viable Alternatives, Katahdin, and Project Vision) of the six nonresidential programs
are private, nonprofit corporations. Only Transition Center, which operates under the
auspices of the Jefferson Parish Juvenile Court, is a public agency. Of the five
privately operated nonresidential programs, three (Key Tracking Plus, Viable Alter-
natives, and Project Vision) are part of a larger corporate umbrella. In the case of one
of these programs, Key Tracking Plus, this affiliation is with a quite large, statewide
corporation, Key Program Inc. The other two programs which operate under larger
organizational umbrellas (Viable Alternatives under the auspices of Juvenile Services
Program Ine. and Project Vision under the auspices of the New Haven Boys' Clubs Ine.)
are part of corporations currently operating only in the local communities in which
these programs are located. Neither is operating as part of a system on the scale of
Key Program Ine. The two primarily operated nonresidential programs which are not
part of a larger corporate umbrella are Copper Mountain and Katahdin. It should be
noted that the organizational formal for Copper Mountain is unique among all eleven
programs. Although the principal contractor is Copper Mountain Mental Health
Services (a public ageney), the collaboration which involves several other agencies as
subeontraetors is handled as a private enterprise.

CCOMPARISON OF FISCAL ISSUES ACROSS THE ELEVEN PROGRAMS

It is significant to note that out of a total of eleven programs start-up funding
for eight of them (Vindicate Society, Esperanza Para Manana, ARC, Transitional
Center, Viable Alternatives, Copper Mountain, Katahdin, and Projeet Vision) had come
from federal, LEAA grant programs. In the case of the other three programs, two of
them (Florida Keys Marine Institute and Key Tracking Plus) were parts of larger,
statewide corporations which had already been engaged in providing alternative
programming for delinquent youngsters for several years. The third program (PORT
Boys' Group Home) was part of a local service umbrella, PORT Programs Inc., which
itself had been launched some years earlier partially with federal monies. Although
the fate of many of these programs is still unclear due to the current finanecial pinech in
funding human service activities throughout the U.S., the role of the federal
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government as a catalyst in promoting the establishment of ecommunity-based
alternatives for serious juvenile offenders is clearly evident.

Equally important in the financial structuring of these programs is the faet that
ten of the eleven programs were initiated as private, nonprofit efforts. This feature is
consistent with most sentiments expressed in professional and academic cireles about
the kind of auspices offering the best chances for success in treating this difficult
delinquent population. These recommendations favoring private sponsorship and
operation argues that a higher level of innovation and personal commitment usually
oceurs in such settings. In the case of the one program which operated in the public
domain, Transitional Center, conscious efforts had been made by the parent agency,
Jefferson Parish Juvenile Court Services, to avoid much of the organizational red tape
and staffing constraints usually associated with eivil service guidelines and regulations.
An attempt had been made to retain the flexibility often characterizing private sector
activities.
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CHAPTER V

CLIENT MOVEMENT INTO PROGRAMS: SOURCES OF REFERRAL,
INTAKE CRITERIA, AND CLIENT PROFILES

A number of factors play roles in the movement of youngsters into community-
based programs for serious juvenile offenders. In this section of the report we will
examine three distinet sets of such factors. First, there are those actors, usually
organizational in nature, which are located in the jurisdictions of these programs and
serve as primary referral sources. Usually, when referral is made by such an actor, the
client enters the program with a specified legal status denoting the nature of his/her
relationship with the referral source. Second, there are frequently a set of intake
criteria, more or less precisely expressed, which indicate what kind of clients the
program has been designed to serve. Statutory guidelines defining whiech youthful
offenders are to be retained for treatment in the juvenile justice system play a major
role in shaping such criteria. Third, there are client profiles which reveal what
categories of juvenile offenders in terms of age, gender, race, and eriminal behavior
are actually moving into these programs.

SOURCES OF REFERRAL: REFERRING AGENCIES
AND LEGAL STATUSES QF CLIENTS

In addressing the general topic of sources of referral, one encounters two distinet
though clearly related issues crucial to any discussion of these matters. The first and
more obvious is the nature of the referring agencies. In those jurisdictions where the
eleven programs were located, individual/multiple organizational actors regularly
channeled to them juvenile offenders over whom they held legal responsibility.

Depending upon the specifice jurisdietion, such organizational actors might operate at
the loeal, county, or state level.

The second issue of concern in the referral process is the legal status of these
juvenile offenders with respect to the particular actor who is working the program
referral. In the case of each offender, this designated status is supposedly an objective
refleetion of the behaviors leading to his/her formal processing in the system. This
factor of legal status is often informative about the relative severity of delinquent
behavior among offenders participating in these programs.

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Among the five residential programs, two (Florida Keys Marine Institute and
ARC) receive referrals from a single source, while three (PORT, Vindicate Society,
and Esperanza) receive them from muitiple sources. (In referring to single and
multiple sources of referral, we are primarily concerned with distinguishing between
different types of referral sources. For example, if a program is receiving clients
from several juvenile courts and nowhere else within the larger jurisdiction, we would
classify this as a single source of referral.)
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Amongst our residential programs, one (ARC) is an example of this kind of
situation. ARC currently receives clients from juvenile courts in eight different
counties of the central Pennsylvania region from which it is legally authorized to
accept referrals. All juveniles referred to ARC have been adjudicated delinquent and
placed on probation, with entry into the program being a court-imposed condition.
This court order can result from two sets of cirecumstances: first, direct referral of
the client to ARC at point of disposition, or second, referral to ARC after the client
has failed to adjust in one or two other community-based placements. Failure to
adjust at ARC usually results in commitment to a secure treatment unit.

The other program having a single source of referrals (Florida Keys Marine
Institute) received clients only from the regional office (representing Monroe and Dade
Counties) of Distriet 11 of the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services. All juveniles referred to FKMI have been adjudicated delinquent and
ecommitted by the juvenile court to the custody of HRS. HRS places them in FKMI as
an alternative to incarceration in the state training school. As an autonomous youth
authority, HRS has the right to exercise this discretion.

All three of our residential programs accepting referrals from multiple sources
receive clients from two prinecipal sources. PORT accepts most of its clients from
juvenile courts (in Dodge, Fillmore, and Olmstead Counties) and from the Olmstead
County Department of Social Services. On very rare ocecasions youngsters are referred
to the program by school officials or parents. At the time of our site visit no one with
this status was participating in the program.

Juveniles entering PORT via the courts had all been adjudicated delinquent,
placed on probation, and ordered to participate in the program as an alternative to
incarceration. In contrast, youngsters referred by the Department of Social Services
had rarely been charged with serious offenses; in fact, they had usually engaged in
various misbehaviors such as truancy, ungovernability, and runaway, qualifying them as
status offenders. This kind of offender is referred to the program because soecial
service caseworkers were having trouble maintaining them in their own homes and
PORT Boys' Group Home was an available resocurce.

Ideally, PORT aimed for a mix of approximately 75 percent juvenile court and
25 percent social service referrals. However, during 1979, the ratio of admissions was
almost the opposite. Out of a total of twenty-three youngsters admitted that year,
sixteen had been sent to PORT by socisl services and only seven had been sent by the
juvenile court. This reversal suggests an important change of referral policies with
major implieations for the kind of clients participating in the program. The client
population appears to be much "softer" in terms of committing offenses than before,
thereby raising question as to whether the program actually qualifies as a serious
offender program at this time.

Vindicate Society also aceepis referrals from two prineipal sources. The vast
majority of those accepted come from juvenile courts throughout New Jersey outside
Essex County. (This peculiarity of exeluding the program's home county has already
been discussed.) The other source is the State Department of Corrections.

With only a few exceptions, youths entering the program are placed there as a
result of a court order and are on probationary status. They have been adjudicated
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delinquent, placed on a suspended commitment status by the judge, and sent t.o
Vindicate Society in lieu of incarceration. The other principal group participating in
the program is made up of parolees from various state correctional facilities still
legally under commitment status to the Department of Corrections.

There are several exceptions to these patterns of referral to Vindicate Society,
but they involve only very small numbers of clients. First, there are a small numt'{eg' of
preadjudication cases placed in the program by the courts while awaiting disposmor};
these youngsters have all been charged with serious offenses. Individuals from this
group frequently remain at Vindicate if adjudieated delinquent. Second, a small
number of youths in the program had initially been processed through the courts as
status offenders. They were adjudicated as JINS (Juveniles in Need of Supervision)
cases and placed in Vindicate because they lacked satisfactory home settings. In most
instances, they had had extensive contact with law enforcement agencies and were
thought to be in need of close supervision. Finally, an extremely small number of
youngsters are referred directly by their parents, school officials, and welfare worker§.
These youths must be involved in misconduct of a sufficient degree to warrant their
placement in a residential facility. As part of their referral process to Vindicate, they
are first directed to the juvenile court and are placed by the court on a conditional
probationary status.

Without exception, all offenders entering the program fall under the custodian-
ship of the Division of Youth and Family Services, the state agency responsible for
administering child welfare. Most youngsters referred to Vindicate are already under
the jurisdiction of this agency. In cases of youths of whom this is not true, at the point
of adjudication youths are placed under the custody of DYFS as a precondition for
placement in Vindiecate. This step is mandatory, since the program relies almost
entirely on DYFS funds and can accept only clients who are legally in DYFS custody.

In the case of Esperanza, the two sources of referral are the juvenile courts,
which are responsible for referring most clients, and the Division of Family Services
(DFS), which refers a smaller number of clients from the Youth Develdpment Center
(YDC), the state training school.

Youngsters who are placed in this program enter under a number of different
legal statuses but have all been adjudicated delinquent. Among those entering from
the courts are youths who have been so adjudicated and sent to Esperanza with a
"suspended commitment" to YDC. Another group from the courts have been
adjudicated delinquent, placed on "stayed commitment" to YDC and sent to Esperanza.
The principal difference is that in the case of "siayed commitment" if a subsequent
offense is committed, the youth ean be sent directly to YDC without another court
hearing being required. Offenders tend to be given a "stayed commitment" status for
community-based placement when the judge feels there is a reasonable chance of
continued criminal misconduet on the part of the youth. Other types of court referrals
to the program include "short-term commitments" to YDC for observation and place-
ment as part of regular probation supervision. This range of legal statuses under which
youngsters are referred by the courts represents a highly calibrated system for
assessing rehabilitative possibilities. =~ The major practical consequence is that
offenders with various kinds of behavioral problems and offense histories are referred
to Esperanza.
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Youngsters who have been committed to the custody of the Division of Family
Services and who enter Esperanza after serving a regular ("long-term") commitment to
YDC enter the program as part of their parole obligation and are still under the legal
custody of DFS.

As a group, the residential programs—with the possible exception of PORT Boys'
Group Home—seem to be serving primarily as community-~based alternatives to
incarceration. The vast majority of youngsters entering these programs have been
adjudicated delinquent and in many cases appear to be prime candidates for placement
in state training schools. It also seems that some of the residential programs are
seeking a blend in the client population which includes quite serious as well as minor
cases. More details about specific mixes in chronicity, severity of individual offenses,
and overall arrest histories will be presented in the section of the report in which we
examine client profiles in particular programs.

NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Among the six nonresidential programs, three (Key Tracking Plus, Viable
Alternatives, and Transitional Center) receive referrals from a single source and three
(Copper Mountain, Katahdin, and Project Vision) receive them from multiple sources.
In Key Tracking Plus, all youths are referred by the Department of Youth Services
(DYS), which has placement responsibilities for all youngsters adjudicated delinquent
by the juvenile court and committed to its custody. All youngsters referred to Key
Tracking Plus have been adjudicated delinquent, committed to the custody of DYS, and
sent to the program as an alternative to placement in a secure treatment unit.

All youths referred to Viable Alternatives have been placed there by the regional
office (responsible for Pinellas County) for Distriet 5 of the Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services. Technically, these youngsters are still under the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court-—given their legal statuses—but under the Florida system HRS
has responsibility for placement. This point will become clearer in the following
disecussion of the legal statuses of this elient population.

All offenders participating in Viable Alternatives have been adjudicated
delinquent by the court. They have been placed in the program either on a "suspended

. commitment"” or a regular probationary status with subsequent felony charge.

Although answerable to the court for their conduct, these youngsters are handled by
HRS for purposes of placement. As an autonomous youth authority, HRS participates
in a wide range of activities associated with all aspects of the juvenile justice system
in the state. Among these activities is management of the probation services, a
funection often carried by the courts.

As wards of the court, youngsters in Viable Alternatives will only become
officially tied to HRS if they are apprehended for another serious charge. Thus,
although they are deeply involved with the justice system, youths in this program have
not formally penetrated that system as far as have those youths participating in the
other Florida program in our sample, Florida Keys Marine Institute, where they have
been actually committed to the custody of HRS.
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i d by the Jefferson
Youths entering Transitional Center haye all beeq referre
Parish Juvenile Court. As a publie vendor designed espec§a11y for the use of the court
services of Jefferson Parish and falling under its auspices, Transitional Center Is
readily accessible to its sole referral source.

i i judi i t by the court,
All clients entering the program have bfee;n adjpdlcated delinquent b
placed on probation, and court ordpered to participate in the program. A unique f‘eature
in this situation is that parents are legally obliga_ted .to cooperate with the program
staff during the period of their children's participation in the program.

Among the three programs having multiple referral sources, Katahdin has the
widest rangi of possible sogrces, although for practical purposes the programt delyi)entc;s
upon two prineipal sources. The Hennepin County Juvenile Court refers most ¢ tgn S,
while a much smaller number enter from the Minnesota Department of Corrections.
An extremely small number of clients came from two other sources: (111 lnfrar:
situations, a parent, a school official, or a youth al.ready in the program \mf re a].ir :
potential client to Katahdin, and (2) in a similar fashion, a small pumber of referrals o
youths believed clearly in need of tighter controls and more intense treatment arc—;
channeled to the program by caseworkers with tpc_e Hennepin County Department o
Public Welfare when youths are under their supervision.

ouths coming from the court, some have been adjudicated deL.lnquent,
given C;f 'g};;idy commitmen%:," placed on probation,.an.d referred‘ to Katahdin as an
alternative to incarceration; others have been adjudicated dghnquent? plag_e'd on
regular probationary status, and referred to the program by _then' probation o dl(!&["f.
Adjudieated offenders referred by the Depar?ment gf. Cox"rec.tlons are legally uIz:l :ﬁ its
custody and are on parole status during their participation in the program. tcise
mueh rarer instances when referrals have been made b}{ parents, .schools, or other
program participants, clients have no legal status attaching them In any v.vaszl\7 tcifthg
juvenile justice system. Likewise, referrals from the Department of Public We art
have not had, in many cases, official court contact. However, all.referrals must mee
the program's intake criteria (this issue will be explored later in this report).

iect Vision received the vast majority of its referrals (70 p_ereent) from the
New Igg?lleen County Juvenile Court. The remaining 30 pergent of clients are sgn@ by
the loeal offices of the Connecticut Department of C_h}ldrerg and Ycuth Services
(DCYS). However, this last group of clients must be divided into two groups since
referrals come from two separate divisions of the department. This referral pattern
oceurs because DCYS is responsible for child welfare as well gs youth corrections In
the state.

-oungsters entering the program from the court have been a.d]udlc_atfed
delinqurxggi? pylageg on “probatioﬁ with l;pegc;l;al condition," _and .referred to Project Vision
as an alternative to inearceration. Of the you“chs. coming into the program thrnugt}
DCYS, some (20 percent of all clients) are juveniles who are under the custody o
DCYS as a result of being officially labeled dependent, abused, or n.eglec"ced.. If these
wards of the state exhibit delinquent behaviors and meet the admission .crlterla. for the
program but have not been referred to court for their ecurrent misbehavior, their DCYS
workers can refer them directly to Project Vision. Othgs' youngsters entering the
program via DCYS (approximately 10 percent of the total in the program) have bggn
adjudicated delinquent, have been committed to the custody of DCYS and placed in
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Long Lane, the state's training school. As part of their parole plan, they are referred
to Project Vision as a condition of parole.

In the case of Copper Mountain, the referral system is the same as that described
above for Esperanza (both programs being CATY community-based alternatives). Both
receive clients from two primary sources, but the process involves a variety of legal
statuses for clients. Most referrals are made by the juvenile court, with a much
smaller number of clients entering the program from the Division of Family Services.

Again, much the same pattern of legal statuses of clients in the program exists
here as in Esperanza. One can simply note that the statuses of youths entering from
the courts include a YDC suspended commitment, a YDC stayed commitment, a
subsequent disposition following a short-term commitment to YDC for observation,

and regular probationary supervision. Those entering from DFS are on parole status
following release from YDC.

As a group, the nonresidential programs seem to serve client populations which
could be characterized as severely delinquent, at least in terms of the legal statuses of
the clients. Four of the programs (Key Tracking Plus, Transitional Center, Copper
Mountain, and Viable Alternatives) accept only youngsters who have been adjudicated
delinquent and are required to participate. In each instance, the next step in
processing would be further penetration into the system and commitment to secure
treatment, or for those on parole status, a return to training school. In the two
remaining programs (Project Vision and Katahdin), the majority of clients have been
adjudicated. In the case of Project Vision, 80 percent of the referrals have been
adjudicated (70 percent from the courts and 10 percent from the Department of
Corrections). In addition, the majority of those coming from the courts have been
placed on a special probationary status, "probation with special conditions," and are
clearly referred as an alternative to incarceration. Likewise, in the case of Katahdin
most clients come from the juvenile court and have been adjudicated delinquent.
Within this group of court referrals are two categories of legal statuses, "stayed
commitment" and regular probation. The former represents those youngsters who are
being referred to the program as a last step before incarceration.

COMPARISON OF SOURCE OF REFERRAL ISSUES ACROSS ALL PROGRAMS

When considering the kind of delinquent populations being served by both
residential and nonresidential programs, ocne might suppose the chances are much
greater that serious juvenile offenders would be found in residential settings. Partly,
this assumption reflects the fact that in residential treatment the level of control and
supervision which could be exercised over all facets of the lives of clients can be much
greater. In faet, the probability of finding any such offenders in day treatment
settings was quite low until relatively recent years. However, as we have just pointed
out, it appears that at present the nonresidential programs in our sample are roughly
equivalent—at least in terms of the legal statuses of clients—to the residential

programs we visited. Ironieally, the program serving the least severe population in
terms of legal status is a residential program, PORT Boys' Group Home.

) Another rather different issue which should be commented upon in terms of the
entire set of programs is the extent to which they provide services for parolees. The
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fact that the referral eligibility for some of these programs frequently extends to
youngsters who have already been placed in secure treatment settings and are
preparing to be reintegrated into the community causes such programs to provide "add-
on," as contrasted with alternative services. This type of referral occurs in both kinds
of programs within our sample: Vindicate Society and Esperanza among the residential
programs; Katahdin, Project Vision, and Copper Mountain among the nonresidential
programs. Although this referral policy obviously increases the level of severity of the
delinquent populaticns being served, such practices do not technically qualify as
alternative programming. An analysis of the performance of this group of clients
would be extremely informative although outside the scope of the present study.

INTAKE CRITERIA: AGE SPECIFICATIONS, LEGISLATIVE
GUIDELINES, AND ADMISSION STANDARDS

An examination of any set of criteria used to specify who is eligible for
participation in a particular juvenile offender program must take into consideration
two factors which always play some role in defining who can be officially labeled as a
juvenile offender in that setting. These factors, both external to the operation of any
program but instrumental in determining the structure of admissions, are: (1) the ages
defining a youth at risk for processing in the juvenile justice system, and (2) those
statutes (commonly referred to as serious offender legislation) which enable/require
youths who would otherwise be labeled as juvenile offenders to be processed in the
criminal justice system.

THE AGE FACTOR

That aspect of age of greatest interest in talking about serious juvenile offender
programming is the upper age limit for defining a youth as a delinquent in a particular
jurisdiction. As we pointed out earlier in this report (see p. 16 of The Serious Juvenile
Offender: Statutory Concerns, Definitional Issues, and Ineidence), violent behavior
among adolescents tends to be concentrated in the upper age ranges of delinquent
populations. Exactly how the age limit is set in the various jurisdictions in which
serious juvenile offender programs are located will determine, to some extent, the kind
of offender population eligible for participation in these programs.

TABLE 15

MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM AGES FOR JUVENILE COURT JURISDICTION

State Minimum Age Maximum Age

1. Connecticut No specified lower age limit; 16th birthday
possible for 7 year olds to
be adjudicated
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TABLE 15 (Continued)

State _ Minimum Age Maximum Age

2. Louisana Traditionally, the 10th birth- 17th birthday
day; recent legislation has
removed this lower limit

3. Massachusetts Lower age limit is Tth 17th birthday
birthday

4. Minnesota 13th birthday for adjudication; 18th birthday
cannot be detained until 14th
birthday

5. New Jersey No specified lower age limit; 18th birthday
customary is_ 10th birthday

6. Pennsylvania 10th birthday is legal limit; 18th birthday
customary is 12th birthday

7. Utah No specified lower age limit; 18th birthday
customary is 12th birthday

8. Florida 10th birthd{ay is legal limit; 18th birthday for
customary is 12th birthday initial entrance;

19th birthday for
previous adjudica-
tion

Most jurisdictions (five, in which eigh% of our eleven program
as the upper age limit, the 18th birthday. Twa jurisdictionsp(twgo prosg;v:rl;lz %ﬁctffa% :2’:
tlzgl?th birthday as the upper age limit, and only one jurisdiction (one program)
utilized ‘the 16th bn'thday as the upper age limit. With the possible exeeption of
Connecticut, all o_f these J_urlsdietions retain authority over older juvenile offenders up
to an age wheq v101_ent crime has become a widespread form of eriminal miseonduet
oceurring at quite high rates in comparison with other age groups. ’

THE STATUTORY FACTOR

In every state, the nature of the legal code wi ining j i
e, ) with respect to defining juvenile
ot:_tinders and speeifying the procedures for processing them is crueial in de%:.eerining
which serious offenders are retained under the jurisdietion of the juvenile court and
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which are transferred/waived to the criminal courts for prosecution. Especially
important to the fate of the serious juvenile offender are those parts of such codes
which specify the circumstances under which extraordinary measures may/must be
taken in their processing.

Traditionally, most states had established some discretionary guidelines for
imposing severe sanctions on those adolescents whose eriminal miseconduet had brought
special attention to them. Each of the states we visited possessed some type of
statutory guideline for the special processing of certain serious juvenile offenders.
These guidelines, to varying degrees, influenced the patterns of eligibility for
alternative programs. Usually, the procedures were discretionary and only infre-
quently used. However, in some of these states the legislatures had recently enacted
revisions or amendments to the juvenile code resulting in the removal of greatly
increased numbers of juvenile offenders from the jurisdiction of the juvenile courts.
These changes in the juvenile codes involved both diseretionary and mandatory
procedures for waiving youngsters to the eriminal courts. In this section of the report
we will examine beth those traditional statutes for special processing, ones in effect in
most of the jurisdictions we visited, and those new serious cffender statutes which are
beginning to have an impact on some of these jurisdictions.

In those six states where new legislation had not taken effect in 1979, special
processing of particular juvenile offenders had always been based on the use of
discretion in deciding whether to initiate a waiver hearing. No guidelines existed for
initiating sueh hearings, and only in Pennsylvania did a legislative exelusion procedure
exist, one calling for automatie waiver only in the case of a murder charge.

In five of the eight states visited (Louisiana—effective September 1, 1980;
Minnesota—effective August 1, 1980; Pennsylvania—effective July 1, 1980; Connecti-
cut—effective October 1, 1979; and Florida—effective July 1, 1979), recently enacted
serious offender legislation is beginning to have an impact on determining which
youthful offenders are retained under the auspices of the juvenile justice system. For
the purposes of this report, we will review in detail only the legislation for those two
states (Connecticut and Florida) where such legislation had gone into effect prior to
our site visits and might have had some impact on the pattern of referrals to the
programs (Project Vision in Connecticut and Florida Keys Marine Institute and Viable
Alternatives in Florida).

In Florida, new juvenile offender legislation was passed in 1978. Among its
provisions was one for "Direct Filing" enabling the state's attorney to move to have a
youth with a particular offense history in combination with eertain presenting offenses
transferred to criminal eourt for prosecution. This is not a mandatory waiver statute
in that the state's attorney had discretionary power whether to initiate the process.
But the new legislation totally bypasses the juvenile court judge and places the state's
attorney in an immensely more powerful role in the juvenile court. Prior to the
passage of the legislation, only the judge could initiate the waiver process. The
criteria for initiating direct filing are that the youth has reached his 16th birthday, is
being charged with a felony, and has been referred to court twice before—at least
once with a felony charge. The new legislation also contains provisions for mandatory
waiver hearings for certain offenses: murder, rape, sexual battery, armed robbery, or
aggravated assault with two previous charges. Waiver may or may not ensue following
the hearing.
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STATUTES WITH DISCRETIONARY PROVISIONS FOR SPECIAL PROCESSING EFFECTIVE IN 1979

TABLE 16

Nature of
Nature of Non- Specified Charges Mandatory Nature of Minimum
State mandatory Waiver Qualifying for Waiver Hear- Legislative Waiver
Procedures Nonmandatory ing Proce- Exclusion age
Waiver dures Procedures
1. Louisiana Initiated by either Specified serious None existed None existed 15 years old
juvenile court judge crimes against -
or prosecuting persons
attorney
2. Massachusetts Initiated by district Crimes against per- None existed None existed 14 years old
attorney sons or previous
delinquency commit-
ment
3. Minnesota Initiated by state's None specified None existed None existed 14 years old
attorney
4. New Jersey Initiated by prose- Crimes against per- None existed None existed 14 years old*
cuting attorney sons, treason, and
drug-related
offenses
5. Pennsylvania Initiated by either None specified None existed Automatic for 14 years old
juvenile court judge murder
or district attorney
6. Utah Initiated by state's Any felony charge None existed None existed 14 years old

attorney

*Age of eligibility had been lowered from the 16th birthday by a 1977 amendment to the juvenile code.
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In Connecticut new, sericus juvenile offender legislation has gone into effect,
containing conditions for a number of waiver procedures. Among the statutes is one
requiring that youngsters charged with Class A felonies (index crimes against persons)
or with any other serious juvenile offense (a wide range of crimes against persons and
property) have a waiver hearing if the child has been previously adjudicated delinquent
for a serious juvenile offense. The youngster must be at least 14 years of age. This
legislation also contains a mandatory transfer clause which specifies that any youth
referred for the commission of a murder committed after the child attained the age of
14, or any child referred for the commission of any Class A felony (provided that child
was ‘14 years old at the time and has a prior adjudication for a Class A felony), or any
child referred for a Class B felony (provided that child was 14 years old at the time the
offense was committed and has been previously adjudicated delinquent for two
violations of either an A or B felony) must be transferred for prosecution in the
criminal court. This last statute is an example of a broadly defined, legislative
exclusion provision.

ADMISSION CRITERIA

Each of the eleven programs possessed a stated set of criteria specifying what
kinds of youngsters were eligible to participate. These criteria ranged from vaguely
stated to highly detailed characteristics of potential clients and usually focused on the
following features: sex, age, nature of criminal behavior (severity of offenses and
chronieity being the principal dimensions), and automatie exclusions,

Residential Programs

Among the residential programs, Esperanza had the shortest listing of conditions
for participation. Those eligible were Hispanic males who were sericusly delinquent
and between 12 and 18 years of age.

In the case of PORT, the criteria were male youths between the ages of 13 and
17. No one would be admitted who was retarded, severely emotionally disturbed, or
chemically dependent.

The intake criteria for Vindicate Society stated that males between the ages of
15 and 18 who had offense histories including either index erimes against persons or
breaking and entering were eligible. No one would be admitted who was a homosexual
or had a history of arson. Also exeluded from the program were youngsters who have
been designated by the courts as JINS cases (Juvenile in Need of Supervision). It
should be noted, however, that several such clients were participating in the program
at the time of our site visit.

The basis for participation in ARC included being a male youth between the ages
of 15 and 18 and having been adjudicated delinquent. Automatically excluded from
admission were arsonists, psychotics, armed robbers, and rapists (the latter two
exclusions resulting from the nature of the zoning code in Harrisburg).

Florida Keys Marine Institute accepted males between the ages of 15 and 18
whose delinquent backgrounds included chronic property crimes and/or nonchronie
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assaultive behavior. Also stated was the condition that clients were accepted when
placement out of the home community was desired by the referring agency (HRS). The
program required an agreement to participate both by parents and clients.

In ecomparing intake criteria across the five residential programs, one notes that
all of the programs provided services exclusively for males, three specified the
admission of older adolescents (15 to 18 years of age), and three listed particular
reasons for automatie exclusion. Only one program, PORT, made no mention of
delinquent behavior serving as a basis for participation.

Nonresidential Programs

Among the nonresidential programs, Project Vision had the shortest listing of
conditions for participation. Those who were eligible were males and females (referral
patterns, however, indicating an almost totally male client population) under the age
of 16 with a history of serious deiinqueney.

In the case of Transitional Center the intake criteria included both males and
females between the ages of 13 and 17. All clients must be adjudicated delinquent and
also have been diagnosed as learning disabled or emotionally disturbed.

The intake criteria for Key Tracking Plus specified males under the age of 17
who had been adjudicated delinquent and committed to the custody of DYS. Special
emphasis was placed on clients' being severely delinquent with a history of repeated
serious offenses. A minimally viable home environment was also required.

The basis for participation in Viable Alternatives included being a male or
female between the ages of 13 and 17. All clients had to be adjudicated dehnquent
with a legal status either of suspended commitment to HRS or of probation with a
subsequent felony offense. The need for a minimally stable home situation with some
degree of family cooperation was specified.

Copper Mountain specified that males and females between the ages of 13 and 18
were eligible. Clients must be willing to assume responsibility for getting to and from
the program. Also included in the intake criteria were a series of automatic
exclusions:  exhibiting overtly aggressive, violent, or homicidal tendencies as
determined by previous institutional behavior or offense history; actively psychotic or
overtly suicidal; and severely handicapped or chronically physically ill.

The intake criteria for Katahdin stated that males and females between the ages
of 14 and 18 were eligible. Clients must be adjudicated delinquent with a history of at
least three previous juvenile court contacts for non-status offenses and/or prior
placement in a residential faeility. A viable home setting is required, and the eclient
must exhibit a willingness to work on positive personal change and to continue
educational activities. The single automatic exclusion is that the client must not be
chemically dependent.

In comparing intake criteria across the six nonresidential programs, one notes
that all programs except one (Copper Mountain) make mention of delinquent behavior
in some way constituting a basis for admission. In faet, four programs (Broject Vision,
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i i - i in) indicate seriously delinquent
cking Plus, Viable Alternatives, and Katahc}m) mdlca- :
geega\rrggi :Is1 ag critex"ion. Three programs (Key Tracking Plus, Viable Alternat:w_es,t gnd
Katahdin) state that a viable home environment is a requirement for partlcga 1on(i
Finally, all of the programs except one (Key Tracking Plus) accept both male an
female clients.

CLIENT PROFILES

i i i lly participating in these
In discussing the kinds of youngsters who are actually atly
serious juvenile ogffender programs, it is important to examine two distinet X;g;gtgg
variables. On the one hand, there are those faetors of fagi, gendferg ?inc; g:ﬁ: tiehia vlior
n - ’
these clients. On the other hand, there are the factors of de !
ngec‘iea.uy arrest histories and presenting offenses. Together, .these f.actor;. cgns’ut:ﬁz
the most critical dimensions of the demographic and behavioral with which we
concerned.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The following table contains client demographics regarding age, gender, and

Range in Average Number Number
race. Program Ages Age by by Race
Gender
TABLE 17 1. Projeet Vision 12-16 years old | 14.1 years old | 27 males | 27 blaeks
CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS : 1 female 1 Hispanie
2. Katahdin 12-17 years old 15.2 years old 10 males 6 whites
3 females 6 blacks
1 Native American
R in Average Number Number ‘
Program anee A by by Race | . 3. Transitional Cent 13-17 ;
Ages ge . -~ 3. Transition enter years old 15.2 years old 28 males 20 whites
Gender 1 S 3 females | 11 blacks
11-15 years old 13.8 years old 4 males 4 Hispanics 4. Viable Alternatives 13-18 years old |.-15.8 years old Information Not Available
1. Esperanza - . :
7 males & whites 5. Key Tracking Plus 15-17 years old 15.9 years old 11 males 11 whites
2. FPORT 13-16 years old 14.3 years old i 1 Native American
l . 6. Copper Mountain 14-18 years old 16.3 years old 13 males 12 whites
~ | 12 whites ‘1 1 female 2 Hispanics
3. Florida Keys | 14-17 years old | 15.6 years old | 18 males . ¢ B W —
36 blacks
4. Vindieate 14-17 years old 16.0 years old 40 males 3 whites o ‘
! 1 Hispanic All of the nonresidential programs except one (Key Tracking Plus) were coed, but
[ in every case the client population was overwhelmingly male. Similarly, all of these
" ales | & whites programs were racially mixed execept one (Key Tracking Plus). The racial mixes
5. ARC 15-18 years old 16.3 years old 10 m '\ 9 blacks extended from mostly white to mostly minority.
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Among the features evident in this table is the faet that the three programs
(ARC, Vindicate, and Florida Keys) which specified older adolescents as an intake
criterion are, indeed, providing services to that population. The total range in ages of
clients participating in these programs as a group is slightly broader than was specified
in the formal intake criteria. This diserepancy results from the fact that Esperanza
had accepted a youngster as young as i1 years old in spite of the program's specifying
that its lower age limit was 12 years. However, Utah possesses no specific lower age
limit for adjudieation, and it is possible for juveniles younger than 12 years of age to
be processed through the juvenile justice system. As stated in the intake ecriteria, all
of the residential programs were designed to provide services only to male clients; this
is reflected in the above table. In addition, all of the programs contained racially
mixed populations except Esperanza, which was designated as a Hispanic group home.

TABLE 18

CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

The range in ages fell within the
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limits specified in the programs' intake criteria. Somewhat surprisingly, the average
age of clients participating in all of the nonresidential programs was somewhat higher
(15.4 years of age) than that of clients in the residential programs (15.2 years of age).
This oceurred in spite of the fact that three residential programs had specified age
criteria in the upper range for juvenile offenders (15-18 y=ars of age) while none of the
nonresidential programs possessed such an intake eriterion.

CRIMINAL BEHAVIORS

In an examination of the extent and nature of eriminal behavior having been
exhibited by clients in these programs, we will confine our inquiry to those two
behavioral dimensions which are widely used in determining which youthful offenders
are severely delinquent: severity of individual offense and repetitiveness of eriminal
behavior. Unfortunately, these proved to be the most difficult data of all to collect
from the programs we visited (availability of such data is notoriously poor throughout
the entire juvenile justice system), and in many cases we were able to obtain only
fragmentary information.

Residential Programs

Most of the residential programs had client populations exhibiting a mixture of
both crimes against persons and property. For example, although we were able to
obtain details about referring offenses for only the eighteen most serious offenders at
Vindicate Society, this group was severely delinquent, consisting of four youths who
had been referred for armed robbery, six for breaking and entering, two for possession
of a dangerous weapon, one for manslaughter, one for possession of stolen property,
one for sexual assault, one for purse snatching, one for robbery, and one for violation
of probation involving an original charge of assault and battery on a police officer.
Due to the unavailability of offieial records, we were unable to reconstruct the
individual arrest histories of these offenders. However, the executive director stated
that about 60 percent of the clients in the program at the time of our visit (twenty-
five youngsters) could be classified as serious offenders with histories of involvement
in index crimes against persons and/or breaking and entering., The remaining fifteen
clients had been referred for lesser property crimes or were JINS cases having less
serious arrest histories.

In the case of Florida Keys Marine Institute, we were able to obtain information
about referring offenses and offense histories on seventeen out of eighteen youngsters
participating in the program. Following is a breakdown in terms of the two categories
for each of the seventeen clients: one referral for attempted robbery and aggravated
battery with seven prior arrests: one referral for attempted armed robbery with nine
priors; four referrals for burglary with four, six, seven, and ten prior arrests respec-
tively; one referral for burglary and theft with eleven prior arrests; one referral for
burglary and grand theft with eight prior arrests; one referral for battery with three
prior arrests; one referral for earrying a concealed weapon with three prior arrests;
three referrals for violation of probation with two, nine, and eleven prior arrests; three
referrals for violation of community eontrol (juvenile court supervision) with two, six,
and eleven prior arrests; and one referral for violation of a commitment placement
with eleven prior arrests. Unfortunately, we are able to describe previous arrests only
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in tet:ms of number. But, there is clear evidence of chronic delinquent behavior in
most instances.

At ARC, there were three referrals for burglary, one for theft, one for auto
tf'left,.one_ for byeaking and entering, one for receiving stolen goods, one for probation
v1q1at19n Involving an original charge of aggravated assault, and two for failure to
adjust in previous program placements. While prior arrest records were not obtainable,

previous. placement data indicated that all but one youngster had histories of at least
one earlier placement.

. Reasons for referral at PORT included one case of aggravated assault with a
previous arrest 'for theft, one case of auto theft with a previous arrest for burglary,

aqd two of incorrigibility—and one case of deviate sexual behavior—incest) with no
prior records.

In the case of Esperanza, there was one referral for burglary, one for theft, one
for burglary and shoplifting, and one for burglary of a nondwelling along with a
burglary of a ve!ucle. Although detailed arrest histories were not available, we were
told that each elient had had numerous previous arrests for erimes against property.

_ In comparing the five programs in terms of referring offenses, four (Vi di
Socxetyz Florida Keys Marine Institute, ARC, and POR’%‘) of the’five lSaclin cll?:;i
populations characterized by a mixture of crimes against persons and property,
glthough both POR:I‘ and ARC had only one active client with a referring charge
involving an assaultive aet. Esperanza was only serving clients who had been referred
for property offenses. However, in terms of the overall severity of referring offenses,
PORT seemed to oceupy that spot at the least serious end of the continuum. Most
PORT che{lts (four of seven) had been referred by the Department of Soeial Services
on the basis ot: only status offenses. With respect to repetitiveness or chronicity of
eriminal behav‘ior, information was more fragmentary. The clearest example of large
numbe;rs of clients with chronie contaet with the courts was Florida Keys. At the
opposite extreme was PORT, where such information was available but indicated very
few previous arrests on the part of the seven clients. Based upon what we were told by
admlnlgtrators at Vindicate Society and Esperanza, clients seemed to have had fairly
extensive contaet with the courts although reasons for previous arrests of clients at

Vinc.licate Society were probably much more severe, with a higher incidence of crimes
against persons.

Nonresidential Programs

Mpst of thg. nonresidential programs had client populations exhibiting mixtures of
both erimes agamst persons and property. For example, reasons for referral gt Key
Tracking Plus included three instances of failure to adjust in another program (one of
Key's other programs) with prior arrests in the case of the first youth for burglary,
three charges of larceny, and two drug possessions; in the case of the second youth for
two che}rges of burglary; and in the case of the third youth for two charges of burglary
and a s1pg1e_charge of breaking and entering. Reasons for referral and accompanying
arrest histories for the other eight clients were: one referral for violation of probation
with prior arrests for larceny and two arrests for breaking and entering; one referral
for possession of drugs and attempted suicide with prior arrests for auto theft,
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burglary, assault, and possessicn of a deadly weapon charge; one referral for auto theft
and prior arrests for burglary and larceny for more than $100; two referrals for auto
theft and burglary with prior arrests in the first case for auto theft, burglary, larceny,
and reckless driving and in the second case for three charges of auto theft, three
charges of burglary, and larceny; one referral for firebombing with prior arrests for
larceny, malicious damage, and assault and battery; one referral for assault and
battery of a parent with no prior arrests; and one referral for posgession of drugs with
intent to distribute and a prior arrest for conspiracy to violate the Controlled
Substance Act.

In the case of Copper Mountain we were unable to gbtain a breakdown of either
referring offenses or arrest histories for the youngsters participating in the program at
the time of our visit. However, a final evaluation of Copper Mountain, covering the
period from January to June of 1978, indicated that offenders in this program were the
most severely delinquent of any of the seven CATY alternative programs examined,
based on the severity of youth offenses prior to and during CATY enrollment and on
the number of felonies committed prior to and during CATY enrollment. Another
evaluation, ecovering the period from July to September of 1979, reviewed the mix of
adjudicated offense types for clients occurring before program enrollment and showed
that 48 percent of Copper Mountain's population was adjudicated either for trespass-
ing, burglary of a vehicle, damage by arson, receiving stolen property, theft under
$100, joyriding, passing a bad check, destruction of property, public intoxieation,
contempt of court, or escape from custody. Twenty-nine percent of the clients were
adjudicated either for burglary, theft, shoplifting, or forgery.

At Katahdin, there were two referrals for prostitution, two for aggravated
assault, one for burglary with a previously unsuccessful placement, one for robbery
with a previously unsuccessful placement, three others for burglary, one for multiple
charges of robbery and assault and battery, one for robbeiry, one for theft, and one for
theft, possession of drugs, and assault. Without exception, all program participants
had chronie arrest histories involving crimes against both persons and property.
Included were prior arrests for charges of robbery, armed robbery, aggravated assault,
burglary, auto theft, vandalism, and trespassing. It should also be noted ihat although
prostitution is generally classified as a victimless erime, it is characterized on the part
of these adolescents by extensive involvement in erimes against persons and property.

In the case of Transitional Center, we were able to obtain extensive information
regarding the referring offenses and arrest histories of the fifteen most serious
offenders. The referring offenses for these clients were: one case of attempted
simple burglary, two cases of burglary, four cases of simple burglary, one case of
attempted burglary, one case of probation violation for truancy, one case of theft, one
case of probation violation for an unspecified status offense, two cases of probation
violation for unknown reasons, one case of attempted simple rape, and one case of
battery. Although this list of offenses leading to referral does not appear to be very
serious overall, an examination of their records revealed arrest histories characterized
by frequent violent erimes as well as major erimes against property. These youngsters
were, indeed, serious habitual juvenile offenders.

Reasons for referral to Project Vision ineluded nine cases of larceny, one case of
arson, two cases of status offenses, one case of auto theft and possession of drugs, two
cases of shoplifting, one case of sexual assault, one case of assault on a teacher, two
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cases of robbery, one case of dependent and neglected (associated history of unl
acts), one case of trespassing, two cases of assault and larceny, one cage of la?:g;l;
and trespassing, and fqur cases of larceny and truancy. All of the clients had arrest
backgrounds .characterlzed by multiple contacts with the courts usually reflecting a
number of erimes against both property and persons.

Since Viable Alternatives was not in operation at the time of isi
records of eighteen randomly drawn eclients wel;e surveyed out of api)rgxi?nu:te:,ll;lrﬁngég
offend_ers served during fiscal year 1979/80. A review of these records indicates the
-followmg reasons for referral: one case of attempted robbery and battery; two cases
of brgakmg‘ and entc_ering; one case of armed robbery; one case of shoplifting and
violation of community control; two cases of burglary; one case of grand theft; one
case pf petty larceny and aggravated assault; one case of two charges of breaking” and
entering; one case of petty theft, loitering, and resisting arrest; one case of attempted
petty t.heft and armed robbery; one case of violation of probation; one case of
possession of drugs and burglary; two cases of violation of community control; one case
of petty theft and armed robbery; one case of three burglaries; one cas,e of two
burglaries and trespassing. The offense histories, for the most part, reflected a large
pum?er of previous delinquency charges. Only four of the clients had less than five
previous charges; the average number of prior arrests was 8.2. Most of these charges
were for properjty crimes although aggravated assault and battery charges were
present among prior offenses for seven of the eighteen clients.

In comparing the six nonresidential programs in terms of referring offens

(Key Tracking Plus, Ka.tahdin, Projeet Vision, and Viable Altematiges)liltl‘a?c;’efoslil;
programs possessed a client population charaecterized by a mixture of erimes against
persons and property. In the case of Copper Mountain and Transitional, both of which
had v.1r.tua1]y no referrals involving violent erime (one case of attempted rape in
Transitional Cent.er), interesting ecircumstances seem to lie behind these referral
patterns. Rege}rdmg Copper Mountain, it should be noted that the profile of erimes in
this program did not vary greatly from those of juvenile offenders incarcerated in the
stajce tramlqg sechool. The explanation to this seeming paradox is that the most
seriously de}mquent acts oceurring in Utah tend to be felonies against property and not
serious or life-threatening felonies against persons. These property erimes are much
more w1despregd and generally alarming to the public than are those rare acts of
violence committed against persons by juveniles.

In the case of Transitional Center, the almost total lack of violent eri i
persons among the referring offenses in spite of the fact that the prograr;ln eiss ac?ea;rg;
directed to a seljlous'offender population poses an interesting question. When one looks
at tt_le arrest histories of the group, it is revealed that numerous clients had been
previously arrested for violent index crimes. One possible explanation is that
somewhere In the processing of these youngsters through the court, charges were
dpwngraded.l{l order to allpw them to be eligible for participation in the program.
%mc;e ’I‘ransrponal Center Is the only major alternative available to the Jefferson

arish Juvenile Court and is also a public ageney operating under the auspices of this

court, the downgrading of charges is a reasonable strategy to retain certain ki
cor s - in cert
offender within the jurisdietion of the local eourt. Y ain kinds of

As providers of services to this delinquent i
: ¢ population, these programs as a grou
are more appropriately meeting their mandate than a;'e the five eorrespo%zling
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residential programs. The proportion of serious juvenile offenders is greater in these
programs.

i i i haracterizing these
i must be made concerning the offense histories ¢ .
ro, rfmzﬁlans\r?ole. Although fragmentary in sgveral cases, these data lstlxlgi%eStcf*?rlr)riz
ge ititive criminal behavior on the part of clients. 'Baekgrour}di u]llc allg;) crimes
ag[e)ainst persons and property are found among the clients of virtually
programs.
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CHAPTER VI

INTAKE PROCEDURES AND SERVICE PLAN DEVELOPMENT

In addition to the formal guidelines for admission listed in intake criteria, there
are several other factors which are involved in deciding whom to accept for
participation in programs for the serious youthful offender. Procedures vary
enormously, both in the complexity of the decision-making process and in the number
of persons participating in making the decision. With respect to the former factor, the
decision is often made quickly after only a brief consideration of the suitability of
potential elients, but in some cases reaching a final decision will entail a number of

_separate steps spread over a considerable length of time. With respect to the latter
factor, deliberations over the acceptance of the potential client will sometimes
involve the participation of only a single staff member while at other times the
procedure will involve a team of persons from the program, often conferring with

individuals outside the agency. When outsiders participate in the admission proecess,
they are usually representatives of the referral source.

INTAKE

Residential Programs

Among the five residential programs three of them (PORT, ARC, and Vindicate
Society) utilized a team of individuals to make the admission decision while in two
programs (Florida Keys Marine Institute and Esperanza) the decision is made basically
by one member of the staff. At PORT, potential elients are interviewed by the
program's intake committee composed of the Boys' Group Home's two codirectors,
PORT's executive director, and a representative of the agency making the referral.
Admission of any youngster requires a majority vote of this committee. Usually, the
decision of whether or not to admit is made within twenty-four hours after the youth is
referred. Approximately 90 percent of all candidates for admission are accepted.

In the case of ARC, the admission decision is made by the executive director of
the ARC corporation with significant input from the program director and the program

coordinator/president of the ARC corporation. With rare exception, all youths
referred to the program are admitted.

The decision concerning the acceptance of clients is usually made at Vindicate
Society by an admission team composed of the precgram's social worker and one
Counselor in Training (CIT). CITs, who are junior staff members and former clients,
are selected to assist the social worker in this task because of their street experience
and ability to relate to potential elients' problems and outlooks. In addition, they
provide a unique perspective for new clients about the operation of the program. Once
the candidate has been interviewed and his records have been reviewed, the social
worker, with input from the CIT, makes the final decision about admission. If any
unusual cirecumstanees are uncovered regarding the youth's behavior or past history, he
will be interviewed by the executive director before any decision is made.
Approximately 90 percent of all candidates are accepted into the program.
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Of the two programs which involve only one staff member in the admission
decision, Florida Keys Marine Institute possesses the more complex procedure. In this
program: &ll candidates are sent by the placement coordinator for HRS in Distriet 11,
which is the sole source of referrals. This placement coordinator maintains close
contact with FKMI through the program's liaison counselor, who is technically on the
payroll of HRS but serves as a member of the program staff. This counselor notifies
the placement ccordinator about the availability of slots in order to initiate referral.
Since it is usually decided beforehand who is appropriate for referral, the vast majority
of candidates are accepted without any question. If the program staff decides that a
referral is obviously insppropriate, the director of FKMI must send a written
justification for this decision to HRS.

In the case of Esperanza the admission decision is made by the clinieal director.

The majority of candidates are referred by the juvenile court, and with very rare
exception all cases are accepted.

Nonresidential Programs

Among the six nonresidential programs, four of them (Transitional Center,
Project Vision, Katahdin, and Key Tracking Plus) utilize the services of several persons
in making the admission decision while in two programs (Viable Alternatives and
Copper Mountain) the decision is essentially made by one member of the staff. At
Transitional Center an elaborate set of procedures is employed in making this decision.
When the staff at Jefferson Parish Juvenile Court Services, the only source of
referrals for the program, considers making a referral, the program coordinator at
Transitional Center is consulted about the potential client's profile before referral
process is initiated. At this early point a battery of testing procedures and rating
devices is used to identify appropriate youths who can be shown to fall into the two
acceptable diagnostie categories, learning disabled or emotionally disturbed. Adminis-
tered by an outside evaluation team affiliated with the University of New Orleans'
Special Education Research and Evaluation Center, the Competent Authority Evalua-
tion (CAE) test sereens out these youngsters who may be suspected to be appropriate
but have not been diagnosed as such. The CAE may also be administered to other
potential clients to Transitional Center.

The final admission decision is made by the program ccordinator with input from
the assistant ecoordinator who has gathered other information about the candidate in a
preadmission interview. Ordinarily, at least one parent and a probation officer
accompanies the youngster to this interview. Inappropriate referrals are never made
to the program since such great care is taken at the beginning of this process by both
the court services and the program to select only appropriate candidates.

In the case of Katahdin, an even more elaborate system for selecting clients has
been developed. However, in this instance the system strongly refleets the program's
commitment to giving clients a strong voice in decision making. In addition, Katahdin
is unique among the programs we visited in regard to the careful serutiny given to
potential clients and the tendency to reject large numbers of referrals. For example,
during the calendar year of 1979, Katahdin accepted only about 50 percent of all
youths referred.

e
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At the initial point in Katahdin's admission process a brief interview is held by
the program's executive director with a representative of the referring agency in order
to identify the major problems troubling the candidate. If this meeting is satisfactory,
a staff member—whoever has available time—will examine the youth's case records to
giete_rmine if the candidate meets all of the intake criteria. If the results of this
Inquiry are positive, an interview is arranged for the youth with the direetor or
counselor who decides upon the basis of this meeting whether or not a final admissions
interview should be seheduled.

If the potential elient clears all of these hurdles, a final interview is held at the
program to make a final evaluation of appropriateness for placement and tu
familiarize the youth with program rules and procedures. The interview is conducted
by an intake team composed of two staff members and one program participant. A
majority vote of this team can tentatively admit the candidate to the program.
However, before final approval is given, an important meeting with the parents must
take place. This interview is crucial since the staff of Katahdin, whieh is
nonresidential, must be certain that excellent communication ean be established with
the family, that the youth will be able to reside at home without severe disruptions,
and that the family will agree to participate in family counseling on a regular basis.
Again, the interview team by majority vote can either approve or reject the
candidate'’s admission on the basis of this interview with parents,

If approval oceurs at this point, the client spends his/her first week in the
program becoming familiar with the details of daily life at Katahdin. At the end of
the one-week orientation period the entire program staff, all of the program's
participants, the youth's family, and a representative of the referring ageney convene
at the facility to review the appropriateness of the youth for further participation in
Katahdin. If fully accepted into the program, the client is placed on a three-week pro-
bationary status. At the end of this period a probation review is held by the staff, and
if no problems have arisen, the youth is promoted to regular client status.

At Project Vision, potential clients are referred directly to that staff member
who will serve as the individual counselor if the youth is accepted into the program.
Thig person makes an initial decision about the suitability of the candidate based upon
an interview and various case records. Onee this step is completed, the counselor
confers with the program director who then makes the final deeision about admission,
Only very rarely are potential clients denied admission to the program.

The decision concerning admission at Key Tracking Plus is largely a responsibility
shared by program staff and the DYS regional office. Regularly scheduled meetings
oceur each month between the program service coordinator and the DYS placement
coordinator. During these sessions discussions take place concerning potential
referrals and the status of the four slots used in the initial residential stay period.
Final acceptance of a client generally reflects a joint decision by the program service
coordinator and/or the program supervisor and the DYS supervisor. Very few

candidates are rejected, sines the referral process is closely coordinated between Key
Tracking Plus and DYS.

) 'Both of the programs which utilize basically a single staff member to make
decxs.mns regarding admissions have quite simple procedures and very rarely refuse
candidates referred to them. At Viable Alternatives the decision is made by the senior
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counselor who is responsible for administering the program on a day-to-day basis.
Under extraordinary cirecumstances the executive director reserves the authority to
override this decision. In the case of Copper Mountain the admission decision is made
by the program director with recommendations {rom the staff.

SERVICE PLAN DEVELOPMENT

This step in the process of moving clients into participating in program activities
and in observing program rules and regulations is cruecial to most programs. Treatment
in these settings is usually rooted in the notion that each participant has special
problems and needs arising from a variety of possible causes. Thus the elient must be
perceived and responded to in an individualized fashion. The importance attached to
the necessity of responding to a distinetive set of behavioral and cognitive features in
each client's movement through the program is first addressed at this initial point in
planning. This act of specifying what is expected of each client can draw on the
advice of numerous actors such as staff, parents, and probation officers, can utilize
various kinds of information in gaining some fix on the previous misconduct of clients,
and can generate various kinds of goals and objectives in placing the client on a
particular treatment path.

The Residential Programs

Among the residential programs, four (Esperanza, Florida Keys Marine Institute,
ARC, and PORT) rely heavily upon the development and implementation of service
plans for guiding eclients as they progress through required activities en route to
graduation. Only Vindicate Society did not utilize an individual service plan. The four
programs with service plans all require that the plan be written and be agreed to by
the client. Collectively, these programs involve a range of from two to four actors in
this process. For example, the development of the service plan at Esperanza is guided
by the clinical director, always with the participation of the client and a
representative of the referring agency; the parents are also frequently involved. In
contrast, in the case of both Florida Keys Marine Institute and ARC the process is
carried out mostly through the interaction of only the staff and the client. Parents are
never involved in this activity in either program. PORT resembles more closely
Esperanza in this activity in that an attempt is made to involve a large number of
persons with widely varying perspectives, namely the client, the codirectors of the
group home, a representative of the referring agency, and the parents when available.

In drawing up the conditions of the plan, various kinds of information obtained
from outside sources are utilized. For example, Esperanza is careful to incorporate
those conditions spelled out in the court order, especially if a restitution agreement
was attached. Florida Keys relies heavily upon a commitment packet compiled by HRS
and accompanying the client to the program. This packet contains a social history, a
predispositonal report, a psychological profile if available, and a face sheet from the
arrest. In fact, most of these programs utilize a social history which is sent by the
referring agency. Of course, these materials are almost always supplemented with the
results of tests conducted early on at the prograin.
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W}th respgct to goals and objectives, these programs as a group tend to
emphamge the importance of behavieral change as reflected in certain specified
gccomphshxpents such as attending school, obtaining part-time employment, overcom-
ing autlgorxty figure problems, ecurtailing anger, and dealing sucecessfully with
pr_ovocatlve peers, In the ease of ARC, the service plan is periodically updated as the
client progresses through the program,

Once completed, service plans are usually shared with representatives of the

:izizt;lx:cing agency. At PORT, the completed service plan is shared with the client's
p S.

. It should be noted that Vindicate Society's decision not to develop an indivi
service p}an i.s.a Qeliberate act. As conceizred by its director, thepprogram l?su %
the.rapeutle pnheu in which peer pressure and collective action constitute the essence
of intervention and change. Exeeptions made for individual variation are viewed as
defleeting from the overall goals of the program.

Nonresidential Programs

Among th'e nonresidential programs all utilize service plans to chart the
movement of clients through their programs. Several of these programs such as Key
Traqkmg Plus and Copper Mountain involve a number of persons such as program staff,
family, the .chent, a representative of the referring agency, and sometimes personnel
from the client's school in the development of the plan, while other programs such sas

Project Vision and Transitional Center rely primarily upon the collaboratic
and the client to produce a plan. v P v P oraticn of staff

\{arious kinds of information are utilized in developing the serviee plan as i
case with tl"{e residential programs. At one extreme is 5 pxgogram such aLs) Tr;nsié?og:ael
Centgr, which draws up a wide range of testing results including the Wechler
Intelligence Scale for Children, Visuai~Motor Assessment (Bender-Gestalt), Wide Range
Ach}evement Test, Spache Diagnostie Reading Scales, Detroit Tests of Learning
Aptitude, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, and the Competent Authority Evaluation.
By contrast, anothgr program such as Project Vision makes much less use of testing
procedures as a basis for service plan development. Usuall , these programs as a group
seggilslmr?i iome 1n(ti‘o§§natiorllﬂ drav;n from outside sources such as the referring agency's

story an e results of certain testing carried i
initial stages of the client's participation. ] ¢ out at the program during the

The statements of goals and objectives in the serviee plans of nonresidenti
programs te‘nd to .be. quite similar in form to those develoged in the L'esidzgg:ll
programs. Emphasm 1s always placed on positive behavioral change defined in terms of
meeting certain specified obligations such as attending school, obtaining part-time
work, r_e*solvmg fa{nily disputes, and improving relationships with peers. At Copper
Mountam these objectives are stated in terms of identifiable, measurable goals with
time framf;s attached for reaching these goals. At Viable Alternatives the service plan
can be revised and renegotiated as the elient progressed through the program.

In all cases, the completed service plan is shared with the referring a
ency to
show exactly what course of action would be taken with the particular clieng‘;. seney
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CHAPTER VII
PROGRAM SERVICES: STRATEGIES AND COMPONENTS*

Frequently, in order to achieve insight into why people behave as they do, under
what conditions, and with what meaning and implication, we construct explanations
based upon "idealized types" and "heuristic abstractions.” Such analytical devices are
both helpful and necessary in deriving assumptions of human behavior and the implicit
value positions they contain, in sorting out possible implications for intervention, in
predicting and projecting likely consequences, ete. The danger, however, is in
mistakenly assuming that the various concepts and frameworks in their pure form will
be found in the phenomena they are intended to help explain.

To take a concrete example, social workers, criminologists, psycheclogists, and
social researchers are wont to differentiate between various theories of delinquency
intervention, the manner in which each theory views human nature and behavioral
causation, and the way in which such views influence worker roles, client roles, and the
structure and nature of potential intervention settings. Sharp contrasts are made, for
example, between intervention strategies emphasizing behavioral modification and
those reflecting psychodynamic techniques. Animated discussions between proponents
of each strategy are commonplace in schools and in professional circles. Certainly,
given that the basic assumptions and views of change embraced by each appear so
starkly in opposition, it is not at all surprising to wonder how it is possible for
practitioners of either persuasion to agree on anything, much less work together;
envisioning a program combining elements of both would seem on the surface to be

preposterous.

In fact, however, actual practice frequently cuts across theoretical assumptions
and reflects the use of numerous approaches and techniques in, if you will, a kind of
hybrid construction. In their hybrid forms, the programs reflect to varying degrees
that array of ingredients which can be used simultaneously and/or sequentially. A
change or modification in tactics may reflect, on the one hand, an individual client's
progress or setback, or on the other, the technique's workability as an overall

organizing framework.

A TYPCLOGY OF RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

We begin our analysis by looking at the basiec thrust of the five residential
programs with respeet to their relative emphasis on socialization, a therapeutic milieu,
and psychoanalytically oriented clinical service. We first shall differentiate among
these three broad program strategies or modalities.

*The conceptual frameworks in this chapter were developed by David Altschuler for
use in this monograph as well as in the dissertation, "Evaluating Community-based
Linkages: An Exploratory Comparative Analysis," School of Social Service Adminis-

tration, University of Chicago.
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ment S‘:}clzil;lllz;:ég?dggo?;?nm;cgnse:gorefilecé a cgring, supportive, patterned environ-
t which [ nalized guidance; good rol dels; i
partieipation in school, work, and i fons re-time pirants ve
L ! : 5 constructive recreational, leisure-time i
ingredients are helpful instruetion, well-rounded activities,, nurturance, gggszltfsa.mfi{l;{’

ilxllcg %g(r}lﬁrslli:hjé'se. fogngf;zs?nugl;sr’;tch?rapteri;%;iog of socialization (see Approaches
which applies to institutional s??:ﬁngsiatg tllf: e‘;?cent g‘;:us Juven.lle; Siadets, 015
: _ 2 the "socializati ilieu" i
cline?;;‘;et ezon;;r:‘urelity-tzased setting relies on "therapeutic" intervention, i:ni;n I;rlxel:affl‘gr%
reSponsibilitgesy do helping c11en’§s ad;ust to the experience of assuming new
oo DI tr:?n 1 maturely resolving difficulties that are encountered. There is a
resomas ok ing and developmg capabilities. Youths are viewed as havin
at can be developed. The Implicit assumption is that soeial disorganizatiog

and deficient or inadequate family patterns are the principal eauses of delinquency

In Iﬁilieu treatment, often exemplifi
gl;nmf)unilzli]es, " approac,'.h o oxe plified by. many of the so-called therapeutie
Ivolves the active manipulation and eontrol of the i
_ ! L overall environment i
gg:ls‘ggetailécybchange, psychologma_l alteration, and self-control. In g'engre;clo [c)lre;lvnii::; l::
Typicatts m%r éng;ient:i?;goﬁ%gob:ﬁ dand hin'censive reorientation and re,constitution
_ er chan, i )
personality and fundamental psychological mgkeesugfe FoUgNt, such as those relating to

Psychoanalytieally oriented elinie i i
> i al service, as distinet from milie
(see discussion of Smucker research, P. 45), emphesizes much more thg tllr.liiﬁllréiﬁ

therapeutic relationship It utili
latior . izes the gro ivi i i i
supplement an individualized worker-client elin%zaillj ippl:"ézlc%. ciperience primarlly to

Vindicate and ARC come 1 ibiti
Vindi _ > closest to exhibiting milieu treat
Fgﬁlﬁaésdpgronll{l;‘s cr:;cehelllgzgztdfﬂy i}gg%sure to the outside communityr.ne%?pet'};(r)xuzge;r:
| | PO 0 exhibiting a socialization milieu though i
sét;.f;r;rgfui I;e:gstthamon.g.these three programs. None of the residenﬁﬂirsgrt::;?g?;
obisetive of o & e clinical service category. This is probably because the major
. leving personal, emotional insight and "psychodynamic realizations"

some group) psychoanalytically oriented treat

grou C ] > ment are necessary or ad
gﬁga:t{?:cgtﬁven_tmn for th_ls_ population. Whittaker (1979: p,yss), inegg;t;erﬁ?;rg ;:1)
psychoanalyticaul?;ng;: rgi'::r):fcgédh\lr'lenlit?grlght_o fgcilitatée a’nd supplement a largely individual

! _ Ip has said, "the concept of i
therapist as a professional se ¢ D living sges pey il

- parate and apart from the child's livin

?g:fgggfalyex;lett.ardmg ﬁffect on the dev_elopment of the milieu as a megarslg a;:led ];aio}rﬁgx?;
Spronan eps ! olcmgi‘?igll; tr:;lt]gtalzer bel{eves that( while some psychoanalytically based

; ) : ent remain viable (e.g., the work of i
useful in spite of their psychoanalytic underpinnings e;nd not becauseR:fdgie:r?ey remat
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APPLICATION OF THE TYPOLOGY: THE THERAPEUTIC MILIEU

ARC consciously attempts to shape all experiences and the environmental
features of the facility to enhance and generate change. The goal is to have the
"students" come to the realization that they need to revise their life-style and
philosophy in order to fulfill their potentials for growth and maturation. They state in
their student orientation manual that "our aim is to use intensely motivating
techniques such as individual and group counseling, reality therapy, lectures, movies,
and discussions that will enable you to work through your alibis, rationalizations, and
lies and to replace defiance and fear with faith that there is a better way of life.f'

They seek to accomplish this aim by treating the students firmly (they say
"nonnegotiation"), decently ("nonintimidation"), and fairly; by moving theim in and out
of the community under carefully controlled circumstances; and by keeping them
intensely busy and active for virtually all waking hours. The program is housed in &
rather large, attractive, well-kept home in a residential neighborhood of Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania. Sleeping quarters on the second floor consist of four bedrooms which
can sleep one to four students.

The program is a highly structured group home which, according to one staff
member, reflects a perfeect marriage between a group home and a therapeutic
community. Formal group sessions are held twice a week, although mealtimes are also
used as a vehicle for some staff-guided discussions. Extended group sessions,
sometimes lasting several deys, can be called to resolve long-standing or serious
problems concerning overall conduct or specific incidents. Each student is also
assigned an individual counselor with whom he mcets on a formal basis once a week.
This provides for each student one staff person who handles paperwork, monitors
progress, supplies individualized counseling and support, and guides movement through
the program..

A simple point system, functioning much like demerits, is used to determine
prefersnce among a variety of chores. Extensive prerelease preparation coupled with
placement help and reintegration support is heavily emphasized. Finally, the in-house
school is an integral part of the program and counselors closely assist in this
component. An individually tailored curriculum is developed for each student. Both
GED preparation and remedial instruction are available, as is extensive work on
practical skill acquisition.

Vindieate Soeciety, although using a nearby community school and local resources
for training and job opportunities also pursues the therapeutic community model, but
with a much more sggressively confrontational style and with a staff made up
predeminantly of former residents. Group sessions oceur three times a week. Two of
the "guided group confrontation" meetings per week are organized so that three
different subgroupings take place. Depending upon the personality and style of each
youth, he is placed into either the aggressive, passive, or mixed group. A highly

controversial form of boxing is also practiced at the program. Although the executive -

director regards it as a strong deterrent, he does not consider it punitive, dangerous, or
questionable as a therapeutic technique. This point of view is not similarly held by
several other state and local agencies, one of which ordered the practice suspended
several different times, for varying periods.
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Individual sessions, although not formally scheduled, are said to oceur daily.
Serving a relatively large population (forty residents), Vindicate appears to maintain a
high level of control over the youths. Close surveillance is accomplished by both staff
and other residents. This appears to equally apply both in and out of the faeility.
When in school in the neighborhood, a number of other residents (some more advanced
in the program) are always around to act as the "eyes and ears" of the program. Even

the recreational director at the program is a teacher and football coach at the local
school. '

Vindicate's desire is to keep youngsters for eighteen months. It is believed that
this will provide sufficient opportunity to bring about individual change through the
program's collective group process. This is so ardently endorsed that the executive
director maintains there are, in essence, no individualized treatment plans, but rather
an intensive group experience intended and ideally suited for any potentially eligible
client. This notion, plus the length of stay advocated, have been a continual source of

confliet between the program and a number of the local and state juvenile justice
authorities.

A pervasive feature of the program is the emphasis placed on the value of
providing positive role models who culturally, soeially, and eeconomieally resemble the
residents. Progress through the program is marked by movement through three phases,
each refleeting suceessive levels of increasing privilege and autonomy. Considerable
emphasis is placed on physical fitness and sports. Specially equipped recreational
rooms have been set up in the facility. The building itself is a large, muitiple-level,
dormitory-type faecility located in the heart of downtown Newark. Although
surrounded mostly by businesses and commercial establishments, there is little concern
about the lack of a more residential-like environment. This was based on the view that
even if a program filled with seriously delinquent youth is located in a residential area
this hardly approximates a normal or typical living situation. Moreover, nearby

residential neighbors can be the source of continued resistance and formidable
opposition.

THE SOCIALIZATION MILIEU

When we move on to analyze the three residential programs which demonstrate a
greater emphasis on a socialization milieu, we find the degree of change sought and
the range of attributes thought to require attention to be discernibly lsss (see Street,
Vinter, and Perrow, p.43). FKMI focuses on the challenge, inspiration, skill
acquisition, and the close supervision provided in their maritime and somewhat isolated
residential program. The building (dormitory style) and adjacent grounds occupy a
small portion of an abandoned naval base on the island of Key West. Remaining at the
facility for approximately four months, youth are kept intellectually busy and
physically challenged. Progress is closely assessed by means of a relatively
complicated point system. Advancement through the program is dependent upon
obtaining suffieient points to reach successive levels of program completion.

During the day the eighteen or so residential students are intermingled with day
students. At such times there can be fifty or more youngsters at the program for
schooling and instruetion. The four instruetor-counselors who teach the marine-
oriented subjects also serve as counselors for the residential students. Group sessions
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for the residents are a mixed affair; twice a week in a group of.about ten with a
community mental health worker, once a week in a group of five with the designated
individual counselor, and a once-a-week overall meeting fgr level advancement, awards
and course completion recognition, and general information dissemination. Ind1v1§1ua1
sessions are not regularly scheduled but consist of informal and as-needed meetings
with the counselor.

The instructor-counselors are recruited on the basis of their maritime cr.edentla}s
and expertise and their interest in working in this .ki.nd gf program. Recruitment is
through advertisements in maritime journals and punhcz;tlons. One worker expressed
concern over the practice of bringing in persons with htt.le or no background tq deal
with difficult youngsters and then placing them in a res1dent1_a1 program as primary
counselors. There are, of ecourse, four other school staff and six dqrm counselorg who
live with the residents. The program tries to make as much use as it can of peer u}put
(required for level advancement), and some group techniques, though the latter .Ia:lls
mainly to two mental health workers who operate somewhat apart from the living
space and daily activities of the youths.

Esperanza, an ethnic group-living program for youthful Hispanie offenders, a..nd
PORT, a social learning, family-teaching model program, are programs approac_:hmg
the more traditional conception of a group home setting. Esperanza seek's to prov1c?e a
homelike atmosphere and "culturally appropriate" treatment models. It is located ina
pleasant-looking, well-maintained house in a residential section of S_alt Ifake City.
Also utilizing a point and staging system, Esperanza employs mostly Hispanic staff to
monitor, role model for, advise, and stabilize its small r.e51dent1a1. population, It.rehes
heavily on community schools and on weekly home visits following a short period of
more restrietive mobility.

The regularly scheduled once-a-week group and individual c.ouns.eling segsiqng are
largely conducted by the clinical director. Development of etl;mc pride and md1v1d}1al
self-esteem, dealing constructively with conflict, and takmg and demons?ratmg
responsibility form the basis of the program's overall gogls_. Del_lberate and'de.hcately
patterned family intervention is also pursued by the clinical director. This 1r_1volves
several visits each month designed to slowly build up trust and rapport. In th}s way,
somewhat more struetured and intensive forms of inquiry, counseling, and advice can
be initiated later.

PORT was the only residential program visited which utiliz.ed a live-in
houseparent model. Located in an attractive housing develqpment_ in Rochest.er,
Minnesota, the program stresses the teaching of relevant life .skllls, developing
appropriate group living behavior, and the role modeling of the marned couple who aqt
as codirectors. The youngsters all go to publie schools, some be}ng transported to their
home community school at the expense of the home school distriet.

Individual and group counseling appears to be quite inforrr}al and largely
unstructured. On a daily basis, some form of individualized feedbaqk in the fox:m of a
casual rap session usually takes place. This might involve spending time w¥th 'the
referral agent, a probation officer, a social worker, or the houseparents. Ordinarily,
the residents meet as a group twice a week. These sessions tend to t:ocus on hpusehpld
management and adaptive strategies for group living. More formalized .and mtgnswe
counseling, if needed, can be procured from any number of professionals in the
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commuriity. Weekly home visits are commonplace. The houseparents also conduct
some sessions with families, largely oriented around "parenting" skills and instruection.
Lacking related experience and background in dealing with these kinds of matters and
problems, the houseparents are closely supervised by the experienced executive
director of the group home's larger controlling ageney. The program's overall
structure is clearly in keeping with its orientation to have fair-minded, firm role
models heading up as homelike a household as possible.

A TYPOLOGY OF NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

In the residential programs which refleet a greater emphasis on milieu
treatment, we see an attempt to structure or create a more tightly knit and controlled
therapeutic environment whereby all components are utilized and integrated into an
actively directed treatment plan. The degree of change sought and the range of
attributes thought to require attention are extensive and are reflected in longer
lengths of stay. While some milieu approaches may variously emphasize individual
psychotherapy, group process, and more elaborate token economy systems, there
remains the critical factor of trying to tightly structure and control the events that
ocewr in daily living (i.e., within the facility and outside faeility influences and
processes) so that they constantly promote, reinforce, and contribute to more deep-

seated and thoroughgoing change in personality, psychological eonstitution, and
character.

While the day treatment programs could not create a twenty-four hour
living/learning environment, there is no question that they pursued with great intensity
the development of maximally comprehensive and intensive intervention strategies
involving virtually all aspects of social interaction, conduct, and psychological well~
being. The wide range of attributes requiring attention and the extensive client

change sought are manifestly recognized in the design and nature of both Transitional
Center and Key Tracking Plus.

Three of the nonresidential programs, Copper Mountain, Katahdin, and Viable
Alternatives (VAP) pursued rather intensive intervention strategies, but not in quite as
all~encompassing a manner. There was not as much emphasis on trying to manipulate
and control most of the events that oceur in the course of daily living. The level of
intervention is more appropriately deseribed as moderate. There remain numerous
interesting and distinctive features about each of these three programs, but they do

share a common orientation leading them to allow clients more opportunity for
unsupervised outside-program time.

This should not be interpreted to mean that events oceurring outside the program
are not used as a basis for teaching alternate behaviors, but rather that these three
programs, by design, either do not keep their clients for a considerable portion of the
day or that they ordinarily do not impose close monitoring and striet, specifie rules of
conduet on the time spent outside the program. The final and sixth day treatment
program, Project Vision, falls into a third type. Perhaps best identified as an
"outreach worker" program, virtually everything taking place oceurs out in the
community. Generally, none of the program's components require client attendance at

the facility and there are no mandatory group activities, either in or out of the
facility.
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In short, as we examine the basic strategies and the service. compor_lents qf thgse
six nonresidential programs, we can observe, as we did w1:th their residential
counterparts, substantial differences among programs grouped in the same ggneral
category. This should onee again remind us that l?rogd program typolog1e§ or
classification schemas frequently obseure significant variation among programs within
a particular category.

PROGRAMS WITH MAXIMUM INTERVENTION STRATEGIES

Transitional Center, targeted toward seriously delinque:nt youth. who are either
learning disabled or emotioneally disturbed, provides an intensive learning envwonrqent
in which clients spend approximately ten hours a day, fi\{e days a vgeek.. I1_t ?omb}nes
extraordinarily well-rounded special education with daily but- brief individualized
counseling sessions and behavior-problem-related daily group sessions.

Having totally abandoned a token economy systerp for a so~called reality therapy
orientation, problems and misbehaviors are dealt with immediately by one of the staff
members. The aim is to diffuse the situation at the outset and to confront the pr.oble{n
with positively oriented coneern. This is facilitated by having counselo.rs spend time in
the classrooms and teachers participate in the group sessions. Involving the studepts
and parents directly in monthly case reviews is part of .this' general‘approaeh,. which
heavily emphasizes clear and immediate feedback regarding irresponsible bel}avmr and
its eonsequences for hindering movement through the program. Sel.f-:eyaluatlon by th:a
client is considered of primary importance. This includes soliciting the client's
reactions to the comments made by staff in the monthly case reviews, as well as
providing the youngsters with an opportunity to express themselves on their progress
over the preceding month.

Academie subjects, cultural enrichment activities and events, and .vocational/life
skills areas are all emphasized and worked on daily. Meals are eaten in small groups
which are made up of all the youngsters in a particular c_ounselor's caselgad. As vglth
virtually every activity at the program, meals are utilized as & teaching exereise;
consequently, the youths help with preparation, serving, and cleanup. The.cpr'npethve
side of recreational activities is consciously deemphasized in favor of activities which
foster the mastery of basie skills. An extensive arts and crafts class is held at:ter the
dinner hour. Involvement with family takes place in several ways, and there is much
use of volunteers for both in-program activities and in scme aftercare arrangements
where a big brother/sister is thought beneficial.

Key Tracking Plus is alsoc a program predicated on structuring_ afxd clgsely
monitoring how clients spend much of their time. If: ecan be grguped into a S}ngle
category with Transitional Center, since both are organized to prov1§ie daily, relatively
long hours of support services and close supervision. At thg,»'same time, however, P}us
is organized on an entirely different basis, thus underscoring the f_act that extensive
levels of supervision and service can be exerted in a manner which ean vary quite
extensively.

Tracking Plus, unlike Transitional Center, makes _use of community schqols.
Great care is taken to be sure that the school selected is, in f{act, the most appropriate
school for the eclient. Public schools, vocational education programs, and adult
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education classes are all possibilities which ean be explored during the first several
weeks of program participation. This is one of the numerous objectives which make up
the so-called "residential intake" phase of the program. For one to four weeks, clients
taken into Plus are housed on the second floor of the program faecility. During this
period, a residential caseworker is assigned to each of the clients. At any one point in
time, the maximum ecapacity for residential intake is four clients. While living at the
facility the confinement is highly restrictive and heavily struetured. In very short
crder, the total aceountability required shifts to measures based on tracking, trust, and
personal responsibility. Initially, however, there is very little room for leeway.

The residential caseworker will see the client daily to work on assessment,
development of treatment cbjectives, arrangement of eommunity tracking plans, and
the formulation of a written contract. Three or four family meetings must also be
held prior to beginning community tracking. Typically, various problems are explored
including limit setting at home, discipline, parenting skills, marital relationships as
they relate to the child, ete. Once-a-week formal group meetings are held with all the
clients, but the primary emphases for the residential intake clients are the caseworker
meetings, the family meetings, and the in-house sessions. While in residence, each
youth spends three hours of the morning in school. The school is run by a special
education teacher who works remedially with the youngsters and tests for achievement
levels. Generally, within the first two days an outreach worker is assigned. This

person closely collaborates with the residential caseworker and will be involved in at
least some of the family meetings.

Onee the community tracking phase begins, the outreach worker assumes primary
responsibility though the residential caseworker will econtinue to maintain contact. As
part of the more standard terms of the community tracking contract, clients agree to
be "tracking aceountable"; to attend school, job training, and/or work; to participate in
weekly group counseling sessions; to attend the mandatory program-sponsored
recreational and cultural activities; and to comply with a eurfew. Tracking is twenty-
four hours a day, meaning the client is expected to follow a prearranged schedule
seven days a week. At set times every day clients must call in to report their
whereabouts, and unannounced spot checks at any time and in any place are possible.

A team structure has been established so that an outreach worker remains on-
call all hours of the day and night. This provides coverage for each worker when days
off oceur and for erisis intervention at any time. Clients are seen by outreach workers
three or four times a day, and while some of the contacts may be quite brief, they can
also lead to more involved discussions. It is expected that at least twice a week more
intensive individual eounseling will take place, though it may literally oceur anywhere.
Family, teachers, and employers are encouraged to call Plus at any time, and they are
regularly contacted by the outreach workers. Mandatory group sessions devoted to
both problem solving and reereation occur twice a week and twice a weekend.

A critical facet of the program is residential backup. Used in instances when
there is a violation of the contract or at perticularly trying and erisis-prone times, it is
generally used several times per client during program partieipation. The previously
assigned residential ecaseworker will intensively work with the youth, and the outreach
worker will often join them for collaborative sessions.
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PROGRAMS WITH MODERATE LEVELS OF INTERVENTION

All three of the moderate intervention programs have at their core an
alternative school format with additional eomponents incorporated into the overall
program. Katahdin is a coed program which emphasizes in a variety of ways student
participation and involvement in the running of the program. Morning meetings, held
every day and presided over by the student body president, cover the scheduled
activities of the day and any other issues of importance. The student body as a whole
is allowed significant input into decision making. This includes a say in the program's
intake decision on each and every prospective client as well as on appeals which are
made by students who have been suspended. The student body actually sets the
conditions which must be met for a suspended student to return. The intent of these
"egalitarian gestures" is to create a feeling of ownership in the program. Clients
exercise some control over not only what happens to themselves, but also over what
happens in the program and to others in it. This extends to the operations of the board
of directors where there is a seat reserved for the student body president.

The school curriculum is managed by an acecredited secondary school teacher.
Each youth is tested and provided with an individually tailored educational plan. Many
of the clients are academically well behind most students their own age. Some of
them have been out of sechool for one to two years, while others may have been
enrclled, but rarely attended classes. Weekly educational contructs are formulated
and much flexibility exists to accommodate other activities and events that may be
going on. By meeting the terms of the contract, the youth can earn credits toward
completion of their educational requirement. Fractions of a credit are given at the
end of five weeks if all the weekly contracts have been successfully completed.
Credits earned at the program are accepted by the local school system and many of
the students continue their schooling at another alternative school for youngsters who
are unable to funection in the regular school system strueture.

Counseling at Katahdin emphasizes individual and family interaction more than
group. In justifying this orientation, the director pointed out that many of the clients
tend to be loners, that the peer group at the program is not a "natural peer group" for
the students, and that many of the clients have been through group counseling before
and have a strong aversion to it. Upon further reflection, however, it was stated that
the right facilitator might make a difference. There are group meetings twice a week.
In these sessions clients are allowed to vent their feelings, voice complaints, and
discuss issues of mutual interest. The session is largely self-directed by the clients.
Two treatment specialists are responsible for providing individual counseling to their
own caseload once a week on a formal basis and additionally as needed. Specific
techniques are left to the discreticsns of the ecounselor who decides on a case-by-case
basis what basiec approach to take.

Family counseling is an extremely important feature of the program. While a
few of the more severe cases are brokered out for family counseling, most are handled
by the staff. Initially, the families of all new clients must come in for family
counseling. For four to six weeks families come in once every one to two weeks
depending upon need. After this initial period, the nature and extent of further
counseling is renegotiated.
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Copper Mountain Mental Health Day Treatment Center also has at its core an
alternative school format. Additional components include counseling, organized
recreation, and tracking. Schooling at Copper Mountain is also based on an individually
formulated curriculum contract. The students are involved in setting specific goals
and then work initially with teaching machines in reading, spelling, language arts,
mathematics, science, and history. Some group classes are held in social studies,
health, and physical education.

The counseling component involves individual, group, and family although the
group sessions which involve the participation of most of the staff constitute a major
thrust of the program. Occurring four times a week, the ecommunity group meeting is
generally held to deal with emerging problems, value eclarification and exchange of
ideas, the determination of negative and positive sanctions, an¢ imparting basic
information. At times the discussion of behavior issues is set aside, and value
elarification is pursued through discussion of a controversial social or political issue.
One of the group meetings is devoted to weekly assessment which involves assigning
points to clients for participation and effort in the various components and for overall
responsibility. Individual counseling sessions generally oceur at least twice a week,
and the techniques are mixed. General goals are to build rapport, address behavior and
consequences, work to establish eredible role models, and deal with problems as they
arise. Family counseling is also available though it generally involves only a few cases.

Tracking involves one out-of-center contact a day either through phone calls, a
brief informal contaet, or a home visit. In addition, one personal activity involving
tracker and client per week is expected to take place. Designed both for monitoring
and support purposes, tracking duties inelude crisis intervention, maintaining eontact
with families and other involved agencies, development of personal rapport with the
client, functioning as a member of the treatment team with emphasis on behavioral
contracting and crisis management, assisting in identifying needed resources particu-
larly in aftercare, and maintaining records for treatment contracts and for evaluation
purposes.

Copper Mountain also possesses a well-developed and elaborately organized
recreational component. Once a week, clients are required to participate in a full day
of organized recreational activity (e.g., skiing, horseback riding, bieyecling, rock
climbing, hiking, handball, handgliding), and a second half day a week is reserved for a
YMCA activity. A third block of time is also frequently used. In addition, there is
typically one longer physical challenge trip per month (river runs, YMCA camping,
YMCA National Youth Program Using Honda Mini-bikes, backpacking, ete.). The
recreational component is predicated on the premise that sport and recreational
pursuits represent an acceptable and meaningful way to channel energy, vent frustra-
tion, provide excitement and exhilaration, enhance self-esteem, establish close and at
times personal rapport with the recreational director, reward and motivate appropriate
behaviors, discourage disruptive and uncooperative actions, and acquire new skills and
hobbies that might spark future vocational interests and/or leisure-time pursuits.
Following these longer trips, the recreational director meets in a debriefing session
with the staff and shares observations about the clients who have participated. The
recreational component is run by a director with extensive experience in sports and a
graduate degree in recreational therapy.
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The third and final nonresidential program in this category is the Viable
Alternatives to Institutionalization Program (VAP). Clients are basically involved in
three components: alternative education, counseling, and job development. The vast
majority of VAP's students attend the in-program school. Several students, however,
attended the local vocational technical institute; some worked full time and came to
the program only for counseling; others worked and attended some other adult
educational program while coming to VAP for counseling.

The school provided instruction for three categories of achievement: basic
education through the eighth grade, intermediate (pre-GED), and GED prep. VAP
clients attend classes with students from some of the other six programs operated in
the same facility by the multiservice umbrella agency responsible for all the programs.
Much of the schooling is oriented toward individualized learning modules rather than
group instruction. Some group classes are held on specifie subjects, such as consumer
education. Teaching machines are used to arouse interest and to provide variety in the
course of the school day. The school operates as part of the local school system, with
students receiving regular credit for their work. Diplomas can be obtained if the final
requirements are met at the program school. The school component also uses a token
economy point system under which points are awarded to students for exhibiting
positive behaviors in school-related activities and group meetings. Initially, points
could be exchanged for early departure from school, but this aspect of the award
system was later changed. According to one teacher, the early departure award was
considered an unfortunate reinforecement of the idea that the program was a place a
student would rather not be. In this sense, the program was promoting (or literally
rewarding) the notion that the services and guidance being provided represented a
burden which clients would prefer to avoid rather than a resource of great value.
Consequently, the system was changed so that points were used in an auction with
students bidding for goods donated by local department stores and businesses.

Having essentially abandoned an intensive group counseling approach utilizing
confrontational techniques, the program relies on group counseling sessions run by
counselors for the fifteen to twenty-two clients on their own caseloads. Occurring
once or twice a week, these sessions rely upon the peer group and peer pressure to
develop in the client an understanding of his own behavior, feelings, and problems.
Group dynamics observed by the counselors can later be used in individual counseling
sessions as a basis for further inquiry and insight development.

Individual counseling varies from intensive requiring at least three sessions a
week, to moderate involving at least two sessions a week, and minimal meeting at
least once a week. The frequeney of contact is initially determined when the case
service is formulated. The selection of ecounseling techniques and strategies is left to
the discretion of individual counselors, although weekly case reviews by the staff
allowed counselors the opportunity to solicit help and advice.

Family work is initiated in over half the cases. It is frequently arranged at the
outset as part of the case service plan. Regular contacts with family always take
place to present progress reports, to make inquiries, and to spot early any developing
difficulties. Separate behavioral eontracts regarding conduct at home are established
for some of the clients, particularly younger ones.
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] The job developer works with those VAP clients who will be working full or part
pme. Skills taught to these clients include filling out applications, participating in job
interviews, seeking appropriate Kinds of work, and determining exactly what kind of
work is actually available. The job developer maintains an active listing of available
jobs, and takes clients to various locations for job interviews. Onee a job is procured,
the job developer continues to meet with the youth once or twice a week to monitor
progress. Some clients qualify for the CETA-sponsored Youth Conservation and
Community Improvement Program, which is run out of the faeility. This program
places clients in union apprenticeship positions and on construection jobs. Another
CETA-sponsored job development workshop for clients meeting the income standards is
available at the program site.

OUTREACH WORKER INTERVENTION

The final nonresidential program type we encountered was an outreach worker
program called Project Vision. A day treatment program offering services to hard-
core, ch?onically delinquent youths, Vision operates out of a boys' club in New Haven,
Connecticut. Counseling, as is typicaily the case, is not based on any single technique
but rather on an eclectic style reflecting the needs and problems of individual elients.
Counseling sessions ean oceur wheneve: and wherever they appear most needed—in the
home, on the street corner, at school, or in the boys' club. No emphasis, however, is
placed upon having clients come to the facility once they have been acecepted into the
program. It is conceivable that once admitted elients will not reappear at the program
faeility until they are ready for graduation.

) Once admitted, clients are considered "primary" cases. This means that the
individual counselor must have at least three and ideally five face-to-face contacts
with the client each week and also spend some time with the client's family and
friends. In addition, the counselors are responsible for keeping tabs on their clients on
a twenty-four hour basis and for being available for erisis intervention. Counselors are
expected to work closely with the youths' families. Parents are contacted at least
once per week, either in person or by phone. In addition, regular quarterly parent
meetings are held at the boys' club where an open forum is run to diseuss common
problems. There is, however, no mechanism (e.g., team system, call-in schedule, or
stgff on call) to assure continuous monitoring and constant availability of a ecounselor.
Primary status for any client lasts for a minimum of six months. In advancing to
secondary status, the client is supervised by the same counselor but is only seen twice
per week. Counselors are also responsible for assisting their clients in obtaining jobs
and _for making referrals, if needed, for more intensive psychological or psychiatric
services.

There is l.imited use gf group counseling on an ad hoc and largely voluntary basis.
Conseguently, it plays a minor role in the program. Activities and field trips are also
organized on a voluntary basis.

All educational activity is conducted in the community. Some clients attend an
altex:native edl.xcational program operated by the public school system; others attend a
special education program designed for learning disabled youth; while still others are
enrolled in the regular publie schools. All program participants must attend some type
of school, and counselors maintain regular contact with teachers at the schools.
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CHAPTER VIII

ORGANIZING AND MONITORING CLIENT PROGRESSION:

INCENTIVE SYSTEMS AND AWARD STRUCTURES

Guiding movement through the various programs is an assortment of staging,
leveling, achievement/progress, and point systems ranging from relatively simple
mechanisms involving only periodic case reviews to elaborately structured token
economies in which particular privileges are tied to the attainment of specific levels
or stages. While it is not uncommon for the programs to make use of some kind of
point system, points can be used in a number of distinet ways. Further, they are not
always applicable in every program component. Consequently, we must be careful to
differentiate between point systems which are used primarily as a means to dispense
rewards and punishments and those which serve as the principal means by which
progression in a program is determined.

Among the five residential programs, FKMI, ARC, and Esperanza use some form
of point system, Vindicate relies on stages not involving points, and PORT holds
monthly case conferences to gauge progress. FKMI's rather complicated token
economy system makes use of points to monitor progress, reward resnonsible behavior,
and guide advancement through four specified levels. One to five points are earned for
1) conduet and 2) participc tion in each class, task, and activity. In this way, a

paximum of ten points can be earned for each of the daily three class/activity periods,
and up to forty points can be earned over the weekend.

The number of accumulated points in combination with the completion of
assigned courses, peer input in group meetings, and staff approval are the criteria used
to determine "level advancement.” As students progress from apprentice seaman to
seaman, mate and first mate, they are permitted mcre privileges and responsibilities.
Level two (seaman), for example, requires an aceumulated 450 points. Once obtained,
and provided the other requirements are met, students are ordinarily permitted to
leave the base with their families for the day. We should point out that this particular
privilege had been suspended when we visited due to a rash of abuses. On level three
(mate) which requires 1,400 points, a five-day home visit ean be arranged. Points are
also used in auctions, which are held to select students for special activities, organized
evening trips, overnight camping, and group ventures into town. Every student's
accumulated points are placed on the prominently displayed Consistency and
Performance Chart. At level four, which requires 1,750 points, plans are made for
graduation and furlough.

Esperanza also uses a point system which is similarly based on points which
accumulate over time and provide a clear basis by which residents ean progress. Each
youth is given zero to three points in eleven categories for each of three shifts over a
twenty-four hour period. The categories are attitude, relationships with others/argu-
ing with counselors, chores, room, personal hygiene, waking up and going to bed,
smoking, radio/stereo, phone, home on time, and extra chores. The points for each of
the categories are totaled each day and then summed by week. Advancement through
the three stages requires a certain proportion of all possible points. As each stage is
acquired, mobility, privileges, and responsibility inerease. Certain privileges are also
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earned as a specified number of weeks elapse within a particular stage and i i
. dif
proportion of all possible points are acecumulated. ? & it a certain

In both FKMI and Esperanza, the point systems are used to earn privi i
1 FKI . privileges, gain
new responsibilities, momt_or progress, and guide advancement through specifi%d ie%els
%r stgges. The emphasis Is on the positive, with points awarded as rewards.
nsatisfactory performance brings fewer points, rather than negative points or the loss

of points. Points are applied toward earnin rivileges '
s ore s are ¢ gp ges as well as for advancement

ARC's point system operates on a much different basi i
) s. The program relies on a
point sys!:em where one to thre:e points are assessed for various rule infractions and
misbehaviors. The points essentially serve as demerits which accumulate over a week's
time. They are then used as a means to determine preference among a variety of

chores. The system thus tends to emphasize the negative, in th i
i : e sense that
represent instances of miseconduet or rule infraction. g ’ points

Insofar as the points relate to a choice among chores they only accu
a weel;. The point totals for a month's time are gsed, bu‘E in g diftyerent rx;ﬁteﬁ‘\{gg
assessing students' progress and cooperatica in the various aspeets of the program
(mcl}xdmg monthly point totals), the staff selects a student of the month. The reward
consists of being cited on a house plaque and being treated to a steak dinner. Overall
movement through the program is basically a function of treatment plan progress
timing, and the absence of problems. At the sixth month each student comes before’
th(_a entire staff for a progress review. At this point the student, along with his
counselor, the outreach coordinator, and the program teacher, diseuss progress toward

obtainin, i . .
months.g prerelease status and pre- aration for a prerelease hearing held at about eight

Vindieate progresses students through three distinet phases—inta
anq advanced~adva:ﬁeed. For at least six but more typicalll)y seven or l;ieg’h%dr‘rllil:&ics]’
remdgnts are considered in the intake phase. At this point they are given rooms’
dormitory style, on the second floor of the faeility. After one month, they are alloweé
to go clothes: shoppmg: with $208 provided by the Division of Youth and Family
Serymes. This lag period is used &i-the program to provide sufficient time for the
residents to "buy into" the program. It allows time for clients to show they ar= gomg

to remain, is an initial move by the program to inject toler t
de-emphasizes the money. d ! erance and patience, and

As the resident improves and progress is made in edueaticn
behavioral control, value modification, and consisteney, they are adn,litetrenc%’ lions;r:etrllxz
advanced unit. Roomg are taken on the first floor and the restrietions on mobility are
ﬁased s'?mewhat. Residents are allowed later curfews and are permitted to wear more
'dressy" street eclothes. Prior to this, the program consciousl: attempts to

de-emphasize "material things," believing they encourage the resi :
i r
minds off the real issues and prZ)blems. 8 oy ° ssidents to take their

. In the advanced unit, progress is reviewed on various residents in weekly case
goq erences. In the. advanced—adyanced group, students are eligible for counselor-in-
raining positions, involvement in group sessions is reduced to a minimum level,
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weekend sign out is permissible, and once a week one-to-one sessions are held with the
assistant director.

By way of contrast, in PORT progress through the program is measured by

" successfully meeting the goals stated in the service plan. Every month a case

; i ient; thi i ly involves the
conference is held on the progress of the czhen’cz this meeting regularly inv
houseparents and a representative of the referring ageney. Upon completion of all
objectives, clients are graduated from the program. :

The nonresidential programs also reveal a variety of ways in which .movement
through the program is gﬁided and progress pursued. Viaple maintains a point SYSter?c
for particular aspects of their program. Copper Mountalr'l uses one on a once-a-wee
basis to gauge progress and spur group dialogue._ Trans1t§ona1 Center, undgr a; ?{ew
program coordinator, has completely done away with a prev1ously.u.sed extepswgh oken
economy system and replaced it with a team concept emphasizing real_lty tegap;;
(personal responsibility and accountability) and monthly staffings with s ub gnf
participation. Key's system relies on a three-stage process .mcorpora'tmg rie
residential intake, community tracking, and residential backup, wl.nle' Katahc}m engages
in educational contracting and a deep commitment to "egahtarl.an' oz:ggmgatmn and
extensive student involvement in the running of the program.. Prg)]ect Vision illustrates
a detached counselor/tracker approach allowing workers wide diseretion in organizing
activities and establishing limits.

Viable's in-house sehool component relies on a.pgipt system to reward students
for exhibiting positive behavior in school-related act1v1'91es and groups. .As such, it is
more a mechanism for encouraging appropriate behaylor than determining program
progression. There are eight categories for which points can be egrned: on ‘tlme to
class, on time from break, respeet for staff, respect for peers, wox:'kl.ng before 10 a.M.,
working after 10 a.m., group involvement, and bonus. -An "0.K." in any category 1s
given one point and an "X" is given zero points. The points are totaled every da:y a_nd
then summed over the week. Points accrue from week to week and are usged as bidding
points in auetions for goods donated by local department stores and businesses (eég:,
sporting goods, playing cards, albums, tee shirts, concert tickets). Tt}e point cart 11:5
designed to resemble a checkbook and it is balanced py stuc?ents as Fheu‘ egrned poin ?
are used. In this way, students get accustomed to using basie math in keeping track o
point balanees and become familiar with how checkbooks work. The counseling and job
development activities are monitored in weekly case reviews.

Copper Mountain utilizes a point system to encourage arx'nd reward appropr_'late
interpersonal conduct and involvement in each of :che programs' components. It l1)s an
interesting system in whic¢h points are actually assigned only once a week on the asis
of a modal staff vote. During one of the week's regularly sepeduled com'r'numty
meetings, each student is rated on a five-point scale from '.'needs 1mprovemeqt (1) to
nexeellent” (5) in five categories: counseling, recreation, sehool, tracking, and
responsibility. The category "responsibility" refers to a stucjept‘s _regard for others and
for self. The criteria for all categories are effort and participation. As the votes are
taken each student can respond and other students comment. The point seore voted
most frequently by staff is the earned number of points. A "5" in school all we?k earns
a day off from required school work. Weekly totals of "16" or above earns"a io t drink,
n9Q" or above earns a soft drink and a eandy bar, and a monthly total of "75" or above
means the student is taken out for dinner. Unlike the other point systems, this one
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capitalizes on a staff and student dialogue concerning performance and assessment.
Staff collectively decide on points and the students are a part of the process. The
clients see how it is they are assessed and why.

Transitional Center had completely done away with a token economy system,
believing it had become unnecessary as an instrument of social control and
counterproductive as a result of its tendeney to be used punitively and indiserimi-
nately. Thus, the previous merit system requiring the hourly recording of points was
replaced by a system predicated on immediately confronting various misbehaviors and
rule infractions and evaluating progress along with each student in monthly scheduled
case reviews. The emphasis shifted to placing responsibility squarely on the students
and dealing with problems and difficulties as they arose. This was expedited by efforts
to secure much closer team work by counselors and the teachers, and by requiring a
monthly case review for each student, with his or her active participation. As was also
the case at Copper Mountain, this means that each student has a regular opportunity to

assess hi: or her own progress over the preceding month, to hear what the staff

members think and recommend, and to respond to staff comments.

Key Tracking Plus quickly moves clients from a brief stage of highly restrictive
residential confinement to intensive community tracking. In the latter stage, an
assigned outreach worker maintains close monitoring and support for the youngster
seven days a week, twenty-four hours a day. Coupled with frequent mandatory
meetings and activities at and under the guidance of the program, each student is held
closely accountable to a set of agreements carefully specified in a signed written

contract. Brief residential backup remains available in the event of erisis or contract
violation.

Progress is carefully monitored by the close observation and interaction of the
outreach worker. Tracking stringency diminishes somewhat with demonstrated
improvement and trustworthiness. However, each client is assessed every month in a
case conference. Participants include the program director, the residential casework-
er, the outreach worker, and the referring agency caseworker. At least one-half of the
clients are involved with another Key program subsequent to participation in Plus.

The system at Katahdin relies to a great extent on the active and close
involvement, interaction, and equality between the staff and clients. It is believed
that by allowing the students a significant input into decision making the chances are
increased the clients will have a greater investment in outcomes. This extends over
what happens to themselves, others in the program, and in the program overall. It is
through generating the feeling of "ownership” in the program and reasonable equality
between staff and clients that the program hopes to foster self-confidence, self-
control, trust, and honesty. There is no naive expectation this is an easy course; in
fact, the executive director commented that it was day-to-day behaviors that they
focused on and worked with most intensively. It is expected that, if any chance for
value change exists, it will in all probability follow behavioral change. A youngster's
basic value structure may or may not be reached, but by working on creating an
atmosphere of trust, honesty, lightheartedness, clear expectations, and a high degree

of participation in decision making, it is believed the chances are improved for more
fundamenial and internalized value change.
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The egalitarian system the program employs places a great deal of responsibility
on the students. They are given many opportunities to influence the program. For
example, after a five-day trial period all the students. vote on whether to accept or
reject a new client. There are rotating student officers, and a stqunt president
participates in board meetings. The student bo@y a]so.sets the condltlpns and ‘ghe
probationary period extended to suspended and mlsbeha\{lqg students. This collective
group decision making imposes a large degree of responsmlhty on the students, :?nd as
stated by one staff member, not every youngster can deal with it. Moreover, it a}so
takes a special kind of staff who are willing to "let some power go" and go along with
the students' exerting considerable say in how things are done.

In the educational component, a weekly contraet is formulated., spelling out what
needs to be accomplished in order to be eligible for credit. After five wgeks of work,
a fraction of a credit is earned. A separate educational progress report is done every
week with one copy going to the parents, the probation ofi:‘mer, and the program
counselor. The youngster also completes an assessment on his or her OWn progress.
Weekly progress reports are done by the counselors as well, and each client is more
formally staffed once a month.

Project Vision's outreach worker approach places major resPor}smlhty on
individual easeworkers for work with and tracking the clients on their casgload.
Ideally, after six months, the number of contacts per week diminishes from five t_o
two. The detached counselor/trackers are required to keep a log of al.l contacts. This
includes writing up a daily aetivity log and miaintaining school and job Qerformance
records for each eclient. In addition, eounselors are required to provide m.onth}y
updates of the treatment plan detailing a full analysis of the progress of each client in
all aspects of the plan.
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CHAPTER IX

IMPOSITION OF CONSEQUENCES AND PUNISHMENT FOR CONTROL PURPOSES

The use of point systems, the acquisition of privileges, and the staging of client
progression or advancement through a program are all methods to exert control over a
client population. Similarly, vital to the operation of any community-based program
are provisions for asserting control, setting limits, and imposing structure in other
weays, such as establishing consequences and imposing punishment for rule infractions
and misbehaviors. This relates to the dual purposes of trying to maintain order,
supervision, and consistency while simultaneously providing support and counsel,
education and training, advoeacy, service brokerage, ete.

We have already described a variety of ways in which point systems can be used
to dispense rewards and punishments. The programs visited also employ additional
sanctions to deal with misconduct. Those without point systems rely on other kinds of
control mechanisms. Sanctions include reprimand and individualized talk sessions,
written exercises, work hours, mobility resirictions and aitered curfews, loss of home
visits, reduction in allowable activities, brief isolation (e.g., confinement in room),
prolonged group encounters, monetary restitution or reduction in allowance, loss of
privileges, peer pressure, stigmatizing garb, the threat or use of foree, physical
restraint in countering aggressive or violent outbursts, reports to probation/youth

authority/courts, and program termination, usually accompeanied by return to the
referral source for additional action.

We turn now to the primary measures used in imposing consequences and
punishments in each of the programs under study. We will also point out measures
taken to control entry and exit to and from the program site, since such measures are
often regarded as one way in which institution-based programs exert impersonal and
therefore possibly dehumanizing and overly punitive control. FKMI residents, as was
stated earlier, might earn a minimum of only two points (indieating "deficieney™) in
each of the three daily (Monday-Friday) aectivity periods. Depending upon accumulated
totals, clients may 1) not advance in level, 2) be denied accompanying level privileges,
and 3) have insufficient points to bid on participation in special trips and other
activities which are regularly auctioned. In addition, however, there is also a "time-
out" room, use of work details, and the prospect of an administrative hearing (involving
the referral agency) which might result in the recommendation for a transfer hearing.
The referral agency does maintain a full-time liaison counselor at the program. At the
time of our visit, the position was held by a former FKMI worker. There is a high
fence surrounding the outer perimeter of the abandoned naval base and a guard at the
entrance to monitor access to and from the property. It should be noted, though, that

the fence is located well beyond the actual program facility and is easily bypassed, due
to its general disrepair!

Esperanza's point and staging system alsc provides a means to deny privileges,
control mobility, and stage advancement. Similar to FKMI, unearned points are a
sanctioning mechanism. In addition, however, a weekly $4 allowance can be reduced,
weekly home visits denied, work hours imposed, monetary restitution for any damages
to the building or property assessed, recreational trips restricted, and expulsion and
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return to the referral source initiated. Permission must be obtained to leave the
faeility, and overnight awake staff are used.

ARC's point demerit system is linked to a preference among weekly chores and
selection of a student of the month. The program also uses reprimand, essay writing,
work hours, individual talk sessions, curtailed mobility in the facility, denial of home
visits, and as a last resort, program termination. Maintaining much more constant
surveillance than in any other program visited, ARC relies on twenty-four hour a day
eyeball supervision and close all-night monitoring of the single exit out of the sleeping
quarters. Intensive extended group sessions can be called to deal with serious
difficulties or a developing negative peer culture. Returned runners and more serious
rule violators may be prohibited from wearing street clothes and required to remain in
a batlrobe. This sanctioning device operates on two levels. Functionally, it serves to
reduce the likelihood of running, or at least make it more difficult. It also impresses
upon: the youth the fact that he is being singled out and even more closely monitored.
On a symbolic level, the robe is used as a stigmatizing mechanism. It can be the
source of humiliation and of ridicule by peers. Finally, trips into the community by
residents are always escorted, and very careful close supervision is constantly
maintained.

Vindicate Society operates on a different basis than the other residential
programs visited. Utilizing a mueh more aggressively confrontational group approach
and a high proportion of former residents on staff, the program is designed to
incorporate so-called "boxing therapy." Immersed in controversy, boxing is regarded at
the program as a strong deterrent which is not punitive, dangerous, or guestionable as
a therapeutic technique. The executive director states that the boxing cannot be
"programmed" (i.e., scheduled in advance) but has to be spontaneous, so as to maximize
its effectiveness as an immediate response to a hostile attitude or behavior. A number
of staff and the executive director pointed out that during the several periods in which
boxing has been suspended the residents' cooperation level markedly changed. They
became much harder to control. In contrast, however, an independent evaluation
report suggested that the run rate actually diminished with the suspension of boxing.

In addition to the use of boxing, Vindicate Society sanctioning measures included
room restriction, "social parole,”" meaning that residents are not allowed to speak for
several days, repetitive sentence writing, a handecuffed return to detention in the
presence of the program's own apprehension officer, demotion in level, and referral
back to court. Movement into and out of the facility requires signing in and out at the
faecility's entryway. Surveillance in the immediate vicinity of the facility where
clients are permitted to roam is accomplished by other residents and staff conspicu-
ously present throughout the neighborhood. '

The final residential program, PORT, responds to negative behavior. in a
graduated fashion. Minor violations are likely to result in a verbal reprimand. In the
case of more serious misconduct, the executive director will intercede and fry to
resolve the problem. At the most extreme level of sanctioning, youth can be
terminated from the program and returned to the original referral source. In some
instances, youth can be sent to PORT's other facility for young adult offenders, the
correctional center. Developed as an alternative to incarceration and tc provide
closer control and supervision for high-risk probation cases, the center will take youths
with continuing adjustment problems and known acts of illegal behavior for periods of
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less than four weeks in duration. Following this stay, the youngster must either be

returned to the group home or terminated from the program and sent back to the
referral source.

The nonresidential programs reveal a similarly wide assortment of sanctioning
procedures used as means to impose control and exact consequences for miseonduct.
In its educational component, VAP's point system established a means to deny material
rewgrds avgilable by auction for points. In addition, verbal reprimands are delivered
by increasingly more authoritative persons. Depending upon the seriousness and
persistency of the miseconduect, the students are successively dealt with by teachers,
counselors, the deputy director of the overall ageney, and the executive director. The
handling of problems which appeared to be more serious and worrisome ordinarily fell
to the deputy director who acted in a kind of assistant principal/diseiplinarian role. It
was this same deputy director who during the first year ran an intensive confrontation-
ally oriented group (see "Program Services" in program profile). Termination with a
return to the referral source remains the most serious sanction available. Since the
vast majority of youths in VAP are on a suspended commitment status, the possibility
exists gf a full-fledged ecommitment or of revoeation of probation and a new
disposition order for a much more restrictive placement. However, this kind of action
1s a last resort employed only when all else has failed.

Copper Mountain's once-a-week modal point assignment can also result in
students not acquiring a day off from school work or some food rewards. In addition,
there is a variety of consequences or punishments available for eontrol purposes.
Regularly scheduled group community meetings are frequently used to discuss
youngsters' specific problems. In these sessions the participants are asked to suggest
solutions and sanections. Staff can also invoke such sanctions as work hours, extra
school yvqu, and prohibition from participating in a recreational activity. Recreation
serves in its own right as a strong motivator for the students to complete school work
and l?ehave appropriately. There are frequent student-counselor conferences around
the issues of self-control, reaction te provoeation, and proper conduct. Brief
suspensions, reports to probation officers and police, and expulsion are also possible
sanctions for more serious or persistent behavior problems.

' Transitiona; Center is an interesting illustration of a program in which the
assignment _of points was specifically abandoned due to the new program coordinator's
belief that it had become punitive and dysfunctional to the operation of the program.
!nsteagi, the new system emphasizes handling problems immediately by directly
involving the youngster in a discussion of what has happened, why, and what can be
done al?out it. Placement in detention and referral to court remains as the last resort.
The existence of a single probation officer assigned to all of the partieipating students
served to expedite close case management and oversight by the court. It also provided
a constant reminder to the youngsters that the court and its ultimate disciplinary
authority remained ever present. '

. {(ey Tracking Plus is based on tightly structuring clients' time and closely and
mtenswgly monitoring to see that the schedule is adhered to. At any time during the
commun.l'gy tracking pha§e, as was pointed out earlier, youth ean be brought back into
't'he ‘facll.lty, where their stay is highly restricted and struetured. This so-called
residential backup phase" can be invoked whenever there is a violation of the contract
or at other particularly trying times. It is ordinarily used several times during a
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client's partieipation in the program. Additionally, outreach workers do have at their
disposal several consequences short of residential backup. "Grounding" or lowering the
curfew time can be used. At times, the tracker will require the client to aceompany
him on his rounds or youngsters may be required to remain in the office at the program
facility. Also, clients are sometimes restricted from participating in certain activities
or trips.

During residential intake or residential backup, sanctioning measures include
written assignments, confinement to the office, withdrawal of various privileges (e.g.,
smoking), and extra chores. The seecond-floor sleeping quarters is staffed overnight on
a shift basis and window alarms are used. When on the second floor, the residents must
ask permission to move from room to room. This assures the counselor on duty on the
second floor that each resident's whereabouts and activities are known. Its purposes
are to maintain safety and general house control and to promote total accountability
at all times. This particular kind of intensive supervision is brief in duration and is
followed by other supervision measures based on tracking, trust, and personal

responsibility.

Katahdin's sanctioning procedures extend from a reprimand or conversation with
staff to going before a group meeting for a discussion of possible consequences. A
formal behavioral contract can be drawn up with specific restrictions and/or
expectations spelled out. Students can also be suspended, with readmittance and
conditions being decided in a group meeting. Typieally, this wiil entail a decision on
how long to extend a readmittance probationary period. Expulsion from the program
involves a return to the referral source for further action. Heavy reliance on group
decision making in this aspect of the program as well as in initial admittance is in
keeping with the overall commitment to egalitarianism and to instilling in the clients a
sense of ownership in the program.

The Project Vision outreach worker program provided very little by way of a
specified program-wide system for reacting to client misconduct. Counselors may
deny participation in an activity or trip. In the case of severe violations, clients could
be terminated from the program and returned to the source of referral for further
action.
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CHAPTER X

NATURE OF EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS AND USE OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES*

In .considering the nature of a program's external relationships i
eommunity resources, one must take into account at least two g[;n;'na(i lfg'sarrlfez gf_‘“
re;ference, a1<_>ng with the corresponding sets of operational indicators relating to each.
First, therg is the perspective that concerns itself with a program's organizational
bureaucratie, and'st?uctural characteristies. This approach tends to view communityi
basedness as consisting of those organizational arrangements which can be established
to create or enh.ance the bond between the program and the ecommunity. Conse-
q_uentl.y, perspectives embracing this definitional framework are more likely to opera-
tionalize or measure community-basedness by identifying the degree to which a
program's scope of serviee, itz sourca of funds, its reliance on other organizations, and

its staffing patterns and practices connect i i : :
community. 2 it to or base it more firmly in the loecal

Alternately, there is the perspective which focuses on actual client 1l
experiences and the efforts being made together by program staff, clients, and grf:
nthorlg of persons, groups, and social institutions comprising a community. This
client linkage appr.oaeh is concerned with the extent and nature of the total range of
the prog.ram"s services and activities and with the ways in which they are experienced
and qualitatively assessed by the clients and others.

) While the precise relationship between these two sets of indi i
e{nplrlca}ly analyzed and discussed in great detail elsewhere (Altschuleif,a E'zlr"sthgélr;ir?ge'
dlssertatlor.x), we can make some preliminary observations that provide a basis for
understa_ndmg the various ways in which programs may identify themselves as
community based, yet still be organized and operate quite differently.

CLIENT LINKAGE PERSPECTIVE

When we consider the ways available to facilitate and achi i i
) _ ieve client linkages
with ecommunity support systems and social networks, there are three distinet wayg in

;I:’ioclt‘lre(ilmportant individuals, groups, and social institutions can be reached and

RECIPIENTS OF SERVICE

) The various_subsystems may be targeted as designated recipients of some kind of
service. Groups included may extend to the client's own personal network of family,

*The conceptual frameworks in this chapter were develo i
' : - ‘ ped by David Altschuler for
use in this monograph as well as in the dissertation, "Evaluating Community-based

Linkages: An Exploratory Comparative Analysis," School of Soecial Servi ini
tration, University of Chicago. v betal Service Adminis
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friends, and other peers to teachers and counselors in local schools, neighborhood
residents, business people, private and public agencies, clergy, community organiza-
tions, ete. Sueh persons and groups may be the indirect beneficiaries of services
accorded the client group or may be designated service targets.

Indirect service results from such activities as involving the total family unit in
discharge planning or home visitations. It might include negotiating with an agency of
health care or welfare, intervening with the court or youth authority to develop a
community placement, sereening a pool of clients for job placement, and so forth
(Whittaker, 1974). The point is that whether the recipient of service is the designated
client directly or indirectly through one of the variety of social support systems upon
which the client is or may become linked, there is some form of aectivity, service,
advice, counsel, ete., being extended.

A number of the programs we visited demonstrated to varying degrees and in
different ways a commitment to working with some of the so-called "significant
others" to which we have referred. Among the five residential programs visited, for
example, Vindicate and Florida Keys Marine Institute (FKMI) rarely provided service to
families. In Vindicate's case, this was due to its expressed belief that the home
environments are so chaotic and disruptive that it is futile to devote time to a task
which has minimal chances of success at best. For FKMI, the youths virtually all come
from 150 miles away and, other than nominal reports on progress, the program assumes
no responsibility for family work. This would fall to the Health and Rehabilitative
Serviece home worker, if done at all. We must keep in mind, of course, that both
Vindicate and FKMI can be regarded as linking their clients to the community in a
variety of other ways, but generally not in terms of extending their services to
families. Neither program regards working with families as a goal or responsibility.

FKMI does engage in various ecommunity works projects and efforts. This is
partially to engender community and business support but is also meant to provide
different work experiences for the residents and to raise funds. Vindicate also has
residents engaged in cleaning up and watching over the area adjacent to the program.
This also serves a dual purpose; neighboring businesses and commereial establishments
are assisted and hopefully reassured concerning the program, and the clients are given
responsibility for maintenance and upkeep of the property.

The remaining residential programs, the PORT Boys Group Home, Alternative
Rehabilitation Communities at Woodlawn (ARC), and Esperanza Para Manana (EPM),
all, to some extent, do family work though none could be considered particularly
intensive in this area. At ARC, it is generally not until the final month or two in the
program that weekly contact between the family and the outreach coordinator occurs.
It can also be a rather long distance from the program to the clients' homes, since
ARC is a regional program drawing from numerous counties. ARC will intercede with
the court on behalf of residents. PORT's houseparents conduct some sessions with
families around problem solving and improving relations with the youngsters, but the
fact that the houseparents are the only two regular full-time staff members precludes
any extensive, ongoing counseling. The contact with family appears largely
informational and instruetive, in keeping with the program's overall orientation. The
program is low keyed, homelike, and clearly not staffed with the intention of providing
formalized intervention with families by experienced or trained wuorkers.
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The EPM eclinical director visits each family two or three times a month. These
visits are planned to encourage the building of trust and rapport. This is followed by
friendly advice and counsel rather than elaborately structured family therapy. Given
that families are generally free to become involved or not with the program, as a
matter of course it appears wise to take the easy and low-keyed approach.

When we turn to the nonresidential programs, we can also discern some clear
differences with respeet to providing service in some fashion to community networks.
Key's designated outreach workers not only track clients, but rather regularly actively
intervene with family members, peers, school teachers, and employers. They perform
an important monitoring and mediating role between the youngsters and their schools
and employers. In a very direct sense, the school and employer are receiving service
and help from the caseworkers, who will actively hold the youths accountable and
assist them in managing their responsibilities. The act of finding schools and jobs for
the clients and preparing them for the concomitant responsibilities may very well
make the difference between a school or employer agreeing or refusing to take on a
young offender. There are also three or four family meetings during residential intake
and continued contact with families afterwards. Family cooperation and support can
be encouraged by such contact, since the family sees the close supervision their child
is getting and experiences the assistance they themselves get with their problems. The
almost daily family contact may help to break down distrust and suspicion and
generate receptivity to taking advice on family difficulties. The Key clients are

placed in public school programs and jobs and are acecompanied to court by their
caseworkers.

Project Vision is the only other nonresidential program to keep eclients in
community schools, though their tracking is very informal and no visits to the program
or participation in aectivities is required. Family contact occurs at the homes and on

the phone. Vision workers also have the opportunity to meet the eclient's friends and to
work on the streets.

Family work at Katahdin is quite central to the program and sessions are
frequently held at the faecility in the evening, initially for four to six weeks and
thereafter on a renegotiated basis. Attempts are also made to have clients become
involved in some outside community activity. There have been problems in getting this
component off the ground, probably due to the fact that staff simply do not have the
time to actively arrange and monitor it.

Copper Mountain mostly maintains contact with family through its trackers, who
do offer advice to families. However, this tends to be largely informal and is not
sharply defined. A limited amount of family counseling at the facility by counselors
does take place. Viable Alternatives maintains regular contact with families to
present progress reports, make inquiries, and spot early and developing difficulties.
Regular sessions with families are arranged in roughly half the cases at the beginning
of program participation, when service plans are developed. The counselors also
accompany the clients to all courts proceedings. Transitional Center has been planning
a four-tiered system of family work: twice-a-month counselor/family meetings,
parental participation in their child's monthly staffing, monthly parent training groups,
and intensive formal family therapy when needed,
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The point we wish to make by these selected illustrations is that there are a
variety of ways in which programs can reach out and in a real sense extend assistance
and support to the personal and community networks of which a youngster is a part.
While a variety of reasons may exist for having to place a youngster in a program out
of the home community, there are still numerous opportunities for tapping and working
with various communily networks. Having youth and staff, together, increasingly
relate to and work with family, peers, school, and work opportunities constantly
focuses attention on resolving both primary and attendant problems having to do with
handling actual life situations and difficulties. Emphasis can be placed on making
available experiences with the community that provide learning opportunities and
social skill development which help youths better cope with the kind of environmental
demands and pressures they must face. However, achievement of this goal usually
requires investment of staff time to arrange and closely oversee the effort and to
reassure and provide assistance to prospective community providers.

PROVIDERS OF SERVICE

The second—and closely related—category of responsibilities and functions used
to facilitate and achieve client -linkages involves the utilization of community
resources as prineipal and auxillary providers of service. This incorporates the notion
of bringing in others for the purpose of providing some kind of service or assistance, so
that the client increasingly receives services or partakes of activities outside the
program facility.

The thrust toward maximum eclient involvement with community agencies
presents the "normalization emphasis," increasingly seen as vital to the reintegration
process. It rests on the idea of minimizing overdependence on a particular program in
whieh everything is done to and for clients by the same individuals or sets of people. It
also serves as a means for others not necessarily "eaptured” by program administration
to unobtrusively keep watch on the program's climate and practices. Whether the
locus of contaet is initially in or outside the program faeility, it can be conceived as a
way tc allow for the planned and selected use of normalizing contacts to maximize
reintegrative potential. Institution-like patterns can be minimized, more customary
modes of interaction experienced, and other segments of the community not typically
involved in corrections brought into the process. In short, exposure to and exploration
of a wide array of people, groups, and social institutions from and in the general
community allow for 1) clients to aceomplish a cognitive restructuring of experience
which determines their coping style and their internal relationship to that environment
(Taylor, 1980: 30) and 2) expanding the arena of youth corrections (Coates, Miller, and
Ohlin, 1978). The aecquisition of skills required for productive and law-abiding
community living cannot be accomplished without exposure (however gradual and
closely monitored as deemed necessary) to the variety of influences and forces
common to living in free society.

The programs visited provide numerous examples of how this ean be accom-
plished, with what kind of preparation and monitoring. Three of the five residential
programs relied on community schools of various sorts ineluding regular publie schools,
special alternative schools, vocational education programs, and adult education. By
making use of already existing resources the program is thereby freed from having to
establish and finance a full-fledged educational component, and at the same time, the
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youth spends a substantial part of the day in more natural settings, where behaviors
&an be practiced and tested.

In PORT, for example, the youngsters are sent to publie schools in their home
ecommunities, and stats law requires the home boards of education to make provisions
for transportation. Many of the ARC residents walk to the nearby high school, and
some of the Esperanza youth attend alternative schools where they get special and
intensive instruction. All three programs maintain close and regular contaet with the
teachers. Two of the six nonresidential programs also utilize public or alternative
community schools. Key spends the first few weeks when the clients are in residence
to test and work remedially on areas of weakness. The in-house sechool is also available
on a short-term basis for suspended students. Vision has its clients in regular public
schools, special education schools, and public alternative schools. Once again, the
critical element is keeping continuous and careful track of the youths; otherwise
matters can get out of hand quickly. Misbehaviors and problems typically require
immediate attention and intervention.

Some programs also rely on community resources to provide a variety of other
services to their clients. Vindicate and Key, for example, have many residents
engaged in part-time work, sometimes at the program but also in jobs procured by
program workers, whose responsibility it is to closely monitor the youths. PORT
utilizes local residential resources such as parks, playgrounds, and community eenters,
and also taps volunteers to help with tutoring and recreation. Esperanza residents use
local parks and stores and are taken to various Hispanic-oriented activities in the area
and at the University of Utah.

Two of the residential programs operate their own in-house schools: FKMI
(whose school is also open to about thirty-five day students) and ARC. FKMI uses the
county community mental health service to provide group counseling and some
individual help. Also located on the abandoned naval base but down the block, the
mental health workers regularly interact with all of FKMI's residents. ARC residents
are taken as a group to use local recreational facilities ineluding the YMCA and parks,
and for occasional short-term vocational instruetion at other locations.

Four of the day treatment programs essentially operate as aiternative schools
with additional components built in. Copper Mountain subcontracts with private
organizations to provide its eduecation, tracking, and recreation components. Viable,
being a multiservice agency with a variety of youth programs operating out of its
facility, has some overlap among its various programs, including job placement and
preparation. Katahdin's experience with a community serviee component had not
successfully gotten off the ground, but local recreational facilities were regularly used
and student interns are frequently placed there. Probably the most extensive use of
interns and community volunteers was Transitional Center which was able to take
maximum advantage of a court services volunteer program. The local board of
education also provided for the bulk of the educational services through its
contribution of teaching staff and transportation for the youngsters.

PERSONAL, SOCIALLY INTEGRATIVE INTERACTICN

The third and final category of functions involved in developing external
relationships and using community resources relates to policies concerning other kinds
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of permissible interactions and visitations allowed clients. The allocatiop 'a'_nd
monitoring of time allotted for personal, socially integrative interaction and ac‘t1v1t1.es
has major relevance for residential programs, though several of the nonresidential
programs bear some mention in this econnection as well. Beyond the more structug'ed
and organized aspects of the program, there is the matter of general access to fanply,
old friends, peers in general, and other persons for the purpose of visits, .lelsure—t_lm_e
pursuits, private time, ete. In the residential programs, the best illustration of this is
in the handling of visitation, most notably the home visit. It is typically the case that
after a predetermined period of time residents become eligible for home visits.
Generally, this is not a right automatically granted at a set time; rather, it 1s a
privilege which must be earned, and when granted, there are estgblished understand-
ings and sometimes signed contracts regarding behavioral expectations.

Both PORT and Esperanza permit residents to visit their homes with the gre:a.tes.t
frequency, though Esperanza generally waits five or six weeks before the first visit is
allowed. In the Esperanza program, the purposes of the visits are to allow contact
with the home community to continue, to lessen any dependency on the program trgat
might be developing, and to provide opportunities for the residents to be faced with
and make choices about their conduet and behavior. By the time the visits commence,
there have been at least two meetings with parents and specific conditions for the
visits have been set. If the families are unwilling to permit their child home, a
relative or other "extended family" member is sought. Short forms are filled out by
the family following the weekend visit. The home visits are clearly used as a means to
positively reinforee proper conduct and behavior; consequently, the visits can be
denied and they are tied to the program's point-based staging system. Following two
weeks of residence, parents can visit their child at the program, though this can be
delayed if restrictions have been imposed on the youth.

PORT allows home visits every weekend, although presistent family prgblgms
might result in the staff not actively encouraging a weekend trip home. Restrlctlpr}s
on associating with a particular peer group or with other youngsters within a specific
age range (e.g., a group of older youths who may be continually in trouble) ean be set.
Visits ean also be denied on the basis of various misbehaviors at the program as well as
for difficulties experienced on prior home visits. There are no set times for families
to visit. Parents are allowed to come with advance notice, but in the instance of very
poor family relations the staff may well prefer the family, at least in the short term,
to stay away.

ARC allows home visits after two months. These are contingent upon no
restrictive status at the program, prior approval of the probation department, consent
of the parents, and a counselor first accompanying the student home for the day. A
written contract specifying various call-in times and conditions is formulated and
signed by the student, counselor, and director. After the first home visit of one day,
subsequent home visits are twice a month for the whole weekend. Visits remain
privileges which can be denied, and for each a contract is formulated and signed. On
prerelease status, occurring approximately eight months into the program, students are
eligible for extended weekends devoted to procuring a placement for employ.ment,
training, or education. Once this is accomplished and after an extensive period of
reentry planning has begun, the student begins & period of approximately one month
during which only weekends are spent at the facility. Both probation department
approval and parental consent are obtained prior to community reentry. Usually, on
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Sundays and with some advance notice families are allowed to visit with their child at
the faeility.

The two residential facilities providing the fewest scheduled opportunities for
home visits were FKMI and Vindicate. However, while both programs do share this
feature, other fundamental differences between the two programs exist. These extend
to the way in whieh the programs are organized, their specifie components and
orientation, and the overall environment of the catchment area and the local juvenile
justice system. Specifically, placement in FKMI's facility means for all the residential
clients four months of about a 150-mile separation from home. A five-day home visit
is permitted with the attainment of level IIl in the program's level advancement
system. Upon return to the facility, only a few weeks are left until "furlough" or
termination. Parents are asked to fill out a short form on the visit. Making contact
with the youth and the family during that visit is the task of the HRS home counselor.
Approximately haif of the residents opt not to take their home visit. Families are
allowed to visit their child at the facility onece a month.

Vindicate does not schedule home visits for the residents, though such visits are
allowed, particularly for holidays. If the family indicates that the home area is a bad
place or that they feel it is detrimental, a resident might be denied a home visit.
Believing that the home environment is largely chaotic and that return home invariably
necessitates facing confusion and parents who either can't or don't wish to take their
child back, Vindicate staff make little effort to reintegrate the youngster into the
family or home ecommunity. Staff members report that oftentimes after the eighteen-
month stay at Vindicate there was no place for the residents to go. There are also no
scheduled times set aside for families to visit the program, though they are permitted
to do so with proper notice.

Persoral and socially integrative efforts take a somewhat different form in
nonresidential programs. Since youth do not reside at the facility, they are obviously
in more of a position to interact informally and leisurely with their family, close
friends, other peers, ete. The central questions, therefore, include: 1) Are restrictions
imposed on a youth's choice of associates? If such restrictions are imposed, is there
any monitoring of them? 2) Are designated times scheduled for families to spend time
with their child at the program? 3) Are families and neighborhood youths or friends
invited to participate in group activities such as field trips, movies, sporting events,
picnies, ete.? While there may be an element of service provision or receipt here, we
basically have in mind the allotment of a specified period of time for the family or
friends to have some free time together (though not necessarily unsupervised) to either
indulge in conversation, make use of program recreational or educational facilities,
and so forth.

In no instance did any of the six nonresidential programs schedule designated
times for families to be with their child at the program, although none indicated they
had any problem with having the families come there. Transitional Center did indicate
that thought was being given to having parents stay for the day, if possible, when they
came to attend their child's monthly staffing. This would not only provide an
opportunity for parents to observe the youth in the program, but would also present a
chance for them to work with their child on some activity or project. Among the non-
residential programs, it was also uncommon for the families to participate in group
activities, although a number of the directors expressed interest in pursuing thiei idea
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in the future. Additionally, there was not much involvement of neighborhood youth or
friends in either using the faecility or participating in activities or events at the
program. Finally regarding restrictions, rules, and prohibitions on whom a youth can
associate with out of the programs, four of the program directors (Transitional, Viable,
Katahdin, and Copper Mountain) mentioned the courts or probation as the imposer of
limitations of this sort.

Viable further indicated that curfews might be established by counselors at the
time of case plan development. Vision's counselors were each free to advise who it
would be best to stay away from, and Key not only imposed absolute restrictions on
who could be seen and what places were off limits, but it also prohibited clients from
getting together with other Key clients in the community. Copper Mountain's
strategy, when it believed it important to impose such restrietions, used the courts as
a means to invoke the order, hopefully thergby inducing compliance while not going
beyond its own authority. Key and Copper Mountain both employed "trackers" or
outreach workers who primarily operated out in the community. Vision's caseworkers
were also expected to frequently work on the streets and inn the community. Many of
the Vision eclients did not and were not required to spend time at the Boys' Club
facility.

ORGANIZATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

We now turn to consideration of the ways in which the various programs were
organizationally and structurally linked to the communities they serve. To begin with,
it was quite common for each of the programs to serve or take clients primarily from a
geographical area comprising a smaller portion of the overall and formal catchment
area from which the clients could come. Two of the five residential programs were
technically statewide, one served a regional area which included twenty-six counties,
and two focused on service areas composed of two and three counties respectively.

SERVICE AREA

Vindicate, while formaliy pulling statewide, was no longer receiving referrals
from the county in which it was located. The other statewide program, Esperanza,
drew its clients from the two population centers with the highest concentration of
Hispaniec residents. Over a three-year period, ARC, which served south central
Pennsylvania, took clients from eight counties. PORT drew clients from its home
county and two less heavily populated adjacent counties which were jointly
participating in the state's community corrections act. FKMI, although technically
serving two counties, drew virtually all of its residential clients from the Miami area.

There are two important points underscored by these facts. First, the stated and
formal ecatchment areas do not necessarily describe where clients ordinarily come
from. Consequently, it is the area primarily served which provides a critical referent.
At the same time, however, how those fewer cases ecoming from outside the primary
area are handled in terms of family and facilitating positive relationships in the home
community is equally important. Second, programs must be viewed within the context
of the size of the area from which they actually draw referrals. It may well be that
certain specialized services for particular populations (e.g., seriously emotionally
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disturbed, serious offenders, highly secure settings) are not locally available because
they are too costly, the area is too small and remote to have a particular facility, the
community won't aceept it, or the program requires staff and resources found more
readily in other areas. In addition, it may be thought that a specified period of time
out of the home community would be beneficial for a youngster, due to intense
community pressure and sentiment, or because the family situation is dangerous or
unhealthy. Therefore, programs may have to draw clients from relatively large areas
of the state. -

In practical terms, the size of the actual service area (e.g., neighborhood,
multiple communities, city, county, multicounty, statewide) of different programs ecan
be expected to vary widely. This presents vastly different possibilities for ways in
which client linkages can be forged with the family and the youth's own social network.
Whether or not clients are close to home or have reasonably good aceess to their home
community has important implications for the feasibility of a program and its staff to
work both with a youth and the family. Consequently, the distinction between home
and host communities has great importance for what is possible in terms of work with
personal social networks. What is it realistic to expect concerning visits with family?
Is anybody working with the family concurrently or will it occur later? Who takes
responsibility for working with the family and social networks of the offender? If it is
a different person or agency than the one working with the child, is it coordinated with
those persons who have been most closely dealing with the youth?

The nonresidential programs showed similar variability with respect to the size
of their catchment areas. Copper Mountain was formally a statewide program, but in
actuality aimost all clients came from one of two adjacent counties. Key served a
region of the state, although the greater Springfield-Holyoke area of Massachusetts is
the prime source of referrals. Transitional Center, Katahdin, Vision, and Viable all
technically served a county or parish, but Katahdin deals primarily with Minneapolis,
Vision with two close-by community areas, and Viable with a ten-square mile area
around the facility.

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Except for Transitional Center, which is a court service program, the programs
operate on a private, nonprofit basis. Four of the residential programs operate with at
least 75 percent of their funding from a state or federal agenecy, although in one case
county authorities act as the conduit or intermediary for dispersement. ARC bills the
home county, which in turn is reimbursed by the Pennsylvania Department of Public
Welfare for 75 percent of the cost. Vindicate received most of its money from the
Department of Youth and Family Services. Esperanza's federal funding is channeled
through the Division of Family Services. FKMI is funded primarily by Health and
Rehabilitative Services, which operates out of regional distriet offices. In the case of
the fifth program, PORT, an agency of local county government provided most of the
funding. LEAA block grant money funneled through state planning agencies was a
principal source of funding for Transitional Center, Vision, Katahdin, and Viable.
Federal money dispersed through a state entity supported Copper Mountain, and Key
received money from the regionally organized Massachusetts Department of Youth
Services. In many cases, additicnal funding and in~kind contributions from other publie
and private sources added substantial help and support.
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It should also be noted that year-to-year changes in funding is not at all unusual.
This is due to various factors including a formula for federal block grants which
gradually phased out funding over three years where it was then up to the states or
local jurisdiction to either pick up the funding in some way or allow the programs to
fold. Foundation support and other contributions from, for example, boards of
education and local departments of mental health can also vary significantly from year
to year. As a consequence of these great fluxuations and the often complex money
flows, not only have levels of public and private funding becorme increasingly blurred
(Spergel and Korbelik, 1979: 20), but so, too, have distinctions based on whether publie
and private sources contributing funds are located within or outside the designated
service area. Can we be certain, for example, that the location of funding sources
within the area of service suggests that the program's values and identifications are, in
fact, rooted inside the community? As noted above, there are technical, formal
catchment areas and there are the actual service areas. Moreover, money can be
originally derived from one or several sources, channeled to a state agency acting as
dispersing agent, and then administered locally by yet another agency which may or
may not be the actual service provider. Consequently, funding sources on the one hand
and monitoring, oversight, and accountability on the other are frequently split between
at least two agencies which cut across multiple levels of government and jurisdietional
boundaries. This means that substantial control and administration of funds may well
fall to any one or even several of a number of possible agencies and organizations,
depending upon the particular function or responsibility {e.g., monitoring of a facility,
specific case management). If control is lodged locally, this may well dilute the
importance of the source of funding as a valid indicator of "identification."

In addition, the smaller the service area, the greater the likelihood that it will be
necessary to go outside that area for support, particularly in places strapped for
resources. Programs with comparatively large service areas may have more
possibilities for generating resources from within their service areas, but this may
1) bear little relationship to prevailing values and identifications and 2)be not
especially meaningful, if the values within the area diverge widely and the
identifications and sentiments relate to subareas of the overall area. Finally, a
regional or local office of a larger entity (e.g., post offices, social security offices,
local outlets for banks) may still be more responsible and accountable to its national or
state mandate and the central authority than to local interests (see, for example,
Warren's 1972 discussion on horizontal and vertical authority).

RELIANCE ON OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

When residential program directors were asked whether the kinds of organiza-
tions that have been most important in the achievement of their objectives were either
within their primary service area, outside, both, or neither (i.e., depends mainly on
itself), everyone responded that those within were most important. This included
Vindiecate, which was not receiving any of its own ecity's or county's offenders but was
certainly making use of local community resources in the form of publie schools,
training programs, and jobs. FKMI's residents came from quite far away; they did not
have the kind of access to the local host ecommunity that Vindicate residents did.
ARC, which exercised the greatest overt supervision over residents, and PORT, which
exercised the least, were also among this group.
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’I.‘he. nonresidential program directors' responses were somewhat more varied.
;E«‘our indicated that organizations within their primary service area were most
important. Vision's director responded that both were equally important. This appears
to have resulted from the faet of Vision's primary service area referents being two
comparatively small, lower-income communities whose youngsters went to a public
school outside these communities but technically inside the county and hence still
inside the formal catehment area. Viable's executive director answered that his
multiservice agency tended ‘o rely mainly on itself. Nevertheless, Viable's two full-
time teachers were paid by the local school system, which was within the county.

VOLUNTARISM AND USE OF BOARDS

) Current use of volunteers in the performance of staff responsibilities was evident
in onlg thrge of the eleven programs (Transitional, Viable, PORT), two of which were
nonre51der}‘t_1al facilities. In each of these three cases, moreover, there were either
other affiliated programs or a larger controlling entity which also maintained a
volunteer worker program. These structures have evidently made it possible to carry
out the often complicated and time-consuming effort needed to enlist the services of
voluntee}'s. Some of the programs which were not utilizing volunteers during the time
of our site visit did ocecasionally have volunteer help, but this appeared not to have
beqn the result of any abiding commitment or belief in the virtues of volunteer labor
or its yalue in facilitating community identification. In fact, several of the programs,
including those using volunteers, were quick to point out the drawbacks in having
volun’qeers, particularly in work with serious juvenile offenders. Reasons included low
commitment levels, unreliability, susceptibility to manipulation by eclients, lack of
accountability, excessive time required for adequate training, and the clients' need for

cpnsistency which required more time than volunteers ecan ordinarily be expected to
give.,

'ljhese limitations suggest that the serious use of volunteers requires their careful
screenmg,.training, and guidance before actual work with the clients begins. Even
thpn, continued close supervision and assistance from experienced staff is probably a
wise and prufient step to take. It was also our impression that the use or absence of
volupteers did not necessarily reflect any greater or lesser identification with the
service area. We should point out that we were careful to distinguish between
community volunteers who receive no form of remuneration or academic credit
whatsoever and supplemental staff who work on a full~ or part-time basis but at no

cost to the program (e.g., student field work, internships, CETA workers, probation
workers, personnel on loan). '

) N'ine of the eleven programs maintained boards of directors, though of those
nine, six were affiliated in some way with a larger umbrella organization (PORT,
Viable, FKMI, Esperanza, Key, and Vision) whose overall board also acted as a board
for the programs. The two programs with no boards were Transitional Center, which
was a public program falling under court services, and Copper Mountain, which was a

collaborative public and private endeavor principally administered by the county
department of mental health.
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PROFESSIONALIZATION

The final indicator we will discuss is the level of professionalization. Spergel and
Korbelik (1979: 29) note:

It is assumed that for most inner city communities the presence
of professional staff in an organization signifies some degree of
social distance from its clientele. Professionalization tends to
gear an organization to definitions of problems and service
using professional or bureaucratic norms rather than local
norms. The more community based the organization, the more
its staff should resemble its ciients and community residents in
education and background. In other words, professionalization
is regarded as a negative indicator of community basedness.

A number of interesting issues are raised by this indieator and its implications for
establishing the outer parameters of a definitional framework and conceptualization.
If we assume that the more community-based organizations will have staff resembling
its clients and community residents and, in particular, that the level of professionali-
zation (i.e., education and credentials) is the critical measure, then it is quite possible
that a program staff which possesses more education and training than the service
community will automatically cause a particular program to be literally defined out of
its eommunity-based existence.

Esperanza, from its inception, quite consciously sought to maintain a predomi-
nantly Hispanie staffing pattern, but it originally employed more "street-wise" persons,
who proved to be inadequately prepared to assume their responsibilities. In addition,
the structure of the program was such that the training, supervision, and guidance
available was not sufficient to teach or instruct the staff in the skills required to
competently perform the necessary tasks. Upon a major reorganization, which
involved the hiring of a Hispanie clinical director with prior experience and training,
the operating assumption concerning recruitment changed and staff were sought who
possessed a balance between street savy and professional training. This did not mean
all staff had to have professional edueation, but rather that the staff as a group should
be comprised of persons out of both worlds and that street-wise individuals should not
be confused with people who were still "hustling” on the streets. The point, of course,
is that there is nothing magic about a specific staff member having or not having
professional experience. Having staff with the ability and proficiency to deal with
offenders and their situations in the context of the program's intervention strategy and
having a personnel system which carefully selects, trains, supervises, and holds staff
accountable are necessary.

We should therefore be cautious in interpreting the following data on staff
members' level of education: '
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TABLE 19

NUMBER OF STAFF WORKING DIRECTLY WITH CLIENTS

(PRIMARY AND SUPPLEMENTAL), BY EDUCATION

Residential | Ph.D.'s Master's Bachelor's | Associates SI:;%I;I Unknown
Vindicate 2 2 5 5
PORT 3 1 1
Esperanza 1 2 4 2
ARC 1* 3 5 2 2¢ 1
FKMI 3 7 2 3 3
*Employed ten hours a month
Working on a Bachelor's
?:&I;isli— Ph.D.'s Master's Bachelor's | Associates High Unknown
School

Transitional 1 2 14 5
Key 4 15 1
Vision 1 3 1 1
Katahdin 4 3*
Viable 1 2 5 1
Copper
Mountain 6 4 1 3

*Interns working on Bachelor's or Master's

g oot T
St




|

o

-129-

We find four of the five residential programs with at least two staff members holding
Master's degrees. PORT, which has no staff with Master's degrees, resembled most
closely the traditional live-in staff group home.

Among the nonresidential programs, all except one had at least one staff rm_ember
with a Master's degree. We stress again, however, that related experience,
competence in performing the actual job responsibilities, and the ayallablhty of
guidance and supervision are among the most important staff characteristics.
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CHAPTER XI

CLIENT EXIT FROM PROGRAMS: TERMINATION/GRADUATION
AND AFTERCARE/FOLLOW-UP

Client participation in these programs is usually concluded in one of two
fashions, termination or graduation. These two possibilities are the most extreme
indicators of outecome in any program. In the former, the repeated violation of
program rules or incidents of rearrest are the most frequent grounds upon which the
decision to terminate a client from a program are based. In the latter, successful

‘ecompletion of conditions specified in the service plan and/or progression through the

various stages in the program result in the most positive outeome.

TERMINATION/GRADUATION: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Among the group of residential programs, termination is the last step in a series
of increasingly severe sanctions applied for misconduet. The total range of procedures
for responding to negative behavior has been discussed in detail elsewhere in this
report (see Imposition of Consequences and Punishment for Control Purposes). If all
lesser measures have failed and totally unacceptable behavior is occurring, staff
members notify representatives of the referring agency about the decision to
terminate. In the case of each residential program, the terminated client is simply
referred back to the agency from which he/she came. The common expectation is that
such failure will be followed by the application of a more severe sanction.

With regard to graduation, all cf the residential programs except ARC prefer to
note the successful completion of program requirements only in a low-keyed fashion.
Often, a very simple recognition of the client's achievement is made at the program,
usually in the presence of various staff members and other clients. In contrast, ARC
has developed a rather elaborate ceremony to mark the graduation of clients. Various
individuals such as employers and teachers who have been involved in the reintegration
of the client into the community are invited to the ceremony. In addition, a
representative of the referring agency, usually the youth's probation officer, is invited.
All staf{ members, all of the other clients, and the youth's family and close friends are
in attendance. This festive occasion is then concluded with a banquet at the faecility
and is attended by all persons listed above.

TERMINATION/GRADUATION: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Among the group of nonresidential programs, the termination process is quite
similar to what happens in the residential programs. It is always the final step in a
series of inereasingly severe sanctions applied within the context of the program and is
characterized by the return of the terminated client to his/her referring agency. In
addition, the assumption is that a more severe, formal sanction will follow. The one
exception to this general pattern in nonresidential programs occurs in Katahdin where
an appeal procedure has been built into the termination process. The presence of this
safeguard is not surprising since Katahdin has paid special attention in program design
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e of client input, stressing the need to create a social chmat_e in whlgh a
E‘Zetllilr?gfgfa t;t;uality existedpbe’tween staff m_embers and clients. Any termmatebd chelr;ng
can appeal the decision to a review committee co.mposed of three staff me'mt.exg, é'lch
three fellow clients. A majority vote decides the final outcome; if the vote is tied, the
program's executive director casts the deciding vote.

i i i i idential programs
Events surrounding the graduation of clients in all o.f the nonresi .
are always kept at a low profile. Whenever a ceremony 1S used to mark the occasion,
it is simple and involves only staff members and clients.

An important coneern in the operation of these programs IS the process of
reintegratingL? clients back into their communities. Often as clients progress llzh;%:glﬂ
programs en route to graduation, attempts are mag]e by counselors to .place.c f By
contact with loeal services and resources. Sometimes, all steps to _llnk clients wi
outside organizational actors are taken prior to graduatlon;_at other times, the p}x;o%fss
will continue past that point. We will refer to these kinds of activities, whether
initiated prior to or after graduation, as aftercare.

et of concerns shared by all of the programs is the neqd to determine
how ﬁfﬁﬁiﬁuems are adjusting to normal community life .fol_lowmg graduation.
These activities can consist simply of some attempt to pemodlcally mom.tor t%he
situation of ex—clients or may involve a more formal evaluative effort. We will refer
to both of these oversight procedures as follow-up.

AFTERCARE/FOLLOW-UP: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

the five residential programs, all possess some type pf serv1ces.d1rected to
aidmgogﬁents in their readjugtment to the ecommunity fo}lowmg graduatmnhTIn thg
case of four programs (Vindicate, Florida Keys Marine Ins’gltute, POt. , ar;n
Esperanza), these efforts are initiated solely as part of pregraduation prg[;lar:a 1olns. n
contrast, ARC has an elaborately developed system of aftercare which invo vels
variety of activities supervised by a single staff member, the -outreael} cot}cnse or.
These activities are carried out both prior to and after grgduat}on. This af ex:;:lage
system, eesily the most highly developed among all of the residential programs, will be
desecribed below.

Both Florida Keys Marine Institute and PORT have deyeloped a set of procedures
to facilitate the reini’egration of clients into the 9orr}n3un1ty. .PORT, as.partf of h1ts
graduation planning, takes steps to ensure that individual 911ents needing urther
services are referred to other community agencies for cqunsehng, vocational tramm%'%
and job placement. In the case of Florida Key_s Mar_me Institute, a regular stla
member,-the placement coordinator, in consultahgn with the HRS .hpme counszlac or%
develops plans for the return of clients to their home communities as part O
graduation planning.

Vindicate Society and Esperanza have much less clearly defined procedures for
preparing clients for gommunity reintegration. In the case of Esperanza, pr;grtaczga;
tion aftercare planning entails only school-related r.nattgr.s. But, given the fact tha
all of the elients in the program at the time of our site visit were qm.te young (aver.age
age of 13.8 years), it is not surprising that a wide range of community-based services
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such as job placement and vocational training are not being pursued. Greater
difficulty exists in trying to explain why pregraduation plans are also extremely
limited in scope at Vindicate Society. In contrast to Esperanza, a number of older
youngsters are participating in the program, do not intend to continue their formal
education after graduation, and can benefit from aftercare planning which places them

in contact with a wider range of community resources and services to aid their
reintegration.

The highly structured aftercare component for ARC begins during the first
month of a eclient's participation in the program. At an orientation meeting, the
outreach counselor meets with the client to discuss the nature and purpose of
aftercare planning. Once this meeting is concluded, there is not much contact
between the client and the outreach counselor until approximately the third month,
when the outreach counselor checks on the client's progress. After a total of six
months, a staff meeting (the individual counselor, outreach counselor, teacher, and
student) is econvened to discuss prerelease plans, i.e., to discover whether the client's
major interests lie in seeking employment opportunities, training programs, enlistment
in the armed services, or continuing education. At about the eight-month point, the
individual counselor will recommend a prerelease hearing. At that point, the eclient

appears before the entire staff and presents an outline of progress thus far and argues
why the prerelease phase should begin.

Once the prerelease phase begins, the outreach coordinator begins to deal
intensely with the client in working through a special prerelease curriculum and also
begins to interact with the client's family on a weekly basis. Topies in the special
prerelease curriculum include job-seeking procedures, interviewing, filling out applica-
tions, following written directions, opening and managing savings accounts, budgeting,
voting, use of the marketplace (consumer fraud and the dangers of advertising),
procuring and managing housing needs, and consumer law. Also, at that time the
outreach counselor sends a letter to the probation department informing them of the

student's reentry planning. From this point on, the outreach counselor assumes the
role of primary counselor for the youngster.

Once formally on prerelease status, the client returns to ARC on weekends,

~completes the prerelease curriculum, and discusses with the outreach counselor the

experiences and probiems of the preceding week. The coordinator maintains regular
contaet with employers, teachers, parents, and probation staff. Employers and
teachers are asked to fill out and submit status reports to the outreach coordinator. If
all goes well, this process continues for four or five weeks, and the client is then given
a prerelease test covering many of the topies from the special curriculum. Provided
the youngster passes the test, he is no longer required to return to the faecility.
Instead, the coordinator meets with the youth and his family twice a week for two
weeks. If all continues to go smoothly, graduation is scheduled.

With respect to follow-up, all five of the residential programs are engaged in
some form of monitoring/evaluative activity. Surprisingly, however, very little is
being done by way of evaluation in any formal fashion by these programs. PORT
follows one of two procedures depending on how clients were initially referred to the
program. For those youngsters who come from the Department of Social Services,
contacts are made by staff members with parents, probation officers, and social
serviece workers for purposes of evaluation. For those clients referred by the juvenile
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courts and subject to the conditions of the Community Corrections Act, evaluation is
accomplished through the use of a computerized tracking system. The only other
residential program pursuing evaluative activities is Esperanza, which was developing
such a system at the time of our visit. Three of these programs (Vindicate Society,
Florida Keys Marine Institute, and ARC) have developed some kind of procedures for
monitoring their ex-clients' readjustment to the community. Vindicate Society
depends upon an informal system based upon personal ties existing between ex-clients
and staff members. Graduates are encouraged to return to participate in special
events and regular activities. For purposes of monitoring progress, the liaison coun-
selor at Florida Keys Marine Institute makes contact with the HRS home counselor at
three-; six-, and twelve-month intervals, and also at two- and three-year intervals.
At ARC, the outreach coordinator contacts graduates every six months for a period of
two years to check on progress.

AFTERCARE/FOLLOW-UP: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Of the six nonresidential programs, all possess some type of services aimed at
aiding eclients in their readjustment to the community. In the case of four programs
(Katahdin, Projeet Vision, Viable Alternatives, and Key Tracking Plus), these efforts
are initiated solely as part of pregraduation preparations. Katahdin encourages
informal contact after graduation by utilizing, whenever possible, graduates as
volunteer peer teachers and advisors at the program. Similarly, Project Vision
encourages informal contact after graduation by inviting ex-clients back to the Boys'
Club for scheduled activities.

Key Tracking Plus, however, has a unique arrangement with most of its
graduates. Following graduation, one-half to three-fourths of the ex-clients enter
another nonresidential program operated by the Key Program, outreach and tracking,
for a period extending from four to six months. The decision as to who enters this
other program is made jointly by Key Tracking Plus staff and DYS personnel. Once
involved in outreach and tracking, ex-clients have greatly reduced contact with the
Key Tracking Plus Program.

The two programs (Transitional Center and Copper Mountain) having both
pregraduation and postgraduation activities vary considerably in the complexity and
formality of these procedures. In the case of Copper Mountain, most attention is
focused on pregraduation planning which places clients in regular contact with
community-based services after graduation. Postgraduation aftercare activities are
largely informal and involve the efforts of individual counselors to help ex-clients find
jobs and get into education or training programs. In contrast, Transitional Center has
a more complicated system of formal aftercare occurring both prior to and after
graduation. = These activities are coordinated by a single staff member, the
vocational/life skills counselor.

Prior to graduation, the vocational/life skills counselor works individually with
all of the clients regarding their plans for educational and recreational plans after
graduation. Once graduation has occurred, this ecounselor continues {0 place ex-clients
in vocational programs in the community. She monitors the edurational process by
maintaining personal eontact with the school and the teachers as lung as the ex-client
is enrolled. In addition, at the final staffing session prior to graduation, it may be
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decided that a particular elient will need individual counseling after i i

dec_ision is made, the counselor meets with the ex-client gnd his/gl‘lr;'dl:)aa?:rrllt.s Ifwtl]::lg
during the _f.u'st month after graduation. This relationship may be continued on an as-
needed basis for as long as a year. Finally, Transitional Center provides another type
of aftercare service for ex-clients following graduation. Volunteers sre used in the

role of big brother/big sister for as long 2s six month i i
Watcont this §ouer g s when the situation seems to

With respect to follow-up, all six of the nonresidential programs i
form of mgnitoring/evaluative activity, Five of the program!s? (Cgopper ?Vlllggffailrrll gg{gg
th.e excep.txon) .have some formal system for evaluation. Usually, this entails checking
with the juvenile court to see if further contact has occurred between the ex-clients
and law.-enforcemer_lt agencies. Viable Alternatives is the only program which bases its
evaluation of ex-client progress upon contact with parents at regular intervals (three
six, and twelve months). Three of the programs (Transitional Center, Coppex’-
Mpuntam, an.d Viable Alternatives) have developed procedures for monitoring their ex-
clients' readjustment. Transitional Center and Viable Alternatives utilize periodic
telgpho_ne calls to parents while Copper Mountain employs the services of trackers to
maintain regular contact with ex-clients for a period of three months. This entails one
or two telephone calls to the ex-client's home if all seems to be going well. If

difficulties arise, more frequent contact is made, possibly resulting i .
tance of the client to the pregram. ' P y resulting in the readmit

COMPARISON OF AFTERCARE/FOLLOW-UP ISSUES
ACROSS ALL ELEVEN PROGRAMS

In examining issues which relate to matters of aftercare and - 2
feature qlearl.y stands out in the sample of eleven programs. Eight off%ﬂgvgr%%r;:;g
(fom: residential and four nonresidential) have developed aftercare procedures which
are initiated so%e@y befpre graduation as part of reintegration planning., When looked
at from an adx}a{n}stratlve point of view, this deecision makes lots of sense. By limiting
gftercare activities to a pregraduation time frame, it is easier to end active
mvolve.ment with ex-clients and thereby avoid stretching scarce resources such as
staff time and program funds. When active involvement with clients continues past
the point of graduation, there is the danger of falling into a situation where ever larger
nurnbers_ of youngsters are receiving services. Consequently, linking clients with
commumty' services and resources prior to graduation is probably a necessary
procedure in most cases. One interesting exception is Transitional Center, where
volunteers are being utilized for certain of the postgraduation aftercare activities.

For programs wanting to offer postgraduation services, this i
approach w
not to have to expend valuable resources. ’ °P Hi aflow them

W
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CHAPTER XII
STAFFING COMPOSITION AND PATTERNS

Throughout the report we have alluded to various staff roles, funetions, and
responsibilities. Clearly, underlying the success of any strategy or technique is the
program's overall organizing framework, administrative structure, and intervention
thrust. Intrastaff cooperation and harmony are critical, as they set the all-important
tone and atmosphere of daily life for both clients and staff.

The administrative structure must be one in which line staff and the day-to-day
operating administrator can freely communicate, work together, and extend mutual
support to one another. Particularly in smaller-scale organizations such as the kind we
have represented among our programs, the director's own personality and temperament
are reflected throughout the faecility. Accordingly, it is the people in all the positions,
from the director on down, who must blend together in a workable mixture where
mutual respect, trust, and a healthy sense of humor all coalesce.

There are certain to be disagreements, misunderstandings, and outright mistakes;
it is for just these reasons that the staff and director must all be carefully and
thoughtfully sereened, selected, and trained. Work with this kind of elient population
ean be stressful, demanding, and exhausting. Moreover, given that the responsibilities
are immense and the hours unpredietable, it takes high energy, extraordinarily
committed, and often younger workers to fill such positions. In spite of the care taken
to fill positions, this is typically not the kind of work that people stay with year after

yeai: or make a career of.

For these reasons, it is probably ill-advised for public agencies to operate smaller
programs of this variety. The one program in our sample which was run under publie
auspices happened to operate free of many of the standard bureaucratic constraints
sueh as the personnel policies and civil service requirements frequently associated with
agencies operated by various levels of government. This was due primarily to the
program's unique status and its orchestration by an imaginative and authoritative

director of court services.

The use of professionals versus nonprofessionals is frequently a matter of
controversy, with the assumption often being made that the professional will be less
street wise, less able to relate to the clients, and more inelined to reflect a so-called
medieal model orientation, e.g., overly hierarchical, tightly controlled perpendicular
administrative structure rather than a subunitized one, clients deemed sick or
diseased, abounding professional symbols and status differentiation, overemphasis on
physical and medical techniques over others, ete. (Wolfensberger, 1972: 68-70). If we
look at staff in each of the programs by level of education (see Table 19 under Nature
of External Relationships and Use of Community Resources), we do see that in all but
one residential and one nonresidential program there are at least some staff with
Master's degrees. However, with only one exception (Copper Mountain), each program
does have more staff possessing Bachelor's degrees or less rather than Master's degrees
or beyond. Nevertheless, we did not see evidence that persons with advanced degrees
thought about intervention or administrative structure in any significantly different
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fashion than those having less education. Moreover
H

larger numbers of more edy :
> cated
or less street-wise orientation, staff did not appear

even those programs employin:
to reflect a more medical mzdegi

Inf : sy s
clients We;iif;lczieccs)in;ei'mgg the SUltablllt.y and appropriateness of staff to work with
simplistie, naive, &mdp ges?dS:sd tc;;ne tgﬁ-f’i‘ ISt%-ct; and level of credentials strikes us as
whieh dj . | i, 1th the exeeption of Vindi ;
Isplayed a decidedly anti-eredential and anti-inteﬁectual at:il]t?xlc?;t(:;llsc:)ci'ltatzsg

remaining programs were quiie accepting, i i i
additional training, education, and er%dgg{i;f}‘sr.mt PUETIgNt supportive, of staff Acquiring

simpl ) cps ; kind we visited
Py not in a position to acquire an abundance of highly creden tia?gg’ ir?gi \ilcli?x alﬁr§§;

fullt] . = . "
] ag;fi’s i(i;l;icgfs:\é:jcee ;?éf positions. This should not be interpreted to mean that
on the stapon-of resulr:: als by staff or the preponderance of credentialed individuals
with and relate to the clients. Moreover, in sur ogcr CraLe OF unable to identify
il ; 2 y In our judgment there i ‘ i

at staff without advanced degrees are any less capgable, quaﬁfi;z,ngrrfealsizgléo Pelieve

The question of required ed i
largel uca_tlon level for staff in proer i
ing%':dyiei tm?tttir of a program's own intervention and staffing pﬁil?s?: fluchT%S v
it thls e.recrmtme_nt of personnel who are willin A © critical
program. Sim\;&rll?olxs funetions and to fulfill the different roles required in each
one ethric grouppwgga:lS-—Esperanza, for example—conseiously seek out members of
and professionay tpe -epresent a balance between street-wise knowledge/experience
credentialed people V\lll;ll(;lg;re ;1‘12(1)8 ffoalt can be achieved Ly a staff comprised of
kind o . Street wise, or who ecome out of b
g, s Staff must fill and the specified demographios (e.g?,thggrfggs' race,
b b

ethnicity, age) that may be so i
. - u
basie i stratZgy. ght will eorrespond to the program's own philosophy and

new S{cr;}sfex;\gcti :rgi o(;l;:;gj:g‘;é':gi‘?éggaf%rm the basis for orienting and familiarizing
:?a"} ftﬁgeﬁi;l;sh:fes ?’g;gsvs:;egs bg other 1203(1)%?;&:;;?&% Training seminars, institutes,
B et Soutions, ana overall impresions soncesning bot propr e
elaborate trai.ning progll:;rlrrllsngége0€;§§§?‘i:§tiVi;%es’ no highly developed or especially
permitted the luxury of spending an inordinate amollr;;sc gtp ?ir;ngzrfreasm?;gPly have not

comm u:lcéps, ()1"1([)111-1 t’Ie‘r;:smonal Cepter, Viable, and to some extent PORT, the use of
o comemmits voluntwas not W{de_ly a:nd regularly practiced. (We shou’ld point out
Some Tormm ot TreoLur eers are dlstm.gulshed from supplemental workers who r‘ece'u
placementy, oo h.eratmn or credit from another Source, e.g., CETA, unive 1“t,e
community,volunt:esrlps, employees on loan.) In each of the ’three c;ases wlt‘1Sl .
the time omomunts .sbwet?e useq, there was an already existing mechanism to hah?iie
Conter wae oamir (;g tJJZ (t)h reermtment., sereening, and initial orientation. ’I‘ransitionaei
PORT the, & ; € the court serviece volunteer program, and for both Viabl

ere larger umbrella agencies organizing and promoting the effort ® and
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Two of the programs established an interesting link with their source of referral.
The presence of a referral source liaison or probation officer at the program for
substantial periods of time was used by Transitional Center and FKMI to satisfy several
purposes. In the case of Transitional Center, one probation officer was assigned to all
the clients. This minimized confusion and allowed one person the opportunity to get to
know the program and all the clients more fully. The probation officer was able to
keep more careful track of what was going on in the program, as well as to have the
capability to more immediately verify and check on any charges of abuse or injustice
that might be made by clients. FKMI's liaison counselor worked for the referral source
and was expressly charged with transporting residents to Key West from Miami,
keeping the family informed, working out the arrangements for furlough, regularly
meeting with the residents, and communicating with the home counselor whose job it
was to assume responsibility for supervision after program termination. The presence
of such a position brings the added benefit of assurance to clients that the authorities
are not likely to lose track of them or to be so removed as to pose no real backup
threat. Courts or referral source are major sources of support for controls imposed by
the programs.

Finally, in the case of particularly difficult problems or unusual client needs,
many of the programs resorted to outside consultants to perform specialized kinds of
treatment or testing, as well as to advise the staff on how to deal with certain
situations or problems. In this way, additional expertise could be acquired on an as-
needed basis, and the program can direct itself to dealing with the problems more
within its ecentral competence.

The number of staff working at each program and the ratio of clients to staff
provide some measure of just how labor intensive these kinds of programs may be.
However, these figures can also be misleading. Especially when the program is
operating on a rotating shift basis, at any one time thare may be fewer staff available
than the ratio would appear to indicate. In addition, client-to-staff ratios may give
little indication of the work loads of any one service classification, i.e., counselors,
teachers, trackers, ete.

Recognizing these limitations, we now briefly examine the ratios across all the
programs. When we look at the residential programs in order of the lowest to highest
ratio, it is interesting to note that Esperanza, primarily a socialization program, shows
a smaller client-to-staff ratio than either of the two programs (ARC and Vindicate)
which more closely approximate a milieu treatment approach. Recall, too, that ARC
maintains more constant and direct supervision than in any other of the residential
programs, and it runs its own in-house school. Furthermore, Vindicate and FKMI, while
dealing with greater numbers of clients than the other residential programs, still have
a smaller ratio than PCRT, which has only seven clients.

It is important’ to realize that, while the number of clients and the ratio of
clients per staff member do reflect some notion of how many staff a facility will use
to "program" for a certain number of clients, these measures by themselves impart
little other information. We know, for example, that once a program’s client
population begins to increase, adding additional staff is necessary to maintain previous
client-to-staff ratios. However, as the population begins to exceed a certain critical
mass, the challenge of dealing with and handling clients and staff poses a new set of
concerns with which administration must cope. Group process, program atmosphere,
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systems for staff accountability, ete., are not likely to remain unchanged. In all
probability, operating procedures and overall strategy will require adjustment and
accommodation. In much the same way, changing staff size while keeping the client
population stable is likely to alter many program procedures. The point we wish to
make is twofold. First, the size of the client population and the staff set certain
limits on how a program can be organized and run. Second, both these numbers are
insufficient by themselves as indicators of program content or quality.

When we consider the nonresidential programs, we similarly find that the two
programs (Key and Transitional Center) which attempt to exert the greatest level of
intervention do not reflect the two lowest ratios of clients to staff. Moreover,
Transitional Center has almost three times the number of students as Key, the
program with the lowest ratio, and is running an in-house alternative school. It also
can be seen that, while Transitional Center has more than twice the elient population

of Katahdin, another in-house school program, the former still maintains a lower
client-to-staff ratio.

Small elient populations do not in themselves demonstrate that a program has a
sufficient number of staff to adequately teach, counsel, support, control, and monitor.
This depends, in part, upon the program's intervention strategy and goals, the overall
organizing framework, and the ease or difficulty of working with a particular group of
clients. It further appears to us that the ease or difficulty of coping with a client
population is likely to be entirely independent of the reasons for referral and the
offense histories. In short, it is only through close assessment and monitoring of the
many aspects of programming discussed throughout this report that one can begin to

identify what it might be about a particular program that eould make a difference for
any one client.
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TABLE 20

CLIENT TO STAFF RATIOS: RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

No. of No. of Client

Clients Staff to Staff

at Visit Ratio
Esperanza 4 9 «44:1
ARC 10 131 7731
Vindicate 40 14 2.86:1
Florida Keys 552 18 3.1:1
PORT 7 23 3.5:1
X=2.13:1

1Excludexs one 10-hr.-a~month consultant
2Includes 37-day students

“Excludes 2 substitute house parents and 1 executive director
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TABLE 21

CLIENT TO STAFF RATIOS: NONRESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

No. of No. of Client

Clients Staff to Staff

at Visit Ratio
Key 11 14l .79:1
Copper Mountain 14 14 1:1
Transitional Center 31 262 1.19:1
Katahdin 13 63 2.2:1
Vision ‘ 28 54 5.6:1
VAP 45° 86 5.6:1

X=2.73

1Exeludes 9 caseworkers working both with Plus and Outreach and Track-

ing eclients

Exeludes 4 staff who drive buses and supplemental staff spending intermit-
tent time at the program

3Exclud«es 1 part-time cook
4Excludes 1 executive director

Based on maximum number

preferred, since program not operational at
visit

6Includes 2 teachers and 1 deputy director at no cost to program

budget
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CHAPTER XII

CONCLUSIONS

The literature on the serious juvenile offendgr. proyidgs a numbgr_of recurrent
observations and findings concerning issues of dgfin.mon, incidence, of.fle1a1 responses,
treatment interventions, and more severe sanctlgrung. In- our cqncludm_g ren}arks, t\;v.le
will begin by examining some of these ofte_n dlscuss.ed issues in rglatloqshlg? :2 twg
specifies of our research. For reasons of claylty, we will divide this d1scuss1<én én o
parts: (1) issues concerning definition, ineidence, and statutory mandates,

(2) approaches and techniques for intervention strategies.

finine the serious juvenile offender, attempts to generate _meamngful
categ'irxl-iegehavegled to the devglopment of a number qf .n3d1cat9rs.ref1ect1ng z} brtcad
specfrum of eriminal activity. Key among t{lese definitional indicators age ac 0;?‘
representing (1) local/regional priorities, attlj:qdes, and values, 2) the g,grfe of
severity of a specific offense, ard (3) repetitiveness of cr1{n{n.al m1sfcotr11] uct. m
combination, these factors have generated a variety of definitions o e serio
juvenile offender.

At one extreme of possible definitions are those habitually violent Juve_mles who
are thought to pose immediate danger to the .phy.sica.l safety of the commumgy. le}C}elser
tend to be placed in secure, correctional institutions. At the qther end ho o
continuum are several types of offenders such as youths charged habltual.ly th petty
erimes, chronie status offenders, and "system qulsancgs" (those never adjusting tto ?nlsi
program setting). In those programs we visited, client populations tended to had
somewhere between these two extremes. Generally, youngsters in these programs f'ad
been officially labeled as serious juvenile offenders ba§ed upon some set of specifie
criteria but were considered to be amenable to ecommunity-based treatment.

incidence of serious misconduct among juvenile offenders is largely confme_d
to crirIr:l:slzgainst property. Delinquents seem to pose the g:reatest threat to fihelr
communities through the perpetration of major Property crimes such as burg aryt,;
iareeny, and auto theft. Within the general pogulatlon,_ 16-year?old offenders are mos
often responsible for these three categories of index crimes against property.

The relatively low incidence of violent juvenile offenses_has con.trlbu.ted to a
situation in whichyvirtually all community-based programs designed primarily fpr a
severely delinquent population contain a wide mix of offendgr types. In these sit ;]ngs,
most clients have histories of crimes against property,. whlle. oqu a few clients ave;:‘
histories including incidents of violent erime. In addition, within those categonfs ;
erime which are officially labeled violent, aggravated assault anq robbery seemffo e
the special domain of juvenile offenders. Yet, these two index crime o e?se
designations tend to tell one relatively little about the degree of 'sez?ou§ne§s of a
particular offense. This ambiguity leads many program dn-ect.ors in their ecllsmri
making to rely much more upon the day-to-day bel}av.lor.of clients than upon lega
labels attached to these youngsters prior to their admission in programs.
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Concern over youth crime appears to have produced an increasingly broad-based
public response. In many localities, there is a marked decline in tolerance for
maintaining delinquents under any form of supervision in the community. Instead, calls
are issued for retribution against and incapacitation of increasing numbers of juvenile
offenders. The past several years have witnessed a ground swell in activity for the
passage at the state level of serious juvenile offender statutes. These legislative
enactments have focused on the introduction of mandatory waiver, legislative
exclusion of juveniles from juvenile court processing, determinate sentencing, and a
general lowering of the age of eligibility for waiver to adult jurisdietion. One of the
most important repercussions of such steps is to reduce greatly the number of serious
youthful offenders who will be retained under the authority of the juvenile justice
system and who can qualify for participation in programs such as those we visited. In
fact, legislative enactments focusing on the serious delinquent population were
beginning to have an effect on several of the jurisdictions in which programs in our

sample were located. To varying degrees the serious juvenile offender was being
defined out of existence.

We next turn to a series of observations drawn from the treatment literature
whieh in our view provide a critical foundation for a discussion of specific strategies
and organizing frameworks encountered at individual program sites. However defined,
juveniles conviceted of certain kinds of offenses are likely to vary extensively on both
diagnostie and behavioral characteristies; it is thus necessary to develop very different
kinds of intervention strategies. Extending this reasoning, we suggest it may also be
true that juveniles convieted of different offenses may be diagnostically and
behaviorally quite similar. On purely treatment grounds, this suggests